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Offering of a Smith — The Late Bronze Age Hoard
from Kemendollar-Kis-Papai dld

1. Introduction

On April 19, 2019, metal detector reconnaissance
led by Istvan Eke was carried out on the Kemendol-
lar-Kis-Papai-dtlo (Zala County) registered archa-
eological multi-period site (ID No. 20278). The field
research resulted in the discovery of a new Late Bron-
ze Age hoard (Figs. 1-7), consisting of sixteen bronze
and two ceramic artifacts (Inv. Nos. 2022.1.1.1-18).
A total of twelve individual bronze objects (Inv. Nos.
2022.1.2.1-12) dated to the same era were found on
this day and in later field research (Fig. 8).

In addition to the well-known Kemendollar-Var-
domb high-altitude settlement,' the site discovered
in the Kis-Papai-dild is another important milestone
in the prehistory of Zala County. The Transdanubian
hoard research has been enriched with an exceptional
set of finds dated to the Hajduibdszérmény horizon (Ha
B1 period, LBA Ilc-Illal, 1080-960 B.C.).? After all,
relatively few hoards (e.g., Oltarc-Marki-hegy, Po16s-
ke, Zalaszentmihaly-Potréte) were known west of the
area of Varvolgy-Nagy-Lazhegy.?

The possibility of publishing the hoard was gene-
rously handed over by Istvan Eke during my research
at the Gocseji Museum in 2021. I am grateful to him
for allowing me to work with these exceptional finds.
This short study aims to provide a typological and tech-
nological characterization of the objects and interpret
the motives behind the deposition of the Kemendol-
lar-Kis-Papai-diil6 hoard.

2. The Context
The bronze hoard was found approximately 40—50

cm deep.* No Late Bronze Age settlement traces were
observed. Only Early Iron Age potsherds were found

Mozsolics 2000; Sperber 2017.
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not far from the hoard. Without exception, all bronze
objects were deposited in two broken ceramic pots.
The method of excavation does not allow an accurate
reconstruction of the arrangement of the finds inside
the pots (Fig. 9-10). Based on the available photo do-
cumentation made during the discovery of the hoard,
the position of some of the objects can be described
as follows. The bronzes were inside the broken urn-
shaped pot (object No. 17) (Fig. 7.17), which was
covered with the bottom of the other one (Fig. 7.18).
Surprisingly, the object placed on top of the urn-
shaped pot was the largest plano-convex ingot (Fig.
4.7). Under this, one of the plano-convex ingot frag-
ments was situated. Right under this object, probably
a socketed axe, was deposited in a horizontal position.
Roughly in the same layer, under the large plano-con-
vex ingot (Fig. 4.7), socketed axes No. 3 (Fig. 3.3) and
No. 2 (Fig. 2.2) were placed in the company of the
bar ingots No. 4 (Fig. 3.4). The positions of the other
plano-convex ingots (Fig. 3.6, Fig. 4.7, Fig. 5.8-10,
Fig. 6.11-15), the ring-shaped ingot (Fig. 3.5), and the
lump (Fig. 6.16) are unknown. They were probably
under the listed objects.

Some organizing principles may have been fol-
lowed in the arrangement of the objects. Most of the
ingots were probably placed at the bottom. The axes
and at least one of the special ingot types (bar ingots)
were placed on those. One final act of the hoarding
performance was the sealing of the assemblage with
the largest plano-convex ingot and the bottom of the
broken pot. This layered arrangement probably refers
to an intentional act, related to a phenomenon called
layered deposition. Layering is one of the main arran-
gement types practiced in the Bronze Age Carpathian
Basin.’> This arrangement, on the one hand, reflects
a deliberate, thoughtfully structured deposition. Its

Korek 1960, 79; Novaki 1960; K6szegi 1988, 148, No. 536; Szaraz 2020, 126—-129.

Széchenyi 1887; Miiller 1972; Miiller 2017; Tarbay 2017; Szaraz 2020, 427-433.
According to Istvan Eke, the level of the upper pot was 40-50 cm deep, barely below the plowing level. The pots were also damaged by deep
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mundane purpose is to fit every object into the smallest
possible space, in our case, between large ceramic pot
fragments. On the other hand, it may be the remnant of
the ritual performance of hoarding. The depositor pla-
ced objects with identical symbolic meanings together
in a separate layer.

3. Catalog

3.1. The Kemendollar Hoard®

1. socketed axe (2022.1.1.1): Socketed axe with a thick
collar and a loop. It has a rectangle-sectioned body
and peg holes. The object is decorated with cast ribs
(V, Y, two side ribs). Defects: mismatch, incomplete
defect, shrinkage porosity. L. 133.50 mm, Di. (rim)
58.65%38.80 mm, Di. (body) 37.83x20.59 mm, W.
(blade) 46.29 mm, Wt. 364.4 g (Fig. 1.1).

2. socketed axe (2022.1.1.2): Socketed axe with a thick
collar and a loop. It has a hexagonal cross-section. The
object is decorated with three cast horizontal ribs, a Y
rib, and two side ribs. Defects: misrun, solid cast loop,
mismatch, Observations: hammered edge, notches
along the cutting edge, jet trace on the rim, impacts on
the blade. L. 128.29 mm, Di. (rim) 60.20%39.36 mm,
Di. (body) 42.93x17.68 mm, W (blade) 56.70 mm, Wt.
456.7 g (Fig. 2.2).

3. socketed axe (2022.1.1.3): Socketed axe blade frag-
ment. Defects: porosity, mismatch. Observations:
hammered blade. L. 57.56 mm, Di. (body) 40.83x19.24
mm, Wt. 195.4 g (Fig. 3.3).

4. bar ingots (2022.1.1.4): Two bar ingots fused during
casting, probably due to mold damage. L. 93.57 mm,
W. 42.66 mm, Th. 12.09 mm, Wt. 239 g (Fig. 3.4).

5. ring ingot (2022.1.1.5): Ring-shaped ingot. Frag-
mented. Jet traces are visible on its plane side.
81.26%83.35 mm, Th. 6.81 mm, Wt. 135.5 g (Fig. 3.5).
6. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.6): Plano-convex in-
got, small, and rounded. Its primary cross-section is
convex/convex (umbonate). The ingot’s base surface
is porous, and the topside bulges. 60.12x58.99 mm, H.
18.56 mm, Wt. 185.7 g (Fig. 3.6).

7. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.7): Approximately
half of a round, large plano-convex ingot. The base
surface is smooth with pores, and spherical blisters
are visible on its top side. A layer (probably lead seg-
regation) is observable on the bulged side. The visible
inner structure along the breakage surface is smooth.
The breakage surface varies between vertical and
slanting. 152.09x184 mm, H. 27.49 mm, Wt. 2881 g

(Fig. 4).

8. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.8): Roughly half a
fragment of a round, large plano-convex ingot with
flat-convex cross-section and rounded edge. Its base
surface is smooth and slightly uneven with micro-
pores. The top surface has slight swellings. The vi-
sible inner structure is heterogenous with macro and
micropores distributed evenly but rather near to the
topside. The ‘break surfaces’ are vertical, quite re-
gular, and cut-like, probably made by the cutting edge
of a tool in a red-hot state.111.98x118.84 mm, H. 38.26
mm, Wt. 1290.9 g (Fig. 5.8).

9. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.9): An edge frag-
ment of a round plano-convex ingot with a flat-convex
cross-section. Its base is smooth with some pores. A
hammer impact is visible in the middle, along with a
blade impact. The top surface is uneven and heavily
blistered. Pores are visible along its irregular break-
age surface. 85.11x67.60 mm, H. 34.20 mm, Wt. 417.6
g (Fig. 5.9)

10. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.10): A quarter frag-
ment of a round plano-convex ingot with a flat-con-
vex cross-section and a rounded edge. Its base surface
is porous, and its top surface is blistered. Pores are
evenly distributed across the breakage surface. Two
layers can be observed along the breakage surface.
74.15%65.46 mm, H. 24.53 mm, Wt. 197.6 g (Fig. 5.10).
11. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.11): A slice-shaped
edge fragment of a flat, large plano-convex ingot
with a convex-convex (umbonate) cross-section.
Its base surface is smooth with pores near the edge.
The top surface is bulged and blistered. The visible
inner structure has an even distribution of macro-,
and micropores. The breakage surfaces are vertical.
75.80%59.09 mm, H. 23.50 mm, Wt. 196.5 g (Fig. 6.11).
12.  plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.12): Edge frag-
ment of a large plano-convex ingot with a flat-convex
cross-section and a rounded edge. Its base is smooth
with micropores. The top surface is blistered. The
object’s breakage surface is uneven and porous.
88.40%90.66 mm, H. 40.88 mm, Wt. 5774 g (Fig.
6.12).

13.  plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.13): Edge frag-
ment of a large plano-convex ingot with a flat-convex
cross-section and a rounded edge. Its base and top
surfaces are smooth. Micropores are visible along its
slanting breakage surface. Iron slag traces are visible
on the break surfaces. 63.15%48.61 mm, H. 29.99 mm,
Wt. 223.6 g (Fig. 6.13).

14. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.14): Edge frag-
ment of a large plano-convex ingot with a flat-convex

5 Abbrevations: L. Length, Di. Diameter, Th. Thickness, H. Height, W. Width, Wt. Weight.
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cross-section, and a rounded edge. Its top surface
is blistered, while its base surface is porous. The
breakage surface is vertical and porous; some parts of
it seem to be cut in a red-hot state. 63.97x45.50 mm,
H. 35.53 mm, Wt. 253.7 g (Fig. 6.14).

15. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.1.15): Middle frag-
ment of a flat plano-convex ingot with a flat-convex
cross-section, and a rounded edge. Its top and base
surfaces are smooth, but wrinkles are visible on the
top. 33.92x36.17 mm, H. 11.87 mm, Wt. 70.4 g (Fig.
6.15). 16. lump (2022.1.1.16): Amorphous lump.
38.13%33.19 mm, H. 20.23 mm, Wt. 55.8 g (Fig. 6.16).
17. urn-shaped pot (2022.1.1.17): Globular urn-shaped
pot with a funnel-shaped neck. It has a square base
with a sharp transition to the shoulders. The upper part
of the vessel is missing due to intentional breakage.
Light brown. Tempered with sand. This pot covered
the hoard. 112.48x113.44 mm, c. 290x330 mm, Th.
(wall) 6.01 mm (Fig. 7.17).

18. pot (2022.1.1.18): Bottom fragment of an oval pot
with a square base. Intentionally broken. Reddish out-
side, black-dark brown-colored inside. Tempered with
sand and crushed ceramics. This is the lower pot that
contained the deposited objects. 107.49%106.48 mm,
273x248 mm, Th. 7.91 mm (Fig. 7.18).

3.2. Stray Finds from Kemendollar

1. pin (2022.1.2.1): The upper fragment of a biconi-
cal-headed pin. L. 23.25 mm, Di. (head) 11.58x11.39
mm, Th. (shaft) 5.25x5.82 mm, Wt. 6.3 g (Fig. 8.1).
2. pin (2022.1.2.2): Upper fragment of a pin with a
decorated shaft, and a disc-shaped head. Its shaft is
decorated with horizontal bundles of lines beside the
head. Below, slant lines and small incised dots are
visible. The head is decorated with a cross-hatched
motif. A pore is visible along the breakage surface.
L. 52.34 mm, Di. (head) 11.57%13.12 mm, Di. (shaft)
4.65%5.23 mm, Wt. 7.2 g (Fig. 8.2).

3. pin (2022.1.2.3): Upper fragment of a pin with a
shaft with rhomboid cross-section and a disc-shaped
head. L. 36.51 mm, Th. 3.94x3.86 mm, Di. (head)
16.20x14.41 mm, Wt. 3.4 g Fig. 8.3).

4. ring (2022.1.2.4): A ring fragment with a circular
cross-section, and a pattern of line bundles. 34.30x9.49
mm, Th. 5.84x5.94 mm, Wt. 5.5 g (Fig. 8.4).

5. ring (2022.1.2.5) (24.05.2020, no. 7): A ring frag-
ment with a circular cross-section. 47.55%15.66 mm,

Th. 6.01x5.88 mm, Wt. 9.5 g (Fig. 8.5).

6. sickle (2022.1.2.6): Blade fragment of a flanged
sickle. 21.17x14.59 mm, Th. 3.79-1.73 mm, Wt. 2.2
g (Fig. 8.6).

7. chisel (2022.1.2.7): An edge fragment of a chisel.
20.90%9.88 mm, Th. 8.70%6.85 mm, W. (b) 9.88 mm,
Wt. 6 g (Fig. 8.7).

8. axe (2022.1.2.8): The cutting-edge fragment of an
ax. 39.15x13.16 mm, Th. 4.84 mm, Wt. 8.1 g (Fig.
8.8).

9. dagger (2022.1.2.9): A dagger blade fragment with
a rhomboid cross-section. 19.06x13 mm, Th. 3.67
mm, Wt. 13.3 g (Fig. 8.9)

10. dagger (2022.1.2.10): A dagger tip blade frag-
ment. Its cutting edge is hammered. Bent, broken.
21.04x11.91 mm, Th. 2.06 mm, Wt. 1.9 g (Fig. 8.10).
11. bar ingot (2022.1.2.11): Half a fragment of a bar
ingot with a metal surplus. 29.59%18.34 mm, Th. 7.33
mm, Wt. 15.6 g (Fig. 8.11).

12. plano-convex ingot (2022.1.2.12): Fragment of a
flat plano-convex ingot. 40.80%27.23 mm, Th. 12.88
mm, Wt. 32.9 g (Fig. 8.12).

4. The Kemendollar Hoard
4.1. Content and Condition

The hoard from Kemendollar contains three soc-
keted axes (Fig. 1.1, Fig. 2.2, Fig. 2.3), one bar ingot
(Fig. 3.4), one ring ingot (Fig. 3.5), ten plano-convex
ingots (Fig. 3.8, Fig. 4.7, Fig. 5.8-10, Fig. 6.11-15),
and one bronze lump (Fig. 6.16), and two additional
ceramic vessels — an urn-shaped pot, and the bottom of
another pot (Fig. 7.17-18). In the following, the con-
dition, technological, and wear characteristics of the
metal objects will be discussed.

The hoard mainly consists of plano-convex ingots
(Fig. 3.6, Figs. 4-5, Fig. 6.11-15) which are semi-pro-
ducts of the secondary casting process. They were
made by pouring liquid metal into molds or shallow
holes carved into the workshop’s floor or berm.” Some
ingots (Fig. 7.4, Fig. 5.10) show a layered surface,
which can be the result of casting in several batches® or
the lead segregation process.’ The latter is more likely
to be the cause of No. 7 plano-convex ingot’s layers
(Fig. 4.7), as its lower layer has a pale grayish color
characteristic of lead.

Most of the selected ingots are large fragments,

7 F. Petres — Bandi 1969, 174, Fig. 6e; Modl 2010, 129-131; Modl 2019, 374-375.

8 Modl 2019, 386, 388, 390, Fig. 27.
? see Tarbay et al. 2021.
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only one is intact (Fig. 3.6). The rest can be sorted
into different fragmentation shape categories:'® half
fragments (Fig. 4.7), quarter fragments (Fig. 8, 10),
roughly triangle-shaped slices (Fig. 5.9, Fig. 6.11-14),
and a middle fragment (Fig. 6.15). The fragmented
shape of these ingots is more likely the result of a stan-
dard workshop process rather than ritual manipulation
related to the hoarding performance. It is also possible
that the selection of incomplete raw materials had a
strong symbolic message during deposition due to the-
ir liminal connotations.'" The breakage of an ingot can
be done by targeted breaking after casting when the
object is in a red-hot state. Another scenario is that they
were re-heated and then shattered into pieces. The pro-
cess also involves different tools, primary hammers,
axes, and chisels.!? Different breakage traces were ob-
servedontheplano-convexingots fromthe Kemendollar
hoard. One specimen showed impacts of hammer faces
(Fig. 6.12) at its center.® Similar hammer impacts are
also visible on the No. 9 specimen (Fig. 5.9). In this
latter case, a cutting-edge imprint also appears on the
object’s surface, indicating the use of an ax or a com-
parable tool during the partitioning process.'* The third
type of partitioning traces were clean cutmarks (Fig.
5.8, Fig. 6.14) left by a bladed tool on the half-melted
object, probably in a red-hot state of the ingot, right
after casting.'

Besides the plano-convex ingots, two additio-
nal ingot types were selected for the Kemendollar
hoard. The first is a bar ingot (Fig. 3.4). The odd shape
of this specimen can be explained by technological
causes. The craftsmen originally intended to cast two
different bar ingots with triangular cross-sections, but
their mold should have already been damaged and the
two pieces fused during casting. The irregular rounded
surfaces of the ingots’ upper parts suggest the use of
open molds or a cast on the workshop’s berm (e.g.,
the Lovasberény-Mihalyvar Middle Bronze Age work-
shop).'® This object was also selected in a partitioned
state. Breakage surfaces are visible on the protruding
bar-shaped parts. The second object is a ring-shaped
ingot (Fig. 3.5). This object was probably cast in a

10 Nessel 2014, 404405, Fig. 2; Modl 2019, Fig. 11.
" Nebelsick 2000, 165; Bradley 2005, 163.

two-piece mold with one negative, based on the comp-
letely smooth surface of its upper part. In this part also,
a casting jet trace is visible, suggesting that the pou-
ring cup was carved on both mold pieces. The produc-
tion-technological traces observed in these ingots cor-
respond well with the previously studied finds.!” The
hoard also contains an amorphous lump (Fig. 6.16)
which is probably the side-product of casting.

The hoard also contains three socketed axes. All
three axes show multiple casting defects like mismatch
(Fig. 1.1, Fig. 2.2, Fig. 3.3), incomplete defect (Fig.
1.1), solid cast loop (Fig. 2.2), misrun (Fig. 2.2, Fig.
3.3), porosity (Fig. 1.1, Fig. 3.3). These defects are
considered to be common, and not beyond repair.'®
One is undoubtedly an as-cast specimen, the defects of
which have not been repaired. The casting surfaces of
the artifact have not been removed (Fig. 1.1), and its
cutting edge lacks manufacturing traces completely."”
The other socketed axe (Fig. 2.2) shows hammering
traces along its blade, which could be the result of cold
hammering and/or annealing based on metallurgical
studies on socketed axes.® Thus, the metalworker
intended to finish the object and make it usable de-
spite a large misrun defect at the center of its socket.
However, its cutting edge is left unworked. This is
visible on micrographs made on this part of the tool,
which also displays a mismatch defect. This edge lacks
the common fine hammering and sharpening traces, a
clear sign of a finished socketed axe. In contrast, the
micrographs revealed several notches related to some
sort of use along the cutting edge (Fig. 12). These tra-
ces altogether probably indicate a semi-finished object
that had been tried out, then left unworked and selec-
ted along with other as-casts and defective products.
The third socketed axe (Fig. 3.3) also has a hammered
blade along its wider side, but manufacturing traces
are superficial, possibly it also was a semi-finished
product. Unlike the first two socketed axes, this tool
was broken intentionally, by at least three sequences
of movements: half-breaking, detachment of the two
parts of the blade in two steps. The method of break-
age cannot be determined exactly by macroscopic

12 Modl 2010, 135-137; Nessel 2014, 405-407; Modl 2019, 377, 387, Fig. 3.
13 Modl 2010, Fig. 14; Nessel 2014, 405406, Fig. 3-—4; Modl 2019, Fig. 20, Fig. 26; Tarbay 2021, Fig. 9.1-3, Fig. 10.5.
4 Modl 2010, Fig. 12; Nessel 2014, 406407, Fig. 6-8; Modl 2019, Fig. 5; Tarbay 2021, Fig. 10.2-3.

15 Nessel 2014, Fig. 9; Modl 2019, 374-375.

16 F. Petres — Bandi 1969, 174, Fig. 6e; Ambruster 2000, 37; Tarbay et al. 2021, 13.

17 Tarbay 2018, 130, 132.
18 Tarbay 2018, 34-35, 245-247, Fig. 24; Molnar et al. 2021.
19 See a similar socketed axe in Tarbay 2018, Fig. 26.1, 7.

2 Miiller 2011, 216; Hexpuzos — MiBanosa — Jlecursipcku 2012; Szabd 2013, 56-57, 62, 66; Tarbay 2018, 35, Fig. 26.6, 8.
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methods, but it was probably done by a hot-shorting
technique, as no rough hammer marks or deformations
remained on the surface of the object.?! This fragmen-
tation shape (S024) is also not unparalleled in the Ha
B1 Transdanubian material. We are aware of 18 simi-
lar fragments, but these are usually the results of at
least two breakage sequences.?

It can be concluded that the content of the studied
hoard has a uniform selection, it consists of raw ma-
terials, and objects (as-cast, barely used semi-finished
products, lumps) that can be technologically closely
associated with casting and metalworking activities.
The selection of this closely related set of objects must
have been done in a contemporary workshop where
raw materials, by-products, as-cast and miscast, have
been accumulated as raw material stock. This set was
placed inside a large, broken half of an urn-shaped ce-
ramic pot (Fig. 7.17) and covered with the bottom of
another one (Fig. 7.18).

4.2. When?

Temporality, i.e., how long the objects have accu-
mulated and when they were deposited, is a fundamen-
tal question in all hoard studies. In the following, the
typo-chronological analysis of the finds is presented.
Considering the relative dating of the finds, I followed
a re-evaluated dating scheme of Amalia Mozsolics,
which no longer considers the so-called Ha A2 as an
independent horizon within the Carpathian Basin ma-
terial.® The relative dating of the hoard will be estab-
lished based on stylistically close parallels of the Ke-
mendollar hoard’s metal finds and ceramic pots.

4.2.1. Socketed axes

The three socketed axes (Fig. 1.1, Fig. 2.2, Fig.
3.3) belong to the group of the widely distributed
Debrecen-type axes, one of the most common tool
groups in Late Bronze Age Transdanubia. These axes

2 Knight 2019.
22 Tarbay 2022 in press.

have been discussed in numerous studies.” The most
notable typo-chronological remarks on the dating of
their cast patterns were proposed by Wilhelm Albert
von Brunn, Amalia Mozsolics, Valentin Dergacev,
Burger Wanzek, Nikolaus Boroffka, and Florin Ri-
diche.” Two of the socketed axes from Kemendollar
(Fig. 1.1, Fig. 2.2) can be further evaluated based on
their rib patterns and the conclusions derived from the
above seminal works. Socketed axe No. 1(Fig. 1.1)
has identical patterns on its wider sides, consisting of
one V-shaped rib one Y-shaped rib, and two side ribs.
The secondary typological marks of the object are the
lack of faceted rims and the vertical ribs along the nar-
row sides. The Y-shaped pattern is what those scholars
would first expect to be the sign of Ha A2, who ri-
gorously follows the traditional typo-chronological
scheme of Amalia Mozsolics.?® However, this particu-
lar pattern combination does not exist in the previously
published so-called “Gyermely horizon” or “Gyer-
mely-type hoards,” the existence of which the present
author questions.”” The No. 1 socketed axe has only
one parallel from the territory of northern Croatia. This
socketed axe was found in the Velika Kopanica-Berav-
ci hoard (Brod-Posavina County, Croatia) dated to the
local Phase 1V, i.e., Ha B1/Ha B2 (Fig. 14.1).%®

The second axe (Fig. 2.2) is also decorated with
identical patterns consisting of three horizontal ribs,
one elongated Y rib, and two almost vertical side ribs.
Two unprovenanced socketed axes have identical
patterns. One was discovered in Slovakia,” the other
originated from the territory of Austria.’® Additional
specimens were discovered in East Hungary. One was
deposited in the Szentes-Nagyhegy I hoard (Csong-
rad-Csanad County, Hungary) (Fig. 13.1),’' another
in the Nyirpazony-Uj sz6l6 hoard (Szabolcs-Szat-
mar-Bereg County, Hungary) (Fig. 13.2).** Both
hoards can be dated to Ha Bl based on their recent
typo-chronological re-analysis.*® Two additional
hoards contain similarly decorated axes. The first was
found in Boldesti-Scaeni (Prahova County, Romania).

2 Hansen 1994; Hansen 1996; Turk 1996b; Turk 2012, 219-220; Tarbay 2015; Tarbay 2018; Tarbay 2020.

24 Hampel 1892a, 42-49; Foltiny 1955, 86-90; Novotna 1970a, 83-88; Mayer 1977, 192-198; Kibbert 1984, 125; Rihovsky 1992, 195-234;
Zeravica 1993, 81-100; Kusnierz 1998, 14-15; Paszthory — Mayer 1998, 152—157; Matthieu 2013, 105-106.

» von Brunn 1968, 38-54; Mozsolics 1985a, 32-37; Wanzek 1989; Dergacev 2002, 174—176; Boroffka — Ridiche 2005.

% Mozsolics 1985a.

%7 Tarbay 2018, Fig. 31; Tarbay 2020.

% Holste 1951, 4; Vinski-Gasparini 1973, 211, P1. 108.6.
» Novotna 1970a, 95, P1. 42.760.

30 Mayer 1977, 194, P1. 79.1089.

3! Hampel 1892b, 372-374, P1. 1.20, 25; Tarbay 2018, 648-650, P1. 309.2; Mozsolics 2000, 7677, P1. 92.11.

32 Josa — Kemenczei 1965, 28, 40, P1. 71.48; Tarbay 2018, 612, P1. 250.1.

33 See Tarbay 2018, 612, 648-650.
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This assemblage was dated to the Ha B1 by the
local research.’ The other comes from an incomple-
te “hoard” that was allegedly found in the Bratislava/
Pozsony area (Slovakia), according to Jozsef Hampel.
The Bratislava/Pozsony “hoard” was also associated
with the Ha B1 period (Fig. 14.2).%

4.2.2. Bar ingot

Object No. 4 is determined as two bar ingots
merged during casting (Fig. 3.5). Originally, both may
have a slightly triangle-shaped cross-section. This find
lacks periodization value, as it is a common element
in hoards from the Carpathian Basin during the entire
Late Bronze Age.’

4.2.3. Ring-shaped ingot

Object No. 5 (Fig. 3.5) is a ring-shaped half form
which [ interpreted as a special form of ingot cha-
racteristic for the Ha A2/Ha B1 and Ha B1 periods.’
Identical objects are mostly known from the territo-
ry of Transdanubia, northern Croatia, and Transcar-
pathia (Ukraine): Bataszék (Tolna County, Hunga-
ry) (Ha A2/Ha B1) (Fig. 15.1-2),® Beremend-BCM
szennyviztelep (Baranya County, Hungary) (Ha B1)
(Fig. 15.4-6),° Berehove/Beregszasz 1V (Zakarpat-
tia Oblast, Ukraine) (Serie Suskovo/Ha A2),*® Csabdi
(Fejér County, Hungary) (Ha A2/Ha B1) (Fig. 15.3),*
Klostar Ivani¢ (Zagreb County, Croatia) (‘Phase III/
Ha A2’ — Ha BI1), Lovasberény (Fejér County,
Hungary) (Ha B1(Ha B2)) (Fig. 15.7-8),% Mala
Dobron/Kisdobrony-Odomb II (Zakarpattia Oblast,
Ukraine) (Serie Suskovo/Ha A2),* Nagydobsza (Bara-

3 Petrescu-Dimbovita 1978, 147, Pl. 252a.3-5.

nya County, Hungary) (Ha B1) (Fig. 14.5, Fig. 15.9—
13).% Ring-shaped ingots were recovered solely from
hoard contexts. Some of these assemblages, particu-
larly the ones originating from Transdanubia, have a
similar set of raw material stock.

4.2.4. Plano-convex ingots

The hoard contains ten identifiable plano-convex
ingots in both intact (Fig. 3.6) and fragmented states
(Fig. 6.15). Typologically, only the intact specimen can
be compared to the Transdanubian typological scheme
of Zoltan Czajlik.* In the case of two pieces (Fig. 4.7,
Fig. 5.8,10) the original total weight and dimension can
be roughly calculated because they have a well-classifi-
able geometrical shape (approx. half and quarter).

The intact plano-convex ingot from Kemendollar
is hard to compare to the known Transdanubian cate-
gories of Zoltan Czajlik. This specimen resembles the
Gor type (Ha B), although its total weight is beyond the
average.?” Owing to the republication of several Ha A2/
Ha B1 and Ha B1 Transdanubian plano-convex ingots,
the dimensions (height, diameter) and weight of this
specimen can be compared to these specimens well.
Among these finds, the Lovasberény no. 227 (Ha Bl
(Ha B2) (Fejér County, Hungary), Nagydobsza no. 121
(Baranya County, Hungary) (Ha B1), and Torvaj (So-
mogy County, Hungary) no. 29 (Ha A2/Ha B1) items
can be considered similar.*® Based on the approximate
dimensions of Ingots Nos. 7-8 and 10,* these speci-
mens are classified as Velem (Fig. 4.7, Fig. 5.8) and
Lovasberény types (Fig. 5.10). Both types persisted for
a long period between Br D and Ha B (Ha B1 — Lovas-
berény type, Ha B2 — Velem type).*

35 A note in the 1882 inventory book of the HNM (Hungarian National Museum) describes the provenance of the finds as “allitolag Pozsony
tajarol” or “allitolag Pozsony kornyéke.” This presumed assemblage, along with stray finds dated to different periods, was purchased from
Miksa Lemberger for 80 Forints. Hampel 1882, 306-307; Hampel 1886, 52, 92; Hampel 1892a, 119; Eisner 1933, 105; Novotna 1970a, 50,
85, P1. 36.648, P1. 37.651; Novotna 1970b, 91.

3 Mozsolics 1985b, 32-33; Czajlik 2012, 74; Tarbay 2014, 218-219, Fig. 40.

37 Tarbay 2016, 97.

3 Mozsolics 1985a, 95, P1. 269.8, 31; Tarbay 2018, 478480, P1. 12.25-26.

¥ Mozsolics 1985a, 95-96; Tarbay 2018, 619-625, P1. 264.52-55.

0 Hampel 1892a, 9-10; Kobal’ 2000, 74, P1. 46b.2.

4 Mozsolics 1985a, 107; Tarbay 2018, 494-497, P1. 40.39.

42 Based on the greaves, the dating of the Klostar Ivani¢ hoard is most likely Ha B1. Vinski-Gasparini 1973, 215, P1. 96.15; Médlinger 2017,
234-235.

4 Brunner 1935, 41-43; Mozsolics 1985a, 144-145; Tarbay 2018, 566-580, P1. 181.204-205.

# Lehoczky 1910, 255-256; Kobal’ 2000, 86, P1. 75a.6.

4 Tarbay 2016, Fig. 18.72—75; Tarbay 2018, 595.

4 Czajlik 1996; Czajlik 2012.

47 Czajlik 2012, 70.

“8 Tarbay 2018, Tab. 71.

4 Calculated dimensions: no. 7 (‘half” fragment) Di. 184 mm, H. 27.49 mm, Wt. 5762+ g; no. 8 (‘quarter’) Di. 118.84 mm, H. 38.26 mm, Wt.
5160.4+ g; no. 10 (‘quarter’) Di. 74.15 mm, H. 24.53 m, Wt. 790+ g.

30 Czajlik 2012, 68-70.
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These plano-convex ingots from Kemendollar can
also be classified into Daniel Modl’s size groups: size
class 1 [large] (Fig. 5.8); size class 2 [medium] (Fig.
4.7); size class 3 [small] (Fig. 3.6, Fig. 5.10).

4.2.5. Ceramic vessels

Object No. 18 cannot be evaluated typologically
since it is an atypical bottom fragment, probably
belonging to a simple storage pot type present for a
long period in the Urnfield pottery tradition (Fig.
7.18).%> On the other hand, No. 17 was most likely
a fragment of an urn-shaped pot with a funnel neck
(ZylinderhalsgefaB) (Fig. 7.17).>* The vessel in ques-
tion is similar to Matija Cresnar’s Type A2 amphorae
(Ha A1-Ha B).** This specimen has fine parallels in
the local Zala County material. A good analog can be
noted with the Zalakomar-Alsécsalit cemetery (Br D/
Ha A). This specimen was classified by Csilla Szaraz
as form VII, which she dated to Ha A2 (Phase III) after
Zagreb-Horvati (Croatia).”* A comparable vessel was
discovered in a cemetery at Celldomolk-Saghegy (Ha
A) (Vas County, Hungary).>® To summarize, this vessel
type is dated between the Ha A1 and Ha B periods and
is mostly found in funerary contexts.

4.2.6. Relative Dating

The Kemendollar hoard can be dated to the so-
called Hajdubdszormény horizon, the Ha B1, which
is correlated with 1080-960 B.C. according to Lothar
Sperber’s Western European chronology.”” This time
of deposition is supported by the relative chronologi-
cal position of the socketed axe parallels. Ring-shaped
ingots cannot be dated more precisely than Ha A2/Ha
B1. In this hoard, they most likely represent the lat-
ter period (Ha B1). Bar ingots are undatable, common
by-products. The plano-convex ingots also belong to
frequent categories present for several periods, inclu-
ding the Ha B1.

1 Modl 2019, Fig. 4.

52 Patek 1968, Pl. 8; Lochner 2008, Fig. 1. Topf.
53 Lochner 2008, Fig. 1. ZylinderhalsgefaB.

54 Crenar 2010, 31-32, Fig. 13.A2.

5. Stray finds from Kemendollar

During several metal detector reconnaissance, ad-
ditional Bronze Age stray finds have been found in
the Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diilé site (See Catalogue
2). Here, pieces dated to the Late Bronze Age will be
presented. These heavily fragmented objects are sorted
into four categories: 1. ornaments (pins and rings, Fig.
8.1-5), 2. tools (flanged sickle, chisel, ax blade, Fig.
8.6-8), 3. weapons (daggers, Fig. 8.9-10), 4. ingots
(bar ingot, plano-convex ingot, Fig. 8.11-12). Below, a
brief analysis of these stray finds will be given.

5.1. Ornaments

The No. 1 pin has an undecorated biconical head
(Fig. 8.1). These pins were widely distributed in the
areas inhabited and influenced by the Urnfield groups.
They were common and surely favored ornaments, as
they present in multiple periods starting from the Br D
onwards. According to the analysis of Jifi Rihovsky,
they are related to the Ha B1/Ha B2 periods in Trans-
danubia.’®

The second pin is most likely an upper fragment
of a so-called Plattenkopfnadel or Lochhalsnadel (Fig.
8.2). This richly decorated piece has a fine analog in
an urn grave found at the 7th burial mound in Belo-
ti¢ (Macva District, Serbia) dated to the period of the
Tumulus Culture (Br B1/ Br C2).° In Hungary, one
stray find is known from the multi-period hillfort at
Velem-Szent Vid.®® Analog specimens from the Czech
Republic can also be associated with the period of the
Tumulus Culture (Br B2/Br C1).®! Pin No. 3 also rep-
resents an ornament type present for a long period bet-
ween the Br B1 (end of the Middle Bronze Age) and
the Urnfield period (ca. Ha A) (Fig. 8.3).52

Nos. 4-5 are circular-sectioned rings, which are
quite common hoard elements between the Ha A1 and
Ha B1 periods (Fig. 8.4-5). The lack of their terminal
parts does not allow their fine typological analysis.

53 Szaraz 317, Fig. 173, P1. 267.1. The Phase III dating for the Zagreb-Horvati cemetery proposed by Vinski-Gasparini cannot be excepted since
this material is originating from an unsecured context. See Vinski-Gasparini 1973, 222.

56 Kdszegi 1988, 130, P1. 43.4.
57 Sperber 2017.

58 Rihovsky 1979, 116-121; Novotna 1980, 116-121; Rihovsky 1983, 22-24; Vasi¢ 2003, 61-62.

% Vasi¢ 2003 32, PL. 11.155.
6 Rihovsky 1984, 14, P1. 5.62.
61 Rihovsky 1979, 31-32.

62 Rihovsky 1979, 36-37.
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5.2. Tools

Based on the arch of its back, the No. 6 blade frag-
ment can be identified as a piece of a flanged sickle
(Fig. 8.6). The No. 7 blade fragment shows characte-
ristic typological marks of a single-edge chisel. Even
hammering marks can be identified along its blade and
cutting edge (Fig. 8.7). No. 8 is a fine cutting-edge frag-
ment of either a socketed or a winged axe (Fig. 8.8).

5.3. Weapons

Weapons are represented by two unclassifiable
blade fragments (Fig. 8.9-10). Both are well-
hammered along their cutting edge. Based on their
width, they probably belonged to the lower blade sec-
tion of daggers, which artifact type is most characte-
ristic between the Br D and Ha A1 in the territory of
Transdanubia.

5.4. Ingots

Two objects can be sorted into the category of raw
materials. The first is a bar ingot with a metallic pro-
jection (Fig. 8.11) in a partitioned state. The second
(Fig. 8.12) is a body fragment of a flat plano-convex
ingot.

5.5. Conclusions

The stray finds from Kemendollar-Kis-Péapai-diilé
represent common stray finds. In general, all of them
are dated to multiple periods. Contemporaneity with
the hoard can only be presumed in the case of the No.
1 pin. The No. 2 pin is considered important regarding
the inner relative chronology of the site, as it can be
identified as the product of the Tumulus Culture, most
likely its Late Bronze Age (Br B2/Br C) phase. Based
on the analysis of the hoard and the stray finds, the Ke-
mendollar-Kispapai-diil6 is determined as a multi-pe-
riod Late Bronze Age site dated between the beginning
of the Late Bronze Age (Br B2/Br C) and the second
half of the period, Ha B1. In absolute dates, this covers
a period between 1450 B.C. and 960 B.C.

6. Offering of a bronzesmith?

Based on our results, the new hoard from Kemend-
ollar can be dated to the Ha B1 period (1080-960

0 Kopytoff 1986.
s Knight 2019.
% Tiversage — Pernicka 2002; Tarbay et al. 2021.

B.C.). The hoard’s time of deposition probably repre-
sents the latest phase of this multi-period Late Bronze
Age site. According to the analysis of stray finds col-
lected during metal detector reconnaissance (Fig. 8),
the first period of the Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild site
began in the Late Bronze Age (Br B2/C) and lasted un-
til the end of the Ha B1. Hoarded objects suitable for
typo-chronological analysis like the Nos. 1-2 socketed
axes (Fig. 1.1, Fig. 2.2) and the ring-shaped ingot (Fig.
3.5) indicate cultural relations towards the territory of
the Transdanubian Urnfield culture and adjacent areas
of the northern Balkans. One can also observe stylis-
tic connections between the bronze finds discovered in
the eastern Carpathian Basin, in the area of the Gava
ceramic style. However, the Kemendollar hoard is es-
sentially a Transdanubian one. It is very likely a local
phenomenon based on its objects’ selection and typo-
logical parallels.

The studied assemblage is another example of
the unique hoarding pattern observed in Zala County.
The selection of the hoard is primarily homogenous.
It consists of a limited number of types with uniform
technological patterns: partitioned ingots and intact
as-cast or unfished axes. This material is most likely
selected directly from the foundry. None of the three
socketed axes can be considered objects with special
biographies, but this does not mean that they do not
manifest different biographical possibilities to the
same kind of object.®® The first is a pure as-cast, not
manufactured further after the craftsman removed
the casting jets from its rim (Fig. 1.1). The craftsman
began working on the second socketed axe, but for
some reason, did not finish it (Fig. 1.2). The ham-
mering of the blades is incomplete. The cutting edge
has not been sharpened and the traces of use are more
likely the result of one test. The third socketed axe (Fig.
3.3) is also very likely an as-cast broken into pieces.*
All three axes represent almost the same technologi-
cal product type (Nos. 1 and 3: as-casts; No. 2: unfi-
nished product). During their short lives, probably none
of them left the workshop, and they primarily interac-
ted with their maker. Yet they went through three fun-
damentally different life paths before depositing. The
ingots in the hoard are also the objects that someone
associated with a special biography in the classical
sense. They are made, accumulated, and fragmented
in the foundry. Their elemental composition is not
yet known to us. Some pieces could have high lead
con-tent® based on their pale greyish color and easily
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fragmented surfaces. If these ingots were in fact al-
loyed, they are possibly the results of cycles of rebirth:
made of once meaningful objects, the life histories of
which were literally merged into them. Either way,
they were taken out of the cycle of metallurgy during
the hoarding.

The two fragmented ceramic pots may have
played an important role in the deposition. Justyna Ba-
ron and her team called attention recently to ceramic
pots related to hoard assemblages. These usually
neglected objects were not only containers for metal
hoards, but an integrated part of the assemblage regar-
ding their selection and treatment.®® Some years ago,
Tudor Soroceanu also emphasized the ritual function
of the hoarded ceramic pots, suggesting that even an
“empty” vessel could play an essential part in the ri-
tual performance as a container of specific liquids like
blood.?” In Transdanubia, the deposition of metals in
ceramic pots is a well-known phenomenon. However,
the position of these objects has rarely been recor-
ded. Usually, the only preserved information is that
the “metal objects were found inside a ceramic pot,”
and if the circumstances of discovery and acquisition
were favorable, parts of these pots can still be found
in the museum collections.®® In this regard, the Ke-
mendollar hoard is an exception. The two pots were
found in a broken state. More than half of the sto-
rage pot was missing. Only the lower part was selec-
ted for deposition. The urn-shaped pot was found in a
similar condition, but half of the vessel was broken.
These two ceramic vessels also show specific arrange-
ments. The large pot fragment (Fig. 7.17) was found
at the bottom, and it was closed by the fragment of the
other vessel (Fig. 7.18) placed in a reverse position.
The two vessels contained the bronzes inside, in pro-
bably a specific manner, as I referred to in the intro-
duction. Analogs of this kind of vessel and vessel frag-
ment arrangement can be observed among cremation
burials® and contemporary metal hoards as well.”

The burial context makes this assemblage particu-
larly interesting. The selection and arrangement of the
pots may have been intentional and thus perhaps even

% Baron et al. 2019.
7 Soroceanu 2011, 278-279.
% Mozsolics 1985; Mozsolics 2000.

imitated funerary rites. In this respect, two further
assemblages are worth mentioning. One is the Zsaka
II(a) (Hajdu-Bihar County, Hungary) hoard, excava-
ted in the context of East Hungary. Between two basal
ceramic vessel fragments, bronze objects were depo-
sited in a meaningful arrangement. This assemblage
consisted of two socketed axes, an intact and a broken
one, an intentionally broken winged axe, two bronze
lumps, and a sickle-blade/ingot edge. Under the pot,
plano-convex ingot fragments lay. Above the older
ingot (Br D/Ha A1), richly decorated bracelets were
found most likely in a secondary position. The place-
ment of the pots is analogous to that of the Kemendol-
lar hoard.” The second assemblage is the Ha B1 hoard
from Szentgydrgyvar-Felsomand Site B (Zala County,
Hungary). This hoard does not comprise ceramic pots,
but the arrangement and condition of the metal vessels
share some similarities with the Kemendollar assem-
blage. In this case, metal vessel fragments along with
some nave fitting parts comprised the lower section of
the hoard, and the entire assemblage was covered with
a large cup.” The above-cited parallels illustrate well
that the selection, treatment, and arrangement of the
vessels from the Kemendollar hoard were intentional
and not improvised. Their position followed a ritual
tradition observable among burials and hoards alike.
Their fragmented state was probably intentional as
well.

Based on the chronological and technological
aspects of the finds, they are likely to represent one
coherent set, a metallurgical-demiurgical one, as Biba
Terzan calls it.”* No complex and long-term accumu-
lation™ can be expected in the case of this hoard, as it
was likely to be created in a short time. The special
features of the Kemendollar hoard compared to other
Transdanubian assemblages are the relatively intact
condition of the objects and the large size of the in-
got fragments. Similar combinations of objects (ingots
and as-cast/unfinished axes) were typically deposited
as part of large Ha Bl Transdanubian assemblages
(e.g., Szombathely-Jaki ut, Vas County, Hungary)” or
they were accumulated in heavily fragmented assem-

% e.g., Kalicz-Schreiber — Kalicz — Vaczi 2010, 99, 100-101, 181, 184, 186-187; Ilon et al. 2011, Fig. 53-54; Szaraz 2020, P1. 191, P1. 201.

" Patay 1969, Fig. 1; Tarbay — Havasi 2019, 385, Fig. 2.

V. Szab6 2019, 118-123, Fig. 96, 98-99; Tarbay 2022 in press.
> Tarbay — Havasi 2019.

3 Terzan 1996, 258.

" see Hansen 2016, 195-196.

> Tlon 2002; Tlon 2004, 52—57; Tarbay 2018, 652—665.
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blages dominated by as-casts, partitioned finished pro-
ducts and ingots (e.g., Beremend’ and Nagydobsza,
Baranya County, Hungary).”” The Ha B1 hoard from
Janossomorja-Mosonszentpéter (Gyor-Moson-Sopron
County, Hungary), consisting of hammer-shaped and
plano-convex ingots, is in a way, connected to this as-
semblage.” The composition of objects similar to that
of Kemendollar is known from Austria. A fine example
is the hoard discovered in Griinbach am Schneeberg
(ITIb) (Neunkirchen District, Austria), which consists
of a Bad Goisern-type winged ax and nine plano-con-
vex ingots.” It is considered a raw material set weigh-
ing a total of 4897.1 grams (Fig. 11), which was most
likely selected from the raw material stock of a casting
workshop. The ingots, as-cast and unfinished objects,
apparently interacted with only one person during
their brief life cycles, and it was the craftsman, the me-
talsmith, who was most likely the one performing the
deposition.

Several have discussed that Bronze Age smiths
may have carried out hoarding for mundane reasons
(creating stocks) or in the framework of rituals.® Paul
Budd and Timothy Taylor raised the possibility that
magic, rituals, and metallurgy were intimately connec-
ted in non-literal societies. As these were never writ-
ten down, they were ritualized through a sequence of
procedures, which may be called spells.®! In a prehis-
toric context, such differentiation between the profane
and sacral spheres is not necessary since they are
generally intertwined.® A votive offering could be
made for achieving mundane goals, such as wealth,
power, or health. An assemblage with a seemingly pro-
fane character can be deposited in a ritual context. The
deposited objects in the Kemendollar hoard probab-
ly were charged with different symbolic meanings as
well. First of all, as Louis Nebelsick has pointed out,
these are liminal materials® open for interpretation.
For instance, they are not only unused objects, ingots,
and by-products with recycling potential, but they also

76 Mozsolics 1985, 95-96; Tarbay 2018, 619-625.
77 Tarbay 2016; Tarbay 2018, 595-599.

8 Czajlik 2012, P1. 9.1, PL. 12.

7 Lauermann — Rammer 2013, 125, P1. 42-43.

carry a strong message, something analogous to the
sacrifice of young and pregnant animals in antiquity.*
When such material or living being is taken out of cir-
culation, future opportunities and possibilities are also
sacrificed with them.

Based solely on the typological content, one may
interpret this assemblage as a raw material stock hid-
den for later use by a metalsmith.®> But certain aspects
of the deposit argue otherwise. This is the recurring
combination of as-cast/unfinished axes and ingots in
contemporaneous Transdanubian hoards,* the presu-
mably intentional arrangement of the metal objects
and the ceramic pots, and the analog of the ceramics’
and metal finds’ treatment in hoards. It is also clearly
visible that the Kemendollar hoard does not represent
an entire raw material stock, but rather an intentionally
selected part of such a collection. In this case, it may
be worth citing Richard Bradley’s thoughts, who sug-
gested that certain portions of ingots could be retained
and selected for hoards, while the rest of the objects
were re-melted.®” Thus, the raw material stocks of the
Bronze Age smiths followed at least two life paths: one
was part of a never-ending cycle of recycling, and the
other was separated solely for ritual purposes. If the
Kemendollar hoard was deposited in the framework of
a rite of exchange and communion, it could be assem-
bled for a specific divine entity. Since the local Late
Bronze Age pantheon of deities, spirits, and harmful
otherworldly beings is unknown, the recipient of such
an offering is obscure to us. Chthonic powers or enti-
ties entrusted with the protection and success of crafts
are potential candidates.®® Another possibility is that
we are dealing with a life cycle ritual (rites de pas-
sage) of a craftsman.* To ensure future success, the
transition from apprentice to master may necessitate
ritual deposition of a certain number of failed works
(axes), specific raw materials (ingots), and remnants
of previous casting acts (lumps). The selection of an
urn-shaped pot, and the arrangement of these vessels,

8 Mozsolics 1987, 96-97; Hiansel 1997, 14-15; Fontijn 2002, 35; Clausing 2004, 149; Becker 2013, 254; Bietti Sestieri et al. 2013, 159,

167-169; Knight 2017, 17-18.
81 Budd — Taylor 1995, 139.
82 Bradley 2005, 145-164.
8 Nebelsick 2000, 165.
8 Gunnel 2014, 330-335.
8 Mozsolics 1985b.
8 Tarbay 2018; Tarbay 2022 in press.
87 Bradley 2005, 163.
8 Verhoeven 2011, 120; Hénsel 1997, 15.
% van Gennep 2007; Garwood 2011; Verhoeven 2011, 118-120.
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which imitate contemporaneous cremation burials,
may also be significant. Setting the objects inside them
could represent the “death” of the previous identity of
the depositor. Abandonment of the former social per-
sona is called the rite of separation, the first stage of
the tripartite rites de passage model.*

7. Conclusions

In this study, a new Ha B1-period (1080-960 BC)
hoard and twelve stray finds were introduced from
the Kemendollar-Kis-Péapai-diilé multi-period site
(Br B2/Br C-Ha B1). The Kemendollar hoard most
likely comprises locally manufactured, Transdanubi-
an objects: three socketed axes, one ring-shaped in-
got, fused bar ingots, ten plano-convex ingots, and a
bronze lump. These objects were placed between a
broken urn-shaped pot and the bottom of a storage
pot, probably in layers. The bronze set placed inside
the urn-shaped pot was most likely an intentionally
selected part of larger raw material stock. The soc-
keted axes represented three different peculiar biog-
raphies for these tools. One was an as-cast, miscast
object (Fig. 1.1), another left unfinished (Fig. 2.2),
and the third was an intentionally broken as-cast
(Fig. 2.3). The ingots and the lump were made and
accumulated in a local foundry, where they became
fragmented probably as a result of a standard metal-
lurgical process. These objects interacted with the
metalsmith through their presumably short use-life.
The depositor could also be this craftsman. Hungarian
research traditionally interprets such assemblages as a

mundane material stock of smiths or traders. Conside-
ring the recurring pattern of similar object selection in
larger hoards, the presumed intentional arrangement
of the objects, and the overall pars pro toto nature of
the array of finds other alternative interpretations are
proposed. The Kemendollar hoard could have been
deposited in the framework of a rite of exchange and
communion during which it was offered to a specific
deity to gain its favor. It can also be the result of the
early stage (rite of separation) of a life cycle ritual
(rites de passage) when the metallurgists literally bu-
ried the symbols of their former identity (apprentice)
inside the ceramic pots, which were organized in a
manner of a cremation burial. With this act, the death
of the former identity was physically manifested du-
ring the ritual transition.
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Fig. 1: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild hoard: socketed axe (No. 1) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei; Drawing: Csaba Horvath).
1. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diil6 kincs: tokosbalta (Nr. 1) (Foto: Bicskei Jozsef; Rajz: Hovath Csaba)
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Fig. 2: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diilé hoard: socketed axe (No. 2) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei; Drawing: Csaba Horvath)
2. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diil6 kincs: tokosbalta (Nr. 2) (Foto: Bicskei Jozsef; Rajz: Hovath Csaba)
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Fig. 3: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diilé hoard: socketed axe (No. 3), bar ingots (No. 4), ring-shaped ingot (No. 5), plano-convex ingot (No. 6)
(Photo: Jozsef Bicskei; Drawing: Csaba Horvath).
3. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild kincs: tokosbalta (Nr. 3), rad alaka ontecs (Nr. 4), karika alakt ontecs (Nr. 5), 6nt6lepény (Nr. 6)
(Foto: Bicskei Jozsef; Rajz: Horvath Csaba).



Offering of a Smith 143

Fig. 4: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diil6 hoard: plano-convex ingot (No. 7) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei).
4. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild kincs: 6ntélepény (Nr. 7) (Fotd: Bicskei Jozsef)
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Fig. 5: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diil hoard: plano-convex ingots (Nos. 5-10) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei).
5. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild kincs: ont6lepények (Nr. 5-10) (Foto: Bicskei Jozsef)
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Fig. 6: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild hoard: plano-convex ingots (Nos. 11-15), and a lump (No. 16) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei).
6. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild kincs: ont6lepények (Nr. 11-15) és 6nt6rog (Nr. 16) (Foto: Bicskei Jozsef).
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Fig. 7: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diild hoard: fragmented urn-shaped pot (No. 17), bottom of a storage vessel (No. 18) (Photo: Jozsef Bicskei)
7. kép: Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diil6 kincs: tort urna alaka edény (Nr. 17), taroldedény alja (Nr. 18) (Fotd: Bicskei Jozsef)
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Fig. 8: Stray finds from Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-diilé (Photos: Jozsef Bicskei; Drawings: J. G. Tarbay)
8. kép: Szorvanyleletek Kemendollar-Kis-Papai-dilé (Foto: Bicskei Jozsef, Rajzok: Tarbay, J. G.)
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Fig. 9: Photos made during the discovery of the hoard (Photos: Istvan Eke)
9. kép: A kincslelet felfedezése soran készitett fényképek (Foto: Eke Istvan)
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Fig. 10: Reconstruction of the arrangement of the objects (Graphic: J. G. Tarbay)
10. kép: A targyak elhelyezésnek rekonstrukcioja (Grafika: Tarbay J. G.)

Fig. 11: The weight of the deposited metal objects (Graphic: J. G. Tarbay)
11. kép: A deponalt fémtargyak tomege (Grafika: Tarbay J. G.)
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Fig. 12: The mismatch defect and damage on the cutting-edge of the No. 2 socketed axe (Micrographs: J. G. Tarbay)
12. kép: Oldalelcsuszasi hiba és csorbulasnyomok a 2. tokosbalta vagoélén (Mikroszkop-kamera felvételek: Tarbay J. G.)
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Fig. 13: Parallels of No. 2 socketed axes: 1. Szentes-Nagyhegy I (Csanad-Csongrad County, Hungary), 2. Nyirpazony
(Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County, Hungary) (Photos: J. G. Tarbay)
13. kép: 2. tokosbalta parhuzamai: 1. Szentes-Nagyhegy I (Csanad-Csongrad megye), Nyirpazony
(Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg megye) (Fotok: Tarbay J. G.)
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Fig. 14: Distribution of parallels of Nos. 1 — 2. socketed axes, and No. 5. ring-shaped ingot
14. kép: Az 1. és 2. tokosbalta és az 5. karika alakt dntecs parhuzamainak elterjedése

Fig. 15: Ring-shaped ingots:

1-2. Batasz¢k (Tolna County, Hungary)
(Mozsolics 1985, P1. 269.9, 31),

3. Csabdi (Fejér County, Hungary),

4—6. Beremend (Baranya County, Hungary),
7-8. Lovasberény (Fejér County, Hungary),
9-13. Nagydobsza (Baranya County, Hungary)
(Photos: J. G. Tarbay)

15. kép: karika alaka ontecsek:

1-2. Batasz¢k (Tolna megye)
(Mozsolics 1985, P1. 269.9, 31),

3. Csabdi (Fejér megye),

4—6. Beremend (Baranya megye),
7-8. Lovasberény (Fejér megye),
9-13. Nagydobsza (Baranya megye)
(Photos: J. G. Tarbay)
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A bronzmiives 4ldozata —
Kés6 bronzkori kincs Kemendollar-Kis-Papai diilérol

2019. aprilis 19-én Eke Istvan és Andri Zsolt fémke-
res6-miiszeres lelohelyfelderités soran egy uj késo bronzko-
ri, tizennyolc darabos bronzdep6t (1-7. kép) talalt Kemen-
dollar-Kis-Papai-diilé (Zala megye) regisztralt (Nr. 20278),
tobbkorszakos, régészeti lelohelyen. A Kis-Péapai-diilon ké-
sObb tobb terepi kutatas is zajlott, mely tovabbi tizenkettd
kés6 bronzkori szorvany fémleletet eredményezett (8. kép).

A lel6helyen talalt kés6 bronzkori szérvanyok kozott
harom ti téredékét (8. kép 1-3), két karikat (8. kép 4-5),
egy sarlopenge darabot (8. kép 6), egy bronzvésé hegyet (8.
kép 7), egy balta ¢lét (8. kép 8), két térpenge toredéket (8.
kép 9-10), egy rud alaku ontecset (8. kép 11) és egy ontble-
pény toredéket emlithetiink (8. kép 12). A tipo-kronologiai
elemzésre alkalmas targyak alapjan, a lelohely valoszintileg
a kés6 bronzkoron beliil is tobb korszakot fog 4t a halomsi-
ros id6szaktol az urnamezds korig: Nr. 2. tii (Br B/Br C-Ha
A) (8. kép 2), Nr. 9-10 (Br D/Ha Al) (8. kép 9-10), Nr. 4-5
(Ha A1-Ha Bl) (8. kép 4-5), Nr. 1 tii (Br D-Ha B1/Ha B2)
(8. kép 1.

A depolelet harom tokosbaltabol (1. kép 1, 2. kép 2,
3. kép 3), egy rud alaku ontecsbdl (3. kép 4), egy karika
félforma ontecsbdl (3. kép 5), tiz ontdlepénybdl (3. kép 6,
4-6. kép 11-15), egy 6nt6rogbol (6. kép 16) és két tort kera-
miaedénybdl all (7. kép 17-18). A kincslelet legfels6 targya
nagyjabol 40-50 cm mélységben keriilt el6. A leldhelyen
a felszini kutatasok alapjan kés6 bronzkori telepiilés nyo-
ma nem volt megfigyelhetd. A bronztargyakat az urna ala-
ku edényben (7. kép 17, 10. kép) helyezték el, valdsziniileg
rétegzetten deponaltak Oket. A legfels6 targy a 7. szamu
nagymeéretli ont6lepény darab volt, mely alatt a baltak és
az Osszeolvadt rud alaku ontecsek helyezkedtek el. A tobbi
lelet pozicidja az edényen beliil ismeretlen (9—10. kép).

Készitéstechnologiai és hasznalati nyom elemzés alap-
jan a kemendollari bronzkincset elsésorban kiilonb6zo
ontecs formakba ontdtt nyersanyagok teszik ki, melyeket
a mihelymunka részeként, bronzkalapacsokkal hevitett
allapotban daraboltak. A harom darab tokosbalta nagyja-
bol hasonlod technoldgiai ,életfazist” képvisel. Az 1. sza-
mu tokosbalta egy nyersdntvény, zsugorodasi porozitassal
az oldalan. Nem volt valodi hasznalati targy, minddssze a
peremérdl tavolitottak el az ontdcsapokat (1. kép 1). A ma-
sodik baltat (2. kép 2) ontési hibai ellenére, a balta keskeny
¢és szélesebb oldalai mentén felkalapaltak, viszont vagoélét
nem készitették el, ezen részen még mindig jol lathatd az
ontott oldalak elmozdulasa (12. kép). A megmunkalatlan
vagoel mentén kisebb csorbulasnyomokat lathatunk, me-
lyek véleményem szerint valosziniileg kiprobalasahoz, nem
pedig valodi hasznalatahoz kotédnek (12. kép). A harmadik
tokosbalta toredék (3. kép 3), az els6hoz hasonléan nyers
ontvény, amit szandékosan daraboltak, tortek.

Idérendi szempontbdl a Kemendollaron talalt bronz-

kincs a Ha Bl-re (Ha BI1, Sperber késé bronzkor Ilc-II-
Ial, Kr.e. 1080-960) datalhatd. Az 1. szamu tokosbalta a
Debrecen tipus egy ritkabb valtozata, mely diszitéskom-
binacidjanak egy parhuzama ismert a horvatorszagi IV.
kés6 bronzkori fazisra keltezett, Velika Kopanica-Beravci
bronzkincsbdl (14. kép). A masodik Debrecen tipusu to-
kosbalta mar tobb parhuzammal bir. Az ismeretlen lelohe-
lyt szlovakiai és ausztriai darabok mellett hasonlo diszii
tokosbaltakat lathatunk a Szentes-Nagyhegy I-es (13. kép
1), a Nyirpazony-Uj-sz616 (13. kép 2), a Boldesti-Scieni és
a “Pozsony vidéki” bronzdepokban. Keltezés szempontja-
bol fontos még a karika alaku félforma. Hasonld ontecsek a
Dunantil, Eszak-Horvatorszag és Karpatalja teriiletérél is-
mertek, a Ha A2/Ha Bl és Ha B1 id6szakban: pl. Bataszék,
Beremend-BCM szennyviztelep, Beregszasz 1V, Csabdi,
Klostar Ivani¢, Kisdobrony-Odomb II, Lovasberény, Nagy-
dobsza. A keramiaedények koziil az urna alaku értékelhe-
t6 tipo-kronolégiai szempontbol (14-15. kép). Ez a forma
valoszintileg a Matija Cre$nar féle A2 tipusa amforak (Ha
Al-Ha B) korébe tartozik, melynek példai Zalakomar-Al-
socsalit és Celldomolk-Saghegy lelhelyekrol ismertek.

A kemendollari kincs értelmezési lehetdségeit az erede-
ti kontextusrol rendelkezésre allo informaciokra tovabba a
targyak technolégiai tipusaira alapozhatjuk. A tokosbaltak,
ugyanannak az eszkéznek a harom kiilonbo6zo ,életfazis”
lehetdségét mutatjak: épen deponalt hibds nyersontvény
(1.1. kép), félkész kiprobalt balta (2.2. kép), darabolt nyers-
ontvény (3.3 kép). Az dntdlepények, a karika és a rad alaku
ontecsek tovabba az ontérog fémmiives mithelyben késziil-
hettek és halmozodhattak fel. Torésiik és darabolasuk nem
a deponalasi ritus része, hanem mithelymunka eredménye.
A magyarorszagi kutatas hasonl6 kincsegyiitteseket jellem-
z6en bronzmivesek (,,ontémithely depok™) és kereskeddk
profan lerakataként értelmez. A tanulmanyban mas alterna-
tiv értelmezések vetettiink fel. Az egyik lehetdség szerint a
kincsegyiittes egy csere és aldozati ritus keretében johetett
létre, melynek soran a deponal¢ a targyakat felajanlotta egy
talvilagi lény vagy istenség szamara. A masik értelmezés
alapjan a kemendollari kincs egy fémmiives, mesterré va-
lashoz kothetd életciklus ritusanak az eredménye lehetett,
tehat deponalasat az atmeneti ritusok rendszerében kell
értelmezniink. A targyak kivalogatasa és deponalasa valo-
szintileg ennek a ritualénak a korai fazisahoz (elvalasztas
ritusa) tartozhatott, melynek soran a fémmives a korabbi
identitasat (tanitvany) szimbolizalo targyakat, meghataro-
zott mennyiségli nyersanyagot és rontott dntvényeket depo-
nalt. A targyak elhelyezése a tort urna alaku edény és tort
fazék kozé szimbolikus, analdég a korabeli hamvasztasos
temetkezések keramia edényeinek pozicionalasra, feltéte-
lezhetden a korabbi tanitvany ,,identitast halalat” szimbo-
lizalhatta a deponalds aktusa soran.
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