P¥ehled vyzkumii 66/1, 2025 e 13-27

The dynamics of settlement in the Early Bronze Age

in south and southwestern Moravia

Dynamika osidlenf ve star$f dobé bronzoveé na jizn

a jihozapadni Morave

- David Hons* -

KEYWORDS

Structure of settlement - spatial modelling - Early Bronze Age — Unétice
culture - Véterov group - south Moravia — southwestern Moravia

ABSTRACT

What level of complexity can we consider when reflecting on the Early Bronze
Age? The first step in attempting to define this question could be the creation
of a theoretical model based on the spatial data obtained so far about the two
cultural groups that existed in this period and region. The model includes
data from over 1,000 settlements, cemeteries, and hoards of the Unétice cul-
ture and the Véterov group. All these pieces of evidence of earlier settlement
are an essential part of the input data, and through them, we will explore
possible arrangements within both macro and micro regions. Each find situ-
ation is assigned a weight according to predefined criteria. For the analysis,
data available from archives, excavation reports, and scholarly publications
are used. The outputs are processed in a GIS environment in the form of map
outputs and compared with alveady published findings. The results of the
study is a series of maps, working with assumed population densities. Based
on it, we can test follow-up hypotheses using other types of archaeological
data.
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1. Introduction

The level of complexity of societies is one of the frequently
addressed questions in archaeology. It is very important in rela-
tion to the models and theories we create based on archaeologi-
cal data. In prehistoric archaeology, we generally do not have the
opportunity to work with written sources, which often help in
later periods to understand society and its functioning. The aim
of this article is to propose the potential model or possible form
of social organisation in the Early Bronze Age (EBA), based on
data from settlements, cemeteries, hoards, and individual finds.
However, this is not the model itself; it serves only as a basis for
further analyses, which are not the subject of this article, and
with the help of which it will be tested or modified. It is clear
that we will never work with fully objectivized data, as generally
only a very small portion of what the generations before us built
has survived from the past. Nevertheless, it has been possible to
gather a relatively extensive database of more than 1,000 individ-
ual sites, with varying quality of preserved records and different
quantities of discovered materials. The sites are mainly from
southern and southwestern Moravia, with a small portion from
the Bohemian-Moravian Highlands. Finally, I would like to ex-
press my gratitude to all the archaeologists who, over more than
140 years of diligent work, contributed not only to the acquisition
of these but also all other archaeological data, thanks to which we
can at least partially reconstruct our past. In terms of absolute
dating of archaeological contexts for Moravia, the Early Bronze
Age is generally framed by the years 2100/2000-1600/1550 BC,
the Unétice culture (UC), whose origins are sought already at the
end of the Eneolithic (PUC, 2300/2100-2000 BC), is dated be-
tween 2100/2000-1650 BC. The Vétetov group (VG) is generally
dated between 1700/1650-1550 BC. The data provided here serve
only as an initial orientation for the period under consideration
and will be further discussed in the text.

2. Methodology

Based on the theory of E. Neustupny, who focused on the
possibilities of defining the space that a single community could
control (Neustupny ed. 1998), in combination with the results
of long-term research on settlement development in the Benta
Valley (Earle, Kristiansen eds. 2010), data on settlements, burial
sites, and other activities of populations in the Early Bronze Age
were chosen as input data. Due to the author’s interest in two
hillfort sites from the end of the Early Bronze Age, Budkovice
and Blucina, the analysis focused on a region within 30-35 km of
these two supposed centres. The distance was chosen based on
C.S. Spencer’s (2010) theory, which considers an approximately
30 km radius as an effectively manageable area without the need
for a developed administrative apparatus. Both defined radii
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partially overlap since the two sites are about 22 km apart in
a straight line. Data on all types of recorded activities from this
region, published in literature and sources available until the fall
0f 2023 (primarily in the journal Piehledy vyzkumit), find reports
from the archives of the Institute of Archaeology of the Czech
Academy of Sciences, Brno, and the Institute for Archaeological
Heritage Brno, were used.

In total 1,089 individual components were worked with,
dated to the Proto-Unétice culture (25), Unétice culture (913),
Vétetov group (90), and generally categorized into the Early
Bronze Age (61). The data show a significant disproportion of
components for specific cultures or groups. Proto-Unétice cul-
ture is represented only by graves components and a few settle-
ments sites. The Unétice culture has all components represented
(settlements, burial sites, depots). In the Vétefov group, there
is a marked absence of grave units except for a few necropolises.
It may be related to the different burial ritual. For this reason,
very few of these finds may have survived. Burials from the end
of the Early Bronze Age are commonly found in Slovakia or Hun-
gary. The Unétice culture is not further subdivided into early/
late, classical/post-classical, etc. In the process of preparing
and working with the data, this subdivision was tested, but the
resulting picture was highly fragmented and significantly un-
clear, as alarge portion of the sets were only generally dated
as Unétice culture. For this reason, it was decided to treat the
sites dated to this culture as a whole, which will be taken into
account in the resulting interpretations. During the work, it was
also not possible, for heuristic reasons, to verify all the data
with which the model works. It is not possible to rule out that
certain portions of the dataset may have incorrect or imprecise
datings, as recorded by the finders. When it was possible to at
least roughly verify the provided dating based on illustrative or
photographic documentation, this was done. During the process,
several inaccurately dated sites were excluded, and some other
sites (e.g. Bulhary near Bfeclav) were more accurately dated
and thus excluded. However, it is clear that it was not humanly
possible to avoid a certain percentage of errors, which, however,
certainly do not constitute a significant portion of the data. For
the largest and often well-published sites, the degree of certainty
regarding their dating is very high. Although radiocarbon dating,
which has seen significant improvements in methodology and
affordability in recent decades, often brings surprising findings
and shifts our understanding in unexpected directions, we can,
in general terms, work with the obtained data, which align with
the current state of knowledge.

The collected data were recorded in a database (MS Access).
Attention was focused on formal data such as: site and find con-
text, type of find, quantity of feaures or graves, and character-
istics of the finds, etc. A very important part and outcome of
the work is the effort to record as many precise coordinates of
individual finds as possible. These data were obtained from pub-
lished materials and original reports, if maps were attached. If
only a verbal description remained, probable routes or locations
of the finds were sought using various map-based sources or in-
formation from local witnesses. In cases where only the origin
of certain artefacts from a given cadastral area was preserved,
a point was taken from the centre of that cadastral area. In-
dividual sites were assigned values: 1 (exact location known),
2 (location known within 100 meters), 3 (location known to the
site or section of the cadastral area), and 4 (only known that
the find is from a given cadastral area). For the creation of the
spatial model, all these records were used, as, at the scale of tens
of kilometers, any distortion in settlement density is very mar-
ginal. The obtained coordinates are also a valuable data source
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for further partial or comprehensive work. They were obtained
from the Mapy.cz website in WGS-84 format. The analysed
sites were divided into six categories, which were subsequently
worked with (Tab. 1):

A Settlements, where we classify common evidence of rural
settlements, where at least one storage or settlement pit was found

B Cemeteries, where at least one grave has been identified (excluding
finds of burials and human remains in settlement pits)

C Fortified and unfortified hilltop settlements, or locations with clear
evidence of significant fortification

Enclosed settlements
E Hoards
F Random or solitary finds without a clear find context

Tab. 1. Distribution of the observed components into individual categories.
Tab. 1. Rozdéleni sledovanych komponent do jednotlivych kategorii.

Each find was assigned a different level of so-called ‘site
weight’, based on the number of individual fatures or graves
documented at the site. During the data processing, these two
variables proved to be the most objective attributes for compar-
ison. For settlements, the number of storage or settlement pits
was chosen. The number of above-ground post structures was
not included separately, as there is not enough data available
from the studied region. In the case of finding one pit, for ex-
ample, a value of ‘3’ was assigned, compared to the discovery of
one grave, which received a value of ‘1’. The creation of a storage
pit and its subsequent archaeological preservation most likely
required a longer period of time for its formation than a one-
time burial act. Cultural layers, which appear in some find re-
ports, are also considered. These have, for example, a higher
value than a solitary object, because it is likely that they formed
over a longer period. The findings of specific numbers of settle-
ment pits or graves are then graded, and corresponding values
are assigned to them. The relatively broad intervals allow for the
reliable inclusion of such sites in the statistics, where the find re-
port contained, for example, only the phrase: ‘a group of graves

Type of component and its extent Site weight

Random find / solitary find
Random find / solitary find 1
Settlement structure

1 feature

2-20 features / cultural layer

21-50 features / cultural layer / fortification

O ||| W

51-100 features / cultural layer / fortification

>100 features / cultural layer / fortification 11
Cemetery

1 grave

2-5 graves

6-15 graves

16-30 graves

O ||| W=

>30 graves
Hoard
Hoard 1

Tab. 2. Distribution of components according to the number of identified objects
and assignment of weight to specific sites.

Tab. 2. Rozdéleni komponent podle mnoZstvi identifikovanych objektd a pfidéleni
vahy konkrétnim lokalitam.
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was recorded’, or ‘more settlement pits were excavated at the
site, the material is listed in the appendix’. This way, we do not
lose a non-negligible portion of the data (about 20% of all input
sites). Despite a certain degree of uncertainty, we can assess the
relative density of settlement, or rather the discovered evidence
of such settlement, in the given area. Hoards and solitary or ran-
dom finds have a value of 1, as they were placed in the ground or
into the archaeological process only once during a single event.

The processed input data (GPS coordinates, individual com-
ponents, site weights, and datings) were entered into an Excel
spreadsheet and used in the ArcGIS Pro software environment
to create the resulting maps. Soil maps of the Czech Republic at
a scale of 1:50,000 (CGS), available in the basic offering of the
aforementioned program, were used as a basis. Heat models were
also applied to the data in various examples, with the weights
of individual sites serving as the basis for their application (see
Tab. 2).

3. Analysed data and results

Several resulting maps were created from the obtained data,
displaying various partial and complex results. Initially, all input
components were incorporated into the model (Fig. 1). Although
the Proto-Unétice culture (25 sites) formally falls into the end of
the Eneolithic, it was interesting to observe the spatial distribu-
tion of these findings within the region. It is absolutely evident
that the most frequently represented component is the Unétice
culture (913 sites), followed by the Vétetov group (90 sites).
A smaller portion of the samples could not be classified more
precisely than as part of the general Early Bronze Age (60 sites).
In the case of the hillfort site Leskoun near Olbramovice, it is
not possible based on current knowledge to precisely determine
the share of Unétice culture and Vétetov group, so the site is
classified as mixed with both components.

Another output is the separately plotted Proto-Unétice sites.
Here, we can observe a very limited geographical trend and con-
centration of this type of site. The evidence consists mainly of
cemeteries, with a smaller number of settlements. The map is
also supplemented with heat maps created in the GIS environ-
ment based on site weight parameters. As a result, the map visu-
alises the area/areas with the highest number of archaeological
findings from this period. We can see that the most significant
‘concentration’ is in the Brno Basin area, associated with the
southwestern exit of the Vyskov Gate, and the second notable
area with evidence of activity during this period is in the broader
region of today’s Novomlynské reservoirs. Therefore, it can
generally be stated that within the studied area (as described
above), the vast majority of all findings are located in the eastern
half of the perimeter. In the western part of the studied area,
evidence of the Proto-Unétice culture is only sporadic (Fig. 2).

The separately plotted Unétice sites were recorded in a large
part of the studied area (defined around the Blu¢ina and Budko-
vice sites). Except for the area roughly defined by the cadastres
of Miroslav, Hodonice, Hrusovany nad JeviSovkou, and Vlasatice
(Fig. 3 - A), the settlement density is relatively stable. The ab-
sence of findings in some small microregions may largely be due
to the lack of research or the absence of amateur archaeologist
activity in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. On the other
hand, due to this phenomenon and the intensive construction
activities in the Brno area, east of Brno, and the Vyskov Gate area
(Fig. 3 - B), we can observe a significant concentration of evi-
dence of the presence of this culture. The largest number of sites
is associated with high-quality chernozem soils (shown in gray
on the base map) and fluviatile soils (light green). A significant
portion of the sites is also located in cambisols and brown soils,
particularly in the western and northwestern parts of the region
towards Vysoc¢ina (Fig. 3 — C). One of the furthest evidence of
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50 km

o Cemete .
ry Fig. 2. Proto-Unétice sites

plotted separately. Heat maps
were used for visualisation.
Author D. Hons.

e Rural settlement

Obr. 2. Samostatné vynesené

) protodnétické lokality. Pro
B 0 vizualizaci byly vyuZity heat
3.0 & maps. Autor D. Hons.

I Sparse Dense

I 0 / ;T 50 km

Fig. 3. Map of all Unétice
culture components with
representation of their
relationship to soil types.

A - lack of settlement in

this area; B - high density

of Unétice culture sites;

C - asignificant portion of the
Unétice culture sites located
in cambisols and brown soils.
Author D. Hons.

Obr. 3. Mapa viech
tnétickych komponent
s vyjadrenim vazby na
pldnitypy. A - chybéjici
doklady osidleni; B - vysoka
koncentrace lokalit tinétické
kultury; C - relativné velké
87 . mnoZsvi unétickych lokalit

¥ G situovanych na kambizemé
5. [ a hnédozemé. Autor D. Hons.

i &

o Cemetery

% Enclosure settle/
Rondeloid

o Hill top settlement

e Hoard
e Rural settlement

e Single found

activities during the Early Bronze Age from the core area in the
southern Moravian lowland is the hillfort at Kramolin, where ar-
tefacts were found that can at least be associated with the activ-
ities of the Unétice culture (Bartik et al. 2022, 42). Additionally,
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we can observe some penetration towards Vysoc¢ina in other mi-
croregions. Very often, the common combination of settlement
and the cemetery occurring nearby is observed. Settlement finds
dominate in the database. Of the total 913 sites, 45 are related to
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Cambisols and brown soils

Fluviatile

Chernozem  Soils
soils

o Cemetery

% Enclosure settle/
Rondeloid

Fig. 4. Map of Vétefov group
components. A, D - lack

of settlement in this area;

B - boundaries of the
extension of the Vetefov
group; C - sites of the Vetefov
group situated on less fertile
soils; E - the most intensive
evidence of the settlement

K 0 50 km

of the Vetefov group.

@ Hill top settlement Author D. Hons.

Obr. 4. Mapa véterovskych
komponent. A, D - chybéjici
doklady osidleni; B - hranice
osidleni véerovské skupiny;
C - lokality vétefovské
skupiny, situované na

méné drodnych pidéch;

E - nejintenzivnéjsi doklady
osidleni vétefovské skupiny.
Autor D. Hons.

@ Rural settlement

@ Single found

various-sized hoards. Many of these are quite old in terms of the
date of their discovery, and in many cases, only written refer-
ences to them have survived, not the actual artefacts. It is likely
that the inclusion of a find database, which has significantly ex-
panded in the last decade due to the development of citizen sci-
ence, would have significantly altered the presented data in the
case of hoards, but it was not possible to consider all sources.

The Vétefov group is represented by a significantly lower
number of sites (90) compared to the Unétice culture. At the
same time, settlements absolutely dominate as components, fol-
lowed by hillforts/fortified sites. Cemeteries are represented by
only five sites, the largest of which is the Borotice barrow in the
Znojmo region (Stuchlik 2006), while the others are considerably
smaller (summarised by éabatové, Parma 2019a, 8). In terms of
soil use, there is a much closer association with chernozems and
fluviatile soils. The exceptions are Budkovice (hillfort/fortified
site; Ondracek, Stuchlikovd 1982), Dolni Kounice (hillfort site),
and weak potential traces of Vétefov activities in JeviSovice
(Fig. 4 - C). All other sites are concentrated in the most fertile
areas of southern Moravia, and from an imaginary line defined
roughly by the municipalities of Lov¢icky to the east and Raj-
hrad to the west (Fig. 4 - B), we observe a significant decrease
in the evidence of the Véterov group’s presence in the northern
direction from this area. The less densely populated area is again
roughly defined by the polygon of cadastres of the municipalities
of Miroslav, Hodonice, Hrusovany nad JeviSovkou, and Vlasatice
(Fig. 4 - A), like the situation with the Unétice culture (Fig. 3),
as well as the space roughly between Hodonin, Breclav, Kyjov,
and Klobouky u Brna (Fig 4 - D). The highest concentration of
finds is noticeable around the Novomlynské reservoirs as well as
in the area close to and around Blu¢ina-Cezavy (Fig. 4 - E). No
hoard associated with Véterov group activities was identified in
the studied materials.

For the purpose of expressing the intensity and longevity of
settlement, a series of heat maps were created for each culture
and their mutual comparison. In the first map (Fig. 5), we can
see the concentration of settlement evidence for the Unétice
culture. The darker the yellow colour, the more intensive the
evidence of activity in that area. The region around the mod-
ern city of Brno and to the south and east of it clearly domi-
nates (Fig. 5 — A). We can identify four potential concentrations
(which overlap in some places). These can be labeled as the area
of the city of Brno itself (NW concentration; Fig. 5 — A1), the
Slapanice and Slavkov region (NE concentration; Fig. 5 - A2),
Blu¢ina (SW concentration; Fig.5 - A3), and Ujezd u Brna
(SE concentration; Fig. 5 - A4). A more pronounced concen-
tration of sites, moving clockwise, can also be found in the
Bucovice region with acentre roughly around the modern
district of Bu¢ovice-Marefy (Fig. S - B), further in the Kyjov
(Fig. 5 - C), Velké Pavlovice (Fig. 5 - D), Novomlynské reser-
voirs (Fig. 5 - E), Znojmo (Fig. 5 - F), the wider surroundings
of Horni Dunajovice (Fig. 5 - G), and around Moravsky Krumlov
(Fig. 5 - H). In this model, the least densely populated area is
roughly the polygon of the municipalities of Miroslav, Hodonice,
Hru$ovany nad Jevi$ovkou, and Vlasatice (Fig. 5 - I).

The Vétetov settlement, shown using a heat map, yields
relatively different results (Fig. 6). The two most significant
concentrations are found in the areas of Blu¢ina (Fig6 - A)
and the Novomlynské reservoirs (Fig 6 - B). This is followed by
the area around the eponymous site of Nové Hory near Véterov
(Fig 6 - C), Znojmo, and the adjacent rural settlements in
Dyje and Hodonice (Fig 6 - D), and, to a lesser extent, the area
around Lov¢icky (Fig. 6 - E), Budkovice (Fig. 6 - F), and Sumice
(Fig. 6 — G). The areas that can be considered open or sparsely
settled by this component are much more extensive in compari-
son to the Unétice findings.
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A comparison of overlapping concentrations of settlement
between both components is shown below (Fig. 7). A significant
overlap can be observed around the area of Blué¢ina (Fig. 7 - A)
and the Novomlynské reservoirs (Fig. 7 - B). In these cases, it is

Cambisols and brown soils

K 0 50 km

Fluviatile

Chernozem  Soils
soils

o Cemetery

* Enclosure settle/
Rondeloid

o Hill top settlement
e Hoard
e Rural settlement

e Single found

B Sparse Dense

Cambisols and brown soils

K 0 50 km

Fluviatile

Chernozem  Soils
soils

o Cemetery

* Enclosure settle/
Rondeloid

e Hill top settlement
@ Rural settlement

e Single found

l Sparse Dense
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likely that we are dealing with evidence of significant and intensive
use of the space by both components. The area around Znojmo and
its urban development (Fig. 7 - C), and to a lesser extent between
Pohotelice and the Krumlovsky les massif (Fig. 7 - D), also shows

Fig. 5. Heat map showing

the density of Unétice
components. The more
yellow the colour, the more
intense the concentration

of finds. The most intensive
evidence of settlement of the
Unétice culture: A1 - Brno;
A2 - §Iapanice, Slavkov;

A3 - Bludina; A4 - Ujezd

u Brna; B - Buovice-Marefy;
C - Kyjov; D - Velké Pavlovice;
E - Nové Mlyny; F - Znojmo;
G - Horni Dunajovice,
Moravsky Krumlov. Author
D. Hons.

Obr. 5. Heat map s vyjadrenim
hustoty koncentrace
dnétickych komponent.

Cim Zlut&j$i zbarvent, tim
intenzivnéjsi koncentrace
nélezd. Nejintenzivnéji
osidlené oblasti inétické
kultury: AT - Brno;

A2 - Slapanice, Slavkov;

A3 - Bluina; A4 - Ujezd

u Brna; B - Bucovice-Marefy;
C - Kyjov; D - Velké Pavlovice;
E - Nové Mlyny; D - Znojmo;
G - Horni Dunajovice. Autor
D. Hons.

Fig. 6. Heat maps of Vétefov
group settlements. The
yellower the colour, the more
intense the concentration

of finds. The most intensive
evidence of settlement

of the Vétefov group:

A - Blucina; B - Nové Mlyny;
C - Nové Hory near Vétefov;
D - Znojmo; E - Lovcicky;

F - Budkovice; G - Sumice.
Author D. Hons.

Obr. 6. Heat map
véterovskych lokalit.

&im Zlutéjsi zbarveni, tim
intenzivnéjsi koncentrace
ndlezd. Nejintenzivnéji
osidlené oblasti vétrovské
skupiny: A - Blu¢ina; B - Nové
Mlyny; C - Nové Hory

u Véterova; D - Znojmo;

E - Lov¢i¢ky; F - Budkovice;
G - Sumice. Autor D. Hons.
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overlapping areas used by both cultures. Moving to the remaining
parts of the map, in the eastern section, we can see notable Véterov
group settlement in the area around the eponymous locality of
Nové Hory near Véterov, located between the Kyjov region and the
southern part of the Zd4nicky les (Fig. 7 - E). We know with great
certainty that part of the material from Nové Hory near vétefov
can be attributed to the Unétice culture, though the majority likely
belongs to the final phase of the Early Bronze Age. To the south,
no significant overlap or concentration can be observed between
Bfeclavand the Novomlynské reservoirs (Fig. 7 - F). An interesting
feature is the relatively intense Vétefov group settlement along the
River Dyje in the cadastres of Dyje (RoZnovsky 2015, 178-179) and
Hodonice (Roznovsky 2019), where significant rural settlements
have been uncovered in recent years (Fig. 7 - C). These settlements
also contain Unétice culture components, but Vétetov group clearly
dominates. The area roughly northeast of Znojmo, with an imag-
inary centre in Horni Dunajovice (Fig. 7 - G), is almost entirely
Unétice culture. The area northwest of the Krumlovsky les massif
is relatively similar to the situation in Nové Hory near Vétefov. In
Budkovice, there is a Vétetrov group hillfort, and the area around
Moravsky Krumlov to the southwest and Ivancice to the northeast
symbolically encloses it (Fig. 7 - H). North of the line connecting
Lov¢i¢ky and Rajhrad, the Unétice culture component overwhelm-
ingly dominates, both within the city of Brno and in the region to the
east and northeast of the city towards the Vy$kov Gate (Fig. 7 - ).

Attention was also given to the Unétice culture and Vétetov
group hilltop sites. These sites are often viewed as central, mak-
ing it important to examine their relationships and spatial place-
ment. Another motivation was to compare the relative number of
hilltop/fortified sites from the Early Bronze Age (Fig. 8), a topic
that has been significantly reflected upon in the last three de-
cades. Lastly, the aim was to compare their relationships and
placement within the concentrations arising from the previous
maps (Fig. 9, 10).

Hilltop/fortified sites in the Early Bronze Age Amount

Unétice culture 21
Véterov group 12
Early Bronze Age 7

Tab. 3. Number of Eneolithic, Vétefov group, and Early Bronze Age hillfort/fortified
components.

Tab. 3. Polet unétickych véterovskych a starobronzovych vysSinnych/opevnénych
komponent.

Looking at the number of hilltop/fortified sites in the Early
Bronze Age in the studied area, it is clear that the Unétice cul-
ture sites outnumber those of the Vétetov group. Even if all sites
broadly dated to the Early Bronze Age were attributed to the
Véterov group, the numbers would be roughly balanced. The map
also highlights another phenomenon of the Early Bronze Age,
namely the presence of enclosed settlements sites, which can be
described as ditches typically located in flat areas with an inhab-
ited interior, possibly with burial activities in close proximity. It
is noteworthy that all three of these defined sites are in a very
limited area, roughly in the centre of the region delineated by the
Krumlovsky les, P4lava, and Blu¢ina (A - Fig. 8). The Troskoto-
vice rondel is attributed to the Unétice culture, the Sumice rondel
to the Véterov group, and the Vlasatice one is generally dated to
the Early Bronze Age. Itis not the intention of this paper to discuss
in detail their possible function and significance, but from the per-
spective of spatial data within the context of the Early Bronze Age,
these sites are undoubtedly an important component (Tab. 3).

Maps Fig. 9. and 10 show the relationship between the most
prominent concentrations of settlement and the locations of
hillforts/fortified sites. The first case concerns Unétice culture
situations (Fig. 9). Most sites are not located in areas where the
heat models show the most intense evidence of settlement, but
are rather in peripheral zones of each concentration or situated
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Obr. 7. Relativni prekryv
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kulturou (hnéda)
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B - Nové Mlyny; C - Znojmo;
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Fig. 8. Map of hillfort/fortified sites and rondeloids of the Unétice culture, Vétefov group, and the Early Bronze Age. Hillfort/fortified sites: VG: 1 - Blu¢ina-Cezavy;

3 - Budkovice-Myslivarna; 4 - Dolni Kounice; 5 - JeviSovice-Stary Zamek; 6 - Kiepice; 7 - Sobdlky-Vala; 8 - Starovice; 9 - Nové Hory near Vétefov / U Pficek; 10 - Nové
Hory near Vétefov; 11, 12 - Znojmo-centrum; UC: 13 - Bludina-Cezavy; 14 - Gre$lové Myto; 15 - HruSovany nad JeviSovkou; 16 - Klentnice; 17 - Kobefice; 18 - K¥epice;

19 - K¥izanovice-Vinohrady; 20 - Letonice; 21 - Lule¢-Sv. Martin; 22 - Lule¢-Kolovratnice; 23 - Marefy—(flupy; 24 - Mugov-Hradisko; 25 - Nenkovice; 26 - Podmoli-Sobes;
27 - §itboFice-ProstFedn|’Torhety; 28 - Tvarozna-Santon; 29 - Vétefov-Babi Lom; 30 - Vyrovice-Velka Skala; 31 - Znojmo-centrum; EBA 2 - Petrov; 32 - Kobyli-Lumperky;
33 - Ménin-Vinohréadky; 34 - Olbramovice-Leskoun; 35 - SitboFice-Domaniny; 36 - VaZany nad Litavou. Enclosed settlement: 1 - Sumice (VG); 2 - Troskotovice (UC);

3 - Vlasatice (EBA). Author D. Hons.

Obr. 8. Mapa vysinnych/opevnénych lokalit a rondeloid( unétické kultury, véterovské skupiny a obecné starsi doby bronzové. Vysinné/opevnéné lokality - VG: 1 - Blu¢ina-Cezavy;
3 - Budkovice-Myslivdrna; 4 - Dolni Kounice; 5 - JeviSovice-Stary Zémek; 6 - Kepice; 7 - Soblilky-Vala; 8 - Starovice; 9 - Nové Hory u Vétefova /U PFi¢ek; 10 - Nové Hory

u Vé&tefova; 11, 12 - Znojmo-centrum; UC: 13 - Blu¢ina-Cezavy; 14 - Greslove Myto; 15 — HruSovany nad Jevisovkou; 16 - Klentnice; 17 — Kobefice; 18 - Kfepice; 19 - KfiZanovice-
-Vinohrady; 20 - Letonice; 21 - Lule&-Sv. Martin; 22 - Lule¢-Kolovratnice; 23 - Marefy-Clupy; 24 - Musov-Hradisko; 25 - Nenkovice; 26 - Podmoli-Sobes; 27 - Sitbofice-Prostiedni
Torhety; 28 - TvaroZnd-Santon; 29 - Véterov-Babi Lom; 30 - Vyrovice-Velka Skéla; 31 - Znojmo- centrum; EBA 2 - Petrov; 32 - Kobyli-Lumperky; 33 - Ménin-Vinohradky;

34 - Olbramovice-Leskoun; 35 - Sitbofice-Domaniny; 36 - VaZany nad Litavou. Rondeloidy: 1 - Sumice (VG); 2 - Troskotovice (UC); 3 - Vlasatice (EBA). Autor D. Hons.

between two prominent areas. The only location that might
be considered closer to the centre is the site of Santon near
Tvaroznd (Fig. 9 - A), but this is a relatively small site, so it is
unlikely to be considered a major centre. Also noteworthy is the
concentration of hillforts in the Bucovice region (Fig.9 - B),
where at least two certain and one very probable Early Bronze
Age situations have been identified (see Discussion below). At
least in some cases, it seems that the hillforts were located more
on the outskirts of settlement areas, or that they were not as
frequently central settlement points.

The hillfort/fortified sites of the Véterov group offer a dif-
ferent perspective (Fig. 10). They more frequently represent
the central areas of settlement density expressed through heat
maps. Such a concentration is represented by three hillforts in
the vicinity of the eponymous locality Nové Hory near Véterov
(Fig. 10 - A), Blu¢ina (Fig. 10 -B), considered one of the central
regions of Moravia, or the Znojmo enclave (Fig. 10 - C). From the
area of intense settlement near the Novomlynské reservoirs, no
convincingly documented hilltop sites have yet been found that
can be associated with this period. The map also shows central
positioning in the case of the Budkovice site (Fig. 10 - D); how-
ever, this is because we lack a rural settlement in the vicinity of
this hillfort that could formally be attributed to the given culture.
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The most significant presence of hilltop sites is located along the
imaginary axis of Budkovice - Blu¢ina - Nové Hory near Vétefov.

The second-to-last distribution map is dedicated to the ques-
tion of the distribution of deposits in relation to hilltop settlement
or settlement concentrations (Fig. 11). Itis addressed only for the
Unétice culture, as all dated deposits are associated with it. The
distribution of deposits may also help in attempts to identify the
use and organisation of the space in which the society settles,
as it is assumed that deposits were placed outside of the typical
settlement environments. We can notice both relatively isolated
finds, located in areas with higher altitudes or on the outskirts of
the settlement ecumene, as well as deposits found in areas with
the most intense evidence of settlement, particularly around the
Santon area (Fig. 11 - A). A notably higher number of deposits
can be observed in the area of the Krumlovsky les or the region
to its west (Fig. 11 - B). This is likely due to geographical con-
ditions, where deposits in forested environments often survive
until discovery more easily than in open agricultural landscapes.

The final map (Fig. 12) is created based on the inclusion of
all the components mentioned above and aims to show the pre-
sumed main concentrations of human activity during the Early
Bronze Age in the defined region, based on current knowledge.
The map, using the weight of the components of each site, displays
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Fig. 9. Detail of the location
of the fortified/hilltop sites
of the Unétice culture in
relation to settlement
concentration. Some sites
are situated in the middle of
settlement: A - Tvarozna-
Santon; B - Marefy-Letonice.
Author D. Hons.

Obr. 9. Detail situovani
vysinnych/opevnénych

lokalit inétické kultury vaci
koncentraci osidleni. Nékteré
lokality jsou v pomysiném
stfedu koncentrace osidleni:
A - Tvarozna-Santon;

B - Marefy-Letonice.

Autor D. Hons.

Fig. 10. Detail of the
positioning of hilltop/fortified
sites of the Vétefov group
relative to the settlement
concentration. The potential
central sites of settlement:

A - Nové Hory near Vétefov;
B - Blu¢ina; C - Znojmo;

D - Budkovice. Author

D. Hons.

Obr. 10. Detail situovéni
vysinnych/opevnénych
lokalit vétefovské skupiny
vii&i koncentraci osidleni.
Potencidlni centrdlini lokality
v ramci osidleni: A - Nové
Hory u Vétefova; B - Blucina;
C - Znojmo; D - Budkovice.
Autor D. Hons.

several areas that form smaller concentrations and essentially cor-
respond to the partial findings and visualisations from the above
outputs. Primarily based on the areas around Brno and its sur-
roundings (Fig. 12 - A1-AS), Znojmo (Fig. 12 - B) and the areas

to the northeast of it (Fig. 12 - C), as well as the concentration in
the Novomlynské reservoirs area (Fig. 12 - D), it is possible, with
caution, to infer the possible organisational structure of the soci-
eties that lived in this region at that time (see Discussion below).
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Fig. 11. Distribution of
deposit finds (purple)

in relation to hilltop/
fortified positions (black)
and areas with the most
intense evidence of Unétice
culture settlement. Higher
number of hoards within
more intensive settlement:
A - Tvaroznd-Santon.

The highest concentration
of hoards: B - Krumlovsky
les and surrounding area.
Author D. Hons.

Obr. 11. Distribuce nélezi
depotd (fialovd) vici
vy$innym/opevnénym
polohdm (¢erné) a oblasti
s nejintenzivnéjsimi doklady
dnétického osidlent. Vyssi
koncentrace depoti v rémci
intenzivniho osidleni:

A - TvaroZnd-Santon.
Nejvétsi koncentrace depotd:
B - Krumlovsky les a okolni
oblast. Autor D. Hons.

Fig. 12. Spatial heat model
based on the weight of sites
from all input components.
Potential areas controlled by
one community: AT - Brno;
A2 - Slapanice-Slavkov;

A3 - Blutina; A4 - Ujezd

u Brna; A5 - Marefy;

B - Znojmo; C - Horni
Dunajovice; D - Nové Mlyny.
Author D. Hons.

Obr. 12. Prostorovy heat
model na z&kladé vahy
lokalit v§ech vstupnich
komponent. Potencidlni
oblasti kontrolované jednou
komunitou: AT - Brno;

A2 - §Iapanice—SIavkov;

A3 - Bluina; A4 - Ujezd

u Brna; A5 - Marefy;

B - Znojmo; C - Horni
Dunajovice; D - Nové Mlyny.
Autor D. Hons.
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4. Discussion

First and foremost, it is necessary to attempt to define the
most likely time span to which the data mentioned above cor-
respond. Early Bronze Age takes aproximatelly 500-600 years
(2200/2100-1550 BC). For example, the datings of J. PeSka
(2012, 305), who provides results ranging from 2050/2000-
1500 BC for the entire Early Bronze Age, prove it. However,
what significantly differs is the internal division of the Early
Bronze Age between the two key components: the Unétice
culture and the Vétefov group. While the radiocarbon data-
base currently suggests that the Véterov group lasted approx-
imately 150 years between 1650-1500 BC (Dreslerova 2025),
J. Peska, based on radiocarbon data, places its beginning around
1950-1900 BC. Comparing this with the work of K. Sabatova and
D. Parma (2019a, 20), who focus on changes in burial rituals in
the final phase of the Early Bronze Age, we obtain current data
showing that Unétice culture burial sites likely ended around
1750-1700 BC, while Vétetfov group burial sites were probably
established at new locations between 1750-1610 BC. Data from
Bohemia for the classical Unétice culture phase fall between
2000-1850 BC (Ernée et al. 2009; Ernée 2015, 294-295). Addi-
tionally, the question of the end of the Early Bronze Age and
the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age is crucial. Based on
data from several sites, it does not seem unlikely that the be-
ginning of the barrow cultures can be dated to around 1600 BC
(Sabatovd, Parma 2019b, 134-135). With the increasing number
of data points, it seems more likely that the beginnings of the
Vétetov culture can be placed at least in the 18th century BC,
possibly even earlier, and its end could fall as early as 1600 BC.
Therefore, the Véterov group would have lasted approximately
150-200 years, while the Unétice culture would span roughly
from 2100-1700 BC, that is, 400 years. In addition to the ques-
tion of the possible contemporaneity of the two cultural groups,
we now have further clues. It is probable that the Unétice cul-
ture, at least in some regions, lasted much longer than we orig-
inally assumed. The duration of both major components of the
Early Bronze Age is, after all, crucial in light of the critiques of
the sources we work with and their relative number.

One of the foundational works used for data processing is
the article by P. T6th and D. Oravkinovd (Téth et al. 2019). In
this work, the authors address the issue of the development of
settlement structures of the Ottomdny culture in eastern Slo-
vakia. They conclude that the approximately 800-year-long cul-
tural complex can be divided into no more than three phases,
each lasting 250-300 years, based on settlement findings. At the
same time, considering the article by F. Trampota and P. Kvétina
(2020), which focuses on the Neolithic and Eneolithic periods,
it certainly provides a stimulus for reflecting on the division and
internal chronology for later periods as well. The article critically
examines existing typo-chronological divisions of cultures and
their internal development and argues that the data frequently
show the impossibility of associating specific decorative styles
as a periodizing element applicable to the entire cultural compo-
nent. Instead, these styles more often reflect a chronology spe-
cific to a particular locality. However, the aim of this article is
not to debate existing typologies; this example simply illustrates
the effort to offer a new perspective on existing data. Based on
the two aforementioned works, or rather their main ideas, the
initial intention was formulated for comparing the intensity of
Unétice culture and Vétetov group settlement. Based on the
above, we are able to identify two main components within the
Early Bronze Age, whose time span essentially corresponds to
the case study of the Ottomény culture (as mentioned earlier).
As already indicated in the methodology chapter, this is another

reason why the internal division of neither of the two main com-
ponents of the Early Bronze Age has been addressed.

Another important stimulus for this work was the aforemen-
tioned study on the organisation of society in the Bronze Age
(Earle, Kristiansen eds. 2010). Due to the lack of established mod-
els for Central Europe, the closest and most comprehensively pro-
cessed analogy was found in studies associated with the develop-
ment of the Benta Valley south of Budapest, where the development
of settlement structures was tracked throughout the Bronze Age
up to the first phase of the Iron Age. In this microregion, covering
about 50 km? and defined by surrounding physical-geographical
conditions, located around a short stream flowing into the Dan-
ube, the local society’s development was studied (Earle, Kristian-
sen eds. 2010, 86). For the Middle Bronze Age, which is data-wise
analogous to the Early Bronze Age in Central Europe, the authors
propose a form of dual leadership. They identify 13 settlements,
with the largest fortified site located by the Danube, which likely
controlled the river space and protected/controlled the inhabi-
tants of the valley. Further upstream, 2—-4 smaller fortified loca-
tions were found, all smaller in area than the first. These fortified
locations concentrated about 35% of the population, while the rest
lived in rural settlements, one of which was significantly larger
than the others, which were rather smaller, supplemented by sev-
eral individual homesteads. For this period, the authors lack burial
sites in this microregion, but based on the analysis of settlement
materials, they work with a dual division of power model, where
the main fortified centre oversees the trade component and the
largest rural settlement handles the agricultural production com-
ponent (Earle, Kristiansen eds. 2010, 72-75).

To define the mode of societal organisation in our context, we
need to address the issue of spatial control within a single com-
munity. The theory of community areas was primarily addressed
by E. Neustupny, who worked with the division of the community
area into individual components (Neustupny ed. 1998, 10-11).
Geographic units such as micro and macroregions, on the other
hand, are not considered highly informative, as they may or may
not correspond to reality (Neustupny ed. 1998, 18). In contrast,
Natdlie Venclova (1994, 1995a, 1995b) worked with the defini-
tion of so-called production zones, based on which she tried to
achieve the same goal. D. Dreslerovd (1998, 125) attempted to
bring some of these theories into practice through the analysis
of several regions in Bohemia. Due to the relatively easy acces-
sibility and manageability of data, spatial data from the Early
Bronze Age were selected for creating a framework model. Based
on the theory of community areas (Neustupny ed. 1998, 11-12),
each component was assigned specific weights, which should, to
some extent, reflect the living space of individual communities
necessary for their functioning. The graphical representation of
this space on the map is shown through heat models. If we can
define areas of community territories, we can consider the extent
of the space controlled by these communities (Neustupny ed.
1998, 12). Significant changes in the organisation of settlement
structures could, in prehistoric contexts, indicate a shift in so-
cietal organisation (Neustupny ed. 1998, 18). This is a crucial
point when tracking the occurrence of individual archaeological
components in the observed period. Given the assumption that
a society may inhabit a similar environment to that of previous
generations, it may seem logical that long-term used areas would
carry more archaeological records. However, we must also con-
sider the fact that some archaeological components (e.g. from
the Neolithic) are rarely found during excavations, so we must
approach this assumption cautiously (Neustupny ed. 1998, 46).
For the Early Bronze Age, however, we can relatively reliably state
that we are working with comparably visible evidence of past
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societies (settlements, burial sites) in the archaeological record,
and for this reason, it is possible to calculate the frequency of
occurrence of archaeological situations based on the given data.

In terms of the location of settlements on different today soil
types (Fig. 1, 2, 3, 4), we can observe a distinct dominance of the
most fertile areas of southern Moravia, with certain exceptions
primarily linked to the Unétice culture, which also utilizes less
fertile soils such as cambisols and brown soils. Interestingly, the
Véterov group settlement generally avoids these types of soils,
with a few exceptions. The relationship of individual sites to
proximity to water sources, which is a fundamental prerequi-
site for the creation and functioning of settlements, is evident
(e.g. T6th et al. 2019, 58). This could be related to a different
settlement strategy of the two cultures, but we do not have any
more detailed data on this issue. At this point, we can compare
soils and their quality with certain gaps in settlement density,
as shown by some of the maps, particularly for the area of the
polygon formed approximately by the cadastres of Hodonice,
HruSovany nad Jevi$ovkou, Vlasatice, and Miroslav (Fig. 5 - D).
Since there seem to be no objective natural conditions prevent-
ing settlement in this or other less explored areas, two most
likely explanations arise. The situation may reflect the lower
intensity of archaeological research in these regions, and with
the passing years, our current understanding of the area may
change significantly. The second possibility could suggest that
for unknown reasons, these areas were far less utilised during
the Early Bronze Age. Personally, I tend to lean towards the first
explanation, as these regions did not experience as much inten-
sive archaeological activity in the past as areas like the Brno re-
gion (J. Stavek, A. Dvofacek), the Slavkov and Buovice regions
(K. Tihelka, M. Mazalek, etc.), where the archaeological record,
thanks to earlier findings, is significantly richer.

What do the resulting models suggest? Proto-Unétice culture
sites (Fig. 2) form only a very marginal part of the data used in
the analysis (25 sites), but they show an interesting geographi-
cal distribution, being concentrated only in the eastern part of
the defined area. These results can be compared with the dis-
tribution of sites presented in Prehistoric History of Moravia
(Stuchlik 1993, 239, Map 18). Here, it is clear that the archae-
ological record has been expanded in the last 30 years, but the
main regions where this component is found have not changed
much. Could this indicate that the Proto-Unétice component
was concentrated more in the eastern regions? Or, in the west-
ern half, where finds are more sporadic, are we seeing a lack of
research or an inability to identify this component?

In the case of Unétice culture sites and their distribution, as
well as the most significant concentrations, there is a clear and
strong archaeological record around Brno and to the east and
northeast of the city. Additionally, the Pdlava Hills region, which
has been archaeologically well-studied, shows notable concen-
trations of finds. An interesting concentration of finds is also
located around the area where the theoretical centre lies in Horni
Dunajovice, with Moravsky Krumlov and its surroundings to the
northeast. When compared to the evidence of the presence of
the Vétefov group, it is clear that the Unétice culture component
completely dominates the area. Less dense settlement evidence
is also noted in Znojmo (although much of the evidence is likely
overwritten by later activities, including the modern town), and
around Kyjov. When we overlap the Unétice culture and Vétefov
group sites (Fig. 5-7), it becomes evident that the same settle-
ment areas or microregions were not consistently used across
both cultures. While these cultures were traditionally thought
to follow one another (e.g. Stuchlik 1993; Stuchlikové 1993),
it is highly probable that this was not the case, at least not
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everywhere. A clear continuity can be traced around the central
area of Blu¢ina-Cezavy, which was inhabited in both periods, and
archaeological finds suggest it gained more significance during
the Vétetov group phase, as evidenced by fortifications — miss-
ing in the earlier Unétice culture phase (Stuchlikovd 1993, 267).
Similarly, there is a notable continuity, or re-use of space, around
the Novomlynské reservoirs. In the case of Znojmo, we can see
that both components utilized the wider centre of the town.
We also know the larger settlements of Satov and Hradek from
the Unétice culture, and from the Vétefov group, we also en-
counter large, flat settlements along the Dyje (RoZnovsky 2015,
178-179) and in Hodonice (Roznovsky 2019). However, at the
Véterov group site in Budkovice, we are largely lacking evidence
of common rural settlements from the same period. Yet, when
plotted on a map, Budkovice fits well within the space between
Unétice culture concentrations in Moravsky Krumlov and its sur-
roundings, and Ivancice. A very similar picture can be seen in the
eastern part of the studied region, with the Vétefov group net-
work of high settlements around Nové Hory near Vétetov, which
surrounds Unétice culture sites in the southeastern part of the
region near Kyjov, as well as Unétice culture sites in the south-
western part of Zdanicky les. It is important to note that evi-
dence of high settlement locations in the Nové Hory near Vétetov
area already comes from the Unétice culture, showing some con-
tinuity. Again, in the surrounding area, rural settlements of the
Véterov culture are missing. A dramatic shift in archaeological
sources is observed in the region around the city of Brno and to
the east and northeast of it. This region, one of the most archae-
ologically well-studied not only in Moravia but across the Czech
Republic, presents a very minimal presence of the Véterov cul-
ture - just a handful of objects at 4-5 sites. On the other hand,
there is a very strong concentration of Unétice culture artefacts.
It is unlikely that the absence of Vétetov group finds is due to an
inability to identify them, as even research conducted in the last
30 years, primarily by researchers from the Institute for Archae-
ological Heritage Brno, has onlyidentified a few sporadic signs of
Vétetov group presence. Given this, it is reasonable to hypothe-
sise that the Unétice culture persisted significantly longer in the
Brno region, and likely coexisted with the Vétefov group estab-
lished to the south of this area. A similar hypothesis can be con-
sidered for the region near Horn{ Dunajovice, where evidence
of Vétetrov group activity is also practically absent, despite strong
concentrations of artefacts nearby in the Znojmo area. This re-
mains speculative for now, but further research, particularly the
series of radiocarbon datings, may confirm this theory. If we ac-
cept the hypothesis that the Unétice culture and Vétetov group
components were contemporaneous in certain areas, and revisit
the settlement in Budkovice and adjacent Unétice culture sites,
it is possible that the Véterov group played a role as a compo-
nent controlling high or fortified positions, while Unétice culture
settlements remained in the surrounding areas. Alternatively,
it may be that our classification, based on pottery typology, is
distorted by changes in vessel shapes, leading to the distinction
of a culture or group that did not significantly differ from the
previous one. At this stage, no conclusive answers can be given
to these questions, but it is crucial to continue research to better
understand and find solutions to these issues.

When focusing more specifically on hilltop settlement and
their relationship to settlement density during the Early Bronze
Age, we encounter a certain degree of uncertainty regarding
their correct dating. In about a quarter of cases, we are able to
assign these finds generally to the Early Bronze Age. Unétice cul-
ture hilltop/fortified sites are typically concentrated on the out-
skirts of the heaviest settlement concentrations. The exception
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is the site of Santon near Tvarozna, but in this case, it was not
definitively a large fortified settlement, as the area of the hill
itself is only a few hectares. However, from the hill, one can
overlook many tens of kilometers of the surrounding area and
establish visual contact with Bluc¢ina, which is generally consid-
ered the central settlement for this period. In the immediate and
distant surroundings of Santon, there are numerous settlements
and cemeteries (summary in Hons 2020; 2022; 2023). Bluéina,
and possibly also Znojmo, definitely lie in the centre of a larger
number of settlements, although the evidence for Unétice cul-
ture presence here is relatively damaged. The remaining hilltop/
dominant sites are usually located on the outskirts of the most
extensive settlement areas.

From the Vétetov group sites, Blu¢ina-Cezavy can be con-
sidered the centre of a particular microregion. The remaining
sites are often the only component in the landscape associated
with the Vétetov group (Budkovice, Doln{ Kounice, and the com-
plex around Nové Hory near Vétefov). In the case of Znojmo, the
wider surrounding area of potential hilltop sites could include
settlements along the River Dyje, potentially in Hodonice. The
relatively low number of Vétetov group sites (1 : 6) compared to
Unétice culture settlements, might indicate a change in settle-
ment structure. For the Unétice culture, smaller settlements of
a few families are generally assumed (Stuchlik 1993). This ato-
misation could be the reason for the relatively higher number of
Unétice culture components found. The duration of both cul-
tural groups (2:1 at most) does not align proportionally with
the number of discovered contexts (6 : 1 if we only consider set-
tlements). A possible change in societal structure and greater
accumulation of settlements in specific areas might be another
reason why the density of Unétice culture and the Vétefov group
appear differently in the archaeological record.

The spatial concentration of components referred to as
rondeloidsfenclosed settlement deserves a brief mention. All these
components are clustered close to one another and cover
all phases of the Unétice (Vlasatice; Bilek 1999), Vétetov
(Sumice; Pegka 2006), and Early Bronze Age (Troskotovice;
Kovarnik 1999) cultures. It seems that these areas were com-
monly used as settlements, or burial sites might have been lo-
cated nearby. Whether these could represent ritual sites or meet-
ing places cannot be ruled out; however, due to the significant
accumulation of these structures in one area, it is also possible
that these were simply a local custom for building enclosed or
fortified settlements.

The mapping of the distribution of hoards in relation to hill-
top sites was an attempt to trace a possible connection either
with hillfort/fortified locations or with settlement concentra-
tions. The distribution of hoards could theoretically assist in
defining areas controlled by organised structures, as it can be
assumed that hoards were more likely to be deposited in periph-
eral areas rather than at the centre of settlement and agricul-
tural activities. However, the visualised data do not reveal any
clear structure or pattern.

In conclusion, it is important to consider whether the visual-
ised data and their interpretation can help in studying the social
complexity of past societies. Some potential suggestions were
already mentioned in the discussion. Summarising them, it is
apparent that within certain smaller regions of the studied area,
clear concentrations of archaeological finds can be observed. This
is particularly true for areas around the city of Brno (64 km?),
Blu¢ina (170 km2), Slapanice (125 km2), Ujezd u Brna (40 km2),
and Horn{ Dunajovice (50 km?). In these areas, both the Unétice
culture and, in the case of Blucina, the Vétefov group compo-
nent show distinct microregional concentrations. For example,

the area around Brno and near Santon is separated by geomor-
phological undulations in the landscape. Although this is a well-
researched region, there is objectively a way to define a smaller
dividing zone. Similar patterns are observed around Bluc¢ina and
the area around Ujezd u Brna, with Horn{ Dunajovice present-
ing a separate enclave to the northeast of Znojmo. The only well-
studied example from Benta Valley (as mentioned earlier) covers
50 km? and is geographically defined. In southern Moravia, there
is no clear potential for defining a geographical microregion with
such clarity, and that is why this article was created as an alterna-
tive attempt to define the level of social organisation and struc-
ture. In the Hungarian example, the model involves a fortified
site or sites combined with larger and smaller rural settlements,
which together form a presumed organisational unit - a dual
arrangement. In our case, we lack such a crucial transportation
way like the Danube, which surely shaped settlement patterns
and structure in Benta Valley. In the case of Moravia, we could
consider a similar dual model with a potential central locality
surrounded by rural settlements in places like Blu¢ina or possi-
bly Znojmo. This could apply to both Unétice culture and Véteiov
group components. For Unétice culture, the model with hilltop/
fortified sites might apply to areas around Varozna-Santon or
Bucovice-Maref. If we allow for the simultaneous existence of
Vétetov group and some Unétice culture sites, the most interest-
ing central sites would be Budkovice, surrounded by the areas of
Moravsky Krumlov and Ivancice, as well as the area of Nové Hory
near Véterov, surrounded by the Kyjov region and settlements to
the south of Zdénicky les. All the above represents an initial pro-
posal and an attempt to solve the dynamics of social development
in the Early Bronze Age in Moravia. The hypotheses outlined will
need to be tested with further analyses (the analysis of flint in-
dustries to study regional links and the analysis of ceramic pro-
duction focused on microregions are already in process).

5. Conclusion

The attempt to understand socio-economic and organisa-
tional relationships in a period for which we lack any written
sources is incredibly challenging. It is likely that we will never
be able to identify many aspects of the society of that time with
absolute certainty. The analysis presented above aims to stim-
ulate a discussion about the directions research could take, and
it is just one of the possible approaches to addressing this issue.
It is certainly not a final solution to this complex question, but
rather its first phase, and it is crucial that the hypotheses out-
lined above be further and more thoroughly examined with the
help of additional archaeological evidence.
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Resumé

Clanek se vénuje sidelni dynamice ve stars{ dobé bronzové
na tizemf jizni a jihozdpadni Moravy za vyuziti prostorovych dat
ziskanych z archivii a publikovanych zdrojt. Cilem je vytvofeni
teoretického modelu usporadani tehdejsich sidlist a komunit.
Jako zéakladni porovnavané jednotky jsou pouzity sidlistni nebo
zasobni jamy identifikované pti vyzkumech, kulturni vrstvy,
hrobové celky, depoty a soliterni nélezy z téhoz obdobi. Kazda
komponenta mé pfidélenou vdhu (vdhu lokality) na zdkladé
poctu nalezenych objektt, hrobovych celkt nebo pfitomnosti
kulturni vrstvy. Tyto hodnoty slouzi jako vstupni data pro vi-
zualizaci intenzity osidleni s vyuzitim heat map v prostiedi pro-
gramu Arc GIS Pro. Ziskané udaje predstavuji sérii map, kdy jsou
jednotlivé lokality sledovany a hodnoceny na zaklad¢ padniho
podlozi, hustoty osidleni a prostorovych vztaht mezi jednot-
livymi komponentami, jako jsou naptiklad vySinné/opevnéné
polohy, rurdlni sidlisté nebo depoty. Mira intenzity osidleni je
srovnavana predevs$im mezi inétickou kulturou a véterovskou
skupinou.

Jednou z predestfenych otdzek je synchronni existence obou
srovnavanych celkli — unétické kultury a vétefovské skupiny
(obr. 7). Pfi detailnim sledovén{ hustoty osidleni a vyskytu pa-
matek té ¢i oné kultury je zfejmé, ze existuji oblasti, ve kterych
témér neevidujeme doklady véterovskych aktivit, pfipadné jsou
velmi margindlni. Takovym piikladem je oblast Brna a region
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vychodné od néj az po Vyskovskou branu (obr. 7 - I). Neni vylou-
Cené, ze prinejmensim v této oblasti mohla unéticka kultura ko-
existovat s jiznéji situovanou véterovskou skupinou po relativné
dlouhou dobu. Na zakladé nékterych mikroregiond, které se
vramci sledované oblasti diky analyze intenzity archeologickych
ndlezl vyseparovaly, lze pozorovat pomérné jasné koncentrace
ptitomnosti unétického osidleni (obr. 12). Tyto koncentrace
mohou naznacovat urcitou strukturu osidleni a predstavovat ja-
drové oblasti jednotlivych komunit. Pfedevs$im se to tyka oblasti
mésta Brna (64 km?), Blu¢iny (170 km?), Slapanicka (125 km?),
Ujezdu u Brna (40 km?) a Hornich Dunajovic (50 km?). Zde pro
unétickou a v pfipadé Bluciny (kde jsou jasné doklady unétické
kultury i vétetovské skupiny) i vétefovskou komponentu vidime
pomeérné jasnou koncentraci sidelnich akvitivit v rdmci mikro-
regiontl (obr. 12 - A1-A5). Vyty¢eny mikroregion na izemi Brna
a druhy, ktery je patrny kolem Santonu, jsou oddé€leny i geomor-
fologickym zvlnénim krajiny, kdy mirné hfebeny tvoii ptiro-
zenou bariéru mezi Brnem a oblasti na vychod od néj. A¢koliv
jde o velmi dobfe prozkoumanou oblast, kde je zndma celd rada
dokladt pritomnosti inétické kultury, je zde objektivné mozné
vymezit Uzky délici pas mezi dvéma mikroregiony s minimem
archeologickych nélezt, datovatelnych do star$i doby bronzové.
Podobné je to i v p¥ipadé Blu¢iny a oblasti kolem Ujezdu u Brna
(obr. 12~ A1-A5). Samostatné vymezenou enkldvu viéi Znojmu,
ze kterého zndme doklady unétického i véterovského osidleni,
predstavuji Horni Dunajovice, kde sledujeme vyraznou koncen-
traci unétickych pamatek, ale takika postrdddme doklady véte-
fovskych aktivit (obr. 7 - C, G; 12 - B, C).

Jediny dobte prozkoumany ptiklad sidelni struktury v radmci
jedné organizacni jednotky je zndm z Benta Valley v Mad’arsku;
m4 rozlohu 50 km?a je definovan geograficky (Earle, Kristian-
sen eds. 2010, 86). V prostoru jizn{ Moravy mozZnost definovat
néjaky mikroregion geograficky postraddme. Z toho diivodu
vznikl tento ¢ldnek jako moZzn4 alternativa pro vymezeni oblasti
ovlddané v rdmci jedné komunity na zdkladé prostorové disribuce

ndlezl jednotlivych kultur. Zjisténd data poskytuji moznost stu-
dia urovné socidlni organizace a struktury spole¢nosti ve starsi
dobé bronzové. Na modelovém piikladu z Mad’arska figuruje
opevnéna lokalita nebo lokality v kombinaci s vét$§imi i mens$imi
rurdlnimi sidlisti, to dohromady tvof{ ptredpoklddany organi-
zaéni celek - dudlni uspofddéni (Earle, Kristiansen eds. 2010,
72-75). V naem prostoru postrdddme tak klicovou dopravni
tepnu jako je Dunaj, ktera zcela jisté podobu osidleni a jeho
strukturu v Benta Valley do zna¢né miry formovala. Pokud by-
chom chtéli v pripadé Moravy uvazovat o podobném dudlnim
modelu potencidlni centrdlni lokality obklopené rurdlnim zdze-
mim, nabiz{ se Blu¢ina, eventualné Znojmo. To by platilo jak pro
unétickou, tak véterovskou slozku. Jen pro unétické osidleni by
model s vy$innou/opevnénou polohou pripadal v ivahu v oblasti
kolem Tvarozné-Santonu, eventualné Bucovic-Maref. Pokud by-
chom pripustili soubéznou existenci véterovskych a ¢asti unétic-
kych lokalit, pak by nejzajimavéj$imi centralnimi lokalitami byly
Budkovice, obklopené osidlenim v oblasti Moravského Krumlova
a Ivancicka, a oblast Novych Hor u Vétefova, obklopena Kyjovs-
kem a osidlenim v oblasti jizné od Zdanického lesa. Vie vyse uve-
dené je jen prvnim ndvrhem a pokusem o fe$eni dynamiky vy-
voje spolecnosti ve star§i dobé bronzové na izemi Moravy a bude
nutné dané hypotézy testovat pomoci dal§ich analyz (v procesu
je analyza distribuce kamenné S$tipané industrie pro studium
regiondlnich vazeb a analyza keramické produkce zaméfend na
mikroregiony).
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