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Abstract: The author carried out a thorough re-analysis of two eneolithic grave assemblages from Upper Silesia. Both
burials discussed in the text yielded culturally and chronologically distinct vessels with discoid attachments of handles (Germ.
Scheibenhenkel). The findings in question are very important for the understanding of the decline of the Middle Eneolithic ‘Danubian’
traditions in the area.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In archaeology, as in any other scientific domain, there are some ‘known knowns’, i.e. things we all rather
know, many ‘known unknowns’, i.e. things we would like to know, and plenty ‘unknown unknowns’, i.e. things
we do not even know of. But there are also issues known for so long and seemingly so well that any discussion
upon them is perpetuated exclusively by constantly repeated old and commonly shared preconceptions. Even if the
latter are wrong and should be revisited. Two such ‘unknown knowns’ from the Opole Silesia will be discussed
below. One of them is an alleged grave discovered over 130 years ago in Kietrz—t.¢gi, the other — a burial unearthed
shortly before the Second World War merely 14 kilometers from the former one, in Raciborz—Studzienna. This
article aims to present both the findings anew in more detail and to show their importance for the understanding
of the end of the Middle Eneolithic in Upper Silesia as well as adjacent areas (see Fig. I for general localization
of all sites discussed in the text).

! The research was granted by the Polish National Centre ~ vian Gate — a Central European Junction in the Copper Age. Cultural
of Science within the postdoctoral research internship programme, Contacts of Upper Silesian Eneolithic Communities™).
decision number DEC-2012/04/S/HS3/00269 (project entitled “Mora-
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Fig. 1. Map with archaeological localities discussed in the text: 1. Abony, site 49 (HUN); 2. Bajé-tehelna SM (SVK); 3. Benatky (CZE); 4. Bran¢
(SVK); 5. Bronocice (POL); 6. Charvaty (CZE); 7. Cimburk—Hradisté (CZE); 8. Dolni BeneSov (CZE); 9. Hlinsko u Lipniku-Nad ZbruZzovym
(CZE); 10. Jitikovce (CZE); 11. Kietrz—tegi, site 19 (POL); 12. Kisvarsany—Hidéri (HUN); 13. Klementowice, site 14 (POL); 14. KoSice—
gebastovce—Lapiée (SVK); 15. Krakow—Nowa Huta, stan. 17-18, 20 (POL); 16. Krakow—Nowa Huta—Wyciaze, site 5 (POL); 17. Las Stocki, site
14 (POL); 18. Makotrasy (CZE); 19. Neszmély—Sz616hegy (HUN); 20. Nowy Browniec, site 17 (POL); 21. Otrokovice (CZE); 22. Raciborz-
Studzienna, site 9 (POL); 23. Slatinky—Kosif (CZE); 24. Sudoméfice—Horni Chmelnice/Valcha (CZE); 25. Surany—Nitriansky Hradok—Zame&ek
(SVK); 26. Tiszaszentimre—Lekehalom (HUN); 27. Tolna-Mozs (HUN); 28. Zawarza (POL); 29. Zebegény—Kalvariapart (HUN)
(graphic by M. Juran and T. J. Chmielewski)
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2. KIETRZ%EGI-GORSKA STREET, SITE 19 (PAR?102-38, SITE 19/17%), KIETRZ DISTRICT
2.1. Lieutenant Rudolf Stockel and his archaeological activity in Upper Silesia

Even though the prehistoric research of Upper Silesia in the second half of the 19" century was still crawl-
ing on all fours, some amateurs of archacology made this infancy a very promising time. Half-jokingly, it can be
said that when Theodor Mommsen qualified Prehistory as “a science of the illiterate, an area of activity for rural
pastors and retired officers”,* he luckily somehow underappreciated at least one ex-service Prussian officer from
Raciborz (Germ. Ratibor) — lieutenant Rudolf Stockel. If the silhouette of Oberleutant Stockel appears rather blurred
to us and still waits for its biographer,’® then his scientific activity reported in carefully edited and illustrated letters
sent to the Museum of Silesian Antiquities in Wroctaw (Germ. Museum Schlesischer Altertiimer, Breslau) has long
become part of regional history of archaeology.® As I will prove below by making use of it, this correspondence
ought to be highly valued for more than purely antiquarian reasons. The letter which will attract our attention here
is dated 8" of August 1883, and gives an account of a very important discovery made in May of the same year at
the site of Kietrz—t.¢gi-Gorska street (Germ. Katscher—Langenau—Ehrenberg), at the property of Joseph Thomik.’

2.2. The site and the excavations from 1883

Even today, much of what is known about the locality (Fig. 2.1) is based exactly on reports of lieutenant
Stockel. Information provided by him is referred to, directly or not, starting from the first catalogue of Silesian
archaeological findings prepared by Julius Zimmermann,® ending with modern comprehensive archaeological stud-
ies concerning the region.” An exceptional care R. Stickel took over this site, being at the time destroyed by exploi-
tation of clay for local brickyard, resulted also in excavations. In the course of three actions carried out by him firstly
in autumn 1882, and then twice in the early springtime of 1883, several pits visible in clay extraction pits were
explored and documented.'® However, in what follows we will be interested not in the features recorded at the time
by Oberleutant Stockel, but in one of the graves unearthed slightly later. Although the finding was reported by
R. Stockel, it was explored under the supervision of a principal of a local school, Mr Groger. The discovery in ques-
tion as well as circumstances in which it came to light were presented to a wider body of archaeologists nearly three
decades later by professor Hans Seger'! in a half-page paragraph which, as a matter of fact, is nothing but partially
edited, partially quoted word for word, extract from Stockel’s letter. In the present discussion I should like to get
back to the original manuscript because to some extent gives us a chance to verify, the version presented by the
professor from Breslau.

2 PAR — Polish Archaeological Record (Pol. Archeolo-
giczne Zdjecie Polski).

3The PAR survey and record made by Marek Gedl (1996).
Although this discovery has not been listed in the card of the site, its
localization is confirmed by all related archival documentation.

4, [...] die Wissenschaft der Analphabeten, ihre Forschung
ist ein Arbeitsgebiet fiir Landspastoren und pensionierte Offiziere.*

> This uneasy task has been just recently undertaken by
Krzysztof Demidziuk. Results of his inquiries into life history and
archaeological activity will be most probably published in the forth-
coming volume of Silesia Antiqua.

© See e.g. JAMKA 1961, 5; CHOJECKI 2006, 233; TOMCZAK
2013, 244-246.

"The original document (STOCKEL 1883c) is preserved and
kept in the State Archive in Wroctaw (Wydzial Samorzadowy Prow-
incji Slaskiej 721). Readers interested can also comfortably use a

typescript of the letter made by German archaeologists, which is held
in the Museum of Opole Silesia in Opole (MSO-A-Arch-KIETRZ-
Legi-027 to 029). Owing to a considerable effort made, among others,
by Mrs Elwira Holc and Mrs Ewa Matuszczyk, starting from the sum-
mer 2013 its digitalized version is available on the Museum’s website
at http://www.mso-archeologia.pl/node/6858.

8 See DEMIDZIUK 2009, 352, 361.

® E.g. GEDL 1962, 213; WoznN1AK 1970, 299; GODLOWSKI
1973, 286; PARCZEWSKI 1982, 148.

10 These reports (STOCKEL 1883A; STOCKEL 1883b) also
can be found in the State Archive in Wroctaw. Again, I would rather
refer all the possibly interested readers to the digitalized versions of
typescripts that can be accessed on the website of the Museum of
Opole Silesia at http://www.mso-archeologia.pl/node/6748and
http://.../6784.

I SEGER 1919, 77, Abb. 285.
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Fig. 2. Localization of the two archaeological sites discussed in the text:
1: Kietrz—tegi, site 19; 2: Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9 (graphics by Maksym Mackiewicz)
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The grave which is of our particular interest here was described by R. Stockel as follows:

“[The dead] was buried at a depth of 2.60 m, [oriented] from N to S, with the head to N, without coffin or
board-pad, directly on a yellow clay (loess) and laid on the right side, with the right hand under the head, the left
arm on the left thigh and with bent knees.

The bones were in such degree of decay, that not even one part of the skull could be reconstructed as it was
intended. Except for single shards of the Lusitian and Burgwall type [Lusitian and medieval pottery — T.J.Ch.],
which prevail also all over the cultural layer [...], no gifts like weapon, ornaments or things of the kind came to
light in the proximity of the body during exploration of the skeleton.

Just one day later some 30 cm above the head as well as 50 cm above and 30 cm sideward from it, two
laying pots were recovered, comprising pressed jug and somewhat better preserved vessel. The two contained no
ashes but earth. Because only single parts are missing, they were handed over with the earth-filling undoubtedly
intact, and for that they must be treated as grave goods, more likely as they were found in the vicinity of the
skeleton. [...].”"2

2.3. The findings

Although shortly after their discovery both the pots were handed forward to the collection of the Archaeo-
logical Museum in Wroctaw,'® today one of them (nofa bene — the one of lesser importance to us) appears to be lost.
This, however, does not constitute a serious obstacle, because the original description and the primary publication
offer us a good description, drawings as well as a photograph of the artifacts.

2.3.1. The jug (Fig. 3.1 and 4)"

The jug has a flat bottom, a slightly curved belly with a high shoulder and a sub-conical neck narrowing
toward the rim; the joint between the belly and the neck is strongly accented with a ledge; the rim and the base of
the neck are connected with a single wide strap handle of the Scheibenhenkel type; 214 mm (220 mm at the rim);
diameter of the rim — 86 mm (95 mm when measured in the handle’s plain); maximal diameter of the belly — 174—

182 mm; diameter of the bottom — 76—83 mm.

12 [...] war 2,60 m tief, von N. nach S., mit der Kopf nach
N., ohne Sarg oder Brettunterlage, dicht iiber dem gelben Lehm (L6f3)
beerdigt und lag auf der rechten Seite, mit der rechten Hand unter dem
Kopfe, den linken Arm auf dem linken Schenkel und mit gekriimmten
Kniegelenken.

Die Gebeine befinden sich in einen solchen Grade der Zer-
setzung, dassnicht einmal die einzelnen Teile des Schédels, wie beab-
sichligt, zusammelt warden kennten. Beigaben wie Waffen, Schmuck
u. dgl., kamen bei Freilegung des Skeletes in dem Umgebung den
Boden nicht zum Vorschein, sondern nur vereinzelte Scherben vom
Lausitzer und Burgwall-Typus, die auch sonst die ganze Kulturschicht
durchsetzen [...].

Erst einige Tage spatter wurden etwa 30 cm hinter dem
Kopfe und 50 cm oberhalb und 30 cm seitwiirts desselben, zwei lieg-
ende Gefife, bestehend in einem zusammengedriickten Krug und
einem etwas besser erhaltene Topf, ausgegraben. Beide enthielten

keine Asche, sondern nur Erdboden. Sie sind, da nur wenige Stiicke
fehlen, unzweifelhaft in unzerbrechnenn Zustande dem Erdboden
iibergeben werden, und mussen deshalb, umsomehr als sie nehe dem
Skelet gefunden wurden, wohl als Beigaben betrachtet werden. [...]”
(STOCKEL 1883c, 1-2).

13 The catalogue numbers given to the findings in the in-
ventory book end with “83”, what may suggest that the pots were sent
to Wroctaw immediately after the excavations. However, Stockel’s
letter attached to the parcel containing all findings from Ehrenberg
sent to Wroctaw is dated to the 9th of March 1885 (MSO-A-Arch-
KIETRZ-Legi-014; see http://www.mso-archeologia.pl/node/6748).

!4 The pot was originally recorded under number 345: 83.
It is presently kept under a new inventory number (MMW/A/1/1842)
in the Archaeological Museum (Pol. Muzeum Archeologiczne) that
belongs to the City Museum of Wroctaw (Pol. Muzeum Miejskie
Wroctawia).
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2.3.2. The single-eared pot (Fig. 3.2)"

As can clearly be seen on the figure and the photograph published'® this is a smoothly s-profiled pot with
a single small handle joining its rim with the upper part of the belly; height — 16 cm; diameter of the rim — 12.5 cm;
maximal diameter of the belly — 13.5 cm; diameter of the bottom — 8 cm."”

2.3.3. Human remains

The second half of the 19" century was the time when physical anthropology in Germany gained its prin-
cipal impetus and, as we can learn from the report, even amateur archaeologists apparently started to pay much
attention to prehistoric human remains. Regrettably, the strongly decayed from human bones discovered in Kietrz—
Legi were recognized by principal Groger and lieutenant Stockel as not very useful for further studies and probably
left where they were found. Well, more detailed field documentation and analyses of skeletal remains were yet to
become a part of archaeological routine...

.Pc)ea'logc.
2mim Peicht vom 825149444;‘ 7883,
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Fig. 3. Pottery assemblage from the alleged grave discovered in Kietrz—tegi, site 19 (drawings after STOCKEL 1983c)

15 The pot was originally recorded under number 346: 83. '7 Since measurements of the jug currently made by the

1 SEGER 1919, Abb. 286. author are very close to the ones taken by R. Stockel, we can rely on
the original report also when describing dimensions of the other (pot)
under consideration (STOCKEL 1983c, 3, Fig. 1).
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3. RACIBORZ-STUDZIENNA, SITE 9 (PAR 102-39, SITE 9/76),"* THE RACIBORZ DISTRICT
3.1. Doctor Gerhard Jiirgen Fock and his research in Upper Silesia

Regardless of additional ideological and political incentives, as a result of long-lasting and forward-look-
ing stimuli of the state and local authorities, archaeology in German part of Upper Silesia in 1930’s had already
been excellently organized. In the years preceding the outbreak of the war institutional development of prehistoric
research in the region resulted, among others, in considerable growth of qualified personnel. If at the beginning of
the third decade the only really active expert in Upper Silesia was doctor Georg Raschke, then in the end of this
period outposts in Raciborz and Bytom (Germ. Beuthen) gave employment also to a few young archaeologists.!’
What is important, professional archaeology had already made such progress in Germany that a number of highly
qualified researchers could be easily assigned to these newly created positions.?’ One of the new employees was
doctor Gerhard Fock, who started to work on 16" of January, 1938 as a second Senior Archaeologist and Keeper of
Antiquities at the Archaeological Survey of Upper Silesia (Germ. Landesamt fiir Vorgeschichte der Oberschlesien)
in the Provincial Historical Monuments Bureau in Raciborz.?!

Fig. 4. The jug from the alleged grave discovered in Kietrz—t.egi, site 19 (drawn by N. Lenkow, photographed by M. Mackiewicz)

'8 The PAR survey and record made by Jerzy Gotubkow 20 See PAPE 2002.
(1985). 2! See RASCHKE 1941, 9.
¥ Tomczak 2013, 251-252, 272-276.
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The research carried out by G. Fock in the late 1930’s and early 1940’s in Upper Silesia is just an episode
both in his career? as well as in the long history of archaeology in the area.” Professional activity of doctor Fock
in the area lasted for no longer than two to three years, and was spent rather intensely on conducting excavations,
writing and publishing reports as well as arranging museum events. The accidentally uncovered eneolithic burial
from Raciborz—Studzienna (Germ. Ratibor—Siid) that will be in the focus of our attention in the following discussion
is decidedly the most broadly known of all his discoveries from the time.

3.2. The site and the excavations

In the course of routine rescue excavations undertaken on behalf of the Archaeological Survey between
14" and 23" of September, 1938 at the locality long known to German archaeologists as Ratibor-Siid-Kiesgrube
Matuschek (,,Matuschek’s gravel pit”), site 2 (Fig. 2.2 and 5), G. Fock unearthed three features. Because pits num-
ber 1 and 2 yielded just single not really distinctive eneolithic shards and as such today they are of little scientific
value, it is only the grave labelled as pit number 3 that will attract our attention.

Although the pit under consideration was already presented by its explorer in Nachrichteblatt fiir deutsche
Vorzeit,** we can learn much more about it from the original report worded shortly after the excavations.? Large
part of this typescript dated 7% of October is taken up by a diary detailing the course of the fieldwork. The discover-
ing of the feature under discussion was described there as follows:

“Tuesday, 20" of September 1938. [...] In the afternoon a discolouration of a new feature (3) appeared.
This feature was dug up deeper. It is a very hard gritty feature without inclusions. At the depth of 1.35 m a cattle
tooth was found. The contour enlarged so the excavation had to be widened.

Wednesday, 21* of September 1938. As again only one worker appeared, I took Mr Swirczek with me to
Studzienna. The feature 3 was dug up deeper. The soil is still very hard and gritty, without inclusions. At the depth
of 1.80 m a tulip-beaker appeared, which regretfully was broken during digging. Nevertheless, all shards were
saved. At the depth of 1.83 m a new pot came to light. As it was already late in the afternoon, I covered the newly
found pot 2 back and took pot 1, the tulip-beaker, away so that the children, who had seen the finding, would not
demolish the site. The contour enlarged even more. The gritty layer is now fine-grained and not so hard anymore.
Clay appeared again. The outer part of the feature is notably lighter than the inner part.

Thursday, 22" of September 1938. The work was started in misty weather at 6 a.m. At the site there are
two workers as well as Mr Swirczek, and from 7 a.m., Mr Slanina. The tulip-beaker was put back on the spot. The
trench was widened once more. At the northern edge laid the snake-shaped beaker [sic!; collared flask] (pot 2). In
the presence of Mr Dr Raschke the size of the feature was confirmed and measured anew. At the depth of 1.83 m
Mr Ullrich took two photographs [Fig. 6a].?® From the depth of 1.80 m on, the inner part went down synclinally.
Pots 1 and 2 stood at the margin of the darker discolouration. The middle of the discolouration is strongly clayish
whereas the outer part is gritty. At the depth of 1.83 m some charcoals were found. From the depth of 1.85 m the
dark discolouration was smaller. The snake-shaped beaker appeared to be a collared flask. New photographs were
taken at the depth of 1.90 m [Fig. 6b]. The lighter discolouration is filled with charcoals. The diameter of the dis-
colouration measures 1.20 m. At this depth two samples of soil were taken. A shadow of a skeleton appeared in the
discolouration. The dark discolouration contrasts sharply with the lighter. (At 14 p.m. Mr Dr Raschke said that the
Czech government has resigned.?’)

At 14.45 a new pot with two handles, a Jordansmiihl [Pol. Jordanow Slaski] pot, came to light (at the depth
of 1.90 m). At the depth of 2 m in the light discolouration a spot with concentration of charcoals appeared. In gen-
eral, the light discolouration makes impression of a layer of wood. During digging up there appeared a shard which

22 Cf. WENDT 1982, 2; RusT 1982, 7; MORRIS 1989, 2-3;
MoRrris 1991, 44; CHMIELEWSKI 2014.

23 Cf. JAMKA 1961, 6-7; KRAMAREK 1971, 244-246; CHO-
JECKI 2006, 238; ToMczAK 2013, 275, and 282-287.

2 Fock 1941, 37-38.

% Fock 1938. Short descriptions presented in Polish firstly
by Janina Bukowska-Gedigowa (BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1975, 157)
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and recently by Matgorzata Kurgan-Przybylska (KURGAN-PRZYBYL-
SKA 2013, 65) follow the one published in 1941.

% Digitalized versions of the photographs that can be ac-
cessed on the website of the Museum of Opole Silesia at http://www.
mso-archeologia.pl/node/5883 and http://.../5886.

" The excavations took place in the days preceding the
Miinich agreement.
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Fig. 5. Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9, at the beginning of excavations conducted in September 1938
(photographed by Ullrich; courtesy of the Museum of Opole Silesia)

at first was considered as a new pot. Next to it two arrowheads came out; from this spot a soil sample was taken. In
the vicinity of the pot with handles (pot 3) at the depth of 2.05 m there lay teeth in a row; so we have also remains
of a skull. In addition at this depth there appeared the third small arrowhead. At the depth of 2.10 m one more shard
was found. A soil sample was taken from the vicinity of the belly [of the pot].

During further digging up the feature disappeared. The bottom of the grave pit was reached. And so all the
findings were recovered. The last traces of the discolouration appeared at the depth of 2.17 m.

Bottom edges of the pots were:
the pot 1 at the depth of 1.98 m
the pot 2 at the depth of 2.00 m
the pot 3 at the depth of 2.05 m”?

2 Dienstag, den 20. September 1938. [...] Am Nachmit-
tag zeigt sich die Verfarbung einer neuen Stelle (3). Diese Stelle wird
tiefer geschiirft.Es ist eine sehr hrte kiesige Stelle ohne Einschliisse.
In 1,35 m Tiefe wurde ein Rinderzahn gefunden. Die Verfarbung ver-
groBert sich, so dafl auch dei Grube erweitert werden muf.

Mittwoch, den 21. September 1938. Da wieder nur ein
Arbeiter erscheint, nehme ich Herrn Swirczek mit nach Studen. Es
wird die Stelle 3 tiefer geschiirft. Der Boden ist immer noch sehr hart
und kiesig ,ohne Einschliisse. In1,80 m Tiefe zeigt sich ein Tulpenbe-
cher, der leider beim Schiirfen verletzt wurde. Aber alle Scherben
bleiben erhalten. In 1,83 m Tiefe kommt ein neues Gefidl zum Vor-
schein. Da es aber schon Spétnachmittag war, deckte ich das neu ge-
fundene Gefdl 2 wiedr ein und nahm Gefdfl 1, den Tulpenbecher,
heraus, da ich befiirchten musste, da Kinder, die den Fund beo-
bachteten, die Stelle storen wiirden. Die Verfiarbung erweiterte sich
immer mehr. Die Eiesschicht ist jetzt feink6rniger und nicht mehr so

hart. Es tritt wieder Lehm auf. Der AuBerrand der Verfiarbung ist be-
deutend heller als der Innerrand.

Donnerstag, den 22. September 1938. Bei nebligem Wet-
terwurde um 6 Uhr mit der Arbeit begonnen. Zur Stele sind zwei Ar-
beiter und Herr Swirczek sowie ab 7 Uhr Herr Slanina. Der
Tulpenbecher wird wieder an Ort und Stelle gelegt. Die Grube wurde
nochmals erweitert. An der nordlichen Wand liegt der Schlauchbecher
(GefdB 2). In Anwesenheit von Herrn Dr. Raschke wurde der Umfang
der Grube erneut festgestellt und neu vermessen. In einer Tiefe von
1,83 m macht Herr Ullrich zwei Fotoaufnahmen. Von der Tiefe 1,80
m an wird muldenformig in der Mitte tiefer gegangen. Die Gefille 1
und 2 stehen am Rand der dunkeleren Verfarbung. Die Mitte der Ver-
farbung ist stark lehmig, wihrend die Randpartie kiesig ist. In der
Tiefe 1,83 m werden einige Kohlestiicken gefunden. Die dunkele Ver-
farbung wird ab 1,85 m Tiefe kleiner. Das Schlauchgefaf stellt sich als
Kragenflasche heraus. Neue Fotoaufnahmen id 1,90 m Tiefe. Die hel-
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3.3. The findings

Considering that in the end of World War II and shortly after it, when German administration had already
withdrown and the front had passed, yet no new local archaeological authorities were established, findings gathered
in Raciborz suffered the most serious loses of all archaeological collections in Upper Silesia, it was a stroke of luck
that the grave assemblage under consideration survived almost intact.”’ ‘Almost’ because the assemblage stored
today in the Upper Silesian Museum in Bytom (Pol. Muzeum Gornoslaskie w Bytomiu) is incomplete. Probably as
a result of many relocations of regional archaeological collections during and after the Second World War two from
the set of three arrowheads were lost* and we know about them only as much as we can learn from the Fock’s ar-
ticle. Other findings can and will be presented anew in more detail below.

3.3.1. The tulip-like beaker (Fig. 7)'

The open-mouthed pot was built of two parts — a low round-bottomed belly and a high funnel-shaped neck; height — 112 mm; diam-

eter of the rim — 153 mm; maximal diameter of the belly — 90 mm.

3.3.2. The collared flask (Fig. 8)*

The flask has a flat bottom, a rounded belly and concave neck with a collar localized in the mid-height; profile of the pot’s wall is
smoothly s-shaped; it should be noticed that the body of the belly was originally slightly flattened at the maximal protrusion (the part of belly
which is biconical was reconstructed with gypsum); height — 160—167 mm; diameter of the rim — 72—75 mm; diameter of the collar — §7-89 mm;

maximal diameter of the belly — 112 mm; diameter of the bottom — 64-68 mm.

3.3.3. The amphora (Fig. 9)*

This is an amphora with a flat bottom, an almost spherical belly and a concave neck that slightly narrows down towards its rim; at a
joint of the neck and the belly tectonics of the s-profiled pot is accented with a small ledge; the amphora bears two not exactly opposite wide
strap handles running from the rim to the shoulder; both the ears rise slightly above the rim and are attached to the pot’s shoulder with disc-shaped
flattened ends (Scheibenhenkel); height — 170 mm (160 mm at the rim); diameter of the rim — 86 mm (96 mm when measured in the plain of
handles); maximal diameter of the belly — 146 mm (148 mm when measured in the plain of handles); diameter of the bottom — 68 mm (70 mm

when measured in the plain of handles).

ler Verfirbung istmit Kohlestiicken durchsetz. Der Durchmesser der
Verfdbung betriigt 1,20 m. In dieser Tiefe werden zwei Bodenproben
genommen. Es scheint sich in der Verfirbung ein Skelettscheden
herauszuheben. Die dunkele Verfiarbug hebt sich scharf von der hel-
leren ab. (Um 14 Uhr berichtete Herr Dr. Raschke, daf3 die tschechi-
sche Regierung zuriickgetreten ist.)

Um 14,45 Uhr kommt ein neues Gefi3 mit zwei Henkeln,
ein Jordansmiihler Gefil3, zum Vorschein (1,90 m Tiefe). In 2 m Tiefe
zeigt sich in der hellen Verfirbung eine Stelle mit Anhiufung von
Kohlestiicken. In ganzem macht diese helle Verfarbung den Sindruck
einen Holzschicht. Beim Tieferschiirfen zeigt sich ein Scherben, der
zuerst schon alsneues Gefifl angesprochen wurde. Danebenkommen
zwei Pfeilspitzen heraus; von dieser Stelle wird eine Bodenprobe ent-
nemmen. In der Nédhe des Henkeltopfes (Gefdl 3) liegen in 2,05 m
Tiefe Ziahne in einer Reihe; Wir haben also die Reste des Schidels.
In dieser Tiefe 2,10 m wird eine weitere Scherbe gefunden. Aus der
Bauchgegend wird eine Bodenprobe entnommen. Bei weiterem Tief-
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erschiirfen lauft die Verfiarbung aus. Der GRUND der Grabgrube ist
erreicht. Daher werden jetzt alle Funden geborgen. Die letzten Spuren
der Verfarbung laufen in 2,17 m Tiefe aus.

Die Unterkanten der Gefidlle waren:

GefiB 1 1,98 m Tiefe
GefaB 2 2,00m Tiefe
Gefa 3 2,05m Tiefe” (Fock 1938, 3-4).

2 TomczAak 2013, 276; WoOiCIK-KUHNEL-HOLC-MATUSZ-
czyYk 2013, 303, 314.

0 In the course of the war the assemblage was moved from
Racibérz to Brno. According to Mr Lubomir Sebela (personal com-
munication from 09.09.2013.) possibility that any artifacts were left
in the Moravian Museum should be rather excluded.

3! Inventory number B. 725/3978:58.

2 Inventory number B. 725/3945:58.

3 Inventory number B. 725/3979:58.
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Fig. 6. Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9, bottom part of the grave during exploration
(photographed by Ullrich; courtesy of the Museum of Opole Silesia)
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Fig. 7. The tulip-like shaped beaker from the gravediscovered in Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9
(drawn by Nicole Lenkow, photographed by M. Mackiewicz)

3.3.4. The projectile-points (Fig. 10)

What can be read in the report and seen on one of the photographs (Fig. 6b), is that there were three arrowheads discovered in a
cluster at the level of the grave deposit:

Arrowhead no. 1 (Fig. 10.1)*: quite slender bifacial form with approximately half-of-the-width narrow short tang; remains of ventral
side and negatives of primary removals on the dorsal face of the blank from which the point was made clearly indicate that it was a blade or a
blade-like flake; the two negatives on the upper face form a kind of occasional rib; as evidenced by the large negative of Janus flake detached
from the butt of the blank, the bulbular protrusion was removed prior to bifacial shaping of the point and the tang; the blade of the projectile-point
was formed bifacially with sub-lamellar covering retouch on the tip and similar invasive retouch on both the edges, except for the mesial part
on the right dorsal face, which was left unmodified; the tang is clearly distinguished from the blade by notches formed at both sides in the ven-
tral proximal part of the blank; the straight base of the haft element was shaped with a short semi-abrupt retouch removing the butt as well as
some part of the bulbular section of the primary flake; no traces of wear (basal grinding etc.) could be observed macroscopically; raw material
— local erratic flint; length — 37.4 mm, width — 16.1 mm, thickness — 4.9 mm, weight — 2.8 g.

Arrowhead no. 2 (Fig. 10.2): because the drawings of lithic findings published by G. Fock do not bear as much information as we
expect them to do nowadays, not all characteristics can be read out from them; despite these limitations, it can be said with all certainty that the
projectile-point under consideration represents the same design as the previously described one; large negatives on the upper and lower face of
the specimen show that it was made on a blade-like blank, the small sub-lamellar centripetal negatives on the arrowhead’s blade clearly show
that it was shaped bifacially, whereas the tang was distinguished from the blade with notches and formed with short retouch at its base; raw

material — undetermined; length — 43 mm, width — 17.5 mm, thickness — 6 mm.

3* Inventory number B.829/4082:58.
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Fig. 8.The collared flask from the gravediscovered inRaciborz—Studzienna, site 9 (drawn by N. Lenkow, photographed by M. Mackiewicz)

Arrowhead no. 3 (Fig. 10.3): similarly to arrowhead number 2, based on the figures presented here after the primary publication, it
can be said that the point number 3 represents the same design as specimens number 1 and 2; again, large negatives visible on the upper and
lower face of the projectile-point show that it was made on a blade-like blank, the small sub-lamellar centripetal negatives on the arrowhead’s
blade clearly show that it was shaped bifacially whereas the tang was distinguished from the blade with notches and formed with a short retouch

at its base; raw material — undetermined; length — 29.5 mm, width — 14.5 mm, thickness — 4.5 mm.

3.3.5. Human remains

Since the few skeletal remains recovered from the deposit, i.e. the teeth, can no longer be found in store-
houses of Silesian museums, and the report yields no anthropological characteristics of the individual buried, no
further information can be provided in this regard.

3 While searching for the human remains in question some  the German archaeologist mentions in his memoirs, fragments of
attention should be probably paid to acquaintance of G. Fock with which were kindly sent to me by Mrs. Hanne Baumecker.
anthropologist doctor Gisela Asmus. About her long stay in Raciborz
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Fig. 9. The amphora from the gravediscovered in Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9 (drawn by N. Lenkow, photographed by M. Mackiewicz)
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Fig. 10. Arrowheads from the grave discovered in Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9
(la: drawn by T. J. Chmielewski; 1b-3: drawings after FOck 1941)

4. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
4.1. The archaeologists, their fieldwork and reports

The main reason to present both the discoveries under consideration with short historiographic prefaces
was to set them in their situational, institutional and personal context. No experienced field or archive researcher
can claim such background to be of no other value than an emphatic bridge to the past events, for none of us has to
be convinced as to what extent credibility of results achieved during excavations and reports compiled later on their
basis depend upon such particular circumstances. It is also rather needles to explain how revealing in this regard
lectures of original relations can be, especially when they concern some absorbing episodes as in here. For these
reasons the long passes from reports cited above almost in extenso should be subject to at least general content
analysis. Moreover, if we want to infer as much as possible from the assemblages under discussion, we also have
to know how far both the related documents can be used as sources of unified data.

Concerning the letter reporting the discovery from Kietrz, the conspicuous precision of every line and
drawing reflects the intellectual engagement as well as discipline of its author. All in all, the letter comes from the
desk of a man who was not only a dedicated enthusiast of archaeology, but also officer emeritus with certain routine
in reporting gained during years of military service. Wording of this relation is not only exact and logically arranged,
but reveals also that R. Stdckel — not forgetting about his informant, Mr Groger, though! — had a firm grasp of gen-
eral archaeological debate of the time. Let it be just recalled how much attention was paid to questions such as
homogenity (when discussing connection between the skeleton and pottery findings), context (in the minute descrip-
tion of body’s position in the grave), or preservation of human remains. The use of professional terminology (notice
— for instance — reference to the Lusitian type®®), should not be overlooked either.*” What is more, it is detailed to
the degree which makes the reconstruction of the grave and its furnishing somehow verifiable (see below). Sum-
ming up, even if we do not handle the first-hand report of a professional excavator, its lecture makes us believe that
both the narrative and narrator are reliable.

In so far the only paper in which some attention was paid to the people taking part in excavations conducted
in autumn of 1938 at Raciborz—Studzienna we meet a short remark that the research was “after all [underlining
by T.J.Ch.] conducted in the field by assistants and auxiliary personnel of the Landesamt fiir Vorgeschichte in

% Distinguished not so long before by Rudolf Virchow Stockel gained this knowledge directly from meetings of the Berlin
(VIRCHOW 1872). Anthropological Society (Germ. Berliner Anthropologischer Gesell-
37 As we can learn from an introduction to one of excava- schaft) and professional literature.
tion reports concerning Kietrz—t.egi (STOCKEL 1883b), lieutenant
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Raciborz”.*® As we read G. Fock’s CV* however, it points to the opposite: the grave from Studzienna was recov-
ered, described and published by an already experienced explorer who specialized in studies of the Neolithic. This
professionalism is also certified by the way he supervised and reported the excavations.

As for the fieldwork, at the beginning it was similar to many other preventive actions routinely undertaken
by archaeologists working for Landesamt. In the introduction to the report cited, G. Fock* even mentioned such
excavations carried out in preceding weeks in Kietrz (Germ. Katscher) and Pietrowice Wielkie (Germ. Grof3 Peter-
witz). Generally speaking, such interventions were often conducted within both narrowly limited funds and time.
Because of the justifiable haste, resulting documentation was not always of high standard. To a certain point it was
no different in the case of Raciborz. However, when it became clear that one of the pits contained peculiarly inter-
esting assemblage, the works were apparently slowed down, observations made more carefully and documentation
completed with more scrutiny. Especially valuable are the few photographs of the bottom part of this feature. To-
gether with descriptions quoted above that follow the excavation report they shed some new light on problems such
as grave pit’s construction, microstratigraphic relations and arrangement of grave goods. What concerns the content
of the written record, even though it is apparently loaded with some dose of post-factum creation (insofar as prob-
ably every record addressing discovery of certain and realized value is), the discourse in fact does not affect factual
description. The text is possibly detailed, coherent and refers to all photographs, findings and soil samples (regu-
larly!) collected in the course of excavations. Although there are also serious shortcomings, such as lack of any plan
or description of the trench and its localization and also drawings of discovered features to mention just the most
obvious ones, the weak points do not shake the credibility of the report.*!

Both the documents, concise and reliable, are prepared scrupulously. However, not without some surprise
the reader come to the conclusion, that also in its merits the half-amateur report written a hundred and thirty years
ago in many points stands comparison with the description made by a professional archaeologist over fifty years
later. It appears that in principle Groger and Stockel paid attention to the same methodical (stratigraphy, homogenity
etc.) and prehistoric (cultural attribution of the findings, elements of burial rite etc.) questions as Fock. Such conclu-
sions, naturally, by no means demonstrate any anachronism of Fock’s approach (after all these questions remain
crucial until today), but rather emphasize the unique character of Stdckel’s report. Still, there are also certain reasons
for which the relation about the burial unearthed at Raciborz—Studzienna can be used with more confidence than the
one concerning the discovery from Kietrz—tegi. First of all, there was considerable technical and institutional pro-
gress made during decades that passed from the 19" century pioneering research. Probably the main advantage of
G. Fock over R. Stockel was having the photographic equipment and even a photographer at his disposal. Apparently
Fock used it to take a short-cut as regards graphic documentation of the finding, but it cannot be denied that owing
to this we have more — nomen omen — earthy record from the grave’s exploration (drawings tend to be much more
interpretation-laden). As already mentioned, in the case of the alleged grave from Kietrz there is no graphic docu-
mentation at all. Another reason to value Fock’s report higher is situational: in contrast to the research in Kietrz, the
excavations conducted in Raciborz have been supervised and then reported by the same person; additionally, Fock’s
description of the discovery was written immediately after the excavations and promptly published.

Having presented and commented on the reports in general, we should briefly specify what sort of data
they do or do not provide, and to what degree information that pertains to each finding can be confronted with those
concerning the second one discussed here as well as other similar findings. Undeniably the most severe limitation
is complete inability to localize the burials under discussion within the sites and in relation to other features, hypo-

38 «[...] prowadzone zresztg [underlining by T.J.Ch.] w
terenie przez laborantow i pomocniczy personel raciborskiego Lande-
samt fiir Vorgeschichte” (Koztowski 1965, 75).

3 MORRIS 1989.

4 Fock 1938, 1.

41 On the one hand, as there was no mentioning of any situ-
ational sketches in the report and all we have at our disposal in Silesian
archives is the above-presented photograph of the unearthed block, it
should probably be assumed that no such drawings were ever made. On
the other hand it cannot be neglected that the official typescript was
apparently based on the field notes arranged in a kind of a diary which,
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as we know from common practice, very often contain some additional
drawings. However, whether notes made by Fock during the excava-
tions contained them or any other valuable pieces of information we will
rather never know. The little hope that some documents from Raciborz
could be found in personal archive of G. Fock collected after his death
by Dorothea Fock was dispelled by living members of his family. As
provided by H. Kleyenstiiber (G. Fock’s daughter from the first mar-
riage born in Raciborz in 1943) and H. Baumecker (D. Fock’s daughter
from her first marriage), all G. Fock’s documents from this time were
left in Raciborz or lost during his military service and ensuing captivity
(personal communication with H. Baumecker, 06.07.-16.09.2013.).
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Fig. 11. The assemblage from the grave discovered in Raciborz—Studzienna, site 9 (photographed by M. Mackiewicz)

thetically contemporaneous with them. In the case of the alleged grave from Kietrz it is also impossible to recon-
struct the shape of the pit in which the dead was interred. At least in this regard the report concerning excavations
conducted in Studzienna is more complete. Going further from the general to more particular aspects of information
we find out that both the reports can be compared as regards grave assemblages, the way funeral gifts were arranged,
and to certain extent also positions and orientations of bodies in the graves.

All the above discussion about description of basic facts on the two grave findings under consideration
could have made false impression of following the ethos-pathos-logos rule. Of course such pyramid of criteria used
in our everyday communication, where weight and strength of opinions are usually measured first by authority, then
by expressiveness and persuasiveness of a given speaker and only then by merits presented by this person, should
not be applied to verification or falsification of facts in serious scientific discourse. The only way to assess the re-
ports without judging them on the strength of their authors or detailedness and inner coherence of records provided
by them, is to confront the data inferred from them with our general knowledge about given problem. And this
moves us to the main part of this reasoning, i.e. to prehistoric issues.

4.2. The assemblages

The discussion on the discoveries will be conducted in reversed order to the one in which they were presented
above all with detailed questions of cultural and chronological attribution of viz. findings being addressed first. This
will allow analyzing more general issues (as, for instance, funeral rite) in their right contexts.

There are two reasons for which the grave assemblages in question will be subject to traditional descriptive
analysis. First of all, each of the findings has already been discussed or mentioned on different occasions by many
authors and such formula, even if old-fashioned, seems to be the most appropriate for critical introduction of the
main threads of these debates. Secondly, the small number of related discoveries from Upper Silesia makes it impos-
sible to approach the problem with the use of more advanced analytical tools.

4.2.1. Kietrz—Legi-ul. Gorska

To some extent understandably, all discussions regarding discoveries from Kietrz—tegi focused almost
exclusively on typologically distinct jug with Scheibenhenkel. For this reason our analysis of the assemblage will
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start from this pot as well. As mentioned above, the findings from Kietrz and circumstances in which they had been
unearthed were presented to a wider body of specialists by H. Seger.*> He described them among assemblages of
the so-called Marszowice group (Marschowitzer Gruppe) of the Corded Ware culture. However, the few archae-
ologists studying this vessel so far immediately noticed that it was completely dissimilar to other pottery attributed
to the Marszowice group(!). Probably the first to exclude the jug under consideration from the Marszowice group
on typological ground was Carl Umbreit.*> He attributed the pot to the Britz group.* Marta Sottykowska-
Godtowska,* whose attitude to the old conception of the Marszowice group as a regional variant of the Corded
Ware culture was rather skeptical, and who considered this taxonomic unit (in a way correctly) to represent regional
Early Bronze Age, also called the opinion of H. Seger in question. According to her, this pot was related to the
Bohemian group of the Corded Ware culture. Several years later the Marszowice Group was proven to be a complete
misconception created by mixing up findings that belonged to the Corded Ware and the Utieticé culture,* but the
question of the jug was forgotten. As regards both the above quoted opinions concerning cultural affinity of the
vessel in question, they tacitly became part of the history of archaeology when Ida Bognar-Kutzian*’ laid foundation
for the discussion on the Scheibenhenkel phenomenon in the Carpathian Basin. We can suppose that someone would
finally solve the question of the jug from Kietrz if only the discussion addressng it had not died in the early 1960’s.
What would the authors quoted presumably write about the finding today then?

The presence of the handle with discoidal attachment at its base directs our attention to the South, beyond
the Carpathian Arch. Without going too deep into the debate carried on for over four decades, we can say that the
discussed type of handle is characteristic for the developed Middle Copper Age in the Carpathian Basin, occurring
mostly to the east from the Danube-Tisza interfluve. Scheibenhenkel is present at least in three distinguishable,
subsequent stages corresponding to the Bodrogkeresztiur B, the Hunyadi-halom culture and the so-called Proto-
boleraz phase.*® As an influence from the Polgar centre, the idea of such handle appears in all neighboring areas.*’
Even though up to now the uppermost part of the Odra basin has not been taken into consideration as a spread area
of Scheibenhenkel, the (re)discovery of the jug in question and the amphora from Raciborz described above and
discussed in more detail below (see p. 198) leave no doubt that Upper Silesia, together with Moravia and western
Little Poland, constitute north-western periphery of its diffusion. All such ears found so far in the surroundings of
Krakow belong to pottery assemblages connected with the late phase of the Wycigze—Ztotniki group. Also a little
bit more to the north, and east, at the territory settled by bearers of the Lublin-Volhynian culture, this handle-fixing
pattern was applied as such and infrequently imitated by marking ears’ bases with thumb-pressed negatives.>' To
the south from the upper Odra basin, in Moravia, handles with disc-shaped attachments occur exclusively in the
Baalberg culture/group.’> What must be pointed out here, Scheibenhenkel does not occur in its basic form further to
the west. Bohemian Baalberg assemblages yielded only interesting Scheibenhenkel-modeled skeuomorphic form of
applied plastic decoration, called sometimes inversed U-shaped mustache (Cze. spodni U-vousy). Such imitation is
made with the use of a single coil of clay applied to the handle’s base in a form of ring-like flattened rib. This
pseudo-Scheibenhenkel type occurred in the Funnel Beaker culture pottery from Benatky, Mlada Boleslav district,>
and Cimburk—Hradi$té, Kutnd hora.”*

As it clearly follows from this cursory review, the sole presence of handles with discoid attachements might
be at best interpreted in terms of general cultural stream reaching Upper Silesia in the Middle Eneolithic and should

“2 SEGER 1919, 77, Abb. 285.

4 UMBREIT 1937, 107.

“ Ebd., 160.

4 SOLTYKOWSKA-GODEOWSKA 1964, 203, Anm.25, Abb.1:30.
4 MACHNIK 1978, 83-84.

4T BOGNAR-KUTZIAN 1967.

4 It should be clearly pointed out that the author is aware

“ Cf. RUTTKAY 1985, 141-142; RAczKY 1991, 331-341;
HORVATH 1994, S. 93-99; JovaNOVIC 1998; Patay 2005, 128-130;
KaLicz-HORVATH 2011, 424; LAszZLO-SzTANCSUJ 2010.

0 KaczaNowska 1986, 45, ryc. 4; Nowak 2010, 76, ryc. 13;
CZEKAJ-ZASTAWNY—PRZYBYLA 2012, 179-180.

S KACZANOWSKA 1986, 46; CHMIELEWSKI 2008, 60.

52 KOSTURLK 2007, 44, tab. 11:11, 14:8, 18:2; Smip 2007,

of strong skepticism of some archaeologists (see e.g. opinion of Tiinde
Horvath — HorRvATH 2009, 105) in regard to the ‘Protoboleraz phase’
as defined by Nandor Kalicz and Laszlo A. Horvath (see e.g. KALICZ—
HorvATH 2011). These critical opinions are certainly partially right, do
not undermine whole the conception of taxonomically and chrono-
logically separable final phase of the Middle Eneolithic (or the Middle
Copper Age, to use traditional Hungarian terminology).
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38, obr. 22:2, 7; SMib 2012, 162, obr. 11:1.

33 KALFERST-ZAPOTOCKY 1991, obr. 9:7; probably also obr.
7:12, 10:7 and 14:7. The findings can be found in the East Bohemian
Museum (Cze. Muzeum vychodnich Cech) in Hradec Kralové under
respective inventory numbers: 66031, 66066, 66131 and 69340.

54 ZAPOTOCKY 2000, 12; Taf. 45, 15=Taf. 36, 13.
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not be used as criterium crucis upon which cultural attribution and detailed chronology of the finding from Kietrz
can be decided. Therefore the Scheibenhenkel must not be discussed as if it was broken-off from the jug.

To the north from the Sudetes and the Carpathian Mountains, in times preceding the period the jug from
Kietrz—t.egi belongs to, single-handed vases represent rather uncommon phenomenon® and do not resemble the pot
in question. Because of small number of Upper Silesian findings dated to the phase corresponding with the advanced
Middle Copper Age in the Carpathian Basin, it is hard to say whether vessels of the kind, and such pitchers in par-
ticular, started to be used more commonly. Nolens volens, looking for their origins, we have to turn down south again.

The nearest area where jugs occur frequently and where Scheibenhenkel appears, is the eastern periphery
of the Baalberg culture, i.e. Moravia and Lower Austria. However, this region yielded only one single-handled pitcher
with the ear’s base applied with disc-shaped attachement. The one found in a of stone box graves unearthed in Kosif
near Slatinky, Prost&jov district.>® Moreover, the pot indicated represents the so-called Baalberg jug par excellence,”
a well-defined category of vases the one from Kietrz—tegi certainly does not belong to. What differentiates Baalberg
jugs from the one disscussed here is that the latter has conical (not cylindrical or funnel-like) neck distinguished from
the belly with a ledge and handle attached to its rim (not below it).*® Both the elements of jugs’ morphology which
do not really fit the ‘funnel beaker’ canon, viz. the handle attached directly to the edge and the sub-conical shape of
the neck, are very typical for pottery traditions developing concurrently in the western part of the Carpathian Basin.

In the fundamental monographic paper addressing the Middle-Danube group with stab-and-drag orna-
mented pottery A. Tocik indicated jugs “having higher or lower slightly or strongly conical neck with a handle,
which runs from the edge and clasps the neck”,” as one of the most characteristic forms constituting this archaeo-
logical taxon.®® From among few vessels described for the first time in the just cited article of Slovakian archaeolo-
gist a specimen discovered singly in pit IV-1/59 at the site of Baj¢—teheliia SM, Komarno district, should attract our

3 KURGAN-PRZYBYLSKA 2007, 518.

% Smib 2003, 31, obr. 6:6; SMiD 2012, 162, obr. 11:1.

" This kind of vessel was specified by Milan ZAPOTOCKY
as follows: “[w]hen concidered from a typological point of view, they
are quite uniform. Two determinants are peculiarly important: 1. Body
shape of all the jugs is substantially identical. One can find certain
variability only in the form of the neck and its base. The former is
always clearly distinguished from the belly with the base being
abruptly (2/3 of all jugs) or smoothly inflexed (1/3 of all jugs). It is
usually funnel-shaped with straight or slightly everted walls. Cylindri-
cal neck is an exception [...]. 2. Ear’s form. Baalberg jugs from Bo-
hemia for the most part have wide strap and only exceptionally
cylindrical [...] or prismatic [...] handles. There occurs plastic rib on
upper surface of an ear. It is typical for handles mounted below the rim
[...]. The last distinctive feature of handles is their bending. Accord-
ingly, they can be divided into: a) knee-like handles — sharply [...] or
gently [...] bended (60% of jugs); b) sharply-arched handles [...] —
29% of jugs; c) gently arched handles [...], 11% of jugs”/,, Typolo-
gicky jde o tvary pomérné jednotné. DuleZité jsou pfedevsim dva
faktory: 1. Stavba téla je u vSech dzbant podstatné shodnd. S urcitou
variabilitou se setkdvame jen ve tvaru a nasazeni hrdla. Toto je vzdy
zieteln& odsazeno od t€la, pfi éemZ odsazeni je bud ostré (2/3 dZban)
nebo mekke (1/3). Je vétSinou lehce nalevkoviteé rozviené s rovnymi
¢i slabé prohnutymi sténami. Valcovité hrdlo je vyjimkou [...].
2. Tvar ucha. Ucha eskych baalberskych dzband jsou v naprosté
vetsing Siroce paskova a jen vyjimecné valcovitd[...] nebo hranolovitd
[...]. Typické je nasazeni uch uprostfed hrdla [...]. Poslednim
piizna¢nym rysem uch je jejich zalomeni. Délime je podle toho na: a)
ucha kolinkovita — ostie [...] ¢i mékce [...] kolinkovité zalomena
(60% d7bani); b) ucha ostie oblukovita [...] 29% dZb&ang; c) ucha
oblukovitd [...], 11% dzbant” (ZApoTOCKY 1956, 548-549). In gen-
eral Baalberg jug forms commonly found in Moravia or Lower Aus-
tria, and infrequently occurring also in Upper Silesia, do not differ
from the Bohemian ones (cf. HousTovA 1960, 39; HOLC-JAROSZ-MA-

TUSZCZYK 1992, 22, 28, ryc. 10; RUTTKAY 1999, 134, Abb. 10/1-2, 5;
PROCHAZKOVA-SMID 2000, 170, 172, tab. 6).

38 It should be noticed that according to the original rela-
tion as well as draft illustrating the vessel (see Fig. 3) the upper joint
of handle lays below the rim. In the report we can read that the pot is
“[f]reehand formed, somewhat lopsided, [and] also not perfectly
round and flattened on the mouth. Above the maximal protrusion of
the belly, which lies in the lower part, there is a necking. Here starts
the conical neck, which goes to the straight mouth. The jug has one
handle, which begins some 1 cm below the mouth and ends above the
biggest protrusion of the belly with a slab remaining seals applied to
modern bottles, Fig. 1a. It has 22 cm in height and 17.75 cm in diam-
eter at the biggest protrusion of the belly”/”[a]us freier Hand geformt,
ist er etwas schief, auch nicht ganz rund und an der Mundung flach
zusammengedruckt. Oberhalb seiner grofiten Bauchung, welche in
der unteren Halfte liegt, befindet sich eine Einschniirung. Hier be-
ginnt der lange konisch Hals, der in einen geraden Rand verlauft. Der
Krug besitz einen Henkel, welche etwa 1 cm unterhalb der Mundung
beginnt und oberhalb der grofte Bauchung mit einen an die
aufgesefen Siegel der heutigen Flaschen erinnerden Platte,
Fig. 1 bei a, endet. Er hat eine Hohe von etwa 22 cm und in der
groften Bauchung 17,75 cm Durchmesser* (STOCKEL 1883c¢, 2-3).
This apparent little inaccuracy seems to indicate that R. Stockel de-
scribed it on the basis of drawing.

3 “[...] maju vySsie i niz§e konicky sa uZziace hrdlo s
uchom, ktoré vychddza z okraja a prepazuje hrdlo” (ToCik 1961, 334).

% Dissimilarity between such jugs and those of the Baal-
berg type was clearly defined by Elizabeth RUTTKAY. In her opinion
they represent “a type for which conical neck should be accentuated
as particularly characteristic, and which was transmitted by the Bala-
ton I-Lasinja from the South-East/ein durch Balaton I-Lasinja aus
dem Siidosten iibermittelter Typ, bei dem konische Hals als besonders
kennzeichnend hervorzuheben ist” (RUTTKAY 1997, 168-169).
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attention at first.%! Its form and size are almost identical with those of the discussed pot from Silesia. Very similar
jug comes also from Brané, Nitra district.®> What is significant, and has been already noticed by Stojan Dimitrijevi¢,%
motives decorating both the vessels differ from ornaments known from other analogous pitchers. They have much
more in common with the Balaton—Lasinja culture style. More importantly this is not just about adornment patterns.
In the opinion of N. Kalicz and L.A. Horvath, expressed in their recent contribution to this discussion,* shorter
conical necks as well as higher shoulders of the pots in question should be also listed among the features typical for
the middle stage of the Middle Copper Age in Transdanubia, currently distinguished by them as the Furchen-
stichkeramik-Kultur (earlier known under the name of Balaton—Lasinja II).®® To the contrary, jugs with more slender
but less distinguished necks and lower (stubby) belly are supposed to appear in the subsequent so-called Protobol-
eraz phase. This plausibly later type can be exemplified, inter alia, by a finding from Surany—Nitriansky Hradok—
Zamedek, Surany district (formerly Nitriansky Hridok—Zamegek).5

There are, however, relevant dissimilarities between the pot from Kietrz and all the analogous forms de-
scribed or referred to above. Firstly, in contrast to richly adorned ‘ewers’ from Hungary and Slovakia, the Silesian
one is not ornamented at all. Secondly, even though the form of the finding from Kietrz resembles rather pots con-
nected recently by Hungarian archaeologists with the Furchenstichkeramik-Kultur, we cannot fail to notice that only
the presumably younger pots from the latter area have wide-strap handles.®’ Finally, we cannot forget that the
handle of the specimen from Kietrz represents the Scheibenhenkel type, a technical pattern which extremely rarely
occurs in Transdanubia and Western Slovakia.

Only two unornamented jugs with Scheibenhenkel might be connected with the Middle-Danube complex
with stab-and-drag pottery. However, both the vessels were found in eastern peripheries of this cultural phenomenon
— in Tolna-Mozs (previously Mézs), Tolna®® district and Zebegény—Kalvariapart, Pest® district — and their cultural
attribution is disputable. Because of lack of typical stab-and-drag adornments and presence of Scheibenhenkel, these
are commonly and rightly regarded as at least inspired by late Polgar tradition (the Hunyadi-halom culture).” As
opposed to Transdabubian potters though, bearers of the eastern-Carpathian traditions very infrequently made jugs
and single-handled pots in general. One of the very few such vessels resembling the pot from Kietrz—tegi, is a jug
discovered among findings from a supposed Hunyadi-halom culture cemetery unearthed at Kisvarsany—Hidéri,
Viésarosnamény district (Fig. 12).”' Still, it must be stressed, that this analogy does not match perfectly either. The
most remarkable difference consists in the shape of the handle. In contrast to the ear of the Silesian jug in question,
the one attached to the Hungarian one is not of the wide-strap type.

Slowly concluding this lengthy, nonetheless really justifiable, typological peregrination that started from
the jug discovered at Gorska street in Kietrz, it can be stated that: (1.) its shape finds quite good analogies in the

S To¢ik 1961, 326, obr. 5:15.

%2 NOVOTNY 1958, obr. 60,4.

% DIMITRUEVIC 1980, 30.

64 KALICZ-HORVATH 2011, 421, 427.

% The Hungarian archaeologists illustrate this type of jug

all the findings were handed over to the Bereg Museum (Hung. Beregi
Muzeum) in Vasarosnamény. Unlike discoveries dated back to the
Middle Neolithic that were described in details (see KOREK 1977, 11-
15; ToLp1 2010), those connected with the Middle Eneolithic were just
mentioned (KOREK 1977, 11; Patay 2005, Abb. 82). As far as the arti-

with one more finding — a specimen discovered at Neszmély-
Sz616hegy, Tata district (ebd., Abb. 11:18; see also KaLicz 2001, 399).
 Ebd., Abb. 11:3 after Tocik 1961, 331, obr. 14:7a-b.

7 Slightly younger position of jugs with wide-strap han-
dles have been also observed in the Baalberg culture/group assem-
blages in Moravia. In the initial stage of the Funnel Beaker culture in
the area (phase IA according to Miroslav SMip) all the handles are
built of single coils of clay round, or just slightly flattened in cross-
section. Interestingly, to make the ears stronger potters simply doubled
coils. Resulting handles with 8-shaped cross-sections represent an ap-
parent step toward wide-strap ones. The latter, however, come in use
just in the subsequent phase (see SMip 2001, 283; Smib 2004, 129).

%8 KaLICZ 1973, Abb. 17,1-2.

% KALICZ-HORVATH 2011, 424, Abb. 11:2.

70 PaTAY 2005, 128, 129.

7! This multicultural site was excavated by Janos Korek
during a single campaign in 1963. Immediately after the excavations
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facts connected with the Hunyadi-halom phase are concerned, apart
from the jug under consideration (VBM. 64.11.24) few more vessels
should be mentioned: discovered in the same pit (A) little pot with a
single spout adorned with four symmetrically arranged knobs pushed
from inside (VBM. 64.11.23), which finds its best analogy in a pot
from Tiszaszentimre—Lekehalom (BOGNAR-KUTZIAN 1967, Abb. 6:1a-
c; as for chronology of eneolithic vessels bearing pushed-out knobs on
their bellies or shoulders see PATAY 2005, 97-98 and Patay 2008, 23);
a similarly ornamented milk-jug-like pot (VBM. 64.26.84) and a small
goblet (VBM. 64.26.83), found in another pottery cluster.

What makes me interpret these pots as grave goods is that
all of them were found in clusters in pits of elongated shapes. Al-
though hypothetical, discovery of a cemetery from this period in the
Great Hungarian Plain is very important. So far there are very few
necropoles from the time known (cf. LICHTER 2001, 354-355; HOR-
VATH 2004, 71; PATAY 2004; SUTEKOVA 2005, 327-328, obr. 4).
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Fig. 12. The jug from the alleged grave discovered in Kiisvarsany—Hidéri, site 19 (photographed by Z. Toldi)

Middle-Danubian complex with the stab-and-drag ornamented pottery, but (2.) the lack of any ornamentation and
presence of Scheibenhenkel indicate closer affinity to the pottery making traditions of the Hunyadi-halom culture.
Regardless of quite problematic cultural attribution of the pot, (3.) presence of the wide-strap handle speaks for its
contemporaneity with the final stage of the Middle Eneolithic in the northern part of the Carpathian Basin, i.e. with
the so-called Protoboleraz phase.

Since the pot in question cannot be seen as direct import or as perfect imitation of any peculiar type of
vessel occurring to the south form the Carpathian Arch in the final Lengyel or the final Polgar cultural milieu, we
should at least ask if it cannot represent regional or even local product only inspired by southern patterns.

Looking for an answer to the question, we have to face the basic difficulty of still poorly advanced research
upon late phases of the Lengyel culture in Opole Silesia. Nevertheless, what we presently know for certain is that
communities settling in the upper Odra catchment at the time were culturally very closely related to the ones from
the upper Vistula basin.” Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the vessels with bodies tectonics identical to the
one of the jug from Kietrz—tegi, viz. with necks narrowing toward rim and joints between bellies and necks ac-
centuated with ledges, represent the most typical forms of the Wycigze—Ztotniki group/phase pottery,” and that
probably under its influence pots shaped in such a way appeared in the Raciborz Hollow already in the late phase
of the Lengyel culture.” As suggested above, the idea of Scheibenhenkel might have been transferred to the Opole
Silesia from this direction too. For these reasons, even if archaeological record regarding the final stage of the
Wyciaze—Ztotniki group/phase is rather scanty and so far yielded no jugs similar to the one from Kietrz—Ltegi, it is
very likely that not only the peculiarly shaped handle but the whole discussed pitcher’s form constitute one more
piece of evidence for some impact from Lesser Poland.

The report of R. Stockel (see p. 181) as well as the paper of H. Seger” state that the jug discussed above
was accompanied by somewhat smaller and not peculiarly characteristic single-handled vessel (Fig. 3.2). Unfortu-
nately, this finding has been lost.”® Basing on nothing but the archival drawing and the photograph published, it can
only be inferred that its form is not distinctive enough either to be chronologically or culturally settled with any
considerable precision, or to be excluded from among grave goods the dead could be buried with. Certainly, similar
pots with small single ears are quite common at the time and co-occurrence of the one under discussion here with
the above-discussed jug is plausible.”

72 KULCZYCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 1979, 115, 124. This way
probably, some patterns of the late Polgar origins were transmitted as
far as to Lower Silesia (see NOWOTHING 1939; GEDIGA-MOZGALA—
MURZYNSKI 2012, 76, ryc. 3:3, 6:6).

3 Cf. e.g. DZIEDUSZYCKA-MACHNIKOWA 1969, Abb. 2:1-3;
Koztowski 2006, 57, ryc. 3:1-2,4 4:1; Nowak 2010, 57, 69, ryc. 8:6—
8,9:2-4,10:3.

74 Kozt.owskKI 1972, 181-182.

> SEGER 1919, Abb. 286.

7 The pot was recorded in the old German catalogue under
the number 346:83. In the inventory book started anew after the World
War II this jug is not listed anymore. Search for it undertaken in the
storehouse of the Archaeological Museum in Wroctaw was unsuccessful.

77 Compare, for instance, Siska 1972, 136, Taf. IX:2, X:10.
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4.2.2. Raciborz—Studzienna

If in the moment of their publication, by the title given to his article, Tulpenbecher und Kragenflasche aus
einem jungsteinzeitlichen Grab von Ratibor-Siid, G. Fock somehow exposed co-presence of two other pots in this
assemblage, from today’s perspective it is rather the third one, i.e. the amphora (Fig. 9), that becomes crucial for
answering such important questions concerning the finding, as the problem of its chronology. It is not by chance
then that the discussion upon grave-goods will start with this vessel.

Doctor Fock was the first to notice that even though the amphora resembles kantharos-like pottery forms
the Jordanow Slaski culture (Germ. Jordansmiihler Kultur),” its spherical belly and the wide-strap handles rising
above the mouth are not typical for these would-be originals from Lower Silesia, Moravia or Bohemia.” Still, a few
more decades of research must have passed before cultural attribution of the pot could be specified more precisely.
Only in the 1970’s was this unique vessel rightly connected with cultures of the Danubian complex from the north-
central area of the Carpathian Basin by indicating “some resemblance to forms that can be met in the Ludanice group
and the Tiszapolgar—Bodrogkeresztur complex”.® As noticed by Jan Lichardus®' an amphora closely analogous to the
one from Studzienna was found at Kogice—Sebastovce—Lapise, Kogice IV district (formerly Sebastovce-Lapise) at
the cemetery of the LaZziiany group.®? The vessel from Slovakia is a bit smaller, but its shape is identical.®* The only
important yet so far unnoticed difference between the Silesian finding and its analogy is that the handles on the pot
from Raciborz are actually of the Scheibenhenkel type. Obviously, their presence on a vessel exhibiting so perfectly
the late Polgdr impact (see above) cannot cause any confusion or controversy. What might be more revealing for our
discussion though, ears of both the pots being compared are of the wide-strap type. Even if some may find it still
unconvincing, this fact again should be considered as an argument for quite late chronology of the pot.®* This or other
way, at this point the amphora with Scheibenhenkel is the most accurate chronological indicator in this pottery set. Its
presence implies that the burial is contemporaneous with the Hunyadi-halom culture; most probably with its decline.®

No less intriguing form, especially in the context of the other two pots, is the tulip-like beaker (Fig. 7).
Its unique cultural affiliation was recognized immediately. G. Fock stated that “peculiarly noticeable is the occur-
rence of the tulip-like beaker which appears here as the second finding of the Western culture [i.e. the Michelsberg
culture — T.J.Ch.] to the East”.%¢ In the first paragraph of the same article the author refers also in detail to the only
earlier finding of the kind — a twin beaker from Dolni BeneSov, Hlucin district (formerly BeneSov; Germ. Bene-
schau, Bez. Ratibor)?” which had been already presented as a finding connected with the Michelsberg culture by
his older colleagues®® (Fig. 13). However, for over seven decades on, as new similar discoveries and their ever
more detailed analyses appeared, opinion about them slowly evolved.?® What has certainly changed from the time

78 Such cultural attribution of the pot is repeated in archae-
ological literature even today (e.g. Nowak 2009, 525).

7 Fock 1941, 39.

8 [...] pewnych nawigzaniach do form spotykanych w
grupie ludanickiej i kompleksie tiszapolgarsko-bodrogkereszturskim
(BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1975, 91-92).

81 LicHARDUS 1976, 161.

82 J. Pavelik (PAVELCIK 1994, 28) as an analogy to the
amphora from Raciborz mentioned also one finding from Charvaty in
the southern Moravia. He went even so far as to call the amphora from
Raciborz “two-handle vessel of the Charvity-Sebastovce type/dwu-
uche naczynie typu Charvity-Sebastovce”. While referring to the
southern Moravian finding the author probably (there is no quotation
in the text!) ment the pot published by Pavel Kostuiik (KOoSTURIK
1973, Taf. 12:17). This vessel, however, resembles neither the one
from Sebastovce nor the one from Raciborz.

83 S1skA 1972, 119, 133, Taf. VIIL,13.

8 Readers should also notice that the amphora from
Sebastovee belongs to one of these burials unearthed at the cemetery
which were supposed by Stanislav Si¥ka to represent later stage of the
Laziiany group evolution (SISKA 1972, 148-149).
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8 Some archaeologists (e.g. Nowak 2009, 348) opt for
younger chronology of the grave, connecting it with the early stage of
the Funnel Beaker/Bolerdz phase in Upper Silesia. The sole presence
of the pot under discussion excludes such dating.

86 Besonders auffilig ist das Vorkommenn des eines
Tulpenbechers, der hier als zweiter fund der westlichen Kultur im
Osten auftritt.” (Fock 1941, 38).

87 The pot was originally held in Raciborz (inventory num-
ber R.1941:28). Today it can be found in the Upper Silesian Museum
in Bytom (inventory number B. 969/4295:58).

88 RASCHKE 1931, 23, Abb. 20; PETERSEN 1935, 52, Abb. 92.

8 Cf. BECKER 1948, 264; GAJEWSKI 1952, 42-44; BAER
1959, 160; SCOLLAR 1959, 99-100; NEUSTUPNY 1961a, 316; NEUSTUPNY
1961b, 441-442; LONING 1968, 111, 159, Kat. Nr 198, 200; Kozr.owsK1
1972, 173; HACHMANN 1973, 81; BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1975, 91; Li-
CHARDUS 1976, 161, Taf. 67; WISLANSKI 1979, 241, ryc. 97: 19; Kosko
1982, 162—-163; PAVELCIK 1994, 29; NIcKEL 1997, Kat. Nr D5; NOwAK
2009, 324,525; SEBELA-LANGOVA-HLOZEK 1997, 204; KULCZYCKA-
LECIEIEWICZOWA 2002, 82; KURGAN-PRZYBYLSKA 2013, 65.
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Fig. 13. The tulip-like shaped beaker from Dolni BeneSov
(drawn by N. Lenkow, photographed by M. Mackiewicz)

when the Silesian findings were published, these were opinions about geographical and cultural setting of the
phenomenon they constitute.

First of all it was realized that the beakers of the kind occur not only in the upper Odra basin but also to
the south from the Moravian Gate. Although there are probably even four vessels from Moravia that could be indi-
cated here as analogies, only one of them — the pot quite recently discovered at Sudoméfice-Horni chmelnice/Val-
cha, Hodonin® district — is evidently similar to the tulip-like beakers from Raciboérz—Studzienna and Dolni BeneSov.
Unfortunately, every but the pot from Raciborz is stray finding, for what issues of their cultural affiliation and
chronology must be discussed on the basis of more general premises.

Regarding the problem of their cultural attribution, it was already in 1961 when EvZen Neustupny®' ques-
tioned the belief that the two beakers from Silesia belong to tulip-shaped vessels of the Michelsberg culture. Today
we can say that this opinion holds true also for the mentioned finding(s?) from the Moravian area. Why is it so?
Firstly,‘canonic’ Michelsberg tulip-like beakers simply differ from Moravian and Silesian ones. Secondly, pots of
the first form occur no further to the east than in western Bohemian assemblages of the early Funnel Beaker culture
or the early Baalberg group/culture, whereas vessels of the latter type — to the contrary — never appeared in the core
area of the Michelsberg culture.”” Because of these the round-bottomed beakers from Silesia and Moravia ought to

% PARMA-SMID 2007, 131, obr. 11:8; SMi.p 2008, 284. For
different reasons three other Moravian findings of the kind should be
treated with certain reservation. Two of them — a big fragment found
in Jifikovce, in the district of Brno—Venkov (HouSTovA 1960, 19;
NEUSTUPNY 1961a, 316, 319, Anm. 20; LUNING 1968, 294, SEBELA—
LANGOVA-HLOZEK 1997, 203), and a tulip-shaped beaker from the
pre-Boleraz horizon in Hlinsko, Chrudim district (PAVELCIK 1994, 29)

— remain unpublished, whereas the third one — the sharp-bottomed
beaker found in Otrokovice, Zlin district (§EBELA—LANGOVA—HLOZEK
1997,199-201, Abb. 2) — differs from the other pots when it comes to
morphology and presence of adornment.

91 NEUSTUPNY 1961a, 316.

2 See e.g. HACHMANN 1973, 100-103; ZAPOTOCKY—
CERNA-DOBES 1989, 46-54; ZAPOTOCKY 1991, 206-210.
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be seen as ceramic forms developed locally under indirect influence of the Michelsberg culture®® and accordingly
named as ‘tulip-like beakers of the Michelsberg-Baalberg type’.

This peculiar ceramic pattern might have appeared in Moravia already around 3900 BC, at the initial stage
of the Lower Austrian-Moravian Baalberg group/culture **, not without good reasons being called ‘the Michelsberg-
Baalberg horizon’®. At least theoretically the possibility that the idea of tulip-like beaker of Michelsberg-Baalberg
type spread to the north so early cannot be excluded as presence of some southern elements in the local epi-Lengyel
(i.e. IV phase of the Upper Silesian group of the Lengyel culture according to Vratislav Jandk) has been already
suggested.” It seems more likely though that the transmission took place just few generations later. Obviously, it
should be also asked here for how long beakers of the kind could have been in use here.

Attempting to answer this question though we will move east of Silesia. It is long and commonly known
that very similar tulip-shaped vessels occur also in assemblages of the Funnel Beaker culture in Lesser Poland. As
a direct phyletic relation between ceramics from this region and pottery of the Michelsberg culture can be decidedly
excluded, it is highly probable that these distant beakers constitute somewhat later epiphenomenon, resulting from
influence of communities living in the Silesian-Moravian area. Assuming this model of diffusion to be true, we can
treat the moment when tulip-shaped beakers show up in Lesser Poland as ferminus ante quem for their appearance
in Upper Silesia.

Fortunately, chronology of ceramic forms discovered in the south-eastern Poland can be quite precisely
established. Two pots come from megalithic graves: one of them from a triple burial number XII discovered at site
14/45 (PAR 75-76)" in Las Stocki, Konskowola district (formerly Las Stocki, site B)*® and another from grave 4
unearthed at site 14/14 (PAR 75-77)%° in Klementowice Kurow district (formerly Klementowice, site XIV).!%° Ad-
ditionally, a fragment of comparable beaker was found in feature 72 in Zawarza,'*' Pinczow!'®* district. All three
vessels under consideration belong to assemblages representing the classical South-Eastern group of the Funnel
Beaker culture. In the cases of two graves from the Nalgczow Plateau, a small number and chronological indistinct-
ness of grave goods (typical for funeral assemblages of the South-Eastern group of the Funnel Beaker culture) make
it impossible to say more precisely how they should be dated. However, a single radiocarbon date obtained for the
burial from Las Stocki (Poz-54082: 4590 +/-40 BP)! indicates that the grave ought to be synchronized with the
Bronocice III phase (ca. 3500-3350/3300 BC). Chronology of the settlement from Zawarza can be narrowed down
on the basis of typological analysis of rich pottery assembalges recovered. It can be firmly dated to the Bronocice
II phase,'™ i.e. ca 3650-3500 BC.!%

All these quite speculative considerations lead us firstly to rather general conclusion that tulip-like beakers
of Michelsberg-Baalberg type could be in use in Silesia even for four-five hundred years, starting from around 3900
BC. Having deduced this, we can get back to the case of Raciborz—Studzienna. Because the long time span over
which tulip-like beakers could plausibly occur in the upper Odra basin covers whole the period when the afore-
discussed pattern of amphora must have appeared in the region, the latter one remains more precise chronological
indicator.

Let us now move to the pot which belongs to leitforms of the Funnel Beaker culture — to the collared flask
(Fig. 8). In spite of repeatedly conducted comprehensive studies upon this particular category of vessels,'” many
questions concerning their chronological and spatial variability remain open.

% E.g. HACHMANN 1973, 90.
% For absolute chronology see RUTTKAY 2006, 294-296,

% The PAR survey and record made by Stawomir
Jastrzebski (1981).

100 Uzarowiczowa 1970, 496, 505-506, ryc. 9a.

101 The PAR survey and record made by Jacek Gorski has
not been reported as yet (personal information of Mr. Daniel Czernek
from 07.03.2013.).

102 KuLczyCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 2002, 82, 91, ryc.49:5.

103 The date was obtained from ribs of the individual buried

Abb.13.

% Cf. e.g. SMID 1993, 168; Smip 2001; Smip 2004.

% JANAK 1994, 15.

7 The PAR survey and record made by Anna Zakoscielna
(1981). It should be noticed that the cemeteries known earlier as sepa-
rate sites ‘B’ and ‘C’ constitute one burial ground.

% GAJEWSKI 1952, 4244, ryc. 56; GAJEWSKI 1972, pl.
186:6; fig. 14; grave goods from the burial are kept in the Lublin
Province Museum under inventory numbers 206/A/ML-1 (the beaker)
and .../ML-2 (the collared flask).
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with a collared-flask and the tulip-like beaker under consideration.
104 KULCZYCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 2002, 90-92.
105 See WLODARCZAK 2006, 34-49.
106 E.g. KNOLL 198]1.
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Although ceramic forms of the kind appeared for the first time at early (but not initial!) stages of the Fun-
nel Beaker culture in its Northern and Eastern groups,'”’ for years they seemed to be completely absent in the
Baalberg group. In Central Germany their presence was well confirmed just for the Salzmiinde phase,'® in Bohemia
— for the Sifem phase,'® and in Moravia — for the Drahanovice phase.''® However, a slowly growing body of evi-
dence recently changed this picture. It seems that at least at the territory of present-day Bohemia and probably also
Germany collared flasks were used already by bearers of the late Baalberg culture.'!'! Here, naturally, araises the
question of collared flasks’ chronology in the large territory spreading between the northern centre, where they
evidently come from, and the Moravian region where they appear rather later.

To the east form Upper Silesia, in western Lesser Poland, vessels of the kind appear together with the first
communities of the Funnel Beaker culture, at the stage contemporaneous with the Baalberg phase.''? Turning to the
west, i.e. to Lower Silesia, we can learn that even though they become commonly used just at the stage synchronized
with the Salzmiinde culture/phase,'? there are certain reasons to believe that such pots occurred there for the first
time as early as it was in western Lesser Poland.!'* But what is the situation in between these two regions, — in Upper
Silesia? An overview of the Funnel Beaker culture assemblages which was presented by J. Bukowska-Gedigowa
almost fourty years ago,''” but actually is not outdated,'!® clearly shows that the flask from Raciborz represents the
very few vessels of the kind found in clearly defined context. Except for the pot in question, all collared flasks are
dated to younger phases of the Funnel Beaker culture. Does it, however, determine the matter of the present finding?
Rather not. The fact that it was discovered together with the above discussed amphora clearly points to earlier
chronology of the collared flask in question and thereby also quite early appearance of this kind of pots in the upper
Odra basin. Regrettably, chronology of the pot cannot be more precisely determined either on the basis of spatially
close or distant typological comparisons.'!’

The last constituent of the grave assemblage to be discussed is the set of three arrowheads (Fig. 10). As to
their cultural attribution, lithic analysts — rather by the force of authorities and diffusionist paradigm than power of
arguments — for decades have been on the same page: they considered the projectile points to be of western origins
(the idea was to come from the Michelsberg or even the Chassey culture) and affiliated them to the Silesian Funnel
Beaker culture.!"® However, today there is no doubt that projectile points in question, known as arrowheads of the
Stramberg type, appeared already at the late stage of development of the local Lengyel group (phase IV of the Upper
Silesian Lengyel group after V. Janak'"®) and so their presence in the grave from Raciborz proves nothing but continu-
ity in regional traditions in chipped stone production.'? Since it is realized that they appeared considerably earlier, we
should ask if their presence at this stage of the Upper Silesian group of the Lengyel culture’s development can be
explained in terms of external impact? And because nothing speaks for such distant western influence, it seems that
this form of projectile point, very often performed in a rather opportunistic way by shaping tang and point on blade
and blade-like blanks with short, not necessarily bifacial retouch, might have been invented by local eneolithic flint-
knappers.

107 See e.g. NIESIOLOWSKA 1994, 331; MIDGLEY 1992, 53,
55, 83,90, 100-101,108; RzePECKI 2004, 65, Tab. 4-5.

17 Cf. BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1975, 113—-119; KNOLL 1981,
52. In the article quoted, J. Bukowska Gedigowa indicates a collared

18 E.g. PREUSS 1966, 21-23.

19 E.g. PLESLOVA-STIKOVA 1961, 113-115; ZAPOTOCKY
1978, 239; PLESLOVA-STIKOVA 1985, 107, 109.

10 Smip 2006, 214-216, ryc. 9.

HEKNOLL 1981, 52; ZApoTOCKY 2000, 68, Taf. 21: 5,6;
ZAPOTOCKY 2008, obr. 21:7.

112 See NOWAK 1996, 51, tabl. Id; Nowak 2006, 50; as for
chronology see also Nowak 2009, 337.

113 See KULCZYCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 1997, 183, tab. 14—15.

114 WoICIECHOWSKI 1970, 63.

115 BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1975, 113-114.

116 Very few collared flasks published from that time (see
CHOCHOROWSKA—CHOCHOROWSKI 1980, 277, obr. 4:B; HoLCc-JAROSZ—
Martuszczyk 1992, 9, ryc. 10d) do not change the conclusions of this
old survey.

flask from Makotrasy (see PLESLOVA-STIKOVA 1985, 107, P1. LXVIIL:4)
as the best analogy for the pot found in Raciborz—Studzienna.

18 Cf. Kozrowskl 1972, 170, 173; BALCER 1977, 35;
BRrRoNowICKI 1997, 44, 139-140; L1BERA 2001, 117.

119 JANAK 2007a, 146-149, obr. 4: 1-4, 5: 1-11, 6: 14, tab.
11/1-2.

120 What is noteworthy, an arrowhead of the type was found
also in a grave from Bronocice, dated to the final phase of the Lublin-
Volhynian culture development (KRUK-MILISAUSKAS 1985, ryc. 13:8 =
tabl. XIIL.29). The projectile point in question has been long considered
a form untypical for the chipped stone industry of the Lublin-Volhynian
culture and regarded as impact from the neolithic cultures of the so-
called forest zone (KRUK—MILISAUSKAS 1985, 69; ZAKOSCIELNA 1996,
106; ZAKOSCIELNA 2000, 530). Needless to say that all the numerous
findings from the upper Odra basin shed completely new light on the
problem and make this old view hard to maintain.
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4.3. The burials

As localization of the two Silesian graves under discussion has never been and can no more be precisely
indicated, relations between them and other possibly contemporaneous findings from these sites remain unknown.
For this reason the two burials under discussion can yield no answer to such fundamental questions as the one con-
cerning creation of burial grounds separated from settlements, or relation between graves and houses.'?! Therefore,
we have to focus exclusively on the burials themselves.

4.3.1. Kietrz—tegi-ul. Gorska

Considerations upon graves under discussion and inevitably also funeral practices of eneolithic communi-
ties settled in Silesia in general will start from the alleged grave from Kietrz—Legi. For the sake of this analysis it
will be assumed that all the details concerning form, orientation and position of the body in the grave, as provided
by R. Stockel, are certain.

Although not a single word has been written in the report about the grave pit’s shape, we can learn from it
that the deceased was laid at the depth of over two and a half meter. This is rather considerable depth for burial in a
usual grave pit, but certainly easy to accept for one arranged in storage pit. It is hard to go beyond speculations though.

As for burying the body in flexed position and placing it in accordance with the N-S axis (with deviations,
very often to the SW-NE), in the area to the north from the Carpathian Arch it was a tradition starting in the Neo-
lithic'?? and lasting till the end—phase of the so-called Danubian cultures’ development, viz the Lublin-Volhynian
culture,'? the so-called Pleszow—ModInica—Wyciaze group of the Lengyel culture,' the Jordanow Slaski culture!'?s
and the Brze$¢ Kujawski culture.'? As has been recently stressed,'?’ this ‘meridional tendency’ in grave pits’ orien-
tation differs from what was commonly practiced by communities of the Polgar and Lengyel complexes'?® as well
as the Baalberg culture/group.'® In the Carpathian Basin, Moravia and Bohemia graves predominantly respected
the W-E axis. The conclusion appears to be simple: considering the position and the orientation of the body, the
individual unearthed in Kietrz—t.¢gi on Gorska street was buried in full respect to the ‘northern Danubian’ rite.'*
Just one detail does not perfectly fit the picture here: the skeleton found in Kietrz was laid with its skull to the north,
whereas the ‘Danubian’ communities living to the North from the Carpathians and Sudetes usually placed their
kinsmen with their heads directed southwards. There is, however, a single and singnificant exception from this rule
— the very well known cemetery from site 5 in Wyciaze, where graves were oriented along the NW-SE axis and all
people buried in them were laid with their heads to the north.'!

As long as both the pots discussed above are assumed to belong to grave goods deposited with the deceased
and thereby to constitute chronological markers for the burial, there is every reason to claim that the dead was in-
terred according to the ‘Danubian’ rite which so far has been observed in this shape exclusively in the Middle
Eneolithic of western Lesser Poland.'*?

121 See e.g. Kabrow 2010, 54-56; for more general re-
marks see PARKER PEARSON 2003, 124—-141.

122 See JANAK 2001, 329-335; KACcZANOWSKA 2009, 68;
Kabprow 2009, 55, tab. III.

123 ZAKOSCIELNA 2009, 121, tab. VI; ZAKOSCIELNA 2010,
93, ryc. 29, tab. 17.

124 KACZANOWSKA 2009, 72, 77.

125 See e.g. SEGER 1906, Fig. 2; GEDIGA-MOZGALA—
MurzyYNskI 2012, 75, ryc. 1.

126 JaAZDZEWSKI 1938, 33-36, tabela 1, tabl. II-XXVI;
GRYGIEL 2008, ryc. 761-853.

127 K ACZANOWSKA 2009, 77-78.

128 HAUSLER 1994, S. 38-40; ZAPOTOCKA 1998, 100, 114,
116, 117-118; LicHTER 2001, 219, 246-247, 276-280, 279-280, 355,
Abb. 96, 109-110, 123; SUTEKOVA 2005, 326, obr. 1.

129 HAUSLER 1994, 39; MULLER 2001, 317; SMmip 2006, 207;
ZAPOTOCKY 2008, 72-73.
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130 Probably needless to say that position of the body ob-
served in Kietrz has also definitely nothing in common with funeral
rites of ‘northern’ groups of the Funnel Beaker culture. Bearers of the
latter tradition buried they dead tribesmen in extended supine position,
respecting norms of completely different origins (cf. e.g. HAUSLER
1975; WISLANSKI 1979b, 172, 255; HAUSLER 1994, 50, Abb. 10;
Nowak 2009a, 456, 469-470).

B K ACZANOWSKA 2009, 77.

132 This being the case, it can be also supposed that the
dead was a man, because in eneolithic burials from Lesser Poland, as
it is also throughout the Carpathian Basin, opposition of sexes (man/
woman) is perfectly mirrored by differentiation of position of bodies
in graves (laid on the right side/on the left side respectively). Cf. e.g.
HAUSLER 1994, 39, 42; LicHTER 2001, 218, 265, 278, 322-323, 353,
355; KaczaNowska 2009, 73, 78; ZAKOSCIELNA 2009, 93, 201, ryc.
29. tab. 17; Kaprow 2010.
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Fig. 14. The tulip-like shaped beaker and the collared flask from the grave discovered in Las Stocki, site 14
(drawings after GAJEWSKI 1972, photographed by T. J. Chmielewski)

4.3.2. Raciborz—Studzienna

The burial from Raciborz—Studzienna directs our attention to funeral practices which were decidedly less
common, but much more interesting for that. Before moving to general considerations upon this peculiar grave, its
form has to be possibly well reconstructed.

As can be inferred from the report and the few photographs preserved, we deal with a burial deposited at
the bottom of an over two meters deep pit. Even though the cross-section of the feature has not been documented,
the widening of its regular round outline in consecutive horizontal sections clearly indicates that it was trapezodal
shape in cross-section. Its inner stratigraphy cannot be reconstructed with satisfactory precision, but from the report
we can learn that clayish layer containing the burial and grave goods gradually narrowed-down unfolding a lighter
layer of loess. The latter was interpreted as a layer of wood.

According to G. Fock, during the exploration of the dark layer a shadow of the decayed body could be
observed. In the absence of a more detailed documentation, however, the position of the deceased in the grave pit
can be just partially reconstructed. The only human remains unearthed — the teeth — belonged to a single individual.
Their position in the vicinity of the amphora tells us where the head lay. Taking into consideration this fact as well
as the way all other artifacts were arranged, it can be suggested that the dead was placed centrally. A little remark
upon position of the head toward the cardinal points'*® is the only hint that makes it possible to reconstruct the
orientation of the pit, and thereby — of the buried person. As we can learn from the article quoted, the head, or rather
what was left of it, laid in the eastern part of the grave ‘chamber’. It can be suggested then that the body was placed
along the W-E axis. Since the number and the position of the three flint arrowheads rather exclude the possibility
of them belonging to projectiles lodging in the body, their presence among grave goods not only indicates that the
dead was a man but speaks also for his advaced age. The latter conclusion in connection with the quite small diam-

13 Fock 1941, 38.
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eter of the dark layer in which the deceased was deposited, allows us to suggest that the body was placed in a flexed
or even foetal position.

Cultural connections inferred or at least suggested in the course of earlier considerations on grave goods
make us analyze this particular grave by comparison with funeral rites of the Michelsberg culture, the Funnel Beaker
culture as well as late phases of the Lengyel and Polgar complexes.

Here, perhaps the most fascinating to prove would be any connection between the funeral rite observed at
Studzienna and burying patterns of Michelsberg culture communities. As it is widely known, funeral norms fol-
lowed by communities of this culture differ from those respected by people of other ‘funnel beaker’ or ‘Danubian’
traditions. Firstly, bodies interred in anatomical order comprise for not much more than 40 % burials whereas other
funeral deposits encompass variously fragmented skeletons.'** Secondly, fragmented or not, human remains were
commonly buried in settlement pits of various sizes, shapes, functions and locations.'*> Considering the grave we
refer to, it should be mentioned that trapeze- or bag-shaped pits occur exclusively in late phases of the Michelsberg
culture, i.e. at the stage contemporaneous with the development of the Baalberg culture.'** What is also very impor-
tant for our argumentation, regardless of burial form, is that regular grave goods in the funeral rite of the Michels-
berg culture are conspicuous by ... their absence.'>” Apparently then, there are many reasons to question that features
of the kind, even if sometimes clustered, should be really interpreted as graves.'?® Without exploring the dilemma,
for the sake of current discussion it should be only emphasized that, even though such funeral practices (if only
funeral indeed!) were common for whole the Funnel Beaker complex, in the case of the Michelsberg culture they
do not belong to burial rites that co-occur with regular cemeteries respecting some other, more strict and uniform,
or perhaps simply more readable funeral patterns, as it is for instance in the Baalberg culture.'® Yet, how does this
compare with the grave from Raciborz—Studzienna? Clearly, the one and only thing which the latter has in common
with burying of the dead in the Michelsberg culture is the form of grave pit. However, such forms of funeral prac-
tices not only appeared in the Michelsberg culture, and all the Funnel Beaker complex’ cultures quite late — at the
stage synchronous with the grave from Raciborz—Studzienna — but they were also common among bearers of
‘Danubian’ traditions.

Naturally, the discussion upon occurrence of similar graves in the so-called Danubian cultures should be
primarily focused on funeral findings which are also possibly close from both chronological and territorial point of
view. Two graves from western Lesser Poland certainly meet the criteria: a burial of a child'* from the site 17-
18,20/8 (PAR 102/58)'*! in Krakow—Nowa Huta (formerly Krakow—Nowa Huta—Pleszow, stan. 17), Krakow dis-
trict, and an atypical two-level double burial from Bronocice, Dzialoszyce district. In the first case the deceased was
laid in a crouched position on the right side along the E-W axis (head to the west) on the bottom of two meter deep
trapezoidal pit; there were three items deposited on the level of the body: a cup, a bowl and a Hlinsko type pen-
dant.'* In the second case, the grave was a little more shallow (circa 1.2 meter below ground level), but authors of
its publication suggest that the difference between prehistoric and present-day ground level can reach even half a
meter. In the pear-shaped pit there were two individuals interred: a 30-50 years old woman buried in a flexed posi-
tion on her left side along the E-W axis with her head directed to the east, and about 30 years old man laid later on
her in a supine position on N-S orientation (head to the north) with crouched legs and arms stretched sidewards.
After burying the dead the pit was sealed with burnt construction made of sticks and clay. Four vessels were depos-
ited at the level of the bodies; there was one more pot and two stone tools (a grinding stone and the afore discussed
arrowhead) on the burnt surface above.'#

134 NICKEL 1997, 52-53, Tabelle 1.

135 See e.g. NICKEL 1997, 64—114; GRUND 2008, 177-181.

136 GRUND 2008, 183; about synchronization with the Baal-
berg group/culture see GRUND 2008, 198-201.

137 NIcKEL 1997, 131; JEUNESSE 2010, 94-95.

138 E.g. LONING 1968, 90-91; NickeL 1997, 131-132;
NICKEL 1998; opposite opinion e.g. LICHARDUS 1998a; JEUNESSE 2010.

139 E.g. RULF 1996; LICHARDUS 1998b, 37; see also remarks
in GRUND 2008, 200-201; and NICKEL 1997, 85, 129.
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140 Even though at first glance the grave might seem to be a
single-individual burial, it cannot be forgotten that a fragment of skull
belonging to a 3040 year old man was discovered in this pit as well.

1l The PAR survey and record made by Arkadiusz
Wawrzynczyk (1981).

142 KACZANOWSKA 2009, 77; KACZANOWSKA-TUNIA 2009,
272-273, ryc. 100; see also KAczaNowska 2006, 113.

143 KRUK-MILISAUSKAS 1985, 30-41, ryc. 9-14; also
ZAKOSCIELNA 2009, 242-244, Tabl. III; ZAKOSCIELNA—WILK—
SALACINSKA 2009, 309-310, ryc. 108—109.
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With all certainty the burial from Krakow-Nowa Huta, connected with the final phase of the Lengyel cul-
ture and the similarly dated grave of the Lublin-Volhynian culture from Bronocice, are not typical for funeral rites
dominating at the time in this area.'* When analyzed separately, the grave from Raciborz—Studzienna also makes
an impression of some kind of deviation from burial norms. Taken together though, the three burials appear to
represent quite usual occurrence in funeral practices of the time. Furthermore, the practice of burying dead in tra-
peze-shaped pits (leaving aside other forms of burials in ‘settlement’ pits) is nothing new in ritual life of Danubian
communities,'* and was also performed later by bearers of the Funnel Beaker culture. !4

As has been already suggested, there was not enough room in the pit to bury an adult person in a supine
position. Supposing then that the body of the dead was flexed, the possibility that the man was buried with respect
to the ‘northern’ funeral tradition of the Funnel Beaker cultures should rather be excluded from further considera-
tions.'”” At the same time orientation of the body along the W-E axis with the head directed eastwards is not a
common occurrence in the ‘northern Danubian’ funeral rite. On the one hand, it is typical for graveyards from the
south (see above), on the other, however, it cannot be overlooked that in both the graves from western Lesser Poland
that were indicated before as closest analogies to the burial from Raciborz—Studzienna bodies were laid along the
W-E axis as well.

Therefore, despite our limited knowledge about the burial customs at the decline of the Lengyel culture and
the beginning of the Funnel Beaker culture development in the upper Odra basin,'*® there are no good reasons to
consider the grave from Raciborz—Studzienna as a proof for an allochthonous impact on the local funeral traditions.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Neither the progress in the settlement studies nor the present state of the research on the ‘pottery periodiza-
tion” of the Upper Silesian Eneolithic make it possible to distinguish and use as chronologically narrowed-down
settlement phases as the one defined on the basis of the burials discovered at Raciborz—Studzienna and Kietrz—t.egi.
Still starting with the advent of agricultural communities, regional patterns in land occupation are so easily observ-
able that it is enough to analyze them against the background of chronologically more generalized maps, presenting
the so-called post-linear and the Funnel Beaker culture settlement.'* When considered as a part of the bustling or-
ganism existing in Opole Silesia from the beginning of the Neolithic, the graves in question are localized not only
within its central ecumene, lying on the left-hand side of the Odra river, but in the hearth of this zone (Glubczyce
Plateau and Raciborz Hollow), the main artery of which is the valley system comprising the Troja river and its
tributary — the Psina/Cyna river.' It must be noticed that the burials under discussion lie in the immediate vicinity
of this watercourse (Kietrz—tegi simply on the edge of its fluvial terrace), at the distance of merely 14 kilometres
from each other. All things considered, there is every reason to claim that they belonged to the same central and
excellently communicated settlement cluster. These facts are very important for this reasoning inasmuch as they
make us believe that cultural impulses readable in the eneolithic assemblages analysed do not belong to some mar-
ginal, but rather to the main stream affecting cultural landscape of whole the region. Having posited this, it should
be finally pointed out what was so peculiar about this period and what can be said about it on the basis of the find-
ings presented above.

The burials discovered at Kietrz—tegi and Raciborz—Studzienna belong to this peculiar moment in the
development of Danubian eneolithic traditions when their bearers, having already reached social and technological

144 KACZANOWSKA 2009, 77; ZAKOSCIELNA 2009, 116; 145 See e.g. SALACINSKA—ZAKOSCIELNA 2007, 102, ryc. 32;
ZAKOSCIELNA 2010, 63-64, 200, 210. It is worth to recall here, that the Kabprow 2009, 55, Tab. IIT; KADROW et al. 2009, 224-225, ryc. 49-50.
grave number 35 from Sebastovee (mentioned already in the discus- 146 Cf, FLOREK 2006, 414-419; JAROSZ-MATUSZCZYK 2001,
sion upon the amphora with Scheibenhenkel from Raciborz—Studzi- 12—-14; SCHONIGEROVA 2010.
enna), was apparently two-level burial with upper deposit (containing 147 See ftn. 138.
the pot indicated as an analogy to the one from Raciborz) laid at the 148 See JANAK 2001, 329; JUCHELKA 2009, 96.
depth of 43 centimeters and exactly above the dead interred at the 149 See KULCZYCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 1993, 43, 98, mapa 2;
depth of 95-100 centimeters (S13KkA 1972, 119-120). We can only FURMANEK 2003, 12—-17, ryc. 1-2.
regret that low standard of documentation published makes it impos- 130 Barlier also BUKOWSKA-GEDIGOWA 1970, 21-24, mapa
sible to infer anything about the form of the grave pit. 1-3; DOMANSKI 1983, 23, ryc. 3-4.
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zenith, start to make way for other traditions. Chronologically this period starts with advance of the Hunyadi-halom—
Laznany culture/stab-and-drag pottery complex/early Baalberg culture, i.e. around 3900 BC, and lasts until the end
ot the so-called Protoboleraz phase, around 3650/3600 BC."5! As comes from the minute discussion concerning their
chronology, it is very likely that the graves in question are contemporaneous with the latter stage, marking the de-
cline of the Middle Eneolithic.

Especially in the western part of the Carpathian Basin and adjacent areas this time is characterized by a
peculiar ‘cultural promiscuity’ that consists in fusion of various patterns rooted in Danubian world on the one hand
and the ‘Funnel Beaker’ traditions on the other.'>? The term proposed'> is obviously no more than a neat label but
it seems to fit here as well. However, it should be stressed that in the Silesian assemblages under discussion we meet
such configuration of elements which is unknown in the western Slovakia, Moravia and to the south of them. What
I mean, of course, are findings like the amphora from Raciborz or the jug from Kietrz, clearly marking some impact
from the Polgar milieu. Yet, does their presence make the graves in question outstanding findings from a regional
perspective? Rather not. On many occasions, including the analyses presented above, it has been stressed that this
area has much in common with the western part of Lesser Poland, from where different eastern Carpathian patterns
have been transmitted continuously since much earlier times.'>*

In the western part of Lesser Poland sets of co-occuring elements that is very similar to the one represented
by the assemblage from Raciborz—Studzienna is known as the Niedzwiedz type.'>® This stage in the concurrent
development of both the areas follows (but is not necessarily directly subsequent to) the IV® phase of the Upper
Silesian group of the Lengyel culture (according to V. Janak'*) in the upper Odra basin and the Wyciaze—Ztotniki
stage of the Lengyel culture development in the area of Krakow (according to M. Kaczanowska'¥’). It would be
certainly tempting to distinguish the assemblages compared under a working name of the Niedzwiedz—Raciborz
type or horizon, but it must be remembered that they exemplify just one of many possible cultural syntheses that
can be met in the upper Odra and upper Vistula basins at the time.'*® Determination of minute chronological relations
between every such phenomena and even each component appearing in this cultural melting pot still invites minute
intra- and interregional studies. For these reasons we should rather refrain from hasty recognition of one more

taxonomic unit.

151 For relevant radiocarbon dates see PAaTay 2005, 131—
132; RUTTKAY 2006, 294-296; RAaINA 2011, 106, 11. kép; Raczky—
SIKLOSI 2013, 567, Table 1. The attempt made to obtain radiocarbon
date corresponding with the grave assemblage was unsuccessful.
Charred plant remains recovered from soil samples collected by G.
Fock (see p. 185) were subdued to archaeobotanical analysis (Mrs. A.
Sady) and sent to the laboratory in Poznan for radiocarbon dating (Mr.
T. Goslar). The date obtained from charcoals of somniferous trees
(Poz-54083: 44000 +/-2000 BP; probably older!) indicates that they
were re-deposited from Palaeolithic layers also present at the site (see
WISNIEWSKI 2006, 227-228, and there further references).

152 Cf. e.g. To¢ik 1961, 332, 336; DIMITRUEVIC 1980,
78-79; NovoTNY-NoOVAK 1987, 134-137; RUTTKAY 1988, 229-234;
HORVATH 1990, 37-39; FARKAS 1996, 33-34; RUTTKAY 1999, 129—
130, 132-136, 138-140, 141-142; CAMBAL et al. 2011, 15-26, 35;
HorvATH 2010, 90-100.

153 CHMIELEWSKI-WICHROWSKI 2009, 121-122.

154 See e.g. KAMIENSKA-Ko0zEOWSKI 1990, 44, 74-76; FUR-
MANEK 2010; KUuLczZYCKA-LECIEJEWICZOWA 1979, 111; KULCZYCKA-
LECIEIEWICZOWA 1993, 163.

155 See BURCHARD 1977, 321-232, ryc. 9, 10 f-g;
GODLOWSKA 1977, 36-37, tabl. XVIII-XX. Wider discussion in: BUR-
CHARD 1981, 231-232, and WLODARCZAK 2006, 36-37. The quite re-
cent opinion on the Niedzwiedz type expressed by P. Wtodarczak
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requires short annotation. While writing about it as an analogue to the
so-called Protoboleraz in Transdanubia, he suggested that findings of
the kind should be dated to about 3500-3400 BC. In his view this stage
would be contemporaneous with the developed classical phase (Brono-
cice III) of the South-Eastern group of the Funnel Beaker culture (see
WLODARCZAK 2006, ryc. 16). Addmitedly, chronological position of the
Protoboleraz phase in regard to the Transdanubian Copper Age as a
period between the Balaton-Lasinja III and Boleraz was accepted when
findings of the kind were defined for the first time in the end of 1980’s
and beginning of 1990°s (see e.g. KALICZ 1992, 314). Yet, as it has been
already mentioned, the Protoboleraz phase is currently considered to be
slightly older — contemporaneous (and actually synonymous) with the
stage formerly named Balaton—Lasinja III (see KaLiIcZ-HORVATH 2011,
426-428). In the light of C14 dates obtained many years ago for Keszt-
hely—Fenékpuszta and recently for Abony, site 49 (RaiNa 2011, 106,
11. kép), this period can be firmly dated to ca 3800-3650/3600 BC.
Therefore, if the Protobolerdz phase is referred to the Bronocice chron-
ological schema, it ought to be synchronized with assemblages repre-
senting the decline of the Lublin-Volhynian culture and beginning of
the Funnel Beaker culture in the area, i.e. between Bronocice I and
Bronocice II phase (cf. KRUK-MILISAUSKAS 1985, 81).

156 JANAK 2006, 36—44; JANAK 2007b, 220.

157 K ACZANOWSKA 2009, 86.

158 See e.g. ZASTAWNY—GRABOWSKA 2011.
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6. AFTERWORD

To make our conclusions more complete we should at least try to move on from this reserved archaeo-
logical classification to prehistoric reality hidden behind it. Because we have no proofs for breaking or even loosen-
ing of pre-existing regional bonds and traditions in Opole Silesia, the new identity, which manifests itself to us so
clearly by the grave assemblage discovered at Studzienna, can be probably best described by a short paraphrase of
the famous essay of Ralph Linton'*about the average American’s Americanism. Looking at the burial, with a hefty
dose of poetic license we can imagine that the dead man’s family, having placed all the grave goods comprising a
bundle of arrows tipped with innovative projectile points, origins of which were rather so obscure (and probably
indifferent) for them as they are unknown for us today, the collared flask — a pot invented by communities living
more to the north, somewhere in the North European Plain, the beaker of a ‘Moravian’ form inspired by western
patterns and the amphora, which one would rather expect to find somewhere in the northern part of the Alf6ld,
probably thanked some forgotten neolithic god in some long-extinct language for their late kinsman being good one
hundred percent ‘son of their land’.
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