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Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery 
in North–Western Romania

Orsolya Gyurka

Abstract: In the 16th century BC significant social and economic transformations took place in North–
Western Romania, reflected in the abandonment of the Middle Bronze Age tell settlements and the emergence 
of the Tumulus material culture. In the area between the Crasna, Crișul-Repede rivers, the Meseș Mountains, 
and in a large part of the Berettyó/Barcău–Körös/Criș region and the Upper Tisza valley in Hungary, the ceramic 
style, which developed as a mixture of the local Middle Bronze Age and the Tumulus pottery stylistic elements, 
is known in the literature as the Hajdúbagos/Pişcolt-Cehăluț, Cehăluț–Hajdúbagos, or Hajdúbagos/Cehăluț 
cultural group. The present paper contributes to the research of the Late Bronze Age with 14C data from Tășnad–
Sere and attempts to systematise the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț through pottery assemblages by a combined analysis 
of the available 14C dates from Tășnad–Sere and Recea–Valea Sulduba sites and the associated ceramic finds.

Keywords: Late Bronze Age; Tumulus culture; Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț pottery; absolute dating.

Introduction 
From the 16th century BC, a turning point can be observed throughout Eurasia, which, in addition 

to environmental and climatic changes on the continent1, can also be interpreted as a response to 
increased population2 and mobility. This period is marked by the gradual abandonment of the tell 
settlements3 and the migration of the Tumulus communities from Southern Germany to Central 
Europe,4 which reached the Great Hungarian Plain and north-western Romania at the end of the 
Middle Bronze Age (MBA), in the Koszider period (1600–1500/1450 BC)5. It is at this time that new 
elements appear in the local material culture, a phenomenon which is the result of a specific mixture of 
the local MBA and the newly arrived Tumulus communities’ pottery traditions. The changes observed 
in the material culture mark a process of hybridisation6. As a result, the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț style7 

1   P. Fischl, Reményi 2016, 728.
2   Capuzzo et al. 2018.
3   Fischl et al. 2013, 362–363; Gogâltan 2014, 36–37; Gogâltan 2015, 73.
4   Horváth, Ilon 2017.
5   Görsdorf et al. 2004, 89; Kiss et al. 2019, 191.
6   Cultural hybridisation is the result of intensive interactions and is reflected in the intense mixing of elements of the 
artefactual material. (Stockhammer 2012, 45–51) The concept of hybridisation refers to the interaction of different cultures, 
resulting in the emergence of a new material culture. The process is characterised by cultural sharing or correspondence, 
exchange, modification and cultural experimentation. (Stockhammer 2012, 44–45) Hybridisation takes place in contact areas 
where communities with different material cultures have the opportunity to interact and influence each other. Hybridisation 
manifests itself through different modes of import, imitation or cultural communication. From an archaeological point of 
view, it is possible to study foreign elements on objects as a result of external influence. (Stockhammer 2012, 50)
7   The definition of the cultural facies of the first two periods of the Late Bronze Age (LBA I–II) in North-Western Romania 
can be attributed to T. Bader, J. Németi and C. Kacsó, while in the Körös-Berettyó region and the Upper Tisza region in 
Hungary it is associated with T. Kemenczei and T. Kovács. Following the Koszider period at the end of the Middle Bronze Age, 
in the early Late Bronze Age (BzB1/BzB2–BzC), T. Kemenczei and T. Kovács has defined the Hajdúbagos group in Hungary, 
formed as a result of the mixture between the local Otomani culture and the newly arrived Tumulus groups at the beginning 
of the LBA (BzB2-BC) in the Berettyó–Körös region (Kemenczei 1963, 184–185; Kemenczei 1968, 165; Kemenczei 1984, 96; 
Kovács 1966; Kovács 1970, 27–45). At the same time, in the area bounded by the Crasna, the Barcău rivers and the Meseș 
Mountains in north-western Romania the material culture was identified first as Otomani IV (Bader 1978, 62; Bader 1998, 
53), then as Pișcolt-Cehăluț (Németi 1987, 110; Németi 1990; Németi 1999; Németi 2009) and as Cehăluț (Kacsó 1990, 
44; Kacsó 1997; Kacsó 1999) cultural group, which can be traced until the BzD period. More than 30 years later, M. L. Nagy 
attributes the sites of the Berkesz culture in the southern and western parts of the Nyírség to the Hajdúbagos group, noting 
that other eastern populations probably also contributed to the development of this later phase of the ceramic material. R
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has been distinguished in the Barcău/Berettyó–Criș/Körös region and the northern parts of the Great 
Hungarian Plain, in the area bounded by the Crasna, the Criș valleys and the Meseș Mountains, during 
the first two phases of the Late Bronze Age (LBA I–II)8. Following the Wietenberg IIIrd phase, the 
ceramic material attributed to the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț style is encountered in Transylvanian areas 
east to the Meseș Mountains, too, which can be the result of the migration of some communities 
from north–western Transylvania, although it is also possible, that only a large number of pottery is 
brought into the region9. 

Regarding the inner chronology, as a working hypothesis, C. Kacsó divides the Cehăluț group 
into two phases: the first phase can be paralleled with the Hajdúbagos group, while the second with 
the Berkesz culture. This is also reflected in the metallurgy. The second phase of this group includes 
the settlements in the valleys of Crasna and Barcău Rivers10. In his view, the group develops during 
LBA I–II11. Its early phase is parallel to the middle phase of the Tumulus culture and its end to the 
late phase of the Urnfield culture12. On the Cehăluț-type pottery, he notes that, in addition to the 
Otomani stylistic features, they bear formal and ornamental elements of Suciu de Sus, Tumulus and 
Piliny styles13.

I. Bejinariu also distinguishes two phases in his monograph on the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț pottery 
style in the Șimleu Depression, based on the pottery’s stylistic elements14. 

M. Przybyła has undertaken a macro-regional analysis of the Tumulus contact network on several 
occasions, including the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț sites. The researcher traces the spread of stylistic elements 
of the pottery in the Carpathian Basin and southern Poland, thus revising the results of traditional 
archaeological research from a new perspective and with a completely new methodology. He classifies 
the older phase of the Piliny culture, the Berkesz–Demecser group, the Suciu de Sus sites in Slovakia, 
the Egyek group, the Hajdúbagos and Cehăluț groups, the first phase of Lăpuș I, the Rákóczifalva group, 
the early Igrița phase, the Păuliș group, the Bădeni–Deva III group and the Buza–Teiuș horizon into the 

On the basis of the similarities observed in the pottery, she considers the name Hajdúbagos/Cehăluț to be justified, as they 
appeared in the Koszider period and then both developed until the BzD period. (Nagy 2007, 27; Nagy 2008, 137–142) I. 
Bejinariu emphasizes the influence of the Wietenberg style on the formation of the Hajdúbagos-Cehăluț pottery style, as a 
high number of Wietenberg ceramic assemblages can be found in former Otomani sites (Bejinariu 2022, 121–122).
8   Németi 2009, 212.
9   Bejinariu 2022, 94.
10   Kacsó 1990, 44; Kacsó 1997.
11   According to the relative chronology, the LBA I can be dated to BzB2–BzC1 phase (1600/1500–1350 BC ), while LBA 
II is dated in Bz C2–Bz D/Ha A1 period, between 1350–1200/1150 (Kacsó 1990, 42–50; Przybyła 2009, 62–63; Gogâltan 
2019, 49). On the basis of the radiocarbon data, the LBA I covers a time span between 1600 and 1400 BC. (Gogâltan 2019, 
49). A specific chronological system was developed for the Lower Mureș Basin, where the phases of the LBA corresponds to 
historical events, dated with 14C data. The LBA I can be placed in the interval of 1550–1450 BC when the abandonment of the 
tell-settlements and the beginning of the construction of the mega-forts took place. The next period, the LBA II (1450–1250 
BC) is characterised by the development of these great fortifications (Sava 2020, 289–290; Sava–Ursuțiu 2021, 85).
12   Kacsó 1990a, 8–50; Kacsó 1997, 85–88; Kacsó 1999, 101; Kacsó 2005, 53.
13   For a short synthesis of the Late Bronze Age ceramic styles see Przybyła 2009 and Sava 2020, 256–259, with new 
radiocarbon data.
14   According to I. Bejinariu, the first phase is characterised by the use of biconical amphorae with a rounded belly and two 
handles connecting the neck to the shoulder, and by the use of S-shaped dishes with conical or curved body and everted or 
lobed rim. The most common form of bowls in the Șimleu Depression is the so-called Swedish helmet type (Bejinariu 2022, 
47). Also very frequent are the cups with ringed base and semi-spherical lids with channelled rim. Early ornamental motifs 
include arches filled with incisions, groups of 2–4 vertical lines, as well as groups of lines arranged in the form of arches 
and spirals. In this period, conical knobs surrounded by semicircular channellings are usual. The wide absatzstich technique 
used during late Wietenberg III and IV periods, which also appears in the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț assemblages, is particularly 
characteristic for the region. In the second phase of the pottery style, biconical amphorae with a strongly broken belly line, 
conical neck and a wide, horizontally everted rim are found in large quantities. (Bejinariu 2022, 103) Also, a typical vessel 
form is the short cup with a handle raised over the rim, and the spherical or flattened spherical mug, with high neck, straight 
or ringed-based mug, ornamented with groups of three incisions. The decoration shows a smaller proportion of elements 
of the earlier phase: hatched arcades, conical knobs, knobs surrounded with semicircular channelling and groups of incised 
lines. There is a high proportion of bowls with inverted rim, often with small knobs under the rim, and biconical cups with 
narrow mouth. Bowls with lobed rim remain in use, but the rims are disproportionately high and the inner surface of the 
bowls is sometimes decorated with star-shape ornament. The second phase is also characterised by the increasing frequency 
of channelling on the surface of the vessels, typically associated with vertical ribs or conical knobs. Faceting is another newly 
used and important decorative technique. (Bejinariu 2022, 107)



Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  133

Tumulus–Post-Otomani style15. Przybyla considers the amphorae with wide, round belly, cylindrical 
or conical neck, the dishes with lobed rim, the biconical mugs and the hatched arches as being the 
authentical elements of the pottery assemblages of the period16. In a study published in 2016, he 
reevaluates his research using modern methodology. The 94 Middle and Late BA sites he analyses, cover 
the period from the 19th to the 12th century BC. Among them are the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț sites of Acâș–
Râtul lui Veres, Crasna–Csereoldal, Pișcolt–Nisipărie and Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere. The analysis 
shows that the presence of pottery classified as belonging to tell societies and the one characteristic for 
the Tumulus communities is at least partially contemporaneous in the Carpathian Basin17. 

Other concerns related to the systematic analysis of the ceramic assemblages of the LBA I–II are 
limited to the elaboration of typologies for single sites18 or smaller regions19.

 The dated sites
Only 2 published 14C dates from Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț sites are available so far20 from Recea–Valea 

Sulduba/CEMACON21, three additional analyses were performed on samples from Tășnad–Sere.  
The archaeological site of Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON is located in north–western Romania, 

in the Crasna Valley, in the area of Șimleu Depression. Excavations were undertaken in 2008, during 
which 8 constructions and several pits were unearthed, belonging to the LBA I–II. The constructions 
were arranged on two parallel rows, the settlement covering an area of 0,35 ha22.

Tășnad–Sere archaeological site23, discovered in 1987, is located in Satu Mare county, on the 
south-western periphery of Tășnad city. It is placed in a low area, on the first two terraces of the 
Cehal stream, a tributary of the Ier river. It was mainly the Neolithic settlement excavated here, that 
brought it to the forefront of the research24. Since 2001, due to the expansion and modernisation of 
the thermal baths, preventive archaeological excavations have been carried out several years by the 
Satu Mare County Museum and the City Museum of Carei. During the excavations, settlement features 
from several periods have been found, dating to the Neolithic (Starčevo–Criș, Pișcolt), the Copper Age 
(Tiszapolgár, Coțofeni), the Late Bronze Age (Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț), the La Tène period, the Roman 
Age (3rd–4th centuries AD) and the 6th–7th centuries25. Preventive excavations in 2006 revealed a Late 
Bronze Age settlement on the right side of the Tășnad–Marghita county road26. Major excavations 
were carried out at the site in 2009, prior to the expansion of the Tășnad Thermal Complex, with the 
opening of several trenches. Archaeological researches continued in 201527, along the route of the road 
bypassing the town. The road crosses the terrace of the Cehal stream, the archaeological features are 
concentrated on a higher territory, near the dead bed of the stream. Smaller surfaces were researched 
in 201928, covering the territory between the excavations undertaken in 2009 and 2015. In total 81 
features can be dated in the LBA I and II periods.

AMS radiocarbon analyses on samples from three Late Bronze Age pits excavated in 2009 at 
Tășnad–Sere29 site was carried out by Isotoptech Zrt. The samples selected from the settlement of 

15  Przybyła 2009, 120. Similarly, Gábor V. Szabó considers the Hajdúbagos-Cehăluț group to be part of a larger unit, placing 
it in the pre-Gáva period. (V. Szabó 2017, 239)
16   Przybyła 2009, 121.
17   Przybyła 2016, 54.
18   Marta et al. 2010.
19   Németi 2009.
20   Additional 13 14C data from Álmosd–Téglavető-dűlő, Berettyóújfalu–Arany János Gyermekváros, Hosszúpályi–Szomjúhát-
dűlő VII, Nagykereki–Körtvélyes I and Sárrétudvari–Hízóföld sites are under press (Szigeti et al. 2024).
21   Bejinariu 2022, 104, 129.
22   Bejinariu 2009; Bejinariu 2022, 123–124; Bejinariu 2023.
23   In the literature it is also referred to as Tășnad-La Sere (Marta et al. 2016, 204.) and Tășnad-Sere (Parcare) (Németi 2010, 278).
24   Iercoșan 1992–1993, 81; Iercoșan 1994–1995; Iercoșan 1996; Iercoșan 1997; Iercoșan 1999; Iercoșan 2000; Németi 1999, 
89; Németi, Astaloș, Gál 2002; Németi, Astaloș, Virag 2003; Virag 2015, 98–99; Virag 2016, 66.
25   Gindele 2007; Gindele 2020.
26   Virag et al. 2007, 366, 368–369.
27   Marta et al. 2016, 204; Gindele 2020.
28   Gyurka 2020.
29   The poorly preserved bone material and the lack of other organic materials limited the possibilities for radiocarbon 
analyses. In addition to the presented samples, bone material from later excavations was also analysed, but the quality of the 
material was not sufficient. 
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Tășnad are DeA-13486: charcoal from feature Cx185, DeA-24132: animal bone from feature Cx225 
and DeA-24133: animal bone from feature Cx195. The results of the samples allow us to distinguish an 
earlier and a later phase of the settlement. The early phase includes pit Cx225 (DeA-24132), which has 
a calendar age of 1620–1460 (calBC, ±2σ). Slightly younger is pit Cx195 (DeA-24133), with a calendar 
age of 1510–1420 (calBC, ±2σ). AMS measurement of feature Cx185 (DeA-13487) show an interval 
between 1373–1357 BC and 1299–1125 BC (calBC, ±2σ).

The settlement of Tășnad is contemporary with Recea–Valea Sulduba. Here, too, an early and a 
late phase of the settlement can be observed, based on the absolute dates. Measurements on sample 
from feature Cx68 (DeA-25953) show an interval of 1530–1420 BC (calBC, ±2σ), while the sample 
from feature Cx13 (DeA-25952) places the pit between 1410 and 1210 BC (calBC, ±2σ)30. 

On the basis of the calibrated data, in the LBA I can be included feature Cx225 (1564–1492 
cal BC) from Tășnad. This is contemporaneous with the sites from Geoagiu de Sus31, Gligorești32, 
Ménfőcsanak33, Șagu34 and Vlaha–Pad35. A similar time interval is shown by dates from the early layers 
of Teiuș–Valea Viilor36 Noua settlement and Sântana–Cetatea Veche37. The data from feature Cx195 
(1502–1422 cal BC) from Tășnad and from feature Cx68 (1518–1423 calBC) from Recea also starts 
in the transitional period between the Middle and Late Bronze Age. According to the absolute dates, 
feature Cx185 (1301–1124 calBC) from Tășnad and feature Cx13 (1409–1219 cal BC) from Recea 
represents a later phase of the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț assemblages, coexisting with Sântana–Cetatea 
veche (MAMS 33948, MAMS 33945, MAMS 37712)38, the late phase of the cemetery from Pecica 
(RoAms 988. 80)39, the Noua layers from Rotbav (Hd-27972)40 and the settlements from Teiuș (OS-
113542)41, Alba Iulia (Hd-29183)42 and Borumlac (OS-108807)43. In addition, samples from Geoagiu 

30   Bejinariu 2022, 104.
31   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, tab. 2.
32   Gogâltan, Popa, 2016, fig. 10.
33   Ilon 2014, 247, Taf. 20.
34   Sava 2020, 260, 264.
35   Gogâltan 2015, fig. 28, Gogâltan, Ciută, 2022, 89.
36   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, tab. 2.
37   Sava, Gogâltan, Krause 2019, tab. 1
38   Sava, Gogâltan, Krause 2019, tab. 1.
39   Dietrich 2014, Fig. 3.
40   Dietrich 2014, Fig. 3.
41   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, tab. 2.
42   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, tab. 2.
43   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, Tab. 2.

Fig. 1. The distribution area of the Cehăluț-Hajdúbagos ceramic style (based on Kemenczei 1984; Németi 2009; 
Bejinariu 2022). Red dots: Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț sites, white dots: former Berkesz sites.
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Fig. 2. Individual calibrated 14C data from Tășnad–Sere and Recea–Valea Sulduba.

Fig. 3. The AMS calibrated dates from Tășnad and Recea.
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de Sus (OS-100528)44 and Polgár (Deb 9674)45 can be included in this period. The late Tumulus and 
early Urnfield site of Németbánya–Felsőerdei-dűlő existed also in this period46. Further evidence of 
the simultaneousness of Noua and Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț pottery styles is provided by the traces of a 
Noua settlement found at Sutor in Sălaj County, on the eastern border of the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț 
area, dating between 1420 and 1270 cal BC (DeA-41173)47.

In the LBA I, the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț finds are contemporaneous with the Wietenberg IV period, 
the Cruceni–Belegiš I phase in the Banat region, and the Piliny and other Tumulus groups (Rákóczifalva48, 
Tápé49) from the Great Hungarian Plane. The Noua pottery style also appears at this time in the Carpathian 
Basin. This is followed by the LBA II period, characterised by the cooccurrence of the late Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț, Noua II, Cruceni–Belegiš II pottery in the Carpathian Basin, based on the 14C data50.

The pottery assemblages
The radiocarbon dated ceramic assemblages from Tășnad, features Cx225, Cx 195 and Cx185, and 

Recea, pit Cx68 and Cx13 are diverse in both shapes and ornamentation, and thus can be associated 
with a significant number of elements of the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț ceramic style.

Forms 1A, 3A1, 3A2, 3H2, 3H3, 3H4, 3D, 3E1, 3E2, 3F, 3G, 6A, as well as ornamental motifs A1, 
D1, F1, F2, H1, I1, I2, I3, I4, I5, L1, N1, N2 date to the time interval between 1564 and 1492 BC. 
(Fig. 4, Fig. 5)

44   Ciugudean, Quinn 2015, Tab. 2.
45   V. Szabó 2005, Tab. 2.
46   Ilon 2014, 248, Taf. 20.
47   Bejinariu 2023, 170, Tab. 2.
48   Kovács 1981; Trogmayer 1985.
49   Trogmayer 1975. Due to the radiocarbon dates, it is now known that the cemetery was used between 1500 and 1200 BC. 
(O’Shea et al. 2019, Fig. 5, Tab. 3; Sava 2020, Fig. 12)
50   Gogâltan 2019, 51.

Fig. 4. The pottery shapes dated with 14C data.
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Type 3C2, 3C1, 3H1, 3L1, 3R1 of dishes and F3, H2, M1 ornamental motifs are present in the 
Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț find assemblages between 1518 and 1423 BC. In the same time interval (1502–1422 
BC) M2 and I6 ornamental elements appear often on the pottery. In the period between 1409 and 1219 
BC can be included vessel shapes 2A, 2B, 3A3, 3B and 5A, together with motifs C1, C2, H3, H4 and I7.

In the latest phase, between 1301–1124 BC the pottery shapes 1D1 and 2C, and ornamental 
elements A2, C3, F4, F5, H5 and I8 can be dated. 

The 4A cup is found in all phases of the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț style, between 1500 and 1200 BC 
(Fig. 4, Fig. 5).

Pottery shapes 
Among the earliest pottery shapes can be included the small amphorae (1A) with everted rim, tall, 

cylindrical, neck, flattened spherical body and with two handles starting from the middle part of the 
neck and resting on the shoulders. In Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț environment it occurs only at Tășnad–Sere 
in feature Cx225 (Pl. 1/1), but its predecessor is found in the pottery assemblages of the last period of 
the Füzesabony–Otomani Cultural Complex (OFCC)51. 

Bowl 3A1, with wide mouth, flaring, lobed rim, short cylindrical or slightly conical neck, and conical 
body, is one of the few authentic forms of the Hajdúbagos-Cehăluț style. It has been found at Acâș–Râtul 
lui Veres52, Crasna–Csereoldal53, Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș54, Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator55 and Tășnad–
Sere (Pl. 5/1). 

A similar bowl (3A2) with lobed, flaring rim, short, cilindrical neck and slightly arched body is 
met in Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț environment at Biharea–Grădina CAP-Insulă56, Cehei–Misig/Mesig57 and 
Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 4/7).

The 3H2 deep bowl with flaring rim, short cilindrical neck and arched shoulder is encountered at 
Crasna–Csereoldal58, Sărăuad59 and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 3/3) sites, but the shape is inherited from the 
MBA OFCC60. It also occurs in Măhăceni–La biserică settlement61, where it is found together with Noua, 
Wietenberg and Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț finds. It can be met among the pottery assemblages assigned to 
Wietenberg62 and Suciu de sus63 styles, too. 

Also rooted in the MBA, bowl 3H3 with slightly flaring rim, wide mouth, slightly arched, short neck 
and accentuated shoulder is present in the assemblages from Acâș–Crasna veche64, Crasna–Csereoldal65, 
Carei–Bobald 2B66 and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 4/5). Similar bowl shapes are used in Wietenberg environment 
at Bernadea67, Corpadea68 and Derșida–Dealul lui Balotă69.

Bowl type 3H4 with flaring rim, arched neck and body is found at Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 4/3–4), Biharea–
Grădina CAP–Baraj70, as well as at Acâș–Crasna veche71, Crasna–Csereoldal72, Körösszegapáti–Pál–
lapály73 site, and in Igrița74 and Wietenberg75 environment.

51   Molnár 2014, 195, Pl. VII; Molnár 2014, Pl. 149/2.
52   Németi 2010, XXV/4.
53   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 6/5.
54   Ignat 1984, Pl. V/5.
55   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXVII/3.
56   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 4/6, 4/14.
57   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XIII/3.
58   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 5/7, 16/B3, 23/2.
59   Marta, Kádas 2008, Pl. 4/4.
60   Molnár 2014, 192, Pl. V.
61   Ciugudean 2010, Pl. II/10.
62   Chintelnic (Boroffka 1994, Taf 34/10).
63   Bicaz–Igoaie (Kacsó 2005, Pl. 12/13). 
64   Kacsó 1997, Pl. VI/1, VII/2.
65   Bejinariu–Lakó 2000, Fig. 31/1.
66   Gyurka et al. 2021, 8. tábla 2, 10. tábla 2.
67   Boroffka 1994, Taf. 8/7.
68   Boroffka 1994, Taf. 63/10.
69   Chidioșan 1980, Pl. 13, B5/5.
70   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 2/6.
71   Kacsó 1997, Pl. VII/6.
72   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 8/8, 21/1, 30/1.
73   Nagy 2008, XI. tábla 3.
74   Chidioșan, Emödi 1982, Fig. 2/5.
75   Corvinești (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 65/1.)
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The 3D deep bowl with slightly inverted rim, semi-spherical body and straight base is found in 
Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț environment at Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 2/1–3, 3/1), Biharea–Grădina CAP–Insulă76, 
Berveni–Râtul caprei77, Carei–Ferma I.A.S.78, Crasna–Csereoldal79, Carei–Bobald 2B80, Cehei–
Misig81, Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály82, Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere83 and Nyírlugos–Szennyespuszta/
Szabadságtelep, Folyási dűlő84. This shape is present in Wietenberg environment85, also having 
analogies in OFCC86 and Piliny87 sites.

The semi-spherical bowl (3E1) with flaring, thickening rim occurs in Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț type 
settlements at Acâș–Crasna veche88, Crasna–Csereoldal89 and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 4/2). The shape is often 
encountered in the OFCC90 and Suciu de Sus91 ware. 

The 3E2 semi-spherical deep bowl with onward flaring rim and straight base is found only at 
Acâș–Râtul lui Veres92 and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 2/4), but it is also part of the Wietenberg communities’93 
material culture. 

The conical bowl type (3F) with wide mouth and conical body, sometimes with two handles below 
the rim, is considered to be a common shape of the BA, as it is found in the pottery of the OFCC94, 
Tumulus95, Piliny96, Suciu de Sus97 and Wietenberg98 communities, in addition to the Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț99 assemblages. 

A characteristic bowl type is 3G, with arched, inverted rim and conical body. It appears in the 
MBA100. Later, in the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț area it is encountered mostly in the Ier valley and Tășnadului 
Plain at Acâș–Râtul lui Veres101, Berveni–Râtul caprei102, Carei–Bobald 2B103 and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 8/2). 
The vessel shape appears in Tumulus territories located north-west to the Hajdúbagos-Cehăluț areas, 
in Salka I cemetery104 and among Piliny105 and Egyek106 pottery assemblages. Analogies can also be met 
in Banat, in the Cruceni–Belegiš107 ceramic material. 

76   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 4/9.
77   Németi 1990, Fig. 8/8.
78   Németi 1990, Fig. 16/3.
79   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 2/1, 7/1, 8/6.
80   Gyurka et al. 2021, 8. tábla 7.
81   Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. VI/4.
82   Nagy 2008, X. tábla 3.
83   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 1/7.
84   Nagy 2005, VII. tábla 5, XII tábla 11.
85   It corresponds to the TD1b form of the pottery typology edited by N. Boroffka (Boroffka 1994, Typentaf 3).
86   Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 15. tábla 2; Molnár 2014, Pl. 112/2, 131/3).
87   Gelej (Fischl, Gucsi, Kalli 2023, Fig. 11.14. T4 típus).
88   Kacsó 1997, Pl. VII/3.
89   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 26/A2.
90   Bakonszeg–Kádárdomb (Sz. Máthé 1988, Pl. 12/1), Urziceni–Vada tag (Németi, Molnár 2007, 4. tábla 3; Molnár 2014, Pl. 
55/3.), Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 73. tábla 1.).
91   Bicaz–Igoaie (Kacsó 2005, Pl. 13/1). 
92   Németi 2010, XIX/4.
93   Chintelnic (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 36/5), Cicău (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 43/6)
94   Bader 1978, Pl. XVI/16, Bakonszeg–Kádárdomb (Sz. Máthé 1988, Pl. 14/11), Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 15. 
tábla 1; Molnár 2014, Pl. 112/1).
95   Jankovits 1992, Pl. 31/2.
96   Litke (Kemenczei 1984, Pl. VIII/15).
97  Kacsó 2006, Pl. 6/7; Pop 2009, Pl. 60/5; Marta 2009, Pl. 43/10.
98   Chintelnic (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 35/2).
99   Cehăluț (Bader 1978, Pl. XXXI/17; Németi 2009b, 3. kép 4.); Berveni–Râtul caprei (Németi 1990, Fig. 8/6), Nyírlugos–
Szennyespuszta/Szabadságtelep, Folyási dűlő (Nagy 2005, Pl. IV/5); Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 13/6, 
15/5, 17/10, 25/8, 6/5, 33/5, 20/6, 39/4), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 3/2).
100   Tiream–Kendereshalom (Németi, Molnár 2007, 64. tábla 3; Molnár 2014, Pl. 91/3).
101   Németi 2010, XXII/5.
102   Németi 1990, Pl. 1/3, 8/15.
103   Gyurka et al. 2021, 9. tábla 1.
104   Točík 1964, XIV/3, XV/5.
105   Szécsény (Kemenczei 1984, Taf. XIII/26), Szurdokpüspöki (Kemenczei 1984, Taf. XIII/26), Gelej (Fischl, Gucsi 2023, Pl. 
12/80.4).
106   Egyek–Szőlőhegy (Kovács 1966, 2. kép 19).
107   Timișoara–Fratelia (Szentmiklósi 2021, Pl. XC/2).
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Jar 6A, with high, slightly conical neck, wide, flattened spherical body, flaring rim and with a 
handle slightly raised over the rim, also occurs in the MBA OFCC108, later in the pottery assemblage of 
Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 6/8–9), Doh–La izvoare109 and in Igrița110 environment.

The bowl with everted, slightly thickened rim, short, curved neck, accentuated schoulder 
and a slightly arched body (3C2) was already in use in the MBA by the OFCC111 and Wietenberg112 
communities. In the LBA I–II it can be encountered at Biharea113, Álmosd–Téglavető dűlő114, 
Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály115, Nyíregyháza–Tesco, Shell fuel station116, Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere117, 
Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON118 and Tășnad–Sere sites in Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț assemblages. It can 
be found in the Tumulus119 and Balta Sărată120 environment. Later it continues to be used during the 
Gáva period, as well121. 

The bowl with wide mouth, slightly flaring, thickened rim and biconical body (3C1) is a common 
shape of the LBA, as it occurs at Crasna–Csereoldal122, Marca–Husău123, Recea–Valea Sulduba/
CEMACON124 and Tășnad–Sere. The form is also found among the finds from Salka I cemetery125.

The 3H1 bowl form has a flaring rim, pronounced, arched shoulder and conical body. It appears in 
the OFCC126 and in the LBA becomes a frequently used vessel type. It can be found at Biharea127, Acâș–
Râtul lui Veres128, Cehei–Misig129, Crasna–Csereoldal130, Doh–La izvoare131, Recea–Valea Sulduba/
CEMACON132 and Marca–Husău133. 

The form with everted rim, short cylindrical neck, conical body and 2 handles under the accentuated 
shoulder (3I), appears in the MBA134. The shape is found in the LBA I at Körösszegapáti–Pál–lapály135, 
Crasna–Csereoldal136 and Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON137, later at Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș138.

The 3J low bowl, with a horizontally everted rim and arched body is found in the Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț area at Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere139 and Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON140 sites.

The 2A pot has straight rim, elongated ovoidal body, straight base, ornamented with two conical 
knobs under the rim. It is found at Crasna–Csereoldal141, Doh–La izvoare142, Pișcolt–Nisipărie143, 

108   Molnár 2014, Pl. 23/1.
109   Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. III/2. 
110   Chidioșan, Emödi 1982, Fig.6/4.
111   Molnár 2014, 194.
112   Ciugudean 1997, Pl. 2/6, 16/1.
113   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 6/16.
114   Balázs, Nagy 2018, 5. tábla 4.
115   Nagy 2008, XIII. tábla 7.
116   Nagy 2007, II. tábla 3.
117   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 1/3, 4/2, 12/2–3, 29/9. 
118   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LIII/4.
119   Kovács 1975, Pl. 54/2; Trogmayer 1975, Pl. II/4; Ilon 1996, Pl. 6/8.
120   Gumă 1997, Pl. LXVIII/13, LXIX/1.
121   V. Szabó 1996, Pl. 13/10–12.
122   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 14/2, 29/4.
123   Bejinariu et al. 2014, Pl. 44/4.
124   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/4.
125   Točík 1964, XXVII/17.
126   Carei–Bobald (Molnár 2014, Pl. 27/7).
127   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 4/13.
128   Németi 2010, XV/2.
129   Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. III/2.
130   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 17/A1.
131   Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. IV/2.
132   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/1.
133   Bejinariu et al. 2014, Pl. 41/2.
134   Molnár 2014, 194.
135   Nagy 2008, XI. tábla 7.
136   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 29/6.
137   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/2.
138   Ignat 1984, Pl. IV/2.
139   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 15/6.
140   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/3.
141   Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 12/5, 14/3, 18/1, 29/5, 30/2.
142   Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Fig. VI/1.
143   Németi 2009b, 2. kép 8.
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Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș144, Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON145 and Tășnad–Sere sites, as well as in 
Piliny146 assemblages.

Pot shape 2B has straight rim, short, cylindrical neck and spherical body. It is the component 
of the pottery assemblages at Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON147 and Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator148 
settlements.

The 3A3 dish with flaring, lobed rimmed and conical, arched body is a popular vessel form in the 
Late Bronze Age, usually richly decorated with incised horizontal lines and garlands. The shape also 
has a conical knob on the curved shoulder. The the straight base is often ornamented with complex 
incised or channeled motifs. The type can be considered one of the mainstays of the Tumulus culture149, 
although it is very common in north-eastern Hungary and north-western Romania from the RBB1 
period to the end of the RBC period. Similar finds occur in the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț150, Berkesz151, 
Egyek152, Piliny153 and Biharea154 sites, as well as in the ceramic deposit from Debrecen155. It appears 
among OFCC156 and Wietenberg157 finds, likewise in the Tumulus pottery assemblages from the 
southern part of the Great Hungarian Plain158. 

The 3B bowl type has flaring rim, short, cilindrical neck, slightly curved shoulders and oblique walls, 
narrowing towards the base. It was found at the sites of Körösszegapáti–Pál–lapály159, Nyíregyháza–
Tesco160, Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere161 and Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON162.

The 5A low mug has flaring rim, conical body, widening at the base. It is known from Recea–Valea 
Sulduba/CEMACON163 site.

Type 2C pot has slightly inverted rim, arched neck and conical body. It has been found in the 
Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț area at Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 11/6), Cehei–Nove164 and Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere165 
sites.

Cup 4A has slightly flaring rim, curved neck, accentuated shoulder, flattened spherical body and a 
handle raised over the rim. In the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț area it can be found at Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 11/1), 
Doh–La izvoare166, Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere167, Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy168 and Biharea169. It is 
also encountered at Egyek170 and Piliny171 sites. 

144   Ignat 1984, Pl. II/2–3.
145   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLVII/2.
146   Gelej–Kanális dűlő: Kemenczei 1984, Taf. XVIII/4.
147   Bejinariu 2022, XLVI/3.
148   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XL/5.
149   Kemenczei 1968, 4. kép/ 16; Trogmayer 1975, Taf. 9, 102/2; Taf. 32, 356/4; Kállay 1983, 2. kép/ 7, 10. kép/ 7–12.
150   Debrecen–Bellegelő (Kovács 1970, 9 ábra/1), Marca–Husău (Bejinariu et al. 2014, Pl. 30/5), Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș 
(Ignat 1984, Pl. IX/2), Doh–La izvoare (Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. III/3), Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON (Bejinariu 
2022, Pl. XLVII/5). 
151   Kovács 1967, Fig. 17/ 8; Kalicz, Koós 1997, 69, 64 kép.
152   Kovács 1966, 4. kép 16.
153   Kemenczei 1984, Taf. XIII/ 2; Furmánek, Marková 2001, Abb. 4/13.
154   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 4/6, Fig. 6/2.
155   Poroszlai 1984, 92, II/3, X/ 1–3.
156   Carei–Bobald (Molnár 2014, Pl. 139/2).
157   Bădeni (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 3/8).
158   Domaszék–Börcsök tanya (Sánta 2009, 6. kép 7).
159   Nagy 2008, XI. tábla 5.
160   Nagy 2007, VI. tábla 7.
161   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 4/4, 8, 13/9, 22/1, 25/9, 37/4.
162   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLVII/3.
163   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLVI/1.
164   Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LIX/1.
165   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 21/2.
166   Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Fig. I/6, VIII/5.
167   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 22/5, 32/5.
168   Kovács 1970, 2. ábra 4, 10, 15, 3. ábra 14.
169   Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 1/2.
170   Egyek–Szőlőhegy: Kovács 1966, 6. kép 6.
171   Gelej (Fischl, Gucsi 2023, Pl. 32/181.4).
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Ornamental motifs
The A1 small knob with semi-circular section occurs in Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț environment at 

Acâș–Râtul lui Veres172, Nyírlugos–Szennyespuszta/Szabadságtelep173, Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere174 
and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 8/9). It is also encountered on Otomani–Füzesabony pots at Carei–Bobald175.

Groups of medium and wide horizontal channellings (H1) appear mainly on bowls and amphorae. 
These are located on the neck and shoulders of the vessels, together with incised zigzag176 and groups of 
short, incised vertical177 and curved lines178 or knobs surrounded by groups of narrow channellings179. 
Horizontal channellings appear mainly on the outer surface of the bowl base. They occur in combination 
with three circular alveoli180, incised arcade motif181, narrow semicircular channellings182 or semicircular 
channellings and a row of dots surrounding a knob183. The horizontal channellings placed above the 
base of the vessels can be linked to the practice of ornamenting the base, as the two occur together in 
the majority of cases184. On pots it appears rarely, met in only one instance in Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț 
sites, where it is visible on the shoulder and along the maximum diameter of the vessel185. Horizontal 

172   Németi 2010, XXVI/5, 6.
173   Nagy 2005, VI. tábla 7.
174   Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 4/1, 11/3, 11/6.
175   Németi, Molnár 2007, 78. tábla 1; Molnár 2014, Pl. 163/1.
176   Hajdúszoboszló–Vasútállomás (Németi 2009b, 2. kép 4.) and Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 2. ábra 6).
177   Hajdúszoboszló–Vasútállomás (Németi 2009b, 2. kép 4.).
178   Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 2. ábra 6).
179   Hajdúszoboszló–Vasútállomás (Németi 2009b, 2. kép 4.).
180   Cehăluț (Bader 1978, Pl. XXXI/17; Németi 2009b, 3. kép 4.), and with a single alveolus at Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály site 
(Nagy 2008, II. tábla 7).
181   Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 3/1, 5/2). 
182   Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
183   Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 17/A2).
184   Carei–Bobald 2B (Gyurka et al. 2021, 9. tábla 6), Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 5/2), 
Marca–Husău (Bejinariu 2014, Pl. 30/3), Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020, Pl. 1/4), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 
3/1, 5/2), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XVIII/2, XXXIV/2).
185   Marca–Husău (Bejinariu et al. 2014, Pl. 22/1).

Fig. 5. Ornamental motifs dated with 14C data.
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channelings are also rare among the decorative elements of the drinking vessels, being applied mainly 
on the neck, shoulder and above the base186.

The row of circular impression (F1) is a common ornament in the LBA, as it occurs in Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț187, Piliny188, Tápé189 and Cruceni–Belegiš190 environment. It is also encountered in the MBA, in 
the pottery assemblages assigned to the OFCC191. 

The pairs of curved, interlocking lines (I1) appear as early as the end of the MBA and continues 
to be used in the early LBA, mainly on bowls192. It can also be encountered in Otomani–Füzesabony193 
pottery assemblages.

Ornamental motif I2, the row of long-stemmed, unevenly placed incised arches and similar 
diagonal or interlocking variants occur exclusively on various types of bowls, usually placed on the 
lower part of the body, from the shoulder to the base194. The decorative element appears in combination 
with incised horizontal lines or pair of lines195, groups of vertical, short lines and rows of impressed 
circles196. At Pir and Toboliu, the surface between the arches is filled with impressed circles or short 
lines197, similar in appearance to the hatched arches. It occurs in the MBA OFCC assemblages as well198. 

The triple lined, long-stemmed arches (I3) are also found on the sides of bowls.199 Similar, but 
linked arches are met in LBA I sites200. Usually these ornamental elements are found on the neck and 
belly of amphorae, in association with incised lines, groups of lines and semicircular channelings201.

Ornamental motif I4, the diagonally placed groups of lines on the central vertical line, resembling 
the shape of a pine tree, is found on indeterminate fragments at Tășnad–Sere202, and its variants at 
Nyírlugos–Szennyespuszta203. It appears in the cemetery of Salka I204, in Cruceni–Belegiš assemblages205 
and among Wietenberg206 pottery.

The row of short diagonal incisions (I5) is met on the outer surface of the bowls’ rims, mostly on 
sites dated in the LBA I207. 

186   Carei–Bobáld 2B (Gyurka et al. 2021, 10. tábla 1), Sărăuad (Marta-Kádas 2008, Pl. 3/6), Nyíregyháza–Oros, Úr csere 
(Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 13/1).
187   Ciumești–Bostănărie (Németi 1996, Fig. 5/1), Cehei–Nove (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LVIII/3), Curtuiușeni–Dâmbul ars (Kacsó 
1997, Pl. IV/5), Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. VI/6–7, VII/6), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, VIII. tábla 4, 7, 
X. tábla 7, 9), Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 11/1), Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 4/2, 
31/5), Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. ábra 8, 21, 2. ábra 1, 2, 3, 3. ábra 11, 4. ábra 11), Debrecen–Tocó part 
(Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 13, 14), Debrecen–Szöllőtelep (Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 15), Debrecen–Bellegelő (Kovács 1970, 9. ábra 
8), Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik dűlő (Balázs, Szigeti 2017, 2. tábla 2), Suplacu de Barcău-Lapiș (Ignat 1984, Pl. XI/2), Sărăuad 
(Marta, Kádas 2008, Pl. 5/2), Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020, Pl. 3/1), Oradea–Salca (Dumitrașcu, 
Emődi 1980, Fig. 7/9, 8/10, 12), Nyíregyháza–Bujtos, Morgó (Kovács 1966, 21. kép 5, 10, 16), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 5/2), Șimleu 
Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXX/2), Alsóberecki (Kemenczei 1981, Abb. 4/10).
188   Nagybátony (Kemenczei 1984, Taf. II/1, 2.).
189   Trogmayer 1975, Taf. 13/156.
190   Timișoara–Fratelia (Szentmiklósi 2021, Pl. CXIII/5, 8, CXVI/2, CXX/1, CLV/5), Deta–Dudărie (Szentmiklosi 2021, Pl. 
XXIII/2).
191   Andrid–Curtea CAP (Németi–Molnár 2007, 41. tábla 1; Molnár 2014, Pl. 157/1), Bakonszeg–Kádárdomb (Sz. Máthé 
1988, Pl. 11/11), Berettyóújfalu–Szilhalom (Sz. Máthé 1988, Pl. 35/2), Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 73. tábla 4, 88. 
tábla 1; Németi, Molnár 2012, 1. tábla 1, 18. tábla 7; Molnár 2014, Pl. 54/7, 116/1, 148/1), Tiream–Kendereshalom (Németi, 
Molnár 2007, 42. tábla 3–4; Molnár 2014, Pl. 142/3, 143/3–4).
192   The ornamentation can be found at Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. IX/1), Carei–Bobald (Pustă) XII (Iercoșan 
1986-1987, Fig. 10/1) and Tășnad–Sere (Fig. 8/7).
193   Carei–Bobald (Molnár 2014, Pl. 88/3), Urziceni–Spre Carei (Németi, Molnár 2007, 7. tábla 3; Molnár 2014, Pl. 80/3.)
194   Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XII/7), Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik dűlő (Balázs, Szigeti 2017, 2. tábla 2), Pir–Cetate, 
Curtea Cetății (Kacsó 2013, Fig. 4/7, 5/2,3, 6/1), Toboliu–Râtu Alceului (Lie 2019, Pl. 5/1) és Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 3/1,3, 5/5).
195   Pir–Cetate, Curtea Cetății (Kacsó 2013, Fig. 5/3).
196   Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik dűlő (Balázs, Szigeti 2017, 2. tábla 2).
197   Kacsó 2013, Fig. 4/7, 5/2; Lie 2019, Pl. 5/1.
198   Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 73. tábla 4).
199   Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 5/2). 
200   Sărăuad (Marta, Kádas 2008, Pl. 5/1), Oradea–Salca (Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 8/9).
201   Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. ábra 18, 2. ábra 16).
202  Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 7/1).
203   Nyírlugos–Szennyespuszta (Kovács 1970, 7. ábra 4). 
204   Točík 1964, XI/9, XVIII/8.
205   Timișoara–Fratelia (Szentmiklósi 2021, Pl. CXLVI/9).
206   Derșida–Dealul lui Balotă (Chidioșan 1980, Pl. 28/12).
207   Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 11), Pir–Cetate, Curtea Cetății (Kacsó 2013, Fig. 6/2), Crasna–Csereoldal 
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The hatched arcade motif (L1), most often filled with lines arranged vertically208 or sloping to 
the right209 and left210, is characteristic for the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț style. The vast majority of the 
ornamentation adorns the shoulder and the maximum diameter of the bowls. A single occurrence is 
known on a mug211. It can already be found in the Otomani–Füzesabony pottery ware212.

The decoration of the vessel’s base (N1, N2) is a typical practice already encountered at the end of 
the MBA213, and becomes common in the first two phases of the Late Bronze Age. Base ornaments take 
a variety of forms, often consisting of concentric channellings, alveoli and semicircular channellings, 
geometric patterns of hatched bands or complex motifs of incised lines. In the material culture of 
the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț pottery style the base of the bowls214 are ornamented in the vast majority, 
and only in the rarest cases the bases of amphorae215 or of drinking vessels216. This practice can also 
be traced in the Balta Sărată II, IIII and IV217, Cruceni–Belegiš218 assemblages in Banat and other sites 
assigned to the Tumulus culture219. 

The incisions made with a broom (D1) are permanent elements of the Bronze Age material 
culture, in the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț area being applied mainly on the sides of pots220, although it is 
also rarely found on bowls221. It occurs in association with conical knobs222 or bands with irregular 
circular incisions223. It is a common element of the Suciu de Sus224 pottery as well.

(Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 3/6, 4/2) and Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 6/2) sites.
208   Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. VII/9), Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 23/2), Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu, 
Lakó 1996, Pl. VII/5), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 1/1, 2/4).
209   Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 6/2), Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik dűlő (Balázs, Szigeti 2017, 2. tábla 5, 6), 
Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu–Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 6/2), Doh–La izvoare (Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. IX/3), 
Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. III/1), Căpleni–Malul Crasnei (Németi 1990, Fig. 15/13), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator 
(Bejinariu 2022, XVII/2, XXV/3).
210   Andrid–Ferma C.A.P. (Németi 1978, fig. 1/1; Németi 2009b 3. kép 2.), Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. VI/1, 
4), Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XXV/4), Carei–Bobald 2B (Gyurka et al. 2021, 8. tábla 2), Crasna–Csereoldal 
(Bejinariu–Lakó 2000, Fig. 5/7, 6/6, 7/3, 11/2, 14/2, 16/B3), Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XIII/ 1–3), Doh–La izvoare 
(Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. IX/1), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, III tábla 4, IX. tábla 2, X. tábla 3, 8, XII. 
tábla 1, 4, XIII. tábla 5), Marca–Husău (Bejinariu et al. 2014, Pl. 30/3, Pl. 54/2), Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, 
Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 8/4), Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020, Pl. 5/2), Măhăceni (Ciugudean 2010, Pl. 
II/4, 6), Otomani–Cetatea de pământ (Boroffka 2000, Fig. 1/1), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 4/7, 5/1), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator 
(Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXV/4, XXVII/3).
211   Álmosd–Téglavető dűlő (Balázs–Nagy 2018, 5. tábla 2).
212   Tiream–Kendereshalom (Németi–Molnár 2007, 42. tábla 9; Molnár 2014, Pl. 143/9).
213   Andrid–Curtea CAP (Németi, Molnár 2007, 41. tábla 3; Molnár 2014, Pl. 157/3); Carei–Bobald (Németi, Molnár 2007, 
123. tábla 1).
214   Andrid–Ferma C.A.P. (Németi 1978, fig. 1/1; Németi 2009b 3. kép 2), Valea lui Mihai–Groapa de lut (Németi 1978, 
fig. 4/1; Németi 2009b, 3. kép 1), Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. VII/9, VIII/3), Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, 
X/6, XVIII/4, XXIII/6, XXIV/5, XXV/3), Álmosd–Téglavető dűlő (Balázs, Nagy 2018, 3. tábla 2, 3), Carei–Bobald 2B (Gyurka 
et al. 2021, 9. tábla 5–8), Cehei–Nove (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LVIII/3) Földes–Andaháza puszta (Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 17), 
Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. ábra 14, 2. ábra 2, 3. ábra 11), Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik dűlő (Balázs, Szigeti 2017, 
2. tábla 7), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, V. tábla 5, VI. tábla 1, 2, 4), Nyíregyháza–Oros, Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, 
Pl. 21/3), Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 5/2), Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș (Ignat 1984, Pl. IV/3), 
Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020, Pl. 1/4, 5/7), Toboliu–Râtu Alceului (Lie 2019, Pl. 7/15), Oradea–
Salca (Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 8/15), Otomani–Cetatea de pământ (Boroffka , Fig. 1/1), Măhăceni (Ciugudean 2010, 
Pl. II/4, 6), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 3/1, 5/2–3), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XVIII/2, XXV/4, XXVIII/3, XXIX/1, 
4, XXXI/1, XXXIV/2, XXXVII/2), Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLV/2, LI/5).
215   Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
216   Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 24/B1), Cehei–Mesig (Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. VIII/4, Bejinariu 2022, Pl. 
XII/1), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXII/1B).
217   Iaz–Dâmb (Gumă 1997, 232, Pl. LVIII/3, 4, 14), Caransebeș–Balta Sărată (Gumă 1997, 233, Pl. LIX/12), Iectar–Budinț 
(Gumă 1997, 235, Pl. LXI/11), Valea Timișului–Rovină (Gumă 1997, 237, Pl. LXIII/10, LXV/2, 8), Sacu–Țărinioară (Gumă 
1997, 242, Pl. LXVIII/10, 12, 14).
218   Szentmiklosi 2021, 466, Pl. LIV/6.
219   Domaszék–Börcsök tanya (Sánta 2009, 6. kép 7).
220   Curtuiușeni–Dâmbul ars (Németi 1978, fig.2/10), Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. V/6, VIII/4), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 8/8).
221   Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu–Lakó 2000, Fig. 26/A2), Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. VI/5; Bejinariu 2022, 
Pl. X/6, XI/1).
222   Németi 1978, fig.2/10.
223   Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
224   Someș–Uileac (Pop 2003, Fig. 2/9, 10).
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The rows of circular alveoli (F3) appear on the sides of bowls, with a semicircular knob surrounded 
by narrow channellings225, together with a semicircular row of circular stitches and groups of narrow 
channellings226.

Although the upwardly displayed group of semicircular narrow channellings (H2) usually appear 
surrounding knobs, they can also be found relatively frequent below the handle of vessels227, and it is 
therefore justified to treat them as a separate category. Narrower and wider channellings also appear 
under the handles of bowls228.

Among the group of knobs surrounded by semicircular flutes or incised lines, several combinations 
of ornamental motifs can be distinguished by the thickness and number of flutes and the shape of the 
knobs. M1229 and M2230 ornamental motifs also belong to this group. Both are placed mainly on bowls, 
on the maximum diameter of the vessel. They are used both in the LBA I and LBA II, thus it is not 
possible to date them within a narrower time interval.

The I6 incisions displayed in garland pattern occur on the neck and shoulder of amphorae, mainly 
in the sites of the pottery style dated in the LBA I231.

The C1 impressed rib is characteristic for the LBA pottery, predominantly located under the rim, 
on the upper part of the neck232 and on the shoulder233. It can also be found at OFCC sites234.

Only one example of the C2 short rib with irregular impressions is known from Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț sites, on the shoulder of a pot235. It is met in Cruceni–Belegiš assemblages236, too. 

The H3 group of semicircular narrow flutes displayed downward, occur on both amphorae and 
bowls237. 

The H4 group of narrow channellings in LBA I and II is most commonly met, surrounding a knob, 
but can also be observed under the handle of bowls238. It mainly adorns the bowls239, sometimes 
appearing with three circular alveoli240.

Ornamental motif I7, a row of V-shaped pair of incised lines, occurs on bowls, together with a 
band of oval impressions241. It is also rarely seen on the belly of cups or mugs grouped with a pair of 
lines242. At Tășnad it appears in features dated in the LBA I, while at Recea occurs between 1410 and 
1210 cal BC. The incised band can be met in MBA assemblages as well, assigned to the Wietenberg 
style243. 

225   Recea–Valea Sulduba (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/4).
226   Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
227   Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. IX/8), Carei–Bobald (Pustă) XII (Iercoșan 1986–1987, Fig. 10/8), Recea–Valea 
Sulduba/CEMACON (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/2), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXXI/2–3, XL/4), Tășnad–
Sere, Valea lui Mihai–Groapa cu lut (Németi 1978, Fig. 4/1).
228   Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Németi 1978, Fig. 6/5, 7, 10, 7/10), Valea Sulduba/CEMACON (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLII/5), Tășnad–
Sere (unpublished material).
229   Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XV/7, XX/2), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, XI. tábla 7, XI. tábla 5, XIII. 
tábla 7), Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 17/6), Nyírlugos–Szennyespuszta/Szabadságtelep, Folyási dűlő 
(Nagy 2005, XIII. tábla 4), Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș (Ignat 1984, Pl. VII/2), Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Bader 1978, Pl. XXXI/5; Kacsó 
1997, Pl. II/5), Recea–Valea Sulduba/CEMACON (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LIII/2), Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, 
Kienlin 2020, Pl. 4/4), Valea lui Mihai (Kacsó 1997, Pl. X/7).
230   Nyíregyháza–Oros, Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 20/6), Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 24/B3), 
Debrecen–Haláp (Kovács 1970, 10. ábra 9), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 9/8).
231   Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XXIII/5, XXIV/2), Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. ábra 18, 2. ábra 1; 
Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 3), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 9/7).
232   Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XXI/1), Recea–Valea Sulduba (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/1), Tășnad–Sere.
233   Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, VII. Tábla 1, 7).
234   Tiream–Kendereshalom (Molnár 2014, Pl. 13/1).
235   Recea–Valea Sulduba (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. LII/1).
236   Giroc–Mescal (Szentmiklósi 2021, Pl. LXXIII/6).
237   Toboliu–Dâmbu Zănăcanului (Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020, Pl. 5/5), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 10/1).
238   Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 5/4).
239   Recea–Valea Sulduba (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLVII/3), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 10/4).
240   Doh–La izvoare (Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004, Pl. X/1).
241   Recea–Valea Sulduba (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XLVII/5).
242   Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 6/4).
243   Stolna–Băștioara (Daróczi, Ursuțiu 2015a, Type plate 21/Incised band 19, Plate 210/5211); Daróczi–Ursuțiu 2015b, 
Pl. 4/Incised band 19; Brașov–Bartolomeu-Schottergrube (Boroffka 1994, Taf. 17/5).
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The A2 wide rectangular knob type with curved edges and two impressions is found mainly applied 
on pots244 both in LBA I and II245.

The oblique rib with oval impressions (C3) occurs only twice in the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț area, in 
the settlement of Tășnad (Pl. 11/6), together with long rectangular knobs, with an impression in its 
central part or rows of left-sloping, grain-shaped impressions. The ornamental motif is met in OFCC 
assemblages246. It is also found with F4 type247 row of impressions at Tășnad. Right–sloping grain 
impressions similar to the F4 decoration are much more common in the LBA I, applied on pots248, 
bowls249 and mugs250. 

The F5 horizontal row of circular alveoli is a common ornamental element of the period251, displayed 
on the necks and shoulders of mugs252, on the neck or the belly of bowls253, on amphorae254, mostly 
in assemblages dated to the LBA I. It also occurs in the surrounding Tumulus pottery assemblages at 
Egyek255, Salka I256, Tápé257 and in Cruceni–Belegiš258 features, as well.

The H5 wide, vertical channellings appear on pots259, bowls260 and drinking vessels261, met both in 
the LBA I and LBA II. The decoration appears already in the sites attributed to the MBA OFCC262 and 
later in Piliny263 environment.

The group of horizontal incised lines (I8) is a characteristic decoration of the period264. It can be 
found on the neck and shoulder of mugs265, on the neck of cups266, jugs267, amphorae268 and on bowls269. 
It can also be encountered in the MBA Otomani–Füzesabony ware270, as well as in the contemporaneous 
Tumulus pottery assemblages271. 

244   Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 10/3).
245   Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 18/6, 29/8).
246   Andrid–Curtea CAP (Molnár 2014, Pl. 161/1).
247   Debrecen–Bellegelő (Kovács 1970, 9. ábra 5) and Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 11/6).
248   Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. V/4), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 2008, VII. tábla 8), Crasna–Csereoldal 
(Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 30/2), Sărăuad (Marta, Kádas 2008, Pl. 4/6).
249   Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 6/6), Cehei–Misig (Bejinariu, Lakó 1996, Pl. III/3), Cehei–Nove (Bejinariu 
2022, Pl. LIX/2, 3, 4).
250   Pir–Cetate (Kacsó 2013a, Fig. 4/1), Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XXV/11), Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 
2000, Fig. 6/1), Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
251   Nyíregyháza–Oros, Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 9/2).
252   Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Németi 1978, fig. 6/2; Németi 2009b, 52, 4. kép 7; Németi 1978, fig. 8/4), Pișcolt–Templomkert 
(Németi 2009b, 3. kép 16.), Nyíregyháza–Tesco, Shell fuel station (Nagy 2007, VI. tábla 9), Körösszegapáti–Pál-lapály (Nagy 
2008, VIII. tábla 2), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 11/1).
253   Valea lui Mihai–Groapa de lut (Németi 1978, fig. 4/1; Németi 2009b, 3. kép 1), Acâș–Râtul lui Veres/Veres-rét (Németi 
2010, XII/4, XV/7), Crasna–Csereoldal (Bejinariu, Lakó 2000, Fig. 5/1, 6/4), Debrecen–Bellegelő (Kovács 1970, 9. ábra 10), 
Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu (Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014, Pl. 6/1).
254   Ciumești–Bostănărie (Bader 1978, Pl. XXVI/8; Kacsó 1997, Pl. XII/2; Németi 2009b, 2. kép 1.)
255   Egyek–Szőlőhegy (Kovács 1966, 2. kép 10).
256   Tocík 1964, XXV/3.
257   Trogmayer 1975, Taf. 30/337, 35/405.
258   Deta–Dudărie (Szentmiklósi 2021, Pl. XII/2, XXII/5).
259   Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 1997, Pl. VI/11). 
260   Nyíregyháza-Oros–Úr csere (Marta et al. 2010, Pl. 8/5), Biharea–Grădina CAP-Insulă (Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980, Fig. 
4/17), Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
261   Nyíregyháza–Tesco, Shell fuel station (Nagy 2007, I. tábla 8), Tășnad–Sere (Pl. 10/5).
262   Tiream–Kendereshalom (Németi, Molnár 2007, 34. tábla 8; Molnár 2014, Pl. 63/8).
263   Gelej (Fischl, Gucsi 2023, Pl. 26/152.2,c48/236.2); Litke (Kemenczei 1984, Taf. VII/5.)
264   Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Németi 1978, fig.6/6).
265   Berveni–Fabrica de cânepă (Németi 1978, fig. 2/2; Németi 2009b, 52, 4. kép 3), Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Németi 1978, fig. 6/2; 
Németi 2009b, 52, 4. kép 7; Németi 1978, fig. 10/8; Németi 2009b, 52, 4. kép 5.), Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. 
ábra 8), Debrecen–Haláp (Kovács 1970, 10. ábra 12), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 2022, Pl. XXX/1), Tășnad–Sere 
(Pl. 10/6).
266   Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XIX/10). 
267   Pișcolt–Nisipărie (Németi 1978, fig. 9/6), Debrecen–Tocó part (Kovács 1970, 4. ábra 13).
268   Ciumești–Bostănărie (Bader 1978, Pl. XXVI/8; Kacsó 1997, Pl. XII/2; Németi 2009b, 2. kép 1), Acâș–Crasna veche (Kacsó 
1997, Pl. V/10), Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Németi 2010, XXV/7), Hajdúbagos–Daraboshegy (Kovács 1970, 1. ábra 20, 1. ábra 22, 
2. ábra 1, 16, 3. ábra 7, 13, 4. ábra 9), Suplacu de Barcău–Lapiș (Ignat 1984, Pl. I/3), Șimleu Silvaniei–Observator (Bejinariu 
2022, Pl. XXXVII/1), Carei–Bobald 2B (Gyurka et al. 2021, 7. tábla 2), Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
269   Tășnad–Sere (unpublished material).
270   Berettyóújfalu–Szilhalom (Sz. Máthé 1988, Pl. 32/1).
271   Nagybátony (Kemenczei 1984, Taf. II/12, III/3, 7); Rákóczifalva (Hänsel 1968, Taf. 29/20). 
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Discussion 
Based on the total assemblages of finds from all the Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț sites, the decorative 

elements that can be seen on the pots are the A2 type bosses, the C1, C3 and C2 type ribs and the F4 
impressions. The F3 circular impressions, the H2 curved flutes, the I1 interlocking pair of lines, the 
I3 long semicircular arches, the I4, I5 line motifs and the M2 type knobs surrounded by semicircular 
channellings at the base, are elements of the ornamentation of the bowls. Similarly, on the bowls can 
regularly be met the arcades and the ornamentation of the base, which was rarely applied on cups and 
amphorae. The I6 low arcades appear only on amphorae, while the H3 channelling is almost equally 
represented in the ornamentation of amphorae and bowls. Vertical and horizontal channellings (H1, 
H5), semi-spherical knobs (A1) and rows of alveoli (F5, F2) appear on amphorae, bowls, cups and mugs 
(Fig. 6, Fig. 7, Fig. 8).

The different ornamental elements are usually placed on the same part of the body. While the 
brooming can cover the entire surface, the C3, H5, H2 and I4 ornaments are usually placed on the 

Fig. 6. Chronological distribution of the association of pottery shapes and ornamental motifs.

Fig. 7. Distribution of ornamental motifs on the pottery types.



Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  147

maximum diameter (OP7272) of the vessel. Likewise, the C2 rib appears on the shoulder (OP6), while 
the F3, I3 appear only on the lower part, below the belly line (OP8). I5 motif decorates the top of 
the rim (OP2), and F4 impression appears just below the rim (OP3). There is more variation in the 
ensembles of knobs and channelling (M1, M2), as they are placed below the rim (OP3), on the neck 
(OP6), on the maximum diameter (OP7) and below the belly line (OP8) (Fig. 9).

272   For the data collection I followed the methodology developed by T. Daróczi, according to which 12 position can be 
distinguished on the vessel’s body. These can be interpreted primarily as intervals and not as defined points. Positions 1, 
2, and 3 are located on the inner surface of the rim, on the top of the rim, and immediately below it. The top of the neck 
is represented by number 4 and the middle part by number 5. The shoulder decorations are number 6. The position of the 
decorations on the maximum diameter of the body is coded with nr. 7. The upper half of the surface between the maximum 
diameter and the base is coded with nr. 8, while the middle half is nr. 9. Position 10 represents the outer surface of the base, 
position 11 marks the handle and position 12 the ornamentation of the base. (Daróczi, Ursuțiu 2015a, 307, Type plate 31; 
Daróczi, Ursuțiu 2015b, 3, Fig. 3).

Fig. 8. The presence of ornamental motifs on pottery shapes.

Fig. 9. The position of the ornamental motifs on the ceramic body.
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Based on a combined analysis of the 14C data, the dated pottery assemblages’ stylistic characteristics 
and its analogies, some comments on the chronology of ceramic use can be made. In accordance with 
the relative chronology, the 14C data suggest the placement of the 1A, 3A2, 3H2, 3H3, 3H4, 3E2 pottery 
shapes and H1, I2, I3, I5, F3, H2 and I6 ornamental motifs in the LBA I. In the LBA II period occurs 
3B, 5A, 2C shapes and the C2 type short rib. More common elements of the material culture can be 
considered pottery shapes 3A1, 3D, 3F, 3G, 3C1, 3C2, 3H1, 3I, 3J and 6A, also decorative elements A1, 
F1, I4, N1, N2, D1, M1, M2, which are dated with absolute data in the LBA I, still occur in later sites, as 
well. The same applies to 2A, 2B, 3A3 shapes and A2, C1, C3, H3, H4, H5, I7, I8 ornamental motifs, which 
are dated with radiocarbon data in the LBA II, but they occur in the sites assigned to the LBA I, too. 

Conclusions 
The limited available radiocarbon data does not allow to draw any firm conclusions, nor to elaborate 

a typochronological system for the LBA I–II pottery in north-western Transylvania.
The 14C data both from Tășnad and from Recea confirm, that the stylistic elements popular in the 

LBA I and II in north-western Romania already appear in the BB1/B2 period, in the 16. c. BC, as noted 
in previous literature273.

The pottery of the so called Hajdúbagos–Cehăluț style is the result of the hybridisation of the 
OFCC and the Tumulus pottery, as a significant proportion of MBA forms and decorative elements 
remain in use at the beginning of the LBA, alongside a few previously unknown forms but a large 
number of ornamental motifs.

During the LBA, the pottery of the Tumulus communities in the Great Hungarian Plain shares 
many elements and exhibits a high degree of similarity. Most of the elements of the Hajdúbagos-
Cehăluț pottery are also part of the ceramic assemblages of the surrounding areas. No distinctive 
identity markers can be identified, the authentic elements being the hatched arcades and perhaps 
the 3A1 bowl type. Fluidity and constant change characterise the ceramic style of the period. In the 
periphery of the distribution area, Wietenberg and Noua style elements can be observed, along with 
common decorative motifs are also common, especially in the former Egyek and Piliny area. In LBA II,  
pre-Gáva features emerge as precursors to the uniformization process that would lead to the Gáva cultural 
complex. Recent research in Banat and in Central Transylvania is unanimous in the view that the relative 
chronology based on pottery requires reinterpretation274. A similar conclusion applies to the Hajdúbagos–
Cehăluț ceramic material. The temporal variation in the appearance of forms and decorations may also 
reflect the adherence of different communities to their traditions or their openness to new technologies 
and innovation, as each community adopts new cultural and economic trends at different rates.

In the first two phases of the Late Bronze Age, the lower basins of the Criș/Körös, Barcău/Berettyó, 
Ier and Crasna Rivers exhibit a mixed character in pottery material, featuring Middle Bronze Age 
elements alongside typical Tumulus pottery from the Tisza region and Banat. This area can be seen as 
a melting pot of diverse influences from the east, south, west and north. We observe a mixed material 
culture in which identity markers are not clearly defined, allowing for interpretation only in relation 
to the period before and after.
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273   Gogâltan 2015, 73; Gogâltan 2019, 49.
274   Sava 2020; Quinn et al. 2020, 48.



Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  149

REFERENCES

Bader 1978 T. Bader, Epoca Bronzului în nord–vestul Transilvaniei. Cultura pretracică și tracică. 
București 1978.

Bader 1998 T. Bader, Bemerkungen zur Bronzezeit im Karpatenbecken Otomani/Füzesabony–
Komplex. Überblick und Fragestellung. Jahresschrift für mitteldeutsche 
Vorgeschichte 80, 1998, 43–108.

Balázs, Szigeti 2017 Á. Balázs, A. Szigeti, Előzetes jelentés Hosszúpályi–Nagy-Szik-dűlő lelőhelyről. 
Bocskai István Múzeum Évkönyve 2017, 69–83.

Balázs, Nagy 2018 Á. Balázs, G. Nagy, Előzetes jelentés Álmosd–Téglavető dűlő lelőhelyről. Új 
Nézőpont V, 2, 2018, 29–46.

Bălan, Quinn 2014 G. Bălan, C. P. Quinn, Radiocarbon Data of Funerary Discoveries from Middle Bronze 
Age Settlement at Micești–Cigaș (Alba county, Romania). In: Archaeotanatology: 
An Interdisciplinary Approach on Death from Prehistory to the Middle Ages. 
Annales Universitatis Apulensis 18, II, 2014, 119–126.

Bejinariu 2009 I. Bejinariu, The settlement from Recea–Sulduba Valley, Sălaj county. Contributions 
to the knowledge of Late Bronze Age habitat in North–Western Romania. In: 
S. Berecki, E. R. Németh, Rezi B. (Eds.), Bronze Age Communities in the 
Carpathian Basin. Proceedings of the International Colloquium from Târgu 
Mureș. 24–26 October 2008. Cluj–Napoca 2009, 183–202.

Bejinariu 2015 I. Bejinariu, Contribuții arheologice la cunoașterea epocii bronzului în Depresiuna 
Șimleului I. Descoperirile din bronzul timpuriu și cel mijlociu. Cluj–Napoca 2015.

Bejinariu 2022 I. Bejinariu, Contribuții arheologice la cunoașterea Epocii bronzului în Depresiuna 
Șimleului II. Descoperirile de tip Cehăluț–Hajdúbagos din Bronzul târziu. Cluj–
Napoca 2022.

Bejinariu 2023a I. Bejinariu, Recent discoveries belonging to the Noua Culture in Transylvania. In: V. 
Diaconu, A. Gafincu (Eds.) The Bronze Age in Eastern Europe. Multidisciplinary 
Approasches. Brăila/Piatra-Neamț 2023, 153–182.

Bejinariu 2023b I. Bejinariu, Recea „Valea Sulduba”, the Late Bronze Age Settlement. Domestic 
space and craftmanship space. In: C. Bejinariu (Ed.), De la casă la acasă. Despre 
organizarea internă a așezărilor, gospodăriilor și caselor Simpozionul științific 
organizat la Zalău, 19-21 octombrie 2023. Acta Mvsei Porolissensis XLV, 2023, 
109–122.

Bejinariu, Lakó 1996 I. Bejinariu, É. Lakó, Despre sondajul arheologic de la Cehei, punctul “Misig”. Acta 
Mvsei Porolissensis XX, 1996, 11–33. 

Bejinariu, Lakó 2000 I. Bejinariu, É. Lakó, Contribuții la cunoașterea bronzului târziu din nord–vestul 
României. Așezarea de la Crasna. Acta Mvsei Porolissensis XXIII/1, 2000, 153–219.  

Bejinariu, Lakó, Sana 2004 I. Bejinariu, É. Lakó, D. V. Sana, Materiale arheologice din epoca bronzului de la 
Doh (Com. Măieriște), jud. Sălaj. Acta Mvsei Porolissensis XXVI, 2004, 111–131.

Bejinariu, Fazecaș 2014 I. Bejinariu, G. Fazecaș, Materiale ceramice din epoca bronzului descoperite la 
Suplacu de Barcău–Dealul Roșu, jud. Bihor. In: G. Fazecaș (Coord.), Studii de 
Arheologie. In honorem Doina Ignat. Oradea 2014, 161–177.

Bejinariu, Băcueț-Crișan 
2021

I. Bejinariu, D. Băcueț–Crișan, Noi descoperiri ale bronzului târziu (cultura Suciu de 
Sus) de pe Valea Someșului, județul Sălaj. Acta Mvsei Porolissensis XLIII, 2021, 51–
82.

Bejinariu, Băcueț-Crișan, 
Culic 2014

I. Bejinariu, D. Băcueț–Crișan, D. Culic, Cercetări arheologice preventive pe traseul 
Autostrăzii Transilvania. Descoperirile Bronzului Târziu din zona comunei Marca, 
județul Sălaj. Cluj-Napoca/Zalău 2014.

Boroffka 1994 N. Boroffka, Die Wietenberg-Kultur. Bonn 1994.

Boroffka 1999 N. G. O. Boroffka, Probleme der späten Otomani-Kultur. In: J. Gancarski (Red.), 
Kultura Otomani–Füzesabony – rozwój, chronologia, gospodarka. Materialy 
z konferencji archeolognicznej Dukla, 27–28.11.1997. Die Otomani–
Füzesabony-Kultur – Entwicklung, Chronologie, Wirtschaft. Materialen der 
archäologischen Konferenz Dukla, 27–28.11.1997. Krosno 1999, 113–131.



150  ◆  Gyurka Orsolya

Boroffka 2000 N. G. O. Boroffka, Problems of the late Otomani culture in Transylvania. Probleme 
ale sfârșitului culturii Otomani în Transilvania. Romanian Journal of Archaeology 
1, 2000. http://apar.archaeology.ro/rja.htm.

Cavazzuti et al. 2021 C. Cavazzuti, T. Hajdu T., F. Lugli, A. Sperduti, M. Vicze, A. Horváth, I. Major, 
M. Molnár, L. Palcsu, V. Kiss, Human mobility in a Bronze Age Vatya ‘urnfield’ and 
the life history of a high–status woman. PLOS ONE 16. e0254360. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0254360

Ciugudean 1997 H. Ciugudean, Consideraţii privind sfârşitul culturii Wietenberg. Cercetări privind 
epoca bronzului şi prima epocă a fierului în Transilvania. Bibliotheca Musei 
Apulensis VII. Alba Iulia 1997, 65–97.

Ciugudean 2010 H. Ciugudean, The Late Bronze Age in Transylvania (With primary focus on the 
central and Southern areas). Studii și Comunicări Satu Mare XXVI/1, 2010, 
157–203.

Ciugudean, Quinn 2015 H. Ciugudean, C. P. Quinn, The End of the Wietenberg Culture in the Light of 
new 14C Dates and its Chronological Relation Towards the Noua Culture. In: R. 
E. Németh, B. Rezi (Ed.), Bronze Age Chronology in the Carpathian Basin. 
Proceedings of the International Colloquium from Târgu Mureș 2–4 October 
2014. Târgu Mureș 2015, 147–178.

Daróczi, Ursuțiu 2015a T. T. Daróczi, A. Ursuțiu, Worship, Habitation, Refuge. Bronze and Iron Age Sites 
of the Lower Feneș Valley. Patrimonium Archaeologicum Transylvanicum 8. 
Cluj–Napoca 2015.

Daróczi, Ursuțiu 2015b T. T. Daróczi, A. Ursuțiu, Contextualising Decorations. A Study of Placement and 
Context of Ornaments on Bronze Age Ceramics from the Lower Feneș Valley. In: 
R. E. Németh, B. Rezi (Eds.), Bronze Age Chronology in the Carpathian Basin. 
Proceedings of the International Colloquium from Târgu Mureș 2–4 October 
2014. Târgu Mureș 2015, 201–222.

Dietrich 2014 L. Dietrich, Datele radiocarbon din așezarea aparținând epocii bronzului de la 
Rotbav (jud. Brașov, România). Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie Veche şi Arheologie 
65, 1–2, 2014, 59–70.

Dumitrașcu, Emődi 1980 S. Dumitraşcu, J. Emődi, Materiale arheologice de la sfârşitul epocii bronzului şi 
de la începutul epocii fierului descoperite la Biharea. Acta Mvsei Porolissensis IV, 
1980, 47–67.

Emődi 2002 I. Emődi, O așezare din epoca bronzului de la Palota Veche. Ephemeris Napocensis 
XII, 2002, 5–35.

Fischl, Reményi 2013 P. K. Fischl, L. Reményi, Interpretation Possibilities of the Bronze Age Tell Sites 
in the Carpathian Basin. In: A. Anders, G. Kulcsár (Eds.), Moments in Time. 
Ősrégészeti Tanulmányok. Budapest 2013, 725–738.

Fischl, Gucsi 2023 K. P. Fischl, L. Gucsi, Plates. In: K. P. Fischl (Ed.), Bronze Age Landscape at 
Gelej. Archaeological researches at Gelej-Pincehát, Gelej-Kanális dűlő and 
Gelej-Beltelek dűlő. Bonn 2023, 467–531. 

Fischl, Gucsi, Kalli 2023 K. P. Fischl, L. Gucsi, A. Kalli, Typology. In: K. P. Fischl (Ed.), Bronze Age 
Landscape at Gelej. Archaeological researches at Gelej-Pincehát, Gelej-Kanális 
dűlő and Gelej-Beltelek dűlő. Bonn 2023, 255–338.

Fischl et al. 2013 K. P. Fischl, V. Kiss, G. Kulcsár, V. Szeverényi, Transformations in the Carpathian 
Basin around 1600 BC. In: H. Meller, F. Bertemes, H. R. Bork, R. Risch (Eds.), 
1600 – Kultureller Wandel im Schatten des Thera–Ausbruchs? 1600 – Cultural 
change in the shadow of the Thera–Eruption. Halle 2013, 355–372.

Furmánek 2004 V. Furmánek, Zlaty vek v Karpatoch. Keramika a kov doby bronzovej na Slovensku 
(2300–800 pred n. l.). Nitra/Fiorano Modense 2004.

Furmánek, Veliačik, Vladár 
1999

V. Furmánek, L. Veliačik, J. Vladár, Die Bronzezeit im slowakischen Raum. 
Rahden/Westf. 1999.

Găvan, Lie, Kienlin 2020 A. Găvan, M. A. Lie, T. Kienlin, Preliminary report on the 2019 excavation 
undertaken on the outer settlement of the tell from Toboliu (Bihor County). Crisia 
L, 2020, 59–74.

http://apar.archaeology.ro/rja.htm
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0254360
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0254360


Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  151

Ghemiș 2014 C. Ghemiș, O descoperire aparținând finalului epocii bronzului de la Valea lui Mihai 
(jud. Bihor). In: G. Fazecaș (Coord.), Studii de Arheologie. In honorem Doina 
Ignat. Oradea 2014, 155–160.

Gogâltan 2001 F. Gogâltan, The settlement of Căşeiu and some problems concerning the Late 
Bronze Age in the center and Northern Transylvania. In: C. Kacsó (Hrsg.), Der 
nordkarpatische Raum in der Bronzezeit. Symposium Baia Mare 7–10 Oktober 
1998. Baia Mare 2001, 191–214.

Gogâltan 2015 F. Gogâltan, The Early and Middle Bronze Age Chronology on the Eastern Frontier 
of the Carpathian Basin. Revisited after 15 years. In: R. E. Németh, B. Rezi 
(Eds.), Bronze Age Chronology in the Carpathian Basin. Proceedings of the 
International Colloquium from Târgu Mureș 2–4 October 2014. Târgu Mureș 
2015, 147–178.

Gogâltan 2017 F. Gogâltan, The Bronze Age Multilayered Settlements in the Carpathian Basin 
(cca. 2500–1600/1500 BC). An Old Catalogue and Some Chronological Problems. 
Journal of Ancient History and Archaeology 4, 3, 2017, 28–63.

Gogâltan 2019 F. Gogâltan, Despre cronologia bronzului târziu în estul Bazinului Carpatic. 
Tyragetia XIII [XXVII], 1, 2019, 45–70.

Görsdorf, Marková, 
Furmánek 2004

J. Görsdorf, K. Marková, V. Furmánek, Václav, Some new 14C data to the Bronze 
Age in the Slovakia. Geochronometria 23, 2004, 79–91.

Gumă 1997 M. Gumă, Epoca bronzului în Banat. Timișoara 1997.

Gyurka 2020 O. Gyurka, Un vas de distilare din epoca bronzului târziu de la Tășnad–Sere. Studii 
și Comunicări Satu Mare, Seria Arheologie XXXIII–XXXIV, I, 2017–2018, 2020, 
95–111.

Gyurka et al. 2021 O. Gyurka, A. N. Hágó, N. Nagy, S. Romát, Zs. Molnár, Régészeti kutatások Carei–
Bobald 2B lelőhelyen. In: Z. Katócz, A. Emődi, A. Lakatos (Szerk.), Kőbe zárt 
történelem. Tanulmányok Emődi János 80. születésnapjára/ Istoria închisă în 
piatră. Studii în onoarea lui János Emődi, la 80 de ani. Oradea 2021, 138–185.

Horváth, Ilon 2017 T. Horváth, G. Ilon, Mezőlak–Szélmező-Tőzegtelep: egy nem hétköznapi őskori 
lelőhely. Mezőlak–Szélmező-Patbog: an unusual prehistoric site. Archeometriai 
Műhely XIV, 3, 2017, 143–184.

Iercoșan 1986–1987 N. Iercoșan, Noi descoperiri arheologice în zona Carei. Studii și Comunicări Satu 
Mare VII–VIII, 1986–1987, 139–158.

Iercoșan 1994–1995 N. Iercoșan, Săpături arheologice în așezarea neolitică aparținând culturii 
Starčevo–Criș de la Tășnad (jud. Satu Mare). Studii și Comunicări Satu Mare XI–
XII, 1994–1995, 9–14.

Iercoșan 1996 N. Iercoşan, Tășnad, jud. Satu Mare. Punct: Sere. Cronica Cercetărilor Arheologice 
din România. Campania 1995. Bucureşti 1996. [online] http://cronica.cimec.
ro/detaliu.asp?k=306

Iercoșan 2000 N. Iercoşan, Tășnad, jud. Satu Mare. Punct: Sere. Cronica Cercetărilor Arheologice 
din România. Campania 1999. Bucureşti 2000, 104–105.

Ignat 1984 D. Ignat, Așezarea de la sfârșitul epocii bronzului de la Suplacu de Barcău (jud. 
Bihor). Crisia XIV, 1984, 11–19.

Ilon 2019 G. Ilon, Die Entstehung und Zeitstellung der Hügelgräberkultur (≈1650/1600–
1350/1300 BC) in Westtransdanubien. Ein Versuch mittels Typochronologie und 
Radiokarbondaten. In: E. Bánffy, J. P. Barna (Hrsg.), „Trans Lacum Pelsonem“ 
Prähistorische Forschungen in Südwestungarn (5500–500 V. Chr.). Prehistoric 
Research in South–Western Hungary (5500–500 BC). Budapest/Leipzig/
Keszthely/Frankfurt/M./Rahden/Westf. 2019, 253–328.

Jaeger et al. 2023 M. Jaeger, G. Kulcsár, E. Melis, M. Strózyk, P. Piszora, M. Csányi, R. Csuvár-
Andrási, K. P. Fischl, Sz. Guba, E. Pap, E. Pásztor, R. Patay, I. Szathmári, G. 
Szilas, A. Čivilytè, V. Kiss, Baltic amber in the Hungarian Bronze Age. New data and 
current stage of research. Sprawozdania Archeologiczne 75, 2, 2023, 137–186.

Kacsó 1987 C. Kacsó, Beiträge zur Kenntnis des Verbreitungsgebietes und dachronologie der 
Suciu de Sus. Dacia N.S. XXXI, 1987, 51–75.

http://cronica.cimec.ro/detaliu.asp?k=306
http://cronica.cimec.ro/detaliu.asp?k=306


152  ◆  Gyurka Orsolya

Kacsó 1990 C. Kacsó, Bronzul târziu în nord–vestul României. Symposia Thracologica 8. Satu-
Mare/Carei 1990, 41–50.

Kacsó 1997 C. Kacsó, Faza finală a culturii Otomani şi evoluţia culturală ulterioară acesteia în 
nord–vestul României. Studii și Comunicări Satu Mare XIV, 1997, 85–97.

Kacsó 1999 C. Kacsó, Die Endphase der Otomani–kultur und die Darauffolgende Kulturelle 
Entwicklung im Nordwesten Rumäniens. In: J. Gancarski (Red.), Kultura Otomani–
Füzesabony – rozwój, chronologia, gospodarka. Materialy z konferencji 
archeolognicznej Dukla, 27–28.11.1997. Die Otomani–Füzesabony-Kultur 
– Entwicklung, Chronologie, Wirtschaft. Materialen der archäologischen 
Konferenz Dukla, 27–28.11.1997. Krosno 1999, 85–113.

Kacsó 2005 C. Kacsó, Contribuții la cunoașterea bronzului târziu din nordul Transilvaniei. 
Cercetările de la Bicaz–Igoaie. Revista Bistriței XIX, 2005, 51–70.

Kacsó 2007 C. Kacsó, ”Importuri” Suciu de Sus în culturile epocii bronzului din Transilvania – 
Suciu de Sus ”Importe” in den Bronzezeitlichen Kulturen Transsilvaniens. Revista 
Bistriţei 21, 1, 2007, 43–62.

Kacsó 2013 C. Kacsó, Pumnalul de bronz de la Pir. Revista Bistriței XXVII, 2013, 14–30.

Kemenczei 1963 T. Kemenczei, Adatok Észak–Magyarország későbronzkori történetéhez. Angaben 
zur Geschichte der Spätbronzezeit in Nordungarn. Archaeologiai Értesítő 90, 2, 
1963, 169–188.

Kemenczei 1968 T. Kemenczei, Adatok a Kárpát–medencei halomsíros kultúra vándorlásának 
kérdéséhez. Archaeologiai Értesítő 95, 1968, 159–187.

Kemenczei 1984 T. Kemenczei, Die Spätbronzezeit Nordostungarns. Budapest 1984.

Kemenczei 1990 T. Kemenczei, Der ungarische Donauraum und seine Beziehungen am Ende der 
Hügelgräberbronzezeit. In: B. Chropovský, J. Hermann (Hrsg.), Beiträge zur 
Geschichte und Kultur der mitteleuropäischen Bronzezeit. Berlin/Nitra 1990, 
207–228.

Koós 2003 J. Koós, Über die Chronologie der Spätphase der Mittelbronzezeit 
(Füzesabonz–Kultur) in Nordostungarn. In: C. Kacsó (Hrsg.), Bronzezeitliche 
Kulturerscheinungen im karpatischen Raum. Die Beziehung zu benachbarten 
Gebieten. Ehrensymposium für Alexandru Vulpe zum 70. Geburtstag. –
Fenomenele culturale ale epocii bronzului îm spațiul Carpatic. Relații cu 
regiunile învecinate. Bibl. Marmatia 2. Baia Mare 2003, 301–326.

Kovács 1966 T. Kovács, A halomsíros kultúra leletei az Észak–Alföldön. Archaeologiai Értesítő 
93 (1966) 159–202.

Kovács 1967 T. Kovács, Eastern connections of north–eastern Hungary in the Late Bronze Age. 
Folia Archaeologica 18, 1967, 27–58.

Kovács 1970 T. Kovács, A hajdúbagosi bronzkori temető. Bronze Age cemetery at Hajdúbagos. 
Folia Archaeologica 21, 1970, 27–45.

Kovács 1975 T. Kovács, Tumulus culture cemeteries of Tiszafüred. In: A. I. Burger (Ed.), 
Régészeti Füzetek II, 17. Budapest 1975.

Kovács 1981 T. Kovács, Zur Problemetik der Entstehung der Hügelgräber-Kultur in Ungarn. 
Slovenská Archeológia 29, 1, 1981, 87–96.

Mali 2015 P. Mali, A késő bronzkor kronológiai problémái egy perbáli, halomsíros időszakba 
sorolható település alapján. Tisicum XXIV, 2015, 7–30.

Marta 2009 L. Marta, The Late Bronze Age settlements of Petea–Csengersima. Satu Mare 2009.

Marta et al. 2010 L. Marta, D. V. Sana, I. Bejinariu, M. L. Nagy Márta, E. Berendi, The Late Bronze 
Age settlement of Nyíregyháza–Oros „Úr Csere”. Satu Mare 2010.

Marta, Kádas 2008 L. Marta, Z. Kádas, Materiale preistorice descoperite la Sărăuad. Studii și 
Comunicări Satu Mare XXV, 1, 2008, 113–124.

Marta et al. 2015 L. Marta, C. Virag, Zs. Molnár, R. Gindele, N. Kapcsos, Tășnad, jud. Satu Mare. 
Punct Tășnad–La Sere. Cronica Cercetărilor Arheologice din România. Campania 
2015. București 2016, 204.



Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  153

Sz. Máthé 1988 M. Sz. Máthé, Bronze Age Tells in the Berettyó valley. In: T. Kovács, I. Stanczik 
(Eds.), Bronze Age Tell Settlements on the Great Hungarian Plain 1. Budapest 
1988, 27–122.

Molnár 2014 Zs. Molnár, Contribuții la cunoașterea culturii Otomani din nord–vestul 
Transilvaniei. Ceramică și metal. Cluj–Napoca 2014.

Nagy 2005 M. Nagy, Későbronzkori település Nyírlugos határában. A Jósa András Múzeum 
Évkönyve XLVII, 2005, 63–108.

Nagy 2007 M. Nagy, Későbronzkori településrészlet Nyíregyházán. A Jósa András Múzeum 
Évkönyve XLIX, 2007, 121–147.

Nagy 2008 M. L. Nagy, A Hajdúbagos/Cehăluț csoport leletei a Sebes Körös vidékéről. A 
Debreceni Déri Múzeum Évkönyve LXXX, 2008, 25–44.

Nagy, Scholtz 2009 M. L. Nagy, R. Sholtz, A késő bronzkori Felsőszőcs kultúra települése Őr–Őri–tag 
lelőhelyen. In: S. Bereczki Sándor, E. R. Németh, B. Rezi (Eds.), Bronze Age 
Communities in the Carpathian Basin. Proceedings of International Colloquium 
from Târgu Mureș 24–26 October 2008. Cluj–Napoca 2009, 223–259.

Németi 1978 I. Németi, Descoperiri de la sfârșitul epocii bronzului în zona Careiului. Studii şi 
Cercetări de Istorie Veche şi Arheologie 29, 1978, 99–123.

Németi 1990 J. Németi, Contribuții la cunoașterea sfârșitului epocii bronzului din nord–vestul 
României. Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie Veche şi Arheologie 41, 1, 1990, 19–54.

Németi 1999 J. Németi, Repertoriul arheologic al zonei Careiului. București 1999.

Németi 2009 J. Németi, The Hajdúbagos/Pișcolt–Cehăluț group. In: S. Bereczki, E. R. Németh, 
B. Rezi (Eds.), Bronze Age Communities in the Carpathian Basin. Proceedings 
of International Colloquium from Târgu Mureș 24–26 October 2008. Cluj–
Napoca 2009, 203–221.

Németi 2010 J. Németi, Acâș–Râtul lui Acâș–Râtul lui Veres (Veres–rét). The Late Bronze Age 
settlement. In: L. Marta (Ed./Hrsg.), Amurgul mileniului II a. Chr. în Câmpia 
Tisei și Transilvania. Das Ende des 2. Jahrtausendes v. Chr. auf der Thieß–
Ebene und Siebenbbürgen. Simpozion/Symposium Satu Mare 18–19 iulie 
2008. Studii și Comunicări Satu Mare XXVI, 1, 2010, 265–318.

Németi, Molnár 2007 J. Németi, Zs. Molnár, A tell telepek fejlődése és vége a Nagykárolyi–síkságon és az 
Ér völgyében. Kolozsvár [Cluj-Napoca] 2007.

Németi, Molnár 2012 J. Németi, Zs. Molnár, Bronzkori hatalmi központok Észeknyugat–Erdélyben: A 
Carei–Bobald–tell. Bronzezeitliche Machtzentren in Nordwest–Siebenbürgen: der 
Tell von Carei–Bobald. Monográfiák a Szegedi Tudományegyetem Régészeti 
Tanszékéről 1. Szeged 2012.

Németi, Astaloș, Gál 2002 J. Németi, C. Astaloș, Sz. Gál, Tășnad, jud. Satu Mare. Punct: Sere. Cronica 
Cercetărilor Arheologice din România. Campania 2001. Bucureşti 2002, 310.

O’Shea et al. 2019 J. M. O’Shea, G. Parditka, A. Nicodemus, K. Kristiansen, K.-G. Sjögren, L. Paja, 
G. Pálfi, L. Milašinović, Social formation and collapse in the Tisza-Maros region: 
dating the Maros Group and its Late Bronze Age successors. Antiquity 93, 2019, 
604–623. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2019.40.

Ordentlich 1965 I. Ordentlich, Un depozit de vase de tip Otomani de la Valea lui Mihai. Ein 
Verwahrfund von Gefässen vom Typ Otomani aus Valea lui Mihai, Region Crișana. 
Studii și Comunicări Sibiu 12, 1965, 181–197.

Poroszlai 1984 I. Poroszlai, Későbronzkori edény-depot lelet Debrecenből. A Debreceni Déri 
Múzeum Évkönyve 1982,1984, 75–100.

Przybyła 2009 M. S. Przybyła, Intercultural contacts in the Western Carpathian area at the turn of 
the 2nd and 1st millenia BC. Warsaw 2009.

Przybyła 2016 M. S. Przybyła, Middle Bronze Age social networks in the Carpathian Basin. 
Recherches Archéologiques. Nouvelle Serie 8, 2016, 47–84.

Quinn et al. 2020 P. C. Quinn, H. Ciugudean, G. Bălan, G. Hodgins, Rethinking time, culture and 
socioeconomic organisation in Bronze Age Transylvania. Antiquity 94/373 (2020) 
44–61.

https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/MEGY_HAJB_DERI_2007/?pg=31
https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/MEGY_HAJB_DERI_2007/?pg=31
https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/MEGY_HAJB_DERI_2007/?pg=31
https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/MEGY_HAJB_DERI_2007/?pg=31


154  ◆  Gyurka Orsolya

Sava 2020 V. Sava, The Late Bronze Age Pottery in South–Eastern Carpathian Basin. 
Slovenská Archeológia LXVIII, 2, 2020, 253–296.

Sava, Ursuțiu 2021 V. Sava, A. Ursuțiu, The Late Bronze Age Gáva Pottery from the Lower Mureș. 
Journal of Ancient History and Archaeology 2021, 8, 2, 84–127.

Sánta 2004 G. Sánta, A halomsíros kultúra leletei Zákányszék határában. A Móra Ferenc Múz. 
Évkönyve X, 2004, 53–80.

Sánta 2009 G. Sánta, A halomsíros kultúra Domaszék-Börcsök-tanyai településének legkorábbi 
szakasza és a telep szerkezete. Tisicum 19, 2009, 255–280.

Stockhammer 2012 P. W. Stockhammer, Conceptualizing Cultural Hybridization in Archaeology. 
In: P. W. Stockhammer (Ed.), Conceptualizing Cultural Hybridization – A 
Transdisciplinary Approach. Berlin, Heidelberg 2012, 43–58.

Szigeti et al. 2024 A. Szigeti, J. Dani, T. Hajdu, I. Futó, A. Horváth, E. Molnár, A. Gémes, A. 
McCall, Á. Balázs, A. Marcsik, G. Márkus, M. Molnár, I. Major, Chronological 
refinement and new isotopic data for the Middle and Late Bronze Age of the Great 
Hungarian Plain. In press.

Točik 1964 A. Točik, Die Gräberfelder der Karpatenländischen Hügelgräberkultur. Fontes 
Achaeologici Pragenses. Volumen 7. Pragae 1964.

Tóth, Marta 2005 K. Tóth, L. Marta, Gefäßdepotfund der Felsőszőcs/ Suciu de Sus–Kultur in 
Nyírmada–Vályogtető. A nyíregyházi Jósa András Múzeum Évkönyve XLVII, 
2005, 107–143.

Trogmayer 1975 O. Trogmayer, Das bronzezeitliche Gräberfeld bei Tápé. Budapest 1975.

Trogmayer 1985 O. Trogmayer, A szegedi nagytáj bronz– és koravaskorának néhány kérdéséhez. 
Über Einige Probleme  der Bronze- und Früheisenzeit des Szegeder Großraumes. 
Acta Ant et Arch Suppl. 5, 1985, 3–16. 

V. Szabó 2017 G. V. Szabó A Gáva–kerámiastílus kora. Az Alföld a hajdúböszörményi szitulák 
földbekerülésének időszakában. The age of the Gáva pottery style. The Great 
Hungarian Plain in the time of the burying of the Hajdúböszörmény situlae. In: G. 
V. Szabó Gábor, M. Bálint, G. Váczi (Szerk./Eds.), A második hajdúböszörményi 
szitula. The second situla of Hajdúböszörmény and its relations. Studia 
Oppidorum Haidonicalium XIII. Budapest/Hajdúböszörmény 2017, 231–278.



Contributions to dating the Late Bronze Age pottery in North–Western Romania  ◆  155

Plate 1. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 2. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 3. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 4. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 5. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 6. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 7. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 8. Pottery fragments from feature Cx225.
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Plate 9. Pottery fragments from feature Cx195.
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Plate 10. Pottery fragments from feature Cx185.
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Plate 11. Pottery fragments from feature Cx185.




