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CHRONOLOGY IN CENTRAL EUROPE
AT THE END OF THE BRONZE AGE

by

C. F. E. Parg, BIrMiNGHAM

The intention of this article is to provide a brief intro-
duction to research on chronology in a large area,
including Central Europe, central and northern Italy
and the Balkan peninsula. The synthesis offered here
(Tables I-III) only gives a broad outline of the most
important results: whereas fine chronology is a valid
aim for local sequences, supra-regional chronologies
are necessarily less precise. The following pages there-
fore concentrate on the broad chronological develop-
ments in the 10th, 9th and 8th centuries BG, ignoring
the finer chronological detail which has sometimes
been achieved. The resulting chronological frame-
work is schematic; it should be clear that the rigid
“chest of drawers” structure (see Tables I-1II) does
not imply that this wide area was convulsed by
change only at phase transitions, every hundred years
or so. In fact, dendrochronology has demonstrated
that material culture generally changed gradually —
although there are certainly important exceptions.
Regional sequences are constructed using all avail-
able artefacts (ceramic, lithic, metallic etc.) which are
often of local character, and can generally be tied into
more general chronological schemes most reliably by

using metal types. The inter-regional chronology dis-
cussed in this article is therefore based chiefly on the
study of bronze artefacts. This methodology relies on
the tendency for bronze artefact types to have a wider
distribution than non-metallic ones. It follows that su-
pra-regional chronological phases will tend to be
more successful when such objects were both inten-
sively and widely circulated. This was certainly the
case in the Late Bronze Age, when there were very
active systems of bronze exchange; the geographical
extent and validity of each Late Bronze Age phase is
a reflection of the range and jntensity of exchange
and deposition practices.

We know that certain typical bronze objects of the
recent Urnfield period (Ha B1) allow a chronological
horizon to be followed across much of Europe. The
wide-reaching applicability of this phase can only be
accounted for by the efficient functioning of long-dis-
tance communication networks, which could involve
the production, exchange, display, thesaurisation, de-
struction and deposition of bronze. This was the
time ~ in the middle and recent Urnfield period —
when the “Urnfield phenomenon” attained, in its
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various regional guises, its greatest geographical ex-
tent: reaching from Moldavia in the east to the Low
Countries and the north-eastern Iberian peninsula in
the west (1). After this time of widespread inter-re-
gional contacts, regional cultural groups tended to be-
come less involved in long-distance exchange net-
works — particularly at the start of the Iron Age, but
already to some extent in the late Urnfield period (Ha
B2/3). The Bronze Age/Iron Age transition typically
saw the collapse of earlier traditions of bronze pro-
duction, exchange and consumption; it is important
to understand this change in the circulation of metal
objects, to appreciate some of the problems encoun-
tered in chronology at the end of the Bronze Age.

We will turn first to a brief comment on earlier
work, before discussing in part II changes in the light
of more recent resarch informed by dendrochrono-
logy. In part III the state of research in different re-
gions will be reviewed.

4

I

The publication in 1959 of H. Muller-Karpe’s “Bei-
trage zur Chronologie der Urnenfelderzeit nordlich
und siidlich der Alpen” (2) profoundly influenced the
course of subsequent research. There can be no doubt
that this piece of scholarship is the single most import-
ant milestone in the course of post-war research on
the Late Bronze Age in Central Europe. While much
of his work has stood the test of time, it is clear today
that there are certain crucial faults in his scheme. In
a lesser work, this would not have been important,
but because the “Beitrige” have been so influential,
these faults have contributed to a widespread misun-
derstanding of the chronology at the Bronze Age/
Iron Age transition.

Miiller-Karpe’s problem was to match the chrono-
logical developments north and south of the Alps. His
solution was to equate Ha B1 with late Protovillanova,
Ha B2 with Villanova I and Ha B3 with Villanova II:

Table 1. Chronological scheme for the Italian and Balkan peninsulae.
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Ha Bl =late Protovillanova=10th century BC
Ha B2=Villanova I=9th century BC
Ha B3=Villanova II=8th century BC

At that time the equation of Ha B3 with Villanova
II seemed beyond question, bearing in mind the late
Urnfield objects (especially cast-hilted swords) found
in a number of rich late Villanovan graves. The equa-
tion of Ha Bl with late Protovillanova was also
founded on numerous comparisons, particularly be-
tween bronze objects in Italian and Central European
hoards. Against this background it is clear why Ha
B2 played an integral role in Miiller-Karpe’s scheme:
to bridge the gap which had opened between the 10th
and 8th centuries BC.

Miuller-Karpe’s phase Ha B2 soon came under at-
tack from a variety of authors (3). Kelheim phase III
(“Ha B2”) dissolved under critical inspection, and the
“Ha B2” phase at Ruse (Maria Rast) is unconvincing.
Despite the fact that most specialists did not accept
Ha B2 as a supra-regional phase, the extent of the
problem caused by the collapse of this crucial element
of the chronology was not explored. If it is accepted
that the equation of Ha B1 and late Protovillanova is
correct, then the question follows: should Ha B3 be
equated with Villanova I or Villancva II, or both?
Few scholars realised that there was a “floating chron-
ology” in Central Europe at the end of the Late
Bronze Age!

The sheer authority of Miller-Karpe’s scholarship
exacerbated the problem. In those regions where the
late Urnfield phase (Ha B3) is clearly recognisable,
but direct links with Italy are extremely rare (e.g. east-
ern France, southern Germany, Bohemia, southern
Moravia, northern Austria), Miiller-Karpe’s authority
led to the persistance of the (incorrect) equation of

1. The typical middle and recent Urnfield burial rite, with its ap-
parent reluctance to give expression to differences in wealth or
to high social standing (so-called “Ideology of Denial”), must -
in turn — presumably be related in some way to the similar rites
in Protovillanovan ltaly and contemporary Submycenaean and
Protogeometric Greece.

2. Romisch-Germanische Forschungen 22 (1959).

3. See, for example, U. Ruoff, Jur Frage der Kontinuitat zwischen
Bronze- und Eisenzeit in der Schweiz (1974) Anhang IL. — A. Jocken-
hovel, Die Rasigrmesser in Mitteleuropa. Prihist. Bronzefunde VIII/
1 (1971) 22f. - M.K.H. Eggert, Die Umenfelderkultur in Rheinkessen.
Geschichtliche Landeskunde 13 (1976) 871

Ha B3 with Villanova II. In those regions which did
not belong to the late Urnfield cultural zone, only
rarely had Ha B3 metalwork, but had relatively close
links with Italy (e.g. much of the wester Balkans), it
was, by contrast, often quite obvious which phases
should be equated with Villanova II — but now such
phases were often labelled “Ha B3” because, on the
authority of Miiller-Karpe, Ha B3 belonged to the
8th century BC. This uncritical application of Miiller-
Karpe’s chronological system means that caution is
required when dealing with phases which have in the
past been labelled “Ha B3”. This term has been used
in two ways: as a typological assemblage (pins with
small vase-shaped heads, cast-hilted swords of Mérig-
en, Auvernier, Tachlovice, Weltenburg and Tarquinia
types, ribbed decoration etc.), and as a phase equated
with the 8th century BC and Villanova II. Only the
former is correct.

Table II. Chronological scheme for the circum-alpine regions.
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While Miller-Karpe’s “Beitrage” set the framework
for research since 1959, it is only relatively recently
that a new development began to revolutionise Late
Bronze Age studies: dendrochronology. While it is
true that in the future chronology will be based on
tree-rings, it is to the credit of Miller-Karpe, and sub-
sequent scholars working on chronological themes,
that previous work has by no means been rendered
obselete. In fact, much previous work can be rec-
onciled with the new absolute dates.

This is not the place for a detailed review of den-
drochronological research on the Late Bronze Age.
An authoritative account has been published by V.
Rychner, which forms the basis for the following brief
commentary ;4). A number of lake-side settlements,
particularly Hauterive-Champréveyres, Greifensee-
Béschen and Ziirich-GroBer Hafner, show with clar-
ity that the process of transition from the middle (Ha
A9) to the recent Urnfield period (Ha B1) already be-
gan around the mid 11th century BC (the associated

dendrodates are distributed between 1055 and 1037
BC). Fully developed complexes of the recent Urn-
field period are known, for example, from Cortaillod-
Est (1010-955 BC), Ziirich-Grof3er Hafner, Stratum
2 (995 BC), Chens-sur-Léman, “ensemble stratigra-
phique 2” (1017-965 BC) and Chalon-sur-Saéne “Le
Gué des Piles” (980-956 BC). Cortaillod-Est is re-
garded as particularly characteristic of fully developed
Ha Bl; the analysis of 2000 oak posts allowed a re-
liable dating of the settlement to a 55-year period be-
tween 1010 and 955 BC. The settlement of Le
Landeron owes its particular importance to the fact
that it belongs to a very developed stage of Ha Bl,
and is closely dated (961-957 BC). The transition
from the recent to the late Umnfield period can be
dated to the time between the mid and late 10th cen-
tury BC. Settlements such as Chindrieux-Chatillon,
Lac du Bourget (906-814 BC) and Chens-sur-Léman
“ensemble stratigraphique 1” (905 BC) show that the
late Urnfield period had already started by the end of
the 10th century; according to A. Bocquet, a date for

Table III. Chronological scheme for south-east Central Europe.
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Fig. 2. Selection of finds from carly Hallstatt complexes in central and castern France: A: Sinzelles-Caramanuron, Dép. Haute-Loire “after
Vital, see note 9). B-D: Chavéria, Dép. Jura (afier Vuaillat. see note 10). B: tumulus 9. C: wumulus 16. D: tumulus +. Al, B1-6, CI, DI:
bronze, C2: bronze and boar’s tusk. otherwise pottery. - Scale: Al-2=1:2, otherwisc 1:4.
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Fig. 1. Selection of finds {rom Chindrieux-Chatillon, Lac du Bourget, Savoic (after Billaud #f al., sce note 8;: Black: graphite paint, stipple:
red paint. — Scale: bronze=2:3, pottery=ca. 1:3.
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provided the latest Urnfield tree-ring dates (Fig. 1) (8},
with pottery of the earliest Hallstatt phase from finds
such as the cooking-pit from Sinzelles-Caramontron,
Dép. Haute-Loire (associated with an ‘A-type chape
fragment) (9) and Chavéria, Dép. Jura, tumuli 4, 9
and 16 (10) (Fig. 2). Although the early Hallstatt pot-
tery can be distinguished by a preference for more
depressed (lower and wider) forms, the close relation-
ship to its late Urnfield fore-runners is unmistakable.
From the upper levels of Chindrieux-Chatillon come
sherds with rich painted decoration, a fashion which
increased in popularity in the later part of Ha B3,
and which remained popular in early Hallstatt (e.g.
Fig. 1, 4-5, 7-9).

Rich painted decoration is even more prevalent at
the end of the Bronze Age in the region between
north-east Switzerland and the Breisgau (11). The late
Urnfield graves from eastern Switzerland (especially
Ossingen) reflect the development within Ha B3
noted in the lake-side settlements, involving among
other things an increasing use of black and red paint
on pottery (compare Fig. 3, 1-8 with Fig. 3, 9-24).
This reaches a climax in early Ha C, when graves
such as Hemishofen tumulus X (12) and Endingen
(13) include vessels with complex geometric painted
ornamentation (Fig. 4a-b). Apart from the trap-
ezoidal razor from Endingen, it is also worth men-
tioning the pin from Hemishofen (Fig. 4b, 5), which
can be related to examples from the Bologna region,

8. Y. Billaud, A. Marguet and O. Simonin, Chindrieux, Chatillon
(Lac du Bourget, Savoie), ultime occupation des lacs alpins
frangais 4 ’Age du Bronze? In: Archéologee el Environment des Mi-
lieux Aquatiques, Actes du 116¢ Congrés National des Sociétés Savantes,
Chambéry 1991 (1992) 227-310.

9. J. Vital, Un four-dépotoir du Ville/VIle siecle av. J.-C. a Sin-
zelles-Caramantron {(commune de Polignac, Haute-Loire). Re-
vue Archéologique du Centre de la France 27, 1988, 43-60.

10. D. Vuaillat, La nécropole tumulaire de Chavéria (Jura). Annales Lit-
téraires de I"Université de Besangon 189 (1977).

11. See for example Ossingen, Kt. Ziirich: Ruoff (note 3)pl 1-8.-
Giindlingen and Ihringen, Kr. Breisgau-Hochschwarzwald: W.
Kimmig, Die Umenfelderkultur in Baden. Rémisch-Germanische
Forschungen 14 (1940).

12. W.U. Guyan, Das Grabhiigelfeld im Sankert bei Hemishofen. Schrift-
en des Institutes fur Ur- und Frithgeschichte der Schweiz 8
(1951) 32; 33, fig. 13, X. — These finds are in the Schweizer-
isches Landesmuseumn, Zirich (Inv. No. 26378-26390); the
author would like to thank Dr R. Degen for his help while
drawing the original objects.

where they are typical of the first half of the 8th cen-
tury BC (Bologna IIA; compare Fig. 7, column 3.

Early Ha C pottery from the area of the Alb-Hegau
cultural group (centred on southern Wiirttemberg
and Bavarian Swabia) bears a comparable rich geo-
metric decoration. Here, however, the painting is
supplemented, or rather dominated, by a wholesale
adoption of incised linear and ‘Kerbschnitt’ decor-
ation. Examples are illustrated on Fig. 5 from three
graves with Gundlingen swords: Minsingen-Dotting-
en tumulus 11 (14), Tannheim tumulus 22 (15) and
Unterstall tumulus 13 (16). The most important early
Alb-Hegau style pottery ensemble is doubtless that
from the wagon-grave from Wehringen “Hexenber-
gle” (Fig. 6a—b). In these early Ha C examples, the
pottery is easily distinguishable from that of full Ha
C; in the latter phase, new decorative elements are
found, such as hatched triangles and bundles of paral-
lel lines separating alternating plain fields of black and
red paint. A good example of a set of full Ha C pot-
tery comes from Dautmergen tumulus 1, dated by
dendrochronology to 667+10 BC (17). The most
characteristic set of early Ha C pottery vessels from
Lower Bavaria comes from Steinkirchen tumulus 1,
again associated with a Giindlingen sword and ‘A
chape, but this remains largely unpublished (18).-An-
other typical tumulus of early Ha C was excavated in
1909 at Wolfsbach-Haiderhausl (19).

It is possible to trace the existence of the early Ha

1. Badische Fundberichte 18, 1948-1950, 243-246; pl. 43.

14. H. Zurn, Hallstattzeitliche Grabfunde in Wiirttemberg und Hohenzol-
lern. Forschungen und Berichte zur Vor- und Frithgeschichte
in Baden-Wiirttemberg 25 (1987) 143; pl. 263, D; 266, C; 267.

15. M. Geyr von Schweppenburg and P. Goessler, Higelgriber im
Tllertal bei Tannheim (19,1'0) pl. 8-9. — P. Schauer, Die Schicerter in
Stiddeutschland, Oslerreich und  der Schweiz 1. Prahistorische
Bronzefunde IV/2 (1971) 200; pl. 99, 632; 124, 9.

16. G. Kossack, Sa’dbty"em wiihrend der Hallstattzeit. Romisch-Ger-
manische Forschungen 24 {1939) pl. 42, 17-20. - A. Jockenhg-
vel (note 3) 240, no. 575.

17. H. Reim, Hallstattforschungen im Vorland der Schwibischen
Alb bei Balingen, Zollernalbkreis (Baden-Wiurttemberg). Kolner
Jahrbuch fiir Vor- und Frithgeschichte 23, 1990, 721T; figs 6-9. -
M. Friedrich and H. Hennig (note 6) 291.

18. A few of the finds are illustrated by G. Kossack (note 16) pl.
132, 4-7.

19. G. Kossack (note 16) pl. 126, 1-3.6-15 (the iron spearhead
probably came from a secondary grave}.
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“the beginning of Bronze final IIIb in Savoie by

around 937 BC is likely. Judging from this evidence,
we can therefore estimate that the transition from the
recent to the late Urnfield period was happening
around 950-920 BC — but it is impossible to be more
precise because well dated sites from the second half
‘of the 10th century are still lacking. The latest dated
Urnfield lake-side settlement, Chindrieux-Chitillon,
with tree-ring dates reaching down to 814 BC, shows
that the Urnfield period certainly lasted till the end
of the 9th century BC.

This short resumé obviously does not reflect the
complexity of the typological developments in the
north-west Alpine lake-side settlements. In fact, the
dendrochronological dates have shown clearly that
changes were gradual — without the sharp phase-tran-
sitions generated by traditional chronological re-
search. It is also important to note that developments
are even visible within individual phases. This is cer-
tainly true for Ha B3, as various authors have recog-
nised (5). Most tree-ring dated lake-side settlements
were abandoned around the middie of the 9th cen-
tury BC (e.g. Auvernier-Nord, Unteruhldingen-Stol-
lenwiesen, Hagnau-Burg etc.). Finds from some settle-
ments which have not yet been dendrochronologically
dated seem to have a more developed character than
those known from the dated sites of the first half of
the 9th century BC (see Table II).

While such late Ha B3 scttlements, together with
Chindrieux-Chatillon, suggest that the late Urnfield
period continued through the second half of the 9th
century, a recently published dendrochronological

4. V. Rychner, Stand und Aufgaben dendrochronologischer For-
schung zur Urnenfelderzeit. In: P. Schauer (ed.) Betrdge zur Ur-
nenfelderzeit nordlich und siidlich der Alpen. Romisch-Germanisches
Zentralmuseum, Monographien 35 (1995) 455ff. — See also the
article by V. Rychner in these proceedings.

5. Rychner (note 4) 484. — M. Primas, Stand und Aufgaben der
Urnenfelderforschung in der Schweiz. In: P. Schauer (ed.) Be:-
triige zur Urnenfelderzeit nordlich und siidlich der Alpen. Romisch-Ger-
manisches Zentralmuseum, Monographien 35 (1995) 213{.

6. H. Hennig, Zur Frage der Datierung des Grabhiigels 8 “Hex-
enbergle” von Wehringen, Lkr. Augsburg, Bayerisch-Schwaben.
In: B. Schmid-Sikimi¢ and P. Della Casa (eds) Trans Europam,
Festschrift fiir Margarita Primas. Antiquitas, Reihe 3, Band 34
(1995) 129ff. - M. Friedrich and H. Hennig, Dendrochronologi-
sche Untersuchung der Holzer des hallstattzeitlichen Wagen-
grabes 8 aus Wehringen, Lkr. Augsburg und andere Absolutdat-

date from Wehringen “Hexenbergle” tumulus 8 (esti-
mated at 778+5 BC) makes it likely that the Hallstatt
period started early in the 8th century {6). The den-
dro-date for this grave corresponds perfectly with the
8th century date suggested for Wehringen and a series
of other graves with Giindlingen swords, which have
been assigned to an early Ha C phase, before the
appearance of full Ha C (7). The existence of the
early Ha C phase first became apparent from analysis
of wagon-graves. The typical wagon-graves of full Ha
C contain iron wagon fittings, iron Mindelheim
swords, developed chapes (Kossack’s type B), rich sets
of horse-gear and services of pottery and bronze ves-
sels. Giindlingen swords, which are mostly made of
bronze, hardly ever occur in wagon-graves. The only
exception is the tree-ring-dated grave from Wehring-
en, with completely different wagon fitings made of
bronze. Detailed analysis of the associations of
Giindlingen swords and ‘A’-chapes led to the recog-
nition of further types of bronze artcfact which seem
typical of early Hallstatt C, for example short bronze
horse-bits without end-rings (types A-C) and wap-
ezoidal razors.

The sword-graves of early Ha C are generally not
richly furnished with metallic grave goods and, for
this reason, pottery is most important for chronologi-
cal purposes. This subject is complex, and only a few
examples of the varied regional styles of early Ha G
pottery can be reviewed here.

In eastern France it is instructive to compare a
selection of pottery from the lake-side settlement of
Chindrieux-Chatillon, Lac du Bourget, which has

en zur Hallstattzeit. Bayerische Vorgeschichisblatter 60, 1995, 2891T.;
see particularly p. 300: “Die Holzer ?dér Grabkammer und die
Holzer des Wagens sind alle zeitgleich, wahrscheinlich stammen
Holzer der Kammer und des Wagens sogar aus ein und
demselben Baum”.

7. C.F.E. Pare, Wagenbeschlige der Bad Homburg-Grdppé_,k und

die kulturgeschichtliche Stellung des hallstattzeitlichen Wagen-
grabes von Wehringen, Kr. Augsburg. Archiologisches Korrespon-
denzblait 17, 1987, 467-482. — Ibid., Swords, T1agon-Graves and the
Beginning of the Early Iron Age in Central Europe. Kleine Schriften
aus dem Vorgeschichtlichen Seminar Marburg 37 (1991). — In
this article, the term full Ha C’ is used instead of Ha Cl. In
my view, use of the terms Ha C1 and Ha C2 causes confusion -
especially considering the present uncertainty about the tran-
sition from Ha C to Ha D.
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4_‘56 3-7.Sdecuon ?f pottery finds from Ossingen, Canton Zirich after Ruofl] sec note 11 : 1: tumulus 13b; 2, 5: tumulus 7; 3, 4, 8: tumulus
.50 72 wumulus 3; 9-15: tumulus 12; 16-20: tumulus 8; 21~-24: wmulus 6. Horizomal shading: graphite paint, light stipple: red paint. -
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2

Pottery. Dark stippling: graphite paint, light stippling: red paint. — Scale

Fig. 4a. Finds from Hemishofen, Canton Schaffhausen, tumulus X:
1:4.

UDANY,
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11 12
Fig. 4b (to the left). Finds from Hemishofen, Canton Schaffhausen, tumulus X (continued): 4: bronze with an iron core, 5: bronze, otherwise
pottery. ~ Dark stipple: graphite paint. — Scale: pottery=1:3, metals=1:2.
Fig. 5. Selection of finds from early Ha C graves with Alb-Hegau pottery: 1, 7, 9, 10: Miinsingen-Dottingen, Kr. Reutlingen, tumulus 11
(after Ziirn, see note 14). 2, 6: Unterstall, Kr. Neuburg a.d. Donau, tumulus 13 (after Kossack, Jockenhovel, see note 16). 3-5, 8, 11, 12:
Tannheim, Kr. Biberach, tumulus 22 (after Geyr and Goessler, see note 15). 1-2: Bronze, otherwise pottery. — Scale: 2=1:3, otherwise 1:6.



110 ' " Acta Archaeologica \

2

Fig. 6a. Sclection of finds from Wchringen, Lkr. Augsburg, “Hexenbergle”, wmulus 8 (after Hennig, sce note 6): 1-2: bronze, 4: gold,

otherwise pottery. — Dark stipple: graphite paint, light stipple: red paint. ~ Scale 1:4.
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8

Fig. 6b. Selection of finds from Wehringen, Lkr. Augsburg, “Hexenbergle”, tumulus 8 (after Hennig, see note 6): Pottery. Dark stipple:
graphite paing, light stipple: red paint. — Scale 1:4.

C phase over a large part of the West Hallstatt zone.
But despite concerted attempts it remains true that
the number of graves which can be allocated to early
Ha C remains small in comparison with those of late
Urnfield and full Ha C. A number of reasons may be
put forward to explain this:

1) Early Ha C pottery generally has a well defined
character, easily distinguishable from late Urnfield
and full Ha C wares; this surely indicates a phase of
considerable duration. But we do not know the pre-
cise length of time occupied by early Ha C, and it
may have been shorter than the preceding and follow-
ing phases. The transition from early to full Ha C
should approximately be equated with the Villanova
/111 and Este II/III transition (ca. 720 BC), as nu-
merous links between Italy and Central Europe in full
Ha C indicate (for example horse-gear, pins with ‘Fal-
tenwehr’ etc.). As we do not know precisely when the
Bronze Age/Iron Age transition occurred, it follows

20. See, for example, the catalogue of Giindlingen swords in south
Germany, Austria and Switzerland: P. Schauer (note 15) 198fF.
(Steinkirchen, Muschenheim, Lengenfeld and Weichering
types).

21. A review of flat cremation graves in southern Germany is pro-
vided by W. Lohlein, Friheisenzeitliche Griber von Andel-
fingen, Gde. Langenenslingen, Kreis Biberach. Fundberichte aus
Baden-Wirttemberg 20, 1995, 463; see particularly the examples

that early Ha C may have lasted considerably less
than 80 years.

2) Early Ha C graves may have been less obviously
noticeable to early excavators. Indeed, it is remark-
able how many Giindlingen swords lack well docu-
mented associated finds (20). This may be explained
by the relative simplicity of the grave furnishings —
mainly consisting of pottery vessels, with few metal
objects.

3) Only a small section of society was buried in tumu-
lus graves; the majority may, for example, have been
cremated and buried in flat graves (near the tumuli?)
with hardly any furnishings (21).

Any of these explanations could Be valid, and a com-
bination of all three factors would account for the
paucity of well-documented fingds.

Owing to the present state of research and publi-
cation, it happens to be more easy to constf’i_{c,t
chronological sequencés for the region stretching

from Bopfingen-Trochtelfingen, Grofleibstadt and Kallmiinz-
Schirndorf. — A Bohemian example of a cemetery with richer
inhumations in grave chambers (originally under tumuli?) and
poorer flat cremation graves is described by D. Koutecky and
Z. Smrz, Pohiebisté Bylanské Kultury v Poldkach, okr. Cho-
mutov, L. Dil. Pamdtky Archeologické 82, 1991, 166fl. (see es-
pecially 168, fig. 2).
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from the north-west Alpine lake-side settlements,
through southern Baden-Wiirttemberg and southern
Bavaria. But finds from sites further to the north, such
as Schirndorf (22), Demmelsdorf (23), Muschenheim
(24) etc., show that an early Hallstatt phase is also to
be expected in other regional groups. However, it
should already be apparent that the pottery of early
Ha C varies quite markedly from region to region.
This means that much work remains to be done on
local pottery styles, to apply and test the new chrono-
logical system in areas which are today less suscep-
tible to analysis.

In summary, it deserves to be emphasised that the
two major Ha B phases recognised by Miiller-Kar-
pe — Ha Bl and Ha B3 - have survived the test of
time more or less unscathed. Ha B2 is not a phase of
general relevance: it is only recognisable in certain
regional groups, where it can be understood as a mo-
ment of transition to the late Urnfield period. The
recent Urnfield period started only a few decades
earlier, the late Urnfield period, by contrast, a full
120-150 years earlier than apparent in 1959, before
the application of dendrochronology. The 8th century
accommodates the early Hallstatt phase, which is fol-
lowed in the late 8th and 7th century by the richer
finds of the full Ha C phase (see Table II).

I

In the following paragraphs, I will attempt to sketch
out schematically how the late Urnfield-early
Hallstatt sequence, described above, can be related to
developments at the Bronze Age/Iron Age transition

22. R. Hughes, Archiologische Untersuchungen zum Ubergang
von der Bronze- zur Eisenzeit in Schirndorf, Lkr. Regensburg.
In: P. Schauer (ed.) Archéologische Untersuchungen zum Ubergang von
der Bronze- zur Eisenzeit zwischen Nordsee und Kaukusus. Regensburger
Beitrdge zur Préhistorischen Archiologie 1 (1994) 1411

23. P. Ettel, Zum Ubergang von der spiten Umenfelder- zur zlter-
en Hallstattzeit in Oberfranken. In: P. Schauer (note 22) 16511,

24. H. Polenz, Geriit oder Waffe? Fundberichte aus Hessen 15, 1975,
229-251.

25. The author wishes to use this opportunity to express his grati-
tude to the Romisch-Germanisches Zentralmuseum (and es-
pecially K. Weidemann and M. Egg', where he was able to
work intensively on this subject. The research project was sup-
ported by a grant from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft.

26. S. Stegmann-Rajtar, Spitbronze- und fritheisenzeitliche
Fundgruppen des mittleren Donaugebietes. Bericht der Romisch-
Germanischen Kommission 73, 1992, 29{f. — C. Metzner-Nebelsick,

in other areas of Central and southern Euro'pe.
Whereas the former sequence is based around den-
drochronology, the other areas lack the benefits of
tree-ring dating; the only other method presently
available to gain absolute dates is by linkage to the
Aegaean Protogeometric and Geometric pottery
chronology. A full treatment of this subject is being
prepared for publication in the Jahrbuch des Rom-
isch-Germanischen Zentralmuseum (25), but an in-
troduction to chronology at the Bronze Age/Iron Age
transition can be gained from recent publications by
S. Stegmann-Rajtar, C. Metzner-Nebelsick and B.
Terzan (26). An impression of the suggested corre-
Jation of the results of regional chronological studies
can be gained from Tables I-1IL

1) CENTRAL ITALY

In central Italy, the start of the Iron Age has tradition-
ally been set at 900 BC. However, there are no abso-
lute dates available for the Protovillanova/Villanova
transition, and 900 BC has always been understood
as an estimate. In recent work, Italian scholars have
sought to date the start of their Early Iron Age by
linking it to the tree-ring dates of the north-west Al-
pine lake-side settlements. M. Bettelli (27) has put for-
ward a surpnsmgly high chronology of the Italian
Iron Age, but this is founded partly on L. Sperber’s
rather misleading use of the term Ha B2, and partly
on incorrect dendro-dates from the eastern Mediter-
ranean (28). Whereas in 1989 (29) and 1990 (30) ltal-
jan scholars still adhered to the estimated date of 900

Die fritheisenzeitliche Trensenentwicklung zwischen Kaukasus
und Mitteleuropa. In: P. Schauer (note 22) 383ff. — B. Terzan,
The Early Ion Age in Sloveman Styria. Kat. in Monogr. 25
(1990). — See also the Rﬁgensburg conference proceedings ed-
ited by P. Schauer (note 22).

27. M. Bettelli, La cronologia della prima et del ferro Laziale
attraverso i dati delle sepolture Papers of the British School at Rome
62, 1994, 49fT. ‘:}'

98. The so-called “Midas tomb” from Gordion s now dated
around 718 BC instead of 757 BC, see Daily Telegraph
3.7.1996, 18.

99. R. Peroni, Protostoria dell’Italia continentale. La penisola ztaluzna nelle
et del bronze e del ferro. Popoli e Civilta dell’Italia Antica 9 (1989)
404.

30. C. Belardelli, C. Giardino and A. Malizia, L’Europa a sud ¢ a
nord delle Alpi alle soglie della svolta protourbana (1990) 459, fig. 125.

:
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‘3) PICENUM

Whereas the Este group plays a crucial role in the
chronology of the south-east Alpine region, this func-
tion as a chronological link to Central Italy is played
by Picenum for the eastern shore of the Adriatic Sea.
Sadly, a site like Frattesina, which could provide evi-
dence of developments during the Protovillanova
period, is not available for Picenum. For the finds
from the cemetery of Pianello, with over 500 graves
excavated in 1912, documentation on the grave-
groups has not survived, which renders them almost
worthless for chronological purposes (40). It is only in
the Early Iron Age that we have Picene finds from
many closed grave assemblages. Although the num-
ber of graves (some of which are urn-graves) from the
first Early Iron Age phase (Picenum I) is limited, they
form a clear group which can be paralleled with
Villanova I (41). For Picenum II the finds from Novil-
ara, located on the northern fringe of the Picene re-
gion, provide a reliable chronological foundation (42).
Novilara I (Picenum IIA) can be linked to Bologna
IIA, and Novilara II (Picenum IIB) can clearly be
equated with Bologna IIB and Este IIC; the following
phase Novilara IIIA is contemporary with the oldest
Orientalizing period. From the 9th century BC on-
wards, therefore, the finds of the Picene group, with
its close connections to the Villanova and Venetic
groups, provide a reliable chronological framework
for related finds further to the east (Table I).

1989 nell’abitato protostorico di Frattesina di Fratta Polesine.
Quaderni di Archeologia del Veneto 6, 1990, 64fT. — L. Salzani, Nec-
ropoli dell’Eta del Bronzo Finale alle Narde di Fratta Polesine.
Seconda nota. Padusa 26-27, 1990-91, 1251,

40. R. Peroni, Dati di scavo sul sepolcreto di Pianello di Genga.
Arch. Anzeiger 1963, Heft 3, 362ff. The results of the later exca-
vations remain unpublished.

41. The most important treatment of finds of Picenum 1 is still
D.G. Lollini, Tomba ad incinerazione dalla necropoli di Num-
ana. Atli del primo simposio interazionale di protostoria ttaliana, Orviclo
1967 (1969) 89fT.

42. K. Beinhauer, Untersuchungen an den eisenzeitlichen Bestattungsplatz-
en von Novilara (1985).

43. The close relations between the various cultural groups west
and east of the Adriatic are well documented in the literature.
As an example we may take the cremation burials in wn
graves of the Iapodic region, which show remarkable similarity
with Picene cremations — e.g. Kompolje grave 2/1955-56: R.
Drechsler-Bizi¢, Vesnik Arheoloskog Muzga u Zagrebu 3, 1961,
67ff; pl. 26.

4) COASTAL CROATIA

Because of the relatively small number of closed grave
assemblages from the so-called Dalmatian, Liburnian
and Iapodic cultural groups, contacts with Italy offer
a welcome aid in their relative and absolute chron-
ology. In coastal Croatia bronzes of Italic and es-
pecially Picene type are associated with local objects
(43).

A detailed discussion of the chronology of this re-
glon is not possible here. However, the broad outlines
of the sequence have been described in a number of
important studies by S. Batovi¢ (44).

5) GLASINAC
Since the fundamental studies by A. Benac and B.
Covit (45), the most important results for the develop-
ment of the chronology of the Glasinac group have
been published by N. Lucentini (46). Lucentini was
able to put forward a clear definition of Glasinac IB,
which corresponds roughly with Benac and Covi¢s
phase IVA. Although she did not discuss phase IA in
detail, it is possible to recognise a series of graves
(mainly of Benac and Covi¢’s phase IIIG2) which
clearly pre-date IB, have close links with phase I of
the Croatian coast, and can even be related to Picen-
um I (47). Lucentini’s Glasinac IB can, in turn, be
equated with Early Iron Age II of coastal Croatia and
Picenum (see Table I).

44. For example: S. Batovi¢, Iz ranog Zeljeznog doba Liburnije.
Diadora 1, 1959, 3I. — Ibid., Die Eisenzeit auf dem Gebiet
des illyrischen Stammes der Liburnen. Archaeologia Tugoslavica 6,
1965, 55ff. — Ibid., Pregled Zeljeznog doba na istoénoj jadran-
skoj obali. Vesntk za Arheologiju i Historju Dalmatinsku 68, 1966,
471f. — Ibid., U'Eta del Bronzo Recente sulla costa orientale
dell’ Adnauco Godisnjak . ZLentar za Balkanoloika Ispitwanja 18,
1980, 21ff. — Ibid., Dalmatska kultura Zeljeznoga doba. Radovi
Fil. Fak. Zadar 25, 1986, 5{f. — Ibid., Le relationi culturali tra
le sponde adriatiche nell'eta del ferro. Jadranska obala u protohis-
loriji. Simpozyj Dubrovnik 1972 (Zagreb 1976) 2lﬁ" Praistoryja
Jugoslavenskih Zemalja IV (1983) 271f1; V (1987) ‘839MT.

45. A. Benac and B. Covi¢, Glasinac 1 (1956). — Ibid., Glasinac 11
(1957).

46. N. Lucentini, Sulla cronologia delle necropoli di Glasinac nel-
Peta del ferro. In: R. Peroni (ed.), Studi di Protostoria Adriatica 1
(1981) 671T.

47. See, for example, the grave from Drvar: F. Fiala, Wissensch-
aflliche Milteilungen aus Bosnien und Hercegovina 4, 1896, 170{I. with
figs 4-10.
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6) MACEDONIA

At this point a short digression will be made to con-
sider briefly the contribution of Macedonia to the
chronology of Central Europe. The importance of
Macedonia for our purposes lies on the one hand in
the similarity of its bronze finds with those further
north, and on the other hand in the possibility of an-
choring Macedonian chronology to the sequence of
Aegaean Protogeometric and Geometric painted pot-
tery. In fact, the relative and absolute chronology of
Macedonia in the early first millennium BC is sadly
still rather uncertain — nevertheless the potential of
Macedonia for future research deserves to be empha-
sised.

The most important contribution to this subject is
by K. Kilian (48), who studied the available grave
assemblages (particularly those from Vergina and
Chauchitsa) in detail. Owing to the present state of
publication, it is difficult to evaluate the validity of
some of Kilian’s proposed phases, but for an under-
standing of the metal finds this is perhaps not absol-
utely necessary. In fact, the metallic grave goods indi-
cate the succession of certain fairly obvious broad
phases: an early stage with arched fibulae, a second
stage with simple jewellery made of bronze wire and
bronze sheet (Macedonia IB, including arched fibulae
with a large decorated foot, spectacle fibulae, twisted
neck-rings etc.), and a third stage with cast bronze
jewellery (Macedonia IIA, including Bouzek’s ‘ca-
nonical Macedonian bronzes’).

Whereas the beginning of phase IB (Vergina IIIA)
is today assigned to the second half of the 10th cen-
tury BC (49), the date of the start of the cast ‘Mace-
donian bronzes’ is controversial. In 1975 K. Kilian
suggested a date around 700 BC, while J. Bouzek has

48. K. Kilian, Trachtzubehor der Eisenzeit zwischen Agais und
Adria. Prahistorische Zeitschrift 50, 1975, Off.

49. 1. Kilian-Dirlmeier, Die Schwerter in Griechenland (aufierhalb der Pel-
oponnes), Bulgarien und Albanien. Prahistorische Bronzefundce IV/
12 (1993) 124f: “Contacts between Vergina and southern
Greece are definitely documented by imports and local imi-
tations of wheel-turned pottery (skyphoi with concentric circles,
semi-circles or zig-zags in the shoulder field) for the late 10th
and early 9th century BC. However, this dateable pottery ap-
pears first in burials of the developed phase (Kilian: Vergina
IIIA-B) ..”. ’

50. J. Bouzek, Graeco-Macedonian Bronzes (1974) 163fT. — Ibid., Pam-
dtky Archeologické 65, 1974, 318, note 39. — Ibid., Eirene 18, 1982,
35fF. — Ibid., Arch. Ephemeris 1988, 471T. — See also the discussion
by C. Rolley, Revue Archéologique 1985, 2771L.

argued for 2 much earlier start, around 800 BC ’-(5”0),
and the earlier dating — if not certain — does seem
more likely.

It is clear that the Macedonian chronology is still
beset with serious problems — and this is specially true
for the 8th century BC. Nevertheless, the graves pub-
lished by M. Andronikos from Vergina provide in-
valuable information for the late 10th and 9th centur-
ies (51); among these finds, the typical female jewel-
lery of Vergina IIJA-B is of most importance. Vergina
shows that this type of costume-set (52), which is
known over a wide region of the western Balkan pen-
insula (see Tables I and II: Coastal Croatia I, Glasinac
IA, Ljubljana IB, Ruse II, hoard horizon V etc.), must
start as early as the second half of the 10th century
BC. This horizon of metallic finds is linked, in turn,
to the Central European phase Ha B2/3 which — re-
markably enough! — is similarly dated by dendro-
chronology.

7) LJUBLJANA

The cemetery of Ljubljana (53) plays a particularly
important role for chronological purposes, because
clear links can be traced between its finds and those
of north-east Italy, the western Balkan peninsula and
the Central European late Urnfield culture. The im-
portance of this site has been augmented by a number
of excellent studies, especially by S. Gabrovec (54).
The relative chronology of the phases IB, IIA, IIB
and ITIA is confirmed by horizontal stratigraphy. The
relatively close network of circum-adriatic contacts
allows us to construct a reliable chronological system
based on the sequences of Este and Picenum as far to
the north-east as Ljubljana (see Table II).

7

A

51. Vergina I (1969). — Further material from Vergina is published
in: K. Rhomiopoulou and 1. Kilian-Dirlmeier, Neue Funde aus
der eisenzeitlichen Hiigelnekropole von Vergina, Griechisch
Mazedonien. Prahistorische Zeitschrift 64, 19893861T.

52. For an impo‘rtaﬁt discussion of this subject, see: B. Terzan, The
Early Iron Age chronology of the central Balkans. Archacologia
Tugoslavica 24, 1987, 1. :

53. F. Stare, Ilirske najdbe Zelezne dobe v Ljubljani. Dela SAZU 1/9
(1954). — L. Puj, Zamogrobisina nekropola na dvoristu SAZU v
Ljubljani. Razprave SAZU VII/1 (1971). — Ibid., Prazgodovinsko
Zamo grobisce v Ljubljani. Razprave SAZU XIII/2 (1982). — M.
Budja, Situla 20-21, 1980, 85{T.

54, S. Gabrovec, Der Beginn der Hallstattzeit in Slowenien. Arkeo-
loski Vestnik 24, 1973, 338ff. — Ibid., Zum Beginn der Hallstatt-
zeit in Slowenien. In: H. Mitschna-Mirheim, H. Friesinger
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8) RUSE AND THE SULMTAL GROUP
Directly to the north of Ljubljana, we finally reach
the Central European Urnfield culture, in the guise
of the Ruse group of Slovenian and Austrian Styria.
These finds are distributed in a ca. 50 km section of
the Drave valley between OrmoZ and Ruse. Since
Muiiller-Karpe’s study of RuSe (Maria Rast) (55), a
large number of very important grave assemblages
has been excavated and published (56). This more
favourable database has rendered Miiller-Karpe’s
chronological scheme for Ruse obselete. A reappraisal
of the evidence allows the recognition of three main
phases: Rue I (recent Urnfield), Ruse II (late Urn-
field) and Ruse III (early Ha C). The importance of
Ruse III for our purposes lies in its links to Ljubljana
II, indicating that the late Urnfield period (Ha B2/3)
belongs before the 8th century BC.

Closed grave assemblages of the phases Ruse I and
IT are known from Austrian Upper Styria (Wildon),
but these have not yet been published. In Ruse III,
however, there are important finds from Kleinklein
(67). C. Dobiat, who published a major study of these
finds, grouped them together with graves of the full
Ha C phase (Kleinklein I). Today it is clear that the
pottery from the older (Ruse III) graves differs mark-
edly from that of the full Hallstatt period (58), so that
a division of Kleinklein I is possible (Kleinklein JA=
early Ha C; Kleinklein IB=full Ha C).

and H. Kerchler (eds), Festschnft fiir Richard Pittioni 1. Archaeologia
Austriaca, Beiheft 13 (1976) 588ff. — See also H. Parzinger,
Chronologie der Spithallstatt- und Friihlatéinezeit. Quellen und For-
schungen zur prihistorischen und provinzialrémischen Ar-
chiologie 4 (1989) 2411 '

55. Miiller-Karpe (note 2) 1156

56. See for example Brinjeva Gora (V. Pahig, Arheoloski Vestnik 39—
40, 1988-89, 181ff.), Lepa Ravna (B. Terzan [note 26] pl. 53~
62), Ormoz (M. Tomanié-Jevremov, Arheoloski Vestnik 39-40,
1988-89, 2771L.), Pobrezje (S. Pahit, PobreZje. Kat. in Monogr.
6, 1972), Pruj-Rabeljcja vas (M. Strm&nik-Gulig, Situla 2021,
1980, 611F), Ruse (S. Pahi&, Drugo Zamo grobisée v Rusah. Razpra-
ve SAZU IV/3, 1957; J. Kaemer, Arheoloski Vestntk 3940,
1988-89, 21711.).

57. C. Dobiat, Das hallstattzeitliche Graberfeld von Kleinklein und seine
Keramik. Schild von Steier, Beiheft 1 (1980), e.g. Forstwald 16
and 17, Leitengritschwald 45, Ofenmacherwald 29, Precklwald
8, 10, 13 and 14, Tschoneggerfranzlwald 4, Héchschusterwald
8, 12, and 47 etc.

58. The full Ha C phase is characterised by pottery with rich black
and red painted decoration, pins with ‘Faltenwehr’, elements
of ‘rich” horse-gear etc.

59. The important grave 169 from Brno-Obfany belongs at the
transition from the late Urnfield to the early Hallstatt period:

9) THE STILLFRIED-PODOL! GROUP

The numerous grave assemblages of the Stillfried-Po-
doli group from Lower Austria and southern Moravia
allow a clear definition of the recent and late Urnfield
phases (Stllfried-Podoli I and II). These phases can
without difficulty be paralleled with RuSe I and II. It is
more problematical to isolate a phase comparable with
Ruse III (59). However, it seems that in the Stillfried-
Podoli group, as in the Ruse group, the 8th cent. BC is
characterised by the emergence of tumulus burials, at
the same time as the urn-grave rite continued in flat
cremation cemeteries. The most important early Ha C
grave assemblages come from the eponymous cem-
etery of Sdllfried, where a number of urn-graves con-
tain characteristic pottery (distinct from that of
Stilifried-Podoli II), together with metal objects which
can be related both to hoard horizon VI and grave
finds of Este II and Villanova II (60). It is likewise poss-
ible to isolate a phase before the full Hallstatt period
among the tumulus finds of the Kalenderberg group.
The most important site is Sopron (Odenburg), where
Patek’s phases I-II and Eibner-Persy’s phase I belong
to the same chronological horizon as the urn-graves of
Stillfried-Podoli III (see Table II) (61).

10) THE NYNICE GROUP
The cemetery of Nynice still remains the most im-

the large conical-necked vessel is paralleled in Stillfried-Podoli
11, but the metal objects are related to finds from hoard hor-
izon VI in the Carpathian Basin. — See S. Stegmann-Rajtar,
Neuerkenntnisse zum Grab 169 von Brno-Obtany (Mihren).
Hallstatt Kolloquium Veszprém 1984. Mitteilungen des Archdologischen
Instituts, Beiheft 3 (Budapest 1986) 21 1L

60. M. Kaus, Das Griberfeld der jiingeren Urnenfelderzeit von Stillfried an
der March. Eygebnisse der Ausgrébungen 1975-1977. Forsch.
Stillfried 6. Veroffent. Osterr. Arbeitsgemeinschaft Ur- und
Frithgeschichte 16 (1984) — for example graves 6, 13, 26, 31,
38, 43 and 45; the rich grave with ‘pre-Scythian’ objects also
belongs to this phase, see M. Kaus, Kimmer‘ischera*?f’ferde-
schmuck im Karpatenbecken — das Stillfrieder Depot aus‘neu-
er Sicht. Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien 118~
119, 1988-1989, 247-257. - Contemporary graves from
southern Moravia include Brno-Obfany grave 140 (F. Ad-
amek, Pravéké Hradisko u Obian. [1961] pl. 128-129) and graves
41, 78 and 114 from Klentnice (J. Rihovsky, Das Umengréberfeld
von Klentnice. Fontes Archaeologici Pragenses 8 [1965]).

61. E. Patek, Neue Untersuchungen auf dem Burgstall bei Sopron.
Bericht der Romisch-Germanischen Kommission 63, 1982, 105ff. — e.g.
tumuli 81 and 83. — A. Eibner-Persy, Hallstatizeitliche Grabhiigel
von Sopron (Odenburg). Wiss. Arbeiten Burgenland 62 (1980) —
e.g. tumuli 71 and 139.
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portant site for the chronology of the recent and late
Unnfield period in south-west Bohemia (62). Another
important cemetery has recently been excavated at
Radgice, which began in the Milavée phase (Ha A)
and contains over 100 graves of the Urnfield period,
but this remains unpublished. For Nynice, we are for-
tunate in being able to make use of the important
studies of V. Saldova, O. Kytlicova and S. Stegmann-

Rajtar. The tripartite division of the chronological de--

velopment of the cemetery, originally proposed by V.
Saldova, has recently been corrected by Saldova and
Kytlicova (63). The first and third phases are un-
changed, only the middle phase was dissolved, its
graves being reassigned to the other two phases. Now
the Late Bronze Age development of the cemetery is
simply divided into two phases, Nynice I and Ii,
which correspond to the recent and late Urnfield
periods. Stegmann-Rajtar made certain further cor-
rections to this sequence (64).

V. Saldova argued that between the latest Urnfield
graves (Nynice II) and the oldest Hallstatt graves from
Nynice there is a chronological gap, which she filled
with finds from tumuli such as Kostelik, Beztehov,
Ujezd and Horni Kamenice. In broad terms, Saldova
was certainly correct in suggesting an interim (Koste-
lik) phase between late Urnfield and full Hallstatt —
the most typical finds being those from Kostelik tu-
muli 7 and 8 and Ujezd. However, it now seems that
this type of pottery can, in fact, be discerned at Nyn-
ice (65), and the horizontal stratigraphy of the cem-
etery supports the succession of the Nynice I, Nynice
II and Kostelik phases.

This chronological sequence for south-west Bohem-
ia is supported by comparisons linking Nynice I with
Stillfried-Podoli I, Nynice II with Stllfried-Podoli II,
and Kostelik with Sullfried-Podoli III (see Table II). It
should be noted, however, that vonly a handfull of
graves can be assigned to the Kostelik phase (66);
nevertheless, it does seem to be the case here, as in the
Stillfried-Podoli and Ruse groups, that early Ha C saw
both the emergence of tumulus burial as well as the
continuation of urn burial in flat cemeteries.

62. V. Saldova, Westbshmen in der spiten Bronzezeit. Das Grib-
erfeld von Nynice 1. Pamdtky Archeologické 56, 1965, UI. — Ibid.,
Die hallstatizeitliche Huigelgraber in Westbshmen. Das Grab-
erfeld Nynice. Pamdtky Archeologické 59, 1968, 29711

63. O. Kytlicova, Der Schild und der Depotfund aus Plzeii-Jikalka.
Pamdtky Archeologické 77, 1986, 450, note 13.

64. S. Stegmann-Rajtar ‘note 26) 112(1.

. 11) THE KELHEIM-OBERECHING GROUP

The Kelheim-Obereching group is centred on Lower
Bavaria (67), and is characterised by typical pottery
and bronze artefacts from a large number of Urn-
fields. Recognition of the recent and late Urnfield
phases of this group (Kelheim-Obereching I and II)
is not a problem, and is confirmed by horizontal stra-
tigraphy at certain sites (most clearly at Kelheim, but
also at Obereching). It has, however, only recently
been recognised that some of these Urnfields con-
tinued in use into the early Hallstatt period — for ex-
ample at Kiinzing, Obereching, Stephanposching,
Kelheim and Schirndorf (68). The type of early Ha
C pottery from these Urnfields can be paralleled in
early Hallstatt tumuli such as Steinkirchen, mention-
ed in part II. Once again, as in the groups discussed
above, the early Hallstatt period sees burial in flat
urn-graves diminishing in popularity, and richer tu-
mulus burials emerging; the latter rite becomes domi-
nant in the full Halistatt C phase.

12) THE REGION NORTH-WEST OF THE ALPS

Owing to the existence of reliable tree-ring dates from
lake-side settlements in south-west Germany, Switzer-
land and eastern France, the chronology of Ha B in
the region north-west of the Alps is not open to such
controversy as in other areas. The grave finds play a
less important role for chronological purposes. Apart
from the over-riding importance of the lake-side
settlements, this can partly be explained by the ab-
sence of large Urnfields of the sort discussed above,
such as Kelheim, Obereching, Nynice, Klentnice,
Franzhausen, Hadersdorf, Ruse, PobrezZje etc. The
chronology of grave finds.is particularly difficult for
the middle and recent Urnfield periods, when flat
cemeteries are rare and normally contain only a few
urn-graves. The situation changes radically in the late
Urnfield period, with the appearance of a large num-
ber of tumulus burials, some of which are quite richly
furnished. A number of late Urnfield graves contain
typical Ha B2/3 bronze artefacts which facilitate the

65. For example graves 57, 130, 151, 180 and 181.

66. There may, however, be as many as 10 more in the Radgice
cemetery. The author wishes to thank Dr. D. Béstova, Plzeit,
for this information.

67. This group is also rcpresented in the northern Salzburger
Land, in southern Upper Palatinate, and in the eastern part of
Upper Bavaria.
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+ definition of this phase. The late Urnfield tumulus
burials are very important for an understanding of
chronology at the Bronze Age/Iron Age transition,
because this rite continued to be practised in the early
Hallstatt period — whereas the lake-side settlements
were abandoned and bronze hoards ceased to be de-
posited.

13) THE PROBLEM OF THE LATE URNFIELD PERIOD IN
SOUTH-EAST CENTRAL EUROPE

The discussion so far has attempted to show how
analysis of grave finds can reconcile the absolute dat-
ing evidence available from the lake-side settlements
and tumuli north-west of the Alps, 8th century Italy
and Early Iron Age Macedonia. Another important
contribution to the formation of this chronological
scheme can be gained from a study of hoards (depo-
sitions of metal objects). Obviously, hoards and their
contents vary considerably from region to region, and
they must be studied on a regional basis. Neverthe-
less, it is possible to correlate regional developments
and recognise a broad succession of hoard horizons
in Central Europe: horizon IV corresponding to the
recent Urnfield period, V to the late Urnfield period,
and VI to the early Hallstatt period (69) (Table III).

- As already mentioned in the introduction, horizon
IV marks a major phase of bronze circulation (and
deposition) in large parts of Europe, and this treat-
ment of bronze seems to form an important element
of the communication network which supported the
so-called “Urnfield phenomenon”. In the following
horizon V, hoard depositions are even more richly
represented in the region of the late Urnfield culture
(70). Further east, by contrast, hoard deposition fell
out of fashion in many areas — concentrations are
only known in the extreme north-east and south-west

68. F. Schopper, Griber der spiten Urnenfelder- und der frithen
Hallstattzeit aus dem Landkreis Deggendorf. Archiologische Ar-
beitsgemeinschaft. Ostbayern/ West- und Siidbohmen, 3. Treffen, Juni
1993 (1994) 17, fig. 3, A (Kiinzing-Ost, grave 85). — P. Hégling-
er, Das umenfelderzeitliche Graberfeld von Obereching. Archaeologie
in Salzburg 2 (1993) pl. 58 (Obereching grave 140). — K.
Schmotz, Die vorgeschichtliche Besiedlung im Isarmiindungsgebiet. Ma-
terialhefte zur Bayer. Vorgesch. Reihe A/58 (1989) pl. 35, C
(Stephanposching grave 5). — R. Hughes (note 22) 1414
(Kelheim, Am Urnenfeld, grave 11 and Schirndorf).

69. For a recent study of hoard chronology in the Carpathian Ba-
sin, see C. Metzner-Nebelsick (note 26) 408{f. — Hoard horizon
IV corresponds to von Brunn’s Rohod-Szentes phase, the So-

parts of the Carpathian Basin (71). It seems that at
this time (ca. 950/920-800 BC), the Carpathian and
lower Danube region became disengaged from the
communication network of the Urnfield culture. Met-
allic finds of so-called pre-Scythian type indicate that
the region experienced an eastward reorientation of
its cultural affinities. To what extent do local cultural
sequences reflect the important change detected in
metal production and deposition?

The intense circulation and deposition of bronzes
in hoard horizon IV presumably required an efficient
communication network within the Carpathian Ba-
sin. This may, indeed, help understand the emergence
of a vast koiné of pottery production known as “kan-
nelierte Keramik” (fluted pottery) (72). This term re-
fers to the inter-related cultural groups distributed be-
tween east Slavonia and the Voivodina in the south-
west, east Slovakia in the north-west, and the lower
Danube, Carpatho-Ukraine and Dnestr in the east.
The formation of this group presupposes a period
with particularly intensive communication over a very
wide area. The obvious hypothesis 1s that the forma-
tion and expansion of the koiné of fluted pottery is
related to the climax of bronze production and ex-
change visible in the hoard depositions. But it-is a
matter of controversy whether the dissolution of the
koineé of fluted pottery may be related chronologically
to the interruption of bronze circulation and depo-
sition at the transition from hoard horizons IV to V.

The paucity of grave assemblages means that pot-
tery chronology is based on settlement evidence — and
this does not allow fine dating. However, it is clear
that the koiné of fluted pottery was succeeded by a
number of regional groups, often with quite different
pottery decoration (73). Thus the fluted pottery of
eastern Hungary (Gava group), Voivodina, north.Ser-
bia and the Banat (Belegi$ II group), southern Oltenia

motor-Laky phase in Slovakia, the Hajduboszérmény phase
in Hungary, the Moigrad-Tauteu phase in Romahia etc.

70. The eastern bdundary of the typical late Urnfield culture is
formed by the Ruse and Stillfried-Podoli groups in Styria, east-
ern Austria, western Transdanubia, south-west Slovakia and
southern Moravia.

71. There was a resurgence of hoard deposition in horizon VI in
the Carpathian Basin, but the different kind of hoard compo-
sition (sets of costume ornaments, horse-gear etc.) seems to re-
flect new deposition practices.

72. For an introduction to this subject, secc B. Hansel, Beitrige zur
regionalen und chronologischen Gliederung der alteren Hallstattzett an der
Unteren Donau (1976) 881T.
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(Hinova-Virtop group), Dobrogea (Babadag I group)
and Moldavia (Corliteni-Chiginiu group) is suc-
ceeded by various types of engraved and stamped
pottery (Gornea-KalakaZa, Insula Banului, Babadag
II and Cozia groups), and the eclectic pottery of the
Mezbécsat and Teleac groups (see Table III).

While the relative chronological development is
more or less clear, the absolute chronology is contro-
verstal. While B. Hinsel and his collaborators (74)
have argued for the emergence of Kalakaca and re-
lated pottery before the end of the 2nd millennium
BC, Gumai and Vulpe (75) suggest a later date, corre-
sponding to the transition from hoard horizons IV to
V, and Kemenczei sees Gava pottery continuing till
Ha B1 (76). Whereas the recently published stratigra-
phy of the settlement of Teleac (77) appears to sup-
port the later date, this seems to be precluded by the
association of “proto-Kalakata” pottery with early
Urnfield club-headed pins at Feudvar (78). It is not
my purpose to discuss this question in more detail,
although I should perhaps note that — in my opinion —
more evidence supports a later dissolution of the
fluted pottery koiné (see Table III).

In the framework of this article I merely intend to
indicate what, to me, seems the most crucial chrono-
logical question at the transition from the Bronze Age
to the Iron Age in south-eastern Central Europe.
However the settlement chronologies are resolved, it
remains to emphasise once again the profound cul-
tural break in these regions around 950/920 BC — at
a time when the Urnfield culture'was passing gradu-
ally from its recent to late phase further to the west.
Judging from the rich bronze production of hoard
horizon IV, the Carpathian region was certainly “in
the Bronze Age” at this time. The collapse of bronze
production and exchange at the time of hoard hor-
izon V, however, could mark the start of an Iron Age
technology, involving the development of a new kind
of communication and exchange network and a rad-
ical cultural re-orientation.

73. For a useful review, see A. Vulpe, Die Kurzschwerter, Dolche und
Streitmesser der Hallstattzeit in Rumdanien. Prahistorische Bronzefun-
de VI/9 (1990) 102ff. T

74. B. Hiansel and P. Medovi¢, Bericht der Romisch-Germanischen
Kommission 72, 1991, 62; 1191T,; 135; 148.

75. M. Gumi, Cuwilizafia primei epoci a fierului tn sud-vestul Romdniei
(1993). — A. Vulpe (note 73) 102fF; pl. 62.

v
Having reviewed these regional chronologies, and
shown how they may be linked together in a sche-
matic supra-regional system, we may now briefly turn
to a more general view of behaviour at the Bronze
Age/Iron Age transition. As we know, there is a
chronological “gradient” in the adoption of iron tech-
nology. In Italy, much of the Carpathian Basin, the
lower Danube and the north Pontic regions, this step
seems to have been taken at some time around the
second half of the 10th century BC. In the area
stretching from western Transdanubia to central
France, the end of the Bronze Age corresponds to the
Urnfield/Hallstatt transition, and dates to around 800
BC. Further to the north and west, Bronze Age prac-
tices continue into the 8th, 7th or, in some areas, even
into the 6th century BC, as the hoards of Per. VI, the
Armorican axe hoards and the hoards of “Launaci-
en” type show.

In fact, it seems that the Bronze Age/Iron Age
transition is fypically marked by the cessation or
marked decline of hoard deposition. I suspect that

‘hoard deposition, like deposition in watery - places,

was an activity intimately linked to the exchange, dis-
play and thesaurisation of bronze. Deposition —
whether in hoards, rivers, marshes or settlements —
was a final option available in a variety of different
cult activities involving bronze. But this behaviour
disappeared at the Bronze Age/Iron Age transition.
When the “common denominator” of the Bronze Age
communication and exchange networks ceased to
exist, regional groups were forced to develop new cul-
tural orientations, and élites were forces to display
and compete using other measures of wealth.

/'}
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76. T. Kemenczei, Die Spitbronzezeit Nordostungarns (1984) 86. —
Ibid., C icationes Archagologicae Hungariae 1990, 120f.

77. V. Vasiliev, LA. Aldea-and H. Ciugudean, Cuilizafia Dacicd
Timpurie in Aria Intracarpaticd a Romdniel. Contribufii Arheologice:
Agezarea Fortificatd de la Teleac (1991).

78. See note 74.
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Fig. 7. Occurrence of selected pin types in Early Iron Age graves from Bologna and its Hinterland (phases 1A, IB, IIA, IIB). Pins after G.L.
Carancini, Die Nadeln in Italien. Prihist. Bronzefunde IX/12 (1984). — Not to scale.

BC, R. Peroni now sets the start of Golasecca IA,
Este I, Bologna I etc. at ca.1020 BC. It seems that
the root of this change is again to be sought in the
stubborn belief of Italian scholars in Miller-Karpe’s
Ha B2 phase. In fact, the best available means of dat-
ing Iron Age I in central and northern Italy is by its
links with finds of the late Urnfield period (Ha B2/3).
As an example of this, I will take the pins with small
vase-shaped heads (31). These are very typical of Ha
B2/3 and are found in a series of graves around Bol-
ogna, dating mainly to Bologna I (Fig. 7, column 1).
In phases IB and IIA a local Bolognese variant was
developed, having heads with more complex ribbing
(Fig. 7, column 2). Judging from the former pins, it
seems justified to link Bologna I with Ha B2/3 (ca.
950/920-ca. 800 BC); Bologna ITA would then corre-
spond with early Ha C north of the Alps — as the pin

31. Also discussed by M. Bettelli (note 27).
32. The relative chronology of the Villanovan cemetery of Quattro
Fontanili at Veii. Annali, Sezione di Archeologia e Storia Antica (Na-

with conical head of Bolognese type from Hemishof-
en would suggest (compare Fig. 4b, 5 with Fig. 7,
column 3; see also Tables I and II).

In the 8th century, Italian chronology becomes
much more reliable. The phases of north Italy and
Picenum can be linked to chronological sequences at
sites with imported Geometric pottery, such as Veii
“Quattro Fontanili”, which has been analysed by J.
Toms (32). The state of research on absolute chron-
ology has recently been sumgharised by B. d’Agostino,
in the framework of the Pontecagnano publication
(33) (Table I). Absolute dates for Villanova II are on
the one hand gained from the earliest pre-colonial
Euboean imports (e.g. from Veii “Quattro Fontanili”:
Middle Geometric II chevron skyphoi), on the other
hand by comparison with finds from the horizon of
the first Greek settlements in the west (Pithekoussai,

poli) 8, 1986, 41fL.
33. In: S. De Natale (ed.) Pontecagnano I1. La necropoli di S. Antonio:
Propr. ECI. 2. Tombe della Prima Eta del Ferro (1992) 39-43.
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Cumae — Late Geometric I). Following this the
earliest Orientalising phase (e.g. Veii IIC/IIIA, Pon-
tecagnano IIB-Orientalizzante Antico ) is paralleled
with the time of the “second generation” of Greek
colonies (early Protocorinthian pottery). Whereas the
later Villanova period in central Italy is fairly securely
anchored by Greek imports, such close links with the
eastern Mediterranean were lacking in Villanova L
The generally accepted date for the transition from
Villanova I to II (800 BC) must therefore be under-
stood as an estimate.

9) NORTH ITALY

For the chronology of the Golasecca culture, the
works of R. De Marinis are fundamental (34). The
published finds are still too few to construct a fine
chronological sequence for this group, and both the
relative and the absolute chronology are based largely
on comparison with the more secure sequences from
Bologna and Este (Table I).

Since the work of R. Peroni and his team on Este
(35), there have been important new publications
which demand a reappraisal of their chronological
scheme for the Veneto. Apart from editions of import-

ant cemeteries (36), studies of multiple burial are

worth special mention, leading to the presentation of
a new chronology for the 8th to 5th centuries BG by

34. For example R. De Marinis, Note relative alla cronologia della
cultura di Golasecca. Rassegna Gallaratese di Storia ¢ d'Arte 29,
1970, 3-33. — Ibid., La necropoli della Ca’ Morta alla luce
delle,ultime scoperte. In: Eti del Ferro a Como, exhibition cata-
logue, Como 1978, 65-92. — Ibid., La tomba 289 della Ca’-
Morta e Pinizio dell’eta del ferro nelle necropoli dei dintorni
di Como. In: B. Schmid-Sikimi¢ and P. Della Casa (note 6)
93ff.

35. R. Peroni, G.L. Carancini, P. Coretti Irdi, L. Ponzi Bonomi,
A. Rallo, P. Saronio Masolo and F.R. Serra Ridgway, Studi
sulla cronologia delle civilta di Este e Golasecca (1975) 218

36. E.g. AM. Chieco Bianchi and L. Calzavura Capuis, Este L.
Monumenti Antichi 51, Ser. Monogr. 2 (1985). — Note the
important discussions of chronology in this book.

37. G. Bergonzi, A. Boiardi, P. Pascucci and T. Renzi, Corredi
funebri ¢ gruppt sociali ad Este e S. Lucia. In: R. Peroni {(ed.),
Necropoli ¢ usi funerari nell’etd del ferro (1981) 95{T. — A. Vanzetti,
Le sepolture a incinerazione a piu deposizioni nella protostoria
delPItalia nord-orientale. Rivista di Scienze Preistoriche 44, 1992,
115ff. Vanzetti’s new chronology is, however, flawed — with

some graves clearly wrongly dated (Ricovero grave 154, for

A. Vanzetti (37). The most important new dcvelbp~
ments, however, have occurred in the early part of
the Venetic sequence. Apart from the increasing
numbers of finds from Este I (38), the most important
discoveries are without doubt the settlement and
graves from Frattesina near Fratta Polesine (39). The
grave finds found north-west of the settlement in loc.
Narde play a key role for chronological studies. The
excavation of a tumulus uncovered well over 550
simple urn graves. During the use of the tumulus, the
mound was enlarged several times, allowing the exca-
vator, L. Salzani, to assign the graves to five layers.
Apart from the tumulus in loc. Narde, there is an-
other cemetery east-south-east of the settlement in
Fondo Zanotto, with finds which are slightly later.
Taken together, the Narde and Zanotto cemeteries
offer a large number of grave complexes from the
middle Protovillanova phase to the transition to the
Early Iron Age. Some of the bronzes from the Narde
tumulus find parallels in the Central European Umn-
field zone, including pins which are comparable to
examples from Swiss lake-side settlements of the mid
11th century BC. The graves from Frattesina there-
fore allow, for the first time, a secure chronology for
the middle (arched fibulae) and late (serpentine fib-
ulae) Protovillanova phases, and their parallelisation
with the middle and recent Urnﬁeld phases of Central
Europe.

example, is assigned to Este III).

38. E.g. Garda (Prov. Verona): L. Salzani, La necropolx di Garda
(Verona). Boll. Maus. Civ. St. Nat. Verona 11, 1984, 113ff. — Mon-
tagnana (Prov. Padova), Ca’ Nogare: E. Bianchin Citton and
M. De Min, Il Museo archeologico ¢ il lapidario di Montagnana (1990)
20ff, — Pra’ d’Este (Prov. Padova) and Desmonta (Prov.
Verona): Il Veneto nell’antichita (1984) 626L; 632f. -~ with illus-
trations. — Angarano (Prov. Vicenza): E. Bianchin Citton, 1
reperti della necropoli di “San Giorgio di Angarano nel museo civico di
Bassano del Grappa (1982).

39. Il Veneto nellantichita (1984) 651 — M. De Min, La necropoli
protovillanoviana di Frattesina di Fratta Polcsme (Ro). Padusa
20, 1984, 475ff. (and olhcr articles in Padusa 20). — LAntico
Polesing, lestimonianze archeologiche e paleoambientali. Exhibition
catalogue, Adria and Rovigo (1986). — M. De Min, La necro-
poli protostorica di Frattesina di Fratta Polesine. In: G.
Bergonzi, A.M. Bietti Sestieri and A. Cazzella (eds), Prospettive
storico-antropologiche in archeologia preistorica. Quademi di Dialoght di
Archeologia 3, 1987, 277{f. - L. Salzani, Necropoli dell’Eta del
Bronzo Finale alle Narde di Fratta Polesine. Prima nota. Padusa
25, 1989, 5. — A.M. Biewti Sestieri, La campagna di scavo
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