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ANTAEUS 39 (2023) 13-51

ESZTER MELIS

OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THE SETTLEMENT NETWORK
IN THE PERIOD BETWEEN THE END OF THE EARLY AND THE START
OF THE LATE BRONZE AGE IN NORTHWESTERN HUNGARY
(GYOR-MOSON-SOPRON COUNTY, HUNGARY)

Zusammenfassung: Die Untersuchung des bronzezeitlichen Siedlungsnetzwerks beinhaltet wichtige
Merkmale der Sozialstruktur jener Periode und reflektiert auf Lage und Aufbau der Siedlungen, bzw. auf
organisatorische Aspekte der Gemeinschaften. Die ungarische und internationale Forschung fokussiert
sich auf die Analyse der Tells und ihrer Umgebungen auf dem mittleren und 6stlichen Gebiet des heutigen
Ungarns, zwischen 2200/2100 und 1500/1400 BC. Das untersuchte Areal in Nordwest-Transdanubien liegt
in der bislang nur wenig untersuchten Peripherie der Kultur der transdanubischen inkrustierten Keramik
(DMKK) und der davor verbreiteten Kisapostag-Kultur (oder auch fritheste inkrustierte Keramikkultur
genannt).

Im Rahmen der Recherche in Fachliteratur, Datenbank und Museen konnte ich 75 Siedlungsspuren
aus dem heutigen Komitat Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron auf die Periode zwischen dem Ende der ungarischen
Friihbronzezeit und der ersten Hélfte der Spatbronzezeit datieren. Eines der Ziele der vorliegenden Studie
war die Abgrenzung der Siedlungszonen der verschiedenen Sachkulturen im Zusammenhang mit den
natiirlichen Gegebenheiten. Dabei stellte sich unter anderem die Frage, ob sich zwischen den Siedlungen
Unterschiede bemerkbar machen, bzw. ob bei den grundsitzlichen Siedlungstypen zeitliche Verdnderun-
gen nachvollziehbar sind. Abschlieend gehe ich kurz auf die Position des untersuchten Gebiets ein, die es
im spétbronzezeitlichen Siedlungsnetzwerk Transdanubiens eingenommen hatte.

Keywords: settlement network, density analysis, hilltop settlements, open settlements, territories, Middle
Bronze Age, Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery culture, Gata—Wieselburg culture, Northwestern Hungary

The research on Bronze Age settlement networks has revealed important characteristics of the
organisation of the related communities, while the setting and composition of the settlements
reflect essential aspects of the structure of society. Domestic and international settlement research
on the central and eastern parts of today’s Hungary in the period in the focus of this study, i.e.,
2200/2100-1500/1400 BC,! has always concentrated on tell settlements and their surroundings
in the first place, revealing heterarchical and multi-level settlement networks.? Early and Middle
Bronze Age settlement research in Transdanubia has distinguished between hilltop and open
settlements.’

' Vicze — Earle — Artursson 2005; Earle et al. 2012; Earle et al. 2014, Dani et al. 2018, Jaeger et al. 2018;
Szathmari et al. 2019; Vicze — Sorensen 2023 35-51.

2 Kulesar — Szeverényi 2012; Duffy 2014 279-289; Kienlin — P. Fischl — Pusztai 2018 11-92; Dani et al.
2019 853—-862; Szabo 2023.

3 Kiss 2012a 205-224; Dani et al. 2019 862—-864.

DOI: 10.62149/Antaeus.39.2023 01
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14 ESZTER MELIS

The study region in Northwestern Transdanubia represents the barely researched western
periphery of the distribution areas of the Transdanubian Encrusted Pottery culture (TEPC) and the
preceding Kisapostag culture (or the earliest phase of TEPC).* Positioned at the meeting of three
macroregions of Hungary — the more-or-less plain Little Hungarian Plain (Kisalfold), the West
Hungarian Border Region, i.e., the foothills of the Alps, and the Transdanubian Mountains —, the
area of Gy6r-Moson-Sopron County counts as a border zone from a geographical point of view,
too. The largest region of the Little Hungarian Plain is the Gy6ri-medence [Basin], stretching
from the estuary of the Raba River to Lake Fert6 [Lake Neusiedl] in the north-west and from the
county’s to the country’s border with Slovakia north-south.” This region comprises plain and hilly
lands, while its western zone consists of the plain wetlands of the Répce River, i.e., the Hansag
microregion. Even today, when the marshes have been drained with channels, about a quarter of
Hansag’s surface is covered with water in periods of abundant precipitation.® The research area
also includes the western parts of the Gyor—Tatai-teraszvidék [ Terraces] and the [gmand—Kisbéri-
medence up to the Cuhai-Bakony Stream,” as well as the northern part of the Papa—Devecseri-sik
[Plain] and the northernmost stretches of the Transdanubian Mountains (Pannonhalmi-dombsag
[Hills], part of the Oreg-Bakony [Old Bakony] Mountain Range, Papai and Stiri Bakonyalja).®

The latest overview targeting the Bronze Age record of Gydr and its region was the ‘Bronzkori
kulturak Gyor kornyékén’ [‘Bronze Age cultures in the area of Gyor’] published by Sandor Mithay in
1941.° Even this early work, based mainly on stray finds, reflects how diverse the record of the first
half of the Bronze Age is in the area: besides Kisapostag and TEPC findings, Mithay mentions finds
assigned to the Litzenkeramik, the Mad’arovce group, and the Gata and Unétice (Aunjetitz) cultures,
respectively.!? Istvan Bona believed that in the Middle Bronze Age, the border between TEPC and
the ‘Gata group’ (today: Gata—Wieselburg culture) was in the Hansag, along the Répce/Rabca rivers;
a monograph by Viktoria Kiss enlists six TEPC settlements from this area." Based on Early Bronze
Age sites, Andras Figler outlined dissimilar evolution in the areas east and west of Hansag:'? in the
east, the Somogyvar—Vinkovci culture was replaced by early Kisapostag communities, while in
the west, i.e., the broader area of Lake Fertd, groups of Bell Beaker origin, the Oggau—Wipfing—
Ragelsdorf phase or group and the Leithaprodersdorf group appeared,” followed by sites of the
Gata—Wieselburg culture.* Little is known of the settlements of the latter; only a few partially
excavated settlements have been published in Slovakia and Hungary.”

Bona 1975 197, Verbreitungskarte 1, II; Bona 1992 15-16; Kiss 2012a 264.

MKK 2010 295-318.

MKK 2010 306-308.

MKK 2010 330-338.

MKK 2010 325-330, 582-585.

Mithay 1941, often cited as ‘Mithay 1942°. The related work was published first in 1941 as a separate

study and in 1942 as a chapter of the monograph Gydr torténete a vaskorszakig [The Prehistory of

Gyor until the Iron Age] by Sandor Gallus and Sandor Mithay (in the series Gydr szabad kiralyi varos

monografiai [Monographs of the Free Royal Town of Gy6r] edited by Elemér Lovas); this latter version

became widely known later.

10 Mithay 1941 3-16.

" Bona 1975 235-236; Kiss 2012a: Bakonyszentlaszlo-Kesellohegy 1. (11), Dor (75), Gy6r-Ménf6csa-
nak-Bevasarlokdzpont (115), Gyér-Ménfécsanak-Szeles-diilé (116), Mosonszentmiklds-Akasztodomb
(215), Romand-Papai 1t (266).

12 Figler 1994.

3 Figler 1994; Neugebauer 1994 44—48; Kiss 2012b 321, fig. 3.

4 Leeb 1987 Abb. 1; Nagy 2013; Melis et al. 2022.

15 Karolyi 1984; Mellnerova Sutekova et al. 2015; Bartik et al. 2016; Melis et al. 2022.
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OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THE SETTLEMENT NETWORK 15

In the north, along the Danube River, the study area borders some groups of the Unétice
culture, a predominant cultural complex in the Early Bronze Age of Central Europe.'® Its late
period is represented by the Vétefov culture and its Boheimkirchen group in Moravia and
Lower Austria, the Mad’arovce culture in Slovakia, contemporary with the second half of the
Middle Bronze Age in Hungary.” Lately, traits of the late Unétice and Vétefov cultures have
been identified in the record of several Middle Bronze Age settlements in western Hungary,
which indicate the spreading of the Mad’arovce—Vétetov—Boheimkirchen complex in the area.'®
Vessels typical of the Mad’arovce culture appear in late TEPC find assemblages, including the
settlement at Mosonszentmiklos-Akasztodomb.”” Besides, Litzenkeramik (pseudo-corded ware)
vessels can be observed in the Middle Bronze Age settlements in Northwestern Transdanubia,
always accompanied by finds with other cultural connections.?’ Occasional Litzenkeramik
vessels appear in the record of the sites from the Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery phase,
while their proportion in early Tumulus culture find assemblages is considerably higher.?! The
Tumulus culture gained ground in the territory of the county at the end of the Middle Bronze
Age; several settlements are available in academic literature and enlisted in the Central Register
of Archaeological Sites in Hungary (IVO), and information about some partially excavated
settlements from the older phase of the culture has also been published.?

A complex research of the related literature, data archives, and museum collections? yielded
information about 75 settlements altogether in the territory of Gy6r-Moson-Sopron County
from the period between the end of the Early and the start of the Late Bronze Age (Table 1).**
All data of the sites were mapped and analysed in QGIS; this phase included a kernel density

16 Bona 1992 16—17; Neugebauer 1994 101-118; Furmdnek — Veliacik — Viadar 1999 33—40, Abb. 8;
Krenn-Leeb 2011 Abb. 1.

7" Bona 1992 16—-17; Neugebauer 1994 119-140; Furmanek — Veliacik — Vladar 1999 47-49, Abb. 13.

8 Kvassay — Kiss — Bonddr 2004 126-139, figs. 11-19; Békei 2007; Kiss 2012b; llon — Nagy 2013; Melis
2014.

¥ Torma 1976, Kiss 2002 484—490, Abb. 5-7; Melis 2023 118—127.

The field report mentions a Litzenkeramik settlement from Rabapatona-Orszaguti-diild sites I and II;

however, the object photos and drawings in the database of the Hungarian National Museum (HNM)

reflect early Kisapostag-style fragments (HNM Archaeological Database, https://archeodatabase.hnm.

hu/hu/node/787, and https://archeodatabase.hnm.hu/hu/node/786, both accessed on 18.05.2023).

2 Kovdcs 1997; Vékony 2000; Kiss 2013; Melis 2017; Ilon 2019.

22 As the dating of most sites known from reports and diverse site registers was given only as ‘“Tumulus

culture’, without further specification, there is no information about their age within the period. In some

cases, the descriptions mention early Tumulus culture characteristics (Figler 1993a, Figler 1997a; Egry

2002; Ilon 2019). The list of sites behind this study does not include those from the transitive phase of the

Tumulus and Urnfield cultures (e.g., Borcs-Paphomlok: Figler 1996a; Mosonmagyarévar-Német-dilé:

Figler 1997d; Mosonszentmiklos-Gyepfoldek-dil6: Aszt 2001).

In 2015, at the start of the related research, the remains of 21 settlements, mentioned in diverse pub-

lications, could be connected with this period (Melis 2017 fig. 1, Appendix). This list was completed

with sites via research in archives and museum collections, during which Judit Antoni, Agnes Aszt,

Szilvia Biro, David Czigany, Tamas Czuppon, I1dik6 Egry, Janos Gomori, Andras Hargitai, Janos Ha-

tos, Robert Herbaly, Gabor Ilon, Attila Mrenka, Andrea Nagy, Veronika Németh, Krisztina Pesti, Péter

Polgar, Balint Savanyt, Péter Tomka, Ferenc Ujvari, and Julia Zambo helped me. I am grateful to them

for the possibility to survey and process their find materials and the additional information about their

observations in the excavations. I surveyed the excavated find material of the included the Early and

Middle Bronze Age sites, where it was possible, and even processed some (Table 1, sites 25, 41, 45, and

49); as a result, their original field dating has been modified in more than one cases (e.g., Table 1, sites

4,7, 15, 21, 25, and 48).

Melis 2023. The study area covered the territory of Gyér-Moson-Sopron County, the administrative areas

of Feny6f6, Bakonyszentlaszlo, Veszprémvarsany, Bakonygyirot, Romand, Sikator, Bakonypéterd, and

Lazi, which belonged to Veszprém County until 1999 and 2002 also included.

23

24



16 ESZTER MELIS

analysis of spatial data. This study aims to delineate distinct inhabitation zones of communities
with dissimilar cultural ties in context with diverse natural settings. Besides, we seek to answer
whether there are differences in the structure of the settlements of culturally distinct communities
and whether main settlement types change over time. Finally, the place of the study area in the
Middle Bronze Age settlement network of Transdanubia is evaluated.

Inhabitation zones

The changes in the inhabitation zones of distinct cultural units were studied in three phases: the
transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages (2200/2100—-1900/1800 BC), the Middle
Bronze Age (1900/1800-1600/1500 BC), and the transition from the Middle to Late Bronze Ages
and the early Late Bronze Age (1600/1500-1300/1200 BC), respectively. The first phase, i.e., the
transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages, includes the settlements of the Kisapostag
and the Gata—Wieselburg cultures, which appear clearly separately on the kernel density map even
with a supposed 10-km-radius catchment area, as the nearest settlements are 30 km away (7able 1,
sites 4 and 6). The westernmost site of the Kisapostag culture in the study area is Barbacs-Lanizsai-
diilé (Table 1, site 4), the find material of which comprises pottery with wrapped stick? and pattern
tool impressions filled with encrustation and miniature wagon wheels in pottery.?

While the settlements of the Kisapostag culture were concentrated in the central part of the
Little Hungarian Plain and were scattered in the northern foothill region of the Transdanubian
Mountains, communities of the Gata—Wieselburg culture inhabited only the West Hungarian
Border Region and the north-western corner of the Hungarian part of the Little Hungarian Plain.
The biggest concentration of Kisapostag settlements was observed in the northern part of the Papa—
Devecseri-sik and the northern and central zones of the Csornai-sik (fig. ). This concentration
may partly be a result of research inhomogeneity and partly due to the Raba—Rabca—Danube
and Marcal rivers joining in this land. It has remained a question whether the perimeter ditches
engirding several settlements at a distance of only 5 km from each other (Table 1, sites 16, 57,
and 59) are the marks of central settlements or enclosing the settlement this way was simply a
custom in the region. Hilltop settlements of the culture have been discovered in the Pannonhalmi-
dombsag and the Papai Bakonyalja in the south-east (Ravazd-Villibald-domb, Bakonyszentlaszlo-
Kesello-hegy I; Table 1, sites 3 and 64).

Currently, only a few Gata—Wieselburg settlements have been identified in the territory of
Hungary. Two settlements are known from the Leitha region in the northern part of the Mosoni-
sik (Table 1, sites 25 and 62), and more, including two supposed hilltop settlements, in the one-
time wetlands around Lake Fert6 and the Fert6-medence (7able 1, sites 12, 14, and 49). Besides,
Gata—Wieselburg settlements were scattered on the Répce-sik, a lower plain region of the West
Hungarian Border Region at the border of Gyér-Moson-Sopron and Vas counties (7Table 1, sites
6 and 73).

In the Middle Bronze Age (1900/1800-1600/1500 BC), numerous settlements of TEPC have
been established in the central part of the Little Hungarian Plain and the northern stretches of

% V. Kiss refers to this technique as ‘reeled stick’ impression; see Kiss 2012a 18—19.
% Nagy — Pesti 2019a.
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Fig. 1. Kernel density map with a 10-km catchment area of the settlements of communities with

diverse cultural backgrounds (Gata—Wieselburg, Kisapostag) in the transitive phase of the Early and

Middle Bronze Ages in the area of Gydr-Moson-Sopron County (site numbers are resolved in Table I)
(©Eszter Melis)

the Transdanubian Mountains (fig. 2).>” The most intensive inhabitation covered the Csornai-
sik, while the number of their settlements north of that, along the Danube, was considerably
higher than in the previous (Kisapostag) phase; thus, the southern part of the Mosoni-sik was
also inhabited densely by TEPC communities. In contrast, no TEPC settlements are known from
the right bank of the Marcal River, i.e., the Papa—Devecseri-sik. Another seeming settlement
concentration is to be observed in the Pannonhalmi-dombsag: the surface finds of the identified
settlements were collected in extensive field walking surveys conducted as part of the preparation
of Volume 4 of the Archaeological Topography of Hungary series,? as well as other projects in
the area of Sokor6® (Table 1, sites 1, 2, 3, 67, 69, and 70).

27 Gabor Bandi mentions several TEPC sites (stray finds and cemeteries) from the Kapuvar Plain (Bdndi
1972 46—47, Map 2); however, Viktoria Kiss does not consider some related to the culture (Kiss 20/2a
64, footnote 246). The fragments of the urn with outward-bulging rim in the material of the 1958 ex-
cavation at Kisfalud-Kazmérdomb (Novdki 1959 8-9) point to the previous Early Bronze Age Phases
1 and 2. Pali-Kispali-diilé is mentioned as a ‘Bronze Age’ urn cemetery, the material of which has
been lost since its discovery (Novdki 1960b 10). Besides, Janos Gomori mentions Middle Bronze Age
pits with encrusted pottery fragments from Sopron-Bécsi u., Hataratkeld, excavated in 1993 (Gomdri
1996). 1 had no chance to examine this material until now, but, as I have found pottery with encrusted
decoration both in late Unétice/Vétefov (Melis 2014 54—56) and Tumulus culture contexts (Melis 2020
357, note 32) in the territory of Gyér-Moson-Sopron County, I believe currently there is no conclusive
evidence of the settling of TEPC communities west of the Csornai-sik.

2 MRT 4 26, site 3/3, 39, site 8/7, 51, site 12/11, 224, site 68/13.

2 Molnar 2009.
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Fig. 2. Kernel density map with a 10-km catchment area of the settlements of communities with diverse
cultural backgrounds (TEPC, Mad’arovce—Veétetov) in the Middle Bronze Age in the area of Gyér-Moson-
Sopron County (site numbers are resolved in Table 1) (OEszter Melis)

Life in the Kisapostag and TEPC phases was continuous on several settlements on the Csornai-
sik, the Gyo6r-Tata Terraces, and in numerous microregions of the Transdanubian Mountains
(Table 1, sites 3,22,26, 41, and 64); while some sites founded by TEPC communities also remained
in use in the following Tumulus culture phase (Table 1, sites 7, 39, 41, and 61). Besides, artefacts
in the style of the coeval Mad’arovce—Vétetov—Boheimkirchen complex and the Litzenkeramik
appear in the find material of numerous TEPC settlements (7able I, sites 41, 45, 54, and 74). The
proportion of Mad’arovce- or Vétetov-style find material in the record of some TEPC settlements
east of Hansag is higher (Table 1, sites 41, 45, and 74), based on which the settling of the related
communities may be hypothesised in these cases. We have little information on how many
settlements of the Gata—Wieselburg culture survived into the younger and late phases of TEPC;
the few encrusted pottery vessels recovered from Gata—Wieselburg graves could be linked with
the Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery phase and the older phase of TEPC, while the
graves themselves bear Unétice or Vétefov characteristics.*

The Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery-style pottery found together with late
Unétice/early Vétefov-style find material indicate that late Unétice/Vétefov communities
settled in Transdanubia in the older phase of TEPC.* Based on these chronological anchors of
contemporaneities, settlements with Mad’arovce- and Vétefov-style find material are presented
here together with those of TEPC (fig. 2). Sites of primarily Mad’arovce and Vétetov character
seem to have been frequent south of Lake Fertd in the West Hungarian Border Region, their

30 Neugebauer 1994 Abb. 30. 3; Kiss 2000 28, Tab. 1, Tab. 2. 19—-20; Kiss 2002 Abb. 1. 1, Abb. 2. 19-20;
Melis 2015 349, Tab. I1. 2.
3V Békei 2007 53—54; Melis 2014 56.
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Fig. 3. Kernel density map of Tumulus culture settlements in the transitive phase of the Middle and Late
Bronze Ages in the area of Gyér-Moson-Sopron County (site numbers are resolved in Table 1)
(©Eszter Melis)

distribution overlapping the dwelling area of communities of the Gata—Wieselburg culture
(Table 1, sites 12, 13, 14, 48, and 71), while some were also identified in the northern and southern
zones of the Moson Plain, at the estuary of the Raba River, and in the foothill region of the
Transdanubian Mountains (7able 1, sites 24, 41, 45, and 74). Albeit there may be chronological
differences between the sites (e.g., the settlement at MénfGcsanak belongs to Phase 2, while
Mosonszentmiklés to Phase 3 of the Middle Bronze Age), these ‘western’-style find assemblages
east of Hansag seem to appear at strategic places (meeting zone of diverse regions and estuaries),
indicating a patchwork of all cultures having inhabited the territory of Gydr-Moson-Sopron
County in Phases 2 and 3 of the Middle Bronze Age. Due to a lack of detailed information on the
intensity and extent of most sites, only fortified and hilltop settlements were assigned to a higher
category, and the multilayer settlement at Mosonszentmiklos-Akasztddomb can be interpreted as
some kind of centre (7Table 1, sites 3 and 45).

At the turn of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages and in the early Late Bronze Age (1600/1500—
1300/1200 BC), settlements of the Tumulus culture appeared in the region in focus. Based on
a kernel density map of known settlements, where each site has been given a catchment area
of 10 km in radius, the dwelling zone of the related communities stretched, with lesser gaps,
northwest-southeast from the northern part of the Moson Plain to the feet of the Transdanubian
Mountains (fig. 3). The disappearance of the patchwork of communities with diverse cultural
backgrounds along the Moson Danube River is an important change compared to the previous
phase; the most intensively settled area in this phase is along the Raba River. Available data
suggest that the Hansag and Kapuvari-sik microregions were uninhabited in the early Late
Bronze Age; the distance between the Tumulus culture settlements at Dor and Fertdszentmiklos
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is more than 30 km (7able 1, sites 7 and 15). The communities inhabiting the Ikva-sik south of
Lake Fert6 in the west had a cultural background similar to those in the Little Hungarian Plain at
the time (Table 1, sites 15, 48, 50, 51, and 72).

While the available body of data on settlement networks depends heavily on how well-
researched each included area is, it allows drawing some conclusions and outlining major
tendencies. In the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages, communities of diverse
cultural units inhabited spatially distinct zones in the western and eastern parts of the study area.
During the Middle Bronze Age, the area occupied by TEPC communities was bigger than that
of the Kisapostag culture in the previous period and included Mad’arovce—Vétefov elements,
which appeared in the western zone in the late phase of the Gata—Wieselburg culture; also,
Mad’arovce—V¢étefov communities probably established separate settlements in those parts. The
cultural difference between the eastern and western halves of the study area disappeared at the
transition of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages when Tumulus culture communities settled all
over the region. Although the lands between the Csorna- and Ikva-sik have remained uninhabited
throughout this period, too, Tumulus culture settlements appeared along the Rdbca and Moson
Danube rivers in the Mosoni-sik.

Settlement types

The collected sites from the end of the Early and the Middle Bronze Age in Northwestern
Transdanubia were classified as open and hilltop settlements based on their location. Settlements
positioned on top of elevations at least 20 m above the surrounding area and with steep slopes on
at least two sides were considered hilltop settlements. As the remains of earthworks are usually
barely visible and their dating is problematic, the only certainly fortified settlement from the
period in focus in the territory of Gydr-Moson-Sopron County is Bakonyszentlaszlo-Kesells-
hegy 1. (Table 1, site 3). The foundations of perimeter ditches have been identified on several
hilltop and open settlements (7able 1, sites 16, 27, 40, 57, and 59), but interpreting them as the
remains of fortifications is debated (see more about these features below). Most excavation data
indicate single-layer open settlements; as even the excavated sites are only partially unearthed
and the processing of the recovered find material and data of only a small proportion has been
completed, little is known about their extent, and their structure could hardly be investigated
either. We only know of a single multilayer settlement (7able I, site 45). Besides, settlements
identified exclusively from surface finds recovered in field walkings in the collection were
handled separately (fig. 4).

Open settlements

In the collection, most settlements dated to 2200/2100—1500/1400 BC were positioned on low
elevations of only a couple of metres above their environment. Previous overviews of the Gata—
Wieselburg culture mention two settlements in the territory of Gyér-Moson-Sopron County, at
Szakony-Kavicsbanya and on the outskirts of Fertdszéplak.*> Most newly identified sites of the
culture are also open and single-layer ones (7able I, sites 6, 25, 49, and 62). Settlement pits and
building-related features of the culture have been unearthed on top of a slight elevation north-
west of the Arany Stream at Nagycenk-Kovesmez6.** The identification of Gata—Wieselburg
settlements is problematic because they often appear together with the record of other Bronze

32 Leeb 1987 236-237; Nagy 2013 79-80. As the context of the artefacts from Fertdszéplak is uncertain,
they were classified as stray finds.
3 Melis et al. 2022 fig. 2.
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Fig. 4. Distribution of settlement types in diverse cultural units (OEszter Melis)

Age cultures (Tumulus culture, Litzenkeramik, Mad’arovce—Vétefov—Boheimkirchen complex).
For example, the building excavated at Hegyfalu (Vas County) contained a blend of Tumulus
culture and Gata—Wieselburg-style finds.*

The settlement at Nagycenk was probably continuously inhabited after Phase 2 of the Early
Bronze Age. As the result of a systematic field walking survey of the site, a 40-hectare settlement
was outlined on the eastern, southern, and western slopes of the low elevation (with its top at
169 m a.B.s.l.).* Tumulus culture settlement features were also unearthed at Hegyeshalom-
Orszaguti-diilo; the fifteen features (mostly pits) associated with the Gata—Wieselburg culture
were scattered in a slightly sloping 20-hectare area at 125 m a.B.s.1.*® In summary, both Gata—
Wieselburg settlements in the territory of Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron County are over 10 hectares in
extent, situated on slightly sloping land, and seem to have a dispersed, loose structure. Besides,
Gata—Wieselburg settlement features and findings have been published from Oroszvar (Bratislava-
Rusovce, Slovakia); albeit the diverse development-led excavations on the site only concerned
small areas, the results have also outlined an open settlement with settlement features of the
Vétetov culture nearby.’” While according to observations of Gata—Wieselburg sites in Austria,
the culture’s settlements were usually situated away from cemeteries,*® the distance between
them at Oroszvar (Bratislava-Rusovce, Slovakia), Nagycenk, Hegyeshalom, and Szakony was
always less than a kilometre, sometimes no more than a few hundred metres.*

3% Karolyi 1984 133-143.

3 Melis et al. 2022, Melis et al. 2023.

¢ Aszt 2008; Melis 2023 figs. 24-25.

37 Mellnerova Sutekova et al. 2015; Bartik et al. 2016.

3% Krenn-Leeb 2011 19.

° Novdki 1960a; Novdki 1965a; Bartik et al. 2016; Gomori — Melis — Kiss 2018 fig. 1; Melis 2023 fig. 16.

w

w
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The settlements of the Kisapostag culture in the previous period were also situated on low
elevations; however, perimeter ditches were discovered around several of them (Table I, sites
16, 40, 57, and 59). Circular ditches were a characteristic of settlements in Transdanubia at the
end of the Early Bronze Age. As settlement features are usually found both in and outside the
enclosed area,* the function of these structures is a question: they could have a role in defence,
a function related to subsistence (e.g., animal keeping), or could separate social or ritual spaces.
Most known circular ditches of the Kisapostag culture are clustered in the western zone of
Lake Balaton.* Amongst the Kisapostag settlements from Gy6r-Moson-Sopron County in the
collection, perimeter ditches are especially frequent at the estuary of the Raba River, where
they occur on both plainland and hilltop settlements (7able 1, sites 16, 40, 57, and 59). Based on
preliminary reports on the research of settlements in Northwestern Hungary, Early Bronze Age
settlement features were found exclusively within the enclosed area.* In context with the enclosed
settlement concentration at the western (western zone of Lake Balaton) and northwestern (estuary
of the Réba River) fringes of the distribution area of the Kisapostag culture, the possibility of
their defensive role arose. However, it is difficult to see clearly in this question as considerably
fewer Kisapostag settlements have been identified in the central zone of the culture’s distribution
area, and the material obtained from most still awaits processing.

A general structure of the Kisapostag culture’s open settlements may be reconstructed from
excavation material: settlement phenomena are usually scattered over large areas. For example,
at Ménfdcsanak-Széles-foldek (112—116 m a.B.s.l.), settlement features dating to the end of the
Early and the start of the Middle Bronze Age were scattered over an area of 60 hectares, outlining
several clusters.”

In contrast to the previous Kisapostag period, no limiter structure could be identified on
TEPC settlements, while surface settlement traces were identified on field walks in Gydr-Moson-
Sopron County. Identified by their characteristic pottery record, a considerable part (21 sites) of
TEPC sites is only known from field walk data (fig. 4).** Besides, sixteen sites are known from
preliminary excavation reports, based on which the standard TEPC settlement in the territory
of Northwestern Hungary was single-layer. An area of about three hectares in the higher zones
of the horizontal settlement at Ménf6csanak-Sz¢les-foldek, established by a community of the
Kisapostag culture, remained in use in the early phase of TEPC. Based on the excavated find
material, the settlement features assigned to the older phase of TEPC were concentrated in the
eastern zone of the slight elevation at 116 m a.B.s.1.%

The site at Mosonszentmiklds-Akasztodomb is the single known multilayer TEPC settlement
in the county. The two buildings on top of each other — or two phases of the same house —
in a 1.20-1.40 m-thick Bronze Age layer indicate at least two occupation horizons. The upper
horizon contained abundant and characteristic find material of younger and late TEPC, with some

40" Bondar 1989 Abb. 5; Kiss 2003 fig. 10; Kiss 2012a 206207, fig. 57.

4 Balatongyorok: Torma 1972a; Balatonmagyarod: Bondadr 1989; Bonddr — Honti — Kiss 2000, Ordacse-
hi: Kiss — Kulcsar 2007; Kiss 2007; Vors: Honti 1996 47-48.

2 Egry 2003a; Polgar 2018a; Polgdr 2020.

B Melis 2014 fig. 2; Toth — Melis — Ilon 2016 fig. 2; Melis 2023 fig. 40.

“ Tt must be kept in mind that as in several cases the sites were surveyed by archaeologists specialised in
periods other than the Bronze Age, the few encrusted fragmentary pottery finds were often identified
as TEPC even if they belong actually to the Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery phase or the
Kisapostag culture. However, the data from the 1994 field walk survey led by Karoly Takacs can be
considered more reliable as that project was coordinated by Andras Figler (Table 1, sites 8, 11, 30, 31,
38, 39, 54, and 61).

4 Toth — Melis — Ilon 2016 fig. 2.
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Mad’arovce-style artefacts.*® Shared settlements of the Mad’arovce culture and TEPC are frequent
in the neighbouring Komarom-Esztergom County, especially along the Danube River; two
evaluations of a completely and a partially unearthed site have been published.”” In Southwestern
Slovakia, Mad’arovce culture settlements often include multiple occupation horizons** or were
established on top of previous Unétice and/or Hatvan culture layers.* Such settlements are
usually fortified there and in the Slovakian part of the Little Hungarian Plain, too.”® Based on
these analogies, the settlement at Mosonszentmiklds-Akasztodomb may be interpreted as a local
centre in this period.

All known settlements of the Tumulus culture but Nagycenk-Also-domb-dald (7able 1, site
48) are positioned on top of low elevations and are single-layer, albeit the buildings renewed close
to each other on the settlement of Kony-Gazvezeték 1., Babarcsi topart (Table 1, site 27) attest to
intensive settling.”! The ditch section unearthed north-east of the post-framed buildings on this
site may be the remains of the one-time perimeter ditch.*

Hilltop settlements

The foregrounds of the Transdanubian Mountains are spotted with hilltop settlements of the
Kisapostag culture (7Table I, sites 3, 40, and 64). The site at Ravazd-Villibald-domb, on top of a
hill towering 163 m above the Pandzsa Stream, was described earlier by Andras Figler as the only
‘Kisapostag’ settlement of the county (fig. 5. 2).>* An Early Bronze Age depot with bronze and
gold items was found at the south-western rim of the hill in 1984;3 the test excavation in the same
area revealed eleven pits and a grave of the Kisapostag culture, while another pit contained late
Kisapostag pottery with transitional TEPC stylistic traits.> Later summaries also mention a shaft-
hole axe casting mould found together with a late Somogyvar—Vinkovci-style vessel.® Further
research on the site focused on the medieval church;*’ Karoly Takacs carried out field walks on
the hilltop and mentions fortifications on the northern side.’® The higher proportion (compared
to coeval sites) of wild game and small ungulates (sheep and goat) in the 1984 excavation record
of the Somogyvar—Vinkovci and Kisapostag horizons of the site was explained by its relatively
high location.” Ménf6csanak-Csanak-hegy (Szamar-domb) is situated on the northern end of
the same eastern range of hills of the Pannonhalmi-dombsag as Ravazd-Villibald-domb (fig. /,
sites 40 and 64), on top of a marked elevation at 142 m a.B.s.1.,, with a good view to the north
(fig. 5. 1). Péter Polgar has identified a wide and deep ditch of the Kisapostag culture high in the
side of the hill, while a semi-sunken building of the same culture has been unearthed on the top.®
The settlement at Bakonyszentlaszlo-Kesell6-hegy 1., over 350 m a.B.s.l. in the High Bakony
Mountains, included settlement features of the Kisapostag culture, the Late Kisapostag—Early

46 Uzsoki 1959 54-55; Melis 2023 118-127.

47 Kovacs 1988 120—121; Vaddsz 2001; Cseh 1999 29-30, 79.

B Tocik 1964; Tocik 1978—1981.

Y Tocik 1981; Batora et al. 2012.

3 Furmanek — Veliacik — Viadar 1999 47-49; Batora 2018 fig. 87.
St Egry 2002 9-10, Map 3.

2 Egry 2002 11, Map 3.

33 Figler 1985.

3 Figler 1985, Figler 1986.

55 Figler 1985, Figler 1986.

¢ Figler 1994 fig. 2, 30; Kulesar 2009 381, No. 177; Dani 2013 Appendix 6, fig. 6.
ST Tomka 1997.

8 Takdcs 2009 266.

% Bartosiewicz 1996 35, Table 2, figs. 2-3.

0 Polgar 2018a.
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Fig. 5. Hilltop and hillfort settlements in the area of Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron County at the end of the Early

and in the Middle Bronze Age. 1. Ménfécsanak-Csanak-hegy (Szamar-domb) (Gyor); 2. Ravazd-Villibald-

domb; 3. Bakonyszentldszlo-Keselld-hegy 1. (after Novaki 1979 Abb. 2); 4. Fertéboz-Gradinahegy;
5. Fertdérakos-Kecskehegy (after Novdki 1997 30); 6. Nagycenk-Als6-domb-diilé (©OEszter Melis)
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Encrusted Pottery phase, and the older phase of TEPC (fig. 5. 3).' Gyula Novaki observed a more
than 60 cm thick layer with Bronze Age material on the site and dated, based on pottery, the
stone-covered earthen ramparts to the older phase of TEPC.

In Lake Fertd’s area, Gyula Novaki excavated two hilltop settlements, dating both to the first
half of the Bronze Age.® Fertéboz-Gradinahegy (fig. 5. 4) is situated at 177.5 m a.B.s.l. on top of
a narrowing hilltop at the southern rim of the Fert6 Basin with three steep sides, while a double
ditch-and-rampart complex closed down access on the southern side. Gyula Novaki cut through
the outer rampart, erected between two palisade lines, and the ditch by its outer side in 1963.%
In 1964, he also cut through the inner rampart and observed stones piled up at its outer palisade
wall to support the earthen structure.®® The find material is currently under evaluation; while
the pottery raised the possibility of assigning the features to the Gata—Wieselburg and/or late
Unétice/Vétetfov cultural complexes, a recent radiocarbon data from the remains of one of the
wooden posts has questioned the Bronze Age origin of the fortifications.*

The other site is Fertorakos-Kecskehegy in the western zone of the Fertd Basin, where Gyula
Novaki investigated the fortifications of a settlement on top of a hill at 218 m a.B.s.1., towering
above the valley of the Rakos Stream (fig 5. 5). He opened a metre-wide exploratory trench
cutting through the western end of the inner rampart in 1948, observing a similar sandwich
structure with palisade walls on either side, as well as a 90 cm-wide dry stone wall between the
inner edge of the ditch and the rampart.®” The earthen body of the rampart comprised several
Early and Middle Bronze Age pottery fragments, but Novaki also found Celtic or Roman wheel-
thrown sherds close to the modern surface.®® The arched outer rampart connected the two ends of
the inner rampart; a ditch (a short section of which had been filled by today) run along its outer
side.®” A recent metal detector survey brought to light a bronze halberd of the Unétice culture
from the area of the presumed hillfort.”

The settlement at Nagycenk-Als6-domb-diild is situated at 180 m a.B.s.l. on top of a large
plateau 20 m above the valley of the Arany Stream just before it flows into the Ikva River south
of Lake Fertd (fig. 5. 6). Based on the pre-established criteria, this site classifies as a hilltop
settlement. The two sides of the hill facing a curve of the stream are steep; the site was excavated
preceding the construction of Motorway M85, but no phenomenon indicating a prehistoric
fortification was unearthed.”! The find material is characteristic of the transition of the Middle
and Late Bronze Ages with Mad’arovce, early Tumulus culture, and abundant Litzenkeramik-
style fragments.”

Based on the survey behind this study, hilltop settlements emerged in Northwestern
Transdanubia with the Kisapostag culture; several settlements in this period — including plainland
and hilltop ones — were engirded by perimeter ditches of unknown function. The clarification
of the extent of the settlement at Ménfocsanak-Csanak-hegy is problematic due partially to the
area being built-up; based on its currently estimated size of 1 ha, it was a smaller one. Ravazd-

8t Novaki 1979 78-84, Pl. 7-8; Kiss 2012a 270.

2 Novaki 1979 78-84; Kiss 2012a 209, fig. 62, PL. 1. 1-17.

8 Novaki 1975 328, fig. 4.

84 Novaki 1964a; Novaki 1964b; Novdki 1975 328.

% Novaki 1965b; Novaki 1965c¢.

8 Jankovits in print. | thank Katalin Jankovits and Viktoria Kiss for the information on the site.
7 Novaki 1952; Novdki 1997 29-32.

88 Novaki 1952; Novdki 1997 30.

8 Novaki 1952; Novdki 1997 30, 32.

" Mrenka 2022 15-17, fig. 3, Tab. 3.

" Savanyu 2020c.

2 I thank Attila Mrenka and Barint Savanyu for the possibility to see the find material.
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Villibald-domb (5 ha) was almost as big as the fortified area at Bakonyszentlaszlo-Kesello-hegy 1.
(5.9 ha).” Several Middle Bronze Age hilltop settlements are known from the area of Lake Fertd;
they have yet to be assigned to ceramic styles and linked with nearby settlements and cemeteries.
Fert6érakos-Kecskehegy covers 3 ha,”* while the plateau of Nagycenk-Als6-domb-diilé extends
to 18 ha.

Outlook on the settlement networks of the surrounding areas

Hilltop settlements probably formed the skeleton of the Middle Bronze Age TEPC settlement
network.” The work summarising the data on over a hundred TEPC sites from Hungary
describes fifteen as hilltop settlements.” The TEPC site register of Komarom-Esztergom County,
neighbouring the study area from the east, includes four hilltop settlements of the Tokod group,
a cultural unit coeval with the Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery transitive phase and
partially the older phase of TEPC.”” Besides, two hilltop settlements’ with the timber-supported
rampart — 2 m high in the first phase and 2.5-3 m high in the second — and the related ditch
surrounding the settlement at Siitt6-Nagysanctetd were assigned to TEPC.” In the last phase of
the settlement, dating to the transition between the Middle and Late Bronze Ages (Rei Bz B),
the fortification lost its function and the houses with TEPC—Mad’arovce-style find material
were built on top of the ramparts.’® The 1.5-1.6 m-thick layer related to multiple Bronze Age
occupation horizons at Veszprém-Varhegy in Veszprém County contained material dating to
the Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery and younger TEPC phases, respectively.®! Most
younger TEPC hilltop settlements have been discovered in southern Transdanubia, completing
previous research by Mér Wosinsky.®

Sites interpreted as central settlements in the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze
Ages and the Middle Bronze Age, respectively, are summarised in Table 2 (based on literature
and completing the list of data gleaned from Gy6r-Moson-Sopron County). These central
settlements usually had more than one occupation horizon; upon mapping their supposed areas
of influence,® the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages (2200/2100—-1900/1800
BC, Kisapostag culture, Late Kisapostag—Early Encrusted Pottery transitive phase, Tokod
group, Gata—Wieselburg culture) and the Middle Bronze Age (1900/1800-1600/1500 BC, TEPC,
Mad’arovce—Veétetov culture) were distinguished (fig. 6).

3 Novaki 1979 78-79, fig. 2.

™ Novaki 1997 30, 32-33.

S Dani et al. 2016 232.

% Kiss 2012a 211, 215. Bakonyszentlaszlo-Kesell6hegy 1. (11), Szentkiralyszabadja-Kéhegy II. (321),
Dunaszekcs6-Varhegy (83), Gyulaj-Poganyvar (122), Harc-Varhegy (127), Kolesd-Csonthegy (181),
Mucsi-(Lengyel)-Sanc (220), Pécs-Mecsekszabolcs (253), Pécs-Nagyarpad (254), Simontornya-Mozsi-
hegy (278), Somogyvar-Kupavarhegy (289), Siitt6-Nagysanctet6 (292), Tihany-Ovar (350), Tolnanéme-
di-Nebojsza (356), Veszprém-Varhegy (386-387).

77 Sarisap-Quadriburg I, Siittd-Kissanc, Tokod-Leshegy, Tokod-Sancok: Novaki 1975 327, Cseh 1999
28-29.

8 Cseh 1999 51, site 22. 1, 52, site 24. 3.

" Vadasz — Vékony 1982; Vékony 2000 178—179; Kiss 2012a 210, 297, fig. 62. 2.

80 Vékony 2000 178-180.

81 Csdnyi 1978.

82 Kiss 2012a 215; Dani et al. 2019 figs. 14-15.

8 The cells of the theoretical influence areas were generated in QGIS based on the central points of the
sites. Their sides are determined by straight lines drawn at a right angle at the midpoint of the lines
connecting neighbouring settlements. These cells are known as Thiessen (Santa 2010 31; Priskin et al.
2013 6) or Voronoi polygons (Puskas 2023 291-294, fig. 5).
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A EBA3- MBA 1 A MBA2-3

A Hilltop/hillfort settlements A Hilltop/hillfort settlements

[ Voronoi polygons [ Voronoi polygons
+ Settlements and settlement remains * Settlements and settlement remains
in County Gydr-Moson-Sopron in County Gydr-Moson-Sopron

1 2

Fig. 6. 1. Hilltop and hillfort settlements and the Voronoi polygons representing their hypothesised influence
areas in the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages in Transdanubia; 2. Hilltop and hillfort
settlements and the Voronoi polygons representing their hypothesised influence areas in Transdanubia
(site numbers are resolved in Table 2) (©OEszter Melis)

In the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages, more hilltop settlements seem
to have been north of Lake Balaton than south of it (fig. 6. 1), mainly sites of the Tokod group
along the Danube and other settlements in the southern and northern foregrounds of the Bakony
Mountains. Most open Kisapostag sites in Gyér-Moson-Sopron County lie in the supposed
influence area of the northernmost central settlement, Ménf6csanak-Csanak-hegy. The Gata—
Wieselburg settlements south of Lake Fertd lie in the influence areas of diverse central settlements.

Based on the available literature completed with data from research in Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron
and Komarom-Esztergom counties, fewer central settlements were in northern Transdanubia in
the Middle Bronze Age than in the previous period (fig. 6. 2). Large cells (also known as Thiessen
or Voronoi polygons) appear on the Voronoi diagram generated based on the central settlements,
dividing the eastern part of Gydr-Moson-Sopron County with open TEPC settlements into two
zones, the foregrounds of the Transdanubian Mountains and the Little Hungarian Plain. The large
cells — supposed influence areas — reflect, on the one hand, the state of research in the particular
regions while, on the other hand, they might also indicate a social structure different than that of
the communities residing in the territory of Central Hungary and the Great Hungarian Plain at
the time.?

Considerably smaller influence areas were calculated for Fertéboz-Gradinahegy (7able 2,
site 3) in the Lake Fert6 area; however, the larger territories of Fertérakos-Kecskehegy and

8 Dani et al. 2019 863—864.
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Nagycenk-Als6-domb-diilé (Table 2, sites 4 and 11) could be connected with similar settlements
in Burgenland, which distorts the model in the western areas. Collecting the settlements with
similar dating in Austria and cross-border analysis are beyond the scope of this study; therefore,
only a few sites well-known from archaeological literature are mentioned. Darufalva-Tabor
(Drassburg-Taborac, Austria), one of the eponymous sites of the Guntramsdorf—Drassburg group,
the Austrian group of Litzenkeramik, lies at 234 m a.B.S.1., only 12 km away from the recent shore
of Lake Fertd, on top of a plateau with three steep sides. The Bronze Age settlement at the site is
only one in a row of occupations from the Neolithic to the Early Middle Ages, the fortifications
belonging to the latter.’> Based on the scatter of settlement features assigned to the Litzenkeramik,
the entire plateau (save perhaps for the central zone) was inhabited in the period matching the
Middle Bronze Age in Hungary, while there is no conclusive evidence of a fortification in this
horizon.* Nagyhoflany-Follik-hegy (GroBhoflein-Follik, Austria) is situated on a plateau of 4.5
ha, divided by a ditch into two unequal parts. The plateau rises 92 m above the valley of the Sulz
Stream and flattens southwards. The steep sides were engirded by a dry stone wall fortifying a
palisade wall, while the gently sloping southern side was also protected by a V-profile ditch. The
site was first inhabited at the end of the Mesolithic, and the youngest findings dated to the Roman
Period; however, based on the find material, the main occupation horizons are those of the Late
Neolithic and the Litzenkeramik settlements.’” A double Litzenkeramik burial was found on the
site at 272 m a.B.s.1; the grave cut through a pit of the Vétetov culture.®

In the Early Bronze Age of Central Europe (roughly coeval with the Middle Bronze Age in
Hungary), hilltop and/or fortified settlements were established in a vast area from the territory
of today’s Switzerland to Eastern Slovakia.* While some regional differences are present, they
all represent a similar lifestyle; their emergence was probably brought about by the formation
of an active connection network involving the related communities (more specifically, their
elite) aimed at an effective exploitation of available natural resources.”® A major concentration
of hilltop settlements was identified in Southwestern Slovakia, neighbouring the study area in
the north; the emergence of this cluster is probably connected with the copper ore reserves of the
Spis-Gemer Ore Mountains.”

Summary

The territory of Gyér-Moson-Sopron County has been a little researched area; the recent survey
has revealed a more dense settlement network there between the end of the Early Bronze Age
and the start of the Late Bronze Age than hypothesized before. Based on the author’s research,
the wetlands of the Hansag and the Kapuvar Plain were mostly uninhabited for 800 years from
2200/2100 to 1500/1400 BC. West of that, settlements of the Gata—Wieselburg culture were
scattered in the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages, while communities of the
coeval Kisapostag culture inhabited more intensively the eastern zone of the county, especially
the lands between the Raba and Rabca rivers (fig. 1).

Considerably more TEPC settlements distributed in a significantly larger area have been
identified in the county’s territory; their elevated number suggests a population increase compared

8 Neugebauer 1994 141-143; Miiller 2016 67, Abb. 1-2.

8 Miiller 2016 5052, Abb. 8.

87 Benkovsky-Pivovarova — Gomori — Kaus 1988 12, fig. 5.

8 Benkovsky-Pivovarova — Gomori — Kaus 1988 8-10, figs. 3—4; Vékony 2000 176—-177.
8 Ettel 2010 353-354, Abb. 1; Jaeger 2016.

% Jaeger 2016 139.

oV Ettel 2010 354-355; Duberow — Pernicka —Krenn-Leeb 2009 fig. 1.
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to the previous period. The most intensively settled parts at the time of TEPC were those between
the Raba and Moson Danube rivers, with another settlement concentration in the foregrounds of
the Transdanubian Mountains (fig. 2). Settlements were sparse west of the Hansag in the Middle
Bronze Age, while sites with similar find material, bearing the stylistic traits of the Mad’arovce—
Vétetov—Boheimkirchen cultural complex, have also been discovered in the eastern parts of the
county, indicating a patchwork of communities with diverse cultural background inhabiting these
lands. This diversity had disappeared by the start of the Late Bronze Age, and settlements of the
Tumulus culture emerged along the Réba River and in the area of Lake Fert6. While Tumulus
culture settlements spread over an even bigger area than Kisapostag or TEPC in the previous
periods, their count is significantly lower, indicating a population decrease.

Upon analysing the setting of the sites, a distinction was made between open and hilltop
settlements; the former were preponderant in all three periods (fig. 4). Large-scale excavations
have revealed extensive settlements, stretching tens of hectares of the Kisapostag and Gata—
Wieselburg cultures; however, all of them are non-intensive, consisting of scattered, loose clusters
of settlement features. The higher intensity of TEPC settlements and the multilayer settlement
of the culture at Mosonszentmiklds indicate prolonged settling. Completing the work of Gyula
Novéki, a couple of hilltop settlements from the end of the Early and the Middle Bronze Ages were
identified in the Pannonhalmi- and Fertomelléki-dombsag. The analysis of the newly identified
sites with the coeval hilltop and hillfort settlements collected from literature outlined a relatively
articulated settlement network in the transitive phase of the Early and Middle Bronze Ages. In
the following Middle Bronze Age, the Voronoi cells of TEPC settlements match the settlement
concentrations in the area between the Raba and Moson Danube rivers and the foregrounds of the
Transdanubian Mountains. The assessment of the difference or hierarchy between the settlements
requires significantly more excavations or non-destructive investigations, in order to determine
their extent and intensity and reveal special features or items, as well as a comprehensive survey
of their catchment areas, including the reconstruction of the water network and the identification
of the possibly available natural resources.”

2 Duffy 2014, Kienlin — P. Fischl — Pusztai 2018.
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