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Introduction

North-eastern Slovenia has been known for decades
as region of numerous individual finds of stone axes
and adzes, usually attributed to the Neolithic or
Eneolithic periods. In last four decades, systematic
archaeological surveys have revealed many new
Neolithic and Eneolithic sites in both the Prekmurje
and πtajerska regions. Many of them have also been
excavated and published, thus enriching our know-
ledge regarding Neolithic and Eneolithic settlement
patterns, settlement organisation and material cul-
ture (πavel 1994; 1996; 2006). The majority of new-
ly discovered archaeological evidence is connected
to settlements or their parts in the form of dug-out
pits or remains of architecture, such as post-holes
etc. Especially interesting are the numerous pits or
dug structures which are discovered at every Neoli-
thic and Eneolithic site in the region. Although of dif-

ferent shapes and sizes, with different contents and
repertoires of material culture deposited in them,
their interpretation is usually more or less the same.
They are interpreted either as waste pits – rarely as
abandoned storage pits – or interpreted in a general
manner as the remains of past economic activities.
In this article, I argue that Pit PO 118 at the Turni∏-
≠e site in north-eastern Slovenia can be interpreted
as a pottery hoard.

The site and its surroundings

The Prekmurje region is a geographically, culturally
and ethnically defined region, located in the most
northeastern part of Slovenia between the Mura Ri-
ver and the Rába Valley. The region is divided into
three geographical sub-regions: Gori≠ko (the hilly
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ral resource in this area is fertile soil, thus allowing
intensive agriculture to be the main activity for cen-
turies, which has also affected the state of preserva-
tion of archaeological remains at the site. The sur-
rounding geology of the site consists of quaternary
surface deposits from the Mura River and its tribu-
taries, with the Holocene alluvial belt alongside the
Mura River thus covering an area 20km wide. Du-
ring excavations, it was found that the micro-mor-
phological setting of the site is closely related to the
surrounding geology and this conditioned the set-
tlement pattern, not only within the site but also in
the nearby area. The majority of archaeological re-
mains were discovered in lightly elevated areas con-
sisting of sand dunes, while only a few of them

could be found in slightly lower areas,
where pebble deposits constitute the
primary geological foundation (Fig. 2).
The same observation was made at all
the neighbouring sites (Toma∫ 2012a).
Altogether, more than 160 archaeolo-
gical contexts were discovered at Tur-
ni∏≠e. There were several contexts con-
nected with the processes of modern
activities at the site; some related to
the Roman settlement, but majority of
archaeological remains were pits of va-
rious shapes and sizes dating to the
Eneolithic period. Also, the remains of
an Eneolithic cultural layer were pre-
served at the site (Fig. 3).

area to the north of Murska Sobota);
Ravensko (the eastern flatlands stret-
ching around the Mura) and Dolin-
sko (the western lowlands around
Lendava). In the Dolinsko region, se-
veral sites have been discovered du-
ring systematic archaeological sur-
veys in 2005, and excavated in 2006
as a part of an extensive project of
protective excavations on Slovenian
highways. The majority of newly dis-
covered sites revealed remains of the
Eneolithic period, thus enriching our
knowledge regarding Eneolithic set-
tlement patterns in the biggest part
of north-eastern Slovenia.

Turni∏≠e is one of these sites; it is lo-
cated south of the village of Renkov-
ci and west of the town with the
same name as the site. In the vicini-
ty, within a 1-kilometre radius, four
other settlement areas have been
identified (Zagonce, Gorice, Brezje and Kalinovnjek),
covering roughly the same period of occupation as
Turni∏≠e (Fig. 1).

An archaeological team from the University of Pri-
morska conducted a protective excavation at Turni-
∏≠e in 2006, covering an area of around 16 000 m2.
The excavation area was limited to within the boun-
daries of the construction of the highway, which is
why the settlement area has not been fully investi-
gated.

The surrounding of the site is typically Pannonian,
almost completely flat or slightly undulating. The
site is located at approx. 175m a. s. l. The main natu-

Fig.1. Location of the Turni∏≠e sites and other Eneolithic sites in
its vicinity (created by M. Zorko).

Fig. 2. Turni∏≠e, view of the site (photo A. Ogorelec).
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According to the radiocarbon dates, as well as the
analyses of ceramic finds, the site went through two
phases of Eneolithic settlement. The remains of the
First Settlement Phase can be dated to the last quar-
ter of the 5th millennium BC. Culturally, they can be
attributed to the so-called Lasinja culture. The re-
mains of the Second Settlement Phase can be dated
to the first quarter of the 4th millennium BC; how-
ever, culturally they can be ascribed to the ‘horizon
with furrow incision pottery’ or Retz Gajary horizon
(Toma∫ 2012a). Among all the pits from the First
Settlement Phase, pit PO 118 is the most interesting,
and requires our particular attention.

Pit PO 118

Pit PO 118 was discovered in a slightly elevated sec-
tion in the central part of the excavated area on its
northern border. The location of the pit was some-
what isolated from the centre of the Eneolithic set-

tlement, i.e. no other Eneolithic remains were found
in its immediate vicinty (Fig. 3). The pit had an irre-
gular oval ground plan, and was quite large, 3.46 x
2.34m. It was dug only 0.48m deep into the geolo-
gical base, and filled with two different fillings; in
the north-eastern part, the filling consisted mainly of
pebble deposit, the north-western part contained a
mixture of fine greyish-brown sand and pebbles (To-
ma∫ 2012a.67). The filling of Pit PO 118 also includ-
ed numerous pottery fragments, pieces of charcoal
and burned clay, and three fragments of animal
bones (unidentifiable) (Fig. 4a-c). the radiocarbon
date of the charcoal sample number KIA 41443 pla-
ces pit PO 118 at 5477±27 BP (calibrated age 1-σ:
(59.4%): 4352–4328 cal BC; calibrated age 2-σ
(69.6%.): 4364–4316 cal BC (Toma∫ 2012a.67).

Description of the ceramic assemblage
Altogether, over 680 ceramic fragments were depo-
sited in Pit PO 118. It was one of the largest ceram-

Fig. 3. Turni∏≠e site plan
(created by A. Toma∫).
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ic assemblages at the site. The assemblage is rather
fragmented, but after primary processing of the
finds, almost 60% of the fragments could be as-
sembled into whole items (Toma∫ 2012b.28, Fig.
23). We could confirm that at least 28 ceramic con-
tainers were deposited in the pit, as well as a num-
ber of fragmented vessels (Toma∫ 2012a.27). Most
of the whole containers are pots; only some are
shaped as bowls and ladles (Fig. 5). The pots are ge-
nerally shaped as barrel-shaped pots, with one or
two handles; some are shaped as biconical pots,
with two handles or without them (Figs. 11.7–11
and 12.12–16). According to the number of frag-
mented bases discovered in PO 118, the total num-
ber of deposited containers was much larger. We
analysed the macroscopic characteristics of a sample
of the ceramic assemblage, covering 50% of the total
(Toma∫ 2012a.268, Figs. 43–44), thus enabling a
thorough insight into the ceramic technology. The
macroscopic characteristics confirm that the ceramic
items deposited in Pit PO 118 have similar techno-
logical traits. The majority of them were made from
medium-coarse, coarse and very coarse-grained clay.
Fine-grained and very fine-grained pottery account
for less than 25% of the total assemblage (Fig. 6).
Most commonly, quartz, mica and iron oxide parti-
cles are added to the clay (38%), and in significant
proportions also quartz and mica particles (15%) or
quartz, mica and organic particles (13%) or quartz,
mica, organic and iron oxide particles are added
(11%). Other combinations of clay additives are rare
(Fig. 7). The surface of the pottery is generally smooth
(67%), which means that the potter spent quite some
time removing any irregularities on the surface; only
16% of the whole ceramic assemblage has a rough
surface. Combinations of different surface treatment
are infrequent (Fig. 8). The majority of ceramic ves-
sels from Pit PO 118 were fired in an oxidising at-
mosphere, but the process of firing was not com-
pleted (incomplete oxidising firing – 93%). Only in
rare cases was a reducing atmosphere applied to-
ward the end of the firing process (2%) (Fig. 9). In
most cases, the pottery is undecorated (82%) (Fig.
10), which is quite surprising and points towards
the special selection of the deposited pottery. So-
called ‘Lasinja’ pottery is often decorated in a high-
ly elaborated manner, as seen in other contexts at
Turni∏≠e (Toma∫ 2012a.items no. G70-72, G77, G82-
84). Pottery decoration within the assemblage of Pit
PO 118 consists mostly of appliqués of different
shapes (Fig. 10).

In relation to other contexts of the ‘First Settlement
Phase’ at Turni∏≠e, PIT PO 118 shows some similar

traits regarding the pottery assemblage, but also
some differences. The shapes of the pottery (Figs.
11–14), as well as their technological macroscopic
characteristics fit well within other pottery assem-
blages of the same phase, but similar ceramics as
in Pit PO 118 can also be found at other Slovenian,
Hungarian, Austrian and Croatian early Eneolithic
sites. In Slovenia, carinated bowls with circular knob

Fig. 4. Turni∏≠e, view of PO 118, during excava-
tions (photo A. Ogorelec).
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handle (Fig. 11.1) are rare (Ormo∫-πkor-
∏i≠ev vrt (Tomani≠ Jevremov et al.
2006a.item no. 7)); however, they are
more frequent in Hungary, at Zalaeger-
szeg-Andráshida, Gébárti tó (II) (Barna,
Kreiter 2006. Fig. 5.2, 4), Sormás, Mán-
tai-dűlő near Nagykanizsa (Straub 2006.
Fig. 5.3; Fig. 8.1–3), Zalavár-Basasziget
(Virág 2005.Tab. 3.5), Gellénháza-Vá-
rosrét (Horváth, Simon 2003.Abb. 24.2,
Abb. 27.13) as well as at the Nedeli∏≤e-
Stara ves site in north-east Croatia (Be-
ki≤ 2006.235, T. 3.2). Biconical bowls
(Fig. 11.2) are known from several sites
in the Pomurje and πtajerska regions, such as at
Hajndl (Ωi∫ek 2006b.item no. 46), Ptujski grad (To-
mani≠ Jevremov et al. 2006b.items no. 32, 34), Bre-
zje near Zre≠e (Pahi≠ 1956.T. 1.9) etc. They are fre-
quent also in Hungary (e.g., Zalaegerszeg-Andráshi-
da, Gébárti tó II (Barna, Kreiter 2006.Fig. 5.5),
Dobri – Alsó-mező (Horváth, Simon 2004.Abb. 16.8,
Abb. 17.3), Gellénháza-Városrét (Horváth, Simon
2003.Abb. 25.2), Zalavár-Basasziget (Virág 2005.
Tab. 2.6, 9, 10, Tab. 3.1)), in north-west Croatia (Ko∏-
ka, pjeskana II; Markovi≤ 1976. T.6.7) and in Austria
in the Bisamberg-Oberpullendorf (Ruttkay 1995.Abb.
4.6, Abb. 6.5–8) and Kazianiberg groups (Ruttkay
1996.Abb. 1.8). Pots or jars are numerous, and for
some of them there are plenty of comparisons at
other early Eneolithic sites, but for some, there are
only few. Comparisons for barrel-shaped pots (Figs.
11.7–11, 12.12–16) with one or two handles are
found at Hungarian sites (Sormás, Mántai-dűlő;
(Straub 2006.Fig. 4.6, Fig. 4.7) and Dobri – Alsó-
mező (Horváth, Simon 2004.Abb. 10.18, 19, Abb.
25.3)). Biconically shaped pots (Fig. 13.22–24) are
numerous at Slovenian sites (e.g., πafarsko (πavel
1994.Fig. 11.5, 7), Hardek (Ωi∫ek 2006a.items no.
23, 24), Bukovnica (πavel 1994.Fig. 21.2, Fig. 20.1)),
as well as at other Early Eneolithic sites (e.g., Zala-

egerszeg-Andráshida, Gébárti tó II (Barna, Kreiter
2006.Fig. 8.4), Sormás, Mántai-dűlő (Straub 2006.
Fig. 4.4), Zalavár-Basasziget (Virág 2005.Tab. 6.4),
Gellénháza-Városrét (Horváth, Simon 2003.Abb.
23.8), Zalaszentbalás-Pusztatető (Bánffy 1996.Tab.
26.1–2), Pórszombat-Medes (Horváth, Simon 2003.
Abb. 27.16), Tekenye-Öcse (Horváth, Simon 2003.
Abb. 27.15) and Jak∏i≤ (Dimitrijevi≤ 1961.items no.
45d, 45e) etc.). Ceramic ladles are one of the most
common finds at Neolithic as well as early Eneolithic
sites in the region and the comparisons are numer-
ous (Toma∫ 2012a.35–36).

Discussion and conclusion

The ceramic repertoire of Pit PO 118 fits very well
within material culture of the First Phase of the set-
tlement at Turni∏≠e, as well as within early Eneoli-
thic material culture of the last quarter of the 5th

millennium BC. What differentiates the context of
Pit PO 118 from other archeological contexts at Tur-
ni∏≠e are its different deposition practices, as well
as a clear selection of deposited ceramic items. Pit
PO 118 contained numerous whole pots of similar,
almost identical shapes and similar sizes, of similar
technological characteristics, mostly undecorated.

Fig. 5. Turni∏≠e, typological characteristics of cera-
mic assemblage from Pit PO 118 (created by A. To-
ma∫).

Fig. 6. Technological characteristics of ceramic as-
semblage from Pit PO 118 – graininess (created by
A. Toma∫).

Fig. 7. Technological characteristics of ceramic assemblage
from Pit PO 118 – inclusions (created by A. Toma∫).
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According to fragmentation analysis, the assemblage
has the highest proportion of matching fragments
(59.30%). Only the assemblage from Pit PO 174 has
a similar degree of fragmentation (54%); all other
archaeological contexts of the first settlement phase
at Turni∏≠e have a ratio of fragments matching
around or below 20%, while the assemblage from
Eneolithic layer has levels below 10% (Toma∫ 2012b.
28, Fig. 23). Depending on the size of each ceramic
fragment in the ceramic assemblage of Pit PO 118,

we can also assume that this deposit can be regard-
ed as so-called ‘original waste’, according to Machá-
≠ek’s categorisation (Machá≠ek 2001), meaning that
it was deposited in situ.

As already noted, according to the level of fragmen-
tation, there is another interesting example at Tur-
ni∏≠e. Pit PO 174 is one of the smallest pits at the
site, measuring only 0.8m in diameter and 0.16m in
depth. It had a circular ground plan and U-shaped
cross-section. Its location was even more isolated
than PO 118 on the southwestern border of the ex-
cavation area, far away from other Eneolithic con-
texts. The filling of the pit consisted of greyish black
sand with numerous ceramic fragments, as well as
a stone pounder, one of three stone tools discov-
ered at the site. The filling of pit PO 174 contained
165 ceramic fragments. The degree of fragmenta-
tion of each ceramic assemblage (PO 118 and PO
174) is comparable (Toma∫ 2012b.28, Fig. 23). In
Pit PO 174, however, only two complete pots were
deposited, as well as parts of several other ceramic
containers (at least 13), a miniature bottle and a
fragment of a ceramic ladle (Toma∫ 2012a.items
no. G62-G78). In general, the variety as well as the
number of deposited pots of the whole ceramic as-
semblage of Pit PO 174 is much lower than in Pit PO
118. Nevertheless, it appears that the deposition
practices of pits PO 118 and PO 174 were similar,
yet different from other pits and structures at the
Turni∏≠e site. In one of the previous publications
about the site (Toma∫ 2012b.29), we interpreted Pit
PO 118, based on known data, as a potential rem-
nant of an abandoned storage pit; however, not all
the evidence fits well within this interpretation.
After careful deliberation of all the acquired data,
we would like to propose that Pit PO 118 should
perhaps be seen as a pottery hoard.

Pottery hoards (ger. Keramikdepotfunde), meaning
groups of buried vessels, are well known in Bronze
Age archaeology; but rarely appear in Neolithic and
Eneolithic archaeology. Pottery hoards are defined
as closed contexts consisting of varying amounts of
pottery vessels and, frequently, also of other types
of material as well. The majority of pottery hoards
are discovered within settlements, in dugout struc-
tures/pits. They can contain complete or broken ves-
sels, as well as only certain parts of vessels. Vessels
can often be found in an inverted position or lying
on the side (Stapel 1999). The term ‘pottery hoard’
is not new; it appeared as early as the 1930s (Palá-
tová, Sala∏ 2002.8–9), but the number of published
finds interpreted as pottery hoards increased only

Fig. 8. Technological characteristics of ceramic as-
semblage from Pit PO 118 – surface treatments
(created by A. Toma∫).

Fig. 9. Technological characteristics of ceramic as-
semblage from Pit PO 118 – firing techniques (cre-
ated by A. Toma∫).

Fig. 10. Technological characteristics of ceramic
assemblage from Pit PO 118 – decoration techni-
ques (created by A. Toma∫).
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at the end of the 20th and the beginning of the 21st

century (Karavani≤ 2011). According to Snje∫ana
Karavani≤, pottery hoards can be found in Copper
Age settlements, but are particularly numerous in
the Bronze Age (Karavani≤ 2011.16). To define a
‘closed’ archaeological context containing a collec-
tion of pottery vessels buried in a pit is usually not
difficult; however, interpreting them is often chal-
lenging because they can be interpreted either as
storage pits, waste pits or in some instances also as
pottery hoards. It is sometimes difficult to decide
between these potential interpretations, especially
if contextual data are lacking11. Over the years, the
debate on this topic defined some criteria based on
which groups of finds can be defined as pottery
hoards (Karavani≤ 2011.16). According to Andrea
Stapel, the criteria comprise the location of the find
(specific geographic features, e.g. caves), accumula-
tion of similar finds in a limited area, atypical finds
in a pit, use of fire, special treatment of items (inten-
tional destruction, intentional arrangement) etc.
(Stapel 1999.18–19). As Karavani≤ already noted,
the majority of authors, dealing with this topic agree
that pottery hoards are probably material remains
of ritual activities, and have been interpreted in var-
ious ways as material remains of libations, building
sacrifices, ritual feasts or other forms of worship etc.
(Palátová, Sala∏ 2002.145–153; Karavani≤ 2011.
17); therefore, the so-called ‘sealing of the pit’ as a
closing part of a certain ritual activity may be an im-
portant feature with regard to pottery hoards as well
(Stapel 1999). Another important criterion when
considering pottery hoards was given by Lindinger
(Lindinger 1998–1999.79–87); it concerns the com-
bination of vessels according to their functions. His
study revealed that the most numerous combination
of vessels in Bronze Age pottery hoards in Lower Au-
stria is of drinking vessels (small jugs and cups), fol-
lowed by a combination of storage vessels, although
in general there are quite varied assortments of dif-
ferent combinations in individual cases (Lindinger
1998–1999.Taf. 2).

If we consider the aforementioned criteria, Pit PO
118 meets quite a lot of them. First, is its location
within the settlement area. The location of PO118
was somewhat isolated from the centre of the set-
tlement, and at the beginning of the slightly elevat-
ed area. No other Eneolithic structures were in its
immediate vicinity. Although its ground plan was
quite large, Pit PO 118 was rather shallow, which is
why the vessels were very carefully positioned in

the centre of the pit. Although evidence of ‘sealing
of the pit’ is also a very important criterion, there
is no such evidence regarding PO 118: the upper
part of the pit was damaged due to intensive mod-
ern agricultural activities on the site. The criterion
‘accumulation of similar finds in a limited area’ was
confirmed through detailed analyses of the ceramic
assemblage in Pit PO 110. Also, the selection of ves-
sels deposited is in evidence, given the similar typo-
logical as well as technological and ornamental traits
of the vessels. Most of them are pots or jars (types
of storage vessel) and it appears that they also were
pre-selected according to size; namely, measurements
of their volumes22 showed that most of them range
between 4 and 6 litres; only two of them were big-
ger. Another important observation of the PO 118
ceramic assemblage, as already mentioned, is its frag-
mentation. The ceramic assemblage of Pit PO 110
has the highest rate of matching fragments of all the
Eneolithic structures discovered at Turni∏≠e, con-
firming that the deposition practice employed upon
the formation of Pit PO 118 differed from all other
structures at Turni∏≠e, thereby showing its excep-
tional character.

When observing data regarding Pit PO 118, several
different interpretations were considered. One of
them was very general; we regarded PO 118 as the
remains of past economic activities; another was
somewhat more refined: we regarded PO 118 as a
potential remnant of an abandoned storage pit, but
when taking into consideration all the aforemen-
tioned criteria regarding ‘pottery hoards’, Pit PO 118
meets quite a lot of them. Although the archaeolo-
gical context in question was formed in the Eneoli-
thic period, and archaeological interpretations of
such structures as ‘pottery hoards’ are almost non-
existent, we would like to stimulate other resear-
chers to think within this frame as well.

1 Karavani≤ discussed these instances in detail (see Karavani≤ 2011.16-17).
2 To avoid miscalculations, only whole containers were analysed. Altogether, the volumes of 12 pots were measured.
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Fig. 11. Ceramic finds from Pit PO 118 (drawing J. Tratnik πumi).
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Fig. 12. Ceramic finds from Pit PO 118 (drawing J. Tratnik πumi).
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Fig. 13. Ceramic finds from Pit PO 118 (drawing J. Tratnik πumi).
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