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nad nivou ca 20–25 m: (c1) jazykovitá, ze stran vyme-
zená vodotečemi: lok. č. 2, 3 (obchvat, plocha II, III); (c2) 
trojúhelníkovitá, krátká: lok. č. 15 (Pašinka).  

Počet rovinných lokalit vůči zvýšeným, strategickým 
je zde tedy zhruba dvojnásobný, v poměru 11 ku 6. 
U strategických jde přitom z hlediska terénního reliéfu 
a převýšení vesměs o méně výraznou formu kategorie 
výšinných sídlišť. 

Podle druhu aktivit zcela převažují lokality sídlištní 
(16). Na jedné (lok. č. 6) je navíc doložena fortifikace ve 
formě trojice příkopů, na dvou (č. 3, 4) kostrové pohřby 
v zásobních jamách a na jedné (č. 5) dětský pohřeb v zá-
sobní amfoře. Samotný pohřební areál byl odkryt jen na 
lok. č. 9, existenci dalších naznačují nálezy kostrových 
hrobů z lokalit č. 7, 8, 11, 13. Ohrazení typu dlouhých 
mohyl jsou z lokalit č. 1, 13 a z dalších dvou jejich exis-
tenci tamní okolnosti indikují (lok. č. 7, 9, srv. kap. 3.1).  

O prostorové organizaci obytných areálů55 máme jen 
kusé informace ze tří lokalit z trasy obchvatu: 

Na ploše I-7, I-9 (poloha A1a – rovinná, otevřená, při 
okraji levobřežní terasy Labe) se dvě desítky objektů 
fáze KNP I-3 nacházely na rozloze ca 270 x 80–130 m, 
tj. ca 3 ha, dle rozmístění ale pokračovaly zřejmě podél 
okraje terasy dále k severu. Rozložení a funkční určení 
objektů ukazuje na typ rovinného obytného areálu 
s rozptýlenou zástavbou. Vyšší status dává zdejší loka-

55  K teorii sídelních areálů srv. Neustupný 1986.
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Obr. 43. Kolín, obchvat 
města, výzkum v  l. 2007–
2009. Radiokarbonová da- 
ta z  objektů KNP z  ploch  
I–III, IX, X (lok. č. 1–6; srv. 
tab. 4): kalibrační diagram. 
— Fig. 43. Kolín, city bypass 
road, excavation in 2007–
2009. Radiocarbon dates 
from Funnel Beaker (TRB) 
culture features from sites 
I–III, IX, X (loc. nos. 1–6; cf. 
tab. 4): calibration dia gram.

litě dvojice ohrazení typu dlouhých mohyl, zda s osadou 
současných či následných, není jisté.  

Na ploše III (poloha B2c – jazykovitá ostrožna v potoč-
ním údolí) je dle rozložení, počtu a funkčního určení 
patnácti objektů, převážně sil z fáze KNP I-1, možno po-
čítat s ca sedmi či osmi usedlostmi/domy. Z celkové roz-
lohy ostrožny, ca 11 ha, trasa obchvatu odkryla 1,5 ha, tj. 
ca sedminu, přičemž značné mezery mezi skupinami 
objektů ukazují i zde na rozvolněnou zástavbu.  

Na ploše X-2 (poloha B2b – ostrožna na nároží říční te-
rasy) se 36 sídlištních objektů (z nich 11 datovaných: 
KNP I-2, I-3?, KNP/BAD, BAD) nacházelo rozptýlených 
či ve shlucích na úseku dlouhém 280 m. Význam stra-
tegicky situované lokality, u níž celková velikost obyt-
ného areálu mohla dle konfigurace terénu dosahovat až 
ca 10 ha, zvýrazňuje trasou obchvatu zachycený fortifi-
kační pás. Složený z palisády a trojice nápadně širokých 
příkopů chránil ostrožnu z jihu. Jeho celková šíře do-
sahovala 210 m. Předpokládáme, že v první fázi byla os-
trožna nehrazená nebo chráněná jen vnějším příkopem. 
Situace by takto odpovídala starší fázi hrazeného areálu 
v Makotřasech. Zbývající tři linie – palisáda a vnitřní (li-
niový?) a střední (obloukovitý) příkop – by pak byly zá-
ležitostí až následující jedné či dvou fází. Nabízí se mož-
nost, že vnitřní příkop navazoval na pravoúhelníkový 
obrazec patrný na stínované mapě (obr. 32: A). Situa- 
ce by v tom případě odpovídala druhé fázi Makotřas, 
se čtvercovým ohrazením. Bez dalšího výzkumu však 
toto řešení zůstává jen lákavou hypotézou.  



Na zbývajících třech plochách (lok. č. 2, 4, 5) trasa 
obchvatu zachytila už jen okraje obytných areálů. O lo-
kalitách č. 7–17, datovaných jen rámcově do KNP, in-
formace v tomto směru už vůbec chybí. Výjimkou je do 
jisté míry lokalita č. 7 (Kolín-Hroby, obr. 41: A: poloha 
B1 – návrší ohraničené řekou a vodotečemi), u které 
počet a rozložení sídlištních a pohřebních mikrolokalit 
dovoluje alespoň zhruba odhadnout rozlohu osazené 
plochy na ca 18–20 ha. 

Z podaného souhrnu je zřejmé, že sídelní síť mikro-
regionu dovoluje stávající suma informací – přes vy- 
sokou hodnotu poznatků z trasy silničního obchvatu 
města – rekonstruovat jen v nejhrubších obrysech. Sí-
delní areály KNP zde leží, s výjimkou pravobřežního Há-
nína, výhradně na sprašových polohách labského levo-
břeží56. Situované jsou, zpravidla ve shlucích, všechny 
na relativně husté síti potoků a vodotečí (obr. 44). Od 
severu k jihu takovými shluky jsou:  

(a) na Pekelském potoce: trojice lokalit blíže ústí potoka 
do Labe (lok. č. 1–3) a ca 2 km výše proti proudu dvojice 
č. 16, 17; o další ca 2 km výše, v prostoru pravobřežní 
vodoteče Pekelského potoka, leží ještě izolovaná lok. 
č. 12;  

(b) na Labi a dolním toku vodoteče jižně od chrámového 
návrší: dvojice lok. č. 7, 8 a na protilehlém břehu řeky 
lok. č. 10 Hánín;  

(c) na Polepce ležící lok. č. 15 náleží zřejmě ke skupině 
lokalit na jejím středním toku57;  

(d) na Nebovidském potoce a na sousední vodoteči: 
shluk čtyř lokalit č. 4–6, 9 a o 2 km proti toku výše dvo-
jice lok. č. 11, 14; 

(e) na Hořanském potoce shluk mikrolokalit při ústí po-
toka do nivy (lok. č. 13).  

Sídelní model KNP má ve zdejším mikroregionu tedy 
podobu sítě složené ze shluků dvou až čtyř lokalit, si-
tuovaných při okraji pleistocénní labské terasy nebo 
v těsné blízkosti potoka či vodoteče, oddělených zhruba 
dvoukilometrovou mezerou. Na ploše mapového výřezu 
(obr. 44) identifikujeme těchto shluků spolehlivě pět, 
s pravděpodobností osm. Otevřenou otázkou zůstává 
časové určení jednotlivých shluků (sídelních areálů), 
protože datace u většiny lokalit (obytných či pohřebních 
areálů), jež je tvoří, buď chybí nebo je evidentně ne-
úplná.  

Zjištění, že (a) na žádné ze šesti lokalit z trasy ob-
chvatu nebylo osídlení KNP kontinuální, ale maximálně 
dvou- až třífázové (tab. 5, 6), a také že (b) dvě z našich 
lokalit mají charakter mnohahektarových výšinných 
sídlišť (lok. č. 6, 7), v případě té prvé navíc s fortifikací, 
souhlasí s koncepcí hierarchizované sídelní sítě, pri-

márně složené ze dvou druhů sídel: relativně stálých, 
déledobých osad a menších osad či jednotlivých use-
dlostí, samot krátkodobých, rozptýlených či rotujících 
v okruhu „venkovských“ sídelních areálů (Zápotocký 
2000, 240)58.  

Specifikem kolínského mikroregionu je relativně vy-
soký výskyt znaků naznačujících vyšší status dané lo-
kality v sídelní síti. Jako hierarchizační znaky, chápané 
zároveň jako indikátory centrálních funkcí s danou lo-
kalitou spojených59, se zde nabízí osm charakteristik: 
(1) strategická/výšinná poloha; (2) fortifikace; (3) roz-
loha obytného areálu nad 7 ha; (4) tradice sakrálního 
místa (v případě lokalit s mladoneolitickými rondely60); 
(5) ohrazení typu dlouhých mohyl; (6) dto dle stavu po-
hřebního areálu předpokládané (srv. kap. 3.1); (7) im-
porty keramiky, štípané industrie; (8) bojové sekerom-
laty.  

Ze 17 lokalit je jedním až třemi těmito znaky charak -
terizováno devět lokalit, tedy nadpoloviční většina. Nej-
více – po třech – jich vykazuje trojice lokalit č. 1, 6, 7, 
po dvou lokality č. 3 a zbývajících šest lokalit po jednom 
znaku (lok. č. 2, 9, 10, 13, 15). Pozoruhodné je jejich 
rozmístění. Z devíti lokalit jich šest leží při okraji levo-
břežní terasy Labe (lok. č. 1, 7, 9, 6, 13 včetně pravo-
břežní lok. č. 10, ca 800 m proti lok. č. 7) a dvě na dol-
ním toku Pekelského potoka, ca 1 a 1,5 km jižně od lok. 
č. 1. Jediná lokalita, č. 15, je z „vnitrozemí“, ze střed-
ního toku Polepky.  

Asymetrické rozložení lokalit s hierarchizačními zna- 
ky (obr. 45) už samo o sobě svědčí o nadstandardní roli 
prostoru mezi dolními toky Pekelského a Hořanského 
potoka, dané zřejmě komunikačně výhodnou polohou. 
Směr linie těchto sídel, sledující zde okraj levobřežní  
terasy Labe, odpovídá s vysokou pravděpodobností dál-
kovému komunikačnímu směru, známému v raném 
středověku jako zemská stezka spojující střed země 
s Moravou a dělící se v prostoru Malína či východněji 
na zemské stezky Trstenickou a Haberskou61.  

Jen odhadem, podle lokace a charakteru informací, 
můžeme uvažovat funkční rozdíly mezi jednotlivými 
články této linie. Roli centrálního místa, situovaného na 
styku dvou dálkových komunikací, pozemní a říční, vy-
hovuje svou zvýšenou, vodotečemi chráněnou polohou, 
odhadovaným rozsahem osídlené plochy a polohou při 
říčním brodu nejspíše lokalita č. 7 – Hroby. Leží, spolu 
s lok. č. 6 (U plynárny) a pravobřežní ostrožnou Hání-
nem, chránící brod z protilehlé strany Labe, uprostřed 
uvedené linie lokalit. Ostrožna U nových (lok. č. 6) by 
pak plnila funkci hrazené osady, chránící Hroby od vý-

56  Do značné míry tak kopírují lokaci sídel předchozích neolitic-
kých kultur, srv. Pavlů – Rulf 1996, obr. 6; Řídký et al. 2019, Fig. 
9.9. 

57  Eneolitické nálezy jsou hlášené ze dvou ca 2 km na JZ odtud 
vzdálených obcí: z Ratboře (z cukrovaru a od staré školy „odpad-
kové jámy jordansmühlské“ (Dvořák 1936, 147) a z Bořetic, z po-
lohy Na hradišti, ploché obdélníkovité ostrožny nad soutokem 
Chotouchovského a Vysockého potoka s plochou ca 4,5 ha, poly -
kulturní lokality a slovanského hradiště, odkud jsou ze sběrů 
též eneolitické kamenné sekery; soukromá sbírka p. Vlka z Bo-
řetic; Zápotocký 2000, 171. 

58  Obdobné modely sídelní struktury aplikovány i v ostatních sku-
pinách KNP (srv. pro severní KNP kupř. Midgley 1992, 317, pro 
východní a jihovýchodní kupř. Nowak 2009, 371n. 

59  K teorii centrálních míst v archeologii kupř. Nakoinz 2009. Co 
se znaků centrality týče, její aplikace v jednom z regionů české 
KNP, dolním Poohří, vedla k poněkud odlišným závěrům. Zde se 
ze čtyř zvolených indikátorů (výšinná/strategická poloha, sídelní 
koncentrace, dlouhé mohyly, sekeromlaty) v tomto směru osvěd-
čily jen první dva, oba shodně ukázaly na zvýšený význam ob-
lasti Lovosic (Zápotocký 2013, 440, obr. 24).

60  Pro Kolín – obchvat, plochu I: Šumberová a kol. 2012, 31. 
61  K liniovému řazení mohyl a megalitických hrobů jako indikátorů 

směru dálkových cest kupř. Midgley 1992, 472.

121PAMÁTKY ARCHEOLOGICKÉ CXIII, 2022

Šumberová – Zápotocký, Kultura nálevkovitých pohárů na silničním obchvatu Kolína... 45–133



chodu. A u lokality č. 1, uzavírající jmenovanou linii od 
západu, by zase – dle polohy při ústí Pekelského potoka, 
dvojice dlouhých mohyl a tradice, s tímto místem spo-
jené – přicházela nejspíše v úvahu, kromě funkce ko-
munikační i funkce ceremoniální. 

3.4. Nadregionální kontext 

Cílem práce je zhodnocení nálezového fondu a terénních 
dat z období kultury nálevkovitých pohárů (KNP), získa-
ných při výzkumu na trase silničního obchvatu Kolína v l. 
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Obr. 44. Kolínský mikroregion. Lokality KNP 
sídlištní (1), pohřební s kostrovými hroby (2), 
s ohrazeními typu dlouhých mohyl (3) a hra-
zené (4). Lokality č. 1–6 – silniční obchvat 
města, plochy I, II, III, VIII, IX, X-2; 7 – Kolín-
Hroby; 8 – Kolín – Polepská ul.; 9 – Kolín-Šťá-
ralka; 10 – Kolín-Hánín; 11 – Červené Pečky; 
12 – Kbel; 13 – Libenice; 14 – Nebovidy-
obec; 15 – Pašinka; 16 – Radovesnice I;  
17 – Zibohlavy; B – chrámové návrší s koste-
lem sv. Bartoloměje. — Fig. 44. Kolín micro-
region. Funnel Beaker (TRB) culture settle-
ment (1), burial with inhumation graves (2), 
with enclosures of the long barrow (3) and 
fortified type (4). Area nos. 1–6 – city bypass 
road, sites I, II, III, VIII, IX, X-2; 7 – Kolín-Hroby; 
8 – Kolín – Polepská street; 9 – Kolín-Šťáralka; 
10 – Kolín-Hánín; 11 – Červené Pečky; 12 – 
Kbel; 13 – Libenice; 14 – Nebovidy-village; 
15 – Pašinka; 16 – Radovesnice I; 17 – Zi-
bohlavy; B – church hilltop with St. Barthol- 
omew’s Church. 
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Obr. 45. Kolínský mikroregion v době kultury 
nálevkovitých pohárů. Lokality: 1 – sídlištní,  
2 – pohřební, 3–10 – s  hierarchizačními 
znaky; 3 – s odhadovanou rozlohou nad 7 ha, 
4 – dto hrazené, 5 – ve strategické poloze/vý-
šinné, 6 – s tradicí sakrálního místa (mlado-
neolitické rondely), 7 – ohrazení typu dlou- 
hých mohyl jisté, 8 – dto předpokládané, 9 – 
importy, 10 – bojové sekeromlaty; 11 – kruh 
o poloměru 0,5 km. — Fig. 45. Kolín micro-
region in the period of the Funnel Beaker cul-
ture (TRB). Areas: 1 – settlement; 2 – burial; 
3–10 – with hierarchical signs; 3 – with esti-
mated area over 7 ha; 4 – same, fortified;  
5 – in strategic position/hilltop; 6 – with the 
tradition of a sacred place (Late Neolithic ron-
dels); 7 – long barrow enclosure certain; 8 – 
same, presumed; 9 – imports; 10 – Funnel 
Beaker (TRB) culture battle axes; 11 – ring 
with a radius of 0.5 km.



2008–2010 (kap. 1, 2). Jak se ukázalo, ze šesti lokalit této 
kultury mají širší, nadregionální význam objevy učiněné 
na třech z nich. Tím prvním je torzo dvou ohrazení typu 
dlouhých mohyl na ploše I-9 (lok. č. 1), druhým nález  
poháru moltzowského typu z obětní jámy příslušející 
k ohrazení č. 2, třetím pak objev fortifikace, složené z pa-
lisády a tří extrémně širokých příkopů, chránících sídelní 
areál starší KNP a badenské kultury na nároží labské te-
rasy jižně od kolínského předměstí Šťáralky (lok. č. 6). 
Výzkum navíc zásadním způsobem přispěl ke zpřesnění 
relativní chronologie raného období KNP na území Čech. 
Nálezové soubory ze sídelního areálu, zachyceného trasou 
obchvatu na široké ploché ostrožně u Štítar (lok. č. 3), po-
mohly totiž identifikovat nejstarší fázi staršího stupně této 
kultury, specifickou pro východní část země, navíc blíz-
kou, ne-li totožnou se starší fází baalberského stupně mo-
ravské KNP (Zápotocký – Malyková – Kyselý 2019).  

V závěrečné kapitole je nejprve sledována otázka tzv. 
dlouhých mohyl z období časného a staršího eneolitu 
(kap. 3.1). V návaznosti na objev dvojice ohrazení z kolín-
ského obchvatu, z lokality č. 1, je sledováno dalších osm 
lokalit z východní části země, kde se monumentální po-
hřební stavby tohoto či podobného typu podařilo s větší 
či menší jistotou identifikovat. Druhým tématem, jemuž 
je věnována bližší pozornost, je výše zmíněný nálevkovitý 
pohár moltzowského typu z ohrazení č. 2. Nádoba, dato-
vaná do siřemské fáze KNP, je zde hodnocena jako pře-
svědčivý doklad kontaktu zdejších komunit s kulturně 
příbuzným prostředím na dolní Odře (kap. 3.2).  

Rozšíření nálezové databáze o lokality z okolí města 
umožnilo pokusit se rekonstruovat sídelní síť zdejšího mi-
kroregionu v období staršího eneolitu (kap. 3.3). Jako 
hlavní články její struktury se ukázaly shluky dvou až 
čtyř lokalit, situované při okraji pleistocénní labské terasy 
nebo při březích potoků či vodotečí a oddělené zpravidla 
dvoukilometrovou mezerou. Rozložení lokalit s hierarchi-
začními znaky jako indikátory centrálních funkcí s danou 
lokalitou spojených (strategická poloha, fortifikace, roz-
loha obytného areálu nad 7 ha, ohrazení typu dlouhých 
mohyl, importy, sekeromlaty, event. i tradice sakrálního 
místa) přitom ukázalo na nadstandardní roli prostoru 
mezi dolními toky Pekelského a Hořanského potoka. Pří-
činou je zřejmě skutečnost, že linie lokalit situovaných 
zde při okraji levobřežní terasy Labe leží na dálkovém ko-
munikačním směru, v pramenech raného středověku 
známém jako zemská stezka spojující střed země s Mo-
ravou. Roli centrálního místa svou velikostí a zvýšenou po-
lohou při říčním brodu plnila nejspíše lokalita č. 7 – 
Hroby, ležící uprostřed uvedené linie. Pro koncové body 
této linie se v případě hrazené ostrožny U nových (lok. 
č. 6) nabízí funkce obranná, s úlohou chránit Hroby od 
východu, a u lokality č. 1, dle polohy při ústí Pekelského 
potoka, dvojice monumentálních staveb typu dlouhých 
mohyl a konečně i mladoneolitické „rondelové“ tradice, 
funkce komunikační i ceremoniální. 

SUMMARY 

1. Introduction 
During the large-scale rescue archaeological excavation conducted 
outside Kolín by the Institute of Archaeology of the Czech Academy 
of Sciences in Prague in 2008–2010, settlement areas of the Funnel 

Beaker culture (TRB) were captured at several locations. The ex-
cavation was necessitated by the construction of the city bypass 
road, during which settlements and burial grounds from the earli-
est Neolithic to the Early Middle Ages were documented (for details, 
see Šumberová et al. 2010 and Šumberová a kol. 2012). TRB fea-
tures, for the most part settlement features, were found at six lo-
cations along the route of the bypass road. 

2. Areas, features and finds 
2.1. P I-7, P I-9 (Fig. 2) 

Area P I was investigated in the northern part of the bypass road, 
at the point where the bypass intersects with the road to Prague 
and Poděbrady. The TRB settlement was spread over the northern 
part of area P I, on the connected areas with the working designa-
tion of P I-7 and P I-9. 

Layout and function of features. The TRB settlement area, 
specifically the part of it captured by the excavation at this flat and 
open location, is composed of thirteen sunken features with set-
tlement and burial functions. TRB pottery was found as intrusions 
in six other features belonging to other cultures.  

Storage pits and clay pits predominate from the perspective of 
assumed function. Features with other functions are represented 
here only in single cases. We interpret two enclosures (delimited 
by ditches) – nos. 1 and 2 in area I–9 – as remnants of a burial 
structure of the long barow type. The second enclosure (no. 2) also 
included a silo-type pit (feature 3997), apparently with a pious 
“sacrificial” function. 

 
Dating (Tab. 2). The most chronologically valuable attribute is 
stamped Wiórek-style ornament, “W”, which dates the given as-
semblage to the later (Siřem) phase of the Baalberg stage. It is pre-
sent in five features, especially the richest, with the number “N” 
dropping from 35 to six (Tab. 2).  

An oversized funnel-shaped beaker (Tab. 2: “M”) from “sacrifi-
cial” silo 3997 in the space of enclosure no. 2 has the same chrono-
logically high value as stamped ornament. This beaker is an import 
or a precise imitation of a Lower Oder River region funnel-shaped 
beaker of the Moltzow type, which makes it possible to synchronise 
the local Siřem-phase settlement with both the later Wiórek stage 
of the eastern group and with stage EN II of the northern TRB (cf. 
Chap. 3.2). 

According to the characteristics described above, the TRB set-
tlement in this area dates to the Siřem phase of the Baalberg stage. 
Also consistent with this are two of four 14C dates (Tab. 4) from the 
bottom layer of “sacrificial” silo 3997 and from silo 4221; both 
dates are from the interval from the middle of the 37th to the 36th 
century BC.  

 
The settlement area and the question of the scope and type 
of development. The location and scope of the settlement area 
here correspond to the terrain situation. TRB features in areas I-7 
and I-9 with a total size of 3 ha were discovered scattered over 
a strip of land roughly 270 m long and 80–130 m wide. Their place-
ment leads us to believe that settlement most likely continued in 
this direction, i.e., towards the northwest, parallel to the edge of 
the Elbe River terrace.  

Settlement features are concentrated mainly in the southern half 
of this strip of land, closer to the defunct stream, and they indicate 
the presence of two or more above-ground structures in this space.  
A trio of features in the northern half of area I-9 then document 
that the settlement environment, perhaps also in the form of above-
ground development, continued all the way to these places, and 
apparently even further north.  

Burial structures. The previous image of a lowland residential 
area characterised by clusters of sunken features of various func-
tions and already known from multiple Bohemian TRB sites is 
widely regarded as an indicator of dispersed development. The ex-
traordinary nature of the local situation is given by the presence 
of two ditched structures (Fig. 7) which, in agreement with knowl-
edge of the TRB burial ritual, can quite clearly be interpreted as 
enclosures of the long grave or long barrow type. These are al-
ready known from all TRB groups (cf. Chap. 3.1). 
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From enclosure no. 1 (northern), the excavation uncovered the 
floor plan of the western end part. Its apsidal end is in the form of 
a vestibule or chamber about 6 x 5 m, separated from the remain-
ing inner space by a short sloping wall, at the southern end pro-
vided with a narrow entrance. From the dimensions of the building, 
according to the parallel walls rectangular, not trapezoidal, ori-
ented with its longer axis in the WNW–ESE direction (at an angle 
of c. 285°), we know reliably only the width, roughly 6 m. The 
length of the excavated part measures 11 m, though the original 
length of the building could have been several times longer.  

The only evidence, albeit indirect and uncertain, for dating en-
closure no. 1 is feature 3970 – a Řivnáč sunken house (covering 
an earlier feature, perhaps a clay pit, with pottery from the Siřem 
(?) phase) recessed c. 1.5 m north of the apsidal end of the build-
ing. 

The excavation uncovered only part of enclosure no. 2 in 
a length of 13.5 m. The distance between it and enclosure no. 1 is 
23–27 m. Compared to the previous building, it is somewhat nar-
rower, with a width of 4.1 m, and it is therefore possible that it was 
also smaller overall. The orientation of its longer axis is again 
WNW–ESE, this time at c. 305°. As the parallel walls suggest, this 
enclosure, like the previous one, was basically rectangular, not 
trapezoidal. Due to the fact that both front walls are missing, the 
length is impossible to determine or even estimate.  

Evidence exists in this structure (enclosure no. 2) for its dat-
ing, or for determining the period of its sacred function – pit fea-
ture 3997. This oversized silo with a circular ground plan, with 
perpendicular walls and a gradually tapered bottom, had dimen-
sions an order of magnitude larger than conventional storage pits. 
Its position precisely in the middle between the trenches/enclosure 
walls, as well as the finds from the fill, allow this feature, the posi-
tion of which is intentionally connected to the structure, to be in-
terpreted as a sacrificial pit linked to the burial/cult function of 
the enclosure. The composition of the pottery assemblage from the 
fill of the feature, which belongs to Siřem phase of the Baalberg 
stage of the TRB, is also consistent with this function. The assem-
blage also includes two intact vessels, one of which is a form that 
is apparently valuable in the Bohemian TRB environment and the 
given context – an oversized funnel-shaped beaker, the decoration 
and shape of which indicate that it was either an import or at least 
a precise imitation of a beaker of the Lower Oder River Moltzow 
group (Chap. 3.1).  

Strictly speaking, the dating based on the style of pottery from 
feature 3997 refers only to the period of the secondary function of 
enclosure no. 2, i.e., to the time the structure, primarily used for 
burial purposes, was already standing and also served as a sacred 
location. Theoretically, it could have been built in the earlier Baal-
berg phase, though traces of this phase are missing among finds 
from area I.  

The space of the two enclosures lost its pious and sacred im-
portance to monuments of the long barrow type apparently as early 
as the period between the demise of the TRB settlement and the 
subsequent occupation from the period of the classic phase of the 
Baden culture. Nothing suggests that its tradition lasted any 
longer.  

2.2. P II (Fig. 13) 

Area II was located in the northern part of the bypass route, on the 
northeast edge of a distinctive terrace elevation. On its front (east-
ern) side, the terrain ends at the edge of the steep hill above the 
valley of the Pekelský Stream and to the north slopes gradually to 
the floodplain of the stream separating area II from area I. 

Layout and function of features. Two TRB features captured in 
this area – feature 4188 on part II-2 and feature 4195 with the 
skeleton of a wild boar on part II-3 – were separated by a distance 
of c. 40 m. With their round ground plans and dimensions, both 
features represent typical storage pits. 

Dating. Two forms from feature 4188 are chronologically sensitive: 
a broad, cup-shaped jug with a decorative handle featuring a cen-
tral rib and two bowl-like pots with the shape of an “osudí” urn ty-
pologically belonging to the later phase of the late, Salzmünde stage 
of the TRB (cf. Dobeš – Zápotocký 2013, obr. 20, typ 22). Other 

forms from this feature do not rule out the same dating: a softly 
profiled beaker, an eight-handled amphora with slashed strips be-
tween the handles and the remaining forms from this and the other 
feature. A radiocarbon date from feature 4195 is also in agreement 
with this dating: 4724 ± 23 BP, calibrated 3633–3377 BC (Tab. 4).  

On a regional scale, the assemblage from feature 4188 is sur-
prisingly valuable, since – unlike the western regions – materials 
from this period, i.e., from the late stage of the TRB from the Kolín 
– Kutná Hora region, remain for now virtually unknown. A tempo-
rally comparable assemblage is available only from pit feature 6 
from Močovice–Lochovsko, which also contained as a significantly 
later element a cup-shaped jug with the vertically fluted body of 
the Boleráz style (Zápotocký 1995, obr. 12). In Kolín feature 4188, 
the vertical rib on the handle of a broad cup-shaped jug is a Bol-
eráz element (Fig. 14: 6).  

The relationship between late TRB settlement and the Boleráz 
group. At the same time, classification in the later phase of the late 
(Salzmünde) stage theoretically does not rule out that the TRB set-
tlement at this site could already have been temporally and spa-
tially, within the east-central Bohemian region, in contact with Bo -
leráz group settlement represented by the later settlement phase 
from Cimburk hillfort located just under 15 km to the south (Zápo-
tocký 2000, obr. 58A, B).  

2.3. P III (Fig. 16) 
The flat promontory at the edge of Štítary lies in close proximity to 
the previous area (area P II), separated from it only by a narrow 
valley with a nameless watercourse. It is protected on the east and 
north side by the valley of the Pekelský Stream with Peklo Pond. 
TRB features were described and analysed in: Zápotocký – Ma-
lyková – Kyselý 2019. 

Dating. Analyses of TRB pottery assemblages from the Štítary 
promontory produced extraordinarily valuable results for the 
chronology of this culture and the Bohemian Eneolithic. Along with 
two assemblages from Úhřetice in east Bohemia, it made it possible 
to redefine the find group representing the early phase of the Baal-
berg stage – KNP II-1, Fig. 17. With its composition, this phase cor-
responds to the older phase of the Baalberg stage of the Moravian 
TRB (Šmíd 2017) and is parallel to the earliest stages of the north-
ern and eastern TRB groups (Volling, Sarnowo). Besides Štítary, 
we know comparable “eastern Baalberg” Bohemian assemblages 
reliably from Úhřetice near Chrudim, whereas they are missing 
further west – in the Prague region and from northwest Bohemia. 
It is therefore probable that the geographic scope of this phase was 
limited to the eastern part of Bohemia.  

Development, size and type of settlement area. The course of 
the bypass road uncovered 1.5 ha of the estimated 11 ha promon-
tory, i.e., roughly one-seventh of its area. However, the location, 
number and function of features, mostly silos filled secondarily 
with waste probably coming from nearby households, indicate the 
existence of a larger number of dwellings. Assuming that one res-
idential unit/house belonged to one pair of silos, their number in 
the area of the road route would be about seven or eight. For the 
entire area of the promontory, we would thus reach an estimated 
40–50 houses/homesteads. However, the substantial gap – c. 150 m 
– between the second and third group on the plan in Fig. 16 indi-
cates dispersed development.  

The position on a nondescript promontory makes the local set-
tlement area similar to the category of hilltop settlements. As such, 
it is probably some method of enclosure, the existence and form of 
which remain, however, undocumented. 

2.4. P VIII (Fig. 18) 

Area P VIII was spread over the flat elevation between Polepka on 
the NW and Nebovidský Stream on the SE, which slopes towards 
to east, to the edge of the Elbe terrace to the Kutná Hora suburb 
and Šťáralka. 

Layout and function of features. The trio of features with TRB 
pottery – two silos (one with an inhumation burial) and one larger 
pit feature – was, along with a Baden (?) culture clay pit with a TRB 
intrusion, scattered over an area with a diameter of roughly 30 m 
at the western edge of sector VIIIA4. As such, the location at the 
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edge of the investigated area does not rule out the possibility of 
traces of TRB occupation continuing towards the west.  

The dating of features is only approximate, and the designation 
“Baalberg” for the assemblage from silo 1951 suggests that settle-
ment at this site dates (exclusively or only in part) to the elder, 
Baalberg stage of the TRB. 

The settlement area and the question of the scope and type 
of development. A group of three or four features is situated here 
on the gentle, southeastern, left-bank slope of the shallow valley 
of the Nebovidský Stream. At the same time, the location of fea-
tures at the very edge of the investigated surface does not rule out 
the larger scope of the local settlement area. 

2.5. P IX (Fig. 19) 

Area IX spread over the southern part of the bypass route, at the 
edge of the city quarter of Šťáralka, on the edge of the Elbe terrace, 
between the Nebovidský Stream and the original route of road I/38. 

Layout and function of features. We functionally classify the 
pair of features 5727 and 5729 as storage pits. The first of these 
contained a large eight-handled amphora with the inhumation 
burial of an infant aged 3–6 months. The find context no longer 
makes it possible to say whether this was a classic pithos burial, 
which do not otherwise occur until the Bronze Age (Zyková 2010). 
The third feature 5741 is a oval pit of an unknown function. All 
three features were located at the NW edge of the intensively settled 
multicultural area on the gentle right-bank slope of the Nebovidský 
Stream. The fourth feature (6546) with the shape of a silo was  
c. 32 m WNW of the previous features, almost at the very edge of 
the floodplain. 

Dating. We can only generally date silo 5727 to the TRB II-3/III 
period on the basis of a sharply profiled broad bowl/cup, the form 
and decoration of an amphora and V-strips on the shoulders of 
a beaker (Fig. 20: 2, 5, 10) The defining element for silo 5729 and 
pit 5741 is rows of columnar stamps on the rims, which, along with 
the form of beakers, dates these features to phase KNP II-3, Siřem 
(Fig. 21: 2–4; 22: 2, 3). The local settlement area can therefore be 
dated with certainty to the Siřem phase, with a possible extension 
into the late stage of TRB. Two 14C dates from this area, from pits 
5727 and 5741, fall as expected in 36th–35th century BC (Tab. 4); 
the range is somewhat broader from Jordanów culture feature 
5393, 4328–4063 BC with 2δ, though still corresponding to the ex-
isting notion of the focal point of this culture in the 42th–41th cen-
tury BC.  

The settlement area and the scope and type of development. 
The situation in this area is reminiscent in this direction of our 
knowledge of area II. From the position and arrangement of a four 
of TRB features, it is also apparent that the course of the bypass 
road captured here only the edge of a settlement area of an inde-
terminable size situated in an open nonstrategic location at the 
edge of the stream valley.  

2.6. P X (Fig. 23) 

Area X was connected to the preceding area P IX beyond the orig-
inal route of road I/38 closer to the Elbe River. The northern part 
(P X-1) was still on the flat Pleistocene Elbe Terrace. 

Terrain and find context, function of feature 

The route of the bypass road here follows the edge of the upper 
level of the higher Elbe Terrace at an elevation of 214–215 m above 
sea level. Besides centuries of crop cultivation, the terrain situation 
here is heavily influenced by the location on the route of the There-
sian road. The northern corner terrace, along which the eastern 
edge of the road runs, was also deformed by the sunken lanes of 
the old road to Libenice. Moreover, a small clay pit of a brickyard-
circular kiln is drawn on the bank of the terrace on special maps 
from the years before 1945 (“kruh.”, “Z.O” – Ziegelofen), later de-
funct; cf. C on Fig. 32: A. An apparent consequence of these cir-
cumstances is the conspicuous shallowness of the majority of fea-
tures – half of the 44 were not deeper than 25 cm – and thus the 
smaller number of finds. As such, more than two-thirds of features 

remained without a cultural designation (30 = 71%), of which 24 
features had no inventory and six features had prehistoric pottery 
of an indeterminable age. 

In terms of function (Tab. 3), the features uncovered here are 
divided into three categories – pit features of a settlement charac-
ter, fortification features (palisade and three ditches) and burial 
features (a modern inhumation grave of an adult male).  

Dating. Of the fourteen features with datable finds (Fig. 30), six 
belong to the TRB, two to the Baden culture (BAD), in five cases 
the cultural identification is not positive (3x TRB/BAD, 1x Eneo- 
lithic/TRB, 1x Jordanów culture/BAD), and the last feature is 
a modern inhumation grave. The small find inventory permits only 
limited conclusions on a more precise dating. According to datable 
assemblages, the settlement of this part of the promontory dates 
to three or four phases of the Eneolithic: 

1) The Proto-Eneolithic age of pit 6533 (Jordanów/Baden, cf. Fig. 
27: 7–9) is uncertain. 

2) Pottery from six features belongs to the Funnel Beaker culture. 
Fragments from two features can be more precisely dated to the 
earlier part of the Baalberg stage. The dating of the TRB settlement 
features to the early phase of the Baalberg stage is also supported 
by a radiocarbon date from the bone of a cow from the bottom of 
silo 6509: 3937–3706 BC.  

The possibility of a broader dating within the TRB is indicated 
here only by the unique find of an adze from Bavarian tabular chert 
of the Baiersdorf variety (Fig. 26: 11; 28: 1) obtained from the fill of 
the outer ditch. “Plattensilex” artefacts of a similar form are func-
tionally interpreted as the transversely mounted blades of hoe-like 
tools of various functions (Fig. 28; Tillmann 1987, 38: Gezähe). 
Along with most of the production of artefacts from chert of the 
Baiersdorf variety, they are evaluated as imports from the area of 
the Altheim culture, where the heyday of contact with the Bo-
hemian TRB is dated to the Siřem phase for a number of reasons. 
Also dated to the Siřem phase is a similarly shaped tool from the 
same variety of rock from Makotřasy, from the space of a known 
rectangular enclosure (Vencl 1985, 170, Fig. 41: 1); Fig. 28: 2. 

3) Two features here reliably belong to the Baden culture: the bot-
tom of the silo with posthole 6519 and the pit with posthole 6536. 
For another three or four features – the bottom of silo 6521, the 
pit with posthole 6525 and the two pits 6528 and 6533 – the dating 
is uncertain (3x TRB/BAD, 1x JORD/BAD). The small assemblages 
of nondescript artefacts from these features (Fig. 27) only vaguely 
point to the classic Baden stage so richly represented by the set-
tlement from the northern end of the bypass, i.e., area I (Dobeš – 
Šumberová 2015b).  

Settlement areas and fortification works  

The settlement space here is a flat, slightly sloping corner from the 
west of the higher Elbe River terrace, bordered on the east side by 
the edge of the terrace, on the north and west side by the valley of 
a nameless watercourse flowing around three sides of this promon-
tory position with the track name “U nových”. The 600 x 400 m 
promontory with an area of c. 25 ha lies roughly 10–25 m above 
the Elbe floodplain (Fig. 31: A–D). Further south, the terrace plain 
continues smoothly to Libenice, where it ends with the shallow val-
ley of the Hořanský Stream. It is important for our subject that in 
the southern corner of this plain, about 1.5 km from area X-2, 
traces of another TRB settlement were found in 1959, including 
the known “Libenice sanctuary”, interpreted here as a funeral 
structure of the long barrow type (cf. Chap. 3.1).  

Scope of settlement. According to the dispersal of settlement fea-
tures in area P X-2, traces of settlement activities belonging to the 
Early and Middle Eneolithic were concentrated here only on the 
northern corner part of the “U nových” promontory area. The loca-
tion of TRB features indicates that the width of the settled area at 
the edge of the terrace, i.e., in the N–S direction, was c. 170 m. On 
the eastern side, its natural border was the edge of the terrace; to 
the west, settlement could have stretched all the way to the valley 
of the watercourse c. 600 m away. The scope of the settlement area 
of Eneolithic cultures at this strategic location could therefore have 
been up to 10 ha.
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Settlement area – the question of size and structure. The 
length of the strip of land on which 36 pit features of a settlement 
nature were found on the relatively narrow bypass route was 
280 m. On the plan in Fig. 23, the features scattered in this way 
are divided by fortification lines into four areas (Fig. 23).  

Conclusions concerning the size and structure of the settle-
ment areas of individual cultures based on the placement and as-
sumed function of dated features are rather modest (Fig. 30): 

(1) The only sign of Early Eneolithic Jordanów culture settle-
ment is pit 6533 (JORD/BAD) with an uncertain dating, which was 
uncovered c. 10 m south of the second ditch. 

(2) The existence of a TRB settlement area is supported by five 
storage pits scattered over a 120-m-long section.  

(3) Only two features 110 m apart belong to the Baden culture.  

Based on the spatial distribution of the TRB and Baden culture 
settlement features, the areas of both Eneolithic cultures at least 
partially overlapped; also evident is their relatively limited range 
not exceeding 150–170 m in the N–S direction.  

 
Fortifications protecting the corner part of the “U nových” 
promontory from the south are composed of four parallel lines – 
palisades and three ditches with widths of 11.5, 14 and 12.5 m, 
though with relatively large distances between individual lines: the 
distance between the palisade and the first ditch is 45 m, between 
the first and second ditch 48 m, and between the second and third 
ditch 90 m. As such, the overall width of the protective zone is  
210 m, as measured from the palisade to the outer edge of the third 
ditch). 

A segment of the palisade 40 m in length was uncovered (Fig. 
25: 1–5). The overall ground plan of this part indicates that the 
course of the excavation captured an interruption of the palisade, 
though whether this took the form of a gate or other type of en-
trance is impossible to say.   

Ditch 1, inner, feature 6516 (Fig. 25: 6–10) was uncovered in 
a length of 40 m, in a maximum width of 11.5 m. According to the 
G–H profile (Fig. 25: 10), this is a Sohlgraben ditch with a flat, 
broadly tub-shaped bottom passing on the inner side into a rela-
tively wide sloping surface in the manner of a berm, 2.7 m deep; 
according to the layering, it was filled over a long period of time. 
Undated. 

Ditch 2, central, feature 6532 (Fig. 26: 5–7) was uncovered in 
a length of 26.7 m, max. width 14 m, max. depth 1.95 m. The  
relatively shallow depth and a profile in the shape of a widely 
splayed V, with a trace of a sloping shallow berm on the inner side 
create the impression that it was not completed. The uniform 
black-brown fill suggests that it was filled at one time. According 
to the slightly curved inner and outer sides, its course was arched 
rather than straight. It is dated by potsherds of a TRB nature ob-
tained from a depth of 40–80 cm. 

Ditch 3, outer, feature 6538 (Fig. 26: 8–11) uncovered in a length 
of 13.5 m, max. width 12.5 m, max. depth 1.35 m. Profiles in the 
shape of a widely splayed V with a wide berm-like surface on the 
northern, inner side, which, unlike the situation in the central 
ditch, is clearly offset. As is the case with ditch 2, the fill appears 
uniform and the relatively shallow depth creates the impression of 
an unfinished work. Again, the ground plan of this ditch with 
a straight outer side and a slightly curved inner side suggests an 
arched shape, while the uniform fill indicates one-time filling. It is 
dated by potsherds of prehistoric pottery that cannot be more pre-
cisely dated and a trapezoidal adze from Bavarian tabular chert, 
probably from the TRB period.  

The original course and direction of the ditches is unclear, 
since the width of the excavation does not provide positive evidence 
in this regard. According to the parts of ground plans captured by 
the bypass route, the two ditches, the second (central) and the 
third (outer), were probably arched. However, a straight shape is 
not ruled out for the palisade and the first (inner) ditch. The linear 
shape of the first (the deepest) ditch could be documented by the 
correlation with the direction of the south side of the image, whose 
dark lines in the form of a rectangular ditch enclosure appear 
on a shaded relief map in the field west of area X-2 (Fig. 32: A). Like 

an interpretation of its function and prehistoric age, the anthro-
pogenic origin of this image naturally remains merely a working 
hypothesis without a further excavation.  

Another issue that is difficult to resolve is the dating of the 
origin and function of individual fortification lines, with the 
absence of activities from periods other than the TRB and the 
Baden culture remaining the main argument for an Eneolithic age.  

 
The relationship between settlement areas and fortifications. 
If we accept the previous conclusion, namely that the fortification 
line, like the settlement features of an Early to Early–Middle  
Eneolithic age, then several circumstances suggest that the con-
struction-organisational development of the local settlement area 
took place during this period, roughly between 3900/3800 and 
3200/3100 BC, in multiple phases. We assume that in the first 
phase the local settlement area situated on a low promontory 
formed by the corner of a Tertiary terrace was either unenclosed 
or protected by the third (outer) ditch. The situation in this case 
would resemble the earlier arched enclosure from Makotřasy (Fig. 
32: D) and other structures of this type and size category from the 
4th millennium BC (for Bohemia, e.g., Gojda et al. 2002, 385). In 
the next one or two phases, the remaining three lines would have 
been built – with regard to large spacing probably subsequently 
rather than simultaneously: the palisade and the inner (linear?) 
and middle (arched) ditch.  

3. Conclusions 
3.1. Long barrow-type enclosures from Kolín and east Bohemia  

The ditched floor plans of two enclosures of this type from area I-9 
(cf. Chapter 2.1.3) undoubtedly represent the most interesting dis-
covery from the TRB period captured by the bypass route (Fig. 7). 
Similar structures are known from practically all TRB groups, 
though in Bohemia they still remain a form of the burial ritual 
about which little is known. They are labelled in various ways, most 
often as chamberless, also pre-megalithic, submegalithic or non-
megalithic long barrows or long graves, also megaxylons. They 
are associated with a whole range of social functions, from funeral 
to sacred and organisational. They also represent an important 
monumentalisation element whose presence in the ecumene sym-
bolises the right of the community to the given territory (e.g., Mid -
gley 1985, 13n; Wierzbicki 2006). Structures with a ground plan 
demarcated by trenches or posts as remnants of a wooden en-
closure are a separate topic within this issue. This category in-
cludes both of the Kolín enclosures and, hence, with greater or 
lesser certainty, the majority of known Bohemian features of this 
type. In the case of structures regarded in a developmental sense 
as a precursor to megalithic architecture, geographically primarily 
bound to an area without glacial erratics, the existence of a barrow 
mound is not always certain. They appear to have been intended 
primarily for a single burial (Madsen 1979, 317). Referring to them 
as Niedźwiedź-type tombs (NTT), S. Rzepecki (2011) was the first to 
provide a summary and analysis of them for the entire TRB. 

The current state of study of long barrows is characterised by 
a substantial change in the understanding of their genesis and 
chronology. As such, the “building boom” in long barrows and, 
subsequently, other forms of megalithic graves in the territory of 
all TRB groups was concentrated in the period from 4000/3900 to 
3100 BC. In Bohemia, the conditions in this direction appear 
somewhat different. With reference to the ground plans from 
Klučov and Třebestovice, the construction of long barrows started 
here apparently in the Early Eneolithic (Neustupný 2001; 2008, 45; 
Krištuf – Turek et al. 2019, 101). Other hitherto known features of 
this type probably already belong, based on the form, sparse grave 
goods, small number of radiocarbon dates and Central European 
analogies, exclusively to the TRB, including its mixed Baalberg-
Michelsberg formation in the western part of the country, analo-
gous to the Central German Hutberg group. The situation has thus 
far been studied more closely only in northwest Bohemia, where 
we registered a total of fifteen features of the long barrow type 
(Zápotocký 2013, 423). With the discovery of the Kolín barrows, the 
question arises as to the situation in east Bohemia in this regard. 
The list of several certain, less certain and uncertain cases sug-
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gests that even here it is necessary to take into account long bar-
rows as an important component of TRB settlements (Fig. 38: D). 

 
Of the two enclosures discovered along the bypass route, origi-

nally wooden, only a fragment has survived (Chap. 2.1): 

From trench-like enclosure no. 1, northern, the end (western) 
part was uncovered in a length of 11 m. The end of this rectangular 
structure, 6 m wide and oriented with its longer axis in the 
WNW–ESE direction (angle c. 285 °), had the shape of an apse in 
the form of a chamber/vestibule c. 6 x 5 m divided from the re-
maining interior space by a short oblique wall with a narrow en-
trance.  

From trench-like enclosure no. 2, also rectangular, 4.1 m 
wide, the 13.5-m-long middle part was uncovered. It was again ori-
ented in the WNW-ESE direction, this time at an angle of c. 305 °. 
Unlike the previous structure, this one had a find determining its 
age or the time of its sacred function: pit feature 3997 in the shape 
of a large silo, recessed exactly in the middle between the walls of 
the enclosure. The location, size and content make it possible to 
interpret this silo as a sacrificial pit associated with the burial/cult 
function of the enclosure. At the same time, the size of the pit com-
pared to the width of the structure seems to rule out the existence 
of a smaller “cult house” that would cover this pit. The find inven-
tory from the fill with a unique Moltzow-type beaker (Chap. 3.2) 
dates enclosure no. 2, or the period of its function as a sacred 
place, to the Siřem phase of the Baalberg stage of the TRB. Two 
14C dates from the same feature both point to the 36th century BC.  

Thoughts on the relationship between the two enclosures took 
into account their direction and the distance between them. This 
distance decreases from the west to the east from 27 m to 23 m, 
indicating the fan-shaped arrangement frequently seen at the 
cemeteries of other TRB groups (Fig. 37: A). The existence of a bar-
row mound raising the internal surface of both enclosures is un-
clear.  

The identification of other features of this type, i.e., with 
a perimeter demarcated by a trench and without a stone construc-
tion is no longer as reliable. These are assumed at sites in Chráš- 
ťany (Kolín district), Chrudim (Chrudim district), Klučov (Kolín dis-
trict), Milčice (Nymburk district), Plotiště (Hradec Králové district) 
and Třebestovice (Nymburk district). From the perspective of the 
studied subject, the classification of the “Libenice Celtic shrine” 
(Rybová – Soudský 1962) as an Eneolithic enclosure is significant. 
According to our proposal, the Libenice ditch and pit feature are 
primarily two integral parts of the Eneolithic long barrow; how-
ever, according to the location of the solitary grave of the “priestess” 
from LT B1 in the centre of the area and based on the finds from 
the later horizon of the group of pits, the tradition of the local cult 
area remained alive perhaps until the Migration Period.  

We can conclude that all recorded structures from the studied 
area, i.e., from the eastern part of the Central Bohemian Region 
and east Bohemia, belong to the same variant generally referred to 
as “earthen long barrows”. Its defining feature is a ground plan de-
limited by a rectangular or trapezoidal trench as the foundation of 
a wooden enclosure and the absence of stone for the construction 
or modification of these “barrows”. The known case of a “barrow” 
from the TRB in the studied territory investigated in 1994/5 in the 
historic centre of Nymburk by K. Motyková (1998; 2013) is already 
beyond the scope of our subject. This feature differs significantly 
both in terms of age and construction from earthen long barrows. 
According to a 14C date, the burial dates to 37th-32th century BC, 
and the construction of the burial structure offers a more precise 
dating. According to it, the Nymburk barrow belongs to the group 
of the latest monumental graves of the Bohemian TRB. Grave 
goods in the form of battle axes with a rounded butt (R-1,2 type) 
date these graves reliably to the late (Salzmünde) stage of the TRB.  

3.2. A Moltzow-type beaker – evidence of contacts between 
Bohemia and the Lower Oder region in the Siřem phase  
of the TRB 

Also related to features of the long barrow type is the find of what 
appears at first glance to be a foreign pottery form in the Bohemian 
TRB. The funnel-shaped beaker from silo 3997 (Fig. 8: 3) differs 

from domestic pottery production in its peculiar fringe decoration 
and, to a large extent, its form. Both traits reliably place it in the 
pottery production of the Moltzow group, a local TRB formation in 
the Lower Oder River region. It is classified, together with the Lu-
pawa group situated to its east, as an entity formed on the border 
of the northern and eastern TRB, with elements of eastern Danish 
(Virum group), Baalberg and Wiórek stylistics (e.g., Midgley 1992, 
92; Kirsch 1994, 70; Dziewanowski 2019, 195). The Kolín beaker 
corresponds to the characteristics of pottery of this group in prac-
tically all attributes – i.e., both in style and decorative technique 
(combination of shorter and longer vertical strips composed of lines 
of incised strokes) and in the overall structure, accentuating the 
strikingly narrow bottom and distinctly conical lower body. The 
only characteristic missing here is the point emphasis at the ends 
of the vertical lines, which, however, is not the rule with Moltzow 
beakers (e.g., Fig. 39: C).  

The origin of the beaker is unclear. In general, we rarely en-
counter pottery of such a distinctively foreign style in the environ-
ment of Neolithic and Eneolithic cultures. Two exemplary cases 
from 4th millenium horizons closest to us, one from the shores of 
Lake Constance, the other on the Baltic coast, offer various solu-
tions. The first is the occurrence of pottery of a foreign style but of 
verifiably domestic production, while the second is finds of pottery 
of verifiably foreign origin commonly interpreted as an associated 
sign of long-distance contacts (social, trade). In the case of the 
Kolín beaker, the determination of the origin depends on deciding 
whether it was an imported product or the work of a domestic pot-
ter familiar with and precisely imitating a Lower Oder River region 
model. In this, as in other similar cases, we rely on the results of 
the mineralogical-petrographic analysis of the pottery clay and 
temper that were used.  

The function of the beaker in the Kolín environment can be 
evaluated on the basis of four characteristic traits: (1) foreign ori-
gin; (2) quality craftsmanship in terms of form and decoration;  
(3) excessive, above-standard size compared to conventional “drink- 
ing“ forms; (4) deposition in the area of long barrow enclosures, in 
summary pointing to the pious, ceremonial role of the beaker. 
Also speaking to the uniqueness of the artefact is that in the con-
text of the Siřem phase, this is so far the only case of a vessel of 
foreign production (or its imitation), which is thus relatively pre-
cisely identifiable in geographic terms. The distance from the place 
of origin, the Moltzow-type area on the Lower Oder River, is 300–
350 km in a straight line. In the Czech lands, the second example 
of this type are potsherds with decoration reminiscent of the Molt-
zow type comes from the Rmíz hillfort in north Moravia (Šmíd 2017, 
149, obr. 82: 1–3).  

In conclusion, it can be said that the Moltzow-type beaker from 
silo 3997 apparently served a specific role in the environment of 
a lowland settlement from the Siřem phase of the TRB. Evidence 
of this is the beaker’s foreign origin, fine craftsmanship and espe-
cially the place of deposition. Everything points to the use of the 
beaker in libation rituals related to the secondary function of the 
local long barrow as a memorial monument.  

An equally interesting aspect of the occurrence of Moltzow-type 
pottery here and at the Moravian site of Rmíz is its role as evidence 
of contacts between the communities of the later Baalberg phase 
(Siřem in Bohemia, IIb in Moravia) with the Moltzow TRB group on 
the Lower Oder River. The reason, which the Kolín beaker naturally 
offers, could be a link to a network of long-distance routes, in this 
case both by river and over land. In addition to participating in the 
exchange of local products, the transmission role of the local com-
munity in importing copper industry via the Oder route to the 
north can also be considered for this period. The same possibility 
is considered in the aforementioned case of the Dąbki coastal sta-
tion, which, however, is an example of contact between two envi-
ronments of different socioeconomic levels (cf. note 42). In the case 
of the Kolín beaker, however, it would be contact between environ-
ments close to each other, if not related (cf. the decorative style, 
with similar or even the same motifs and techniques, of the Siřem 
and Wiórek TRB). For this reason, it is impossible to rule out com-
munication based, for example, on relational contacts as the result 
of cooperation in the operation of long-distance routes to the north, 
the Baltics and to Scandinavia.  
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3.3. Settlement structure of the TRB in the Kolín micro-region 

The excavations along the route of the Kolín bypass road (Chap. 2) 
make it possible to reconstruct the TRB settlement network on the 
microregional level. The monitored area – a map section of 9 x 7 km 
with an area of 63 km2 – is the centre of the Kolín region as one of 
the richest settlement regions in prehistoric Bohemia. There are 
two types of sources we work with here to reconstruct the settle-
ment network: (A) finds and terrain data from areas captured along 
the route of the bypass; (B) earlier, unprocessed or materials that 
can no longer be identified today which, although they are lo-
calised, cannot be dated with greater precision in the TRB.   

The location of the sites corresponds to the landscape charac-
ter of this part of the Kolín region. In the specific conditions of the 
micro-region, it is possible to distinguish eight types of sites, three 
lowland and five in an elevated strategic location.  

The number of lowland sites is roughly double the number of 
elevated strategic sites, in a ratio of 11 to 6. At the same time, in 
terms of terrain relief and elevation, the strategic locations are gen-
erally a less distinct form of the category of hilltop settlements. 

In terms of the type of activity, settlement locations clearly 
predominate (16). Moreover, a fortification in the form of three 
ditches is documented at one (loc. no. 6), inhumation burials in 
storage pits were found at two (loc. nos. 3, 4) and a children’s 
burial in a storage amphora was identified at another (loc. no. 5). 
An actual burial ground was discovered only at loc. no. 9, while 
the existence of others is indicated by finds of inhumation graves 
from loc. nos. 7, 8, 11 and 13. Long barrow enclosures were found 
at loc. nos. 1 and 13, and at another two their existence is sug-
gested by local circumstances (loc. nos. 7 and 9; cf. Chap 3.1). TRB 
settlement areas are situated (with the exception of right-bank 
Hánín) exclusively at left-bank Elbe River loess locations. They are 
all situated, usually in clusters, on a relatively dense network of 
streams and watercourses (Fig. 44).  

As such, the TRB settlement model takes the form of a net-
work consisting of clusters of two to four localities situated at the 
edge of the Pleistocene Elbe terrace or in close proximity to 
a stream or watercourse, separated by a gap of about two kilome-
tres. On the area of the map section (Fig. 44), we reliably identify 
five of these clusters; the existence of three others is probable. The 
chronology of individual clusters (settlement areas) remains an 
open question, as the dating of most of the sites (residential or fu-
neral areas) that make them up is either missing or evidently in-
complete.  

The finding that (a) TRB settlement was not continuous at any 
of the six sites from the bypass route, but at most two- or three-
phase (Tab. 5, 6), and that (b) two of our sites have the character 
of multi-hectare hilltop settlements (loc. nos. 6, 7), in the case of 
the first with fortifications, conforms to the concept of a hierar-
chised settlement network primarily composed of two types of set-
tlements: relatively permanent, longer-term settlements and 
smaller settlements or individual homesteads, solitary locations in 
short-term, scattered or rotating in a circle “rural” settlement areas 
(Zápotocký 2000, 240).  

The Kolín micro-region is specific in its relatively high occur-
rence of signs indicating a higher status of the given site in the set-
tlement network. The asymmetric distribution of sites with hierar-
chising signs (Fig. 45) is proof itself of the above-standard role of 
the space between the lower parts of the Pekelský and Hořanský 
streams, probably the result of its advantageous position for traffic. 
The direction of the line of these settlements following the edge of 
the left-bank terrace of the Elbe corresponds with high probability 
to the direction of a long-distance route known in the Early Middle 
Ages as a provincial trail connecting the centre of the land with 
Moravia and forking in the Malín area or further east into the 
Trstenická and Haberská provincial trails.  

Location and the nature of information can be used to only es-
timate the functional differences between the individual parts of 
this line. The role of a central place situated at the junction of two 
long-distance routes, land and river, is probably best satisfied by 
loc. no. 7 – Hroby due to its elevated, water-protected location, the 
estimated scope of the populated area and its position at a river 
ford. It lies, along with loc. no 6 (U plynárny) and the right-bank 

promontory of Hánín, guarding the ford from the opposite side of 
the Elbe, in the middle of the described line of sites. The “U nových” 
(loc. no. 6) promontory would then fulfil the function of an enclosed 
settlement protecting Hroby from the east. And at loc. no. 1, which 
closes the specified line from the west, according to the position at 
the mouth of the Pekelský Stream, a pair of long barrows and the 
tradition associated with this place would probably come into con-
sideration besides movement and ceremonial functions. 

3.4. Superregional context  

Of the six presented TRB sites, the finds made at three of them 
have a superregional importance. The first is the remains of two 
enclosures of the long barrow type in area I-9 (loc. no. 1), the sec-
ond the find of a Moltzow-type beaker from the sacrificial pit be-
longing to enclosure no. 2, the third the discovery of fortifications 
composed of a palisade and three extremely wide ditches protecting 
the settlement area of the early TRB and Baden culture at the cor-
ner of the Elbe River terrace south of the Kolín suburb of Šťáralka 
(loc. no. 6). Moreover, the excavation made a profound contribution 
to the elaboration of the relative chronology of the early TRB period 
in Bohemia.  

The expansion of the find database to include sites from the 
vicinity of the city made it possible to reconstruct the settlement 
network of the local micro-region in the period of the Early Ene-
olithic (Chap. 3.3).The distribution of sites with hierarchising fea-
tures as indicators of central functions connected with the given 
locality (strategic position, fortifications, area of the residential area 
above 7 ha, long barrow-type enclosures, imports, battle axes and 
even the tradition of a sacred place) pointed to the above-average 
role played by the space between the lower branches of the Pekel-
ský and Hořanský streams. The reason for this was probably the 
fact that the line of sites situated here along the left-bank Elbe 
River terrace lies on a long-distance route known in early medieval 
sources as a provincial trail connecting central Bohemia and 
Moravia.  

English by David Gaul 
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