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1. Introduction

During the last twenty years the significance of large
lowland settlements of Middle and Late La Tène period
came to appreciation driven especially by research of
major sites such as Němčice nad Hanou, Roseldorf,
Neubau or by (LT C1–C2) Manching itself to name just
a few. They have become ‘new central sites’ with com-
plex economic structure and the earliest coin produc-
tion North of the Alps that preceeded founding of the
oppida for about one hundred years. In contrast to
these large sites the ‘second-tier-settlements’, i.e. those
with area exceeding 7 ha and significant collections of
finds, remained so obscure in the archaeological record
that they have been labelled the ‘missing link’ in a re-
cent study by Peter Trebsche (2014). In this paper we
would like to present findings on one such site that was
investigated for several years by the Archaeological In-
stitute in Prague. 

The La Tène settlement at Žehuň is located in the
Eastern part of Central Bohemia (fig. 1) within the so

called traditional settlement area that included espe-
cially the fertile basin of the Elbe River and its conflu-
ence with Vltava. From the socio-cultural point of view
the region where the Žehuň site is located is closer to
the Eastern that to the Central Bohemia. Its location on
a historical long-distance route and the collection of
finds that were assembled during four prospection sea-
sons made it clear that Žehuň was an outstanding set-
tlement with recognisable supra-regional character.

Archaeological research in the Žehuň pond area was
triggered by information on illegal detector surveys be-
fore 2011. The distinctive concentration of metal finds,
especially the La Tène coins, called for a need of sys-
tematic field verification of the terrain situation and
safeguarding of any other metal and possibly also other
artefacts. Even before the start of the first research sea-
son, in 2011, it was obvious that the 258 ha large pond,
founded already in the late 15th century on the Cidlina
River, flooded several prehistoric and early historic sites
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Iron Age site in Žehuň, Central Bohemia
An open settlement with central functions

Žehuň ve středních Čechách
Otevřené sídliště z doby laténské s centrální funkcí

Alžběta Danielisová — Jan Kysela — Tomáš Mangel — René Kyselý — Jiří Militký

Předloženo redakci v říjnu 2017, upravená verze v lednu 2018

The authors introduce the settlement in Žehuň (district Kolín, Central Bohemia), a La Tène period site that was investigated by surface
prospections for four seasons between 2011 and 2014. The results of the chrono-typological analysis of the material assemblage show
that Žehuň was an outstanding settlement in terms of exceptionally long-term occupation and concentration of metallic objects  including
the possibility of local coin production during the Late La Tène period. The site, occupied between the 6th and 1st century BC was
located on a long-distance route connecting Central Bohemia with areas in Lower Silesia and through Moravia also Middle Danube.
It is very likely that similar regional centres were more common in Bohemia and Moravia; however, we still have almost no information
about them so far. The Žehuň settlement thus brings important information on the hierarchy of open settlements during both the
Middle (‘pre-oppida phase’) and Late (‘oppida phase’) La Tène period.

La Tène period, open settlements, metal detector survey, bronze artefacts, coinage, settlement hierarchy, socio-eco-
nomic structure

Autoři představují výzkum na laténské lokalitě Žehuň (okr. Kolín, střední Čechy), která byla prozkoumána pomocí povrchových pro-
spekcí během čtyř sezon mezi lety 2011 a 2014. Výsledky chrono-typologické analýzy materiálového souboru ukazují, že Žehuň byla
velmi významným sídlištěm vzhledem k dlouhodobé kontinuitě osídlení a nadstandardní koncentraci a charakteru kovových nálezů,
které nevylučují i lokální produkci mincí. Lokalita, nacházející se na jedné z hlavních dálkových komunikací spojujících střední Čechy
se Slezskem a skrze Moravu také se středním Podunajím, byla osídlena mezi 6. a 1. stoletím př. n. l. Je velmi pravděpodobné, že po-
dobné centrální locality na úrovni regionů byly v době laténské běžné; nicméně postrádáme k nim prakticky jakékoliv archeologické
prameny. Sídliště v katastru Žehuně je tak velmi důležité z hlediska poznámí vytváření sídelní hierarchie otevřených sídlišť v Čechách
během jak předoppidální tak oppidální fáze doby laténské.

Doba laténská, otevřené sídliště, prospekce detektory kovů, bronzové artefakty, mincovnictví, sídelní hierarchie,
socio-ekonomická struktura



along the frequented historic route from Central Bo-
hemia to Poland. Therefore the accurate documentation
of the prehistoric and historic activities was one of the
most important research tasks. 

2. Terrain Conditions and Methodology

2.1. History of site and terrain conditions

The pond of Žehuň was founded on the Cidlina River at
the end of the 15th century (1492–1497) during the reign
of Louis II Jagiellon. It is the largest water body in the
region and it is nowadays also a valued natural reserve.
In the North the pond is lined by a low terrain ridge
called Báň (fig. 1, 2) that, despite its low prominence, is
a conspicuous terrain feature.

The areas of interest for the archaeological research
were located on the Southwestern and Northern banks
of the pond in its Western part situated on the Eastern
edge of the current village of Žehuň. These areas are ac-
cessible only approximately one week per year when the

water is temporarily drained out for the purpose of sea-
sonal fishing.

The original subsoil on the bottom of the pond is
formed by weathered marlstone, locally transformed
into clayey layers. Original soil cover is largely removed
(washed away) from the most of the site and the bottom
of the pond is covered by a mud layer of variable depths.
Although the Iron Age settlement is currently under the
water it is not a regular waterlogged site with preserved
organic structures such as wooden architecture or ob-
jects. These must have been long decomposed when the
pond was founded in late Middle Ages and therefore this
site musts be considered a ‘regular archaeological site’,
though with specific conditions for archaeological re-
search.

2.2. Methodology

Since access to the area is available for the very limited
time during the year, it was possible to carry out the re-
search for only a few days during each research season.
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Fig. 1. Žehuň pond in Central Bo-
hemia and its landscape settings.
The research area is marked with an
arrow. — Obr. 1. Poloha Žehuňského
rybníku v  krajině. Místo výzkumu
označeno šipkou. (Autor: A. Danieli-
sová).

Fig. 2. Žehuň pond during research
with Báň ridge behind. On the right is
the area with remains of preserved
cultural layer (marked with an arrow).
— Obr. 2. Žehuňský rybník během vý-
zkumů s Báňským hřbetem v pozadí.
V pravé části snímku jsou pozůstatky
dochované kulturní vrstvy (označeno
šipkou). (Autor: A. Danielisová).



Therefore the most cost effective methodology was ap-
plied. During the first phase the area was surveyed by
metal detectors – their purpose was to effectively define
the spatial extent of occurrence of metal objects and at
the same time to safeguard as many finds as possible
from the illegal private detector activities. We lack the
finds from the beginnings of prospection (the settlement
was discovered in 2009) that were removed by private
detector activities. These possibly included the most of
the substantial finds in terms of size and weight. During
the surveys, a standard methodology was applied – each
localised object was given GPS coordinates; for method-
ological purposes individual dates within the each of
campaigns were also recorded. In this way the trend of
gradual decreasing quantity of metal objects within the
research area could be observed (fig. 3). The steady de-
crease of finds down to their virtual absence in the last
survey season (2014) suggests that the accessible part
of the settlement has currently been deprived of the ma-
jority of metal artefacts providing only little hope for any
new discoveries. 

In parallel to the metal detector surveys the surface
area of the La Tène settlement was cleaned where pos-
sible with hand tools in order to identify possible archae-
ological features,1 while the ceramic finds were collected
systematically. In this way one sunken feature – a hut
(no. 1/2012) – was discovered and excavated. It must be
stressed out, however, that the terrain prospection was
conducted under very specific conditions. The ceramics
scattered on the surface was identifiable only during
rainy weather or, on the other hand, by systematic re-
moval of the thin layer of the pond sediment that totally
obviated the visibility of the, otherwise quite numerous,
pottery fragments. Also, all attempted excavations onsite
were hampered by high level of groundwater. Despite all
that, in the end several concentrations of pottery scat-
ters were identified and an assemblage containing more
than one thousand pieces was collected.

2.3. Results of the prospection

During the research campaigns from 2011 to 2014 we
have documented four distinct archaeological sites:
a Migration Period and a Late Bronze Age settlements
on the North shore, and settlements of the La Tène and
Roman periods on the Southwestern shore (fig. 4). In
the survey the most attention was paid to the La Tène
settlement due to its significance. Other sites have been
investigated in order to confirm their dating and to as-
sess their spatial extent where possible.2

During the research campaigns nearly 215 of metal-
lic objects were collected. Our collection was subse-
quently augmented by objects from other surveys,
resulting in nearly three hundred items. Together the
assemblage that can be attributed to the La Tène period
contains 164 objects, exluding coins. 

It is important to emphasize, that our collection is in-
complete and to a certain extent also biased. The main
factors that have affected the character of the assem-
blage are the following:

Since its discovery in 2009 and before the beginning
of the official archaeological surveys in 2011, the site
had been raided regularly by illegal metal detector
users.3 During their activities most of the larger or more
distinctive objects have been removed, leaving thus only
the remaining (and mostly smaller) metal objects for us
to collect. 

Specific terrain conditions of the pond and less favour-
able weather in the middle of October, when the prospec-
tion was taking place, caused that some parts of the
original settlement were inaccessible for survey. There-
fore, owing to the terrain conditions, only the South-
western rim of the site could be investigated. In case the
settlement was divided functionally we may be missing
– or on the contrary overestimating – one or more of its
components.

1 Application of geomagnetic prospection was not possible due to
the conditions onsite (pond sediment was too deep and surface
too unstable for using the geomagnetic devices).

2 See the site report (Institute of Archaeology CAS, Prague, v. v. i.,
TX–2014–5071). 

3 Some of these collections were submitted for research evaluation.
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Fig. 3. Frequency statistics of the finds in the individual seasons (broken down to individual days). A – total number of finds, B – index of number of finds per
number of detectors. — Obr. 3. Statistika frekvence nálezů během jednotlicých výzkumných sezón (vyneseny jednotlivé dny). A – celkový počet nálezů, B – index
počtu nálezů vzhledem k počtu detektorů. (Autor: A. Danielisová).



From the technical point of view – the metal detectors
were tuned up for detection of only non-ferrous metals
during the surveys – an indispensable measure for
avoiding an overflow of modern period trash with, how-
ever, the unfortunate side-effect of depriving the result-
ing collection of the (most of) the iron artefacts. 

3. La Tène settlement

3.1. Character of the site

The settlement was located on the left bank of the for-
mer course of the Cidlina River, on the today’s South-
western rim of the pond. The metal detector finds were
scattered in a belt over 500 m long and at least 50 m
wide (fig. 5). 

The width of the settlement, namely towards its Nort-
hern and Northwestern border in direction to the origi-
nal river stream, was undetectable due to the increas-
ingly thick layer of the pond sediment where the metal
detectors could no longer be used to any effect. The
finds continued to appear also in the Southeastern di-
rection from the area of the highest concentration into
the reed growths where the survey could not be carried
out due to the protection zone of the nature reserve. The
area behind the reeds was surveyed by test-pitting and
revealed no settlement layers or finds. From these find-
ings it can be inferred that the settlement originally
spread from the water stream to the South and South-
east in a width possibly exceeding 200–250 m and its
original spatial extent (though obviously comprising
several settlement phases) thus could reach a maxi-
mum of 12.5 hectares.

The original soil cover on the most of the site is not
preserved due to continuous impact of the pond envi-
ronment. Only along the Southeastern border of the set-
tlement area the narrow strip of dark cultural layer was
preserved (fig. 2; 6: A–C) in an extent of approximately
2000 square metres. It is precisely from this area where
the majority of both metal and ceramic finds originated
from. It is probable that the topsoil, the original plough-
soil, was either gradually destroyed by continuous
flooding or removed already before the founding of the

pond and transported to other fields removing thus also
the prehistoric objects originally present in it.

In the area outside the cultural layer, the original
sediments are preserved only to a limited extent; this
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Fig. 4. Archaeological sites docu-
mented within the pond of Žehuň
during prospections. — Obr. 4. Ar-
cheologické lokality dokumentované
v  Žehuňském rybníku během pro-
spekcí. (Autor: A. Danielisová).

Fig. 5. Localisation and spatial distribution of the finds dated to the Hallstatt/
La Tène period. — Obr. 5. Lokalizace a prostorová distribuce nálezů datova-
ných do doby halštatské a laténské. (Autor: A. Danielisová).



has been proven by test-pitting. In these places ceram-
ics only appeared in a limited number, and the exis-
tence of a settlement is only documented by metal
artefacts. However, it must be stressed again that we
still know relatively little about the original settlement
surface because it is now covered by the pond sediment.
This fact has undoubtedly been a major factor in the
detection of potential settlement features. In the end
only one sunken dwelling was discovered, located in the
Southern part of the area of preserved cultural layer
(fig. 6: D).

3.1.1. Feature 1/2012

The sunken hut had an oblong to slightly oval shape
with dimensions 500 × 220 cm (9.86 square metres). Its
major axis was oriented to the Northeast. The bottom
was flat with one preserved posthole (with a diameter of
25 cm) on its Northern rim (fig. 7). Despite its shallow-
ness (ca. 10–30 cm from the level of the preserved ter-
rain), evidencing that only the bottom part of the feature

has actually been preserved, this context produced the
most coherent set of ceramics. The analysis of the as-
semblage suggests its dating to LT B2–C1 phase (see
chapter 4.2), though it must be taken into account that
most of the ceramics was collected from the (preserved
level of its) surface. 

In the framework of contemporary settlement fea-
tures, the sunken hut from Žehuň represents a typical
representative of the settlement layouts from this period
in Central Europe. Numerous examples from this area
allow for comparison of its general layout as well as for-
mal, metric and spatial parameters (see Březinová —
Hečková 1994, 79–81, tab. II–IV; Čižmář 2003, 23–24;
Hricáková 2007; Meduna 1980, 57–61, Tab. 1; Moty -
ková-Šnajdrová 1960, 166, fig. 14–19; Rybová — Drda
1994, 40–50; Salač 1998, 48, fig. 2; Snítilý 2005; Treb-
sche 2010, 70–76; Waldhauser et al. 1993, 347–348,
Abb. 165). From the point of view of the orientation
towards the cardinal directions, we are most often
confronted with the long axis in the East–West direc-
tion; the deviations to the Northeast as in the case of
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Fig. 6. Preserved cultural layer on the Southeastern side of the Žehuň pond (A–C) and feature 1/ 2012 (D). — Obr. 6. Dochovaná kulturní vrstva v jihovýchodní
části Žehuňského rybníku (A–C) a objekt 1/ 2012 (D). (Autor: A. Danielisová).



feature 1/2012 (that was the most probably oriented
along the original course of river Cidlina) are also quite
common. Its preserved length and depth are also quite
standard (fig. 8: A).4 On the contrary, the width of the hut
lies rather at the lower limit of the values, which are
mostly considered to be standard by the authors. The
same applies to the value of the area of the feature against
its proportionality (fig. 8: B) that is expressed by width/
length (w/l) index reflecting the ratio of the maximum
length and width of the layout.

The comparison with other sunken huts known from
the territory of the Czech Republic shows that feature
1/2012 belongs to smaller, but quite elongated layouts,
the length of which is more than twice the value of its
width. Sunken huts with similarly extended ground
plans appear quite rarely, rather in the context of Ha D
– LT A settlements and then again during LT C2–D1
phases (Hricáková 2007, 22). Their occurrence can be
considered rather marginal in other areas as well. Iden-
tical features regarding the proportions from LT C2–D1
are known for example from Michelstetten (V133 and
V898: Trebsche 2010, 71, 107–108, Abb. 14, 57b) or
from Kvítkovice (feature 2516: Parma 2007, 336–337,
fig. 12). Others come from the settlement in Nitra-Šin-
dolka (feature 94/75, 179/86, 189/86, 194/86: Březi-
nová — Hečková 1994, tab. IV), which is dated within
the range of LT B2/C1–C2/D1 (Březinová 1999, 65, tab.
1; 2000). Similarly dated is also an elongated feature 84
from the Hungarian site of Sárvár (Szilasi 2006, 240–
241, tab. 23) as well two similar huts from Haselbach,

4 Monitoring of depths is generally very problematic. The values
obtained only account for the state of preservation and not the
original depth of the features. Certain problems with this para-
meter are also due to the fact that in many cases it cannot be
unequivocally understood from the publications and excavation
reports whether the declared value indicates the depth measured
from the level of the current terrain or only from the topmost pre-
served level of the feature. These figures are therefore only indi-
cative. However, this comparison at least shows that feature
1/2012 is nowhere near exceptional among contemporary settle-
ment features from other sites.
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Fig. 7. Feature 1/2012 in the Southern part of the preserved cultural layer. — Obr. 7. Objekt 1/2012 v jižní části zachovalé kulturní vrstvy. (Autor: A. Danielisová). 

district of Korneuburg dated to LT C–D1 (Trebsche —
Fichtl 2016, 25–26, Abb. 3–5). As an example, that is
dated more precisely and is chronologically analogous
to Žehuň, we can mention feature 27 from the settle-
ment in Göttlesbrunn, dated to LT C1 (Karl —
Prochaska 2005, 22, 53, Abb. 9).

The feature 1/2012 from Žehuň is distinguished
from the standard more or less rectangular LT B–D1
sunken huts by a significant narrowing of one of its
shorter sides. According to the results of J. Hricáková’s
analysis (Hricáková 2007, 21–23), similar layouts are
characteristic for the timespan of Ha D – LT C1 while
on the verge from LT A to LT B their orientation
changes. While the narrowing of Ha D – LT A features
points mainly to the South and Southwest, those dated
to LT B–C1 are oriented mainly towards the East and
Southeast, sometimes also to the North and Northeast.
It is precisely in this direction where the narrowed side
of the Žehuň feature is also oriented. Similar narrowing
is sometimes associated with the presence of an en-
trance (Fröhlich 2001, 159; 2004, 187; Hellich 1921, 56,
104).

The construction classification is complicated by the
fact that the bottom (= the floor) was not uncovered in
its entirety and some structural elements may thus not
have been detected by the excavation. This feature may
belong to the most widespread type of these structures
characterised by the presence of two or more posts lo-
cated on the longer axis of the feature (type A1a or A2a
according to Meduna 1980, 48, 50–54; type B according
to Waldhauser et al. 1993, 348, Abb. 164: B). However,
the type with only one post hole at one of the shorter
sides (referred to as a subtype B, cf. Hricáková 2007,
22, 34–35, fig. 1: B1; Trebsche 2010, 74) cannot be 
excluded. The vast majority of huts belonging to this
scheme can be dated within the timespan of Ha D – 
LT C1 phases. However, because of the relatively low
frequency of the type B1, it is more likely that the fea-
ture 1/2012 belongs to the first of these alternatives,
the occurrence of which can be observed for the whole
La Tène period (Hricáková 2007, 20–24, 38; Meduna
1980, 61; Waldhauser et al. 1993, 348, Beilage 3). From



the structural point of view, both layouts can be asso-
ciated with the construction of the saddle roof (see
Hricáková 2007, 49, 51–52, fig. 14; 17; 18: 1; Karl 1996,
64, 70, Abb. 17; Waldhauser et al. 1993, 350, Abb. 164),
although in some cases flat or hip roof constructions
are also considered (Sedláčková 1990, 35; Trebsche
2010, 74).

4. Evaluation of finds

Basing mainly on the assemblage of metal objects, it
can be stated that the La Tène settlement in Žehuň
probably lasted from the Ha D phase to the LT D phase,
i.e. was occupied continuously for roughly six centuries,
similarly to for example Radovesice in Northwestern Bo-
hemia (Waldhauser et al. 1993). The collection of copper
alloy objects is represented mainly by brooches, belt-
hooks, -links, -terminals and (especially) pendants, fur-
ther by bracelets, amulets (spoked wheels and knobbed
rings), bronze beads, rivets etc. The onsite metalworking
is evidenced by blacksmithing slag, bronze casting
spills, a few semi-products and a crucible with metal
droplets. From the area of preserved cultural layer
comes the collection of iron slag and from the feature
no. 1/2012 and cleaned surface of a cultural layer
a large assemblage of La Tène ceramics was recovered.
Quite distinctive is the collection of silver and gold
coins. Despite the expectations, no glass artefacts have

been found onsite nor are they reported to have ever
been seen there. This may be caused by the specific en-
vironment of the lake-bottom covered by thick layer of
mud that have obscured the visibility of small and non-
metal objects such as glass bracelets or beads. These
conditions affected also the assemblage of ceramic frag-
ments and slag.

The whole assemblage of La Tène objects, including
the ceramics and coins, evidences continuous and pos-
sibly intensive occupation without any detectable hia-
tus between the 6th and the 1st century BC.

4.1. Metallic finds

The collection of metallic objects from the site of Žehuň
consists of nearly three hundreds artefacts and frag-
ments, in their absolute majority made of copper alloys.
They represent a variable assemblage of objects from
different periods from the Bronze Age to post-Medieval
Period. Altogehter, 164 objects were assigned to the Iron
Age. These are presented here in the Catalogue (tab. 1)
and analysed in detail in the following text. The Cata-
logue is organised according to functional categories of
the artefacts which are all represented in fig. 9–17 iden-
tified by their catalogue numbers (cat. nos.).

The picture presented below resulted from combina-
tion of several factors (see chapter 2) that need to be
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A B

Fig. 8. Comparison of the metrics of the feature 1/2012 with selected La Tène sunken huts from the territory of Bohemia: A – based on basic metric data, B –
according to length/width to area ratio. (After Hricáková 2007, modified and supplemented by additional data). — Obr. 8. Srovnání rozměrů objektu 1/2012 s vy-
branými laténskými zahloubenými chatami z Čech: A – základní metrické rozměry, B – délkošířkový index. (Podle: Hricáková 2007, upraveno a doplněno). (Autor:
T. Mangel).
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Cat. no. Material Description Date Dimensions (mm)

1 bz fragment of a ‘Doppelzierfibel’ bow Ha D3 L. 26; Dm. (disc) 14; Th. (disc) 3

2 bz a ‘Maskenfibel’ with zoomorphic foot LT A L. 20; H. 15; W. 7

3 bz a ‘Tierkopffibel’ LT A L. 44; Th. 4; head L. 16

4 bz an asymmetrically roof-shaped brooch bow LT A L. 31; Th. 3

5 bz an ornitomorphic brooch foot LT A L. 24; Dm. (disc) 8; Th. (disc) 4

6 bz brooch with unattached foot and high arched bow decorated by 
herringbone incision LT A L. 32, bow section 5 × 2

7 bz Duchcov or Münsingen type brooch LT B1b L. 36, bow Dm. 2 × 2

8 bz fragment of a brooch foot LT B2 L. 19; (bulge) 7 × 5 × 5

9 bz fragment of a brooch foot LT B2/C1 L. 24; (bulge) 9 × 5 × 6

10 bz fragment of a brooch foot LT B2/C1

11 bz fragment of a brooch foot LT B2/C1 L. 31; Th. (bar) 3; 13 × 12 × 9 (bead)

12 bz MLT brooch type Ptení LT C1 L. 30; W. (bulge) 11

13 bz MLT brooch LT B2/C1–C1 L. 33, bow Dm. 2 × 2

14 bz MLT brooch rectangular decorative plate LT C1 L. 36; W. (max.) 9

15 bz and fe fragment of a MLT brooch, ‚Kugelnfibel‘ LT C1–D1a L. 19; W. 7

16 bz bow of a Mötschwil type brooch LT C2 L. 50; W. (bow) 5

17 bz bow of a Mötschwil type brooch LT C2 L. 51; Th. (max.) 6

18 bz Mötschwil type brooch LT C2 L. 46; Th. (bow) 3

19 bz foot of MLT Blankenfelde type brooch LT C2–D1 L. 22; W. 8; H. 6

20 bz filiform brooch of late LT scheme LT D1a L. 45; W. (spring) 11; Th. (bow) 3

21 bz variant of Nauheim type brooch LT D1a L. 21; W. (bow) 6

22 bz fragment of an unattached brooch foot LT B1 L. 10; W. 5

23 bz fragment of an unattached brooch foot LT B2–C1 L. 12; Dm. (top) 6; Dm. (bottom) 8

24 bz brooch spring with 2×13 windings and central axis

Ha D2–3?; 

L. 39; Dm. 4LT B2/C1?; LT C2?;

Rm C?

25 bz fragment (half) of a brooch spring with 2 × 3 windings and external chord ? 24 × 16; Th. (wire) 3

26 bz fragment of a brooch ? L. 18

27 bz fragment of a bracelet with alternating bigger (flattened) and smaller 
(globular) bulges; the smaller bulges are decorated by three concentric circles LT B1b/c–B2 int. Dm. cca. 80, Th. 5 × 4

28 bz fragment of a bracelet with alternating bigger (flattened) and smaller 
(globular) bulges; the bulges are smooth LT B1b/c–B2 L. 11; bulge 9 × 4

29 bz fragment of a bracelet with alternating bigger (flattened) and smaller 
(globular) bulges; the bulges are smooth LT B1b/c–B2 L. 17; W. (bulge) 11;

30 bz part of a hinged bracelet consisting of alternating globular elements 
and smaller ribs LT B2–C1 int. Dm. cca. 50, Th. 5 × 4

31 bz fragment of a bracelet  with ‘rose-bud decoration’ LT B2b–C1a Th. 4 × 3

32 bz fragment of a bracelet  with ‘rose-bud decoration’ LT B2b–C1a int. Dm. cca. 60, Th. 9 × 7

33 bz fragment of a bracelet  with ‘rose-bud decoration’ LT B2b–C1a int. Dm. cca. 50 × 45, Th. 3 × 3

34 bz fragment of a bracelet  with ‘wart decoration’ LT B2–C1 L. 16; W. (max.) 10; Th. 6

35 bz a flat leaf-shaped belt hook LT B2–C1 L. 47; W. 8; Th. 3; eyelet Dm. 7 × 6

36 bz a belt-hook with broken-off hook LT C1(–LT D?) L. 61; W. 20; Th. 6

37 bz fragment of a belt-hook LT C1–C2 L. (cons.) 42; W. 13; Th. 5

38 bz an openwork belt-hook with zoomorphic hook and pelta-shaped body LT C2 L. 58; W. 27; Th. 4

39 bz a fragment of a belt-hook – hook only LT C2? D1? L. 38; W. (max.) 15; Th. (max.) 10

40 bz a fragment of a belt-hook with cushion shaped elements and enamel 
decoration LT C? L. 31; W. (max.) 14; H. 5

41 bz zoomorphic termination of a belt-hook LT C1(–C2?) L. 13; W. (max.) 8; Th. (bar) 6

42 bz zoomorphic termination of a belt-hook LT C1(–C2?) L. 15; W. (max.) 5

43 bz zoomorphic termination of a belt-hook LT C1(–C2?) L. 19; W. (max.) 7; Th. (bar) 5

44 bz a chain-belt link LT C1 L. 37; W. 18; Th. 3

45 bz a chain-belt link LT C1 L. 26; W. 18; Th. 3

46 bz terminal piece of a chain-belt LT C2? L. 35; Dm. (disc) 21; Th. (disc) 5

47 bz terminal piece of a chain-belt LT C2? L. 16; Dm. (disc) 11; Th. (disc) 1

48 bz flat chain-belt pendant with globular termination LT B1 L. 32; W. 6; Dm. (termination) 4

49 bz small globular chain-belt pendant LT C1? L. 13; Dm. 8; 

50 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 18; Dm. (max.) 7

51 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 22; Dm. 7; Dm. (eyelet) 6

52 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 27; Dm. (max.) 8; Dm. (bottom tab) 8

53 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 26; Dm. (max.) 8; Dm. (bottom) 7

54 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 28; Dm. 7

55 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 20; Dm. 8 (max.); Dm. (bottom) 7

56 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 21; Dm. 6
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Cat. no. Material Description Date Dimensions (mm)

57 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 24; Dm. (max.) 8

58 bz piriform chain-belt pendant LT B2–C1 L. 26; Dm. (max.) 10; Dm. (bottom) 9

59 bz piriform chain-belt pendant with decorative lower end LT B2–C1 L. 23; Dm. (max.) 11; Dm. (bottom) 10

60 bz piriform chain-belt pendant with decorative lower end LT B2–C1 L. 33; Dm. (max.) 11; Dm. (bottom) 10

61 bz strongly profiled mushroom shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 25; W. (max.)12

62 bz strongly profiled mushroom shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 30; Dm. (max.) 11

63 bz strongly profiled mushroom shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 33; Dm. (max.) 11; Dm. (bottom) 9

64 bz strongly profiled mushroom shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 28; Dm. (max.) 13; Dm. (botom tab) 12

65 bz strongly profiled globular chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 20; Dm. (max.) 11

66 bz strongly profiled globular chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 20; Dm. (max.) 11

67 bz strongly profiled globular chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 22; Dm. (max.) 9; Dm. (bottom) 7

68 bz globular chain-belt pendant LT C1? L. 30; Dm. (max.) 16

69 bz bobbin shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 22; Dm. (top) 10; Dm. (bottom) 10

70 bz bobbin shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 24; Dm. (max.) 10

71 bz bobbin shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 30; Dm. (bottom) 16; Dm. (top) 15

72 bz spinning-top shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 21; Dm. 13

73 bz spinning-top shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 22; Dm. 14

74 bz spinning-top shaped chain-belt pendant LT C1–C2? L. 15; Dm. 11

75 bz belt termination (‚Riemenzunge‘) Rm B L. 36; W. 5

76 bz belt termination (‚Riemenzunge‘) Rm B L. 40; W. 5

77 bz belt termination (‚Riemenzunge‘) Rm B L. 54; W. 5; Dm. (max.) 8

78 bz shafted eyelet (belt piece?) LT C2? L. 27; eyelet 14 ×12 × 5

79 bz fragment of a large spoked wheel with 8 spokes LT C2–D? Dm. 4.5; Th. (center) 5

80 bz fragment of a small smooth spoked wheel with 4 (?) spokes 
(only part of the felly is preserved) LT (A-C1) C2–D1 Dm. cca 20; 

81 bz a small smooth spoked wheel with 4 spokes LT (A-C1) C2–D1 Dm. 21; Th. 2

82 bz a small smooth spoked wheel with 4 spokes and marked nave LT (A-C1) C2–D1 Dm. 21; W. (central part) 9

83 bz fragment of a small smooth spoked wheel with 4 spokes 
(roughly a half is preserved) LT (A-C1) C2–D1 Dm. 22; 

84 bz a small toothed spoked wheel with 4 spokes and marked nave LT (B–C1?) C2–D1 Dm. 21; Th. 3

85 bz a small toothed spoked wheel with 4 spokes and marked nave LT (B–C1?) C2–D1 Dm. (ext.)19; Th. 2

86 bz a fragment of an anchor shaped pendant LT D? L. 20; Th. 2

87 bz a knobbed ring with three rows of 21–22 knobs LT C–D Dm. (int.) 34; Th. (bar) 6

88 bz a knobbed ring with three rows of knobs, partly erased LT C–D Dm. (ext.) 23; Dm. (int.) 15; W. 4

89 bz a fragment of a knobbed ring with a single row of knobs LT C–D Dm. (int.) 16; L. (cons.) 21; Th. (bar) 5

90 bz ring LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12; Th. 3

91 bz bead LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 11; Th. 4

92 bz bead LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 15; Th. 5

93 bz ring, square section, traces of iron corrosion LT C–D? Dm. 8; Th. 2.5

94 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (int.) 7; Th. 3

95 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 3

96 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12; Th. 3

97 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14.5; Th. 2

98 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12; Th. 2

99 bz ring flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 18; Th. 3

100 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 2.5

101 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12; Th. 3

102 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 3

103 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 2

104 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14.5; Th. 3

105 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12; Th. 2

106 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 11; Th. 2

107 fe ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 10; Th. 3

108 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 29; Th. 3

109 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 3

110 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 15; Th. 3

111 bz cast ring with (square section) with two small chain links of bent bar LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 11; Th. 2.5

112 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14.5; Th. 4

113 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 17; Th. 4

114 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 18; Th. 3

115 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 16; Th. 2

116 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 3
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Cat. no. Material Description Date Dimensions (mm)

117 br ring-chain (a cast ring with three small links of bent bar in line) LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 15; Th. 2.5

118 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 3

119 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 15; Th. 3

120 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 21; Th. 3

121 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 17; Th. 3

122 bz ring, flattened section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 15; Th. 3

123 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 3

124 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 8; Th. 2

125 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 2

126 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 7; Th. 3

127 bz chain - three links in line, a bigger cast one and two small bent LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 10; Th. 2

128 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 3

129 bz flattened ring, flattened section LT C–D? 14 ×12; Th. 2.5

130 bz chain - a bigger cast ring with four links bent from a flat bar LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 14; Th. 3

131 bz chain - a bigger cast ring with two links bent from a flat bar LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 16; Th. 3

132 bz ring, square section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 16; Th. 4

133 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13.5; Th. 3

134 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; Th. 3

135 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 20; Th. 4

136 bz ring, round section LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 16; Th. 4

137 bz ring LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 9; Th. 3

138 bz ring LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 10; Th. 2

139 bz ring LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 12.5; Th. 2

140 bz ring LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 11; Th. 2

141 bz ring LT C–D?

142 bz broad ring with open ends, external rib LT C–D? Dm. (ext.) 13; H. 6

143 bz fragment of a chain-girdle link (Stabkettengürtel) Ha D L. 35; Dm. (ext.) 16; Dm. (int.) 8; 
Th. (bar) 5

144 bz looped boss Ha C–D1 13 ×13 × 4 (boss); H.12 

145 bz looped boss Ha C–D1 10 × 7 × 3 (boss); H. 8

146 bz nail with a decorative domed head; reticulate pattern LT D L. 15; Dm. (head) 8

147 bz nail with a decorative semi-globular head+ radial pattern LT D L. 20; head Dm. 7; H. 4

148 bz decorative globular nail head with a smooth collar; decoration divided into three 
reticulate fields LT D (max.) 15 ×14; (nailhead) Dm. 10

149 bz fragment of a nail with a decorative globular head, stuck in a band of bronze 
sheet; reticulate pattern LT D 40 ×11 (sheet)

150 bz nail with a decorative semi-globular head; reticulate pattern LT D L. 11; Dm. (nailhead) 8

151 bz shield clasp L. 22; W. 11; H. 9

152 bz fragment of a mirror handle, decorated with relief eyes so as to resemble an 
animal head LT D1b–D2 L. 27; Dm. (max.) 10; (head) W. 8

153 bz tweezers L. 64; W. (max.) 6

154 bz tweezers L. 29; W. 5

155 fe scythe loop 45 × 44 ×15

156 bz profiled bar L. 44; Dm. (bar) 5; Dm. (eyelet) 5

157 pottery crucible rim fragment 

158 bz miscast L. 19; W. 7; Th. 5

159 bz miscast of a ring L. 25; Th. 3

160 bz semiproduct L. 34; W. 4

161 bz semiproduct L. 29; W. 16; Th. 2

162 ag ingot

163 slag slag

164 bz miscast of a ring

165 bz miscast of rings

166 fe knife L. 190; W. 23

167 fe axe-head L. 86; W. 28–57; Th. 12

168 slag slag cake 

169 slag slag cake

170 slag slag cake

171 stone whetstone

Tab. 1. Catalogue of metallic finds from the Žehuň site. — Tab. 1. Katalog kovových nálezů ze Žehuně. 



taken into account in order to understand the assem-
blage correctly. Most importantly, there was collected
only negligible number of iron objects. Therefore the
evaluation of finds made of iron is limited compared to
artefacts made of copper alloys and precious metals (see
chapters 4.1.1.6 and 4.1.2.2).

4.1.1. Copper alloy objects 

4.1.1.1. Brooches

There are 26 brooches or their clearly recognizable frag-
ments in the Žehuň collection; the majority of these can
be typologically and chronologically classified.

The brooch series begins with a thick serrated disk
with concave central part and two wire protrusion on
both sides (cat. no. 1). This is probably a fragment of
the central part of a Ha D3 Doppelzierfibel (Mansfeld
1973, 43–46, type dZ1).

The minuscule Maskenfibel cat. no. 2 is embellished
with circular sockets possibly for coral inlays. Three
pairs of small sockets interspaced with three bigger
ones in the middle run along the longitudinal axis of the
brooch; in this way the three sockets in the frontal part
of the bow also constitute the eyes and the mouth of the
human mask while in the animal head on the upturned
foot, they appear on the head-top and in place of its
nostrils. The object can be classified among the Bin -
ding’s type 5 (‘Maskenfibeln mit anthropomorpher Kopf-
maske und zoomorpher Fußzier’: Binding 1993, 9) with
– as is usually the case – majority of finds concentrating
in the Southwestern part of Germany (Binding 1993,
143, Liste 5). The basic scheme of mask brooch is
clearly present although the almost ridiculously small
dimensions of the tiny object did not make for enough
space for flamboyant details characterising other (Bo-
hemian) examples of such fibulae (for the latest con-
tribution on the matter cf. Waldhauser 2014). This
austerity must have been more than compensated for
by the colourful inlays which are otherwise rather ex-
ceptional in this type of artefact: e.g. mere two sockets
are employed for highlighting the eyes and three other
decorate the bow in a brooch from Gleichberg (Binding
1993); the brooch which stands closest to the Žehuň
piece in terms of quantity and density of sockets is the
famous full-figure brooch from Manětín-Hrádek (Soud-
ská 1968).

Another clearly LT A piece is cat. no. 3, a ‘Tierkopffi-
bel mit Entenkopf ’ according to terminology of Ulrike
Binding (Binding 1993, 27–33, type 16; the obvious ears
and the button-like snout in the supposedly duck head
need not trouble us here). This is the most numerous
group of LT A figural brooches though slender pieces
akin to the Žehuň brooch are rare (cf. Binding 1993, cat.
nos. 23, 36, 87, 144, 148, 151a, 195, 213, 296 – again
mostly from southwestern Germany). A nice (though
earless) analogy from Bohemia comes from the settle-
ment in Beroun-Plzeňské předměstí (Břicháček —
Charvát — Matoušek 1983, 381, obr. 4: 1) although
there unlike the continuously arched Žehuň piece, the
bow is asymmetrically roof shaped.

Such an asymmetrical roof shaped bow is repre-
sented in Žehuň by another brooch fragment (cat. no. 4). 

The spring and foot are missing so all considerations
must be based on the bow shape itself. Variations of
asymmetrical roof shaped bow appear in different
phases of La Tène period (e.g. in LT B1a – Kruta 1971,
type A2; Holodňák — Waldhauser 1984, 38–42) but LT A
remains the most probable option for the fragment in
question.

Another LT A fragment is a broken-off brooch foot
(cat. no. 5) in the shape of a bird’s (?) head with two eyes
on a flat disk-shaped medallion and a long serrated up-
turned snout (beak?). Particularly this latter element is
very characteristic of LT A fibulae (Binding 1993, 33).

Cat. no. 6 is somewhat atypical by its bow of lentic-
ular section decorated by a herringbone engraving. The
unattached foot terminates in an almost unperceivably
fine bulge. No precise analogy to this particular combi-
nation of features is known to us and classification to
LT A and LT B are both possible.

The cat. no. 7 missing its foot belongs to the LT B1b
Duchcov/Münsingen family. It has a simple bow with
round section which is in all its preserved length deco-
rated with fine engraved rings. The spring has 2 × 2
coils and external chord which is wrapped around the
bow. The general shape of the fragment corresponds to
the Duchcov type brooches and also its details fit their
characteristics well: the decoration by fine engraved
rings (Kruta 1971, pl. 11: 32) is among the most char-
acteristic ones and also the wrapped chord is a com-
monplace (e.g. Liběšovice, Nové Třebčice, gr. 4, Podbo-
řany: Holodňák 1988, 47, obr. 3: 1; 49, obr. 13: 6; 50,
obr. 13: 14). Among the LT B1 brooches which are al-
most identical with our piece in combining both of these
traits we can name those from gr. 17/1894 in Křinec
(Sedláčková — Waldhauser 1987, obr. 15: 4) or gr. 89
in Pottenbrunn, Lower Austria (Ramsl 2002, 140, Taf.
43: 5). Similar features appear, however, in types dat-
able as late as LT B2/C1 (Malé Kosihy, gr. 24: Bujna
1995, 22, Taf. 8A: 1–2).

The brooches with unattached foot are further rep-
resented by four broken-off foot terminations dating
most probably to LT B2 or LT C1. Three of these are
very fine bars terminating in simple smooth (sub)glob-
ular beads flanked from either side with simple mould-
ing. In cat. nos. 8 and 172 the bead is globular and the
foot smooth, while in cat. nos. 9 and 10 the beads are
axially flattened; in the former the entire preserved por-
tion of the foot is transversely fluted, in the latter only
the bead is preserved. All these beads are set asymmet-
rically on the foot, i.e. they only stick upwards above
the foot while they are flush with it in its lower part. Nei-
ther ornaments set asymmetrically on a brooch foot nor
transversely fluted foot would exclude LT B1 date, the
‘bulgy’ nature of the beads hints however rather to
‘plastic’ fashions of LT B2. Possible analogies include
e.g. Letky, gr. 7: Waldhauser et al. 1987, 95, Taf. 9: 17.
Very close analogies to cat. nos. 9 and 10 are present,
however also in the latest brooches with unattached
foot accompanied already by MLT scheme brooches
such as e.g. in Jenišův Újezd, gr. 81 (Waldhauser et al.
1978, Taf. 22: 8763).

A thick bar with a massive relief bead at the end
(cat. no. 11) may be a fragment of both attached and
unattached foot. The decoration of the bead – four
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Fig. 9. Metallic finds – bronze brooches. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 9. Bronzové nálezy – spony. (Kresby: J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska).



almond shaped elements swirling around their central
axis – is far from sophisticated and despite its simplicity
it is not very competently executed either. Beads with
analogous decoration appear on brooches with both
unattached and attached foot and both LT B2 and 
LT C1 date remains possible due to stylistic reasons 
(LT B2/C1: Makotřasy, t. 14 – the decorated bulges are
made of bone: Čižmář 1978, 126–127, 137, obr. 11: 1–2;
Letky, t. 21: Waldhauser et al. 1987, Taf. 23: 13–14;
Dubník, gr. 14: Bujna 1989, 260, Taf. XIIA1). Decora-
tion with swirling almond shapes is nevertheless very
characteristic of a series of MLT brooches represented
by the following piece. A frontal part of a MLT scheme
brooch with a massive binding element decorated in
plastic style (cat. no. 12) poses no classification and dat-
ing problems. Such brooches, the so-called type Ptení,
are extremely characteristic of the earliest stages of 
LT C1 in Bohemia and elsewhere (overview of the nu-
merous examples in Sankot 2014, 258–259, Abb. 2: 1,
7–8; 3: 1–2; 4: 1–7). The complete MLT scheme bronze
brooch with a short high bow and a little bead on the
attached foot (cat. no. 13) can be classified as type 
G2-A after J. Bujna (2003, Abb. 63) and dated to LT B2/
C1–C1.

The MLT scheme brooch with the bow made up by
two drop shaped beads flanking a transverse rectangu-
lar piece with a cavity for a coral inlay (cat. no. 14) be-
longs to a type alien to Central Europe. These LT C1
brooches are at home in the Carpathian basin, in Tran-
sylvania and Banat with still more pieces appearing in
contexts of the pre-Púchov culture in Slovakia (Pieta
2008, 29, fig. 9; 2014, 149). Their westernmost find
place had so far been Horní Věstonice in Southern
Moravia (Čižmář 2002a, 267, Abb. 8: 1).

The fragment cat. no. 15 can be identified as the cen-
tral part of a MLT brooch bow with one stub of iron wire
at one end (the bow) and two at the other (the foot and
catch-piece). At this junction of the brooch parts there
are twin bronze spheres. Such bimetallic brooches are
not characteristic of local La Tène material; their vari-
ous versions appear, nevertheless, in the neighbouring
regions reaching as far as Gotland in the north and the
Poieneşti-Lukaševka culture in the east with a clear
concentration in regions of the Jastorf culture namely
in the Elbe-Havel-Oder region (Bieger 2003, 19, Abb. 8,
Karte 9; cf. also Müller 1985, 76–77; Babeş 2005). This
Jastorf tendency is obvious in distribution of the ‘Kugel-
fibeln’ in Bohemia where they concentrate in the north-
ern areas of the Bodenbach/Podmokly group (Bieger
2003, 66). The chronology of this extremely fragmentary
piece is hard to estimate beyond the enormous times-
pan of LT C1–D1a.

Three fragments of frontally thickened faceted bows
with remains or imprints of foot clasp (cat. nos. 16–18
and 173) represent the Mötschwil type. Though fully
aware of the potential typological complexity of the
Mötschwil family (Márton 2004), we will content our-
selves with stating their broadly LT C2 date, generally
recognised since 1970’s (Meduna 1970b). An important
trait of the bow fragment cat. no. 173 is its deeply pitted
surface very probably meaning we are dealing here with
a miscast.

The fragment cat. no. 19 is a terminal part of a MLT
brooch foot including its attachment clamp. It is pro-
vided with two rectangular brackets (a transverse one
on the clamp and an axial one on the foot) for insertion
of decorative elements, presumably coral inlays. There
are several types of MLT scheme brooches with coral in-
lays on the foot in Central Europe. Our fragment with
its broad circular clamp does not come from the so-
called ‘shield’ or ‘Boii brooches’ most common of Bo-
hemia (Čižmář — Meduna 2012) since their bows are
very fine but rather from the Blankenfelde type of coral
brooches characteristic of southern regions of the Jas-
torf culture (Müller 1985, 76, 174, Taf. 89: 13; Brandt
2001, 87–88), more precisely – considering its dimen-
sions – from their ‘variant Kożochów’ recently defined
by Maciej Karwowski (2017). Unlike the smaller ‘classi-
cal’ Blankenflede type brooches whose distribution is
restricted to the actual Jastdorf culture area, the bigger
ones of the ‘variant Kożuchów’ are regularly present
also in its southern neighbouring areas inlcuding also
Bohemia (Karwowski 2017, 193, fig. 4). These ornate
variants of the Mötschwil type date to LT C2–D1.

Only a single indisputably Late La Tène scheme
brooch is preserved of which remains enough to allow
for classification (cat. no. 20). Its filiform body with
a fine relief ring class it in Gebhard’s 6th group, dating
to LT D1a (Gebhard 1991, 9–11, 93–94; cf. e.g. Strado -
nice: Břeň 1964, 222–224, tab. 8: 292, 295 /type C1/;
Rybová — Drda 1994, 106, fig. 34: 7). The same date is
probable for the small fragment consisting of a half-spi-
ral with inner chord and broken-off base of ribbon
shaped bow (cat. no. 21) which would class it some-
where among the large family of Nauheim type derivates.

Fragment cat. no. 22 (a baluster shaped piece with
a globular lower and square upper part with a short
stubby point at the top) and the small solid cone with
a double ring at the top cat. no. 23 may both have orig-
inally been foot finials of either Duchcov type brooches
(Kruta 1971, pl. 18: 28) or of a fine brooches with long
feet (Letky, gr. 27: Waldhauser et al. 1987, 101, Taf. 14:
12–13; Jenišův Újezd, gr. 81: Waldhauser et al. 1978,
Taf. 22: 8761; gr. 97: Waldhauser et al. 1978, Taf. 28:
9113–9114; Krämer 1985, 176, Taf. 96: 8–9). In the for-
mer case they would chronologically belong to LT B1,
in the latter to LT B2 or C1.

Three (fragments of) brooch springs give little hope
as to their exact typological determination. No unequiv-
ocal statement can be made as to the long brooch
springs with spring axis cat. no. 24 with 2 × 13 coils
and 177 with 6 + 7 coils. Such long springs are known
from Ha D2–3 (Mansfeld 1973, 49–55; Pauli 1978, 107–
111), LT B2/C1 (Bujna 1989, taf. XIV: 4), LT C2, but
also from recent Roman Iron Age (3rd century AD) all of
which are represented in the site. There is no point in
discussing the brooch fragments cat. nos. 25–26 and
174–176.

4.1.1.2. Bracelets

Eight fragments of bracelets all find their analogies 
in the LT flat graves. There are three fragments of
bracelets (cat. nos. 27, 28 and 29) with alternating big-
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ger (axially flattened) and smaller (vaguely globular)
bulges. In one case (cat. no. 27) the smaller bulge is
decorated by three concentric circles; the other two
fragments are smooth. Bracelets with which these frag-
ments correspond (type E4 after Bujna 2005) appear 
in Bohemia in graves dated to LT B1b/c to LT B2
(Sedláčková — Waldhauser 1987, 143, obr. 12: 2; Zá-
potocký 1973, 141, obr. 13: 4, 153–154, obr. 15: 4–5;
Uenze 2005, 73, Abb. 2: 24).

A substantial part of a hinged bracelet cat. no. 30 con-
sisting of alternating globular elements and smaller ribs
dates to LT B2–C1 with analogies from Křinec (Sedláč-
ková — Wadhauser 1987, 143, obr. 12: 7 – hinged), Kře -
novice (Čižmářová 2009, Tab. 33: 9a–b – hinged) or Libo-
chovice (Zápotocký 1973, 142, obr. 2: 18 – hingeless).

By three fragments (cat. nos. 31–33) are represented
the so-called bracelets with ‘rose-bud decoration’. This
is a rather consistent sub-group within the broader cat-
egory of jewels decorated with pseudo-filigree (Kruta
1975, 70–74; Čižmářová 2012) well represented in
LT B2b–C1a graves in Moravia, Bohemia and Bavaria.
The arrangement of the buds is highly variable but still
we may find a relatively close analogy for each of the
Žehuň rings: cat. no. 33 – Holubice, t. 71 (Čižmářová
2009, 108, tab. 27: 4), Jenišův Újezd, t. 81 (Waldhauser
et al. 1978, Taf. 22: 8767); Egglfing, gr. 1853 (Krämer
1985, 135, No. 85, Taf. 69: 4); cat. no. 32 – Mastířovice
(Zápotocký 1973, 150–151, obr. 17: 6); Brno-Malo -
měřice, gr. 52, Holubice, gr. 71 (Čižmářová 2012, 210,
211, tab. VIII: 1, 6); cat. no. 31 – Makotřasy, gr. 18
(Čižmář 1978, 137, obr. 13: 3), Radovesice, gr. 31 (Wald-
hauser et al. 1987, 129, Taf. 25: 17–18); Cröbern, Kr.
Leipzig-Land (Brandt 2001, 108, Taf 11: 4), cf. also e.g.

Egglfing (Uenze 2000, 9, Abb. 11: 24; 2005, 60, 75–76,
Abb. 2: 23, 25).

Possibly also from a bracelet comes a short stub of
bronze bar with three globular elements on one face,
cat. no. 34); each of them is decorated by six little
‘warts’ – one in the centre and the others around it –
making thus a kind of ‘buds’. A similar fragment of
bracelet with ‘wart’ decoration comes from the settle-
ment of Egglfing (Uenze 2000, 9, Abb. 11: 23). A nice
parallel is also a pair of bracelets from the Hunsrucken
cemetery in Manching (Krämer 1985, 97, Taf. 36: 16–
17) only the buds there are organised in pairs rather
than in a zig-zag line (a negligible detail). Unfortunately
both the Egglfing fragment and the Huns rucken bracelets
are stray finds without a clear context. Another very sim-
ilar pair of bracelets was found in a LT B2/C1 grave in
Basel-Grenzachterstrasse (Müller 1981, Abb. 12: 18–19).
This date corresponds well also with the decoration of 
the piece which once again belong to the pseudo-filigree
group.

4.1.1.3. Belt fittings and chain belts

The most numerous functional group of artefacts is that
of metal belt elements.

There are eight belt hooks. Cat. no. 35 is a very sim-
ple leaf-shaped piece with a flat eyelet at its proximal
end. Its general shape is close to the type L1/L2 after 
J. Bujna (2011, 128–129), belonging to LT B2–C1. They
feature both rolled-up eyelets (Čižmářová 2013, 231,
tab. 44: 8; Krämer 1985, 123, Taf. 61: 6) and flat ones,
such as the one in our example (Brno-Maloměřice, 
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Fig. 10. Metallic finds – bronze bracelets. (Drawings M. Pleska, J. Kysela, P. Kazakova). — Obr. 10. Bronzové nálezy – náramky. (Kresby: M. Pleska, J. Kysela, 
P. Kazakova).



gr. 37: Čižmářová 2005, 111, obr. 70: 15). Cat. no. 36
is almost identical with a belt hook from Mnichovský
Týnec, distr. Louny (Filip 1956, 173, obr. 51: 2). Jozef
Bujna (2011) classifies it as his type Gs-T, dating it very
generally in LT C (Bujna 2011, fig. 53), noting that the
belt type, for which it was employed, may have re-
mained in use till LT D1 (Bujna 2011, 92). The belt hook
cat. no. 37 is a somewhat beaten-up relative of a fine
hook from the rich grave in Křepice, distr. Břeclav,
dated to later LT C1 while the belt hook itself (Bujna’s
type Gs-P2a) may run through LT C2 (Bujna 2011, 121,
129, obr. 51: 1; 53; cf. e.g. – Manching-Steinbichel, 
gr. 18 and Aislingen: Krämer 1985, 79, Taf. 9: 1; 176,
No. 173, Taf. 97: A3; Písek: Michálek et al. 2014, 155,
obr. 10: 9). The hook cat. no. 38 terminates with
a zoomorphic hook but its body is pelta/omega shaped.
Such openwork approach is not very usual for belt

141PAMÁTKY ARCHEOLOGICKÉ CIX, 2018

Danielisová et al., Iron Age site in Žehuň, Central Bohemia 127–178

35

36

38

43 42

41

44

45

48
47

39

40

37

0                                                                 5 cm

Fig. 11. Metallic finds – bronze chainbelt elements. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 11. Bronzové nálezy – součásti opasku. (Kresby: J. Kysela,
P. Kazakova, M. Pleska).

hooks5 and no direct analogies can be named: from ty-
pological point of view it is similar to a series of belt
hooks which are almost identical in shape but much
heavier and lavishly decorated with enamel, probably
dating to LT C2 (Němčice: Čižmář — Kolníková —
Noeske 2008, 660–661, Abb. 8: 9; Těšice: Čižmář et al.
2008, 129, 134, obr. 5: 9; Nowa Cerekwia: Rudnicki
2014, 426, fig. 4: 9). Formally slightly different but
stylistically very similar belt hook comes from a LT C1
grave in Biskupství, distr. Olomouc (Bujna 2011, 92,
obr. 38: 7). A fragment of a hook shaft cat. no. 39 is very
similar to the Biskupství belt hook just quoted though

5 It is more common in case of the terminal (i.e. female) elements
of chain belts (cf. e.g. Stradonice u Loun: Píč 1902, 171, tab.
XXX: 1).
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Fig. 12. Metallic finds – bronze chainbelt pendants. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 12. Bronzové nálezy – součásti opasku. (Kresby: 
J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska).



vaguely similar elements appear also in much starker
belt hooks from the oppidum of Staré Hradisko (Meduna
1970a, Taf. 5: 6; LT C2 or D1?). Also cat. no. 40 should
be probably classed among belt hooks. The fragment
consisting of three cushion shaped circular discs with
small enamel inlays in centre of each of them recalls
very clearly the chain belts; no direct analogies are
available, though. Because the breaks are of unequal
width at each of the ends, the object must have been
asymmetrical, i.e. belt hook rather than a belt link. To
conclude the overview of belt hooks, there are three
zoomorphic hook terminations: cat. nos. 41, 42 and 43
with innumerable analogies from LT C1–C2.

Among chain belt links, cat. no. 44 corresponds
with Bujna’s type P-2b with closest analogy in Laufen,
Bavaria. Its probable date is late LT C1 (Bujna 2011,
121, 143; Krämer 1985, 117, Taf. 53E: 12). Fragment
cat. no. 45 is close to the former due to its annular cen-
tral part and two chain holes in the side plate which is
however square and not trapezoidal, making the arte-
fact Bujna’s type P-2a with the same chronology. An un-
usual feature is the decoration of the side plate –
a pointed lozenge inscribed in a frame with similarly
pointed triangles in the corners. These two link types
were preliminarily termed as ‘German’ and ‘Moravian’
respectively (cf. Bujna 2011, 121); discovery of one link
of each of these types in Žehuň does not support these
assumptions.

A miscast cat. no. 158 may have been meant to be-
come of chain belt link, an extremely simplified variety
of ‘profiled bar links’6 (Bujna 2011, 100–105, group 
Gk-J; cf. Rudnicki 2014, 426, fig. 4: 10–13; Schäfer
2010, Taf. 10: 932; Krämer 1985, Taf. 23: 1), or perhaps
a battery of bronze rings which happened to get fused
to a single piece.

Cat. nos. 46 and 47 are variously moulded bronze
bars flaring in one point into a transverse flat disc. In
each of them only one end is preserved: a cone with
three holes in the former case, and a flat triangle with
two holes in the latter. Both of these pieces bear very
close resemblance with the elements of chain belts dis-
cussed above, but do not correspond precisely with any
of them. Their sharply discoidal rather than globular
central piece would make them rather uncomfortable to
wear as belt links and the funnel shaped termination
and three holes around the circumference of cat. no. 46
suggest that rather than a link it was a terminal piece
of a chain-belt from which three chains with belt pen-
dants were hung. Cat. no. 47 is certainly the same type
of object from which the upper part is preserved. A few
such pieces survived in late LT C1 and LT C2 graves in
Bavaria (Krämer 1985, 75–76, Taf. 1: 7; 79, Taf. 8: 4)
while a piece from Semice, distr. Písek, is a surface find
(Fröhlich — Michálek — Jiřík 2011, 140–141, obr. 9: 1 –
discussed there as ‘a pendant’). Their rather plump
shapes differ markedly from the sharp Žehuň pieces
while recalling the chain belt links with central globular

6 Local production of chain belt links of this type in Žehuň would
be the ultimate reason to abbandon the term ‘middle-German
type’ sometimes used for this type of belt-link following the study
of J. Reitinger (cit. apud Bujna 2011, 4).
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element and side plates (Bujna 2011, 123, group Gk-R;
cf. Čižmář — Kolníková — Noeske 2008, 661, Abb. 8: 1–
3). As argued by J. Bujna, absence of chain belts of the
group Gk-R in flat graves of the Middle Danube region
along with the contexts of Bavarian examples hint at
their LT C2 date. The Žehuň pieces with their sharply
discoidal rather than globular central piece find exact
parallels in two fragments from the oppidum of Stra-
donice (Píč 1903, tab. XX: 33; XXVI: 15). This does not
contradict a LT C2 date.

The chain-belt pendants present in number of 27
are one of the most copious find categories in the site.
These objects have so far received only limited scholarly
attention. A sketchy typology and chronology is outlined
by Jiří Waldhauser and Filip Krásný (Waldhauser —
Krásný 2006, 109–111) basing on finds from Bohemian
graves. These provide, however, a rather limited sample.
Some common types are therefore absent from the ty-
pology (though mentioned in the text). Moreover, limits
between the single types are rather fluid and one has
hard time to attribute a pendant to one type or another.
Although the general trend suggested by the authors –
simple slender forms developing towards more articu-
lated and geometrical ones – seems to be generally valid,
it is not in all details upheld by evidence from regions
richer in these finds, such as Moravia, Slovakia or Bavaria.
For all these reasons, we will restrain from using the ty-
pology, stressing the need for a new study based on
a larger sample and for our present needs we will – without
any ambition at actual classification – order the pendants
into large formal groups.

A single flat narrow pendant with a small globular
termination (cat. no. 48) has few counterparts but in-
terestingly an almost identical piece comes from a very
early (LT B1) grave in Dürrnberg (Penninger 1972, 53,
Taf. 14: 19). One small globular pendant with an eyelet
(cat. no. 49) – not necessarily from a chain-belt – is a rare
find, no doubt due to its minuscule size (Wederath,
t. 1493, LT C2: Cordie-Hackenberg — Haffner 1991, 49,
Taf. 391: k) but attested in some graves (Lovosice, gr.
14, LT C1: Zápotocký 1973, 148, obr. 8: 21) and even
settlements (Egglfing: Uenze 2005, 60, Abb. 2: 32).
A group of 12 pendants (cat. nos. 50–60, 178) range in
their shapes in a vague piriform / bottle- / baluster-
shaped realm, covering Waldhauser’s types III–IV and
VI–VIII. This fact (let us recall that the Waldhauser ty-
pology was based on Bohemian flat graves) as well as
countless analogies from graves in other regions testify
to their mostly LT B2–C1 date. The lower ends of two of
these pendants (cat. nos. 49 and 50) are decorated in
an identical way by three linear incisions – possibly
meant to receive an enamel inlay – interspaced with re-
lief dots similarly to the surface finds from Nowa Cerek-
wia (Rudnicki 2014, fig. 5: 1) or pendants on stray
chain-belts from Laufen (?) and Einhausen in Bavaria
(Krämer 1985, Taf. 53: 12).

Worth pointing out are several strongly articulated
(‘mushroom shaped’) pendants (cat. nos. 61–63 and
maybe 64). A single grave find of this type is known to
us, from quite distant Wederath, Ldkr. Bernkastel-Witt-
lich (t. 1416, LT C1; Cordie-Hackenberg — Haffner
1991, 49, Taf. 374: j). It is on the other hand completely
absent in flat graves in Bohemia and surroundings



while it is regularly and consistently present in La Tène
agglomerations there (Němčice: Čižmář — Kolníková —
Noeske 2008, 662, Abb. 8: 13–14, 18–19; Nowa Cerek-
wia: Rudnicki 2014, 427, fig. 5: 1–2; Egglefing: Uenze
2005, Abb. 4: 20; Zohor: Elschek — Kolníková 2014,
365, Abb. 6: 7–9) and among surface finds (e.g. Michá-
lek et al. 1999, 85, obr. 69: 2; Mangel — Jílek 2012, 57–
58, obr. 2). It appears as if these pendants appeared in
the west by the end of LT C1 but only came to massive
use in Central Europe in LT C2.

Four pendants are outright globular. While those
with a long stalk and terminating in a flat disk (cat. nos.
65–67) might be considered variants of the previous
type with analogies e.g. in Němčice (Čižmář — Kolníková
— Noeske 2008, Abb. 8: 13, 14, 17), the cat. no. 68 with
its stubby appendix has the only approximate conter-
parts in Dubník (gr. 27: Bujna 1989, Taf. XXVIII: 4) and
in Malé Kosihy (gr. 149, LT C1), unusually made of iron
(Bujna 1995, Taf. 16: 1). 

Pendants in the form of bobbin and of spinning-top
(the latter may be only broken-off parts of the former)
are represented by three pieces each (cat. nos. 69–71
and 72–74). Once again, in narrower Central Europe
these shapes are extremely rare or absent in graves but
they are present in agglomerations (Němčice: Čižmář —
Kolníková — Noeske 2008, 660, Abb. 3: 1), in surface
finds (Čižmář et al. 2008, 129, obr. 3: 10) and even op-
pida (three bobbin shaped pendants in Stradonice: Píč
1903, tab. XX: 15, 18, 27). This along with their simi-
larity with the discoid chain belts discussed above (cat.
nos. 46 and 47) make us consider their late date as
probable though (once again) a complete chain-belt
from t. 1464 in Wederath attest their appearance fur-
ther west already in (late) LT C1 (Cordie-Hackenberg —
Haffner 1991, 42–43, Taf. 384: e).

The series of belt finials comes to its end with three
bronze ‘Riemenzungen’ (cat. nos. 75, 76 and 77).
Though differing from each other in details they all
share the general characteristics of a baluster shaped
central element with a series of variously shaped ap-
pendices at the bottom and two languets with a trans-
verse rivet hole at the top end. Such belt finials, in both
bronze and iron, are present (often in significant quan-
tities) in various Late La Tène oppida (e.g. Stradonice:
Píč 1903, Tab. XXIII: 1–4, 8–9, 16–17, 22–23; Staré
Hradisko: Meduna 1961, 6, Taf. 9: 12–17; 1970a, Taf.
7: 1–6; Manching van Endert 1991, 30–34; Sievers
2010, 21–22, Taf. 38) but they continue to be used also
in the late 1st century BC and in the 1st century AD (e.g.
Deimel 1987, 77, 244–249, Taf. 57; Drobejar 1999, 93,
Abb. 21). The slender Žehuň pieces with their finely pro-
filed bulges are much more akin to the late finials from
late 1st century BC/early 1st century AD rather than to
the massive and heavy ones from the oppida period
(Deimel 1987, 77).

A massive ring with a flat lateral languette cat. no. 78
has a very close counterpart in La Tène (Vouga 1923,
48, pl. VIII: 6c) and in the oppidum of Altenburg-
Rheinau (Lauber 2012, 728, Abb. 18, Nr. 219) which is
interpreted as a belt element. For this reason we men-
tion it here although other (much vaguer) explanations
(‘a fitting’) can be equally valid.

4.1.1.4. ‘Amulets’

The Žehuň surveys have produced eleven objects clas-
sifiable as ‘amulets’. Their majority are various iterations
of spoked wheels, complemented by knobbed rings and
an anchor shaped pendant.

There is one fragment of large spoked wheel with
originally eight spokes (cat. no. 79), four small smooth
four-spoked wheels or fragments thereof (cat. nos. 80–
83), two toothed four-spoked wheels (cat. nos. 84–85)
and an uncommon four spoked wheel with smal appen-
dices around its circumference (cat. no. 179). These
artefacts have recently been exhaustively synthesised by
Miloš Hlava (2009; 2015 – ‘amulets’ from the oppidum
of Třísov and the hoard of Ptení respectively) and Hana
Čižmářová (Čižmářová 2014 – spoked wheels in Mora-
via), so we may just recall some of their conclusions. Ap-
pearing as early as LT A (if not Ha D) these artefacts are
represented throughout the La Tène period: from rare
examples in LT B–C flat graves, through LT C agglomer-
ations, up to LT C2–D1 oppida. Their seeming pre-
valence in the latter may be to a great extent due to bib-
liographic visibility, numerical consistency and relatively
good chronology of the oppida assemblages (Stradonice:
Píč 1903, tab. X; Třísov: Hlava 2009; Staré Hradisko:
Meduna 1961, 5, Taf. 3: 9; Manching: van Endert 1991,
15–18, Taf. 5, Nr. 93–120; Sievers 2013, 170, Abb. 5:
12–16; Villeneuve-St.-Germain: Debord 1993, 91, fig.
28–29; 1998, 82–85, fig. 21). The presence of both
smooth and toothed wheels in LT C agglomerations is,
however, all but negligible (Němčice: Čižmář — Kolníková
— Noeske 2008, 660, Abb. 3: 15–16; Roseldorf: Dembski
2009, 98, Abb. B22; Egglfing: Uenze 2000, Abb. 11: 13;
13: 7; Berching-Pollanten: Schäfer 2010, 66, Taf. 2: 101–
103; 30: 1509; 34: 1760; 70: 3918; 71: 3981; 104: 6209).
Despite some early considerations about Southern origin
of the toothed variant, all the versions of this artefact cat-
egory were doubtlessly produced locally in Central Eu-
rope. Their extreme simplicity makes any considerations
based on typological let alone stylistic variations super-
fluous. 

The only comparison we are aware of for the unusual
four-spoked wheel with appendices around the circum-
ference cat. no. 179 is a fragment from Němčice nad
Hanou (Čižmářová 2014, 658, 664, Abb. 3: 31), identical
with it in terms of dimensions, number of appendices
and the continuation of one of the spokes on the outside
of the ring sticking out between two of the appendices.
The weirdness of the Němčice fragment made H. Čižmá-
řová doubt whether it actually belongs to the category
of spoked wheels. The complete Žehuň piece dispells the
doubts though confirming the weirdness. Some traits of
the objects make us consider it a possible miscast (one
of the spokes and one quarter of the appendices are
completely missing, some of the appendices present ob-
vious casting seams).

The anchor shaped pendants (cat. no. 86) are much
less common than the wheel-shaped ones and they ap-
pear almost exclusively in oppida (Stradonice: Píč 1903,
tab. XII: 19, 27, 34–35; Třísov: Hlava 2009, 118–119,
obr. 1: 12) with some exceptions (Tetín: Sklenář 1978,
24, tab. XII: 726).

The category of ‘amulets’ is complemented by three
(or four) knobbed rings. Also these have recently been
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synthesised by Monika Dębiec and Maciej Karwowski
(Dębiec — Karwowski 2014; 2016) with further obser-
vations by Miloš Hlava (2009; 2015, 271). Two rings
(cat. nos. 87 and 88) with knobs densely packed in
three mutually independent rows – not distinct groups
of three – along the circumference and each face belong
to type IIB after Dębiec — Karwowski (2016, 121–122),
i.e. the most numerous group. The ring cat. no. 180
with the number of knobs around the circumference
twice as high as that on each face represents the type
IIC, which has so far been attested in Bohemia by a sin-
gle published item (Dębiec — Karwowski 2016, 124–
125). The simple fragment of a bronze ring with three
bulges around its circumference (cat. no. 89) can be
considered as an atypical version of the knobbed rings
(Dębiec — Karwowski 2016, 130, fig. 14, nos. 159–161).
Its few other examples correspond with the Žehuň piece
also by their dimensions. This small group may perhaps
be considered a ‘quick and cheap’ variety of the
knobbed rings properly speaking. Knobbed rings are
very numerous in late Iron Age Europe; their ubiquity
earned them even place in the famous Déchelette’s com-
parison table (along with spoked wheels – discussed
above – and enamelled rivet heads discussed below).
Their origin is usually searched for in Northeastern
Balkans in 4th–3rd century BC (Čižmář 2002b) whence
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Fig. 13. Metallic finds – bronze ‘amulets’. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 13. Bronzové nálezy – ‘amulety’. (Kresby: J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, 
M. Pleska).

they supposedly spread to Central Europe. Here they
concentrate in particular in the area of the so-called
Boii coinage where M. Dębiec and M. Karwowski regis-
ter as many as 153 pieces (Dębiec — Karwowski 2016).
Further west, they get much scarcer already in Bavaria
though they are present also in the Rheinland (e.g.
Schlott — Spennemann — Weber 1985, 472–473, Abb.
21: 1–5) and even produced as far as in the Gaul (Pierre -
velcin 2009, 227–228). As to chronology, they are as
a rule considered Late La Tène objects as suggested by
their presence in oppida and by their first appearance
in the Mokronog group tombs. However, their distinct
concentration in Němčice nad Hanou (as many as 17
pieces: Dębiec — Karwowski 2016, 132) proofs their
perfect domestication in this area already during the
site’s apogee in at least LT C2.7

7 We may also point to out the appearance as early as in the 4th–
3rd c. BC of objects very similar to knobbed rings (albeit bigger)
in their domestic Romania (Glodariu 1984, 70–71) but also LT B1
graves in Hrušky and Marefy in Moravia (Čižmářová 2013, tab.
19: 7 and 31: 3). When exactly the knobbed rings came to exit in
their classical variety known from the oppida period, cannot be
confidently said, once again due to our still only very general idea
about artefact development and seriation in the time span bet-
ween LT C1 and LT D1.



4.1.1.5. Other bronze artefacts

A considerable body of finds is constituted by extremely
simple bronze beads and rings. There are four beads,
i.e. rings with the thickness of the walls equal or greater
than that of the diameter of the central hole (cat. nos.
90–93), 48 rings (cat. nos. 94–141), five of them with
remains of fine bronze chains attached to them, one an-
nular band with open rounded ends (cat. no. 142), and
three (or four) miscasts of rings (cat. nos. 159, 164–165
and potentially also cat. no. 158 already mentioned).
The Žehuň rings share all the same form (the section
varying – often even in a single ring – from rhomboid
through lenticular to oval) and dimensions (thickness
4–2 mm, external diameter 13–14 mm and internal 
diameter 7–8 mm; some rare outliers reach up to
29/23 mm and down to 9/5 mm of external/internal
diameter).

Such simple bronze rings appear (sometimes in mas-
sive numbers) in some of LT C–D settlements in Central
Europe (most eloquent example being the ca. 750 pieces
from Stradonice strung ostentatiously on seven threads
in Píč 1903, tab. XVIII; see also e.g. Nowa Cerekwia:
Rudnicki 2014, fig. 4: 14–25; Staré Hradisko: Meduna
1970a, Taf. 14: 2–31; Egglfing: Uenze 2005, 77, Abb. 3:
22–46; 4: 30–37; Manching: van Endert 1991, 22–23
(beads), 104 (rings), Taf. 6, 38–39, Nr. 131–194, 623–
729; Sievers 2013, 208, Abb. 37–38; Heidetränk: Schlott
— Spennemann — Weber 1985, 460, Abb. 12–14; Vil-
leneuve-St.-Germain: Debord 1998, 80–82, fig. 20).
Their absence elsewhere may be caused by research
strategies (excavations without metal detectors or with-
out the heed characterising the pillagers of Stradonice)
or by publication rationality.8 The limited interest of
scholars in these objects is probably to a certain extent
deserved: the rings – components rather than artefacts
themselves – probably served a number of different pur-
poses in personal and household equipment. They may
have served in pairs as fasteners for leather straps or
otherwise made part of belts (as suggested based on
their massive presence in the Heidetränk ustrinum:
Schlott — Spennemann — Weber 1985). Although the
study of individual rings will never bear particularly re-
warding fruits, there may be some potential in their
statistic evaluation and comparison between sites –
they are after all a nicely quantifiable part of metal con-
sumed in a site.

A curious artefact is the slightly arched bar with
a tangential eyelet at one end and the other end broken
off (cat. no. 143). It corresponds very well with the ‘east-
ern variety’ of the Hallstatt period chain-belt or ‘Stan-
gengliederkette’ characteristic of southern Germany
(Schaaf 1974, 73, Abb. 9). This eastern variety has been
detected in Dürrnberg and in Hallstatt itself (Pauli 1978,
180–183). It is hard to guess how it may have made its
way to the borders of Eastern Bohemia.

8 For example no rings are mentioned in the publication of Něm-
čice, but a miscast of three of them is presented among the evi-
dence of local bronze working (Čižmář — Kolníková — Noeske
2008, Abb. 9: 2). There was obviously no place in the very suc-
cinct paper for these extremely simple and extremely little telling
objects.
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Two almost identical semi-globular bronze looped
bosses (cat. nos. 144 and 145) correspond perfectly with
components of Hallstatt period horse and wagon har-
nesses. Analogies are available from numerous Ha C–D1
wagon burials in Bohemia and elsewhere in which such
bosses with solid loops were found threaded onto har-
ness straps (Dvořák 1938, 13, obr. 9: b–d – Lhotka nad
Labem; 25–27, obr. 26: esp. 6–9 – Hradenín, gr. XXIV;
48, obr. 5–8 – Plaňany; 58, obr. 53 – Moritzbrunn, D;
Chytráček et al. 2015, 77, Abb. 8: esp. 24–26). Curi-
ously such simple bosses are no more present in this
function in the more recent Ha D3 – LT A two-wheel
chariot graves (Manětín-Hrádek: Soudská 1976; Kla-
druby: Sankot 2012; Mírkovice: Chytráček 1990). Such
bosses have also recently been connected with LT A
shoe-lacing implements (Čambal 2016, 111–114) al-
though in them the eyelet has a very different shape
(Schönfelder 1999).

There are four examples of bronze rivet/nail heads
decorated by incision and possibly enamel inlays 
(in none of them there are its remains preserved). The 
cat. nos. 146–147 are two very similar short nails with
flat shafts; their rather flat heads are decorated by retic-
ulate and radial pattern respectively. Basically only the
head is preserved from cat. no. 148; it is also flattish,
divided by smooth lines into thirds, two of which are
decorated by reticulate pattern, the third one by incised
chevrons. The last item (cat. nos. 149–150) is a frag-
ment of rivet with a (squeezed) globular head decorated
by series of straight lines in three different directions
constituting thus a knot-like pattern. It sticks in a hole
at the end of strip of bronze sheet; the strip is broken
off several centimetres ahead in place of another hole.
The incised rivet/nail heads are among the most char-
acteristic artefacts of the Late La Tène culture (e.g.
Stradonice: Píč 1903, tab. IX; Staré Hradisko: Meduna
1961, Taf. 7: 24–31; 1970a, Taf. 6: 9, 15–17). They are,
however, as omnipresent as they are archaeologically
elusive: extremely simple objects (by themselves basi-
cally irrelevant) decorated by extremely simple patterns
and bound to defy any meaningful classification. Prob-
ably the most (and the only) useful statement we can
advance based on our four pieces is their LT D date.

Cat. no. 151 is a bronze U-shaped clamp with a hole
in each of its languets. Such clamps – found separately
or often pinched upon fragments of bronze gutters – are
most convincingly considered elements of shield rims
(Penninger 1972, Taf. 27: 9; Sievers 2010, 34–35, nos.
758–759, 762, 764; van Endert 1991, 104). Alternatively
they might be interpreted as elements of Late La Tène
sword scabbards (Píč 1903, 72–73, cf. e.g. tab. XXX: 8,
9, 14; Pieta 2008, 272, obr. 126). This is, however,
doubtful since they have never been found on actual
and indisputable scabbard remains rather than on the
simple gutters. The transverse elements of sword scab-
bard are throughout the La Tène period made as a sin-
gle solid piece with the chape (Lejars 1994; Sievers
2010, 14–18). No scabbards with separate clasps are at-
tested at La Tène (Lejars 2013), Bern-Tiefenau (Müller
1990), Manching (Sievers 2010), or Alesia (Sievers
2001). Even the Stradonice rims need not necessarily
be remains of sword scabbards. Although Píč (1903, 73)
states very explicitly that ‘at least in one case this con-



figuration [i.e. clamp attached to the rim] is original’,9

the shape of the Stradonice rims does not exclude the

9 Suggesting thus that in other cases it may be have been staged
in 19th century – note that in Píč 1903, tab. XXX: 14 there are
four clamps, each of them of a different shape and size.
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Fig. 14. Metallic finds – bronze rings. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 14. Bronzové nálezy – kroužky. (Kresby: J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska).

possibility that they come from another type of object,
most probably a shield.

One of the artefacts which clearly stand out in the
Žehuň collection is the fragment cat. no. 152. This is
an Y-shaped bronze finial in the form of an animal
head with open jaws and gazing almond shaped eyes.



Originally, a rivet ran through the frontal ends of both
jaws; the small flat recessed surface in the top jaw
where the rivet head was placed – a rather unattrac-
tive spot of the otherwise very finely shaped face –
suggests that the rivet may have had a decorative
head. Thanks to its characteristic shape, the object of
which the finial originally made part can be classified
as a mirror handle. These artefacts were first dis-
cussed by K. Pieta (1996) and more recently (and more
in detail) by A. Szpunar and P. Dulęba (Szpunar —
Dulęba 2008) who provide a concise overview of finds
across Central Europe and conclude (albeit for no
clear reason) that the production area of these mirrors
is most probably to be searched for in Noricum. This
idea may be partially due to a thought automatism ac-
cording to which all mirror finds in Iron Age Central
Europe are (suspect of being) Mediterranean imports.
Though this may be true for some of them there is nei-
ther any proof of it nor can we assume it based on any
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Fig. 15. Metallic finds – bronze, varia. (Drawings J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska). — Obr. 15. Bronzové nálezy – varia (Kresby: J. Kysela, P. Kazakova, M. Pleska).

logical consideration (Kysela — Danielisová — Militký
2014, 583–585).10 The exclusively Central European
distribution of this type of mirror handle is another
argument in favour of a local production of at least
some mirrors. Rather than in Noricum (whence no
finds of this type of mirror handle are known) the con-
centration of majority of finds in the Middle Danube
area (Devín; Oberleiserberg; Jois, Bez. Neusieldersee)
with two (including the Žehuň piece) outliers in Bo-
hemia and three in Poland make us think rather of
their origin in the ‘amber route zone’ (Moravia, Lower
Austria, SW Slovakia).

10 In the quoted study we (perfectly aware of these considerations)
treated the mirrors as imports for the needs of elementary sta-
tistics and principally for the impossibility to distinguish the im-
ported mirrors from those locally produced. This is not the case
with the Žehuň handle.



The Žehuň piece is unique within this group due to
its figural decoration. The (canine?) beast of prey is very
clearly depicted within the stylistic confines of Celtic
art, thus further underlining its Central European ori-
gin. The most prominent stylistic element of the head
are its almond shaped eyes (Schlitzaugen). This trait ap-
pears already in the ‘early style’ of La Tène art in LT A
(e.g. Kruta 1975, 15, fig. 3: 2; Pauli 1978, 109–116;
Binding 1993, 87–90, Abb. 89) and persists all the way
through LT D (e.g. Hallein flagon: Penninger 1972, Taf.
52: 21, 23; Brno-Maloměřice mounting: Čižmářová
2005, obr. 89–91; LT C1 chain-belt hooks: Krämer
1985, Taf. 27: 6). A nice comparison for the Žehuň piece
is e.g. the pendant (?) from Heidetränk (Müller-Karpe —
Müller-Karpe 1977, 45–46, Abb. 3: 2, Taf. 8: 3). The dat-
able find contexts of mirror handles of this kind listed
by Szpunar and Dulęba fall into a relatively restricted
period of later LT D1 and LT D2 (Szpunar — Dulęba
2008).

We remain among toilet utensils with bronze tweezers
(cat. nos. 153 and 154). One complete pair and a frag-
ment of another one have basically the same shape with
slightly flaring straight sided jaws. Tweezers are not un-
common in transalpine Europe throughout the Iron Age.
They appear in graves of early and middle LT period
(Dürrn berg, LT B1: Penninger 1972, 78, Taf. 42A: 3; Pot-
tenbrunn: Ramsl 2002, 87, Taf. 56: 4; Dubník, gr. 2A:
Bujna 1989, 252, Taf. IB: 5; Malé Kosihy, LT B2: Man-
nersdorf: Ramsl 2011, 147, Taf. 146: 2b; LT C1: Bujna
1995, 82, Taf. 40: 8), in oppida and agglomerations
(Stradonice: Píč 1903, tab. XVII; Manching: van Endert
1991, 60–61, Taf. 16: 291–297; Sievers 2013, 183, Abb.
18: 3; Berching-Pollanten: Schäfer 2010, 109–110, Abb.
75) as well as in the site of La Tène itself (Vouga 1923, pl.
XXI; Lejars 2013, 219). Tweezer are so frequent and tech-
nologically so little demanding that we definitely restrain
from considering them status markers.

In case of several objects their exact classification re-
mains uncertain although their protohistoric date is
probable. This is for example the case of cat. no. 156,
a rather massive bronze bar with six groups of fine relief
rings interspaced with smooth concave spots and with
a fine loop at the top. No exact analogy has been iden-
tified.

4.1.1.6. Iron objects

Among the little numerous iron finds, three items might
be of Iron Age date: the D-shaped band cat. no. 155 is
presumably a scythe ring (cf. Manching: Jacobi 1974,
76, Nr. 1086–1097; Staré Hradisko: Meduna 1961, 26,
Taf. 43: 1–12; 1970a, Taf. 25: 1–4, 8; Berching-Pol-
lanten: Schäfer 2010, 107, Abb. 74: 5066, 2848, 5722,
1695; Třísov: Malinková 2014, Tab. 9: 4–13; the Bezdě-
dovice-hoard: Michálek et al. 1999, 40, obr. 13: 619–
621; Bezdědovice-settlement: Michálek et al. 1999, 62,
obr. 42: 5–6). A knife with curved blade and a thorn
tang cat. no. 166 poses some classification problems.
Although fully preserved, it is covered in so thick layers
of corrosion that it cannot be said if its edge is on the
concave or the convex side of its blade. However, both
types are known mainly from the oppida period (convex

blade: Stradonice, Píč 1903, tab. 34: 5; Staré Hradisko,
Meduna 1970a, Taf. 16: 7; Manching, Jacobi 1974,
122–123, Taf. 20: 337–338; Třísov, Malinková 2014,
Tab. 6: 29; the Lipany-hoard, Rybová — Motyková
1983, 145, Abb. 25: 3; concave blade: Manching, Jacobi
1974, Taf. 22: 372–373). The thorn tang is not the most
common type of handle arrangement of the oppida pe-
riod but it does appear occassionally (Manching: Jacobi
1974, Taf. 20: 337–339; 21: 340–348; Meduna 1970a,
Taf. 17: 13, 15, 16). In case of the axe-head cat. no. 167
attribution to La Tène period is less certain. Only blade
is preserved and although its outline and simple profile
are close to La Tène axes (e.g. Jacobi 1974, 28–32, Taf.
13–16; Rybová — Motyková 1983, 132–133), there are
no obvious traces of the characteristic square socket
and the symmetry and relative thickness of the blade in
its upper part does not support the idea it originally had
one.

4.1.2. Evidence of metallurgical activities

4.1.2.1. Bronzeworking 

There is some evidence of bronze working in Žehuň. Its
manifestations are very similar to those from Němčice
or Nowa Cerekwia though they are much more limited
in quantitative terms.

One pottery fragment can be considered a crucible
rim (fig. 18: 5) thanks to a lump of cooper or bronze still
clinging to its surface (cat. no. 157). Unfortunately,
these metal remains, the small dimensions of the sherd
as well as its deformation by heath do not allow recon-
struction of the original shape of the vessel. The frag-
ment is a valuable supplement to the list of crucible
finds in Bohemian and Moravian La Tène settlements
(Waldhauser 1986; Čižmář 2002c) but is of little help for
typological and chronological considerations (cf. Čižmář
2002c, 248).

There are several miscasts including a failed chain-
belt link (or perhaps two rings) discussed above (cat. no.
158) a miscast of a Mötschwil brooch (cat. no. 173) and
maybe of a spoked wheel (cat. no. 179) as well as three
segments of rings (cat. nos. 159, 164 and 181) with
close analogies in Němčice and Nowa Cerekwia respec-
tively (Čižmář — Kolníková — Noeske 2008, 661, Abb.
8: 8; Rudnicki 2014, fig. 4: 19–20). There is moreover
one small ring with remains of its casting sprue (cat.
no. 182). Other non-classifiable objects could be con-
sidered semi-finished products: a small bronze bar with
plano-convex section (cat. no. 160 – an unachieved
brooch?), an S-shaped flat piece of bronze (cat. no. 161),
and a piece of silver bar, possibly an ingot (cat. no. 162).

Thirty objects in total were classified as casting
spills. They were usually quite small in both size and
weight, the heaviest reaching a little over 6 grams. Their
spatial distribution (fig. 17) does not show any specific
pattern or concentration (except for the aforementioned
area of preserved cultural layer) and their quite limited
occurrence, compared to other metallic objects, sug-
gests that metalworking probably was not of highest
significance in the life of the settlement or was con-
ducted elsewhere (i.e. in the non-investigated part).
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4.1.2.2. Ironworking

Eight pieces of iron slag suggest blacksmithing rather
than iron smelting onsite (cf. Pleiner 2006, 112–122, fig.
54). Three objects from the assemblage can be deter-
mined as pieces of plano-convex slag cakes (the smithy
hearth bottoms, cat. nos. 168–170), (fig. 18: 2–4). To-
gether with a relatively small lump of iron slag (cat. no.
163) these might suggest presence of a smithery. Its
dating may be questionable due to little support in the
spatial context of finds (the surface layer), however,
their distribution correlates with the concentration of

other La Tène finds (fig. 17) and the fact that presence
of other prehistoric or later occupation on this spot is
rather negligible.

4.1.3. Coins

Very important is the collection of Celtic coins discov-
ered during four seasons of systematic survey (for more
detail see the field report and Militký 2018). Žehuň is
the first open settlement of a central character in Bo-
hemia with evidence of intensive coin circulation.
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Fig. 17. Spatial pattern of (A) bronze casting spills and iron slag including plano-convex slag cakes, and (B) ceramics. Legend (B): ‘GPS_g’ – distinctive spatial
concentrations of ceramics collected around a specific point, ‘sector_g’ – centroid of a sector (as an area unit) where the fragments were collected (the largest
circle refers to the C and D sectors combined). In the background is the projected density of metallic finds (see fig. 5). (All weighting units “_g” are given in
grams.) — Obr. 17. Prostorová struktura (A) bronzových slitků a železné strusky včetně plankonvexních slitků, (B) keramiky. Legenda (B): ‘GPS_g’ – výrazné pro-
storové koncentrace keramiky shromážděné kolem konkrétních GPS bodů, ‘sector_g’ – centroid sektoru (jako prostorové jednotky) odkud byly shromážděny ke-
ramické nálezy (největší symbol zahrnuje sektory C a D dohromady). Na pozadí je hustota výskytu kovových nálezů (viz obr. 5); (všechny hmotnostní údaje jsou
uvedeny v gramech). (Autor: A. Danielisová).



In total there are 143 coins registered (tab. 2), of
which 74 belong to the LT C1–C2 horizon. The collection
is represented especially by a group of the so-called Bo-
hemian local issues, gold staters (1⁄3, 1⁄8 and 1⁄24 respec-
tively) and silver oboli, of which five specimens belong
to the Horoměřice-Dřemčice group and local imitations
of the Němčice-Roseldorf II type. There are also two gold
1⁄8- staters of the Athena Alkidemos type that were ap-
parently imported from Moravia together with an obolus
of the Roseldorf/Němčice II type a one piece with a star. 

The collection of coins from the following oppida period
is also quite significant, comprising 56 (LT D1a) plus 13
(LT D1b) pieces. Very valuable are the finds of gold 1⁄3- and
1⁄8- staters of the so called Boii shell series – these coins are
known from the Starý Kolín hoard and from the oppida of
Stradonice and Třísov. The core production of the oppida
period (LT D1) is again represented by silver oboli – com-
pletely new issues represented by several specimens of the
Stradonice/Žehuň type that are characterised by the motif

of the rider on the reverse. Besides, also specific obols with
depiction of a female head on the obverse are known from
this site. However, the most numerous issues presented
the assemblage from Žehuň are the obols of the Stradonice
type. All above mentioned types belong to the LT D1a hori-
zon. Finally, there are 13 speciments of the Stradonice/
Karlstein type, evidencing the duration of occupation of the
site to the very end of the La Tène period (or more precisely
the end of the coin production in Bohemia). Beside coins,
there is also an indirect evidence of potential coin produc-
tion represented by two gold ingots.

Regarding the chronology, unlike the collection of
copper-alloys objects, where the LT D1 phase is possi-
bly underestimated due to the absence of iron artefacts,
the coins show rather equal representation of types
characteristic of LT C1–C2 and LT D1 phases respec-
tively (i. e. horizons A/B–D in the coin chronology, cf.
Militký 2015). No distinctive spatial pattern of either
phase was observed (fig. 19).
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Fig. 18. Sandstone whet-
stone from feature 1/2012
(cat. no. 171), crucible rim
fragment (cat. no. 157)
and iron plano-convex slag
cakes (cat. nos. 168–170)
from the surface prospec-
tion in the settlement area
(for spatial context see fig.
17). — Obr. 18. Pískovcový
brousek z  objetku 1/2012
(cat. no. 171), fragment ty-
glíku (cat. no. 157) a  že-
lezné plankonvexní slitky
(cat. nos. 168–170) z povr-
chové prospekce (místo ná-
lezu viz obr. 17). (Autor:
A. Danielisová).

Area of origin Material Nominal Type Pieces Dating

Bohemia AV 1/3- 1/8- 1/24- stater Bohemian local issues 1 - 1 - 3 LT C1–2

Bohemia AV/AE 1- 1/3- 1/8- stater (sub.) Bohemian local issues 1 - 1 - 1 LT C1–2

Bohemia AR obolus Bohemian local issues - Horoměřice/Dřemčice - 
Němčice/Roseldorf II. - undeterminable 9 -14 - 29 - 2 LT C1–2

Bohemia / Moravia AV 1/8- stater Athena Alkidemos 1 LT C1–2

Bohemia / Moravia AV 1 stater Niké (?) 1 LT C1–2

Moravia AV/AE 1 stater (sub.) Athena Alkidemos 1 LT C1–2

Moravia AV 1/8- 1/24- stater Athena Alkidemos 1 - 1 LT C1–2

Moravia AV/AE 1/8- stater (sub.) Athena Alkidemos 1 LT C1–2

Moravia AR obolus Němčice-Roseldorf II; with a star 1 - 1 LT C1–2

Bohemia (?) / Moravia (?) AV/AE Bohemian local issues 4 LT C1–2 (?)

Bohemia AV 1/3- 1/8- stater shell series 1 - 1 LT D1a

Bohemia AV/AE 1/3- stater (sub.) Athena Alkidemos - late; shell series 1 - 1 LT D1a

Bohemia AR obolus Stradonice/Žehuň - Stradonice 6 - 42 LT D1a

Moravia AR obolus Staré Hradisko 2 LT D1a

Southern Germany AR 1/4- quinar Vindelici Manching 2 1 LT D1a

Gaul/Leuci AR potin var. Id 1 LT D1a–b

Bohemia AR obolus Stradonice/Karlstein 13 LT D1b

TOTAL 143

Tab. 2. Coins registered during the surveys in Žehuň. Legend: AV – gold, AR – silver, AE – fourré (bronze core, plated with gold or silver). (For more detailed
overview refer to the paper of J. Militký). — Tab. 2. Mince nalezené během prospekcí. Legenda: AV – zlato, AR – stříbro, AE – suberáty. (Detailní přehled viz ná-
sledující článek J. Militkého).
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The intensity of coin occurrence in the lowland sites is
a significant indicator of the social differentiation of the
settlements during both the pre-oppida and oppida peri-
ods. It is very likely that similar sites existed within the
territories of both Bohemia and Moravia. In the case of
Žehuň it can be stated that the coin collection is quite ex-
traordinary among the contemporary Bohemian open set-
tlements and it opens a new perspective on the coin
production in Bohemia during both LT C1–C2 and LT D1.

4.2. Ceramics 

4.2.1. Sunken hut 1/2012

The two excavated quarters of the feature 1/2012 have
produced total of 287 pottery fragments.11 The pottery
comes from both the surface and from the fill of the 10–
30 cm deep feature (fig. 7). Basing on the actual physi-
cal match between the sherds as well as on the analysis
of their technological and formal character, the sherds
have been subdivided into 192 ‘groups’ corresponding
to (reconstructed number of) ceramic individuals to be
analysed. Since the assemblage consists of more than
100 analytical units, its evaluation was based princi-
pally on quantitative and comparative analyses of some

diagnostic traits selected for their potential chronologi-
cal or regional variability. These traits include the ce-
ramic matter, the shaping technique, the firing method,
the treatment of external surface, the spectrum of forms
in the assemblage and the decoration variability. These
categories have been described exclusively basing on
macroscopic observations whose results were registered
in the descriptive system developed for the La Tène pot-
tery of Eastern Bohemia (Mangel 2011).12 Žehuň belongs
to the La Tène settlement macro-region of Central-
Eastern Bohemia (Waldhauser 2001, 42–44) correspon-
ding with a characteristic area of pottery production in
Lower Vltava and Elbe region (Waldhauser 1996). For
this reason mainly ceramic assemblages from this ter-
ritory were selected for comparison.

From the point of view of the used materials, the as-
semblage is characterised by high proportion of pottery
tempered prevalently with fine ground (grain size < 1 mm)
muscovitic mica (MTS) or by mica and sand in roughly
equal proportion (MTSP). These two classes represent
as much as 79.1 % of the entire assemblage (fig. 20: A).
Mica tempered pottery is characteristic of the Eastern
part of Bohemia (Motyková — Drda — Rybová 1990,
361) with most massive representation in the Southern
part of this region, i.e. in the districts of Chrudim,
Kutná Hora and Kolín (Čižmář 2003, 58; Danielisová
2010, 75, obr. 53; Valentová — Šumberová 2007, 292,
298). The mica used as temper probably came from the
nearby outcrops of the so called Kutná Hora crystalline
basement and of the Moldanubicum metamorphic units
including rocks containing mica (Thér — Mangel — Gre-
gor 2014, 441–442; 2015, 109–111). The high percent-
age of mica-tempered ware is no surprise in Žehuň,
a site only 10–15 km far from the closest of these rock
outcrops.13 Equally high proportions of the mica-tem-
pered pottery were observed also in the ceramic assem-
blage from Chvaletice (district of Pardubice)14 whence
the distance to the mentioned mica sources is approxi-
mately the same as from Žehuň. Proportionally to the
high percentage of mica- and mica-and-sand-tempered
pottery (MTS and MTPS) the occurrence of ware tem-
pered prevalently with sand (MTP) is rather low in the
feature 1/2012, being only 7.8 %. The proportion of the
fine pottery (MTBI), 10.4 %, matches the values in
which this ware is present in the Northwestern Bohemia
(Salač 1998, 54–56, 59), in the upper Elbe region (Man-
gel 2011, 1007, obr. 20), in the settlement area of Srbeč
(LT B2/C1–C1a: Venclová 1999, 36–37) or in the earlier
horizon of Mšecké Žehrovice (LT B2/C1–C1/C2: Ven-
clová 1998, tab. 15). Graphite tempered pottery (MTG)
with its 2.6 % fits well the span of values (2–4 %) defined
for this class in the regions of Rakovník and Říčany,
Central Bohemia, during LT B2/C1–C1/C2; in later 
assemblages from these regions the percentages of
graphite-tempered pottery dropped (Venclová 1998,

11 Roughly a half of the feature was excavated; we may assume
therefore that the original ceramic assemblage was about the
double of that available to us.

12 The classification of the vessel shapes and surface treatments
correspond to the definitions introduced by N. Venclová in her
descriptive system (Venclová 1998, 82–93, fig. 49, 54).

13 Cf. geological map 1 : 50 000. © 2014 Česká geologická služba.
Available online: http://mapy.geology.cz/geocr_50/. Accessed
on 20th June 2017.

14 Unpublished rescue excavation by M. Cejpová in 2008.
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Fig. 19. Spatial pattern of coin finds in Žehuň (2011–2014) with GPS coordi-
nates. Legend: Au – AV (gold), Ag – AR (silver), Sub. – fourées (gold + silver).
— Obr. 19. Prostorová struktura nálezů mincí ze Žehuně (2011–2014) s GPS
koordináty. Legenda: Au – AV (zlato), Ag – AR (stříbro), Sub. – suberát 
(Au + Ag). (Autor: A. Danielisová).



150–151, tab. 15, 16; 1999, 37, 40; Venclová et al.
2008, 186, tab. 26). On the contrary, we encounter very
similar values in some LT C2–D1 assemblages from
rela tively nearby sites, e.g. from the oppidum of České
Lhotice (3 %: Danielisová 2010, 75, fig. 53) or from the
settlement area of Prague-Běchovice (2.9 %: Venclová et
al. 2008, 186, tab. 20).

The assemblage is dominated by hand-made ware
(TR) represented by 88.5 %. Vessels shaped with the aid
of rotation (TK) are only a small minority basically cor-
responding with the fine ware (MTBI). In only a single
case (0.5 %) have the traces of rotation been detected
also on coarse sand-tempered ware (TN: fig. 22: 3). The
ratio of coarse hand-made vs. fine wheel-thrown pottery
in the assemblages is by itself not chronologically in-
dicative. These values may be affected by a series of var-
ious factors including the users’ status, the waste
disposal strategies, or other out-of-ordinary activities in

the settlement area (Venclová et al. 2008, 186–187,
189). Nevertheless, wheel shaping and wheel finishing
of coarse ware does not appear earlier than in LT C and
only become frequent in LT C2–D1 (Thér — Mangel —
Gregor 2015, 120; Venclová 1998, 162). This is clearly
demonstrated not only by its increasing representation
in the assemblages from the region of Rakovník (Ven-
clová 1998, tab. 15, 16; 2001, 49, tab. 5, 6) but also by
the relatively high proportions of this pottery in the op-
pida (České Lhotice: min. 5 % – Danielisová 2010, fig.
51; Stradonice: 61–68.3 % – Rybová — Drda 1994, 82;
Závist: 50.4–68.5 % – Motyková — Drda — Rybová
1990, 354, tab. 6).

The dark, grey to black, colour of matrix (FR) obser -
vable at 70.1 % of the Žehuň pottery is proof of its firing
in the reduction environment. Other firing methods 
are documented only in rare instances (fig. 20: B). We
should stress here the low incidence of pottery (FKHS)
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Fig. 20. A – Representation of material classes in the ceramic assemblage from feature 1/2012. MTBI – fine, MTG – graphite-tempered, MTP – sand-tempered, MTS
– mica-tempered, MTSP – mica- and sand-tempered. B – Representation of pottery categories according to their firing method in the ceramic assemblage from
feature 1/2012. FKHA – combined homogenous asymmetrical, FKHS – combined homogenous symmetrical, FKN – non-homogenous, FO – oxidation, FR – reduction,
BPP – overfired pottery. C – Representation of surface treatments in the ceramic assemblage from the feature 1/2012. PDCH – crumb-roughening, PDJ – fine-rough-
ening, PDSH – coarse grated surface, PH – smoothed, PDM – ‘marble-type’ roughening, PN – untreated, PP – tooled. D – Representation of vessel shapes in the ce-
ramic assemblage from pit 1/2012. NH – pot, NHO – bipartite-profiled pot, NHO1 – bipartite-profiled pot with slightly curved neck, NHP1 – S-shaped pot with slightly
curved neck, NHP2 – S-shaped pot with strongly curved neck, NL/NV – flask/vase-shaped vessel, NM – bowl, NMN1 – neckless conical bowl, NMN2 + NMZ1 –
neckless bowls with slightly rounded profile, NMZ2 – neckless bowl with strongly rounded profile, NMZL2 – neckless bowl with rounded bipartite profile. — Obr. 20.
Charakteristika keramického souboru z objektu 1/2012. A – zastoupení materiálových tříd: MTBI – jemná, MTG – grafitová, MTP – písčitá, MTS – slídnatá, MTSP –
slídnatopísčitá. B – zastoupení tříd výpalu: FKHA – kombinovaný homogenní asymetrický, FKHS – kombinovaný homogenní symetrický, FKN – nehomogenní, FO –
oxidační, FR – redukční, BPP – přepálená keramika. C – zastoupení povrchových úprav: PDCH – chuchvalcovitě drsněný, PDJ – jemně drsněný, PDSH – hrubě struha-
dlovitě drsněný, PH – hlazený, PDM – mramorování, PN – neupravený, PP – s přetahy. D – zastoupení tvarů nádob: NH – hrnec, NHO – hrnec s odsazeným hrdlem,
NHO1 – hrnec s odsazeným slabě prohnutým hrdlem, NHP1 – esovitě profilovaný hrnce se slabě prohnutým hrdlem, NHP2 – esovitě profilovaný hrnec se silně pro-
hnutým hrdlem, NL/NV – láhev/váza, NM – mísa, NMN1 – nečleněná kónická mísa, NMN2 + NMZ1 – nečleněné mísy se slabě klenutými stěnami, NMZ2 – nečleněná
mísa se silně klenutými stěnami, NMZL2 – nečleněná mísa se zalomenou klenutou stěnou. (Autor: T. Mangel).
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Fig. 21. Pottery from feature 1/2012. Black-filled section – fine wheel thrown pottery; white section – coarse hand-made pottery; dotted section – graphite
pottery. (Drawing and photo J. Kysela and T. Mangel). — Obr. 21. Keramika z objektu 1/2012. Černý profil – jemná na kruhu točená keramika; bílý profil –
hrubá v roce vyrobená keramika; tečkovaný profil – grafitová keramika (Kresby a foto: J. Kysela and T. Mangel).
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characterised by dark grey or dark brown surfaces with
lighter colour of the core or with dark core and dark
surfaces marked off by fine subsurface layers of lighter
colours, mutually symmetrical and parallel with the
sherd surfaces. Such arrangement has been observed
in mere 4 % of sherds, mostly of fine wheel-thrown pot-
tery. Such symmetrical parallel stratifications – quite
common mainly in the Late La Tène fine ware – result
from the two-space firing in which the burning fuel and
the fired vessels are kept separated from each other
(Thér — Mangel — Gregor 2015, 71, 122, obr. 7.31). This
firing method is best executed in two-chamber vertical
kilns which become common – also in Bohemia – from
LT B onwards (Mangel — Thér 2015). The only more fre-
quently represented group in the assemblage is the 
pottery with traces of thermic damage (BPP). These re-
sulted either from ill-controlled firing or from excessive
secondary thermic exposure.

The external surface of the vessels was most often
smoothed (PH: 55.5 %) or they lack any traces of inten-
tional treatment (PN: 32.8 %). The total absence of 
polished surfaces is most probably caused by the envi-
ronment in which the sherds were deposited and which
may have obliterated any traces of polishing. Other 
categories of surface treatment are represented rather
marginally (fig. 20: C). From the chronological point of 

view, interesting is the presence of crumb-roughening
(PDCH) in almost 3 % of fragments and of ‘marble’ type
(PDM) of surface treatment present in 4.4 % of cases.
These traits as well as their relatively high proportions
are characteristic of the earlier horizons (LT B2/C1–
C1/C2) in the region of Rakovník while in the recent hori-
zons (LT C–D1) they gradually disappear (Venclová 2001,
49, tab. 5, 6). This may be only a regionally limited trend
in case of the ‘marble’ type because in the Říčany region
its incidence is almost identical in both chronological
horizons (Venclová et al. 2008, 188, tab. 26); on the other
hand, the crumb-roughening – though present only spo-
radically in the Říčany region – is only attested in the 
LT C1 assemblages as is the case also in the Rakovník
region. This surface treatment is counted among the
qualitative traits typical of LT B–C1 also in the Northwest-
ern Bohemia (Salač — Kubálek 2015, 53). In case of the
feature 1/2012 this assumption would be further corrob-
orated by the very low percentages of pottery fragments
with ‘grated’ type of surface treatment which was ob-
served in only a few instances (PDSH: 0.7 %). This surface
treatment appeared marginally in LT C1 but became
widespread mainly during LT C2–D1 with percentages
progressively increasing overtime (e.g. Čižmář 1994, 596;
Kuna — Waldhauser — Zavřel 1989, 29, tab. 3; Salač —
Kubálek 2015, 54; Venclová et al. 2008, 188, tab. 26). The
low percentages of grated surfaces in the feature 1/2012
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Fig. 22. Pottery from feature 1/2012. Grey section – coarse wheel-thrown pottery; white section – coarse hand-mande pottery. (Drawing and photo J. Kysela
and T. Mangel). — Obr. 22. Keramika z objektu 1/2012. Šedý profil – hrubá na kruhu točená keramika; bílý profil – hrubá v ruce vyrobená keramika. (Kresby
a foto: J. Kysela and T. Mangel).
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assemblage correspond with the initial phases of its oc-
currence and with values close to those of the earlier ho-
rizon in the Rakovník region, i.e. 0.8 % on average
(Venclová 2001, 49, tab. 5). There is no clear chronological
or other interpretation in this context for the occasionally
occurring finely roughened (PDJ: 2.2 %)15 and tooled sur-
faces (PP: 1.5 %).

Low and high vessel forms, i.e. bowls and pots (vases)
respectively,16 are represented in the assemblage in
equal numbers with slight prevalence of bowls (fig. 20:
D). Such balanced ratios are as a rule characteristic
rather of LT C2–D1 assemblages while in LT B–C1 the
low vessel forms neatly prevail (Rulf — Salač 1995, 383;
Venclová 1998, 151; Venclová et al. 2008, 186–187).
However, the studied fragments need not necessarily re-
flect the complete representation of vessels in the origi-
nal assemblage; the result may also be biased by an
insufficiently representative sample – only 31 individu-
als were determined on the elementary level of the ce-
ramic shape and more precise typological determination
was possible only in case of 21 of them. Apart from the
common and chronologically very little telling neckless
bowls with strongly rounded profile (NMZ2: fig. 21: 6, 12;
22: 6, 10) the assemblage is conspicuously characterised
by vessel forms considered typical of LT B2/C1–C1/C2
or of LT B–C1 in general (Salač — Kubálek 2015, 53–54;
Venclová 1998, 151; 2001, 49; Venclová et al. 2008, 187,
192–193). These include S-shaped pots with slightly
curved neck (NHP1: fig. 22: 3) and neckless conical
bowls (NMN1: fig. 21: 13). The more ancient assemblages
are also – unlike the later ones – sometimes charac-
terised by higher incidence of neckless bowls with
slightly rounded profile (NMN2 and NMZ1: fig. 21: 4, 8).
We may further class among the older types also the in-
distinctly bipartite-profiled pot with slightly curved neck
(NHO1: fig. 21: 14; cf. Rybová 1969, 384–386, 398–399,
obr. 1: 23; 2: 8, 9; Venclová 1973, 645, obr. 8: 5, 9; 9: 5,
6; Kuna — Waldhauser — Zavřel 1989, 29, obr. C, tab. 3)
or the S-profiled pot with an indistinct horizontal plastic
band (NHP2: fig. 22: 1; cf. Meduna 1980, 140, Abb. 17:
13; Trebsche 2010, 90, 93, Abb. 32: KT2, Tab. 2, 5). Only
a single fragment – rim of a neckless rounded bipartite
bowl (NMZL2: fig. 21: 10) – can be clearly connected with
LT C2–D1 since this shape never appears in earlier as-
semblages (Venclová 2001, 49, tab. 5; Venclová et al.
2008, 187, 193, tab. 26).

The majority of the 31 determinable rim fragments
are simple and round (fig. 21: 1, 2, 5, 6, 10, 12, 14), an-
other more numerous group include thickened rims (fig.
21: 4, 8; 22: 2–5, 7, 8), the remaining categories are rep-
resented only marginally (fig. 21: 13; 22: 1, 6, 10). Even
less variable is the typology of vessel base forms. The
majority of the 21 classifiable bases belong to plain flat
type (fig. 22: 9). In only a single case appears a base ring
characteristic of fine wares. Neither of the mentioned
types is, however, diagnostic from chronological point
of view (Venclová et al. 2008, 187–188).

Decorated pottery fragments make up 8.9 % of the
assemblage. This value is relatively low in comparison
with other assemblages. The low proportions of deco-
rated pottery is considered characteristic of assem-
blages from the period preceding the emergence of
oppida (e.g. Rulf — Salač 1995, 384; Salač — Kubálek
2015, 53; Venclová 2001, 49) and this value then pro-
gressively increases. The Žehuň assemblage, neverthe-
less, matches in this respect almost exactly the values
of the LT C2–D1 pottery from the oppidum of České
Lhotice (Danielisová 2010, 88) or the average occur-
rence of decorated pottery in the assemblages of the
later horizon of the Říčany region where the decorative-
ness on the contrary decreases overtime (Venclová et al.
2008, 189, tab. 25). The decorative traits, identified in
17 individuals, include principally 14 cases of coarse
vertical combing (fig. 21: 3, 7, 9, 11; 22: 9). This is
a common decoration (or rather a specific surface treat-
ment) in Central and Eastern Bohemia, appearing at
the latest in LT B and persisting until the end of the La
Tène period (Meduna 1980, 64–66; Waldhauser — Fröh-
lich 2007, 326). Vertical combing is often associated
with graphite-tempered pottery (cf. Čižmář 1989, 88;
Kappel 1969, 3–9; Rybová — Drda 1994, 101, pl. 12;
Mangel 2011, 159; Motyková — Drda — Rybová 1990,
360). In this respect, the Žehuň assemblage does not fit
the norm – with a single exception (fig. 21: 3) vertical
combing is present here in coarse mica-tempered pot-
tery (fig. 21: 7, 9, 11; 22: 9). Miloš Čižmář (1987, 223)
considered frequent vertical combing on non-graphite
coarse ware characteristic of LT D assemblages. This
view is also supported by analyses showing gradual de-
crease of graphite tempered pottery in some of the Late
La Tène sites (Čižmář 2003, 57; Sievers 2004, 70; cf.
Venclová 1998, 165). There are, however, also other pos-
sible explanations, not necessarily based on chronology,
including for example local lack of demand for graphite-
tempered ware or regionally limited accessibility of the
necessary raw material. The latter might be the case in
Central Bohemia as indicated by generally lower values
of graphite tempered ware in comparison with assem-
blages from other regions, closer to graphite sources (cf.
Venclová 2001, 30; Waldhauser 1992).17 A similar struc-
ture of graphite tempered pottery representation is,

15 Finely roughened (matt) surfaces are characteristic mainly of the
so-called grey mica pottery with its main distribution area in
Northwestern Bohemia (Venclová 2001, 30). The ceramic matter
of the finely roughened pottery from the Žehuň assemblage is,
however dfferent, rougher than the latter. Therefore neither it
nor the similar wares from the Říčany region (Venclová et al.
2008, 188) can be associted with the grey mica pottery.

16 Apart from pots and bowls there were also remains of three ves-
sel, most probably flasks or vase-shaped vessels (NL/NV: fig. 21:
1, 2, 5). This classification – although not certain – is quite pro-
bable due to the rim diameters. The values of 12–14 cm corre-
spond to the flasks from various assemblages for which
quantitative data are available (České Lhotice: Danielisová 2010,
81–82, obr. 63; upper Elbe region: Mangel 2011, 132, obr. 39;
Northwestern Bohemia: Salač 2015, tab. 2; Manching: Salač —
Neruda — Kubálek 2013, Tab. 1). On the other hand, we cannot
exclude the possibility that they are remains of small beakers or
of strongly profiled situlae (cf. Danielisová 2010, 81–82, obr. 63;
Salač — Kubálek 2015, 130, 132, obr. 81C, 82).

17 For completeness’ sake it should be mentioned that this opinion
is not generally accepted. Jiří Meduna (1980, 69) refused such a
view pointing out several Moravian assemblages in close vicinity
from graphite sources but with numerous graphiteless pottery
with vertical combing as opposed to sites more distant from them
but with high values on graphite pottery. The distance, however,
cannot be the only factor to take into consideration; there may
have been others such as the nature and dynamics of the distri-
bution systems (cf. Hlava 2008, 204; Mangel — Danielisová 2014).
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after all, documented in Northwestern Bohemia, that is,
a region equally or even more distant from the assumed
graphite deposits in Southern and Eastern Bohemia
than Žehuň. Also there, the coarse vertical combing is
frequent in non-graphite pottery (e.g. Salač 1990, 631,
obr. 11; Vlčková 1991, 540, 545). Two fragments feature
little prominent applied ribs (fig. 22: 1), also them with-
out any chronological significance. The last decorative
element to mention is black coating observed in a single
case. Black coating – most often present on sand- or
mica-tempered pottery – appears in small quantities as
soon as LT C1 and becomes more frequent in the subse-
quent stages (Venclová 1998, 158–159, 162, tab. 20). Its
absolutely marginal value in the Žehuň collection (0.5 %)
corresponds to its average proportions in the early hori-
zon – i.e. LT B2/C1–C1/C2 – in the region of Rakovník
(Venclová 2001, 49, tab. 5) and differs dramatically from
its high occurrence rate in the oppida (cf. České Lhotice:
Danielisová 2010, 88; Stradonice: Rybová — Drda 1994,
104; Závist: Motyková — Drda — Rybová 1990, 354).
A conspicuous trait is the absence of burnished decora-
tion characteristic of LT C2–D1 pottery though appearing
(in small quantities) already in LT C1 (Venclová 1987,
452–453; 1998, 159, 162, tab. 15). 

We may further mention reparation holes of which
four instances were detected, always in coarse mica-
tempered pottery (fig. 21: 8; 22: 4). Traces of reparation
– common though not frequent in La Tène pottery – tes-
tify of effort to maintain some vessels in use in spite of
them having been damaged (Meduna 1980, 110–111;
Novák 2011). Such interventions concern indiscrimi-
nately all kinds of pottery including fine, graphite- and
coarse mica- and sand-tempered wares.

In conclusion, the pottery assemblage from feature
1/2012 is relatively homogenous and corresponds by
its various traits to other assemblages from Central and
Eastern Bohemia. Most of the analysed traits matched
the pottery production from these regions in the period
preceding the emergence of oppida. The assemblage
may therefore be generally dated to LT B2–C1.

4.2.2. Surface scatters

Field walking in the area of the settlement produced
a collection of total 1173 pottery fragments. The assem-
blage contains pottery from all phases of the La Tène 
period. The evidence is the least telling in case of 
Ha D2/3 – LT A for which no clear and irrefutable traits
have been identified. Dating to this period may be con-
sidered in case of some coarse barrel-shaped and open
pots with plastic band with impressions or with a line of
finger imprints on the neck (fig. 23: 5, 9); though such
vessels appear also in the following stage of the Iron Age
(e.g. shapes 11 120 and 11 210: Chytráček — Metlička
2004, 45). The same applies in case of wheel-thrown,
strongly S-shaped bowls with strongly opened, rounded
or slightly thickened rim and strongly rounded body (fig.
23: 1). Such vessel shapes start appearing in the recent
phase of LT A (cf. e.g. Gosden 1984, 304, fig. 3: 1–3;
1987, fig. 5: 3, 12, 13; 10: 13; 11: 11; Pauli 1978, 325,
Abb. 44, 45; Salač 1984, 268, obr. 4: 8) but remain in
use also in the following period (e.g. Drda 1974, 604, obr.
1: 5; Holodňák — Waldhauser 1984, 42, obr. 6: 28, 29).

By several examples are represented conical bowls
with straight walls (fig. 23: 20), various iterations of in-
distinctly shaped pots (fig. 23: 16), pots with a line of di-
agonal incisions below the neck (fig. 23: 4) or crumb-
roughened surface. These traits are considered charac-
teristic of assemblages dated to LT B–C1 or C1 (Meduna
1980, 140–145; Salač — Kubálek 2015, 53–54; Venclová
1998, 151, 157–158; Venclová et al. 2008, 184, 192–193).

Other traits can be associated with the later stages
of the La Tène period, i.e. LT C2–D1. These include bi-
partite pots with strongly curved neck and often with
grated type of surface treatment (fig. 23: 3, 10, 11; Ven-
clová 1998, 162; Waldhauser 1996, 340–341, Abb. 1).
Also black coating, documented on several of the Žehuň
fragments (fig. 23: 18), is characteristic for this period
although it appears singularly already in LT C1 (Ven-
clová 1998, 152, 158–159, 162, tab. 15). Another recent
element is the rim fragment decorated by stripes of
white and red paint (fig. 23: 2). In Central Europe,
painted pottery is typical of LT D; its origins, however,
probably reach back to LT C2 (Cumberpatch 1993, 60–
62; Loughton 2005, 156–157; Maier 1970, 78–144). 

Several surface finds feature the so called thickened
club-shaped rims (fig. 23: 19). These are best docu-
mented in the Middle Danube area and considered here
a very late formal element, typical of LT D1/D2–D2.
Some scholars assume the connection with influence of
Norican kingdom spreading into this region after the
withdrawal of the Dacians in the 2nd half of the 1st c. BC
(Čambal et al. 2014; 2016, with further bibliography).
This typological feature has recently been recognised
also in South Bohemian ceramic assemblages from the
transition period between the Late La Tène and the
Early Roman period (LT D2 / R A) (Zavřel 2014). The
spatial distribution of thickened club rims in the Late
Iron / Early Roman Age Central Europe is probably
quite common, as indicated by their recent identifica-
tion in Slepotice (district of Pardubice), in assemblages
dated to this very period (Jílek et al. 2015, tab. 66: 6;
77: 2, 4; 92: 1, 11, etc.). Another fragment worth point-
ing out is decorated with vertical combing associated
with incised horizontal wavy line (fig. 23: 21). This type
of decoration appears in LT C2–D1 assemblages in
Northwestern Bohemia and Southern Germany (Salač
— Carnap-Bornheim 1994, 118–120, Abb. 11, 12).

The remaining vessel shapes including neckless
bowls with rounded profile (fig. 23: 6, 8), different vari-
ants of pots (fig. 23: 12, 14) or the uncommon outstand-
ing foots or pedestals with concave base (fig. 23: 13) are
of no chronological significance. Only one outstanding
foot (fig. 23: 15) makes us consider, on the grounds 
of its relatively coarse character and thick walls, its
probable LT B2–C1 date. Another artefact documented
among the ceramic fragments collected on the surface
was a disc with a central hole, carved out from the wall
of a discarded vessel (fig. 23: 7). Such objects, appearing
frequently from LT C onwards, are usually interpreted
as spindle whorls; we cannot exclude, however, also other
possibilities, such as weights for fishing nets, amulets,
gaming pieces, counting tokens, flywheels or compo-
nents of toys (for summary and discussion of the vari-
ous possibilities cf. Wendling 2009, 280–284). In a single
instance a clay biconical spindle whorl (fig. 23: 17) has
been documented.
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Fig. 23. Selection of pottery from surface prospection. Black section – fine wheel-thrown pottery; white section – coarse hand made pottery; dotted section
– graphite pottery. (Drawing and photo J. Kysela and T. Mangel). — Obr. 23. Výběr keramických nálezů z povrchových sběrů. Černý profil – jemná na kruhu
točená keramika; bílý profil – hrubá a v ruce vyrobená keramika; tečkovaný profil – grafitová keramika. (Kresby a foto: J. Kysela and T. Mangel).
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4.3. Other finds

4.3.1. Stones and stone tools

Sunken hut 1/2012 produced a broken sandstone
whetstone irregularly circular in section, 20 × 20 mm
in diameter and preserved in the length of the 44 mm;
towards the centre, its body has been ground narrower
(fig. 18: 1). Whetstones are common artefacts in La Tène
settlements without any chronological value (Jacobi
1974, 130; Meduna 1980, 132–133). The Žehuň piece
belongs to the less usual category of whetstones with
circular section which – according to J. Leichmann –
are nothing but a subgroup of the most common cate-
gory roughly square in section (Leichmann 1994, 105,
group 1).

The same feature has yielded several unworked quartz
pebbles and also a small fragment of mica-rich mus-
covite rock. The analysis of the ceramic assemblage has
shown the dominance of pottery tempered with mus-
covite rocks. The closest sources of mica-rich rocks are
in the regions of Kolín and Kutná Hora, some 10–15 km
far from Žehuň. Presence of this material in its raw form
directly in the settlement testifies to its import from the
source areas and indirectly hints at local pottery produc-
tion. Distribution of micaceous rocks is moreover docu-
mented also over yet greater distances, up to ca. 50 km
(cf. Thér — Mangel — Gregor 2014, 109–111).

4.3.2. Clay daub

Two small fragments of daub (overall weight 26 g) have
been discovered within the fill of the feature 1/2012. No
specific imprints of construction elements have been
observed on them but in one of them its original smoot-
hened surface was preserved. The fragments may be re-
mains of the house’s walls though given their small si-
ze and quantity we cannot exclude other possibilities,
such as them being remains of some pyrotechnological
installation.

4.3.3. Animal bones 

Due to dubious dating of the surface osteological finds,
only the assemblage from the feature 1/2012 was eval-
uated.

All animal bones coming from feature 1/2012 are
dark (brown) in colour due to their long-term exposition
to waterlogged conditions. Mostly these are fragments.
Some fragments are darker than others (almost black
in colour), which could be caused by burning, but this
cannot be reliably confirmed without further evidence.
Although the assemblage from the sunken hut is nu-
merically rather small both in number and volume (N =
31), it is quite variable from the taxonomic-anatomical
point of view. In addition to traditional and the most
common species (cattle, pig, small domestic ruminant),
it contains two horse bones, both from the extremities
of the limbs (proximal metatarsal part and mostly pre-
served phalanx proximalis), generally considered unus-
able nutrition wise. In the assemblage, a goat was recog-
nised based on the basis of the horn, which is usually

less frequent than the sheep. Also cattle is represented
in the set by the fragment of a horn. In this case, it is
a horn of a small brachyceros type (i.e. a short-horned
type). Variability and mixed character of the assemblage
is shown by the fact that cattle is represented by both
skull and limb bones and by both adult and juvenile
individuals. For the most part, the preserved mandible
of a domestic pig belongs to a subadult or adult indi-
vidual. The bones of the horse belong to an individual of
a smaller body size, probably adult. One bone fragment
appears to be worked. A detailed overview of the findings
quantified by two methods (by number and weight) is
given in tab. 3.

Biometric dimensions of bones of adult individuals from
feature 1/2012: Equus: metatarsus, Bp = 44.5 mm; pha-
lanx proximalis, Bp = (49.2) mm, SD = 30.5 mm; Bos Tau-
rus: proc. cornualis, min. base diameter = 23.3 mm; hu-
merus, Bd = (73) mm; tibia, Bd = 58.5 mm, Dd = 40.7 mm;
Capra aegagrus: proc. cornualis, min. base diameter = 
24.5 mm; Ovis / Capra: humerus, Bd = 30.2 mm; Sus do-
mesticus: mandibula, teeth (length × width), M3 = 33.4 ×
14.4 mm; M2 = 20.5 × 13.2 mm; M1 = 16.5 × 10.2 mm;
P2–P4 = 35.7 mm (dimensions and abbreviations accord-
ing to von den Driesch 1976).

In addition to the assemblage described above, a total
of 75 other animal bones or bone fragments were found
on the terrain surface in various sectors within the area
of preserved cultural layer. This set is not represented
in the tab. 3 due to the uncertainty in dating, but in
many aspects it resembles the bones from the feature
1/2012; namely what concerns the bone colour, taxo-
nomic-anatomical variability and fragmentation rate.
On the other hand, one diaphysis of the long bone of
a large mammal is transversely cut by a saw, in a way
that does not necessarily exclude dating to the La Tène
period, but would be expected rather in the (pre)modern
age. An interesting part of this assemblage are the two
horse teeth (the milk molar and the third permanent
molar of a smaller individual); a dog’s shoulder bone of
the size between the collie border and the shepherd with
transversal cuts near the distal joint showing the cut-
ting, three bones of a domestic chicken, two of which
belong to smaller, gracile individuals (or individual).

The evaluated assemblage does not differ from the
findings of previous research on La Tène period material.
The regular presence of domestic cattle, pigs, sheep/
goats, dogs, horses, and sporadically even chickens can
be observed in assemblages originating from both the op-
pida and open settlements (Beech 1998; Kyselý 2002;
2012; Peške 1993a; 1993b; 1994; Zikmundová 1972).
Among them, as in Žehuň, the domestic species prevail,
and the cattle often dominates. The size of the animals
and their horn shapes seen in the Žehuň assemblage
also correspond to the known and anticipated types of
the La Tène period. However, the ‘sabre-shaped’ horn of
the goat is an interesting find, as it was not documented
in Bohemia during the Late Iron Age. The size and shape
of the cattle horns were probably somewhat variable (see
Peške 1993a; Kyselý 2015). The comparison of the di-
mensions of the horse bones from the feature 1/2012
shows an average or slightly above average size for
a given period (according to the comparison with the data
for Závist and Manching, cf. Peške 1993b; 2008). In total,
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it can be stated that a relatively many species were doc-
umented in a relatively small sample.

5. Interpretation of the chronology 
and spatio-temporal development 
of the settlement

The chronological overviews at the end of each sub-
chapter make it obvious that the onsite activities,
though of variable intensity, were continuous through-
out the Iron Age beginning in late Hallstatt period (late
6th century BC) and reaching certain level of consistency
in LT A as is evidenced mainly in the assemblage of
metallic finds (namely the copper-alloy objects). That
same assemblage also revealed no undisputable LT B1a
artefacts so far and LT B1b phase is represented only
by a single brooch. However, a quite rapid growth over
the phase LT B2 is followed by a floruit in LT C1–C2. On
the contrary the LT (C2–)D1 phase within the assem-
blage seems like a decline especially when compared
with the intensity of earlier phases (fig. 24: A). Finally,
among the bronze objects there is only little evidence of
occupation in LT D1b or later stages (with the exception
of three belt fittings dated to the stage B of the Roman
Iron Age). This chronological pattern, beside reflecting

the actual development trends in occupation, may be
also caused by greater inclination to other types of ma-
terials than copper alloys in the Late La Tène period.

The fact that each stage of occupation is represented
by different types of artefacts can be explained by
changing nature of fashion (e.g. richly decorated belt fit-
tings from LT C phase) and especially in shifting in ma-
terial preferences, when during the Late La Tène period
iron replaced previously widely preferred bronze in the
garment parts (especially brooches, but also belt fit-
tings, armrings etc.) and other small objects. This shift
seems to occur sometime around LT C2/D phase. This
rises an interesting point of – rather than what is pre-
sent in our assemblage – what is missing from it: adding
more iron brooches to the overall picture might help us
make clearer idea about the LT D1(a–b) phase of the
site. The intensity of occupation should be thus inferred
also from other evidence such as ceramics or coins.

The chronology of the coin collection is pretty con-
sistent. During the prospections there were recorded 74
specimens of LT C1–C2 and 69 pieces of LT D1a–b
phase (fig. 24). The coin collection revealed a non-neg-
ligible number of Stradonice/Karlstein pieces (13) dated
to LT D1b, evidencing thus the distinctive occupation
to the very end of the La Tène period. This development
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number of finds, NISP

Equus caballus (horse) 1 1 2 1

Bos taurus (domestic cattle) 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 8 2

Sus domesticus (domestic pig) 1 1 1

Capra hircus (goat) 1 1 1

Ovis/Capra (sheep/goat) 1 1 1 1 4

Large mammal (Cervus-Bos size) 1 8 9

Medium mammal (Canis-Ovis-Sus size) 3 3

Small ruminant 1 1

Large or medium mammal 2 2

TOTAL 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 13 31 5

weight (grams)

Equus caballus (horse) 89.9 27.3 117.2

Bos taurus (domestic cattle) 21.9 11.3 87.3 12.1 27.5 105.5 5.9 271.5

Sus domesticus (domestic pig) 53.8 53.8

Capra hircus (goat) 31.3 31.3

Ovis/Capra (sheep/goat) 5 9.9 3.7 8.2 26.8

Large mammal (Cervus-Bos size) 6.7 72.9 79.6

Medium mammal (Canis-Ovis-Sus size) 3.6 3.6

Small ruminant 1.2 1.2

Large or medium mammal 17.3 17.3

TOTAL 21.9 31.3 11.3 58.8 6.7 97.2 15.8 27.5 1.2 105.5 98.1 33.2 93.8 602.3

Tab. 3. Overview of the animals bones from the settlement of Žehuň quantified by two methods. — Tab. 3. Přehled nálezů zvířecích kostí ze Žehuně kvantifikovaných
pomocí dvou metod. 



scheme shows a clear peak during the LT C1–C2 with
slightly decreasing tendency in the following period,
however, it can be stated that the intensity of occu-
pation is comparable during both the Middle and Late
La Tène period.18 The decline in LT D1b is consistent
with the general tendencies of settlements both in the
Bohemian basin and the surrounding regions.

Unlike in the assemblage of metallic objects the
LT C2–D1 phase dominates the ceramic collection. On
the contrary the earliest phases are almost absent or
invisible within the assemblage. This is certainly caused
by the dating possibilities of the Iron Age pottery in gen-
eral. Late La Tène ceramics is much better recognisable
compared to Middle La Tène period thanks to a distinc-
tive set of characteristic features (black coating, red and
white painting, grated type of surface treatment etc.).
Even so, only about 10 % of the ceramic assemblage
could be dated with at least certain reliability. Late Hall-
statt and Early La Tène ware can be distinguished by
presence of typically shaped bowls or cups, plastic dec-
oration and especially by wheel-thrown pottery with
a stamped decoration. These, however, were not present
at Žehuň. Only several pieces within the assemblage
were assigned to Ha D / LT A phase, confirming what
was already suggested before while dealing with metallic
objects.

The chronological evidence of metallic finds and ce-
ramics start to differ between LT B2–C and LT C–D.

While the feature 1/2012 can with some certainty be 
attributed to the Middle La Tène period, the ceramic col-
lection from the surface is clearly dominated by the Late
La Tène pottery.19 This suggests that we may presume
that both the Middle and Late La Tène settlement phases
are comparable regarding their intensity. This assump-
tion complements the chronological evidence of coins. The
latest chronological feature within the assemblage, the
thickened club rim (fig. 23: 19), whose occurrence was
lately identified also from Bohemia (Zavřel 2014), can date
the end of La Tène occupation of the site to LT D1b–D2
(Čambal et al. 2016), which is, again, also supported by
chronology of the coin assemblage.

For the reasons listed above it may be misleading to
assume the intensity of settlement activities in different
periods only from the frequency of occurrence of metallic
objects. Normally, when establishing the chronology or
development trends, one is usually limited to evidence
of ceramics. As was already mentioned above there is
only rare or almost no occurrence of the ceramic mate-
rial older than LT B2 phase in Žehuň. This may suggest
that 1) main settlement activities of the Ha D – LT A were
carried out elsewhere, i.e. in an unexplored part of the
site, 2) the earliest occupational traces were destroyed
by later settlement phases, and finally 3) the earliest
Iron Age activities were indeed not very intensive despite
the relative abundance of LT A metallic objects.

The spatial distribution of finds suggests that the set-
tlement activities were probably carried out in the same
area during the whole period of the settlement’s exis-
tence, meaning that there were probably no distinctive
spatial shifts between individual settlement phases. We
have already stated, however, that the currently avail-
able data may be biased in several ways. For the spatial
patterning of the long-term settlements we may thus
have to turn to analogies from elsewhere. Generally it
seems that spatial structure of the Late Hallstatt /
Early La Tène settlements in Bohemia tends to be
more packed and sites are densely occupied contrary
to mostly household-sized and more loosely dispersed
settlement units of the LT B–D phases across the land-
scape (fig. 25; Kuna 1991).

This trend is well demonstrated also at larger long-
term settlements that were investigated archaeologi-
cally, namely e.g. Radovesice, where the Ha D – LT A
phases are clearly nucleated and occupation from later
periods is more scatterred (cf. Waldhauser 1993). De-
spite their shorter occupation similar phenomenon can
also be observed at Dobrovíz (Řídký 2008; Pecinovská
personal communication) – LT A; Tuněchody – LT A;
Hostomice (Budinský 1997/1999) – Ha D – LT A; Počer-
ady (Koutecký — Venclová 1979) – Early and Late LT;
Vikletice (Drda 1977) – LT C–D; Dolní Břežany (Čižmář
1994) – LT C–D; Lužice (Salač — Kubálek 2015) – LT D;
etc. (cf. fig. 26).

Also in Lower Austria there are indications that some
Early La Tène settlements exceeded in size those from
Middle and Late La Tène. However, the situation in Low-
er Austria shows a different trend (cf. Trebsche 2014,
347–348; 2016). Recent prospections have brough to

18 The Late La Tène period is here plotted in two phases: LT C2–D1
and LT D1b–2 (fig. 24). 19 The ratio of LT C2–D1 : LT B2–C1 : Ha D / LT A is 6.5 : 2.5 : 1.
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Fig. 24. Chronology of the copper-alloy objects and coins from the prospec-
tions in Žehuň (2011–2014). — Obr. 24. Chronologie nálezů z barevných
kovů a mincí pocházejících z prospekcí v Žehuni (2011–2014). (Autor: A. Da-
nielisová).



light a particular category of sites – the ‘missing link’
between the open agglomerations and common rural
settlements. These ‘medium-sized-settlements’ are
usually of a size of several hectares (ca. 6–10 ha,
commonly around 7 ha), contain several dozens of
sunken dwellings and are recorded in both Middle and
Late La Tène period in the Austrian Danube area and
Bavaria (Trebsche 2014, 346–347; 2016). Similarly to
Žehuň these sites stand out with their rich find spectra
and abundant coin collections with occasional indices
of their own monetary production (especially sites from 
LT B2–C2). The estimated original area of 12.5 hectares
given for Žehuň is only approximative, in fact this rep-
resents the maximum potential spatial extent basing on
terrain conditions. The LT B2–D1 activities have been
evidenced in the entire area without any particular spa-
tial patterning. It is therefore possible that Žehuň, de-
spite the unknown number of sunken dwellings, is in
fact the first representative of the category of ‘medium-
sized-settlement’ in Bohemia.

We already established that the settlement in Žehuň
revealed the same intensity of occupation during both
LT B2–C2 and LT C2–D1 phases. This phenomenon is

not very usual especially when it comes to both large
and medium sized settlements. Some sites experienced
(rather rapid) decline of occupation already at the end
of Middle La Tène period with the following phase of 
LT D1 rather negligible compared to very intensive pre-
vious period of prosperity. These are the sites such 
as Němčice (with so far insignificant Late La Tène occu-
pation, Ivan Čižmář personal communication), Rosel-
dorf (Holzer /ed./ 2009, 77; Holzer 2014), Etzersdorf
(Karwowski 2015; Militký 2015; Trebsche 2016), Stripf-
ing (Karwowski 2015; Militký 2015; Trebsche 2016),
Haselbach-Niederhollabrunn (Trebsche 2016; Treb-
sche — Fichtl 2016; Dembski 2017), Mšecké Žehrovi-
ce (Venclová 1998, 203), etc.; some, on the contrary,
flourished especially during the Late La Tène period,
such as Neubau (Moser 2001), Berching-Pollanten
(Schäfer 2010), Haselbach an der Perschling (Preinfalk
2005) or Lovosice (Salač 1990), to name just a few (see
tab. 4 and fig. 28).

Among the settlements, that, like Žehuň, had the po-
tential of assuming the role of regional central places
during both the Middle and the Late La Tène period,
only Manching and Egglfing could be recognised so far
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Fig. 25. Nucleated vs. dispersed settlements
of Ha D – LT A (A) and LT B–D (B) phases re-
spectively in the Vinoř brook area in Central
Bohemia; 1 – intensive occupation, 2 –
promontory site, 3 – low intensity occupation
activities. (After: Kuna 1991). — Obr. 25. Nu-
kleované versus rozptýlené osídlení v povodí
Vinořského potoka ve středních Čechách
během Ha D – LT A (A) a LT B–D (B); 1 – in-
tenzivní osídlení, 2 – lokalita na ostrožně, 3 –
osídlení s nízkou intenzitou. Podle: Kuna 1991.
(Autor: A. Danielisová).
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Fig. 26. Occupation trends of the settlements in Bohemia. — Obr. 26. Sídelní trendy laténských lokalit v Čechách. A–B – Radovesice: A – general development/zá-
kladní vývoj: from/od Ha D to/do LT D, B – Late La Tène period/mlado- a pozdně laténské období: from/od LT C1 to/do LT D2; C – Dobrovíz; D – Počerady; 
E – Lužice. (After/Podle: Waldhauser et al. 1993; Kuna 1991; Pecinovská unpublished/nepubl.; Řídký 2008; Salač — Kubálek 2015; Koutecký — Venclová 1979); LT –
La Tène period/doba laténská; RP – Roman period/doba římská. (Autor: A. Danielisová).



(see tab. 4). Of course, it could be a state-of-the-art
question, however, Manching already established itself
as an exception among the contemporary sites in vari-
ous aspects (cf. e.g. Wendling 2013). What concerns 
the ‘medium-sized-settlements’ (sensu Trebsche 2014;
2016) the longterm continuity is equally rare being so
far attested only in case of Egglfing (Uenze 2000; 2005;
Ziegaus 2000). Only from the level of ‘common rural’
settlements it seems that founding the new sites during
the ‘oppida phase’ and continuity of the existing sites
from the previous period is a common phenomenon as
was for example demonstrated in the case of Nový Byd -
žov (Rybová 1964) and Radovesice settlements (Wald-
hauser et al. 1993), the area surrounding the oppidum
of Staré Hradisko (Ivan Čižmář personal communica-
tion) and also for example Mont Beuvray - Bibracte in
LT D2 (Barral — Nouvel 2012, fig. 12). 

The lower intensity of find occurrence from the end
phase of the occupation (LT D1b) can be explained by
a general development trend of the La Tène settlements
in Bohemia and Moravia that show a certain degree 
of decline towards the end of Late La Tène period (cf.
Danielisová — Militký 2014), where LT D1b is extremely
rarely represented especially in the countryside (the
only known case is the excavated sunken dwelling from
Křinec, cf. Sedláčková 1991). This tendency is well ob-
served especially at settlements with substantial collec-
tion of metallic finds such as the oppida or lowland
agglomerations. 

6. The Žehuň settlement in the context 
of contemporary sites in the Central Europe

6.1. Location of the settlement and its position 
in the regional and interregional networks

All settlements in the Žehuň area by the former Cidli-
na River, flooded in late 15th century, were originally 
located along the frequented long distance route to
Kłodzko (today in Lower Silesia). These settlements ben-
efited from the major communication route that had
been established in the Prehistory and was well known
especially in the Middle Ages and later.

The spectrum of finds fits well into the socio-cultural
framework of Central/Eastern Bohemia. While the ce-
ramic production in Žehuň matches rather Eastern Bo-
hemian circuit, observed at numerous sites in this region
(cf. chapter 4.2), the majority of bronze objects can be
characterised as fitting generally into the Central Euro-
pean framework. In case of some of them (most obviously
in the chain belts) analogies were available only from
Bavaria and Middle Danube area; this is, however, due
to the fact that between the end of flat graves and the be-
ginning of oppida we lack any clear contexts from the Bo-
hemian territory.20 In other words the LT C1/C2–C2
artefactual facies is still to be defined in Bohemia and
the site of Žehuň is a significant contribution to this ef-
fort. Moravia with its distinctive settlements, neverthe-
less must have played the go-between role in mediating

20 I.e. the Němčice-Roseldorf type of sites.

164 PAMÁTKY ARCHEOLOGICKÉ CIX, 2018

Danielisová et al., Iron Age site in Žehuň, Central Bohemia 127–178

some of the rare allochtonous artefacts such as the Mid-
dle La Tène brooch with enamel inlays on the central
plate (cat. no. 14) originally from the Scordisci area; also
the mirror handle with figural decoration (cat. no. 152)
may be of Middle Danube origin. Two fragments of
brooches characteristic of the Jastorf culture (cat. nos.
15 and 19) attest a contact with the Northern areas; it is
not yet sure if it was with the very core area of the Jastorf
culture (present day territory of Germany and Poland) 
or with the peripheral groups of Bodenbach/Podmokly
and Kobyly in the North of Bohemia with which Žehun
is connected by the Cidlina and Elbe river respectively
(fig. 27).

The regional contact network possibly included the for-
tified site of Kolo u Týnce nad Labem, where the adjacent
open settlement with a distinctive assemblage of LT C2–
D1 finds, matching the set from Žehuň, was investigated
recently (Beneš 2015). We can also imagine other sites
such as settlements in the Kolín area, oppidum of České
Lhotice, a rotary querns production site at Ráby, open
settlements in Opatovice nad Labem and Slepotice being
parts of this system, interconnecting the routes to Central
and Northwestern Bohemia (Kobyly group), and Lower
Silesia with the Middle Danube via Moravia (fig. 27). Dur-
ing the earlier phase of the Middle La Tène period the sit-
uation is somewhat less clear in terms of investigated
settlements, but we may assume that potential counter-
parts of Žehuň were sites in Křinec, Kolín and Nový By-
džov areas (fig. 27), and the settlements belonging to
cemeteries in the middle Elbe area (Sedláčková — Wald-
hauser 1987) in general. The Elbe river axis then led
through Central Bohemia and the Bodenbach/Podmokly
group to the area occupied by Jastorf culture to the
North. Generally it can be stated that from the perspective
of the long-distance contacts, the Žehuň assemblage re-
lates to the similar settlements in Central Europe. 

6.2. Status of the settlement and its position
among contemporary settlements 
in the Middle Danube area

The general notion about the common rural settlements
during the Iron Age in Bohemia so far was such that
they were practically free of metals, or more precisely
free of copper-alloys objects. For Middle La Tène period
it were the graves where the majority of metal objects
found their place in the attires of the buried and thus
reflected the wealth and status of communities. In case
of the Late La Tène period we do not know any signifi-
cant metallic collections from settlements other than
the oppida (the ‘rich’ oppida, as there are also sites with
rather negligible metal assemblages) or the agglomera-
tions regarded as ‘central’ (see tab. 4). However, Žehuň
is a site with an unusual abundance of bronze objects
and precious metals, and not only during Middle or Late
La Tène period only, but for the whole period of La Tène
itself. It is precisely this specific abundance of metals
what makes Žehuň so special among contemporary La
Tène settlements (not only) in the Czech Republic. One
can argue that this is more of a state-of-the-art question
and of a chosen methodology (the metal detector prospec-
tion), however, even well investigated sites, with excep-



tion of major agglomerations, did not reveal such col-
lections. On the other hand, in the obvious comparison
with the contemporary Němčice-Roseldorf type sites or
with for example Berching-Pollanten, Žehuň stands on
far lower level from both quantitative and qualitative
point of view. In terms of size, chronology of occupation,
and the character of finds the best matches to Žehuň
would be the sites of Etzersdorf (Karwowski 2015, 214),
Egglfing (Uenze 2000; 2005), Stripfing (Trebsche 2016;
Militký in print) or Haselbach (Niederhollabrunn) (Treb-
sche 2016; Trebsche — Fichtl 2016). Excluding – in
terms of number of coins – much richer Etzersdorf and
Stripfing (cf. tab. 4; fig. 28), and both Haselbachs (Treb-
sche — Fichtl 2016; Trebsche 2016; Preinfalk 2005) that
were occupied or saw their apogees only during either
the Middle or the Late La Tène period, the most similar
counterpart to Žehuň remains in Egglfing. The number
of coins there is roughly twice as large as that known
from Žehuň (Ziegaus 2000, 40), however, due to specific
research conditions in Žehuň we cannot consider the
number of coins we have available nowhere near the
original number present onsite. In any case, Žehuň pos-
sibly belongs to the category of so-called ‘medium-sized
settlements’, which are known in particular from the
territory of Bavaria and Austrian Danube region (Treb-
sche 2014, 346–347; 2016). Among these sites Žehuň
is somewhat specific due to its long-term continuous
occupation that has not been attested anywhere else so
far (cf. tab. 4).

From the perspective of metallic finds, we can safely say
that the collection from Žehuň is quite extraordinary
among the contemporary open settlements as it offers
a new perspective on the coin production and in a broader
sense also the social differentiation of the sites during both
the pre-oppida and oppida period in Bohemia. In Bohemia
we still have very little information regarding the regional
centres especially of LT C1–C2 period although it is very
likely that sites similar to those of Němčice-Roseldorf type
must have been in existence. It is interesting to note that,
unlike in the Middle La Tène period, when the coin pro-
duction is documented rather regularly in open agglomera -
tions and even in ‘medium-sized settlements’ (cf. tab. 4),
during the LT C2–D1 it is concentrated almost exclusively
in the oppida. Also the question of a local production of
gold and silver coins remains unclear. The two finds of gold
ingots could be regarded as a clue. Despite the possibility
of coin minting in the Žehuň settlement cannot be ex-
cluded, we are not able to prove it. The finds of specific coin
types are not necessarily evidence of local production.

Interesting question would be whether the status of
the site somehow evolved during its long-term exis-
tence. It was already suggested (cf. chapter 4.1) that
‘certain level of status’ was reached already in the 
LT A phase – when several prestige objects including
the extraordinary maskenfibel with (sockets for) coral
inlays found their way to Žehuň. 

Things may become more difficult to grasp in LT B2/
C1–C2 when we observe a remarkable quantitative
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Fig. 27. Position of the Žehuň site
in the modelled network of re-
gional and interregional commu-
nication routes from LT B2–C1 to
LT C2–D1. A – Bodenbach/Pod-
mokly group, B – Kobyly group.
Numbers – significant sites and
potential nodal points on the com-
munication network: 1 – Žehuň, 
2 – Slepotice, 3 – Závist, 4 –
Křinec (area), 5 – Kolín (area), 
6 – Kolo u Týnce nad Labem (‘op-
pidum type settlement’ with an
unfortified bailey), 7 – Nový Byd -
žov (area), 8 – Opatovice nad
Labem, 9 – Ráby (production site
of rotary querns), 10 – České Lho-
tice. — Obr. 27. Pozice lokality
Žehuň v modelované síti regionál-
ních a  intraregionálních komuni-
kací od LT B2–C1 do LT C2–D1.
A – Podmokelská skupina, B – Ko-
bylská skupina. Čísla – významné
lokality a potenciální uzlové body
na komunikační síti: 1 – Žehuň, 
2 – Slepotice, 3 – Závist, 4 – Kři-
nec (širší oblast), 5 – Kolín (širší
oblast), 6 – Kolo u  Týnce nad
Labem (sídliště oppidálního typu
s neopevněným předhradím), 7 –
Nový Bydžov (širší oblast), 8 –
Opatovice nad Labem, 9 – Ráby
(produkční lokalita žernovů), 10 –
České Lhotice. (Autor: A. Danieli-
sová). 



growth of artefacts. This phenomenon is nevertheless
not easy to read. Despite their quantity, the objects are
to a certain degree repetitive: apart from brooches and
bracelets they are mostly elements of chain belts. These
are sometimes considered ‘elite’ indicators due to their
presence in ‘rich’ graves (cf. e.g. Waldhauser — Krásný
2006, 110–111), but the enormous quantities of their
elements (particularly of terminal pendants) in sites like
Němčice, Nowa Cerekwia, Egglfing and now also Žehuň
make rather the impression of mass-produced and
mass-consumed objects. Our view may be – again – bi-
ased: the heavy massive pendants dangling on the ends
of fine chains were most likely to get easily lost and eas-
ily rediscovered by metal detectors. Still we find it more
probable to consider these objects indicators of popu-
lous ‘middle class’ than of the elite. Otherwise, apart
from apparent handling of precious metals, we find no
higher status indicators among the finds: brooches were
indispensable part of personal outfit, shields or tweez-
ers must have been common property of most men
and/or women. In the Late La Tène period the picture
changes only little from the qualitative point of view.
A remarkable find is the – probably imported – mirror
handle, while the few brooches and amulets maintain
the status level of the previous phase. The fact that ma-
jority of even the personal items was now made of iron
does not change the overall perspective. 

All in all the assemblage of metal artefacts from
Žehuň makes the impression of a site which – far from
being a simple agricultural settlement – probably en-
joyed certain degree of (inter)regional centrality during
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No. Site Country Area Dating Occupation peak Coins Coin prod. Literature

1 Němčice nad Hanou CZ 35 ha LT B2–D1 LT B2–C2 1055 + ? + Čižmář — Kolníková 2006; Čižmář et al. 2008; 
Kolníková 2012; Čižmář pers. commun.

2 Etzersdorf AT 9.5 ha LT B2–D1 LT C ca. 800 + Trebsche 2016; Karwowski 2015; Militký 2015; 
Militký in print

3 Michelstetten AT 100 x 50 m LT B–D LT B–C + + Trebsche 2010, 2014; Karwowski 2015

4 Roseldorf AT 40 ha LT B–D1 LT B2–C2 1500 + ? + Holzer /ed./ 2009; Dembski 2009; Karwowski 
2015; Trebsche 2014

5 Stripfing AT 6.2 ha LT B–C2 LT C ca. 400 ? Trebsche 2014; 2016; Karwowski 2015; 
Militký 2015; Militký in print

6 Nowa Cerekwia PL min 6 ha LT B1–C2 LT B2–C2 ca. 600 + Rudnicki 2014

7 Manching DE 380 ha LT B–D1 LT B2–C, LT C–D1 1342 + Kellner 1990; Wendling 2013 (with references); 
Ziegaus 2013

8 Egglfing DE 500 x 300 m LT B2–D LT B2–C, LT C–D1 308 + + ? Uenze 2000; 2005; Zieghaus 2000; 
Schäfer 2007; Militký in print

9 Žehuň CZ 250 x 500 m LT A–D1 LT B2–C, LT C–D1 129 + ? this article; Militký 2018

10 Vraclav (Sedlec) CZ ? LT C1–D LT C1–C2 21 Militký 2015

11 Drösing AT 20.7–25 ha LT C2–D1 LT C2–D1 + + ? Jedlicka 2017; Groh — Sedlmayer 2017; 
Karwowski 2015

12 Haselbach (Niederhollabrunn) AT 6.6 ha LT C–D1 LT C 73 + Trebsche 2014; 2016; Trebsche — Fichtl 2016; 
Dembski 2017; Karwowski 2015

13 Neubau AT 750 x 500 m LT C2–D1 LT D1 552 +
Prokisch 1993; 1999; 2004a; 2004b; 2010; 
2011; Moser 2001; Trebsche 2007; 2010; 2014; 
Karwowski 2015

14 Rataje CZ ? LT C–D LT C–D 26 Militký 2015

15 Berching-Pollanten DE min 25 ha LT C2–D1 LT C2–D1 77 Kellner 1990; Schäfer 2007; 2010

16 Steinebach DE 800 x 600 m LT B2–D1 LT C1–D1 + Irlinger 2007; Kaindl 2010; Trebsche 2014

17 Stöffling DE 400 x 150 m LT B2–D1 LT D1 c. 500 Ziegaus 1995; Irlinger 2007; Trebsche 2014

18 Lovosice CZ 20–40 ha (?) LT C2–D1 LT C2–D1 + Salač 1990

19 Prague-Bubeneč CZ 40 ha (?) LT C2–D1 LT C2–D1 1 Bursák — Kacl 2017

Tab. 4. Open settlements with a possible central character in the LT B2–C2 and LT C2–D2 horizons respectively. — Tab. 4. Otevřená sídliště potenciálně centrálního
charakteru během LT B2–C2 a LT C2–D2. 

its apogee in Middle and Late La Tène period indicated
by:
1) Probably sizeable population of certain economic

means (= numerous elements of female chain belts,
Early La Tène brooches – Maskenfibeln, handling of
precious metals, etc.).

2) Size of the settlement: with its maximum reconstructed
size of 12.5 ha, Žehuň can be counted among the cat-
egory of ‘medium-sized-settlements’, a hierarchical
step between the agglomerations of Němčice-Roseldorf
type and common rural settlements, so far known only
from the territory of Lower Austria and Bavaria.

3) Continuous occupation from Ha D / LT A to LT D pe-
riod. The continuity of the significance of the site from
the Middle to the Late La Tène period is implied espe-
cially by coins.

4) Rather limited (though present) evidence on metal-
working (especially copper alloys), though that ques-
tion in particular remains complicated.21 Metalworking
in general is difficult to assess as the (published) evi-
dence from other sites usually does not account for the
casting spills and, apart from large settlements, this
issue remains rather obscure also in other regions 
(cf. Trebsche 2014, 360–363).

5) Participation on (interregional) exchange (several al-
lochtonous and/or prestigious artefacts), position on

21 We lack the finds from the beginnings of prospection (the settle-
ment was discovered in 2009) that were removed by private de-
tector activities.



a long-distance route, connection to other significant
settlements or territories such as Kolo u Týnce nad
Labem, Middle Danube area, Bavaria, etc.

6) The question of a local production of gold and silver
coins remains unresolved. The two gold ingots could be
regarded as a clue. On the contrary, the finds of specific
coin types cannot be considered as a proof of the local
minting. Thus, the production of coins in the Žehuň set-
tlement is possible, but reliable evidence is still missing.

7. Conclusion

It is obvious that the La Tène settlement in Žehuň 
belongs to the long-term occupied open settlements 

of a central character, that, while being known from
Moravia for over a decade, remained virtually absent in
Bohemia. In this respect much attention was paid to its
systematic investigation since the site’s discovery in
2009. Since 2011, when the official surveys began, sev-
eral sites spanning from the Late Bronze Age to Early
Medieval period were located along the former course of
the Cidlina River that also formed a frequented long-
distance route.

The abundance of metallic finds, especially what con-
cerns the copper-alloys, makes the site of Žehuň excep-
tional among contemporary “(Late Hallstatt) – La Tène”
settlements in Bohemia and Moravia, placing it almost
on the same level as Němčice or Roseldorf. Regarding
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Fig. 28. Settlements (agglomera-
tions) with a significant occurrence
of coins and/or possible central func-
tions during the LT B2–C2 (A) and 
LT C2–D2 (B) horizons respectively.
Legend: a – site with a peak in either
of the phases, b – comparable sig-
nificance / status in both phases, 
c – site with an unknown occurrence
of coins. Numbers in map corre-
spond with table 4. — Obr. 28. Síd-
liště (aglomerace) se signifikantním
výskytem mincí a  potenciální cen-
trální fukcí během LT B2–C2 (A) 
a LT C2–D2 (B). Legenda: a – loka-
lita s  vrcholem osídlení v  jedné ze
dvou fází, b – srovnatelný význam
lokality v  obou fázích, c – lokalita
s dosud neznámým výskytem mincí.
Čísla na mapě korespondují s tab. 4.
(Autor: A. Danielisová).



its size, however, the site ranks among the ‘medium-
sized-settlements’, a category between the agglomera-
tions and common rural settlements. Unlike its counter-
parts, there is an evidence of continuous occupation in
Žehuň from Ha D / LT A to LT D1b and quite specific is
also possibly undiminished intensity of occupation from
Middle (i.e. LT B2–C2) to Late (LT C2–D1) La Tène pe-
riod that is not typical for the other Middle La Tène sites
of the central character.

It is the character of the metallic assemblage and es-
pecially the coins that make Žehuň so specific. In this
respect Žehuň indeed represents a ‘missing link’ in the
settlement hierarchy in Bohemia. It is obvious that sim-
ilar sites must have existed in both Bohemia and Mo-
ravia; some indices in terms of metallic finds come from
open settlements in Sedlec or Rataje districts (tab. 4;
fig. 28) both dated to the Late La Tène period (Militký
2015). In a situation when we have still very little in-
formation regarding the regional centres especially of 
LT C1–C2, the Žehuň settlement is thus a significant
contribution.
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Souhrn

1. Úvod
Během posledních dvaceti let laténská archeologie identifikovala
a v mnohých případech také popsala nový typ nížinného sídliště
s komplexní ekonomickou strukturou a produkcí mincí doloženou
již od LT C1. Tato sídliště se stala „novými centrálními sídly“ na
území severně od Alp. Mezi těmito aglomeracemi a běžnými ven-
kovskými sídlišti však stále chyběl spojující článek, tzv. sídliště
druhého řádu, neboli „medium-sized-settlement“, jak je v nedávné
studii nazval Peter Trebsche (2014). Tento příspěvek se zaměřuje
na jedno takové sídliště z doby laténské, objevené na katastru obce
Žehuň, okr. Kolín.

Lokalita se nachází ve východní části středních Čech (obr. 1) na
jedné z hlavních dálkových komunikačních os a kolekce nálezů zde
shromážděná během čtyř výzkumných sezón ukázala, že se jedná
o významné sídliště prokazatelně nadregionálního charakteru. Vý-
zkum zde byl podnícen zejména ilegálním detektorovým průzku-
mem.

2. Podmínky výzkumu a metodologie
2.1. Historie lokality a terénní podmínky

Místa archeologického zájmu se nacházela zejména na jihozápad-
ním a severním břehu rybníka v jeho západní části sousedící se
současnou obcí Žehuň. Plochy výzkumu byly přístupné pouze jed-
nou do roka po dobu cca týdne při pravidelných výlovech (obr. 2).
Původní navětralé podloží bylo překryto vrstvou rybničního sedi-
mentu, který podstatně ztěžoval podmínky běžného archeologic-
kého průzkumu. Původní povrch byl navíc pravděpodobně odstra-
něn již v době založení rybníku v 15. století. 

2.2. Metodika průzkumu

Vzhledem k omezené přístupnosti lokality byla zvolena optimální
strategie pro lokalizaci a zajištění co největšího množství nálezů.
V první fázi byla provedena prospekce detektory kovů; sídliště bylo
„objeveno“ již před začátkem prospekcí (2011) v roce 2009 a sou-
stavně narušováno. Monitorování frekvence nálezů (obr. 3) ukázalo
sestupný trend až k pomyslné nule a lokalita se tak (za použití sou-
časné metodiky) dá považovat za zcela prozkoumanou.

Současně s detektorovým průzkumem byl povrch lokality selek-
tivně čištěn, kde to podmínky umožňovaly. Tímto způsobem byla
získána poměrně velká kolekce laténské keramiky a prozkoumán
sídlištní objekt – zahloubená chata č. 1/2012. 

2.3. Výsledky prospekce

Během čtyř výzkumných sezón byly dokumentovány čtyři archeo -
logické lokality: dvě z doby stěhování národů a z mladší doby bron-
zové na severním břehu a sídliště z doby laténské a římské na
jihozápadní straně (obr. 4). Z toho se počtem a spektrem nálezů
ukázalo jako nejvýznamnější sídliště z doby laténské. Během vý-
zkumných sezón bylo shromážděno celkem 215 kovových nálezů,
které byly posléze doplněny o nálezy z jiných prospekcí. Z celkem
přibližně tří set předmětů jich cca dvě stě bylo datováno do doby
laténské. 

Je nutné upozornit, že se zajisté nejedná o kompletní nebo do-
konce reprezentativní soubor. Předně mnoho (větších či těžších)
nálezů již bylo vyzdviženo během nelegálních prospekcí. Dále se na
charakteru a stavu souboru podepsaly lokální terénní podmínky
a v neposlední řadě také preference detektorového výzkumu, který
je primárně zacílen na neželezné kovy. 

3. Laténské sídliště
3.1. Charakter lokality

Sídliště se nacházelo na levém břehu původního toku řeky Cidliny;
dnes se jedná o jihozápadní stranu Žehuňského rybníku. Nálezy
byly rozmístěny v pásu přibližně 500 m dlouhém a 50 m širokém
(obr. 5). Původní šířka sídliště byla nerozpoznatelná kvůli narůsta-
jícímu rybničnímu sedimentu, kde již nemohly být použity detek-
tory kovů. Na druhé straně nálezy pokračovaly do hustého rákoso-
vého porostu, kde se nachází chráněná přírodní rezervace. Zku-
šební testy na jeho druhé straně prokázaly, že za tento porost již
lokalita dále nepokračuje. Maximální rozsah laténského sídliště tak
lze rekonstruovat přibližně na 12,5 ha. V jeho jihovýchodní části
se nachází pruh dochované kulturní vrstvy (obr. 6: A–C) o velikosti
cca 2000 m2. V tomto prostoru se nacházela největší koncentrace
všech nálezů a nacházel se zde i objekt 1/2012.

3.1.1. Objekt 1/2012
Jedná se o pozůstatky (dno) zahloubené chaty oválného tvaru
a rozměrů 550 × 220 cm (obr. 7). Dochovaná hloubka dosahovala
10–30 cm. Uvnitř půdorysu se na delší ose dochovala jedna kůlová
jamka. Keramický soubor shromážděný v kontextu objektu umož-
ňuje jeho chronologické zařazení do LT B2–C1. 

4. Vyhodnocení nálezů
Z vyhodnocení kovových artefaktů vyplývá, že soubor lze datovat
mezi Ha D do LT D; tj. lokalita byla souvisle osídlena nejméně po
dobu šesti století (6.–1. století př. n. l.), podobě jako např. Radove-
sice (Waldhauser et al. 1993). Kovové nálezy pocházejí z celé pro-
zkoumané plochy sídliště (obr. 5), z prostoru dochované kulturní
vrstvy (obr. 6) pochází početná kolekce keramiky. Nebyly nalezeny
žádné artefakty ze skla.

4.1. Kovové nálezy (obr. 9–16)

Kovové nálezy sestávají povětšinou z bronzových artefaktů (172
kusů), výrazně méně početné jsou předměty železné (3 kusy). Sou-
bor 26 spon a jejich fragmentů začíná v Ha D3 (č. 1) a LT A (č. 2–
5/6?), doložena je i jedna drobná spona maskovitá (č. 2). Spony
fáze LT B1 jsou vzácné (č. 6–7), nejhojnější jsou spony fází LT B2
a C1 (č. 8–14, 22–23, 172) a (C1–)C2 (č. 16–18, 173). Jen jediná
spona patří do pozdního laténu (č. 20, LT D1a). Spona č. 14 náleží
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k typu charakteristickému pro Karpatskou kotlinu, ojediněle se
však objevuje i na Moravě. Dvě spony (č. 15 a 19) ukazují na vazby
s oblastí Jastorfské kultury; obě se datují do širokého chronolo-
gického rozmezí LT C1–D1, resp. LT C2–D1. 

Mezi náramky č. 27–29 a 30 patří k typům běžným ve fázi LT B1b/
c–B2, resp. LT B2–C1. Stejně četné jsou fragmenty náramků s tzv.
pseudofiligránovou výzdobou (č. 31–34) datované do LT B2b–C1.

Nejhojnější skupinu žehuňských bronzových artefaktů tvoří
zlomky řetězových opasků s těžištěm v LT C1–C2. Doloženy jsou
zápony (č. 35–42), opaskové články (č. 44–45) i koncové prvky
(č. 47–48) a rovněž 29 koncových závěsků (č. 48–74, 178). Tyto
předměty, jejichž typologie a chronologie stojí zatím především na
hrobových nálezech, si zaslouží další pozornost se zaměřením na
typy fází LT C2 (a LT D?). V souboru jsou rovněž přítomna tři ná-
končí řemene (č. 75–77), typologicky odpovídající nákončím raně
římským spíše než laténským. Kategorie tzv. amuletů zahrnuje lou-
koťová kolečka hladká (č. 79–83) a ozubená (č. 84–85), jeden ko-
tvovitý závěsek (č. 86) a čtyři kroužky s hráškovitými nálitky (č.
87–89, 180). Jedná se o vesměs běžné předměty na rozdíl od č. 179
– loukoťového kolečka s nálitky – pro který je dosud známa jediná
analogie. Všechny tyto předměty jsou charakteristické pro mladší
dobu laténskou (LT C2–D1), je však předmětem diskusí, kam klást
jejich počátek. Nálezy typickými pro mladolaténská sídliště jsou
desítky bronzových kroužků (č. 90–141) o průměru kolem 13 mm
a neznámé (zřejmě nejednotné) funkci. 

Z ostatních nálezů předměty č. 143–145 nacházejí analogie
v halštatském prostředí – č. 143 mezi ženskými řetězovými opasky
typickými pro alpské předhůří, č. 144–145 v raně halštatských hro-
bech s vozy, snad jako součásti postroje. Naopak předměty č. 146–
150 jsou typickými zástupci pozdně laténských ozdobných hřebů
s hlavicí zdobenou zářezy. Svorka č. 151 pochází pravděpodobně
z kování okraje štítu spíše než z pochvy meče. Zoomorfně zdobený
zlomek č. 151 je pravděpodobně fragmentem rukojeti zrcadla, jaké
se objevují v nejmladších fázích doby laténské ve středodunajském
prostoru.

Mezi železnými předměty je doložena sekera, srpovitý nůž a ob-
jímka kosy (č. 166–168). Jejich datace do doby laténské je možná
ale ne jistá, v případě sekery je to možnost méně pravděpodobná
(obr. 16).

4.1.2. Doklady metalurgických aktivit
Zlomek tyglíku s natavenou bronzovinou (č. 157, obr. 18: 5) a ně-
kolik pravděpodobných zmetků (č. 158–165, 181–182), stejně jako
několik exemplářů železné strusky a plankonvexních slitků (obr.
18: 2–4) z prostoru dochované kulturní vrstvy (obr. 17: A) ukazuje,
byť nepřímo, na lokální slévání bronzu a kovářskou výrobu.

4.1.3. Mince
Kolekce mincí je velmi významná pro poznání mincovního oběhu
a produkce v nížinných osadách. Během výzkumu bylo registro-
váno celkem 143 mincí ze stříbra a zlata (tab. 2) zahrnující ražby
předoppidálního období LT C1–C2 (74 ks) a oppidálního období
LT D1a a LT D1b (56 + 13 ks). Soubor dokládá kontakty s územím
Moravy, ojedinělé mince pocházejí z Bavorska a z Galie. Potenciální
lokální produkci mincí v horizontu LT C i D na žehuňském sídliš-
ti nelze zatím spolehlivě doložit. Chronologicky nejmladší mince
v souboru jsou oboly typu Stradonice/Karlstein, které dokládají
osídlení lokality do stupně LT D1b, které je jinak málo zřetelné jak
v kovovém, tak keramickém nálezovém souboru. 

4.2. Keramika (obr. 20–23)

4.2.1. Zahloubená chata 1/2012
Ze dvou prozkoumaných čtvrtin obj. 1/2012 pochází celkem 287
keramických fragmentů (obr. 21–22). Keramika byla získána jak
z povrchu objektu, tak z jeho výplně. Vyhodnocení (obr. 20) bylo
provedeno prostřednictvím popisného systému vypracovaného pro
laténskou keramiku ve východních Čechách (Mangel 2011). Žehuň
náleží z geografického hlediska ke středo-východočeskému sídel-
nímu makroregionu (Waldhauser 2001, 42–44), který se kryje se
specifickým keramickým okruhem dolní Vltavy a Labe (Waldhauser
1996). Na základě vyhodnocení lze konstatovat, že keramika z obj.

1/2012 představuje relativně homogenní soubor, který svým cha-
rakterem plně odpovídá kolekcím známým z prostoru středních
a východních Čech. Většina analyzovaných znaků ukazuje shody
s předoppidální produkcí této oblasti a dovoluje soubor rámcově
klást do období LT B2–C1.

4.2.2. Povrchové sběry
Prostřednictvím povrchových sběrů byla v rámci areálu sídliště zí-
skána kolekce 1173 zlomků laténské keramiky (obr. 23). Keramika
však kvůli podmínkám na lokalitě byla sbírána pouze velmi selek-
tivně. Sběrový soubor ze Žehuně obsahuje keramiku pokrývající
v zásadě celou dobu laténskou. Určitá omezení se pojí pouze se
stupněm LT A, pro nějž v souboru nebyly rozpoznány žádné zcela
typické prvky. Naproti tomu v kolekci poměrně běžně zastoupené
výrazně profilované hrnce s odsazeným hrdlem často se struhadlo-
vitě drsněným povrchem (obr. 23: 3, 10, 11) lze celkem bez výhrad
spojovat s mladšími úseky doby laténské, respektive s obdobím 
LT C2–D1 (Venclová 1998, 162; Waldhauser 1996, 340–341, Abb.
1). Většina fragmentů z tohoto souboru byla na rozdíl od obj.
1/2012 datována až do fáze LT C2–D. Nejmladším chronologickým
znakem na keramice ze Žehuně je tzv. kyjovitý okraj, nedávno
popsaný z oblasti středního Dunaje, kde byl datován až do fází 
LT D1/D2–D2 (Čambal et al. 2014; 2016, s další literaturou). Ko-
lekci keramických nálezů doplňují nepočetné exempláře přeslenů. 

4.3. Ostatní nálezy

4.3.1. Kamenné předměty
Z obj. 1/2012 pochází pískovcový brousek (obr. 18: 1), několik kře-
menných valounů a malý fragment muskovitu. Tento mohl sloužit
jako surovina ostřiva k výrobě slídnaté keramiky typické pro tento
region. Nejbližší zaznamenaný výskyt slídnatých hornin je na Ko-
línsku a Kutnohorsku, 10–15 km od Žehuně.

4.3.2. Mazanice
Z objektu 1/2012 pochází dva malé fragmenty mazanice; bez stop
konstrukčních detailů. 

4.3.3. Zvířecí kosti
Všechny vyhodnocované zvířecí kosti pocházejí z objektu 1/2012.
Přestože je soubor z objektu početně a objemově malý (N = 31), je
z taxonomicko-anatomického hlediska dosti variabilní (tab. 3).
Kromě tradičně nejběžnějších druhů (tur, prase, malý domácí pře-
žvýkavec) obsahuje dvě kosti koně, obě z koncových částí končetin.
V souboru byla dle báze rohového výběžku rozpoznána také koza.
Variabilitu a směsný charakter ukazuje fakt, že turovití jsou za-
stoupeni jak kostmi lebky, tak končetin; v případě tura je doložen
adultní i juvenilní jedinec. Z větší části zachovalá mandibula do-
mácího prasete patří subadultnímu nebo adultnímu jedinci. Kosti
koně patří jedinci menšího tělesného vzrůstu, asi dospělému.
Kromě popsaného souboru bylo na povrchu terénu (tedy mimo
spolehlivě datovatelný kontext) nalezeno v různých sektorech cel-
kem 75 dalších zvířecích kostí nebo jejich fragmentů. Zpracovaný
soubor nevybočuje z poznatků zjištěných dosavadními výzkumy.
Pravidelnou přítomnost domácího tura, prasete, ovce/kozy, psa,
koně a sporadičtěji i kura lze konstatovat v souborech pocházejí-
cích z oppid i z rovinných sídlišť (srov. Beech 1998; Kyselý 2002;
2012; Peške 1993a; 1993b; 1994; Zikmundová 1972). Celkem se
v poměrně malých vzorcích podařilo zachytit poměrně velký počet
druhů.

5. Chronologická a časoprostorová intepretace 
vývoje sídliště

Osídlení lokality bylo kontinuální po dobu téměř šesti století, tj.
mezi 6. stoletím a 1. stoletím př. n. l. Po nepočetných pozdně hal-
štatských nálezech se, především na základě nálezů ze slitin mědi,
zdá, že se osídlení stabilizovala někdy během LT A. Poměrně ra-
pidní vývoj je patrný v LT B2 s jasným vrcholem během LT C1–C2.
Pozdně laténské osídlení dle bronzových nálezů nedosahuje zda-
leka intenzity předcházejícího období. Charakter nálezového sou-
boru však vedle terénních podmínek mohl být způsoben obecnou
větší inklinací k železu, zejména v mladších obdobích doby latén-
ské, které primárně nebylo během prospekce nacházeno. V jiných
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materiálových kategoriích, zejména v mincích a keramice je již
mlado- a pozdně laténské osídlení buď zastoupeno podobně, nebo
dokonce dominuje (obr. 24). Mincovní kolekce také prokázala jeho
trvání až do konce doby laténské, tj. do LT D1b. Tento jev je po-
měrně výjimečný mezi laténskými sídlišti podobného charakteru
v celé střední Evropě. Aglomerace s doklady produkce mincí během
LT C1–C2 zpravidla upadají v následujícím období, nebo naopak
pozdně laténské aglomerace mají jen nevýrazné osídlení z předchá-
zejících fází. Prostorové rozložení nálezů napovídá, že sídlištní ak-
tivity probíhaly v celé ploše se stejnou intenzitou po celou dobu
trvání osídlení. Svým charakterem tak Žehuň nejlépe odpovídá ka-
tegorii tzv. „medium-sized-settlements“ („sídlišť střední velikosti“),
rozpoznaných zejména v dolním Rakousku a Bavorsku (Trebsche
2014; 2016), která tvoří jakýsi přechodný stupeň mezi centrálními
nížinnými aglomeracemi a běžnými venkovskými sídlišti. Tato síd-
liště „druhého řádu“ dosahují zpravidla velikosti 6–10 ha a pochází
z nich bohaté nálezové soubory z barevných kovů, včetně dokladů
produkce mincí v LT C1–C2 (doklady mincovní produkce z pozdně
laténského období naopak prakticky absentují). 

6. Žehuň v kontextu soudobých sídlišť ve střední Evropě
6.1. Poloha sídliště a jeho pozice v regionálních 

a nadregionálních kontaktech

Žehuňské sídliště leží na původní dálkové komunikaci spojující střední
Čechy s dolním Slezskem a spektrum nálezů plně odpovídá socio-kul-
turnímu kontextu středo-východní části Čech (keramika) či obecně
středoevropskému prostoru (kovové nálezy). Tato lokalita je především
významná výrazným zastoupením nálezů z LT C1–C2, typických pro
aglomerace typu Němčice-Roseldorf, které v prostředí Čech obecně po-
strádáme. Morava musela zprostředkovávat kontakt do oblasti střed-
ního Podunají, odkud sem byla donesena spona s korálovými vložkami
(č. 14) nebo rukojeť zrcadla (č. 152). Patrně z prostředí Jastorfské kul-
tury (či její periferní podmokelské skupiny) nebo kobylské skupiny po-
cházejí dvě spony (č. 15 a 19). Je zřejmé, že Žehuň hrála významnou
roli i v kontaktní síti lokálních obchodů (obr. 27). 

6.2. Status sídliště v kontextu soudobých centrálních sídlišť 
ve středodunajském prostoru

Oproti běžným venkovským sídlištím doby laténské v Čechách se
Žehuň odlišuje jednak kontinuálním osídlením a jednak nadprů-
měrným množstvím kovových nálezů, které ji přibližují k aglome-
racím typu Němčice-Roseldorf nebo bohatším oppidům, ačkoliv
jejich úrovně pravděpodobně nedosahuje především vzhledem
k omezené prostorové rozloze. Ve středodunajském prostoru nej-
bližší analogii k Žehuni lze nalézt v sídlištích (tab. 4; obr. 28) Strip-
fing (Trebsche 2016; Militký in print), Etzersdorf (Karwowski 2015,
214), Haselbach-Niederhollabrunn (Trebsche 2016; Trebsche —
Fichtl 2016) a především v lokalitě Eggfing v Bavorsku (Uenze
2000; 2005), který odkazuje na Žehuň jednak v počtu a charak -
teru nálezů a zejména také v dlouhodobém a kontinuálním osíd-
lení. Jak již bylo řečeno, parametry sídliště, byť vzhledem k pod-
mínkám výzkumu pouze předběžně stanovené, jej dovolují zařadit
mezi tzv. „medium-sized-settlements“ (Trebsche 2014, 346–347;
2016), které byly dosud známy z oblasti Bavorského a Rakous -
kého Podunají. 

V rámci Čech je lokalita významná především díky bohaté ko-
lekci nálezů z LT C1–C2, které naznačují, že zde mohla být lokalita
podobná aglomeracím typu Němčice-Roseldorf. Otázka produkce
mincí v horizontech LT C i LT D na žehuňském sídlišti zůstává ote-
vřená. Posledním významným zjištěním je doba trvání sídliště až
do LT D1b (výskyt mincí typu Karlstein), což je zatím až na výjimky
doloženo opět pouze z oppid, jakkoliv se na venkově dá důvodně
předpokládat. 

Všechny tyto poznatky hovořící pro jistou centralitu sídliště
a jeho nadregionální charakter především v mladších fázích jeho
existence lze shrnout do několika bodů:

Pravděpodobně početná populace disponující určitými ekonomic-
kými prostředky (množství kovových nálezů, výskyt drahých kovů).

Velikostí Žehuň tvoří mezistupeň mezi velkými aglomeracemi či
oppidy a běžnými venkovskými sídlišti a řadí se do kategorie „me-
dium-sized-settlement“.

Zhodnocení všech nálezových kategorií potvrdilo dobu existence
sídliště kontinuálně od Ha D / LT A do LT D1b.

Poněkud omezené doklady specializované výroby (slitky, stru-
ska, technická keramika) mohou být způsobeny podmínkami
výzkumu, ale mohou také svědčit o specifické funkci sídliště (pri-
márně ne výrobní funkce).

Intenzivní participace na jak lokálním, tak dálkovém obchodu.

Indicie lokální mincovní produkce nebo alespoň o disponování
s drahými kovy (dosud neznámý typ stříbrného obolu, zlatý ingot).

7. Závěr
Je zřejmé, že sídliště v Žehuni patří k centrálnímu typu sídel, která
byla dříve známá z Moravy, ale v podstatě o nich dosud chyběly ja-
kékoliv doklady z Čech. Právě proto byla velká pozornost věnována
této lokalitě, která byla prozkoumána mezi lety 2011 a 2014. Bylo
zde nalezeno několik poloh osídlených od doby bronzové do raného
středověku, z nichž nejvýznamnější bylo právě sídliště z doby la-
ténské. Nejdůležitější zjištění se spojují především s dlouhodobým
osídlením a patrně kontinuálně udržovaným významem lokality od
LT B2 do LT D1, což je mezi soudobými laténskými sídlišti jev na-
prosto výjimečný. Vzhledem k uvedeným faktům můžeme uzavřít,
že v Žehuni byl skutečně nalezen „chybějící článek“ laténské sídelní
hierarchie nejen v Čechách, ale v širším středoevropském prostoru. 
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