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Abstract — During the first excavations of the cemetery dating from the Bronze Age and Early Antiquity in the village of Velebit near

Kanjiza (Northern Serbia) one of the excavated artefacts was found to belong to a used and broken stone mould for casting anvils.

However, without an expert archaeologist to supervise the recovery of this find, which remained unknown for decades after its

discovery, as a starting point, the authors of this article present a synthesis that takes into account several aspects of this significant

class of metalcraft object. This proceeds from the history of the excavation to the general role of European Bronze Age anvils in

gold and bronze metalworking, and then further on to their typological, terminological, chronological and functional analysis and

to their long-range distribution as a sign of an interregional network of craftsmen, including their social context and symbolism.
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THE CONTEXT OF THE MOULDS

FROM VELEBIT

During the Middle Bronze Age, according to N.
Tasié,! or Br B-C according to R. Vasié,? or developed
Bronze Age according to A. Bulatovi¢, V. Filipovi¢
and R. Gligori¢,? the first finds of the Tumulus culture
(Hiigelgrdberkultur) appeared in the territory of Nort-
hern and North-Western Serbia. The process of the spread
of these influences began from the Carpathian Basin
and developed in two geographical areas (groups), the
first being northern Backa and Banat, whereas the sec-
ond extended to the Danube Basin,* The Drina and the
Western Morava river valleys (Map 1).° Cemeteries of
the first group are characterised exclusively by flat
graves without barrows, while in the territory of the se-
cond group barrows occur regularly. In relative terms,
the necropolis at the modern village of Velebit, near
(ca. 14 km NNW) the town of Kanjiza (Senta county,
Vojvodina Province), represents the best investigated

cemetery site of the Tumulus culture in the territory of
Serbia, bordering the influence zone of the Belegis
culture and sharing certain traits and elements with
better investigated cemeteries under the barrows,
which are usually in The Drina and the Western Mora-
va river valleys (Western Serbia).

* During the research and writing of this topic, Rasko Rama-
danski was working as an archaeologist in the Town Museum in
Senta, and provided the archaeological material from the Velebit
site, with the support of Rastko Vasi¢, to Albrecht Jockenhdvel and
Alexsandar Kapuran, after the finds had spent forty years in relative
obscurity. Jockenhovel was then able to persuade Barbara Armbruster
to collaborate on this study.

I Tasi¢ 2004: 31.

2 Vasié¢ 2003: 3.

3 Bymarosuh, ®unmumnosuh, Tmuropwh 2017: 53.
4 Tasi¢ 1974: 234

5 Tasi¢ 1974: 234

The paper represents a result of the OU 177020 project Arheologija Srbije: Kulturni identitet, integracioni faktori, tehnoloski procesi i uloga
centralnog Balkana u razvoju evropske praistorije (Archeology of Serbia: Cultural Identity, Integration Factors and the Role of the

Mid-Balkans in the Development of European Prehistory).
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The site of the Velebit cemetery

During construction of a major road in the village of
Velebit, small scale archaeological excavations were
carried out in the mid-1950s that, despite their limited
extent, provided significant finds. The further need for
extending the road infrastructure in the village, as well
as financial support from the Smithsonian Institute
(Washington D. C, USA),® led to systematic archaeo-
logical excavations in 1970 when the site was investi-
gated to the fullest possible extent. During the Bronze
Age, a biritual burial rite (inhumation and cremation)
was practiced at the Velebit cemetery’ (Fig. 1; 2). During
these excavations in 1970, a total of 108 graves were
discovered, of which 77 are from the Bronze Age, in-
cluding 43 cremation and 34 inhumation burials. The
remaining 31 graves are from Late Antiquity and descri-
bed as Sarmatian from the 4™ century AD (Plan 1).8

The most representative of Bronze Age inhumation
burials at the site is grave No 7 with rich bronze objects
(Fig. 1) (Plate 1). Grave 7 is also interesting because of
two large pottery vessels that typologically correspond
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to the Tumulus culture. Another representative example
of'a Bronze Age skeletal burial at the Velebit site is gra-
ve No. 80,7 where a pair of Regelsbrunn type greaves
(Plates 2/12.13), a typical Belegi$ culture beaker, two
lunular pendants (Plate 1/6), bronze sheet metal appli-
cations (Plate 1/10) and three spirally bent wires, most
likely rings, were found (Plate 1/3).!° Inhumation grave
No. 94 contains two Petschaftkopfnadeln type pins
(Plates 2/8.9) and a large belt made of thin hammered
bronze sheet metal.!!

A characteristic example of a cremation grave at
the Velebit site is grave No 14 (Fig. 3) (Plate 1/12;
3/5.6), (Plate 1/12; 2/2). Cremation grave No 33 is also

6 Tasi¢ 1974: 235; Tacuh 1983: 87; Sekeres 1971; Kapuran
2018.

7 Tasi¢ 1974: 235.

8 Sekeres 1971; Kapuran 2018.
9 Kapuran 2018.

10 Thid.

11 Thid.
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Plan 1. Velebit. Plan of the cemetery

Inan 1. Pactiopeg ipobosa Ha Hekpoiionu Benebuit

Fig. 1. Velebit. Inhumation grave No. 7. Extended body
Fig. 2. Velebit. Inhumation grave No. 11. Contracted body

Cn. 1. Benebuiu, ipo6 op. 7:

CKeNeHO caxparber UOKOJHUK ) UCUDYICEHOM UONLOANCA]Y
Cn. 2. Benebuiu, ipo6 op. 11:

CKeNeHo caxparoer UOKOJHUK V 3IPUeHOM UON0HCA]y

Fig. 3. Velebit. Cremation grave No. 14

Cn. 3. Benebuiu, ipob 6p. 14: ipob ciiaweHol loKojHUKa
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interesting, mostly due to the fact that three typologi-
cally different beakers were discovered. While the first
two are characteristic of the Hiigelgrdber culture (Plates
3/3.4), the third is a typical example of a so called
»Pannonian” beaker and is part of the Belegi$ culture
(Plate 3/2). In contrast, the cremated remains were put
in a rustic shaped urn of a relatively rough surface
(Plate 3/7).

While the pottery production discovered at the Ve-
lebit necropolis manifests characteristics of the ,,Car-
pathian” variant of the Tumulus culture, which spread
along the Tisza River towards the south of Pannonia, the
assemblage of bronze products shows characteristics
of the Kozsider bronze production from the Middle
Bronze Age.!2 The same can be stated for the jewellery
used to adorn the bodies at the Velebit cemetery, which
differ only slightly from the usual assemblage of jewel-
lery from the graves of similar Tumulus culture ceme-
teries in the Carpathian basin.

The moulds

Besides the attractive finds of jewellery and pot-
tery discovered at the Velebit cemetery, one of the most
significant finds are certainly a group of sandstone
moulds (Plate 5), for which the context of finding still
remains unclear, since they were discovered in the
summer of 1954 when small scale excavations by the
Senta Town Museum (Gradski muzej) were conducted,
but without the supervision of an expert archaeologist.
Consequently, it was never clear whether they repre-
sent grave goods, or belong to a hoard (perhaps to a so
called ,,grave-hoard”) or belong to an as yet undiscov-
ered settlement in the vicinity of the site that existed at
the time as the cemetery. All the moulds were made of
sandstone, which is suitable for the engraving of nega-
tives that were cast. Sandstone is a very common mate-
rial for casting and easy accessible in various geological
formations and locations, also in the Pannonian and
Carpathian regions.! Some specimens have burnt edges
around the negatives caused by high temperatures dur-
ing the direct casting of molten bronze (Fig. 4/1-3).
Most of the moulds of the Velebit complex are dam-
aged and they could not be used for further castings.

Mould 1 a. b: a two part (bivalve) mould with ne-
gatives for the simultaneous casting of two lunular
pendants (Fig. 4/2; 5/2—-4; Fig. 4/1; 5/1. 2; P1. 4/6a, 6b)
that are typologically close but not the same as the
pendants from grave No 80 (Plate 1/6). '* The first part
of this bivalve mould (Plate 4/6a) measuring 12 x 7 X
2 cm, was bifacial, or had a dual function, since its
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reverse side contained another, very damaged nega-
tive, for which we can only assume the shape of a
socketed axe (Plate 4/1). Besides the pendant nega-
tives, it contains two dowel-holes. The other part of
the mould (Plate 4/6b) measuring 11.5 x 8.5 x 2 cm,
also contained two dowel-holes. This stone mould,
used to cast three lunular pendants that would have
been typologically identical to pendants from Velebit
grave 80, is almost identical to the double Mould 1
from the Velebit necropolis, and is kept today in the
Museum of Subotica (Fig. 5/3).!> From the territory of
Eastern Serbia comes one more mould, discovered on
the banks of The Danube in 1971, in the course of ar-
chaeological surveys at the Velesnica site (Fig. 5/1).16
Lunular and heart-shaped pendants had an important
role in the costume fashion of the Bronze Age, besides
the large number of these pendant finds, they can also
be indirectly observed on examples of the numerous
anthropomorphic clay idols from that time.

Mould 2: The fragmented mould (Plate 4/5; Fig.
5/4) measuring 8.5 x 7 x 3 cm, seems to have served
for the casting of bronze sickles. We assume this on the
basis of the negative shape, which shows an elongated
banded form of a handle of thin cross-section and a
ribbed pattern. This assumption is strengthened by an-
other fragmented mould (Plate 4/4) measuring 5.5 x 8
x 3 c¢m, in which the negative has an arched shape with
a rib along the sharp edge. It also has the same thick-
ness as the previously described mould, so we assume
that they could together represent part of a larger
mould for casting sickles, as indicated by one speci-
men discovered in Romania.!”

Mould 3: An elongated mould measuring 7 x 3.5 x
3 cm, has a negative in the form of a pin with a seal
shaped head or broadening (Fig. 4/3; Plate 4/1). The
second oval broadening located below the first one may
have been decorated with a sequence of parallel can-
nelures. Perhaps a mould like this could have served
for the casting of a pin found in the Beltiug hoard in
Romania. 18

2 Kovacs 1975: 43,44.

3 See Soltvaldkert (Bacs-Kiskun, Hungary) hoard: Gazda-
pusztai 1959.

14 Bader 1978: pl. LXXXVI/5.

15 Tasi¢ 1974: 239/146.

16 Bacuh, Epuerosuh-TTasnosuh, Munnh 1984: Cn. 110/4.
7 Bader 1978: pl. LXIII/12.

8 Bader 1978: 120, pl. LXXVII/15.

CTAPUHAP LXIX/2019



Barbara ARMBRUSTER, Albrecht JOCKENHOVEL, Aleksandar KAPURAN, Rasko RAMADANSKI
The moulds from Velebit and European Bronze Age metal anvils (139-182)

Fig. 4. Velebit. Sandstone moulds from an unknown area of the cemetery

Cn. 4. Benebuiu, kanyiiu og Kamena leuuapa ca Hekpoiloie

Mould 4: Mould 4 has an elongated form measur-
ing 12.5 x 3 x 3 cm, for which we assume that it also
served for casting some kind of pin shaped objects,
containing three additional grooves that intersect the
negatives at a 90° angle (Plate 4//5; Fig. 4/5). It is pos-
sible that this kind of mould was also used for the cast-
ing of the body of the Blattbiigel type of fibulae dating
in the Early Hallstatt (Ha A) period. ' One mould
from the Soltvaldkert (Bacs—Kiskun, Hungary) hoard,
has a negative that shows two pins connected with a
channel at a 90° angle.20

Mould 5: This mould (Plate 4/3; Fig. 4/4) is small
(measurement: 3.5 x 4 x 2.5 cm), and could have served
for the casting of objects in the form of nails. It is pos-
sible that this mould was used as an auxiliary tool in a
further metallurgic process, in the course of casting
certain complex objects, or that it represented a small
tool for decorating other bronze objects.

Mould 6: The last example from this group of
moulds and the most interesting one measures 9 x 8 x
4 cm, and served for casting an anvil (Fig. 4/2; 5/4.5;
12/7). The negative shows that the anvil had a spike on
one side probably not for fixing into a wooden support
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but for banding wire-shaped jewellery,?! as seen on the
specimen discovered in Fresné-la Mere (Fig. 13/10).
The upper part of the Velebit anvil has a triangular
shape. Moulds for casting anvils belong to rare finds of
Bronze Age mould assemblages. Additionally, anvils
are not easy to identify, especially when the moulds in
which they were cast are fragmented. Anvils had a ma-
jor role in various crafts and were necessary for plastic
shaping techniques and the final treatment of objects
after their casting. Without them, the processing of in-
gots into sheet metal shaped jewellery would hardly be
possible, as a strong and flat support is necessary for
forging. We assume that the belt from grave 94 could
not have been properly made without such a small an-
vil, necessary for forging and decoration.

As stated earlier, during the Kozsider horizon in the
Middle Bronze Age there was a significant expansion in
jewellery and weapon production, especially those of

19 Kytlicova 2007: 38, 256, pl. 178/B2.
20 Gazdapusztai 1959: pl. IV/6-7.
21 Tylecote 1987: 265, Fig. 7.19.
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copper and tin alloys. Such a need for bronze products
must have driven a certain social stratification based on
metal smith crafts performed by Middle Bronze Age
societies in Europe. Numerous sites have been found
in the Alps, Carpathians, Eastern Serbia, and Western
Bulgaria, at which traces of copper, and more rarely tin,
were discovered. All tin ore deposits in Europe have
been known to geologists for a long time, as well as in
vicinities of the Cer and Bukulja mountains in Western

Serbia.?? It is assumed that the trade and exchange of
tin and antimony led to the integration of the Tumulus
culture during the Kozsider period.?3 Although animal
husbandry and farming were still dominant in the
economy, the rise of certain societies specialised in
mining and metallurgy for the purpose of metal pro-
duction is evident. Such societies are, among others,
identified thanks to several decades of archaeological
research conducted through the project ,,Research of

Fig. 5. Bronze Age stone moulds: 1) Velesnica, 2, 4, 5) Velebit; 3) Subotica

Cn. 5. Kanyiiu og kamena. 1) Berecnuya, 2, 4, 5) Beneouiu,; 3) Cybouiuya
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ancient mining and metallurgy in the Timok eruptive
basin” in the area of north-eastern Serbia, in the vicin-
ity of Bor.24

In the territory of South-eastern Europe, moulds
for bronze casting were found in the context of settle-
ments, hoards, and rarely in burials.?> Indirect evi-
dence for the separation of metalworking as a special-
ised branch of the economy during the Middle and
Late Bronze Age, beside burials with metalworking
tools, is also provided by hoards containing moulds.
B. Nessel assumed upon her analysis of burial assem-
blages tied to metallurgy in Central Europe, that there
is no evidence that metalworkers enjoyed special social
status in these communities, but rather they were fully
integrated and respective members of the communities.?
This was perhaps the case because of the fact that
many members of these societies participated in the
metalworking process, so it was not felt necessary to
specially accentuate their role in funeral rites.?’

The closest analogies to the mould hoard from the
site of the Velebit necropolis is the site of Soltvaldkert
(Béacs—Kiskun) in Hungary, where 41 sandstone moulds
for the casting of bronze objects were discovered in a
pit, about 0.9 m deep.?® Also, close to the Velebit ne-
cropolis, identical hoards of clay and stone moulds
were discovered at the site of Sagu Site ,,A1-1" in
Western Romania (Lower Mures valley), although that
context is chronologically somewhat younger, and
corresponds to the Br D-Ha A1 period.?’ In the vicin-
ity there is one more chronologically younger hoard of
casting moulds from the Early Iron Age (8t—7t centu-
ry BC) discovered at the site of St. Peter of Ludberg in
Croatia.3?

Relative and absolute chronology of the site

B. Hinsel and T. Kovécs assume that finds of the
Tumulus culture in the Carpathian Basin appear over a
large time span from Br Bl to Br D (or during the
phases MD II, MD III/SD 1).3! In the , Prehistory of
Vojvodina”, published nearly half a century ago, N.
Tasi¢ proposed that the sites of Hiigelgrdberkulrur in
the surroundings of Subotica should be put a in chron-
ological framework from the end of 14 to the begin-
ning of the 13™ century BC.32 Vasi¢ assumes that the
same culture in Serbian territory can be determined in
the Middle Bronze Age, or Br B and Br C,33 which
chronologically corresponds to the period between
1600/1500—1200 BC, and its second phase, as suggested
by Tasié¢.>* There are certain divisions of the Bronze
Age according to which the Tumulus Hiigelgraber
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culture in the Danube Basin is simultaneous to MD 111,
and does not start before the end of Br B1, or lasts be-
tween 1500-1300 BC,35 with which F. Falkenstein
also agrees.3®

Turning to recent absolute dates obtained for sites
in Serbia, we can say that previously stated relative
chronologies did not diverge much from the results
obtained by absolute dating. The first result is related to
an AMS date from the central grave of mound XVIII at
the site of Paulje, which shows the span of 1415-1278
cal BC with 95.4% confidence. 37 It means that the
grave from Paulje certainly belongs to the mid-14t
century BC.3® Another absolute date is from the Vele-
bit necropolis. An acquired date of 3061+25, with a
modelled span of 1407-1236 cal BC, with 95.4% con-
fidence?” means that the incineration grave from grave
107 at the Velebit cemetery most certainly belongs to
the 14™h—13t% century BC, similar to the grave from
mound XVIII at Paulje. This tells us that the relative
dates for Hiigelgrdberkultur in the north of Vojvodina,
proposed by Tasi¢, were closest to the absolute dates
obtained at the sites of Velebit and Paulje.

22 powell at al. 2018; Durman 1997; Valera, Valera 2003.
23 Santa 2013: 82.

24 Kapuran 2014: 64-66.

25 Jockenhovel 2017: 53.

26 Nessel 2013: 144,145; with differentiation Jockenhovel
2018:276-277; 313.

27 Nessel 2013: 144.

28 Gazdapusztai 1959: Taf. 1V/6-7; Hinsel 1968: 233;
Mozsolics 1973: 80.

29 Sava and Andreica 2013: 69.

30 Simek 2004: 92, 96.

31 Hinsel and Kovécs 1986: 69.

32 Tasi¢ 1974: 240.

33 Vasi¢ 2003: 3; Vasi¢ 2010: 3.

34 Tasi¢ 2004: 31.

35 Hansel 1968: 143, 170.

36 Falkenstein 1998: fig. 10.

37 Gligori¢, Filipovié, Bulatovi¢ 2016: 105.

38 Gligori¢, Filipovié, Bulatovi¢ 2016: 105.
39

Kapuran 2018; The team engaged in the AMS dating pro-
cedure was comprised of: Molnar M, Riny L, Veres M, Seiler M,
Synal H-A, Environ MICADAS: a mini 14C AMS with enhanced
Gas lon Source Interface in the Hertelendi Laboratory on Enviro-
mental Studies (HEKAL) Hungary. Radiocarbon Vol 55, Nr 2-3
2013, p. 338-344. Molnar M, Janovic R, Major I, Orsovszki J,
Gonczi R, Veres M, Leonard AG, Castle SM, Lange TE, Wack-
er L, Hajdas I, Jull AJT. Status report of the new AMS C14 sam-
ple preparation lab of the Hertelendi Laboratory of Enviromental
studies (Debrecen, Hungary) Radiocarbon, Vol 55, Nr 2-3 2013,
p. 665-676.
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THE ANVIL MOULD FROM VELEBIT
AND EUROPEAN BRONZE AGE
METAL ANVILS

History of research

From the second half of the 19t century, Bronze
Age metal anvils were discovered and published.*? V.
G. Childe published a short study on the anvil of Inshoch
Wood (Scotland) (no. 121; Fig. 11/2) including metal
analysis.*! In 1975 J. Nicolardot and G. Gaucher pro-
vided a variant-rich typology based on French anvils,
which was simplified by M. R. Ehrenberg (1981).4?
Namely, she listed a total of 36 Bronze Age anvils from
Europe. On the basis of ca. 60 anvils, D. Jantzen (2008)
classified them by physical and functional criteria.*3
Recently, regional studies on anvils have been published
in Italy, including Sardinian anvils, as well as Moravia
and Romania.**

Remarks on stone anvils

More than fifty years ago, J. J. Butler and J. D. van
der Waals identified several small rectangular flat sto-
nes as metalworking tools, mostly dated as early as the
Bell Beaker Culture and the Early Bronze Age of Cen-
tral and Western Europe.*> Such stone anvils gradually
became significant elements in tool kits of gold, silver
and coppersmiths. The anvils of the Amesbury Archer
(or ,,King of Stonehenge”) (Wessex, England) and of the
,»Chief of Leubingen” (Saxony-Anhalt, Germany) be-
came well known a so called ,,cushion stones” (German:
Kissensteine).*¢ Several recent studies provided evi-
dence for stone tools in the context of metalworking
during the Bell Beaker period but also during the rest
of the European Bronze Age when bronze tools were
predominantly in use.*” Some specimens of stone tools
featuring flat or flat and curved sides and working faces
or with prominent and slightly rounded edges and cor-
ners are supposed to have been anvils of the Middle and
Late Bronze Age. A small stone anvil made of serpen-
tine, embedded in a wooden stump, was found in the Late
Bronze Age lake village of Morigen (Switzerland),
where bronze socketed hammerheads were also dis-
covered.*® Another combination of bronze and stone
tools for metalworking appears in the Late Bronze
Age hoard of fine metalworking tools from Génelard
(Burgundy, France). It consists of several bronze sock-
eted hammerheads and anvils (no. 28-31) and includes
a hammer shaped like a stone axe head (Fig. 18).%°
Large and heavy stones were presumably also used as
anvils.’0 In that regard, B. Armbruster observed West
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African blacksmiths of the Dogon community con-
structing their smithy around an in-situ rock which they
used as an anvil.3! A forging tool set consisting of a
stone anvil and hammer, associated with moulds and
scrap metal, is known from House 1 at the Early Bronze
Age settlement of Cukurici Hoyiik (Western Anatolia).>?
It is possible that hardwood blocks were also used as
anvils. It is additionally possible that such ,,archaic” in-
stallations were also common in Bronze Age Europe.
However, by the Late Bronze Age, ,,cushion stones”
disappeared from the inventory of metalworkers.

List of Bronze Age metal anvils

Abbreviations: E = Ehrenberg 1981; J = Jantzen
2008; N/G = Nicolardot/Gaucher 1975; G = grave; H=
hoard; R =river find; S = settlement; W = wetland find

Austria (4)

1. Augsdorf (H), Carinthia (Miiller-Karpe 1959:
278 [no. 21], pl. 129, 21) (Fig. 16/1)

2. Hallstatt (G; Grave 283) (G), Upper Austria
(Kromer 1959: 82, Fig. 50, pl. 44, 8 [iron]) (Fig.7/8)

3. Sipbachzell (H), Upper Austria (Hoglinger 1996:
111, pl. 1, 2 (Fig. 14/7)

Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH)

4-6. Boljani¢ 1-3 (H), Doboj (Konig 2004: 191,
no. 3 [39. 40. 41], pl. 17, 39-41) (Fig. 12/3; 15/6.7)

Czechia (CZ)

Bohemia

7. Jarpice (H), okr. Kladno (Kytlicova 2007: 267
no. 66 [5], pl. 145, B 5) (Fig. 16/2)

8. Ujezd (H), okr. Pisek (Kytlicova 2007: 311 no.
345, pl. 1, B 12) (Fig. 7/1)

40 Chantre 1875; Evans 1881; Gross 1883; Hampel 1886; von
Miske 1908; Coutil 1912; Miiller 1920; Ohlhaver 1939.

41 Childe 1945/46.

42 Nicolardot/Gaucher 1975; Ehrenberg 1981.

43 Jantzen 2008: 253-259. 326-333.

44 Taia 2014; Lo Schiavo 2018; Sala$ 2014; Medelet 1995;
Gogéltan 2005.

45 Butler/van der Waals 1966.

46 Fitzpatrick 2011; Bertemes 2004.

47 Batora 2002; Armbruster 2006; idem 2010; idem 2012;
Brandherm 2010.

48 Gross 1883: 45, pl. 27, 17.

49 Thevenot 1998; Armbruster 2008.

50 A. Miiller-Karpe 1994: 159.

51 Armbruster 1995: 120, fig. 2; idem 2001, 13.
52 Horejs/Mehofer/Pernicka 2010.
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9. Velim (H), okr. Kolin (Kytlicova 2007: 312 no.
251, pl. 159, A 8) (Fig. 10/4)

Moravia

10. Blucina (H 4), okr. Brno-venkov (Salas 2014:
65 no. 1, obr. 15, 1) (Fig. 15/4)

11. Brno-Reckovice (H), okr. Brno-mesto (Salas
2014: 65 no. 2, obr. 7, 10) (Fig. 6/5)

12. Jevicko (H), okr. Svitavy (Salas 2014: 65 no.
3, obr. 15, 2) (Fig. 14/11)

13-15. Loucka 1-3 (H 2) (H), okr. Pferov (Salas
2014: 65 no. 1. 5-7, obr. 15, 3. 4. 6) (Fig. 10/2. 3; 11/9)

16. Loucka 4 (SF), okr. Prerov (Salas 2014: 65 no.
7, obr. 15, 5; 18) (Fig. 7/10)

Denmark (DK)

17. Damsholte (H), Frenderupgérd, Vordingborg
com., Men (J 256 no. 370, pl. 68) (Fig. 16/7)

18. Sengelose (H), Vasby, Kebenhavns Amt (idem
no. 35; J 256 no. 372, pl. 68) (Fig. 12/2)

19. Sulsted (H), Vestbjerg, Alborg Amt (idem no.
36; J 256 no. 372, pl. 68) (Fig. 7/21)

France (F)

20. Alise-Sainte-Reine (R) (Canal de Bourgogne
aux Laumes), Cote-d’Or (idem no. 21, fig. 2a; N/G 34
fig. 34; Thevenot 1998: 136, fig. 8,3 [see also Prove-
nance unknown [no. 48]) (Fig.13/2)

21. ,,Angerville” (R), Essonne (Mohen 1977: 251
[no. 91-1]; N/G 32, fig. 2) (Fig. 11/3)

22. Bardouville, Seine River (R), Seine-Maritime
(idem no. 16; N/G 30, fig. 2) (Fig. 13/7)

23. ,,Calvados” (?) (idem no. 15) (no illustration)

24. Coray (Keranfinit) (H), Finistere (Mohen 1990:
130, fig. 38, 70) (Fig. 13/9)

Corbeil see Seine between Corbeil/Villeneuve-
Saint-George (fig. 11/7)

25. Cuiry-les-Chaudardes (S; mould), Aisne
(Blanchet 1984: 186, fig. 99, 18) (Fig. 12/10)

26. Fort-Harrouard (S; mould), Eure-et-Loir (Mo-
hen/Bailloud 1987: 127, fig. 69) (Fig. 12/8)

27. Fresné-la-Mére (H), Calvados (idem no. 14
fig. 2d; N/G 29, fig. 1) (Fig. 13/10. 10a))

28. Génelard 1 (H), Sadne-et-Loire (Thevenot 1998:
130, fig. 4, 1) (Fig. 14/2)

29. Génelard 2 (H), Sadne-et-Loire (Thevenot 1998:
127, fig. 3, 3) (Fig. 9/7)

30. Génelard 3 (H), Sadne-et-Loire (Thevenot 1998:
127, fig. 3, 2) (Fig. 13/1)

31. Génelard 4 (H), Sadne-et-Loire (Thevenot 1998:
127, fig. 3, 1 (Fig. 9/6)
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32. Graville-Sainte-Honorine (H), Seine-Maritime
(O’Connor 1980: 398 no. 174; Dubus 1912: 14-24, pl.
5, 47; Watté 2010: 39, fig. 2, 47) (Fig. 8/2)

Gray see Saone near Chalon-sur-Sadne (no. 44)
(fig. 13/4)

Keranfinit see Coray (no. 24) (fig. 13/9)

33. La Léde-du-Gurp (SF; mould), Gironde (idem
no. 13; Moreau 1971) (fig. 12/9)

34. Larnaud (H), Jura (N/G 35, fig. 1) (Fig. 14/3)

35. La Tour de Langin (SF), Haute-Savoie (idem
no. 26, pl. 1; fig. 4a; N/G 25, fig. 1) (Fig. 11/4)

Laumes see Alise-Sainte-Reine (no. 20) (fig. 13/2)

36. Macon (R), Sadne-et-Loire (idem no. 24, fig.
2¢; N/G 22, fig. 2) (Fig. 10/7)

37. Nantes, Prairie de Mauves (H), Loire-Atlantique
(N/G 24, fig. 7) (Fig. 16/10)

38. Ouroux-sur-Saone (R), Sadne-et-Loire (idem
no. 32, fig. 3¢; N/G 23, fig. 4) (Fig. 10/6)

39. Paris, La Villette/Pont du Flandre (R) (idem
no. 18; Mohen 1977: 159 f. [246 no. 75-21] 178, fig.
649) (Fig. 10/5)

40. Plainseau (H), Amiens, Somme (idem no. 17,
N/G 22, fig. 3) (Fig. 8/1)

41. Pontpoint (SF), Oise (N/G 24 fig. 6) (Fig. 16/1)

42. Porcieu-Amblagnieu (H), Isére (Mortillet 1906;
Coutil 1912; idem no. 25) (Fig. 12/5)

43. Questembert (H), Morbihan (idem no. 12) (Fig.
14/10)

44. Sadne bei Chalon-sur-Saoéne or Gray (R),
Sadne-et-Loire (idem no. 22, fig. 3b; N/G 33 fig. 1;
Thevenot 1998, 136, fig. 8, 2]) (Fig. 13/4)

Seine, Paris (idem no. 20 = see ,,Angerville* [no.
21)) (fig. 11/3)

45. Seine between Corbeil/Villeneuve-St.-George
(R) (idem no. 19; Mohen 1977: 159 f. [252 no. 91-12],
178 tig. 647) (Fig. 11/7)

46. St. Denis-de-Pile (H), Gironde (Coffyn 1969)
(Fig. 7/2)

Tour de Langin see La Tour de Langin (no. 35)
(fig. 11/4)

47. Trégorf-en-Surzur (H), Morbihan (Briard 1984:
163, fig. 13, 2; N/G 35, fig. 2) (Fig. 14/5)

48. ,,Provenance unknown” (Musée de la civilisation
gallo-romaine Lyon) (Thevenot 1998: 136, fig. 8, 4)
(modern copy of no. 20?) (Fig. 13/3)

Germany (D)

49. Altentreptow (SF?) Lkr. Mecklenburgische
Seenplatte, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (Schok-
necht 1974 [1975] : 166 [no illustr.; shape unknown])
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50. Golchen, Lkr. Mecklenburgische Seenplatte,
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (Schmidt 2014: 182,
fig. 2, 5) (Fig. 9/5)

51. Lachen-Speyerdorf 1 (G), Stadt Neustadt an der
Weinstralle, Rhineland-Palatine (Sperber 2000: fig. 2
(Fig. 14/1)

52. Lachen-Speyerdorf 2 (G), Stadt Neustadt an
der Weinstrale, Rhineland-Palatine (Sperber 2000:
fig. 10 (Fig. 16/7)

53. Maintal-Hochstadt (H), Main-Kinzig-Kreis,
Hesse (Jockenhdvel 1983: 587, fig. 1) (Fig. 16/4)

54. Murchin (H), Lkr. Vorpommern-Greifswald,
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (Schoknecht 1974
[1975]: 163, fig. 10, 77; 359 no. E 314; 364 no. 363)
(Fig. 11/8)

55. ,,Murnau” (H), Lkr. Rosenheim, Upper Bavar-
ia (Nessel 2008: 58 no. 26, pl. 2, 26; 4, 26) (Fig. 13/5)

56. Oberwilflingen (H), Lkr. Ostalbkreis, Baden-
Wiirttemberg (Primas/Pernicka 1998) (Fig. 16/5. 5a)

57, 58. Ochtendung 1, 2 (H), Lkr. Mayen-Koblenz,
Rhineland-Palatine (von Berg 2005) (Fig. 7/18; 12/1)

59. Plestlin (H), Gem. Bentzin, Lkr. Vorpommern-
Greifswald, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (idem
no. 34; Sprockhoff 1956: 1 51; 11 126, pl.11, 6; ] 364
no. E 364) (Fig. 11/5)

60. Ruthen (H), Lkr. Ludwigslust-Parchim, Meck-
lenburg-Western Pomerania (J 364 no. E 362; Sprock-
hoff 1956: 131; Il pl. 73, 17 [Holzendorf]; Hundt 1997:
63 no. 129, pl. 36, 17) (Fig. 9/3)

61. Steinkirchen (G; Grave 10), Gem. Stephanspos-
ching, Lkr. Deggendorf, Lower Bavaria (Miiller-Karpe
1969: 89, fig. 3) (Fig. 7/21)

Hungary (H)

62. Biharugra (H), Kom Békés (Gallus/Horvath
1938, 92, pl. 19, B 8 [Ugra]; Kemenczei 2005: 131 f.
B 6 (no. 95), pl. 16, A 95 (,,hammer”) (Fig. 9/8)

63. Esztergom (H), Kom. Komarom-Esztergom
(Mozsolics 1985: 116 ff. 118 no. 91, pl. 138, 9) (Fig.
12/6)

64, 65. Lesenceistvand 1, 2 (H), Kom. Veszprém
(Mozsolics 1985: 144 no. 9, PL. 270 A, 22. 24) (Fig.
7/16.17)

66. Matraszol6-Kerekbiikk, (H) Kom. Nograd
(Szabo 2011: 337, fig. 2, 3 [no illustration; ,,small
anvil”)

67-69. Nadap 1-3 (H), Kom. Fejér (Makkay 2006:
pl. 19, 166. 167; 20, 184) (Fig. 7/5-7)

70, 71. Téllya-Varhegy 1, 2 (H), Kom. Borsod-Abatij-
Zemplén (Szabo 2013: 812 f., fig. 18) (Fig. 6/8.9)
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72, 73. Velem-Szentvid 1, 2 (S), Kom. Vas (von
Miske 1908: pl. 29, 7. 8) (Fig. 14/8)

74. Velem-Szentvid 3 (S; mould), Kom. Vas (von
Miske 1908: pl. 22, 3) (Fig. 14/9)

Ireland (IRL)

75. Bishopsland 1 (H), Co. Kildare (Eogan 1983:
36 f. no. 16; 226, fig. 10, 11; idem no. 9) (Fig. 13/6)

76. Cullen (H), Co. Tipperary (Eogan 1983: 155
ff. no. 135 [no illustration])

77. ,Ireland” (idem no. 11; Coffey 1913: 27 £, fig.
22 [Bronze Age?]) (no illustration)

78. Lusmagh (H), Co. Offaly (idem no. 10, fig. 3a;
Eogan 1983: 192-193 no. 22; 321, fig. 105, B 6) (Fig.
15/5)

79. ,,Near Sligo”, Co. Sligo (Bronze Age?) (Milligan
1885-1886: 538, fig.; idem no. 8) (Fig. 6/1)

Omagh (123): see United Kingdom, Northern Ire-
land (fig. 11/1)

Italy ()

80. Bologna-San Francesco 1 (H), Emilia-Romagna
(idem no. 31; Taia 2014: no. IB6; 103, fig. 9 [IB6])
(Fig. 9/2)

81. Bologna-San Franceso 2 (H), Emilia-Romagna
(Taia 2014: no. IB5; 103, fig. 9 [IB5]) (Fig. 16/11)

82. Bor di Pacengo (S), Verona (laia 2014: no. IB3;
103 fig. 9 [IB2]) (Fig. 15/8)

83. Contigliano (H), Rieti (Ponzi Bonomi 1970:
129, fig. 12, 4) (Fig. 9/2)

84, Falerii (G), Civita Castellana, Viterbo, Maz-
zano Romano (Montelius 1905/1910: pl. 329, 8 [iron])
(Fig. 7/19).

85. Frattesina (S), Rovigo (Iaia 2014: no. 1B2;
103, fig. 9 [IB2]) (Fig. 11/13)

86. Gorzano (S), Modena (laia 2014: no IB1; 103,
fig. 9 [IB1]) (Fig. 14/6)

87. Monte Cavanero (Chiusa di Pesio) (H), Cuneo
(Taia 2014: no. IB7; Venturino Gambari 2009: 63, fig.
45; 60, fig. 42, 4) (Fig.6/4)

88. Redu, Modena (laia 2014: no. IB4; 103, fig. 9
[1B4]) (Fig. 16/2)

Sardinia

89. Chiaramonti (S; Nuraghe Su Cobelciu) (Lo
Schiavo 2018: 429 fig. 4. 5) (Fig. 15/1)

90, 91. Lei/Silanus-La Maddalena (H) (Lo Schiavo
2018: 429 fig. 4, 4. 9) (Fig.6/2. 7)

92. Lotzorai-Genna Tramonti (Lo Schiavo 2018:
430 fig. 4, 8) (Fig. 6/6)

93. Lula-Savadde (H) (Lo Schiavo 2018: 429 fig.
4, 3) (Fig. 7/4)

CTAPUHAP LXIX/2019



Barbara ARMBRUSTER, Albrecht JOCKENHOVEL, Aleksandar KAPURAN, Rasko RAMADANSKI
The moulds from Velebit and European Bronze Age metal anvils (139-182)

94. Nuragus-Forraxi Nioi (H) (Lo Schiavo 2018:
428 fig. 4, 1) (Fig. 11/10)

95. Ozieri-Chilivani (H) (Lo Schiavo 2018: 428m
fig. 4, 7) (Fig. 15/3)

96. ,,Provenance unknown” (Sardinia?) (Lo Schiavo
2018: 428 fig. 4, 2) (Fig. 11/11)

97. ,,Provenance unknown” (Sardinia?) (Lo Schiavo
2018: fig. 4, 6) (Fig. 15/2)

98. ,,Provenance unknown” (Sardinia) (Lo Schiavo
2018: fig. 4, 10) (no illustration)

Poland (PL)

99. Przemysl (H) (Gedl 2004: 72 no. 251, pl. 18,
251) (Fig. 7/14)

100. Swinoujscie-Miedzyzdroje (H), Woiw. Zachod-
niopomorskie (J 365 no. E 369; Blajer 1984: 54 no.
155, pl. 96, 30) (Fig. 9/4)

101. Witkowo (H), Woiw. Pomorskie (idem no. 32;
J 365 no. E 370; Gedl 2004: 72 no. 252, pl. 18, 252)
(Fig. 7/11)

Romania (RO)

102. Fratelia (H), Timisioara (Medelet 1995: fig. 3)
(Fig. 7/3)

103. Gusterita (H), com. Sibiu (Gogaltan 2005: 31,
pl. 12, 65b) (Fig. 16/3)

Serbia (SRB)

104. Velebit, Kanjiza, Severno-Banatski okrug
(Fig. 4/3;5/4. 5, 12/7)

Spain (E)
105. Valdevimbre (H), prov. Léon (Monteagudo
1977: 98 f. no. 607. 625, pl. 149, B 1) (Fig. 8/3)

Sweden (S)

106. Bromma, Ivetofta (W), Skane (Oldeberg 1974:
17 no. 83; J 365 no. E 366) (Fig. 16/8)

107. Holmedal (SF), Varmland (Oldeberg 1974:
366 no. 2625; J 365no0. E 367) (Fig. 16/9)

Switzerland (CH)

108. Auvernier 1 (S; mould), Kt. Neuchatel (Gross
1883: pl. 29 12; Rychner 1979: pl. 134, 3) (Fig. 7/12)

109. Auvernier 2 (S), Kt. Neuchatel 2 (idem no. 28;
Rychner 1979: pl 125, 9) (Fig. 7/13)

110. Grandson-Corcelettes (S; mould), Kt. Vaud)
(Musée cantonal vaudois 1896: pl. 30, 3; idem no. 27)
(Fig. 14/3)

111. Riddes (SF), Kt. Valais (idem no. 26, fig. 2d;
N/G 32, fig. 3; Wyss 1967: 10, pl. 3) (Fig. 12/4)

149

112, 113. Ziirich-Wollishofen 1, 2 (S), Haumesser,
Kt. Ziirich (idem no. 29, fig. 4b; N/G 26, fig. 2; Wyss
1967: 10, pl. 2. 3) (Fig. 6/3; 11/6)

Ukraine (UA)

114. Nedilys’ka (H) [Hemimucbka, ehem. Niedziel-
ska], Oblast Lwiw (Gedl 2001, 63: pl. 80, C 64 [iron])
(Fig. 7/9)

United Kingdom (GB)

England

115. Flax Bourton (H?), Somerset (idem no. 4;
Pearce 1983: 514. no. 651a, pl. 74, 651a.) (Fig.
11/12)

116. Lakenheath, Suffolk (idem no. 2: ,,simple;
gabled work-surface opposite spike”) (no illustration)

117. Lichfield (H), Knowle Farm, Staffordshire
(Meeks/Needham 1993) (Fig. 8/4)

118. Netherhampton (H [,,Salisbury Hoard™]),
Wiltshire (MacGregor 1987: 109 [no. 11.67]; Stead 1998:
fig. 6) (Fig. 8/5).

119. St. Leonards, Marina (H), Sussex, England
(idem no. 3; Rowlands 1976: pl. 3, 7) (Fig. 10/1)

120. West Row, Suffolk (idem no. 1: ,simple;
T-shape with flat work surface; no additional fea-
tures”) (no illustration)

Scotland

121. Inshoch Wood (H), Nairn (Childe 1945/46;
idem no. 5, fig. 2b) (Fig. 11/2)

122. Kyle of Oykel (,,cairn”), Sutherland (Smith
1881; idem no. 6, fig. 1) (Fig. 13/8)

Northern Ireland

123. Omagh (H; mould), Co. Tyrone (O Faolain
2004: 155 [no. 2], 208, fig. 12, 2) (Fig. 11/1)

Channel Islands, Jersey

124. Clos de La Blanche Pierre, St. Lawrence
(Coombs 1988: 325, fig. 6, 69) (Fig. 7/15)

Socketed hammerheads used as anvils (?)

(selected examples: Fig. 17)

Deville-les-R ouen (H), Seine-Maritime, France
(Verron 1971: 65 £, fig. 54) (no illustration)

Génelard 5 (H), Sadne-et-Loire, France (Thevenot
1998: 125, fig. 1, 3) (Fig. 17/4)

Génelard 6 (H), Saone-et-Loire, France (Thevenot
1998: 126, fig. 2, 1) (Fig. 17/2)

Génelard 7 (H), Sadne-et-Loire, France (Thevenot
1998: 126, fig. 2, 2) (Fig. 17/3)

Hallstatt (G; grave 469), Upper Austria (Kromer
1959: 110, fig. 91, pl. 82-84) (Fig. 17/10.
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Fig. 6. Class 1, subclass 1a. Bench/block anvils: 1) “Near Sligo” (no. 71); 2, 7) Silanus (nos. 90, 91),
3) Ziirich-Wollishofen (no. 113); 4) Monte Cavanero (Chiusa di Pesio) (no. 87); 5) Brno-Reckovice (no. 11),;
6) Lotzaroi-Genna Tramonti (no. 92); 8, 9) Tallya-Varhegy (nos. 70, 71). — Bronze. — M. 1:3 (8, 9 no scale)

Cn. 6. Knaca 1, iiotuknaca la: iwocnaiio-pashu Haxosu, oponsa, R 1 : 3

Ryde¢ 1 (H), okr. Usti nad Labem, Bohemia
(Kytlicova 2007: 301 no. 207 [95: ,.fitting”], pl. 88,
95) (Fig. 17/5)

Ryde¢ 2 (H), okr. Usti nad Labem, Bohemia
(Kytlicova 2007: 301 no. 207 [253], pl. 94, A 253)
(Fig. 17/6)

Schiltern 1, 2 (H), Lower Austria (Girtler 1970;
Hansen 1994 fig. 80, 1. 2) (Fig. 17/7. 8)

Tise (H), Hjorring amt, Denmark (Armbruster
2001: 11 fig. 2; J 242 no. 369, pl. 242) (Fig. 17/11)

Trencianske Bohuslavice (H), okr. Nové Mesto
nad Vahom, Slovakia (Novotna 1970: 99 no. 803, pl.
43, 803) (Fig. 17/1)

Zoggendorf (SF), com. Heiligenstadt, Lkr. Bam-
berg, Bavaria (Ausgrabungen und Funde in Ober-
franken 11, 1997-1998: 20. 8, fig. 8, 5) (Fig. 17/9)

Terminology and classification

The English term anvil is currently used in archae-
ological literature mostly for pre-Iron Age tools. This
refers to a blacksmith’s tool, whilst today, the smaller
tools used by fine metalworkers are called stakes.
However, considering how embedded this technical
term is, we are using the term anvil in this paper.

Bronze Age metal anvils reveal different features
and each functional group corresponds to a specific
technical definition. When addressing function, anvils
can be described as an inactive percussion tool or sup-
port for receiving hammer strikes. All anvils in this
regard can be considered as two-piece tools because
they consist of a metal and a wooden part in order to
operate. The most important characteristic is the shape
anvils have. The shape of an anvil can be pyramidal,
truncated pyramidal, cylindrical, hollow cylindrical,
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conical, truncated conical, spherical, hemispherical or
barrel-shaped. Most anvils have a short or long spike
(German: Angel; Serbian: Tpn) for fitting to a wooden
stump. Sometimes grooves and swages (German: Sick-
en, Rillen, Kerben, Gesenk; Serbian: Illape) or hemi-
spherical depressions are wrought into the working
surface, which is called an anvil face (German: Am-
bossbahn; Serbian: Jluye naxosrwa). One or two lateral
prolongations are named beaks but also spikes or tangs
(German: Horn/Stecken; Serbian: Poe, Pen). Complex
anvils can provide several working surfaces as well as
beaks with round or rectangular cross sections. The
central cavity in the anvil structure is called a punching
hole (German Nagelloch, Stanzloch; Serbian: Pyna).>3

Considering the spectrum of various forms and
functions, we can distinguish five main classes (and
subsequent subclasses) of Bronze Age metal anvils.>*
Apart from certain exceptions with well-defined chara-
cteristics, we will not refer to ,,types” of anvils, beca-
use when considering the broader traits, each anvil can
have an individual character.

Class 1: Bench, block and pyramidal (frustrum)

flat anvils

Subclass 1a: Flat anvils (German: Brettambosse)

The block shaped flat anvils consist of a simple
block of a more or less rectangular shape. The Bronze
Age (?) anvil from ,,Near Sligo” (no. 79) in fact appears

53 Jantzen 2008, 253, Abb. 90; Nessel 2009, 49, Abb. 12.

54 Coutil 1912; Ohlhaver 1939; Drescher 1973, 250 fig. 34;
Nicolardot/Gaucher 1975; Ehrenberg 1981; Eluére/Mohen 1993;
Armbruster 2001; Jantzen 2008, 253259, 326-333.
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Fig. 7. Class 1, subclass 1b. Pyramidal (or frustrum) anvils: 1) Ujezd (no. 8); 2) St. Denis-de-Pile (no. 46);

3) Fratelia (no. 102),; 4) Lula-Savadde (no. 93); 5-7) Nadap (nos. 67-69); 8) Hallstatt (no. 2); 9) Nedilys’ka (no. 114);
10) Loucka (no. 16), 11) Witkovo (no. 101); 12, 13) Auvernier (nos. 108, 109), 14) Przemysl (no. 99); 15) St. Lawrence,
Jersey (no. 124); 16, 17) Lesenceistvand (nos. 64, 65); 18) Ochtendung (no. 57); 19) Falerii (no. 84),; 20) Sulsted (no. 19);

21) Steinkirchen (no. 61). —Iron (8, 9, 19), all others Bronze. — M. 1:3
Cn. 7. Knaca 1, omiknaca 1b: naxogmwu y obauxy uupamuge; 8, 9, 19) — iooche; ocimianu — oponsa, R 1 : 3
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Fig. 8. Class 1, subclass 1c. Anvils with one lateral working surface: 1) Plainseau (Amiens) (no. 40);
2) Graville-Sainte-Honorine (no. 32). — Subclass 1d: Anvils with pentagonal body and a spike: 3) Valdevimbre (no. 105);
4) Lichfield (no. 117); 5) Netherhampton (“Salisbury Hoard”) (no. 118). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 8. Knaca 1: 1-2) Iotwixnaca 1 c: nakogmwu ¢ jegnom pagrom iospuunom, 3—5) Iottuxknaca 1d: Hakoeru lieHillaioHATHOT
Hipecexa ca ycagHukom, oponsza, R 1 : 3

Fig. 9. Class 1, subclass le. Anvils with mushroom shaped working surface: 1) Contigliano (no. 83); 2) Bologna-San
Francesco (no. 80); 3) Ruthen (no. 60); 4) Swinoujscie-Miedzyzdroje (no. 100); 5) Golchen (no. 50). — Subclass If.
Anvils with plate shaped or hemispherical head: 6, 7) Génelard (nos. 31, 29); 8) Biharugra (no. 62). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 9. Knaca 1: 1-5) Iowixnaca le: nakosru y 06nuxy iievypke; 6—8) Houtikiaca 1f: nakosrsu ca pagnom unu Kanioaciiom
inasom, 6ponsa, R 1 : 3
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Fig. 10. Class 2, subclass 2al: 1) St. Leonards, Marina (no. 119); 2, 3) Loucka (nos. 13, 15), 4) Velim (Bohemia) (no. 9);
5) Paris, La Villette/Pont du Flandre (no. 39); 6) Ouroux-sur-Saone (no. 38); 7) Mdcon (no. 36). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 10. Knaca 2, nowixnaca 2al: é6ponsa, R 1 : 3

to be a ,,cushion stone” (Fig. 6/1). One block anvil has
a gable shaped working surface (Fig. 6/4), and the flat
anvil from Ziirich-Wollishofen (no. 113) a horizontal
feature for locking the anvil into a wooden surface
(Fig. 6/3). Three other block anvils look like hammers.
The anvil from Brno—Reckovice (no. 11) has a round-
ed rectangular body with a punching hole (Fig. 6/5).
Two Sardinian anvils (no. 92) have a cylindrical shape
and two working surfaces (Lotzorai type according to
Lo Schiavo) (Fig. 6/6). The two anvils (one with cylin-
drical, the other with a body like a hammer) with dis-
tinctive features from Tallya-Varhegy (no. 70-71) be-
long to this subclass (Fig. 6/8, 6/9).

Subclass 1b: Pyramidal (or frustum) anvils

Anvils of this kind have a truncated pyramid (frus-
trum) body with or without a shaft and mostly a square,
flat or slightly convex working surface (one anvil with
a gable-roofed working surface [Fig. 7/2]) (Fig. 7).
The frustrum-anvil from Fratelia (no. 102) has a row
of little bosses on two opposite faces of its body (Fig.
7/3). Two anvils have a punching hole in the body
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(Fig. 7/1. 6). In one anvil from Nadap (no. 68) a bronze
wire is pulled through the punching-hole (Fig. 7/6).
The Late Bronze Age anvil from Nedilys’ka (Niedsziel-
ska) (no. 114) was made from iron and is decorated
with two lines (no swages) on one side (Fig. 7/9). The
hornless anvil from the hoard of Pryzmysl (no. 99) has
half way up the body on two opposite faces two adja-
cent small projections, which could have served as a
rest for a wooden stump or to carry the tool (Fig.
7/14).33 The stone mould from Auvernier (no. 108) be-
longs to this class (Fig. 7/12). Some anvils have signif-
icant wear marks from extensive forging (Fig.7/1. 9.
14). The working surface of the small anvil from
Steinkirchen (no. 61) is full of swages (Fig. 7/21).
Three anvils (one in iron: from Falerii [no. 84]) are very
similar to modern (German) Steck-, Stock- or Stiftam-
bosse (Fig. 7/11. 18. 19).5° The small (miniature?)

55 Ohlhaver 1939: 23.
56 Armbruster 2001: 17, fig. 12, 1.
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9% 10 1"

Fig 11. Class 2, subclass 2a2: 1) Omagh (no. 123); 2) Inshoch Wood (no. 121); 3) “Angerville” (no. 21);

4) La Tour de Langin (no. 35), 5) Plestlin (no. 59); 6) Ziirich-Wollishofen (no. 114); 7) Seine between Corbeil/
Villeneuve-Saint-George (no. 45); 8) Murchin (no. 54); 9) Loucka (no. 14); 10) Nuragas-Forraxi Nioi (no. 96);
11) “Prov. unknown” (Sardinia?) (no. 96); 12) Flax Burton (no. 115); 13) Frattesina (no. 85). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 11. Knaca 2, iotuxnaca 2a2: o6ponsza, R 1 : 3

anvil from Sulstedt (no. 19) has a pyramidal working
surface with four crossing swages (Fig. 7/20).

Subclass 1c: Anvils with one lateral working surface

Two anvils of this subclass are characterised by
one lateral working surface which is adjacent to the
conical protrusion (Fig. 8/1. 2).

Subclass 1d: Block anvils with pentagonal body

and a spike

Anvils without a beak have a spike for fitting and
a pentagonal body with a gable-roofed working sur-
face (Fig. 8/3-5).
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Subclass le: Anvils with a mushroom-shaped

working surface

These anvils have a flat rectangular body with a
mushroom-shaped working surface®’ and a hol-
low-based and tapered shaft (Fig. 9/1-5). The anvil
from Ruthen (no. 60) has two arrangements of grooves,
shaped like chevrons, which are incorporated into the
working surface of the anvil, probably for making
plastic decorations on thin sheets (Fig. 9/3).

57 Jantzen 2008, 330 (A 1): German: pilzformige Ambosse.
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Fig. 12. Class 2, subclass 2b: 1) Ochtendung (no. 58); 2) Senglase (no. 18); 3) Boljani¢ (no. 4); 4) Riddes (no. 111);
5) Porcieu-Amblagnieu (no. 42); 6) Esztergom (no. 63),; 7) Velebit (reverse) (no. 104); 8) Fort-Harrouard (no. 26),
9) La Léde-du-Gurp (no. 33); 10) Cuiry-les-Chaudardes (no. 25). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 12. Knaca 2, wowixnaca 2b: 6pownsza, R 1 : 3

Subclass 1f: Anvils with a plate-shaped

or hemispherical working surface

Anvils of this kind are characterised by a plate-
shaped or hemispherical working surface and a sock-
eted shaft or hollow-based shaft with a round cross
section (Fig. 9/6-8).

Class 2: Anvils with one or more beaks

(German: Hornambosse)

Subclass 2al: Anvils with one lateral beak

fixed on the same level as the working surface

Anvils of this subclass have a beak which is fixed
on the same level as the working surface either at one
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corner (Fig. 10/5-7) or in the middle of the working
surface. The anvil of Paris-La Villette/Pont du Flandre
(no. 39) has a plastic rib, with twisted decorations for
better hafting, in the middle of the round conical shaft
(Fig. 10/5). The dimensions of the working surface
range from approximately 4 to 8 cm.

Subclass 2a2: Anvils with one lateral beak

fixed a little below the working surface

Anvils such as these have a long and narrow, usu-
ally gable shaped working surface and one lateral beak,
fixed below the working surface. On the body of the
anvil from the Seine between Corbeil/Villeneuve-Saint
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Fig. 13: Class 2, subclass 2c. 1) Génelard (no. 30); 2) Alise-Sainte-Reine/Laumes (no. 20);

3) Mus. Lyon (Prov unknown) (no. 48); 4) Saoéne near Chalon-sur-Saone/Gray (no. 44); 5) “Murnau” (no. 55);

6) Bishopsland (no. 75). — Subclass 2d: 7) Seine bei Bardouville (no. 22); 8) Kyle of Oykel (no. 122);

9) Coray (Keranfinit) (no. 24); 10) Fresné-la-Mere (no. 27) (10a hafting: Fresné [after Evans 1881, 182 fig. 217. 218]).
— Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 13. Knaca 2: 1- 6) [lowixnaca 2¢c, 7-10) otwixnaca 2d, 6ponsa, R 1 : 3

George (no. 45) there is a ridge with swages (Fig. 11/7). Subclass 2b: Anvils with two lateral beaks

The shaft is broad and has a rectangular cross-section. fixed in the middle of the anvil block

The anvil from La Tour de Langin (no. 35) has a sock- (Type Porcieu-Amblagnieu)

eted shaft instead of a solid shaft (Fig. 11/4). A remar- Anvils of this type (Type Porcieu-Amblagnieu)

kable feature is the plastic decoration some anvils have  have an elongated, albeit relatively small, working sur-
(Fig. 11/4-6). In that regard we can observe that both ~ face (4 x 1.5-2.1 cm) and two conical beaks located in
the hollow shaft and the plastic decoration are the result ~ the middle of the rectangular or square block (Fig. 12).
of casting using the lost wax technique. Some anvils are decorated with a cast plastic decoration
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Fig. 14. Class 3. Bench anvils with swages and bosses: 1) Lachen-Speyerdorf (no. 51); 2) Génelard (no. 28),;
3) Grandson-Corcelettes (no. 110),; 4) Larnaud (no. 34); 5) Trégorf-sur-Surzur (no. 47); 6) Gorzano (no. 86).
— Class 4. Bent anvils: 7) Sipbachzell (no. 3); 8, 9) Velem-Szentvid (nos. 72, 73); 10) Questembert (no. 43),;

11) Jevicko (no. 12). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 14. Knaca 3: 1-6) Pasnu naxosmwu ca ygybmeruma u uciyiuersuma, 7—10) Casujenu naxoermwu, oponsa, R 1 : 3

on each lateral side of the body featuring knobs, con-
centric ribs, rosettes, or an X shape nestled in a pil-
low-shaped rib (Fig. 12/3-5). The four stone moulds
from Velebit (no. 104), Cuiry-lés-Chaudardes (no. 25),
Fort-Harrouard (no. 26) and La-Léde-du-Gurp (no.
33) all belong to this subclass.

Subclass 2c: Anvils with two working surfaces

and two lateral beaks

(T-shaped anvils / Type Chalon-sur-Saone/Gray)

Anvils of this subclass include three-armed anvils
with a cruciform outline. They consist of a body with
two working surfaces (1.5 to 4.5 cm) and two conical
beaks. Swages are present only on the smaller working
surface of the anvil from Murnau (no. 55) (Fig. 13/5).
A common feature of four very similar anvils (Type
Chalon-sur-Sadne/Gray) is a punching hole in the
middle of the anvil block (Fig. 13/1-4). It is plausible
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that the anvils from Alise-Sainte-Reine/Laumes (no.
20) and ,,Provenance unknown”/Mus. Lyon (no. 48)
were cast in the same mould. This seems probable be-
cause of their identical features, dimensions and
weights (Fig. 13/2.3) or another possibility is that the
last one is a modern copy. We should also highlight
that these multiple-armed anvils are multifunctional.

Subclass 2d: Anvils with one working surface,
one beak as a shaft and one additional beak
(Type Fresné-la-Mere)

The four very similar anvils of this subclass (Type
Fresné-la-Mére) have one small rectangular working
surface, a beak which can also be used as a shaft, as well
as an additional beak (Fig. 13/7-10). It was possible to
work on this anvil in two different positions (Fig. 13/10a).
Several swages are on a ridge-shaped or comb-shaped
elongation. One anvil has a punching hole (Fig. 13/8).
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Fig. 15. Class 4. Beating fists: 1) Chiaramonti (no. 89); 2) “Prov. unknown” (Sardinia?) (no. 97); 3) Ozieri (no. 95).
— Anvils with special features: 4) Bluc¢ina (no. 10); 5) Lusmagh (no. 78); 6, 7) Boljani¢ (nos. 5, 6); 8) Bor di Pacengo

(no. 82). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 15. Knaca 4: 1-3) Haxosemwu 3a uckyyasarwe; 4—8) Haxosmu cileyughuunux obnuxa, 6ponsa, R 1 : 3

Class 3: Bench anvils with swages and bosses

Some flat and rectangular bench anvils with an up-
per and lower working surface have one or more small
sides with one or more swages (Fig. 14/1-6). These
tools are named swage blocks (German: Riefenanken)
(Fig. 14/1-3). The stone mould from Grandson-Corce-
lettes belongs to this group of anvils (Fig.14/3). The flat
bench anvils could be mounted in different ways into
depressions provided in a wooden stump. The flat anvil
from Lachen-Speyerdorf has a broad shaft with two swa-
ges (Fig. 14/1). Another form, with massive flat plate-
shaped bronze blocks with a rectangular or dovetail
shape, is characterised by bosses and/or swages. These
were used as swage blocks and doming blocks (German:
Kugelanken) (Fig. 14/4-6).

Class 4: Bent anvils

Some anvils belong to the class of bent anvils (Ger-
man: Biegestocke) (Fig. 14/7-11). They are shaped as
bent rods with a round, trapezoidal or D-shaped cross-
section. Both parts of the bent rod could be used as a
working surface. On the shorter part of the bent rod of
the massive anvil from Sipbachzell (no. 3) there are
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two pronounced working surfaces (Fig. 14/7). From
Velem-Szentvid (no. 73) a casting mould for a bent
anvil is known. This mould has two casting negatives,
one for an anvil and the second for a socketed ham-
merhead (Fig. 14/9). The bent anvil from Jevicko (no.
12) has a socketed shaft decorated with a cord-like
twisted plastic decoration (Fig. 14/11).

Class 5: Beating fists (Fig. 15/1-3)

Three Late Bronze Age anvils from Sardinia are
very similar to each other (nos. 89, 95 and 97) (Fig.
15/1-3). F. Lo Schiavo named them Type Chiaromon-
ti.8 The wedged-shape anvils have a conical form
with a rectangular cross-section. The body changes its
cross-section from the shoulder to a round neck. The
working surface is disc-shaped. These anvils are quite
long (ca. 17-20 cm) and the dimensions of the round-
convex working surface ranges between ca. 5-7 cm.
These tools look very much like modern beating fists
(German: Treibfiuste).

58 Lo Schiavo 2018.
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Fig. 16. Ad-hoc- anvils: 1) Pontpoint (no. 41); 2) Jarpice (no. 7); 3) Gusterita (no. 103); 4) Maintal-Hochstadt (no. 53);
5, 5a) Oberwilflingen (no. 56); 6) Lachen-Speyerdorf (no. 52); 7) Damsholte (no. 17); 8) Bromma (no. 106);

9) Holmedal (no. 107); 10) Nantes-Prairie de Mauves (no. 37); 11) Bologna-San Franceso (no. 81); 12) Redu (no. 88);
13) Augsdorf (no. 1). — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Can. 16. Ad hoc nakosmu, 6ponsa, R 1 : 3
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Fig. 17. Socketed hammerheads as anvils: 1) Trencianske Bohuslavice; 2—4) Génelard; 5, 6) Rydec; 7, 8) Schiltern;
9) Zoggendorf; 10) Hallstatt (Grave), 11) Tise. — Bronze. — M. 1:3

Cn. 17. Hakosru y obnuxy uexuha ca ycagrukom, 6ponsza, R 1 : 3

Anvils with special features

Some anvils are characterised by special features
Fig. 15/4-8). The anvil from Bluc¢ina (no. 10) with its
long, small working surface and a lateral beak at the
same level is similar to anvils of class 2a. In the mid-
dle of the rectangular shaft there is a short lateral beak,
perhaps for better hafting (Fig. 15/4). The T-shaped
goldsmith-anvil from Lusmagh (no. 78) of a narrow
rectangular shape also has a long, small, gable-roofed
working surface and two long beaks (one rectangular,
the second one with a round cross-section) on the level
of the working surface (Fig. 15/5). One anvil from
»Sardinia” (no. 98, no illustration.) has a very similar
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outline. Both anvils look like the so called (German)
Sperrhaken. The T-shaped anvil from Boljani¢ (no. 6)
with a collared shaft for better hafting in a wooden
stump is similar to the Sardinian anvil (Fig. 15/6). The
third exemplar from Boljani¢ (no. 7) looks like a clamp;
and it was possible to work on the outside of the curved
beaks (Fig. 15/7). A long (22.9 cm) and very heavy
(1.8 kg!) bronze tool (composition with a high tin-con-
tent [13 %]) from the lake village of Bor di Pacengo
(Upper Italy) (no. 82) has on both ends a round or oval
working surface with clear traces of use. Perhaps it is
an anvil or a pestle for a mortar to crush metal or other
materials (Fig. 15/8).
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Ad-hoc-anvils (Fig. 16)

Some Anvils were made from reused bronze mate-
rial of different origin (Fig. 16). On the one hand, ingot
fragments were used as flat anvils (plano-convex ingot:
Maintal-Hochstadt [no. 53], Jarpice [no. 7], Pontpoint
[no. 41], Gusterita [no. 103]; oxide-ingot:>° Oberwil-
flingen [no. 56]; lead pick-ingot: Lachen-Speyerdorf
[no. 53]) (Fig. 16/1(Fig. 16/1-7)). On the other hand,
finished products were transformed for their use as an-
vils, like palstaves and flat axes (Damsholte [no. 17],
Bromma [no. 106], Holmedal [no. 107]), a hammer
(Augsdorf [no. 1]) or (probably) a full hilted chisel
(Bologna-San Francesco [no. 81]; Redu [no. 88]) (Fig.
16/8-9. 11-13). A unique object is the so called bugle-
shaped object reused as a small anvil from the Bronze
Age final IlI-hoard of Nantes-Prairie de Mauves [no.
37] (Fig. 16/10).%° Of course, the number of these so
called ad-hoc anvils®! will increase in the future if we
pay more attention to this category, which is hard to find
in Bronze Age metalwork.

Socketed hammerheads as anvils

(German: Tiillenambosse) (Fig. 17)

A specific group of socketed hammerheads were
probably used as anvils.%? The socketed hammerheads
from Trencianske Bohuslavice (Slovakia) and Deville-
les-Rouen (France) have a short lateral beak in the
middle of the body (Fig. 17/1). These objects combine
features both of an anvil (beak) and a socketed ham-
mer. The socketed hammerhead from Tise (Denmark)
has a swage as a feature of an anvil on its working sur-
face (Fig. 17/11). However, the best criteria to define
socketed hammerheads as anvils are the much lower
depth, the more irregular shape of the socket and/or
the absence of a lateral loop. They were hafted over a
straight wooden shaft.%® Their body and their round, oval
or square mouth is mostly rougher than in case of ,,nor-
mal” hammerheads. The flat, arched, hemispherical or
gable-roofed striking surface (German: Bahn) of these
tools is the same as that of the hammers for multi-pur-
pose forging.%* Hammerheads with a small flat, slightly
rounded working surface could be used for hardening
and sharpening blades of weapons (swords, daggers,
spearheads, etc.) or tools (knives, razors, axes, sickles,
etc.), for forging wires, belts, needles etc. or softer (or-
ganic) material (leather, bones or wood). For metal-
working, especially to stretch, beat or thin sheet metal,
socketed hammerheads with a gable-roofed or with a
hemispherical striking surface (ball-peen hammer [Ger-
man: Kugelhammer]; beating fist [German: Treibfaust|;
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reverse fixed) were especially suitable. In this study
we present only a selection of these kinds of socketed
hammerheads as anvils (German: Tiillenamboss) (Fig. 17
[all hammerheads Fig. 17 are in vertical reflection]).

Dating and Distribution

Dating

At the end of the European Early Bronze Age and the
beginning of the Middle Bronze Age the rise copper-tin-
technology laid the foundation for an almost explosive
proliferation of all kinds of weaponry and tools. Cast-
ing provided the possibility of creating any individual
form of objects. These include socketed implements
and tools (spearheads, arrowheads, axes, hammers,
chisels, etc.). Casting moulds for producing bronze
tools and bronze anvils became specialised tools.

The history of metal anvils started in the Middle
Bronze Age in different parts of Europe. One of the
oldest bronze anvils, an anvil with a gable-roofed
working surface (Fig. 8/3), was found in an early dated
association from the hoard of Valdevimbre (no. 105)
(Prov. Leon, Northwestern Spain) associated with a small
saw, two argaroid flat axes, a socketed spearhead, a
socketed ferrule and two dagger blades.®> The hoard
from Porcieu-Amblagnieu (no. 42) (Western Alps,
France), which has also been dated to the advanced
Middle Bronze Age (Bz B/C) includes an early Middle
Bronze Age razor,% palstaves, knob-sickles, chisels, a
socketed hammerhead and a plastic decorated com-
plex anvil with a beak (Fig. 12/5). The anvil mould
(for a similar anvil to that from Porcieu-Amblagnieu)
from Cuiry-les-Chaudardes (no. 25) (Northern France)
(Fig. 12/9) was associated with Late Early Bronze Age
ceramic vessels and was dated into the early Middle
Bronze Age.®” The hoard of stone moulds from Omagh
(no. 123) (Northern Ireland) includes moulds for Mid-
dle Bronze Age rapiers/dirks. On one mould a nega-
tive for casting a small pyramidal anvil with a beak is

59 Lo Schiavo u. a. 2009.
60 Jockenhovel 1972; Janas 2010: 391-394.
61 Term after Jockenhovel 1983.

62 Ohlhaver 1939: 25: Jockenhovel 1982; Gogaltan 2005;
Nessel 2008; Dietrich/Ailincai 2012; Dietrich/Dietrich 2013.

03 See Tise (Fig. 17/11): Armbruster 2001: 11, fig. 2, a. b.

64 Jockenhovel 1982.

65 Monteagudo 1977: 98-99, no. 607 pl. 149, B 1; Armbruster
et al. 2003: 258, fig. 1.

6 Jockenhovel 1980: 55-56, no. 127, pl. 8.

67 Letterlé 1982.
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engraved. The small hoard with a fragment of a pal-
stave and a complete small anvil with crossed swages
on the small working surface from Sengelose (no. 18)
(Seeland, Denmark) can be dated to Period II of the
Northern European Bronze Age (Fig. 12/2)%8. The Ser-
bian anvil from Velebit (no. 104) can be dated to the
same time (Fig. 4/3; 5/4. 5; 12/7). The hoard from Velim
(no. 9) (Bohemia) with an anvil (Fig. 10/4), three
bronze moulds and gold jewellery can be dated to the
late Middle Bronze Age, which is also the same period
of the hoard from Oberwilflingen (no. 56) (Wiirttem-
berg, Germany) with an ad-hoc-anvil reused from an
oxide-ingot (Fig. 16/5. 5a). The anvils from Inshoch
Wood (Scotland) (no. 121; Fig. 11/2,), Flax Bourton
(England) (no. 115; Fig. 11/12) and Bishopsland (Ire-
land) (no. 75; Fig. 13/6) can be dated to the later Middle
Bronze Age and/or the beginning of the Late Bronze
Age in Western Europe (Jockenhével 1975).9 From that
time, there are, for anvils, specific components of tool
kits in many Late Bronze Age hoards, which were also
found in settlements all over Europe:

BzD/Ha A-Dating: Augsdorf (no. 1); ,,Murnau”
(no. 55); Golchen (no. 50); Sipbachzell (no. 3); Ujezd
(no. 8); Blucina (no. 10); Loucka (nos. 13-16); Jevicko
(no. 12); Fratelia (no. 102); Gusterita (no. 103); Nadap
(nos. 67-69)

Ha A-Dating: Génelard (nos. 28-31); Esztergom
(no. 63); Lesenceistvand (nos. 64 and 65); Tallya-Var-
hegy (nos. 70 and 71); Matrasz616-Kerekbiikk (no. 66);
Boljani¢ (nos. 4-6); St. Leonards (no. 119)

Ha A 2/B 1-Dating: Lachen-Speyerdorf (nos. 51
and 52); Steinkirchen (no. 61); Clos de La Blanche
Pierre (Jersey) (no. 124); Fresné-la-Mére (no. 27);
Nedilys’ka (Niedzielska) (no. 114); St. Denis-de-Pile
(no. 46); Frattesina (no. 85); Contigliano (no. 83);
Monte Cavanero (Chiusa di Pesio) (no. 87)

Ha B 3-Dating: Plestlin (no. 59); Ruthen (Holzen-
dorf) (no. 60), Murchin (no. 54); Ochtendung (togeth-
er with a Ha Bl-bucket) (nos. 57 and 58), Witkovo
(no. 101); Swinoujscie-Miedzyzdroje (no. 100); Prze-
mys$l (no. 99); Graville-Sainte-Honorine (no. 32);
Nantes-Prairie de Mauves (no. 37), Plainseau (Ami-
ens) (no. 40); Bologna-San Francesco (nos. 80 and
81); Lusmagh (no. 117); Lichfield (no. 78)

Ha C/D-Dating: Hallstatt (no. 2)

Distribution

It should be noted that bronze anvils are an extre-
mely rare class of tools in the European Bronze Age.
To date only 124 bronze anvils have been recorded,
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mainly from hoards, some from settlements and, ex-
ceptionally, from funerary contexts (see list). Of course,
regional and chronological differentiations have to be
made because bronze anvils are found from the begin-
ning of the Middle Bronze Age to the Earlier Iron Age,
over an extended period of time of ca. 1,000 years.

In general, anvils have a dispersed distribution
over a wide area of Europe (Map 2). The densest con-
centrations are found in Western Europe (The British
Isles and Ireland), France (Burgundy and the Seine ba-
sin) and the western parts of Switzerland, due to an
especially favourable situation of finding in hoards,
settlements and rivers (or other wetland areas). Minor
concentrations are known from Upper Italy, Sardinia,
the Eastern Alps, from regions along the middle Danu-
be (Lower Austria; Moravia,), from Slovakia, Hungary
and from the Pannonian and Western Carpathian regi-
ons (Romania [esp. Transilvania], Vojvodina).”? Further
anvils are known from other parts of Central Europe
(Bohemia, Poland, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Ger-
many) and Southern Scandinavia.”' The recently dis-
covered Ha Bl-hoard from Ochtendung (Middle
Rhine) (Kr. Mayen-Koblenz, Rhineland-Palatinate)
(nos. 57 and 58) with two anvils of different types (one
beaked anvil and one block anvil [Fig 7/18; 12/1])
draws attention to regions which have long been con-
sidered rather empty of finds.”? The stone mould from
Velebit (no. 104) is the first example of casting a bron-
ze anvil in Serbia and it is the oldest one in the Panno-
nian region (Fig. 4/3; 5/4. 5; 12/7). In many regions,
however, there have been no finds of anvils from the
European Bronze Age, though they must have been in
use there.

Several anvil traditions can be distinguished.
Firstly a pan European tradition includes most of the
simple anvils of Class 1 (bench, block and pyramidal
anvils), ad-hoc-anvils and socketed hammerheads/an-
vils with a distribution in all European Bronze Age re-
gions. Anvils of Class 2 and its subclasses have a more
limited distribution (Map 3). Cruciform anvils were

%8 Aner/Kersten 1973: 112 Nr. 339, pl. 59; Jantzen 2008: 256
Nr. 371.

% Jockenhovel 1975.

70 Jaia 2014; Lo Schiavo 2018; Hoglinger 1996; Girtler 1970;
Salas 2014; Pancikova 2008: 116-117, fig. 10, 1. 4; Mozsolics 1984:
42; Gogaltan 2005.

71 Kytlicova 2007: 160-161; Gedl 2004: 72-73 160; Kénig
2004; Jantzen 2008: 253-256

72 von Berg 2005.
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Map 2. Distribution of Bronze Age metal anvils in Europe (numbers correspond to the list)

Kapiia 2. PaciipocitiparbeHoCill MEeMAaIHUX HAKO8Aba U3 OpOH3anol gooa

(6pojesu ogiosapajy UpuioNHCeHo] TUCIU Y HEKCiiy)

distributed in Ireland, western France and, perhaps, in
Southern Germany. Cruciform anvils of the type
Chalon-sur-Saéne/Gray were regionally limited to
Burgundy (Eastern France)’? and anvils of the type
Chiaramonti were an endemic phenomena of the Sar-
dinian island’*. Anvils of the type Porcieu de Ambla-
gnieu are common and were produced in France (see
the three moulds in its western part). The second West-
ern European anvil tradition is represented by the an-
vils of the type Fresné-la-Meére with finds from Scot-
land, Brittany, Normandy and the Seine basin. Bent
anvils of Class 3 prevail in the middle Danube region.
The mould for bent anvils and a finished bent stake
from the hill fort of Velem-Szentvid (no. 72, 74; Fig.
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14/8. 9) together with some other moulds and tools for
metalworking indicate local production (workshops)
on this prominent site.”> The two beaked anvils from
Loucka (no. 13. 15) are very similar to the third anvil, a
block anvil (no. 10), from the same hoard, all probably
made for a tool kit for a local metalworker. The anvils
from Plainseau (Amiens) (no. 40) and Graville-Sainte-
Honorine (no. 32) are also very similar (Fig. 8/1. 2).

73 Nicolardot/Gaucher 1975: 33; ,,Saénnois*: Thevenot 1998:
128.

74 Lo Schiavo 2018: 429.
75 von Miske 1908.
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@ Type Porcieu-Amblagnieu
(nos. 4,18,25,26,33,42,58,63,
104,111)

@ Moulds of Type Porcieu-
Amblagnieu (nos. 25,26,33,104)

X  Type Chalon-sur-Sadéne/Gray
(nos. 20,30,44,48,55,85)

- A Type Fresné-la-Mére
(nos. 22,24,27,122)

== Type Chiaramonti
(nos. 89,95,977)

Map 3. Distribution of some types of Bronze Age anvils in Europe

Kapitia 3. Pacipoctiparenociii ojeguHux huio8a MEemaiHux Hakosara y OpOH3anom gooy

They are regional anvil forms in North Western France
as are the two mushroom-headed anvils from Ruthen
(no. 60) and Swinouj$cie-Miedzyzdroje (no. 100)
(Fig. 8/3. 4) in the Southern Baltic Sea region. Also, the
two Italian mushroom-headed anvils from Bologna-
San Francesco (no. 80) and Contigliano (no. 83) look
very similar (Fig, 8/1. 2).

In summary, the chronology and distribution pat-
terns of the bronze anvils show that there is no evi-
dence of a typological evolution from simple to com-
plex forms/types.”® On the contrary: to begin with
(Middle Bronze Age) there were more complex anvil
shapes, while later on (Later Bronze Age) more simple
forms prevailed. This again underlines the relationship
between the formal character and the specific work
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process. At the moment, any particular region of ori-
gin for metal anvils within a limited region in Europe
cannot be identified.

The anvil mould from Velebit (no. 104) was dis-
covered ca. 1,200-1,400 km from the next analogies
in Western France (Map 3). The simultaneous emer-
gence of the production and use of metal anvils demon-
strates a supraregional innovation, a high mobility of
people (perhaps also of ,,itinerant” metal workers) and
a rapid exchange of technological knowledge and
skills in the context of social, economic and religious
networks. However, there is yet not enough evidence

76 Ehrenberg 1981: 14.
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to allow a final conclusion in this matter. The four
moulds, probably all dating from the Middle Bronze
Age, represent a standardised shape and unified work-
flow over a long distance. This might reflect a commu-
nication network of Bronze Age craftsmen and socie-
ties throughout Europe.

Function

Producing

The shape of metal anvils depends on their specific
function in forging, and the desired shape of the final
product. Therefore, generally, a great variety and diver-
sity of anvils can be expected. Each artisan determined
the final shapes (,,The end justifies the means”). In some
cases, caster and smith might have been the same person.

All Bronze Age metal anvils were cast, most of them
in two-piece stone moulds (sandstone, calcite etc.).
Some socketed anvils (no. 31, 35: Fig. 9/6; 11/4) were
been cast in multiple piece moulds, provided with a
core, comparable with the casting of socketed ham-
merheads. To date, clay for anvils is unknown because
the preservation conditions for fragile clay moulds are
generally poor. Moreover, bronze moulds could have
been melted down due to their high material value.

Compared to the number of ca. 120 metal anvils,
only eight (!) casting moulds are known. This repre-
sents a very high ratio between finished anvils and
their moulds (ca. 1:10). Stone moulds have been found
in three lake villages in Central and Western Switzer-
land (Auvernier [no. 108]; Grandson-Corcelettes [no.
110]),”” and a single find from South-Western France
(La-Leéde-du-Gurp [no. 33]),”® from two Late Bronze
Age settlements in Western and Northern France
(Fort-Harrouard [no. 26]; Cuiry-lés-Chaudardes [no.
251),7° from a hoard of stone moulds in Ireland (Omagh
[Ulster] [no. 123])% and from the a hill fort settlement in
Transdanubia (Velem-Szentvid [no. 73]).8! The Serbian
stone mould from Velebit (no. 104) is the first mould
for anvils outside Western Europe.

List of moulds for Bronze Age metal anvils

1. Auvernier (no. 108), canton Neuchatel, Switzer-
land. — Late Bronze Age lake village (mostly Ha B).
— One half of a two piece stone mould for a pyramidal
anvil and a sickle (Fig. 7/12). — Rychner 1979: pl. 135, 3.

2. Cuiry-lés-Chaudardes (no. 25), dép. Aisne,
France. — Middle Bronze Age (Bz D-C) settlement,
structure 55. — Fragment of a half of a two piece stone
mould for an anvil with two beaks/spikes (Fig. 12/10).
— Letterlé 1982: fig. 5; Blanchet 1984: 186, fig. 99, 18.
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3. Fort-Harrouard (no. 26), com. Sorel-Moussel,
dép. Eure-et-Loir, France. — Middle /Late Bronze Age
(Bz C-Ha B) hill fort; pit B 157 (associations: ceramic
vessels, spindle whorl, perforated dent of a dog/wolf).
— Fragment of a half of a two piece stone (calcite)
mould for an anvil with two beaks/spikes; on the back
a negative for a socketed object (spearhead?) (Fig.
12/8). — Mohen/Bailloud 1987:127, fig. 69; pl. 6, 11.

4. Grandson-Corcelettes (no. 110), canton Neu-
chatel, Switzerland. — Late Bronze Age lake village
(mostly Ha B). — Half of a two piece stone mould for a
rectangular board anvil (?) (Fig. 14/3). — Gross 1883:
pl. 29, 12.

5. La-Lede-du-Gurp (no. 33), com. Grayan-et-
I’Hopital, dép. Gironde, France. — Single find (1966)
from beach of the Atlantic Sea. — One half of a two
piece stone mould for an anvil with two beaks/spikes;
traces of powder from the casting process (Fig. 12/9).
—Moreau 1971: Gomez de Soto 1995: 101-102, fig. 32.

6. Omagh (no. 123), Co. Tyrone, Ulster/Northern
Ireland. — Middle Bronze Age hoard of stone moulds.
— Complete mould for a block anvil with a small beak
on one side (Fig. 11/1); in combination with negatives
for a rectangular ingot and bar-ingot; on the back a
mould for a dirk. — Coghlan/Raftery 1961: 241-242,
fig. 42.

7. Velem-Szentvid, Kom. Vas, Hungary. — Late
Bronze Age (Ha B) settlement (hill fort). — Fragment
of a half of a two piece stone mould for a bench anvil
and a socketed hammer (Fig. 14/9). — von Miske 1908:
pl. 22, 3.

8. Velebit, Serbia (Fig. 4/3; 5/4. 5; 12/7).

All metal anvils were cast in bronze. Some of
them were made of a special alloy of copper with a
high tin content ranging from 10 % to 30 %. This com-
position changes the mechanical and chemical proper-
ties of the alloy, such as hardness and colour, and
makes the anvil harder than ,,ordinary” tin-bronze-al-
loy (10 % Sn). Hardness is required for percussion
tools used for plastic shaping. A secondary effect of

7T Wyss 1969: 10; Rychner 1979: pl. 135.3; Gross 1883: pl.
29, 12.

78 Gomez de Soto 1995: 101-102, fig. 32.

79 Mohen/Bailloud 1987: 127, fig. 69; pl. 6, 11; Blanchet
1984: 186, fig. 99, 18.

80 Coghlan/Raftery 1961: 241-242, fig. 42.

81 yon Miske 1908: pl. 22, 3 (right negative).
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this special alloy is its whitish-silvery shiny colour:%?

The Lachen-Speyerdorf(no. 51: Cu76,81%, Sn 17,17%);
Inshoch Wood (no. 121);%3 Kyle of Oykel (no. 122);84
,Murnau” (no. 55);%5 La Tour de Langin (no. 35); 8¢
and the Clos de la Blanche Pierre, Jersey (no. 124) exam-
ples belong to this group.8” The Late Bronze Age block
anvil from Lichfield (no. 117) was made of a copper
alloy containing lead (Pb 25%), antimony (Sb more
than 5%) and ,,very little tin”.88 Further systematic ana-
lyses of the elementary alloy composition of Bronze
Age anvils is necessary for a better understanding of
the technical choices of the artisans.

There is little data available concerning the weight of
the anvils: (e. g.) Génelard (no. 30: Type Gray [927 g]);
Sipbachzell (no. 3: 912 g), Loucka 1-4 (no. 13-16:
together ca. 800 g), Sadne near Chalon-sur-Saone/
Gray (no. 44: 754 g), Fratelia (no. 102: 660 g), Boljani¢
1-3 (no. 4-6: together > 430 g), Alise-Sainte-Reine/
Laumes (no. 20: 410 g), ,,Murnau” (no. 55: 348 g). All
metalworking tools (anvils, socketed hammerheads)
from the Génelard hoard have a total weight of about
3 kg of bronze (Fig. 18)! When these tools are melted
down (in a recycling process) a complete cuirass or ca.
300 pins could be gained. It can be presumed that an-
vils contained a large amount of bronze!

Hafting

Anvils were inactive percussion tools that had to
be fitted in a wooden stump. This fitting had a twofold
function: On the one hand, the wooden support pro-
vided a means to absorb the shock of the percussion.
On the other hand, it served the fixing of the inactive
tool during the striking of the active hammer. Some
details of the mounting methods can be deduced. Bench
and block shaped anvils which were not equipped with
a spike could be inserted into a block of wood provided
with a depression corresponding to the block’s dimen-
sions. Anvils with beaks/spikes were also fitted in a
wooden stump. The multiple use of certain complex
anvils was possible: alternately on the beaks and/or on
the working face (Fig.13/10a).

Use

The generally small-size working surfaces of these
anvils were mostly rectangular or square, rarely round-
spherical or round-oval. The dimension of the working
surfaces ranged from ca. 3 cm to 8 cm. According to
the specific working purpose, the surfaces were flat,
slightly domed or gable-roofed. Each surface shape
had, in combination with the working face of the
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hammer, a precise impact on the work piece that was
to be deformed and shaped. The surfaces correlated
largely with the striking faces of their counterparts, the
bronze socketed hammerheads or other active percus-
sion tools.?? The working surfaces of the anvils had to
be as smooth as possible, because even the slightest
damage on them — as well as on the smith hammer —
left a mark on the hammered object.

On the working surface or projecting beak there
are sometimes slight or fine incised grooves or swages
(German: Sicken) which appear in different shapes
(half-round, V-shaped etc.), widths and depths. They
were apparently intended for the shaping of bronze
pins, needles, awl, rods or wire of round, quadrangular
or triangular section, and probably also for small gold
objects.

Some anvils have a perforation through the centre
of their body, so-called punching holes (Fig. 6/1. 6;
13/1-4. 8). Their diameter ranges between 1-8 mm.
Despite the term ,,punching hole”, the function of this
hole might rather have been to bend rods and wires
than to perforate objects. The frustrum-anvil from
Fratelia (no. 102) has a row of little bosses on two
sides of its body (Fig. 7/3).

Due to the size and different nature of the working
surfaces, of the beaks/spikes and swages, a differenti-
ated use of the anvils can be postulated. It ranges from
coarser to finer forging.”® Some anvils have clear traces
of a long lasting use in the form of deformation (Ger-
man: Bart), hammer marks and scratches (par example:
Fig. 7/1.6.9.11. 14; 8/1; 10/1; 11/11; 16/3. 4. 10-13).°!

Anvils as an essential element

of the Bronze Age metalworker s tool kits

It can be assumed that anvils (of stone or metal)
were part of the basic equipment of every specialised
metalworker’s tool kit or workshop. Anvils can be found
wherever forging of metal objects was practiced on a

82 Sala§ 2014: 73-74, fig. 21. 23 for eight anvils (range: 78-88%
Cu, 10, 5-20, 2% Sn) (one anvil of copper!).

83 Childe 1945/46 (70% Cu, 30 % Sn).

84 Smith 1881: 24: (70, 4% Cu; 26, 4% Sn).

85 Silvery shining: Nessel 2009: 56.

86 Ohlhaver 1939, 110 (B 52 ,,Genf*) (84% Cu, 16% Sn).

87 Coombs 1988: 325 (Cu ca. 79%; Sn 19,04%).

88 Needham/Meeks 1993: 127.

89 Jockenhovel 1982.

90 Ohlhaver 1939: 23; Armbruster 2001: 17.

91 Loucky (Moravia): Sala§ 2014: 71 fig. 18.
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Fig. 18. Génelard (Burgundy, France). Late Bronze Age tool kit (Photograph B. Armbruster)

Cn. 18. Génelard (Bypiynguja, @panyycka): ipyia araiwiku uz KacHol Oponsanoi gooa (poitio: B. Armbruster)

smaller or larger scale. It is impossible to mention all
finds in our study, especially all hoards with elements
of a metalworker’s tool kit. Mainly in large European
hoards with numerous objects there is often a combi-
nation of anvils with socketed hammerheads and other
tools for metalworking.%?

The most complete tool kit is known from the Ha
A 2-hoard of Génelard (no. 28-32) (Burgundy, France).
It consists of anvils of different kinds, socketed ham-
mer heads, a swage block, chisels, a set of five punches
with concentric circles (German: Ringpunzen) and four
other punches, one half of a little bronze mould for small
rings and some other tools.”> In addition to the bronze
tools, a stone hammer that might also have been used
as an anvil was associated to this outstanding assem-
blage (Fig. 18). Another significant eastern French
tool assemblage, belonging to the Larnaud hoard (Jura,
France), consists of a doming block (no. 34) (Fig. 14/4),
a socketed hammerhead and several punches for plastic
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decorations. Assuming that it is a closed find, in the Bz
D-hoard from ,,Murnau” (Upper Bavaria) an anvil (no.
55) (Fig.13/5) is associated with 18 punches, also spe-
cialised punches for sheet decoration (German: Ring-
punzen, Faulenzerpunzen [,,faineant”-punches], a wheel-
shaped punch) and two small hammers for fine forging.**
From the West Balkans, in the Ha A-hoard from Bol-
jani¢ (no. 4-6) (Bosnia and Herzegovina) are incorpo-
rated three anvils of different shapes which are associ-
ated with three socketed hammerheads, a small blade of
a saw, two chisels (for wood-working) and five metal
cores for casting socketed tools.”> We can also mention

92 Hansen 1994:127-129. 140, fig. 77; Nessel 2009; Medelet
2005; Jockenhovel 2019.

93 Thevenot 1998; Armbruster 2008.

9 Nessel 2008.

95 Konig 2004.
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the combination of three anvils (no. 13—15) and three
socketed hammerheads from the Ha A-hoard of Louc-
ka (Moravia) (Fig. 10/2. 3; 11/9).6 Some other hoards
with an anvil and its counterpart, the socketed hammer-
head, are known from the Danube Region, e. g. Fratelia
(no. 102) (Romania), Nadap (no. 67—69) (Hungary), and
Schiltern (Austria), from Central and Western Europe,
e. g. Porcieu-Amblagnieu (no. 42) (Eastern France),
Fresné-la-Meére (no. 27) (Normandy), Inshoch Wood
(no. 121) (Scotland), Lusmagh (no. 78) and Bishops-
land (no. 75) (both Ireland). The Middle Bronze Age
casting stone moulds from Omagh (no. 123) (Northern
Ireland) demonstrate which objects could be cast to-
gether: a small beak anvil, a dirk blade, a bar and a flat
piece of metal (probably another bar). This is a combi-
nation of weapons and semi-finished products or crude
metal.

Anvils and gold working

Bronze Age anvils are typical tools for copper,
bronze and gold working. Consequently, these small fine
metal working tools could have been used for both
precious metals and copper based alloys (bronze).”’
Their use in gold working®® has been evidenced in
several cases, as on the working face of some anvils
tiny gold particles were detected: ,,North Sligo” (no. 79);
Lusmagh (no. 78) (both Ireland); Lichfield (no. 117)
(England) and Fresné-la-Mére (no. 27) (Normandy,
France).?® On the surfaces of the bronze bench block
with a high content of tin from Lachen-Speyerdorf
(no. 51) (Southwestern Germany) traces both of gold
and bronze were found (Fig. 14/1). In the Bronze Age
hoards from Fresné-la-Mére (Normandy) and Velim
(no. 9) (East Bohemia, Czechia) anvils are associated
with gold jewellery.'%° This combination suggests the
use of some anvils by goldsmiths as well. The socketed
hammerhead and the anvil provided with a work face
angle below 90° from the Fresné-la-Mére hoard (fig.
13/10) are particularly well suited to producing flange
twisted gold torcs, the large ornament they were asso-
ciated with. A special investigation of anvils by means
of a high-resolution microscope might increase the
number of Bronze Age anvils for gold and silversmiths
in the future.

Summarising we can realise that Bronze Age bronze
anvils were mainly used for lightweight fine metal-
working of small objects (i.e. ornaments, rods, wire,
thin plates or sheets, plastic decoration, etc.) of bronze,
gold or silver. Larger anvils might also have been used
for hammering and sharpening blades of weapons (i.e.
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swords, daggers, spearheads) or tools (i.e. sickles, knives
or razors). However, these bronze anvils with mostly
very limited working surface tools seem to be less appro-
priate for shaping larger and heavier bronze sheet objects
(i.e. helmets, shields, cuirasses and vessels).

Social context

Almost all Bronze Age anvils were found in bronze
hoards and settlements. Some of them were river finds,
perhaps offerings. In the contexts of many hoards, anvils
represent an integral component of a metalworker’s
tool kit. In some settlements, they were found together
with other archacometallurgical tools (moulds, hammer-
heads, chisels, punches, etc), and thus represent more or
less workshops. Only six anvils were found in graves.

Which persons owned these anvils?

Graves with bronze anvils

Hallstatt, Pol. Bez. Gmunden, Upper Austria, Aus-
tria. — Grave 469; incineration. — Bronze socketed
hammerhead (anvil); bronze alloy with high content of
tin (white-shiny), ribs on the mouth, marks on one side
(owner marks?); flat rectangular working surface (Fig.
17/10). — Associations: bronze — parts of a cuirass, file/
rasp, two pins, six small rings; iron — long sword, short
sword, three socketed spearheads, two socketed ham-
merheads, socketed chisel, knife, fragments of uniden-
tified iron objects. — Dating: Ha C. — Kromer 1959: 110,
fig. 91, pl. 82-84.

Lachen-Speyerdorf (nos. 51. 52), com. Neustadt an
der Weinstralle, Rhineland-Palatine, Germany. — Grave
3; cremation. — Two anvils; anvil 1 (no. 51): bench
shaped anvil; fahlore-based bronze with high content
of tin (Cu 76.81%, Sn 17.17%; Pb 1.15%, As 0.57%;
Ni 0.34%, Sb 0.60%, Co 0.04%, Zn 0.07%, Au <0.01,
Bi<0.025%, Cd <0.001); swages (German: Sicken) on
three (of four) working faces; length 6.9 cm; weight
155 g; on four sides traces of forging; after REM-inve-
stigation traces of gold (on one working face) and
bronze (on another surface) (Fig. 14/1). Anvil 2 (no.
52): Half of a ,,pick-ingot”; lead (!); length 13.2 cm

9 Sala§ 2014.

97 Jockenhovel 2003.

98 QOldeberg 1943: 16-17; Eluére 1987: 19—20; Armbruster
1995: 181; idem 2001.

9 Ehrenberg 1981: 15; Maryon 1938: 249, fig. 17; Meeks/
Needham 1993; Taylor 1980: 12.

100 Elugre 1987: 20; Kytlicova 2007: 312 Nr. 251, pl. 159. 160).
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(Fig. 16/7). — Associations (only metal objects pre-
served): two knives, fragments of two razors (Type
Eschborn after Jockenhdvel 1971: 145). — Dating: Ha
B 1. — Miiller-Karpe 1959: 316, pl. 11, K; Jockenhdvel
1971: 146, no. 274. 279; Jockenhovel 1973: 23, fig. 2;
Sperber 2000; Bachmann u. a. 2003: 92, fig. 12.

Steinkirchen (no. 61), Lkr. Deggendorf, Lower
Bavaria, Germany. — ,,Steinfeld”; grave 10, cremation.
— Bronze block-anvil with three swages on the work-
ing face; length 1.6 cm (Fig. 7/21). — Associations: ra-
zor, fragment of a knife, shaft of a pin, five ceramic
vessels. — Dating: Ha A 2. — Miiller-Karpe 1969; Jock-
enhovel 1971: 100, no. 132, pl. 70, A.

Graves with iron anvils

Hallstatt (no. 2), Pol. Bez. Gmunden, Upper Austria,
Austria. — Grave 283; cremation. — [ron block anvil;
length 7 cm (Fig.7/9). — Associations: bronze — five
phalerae (from a cuirass?), pins; iron — socketed spear-
head, winged axe, four fittings; ceramic sherds, animal
bones. — Dating: Ha C. — Kromer 1959: 82, fig. 50, pl.
44, 1-8.

Falerii (no. 84), Civita Castellana, Viterbo, Lazio,
Italy. — Mazzano Romano; from a grave (unknown as-
sociations). — [ron pyramidal (frustrum-) anvil; length
ca. 10.5 cm (Fig. 7/19). — Montelius 1905/1910: pl.
329, B.

Boddin, Lkr. Giistrow, Mecklenburg-Vorpom-
mern, Germany. — Grave 4; cremation (woman? [ca.
30-40 years old]). — Iron block anvil; length 2.7 cm
(no illustration). — Assocations: small iron belt hook.
— Dating: Early Jastorf Culture (ca. La Téne A/B). —
Keiling 1972.

The grave of Lachen-Speyerdorf can be addressed
as a metalworker’s grave.!%! Both anvils show intense
traces of use (fig. 14/1; 16/). The tin-rich bronze anvil
was used for forging bronze and gold. Apart from the
two anvils, this grave is characterised by the associa-
tion of two razors and a knife. Razors are considered
typical adult-male accessories.!?> As pointed out by H.
Miiller-Karpe, the small anvil with swages on the
working surface (fig. 7/21) from the razor/knife-grave
of Steinkirchen (Lower Bavaria) could have be used as
a ,,Toreutengesenk™ i.e. a special tool used to produce
plastic ribs on sheet bronzes, like the ribs on buckets
or vessels.!93 If a bronze vessel as a finished product
had been included in this grave, it would undoubtedly
have been one of the most important and highest rank-
ing graves in Lower Bavaria during the earlier Urn-
field period.
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Grave No. 469 at Hallstatt is characterised by the
extraordinarily rich warrior equipment and can be
compared with other similar graves of the well known
Early Iron Age (Ha C) salt miner cemetery. The anvil
there is associated with other tools: a file/rasp and a
chisel. The union of a warrior’s and a metalworker’s or
other craftsman’s (wood-worker?) profile is compara-
ble with that of other rich warrior graves in the Eastern
Alpines.!%* In contrast, grave No. 283 at Hallstatt is
different from grave No. 469 as it contains only a spear-
head and a winged axe, whereas the fittings (phalera)
of a cuirass (?) connect this grave with other Eastern
Alpine warrior graves of Hallstatt nobility. These male
graves have their counterparts in some rich female
graves with utensils from the extensive textile produc-
tion of that time.!%

The very small iron block anvil of Boddin (Meck-
lenburg) was the burial gift for a 3040 year-old per-
son, probably a woman. If the anthropological investi-
gation was correct — based on weak muscle marks on
the long bones and skull — it would be one of the few
female graves to include a metalworking tool.!% How-
ever, on the anvils of the Northern German Jastorf
Culture, according to H. Keiling, ,,delicate iron objects
were made, such as the small tongue belt hooks from the
same grave or the characteristic bronze Segelohrringe
earrings and iron pins” (translation: A. J.).107

However, similarly to other tools, anvils as grave
goods deviate from the canonical associations special
gifts have in Bronze Age graves. They emphasise the
special position of the deceased and/or the significance
of the craftsmanship. Regardless of whether the anvil
was the property of a craftsman or a general sign of his
community’s appreciation of that profession, repre-
sented by anvils and their physical characteristics
(form and weight), metal anvils were held in high es-
teem, which was conferred on their owners —craftsmen
working with copper, bronze and gold.

This may explain why they are very rarely en-
countered as grave goods. Such special tools, and per-
haps even the associated complementary tools (the

10

Sperber 2000.

102 Jockenhovel 1971: 247.

103 Jacob 1995: 98.

104 Terzan 1994; idem 2003.

105 Eibner 2005; idem 2014.

106 jockenhovel 2018, 274-275.
107 Keiling 1972, 179.
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counterpart socketed hammerheads), were likely
handed on to successors, within the family, clan or
tribe, or they were melted down when their usability
had significantly diminished.

Anvils and symbolism

Like other tools, some of the anvils are decorated
with plastic decorations (Fig. 10/5; 11/2-7.9; 11/3. 5;
13/10; 14/11). This relates them to comparable orna-
ments on socketed hammerheads and socketed axes.

The plastic decoration in the form of a rosette (,,belle
marguerite”)'%® on the body of the Early Middle
Bronze Age anvil from Porcieu-Amblagnieu (no. 42)
(Eastern France) makes it a singular object (Fig. 11/5).
The outline and plastic decoration on the socketed
hammerhead/anvil of Génelard has female features
(Fig. 17/8; 18). This pattern underlines a symbolic em-
bedding of this special type of metalworking tool.

Translated by Stefan MiloSevié
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108 Moreau 1971, 267.
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Pesume: BAPBAPA AMBPYCTEP, Yuusepsurer y Tymy3y

AJIBEPT JOKEHXOBEJI, Yausep3urer y MyHcTepy
AJIEKCAHJIAP KAITYPAH, Apxeonomku HHCTUTYT, beorpan

PAIIIKO PAMAJIAHCKMH, I'panckn my3ej Cenra

JINBAYKHU KAJIYIIN U3 BEJIEBUTA U METAJIHU HAKOBIBUA

N3 BPOH3AHOI' 1OBA Y EBPOIIN

Knyune peuu — bponsano goba, Kapiiaiicku 6acen, Kyniiypa ipobnux xymku, HaKoGru, KAy, HAKUil, Memalypiuja

IIpe ckopo mona Beka U3BelIeHa Cy CHCTEMAaTCKa HCTPaKHBabha
HEKporoJie U3 OpoH3aHOT 100a U KacHEe aHTHKE / paHOT cpen-
e BeKa Ha jeJHOM JIOKAJIUTETy KOjU Ce HaJa3no Ha yiazy y
ceno Benebur kon Kammxe. ToM MpuimkoM OTKpHBEHA je jei-
Ha IPanCTOPUjCcKa OCTaBa KaMEHHX Kajylla 3a JIMBCHC Mpe[-
MeTa of OpoH3e, Meljy KojuMa ce M3[Bajao je[aH THII 3a KOjU
je mpodecop A. JOKeHXOBEN MOTBPAMO JAa MPHIAJa Kadymy 3a
H3pajy HaKOBama.

Crapuju XOpHU30HT CaXpambUBamka Ha 0BOj HEKPOIIOIHU MTPHU-
naziao je Kyntypu rpoOHEX XyMKH cpeamer OpoH3aHOT 100a
y HeHTpanHoj EBponu, a HaBeJeHU KallyIl M3 TOT KOHTEKCTa
MpezcTaBJba 3a cajla JeAMHHU Hala3 KOju ce TI0Be3yje ¢ MOCToja-
HEM HAKOBamha Ha TEPUTOPH)jHU LieHTpanHor bankana y 6poH3a-
HOM 7100y, TaKo J1a je IIJb OBOTA pajia J1a YKake Ha Be3e Koje je
0Baj IPOCTOP MMAO Cca pa3BojeM MPOIYKIIHje OPOH3AHUX MPE/-
MeTa Ha 11es10j TepuTtopuju EBporte.

Vcropuja uCTpakMBama HaKOBamba U3 IPAUCTOPH)E IO-
ynibe y 19. BeKy IpBUM paJloBHMa Ha Ty TEMY YHjH je ayTop
B. I. Yajnn, a HacTaBibajy je cBojuM pamoBuma J. Hukomapn,
I. T'ymep, M. P. Epen6epr u JI. Januen. Hcmpsa cy HakoBHe
Mpe/ICTaBIbaIN IIPUMEPLIU OJf KAMEHa, Ka0 YOCTaJIOM H OcTaje
ayatke 3a 00Opay OpOH3aHMX MOJYNPOM3BOAA TOKOM IIepHOsa
Kyntype 3BoHacTuX mexapa u panor 6ponsanor no6a y Espo-
iy, kao n'y Cukuri¢i Hoyiik y Ananonuju, a muxosa ynorpeba
ce IpoJIy’kaBa Kpo3 LEeJIOKYITHO Tpajame Opon3aHor noba. Yak
ce y MOjeIMHUM KOHTEKCTHUMA 3ajeJHO Moke Hahu KaMeHU U
METAaJIHH ajIaT 3a 00pay MeTalla, Kao IITO je HpUMEep Ha JIoKa-
murety Génelard y ®paHiryckoj.

300r TEPMHUHOJIOIIKNX Pa3jMKa y HA3UBY 3a HAKOBH:E, y
OBOM pajy je kopuuiheH TepMuH anvil, Koju MoapasymeBa pa-
3JIMYUTE BPCTE CTATHYHHUX ITOAJIOra, CAYMEbEHHUX O APBEHOT M
METAJIHOT JIeJla, Koje ce KOpHUCTEe y Npoliecy UCcKylaBama. Ha-
KOBHGE CMO TOACTIIIN y cieiehe KaTeropuje U MoTKaTeropuje:

Kareropuja 1: Il;bocHaTH M MHUpaMUAAIHU HAKOBHH
(frustrum) — paBHU HakoB®U Brett-, Blockambosse);

[Torkareropuja la: IlibocHaro-paBHE HakoBmH (Brett-
ambosse), cI1. 6;

IMoTkareropuja 1b: [Mupamunanau (frustum) HakOBHU
(ci. 7);

IMorkmaca 1c: HakoB®BHU ¢ jeMHOM pajHOM TOBPIIHHOM
(cm. 8);

[orknaca 1d: [IsbocHATH HAKOBH-H METOYTAOHOT MpECEKa
ca ycagHHUKOM (ci1. 8);

Iotknaca le: HakoBmu y 001Ky ,,neaypke” (ci. 9);
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[orknaca 1f: HakoBmH ca paBHOM WM KaJOTACTOM Ia-
BOM (c11. 9);

Knaca 2: HakoBmH ¢ jeJHAM WK Ba pOXKAacTa UCITyITYCHa
(Hornambosse);

[Totknaca 2al: HakoBmHU ¢ jeAHUM J1aTepalHUM KIMHA-
CTHM HCIIyITYEHEeM Koje ce Halla3d Ha UCTOM HHUBOY Ca paJHOM
noBpuKHOM (ci1. 10);

[orknaca 2a2: HakoB®mH ¢ jeJHUM JIaTepaTHUM KIMHA-
CTHM HCIYIYeHEeM Koje ce Hajla3u ONH3y pajiHe MOBpPIIMHE
(cm. 11);

IMorknaca 2b: HakoBmH ca JiBa j1aTepajiHa KIMHACTA HC-
Mymuema Koja ¢y (pUKCHpaHa Ha CpeauiimbeM aey (ci. 12);

IMoTknaca 2c: HakoBmH ca JBe pajHe MOBPIINHE U ca J[Ba
JarepajHa KJIMHACTa MCIyMuermha (HAKOBHHU Yy OONMKY ClI0Ba
,. I’/ Tun Chalon-sur-Sadne/Gray), cit. 13/1-6;

IMorknaca 2d: HakoB®mYU C jeIHOM pajHOM MOBPIINHOM,
JEOHHM KJIMHACTAM HCIYMYEHEM H JeTHUM yCAaTHUKOM (THIT
Fresn¢-la-Mére), ci. 13/7-10;

Knaca 3: PaBHM HakoB®-H ca HCIYITYCHUMA U YIYOJbCHH-
Mma (Riefenanken, Kugelanken), ci. 14/1-6;

Kuaca 4: HaxoBmwu caBujenu nox yriom Biegestocke), cii.
14/7-11;

Knaca 5: HakoBwu 3a uckynasame (Treibfauste), ci. 15/1—
3;

HaxoBwu cienmduunnx odnmka (cir. 15/5-8);

Ad hoc nakoBwH (ci1. 16);

HaxoBmu y 00mmuky yeknha ca ycamaunkoM (Tiillenambosse),
ci. 17.

Jlo cana je koHCTaTOBAaHO OKO 124 mpenMeTa mro cy uMaja
(yHKIMjy HaKOBH-A, ¥ TO MPETEKHO y OpPOH3AaHMM OCTaBama,
JIOK Cy MOjeJMHH HAJKCHH M Ha JIOKAJIUTETUMA Ka0 U y KOH-
TeKkcTy caxpaHa. Hajeeha konmuamna oBHX IpeMeTa MoTHIE ca
OpuraHckux octpsa u u3 Vpcke, @paHirycke Kao U MOjeTHHUX
nenosa IIBajiapcke. Mame KoJIMYMHE Cy KOHCTaroBaHe y Mra-
nuju, Ucrounum Annuma, [loxynasipy, [TaHOHHjU 1 3anagHOM
Kapmnarckom 6aceny. Kaxyn 3a u3pany HakoBama ca BeneOura
npescTaBsba npeu npuMepak y Cpouju u Hajcrapuju y [lano-
HHjU, 0K y MHOTMM KpajeBuMa EBporne TakBM KaJylu HHCY
yonmre Hal)eHH. 3aHUMIBHBO je 1a ce CIMYHHM THIOBH HaKO-
Bama Hajlaze TeK Ha ynasbeHocTH o 1200 kM no 1400 kM Ha
3amany y ®paniyckoj. XpOHOIOIIKY IIEJaHO, HAjCIIOKCHH]e
(dopme jaBsbajy ce TOKOM Cpelmer OpoH3aHOr 1003, I0K Ha
Kpajy Tor noba IOMUHHUPAjy jeHocTaBHUjH oOmuuu. CBH cy
n3nuBeHn o 6ponse (CuSn), a MojeIMHU Cy HANPaBJEEHU O]
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nocebHe Jierype 0akpa ¢ BUCOKOM KOHIIEHTPAIMjOM Kajlaja O
10% no 310%, nok cy Heku caapxanu u onoBo (Pb 25%), an-
TUMOH (Sb Mame o1 5%%) nin Beoma Many KOJIUYUHY Kaliaja.

W3 mpeTxoHe pachpaBe MOXKEMO 3aKJbyYHTH Ja Cy Ha-
KOBEbH IPE/CTABIbAIN HE3a00MIa3HE JIEJI0BE KOBAYKE OIpEMe
3a M3pajly METAIHUX IpeAMeTa MambKX Wik Behux quMeHsuja.
Haj6ospa miycrpaidja 3a onpeMy jeJHOT KoBada jecTe ocTaBa
Génelard u3 ®panirycke (Fig. 18), ca cetom anara 3a u3pay pa-
3IMYHUTHX BPCTa yMOTPEOHHX MpeAMeTa U HAKUTa. Y CyCe/CTBY
Cp6uje Haj3HauajHUja je ocraBa bosranuh (buX), a Hamry Besy
ca [logynaBseem npesicTaBibajy octaBe Nadap (y Mahapckoj) u
Fratelia (y Pymynujn).

Toxom Opon3zaHor nob6a HaKOBHU Cy Takohe OWIIM Heol-
XOJIHU ¥ TIPHJIMKOM CTBaparma 1 obpajie TpeaMeTa of 31ara, o
yeMy y HEKOJIMKO CilydajeBa cBejgode Hanasu: ,,North Sligo”
(no. 79); Lusmagh (no. 78, Upcka); Lichfield (no. 117, Exrie-
cka) u Fresné-la-Mére (no. 27, Hopmanauja). To motBphyjy
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TparoBu 3JIATHUX YE€CTHUIIA OTKPHUBECHU HA HAKOBILY U3 Lachen—
Speyerdorf-a (no. 51, Jyrozanagxa Hemauka), anmu ce cMarpa ia
cy npumepiu u3 ocrasa Fresné-la-Mere (Hopmananja) n Velim
(no. 9, Mcrouna Yemka) Takole mMaiu Be3e ca 00pagoM 3i1aTa.

Ha xpajy MOXXeMO 3aKJby4YHTH Ja Cy NPEACTAB/LCHHU Ha-
KOBIbHM M3 OpoH3aHOTr j00a mpeTexHo kopuirtheHu 3a odpary
MamHX IpeIMeTa, U3pajly OpHaAMEHAaTa U 38 MOJICTIOBALE TIPE-
MeTa y OOJHKY JKHIE, TpaKa 1 INTACTHYHE JIEKOpaIHje o1 OpoH-
3e, cpebpa u 3mara. Ha muMa cy ce Moriie He caMoO MpPaBUTH
OIITpHILIE anara ¥ opyxkja Beh u momarHo omrtputu. Hajeehn
Opoj HaKoBama Hal)eH je y OKBUPY OCTaBa, a CaMo LIECT Y KOH-
Tekery rpoboBa. OHu cy ycien Behe KoianunHe OpoH3e, 011 Koje
cy MopaJju Ja Oy1y HampaBJbeHH, BepoBaTHO UManu Behy Bpen-
HOCT, T1a Cy Ce IPEHOCHJIN HACJIeICTBOM Ca OIla Ha CHHA. Y TOM
6u cMucIty Tpebaslo mocMaTpaTy 1 Hajas ca Hekporoie Berne-
OWT, OMTHOCHO — JIa je ca KoBayeM 13 OpOoH3aHOT 100a MOXpamkeH
caMo ()parMeHTOBAHM KaJIyIl, a HE L1€0 HAKOBAkb.
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Plate I — Velebit. Bronze finds from the cemetery

Tabena I — Benebuin: Hanasu 6pon3se ca HeKpoione
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Barbara ARMBRUSTER, Albrecht JOCKENHOVEL, Aleksandar KAPURAN, Rasko RAMADANSKI
The moulds from Velebit and European Bronze Age metal anvils (139-182)

Plate Il — Bronze finds from the Velebit necropolis

Tabena Il — Beneduin.: nanasu OpoHse ca HeKpoiione
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Barbara ARMBRUSTER, Albrecht JOCKENHOVEL, Aleksandar KAPURAN, Rasko RAMADANSKI
The moulds from Velebit and European Bronze Age metal anvils (139-182)

Plate Il — Pottery finds from the Velebit necropolis

Tabena 11l — Hanasu xepamuke ca nekpouone Beneouit
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Barbara ARMBRUSTER, Albrecht JOCKENHOVEL, Aleksandar KAPURAN, Rasko RAMADANSKI
The moulds from Velebit and European Bronze Age metal anvils (139-182)

Plate IV — Moulds from the Velebit necropolis

Tabna IV — Benebuili: kamenu Kaiyiu ca HeKpouosie
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