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FROM THE CENTRAL REGION TOWARDS THE PERIPHERIES.  
A CHRONOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF A PRESTIGE GOOD – THE MOUNT 

ORNAMENTED SABRETACHE

Erwin GÁLLa, Réka FÜLÖPb, Szabolcs NAGYc

a‟Vasile Pârvan” Institute of Archaeology, Bucharest, Romania, e‑mail: erwin.gall@iabvp.ro 
bHungarian National Museum, Budapest, Hungary, e‑mail: fulop.reka@mnm.hu 
cNational Museum of the History of Transylvania, Cluj‑Napoca, Romania, e‑mail: kollek2001@yahoo.com

Keywords: prestige goods, mount ornamented sabretaches, central region, periphery, chronological analysis, 10th century
Abstract: The spatial and chronological spread of sabretaches decorated with mounts, one of the emblematic prestige goods of the Hungarian Conquest 
period, represents a relatively underexplored area of 10th‑century funerary archaeology. The present study examines the dating of this category of objects 
through five aspects. It concluding that although the spread of this specific item – considered a symbol of societal prestige – begins with the Hungarian 
Conquest, and its use is traceable as early as the 9th century, the quantitative peak of its usage was reached significantly later, during the mid‑to‑late 
10th century. Other than the early/earlier examples from Karos and Szeged, a significant number of such items can be dated to much later periods.
This clearly suggests that a parallel use of sabretaches decorated with mounts and those decorated with plates occurred, moreover, the specimen from 
Choma dates later than all known plate‑decorated sabretaches. 
The sabretaches from the Upper Tisza region, Cluj‑Napoca, and Przemyśl share structural similarities, in contrast to the examples from the Szeged and 
Budapest’s surroundings, and these structural similarities hold a chronological significance as well. It can be asserted, based on the earliest identifiable 
examples from the Upper Tisza region, that the spread of sabretaches decorated with mounts, similarly to those decorated with plates, appears to 
follow a multi‑phase chronological process, the latest occurrences being those from Cluj‑Napoca, Choma, and Przemyśl – in southern Poland. This fact 
likely has geopolitical and geoeconomic explanations, as both regions are known for their significant salt resources.

Cuvinte-cheie: bunuri de prestigiu, gentuțe decorate cu aplice, regiune centrală, periferie, analiză cronologică, secolul X 
Rezumat: Distribuția spațială și cronologică a gentuțelor decorate cu aplice, una dintre piesele de prestigiu emblematice ale perioadei cuceririi ungare (secolul X),  
reprezintă un domeniu destul de puțin cercetat de către arheologia funerară a secolului al X‑lea. Studiul de față analizează datarea acestei categorii 
de obiecte, urmărind cinci aspecte. Concluzia este că, deși răspândirea acestui obiect – considerat un simbol al prestigiului social – începe din secolul 
al IX‑lea, respectiv începutul secolului al X‑lea, apogeul utilizării sale a fost atins mult mai târziu, la mijlocul sau sfârșitul secolului al X‑lea. În afară de 
exemplele timpurii de la Karos și Szeged, semnificativ de multe astfel de obiecte pot fi datate în perioade mult mai târzii.
Acest lucru sugerează în mod clar utilizarea în paralel a gentuțelor decorate cu aplice și a celor decorate cu plăcuțe; în plus, gentuța decorată cu aplice 
de la Choma (Ucraina) se datează mai târziu decât cele decorate cu plăcuțe.
Gentuțele decorate cu aplici din regiunea Tisei Superioare, Cluj‑Napoca și Przemyśl prezintă asemănări structurale, reprezentând deosebiri față de 
exemplarele din zona Szeged și din împrejurimile Budapestei. Totodată, aceste asemănări structurale au și o semnificație cronologică. Se poate afirma, 
pe baza celor mai timpurii exemple identificabile din regiunea Tisei Superioare, că răspândirea gentuțelor decorate cu aplice, similar celor decorate 
cu plăcuțe, pare să urmeze un proces cronologic în mai multe faze, cele mai recente apariții fiind cele din Cluj‑Napoca, Choma și Przemyśl – în sudul 
Poloniei. Acest fapt are probabil explicații geopolitice și geoeconomice, deoarece ambele regiuni (sudul Poloniei și zona Clujului) sunt cunoscute pentru 
resursele lor semnificative de sare.

1. INTRODUCTION: SPACE AND ITS STRUCTURES

Structures are the “creators” and shapers of history, 
and at the same time, human group identities originate 
from and are created by them, determining the (relative) 
territoriality of these groups1. In pre‑modern times, 
power was not organized from base to top, but from 

1	 The concept of territoriality of political structures has changed its 
meaning several times throughout history. The modern concept of 
political territoriality can be defined as an active strategy for governing 
a geographical area (which may also become political): Vollaard 2009, 
p. 687‒706, and it shows significant differences from the ancient 
concept of political territoriality (Ando, Richardson 2017).

top to bottom, that is, legitimacy did not come from the 
people, but from divine‑sacred sources2, and was organized 
around the leader (the khagan, the king etc.). We could 
also say that the leader or the elite had people, and not 
that the people had a leader, and thus, the principle of 
Rousseau’s “popular sovereignty”3 that can be traced 

2	 “In the barbarian kingdoms God was understood to be the ultimate 
source of royal authority. This notion, which was widely prevalent in 
the sixth century, became focused into the formula that such a ruler 
was ‘king by the grace of God’ (rex dei gratia) – that he ruled by God’s 
favour. This formulation became fundamental to medieval conceptions 
of kingship and was the distant ancestor of early modern divine right 
monarchy” (Canning 2003, p. 17).

3	 Greenfield 1996, p. 3–40.
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back to modern European traditions was unknown to the 
early medieval nomadic societies. The main characteristic 
of these societies is the phenomenon called “nomadic 
rivalry”, in an era of – often short‑lived – structures created 
by nomadic “big‑men” (e.g. the most well‑known, Temujin 
the empire‑builder) and their entourage and clans. From 
a historical‑sociological perspective, the result of this 
competition was the emergence of a major clan, under 
which “brother‑in‑law clans”4 were constantly competing to 
advance in a conical system and obtain the political power.

This phenomenon, i.e. the constant change 
(fluctuation) of all the elites, fundamentally determined 
the highly relative territoriality of these nomadic Asian 
political structures5, since the structural instability was a 
consequence of the rivalry of the clans. The character of 
the nomadic groups should not be viewed from a modern 
territorial perspective, since their main objective was the 
acquisition and control of the resources of the territories 
(especially the salt lands and the pastures), and of masses 
of people to be exploited. This was facilitated by the road 
infrastructure created during the Roman period in the 
Carpathian Basin. In pre‑modern times, nomadic formations 
occupied various positions in a “vertical” hierarchy of the 
micro‑communities or micro‑clans, and their position was 
determined by the various leaders and commanders of the 
vertical structure.

These structural observations can be applied to the 
“dynamic‑conical clan system”6 of power in the Carpathian 
Basin during the 10th‑century conquest period, the relative 
territorial extent of which can be “identified” by prestige 
goods and rituals such as the geographical distribution of 
10th‑century horse burials (Fig. 1). The slaughter of the 
horse is followed by the deposition of its head and tibiae in 
the grave, which is a clearly mnemonic, memory‑enhancing 
ceremony, and indirectly, a sign of the individual’s status 
in the community. Partial (the head and the bones of the 
four legs) and symbolic horse burials were recorded in 1505 
graves (704 sites). However, their chronological analysis 
is still pending, but we clearly must take this “prestige 
phenomenon” into account even in the 11th century, 
especially in the peripheral communities not yet reached 
by Christianity. 

It is evident that the Carpathian Basin in geographical 
sense, cannot be considered a unified cultural region in the 

4	 Dávid Somfai‑Kara lists several clans that can be linked to the individual: 
his own (patrilinear) clan, his mother’s clan, his wife’s clan, the clan of 
his married daughter, and the clan of his brother‑in‑law. Somfai‑Kara 
2017, p. 343‒355. Modelling: Gáll 2020, figs. 2–3.

5	 In these cases, we can observe essential differences compared to the 
Germanic power structures integrated by the Mediterranean‑style 
Greco‑Roman system. Pohl 2003, p. 571–574; Hall 2018, p. 17–37.

6	 For the concept of the “conical clan” that was proposed in the first 
half of the 20th century, see Kirchhoff 1955, p. 1–10. The members of 
the modern nation are – in principle – treated equally by the law, and 
their identity is located on the same plane, horizontally, so to speak 
(“horizontal society”), so in their case, we can observe an equality of 
identity (Friedmann 1999, p. 11–12). For example, a president and a 
factory worker are equal before the law!

early medieval period (we hardly find any horse burials east 
of the Central Mureș region and the majority of the area 
west of Lake Balaton), and in this regard, the interpretation 
of the geographical distribution of prestige goods is of 
particular importance.

2. ON PRESTIGE GOODS AND THEIR NETWORKS 
IN GENERAL

Objects representing prestige and their concept have 
been present since the existence of the very first human 
social structures, since the concept served the interest 
of the leader or the leading elite, which was (as a human 
feature) also prone to do so, to indicate and symbolize 
their own – acquired or inherited (or maybe sometimes 
imagined) – distinguished status. From this point of view, 
these elements can be classified as social symbols7, luxury 
items, prestige goods8 that are not required for survival, in 
contrast to those of daily necessity.

In order to acquire and/or maintain the status of 
an individual/social elite, it was essential to symbolize 
prestige goods recognized by the elite of the given political 
structures. In hierarchical societies, prestige goods served 
as a means of accumulating wealth and, more importantly, 
as symbols of power or authority. These observations are 
even more relevant in the case of the “nomadic rivalry” 
and the “big men” of the nomadic societies (such as the 
Hungarian society of the 9th–10th centuries).

If we take into consideration the distribution ratio 
of prestige goods, their network seems to have been 
characterized by a pyramid‑like structure, with fewer nodes 
at the top and more at the bottom, and which display the 
hierarchy‑centred pattern of burial networks (Fig. 2). These 
can be described in the terms of David L. Clark’s “prestige 
chain exchange”9 or Friedman and Rowlands’ “prestige 
goods systems”10. 

In early medieval societies, male violence, carrying 
arms, and the use of weapons were integral parts of male 
identity, especially among the social elite (in contrast to 
the concept and social perception of productive labour). 
In consequence, weaponry and the associated object 
categories also served as status indicators and symbols,11 
and can be defined as elements of the “prestige goods 
systems”. And accordingly, weapons became part of both 
the personalized ritual of the man’s commemoration, and 
the identity of the group. These prestige objects can only 
be indirectly linked to the frequently mentioned (and 
highly diverse) social statuses in a specific, well‑observed 

7	 On symbols: DPS 1995, p. 224; Jung 1994, p. 227; Niedermüller 1993, 
p. 158; Mannheim 1995, p. 36, 131. 

8	 Often, goods considered to be of high status or high value by a society 
were in limited trade, such as amber, copper, glass beads, and seashells 
in ancient times. High‑prestige goods served to increase the political 
value of trade for local elites.

9	 Clarke 2014, p. 429–431.
10	 Friedman, Rowlands 1977, p. 224–232.
11	Davidson 1989, p. 11‒24. 
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context. In a rivalry‑based age with loosely structured 
social frameworks, they could symbolically represent an 
individual’s often temporary (or even imagined) status, 
such as that of a warrior, chief, or man. However, these 
objects indeed played a pivotal role in the functioning of 
the society as a whole, while the loss of access to prestige 
goods could lead to a legitimacy crisis or even a complete 
political collapse for the given macro‑group.

3. ON PRESTIGE GOODS IN THE LIGHT OF 
10TH‑CENTURY FUNERARY ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE 

CARPATHIAN BASIN

Since other, more accurate narrative of archaeological 
sources such as fortifications are absent, we can only 
analyse the finds and the archaeological signs of rituals in 
graves that can be considered of great value (e.g. partial 

horse burials), and finally, prestige goods in the Carpathian 
Basin’s society of the 10th century. 

These items and ritual elements could be related to 
personal and community values; thus, they were concluded 
to be symbols of these communities within the micro‑ and 
macro‑group, and as such, they formed their emerging 
symbol system. Since – as mentioned earlier – direct, 
personal relationships were the determining factors in the 
system of “brother‑in‑law clans”, these prestige objects 
and rituals most certainly also expressed the socio‑political 
status within the group, and based on these data, a vertical 
structure can be modelled in addition to the collective 
identity12. With these 10th‑century prestige goods, people 
could achieve a strong visual display of special identity 
and status at various social gatherings13, thus these were 
integrated into the symbolic communication mediums of 
power via the sociological act of burial. These military items 
(weapons and their accessories) became the main artefacts 
of symbolically generalized communication media. In this 
regard, the tendency was to decorate the weapons, and 
respectively other military accessories, with gold or silver 
gilt fittings, some of them of exceptional artistic quality, 
delivering powerful visual statements of identity and 
visualising power.

Regarding the 10th‑century prestige goods, we can 
distinguish two categories: finds recorded in either small 
or large quantities, therefore we have classified them into 
two groups:

Group A (gold and silver mounted sabres/14, quivers 
with gilded silver mount/8, sabretache plates/29, mount 
ornamented sabretaches/15) – the small quantity can 
be integrated in the visual communication system of a 
smaller group.

Graves belonging in Group B (mounted belt, 
simple sabres without ornaments, horse burials [Fig. 1]) 
and their context are closely related to the finds of the 
aforementioned group, and together, these are expressions 
of certain cultural habitus, since elements of this group, 
such as the mounted belt and the horse sacrifice, can also 
be found in the graves of Group “A”.

The concentration and network node of the objects 
of Group “A” in the Upper Tisza region indicate that 
merely a narrow circle of the power elite could benefit 
from high‑quality goods14, while sporadic appearance in 
other regions can have several explanations, ranging from 
the clan system, the personal, subordinate relations, to 
micro‑group or personal migration.

In the case of simpler iron sabres, at least 5 nodes can 
be identified on the distribution maps of the Carpathian 
Basin (Upper Tisza region, Körös–Tisza region, the areas 
of Cluj‑Napoca and Budapest, Nitra, and the Váh river 
valley) (Fig.  5/A), while graves containing mounted 

12	Perhaps the most fundamental feature of any collective identity is 
the duality of separation and unification: it separates one group from 
another externally, while creating unity/unifying within the group.

13	Høilund Nielsen 1997, p. 129‒148.
14	Gáll, M. Lezsák 2018, p. 89–95, Fig. 7.

Figure 2. Model of the hierarchical clan system (edited by the authors).
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belts are relatively evenly distributed throughout the 
Carpathian Basin, from the middle Mureș valley to Lake 
Fertő (Fig. 5/B)15.

These facts may indicate that the higher category of 
“prestige goods” most likely presume Hodges’ type 2 “solar 
system type”16. Also, the early medieval “cultural borders” 
may also be delineated by this archaeological landscape in 
the east, west, and south directions17.

15	Révész 1996, p. 79, 94, 113/2. kép; Gáll 2015, Fig. 22.
16	Hodges 2012, p. 4: 2.
17	On borders, see Pohl 2008, p. 130–132. Regarding cultural borders 

in Transylvania, after recording 420 archaeological sites from the 
7th–10/11th centuries, we concluded that: 1. the known archaeological 
sites are mainly distributed on an area stretching from the western, low 
floodplains to the somewhat higher, 500–600 m hilly areas, although 
there are a few occurences in areas with a much higher altitude, as 
well; 2. however, the burial/funerary sites are documented primarily 

Since the dispersion in the Carpathian Basin of a 
certain prestige good, the sabretache plate, indicates 
a multi‑stage chronological process18, we considered it 
important to also analyse the chronological aspect of this 
problem in the case of another prestige good, the mount 
ornamented sabretache!

in the western parts of Transylvania (the valleys of the Someșul Mic, 
the middle course of the Mureș, and the lower course of the Târnava 
Mică and Târnava Mare Rivers), regardless whether we talk about 
the “Avar” (7th–8/9th centuries), “Bulgarian” (9th–10th centuries), or 
“Hungarian Conqueror” groups (10th century). The lack of funerary 
sites in eastern and central Transylvania dated to the 7th–11th centuries 
can be attributed primarily to the fact that these areas were a kind of 
“stateless”, unintegrated into the network of powers, so we can speak 
of the existence of a cultural “border” between the East and West 
Transylvania. Gáll et alii 2024, p. 323–382.

18	Gáll, M. Lezsák 2018, p. 89–95. 

Figure 3. Conquest Period prestige goods from the Carpathian Basin in funerary contexts (Groups “A” and “B”).
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4. ABOUT THE CARPATHIAN BASIN MOUNT 
ORNAMENTED SABRETACHES IN GENERAL19

In contrast to the sabretache plates, usually attributed 
by researchers to the Carpathian Basin, mount ornamented 
sabretaches had a broader space distribution, practically 
from Denmark to Inner Asia20. The first mount ornamented 
sabretache that can be evaluated as a prestige good was 
identified by Tibor Horváth in grave no. 9 of Karos I burial 
site21, and it was followed by the Streda nad Bodrogom 
find, which was reconstructed by Gyula László in 1944. 
The influence of 19th‑century evolutionary theories 
regarding mount ornamented sabretaches can be clearly 
observed in István Dienes’ approach, who considered 
that the ornaments of sabretaches can be arranged in a 
developmental order, i.e. they were first decorated with 
a few engravings, and consequently, as the mounts have 
become more common, a plate covering the entire cover 
developed over time22. This view was refined by László 
Révész, who partly accepted Dienes’ theory, but also 
formed a critique, stating that a strict chronological order 
cannot be conceived, especially in the light of the mount 
ornamented sabretaches and sabretache plates found in 
the Karos II burial site23. Based on his analysis, he dated this 
object category to the first half of the 10th century, but he 
also left open some chronological questions regarding the 
chronology of the mount ornamented sabretaches. We will 
address these issues in the following.

5. THE ISSUE OF DATING THE CARPATHIAN BASIN 
MOUNT ORNAMENTED SABRETACHES

The basis of every archaeological analysis is the 
most accurately possible chronological dating of the finds, 
the most basic prerequisite of which is a very precise 
archaeological context. However, the time span when 
these objects were in use and their burial in the grave are 
two different things, and basically each case requires a 
separate analysis24. In 10 of the 15 cases, we have more or 
less reliable documented archaeological contexts, and we 
attempted to examine their dating based on several aspects.

A. Dating by seriation 

Using a mathematical‑statistical method based on 
the combination of finds and interrelations between finds 
(PAST seriation program), the connections between the 

19	A decent or less good catalogue of the majority of the 15 mount 
ornamented sabretaches with bibliography: Sabretache Plates 2022.

20	E.g. Hedenstierna‑Johnson, Holmgvist Olausson 2006, p.  56–59; 
Gräslund 1984; Sabretache Plates 2022; Türk et alii 2024, 137–156. 

21	The find was not published until 1996. Révész 1996, p. 140–141,  
78. kép.

22	Dienes 1973, p. 206–209.
23	Révész 1996, p. 143–144.
24	Possible versions in the production, acquisition, use, and storage of 

artifacts: Steuer 1998, p. 141: Abb. 4.

funerary inventory containing the 10 examined mount 
ornamented sabretaches show a considerably uniform 
character and the same cultural habitus; we hardly find 
any object type that would be different from the rest of this 
group, and this difference has chronological significance 
in only one case (the trapezoidal stirrup from Karos). 
Other prestige goods in these graves are mounted belts  
(4 cases), simple, undecorated sabres (4 cases), and a 
single sabre ornamented with gilded silver fittings; so far, 
no double‑edged swords or sabre‑handled swords have 
been identified in mount ornamented sabretache burials.

B. Dating by 10th century typo‑chronology

Typo‑chronology used in dating 10th century numismatic 
material and analogies can also be applied in numerous 
cases of mount ornamented sabretache burials. While two 
previously unidentified coins were found in the Cluj‑Napoca 
grave, a dirhem dated between 961–976 was identified 
in grave no. 3 in Choma25. However, only two burials are 
known to contain finds typical of the second half of the 
10th century (grave no. 41 of Karos II – trapezoidal stirrup, 
grave no. 6 of Przemyśl – lyre‑shaped buckle); the dating 
of the objects found in the other graves – from clothing 
items to horse tack – cannot be pinpointed more accurately 
within the 10th century. Even though the Szeged – Öthalom 
grave cannot be dated precisely based on the inventory, 
the mount ornamented sabretache itself constitutes an 
independent type, which may justify the chronological 
separation (see Fig. 6).

C. Dating based on the wear marks observed on the 
objects and the biological age of the skeletons

In the majority of the mounts of such items, we can 
identify wear marks and repairs, which indicates their 
prolonged use26. The advanced age of the skeletons found 
in some graves (Karos funerary site II, grave no. 41: around 
50 years old, grave no 11: senilis; Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor 
Street, grave no. 25: 60–65 years old) confirms this and it is 
directly related to this. Also, in cases such as Tiszavasvári – 
Nagy Gyepáros, we can narrow down the dating of the 
grave and the object due to the age of infans II.

D. Horizontal stratigraphic internal chronology of 
cemeteries/cemetery sections containing mount 
ornamented sabretaches and the dating of graves with 
sabretache plates

The aforementioned homogeneity of the finds 
confirms that we can only specify a more accurate 
chronology by analysing the internal chronology of the 

25	Other opinions: Al Halabi et alii 2024, p. 293–300.
26	However, we must add that this can be accurately verified directly 

and primarily through microscopic examinations. For this reason, 
typo‑chronological analyses based on drawings and low‑quality 
photographs are unreliable.
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cemeteries in question. Based on the context of about 15 
mount ornamented sabretaches in the Carpathian Basin, 
this is possible in the case of about eight cemeteries27.

D.1. Streda nad Bodrogom – Bálványdomb (Fig. 8)

Based on the pendant mount found in grave no. 4 
(located northeast of grave no. 3) among the rich inventory 
from the small cemetery of Streda nad Bodrogom  – 

27	Since it is unpublished, the analysis of the cemetery of the Páty‑Malom 
dűlő was not mentioned here. In their brief analysis, the authors dated 
it to the first half of the 10th century (Berta, Major 2022, p. 31–35).

Bálványdomb, the cemetery or cemetery section can be 
dated to the second half of the 10th century28.

D.2. Karos – Eperjesszög cemetery II (Fig. 9)

Research dates one of the most important cemeteries 
of the Hungarian Conquest period to the early years of the 
10th century. However, grave no. 41 of the Karos II cemetery 
was identified in section of the cemetery used in the later 
years29. László Révész classified this section among the 
burials of Group II, belonging to the cemetery’s later phase. 
However, the fact that graves no. 11 and 61, identified in an 
earlier section of the cemetery, were located next to grave 
no. 52, whose biological relative/sibling (grave no. 11 of the 
Karos III cemetery) was dated to the mid‑10th century based 
on a radiocarbon (14C) sample30, is also worthy of attention. 
The ornamentation on the sabre hilt from grave no. 11 in 
the Karos cemetery II shows visible stylistic resemblance to 
the sabretache plates from Karos – Eperjesszög cemetery 
II grave no. 29 (the same funerary site), Tarcal – Vinnai 
dűlő, as well as to the ones from grave “A” of Rakamaz – 
Strázsahalom31. Following Fettich’s terminology, pieces 
from this “plated” group can be dated approximately to 
the second third of the 10th century.

D.3. Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor Street (Fig. 10)

The classical typo‑chronological dating of the grave 
goods found in the 26 graves in the Cluj‑Napoca cemetery 
is generally difficult to carry out within the 10th century. 
However, based on current research, the earrings with 
grape bunch pendants from graves no. 3 and 8 cannot be 
dated earlier than the mid‑10th century32.

D.4. Przemyśl – Rycerska Street

The cemetery in southern Poland has been dated 
from the early 10th century to the 950s/960s33. Along 
the mount ornamented sabretache burial, a pair of silver 
earrings with grape bunch pendants (grave no. 2) and an 
S‑ended lockring (grave no. 16) confirm the dating of this 
burial site to the second half of the 10th century34.

D.5. Szeged – Öthalom, grave no. 124

The burial group excavated in Szeged – Öthalom’s 
63,000‑m² Sandpit V consists of eight burials located at 
significant distances from each other. The graves of this 
group are not part of a single continuous community,  
but represent different chronological phases, which 

28	Bálint 1991, p. 123–132.
29	Révész 1996, p. 194, 197.
30	Türk et alii 2021, p. 54.
31	AH 1996, p. 89.
32	Gáll 2013, Vol. I: p. 266.
33	AH 1996, p. 440.
34	Gáll 2020, p. 222–225.

Figure 7. Reconstructed mount ornamented sabretache of grave no. 25 of 
Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor street.



	 From the Central Region Towards the Peripheries. A Chronological Analysis of a Prestige Good – the Mount Ornamented Sabretache	 303

Figure 8. Map of the Streda nad Bodrogom‑Bálványdomb funerary site. 

Figure 9. Prestige goods recorded in the Karos II cemetery (including mount ornamented sabretaches).
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suggests that this elevated, hilly site was used for burials 
at various times. Radiocarbon (14C) analysis indicates that 
dating graves no. 36 and 124 to the 9th century is plausible, 
while graves no. 150 and 287 (based on the presence of 
band bracelets with twisted end) are definitely datable to 
approximately the mid‑10th century.

D.6. Tiszaeszlár – Bashalom cemetery II 

This cemetery consists of a single long row of graves, 
and an infant’s burial, grave no. 2 is among the more 
accurately dateable finds. Grave no. 2 is remarkable by 
the coins from Hugh of Provence (926–931) and Lothair II 
(945–950), along with grave no. 3, containing Gâmbaș‑type 
pendant mounts and rectangular garment ornaments. 
These findings clearly date the cemetery, used for a short 
period, to the mid‑to‑late 10th century35.

D.7. Tiszavasvári – Nagy Gyepáros

Grave no. 16 of presumably an infans II belongs to 
Group I of these burials concentrated in two groups. Here, 
graves of two adults (one male, one female) and four 
children (infans I and II) are known. The high proportion 
of infant burials in this small cemetery suggests that it was 
used only for a short period36. In Group II, several female 

35	A golden Byzantine solidus was found in male grave no. 7, Teophilus – 
Michael II – Constantine (832–839). Tóth 2014, p. 34–45.

36	Tóth 2014, p. 157–158.

burials (graves no. 7, 9, and 12) contained kaftan pendants, 
shirt collar mounts, and rectangular garment mounts, 
which are dated to the mid‑to‑late 10th century. It can be 
presumed that the mount ornamented sabretache burial 
was also interred in the same period.

D.8. Choma – Szipahát

It is difficult to determine the precise time frame 
of this cemetery, estimated to contain 150–200 graves. 
However, certain grave goods, like earrings with grape 
bunch pendants (graves no. 41 and 52), twisted bracelets 
(grave no. 50), as well as the above‑mentioned dirham, 
clearly place this section of the cemetery in the second 
half – the end of the 10th century37.

In summary, we can state that several artifacts 
known from these cemeteries (such as the earrings with 
grape bunch pendants found in Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor 
Street in graves no. 3 and 8, Przemyśl grave no. 16, Choma 
graves no. 41 and 52; the pendant mounts from Streda 
nad Bodrogom – Bálványdomb grave no. 4, Tiszaeszlár – 
Bashalom Cemetery II grave no. 3, Tiszavasvári – Nagy 
Gyepáros graves no. 7 and 12; the rectangular garment 
ornaments from Tiszaeszlár – Bashalom cemetery II grave 
no. 3, Tiszavasvári  – Nagy Gyepáros grave no. 9; the 
kaftan pendants from Tiszavasvári – Nagy Gyepáros grave 

37	Balahuri, Fodor 1998, Ris. 2–13.

Figure 10. Map of the Tiszavasvári‑Nagy Gyepáros funerary site.
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Figure 11. 14C calibration of Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor street, grave no. 25 (equine and human bone samples).
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no. 9; S‑ended lock ring from Przemyśl grave no. 16; the 
trapezoidal stirrup from Karos that supports a later dating) 
indicate a funerary horizon from the middle or the second 
half of the 10th century.

E. Dating using the 14C method

Radiocarbon dating has gained a limited ground 
in the research of the Hungarian Conquest period38, in 
consequence, we have only two radiocarbon dates for 
mount ornamented sabretache graves (Cluj‑Napoca –
Plugarilor Street, grave no. 25 and Szeged – Öthalom V, 
grave no. 124). The entirely unique ornamentation of the 
mount ornamented sabretache from Szeged – Öthalom V, 
grave no. 124 has been quite reliably dated with a 1‑Sigma 
calibration accuracy of 68.3% to the 9th century39. 

The most reliable dating of the Cluj‑Napoca  – 
Plugarilor Street Grave 25, based on both human and 
animal samples, places it in the second half of the  
10th century40. The horse bone sample provides a quite 
accurate dating in the last third of the 10th century,  
which is also confirmed by eight further 14C dates from 
the cemetery41.

38	Data obtained from 9 sites using the AMS method, and 7 other sites 
using the classical 14C method. Szenthe et alii 2024, p. 447, Fig. 2.

39	Türk et alii 2015, p. 112, 17. kép 1.
40	Gáll et alii 2023, 217–218, Fig. 11/A–B.
41	Unpublished research carried out by the authors.

7. CONCLUSIONS

In this brief analysis, we have attempted to analyse 
the time frames of use for the representative prestige 
goods of the Hungarian Conquest period, and we have 
arrived at the following conclusions:
1.	 If we created a combination table between the 

age of the deceased and the possible time frames 
of the burials (based on typo‑chronology and 14C 
analyses), only the skeletal remains from Karos II 
cemetery’s graves no. 11 and especially 61 could 
potentially belong to the first generation of Hungarian 
conquerors42. The 14C sample from the Szeged burial 
dates the individual to the 9th century, which indicates 
that this type of object was already in use before 
the Hungarian Conquest. In all other cases, we can 
state that the individuals were born at the earliest 
immediately after 900, but more likely after the first 
third of the 10th century (Fig. 12).

2.	 Based on the previous five segments of analysis, 
the popularity time curve of these objects definitely 
peaked in the middle or the last decades of the  
10th century, which indicates a parallel trend in the use 
of mount ornamented sabretaches and sabretache 
plates. The mount ornamented sabretache from 
Choma is later than any of the sabretache plates.

42	From a sociological perspective, the individuals – regardless of their 
age – may have arrived in the Carpathian Basin from the East, but their 
lives had already ended here in the 10th century.

Figure 12. Combination table of archaeological dating and the age of the skeletal remains.
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Figure 13/A. The mount ornamented sabretaches identified in the Carpathian Basin (A). 

3.	 We can clearly observe that the mount ornamented 
sabretaches in the Upper Tisza region, in Cluj‑Napoca 
and Przemyśl are structurally similar, in contrast to 
the sabretaches in Szeged and the Budapest area 
(Fig. 13/A–B). The fairly uniform archaeological finds 
registered in these graves (see Fig. 6), also confirm 
this, and this fact obviously has chronological 
significance. 

4.	 Apart from the unique mount ornamented sabretache 
from Szeged, it seems fairly safe to state that 
the earliest specimens can be identified in the 
Upper Tisza region. Their spread – similarly to the 
sabretache plates – was the result of a multi‑stage 
chronological process, with the latest examples 
being the sabretaches from Cluj‑Napoca, Choma, 
and Przemyśl in southern Poland. This process may 
have geopolitical and geo‑economic explanations, 

considering that both regions were known for their 
significant salt resources!
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ANNEX 1. HORSE BURIALS (PARTIAL AND SYMBOLIC/WITH HORSE HARNESS) IN THE CARPATHIAN BASIN  
(10TH CENTURY – FIRST PART OF THE 11TH CENTURY)

Sites: 1. Abony – Piócáspart; 2. Čierna – Nagyrétidomb; 3. Aranyosapáti; 4. Albertirsa – Öregszőlő; 5. Aldebrő –  
Mocsáros; 6. Alsóberecki; 7. Anarcs – Czóbel birtok; 8. Apatin – Római sánc; 9. Arad – Ceala/Csálya; 10. Arad county; 
11. Áporka; 12. Ároktő – Dongóhalom; 13. Badacsonytomaj; 14. Badacsonytomaj – unknown site; 15. Csetény;  
16.  Bačka Topola  – Zantagunaras; 17.  Bakonszeg  – Nadányi tanya; 18.  Bakonyszombathely  – Feketevízi erdő; 
19. Bakonytamási – Négylápa; 20. Balassagyarmat; 21. Balatonakali – Hegytető; 22. Balatongyörök; 23. Balatonkenese – 
Csittény; 24. Balatonlelle – Temető utca 7; 25. Gnadendorf; 26. Balatonszemes – Landler Jenő utca; 27. Balatonújlak – Erdő 
dűlő; 28. Balkány – Verébsár‑dűlő; 29. Balotaszállás – Felsőbalota‑Paptanya; 30. Bana – Ördögásta-hegy; 31. Bánov; 
32. Baracs – Kisszentmiklós‑Nyíres; 33. Bársonyos – Strázsahalom; 34. Batajnica – Velika Humka; 35. Bátaszék – 
Homokbánya; 36. Bátmonostor – Sumár‑dűlő; 37. Bátmonostor – Angyal L. földje; 38. Bátmonostor – Kispuszta‑Pintér 
tanya; 39. Vojnice – Papajti; 40. Békéscsaba – Belterület; 41. Békéscsaba – Erzsébethely; 42. Békéscsaba – Kerepeczky‑tanya; 
43. Békéscsaba – Mezőgazdasági szakiskola kertje; 44. Békéscsaba – Vasútállomás; 45. Békés – Földvári dűlő; 46. Békés – 
Povád; 47. Baja; 48. Békéssámson – Cigánd; 49. Békéssámson – Posztós J. telke; 50. Békéssámson – Szárazérpart; 
51. Békésszentandrás – Homokos; 52. Békésszentandrás – Pálinkás‑ér; 53. Békésszentandrás – Túl a Körös‑dűlő; 
54. Berehove – Kishegy; 55. Berekböszörmény – Pál dombja; 56. Berettyóújfalu – Földesi út; 57. Besenyőtelek – Szőrhát; 
58. Besenyőtelek – Tepélypuszta II. temető; 59. Beszterec – Gyalap‑tanya; 60. Biatorbágy; 61. Biharia – Somlyóhegy; 
62.  Biharia  – Fortress (?); 63.  Ikervár  – Virág utca; 64.  Biharkeresztes  – Ártánd; 65.  Biharkeresztes  – Bethlen  
Gábor street no. 25; 66. Biharkeresztes – Vasútállomás; 67. Sântandrei; 68. Bočar; 69. Streda nad Bodrogom –  
Bálványhegy; 70. Več; 71. Bóly – Téglásrét; 72. Bordány – Mező‑dűlő; 73. Bordány – Rákos‑Belterület; 74. Budakeszi – 
Barackos; 75. Budaörs (?); 76. Budaörs – Kamara erdő‑Törzsgyümölcsös; 77. Budapest; 78. Budapest – Farkasrét, D. I; 
79. Budapest – D. III, Testvérhegy, Erdőalja street; 80. Budapest – D. III, Kaszásdűlő/Benedek Elek street; 81. Budapest – 
D. III‑Csúcshegy; 82. Budapest – D. X‑Rákos; 83. Budapest – D. XIV‑Mexikói street no. 41/c; 84. Budapest – D. XVI‑Csömöri 
road; 85. Budapest – D. XVI‑Cinkota, Ehmann telep; 86. Budapest – D. XVIII‑Vörös Hadsereg road; 87. Budapest – 
D. XVIII‑Pestszentlőrinc‑Gloriette/Varjú Sándor’s field; 88. Budapest – D. XVIII‑Pestszentlőrinc‑Gyártelep; 89. Budapest – 
D. XX‑Pesterzsébet, Külső‑Török Flóris street no. 121; 90. Budapest – D. XX‑Soroksár, Ócsai road no. 33; 91. Budapest – 
D. XX‑Pesterzsébet (unidentified place); 92. Budapest – D. XXIII‑Marx Károly úti homokbánya/Juta domb; 93. Budapest – 
D. XXIII‑Vörös Október Tsz.; 94. Budapest – D. XXIII‑M0‑09’s site; 95. Bugac – Alsómonostor; 96. Bugyi – Felsővány; 
97. Celldömölk – Zsidó temető; 98. Csabacsűd – Szabadság u. 4; 99. Csabrendek; 100. Csákvár – Rókahegy; 101. Csanytelek – 
Dilitor; 102. Csanytelek – Síróhegy; 103. Csenger; 104. Csengersima; 105. Csikvánd – Kavicsos; 106. Choma – Szipahát; 
107. Csomád – Újhegy; 108. Csongrád – Kádár‑tanya; 109. Csongrád – Petenchalom; 110. Csongrád – Rozsár dűlő; 
111. Csongrád – Vendelhalom; 112. Csorna – Eperjes domb; 113. Csorna – Sülyhegy; 114. Dabas – Felsőbesenyő‑Vencelei‑dűlő; 
115. Dabas – Paphegy; 116. Hortobágy – Bajnokhalom; 117. Berettyóújfalu – Nagy‑Bócs‑dűlő; 118. Derecske – Dr. Balogh 
János földje; 119. Deszk – Funerary site “A”‑Újmajor‑Ambrus J. földje; 120. Deszk – “D”; 121. Deszk – “J”; 122. Deva – Micro 
15; 123. Dévaványa – Fudéri‑dűlő; 124. Dévaványa – Mátyásgát, Dögtér (?); 125. Dévaványa – Timár F. földje; 126. Doboz – 
Faluhely; 127. Ranutovac – Fűzfasor; 128. Tiszaszőlős – Domaháza‑Graefl Je. birtoka/Pusztadomaháza; 129. Domaszék – 
Nógrádi tanya; 130. Dombóvár – I. téglagyár; 131. Dormánd – Hanyipuszta; 132. Dunaalmás; 133. Dunapataj – Alsójárás, 
Csősz‑domb; 134. Dunaszekcső – Tüskehegy; 135. Dunaújváros – Radiátorgyár; 136. Dunavarsány; 137. Dunavecse – 
Fehéregyháza; 138. Dusnok; 139. Écs – Petkevár; 140. Écs – Tódomb; 141. Edelény – Finke; 142. Eger – Almagyar; 
143. Eger – Répástető; 144. Eger – Szépasszonyvölgy; 145. Okoličná na Ostrove – Viharos villa; 146. Endrőd – Öregszőlők; 
147. Endrőd – Szujókereszt; 148. Enese – Szabadság u. 72; 149. Lužianky – Kajsianke‑dűlő; 150. Eperjes – Nagykirályság; 
151. Eperjes – Takács tábla; 152. Eperjeske; 153. Erdőkertes – Aradi street; 154. Blatné, stray find; 155. Lanzenkirchen; 
156. Esztergom; 157. Esztergom – Könyvtár; 158. Fábiánsebestyén, stray find; 159. Fábiánsebestyén – Csárdahalom‑Sváb 
S. földje; 160. Fácánkert – Kajmádpuszta‑Iphigenia major; 161. Farmos – Büdös lapos; 162. Felsőörs – Kishegy; 163. Fony 
ód – Magyar Bálint általános iskola; 164. Füzesabony – Kettőshalom, sand‑pit II; 165. Gádoros – Bocskai u. 44; 
166. Hlohovec; 167. Gáva – Szincsedomb; 168. Gáva – Vásártér; 169. Gégény – Vasútállomás; 170. Gégény – Vasúti őrház; 
171. Gerendás – Petőfi Tsz. Homokbánya; 172. Gerendás – Vízvári‑tanya; 173. Geszteréd – Kecskelátó‑dűlő; 174. Gic – 
Tsz. Homokbánya; 175. Gic – Szőlőhegy; 176. Bogojevo; 177. Gödöllő; 178. Gödöllő – Öreghegy; 179. Gödöllő – 
Öreghegy‑Lázár Vilmos no. 103; 180. Gyömöre – Friedrich K. kertje; 181. Gyömrő – Állomás utca; 182. Gyöngyöspata – 
Csákberek puszta; 183. Gyöngyöspata – Kecskekő, stray find; 184. Gyula – Kálvária domb, stray find; 185. Gyula – Nagy 
Szabados‑tanya, stray find; 186. Gyula – Szövetkezeti Téglagyár; 187. Gyula – Vármegyeháza, stray find; 188. Alba Iulia – 
Izvorul Împăratului; 189. Alba Iulia – Stația de Salvare; 190. Alba Iulia – Roman Catholic Cathedral; 191. Vărșand – 
Laposhalom; 192. Hajdúböszörmény – Bodaszőlő; 193. Hajdúböszörmény – Vid, Erdős‑tanya; 194. Hajdúböszörmény – 
1902, határa; 195. Hajdúböszörmény – Vidi‑zug, Béke Tsz V/2. tábla; 196. Hajdúdorog – Gyulás; 197. Hajdúdorog – 
Temetőhegy; 198. Hajdúsámson – Majorsági föld; 199. Hajdúszoboszló – Árkoshalom; 200. Hajdúszoboszló – Bercsényi utca 
49.; 201. Hajdúszoboszló – Tizedbeli Népkör; 202. Hajdúszovát – Köselypart‑Hegyeshatárhalom; 203. Harta – Béke Tsz; 



	 From the Central Region Towards the Peripheries. A Chronological Analysis of a Prestige Good – the Mount Ornamented Sabretache	 311

204. Harta – Freifelt; 205. Hegymagas; 206. Hejce; 207. Hencida – Szerdekhalom; 208. Heves – Boconádi úti homokbánya; 
209. Heves – Kapitányhegy; 210. Jazovo; 211. Hódmezővásárhely – Csomorkány major; 212. Hódmezővásárhely –  
Kopáncs; 213. Hódmezővásárhely – Nagysziget; 214. Hódmezővásárhely – Szakálhát; 215. Hódmezővásárhely – 
Szőlőhalom; 216.  Hódmezővásárhely  – Unknown site; 217.  Hódmezővásárhely/Veresegyház  – Tatársánc;  
218. Homokmégy – Halom; 219. Horgoš – Pöröspuszta; 220. Horgoš – Röck I. földje; 221. Ibrány – Esbó‑halom; 222. Ibrány – 
Nagy tanya‑Temető tábla; 223. Nagyhalász – Homok‑tanya; 224. Imel’ – belterület; 225. Imel’ – Békavár‑Kovács V. udvara 
no. 484; 226. Imel’ – Sasülő; 227. Malé Kosihy – Felső‑Kenderesek; 228. Pastovice; 229. Salka; 230. Iža – Hirics K. szőlője; 
231. Izsák – Balázspuszta; 232. Jánoshalma – Kisráta; 233. Jászberény – Alsómuszáj; 234. Jászdózsa – Kápolna halom; 
235. Jászfényszaru; 236. Jászfényszaru – Nagy Agyagos dűlő; 237. Jászkarajenő; 238. Jásszentandrás – Járás tanya; 
239. Kál – Erdőtelke; 240. Kál – Legelő; 241. Kálmánháza – Vitéz sor; 242. Kamut – Kósa‑tanyák (Békés‑Völgypart); 
243. Kapospula – Alsóhetény; 244. Kapuvár – Gyümölcsös domb; 245. Karancsalja – Lapostető; 246. Karcag – Tarattyólapos; 
247. Karcag – Tilalmasi Gazdaság; 248. Novo Miloševo – NW area; 249–251. Karos – Eperjesszög Funerary sites I–III; 
252.  Kecel  – Lehoczky tanya; 253.  Kecel  – Vádéi‑dűlő; 254.  Kecel; 255.  Kecskemét  – Cédulaház, 4.  sor; 
256. Kecskemét‑Lakitelek – Lakihegy; 257. Kecskemét – Madari tanya; 258. Kecskemét – Talfáj; 259. Kecskemét – 
Városföld‑Farkas tanya; 260. Kék – Poros (Szöllősi)‑hegy; 261. Kemenesszentmárton; 262–263. Kenézlő – Fazekaszug 
Funerary sites I–II; 264. Kenézlő – Község határa (unidentified place); 265. Kisdobra – Ligahomok; 266. Hoste; 
267.  Kiskunfélegyháza  – Ferencszállás; 268.  Kiskunfélegyháza – Izsák úti Határdomb; 269.  Kiskunfélegyháza – 
Külsőgalambos; 270. Kiskunfélegyháza – Radnóti M. utca 48; 271. Kiskunfélegyháza – Terjék tanya; 272. Kiskunmajsa – Ipari 
hegy; 273. Kiskunmajsa – Szőlők; 274. Kistokaj – Gerenda dűlő; 275. Kisvárda – Csabamező; 276–279. Kiszombor – Funerary 
sites ‟B”, ‟C”, ‟E”, ‟F”; 280. Klárafalva – Faragóék földje; 281. Kocsér – Szabadság u. 30–34 sz.; 282. Kóka; 283. Komádi – 
Közös liget; 284. Komárom; 285. Svätý Peter – Kisrét; 286. Svätý Peter – Vásárhelyi‑dűlő; 287. Koppányszántó – Belterület; 
288. Koroncó area; 289. Koroncó – Bábota I; 290. Koroncó – Bábota II; 291. Koroncó – Dózsa György u. 23 (Újtelep, 
Tószer‑dűlő); 292. Koroncó – Rácz‑domb; 293. Kótaj; 294. Kótaj – Telek László birtoka; 295. Kömpöc; 296. Körösszegapáti – 
Pállapály; 297. Kunadacs – Köztemető; 298. Kunágota – Boldog Antal földje; 299. Kunhegyes – Négyszállási‑halom; 
300. Kunmadaras – Határhalom; 301. Kunszentmárton – Köttön‑Nagy Istvánné tanyája; 302. Kunszentmárton – Kökényzug; 
303. Kúp – Fenyődomb; 304. Kübekháza – Bálint A. tanyája/1962; 305. Kübekháza – Újtelep; 306. Ladánybene –  
Benepuszta; 307. Lajosmizse; 308. Letkés – unknown site; 309. Letkés – Általános iskola; 310. Letkés – Téglaégető II; 
311. Levice – Génye‑Ipari park; 312. Levice – Génye‑major környéke; 313. Lovászpatona – unknown site; 314. Lőrinci – 
Selypi‑puszta; 315. Ludas – Varjú‑dűlő; 316. Madaras – Árvai dűlő; 317. Magyarhomorog – Kónya‑domb; 318. Maklár; 
319.  Makó  – belterület; 320.  Mándok  – Tetenke domb; 321.  Marcelová; 322.  Lukáčovce; 323.  Matejski Brod; 
324. Medgyesháza – Kétegyházi út, Homokgödör; 325. Medgyesháza – Uhrin András földje; 326. Mezőberény – Kérhalom; 
327. Mezőhegyes – község határa; 328. Mezőmegyer – Kerepeczki J. tanyája; 329. Mezőmegyer – Országút; 330. Mezőtúr – 
Dohányosgerinc; 331. Mezőtúr – Vízköz; 332. Mezőzombor – Bálvány‑domb; 333. Mindszent – Koszorűs‑dűlő; 334. Miskolc –  
Repülőtér; 335. Mohács – Téglagyár; 336. Mlynárce; 337. Monaj; 338. Mór – Sóderbánya; 339. Mosonmagyaróvár area; 
340. Mosonmagyaróvár – Moson, Királydomb; 341. Mosonszentmiklós area; 342. Mözs – Szárazdomb; 343. Nádudvar – 
Mihályhalom; 344. Nagycserkesz – Nádasdibokor; 345. Nagydorog – Bezzegpuszta; 346. Nagydorog – Szőlőhegy; 
347. Hodoni – Pocioroane; 348. Nagykálló – Vármegyeháza; 349. Nagykáta – Felsőegreskáta; 350. Nagykőrös – Feketedűlő; 
351. Nagykörü; 352. Veľký Kamenec – Szőlőshomok; 353. Nagylók – Erdőmajor; 354. Nagymágocs – Homokbánya; 
355. Nagymágocs – Mágocs ér; 356. Nagyszénás area; 357. Nagyszénás – Svábföld; 358. Nagyszénás – Vaskapu (a domb 
Ny‑i oldala); 359. Nagytarcsa – Homokbánya; 360. Nagytarcsa – Temető utca; 361. Szentes – Nagytőke‑Jámborhalom; 
362. Szentes – Nagytőke‑Jámborhalom‑Kiss B. földje; 363. Szentes – Nagytőke Szabó I. földje; 364. Nagyvázsony – Nőzsér; 
365. Napkor – Ilona tanya; 366. Nesvady – Partok‑dűlő; 367. Nesvady – Pethágódűlő; 368. Nesvady – Rókalyuk dűlő; 
369. Košúty – Remetedomb; 370. Zemianska Olča – Végh. A. kertje; 371. Neszmély – Melegeshegy; 372. Nógrádkövesd – 
Vasútállomás; 373. Nógrádkövesd – Víztároló; 374. Nógrádsáp – Tatárka; 375. Nóráp – Kupi határ; 376. Novaj – Halom; 
377. Nyáregyháza – Pótharaszti puszta; 378. Nyárlőrinc – Bogárzó dűlő; 379. Nyíracsád – Szentirmay föld; 380. Nyíregyháza – 
Császárszállás; 381. Nyíregyháza – Felsőpázsitsor; 382. Nyíregyháza – Felsősima; 383. Nyíregyháza – Jánosbokor; 
384. Nyíregyháza – Kállai street no. 14; 385. Nyíregyháza – Kemecsei út; 386. Nyíregyháza – Királytelke; 387. Nyíregyháza – 
Polyákbokor (Peres halom); 388. Nyíregyháza – Sóstófürdő; 389. Nyíregyháza – Vajdabokor; 390. Nyírkarász – Gara halom; 
391. Stredný Čepeň – Tyúkfarm; 392. Nyírtúra; 393. Bešeňov – Sírdűlő; 394. Nyúl – Öreghegy; 395. Ócsa – Alsópakony; 
396. Óföldeák – Mártírok street no. 1; 397. Lipová‑Ondrochov II. – Tallószer; 398. Ópusztaszer – Kiszner tanya; 
399. Orosháza – Bogárzó; 400. Orosháza – Nagy Albert tanya; 401. Orosháza – Pusztai Ignácné tanyája (Görbics); 
402. Orosháza – Pusztaszentetornya, Virágos‑dűlő; 403. Orosháza – Rákóczi telep; 404. Oros – Hornyák J. szőlője; 
405. Oros – Nagyszőlő; 406. Banatsko Aranđelovo – Vasútállomás/1898; 407. Ószentiván‑Tiszasziget – Petőfi street no. 318; 
408. Békésszentandrás (Öcsöd) – Mogyorós‑halom; 409. Öregcsertő – Csornapuszta; 410. Örménykút – Décsi halom; 
411. Örménykút – Maconkai domb; 412. Örménykút – Veres; 413. Örménykút – site 7/52; 414. Paloznak; 415. Pančevo – 
Új téglaégető; 416. Pap – Balázshegyi tábla; 417. Paszab – Horvát I. kertje; 418. Kompolt – Krumpliföldek; 419. Pátroha – 
Szőlőskert; 420. Pécs – Szabolcs‑Bányász Vértanúk road no. 4; 421. Pribeta; 422. Prša – Bércz; 423. Piliny – Leshegy; 



312	 Erwin GÁLL, Réka FÜLÖP, Szabolcs NAGY

424. Piliny – Sirmánhegy; 425. Piliscsaba – Jászfalusi puszta; 426. Pincehely; 427. Pomáz – Lugi dűlő; 428. Vozokany – 
Homokdomb; 429. Przemysl – Rycerská street; 430. Püspökladány – Eperjesvölgy; 431. Rábacsanak – Alsógyep‑dűlő 
(Homokbánya); 432. Ráckeresztúr; 433. Rád – Kishegy; 434. Rád – Újhegy; 435. Rakamaz – Strázsadomb; 436. Rakamaz – 
Túróczi‑part; 437. Rakamaz – Vasútpálya; 438. Rétközberencs – Paromdomb; 439. Röszke – Ladányi dűlő; 440. Salamunova; 
441. Fajsz – Kovácshalom; 442. Sándorfalva – Eperjes; 443. Sarkadkeresztúr – Csapháti legelő; 444. Sarkad – Peckesvár; 
445. Sárosd – Kertali‑domb; 446. Sárospatak – Baksahomok/1951; 447. Sárospatak – Kishomok/Apróhomokdűlő; 
448. Sárrétudvari – Hízóföld; 449. Sárrétudvari – Őrhalom; 450. Sárrétudvari – Poroshalom; 451. Sárszentágota – 
Felsőtöbörzsök; 452. Sokorópátka – Újtelep no. 17; 453. Soltszentimre – Blaskovich földje; 454. Soltvadkert – Selymes; 
455. Sóshartyán – Hosszútető; 456. Sóshartyán – Murahegy; 457. Sümeg – Fő utca; 458. Sümeg – Deák street no. 9; 
459. Szabadegyháza – Petőfi S. street no. 1‑Galamb tanya; 460. Szabadkígyós – Pálligeti tábla; 461. Szabadkígyós – 
Tangazdaság; 462. Szabolcsveresmart – Szelérdomb; 463. Szabolcs – Vontató part; 464. Szakáld – Mulató domb; 
465. Szakály – Újhegy; 466. Skalica – Kálvária‑domb; 467. Szakony – Tsz kavicsbánya; 468. Szárász – Szlavónia dülő; 
469. Szarvas – Egyházföld; 470. Szarvas – Kákapuszta; 471. Szarvas – Filyó‑halom (Ószőlők); 472. Szarvas – Velki halom; 
473. Szarvas – Tessedik Sámuel utca; 474. Szabadbattyán – Külcsapda‑Heréskerti dülő; 475. Trnovec nad Váhom –  
Felsőjattó; 476. Szatymaz – Összeszék; 477. Százhalombatta; 478. Szedres – Ifigéniapuszta; 479. Szeged – Algyő; 
480. Szeged – Alsótanya; 481. Szeged (Röszke) – Alsótanya‑Feketeszél; 482. Szeged – Bojárhalom; 483. Szeged – Csongrádi 
road; 484. Szatymaz (Szeged) – Jánosszállás; 485. Ásotthalom (Szeged) – Királyhalom; 486. Szeged – Királyhalom‑Rivó/1899; 
487. Szeged – Subotica border‑Négyhalom‑dűlő; 488. Szeged – Öthalom; 489. Szeged – Öthalom V. homokbánya; 
490.  Szeged  – Kiskundorozsma‑Gépállomás; 491.  Szeged  – Kiskundorozsma‑Hosszúhát halom; 492.  Szeged  – 
Kiskundorozsma Hosszúhát; 493. Szeged – Kiskundorozsma‑Subasa; 494. Szeged‑Kiskundorozsma – Vöröshomok dülő; 
495. Szeged – Makkoserdő; 496. Szeghalom – Dondorog, Czebe tanya; 497. Szeghalom – Kovács‑halom/1904; 498. Szegvár – 
Hevesi Vince/Purger tanya; 499. Szegvár – Oromdűlő (egy bányafalból); 500. Szegvár – Szőlőkalja; 501. Dvorec – interior 
area; 502. Székesfehérvár – Demkóhegy; 503. Székesfehérvár – Németh László street; 504. Székesfehérvár – Rádiótelep; 
505. Székesfehérvár – Sárkeresztúri road; 506. Székesfehérvár – Szárazrét/Micsó földje (?); 506. Székesfehérvár – Szárazrét 
(?); 507. Székesfehérvár – Táci road; 508. Székesfehérvár – Vízművek; 509. Székkutas – Juhász János tanyája no. 1410; 
510. Székkutas – Öthalom; 511. Szekszárd – Baktahegy; 512. Szekszárd – Hidaspetre; 513. Szekszárd; 514. Szentbékkálla – 
Öreghegy (Töttösi‑dűlő); 515. Szentendre – Törökvölgy; 516. Szentes – Borbásföld; 517. Szentes – Derekegyháza; 
518. Szentes – Kossuth street no. 38/a; 519. Szentes – Nagyhegy; 520. Szentes – Nagyhegy‑Vekerpart; 521. Szentes – 
Szentlászló; 522. Szentes – Város határa; 523. Szentes – Kunszentmártoni út; 524. Veszkény – Tormostyán dülő; 
525. Zalaszántó – Szőlőhegy; 526. Sereď – Mačianske vŕšky Burial site I; 527. Sereď – Mačianske vŕšky Burial site II; 
528. Sereď – Vásártér Burial site III; 529. Szerencs – unknown site; 530. Szerencs – Kácsatető/Kácsadűlő; 531. Szikszó – 
Vadász patak; 532. Szinyér; 533. Szob – Kiserdő; 534. Szolnok – Ugar; 535. Svalyava; 536. Szurdokpüspöki – Pusztafalu; 
537. Tápé – Lebő; 538. Tápé – Sertéstelep; 539. Tápiógyörgye – Külső mező; 540. Tápiószele – Reinle földje; 541. Tápiószele – 
Hegyes; 542. Tápiószentmárton – Szentkirály; 543. Tarcal – Vinnai‑dűlő; 544. Tárkány – Szűcs Imre tanyája; 545. Tarnaörs – 
Rajnapart; 546. Tarnaörs – Szentandrási‑határ; 547. Tárnok – Motorway; 548. Tarpa – Nagyhegy; 549. Tass – Ecsegpuszta; 
550. Tatabánya; 551. Tatabánya – Cementgyár; 552. Tázlár; 553. Tengelic – Kistengelic; 554. Tengelic – Sertésszállások; 
555. Komárno – Bercsényi street; 556. Tengőd – Hékútpuszta; 557. Tét – Belterület; 558. Tímár – Béke Tsz I; 559. Most pri 
Bratislave; 560. Sládkovičovo – Újhelyi‑dűlő; 561. Tiszabercel – Diófa‑lapos; 562. Tiszabercel – Ráctemető; 563. Tiszabercel – 
Újsor; 564. Tiszabezdéd – Harangláb‑dűlő; 565. Tiszabezdéd – Homokbánya; 566. Tiszabezdéd – Trafóház; 567. Tiszabő – 
Tópart; 568. Tiszaderzs – Kupasor; 569. Tiszaeszlár – Bashalom Burial site I; 570. Tiszaeszlár – Bashalom Burial site II; 
571. Tiszaeszlár – Hegyeshatár; 572. Tiszaeszlár – Újtelep; 573. Tiszaeszlár – Vörösmarty street; 574. Rovinka – Tretí‑dűlő; 
575. Tiszafüred – Majoroshalom; 576. Tiszafüred – Nagykenderföldek; 577. Tiszafüred – Pusztakócs, Hagymás halom; 
578. Tiszajenő – Eperjesi telep; 579. Tiszakécske – Ókécske‑Nagyszék; 580. Tiszakeszi – Szódadomb; 581. Tiszalök – 
Kisfástanya; 582. Cabaj – Čápor‑Novy Peres; 583. Tiszanána – Cseh‑tanya; 584. Balvany; 585. Tiszaörs – Csernus‑halom; 
586. Tiszaörs – Örsi road; 587. Tiszaörs – Paptói homokbánya; 588. Tiszarád; 589. Tiszaroff – Ajtósi part; 590. Tiszasüly – 
Éhhalom Burial site I (Rákóczi Tsz); 591. Tiszasüly – Éhhalom Burial site II; 592. Tiszaszederkény – Vegyi kombinát; 593. Vajta; 
594. Vereb – János Végh’s field; 595. Tiszatardos – Nagydűlő; 596. Szomód – Bocskahegy; 597. Tiszavasvári – Aranykerti 
tábla; 598. Tiszvasvári – Józsefháza; 599. Tiszavasvári – Nagy Gyepáros; 600. Tiszavasvári – Császárszállás; 601. Malá 
Mača – Községi rétek; 602. Kiskunhalas – Dénes Marcell utca; 603. Tokaj – Unknown site; 604. Tompa – Körösoldal; 
605. Töltéstava; 606. Tömörkény – Piactér; 607. Vörs – Papkert dűlő; 608. Törökszentmiklós – Szenttamáspuszta; 
609. Törökszentmiklós – Terehalom; 610. Törtel – Demeter tanya; 611. Törtel – Nyilas vasút‑Besenyő dűlő; 612. Dvory nad 
Žitavou – Tenyíri‑dűlő; 613. Futog – Rezső major; 614. Újkígyós – Skoperda‑tanya; 615. Üllő – Ilona utca; 616. Červeník; 
617. Várpalota – Homokbánya; 618. Várpalota – unknown site; 619. Várpalota – Kálvária; 620. Varsád – Víg‑völgy; 
621. Vasasszonyfa (Asszonyfa); 622. Vecsés – Alsóhalompuszta; 623. Velence – Növényvédő állomás; 624. Kétpó – 
Szenttamási Állami Gazdaság; 625. Veszprém – Benedekhegy; 626. Veszprém – Szent László kápolna; 627. Veszprém – 
Újtelep; 628. Jászfényszaru határa; 629. Curtuiușeni; 630. Vésztő – Bikeri; 631. Vésztő – Kótpuszta; 632. Visznek – 
Kecskehegy; 633. Vojka – Velika Humka; 634. Zmajevac – Kígyós; 635. Zagyvarékas – Avas; 636. Zalaszentgrót – Téglagyár; 
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637. Zalkod – Szegfarki dülő; 638. Zemplénagárd – Terebes‑halom; 639. Zemplín – Szélmalomdomb; 640. Sombor – Bezdáni 
road no. 86; 641. Sombor – Rancsevo‑szállás; 642. Zselickislak; 643. Zsombó – Bába‑dűlő; 644. Zsombó – Ménesjárás‑dűlő 
(Kossuth street); 645. Felnac – unidentified site; 646. Cluj‑Napoca – Kalevala street Site I (today: Semenicului); 
647. Cluj‑Napoca – Plugarilor street; 648. Cluj‑Napoca – Zápolya street (today: gen. Traian Moșoiu); 649. Tărian – 
Csordásdomb; 650. Pecica – 1898–1902; 651. Blandiana ‟C”; 652. Mâsca – Ödön Nácthnébel’s vineyard; 653. Mâsca – Hugó 
Gruber’s field; 654–658. Dudeștii Vechi – Bukovapuszta Mounds III, IV, V, VIII, IX; 659–661. Dudeștii Vechi – Mounds I, V, 
VI; 662. Dudeștii Vechi – Dragomir’s mound; 663. Dudeștii Vechi (2017); 664. Tomnatic – Kleine Hügel; 665. Salonta; 
666. Teremia Mare – Kristóf Stock’s field‑Weinflur; 667. Periam – Régi Posta street; 668. Sânpetru German – G.A.S.; 
669. Sânpetru German – stray find; 670. Șiclău – Gropoaie; 671. Săcălaz; 672. Cenad – Cenadul Sârbesc‑Pojána III dűlő; 
673. Cenad – Cenadul Sârbesc‑Görög‑keleti szerb hitközség földje; 674. Timișoara – Cioreni/Csóka erdő; 675. Șag – Site 5; 
676. Voiteg; 677. Vălcani – Vamă; 678. Șagu; 679. Șimand; 680. Újfehértó – Micskepuszta; 681. Bohatá – Pálmajor; 
682. Hurbanovo – Medzi dvoma cestami; 683. Nové Zámky – Szomorai útra dűlő; 684. Nové Zámky area; 685. Nové 
Zámky – Hármashatárhegy; 686. Nădlac – Țiglărie/Téglaégető; 687. Orăștie – Dealul Pemilor X2; 688. Szelevény – 
Mennyaszonypart; 689. Himód – Káposztáskertek; 690. Páty – Malom dűlő; 691. Biel; 692. Bogács – Pazsgpuszta; 
693. Karcsa – Kormoska; 694. Karcsa – Unknown site; 695. Nagyrozvágy – Futóhomok; 696. Nekézseny; 697. Vác – unknown 
site; 698. Szalaszend – Kis‑és Nagy‑hegy; 699. Lemešany; 700. Gönc – Róka‑dűlő; 701. Levél – Újhelyi Imre tér; 702. Mány; 
703. Lužianky – Pri majeri; 704. Öttevény – Lenin street no. 62.
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