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The village of Porumbenii Mari is located 10 km east from Cristuru Secuiesc, on 
the right bank of the Târnava Mare River’s middle section, in the Porumbenii Mari Valley. The 
first mention and geographical specification of Porumbenii Mari – Várfele was by Balázs 
Orbán.2 Afterwards, several authors mention the site in the literature.3 

Over this period of time some archaeological findings discovered at this site were 
brought to the Transylvanian National History Museum’s storage. It is worth mentioning the 
black-brick red and black-yellow, polished pottery fragments, decorated with incised meanders 
and channeling donated by Samu Borbély and Eugen Groza in 1922–1923 and 1934.4 A 
“Villanovan urn”5 fragment as well was believed by Márton Roska to have come from this 
site.6 

The pottery fragments found by Sándor Ferenczi in the summer of 1933 completed 
the series of the finds from Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. One can distinguish urn fragments 
decorated with channeling, incurved bowl fragments and a stone net weight.7 

In the 1950’s István Ferenczi and Géza Ferenczi’s field walks provided new 
information about the Early Iron Age8 settlement from Porumbenii Mari.9 Following the 
research made in the sixties by the Ferenczi brothers, several vessel fragments were brought 
into the Museum of Cristuru Secuiesc.10 

An important milestone of the research at this site was the rescue excavation 
carried out by Zoltán Székely and István Molnár.11 During the archaeological recovery of the 

                                                 
1 I would like to thank Dr. Zsolt Molnár-Kovács for his work on revision of the study. 
2 „A Vágás pataka és Küküllő összefolyása közti Várfele sarka nevű előfokon, a tető-csúcsot oly sánczolatok körítik, 

mely egy itt állott váracsra engednek következtetni” (Orbán 1868, 30). The site is located on the height called Várfele, 
between the confluence of the Vágás stream and the Târnava Mare River. 

3 Macrea et al. 1951, 306; Popescu 1958, 144, nr. 23; Popescu 1958a, 482, 23; Horedt 1961, 181/6; Morintz 1970, 95; 
Ferenczi – Ferenczi 1973, 339; Ardeu 1995–1996, 210, nr. 153/a; Benkő 1992, 112-113, 15/12; RepHar 2000, 159, nr. 
XXVIII g/2 (462). 

4 Kalmar – Crişan 1995, 754, nr. IV, pl. V (MNIT, Cluj-Napoca, INV. 2879-2962 = P. 54481, 45499-45562, 45564-5, 6). 
5 The Villanova type urn, the most characteristic vessel of the Gáva culture, which in Transylvania bares importance only 

for the historiography, drew the attention of many researchers, who noticed the resemblance with the early Italian urns 
(Childe 1929, 291). Later István Foltiny considered the „pseudo Villanova urns” as the characteristic vessel type of the 
Gáva group, separating the variants into different periods (Reinecke Br. D – Ha A-B) and areas (Carpathian Basin). 
This researcher contradicted the connection with Northern Italy and emphasized the importance of local groups such as 
Füzesabony, Egyek, Berkesz-Demecser, Noua, Suciu de Sus, Otomani, Wietenberg, Vatina, Gârla-Mare, Dubovác and 
Vatya (Foltiny 1967, 65-67). 

6 Roska 1942, 192, nr. 31 (MNIT, Cluj-Napoca, INV. IV. 2484); Márton Roska in his archaeological repertory marked 
the Porumbenii Mari settlement on the sites map belonging to the Villanova-Hallstatt culture (Roska 1942, 192, 349-
350, XVII, 124). 

7 Roska 1942, 192, nr. 31 (MNS, Sfântu Gheorghe, INV. 8168-9); Ferenczi – Ferenczi 1958, 19, nr. III/1a; RepHar 2000, 
159, nr. XXVIII g/2 (462). 

8 This study refers mainly to the early and middle period of the Early Iron Age of the research area. Although the 
terminology Reinecke Hallstatt A–D used in the Romanian literature applies mostly to the Central European Region, 
because it has a well established tradition it will be used hereafter. Gogâltan Florin, based on the chronological systems 
established by the researchers Amália Mozsolics (Mozsolics 1984, p. 47-48), Tibor Kemenczei (Kemenczei 1996, 247-
271), Vasiliev Valentin (Vasieliev et al. 1991, 102-129) and Károly Kacsó (Kacsó 1990, p. 42-49) divided the 
Transylvanian Late Bronze Age into three periods: Late Bronze Age I-III, Central European Br. B2-C–Ha A, and the 
Early Iron Age into four periods: Early Iron Age I-IV, Ha A2-B1–Ha D (Gogâltan 1999-2000, 43-47). 

9 Ferenczi – Ferenczi 1958, 18-19, nr. III/1a (MHR, Odorheiu Secuiesc, INV. 3780-3809, 5072). On the Vártető site, 
located North–East of the modern day settlement, there is a mention in the earlier literature of an Early Iron Age 
settlement which can be linked to the one from Várfele. It was probably a satellite settlement located close to the 
fortified settlement. The name Vártető may indicate a refuge fortification to which there are analogies from the same 
time and in similar locations at: Someşul Rece-Cetate, Huedin-Bolic and Sărăţel (Ferenczi–Ferenczi 1958, 19-20, 
III/1b). 

10 Benkő 1992, 113 (INV. 188-190, 268-270, 421, 988-989); RepHar 2000, 159, nr. XXVIII g/2 (462). 
11 Popescu 1958, 144, nr. 23; Székely 1959a, 194-196; Horedt 1961, 181/6; Székely 1966, 29; Benkő 1992, 113; RepHar 

2000, 159, nr. XXVIIIg/2 (462). 
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remains in 1956, only a 10 x 2 m trench, oriented East–West, was researched.12 During the 
excavation in 1957, in the 30 cm thick culture layer, circular shaped spots covered with ash 
and daub were found. On the western side of the terrace at the end of trench no. 1, a 5 x 3.5 m 
irregular oval shaped pit-house was revealed.13 As parallels of this latter archaeological site 
Zoltán Székely mentioned the Early Iron Age pit-houses from Teleac,14 Mediaş–Cetate15 and 
Aiud16. According to the researcher the short-lived occupation site with a single layer was 
surrounded by a ditch on the southern side. In the opinion of the researcher, the houses situated 
10–15 m from one another, indicate a pastoral-farming community.17 The documentation and 
the archaeological material from the excavation can be found in the Molnár István Museum in 
Cristuru Secuiesc.18 

The analysis of the finds from Porumbenii Mari was first published by Zoltán 
Székely in 1966, together with the archaeological materials of two other settlements, Cernat–
Vârful ascuţit (Csernáton–Hegyes) and Reci (Réty–Telek).19 

Elek Benkő, during his field walks in the area, made surface collections on several 
occasions at the Porumbenii Mari site, but he couldn’t locate the ditch indicated by Zoltán 
Székely, on the south–south-west slope of the Vágás stream, at the southern edge of the left 
terrace.20 

As a premise to our research, on the 1st of April 2007, Lajos Kuti, a local resident 
brought Early Iron Age pottery fragments to the Molnár István Museum. The donator of the 
finds narrated that he first collected the pottery having been emerged in the hole that was dug 
by wild boar. Subsequently, he dug a hole at this place and found a large quantity of restorable 
vessel fragments. 

After arriving at the site, Zsolt Körösfői opened a 3.5 x 3.5 m box trench including 
the looter’s pit to verify the stratigraphy. After removing the upper 25 cm thick yellow clay 
layer, he observed an irregular circular shaped pit with a diameter of 165 cm. There were ash, 
charcoal filling, animal bones and fragments of large storage vessels in this homogenous pit 
(Figure 2/A). Zsolt Körösfői observed that the pottery fragments were located at the sides of 
the pit. The feature turned out to have a bell shape in cross section with an internal depth of 36 
cm. On the south side of the pit there were four large flat stones, but it couldn’t be determined 
whether they were placed intentionally in the pit (Figure 2/B). 

Following the rescue excavation, Lajos Kuti donated an animal figurine to the 
museum that according to him stemmed from the Early Iron Age pit. 

Description of finds 
The findings of the pit consisted mostly of pottery fragments: 

1. Large vessel (INV. 17.591, Figure 3/1), with outcurved rim, cylindrical neck and 
rounded, biconical body, well smoothed and polished surface, brown-greyish colour and crushed 
sherd temper. Below the junction of the neck and the body there is a pair of horizontal and vertical 
knobs, oriented upwards, surrounded with semi-circular channeling. H.: 79 cm, Rd.: 49.5 cm, Bd.: 
15.5 cm21. 

2. Medium size vessel (INV. 17.592, Figure 3/2), with outcurved rim, arched neck, 
globular, rounded biconical body, well smoothed, polished inside the rim, brown-greyish coloured, 
crushed sherd temper. It is decorated with garland channeling on the upper third and horizontal 

                                                 
12 Székely 1966, 29-31. The maximum depth of the trench was 0.60 m. 
13 Székely 1966, 31-33; Benkő 1992, 113. 
14 Vasiliev et al. 1992, 37. 
15 Zaharia 1965, 84-85; Blăjan et al. 1979, 35. 
16 Ciugudean 1976, 9, fig. 3. 
17 Székely 1966, 34-35. 
18 Popescu – Dumitrescu 1957, 355, 27; Popescu – Dumitrescu 1957a, 339, nr. 27; Székely 1959, 237, nr. 3; Benkő 1992, 

113 (INV. 919-987, 1011-1012, 1023, 1025-26, 2697-2718). 
19 Székely 1966, 5-47. 
20 Nowadays only the erosion of the terrace edge is visible (Benkő 1992, 113). 
21 H = Height, Rd = Rim diameter, Bd = Base diameter. 
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channeling on the lower part of the neck. The prominent belly is decorated with vertical 
channeling. H.: 42 cm, Rd.: 29 cm, Bd.: 12.5 cm. 

3. Medium size vessel (INV. 17.593, Figure 3/3), with composite shape, prominent body, 
conical base, the neck and the rim are missing, well smoothed and polished surface, brown-greyish 
coloured outside and grey inside, with crushed sherd temper. At the junction of the neck and the 
body there are four knobs, oriented upwards, surrounded by semi-circular channeling. The 
maximum diameter of the vessel is decorated with oblique channeling. Bd.: 13 cm. 

4. Large vessel (INV. 17.594, Figure 4/1) with cylindrical neck, rounded biconical body, 
the rim is missing, well smoothed and polished, black coloured outside and red, black spotted 
inside, with crushed sherd and gravel temper. At the junction of the neck and the body there are 
four bosses, pushed from inside the body, surrounded with garland channeling. H.: 48.5 cm, Rd.: 
31 cm, Bd.: 13.5 cm. 

5. Small vessel (INV. 17.595, Figure 4/2), with outcurved rim, arched neck, and rounded 
biconical body, well smoothed, brown-brick red coloured, with sand temper. Rd.: 18.5 cm. 

6. Small vessel (INV. 17.596, Figure 4/3), with outcurved rim, arched neck, rounded, 
globular body, well smoothed, polished, black coloured outside and brown-brick red inside, with 
sand temper. On the neck, below the rim there are two small handles. The neck is decorated with 
horizontal channeling and the body with garland channeling. Rd.: 14 cm. 

7. Bag-shaped vessel fragment (INV. 17.597, Figure 4/4), without neck and rim, coarse, 
poor smoothed, brown coloured, greyish spotted, oxidant firing, with crushed sherd temper. Bd.: 10 
cm. 

8. Shallow bowl fragment (Figure 7/6), with outcurved rim, well smoothed, polished, 
black inside and brown-greyish outside, with sand temper. The inner part of the rim is decorated 
with horizontal channeling. 

9. Vessel fragment (Figure 5/5), with outcurved rim, well smoothed, polished, grey 
coloured outside and brown-greyish inside, with gravel temper. 

10. Globular vessel fragment (Figure 5/1), well smoothed, polished, with black colour 
outside and brown-greyish inside, with crushed sherd temper, and garland channeling on the upper 
part of the body. 

11. Vessel fragment (Figure 5/4), with vertical channeling on the rounded biconical body, 
black outside and brick red-brown inside, well smoothed, with crushed sherd temper. 

12. Fragmentary animal figurine (Figure 1/2) naturalistic made of burned clay, brown-red 
coloured. Its head is missing. 

Stray finds from surface collections 
13. Bag-shaped vessel (Figure 6/3), with a knob on the neck, coarse, poor smoothed, 

greyish-brick red coloured with secondary burning and gravel temper. 
14. Bag-shaped vessel (Figure 6/5), with a knob on the neck, coarse, poor smoothed, 

greyish-brown coloured with secondary burning, with crushed sherd and gravel temper. 
15. Vessel fragment (Figure 5/3), with rounded biconical body, well smoothed, grey 

outside and greyish-brown inside, with crushed sherd temper. 
16. Vessel fragment (Figure 5/2) decorated with vertical channeling on the rounded 

biconical body, well smoothed, brick red outside and greyish-brown inside, with crushed sherd 
temper. 

17. Mug fragment with handle (Figure 7/4), well smoothed, brick red-brown, with 
crushed sherd temper. 

18. Fragmentary miniature mug (Figure 7/1), medium smoothed, black-greyish coloured, 
fine sand temper. 

19. Vessel fragment, probably a handle (Figure 7/2), decorated with incisions arranged in 
a fishbone pattern, well smoothed, black-greyish, fine sand temper. 

20. Bag-shaped vessel (Figure 6/4), medium smoothed, greyish-brown with secondary 
burning and with crushed sherd temper. 

21. Mug fragment (Figure 7/3), with outcurved rim, conical base, decorated inside the rim 
with channeling, well smoothed, polished, black, fine sand temper. 
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22. Shallow bowl fragment (Figure 7/5), with incurving rim, well smoothed, greyish-
black, with crushed sherd temper. 

23. Bag-shaped vessel (Figure 6/1), with grooved decoration on the neck and impressed 
decoration on the rim, poor smoothed, brown-brick red, with secondary burning and pebble temper. 

24. Bag-shaped vessel (Figure 6 /2), with a knob on the neck, coarse, poor smoothed, 
greyish-brown with secondary burning and crushed sherd temper. 

Analysis of vessels’ forms and decorations 
In the analysis of the pottery forms and decorations, the stray finds from the 

surface collections were also studied and compared to the previous archaeological materials. 
Although the pottery from the 1956–1957’s excavations was very fragmented, on publishing 
the excavation results Zoltán Székely determined a few important vessel types that are 
characteristics of the Early Iron Age. Based on the pottery fragments, it could be determined 
that the black, polished vessels with thick walls, cylindrical necks and prominent, biconical 
bodies decorated with channeling dominated the pottery production of the settlement.22 
Analyzing the findings, Zoltán Székely mentioned three cups,23 and two bag shaped vessels 
decorated with knobs on the neck.24 The researcher from Sfântu Gheorghe distinguished two 
bowl types: one with outcurved rim, articulated body, omphalic base, with internal 
decoration,25 and another with strongly outcurved rim, arched body and omphalic base.26 In 
Székely’s assessment there were two mug types: one “kidney shaped”, with omphalic base and 
looped handle,27 and the other with arched body, slightly outcurved rim.28 Besides the 
mentioned types, mugs, with channelled decoration on the upper part of the body, could be 
identified. 

Regarding the ornamentation of the vessels, Zoltán Székely draws attention to the 
frequency of channeling and the decoration pattern with incised, parallel, wavy lines. The 
channeling was usually located around the knobs and the boss pressed from inside the wall of 
the vessel.29 

The pottery fragments decorated with S shaped incisions and cord ornaments that 
have analogies at Tilişca,30 Braşov31 and Cuci,32 were considered by Zoltán Székely to be an 
influence coming from the Southern Carpathian region.33 

The majority of the findings from to the Early Iron Age pit, researched in 2007, 
have been restored. Besides the large urns there are a number of pottery fragments that could 
not be restored. Two major categories could be distinguished, based on the external aspect of 
the vessel (surface treatment, polishing degree), the method of preparing the clay and the 
temper used in creating the pottery: a. fine pottery (biconical pots, mug and bowls) and b. 
coarse, utilitarian pottery (bag-shaped pots). 

The category of fine pottery, with well smoothed surfaces includes the vessels 
with outcurved rim, cylindrical neck, biconical body and narrow base. One can consider these 
well-known urns in the Mediaş–Teleac cultural area as the most characteristic vessel types 

                                                 
22 Székely 1966, 31, 55, pl. VI/1-3. 
23 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/6, 9, 18. 
24 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/5, 20. 
25 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/6, 10. 
26 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/11, 15. 
27 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/16. 
28 Székely 1966, 33, 55, pl. VI/22. 
29 Székely 1966, 33, 53, pl. V/3. 
30 Lupu 1989, pl. 4/2, 7; 5/4. 
31 Alexandrescu – Pop 1970, 164, fig. 5/4. 
32 Berciu – Berciu 1946, 21. 
33 Székely 1966, 53, pl. V/1; Vasiliev et al. 1991, 94. 
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from Porumbenii Mari.34 Horia Ciugudean, analyzing the vessels with biconical bodies – based 
on the size and morphological characteristics – created several subtypes35. 

The type of vessels36 generally referred to in the literature as “Villanova-Urns”, 
were determined as Ia type, mentioned in the writing from 1991, 3A type in Attila László’s 
1994 monograph and the 1a type in Claudia Pankau’s thesis.37 The same category includes the 
larger vessels from Porumbenii Mari, with outcurved rim, cylindrical neck, biconical, rounded 
body (Figure 3/1; Figure 4/1;38 Figure 5/1, 5) and the medium vessels with arched neck and 
prominent belly (Figure 3/2). There are two stray finds originating from the surface collection 
that are similar to the vessels described above (Figure 5/2, 3). As the characteristic ornaments 
of the urns, with polished surface, black outside and brick-red or greyish-brown inside, can be 
mentioned the knobs and embossment situated on the upper part of the body surrounded by 
semicircular channelling, the garland grooves on the upper part of the body and the vertical 
channelling on the belly of the vessels. The ornaments realized by garland channelling placed 
on the neck and associated with horizontal grooves is a typical decoration pattern for the Bz D 
- Ha A period39. 

The origin of the vessels with widely outcurving rim, high cylindrical neck and 
prominent belly, present in the pot making from Porumbenii Mari, should be looked for in a 
large geographical area, in the Igriţa, Lăpuş and Pilinyi cultural areas.40  

In the second phase of the Gáva culture41 in the Upper Tisza area, the vessels with 
biconical body went trough form changes: the handles and bosses below the rim disappeared 
and the channeling of the neck became sporadic. This process was also displayed by the 
frequent use of the fluting and tubular handles on the upper part of the vessel.42 

The presence of the biconical vessels and generally of the Gáva pottery types in 
the Carpathian Basin was placed in the period from the end of the 11–10th century B.C.43 
Numerous analogies could be mentioned for the large vessels from Porumbenii Mari in the 
Transylvanian Early Iron Age settlements.44 The vertical (Figure 5/2, 4) and oblique (Figure 
5/1) channelling are characteristic ornament of the globular vessels with prominent body. As a 
general observation in the Reinecke Ha B period the smaller upper part of the vessels were 
decorated with oblique channelling. This was characteristic mostly of the pottery discovered in 
the Lower Course of the Mureş River and Banat.45 

The Ib type, being determined in the interpretation of the pottery findings from 
Teleac by Horia Ciugudean has a similar shape as the previous Ia type, being only different in 

                                                 
34 In Transylvania there is an early start in the research of materials similar to the Gáva Culture finds, for example an urn 

from Târgu-Mureş published by István Kovács could be mentioned (Kovács 1915, 248/22). 
35 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80-82. 
36 In the analysis of vessel types I used the typology established by Horia Ciugudean (Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80-82), Attila 

László (László 1994, 75-77) and Claudia Pankau (Pankau 2004, 52). 
37 Pankau 2004, TypenTafel 2/1a. 
38 There are analogies in the “Gáva-Holihrady” cultural area at: Reci-Telek (Zaharia 1965, fig. 11/12; RepCov 1998, 269, 

Pl. XIII/1-2); At the fortified settlement from Cernat–Hegyes-tető, dated in the Reinecke Ha B period, archaeological 
researches were made by Zoltán Székely in 1961, 1963 and 1980 (RepCov 1998, 70, XIIb, 13/180; Székely 2007, 70-
79, 134, 8 ábra). In 1963 he unearthed a pit house in trench no. 2. Near the fireplace he discovered a large, well 
smoothed, black coloured vessel with cylindrical neck and rounded biconical body, decorated with garland channelling 
and a knob (Székely 1983, 145, fig. 2/6, 146, fig. 4). In the repertory is wrongly mentioned as Ghidfalău (RepCov 
1998, 269, pl. XIII/4; Méder 2006, 51/2; Székely 2007, 72-73, 136, 10 ábra; Méder 2008, 46/2); Poian-Kőhát (Méder 
2006, 56, 3/2; Méder 2008, 52, taf. 3/2); Siret-Dealul Ruina (László 1976, 74, nr. 67; Niculică 2007), Grăniceşti 
(László 1994, 245-46, fig. 25-26); Hódmezővásárhely-Kopáncs XI. dülő in pit no. V a typologically similar vessel 
without bosses (V. Szabó 1996, 86, 31/1, V. Szabó 2004, 110, 10/4). 

39 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80-81; Boroffka 1994, 9-18. 
40 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80. 
41 Dated by T. Kemenczei in the Ha A2-B1 (Kemenczei 1984, 96). 
42 Patay 1976, 193-196. 
43 Vasiliev 2008, 13-14. 
44 Mediaş (Zaharia 1965, fig. 5/1-3, 8/2-3), Reci-Telek (Székely 1966, pl. II/4, III/4, IV/3; RepCov 1998, 269, pl. XIII/2), 

Teleac (Vasiliev et al. 1992, 228, fig. 32/1; Vasiliev et al. 1992, 225, fig. 29/2.); Cernat (Székely 1983, 145, fig. 2/6, 
146, fig. 4; RepCov 1998, 269, pl. XIII/4). 

45 László 1973, 595. 
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size46. Based on the size differences, it would be meaningless to talk about two different 
variants, so the researchers gave a different utilitarian function of the smaller vessels as an 
answer. At the same time, studying the profile of the vessels from Teleac they separated three 
variants (Ib1–3). It can be pointed out that the Ib1 variant from Teleac and the 8Aa variant 
after Attila László are typologically similar vessels, but smaller with slightly outcurving rim, 
arched neck and rounded body.  

A similar vessel found in the pit in Porumbenii Mari bears well smoothed surface, 
decorated on the neck with horizontal and the upper part of the body with garland channelling 
(Figure 4/3). The coocurence of these two decorations represents an archaic characteristic;47 
there are similar ornament association from the settlements dated back to the Reinecke Br. D – 
Ha A period from Susani,48 Simeria49 and Igriţa. The above mentioned form and ornament is 
also present in the early stage of Alba Iulia – Monolit settlement50, recently attributed to the 
Gáva I phase, dated by Horia Ciugudean in the second half of Ha A period51. Similar finds are 
know from Teleac as well, 52 considered to belong to the earliest phase, Teleac Ia.53 According 
to the new chronological sequence proposed by Horia Ciugudean the aforementioned vessel 
type is not a familiar in the Transylvanian pottery production after the beginning of the 
Reinecke Ha B period. 

The smaller pot with well smoothed surface, arched neck and biconical body 
discovered in the pit in Porumbenii Mari (Figure 4/2) can be classed into the Ib2 variant after 
Horia Ciugudean,54 into the 3Ba variant after Attila László’s 1994 monograph55 and 1b variant 
after Claudia Pankau’s work56. 

The “composite shaped vessel”, with widely outcurving rim, cylindrical neck, 
prominent globular body and conical base57 appears in Valentin Vasiliev’s and his collegues 
book in 1991 as the II type,58 and at Attila László as the 3A type.59 Claudia Pankau named this 
type three-piece storied vessel (Dreiteiliges Etagengefaß).60 The medium vessel, with 
prominent upper body and conical, narrow base from the Porumbenii Mari pit (Figure 3/3) is 
close to the biconical vessels both regarding the typology and functionality. The characteristic 
ornament of the belly was the oblique channeling. Typologically similar, but chronologically 
earlier vessels could be found in the Late Igriţa Group and in the closed finds of the Gáva 
Culture that can be dated back to the Reinecke Ha A2 – Ha B1 period.61 The carrying on of the 
mentioned vessels in the Reinecke Ha B period is proved by the findings at Cernat–Hegyes,62 
Reci–Telek,63 Turia–Apor kúria,64 Porumbenii Mari–Várfele65 and the second habitation layer 
at Teleac66. 

                                                 
46 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80. 
47 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 80-81, 89; Marta 2010, 204. 
48 Stratan – Vulpe 1977, pl. 6/94. 
49 Andriţoiu 1983, pl. 3/4-5. 
50 Ciugudean 2009, taf. VIII/5. 
51 Ciugudean 2009, 67-68, abb.2. 
52 Vasiliev et al. 1992, 228, fig. 32/12. 
53 Ciugudean 2009, 68, taf. I/2. 
54 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 81. 
55 László 1994, 77, 302, planşa II/3Ba. 
56 Pankau’s 2004, TypenTafel 2/1b. 
57 Foltiny 1967, 63-64, taf. IV-V; László 1973, 591; László 1994, 75. 
58 Vasiliev et al. 1992, 82. 
59 László 1994, 75-77, 302, planşa II/3A. 
60 Pankau 2004, 50, Abb. 7/5. 
61 V. Szabó 2004, 83. 
62 Székely 1966, pl. IV/4, 6-7. 
63 The characteristic vessel types are: the black coloured, polished vessels with outcurving rim, cylindrical neck, biconical 

body and narrow base and the composite shaped vessels, with widely outcurving rim, cylindrical neck, prominent 
globular body and conical base (RepCov 1998, 121, XXVIIIc/10 (455), 269, Pl. XIII/1-2). In the research area there 
aren’t bosses pushed from inside the vessels which are characteristic for the Gáva I type vessels from the Tisza region 
(Székely 1962, 327, fig. 2/1; Zaharia 1965, fig. 11/10; Székely 1966, pl. II/3, III/3, IV/1-2; Berciu 1966, planşa XVI; 
Smirnova 1974, 363, fig. 2, 17, 18; RepCov 1998, 269, pl. XIII/1; Vasiliev 2008, 16, Abb. 1/38-39). 
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The bowls form a distinct category in the finds from Porumbenii Mari – being a 
wide-spread vessel in the pot making of the Early Iron Age settlements – are found in 
considerable quantity. From the researched site there are two bowl types: 

1. The inside decorated shallow bowl fragment with widely outcurving rim (Schalen mit 
geknickter Wandung)67 that was found in the excavated pit (Figure 7/6) can be included in the IVd 
type after Valentin Vasiliev and his collegues68 and in the 2Ccb variant after Attila László’s volume 
from in 199469. 

2. The shallow bowl fragment with incurving rim and arched body found in the surface 
collection (Figure 7/5), was categorized in the typology of Vasiliev’s and his collegues as the IVb4 
variant,70 in László’s as the 2Da variant71 and named by Claudia Pankau as flat dome shaped bowls 
(Kalottenförmige Schalen).72 

The material from the surface collection involves as well mugs. Apart from the 
slightly outcurving mug, decorated inside the rim (Figure 7/3),73 classed by Horia Ciugudean 
into the VIc type74 and by Attila László into the 6A one,75 there was an interesting miniature 
mug fragment, with a straight rim and arched body (Figure 7/1)76. In case of the globular, 
handled mugs generally the diameter of the lip corresponds with the height of the vessel 
(Figure 7/4). The mentioned drinking vessels were included by Vasiliev and his collegues in 
the VIb type77 and by Attila László’s tipology in the 5Fb variant78. 

The “bag shaped”, coarse pots with poorly smoothed surface and arched body 
(Figure 4/4)79, belonging to the utilitarian pottery category, were grouped by Valentin Vasiliev 
into the IIIb type,80 by Attila László into the 4 Ab variant81 and by Claudia Pankau into the 2a 
variant82. The discussed vessels are characteristic of their height exceeding the maximum 
diameter83 and were usually decorated with four knobs that are placed under the rim.84 The 
scale of the vessels from Porumbenii Mari was similar to the ones discovered at Reci85 and 
Mediaş86 (1: 0.70 – 1: 0.92). During the field walks several bag-shaped vessels were collected. 
Among the straight finds all three kinds of bag shaped vessels occured: with straight or slightly 
arched body (Figure 6/4),87 with knobs below the outcurving rim (Figure 6/2, 3, 5) and with 

                                                                                                                                                    
64 The pottery fragments found in the Apor kúria were dated in the Early Iron Age, Reinecke Ha B (RepCov 1998, 143-

144, XXXIIIc/1, 580, 269, pl. XIII/3); Kató 2005, 28 (information and picture Méder Lóránt-László). 
65 Székely 1966, pl. VI/1, 3. 
66 Vasiliev et al. 1992, 227, fig. 31/13, 237, fig. 41/5, 7. For the presence in the second habitation layer see Vasiliev et al. 

1992, 83. 
67 Pankau 2004, Typentafel 4. 
68 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 86. 
69 László 1994, 72, 301, planşa I/2Ccb. 
70 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 86. 
71 László 1994, 71-75. 
72 Pankau 2004, 62, Typentafel 4, Variante 3; Méder 2006, 58, 5/1.  
73 Several analogies can be found to this type of mug from: Cernat (Székely 1983, fig. 1/8); Reci-Telek (Székely 1966, pl. 

V/8, 9; Smirnova 1974, 363, fig. 2, 15-16); Tilişca-Căţănaş (Lupu 1989, pl. 1/8); Teleac (Vasiliev et al. 1991, 235, fig. 
39, nr. 3 şi 8); Mediaş (Zaharia 1965, fig. 6); Sighetu-Marmaţiei (Horedt 1966, fig. 8/1). 

74 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 88. 
75 László 1994, 82-83, 305, planşa V/6 A. 
76 The function of the normal scale vessels replica is uncertain, they can be interpreted as toys or ritual objects. (Vasiliev 

et al. 1991, 91-92). 
77 Vasiliev et al. 1992, 88. 
78 László 1994, 68, 304, planşa IV/5 Fb. 
79 Teleac (Vasiliev et al. 1992, 227, fig. 31/19-20, 229, fig. 33/1-6, 9), Reci-Telek (Székely 1962, 327, fig. 2/2; Székely 

1966, 47, pl. II/1; 49, pl. III/1-2); Porumbenii Mari (Székely 1966, 55, pl. VI/5; Benkő 1992, 7 tábla/10); Poian-Kőhát 
(Méder 2006, 59, 6 ábra/5; Méder 2008, 55, taf. 6/5). 

80 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 83. 
81 László 1994, 68, 303, planşa III/4 Ab. 
82 Pankau 2004, Typentafel 3/2a. 
83 László 1994, 68. 
84 László 1994, 70. 
85 Székely 1966, pl. II/1, III/1/2, VI/5. 
86 Zaharia 1965, fig. 9/4. 
87 Méder 2006, 62, 9 ábra/5; Méder 2008, 58, taf. 9/5. 
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rippled decoration (Figure 6/1). Antecedents of this vessel type could be found in the Late 
Bronze Age, from the Wietenberg Culture, but the shape was still used with small differences, 
until the end of the Iron Age, so it has small chronological value.88 

Along with the pottery fragments mentioned above in the pit from Porumbenii 
Mari a fragmentary animal figurine (Figure 5/1) – which can also be attributed to the Early 
Iron Age – was discovered. The zoomorphic statuette was moulded in a realistic manner, with 
the essential characteristic of a domestic animal, probably bull or a ram. Same figurines can be 
found in all the area of Gáva–Holihrady culture, but being a wide-spread element, it can be 
found on numerous Early Iron Age settlements.89 The presence of these zoomorphic statuettes 
on the settlements and in the ritual pits can be linked to the practices of protecting the animals 
and influencing their breeding.90 

The interpretation of the finds 
A key issue in the interpretation of the finds from Porumbenii Mari was the settle 

of the sacral or profane character of the pit. Could the everyday habits be separated from the 
ritual ceremonials?91 

The pits with rich pottery inventory cannot be regarded always as storage or 
rubbish pits, in this case the ritual character also had to be taken into consideration.92 The 
ethnological analogies showed that the inventory of the rubbish pits was influenced by taboos 
related to food, cooking, eating and the handling of pots.93 

In case of ritual deposition the high status of the pottery was reflected in the 
standardized manufacture and design of certain given types of vessels, by using new advanced 
techniques of surface treatment.94 The use of black and red vessels, with well smoothed 
polished inside or outside, decorated with various types of channelling was typical of the Early 
Iron Age. The handling of the pottery was regulated, after the sacrifice or ritual consumption of 
the vessels’ contents they were buried empty in the ground.95 In other cases the vessels had to 
be ritually smashed to withdraw the specific instruments of the ritual from everyday 
handling.96 

A possible approach in the interpretation of this type of features was to search for 
intact, reusable objects that indicated non-waste or objects broken and deposited on site.97 As a 
reference had be observed that if there were waste materials, like daub and animal bones in the 
filling of the pit or traces of use on the surface of the recovered pottery, that are characteristic 
for a refuse pit. 

At first sight the pit in Porumbenii Mari showed similarities with the first type of 
vessel deposition separated by V. Szabó Gábor. He included the depositions of Tiszacsege and 
Gyoma98 in this type, both found on settlements, with vessels broken in the pit or before 
placing them into the pit.99 

                                                 
88 Vasiliev et al. 1991, 83. 
89 Berciu–Berciu 1946, 21, fig. 6/2, 12/40; Poroszló-Aponhát (Patay 1976, 197, Abb. 3/7-9); Lechinţa de Mureş (Popescu 

1925, 313, I-V t.; Horedt 1963, 527-534, fig. 2/1-11; Kemenczei 1971, 46; Popescu 1956, 316); Teleac (Berciu – Popa 
1965, 84-85, fig. 5-6; Vasiliev et al. 1983, 156, fig. 1, 4; Vasiliev 1985-1986, 80-83, fig. 1, 2; Vasiliev et al. 1991, 145, 
223, fig. 27, 224, fig. 28, nr. 1-8); Reci-Telek (Székely 1966, pl. VII/6); Grăniceşti (László 1994, 90, 266-269, fig. 46-
49), Chinari-Mociar (Rezi – Nagy 2009, 100, footnote 17, 129, fig. XXII/141-142); Ursache 1999, 41-69. 

90 Vasiliev 1985-1986, 80-83; Ursache 1999, 45. 
91 “Settlement site pit” defines a hole dug in the ground and filled again, to which a functional definition can’t be given 

today (Stålbom 1997, 23). 
92 Stålbom 1997, 32. 
93 Stålbom 1997, 33. 
94 Stålbom 1997, 32. 
95 V. Szabó 2004, 87. 
96 Stålbom 1997, 32-33. 
97 Presumably they took the reusable objects to the new settlement leaving behind the dwelling remains and the thrown 

away objects (Stålbom 1997, 27-28). 
98 Genito–Kemenczei 1990, 113-125. 
99 V. Szabó 2004, 86. 
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The majority, about 85% of the vessels, found in the pit in Porumbenii Mari are 
represented by the large storage vessels. In the feature medium size storage vessels were also 
found, but the pottery used for personal serving, like bowls and mugs, were missing. 

As a consequence of the rescue excavations, correlation could be seen between the 
excavated pit and the settlement identified by the previous surface collections and 
archaeological excavations. The find circumstances – the faunal turbation and the looters’ pit – 
made it impossible to identify the original excavation level of the pit.100 The pit, dug into the 
hillside, followed the outline of the slope; the north side was located higher than the southern 
one. The upper part of the pit that originally probably had a bell-shape couldn’t be documented 
because the founder, Lajos Kuti had excavated it in search of pottery fragments. This way it 
could be interpreted why most of the pottery fragments were concentrated on the pits’ edges. 

As the pit contained also domestic waste and the position of the vessels from the 
filling didn’t suggest any intact deposited vessels broken by the pressure of the ground, it could 
be stated that this was a storage pit that was later used as a refuse pit. 

Based on the typological-chronological analysis of the vessels discovered in the 
pit, a part of the pottery ornamented with so called “archaic” decoration elements, can be dated 
to the Reinecke Ha A2101. The chronological framing of the discoveries can be an issue, 
because the aforementioned pots are associated with vessels that are carrying on in the 
Reinecke Ha B period102. At present we don’t know the exact relation of this feature in the 
evolution of the settlement from Porumbenii Mari, presumably dated in the beginning of the 
Early Iron Age103 (into Reinecke Hallstatt A2–B1104). 

                                                 
100 The internal depth measuring 36 cm doesn’t cover the real depth of the pit, which started probably under the humus 

layer. 
101 Similar findings were unearthed at Alba Iulia–Monolit and Teleac (Ia) Ciugudean 2009, 67-68. 
102 Cernat–Hegyes (Székely 1966, pl. IV/4, 6-7); Reci–Telek (Székely 1962, 327, fig. 2/1; Zaharia 1965, fig. 11/10; 

Székely 1966, pl. II/3, III/3, IV/1-2; Berciu 1966, planşa XVI; Smirnova 1974, 363, fig. 2, 17, 18; RepCov 1998, 269, 
pl. XIII/1; Vasiliev et al. 1991, 83; Vasiliev 2008, 16, Abb. 1/38-39). Teleac (Vasiliev et al. 1992, 227, fig. 31/13, 237, 
fig. 41/5, 7. For the presence in the second habitation layer see Vasiliev et al. 1992, 83) and Turia–Apor kúria (RepCov 
1998, 143-144, XXXIIIc/1, 580, 269, pl. XIII/3); Kató 2005, 28). The metal discoveries from the Porumbenii Mari site 
offered some chronological reference. The six axes discovered here were dated in Reinecke Ha B1 (Vasiliev 1992, 22). 
Liviu Marta has published a stray find Fibula, from the site, which is an Eastern, Cernat variant of  the Unter-Radl type 
Fibula, that has an evolution from Reinecke BD–Ha A untill the Ha B period (Liviu 2003, 253–260). 

103 Székely 1959a, 194; Székely 1966, 37; Morintz 1970, 95; Kemenczei 1971, 48; C. Pankau, summarized the 
chronological systems of the Transylvanian Early Iron Age. In accordance with this the earliest Transylvanian finds 
belong to the first phase of the Reci settlement (Reinecke Ha A2). The settlements from Porumbenii Mari, Alba Iulia, 
Tuşnad and Ghidfalău could be placed in the same early period. The Reinecke Ha A2-B1 phase is the period of the large 
fortified settlements like Mediaş I and Teleac I. The settlements from Târgu-Mureş and Lechinţa de Mureş are 
contemporary with the early phases of the fortified settlements. The late phase, Reinecke Ha B2-B3 is marked by the 
settlements from Reci II–Cernat, Teleac II, Dej (Cluj County, Vasiliev 1995, 11-31), Ciceu-Corabia (Bistriţa-Năsăud 
County, Vasiliev 1995, 89-123), Bozna (Sălaj County, Vasiliev 1995, 61-88), Subcetate (Hunedoara County, Vasiliev 
1995, 33-60), Şeica Mică and Tilişca (Sibiu County) Pankau 2004, 91-94. 

104 This period corresponds to the Gáva Culture from the Tisza River Area (Szabó 2004, 83), Iron I being parallel with 
the end of Ha A and Ha B1 from Central Europe (Gogâltan 1999-2000, 45). 
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Figure 1. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. 1. The location of the finds. 2. Zoomorphic statuette. 
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Figure 2. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. Exposure of the finds and cross section of the pit. 
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Figure 3. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. The finds from the Early Iron Age pit. 
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Figure 4. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. The finds from the Early Iron Age pit. 
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Figure 5. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. 1, 4. The finds from the Early Iron Age pit. 2-3. Stray 
finds from surface collections. 
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Figure 6. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. Stray finds from surface collections. 
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Figure 7. Porumbenii Mari–Várfele. 6. The finds from the Early Iron Age pit. 1-5. Stray finds 
from surface collections. 

www.cimec.ro / www.muzeusm.ro 


