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Introduction 

The results and materials presented here were achieved during 

archaeological research of the summer schools 2010 and 2011 in the frame of 

the Research Training Network „Forging Identities”, financed by the European 

Union1. The site of Teleac, com. Ciugud, Alba county, in Romania was chosen 

as one of the most important large (ca. 30 hectares inside the rampart) fortified 

sites of the Late Bronze Age to Early Iron Age in south-eastern Central Europe. 

The site had been discovered 70 years ago in 1953 and scientific excavations had 

already been carried out in 1959-1960, 1978-1987 and 2007 and have again been 

                     
1 Participants in 2010 were (in alphabetical order of family name): Ole Aslaksen, Nikolaus 

Boroffka (field director), Horia Ciugudean (field director), Vanessa Guyot, Svend Hansen (project 

management), Flemming Højlund, Stojan Ivanov (geophysics), Zsófia Kölcze, Maikel Kuijpers, 

Sascha Mauel, József Nagy, Dalia Pokutta, Samantha Reiter, Nicole Taylor, Heide Wrobel 

Nørgaard, Michael Ullrich (topography), Helle Vandkilde (project management), Peter Zidarov 

(geophysics) and visiting lecturers were Marius-Mihai Ciută, Magda and Gheorghe Lazarovici as 

well as Liviu Marta. In 2011 the participants were: Ole Aslaksen, Nikolaus Boroffka (field 

director), Horia Ciugudean (field director), Vanessa Guyot, Svend Hansen (project management), 

Christian Horn, Stojan Ivanov (geophysics), Sascha Mauel, Bianka Nessel, Dalia Pokutta, 

Samantha Reiter, Nicole Taylor, Claes Uhnér, Michael Ullrich (topography), Tilman Vachta, Peter 

Zidarov with his family (geophysics). The results were very briefly presented in Boroffka, 

Ciugudean 2012. 

The translation of the German and Romanian summaries, including the figure legends, was done 

by R. Boroffka. 



Nikolaus Boroffka, Horia Ion Ciugudean, Svend Hansen 90 

continued since 2016, so that a large amount of information was available2. The 

aim of the work was for the students and fellows in the project to gain practical 

and theoretical experience in the archaeology of a specific region, including 

traditional and modern archaeological work, surveying, lectures and excursions 

to archaeological and cultural sites in the wider region. Some of the methods 

applied at Teleac were non-invasive geophysics3, digital total station topography 

and a metal detector survey of the northern part of the site (Grușet Plateau and 

the lower slopes of Vârful Jidovaru)4, while excavations at two locations were 

carried out in standard manner. The trench of 2010 had a size of 2 x 2 m, and 

was placed in the region of a geomagnetic anomaly, between the old trenches S4 

and S47 towards the northern rampart (Fig. 1). It was not excavated to any 

significant depth, due to weather conditions and time limitations. The trench of 

2011 was located on the western slope of the Vârful Jidovaru, had 10 x 10 m 

size and was placed in the region of a specific find concentration from the metal 

detector survey. 

Here only a few of the survey finds, together with the results from the 

trench from 2011 on the lower slope of the Vârful Jidovaru, which reached the 

sterile soil only in a small part (Fig. 1; 6-7) are presented. The main focus is on 

the context and the objects, which probably were originally part of a hoard. 

 

Methods 

The survey by metal detector5 was carried out on the Grușet Plateau 

inside the northern rampart, outside the presumed northern gateway, and on the 

lower northwestern slope of the Vârful Jidovaru (Fig. 1-2). The application of 

metal detectors in archaeology has been variously and controversially discussed, 

but is mostly considered as a modern and useful technology when practiced by 

professional scientists with proper documentation6. It has proved very useful in 

                     
2 The most important publications for the older excavations are Horedt et alii 1962; Mitrofan 1967; 

Vasiliev et alii 1991; Ciugudean 2012. The more recent work has been published in some 

preliminary reports: Uhnér et alii 2017; Uhnér et alii 2018; Uhnér et alii 2019. 
3 See also Uhnér et alii 2019. 
4 The excavation permits (Research permit № 44/2010 and Detector permit № 25/2010 and the 

research permit for 2011) were issued by the Ministerul Culturii și Patrimoniului Național and 

specifically allowed the use of a metal detector, conform with the laws of Romania applicable at 

the time. 
5 The instruments used were a XP-Goldmaxx Power and a GPP German Professional Pinpointer 

SN 0063. 
6 See especially the contributions in the Topical Issue on Aspects of Non-professional Metal 

Detecting in Europe in Open Archaeology 2.1, 2016 

(https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/opar.2016.2.issue-1/issue-files/opar.2016.2.issue-1.xml - last 

accessed April 24th 2019). A recently observed positive effect of using metal detectors in 

archaeological aims on former soldiers with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) or individuals 
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the research on Bronze Age and Early Iron fortified sites in Hungary and 

significantly contributes to a new understanding of the period and the quantity 

and variety of metal objects in circulation7. In the 2010-2011 campaigns at 

Teleac a team surveyed the designated area, which was selected due to the 

reduced agricultural work previously done there. Finds identified up to a 

maximum depth of 15 cm under the surface were marked. Although the detector 

could filter ferrous and non-ferrous metals, this function was not applied, since 

bronze and iron objects were known from the older excavations. The marked 

finds were preliminarily sighted in the field, and those considered as possibly of 

archaeological interest were then registered with the digital total station directly 

onto the topographic plan. A fairly large number of objects were not documented 

in this way, since these were considered as obviously modern, including, for 

example, pieces of wire, shotgun cartridges, bullets, tin cans, coins, electric 

parts, cigarette foils, and broken instruments from the older excavation teams 

(Fig. 3). They were collected anyhow, and checked again at the base. Inevitably 

this led, in a few cases, to misidentifications, so that some objects, which are 

probably prehistoric, were not mapped. On the other hand, a number of objects 

which may be modern were documented. Most of the metal objects determined 

as archaeologically significant may be typologically dated to the Late Bronze 

Age and Iron Age (Hallstatt A-C), the Latène and Roman Periods (both not 

identified during previous research) and to Early Medieval time. 

 

Survey finds 

Two bronze beads were recovered with the metal detector. One of them 

is biconical in shape (№ 37, Fig. 4,1) and was found in the area where later the 

trench 2011 was placed. Although at first glance this might seem quite a simple 

form, a closer look shows that biconical beads, made from various materials, 

may be more important culturally and/or chronologically. Among the amber 

finds from Romania, the rather squat biconical beads appear to be especially 

typical for the early Hallstatt period8, as has also been observed for Hungary9, 

and may even be valid in such distant (from Teleac) regions as Denmark10. The 

same shape, made from gold, is also found in hoards of the Early Hallstatt time, 

                                                   
with other psychiatric problems (Dobat 2019) may be another future application which can profit 

both the individuals involved and professional archaeology. 
7 For example, Szabó 2009; Szabó 2010; Szabó 2012; Szabó 2016. 
8 Boroffka 2001, p. 399; Boroffka 2002, p. 151-153. 
9 Sprincz, Beck 1981, p. 478-479 table 2, p. 482-483, group IX. 
10 Becker 1954, p. 244-245. 
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such as Hinova11. Bronze examples are documented in much rarer cases and 

from Romania we known only a few examples from hoard II of Gușterița, which 

is again dated to the Early Hallstatt period (A1)12. While these analogies all 

belong to the Early Hallstatt period, and would fit well with the known dating of 

the early layers at Teleac site, a look to the south and southwest cautions us of 

hasty conclusions on chronology or cultural attribution. Squat and elongated 

biconical bronze beads are frequent and typical components of the so named 

Macedonian (or Paeonian/Paionian) Bronzes, which are concentrated in eastern 

Albania (Lake Ohrid region), northern Greece (Thessaly & Macedonia) and 

northern Macedonia (former Yugoslavia). The bead from Teleac would best fit 

into Group C according to the classification of J. Bouzek13. They are dated 

mostly to times corresponding to the Hallstatt C and D periods, or the Geometric 

Period (and perhaps later) in the terminology for Greece, although some 

southern finds may even date back to the Submycenaean Period (corresponding 

to the Early Hallstatt finds mentioned above)14. Here, examples from the 

sanctuary at Pherai in Thessaly15, the burials at Tsaousítsas (Τσαουσίτσας, also 

transcribed as Chauchitsa or Čaušica) in Greek Macedonia16 and Dedeli in the 

Republic of North Macedonia17 may be specifically mentioned. The second bead 

found on the Grușet plateau during the metal detector survey at Teleac has a 

                     
11 Davidescu 1981, p. 16, type XIII, 15, fig. 11,4 (the type XII has a similar outline but a 

rectangular cross-section); Davidescu, Vulpe 2010, p. 20, № 13 Spindle whorl-shaped beads, p. 48 

fig. 28,43-46 (the former type XII is described on p. 20 as „12 Rhombic beads”). 
12 Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1977, p. 96 (described as biconical spindle whorl), 254, pl. 160,17, p. 96, 

254, pl. 160,18 (described as three biconical beads preserved in the National Museum Budapest 

and two lost ones); Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1978, p. 121, pl. 117, 346 (described as biconical spindle 

whorl), p. 121, pl. 117, 345 (described as biconical bead [sic!] and two lost ones). 
13 Bouzek 1973, p. 105-106, 95, fig. 29, p. 99, fig. 30; Bouzek 1987, p. 91-92, fig. 7. See also 

Kilian 1975b, p. 115-116 and pl. 97. 
14 Without discussing the Macedonian Bronzes in detail here, generally see (selected publications, 

each with extensive further literature): Гарашанин 1959; Pingel 1970; Bouzek 1973; Васић 1973; 

Bouzek 1974 (the bead found in Tumulus XXXV at Gogoșu, mentioned by Bouzek 1974, p. 299, 

is made from yellow glass and thus has nothing to do with the discussed bronzes: Berciu, Comşa 

1956, p. 432, p. 427, fig. 151,4); Kilian 1975a; Kilian 1975b, p. 99-101, p. 110-116; Vasić 1977; 

Pingel 1980; Bouzek 1982; Митревски 1991a; Вукмановић, Радојчић 1995; Видески 2003; 

Bouzek 2006; Mitrevski 2007; David 2017. 
15 Kilian 1975a, p. 173, pl. 75, 34-52. 
16 Casson 1921, p. 10 (№ 1), p. 11 (№ 6 & 10), p. 12 (№ 13 & Slab Grave), p. 15, p. 9, Fig. 10; 

Casson 1925, p. 4 (Grave 1), p. 8 (Grave 8), p. 9 (Graves 9, 10 and 13), p. 11 (Grave 13), p. 12, 

(Grave 17), p. 14 (Graves 21 and 22), p. 25, Pl. 2g. 
17 Митревски 1991b, p. 17-38 (Graves 1, 4, 13, 20, 22, 25, 27, 37, 51, 52, 53, 55, 58, 63, 71, 76, 

81 and 91), pl. 1, Grave 1,4; Grave 4,11; 3, Grave 13,7; 5, Grave 20, 17; 6, Grave 22, 9; 7, Grave 

25,7; 8, Grave 27, 6; 10, Grave 37, 16; 13, Grave 51,10; 14, Grave 52, 4 & Grave 53, 11; 15, 

Grave 55,10; 16, Grave 58, 8 & Grave 63, 21; 18, Grave 71, 2; 19, Grave 76, 8: 20, Grave 81, 9; 

22, Grave 91, 10. 
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tubular basic body and three transverse ribs, flattened on one side (№ 73, Fig. 

4,2). Perhaps from Romania a distantly similar object is part of a hoard said to 

have been found in the surroundings of Suceava. The hoard has been dated to the 

period Hallstatt A and the object was described as a manchette, perhaps 

connected to wagon fittings18. However, the object from around Suceava is 

rather squatter and appears thinner walled than the bead from Teleac. Pieces 

better comparable to the slender and strongly profiled massive bead from Teleac 

are again well known among the Macedonian Bronzes far to the south. They 

correspond well to Group I in the classification of J. Bouzek19, and are also 

present in the Enodia sanctuary at Pherai20. As mentioned above they are dated 

mainly to times corresponding to the Hallstatt C and D periods, or the Geometric 

and following periods in the terminology for Greece. 

 

Disturbed hoard 

A group of bronze and iron artefacts discovered during the survey was 

concentrated on the lower slope of the Vârful Jidovaru (№ 9-11, 13-16, 19,     

23-25, 27, X2) so that in 2011 a trench of 10 x 10 m was placed in this area. 

Together with several objects found in the excavation (№ 61-63, 82), it may be 

presumed that these objects originally formed a hoard, which was disturbed by 

modern agricultural activity. Very probably the following objects were part of 

this destroyed hoard: four iron knives (№ 14, Fig. 5,4, № 15, Fig. 5,1, № 16, 

Fig. 5,3, № 63, Fig. 5,2), one small iron object with rectangular cross-section of 

unclear function (№ 19, Fig. 5,5), two iron trunnion axes (Ärmchenbeile), of 

differing types - one with small horn-like extensions pointing upwards (№ 13, 

Fig. 5,6) and a smaller one with a widened ledge with drooping shoulders (№ 9, 

Fig. 5,7), two iron socketed axes, one of which is fragmentary and has an 

upward pointed socket (№ X2, Fig. 5,8), while the other is almost complete and 

shows a straight socket mouth and a clear smithing seam on one broad side and a 

ledge on one of the narrow sides (№ 11, Fig. 5,9), one massive iron wedge (№ 

25, Fig. 5,10), a small rounded copper alloy applique with turned back ends (№ 

82, Fig. 4,3) a copper alloy applique with an ear on the back and a            

double-pointed shape interspersed by round spacers at the front (№ 10, Fig. 4,5), 

a simple bracelet with D-shaped cross-section and without ornament (№ 23, Fig. 

4,6), a flat bracelet with longitudinal ribs (№ 24, Fig. 4,4), two fragments of a 

                     
18 Hänsel 2000, p. 113, № 14, p. 112, fig. 3,6, p. 116, fig. 9; Hänsel 2005, p. 289, № 14, p. 288, 

fig. 3,6, p. 292, fig. 9. 
19 Bouzek 1973, p. 117-118, especially p. 113, fig. 36,6.8-10.13 (Kozani, Potidaea, „Yugoslavia”); 

Bouzek 1987, p. 94-95, fig. 9,4. See also Kilian 1975b, pl. 27,15 (Valanida). 
20 Kilian 1975a, pl. 77,28-29 (without discussion in the text), another example from the hoard of 

Valandina (near Elassona, Thessaly) is also illustrated. 
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phalera with pendant on the central knob (№ 61-62, Fig. 4,7) and an 

asymmetrical ring-pendant (№ 27, Fig. 4,8). 

The entire group of metal finds attributed to a destroyed hoard here can 

be connected to a shallow depression identified roughly in the centre of the 10 x 

10 m trench of 2011, which was conventionally named feature E (Fig. 6-7). The 

shallow pit, of roughly 1 m diameter and 0.2-0.3 m depth, contained some of the 

metal objects mentioned above (№ 61-63), with only one other object lying 

slightly to the south in the ploughed vegetal topsoil layer (№ 82)21, as well as the 

fragments of eight vessels (Fig. 7; 9,5-9; 10,2-4), most of which had been 

broken in situ and could largely be restored. The top of the shallow pit and the 

vessels had been disturbed by modern agricultural activity, which most probably 

explains that some parts of vessels are missing and the scatter of metal objects. 

From the disturbed cultural layer around feature E three fragments (one bowl 

[Fig. 8,6] and two biconical vessels with wide rims turned outwards [Fig. 8,9; 

9,1]) show stamped/incised decorations characteristic of the Basarabi culture22. 

Open bowls with simple curved profiles, sometimes with channelling on the rim 

(Fig. 8,4-5; 9,5-6), coming from the cultural layer in the 2011 trench and from 

feature E, were previously found throughout the stratigraphic sequence at Teleac 

and are common to both the earlier Gáva culture, and the later Basarabi 

culture23. The fragments of biconical pots without stamped/incised decoration of 

Basarabi style often bear channelling, which can be horizontal around the 

conical neck (Fig. 8,11) and oblique (Fig. 8,10) or vertical (Fig. 8,12; 10,3) on 

the belly. One vessel had a swollen neck bearing channelled hanging garlands 

(Fig. 8,10), while another shows hanging garlands on the belly (Fig. 9,4). One 

vessel of similar shape was undecorated (Fig. 9,7). Such vessels are again found 

throughout the stratigraphic sequence at Teleac and are also common to both the 

                     
21 The biconical bead (№ 37) found by metal detector nearby can also be attributed to the hoard, if 

the analogies among the Macedonian Bronzes and the late date are accepted. 
22 For the Basarabi culture see generally Vulpe 1965; Vulpe 1986; Gumă 1993, p. 208-235, pl.   

60-103; Ciocea Safta 1996; Ciugudean 1997, p. 135-161, p. 169-200, fig. 3-34; Ursuţiu 2002; Borș 

et alii 2013; Borș et alii 2017 to cite just a few important studies, with focus on Romania, each 

with further bibliography. For neighbouring Serbia see especially Stojić 1986 and Popović, 

Vukmanović 1998. We also draw attention to the fact that in settlements of the Basarabi culture 

only a very small percentage of the pottery appears decorated in this style, usually being much 

over-represented in publications due to subjective selection of the more beautiful pottery: At 

Teleac Vasiliev et alii 1991, p. 121 this was mentioned as less than 0.2%, and for Feudvar near 

Mošorin Roeder 1997, p. 602 states that out of around 50.000 sherds from the Basarabi-layers, 

only around 1% bore decoration in this style. The situation is quite different in burials, where the 

percentage of pottery decorated in the specific style is significantly higher judging from 

publications, although no precise statistics have been published. 
23 Vasiliev et alii 1991, p. 84, type IVa, 230, fig. 34 (Ciugudean, with bibliography and analogies 

going back even to the Bronze Age, and up to the Late Hallstatt Ferigile group). For the 

chronology of Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age pottery, see also Boroffka, Boroffka 2020. 
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Gáva and the Basarabi culture24. Another such vessel (Fig. 10,1), whose rim had 

been destroyed by agricultural works, was found together with a grinding stone, 

labelled as feature F, in the top layer of the south-eastern corner of the 2011 

trench (Fig. 6). Two one-handled cups were found, one from the cultural layer 

and one from feature E. Both had bodies oval or kidney-shaped in plan, the one 

from the cultural layer with a handle below the rim (Fig. 8,3), while the one 

from feature E (Fig. 10,4) had a massive handle rising above the rim and with a 

sharp crest at the top. They have been classified as type VIc and are known from 

layers II and III in the Teleac sequence25. Two vessels from coarse paste with 

knobs on the belly (Fig. 8,13 – from the cultural layer) or below the rim (Fig. 

9,7 – from feature E) are not characteristic for a specific phase at Teleac. Two 

large deep bowls with very wide flaring rims and concentric channelling on the 

interior rim, both from feature E, appear in levels II and III at Teleac, with an 

apparent higher frequency in the later period26. Among materials from more 

recently published settlements of the Basarabi culture from Transylvania and the 

Banat the shape is present at Gornea – Căunița de Jos-Cetate27, Berzasca           

– Ogaşul Odului28, Valea Timişului – Rovină29, Moldova Veche – Ostrov 

Grobila30, Bernadea31 and Tărtaria - Podu Tărtăriei Vest32, while outside 

Transylvania it is also known rarely in funerary contexts, e.g. in Basarabi33, 

Balta Verde34, Blejeşti35 or Vajuga – Pesak36. Overall, feature E, and the 

destroyed hoard, can thus be placed to the time of the last period of cultural 

                     
24 Ibidem, p. 80-83, types I-II, p. 225, fig. 29,2.4.6, p. 226, fig. 30,1, p. 227, fig. 31,13, p. 228, fig. 

32,1-10, p. 237, fig. 41,7 (Ciugudean, with bibliography and analogies). 
25 Ibidem, p. 88-89, type VIc, 2235 fig. 39 (Ciugudean, with bibliography and analogies from the 

Gáva culture up to the Late Hallstatt Scythian burials from Transylvania). 
26 Ibidem, p. 86, type IVd, p. 227, fig. 31,7 (layer III), p. 232, fig. 36,1.5 (chance find and layer II), 

p. 232, fig. 36,6 (house 19, layer III) (Ciugudean, with bibliography and analogies from the Gáva, 

Basarabi and Ferigile cultures). 
27 Gumă 1993, pl. 65,7. 
28 Ibidem, pl. 78,5 (decorated in Basarabi style). 
29 Ibidem, pl. 88,4.8; 89,10; 91,9; 93,1.5 (mostly decorated in the Basarabi style). 
30 Ibidem, pl. 97,1 (decorated in Basarabi style). 
31 Ursuţiu 2002, pl. 3,2 (interior channelled decoration); 37,5 (undecorated); 67,1-2 (channelled 

decoration and Basarabi style); 68,1-2 (channelled decoration and undecorated); 72,1-2 

(channelled decoration); 75,3-4 (undecorated and channelled ornament); 76,1-4 (channelled 

decoration); 79,1 (channelled decoration). 
32 Borș et alii 2017, pl. 32 (decorated in Basarabi style); 44,2 (decorated in Basarabi style). 
33 Vulpe 1986, p. 74, fig. 3,7 (with rib decoration). 
34 Ibidem, p. 75, fig. 4,4 (with Basarabi decoration). 
35 Ibidem, p. 84, fig. 13,12 (with Basarabi decoration). 
36 Popović, Vukmanović 1998, pl. 8,8 (decorated in Basarabi style); 30,11 (decorated in Basarabi 

style). 
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layers at Teleac37, i.e. the Basarabi chronological horizon, indifferently whether 

an actual settlement of the Basarabi culture is presumed, or only the presence of 

pottery decorated in the Basarabi style, together with the dominant ceramics of 

Gáva tradition38. This time corresponds to the periods Hallstatt B3 and C, now 

datable roughly to the (late?) 9th and 8th century BC, and continuing into the 

beginning of the 7th century BC39. 

The destroyed hoard was connected to the deposition of vessels (feature 

E) above and thus most probably also belongs to this period and cultural context. 

While several of the metal objects from the presumed hoard are not specific 

either culturally or chronologically (the iron knives40, the small unidentified 

object, the simple bracelet and the bracelet fragment with longitudinal ribs, the 

applique from thin bronze sheet), other pieces can be identified quite well. Iron 

socketed axes, or rather their fragments, were already found during the older 

excavations at Teleac. They belong to the filling of a house from layer II (i.e. 

after its actual use) and to contexts of layer III and were dated to the Hallstatt B3 

and C periods41. Analogies from Cipău, Coldău, Tărtăria, Turnișor and Vințu de 

Jos (hoard II)42, all dated to the Hallstatt C period, were already mentioned by 

Vasiliev et al., as well as the example from Lăpuș, which is considered much 

older (Hallstatt A or even Bronze Age D)43. A comprehensive overview of early 

iron socketed axes in south-eastern Europe and their Late Bronze Age precursors 

                     
37 The later metal finds discussed above, of the Latène and Medieval periods, have not been 

identified in cultural layers at Teleac. 
38 Vasiliev et alii 1991, p. 121-122 discussed the lack of many typical Basarabi ornaments and the 

problem of the newly arrived Basarbi culture coexisting with that local tradition („ea [Basarabi]   

s-a aflat în asociație cu ceramica locală tradițională. ... Chiar și coabitarea sau evoluția în paralel 

cu noii veniți nu presupune reproducerea obligatorie a tuturor elementelor ceramicii Basarabi în 

cadrul unor așezări hallstattiene preexistente.”). 
39 E.g. Vulpe 1965, p. 117-124 (with absolute dating to the mid-8th – late 7th century BC); 

Metzner-Nebelsick 1992; Popović, Vukmanović 1998, p. 38 (with absolute dating to the early or 

mid-8th – late 7th century BC); Borș 2015, p. 58 (with absolute dating to the 9th – 7th century BC). 
40 See Pare 2017 for a recent discussion of early iron knives, for Romania specifically p. 63. 
41 Vasiliev et alii 1991, p. 44-45, p. 212, fig. 16,2-4. 
42 Popa, Berciu 1964; Popa, Berciu 1965; Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1977, p. 164, p. 368-369, pl.      

391-393. Hoard I from Vințu de Jos is only mentioned and still unpublished (Rusu 1963, p. 199, 

210, № 17; Rusu 1967, p. 88 footnote 14 - Rusu is the first to number the hoards I and II from this 

locality), while hoard III has been fully published (Aldea, Ciugudean 1987; Aldea, Ciugudean 

1995). All three hoards are dated to the period Hallstatt C. 
43 Ibidem, p. 93, № 24, p. 89, fig. 1,5 (Vințu de Jos II); Popa, Berciu 1965, p. 59, № 24, p. 53, fig. 

1,24, p. 54, pl. 1,6 (Vințu de Jos II); Rusu 1974, p. 341, p. 352, fig. 1,1 (Lăpuș); László 1975, p. 

21, № 11 (Lăpuș), p. 22, № 17 (Teleac); László 1977, p. 55, № 12 (Lăpuș), p. 56, № 23 (Coldău), 

p. 56, № 18 (Teleac), p. 62 (Turnișor and Vințu de Jos II); Boroffka 1987, p. 67, № 10 (Coldău), p. 

67, № 18 (Lăpuș), p. 70, № 29 (Teleac); Boroffka 1991, p. 8, № 12 (Coldău), p. 10, № 21 (Lăpuș), 

p. 12, № 37 (Teleac); Vasiliev et alii 1991, p. 45-46 and p. 126-128; Ursuţiu 2002, p. 59-60, p.  

98-99, № 67, pl. 130,3 (Tărtăria). 
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was published by B. Wanzek44, which also included that from the Aljudovo 

hoard, recently connected to the Basarabi culture45. More iron socketed axes 

from the Hallstatt C period have since been published, e.g. from hoard II at 

Tărtăria46 and the Miroč hoard47, both of which have also been connected to the 

Basarabi culture/period. One of the new fragments from Teleac shows a curved 

socket rim, very similar to the examples from the Vințu de Jos II hoard, the older 

find from Tărtăria and the new finds from Tărtăria (hoard II), and reminding of 

earlier bronze socketed axes well known in Transylvania. The other new find 

from Teleac has a straight socket rim, more like those from Coldău or Lăpuș, but 

to our knowledge the ledge on one of the narrow sides has no analogies. The 

massive iron wedge, apparently forged from one piece with folding towards the 

centre of one broad side, does not have good contemporaneous parallels we 

know of. However, a massive iron chisel is part of the Vințu de Jos II48 and the 

object from Teleac thus fits well into the general picture of heavy iron tools of 

the Hallstatt B3-C period. Four iron trunnion axes (Ärmchenbeile) had 

previously been found at Teleac, so that the two new ones complete the picture. 

The trunnion axes found earlier all had short arms sticking out from the sides at 

more or less right angles (one preserved the mushroom-shaped chafe, one 

appears to be straight at the end, while the other two are damaged), while the 

two new ones belong to two different variants. One has short arms pointing 

upwards at a steep angle and a narrower hafting part (№ 13, Fig. 5,6), and can be 

integrated into Group II type 1 after Wesse49. It finds a good analogy in Gradina 

na Bosut, where it is dated to the Period Hallstatt B3-C, contemporaneous to the 

Basarbai culture50, as well as in Omarčevo in Bulgaria51, and far to the west in 

the hoard from Cerro de Castellón near Campotéjar in Spain52. The other is a 

slender axe with shoulders sloping downwards (№ 9, Fig. 5,7), also classified to 

Group II type 1 after Wesse53. This example, with sloping shoulders, finds a 

good analogy in the very early one from Insula Banului, dated roughly to the 

Hallstatt A-B period54. Further good parallels have been published from the 

                     
44 Wanzek 1989. 
45 Jevtić 2015, p. 10, 16, pl. 1,2. 
46 Ibidem, p. 11, p. 18, pl. 3,2. 
47 Borș et alii 2013, p. 25 (feature 122), pl. 40,3-4; p. 52,1; Borș 2015. 
48 Popa, Berciu 1964, p. 93, № 23, p. 89, fig. 1,4; Popa, Berciu 1965, p. 59, № 23, p. 53, fig. 1,22, 

p. 54, pl. 1,4. 
49 Wesse 1990, p. 75-76, pl. 23,174.223. 
50 Jevtić 2015, p. 10, p. 16, pl. 1,1a1. 
51 Wesse 1990, p. 202, № 174, pl. 23,174 (single find). 
52 Ibidem, p. 207, № 223, pl. 23,223. 
53 Ibidem, p. 75-76, pl. 23,144.170-171.193. 
54 Morintz, Roman 1969, p. 417, p. 401, fig. 7,12; Hänsel 1976, p. 151-159 (vol. 1), pl. 67,9 (vol. 

2); László 1975, p. 21, № 10; László 1977, p. 55, № 11; Boroffka 1987, p. 67, № 17, p. 66, fig. 
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hoards of Rujište in Serbia55 and Krivodol in northwestern Bulgaria56, both 

datable to the Hallstatt B3-C periods. An example far to the east may be 

mentioned from the western Russian fortified site of Marica, in the oblast Kursk, 

which belongs to the Scythian cultural sphere and is dated to the 6th – 5th century 

BC57. A similar trunnion axe has more recently been published from Tărtăria, 

hoard II, connected to the Basarabi culture and dated to the Hallstatt B3-C 

period58. 

Three of the bronze objects from the destroyed hoard find interesting 

analogies. The applique or buckle with two long narrow pointed-oval bars and 

three central flat round knobs (№ 10, Fig. 4,5) appears to be a rare object. The 

inventory of burial 17 of the Eastern Platform at Vajuga-Pesak, near the Danube 

Iron Gates, includes a buckle with three pointed bars and a transversal hoop-like 

ear on the back59. Although the round knobs between the bars are not present on 

the Vajuga example and there are three elongated bars instead of two (at Teleac), 

the overall shape is quite comparable. The Vajuga cemetery belongs to the 

Basarabi culture and is dated to a period between the first half of the 8th to the 

middle of the 7th century BC by the authors of the excavation60. A small buckle 

with three round knobs and two interspersed bars, but with round endings has 

been published from Donja Dolina, which is, except for the round endings of the 

transversal bars, also quite similar to the one from Teleac. At Donja Dolina the 

buckle is dated to phase IIc, thought of as corresponding to the Latène A period, 

or between 500-360 BC61. However, this specific buckle is a chance find from 

the area of the cemetery at Donja Dolina, so that it could actually be attributed to 

any of the periods represented there (Hallstatt B-Latène D). A few finds of 

appliques, described as boat-shaped, also show a similar pointed oval face. They 

have been found in Dalj and from an undetermined site in Hungary (Ungarn)62. 

                                                   
4,7; Wesse 1990, p. 202, № 180, pl. 23,180; Boroffka 1991, p. 9-10, № 20, 33, fig. 4,9; Wesse 

1990, p. 166-168 had generally dated the Group II, type 1 axes to the long period between the 10th 

and the 6th century BC. 
55 Vasić 1977, p. 65, pl. 11,17-18.21; Wesse 1990, p. 200, № 143-151, pl. 23,144. 
56 Wesse 1990, p. 201, № 167-173, pl. 23,170-171. 
57 Вознесенская, Хомутова 1979, p. 180, p. 181, fig. 1 top; Wesse 1990, p. 203, № 191-193, pl. 

23,193. 
58 Borș 2015, p. 63, fig. 19 lower left. 
59 Popović, Vukmanović 1998, p. 26, № 10, p. 78-79, № 10, p. 84, fig. 63 (Eastern platform, grave 

17), p. 140, pl. 18,31. 
60 See the brief discussion above, which allows for a beginning date of the Basarbi culture in the 

later 9th century BC. 
61 Marić 1964, p. 40-43, pl. 15,12. 
62 Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, p. 347, p. 305, fig. 140, S, 5a, p. 678, pl. 102,13 (description), pl. 

102,13 (Dalj), p. 695, pl. 114,8-9 (description), pl. 114,8-9 („Ungarn”). Double or two-sided 

appliques with pointed-oval faces from the hoard of Biharugra (formerly Ugra) may also be 
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The most likely dating for the Teleac buckle is thus the Hallstatt B3-C period, 

with an attribution to the Basarabi culture. 

The fragmentary phalera has a complex structure, with the central knob 

ending in four petals and the ear on the reverse being cast into an opening in the 

presumably round disc (№ 61-62, Fig. 4,7). Almost nothing of the actual disc is 

preserved, so that any wheel-like or openwork decorations, which may have 

existed, remain unknown to us. A pendant (broken) with a cross bar and ending 

in a curved comb-like shape was fixed on the front of the phalera by the central 

knob. A comparable phalera is part of hoard II from Vințu de Jos – it is        

disc-shaped with au repoussé decoration on the round disc and a central cage-

like knob (with ear on the reverse), containing a mobile ball and thus functioning 

as a rattle or bell63. No additional pendant was present in this case. Recently a 

perfectly analogous phalera has also been found in Tărtăria (hoard II), where it is 

dated to the Hallstatt (B3-)C period and connected to the Basarabi culture64. 

Very good parallels for the phalera from Vințu de Jos II have been 

published from Holirady, where they were found with objects of              

Thraco-Cimmerian type and were dated generally to the Hallstatt period (Ha    

B-C)65. Similar phalerae are also known as far to the northwest in the hoard of 

Černotin in Moravia66, where they are connected to objects of the           

„Thraco-Cimmerian” circle. To the west comparabile objects occur in Hungary 

as a pair known from Bogács67 and a find from an unknown locality (Ungarn)68, 

as well as in the Syrmian hoard from Adaševici69, and in the Serbian hoard from 

Rožanci.70 All these finds are also connected to the mentioned period and 

cultural environment. Small comb-shaped pendants, very similar to the one on 

the phalera at Teleac, have been published from the Glasinac region at 

                                                   
mentioned in this context (Gallus, Horváth 1939, p. 18-20, № 4, especially p. 20, pl. 15,10; p. 19, 

pl. 18, B 5; Kemenczei 2005, p. 115, p. 131-132, B 6, pl. 15,78-80). 
63 Popa, Berciu 1964, p. 90, № 16, p. 89, fig. 1,2; Popa, Berciu 1965, p. 58, № 16, p. 53 fig.1,5, p. 

54, pl. 1,2. The symbolism of the rattle´s sound is not followed in this article - see, for example, 

Pomberger 2017. 
64 Borș et alii 2013, p. 31, pl. 51,2 top middle, pl. 53, bottom middle; Borș 2015, p. 56, p. 63, fig. 

16 top middle; p. 64, fig. 20, bottom middle. 
65 Żurowski 1949, p. 163, № 24, p. 203, № 2, p. 237, pl. 38,3, p. 238, pl. 39,3. 
66 Podborský 1970, p. 145-146, pl. 53,4; 76,4a-b. For the connection to the „Thraco-Cimmerian” 

circle see p. 147-172. 
67 Kemenczei 2005, p. 117, p. 132, B 7, pl. 16, B 1-2. 
68 Ibidem, p. 117, p. 144, C 62, pl. 51,4. The phalerae in the hoard from Biharugra (formerly Ugra) 

(Gallus, Horváth 1939, p. 18-20, № 4, pl. 12-19; Kemenczei 2005, p. 115, p. 131-132, B 6, pl. 13, 

C 1-23; 14; 15; 16, A 84-98), which are sometimes mentioned as analogies, are in fact simpler 

conical buttons or discs, without specially shaped knobs at the front or other attachments. 
69 Vinski 1955, pl. 1,3. 
70 Vasić 1977, p. 65, pl. 3,11. 
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Sokolačkopolje, Tumulus III71, Rusanoviči, Tumulus XVIII72 and Rusanoviči, 

Tumulus LXXXVI73. None of these mounds have been attributed to any of the 

Glasinac phases and some may contain material from several periods. It may be 

mentioned, that in the Glasinac region an asymetrical ring-pendant of the 

Ghidici type (see below) is also present in Plješivica, Mound I, layer III, which 

has also not been attributed to a specific phase74. Phalerae with high central knob 

at the front, constructed in the same way as the one from Teleac, are also known 

from Tsaousítsas (Τσαουσίτσας, also transcribed as Chauchitsa or Čaušica) 

graves 1875, 1976 and 2077. The burials from Tsaousítsas have, in the frame of the 

Macedonian Bronzes, largely been attributed to the early phase, dated to the 

early 8th century BC78, or roughly corresponding to the Hallstatt C period. 

Slightly older phases have been proposed by Kilian, who attributed burials 18 

and 19 from Tsaousítsas to this?! phase Chauchitsa IB, corresponding to the 

Macedonian Iron Age I B 3 and Vergina IIIC (late), roughly contemporaneous to 

Hallstatt B379. 

The asymmetrical ring-pendant is widely spread in the Balkans, having 

analogies in Romania in the hoards from Ghidici80, Hunia/Maglavit81 and the 

find from Desa82, all dated to the Hallstatt C period. A typologically early 

expression of such pendants is found in one of the burials from Basarabi83, 

eponymous site of the culture by the same name. On occasion of publishing the 

hoard from Ghidici, A. Oancea compiled a number of the finds, mostly hoards, 

                     
71 Fiala 1895, p. 25, fig. 64 (found, among others, together with arched fibulae and spectacle 

fibulae). 
72 Idem 1897, p. 5, fig. 1 (together with bronze knobbed fibulae, boat-shaped fibulae, arched 

fibulae with two spirals, bronze fibulae with openwork foot, double-axe pendants, various bronze 

appliques and iron knives). 
73 Idem 1896, p. 20-21, fig. 43 (found, among others, with a ring-headed pin, bronze appliques and 

fragments of iron knives and lances). 
74 Benac 1956, p. 18, p. 54, pl. 22,19. See also Benac, Čović 1957 for periodisation and 

chronology. 
75 Casson 1925, p. 12, fig. 4, pl. 1c (described as shield-centre). 
76 Ibidem, p. 12-13, fig. 5, pl. 1a (described as shield-centre). 
77 Ibidem, p. 20, pl. 1b (described as shield-centre). 
78 Bouzek 2006, p. 99. 
79 Kilian 1975b, p. 70-88 and pl. 101-102. 
80 Oancea 1972. 
81 Stoica, Cioană 1975. 
82 Berciu 1939a, p. 326-327, fig. 221, 4-5; Berciu 1939b, p. 176-177, fig. 221, 4-5. 
83 Dumitrescu 1968, p. 198, p. 216, fig. 23,7, 217 (The pendant is most probably from Tumulus 

VII, Grave 4, inventory b, where the text clearly describes the ring-pendant, however no reference 

to the illustration is given, and in the discussion of objects further on there is no mention which 

grave this particular object came from). 
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from Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and Yugoslavia84. It may be remarked that he 

could identify no such pendants from Transylvania, except for an example 

reputedly from Moigrad85 - Teleac is the first such pendant found in 

Transylvania during professional scientific research. Besides the eponymous 

site, ring-pendants of the Ghidici type have been found in Basarabi culture 

contexts at Gornea – Pod Păzăriște86. They are also part of the Zemun find87, the 

hoard from Rujište88, and have been found together with pottery of the Basarabi 

style in Zlot Cave89, so that they can securely be connected to this culture. 

Bouzek considered the ring pendants together with Thracian Bronzes, 

stressing that his list was far from exhaustive90. His passing comment that „... 

none are in close association with the Macedonian bronzes.” is today no longer 

valid91, since pendants of the Ghidici type and Macedonian bronze come 

together spectacularly in the closed finds of grave 15 at Marvinci - Lisičin Dol 

(so-named Priestess burial) or in burial 12 at Bučinci92. To the south the 

distribution does not appear to go beyond the Enodia sanctuary at Pherai and the 

                     
84 Oancea 1972, p. 540-544, p. 545, fig. 1 – on account of this hoard the pendant shape is often 

described as type Ghidici. Kemenczei (2005, p. 86, p. 141, C 20, pl. 47 F, 4-6) mentions such 

pendants in Hungary only from Szeged – Öthalom and dates them to the 8th and early 7th century 

BC (See also Gallus, Horváth 1939, p. 37, pl. 48,9-11). 
85 The provenance Moigrad for older finds, especially from the antiquities market, needs to be 

viewed with reservation, since this localisation was often given due to the very well-known sites of 

Moigrad and Roman Porolissum, in order to lend authenticity to fakes or to achieve higher prices 

for objects from elsewhere (mentioned discreetly by Horedt 1977, p. 7 for other finds, and very 

clearly by Prohászka 2016, p. 6 for Moigrad hoard I, which is in fact from Pusta, some 35 km NW 

of Moigrad – we are grateful to Tudor Soroceanu for indicating this publication). Nestor (1935, p. 

25 footnote*) had correctly placed the origin of a socketed axe reputedly from Moigrad to the east, 

probably as far as Siberia. It is remarkable that the Siberian socketed axe was not illustrated by 

Nestor and does not in fact appear on the original photograph of Mihaly Händler, published by 

Prohászka (Prohászka 2016, p. 3, fig. 2). In spite of this, it was included in a more recent 

photograph of the entire hoard (Stech 1997, p. 168 lower middle). On the sad history of early 

research at Porolissum see Gudea 1989, p. 20-24, p. 33-37). 
86 Gumă 1993, pl. 62, 10; Vulpe 1986, p. 78, fig. 7,17. 
87 Јевтић 1994, p. 80-82, pl. 1,7-10. 
88 Vasić 1977, p. 65, pl. 11,8-16. 
89 Ibidem, p. 70, pl. 20, 1-3 (pottery), 12 (pendant). 
90 Bouzek 1974, p. 319-323, fig. 18,8-14 and p. 292, fig. 6,5 for a rough distribution map. See also 

Kilian 1975b, p. 109 and pl. 91. 
91 Bouzek 1974, p. 321. Although later he was aware of the new finds, including grave 15 at 

Marvinci - Lisičin Dol, Bouzek (2006) does not take up the discussion again on the connection 

between Macedonian and Thracian bronzes. 
92 Митревски 1997 (Marvinci); Mitrevski 2007, p. 566, fig. 3 (Marvinci), p. 570-572, fig. 10-11 

(Bučinci). 
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Athena Itonia sanctuary in Philia, both in Thessaly93. These three bronze objects 

thus confirm the connection of the destroyed hoard with the Basarabi period 

(Hallstatt B3-C) and underline southern and southwestern connections as far 

away as Macedonia, specifically to the region of the Axios/Vardar valley. 

In view of these analogies pointing south and the fact that the biconical 

bead (№ 37, Fig. 4,1) at Teleac was found by metal detector at a very shallow 

depth in the area of the destroyed hoard, itself again with possible analogies in 

the south, it may also have also belonged to the hoard94. 

 

Closing remarks 

The combination of controlled metal detector survey and classical 

archaeological excavation led to the identification of a hoard of the Hallstatt   

B3-C period (Basarabi Culture) on the lower slopes of Vârful Jidovaru. 

Although the hoard was disturbed by modern agricultural activity and many 

aspects of the precise context remain uncertain for this reason, it is highly likely 

to be connected to feature E from the excavation. This accepted, the hoard of 

bronze and iron objects stood in relation to an intentionally deposited vessel 

group, presumably containing consumables such as foods and/or drinks. The 

group of vessels from feature E and the immediate surrounding shows elements 

of both the Gáva culture and typical decorations of the later Basarabi culture, 

allowing a date to the Hallstatt B3-C period and indicating at least some degree 

of cultural continuity. The metal objects from the hoard include tools and 

jewellery (apparently no weapons and no raw material) and fit well into the 

repertoire known from the period and the cultural environment. At the same 

time, they also enhance our knowledge of the repertoire of types in use during 

this period (two new trunnion axe types for Teleac, iron socketed axe with 

lateral ledge, massive iron wedge). Furthermore, some of the bronze objects 

from the hoard (buckle-applique, phalera, probably the biconical bead) and the 

isolated bead with triple ribs from the Grușet Plateau indicate cultural contacts to 

the south and southwest, as far as Macedonia and northern or even central 

Greece, which had previously not been evident. Reviewing the analogies, in fact 

hoard II from Vințu de Jos not only contains typical Macedonian Bronzes, but 

indeed an almost complete chain and phalera set of Macedonian type (Fig. 11, 

                     
93 Kilian 1973, especially pl. 88; Kilian 1975a, p. 174-175, pl. 78,75-78, 79,1-2 (Kilian mentions 

one more example from Dodona, situated to the west from Pherai); Kilian-Dirlmeier 1979, p. 6-9, 

pl. 1; 2,24-26; Kilian-Dirlmeier 2002, p. 274, list 32; p. 59, fig. 6 (map), pl. 59,905-914. 
94 Although another bead with three ribs (№ 73, Fig. 4,24) most probably dates to this period and 

analogies point to the same southern connection, it was found far from the destroyed hoard on the 

Grușet plateau. 
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middle)95, very similar to the one worn by the Priestess in grave 15 at Marvinci 

- Lisičin Dol (Fig. 11, left), even though the characteristic pyxis pendant appears 

to be missing. Pyxis pendants with bird protomes96, such as the one at the end of 

the chain in Marvinci - Lisičin Dol, very frequent among the Macedonian 

Bronzes, have not, so far, been found in Transylvania. These pendants have long 

been thought to have magical meaning97 and the one worn by the „Priestess” at 

Marvinci - Lisičin Dol appears to have contained some kind of psychoactive 

substance, probably opium98, underlining the ritual and/or medical power of the 

buried individual. The connection between high status personalities, presumably 

with ritual power, between Macedonia and Transylvania is thus much more 

important, and perhaps direct, than previously recognised. In Teleac only few 

individual parts of such a set have been found (beads, ring-pendant, phalera       

- Fig. 11, right), but they probably do show intense long distance contacts of 

high status individuals far to the south99. This fact also has major significance for 

the establishment of early iron metallurgical technology, for which Hansen has 

recently again drawn attention to the contexts and the revised chronology in 

Greece100. Other directions of cultural contacts, one to the east, possibly as far as 

                     
95 Popa, Berciu 1964; Popa, Berciu 1965; Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 1977, p. 164, p. 368-369, pl.      

391-393. The upper pendant has, in all cited publications, been described as fragmentary 

horsegear, but is certainly the top end of the chain set, as documented by the context in grave 15 

from Marvinci - Lisičin Dol. Although Soroceanu, Medeleţ (1999) variously referred to analogies 

among the Macedonian Bronzes when discussing the chain from Moldova Veche, they could at 

that time not remark the exact parallels for the chain from Vințu de Jos II. Indeed their late dating 

of the Moldova Veche chain is confirmed by the discussion here, and that chain could perhaps 

even be thought of as a not fully understood copy of the Macedonian prototypes. Other chains 

typical of the Macedonian Bronzes, but much more fragmentary than the example from Vințu de 

Jos II, have been published from Kisterenye in northern Hungary (Kemenczei 2005, p. 87, p. 139, 

C 9, pl. 43, J 1-2) and from Lower Austria (Gallus, Horváth 1939, p. 87, pl. 6,3). 
96 Bouzek 1973, p. 24-37. 
97 Ibidem, p. 24; Mitrevski 2007, especially p. 566-569. 
98 Митревски 1997, p. 82, 88; Bouzek 2006, p. 107. The sounds produced by some of the objects 

mentioned in the present article may have had additional symbolic significance - see, for example, 

Pomberger 2017. A completely different interpretation of the Marvinci burial is offered by N. 

Chausidis (Чаусидис 2017), who interprets the small curved pendants from the top of the chain as 

symbolic cheek-pieces and proposes: „... the following semiotic relations: a girl/mare + equipment 

for riding = a harnessed mare/wife, i.e. the use of these objects as symbols of a “wild woman” 

who is transferred from the sphere of “natural”to the sphere of “cultural” through the act of 

marriage, becoming a “tamed/a domesticated wife”. Within the same relationship the following 

paradigm is proposed (husband = ruler: wife = subject)”. 
99 Such contacts, but only to southwestern Romania, had already been proposed by Kilian 1975b, 

p. 89. 
100 Hansen 2019. For discussions and data concerning the chronology of the Early Iron Age in 

Greece see, for example, Wardle et alii 2007; D´Onofrio 2011; Toffolo et alii 2013; Gimatzidis 

2014; Wardle et alii 2014; Facorellis 2017. See also Pappa 2012 with a view from western 
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the Caucasus101, and another further to the west and southwest (Italy)102, have 

not been followed in detail here. However, we may cite the repeatedly expressed 

idea of a Caucasian inspiration for the Macedonian Bronzes103, and it is also 

Hansen, who has drawn renewed attention to the bimetallic dagger of Caucasian 

type from Pănade, not very far east of Teleac, as well as to the fin-shaped chape 

(Flossenortband) in grave 169 at Brno-Obřany much further west, which he 

convincingly dates to the 10th century BC104. While that grave contains an early 

iron lance, the fin-shaped chape finds numerous analogies in the Caucasus. 

Transylvania, and specifically the fortified site at Teleac, appears to have played 

a central and pivotal role at various times, especially in the Early Iron Age, and 

presumably in different ways. One significant aspect of this was an important 

mediatory position in a very wide-flung network of cultural, technological and 

spiritual connections spanning western Eurasia from the Caucasus to Greece. 

 

Catalogue of the metal objects from the 2010-2011 campaigns discussed 

in this study, in order of numbering: 

 

Object № 9. Winged axe with narrow blade. The blade is slightly 

broadened to the cutting edge, which is widened and blunt due to hammering. 

The wings are roughly at the base of the upper quarter of the axe and are formed 

by the widening of the body and sharp angular, almost horizontal ledges. The 

hafting section above the wings is narrower than the blade and slightly tapering 

to the slightly rounded chafe. The top is slightly deformed due to hammering. 

                                                   

Mediterranean Spain, with indications, in spite of uncertainties, for an early dating of Greek 

Geometric pottery. 
101 The phalerae from Holirady (Żurowski 1949, p. 163, № 24, p. 203, № 2, p. 237, pl. 38,3, p. 

238, pl. 39,3), mentioned above as close analogies for phalera from Vințu de Jos II, may indicate 

the general direction of such contacts between Transylvania and the steppe landscapes to the east. 

In the Caucasus phalerae with bird-cage knobs, often, but not always, with animal figurines have 

long been known from the Kazbek find (Bayern 1885, p. 41-56, especially pl. III, 2-3.7.9 [as 

Stepan-Zminda, commented critically in Tallgren 1930]; Tallgren 1930, p. 143-144, № 120-151, p. 

167, p. 139, fig. 55-57, p. 144, fig. 62-63 [with the best illustrations]; Gallus, Horváth 1939, p. 73, 

pl. 80-81 [limited selection]; წითლანაძე 1976, especially pl. 18-20). T. Soroceanu and F. 

Medeleţ have discussed Caucasian connection of other objects from Romania, especially the 

bronze animal figurine from Moldova Veche (Soroceanu, Medeleţ 1999, especially p. 201-205, 

with extensive further literature). See also Metzner-Nebelsick 2002, who does not, however, 

follow the connections to the Macedonian Bronzes or the ring pendants of Ghidici type in any 

detail. 
102 Soroceanu, Medeleţ 1999, especially p. 201, footnote 96. Connections between the 

„Macedonian Bronzes” and southern Italy have also been discussed, for example, by Pingel 1980 

and Bouzek 2000. 
103 Gergova 1980; Bouzek 1983; Bouzek, Ondřejová 1991; Bouzek 2006, p. 99; Bouzek 2012. 
104 Hansen 2019, p. 211, p. 213, fig. 12-13. 
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The entire axe has a flat rectangular cross-section. Length 12.3 cm, maximum 

width (wings) 3.2 cm, maximum thickness 0.9 cm. Iron, 127.50 g. Fig. 5,7. 

 

Object № 10. Applique with two long narrow pointed-oval bars and 

three central flat round knobs between and beside them, which all have       

plane-convex cross-sections. The back has an ear for fixing, which is placed to 

one side of the object, transverse to the two pointed-oval ornaments. The ear at 

the back also bears the trace of the casting cone. Length (pointed ovals) 4.2 cm, 

width (round knobs) 3.5 cm, thickness (with ear) 1.3 cm. Bronze, 8.81 g. Fig. 

4,5. 

 

Object № 11. Socketed axe with lateral ledge. The blade is broadened to 

the cutting edge and has a rectangular cross-section with rounded edges. 

Roughly in the middle of one side there is an abrupt ledge, above which the axe 

is slightly narrower. The upper part is a socket, which was hammered into an 

oval shape with a seam visible on one broad side. The hafting socket has the 

shape of an inverted truncated cone and ends just above the ledge. Preserved 

length 10.7 cm, maximum width at the blade 4.5 cm, thickness at the blade 1.2 

cm, diameter of the socket 2.9 x 2.4. Iron, 241.77 g. Fig. 5,9. 

 

Object № 13. Winged axe with broad blade. The blade is slightly 

broadened to the cutting edge. The wings are roughly at the base of the upper 

third of the axe and directed slightly upwards. The hafting section above the 

wings is narrower than the blade and the top is slightly deformed due to 

hammering. The entire axe has a flat rectangular cross-section. Length 15.3 cm, 

maximum width (wings) 4.8 cm, thickness 0.6 cm. Iron, 204.94 g. Fig. 5,6. 

 

Object № 14. Knife with convex back. The cutting edge is almost 

straight and has an abrupt angular ledge to the hafting tongue. The cross-section 

of the blade is wedge-shaped, that of the broken handle rectangular. Preserved 

length 8.4 cm, maximum width 1.5 cm, maximum thickness 0.3 cm. Iron, 9.18 g. 

Fig. 5,4. 

 

Object № 15. Undetermined object (knife?). Longish, slightly triangular 

strip with flat wedge-shaped cross-section. One end is much narrower than the 

other. The entire object is bent and broken diagonally in the middle. Preserved 

length 12.1 cm, maximum width 2.9 cm, maximum thickness 0.25 cm. Iron, 

262.1 g. Fig. 5,1. 

 

Object № 16. Fragment of a knife with straight back. The cutting edge 

appears to have been straight and has a concave ledge to the hafting spike. The 
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cross-section of the blade is wedge-shaped, that of the broken handle rectangular 

with the end of the spike round in cross-section. Preserved length 5.2 cm, 

maximum width 1.0 cm, maximum thickness 0.25 cm. Iron, 2.61 g. Fig. 5,3. 

 

Object № 19. Undetermined object. Longish amorphous lump with 

roughly rectangular cross-section. Preserved length 2.9 cm, maximum width 0.8 

cm, maximum thickness 0.4 cm. Iron, 4.97 g. Fig. 5,5. 

 

Object № 23. Fragment of a bracelet. Straight edged, curved bar with 

D-shaped cross-section. One end tapers to a rounded point. The break shows a 

casting bubble in the section. Preserved length 5.4 cm, width 0.8 cm, maximum 

thickness 0.5 cm. Bronze, 10.27 g. Fig. 4,6. 

 

Object № 24. Fragment of a bracelet. Straight edged, slightly curved 

strip with two parallel grooves/central rib. Cross-section rectangular (with 

grooves). Preserved length 1.7 cm, width 1.0 cm, thickness 0.2 cm. Bronze, 1.37 

g. Fig. 4,4. 

 

Object № 25. Massive axe-shaped wedge. The blade is slightly 

broadened to the cutting edge. Both broad sides show a shallow groove. The 

chafe is slightly broadened due to hammering. The cross-section is rounded 

rectangular at the top, and hour-glass-shaped on the blade. Length 9.4 cm, 

maximum width (blade and chafe) 3.8 cm, maximum thickness 2.7 cm. Iron, 

>300 g. Fig. 5,10. 

 

Object № 27. Pendant. A large ring with circular exterior contour and 

offset inner opening. A long shaft shows nine slightly diagonal ribs, imitating a 

wound cord. The top has a small swelling with central hole. The cross-section of 

the object is flat on the underside and roof-shaped to convex on the front side, 

with the thickest part at the small upper suspension hole. The ring-shaped lower 

part is slightly bent. Length 8.1 cm, maximum width 5.0 cm, maximum 

thickness 0.3 cm. Bronze, 12.37 g. Fig. 4,8. 

 

Object № 37. Biconical bead with round cross-section. Length 1.6 cm, 

diameter 1.5 cm. Bronze, 10.20 g. Fig. 4,1. 

 

Object № 61. Phalera fragment with pendant. Larger, very fragmentary 

backward disc. Cast into a central opening is an ear on the back, and a 

mushroom-shaped knob on the front, which ends on top with four-leafed petals 

and a central bulge. The mushroom-shaped knob also holds the ring of a 

pendant, which continues on one side with a cross-bar, rounded at the ends, and 
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is then broken off. Part of a continuation is Object № 62. Diameter of central 

upper rosette 2.0 cm, maximum thickness with ear 1.6 cm, preserved length of 

pendant 3.2 cm. Bronze, 30 g. Fig. 4,7 (top). 

 

Object № 62. Pendant fragment (part of Object № 61). Curved fragment 

of a pendant, with one central channelled groove, a central bar and on either side 

shorter hanging prolongations ending in rounded swellings. Maximum 

dimensions 3.6 x 1.9 x 0.3 cm. Bronze, 3 g. Fig. 4,7 (bottom). 

 

Object № 63. Small, very corroded knife with short blade and narrow 

tongue-handle. The blade has a wedge-shaped cross-section while the handle has 

a rectangular one (rounded by corrosion). The tip of the blade is slightly 

rounded. Preserved length 5.2 cm, maximum width 1.1 cm, maximum thickness 

0.4 cm. Iron, 3 g. Fig. 5,2. 

 

Object № 73. Spool-shaped bead. A cylindrical body with round section 

bears three transverse rib-like wings, flattened on one side. Maximum length 2.0 

cm, maximum width 2.2 cm, maximum thickness 1.7 cm. Bronze, 20 g. Fig. 4,2. 

 

Object № 82. Applique. Rhomboid applique with pointed ends bent 

backwards. Very thin metal sheet. Preserved length 1.0 cm, greatest width 0.8 

cm, thickness >0.05 cm. Bronze, >1 g. Fig. 4,3. 

 

Object № X2. Fragment of a socketed axe. Rhomboid fragment from 

the socket of an axe, with upwards pointed narrow edge. Corroded and curved in 

plan. Preserved length 6.0 cm, greatest width 3.4 cm, greatest thickness 0.4 cm. 

Iron, 27 g. Fig. 5,8. 
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TELEAC – LA 70 DE ANI DE LA PRIMA DESCOPERIRE. 

BRONZURI MACEDONENE DIN CERCETĂRILE ANILOR 2010-2011 
 

REZUMAT 

 

Situl de la Teleac a fost descoperit în urmă cu 70 de ani și cercetat științific în 

1959-1960, 1978-1987, 2007; ultimele cercetări au început în 2016. 

Aici este prezentată o selecție a rezultatelor cercetărilor Școlii Europene de 

Vară 2010-2011. Accentul este pus pe un grup de obiecte rezultate în urma prospecțiunii 

cu detectorul de metale, precum și pe săpătura unei concentrări de obiecte identificate în 

acest proces. Cel mai probabil, este vorba de un depozit care a fost puternic deranjat de 

lucrările agricole. 

Depozitul includea mai multe obiecte din bronz (bijuterii: mărgele, catarame, 

pandantive, falere) și obiecte din fier (unelte: cuțite, topoare, securi) și nu conținea deci 

nici o armă. Într-o suprafață cercetată în 2011, a fost identificat contextul inițial al 

depozitului deranjat care conținea și câteva vase complete. Ceramica indică forme de 

tradiție Gáva, dar, pe baza unor piese cu decor caracteristic, acestea pot fi atribuite 

culturii Basarabi. Astfel, depozitul poate fi datat în perioada Hallstatt B3-C. 

De un interes deosebit sunt câteva elemente de port (mărgele, pandantive, 

falere), care găsesc bune analogii printre bronzurile macedonene. Din această 

perspectivă, se propune o nouă clasificare a depozitului descoperit la Vințu de Jos II, 

care conținea, de asemenea, un ansamblu de tipul bronzurilor macedonene. Sunt 

abordate legăturile la mare distanță, până în Caucaz spre est și Italia. O legătură între 

Caucaz și bronzurile macedonene a fost menționată în mai multe rânduri, deși traseul 

conexiunii nu era clar. Transilvania (Teleac, Vințu de Jos II) ar putea fi văzută, eventual, 

ca o punte între cele două regiuni. 

 

 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS: 

 

Fig. 1. Teleac. Topographical map of the 2010-2011 research, by M. Ullrich with the 

assistance of S. Mauel and N. Boroffka. The names of the main sites are indicated and 

metal finds on the Grușet Plateau and Vârful Jidovar are marked. Illustration by R. 

Boroffka 

Fig. 2. Teleac. Detail of the topographic plan of the metal finds on the Grușet Plateau 

and Vârful Jidovar, with numbering and location of the 2011 trench. Illustration by R. 

Boroffka 

Fig. 3. Teleac. Metal detector survey finds that were classified as modern and not 

individually recorded. Photo: T. Vachta 

Fig. 4. Teleac. Finds from metal detector survey and from the 2011 trench. 1 no. 37, 

bronze, 2 no. 73, bronze, 3 no. 82, bronze, 4 no. 24, bronze, 5 no. 10, bronze, 6 no. 23, 

bronze, 7 no. 61-62, bronze, 8 no. 27. Illustration by R. Boroffka, based on photographs 

by N. Boroffka and T. Vachta and drawings by the Forging Identities team (see note 1) 
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Fig. 5. Teleac. Disturbed hoard, on the lower slope of the Vârful Jidovaru. 1 no. 15, 2 no. 

63, 3 no. 16, 4 no. 14, 5 no. 19, 6 no. 13, 7 no. 9, 8 no. X2, 9 no. 11, 10 no. 25. 1-10 iron. 

Illustration by R. Boroffka, based on photographs by N. Boroffka and T. Vachta 

drawings by the Forging Identities team (see note 1) 

Fig. 6. Teleac. Plan and partial profile (F-H) of the 2011 trench. Legend for soils in 

profile: 1 black humus, vegetation layer, 2 yellowish-grey crumbly clay, 3            

yellow-brownish crumbly clay, 4 yellow-brownish hard clay, cultural layer, 4a reddish 

clay, 5 yellow-brownish hard clay, cultural layer, 6 reddish hard clay, sterile soil, 7  

grey-brownish crumbly soil with yellow clay, pit filling, 8 brown clay, pit filling, 9 

brown crumbly clay, post hole filling. Illustration by R. Boroffka 

Fig. 7. Teleac. Detailed plan and profiles of context E in the 2011 trench. 1 situation 

photo (arrow indicating north is 10 cm wide and 20 cm long), 2 plan with numbering of 

visible vessels, 3 profile drawing. Illustration by R. Boroffka, based on photographs by 

N. Boroffka and drawings by the Forging Identities team (see note 1) 

Fig. 8. Teleac. Finds from the 2011 trench, upper layer. 1 fragmentary stone casting 

form, 2-13 pottery. Drawings and illustrations by R. Boroffka, based on drawings by the 

Forging Identities team (see note 1) 

Fig. 9. Teleac. Finds from the 2011 trench. 1-4 upper layer - 1.3-4 pottery, 2 burnt adobe 

with wood impressions, 5-9 2011 trench, context E - 5 vessel no. 4, 6 vessel no. 5, 7 

vessel no. 2, 8 vessel no. 1, 9 vessel no. 3. Illustration by R. Boroffka, based on 

photographs by T. Vachta and drawings by the Forging Identities team (see note 1) 

Fig. 10. Teleac. Finds from the 2011 section. 1 vessel from context F (SE corner of the 

trench), 2 context E, vessel no. 8, 3 context E, vessel no. 6, 4 context E, vessel no. 7. 

Illustration by R. Boroffka, based on drawings by the Forging Identities team (see note 

1) 

Fig. 11. Comparison between the necklace, pendants and phalera from Marvinci/Lisichin 

Dol (after Митревски 1997, p. 80, pl. III, 3-5), Vințu de Jos, deposit II (after Popa, 

Berciu 1965, p. 54, pl. I, 1-2; p. 57, pl. IV, 1) and selected finds from Teleac 

(photographs T. Vachta and trench drawings N. Boroffka). Various scales. Illustration by 

R. Boroffka 
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