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Zusammenfassung: In den letzten Jahrzehnten nahm die
Siedlung von Spissky Stvrtok eine wichtige Rolle in der
Debatte iiber jene Fernbeziehungen ein, die die Welt der
mykenischen Kultur mit Mitteleuropa verbanden. Obwohl
die Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen auf dem Geldnde noch
immer nicht in ihrer Gesamtheit vertffentlicht sind, pos-
tulierte der Ausgridber J. Vladar eine Ubereinstimmung
der Steinmauern und Bastionen mit solchen mykenischer
Architektur und fand fiir diese Thesen wissenschaftlichen
Zuspruch. Im vorliegenden Artikel wird der Annahme
jedoch widersprochen. Die Befestigungen von SpiSsky
Stvrtok werden in einem vergleichenden Ansatz diskutiert
und Siedlungsstrukturen gegeniibergestellt, die aus der
Otomani-Fiizesabony-Kultur und der mykenischen Kultur
bekannt sind. Der Autor zeigt im Vergleich mit weiteren
Befunden bronzezeitlicher Verteidigungsarchitektur die
Alleinstellung der vorliegenden Anlage. Die dabei sicht-
bar werdenden Unterschiede rechtfertigen die Notwen-
digkeit, nach alternativen chronologischen Ansatzen fiir
die steinerne Befestigungsanlage von Spissky Stvrtok zu
suchen.

Schliisselworte: befestigte Siedlung; Friihbronzezeit;
Otomani-Fiizesabony Kultur; Spissky Stvrtok; Karpaten-
becken; weitrdumige Beziehungen

Résumé: L’habitat fortifié de Spissky Stvrtok a joué un
réle important au cours des derniéres décennies dans le
débat sur les relations a longue portée entre le monde de
la civilisation mycénienne et ’Europe centrale. Quoique
les résultats des fouilles de ce site n’aient pas été entiére-
ment publiés, les opinions de leur auteur, J. Vladar, pro-
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posant que les murs et bastions en pierre encerclant le
site démontrent des affinités avec l’architecture mycé-
nienne, ont largement été acceptées. Lauteur du présent
article conteste cette these. Les fortifications de Spissky
Stvrtok font ici 'objet d’une approche comparative, les
confrontant a d’autres structures d’habitat appartenant a
la culture d’Otomani-Fiizesabony et a la civilisation my-
cénienne. Lauteur démontre ainsi le caractére distinct de
Spissky Stvrtok par rapport aux modéles courants de I’ar-
chitecture de 1’age du Bronze. Cette disparité demande un
autre modeéle pour expliquer la chronologie des fortifica-
tions en pierre sur le site en question.

Mots-clefs: habitat fortifié; 4ge du Bronze Ancien; culture
d’Otomani-Fiizesabony; Spisky Stvrtok; Bassin des Car-
pates; contacts a longue distance

Abstract: In recent decades, the settlement at SpiSsky
Stvrtok played an important role in the debate concerning
the long-distance relationships linking the world of the
Mycenaean civilisation with Central Europe. Although the
findings of the excavations at the site have not been pub-
lished in their entirety, the views of its excavator, J. Vladar,
who suggested that the site’s stone walls and bastions
bore a similarity to Mycenaean architecture, have been
widely accepted. In this article, the author challenges this
thesis. The Spissky Stvrtok fortifications are discussed in a
comparative approach, set against other settlement struc-
tures known from the Otomani-Fiizesabony culture and
the Mycenaean culture. The author demonstrates the ap-
parent distinctiveness of Spisky Stvrtok when compared
with the known models of Bronze Age defensive architec-
ture. The disparity justifies the need to seek an alternative
explanation for the chronology of the stone fortifications
at the site in question.
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Introduction

Defended settlements, one of the most significant phe-
nomena of the Bronze Age, are most often discussed in
the context of relationships between the Aegean region,
or more precisely the Mycenaean culture, and Central
Europe'. The sites in eastern Slovakia that are associated
with the Otomani-Fiizesabony culture (hereafter OFC for
convenience) occupy a prominent place in this discus-
sion. In this context, the settlement of Spissky Stvrtok is
interpreted as a key piece of evidence. Despite certain cri-
tical views which were infrequently and somewhat timidly
expressed in the literature on the subject?, the stone forti-
fications of Spissky Stvrtok are still quoted as an instance
of the penetration of certain ideas from the eastern Medi-
terranean. In recent years, Childe’s notion of ex oriente
lux has become attractive once again, under the garb of
intellectually provocative concepts®. In this discussion,
the settlement of Spissky Stvrtok plays a paramount role,
which justifies the necessity to reanalyse that exceptional
phenomenon.

Today the long-distance relationships that existed
between southern and northern Europe are beyond doubt.
They are well documented in the numerous works pub-
lished in recent years. The individual categories of archae-
ological material demonstrate similarity of form®*, or turn
out to have been made from raw material which was ex-
changed between the two parts of the continent®.

The distinct shift in emphasis over recent decades in
the studies addressing this issue must be stressed. Early
interest in the connections between the Carpathian Basin
region and the Mycenaean culture was associated with the
prosperity displayed in the (Czech-) Slovakian Bronze Age
archaeology, prompted by the discoveries of defended set-

1 A basic review of the literature concerning the long-ranging con-
nections between Central Europe and the Mediterranean may be
found in works by A. Harding (1984), J. Bouzek (1985), W. David
(2007, 411, with note 1) and P. Suchowska (2010).

2 Mozsolics 1988, 43—44 note 113; Bader 1990, 182; Jockenhével 1990;
Harding 2006, 107.

3 Kristiansen/Larsson 2005; 2007.

4 Bone and antler objects: David 1997; 2001; 2007.

5 Amber: Harding/Hughes-Brock 1974; Hughes-Brock 1985; Czebre-
szuk 2007; 2009; 2011.
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tlements at Koice-Barca® and Spissky Stvrtok’. The regular
development of the former and the stone defences of the
latter became the cornerstones of a discussion stressing
the cultural role of the “donor” — the Mycenaean culture —
and its impact on the local communities of the Bronze Age®.

In order to arrive at a correct assessment of the eviden-
tial value of the stone fortifications of Spissky Stvrtok, two
analytical procedures will be followed. The first consists
of a critical evaluation of the published sources relating to
OFC defended settlements, with particular consideration
given to Spissky Stvrtok. A detailed analysis of the quality
of the archaeological data is needed to demonstrate the
foundations on which the concept of the Aegean origin of
the fortifications in question was devised. The second task
is to confront the defences of the Spissky Stvrtok settle-
ment with the other OFC sites known from Slovakia and
the Aegean area. Apart from these elements, this article
will also propose a chronology and interpretation of the
stone fortifications at Spissky Stvrtok which represents an
alternative to the widely accepted models.

Critical review of the sources

OFC settlement in Slovakia is concentrated in the north-
eastern part of the country. At present, we can identify
three basic groupings of sites, located in the East Slovak
Lowland, the area of Spi$ and the KoSice Valley (Fig. 1).
The most prominent defended settlements of this part of
the OFC ecumene are KoSice-Barca, Spissky Stvrtok, Nizna
Mysla and Rozhanovce’.

Despite the relatively long list of sites in the area under
discussion'®, our knowledge of the OFC remains some-
what unsatisfactory. The principal reason is that the find-
ings of excavations have not been published to a sufficient
extent. Despite the scale and the duration of research at
individual sites, none has been presented in a compre-
hensive monograph. On the other hand, the sites in this
part of the OFC ecumene are known for a large number
of spectacular finds, and these have attracted much of

6 Kabat 1955a; 1955h.

7 Vladar 1973; 1975.

8 Vladar 1973; Vladar/Bartonék 1977.

9 Gasaj/Olexa 1992, 9 fig. 1.

10 An extensive list of the OFC sites in north-eastern Slovakia is pro-
vided in the publication by T. Bader (1998, 68 note 92).

11 Research at NiZzna Mysla has been ongoing since 1977, with few
interruptions. The settlement at Spissky Stvrtok was investigated in
1968-1975, while the research in Rozhanovce ran from 1978 to 1983
(Gasaj 2002, 25; 35; 37).
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Fig. 1: Main sites of the Otomani-Fiizesabony culture in Poland and Slovakia; circles — settlements; crosses — cemeteries; triangles — forti-
fied settlements 1 - Maszkowice, 2 - Trzcinica, 3 - Jasto, 4 — tajsce, 5 - Potok, 6 — Wietrzno-Bébrka, 7 — Sanok, 8 — Trepcza, 9 — Htomcza,
10 — Lomnica, 11 — KeZmarok, 12 — Ganovce, 13 — Svabovce, 14 — Spidsky Stvrtok, 15 — Spidské Toméasovce, 16 — Levota, 17 — Mokroluh,

18 — Stropkov, 19 — Hanu3ovce nad Toplou, 20 — Humenné, 21 - Cicarovce, 22 — Streda nad Bodrogom, 23 - Streda nad Bodrogom, 24 —
Borsa, 25 — Oborin, 26 — Drahiiov, 27 — Bracovce, 28 — TrebiZov, 29 — Nizna My3la, 30 — Nizna My3la, 31 - Caiia, 32 - Velka Ida, 33 - Sefia,
34 - Valaliky, 35 — Ko3ice-Teplareri, 36 — Rozhanovce, 37 — Tornal’a, 38 — Velince, 39 - Staré Basta, 40 — KoSice-Barca (after Jaeger/Olexa
2014)

the scholarly attention. As a result a substantial number
of publications concerning individual finds exists'?, but
they contribute little to the discussion of the fundamen-
tal issues. The basic information concerning the chrono-
logy, the human-environment relationships, the building
sequence, the dimensions and forms of dwellings, not to
mention structural details, are mentioned only perfuncto-
rily in many of the studies that are available®.

For the settlement of SpiSsky Stvrtok, the classic and
most quoted publication is a 1975 text by J. Vladar. It is
merely a kind of short guide written for the participants
of an archaeological symposium in Bratislava. Neverthe-
less it provoked wide interest amongst Bronze Age resear-

12 E.g. Hajek 1954; Olexa 1987; 1992; Jakab/Olexa/Vladar 1999;
Olexa/Pitorak 2004.
13 Jaeger 2011, 115-149; 2012.

chers. That text, like other relatively numerous publica-
tions on Spissky Stvrtok, is characterised by an almost
complete lack of documentation relating to the excava-
tions (plans of individual structures and their distribu-
tion, location and scale of excavations etc.). As a result,
the reader is unable to verify many of the theses advanced.
A few photographs of individual elements of the settle-
ment are made available', but they fail to meet the re-
quirements of a thorough documentation. Most of them
are not accompanied by precise information about what
they depict. In addition, the figures that are available are
schematic reconstructions of the fortifications or show
the general arrangement of the site’. This general layout

14 Vladar 1973, 273 fig. 17; 279 fig. 24; 281 fig. 27; 285 fig. 31; Coles/
Harding 1979, 77 pl. 6.
15 Vladar 1975, 22-23 fig. 2-3.
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Fig. 2: Spissky Stvrtok. Reconstructed course and schematic cross
sections of fortifications (after Vladar 1975)

is still invoked unquestioningly in the literature on the
subject?®, although the settlement has not been excavated
in its entirety. Hence it contains a substantial element of
interpretation®. The overall picture was reconstructed on
the basis of individual sections of the site, which were not
presented, thus severely limiting the possibilities to un-
dertake a critical assessment (Fig. 2).

Vladar observed that, in terms of urban planning, the
settlement possessed a complex structure, manifested
in the division into an acropolis and a part dedicated to
crafts'®. However, the layout of the site which has so far

16 Recently: Vandkilde 2004, 32; Kristiansen/Larsson 2005, 162; Go-
galtan 2008, 49 fig. 8,1.

17 See remarks in Harding 2006, 107.

18 Vladar 1972, 21; 1975, 9-10.
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been presented in publications does not permit the iden-
tification of the internal division proposed. On the basis
of the information provided by the excavator of SpiSsky
Stvrtok and collected from various texts, A. Jockenhovel
attempted a schematic reconstruction of the locations of
the various structural elements, i.e. the acropolis, cult-re-
lated features (pit with human sacrifice, stele, pithos
burials) as well as places associated with the processing of
various materials'. The plan did not produce (essentially
because the evidence did not provide sufficient grounds
for doing so) the location of the total of 47 structures, in-
cluding 39 dwellings discovered at the site®.

In 2002, D. Gasaj suggested a layout based on Vladar’s
original. The relevant figure shows 31 dwellings (and the
sacrificial pit near the gate)®!. Yet there is no information
about the sources used to support the reconstruction of
the settlement’s layout or why the number of dwellings
(31) is different from that reported by Vladar (39).

Fortifications of the OFC defended
settlements

" Like the overwhelming majority of the Bronze Age de-
| fended sites in the Carpathian Basin, OFC settlements

were protected by a combination of two widespread ele-
ments: the rampart and the ditch. At the same time, the
Slovakian settlements are clearly diversified in terms of
the fortifications’ specific features.

All of the four best-investigated sites (KoSice-Barca,
Spissky Stvrtok, Nizna Mysla, Rozhanovce) had a specific
location, which used natural features to enhance their de-
fensive value. The settlement of NiZzna MySla was situated
on an elevation called Varhegy, which reaches 217 m asl*.
The access to the promontory on which the KoSice-Barca
settlement stood was defended by the surrounding river.
Rozhanovce and Spi$sky Stvrtok were located in a simi-
larly strategic place — on hills overlooking the valleys of
the nearby waterways?.

Investigations at NiZzna Mysla revealed that the older
settlement was surrounded by a ditch 30 m wide and 6 m
deep**, or 24 m wide and 6 m deep. However, more recent
publications estimate the ditch to have been some 20-21 m

19 Jockenhovel 1990, 213 note 26; 216 fig. 4.
20 Vladar 1975, 8; 1976, 218

21 Gasaj 2002, 36 fig. 6.

22 Ibid. 25.

23 Ibid. 21; 35; 39.

24 Olexa 1978, 179; 1982, 332; 1983, 124.
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wide®. The ditch was reinstated twice. The later settle-
ment was protected by a ditch 25-27 m wide and 5-6m
deep?®. A ditch of smaller dimensions was discovered
at Rozhanovce, with a depth of up to 4 m and a width of
15-16 m*. At KoSice-Barca, only the ditch associated with
the earlier settlement was impressive in size: 18 m wide
and 2.5m deep?. In the later stage, this element of the
fortifications was reduced to almost half its width (10 m),
while retaining a depth of some 2 m*. There is no infor-
mation from the sites discussed that would unequivocally
confirm the presence of other obstacles, e.g. palisades,
within the ditches®.

The ramparts provided additional protection for the
settlements. On the settlements mentioned here, their size
was substantial while their structure varied to a certain
degree. Timber and earth/clay were the basic building
materials. Wall facings, made of various materials (wood,
stone, clay), were an additional element, reinforcing the
main timber and earth structure.

At Nizna Mysla, it is possible that in the first season
of investigations remnants of a different structure were
erroneously identified as dispersed elements of a bastion
protecting the entrance to the settlement®'. The settlement
was guarded primarily by a ditch and a massive wall. It
is likely that, as excavations progressed, the size of the
rampart became more precisely defined. Initially, the
width at its base was estimated to be 15 m>2. At present, it
appears that the wall was markedly narrower, though still
very large, with a base width of approximately 8-10 m*.
The rampart was probably topped with a palisade, and the
structure was additionally stabilised by wooden piles and
a stone wall estimated to be 1 m wide3*. Stones, in the form
of two parallel stone walls, also reinforced the sides of the
entrance to the settlement, serving as a foundation for the
log structure of the gate®. A rampart of similar size, 8 m

25 Ga$aj 2002, 27-28 fig. 10; Olexa 2003, 40; 42, F 31; F 59.

26 Ga3aj 2002, 31.

27 Ibid. 35.

28 Kabat 1955b, 743-744.

29 Tocik 1994, 64.

30 In Otomani-Cetatuia, the southern side of the site is protected by
a ditch 20 m wide and 4.3 m deep (Ordentlich 1969, 461 fig. 2). At a
depth of about 2 m, marks left by poles and fragments of daub were
found - they were probably the remnants of an additional obstacle
in the shape of a palisade plastered with clay (Ordentlich 1969, 460).
31 Olexa 1983, 124.

32 Olexa 1978, 179; 1982, 332; 1992, 191.

33 Olexa 2003, 40.

34 Ibid. 40; 42.

35 During investigations of the entrance area of the Nizna Mysl’a
settlement, a structure interpreted as tower, which probably crowned
the gate structure, was identified. However, a comprehensive evalu-
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at its base, surrounded the settlement of Rozhanovce on
two sides. It was constructed of clay and loess and sup-
ported on both sides with poles driven into the soil and
a fascine®®. Further elements of rampart structure were
observed at KoSice-Barca. In the earlier phase, two sides
of the settlement were protected by a wall 7 m wide, built
of timber and earth. On the outer side, the structure was
reinforced by piles approximately 10 cm in diameter, sunk
into the ground to the depth of around 1m and spaced at
80 cm intervals. The face of the wall consisted of horizon-
tally laid timbers around 4 cm in diameter, plastered with
a layer of clay approximately 8 cm thick. Characteristi-
cally, the outer wall of the rampart leant slightly towards
the interior of the settlement. The base of the rampart,
composed of layers of material obtained from digging the
ditch, i.e. clay and gravel, was some 4 m wide and rein-
forced at a distance of about 1.80 m from the inner margin
by a wooden structure, similar to the one described above.
The walls of the rampart were connected by means of a
mesh-like structure®.

The fortifications of the subsequent phase were dif-
ferent. The later settlement was not protected by a struc-
turally complex rampart but by a simple earthwork with a
palisade on the crest; its width reached c. 4.5 m®,.

The examples of defences cited represent typical
solutions employed in OFC settlements, as well as in set-
tlements in present-day Romania and Hungary®. Despite
certain differences in structure, the combination of
rampart and ditch was a widespread type of fortification.
The basic materials used in their construction included
earth/clay, timber and, more rarely, stone. The latter was
used primarily in structures similar to dry stone walling,
to add stabilizing elements to the timber and earth fortifi-
cations. These defences are characteristically of a consi-
derable size and espouse the lie of the land.

The structures discovered at Spidsky Stvrtok*® differ
from the general model of timber and earth fortifications
found on Middle Bronze Age settlements in the Carpathian
Basin*’.

ation of the information in the relevant text is impossible because no
drawings, photographs or detailed data on the form and dimensions
of the structure were provided. Gasaj 2002, 27-28 fig. 9.

36 GaSaj 1983, 132; 2002, 35. A similar fascine reinforced the in-
ner face of the rampart at Nitriansky Hradok, a settlement of the
Mad’arovce culture (Furmanek/Velia¢ik/Vladar 1999, 119 fig. 57).

37 Tocik 1994, 63. Again, the structure known from Nitriansky Hra-
dok provides a splendid analogy (Furmének/Veliacik/Vladar 1999,
119 fig. 57).

38 TocCik 1994, 64.

39 Ordentlich 1969; B6na 1975, 148.

40 Vladar 1975, 22 fig. 2.

41 Gogaltan 2008, 45.
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The fortifications of the Spissky
Stvrtok settlement

The main characteristic of the fortifications on this site is
that they were built of stone. Unlike in the previous ex-
amples, the stone used at Spissky Stvrtok, broken into
distinctive slabs, provided the material for the main struc-
ture*? (Fig. 3). Moreover, in contrast to the examples of the
OFC defensive installations cited above, the 160 m-long
fortifications of Spissky Stvrtok had a very complex form
(Fig. 2).

Due to the specific configuration of the land, the
western side was protected only by a palisade on a stone
base*?. In the northern and southern sector the palisade
joined a singularly constructed rampart. It consisted of two
stone walls with an estimated width of 4.8 m at the base
and 4m at the crest. It is assumed that the rampart was
further fitted with a palisade which increased its height
to 6 m*. In the eastern part of the settlement the rampart
was additionally shielded by a stone wall, approximately
120 m long. Between the wall and the rampart proper there
was a space, c¢. 80 cm wide, which became broader in the
section adjoining the bastions guarding the entrance. The
bastions were the most spectacular element of the forti-
fications. They were circular stone structures*, approxi-

42 Vladar 1973, 281-282 figs. 27-28; 1974, 227-228 figs. 9-10.

43 Vladar 1970, 38.

44 Vladar 1973, 284; 286; 1975, 23 fig. 3.

45 It is impossible to determine the height of the bastions’ stone
walls. Taking into account the limited width of the exposed base of
the walls which may be seen in the published photographs, as well
as the absence of mortar binding the stone, the structures must have
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Fig. 3: Spissky Stvrtok. Stone
fortifications (after Vladar 1973)

mately 5.9 m in diameter*®. Furthermore, the eastern part
of the settlement, where the entrance is located, was pro-
tected by a ditch, 6 m wide and 2 m deep*’.

Discussion

The truly exceptional stone fortifications discovered at
Spissky Stvrtok prompted J. Vladar to seek analogies
in the architecture of the Aegean region, or to be more
precise, in the architecture of the Mycenaean culture®.
The stone defences were taken to constitute evidence of
contacts between the area of present-day Slovakia (and
more broadly the Carpathian Basin and Central Europe)
with the Mediterranean*. This view was widely accepted
by Bronze Age researchers. Throughout the many years of
debate, it is only recently that scholars have returned to
the sources concerning the defensive architecture of the
Aegean®®. Yet an effective critique of the view that assumes
a Mediterranean provenance for the Spissky Stvrtok for-

largely been built of timber. If only stone was used, it is doubtful whe-
ther such walls would have had the capacity to reach the estimated
height of the rampart, i.e. 4—-6 m.

46 The precise width of the bastion walls cannot be estimated on
the basis of the published photographs (Vladar 1973, 284-285 fig. 3).
47 In one of the later publications, the author mentions that the
ditch was not fully investigated (Vladar 1976, 216). The absence of
a plan with locations of individual excavations makes it impossible
to determine which sections of the ditch (and other elements of the
fortifications) were excavated.

48 Vladar 1972, 20.

49 Vladar 1973; 1974; 1979; 1982.

50 Alusik 2012.
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tifications requires a precisely defined chronology and a
substantial range of comparanda for analysis.

In the Carpathian Basin, fortifications are found only
around settlements, and thus any comparison with the
Mycenaean fortified palaces is pointless®. The function of
the latter is beyond dispute — they were the seats of local
rulers and of the aristocracy®® and served as local centres
of control and redistribution of goods®. Being citadels,
they overlooked the city proper. They had no municipal
or public significance — they did not serve to gather the
population within its walls. On the contrary, access was
granted only to particular elements within Mycenaean
society, which were closely associated with the local
power structure. On the other hand, the defended Bronze
Age sites of the Carpathian Basin were settlements in the
full sense of the word. They were inhabited by complete
(in terms of social structure), large populations, who un-
dertook all kinds of routine activities associated with the
everyday life of households/families (e.g. production of
metal, ceramics, consumption etc.) within the perimeter
of the settlement>*.

Consequently, comparative analysis should take into
account only a narrow group of early Mycenaean fortified
settlements®, interpreted as the seats of local rulers, or
elites that emerged towards the end of the Middle Helladic
(MH) period®®. In view of the uncertain chronological
position of the Spissky Stvrtok stone fortifications, when
looking for analogies on the Greek mainland one should
consider a relatively long period in the development of the
Mycenaean culture, from MH IIIA to LH IIB (c. 1775-1420
BC)*.

In general, in the period in question, a change in the
nature of settlement on the Greek mainland is observa-
ble. A new form of relatively small settlements appears,
located on higher ground and surrounded by fortifica-
tions®®. In most cases, the information that is available is
minimal. At Argos-Aspis, fragments of stone walls were
uncovered, but there is no certainty as to the chronology
of individual parts of buildings, including fortifications®.

51 Apart from considerable functional differences, one should also
stress that most defended settlements in the Carpathian Basin are
older than the fortified Mycenaean palaces (Jaeger 2011, 97-112;
149-153). See Kienlin 2012, 289-297.

52 Kelder 2010, 110; Czebreszuk 2011, 63.

53 Killen 2008.

54 Jaeger 2011.

55 “frithmykenische Burgen”, Lauter 1996.

56 Heitz 2008, 8.

57 Czebreszuk 2011, 61.

58 Maran 1995, 68—69; Wright 2006, 11.

59 Philippa-Touchais 2010, 792-793.
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Be that as it may, the form of the exposed walls and the
structure of the settlement do not correspond to the fea-
tures of the Spi$sky Stvrtok site®®. The information on the
stone fortifications at Malthi and Peristeria is very limited
too. The former is a simple stone structure, encircling the
entire area of the settlement, but its chronology is largely
undetermined. The buildings were arranged along the line
of the fortifications and in the centre. The layout of the
buildings in Malthi reflected the local power structure —
the central buildings being the seat of the community’s
leading family®'. The Peristeria site is dated to the Late Hel-
ladic period (LH I/LH II). A stretch of wall, approximately
30 m long, was identified there. A characteristic feature of
that section of the fortification is a chamber adjoining the
inner line of defences, and an additional wall branching
out at a right angle from the chamber®?. Chambers were
also documented in the fortifications of Kiapha-Thiti®?, a
settlement that has yielded the most comprehensive infor-
mation about fortifications dating to the turn of the MH
I1I to the LH I/II period (Fig. 4). Altogether, its excavation
exposed a 145 m-long section of stone wall of complex
and characteristic form®. The wall had two faces, with
a mixed stone and earth core. The structure of the wall
varied depending on the configuration and topography
of the terrain. In some places the base of the wall was re-
inforced with very large stone slabs (orthostats), in other
segments one of the faces was built as a separate structure
with its own external and internal walls. As noted pre-
viously, chambers adjoining the fortifications were also
present, located on the inner perimeter and at irregular
intervals®. A 70 m-long ramp extended along the exter-
nal line of the wall up to the main gate®®. The gate itself
was estimated to be c. 2.7-3.0 m wide®. The entrance to
the ramp was guarded by one of the two towers discovered
along the line of fortification®. All in all, these structures
do not resemble the bastions found at Spissky Stvrtok.
The towers of Kiapha-Thiti formed an integral part of the
wall. One of them was built in the manner of a sally port -
it was possible to cross it like a gate, with the traffic con-
trolled at two points®. Apart from the towers, the wall was
also overlooked by a bastion.

60 Ibid. 801 fig. 9-10.

61 Wright 2006, 9-10 Fig. 1.1b.

62 Kiipper 1996, 27; Wright 2006, 10 fig. 1.1c.

63 Kiipper 1996, 28.

64 Hagel 1992, 47-48 fig. 2.1.
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In the current state of knowledge about early Myce-
naean defended settlements, it is not possible to suggest
that there was a particular architectural pattern, even
across the Greek mainland. Rather, individual sites draw
on the local traditions of the Middle Bronze Age as well
as on models of Minoan defensive architecture’. They are
not an innovation which, unlike the citadels, could be as-
cribed exclusively to the Mycenaean culture.

The fundamental difference between the cultural and
geographic areas discussed lies in the building materials.
The Spissky Stvrtok structures were built with stone slabs
of a specific type, relatively small size, and uniform shape.
The early Mycenaean fortifications did not yield evidence
for the use of building materials with such definite attrib-
utes. The principal materials employed in the OFC set-
tlements included timber, earth and clay. In exceptional
cases, stone was used to reinforce the main structure of
the defences. The use of timber elements, which was wide-
spread across the Carpathian Basin (e.g. palisades), has
so far not been documented in any of the early Mycenaean
settlements. Moreover, ditches were not added to the de-
fended settlements in the south of the continent whereas
this element is a dominant motif of defensive architecture
in Central Europe. There it is deeply rooted in the Neo-
lithic tradition, where a combination of earthworks and

70 Alusik 2007.
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Fig. 4: Kiapha Thiti. Plan of excavated
fortifications (after Hagel 1992)

ditch emerges as a logical consequence of rationalising
the effort involved in building defences. When digging a
ditch, the material to build a wall appeared automatically,
as it were’.

The Spissky Stvrtok fortifications are unparalleled
not only in the Aegean region but also in the territory of
the OFC ecumene and other tell cultures. First and fore-
most, the use and form of the stone material is unique.
In contrast to the sporadic instances of stone use in de-
fensive structures of the Carpathian Basin’?, the stone at
Spissky Stvrtok had been processed, shaped into charac-
teristic slabs and employed to erect the main elements of
the defences. This is at variance with other cases, where
stone was used in its natural, unprocessed form, to erect
additional stabilizing structures, which at any rate were
most often made of wood (as seen in the piles reinforcing
the rampart at KoSice-Barca). At Spissky Stvrtok, the lie of
the land led to a diversification of the fortifications. The
western part of the settlement, best protected by natural
defences, was fortified with a palisade on a stone base.
The eastern, most easily accessible part of the site featured
the entrance, protected by a ditch and bastions. Compared
to those of NiZna Mysl’a, KoSice-Barca and Rozhanovce,
the Spissky Stvrtok ditch was insubstantial. On the other

71 See Keeley/Fontana/Quick 2007, 58.
72 Vladar 1973, 280-28; Bader 1990, 182; Gasaj 2002, 27.
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hand the bastions are the one element of the fortifica-
tion which departed most from the pattern of Bronze Age
defences widely found across the Carpathian Basin and
Central Europe. Two such bastions guarded the gate, built
in a dry-walling technique like the other stone elements of
Spissky Stvrtok.

Hence it seems that the fortifications of SpiSsky
Stvrtok are in all respects an exception when compared
to other OFC defended sites. Attention is drawn to the use
of specific building materials and to the presence of an
elaborate system of defences to protect the entrance. I am
of the opinion that both features are vital arguments in
favour of an alternative interpretation of the “Slovakian
Mycenae”” phenomenon.

Petrographic analysis of the stone from the SpiSsky
Stvrtok fortifications has demonstrated that the site’s
natural rock was not used to build the defences. The ma-
terial came from an area some 2-3km distant’. This is
significant, since it allows us to exclude the easy availa-
bility of local building material as the principal reason for
constructing the stone fortifications. It was the result of
a decision taken in advance and followed a premeditated
plan, which was totally alien to the tradition of defensive
architecture in both the OFC and the related tell cultures
of the Carpathian Basin.

Alternative interpretation of the
Spissky Stvrtok stone fortifications

In 1988, A. Mozsolics expressed the view that the stone
fortifications at Spissky Stvrtok belonged to a later settle-
ment of the Pachov culture, drawing on oral information
obtained from an unspecified source”. There are reasons
that justify this line of argument. In the La Téne period, the
area of Spi$ was one of the regions of northern Slovakia
where settlement of the Pachov culture was identified”®.
The publications concerning the settlement of SpiSsky
Stvrtok mention the presence of artefacts of that culture at
the site, within the perimeter of the fortifications”.
Defensive architecture is one of the characteristic fea-
tures of the Pichov culture. Within this group of defended
settlements, two categories have been distinguished, and
these are pertinent to the discussion: the small hillforts
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75 Mozsolics 1988, 43—-44 note 113.
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(Kleinburgen) and central hillforts (zentrale Burgwallanla-
gen)’®, The basic difference between these types of settle-
ment lies in the dimensions and the kinds of defensive
structures. The sites of the first category were relatively
small (ranging from 20 x 20 m to 80 x 70 m). Their defences
were primarily timber and earth structures, only occasion-
ally reinforced with stone walls’. The second category
of sites covered a substantial area, reaching several hec-
tares®. The fortified elements of these settlements were
very often made of stone. Similarly to the settlement of
Spissky Stvrtok the material consisted of characteristic,
worked slabs (sandstone and limestone)®! (Fig. 5). At the
site of Liptovska Mara, the installations surrounding the
entire area of the settlement were also structurally diver-
sified. The northern side of the settlement, where the en-
trance/gate was located, was protected by a double stone
rampart, just as at Spissky Stvrtok®2. The presence of the
double walls as well as the complex structures to protect
the entrance may be taken as a significant evidence for
the Celtic nature of the Piichov culture, which is associ-
ated with the tribe of the Cotini®3. Only a few gates have
been excavated. The Liptovska Mara gate was located in
a singularly constructed gap in the fortifications®*. One
of the walls of the fortification ran in an arc towards the
interior of the settlement, while the other ran straight.
This created a space flanked by the rampart on practically
every side, making it easy to control the entrance®. The
gate of the settlement at Podtureii-Velinok was protected
by two additional elements. The first, in the form of a pro-
truding, sickle-shaped stretch of the rampart which sur-
rounded the area in front of the entrance, screened the
gate from the north and east. The southern side was de-
fended by a structure interpreted as a tower®®, This quad-
rangular structure, built of timber and stone, adjoined the
line of fortification along one of its sides. Moreover, some
of the settlements of the Plichov culture were additionally
protected by ditches®’.

The Spissky Stvrtok settlement seems to correspond
formally to the settlements of the Pachov culture in terms
of the structure of the ramparts, but the defences of the

78 Pieta 1982, 134.

79 Ibid.

80 E.g. Liptovska Mara 1,5 ha, Vel’ky vrch Divinka 12 ha; Pieta 1982,
136.

81 Pieta 1982, 139; 1996, 76 fig. 20; 87 fig. 24.
82 Pieta 1982, 137 fig. 18.

83 Pieta 1996, 73; Kovar 2008.

84 Baffle gate; Keeley/Fontana/Quick 2007, 62.
85 Pieta 1982, 137 fig. 18.

86 Ibid. 141-142 fig. 19.

87 Ibid. 142-143.
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gates do not represent equivalent architectural solutions.
Nevertheless their functional similarities seem to be more
significant: they are unequivocally military in nature®.
The solutions employed in the settlements of the Plichov
culture were to impede access to the most sensitive part
of the fortifications — the gate — ensuring its best pos-
sible defence. Taking into account some of their features,
the bastions discovered at Spissky Stvrtok should be ap-
proached in the same way: they were placed on either side
of the entrance to the settlement, in order to secure the

88 See Keeley/Fontana/Quick 2007, 62—67.

Mateusz Jaeger, The stone fortifications of the settlement at Spigsky Stvrtok

DE GRUYTER

Fig. 5: Stone fortifications in SpiSsky
Stvrtok (top) and Liptovska Mara
(bottom) (after Vladar 1973 and Pieta
1982)

gate. The bastions themselves were integral to the line of
fortification, which ensured safe access to the bastions
and additional protection for the defenders. The mili-
tary efficacy of the bastions was further increased by the
fact that they stood at a short distance from one another,
approximately 12m apart®. This configuration meant that
projectiles thrown from the top (arrows, spears, stones
etc.) could be effectively used against the attackers, their

89 Vladar 1975, 22 fig. 2.
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range covering the entire area of theimmediate approaches
to the gate®®.

In the light of current knowledge, a similar level of
fortification complexity in terms of form and function
does not exist in OFC defensive architecture, while being
a kind of norm in the settlements of the Piichov culture in
the La Téne period.

These arguments cannot be considered conclusive,
chiefly due to the shortage of objective data relating to the
settlement of Spissky Stvrtok and, paradoxically, due to
the lack of arguments supporting the stratigraphic posi-
tion of the stone structures in the Bronze Age. Since there
are virtually no publications documenting Vladar’s exca-
vations, his hypothetical chronology of the stone fortifica-
tions cannot be verified. Vladar remarked on the complex-
ity of the stratigraphy within the layers assigned to the
OFC, in which he isolated two settlement horizons®! and
a settlement phase probably associated with the Piliny
culture®?. Furthermore, he noted the presence of various
types of buildings and postholes in the most recent strati-
fied levels. However, he did not provide any information
on stratigraphic relationships or on the origin of the finds
associated with the Pachov culture. Hence, the published
data does not allow the provenance of individual, charac-
teristic elements within the settlement to be determined.
Apart from the stone fortifications, it would be equally
important to verify the stratigraphic position of the stone-
paved road that led to the gate and the stone stele®®. Both
elements are known from the Piichov culture settlement
of Liptovska Mara®4, which might point to a chronological
position outside the OFC chronology.

If the thesis that the stone fortifications at SpiSsky
Stvrtok are of later date is adopted, then it becomes neces-
sary to suggest an alternative scenario for the site.

There is a possibility that the stratigraphic assessment
was erroneous, which might have resulted in a failure to
record the pre-existing fortifications of timber and earth.
Such a possibility is implied by Vladar’s vague informa-
tion on the nature of the earlier OFC settlement horizon.
Vladar associated the stone fortifications with the later
OFC horizon (classical phase of the OFC). At the same
time, given that the older artefacts were found only in
the area circumscribed by the fortifications, he suggested
that fortifications might have existed in the first settle-

90 Keeley/Fontana/Quick 2007, 7077 fig. 8.
91 Vladar 1975, 16-18; 1976, 218-219

92 Vladar 1976, 220.

93 Vladar 1975, 14.

94 Pieta 1996, 87 fig. 24; 89 fig. 25.
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ment horizon too®. This conclusion is difficult to assess,
as no hypothesis concerning the form of the earlier OFC
fortifications was advanced. It is possible that the site of
Spissky Stvrtok possessed typical OFC timber and earth
fortifications in both horizons, and that these were later
destroyed when stone fortifications were built in the La
Téne period®®.

The latest research admits yet another scenario. In
recent years, a number of publications have documented
open forms of OFC settlements, whose assemblages are as
rich as those of the defended settlements. Here, the sites
of Fiizesabony-Oregdomb and AroktS-Dongéhalom in
Hungary and V¢elince in Slovakia®” are worth noting. The
last example is particularly significant: the settlement,
although it has no fortifications, has yielded a wealth of
archaeological material, including evidence for local me-
tallurgy and hoards of bronze artefacts®.

Conclusion

For several decades, the settlement of Spissky Stvrtok
was considered a key piece of evidence for the inten-
sive relationships entertained by the Aegean world and
the highly developed Mycenaean culture with Central
Europe. But the arguments presented here make it clear
that the quality of the sources that are available provides
insufficient proof for such an interpretation. The stone
fortifications of an OFC settlement have been compared
to Mycenaean citadels, which are completely different in
form and function. Resolving this long-standing debate is
hampered by the fact that there are no adequate compa-
rative studies of settlements in either of these cultural and
geographic areas. Given the chronological and functional
data of the Spi$sky Stvrtok site, any attempt at drawing
parallels should involve early Mycenaean structures, more
specifically the group of defended settlements known as
“frithmykenische Burgen”®. Yet, the sources relating to
that category of settlement are fairly modest. Nevertheless
the information that is available indicates that in the early

95 Vladar 1976, 219.

96 A similar destruction of at least a part of the Bronze Age fortifica-
tions and stratified levels by a later, medieval settlement, took place
in the OFC settlements of Trzcinica and Trepcza in the mountainous
region of the Low Beskids in Poland (Gancarski 2002, 109; Gancarski/
Ginalski 2001). The defended settlements of the OFC were situated
in topographically strategic locations, which were frequently used in
subsequent periods.

97 Furmanek/Markova 1992; 2001; Szathmari 1992; Fischl 2006.

98 Furmanek/Il1asova/Markova 1999.

99 Lauter 1996.
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stages of its development, the Mycenaean culture did not
possess fixed architectural patterns, the distant echoes
of which may be found at Spissky Stvrtok. Further, the
specific form of stone structure found on Slovak settle-
ments represents a substantial departure from the tra-
dition of OFC defended settlements and more broadly,
the tradition of the Carpathian Basin. In this region, set-
tlements were fortified by a combination of rampart and
ditch, with timber, earth and clay being the main materi-
als. Stone was used exclusively in its natural, unworked
form to reinforce the structure proper, which was made of
timber and earth. The building material used at SpiSsky
Stvrtok, i.e. the characteristic slabs of stone, as well as the
functional similarities of the complex defensive installa-
tion at the gate (bastions) lends legitimacy to the hypothe-
sis that the stone fortifications belong to a later phase,
i.e. the La Téne period. Such a view is further supported
by information given in the reports on the first seasons of
excavation at the settlement, which mentions artefacts of
the Ptachov culture discovered within the perimeter of the
fortifications.

This article does not set out to question the existence
of relationships between the “northern” and “southern”
European communities of the Bronze Age. Evidence at-
testing to the links between the eastern Mediterranean
and Central Europe has indeed come forward in recent
years. The foremost examples include amber from the
Baltic Sea'®® and spiral ornamentation®* of objects asso-
ciated with horse riding and the use of battle chariots'®.
The latter in particular indicate that it was not only the
products of material culture that circulated between
distant parts of Europe, but also that specific concepts,
technologies and know-how were disseminated'®,

With respect to the long-distance contacts that existed
between the Bronze Age communities of Europe, the stone
fortifications of Spissky Stvrtok no longer play a major
role. Accepting a more recent date, should encourage a
new reflection on the significance of local settlement tra-
ditions in the development of a dense network of OFC de-
fended sites across its entire ecumene.
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