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,,A man of knowledge lives by acting, not by thinking about acting,
nor by thinking about what he will think when he has finished acting.”
— Carlos Castaneda, The Teachings of Don Juan: A Yaqui Way of Knowledge

Abstract

Due to the petrological features and the inferior knapping quality, quartz and quartzite were regarded as
secondary lithic sources. Since the low morphological standardization of the products made of these raw
materials cannot enable a simple, easy ,, technological reading”, for a long time the analysis of lithic tools made
of quartz and quartzite was not as intensive as of others made of better quality raw materials. Furthermore,
during the analyses, an attempt was generally made to generalize the technical criteria associated with different
siliceous raw materials to quartz and quartzite. This phenomenon is the so-called ,,flint syndrome“, the use of a
flint artefact typology for the analysis of quartz or quartzite assemblages without taking into consideration the
raw material differences. Only in the last decades has the erroneous, inadequate aspect of this approach been
realized by specialists. It is only in these recent years that specific attention has been paid to these raw
materials, systematic research has begun in countries where the one or the other raw material plays a
significant role in the lithic stone industries. In the research of the Hungarian Palaeolithic, the judgement of
these raw materials has been always rather controversial. The primary goal of this paper is not a detailed
discussion of Hungarian Palaeolithic sites, but merely to raise awareness of this problem associated with these
raw materials and perhaps altering their perception. The following short overview of the archaeological sites is
not exhaustive, can be regarded only as indicative.

Kivonat

A kvarcot alacsonyabb  rendii pattintisi mindésége miatt  hagyomdnyosan egy  mdsodrangu
kéeszkoznyersanyagnak tekintették. Miutin az dsvanytani illetve kozettani jellemzdik és a beldliik késziilt
termékek alacsony morfologiai standardizacioja megneheziti az alkalmazott kdpattintasi technologia
meghatarozasat, igy a kvarc és kvarcit eszkozék vizsgalataval nagyon sokaig nem foglalkoztak olyan intenziven,
mint mads, jobb mindségii nyersanyagbol keésziilt eszkézékével. Radasul a vizsgalatok soran dltalaban
megprobaltak a kiilonbozé kovaféleségekkel kapcsolatos technikai kriteriumokat a vizsgalando kvarc illetve
kvarcit nyersanyagokra kiterjeszteni. Ennek a megkozelitésnek a hibas, elégtelen volta csak az elmult
évtizedekben valt nyilvanvalova a szakemberek szamdra. Ekkor kezdtek megkiilonboztetett figyelmet szentelni
ezeknek a nyersanyagoknak, akkor indult meg a szisztematikus kutatasuk azokban az orszdagokban, amelyek
kéiparaiban jelentos szerepet jatszik egyik vagy masik nyersanyag. A hazai paleolitikumban is meglehetisen
ellentmondasos ezeknek a nyersanyagoknak a megitélése. A cikk elsédleges szandéka nem lelohelyeink részletes
targyaldasa, hanem csupdn a nyersanyagokkal kapcsolatos probléma felvetése és ez dltal talan a roluk alkotott
kép médositasa. Igy leléhelyeink rovid ismertetetése inkabb jelzésértékiinek tekintendo.
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Introduction

In 1990 and 1992 short excavations were carried
out at Piispokhatvan—Diés and Piispokhatvan—
Oregszélok  Upper  Palaeolithic  sites.  The
radiocarbon dating of the latter site (27.700 = 300
BP (Deb-1901)) places the site in the elder, blady
phylum of the Gravettian entity (Cs. Balogh &
Dobosi 1995, 37-38, 57). In the course of the
excavations, in the surrounding area, limnic
quartzite banks were found, which served as raw
material for the atelier sites. After the excavations
in collaboration with the archaeologists A. Marko
(Hungarian National Museum, Budapest), K.
Zandler (Ferenczy Museum Center, Szentendre)
and the author, systematic field surveys had begun
in the area of the Cserhat Mountains. Since the
above-mentioned Palaeolithic sites were the first
ones located in the region, the primary goal of these
field surveys was to localize new Palaeolithic sites.
The secondary goal was to localize and document
possible raw material sources.

The first significant results, on the utilization of
nummulitic chert in the Middle Palaeolithic, were
published yet (Markd & Kazmér 2004). The results
on the utilization of some non-flint lithic raw
materials will be published before long (Péntek, in
prep. 1). This paper will try after to give a general
summary of the utilization of quartz and quartzite
as lithic raw materials.

Because of the low morphological standardization
of the products made of these raw materials, for a
long time, the technological and typological
analysis of lithic tools made of quartz and quartzite
was fading into the background. Furthermore,
during the analyses, an attempt was generally made
to generalize the technical criteria associated with
different siliceous raw materials to quartz and
quartzite. This phenomenon is the so-called ,,flint
syndrome® (after Knutsson 1998, 78, Beardsell
2013, 66). This term refers to the “automatic use of
an ill-fitting flint artefact typology” in which quartz
assemblages are approached in the same way as
chert and flint ones while failing to take raw
material differences into account (Beardsell 2013,
94). The difficulties in the analysis of the artefacts
made of quartz or quartzite have among others a
plain enough reason. The processing of pebbles,
primarily quartz and quartzite pebbles is closely
related to the bipolar-on-anvil technique. The
anthropogenic origin of the individual artefacts is
often unclear, and the knapping stigmas for these
raw materials are slightly different from those
commonly occurring for different silica-containing
raw materials. The characteristics observed in the
fragments are highly dependent on the type and
quality of the raw material selected and the applied
bipolar technique (horizontal/vertical straight or
oblique). In the case of quartz and quartzite, due to
the fracture properties of the raw material, the
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incidence of Siret fractures (Inizan et al. 1999, 156)
is high (Mourre 1994, 18), and there is a high
incidence of step and hinge fractures (Mourre
2004). As a result, the application of bipolar
technique on quartz or quartzite results in a large
variety of non-standardized by-products - large
pieces of irregular shape and size, basal and
parasitic flakes, irregular fragments, most of which
are involuntary and uncontrolled by the knapper
(Leaf 1979: 39).

In the first part of the paper, the discussed raw
materials will be described briefly, focusing
primarily on the flaking qualities of them. At the
beginning of the second part, as a short by-pass, the
results of M. Gutay (2007) and the author at the
southern foothills of the Matra Mountains, mainly
the Gyongyos area will be reviewed. At the end of
this part, the archaeological sites, localized during
the field surveys in Nograd County, especially in
the Cserhat Mountains, with documented utilization
of quartz and quartzite will be described.

All data, stemming from previously published
papers will be summed up in the Supplementary
Materials.

Quartz and quartzite as lithic raw
materials

To get the sufficient geological and archaeological
background to understand the characteristics of
quartz and quartzite, we leaned mainly on the
papers of Vincent Mourre (1994; 1996; 2004),
Arturo de Lombera Hermida (2008; 2009), and the
doctoral thesis of Killian Driscoll (2010).

The basis of the followings was given by K.
Driscoll (2010, 5-8), with some extensions,
therefore. only papers of other authors will be
signed distinctively.

Quartz is silicon dioxide (SiO,), a significant
component of many igneous, sedimentary, and
metamorphic rocks, such as sandstone, quartzite
etc. (Bons 2001). Quartz is a hard but brittle
mineral which makes it suitable for forming into
stone tools and subsequent use. In terms of
fracturing, almost all quartz does not exhibit
cleavage, which means it does not have a tendency
to break along structural planes in the crystal
structure but is instead characterised by conchoidal
fracturing. It means that its fracture surface has a
curved shape. Miikka Tallavaara and colleagues
noted that “the fracture surfaces are often
noticeably rugged in quartz than in flint” (2010,
2442). The fracture path is more unpredictable and
internal flaws set up small cracks to form on either
side of the main fracture (Cotterell & Kamminga
1987, 678). Quartz flakes have a high
fragmentation tendency. Probably reasons can be
such properties as the relatively low tensile and
compressive strength and its fairly high amount of
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internal flaws (Domanski et al. 1994, 197-198;
Tallavaara et al. 201, 2443)

Quartz can be broadly divided into cryptocrystalline
(or microcrystalline; extremely fine-grained dense
and compact forms) and macrocrystalline forms
(varieties that develop visible crystals or are made
of large intergrown crystals). The modern
classification scheme of quartz, taking into
consideration the structure and physical properties
creates two types: quartz (macrocrystalline quartz)
and chalcedony (cryptocrystalline quartz) (e.g.
Gotze 2010, 166 Fig. 2). The “grainy” varieties of
cryptocrystalline quartz include flint, chert, and
jasper, and are described as rocks instead of
minerals (as they have less SiO2 in their
composition). The conchoidal fracturing of the
cryptocrystalline materials happens at the micro-
scale of the individual quartz crystals and the
macro-scale, following a fractal pattern.
Macrocrystalline forms include vein quartz and
rock crystal, while the artefacts made of them will
be referred to as ‘lithics’ and ‘stone tools’ in
archaeological parlance, they are in fact minerals.
The fracturing at the micro-scale is conchoidal, but
a fractal pattern may or may not be produced
depending on how the crystals have aggregated.

Quartzite is general petrological term indicating
metamorphosed sandstone mainly or entirely
composed of quartz, a silica mineral. Various
materials and individual quartz grains are welded
together by an amorphous silica filling to form
quartzite. The quartz content exceeds 90 per cent in
most quartzites. In other words, quartzite is an
altered sandstone, "that has been recrystallized by
the heat of volcanic activity occurring near the
sediment or strengthened by silica filling the small
spaces between grains" (Cotterell & Kamminga
1990, 129). Generally, there are two varieties of
quartzites in terms of metamorphism, metaquartzite
and silicified sandstone, known as orthoquartzite,
although it is often difficult to distinguish them.
Orthoquartzites are have not undergone
metamorphosis. Quartz grains are interlocked and
hardened by a cementing process in orthoquartzites,
and fracture happens along the internal cement
interstices between the individual quartz grains. If
the grains are fine and there are few internal flaws,
a more or less conchoidal fracture can be obtained.
Metaquartzites represent metamorphosed sandstone
in which particles of quartz were deformed and
interlocked. “... the individual quartz sand grains
were welded together by later heat and pressure, so
that instead of breaking between grains, which
prevents conchoidal fracture, it now can be knapped
across grains ... " (Whittaker 1994, 72). And
according to William Andrefsky, Jr., “Fine-grained
quartzites tend to fracture with more control than
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the larger-grained quartzites and are more suitable
for flintknapping” (1998, 54-55) (Seong 2004, 77).

Quartz and quartzite utilization in the
surroundings of Gyongyos (Heves County)

M. Gutay in her unpublished thesis (Gutay 2007),
reviewing the results of the field surveys performed
with Gy. Kerékgyartdé mentioned two quartzite
artefacts with further elaboration. One of the
artefacts is an unspecified, manufactured quartzite
pebble at the Gyodngydspata 5 (Dobogd) site
(Fig. 3., Q-7). Among the lithic artefacts, the limnic
silicite waste products dominate, there are some
retouched flakes, and two side-scrapers as well.
Because of the lack of culture-specific tools, the
cultural affiliation of the site is not clear (Gutay
2007, 70). The other artefact is a bifacially
elaborated massive demi-Quina type side-scraper of
big dimensions (78%53x18 mm). It is a stray find
from the plateau above the diatomaceous earth
quarry in  Szurdokpiispoki (Western Matra
Mountains) (Gyongyospata 53 site (Fig. 3., Q-8);
Gutay 2007, 96, Table XLIX,1.). It is a Middle
Palaeolithic tool, its occurrence as stray find can be
explained by the presence of raw material, mainly
limnic opal, in large amounts.

Gyorgy Lengyel and colleagues, in their paper
(Lengyel et al. 2006) described the surface
collections of the Aurignacian sites Nagyréde 1
(Oreg- hill; (Fig. 3., Q-11)) and Nagyréde 2 (Vajsz-
lane; (Fig.3., Q-12)) near Gyodngyds, at the
southern foothills of the Matra Mountains. In Table
1, summarizing the raw material distribution of the
sites, quartzite was referred to as a raw material of
unknown origin. Though the percental ratio of
quartzite is low (0.2%) at both sites, at Nagyréde 1
both quartzite artefacts are tools (1.8% of the 112
tools), and at Nagyréde 2 site one of the two
quartzite artefacts is a tool (1.3% of the 79 tools)
(Lengyel et al. 2006, 80, Table 1. and 81, Table. 3.).
The typological character of the tools was not
specified in further detail. The likely origin of the
quartzite pebbles is a nearby gravel exposure. It is
noteworthy to mention the occurrence of
nummulitic chert at these sites (personal
notification of A. Marko).

Between 2016 and 2019, the author of this paper
initiated the complete topographic documentation
of the Nagyréde 1 and 2 sites. All artefacts,
regarded as archaeologically relevant, retouched
tools, blades and technological markers (such as
crested blades, core rejuvenation flakes, burin
spalls) have been recorded with handheld GPS.
With this method, on the ground of the recorded
artefact distribution, in a GIS (Geographical
Information System) model the estimation of the
approximate extension of the sites, actually site-
complexes, was possible.
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Fig. 1.: Archaeological sites with recorded quartzite utilization classified according to cultural affiliation in
Nograd County, especially the Cserhat Mountains.

Q1= Bér-Szar-hill 1 and 2, Q2=Bercel-Erdében-vége 1, Q3=Bercel-Erdében-vége 2, Q4=Bercel-Pinurka, Q5=Bujak—Szente 2, Q6=Bujak—
Szente 2 (stray find), Q7=Erdétarcsa—Daréci-hill, Q8=Galgagydrk—Csonkas-hill, Q9=Galgagyork—Komarka, Q10=Hont—Csitar,
Q11=Kétbodony—Halyagos-hill, Q12=Kisgéc—Fehér-hill, Q13=Legénd-Hosszi-lands, Ql4=Legénd-Kaldy-farm 2, Q1l5=Legénd-Kaldy-
farm 3, Ql6=Legénd-Kaldy- farm 5, Ql7=Legénd-Kaldy- farm 6 (stray find), Ql8=Legénd-Rovnya 1, Q19=Legénd-Rovnya 2,
Q20=Szanda—Patkanyos-prairie, Q21=Szécsénke—Berecz-side 1, Q22=Szécsénke— Berecz- side 2E, Q23=Szécsénke— Berecz- side 2W,
Q24=Szécsénke— Berecz- side 3, Q25=Szécsénke— Berecz- side 4, Q26=Szécsénke—Kis-Ferenc-hill, Q27=Szécsénke—Visak 1,
Q28=Szécsénke—Visak 2, Q29=Szécsénke—Visak 3, Q30=Vanyarc—Szlovacka-dolina, Q3 1=Vanyarc—Tovi, Q32=Csévar—Arany-hill.

1. abra: Kvarcit felhasznalas kulturalis alapon osztalyozott régészeti leléhelyeken Nograd megyében, kiilonds
tekintettel a Cserhat hegységre.

Ql= Bér-Szar-hegy 1 and 2, Q2=Bercel-Erdében-vége 1, Q3=Bercel-Erdében-vége 2, Q4=Bercel-Pinurka, Q5=Bujak—Szente 2,
Q6=Bujak—Szente 2 (stray find), Q7=Erdétarcsa—Dardci-hegy, Q8=Galgagyork—Csonkas-hegy, Q9=Galgagyork—Komarka, Q10=Hont—
Csitar, Ql1=Kétbodony—Halyagos-hegy, —QI12=Kisgéc-Fehér-hegy, Q13=Legénd-Hosszu-foldek, Ql4=Legénd-Kaldy-tanya 2,
Q15=Legénd-Kaldy-farm 3, Q16=Legénd-Kaldy-farm 5, Q17=Legénd-Kaldy-farm 6 (stray find), Q18=Legénd-Rovnya 1, Q19=Legénd—
Rovnya 2, Q20=Szanda—Patkanyos-puszta, Q21=Szécsénke—Berecz-oldal 1, Q22=Szécsénke— Berecz-oldal 2E, Q23=Szécsénke— Berecz-
oldal 2W, Q24=Szécsénke— Berecz-oldal 3, Q25=Szécsénke— Berecz-oldal 4, Q26=Szécsénke—Kis-Ferenc-hegy, Q27=Szécsénke—Visak 1,

Q28=Szécsénke—Visak 2, Q29=Szécsénke—Visak 3, Q30=Vanyarc—Szlovacka-dolina, Q31=Vanyarc-Tovi, Q32=Cs6var—Arany-hegy.

During the systematic field surveys, extraordinary
attention was devoted to the occurrence of non-
local raw materials as well. Among the 2,139
recorded artefacts, no quartzite artefact was present,
siliceous pebble and nummulitic chert in low
number were recorded. Since there are no known
gravel beds in the surroundings of Nagyréde, both
the siliceous pebbles (inclusive nummulitic chert)
and the quartzite pebbles may have been originated
from the bed of the Rédei—Nagy-streamlet.

From an archaeological point of view, the
localization of a new site-complex at Nagyréde
Kozép-crag (Fig. 3., Q-10) with Early Upper
Palaeolithic characteristics can be regarded as an
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important by-product. The site-complex of about
600x400 metres extension is situated westward
from the settlement of Nagyréde, near the
settlement border to Ecséd. At the site-complex, the
above-described documentation method was
applied. Although, only as indicative for the
utilization of these raw materials, quartzite and
siliceous pebble artefacts are present. Beside a
notched quartzite tool, there is a quartzite flake of
large dimensions, which proves the application of
the bipolar-on-anvil technique. There is also a flake
core with several free-hand removals.

In 2017, in the area of Ecséd, about 6 kilometres to
the west from Nagyréde, a new Palaeolithic site-
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complex was localized and documented by the
author (Fig. 3., Q-5). M. Gutay (Dobo Istvan Castle
Museum, Eger) drew the attention of the author the
possible existence of Palaeolithic sites in the area of
Ecséd. Unfortunately, the results of her field
surveys did not have been published yet. At four
joined localities, containing 11 technically defined
collection zones, the site-complex has an
approximate extension of 33.85 hectares (0.3385
square kilometres). The collected lithic assemblages
share the same technological and typological
characteristics and can be regarded as (Early)
Upper Palaeolithic. In the locality of Ecséd—
Mogyorods- hill, among 629 recorded artefacts, there
is a single quartzite fragment. At the locality of
Ecséd—Gardony, among 1,743 recorded artefacts,
there are two quartzite tools (one side-scraper and
one retouched flake) and one flake too. The
quartzite pebbles, and the siliceous pebbles as well,
may have been likely collected in the bed of the
nearby Agoi- streamlet.

Quartzite as a raw material in Négrad County
and the Cserhat Mountains

Thanks to the intensive field surveys of the recent
years', many quartzite artefacts (tools, cores and
flakes) were found on the Palaeolithic sites
belonging to different chronological horizons and
cultural units, in such a great amount, which
necessarily has to raise the attention to this raw
material. The sites embrace the Late Middle
Palaeolithic Micoquian-Babonyian industry, the so-
called “Vanyarc-type” industry, resembling the
archaic Szeletian, the assumed Szeletian culture and
based on the very recent field explorations the
Upper Paleolithic Aurignacian and even the elder
and younger phylum of the Gravettian entity.

Below some Palaeolithic sites will be reviewed
very briefly. A detailed paper is in preparation on
the subject of Palaeolithic raw material utilization
of some non-flint raw materials in the Cserhat
Mountains. Some of the most significant sites can
be seen with an approximately chronological
assignment on the map (Fig. 1., Q-1-Q-32).

Micoquian-Babonyian industry

In the archaeological materials of the Palaeolithic
sites assigned to this industry mainly unworked
quartzite flakes occur. This type of lithic raw
material played a subordinate role in this industry.
A. Ringer in his dissertation on the Babonyian
wrote the following: ,,Im Abschlagsmaterial gab es
noch Feuerstein, Quarzit und Kieselstein.” (1983,
59). However, for comparison, in the Micoquian
layers of the Kililna cave in South Moravia among
the used raw materials, there is a definite presence
of quartzite, orthoquartzite rock crystal and smoky
quartz (Valoch 1988; Neruda 2005). Both at
Galgagyork—Csonkas- hill (Fig. 1., Q-8) and
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Galgagyork—Komarka (Fig. 1., Q-9), only one flake
was found. At the Legénd—Kaldy-farm site complex
(Fig. 1., Q-14, Q-15), four flakes and two chips of
small dimensions might as well be related to tool
production (Marké & Péntek 2003-2004,166, Table
1.). At the recently published material of the nearby
Legénd-Kaldy-farm 5 site (Fig. 1., Q-16), there are
eight flakes (1.71% of the entire assemblage
containing 467 artefacts) (Péntek & Gabriel 2018).
Next to the site, a side-scraper of great dimensions
was found as a stray find.

In the area of Bercel, between the valleys of the
Golya streamlet and the Galga River, there is a
comb of 300 to 800 metres variable width and with
an asymmetric cross-section. The Palaeolithic site
of Bercel-Erdében-vége 1 is located along the
western verge of the comb sloping steeply towards
Galga Valley at a length of about 3.2 km (Fig. 1.,
Q-2). The comb is covered with loess of variable
thickness of the Upper Pleistocene age. The very
low artefact intensity at the site depends on the
thickness of the loess cover. From the lithic
assemblage containing a small number of tools, two
bifacial knives (“Keilmesser”) made of limnic
silicite of Matra Mountains origin should be
highlighted. The lithic raw materials include
quartzite and siliceous pebbles from nearby gravel
beds.

Beside a siliceous pebble flake core with an
irregular hierarchy, there is a discoid quartzite flake
core as well.

»vanyarc-type” industry

In this paper dealing with the raw material
utilization of the 1,949 artefacts stemming from the
excavations of the Vanyarc—Szlovacka-dolina 5
Palaeolithic site (Fig. 1., Q-30), the detailed raw
material distribution is also given: the 14 quartzite
artefacts have a percental ratio of 0.72% (Marko
2011a, 72). In his doctoral thesis, A. Marko
evaluated the sites in the Szlovacka-dolina area of
the settlement Vanyarc. At the same time, during
this work he postulated this industry, resembling
the archaic Szeletian industry. The processed
material stems partly from excavations, partly from
surface collections. Concerning the quartzite as raw
material the author refers to its dominant role at
some significant Hungarian Middle Palaeolithic
sites, and thereafter states, that the occurrence of
quartzite at the sites in the environment of Vanyarc
can be regarded as sporadic. However, in the
excavated material, the knapping on the spot can be
illustrated by a refitting-group (Marké 2012, 27,
270). In the surface collections of the excavated
site, several quartzite flakes and four convex side-
scrapers were present (Markd 2007a, 12). At the
nearby Vanyarc—Tovi site (Fig. 1., Q-31) besides
the flakes of different dimensions also a side-
scraper was found.
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Fig. 2.: Archaeological sites with recorded quartzite utilization classified according to cultural affiliation in the
surroundings of Miskolc (Sajoé Valley) and Eger (southern foothills of the Biikk Mountains).

Ql=Andornaktalya—Gyilkos, Q2=Andornaktalya-Ro6zsa-hill, Q3=Andornaktalya—Szukszer-hill, Q4=Andornaktalya-Zugo-lane,
Q5=Csokvaomany—Hatar-hilltop, Q6=Demjén—Hegyeskdbérc I-1II, Q7=Demjén—Piinkdsd-hill, Q8=Demjén—Sz616-hill, Q9=Diosgyér —
Tapolca cave, Ql0=Eger-Kd&poros-hilltop, Ql1=Eger-Kévago-lane I, Ql2=Eger-Koévago-lane II, Ql3=Egerszalok—Egerlato-hilltop,
Q14=Miskolc—Rozsas-hill, Q15=0storos—Racpa I, Ql6=Eger—Racpa II, Q17=Sajobabony—M¢éhésztetd, Q18=Sajoszentpéter—Margit-kapu-
lane, Q19=Cserépfalu—Subalyuk cave, Q20=Miskolc-Biidospest cave, Q21=Miskolc-Herman Otté cave, Q22=Miskolc—Szeleta cave,
Q23=Parasznya—Lambrecht Kalman cave.

2. abra: Kvarcit felhasznalas kulturalis alapon osztalyozott régészeti lelohelyeken Miskolc (Sajo volgy és Eger
(Egri-Biikkalja) kornyékén.

Ql=Andornaktalya-Gyilkos, = Q2=Andornaktalya-Ro6zsahegy, = Q3=Andornaktalya—Szukszerdomb, = Q4=Andornaktalya—Zugo-dilo,
Q5=Csokvaomany—Hatar-teté, Q6=Demjén—Hegyeskdébérc I-1II, Q7=Demjén—Pinkésdhegy, Q8=Demjén—Sz6l6hegy, Q9=Didsgydr —
Tapolca barlang, Q10=Eger—Kd&poros-tetd, QIl1=Eger—Ko6vago-dilé 1, Ql2=Eger-Kdvago-dild 11, QI13=Egerszalok—Egerlato-tetd,
Q14=Miskolc-Ro6zsas-hegy, Q15=Ostoros—Racpa I, Q16=Eger—Racpa II, Q17=Sajobabony—M¢hésztets, Q18=Sajoszentpéter—Margit-kapu-
dild, Q19=Cserépfalu—Subalyuk barlang, Q20=Miskolc—Biidospest barlang, Q21=Miskolc—Herman Otto barlang, Q22=Miskolc—Szeleta
barlang, Q23=Parasznya—Lambrecht Kalman barlang.

trench IV (Zandler 2010, 32). There are several

(13 - 2
Szeletian™ culture other quartzite chunks and hammer-stones. A

The traces of quartzite utilization can be observed certain part of the assemblage, the leaf-points and
at several sites. leaf-shaped side-scrapers, can likely be connected
On the site of Hont-Csitar, in the Ipoly Valley, to the Szeletian industry.

Northern Hungary (Fig. 1., Q-10): M. Gabori From the recently published assemblage from
performed an excavation in 1969. Unfortunately, Legénd-Rovnya 2 (Fig.1., Q-19) (Péntek &
there is no documentation available from this Zandler 2013b) containing 972 artefacts, 19 of them
fieldwork, and the assemblage was not published by (1.95%), including seven flakes, 10 raw material
hlm- K. Z'ar'ldler pro.cessed anq published .the chunks and two side-scrapers are made of quartzite.
mingled lithic material belonging to various One of the tools is a simple side-scraper made on a
Prehistoric horizons (Zandler 2019). There are three massive, offset (“déjeté”) flake with the dimensions
tools made of quartzite: a leaf-point, an end-scraper of 65x46x19 mm and with a curved working edge.
made on a flake collected as a stray find (Zandler The curved left side-edge is bifacially worked

2010, 26), and a leaf-shaped side-scraper from
HU ISSN 1786-271X; urn: nbn: hu-4106 © by the author(s)
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(Péntek 2015, 61 Fig. 15, 1; Péntek 2019, Fig. 5, 3).
The second one is also a simple, side-scraper made
on a massive, offset (“déjeté”) flake with a straight
working edge (“racloir & dos naturel”). The curved
left side-edge is unworked, forming a natural back.
The right side-edge is  rough-and-ready
»denticulated”. The platform exhibits an obtuse
angle to the flaking surface (105-110°). Its
dimensions are 64x46x22 mm (Péntek 2015, 61
Fig. 15, 2; Péntek 2019, Fig. 5, 4). The cultural
classification of the site is not obvious, while beside
the tools with definite Szeletian-like character,
there are some Upper Palaeolithic (Aurignacian and
possibly Gravettian) artefacts too.

In the lithic assemblage, containing 1,495 artefacts,
from Bujak—Szente 2 (Fig. 1., Q-5): (Péntek &
Zandler 2014), there is only a single quartzite
artefact. The find is a rough-and-ready elaborated
tool, a rather atypical side-scraper with a curved
working edge. The blank of the tool was a pebble-
slice of great dimensions, with the original pebble
cortex as a natural back. With its dimensions of
66x53x26 mm, it is the greatest tool of the
assemblage. From the deep loessy dirt road, leading
to the site, another stray find came to light (Fig. 1.,
Q-6). The find is a double side-scraper or a
combined tool of great dimensions. Its retouched
left side-edge is a curved convex side-scraper, on
the distal end of the right side-edge, there is a
slightly concave notch. Its dimensions are
53x42x16 mm. The tool can be likely related to the
site. The place of the finding is a dominant
strategical position, controlling the valley head of a
»dead-end valley”. It might have probably been a
hunting station.

The site of Szécsénke—Kis-Ferenc-hill (Fig. 1., Q-
26) together with other localities and surface find
concentrations localized on both sides of the
Halyagos streamlet, are regarded as parts of a
Szeletian site complex. The surface collected
assemblage is characterized by significant quartzite
utilization (Péntek & Zandler 2013a; Péntek 2015).
The likely source of the quartzite pebbles is either
the Szécsénke-Kis-Ferenc-hill site itself or the
gravel bed which can be found in the area of the
Szécsénke-Berecz-oldal-2W site (Fig. 1., Q-23) 1
km to the northwest. The geological age of these
gravel beds is Upper Oligocene ,,Chattian” stage
(Noszky 1940, 43-47), in the recent Hungarian
nomenclature it belongs either to the Lower
Miocene “Budafok Sand Formation” (Hamor 1985,
234), or the Upper Oligocene ,Pétervasara
Sandstone Formation” (Hamor 1985, 230; Korpas
ed. 1988, 64-66). In the constitution of the gravel
beds, the quartzite pebbles dominate. At the
Szécsénke—Kis-Ferenc-hill site, there are 12
quartzite artefacts; its percental ratio in the
assemblage, containing 1,218 artefacts is 0.94%.
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Besides nine flakes, there are also three notched
tools.

On the Szécsénke—Berecz-oldal 1 site (Fig. 1., Q-
21), being part of the same Szeletian site complex,
there is a unipolar quartzite flake-core with short
flaking scars (Péntek 2015, 62 Fig. 17, 1). The
back-side of the core is the natural breakage surface
of the rock having the dimensions of 44x53x36
mm. On the Szécsénke-Berecz-oldal 3 site (Fig. 1.,
Q-24), there are numerous flakes, mostly discoid
cores (Péntek 2015, 63 Fig. 18), a notched tool with
the dimensions 48%x54x25 mm of quartzite, and a
retouched microlithic tool made of vein quartz
(21x18x8 mm). Finally, at the Szécsénke-Berecz-
oldal 4 (Fig. 1., Q-25) small find-concentration,
there is a notched tool on a massive pebble-slice.
Dimensions are 54x33x21 mm.

Early Upper Palaeolithic

In the area of Bercel, on the above-mentioned
comb, in the south-west direction from the site
Bercel-Erdében-vége 1 (Fig. 1., Q-2), there is
another Palaeolithic site, Bercel-Erdében-vége 2
(Fig. 1., Q-3). The site is located also along the
western verge of the comb sloping steeply towards
Galga Valley, on a hilltop, at an altitude of 265 to
270 masl. The slope of the hill is steep in both the
west and north-west direction. Most of the recorded
artefacts were found on the slope in a secondary
position. The flat hilltop has relatively uniform
surface and low find intensity, because of the loessy
cover. The local limnic silicite raw material
dominates, but the presence of quartzite and
siliceous pebble, likely from nearby gravel beds, is
significant as well. Among the 109 recorded lithic
finds, there are 15 siliceous pebble artefacts, and a
proportionally great number of quartzite, 34
artefacts (8.31%). The quartzite artefacts include a
large number of cores and core fragments and
flakes. Based on the general morphology of the
flakes, it is more than likely that on the site not only
freehand knapping, but the bipolar-on-anvil
technique was also applied. There are no retouched
quartzite tools. Quartzite flakes may not have been
converted into retouched tools since they were
primarily required because of their sharp cutting
edge. The bipolar technique is often used if the
resulting flakes are to be utilized without further
elaboration. However, any signs of use cannot be
identified with the naked eye.

The lithic assemblage of the site does not contain
any culture-specific tools. Based on the
technological character of the pebble artefacts and
some retouched and unretouched blades, it is quite
likely that the lithic material belongs to the Early
Upper Palaeolithic, having no Aurignacian
relationship at all.
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Fig. 3.: Diverse Hungarian archaeological sites with recorded quartzite utilization classified according to cultural

affiliation.

Q1=Bajoét—Jankovich cave, Q2=Bodrogkeresztir—Dereszla (stray find), Q3=Bodrogkeresztir—Kavicsbanyadiilo- (stray find), Q4=Csobanka—

Kiskevély cave, Q5=Ecséd-Gardony, Q6=Frd-Fundoklia-valley,
Q9=Mogyoroésbanya—Ujfalusi-hills, Q10=Nagyréde-Kozép-crag,

Q7=Gyobngyospata 5  (Dobogo), Q8=Gydngydspata 53,

Q11=Nagyréde-Oreg-hill, Q12=Nagyréde-V4jsz-lane, Q13=Szob—

Ipolypart, Q14=Tarcal-Citrom-quarry, Q15=Tata—Porhanyd-quarry, Q16=Tatabanya—Szelim-cave, Q17=Vértessz616s.

3. abra: Kvarcit felhasznalas kulturalis alapon osztalyozott magyarorszagi régészeti lel6helyeken.

Q1=Bajét-Jankovich barlang, Q2=Bodrogkeresztir-Dereszla (szorvany lelet), Q3=Bodrogkeresztir—Kavicsbanyadilé- (szorvany lelet),
Q4=Csobanka— K1skeve1y barlang, Q5=Ecséd-Gardony, Q6=FErd-Fundoklia-volgy, Q7=Gyongydspata 5 (Dobogo), Q8=Gyodngydspata 53,
Q9=Mogyordsbanya—Ujfalusi-dombok, Q10=Nagyréde-Kozép-bérc, Q11=Nagyréde-Oreg-hegy, Q12=Nagyréde—Vajsz-diilé, Q13=Szob—

Ipolypart, Q14=Tarcal-Citrom-banya, Q15=Tata—Porhanyo-banya, Q16=Tatabanya—Szelim-barlang, Q17=Vértessz616s.

It is worth to mention that in the vicinity of the
Bercel-Erdében-vége 1 and 2 sites, there are at
least three little lithic concentrations with quartzite
artefacts (e.g. the site Pinurka, Fig. 1., Q-4). The
processing of the Palaeolithic sites and Palaeolithic
stray find in the area of Bercel is in progress
(Péntek, in prep. 2)

Upper Palaeolithic

In the assemblage of the site Erd6tarcsa-Daroci- hill
(Fig. 1., Q-7):, containing 601 artefacts, there are
eight quartzite artefacts (1.33%), a blade, two
flakes, and four quartzite chunks (Zandler 2008).
The artefact mentioned as “hammer-stone”, is a
“retoucheur” of 94x40x22 mm, covered with a
thick calcareous sinter layer. At one end of the
stone, there are traces of beating, hammering
activity. The assemblage also contains some Middle
Palaeolithic tools with Micoquian-Babonyian
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character. The edge of a bifacially worked tool,
perhaps a leaf-point, is zigzaggy. During the
elaboration, the WGK-concept (“wechselseitig
gleichgerichtete  Kantenbearbeitung”,  Bosinski
1967, 43) was applied (Zandler 2008, 60. and
Fig. 3.:2). Moreover, according to the author, Upper
Palaeolithic artefacts with decisively Aurignacian
character can be found in the collection. However,
in a typological point of view, the dihedral burins
resemble alike to those of the Gravettian industry.

The lithic assemblages of four Palaeolithic sites in
the area of Bér were published recently (Péntek &
Zandler 2017). The “atelier” site Bér—Egresi-lane is
located on a gravel bed with a large number of
siliceous and quartzite pebbles, and limnic silicite
chunks as well. Despite this fact, in the lithic
assemblage of 403 artefacts, only the ratio of
siliceous pebble and nummulitic chert is significant
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(10.67%), the quartzite is represented only by two
flakes. The tool-kit proves the mingled character of
the site, besides side-scrapers, morphologically
similar to Middle Palaeolithic Mousterian types,
there are leaf-shaped tools, and Early Upper
Palaeolithic and/or Aurignacian tool types too. The
presence of quartzite is more pronounced at the
sites of Bér—Szar- hill 1 and 2 (Fig.1., Q-1).
Besides the waste-products, there are several cores,
flakes and a massive, chunky denticulated tool of
great dimensions (76x41x23 mm) (Péntek &
Zandler 2017, 366 Fig. 11, 2).

Despite the presence of a bifacial tool and some
side-scrapers, the recently published lithic
assemblage of the site Legénd-Hosszi-lands
(Fig. 1., Q-13; Péntek 2018), has Dboth
technologically and typologically an Upper
Palaeolithic character. The lithic assemblage
contains 1,782 artefacts, among them 146 tools
(8.19%). In the tool composition, the simple and
multiple burins, first of all, the carinated types
(“burin caréné” and “burin busqué”’) dominate over
the end-scrapers. The typological character of the
tools justifies the assigning of the assemblage to the
Aurignacian industry. In the raw material
utilization, the local limnic silicite dominates
(62.4%), followed by siliceous pebble (inclusive
nummulitic chert) (22.45%). The ratio of 92
quartzite artefacts is 5.16%. There is also a vein
quartz fragment. There is only a single quartzite
tool, a bifacial knife (“Keilmesser”); the other
artefacts are mainly flakes of different sizes and
shapeless pieces. It is necessary to make some
remarks regarding the shapeless, amorphous
quartzite artefacts. According to technological
observations, not only freehand knapping, but the
bipolar-on-anvil technique was also applied. In
connection with the bipolar-on-anvil technique, W.
Andrefsky Jr. wrote that the bipolar cores are
generally amorphous and are easily interchangeable
with angular fragments (Andrefsky 1998, 153).
Despite the great resistance to thermic effects,
caused by the rigidness of the quartz mineral, as a
consequence of a sudden change of temperature,
quartzite pebbles tend to burst, to fracture into
blocky fragments and remain in place without
scattering over distances (Petraglia et al. 2002,
Section 11-6.). Among the tools, there is a bifacial
knife (“Keilmesser”) with a natural back (,,couteau
a dos naturel”), made on a massive quartzite flake.
Its straight right side-edge is unworked. The basis
and the slightly curved left side-edge are partly
covered by the original pebble cortex. The
dimensions are 67x37x17 mm (Péntek 2018, 65
Fig. 10, 2). The site is located along a potential
migration  route, linking the  numerous
Gravettian/Epigravettian sites in the Galga Valley
with the Epigravettian site Romhany—Dids-road in
the Romhany Basin (Nograd Basin). This fact could
be a possible explanation for the presence of the
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fragment of a backed piece in the assemblage,
which may even belong to the Gravettian entity.
Fragments of backed pieces can be found in the
above-mentioned assemblage of the nearby
Legénd—Rovnya site (Péntek & Zandler 2013b).

The surface collected homogeneous assemblage of
Csovar-Arany- hill 5 (Fig. 1., Q-32) containing
more than 1,300 artefacts, most likely belongs to
the younger blade phylum of the Gravettian entity.
In the assemblage, there are many quartzite flakes
and a quartzite tool of great dimensions on a
massive, atypical pebble-slice. The distal end of the
left side-edge is bifacially worked. Its dimensions
are 82x35x13 mm. Among the artefacts of the
surface collection, there are several hammer-stones,
suitable for flaking and some flat quartzite pebbles
with surface scars. Due to these knapping stigmata,
the latter can be interpreted even as anvils. This
phenomenon corresponds to the fact that probably
the most efficient method of the elaboration of
quartzite pebbles is the so-called bipolar-on-anvil
technique. The source of the quartzite pebbles is the
near Upper Oligocene ,,Chattian” stage gravel bed,
named “Mocsolyak”, located at a distance of 350-
400 m from the site as the crow flies.

Discussion

During field surveys between 2004 to 2006, M.
Gutay (2007), localized and documented a large
number of archaeological sites and small lithic
concentrations in the area of the southern foothills
of the Matra Mountains. The spectrum of the
collected lithic assemblages ranges from the Middle
Palaeolithic to the Epipalaeolithic. All the same,
among the lithic artefacts, there are only two
quartzite artefacts. At the Early Upper Palaeolithic
site-complexes ~ of  Ecséd—Gardony, Ecséd—
Mogyoroés-hill and Nagyréde-Kozép-crag, and the
Aurignacian sites of Nagyréde 1 and 2, the presence
of quartzite is infinitesimal. It should be noted,
however, that the presence of siliceous pebble as a
lithic raw material is also rare. Even though there is
no available geological information on existing
gravels in the region, pebbles can be collected
practically in all streamlet beds. Taking into
consideration the size of the collected assemblages,
the reason for the subordinate role of the pebble
raw materials cannot be research hiatus. By all
means, for the time being, we should state only that
the utilization of pebble raw materials can be
considered as unremarkable in the area of the
southern foothills of the Matra Mountains.

Entirely different is the situation in Nograd County,
especially the Cserhat Mountains. There are
altogether 32 archaeological sites and lithic
concentrations, even some stray finds as well (listed
in Table 1.), with the evidence of quartzite
utilization.
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Fig. 4.: Hungarian archaeological sites with recorded rock crystal utilization classified according to cultural

affiliation.

RC1=Andornaktalya-Also-hilltop, RC2=Bodrogkeresztar-Henye, RC3=Domos-Pattantyis, RC4=Emdd-Tehéntanc-lane, RC5=Hont-Ipoly-
valley 1, RC6=Hont-Parassa IIl (Orgonas), RC7=Jaszfelsészentgyorgy-Székesdiilo, RC8=Kozard-Fehér-side, RC9=Megyaszo-Szelestetd,
RC10=Pilismar6t (Banom, Bitdc, Palrét, Tetves), RC11=Sajobabony—Méhésztetd.

4. abra: Hegyi kristaly felhasznalas kulturalis alapon osztalyozott magyarorszagi régészeti leldhelyeken.

RC1=Andornaktalya-Also-tetd, RC2=Bodrogkeresztir-Henye, RC3=Domés-Pattantyus, RC4=Emdd-Tehéntanc-diild, RC5=Hont-Ipoly-
volgy 1, RC6=Hont-Parassa III (Orgonas), RC7=Jaszfelsdszentgyorgy-Székesdiilo, RC8=Kozard-Fehér-oldal, RC9=Megyaszo6-Szelestetd,
RC10=Pilismar6t (Banom, Bitdc, Palrét, Tetves), RC11=Sajobabony—Méhésztetd.

The paper in preparation on some non-flint lithic
raw materials contains a large number (107) of
gravel beds as probable sources of pebble raw
materials and archaeological sites (71) with
recorded utilization of those non-flint raw materials
(Péntek, in prep. 1). The reason for this abundance
of evidence is firstly based on the fact that from a
geological point of view this region of Northern
Hungary is well researched (e.g. Noszky 1914,
1916, 1923, 1936, 1940; Peja 1937, Pavai-Vajna
1939-1940; Horusitzky 1942; Bogsch 1943;
Szentes 1943; Lang 1967; Hamor 1985). Secondly,
it is based likely on systematic field surveys.

In Table 1, the archaeological sites in the Cserhat
Mountains are listed in the ascending alphabetical
order of the settlement to which the site belongs
administratively. The enumeration of the attribute
,Archaeological epoch” is the following: 1=Middle
Palaeolithic, 2=Transitional and Early Upper
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Palaeolithic (sites with bifacial and leaf-shaped
tools, inclusive leaf-points as well; Aurignacian
tools are sometimes present), 3=Aurignacian,
4=Upper Palaeolithic/Late Upper Palaeolithic, -
1=Uncertain cultural affiliation. In Table 2., the
sites are sorted ascending according to their cultural
classification and the size of the lithic assemblage
(in descending order).

Concerning the 11 Middle Palaeolithic sites (at the
site Vanyarc—Szlovacka-dolina, both the surface
collection and the excavated assemblage contains
quartzite artefacts), except for one site, the ratio of
the quartzite artefacts in the assemblages is at most
2.21%. The exception is the site Vanyarc—Tovi
(Fig. 1., Q-31), where the ratio of quartzite is
7.00%, and among the 39 quartzite artefacts, there
are five tools. Both from a technological and a
typological point of view, the site belongs to the
,Vanyarc-type” industry. That is why it is
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interesting enough that the eponymous site of the
industry, at Vanyarc—Szlovacka-dolina the presence
of quartzite is almost negligible.

Seventeen sites and lithic concentrations were
classified as Transitional or Early Upper
Palaeolithic. Among the sites with an assemblage
size of some hundreds of artefacts, the highest
quartzite ratio characterizes the FEarly Upper
Palaeolithic site Bercel-Erdében-vége 2 (Fig. 1., Q-
3; 8.31%). In the area of Szécsénke, almost all sites
contain quartzite artefacts. At the four sites at the
locality Szécsénke—Berecz-side (1, 2E, 2W, 3;
Fig. 1., Q-21-Q-24), the ratio of quartzite is
between 2.48% and 4.92%. This ratio is somewhat
higher than at the Middle Palaeolithic sites.
Interestingly enough, at the sites Szécsénke—Visak
(1, 2, 3; Fig. 1., Q-27-Q-29), and Kétbodony—
Halyagos-hill ~ (Fig.1., Q-11), which have
approximately the same technological and
typological characteristics, the quartzite utilization
is lower. If these sites belong to the same cultural
entity or industry, these differences in quartzite
utilization can be explained as stochastic, and the
quartzite utilization (or in general, the utilization of
pebble raw materials) in no way can be regarded as
tradition. It is worth noting the two small lithic
assemblages from the site Kisgéc—Fehér-hill
(Fig. 1., Q-12; 33 pcs.) and Szécsénke—Berecz-side
4 (Fig. 1. Q-25; 27 pcs.). The presence of quartzite
is extraordinary high, 21.21% and 18.52%
respectively. It should be emphasized the fact that
the surface collections were not selective, as a
general rule all artefacts were collected.

At the only Aurignacian site, the quartzite ratio is
5.16%. Comparing to other known Aurignacian
assemblages in Hungary (e.g. the above-discussed
Nagyréde 1 and 2 sites), it can be regarded as high.

And lastly, at the site Csévar—Arany-hill (Fig. 1.,
Q-32), which has likely a Late Gravettian lithic
assemblage, the ratio of quartzite utilization is
2.11%. Without having any comparison data, it
cannot be evaluated. The evidence of the
application of the bipolar technique is by all means
remarkable.

To summarize very briefly, in the Cserhat
Mountains during different Palaeolithic epochs, the
quartzite utilization is well recorded. The quartzite -
and in general the pebble raw material —utilization
is always directly linked to nearby gravels. It is
hardly expected that this fact would reflect only
easy-going or opportunistic behaviour. At the same
time, as it was mentioned above in connection with
the Szécsénke—Berecz-side sites, the differences in
the quartzite ratio (utilization index) are maybe
random, and the quartzite utilization as such, cannot
be regarded as a tradition.

It should be taken into consideration that in the
Cserhat Mountains, most Palaeolithic sites are
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ephemeral sites, with very likely hunting
functionality. If this is the case, sophisticated raw
material procurement and utilization strategy are
not to be expected.

The stone assemblages of the elder, classical sites
with huge artefacts (Vértessz6los (Fig. 3., Q-17),
Tata—Porhanyo-quarry (Fig. 3., Q-15)) are partly
unprocessed yet, so because of this understandable
reason, the question of the quartzite artefacts could
not come into view. It is true even for the large
collection of the site Frd (Fig. 3., Q-6), rich in
artefacts, whereby only a small selected assemblage
was processed. Nevertheless, in connection with
this site, at least the fundamental technological
analyses are forthcoming. These are essential to the
analysis of any quartz or quartzite assemblage.

In the case of the Hungarian cave sites, because of
the low number of the quartzite artefacts, this raw
material was not given much importance. At the
same time, in the cave site Di6sgydr—Tapolca cave
(Fig. 2., Q-9), the presence of some tools was not
recognized among the artefacts. There is great
uncertainty regarding the radiometric age, and
excluding the site Erd, in the cultural affiliation of
the quartzite artefacts. Unfortunately, the existence
of the late Riss—Wiirm ,quartzite horizon”,
rendered by V. Gabori Csank as probable, can
neither be proved nor disproved. According to A.
Ringer, similarities to the Taubachian industry
came to light at the site Diosgy6r—Tapolca cave,
also from the 2™ layer of the Szeleta cave (Fig. 2.,
Q-22) and the 3" layer of the Biidospest cave
(Fig. 2., Q-20) as well as from the Lambrecht
Kalman cave (Fig. 2., Q-23). In the first two cases
with  such  accompanying artefacts, which
typologically can be compared mostly to the
typical Mousterian” industry of the lower layer of
the Suba-lyuk cave (Ringer 2001, 81). However,
this statement is in contradiction with the supposed
dating of the Taubachian to the Emiliani 5d stage.
Based on the candidate dissertation and the paper,
dealing with the revision of the cave sites in the
Biikk Mountains, of Zs. Mester, the references to
the layers of the Szeleta and Biidospest caves are
inaccurate. Regarding the occurrences of the
quartzite artefacts the Szeleta 2/b. and Biidospest 8.
9. layers (,,F” stratigraphic unit) these references
should be accepted as correct (Mester 1994, 2001).

Regarding the Hungarian open-air sites, except for
the late Palaeolithic sites Mogyorésbanya—Ujfalusi-
hills (Fig. 3., Q-9), and Szob-Ipolypart (Fig. 3., Q-
13) only minimal quartzite occurrence is observed
in the assemblages that came to light from
excavations. It seems that quartzite utilization
mainly occurred on sites belonging to the ,,Pebble
Gravettian” or ,,Sagvarian” industry.

For the time being, we do not have sufficient
surface collected lithic material from the open-air
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sites CsGvar—Arany- hill 5 (Fig. 1., Q-32) (probably
Late Gravettian) in the Galga Valley and Legénd—
Hosszu-lands (Fig. 1., Q-13) (Aurignacian) in the
Western Cserhat Mountains, to be able to make
conclusions regarding this question.

During field surveys or surface collections in the
environment of Eger and the Biikkk Mountains,
primarily quartzite tools, elaborated quartzite
artefacts were collected. The occurrence of
quartzite artefacts during the processing of the
assemblages, stemming either from excavations or
from surface collections, did not gain much
importance. The quartzite artefacts, neither from
typological nor from a technological point of view,
got any distinctive attention. In the below-described
assemblages, the spectrum of the tools made from
quartz or quartzite is relatively small. In the case of
the rock crystal (macrocrystalline quartz, Fig. 4.),
besides some burins and borers, an end-scraper of
small dimensions can be found. The flakes and
blades are generally unworked. Among the
quartzite tools choppers, chopping-tools, cleavers,
rough-and-ready elaborated side-scrapers and/or
knives, denticulated and simple, unretouched
(Clactonian-type)  notched tools  dominate,
sometimes  resembling  Lower  Palaeolithic
character. End-scrapers occur in fairly small
number mainly on the Eger—Kd&poros-hilltop site
(Fig. 2., Q-10). The presence of many unworked
quartzite flakes occurring in the assemblages of
several sites can be explained by the fact that due to
their resistance, the quartzite flakes are well suited
for several functions even without further
elaboration.

We can only hope that the issue of the above-
discussed raw materials will take up their place in
the future raw material researches.
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