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Sumberova — Zapotocky, Kultura nélevkovitych pohard na silni¢nim obchvatu Kolina...

nad nivou ca 20-25 m: (cl) jazykovita, ze stran vyme-
zena vodotecemi: lok. €. 2, 3 (obchvat, plocha ll, 111); (c2)
trojuhelnikovita, kratka: lok. ¢. 15 (PaSinka).

Pocet rovinnych lokalit v(gi zvysenym, strategickym
je zde tedy zhruba dvojnasobny, v poméru 11 ku 6.
U strategickych jde pFitom z hlediska terénniho reliéfu
a prevySeni vesmés o méné vyraznou formu kategorie
vySinnych sidlist.

Podle druhu aktivit zcela prevazuji lokality sidlistni
(16). Na jedné (lok. €. 6) je navic dolozena fortifikace ve
formé trojice prikop(, na dvou (€. 3, 4) kostrové pohiby
v zasobnich jamach a na jedné (€. 5) détsky pohreb v za-
sobni amfore. Samotny pohfebni areal byl odkryt jen na
lok. €. 9, existenci dalSich naznaCuji nalezy kostrovych
hrobt z lokalit €. 7, 8, 11, 13. Ohrazeni typu dlouhych
mohyl jsou z lokalit €. 1, 13 a z dalSich dvou jejich exis-
tenci tamni okolnosti indikuji (lok. €. 7, 9, srv. kap. 3.1).

O prostorové organizaci obytnych areald®* mame jen
kusé informace ze tfi lokalit z trasy obchvatu:

Na plose 1-7, 1-9 (poloha Ala - rovinna, oteviena, pfFi
okraji levobrezni terasy Labe) se dvé desitky objekt(
faze KNP 1-3 nachazely na rozloze ca 270 x 80-130 m,
tj. ca 3 ha, dle rozmisténi ale pokracovaly zfejmé podél
okraje terasy dale k severu. Rozlozeni a funkéni urceni
objektll ukazuje na typ rovinného obytného areélu
s rozptylenou zastavbou. VySSi status dava zdejsi loka-

55 K teorii sidelnich areald srv. Neustupny 1986.
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Obr. 43. Kolin, obchvat
mésta, vyzkum v . 2007—
2009. Radiokarbonovd da-
ta z objektd KNP z ploch
I-1ll, 1X, X (lok. ¢ 1-6; srv.
tab. 4): kalibracni diagram.
— Fig. 43. Kolin, city bypass
road, excavation in 2007—
2009. Radiocarbon dates
from Funnel Beaker (TRB)
culture features from sites
1=, 1X, X (loc. nos. 1-6; cf.
tab. 4): calibration diagram.

lité dvojice ohrazeni typu dlouhych mohyl, zda s osadou
soucasnych €i naslednych, neni jisteé.

Na ploSe Il (poloha B2c - jazykovita ostrozna v potoc-
nim udoli) je dle rozlozeni, po€tu a funkéniho urceni
patnacti objektd, prevazneé sil z faze KNP I-1, moZno po-
Citat s ca sedmi €i osmi usedlostmi/domy. Z celkové roz-
lohy ostrozny, ca 11 ha, trasa obchvatu odkryla 1,5 ha, tj.
ca sedminu, pFricemz znacné mezery mezi skupinami
objekt ukazuji i zde na rozvolnénou zastavbu.

Na ploSe X-2 (poloha B2b - ostroZna na narozi Ficni te-
rasy) se 36 sidlidtnich objektd (z nich 11 datovanych:
KNP I-2, 1-3?, KNP/BAD, BAD) nachazelo rozptylenych
¢i ve shlucich na Gseku dlouhém 280 m. Vyznam stra-
tegicky situované lokality, u niz celkova velikost obyt-
ného arealu mohla dle konfigurace terénu dosahovat az
ca 10 ha, zvyraznuje trasou obchvatu zachyceny fortifi-
kacni pas. Slozeny z palisady a trojice napadné Sirokych
prikop chranil ostroznu z jihu. Jeho celkova $ife do-
sahovala 210 m. Pfedpokladame, Ze v prvni fazi byla os-
troZzna nehrazené nebo chranénd jen vnéjsim prikopem.
Situace by takto odpovidala starsi fazi hrazeného arealu
v MakotFasech. Zbyvajici tfi linie — palisada a vnitfni (li-
niovy?) a stfedni (obloukovity) pfrikop - by pak byly za-
lezitosti az nasledujici jedné €i dvou fazi. Nabizi se moz-
nost, Zze vnitfni pfikop navazoval na pravouhelnikovy
obrazec patrny na stinované mapé (obr. 32: A). Situa-
ce by v tom prFipadé odpovidala druhé fazi Makotras,
se Ctvercovym ohrazenim. Bez dalSiho vyzkumu vSak
toto FeSeni zUstava jen lakavou hypotézou.
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Na zbyvajicich tfech plochéch (lok. €. 2, 4, 5) trasa
obchvatu zachytila uz jen okraje obytnych areald. O lo-
kalitach €. 7-17, datovanych jen ramcové do KNP, in-
formace v tomto sméru uz vibec chybi. Vyjimkou je do
jisté miry lokalita €. 7 (Kolin-Hroby, obr. 41: A: poloha
B1l - navrsi ohraniené fekou a vodoteCemi), u které
pocet a rozlozeni sidliStnich a pohfebnich mikrolokalit
dovoluje alespon zhruba odhadnout rozlohu osazené
plochy na ca 18-20 ha.

Z podaného souhrnu je zfejmé, ze sidelni sit mikro-
regionu dovoluje stavajici suma informaci — pres vy-
sokou hodnotu poznatk( z trasy silniéniho obchvatu
mésta — rekonstruovat jen v nejhrubSich obrysech. Si-
delni arealy KNP zde lezi, s vyjimkou pravobrezniho Ha-
nina, vyhradné na spraSovych polohach labského levo-
bFezi®¢. Situované jsou, zpravidla ve shlucich, vSechny
na relativné husté siti potokd a vodoteéi (obr. 44). Od
severu K jihu takovymi shluky jsou:

(a) na Pekelském potoce: trojice lokalit blize Usti potoka
do Labe (lok. €. 1-3) a ca 2 km vySe proti proudu dvojice
€. 16, 17; o dalsi ca 2 km vySe, v prostoru pravobrezni
vodoteCe Pekelského potoka, lezi jeSté izolovana lok.
€. 12;

(b) na Labi a dolnim toku vodotece jizné od chramového
navrsi: dvojice lok. €. 7, 8 a na protilehlém brehu Feky
lok. ¢. 10 Hanin;

(c) na Polepce lezici lok. €. 15 nalezi zfejmé ke skupiné
lokalit na jejim stfednim toku®7;

(d) na Nebovidském potoce a na sousedni vodoteci:
shluk ctyr lokalit €. 4-6, 9 a 0 2 km proti toku vySe dvo-
jice lok. ¢. 11, 14;

(e) na Horanském potoce shluk mikrolokalit pfFi Usti po-
toka do nivy (lok. €. 13).

Sidelni model KNP ma ve zdejSim mikroregionu tedy
podobu sité slozené ze shlukd dvou az ¢tyf lokalit, si-
tuovanych pfi okraji pleistocénni labské terasy nebo
v tésné blizkosti potoka €Ci vodotece, oddélenych zhruba
dvoukilometrovou mezerou. Na ploSe mapového vyrezu
(obr. 44) identifikujeme téchto shluk( spolehlivé pét,
s pravdépodobnosti osm. Otevienou otazkou zUstava
Gasové urceni jednotlivych shlukd (sidelnich areal(),
protoZe datace u vétSiny lokalit (obytnych €i pohfebnich
aredld), jez je tvofi, bud chybi nebo je evidentné ne-
uplna.

Zjisténi, ze (a) na zadné ze Sesti lokalit z trasy ob-
chvatu nebylo osidleni KNP kontinualni, ale maximalné
dvou- aZ trifazoveé (tab. 5, 6), a také Ze (b) dvé z naSich
lokalit maji charakter mnohahektarovych vySinnych
sidlist (lok. €. 6, 7), v pripadeé té prvé navic s fortifikaci,
souhlasi s koncepci hierarchizované sidelni sité, pri-

56 Do znatné miry tak kopiruji lokaci sidel predchozich neolitic-
kych kultur, srv. Pavlt - Rulf 1996, obr. 6; F?idk)'/ etal. 2019, Fig.
9.9.

Eneolitické nalezy jsou hlaSené ze dvou ca 2 km na JZ odtud
vzdéalenych obci: z Ratbore (z cukrovaru a od staré Skoly ,,odpad-
kové jamy jordansmuhlské” (Dvorak 1936, 147) a z Boretic, z po-
lohy Na hradisti, ploché obdélnikovité ostrozny nad soutokem
Chotouchovského a Vysockého potoka s plochou ca 4,5 ha, poly-
kulturni lokality a slovanského hradisté, odkud jsou ze sbérQ
téz eneolitické kamenné sekery; soukroma sbirka p. Vlka z Bo-
Fetic; Zapotocky 2000, 171.
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marné slozené ze dvou druhd sidel: relativné stalych,
déledobych osad a menSich osad ¢i jednotlivych use-
dlosti, samot kratkodobych, rozptylenych ¢i rotujicich
v okruhu ,venkovskych* sidelnich arealC (Zapotocky
2000, 240)%.

Specifikem kolinského mikroregionu je relativné vy-
soky vyskyt znak{ naznadujicich vy3si status dané lo-
kality v sidelni siti. Jako hierarchiza¢ni znaky, chapané
zaroven jako indikatory centralnich funkci s danou lo-
kalitou spojenych®®, se zde nabizi osm charakteristik:
(1) strategicka/vysinnéa poloha; (2) fortifikace; (3) roz-
loha obytného arealu nad 7 ha; (4) tradice sakralniho
mista (v pfipadé lokalit s mladoneolitickymi rondely®%);
(5) ohrazeni typu dlouhych mohyl; (6) dto dle stavu po-
h¥ebniho arealu predpokladané (srv. kap. 3.1); (7) im-
porty keramiky, Stipané industrie; (8) bojové sekerom-
laty.

Ze 17 lokalit je jednim az tfemi témito znaky charak-
terizovano devét lokalit, tedy nadpolovic¢ni vétSina. Nej-
vice — po tfech - jich vykazuje trojice lokalit ¢. 1, 6, 7,
po dvou lokality ¢. 3 a zbyvajicich Sest lokalit po jednom
znaku (lok. €. 2, 9, 10, 13, 15). Pozoruhodné je jejich
rozmisténi. Z deviti lokalit jich Sest lezi pFi okraji levo-
bFezni terasy Labe (lok. €. 1, 7, 9, 6, 13 vC€etné pravo-
breZzni lok. ¢. 10, ca 800 m proti lok. €. 7) a dvé na dol-
nim toku Pekelského potoka, ca 1 a 1,5 km jizné od lok.
€. 1. Jedina lokalita, €. 15, je z ,vnitrozemi“, ze stfed-
niho toku Polepky.

Asymetrické rozlozZeni lokalit s hierarchizaénimi zna-
ky (obr. 45) uz samo o sobé svédc¢i o nadstandardni roli
prostoru mezi dolnimi toky Pekelského a Horfanského
potoka, dané zifejmé komunikacné vyhodnou polohou.
Smeér linie té&chto sidel, sledujici zde okraj levobfezni
terasy Labe, odpovida s vysokou pravdépodobnosti dal-
kovému komunika¢nimu sméru, zndmému v raném
stfedovéku jako zemskéa stezka spojujici stfed zemé
s Moravou a délici se v prostoru Malina ¢i vychodnéji
na zemské stezky Trstenickou a Haberskou®?.

Jen odhadem, podle lokace a charakteru informaci,
mGzeme uvazovat funkéni rozdily mezi jednotlivymi
¢lanky této linie. Roli centralniho mista, situovaného na
styku dvou déalkovych komunikaci, pozemni a Ficni, vy-
hovuje svou zvySenou, vodoteCemi chranénou polohou,
odhadovanym rozsahem osidlené plochy a polohou pfi
Ficnim brodu nejspiSe lokalita €. 7 — Hroby. LeZi, spolu
s lok. €. 6 (U plynarny) a pravobrezni ostroznou Hani-
nem, chranici brod z protilehlé strany Labe, uprostred
uvedené linie lokalit. Ostrozna U novych (lok. €. 6) by
pak plnila funkci hrazené osady, chranici Hroby od vy-

58 Obdobné modely sidelni struktury aplikovany i v ostatnich sku-

pinach KNP (srv. pro severni KNP kupF. Midgley 1992, 317, pro

vychodni a jihovychodni kup¥. Nowak 2009, 371n.

K teorii centralnich mist v archeologii kup¥. Nakoinz 2009. Co

se znak( centrality tyce, jeji aplikace v jednom z region( Ceské

KNP, dolnim Poohfi, vedla k ponékud odlignym zavérdm. Zde se

ze CtyF zvolenych indikator( (vysinna/strategicka poloha, sidelni

koncentrace, dlouhé mohyly, sekeromlaty) v tomto sméru osvéd-

Cily jen prvni dva, oba shodné ukéazaly na zvySeny vyznam ob-

lasti Lovosic (Zapotocky 2013, 440, obr. 24).

80 Pro Kolin - obchvat, plochu I: Sumberova a kol. 2012, 31.

61 K liniovému Fazeni mohyl a megalitickych hrobt jako indikatort
sméru dalkovych cest kupf. Midgley 1992, 472.
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Obr. 44. Kolinsky mikroregion. Lokality KNP
sidlistni (1), pohfebni s kostrovymi hroby (2),
s ohrazenimi typu dlouhych mohyl (3) a hra-
zené (4). Lokality ¢ 1-6 — silnicni obchvat
mésta, plochy I, I, Ill, VI, IX, X-2; 7 — Kolin-
Hroby, 8 — Kolin — Polepskd ul,; 9 — Kolin-Std-
ralka; 10 — Kolin-Hdnin,; 11 — Cervené Pecky;
12 — Kbel; 13 — Libenice; 14 — Nebovidy-
obec; 15 — Pasinka; 16 — Radovesnice I;
17 — Zibohlavy; B — chrdmové ndvrs s koste-
lem sv. Bartoloméje. — Fig. 44. Kolin 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, Il, Ill, VIII, IX, X-2; 7 — Kolin-Hroby;
8 — Kolin — Polepskd street; 9 — Kolin-Stdralka,
10 — Kolin-Hdnin; 11 — Cervené Pecky; 12 —
Kbel; 13 — Libenice,; 14 — Nebovidy-village;
15 — Pasinka; 16 — Radovesnice I; 17 — Zi-
bohlavy; B — church hilltop with St. Barthol-
omew's Church.

Obr. 45. Kolinsky mikroregion v dobé kultury
ndlevkovitych pohdrd. Lokality: T — sidlistni,
2 — pohrebni, 3-10 — s hierarchizacnimi
znaky, 3 — s odhadovanou rozlohou nad 7 ha,
4 — dto hrazené, 5 — ve strategické poloze/vy-
sinné, 6 — s tradici sakrdlniho mista (mlado-
neolitické rondely), 7 — ohrazeni typu dlou-
hych mohyl jisté, 8 — dto predpokiddané, 9 —
importy, 10 — bojové sekeromlaty; 11 — kruh
o poloméru 0,5 km. — Fig. 45. Kolin 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.

ol m2 @3 l4+0s

chodu. A u lokality €. 1, uzavirajici jmenovanou linii od
zapadu, by zase - dle polohy pfi Usti Pekelského potoka,
dvojice dlouhych mohyl a tradice, s timto mistem spo-
jené — prichazela nejspiSe v uvahu, kromé funkce ko-

munikacni i funkce ceremonialni.

10 11

3.4. Nadregionalni kontext

Cilem préce je zhodnoceni nalezového fondu a terénnich
dat z obdobi kultury nalevkovitych pohard (KNP), ziska-
nych pfi vyzkumu na trase silni¢niho obchvatu Kolina v I.
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2008-2010 (kap. 1, 2). Jak se ukazalo, ze Sesti lokalit této
kultury maiji SirSi, nadregionalni vyznam objevy ucinéné
na tfech z nich. Tim prvnim je torzo dvou ohrazeni typu
dlouhych mohyl na ploSe 1-9 (lok. €. 1), druhym nalez
poharu moltzowského typu z obétni jamy prislusejici
k ohrazeni €. 2, tfetim pak objev fortifikace, slozené z pa-
lisddy a tFi extrémné Sirokych prikop(, chranicich sidelni
aredl starSi KNP a badenské kultury na narozi labské te-
rasy jizné od kolinského predmésti Staralky (lok. ¢. 6).
Vyzkum navic zasadnim zptsobem prispél ke zpiesnéni
relativni chronologie raného obdobi KNP na Gzemi Cech.
Nalezové soubory ze sidelniho arealu, zachyceného trasou
obchvatu na Siroké ploché ostrozné u Stitar (lok. &. 3), po-
mohly totiz identifikovat nejstarsi fazi starSiho stupné této
kultury, specifickou pro vychodni ¢ast zemé, navic bliz-
kou, ne-li totoZnou se starsi fazi baalberského stupné mo-
ravské KNP (Zapotocky — Malykova — Kysely 2019).

V zavérecné kapitole je nejprve sledovana otazka tzv.
dlouhych mohyl z obdobi ¢asného a starSiho eneolitu
(kap. 3.1). V navaznosti na objev dvojice ohrazeni z kolin-
ského obchvatu, z lokality €. 1, je sledovano dalSich osm
lokalit z vychodni €asti zemé, kde se monumentalni po-
hrebni stavby tohoto ¢i podobného typu podafilo s vétsi
¢i mensi jistotou identifikovat. Druhym tématem, jemuz
je vénovéana blizSi pozornost, je vySe zminény nalevkovity
pohar moltzowského typu z ohrazeni €. 2. Nadoba, dato-
vana do sifemské faze KNP, je zde hodnocena jako pre-
svédcivy doklad kontaktu zdejSich komunit s kulturné
pFribuznym prostredim na dolni Odre (kap. 3.2).

RozSiFeni nalezové databaze o lokality z okoli mésta
umoznilo pokusit se rekonstruovat sidelni sit' zdejSiho mi-
kroregionu v obdobi starSiho eneolitu (kap. 3.3). Jako
hlavni ¢lanky jeji struktury se ukazaly shluky dvou az
Ctyr lokalit, situované pri okraji pleistocénni labské terasy
nebo pri biezich potokd ¢i vodotedi a oddélené zpravidla
dvoukilometrovou mezerou. RozloZeni lokalit s hierarchi-
zacnimi znaky jako indikatory centralnich funkci s danou
lokalitou spojenych (strategicka poloha, fortifikace, roz-
loha obytného arealu nad 7 ha, ohrazeni typu dlouhych
mohyl, importy, sekeromlaty, event. i tradice sakralniho
mista) pritom ukézalo na nadstandardni roli prostoru
mezi dolnimi toky Pekelského a Horfanského potoka. Pri-
¢inou je zfejmé skutecnost, Ze linie lokalit situovanych
zde pfi okraji levobrezni terasy Labe lezi na dalkovém ko-
munikacnim sméru, v pramenech raného stredovéku
znamém jako zemska stezka spojujici stfed zemé s Mo-
ravou. Roli centralniho mista svou velikosti a zvySenou po-
lohou pfFi Ficnim brodu plnila nejspiSe lokalita ¢. 7 -
Hroby, lezici uprostfed uvedené linie. Pro koncové body
této linie se v pripadé hrazené ostrozny U novych (lok.
€. 6) nabizi funkce obranna, s Glohou chranit Hroby od
vychodu, a u lokality €. 1, dle polohy pfFi Usti Pekelského
potoka, dvojice monumentalnich staveb typu dlouhych
mohyl a kone¢né i mladoneolitické ,rondelové” tradice,
funkce komunikacni i ceremonialni.

SUMMARY

1. Introduction

During the large-scale rescue archaeological excavation conducted
outside Kolin by the Institute of Archaeology of the Czech Academy
of Sciences in Prague in 2008-2010, settlement areas of the Funnel
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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 Sumberova et al. 2010 and Sumberova 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 17, P 1-9 (Fig. 2)

Area P | was investigated in the northern part of the bypass road,
at the point where the bypass intersects with the road to Prague
and Podébrady. The TRB settlement was spread over the northern
part of area P I, on the connected areas with the working designa-
tion of P 1-7 and P 1-9.

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 Widérek-style ornament, “W”, which dates the given as-
semblage to the later (Sifem) 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 Sifem-phase settlement with both the later Wiérek stage
of the eastern group and with stage EN Il of the northern TRB (cf.
Chap. 3.2).

According to the characteristics described above, the TRB set-
tlement in this area dates to the Sifem phase of the Baalberg stage.
Also consistent with this are two of four **C 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 1-7
and 1-9 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 Rivnag sunken house (covering
an earlier feature, perhaps a clay pit, with pottery from the Sifem
(?) 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 Sifem 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 Il (Fig. 13)

Area Il 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 Pekelsky Stream and to the north slopes gradually to
the floodplain of the stream separating area Il from area I.

Layout and function of features. Two TRB features captured in
this area - feature 4188 on part I1-2 and feature 4195 with the
skeleton of a wild boar on part I1-3 — 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 “osudi” urn ty-
pologically belonging to the later phase of the late, Salzmiinde stage
of the TRB (cf. Dobe$§ - Zapotocky 2013, obr. 20, typ 22). Other
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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 Kolin
— Kutna Hora region, remain for now virtually unknown. A tempo-
rally comparable assemblage is available only from pit feature 6
from Mocovice-Lochovsko, which also contained as a significantly
later element a cup-shaped jug with the vertically fluted body of
the Boleraz style (Zapotocky 1995, obr. 12). In Kolin feature 4188,
the vertical rib on the handle of a broad cup-shaped jug is a Bol-
erédz element (Fig. 14: 6).

The relationship between late TRB settlement and the Boleraz
group. At the same time, classification in the later phase of the late
(Salzmiuinde) 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-
leraz group settlement represented by the later settlement phase
from Cimburk hillfort located just under 15 km to the south (Zapo-
tocky 2000, obr. 58A, B).

2.3. P Il (Fig. 16)

The flat promontory at the edge of Stitary lies in close proximity to
the previous area (area P Il), 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 Pekelsky Stream with Peklo Pond.
TRB features were described and analysed in: Zapotocky — Ma-
lykova - Kysely 2019.

Dating. Analyses of TRB pottery assemblages from the Stitary
promontory produced extraordinarily valuable results for the
chronology of this culture and the Bohemian Eneolithic. Along with
two assemblages from UhFetice in east Bohemia, it made it possible
to redefine the find group representing the early phase of the Baal-
berg stage - KNP I1-1, Fig. 17. With its composition, this phase cor-
responds to the older phase of the Baalberg stage of the Moravian
TRB (Smid 2017) and is parallel to the earliest stages of the north-
ern and eastern TRB groups (Volling, Sarnowo). Besides Stitary,
we know comparable “eastern Baalberg” Bohemian assemblages
reliably from UhFetice 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 — ¢. 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 VIl (Fig. 18)

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

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 Nebovidsky 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 Staralka, on the edge of the Elbe terrace,
between the Nebovidsky Stream and the original route of road 1/38.

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 (Zykova 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 Nebovidsky
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 11-3/111
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 11-3, Sifem
(Fig. 21: 2-4; 22: 2, 3). The local settlement area can therefore be
dated with certainty to the Sifem phase, with a possible extension
into the late stage of TRB. Two *C dates from this area, from pits
5727 and 5741, fall as expected in 36""-35" century BC (Tab. 4);
the range is somewhat broader from Jordanoéw culture feature
5393, 4328-4063 BC with 20, though still corresponding to the ex-
isting notion of the focal point of this culture in the 42141t 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 Il. 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 1/38 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.0” - 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
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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 Jordanéw 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 (Jordanéw/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: Gezéahe).
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 Sifem phase for a number of reasons.
Also dated to the Sifem phase is a similarly shaped tool from the
same variety of rock from Makotrasy, 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 | (Dobe$ -
Sumberova 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 novych”. 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 Hofansky 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 novych” 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 Jordanéw 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 novych”
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
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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 Makotrasy (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 Kolin and east Bohemia

The ditched floor plans of two enclosures of this type from area 1-9
(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 Kolin 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 Niedzwiedz-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
Klu€ov and Trebestovice, the construction of long barrows started
here apparently in the Early Eneolithic (Neustupny 2001; 2008, 45;
Kristuf — 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
(zapotocky 2013, 423). With the discovery of the Kolin 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 Sifem 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 Chras-
tany (Kolin district), Chrudim (Chrudim district), Klucov (Kolin dis-
trict), Mil€ice (Nymburk district), Plotisté (Hradec Kralové district)
and TrFebestovice (Nymburk district). From the perspective of the
studied subject, the classification of the “Libenice Celtic shrine”
(Rybovéa - Soudsky 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. Motykova (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 *C date, the burial dates to 37""-32%" 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 (Salzmiinde) stage of the TRB.

3.2. A Moltzow-type beaker — evidence of contacts between
Bohemia and the Lower Oder region in the Sitem 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
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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 Wiérek stylistics (e.g., Midgley 1992,
92; Kirsch 1994, 70; Dziewanowski 2019, 195). The Kolin 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 4" 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
Kolin 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 Kolin 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 Sifem 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 Rmiz hillfort in north Moravia (Smid 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 Sifem 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 Rmiz is its role as evidence
of contacts between the communities of the later Baalberg phase
(Sifem in Bohemia, Ilb in Moravia) with the Moltzow TRB group on
the Lower Oder River. The reason, which the Kolin 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 Dabki 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 Kolin 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 Sifem
and Widérek 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 Kolin micro-region

The excavations along the route of the Kolin 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 km? - is the centre of the Kolin 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 Kolin 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
Hanin) 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
(zapotocky 2000, 240).

The Kolin 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 Pekelsky and Horansky
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 Malin area or further east into the
Trstenicka and Haberska 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 plynarny) and the right-bank
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promontory of Hanin, guarding the ford from the opposite side of
the Elbe, in the middle of the described line of sites. The “U novych”
(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 Pekelsky 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 Kolin suburb of Staralka
(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-
sky and Horansky 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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