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INTRODUCTION

The first excavations resulting in the characteris-
tic graves of the Pit-Grave culture were preceded by
a debate concerning the origin of the barrows and
by a topographic and geographic investigation of
the kurgans that are inseparable from the landscape
of Eastern Hungary.l Because of the popular
legends and beliefs about some of the barrows and
also because some of these barrows have preserved
old place-names, researchers of both ethnography
and local history have dealt with their distribution.2
Archaeological investigations have, from the very
start, aimed at throwing light on the origin, and
designation of the barrows. The results have soon
disproved the view maintained by the geologist
J. Szab6 and his followers, who took the “korha-
nyok” (= kurgans) on the Tisza—K6ros region either
for elevations of geological origin or specific relief
forms which resulted from erosion.3 The earliest,
so-called central-pit method excavations that were
restricted to the central part of the barrows are
associated with the names of P. Frenyo, A J6sa
and L. Zoltai.4 The reckoning and mapping of the
“Cumanian barrows” of these regions also started
in the first decades of our century.5

The burials, often found under several metres
of earth, with modest grave furniture, contained
in most cases a red paint clod of mineral origin and
traces of some organic cover. Some of them were
found below the remains of the wooden construc-
tion covering the grave. In the early phase of the
archaeological investigations these burials were
regarded as plundered graves of Migration Period
chieftains.

Following the unearthing of several, apparently
undisturbed burials, these kurgan-graves could be

1For the early phase ofthe research of East Hun-
garian barrows see: Szab6 1859, pp. 175-187; Id. 1867,
pp. 195-198; Romer 1869, pp. 405-409; Id. 1878,
pp. 103-159; Gyarfas 1870, pp. 33-42.

2Gyé6rffy 1921, pp. 59-62.

3Freny6 1889, pp. 53-57; Feniehel 1891a; Id. 1891b;
Solymossy, 1895, pp. 417-419; J6sa 1897, pp. 318-325;
Szeghalmi 1912, pp. 276-281; (Gardonyi) G. Nagy,
1914, pp. 381-398, 452-453.

identified as a group having a uniform character
but being of unknown origin.6

The most striking common elements of the ritual
were the red pieces of ochre and traces of red paint,
the placing of the dead on his back with the legs
bent at the knee, their western orientation, and as
established by Zoltai, the lack of grave furniture.7
The latter phenomenon was especially surprising
for the researchers because they took it for granted
that the size of the “earth pyramid” had been
designed to express and retain the social position of
the deceased.8

The results of contemporary Russian kurgan
excavations at the turn of the century led to the
elucidation of the origins and undoubtedly pre-
historic character of the “ochre graves”.9The first
prehistoric reconstruction, accepted as a basic
concept even today, is attributed to V. G. Childe
who connected the appearance of the “ochre grave”
burials in Hungary with the westward invasion of
the most ancient equestrian nomadic folk of
Pontus.10 In the course of the following three
decades a number of studies were published on the
relations between the steppe regions and the Central
European Early Bronze Age. Their assumption of a
significant migration which started from the east is
based on the spreading of corded ware in Europe.ll
On the other hand, there was hardly any increase in
the number of barrows unearthed in the Tisza
region; and it was only in the 1960s that the study
of the role played by the Hungarian “ochre graves”
in prehistoric times began again, this time supported
by the large amount of new data having been
accumulated in international literature. It is F.
Készegi who first called attention to the circum-

4Freny6 1889; Jésa 1897; Zoltai 1907, pp. 24-29.

5Szeghalmi 1912; Zoltai 1938.

6See Kalicz 1968, p. 15

7Zoltai 1910, pp. 36-48.

8Tariczky 1906.

9Janké 1890, pp. 134—137; Cf.: Kalicz 1968, p. 15.

10Childe 1929, pp. 138, 148-152.

NTheir summary with further literature see: Kalicz
1968, pp. 15—16.



stance that from the end of the Bodrogkeresztur
culture until as late as the Hatvan culture a signifi-
cant steppe influence could be traced in the Carpa-
thian Basin, which in his opinion, was primarily
due to the westward penetration of the “ochre
grave” folk.12 It is supposed by I. Béna that the
“ochre grave” folk of steppe origin reached the
territory of Hungary after the burning up of the
Cucuteni-Tripolye settlements, at the time of the
prosperity of the Pécel culture; and, merging with
the Pécel and later with the Z6k population of
southern origin, it took part in the formation of the
Hatvan culture.l3 N. Kalicz in his monograph
devotes a whole chapter to the steppe relationships
of East Hungarian Early Bronze Age, and, on the
basis of all available data, he renders a comprehen-
sive study of pit-grave burials.14 In his opinion, it
was the penetration of the pit-grave folk (Yamnaya
culture) that put an end to the Pécel culture in
Hungary. On the basis of the barrow-building he
attributes the significant social changes at the
beginning of the Early Bronze Age to the impact of
the new population of eastern origin. Accepting the
view of Childe and Gimbutas he connects the
Early Bronze Age corded ware, the Early Bronze
Age tumulus graves in Eastern Slovakia, and the
cremation burial of Szerbkeresztur to the pit-grave

P2 Készegi 1962, pp. 15-22.
13B6na 1961, p. 10.

1 Kalicz 1968, pp. 15-61.
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burials, perhaps to the appearance of a steppe
population directly following these.

It was Gy. Gazdapusztai who, with the starting
of new barrow excavations continued to study
the problem. (His untimely death prevented him
from completing his excavations in Eastern Hunga-
ry.) In his studies on this subject he maintained
that the first groups of the Pit-Grave culture arrived
as early as the time of the Bodrogkeresztur culture
at the Tisza region with the bulk of the population
following them later.’5 (In connection with the
cord-pattern vessel of Szerbkeresztir he pointed
out that neither this nor the corded ware of Tran-
sylvania and Eastern Slovakia could be related to
the typical pit-grave burials.16) In his opinion,
the Pit-Grave culture in Hungary should un-
doubtedly be considered as a Copper Age culture,
while the cord-pattern elements appear only as
late as the Early Bronze Age.

On the basis of the results by the above-men-
tioned authors, the material obtained from the ex-
cavations (conducted partly by Gy. Gazdapusztai)
we feel it necessary to sum up the problem once
again. We have to remark that in many cases the
material at our disposal allowed us mere assump-
tions only, the verification or modification of which
can be expected from further excavation results.

5Gazdapusztai 1965a; Id. 1967a.
BGazdapusztai 1965b, PpP. 47-48.



THE EARLIEST ETHNIC GROUP

OF STEPPE ORIGIN IN EASTERN HUNGARY

As already mentioned, according to Gy. Gazda-
pusztai the first groups of the Pit-Grave (Yamnaya)
culture appeared in the Carpathian Basin as early
as the Bodrogkeresztir culture. This assumption
was permitted by the grave found at the site Csong-
rad-Kettéshalom (halom = barrow in Hungarian)
unearthed in 1962 by Katalin Nagy in the course of
a rescue-excavation.l7 The grave was dug into a
loess sand soil and there was no trace of an earth
barrow. The pit shape and extension of the grave
was indicated by a patch of ochre of E-W direction
in the axis of which the man — oriented with his
head towards West —was lying supine with the legs
drawn up, in a sort of half-sedentary position. The

L

Fig. |. Csongrad-Kett6shalom, grave 1

I7Gazdapusztai 1965a; Ecsedy 1973.
1BKovacs 1944, pp. 7, 17-20.
19Garasanin 1961, pp. 24.

arms, slightly flexed at the elbow, were jdaced near
the body (Fig. 1and PI. 34-5). Between the upper
arm and the ribs a 13.2 cm long obsidian blade with
trapezoid cross section, around the drawn-up legs
small copper beads made of curved copper plate and
cylindrical shell beads, near the shoulder rather
small disc-shaped limestone beads were found (Fig.
2). Near the left pelvis a major piece of ochre was
found, placed on the ochre layer covering the grave
bottom, in a pouch most possibly made of some
leather or textile. Judging merely from the position
of the body and the presence of ochre the burial
cannot be regarded as a pit-grave one. In our opin-
ion, it can be related only in a general sense to the
steppe Copper Age. The elements of the rite and the
unit of grave furniture described above can be found
in the graves of the Marosdécse (Degea-Muresului)
Copper Age cemetery; in a number of cases in the
same position as those in the Csongrad grave.18
The use of ochre different from that of the kurgans
in the Tisza region also indicates the relationship of
the two units.

The most important prehistoric problem arising
in connection with the Csongrad grave and the
cemetery of Marosdécse is the relationship of the
eastern part of Hungary with Moldavian and Ukrain-
ian territories at the time of the Cucuteni-Tripolye
cultures. The find units yielding the best parallels
to the above-mentioned graves can be found in the
Ukraine and are mostly to be put to the period
called Srednii Stog 11.19 Thus, in the cemetery of
Chapli and in the burials of Vinogradnii-Ostrov, in
the case of the skeletons lying in a similar position,
there occurred such characteristic elements as the
string of beads made from Unio shells (found also in
some Marosdécse graves). It seems to be evident
that the burial of Petro-Svistunovo2land the grave
of Kainari dated by a Tripolye B-I vessel also belong
to this group.2 A number of studies mention the
connections of the steppe cultures with the peasant
cultures of the Balkans and Romania as proved by
the Marosdécse cemetery, the horse head-shaped

20 Dobrovolskii 1954, pp. 106-108.
21 Bodianskii 1968, pp. 117-118.
2Movsha-Tshebotarenko 1969, pp. 45-49.



Fig. 2. Csongrad—Kettdshalom, grave goods of grave 1 (2, 4 :scale 2:1,1, 3,3 :scale 1:1)

stone “sceptres” — the ochre grave of CasiniQea
and the so-called Cucuteni “C” pottery.23 These
finds represent the early phase of the connection
between the two economically and culturally dif-
ferent territories already present in the phase pre-
ceding the Usatovo culture, most possibly in Tripo-
lye B-1 (the end of Cucuteni A, or Cucuteni A-AB
transition).2d The burial unearthed near Suvorovo
was similar inits rite (including the furniture) to the
graves of Kainari, Petro-Svistunovo, Marosdécse
and Csongrad. It is of great importance that a stone
sceptre was also found in this grave.5

It should be mentioned, too, that from an anthro-
pological point of view the Csongrad grave is related
to the Srednii-Stog Il—early Yamnaya material
and it shows no affinity with either the Bodrog-
keresztar or the Baden culture. Some similarity can

2 Cornea 1972, pp. 67—70; Danilenko—Shmaglii 1972,
pp. 45, 12-13 (with further literature).
24 Cornea 1972, pp. 67—0.
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be observed between the material of the Tiszapolgar
graves and the grave at Csongrad.%

On the basis of the above data, the prehistoric
significance of the Csongrad grave can be summed
up as follows. The burial has preserved the inher-
itage of a community of undoubtedly steppe origin
that arrived at the Tisza region most probably at
the very end of the Tiszapolgar culture orimmediate-
ly after it. Its appearance is directly connected to
the spread of “sceptres” dated from the end of the
Cucuteni A period, to the appearance of type “C”,
Srednii-Stog 11 pottery in the Cucuteni settlements,
and to the Marosdécse cemetery beginning at the
same time and continuing in the Bodrogkeresztir
period. In our opinion this population cannot be
identified with the early Pit-Grave culture in the
Ukraine. Judging from the find material it should

25 Danilenko-Shrnaglii 1972.
2% Marcsik 1973.



be regarded as its direct, genetic precedent (Srednii-
Stog I1).2Z7Consequently, its appearance in Hungary
does not necessarily mean that the pit-grave popula-
tion appeared in the Tisza region as early as the
Bodrogkeresztar period. The Csongradd grave can
easily be distinguished from the group of pit-grave
kurgans both typologically and chronologically.
The early migrations cannot be considered inva-
sions. (The first penetration of the steppe population
groups to Moldavia, to the Lower Danube region,
Transylvania and the Tisza region took place at the
time of the prosperity of the Copper Age cultures
there.) Movements and minor migrations remained
within the framework of interrelations and exchange
of goods between the two economically different ter-
ritories. This conclusion is justified by the Bodrog-
keresztlr type copper axe-adzes of the Tripolye—
Gumelnita cultures,Bthe Karbuna hoard,Qthe mu-
tual occurrence of certain types of pottery,3 the

2ITelegin 1970, pp. 3-21.
2BKutzian 1972, pp. 197-201.

29 Serghe’ev 1963.

N Dumitrescu 1963, pp. 499-500.
3L Serghe’ev 1963.

Tiszapolgar-Bodrogkeresztlr type grave-goods of
Marosdécse and the fact, that the obsidian blade of
the Csongrad grave is undoubtedly of Carpathian
Basin origin. Thus, the process outlined here cannot
be regarded as a short-lived penetration or invasion.
This early movement starting from the steppe could
not be so strong as to cause a break in local develop-
ment. For the time being it cannot be proved that
the hiding of some treasures belonging to the Tisza-
polgar-Bodrogkeresztdr phase was in connection
with these events. (The depot-finds of Karbuna,3L
Habasesti,® Er6sd3and HencidaX are situated on
territories that may be considered as having been in
connection with the westward movement of Srednii-
Stog 11 groups.) It can be assumed that it wasmetal-
lurgy and the Transylvanian gold and copper quar-
ries that induced the development of the relation-
ship between the steppe and the Cntral European
zones in the Early Copper Age. e

2Dumitrescu 1957.

BF. Laszl6: Haromszék megyei praemykénai jelle-
gl telepek. (Stations de I’¢poque pré-mycénienne
dans le comitat de Haromszék) Ddig. 2 (1911) 224-—225.

A Gazdapusztai 1967b.
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF PIT-GRAVE KURGANS
AND THEIR BURIALS EXCAVATED IN HUNGARY

In Hungary all the pit-grave burials (Fig. 3) have
been found in barrows. According to the data at our
disposal their distribution is restricted to the region
east of the Tisza; farther west they occur only on
the stripe of the Great Hungarian Plain bordering
the river Tisza. Despite the small number of burials
excavated as yet, there must be a considerable num-
ber of undiscovered graves, since every barrow-
excavation on the indicated territory resulted in the
characteristic burials of the Pit-Grave culture. The
only exceptions were the so-called “small tumuli”
of the Hortobagy containing Sarmatian graves.®
On the other hand, both the size of these and
their distance from one another are definitely dif-
ferent from the characteristic “Curnanian barrows”
and kurgan cemeteries hiding pit-graves.

HZoltai 1938, p. 51; 269—-308.
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Zoltai 1941, pp.

The height of the majority of these latter ones isin
the range between 1m to 10 m. (Only those ploughed
and strongly worn down are lower than 0.5 m.)
Their diameter ranges accordingly between 20-70
m. Although there may occur 2-3 kurgans close to
one another, they always belong to a larger kurgan
cemetery within which the distance of the barrows
from one another is sometimes several hundred me-
tres. (The kurgan cemeteries in the vicinity of Két-
egyhazaand Dévavanya.) Their cartographic meas-
uring verified by field surveys in several areas
shows that in Eastern Hungary, even if cautiously
estimated, there must be considerably more than
3000 such barrows situated in groups and constitut-
ing larger, adjoining kurgan fields. Most of the kur-
gan groups can be found in the central part of the

Fig. 3. The distribution of pit-grave kurgans
in Hungary



Tisza region; their distribution is especially heavy in
Hortobagy, Nagykunsag, in the regions of the Koros
rivers and in the Tiszazug. They were built on ridges
and riversides, thus, in the vicinity of the rivers
Kords and Tisza it is the distribution of the barrows
that outlines the one-time flooded areas.3

Burials

The number of kurgan excavations in Hungary
is very small as compared to the distribution of the
kurgan cemeteries. Excavation data are at our dis-
posal from the following sites:&

1. Dévavanya-Templomdomb33

The description published by N. Kalicz can be
completed, on the basis of the hand-written record
kept by P. Frenyo, the excavator, by the following
data:®

In the case of the first grave (encircled by a semi-
circular ditch) all Frenyé mentions concerning the
orientation of the skeleton is that it is “facing
east”.40 In our opinion this description means most
possibly that the body was oriented W—E, and not
E-W, as it was assumed by Kalicz. In the descrip-
tion the “pressed layer of ash” observed above the
earth covering the skeleton was prébalily the remain
of a grave cover (mat ?) which had partly calcinated.
Such remains resembling ashes have also come to
light from a contemporary burial of the nearby
Barcé-halom.4

According to the description of Kalicz the only
find in the grave was the egg-shaped piece of ochre
at the left side of the skull. Frenyd’s observation
seems to modify this: “At the right and left side of
the skull, at the place corresponding to the ears, a
hazel-nut sized grey clod with lilac stripes was found
at each side”. On the basis of the description, and
judging from the position of the objects we may
assume that these were the remains of multi-twisted
spiralic earrings in very bad condition, possibly
made of poor silver.

In the description of the third burial of the bar-
row the remark referring to the orientation is the

$HSee D. Viragh’s study in this volume.

FCf.: Kalicz 1968, pp. 15—61. Of the data yielded
by the sites mentioned by Kalicz we render here only
those not published by Kalicz. Instead of re-publi-
cation in these cases we refer to the work cited; our
data are of a completing character.

BKalicz 1968, pp. 16-17.

PFrenyd 1887.

4 1bid.: “The skeleton oriented towards the East
was covered by thick, mud-like soil. The skull was

same as that of the first grave. It may be presumed
that this grave was also W-E oriented.£2

2. Buj—Feketehalom8

Following Kalicz’s detailed publication based on
the description of A. J0sa, it can be taken for cer-
tain that the two graves — of the same rite and
situated in the vertical axis of the barrow, above one
another  were pit-grave (Yamnaya) burials.

The second grave with the silver earring was dug
into the barrow built above the original burial.
The upper part of the barrow was built on top of it.

The description of the burials of Tiszaeszlar—
Potyhalom, Gava—Katéhalom, Basahalom-Nagy-
halom, Nagykall6—Nagykorhany, Csészéarszallas—
Névtelen-halom,  Oros-Nyirjes—Névtelen-halom,
Nyirkarasz-Gara-halom is given by Kalicz (3—9)4
based on the information by A. Joésa.

10. Debrecen (Hortobagy) Pipashalom No. 24°

Besides the data published by Kalicz we have to
turn our attention to the coloured imprints observed
by Zoltai, which preserved the pattern of the grave-
cover. According to the original description the
grave-cover was patterned with white and red
stripes of alternating width. The imprints of these
could be observed both on the grave bottom and
around the skeleton 8

11. Debrecen-Papegyhazal

Besides the piece of red paint, the grave bottom
was covered all over with white, red and brown im-
prints. They are possibly the remains of a cover
made from the same material as the one described at
Pipashalom, No. 2.

12. Sarrétudvari—Balazshalom4

Here too it is worth citing Zoltai’s detailed de-
scription:®“At a depth of 50 cm some wide, striped
imprints can be observed. These were the same as
the ones found in the burials of the barrow of Pipas-

lying somewhat raised on a clay cushion. The grave
was covered by a 1-2 cm thick pressed layer of ashes.”

41 Ecsedy 1971, p. 46.

L Freny6 1887.

43 Kalicz 1968, p. 18.

4 1bid.

45 1bid, p. 20.

% 1bid, note 29.

47 1bid, note 20; Zoltai 1910a, p. 39.

48 Kalicz 1968, p. 20.

49 Zoltai 1910b.



halom, No. 2, and the barrow near Debrecen-Pap-
egyhdza. On an area of 3.10 m by 2.60 m, white,
black and russet stripes were found. These stripes
were 30-40 cm wide and on the eastern side some
narrow red and brown stripes could be discerned.
In the N-W section on a small part of the surface,
in a thin layer of 1-2 cm, the charred remains of
some burnt wood were lying on the clay. The rest
of the coloured imprints suggests that the coloured
stripes were caused by the paint material of the car-
pet covering the grave. Below, under the striped
layer, some tar-coloured, strikingly soft and sticky
soil could be found. Further below, at a depth of
50 cm, white imprints appeared again and under
these red-coloured shin bones were unearthed.
In the opened grave the skeleton was lying supine
with its skull oriented west and its legs east, here
too, between layers showing white, russet, and
brown stripes. Below it, the coloured grave bottom
was slightly bulging. The skull was facing south.”

From the description given by Zoltai — the grave-
pit was 190x 130 cm — it appeared that the grave
was covered bya large blanket after it had beenfilled
in. On the photo (Archives of the Déri Museum,
Debrecen) it is well discernible that the skeleton
was lying with drawn-up legs, in a supine position.

13. Szepespuszta - the barrows of Miklés Szabé10

A more detailed description of the excavation is
not rendered by Kalicz; again, it is worth citing
Zoltai’s hand-written notes.5LThe barrow was high,
with a diameter of 46-48 m, the excavation was
carried out with a 10 X 10 m “central shaft”. “The
grave patches and decomposed wood on the virgin
soil revealed the presence of three graves. First
these graves were dug, then they were topped up
with earth.” Zoltai renders the description of only
one grave. “The size of the grave-pit is 70 X 150 cm.
Among thin decomposed pieces of wood a badly
preserved skeleton was lying in a contracted posi-
tion with the right leg slightly drawn up and the
shin placed on the left leg.”

The drawing representing the grave has been lost.
Zoltai did not pay much attention to the thin layer
of decomposed wood. At the right shoulder and the
left arm some crumbling, red paint (a piece of ochre)
was found.

The assessing of the other two graves was not pos-
sible because of the poor condition of the skeletons.

30 Kalicz 1968, p. 20.
51 Zoltai 1907b.
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14. Debrecen-Ludashalom@®
15. Debrecen-Dunahalom(

On the basis of Zoltai’s information Kalicz, when
giving an exact description of the burial mentioned
that the grave was unearthed at a depth of 205 cm
from the highest point of the barrow “in the vicinity
of a hearth”. Making use of the note kept in the in-
ventory of the Déri Museum in Debrecen we can
rather precisely reconstruct the relationship of the
original burial and the above-mentioned hearth.
According to the inventory the skull (Inv. No. 1V/
1923.105.1) has come to light “from the bowels of
the 230 cm high Dunahalom.” (It is supposed that
the 230 cm referred to is the highest point of the
barrow and denotes its approximate distance from
the grave bottom.) The site of the pottery sherd
(Inv. No. 1V/1923.105.3-6) is also recorded in the
inventory: “Decorated sherds from the inside of
Dunahalom, slightly above the contracted skeleton,
from the hearth found near it, at a depth of 170cm”.
On the basis of these data it is clear that the hearth
was situated near the grave, on the original surface
into which the 50-60 cm deep grave-pit was dug.
The patch of the grave-pit was possibly separated
only after the 30-40 cm thick layer of the original
humus.

It seems very likely that the hearth in question is
connected to the central burial of the barrow. On the
hearth there was a broken vessel and several sherds
showing the typical forms of the Baden culture.
The inventory has preserved Zoltai’s original draw-
ings and we also render the photo of the remaining
sherds (Pis 1.2-8 and 2).

16. Debreeen-Halaszlaponyags

The vessel found in a tumbled condition by Zoltai,
according to the note of the inventory, at a depth of
140 cm must be the remains of a sacrifice similar to
the one represented by the hearth of Debrecen-
Dunahalom. (The burial was unearthed at a depth
of 170 cm; the vessel was possibly standing on the
original surface close to the grave.) It is a dark grey,
27 cm high vessel with a toothed rim, badly burnt
and roughly smoothed. Unfortunately it has been
lost; it can be reproduced only after the sketch made
by Zoltai in the inventory (Pl. 1.9). Its inventory
number is DM.IV.1924: 11%.

2 Kalicz 1968, p. 20.
53 1bid.
S ibid.



17—18. Debrecen—Matai telekhalom, Debrecen-
Szantay-halom”

19. Debreeen-Laszl6 -halom53

The perforated bead made of a flexed copper or
bronze plate was found near the right shoulder, and
it is shown here after Zoltai’s drawing preserved in
the inventory (Pl. 1.1). Inventory No. DM 1927. 91.
457

The description of Debrecen-Basahalom, Debre-
cen—Bajnokhalom, Debrecen—Heverélaponyag, Deb-
recen—Binnyéshalom, Debrecen—Fenehalom, Deb-
recen—Ormabshalom (20-25) has been published by
Kalicz after the records made by Zoltai.58

We confirm his observation according to which
the material of the latter four sites (22-25) cannot
be placed among those of the Pit-Grave culture with
absolute certainty.

26. Balmazujvaros—Karhozott-halom’J

Kalicz does not mention Csalog’s remark who,
observing the cross section of the kurgan, concluded
that the enormous kurgan was built in several stages
although, in his opinion, the time between any two
construction periods must have been very short.®

On examining the extremely accurate description
by J. Csalog, we have supposed that this kurgan,
too, contained several burials. We must reckon with
the central burial of the first kurgan. It is possible
that it was the base burial of the huge kurgan that
Csalog discovered the presence of the “steps”
does not necessarily contradict it, although, the
combined presence of the steps and the lines “a—b”
and “o—d” makes it rather dubious.al

The careful and detailed observation concerning
the structure of the burial vault yields extremely
valuable data (“floor”, “side wall”, “roof construc-
tion”, fiit and hedge roof on it, and, finally, the dou-
ble line of planks protecting and covering the whole
structure). Prom the point of view of rite the obser-
vations referring to the garments and position of the
body are of similar importance.®

% Ibid.

% lbid.

57 According to the inventory the object was un-
earthed in the Szantay barrow, still, taking the original
grave description for granted we must regard the
record of the inventory wrong.

58 Kalicz 1968, p. 21.

59 Csalogh 1954, pp. 38-44.

00 Thid, pp. 39-40.

6l Ibid, p. 40.

@Ibid, p. 41-43.

63 Kalicz 1968, p. 22.
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27. Kareag-Bugyogo6 -halome

28. Debrecen — “Pipasok”
southern kurgan6l

(kurgan group) —

The burial excavated by Zoltai in 1908 can most
likely be placed among our group. In the 2 m high
kurgan, among decomposed pieces of wood, the re-
mains of a “strongly moulding” skeleton were found.

29. Tiszaroff-Nagyhaloméb

According to the report of Laszl6 Selmeczi, on
removing the earth barrow, the burial was destroyed
and only the skull witli traces of bronze or copper
patina and “a large quantity of ochre” could be
saved.®The barrow was located on a natural loess
ridge.

30. Dévavanya—Barcé-halomé'

In the course of the sounding excavation restrict-
ed to a minor surface of the site with reliable strat-
igraphic observations, it was possible to establish
that the kurgan had been built in several stages.
The height of the first built kurgan was about 2 m.
Its central burial, that is, the earliest grave, was not
opened in the course of the excavation. But the
burial, dug into the base of the kurgan through the
earth of the first barrow, has come to light. From
the top of the barrow a shaft of 3.6 m diameter, of
irregular circular shape was dug into the earth, as
deep as the original surface. The digging of the rec-
tangular 157 X 1 m grave-pit oriented W-E was
begun at this depth. The body was lying in a supine
position facing W, with drawn up knees, and the
bottom of the grave-pit was covered by a spread
made of some organic material. The only grave-find
was the piece of ochre found near the left shoulder.
Judging from the position of the mat remains bend-
ing inwards into the grave-pit and the postholes
observed near the corners of the grave, it can be as-
sumed that before the fihing up of the pit a tempo-
rary tent plaited from the mat was set up above it(®B

6 Zoltai 1908.

6 Selmeczi 1967.

B Analyzing the remaining paint sample it appeared
that it wasnotthe ochre customary in pit-grave burials
but a brick-red burnt earth clod which may be the
remnant of a fire made in the grave or in the close
vicinity of the grave. The burial belonged, in all
possibility, to the circle in question.

67 Ecsedy 1971, pp. 45-50, Pis 20-21.

88 For the botanical determination of the reed
(“Typha sp.”) | owe thanks to Emdke Valkd.
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(Pl. 3.1-3). The building of the kurgan may only
have continued after the filling up of the pit.
Before giving a survey of new excavation results,
as yet unpublished, we would like to call attention
to two data from the first years of this century.

Ulma, the kurgan of Arzén Ittebeacz

The site is situated in Banat. In 1901 an excava-
tion was carried out here by B. Milleker, in the
course of whicli a “coffin” burial came to light
roughly from the centre of the 3.2 m high barrow.
According to Milleker’s description the oak coffin
was 1.90 m long, 1.50 m wide and 0.55 mhigh. Onthe
remains of the wood, some longitudinal, red painted
stripes could be observed. The skeleton was lying on
its left side in a contracted position, with the head
oriented towards NW; it also showed traces of red
paint. Its right arm was placed straight close to the
body, while its left hand was in a flexed position
before the face. Afraction of the jaw of another in-
dividual was found near its skull. A9 mm long, 15
mm thick 4 times twisted spiral pendant made of
circular gold wire of 8 mm inner diameter was found
under it. On the sides of the skull, two smaller gold
earrings were found. At certain sections of the bot-
tom of the coffin remains of leather were found
among which the remains of small nails (?) made of
copper or bronze could be observed. Milleker noted
that under the coffin the bottom of the grave-pit
was “burnt hard”. This suggests that the grave-pit
was first plastered and then dried with fire/

The fractions of the stele found in the southern
part of the outskirts of Szamosujvar in the summer
1903 may be considered as belonging to the monu-
ments of the Pit-Grave culture.BWe can recognize
in it the remaining upper part of a possibly Yam-
naya type grave stele broken in the middle. It is
only its style that suggests the Yamnaya type be-
cause its connections cannot be directly studied.7l

31. Nagyhegyes-Elep, Mikelapos'2

A brief article in Archeoldgiai Ertesitd reports on
a rescue excavation carried out south of the Debre-
cen-Tiszafiired main road in 1955. According to
this “in the lower layer a grave with a skeleton in
contracted position belonging to the Ochre-Grave
culture was unearthed”.

®Milleker 1906, pp. 148—150. (It is perhaps the
upper level of the undisturbed virgin soil that we
should mean by the term “surface ofthe original soil”
may indicate.

70 Orosz 1904, pp. 405-408.
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It was a report by I. Balogh, director of the
Déri Museum in Debrecen, calling attention to the
site. Upon receiving a notice he went to the spot

the neighbourhood of the village Elep —and
established that during a construction project a
cemetery from the age of the Hungarian Conquest
had been unearthed. The cemetery was situated on
a minor elevation of 91 m above sea level. 3

The excavation resulted in the discovery of a
Hungarian Conquest Period cemetery, some Sarma-
tian graves and the above-mentioned “ochre-grave”
burial. From the records in the excavation diary it
can be concluded that the Sarmatian and Middle
Ages graves of 40-80 cm depth were dug into a
minor artificial barrow the possible original burial
of which can be found in grave 34. (Judging from
the map, the grave was at least near the centre of
the minor elevation.)

Traces of
birch bark

Fig. 4. Nagyhegyes-Elep—Mikelapos, pit-grave burial

The grave was situated deeper than those of the
Middle Ages cemetery, at a depth of 150 cm under
the rounded corners (70 x 145 cm).

Directly above it a coherent burnt layEr was
found containing some charcoal pieces. In the grave
a W-E oriented, badly preserved skeleton was

7LTerenoshkin 1952; Forrnozov 1965a, p. 181; Td.
1969, p. 173; Zlatkovskaia 1963, p. 81-83.
”Boénis-Burger 1957, p. 90.

73Balogh 1955.



Y/ a humus

Fig. 5. Hortobagy—-Arkus-Kettds-
halom. E-W section of the remain-
ing earth of the grave-pit and the
barrow

ET73 blackish-grey layer

E73 thick blac

earth

EE yellow clay (virgin soil)

2m

lying supine with the legs drawn up. The skull was
turned left, the arms were placed slightly flexed
beside the body. Under the skeleton, the traces of
birch (?) bark were found spread on the basin of the
grave bottom. The bottom of the grave was plas-
tered, and the bark spread was placed on it.

Some traces and pieces of red paint were found
under the body, while a large red paint clod was dis-
covered near the left shoulder in front of the face
(Fig.4). 78

32. Piispokladany-Kincsesdomb'3

In 1969 in the course of the rescue excavation car-
ried out by Ibolya M. Nepper (Déri Museum,
Debrecen), a large kurgan was unearthed that had
been built in several stages. In the original burial of
the kurgan (grave 3) the skeleton was lying in a
rectangular pit-grave, in a contracted position, on
its left side. Its orientation was NE—SW. The grave
was surrounded by a semicircular ditch. Some pieces
of ochre were found in the ditch encircling the grave
and some remains of leather were around the skele-
ton. The next grave was dug into the highest part of
the kurgan raised above the burial (grave 1). In it
there was a W-E oriented skeleton lying supine
with legs drawn up and covered by a mat spread.

7 Csallany-Erdélyi—Szab6 1955.
B Nepper 1973.

On the mat yellow and black painted stripes were
observed. The building of the next earth filling of
the kurgan began after the burial of this grave.®

33. Balinazujvaros-Arkusinajor (Hortobagy) -
Kettdshalom7

In July, 1964, an excavation was carried out here
by Gy. Gazdapusztai. The kurgan was situated along
the brooklet Arkus (close to the Western Horto-
bagy-channel). The major part of the earth of the
barrow was levelled. Its one-time centre was denot-
ed by a 6.5 m diameter and 3.2 m high earth cone.
It was at a depth of 4.3-4.5 m measured from its
highest point in the yellow virgin soil where the
E-W oriented rectangular patch of the original
burial with rounded corners was found (Fig. 5). In the
grave the skeleton of a W—E oriented, strongly
built man lying supine was found; the legs, origi-
nally drawn up, tumbled to the right. The arms
were straight, the hands were placed near the pelvis.
The face was oriented towards E. The traces of the
grave cover made of some organic substance were
preserved near the legs and the pelvis. The skeleton
was lying on a small postament-like clay-bench cov-
ered with traces of red paint. On this red ground-
work there were narrow black stripes of 1-2cm diam-

% See ibid. The latest assumed burial of the barrow
and the tunnel-system dug into the barrow later and
dated by 18—19th century find material have nothing
to do with the pit-grave burials at issue.

7 Gazdapusztai 1965a, p. 35.

19



eter running parallel with the longer side of the
postament. It can he supposed that the paint sub-
stance of the spread was preserved on the plastered
grave bottom (Fig. 6). Near the left shin there was a
small piece of ochre. At the level of the original sur-
face, over the grave a small mug with handle and,
two metres from it, an animal bone was found. (The
mug was lost after the discovery.) The grave was
covered by a double layer of vegetable mould: some
kind of reed or grass. The grave bottom was at a
depth of 460 cm measured from the highest point of
the earth cone, which is roughly the original height
of the barrow.

34—44. Kétegyhaza®B

The excavation of the kurgan field on the pasture
and the surrounding plough lands north of the vil-
lage Kétegyhaza (Békés County, Gyula District)
was carried out by Gy. Gazdapusztai from the
autumn of 1966 until his death in the autumn of
1968. In the course of the excavations the kurgan
field yielded several pit-grave burials, traces of an
Early Baden (Cernavoda |11—Boleraz type) settle-
ment, a settlement of the Bodrogkeresztir culture,
an Early Iron Age grave, Sarmatian burials and
traces of a settlement from the Late Middle Ages.
In the present paper we try to make a survey of the
excavated pit-grave burials and the material of the
Copper Age settlements.®

>N

mat remains

0l 5?cm

Fig. 6. Hortobagy-Arkus—Kett6shalom, grave 1

Fig. 7. Map of the kurgan field in the vicinity of Kétegyhéza

7B After the death of Gy. Gazdapusztai the material
was arranged on the basis of the excavation diaries
and documentation deposited in the Archives of the
Hungarian National Museum, the find material in the
possession of the Munkéacsy Mihaly Museum, Békés-
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csaba and on the basis of personal observations made
in the course of the excavations.

MForthe sake ofeasier survey, the objects excavat-
ed during several seasons are shown with their original
signature instead of ranging them into groups accord-
ing to the order ofunearthing.



Beginning from the NW border of the village
along both sides of the Békéscsaba—0koshaza rail-
way line the kurgans are projecting from a sodic
pasture at a height of about 90 - 91 m above sea
level (Pl. 4.1). The kurgan-group is situated on an
area of 35 km E-W and 16 km N-S diameter
(Fig. 7). Ofthe 33 barrows 11 were unearthed. These
are kurgans Nos 3 (Térokhalom), 3/a, 3/b (the latter
two are not indicated on the map, both were in the
vicinity of No.3), 4, 5, 5/a, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 1L Their
excavation was carried out partly by traditional
methods and partly by machines.

34. Kétegyhaza, kurgan No. 3 (Térok-halom). Date
of excavation: 1967.

This kurgan, together with kurgans 3/a and 3/b
in its vicinity, was built ona low, natural earth bulge.
The height of this bulge is 95.6 m above sea level,
while the height of the kurgan was 7.08 m. (Estimat-
ed from the distance between the surface of the
original humus and the highest point of the barrow
(Fig. 8).) The SE part of the kurgan had been re-
moved during earthworks (Pl. 4.2).

The excavation of the kurgan was carried out
with a scraper-type machine. In its centre, in N-S
direction, a 10 m wide cut was marked. The cut ran
through the highest point of the kurgan and it ex-
tended in a width of 4 m to the E and 6 m to the W.
The scrapers first removed 30, then 20, later 10 cm
thick layers from the earth of the barrow. The trim-
ming was consequently done horizontally, under
continuous control.8

Of the graves unearthed Nos 1, 2and 3 were sec-
ondary burials of the Sarmatian Period.

Grave 4. Found in the vertical axis of the tumulus
at a depth of 2.75 m from the highest point. The
grave was covered by a beam construction. Its
framework consisted of four thick, rectangularly
planed pieces. The pieces were joined by tenon and
mortise. This framework was covered with a lid of
thin planks in poor condition and hardly discernible
pieces of leather. The roof construction of the grave
crumbled over the skeleton, evidently as a result of
the deposition in the loose, filled-up earth of the
barrow. Some thin planks and traces of a leather
spread were also observable under the skeleton.
The W—E oriented skeleton must have been that of
a tall, older individual. It was lying supine with
drawn up legs, tumbled to the left. The arms were
placed parallel with the body (Fig. 9 and Pl. 4.4). The
bones were covered with a thick white layer (white
paint, lime, perhaps the remains of a mat calcinated

80 The employment of “scraper” type power ma-
chines in the excavation ofkurganswas firstintroduced
in the Soviet Union. With proper control and con-

Fig. 8. General plan with contour intervals,
Kétegyhéza, kurgan 3 (Torok-halom)

>N

Fig. 9. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3, grave 4

tinuous observation the possible damages caused in
the finds of the earth filling can be avoided. See:
Stoliar 1958, p. 416.
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as a result of some microorganisms( ?)) and, over it,
there was a mouldy leather layer.

A large piece of ochre was found near the left
shoulder and some white paint (?)clod was discov-
ered on the left collar bone. A pair of strongly oxi-
dized poor silver hairrings was found on both sides of
the head, near the temples. (One was entirely moul-
dered, the other is shown in Fig.16.3 and Pl. 6.3).

Grave 5. Found 10 m S of the vertical axis of the
barrow, at a depth of 1.70 m from the surface and
3.36 m from the highest point of the barrow. In the
grave the remains of a coffin covered with leather
were found. The remains of the leather cover ap-
peared as light brown and reddish-brown, well sep-
arable patches. The length of the grave was 1.05
in, its width was 0.54 m, and its thickness measured
in side section was0.20-0.25 m. It was W-E orient-
ed. As observed in the site, the grave was a pit-
grave burial and most possibly contained the skele-
ton of a child (P1.4.5). The grave was not opened in
the course of the excavation but was transported
“in situ”. Unfortunately, the leather and wood re-
mains were in such a poor condition that it was im-
possible to save them and the child skeleton was
entirely deteriorated, thus the whole material was
lost.

Grave 6. (Grave “No 11” in the excavation
diary.8)) It was found near the vertical axis of the
tumulus, at a depth of 4.5 m. No grave patch could
be observed. The grave was covered with a wooden
construction the framework of which was built sim-
ilarly to the one in grave 4. Large beams fitted
together by joining. Over the skeleton there were
narrow, about 2 cm thick planks. The skeleton lying
supine was W-E oriented, and the legs, originally
drawn up, tumbled to both sides (“Froschstellung”™).
The hands were placed on the pelvis. The skeleton
was covered with leather and some traces of a leath-
er spread could also be discerned under it. (Since
there were three layers of leather traceable in the
grave with the edges running to the beams consti-
tuting the wooden construction, moreover, in some
cases they even overlapped it, it can be supposed
that the grave was originally lined with leather
(furs). The body too was possibly wrapped in leather,
finally, it was covered with leather.) On each side of
the shoulders, 15-15 cm from them towards the
edges of the grave, a piece of ochre was placed
(Fig. 10 and PI. 5.1-2).

Grave 7. The original burial of the kurgan.
It was found in the centre of the tumulus and its
presence was indicated by an irregular yellow clay
patch originating from the virgin soil dug from the

8L In the original diary the burials of the near-by
barrow 3/a got the numbers 6—10, for these were
unearthed parallel with barrow 3.
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Fig. 10. Kétegyhéaza, kurgan 3, grave 6

grave-pit and was situated on the N side of the
grave. After its removal, the edges of the strongly
calcinated remains of the wooden construction came
to light. It could be observed that first there had
been four beams placed over the grave-pit longitu-
dinally (W-E). The 11 cross beams were placed on
these. The beams were not of equal thickness, they
were made of roughly worked, thick branches longi-
tudinally split in two, or of the trunks of young
trees (Fig. 11and PI. 5.3-4). Apart from pruning and
splitting no traces of (joining or fitting) other work-
ing could be observed. Less than 2m N of the grave
the original surface was covered on an area of 5 m2
with the remains of twigs and bark. It was possibly
the place where the rcofs of the grave had been con-
structed. This solid rcof construction was placed on
the grave without the grave-pit having been filled
up with earth. The wooden construction could, for
a long time, resist the weight of the earth barrow
built over it, thus the grave-pit was almost com-
pletely filled with earth falling through the gaps
when, finally, the already mouldered roof construc-



tion slightly sunk in. Thus the slightly raised skull
found in the oval-shaped grave-pit 48 cm under the
beam construction remained in its original place
without having cracked or been filled with earth.
The skeleton was lying supine and the legs originally
drawn up later tumbled to the right. It was W-E
oriented. The skull was slightly propped up, thus
the face was turned towards the E. The arms were
placed parallel with the trunk, the hands were
placed straight on the earth. On the breast and the
skull, with the exception of the face, traces of poor
condition leather could be found (Fig. 12 and PI.
55).

Near the temple bones, on both sides, a pair of
poor silver hair-rings were found (Pl. 6.1-2, Fig. 16.
1-2). On the neck there was a row of beads made of
43 animal teeth pierced through the root. The beads
were primarily found on the breast (Fig. 16.4 and
PI. 6.5). Close to the right shoulder there was a piece
of red ochre which may have originally been in a
small leather pouch as shown by the hollows and
the small pieces of leather fastened around it (Fig.
16.6 and PIl. 6.4). Near the upper arm three sheep
astragals were found (Pl. 6.6-7).

The excavation, even though it was restricted to
a part of the kurgan, supported the assumption that
the large kurgan was built in the period of the Pit-
Grave culture, possibly in 3 phases. The first kurgan
was built over grave No. 7, and was possibly 3 m
high. Grave No. 6 was dug into this kurgan, which
was later covered with a 2—2.5 m high earth filling.

Fig. I'l. Kétegyhaza, kur-
gan 3, grave 7 - remains
of the beam construction

Afterwards graves 4 and 5 were dug, above which
the last earth layer amounted to another 2-2.5 m.
This is why the barrow was originally higher than
7.08 m, which is the height measured at the time of
the excavation (Fig. 14.). The vertical profile formed
in the course of the excavation clearly shows at
some places that the earth layers carried onto the
graves in the different phases are not of the same
quality. The light-coloured sodic stripes indicating
the surfaces of the earlier barrows could clearly be
observed (Fig. 13). (They had probably been formed
by erosion caused by rain.)

35. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3/a. Date of excavation:
1967.

Situated 150 m E to kurgan 3, a small, hardly
projecting kurgan, strongly worn off. Its height is
only 0.2-0.25 m, its diameter 20 m.

Graves 1, 2 and 3 (in the original excavation
diary numbered together with the graves of kurgan
No. 3 as graves 6, 7, 8 and 9) were Sarmatian Period
secondary burials.

Grave 5. (Grave 10 in the original excavation
diary.)

The original burial of the kurgan. It was found at
a depth of 30-35 cm from the surface. The grave had
been disturbed and it was only the pelvis and frac-
tions of the skull that remained. The skeleton was
possibly W-E oriented. Close to the bones a piece
of red ochre was found (Pl. 4.6).
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Fig. 12. Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 3, grave 1, top view and reconstruction

= remains of old surface-erosion

[

Fig. 13. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3, N—S section of the barrow

Fig. 14. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3. Reconstruction of the building stages of the barrow



36. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3/b. Date of excavation:
1967.

A small kurgan of 0.75 m height, 34 m diameter,
about 150 m W to kurgan 3.

Grave 1. (In the original excavation diary
numbered together with the graves of kurgan 3 and
3/a as grave 12.) The original burial of the kurgan.
Its irregular, trapezoid-shaped grave-pit was easily
observable in the virgin soil at a depth of 145 cm
from the surface. The grave had been disturbed, and
on its N side a wedge-shaped projection indicated

Fig. 15. Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 3/b, grave 1

the shaft of plunderers. There were only fractions
left from the skeleton. It was only the right arm,
slightly bending inwards, that remained in its origi-
nal position. Some fractions of the skull and some
teeth pointed to a young individual. 1t was possibly
W-E orientated. Close to the right shoulder several
rows of sheep astragals were placed (Fig. 15and Pis
4.7-8, 6.9-10). Near the left shoulder some grains
of red ochre, under the skull bones 4 animal teeth
pierced through at the root were found. They arc
analogous to those found in grave 7 of kurgan 3
(Fig. 17.4-5 and PL 6.8).

Fig. 16. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3. Grave goods of pit-grave burials, (scale : 13 = 2 :1;46=1:1)
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37. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 4. Date of excavation:
1967-1968 (PI. 4.3).

From the small, 60 cm high kurgan two disturbed
pit-grave burials came to light. Here the graves
were dug into a minor rise formed by the cultural
layer of an abandoned settlement of the Bodrog-
keresztdr type. From the cultural layer situated
under the kurgan and from the earth top a large
number of Bodrogkeresztar type finds were found.

Grave 1 The original burial of the kurgan. It was
found inthe Bodrogkeresztur layer at a depth of 1m
measured from the highest point. The grave had
been destroyed, only some scattered bones belong-
ing most possibly to a child remained. Among
them, small pieces of ochre were found.

Grave 2. Secondary burial. Another destroyed
grave of a child. It was found at a depth of 0.72m
in the Bodrogkeresztdr layer. The skeleton which
was in an extremely poor condition could not be
saved. It was W-E orientated. Near the skull a clay
bead was found (lost after the excavation). Among
the bones grains of red ochre could be traced.

On the site of the kurgan, while investigating the
Bodrogkeresztdr type settlement, an area of about
100 m2 consisting of 4 adjoining surfaces was exca-
vated. The primary cultural layer situated under
the earth filling of the kurgan was 50-60 cm thick.
In the 1st section the remains of a plastered hearth
were found. No other such remains of the settlement

- house or pit — were found in the homogenous
layer. The restored vessels and the characteristic
sherds showthe typical forms of the Bodrogkereszt-
ar culture.

Finds:

Two milk jug-shaped wvessels (Pl. 9.4-5). The
whole surface of the vessels is decorated with an in-
cised net motifarranged into a meander-like pattern
and with rows of punctures following the incised,
parallelly arranged bundles of lines. In the incised

8 Kalicz 1966, p. 8, Fig. 2. The same motifs can be
found in the Bodrogkeresztir layer of Székely—
Zoldtelek. See: Kalicz 1958, pp. 20—=23 PI. 1II.

8 Homan 1971, pp. 53-82, Taf. IX. 7, Taf. X1I-X1V.
In the find material of the cemeteries it is the most
common type and a recurring ornamentation. Cf.:
Bognar-Kutzian 1963, Pis Clll. 4, CXIf. 3; Hilleb-
rand 1929, Pl. V. 2; Patay 1945, Pl. VI. 9.

8 A similarly customary form in the burials of the
culture beside the “milk-jug” type. Cf.: Bognar-
Kutzidn 1963, PI. CXXXIX. L. 1,-2,; Patay 1958,
p. 148, PI. I, 3, 12, 16-17, PI. IT. 3-4, 8.

8% The same motifs occur very frequently in the
material of the Tarnabod settlement as well. See
Kalicz 1966, p. 4, Fig. 1 :8, 14-15, 1920, 23.

& Ibid, Fig. 3 :22—26.

87 Ibid, Fig. 6 : 4—5; Roman 1971, p. 66, Abb. 20-21.
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decorations the traces of incrustation could be ob-
served. The analogies of both these and other similar
vessels found in sherds (Pl. 7.1-4) can be recog-
nized in the material of the Tarnabod settlement
published by N. Kalicz.8 These motifs and espe-
cially the spirals accompanied hy adjoining, pressed
dots occur very frequently in Baile-Herculane—Pes-
tera Hatilor, in the 0,-02 layers (Herculane, stage |1
in P. Roman’s system).8 The handle sherds of
the “milk jugs” and other undecorated strap han-
dles are very frequent (Pl. 7.5-7). The semispheri-
cal cup decorated with four knobs either directly
over the bottom or at the belly of the vessel is very
characteristic (Pis 7-8, and 9.1-3).8 The more
roughly worked pots sometimes with a horizontal
strap handle or storage jars decorated with knobs
occur in a great number (Pl. 7.9-11 and 13).88

The fractions of dippers with a pointed rim are
also frequent (Pl. 8.5-9).8) Fractions of perforated
tubular supports with round or rhombic perfora-
tions also occur.8 A typical relict of the Bodrog-
keresztdr culture can be recognized in the fraction
of the “depas amphikypellon” (PI. 8.6).8There are
also several fractions hinting at the presence of rec-
tangular upwards widening vases standing on four
short legs, their edges decorated with impressions (PI.
8.2 and 7).8 Their analogies are widely known in
the culture.9 Another usual type is the fraction of
the large flowerpot-like vessel and the cup decorat-
ed with a pierced knob at the support (Pis 7.12,
8.10). The sherds of the graphite dish with drawn-in
rim and the sharp profiled dish with drawn-in rim
may indicate the impact of the Saleuta—Gumelnita
circle (Pl. 8.8,11.). An interesting handle, probably
broken off a rim, was found here. It must have been
the handle of a dipper or a spoon (PI. 8.3).

In the excavation record of Gy. Gazdapusztai
mention is made of the discovery of a handle with
disc-shaped plastic ornament (“Scheibenhenkel™).
This find is worth mentioning in spite of the fact,
that it has unfortunately been lost.

8Hillebrand 1929, Plate 1l. 1; Bognar-Kutzian
1963, 0. 548.; Bognar-Kutzian 1971, p. 142.

8 Cf.: Kalicz 1966, p. 6, Fig. 4 : 16—19, 21-23. This
vessel type is analyzed in detail Id.: Rézkori lelet
Paszab kézségben (Une trouvaille de Page du cuivre
dans lacommune Paszab) NyME 1(1950) 9-17 (18—20.)
Pal Patay found the same type on the site Tiszavalk-
Tetes together with Hunyadi-halom type finds. See
Patay 1971a, pp. 9-10.

0 Bognar-Kutzidn 1969a, p. 34. Patay (see note
89) and Bognéar-Kutzian unanimously stress that it is a
frequent form to be found in typical Bodrogkeresztar
units, and it is especially common in the later phase.
From this aspect some finds of the Romanesti cave as
well as the material coming rom the Torda cleft are
especially remarkable. Cf.: Roman 1971, p. 83, Abb.
33-38, p. 98, Abb. 39. 7; Székely 1964, p. 122, Figs.
2-8, pp. 123-126.



The substance of the pottery isdark grey, reddish
brown and a number of fractions show the traces of
secondary burning. In the substance of the sherds
fine sand and small pebbles can be observed.

Besides the pottery sherds some stone implements
were found such as fractions of whetstone and
blades.

38. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 5. Date of excavation:

Together with kurgans 5/a, 5/b and 6 it constitutes
a closed group (Fig. 17). The height of the kurgan
was 2 m; it was slightly sunk in the middle. The
earth filling of the kurgan yielded few prehistoric

Fig. 17. Kétegyhdza — the group of kurgans 5, 5/a, 5/b and 6. General plan with contour intervals
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sherds, while the original surface under the earth of
the barrow yielded a large number of them, (6erna-
voda I11—Boleréz type.) In the course of the ex-
cavation the whole bulk of the kurgan was
searched.

Grave 1. It was a SW-NE oriented pit-grave
type original burial; it had been plundered. Near the
centre of the kurgan from a depth of 1 m, scattered
human bones were found in the earth of the shaft of
the plunderers. The calcinated beams covering
the grave were found 1.9 m deep; these were placed
on the original surface above the mouth of the grave,
similarly to those of kurgan No. 3, grave 7. The shaft
of the plunderers reached down to the grave from
the N. The plunderers had pushed the beams
aside which were found partly heaped on one an-
other near the Sside of the grave. The beams were
apparently tree-trunks longitudinally split in two.
At the side of the rectangular grave-pit with round-
ed corners, the traces of the sunk-in cross beams
could be easily recognized (Pl. 10.1,3.).

The fractions of the skeleton were thrown togeth-
er in the S-W corner of the grave-pit. The long
bones were not found. At the bottom of the pit the
remains of a mat with the traces of red paint could
be observed. The grave was 0.80 m deep, measured
from the beams indicating the original surface.

The finds and objects found on the original sur-
face under the earth of the barrow deserve attention.
Under the central part of the barrow, around the
disturbed original burial the traces of five hearths
could be recognized. These formed an irregular circle
around the centre of the barrow the radius of which
was 6-8 m. On the original surface under the barrow
it was only in the central part encircled by the
hearths that the Cernavoda Il1-Boleraz type mate-
rial appeared (Fig. 18). The hearths must have been
used for a short time, there are only traces of a thin,
burnt and strongly broken coat of mud on them;
they have an irregular circular shape. The place of
hearths Nos 2 and 3 (T2 T3) was preserved only by
a 3-4 cm thick, circularly burnt patch. A num-
ber of carefully positioned animal bones were found
onthe E and W side of hearth No. 1(PI. 10.4). In the
vicinity of the hearths some Cernavoda I | | —Boleraz-
type pottery sherds and some animal bones were
unearthed. On hearth No. 4 (T4) the coherent skele-
ton of an ox was placed, without its head and ex-
tremities (PI. 10.5).9

91 Objects similar to the hearths described here were

unearthed on the original surface of barrow No. 6
(see below).The material agrees with that of settlement
remains excavated on the area of the earth rise

28

Fig. 18. General plan of kurgans 5and 6 with the Late
Copper Age (Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdaz group) objects of
the original surface

39. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 5/a. Date of excavation:
1966.2

A low, worn-off barrow S of kurgan 5 (Fig. 17).
It is 0.6 m high. It was searched through a 2 m wide
ditch running across its middle in N—S direction.

Grave 1 It is the destroyed original burial of
the barrow. It was found near the centre, 11 m
deep. The bones left suggest an extremely strongly
built man. The shin bones and the bones of the left
forearm were found in the original position. Judging
from this it is very likely that the body was W-E
oriented and was lying supine with the legs drawn
up in the knees. The drawn-up legs tumbled to both
sides (“Froschstellung”). The shaft of the plunde-
rers damaged the grave-pit as well; possibly it had
been rectangular with rounded corners.

40. Kétegyhdza, kurgan 6. Date of excavation:
1966-1967.

The relative height of the almost regular circle-
based barrow was 1.5 m (Fig. 17). It yielded two pit-
grave burials.

constituting the base of the barrow group. Therefore,

after the survey of the conditions of discovery the

material ofthe settlement will be evaluated as a whole.
® Gazdapusztai 1967a, pp. 93, 96.



Grave 1. The original burial of the barrow. It was
found near the centre; the reetangular-shapedgrave-
pit with rounded corners was found in the virgin
soil, at a depth of 1.95m. The grave bottom was 2 m
deep measured from the highest point of the barrow.
The skeleton was lying supine with legs drawn up
in the knee, the head directed towards W. His arms
were placed close to the body, slightly bent at the)
elbow. The right was placed near the pelvis and the
left on the femoral neck. Near the side of the grave,
beside the right shoulder a large piece of ochre wes®
found. (The chemical examination of the latter is
shown in the paper by Gy. Duma in the present vol-
ume.) The bones were covered all over with the
traces of red ochre. Under the skeleton, on the bot-
tom of the grave a coherent brownish layer of mould
preserved the leather spread under the skeleton
(Fig. 19).

Fig. 19. Kétegyhéaza, kur-
gan 6, grave 1

Grave 2. was a peripheric Early Iron Age
secondary burial.

Grave 3. A pit-grave-type secondary burial dug
into the earth of the barrow. It was found under the
highest point of the barrow, 0.8 m deep. The grave-
pit could not be traced. The skeleton was lying
supine with drawn-up legs, tumbled to both sides
(“Froschstellung™). It was W—E oriented. The shin
was not found on its anatomically proper place but
was lying, together with the heel-bones, about 30
cm from the right elbow. Everywhere under the
bones brown leather imprints could be observed; the
layer was the thickest under the skull. On and
around the bones grains of yellow ochre could be
traced (Pl. 10.2).

A large number of pottery sherds and hearths
analogous to those under kurgan 5 were found on the
original surface, while in the earth of the barrow
they occurred sporadically. Hearth 1was found 7.2
m to the centre at a depth of 1.53 m measured from
the highest point of the barrow. Originally it was a
plastered, circular hearth. Under the burnt plaster
the soil was also burnt in a 8-10 cm thick layer (Fig.
20). Around it pottery sherds and animal bones
were scattered (Pl. 11.1). Hearth 2 was similar to
Hearth 1; it was situated 4m N to the centre. It was
also surrounded by animal bones and pottery sherds.
The hearth had an irregular shape. It was strongly
damaged and its use had probably been restricted
to a short period. Under the earth barrow, object
“A” was found on the original surface. This large
storage vessel had been standing 5 m E of the
centre of the kurgan before it cracked. Its sherds

were lying on one another in several layers. The ves-
sel was broken as a result of a pressure from above:
the weight of the earth of the barrow. Thus some of
the neck fractions turned upwards with their inner
parts. Near the broken vessel the lower jaw of an ox
and the sherds of some smaller pottery were scat-
tered (Pl. 11.2). Under the straight rim of the large
vessel a doubly applied, raised band is running, its
upper part is slightly arched, strongly bulging and
the diameter of the bottom is relatively small. Its
surface is roughly worked, its colour is reddish.
On its largest bulge two large strap handles are
placed (Pl. 12.1). It can be assumed that the two
hearths found on the original surface and especially
vessel “A” were placed here in connection with the
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central, 1stgrave of the barrow, that is, directly pre-
ceding the building of the kurgan. Among pit-grave
kurgans it is a rather general phenomenon that the
cultic relics related to the particular graves (traces
of sacrifice, grave furniture) can be found in the
close vicinity of the graves, on the original surface,
and under the earth of the barrow and not in the
grave itself. The corresponding objects found in
kurgan 5also point to relationships with the central
grave.

The sounding excavation in the course of which
further Cernavoda Ill-type finds were unearthed
took place on the site N of kurgans 5and 6. (Ditches
5/1.1 and 5/1.2 and sections 6/1, 6/11, 6/111 and 6/1V
were opened, too. They were not consistently
recorded on the map (Fig. 18))

There were but a few pottery sherds unearthed
from trial trench 5/1.1. While opening the other sur-
faces at a depth of 60 cm, an extremely hard, sodic
layer was found into which only few pits had been
dug. In section 6/11, above the layer mentioned,
about 35-40 cm deep, sherds of broken vessels were
lying in a pile. These were the following: 6/2-1 (A):
broken large bowl; 6/2-2(B): sherds of a lid dec-
orated with spiral ribs; 6/2-3(C): the sherds of a
bowl similar inits shape and substance to 6/2-1(A),
although somewhat smaller. Near them, the sherds
of a pyraunos, a portable hearth made of clay were
found. In addition to the above-mentioned vessels,
a large number of animal bones and pottery sherds
have come to light. The latter  both as to their
substance and ornaments — are analogous to the
scattered pottery material found close to the hearths
of the near-by barrows, and to the stray finds of the
earth of the barrows. Given the above facts, our
assumption is that this earth ridge was inhabited
but for a short time.

Finds:

The large storage vessel with its characteristic
decoration of rough rippling and pock-marked raised
band below the incised rim (Pl. 12.1) can be best
related to the Cernavoda 111 material known from
Romania.8BEach unearthed settlement yielded ves-
sel rims of similar fabric and raised hands both ap-

B Morintz-Roman 1968, p. 93, Abb. 36, 15. A simi-
lar, intact vessel is published from Slovakia by
Pavukova 1964, Taf. I. 10.

A Characteristic types of the Ezero—€ernavoda
I11—-Bolordz circle. Cf.: Berciu 1964, Figs 4.1, 5.9,
8.1-2, 15, 18

%BA frequent type in the earlier layers of Ezero
(Kind information by R. V. Katintsharov). See:
Batsova-Kostova 1971, pp. 61-66, 63, Fig. 3.

% This kind of surface appears as early as the
Hunyadi-halom type material. See: Bognar-Kutzian
1969a, p. 51, Abb. 11; Roman 1971, pp. 82—83.

97 Jovanovic 1969, p. 159, Fig. 3. Here, too, the
comparison with the early material of Ezero-Dipsiska
is justified. Cf.: Georgiev 1961, PI. X X IX . 4—6.
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plied and ornamented with incisions or with lines of
impressed pock-marks (Pl. 13.3-4).94 Arather char-
acteristic sherd has a decoration of impressed holes
and pock-marking on a raised plastic band below
the incised rim and with roughly incised herring-
bone pattern below the plastic band (Pl. 13.17).98
Both for its fabric and decoration, the pyraunos, the
rims of which are decorated with similar pock-mark-
ing should be connected to these. The rough rip-
pling of the surface of the vessels is also frequent
(Pis 13.14 and 14.8-10).9The two bowls on Plate
16 are dark grey, have a smooth surface withslightly
drawn-in rims. The forming of the handle and the
pointed knob near the handle below the drawn-in
rim deserve special attention (Pis 15.3 and 16.1).

Similar objects can be found on the territories
S—E of Hungary.9 Bowls of this type have as yet
not been found in the Hungarian Bolerdz material. 8
The same applies to the sherd with its rim much
thickened and decorated with incisions on the inner
side. This type also points to the Ezero-Cernavoda
complex (Pl. 13.4).9

Both in the Cernavoda 111 materials and on the
territory of the Bolerdz group, the sharp profiled
dish with its rim slightly bending outward can be
considered a leading type.1® In Northern-Yugosla-
via, Transdanubia and Slovakia it is mostly orna-
mented with fluting on the inside. In the Cernavoda
11 material the fluting is less marked, more roughly
worked and can be found only under the rim.101 The
finds from Kétegyh&za are nearer, in thisrespect too,
to those from Cernavoda Il1. Traces of fluting can
be observed only sporadically on the inner side of
these dishes in hardly recognizable vertical flooting.
The sherds of the above-mentioned bowl type are
shown inPis 14.5—%, 11 and 13.6, 8, 12; Fig. 21.3-4.
A similarly frequent type is represented by the
sherds of the vessels with projecting, often buccero-
like knobby or fluted bellies separated from the
neck by a sharp line. They have vertical, “subcuta-
neous” holes for suspension. These vessel types ap-
peared already in the Hunyadi-halom type units
(Pis 14.3and 13.7, 9).12In the Hunyadi-halom type
material the shape with everted rim shown on PlI.
13.13 can also be found.1B

B On the basis of Istvdn Torma’s kind information.

PA recurring form in the material of Ezero-
Dipsiska and Early Troy. See: Biegen 1964, Pl. 16;
Kalicz 1963. Vergleichsabbildungen 1la-21; Jova-
novic 1969, p. 162, Fig. 5.

100 Torma 1969a, p. 5; Morintz-Roman 1968, p. 88,
Abb. 3.1—8. Pavukova 1964, p. 132, Taf. |I. 4—6.

101 Morintz-Roman 1968, p. 82, Abb. 27-10.; Torma
1969a, pp. 9-10.

12 They were unearthed from a pit at Tiszavalk-
Tetes contaning Hunyadi-halom type material. See:
Patay 1971a, p. 10.

103 Bognar-Kutzian 1969a, pp. 10—1 Abb. 3.
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Fig. 20. Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 6, N—S central section

Apart from the above-mentioned “subcutaneous”
holes for suspension, all the vessel handles were
simple strap handles (Pl. 13.1). The sherds of some
vessels were decorated with flat knobs under the
rim (Pl. 13.2).

Fig. 21. Kétegyhaza, section 6/1,
Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz-type sherds

The characteristic bowl sherd found in section
6/1 deserves special attention. Under its rim some
traces of a black painted pattern of two undulating
lines crossing each other can be observed (Fig. 15.1).

Most of the pottery find of the settlement is red-
dish brown and light or dark grey. The substance of
the sherds contains thin mica-plates, ground shells
or snail-shells, while that of the rough pottery con-
tains small pebbles. The material of rough rippling
is often poorly burnt while the smoothed surface
pottery is of remarkably good quality, and it is
evenly burnt.

In the animal bone material of the settlement it
is noticeable that the proportion of sheep and goat
is larger than in the Bodrogkeresztir settlement;
another remarkable circumstance is the appearance
of horse bones together with Cernavoda I 11—Boleréaz
type material. So far, this is the earliest, authenti-
cally recovered evidence of the appearance of the
horse in Hungary.104 (Their contemporaneity with
the settlement is undoubted since two of the bones
came to light from the second pit of ditch I, surface
6/1, from the undisturbed cultural layer and the
others were around the central grave of kurgan 5,
in the circle of the hearths, on the original surface
situated under the earth of the barrow.)

41. Kétegyhdza, kurgan 8. Date of excavation:
1968.

Together with kurgans 9, 10, and 11 it constitutes
a common group (Fig. 22).

Grave 1. The destroyed original burial of the
kurgan. In the centre there was a NE-SW orient-
ed grave-pit with rounded corners damaged by
later digging. A pile of human bones appeared over
the level of the pit.

42. Kétegyhédza, kurgan 9. Date of excavation:
1968.

It was 1.18 m high, its diameter was about 30 m
(Fig. 22).

Grave 1. Pit-grave type secondary burial. It was
found 5 in W of the centre of the barrow, at a depth
of 0.85 m measured from its highest point. The skele-
ton was lying supine and the originally drawn-up
legs tumbled to the right. It was NW-SE oriented.
The pelvis and the ribs were incomplete and the
bones of the upper arm were not found. 30 cm from
the skull, near the right shoulder a piece of red
ochre was found.

lu4 See
volume.

Sandor BoOkonyi’s paper in the present
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Fig. 22. Kétegyhaza, the group of kurgans 8, 9, 10 and 11. General plan with level lines

Grave 2. was a Sarmatian Period secondary
burial.

Grave 3. The entirely plundered original burial
of the kurgan. The shaft of the plunderers de-
stroyed even the outlines of the grave-pit.

43. Kétegyhdza, kurgan 10. Pate of excavation:
1908.

Height: 1 m (Fig. 22).

Grave 1. Disturbed pit-grave type secondary
burial. It was found near the centre, 0.4 m deep.
No grave patch was discernible. Only some skull
fractions, a piece of the lower jaw and some long
bone fractions were on their original place. Near the
long bones, pieces of red ochre and minor pieces of
leather could be observed. Judging from the bone
fractions, the individual buried in the grave was a
strongly built adult (I1d. 10.6).

Grave 2. Disturbed original burial. From the
earth filling of the shaft of the plunderers remains
of a deteriorated copper (?) wire (bracelet?) and the
fraction of a small copper (?) ring came to light.
These finds have been lost.
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Fig. 23. Dévavanya—€sordajaras kurgan.
The situation of burials unearthed
near the centre



44, Kétegyhaza, kurgan 11. Date of excavation:
1968.

Its height was 1.1 m.

Graves 1 and 2 were Sarmatian Period second-
ary burials.

Grave 3. The wholly destroyed original burial
of the kurgan. The shaft of the plunderers had
destroyed the grave-pit as well; its earth yielded
only a digital hone.

45. Deévavanya—Csordajaras

The earth of the kurgan was levelled in the course
of earthworks. During rescue excavations the cen-
tral part of the basis of the barrow was searched and
three graves were found (Fig. 23 and PIl. 11.5-6).
(The map of the kurgan field is shown in the paper
by D. Viragh in the present volume.)

Grave 1. A W-E-oriented child skeleton lying
in an irregular rectangular grave-pit with rounded
corners. It was lying supine, the legs had originally
been drawn up at the knee and the arms flexed at
the elbow. The skeleton is placed on a postament-
like projection formed inside the grave, and beside
the bones traces of a mat were observed. The body
had probably been wrapped in this mat. Near the
right shoulder, a piece of red ochre of 3 cm diameter
was placed. On the surface of the paint-clod some
remains of an organic substance could be discerned
in a thin, fine layer. In the level of the left pelvis a
Unio-shell was found on the edge of the postarnent
(Fig. 24 and PI. 17.1, 4, 6).

Fig. 24. Dévavanya-Csordajaras, grave 1

grey clod

<© ochre

mat remains

0 50 cm
1 |

Fig. 25. Dévavanya-Csordajaras, grave 2

Grave 2. The skeleton of a W-E-oriented
adolescent in an irregular, rectangular grave with
rounded corners. The skeleton was lying supine and
its originally drawn-up legs tumbled to the right.
It may have been laid on a bark spread, the traces
of which could be recognized. The arms were flexed
and the hands were placed on the belly. The slightly
raised skull showed traces of red paint, which could
be observed in easily discernible stripes. Near the
left shoulder some red paint was found (Fig. 25
and Pl. 17.2, 7).

Grave 3. A W-E-oriented child skeleton lying
supine in a rectangular grave-pit. The right arm was
placed straight beside the body while the left arm
was flexed at the elbow and the left hand was placed
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on the pelvis. To the right of the skull a piece of red
paint was found. On the bottom of the grave, the
traces of a spread, possibly made of leather, could be
observed (Fig. 26 and PI. 17.3, 5).

The succession of the burials unearthed at the
central part of the basis of the barrow covdd not be
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Fig. 26. Dévavanya-Csordajaras, grave 3

determined because, as a result of the above-men-
tioned earthworks, not only the entire earth of the
barrow but also a part of the original surface was
levelled. Judging from the rites being identical it
can be assumed that all three graves were dug before
the building of the barrow.



THE DISTRIBUTION AND CULTURAL RELATIONS

OF THE HUNGARIAN FINDS

BURIALS IN THE CARPATHIAN BASIN

Hungarian experts of this period all agree that
significant elements of the burials excavated inHun-
gary show basic relationships with the Yamnaya
culture.1#Based mostly on a topographic distinc-
tion, Kalicz distinguished two types of East-Hun-
garian kurgans, as the rites of the “large barrows of
Szabolcs type” and the *ochre-graves of Horto-
bagy” are essentially the same.1DPit-grave kurgans
—as shown by the Dévavénya and Kétegyhéaza ex-
cavations and by the observations concerning the
barrows of Békés County and the Maros region —
were distributed all over the Tisza region (Fig. 3).

In a number of cases Hungarian excavations show
that the larger kurgans were generally built in sev-
eral stages (Balmazujvaros—Karhozott-halom, Déva-
vanya—Barcé-halom, Pispokladany—Kincsesdomb,
Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3). There belonged generally
one and sometimes two secondary burials to an
earth barrow. These burials situated over one an-
other were within the group mostly characterized by
the same grave construction, orientation and grave
furniture.107 The same does not apply to the burials
of Puspokladany-Kincsesdomb where these char-
acteristics were quite different.18

Most of the pit-grave type burials discovered in
Hungary were W—E-oriented with only slight direc-
tional modifications. Exceptions are the original
burial of Plispokladany—Kincsesdomb and the grave
of the barrow excavated by A Jdsa in the vicinity
of Oros-Nyirjes (NE—SW and N-S-oriented, re-
spectively).

Most part of the data concerning the position of
the skeletons is missing as a consequence of grave
robbery and wrong observation. However, it is ap-

16 K6szegi 1962, p. 20; Kalicz 1968, pp.
Gazdapusztai 1965a, pp. 36-37.

106 Kalicz 1968, pp. 28-29.

107 See the burials of Buj-Feketehalom, Kétegyhaza,
barrow No. 3.

18 Cf.: K@szegi 1962; Gazdapusztai 1965a. To use
the data relating to the position of the skeleton as an
evidence for relative chronology was suggested by the
authors referred to. The stratigraphy of Plspdk-
ladény showed, however, the inapplicability of the
method.

27-28;

parent that most of the skeletons were lying supine
with legs drawn up.

Two major grave types are known. One is where
the grave is covered by a wooden construction, while
in the other type this is replaced by a grave cover
made of mat, some textile or grass; the latter are
simple pit-graves.1® Some of the burials with
wooden construction show the “house-character”
also in their appearance. (Debrecen—Basahalom,
Balmazljvaros—Karhozott-halom). Of the latter we
have but very few data at our disposal, because, due
to the insufficiency of earlier records the “burial
vault” or “coffin” is in many cases impossible to
reconstruct. Detailed description exists of the con-
structions of the Balmazljvaros—Karhozott-halom
graves. It is the wooden “floor” and roof construc-
tion unearthed at Karhozott-halom that hints most
directly at this building character even in its de-
tails.110

The wooden construction of the grave (e.g.,Ulma),
the carpet or mat covering the grave, and the spread
on which the body was laid have preserved in most
cases some traces of paint. It is striking that while
the remains of hearths frequently occur in the vicin-
ity of the grave, the graves themselves generally
yield a minimum of grave furniture; implements and
pottery are not found at all. Of the grave furniture it
is the pieces of ochre that are the most significant
from a ritual aspect. These are generally found at
the shoulder or near the skull. The finest specimen
has come to light from grave 7 of Kétegyhéza, kur-
gan 3 (Torok-halom).

Apart from the burial excavated at Csongrad—
Kett6shalom, all the burials should be considered to
belong to the same cultural unit. Their relationship
to the majority of the Romanian —mostly Olte-

109 Gazdapusztai 1965a, pp. 36—37.

101t is worth noting that the layers of “hedge”
and “fiit” found in the grave are the elements of a
structure carried perhaps by a cart used by the nomad-
ic tribes. In this respect the sites of Storozhevaia
Moghila, where the pieces of a two-wheeled cart were
found and the Tri Brata kurgan in the vicinity of
Elista where the model of a sort of covered wagon,
has come to light from the earth above the grave,
are informative. See Csalogh 1954, pp. 34-44; Tere-
noshkin 1951, pp. 117-120; Sinitsyn 1948, pp. 148—
160; Pigott 1968, p. 311.
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nian — and Bulgéridn pit-graves mentioned by
Kalicz is apparent.

It isnot true inthe case of the East-Slovakian and
Transylvanian tumulus graves mentioned by Kalicz
and does not hold at all in the case of the cremation
burial of Szerbkeresztdr. From a ritual aspect the
tumulus graves of East-Slovakia do not represent
a unified group. On the basis of the characteristics
of their pottery finds, we can connect them with the
early corded-ware groups of Little-Poland. There
are no traces of ochre paint in them. As for the posi-
tion of the skeletons some graves (Lesné, barrows
1, 2) agree with pit-grave burials; however, the lay-
ing of the dead in this position is rather frequent
among the peoples of the forest steppe and the cord-
ed-ware populations of the forest zone as well. 11l
East Slovakian barrows cannot be related to the
Yamnaya culture.12

It was |. Béna who called the attention to the
fact that the barrows unearthed in Transylvania in
the region of Vladhaza and Bedell§ cannot be relat-
ed to the burials of steppe origin.113 On the other
hand, a burial wholly analogous with the pit-graves
of the Tisza region has come to light in Transylva-
nia pointing to the undoubted presence of pit-grave
groups at least in the river valleys.14In the vicinity
of Aranyosgyéres (Qimpia Turzii) three kurgans are
situated on the lower terrace of the river Aranyos.
The kurgan field was originally larger, its major part
is now occupied by a village. It was there that I.
Ferenczy, from the Historical Museum of Cluj,found
a steplike grave-pit containing a W-E oriented skel-
eton lying supine with drawn up legs. The cover of
the grave was analogous to the beam-construction
covering the original burial of the Kétegyhaza kur-
gan 3.115 It seems evident that the burial belonged
to the Tisza—Olt region group.

Neither for itsrite nor for its grave furniture is the
grave of Szerbkeresztlr to be connected with this
group; from a chronological point of view it seems
to be of later date.

Consequently, the vessel from Szerbkeresztar, the
tumulus graves of East Slovakia and Transylvanian
corded ware do not help to determine the relative
chronology of the pit-grave burials. This conclusion
is based on the grave construction, the differences in

M1 Budinsky-Kricka 1967, pp.

2Machnik 1970, pp. 274-276.

13Béna 1965, pp. 58-60. The “en block™ concept of
the different kurgan burials was criticized by 1. Nestor:
Der Stand der Vorgeschichtsforschung in Ruménien.
BRGK. 22 (1932) 67-68.

4About the role of the geographical factors see
Ehrich 1970, pp. 229-230.

U5Ferenczi 1974, pp. 127-431.

116See note 113. In the tumuli with stone packing
at VIddhéaza and Bedell§ skeletons were found con-
tracted, lying on their sides. On the basis of their

361-363.
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burial rites, the lack of grave goods in pit-grave
burials and their presence in the other units already
mentioned.116The exclusion of the latter units ena-
bles us to study the ritually unified group of pit-
grave burials described above. The eastern origin of
this group is known, but its relative chronology, pre-
historic significance and the circumstances of its
migration are questions yet to be answered.

THE CHARACTERISTICS
AND DISTRIBUTION OF BURIAL RITES

The burial rites of the Pit-Grave culture, which
remained almost unchanged for several centuries,
and the scarce occurrence of pottery make the deter-
mination of its relative chronology difficult.

From a methodological aspect it is important to
identify the characteristics of the burials which ena-
ble us to compare the particular burials or grave
groups regarding their similarities of ritual and
ethnic affinity. N. Kalicz deals with the similarities
of the general features of the kurgans without a
thorough examination of the details concerning the
ritual and the stratigraphical position of the graves.

The wooden and stone grave structure, the mate-
rial placed as a spread under the body and the grave
cover, the presence of red and white paint, the traces
of fire and the frequency of sacrifical places are all
significant features of the rite.

However, their general summing up is not suita-
ble for elucidating actual relationships.117 Among
the “analogous” features of the South-Russian kur-
gans and those of South-East Europe established by
Kalicz are the following:

(a) The size of the barrow. It often depends on the
number of secondary burials and even on the social
position of the buried person, thus, it is wholly
incidental.

(b) The number of burials found in the barrow.
It isalso wholly incidental considering the possibil-
ity of secondary burials or the varied volume of the
excavations. In this respect N. Kalicz states that the
“group” burials undoubtedly took place contempo-
raneously in the later phase of the Yamnaya culture.

grave goods consisting of vessels and implements they
can be setto the end of the Cotofeni and the period of
the Schneckenberg cultures. The placing of the dead
being different from that ofthe pit-grave kurgans, the
lack of ochre paint and the grave furniture mentioned
unanimously seem to represent a unit later and
culturally different from the Pit-Grave culture. Cf.:
Herepey 1901, pp. 18-22, Pis I1—I1;Fenichel 1891a-b;
Schroller 1932, Taf. 28-29; Prox 1941, Taf. VIII. 5,
IX. 7, X. 6, XXXV. See also: Székely 1970, pp.
205-208, Fig. 3/2-7.

17 Kalicz 1968, pp. 31-32.



This is justifiable ina great number of cases where
several persons were buried in the same grave-pit,
especially if we consider the graves where the
mother and the infant were buried together. V. A
Gorodzov, and later others as M. Gimbutas and N.
Kalicz assumed these to be the relics of human sacri-
fice suggesting patriarchal nomadic society.118 For
us it seems to be more acceptable to suggest that due
to epidemics or some disease the deaths occurred si-
multaneously, and this may have been the reason
for the double burials.19 We have knowledge of
graves containing the skeletons of two or more per-
sons that were definitely not ritually sacrificed, nor
were they buried simultaneously for any other
reason.

Human sacrifice is not to be supposed in the case
of secondary burials sunken through the earth of the
barrow near the central grave.10 It is due to this
phenomenon that several burials can be found on
the same level.22L The human bones found scattered
in the earth of the barrow cannot be regarded as the
remains of human sacrifice because the people of the
Yamnaya culture often buried their dead after
having destroyed earlier burials. This happened in
the case of the Usatovo original burials situated
between the rivers Danube and Dniester, over which
the burials of the Yamnaya culture are intact. It can
be taken for granted that the original burials were
destroyed by the people of the Yamnaya culture.12

The barrows that have yielded the burials of the
Yamnaya culture and show the same or almost the
same rites should be considered as the common bur-
ial place of minor communities — families or
clans. This seems to be especially likely in the
case of kurgans that are members of a kurgan ceme-
tery the other explored original burials of which can
be related to the Yamnaya culture, t00.231n Hun-
gary, the Kétegyhadza kurgans Nos 3 and 6, Déva-
vanya—Femplomdomb, Tiszaeszlar—Potyhalom and
Buj-Feketehalom belong undoubtedly to such
groups. The same can be assumed in the case of the
original burials of Valea Lupului where three minor
kurgans were covered with a common earth barrow
similarly to the case of the burials of Gurbanesti
mentioned above. In Bulgaria the kurgan known

18Gimbutas 1956, p. 74. Supposes the sacrifice of
the members of the family if the head of the family
dies.

19Shmaglii—¥sherniakov 1970a, p. 99.

120 Sorokin 1959, pp. 10-18. The 11/a-b graves of the
barrow unearthed near Gurbanesti 2 are of this
character. One of them contained a male, the other
a female skeleton. See: Rosetti 1959, p. 860; Terenosh-
kin 1951, pp. 117-118.

2 Kalicz 1968, p. 31. (In the central part of the
base of the Dévavanya-Csérdajaras barrow dealt with
above the graves of two infants and an adolescent
buried with exactly the same rite were found !)

from early excavations by Popov and the 1st kurgan
excavated by B. Nikolov near Glavcheska Mogila
possibly belong to this type.12 (Although one of
the graves dug into the ground of the latter kurgan
and encircled by stones shows a different rite, their
position undoubtedly suggests that they contained
individuals of the same community.)

When studying the particular elements of the rite,
it is the forming of the grave-pit and the burial vault
that deserve attention. The grave-pits are rectan-
gular with rounded corners and sometimes they are
oval. In almost every case the forming of the grave
and the grave structure was done very carefully.
In Hungary this is especially true of the already
mentioned burial of BalmazUljvaros-Karhozott-ha-
lom. The employment of wooden constructions, of
the mat, the carpet, of the baldachin or tent cover-
ing the burial shows that the grave was prepared
and protected as a house or a hut for the dead. While
excavating the burials of the Yamnaya culture it
was V. A. Gorodtsov who observed the roof-shaped
beam construction over the grave. He also mentions
that this construction was often covered with reed
or mat; in one case the traces of mat could be ob-
served both on the walls and on the bottom of the
grave. (Hutor Spakovka grave 11/2. According to
Gorodtsov the mat was painted yellow around the
skeleton.) The tent-like formation of the grave re-
sembles the burial of Dévavanya—Barcé-halom.
Another pit-grave burial, excavated by Gorodtsov
is similar to grave 1at Barcé-halom. A wide pit was
dug into the ground of the barrow and the grave was
dug into the centre of this shaft. Here, too, the shaft
running across the barrow was indicated by pieces
and grains of loess.15

The mat-covered burial of Storozhevaia Mogila
yielding the remains of the famous two-wheeled cart
is of the very same type.16The custom cf covering
the grave with wood, mat or stones dates back to the
very beginning of the Yamnaya culture. Thus, tire
child grave unearthed by A. A Stoliar near Hutor
Popova (Krasnij Yar, Lower Don region) was also
covered with a painted mat. This grave was, as
indicated by the neolithic type vessel found in it,
one of the earliest Yamnaya burials.127The majority

2Kalicz 1968, p. 32. Cf.: Klein 1971, pp. 287-288.;
Shmaglii—T sherniakov 1970a, pp. 91-92.

IBCf.: Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp. 6-8; Shults—
Stoliar 1958, pp. 53-63; Smirnov 1960, p. 269;
Terenoshkin 1951.

2ADinu 1959 (cf. note 120); Kalicz 1968, pp. 26-27;
Popov 1931, pp. 113-116; For the information
concerning the site of Glavtshovska Moghila | owe
thanks to excavator Bogdan Nikolov.

15Gorodtsov 1905, p. 319; Rau 1927, pp. 68-70.

1BTerenoshkin 1951.

17 Stoliar 1958, Fig. 27; Merpert 1961, pp. 60-67.
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of the graves excavated near Novochernomorye
are also covered with wood or stones.18P. Rykov
observed the traces of posts leaning towards the
centre around two Yamnaya burials in the outskirts
of Elista. In his explanation he uses “the grave is the
house of the dead” concept that had prevailed
among the nomadic peoples for a long time.129While
surveying the kurgan cemetery of Nikopolie, 0. A
Krivtsova-Grakova mentions the presence of wood
covering the earliest burials. In the early phase the
use of the mat cover is very frequent; the original
burial of kurgan 3 excavated in 1937 was covered
only with a mat. Concerning the grave structure,
she also considers the possibility of the imitation of
tents.10

Since in the earliest phase of the Yamnaya culture
as well as in the later graves the hut characteristics
are present, in our opinion the terminology used by
M. Gimbutas relating either to the early or the late
phases is not relevant. (Early phase = pit-grave;
late phase = hut-grave.) Such a distinction is also
contradicted by the Hungarian find material, as no
significant chronological difference can be supposed
between the “pit-graves” of kurgan 6 and the “hut-
graves” of kurgan 3 or 5 at Kétegyhaza. The termi-
nology used by Gimbutas suggests some kind of
gradual pit-hut-catacomb “development”, a very
unlikely assumption.13L

In the majority of pit-grave burials the traces of
a spread can be found on the bottom of the grave.
They were mostly made of mat, or leather, but wood
or bark is also commonly used. Carpets were also
used as a spread.1® Similarly to the plastered, care-
fully smoothed grave bottom this lining of the grave
expressed a “living place” character.13This idea is
reflected by the kurgan itself, especially taking into
consideration the fact that in certain cases the dead
buried in one and the same kurgan belonged to one
family. We have to recognize the possible validity
of the concept that considers the kurgan as a sym-
bolic imitation of some building.13

One of the best examples of the house-like struc-
ture of the kurgans is the barrow excavated near
Berbovka (Dnieper region) at the beginning of this

128 Kovpanenko—K atshalova-Sharafutbirova
pp. 60-67; Leskov 1967, p. 7.

129 Rikov 1933, p. 203; Id. 1927, pp. 68-69.

130 Kritsova-Grakova 1962, p. 9.

131 Gimbutas 1956, pp. 70-80.

¥ Leskov 1957, p. 115.

1B Cf.: Shevtshenko Kurgan 1, grave 15; Shirokoie
Kurgan 6, grave 1 — Tshernenko-lakorenko-Korpu-
sova 1967, p. 22; Bikovo Kurgan 26, grave 9; kurgan
21, grave 12; Stiepan Rasin Hutor Kurgan 1, grave
16 — Merpert 1967, pp. 85, 90; Novotshernomorie

1967
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century. It is thoroughly dealt with by A. A. For-
mosov. In the kurgan the remains of a building with
a circular ground-plan were found; its walls were
made of vertically placed, decorated stone slabs and
it was covered with a decorated wooden roof con-
struction. In the kurgan there were Yamnayagraves.
This kurgan and the other two, similarly-built ones
in its vicinity are put by Formosov to the end of the
M rd millennium, to the late phase of the Yamnaya
culture, contemporaneous with the early Catacomb
culture.1»

Certain details of the furniture found in the grave
undoubtedly contain the elements of the houses or
tents used by certain communities.131In the case of
the already mentioned cart burial found at Storo-
zhevaia Mogila and the cart models of the Tri Brata
kurgans we find in the symbolic imitation of the
house on wheels the typical representation of the
mobile way of life of the steppe peoples.137The tent-
like mat covers seem to suggest the same. (The
above-mentioned burial of Dévavanya-Barcé-halom
was also covered with a mat tent.) The use of plaited
carpets and mats is interesting, especially since
these elements, besides the use of leathers (furs) can
be found in Hungarian pit-graves as well (Sarrét-
udvari-—Balazshalom, Hortobagy—Pipasok, Horto-
bagy—Halaszlaponyag). Gimbutas mentions these
in connection with catacomb-graves, however, they
are also known from demonstrably earlier burials
from the Soviet Union and from Romania.18A. N.
Melentiev, on unearthing burial 7 in kurgan 7 near
Novocherkask, observed the imprint of the red-
ochre painted geometric pattern of the grave cover
close to the shin of the skeleton.1®

It was in the course of the excavations carried out
in the kurgan fields between the rivers Danube and
Dniester that a pit-grave burial covered with a
coloured carpet came to light (Bashtanovka, kurgan
4, grave 24.). The woven motifs were black and
white stripes running longitudinally across the W—
SW-oriented grave. The grave was protected by two
stone slabs placed over the carpet.J0Rough carpets
are mentioned also in connection with the oldest
burials of the Holboca kurgan with skeletons lying

Kurgan 6, graves 4, 5 — Kovpanenko-Katshalova—
Sharafutbinova 1967, p. 66; Kurgan in the vicinity of
Koghilniik, Moldavia, grave 14 — Obolduieva 1955,
]. 4o0.

1A Griasnov 1961, pp. 22-25.

1BFormosov 1955, pp. 71-94; Id. 1969, pp. 156—159.

1¥Artemenko 1967, p. 119.

137Pigott 1968, pp. 295-301.

1B Gimbutas 1956, p. 80. Cf.: notes 127, 132.

1P Melentiev 1966, p. 98.

140 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, p. 75.



supine in contracted position.14.The analogy of the
Bashtanovka grave can be found, besides those in
Hungary, in burials 7 and 12, of kurgan 2 at Gurba-
nesti (No 12 is an original burial while grave No 7 is
possibly a burial dug into the ground secondarily).
Grave 7 was dug step-like, and the grave-pit was
protected by beam constructions resting on the two
steps. The black and white stripe imprints were ob-
served on the step of the grave, under the upper
beam construction.12 Grave 12 preserved the re-
mains of a baldachin-like tent. The post-holes were
found in the corners along the central line of the
grave while on the edge of the pit textile remains in
poor condition were observed. According to the
textile analysis they were made of camel’s hair.13

Beside the above burials containing painted cov-
ers and tent-like remains, the burials of the Krim
Yamnaya and Kemi-Oba cultures are especially im-
portant. Here the painting of burial-vaults is a fre-
quent phenomenon observed in Banat by B. Mille-
ker (near Ulma). As far as the present paper is con-
cerned, it is the ochre-painted sun representations
and the other painted decorations of the coffins that
are of special interest. The most frequent paints
were ochre and coal but white paint also occurred.
On the sides of the coffin red and black, sometimes
red and white stripes can be found in the pattern of
rhomboids, triangles, concentric circles or straight,
parallel stripes.14@ heir detailed description is given
by Formosov, who mentions that painted wooden
burial vaults were also unearthed on this territory.13

Shepinskii relates these motifs to the sun cult,
a justifiable approach, especially if considering the
sun symbols expressed by the motifs in question.16
Formosov states that the geometric decoration cut
into the stone slabs of the cromlech of the Berbovka
kurgan goes back to the local Upper Palaeolithic
roots. The incised motifs of the kurgan of Berbovka
correspond to the signs characterized by Miller as
ancient sun symbols. The patterns of parallel,
straight or zig-zag stripes and diagonal rhomboids
belong to these symbols.147

A feature much more general than the above-
mentioned painting is the ochre painting observed
in almost every pit-grave burial either on the skull
or in the form of a piece of ochre as grave furniture.

W Similarly, in the early graves of the kurgan
unearthed near Holboca traces of a carpet were ob-
served. Zirra 19(>0, pp. 99, 127.

WRosetti 1959, pp. 797-798, Fig. 10.

Blbid, pp. 800-803, Fig. 17; Zirra 1960, p. 103.

in The }est preserved painted coffin was unearthed
in the vicinity of Simferopol. Its coloured illustration
is given by Romantshenko 1891, pp. 72—73.

% Shepinskii 1963; Formosov 1969, pp. 161—168.

%6 Shepinskii 1961, pp. 227-232.

BFormosov 1955, pp. 71-74;
125-157.

Miller 1933, pp.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF REI) OCHRE IN
PIT-GRAVE BURIALS

Our assumption is that ochre painting should be
regarded by all means as a ritual phenomenon even
if its use was not restricted to the funeral ceremony.
This red paint meant in the course of the whole pre-
historic period the colour of life (blood) and, there-
fore, it had a very important role in ceremonies con-
nected with fertility. The aspect of fertility cannot
be excluded even when ochre was used at burials.
On the other hand, here we must consider the direct
meaning of the paint, i.e. the imitation of the colour
of life. Consequently, ochre painting is one of the
most ancient magic ceremonies at burials and its
role is to emphasize the basically communal charac-
ter of burials. Its use is so widely spread that in pit-
grave kurgans it is by no means a specific feature.
Therefore, the term “Ochre-Grave” cannot be ac-
cepted. However, there are indications that this
motif has a special significance for the pit-graves.18
Such is the piece of ochre frequently placed into the
grave as grave furniture. The employment of the
piece of red ochre as the only grave good in many
cases is characteristic of the Yamnaya and the Cata-
comb cultures. It represents one of the most signifi-
cant elements of the burial rites of these cultures.1d

In Hungarian pit-graves the piece of red ochre
can usually be found near the head. At Kétegyhaza
in the original burial of kurgan 3 the piece of ochre
preserving the imprint of the deteriorated leather
pouch was found near the shoulder. The piece of
ochre found on the chest of a child skeleton in a
burial unearthed by Gorodtsov should be considered
to be analogy of the former burial. In both graves
ochre paint was found only in pouches.110 On the ter-
ritory of the Soviet Union and Romania ochre was
often placed into the grave in a vessel.151 The half-
sedentary position of the body with the head
propped up was arranged ina number of cases with
a large piece of ochre placed under the head.1®

The question arises how this special form emerged
besides the general practice of the use of ochre.
The special form is expressed in the employment of
the piece of ochre as a “sacred” object having magic
power. We assume that this motif of the rite emerged

148Cf.: Ebert 1921, pp. 39-40.

149 The clod of ochre near the skull is a general, very
frequently occurring piece of grave furniture. See
Tshernenko—akorenko—Korpusova 1967, p. 30.; Go-
rodtsov 1905, p. 293; Beresovets 1960; Krivtsova—
Grakova 1962, pp. 11—12; Smirnov 1960, pp. 234-235.

150 Gorodtsov 1905, p. 183.

15l lbid.; Tshernenko—takorenko-Korpusova 1967,
pp. 31-32.; Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 18-20;
Dumitrescu 1944, p. 43; Kalicz 1968, p. 24, note 60.

1B Beresovets-Pokrovska—Furmanska 1960, pp
104-105.
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in the society of the already developed Yam-
naya culture, the special custom is very frequent in
west-oriented graves, in the burials of Moldavia, in
the Olt region and in Hungary. In the Neolithic pre-
ceding the Yamnaya culture this kind of employ-
ment of ochre never occurred although the practice
of ochre painting was widely spread.153

It should be mentioned that Soviet researchers
have not analysed the specific role of ochre painting
in the pit-grave burials, although they recognize its
importance.154

The chemical analysis of the pieces of ochre from
the original burial of kurgan 6 and from grave 6 of
kurgan 3 at Kétegyhaza produced an interesting
result. 15

As a result of the analysis it was concluded that
the two pieces of “ochre” at issue are not paint
clods but simple soil-clods painted red. The paint
substance had possibly been brought from a large
distance. It can be assumed that the clods moulded
from mud or clay symbolize ceremonies the aim of
which is to act against death through the symbolic
representation of rebirth. With this act the burying
community so to say reinitiates the deceased among
its members thus preventing his total annihila-
tion.19

Our assumption may be supported by the ob-
servation that in one of the graves of the Catacomb
culture a piece of red ochre was found representing
a small, realistically formed human head.15 The
find proves that the grave furniture is not a simple
paint clod. It is a sacred object most possibly made
for playing a role in a ceremony, referring to the
re-creation securing the relationship of the deceased
with the community. (It is all the more likely since
earth paints — ochres — cannot be formed plasti-
cally. Consequently, in this case there must have
been a previously formed figurine which was later
painted. Mention should be made of the interesting
grave-like pit to be related to the burials of the
Yamnaya culture, in which 44 egg-sized and egg-
shaped pieces of red ochre were found by 0. A
Krivtsova-Grakova while excavating the kurgan
cemetery of Nikopolie. The author supposes that
the role of the pieces of red ochre buried in the
cemetery of the community was to recall the memo-
ry of the members of the clan or the tribe either
having moved away or disappeared.13

153 Makarenko 1933, p.
Telegin 1967, pp. 191-194.

M Popova 1955, p. 144; Krivtsova-Grakova 1962,
pp. 11-12.

1% Investigation by Gy. Duma. His results see in the
present volume.

1% The frequent complete lack of other grave furni-
ture can be explained perhaps by the circumstance

14; Hausler 1962, p. 1174;
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It may be assumed that this find represents a
communal ceremony in the course of which the
burial magic was repeated.

The red paint substance of the “ochre clods” of
Kétegyhaza was hematite (Fe203). All the other
analyzed “pieces of ochre” were hematite, t0o0.13
Hematite is a very common iron ore even though it
does not occur in the Great Hungarian Plain and
was brought to Hungary by the population of the
Pit-Grave culture. Its characteristic use, its em-
ployment as an item of grave goods in small
pouches, reflects the belief that magic force is
concentrated in red paint.

THE DEPOSITION OF THE DEAD

A characteristic feature of the burial rite is the
placing of the body supine in a contracted posi-
tion, as observed in the majority of pit-grave
burial. (The term “Froschstellung” denoting this
position refers to the fact that the legs drawn up at
the knees were frequently tumbled to both sides
and formed a characteristic “rhomboid” shape on
the grave bottom.) Most of the original burials in
Hungary and in Romania show this skeleton posi-
tion. In original burials straight position occurs
rather rarely and skeletons on their sides in con-
tracted position occur mostly in secondary burials.
Straight position is more frequent in the region of
the Lower Volga (kurgan field of Bikovo). In K. F.
Smirnov’s opinion this position preserved local
neolithic traditions, significant as to the area of the
initial phase of the culture.J®He agrees with N. Y.
Merpert, who thinks that the most ancient Yamnaya
culture started on this very territory and the burials
of the first phase in the Dnieper-Don region also
show this “Pre-Yamnaya” position.16l

Interesting data were rendered by D. Y. Telegin
concerning the distribution of the straight and
contracted positions when surveying the Aeneoli-
thic settlement of Alexandria. Here the comb-
pattern pottery of the Doniec type was followed by
a pottery of early steppe (Srednii-Stog Il) character
with shells in the substance of the pottery. As a
continuation of the latter, there appears a highly
developed, typical Yamnaya pottery. Both straight
and contracted skeletons were unearthed in the

that the red paint clod as a general life symbol made
all food or drink grave furniture customary in other
cults unnecessary.
157 Artamonov 1937, p. 108, Fig. 25.
1BKrivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp. 11-12.
19 See Gy. Duma’s paper in the present volume.
1600 Smirnov 1960, p. 235.
BlMerpert 1960, pp. 105-117.



territory of the settlement. The grave furniture con-
sisting of ochre and stone implements —the stone
blades and arrow points found here also occur in the
Yamnaya barrow burials - proves the temporary
contemporaneity of the two types. Telegin states
that the skeletons lying supine in contracted posi-
tion can be related to the Srednii-Stog Il layer of
the settlement. Their grave pottery is the analogy
of the Bikovo vessel, regarded by Merpert as the
earliest.1®

If we consider the fact that both the early
Yamnaya grave excavated near Kainari and the
very early Yamnaya child burial unearthed by A.
D. Stoliar (at Hutor Popova) fall to Srednii-Stog
period Il and to the last phase of the Dnieper-
Doniec Neolithic, it seems evident that this period
is parallel with the emergence of the “Yamnaya
ethnic-cultural territory”. It was the period when
at certain places a number of kurgan burials had
already appeared. (The first steppe relationships
- Brailita, Casimcea, Marosdécse, Csongrad —are
from the beginning of the Cucuteni AB period,
starting from the end of the Tiszapolgar culture.)

Since in the Yamnaya culture skeletons lying
supine were characteristic, their position in the
grave is very important as to the determination of
the different phases of the culture, as emphasized
by Krivtsova-Grakova. Her opinion is based
primarily on the observations made on the above-
mentioned kurgan field of Nikopolie where original
burials of the kurgans yielded skeletons lying supine,
while the skeletons dug into the earth of the barrow
were found on their sides in contracted position.
Thus, it is very likely, that the dead buried on their
sides in contracted position did not belong to the
earliest period of the culture.@3 Furthermore, it is
highly possible that the custom of placing the dead
in contracted position on the side became wide-
spread in a later phase probably as a result of
connections with other, neighbouring cultures.
However, none of these observations exclude the
possibility that in the later period, too, this posi-
tion of the dead — characteristic in Krivtsova-
Grakova’s opinion only of the first period - con-
tinued to be prevalent. The huge extension of the
territory and the numerous, partially studied
groups of the culture only supports this possibility.
When generalizing the phenomenon observed at
Nikopolie, the author was doubtlessly influenced by
her opinion previously formed about the relation-

B Telegin 1960, pp. 15-16.

B Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp. 9—10.
BAKrivtsova-Grakova 1938.

165 Beresenskaia 1959, p. 60.

166 Leskov 1967, p. 8.

167Dinu 1959, p. 202.

ship of the Yamnaya and Catacomb cultures.164
According to S. S. Berezenskaia different skeleton
positions indicate chronological differences between
the burials of two nearby kurgans.JB6A. M Leskov,
on the basis of the affinity of the grave goods and
grave structures found in closely situated kurgans,
and in single ones, points out that from the position
of the skeleton one cannot suppose chronological
differences. 166

As to the western peripheries cultural connec-
tions resulted in the differences of the position of
the skeleton. There occur pit-graves with skeletons
lying supine in contracted positions that are not
older than the Usatovo burials characterized by
skeletons lying on their side in contracted position.
The original burials of the Valea Lupului kurgan
with skeletons lying supine in contracted position
were followed by burials — some of them dated by
Foltesti Il type grave goods  with skeletons lying
contracted on their sides.167 Similar is the case with
the burials found at Holboca, while skeletons in the
Baldovinesti kurgan, contracted on the side, repre-
sent the level of the secondary burials of the Valea
Lupului kurgan.18 The original burial of Puspok-
ladany-Kincsesdomb contracted on the side with
the head oriented towards NE and surrounded
by a semicircular ditch can be related to the
Usatovo culture,1® while the next grave with the
skeleton lying supine in contracted position is an
analogy of the graves unearthed at Hortobagy and
at Kétegyhaza. Consequently, the simultaneous
occurrence of the two positions in the late phase of
the Yamnaya culture does not involve any essen-
tial change in the rite.10

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
CONSISTENT WESTERN ORIENTATION

The similarity of the pit-graves of the Tiszaregion,
Oltenia and Bulgaria manifests itself most strikingly
besides the above-mentioned characteristics, in the
strong dominance of the uniform western orienta-
tion. The question is raised whether this custom
developed only as a local feature on the territories
west of the Lower Danube, in the — specific— Ba-
nat and Tisza groups,I7Zlor it can also be found in
the eastern regions. Gy. Gazdapusztai considered
the W orientation a local feature and mentioned
its absence in the Pontic area.1”2

WBHartuche Anastasiu 1968, p. 41; Zirra 1960, p
101

1 Hausler 1964, pp. 774-775.

IO H&usler 1962, pp. 1141-42,
1937, p. 260.

I7LMerpert 1961, p. 164.

12 Gazdapusztai 1967, pp. 94-95.

1156-67; Hancar
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The orientation of the Yamnaya type burials is
not uniform, even within the same kurgan group.13
In most places NE orientation dominates.1#
However, in the Lower Don region and west of it
W orientation occurs more frequently, in fact, in
several closed groupes it is exclusive.I5The partly
regional and partly stratigraphic separation, and
the fact that the westernmost representatives of
the culture show only W orientation allow us the
conclusion that certain population groups repre-
senting a closer unity within the ethnic frame of the
culture insisted on this particular orientation. The
mobile, possibly nomadic way of life of the whole
population of the culture precludes an accurate
description of these groups.

It was Melentiev who recognized that in the
Lower Don region W oriented graves are highly
dominant. In this area between Rostov and Novo-
cherkask five pit-grave kurgans were unearthed
by Kaposhina. The 14 Yamnaya burials found in
them were, without exception W oriented. The
kurgan first excavated had three layers of earth.
The first tvo heaps of earth were piled upon pit-
graves of the same rite while the third one was
above the later catacomb burial.I60n the left bank
of the Don, near Bagaievskii Melentiev found W ori-
ented burials in two pit-grave kurgans. The orig-
inal burial of kurgan 2 should probably beplaced in
the local late Yamnaya—early Catacomb period
represented by bone pins with hammer heads
in the graves of the Yamnaya culture.177 The
original burials were covered with wood or reed
and the roof was supported by short posts. In these
graves the dead were lying supine in a contracted
position while the skeletons in the Yamnaya
secondary burials were contracted, lying on their
sides. (The change in the rite must have been the
result of connections with the Catacomb culture.)
In the same area near Novii Aksai, a W oriented
Yamnaya grave came to light with a skeleton lying
supine in a contracted position without any grave
furniture. The later secondary burials were those
of the Catacomb culture of the Doniec region. Near
Donskoi (District of Novocherkask) two kurgans
yielded W oriented pit-graves; in one ofthem a bone
pin with hammer head was also found.IB In the
steppes of the Azovian Sea,1@in the Krim18and in

13Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp. 8-9; Sinitsyn 1960,
pp. 11-19; Zirra 1960, p. 111.

17AGorodtsov 1905, p. 185; Id. 1907, pp. 215-218;
Rau 1927, pp. 56-57; Leskov 1967, p. 28.

IB5Melentiev 1969, p. 91.

IBKaposhina 1962, p. 40-41.

I77Melentiev 1965, pp. 44—45; Merpert 1961, pp.
168-169; Latinin 1967, p. 28.

IBMelentiev 1966, pp. 94-95.

IMKlein 1960b, p. 150.

180 Shults-Stoliar 1958;
skaia 1969, pp. 62-69.

Shepinskii 1962; Dashev-
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the Lower Dnieperl8lregion W orientation occurred
quite frequently. In the vicinity of Pervomaievka
W oriented original burials were found covered with
stone slabs and wood. The excavators mention that
while these were lacking grave furniture, the NE
oriented graves yielded more grave goods.182The W
oriented graves situated on the left bank of the river
Orel excavated at the beginning of this century were
similarly lacking any grave goods.18S. S. Berezens-
kaia in the Lower Dnieper region excavated five
Yamnaya burials from two kurgans, all of them W
or SW oriented. The earlier ones were contracted in
a supine position while the later ones were lying
on their sides. Grave 2 of kurgan | was a step-like
burial dug into the virgin soil, the grave bottom
was plastered with clay and painted with ochre.18}
In the vicinity of Dniepropetrovsk, near the village
Kut, W oriented graves were unearthed by I). T.
Beresovets. No grave furniture was found and on
the basis of the shape of the grave, the position of
the dead and the piece of ochre placed near the
shoulder they are closely related to original burials
in Hungary. Here too, some W oriented graves
situated over one another were found. In one of the
later, N oriented graves a hammer-headed bone
pin and a vessel of later type with flat support were
found.18 In a kurgan near Kruglik, Bukovina, a
pit-grave type W oriented original burial was
unearthed by Smirnova. The grave was covered
with wood and the spread on the grave bottom was
painted with ochre. In the vicinity of the burial, on
the original surface the traces of fire burnt during
the funeral ceremony were found. Smirnova remarks
that the W oriented Yamnaya burials of Podolia
(Dniester region) are closely related to the group of
Romanian and Bidgarian pit-graves.1%

In Moldavia, on the bank of the river Kogilnik
the original burial was also a W oriented Yamnaya
type grave. It was covered with a wooden construc-
tion and it had remains of bark on the bottom. In
the same kurgan the child burial dug afterwards
into the ground was of similar orientation and
position; the latter yielded an egg-shaped Yamnaya
type vessel. The graves dug into the earth of the
barrow were NE oriented.187 In the same area, in
the course of the excavations carried out by Der-
gatshev, a pit-grave original burial surrounded by a

181 Beresovets-Pokrovska—Furmanska 1960, pp.
104-105.

@ Evarnitskii 1907, pp. 118; 154-155.

18 Beresenskaia 1959, pp. 59-60.

13 Beresovets 1960, pp. 47—49.; Latinin 1967, p. 22.

1% Smirnova 1968, pp. 20-21.

18 Oboldueva 1955, pp. 40-43.

187 Dergatshev 1973, pp. 23-26. (The completely
destroyed original burial of the kurgan near Tshimish-
lila is of the Usatovo period, while its undisturbed
secondary burial was of pit-grave character. V. Der-
gatshev’s kind information).



semicircular ditch came to light. The position of the
skeleton, just as the one excavated by Oboldueva,
agrees with the characteristic position of the skele-
ton in Barcé-halom and in other undisturbed burials
in Hungary. Some of the pit-graves unearthed by
Dergatshev cut into earlier Usatovo type graves.
Among the grave furniture of the pit-graves, the
so-called “thick crescent” shaped pendant and the
multi-twisted copper and poor silver hair rings
occurred, well known also from Hungarian buri-
als.18

The W oriented Yamnaya-type burials of the
kurgans recently excavated between the rivers
Dniester and Danube — mentioned above in
connection with the painted grave cover — are
particularly significant.1® Here it was possible to
make correct stratigraphic observations concerning
the connections of the Yamnaya and Usatovo type
graves from different periods. This territory is most
important from the point of view of interactions
between the Late Tripolye, Cucuten B, Cernavoda,
Usatovo and Yamnaya cultures. The observations
by the excavators render useful contribution to the
relative chronology. The Yamnaya burials unearthed
here can be divided —from the point of view
of relative chronology into three groups. The
earliest are contemporaneous with the Usatovo
graves or are of slightly later origin. The burials of
the second group are chronologically very near to
those of the first. These two groups show a number
of common features; their grave furniture is poor
and mostly W oriented. The majority of the burials
of the third group are provided with grave furni-
ture. In the opinion of the excavators, these can be
dated to the end of the lind layer in Mihailovka
settlement, i.e. they can be parallelled with the
layer of Mihailovka 111 already manifesting cata-
comb features; in Merpert’s system they represent
Yamnaya 3rd and 4th groups.190

The earliest Yamnaya burials of the Dniester—
Danube area are parallelled withthe burial unearthed
by Oboldueva and with the earliest Romanian pit-
graves. The synchronization can be extended to
the earliest pit-graves in the Tisza region and at
Aranyosgyéres, Transylvania. Besides the W
orientation this is supported by the uniform occur-
rence of the coloured carpets, the wooden construc-
tion and the mat covers of the graves, the position
of the skeletons, the striking lack of grave furniture
(with the exception of one silver earring), and the
ritual hearths also containing cow and horse bones
found on the original level around certain original

18 Dergatshev 1973, pp. 16-17, Fig. 2. 2, 6.
189 See note 140.

190 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 105-107.
91 1bid, pp. 96-98.

burials. On the basis of the Mihailovka I-11 type
pottery found in one of the graves and on other
considerations the horizon of these burials can be
related to the end of the earliest Yamnaya phase and
to the first group of the SW variant of the developed
Yamnaya cultural-historical area. The fact that
even some burials of this group are demonstrably
younger than the earliest Usatovo graves is very
important as to the emergence and chronology of
the Usatovo culture.

The burials of the earliest and second Yamnaya
group closely following it were dug with the same
method as the one observed in the case of Barcé-
halom, Storozhevaia Mogila, Karhozott-halom,
Gurbanesti, etc. The covering of the grave with
woven material is also the same. The authors em-
phasize that the digging of the secondary graves
into the hard virgin soil, the lining of the grave
bottom and the cover all suggest that the strength-
ening of the grave-pit had a special significance
in the rite of the Yamnaya people.19

GRAVE FURNITURE

The grave furniture of the Hungarian graves is
remarkably poor.

()  Earrings made of poor silves or electrum( ?).
Some simple, ring-shaped earrings made of wire
with circular cross section, open at the end (Kétegy-
hdza—F6rok-halom); one-and-a-half-twisted spiral-
shaped earrings made of wire of circular cross
section (Balmazujvéros-Karhozott-halom) and
“thick-crescent” shaped ones, i.e. earrings thicken-
ing towards the middle and open at both ends(Buj-
Feketehalom, Tiszaeszl&r—Potyhalom, Kétegyhdza—
Torok-halom).

I. Béna and N. Kalicz emphasize that these
represent the earliest objects made of silver in the
Carpathian Basin.1®

Kalicz is dealing in detail with the relationship of
silver and electrum earrings. He establishes that
the jewelry types at issue occur above all in the late
period of the Yamnaya culture and in the period
following it. 1B As indicated by the above-mentioned
silver earring found in grave 14, kurgan 1at Neru-
shai, the appearance of this jewelry precedes the
later Yamnaya period characterized by the ham-
mer-headed bone pins.1%

On the other hand the form with open ends,
thickening towards the middle occurs primarily in
Moldavia and in the region west of it, almost always

12 Béna 1961, p. 10; Kalicz 1968, p. 35.

18 Cf.: Kalicz 1968, pp. 35-37.

9 Cf.: Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp. 9-10; Leskov
1967, 8.
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in secondary burials.1% In the same area they were
also made of gold; the Early Bronze Age, and even
Middle Bronze Age survival of the form can also be
supposed on the basis of similar Bronze Age gold
jewelry.1%

(@ Cylindric bead curved from copper plate
(Debrecen-Laszlé-halom). This jewelry type ap-
pears at a very early time: Karbuna;19 it also oc-
curred in period Il of Srednii Stog: Petro-Svistunc-
v0.18 However, it also occurred as late as the
Late Yamnaya burials.19

(3) Dog teeth pierced at the root (Kétegyhdza—
Torok-halom). The special feature of the necklace
remains found in the graves of Kétegyhaza is that
they are made of masticatory teeth pierced at the
root, while in the graves of the steppe region the
employment of incisor teeth is general.

(4) Sheep or goat astragals (Kétegyhaza-Torok-
halom, kurgan 3/a). Very frequent as grave furni-
ture in the steppe region. At Kétegyhaza they came
to light from children’s-graves; the same concerns
those from Ukraine. They were probably toys.200

(5) Remains of blankets, spreads made of some
organic substance. These were already mentioned
in connection with grave furniture; it is especially
the painted ones that should be considered charac-
teristic grave goods of the culture.

(6) Pieces of ochre. (The consequent employment
of red ochre is such a characteristic feature of the
burials in this culture that before the accumulation
of a larger find material for a more exact cultural
definition, the term “ochre grave culture” had
been used.)

SPIRITUAL LIFE AND RELIGION

Among the general characteristics of funeral rites
we can find but a few data reflecting the specific
features of spiritual life. Besides the special em-
ployment of ochre paint and the idea that “the
grave is the house of the dead” it is the cultic
character of the kurgan that should be taken into
consideration. 20l It is very likely that in the case
of the pit-grave kurgans we can also speak of the

1%Kind information by B. Nikolov.

1% Kalicz 1968, pp. 36-37.

197 Sergeicv 1963.

18 Bodianskii 1968, pp. 117—118.

19 Melentiev 1966, p. 106.

200 Gorodtsov 1907, pp. 339-340; Leskov 1967, p. 8;
Merpert 1967, p. 82; Beresovets—Pokrovska—Furmans-
ka 1960, pp. 104-105.

201 Sierksma 1963, pp. 219, 233; cf.: Hancar 1937, p.
260.

202 Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, pp.

28 Kalicz 1969, p. 22.

24 Terenoshkin 1956, p. 70; Shepinskii 1962.
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ancient view according to which the person buried
in his “house” in resting position continues to be
the member of his community. The “large family”
kurgans unearthed in the Nikopolie kurgan ceme-
tery and the object mentioned in connection
with the pieces of ochre fit well into this general
picture.22 Especially dominant is the feature of
nomadic cultures —also observed in the Hungarian
Copper Age — namely, that the magic symboliza-
tion of the survival of communal affinity and stabil-
ity is reflected in the cemeteries, in communal
burial places.2B

The appearance of domestic animals in different
ceremonies is a general phenomenon. The cattle
and horse bones, ram-horns found in graves and at
hearths preserving the remains of the funeral
supper are proofs of this.2%

The stone maces ending in horse or bull head
serving possibly as power symbols point to the
significance of the latter animals.2B6 A bull skeleton
was found at the end of the last century in the
vicinity of Simferopol close to a central grave on
the original surface.26 A similar phenomenon was
observed by I. V. Sinitsyn at the sacrificial place
situated over one of the original burials of the
famous Tri Brata kurgans where the well-known
clay cart model was found.2

In a stone-covered minor pit of one of the kurgans
in the Salgir valley, a simple Yamnaya vessel was
found. The excavators are probably justified when
they consider it the remain of a sacrificial cere-
mony.2B On similar sacrificial places animal bones
and vessels can frequently be found.2®

The cromlech encircling the central grave is gener-
ally brought in connection with the sun cult.20
It seems more probable, however, that instead of
the sun cult we should rather suppose a “protect-
ing” building symbolizing the living place. In the
SW part of the cromlech of one of the largest Usa-
tovo kurgans a stone slab came to light with human
figures, horses and deer. In the SW part of another
cromlech three stone slabs were placed, one of them
with a dog on it.2ll These stone slabs denoted
perhaps the entrance also indicated by the watchdog
representation. It is striking that on one of the

26 Shepinskii 1959, p. 68; cf.: lessen 1946. See also
Comsa 1972, pp. 66-67; Danilenko-Shmaglii 1972, pp.
3-20!

26Shepinskii 1959, pp.
147-153.

27 Sinitsyn 1948, pp. 144-145.

28 Shults-Stoliar 1958.

200 Cf.: Evarniitskii 1907, p. 144.

210 Miller 1933, pp. 150-157; Shepinskii 1961, pp.
227-229. Shepinskii 1963, pp. 38-40.

211 Shepinskii 1959, pp. 68-70.; Patokova 1957, pp.
35-36.

68-69; Steven 1891, pp.



cromlechs we can find a deer, also known as a
sacrificial animal.

The remains of ritual deer burials were observed
in the two nearby kurgans situated in the vicinity
of Simferopol. Near the original burial of kurgan 3,
on the original surface, an intact deer skeleton was
lying with the head oriented towards the grave.
The original burial of kurgan 13 yielded only the
skull of a deer. The grave was surrounded by a stone
circle and the first earth filling into which the
Yamnaya graves were dug was built on this.
Shepinskii assumes that the deer buried in the
central grave was perhaps a totem animal.2l2

The apparent presence of the deer cult together
with phenomena suggesting sun cult shows features
of the spiritual life known from later nomadic
cidtures, too.213 The occurrence of serpents in
graves can perhaps be related to this circle, espe-
cially east of the Dnieper in the region nearer to
the Caucasus.24 The motif of a serpent winding
on a tree can be observed on hammer-headed
bone pins.25

The “Pan’s whistles” and bird bones occurring in
graves with richer grave furniture as observed in
the Mariupol cemetery deserve special attention.216

The grave stelae hint possibly at the ancestors’
cult.27Three such stelae belonged to the furniture
of a rich grave in the district of Glubokoie.2i8In one
of the burials of Gurbanesti a pipe-oven came to
light with roasted hempseeds in it.219The inhalation
of the drug to be found in hempseed must have
caused a trancelike state. Similarly, hempseeds
were placed into a vessel near the dead in one of
the Early Bronze burials of the North Caucasus.ZD

The continuity of the basic elements of spiritual
life can also be assumed from the doubtless survival
of certain elements of grave rite and costume. The
female grave at Oroszvar, the breast plate from
which was reconstructed by I. Béna is, on the basis
of its grave furniture, of a later origin than the pit-

22 Shepinskii 1959, p. 67; Shults—Stoliar 1958, pp.
53-63.

213 Shepinskii 1959, p. 70; Cf.: K. Bakay: Scythian
Rattles in the Carpathian Basin and their Eastern
Connections. Amsterdam 1971. 112 p. (with further
literature).

24 Melentiev 1965, p. 54; Sinitsyn 1948, pp. 144-145.

25 L atinin 1967, pp. 51, 64, 87.

216 Sinitsyn 1956, pp. 78-79, Id.: 1957, p. 15;
Melentiev 1956, pp. 54—55.; Rosetti 1959, pp. 797-798;
Shepinskii 1960.

217 Concerning this issue see: Formosov 1965a, p.
181; Id. 1969, pp. 170-190; Dashevskaia 1969, pp.
62—63; Zlatkovskaia 1963, pp. 81-83; Id. 1965, p. 183.

grave culture; its eastern connection, through the
forest steppe zone, are highly probable.21Beside the
piece from Nalchik, an early example of this cos-
tume decoration was found near Eruslanin a'Yam-
naya grave. In grave 16 (female) near Berezhnovka,
40 cylindric shell beads and 117 small, decorated
sheep bone tubes were unearthed.22 The more
direct analogies of one of the latest “ochre graves”
near Ploesti-Triage, being chronologically closer to
the Oroszvar grave, have already been mentioned.23

The trepanation of the skulls occurring in strik-
ingly “rich” burials should also be related perhaps
to cultic, shamanistic beliefs. (In the 5th, double
burial of Berezhnovka, in kurgan 9 both the grown-
up and the adolescent had trepanated skulls.24
One of the rich Late Yamnaya graves, the 6th
burial of kurgan 7, near Donskoi is especially
interesting. Near the skull 13 bird bones (“Pan’s
pipes”), four teeth of predatory animals and a
piece of flint, at the left temple a one-and-a-half-
twisted poor silver hair-ring and at the left shoulder
two bone harpunes were found. A hammer-headed
pin made of antlers and, close to it a copper or
bronze plate decorated with punching were placed
near the body. Further, there were three beads
twisted from a similar plate the analogy of which
had been found by L. Zoltai in Laszl6-halom,
Hortobagy. The skull was trepanated.Z5

The bone implements placed into the grave must
have had a significance to indicate the dignity of
the deceased. Harpunes and hooks occur especially
in Late Yamnaya graves and in Usatovo burials.
In the grave near Glubokoye yielding the three
stelae and gold grave furniture, 10bone hooks were
found. Gorodtsov also mentions the recovery of
sevoval harpunes and hooks 26

On the basis of these graves the trepanated skulls
and the richer than average grave furniture could
possibly be brought in connection; the assumption
could be strengthened by further lucky finds.

Kanivets 1955, pp. 75-77; Dergatshev 1968, pp.
169-172.

218Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 39-40, 100-
102.

29Rosetti 1959, pp. 800-802, 805.

20Markovin 1963, p. 98.

21Béna 1960, pp. 198-201, 203.

22 Sinitsyn 1957, p. 17.

23R osetti 1959, p. 810.

24Sinitsyn 1957, pp. 11-13, 144.

25Melentiev 1966, pp. 95-98.

26 See note 218; Cf.: Gorodtsov 1905, p. 186; It can
also be assumed that the role of the arrow put into
the hand was to denote the dignity of the deceased.
See: Klejn 1967, pp. 226-227.
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The analogies described so far are in our opinion
sufficient to prove that the builders of the East
Hungarian kurgans were a group from the popula-
tion of the W areas of the Yamnaya culture. It
seems to be evident that the route of these people
was the same as the one mentioned in connection
with the Csongrad-Marosdécse complex where the
western relations of the steppe cultures had a
chain-like sequence after the end of the Tiszapolgar
culture.

27TMarcsik 1973, pp. 19-27.
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The above-mentioned ethnic affinity is also
supported by anthropological data in the case of the
Csongréd grave.2Z The anthropological evidence of
the pit-grave kurgans reflects the same direct
connections. On the other hand, besides the strik-
ingly marked type solely characteristic of the
steppean Pit-Grave culture there appears, as
already observed in Romania, the gracile type, too,
especially in female burials, suggesting possible
local population elements.28

urae.

See



THE RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY OF PIT GRAVE KURGANS

Burials in Hungary are lacking grave-goods
elucidating their relationship with local, non-
steppe populations.29 As far as the whole unit of
the Tisza region kurgans is concerned we cannot
accept the chronology, probable in the case of the
original burial of Kétegyhdza kurgans 5-6
(Cérnavoda I11-Bolerdz period), especially since
certain analogous burials in Oltenia suggest a later
chronology.230 On the other hand, from a methodo-
logical point of view we cannot agree with the
opinion of N. Kalicz. He dates the pit-grave kur-
gans with poor grave furniture to the Early Bronze
Age. His assumption is erroneously based on the
appearance of corded ware generally showing
“eastern” influence, “eastern type hatchets” and
catacomb type vessels not found in the pit-graves. 2l
He is right in his basic observation that the earliest
pit-grave kurgans appeared in Romania after the
Cucuteni B period and a part of them were con-
temporaneous with the Usatovo culture (Brailita,
Odessa kurgans). However, accepting the low
chronology of the Usatovo culture (2000-1700
B. C) he also dates these early pit-graves to the
period of the Foltesti Il—Protoglina—Schnecken-
berg material, while he wrongly parallelsthe Hungar-
ian Baden culture and the early phase of Cotofeni
with the Cucuteni B phase. Consequently, in his
concept the appearance of pit-grave burials, the

29 Gazdapusztai 1968a, p. 40.

20 Bichir 1958, pp. 275—282; Dumitrescu 1960, pp.
80-81.

Bl Kalicz 1968, pp. 45-49, 55-58.

22 1bid, pp. 59-61.

23 See Merpert 1968, pp. 75-81; Movsha-Tshebo-
tarenko 1969, p. 49; Sinitsyn 1957, pp. 32-35; Bodian-
kii 1957, pp. 95-98.

24This level corresponds to the end of the 3rd
phase between the rivers Dniester and Danube. Cf.:
Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 105-107.

The relationship of the Yamnaya and Catacomb
cultures is a much-debated problem of Soviet pre-
historic archaeology. The classical view is represented
by Gorodtsov 1905, p. 79 and after him, by Krivtsova-
Grakova 1938, pp. 33-38 and Popova 1955. In their
opinion the Catacomb culture is genetically connected
to the Yamnaya culture. True, the most general grave
rites are the same, or similar; however, the new
elements of decisive importance like the catacomb
itself, the specific catacomb pottery, the appearance
of the anthropologically new gracility and the defor-
mation of the skull cannot be derived from the Yam-

ceasing of Cucuteni B and Baden coincide with
the appearing of the corded ware of different origins
and with the emergence of the strongly differentiat-
ed Early Bronze Age social order as impact of the
steppe conquerors.22 This concept needs to be
modified by recent developments, as it is hard to
imagine that all the kurgans of the Tisza region
were built during the short period of a century,
even if the definitely altered relative chronology is
not taken into consideration. Furthermore, we have
no right to assume that the relationships, appar-
ently existing at the time of the emergence of the
Yamnaya culture, i.e. in the Tiszapolgar-Bodrog-
keresztdr period, did not continue until the final
phase of the Baden culture, nor do we have the
right to assume a flood-like, enormous penetration
overwhelming the local Copper Age population.

Above all, it is important to study the strati-
graphic situation of the burials and their analogies.
In the territory of the Soviet Union the terminus
post quern is the Tripoly B I-l1I-Kainari-Srednii
Stog I1—end of the Dnieper-Doniec culture - Mihai-
lovka level 128The terminus ante quem is represent-
ed by Early Catacomb and contemporaneous Late
Yamnaya graves.Z3%

As already mentioned in connection with kurgans
in the Lower Danube region (in the Soviet Union),
the earlier parallels of our pit-grave kurgans are

naya culture. Bersenskaia and Shaposhnikova 1957,
pp. 270-275 and Klejn 1960, pp. 144—148; Id. 1961,
pp. 49-65; Id. 1962, pp. 74-87; 1d. 1966, pp. 7-13;
Id. 1968a, pp. 1116 are justified when emphasizing
their alien, most possibly southern origin and the
impacts of “Schnurkeramik” to be felt on the pottery
of the Catacomb culture (Klejn 1968a, pp. 14-15).
Their evidence pointing to a phase of the two cultures
running parallel is convincing. The appearance of the
Catacomb culture can be set to 2100 B. C. (Fisenko
1970, pp. 58-66). The earliest, those of the Novosvo-
bodnaia age can be found in the region of the river
Doniets. This stage can be well parallelled with the
period of the Troy Ill settlement. The late Yamnaya
population between the rivers Volga and Don must
have survived as long as the whole Catacomb period.
According to Fisenko’s chronology they go until
1800—700 (cf.: Mamontov 1967, pp. 236-239). This
seems to be in accordance with the observations of
Shmaglii and Tsherniakov whose opinion is that the
Yamnaya groups | and Il unearthed between the
Dniester and the Danube are partly contemporaneous
with Usatovo and partly follow the latter, while the
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contemporaneous with the Usatovo group, or they
closely follow it.25 Their arrival to the territory
of Romania cannot be set earlier than the end of
the Cucuteni B phase.2%Their earliest Usatovo type
burials can be connected with the Foltesti | peri-
0d. 3

One of the major issues of relative chronology is
the problem of the relationships of the Yamnaya
and the Usatovo cultures and the connection of
the latter with the different phases of the “tran-
sitional period.” Judging by the stratigraphy of the
Odessa kurgan, most of the researchers assumed
that the Usatovo culture may have followed the
Catacomb culture, or at least the Yamnaya cul-
ture.Z8B However, the excavations that seemed to
prove the very opposite, forced the researchers of
the period to revise the accepted opinions concern-
ing the stratigraphy of the kurgan unearthed in
1912-1913.28 From this revision it appeared that
the Usatovo burials of the site are not later than
the pit-grave burials, moreover, they are definitely
earlier than the younger pit-graves. According to
V. G. Zbenovitch, the emergence of Usatovo must
have taken place after the SE movement of the
Tripolye tribes in the steppe zone where the pen-
etrating Tripolye population had come into connec-
tion with the early groups of the Yamnaya culture.2D
N. M. Shmaglii and I. T. Cherniakov, on the basis of
stratigraphic data referred to, brought the early
phase of the process leading to the emergence of
Usatovo in connection with the horizon represented
by the grave of Kainari.2llConsidering the appear-
ance of the “C” type pottery in Cucuteni A-B
and B phases as well as its role in Cernavoda | type
units, it is very likely that the emergence of Usatovo
is also connected with it both from historical and
chronological aspects.22 From the point of view
of the relative chronology of the Usatovo group, in
Zbenovich’s opinion Tripolye I1—€ucuteni B and
Early Yamnaya culture are terminus post quern;
while in the region of the Dniester terminus ante
quem is represented by the Late Yamnaya-Cata-

late, M rd Yamnaya group arrived only after a con-
siderable time had passed. In our opinion the pottery
of these can be set between 2000-1900 B. C. (Late
Cotofeni, Glina 111, Vucedol periods). The coincidence
of relative chronology between the appearance of the
Catacomb pottery — dishes with cross-shaped pedes-
tals — and the similar vessels of Vucedol and the
unprecedented character of the form preceding the
Catacomb culture seems partly to justify Klein’s
hypothesis; it points to common Balkan, South-East-
European roots.

25 Cf.: note 189-191.

2% Dumitrescu 1963, pp. 498-500.

237 Hartuche-Dragomir 1969, pp.
1971, pp. 131-132.

28 Gimbutas 1956, p. 88.

29 Zbenovitch-Leskov 1969, pp. 29-38.

240 Briusov 1952, pp. 232-242; Zbenovitch 1967,
pp. 8—16. Childe 1960, p. 114.

67—0; Roman
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comb cultures.2B8This means that its eastern neigh-
bours were Yamnaya, Kemi-Oba and May kop;
while its western neighbours were Cernavoda |
(Oltenita—Renie |11 phase) Salcuta IV and the
latest groups of Bodrogkeresztur. This relative
chronology is supported, besides the Maykop
type metals and kurgan stratigraphies, by the
mutual occurrence of certain undoubtedly anal-
ogous vessel types and decorative elements (Cerna-
voda | type corded ware.)24V. G. Zbenovich does
not consider it likely that the Usatovo group
defined by him existed as late as level Ill of
Cernavoda, as suggested by V. N. Pavukova.2b
His opinion is based on the fact that the canne-
luring characteristic of Cernavoda Il1, is missing
from the Usatovo material; while the corded ware
elements to be found in the latter have no
traces at all in the Cernavoda I11—Bolerdz material.
These facts prove, in our opinion, above all the lack
of cultural relationships and, considering that the
appearance of southern impacts first emerging at
the time of Cernavoda I-01tenita Renie Il may have
coincided with Usatovo—Foltesti I, V. N. Pavu-
kova’s suggestion concerning relative chronology
can only be partly accepted (Tripolye CIl1-Horodis-
tea—Foltesti 1-Bodrogkeresztlr 11-Bolerdz).26
Cernavoda | type material is doubtlessly contem-
poraneous partly with Cucuteni B and partly with
the above-mentioned Usatovo-Horodistea-Foltesti
I material.247 It is the pit-graves in the territory of
Romania  Brailita, Visan - dated by the Horo-
distea | material that determines the beginning of
the penetration forcing Cernavoda I-Oltenita
Renie Il population towards the west and putting
an end to the Cucuteni B settlements.28 The pit-
grave people moving partly with this population
and partly directly afterwards arrived from the
same direction, after Foltesti | and before Molda-
vian Foltesti I, following Salcuta IV-Late Cerna-
voda I, in the period corresponding to Cernavoda
Il preceding Celei and Cotofeni. The original
burials of Valea Lupului, the early graves of Hol-

241 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 94-95; Movsha
1972, pp. 20-21.

22 The position of the dead in the earliest graves of
Vychvatinsk also seems to support this assumption.
Cf.: Passek 1961, pp. 155-156.; Movsha 1960, pp.
60-67; Chernish 1962, p. 54.

23 Zbenovich 1969, p. 9; Id. 1972, p. 21.

24 Zbenovich 1969, pp. 6-8; Nestor-Zaharia 1968,
pp. 26—27.; Morintz—Roman 1968, p. 67, Abb. 17.
3-5, p. 72, Abb. 22; Subbotin-Zaghinailo-Shmaglii
1970, pp. 135, 134. Figs 1-2.

25 Zbenovich 1969, pp. 9-10.

2Z6Pavukova 1966, pp. 261-263.

27 Nestor—Zaharia 1968, p. 26; Dumitrescu 1963,
p. 497; Morintz - Roman 1969, pp. 62-63.

28Hartuche-Anastasiu 1968, p. 19; Shmaglii-Tsher-
niakov 1970a, p. 94; Zaharia 1964, pp. 439-443; Dinu
1968, pp. 130-131; Garasanin 1971, p. 12; see also
notes 236-237.



boca, the original burials of Glavanesti Vechie,
Endze2® and the earliest burials of Hortobagy—
Arkus—Kett6shalom, Baldzshalom at Sérrétudvari
and Kétegyhaza can be connected with this.

In connection with the latter, the information
rendered by the original burials and Copper Age
settlements can be summarized as follows.

The material of two settlements situated in the
close vicinity of one another points to no interac-
tion or connection. In the case of these shortly
inhabited settlements even the assumption that
the abandonment of the Bodrogkeresztir settle-
ment was caused by the arrival of the Cernavoda
11 population is impossible to prove. At any rate,
there is no doubt that there must have passed but
a short time between the two events. This assump-
tion can, in our opinion, be convincingly supported
by the relative chronology of the individual
settlements.

The terminus post quem of the Bodrogkeresztar
settlement unearthed on barrow field IV cannot be
exactly established. We can only make sure that
this short-lived settlement began following the end
of the independent Tiszapolgar culture.

The terminus ante quem seems to be evident; it
is apparently represented by the Cernavoda |11
settlement. However, the results of recent research
cast doubt on the validity of the mechanic employ-
ment of self-evident horizontal stratigraphy.
Although there are few settlements of the Bodrog-
keresztar culture and no direct vertical strati-
graphy is at our disposal as to its inner chronolo-
gy,X) there are strong indications that the people
left this settlement before the period marked by
Hodmezdvasarhely—Hunyadi-halom—Pécska-
Nagysanc (deepest layer)—Torda cleft (in caves)
—Tiszavalk-Kenderfoldek-Tiszavalk-Tetes—
Herculane 111 material. BLPirst of all the analogies
of the material of this settlement point towards
Herculane |1 and Tarnabod. In addition the typical
elements of the Hunyadi-halom group were repre-
sented only by a few sherds, namely a typical
handle lost after the excavation.

Of the cemeteries of the culture we consider the
units of Jaszladany and Kunszentmérton—Ruszta-
istvanhéaza contemporaneous.Z2The correspondence
with the above-mentioned finds of Reti is also very
likely.Z3 Based on the extensive investigations by
P. Roman, it can be supposed that the settlement
can also be parallelled with Late Cucuteni A-B,
Cernavoda 1.51

29Dinu 1959, pp. 247-255, 203-209; Zirra 1960, p.
98; Popov 1931; Cf.: Comsa 1972, pp. 78-79, 85.

20 Kalicz 1966, p. 5; Roman 1971, pp. 119-120.

Xl Kutzidn 1969a; Patay 1970; Roman 1971, p. 94.

X2 Hillebrand 1929; Patay 1945.

53 Székely 1964, Figs 2—3.

XRoman 1971, pp. 112-113.
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It was in connection with the appearance of
SalcutalVelements (Hunyadi-halom group) that the
problem of integration-desintegration was raised
by I. Kutzién in respect of the Middle Copper Age
cultures Zb In our opinion, the relationships reflect-
ed in the find material and often called “cultural
impact” and “interrelation” can be considered an
evidence of the historical integration process also
assumed by P. Roman. In the course of this integra-
tion process involving the populations of Salcuta
(11-111), Er6sd, Petresti, Tiszapolgar and Late
Lengyel a Middle Copper Age culture emerged
showing a more and more unified character.Z% It
naturally has groups manifesting local specialities,
from which the Bodrogkeresztur, the Ludanice, the
Balaton group and the Early Salcuta IV found on
Herculane 11 can be easily defined.%7 The final
phase of the development uniform in its great
lines was closed by the already mentioned Hunyadi-
halom, Pécska—Nagysanc (bottom layer), etc.
units situated stratigraphically over the Herculane
Il level and produced the “pure” Hunyadi-halom
type in the Tisza region.ZB

This latter level is, according to Pavukova, con-
temporaneous with the Bolerdz group in Trans-
danubia and Slovakia.ZBThis problem is interesting
from the point of view of an analysis of the chron-
ological order of the Cernavoda Il1-Boleraz type
settlement at Kétegyhaza.

Onthe basis of the analogies this settlement can
undoubtedly be connected with the early phase of
the Cernavoda I I 1—Ezero complex following directly
the Oltenita—Renie Il phase.20 Judging from the
finds from Baie Herculane, P. Roman assumes that
there must have been some relationships between
the Early Cernavoda 111 settlements near the Iron
Gate (Lower Danube) and the population of the
late Salcuta IV layers found at Pestera Hotilor AL
Taking this into consideration, we had to be careful
with drawing a parallel between the latest Salcuta
IV and the earliest Cernavoda 111 periods. Reckon-
ing with the regional separation of the finds, then,
it should be taken for granted that the population
producing the Cernavoda I11-Boleraz type pottery
appeared only after the migration of the Salcuta
IV-Hunyadi-halom group.Z& The Cernavoda 11—
Boleraz settlements recently unearthed in the Tisza
region were contemporaneous with Romanian,
Transdanubian and Slovakian analogies and are
situated on the very same area where the sites of

26 Kutzidan 1969a, p. 57.

2%6Roman 1971, p. 119.

X7 Kalicz 1966, p. I7a.

2BKutzian 1969a.

29Pavukova 1964, pp. 240-241.

2 Morintz-Roman 1968; Id. 1969, p. 64.
XLRoman 1971, p. 83.

X Patay 1971, p. 12
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the Hunyadi-halom group can be found, but their
finds never occur together with those of the latter.
Therefore it is apparent that the “hiatus” between
Bodrogkeresztir and Baden can be eliminated by
the assumption that the population of late Salcuta
IV and, directly afterwards, that of Cérnavoda 111
existed here.Z#n this respect it is noticeable, that
the Hunyadi-halom sites were concentrated on the
northern borderline of the Tisza region and some
of them were hidden in caves. B4

Consequently, it can be supposed that at Kétegy-
lidza the ceasing of the settlement of the Bodrog-
keresztdr population was not directly followed by
the settling of the Cérnavoda 111 population. As for
the lapse of time between the two settlements, we
must reckon with the presence of the population
characterized by the Salcuta 1V-Hunyadi-halom
type material possibly containing Cernavoda ele-
ments as well.

It appears that the movements that revived at
the end of the Bodrogkeresztlr period brought
about remarkable changes in the Tisza region. The
Late Salcuta group and the Bodrogkeresztar
population disappeared from this territory marking
the end of a sequence of development unbroken
from the Neolithic and containing, besides the often
decisive southern features, a large number of
autochton elements. Although from a chronological
aspect the Cernavoda I11—Bolerdz material fills the
“hiatus” between the end of Bodrogkeresztur and
Early Baden, we must emphasize that the number
of Early Baden settlements and that of the classic
sites is very small as compared to the number of
Bodrogkeresztur sites, and this is especially con-
spicuous south of the Nyirség. We may reckon with
an increase in the number of Baden sites, though
it is possible that the relics of both periods will
increase in equal proportion. The present low rate
of Baden settlements and cemeteries cannot be
regarded as incidental, and it should not be simply
attributed to lack of research. In this respect the
question may be raised whether it is only the Cer-
navoda Il1-Boleréz settlements, that represent the
forces which, having arrived from the SE, could
completely drive out the Late Salcuta and Bodrog-
keresztar populations. The possible connection of
the Cernavoda |11 type material with some of the
barrows at Kétegyhaza, as well as the chronological
situation of the Romanian pit-grave kurgans suggest
that contemporaneously with the Boleraz group

X3Roman 1971, p. 94.

264 Kutzian 1969a, p. 53; | owe thanks to N. Vlassa
for informing me about the results of his research
carried out in the caves of the Torda cleft.

X%Roman 1971, p. 131-132.

A6 Gazdapusztai 1967a, pp.17.

X7/ Kovacs 1944; Kutzidn 1963, pp. 442-453; Roman
1971, p. 113.
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both in the Lower Danube and the Tisza region the
equestrian nomadic tribes of the steppe must have
appeared gradually moving towards the W and
occupying territories suitable for their way of
life.2b As to the appearance of pit-grave kurgans
which can be connected to the Usatovo and Yamna-
ya populations, the terminus post quern in the Lower
Danube region is the Cernavoda I-Oltenita-Renie
I, while their burials that can be parallelled with
Cotofeni, are in several cases secondary, that is,
their first wave must have arrived to this territory
before the Cotofeni period.261t can be supposed that
this early wave had reached as far as Transylvania
and the Tisza region, as in these two areas the relics
of the steppe relationship can be discerned as early
as the period directly following the Tiszapolgéar
culture.&7 Consequently, it is very likely that the
penetration of the folk of the pit-grave kurgans
began not at the end of the Baden period, but as
early as shown by the Cernavoda |11 type material
at Kétegyhdza.Z8 This assumption makes the
“tabula rasa” following the Middle Copper Age
understandable, because this way the complete lack
of relationship between Bodrogkeresztir and Baden
could be ascribed to the circumstance that the
bulk of the Bodrogkeresztar population had escaped
from the territory or its cultural unity had been
destroyed before the arrival of the Baden groups.2®
Thus, the earliest groups, which also contained
Usatovo elements, can be connected with Shmaglii—
Cherniakov’s first and second Yamnaya groups.Z0
According to N. Y. Merpert this wave represents the
migration of the Lower Dnieper Yamnaya group
or a related population.ZZl Judging from the
chronological posititon of the graves we think that
the relationship between the steppe region and the
Eastern Carpathian Basin can continuously be
followed from the Tripolye B I-H period on. As to
the character of the relationship, it appears that
a change took place following the Cucuteni B—
dernavoda | phase, and the former, well-balanced
connections were replaced by the penetration of the
pit-grave folk.Z2This wave, which we have tried to
explain only as far as its early phase is concerned
indicates a period of the “extension” of the steppe
zone in such a way that its shepherds gradually
took over the neighbouring territories.Z3 In the
above-mentioned initial period the most striking
change is the sweeping away of the Usatovo group
which partly dispersed and partly continued its

B Cf.: Kalicz 1968, Chapter I.

X Patay 1969, pp. 11-12.

20 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, pp. 105-108.

2l Merpert 1968, pp. 75-81.

Z»2Dumitrescu 1963, p. 498; Kalicz 1968, p. 59;
Nestor 1955, p. 12.

2i3 Garasanin 1971, pp. 10-11.



development in Moldavia until as late as the Early
Bronze Age [Foltesti Il (111?)].24 The presence of
shepherd tribes is traceable even after this period.
The original burials of Smeieni, Gurbanesti, Ohat—
Dunahalom, Balmazujvaros-Karhozott-halom, and
the Celei-Cotofeni Age burial of Cirna may belong
here.25 One of the original pit-grave burials of the
barrows unearthed by B. Nikolov may be contem-
poraneous with these, where the terminus ad quem
is rendered by a Cotofeni vessel.Z6 It is a striking
phenomenon that the vessel of the latter grave is a
perfect analogy of the vessel found in a cremation
burial with ochre grave goods, published by V.
Dumitrescu.Z7 On the very same site a typical
Baden vessel was found by Nikolov in a Yamnaya
grave.ZB The Foltesti Il type amphora at Valea
Lupului, the original burials of Baldovinesti and
the burial of Girceni contracted on its side are
possibly of a somewhat later origin.Z®

Of the pit-grave burials the latest are those to be
parallelled with the late phase of the Cotofeni and
Glina 111-Schneckenberg period.20 In this phase
both the rite and the grave furniture show differ-
ences that force us to cast doubt upon the ethnic and
cultural affinity of these burials with the earlier
ones. The presence of different grave types and
grave goods support the opinion of N. M. Shmaglii
and I. T. Cherniakov who assume that at the end
of the “transitional period” one has to reckon with
the appearance of new components of southern ori-
gin; on the other hand, in this phase there also ap-
peared Catacomb and Srubnaya elements from the
east.BLThis is indicated by a Srubnaya type vessel
from one of the Baldovinesti graves and by burials
1, 3, 4 of Gurbanesti, barrow 2. (Strongly contracted
skeletons Late Cotofeni, Glina I11 vessels.)2 The
following burials can be dated to this period: the
Transylvanian VIadhaza, Oltenian Verbita, pos-
sibly the cremation burial of Szerbkeresztir,28the
burial of Ploesti—Friaj yielding the double-spiral

24 Zbenovich 1967, pp. 22-25; Id. 1969a, p. 9;
Dinu 1968, pp. 138—139; Florescu 1964, pp. 105-123;
Cf.: Roman 1969, p. 22; Morintz-Roman 1969,
p. 68.

2B Kalicz 1968, p. 26; Rosetti 1959, pp. 793-794,
797—98. In Rosetti’s opinion the burial of Cirna is
possibly later than the original burials of Gurbanesti
(lbid, p. 810.) Cf.: Bichir 1959, pp. 276-278; Comsa
1972, p. 85.

Z6Kind information by B. Nikolov.

21 Dumitrescu 1960, pp. 69-88.

28 0n the basis of B. Nikolov’s information. —Owing
to his generosity | was able to study the finds.

2P Florescu 1959, pp. 221-229; Dinu 1959, pp. 203-
209; Hartuche-Anastasiu 1968, p. 50.

280 Morintz-Roman 1968, p. 118.

2BlRosetti 1959, p. 810.; Shmaglii—Tsherniakov
1970a, pp. 107-108. Id. 1970b, pp. 116-118. (The
authors’ reference to the Early Bronze Age cemetery
of Battonya is apparently a misunderstanding. In the
Early Bronze Age cemetery of Battonya one cannot
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pendant and other ornaments.24 The latter can be
connected to the Monteoru culture.

These burials, i.e. the Late Cotofeni-Glina 111
period render a terminus ante quem for the majority
of the pit-grave kurgans in the Tisza region. The
analogies of the vessels found in BUj, Szerbkeresztar
and in the Milostea Il barrow (cremation burial,
stone-packed tumulus grave) can be recognized in
the graves of Shmaglii-Cherniakov’s I11rd Yamnaya
group and may belong to the end of Foltesti |1,
earliest Glina 111, Maké—Somogyvér period.Z5This
period marks not the beginning of the presence of
pit-grave kurgans in the Lower Danube and the
Tisza regions but their final phase; thus, it is
hardly possible to connect the appearance of the
Pit-Grave folk to the ceasing of the Baden cul-
ture.Zb

All these data make the assumption highly
possible that the relatively scarce settlements of
the Tisza region can be explained by the presence
of the Pit-Gravefolk. It is an interesting phenome-
non that while the kurgans can be found on areas
filled up by the rivers Beretty6, Tisza and Koros,
on higher fields covered with graves or steppe in
the Illrd millennium B. C, the Baden culture was
distributed in the loess region.287 Thus, in Hungary
the relationship of the Baden and Pit-Grave popu-
lations must have been similar to what may have
emerged in Moldavia as a consequence of the con-
temporaneous penetration of the Globular-Am-
phora and Pit-Grave folks, respectively, and to
the conditions assumed in North Bulgaria and
Oltenia in the Cotofeni period.28The position of the
hearth observed at Ohat-Bunahalom and the
settlement of Cernavoda Il type at Kétegyhaza
seem to support this assumption. The original burial
of Plspokladany—Kincsesdomb being Usatovo on
the basis of its rite and the sequence of pit-grave
kurgans following it point to a long period of time.
It must be taken into consideration that the kurgan

find the analogies of the vessels to be found in the
“ochre graves”; moreover, as a whole, it is much later
than the burials dealt with by the authors.)

22 Rosetti 1959, pp. 794-796, Fig. 8; Cf.: Dumitrescu
1960, pp. 86-88; Hartuche-Anastasiu 1968, Pl. 57. 3;
Cf.: Klein 1960b, pp. 144, 146, 106, Fig. 6.

23 Kalicz 1968, p. 22. (with further literature);
Berciu 1950, p. 107; Garasanin 1959, p. 36; Gazda-
pusztai 1965; Cf.: notes 113 and 116.

24Nestor 1944, p. 30; Zirra 1960, p. 103.

25Popescu-Vulpe 1966, p. 149, Fig. 7, pp. 150-154;
Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1971a, p. 83; Bona 1965, pp.
62-63.

26 Cf.: Kalicz 1968, p. 58.

87 Banner 1956, pp. 136-137; Makkay 1957, p.
36; Borsi 1967, pp. 250-252. According to the kind
information by Z. Borsi the territories where the larg-
est number of kurgans can be found (Hortobagy,
Nagykunsag, Hajdurét) were in the time of the Illrd
millennium B. C. mostly steppe areas with groves.

28Dinu 1960, p. 102; Dumitrescu 1960, pp. 86-88.
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fields in the Tisza region contain several thousand
kurgans, and all the original burials so far un-
earthed, together with some of the secondary ones,
can be ranged among the material of the pit-grave
group. The appearance of the pit-grave type kurgan
burials is parallel with the disappearance of the
Late Bodrogkeresztur-Hunyadi-halom population
and the latest pit-graves can, on the basis of the
data at our disposal, be connected with the Late
Baden—Nyirség—Mako level.

The solution of chronological problems is hindered
by the circumstance that we have nothing to rely on
as to the time-span of the particular cultural peri-
ods. While the radiocarbon data of one of the pit-
grave secondary burials of Kétegyhaza agrees, as
for its supposed relative chronology, with the
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radiocarbon data of the Romanian Cernavoda
and Usatovo cultures, Hungarian data fail to sup-
port it (Usatovo: 2450i 80, Cernavoda 2555100,
24357100; 23107100; Baja-Hamangia (“ochre-
grave”) 2580+95, 2140+60; 2110+160; Kétegy-
haza grave 4, kurgan 3: 2315/80; (the latest burial
of the barrow!) but see: Oszentivan (Baden-
Kostolac) 2505;L80( !); Pivnitsa (Baden-Kostolac)
21607160; Fenékpuszta (Balaton group) 2940" 80
and 283080. Certain parallels between the Baden
culture and the “ochre graves” can be taken for
granted also on the basis of radiocarbon data at
our disposal, and in the case of both populations
it seems to be logical to suppose a rather long period
of several hundred years.



SOME PREHISTORIC PROBLEMS

The question of the earliest migration starting
from the steppe region is evidently a major histori-
cal problem concerning all the regions occupied in
the course of later millennia by a number of differ-
ent nomadic steppe peoples replacing one another.
In many cases these peoples determined historical-
social development for several centuries. It is a
well-known fact that it is the role of these connec-
tions that is of decisive importance as to the forma-
tion of the specific historical-geographical character
of the eastern and south-eastern areas of Central
Europe.

The southern part of the Ukraine, the Pontic
region, Krim, Caucasus and the foreground of the
Caspian Sea, this huge coherent territory was for
several thousand years the home of peoples with
similar material and spiritual culture. This cultural
unity of the zone can, according to Soviet research-
ers, be traced back to the Mezolithic. The charac-
teristic way of life determined by geographical con-
ditions brought about a continuity manifesting
itself in the remarkable persistence of traditions,
not to be found in the territories of Central Europe
or the Balkans. The huge area preserving its ancient
traditions from the Mezolithic through the different
stages of development is, naturally, not occupied
by one single folk, but by groups of a unified culture
constantly mixing with each other. These groups,
contrary to contemporary western cultures, cannot
be definitely separated on the basis of their find
material, rite or data concerning their way of
life 2D (Fop the same reason it is also difficult to
outline the particular Early Iron Age populations,
the written sources notwithstanding.)g0

In the Mezolithic this cultural affinity of the
large area seems to be reflected in the unified dis-
tribution of “geometric microlits”. Both the
emergence of the Dnieper-Donets Neolithic culture,

209Formosov 1958, pp. 135-151.

20Bakay, op. cit. pp. 120-121,
further literature).

21 Briusov 1952, pp. 183-184, 188, 203-204; Telegin
1960, pp. 16-19; Telegin 1966, pp. 99-107.

X2 Rykov 1936, pp. 24-26; Zinevitsh-Kruts 1968,
pp. 13-39.

28 Briusov 1952, pp. 203-204; Bibikova 1969, p. 67.
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and the steppe stock-breeding and horse-breeding
nomadic way of life are dated back to local, Mezo-
lithic-Epipaleolithic grounds.Zl This hypothesis
seems to be proved by certain continuous features
of grave rites and the anthropologic characteristics
of the earliest Yamnaya graves indicating the
massively-built cromagnoid type.Z2

V. I. Bibikova and A. I. Briusov suppose that the
horse-breeding nomadic way of life, i.e. the charac-
teristically steppean cultural-historical zone emerg-
ed as early as the end of the 1Vth millennium.28
This, both in its population and economic way of
life definitely differs from the zone summed up
with the term “Danubian circle” represented by the
South-Bug, Tripolye, Boian, Gumelnita, Tiszapol-
gar, etc. cultures. 24

The Csongrad grave and the Marosdécse cemetery
convincingly prove that as early as the emerging of
the Pit-Grave culture we must reckon with a minor
W oriented migration of the steppe peoples.Zb 1t is
the movements and interactions beginning in
Early Tripolye and later gradually strengthening
that might have resulted in the new cultures in
this “buffer-zone” in the course of Tripolye B I1-
C1l. In the territory of the Soviet Union one of
these new cultures is that of Usatovo,26 which
followed Tripolye C I; while in the eastern region
of Romania Cernavoda | culture emerged on Gumel-
nita grounds parallel with Cucuteni B.Z¥ The
emergence of the latter cannot be explained simply
by the expansion of early steppe Pit-Grave folks,
since the merging of “Danube” and “steppe”
cultural elements is basically characteristic of their
composition, as also proved by anthropological
data.Z8 It is P. Roman’s historical reconstruction
that seems to be most acceptable concerning the
appearance of eastern elements, the emergence of
the above-mentioned “buffer-zone” and the impact

25See Chapter 2.

2% See notes 241-242.

XO7/Morintz-Roman 1968, p. 120; Roman 1971, pp.
128—129. The Oernavoda | finds from the site Rimni-
celu were unearthed together with Cucuteni B pottery.
I should again like to express my thanks to N. Har-
tuche for having given me the opportunity to see
the material. (See: Popescu 1969, pp. 510.)

28 Zbenovich 1967, pp. 20-22.



of the eastern tribes on the Copper Age cultures of
the neighbouring territories. According to his
assumption the Cucuteni population, on the settle-
ments of which “C” type ware, in its A—B period
and in the later phase Cernavoda | material fre-
quently occur, had good relationships with the pop-
ulation of the early steppe groups. As a consequence
of the pressure by the steppean groups a part of
the Gumelnita-Salcuta tribes moves W and SW
along the Danube and with this movement a long
uniting process begins in the course of which the
differences of the Tiszapolgér-Salcuta—Gumelnita
cultures fade away and therefore, in this period
the Bodrogkeresztar, Ludanice and Late Salcuta
groups can be regarded within the Copper Age
unit only as regional units.29

It is not sufficient for this integrating process to
be explained by the increasing pressure of the
steppeans only, since the described, ever increasing
intercultural relationships are also significant.

At the time following the Oltenita—Renie 11
period began the westward expansion of the Usato-
vo and Yamnaya tribes. The Late Salcuta popula-
tion appeared in Transylvania and especially in the
Tisza region, the territory of the Bodrogkeresztir
culture. This movement makes P. Roman’s assump-
tion of an earlier, similar process highly accept-
able.30

It is difficult to give an exact explanation as to
the strengthening of the westward movement of
the steppeans after the emergence of the Usatovo
culture. Several researchers share the opinion that
this westward movement should be explained by
the desiccation of the steppe.3l A chain reaction
started by other eastern groups can also be assumed.
It is especially difficult to find the direct causes of
these migrations considering the fact that we have
no data about the relationship of the individual
steppe groups and tribes; and to identify them
within the above-mentioned cultural unit seems
to be a tremendous task. Relative chronological
data, and primarily the stratigraphic situation of
the above-mentioned W-oriented pit-grave burials
justify V. Dumitrescu’s view, according to which
it is at the end of the early phase of Usatovo
probably contemporaneous with the latest Cucuteni
B (Monteoru type) that the penetration of
Moldavia and the Lower Danube region by the
Pit-Grave folk begins.32

29Roman 1971, pp. 130-131.

300 See note 264.

301 Brooks 1950, pp. 299—301; Schwarzbach 1950, p.
154; Cf.: Erdélyi 1970, pp. 91-92.

2 Dumitrescu 1963, pp. 498-500.

308Roman 1971, pp. 131-132.

M Renfrew 1969, p. 17.
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The recurring penetrations are proved by the
stratigraphic evidence of the excavations between
the rivers Dniester and Danube and by the exten-
sive distribution of burials chronologically following
each other. The ceasing of the Cucuteni B settle-
ments and the intruding of the Usatovo—€ernavoda |
tribes towards W and S are most probably to be
related to these attacks. The disappearance of the
latest Salcuta and Bodrogkeresztur populations
can be attributed to similar attacks,3Bas a result of
which the flourishing copper-metallurgy was dis-
continued. 3%

It is at this time that the southern groups
— taking part in the formation of the Cernavoda
I11-Boler4z-Early Baden cultures - appear at the
Lower Danube. This process is by no means clear,
the terminus post quem is probably Salcuta IV, at
least in respect of the Cernavoda I11.35

Thus, the distribution of early pit-grave kurgans
and the Cernavoda Ill-Boleraz material seem
easy to parallel. (The kurgans dominate in East
Hungary and Romania while the Boleraz material
comes primarily from Transdanubia and Slova-
kia.)3B

The earliest burials either contain Usatovo type
grave goods or they lack any furniture. It is only
later that finds hinting at local connections appear,
the most significant of which are those connected
with the Cotofeni culture. We must also reckon
with the mutual adoptation of certain ritual ele-
ments.37 These relationships are established in NW
Bulgaria and in Oltenia, that is, in the region E of
the Iron Gate (Lower Danube). Here their direct
precedents are most probably the interactions of
the Early Pit-Grave groups with the Cernavoda |11
population. The groups arriving to the Tisza region
through the Iron Gate or more probably along the
Olt valley and Transylvania may have been
similarly connected with the Cernavoda 111 and
Baden populations.3B (The route must have been
well known to them.)

It appears that these moving shepherd tribes did
not produce their characteristic pottery like in
the western territories. The absence of pottery may
be incidental, however, a more likely explanation is
that with the Yamnaya tribes pottery was not such
a stabilized cultural element as the burial rite.
The nomadic way of life is convincingly accounted
for by the instability of the pottery element,

305 Roman 1971, p. 132.

36 Torma 1969a, pp. 5-6; Id. 1969b, p.
kova 1964, p. 230. Id. 1966, pp. 234-264.

A7 Dumitrescu 1960, pp. 86-88.; Rosetti 1959, p.
810; Shmaglii—Fsherniakov 1970a, p. 91; Subbotin—
Zaghinailo-Shmaglii 1970, pp. 141-142.

308 See note 287.

104; Pavl-



especially considering the peripheral position of the
territories in question where the females absorbed
from the local population followed the traditional
pottery-making models of the region, if they made
any pottery at all.3®

The folk of the Catacomb culture does not follow
the Pit-Grave culture towards W.30The catacomb
grave type and dishes with cross-shaped pedestals
must have got into the Central Danube Basin and
to the Doniec region from the same S direction.3l1
Rosetti supposes that the Late Yamnaya popula-
tion living at the Lower Danube mediated this
southern influence towards the E. This assumption
is hardly acceptable, since very few catacomb grave
types or pottery occur W of the Dnieper.312 In the
steppe the latest “ochre graves” are definitely to
be parallelled with the Catacomb period, and with
the beginning of the Early Bronze Age in the
Carpathian Basin.313

The Pit-Grave culture is represented in and W of
Moldavia only by characteristic burials often agree-
ing to the smallest details. The anthropological data
similarly prove the ethnic affinity of the builders
of the pit-grave kurgans. The historical conditions
of the westward movement reflected in the distribu-
tion of the burials cannot be examined in detail
because of the lack of settlements and grave goods.
It appears that the burial rite was the most stable
element, thus, the smaller or greater changes in
the way of life as a consequence of changing cultural
and ethnic conditions cannot be recognized from
the burials alone. The origin and influence of new
local ethnic elements cannot be elucidated as yet,
although their presence is suggested by anthropo-
logical evidence. Similarly, it is difficult to define
when the domination of the Central European and
Balkan impacts reached a degree that resulted in
the ceasing of the characteristic rite of kurgan
building.

As to the possible outcome of the expansion of
the Pit-Grave folk, we may reckon with changes in
the way of life of the cultures living near the pit-
grave area.

3’axhe mixing with local population is shown in
many cases by the gracile Mediterranean female type
(see: Antonia Maresik’s paper in the present volume.)

310 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970a, p. 108.

31 Cf.: note 234.

32Rosetti 1959, p. 808.

33 Készegi 1962, pp. 20—21; Klejn 1970, pp. 49-57.

34Gimbutas 1956, pp. 150-151; Id. 1961, p. 198;
ld. 1963, pp. 826-827; Id. 1965b, pp. 477-482; Id.
1970, pp. 186-189; Garasanin 1959, pp. 51-52; Id.
1961, pp. 31-36; Mellaart 1960, p. 276; Bo6na 1961,
pp. 10-11; Thomas 1970, pp. 199-215.

35Merpert 1961, pp. 161-164; Bibikova 1969, p. 67.

3B6Thomas 1970, pp. 199-215.

37 1bid., p. 208. To the relationship of early corded
ware and Baden see Machnik 1969a, pp. 386—389.

The expansion of the people of the pit-grave
kurgans caused, in the opinion of several experts,
remarkable changes in Central Europe, the Balkans,
and even in Northern Europe. In their opinion, the
introduction of corded ware, the wide distribution
of the Indo-European languages, the profound
change in the economic and social system, the
destroying of the Central European as well as Bal-
kan and Anatolian settlements should all be related
to the conquest of this nomadic population.34

The enlisted major historical events took place
partly parallel with the migration of the pit-grave
kurgans. However, the territory involved in these
events is considerably larger than the distribution
area of the pit-graves. This in itself suggests that
only part of the changes can be accounted for by
the steppean tribes.35

It is hard to accept the concept of “the early
penetration of the steppe elements” — correspond-
ing in Gimbutas’ system to phase “Kurgan I11”
and to be put to the Cucuteni A-B periods that
resulted in the major expansion of the Indo-
Europeans. According to this concept the extension
of the early Ukrainian corded ware groups over the
Netherlands, the appearance of gray pottery in
Northern Iran and the destroying of the Troy 1st
settlement are connected with the early penetra-
tion.3l6The concerning relative chronology assumed
hy H. L. Thomas seems to be basically acceptable
as to the rough synchronity of the earliest corded
ware, the Usatovo culture and Early Baden.
However, the including of Marosdécse (Cucuteni
A-B) is unfounded.3l7 The emergence and distribu-
tion of corded ware cultures cannot be explained by
one or more strong “Drang nach West”-like Pit-
Grave expansions, because the find material of the
latter does not contain apart from the cord
pattern prevailing from the Neolithic - any ele-
ments common with Globular-Amphoies and
with Early Corded Ware or with anything as their
possible roots.318In the Usatovo and Late Yamnaya
periods, in the territory of West-Ukraine and Mol-
davia the interactions with the northern corded

318 Gimbutas explains the emergence of the Corded

W are cultures essentially with the large-scale expansion
of the “Kurgan culture” (Gimbutas 1970, p. 184).
Artemenko tries to derive the Central-Dnieper Corded
Ware culture genetically from the Late Pit-Grave
culture. (Artemenko 1967, pp. 10-14.) Danilenko’s
opinion is similar (Danilenko 1955, pp. 126-128.).
Briusov and Zimina, Beresenskaia and H&usler con-
vincingly prove in their studies that this assumption is
groundless both from chronological and cultural
aspects. Machnik, too, stresses that cord pattern as a
decorative element is, in itself, not characteristic from
a cultural point-of-view. Neither thinks it Sveshnikov
likely that Corded Ware cultures emerged in steppe
areas. (Cf.: Briusov—Zimina 1966, pp. 11-2.; Bere-
senskaia 1970; Hausler 1963; Id. 1969, p. 260; Machnik
1969b, p. 237; Sveshnikov 1971, pp. 12-13.)
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ware cultures suggest that there are two units of
different geographical distribution, having no
genetic relationship with each other, in the Yam-
naya period.39

The culture of the corded ware is not steppean in
its origin.30 Its origin should be looked for in the
zone of the forest steppe where no pit-grave burials
can be found.21 Cord-pattern ornaments appeared
in the steppe and on its W periphery much earlier
in Srednii-Stog Il1—-Early Yamnaya, respectively
Cucuteni A-B period (“C” pottery).32 The cord-
pattern ornaments mostly occurring with incrusta-
tion as it can be observed, e.g. on the Mihalié
type33 pottery of Ezero being parallel with or
slightly earlier than Hungarian Early Bronze Age,
are quite different from the former. Corded ware
found in Transylvania,34 East-Slovakia3b and in
certain burials of the Romanian Plain3% can be
connected to Little Poland, to the Central European
Corded-Ware cultures. Similarly, the stray-finds
of Buj®rand TapidszelexBmay belong to the Central
European Corded Ware.

It is generally in connection with the origin of
Corded Ware cultures, but by all means in relation-
ship with the early movement of the steppe peoples,
that the problem of distribution of the folk groups
speaking Indo-European language, together with
the issue of the agreement of linguistic results and
archaeologic evidence, is raised.39

According to the well-known thesis proved by
linguistic methods, the original home of the Indo-
Europeans must have been in the West-Asian
steppe, since its peoples living a nomadic way of life
could produce a linguistic continuity and could
more easily speak an essentially homogeneous
language for centuries than the agricultural com-
munities of the “Danube” in the 4-3rd millennia.
It were possibly these steppe areas and the Pontic
region from where the Indo-European community
dispersed; the major differentiation of the particular
languages must have started only on the new
areas, in accordance with the number of “con-
querors” and the language of the local popula-
tion.30 For the prehistorians concerned with the
origins of the individual Indo-European folk

319 Shmaglii-Tsherniakov 1970b, pp. 116-117; Sub-
botin—Shmaglii 1970a, pp. 129; Id. 1970b, p. 127.

320 See note 318.

1 Sveshnikov 1971, pp. 12-13.

X Morintz—Roman 1969, pp. 67-68.

3B Georgiev-Merpert 1965, p. 129.

XARoman 1973, pp. 6—7, 11; Kalicz 1968, pp. 53-55.

X5Budinsky-Kricka 1967, p. 335, Abb. 54, p. 363;
Cf.: Maohnik 1970.

XB6Rosetti 1959, pp. 794-795, Fig. 8.

Y7Roska 1914, pp. 418-420; Kalicz 1968, p. 42,
Taf. 1. 13.
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groups, primarily with the Mycenaean Greeks, it
was evident to imagine the process assumed on the
basis of linguistic methods in the form of the migra-
tion of Pit-Grave populations. Thus, M. Gimbutas
regards Srednii-Stog, Yamnaya and Catacomb
cultures as the different phases of the so-called
“Kurgan culture”; and attributes the distribution
of the Indo-European languages to the gradual,
remarkably large expansion of these. She sees
evidence of her thesis in the concordance of such
general features as the employment of tumulus
burials, corded ware, the appearance of the cata-
comb-grave form in different cultures and what is
more, it isalso to the effect of the “Kurgan culture”
that she ascribes the fortified settlements of citadel
type, among others, the Early Bronze Age settle-
ments of Vucedol and Nagyarpad. 3L

H. L. Thomas supposes recurring Corded Ware—
Indo-European waves after 2600 B. C. (radiocarbon
chronology) starting from the Pontic region and
supports his assumption by the general similarities
referred to by M. Gimbutas.3®

As to the Cucuteni A-B period this view cannot be
accepted and it would be very difficult to prove
that the destroying of Troy 1st settlement was in
connection with the movements of the Early Pit-
Grave tribes. The significance of these events should
not be exaggerated, because on the very areas where
the appearance of the steppe folk is undoubtedly
proved by finds, the unbroken development of
local cultures is also proved. (In Cucuteni B-Tripo-
lye C I-y | phase the import of Bodrogkeresztar
type copper axe-adzes is undisturbed.)3 The
spreading of the majority of pit-grave kurgans
must have occurred in the period directly preceding
Cotofeni and in its early phase, and it must have
been afterwards that closer connections with local
populations began to establish (Cotofeni, Foltesti
11, Protoglina). The period preceding Cotofeni and
“Mihalic” seems partly to be parallelled with
Troy Und layer.34

The peak of the penetration of the Pit-Grave
folk can be parallelled with the “destruction level”
set to 2300 B. C, indicated by the destruction of
Troy Il, Beycesultan XIII, Tarsus, Lerna IlI,

B Dinnyés 1973, p. 39, PI. II. 9.

3O Merpert 1961, p. 173; Mellaart 1962, pp. 46-50;
Gimbutas 1963, pp. 815-836 (with further literature);
Gimbutas 1970, pp. 155-197; Thomas 1970, pp. 210—
212
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literature).

BL Gimbutas 1970, pp. 166-168.

3R Thomas 1970, pp. 206-210.

3B Zbenovich 1969b, pp. 135-142; Cf.: Zbenovioh
1967, pp. 22-25; Mellaart 1962, pp. 46-50.

A Morintz-Roman 1969a, p. 68.

1971, pp. 234-235 (with further



and in South Anatolia possibly by the appearance
of the Indo-European “protohettite” Luvian
people. At the end of the 2nd phase of the Anatolian
Early Bronze Age several hundred settlements were
destroyed and, according to J. Mellaart, a renewed
nomadization began in huge territories.3b

In  Zbenovitch’s opinion it is impossible to
explain all this by the appearance of the escaping
Usatovo folk; its survival can be observed only in
the Moldavian find material.3% On the other hand,
the distribution area of the characteristic pit-grave
burials is not larger than that of the earlier, Cucu-
teni A-B period burials. It is very likely that the
changes taking place in Anatolia, the Near-East and
the Cyclads reflect a parallel phenomenon, Anatoli-
an in its origin. Above all we must question the
opinion of M. Gimbutas who identified the “Kurgan
culture” with the prehistoric culture of the Indo-
Europeans; in her opinion, at the end of the Ilird
millennium “Kurgan fighters” appeared in Pales-
tine.37The same concept is accepted by H. L. Thom-
as as well.38We have no reason to deny that the
folk of the Pit-Grave culture was Indo-European or
that they must have spoken Indo-Iranic languages
and their tribes in the N foreground of the Cauca-
sus were in connection with the folk groups in-
habiting the Sside of the Caucasus and N Anatolia,
and, speaking similarly Indo-European languages.3®
(However, it is not justified to call these two units
“Kurgan culture” as a whole.)30

The culture of the Pit-Grave kurgans must have
been one of the Indo-European or  what is more
likely — Indo-Iranic cultures.

The above-mentioned geographical distribution
of the pit-grave burials does not denote vast ex-
pansion, however, the frequent occurrence of the
burials suggests that neither can the expansion be
restricted to one short period nor the people taking
part in it to one group.:L

According to N. G. L. Hammond the forerunners
of the Greeks can be found in the “kurgan” popula-
tion. This assumption cannot be supported by
archaeological evidence as yet. Hammond spans the
chronological distance of several hundred years
between pit-grave burials and Early Mycenaean

3ss Mellaart 1960,p. 276. See: Mellaart 1959,pp.32-33.

3B Zbenovich 1969a, p. 9.

P Gimbutas 1970, p. 156; Muhly 1971, p. 438;
Mellaart 1971, p. 132.

3BThomas 1970, p. 212.

3O Garasanin 1971, p. 14; Berciu 1967, pp. 64-66;
Cf.: Pigott 1968, pp. 266-318.

A0CF.: Gimbutas 1970, pp. 181-190.

I Morintz—Roman 1968, p. 118; Roman 1971, pp.
128—129; Merpert 1968, p. 80; Garasanin 1971, p. 11.

HHammond 1972, pp. 243-250, 257-264. The Ser-
via, Leukas, Pazhok, etc. burials containing stone
circle, stone coffin or sometimes a pythos show, apart

shaft-graves when he suggests to include the Early
Helladic, small-tumuli burials of Leukas into the
burials of the “kurgan folk”, and the same way
supposes the “kurgan origin” of the tumuli dated
from the end of EH and from the beginning of the
MH in Macedonia and Lerna.32

At the time of the Early Bronze Age (Z6k culture)
the steppe component does not seem to be of great
importance even in the Carpathian Basin. The
distribution of the Baden, Zdk cultures, and the
pit-grave kurgans suggests that the ethnic unit of
the steppe inhabited only the E part of the Great
Hungarian Plain, it mixed with the Late Copper
Age population of southern and local origin and
its grave rites indicating its somewhat ethnic in-
dependence ceased in the above-mentioned early
phase of the Bronze Age. It can be supposed that
its late groups merged into certain groups of the
ZOk culture, however, it is disputable whether they
had a decisive historic or social significance.3B

Judging from the more strict social organization
of the nomadic peoples in general, it is easy to
imagine a kind of cruel, patriarchal ruling stratum
in the society of the pit-grave kurgans.3%

The economic life of the Pit-Grave folk was based
on nomadic stock-breeding. This was established
already in the early phase of research, primarily on
the basis of the grave rites similar to the burials of
the already known nomadic peoples, and this
was the basis for Childe’s term “first Pontic horse-
men”.356 Merpert emphasizes that we must reckon
with an extremely advanced level of stock-breeding,
the significance of which was underlined by the
early domestication of the horse.346The composition
of the recovered animal bone material also points to
a nomadic way of stock-breeding. In many cases,
especially on certain settlements, we can find
relics suggesting complementary agriculture. Major
settlements, such as e.g. Mihailovka, occur, espe-
cially at important crossroads. However, this does
not prove a settled agricultural way of life concern-
ing the majority of the population.347

Very significant are the carts drawn possibly by
cows. Their occurrence in late pit-graves and the
model from the Tri Brata kurgans suggest that they

from the minor barrow built above them, no common
features with the Pit-Grave culture. The Leukas
graves, to be regarded undoubtedly as the earliest
ones are geographically furtherst from the distribution
area of the pit-grave kurgans. (Cf.: Hammond, loo.
cit., with further literature).

A3 Cf.: Kalicz 1968, pp. 32-33; Id. 1967, p. 16.

Boéna 1961, pp. 10-11.

A5 Childe 1929, pp. 206-208.

346 Mexpert 1961, pp. 163—164.

347 Lagodavskaia-Shaposhnikova-M akarevitsh 1959;
Id. 1962; Shepinskii 1962. p. 12; Shaposhnikova 1962.
p. 7; Merpert 1961. p. 173.
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did not simply serve for transportation but they
could also be used as temporary living places in the
steppes. A8 Their Anatolian, i.e. Trans-Caucasian
origin seems to be undoubtable.3BThe above-
mentioned elements of grave construction imitating
tents or huts allow the assumption of yurta-like
dwelling-places.3 The occurrence of camel may
hint at the characteristically nomadic way of life
perhaps evento be related to the half-desert steppe
areas around the Caspian Sea.3l

Thus, with a number of tribes of the culture it is
wholly justified to assume the earliest form of
equestrian nomadic way of life, probably accom-
panied by patriarchal social order which can be
observed with the latter nomadic peoples of the
area. However, the question remains whether we
may reckon in the steppe in this early period with
economic differences postulating the entire separa-
tion of the heads of the clan and a cast-like establish-
ment of society.3 Burials similar to the burial
vault found at Maykop do not occur among the
graves of the Pit-Grave culture. The burials of most
distinguished persons denoted by stone stelae, gold
jewelry or some bone implements are not separated
from those of the other members of the community.
Among original burials both female and male

I8 Kalicz 1968, pp. 58-59.

39Pigott 1968, pp. 266-318.

30 Krivtsova-Grakova 1962, p. 11.

PHlRosetti 1959, p. 802.; Gimbutas 1956, p. 80;
Zirra 1960, p. 108.

P Gimbutas 1956, pp. 80-90; Cf.: Klejn 1967, pp.
226-227.
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graves occur.3The frequent supposition of human
sacrifices may have come from the wrong inter-
pretation of finds. (There is a large number of
children’s graves excelling from among the burials
usually lacking grave goods with grave

furniture consisting of vessels or jewelry.)34

Hungarian researchers supposed, on the basis of
the custom of kurgan building, that the social
stratification of the steppe people was more marked
than that of the Baden or Bodrogkeresztlr tribes
may have been.3bHowever, the building of kurgans,
as it is proved by the family burial place character
of the kurgans and the large number of kurgan
burials of uniform type, can be conceived only as
the basic element of the burial rites shared by the
whole society.3b

The number of grave goods of distinguishing
character is, because of the unified grave rites,
fewer than in the above-mentioned Carpathian
Basin cultures. The central burials of the Baden
cemetery at Als6némedi or the diadem of Vors are
distinguishing marks having no analogy from the
pit-grave kurgans. Consequently, it is difficult to
ascribe the social differences of the Early Bronze
Age and the emergence of “citadels” to the influence
of the steppeans.®/

B3 See above the survey on the excavations of the
Kétegyhaza and Do6vavanya barrows.

B4 Leskov 1967, p. 9.

35 See notes 343—344.

PBKlejn 1971, p. 288.

H7Banner 1956, pp. 221-222. Cf.: notes 331, 343.
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Pt. 1. | : Bead made of copper plate from the burial of Laszlé-halom; 2-8: Sherds of Baden vessels from the
hearth of Debrecen-Dunahalom; 9: Debrecen-Haladszlaponyag. Vessel from the original surface. (1-9: after
the drawings made by Lajos Zoltai in the inventory of Deri Museum, Debrecen)
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P1. 2. Sherds of Baden vessels from the hearth of Debrecen-Dunalialom
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PI. 3. |: Dévavanya—Barcé-haloin, grave 1. Remains of mat from the SW circle of the grave; 2: Dévavanya—
Barcé-halom, grave 1 after opening; 3: Dévavanya—Barcé-halom, grave 1 before opening, with mat remains;
4: Csongrad—Ketté6shalom, grave 1 from S; 5: Csongrad-Kett6shalom, grave 1 from N
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Pl. 4.

1: Kétegyhéza. Detail of the kurgan field; 2: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3; Térok-halom at the beginning ofthe
excavation; 3: Kétegyhdaza, the opening of kurgan 4; 4: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3, grave 4; 5: Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 3,
grave 5; s : Kétegyhéaza, kurgan 3/a, grave 5; 7: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3/b, grave 1; s: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3/b,

grave 1

72



PI. 5. I: Kdétegyhdaza, kurgan 15 grave s with the remains of the beam construction; 2: Kédtegyhéaza, kurgan 3,
grave s, after opening; 3; Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3, grave 7, beam construction; 4: Ké6tegyhéaza, kurgan 3, grave 7.
the remains of beams; 5; Kdtegyhdaza, kurgan 3, grave 7
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PI. 6. Kotegyhaza. The pit-grave furniture of kurgans 3, 3/a and 3/b
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Pl. 7. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 4. The find material of the Bodrogkeresztdr type settlement
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Pl. 8. Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 4. The find material of the Bodrogkeresztir type settlement



Pl. 9. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 4. Vessels from the Bodrogkeresztlr type settlement
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PI1. 10. 1: Kétegyhdaza, kurgan 5, grave 1; 2: Kétegyhdaza, kurgan s, grave 3; 3: Kétegyhéza, the opening ofkur-
gan 5, from S; 4: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 5, hearth 1;5: Kétegyhaza, kurgan 5, hearth 4; s : Kétegyhaza, kurgan 10,
grave 1
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PI. 11. 1: Kétegyhdaza, kurgan s, hearth 1; 2: Kétegyhdaza, kurgan s, vessel “A” in situ; 3: Kétegyhaza, surface
6/1; 4; Kétegyhéaza, kurgan 9, grave 1; 5—6: The opening of the central part of Dévavanva—€sordajaras kurgan
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Pl. 12. 1: Kétegyhéza, kurgan 6, vessel “A™; 2: Kétegyhaza, vessel 6/2Al(C)



I1s. The circle of kurgans 5-6 at Kétegyha/.a: finds of the Late Copper Age settlement

PI.



82

PI.

14.

The circle of kurgans 5-6 at Kétegyhaza :

finds of the Late Copper Age settlement



Pl. 15. Finds of trench 6/11, Kétegyhaza
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PI.

16. Finds of trench 6/I1, Kétegyhaza
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THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL MATERIAL

OF THE PIT GRAVE KURGANS IN HUNGARY
by Anténia Marcsik
Most part of the anthropological material Sex: female (—1.5) on the basis of tuber frontale

originating from the excavation of the kurgans
representing the so-called “Yamnaya” (Pit-Grave)
culture in the territory east of the Tisza river
can be found in the collection of the Anthropological
Department, Jozsef Attila University, Szeged.
The findspots of the material are the following:

Kétegyhaza

Balmazujvaros—Arkusmajor (Hortobagy)—Kett6s-
halom

Dévavanya—Barcéhalom

Nagyhegyes-Elep, Mikelapos (Grave 34)1

Debrecen-Dunahalom

Debrecen—Basahalom 122

Séarrétudvari—Balazshalom

Debrecen-Halaszlaponyag

Dévavanya—Csordajaras

The finds are few in number and in an extremely
fragmentary state of preservation. Considerable
conclusions can only be drawn with criticism.
Their detailed anthropological elaboration —as the
matter in question is a prehistoric material — is
extremely important. Applying the usual methods
in anthropology, it has been deemed the most
advisable to describe the individuals as far as
possible according to graves.3

Kétegyhaza

Kurgan 6, grave 1 (Inventory No. 4(>10)
Fragmentary cranium with long tubular bones

and pelvis in good state of preservation. Great part

of the splanchnocranium is missing.

1 The find is to be found in the Anthropological
Collection of the Hungarian National Museum, Buda-
pest. | wish to express my gratitude to Dr. T. Téth,
head ofthe department, for his kind help in giving me
access to the material.

2 The skeletal bones of the two individuals from
Debrecen—Basahalom were designated “1” and “2”.
The relation of skeleton “1” with the Yamnaya civili-
zation is doubtful, because of defective archaeological
records. Its metric values are therefore not shown in
the tables. The skeletons from Kétegyhaza, Balmaz-
Gjvaros, Arkusmajor, Dévavanya have their inventory
numbersin the Anthropological Department, and those
from the environment of Debrecen (Dunahalom, Basa-

et parietale, regio glabellaris, processus mastoideus,
prot. occ. externa, arcus zyg., mandibule, pelvis,
sacrum, femur.

Age at death (hereafter: age) 3540 (Ad.) on the
basis of cranial sutures, dentition, facies symph.,
trajectorium system.

The neurocranium is long, medium-broad, high,
and according to the indices dolichocranic, ortho-
cranic, metriocranic. The contour of cranium in
the norma verticalis is tent-shaped. (This tent-like
shape can be attributed to the tuber visible in the
middle part of the sutura sagittalis, probably a
pathological deformation.) The glabella and pro-
tuberantia occipitalis externa are of degree 2. The
processus mastoideus is small. In the norma tem-
poralis some flatness of lesser degree may be observ-
ed in the lambda region. The forehead is medium-
broad, slightly curved, and judging from the trans-
versal-frontoparietal index it is eurymetopic. The
facial index and the upper-facial index cannot be
calculated owing to the fragmentary splanchno-
cranium. The orbit is chamaeconch and oblongly
square. The fossa canina is filled in. The mandible is
comparatively low, the protuberantia mentalis is
extremely strong, and the gonion region is con-
spicuous, too. For this reason, her face seems to be
square.

Nevertheless, the clavicula is gracilis, as com-
pared to the humerus, may be considered medium-
sized. The humerus is characterized as eurybrach
and gracile. The ulna is flat, the radius, as compared
to the humerus, is proportionate, the femur is very
flat and without any pilaster, the tibia is slightly
flat. The stature is tall (1(13 cm).

halom, Sarrétudvari) — except for Debrecen-Halasz-
laponyag — have the original inventory numbers of
the Déri Museum, Debrecen. The latter ones were
made accessible to me by I. Ecsedy. | greatly appre-
ciate his help.

3 Martin, R. (1928), Lehrbuch der
2nd ed., Jena. Liptdk. P. (1963), Einige Fragen der
Anthropotaxonomie, Anthropos, 15, pp. 149-154; Id.
(1965), On the taxonomic method in paleoanthropol-

ogy (historical anthropology), Acta Biol. Szeged 11,
pp. 169-183; Farkas, Gy. (1972), Antropolégiai
Praktikum 1I. Paleoantropolégiai metodikak (Anthropo-

logical Practice 1. Paleoanthropological Methods)
(Co-authors: I. Lengyel and Anténia Marcsik), Szeged.
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On the cervical vertebrae, and particularly on the
dorsal and lumbar vertabrae, a formation of osteo-
phytes can be observed. On the frontal surface of
the corpora of lumbar vertebrae an erosion is to be
seen, the middle part of the corpus is dented.

Taxonomically the skeleton may have been a
gracile variation of cromagnoid-A, probably still
with nordoid characteristics.

Kurgan 5/a, grave 1 (Inventory No. 4071)

Cranium in a fragmentary state of preservation.
Os frontale and the bilateral os zygomaticum are
complete, parietalia and os occipitale, as well as
the other parts of the cranium are missing. The
long tubular bones are in a comparatively good
state of preservation, the pelvis is extremely
fragmentary.

Sex: male (2) on the basis of tuber frontale, regio
glabellaris, protuberantia occipitalis externa.

Age: 3035 (Ad.) on the basis of the medullary
space-cone of long bones, traject. system.

The cranial paries is remarkably thick. The fore-
head is medium-broad, curved, slightly low. His gla-
bella is large, of degree 5. The orbit is roundish,
according to its index it is hypsiconch.

The humerus is characterized as platybrach, the
femur is medium-pilastric, the tibia slightly flat.
The stature is tall (177 cm). The cortical part of
the skeletal bones, similarly to the cranial paries,
is very thick and extremely weighty.

As the cranial and skeletal bones are for the most
part missing, they cannot be described in detail
taxonomically but, because of the strength of the
glabella and of the arcus superciliaris belonging to
it, it may represent an archaemorphic (protonor-
doid ?) type of the Europid great race.

Kurgan 4, grave 1 (Inventory No. 5439)

Skeletal bones of a child (Inf. 11, 820 years old),
without a cranium. From among the skeletal bones
only the tibia on one side, a fragment of the femur,
and a few dorsal vertebrae were found.

Kurgan 6, grave 3 (Inventory No. 5443)

A fragmentary and postmortally deformed
cranium. Os nasale and os frontale are in a good
state of preservation, both parietale and os occi-
pitale are defective and deformed. The other parts
of the cranial bones are missing or are extremely
fragmentary. Similarly to the cranium, the skeletal
bones are defective as well, and are in a fragmen-
tary state of preservation.

Sex: male (2) on the basis of tuber frontale and
parietale, regio glabellaris, linea nuchae.

Age: 30-35 years (Ad.) on the basis of the medul-
lary spacecone of humerus, cranial sutures.

The forehead is curved, and on the basis of its
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size it is broad. The glabella, together with the
arcus superciliaris is very well developed, of degree
5. The orbit is strikingly low and oblongly square,
on the basis of its index it is charnaeconch. The nose
is very strongly protruding, slightly concave.

The humerus is robust and chai’acteristically eury-
brach. On the basis of the brachial index the ante-
brachium is proportionate. The ulna is medium-
sized. The femur is strongly pilastric, on the basis
of index 10:9 it is very flat. The stature is tall
medium-sized (169 cm). The skeletal bones are
robust.

On the basis of the taxonomic determination, the
skeleton may represent the archaemorphic type of
cromagnoid-A (PI. 7a).

Kurgan 3, grave 4 (Inventory No. 5444)
Fragmentary long bones. The other parts of the
skeletal bones and the cranium are missing.
Sex: male (?).
Age: Adultus.
The long tubular bones cannot be measured, the
other parts preserved indicate a robust skeletal
system.

Kurgan 3/b, grave 1 (Inventory No. 5448)

Child, 5to 7 years old (Inf. 1). Cranial and long
bones extremely fragmentary and defective. On
the internal surface of the cranial bones small
foramina can be observed.

Kurgan 3, grave 7 (Inventory No. 5449)

The cranium and skeletal bones of a child (12 to
14 years old, Inf. 11). In good state of preservation.
The foramen occipitale magnum is extremely large.

Kurgan 9, grave 1 (Inventory No. 6831)

A very fragmentary cranium. (Only the larger
part of the os frontale is in a good state of preserva-
tion. The other bones of the cranium are missing.)
The long tubular bones are fragmentary as well,
the pelvis and other parts of the skeletal bones are
missing.

Sex: female ( 1).
Age: 40-45 (Mat.).

The forehead is slightly curved, the glabella is of
degree 1

The femur is without pilaster and is very flat.
The tibia is slightly flat. The skeletal system, as a
whole, is light, gracile.

The stature is medium-sized (155 cm).

Balmazujvaros Arkusmajor(Hortobagy)-Kcttés-
halom
Grave 1 (Inventory No. 4730)

A cranium in a medium state of preservation,
postmortally strongly deformed in the occipital
region. The bones of the facial cranium are mostly



missing. The cranial paries is extremely thick.
The skeletal bones are fragmentary, the pelvis is
missing.

Sex: male (L.7) on the basis of tuber frontale and
parietale, glabella, mandibula, femur.

Age: 35-40 (Ad.) on the basis of femur, tibia sec-
tion, cranial sutures.

The forehead is medium-broad, slightly curved.
In this case, too, morphologically strongly marked
features can be observed. The glabella and protu-
berantia occipitalis externa are of degree 4, the
processus mastoideus is strong. The mandible is
medium-high.

The cortical layer of the long tubular bones is
very thick. The bones are heavy. The femur is
without pilaster and very flat, the tibia is slightly
flat. As the long tubular bones are fragmentary,
the stature cannot be calculated.

The skeleton is not suitable for a thorough taxo-
nomical measurement, as the cranial bones are
fragmentary and deformed. However, the proto-
Europid features can be recognized here, too.

Dévavanya-Barcéhalom
Grave 1 (Inventory No. 7839)

Cranium in a medium state of preservation.
Posterior, basal and facial parts defective. The long
bones are in a medium state of preservation, the
other parts of the skeletal bones are defective and
fragmentary.

Sex: male (2).
Age: 40-45 (Mat.).

The cranium is of dolichomorphic character. The
forehead is broad, slightly curved. The glabella is of
degree 4. The arcus superciliaris — as compared
to that of the males in Kétegyhdza —is not so
protruding. The face is high or medium-high.
Indices cannot be calculated. The orbit seems to be
roundish. The mandible is medium-high.

The clavicle is long, according to its index it is
robust. The humerus is characteristically eury-
brach. The ulna is medium-sized, the femur is
without pilaster, on the basis of index 10:9 it is
very flat. The tibia is mesoknem. The stature is tall
(173 cm).

According to the taxonomic determination, it
represents an archaemorphic — presumably pro-
tonordoid —type of the Europid great race.

Nagyhegyes-Elep, Mikclapos
Grave 34 (Inventory No. 10138)

Extremely fragmentary cranium and fragments
of long bones.

Only a part of the calvaria from the cranium and
only a few vertebrae from the skeletal bones are in
a state of good preservation.

Sex: female (?).

Age: 35-40 (?), (Mat.).

In the area above the calvaria and the protube-
rantia occipitalis externa some asymmetry can be
observed. The protuberantia occipitalis externa is
of degree 2. The cranial paries is thick but compara-
tively light. It is unsuitable for a thorough metrical
and morphological analysis.

Debrecen-Dunahalom, 105/1923

Calotte and corpus mandibulae in a good state of
preservation, the other parts of the cranium are
missing. From the skeletal bones only the corpus
femoris, and the distal part of the femur can be
found.

Sex: male (?).
Age: 35-40 (Ad.).

The cranial paries is not so thick and the bones
are not so heavy as those of the male skeletons from
Kétegyhaza. The glabella and the arcus superciliaris
are of degree 4. The linea temporalis is narrowed
similarly to the male finds in Kétegyhaza. The
forehead is broad, eurymetopic and curved, the
norma verticalis is ovoid. In the posterior part of the
calvaria strong planoccipitalia is to be found that
may have formed postmortally.4 In the medium
part of the sutura sagittalis a minor prominence can
be seen, probably of pathological origin. The norma
occipitalis is therefore tent-shaped.5The mandible is
medium-high, the trigonum mentale is well de-
marcated. The sex-determination of the find is un-
certain because only a part of the cranium was at
our disposal. The area of the glabella, together with
the arcus superciliaris, is strongly developed (of
degree 4), but the other residuary parts of the
cranium refer to a feminine skeleton (PI. Ib).

Debrecen-Basahalom, 1906—1320. 11. 1

Os frontale, os nasale, and the corpus mandibulae
with the right ramus mandibularis. Long tubular
bones in a good state of preservation.

Sex: male.
Age: 25-30 (Ad.).

The forehead seems to be domed, the orbit round-
ish. The nose is medium-protruding and straight.
The mandible is medium-high, the trigonum men-
tale is tuberous, the gonion region slightly protrud-
ing. The glabella is of degree 3. The forehead is
narrow.

In the distal part of the right femur osteophyte-
formation can be observed. The humerus is charac-
teristically eurybrach, at the same time it is me-
dium-sized. The femur is slightly pilastric and

4+ The measurements concerning the posterior part of
the calvaria have not been evaluated because of
planoccipitalia.

s Cf.. Female cranium of Kétegyhaza (6-1. 4670)
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very flat. The tibia is euryknem. Strong, long
tubular bones. The stature is tall (176 cm).

Debrecen-Basahalom, 1326. 41. 2

The cranial bones are in a defective and fragmen-
tary state. The mandible isin a state of good pres-
ervation. There is some red dyschromia on the
bones. The skeletal bones are also in a fragmentary
state of preservation. From the pelvis, only the iliac
spatulae remained.

Sex: male.
Age: 30-35 (Ad.).

The cranial paries is thick. The symmetrically
positioned foramen parietale can be well seen.
The sutural bones are from the lambda region.
The maxilla is in a good state of preservation.
The fossa canina is of degree 2. Fossa praenasalis,
torus palatinus. The glabella is of degree 4, although
it is slightly fragmentary together with the nasal
bones. The nasal bones are strongly protruding and
are in a slightly concave position. In the area
above the os nasale there is a supranasal suture
remnant. The processus mastoideus is strong and
the subjacent incisura mastoidea is very deep.
The spina nasalis anterior is of degree 2, and there
is no alveolar prognathism. The palate is mesosta-
phyline.

The skeletal bones are unsuitable for metric
measurement.

Sarrétudvari-Balazshalom, 1059

The basal part of cranium, the occipital region
on the right, and the mandible are missing. On the
remaining part of the cranium red dyschromia can
be seen. The skeletal bones are missing.

Sex: female (—2).
Age: 25-30 (Ad.).

The cranium is medium-broad. The forehead is
medium-broad and metriometopic, domed. The
glabella is of degree 1 The face is medium-high, the
orbit is mesoconch and square, the nose mesorrhine,
medium-protruding, and concave. The palate is
mesostaphyline. The spina nasalis anterior is of
degree 1, the fossa canina is of degree 2, the alveolar
prognathism is moderate. On the left, there is os
epiptericum.

Taxonomically: Mediterranean-x (PI.I (c) and (d).

Debrecen-Halészlaponyag

Defective bones of a cranium. From the skeletal
bones, the distal part of the left scapula is preserved.
Sex: female.

Age: 25-30 (Ad.).

The forehead is narrow, the glabella is of degree
2. The processus mastoideus is middle-sized. The
cranial paries is medium thick. It isa (postmortally)
strongly planoccipital cranium.
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Dévavanya-Csordajaras
Grave 1 (Inventory No. 7976)

A very fragmentary cranium and skeletal
bones of an infant (Inf. I.), with long bones in a
comparatively good state of preservation. The age
of the infant (a few months) can be concluded
indirectly. The body length, on the basis of the
products of multiplying femur, humerus and the
medium part of tibia, is 64 cm; and judging from
the length of femur (100 mm) it is more than 50 cm.
In the maxillary and mandibular dental curve
only the upper part of the crown is visible. The
crown-formation is only complete in the lower
incisivus, no development of the dental radix is
traceable.

Grave 2 (Inventory No. 7977)

Calvaria and skeletal bones of a young person in a
comparatively good state of preservation. On the
frontal bone, there are traces of red dyschromia.
The age can be estimated at 14-16 years (Juv.).
The third molar is missing, the epiphyses stand
free, they are not coossified with the corresponding
diaphyses. There can be observed no sulcus praeau-
ricularis, the incisura ischiadiaca is deeply arched,
the glabella is moderately expressed, the processus
mastoideus is of medium strength, the protuberan-
tia mentalis is strongly expressed. On the basis of
all these, the find should have belonged to a male.
It could be determined in spite of his young age.

The index of the maximum length and maximum
breadth of the cranium is 80.59 (brachycranic).

Grave 3 (Inventory No. 7978)

The fragmentary cranial and skeletal bones of a
small child (Inf. 1., between half a year and one
year). The long tubular bones are in a good state of
preservation. Onthe frontal bone and in the parietal
zone there is some red dyschromia. The crown-
formation of the deep-seated deciduous teeth is
complete but the development of the tooth roots is
at an initial stage. The forehead is divided into two
parts (sutura frontalis media). Fonticulus frontalis
seu major between the parietal part and the frontal
bone. The length of the femur is 115 mm, its
medium part is 10 mm. The length of the tibia is
92 mm, that of the humerus is 90 mm.

Ofthe 19individuals anthropologically examined,
the number of males is 8, that of females is 5,
while that of children (Inf. 1., Tnf. 11., Juv.) is 6.

Most of the crania show a dolichomorphic tend-
ency. The forehead is mostly broad, in case of
males it is strongly or medium-developed. The
glabella and arcus superciliaris in the male crania
are of degree 4 to 5. The orbital index is varied,
hypsi- and chamaeconchia occur equally.



Their stature is tall (in the case of females, one
medium stature value also occurs). The individual
sizes of the cranial and skeletal bones, as well as
the indices calculated from these, are shown in
Tables 1 4.

On a morpho-taxonomical basis, in case of males,
two remarkable phenomena have to be emphasized.

(@ The skeletons from kurgans 5/a, 6/3 at Két-
egyhdza, at Balmazujvaros-Arkusmajor (Horto-
bagy)—Kettdshalom, and Dévavanya-Barcéhalom
show the archaemorpMc (cromagnoid and proto-
nordic) features of the Europid great race. For the
determination of the archaic features of the cranium
the zone of os frontale is most important.

Therefore, the most important dimensions con-
cerning the frontal bone, the indices connected with
these, as well as the morphological characteristics
of the frontal bones, have been examined and
compared with the female crania (Table 5).6

The forehead is broad, short or medium-sized, on
the basis of index 29 : 26 it is long, or very long,
according to index 10 : 29 it is narrow. As a rule, it
is morphologically curved and low (unfortunate-
ly, the angle of frontal inclination could not be
measured). The glabella is of degrees 4 to 5, but on
evaluating the archaic characteristics it is decisive
that both the arcus supereiliaris and the glabella are
very strongly developed (PI. 1(e). In some cases
this results in a protrusion similar to the torus
supraorbitalis (PI. 1(f). The processus mastoideus is
strong and large, the protuberantia occipitalis
externa is of degree 4, the cranial paries is in some
cases strikingly thick. The nose is strongly protrud-
ing.

In the case of the Debrecen-Dunahalom and
Debrecen—Basahalom 2 finds, the archaic charac-
teristics could not be exactly evaluated.7

In the case of the female individuals representing
the investigated group of the Pit-Grave civilization
the above mentioned archaic feature is not present.

The forehead in these cases is very broad, very
long, on the basis of index 29 :26 it is long or
medium sized, according to index 10:29 it is
narrow, similarly to that of males. Morphologically
the forehead is not so low and curved as in the case
of males. The glabella is small, the arcus superci-
liaris is not visible, or together with the glabella, it
is poorly developed. The processus mastoideus is
small, the protuberantia occipitalis externa is of

s For the evaluation of sizes and indices | have used
Alexeyev—Debets’ method, a great part of the data
(Ukrainian and Russian) have been evaluated using
this method. (Alexeyev V. P., and Debets G. F.)
AjieKceeB, B. N. h ffedeu, F. < (1964), KpanuoMempuH,
MocKBa, pp. 1-128.

71n the case of Debrecen—Bunahalom we may assu-
me the possibility of some archaic features, but the
nasal and frontal bone parts of find 2 at Debrecen—
Basahalom are very defective.

degree 2 (unfortunately, the latter one is usually
missing).

(b) The high stature value of the males is connect-
ed with robust skeletal bones (Kétegyhaza 5/all,
6/3, 3/4, Balmazdjvaros-Arkusmajor (Hortobéagy)-
Kett6shalom, Dévavanya-Barcéhalom). The long
tubular bones are, as compared with the female
skeletons, heavy, with strong muscle reliefs on them,
in one or two cases the cortical layer is obviously
thick (Kétegyhaza 5/a/l, Balmazljvaros-Arkus-
major (Hortobagy)-Kettéshalom). In four cases
this feature is combined with the archaeomorphic
characteristics of the cranium (Kétegyhaza 5/a/l,
6/3, Balmazujvaros—Arkusmajor(Hortobéagy)-Ket-
t6shalom, Dévavanya-Barcéhalom). In two cases,
this morphologically observed robustness is streng-
thened by the indices calculated for the skeletal
bones (Table 4).

The males and the females differ in another fea-
ture, which appears not so much in the metrical
values but rather in the morphological character-
istics. In addition there is a taxonomic demonstra-
tion of some other components in the case of the
females (the find of 6/1 at Kétegyhdaza is crA-x/nor-
doid, while that of Sarrétudvari—Balazshalom is
Mediterranean-x). The stature value of the females
is high or medium sized and morphologically gra-
cile in every case (6/1 and 9/1 at Kétegyhaza).
(The morphological and taxonomical differences
between males and females are shown in Table 5.)

DISCUSSION OF THE LITERATURE AND
EVALUATION OF THE HUNGARIAN FINDS

Apart from two short reviews,8no monograph has
been published on the anthropological finds of the
Pit-Grave kurgans in Hungary. As in the course of
its expansion this population originating from
South-Ukraine settled at the lower reaches of the
Danube, too, the relevant anthropological descrip-
tions can mainly be found in the Soviet and Roma-
nian literature.

G. F. Debets9characterized the population of the
Pit-Grave culture in the following way. This
population is morphologically homogeneous. On
the basis of the average height of face, the
orthognath profile-combination, and the strongly
protruding nose they are Europid. Their striking

s Gazdapusztai, Gy. (1966-67), Chronologische Fra-
gen in_der AIlfélder Gruppe der Kurgan-Kultur,
M FME 2, p. 100; Ecsedy I. (1971), Eine neue Hiigel-
bestattung der “Grubengrab”-Kultur (Kupferzeit-
Frihbronzezeit) in Dévavéanya, M itt. Arch. Inst. 2
(1971), p. 47.

s (Debets, G. F.) ,I(ebei;, F. <= (1948), IicuieoaHmpo-
no/iozuH cccP, MocKBa, JleHHHrpag, pp. 102—103.
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characteristics are the strongly curved forehead
and the enormous superciliary arch. Accordingly,
these crania can be compared with the upper-
palaeolithical crania at Brno—Predmost. Their
average stature is tall (173 cm).

According to P. G. Zinevich and I. S. Kruts,lu
their cranium is dolichocranic, with hypsi-acrocran
ovoid and pentagonoid contours, their forehead is
medium-broad, the orbit is usually low, the nose is
broad or medium-broad. With males, the glabella
and the arcus superciliaris, as well as the processus
mastoideus are well developed. With females, the
latter ones are poorly developed.

In the Ukrainian paleoanthropological material of
S. T. Konduktorovafl there can be found some finds
representing the Pit-Grave culture. In the case
of males, on the basis of index 8 : 1 mesocrania,
of index 48 :45 mesene is characteristic. Their
average height is 170 cm.

the man of the Aeneolithic steppe age. In their
analysis the Aeneolithic steppe skeletons are char-
acterized as being robust, occasionally quite
exceptionally robust. The average height of the
males in the ancient Yamnaya civilization was
172.4 cm, while that of the females 160.2 cm. The
average weight of males was 74.2 kg, that of females
59.0 kg. The authors add, however, that these
values may actually have been even higher.

T. To6thY4 originates the strong effect of the
autochtonous morphological component of Meso-
lithic origin from the Pit-Grave culture in Ukraine
and the Lower Volga region.

M. Gimbutas15 describes the migration of the
“kurgan” tribes coming from the Ukraine. During
their westward expansion they destroyed the
Mariupol civilization in the Black Sea region. On
the basis of the pertaining literature, she character-
izes the “kurgan” population as a robust croma-

S. M. Velikanoval? reports on a proto-Europid gnoid type, with tall stature and rather narrow face.

type living on a vast steppe-zone of the Soviet
Union, with an extremely small territorial differen-
tiation. According to her, the robust hypermorphous
forms, to which the proto-Europid type belongs, had
at the end of the Neolithic Age and at the beginning
of the Bronze Age an exact area of propagation.
In the south and west, the hypomorphous, gracile
forms were more frequent. In Ukraine this proto-
Europid type is characteristic of the population of
the Dnepr-Dorxts culture. Besides robust features
their broad face is conspicuous. Throughout the
Ukrainian Bronze Age, the proto-Europid type may
be considered as genetically originating from the
population of the Dnepr-Donets civilization.

In the paper of G. V. Debets and Yu. A. Durno-
vo13we find interesting data concerning the popula-
tion of the Aeneolithic steppe-civilization. Skele-
tons from the Aeneolithic Anau civilization of
Central Asia have been compared to the population
of the ancient civilization in the Indus basin, and to

10 (Zinevich, P. G. and Kruts. 1. S.) 3uHeBna, T. n.,
Kpyu, M C. (1 968), AHmponojioziuHa xapaicmepucmuKa
daenbozo mceMHUH mepumopm Yicpamu, RieB, pp. 34-37,
50-59.

11 (Konduktorova, T. S.), KoHflyKTopoRa, T. C. (1956),
MaTepualiw no najieoaHTponoJiornH YnpauHbi, Aumpo-
noAoeimecKua cooptum, 1, pp. 166—203.

12 (Velikanova, M. S.) BeliHKaHORa, M. C. (1970),
HacejieHne flpyrcKO-AHecTpoBCKoro MejKAypenwi b ano-
Xy 6poH3bi no aHTpononornnecKHM gammiM, Coeemacan
SmnozpacRuH 2, pp. 79-90

13 (Debets, G. V. and Durnovo. Yu. A.) Uebep, T. O,
HypnoBo, K). A. (1971), <t>n3HaecKoe pa3BUTue jiro”etiano-
xy 3HeoJiHTa b I0jkhoh TypKIMeHHH. CoeemcKan Srrmoa-
patBuH 1, pp. 26-35.
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The Mariupols were more robust, with definite
cromagnoid features (strikingly broad face).

Aeneolithic skeletons from Mariupol have been
described by 1. 1. Gohman,16 supplying similar
data and emphasizing the large absolute breadth of
the face.

The crania of the series from Smeeni in Romanial7
are robust, the superciliary arch being always
strongly protruding. The stature in most cases is
tall. The neurocranium is dolichocranic, the glabella
is large. The ocular and nasal indices are varied.
From a typological point of view, they belong to
the proto-Europid, more exactly to the proto-Nor-
doid group.

Similar results have been obtained at the investi-
gation of the Ochre-Grave population in Holboca,
Valea Lupului, and Brailital8as well. These repre-
sent a joint group but a considerable difference has
been shown between males and females. They are
robust, their stature is tall in each group (average:

14 TAth,T. (1970), On the morphological modification
of anthropological series in the Lithic and Paleome-
tallic Ages I, Ann. Hist.—Nat. Mus. Hung. 62, pp.
381-392.

1s Gimbutas,M. (1963), The Indo-Europeans: Arche-
ological Problems, Amer. Anthrop. 4, pp. 820-822.

16 (Gokhman, 1. 1) ToxMaH, H. Id. (1959), Ampono-
jiorMuecKHH MaTepuali n3 MapuynoJibucKoro MorujibHHKa
ca, 3, pp. 105-114.

17 Necrasov, O., Cristescu, M. and Antoniu, S. (1964),
Etude anthropologique des squelettes de Smeéni
datant de 1’ énéolithique et de 1’dge du Bronze. Ann.
Roumain d’anthrop. 1, pp. 19-28.

15 Necrasov, O. and Cristescu, M. (1965), Donnees
anthropologiques sur les populations de I'dge de la
Pierre en Roumanie, Homo 16, pp. 129-161.



171 cm), except for the Brdilita series where their
stature is rather short. The cranial index is generally
dolichocranic but mesocrania also occurs. The fore-
head is curved, eurymetopic, with males the glabella
is very protruding. The face is generally lepten, in
case of males, however, euryen and hypereuryen
types also occur. With females the face is lepten.
The nose of the males is leptorrhine, that of the
females chamaerrhine and mesorrhine. The orbit
index is usually mesoconch.

On the basis of these series as well as of Necra-
sov’sI9comprehensive work, the group representing
the Yamnaya civilization excavated in Romania
may be characterized taxonomically as follows. The
material includes two main components, one of
them resembles the Cro-Magnon and Pfedmost
types. The other leading type is the same proto-
Nordic which occurs in the Caspian Stepjxe during
the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. Apart from
these essential types there are mediterranean ele-
ments represented mostly by the female skeletons
of Brdilita and by some individuals of the Holboca
and Valea Lupului series. These skeletons from Hol-
boca and Valea Lupului compare well with the origi-
nal type of the Boian and Guinelnita cultures. It has
been suggested that the male individuals of the Pit-
Grave culture resemble the types of the Southern-
Azovian area. Concerning the Dinaric-Armenian ele-
ment, a Cucuteni origin can be assumed. The female
series of the Pit-Grave skeletons contains a remark-
able Mediterranean component.

The first appearance of the steppean population
in Eastern Hungary is demonstrated by the Csong-
rad grave.2The male skeleton found in Csongrad is
tall and robust but without any protomorphic fea-
tures. It is Cro-Magnon A—Nordic and can be well
compared to the series from Aleksandria (Srednii-
Stog 1) and Zaporishka (Early Pit-Grave culture).

19 Necrasov, O. (1961), Consideration sur la structure
anthropologique des populations de I’dge de la Pierre
en Roumanie et les problémes qui s’y rattachent.
Anthrop. Kozi. 5, pp. 53—61.

20 Marcsik, A. (1971), Data of the Copper Age
anthropological find of Bardos-farmstead at Csong-
rdd-Kett6shalom, M Fm E. szeged 2, pp. 19-27.

J. Nemeskéri’s work concerning the anthoropolo-
gical data of the Pécel civilization2l is worth men-
tioning. Nemeskeri evaluated 43 graves of the Al-
s6némedi graves. In another comprehensive work of
his2 there is a detailed analysis of the material of
three findspots. He has pointed out that the Pécel
population differs from that of Bodrogkeresztir
because of the preponderance of the Mediterranean
race-composition.

Considering the fact that the skeletons excavated
in Hungary are fragmentary in the course of evalua-
tion emphasis should be laid on the morphological
features. Based on the above data, the Hungarian
material of the Pit-Grave kurgans may be summa-
rized as follows:

() Although the skeleton from the Csongréad
grave representing the early phase is a robust one,
it differs from the majority of finds treated in this
paper, because it lacks archaemorphous elements.

(2 In the case of males representing a later phase
of the Yamnaya civilization two components may
be postulated:

(@) a very tall, robust and taxonomically probably
protonordoid one;

(b) a very tall, more robust than the former one,
taxonomically possibly protocromagnoid one.

(3) In our material —similarly to the Romanian
finds — in the case of females the Mediterranoid
(gracile) characteristics can also be found.

The question is if any intermingling occurred be-
tween the population of Yamnaya and that of Pécel,
or else the Mediterranoid gracile elements got into
the originally predominant proto-Europid compo-
nent in the course of the Pit-Grave migration.
Owing to the low number and the fragmentary state
of preservation of the evaluated finds, this question
remains to be answered.

21 Nemeskéi’i, J. (1951), Anthropologische Unter-
suchung der Skelettfunde von Als6némedi, Acta Arch.
Hung. 1, pp. 55—72.

22 1d. (1956), Anthropologische Ubersicht des Volkes
der Péceler Kultur (in: Banner,J.: Die Péceler Kultur)
Arch. Hung. 35, pp. 295-311.
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Table 1
Individual measurements

Balmazljvaros—

%4

" it
’ Kett6shalom
(Martin) 6/1 5/all 6/3 a7 1
Ad. Ad. Ad. Inf. 11 Ad.
female male male ! male
B 187 172 —
]c. 180 —_— —_— 172 J—
5. 104 — — 92 —
7. 37 — —_ 41 —
8. 140 — — 133
9. 98 99 107 89 101
10. 132 123 121 113 (126)
10b. 125 119 120 112 119
16. — — 33 —
17. 137 — — 133 —
20. 118 — — 111 _
26. 133 125 115 121 130
27. 132 — 140 125 125
28. 111 — — 110
29. 118 113 106 108 115
30. 115 — 132 112 —
31. 90 — 97 —
40. — — 78 —
43/1. 98 99 105 33 —
46. 91 —
47. - — 103 —_
48. — — 62 —
51. 41 40 42 39 —
52. 29 34 28 34 —
54, — — — 22 —
b5. — — — 45 —
57. — — 9 s —
63. - - — — 33
66 . — — — 106
69. 30 — 35 26 30
70. 65 — — — 71
71. 30 39
Trable 2
Individual measurements
. . Ard : Debrecen—
No. of B:Ycae’vhaar}g?n_ E[))lejz;ehcaelgr-n SBaz:IréeztSI?;I?)rml_ Basa%alom Halgsezblraepcgr?yag
(Martin) 1 105 1910 1906 —
Mat. Ad. Ad. Ad. Ad.
male male female male female
. 178
Ic. — 165 — — —_
8 — (140) (137) (136) —
9. 103 98 93 —_ 100
10. — 122 117 — 132
1o0b. — 115 115 — 131
26. 121 120 120 — 137
27. — 100 100 115 —
29. 11 108 107 — 118
30. (93) 9 103 —
43/1. —_ —_ 98 —



© © ©O

16 :
17 :
17 :
20 :
20 :
10 :
10 :
27 :
28 :
28 :
29 :

52 :
52 :
54 :
n:

03

29
30
30:
31
40

size

162

29f 30
i 311

44.62

172.7

Dévavanya-
No. of Barcéhalom
Marti 1
(Mertin) Mat.
male
40.
47, (122)
48. 72
51.
52. —
54. —
55. —
57. —
02. —
03. 45
05. —
60. —
69. 35
70. 72
71. 35
Kétegyhaza
5/al/l 6/3
male male
80.49 88.43
83.19 89.17
108.8 114.1
— 121.74
90.40 92.17
— 94.29
85.00 66.67

Table 2 (contd)

Individual measurements

Debrecen— Sarrétudvari—
Dunahalom

105
Ad

male

37
Inf. 11.

77.33
06.92
78.76
79.46
80.49
77.33
100.00
04.53
83.46
84.96
103.31
90.91
88.00

89.26

89.60
88.18
84.78
87.18
80.95
48.89

Balazshalom
1910
Ad.
female

90
65
40
30
23
48
10
42
34

Table 3
Indices calculated from individual measurements

Balmazuj

AVAros-,
Arkusmaj

ettésh:

1
male

or

1
male

Dévavanya—
Hortobz;?y)— Barcéhalom  Dunahalom g
om

Debrecen-
2alom

1906
Ad.
male

23

42
34
118
108
36
68
38

Debrecen—

105
male

(78.65)
70.00
80.33
85.22

Debrecen—
Halészlaponyag

Ad.
female

Sarrét-
udvari—
alazshalom

1910
female

67.88
79.49
80.87

Debrecen—  Debrecen-
Basaf21alom Halasz-
1906
male female
75.76
— 70.34
— 119
— 86.13
89,57 _
55.88 -
80.92 -
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No. of

measurements

Sacrum

Sternum

Clavicula

Scapula

Humerus

Radius

Ulna

Femur

Tibia

Fibula
Clavicula

cl.
Humerus

rad.
Ulna
Femur
Tibia
Stature

Note

13:

10 :
9a :

PN O

Table 4

Individual measurements, indices of the skeletal bones and the stature

CONDIADNE NN O &P 0R

=

5

N

13.
14.

1

00O ©WND WD

la.
Ib.

8a.

%a.
10b.

N O kN -

8a

6/1 Sla/l
Ad. Ad.
female male
right left right left
100 120
103 114
114 —
51 _
140 140 — —
30 30 — _
90 -
— 127
310 305 — —
308 300 340
18 19 20
15 14 19
00 55 72
34 32 41
41 42 48
240 240 — —
230 237 — _
202 202 — —
227 227 — —
14 15 — —
23 21 — _
442 247
440 442 — —
425 430 — —
23 2 33
24 25 29
4 4 — —
20 20 — —
43 44 — —
73 16 95
365 367 3%
370 372 400
302 302 392
23 22 A
28 27 38
10 17 22
17 18 24
02 03 80
355 — _
205 205 — —
474 480 — —
193 180 — —
833 730 730
779 80.0 — —
008 714 _— _
958 84.0 113.7
023 023 — _
00.7 00.0 03.1
103 177
tall tall
gracile thick cort.

layer, robust
bony system

Kétegyhaza

right

322
319
27
21
70
37
45

270
235
20
25

22.7
7.7

80.0

130.7
09.4

170
tall

robust,

6/3
Ad.
male

left

318
314
20
20
05

42
247
242
272
237

BR

strong muscle

reliefs

Dévavanya—
Barcéhalom
93 1
Met. Ad.
female male
right left right left
— 20 — 3l
— 20 — 3l
37 — 40
— 24 — 29
— 95
U5 — —
350 — —
338 — —
29 — 33
3 — 30
19 — 25
- - — 25
70 - 80
— — — 373
— 1000 - 100.0
— 04.9 — 725
00.0 094
155 -
medium —
gracile thick cort.

layer, robust
bony system

Arkusmajor
Kettéshalom
1
Mat.
mele
right left
— 100
_ 40
25 23
20 20
07 07
— 270
208
294 290
255 257
20 20
23 20
405
448 453
32 30
33 33
40 41
25 29
— 40
100 105
370 385
380 395
380 385
38 30
40 38
24 24
25 20
85 85
— 373
— 25.0
80.0 809
869 709
90.9 90.9
025 707
025 084
173
tall
robust



Table 5

Distribution of dimensions and indices in Alexeyev-Debets’s classification
and the main characteristics

Classification

(Martin) (Alexeyev—Debets) Meles Females
. broad 3 |
n: very broad 1 2
very long — 1
medium long 2 1
2. short 2 1
very short 1 -
very long 2 —
29 :26 long 2 1
medium long 1 1
very long — 2
long 1 —
29. medium long 2 1
short 2 —
. Very narrow 1 -
10:29 narrow 3 3
Glabella and. arcus superciliaris 1 — i
2 — 2
4. 4 —
5. 2 —
males
170.0-179.9 tall 3
Stature females
153.0—255.9 average tall 1
159.0-167.9 tall 1
Skeleton robust 4 —
gracile — 2
proto-Europid
(prn, prer-A) 4 _
Taxon crA-x (n) — 1

m-X — 1



PI. 1. (a) Kétegyhadza 6/3—5443, male; (b) Debrecen-Dunahalom, 105/1923, male; (c) Sarrétudvari-Balazs-

halom, 1059, female, m-x, norma frontalis; (d) Sarrétudvari—Baldazshalom, 1059, female, m-x, norma lateralis;

(e) State of development of the glabella and areus superciliaris. Kétegyhaza 6/3-5443, male; (f) State of
development of the glabella and arcus superciliaris. Kétegyhadza 5/a—1-4671, male
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CHEMICAL ANALYSIS OF THE OCHRE-CLODS

by Gyérgy Duma

The grave furniture, known as ochre-clods,
whichare very common in Hungarian archaeological
finds, have not yet undergone scientific examination,
so the name refers to their external appearance only.
By describing the formal characteristics and defin-
ing their approximate colour, the existing similari-
ties and differences can hardly be made clear. This
fact made it necessary to define those aspects which
have to do with their material characteristics.
Research material was available to us from five pit-
grave burials.

Kétegyhaza, kurgan 6, grave 1

The surface of the ochre-clod under research was
granular, and it seemed to be a rough granular ag-
gregate. In an atmospherically dry state its material
was hardly friable, but when stuck it fell to pieces
easily and the exposed surfaces were grey in colour.
It could be observed that the fragment was covered
hy red material only in certain places. These parts
formed the outer surface of the ochre-clod. The main
mass of the ochre-clod was formed of grey clay.
Judging from the granular content and organic con-
tent of this main mass it is certain that it comes from
the soil.

According to examinations carried out by X-ray
defraction on the red-coloured material, its main
mass was shown to consist of haematite (Fe20), and
there was a smaller amount of felspar and a minute
quantity of montmorillonite.

On the basis of the above resultsit could be estab-
lished that the main mass of the material called
ochre-clod was formed of a clod coming from a clay
layer which is close to the surface and which is its

‘For further information see: Duma, Gy. and

Ecsedy, |. (1975), Die “Ockerklumpen” der Gruben-
grab Kultur—Jamnaja Kultur, mitt. Arch. Inst. 4,
(1973), pp. 129-133.

2Regarding the quantitative aspect of the estima-
tion, we must take into consideration the fact that the
limit of registration is usually 3% and, furthermore,

a

IN SOME PIT-GRAVES

natural state. The surface of the clod got its dark red
colour from a haematite layer. Since only the surface
layer of the grave furniture consists of red-coloured
earth dye, the name ochre-clod does not characterize
it.

2. Kctegyhdza, kurgan 3, grave 6
The characteristics and contents of the ochre-clod
under research are identical with those of theabove.1

The results of the X-ray defraction examination
on the ochre-clods from the Kétegyhé&za kurgan 3,
grave 7 and the Dévavanya-Csordajards kurgan,
graves land 3 could be summarized as follows:

3. Kétegyhaza, kurgan 3, grave 7

The material of the red-coloured sample, which
was glued together and showed the imprints and
remains of a leather bag, consisted of an 81-85%
mass of haematite, a minimal quantity of goethite,
a lesser quantity of lepidocrochite, a small quantity
of quartz, and a very small quantity of plachioglas.2

4. Dévavanya-Csordajaras, kurgan, grave 1

The contents of the ochre nugget consisted of a
95-96% mass of haematite, a minimal quantity of
goethite, traces of lepidocrochite, and a minimal
quantity of quartz.

5. Dévavanya-Csordajaras, kurgan, grave 3

The contents of the ochre-clod consisted of a 93—
95% mass of haematite, a minimal quantity of
goethite, uncertain traces of lepidocrochrite, and a
minimal quantity of quartz and plachioglas.

that there is a +5% error margin in the case of
minerals in larger quantities. After the preliminary
sampling we applied special sampling conditions.
The indications of quantity used mean the approx-
imate values here as follows: trace: 1%, minimal
quantity: 1-2%, very little: 3-4%, small quantity:
5-6%, mass: above 60%.
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COPPER AGE VERTEBRATE FAUNA FROM KETEGYHAZA

by Sandor Bokoényi

Although the evolution of the vertebrate fauna
of the Hungarian prehistoric age is rather well
known, there are still cultures about whose domes-
tic and wild animals we know little. This is gener-
ally due to the lack of excavations, particularly
those with proper bone collecting, resulting either
in the complete lack or in only small quantities of
research material.

Such a link was formed by the Cemavoda I11-
Boleraz group at the end of the Middle Copper Age
and at the beginning of the Late Copper Age, al-
though, the knowledge about the animal husbandry
of this group which shows connections with Cérna-
voda Il of Romania and with the Copper Age
cultures of the Ukraine, is of vital importance in
order to understand the development of the animal
husbandry of the Late Copper Age introducing
our Bronze Age.

Bodrogkeresztlr culture

The excavations led by Gy. Gazdapusztai in Két-
egyhaza, unearthing a small quantity of animal
remains (Bodrogkeresztir culture, Middle Copper
Age), yielded an evaluable amount of animal bones
belonging to the Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group.
The bone sample is a typical bone assemblage of
a settlement. Complete skeletons, larger skeletal
parts or whole skulls do not occur in it, and even
whole long bones are very rare. (Altogether one
single cattle metacarpus, two sheep metacarpi and
three metatarsi and a dog humerus are preserved
in their whole length.) AIll other bones were
broken up in order to get the marrow, a delicate
food. Several bones show traces of burning and
chewing, the latter ones obviously caused by the
dogs of the settlement.

The species composition of the excavated bone
sample is shown in the following table:

Oernavoda |11—Boleraz group

Specimen individual Specimen individual
n 171 19 215 25

cattle — Bos taurus L. % 67.32 52.78 31.80 27.47
sheep —Ovis aries L. n 61 10 334 36

goat — Capra hircus L. % 24.02 27.78 49.41 39.55
. n 12 3 74 10

pig — Sus scrofa dom. L. % 4.72 8.33 10.95 10.99
n — — 14 4

horse —Equus caballus L. % _ - 2.07 6.59
) e n 2 1 15 6

dog — Canis familiaris L. % 0.79 2.78 2.22 6.59
. . n 246 3 652 81

domesticated animals % 96.85 91.67 96.45 89.00
L . n 5 2 13 4

aurochs — Bos primigenius Boj. % 197 555 1.92 4.40
n — — 5 3

red deer —Cervus elaphus L. ¥ - . 074 3.30
n — — 1 1

roe deer — Capreolus capreolus L. % _ _ 0.15 1.10
_ _ n — — 4 1

wild swine —Sus scrofa ter. L. % — _ 0.59 1.10

n 3 1 - _

brown hare — Lepus europaeus Pall, % 118 278 . .
. . n 1 1

bird - - Avis sp. 1% _ _ 0.15 1.10
_ ) n 8 3 24 10

vild animals % 3.15 8.33 3.55 11.00
total n 254 36 676 a1
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As the above table demonstrates, the faunae of
both periods are poorly represented in the excavated
parts of the settlements: remains of five domestic
and two wild species were unearthed in the part of
the settlement belonging to the Bodrogkeresztdr
culture and those of six domestic and five wild spe-
cies were found in the part belonging to the Cema-
voda I11-Bolerdz group. The fact that the sample
is poor in species is not due to the domestic
part because it contains all species usually occurring
in the settlements of the Bodrogkeresztur culture,
and their group gets even completed by the
domestic horse in the Cernavoda I11-Boleraz group.
As far as the wild fauna is concerned, it contains
the four most commonly occurring species of
prehistoric settlements — aurochs, red deer, roe
deer and wild swine - only in the settlement part of
the Cernavoda I11-Boleraz group (also a bird species
joined them). Out of these four species the aurochs
was represented alone in the settlement part of the
Bodrogkeresztur culture, and besides it only three
bones of one single hare were found.

These facts show the small importance of
hunting, that is clearly indicated by the numerical
data of the fauna list too. This epoch was the period
of the decline of hunting following its great upswing
at the end of the Neolithic. At this time animal
keeping could exist without any essential local dom-

cattle caprovines

Kdéros culture
Deszk—Olajkut specimen 22.37 53.45

individual 20.76 42.93
Gyalarét specimen 16.54 34.61

individual 13.02 28.47
Roszke—tudvar specimen 7.32 31.16

individual 6.52 27.83
Tiszajen6— specimen 24.12 66.45
Szarazérpart individual 24.49 48.98
Pécel culture
Andocs specimen 34.61 41.12
Budapest— specimen 32.07 38.88
Andor utca individual 32.81 35.94
Tiszaszoll6s— specimen 13.88 66.73
Csékanyszeg individual 21.28 45.74

The Cernavoda I11-Boleraz fauna of Kétegyhaza
lesembles also that of the eponymous site of the
Cernavoda culture in Romania. Although this latter
site (Cernavoda—Dealul Sofia) yielded only a com-
paratively small number of animal remains, 288
identified specimens, both the ratios of the domestic
animal species and also the domestic-wild ratio
(Haimovici-Ureche, 1968) are surprisingly similar
to those of Kétegyhdza: there also the small

cattle caprovines pig
specimen 34.72 32.64 9.72
individual 21.90 44.77 8.57

estication, and man was not forced to turn to hunt-
ing as a supplementary food procuring source on a
larger scale.

As regards the domestic fauna, in the settlement
part of the Bodrogkeresztlr culture the ratios of the
species are surprisingly similar to those which were
found in Tarnabod, the only settlement of this cul-
ture with statistically evaluable fauna (Bokonyi,
1959). The only difference is that here the ratio of
the small ruminants is somewhat higher than there.

The domestic fauna of the settlement part belong-
ing to the Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group strongly
differs from this. In the latter, the small ruminants
are the most common, their number making out
almost half of all domestic animals. Lagging behind
them are cattle, then come the very rare pig, dog
and horse. This domestic fauna is very similar to
that of the Kords culture settlements in Hungary
(Bokonyi, 1964, 1968a, 1971, 1974), the only
differences being the occurrence of the domestic
horse and the lowratio of wild animals inthe former.
This fauna is even more similar to that of the Pécel
(Baden) culture settlements, because the domestic
horse sometimes occurs in the latter ones too, and
their domestic-wild ratio is also resembling that
of Kétegyhaza. The species composition (%) of the

Koros and Pécel culture settlements is demon-

strated below:
Pig horse dog wild animals
0.15 0.15 23.88
0.94 - 0.22 8.78
2.55 - 0.76 45.54
4.07 - 0.81 53.63
0.67 - 1.63 59.22
1.74 - 2.17 61.74
0.44 - 0.22 8.78
2.04 _ 2.04 22.45
13.92 0.13 5.11 5.11
21.04 - 1.20 6.81
19.27 - 2.09 9.89
7.47 _ 1.96 9.96
14.89 _ 5.32 12.77

ruminants are the most frequent, cattle follow
them from a rather big distance, pig is very rare,
and domestic horse also occurs, however, in such
a small number that even dog exceeds it in
frequency just like in Kétegyhaza. All these point
with right to a connection between the two
cultures. See the procentual fauna composition
after Haimovici-Ureche, 1968, below:

horse dog wild animals
4.17 3.82 13.89
2.86 7.62 14.28



As regards the occurring species, the sample
unearthed in Kétegyhaza is far too small to allow
the observation of changes taking place during the
life of the two cultures or of the differences between
the domestic animals of the two cultures.

Among the domestic animals of the site the re-
mains of cattle are particularly fragmentary. In the
whole cattle bone sample one single horn-core frag-
ment can he found, and even that cannot be meas-
ured. It comes from the Cernavoda Il1-Boleraz
group, and although it is of a subadult individual,
there can be observed that it is a fragment of a
long, bulky hornc-ore. This means that it is of a
cattle of the so-called primigenius type that is very
similar in its horn formto the aurochs. This is not
at all surprising since most of the Neolithic and
Copper Age cattle in Hungary could not have a very
long domesticated past and were therefore rather
similar to their wild ancestor.

The Copper Age cattle of Kétegyhéza, according
to the measurements of their extremity bones, were
very variable, however, independent breeds cannot
be distinguished in the population. On the basis of
the length of the single whole metacarpal one can
determine an animal of 129.78 cm withers height
with Matolcsi’s index (1970). This is considerably
higher than the average withers height (just above
117 cm) of the Copper Age cattle in Hungary (Boko-
nyi, 1974). Nevertheless, in the cattle sample of
Kétegyhéaza remains of even larger individuals ap-
pear, e.g.,a metacarpal fragment with 64 mm proxi-
mal and 68 and 71 mm distal breadth, a tibia frag-
ment with 75 mm distal breadth, or an astragalus
with 76 mm greatest length, and finally a metatar-
sal fragment with 66 mm distal breadth. They are
obviously remains of strong bulls (in fact the horn-
core fragment mentioned above probably comes also
from a bull). About some of the bones, e.g., the third
metacarpal and the tibia fragment, one can suppose
that they are remains of freshly domesticated
individuals. After the “domestication fever” of
the Late Neolithic the aurochs domestication
abruptly declined in the Copper Age, however, it
sporadically occurred in the sites as a way of increas-
ing the number of domestic cattle.

Besides these prominently large individuals the
bulk of the domestic cattle population consists of
animals of medium size, and there can be sporadi-
cally found small individuals too. These latters are
represented, e.g., by metacarpal fragments with 54.5
and 58 mm proximal breadth. They are probably
bones of cows, however, there is a vague possibility
that they come from oxen, since the castration of
bulls had been practised in Central and Eastern
Europe from the end of the Neolithic (Krysiak,
1950-51; Nobis, 1954). Nevertheless, there is no
positive evidence in the bone sample of Kétegyhaza.

As for the two small ruminants, sheep are far
more frequent than goats. While the goat is repre-
sented by one single bone in the settlement part of
the Bodrogkeresztur culture and by two in that
belonging to the Cernavoda IllI-Bolerdz group,
the former one yielded one, and the latter one
23 sheep remains.

Also the only whole horn-core of the site comes
from sheep (Cernavoda IlI-Bolerdz group): a left
horn-core of an adult individual. It is short, similar
to a goat’s horn-core, untwisted, so it shows the
characteristics of the so-called palustris type. By
identifying it with this type one does not want to
specify it as a member of a particular breed or race.
It is only for the sake of simplicity, since, according
to Reitsma (1932), the palustris horn-cores come
fromthe fe males of the prehistoric sheep population
of Europe, just as the so-called Copper sheep horn-
cores represent the males of the same population.

On the basis of the length of the five measurable
sheep metapodials the withers heights determined
by Zalkin’s method (1961) are as follows:

bore length withers height
metacarpal 114.0 mm 55.40 cm
metacarpal 134.0 mm 63.12 cm
metatarsal 115.5 mm 52.18 cm
metatarsal 115.5 mm 54.05 cm
metatarsal 149.2 mm 69.83 cm

The second metacarpal is from an individual of
medium size, the third metatarsal is from another
of large size (both are from the Cernavoda Il1-Bo-
leraz group), the three other bones represent small
sheep. In fact, these latter ones are the typical
sheep of the Hungarian Neolithic and Copper Age,
and even the individual of 63.12 cm withers height
can be placed into this group as a strong male (on
the basis of its thick diaphysis). At the same time
the individual of 69.83 cm withers height definitely
resembles the large sheep of the Bronze Age. This
is quite obvious because the first wave of the large,
“improved” sheep which spread out of the sheep
domestication centre of Southwest Asia (where
also the conscious sheep breeding started first,
at least according to data published by Kraus
[1966] about the sheep keeping of the Mesopota-
mian temple-farms) reached the Carpathian basin
with the Cernavoda Il1-Boleraz group and the Pécel
culture. The withers height of the large Kétegyhaza
individual surpasses the average withers height of
the Bronze Age sheep in Hungary which means that
it fits their size variation very well. In fact it is
either a well-developed ram or a wether.

Among the sheep extremity bone fragments there
also appear a couple of specimens coming from large
individuals, e.g., each metatarsal fragment of 20 and
21 mm proximal breadth, and a humerus fragment
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of 33 mm distal breadth. The majority of the bones
is, however, from animals of small or medium size.

The three goat bones point to rather small animals
which is surprising because prehistoric goats gener-
ally surpass sheep for size both in Southwest Asia
and in Central and Southeast Europe (Bokonyi,
1973).

The few pig bones of the site are in an extremely
fragmentary state, only two astragali are intact.
The measurements of the bones point to a rather
variable population. Thus, for example, the 30 and
31 mm lengthes of each upper and lower M3indicate
animals of very small size, at the same time a humer-
us fragment of 40 mm distal breadth comes from an
individual of much larger size, and finally two astra-
gali of 45 and 47 mm greatest length represent pigs
of considerable size. On the basis of their length cal-
culated with Teichert’s indexes (1969), the withers
heights of the two latter individuals are 80.55 and
84.13 mm being far above the average withers height
(74.7 mm) of the Neolithic pigs (Teichert, 1970). It
is possible that the individual of 84.13 cm withers
height was one of the freshly domesticated pigs
originating from the local wild swines, which would
explain its outstandingly large size.

The most interesting domestic animal remains of
the site of Kétegyhaza are undoubtedly the horse
bones found in the settlement part of the Cema-
voda Il1-Bolerdz group. According to our most
recent knowledge, the Equus ferus Boddaert, the
only wild horse species in the Late Pleistocene of
Eurasia (Nobis, 1971), did not survive the drastic
climatic change of the end Pleistocene in the Car-
pathian basin just like in the Balkan and Appen-
nine peninsulas. The best evidence for this is the
fact that although tens of thousands of animal
remains have been identified and described from
several sites in the Carpathian basin and first of
all in Hungary, in this vast material of first-class
authenticity, there has not been found one single
horse bone of undoubtedly Neolithic origin. This
means that in the Early Holocene the horse reached
Hungary in an already domesticated form.

Among archaeozoologists the place and time of
the earliest horse domestication had been a subject
of disagreement until finally Bibikova (1967) was
able to determine them on the basis of bone finds.
She found the earliest domestic horse bones in the
Aeneolithic (Srednij-Stog culture: second half of
the fourth mill. B. C.) settlement of Dereivka, the
South Ukraine. The site lies on the right bank of
the Dnieper River, c. 70 km from the town of Kre-
menchug. In the site already the composition of
the fauna was very interesting: about 60 per cent
(2255 specimens) of the 3703 identified mammal
bones came from horses. Even in case of hunting
such a high specialization would raise the sus-
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picion of domestication (the same situation was
observed in Late Neolithic sites of Hungary where
aurochs abundance and local cattle domestication
were in close connection). Beside this, the detailed
analysis of a whole skull found among the horse
bones and the conspicuously wide variation of the
Dereivka horses clearly proved the local domest-
ication of the population. Besides this early horse
domestication centre of Eastern Europe, horse
domestication could happen in the western part
of Central Europe and in Western and Northern
Europe, too, it must have been, however, of secon-
dary importance due to the small number of wild
horses living there.

The settlement of Dereivka is about the same age
as period B of the Tripolye culture. And the earliest
phase of this latter (B,) is contemporary and also
closely connected with the Tiszapolgéar culture in
Hungary. It is not surprising therefore that the ear-
liest domestic horse remains appeared — if only
scattered — in the sites of the Tiszapolgéar culture,
too. The first such find was a worked metacarpal
fragment in grave No. 3 of cemetery B at Deszk
(Bokonyi, 1959), later the small-scale excavation of
a Tiszapolgar culture settlement at Kiskdre—Szin-
gehéat also yielded three horse remains (Bokonyi,
1971, 1974). Each horse bone was unearthed in Ken-
deres—Felekhalom and Kenderes—Kulis, too (Boko-
nyi, 1971, 1974). Both latter sites are settlements of
the Tiszapolgar culture with some Neolithic ante-
cedents. Since no authentic horse remains were
found in Neolithic sites of Hungray, one can assume
that both horse bones are from the Tiszapolgér
culture.

In fact, archaeologists described Early Copper
Age horse bones from Hdédmezdvasérhely—Fatér-
sdnc—Zalay brick factory (Kisrétpart group) and
Hddmez6vasarhely-Bodzaspart (Banner, 1939), and
also from Znojmo, Moravia, from a site essentially
contemporaneous with the Tiszapolgar culture
(Childe, 1929). Nevertheless, these data can be ac-
cepted only with certain reservations since the names
of the zoologists who made the identifications are
not known.

The domesticated horse reached also Moldavia at
approximately the same time; it always appears in
the sites of the Gumelnita culture there (Zalkin,
1967). It is interesting that it did not reach Romania
at that time, as bones of domesticated horses have
not been found in settlements of the Gumelnija cul-
ture there (Necrasov—Haimovici, 1959a), however,
they already occurred at the beginning of the Cucu-
teni culture (Necrasov—Haimovici, 1959h).

The scattered early domestic horses did not start
a real horse keeping in the Copper Age of Hungary,
and after the Early Copper Age horse import also
fell back. From the Middle Copper Age of Hungary



(Bodrogkeresztur culture) that is contemporaneous
with Tripolye B2, Cxand yLonly two horse bones are
found: a worked metacarpal fragment (similar to
that of cemetery B at Deszk, see above) from grave
No. XXV1I of the cemetery at Magyarhomorog (Bo-
koényi, 1974), and a lower molar from grave No. 44
of the second (Bodrogkeresztar) phase of the ceme-
tery of Tiszapolgar—Basatanya (Bokonyi, 1959).
However, as the grave had been disturbed, this lat-
ter find cannot be considered authentic.

Fig. I. Anterior hoof bone of horse

Fig. 2. Distal tibia fragment of horse

Earlier (Bokonyi, 1974) we had a similar opinion
about the authenticity of the Pécel culture horse
bones, too. As for the sites of this culture, Salgotar-
jan-Pécské (Bokonyi, 1968c) and Andocs (Bokonyi,
1974) yielded each one horse remain, the excavation
of Budapest-Békasmegyer-BUVATI produced 25
horse bones (Bokonyi, 1974). But since in the first
site Early Bronze Age pits and in the second Middle
Bronze Age and Celtic pits were also unearthed, we

did not dare to consider the horse bones fully
authentic just on the basis of the occurrence of one
horse bone in the one-level site of Andocs.

Nevertheless, the horse remains unearthed in Két-
egyhaza by Gy. Gazdapusztai — three upper mo-
lars, a left os incisivum fragment, two incisors, a
right proximal radius fragment, a right distal radius
fragment, a right distal metacarpal fragment, each
a left anterior phalanx | and Il (Fig. 1), two pelvis
fragments, and a right distal tibia fragment (Fig.
2) — confirm the authenticity of the horse finds of
the Pécel culture.

The occurrence of horse finds in the Cernavoda
I11-Boleraz group is no surprise at all. This culture
has strong eastern roots, its animal husbandry has
a definitely mobile character, and the contempora-
neous Usatovo (Tripolye C2) yielded not only 13
per cent horse bones but also a bit undoubtedly
proving the use of horse as draught or saddle animal
(Hancar, 1956).

According to the above described facts the horses
introduced by the Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group
can he considered the second wave of domestic
horses in Hungary. As for the third wave, it
might come in at the very beginning of the
Bronze Age, with the Bell Beaker culture (Bokonyi,
1974). As the study of faunas of the two Bell
Beaker sites with collected and identified animal
bone samples (Budapest—€sepel-Haros and Buda-
pest—€sepel-Hollandi ut 33/b) clearly demonstrates
that the horse was the far most important species
in the animal husbandry of this culture with a
frequency exceeding 60 per cent. Such a high horse
frequency cannot be found in any other site in Hun-
gary, its only analogy is in the horse domestication
centre in the Ukraine. This great number of horses

- provided they were introduced by the Bell Beak-
ker culture at all — put horse keeping on a firm
basis in Hungary on which it could develop on its
own, without any further import.

The question arises as to the appearance of the
horses first introduced to Hungary. Unfortunately
neither skulls nor larger skull fragments were found
in any of the early sites. Sometimes single teeth were
unearthed. They — among others also the three
upper molars of Kétegyhaza — point to animals of
small size, comparatively varied enamel pattern and
short or middle-long protoconus. The evidence of
the extremity bone measurements is approximately
the same. According to this, these horses were small
animals of rather heavy stature with a great varia-
bility which is a characteristic feature of all kinds of
primitive domestic animals. It can be stated that in
Hungary the domestic horses of both the Copper
and the Bronze Age were of the same size range and
growth type (“Wuchsform”) indicating that they
were of the same origin. (In this respect there is no
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difference between the horses of the Bell Beaker
culture and those of any other Bronze Age cultures.)

Comparing the horses of the Bronze and Copper
Ages in Hungary to the early domestic horses of the
settlement at Dereivka it will be clear that the size
variations of the two populations are the same (Figs
3-5). This again confirms the eastern origin of the
earliest domestic horses of Hungary originally as-
sumed on the basis of archaeological data.

It is also interesting to compare the domestic
horses of the Copper and Bronze Ages in Hungary
and of the Ukraine to those of the Bronze Age in the
western half of Central Europe and of Western
Europe. As shown in Figs 3-5 the two groups can be
easily separated, although, their ranges of variation
certainly overlap. Strangely enough, and quite con-
trary to present-day conditions, the western Bronze
Age horses were smaller than the eastern ones. This
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Fig. 3. Size variation of radii in Copper
and Bronze Age domestic horses
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has already been supposed (Bokonyi, 1974) but at
that time, owing to the limited number of horse
bones, it could not unquestionably be proved.
Unfortunately, long bones preserved in their
whole length, which can be used for the determina-
tion of the withers height, are missing in the Copper
Age horse bone sample of Hungary. The three com-
plete metacarpals of the Bell Beaker culture are
from horses of 125.0, 126.3 and 134.0 cm withers
heights. Nevertheless —e on the basis of their other
comparable measurements - they are from the
lower half of the range of variation of the Bell Beak-
er horses in Hungary, and fit therefore into the
withers height variation of 126.4-144.5 cm of the
Dereivka horses. At the same time, the withers
height variation of the western Bronze Age horses is
between 119.2 and 138.9 cm only the largest
western individuals surpass the average withers
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Fig. 4. Size variation of metacarpals in Copper
and Bronze Age domestic horses



height of c. 136cm (Bibikova, 1970) of the Dereivka
horses.

To the exact description of the earliest domestic
horses of Hungary, the anterior hoof bone of Két-
egyhaza (Fig. 1), and the hoof bones found in the
sites of the Bell Beaker culture and in the lowermost
layer of Toszeg belonging to the Nagyrév culture
also provide some informations. All of these are
narrow, and deeply hollowed pointing to steppe hor-
ses adapted to the hard, dry soil, and this fact shows
again the eastern origin of the earliest domestic
horses of Hungary.

The scatter-diagrams showing the size variation
of the eastern and western domestic horses of the
Bronze Age (Figs 3-5) extraordinarily agree with
the similar diagrams (Figs 6—#) of the Iron Age
horses of the same areas (Bokonyi, 1968b). Out of
the two horse groups the eastern one was larger in
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Fig. 5. Size variation of tibiae in Copper
and Bronze Age domestic horses

that age, too, with an average withers height of 136
cm (that exactly corresponds to the average
withers height of the Dereivka horses, see above), at
the same time the average western horses were only
around 126 cm in withers. It seems quite possible
that the larger size of the horses of the eastern group
was due to a wild stock of larger body dimensions.
Onthe steppes of the southern half of Eastern Eu-
rope the wild horses found ideal living conditions
and bred therefore in large populations there, which
resulted in their larger size. At the same time in the
western part of Central Europe and in Western
Europe, there lived small populations pushed to the
periphery of the area of distribution. In these small
populations a size decrease appeared due to the
isolation and the unfavourable living conditions
that could be observed even on the domesticated
horses originating from them.

Among the dog remains of Ketegyhaza the brain-
skull fragment of a subadult individual occurs (Bod-
rogkeresztdr culture). It comes from a small dog
of palustris type. This skull type is in fact the most
common among prehistoric dogs in Hungary.

On the basis of the length of a complete humerus
occurring among the extremity bones also the with-
ers height can be determined with Koudelka’s
method (1884). It is 48.86 cm that points to a dog in
the upper region of the size variation of the Mittel-
schnauzer breed. At the same time, the mandible
fragment of a small dog also appears with an Mxof
19.5 mm length. In the dog bone sample there are
no signs indicating local domestication.

The aurochs, the most frequent wild animal spe-
cies, was represented by two heavy horn-core frag-
ments (both are from the Cernavoda Il11-Boleréaz
group; one of them comes from an undoubtedly
adult individual), a brain-skull fragment, a right
upper M3, two mandible fragments, a whole left
calcaneus and 11 tiny extremity bone fragments.

Both horn-core fragments are undoubtedly from
bulls, they cannot be measured, however, their large
dimensions clearly prove it. Remains of some large
individuals appear also among the extremity bone
fragments, but both measurable specimens, the prox-
imal half of a right metacarpal and a left calcaneus,
represent animals of small to medium size.

Among the aurochs bones, there is a specimen
with pathological alteration. It is a distal metacar-
pal fragment with an imperfectly healed fracture;
the fractured parts slipped a little out of alignment
and grew together in this way. It cannot be deter-
mined whether the fracture was caused by man or it
was of another nature. One thing is certain, however,
that the animal survived the incident (the fracture
is completely healed) and was killed much later.
The lameness resulted by the incident obviously
made the animal an easier prey.
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Metacarpus

length
250-
240-
230-
220.
210 -
200J
190 -

180i

minimum breadth

10 25 30 35 40

¢ lIron Age horses of the eastern group
+ 1Iron Age horses of the western group

Fig. 6. Size variation of metaearpals in
Iron Age domestic horses. After Bokonyi, 1968b

As the fauna list demonstrates, red deer remains
were found only in the settlement part belonging to
the Cernavoda Ill1-Bolerdz group. Each red deer
sample consists of an antler, mandible and scapula
fragment and two left calcaneus fragments. The
antler and mandible fragments are small, character-
less pieces, the three other bones can be measured:
the scapula fragment represents a small individual,
but both calcaneus fragments are from large deers.
It seems possible that the first animal was a hind,
and both others were stags bearing in mind the
rather considerable sexual dimorphism of red deer
(Szunyoghy, 1963).

The roe deer was represented by a very deformed
end part of an antler. Antler abnormities are com-
paratively rare in subfossil roe deers, and this one is
the first in Hungary. Otherwise this antler could be
regarded a good trophy today.

Of wild swine a naso-facial, distal femur, distal
tibia and a metapodial fragment were unearthed.
The naso-facial fragment belongs to an adult sow,
and the small dimensions of the other bones — un-
fortunately none of them can be measured — indi-
cate that they are also from the same individual.

The hare is represented by two femur fragments
and a tibia fragment. According to their measure-
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Metatarsus

length
300

290-
280
270
260
250-
240

230

220

minimum  breadth
25 30 k3] 40

¢ Iron Age horses of the eastern group
+ Iron Age horses of the western group

Fig. 7. Size variation of metatarsals in
Iron Age domestic horses. After Bokonyi, 1968b

ments they are brown hare (Lepus europaeus Pall.)
remains. There was unearthed also a very fragmen-
tary bird radius. Unfortunately the species cannot
be identified.

The exploitation of the species of the Copper Age
fauna found at Kétegyhaza is also an interesting
problem. This, of course, concerns only the domestic
animals since among the wild animals only ungu-
lates, hare and a bird species occur, and it is obvi-
ous that all of them were hunted for their meat.

As for the exploitation of the occurring domestic
species, their age distribution give some information.
Unfortunately, the number of animal remains
whose age can be determined is small, and therefore
only very cautious conclusions can be drawn from
the frequencies of the different age groups. The
frequencies of the age groups in the bone samples
can be seen in the table below:

juvenile subadult adult mature
cattle 4 12 22 -
caprovines 9 24 28 2
horse — 1 12 —
dog 2 2 9 —



On the basis of this table the Copper Age domestic
animals of Kétegyhdza can be divided into two
groups. In the first group the number of bones of
juvenil and subadult animals surpasses or at least
comes near to that of the adult (and mature) ones,
in the second group the number of the bones of the
juvenile and subadult animals lags far behind those
of the adult (and mature) ones. The first group con-
sists of cattle, pig and caprovines (in this respect it
was advisable not to separate the sheep and goat
bones from those of the general group “caprovines”,
not simply because their number was very small in
comparison to the latter ones, but also because the
species identification of the juvenil bones is ex-
tremely difficult or even impossible, so one would get
a false impression of age group frequencies; the dif-
ficulties described above were first observed in sites
of the Balkans and the Near East with tens of
thousands of animal remains), and horse and dog
belong to the second group.

In the first group meat exploitation might be of
decisive importance, this is why so many young
animals were slaughtered (and also therefore be-
cause in this way they had not to be fed in the win-
ter, during the period of food-shortage). But besides
this a secondary exploitation seems also to play a
certain role in the case of these species: this is why
the ratio of adult individuals is comparatively high,
there is no need for such a large breeding stock even
in the case of unipar species. In the second group the
meat exploitation seemingly played no essential role,
though —judging from the evidence of bonesbroken
up for the marrow — both the horse and the dog
were undoubtedly eaten, the primary exploitation
was certainly not meat in this group.

What could be the secondary use of the first
group and the primary use of the second group ? For
cattle and goat it could be milk. Also their wild
forms had milk to feed their young, the domestica-
tion only increased its quantity. Man obviously
began to consume the milk of his domestic animals
when the young of the mother animal died for some
reason (mortality was not low among newborn ani-
mals under the circumstances of primitive animal
keeping following domestication; this is testified by
the skeletons of newborn goats found in great num-
bers in the site of Sarab, Iran, sixth mill. B. C.) or
when they were killed by man. The first representa-
tion of cow milking is from Ur, from the temple of
Nin-Hursag, after 2400 B. C. (Zeuner, 1963), how-
ever, milking obviously goes back to much earlier
times. Interestingly enough, the cows are being
milked on this representation from the rear, as is
usual with goats, and from this fact one may infer
that the milking of goats preceded that of cows.

In the case of cattle draught use can also be sup-
posed besides milking. From Transcaucasia repre-

sentations of draught oxen are known from 3700 on,
and two- and four-wheeled vehicles and their models
appeared in the Volga and Dnieper regions in the
Kurgan culture (Gimbutas, 1970). Obviously, carts
were introduced from that area to the Carpathian
basin, too, sometime at the Late Copper Age.

For sheep, obviously wool was their secondary
exploitation in the site at Kétegyhaza. Man had
known sheep wool much earlier, its earliest evidence
is known from the already mentioned sixth mill.
B. C. site of Sarab, Iran, in the form of a clay
figurine of a woolly sheep (Bokonyi, 1974).

The situation of the horse is quite different. It is
highly probable that in the case of this species which
was domesticated only in the second wave of domes-
tication the direct aim of domestication was not its
meat. Since at the time of horse domestication the
use of cattle as draught animal was already known
in the area of the horse domestication, it is easily
conceivable that the main aim of horse domestica-
tion was to get more appropriate, and in the first
place quicker draught animal than cattle. It is also
possible that there was a close connection between
the use of horse as draught animal and the spread of
the quick, spoked-wheeled cart. The use of horse as
riding animal seems to be a later invention. There
are no early date in this respect from Europe but,
e.g. in Mesopotamia representations of horse-riding
and references to saddle-horses in texts appear first
in Period 111 of Ur, c. 2000 B. C. (Moorey, 1970).
Particularly from tactical point of view it is of deci-
sive importance “daR die kriegerische Organisation,
die sich der Hilfe von Equiden bedient, mit dem
Wagenkdmpfer und nicht mit dem Reiterkrieger
begann” (Wiesner, 1968).

Unfortunately, the site does not yield any positive
evidence for the use of horse as draught or saddle
animal. It is not surprising because bits or strap-
dividers made of antler or bone as parts of the ear-
liest known horse gear are not known from before
the Middle Bronze Age in Hungary (Mozsolics,
1953). Besides, it is also possible that mares were
milked but it was not of any particular importance
even in the diet of the nomads; horse-milk was used
for making koumiss.

The primary use of dog could be the roles of
watch-dog, herd-dog and hunting companion, par-
ticularly the first two ones since hunting was not
considered important in the settlement.

Summing up it can be stated that in the site at
Kétegyhaza the settlement part belonging to the
Bodrogkeresztdr culture yielded five domestic and
two wild animal species, and in the settlement part
belonging to the Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group six
domestic and five wild animal species were found.
Hunting was unimportant in both periods, and
fishing played no role at all in the life of the

109



inhabitants. In the domestic fauna of the Bodrog-
keresztur culture cattle were the far most common
domestic species, the caprovines were much rarer,
the pig was very rare, and the ratio of dog was
extremely low. In the Cérnavoda Ill1-Boleraz group
the caprovines were the most common domestic
animals followed them rather closely by the cattle,
the pig was much rarer, and the dog and horse (this
was one of the earliest occurrences of the latter
species in Hungary) were very rare. The domestic
fauna of the Oernavoda Il1-Boleraz group refers
to an explicitly mobile way of life of the popula-
tion, and besides this its high caprovine ratio strong-
ly resembles that of the Kords and Pécel cultures
in Hungary, and first ofall that ofthe Oernavoda
culture in Romania.

As regards the domestic animal species, cattle, pig
and sheep show a very big size variation, and the
local domestication of the first two species can also
be supposed on the basis of the appearance of freshly
domesticated individuals. Under prehistoric circum-

MEASUREMENTS
Cattle
Atlas

Measurements: L1 length of arcus ventralis
2. length of arcus dorsalis

3. breadth of cranial articular surface
4. breadth of caudal articular surface

1 2

Oernavoda 111-Boleraz group 37 42

Scapula
Measurements: 1 breadth of angulus articularis
2. diameter of facies articularis

1 2
70.5 49*

Bodrogkeresztir culture

Radius

Measurements: 1 breadth of proximal epiphysis
2. breadth of distal epiphysis
3. diameter of proximal epiphysis
4. diameter of distal epiphysis

1 2
Bodrogkeresztar culture 82* —
Oernavoda 111—Boleraz group 81 —
Oernavoda |11—Boleréaz group — 715
Oernavoda 111—Boleraz group — 75
6ernavoda |11—Bolerdz group - 7

* Approximately

no

stances the horses are large, resembling the domestic
horses of the Aeneolithic in the Ukraine and those of
the Early Bronze Age in Hungary. The dogs are
small or medium-size animals showing no traces of
local domestication. Among the wild animals
aurochs and red deer are represented by bones of
small and large individuals alike. The only roe deer
remain, an antler fragment, would be a good trophy
today, the wild swine bones are from a small
individual.

As regards the use of the different species, all wild
species were hunted for their meat, and meat was
also the only use of pig, the primary exploitation of
cattle, sheep, and goat, and finally the secondary
use of horse and dog. Besides this, cattle were milk-
ed and probably used as a draught animal, too,
goat could also be a milking animal, and the second-
ary use of sheep could be their wool. The primary
use of horse was its draught power, that of dog was
house and herd watching and also hunting compan-
ionship.

3 4
100.5 R2
3 4
43* —
40* —
— 44
— 45
— 50



Metacarpus

Measurements; 1 greatest length

2. breadth of proximal epiphysis
3. smallest breadth of diaphysis
4. breadth of distal epiphysis

5. diameter of proximal epiphysis
¢ smallest diameter of diaphysis
7. diameter of distal epiphysis

1 2 3
Bodrogkeresztur culture - 545
Bodrogkeresztur culture — 57
Bodrogkeresztur culture . 73
Bodrogkeresztar culture — - -
Cernavoda 111-Boleraz group 210 32
Cernavoda |11-Boleraz group - 58

Cernavoda |l1—Boleraz group - - -
Cernavoda I11-Boleraz group —_ — —

Tibia

Measurements: 1. breadth of proximal epiphysis

2. breadth of distal epiphysis
3. diameter of proximal epiphysis
4. diameter of distal epiphysis

1 2
Cernavoda |l1—Boleraz group 95 -
Cernavoda I11-Boleraz group — 66
Cernavoda |11-Boleraz group — 16

Astragalus

Measurements: 1 greatest length

2. greatest breadth
3. greatest diameter

1 2
Bodrogkeresztar culture 68.5 455
Cernavoda Il1—Boleraz group 76 51
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 70.5 49

Metatarsus

Measurements: 1 breadth of proximal epiphysis

2. smallest breadth of diaphysis
3. breadth of distal epiphysis

4. diameter of proximal epiphysis
5. smallest diameter of diaphysis
6. diameter of distal epiphysis

I 2 3
Bodrogkeresztir culture 46 28 —
Bodrogkeresztar culture — — 66
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 46
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 50.5 28 -
Cernavoda |l11—Boleraz group — - 58
Cernavoda Il11—Bolerdz group — - 61

38
43
40

445

36
375
41

37.5
38

37

33
36
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Sheep

Horn-core

Measurements: 1. greatest length
2. greatest diameter
3. smallest diameter

1 2

Cernavoda |l11—Bolerdz group 100* 33 19
Epistropheus
Measurements: 1. length of body

2. length of arch

3. length of dens

4. breadth of dens

5. breadth of caput craniale

6. breadth of fossa caudalis

7. height of caput craniale

8. height of fossa caudalis

1 2 3 4 5

Cernavoda II1—Bolerdz group 54.5 34 10 20.5 43
Scapula

Measurements: 1. smallest breadth of collum scapulae
2. breadth of angulus articularis
3. diameter of facies articularis

1 2 3

Cernavoda Il1—Boleraz group 19 29 19

Humerus

Measurements: 1 smallest breadth of diaphysis
2. breadth of distal epiphysis
3. smallest diameter of diaphysis
4. diameter of distal epiphysis

1 2 3
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 12 25 125
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group 14 27 125
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 27 —
Cernavoda |l1—Bolerdz group 14 27.5 14
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 13 28.5 135
Cernavoda Il11—Bolerdz group 15 30 10
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group - 30.5 —
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group 115 32 18

Metacarpus

Measurements: 1 greatest length

. breadth of proximal epiphysis
. smallest breadth of diaphysis

. breadth of distal epiphysis

. diameter of proximal epiphysis
. smallest diameter of diaphysis
. diameter of distal epiphysis

~No g wdN

* Approximately
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23 28.5

22
22.5
23
24
20
25.5
20.5
28

18



Cernavoda Il1—Boleraz group — 20 12.8 _
Cernavoda IIl1—Bolerdz group — — — 21.3
Cernavoda |I1—Bolerdz group 114 20 1 —
Cernavoda IIl1—Bolerdz group 134* 245 15.8 26
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group — 225 — —
Metatarsus
Measurements: the same as those of the metacarpus
1 2 3 4
Bodrogkeresztar culture 111.5 17 10.5 20
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group - — — 20.8
Cernavoda |l1—Bolerdz group 115.5 16.2 10.3 19.8
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 149.2 19.8 115 24
Cernavoda |I1—Bolerdz group — 18.7 — —
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group — 20 12 —
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group — 20 12.2 —
Cernavoda Il1—Boleraz group — 21 12.2 —
Goat
Humerus
Measurements: 1 breadth of distal epiphysis
2. diameter of distal epiphysis
1 2
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 29 25
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 30.5 25.5
Pig
Upper teeth
Measurements: L M3—M3
2. length of M3
1 2
Cernavoda |l1—Boleraz group 64 30
Mandibula
Measurement: length of M3
Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group 31
Scapula
Measurements: 1 smallest breadth of collum scapulae
2. breadth of angulus articularis
3. diameter of facies articularis
1 2
Cernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 23 37* 25*

* Approixmately

14

15

16

16.5

16.5
20
19

20.3

19.8
21

10.2

13.7
145

113



Measurements: 1 breadth of distal epiphysis
2. diameter of distal epiphysis

1

Oernavoda I11—Bolerdz group 40

Tibia

Measurements: the same as those of the humerus

1

Oernavoda II1—Boleraz group 325

Astragalus

Measurements: 1. greatest length
2. greatest breadth
3. greatest diameter

Oernavoda |11—Boleraz group 45
Oernavoda Il11-Boleraz group 47*
Horse

Radius

Measurements: 1 breadth of distal epiphysis
2. diameter of distal epiphysis

I
Cernavoda Il1—Bolerdz group 74

Metacarpus
Measurements: the same as those of the radius

I
Oernavoda Il1-Boleraz group 50
Tibia

Measurements: the same as those of the radius

1

Cernavoda Il1-Bolerdz group 7
Dog
Lower teeth
Measurements: 1 I'L—P4
2. Mt - M3
3. length of Mt
Cernavoda Il11—Bolerdz group 35

114

42

30

48

37

50.5

31

245
26

19.5



Epistropheus

Measurements: 1 length of body

. length of arch

. length of dens

. breadth of dens

. breadth of caput craniale
. breadth of fossa caudalis
. height of caput craniale

. height of fossa caudalis

O~Nooh~wWwN

1 2 3

Cernavoda I11—Bolerdz group 42 17

Scapula

10

Measurements: 1 smallest breadth of colluin scapulae

2. breadth of angulus articularis
3. diameter of facies articularis

1 2
Bodrogkeresztir culture 18.2 —
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group 18 23*

Humerus

Measurements: 1 greatest length
2. breadth of proximal epiphysis
3. smallest breadth of diaphysis
4. breadth of distal epiphysis
5. diameter of proximal epiphysis
6. smallest diameter of diaphysis
7. breadth of distal epiphysis

1 2
Cernavoda Il Boleraz group 145 25
Cernavoda Il Boleraz group —
Cernavoda |1l Boleraz group — —
Aurochs
Metacarpus

Measurements: 1 breadth of proximal epiphysis
2. diameter of proximal epiphysis

1 2
Cernavoda |11—Boleraz group 725 475
Calcaneus
Measurements: 1 greatest length
2. greatest breadth
3. greatest diameter
1 2
Cernavoda IIl Boleraz group 151 54

* Approximately

105
115
115

12.2
12.5

26
255
26.5

60

24.5

34

15

li
10.8

125

22.3
23
21

10
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Red deer

Scapula
Measurements: 1 breadth of angulus articularis
2. diameter of facies articularis

1 2
Oernavoda I11—Boleraz group 62 47*
Calcaneus
Measurements: 1 greatest length
2. greatest breadth
3. greatest diameter
1 2 3
dernavoda |11—Bolerdz group 131 41 445
Oernavoda |11—Boleraz group 135 43 49

Brown hare

Femur
Measurements: 1 breadth of proximal epiphysis
2. diameter of proximal epiphysis

1 2
Bodrogkeresztar culture 28 14
Tibia
Measurements: the same as those of the femur
1 2
Bodrogkeresztar culture 21.3 23.3

* Approximately
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ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY

AAH = Acta Archaeologiea Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae

Actes Beograd = Actes du V Ille Congrés International des Sciences Prehistoriques
et Protohistoriques IT, Beograd

Amer. Anthrop.= American Anthropologist

Arch. Ert. = Archaeologiai Ertesit§

A. sz, = Agrartorténeti Szemle

BASPR = Bulletin of the American School of Prehistoric Research, Cambridge

Déig- = Dolgozatok (Szeged)

M ateriale = Materiale si Cercetari Archeologice, Bukarest

Wiad. Arch, = Wiadomosci Archeologiczne, Warszawa

BMOHII Biojure TCHb MocKOBCKoro ORigecTBa McnbiTaTeneii Tlpiipoabi. OTgen é6hojioi iin, MocKBa
KCHA = KpaTKne Coo6meHHsi IIHCTHTyTa ApxeojiornH, MocKBa
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CARTOGRAPHICAL DATA OF THE KURGANS

by Dénes Vibagh

INTRODUCTION

The various formations of the surface of the earth
are usually made by natural forces. They may be the
result of internal eruptions of volcanos, crustal
movements, or external forces, like water (erosion)
and wind (deflation). But there are surface forma-
tions which cannot possibly have been created by
the activity of natural forces, and have to be con-
sidered as being of artificial origin. The character-
istic occurrence of these formations is the well-
known cone-shaped mound with more or less round-
shaped base. These mounds caught the attention of
the people who usually considered them the rem-
nants of old times, and in the Hungarian Plain
called them *“Cumanian barrows”.

The first archaeological map of Hungary was con-
structed by L. F. Marsigli, an Italian military engi-
neer, under the title “Theatrum Antiquitatum Ro-
manorum in Hungaria Sive mappa Geographica Re-
gionum Danubio circum Pannoniarum, Daciarum,
Mysiarum in quibus antiquitates Romanae suis sin-
gulae figuris in loco reperiuntur”. The map indicates
groups of barrows between Viddin and Edirne, cal-
ling them artificial “Colles manufacti”.1

In Hungary barrows of this kind can be found by
the thousand. Attempts to clarify their character,
origin and age were already made in the middle of
the 19th century. The Hungarian Academy of Scien-
ces, after its meeting of February 22, 1847, issued a
memorandum in the interest of the national monu-
ments. In this issue mention was made of “the arti-
ficial barrows occurring here and there in smaller or
bigger groups (so-called Cumanian barrows) inwhich
excavations could unearth values.”2 It was one of
the tasks of the Archaeological Committee “to get

> Marsigli 1728.

2Arch. Kozi. 1(1859), pp. 6-7.

3Arch. Koézi. 1 (1859) p. 9.

4Varsanyi, J., Kunhalmok érdi és battai hatarban-
Barrows around Erd and Batta. 0SzKK, Fol. Hung.
1110/6.

5Luozenbacher 1847.

6See note 6 in the paper by I. Ecsedy in the pres-
ent volume.

7Dudés 1886; Dudas 1890; Darnay 1905; Szeghalmi
1912; ROmer 1878, Romer mentions a number of
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to know about the barrows”.3The first map of the
barrows was made by J. Varsanyi. A few months
after the first appeal, i.e. in May, 1847, he made
the map of the barrows between Erd and Szazhalom-
batta only a few months after the Academy’s issue.4
Afew months later J. Luczenbacher started excava-
tions in the area, but serious research started only
at the beginning of the 1860s.5The first excavations
made it clear that the barrows contained graves.6
In certain areas counting and mapping of the
barrows was also started.7 The results were, sum-
marized by F. Romer in 1876, and by G. Nagy
in 1914.8

The present study analyses the barrows found in
the part of the Tisza region belonging to Hungary.
Research of major importance was done by 1.
Gyorffy and L. Zoltai, while the excavations are
mainly the work of A Jésa and L. Zoltai.9

After Zoltai, excavations and mappings paused
for a long time. There were some occasional excava-
tions in the 1950s. The collection of literary and car-
tographical material was initiated by V. Balas while
systematic excavations were started by Gyula Gaz-
dapusztai.ll

The archaeological topography of Békés county
made it necessary to start collecting cartographical
data in 1972. Beside the need for topographical data,
research was very important because deep plough-
ing and other carh tworks had destroyed quite a
lot of kurgans and the remaining ones were also in
great danger. This made the survey of the distribu-
tion of the kurgans so urgent. The cadaster of the
barrows will be very useful for further research too.

The barrows discovered in Hungary date back to
different times. The original burials excavated in the
kurgan cemeteries point to the possible Copper Age

maps representing the barrows of certain areas and
barrow fields. He published a few but these are — ex-
cept for B. Szivés’s map showing barrows in Hajdu-
szoboszl6 — not barrows of the Tisza region.

8Gardonyi 1914.

9Gyorffy 1921. For the bibliography of Jésa and
Kalicz, see Kalicz 1968, pp. 15—20.

10 | would like to thank here V. Balas for enabling
us to use his data.

11 Gazdapusztai’s work see in Ecsedy—Viragh 1975,
note 7.
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origin of most of the Tisza region kurgans12in spite
of the small number of the excavations. The present
study does not want to raise prehistorical problems,
the cartographical research of the kurgans has the
role to supply archaeological research with data.13

The first map of Hungary, an excellent one in its
time, based on surveying was made by Lazarus
Rosetus (Lazar deak), the secretary of Tamas Ba-
kécz, the archbishop of Esztergom, between 1510
and 1520, and his map was first published in Ingol-
stadt in 1528.14 On this map, north-east of the vil-
lage of Csorba, south-east of Fegyvernek, there are
three small cone-shaped barrows connected with
each other. Their shape is different from that of the
hills on the map. (The representation of the relief on
the map is from side view as it was done on all the
maps of the time.) There is a church on or behind
one of the barrows, indicating that there must have
been a village. The legend beside the barrows says
“Banhalom”. It is approximately the area where
the barrow “Banhalom” is found today (near Ken-
deres). The three barrows represented here obviously
refer to the large group of barrows which can be
found nearby. The naming can also be traced on the
maps made in the 16-18th centuries, based on La&-
zar’s map. The map made in 1785 includes the same
barrow as “Panhalma”.’5

The maps made in the 18th century, both civil or
military, display the larger barrows of the area;
some of them include even the smaller ones. Gener-
ally the barrows are outlined (except in the first
military survey maps) by star-like hachuring, and
their names are often given. Asimilar method can be
observed in the maps made inthe 1850s and 1870s.16

In the same way are denoted the barrows on a
number of barrow maps made in the previous cen-
tury. On the maps of the third military survey
(1866-1889) the barrows are not represented by a
conventional sign — they are represented as ele-
ments of a relief —but a hachured relief representa-
tion is applied. After some corrections, these maps
became the basis for the military maps in the first
half of the 20th century, but there were contour-line
military maps made in Hungary between the two
world wars, too. The new topographical maps are
also contour-line ones; so, ifallowed by the scale and
the contour interval the barrows are also represent-
ed by contour-lines.

The larger the scale and the more detailed the
relief-representation, the easier is to notice the bar-

D Ecsedy—Viragh 1975, the smaller barrows (“lapo-
nyagok”)are, according to excavations carried out up
to now, later ones, see Zoltai 1938, p. 7.

13 My thanks are due to |I. Ecsedy for data concern-

ing archaeological finds.

14 Stegena 1971; Hrenkd 1974.

51. mil

I6ROmer 1878.
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rows and to read their data. On the older maps
(18-19th centuries), representing the barrows as
prominent objects, it is easy to notice them, but
it is quite difficult to identify them on the mod-
ern maps, especially where no names are given or
the names have changed. Naturally, only the larger
barrows are represented on these maps. Unfortu-
nately, it is possible that some tells were also called
“barrows” and sometimes natural mounds might
have been identified with barrows, too. These maps
give only the name and the place of the barrows.
The only reference to their scale is that they are
orienting objects, so they are easily noticeable.

From the maps which represent their objects by
hachuring, more exact data can be gained. The maps
based on the third military survey are equipped
with grid coordinates, too. The place ofthe barrows
is identifiable independently of the changes which
took place in the course of time. The maps with a
scale of 1: 75,000 give only the name and perhaps
the height of the barrow; the ones with a scale
1: 25,000 give the approximate diameter of the bar-
row, too. In the research of the barrows the contour-
line maps can be best applied, on this the approxi-
mate height of the barrows can also be measured
with an accuracy depending on the contour interval.
The topographical maps with 1 : 10,000 scale make
it possible to identify the majority of the barrows
smaller than 1 m.

In the course of our research we have analysed
more than a thousand map sheets. Our main sources
were topographical maps published after 1957
(scales 1:10,000 and 1 ;25,000) as well as maps
published before 1945 (scale 1 : 25,000), we project-
ed over them also the barrows found on the old
maps. Interesting data were gained from the large-
scale (1:1,000; 1;2,000) irrigation maps of the
1950s.

On these maps the basic contour interval is 10 cm,
so even the smallest barrows can be noticed on them.
The special importance of these maps is that they
represent areas which have been badly destroyed by
various earth works.T7

Grid co-ordinates of such barrows could also be
obtained by applying the data of the old maps to
modern ones. This way barrows originally not indi-
cated on the new maps could also be represented.

We compiled a list of the barrows that contains
their grid co-ordinates measured on the map; with
an 0.1 km (in the case of the old barrows no more

7 When we could not judge the size of the barrow

on the basis of the maps, we used survey data. This
method was applied in the case of the barrows from
the surroundings of Debrecen, where we used data
collected by L. Zoltai. In the course of data collection
we noted the balk names, region names and the num-
ber of the map where the barrow was found.



found on any maps with 1km) accuracy, the meas-
urable diameter (D), the relative height (H) in
metres, the name of the barrow, the date of excava-
tions and literature.18 The listed barrows were put
on a 1: 100,000 scale outline map.19 A preliminary
report on the preparatory work was published in
1975.20

We were in the lucky situation of being able to
use the results of field survey done by I. Torma
and his collaborators in the Szeghalom district.

On comparing the barrows surveyed with the
ones identified on the maps, the conclusions are as
follows:

1. Some of the larger mounds are not barrows, but
tell-settlements.

2. A number of mounds, mainly those smaller
than 1min height and assumed to be barrows judg-
ing from the map, proved to be of natural origin.

3. There are a number of very small barrows that
could not be identified even on large-scale maps of
1:10,000.

4. There are quite a lot of barrows the identifica-
tion of which was facilitated by previous map stud-
ies.

5. The diameter measured on the map is usually
larger than the actual diameter.

6. Due to optical illusion, the barrows in flat areas
appear considerably larger than they actually are;
by erosion the barrows lost their original height and
gained in diameter. This phenomenon was observed
in the neighbourhood of Szeghalom (see the Szeg-
halom barrows on the map).2L

After the finishing of our data collection and the
compilation of the barrow register the surveys of J.
Makkay and his collaborators have also resulted in
similar experiences in the Szarvas district of Békés
county.2

It was clear from the beginning that map data
relating to sand dunes are not likely to yield good
results. In such areas the wind often produces sur-
face formations that are represented on a contour-
line or hachuring map as barrows. However, it is
well known, especially from the excavations by Josa
and Vecsey, that barrows occur also on sand dunes.

181n the Archives of the Archaeological Institute of
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.

19 Ibidem.

20 Ecsedy-Viragh 1975.

21 My thanks are due to I. Torma for supplying me
with survey data.

We considered it reasonable to include in the
cadaster all the mounds that are called “barrow”
(“halom” in Hungarian). However, a field survey in
1973 in Szabolcs county convinced us that sand
dunes are also often called barrows. In the area of
sand dunes a field survey is necessary to identify the
kurgans. (Geographists consider these areas sandy
loess.23) For this reason, no data of the Nyirség sand
dunes have been collected. On the other hand, we
have given the data of kurgan excavations by N.
Kalicz and J. Vecsey.24

Our list is made in such a way that in the future it
can be supplemented by further data. The Tisza re-
gion is taken as one unit geographically (but not
archaeologically). The villages of each county are
numbered from N to S. The barrows of each village
are numbered starting from No. 1 Villages of the
right side of the Tisza river are not included in the
cadaster.

In the course of further research projects the area
of investigation will be extended to the left bank of
the Tisza river and to the territories of the Great
Hungarian Plain beyond the present borderline of
Hungary.

The list of place-names is based on the political
map of Hungary issued in 1973 (scale 1 :525,000).
Beside the names of the villages, their numbers
within the county and the abbreviated name of the
county are given. The limited extent of the present
paper does not allow the publication of all the col-
lected data. Therefore, the barrows are listed in
groups and according to their relative height and
their diameter. The total number of barrows in the
territory of each village is given in parentheses.
Beside the number of each barrow are given the
name (if known), the excavation data, and refer-
ences concerning maps made before 1900 (if any).

A separate map (based on F. Szentes’ geology
map) shows the sandy loess areas not studied by our
cartographical method (Fig. 1). The representations
of the harrows of a smaller, characteristic area as
shown by maps of different dates serve to illustrate
the method applied (Figs 2-6).

2 Information by J. Makkay.

2BPécsi 1972.

2 Kalicz 1968, pp. 15-20; Vecsey 1868.

STogether with the villages of Erd6héat (Tiszahat,
Upper Tisza region).
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Fig. 1. Trans-Tisza area covered with sand (1) and sandy loess (Il)

122



Fig. 2. Barrows near the settlement Geszt (I. mil.)
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Fig. 3. Barrows near the settlement Geszt (Il. mil.)

Fig. 4. Barrows near the settlement Geszt (map according to the third military survey, scale 1 : 25,000)
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Fig. 5. Barrows near the settlement Geszt
(topographical map, after 1950, scale 1 : 25 000)

Fig. 6. Barrows near the settlement Geszt
(topographical map, after 1960, scale 1 : 10 000)



CADASTER OF TUMULLI IN THE TISZA REGION
I. Szabolcs-Szatmar county

The area of the settlements mentioned below is
completely covered by sand-heaps, data collection
was impossible:

1 Zsurk, 2. Zahony, 3. Gy6rocske, 4. Tiszaszent-
marton, 5. Tiszabezdéd, 6. Eperjeske, 7. Tuzsér,
8. Maéndok, 9. Tiszamogyorés, 11. Komoro, 12
Benk, 16. Tornyospalca, 23. Jéke, 33. Nyirlovo,
34. Pap, 37. Tiszatelek, 38. lbranv, 39. Paszab, 40.
Tiszabercel, 41. Gavavencsell6, 42. Balsa, 47. BUj,
48. Nagyhaldsz, 49. Tiszardd, 50. Vasmegyer,
51. Beszterec, 52. Kék, 57. Anarcs, 58. Szabolcs-
béka, 59. LovOpetri, 68. Gemse, 69. Gyulahaza,
74. 1Ik, 75. Nyirmada, 76. Nyirkarasz, 77. Nyirtass,
78. Berkesz, 79. Nyirbogdany, 80. Kemecse, 81.
Kétaj, 82. Székely, 83. Ramocsahaza, 84. Laskod,
85. Petnehédza, 86. Nyirtelek, 87. Tiszaeszlar,
91. Nagycserkesz, 92. Nyiregyhaza, 93. Nyirpazony,
94. Nyirtura, 95. Sénv6, 96. Nyirtét, 97. Nyirjaké,
98. Rohod, 99. Pusztadobos, 100. Nagydobos,
118. Nyirparasznya, 119. Vaja, 120. Baktal6réant-
haza, 121. Nyirkércs, 122. Nyiribrony, 123. Oros,
124. Napkor, 125. Apagy, 126. Levelek, 128. Bese-
ny6d, 129. Or, 130. Papos, 169. Jarmi, 170. Magy,
171. Ofehértd, 172. Kantorjanosi, 173. Hodasz,
174. Nyirmeggyes, 175. Nyircsaholy, 193. Nyir-
csaszari, 194. Nyirkata, 195. Nyirderzs, 196. Nyir-
gyulaj, 197. Mériapocs, 198. Pocspetri, 199. Kallo-
semjén, 200. Nagykata, 201. Kalmanhaza, 202. Uj-
fehértd, 203. Erpatak, 204. Biri, 205. Kisléta,
206. Nyirbogéat, 207. Nyirbator, 208. Nyirvasvari,
209. Terem, 218. Nyirpilis, 219. Piricse, 220. En-
csencs, 221. Nyirgelse, 222. Szakoly, 223. Balkany,
224, Geszteréd, 225. Bokony, 226. Nyirmihalydi,
227. Nyirlugos, 228. Nyirbéltek, 229. Omboly,
230. Penészlek.

Tumuli were not found on the map of the follow-
ing settlements:

10. Loénya, 18 Matyus, 19. Tiszakerecseny,
25. Tiszaadony, 26. Barabas, 27. Beregdardc, 28.
Belényes, 29. Vdmosatya, 30. Tiszaszalka, 31. Tisza-
vid, 36. Dombrad, 60. Beregsurany, 61. Méarokpapi,
62. Csaroda, 63. Takos, 64. Vasarosnamény, 65. Kis-
varsany, 66. Nagyvarsany, 67. Gylre, 70. Tarpa,
71. Fejércse, 72. Hete, 73. Jarul, 101 Olcsva, 102.
Olcsvaapéti, 103. Gulacs, 104. Tivadar, 105. Szat-
marcseke, 106. Tiszakordd, 107. Tiszacsécse, 108.
Milota, 109. Tiszabecs, 110. Uszka, 111. Sonkéd,
112, Kolese, 113. Tdaristvandi, 114. Nagyar,
115. Kisar, 116. Panyola, 117. Szamosszeg, 132.
Szamoskeér, 133. Kérsemjén, 134. Nabrad, 135. Fe-
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hérgyarmat, 136. Penyige, 137. Kémor6, 138. Fi-
lesd, 139. Botpaldd, 140. Magosliget, 141. Kispalad,
142. Kishddos, 143. Nagyhodos, 144. Tisztaberek,
145. Turricse, 146. Garbdié, 147. Csaholc, 148. Va-
mosoroszi, 149. Kisszekeres, 150. Nemesborzava,
151. Ménd, 152. Nagyszekeres, 153. Zsarolyan,
154. Darnd, 155. Kisnamény, 156. Meéhtelek,
157. Rozsaly, 158. Gacsaly, 159. Jankmajtis,
160. Szamosujlak, 161. Gylgye, 162. Cégénydanyad,
163. Fllpdsdardc, 164. Géberjén, 165. Tunyogma-
tolcs, 166. Gyértelek, 167. Kocsord, 168. Matészalka,
176. Nagyecsed, 177. Okoritofulpds, 178. Réapolt,
179. Szamossalyi, 180. Hermanszeg, 18l. Csaszld,
182. Zajta, 183 Csegold, 184. Csengersima,
185. Nagygéc, 186. Komldodtétfalu, 187. Szadmos-
becs, 188. Szamostatéarfalva, 189. Szamosangyalos,
190. Patyod, 191. Porcsalma, 192. Fabianhaza,
210. Tiborszallas, 211. Tyukod, 212. Csenger, 213.
Csengerdjfalu, 214. Ura, 215. Mérk, 216. Villaj,
217. Aporliget.

Data collection on the map of the following
settlements was not done since the area of these
settlements is covered by sand-heaps. Tumuli were
not found on the map of the areas which are not
covered by sand-heaps:

13. Szabolcsveresmart, 14. Dogé, 15. Fényes-
litke, 17. Mez6ladany, 20. Tiszakanyar, 21. Kékese,
22. Kisvarda, 24. Ujkenéz, 32. Aranyosapati, 35.
Rétkdzberencs, 43. Szabolcs, 44. Timar, 45. Raka-
maz, 46. Tiszanagyfalu, 53. Demecser, 54. Gégény,
55. Patroha, 56. Ajak, 131. Opalyi.

41.  Gévavencsell6 (1). D = 2, H= 7in: 1 (Kat6-
in, Nagy Magos-h. —exc. A. Josa —Jdsa 1915, p.
198, Jésa 1958, pp. 105110, Kalicz 1968, p. 17,
pd. 4).

47. BUj (1). D= 100 m, H = 7m: 1 (Fekete-h.
—exc. A Josa 1900  Jbésa 1915, p. 198, Josa
1958, pp. 166178, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 2).

76. Nyirkarasz (1).D = 40 m,H = 5m: 1(Gara-
h. - exc. A Jésa 1894  Josa 1915, pp. 136-137,
Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 9).

87. Tiszaeszlar (2). 1) - 80m, H=3m: 1
(Poty-h.  exc. J. Pongrac 1888  Jdsa 1958, pp.
59-62, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 3); D= 60m, H =
= 8m: 2 (Bas-h., Kis bazs-h. —exc. A. Jésa -
Jésa 1915, p. 201, Jésa 1958, pp. 62-64, Kalicz
1968, p. 17, pd. 5).

88. Tiszadob (15). 1) = 80-150m, H = 1-3m: 1
(Akaszto-h ), 2 (Csikor-h.), 8, 12, 13; D = 50-100 m,
H=04m:23415,6, 7,9 10, 11; Only the name
of the area, tumulus on the map was not found:
14 (Katahalma).

89. Tiszadada (10). D = 100-150 m, H
6 and 7 (Kétokoér-h.), D = 30-70m, H
1, 2, 3, 4 (Mona halma), 5, 8, 9, 10.

o
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90. Tiszalok (1). D = 120m, H = 5m: 1 (Botos- In, Il. mik), 19 (I. mik), 20 (Kis Fdrj-In, I.

h., Nagy Botos-h., Il. mil.); most of the area of the
settlement is covered by sand heaps, data collection
on the map was not done.

123. Oros (1). D= ?, H = 5m: 1 (Névtelen-h.,
— exc. A Josa — Jbésa 1910, pp. 4-8, Kalicz
1908, p. 17, pd. 8).

127. Tiszavasvdri (29). 1)= 40-100m, H =
0-1m: 1 2 34,5 6, 7 16, 17 (Kashalma, Kas-h.,
Il. mil.); D = 80-120m, H = 1-3m: 8 (Bede-h.),
9, 11, 15 (Deédk-h., Il. mil.), 18 (Kozéples-h., cut-
across), 23, 24, 27 (Kis Pupos-h.), 28, 29 (Akaszto-
domb, I. mil); 1) = 120-150 m, H = 5m: 25, 26
(Nagy Pupos-h., I. mil.); destroyed: 12, 13, 14, 22.

200. Nagykallo (2. D - 50m, H = ?. 1 (Nagy-
korhany, —exc. A. J6sa —Josa 1915, p. 201, Josa
1958, pp. 07-69, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 7).

224. Gesztercd (6). D= 2, H= 4m: 1 (exc. J.
Vécsey 1868 — Vécsey); I) = 2 H= 2.2, 3,4,5,6
(tumuli 2—6: Vécsey). Tumuli on the map could
not be identified, according to Vécsey they are in
the western part of the settlement.

1. Borsod-Abauj -Zemplén county
(Research was carried out in the Trans-Tisza area

only.)

1 Tiszapalkonya, 2. Tiszatarjdn, 4. Arokts, 5.
Tiszadorogma: no tumuli were found on the maps
of the settlements.

3. Tiszakeszi (2).D = 40-80m,H=0-1m: 1,2

I11. Hajdd-Bihar county

1 Tiszagyulahdza. No tumuli were found on the
maps of the settlement.

2. Ujtikos (5). 1) e=40-80m, H= 0-1m: 1, 2
345

3 Polgar (34). D= 40-80m, H=0-1m: 1, 2
34,5 6,7 8 9 10 (Bagy-h.), 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
19, 21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34;
D=80450m, H = 1-2m: 11, 17 (Nagy Homok-
in, Asott-h., 1. mil., I. mil.), 18 (Bivaly-h., 1. mil.),
20 (Csészér-h., I. mil., 1l. mil.), 22 (Nagy Bogat-h.),
24 (Kis CsBsz-h.), 29.

4. GoOrbehdza (5). D = 60—200m, H = 0-1 m: ],
2,345

5. Hajdunénas (44). 1) = 50-100 in, H = 0—m:
1 (Buddsdomb), 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 17 (Veres-h.), 23, 25,
26, 28 (Kis Suld6s-h., 1. mii.), 30 (Kislopé-h.), 31,
32, 34, 38 (I. mii.), 39, 42, 43, 44; D = 80-150 m,
H = 1-3 m: 15 ()innyés-h., Il. mik), 18 (Rothadt-
h., L. mil,, 1. mii.), 21, 24 (K&ves-h., Suldés-h.,
Il. mii.), 29. (Nagylopo6-h., Véagott telek-h., II.
mik), 37 (Koséar-h., 1. mik, Il. mik); D = 60 m,
H = 3m: 40 (Cseh-h., Il. mik); D = 80-150 m,
H = 3-5 m: 2 (Z6ld-h.), 13 (Utasér-h.), 14 (Lyukas-

mik),
33 (Kakas-h.), 41 (Mézes méj-h., Mézes majhat,
Il. mik); 1) = 150 m, H = 8-12 m: 16 (Fekete-h.,
Nagy Fekete-h., 1. mik, 1l. mik), 22 (Nagy Vidi-h.,
I. mik, II. mik), 35 (Furj-h., Pap-h., I. m/k, II.
mik); destroyed: 3, 6, 9 (Széllas-h., 11. mik, perhaps
teli), 10, 12, 27, 36. The eastern side of the settle-
ment is covered by sand-heaps.

6. Hajdudorog (1). D= 100in, H= 2m: 1
(Nagyallas-h., perhaps tell). Most of the area in the
settlement is covered by sand-heaps, data collec-
tion on the map was not done.

7. Téglas. The area is covered by sand-heaps;
data collection on the map was not done.

8 Hajdavid (2. D= 100m, H=0-1m: 2
(Dévidka-1., Il. mik); D= 80m, H=5m: 1
(Mélyfoldes-h., I. mil.). In the area of the settlement
which is covered by sand-heaps data collection was
not done.

9. Hajdubdszérmény (25). D = 40-150m, H =
0-1m: 15 7 8 9 11, 12, 13 14, 15 (Gét-h,,
Ujgat-h., Boszormény, Il. mik), 16 (Brass6-h.), 18,
22; D= 60-200in, H = 1-3m: 2, 3, 4 (Prodi-h.,
Kis Prodi-h., 1. mik), 6, 20, 21 (disturbed), 24
(Nagy Siild6s-h.), 25 (Kis Vidi-h., I. mik, 1I. mik);
D=120m, H=4m: 23 (Kbéves-h., I mik);
D= 120m, H = 8-10 m: 17 (Strazsa-h., 1 mik,
1. mik), 19 (Prodi-h.); destroyed: 10. In the eastern
part of the settlement wich is covered by sand-
heaps data collection was not done.

10. Ujszentmargita (34). ) = 40-100 m, H = 0-1
in 1,2 4,5 6,9, 12, 13, 18 20, 21, 23, 27, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33, D= 60-120m, H= 1-3m: 3, 7,
8 (Lyukas-h., 1. mil.), 10and 11 (Kett6s-h., 1. mil.,
II.  mil, Zoltai 1938), 14 (Margita-domb), 15
(Kirdly-h.), 16 (Griger-h.), 17 (Rosszfali-h.), 19
(I. mil), 22, 24, 25, 26; D ==120m, H = 4m: 34
(Szandalik-h.).

11 Tiszacsege (40). D = 50-100m, H = 0-1 m:
8 (Orpolya-h., I. mik, Il. mil., Tiszacsege, Zoltai
1938, €), 16 (Lyukas-h., II. mil.), 19, 23, 24, 28
(Ocsa-h., Zoltai 1938, f), 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
36 (cut across), 38, 39, 40; D = 50450m, H =
1- 3m: 2 (Kasa-h., Tiszacsege), 3 and 4 (Kett6s-h.,
Tiszacsege, Csiszar), 7 (Tiszacsege), 9 (Harmas kecs-
kés-h., Kecskés harmas-h., Zoltai 1938, k), 11
(Kacsko-h., Kacso-h., Tiszacsege, Csiszar, I. mik,
Il. mik, Zoltai 1938, g), 13 (Bonca-h., Bonta-h.),
14 (Godolya-h., Godolya-hat, Godolyas-hat, 1. mik,
Zoltai 1938, 66), 18, 20, 21, 25 (Harmas kecskés-h.
etc. cf.: tumuli Nos 9 and 26), 27 (Széles-h., Szilos-h.,
Szilos, 1. mik, Il. mik, Zoltai 1938, d), 37; D =
100450m, H = 3-5m: 1 (Mélyfoldes-h., Nagy
Meélyfoldes-h., Alut halma, Csiszar 1787, I. mik,
Zoltai 1938, 152), 6 (Dedk halma, Deédk Ferenc
halma, Ferenc dedk halma, Csiszér, Zoltai 1938, c),
10 (S6lyom-h., Tiszacsege, I. mik, Il. mik, Zoltai
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1938, b), 12 (Varga-h., Tiszacsege, I. mil., Il. mii.,
Zoltai 1938, i, disturbed), 15, 17 (I. mil.), 26 (cf.:
tumuli Nos. 9and 25); D = 150m, H = 7m: 22
(Filagorias); destroyed: 5.

12. Egyek (81). 1) = 30-80m, H = 0-1 m: 1, 13,
16 (Kétokor-h., Kétokri-h., Kétokli-h., Nagyodkor-
h., together with tumulus 15, Zoltai 1938, 109), 21,
22, 27, 30, 32, 33, 34, 37, 41 (Kisokor-h., Kis két-
okru-h., Zoltai 1938, 118), 43 (Magos hatar, Zoltai
1938, 145), 47, 48, 49, 50 (Bojar-laponyagok, Bujar-
laponyagok, together with tumuli 47-50, No. 50 —
exc. Zoltai  Zoltai 1923, Zoltai 1938, 26), 52 (.
mil.), 53 (with a church on it —exc. L. Zoltai
1905 - Zoltai 1907, p. 180, Zoltai 1938, 172), 54
(Zoltai 1938, 172), 56 (Tiszacsege, |I. mil., Zoltai
1938, 17), 58, 60, 62, 63, 70 (Zoltai 1938, 160), 72
(Zoltai 1938, 35), 79 (Duna-h.  exc. L. Zoltai 1923

Zoltai 1923, Zoltai 1938, 48, I. mil., I1. mil.), 81;
D = 40-100 m, H = 13 m: 3 (Gorbeszek-h., Gor-
be-h., I. mil., Zoltai 1938, 70), 4 (Kis szék-li.), 8
(Gulyakuti-h.), 9 (Konc-h., I. mil.)), 12 (Csoré-h.,
Zoltai 1938, 39), 14, 18 (Fene-h.), 19, 20, 23, 24, 25,
26, 28, and 29 (Nyerges-h.), 31, 35 (with a church
on it), 36, 38, 39, 40, 44, 46 (I. mil.), 57 (Tiszacsege,
1L mil, Zoltai 1938, 17), 59 (Tiszacsege), 61, 64
(Nyarjas-h., Eperjes-h., Zoltai 1938, 167), 65
(S6s-h., 1. mil.,, Zoltai 1938, 199), 67 (Csonka-h.,
Kis Csonka-h., Zoltai 1938, 38), 68 (Kis mérfoldes-
h., Kis mélyfoldes-h., 1. mil., Zoltai 1928, 153), 73
(Tiszacsege), 74 (Fene-h., Tiszacsege, I. mil., II.
mil., Zoltai 1938, 56, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 24),
75 (Kenderes-h., Kender-h., Zoltai 1938, 106), 76
(Strazsa-h.)), 80; 1) = 60—200m, H = 3-5m: 5
(Nagy Szék-h., 1. mil.), 15 (cf.: tumulus No. 16), 17
(Pap h,,), 45 (1. mil,, 11. mil.), 51 (Sz6ghatar, Szeg-
halom, Cserepes dombja, 1. mil., Il. mil., Zoltai
1938, 209), 66 (Csip6-h., Birtokper, Zoltai 1938, 34),
77 (Pecenpal-halma, Pecen Pal-h., P6zsém-h., I.
mil., 1. mil., Zoltai 1938, 179); D - 100-120 m,
H = 5% m: 7 (Cseppentd-h.), 55 (Zoltai 1938, 172,
I. mil.), 71 (Meggyes-h., Meggyesi-h., I. mil., Zoltai
1938, 149); D = 100-150 m, H = 7-10 m: 6 (T6kos-
h.), 10 (Gyenge-h., I. mil., Zoltai 1938), 11 (Fold-
var-h., Egyeki foldvar-h., Foldvari-h., Egyeki
nagy-h., I. mil, Zoltai 1938, 57); destroyed: 2
(Asott-h., Zoltai 1938, 10), 42 (Lyukas-h., Zoltai
1938, 96), 69 (Zoltai 1938, 160), 78 (Asott-h., Zoltai
1938, 10).

13. Balmazujvaros (39). I) = 40—450m, H =
0-1 m: 1-8 (Kenézlaponyak, Il. mil., tumulus No.
9 belongs here, too), 10 (Tacsillé-h., cut across, 1.
mil.), 11, 13, 17-18 (Kett6s-h., 1l. mil.), 19, 22-23
(Kettds-h.), 24, 25, 26, 27 (I. mil., cut across by a
canal), 28, 29, 30, 31, 35, 36, 38, 39; D = 80-140 m,
H= 1-3m: 9 (cf: tumuli Nos 1-8), 12, 14, 15
(Sz6rés-h., I1. mil.), 16, 20; D = 100 m, H = 3-4m:
21, (Kérhozott-h., Karhozat halma, Nagy-h. -
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exc. J. Csalog — Csalog 1954, pp. 37-44, Birtokper,
Ruttkay, 1. mil., Zoltai 1938, 102, Kalicz 1968, p.
17, pd. 26), 33 (Hati-h., Kati-h., 1. mil., Il. mil,,
Boszormény); destroyed: 32 (Vinnyo-h., Viny6-h.,
1 mil., Zoltai 1938, 244), 34 (Malatom-h., Nagy
Kadaras, I. mil.).

14. Hortobagy (320). D = 40-100m, H = 0-1 m:
2,3, 4,8 9 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 24 (Szasz-h,, Szasz-
telek, Szész Janos laponyagja, Zoltai 1938, 206),
30-42 (Kistatarulések, Zoltai 1938, 224), 57 (Saros-
h., I. mii.), 58, 59, 60, 63, 74 (Kdvecses-1., Kis Szal-
ka-h., Ruttkay, Birtokper, Zoltai 1938), 75, 76, 77,
79 (Kincses-1., Zoltai 1938, 116), 82-84 (Halasz-
laponyagok — exc. L. Zoltai — Zoltai 1924, p. 8,
Zoltai 1938, 77), 86, 87, 88, 89-90 (Meérges-h.,
Mérges-1., Feke-fold halma, Birtokper, Zoltai 1938,
156), 96, 97 (Arkus laponyagja, Zoltai 1938, 7), 98
(Polturés-1., Zoltai 1938, 185), 101 (Zoltai 1938, 116),
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 113 and
118320 (Small tumuli in 14 groups between
tumuli Nos 113 and 117. A lot of them were ex-
cavated by Zoltai, many are destroyed; Ruttkay,
Birtokper, Zoltai 1938, 4); D = 60-120 m,
H= 1-3 m: 1 (Halas-1., Halasfenék-h., Birtok-
per, I. mil., Zoltai 1938, 75), 5 (Sarosér-h., Ke-
ser(-h., Kesera-1., Birtokper, I. mil., Zoltai 1938,
105), 6 (Kis Kenderato-h., Birtokper, I. mik, Zol-
tai 1938, 105), 7 (on three village borderlines),
11, 15 (Papegyhdzi-h. —exc. L. Zoltai  Zoltai
1910, Zoltai 1938, 177), 16, 19 (Méhes h. - exc.
1911 L. Zoltai — Zoltai 1911, p. 16, Zoltai 1938,
150), 22 (Kdves-h., Csécshalma church was on it

exc. 1908 L. Zoltai Zoltai 1909, pp. 29-
32, Zoltai 1938, 130), 23, (Bajnok-h., Bajnok-1.
- exc. 1909, L. Zoltai  Zoltai 1909, pp. 22-23,
Zoltai 1938, 11, I. mil.), 25-29 (Nagytatariilések,
Négyes-h., Négyes I. mil.), 25-29 (Nagytatartlések,
Négyes-h., Négyes-1., Zoltai 1938, p. 223), 3446
(Pipasok  exc. 1908-1911 L. Zoltai  Birtokper,
Zoltai 1908, Zoltai 1910, pp. 36-38, Zoltai 1938,
182), 51 (Bels6 Harmas-h., 1. mii., Zoltai 1938, 80),
52 (Parajos-h., Birtokper, I. mii., Zoltai 1938, 178),
54, 56 (Hever6-1., Nagy Kép-h., Zoltai 1938, 88), 61,
65 (Szazkoblos-h., Réac-1., Matai-1., Zoltai 1938, 192),
66 (Kun Gydrgy-h., Kun Gyorgy-1., I. mii., Zoltai
1938, 133), 67'(Zoltai 1938, 192), 70 (Borsds h,,
Borsos-1., Birtokper, Zoltai 1938, 22), 72 (Kincses
domb, Zami-1., Zoltai 1938, 236), 85 (Halaszd., cf.:
tumuli Nos 82-84), 92-93 (Zoltai 1938, 22), 94
(Zoltai 1938, 226), 95 (Pente laponyagja, Zoltai
1938, 180), 99 (Koves-h., Birtokper, Zoltai 1938,
129), 102 (Zari templomdomb, church hill, Zarni
telek, —exc. L. Zoltai — Zoltai 1908, Zoltai 1938,
237), 112, 116 (Kandra-h., Féllaponyag — exc.
1910 Zoltai - Zoltai 1938, 101); D = 80-100 m,
H = 3-5m: 18 (Nagy Kenderato-h., Birtokper,
Zoltai 1938, 104), 20 (Faluvég-h., Zoltai 1938, 50),



21 (Csecs h., Csecs halma, Birtokper, Zoltai 1938,
32), 47-48 (Kett6s-h., 1. mik, Zoltai 1938, 110), 49
(Kulsé harmas-h., Zoltai 1938, 78), 50 (Kozép har-
mas-h., Zoltai 1938, 79), 69 (Bivaly-h., Matai-h.,
Arpad-h., Birtokper, I. mik, Zoltai 1938, 19);
destroyed: 53, 55, 62, 64, 68 (Gyovati-h., Zoltai
1938, 72), 71, 73, 80, 100, 114-115 (Zoltai 1938, 58),
117 and tumuli Nos 118-320 — among these are
many small tumuli - Birtokper, Ruttkay, Zoltai
1938, 4).

15. Jozsa (1). D= 100m, H = 5m: 1 (Csege-h.,
Csegei-h., Thege-h., Zoltai 1938, n).

16. Hajduhadhaz, 17. Hajdusamson, 18. Nyir-
adony, 19. Nyirmarton/alva, 20. Nyiracsud, 21.
Fllop, 22. Nyirdbrany, 23. Vamospércs: data collec-
tion was not done because the area is covered by
sand-heaps.

24. Debrecen (67). Most of the area of the town is
covered by sand-heaps; the tumuli mentioned
below were described by Zoltai. D = 30-80 m,
H = 0-1.5m; 12, 13 25, 3436 (could not be iden-
tified on the map, cf.: Zoltai 1938), 4467 (exc.
1924 L. Zoltai — Zoltai 1938), 73 (at Halgjii telek);
D= 50-150m, H= 155.0m: 2 File halma,
(Zoltai 1938,61), 3 (Geszterédi-h., Zoltai 1938, 65), 4
(Ormos halma  exc. 1907 L. Zoltai — Zoltai 1938,
173), 5 (Nagy Sandor halma, Zoltai 1938, 165), 7
(Kyinnyés-h. — exc. 1907 L. Zoltai  Zoltai 1938,
44, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 23), 9 (Szantay-h.
exc. 1927 L. Zoltai  Zoltai 1927, Zoltai 1938, 204,
Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 8), 10 (Laszl6-h. — exc.
1927 L. Zoltai  Zoltai 1938, p. 136, Zoltai 1927, p.
48, Kalicz 1968, p. 17), 11 (Réc-h, Zoltai 1938,
193), 14 (Zoltai 1938), 15 (Koves-1l. — exc. 1924
L. Zoltai disturbed graves, foundations of a
church, stamped mud, Zoltai 1938, 131, Zoltai 1924,
p. 9), 16 (Kondas-h, Zoltai 1938, 124), 17 (Tetves-h,
Zoltai 1938, 230), 20 (Kistelek-h,, Zoltai 1938, 120),
21 (Hatar-h., Zoltai 1938, 83), 22 (Ménes-h.,
Tornyos-domb, Zoltai 1938, 154), 23 (Zoltai 1938,
127), 24 (Zoltai 1938), 26 (Mogvords-h., Zoltai 1938,
159), 27-31 (Korhanyok, Kettés-h., Asott-h., not
even Zoltai could identify these destroyed names,
Zoltai 1938, pd. 9, 112 and 125), 32 (Zoltai 1938), 33
(Szepes-h., Szepesi telek —exc. 1907 L. Zoltai
Zoltai 1910, Zoltai 1938, 216, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd.
13), 38 (Zoltai 1938), 39 (in the same place), 41
(Kovacs-h., Zoltai 1938, 127), 42 (Kis-h., Zoltai
1938, 117), 43 (Zoltai 1938); 1) = 60-120m, H =
5-10 m: 18 (Basa halma —exc. L. Zoltai 1906 -
Zoltai 1907, 26-28, Zoltai 1938, 18), 19 (Kamaras
halma, Zoltai 1938, 98), 37 (Szepes-h., Pércsi
nagy-h. —exc. 1907 L. Zoltai  cf.: literature for
tumulus No. 33); partly or completely destroyed,
the measurements are not known: 1 (Kdves-1.
- exc. 1912 L. Zoltai  Zoltai 1912, Zoltai 1938,
132, I. mil., the church of Hosszlmacs was on it in
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the Middle Ages), 6 (Zoltai 1938, 173), 8 (Zoltai
1938, 44); only a place-name, may have been a
tumulus, according to Zoltai: 40 (Santakata Ulése,
Zoltai 1938, 195).

25. Nagyhegyes (40). D= 40—200m, H = 0—m:
1, 2 (Arcu Péter halma, Birtokper, I. mik, Zoltai
1938, 6), 3, 4 5, 6, 7 (Hatéar-k, Szdghatardomb,
Szbg-h., Zoltai 1938, 84), 12 (Zoltai 1938, 238), 13,
14 (Kis Szalka-h., Nyir6-k, Ruttkay, Zoltai 1938,
203), 16 (I. mik), 17 (Koronas h., I. mik, Zoltai
1938, 126), 18 (I. mik, Zoltai 1938, 87), 19 (Zoltai
1938, 238), 21 (Zoltai 1938, 47), 22 (S6s-k, 1. mik,
Zoltai 1938), 23 (Borosfok, Birtokper), 24, 25
(Zoltai 1938), 26 (Zoltai 1938) 27 (Zoltai 1938), 28,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 39 (I. mik) 40 (Zoltai
1938); 1= 70-120m, H = 1-3m: 9 (Sz6ros-h.,
Nyuvedi-h., Zoltai 1938, 171), 15 (Kis Szélka-h.,
exc. Séregi - J. S6regi: DME 1934, pp. 105-147,
Zoltai 1938, 69 and 203, Ruttkay “Kis Szalka vulgo
Lofasz-laponyag™), 35; D = 80—50m, H = 3-5
m: 8 (Szalka-h., Nagy Széalka-h., Birtokper, I. mik,
Zoltai 1938, 202), 11 (6rhalom, Pince-h., Zoltai
1938, 175), 20 (Ddka-li., Kadarcs-h., Kadarcs-1.,
I. mik, Zoltai 1938, 47); D= 80m, H= 6m: 38
(Hegyes-h., 1. mik, Zoltai 1938, 87); D = 100 m,
H = 9m: 10 (Vajda-h., Szivds-k, Zoltai 1938, 238).

26. Hajduszoboszl6 (83). D = 40-140m, H =
0-1 m: 7 (Zsoldos-h., 1. mik, szives 1876, 9), 17
Arkos-h., Arkus h., I. mik, Szives, 27), 21, 27 (l.
mik), 30, 32 (Szives, 23), 34 (1. mik), 35, 37, 38, 41
(Szives, 12), 42 (1. mik), 46 (Szives, 10, Zoltai
1938), 52 (I. mik, Zoltai 1938), 53, 54, 55, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 62, 63, 64, 66, 69 (Zoltai 1938, 238), 72
(Zoltai 1938), 74 (I. mik), 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81,
D=50460m, H= 13m: 2 (Jaré-h., I. mik,
Szivés, 5), 8 (Barany h., Szives, 28), 10 (Szivos, 30),
12 (Csontos-h., 1. mik, Zoltai 1938, Szivos, 21),
13 (Hegyes-h., Zoltai 1938, Szives 16), 14 (Tekint6
h., 1. mik, Szives, 17), 15(Laponyag-h., I. mik, Zoltai
1938), 16 (Sz6rbs-laponyag h., Pap-laponya, 1. mik,
Szives, 25), 18 (Kurta-h., Kurta-k, 1. mik), 20,
22, 24 (Szives, 24), 25 (1. mik) 26 (1. mik, Szivos,
15), 28, 29, 31, 36, 39, 40 (Szives, 31), 45 (Harmas-1.,
Sziv6s, 22, Zoltai 1938, 82), 47 (Szives, 4), 48
(Szivos, 6), 49 (1. mik, Szives, 18), 51 (1. mik,
Zoltai 1938), 61 (Pali-h.,) 65 (Csikér-1.), 67 (Szik-k,
Zoltai 1938), 68 (Faluvég-1.), 70 (I. mik, Zoltai
1938), 73 (Kun P&l halma, Kun Pal-h,, 1., Il. mik,
Szives, 4, Zoltai 1938, 134), 75, 82 (Bal6-h.);
D = 130-140 m, H = 3-5 m: 19 (Papné-h., 1. mik,
Szives, 1), 23 (Mihély-h., 1. mik, Szives, 29);
D= 80-200 m, H = 5-7 m: 1(Borsés-h., I. mik), 3
(Korpéad h., I. mik, Szivés, 8), 9 (Gir6d-h., I. mik,
Szives, 27), 71 (Citra-h., Citra halma —exc. 1905.
Z. Medve and M. Steinfeld Zoltai 1907, p. 25,
Zoltai 1938, 29, I. mik, Il. mik); D = 70-120 m,
H = 5-7m: 4-5 (Kéthalom, I. mik, Zoltai 1938,
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Szives, 13 and 14), 6 (Nyéki-h., 1. mik, Szivés, 11,
Zoltai 1938), 50 (I. mil., Zoltai 1938); destroyed: 43
(Szivos, 1870, 19), 44 (Szivés, 20).

27. Ebes (9). D = 00-200m, H = 1.5-3.0m: 2,
3 (Zoltai 1938), 4, 5 (I. mil., Zoltai 1938), 0 (Zoltai
1938), 7 (Meérfold-})., Mérfoldes-h., Ebesi nagy-Ii.,
Zoltai 1938, 155), 8 (Sz6ros-h,, Zoltai 1938, 222),
9 (Farkas-1., Zoltai 1938, 53); 11= 120m, H =
5m : 1 (Zoltai 1938).

28. N&dudvar (108). D = 40-120 m, H = 0— m:
17 (Kiils6-h., 1. mil., Zoltai 1938), 19 (I. mil.), 20,
27 (1. mil.), 28 (Sujmos-h., 1. mil.), 29 (I. mil.), 32
(zold-h., Gyorffy), 35 (. mil.), 30 (Laponyag, 1
mil.), 38, 39, 40, 42, 44 (Kisborzas-h., Birtokper
1700, Zoltai 1938, 24), 48 (Zoltai 1938, 180), 49
(I. mil.), 51, 52, 53, 55, 57, 58, 59, 00, 01, 02, 03, 04,
05, @ 07, 08, 71, 73, 74, 70, 77, 78, 79, 81, 83, 84,
85, 87, 88, 91, 93, 94, 95, 90, 97, 99, 100, 103, 104,
105, 100; 13= 50-150m, H = 1-3m: 4 (Nagy
Darvas-h., Darvas-h., I. mil.,, Zoltai 1938, 1), 5
(Egett-h.), 7 (Szabolcsok, together with tumulus
No. 0, Zoltai 1938, 201, I. mil.), 10 (Sebesér-h., 1
mil., Zoltai 1938), 15 (Rab-h., I. mil.), 21 (Német-h.,
Gyorffy), 23 (Halasz-h., Cseke-h.), 24 (Endre-h.,
I. mil., Zoltai 1938), 25 (Tas-h., I. mii.), 20 (1. mik),
31 (Szabolcs h., 1), 33 (Gyorffy), 34 (I. mik), 37
(Akaszto h., I. mik), 41, 45 (Szeghatar, Lovasz-h,
Zoltai 1938), 47 (Teke szarva halma, Zoltai 1938,
220), 50 (1. mik), 54, 50, 09, 70, 72, 75, 80, 82, &,
89, 92, 98, 101, 102 (Kék-k), 107 (Deme-fél-halom,
Zoltai 1938), 108; D = 70-120 m, H= 3-5in: |
(Agota-h., Nagy Agota-h., Karcag 1859, Gyorffy),
3 (Mihaly-h., 1. mik), 0. (Kdves-h., Zoltai 1938, 201,
according to Zoltai, a “Szabolcs” together with
tumulus No. 7), 8 (Hegyes-h., I. mil.), 9 (Blite-h.,
Nagy-h., I. mil.), 11 (Nagyag-h., Zoltai 1938), 12
(Szentivan-h.), 13 (Siter-h., Sétérhalma, 1. mil.,
Zoltai 1938, m), 14 (Bels6-h., 1. mil.), 10 (Boda-h.,
I. mil.), 18 (Lapos-h., L mil.), 22 (Csipe-h., 1. mil.
“Czepe hal”), 43 (Nagyborzas-h., Birtokper, Zoltai
1938, 23), 40 (Néadas h,, I mil., Zoltai 1938, 142);
1) = 100430 m, H = 5-7 m; 2 (Toékhalom, I. mil.),
30 (Eperjes-h., Eperjesi h., I. mil.).

29. Mikepéres (12). D = 00200 m, H = 02 m:
0,789 10, 11, 12 (0-12: Testhalmok, Zoltai 1938,
p. 51); D = 80-1501in, H = 3-8 m: 1 (Puci-h.),
2 (D6ci-h.), 4, 5.

30. S&rand (10). D = 100-120m, H = 2-3 m: 2
(Szabo-h.), 4, 0, 7, 9 (Szarka-h.), 10 (Balcsa-h.);
L) = 80-100 m, H = 3-5m: 1 (Torok-domb, Lyu-
kas-h.), 8 (Korny6-h.); 1)= 100-120 m, H = 58 m:
3 (Tornyos-h.), 5 (Lénart-h.).

31. Hajdibagos (3). 1) = 100m, H=2 m: 2
(Darabos-h.); D= 150m, H = 5m: 3 (Sz6ke-h.);
D = D 120 m, H = 10 m: (Kecskeorr-h., Kecskedr-
h.). The collection of material was done only in the
southern part which is not covered by sand-heaps.
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32. Hosszupalyi (15). D = 40-00 m, H = 0— m:
35 D=50-120m H= 13m: 1,240,789,
10, 11, 12, 13 (Bajonta-h.), 14 (Lyukas-h.); D =
100m, H = 3.5 m 15 (Csonka-h.). The collection of
material in the northern and eastern parts of the
settlement was not done as those areas are covered
by sand-heaps.

33. Monostorpdlyi, 34. Ujléta, 35. Bagamér, 30.
Almosd, 37. Kokad; the area of these settlements is
covered by sand-heaps; the collection of material
on the map was not done.

38. Létavértes (9). D = 40—00in, H = 0-1 m: 2,
3 4 7,8 D=50-70m, H= 13m: 5 0, 9
D= 120m, H=4m: 1 (Laponya-h.). In the
northern part of the surroundings of the settlement,
where the area is covered by sand-heaps, the
collection of material on the map was not done.

39. Pocsaj (21). 1) = 30-70m, H=0-1 m: O, 7,
8 9 10, 12, 13 14, 10, 17; 1) = 50-140 m, H

1-3m: 1 (Béarsony-h.), 2 (Ebéd-h.), 3, 4, 5,

(Ebéd-h.), 18, 19, 20, 21; 13= 150in,H = 4 m: 11
40. Esztar (13). D= 40-50 m, H=0-1m: 1 2

12, 1) = 25-120m, H = 1-3in: 3,4, 5 0, 7, 8, 9

10, 15; )= 120m, H= 5m: 13

41. Konydr (29). 13= 30-50m, H= 0-1 m: 2
0, 12, 13,19, 20, 22, 27; 13 = 50-120 m, H =1-3m:
4,5 7, 8, 9 10, 11, 14, 15, 10 (Hegyes-h.), 17, 18,
21 (Torvénydomb), 23, 24, 28 (Akcszté-li.), 29
(with a church onit); D = 100m, H= 3-5m: 3
20 (Kis Korhany); 13= 100in, H=0m: 1
(Gyopéros-h., Gyaparos-h.); 13= 100m,H 10 m:
25 (Nagy Korhany).

42. Derecske (39). 3= 40-120 ni, H = 0-1 m: 2,
4, 11, 13 (Lyukas-domb, Lyukas-h.), 14, 17 (Molnar-
domb), 18 (Kédomb, Rémer, p. 151, with a medieval
church and cemetery on it), 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25,
20, 37, 38, 39; 13- (50-200m, H= 1-3: 3, 6(l
mil.), 8, 9, 12, 10, 24, 27 (Zoltai 1938), 28, 29, 31,
32-33 (Kettés-h., Roémer), 35 D = 100-200 m,
H = 3-5m: 7 (Lyukas h., Rémer), 30 (Botos h.),
34 (Képolnas-h.), 30; 13= 80—200m, H = 0—# m:
1 (Kerekes-h., I. mil.), 5, 15; destroyed: 10 (I. mil.).

43. Hajduszovat (8). 13 = 50-100in, H = 0-1 m:
4 @ mil), 7,8 (L mk); D 704200m, H = 1-3
m: 1 (Sz6rés-h., I. mil.), 2 (Bas-h., Bars-h., I. mil.),
3 (Panyi-h., 1. mil.), 5 (Kis hegyes-h., I. mik), 0O
(Nagy hegyes-h., 1. mil.).

44, Kaba (24). D= 00m, H=0-1m: 2, 5-24
(Tatarllések, Zoltai 1938, p. 51; on the maps neither
the tumuli nor the name “Tatarulések” were found;
they are perhaps destroyed); D = 70-100 m, H =
1-2 m: 3, 4; destroyed: 1 (I. mil.).

45. Puspokladany (45). 13 = 40-100 m, H = 0-1
m: 8, 20, 21, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 30, 37,
38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45; 13= 40-200m, H = 1-3
m: 1 (Borzas-h., Gorbe-hegy), 4 (Varadi-h., I. mik),
0,12,13,14,15, 10, 17, 18 (Bojar-h,, I. mik, “Makot



hal™), 19 (Sas-h., I. mil., Zoltai 1938), 22, 24; D =
80—00 m, H = 3-5 m: 23 (Kettds h., 1. mil. tumu-
lus No. 3 Borsos-h.), 9 (Makkod-h., I. mii.), 11 (Mér-
ges-h., I. mil); 1) = 100-150 m, H = 5-6m: 7
(Nyakvago-h., 1. mii.), 10 (Kelenc-h., Eperjes-h.,
1 mil.); destroyed; 5 (I. mil.), 23 (I. mil.), 25 (I.
mil.).

49. Barand (7). I) = 50-70m, H ~ 0-1m: 3, 5,
6, 7, D = 80-100 m, H = 3m: 2 (Futok-h.), 4 (Két
halom, together with tumulus No. 5, I. mil.); D =
90m, H = 4m: 1 (Béarand-h., 1. mil.).

47. Tetétlen (I). D= 100m, H= 1m: 1

48. Foldes (22). D = 50-100m, H = 0-1m: 2
12, 13, 15, 16, 17 (“Denies-hal” I. mil.), 18, 19 (I.
mil.); 4= 60-120m, H = 1-2m: 1 (Csore-h., I.
mil.), 3 (Hatar-h., 1. mil.), 5 (Mogyoro6si-h., Magyar-
h., I. mil.), 6 (I. mil.), 8 11 (Soma-h., I. mil.), 14
(Gyilkos-h., 1. mil.); D = 60-100m, H = 4m: 4
(Veres-h., 1.), 9, 10 (I. mil.); D = 140-150 m, H =
80 m: 7 (Gyepéros-h., Nagy Gyaparos-h., 1. mil.),
22 (Inacs-h., 1. mil.); destroyed: 20 and 21 (I. mil.).

49. Tape (5). D= 60m, H=04m: 2 3 4
D= 100450m, H = 45 m: 1 (Gal-h., Gat-h.), 5
(in the place called “Halomalja™).

50. Kismarja (41). D = 30-80 m, H = 0-1 m: 1,
2,6, 10, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 28 (cut
across by aroad), 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40;
D = 80-100 m, H= 13 m: 3 (Ladamir-h.), 4(Bod-
ras-h.), 5 (T. mil.), 7, 8, 9, 15, 18 (1. mil.), 20, 23, 27,
32, 38, 41; 1) = 80-100in, H = 3-5m: 11 and 14
(I. mil., Kettés-h.), 33 (in “Korhany” garden).

51. Hencida (28). D = 30-100 m, H = 0-1 m: 6,
7,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25 (L mil., “Zuk halom™), 27, 28; D = 60-100
mH=13m:1234528 19D= 100mH =
5m: 26 (Mondr6-h., Mondré-domb).

52. Géaborjan (18). 14 = 30—200m,H = 0-1 m: 3,
4, 5, 6, 7 (Korhany), 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17
D= 60-100m, H = 1-3m: land 2 (Kett6s-h.), 9,
15, 18.

53. Szentpéterszeg (11). 14 = 30-100 m, H = 0-1
m: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 (Csokus-h., disturbed), 8, 9, 10; D =
80-100 m, H = 1-3 m: 4 (Henc-h.), 6, 1L

54. Berettyoujtalu (60). D = 30-100 m, H = 0-1
m: 5, 6, 9 (I. mil.), 12 (Térok-h.), 13, 15, 16, 19, 20,
22,23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 38, 40, 41,
43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 51, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61
(tumuli Nos 57-61, cf. Zoltai 1938, p. 51); 14 = 40-
100m, H = 1-3m: 8, 10 (I. mil.), 11 (I. mil.), 14
(l4usnok-h., 1. mil.), 17 and 18 (Nagy Kett6s-h., I.
mil.), 21, 24, 32 (on it the ruins of Kalas-torony,
Zoltai 1938, p. 51), 33 (Zoltai 1938), 36, 39 (I. mil.),
42, 48 (Rdzsa-h., Bécs-h., 1. mil. “Kis Botzy ha-
lom”), 54 (Korhan-h., 1. mil), 56 (Péntek-h., I.
mil.); D = 80-100 m, H = 3-5m: 7 (Andahazi-h.,
I. mil.), 52 (Vertan-h., Jako-h., I. mil., Nagy Botzy-
halom); destroyed: 1, 2, 3, 4 (Nos 1-4 1. mil.).

9*

55. Sap (). D=60m H= 1m: 1

56. Bihardancshdza (2). D= 120m,H = 2m; 2;
D= 150m, H = 5m: 1 (Halomszer, I. mil. Kalo
Halom).

57. Nagyrabé (9). D= 6080m, H=0-1m: 2
(Fekete-h., 1. mil. Széll&s), 7, 8, 9; 14 = 80-120 m,
H = 1-3m: 3 (Puszta-h., I. mil. “Kis Babé”), 6
(Eser6-h., Telek-h., 1. mil); D = 120-150 m,
H = 5-6 m: 1 (Béka-h., Békés-h., 1. mil.), 4 (Csata-
in, I. mil. “Rabe-hal”), 5 (Sélyom-h., 1. mil. “Nagy
Réabe-hal™).

58. Biharnagybajom (15). 14 = 50—00m, H =
0- 1nr. 8 10, 12, 13 14, 15;D = 60-100 m, H = 1-
3m: 1 (Akasztd-h., I. mil.), 4, 5 (Nagy-h., Nagy
Boros-h., I. mil.), 6 (Dobti-h., Boros-h., I. mil.), 11
(Sima-h.); D = 120200m, H = 5m: 3 (Torok-h.,
1. mil.), 9 (Gorbe-In, I. mil. “Garbé hal”); D = 120
m, H = 10m: 2 (Sz6ll6-h., 1. mil.).

59. Sarrétudvari (22). D = 50—00m, H = 0%
m: 2 (Kis Hangéacs-h., I. mil.), 4 and 5 (Kett6s-h.,
together with tumulus No. 3, Harmas-h., I. mil.), 12
(Csillanyos-h.), 14 (Balazs-h.), 17, 18, 19, 20, 21;
14= 50-100m, H = 1-3m: 1 (Nagy Hangéacs-h.,
Hangacs-h., 1. mil.), 3 (Domonkos-h., together with
tumuli Nos 4and 5, Harmas-h., 1. mil.), 6 (Okrés-In,
I. mil.), 7 (Tikicsér-h., 1 mil. “Tigiczij hal”), 8
(Nyérsas-h.), 9 (Poros-In), 13, 16; 14 = 60-120 m,
H=4m: 10 (I. mil.), 11 (Or-In, 1. mil.), 15 (Fél-
halom); 4= 60m, H = 7m: 22 (Bas-h. — exc.
1910. L. Zoltai — destroyed, Zoltai 1910, Kalicz
1968, p. 17, pd. 12).

60. Szerep (13). D= 60-90m, H=0-1m: 1
(Pap h., Madaras-h., J. Tét), 12, 13; 1) = 70-100 m,
H= 1-2m: 1 2, 3 (Nos 1-3, J. T6t), 5 (Z6ld-In, J.
Tét), 7 (Kis laponyag, J. T6t), 8 (J. T6t), 10 (J. T4t);
destroyed: 4, 6, 9 (Beseny6-domb, tumuli Nos 4, 6
and 9, cf. J. Tét).

61. Bihartorda (4). 1) = 20-100 m, H = 0-1 m:
1 2 3 4

62. Bakonszeg (16). D = 30-80 m, H = 0-1 m:
1, 2, 5 (Lengyel-h.), 7, 8, 10 (I. mii.), 11 (I. mii.), 12
(I. mii.), 14 (1. mii.), 15, 16;D = 80—320m,H = 1—
3m: 3 (I. mii.), 4, 6 (Perjes-h., 1. mii.), 9 (I. mii.);
4= 120m, H = 4 m: 13 (K&dar-In).

63. Véncsod (5). 4= 50-100m, H = 0-1m: 1,
2,3 4,5

64. Bojt (16). D = 30-100m, H = 0-1m: 2, 3,
4,5 6,79 10, 11, 12, 13 14, 15: 14= 80m, H =
1- 2m: 1, 8, 16

65. Nagykereki (9). 4= 40-80m,H = 0-1m: 1,
2,3 4,6 7,8 9; D= 100-200m, H=35m: 1

(Kigy6s-h., I. mii), 5 (I. mii, “Ewa halom”, dis-
turbed).

66. Artand (10). 14 -70-100m, H = 0-1m: 1,
2,334,579 10, 11, D= 80-120m, H= 1-2m:
2, 6, 8.

67. Bed6 (14). D = 40-100m, H = 0-1 m: 1, 4,
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6, 8 (with a church on it), 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14; D =
80-100m, H = 1-2m: 2, 3, 5 (Nagy-h.), 7 (Temet6-
domb).

68. Biharkeresztes (21). D = 50-100m, H = 0-1
m: 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7 (Halom), 11, 12, 13 14, 16, 17,
18, 19 (cut across by a road), 21; D = 80—100 in,
H=12m:809 1115 20; D= 120in, H = 4 m:
10 (1. mil.).

69. MezOpeterd (5). D = 50-60in,H = 0—m: 1,
3,45 D=8mH= 15m: 2 (with a church on
it).

70. Told (2. D= 50-60m, H=0-1m: 1, 2

71. Mezésas (6). D = 50—200m,H = 0—4m: 1, 2,
34,5 6

72. Farta (6). D= 50-60m, H=04m: 3 4
5 6, D= 70m, H= 15m: 2, destroyed: 1 (I
mil.).

73. Zstuka (9. D= 30—#0m, H= 0-1in: 2, 3,
(Nos 2—4 together, Harom test-h., I. mil.), 5, 7; D
80-150m, H = 1-3m: 1, 8 9 (Kiraly-domb,
mil.); destroyed: 6 (I. mil.).

74. Darvas (9. D= 80-100m, H= 0-1 m: 2
(Papok-hegye), 3, 5 (Temetd-h., 1. mil.), 6 (I. mil.),
8 (I. mil.); 1) = 80-120m, H = 1-2m: 1, 4 (Cson-
tos-h.), 7, 9.

75. Vekerd (). D= 40m, H= 1m: 1 (I. mil.).

76. Csokmd (19). D = 40—200m, H= 0—4m: 1
(Képosztas-domb), 5, 8, 10 (I. mil.), 11 (I. mil.), 12
(Nagy Borso-h., I. mil.), 17; D= 70-150 m, H =
13 m: 1, 2 (Laponyag), 3, 6, 7 (S6sté-h., 1. mil.), 9
(I. mil.), 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19.

77. Ujirdz (1). D= 80m, H= 17m: 1

78. Komddi (24). D = 30200m, H = 04 m: ],
2,3,4,5 6,789 11, 12, 13 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 22, 23, 24; D= 100m, H= 14 m: 10

79. Magyarhomorog (14). 1) = 40-100 m, H = 0-
1m: 142,356,789, 10, 11, 12, 13 14, D = 150
m H=2m: 4

80. Korosszakai (6). D = 30-80m, H = 0-1 m:
12 4,5 6,D=70m H=2m: 3

8l. Korosszegapati (24). D = 40-120m, H = 0-1
m: 2, 3,4,56, 78, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
22,23;D=70-80m, H= 12m: 1 9, 14, 20-21
(Kett6s-h.), 24.

82. Berekboszormény (25). 1) = 40-420m, H =
0-1m: 1, 34,78 9 10, 18 19 20, 22, 23, 24, 25,
)= 80—450m, H= 13 m: 2 (Korhany-h.), 5 (He-
gyes-h.), 6 (Gyoparos-h.), 15, 17, 21; destroyed: 16.

4,
l.

IV. Szolnok county

1 Tiszaftred (87). D = 40400m, H = 0—m:
3, 4 (Kollat-h.), 15, 40, 53, 54, 55, 56, 82, 85, 87,
D= 50400m H= 1-3m: 2 5 Il (Kis Duna-h.,
I. mil.), 14, 16, 17 (cut across by a road), 18, 19 (on
the topographical map it is Duna-h.), 20, 21 (Miklds-
it), 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32 (I. mil), 33
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(Kdcs-h., Kdcsi-h., I. mil.), 35, 36, 37, 39, 41, 43 (.
mil.), 44, 45, 46 (1. mil.), 47 (cut across by a road),
48, 49, 50, 52 (Porosallas-h.), 58, 59, 61 (Cseng6-h.),
62 (cut across by a road), 63, 64, 65, 66, 67 (Nagy-
allas-h., Nagyallas, 1. mil.), 68 (Rdoka-h., Kisbence-
h.), 69 (I. mil.), 70 (I. mil.), 74 (Harmas-h.), 75, 77
(Lyukas-h., Birtokper 1760, Zoltai 1938), 78 (Sas-h.,
Sas-1., Bird Géspar laponyagja, Birtokper, Zoltai
1938), 79 (Faluvég halma, 1. mik), 81 (I. mik), 83
(Kondés-h., Kondas-k, Zoltai 1938); D = 200 m,
H = 2m: 1 (Szilhat-h.); D = 80-100 m, H = 3-5
m: 9 (Kadi-h,, . mik), 10 (Duna-h., 1. mik), 34
(Janosallas-h.), 38, 57, 71 (Kosar-h., 1. mik), 72
(Békés-h., I. mik), 76 (Nagybence-h., Bence lapo-
nyagja, Birtokper); D = 90-120m, H = 5-7 111 6
(Bodzés-h., I. mik), 7 (Vadas-h., I. mik), 8 (Kétokr(i-
h., Asott-h., I. mik), 12 (Rokés-h., “Gerge-h.”, I.
mik), 26, 31 (Kis Foldvari-h., Zoltai 1938), 60 (La-
pos-h., I. mik), 73 (Fésarkad-h., 1. mik), 80 (Nagy-
in, I. mik), 84 (Nyirhazi-h., I. mik), 86 (ibid.); D =
100m, H = IIm: 42 (I. mik); destroyed: 51 (l.
mik).

2. Tiszaszollos (12). D = 60-70 M, H = 0-1m: 1
(I. mik), 6 (I. mik); D = 80-100 1, H = 1-3m: 3,
5 (Ciganv-h.), 7 (Lvukas-h.), 8 (I. mik), 10 (Balazs-
h.), 11 (Bosnyak-h.), 12; D = 200m, H= 2m: 2
(Nagv-h., Domahéazi-h., I. mik); D = 120m, H= 6
m: 4 (Kakucs-h.); destroyed: 9.

3. Tiszaderzs (). 1 (Halasz-h., destroyed).

4. Tiszau/ar (27). 1) = 80m, H = 0-1m: 4, 5
D= 70400in, H = 131 1 (Csbkés-h., I. mik),
6, 7 (1. mik), 8,9, 10, 11, 12 (I. mik), 13, 14 (Tetves-
In, I. mik), 15, 16 (Kis Déka-h., 1. mik), 21 (I. mik,
cut across by a road), 24, 25, 26, 27; D = 80-100 m,
H = 3-5m: 3 (Kettds-h., together with tumulus
No. 2), 17 (Déka-h., Dékany-h., I. mik), 18 (Korda-
in, Csorda-In, 1 mik), 20 (I. mik), 23 (Péntek-h.);
D = 100-120m, H = 6 m: 2 (Kett6s-h., together
with tumulus No. 3), 19 (Zobolyak-h., 1. mik); D =
100 m, H = 8in: 22 (Cséarda-h.).

5. Nagyivom (15). D = 40-80m, H = 0-1 m: 2,
3,4,5/6,7 10,D = 70-100 M, H = 1-3 m: 1(Kar-
sai-h., I. mil.), 9 (Pap-h.), 11 (Ké&sa-h.), 12, 15 (Meér-
ges-In, Széaraz-h., I. mik); D = 60200 m, H = 5-7
m: 8 (Kissarkad-h., I. mil.), 13 (Burok-h., Bedeko-
vicli, 1. mik, “Bordég-halom”), 14 (I. mil.).

6. Tiszadrs (26). D = 60-90in, H = 0-1 m: 10,
11, 17 (1. mil.), 19 (I. mik); D = 70-150 m, H = 1-
3m: 3, 4 (Kenderféld-h., cut across by a road),
6, 7, 8 (cut across by a road), 9, 12 (tumuli Nos
6—43: Kilences-h., I. mil.), 14, 15 (Nagyéllas-h.),
16, 18, 20 (Fekete-In, I. mik), 21 (Nadas-h., 1. mik),
22 (Karcaguti-h.), 25; D = 120-150m,H = 3-5m:
1 (Hegyes-h., Kegyes-h.), 5 23 (Ferenci-h.), 24
(Gorog-In), 26; D = 80-120m, H = 6m: 2, 13.

7. Tiszaszentimre (14). D = 80m, H = 0—m: 6,
7; D= 100-120m, H = 1-3m: 1 (Eperjes-h., I.



mil.), 3 (Bolond-h., Botond-h.), 4, 5, 8 (cut across by
aroad, I. mil.), 9 (Leke-h., I. mil.), 11 (Sz6ké-h., I.
mil.), 12 (Szék-h., I. mil.), 13 (Kettés-h., together
with tumulus No. 14,1, mil.); D = 110-120m, H =
3-5 m: 10, 14; destroyed: 2 (Fabiari-h., 1. mil.). The
south-western part of the settlement is covered by
sand-heaps; some of the tumuli mightbe sand-heaps.

8. Abadszalolc (17). D = 00-130m,H = 13m: 1
(Szanyi-h., 1. mil.), 2 (Sz6ké-h., 1. mil.), 4 (1. mil.),
5 (Kiraly-h., 1. mil.), 0 (Dobi-h.), 7 (Dobi-h., on the
new topographical map this tumulus is called so), 8
(Csordas-h.), 9, 12 (Kecskés- and Homok-h., Kecs-
kés-h., 1. mil); 1) = 60-120m, H= 3-5m, 10
(Egyes-porcsagos-h.), 14 (Pap-h.), 15 (Gulyés-h.), 16
(Kettés-h. together with barrow No. 1 at Tomaj-
monostora, I. mil.), 17 (Kis-fas-h., with a chapel on
it);1) = 120m, H = 7m: 3 (Puna-h. I. mil.). The
area of the settlement is partly covered by sand-
heaps.

9. Tiszabura (2). Il = 100m, H = 5-6 in: 1 (Fel-
s6-nyakas-h., 11. mil.), 2 (Nyakas-h., I. mil.). Most
of the area of the settlement is covered by sand-
heaps, data collection on the map was not done.

10. Tomajmonostora (2). D = 80m, H = 2m: 1
(Kett8s-h., together with barrow No. 16 at Abéd-
szaldk); 1) = 150m, H= 6.5: 2 (Porcsagos-h.). Most
of the area of the settlement is covered by sand-
heaps, data collection on the map was not done.

1. Kunmadaras (28). Il = 40220m, H = 0-1
m: 1, 15, 16 (Kiskdvess-h.), 20 (Luca-h., Bedekovich
1786, I. mil., Lucza Laponyag), 22, 27 (I. mil.);
D= 60-100 m. H= 1-3 m: 2 (I. mil.), 3-4 (Ket-
tés-h., 1. mil.), 5, 6, 8 (Kdzép-harmas-h., according
to mil. 1. barrows 7, 8, 9 are together Harmas-h.),
12, 14 (Nagy koves-h., Bedekovich 1. mil), 17
(Széklaponyag-h., Bedekovich), 19 (Bcgarzé-h.), 23
(zdld-h., zold-1., 1. mil., Gyorffy), 24 (Berek-h.,
Bereg-h., I. mil., Gyorffy), 25 (Gervely-h., Gyorffy),
26 (1. mil.), 28 (Hegyes-h., I. mil.); Il = 100-120 m,
H= 35 m: 7 (Bedekovich, I. mil.), 10 (Bedeko-
vich, 1. mil.), 11 (Hatar-h., op a triple border, cut
across by a road, I. mil.), 13 (Nagy Fiives-h., Be-
dekovich, Karcag, Gyorffy), 18 (Kis-fiives-h., Do-
gos-h., Bedekovich, 1. mil.), 21.

12. Karcag (134). D = 40300 ni, H = 0—in: 2
(I. mil.), 3 (Kodszallasi-1., Gyorffy), 19, 25 (Vedres-
I, Gyorffy), 28 (Egyes-h., Bedekovich, I. mil., Kar-
cag, Gyorffy), 29 (Csattog-h., Bedekovich, I. mil.
“Kariatok hal”, Karcag), 31 (Karcag), 32 (Bedeko-
vich), 33 (Aranyos-h., Als6 Aranycs-h., Bedekovich,
I. mik, Karcag, Gyorffy), 34 (Fels6 Aranyos-h.,
Gyorffy), 35 (Gyorffy), 38, 39 (Bedekovich, Karcag),
41-42 (Héarmas-h. together with barrow No. 40,
Bedekovich, Gyorffy, I. mik, Karcag), 46, 48 (Kis
16zér-h., Gyorffy), 49 (L6zér-h., I. mik, Bedekovich,
Karcag, Gyorffy), 52, 53, 54, 56, 57 (Ferde-h., Gyor-
ffy), 59, 60, 61, 62 (Berec-h, Gyorffv), 63 (Saroséri-

h., Gyorffy), 64 (Kova-1., Gyorffy), 67, 68, 69, 70,
71, 72 (Kis-Agota-h., Gyorffy), 73, 74, 75, 76, 78, 80,
85 (Németh-h, Gyorffy), 86, 93 (Hegyesbori-h.,
Gyorffy), 94, 95 (Bedekovich), 96 (Gyorffy), 100,
101 (Sz6ll6-h., Gyorffy), 103 (Tarattyd-h., Karcag,
Gyorffy), 109 (Bedekovich, Karcag), 117 (Pinty6-h.,
Bibic-h., Bedekovich,Gyorffy), 124 (Sik-h,Gyorffy),
125 (Bécsai szik-h, Gyorffy), 126 (Borsi-h., 1 mik
»3zig. Lapunja” = Sziget-1. ?, Karcag, Bdcsai-h.,
Gyorffy), 127 (Szilasi-1.,Szilas-I., Gyorffy), 128 (Kar-
cag), 129 (Tajti Pal-1., Gyorffy), 133 (Bedekovich,
Karcag), 134 (Karcag); 1) = 60220 m, H= 13 m:
4 (Szentmikldsi-h., I. mik, Szent Miklés-h., Gyorffy),
8 (Kunvéagta-h., Kanvéagta-h., 1. mik, Karcag,
Gyorffy), 14, 15, 20 (Kis-Gorgetd-h., Bedekovich,
Karcag, Gyorffy, Nagy Gorget6-h.), 21 (Nagy Gor-
get6-h., Bedekovich, Karcag, Gyorffy, Kis Gorget6-
h.), 22 (Kis Orgando-h., Kis Organda-h., Bedeko-
vich, Gyorffy), 24 (Templom-h., Bedekovich, I. mik,
Karcag, Gyorffy), 26, 27 (Kett6s-h., Gyorffy), 30
(Tetves-1., Gyorffy), 37 (Bedekovich), 43 (Diszn6-h.,
Gyorffy), 47 (Kis-Cigany-L, Gyorffy), 50 (Cigany-
In, Nagy Cigany-h., Bedekovich, 1. mik, Karcag,
Gyorffy) 51, 55 (Bengecség-hat, Bengecseg-h., Bede-
kovich, Karcag, Gyorffy), 58 (Telek-h., Fekete-h., I.
mik, Karcag), 65 (Taskond-h., Gyorffy), 66, 67, 81,
82 (Cigany-h., Bedekovich, Gyorffy), 83 (Sarga-h.,
I. mik, Gyorffy), 84 (Magyarkai-h., Magyarka-h., 1.
mik, Gyorffy), 87 (Bengecsek-k, Gyorffy), 88 (Gyor-
ffy), 90 (Hegyeshori kis-h., Hegyesbori-k, Bedeko-
vich, 1. mik, Karcag, Gyorffy), 91 (Péntek-h., Bede-
kovich, Karcag, Gyorffy), 92 (R6zsa-h., Karcag), 99
(Képolna-h., Kappanos-h., I. mik, Karcag), 106
(Apavara-h., Karcag, Gyorffy), 110 (Tibuc-h., Ti-
busz-h., Bedekovich, I. mik, Gyorffy), 111 (Bécsai-
h., Bedekovich, I. mik) 112 (Papné halma, Gyorffy),
113 (Vermes-h., Verem-k, Gyorffy, Bedekovich),
114115 (Kontai kett6s-h., Kettds-h., Gyorffy), 116
(Konta-h., Bedekovich, Gyorffy), 118 (Kdves-h.,
Koves-1., Bedekovich, Gyorffy, 1. mik), 119 (Csikeéri-
k, Csikere-k, 1. mik, Karcag, Gyorffy), 131 (Csarda-
k, Gyorffy); D = 90-200 ni, H = 3-5 m: 6 (Nagy
Pincés-h., Bedekovich, Gyorffy), 9 (Bugyogoi-h.

exc. 1962 by Zs. Csalog — Csalog 1963, p. 304,
Gyorffy, Kalicz 1968, p. 17, pd. 27), 16 (Ecse-h.,
Bedekovich, Karcag, Gyorffy), 17 (Telek-h., Bede-
kovich, Karcag, Gyorffy) 23 (Nagy-Orgando-h.,
Nagy Organda-h., Organda-h., Bedekovich, I. mik,
Karcag, Gyorffy), 36 (Zador-h., I. mik, Gyorffy), 40
(Harmas-h. see with barrows Nos 41and 42), 89 (He-
gyesbori nagy-h., Bedekovich, Gyorffy, I. mik
“Nagy Hegyes™); destroyed: 1(Tuzok-1., Gyorffy) 7
(Kis pincés-h., Gyorffy), 10 (Sore-1., Gyorffy, Bede-
kovich), 11 (Bedekovich), 44 (Karcag), 45 (Karcag
“laponyag™), 97 (Bedekovich) 98 (Bedekovich), 102
(Vermes-h., Gyorffy), 104 (Gébor-h., Gyorffy), 105
(Kormancsok-h, Gyorffy), 107 (Tovises-!., Gyorffy),
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108 (Drava-1., Bedekovich, I. mil., Gyorffy), 120
(Csikere telki-1., Gyorffy), 121 (Kecskeri-1., Gyorffy),
122, 123 (Koszu harmas, Kurva-h., I. mik, Gyorffy),
130 (Tiszta-1., Gyorffy), 132 (Kenderaztato-1., Gyor-

gy)lS. Kunhegyes (26). 1) = 70-80m, H = 0-1 m:
10 (Kis laponyag-kut), 25 (Cs6dor-h., Godor-1.);
J) = 60-150m, H = 13 m: 1 (Végott-h.), 2 (Kor-
mo-h., I. mik, “Rossy-laponyag”), 3,4,5 (Homok-h.,
Pénzes-h., 1. mik), 11—42 (Kis Kettds-h.), 14-15
(Harmas-h., together with barrow No. 13, I. mik,
Miklés-h.), 17 (Fehér-h.), 20 (Kis Purgéany-h.), 21,
23 (Nagyallas, Bedekovich), 24 (Réatz-h., 1. mik, Kis
Jaj-h.); D = 80-200m, H = 3-5 m: 6 (I. mik, Czi-
bak-h.), 7 (Kett6s-h., together with barrow No. 8,
1L mik), 9 (Akaszté-h.), 18 (Torokbori-h., Bedeko-
vich, I. mik), 19 (Nagy-Purgéany-h., I. mik, “Nagy-
Borga-hal”), 26 (K6halom, I. mik); D = 100220
m, H = 5-7 m: 8 (Kettds-h., with barrow No. 7, I.
mik), 13 (Harmas-h., see at barrows Nos 14-15), 22
(Jaj-h., Bedekovich, 1. mik, Gyorffy).

14. Tiszagyenda (2). D= 80m, H= 15m: 2
(Gara-h., 1. mik, “Dravusz Hal”); D = 120 m,
H = 4m: 1 (Bors-h.).

15. Tiszaroff (2). ID= 80m, H = 55 m: 1 (Orvé-
nyes-h.); D = ?H = 2 2 (Nagyhalom  exc. L.
Selmeczi —Jészkunsag X111 (1967) 4, p. 168, could
not be identified on the perused maps). Most of the
area of the settlement is covered with sand-heaps so
further collection of data on the map could not be
carried out.

16. Kételek. On the left bank no barrows were
found on the map.

17. Tiszab6 (9). D= 70-80in, H= 0-1m: 8 9
) = 100-120m, H= 1-3m: 4 (Telek halma, 1.
mik, “Dusztelek halma”), 5, 7 (Jaj-h., 1. mik); D =
80—20 m, H = 3-5 m: 1(Tamés Andras-h.), 2 (Me-
leg-h.), 3 (Kép-h., I. mil.), 6 (Tinta-h., I. mil., “Pin-
ta hal”).

18. Kenderes (7). 1) = 60-100m, H = 0-1 m: 1,
2, 5 (Kett6s-h., together with barrow No. 6); D =
70-150 m, H = 1-3 m:4, 6 (see at barrow No. 5), 7;
F>= 120m, H= 7m: 3 (Béanhalom, Lazar deék,
I. mik).

19. KisUjszallas (12). 1) = 80-100 ni, H = 0-1
m: 5 (Akaszto-h., Galpar-h., SzAL 107/1), 6 (Bede-
kovich, 1. mik), 9 (Bedekovich, I. mik), 10, 11 (Be-
dekovich); 1) = 80—00 m, H = 1-3 m: 1, 2 (Aszdli-
h), 4 (I. mik), 8 (Igari6-k, Bedekovich, 1. mik, SzAL
107/1); D = 100-120 m, H = 3-5m: 3 (Kd&zép-h.,
I. mik, SzZAL 107/1); destroyed: 12.

20. Orményes (3). D = 60-120m, H = 04 m; 2,
3;1)= 100m, H = 4 m: 1(Budos-h., I. mik).

21. Fegyvernek (12). D = 100m, H = 0—m; 6,
9; D= 80-150 in, H = 1-3m; 2 (Kettds-h., to-
gether with barrow No. 3., I. mik), 4 (Fekete-h., I.
mik), 5 7, 8 10; D = 110-150 ni, H = 3-5 m: 1

134

(Eperjesi-h.), 11 (I. mik, “Herva hal”); D = 100 m,
H= 6m: 12 (Nagy Koller-h., Nagy-h., I. mil.);
) = 150m, H = 9m: 3 (Kettds-h., see at barrow
No. 2).

22. Nagykord. In the Trans-Tisza area no barrows
were found on the map.

23. Tiszaplspoki (1). D= 100m, H= 15m: 1

24. Szajol (5) = 80m, H= 1m: 3; D = 60-
100m, H= 1-3m:2,4,5 D= 120mH=4m: 1
(Tenydi-h.).

25. Torokszentmiklos (24). D = 60—200m, H =
0-1m: 4,12 13 17; D = 60-120m, H = 1-3m: 1,
2, 3, 5 (Varga-h., I. mil.), 9, 10 (Dinnyés-h., I. mil.,
Jeney-h.), 11 (Pozderka-h.), 14 (Barta-h., 1. mil.),
16, 18 (Turi-h.), 19 (Tinoka-h., I. mil.), 21 (L mil.),
22-23 (Kett6s-h., 1. mil.), 24; 1) = 100-120 m, H =
5 m: 8 (Foldvari-h., 1. mil.), 20 (Darancsok halma,
I. mik), ) = 100m, H = 7m: 15 (I. mil.).

26. Kuncsorba (4). ) = )00m, H = 1m: 2; D =
80—00m, H = 3 m: 1 (Csorbai-li., L mil.), 34
(Csorbdi kett6s h., 1. mil., cut across by a road).

27. Tarkeve (33). o = 50-100m, H= 0-1m: 2
(Kecse-h, SzAk 107/1), 4 (Bedekovich), 5, 6, 7, 8, 10
(Torok-h., Terek h., Tere-In), 11, 12, 13 (Bedeko-
vich), 17 (L mik, Kis kabai-h.), 20 (Bedekovich), 22
(Lérinc-h., I. mil.), 23, 28 (Szalay-h., Fekete-h., I.
mil.), 33; 1) = 60—420m, H = 13 m: 1 (Géastyas-
h,, 1. mik, SzAk 107/1) 3 (Kéhalom, SzAL 107/1), 9,
14, 15 (Legény-h.), 21 (Akaszt6-h., I. mik, Bedeko-
vich), 24 (Pohamard-h., Bedekovich, I. mik, Dob-
h.), 26 (Bétserke-h., 1. mik), 29 (Kdzép-h., Bedeko-
vich), 30 (Turkeddi Nagy-h., Tyukodi Nagy-h.), 32
(Kozép-h., Bedekovich, I. mik); D = 80-120 m,
H = 3-5m: 25 (Paszt6-h.), 27 (Kender-h., 1 mik,
according to the new topographical map it is Szalay-
h.), 31 (Sargaparti-h., I. mil., Bedekovich); de-
stroyed: 16 (Kabai-h., I. mil.), 18 (Bedekovich), 19
(Bedekovich).

28. Kétpé (3). D= 50-100m, H = 0-1 m: 2, 3;
D= 100m, H= 3m: 1(P6halom, 1L mik).

29. Tiszateny6 (8). 1) = 60-80 m, H = 0-1 m: 3,
4: D= 60-80m; H= 1-3m: 2 (Ocsodi kettds-h.,
with barrow, No. 1., 1. mil.), 5, 6 (Kdves-h., 1. mil.),
7, 8 (Kerekegyhazi kettés-h., Féldvari kett6s-h., I.
mik); D - 140m, H = 5m: 1(see at barrow No. 2).

30. Szolnok (1). D = 80m, H = 3 m: 1(Beke-h.,
I. mil.,, “ ... Gat-halom”). The Trans-Tisza area is
mostly covered with sand-heaps.

31. Rékdczifalva (1). D=100m, H=65m: 1
(I. mil., “Pety-halom”). Data collection was not
done in the western side of the settlement where the
area is covered with sand-heaps.

32. Kengyel (14). D= 70-100m, H = 1-3m: 2
(Beszél6-h., Bessel6-h., cut across by a road), 3, 5,
7, 8,9 10, 11 (Kaszader, I. mik, “Lukasz hal”), 13,
14; D = 100-120 m, H = 3-5 m: 1(Godé-h.), 4, 12;
D= 100m H= 9m:6.



33. Rékécziitjfalu (8). D = 80-100m, H = 0-1
m: 7 (I. mii.), 8 (Térvény-h., I. mil.); D = 80-100
m, H = 13m: 1-2 (Varsanyi kettds-h., I. mii.), 3
(I. mii.), 5 (I. mii.), 6 (I. mil.); D= 100m, H = 5
m: 4 (1. mii.).

34. Martfd (). 13= 70m, H= 2m: 1 (Zsofia-
in).
35. Mez6hék (6). D = 80m, H = 1m: 5 (Kolart-
h.); D= 80-100 m, H = 1-3m: 1 (Csicsé-h,, Me-
nyecske-h.), 4 (Kis-h., I. mii., Csortvan-h.); D =
80—450m, H = 3-5m: 2 Kalapos-h., I. mii.), 3
(Hek-h., 1. mik, Bedekovich 1786): 1) = 100 m,
H = 6 m: 6 (Hangacs-h., 1. mik).

36. Mez6tar (31). D = 40-100m, H = 0-1 m: 14,
20, 26, 27 (Kis-h., I. mik), 28, 29, 30 (Csengetty6-
kett6s-h.); D = 60220 m, H = 1-3 m: 3 (Bordacs-
h., 1. mik), 6 (Nagy-h., Pap-h.), 9 (Bari-h., Bari-h.,
1 mik), 10, 11 (El6-h., I. mik), 13 (Tor6-h., I. mik
“Toro-hal”), 16 (Cséh-h., I. mik “Csek-hal”), 17
(Ducz-h., I. mik, Duczy-hal), 18 (Bence-h., Nagy
Bence-h., I. mik, destroyed), 19 (Korhany-h., I.
mik, “Nagy Korhany”), 21, 22 (Bari kett6s-h., I.
mik), 24 (Gyilkos-h., Nagy Gyilkos-h., Bedekovich
1786,1 mik, “Gyigos laponyag hal”); I) = 100-120
m, H = 3-5 m: 2 (Kengyel-h.), 4 (Marazd-h., Ma-
rasz-h), 13 (Kozép-h., I. mik), 15 (Leske-h., I. mik),
23 (Vasad-h.); destroyed: 5, 7, 8 (all 1. mik), 25
(Hrgyes-k, Bedekovich), 31 (Tdri-h.).

37. Mesterszallas (6). 1) = 50-80 m, H = 0-1 m:
1 (Fekete-h., I. mik), 6; 1) = 80-100m, H = 1-3
m: 2 (Gorbej-h., 1. mik), 4 (Lackd-h., I. mik),
5; destroyed: 3 (Korhany-h., Nagyszéllas-h., 1.
mik).

38. Ocsid. (25). D = 80-150m, H = 1-3m: 1, 4
(Hegyes-h., I. mik), 9, 10 (Kett6s-h.), 11 (Tarcsai-h.,
Tar6sai-h.), 12 (Csova-h., 1 mik), 13 (I. mik), 18
(Kohés-h., Kovés-h. ?, I. mik), 21 (Sz6r-h.), 22 (Kék-
In, I. mik), 23 (Tégla-h.), 25; D = 80-120 m, H =
3-5m: 5 (Véagod-h., I. mik), 6 (K6zép-h., I. mik), 7
(Kajla-h., 1. mik), 8 (Atalag-h., Atalak-h., 1. mik
“attalo-hal”), 15 (Baboczka-h., 1. mik, Bedeko-
vich); D= 80m, H= 56m: 2 (I. mik, Biidos-h.),
17 (Nagy-h., Rézsadomb, Bedekovich, I. mik); de-
stroyed: 3 (Bedekovich), 14, 16, 19, 20 (I. mik).

39. Tiszafoldvar (20). D = 80—200m, H = 0-1
m: 5 (Kunhalom, I. mik), 19; D = 80-100 m, H =
3m: 1 2 3 4,7 8 (Tasi-h.), 9, 10 (Véagod-h.), 11,
12,13, 14, 17 (I. mik), 18; D = 120-150 m,H = 3-5
m: 6 (“Halomhaz” in the courtyard), 16; destroyed:
15 (Tetves-h., I. mik), 20 (Oze-h., Ozeny-h.).

40. Cibakhaza (6). n = 80ni, H= 1m: 6; J)
60-80 m, H = 1-3m: 1 (S6ska-h.), 4 (Egyes-h., I.
mik), 5 (Homok-h., 1. mik); D= 80m, H = 4in:
2, 3 (Kettds-h.).

41. Nagyrév ().D=80m,H= 1m: 1

42. Tiszainoka ) D = 80m, H= 1-3m: 1(Fe-
kete-h.), 2 (Csiké-h., 1 mik), 3.

43. Tiszakirt (1). D= 100m, H= 15m: 1
The southern part of the village is covered with
sand-heaps so data collection on the map was not
carried out there.

44. Cserkesz6ll6 (3). D= 80m, H= 1-3m: 1
(Cserge-h., Csorge-h., 1. mil., Kalicz 1957, p. 39), 3;
D= 100in, H = 3.8 m: 2 (Raba-h., I. mil.). Most
of the area of the settlement is covered with
sandheaps. Data collection on the map was not
done.

45. Kunszentmdrton (41). D = 20—200m, H =
0-1 m: 4, 5, 7 (Koplal6-h.), 3032 (Harmas-h. with
barrow No. 31., I. mil.), 40 (I. mik); D = 30-100 m,
H = 1-3m: 1 (Baté-h., I. mil.)), 2, 3 (Gyugér-h.,
Gyugeri-In, 1. mik, Borvas-li.), 8, 9, 12 (Kalicz, 1957,
pd. 3), 13, 14 (1. mil.), 15, 16, 19 (Nagy-h., Bedeko-
vich), 20 (Bedekovich), 22, 23 (Kis Janos-h.), 24
(Telek-In, L mik, Roémer, p. 152), 25, 28, 29 (cut
across by a road), 31 (see at barrows 31 and 32), 34
(Bedekovich), 38; D = 60-120m, H= 3-5m: 6
(Gyalu-h., 1. mil.), 18 (Kett6s-h., with barrow No.
17, 1. mil), 26 (Kélény-h., Kéttény-h.), 27; D =
80—220m, H = 5~ m: 17 (see at barrow No. 18),
41 (Néadas-h.); destroyed: 10 (Tetii-lu, only name),
11 (1. mil.), 35 (1. mil.), 36 (Bedekovich), 37 (Bede-
kovich), 39 (Bedekovich and I. mil.).

No barrows were found on the maps the of
settlements of 46. Tiszaiig, 47. Tiszasas, 48. Csépa.

49. Szelevény (3). D=60-80m, H= 13m: 1
(Kun-h.), 2 (Vég-In, 1. mil.); destroyed: 3.

V. Beékés county

1 Bucsa(4).D = 50m,H -0-1 m:3(MRT 2/1.
pd), 4 (MRT 2/18. pd); D= 100m, H= 1-3m: 1
(Csuka-h., Gyorffy, MRT 2/1. pd), 2 (MRT 2/15. pd).

2. Ecsegfalva (4). D= 80m, H= 1m: 1 (MRT
4/24. pd); D - 40-80 m, 1-3 m: (Bdcskei-h,
Bocskei-In, I. mik, I1. mik, MRT 4/5. pd.), 4 (Bokros-
h., Em6d-h. —exc. J. Szab6 1960 MRT4/13. pd);
D = 60m, H= 5m: 3 (Egyhaz-h., Egyhaz-halma,
I. mik, MRT 4/1. pd.).

3. Kertészsziget (5). D = 40-70 m, H = 0-1 m:
2 (MRT 6/3. pd.) 3 (MRT 6/11. pd.), 4 (Osvény-In,
MRT 6/6 pd.), 5 (MRT 6/12. pd.); D == 100m, H =
4 m: 1 (Akaszto-h., MRT 6/3. pd.).

4. Fuzesgyarmat (45). D = 20-40 m,H = 0-1 m:
17 (MRT 5/75. pd.), 22 (Mester-In, I. mil., MRT 5/64.
pd.), 24 (MRT 5/60. pd., cut across by a road), 27
(MRT 5/72. pd.), 28 (MRT 5/70. pd.), 31 (MRT 5/88.
pd.), 34 (MRT 5/89. pd.), 36 (I. mil. “Dig hal”, MRT
5/99. pd.), 37 (MRT 5/78. pd.), 38 (MRT 5/91. pd.)
41 (MRT 5/100. pd.), 44 (MRT 5/102. pd.), 45 (MRT
5/104. pd.); D = 40-80, H = 0-1 m: 1 (MRT 5/39.
pd.), 23 (MRT 5/60. pd.), 25 (MRT 5/66. pd., cut
across by a canal), 26 (MRT 5/68. pd.) 29 (MRT 5/73
pd.), 30 (MRT 5/27. pd.), 32 (MRT 5/76. pd., Il.
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mil.) 35 (MRT 5/93. pd.), 40 (MRT 5/79. pd.), 43
(MRT 5/101. pd., only a small part of it is still there,
southern and northern parts were removed); D =
40-80 m, H = 1-3m: 3 (MRT 5/6. pd.), 4 (Jany-h,,
Il. mil., MRT 5/13. pd.), 7 (cut across by a canal,
MRT 5/54. pd.), 8 (Fiirj-h., I. mil. “Furer hal”, II.
mil., MRT 5/17. pd.), 10 (MRT 5/82. pd.), 11 (M-
haly-h., I. mil., MRT 5/81. pd.), 12 (MRT 5/61. pd.),
badly disturbed, partly ploughed away), 14 (11. mil.,
MRT 5/28. pd.), 15 (Mérton-h., Il. mil., MRT 5/86.
pd.), 18 (MRT 5/32. pd.), 19 (Gorzas-h., I. mil.
“Gordas-hal”, MRT 5/40. pd.), 39 (MRT 5/29. pd.),
42 (1. mil., “Zuka hal”, MRT 5/59. pd.); D = 150 m,
H - 3m: 2 (Pap-h., I. mil, MRT 5/5. pd.); D = 60
m, H = 3-5m: 5and 6 (Kett6s-In, MRT 5/14. pd.), 9
(MRT 5/15. pd.), 13 (Béardos-h., Béarda-h., 1. mil.,
Il. mil., MRT 5/25. pd.), 16 (Korhany-h., I. mil,
II. mil., MRT 5/30. pd.), 20 (Sit6-h., Sutott-h.,
I. mil, Il. mil., MRT 5/38. pd.). Banows Nos. 24-30,
3335, 37, 38, 40, 41, 44 and 45 were described ac-
cording to local reference-books.

5. Szeghalom (63). 1) = 20-40m, H = 0 m:

(MRT 11/36. pd.), 20 (MRT 1V71. pd.), 24 (MRT
11/39. pd.), 32 (Cebe-tanyai-h. - exc. 1 Ecsedy
1971 MRT 11/82. pd.), 35 (MRT 11/119. pd.), 36
(MRT 11/128. pd.), 38 (MRT 11/139. pd.), 39 (MRT
11/142. pd.), 40 (MRT 11/143. pd.), 43 (MRT 11/151.
pd.), 50 (I. mil., “Kis Lukacza”, MRT 11/196. pd.),
55 (MRT 11/213.pd.); I) = 40-80 m, Il = 0-1 m: ],
27 (MRT 11/3a. pd.), 45 (MRT 11/155. pd.), 46 (MRT
11/156. pd.), 49 (MRT 11/186. pd.), 51 (MRT 11/206.
pd.), 52 (MRT 11/207. pd.), 53 (MRT 11/208. pd.),
57 (MRT 112/215. pd.), 59 (MRT 11/217. pd.), 60
(MRT 11/218. pd.), 67 (MRT 1143. pd.); D =
20-40 m, H = 1-3 m: 12 (MRT 11/34. pd.), 15 (Pap-
in, 1. mil., MRT 11/14. pd.), 16 (Pakéac-h., Il. mil.,
MRT 11/9. pd.), 23 (MRT 11/38. pd.), 30 (MRT
11/100. pd.), 41 (MRT 11/144. pd.), 42 (MRT 11/150.
pd.), 44 (MRT 11/154. pd.); I) = 40-80 m, H = 1-3
m: 5/1. mil., “Kis Balkdny”, MRT 11/32. pd.), 6
(Pap-h., MRT 11/31. pd.), 8 (MRT 11/29. pd.), 9
(Turbuc-h., MRT 11/27. pd.), 10 (MRT 11/28. pd.),
1N (MRT 1V/35. pd.), 19 (MRT 11/69. pd.), 1. mil.
“Czebehal”), 22 (MRT 11/23. pd.), 26 (Foldi-h., II.
mil., MRT 11/5. pd.), 28 (MRT 11/21, pd.), 29 (MRT
11/22, pd.), 31 (I. mil. “Nagy Lukacza” , MRT 11/45.
pd.), 33 (MRT 11/46. pd.), 34 (Cigany-h.,MRT 11/68.
pd.), 37 (MRT 11/133. pd.), 47 (K6dménds-h,, MRT
11/157. pd.), 48 (Torda-h., MRT 11/185. pd., the
grave of A Péter), 56 (MRT 11/214. pd.), 58 (MRT
11/216. pd., partly carried away), 62 (I. mil.,, MRT
11/81. pd.); D = 40-120 m, H = 1-3 m: 13 (Szivés-
h., L mil. “Czebe Lajronya”, MRT 11/13. pd.), 54
(MRT 11/209. pd.); D= 70-80m, Il = 3-5m: 3
(Geszlencés-h., I. mil.,, MRT 11/44. pd.), 7 (Bene-h.,
I. mil.,Saros-h., MRT 11/30. pd.), 13 (Balint h.,1. mil.,
Il. mil.. MRT 11/24, pd.), 17 and 18 (Kett6s-h., II.
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mil., MRT 11/15. pd.), 21 (Korhany-h., 1. mil., II.
mil., MRT 11/72pd.); D = 100-120 m, H = 6-8 m:
4 (Balkan-h., 1. mil.,, Il. mil., MRT 11/33. pd.), 25
(Dié-h., I. mil., 1. mil., MRT 11/1. pd.); destroyed:
63 (1. mil.). Barrows Nos 35, 38, 43, 45, 46, 49, 51,
52, 54-57 and 62 are described according to local
reference-books (MRT).

6. Dévavanya (74). D= 20-40m, H = 0-1in: 6
(Szik-h., MRT 3/53. pd.), 7 (MRT 3/123. pd.), 13
(MRT 3/193. pd.), 35 (Borbély-h., MRT 3/11. pd.),
44 (MRT 3/89. pd.), 47, 50 (MRT 3/184. pd.), 60
(MRT 3/94. pd.), 62 (MRT 3/9. pd.), 64 (MRT 3/55.
pd., ploughed), 67 (MRT 3/195. pd.), 68 (MRT 3/142.
pd.), 70 (MRT 3/182. pd.), 71 (MRT 3/182. pd.);D =
40-80 m, H = 0-1 m: 8 (II. mil., MRT 3/130. pd.),
36 (Katora-h., I. mil., MRT 3/183. pd., eastern side
MRT 3/155. pd., I. mil.), 9, 10 (MRT 3/42. pd.), 12
(MRT 3/40. pd.). 14 (MRT 3/193. pd.), 16 (MRT 3/72.
pd.), 18 (MRT 3/84. pd.), 19 (MRT 3/93. pd.), 21
(MRT 3/139. pd.), 22 (MRT 3/70. pd.), 23 (Besenyd-
in, MRT 3/190. pd.), 24 (MRT 3/105. pd., I. mil.

2“Réez Laponya”), 26 (MRT 3/26. pd.), 27 (Lapo-
nyag, MRT 3/27. pel.), 28 (Bogéros-In, MRT 3/87.
pd.), 29 (MRT 3/134. pd.), 31 (Dékany-h., MRT
3/82. pd.), 32 (Szilagyi-h., MRT 3/83. pd.), 33 (MRT
3/173. pd.), 34 (MRT 3/173. pd.), 38 (Kis Dogos-In,
I. mil., MRT 3/18. pd.), 39 (MRT 3/20. pd.), 40 (MRT
3/131. pd., disturbed), 42 (MRT 3/60. pd.), 45 (l.
mil., 3/19. pd.), 48 (MRT 3/158. pd.), 53 (MRT 3/21.
pd.), 54 (MRT 3/44. pd.), 55 (MRT 3/61. pd.), 56
(MRT 3/75. pd.), 57 (MRT 3/76. pd.), 58 (MRT 3/81.
pd.), 59 (MRT 3/85. pd.), 63 (MRT 3/48. pd.), 65
(MRT 3/57. pd.), 74 (MRT 3/93. pd.), 75 (MRT 3/93.
pd.); ) = 40-80in, H = 3-5m: 2 (Kdles-In, 1 mil.,
II. mil, MRT 3/56. pd.), 11 (Berek-h., MRT 3/41.
pel.), 15 (Csordagyepi-h., Csorda-h., MRT 3/71. pd.),
17 (Csorda-h., 1. mil., MRT 3/73. pd.), 25 (Hajés-In,
MRT 3/86. pd.), 30 (Oihalom, I. mil. Kis Orhalom,
MRT 3/77. pd.), 41 (Sarté-h.  exc. S. Gallus 1936.
MNM A. 76. D. Il.  I. mil, Il. mil., MRT 3/7. pd.),
43 (Doszta-h., 1. mil, Il. mil. “Tolsztoj-In", MRT
3/90. pd.), 49 (Boda-tanya-halma, MRT 3/166. pd.,
parts are carried away); D = 80—420m, H = 3-5
m: 4 and 5 (Kéthalom, 1. mil., MRT 3/58. and 3/59.
pd); D= 100-120m, H 5-7m: 20 (Barcé-h.,
—exc. |. Ecsedy 1969 1 mil., II. mil., MRT 3/49.
pd.), 72 (Templom-domb,  exc. P. Freny6 1887,
Arch. Ert. 1888, pp. 53-57, MRT 3/200. pd.); bar-
rows Nos. 50,53, 57, 60, 61, 62, 66, 67, 69, 73, 74, 75
are described only in a local reference-book (MRT).

7. Gyoma (69). D ==40-80m, H -=0-1 m: 5, 13,
15, 16, 17, 26 (Kuls6-Szeg-h., 1. mil.), 29 (Ddgos-In,
1. mil.), 35, 40, 41, 42, 43, 47, 48 (El6-h,, 1. mil., II.
mil.), 52, 55 (Bodor-h.), 56, 58, 59, 61; D = 80-100
m, H = 0-1 m: 36, 37 (Szih-h., I. mil. Kils6 Szeg-
h.), 53, 54, 57, 60 (I. mil. “Senar alias™), 62, 64 (1.
mil.), 65 (Eb-h.), 66 (Ozedi-h., I. mil. “Ozet-h.”, II.



mil.), 69; D = 40-80m, H = 13 m: 8, 9, 10 (Lyu-
kas-h.), 11 (Hegyes-h., 1. mil.), 12, 14 (Fenékd&rl6-
h.), 18 (1. mil.), 20, 21, 22, 27, 30, 34, 38 (I. mil.), 39,
44 and 45 (Kis Két-h., I. mil.), 50 (Asott-h., 1. mil.),
67, 1) = 80-120 m, H = 1-3m: 1 (Remete-h.), 2
(Hatar-h., Kéantor-h., I. mil.), 3 (Kengyel-h., 1.mil.),
23, 24 (Réz-h., Rede-In, Rédey-h.), 28, 31, 32, 33, 49
(Egei-h., 1. mil., 11. mil.), 63 (Szalmégyi-h., I. mil.),
68 (cut across); D = 70-120m, H = 3-5m: 7 (l.
mil.), 19 (Magas-h.), 25 (Pé-h., I. mil., IT. mil.), 46
(Rigo-h.), 51 (Keselyts-h., 1. mil. “Kesperis hal”);
D= 100m,H - 7m: 6 (Tere-li., Terek-h., I. mil.);
destroyed: 4.

8. Endrod (20). U =40-100 m, H = 0-1 m: 2, 5,
8 (Koles-h., I. mil. Keles-h.), 12, 14, 17, 18, 20 (l.
mil.); D = 60-100 m, H = 1-3m: 3, 7 (Lyukas-h.,
Berki-h.), 9, 10 (Koplald-h., I. mil.), 15 (L mil.), 19
(Vaszké-h.); 1) = 80-100m, H= 3-5m: 1, 4 (Ro-
lyak-h.), 11 (Simai-h.), 13 (Pap-h.); Il = 80m, H =

55 m: 16 (I. mil. Sés-h.); destroyed: 6 (Egyhaz-h.).

9. Korosladany (37): D= 2040 m, H = 0—4m:
18 (MRT 7/55. pd.), 21 (MRT 7/57. pd.), 22 (MRT
7/56. pd.), 23 (MRT 7/54. pd.), 25 (MRT 7/66. pd.),
26 (MRT 7/67. pd.), 27 (MRT 7/68. pd.), 28 (MRT
7/73. pd.), 30 (MRT 7/87. pd.), 31 (MRT 7/90. pd.),
32 (MRT 7/99. pd.), 34 and 35 (MRT 7/103. pd.), 36
(MIT 7/109. pd.), D = 40-60 m, H = 0-1 m: 2 (I.
mil., Csampé-h., MRT 7/69. pd.), 8 (MRT 7/63. pd.),
14 (MRT 7/91. pd.), 24 (MRT 7/44. pd.), 33 (MRT
7/100. pd.); D = 40-120 m, H = 1-3 m: 1 (Rev-h,,
Mécsa-h., I. mil. Revé-h., MRT 7/5. pd.), 4 (I. mil,,
I1. mil.), 5 (I. mil. Tokéri-1), 7 (MRT 7/72. pd.), 9
(Gyorgy-kéri-h., 11. mil., MRT 7/64. pd.), 10 (Kisrct-
h,, MRT 7/89. pd.), 11 (MRT 7/92. pd.), 12 (Sarrét-
in, Nagyrét-h., I. mil., MRT 7/94. pd.), 13 (Gombos-
In, Csiké-h., I. mil., MRT 7/93. pd.), 15 (MRT 7/96.
pd.), 16 (Kéves-In, 1. mil., MRT 7/84. pd.), 17 (Edes-
In, Citra-h., I. mil., 7/114. pd.), 19 (MRT 7/50. pd.),
20 (Gombas-h., I. mil., MRT 7/110. pd.), 29 (MRT
7177. pd.), 37 (Paphalma, I. mil., Il.mil., MRT 7/112.
pd.); D= 100m, H = 3-5m: 3 (Edes-h., 1. mil,,
Il. mil., MRT 7/1. pd.), 6 (Korhany-h., I. mil., MRT
712. pd.), 25, 26, 27, 31-35 barrows are described
according to local reference-books only (MRT).

10. Vészt6 (27). D = 20-40 m, H = 0-1 m: 5, 14
MRT 12/42. pd.), 15 (MRT 12/54. pd.), 16 (MRT
12/55. pd., on the map published in 1964. H = 1.8
m), 18 (Mészéros-h., Il. mil., MRT 12/57. pd.), 19
(MRT 12/58. pd.), 23 (MRT 12/11. pd.), 24 (MRT
12/114. pd.), 25 (MRT 12/115. pd.); D = 40-60 m,
H= 0-1 m: 4 (MRT 1223 pd.), 6, 7 (MRT 12/25.
pd.), 20 (MRT 12/59. pd.), 21 (MRT 12/91. pd.), 22
(MRT 12/92. pd.), 26 (MRT 12/116. pd.); D = 40-
120m, H = 1-3 in: 1(MRT 12/5. pd.), 2 (MRT 12/6.
pd.), 3 (Szuhai-h.,, MRT 12/11. pd.), 8 (Nagy-In, I.
mil. “Aklay hal”, MRT 12/27. pd.), 9 (I. mil., MRT
12/31. pd.), 11 (MRT 12/34. pd.), 12 (I. mil., MRT

12/35. pd.), 13 (Kalap-h., MRT 12/40. pd.), 17 (MRT
12/56. pd.), 27 (Panyéad-h., I. mil. “Panyat hal”, Il.
mil., MRT 12/120. pd.); D= 80m, H=4m: 10
(Géti-h., 1. mil.,, MRT 12/32. pd.). — Barrows 15,
17, 19and 21 are described by local reference-books
only (MRT).

11 Korosujfalu (20). D = 1040m, H= 0—4m:
8 (MRT 9/23. pd.), 9 (MRT 9/23. pd.), 12 (MRT 9/24.
pd.), 14 (MRT 9/27. pd.), 15 (MRT 9/28. pd.), 16
(MRT 9/29. pd.), 17 (MRT 9/30. pd.), 18 (MRT 9/31.
pd.), 19 (MRT 9/35. pd.); D = 40-60 m, Il = 0-1
m: 5 (MRT 9/37. pd.), 6 (MRT 9/19. pd.), 10 (MRT
9/1. pd.), 11 (MRT 9/13. pd.), 13 (MRT 9/21. pd.), 20
(MRT 9/20. pd.); D= 40-80m, 1 1-3m: 2
(MRT 9/33. pd.), 3 (MRT 9/14. pd.), 4 (MRT 9/36.
pd), 7 (MRT 9/2. pd.); D=8m, H= 55m: 1
(Templom-h., 1. mil., MRT 9/15. pd., there was a
church on it in the Middle Ages). Barrows 7, 8, 9,
12-20 are described according to local reference-
books only (MRT).

12. Koérosnagyharsany (7) D= 50—100m, H=
0—2m: 2 (MRT 8/17. pd.), 3 and 4 (Péntek-domb,
MRT 8/15. pd.), 6 (MRT 8/12. pd.); 1) = 50-60 m,
H = 1-3m: 1(l. mil., MRT 8/5. pd.), 5 (MRT 8/13.
pd.), 7 (I. mil., MRT 8/11. pd.).

13 sinarugra (42). )= 3060m, H = 0—%in: 3
(MRT 142. pd.), 8 (MRT 1/29. pd.), 12 (MRT 1/45.
pd.), 15 (MRT 1/48. pd.), 16 (MRT 1/37. pd.), 18
(MRT 15. pd.), 22 (MRT 1/34. pd.), 32 (MRT 1/44.
pd.), 34 (MRT 150. pd.), 37 (MRT 1/3. pd.), 38
(MRT 1/42. pd., 1. mil. “Feje Szakal6 halom™), 42
(MRT 132 pd.); D= 60-80m, H= 0-1m: 10
(MRT 1/40. pd.), 11 (Pocsai-h., I. mil., MRT 1/41.
pd.), 21 (MRT 1/56. pd.), 35 (MRT 1/50. pd.), 39
(MRT 1/38. pd.), 40 (MRT 1/50.pd.); I) = 40-100 m,
H = 1-3m: 5 (MRT 125. pd.), 6 (MRT 1/26. pd.), 7
(I. mil., MRT 1/27. pd., only 0.4 m high today), 9
(MRT 1/28. pd.), 13 (MRT 1/46. pd.), 14 (MRT 1/47.
pd.) 17 (MRT V4. pd.), 19 (MRT 1/3. pd.), 20 (MRT
154. pd.), 23 (MRT 1/35. pd.), 25 (MRT 1/22. pd.),
26 (MRT 1/30. pd.), 27 (I. mil., MRT 1/11. pd., plo-
ughed), 28 (MRT 1/9. pd., only 0.5 m high today),
29 (Strazsa-In, 1. mil., MRT 1/10. pd.), 30 (L mil.,
MRT 1/13. pd.), 31 (I. mil. Téviskes-h,, MRT 1/43.
pd.), 33 (Rézsas-h., MRT 1/15. pd.), 36 (Zold-In,
MRT V16. pd.), 41 (MRT 1/12. pd.); D = 80 m,
H=35m: 2 (I. ml., MRT 121 pd.), 4 (I. mil.,
MRT 123 pd.); =80 m H=6m: land 24
(Négyesi kettos-In, MRT 1/19 pd.).

14. zcaaany (22). 1) = 25-50 m, H = 0-1 m: 13
MRT 13/7. pd.), 15 (MRT 13/32. pd.), 16 (MRT
13/32. pd.), 17 (MRT 13/36. pd.), 18 (MRT 13/51.
pd.), 19 (MRT 13/52. pd.), 20 (MRT 13/54. pd.), 21
(MRT 13/55. pd.), 22 (MRT 13/56. pd.); 1) = 50-70
m H= 04m: 4 (MRT 13/17. pd.), 9 (Szilvas-In,
13/13. pd.), 14 (MRT 13/57. pd.); D = 40-80 m,
H= 1-3m: 1(MRT 13/19. pd.), 2 (MRT 13/18. pd.),
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5 (MRT 13/15. pd.), 6 (MRT 13/16. pd.), 7 (MRT
16/14. pd.), 11 (MRT 13/12. pd.); D = 60-90 m,
H = 3-4m: 3 (MRT 13/50. pd.), 10 (Temetd-h.,
MRT 13/53. pd.), 12 (MRT 13/6. pd.). Barrows 16-22
are described according to local reference-books
(MRT).

15. Okény (4). D= 20-40m, H=0-1m: 1
(MRT 10/17. pd.), 2 (MRT 10/17. pd.), 3 (MRT 10/24.
pd.), 4 (MRT 10/31. pd.); barrows Nos. 1, 2, 4 are
described according to local reference-books (MRT).

16. Bélmegyer (13). D = 40-80m, H = 0—m; 1,
4,506,711, 13, D= 150m, H = 1m: 9 (Magyar
Telek-h., I. mil.); D = 30-80in, H = 1-3m: 2, 3;
I) = 80-120 in, H = 13 m: 8 (Csdmoki-domb), 10.

17. Korostarcsa (18). 1) = 4080 ni, H = 0-1 ni:
2, 3 (I. mil), 6, 9 (I. mil.), 10, 12, 14, 15 16, 17
(1. mil.), 19 (Almos-h.); D = 80-120 in, H = 1-3m:

1 (Mérges-h., 1. mil., 1l. mil), 5 (Kér-h., I. mil.
“Tar hal”), 7,8, 11, 13, 18; D= 80m, H = 35 m:
4 (Hideg-h.).

18. Csardaszallas (12). D = 50—4200m, H =
0- 1m: 7, 9 11 (Barat-h.); 1) = 60-100 m, 4 =
1—3m: 1, 2 (Vitalis-h.,, 1. mil,,
“Szt. Janos”), 5 (Tarcsai Fekete-h., Fekete-h., II.
mil.), 6, 10, 12 (Temet6-h.); D = 80-100 m,
H = 35 m: 4 (Kut-h., Kdves-h.), 8 (Fél-h., 1. mik,
1. mik).

19. Orménykiat (5). D= 80m, H= 1m: 5;
D=280-120m, H= 1-3m: 2, 3, 4 (Szilaj-h.,
Szilai-h.); D= 100m, H = 4m: 1 (Telek-h., 1.
mik).

20. Szarvas (29). 1) = 40-100m, H= 0-1ni: 1
(I. mik), 3 (Bogdany-h., Bogdan-h., I. mik, II.
mik), 5, 6 (Dag-laponyag-h., L mik), 15 (disturbed),
17 (partly destroyed), 20 (L mik), 21 (I. mik), 22
(I. mik); D = 40-100 m, H = 1-3 ni: 2 (Csikds-h,,
I. mik, Il. mik), 4 (Bekan-h., Kakai-h., I1l. mik
“Kéka-h.”, Szarvas-map “Kéakai halmok” together
with barrow No. 5.), 9, 10 (Strdzsa-h., 1. mik, II.
mik, Szarvas-map), 11 (Ko6zép-h., Il. mik, Szarvas-
map), 12 (Cibula-h., Cibulya-h., Il. mik Papnd
halma, Szarvas-map), 16, 18, 19 (Décsi-h., Il. mik,
Szarvas-map), 23 (Gyilkos-h., Il. mik, Szarvas-
map), 24 (Rdzséas-h., Rézsasi-h., 11. mik, Szarvas-
map), 26 (Tere-h., Szarvas-map), 27, 28, 29;
D= 80-100m, H= 3-5m: 8 (Szappanyos-h.,
Skorka-h., 1. mik, Il. mik), 13 (Baltz6-h., in Bako-
halom-diilé, 1. mik, [I. mik, Szarvas-map);
1)= 10ni, H= 55m: 7 (6rhalom, 1 mik);
destroyed: 25 (I. mik).

21. Békésszentandras (19). D =50-80m, H
0-1 m: 4, 5, 11 (Pintér-h.), 18 19; I) = 60-100 m,
H= 1-3m: 2 (Ocsodi-h., Bedekovich, Szarvas-
map), 9 (Bika-h., perhaps teli), 13 (Nadas-h., I. mik,
Szarvas-map “Szentesi Ut halma”), 14 (Kis Andras-
h., Il. mik), 16 (Kovacs-1., Il. mik), 17 (Harom-
serke-k, Il. mik); D = 80-120m, H= 3-5m: 6
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1. mil.), 3 (1. mil.

(Dinnyés-h., Magyaros-h., I1. mik), 7and 8 (Kettds-
In, 1. mik, 1l. mik), 10 (Szakal-h., Fekete-h., I. mik,
Il. mik), 15 (Furugyi-h., Sinkovitz-h., I. mik “Furo
halom”); D= 120m, H= 6m: 12 (Godény-h.,
1, mik, Il. mik, Szarvas-map).

22. Csabacsid (9). D = 20-40m, H = 0-1 m: 1,
2,3,4,6;,D=40-80m, H = 0-1 m: 5, 7 (Szér-h.),
8 9

23. Kardos (2. D=80m, H= 1m: 2; D =
90m, H= 1-3m: 1(Gal6-h., Gall6-h., I. mik, II.
mik, Szarvas-map).

24. Hunya (). D= 30m, H= 15m: 1

25. Mez6berény (18). 1) = 30-80m, H = 0-1 m:
l, 2 (Almos-h.), 4 (I. mik), 5, 6, 7, 9, 10 (Kapony-h.),
11, 15 (Bodzas-h., 11. mik), 16, 17, 18; 1) = 80-100
m, H = 13m: 3 (Tucsok-h., Laszlé-h.,, — exc.
Borbala Maraz 1971 Il. mik), 8 (Hosszutelki-
h.), 13 (Dbg-h.); D = 100-120 m, H = 4m: 12,
14 (Rokas-h., Olah-h., I. mik, Il. mik).

26. Békés (22). D= 20-60m, H=0-1m: 2
(I. mik, Il. mik), 4, 6, 8, 16; 1) = 6080 m, H =
0-1 m: 7, 14, 15 (Lapos-domb), 19; D = 30-120 m,
H= 13m: 1 3 (I. mik, 1l. mik), 5 (I. mik), 9
(Bodisné-h., Lencse-h., 11. mik), 10 (I. mik), 17, 18;
destroyed: 11 (I. mik), 12, 13 (I. mik), 22 (Vas-h.,

1. mik).

27. Tarhos (1). D= 80m, H = 45m: 1 (Torok-
Var).

28. Sarkadkeresztir. No barrows were found on
the maps.

29. Mezdgyan (12). D= 30-60 m, H= 0-1 m: 2,
34,5789 10, 11, 12;1) = 50-60 in, H = 1-3 m:
1 (Lencses-h.), 6 (Gyémant-h.).

30. Geszt (36). D= 30-80m, H= 0-1m: 3, 5,
6, 7,8 9 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 (Barrows Nos 9-15
together are Harmas-h.), 16, 19, 20, 26 (a cross on
it, 1. mil.), 27, 35, 36 (disturbed); D = 40-100 m,
H = 123 m: 1 (Héhalom, I. mil.), 2 (Héhalom, I.
mik “Vatto hal”), 4 (I. mil.), 17 (on the border),
18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25; destroyed: 28, 29, 30, 31, 32,
33, 34

31. Ujszalonta (3). D= 30-80m, H
123

32. Méhkerék (4). I) = 50-60 m, H= 0-1 m: 3,
4, D=80, H= 15m: 1, 2 (partly destroyed).

33. Koétegyan (6). 1) = 30—200m, H = 02 m: 1,
2,34,5 6

34. Sarkad (2). 1)= 50-60 m, H = 0-1 m:
(Jerczi deak-h., 11. mik).

3B Gerla 3. ) =80m, H=1m: 1, D=
100-120 m, H = 3-5 m: 2 (Veszei-h.), 3

36. Doboz (8). 1) = 50-80m, H= 0-1m: 1, 2
3 (disturbed), 4, 5, 7( a chapel on it); D = 40-80 m,
H= 12m: 6 8

0-1 m:

37 Murony()):S OmH=04m: 14
= 80-100m, H = 1-2m: 2 and 3 (F6ldvari-h.,
1. mik).



38. Kamut (16). D= 30-80m, H = 04 m: 1, 2,
3 (Hegyes-h., 1. mil., disturbed), 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, D= 70m, H= 12 m: 15

39. Kondoros (6). D= 40-80m, H= 0—4m: 1
2,3, 4,56

40. Nagyszérias (9). D = 80—220m, H = 1-3 ni:
| (Sz6r-h., 1. mii. “Zur hal”), 3, 4, 5 (Orhalom), 6,
7 (Dogkat-h.), 8 and 9 (Kett6s-h., 1. mil.); D =
100 ni, H = 4 m: 2 (Nadas-h.).

4L Gadoros (2).D= 80m, H= 0-Im: 1, 2

42. Csorvds (4).D= 50-80ni, H=1-2m: 1
(Hihe-h., Huhe-h.), 3 (Hajduvélgyi-h.), 4; des-
troyed: 2 (1. mil.).

43. Kétsoprony (2). D=40-80m,H=0-1m: 1, 2

44, Telekgerendas (9). D = 40—300m, H = 0—&
m:12345678D=10mH=43m: 9

45. Békéscsaba (3). Destroyed: 1 (Fovényes-h.,
I. mil,, 1I. mii.), 2 (I. mii.), 3 (1. mii.).

46. Gyula (28). D= 40-80m, H=0-1m: 1
(disturbed), 6, 1213, 14, 15, 16, 19, 27, 28; D=
60-100m, H = 1-3m: 2 (Dézsi-h., Il. mii), 3
(disturbed), 4 (Gyiirke-h.), 5, 8 (Keresztes-h.), 9
(cut across by a canal), 10, 17, 18 25, 26; D =
70-100 ni, H = 3-5m: 7 (Hullat6-h.), 22 (Harmas-
h.), 23, 24 (Farkas-h.); D = 100-120m, H =
5-6 m: 20,21; destroyed: 11 (Bibic-h.)

47. Gyulavari (3). D= 60—0m, H = 0-1 m: 2,
3;D=100m, H=35m: 1

48. Szabadkigyos, 49. Ujkigy6s. No barrows were
found on the maps.

50. Gerendas (2). D = 50-100 m, H = 1-1.5 m:
1,2 (cut across by a road).

51. Oroshéza (11). D= 40-80m, H = 0-1 m: 3,
4, 8 (I. mil.), 9 (I. mil.), 11 (L. mil.); D= 40m,
H= 16m: 7 (I. mik, Héthalmi-ddlé is north of
barrows Nos. 7—11); destroyed: 1 (I. mil.), 2 (I. mil.
“Kyaparos halom”), 5 (I. mik, in Sz&ke-halom-
ddld), 6 (1. mik, in Kanasz-halom-d(il6), 10 (I. mil.).

52. Pusztafldvar, 53. Csanadapéaca. No barrows
were found on the maps.

54. Medgyesbodzas (1). Destroyed: 1 (I. mil).

55. Pusztaottlaka (2). D = 50m, H=Im: 1,
D=8mH= 15m: 2

56. Kétegyhaza (29). D = 40200 m, H = 0—& m:
15 6 7 8 9, 10, 11, 12 (cemetery chapel on it),
18, 20, 24, 27, 28, 29; D= 50-100 m, H = 1-3m: 2
(cut across by a canal), 3 (cut across by a canal), 4
(disturbed), 14, 15 21, 22, 26; D = 60-80 m,
H=35m: 13 19; D= 70-90m, H = 5-7m: 16
(Torok-h. — exc. ? cut across), 17 (Torok-h.), 23
(Hegyes-h., I. mil.); destroyed: 25.

57. Elek 4. D=8m, H= 1m: 3 (I. mil);
D=8040m, H=1I-3m: 1 2 4 (Janos-h.,
1. mil.).

58. Medgyesegyhdza (5). D = 50-80m, H =
0-1m: 2,35 D=80inH= 16m: D= 80
m, H=5m: 4

59. Kardoskut (11). D = 80—00m, H = 0-1 m:
1 2, 3, 4 (in Mézeshalmi-d(il6, Mézes-h. ?), 5, 7, 8,
9 (Aranyod-h.), 10, 11; D= 100m, H= 5m: 6
(Bucsu-h.).

60. Békéssamson (7). D = 50-80 m, H
2 (cut across by a canal), 3, 4,5, 6, 7; D
H=27m:1

61. Toétkomlos (5). D = 60-70m, H = 0—m: 3,
4 5 D=8mH=22m: 1, D= 90in, H=
45 m: 2 (Bartha-h.).

62. Nagykopancs (4). D = 100-150 m, H = 1-2
m: 1 (Késa-h., I. mil.), 2 (Docdge-h.), 3,4.

63. Kaszaper (). D= 70m, H= 1m: 1

64. Nagybanhegyes (1). D= 80m, H= 1m: 1

65. Magyarbanhegyes (1). D=80m, H=2m: 1
(I. mil.).

66. Almaskamaras. No barrows were found on
the maps.

67. Nagykamaras (26). D = 50-80 m, H = 0-1
m: 2, 4, 5 6, 12 13, 14, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24
@ mil), 26; D= 50-100m, H= 13m: I, 3, 7,
8,9, 11 (cut across exc. ?), 15, 16 (disturbed) 19, 21;
D= 70400m, H= 3-5m: 10 (disturbed), 25
(Targyi-h., I. mil.).

68. Lokoshaza (8). D = 50-80m, H = 0—m: 1
2356,7,D=8mH= 15m: 4, D = 160m,
H = 9m: 8 (Tatéar-h., 1. mil., on the border).

69. Revenues (6. D= 60-80m, H = 0-1m:
2, 3, 4 (Partos-h., exc. ?— 1. mil.); D = 90—00 m,
H= 13m:56,D=8m, H=35m: 1(Barta-
h., L mil., disturbed).

70. Dombiratos (2).
D=90m H=3m: 1

71. Kundgota (3). D= 60m, H= 0-1m: I, 2
D 8m,H= 15m: 3

72. Végegyhéza (7). D = 50-80m, H = 0-1 m:
2,4,5 6;1)=280-100m, H= 1-2m: 1 (Zsibrik-
domb, Templom-h., 1. mil.), 3 (I. mil., barrows
Nos. 3—6 in Halmos-d(il6), 7.

73. Mez6kovacshdza (2). D = 60m, H= 1m: 2
destroyed: 1 (I. mil.).

74. Magyardombegyhaz (3). D = 60-80m, H =
0-1m: 2, 3; D= 100m, H= 25m: 1 (dis-
turbed).

75. Kisdombegyhdz (3). D = 60—+#0m, H =1m:
1,2, D= 100m, H= 3m: 3 (I. mil.,, disturbed).

76. Dombegyhdz (12).D = 50-70m, H = 0-1 m:
3, 4, 5 9 (disturbed); D= 70-80m, H = 1-3m:
1 2, 6 (Vizes-h.), 10 (perhaps an earth castle), 11
(Attila-h., cut across by a road), 12 (disturbed);
D=80-90m, H = 4-5m: 7, 8 (Temet6-h,, exc. ?
I. mil., Fekete-h.).

77. Battonya (22). D = 40-80m, H= 0—m: 6,
7,8 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 19; D = 50-100 m, H =
1- 3m: 3 (Battonyai-h., I. mil), 4, 5 13, 18, 21
(Hérmashatéar-h., I. mil., cut accross by a road), 22
(I. mil.); D=70-100m, H= 3-5m: 2, 9, 14

0-1m:
100 m,

D=35m H=1m: 2

139



(Sénka-h.), 15, 20 (Ciko-h., I. mil.); D = 100 m,
H = 6m: 1(I. mil., perhaps teli).
78. Mez6hegyes (1). D= 80m, H= 1m: 1

VI. Csongrdd county

1. Csongrad. No barrows were found on the
maps.

2. Nagytéke (15). D = 50-100m, H = 0-1m: 1
(I. mil.) 2 (TGzkéves-h., I. mil.), 5 (I. mil.), 6 (I.
mil.), D= (id-150m, H= 23 m: 3 (I. mil), 4
(Szedres-h., I. mil.), 10 (Kett6s-h., together with
barrow No. 9. in Szentes, I. mil.), 14 (T6kei-h., I.
mil.), 15; D = 80—200m, H = 3-5nr. 7 (Szasz-h.,
1 mil.), 9 (I. mil.), 11, 12; destroyed; 8 (I. mil.), 13
(1. mil.).

3. Eperjes (5). D= 80m, H= 1m: 3 (Hideg-h.),
D = 60-150 m, H = 1-3 m: 2 (Sipos-h.), 4 (Nagy
Kirélysag-h., 1. mil.), 5 (Lajos-h.); destroyed; 1 (l.
mil.).

4. Fabiansebestyén (10). D = 80—220m, H
0—m: 1 (Kirdlvsag-h.), 5 8 (Néadas-h.), 9; I)
60—220m, H = 3 m: 2 (Bedekovich, cut across
by a road), 3 (Nagy-orom-h.) 6, 7, 10; 1) = 120 m,
H - 4m: 4 (Borso-h).

5. Magyartés. No barrows were found on the
maps.

6. Szentes (53). 1) = 50-100 in, H= 0-1 m: 7, 8,
12 (I. mil.), 13, 25, 28 (Szent Laszl6-h.), 29 (Kdves-
h., 1. mil.) 30, 31 (Réaz-h., I. mil.), 32, 35 (I. mil.),
37 (I. mil), 42, 45 (Kis-laponyag, I. mil.), 47 (l.
mil.), 52, 53; D = 70-150 m, H = 1-3m: 3 (Ket-
t6s-h., together with barrow No. 2.), 4 (Diszn6-h.),
9 (Kett6s-h., together with barrow No. 10in Nagy-
t6ke, I. mil), 11, 14, 18 (Vords-h.), 19, 20, 21
(Ketts-h.), 22, 23, 24 (Kis-h.), 33 (Diszno6-h.), 34
(Mikec-h., 1. mil.), 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44 (I. mil.),
48; D = 80-150 m, H = 3-5in: 2 (see at barrow
No. 3.), 6 (Pankota-h., I. mil. “Bankat! hal™), 10,
15, 16, 17 (Fekete-h., I. mil.), 26 (Dinnyés-h., 1.
mil.), 50, 51 (Fekete-h., Széna-h., I. mil.); D =
150 m, H= 56m: 46 (Piponya-h., I. mil.), 49
(J6zsa-h.,, L mil); D= 100m, H= 10m: 27
(Kéntor-h., Szent Mihaly-h.); destroyed: 1 (I. mil.),
5 (1. mil.).

7. Arpadhalom (5). D= 80m, H = 6m: 1 (cut
across by a road); destroyed: 2, 3, 4, 5 (I. mil.
according to it barrows Nos. 15 are called Otlia-
lom).

8. Nagymagocs (6). D = 6080m, H = 0 m:
2, 3,4, 5 (in Apréhalmi-ddlé); D = 80m, H = 15
m; 1(I. mil.); destroyed: 6 (I. mil.).

9. Derekegyhdz (3. D=60m, H= 1m: 1,
D=10m, H=2m: 2; destroyed: 3 (I. mil.
“Gane hal”).

10. Szegvar (8). D = 70-100m, H= 1-3m: 1
(I. mil), 2, 3, 4 (Balazs-h. ?, 1. mil. “Balias halom™),
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5 (Szilas-h., 1. mil.), 6 (Fuzes-h. ?, 1. mil. “Fuzes
hal”), 7 (I. mil); destroyed: 8 (I. mil. “Pas
hal™).

11. Mindszent (9. D=60m. H= 1m: 7,
D=60450m, H=1-3m: 1 (Eudas-h., I. mil.,
on a triple border, cut across by a road), 2 (Seb6k-
h., Nagy-h., I. mil.), 3, 5 (I. mil.), 6 (Hegyes-h.,
I. mil); D= 100m, H= 940m: 4 (Almos-h.,
I. mil.), 8; destroyed: 9.

12. Méartély (8). D= 60-100m, H= 1-3m:
(Fekete-h., 1. mil.), 2 (Tege-h., 1. mil.), 3 (I. mil.),
4, 5 6; destroyed: 7 (I. mil), 8 (I. mil., Mar-
ton-h.).

13. Hodmez6véséarhely (62). D = 60-120m, H =
0-1 m: 2 (in Veres-halom-d(il6), 3, 4, 15 (in Szurke-
halom-dl6, I. mil.), 16 (. mil.), 17 (in Aranyteme-
t6-ddl6), 18 (1. mil.), 19 (cut across by a road), 23
(I. mil.), 35, 37, 40, 41 (Sajti-h., 1. mil.), 54 (1. mil.),
55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60; D = 70-120 in, H = 1-3 m:
5 (. mil), 7, 8 (I. mil.), 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 (I. mil.),
14, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27 (1. mil.), 28, 29 (Fekete-h.,
I. mil.), 30 (Urmés-h., I. mil.), 31 (Tanacs-h., I.
mil.), 32, 33, 34 (Batidai-h., I. mil.), 38, 39, 61, 62
(Nadas-h.); D = 100-130m, H = 3-5m: 1 (Z6ld-
h., I. mil. “Ordangos hal”), 6 (B6ve-h., I. mil.),
24, 36 (Vermes h., I. mil., disturbed); destroyed: 42
(1. mil), 43, 44 (1. mil.), 45 (zZ6ld-h., 1. mil.), 46
(I. mil. “Damian hal™), 47 (I. mil.), 48 (I. mil.), 49
(I. mil.), 50 (1. mil.), 51 (I. mil.), 52 (Kis Sas-h.,
I. mil.), 53 (Matyas-h., Atyas-h., I. mil.).

14. Székkutas (21). D= 80m, H= 0-1m: 1,2,
3, 4, 5 (barrows Nos. 1-5 are called Othalom, 1.
mil.), 11, 12, 21; D= 60-150m, H= 1-3m: 7
(Monor-h.), 8, 9 (Fekete-h., 1. mil.), 10, 13 (Kis-h.,
I. mil.), 15; D= 200m, H = 5m: 6 (So6s-h., I
mil., cut across by aroad); D = 120m H = 7 in:
14 (Pésa-h., I. mil.); destroyed: 16, 17, 18, 19, 20
(see all in 1. mil.).

15. Nagyér, 16. Ambrdzfalva. No barrows were
found on the maps.

17. Mako (25). D = 60-100 m, H = 0-1 m: 2, 11,
12 (Els6-h., ?1. mil. “Elso”), 15 (I. mil.), 18 (1. mil.),
19 (1. mil., “St. Miklés™), 20, 21, 25; D = 70-100 m,
H = 1-3m: 4 (Nagy Istvan-h., I. mil., Halas-h.), 5
(Mars-h., Marsi-h.), 6 (disturbed), 7 (Mikdcsa-h.), 9
(Vagott-h., cut across by a road,), 10 (Vas-h., I.
mil.), 24 (in Vita-halom-d(il6); D = 100m,H = 3-5
m: 3 (I. mil., disturbed), 8 (Koronda-h., I. mil.), 16
(Péter-h., Péteri-h., I. mil.); D = 100-150 m, H =
5-6m: 1(Sosto-h., I. mil., “Koszpadi-hal”), 22 and
23 (Kett6s-h.); destroyed: 14 (1. mil.), 17 (1. mil.).

18. Foldedk (6). D= 80-100m, H= 0-1m: 2
(1. mil.), 4 (I. mil.); D= 80-120m, H= 1-3m: 1
(Dinnyeszdg-h., Nadasi-h., 1. mil.), 5 (I. mil.), 6
(Kéapolna-h.); destroyed: 3 (I. mil.).

19. Pitvaros (2. D= 80m, H= 15m: 2; D =
100m, H = 45 in: 1 (Nagy-h., 1. mil.).



20. Csanédalberti (3). 1) = 100m, H= 2m: 2
(zold-h.), 3 (Bika-h.); )= 110m, H= 75m: 1
(Fekete-h., 1. mil., on a triple border.).

21. Oftldedk (11). D= 60-80m, H= 0—4m: 1
(Doboresok-h.), 2 and 3 (Kéthalom), 4 (1. mik), 7
(I. mik), 11; D = 70-80 m, H = 1-3m: 5 (Mama-
h., I. mik), 6 (I. mik), 9; J) = 80-120 m, H = 4-5
m: 8 (Agoston-h.), 10.

22. Maroslele (9). D= 70-90m, H = 0-1 m: 1,
2, 7 (6rhalom, badly destroyed), 8, 9; 1) = 80—00
in, H = 1-2 m: 3, 4, 5; destroyed: 6 (I. mik “Vetye
hal™).

23. Szeged (16). b)= 6080m, H= 0 m: 7,
1, 12, 13 14, 15 16; D = 80-120m, H = 1-2m:
2,3 4,5 8 9(Sir-h.), 10, D = 90-120m, H = 3-5
m: 1, 6 (Leb6-h., disturbed). Only the barrows found
on the left bank of the Tisza River are described.

24. Kiralyhegyes (7). = 50-80 m, H = 0—m:
2 (Csikos-h.,? “Csikoshalmi kat” on it), 4 (Kiraly-h.?
I. mil., “Kiralj h.”, disturbed), 6, 7; 1) = 100 m,
H= 15m: 1 (Lupuj-h.); D= 80-100m, H = 3-5
m: 3 (Hatar-h., I. mik, K6zéps6-h.), 5 (K6zéps6 h.).

25. Csanédpalota (6). D = 80m, H= 1m: 6 (l.
mik); D = 80-100 m, H = 13 m: 2, 3 (disturbed),
4 (David-h., Homok-h., 1. mil.); destroyed: 5 (l.
mik).

26. Kovegy (2. D= 50-90m, H=0-1m: 1, 2

27. Nagylak (1). D= 70in, H= 1m: 1

28. Magyarcsandd (14). D = 6080m, H = 0%
in: 2 (1. mik “Serban Halom”), 3 (I. mil.), 4 (L mil.
“Maho hal”), 6, 7, 9, 12, 13 (Ciganka-h., 1. mil.), 14;
D=60400m, H= 1-3 m: 5 (cut across by a
canal), 8, 10 (I. mik); D= 120 m, H = 3.5 m: 11 (l.
mik); 1) = 120 m, H = 8 m: 1 (Bekai-h., I. mil.).

29. Apatfalva (6). D= 50-60m, H=04m:
2,6;D = 60-80m, H = 1-3in: 1, 3 (Kaizer-h.), 4,
5 (Bétezi-h., 1. mik “Poleszi-h.”).

30. Kiszombor (9). I) = 70-80m, H = 0-in: 4
(Tanya-h., disturbed), 5, 6, 9; D = 80-100 in, H =
1-3m: 2, 3, 8 (Kiraly-h.); D = 80-150 m, H = 3-4
in: 1 (Miska, Téth Miska-h.), 7 (Nagy-h.).

31. Ferencszallas (1). 1) = 80m, H= 15m: 1
(disturbed).

32. Klarafalva (6). 1) = 40-50 m, H = 0-1 m: 1,
2,34, 1)=8m H=12in:6;D=80m, H =
45 m: 5.

33. Deszk (7). 1) = 80m, H= 1m: 3, H= 80-
100m, H = 1-2m: 1(Végott-h.), 2, 4, 5 (Zsivityi-
h), 7, 1) = 140m, H = 4 m: 6 (Hatar-domb).

34. Ujszentivan. No barrows were found on the
maps.

35. Tiszasziget (4). 1) = 90-150 m, H = 1-3m:
1, 2, 3 (disturbed), 4 (on the border, disturbed).

36. Kibekhéza (8). D = 60—350m, H = 13 m:;
1 2,3, 4,5, 6 (barrows Nos. 1-6 are Hathalom), 7, 8.
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ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE TEXT

exc.

- I = 0

mil.

1. mil.
1.
pd.

Hadt. Tt.

HL
MNM
0SzKK
SzAL
MRT
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excavation

diameter

tumulus or barrow

rough height

I. military survey. Kleine Charte des Kdnigreichs Ungarn. Reduziert unter der Direction des
Oberst von Neu im Jahre 1785. Photocopies in Hadt. Tt. (B. IX. a. 527).

Il. military survey. Photocopies in Hadt. Tt. (B. IX. a. 530).

“laponyag”, small kurgan

place of discovery

Hadtorténelmi Térképtar

Hajdui-Bihar megyei Levéltar

Magyar Nemzeti Mlzeum (Hungarian National Museum)

Orszagos Széchenyi Kényvtar Kézirattara

Szolnok megyei Allami Levéltar

Ecsedy—Kovacs-Maraz—T orma: Magyarorszag Régészeti Topografidja, 6. A szeghalmi jaras



SETTLEMENT NAMES

The names ofthe settlements in the Tisza region are put in alphabetical order. They are followed by the
abbreviation of the name of the county (Cs= Csongrad,

HB = Hajda-Bihar, Sz6 =Szolnok,

the county.

Abadszalék Szo 8
Ajak SzSz 56
Almaskamaras Bé 66
Almosd HB 36
Ambrézfalva Cs 16
Anarcs SzSz 57
Apagy SzSz 125
Apatfalva Cs 29
Aporliget SzSz 217
Aranyosapati SzSz 32
Arokté BAZ 4
Arpadhalom Cs 7
Artand HB 66

Bagamer HB 35
Bakonszeg HB 62
Baktaléranthdza SzSz 120
Balkany SzSz 223
Balmaziijvaros HB 13
Balsa SzSz 42

Barabéas SzSz 26
Barand HB 46
Battonya Bé 77

Bed6 HB 67 ..

Békés Bé 26
Békéscsaba Bé 45
Békéssamson Bé 60
Békésszentandras Bé 21
Bélmegyer Bé 16

Benk SzSz 12
Beregdaréc SzSz 27
Beregsurdany SzSz 60
Berekbdszormény HB 82
Beretty6ujfalu HB 54
Berkesz SzSz 78
Beseny6d SzSz 128
Beszterec SzSz 51
Bihardancshaza HB 56
Biharkeresztes HB 68
Biharnagybajom HB 58
Bihartorda HB 61

Biri SzSz 204

Bojt HB 64

Botpaldd SzSz139
Bokdny SzSz 225

SzSz = Szabolcs-Szatmar)

Bucsa Bé 1
BUj SzSz 47

Cégénydanyad SzSz 162
Cibakhéaza Szo 40
Csabacsud Bé 22
Csaholc SzSz 147
Csandadalberti Cs 20
Csanéadapaca Bé 53
Csanadpalota Cs 25
Csardaszallas Bé 18
Csaroda SzSz 62
Csészl6 SzSz 181
Csegdld SzSz 183
Csenger SzSz 212
Csengersima SzSz 184
Csengerutjfalu SzSz 213
Csépa Szo 48
Cserkesz6ll6 Szo 44
Csongrad Cs 1

Csorvas Bé 42

Csokmé HB 76

Darn6 SzSz 154
Darvas HB 74
Debrecen HB 24
Demecser SzSz 53
Derecske HB 42
Derekegyhaz Cs 9
Deszk Cs 33
Dévavanya Bé 6
Doboz Bé 36
Dombegyhaz Bé 76
Dombiratos Bé 70
Dombrad SzSz 36
Dogé SzSz 14

Ebes HB 27
Ecsegfalva Bé 2
Egyek HB 12
Elek Bé 57
Encsencs SzSz 220
Endréd Bé 8
Eperjes Cs 3
Eperjeske SzSz 6

Borsod-Abalj-Zemplén,
and the number of the settlements within

Erpatak SzSz 203
Esztdr HB 40

Fabidnhaza SzSz192
Fabidnsebestyén Cs 4
Fegyvernek Szo 21
Fehérgyarmat SzSz 135
Fejércse SzSz 71
Fényeslitke SzSz 15
Ferencszallas Cs 31
Foldedk Cs 18

Foldes HB 48

Farta HB 72

Fulesd SzSz 138
Fialép HB 21
Fulposdaréc SzSz 163
Flizesgyarmat Bé 4

Gaborjan HB 52
Gacsaly SzSz 158
Gadoros Bé 41
Garbolc SzSz 146
Gavavencsell§ SzSz 41
Géberjén SzSz 164
Gelénes SzSz 28
Gemzse SzSz 68
Gégény SzSz 54
Gerendas Bé 50
Gerla Bé 35

Geszt Bé 30
Geszteréd SzSz 224
Gorbehdza HB 4
Guléacs SzSz 103
Gyoma Bé 7
Gyé6rocske SzSz 3
Gyértelek SzSz 166
Gyula Bé 46
Gyulahaza SzSz 69
Gyulavari Bé 47
Gylgye SzSz 161
Gyure SzSz 67

Hajdibagos HB 31
Hajdib6szormény HB 9
Hajdtdorog HB 6

Bé =

Békés,
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Hajddhadhdz HB 16
Hajdtnanas HB 5
Hajdisamson HB 17
Hajddszoboszlé6 HB 26
Hajduszovat HB 43
Hajdavid HB 8
Hencida HB 51
Hermanszeg SzSz 180
Hete SzSz 72

Hodasz SzSz 173
Hédmezdvéasarhely Cs 13
Hortobagy HB 14
HosszlUpalyi HB 32
Hunya Bé 24

Ibrany SzSz 38
Ilk SzSz 74

Jand SzSz 73
Jankm ajtis SzSz 159
Jarmi SzSz 169
Joké SzSz 23

J6zsa HB 15

Kaba HB 44
Kéall6semjon SzSz 199
Kalméanhaza SzSz 201
Kamut Bé 38
Kantorjanosi SzSz 172
Karcag Szé 12
Kardos Bé 23
Kardoskut Bé 59
Kaszaper Bé 63

Kék SzSz 52

Kékese SzSz 21
Kemecse SzSz 80
Kenderes Sz6 18
Kengyel Sz6 32
Kérsemjén SzSz 133
Kertészsziget Bé 3
Kétegyhéaza Bé 56
Kétpbé Sz6 28
Kétsoprony Bé 43
Kevermes Bé 69
Kirdlyhegyes Cs 24
Kisar SzSz 115
Kisdombegybédz Bé 75
Kishédos SzSz 142
Kisléta SzSz 205
Kismarja HB 50
Kisnamény SzSz 155
Kispalad SzSz 141
Kisszekeres SzSz 149
Kistjszallas Sz6 19
Kisvarda SzSz 22
Kisvarsany SzSz 65
Kiszombor Cs 30
Kléarafalva Cs 32
Kocsord SzSz 167
Kokad HB 37
Komadi HB 78
Komlédtétfalu SzSz 186

144

Komoré SzSz 11
Kondoros Bé 39
Konyar HB 41

Kétaj SzSz 81

Kolese SzSz 112
Kémoré SzSz 137
Kordsiadany Bé 9
Kdérésnagyharsany Bé 12
Koérosszakai HB 80
Kdérosszegapati HB 81
Korostaresa Bé 17
Korosujfalu Bé 11
Kdtegyan Bé 33
Kételek Sz6 16
Kovegy Cs 26
Kunéagota Bé 71
Kuncsorba Sz6 26
Kunhegyes Sz6 13
Kunmadaras Sz6 11
Kunszentmaéarton Sz6 45
Kibekhaza Cs 36

Laskod SzSz 84
Létavértes HB 38
Levelek SzSz 126
Lénya SzSz 10
Lokoshaza Bé 68
Lovépetri SzSz 59

Magosliget SzSz 140
Magy SzSz 170
Magyarbanhegyes Bé 65
Magyarcsanad Cs 28
Magyardombegyhédz Bé 74
Magyarhomorog HB 79
Magyartés Cs 5

Maké Cs 17

Maroslele Cs 22

Maéand SzSz 151
Mandok SzSz 8
Mériapécs SzSz 197
Marokpapi SzSz 61
Mértély Cs 12

Martf( Sz6 36

M atészalka SzSz 168
Méatyus SzSz 18
Medgyesbodzas Bé 54
Medgyesegyhaza Bé 58
Mesterszallas Sz6 37
Mez6berény Bé 25
Mezégyan Bé 29
Mez6hegyes Bé 78
Mez6hék Szé 35
Mezékovacshaza Bé 73
Mez6ladany SzSz 17
Mez6peterd HB 69
Mez6sas HB 71
Mez6tar Sz6 36
Méhkerék Bé 32
Méhtelek SzSz 156
Merk SzSz 215
Mikepéros HB 29

Milota SzSz 108
Mindszent Cs 11
Monostorpalyi HB 33
Murony Bé 37

Nabrdd SzSz 134
Nadudvar HB 28
Nagyar SzSz 114
Nagybéanhegyes Bé 64
Nagycserkesz SzSz 91
Nagydobos SzSz 100
Nagyecsed SzSz 176
Nagyér Cs 15
Nagygéc SzSz 185
Nagyhaldsz SzSz 48
Nagyhegyes HB 25
Nagyhdédos SzSz 143
Nagyivan Szé 5
Nagykallé SzSz 200
Nagykamaras Bé 67
Nagykereki HB 65
Nagykopancs Bé 62
Nagykdrd Szé 22
Nagylak Cs 27
Nagymagocs Cs 8
Nagyrdbé HB 57
Nagyrév Szé 41
Nagyszekeres SzSz 152
Nagyszénas Bé 40
Nagytéke Cs 2
Nagyvarsany SzSz 66
Napkor SzSz 134
Nemesborzava SzSz 150
Nyirdbrany HB 22
Nyiracsad HB 20
Nyiradony HB 18
Nyirbator SzSz 207
Nyirbéaltok SzSz 228
Nyirbogat SzSz 206
Nyirbogdéany SzSz 79
Nyircsaholy SzSz 175
Nyircsdszari SzSz 193
Nyirderzs SzSz 195
Nyiregyhéza SzSz 92
Nyirgelse SzSz 221
Nyirgyulaj SzSz 196
Nyiribrony SzSz 122
Nyirjaké SzSz 97
Nyirkarasz SzSz 76
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Nyirmada SzSz 75
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Nyirmeggyes SzSz 174
Nyirmihalydi SzSz 226
Nyirparasznya SzSz 118
Nyirpazony SzSz 93
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Nyirtass SzSz 77
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Nyirtét SzSz 96
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Olcsva SzSz 101
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Opélyi SzSz 131
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Orményes Sz6 20
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Panyola SzSz 116
Pap SzSz 34
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Patroha SzSz 55
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Pitvaros Cs 19
Pocsaj HB 39
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Réapolt SzSz 178
Rétkozberencs SzSz 35
Rohod SzSz 98
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Sarand HB 30
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Szabolcs SzSz 43
Szabolcsbaka SzSz 58
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Szajol Sz6 24
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Szamosbecs SzSz 187
Szamoskér SzSz 132
Szamossalyi SzSz 179
Szamosszeg SzSz 117
Szamostatarfalva SzSz 188
SzamosuUjlak SzSz 160
Szarvas Bé 20
Szatmarcseke SzSz 105
Szeged Cs 23
Szeghalom Bé 5
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Szerep HB 60
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Takos SzSz 63
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Tarpa SzSz 70
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Tépe HB 49
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Tiszaflred Sz6 1
Tiszagyenda Sz6 14
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Tiszaigar Sz6 4
Tiszainoka Sz6 42
Tiszakanyar SzSz 20
Tiszakerecsény SzSz 19
Tiszakeszi BAZ 3
Tiszakdréd SzSz 106
Tiszakirt Szé 43
Tiszalok SzSz 90
Tiszamogyorés SzSz 9
Tiszanagyfalu SzSz 46
Tiszadrs Sz6 6

Tiszapalkonya BAZ 1
Tiszaplspoki Szé 23
Tiszarad SzSz 49
Tiszaroff Sz6 15

Tiszasas Sz6 47
Tiszaszalka SzSz 30
Tiszaszentimre Sz6 7
Tiszaszentmarton SzSz 4
Tiszasziget Cs 35
Tiszasz6116s Sz6 2
Tiszatarjan BAZ 2
Tiszatelek SzSz 37
Tiszateny6 Sz6 29
Tiszaug Sz6 46
Tiszavasvari SzSz 127
Tiszavid SzSz 31
Tisztaberek SzSz 144
Tivadar SzSz 104

Told HB 70
Tornajmonostora Szé 10
Tornyospalea SzSz 16
Totkomlés Bé 61
Toréokszentmiklés Sz6 25
Tunyagmatolcs SzSz 165
Tuaristvandi SzSz 113
Tlarkeve Sz6 27
Tarricse SzSz 145
Tuzsér SzSz 7

Tylkod SzSz 211
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Ujkenéz SzSz 24
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Ujtikos HB 2

Ura SzSz 214
Uszka SzSz 110

Vaja SzSz 119

Vallaj SzSz 216
Vamosatya SzSz 29
Vamosoroszi SzSz 148
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Véricséd HB 63
Véasarosnamény SzSz 64
Vasmegyer SzSz 50
Végegyhéaza Bé 9
Vekerd HB 75
Vészt6 Bé 10

Zahony SzSz 2
Zajta SzSzI82
Zsadany Bé 14
Zsdka HB 73
Zsarolyan SzSz 153
Zsurk SzSz 1
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Suppl. I. General map of the barrows in the Tisza region (I. Szabolcs-Szatmar
county, Il. Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén county, lll. Hajdu-Bihar county, IV. Szolnok
county, V. Békés county, VI. Csongrad county)
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Suppl. 2. Barrows in the Tisza region (I. Szabolcs-Szatmar county, Il. Borsod-

Abauj-Zemplén county, Ill. Hajdu-Bihar county)



Suppl. 3. Barrows in the Tisza region (Szolnok county)
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Suppl. 4. Barrows in the Tisza region (Békés county)
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J

Suppl. 5. Barrows in the Tisza region (Csongrad county)
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