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K OTAZCE INTERPRETACE ZAHLOUBENYCH OBJEKTU
UVNITR POZDNELENGYELSKEHO DOMU
Z POSTOLOPRT, OKR. LOUNY

Milan Licka

1. UVOD S CHARAKTERISTIKOU OBJEKTU A JEJICH VYPLNI

Svého ¢asu byla na lokalité Postoloprty, okr. Louny (obr. 1), popsana a interpretovana takova situace,
ktera autorovi vyzkumu Bohumilu Soudskému umoznila vyslovit fadu zajimavych pozorovani, mj.
ohledné mozné existence, podoby a fungovani neolitickych peci. Jmenovité se jedna o ¢tyfi jamy interpre-
tované jako pece, nalezené uvnitt ptidorysu domu pozdné lengyelské kultury (Soudsky 1959; tyZ 1969).
Tuto interpretaci z dobrych dtivodt zahy odmitli P. J. R. Modderman (1973, 131 ad.) a J. Liining (1981,
148, 149). Obsahlejsi pozndmky o nich v pozdéjsich pracich jinych autord, ktefi se zabyvali stejnou pro-
blematikou, kupodivu v podstaté nenajdeme, nepocitaje publikace encyklopedického charakteru. Autofi
posledniho piehledu neolitu v Cechéch by v objektech nejspige vidéli predpecni jamy (Pavlii ed. - Zdpo-
tockd 2007, 59).

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze B. Soudsky popsal a vyhodnotil vyse pifipomenutou nalezovou situaci spolu
s dokumentaci neobycejné podrobné (s pfipojenim poznamek o metodice terénniho vyzkumu a z ni vy-
plyvajicich pfipadnych tskalich v nasledné interpretacni roviné: Soudsky 1969, 54 ad.), 1ze se k ni a k né-
kterym nazor@im na jeji vyklad po dlouhé dobé vratit a posoudit moznosti interpretace z pohledu sou-
¢asnych znalosti a zkuSenosti. Celd zélezitost je o to dilezitéjsi, Ze ohnisté a pecni zafizeni zfejmé
neslouzila jenom k ¢isté utilitdrnim ¢innostem, které jisté hrély roli primérni, ale zaroveri byla za jistych
okolnosti nadana i symbolickym vyznamem. Ohni a pecim, jakoZto mediim transformace suroviny
v novou latku, byl pfisuzovan i nadpfirozeny rozmér, soudé podle etnografickych analogii (Petrasch
1986b, 58). Tato zaiizeni byla nejen centrem domu a jeho Zivota, jakymsi srdcem domu (Ozbasaran 1998,
560), ale v urcité mite stfedem Zivota spole¢nosti a snad i centrem ritudlnich ¢innosti (Verhoeven 2010,
33, 34; Perlés 1977). Pfitom za velmi dilezitou funkci ohné byva povazovano tepelné zpracovani potravy.
Disledkem této ¢innosti ve spolecenské sféfe, projevujicim se zejména v nejstarsim obdobi lidstva, ale
i pozdéji, je mj. komenzalismus, tj. spole¢nd konzumace potravy. Plati to zejména pro maso, které je
tfeba spotfebovat hned po upeceni. Tepelny zptisob Gpravy potravy, realizovany na jednom misté,
u ohni$té nebo pece, vyvolava pottebu setkdvat se pravidelné a v urcity ¢as a vzdjemné komunikovat,
coz jen posiluje soundleZzitost jednotlivych ¢lenti rodiny, velkorodiny ¢i klanu, upeviiuje pocit kolektivni
ptislusnosti (Perles 1987, 31). Samotny pocet sou-
¢asnych ohnist a pecnich zafizeni v jednom pii-
bytku mtize kromé jiného oznacovat pocet pribu-
znych rodin pod jednou stfechou, zaroven pak
s jistou pravdépodobnosti existenci piibuzenstvim
spjatych vétsich socidlnich skupin, velkorodin,
v neposledni fadé z vyse uvedeného je mozné zva-
zovat vztah mezi délkou domu a poctem pecnich
zatizeni, respektive mezi délkou obydli a po¢tem
rodin dislokovanych v domé, podobné jako tomu
bylo u nékterych domf trypilské kultury (Soudsky
1966, 32, 36, 37).

V Postoloprtech objevené ¢tyti jamy (objekty R
16, 17, 18, 19), povazované za pece (I, II, III, IV), Obr. 1. Mapa Ceské republiky s oznacenim nalezisté
jsou situovany pobliz zapadni stény domu 15, ve- Postoloprty, okr. Louny
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Obr. 3. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Rekonstrukce pece ¢. I-objekt 16
(podle Soudsky 1955, obr. 3)
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e dle sebe téméf ve stejném rozestupu (obr. 2; Soudsky 1969, 35, obr.
° J 14). Pouze tfi z nich (objekty 16, 18, 19), které se zachovaly v celi-

5 stvosti, maji pfiblizné stejné rozméry; jejich primeéry se pohybuji
(] okolo dvou metrt, hloubka od 70 do 95 cm od trovné zkouma-
* ného podlozi. Z predpokladaného objektu 17 se nedochovalo té-
méf nic, protoze ten mél byt znicen tnétickym dvojhrobem
XI/XII. Vyplii onéch ti objektti tvofila zvrstvena zemina velmi
svétlé (plavé) az erné barvy riizné intenzity, prostoupena ¢etnymi

. - . zlomky mazanice rtizné velikosti, od malych zlomka az po sku-
20 te¢né velké kusy. Vrstvy, véetné téch s cetnym obsahem mazani-

covych zlomki, pfevazné sméfuji od okrajtt objektd v oblouku
mirné sikmo do jejich stfedu. Do jisté miry tak kopiruji prohnuty,
kotlovity tvar dna (Soudsky 1969, obr. 20-22). Autor mald mista

o rozmérech 25-35 cm s ¢ernou sazovitou vyplni, respektive pro-

plastky této uhlové tmavé zeminy, bezpecné popisuje jako tope-

. . @ nisté, aniz se zachovaly prokazatelné zbytky zaklenutého plasté

a dokonce mnohdy ani skute¢na dna (v terminologii B. Soud-

Obr. 2. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Pidorys ~ Ského, viz niZze). Témé&f souvisla vrstva nevypalené nebo slabé

domu pozdné lengyelské kultury do Zluta vypalené mazanice, silna 4-8 cm, svazujici se ke stfedu

(podle Soudsky 1955, obr. 1) jamy zprvu mirnég, pak prudce, mé predstavovat dno pece (objekt

18). Podobné se to ma s vykladem vrstvy ¢ernohnédé hliny hodné

promisené nevypdlenou sprasi, pfi okrajich jamy prechazejici ve

vrstvicku ¢isté sprase (objekt 19), nebo ve stejném objektu dalsi souvisla vrstva, jilovitd nacervenala,

8 cm silnd a misovité prohnutd, pfi okrajich objektu zbarvena hnédé, ¢i jind vrstva, ¢ernohnéda, 4 cm

silnd, pfi dné téZe jAmy. Z uvedeného pak B. Soudsky usoudil, Ze nejen v této, ale analogicky i v ostatnich

jamach méla byt nad sebou, navzajem oddélena zeminou, t¥i dna, demonstrujici tak postupnou renovaci

téZe pece nebo naslednost obnovovanych peci na stejném misté, vZdy dny posazenymi o néco vyse. Ob-

jekty obsahovaly ¢etné zlomky mazanice, dédle nepocetné tilomky oZehlych nebo spalenych zvifecich
kosti a uhliky. Keramika pochazi pouze z objektu 19.

B. Soudsky (1955, 8; 1969, 43 ad.) mél dosti jasnou predstavu o ptivodni podobé pecniho zafizeni.
Podle ni pec svou klenbou vyrazné vystupovala nad Groveii jamy a povrchu do vyse asi 80 cm, jak ko-
necné ukazuje i kresba (obr. 3; Soudsky 1955, obr. 3; autor pfedstavu pozdéji verbalné upravil tak, ze
dymnik z vrcholu pfesunul do strany, asi 10-15 cm pod vrchlik a zdroven nad horni droveri pfedpoklé-
daného vstupniho otvoru; Soudsky 1969, 54). Tuto vysku odhadl pfedevsim z rekonstrukce zlomkd
(fragmenty o trojhranném priifezu, na dvou stranach licovanych, na tfeti s otiskem ktilu nebo s jinak
upravenym povrchem), které sestavil do vysokého piiloblouku (Soudskij 1969, 54, obr. 25:3). Ze fragmenty
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na sebe viibec nenavazuji, odtivodiiuje tim, Ze jejich lomy doznaly v pribéhu ¢asu poskozeni. Z obrazku
je ale navic zfejmé, Ze u mnohych zlomkt postraddme i patficnou zaoblenost. Hlinéna klenba o $ifce
10-12 cm méla byt stavéna na armaturu z prouti a silnych vétvi postupnym pfilepovanim vrstev hliny
(mazanicové kusy se ¢asto podélné rozlamovaly). Celkovou vysku peci od tdajného nejstarsiho dna
stanovil na 200-220 cm (Soudsky 1969, 57). Pece mély primarné slouzit k vytapéni chaty, zaroven ale
i k peceni masa a vareni potravy, s mensi pravdépodobnosti a pfilezitostné snad i k paleni keramiky

(pouze podle vyskytu lavicovité zformovanych stén v urcité vysce jamy 16; Soudsky 1969, 58).

2. POPIS MAZANICE (VYBER)

Na rozdil od vyse uvedené nalezové situace, mazanice, diilezity pramen pro poznani funkce uvazovanych
zahloubenych objekt(i, nebyla podrobnéji zvefejnéna. Proto v nasledujicich fadcich uvadime alespon
jeji vybeér, tj. vybér zlomk se signifikantnimi znaky.! Zvefejnénim alesponi ¢asti zlomki snad napoma-
zeme diskusi, ktera by vedla k ovéfeni dosavadnich ndzort na jejich funkci, nejlépe na zédkladé srovna-
vaciho materialu velké vypovidaci schopnosti (mazanice pochazejici z funkéné bezpecné urcitelnych
imobilnich zafizeni).

Objekt 16

C. 1. Velky zlomek (ca 220 x 140 x 7-60
mm) z jedné strany plochy a slabé konvexné
prohnuty, z protilehlé strany s vyraznym
hfebenovitym ttvarem, v podélném sméru
rovnym, v pficném sméru konkavné pro-
hnutym, jakoby po otisku kulatiny. Povrch
hiebenovitého ttvaru je z jedné strany re-
lativné dobie vyhlazeny, ostatni strany
zlomku maji povrch jen hrubé vyhlazeny.
Rovna ¢ast zlomku od hitebenovitého atva-
ru do stran postupné zeslabuje od ca 25 mm
do ca 7 mm. Obr. 4; fototab. 9:1.

C. 2. Zlomek (ca 205 x 100 x 9-60 mm) Obr. 4. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16. Zlomek mazanice ¢. 1
shodného charakteru jako vyse. Pouze jeho
rovnéjsi strana je slabé konkavné prohnuta.
Vlastni sténa se postupné zeslabuje az na
ca 9 mm. Obr. 5; fototab. 9:2.

C. 3. Zlomek (ca 190 x 100 x 14-45 mm) ob-
dobného charakteru jako vyse, pouze jedna
,boéni” strana hfebenovitého atvaru vyka-
zuje jen mirné konkavni prohnuti (zacho-
vala se jeji mala ¢ast), druhd strana je rovna
svisla (je otazkou, zda ptivodneé také nevy-
bocovala do strany). Vlastni sténa zlomku
se zeslabuje az na ca 14 mm. Jeho rovnéjsi
strana je v pfi¢ném i podélném sméru slabé
konvexné prohnuta, nese na jednom konci
patrné Spatné itelné stopy po dvou pfi-
mych paralelnich Zzlabcich, jakoby otiscich
po prutech (?). Obr. 6; fototab. 9:3.

C. 4. Sttedné velky zlomek (ca 115 x 60 x 40
mm) na jedné ploché strané husté pokryty
viceméné vodorovnymi a pfimymi zlabky
o sile ca 3-5 mm, na protilehlé strané kon-
kavné prohnuty, jakoby po otisku kulace;
na stejné strané je patrny hibetovity atvar

(a la vzorek ¢. 1). V pficném sméru k nim,

— — ]

Obr. 5. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16. Zlomek mazanice ¢&. 2

1 Za umoznéni jejich studia dékujeme dr. Radce
Sumberové z Archeologického dstavu AV
CR, Praha, v. v. i., pracovisté Kutna Hora. Obr. 6. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16. Zlomek mazanice ¢. 3
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Obr. 7. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16.
Zlomek mazanice ¢. 4
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Obr. 8. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16.
Zlomek mazanice ¢. 5
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Obr. 9. Postoloprty, okr. Louny. Objekt 16.
Zlomek mazanice ¢. 7

na jednom z bokt zlomku, se zfejmé nachézi dalsi otisk (@ asi 25 mm).
Obr. 7; fototab. 9:4. (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny in Soudsky 1969,
55, obr. 25:1, vpravo nahote).

C. 5. St¥edné velky zlomek (ca 115 x 85 x 10-30 mm), na jedné ploché
a hrubé tvarované strané pokryty husté kladenymi, viceméné vodo-
rovnymi, nestejné Sirokymi pfimymi Zldbky. Analogicky jako u pied-
chazejiciho zlomku, jeden jeho bok nese vyrazny otisk kulace (ptivodni
@ asi 25 mm), situovany vodorovné s rovnhym povrchem opatfenym
zlabky. Obr. 8; fototab. 9:5. (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny in Soudskyj
1969, 55, obr. 25:1, vlevo dole.)

C. 6. Maly plochy zlomek (ca 75 x 50 x 15-25 mm) méa obdobné jako
vyse uvedeny fragment jedinou tvarovanou stranu hrubé rovnou, ale
vyrazné zbrazdénou hlubokymi paralelnimi, husté kladenymi zlabky
o @ asi 8 mm. Oproti pfedchazejicim zlomkam zlabky jsou vétsi a vy-
razné hlubsi. Na jednom z boki, tj. uvnitt hmoty, se vedle sebe na-
chazeji dva mensi zlabky, zfejmé otisky rostliny typu rakosu, soudé
podle hustych jemnych paralelnich ryzek na jejich povrchu. Fototab.
9:6. (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny in Soudsky 1969, 55, obr. 251,
nahote uprostied.)

C. 7. Stiedng velky plochy zlomek (ca 135 x 80 x 30 mm), nepatrn&
obly, na tvarované strané husté pokryty paralelnimi, razné silnymi
zlabky. Protilehla strana je jakoby hrubé tvarovand, mirné nerovna

(stézi se mlize jednat o ptivodni povrch, spise jde lomovou stranuy).
Obr. 9; fototab. 9:7.

C. 8. Velky kus ploché mazanice, oboustranné hlazeny, v pfi¢ném
a podélném sméru na jedné strané lehce konkavné prohnuty (a) (ca
185 x 95 mm, tl. ca. 25 mm). Povrch je na konkavni (vnitfni?) strané
hrubé vyhlazeny, se slabymi stopami po prstovani, na protilehlé
strané lehce konvexné prohnuty (b), mirné nerovny, rovnéz hrubé
vyhlazeny. Barva u jddra okrova, z¢asti nacervenala u vrstvicky pii
konkdvni strané, plné nacervenala (v celé tloustce) u vrstvicky pri
konvexni strané. Lom nasvédcuje tomu, Ze tento silny mazanicovy
plat sestava z ,jadra”, které je nejsilnéjsi (ca 15 mm), na které nasedaji
po stranach vrstvicky (tl. ca. 7-10 mm), které maji tendenci se podéIné
odlupovat. Fototab. 10:1.

C. 9. Velky kus mazanice (ca 115 x 120 x 70 mm) s jednou nepatrné&
konvexné prohnutou a hrubym hlazenim upravenou stranou. Po né-
stroji finalniho vyhlazovani se na povrchu ¢aste¢né zachovaly slabé
mikrodeformace v podobé paralelnich a jen slabé znatelnych zlabki
o ifce okolo 2 mm. Barva hmoty na a pfi licované strané do hloubky
od nékolika mm az asi 15 mm je tmavoseda, nize misty nacervenald,

nejhloubéji pak okrova az plava.

C. 10. Velky a silny kus (ca 215 x 160 x 35-50 mm), pouze na jedné
strané snad hrubé licovany, mirné zprohybany, hrubé vyhlazeny
a celkoveé slabé konkavné prohnuty. Hmotu tvofi jemna hlina ziejmé
neocisténd, patrné jen s prirozenymi anorganickymi a organickymi
pfimésemi (pfirozenou intaktni hlinu z blizkosti ndlezu nemame
k dispozici, proto ta nejistota). Hmota v fezu pii licované strané ma
barvu svétle sedé-okrovou (do hl. ca 3 mm), niZze nacervenalou (do
hl. az 30 mm), hloubéji pak svétle sedé-okrovou, misty s pfevahou
Sedé. Pfedpokladany licovany povrch je Sedocerny, tmavou barvu
patrné ziskal az v dobé uloZeni v zemi. Hmota mé tendenci se odlu-
povat ve tfech vodorovnych vrstvickach o sile ca 4-6 mm (svrchni)
a 5-9 mm (stfedni), dobfe patrnych pfijednom boé¢nim lomu. Fototab.
10:2.

C. 11. Sttedné velky zlomek (ca 125 x 80 x az 55 mm) patrné s rovnym
otiskem plochého pfedmétu (trdmu nebo fosny o $ifce nejméné 35
mm), po strané ve stejném sméru v kombinaci s konkavné prohnutym

otiskem po mensim kulaci.
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C. 12. Mensi zlomek (ca 160 x 60 x az 40 mm), stejného typu jako zlomek &. 3
nebo o dalsi znaky obohaceny vzorek ¢. 13. (Pozn: Tvarem odpovida zlomkdm,
které B. Soudsky spojoval se vstupnim otvorem pece.)

C. 13. Velky kus (ca 160 x 95 x 15-50 mm) v fezu piiblizné trojuhelnikovitého
tvaru, na vsech tfech stranach hrubé hlazeny. V pii¢ném fezu hmota (s mensi
organickou p¥imési) se doslova rozpada na tii rGzné silné vrstvy. Na lehce kon-
kavni strané o sile 3-6,5 mm je na povrchu v jednom sméru prstovité vyhlazena.
Stfedni vrstva md silu 11-16 mm. Nésledna vrstvicka na protilehlé strané se po-
hybuje v rozmezi tloustky 0-33 mm, pficemz na jejim ziejmé silné zkorodovaném
povrchu se daji rozpoznat stopy po paralelnich zlabcich, vodorovnych s osou
oblého ,,zalomeni”. Barva se postupné v fezu méni. Pivodni svétle okrovéa hlina
jedné vnéjsi vrstvicky ziskala na a pfi povrchu do hl. az asi 2 mm svétle ¢erveny
odstin, kdeZto vlastni povrch je Sedocerny od uspinéni, analogicky jako u zlomku
¢. 10. Stfedova vrstvicka je svétle okrova, pouze na jednou uzsim konci prechazi
do réizového odstinu, kdezto druha vnéjsi vrstvicka je cele zbarvena do nartzo-
vélého odstinu. Fototab. 10:3. (Pozn.: B. Soudsky zlomek ma za ¢ast otvoru pece:

Soudsky 1969, 55, obr. 25: vlevo prvni zdola.)

C.14. Maly zlomek (ca 73 x 70 x az 25 mm), tvarem, materidlem a barvou odpo-

vidajici , vnéjsi vrstvi¢ce” u zlomku 13.

C.15. Velky silny zlomek (ca 160 x 150 x 70 mm) s nékolika otisky. S jednou vel-
kou, slabé konkdvné prohnutou stranou (s apravou povrchu jako u zlomku 9),
paralelni s ni s vyraznym otiskem kulatiny (2 ca 30 mm) a s nékolika dal$imi ne-
jasnymi otisky. Vné i uvnitf je zbarven Sedocerné. Fototab. 10:4. e

Objekt 18 Obr. 10. Postoloprty, okr. Louny.

C. 16. Stiedné velky kus (ca 125 x 82 x 50 mm) na jedné strané vystouply a sou- Objekt 18. Zlomek mazanice ¢. 16

¢asné po celé plose zbrazdény paralelnimi Zldbky rtzné sily. Material jemny
s pfimési organiky a néco kamink, drolivy, otiravy. Barva je z vnéjsi strany do
hloubky nékolika mm svétle okrova, hloubéji a na vnitini strané $edocerna. Obr.
10; fototab. 11:1.

C. 17. Maly zlomek (90 x 80 mm) obdobného prvku jako vzorek ¢. 16a, pouze na jedné strané vyraznéji profilovany.
Fototab. 11:2.

Objekt 19

C. 18. Sttedné velky plochy zlomek (ca 115 x 95 x 30 mm), na jedné ploché strané s rizné silnymi zlabky (zfejmé
otisky tencich a silnéjsich prutd, prouténé armatury?), na protilehlé strané hrubé zarovnané. Jeden z boki je konkavné
prohnuty, po otisku slabsiho kulécée nebo silného prutu (s. ca 20 mm). Materiél jemny, otiravy, svétle okrové barvy

(v jednom misté s tmavosedym jadrem). (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny in Soudskyj 1969, 55, obr. 25:2, dole.)

C. 19. Sttedné velky zlomek (ca 72 x 90 x 3-35 mm) stejného charakteru jako vyse. (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny
in Soudsky 1969, 55, obr. 25:2, nahote.)

C. 20. Mensi plochy tvarovany zlomek (ca 100 x 65 x 32 mm). Na jedné rovné strané (a na jednom boku) se nachazi
paralelné orientované otisky silnych prut/kulacd, dva blizko vedle sebe, jeden asi 30 mm stranou. Na téZe strané
jsou zéasti viditelné tenké zlabky, nejméné tii (zfejmé otisky pruth), sméfujici kolmo a pies vyse citované silngjsi
otisky. Dohromady jde nepochybné o negativni otisk prouténé armatury. Protilehla rovna strana za¢ina , filmem®
charakteru svétle Sedobilého natéru, rovnomeérné sily a rovného povrchu. Pod nim se nachazi slabsi hlinéna vrstvicka
charakteru omitky az 7 mm silné, pfevazné svétle Sedo-okrové barvy. Zbytek hmoty az k povrchu protilehlé strany
je svétle Sedocervené barvy. Fototab. 11:3. (Pozn.: Jde o zlomek vyobrazeny in Soudsky 1969, 55, obr. 25:2, druha fada
vpravo.)

C. 21-23. T# men&i tlomky zdobené hustymi Zlabky na vnéjsi strané, z toho jeden mensi zlomek slabé obly, dalsi
zlomek s otiskem malého kulace. Fototab. 11:4.

C. 24. Nékolik velkych kusti amorfnich (az ca 160 x 150 x 70 mm), jejichz funkci nelze odhadnout.
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3. STAVBY A ZARIZENI VYBUDOVANE S POUZITIM HLINY

Vyuziti hliny v obdobi neolitu bylo pomérné siroké, neomezovalo se zdaleka jen na keramiku. Abychom
se dobrali relevantnéjsich vysledki, pokusime se shora indikované téma pojednat v co nejsirsim zabéru.
V nédmi popisovaném ptipadé se to tyka domu a jeho interiéru, tzn. stavebnich prvkid staciondrni po-
vahy. Proto se v nasledujicim textu dotkneme i téch stavebnich prvki ¢i jejich ¢asti, se kterymi se setka-
vame nebo miZeme setkat i v naSem stfedoevropském prostiedi. To vse s cilem ziskat pro vyklad pa-

vodniho pouziti nalézanych zlomkd hliny a mazanice co nejsirsi informa¢ni zdkladnu.

3.1. Hlina jako stavebni material

Hlina jako stavebni material obvykle nebyva pfedmétem néjakého hlubsiho zajmu. Pfesto v tomto
ohledu existuji vyjimky, tj. prace, dil¢i samostatné nebo jako soudcésti vétsich celkd, které se danou
problematikou zabyvaji velmi podrobné, ¢asto s pozoruhodnymi vysledky na poli praktickém i meto-
dickém, a to nejen u nas (napt. Vencl 1991; Vaieka 1995; Durig 2008; 2011a; 2011b; Tetour 2008; Licka -
Mach 20110b), ale i v jinych koutech svéta (napf. Bernbeck - Gregg 2010, 207 ad.). P¥ikladné zpracovany
pocetny hlinény stavebni materidl ve formé vétsi studie se napf. tyka neolitické lokality Asagi Pinar
(Eres 2003a), z interpretacniho hlediska stastné obsahujici i kapitolu vénovanou nékterym soucasnym
tradiénim stavbam vyuZzivajicim jako stavebni material i hlinu (Eres 2003b). Nasledovanihodné jsou
i nékteré studie z mladsich obdobi, tykajici se napt. sttedobronzového sidlisté z lokality Langenselbold
(Hesensko). Mazanicové zlomky mj. i otisky travy tam dovoluji hovofit o existenci ,, zateplovaci” vystelky
uvnité zdvojené stény domu, tvofené prouténou armaturou (Staeves 2006-2007, 59 ad.); s obdobnou
situaci bychom se mohli teoreticky setkat i u téch neolitickych domd, které mély zdvojené obvodové
stény, jez byly nepochybné budovany kvtili vylepseni izola¢nich vlastnosti stavby (Coudart 1998, 71).

Hlina pouZzivana ke stavebnim tceldm (k terminologii viz nap¥. in: Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 216),
obvykle nazyvana mazanice (nazev, ktery jsme diive upfednostiiovali pro stavebni hlinu obecné; Licka
- Mach 2011b; obvyklejsi je jeji pouziti v uz$im slova smyslu, napt. in: Vencl 1991, 406) pfedstavuje iro-
kou skélu material a forem, nebot mtize pochézet ze staveb a zafizeni o riznych konstrukénich prvcich.
U nadzemnich (povrchovych) staveb je tfeba pocitat pfedevsim s konstrukénimi prvky, které se tykaji
stén, podlah, stropti a soucasti zafizeni domd (mj. ,lezanky”, sakralni okrsky a vyvysené sokly vseho
druhu, stacionarni kontejnery, otopnd zafizeni ¢i zahloubené objekty), z toho u peci konkrétné pak kon-
strukéni odlisnosti mlZeme pozorovat v jejich bazi, dnu (Licka - Mach 2011b) a sténach.

Pouziti stavebni hliny na pfedpokladanych sikmych stfechdch domi neolitickych kultur paskového
okruhu se obecné neptedpoklada (napt. Coudart 1998, 67, 69), na rozdil od rovnych stfech v raznych ob-
lastech subtropického i mirného podnebného pasma, zvlasté v oblastech se sussim klimatem, kde jsou
bezpecné dolozeny v minulosti i soucasnosti, ovSem na rostu z rdkosu nebo podobného materialu (Au-
renche 1981, 70; Minke 2009, 180). TamtéZz jsou znamy i stfechy z hliny na Sikmych stfechach. Presnéjsi
predstava o nich by se napt. dala odvodit od stfedovéké sypky, dislokované ve skanzenu v Cloppen-
burgu; pod slaménou stfechou je dalsi stfesni vrstva, a to z upéchované hliny. Ta posledni zabezpecovala
stavbu pfed pozarem, kdezto ,vnéj$i” slaména pred Spatnym pocasim (Minke 2009, 15). Pro domy
kultury s moravskou malovanou keramikou Vladimir Podborsky uvadji, Ze z praktickych déivodt spo-
dek stfesni krytiny by mohl byt omitnut, tim spiSe, Ze obydli zminéné kultury by asi neméla mit stropy
(Podborsky 1984, 56, 57). Rovnéz domy pozdné trypilské kultury typu Brynzeny III mély mit sedlovou
stfechu zevnitf opatfenou hlinénym omazem s pf¥imeési plev, zaroven vsak byly, jsouce nékteré dvou-
podlazni, doplnény o stropy (Markevic 1981, 83). Kromé toho, pokud bychom povazovali znamy hlinény
model domu MMK ze Sttelic (Podborsky 1984, 49 ad.) za predmét reflektujici alespon zéasti tehdy redlné
existujici obydli, pak bychom mohli pfipustit, Ze mél hlinénou krytinu, jakkoli se to zdd malo pravdeé-
podobné. Stény i stfecha na modelu jsou totizZ formalné pojaty obdobné a pro stény se jednoznacné
predpoklada dfevo-hlinéna konstrukce. Odkaz na mazanici, ktera by méla mit souvislost se sttechou
sttedoevropského neolitického domu, jsme zaznamenali v literatufe pouze jednou. Na slovenské lokalité
Hurbanovo, znamé mj. nalezy barevnych omitek, byly objeveny slabsi ploché kusy hliny s otisky 2 az
3 cm silnych, tésné vedle sebe fazenych prutfli, které by mély pochazet z krovu shora vymazaného
hlinou. Zaroven podélné stépeni fragmentti ma naznacovat, Ze hlinény ochranny pokryv stfechy byl
pribézné opravovan a dopliovan o daléi hlinéné vrstvicky (Caplovic 1956, 314).

Naproti tomu zahloubené (podzemni) objekty, jimiz rozumime pfevazné zasobni jamy a sklipky,
ziejmé poskytuji daleko méné pestiejsi druhové zastoupeni konstrukénich prvkd, vymaz stén, dna
a popt. jen upraveny povrch nasledné vypalené stény. Tento typ objektil (pecim podobnych vélcovitych
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jam s vypalenymi sténami a nevypalenymi i vypalenymi dny) je hojnéji zastoupen napf. v jihozapadni
Transdanubii (Kalicz - Horvith 2010, 408), u nas zahloubené objekty s upravenymi sténami od vypalu se
objevuji v pozdnim neolitu (Sumberovd 1996, 64, 97).

Z jiného thlu pohledu pak mtZzeme pouzitou hlinu ke stavbé odpovidajicich struktur nebo jen
k vylepseni pfirodnich kvalit definovat jako stavebni hlinu - surovou, vysusenou nebo vypalenou -
majici z funkéniho hlediska podobu mazanice, péchované (dusané) hliny, omitky, pojiva, valkd, cihel
(napt. Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 216; Minke 2009, 16, 116). V nasem prostfedi v obdobi neolitu pti budovani
stén jakychkoliv staveb predpokladané hlino-dfevéné konstrukce se obecné ptipousti dopliiovani
dfevéné kostry hlinou tak, Ze se tato na vyplet z prutdi a vétvi, umistény mezi podpérnymi a jinymi
sloupy ¢i bfevny, nalepuje z obou stran do pozadované tloustky, tzn. omazavkovou technologii. Zdaleka
ne vSechny tyto konstrukéni prvky se vyskytnou nebo se daji rozpoznat ¢i rozlisit v sidlistnim mazani-
covém odpadu. Tim spiSe je potfebné podrobné publikovat a zobrazovat zachované zlomky zejména
s markantnimi diagnostickymi znaky, pochézejici jak z funkéné bezpecné urcitelnych staveb a zafizeni,
tak z neuspofadaného sidlistntho odpadu. Zaroven je ziejmé, Zze funkeni identifikace zachovanych
zlomk stavebni hliny v ramci sidlistniho odpadu je nutné obtizna a jen v ur¢itych pfipadech je nadana
silnou vypovidaci hodnotou (napf. Martinez — Prévost-Dermarkar 2004, 148; Cauliez et al. 2011, 269 ad.;
Licka — Mach 2011b).

Hlina jako stavebni material, ve formeé zdkladni nebo jen v rtizné mife dopliikové, byla hojné vyuzi-
vana nejen v minulosti, ale i dnes. Odhaduje se, Ze v soucasnosti zije v piibytcich z hliny asi jedna
tfetina lidstva, v zemich tzv. tfettho svéta dokonce vice nez jedna polovina (Minke 2009, 13). Co je na
hliné, hmoté skladajici se hrubé feceno z jilu, prachu a pisku (podrobnéji k nomenklatufe in: Bares —
Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 151), tak pfitazlivého, Ze ve stavebnictvi minulosti a do jisté miry i soucasnosti je
tak hojné vyuzivana? Mezi pozitivni vlastnosti nélezi predevsim jeji snadna dostupnost a zpracovatelnost,
v nevypalené formé opakovana vyuZzitelnost, dobfe akumuluje teplo vyvolané vytapénim nebo slune¢ni
energii. Zaroven hlina reguluje vlhkost vzduchu uvnitf doma tim, Ze pomérné snadno a rychle pfijima
vlhkost (za jinych podminek se ji snadno zbavuje), pficemz celkova relativni vlhkost je u ni dlouhodobé
stald, v souhrnu uvnitf stavby tak vytvari pfiznivé a zdravé mikroklima. A co je zvlast vyznamné pro
dfevo-hlinéné stavby, svym zptisobem konzervuje dfevo a prodluzuje tim jeho Zivotnost a Zivotnost
celé stavby. Jinak feceno, tzv. , konzerva¢ni” schopnost hliny spo¢ivé v tom, Ze dfevo ve styku s hlinou,
ktera nasledné vyschne, se vysusuje, nebo pfimo udrzuje v suchu (Minke 2009, 18). Vznika takové rela-
tivné stalé prostfedi redlné pti minimalni vlhkosti, které neni vhodné pro zivot hmyzu a plisni napada-
jicich dievo (Minke 2009, 19). VySe uvedené vyhody vysoce pfevazuji nad nevyhodami, mezi které pati
smrstovani hmoty béhem faze suSeni, doprovazené trhlinkovanim a praskanim, déle pak jeji mala re-
zistence vici plisobeni vody jak destové, tak vzlinajici z podlozi (Minke 2009, 18). Aby se vlastnosti
hliny pro dcely stavebni daly maximalné vyuzit, hlina se pfedem upravuje (o¢istuje od nezadoucich
elementt a obohacuje o zadouci piimési, stabilizatory) a riiznym zptisobem zpracovavé, aby se zejména
zesilila jeji odolnost zvlasté vici kompresi (Aurenche 1981, 50, 53). Vyslednym meziproduktem je pracovni
hmota (hlinéné tésto), stavebni hlina (Bares - Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 146 ad.). Pfi budovani zdiva se po-
uziva ve vlhkém stavu péchovanim bud’ s pomoci bednéni nebo bez néj (technologii pisé nebo tauf),
nebo prostfednictvim pfedem vyrobenych pevnych prvki, susenych ¢i pozdéji i vypalenych, majicich
podobu vice ¢i méné cihel, obvykle vzdy s néjakym podilem dfeva na celkové konstrukci (Aurenche
1981, 54, 57). V nami sledovaném predevsim stfedoevropském prostfedi stavebni hlina byva aplikovana,
na rozdil od oblasti Balkdnu, Egeidy a Pfedniho vychodu, jak se zda, pfedevsim nebo spiSe vyhradné
jako omaz stén dfevéné kostry s prouténym vypletem (Aurenche 1981, 57; Koncelovd 2010, 32).

V této souvislosti stoji za poznamku, Ze pro omaz byva nékdy pouzivan termin omitka. Ten vSak
uvadime jen v téch piipadech, kdy je zcela zfejmé, Ze na sténu vzniklou jakoukoliv technologii byla né-
sledné aplikovédna dodate¢nd ochrana proti desti a ptisobeni eroze, tj. vrstva nebo vrstvy at je nebo jsou
stejného nebo jiného sloZeni jako zakladni stavebni hmota. Z praxe vime, Ze odliSeni omitky od zakladni
stavebni hmoty je nékdy dosti obtizné (Licka - Mach 2011b).

3.2. Druhy zafizeni zalozenych na vyuziti ohné

Ze zafizeni zaloZenych na vyuZiti ohné (a pro kterd existuji vice ¢i méné markantni doklady) byly
v prosttedi sttedoevropského neolitu pouzivany v zdsadé dva druhy - na strané jedné prosté oteviena
ohnisté, tj. struktury hofeni bez né&jakych trvalych stavebnich znakti, na strané druhé uzavrené jedno-
komorové nebo vyjimec¢né i dvoukomorové pece. Nepochybné existovaly i dalsi formy zafizeni znamé
z rtiznych oblasti svéta a z riznych ¢asovych tidobi, které ale v zdsadé nejsou ni¢im jinym neZ variantami
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vyse zminénych zdkladnich druhti (podrobnéji in: Bares - Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 191 ad.; Kovdrnik 1982,
106); jsou ale v evropskych podminkach obecné archeologicky hiife uchopitelné, popt. béznymi archeo-
logickymi prostfedky neidentifikovatelné (srovnej k tomu napt. zafizeni typu vélcova pec nebo mili;
Bares - Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 198). Existence zminéné pfechodné formy, tj. oteviené ohnisté lemované
po obvodu ochrannou obrubou, stabilni zidkou z hlinéného materialu, mnohdy vné z boku obohacenou
o obloZzeni z kamennych desek (s absenci jakychkoliv pfimych doklada po pfipadném hornim zaklenuti),
nékdy otevfenou na jedné strané mj. kvili snadnému vyhrabavani popela a zbytku ohné, je masové do-
loZena jiz v obdobi pfedkeramického neolitu, napt. na sidlisti Asikli Hoyt{ik v centralni Anatolii. VSechna
ohnisté tohoto druhu (celkem 77 exemplaiti) byla objevena vyhradné v domech obytného arealu této
lokality, a to obvykle v domech jednoprostorovych. Vyse intaktni svislé obvodové zidky postavené
z hliny s p¥imési plev (kerpi¢), odkryté v nejlépe zachované nalezové situace v mistnosti A, dosahovala
24 cm (pouze v jednom piipadé rozdil ode dna ¢inil vic, 44 cm - viz mistnost CB). Pfitom otevfenost za-
fizeni dokladaji vedle jiného stopy ohné a koute nejen na sténé obvodové zidky , polopecniho” zafizeni,
ale i na omitce ptiléhajici stény mistnosti (Ozbasaran 1998, 556, obr. 1:1). V nasem prostfedi bychom
patrné v obdobnych, hiite zachovanych zbytcich nejspise hledali i zafizeni typu krbu, zejména kdyz
tato se vétsinou nachazela v jednom rohu mistnosti, dvéma stranami p¥ilehlymi k hlinénym sténam
obydli (nikdy se nenasly ve stfedu mistnosti); nehledé na to, ze ve ¢tyfech ptipadech mély v boku zidky
otvor s vyvodem nap#i¢ sténou domu ven, slouzici jako koufovod nebo ventilace pro pfivod vzduchu
(Ozba;;amn 1998, 556, 557, obr. 1:3, 2:3).

Vedle toho se vyskytuje jedna varianta archeologicky dobfe rozlisitelna a vyznamné zastoupena na
¢asti evropského kontinentu v obdobi neolitu, s niz bychom se teoreticky mohli setkat i v nasem
prostiedi, totiz tzv. pece polynéského typu, dfive v jistém kulturnim prosttedi povazované za zaklady
chat (Sénépart 2003, 231 ad.). Nejde o nic jiného nez o vrstvu kamenti rozprostienou na omezené plose
v jamé obvykle o préiméru ca 2-2,5 m. Ze tyto kameny mély co do &inéni s ptisobenim ohng, dokazuji
stopy Zéru na nich, podobné jako tomu mtiZe byt u tzv. ohfivacich kamend. Tato pecni zafizeni fungovala
tak, Ze na kamenech se nejdfive rozdélal ohen, poté, po odstranéni jeho zbytkd, se na rozpalené dlazdéni
umistila pfimo nebo v né&jakém obalu ¢i kontejneru latka urcena k tepelnému zpracovani, coz obvykle
bylo maso, a ta se prekryla izola¢ni vrstvou. Patrné takové situace byla u nés objevena na sidlisti LnK
v Bylanech, tj. jAma na dné vyloZzena kameny (Soudsky 1966, 62). Analogie a inspiraci k polynéskym
pecim na evropském kontinentu I1ze nalézt nejblize v kulturach Blizkého a Sttedniho vychodu (Sénépart
2003, 241). A co je zvlasté dalezité pro pochopent jejich mozného vyznamu ve spole¢nostech prvnich
zemédélct, tyto byly pifedevsim vyuzivany v okamzicich spole¢né konzumace jidla, mezi néz se fadi
rizné domadci slavnosti, svatky, pohtby, oslavy konce sklizné apod. (Sénépart 2003, 241).

Existuji ale archeologické pfiklady z jinych ¢asti Evropy a z daleko mladsich obdobi, pokud bychom
nechtéli uvést subrecentni situace z celého svéta. Tak kupt. pro obdobné kamenné struktury spojované
s ohném, okrouhlé nebo pravotihlé o velikosti 0,9-2,1 m, z oblasti severozapadniho Némecka a fazené
do tseku pozdni doby bronzové az pozdni pfedtimské doby zelezné (popft. i z pozdni doby #imské
a doby stéhovani narodd), ale téz z jihozapadniho Némecka v halstatském obdobi, se hledaji rizna vy-
svétleni, od napadu na jejich vyuziti jako sauny, zafizeni k tepelné tpraveé potravy, obecné jako ohnisté
¢i pece nebo jako ohfiové symboly (Hiiser 2011, 116-119).

3.2.1. Otopna zafizeni uvniti dom{

Pece nebo jednodussi oteviena ohnisté zfejmé plivodneé existovaly v nasich stfedoevropskych domech
(nékterych?, vsech?), poc¢inaje kulturou s linedrni keramikou. Nedochovaly se nejspiSe proto, ze spolu
s dalsimi povrchovymi strukturami (pfedevsim podlahami domti) byly zni¢eny, podobné jako cely ho-
rizont pii tehdejsim povrchu (Petrasch 1986a, 135). Nepfimo nékdy byvaji odhadovany uvnitf domt
LnK prostfednictvim nalezt tlomk{ mazanice v ktilovych jamkach (Soudsky 1966, 33, 34). Neni davod
predpokladat, ze by byly vyhradné budovany vné domt. Konec koncti nebylo tomu jinak ani jihovy-

Vv

matickych divoda vyhfivani interiéru nebylo zapottebi (Aurenche 1981, 52). Ale i u nas byly vzacné za-
znamendany situace, které né&jaky druh pecniho zafizeni uvniti obydli maji indikovat. Vedle zde disku-
tovanych objektt z Postoloprt jsou to napf. tfi nékolikrat obnovovana oteviend ohnisté, z nichz kazdé
ztejmé patfilo k jednomu ze tif obytnych prostortt dlouhého lengyelského domu na slovenské lokalité
Budmerice (Paviik 2003, 456). V oblasti jihovychodni Evropy v pfipadé peci, prostych otevienych ohnist
a ohnist na zhotovené hlinéné platformé se prakticky vzdy jednd o zatizeni zbudovand na tehdejsim
povrchu, respektive podlaze, nebo tésné nad ni, na mirné vyvysené platformé (napi. Karul et al. 2003,
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95) nebo mohou byt mirné zahloubena (napt. Chapman - Videiko 2011, 82; Ozbasaran 1998, 556). Pece
maji pravothly, ovalny aZ podkovovity tvar o celkovych rozmérech v ramci ca 80 aZ 220 cm (Markevic
1981, 85 ad.; Petrasch 1986, 39).

Vzdy maji vlastni dna z dobf'e upravené hliny s nahofe vyhlazenym povrchem a vypalené. Mohou
byt obnovovana (dvakrat az vicekrat - napt. Passek 1949, 62; Darcque — Tsirtosini 2010, 59; Georgiev 1981,
70; Petrasch 1986, 39; Karul et al. 2003, 99 - kazdé o sile asi 2 cm, Karul et al. 2003, 55). Byvaji vytvafena
z neosttené hliny (Licka 2011, 65; Licka — Mach 2011b), nékdy, zfejmé vyjimecné, napt. misty na jihovychodé
Evropy, z hliny s organickou a neorganickou p¥imési (Karul et al. 2003, 55). Zda by se tato dna dala
odlisit od samostatnych hlinénych desek (Bodenplatten, Grundplatten), soucasti to nékterych otevienych
ohnist (Petrasch 1986b, 34), nevime. Hlinéna dna peci nékdy spocivala na podkladni vrstvé z kament
nebo keramickych stteptt (Petrasch 1986, 40; Licka 2011a, 65; u otevienych ohnist obepnutych nizkou
zidkou, resp. u polopecnich zatizeni jen s vrstvou z kamenti - Ozbagaran 1998, 557, 558). 1 zlomky den,
aZ na uvedenou vyjimku, se daji podle urcitych materidlovych a tvarovych znakd odlisit od zlomkt
stén peci (Licka — Mach 2011a, 74 ad.; tiZ 2011b). Dna vzdy vytvateji souvislou vrstvu. Pouze v p¥ipadé
nékterych trypilskych peci jejich jednolitost narusuje vyrazna prohluben uvniti vlevo od usti, ktera
méla slouzit k uchovani ohné, respektive zhavych uhlikd pro dalsi zatop (Kostesty IV: Markevic 1981,
37,38, obr. 67). Dno vypalovaciho prostoru dvoukomorové vertikalni pece, tj. rostu s praduchy z poc¢atku
eneolitu, jediného znamého a i termoluminiscen¢ni metodou datovaného pfipadu z naseho tzemi (Kra-
molin, lengyelska kultura), bylo vytvofeno ze specifického druhu stérkovité hliny, pro kterou je charak-
teristickd pfedevsim pfitomnost heterogennich psetitickych alomki. Jednotlivé tllomky velké az 15 mm
jsou angularni a jsou tvofeny riznymi horninami, mezi nimiz pfevlada nékolik typt metamorfik s kte-
menem, biotitem a amfibolem (Licka et al. 1990, 2-4, 6).

O klenbé peci mnoho nevime, protoze se vétsinou nezachovala, a tak nezbyva nez se obratit o pomoc
k obdobnym zafizenim zachovanym v jinych oblastech. Stény zaklenuté ¢asti o sile 14-20 cm (Petrasch
1986b, 36; s az ¢tyfnasobnym vymazem - Georgiev 1981, 76; Karul et al. 2003, 99) vykazuji v materidlu or-
ganickou nebo i anorganickou pfimés (nékdy z kombinace hliny neostfené a ostfené tak, ze sttedova
¢ast o sile asi 8 cm byla vytvofena z neosttené hliny, kdezto obé okrajové vrstvy z hliny ostfené organic-
kym a neorganickym materidlem - Karul et al. 2003, 55), a jak se zda, vétSinou i negativni otisky po kon-
strukéni armatute z prutdl a vétvovi, mnohdy se stopami silného zaru (Passek 1949, 59; Lazarovigi et al.
2001, 402), z toho piiklady peci uvadéné J. Petraschem (1986, 40) z dom z jihovychodni Evropy mély
hlinény kupolovity plast vzdy zbudovany na dfevéné nebo prouténé kostre. Nékdy sténa byla zbudovana
pouze z tlustych hlinénych valeckd, bez pomoci dfevéné kostry (Varvarovka VIII: Markevic 1981, 86 ad.;
Dikili Tash: Martinez — Prévost-Dermarkar 2004, 149; Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 218), patrné technikou na
sypkou formu (Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 218), jaka se dosud pouziva v tamnim regionu u sou¢asnych tra-
di¢nich zafizeni tohoto druhu, technikou testovanou i experimentalné (Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 219).

Neékteré pece mély pred tstim nevelké predpecni jamy, napf. v domech trypilské kultury na lokalité
v podobé jamy vyraznéjsi, 60 cm hluboké, méfeno od tirovné podlahy (Brynzeny IV, jihovychodni mist-
nost domu ¢&. 1: Markevi¢ 1981, 15). V Bylanech se dno pfedpecni jdmy LnK nachézelo o 20 cm niZe nez
dno pece (Rulf 1995, 64, 65)

Posledné jmenované neolitické pece si zaslouZzi zvlastni pozornost, protoze doklady o nich a o do-
mech, v nichz se nasly, byly v novéjsi dobé shledany za zna¢né rozporuplné, tj. dovolujici i jiny vyklad.
V ramci vice ¢i méné kompakiniho souvrstvi mazanice rtizného charakteru (zvlasté valky, slabé vypalené
vrstvy hliny, ploché zlomky s jednou licovanou stranou na obracené strané s otisky difev a prutd, nebo
bez nich), vymezujici v sidlistnim prostoru obdélnik - tzv. ,plos¢adku”, tj. pfedpokladany zbytkovy
atvar po domu, maji pece signalizovat kumulace specifické mazanice. Jmenovité mazanice se zestrus-
kovatélym povrchem, jinak ale béZného typu, tzn. z hliny s pfimési plev, na jedné strané s otisky dfev
nebo pruttd, zbarvené do ¢erveno-fialovych a zelenkavych odstindi, tzn. poznamenané silnym zarem
presahujicim 1000 °C. Tu autorka pojednéni interpretuje jako poztistatky zaklenuti pece (napt. pec ¢. 1
z domu ¢. 2 na sidlisti trypilské kultury v Kolomij$¢ina II: Passek 1949, 59), na rozdil od jinych autord,
ktefi v ni spatfuji konstrukéni mazanici ze stén zdmérné spalenych obydli béhem tehdej$ich ritual
(Burdo 2007, 41, s odkazy na dalsi autory). O néco niZe na stejném misté byla odkryta kompaktni vrstva
z vypalené hliny, bez jakékoliv pf¥imeési, na horni strané rovnd, dobfe vyhlazend, a rovnéz se stopami
extrémné silného zaru jako vyse, interpretovana jako dno pece v poloze in situ. Ve stejné kulturni oblasti
bylo zaznamenano (pece typu Brynzeny IlI), Ze spodni ¢ast den peci byla vypalena jen slabé, na rozdil
od spodnich ¢asti zaklenuti. Tato skutec¢nost ptivedla V. J. Markevice k ndzoru, Ze vlastni pecni téleso
tvofené hlinénym plastém se vytvarelo a vypalovalo mimo prostor obydli a teprve potom se hotové
premistilo do domu, usadilo na pfipravené misto a doplnilo se o jizZ na misté vytvorené vyvysené
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hlinéné pfipecni plosinky a dno (Markevic 1981, 87). Nazor je to extrémni, nicméné si zaslouzi, aby byl
testovan na nalezech peci a jejich trosek, zejména pokud bude doplnén o dal$i podptrné davody
(ptvodni argument nedostacuje, protoZe tepelna energie ohné vyzatuje pfedevsim do stran a nahoru,
kdezto smérem doli v mensi intenzité).

Varianty pfidavnych zatizeni stavebnich prvkd, jako jsou pfedpecni jamy a pfipecni plosiny ¢i
podia slouZzici zejména ke shromazd'ovéani popela nebo k dal$im pomocnym aktivitam spojenych s fun-
govanim pecnich zafizeni, se daji vystopovat v 1épe zachovanych, velmi pocetnych pfikladech, napf. na
sidlisti anatolského piedkeramického neolitu v Asikli Hoytik (Ozbasaran 1998, 557).

Otopnd zafizeni, pece nebo néjaka jind jednodussi zatizeni typu ohnisté, pokud se tato vyskytla
uvnitf domd, slouzila k tepelnému zpracovani a ohtevu viktudlii a ndpoji a ¢aste¢né i k osvétleni
prostoru nebo k néjaké vyrobni ¢innosti vyzadujici ohenl. Pozadavek na osvétleni byl nékdy zfejmé tak
silny, jak se zd4, Ze se promitl do volby zdroje tepla a svétla zaroven, totiZ otevieného ohnisté, jak tomu
bylo v patrné temnych domech na zminéném sidlisti v Asikli Hoyiik (Ozbagaran 1998, 557). Vedle toho
v zimnim obdobi v nasem zemépisném pasmu méla nezastupitelnou tlohu ve vyhfivani interiéru (Soud-
sky 1969, 57). Naproti tomu pro zafizeni urc¢end vyhradné k vyhfivani vnittku obydli existuje jen malo
nejistych dokladd, a to jesté na Pfednim vychodé, v podobé mobilnich ohfivadel - specifickych kamennych
a keramickych nadob (Molist 1986, 238).

3.3. Podlahy dom{

Potfeba oddélit podlahy obydli od podloZi, zejména vlhkého, je zndma od mezolitu. K tomu tcelu jako
izola¢ni prosttedek byly pouzity napt. vétve, stromova kira, pozdéji, napt. u tzv. nakolnich staveb eneo-
litického obdobi, plosiny zbudované z tramti, prekryté jesté vrstvou hliny pfedstavujici vlastni podlahu.
Vesmés jde o stavby ve vlhkém prosttedi, ale nejen v tomto (Jelinek 2006, 166). O existenci podlah v na-
Sem neolitu neni pochyb, pfestoze se do soucasnych ¢asd, jak se zda, u domt budovanych na trovni
tehdejsiho terénu nikde nedochovaly (nap¥. Soudsky 1966, 31; Siska 1998, 187; Podborsky 2009-2010, 22,
23; Koncelovd 2010, 33). Vyjimku tvoii oblast lengyelské kultury (LgK). Podobné jako v oblasti kultur
Ariusd-Cucuteni-Tripolje a dalsich blizkych kultur se podafilo na nékterych lokalitach LgK objevit po-
dobné plochy s vice ¢i méné souvislou mazanici, zhruba se kryjici s ptidorysem domu, jen ale vzacné
a daleko méné zachované a tudiz podstatné hiife interpretovatelné (viz napf. slovenskeé lokality Branc,
Budmerice, Chynorany, JelSovce). Jmenovité na sidlisti Budmerice (LgK III) hotejsi vrstva mazanicovych
zlomka vespod s otisky ptlkulact a kulacd by méla signalizovat existenci podlazi ptidy nebo pfimo
druhého poschodi domu, vytvofeného z dfevéné konstrukce shora piekryté vrstvou hliny (Pavik -
Badrta 1995, 29, 34; Paviik 2003, 455). Podlahy pfizemi se zachovavaji daleko htfe, béhem vyzkumu
mohly mit podobu jen amorfni vrstvi¢ky z vice ¢i méneé vypalené hliny. V Chynoranech méla mit formu
vrstvy tvrdé sprasové vyplné, kterd z&asti postupné prechazela do zbytkd udusané hliny ze Zluté sprase
(Durig 2011, obr. 2 s p¥isludnym textem). Rovnéz na tizemi Slovenska, na sidlisti bukovohorské kultury
Sarigké Michalany, byla zaregistrovana svétle hnéda, misty slabé vypélena vrstva cervenavé barvy,
o sile 5-8 cm, ktera je interpretovana jako podlaha domu &. 203 (Siska 1998, 193). Zlistava do jisté miry
zdhadou, pro¢ podlahy pfedpoklddaného piizemi v indikované oblasti, ale i jinde, se zachovavaji hiife
nez podlahy/stropy pfedpokladaného druhého podlazi domi. Je to tim, Ze béhem pozaru podlaha p¥i-
zemi, coby stavebni soucast nejnize umisténa, byvala vétsinou zarem logicky dotc¢ena nejméné, nebo
nejspodnéjsi vrstva hlinénych trosek byla v dtsledku postdepozitnich procesti nachylna k vétsi materia-
lové destrukci a dekompozici, nebo jednoduse byla nespravné vyhodnocena nalezova situace, popft.
pfi¢inou toho je vie nebo ¢ast z vyse uvedeného? Odpoved patrné uptesni az dalsi, pokud mozno lépe
zachované nalezové situace.

Daleko 1épe na tom jsme jihovychodné a vychodné od naseho tizemi, kde moZnosti zachovani
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a z mezivrstvy tvofené dievénou podkladkou; navic obé zakladni hlinéné vrstvy pfedstavuji vlastné
souvrstvi, horni z nejméné padesati slabych vymazi jako dokladu ¢asté adrzby objektu. Jiny ptiklad,
dobfe zachovana podlaha neolitického domu z Uivar (Banat, Rumunsko) se sklddala ze silné, jednou
obnovované a nahofe vyhlazené vrstvy hliny a z pod ni ptivodné leziciho podkladu z dfevénych fosen,
sirstho nez vlastni hlinéna podlaha (Drasovean - Schier 2010, 179, 180, obr. 23, 24, 26). Ve stejné oblasti,
na neolitické lokalité Parta, podlahy dvoupodlaZznich staveb byly tvofeny ze stipanych klad a bieven,
rovnou stranou otocenych nahoru a pfekrytych az péti hlinénymi vrstvickami, pfi¢emz na jedné z podlah
mezi dvéma vrstvickami se nalezl otisk détské nohy (Lazarovici 2001, 362 ad.). Zde je vhodné pfipomenout
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nazory o tom, Ze stopy po dfevénych kla-
dach nalezenych v destrukcich domt na
nékterych dalsich neolitickych lokalitach
v oblasti Balkanu nemusi nutné pochéazet
jen z podlahy jednopodlaznich domf, ale
iz jejich zficeného stropu, u dvoupodlaz- 1
nich staveb pak ze stropu i podlahy dru- L ,
hého poschodi zéroven (Kalicz - Raczky T . ‘ i
1987, 34; Lazarovici 2001, 399; Pauviik 2003,
463). Dale, vice jihovychodné, v Asagi Pi-
nar (Thrakie, Turecko), byly rozpoznany /

podlahy vice ¢i méné slozité. Sestavaly
z asi 4 cm silné vrstvy ze Zlutého hlino-
pis¢itého materialu s mensim obsahem / [OUUULLLULUUULUOOUUUUD
kaminkt, aniz se pfitom podafilo zjistit,
zda jde o pvodni podlahu s dobte vo-

dopropustnymi vlastnostmi, nebo jen PELL i Y B VS B VRV VR VAR PR RV B YA VN

o podklad pro poloZeni vlastni podlahy /!\

z materidlu organického ptivodu, rohoze, 2
néjaké dievéné konstrukce apod. (dtm 5-
1, Karul et al. 2003, 53). Na stejné lokalité,
u domti 4-1 a 4-5, podlaha z dusané hliny

% o = - - v

Obr. 11. Schéma rekonstrukci domu podle ,,plos¢adky”¢. 2

s pfimési kaminki byla zfejmé tiikrat ob- na sidlisti trypilské kultury Kolomijs&ina 1 (Podnéstfi, Ukrajina).
novovana, soudé podle rozpoznanych tfi  varianta 1 - podle E. Ju. Kricevs kij a T. S. Passek. Varianta 2 — podle
vrstvicek o sile 2-4 cm. S tdrZbou, mno- nové koncepce interpretaci ,plos¢adek” Sipkami na schématech
honasobnym (az 13x) vylepsovanim hli- je naznacen hlavni smér pisobeni ohné.

nénych podlah se setkdvame i v domech Vychozi pramen: Burdo 2007, 41, tab. 3

na sidlistich pfedkeramického neolitu,
napt. v Anatolii (Asikli Hoyiik: Ozbasaran
1998, 556).

Snad nejznaméjsi jsou hlinéné podlahy domt z obdobi trypilské kultury a kultur ji pfibuznych
(napf. Passek 1949, 43 ad., obr. 24b:4, 5; 37; Lazarovici 2008, 245, 246; Chapman - Videiko 2011, 82, obr. 4:3,
6). Podle T. S. Passekové (1949, 245) 1ze v mazanicovém souvrstvi , ploscadek” trypilské kultury v Pod-
néstti rozpoznat nékolik technologickych etap budovéni podlah a jejich oprav béhem Zivota jednopod-
lazni stavby (o jeji interpretaci jako dvoupodlazniho domu viz niZe). Druhou zakladni tezi téze autorky
je myslenka, Ze vypalené vrstvy hliny, podlahy, jsou dilem zdmérného vypalu pomoci ohiitt béhem
prvnich etap budovani stavby. Podlaha podle této koncepce ma sestavat ze dvou az tif hlinénych vrstev,
nahofe zarovnanych a vyhlazenych (maji obvykle podobu deskovitych fragmentti piivodné spojenych
v jeden celek), nasedajicich v nékterych ¢astech obydli na jakysi zaklad z vrstvy hlinénych valkd, vespod
s otisky dfev demonstrujicich tak existenci pod nimi se nachazejictho podkladu z vodorovnych husté
kladenych polen a foSen. U jednotlivych staveb a jejich ¢asti miZe se zvrstveni v detailu ménit (Passek
1949, 138). Vedle této koncepce existuje jind, kterd v ur¢itém mazanicovém zvrstveni vidi doklad exis-
tence nikoliv jednopodlazniho domu, ale domu dvoupodlazniho (obr. 11; Burdo 2007, 41, kde je uvedena
dalsi literatura; je zajimavé, Ze o moznosti interpretace nékterych , plos¢adek” jako zbytkd dvoupodlaz-
nich staveb uvazoval jiz pfed sto lety V. V. Chvojka: Markevi¢ 1981, 76). Ptitom v fadé dalsich bodt se
obé koncepce zcela nebo ¢aste¢né shoduji, jak je nejlépe patrno z piislusné instruktivni tabulky i textu

a Varvarovka VIII, podlahy druhého podlazi sestavaly z vrstvy hliny s pfimési plev o sile 5-10 cm, po-
sazené na podklad z dfevénych polen a fosen. Vrstvu hliny prekryvala omazéavka hliny s pfimési plev
o sile 1-2 cm, pfi¢emz u domd typu Brynzeny Il omazavka obsahovala pfimés pisku a Samotu a méla
silu 4-5 cm. V pribéhu ¢asu pak byla pribézné doplitovéna az o ¢tyfi renovaéni slabé vrstvicky hliny
o sile 1-3 mm. Vlastni podlahu pfizemniho podlazi domt tvofila obdobna vrstva hliny s pfimési plev
o sile 1-3 cm, spocivajici na udusaném pfirodnim zemitém podkladu nebo skale. Také zde byla shora
vrstva hliny opatfena postupné nanesenymi slabymi repara¢nimi vrstvickami stejného slozeni (Markevic
1981, 83). U ptibuzné kultury Cucuteni byla uéinéna podobna pozorovani - zakladni hlinéna soucast
podlah, respektive vodorovnych plosnych stavebnich ¢asti domu, byla prakticky vzdy obohacena
o plevy, pfipadné o klasticky anorganicky materidl (Lazarovici 2008, 245, 246).
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Zda u hlinénych podlah byla snaha zvysit jejich odolnost vici vodé a tedy i vici pfiliSnému otéru
dodate¢nymi prostfedky, jak je zndme z nékterych historickych a subrecentnich piikladi (pfimeés krve,
zvlasté by¢i, moce, kravské mrvy, vapna apod. - Minke 2009, 62 ad.), nevime, zcela vyloucit to v8ak ne-
miizeme. Pro pouziti vapna, i kdyz se ned4 fici, zda opravdu pro vylepseni vlastnosti hlinéné podlahy,
jiné stavebni soucésti nebo néjaké procedury pii vyrobé keramiky, jsou zndmy i pfimé doklady. Jeden
z nich predstavuji kumulace bilého vapnitého konglomeréatu pevné konzistence, nalezené na trypilském
1911b). Ke zvyseni rezistence hlinénych podlah, resp. téch jeho tsekti, v nichz se skladovalo, susilo
a zpracovavalo obili, mél poslouZit jejich vySe zpochybnény zamérny vypal béhem prvni etapy stavby
domu trypilské kultury (Passek 1949, 1949, 83, 88; Nikolov 1989, 39 ad., pozn. 71).

Cetnost/necetnost a mira zachovani podlah a obecné vypélené stavebni hliny pochazejici ze staveb
domi souvisi s fadou dalsich, téZzko Fesitelnych otazek, jez ponechdvame stranou. Zda totiz neolitické
dfevo-hlinéné domy v pribéhu ¢asu destruovaly samovolné, nebo byly zdmérné niceny ohném, selek-
tivné nebo systematicky, at jiz z dGvodt ndbozZenskych, sanitarnich nebo v disledku nasilnych stretti
uvniti spolecnosti (nejnovéji in: Lichter 2010, 584, 585), popt. zda 1ze uvazovat o tom, Ze podlahy byly
zamérné vypéleny v ramci jiz probihajici stavby domu, tzn. Ze jejich vypal by pfedstavoval nutnou
technologickou proceduru stavby (Passek 1949, 245; Nikolov 1989, 39 ad., pozn. 71; zbyva jen zvazit, zda
posledné zminéna procedura je z prakticko-technického pohledu vibec realizovatelna - Burdo 2007,
41). K stale neukonc¢ené diskusi na vyse uvedend témata mizeme alespont podtrhnout to, ze svrchni
mazanicova vrstva , plos¢adek”, pokud se jevi v celé plose nebo jeji ¢asti jako viceméné kompaktni, cel-
kové pfiblizné rovna a shora s licovanym povrchem, zdénlivé nemtize pochazet z druhého podlazi
domu a jeho mozného stropu. Jakoby se to pfi¢i obecnym procesim spojenym s rozpadem stavby
dfevo-hlinéné konstrukce v diisledku pozaru a jejim dtisledktim na polohu a uspofadani takto vzniklé
destrukce. Za takovych podminek destrukce vznikla padem hoftejsiho stropu/podlahy na podlahu prv-
niho podlazi by méla mit pfevazné neuspofddanou formu. Skute¢nosti ziskané z experimentti a odpo-
zorované z nékterych soucasnych venkovskych tradi¢nich staveb maji ale mluvit proti tomu. Stropy
u nich totiz, respektive jejich omitka pfi pozaru pfibytku v ur¢itém momentu destrukce spadla na pod-
lahu, zistava kupodivu spiSe celd, v jednom kuse (Markevic 1981, 82).

Vyse uvedené ptiklady existence rtiznych konstrukénich prvkd, jejich vlastnosti a interpreta¢nich
moznosti, u neolitickych a eneolitickych staveb portiznu vybranych pfedevsim ze stfedni a jihovychodni
Evropy, maji jediny cil. Upozornit na lépe ¢itelné ptiklady, a tak napomoci p¥i identifikaci obdobnych
konstrukénich prvka dislokovanych na sidlistich s méné stastnymi podminkami pro uchovani staveb
a jejich ¢asti, véetné jejich interiérti. Zaroven se zamyslet nad tim, jakymi metodami 1ze detektovat
stopy i po pfimo se nedochovavsich potencialnich konstrukénich prvcich, po prvcich tvarové a materia-
lové zdeformovanych ¢i zcela pfeménénych nebo nékdy pfeménénych do té miry, Ze na prvni pohled
nezanechdvaji po sobé Zaddnou ¢itelnou stopu (stopy Zaru, ¢ocky beztvaré stavebni hliny apod.).

Pro doplnéni se slusi uvést, Ze v prostfedi LnK se pfipousti existence lehceji stavéného druhého
podlazi (sypky) nepfimo, ovsem v téch pfipadech, kdy v jiznich ¢astech ptidoryst domt byly nosné
ktily napadneé zhustény (Soudsky 1966, 28, 29). Samotna myslenka na zbudovani stalého ptibytku o dvou
podlazich ma ovSem velmi staré kofeny. S jeji realizaci se béZzné setkavame na Pfednim vychodé jiz od
konce predkeramického neolitu (Pavlii 2008, 84).

3.4. Shody a odlisnosti ve sloZzeni zakladni hlinéné hmoty
nékterych stavebnich ¢asti domu a jejich vnitinich zafizeni

Na zédkladé predevsim vyse uvedenych informaci je tfeba konstatovat, Ze sloZzeni zdkladni hlinéné
hmoty stén a vnitfnich pficek domi eneolitické trypilské kultury by se v zdsadé neméla lisit od zakladni
hmoty podlah. Také ona obsahuje organickou pfimés v podobé ohrabka (Markevic 1981, 77, 83). Stejné
tak stény zaklenuti peci, které ovsem nékdy byly obohaceny i o pfimés vétsich zlomk samotu (Markevic
1981, 85). Naproti tomu rtizné hlinéné vyvyseniny na podlaze, ,lezanky”, ,oltafe”, ,stolecky”, pfipecni
plosinky, okrsky na mleti obili s vyvySenymi okraji apod. misto organické pfimeési obsahuji pisek nebo
Samot (Markevic 1981, 83, 84, 86, 87), i kdyZz i zde existuji vyjimky (napt. kruhové zafizeni s vyvysenymi
okraji o primeéru 95 cm na druhém podlazi domu ¢. 22 na lokalité Brynzeny III, v hliné s pfimési plev;
je v8ak organicky spojeno se spodni vrstvou podlahy - Markevic 1981, 87, 88). S védomim, Ze materialové
slozeni dodatecné nanesenych povrchovych vrstvicek jednotlivych stavebnich prvkii se mnohdy ne-
shoduje ve vSech parametrech se sloZenim zakladni hmoty. Napt. horni destickovitd mazanicova vrstva
o sile 4-5 cm na ,plos¢adce” (domu) ¢. 1 na sidlisti Kostesty IV, shora dobfe vyhlazena a vypalena do



K otazce interpretace zahloubenych objektl uvnitf pozdnélengyelského domu ... 635

jasné Cervené barvy, obsahovala pfimés pisku (v jinych pfikladech i pfimés samotu), na rozdil od pod
ni lezici vrstvy z hlinénych valka s pfimeési plev (Markevic 1981, 79). Obdobny rozdil v pfimési horni
a spodni vrstvy téZe podlahy, tentokrate vyjadieny jen mnozstvim a velikosti téhoz druhu inkluze, byl
napf. pozorovan u druhého podlazi domu ¢. 2 z tellu Karanovo (Karanovo III) - podlahova , krytina”
z vrstvy hliny s pfimési plev o sile asi 5 cm byla pfevrstvena vrstvou hliny o tloustce 5-7 cm s jiz mini-
malni organickou p¥imési (Nikolov 2004, 239). Je mozné, Ze ani materidlové slozeni desti¢kovité vrstvy
se asi nebude pfilis lisit od slozeni hlinénych den peci. Na druhé strané hlina den peci se slozenim odli-
Suje od zékladni hmoty stén domu, a to bez vyjimky, nebot nikdy neobsahuje organickou pfimés, a zd4
se, ze ani hrubsi anorganicky materidl (napt. Markevic 1981, 85). Dalsi upfesnéni by mohla p¥inést az
hlubsi analyza textury a struktury mazanice jako materialu, analogicky jako napf. pfi studiu den neoli-
tickych peci ve stfedoevropském prostoru (Licka - Mach 2011b).

U mazanice pochazejici z prostoru pfedpokladaného eneolitického domu lengyelské kultury z Chy-
noran jsou v kontextu nalezové situace, tj. z pozice mazanice v rtiznych vrstvach, pozorovany urcité
znaky, které ji dovoluji rozlisit podle funkce. Konkrétné, mazanice pélena na vyssi teploty a zbarvena
cervené, tmaveé cervené, tmavé oranzoveé a cihlové c¢ervené mé pochazet z vymazu stropu, v mazanici
vypélené na niz$i (stfedné vysoké) teploty a s barvou rizovou, $edé oranzovou, bledé oranzovou, bledé
cervenou je spatfovan vymaz z vnéjsich obvodovych stén, pfipadné z priiceli stiechy nebo z vnitfni sté-
nové pficky. A konecné, jak uz jsme poznamenali vySe, slabé vypalend mazanice $edé hnédého a zluteé
hnédého az Zlutého zbarveni je spojovéna s podlahou piizemi domu z udusané hliny (Duris 2011a, 91,
obr. 2 s pfislusnym textem v popisce). V tomto piipadeé jiné nez stavebni soucasti vlastni konstrukce
domu nejsou uvazovany.

4. ZAVER S DISKUSI

Interpretace jam z vnitiku pozdnélengyelského domu z Postoloprt jako jednokomorovych peci se prvo-
planové opira o fadu podle nas problematickych pfedpokladti vychézejicich jak ze samotné nalezové
situace, tak z nalezti mazanice.

Pokud jde o oblast nalezové situace, stézi mizeme napiiklad pfijmout vyklad, Ze sazovita vrstvicka
jednoznacné ukazuje na existenci topenisté nebo ze nékteré vrstvicky svazujici se do stfedu jamy pred-
stavuji ndsledné budovana dna téZe pece nebo zcela nové konstruovanych peci. Publikovand zvrstveni,
vyplni, materidlem, tvarem a zbarvenim, jsou pfizna¢na pro zasyp béznych sidlistnich objektt, vznikly
pfevazné samovolnym zaplriiovanim otevienych jam povrchovou zeminou spolu se sidlistnim odpadem,
za doprovodu, vedle dtisledkd pfipadné antropogenni ¢innosti, materidlu z destruujicich stén (Liining
1981, 149). Soudime, Ze velky vycet jinak v prostoru zjevné zamérné neusporadané mazanice, tj. v ne-
pavodni poloze, pouze signalizuje blizkost néjakého imobilniho zafizeni nebo stavby s mazanicovym
vymazem, nic vice. Zarovenl nelze souhlasit s nazorem, Ze dno peci bylo obvykle nevypalené (Soudsky
1969, 45; v tomto kontextu nepfekvapuje, Ze odebrany vzorek nevypélené mazanice, povazovany prav-
dépodobneé za dno pece, byl pozdéji skartovan). Ve skute¢nosti tomu bylo naopak, z logiky véci vyplyva,
Ze dno bylo vzdy vypéleno, pokud pec byla alespor jednou pouzita ke svému ticelu. Kromé toho, pece
uvnitf neolitickych a eneolitickych domi, pokud se dalo zjistit, byvaly umistovany na podlaze nebo
mirné nad ni, podobné i ohnisté. Pokud byla zaregistrovana néjaka zahloubeni u otopnych zafizeni, tak
jenom mirna (viz. kap. 3.2.1). Hlubsim jamam, pokud se vyskytly uvnitf domi a zdaly by se s nimi sou-
¢asné, je obvykle pfisuzovana funkce sklipku, zdsobarny. Za takové mtzeme povazovat napt. okrouhlou
jamu (o asi 0,9 m, hl. 1,3 m) objevenou v podlaze domu ¢. 1 na lokalité trypilské kultury Brynzeny IV
(Markevic¢ 1981, 5) nebo snad také jamu (o 1,5 m, hl. 0,42 m) z prostoru domu ¢. 1 na bukovohorském
sidlisti Sarisské Michalany, pokud s onim obydlim skute¢né souvisela (Siska 1998, 188). Mélké jamy
uvnité domt by se daly interpretovat jako pfedpecni jamy, ovSem jen za jistych okolnosti, které u objektti
z Postoloprt nejspiSe nenastaly. Jsou mj. pfili§ hluboké a vétsim (objekty 18, 19) nebo mensim (objekt
16) vybocenim jejich stén ve spodni ¢asti do stran pfipominaji jamy zasobnicového charakteru. Vyklad
jam jako peci nepodporuje ani jejich misovité prohnuté dno (objekty 16, 18). Také umisténi predpokla-
danych den peci v tizkém prostoru jamy hluboko pod podlahou domu by znemoznilo praktické vyuziti
celého zafizeni (Liining 1981, 149). Zna¢né rozpaky budi nejen samotna rekonstrukce pece, at jiz vyjadfena
verbalné (Soudsky 1969, zejména 54 ad.) nebo kresebné (obr. 1; Soudsky 1955, 8, obr. 3), ale i rekonstrukce
jejiho vstupniho otvoru, nehledé na dalsi detaily. Posklddané zlomky o trojhranném préfezu do vysokého
puloblouku (Soudsky 1969, 54, obr. 25:3), kdyZ tyto na sebe nenavazuji (idajné kvtli poskozeni svych
lomt) a u nichz navic mnohym chybi patfi¢na zaoblenost, jsou toho nejlepsim dokladem. Pfitom sa-
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motnou zaoblenost vzord neni ani nutné spojovat s otvorem pece, ale s konstrukénim prvkem stén
domd, které vibec nemusely byt tak pfimocaré, jak si obvykle pfedstavujeme (srov. napf. vzorek ma-
zanice z Asagi Pinar (Eres 2003, obr. 66).

Je tfeba zéaroven fici, Ze Bohumil Soudsky si byl dobfe védom urcité relativnosti svych vyvodda.
Klade si napf. otazku, pro¢ uvnitf domi na zadné jiné neolitické lokalité nebyly zjistény zahloubené
pece. Proto také ve finalnich tvahach o postaveni svého konstruktu v ramci neolitickych pecnich zafizeni
dochazi k zavéru, ponékud nasilné, Ze tento nepfedstavuje obecnou normu, ale vyjimec¢nost vyvolanou
individualni potfebou v jednom zafizeni skloubit vice funkci (Soudsky 1969, 58).

Druhou rozhodnou slozku pro interpretaci konkrétniho zafizeni pfedstavuje mazanice. Byla vyro-
bena z jemné sprasové hliny vesmeés s pfimési organické hmoty, spiSe ojedinéle i s kaminky, a to vy-
jimeéné az do velikosti 20 mm. Je barvy okrové az okrové nacervenalé, misty s tmavosedym jadrem,
nebo jen tmavosedé pfi jedné strané. Jeji zlomky se daji podle formalnich znaki (véetné dle zjevnych
otiskti kdld, prutd a obecné diev) rozdélit do nékolika skupin.

Skupinu ¢€. 1 predstavuji vzorky ¢. 1-3 a patrné i ¢. 12 (obr. 4-6; fototab. 9:1-3). Z toho vzorek ¢. 1
(obr. 4; fototab. 9:1) celkové ptisobi dojmem, Ze se nejspiSe jedna o kus mazanice odpadlé z mirné pro-
hnuté, ale jinak viceméné rovné stény v misté (svislého?) kilu (v kazdém pfipadé na protilehlé ploché
strané nejsou otisky zadné konstrukéni armatury). Nelze ale odhadnout, zda rovna plocha pfedstavuje

N

vnitfni, nebo vnéjsi stranu stavby. Fragment svym tvarem vzdalené pfipomind jeden z konstrukénich
prvkd, rozpoznanych napt. u lidové architektury na roubenych stavbach z kulac¢t (Vareka 1995, obr. 1;
Tetour 2008, obr. 3:4), ovem s tim rozdilem, zZe na hmotu h¥ebenovitého tvaru v pfi¢ném sméru nena-
vazuje bezprostfedné dalsi obdobny ttvar (nejméné do vzdalenosti 70 mm, coz je ,$ifka” zachované
¢asti zlomku). Obdobné kusy pochazeji ze stén domt nap¥. z neolitickych a eneolitickych lokalit Konary
(Grygiel 2008, obr. 1483:5), Brzes¢ Kujawski (Balcer 2012, obr. 20a-c), Cmieléw (Balcer 2012, obr. 30, 31c),
Grivac (Bogdanovi¢ 2004, 196, obr. 8.48), Asagi Pinar (Eres 2003, obr. 37, tab. 34:K2; 41:K84), z Dikili Tash
(Darcque - Tsirtsoni 2010, obr. 7) nebo Chynorany; v tom poslednim odkazu hiebenovité zformovana
hmota dosahuje jen malych rozmért (Duris 2011a, tab. ).

Vzorky ¢.1-3 by mély reprezentovat typicky stavebni hlinény material, obvykle spojovany s nadzemni
stavbou dievéné konstrukce s vymazem mazanice. Tyto zlomky se ptivodné nachazely v takovém po-
staveni, kdy podélna osa otisku rovné kulatiny sméfovala svisle, pficemz od negativu kald s okrajem
hiebenovité vystouplym smérem do stran pokracoval vlastni mazanicovy vymaz (nyni v podobé ¢ésti
platu), na jedné strané obvykle viceméné rovny, na druhé strané z poc¢atku do sirokého oblouku prohnu-
ty, dale pak spiSe rovny. V tfidéni B. Balcera odpovidaji konstrukéni mazanici typu I (Balcer 2012, 70).

K této skupiné ma nékterymi znaky blizko i vzorek ¢. 15, a to silou, slabé konkdvné prohnutou
stranou a z boku k ni s vyraznym otiskem kulatiny (fototab. 10:4). Do stejné skupiny by mohl néleZet
i zlomek ¢. 11, spiSe jen podle materidlu, nebot postrada jakékoliv tvarové diagnostické znaky. I zde
mame velice pravdépodobné co do ¢inéni s kusem mazanice odpadlym ze stény obydIi.

Skupina ¢. 2 (vzorky ¢. 8, 10, 13, 14) obsahuje masivni vzorky vypélené hliny, které, jak se zda,
z funkéniho hlediska miiZeme spojovat se sténou stavby nebo (vzorek ¢. 10) se zafizenim jiného charak-
teru. Vzorek ¢. 13 (fototab. 10:3), v pfi¢ném fezu pfiblizné trojuhelnikovitého tvaru, je opatfen na lehce
konkdavni strané odlupujici se vrstvickou hliny na povrchu s paralelnimi stopami po vyhlazovani prsto-
vanim. Zbarveni a jeho pozice na zlomku mj. vypovida o tom, Ze relativné intenzivni zar spise kratce
pusobil na lehce konkavni stran€, na protilehlé strané pfedmétu spiSe s mensi intenzitou a v delsim
¢ase, v obou pfipadech prevazné v oxida¢ni atmosféfe. Neni ale ziejmé, z jaké stavby nebo zafizeni
miize pochazet. U pfibuzného vzorku €. 8 (fototab. 10:1) z lomovych ¢asti je vidét, Ze vznikal ze tif hliné-
nych vrstev. Pisobeni ohné v oxida¢nim rezimu se projevilo nejsilnéji na konvexni strané platu. Na stej-
ném kusu miZeme pozorovat dalsi jev, ktery zname i z jinych situaci, totiz bélavou vrstvicku vzniklou
v disledku vysrazeni CaCOs z okolniho prosttedi. Vysledek tohoto pfirozeného procesu miizeme po-
zorovat v dodate¢né vzniklé spafe mezi dvéma vrstvickami. Jinak pro funkéni uréeni kusu postradame
diagnostické znaky. Tretim predstavitelem této ponékud nesourodé skupiny je masivni vzorek ¢. 10 (fo-
totab. 10:2). Barevné zvrstveni hmoty v profilu naznacuje, ze pfedmét byl vystaven zaru pievazné od li-
cované strany. Samotné vodorovné zvrstveni zlomku nanejvyse signalizuje nasledny etapovity vznik
popisovaného pfedmétu, tedy obraz technologického vyvoje formovani hmoty ve velmi kratkém case.
Neni ale zfejmé, zda pochazi z néjaké stavby nebo zatizeni, neobsahuje Zadné zjevné znaky, které by to
mohly napovédét. Az na absenci tpravy hrubé licované strany prstovanim se nejvice podoba vzorkéim
¢. 8 a 13. Pouze u tohoto vzorku se nejvice nabizi otdzka, zda by nemohl pochazet ze dna vystaveného
zaru (jamy, jAmového kontejneru, pece).
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3. skupina vzorkt (vzorky &. 4-7, 16-23) zahrnuje zlomky mazanice na jedné strané viceméné
rovné, na protilehlé strané profilované, nékdy velmi vyrazné, a to v dlisledku na ni aplikovanych pfi-
blizné vodorovnych z1abki o nestejné sile. Zlabkované ttvary jsou s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti nega-
tivnimi otisky po prouténém vypletu stény néjaké stavby. Na nékterych zlomcich se vyskytly negativni
otisky i po dalsich (dfevénych) konstrukénich prvcich. Jmenovité na vzorku ¢. 4 (obr. 7; fototab. 9:4) jsou
pfitomny tfi rzné druhy konstrukénich prvka, pficemz jeden z nich, dosti podstatny, spojuje tento kus
s mazanici 1. skupiny vzorkd. Vzorky z obou skupin (¢. 1 a 3) by tak mohly byt soucasti stén téhoz
obydli. Dva rtzné konstrukéni prvky obsahuje vzorek ¢. 5 (obr. 8; fototab. 9:5), z toho na boku v podobé
otisku kulace. Zlomky ¢. 18 a 20 (fototab. 11:3) se lisi od ostatnich tim, Ze na jedné strané a boku se na-
chazi paralelné orientované otisky prutti/kuldc¢t a pfes né slabé viditelné otisky zfejmé prutti, smétujici
kolmo a pfes vySe citované otisky. Zfejmeé jde o otisky prouténé armatury. Protilehld, zcela rovna strana
zlomku je pokryta slabsi hlinénou vrstvickou charakteru omitky az 7 mm silnou, pfevrstvenou slabym
bélavym natérem rovnomeérné sily a rovného povrchu. Vyse uvedena bélava vrstvicka je takového cha-
rakteru, Ze ji nelze interpretovat jinak, neZz jako zamérny natér, tj. oli¢eni patrné vnitfniho povrchu
stény vapennou barvou. Lze si zaroven predstavit, Ze existovala i druha polovina hlinité ¢asti stény
(vneéjsi), rovnéz s otisky dfevo-prouténé armatury, ktera se nezachovala. PGvodni silu takové stény by-
chom potom mohli odhadnout nejméné na dvojnésobek, tj. na tloustku asi 65 mm a vice.

Pokud jde o vzorky se zlabkovymi otisky, nejspiSe po prouténé kostfe vypliujici prostor mezi svis-
lymi kily stény né&jaké stavby, lze k nim najit pomérné ¢etné analogie, vzdy spojované se sténami oby-
dli. Napf. mazanicové zlomky ze stén staveb z lokalit Brzes¢ Kujawski (Grygiel 2008, obr. 1467:1, 1476:2),
Ostonki (Grygiel 2008, obr. 1470:1, 1476:1), Cmieléow (Balcer 2012, obr. 32, 33), Asagi Pinar (Eres 2003, obr.
62, 65, 72, tab. 22:2; 34:K4; 35:K9,K11-K14; 37:K25; 38:K37; 39:K47,K58,K59; 41:K85; 42:K85; 42:K86; 45:1),

I, II (Passek 1949, obr. 24:6; 74; urcen jako omaz pece, ve skutecnosti jde o omaz stény obydli - Burdo
2007, 41), Kostesty IV (Markevic 1981, 91), Nebelivka (Chapman - Videiko 2011, obr. 4:3), Balaton6szod-
Temet6idlls (Horvdth et al. 2005, obr. 7:2,3; 8:1,3-4), Pakovo-Franjevac (Posilovi¢ 2011, 146, 147, obr. 11.1;
11.2), Parta (Lazarovici et al. 2001, tab. 100:4), Veluska tumba (Simoska - Sanev 1975, obr. 9). Z typologického
hlediska se zminéna skupina vzorkd formélné shoduje s typem II v ramci tfidéni B. Balcera (2012, 70).

Zaroven si uvédomujeme, Ze méné vyrazny zlabkovité zvinény povrch nékterych malych zlomka
nemusi byt nutné jen vysledkem otiskt prutd, ale i nerovnych povrcht stipanych fosen a klad (srov.
napf. rekonstrukci ¢asti hlinéného vymazu piidy z horni destrukce mazanice domu ¢. 2 z Chynoran -
Duris 2011, obr. 16).

Do 4. skupiny vzorkd zafazujeme (€. 9, 24) nékolik velkych kust amorfnich (o rozmérech az ca 160
x 150 x 70 mm), jejichz funkci nelze odhadnout (ptivodné byly soucasti néjakych vétsich konstrukénich
prvkd, ale tvarovanych, nebo nékdy mtze jit o nahodné vypalené amorfni hroudy hliny?). Nékolik
dalsich velkych zlomk{ mé4 jednu stranu plose konkavni.

* % %

Z vyse uvedeného vybéru mazanicovych vzorka vyplyva, Ze naprostd vétsina z nich se da pfiradit ke
konstrukénim prvkém pochézejicim ze staveb domti, snad z jejich stén, jak ostatné dokladaji portiznu
anahodné vybrané analogie z obdobi neolitu a eneolitu v $ir§im geografickém prostoru. Jeden ze zlom-
kti zjevné pochazi z viymazu vnitfni strany stény, nebot jeho licovana strana je opatfena tenkou bélavou
vrstvickou, na povrchu rovnou, ziejmé zamérnym bilym nétérem. Pouze vzorky skupiny €. 2, vedle
zcela funkéné neurcitelnych, mohou pochazet i z néjakého jiného zafizeni, véetné pecniho, ptivodné
zfejmé umisténého v trovni tehdejsiho povrchu. Pro moznost, zZe by ¢ast mazanice mohla pochazet
z vrstvy hliny piekryvajici dfevény podklad podlahy domu (viz reverzni stranu mazanicové podlahy
z Uivaru: Schier - Drasovean 2004, 165, obr. 10) nebo ze zahloubeného zatizeni typu jamova pec, zdsobni
jama s hlinénym vymazem stén, jama s vestavénym velkym hlinénym kontejnerem apod., jsme nenasli
zadné dostate¢né vymluvné indicie. Stejné tak zadné jiné znaky nds nepfivedly na myslenku, Ze ¢ast
mazanice bychom mohli spojovat s néjakym jinym povrchovym zafizenim, nez jsme uvedli vyse. Z fadek
uvedenych vyse rovnéz plyne, Ze zahloubené objekty situované uvniti pozdnélengyelského domu z Po-
stoloprt témé¥ jisté nepredstavuji pece a s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti ani pfedpecni jamy (méme pfitom
na mysli pouze objekty ¢. 16, 18, 19;? objekt oznaceny ¢islem 17 je unétickym dvojhrobem takovych roz-
mért, Ze na jeho misté by nemohla dfive existovat jama, ktera by méla podobné parametry jako objekty

2 Otazkou soundleZitosti zminénych tii jam, povazovanych pivodné za souéésti peci, a piidorysu pozdné lengyelského
domu, v jehoZ prostoru se nachazely, jsme se nezabyvali.
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¢. 16, 18, 19). Mohly mit ptivodneé funkci zasobnich jam. Do nich se pak dostaly trosky nad nimi stojici
stavby a pfipadné pobliz se nachazejici néjaké pece. Za pozornost stoji pfipomenout, Ze v objektu ¢. 16
byla zastoupena mazanice skupiny ¢. 1, 2 a 4, v objektu ¢. 18 mazanice skupiny ¢. 3 a kone¢né v objektu
¢. 19 mazanice skupiny ¢. 3 a 4. Nic to ale nevypovida o vztahu druhu mazanice a konkrétniho objektu,
protoZe vybér vzorkd byl vyhradné zaméfen na kusy s co nejlépe zachovanymi charakteristickymi
znaky, bez snahy postihnout jejich druhové zastoupeni v jednotlivych objektech. Vyse uvedené tsili
o ziskani relevantnich informaci o jednotlivych hlinénych soucastech domti a imobilnich zafizenich
v jejich prostorech z oblasti, v nichz se v mensi nebo vét$i mife zachovaly, ma jediny cil: ziskat oporu
pro blizsi funkéni ur¢eni mazanicovych zlomki nalézanych v neptivodni poloze a bez zvlastniho ar-
cheologického kontextu, tj. v nasich podminkach jako neusporadany odpad v sidlistnich jaméach. P¥ed-
pokladem je jejich daleko diikladnéjsi dokumentovani jiz béhem etapy exkavace a poté publikovani
v daleko vétsi mite, nez k tomu az na spiSe vyjimky dochézi dnes.
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ON THE PROBLEM OF HOW TO EXPLAIN SUNKEN FEATURES
INSIDE A LATE LENGYEL HOUSE FROM POSTOLOPRTY, LOUNY DISTRICT

1. Introduction including a description of individual features and their backfills. At the locality of Postoloprty,
Louny dist. (Fig. 1), in the past an archaeological situation was described and interpreted, which made Bohumil Soudsky
to declare many interesting observations, among others those regarding the possible existence, appearance and functional
principle of Neolithic ovens. The talk is in particular of four pits referred to as ovens, found inside the ground plan of a
late Lengyel house (Soudsky 1959; Soudsky 1969). For good reasons, this interpretation was soon rejected by P. J. R.
Modderman (1973, 131 sq.) and ]. Liining (1981, 148, 149). The authors of the latest overview of the Neolithic period in
Bohemia would consider the features most probably as stoking pits or ash pits (Pavlii, ed. - Zdpotockd 2007, 59).

In view of the fact that B. Soudsky has described and evaluated the above-mentioned finding and relevant documentary
material very thoroughly, the situation can be now re examined after a long time and several interpretations can be
verified according to present knowledge. The whole problem is all the more interesting that hearths and ovens probably
have not served merely to utilitarian activities, even if those have surely played the primary role, but under certain con-
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ditions they also had a symbolical meaning (Petrasch 1986b, 58). These devices were not only the central point of a
house and its life, that is the heart of a house (Ozbagaran 1998, 560), but to a certain degree also a centre of social life and
maybe also of ritual activities (Verhoeven 2010, 33, 34; Perles 1977; Perles 1987, 31). The number of hearths and ovens
existing simultaneously in the same house may, among other things, indicate the number of kindred families living
beneath the same roof and, with a certain probability, the existence of larger social groups bound together by family re-
lationships - macro-families. Last but not least, the above-mentioned facts make it possible to consider a relationship be-
tween the length of a house and the number of ovens or families living inside, similarly as it was with several houses of
the Trypillian culture (Soudsky 1966, 32, 36, 37).

The four pits from Postoloprty (Features 16, 17, 18, 19) considered to be ovens (1, 11, I11, IV) are situated next to the
western wall of House 15, at almost equal distances from each other (Fig. 2; Soudsky 1969, 35, Fig. 14). Only three of
them (Features 16, 18, 19) are preserved almost in entirety, having nearly the same dimensions; their diameter is ap-
proximately 2 m, the depth varies from 70 to 95 cm below the examined subsoil level. The supposed Feature 17 is as good
as not preserved, since it was most probably destroyed by a twin burial XI/XII of the Unétice culture. The backfill of the
three preserved features mentioned above consisted of very light-coloured through to black layered soil mixed with
numerous fragments of clay daub of varied size, from small pieces to really large lumps. The layers, inclusive of those
rich in daub fragments, run arc-like from the edges of the pits and slope slightly to the middle. Herewith they copy to a
certain degree the bent kettle-shaped bottom of the pits (Soudsky 1969, Figs. 20, 21, 22). Small places sized 25-35 cm
filled with either black soot-like substance or at least thin layers of this coal-dark soil are described by the author as fire
chambers, even though no remnants of a dome-shaped roof and often even no true bottoms (in terms of B. Soudsky, see
below) are preserved. An almost coherent layer of unfired or light yellow-fired clay daub 4-8 cm thick, sloping at first
moderately and then steeply to the middle of the pit, should represent the bottom of an oven (Feature 18). Similar is the
case with a layer of reddish-brown soil mixed with unfired loess, passing over into a thin layer of pure loess at the edges
of the pit (Feature 19), a second coherent layer of reddish clay, 8 cm thick and bowl-like bent, brown-coloured at the
edges of the feature, or a third layer, black-brown coloured, 4 cm thick, at the bottom of the same pit. B. Soudsky
concluded from the aforesaid facts that not only this particular pit, but analogically also the other pits would have
contained three bottoms placed one on top of the other and separated from each other by soil layers, which might
demonstrate either a gradual renovation of one and the same oven or a succession of multiple renovated ovens at a single
place, whereby the more recent bottoms were placed always a little higher. The features contained numerous clay daub
fragments, sparse fragments of singed or scorched animal bones, and pieces of charcoal. Ceramics were found only in
Feature 19.

B. Soudsky (1955, 8; 1969, 43 a. 0.) had a quite clear idea of how the oven device would originally have looked like.
According to him, the dome of the oven would have overtopped the pit itself and the ground level by up to 80 cm, as also
shown on a drawing (Fig. 3; Soudsky 1955, Fig. 3; the author has later modified the idea verbally by shifting the
chimney aside from the top, about 10-15 cm below the dome cap, and at the same time above the upper edge of the
supposed main opening — Soudsky 1969, 54). He estimated this height mainly on the basis of reconstructed fragments
(of three-sided cross-section with two facing sides and one side bearing stake imprints or some other form of surface),
which he has put together to form a high semi-arch (Soudskyj 1969, 54, Fig. 25: 3). That the fragments do absolutely not
fit together he justifies by the fact that their break facets were damaged in the course of time. But from the picture is,
moreover, evident that many fragments also lack the appropriate rounding. The 10-12 cm thick clay dome should have
been built using an armature of wattle and thick branches, which was gradually daubed with clay layers spread one on
top of the other (pieces of clay daub often broke up lengthwise). The overall height of the ovens from the supposed oldest
bottom up to the top of the dome was determined by B. Soudskyj to be 200-220 cm (Soudsky 1969, 57). The ovens could
primarily have served for heating up houses, but at the same time also for roasting meet and cooking food, less probably
and occasionally maybe also for firing pottery (concluding only from the occurrence of bench-shaped walls at certain
height inside the pit No. 16; Soudsky 1969, 58).

2. Description of clay daub (selection). Unlike the terrain and finding situation mentioned above, clay daub as an im-
portant source of knowledge of the functional principle of the supposed sunken features was not yet published in detail.
That is why we present in this work at least a selection thereof, i.e. a collection of daub fragments bearing significant
characteristics (see Figs. 4-10, Pls. 9-11). Publishing at least a part of the fragments will perhaps boost the discussion,
which would help to verify hitherto knowledge of their functional purpose, preferably on the basis of comparative material
with high value of significance (clay daub from immobile structures with clearly identifiable function).

3. Houses and other structures built of clay. Clay was relatively widely used in the Neolithic period, not only for
making pottery. In order to obtain more relevant results we have tried to treat the above-mentioned topic on a widest
possible scale. In the case described it involves the house and its interior, i.e. stationary constructional elements. In the
following text we will therefore deal also with those constructional elements or parts thereof, which we usually come or
may come across in our Central European environment. This all with the aim to gain as many as possible information
sources for the explanation of how the discovered clay and daub fragments may have originally been used.

3.1. Clay as building material. Clay as building material is usually not an object of any deeper interest. But there are
exceptions in this regard, that is either individual papers or integral parts of some comprehensive works, which are
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dealing with this topic in great detail, often yielding remarkable results in the field of both practice and methods not only
in our country (e.g. Vencl 1991; Vareka 1995; Duri§ 2008, 2011a, 2011b; Tetour 2008; Licka - Mach 2011b), but also
in other parts of the world (e.g. Bernbeck — Gregg 2010, 207 sq.; Eres 2003a; Staeves 2006-2007, 59 sq.; Prévost-
Dermarkar 2003, 216; Martinez — Prévost-Dermarkar 2004, 148; Cauliez et al. 2011, 269 sq.). Clay as building material
represents a wide range of materials and forms, because it may come from houses and other structures built of various
constructional elements. In aboveground buildings we must take into consideration mainly constructional elements as-
sociated with walls, floors, ceilings and interior equipment (a. o. sleep benches, sacred corners and raised pedestals of all
sorts, stationary containers, heating devices or sunken features).

Clay is generally not supposed to have been used as building material with gabled roofs of the Neolithic Bandkeramik
circle, in contrast to flat roofs in various regions of the subtropical and temperate zones, particularly in territories with
arid climate where flat roofs are reliably documented in the past and in present times as well (Aurenche 1981, 70; Minke
2009, 180). In these regions also inclined clay roofs are known. Vladimir Podborskyj relates that the lower part of roofing
in houses of the Moravian Painted Ware culture might have been plastered for practical reasons, all the more because
these houses supposedly had no ceilings (Podborskyj 1984, 56, 57). Late Trypillian houses of the Brinzeni IlI-type prob-
ably also had gabled roof daubed from inside with clay mixed with chaff, but some of them were two-storied and had a
ceiling (Markevic¢ 1981, 83). Moreover, if we would consider the well-known clay model of a house of the Moravian
Painted Ware culture from Strelice (Podborsky 1984, 49 sq.) as an object reflecting at least partly a real house of that
time, then we could take into account that it may have had a clay-covered roof, even though it seems little likely. The
walls and the roof of the model are namely construed in a similar way and the walls are definitely supposed to have been
built of wood and clay. In literature we have found only a single reference to clay daub, which should have something to
do with roofing of a Central European Neolithic house (Hurbanovo: Caplovi¢ 1956, 314).

On the other hand, sunken (underground) features regarded prevailingly as storage pits or cellars exhibit a far less va-
ried range of constructional elements, daubed walls and bottom, or only a wall treated on the surface and afterwards fired.

From a different point of view, loam used to build relevant structures or just to caulk natural cavities can be defined
as building clay - raw, dried or fired - having the functional form of daub, tamped (beaten) clay, plaster, binder, coils or
bricks (e.g. Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 216; Minke 2009, 16, 116). In our environment during the Neolithic period, the
walls of any buildings built presumably of wood and clay are supposed to have been built in wattle-and-daub technique
where a woven lattice of horizontal branches and upright stakes was placed between supporting posts or beams and
daubed from both sides until the desired wall thickness was reached (e.g. Licka - Mach 2011b).

Clay as building material, either main or complementary, has been widely used not only in the past but also in
present days. It is estimated that approximately a third of all people, in the so-called third world countries even more
than a half, live currently in clay houses (Minke 2009, 13). What is so special about clay soil, a substance composed
broadly speaking of clay, silt and sand (for more details on nomenclature see: Bares — Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 151), that
it was so widely used with buildings in the past and to a certain degree also today? Among positive properties are above
all its good accessibility and processability, recyclability when unfired, ability to accumulate warmth, regulate air
humidity inside a house, or conserve wooden constructions and prolong their life (Minke 2009, 18). The above advantages
far outweigh the disadvantages including shrinkage of clay mass during drying accompanied by fissures and cracks, and
low water resistance (Minke 2009, 18). In the area under review, above all in Central Europe, building clay seems to
have been used solely to build walls in wattle-and-daub technique, in contrast to the Balkans, Aegean and the Near East
(e.g. Aurenche 1981, 54, 57; Koncelovd 2010, 32).

3.2. Types of fire-holding devices. In the Central European Neolithic in essence two types (more or less reliably doc-
umented) of fire-holding devices were used — on the one hand simple open hearths, that is unlined structures designed to
contain fire, and on the other hand domed single-chamber or exceptionally also two-chamber ovens. Other forms of
similar devices were undoubtedly known from various parts of the world and various time periods, but they are nothing
else but only variants of the above-mentioned basic types (in more detail: Bares - Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 191 sq.;
Kovdrnik 1982, 106); in Central European conditions they are generally hard to identify by archaeological excavations,
or entirely unidentifiable by ordinary archaeological methods (cf. for example devices such as cylindrical kiln or charcoal
kiln, kiln in the shape of a charcoal-pile; Bares - Licka - RiiZickovd 1981, 198). The existence of the aforementioned tran-
sitional form, i.e. some kind of predecessor to domedoves — an open hearth lined by a steady clay wall on the perimeter,
is widely documented, exclusively in houses, in the time of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic already (e.g. the settlement Agikli
Héyiik in Central Anatolia - Ozbasaran 1998).

In addition, an archaeologically well identifiable variant, which is widely documented in a part of the Neolithic
Europe, can also theoretically be found in our environment. The talk is of the so-called Polynesian ovens, which were
earlier considered to be house foundations in certain cultural environment (Sénépart 2003, 231 sq.).

3.2.1. Heating devices inside houses. Ovens or simpler open hearths were originally probably present in our Central
European houses (only in some of them? in all?), beginning from the Linear Pottery culture. They did not remain
preserved most probably because of being destroyed, similarly to the whole horizon next to the then surface (Petrasch
19864, 135). Sometimes they are indirectly supposed inside houses of the Linear Pottery culture, judging from clay daub
fragments found in their postholes (Soudsky 1966, 33, 34). There is no reason to suppose that they were built exclusively
outside houses. It was, after all, neither the case with territories southeast of Central Europe, in similar or more
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favourable climatic conditions (Passek 1949, 57 sq.; Petrasch 1986a, 135; Bdnffy 2004, 42); these devices, however, are
absent in southern regions of the Near East where heating of the interior was not necessary for climatic reasons
(Aurenche 1981, 52). But situations indicating a sort of oven-like structure inside a house were also recorded in our en-
vironment. Besides the features from Postoloprty discussed above there are for example three open hearths several times
renovated, each of them probably belonging to one of three living rooms of a longhouse of the Late Lengyelculture at the
Slovak locality of Budmerice (Paviik 2003, 456). Ovens, simple open hearths and hearths on an artificial clay platform
which were found in Southeast Europe were always built on the contemporary ground surface or floor or immediately
above on a slightly raised platform (e.g. Karul et al. 2003, 556), or may be also slightly recessed into the ground (e.g.
Chapman - Videiko 2011, 82; Ozbasaran 1998, 556). The ovens are rectangular, oval through to horseshoe-shaped, with
overall size between 80 and 220 cm (Markevic 1981, 85 sq.; Petrasch 1986, 39).

The ovens have always a bottom made of well-worked clay, smoothed on the surface and fired. It may be renovated
(twice or several times — e.g. Passek 1949, 62; Darcque - Tsirtsoni 2010, 59; Georgiev 1981, 70; Petrasch 1986, 39;
Karul et al. 2003, 99 - each of them about 2 cm thick, Karul et al. 2003, 55). The bottoms are usually made of untempered
clay (Licka 2011a, 65; Licka — Mach 2011b) but sometimes, probably exceptionally, for example in Southeast Europe,
also of clay with organic and inorganic admixture (Karul et al. 2003, 55). We do not know whether or not these bottoms
could be distinguished from independent clay bottom slabs (Ger. Bodenplatten, Grundplatten), which are integral part
of several open hearths (Petrasch 1986b, 34). Clay bottoms of ovens sometimes rested on an underlay layer of stones or
ceramic shards (Petrasch 1986, 40; Licka 2011a, 65; in open hearths lined with a low wall or in half-ovens only on a
layer of stones — Ozbasaran 1998, 557, 558). Fragments of bottoms, with the aforesaid exception, can be distinguished
from wall fragments on the basis of certain characteristics of material and shape (Licka - Mach 2011a, 74 sq.; Licka -
Mach 2011b). The bottoms always form a coherent layer. It is only with some Trypillian ovens that their compactness is
disturbed by a distinct hollow inside left from the mouth, which should have served for maintaining fire or embers until
the next stir-up (Costesti IV: Markevic 1981, 37, 38, Fig. 67). A bottom of the firing chamber of a two-chamber vertical
oven, i.e. a clay slab perforated by vent holes from the beginning of the Neolithic period, the only known find from our
territory dated by thermoluminiscence (Kramolin, Lengyel culture), was made from a specific sort of gravelly soil, which
is typical mainly by containing heterogeneous psephitic fragments (Licka et al. 1990, 2-4, 6).

We do not know much about the dome of the ovens, because it mostly did not remain preserved. The arched walls
14-20 cm thick (Petrasch 1986b, 36; as much as four times daubed - Georgiev 1981, 76; Karul et al. 2003, 99) exhibit or-
ganic or inorganic admixture in clay mass (the walls are sometimes a combination of untempered and tempered clay, so
that the core about 8 cm thick was made of untempered clay, whereas both external layers consisted of clay tempered with
organic and inorganic material — Karul et al. 2003, 55) and, as it seems, in most cases also imprints of a construction ar-
mature of wattle and thick branches, often bearing evidence of immense heat (Passek 1949, 59; Lazarovici et al. 2001,
402). Ovens from houses in Southeast Europe exemplified by |. Petrasch (1986, 40) had a clay dome built always on a
wooden or wattle skeleton. The walls were sometimes built only of thick clay coils without any wooden armature
(Varvarovka VIII: Markevic 1981, 86 sq.; Dikili Tash: Martinez - Prévost-Dermarkar 2004, 149; Prévost-Dermarkar
2003, 218), using probably the technique of loose mould (Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 218), which is still being used in that
region with present-day traditional devices of this kind and is tested also experimentally (Prévost-Dermarkar 2003, 219).

Several ovens had small stoking pits in front of their mouth; for example in Trypillian houses at the localities
Kolomyishchina I and 11 they had the form of a hollow situated slightly below the floor level (Passek 1949, 59, 62), some-
where else they looked like a more distinct pit having a depth of 60 cm below the floor level (Brinzeni IV, south-eastern
room of House No. 1 - Markevic 1981, 15).

The last mentioned Neolithic ovens deserve special attention, because the evidence thereof and of the houses in which
they were found recently turned to be quite contradictory, allowing also a different interpretation. Within a more or less
compact sequence of daub layers of various nature delimiting in the settlement area a rectangular feature - so-called
“ploshchadka”, i.e. supposed relic of a house, ovens should be indicated by accumulations of a specific type of clay daub.
The talk is of daub with slagged surface, but otherwise of usual type, i.e. made of clay mixed with chuff with imprints of
wooden stakes or twigs on one side, reddish-violet and greenish coloured as a result of immense heat reaching more than
1000 °C. This daub is interpreted by the author of the paper as remnants of the dome of an oven (e.g. Oven No. 1 from
House No. 2 in the Trypillian settlement Kolomyishchina II — Passek 1949, 59), in contrast to some other authors, who
consider it to be constructional daub from walls of intentionally burnt houses (Burdo 2007, 41, with references to other
authors). Somewhat lower at the same place a compact layer of burnt clay was found, without any admixture, flat and
well smoothed on the top side, bearing the same evidence of immense heat as mentioned above, interpreted as the bottom
of an oven found in situ. In the same cultural region (ovens of the Brinzeni I1I-type) it was found out that the lower part
of oven bottoms was only weakly fired, unlike the lower parts of the domes. This fact made V. |. Markevic to conclude that
the proper body of an oven formed by a clay dome was built and fired outside a house and thereafter, when finished,
brought to the interior, put in a prepared place and supplemented with raised fireside benches and bottom made already
on site (Markevic 1981, 87). This opinion is extreme, but it deserves to be tested on the intact or ruined ovens found.

Variants of auxiliary building elements of ovens, such as stoking pits and fireside benches or platforms intended
mainly to collect ashes or to some other auxiliary activities associated with operation of ovens, can be found, even
relatively well preserved, since the very beginning of the Neolithic period, for example in the Pre-Pottery Neolithic set-
tlement at Asikli Hoyiik (Ozbasaran 1998, 557).
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Heating devices, ovens or some other simpler structures such as hearths, if found inside a house, have served for
thermal processing and warming of victuals and beverages and partly also for illuminating the interior of a house or for
some other production activity insisting on fire. As it seems, the demand for illumination was sometimes probably so
strong that it has resulted in choosing a composite source of heat and light, namely an open hearth, as it maybe was with
dark houses in the above-mentioned settlement at Asikli Hoyiik (Ozbasaran 1998, 557). Open hearths played also an ir-
replaceable role in heating the interior in winter months in our geographical zone (Soudsky 1969, 57). On the other
hand there is only sparse and inconclusive evidence of devices intended exclusively for heating the interior of houses,
moreover, only in the Near East in the form of portable ovens - special stone and ceramic vessels (Molist 1986, 238).

3.3. House floors. The necessity to separate house floors from the ground, mainly the moisty one, is known since the Me-
solithic period already. There is no doubt about the existence of floors in our Neolithic, even though these did not remain
preserved until today in any of the aboveground houses of that time (e.g. Soudskyj 1966, 31; Siska 1998, 187; Podborskyj
2009-2010, 22, 23; Koncelovd 2010, 33). An exception is represented by the territory of the Lengyel culture (LgK). At
several LgK localities, similarly as in the area of Ariusd-Cucuteni-Trypillia and other related cultures, platforms with
more or less coherent clay daub were found approximately corresponding to a house plan (see for example the Slovak
localities Branc, Budmerice, Chynorany, Jelsovce). Particularly, the upper layer of daub fragments with imprints of
round and half-round timber on the underside found in the settlement of Budmerice (LgK III) should indicate the floor of
an attic or even of the upper storey of a house, which had the form of a wooden construction clay-daubed on its upper side
(Paviik — Barta 1995, 29, 34; Paviik 2003, 455). Floors of ground storeys remain preserved in a much worse condition,
having for example only the form of an amorphous thin layer of more or less intensively fired clay. The floor of a ground
storey in Chynorany had the form of a layer of hard loess backfill, whose one part has gradually passed over into remnants
of tamped yellow loess soil (Duri§ 2011, Fig. 2 and relevant text). In a settlement of the Biikk culture at Sarigské
Michalany in Slovakia a light-brown, in some places weakly fired, reddish-coloured, 5-8 cm thick layer was found, inter-
preted to be floor of the House No. 203 (Siska 1998, 193). To some degree it remains a mystery why the floors of supposed
ground storeys in the indicated area, but also elsewhere, remain preserved in a worse condition than floors/ceilings of
supposed upper storeys of houses. Is it perhaps because during a fire, the floor of a ground storey, as the lowest-placed
constructional element of a house, was usually least affected by heat, or because the lowermost layer of clay ruins was due
to post-depositional processes more susceptible to material destruction and decomposition, or was the finding situation
simply wrongly assessed? Does the cause reside in all the above-mentioned reasons or at least in a part of them? The
answer will most probably be specified only by further, desirably better preserved findings.

Far better is the situation to the southeast and east of our territory, where the conditions of preservation of house
floors were much more favourable, above all in tell settlements. The floor of a Neolithic house from Chavdar (Bulgaria)
is described as layered and tamped clay (Georgiev 1981, 70), whereas the floor of a house from the locality Sofia-Slatina
is far more complicated, because it consisted of two clay layers and an interlayer of wooden boarding; moreover, both of
the basic clay layers represent in essence a sequence of strata, the upper one comprising at least fifty thin daubing layers
as an evidence of frequent maintenance of the feature. Other example, a well preserved floor of a Neolithic house from
Uivar (Banat, Romania), was composed of a thick clay layer, one time renovated and smoothed on the surface, and of
wooden boarding originally resting below, wider than the clay floor itself (Drasovean — Schier 2010, 179, 180, Figs. 23,
24, 26). Floors of two-storied buildings at the Neolithic locality Parta in the same region were built of halved logs and
beams with flat side turned upwards and overlaid with as much as five clay layers (Lazarovici 2001, 362 sq.). Here it is
to mention the opinions that the evidence of wooden logs found in ruined houses at some other Neolithic sites in the
Balkans do not necessarily come only from floors of single-storey houses but also from their collapsed ceilings, in two-
storied buildings then from both ceiling of the lower and floor of the upper storey at the same time (Kalicz - Raczky
1987, 34; Lazarovici 2001, 399; Paviik 2003, 463). More or less complicated floors were found further to the southeast,
in Asagi Pinar (Thrace, Turkey). They consisted of an about 4 cm thick layer of yellow sandy loam containing a small
amount of stones, whereby it could not be identified whether it was the original floor having good water-permeable prop-
erties, or only a sub-floor layer below the proper flooring of organic material (House 5-1, Karul et al. 2003, 53). The floor
of tamped clay with admixture of small stones in Houses 4-1 and 4-5 at the same locality was probably three times ren-
ovated, as indicated by three recognised layers, each of them 2-4 cm thick. With maintained, many times (up to 13x) im-
proved clay floors we also meet in houses of Pre-Pottery Neolithic settlements, for example in Anatolia (Asikli Hoyiik:
Ozbasaran 1998, 556).

Maybe most famous are clay floors in houses of the Trypillia culture and related cultures (e.g. Passek 1949, 43 sq.,
Figs. 24b: 4, 5; 37; Lazarovici 2008, 245, 246; Chapman - Videiko 2011, 82, Fig. 4: 3, 6). T. S. Passek (1949, 245) recog-
nised in the sequence of clay daub layers of the Trypillian “ploshchadki” in the Dniester region several technological
stages of construction of floors and their repairs during the existence of a single-storey building (on its being interpreted
as a two-storied house see below). A second basic thesis of the same author is the idea that fired clay layers - floors - were
made intentionally during the earliest stages of a house construction. The floor after this concept would consist of two or
three clay layers with levelled and smoothed surface (they usually have the form of laminar fragments originally joined
together to form a whole) resting in several parts of the house on a sort of foundation composed of a layer of clay coils
with wood imprints on the underside, which demonstrates that there was an underlay of horizontal logs and planks laid
side by side. The sequence of layers may differ in detail by individual buildings and their parts (Passek 1949, 138).
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Besides this concept there is also a second one, which considers layered clay daub as evidence of the existence of not a sin-
gle-storey but a two-storied house (Fig. 11; Burdo 2007, 41 with further literature). Both of these concepts otherwise
tally with each other, entirely or at least partly, in many other points, as is best visible from an instructive table and
from text (Kolomyishchina 1, “ploshchadka” No. 2, Burdo 2007, 47-48, Pl. 3). As far as the houses of Brinzeni IV,
Petreni and Varvarovka VIII types are concerned, the floors of the upper storey consisted of a layer of clay mixed with
chaff, 5-10 cm thick, resting on an underlay of wooden logs and planks. The clay layer was daubed with clay mixed with
chaff 1-2 cm thick, whereby the daub in Brinzeni III-type houses contained an admixture of sand and fireclay and was
4-5 cm thick. In the course of time it has continuously been added with as much as four thin renovation clay layers, 0,1-
0,3 cm thick. The floor of the ground storey consisted of similar clay layer tempered with chaff, 1-3 cm thick, resting on
a tamped natural loamy underlay or parent rock. Here also, the clay layer was added on top with thin repair layers of the
same composition applied gradually one after the other (Markevic 1981, 83). Similar observations were also made in the
contemporary Cucuteni culture - the fundamental clay part of floors, or of horizontal flat constructional parts of a
house, was almost in every case enriched with chaff or with clastic inorganic material (Lazarovici 2008, 245, 246).

We do not know whether some additives were used with clay floors to make them waterproof or abrasion-resistant,
as is known from several historic as well as sub-recent examples (addition of blood, particularly that of bulls, urine,
cows” dung, lime a. 0. - Minke 2009, 62 sq.), but we cannot entirely rule it out. Direct evidence is known that lime has
indeed been used, even though it cannot be proved whether for improvement of clay floors, for some other constructional
parts, or in a procedure during pottery making. An example is represented by accumulations of white limy conglomerate
of solid consistence found in the Trypillian settlement of Kolomyishchina 11 in Houses Nos. 2 and 4 (Passek 1949, 65; for
more details on the use of lime see Licka - Mach 1911b). To enhance the resistance of clay floors or those parts where
grain has been stored, dried and processed, the above-doubted intentional firing during the initial stage of construction
of a Trypillian house should have served (Passek 1949, 83, 88; Nikolov 1989, 39 sq., note 71).

The frequency/infrequency and grade of preservation of floors and fired building clay from house structures in
general are associated with a whole series of other hardly solvable questions, which we leave aside: whether or not the
Neolithic wood-and-clay houses disintegrated spontaneously in the course of time, or whether they were intentionally
burnt down, selectively or systematically, be it for religious or sanitary reasons or as a result of violent controversies
inside a society (recently in: Lichter 2010, 584, 585), or it might also be taken into account that floors would have been
fired intentionally during an already running house construction, i.e. that their being fired would represent an inevitable
technological procedure within the course of the construction (Passek 1949, 245; Nikolov 1989, 39 sq., note 71; it only
remains to consider whether the last mentioned procedure is feasible at all from a practical and technical point of view -
Burdo 2007, 41). Within the frame of the still unfinished discussion on the above topics we can at least sum up that the
upper clay daub layer of “ploshchadki”, if looking more or less compact in the entire area or at least in a part thereof,
generally approximately flat and with face side on top, seemingly cannot be remnant of an upper storey of a house and
of its possible flooring. As if it would contradict the widely known processes associated with destruction of a wood-and-
clay building by fire and its effect on the position and arrangement of such a ruin. Under such conditions, the ceiling/floor
collapsed to the floor of the ground storey should namely have a disordered form. The knowledge obtained by experiments
and observed on several present traditional rural buildings would, however, speak against this assumption. If such
houses are burning, their ceiling, or more precisely plaster from their ceiling, falls down to the floor in a certain moment
of destruction and, surprisingly, remains rather compact, in one piece (Markevic 1981, 82).

It is to add that in the LPC environment the existence of an upper storey of lighter construction (granary) is
indirectly supposed in those house plans where supporting posts in the southern part were set distinctly closer to each
other (Soudsky 1966, 28, 29). It is true that the idea of building a permanent two-storied house has very old roots. It has
commonly been put into practice in the Near East since the end of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic already (Pavlii 2008, 84).

3.4. Concordances and differences in the composition of basic clay material of several constructional parts
of houses and their interior equipment. On the basis of the aforesaid information it is to conclude that the composition
of basic clay material of walls and internal partitions in houses of the Neolithic Trypillian culture should be in no way
different from the basic material of floors. The latter also contains an organic admixture in the form of chaff (Markevié
1981, 77, 83), the same way as the walls of domed ovens which, however, were sometimes also enriched with large
fireclay fragments (Markevic 1981, 85). On the other hand, various clay structures protruding from the floor - “sleep
benches”, “altars”, “small tables”, fireside benches, lined places for grinding corn a. o. — contain sand or fireclay instead
of organic additives (Markevic 1981, 83, 84, 86, 87), even though some exceptions can be found as well (e.g. a round
structure with raised edges and 95 cm diameter in the upper storey of House No. 22 at the locality Brinzeni III, built of
clay mixed with chaff; this, however, is tightly connected with the bottom layer of the floor - Markevi¢ 1981, 87, 88).
Thereby it is to keep in mind that material composition of the additionally applied surface layers of individual constructional
elements often does not correspond in all parameters to the composition of basic material. For example the uppermost
laminar clay daub layer 4-5 cm thick on the “ploshchadka” (of the house) No. 1 in the settlement of Costesti IV, well
smoothed on the surface and fired to light-red colour, contained a sand admixture (in other cases also a fireclay admixture),
in contrast to the underlying layer of clay coils with admixture of chaff (Markevic 1981, 79). Similar difference in com-
position between the upper and the lower layer in such a floor, in this particular case expressed only by the amount and
size of the same type of inclusion, was observed for example in the upper storey of House No. 2 from the Karanovo tell
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(Karanovo I1I) - the “flooring” consisting of a clay layer about 5 cm thick with admixture of chaff was overlaid with a
second clay layer 5-7 cm thick, including only a minimum of organic admixture (Nikolov 2004, 239). Material
composition of the laminar layer will perhaps be in no significant way different from the composition of clay ovens. The
clay of oven bottoms, on the other hand, is always different in its composition from the basic material of house walls,
since it never contains organic admixture and, as it seems, neither coarse inorganic particles (e.g. Markevic 1981, 85).
Further details may be obtained by deeper analyses of texture and structure of clay daub used as building material, ana-
logical to, for example, a study on bottoms of Neolithic ovens in Central Europe (Licka — Mach 2011b).

Certain attributes derived from the finding context, i.e. from the position of clay daub in various layers in the area
of a supposed Eneolithic house of the Lengyel culture from Chynorany, allow to distinguish the daub by function. In
particular, clay daub fired to higher temperatures coloured red, dark red, dark orange and brick-red is supposed to be
from the ceiling, whereas clay daub fired to lower (medium high) temperatures coloured rose, greyish-orange, light
orange and light red is considered to be from the exterior face of perimeter walls, from the gable or from an interior
partition wall. And finally, as already mentioned above, the weakly fired clay daub coloured greyish-brown and yellow-
ish-brown through to yellow is being associated with tamped clay floor of the ground storey (Duri§ 2011a, 91, Fig. 2
with relevant text in the caption). In this case any building elements other than those belonging to house construction
as such are not considered.

4. Conclusions and discussion. Interpreting the pits in the interior of a late Lengyel house from Postoloprty as single-
chamber ovens is primarily based on a whole series of, in our opinion, problematic assumptions starting from the overall
finding situation on the one hand and from clay daub finds on the other.

As far as the finding situation is concerned, we can only hardly accept the interpretation that a sooty layer would
clearly indicate a hearth or that several thin layers sloped to the middle of a pit would represent successively built
bottoms of a single oven or of multiple new ovens built one after the other. Regarding the material, shape and colour, the
published sequences of strata are typical of backfills of ordinary settlement features formed prevailingly by spontaneous
filling up of open pits with surface soil and settlement garbage accompanied by the material from collapsing walls and
by effects of possible human activity (Liining 1981, 149). We suppose that the high amount of clay daub, evidently not
intentionally arranged in space, i.e. found in a secondary position, does nothing else but signifies the proximity of an im-
mobile device or structure daubed with clay. At the same time we cannot share the opinion that the bottoms of ovens
were usually not fired (Soudskyj 1969, 45). In fact it was exactly opposite: taken logically, the bottom had always to be
fired if the oven was at least one time used for the intended purpose. Besides, ovens inside Neolithic and Eneolithic
houses, as far as known, were usually placed on the floor or slightly above, and so were also the hearths. If some heating
devices were recessed into the ground, then only moderately (see Chap. 3.2.1.). Deeper pits, if found inside a house and
looking contemporary therewith, are usually being considered as cellars or storerooms. Examples thereof are probably
given by e.g. a round pit (¢ about 0.9 m, depth 1.3 m) in the floor of House No. 1 at the Trypillian locality Brinzeni IV
(Markevic 1981, 5) or maybe also a pit (¢ 1.5 m, depth 0.42 m) from the interior of House No. 1 in a settlement of the
Biikk culture at Sarisské Michalany, provided that this pit was indeed associated with the house (Siska 1998, 188).
Shallow pits inside houses may be interpreted as stoking pits, but only under specific conditions, which most probably
did not occur with the features from Postoloprty. The latter are a. o. too deep and with their walls more (Features 18, 19)
or less (Feature 16) distinctly widened in the lower part they remind of storage pits. Interpreting the pits as ovens is not
supported by their bowl-shaped bottom either (Features 16, 18). Placing the supposed oven bottoms in a narrow space of
a pit deep under the floor of a house would make any practical use of the whole device impossible (Liining 1981, 149).
Quite unconvincing is not only the reconstruction of an oven itself, be it the verbal (Soudsky 1969, particularly 54 sq.)
or the drawn one (Fig. 1; Soudsky 1955, 8, Fig. 3), but also the reconstruction of its main opening, apart from other
details. Best example thereof are fragments of three-sided cross-section put together to form a high semi-arch (Soudsky
1969, 54, Fig. 25: 3) where the fragments do not fit together and many of them also lack the appropriate rounding.
Thereby the rounding itself has not necessarily to be associated with the main opening of an oven, but rather with con-
structional elements of house walls, which had not to be so straight as usually supposed (cf. for example a sample of clay
daub from Asagi Pinar — Eres 2003, Fig. 66).

At the same time it is to remark that Bohumil Soudsky was well aware that his conclusions were relative to a
certain extent. He, for example, poses a question of why sunken ovens inside houses were not found at any other locality.
This is also why in final reflections on the position of his construct towards Neolithic ovens in general he comes to a con-
clusion, somewhat strained, that this situation does not represent a general norm but rather an extraordinariness
induced by individual need to combine multiple functions in a single device (Soudsky 1969, 58).

A second component which is crucial for the interpretation of a particular device is clay daub. It was made of fine
loess clay with admixture of organic material, rarely also with small stones up to 20 mm in size. Its colour is ochre
through to reddish-ochre, in some places with a dark grey core, or only dark grey coloured next to one surface. Daub
fragments can be divided into several groups according to formal attributes (inclusive of visible imprints of stakes,
branches and wood in general).

Group No. 1 is represented by samples Nos. 1-3 and maybe also No. 12 (Figs. 4-6, Pl. 9:1-3). Thereby the sample
No. 1 (Fig. 4, Pl. 9:1) seems as if it were a daub fragment fallen off a slightly arched, but otherwise more or less straight
wall in place of a (vertical?) post (the opposite flat side, anyway, bears no imprints of any constructional armature).
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However, it cannot be estimated whether the flat surface represents the inside or outside of a building. The fragment re-
motely resembles in its shape one of the constructional elements, which were recognised for example in folk architecture
on log houses built of roundwood (Vareka 1995, Fig. 1; Tetour 2008, Fig. 3: 4), but with the difference that the ridge-
shaped formation is not linked with any other similar structure in perpendicular direction (as far as at least 70 mm,
which is the “width” of the preserved part of the fragment). Similar pieces of daub come from house walls, for example at
Neolithic and Eneolithic localities Konary (Grygiel 2008, Fig. 1483: 5), Brzes¢ Kujawski (Balcer 2012, Fig. 20a-c),
Cmieléw (Balcer 2012, Figs. 30, 31c), Grivac (Bogdanovi¢ 2004, 196, Fig. 8.48), Asagi Pinar (Eres 2003, Fig. 37, Pls.
34: K2; 41: K84), Dikili Tash (Darcque - Tsirtsoni 2010, Fig. 7) or Chynorany; at the latest locality the ridge-shaped
formation is only small-sized (Durig 2011a, PL. ).

Samples Nos. 1-3 should represent typical building material usually connected with aboveground wooden structures
daubed with clay. These fragments were originally found in a position where the longitudinal axis of the imprint of
straight roundwood was vertical, whereby the negative of posts with ridge-shaped lateral rims passed over into the
proper daub (now in the form of a part of a slab), on one side usually more or less flat and on the other side initially wide-
arched and then rather flat. The fragments correspond to constructional daub of type I after a classification by B. Balcer
(2012, 70).

Sample No. 15 is also close to this group in some of its characteristics, namely in its thickness, the slightly concave
surface and a distinct roundwood imprint on its lateral side (Pl. 10: 4). To the same group may also belong the sample
No. 11, but rather only on the basis of its material because it otherwise lacks any diagnostic attributes. Here also, we
have most probably something to do with a piece of daub fallen off a house wall.

Group No. 2 (samples Nos. 8, 10, 13, 14) comprises massive samples of fired clay which, as it seems, can be associated
from a functional point of view with house walls (sample No. 10) or with some other structure. Sample No. 13 (Pl. 10: 2),
approximately triangular in cross-section, is equipped with a thin clay layer peeling off the slightly concave side, bearing
parallel smoothing marks on the surface made with fingers. The colouring and its distribution on the fragment testify
among other things that the slightly concave side was exposed to relatively intensive heat for a short time, whereas the op-
posite side was rather affected by less intensive heat acting longer — in both cases prevailingly in oxidative atmosphere. It
is, however, not clear, from which type of building or device the fragment might come. Break facets of the related fragment
No. 8 (PI. 10: 1) clearly show that it was composed of three clay layers. The effect of fire in oxidative atmosphere is best
visible on the convex side of the slab. In the same piece of daub we can observe a phenomenon, which is also known from
other situations, namely a thin whitish layer formed as a result of precipitation of CaCO3 from the surrounding area. The
final product of this natural process can be observed in a gap that emerged additionally between two layers. Otherwise we
do not know of any diagnostic attributes to determine the purpose of the piece of daub. A third representative of this
somewhat inhomogeneous group is the massive sample No. 10 (PI. 10: 2). Colour layering of the material in cross-section
indicates that the fragment was exposed to heat prevailingly from the face side. Horizontal layering of the fragment does
not signify more than its gradual emergence, that is an image of technological development of the material forming within
a very short time. It is, however, not evident whether it comes from a building or device, because it does not exhibit any
distinct attributes which would help to determine it. Leaving aside the missing rustication of the face side made with
fingers it resembles at most the samples Nos. 8 and 13. In this particular fragment only, a question is coming to the fore
whether it may not perhaps come from a bottom (of a pit, pit-like container, oven) exposed to heat.

Group No. 3 (samples Nos. 4-7, 16-23) comprises samples of clay daub, whose one side is more or less flat and the
opposite side is profiled, sometimes very strongly, by almost horizontal flutes of varied width applied on its surface. The
flutes are most probably imprints of a wattle wall of some building. Several fragments bore also imprints of other
(wooden) constructional elements. In particular, on sample No. 4 (Fig. 7, Pl. 9: 4) we can observe three different types
of constructional elements, whereby one of them, which is quite important, links this fragment to the 1st group of clay
daub samples. The samples from both these groups (Nos. 1 and 3) thus might be parts of walls of one and the same house.
Sample No. 5 (Fig. 8, PI. 9: 5) also contains two different constructional elements, among them a roundwood imprint on
the lateral side. Fragments Nos. 18 and 20 (PI. 11: 3) differ from the others by parallel imprints of branches/round logs
on one face and one lateral side, which are crossed by weakly visible imprints of branches running in perpendicular
direction over the aforesaid imprints. Most probably it is imprints of a wooden latticework. The opposite flat face of the
fragment is coated with a thin plaster-like clay layer up to 7 mm in thickness, overlaid with a whitish paint of even
thickness and surface. The above-mentioned whitish layer cannot be explained in other way than a lime paint intentionally
applied probably to the interior face of a wall. At the same time it can also be supposed that the other half (external) of
the clay part of the wall with imprints of a wattle armature was also present, but did not remain preserved. The entire
original wall might then be estimated to have been twice as thick, i.e. about 65 mm and more.

As far as the samples with fluted imprints are concerned, most probably of a wattle skeleton filling up the space
between upright posts of the wall of a building, we can find relatively many analogies, which are always associated with
house walls. For example the clay daub fragments from house walls at the localities Brzes¢ Kujawski (Grygiel 2008,
Figs. 1467:1, 1476: 2), Ostonki (Grygiel 2008, Figs. 1470:1, 1476: 1), Cmieléw (Balcer 2012, Figs. 32, 33), Asagi Pinar
(Eres 2003, Figs. 62, 65, 72, Pls. 22: 2; 34: K4; 35: K9, K11-K14; 37: K25; 38: K37; 39: K47, K58, K59; 41: K85, 42:
K85; 42: K86; 45: 1), Strelice (Podborsky 1984, PL. VIII: 8), Chynorany (Durig 2011a, Pls. XII, XIV, XV), Kolomyishchina
I 1I (Passek 1949, Figs. 24: 6; 74; identified as oven daub, but in fact it is daub from a house wall - Burdo 2007, 41),
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Costesti IV (Markevic 1981, 91), Nebelivka (Chapman - Videiko 2011, Fig. 4: 3), Balatondszdd-Temetdidiilé (Horvith
at al. 2005, obr. 7:2,3; 8:1,3-4), Pakovo - Franjevac (Posilovi¢ 2011, 146, 147, Figs. 11.1, 11.2), Parta (Lazarovici et al.
2001, PL. 100: 4), Veluska tumba (Simoska — Sanev 1975, Fig. 9). From a typological point of view the above-mentioned
group of samples corresponds formally to type II after a classification by B. Balcer (2012, 70).

At the same time we are aware that the less distinctly fluted surface of several small fragments has not necessarily to
be only imprints of branches, but also uneven surfaces of split planks and logs (cf. for example the partial reconstruction of
clay daubing of an attic from the upper part of collapsed clay daub of House No. 2 from Chynorany - Durig 2011, Fig. 16).

Group No. 4 (samples Nos. 9, 24) comprises several large amorphous pieces (sized as much as about 160 x 150 x 70
mm), whose purpose cannot be identified (were they originally part of some larger moulded constructional elements, or
are some of them perhaps accidentally fired amorphous clay lumps?). Several other large fragments have one side flat
and concave.

From the above-mentioned selection of daub fragments follows that most of them can be assigned to constructional
elements of houses, maybe to their walls. This is, after all, documented by various randomly chosen Neolithic and
Eneolithic analogies within a broader geographic area. One of these fragments evidently comes from daub on the interior
face of a wall, because its face side is coated with a thin whitish layer with even surface, which is most probably an inten-
tionally applied white paint. Only the samples of Group No. 2, apart from those whose purpose can in no way be deter-
mined, may come also from some other structure, maybe an oven, which was originally probably placed on the then
ground surface. We did not find any sufficiently conclusive indications that any part of the clay daub may have belonged
to a clay layer overlaying a wooden boarding of a house floor (see the reverse side of a clay floor from Uivar: Schier -
Dragovean 2004, 165, Fig. 10) or to a sunken structure such as earth oven, storage pit with daubed walls, a pit with
large built-in clay container a. o. There were no other attributes, which would bring us to an idea that a part of the daub
could be associated with some other aboveground structure than those mentioned above. From the aforesaid facts also
follows that sunken features situated in the interior of the late Lengyel house in Postoloprty almost certainly do not rep-
resent ovens and most probably neither stoking pits (herewith we have in mind only the features Nos. 16, 18, 19; feature
No. 17 is a twin grave of the Unétice culture of such dimensions that in its place could not earlier be a pit with
parameters similar to features Nos. 16, 18 and 19). They may have served as storage pits, which were later filled with
ruins of a building standing above or of an oven placed nearby. It is worth mentioning that feature No. 16 contained clay
daub of groups Nos. 1, 2 and 4, feature No. 18 clay daub of the group No. 3, and feature No. 19 clay daub of groups Nos.
3 and 4. This, however, says nothing about the relationship between a type of daub and a particular feature, because the
selection of samples was focused solely on pieces with best possible preserved characteristic attributes, without the effort
to find out the variety of types in each particular feature. (Note: We did not pay attention to the relationship between the
aforesaid three pits, originally considered to be parts of ovens, and the ground plan of the late Lengyel house, in whose
interior they were situated.)

Fig. 1. Map of the Czech Republic with highlighted locality
of Postoloprty, Louny dist.

Fig. 2. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Ground plan of a late Lengyel
house (after Soudsky 1955, Fig. 1)

Fig. 3. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Reconstruction of the oven
No. | (Feature 16) — after Soudsky 1955, Fig. 3

Fig. 4. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 1

Fig. 5. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 2

Fig. 6. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 3

Fig. 7. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 4

Fig. 8. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 5

Fig. 9. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. Clay daub
fragment No. 7

(English by ]. Klicovd)

Fig. 10. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 18. Clay daub
fragment No. 16

Fig. 11. Scheme of house reconstructions based on the
“ploshchadka” No. 2 in the Trypillian settlement
Kolomyishchina 1 (Dniester region, Ukraine).

Variant 1 — after E. Yu. Krichevsky and T. S. Passek.

Variant 2 — according to a new concept of interpretations
of “ploshchadki”. The arrows in schemes indicate the main
direction of fire impact. Basic source: Burdo 2007, 41, PI. 3

Photo Plate 9. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16.
1-7 —clay daub fragments Nos. 1-7

Photo Plate 10. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 16. 1 —clay
daub fragment No. 8, 2 — clay daub fragment No. 10, 3 —
clay daub fragment No. 13, 4 — clay daub fragment No. 15
Photo Plate 11. Postoloprty, Louny dist. Feature 18.
1-fragment No. 16, 2 — fragment No. 17. Feature 19.

3 — fragment No. 20, 4 — fragments Nos. 21-23
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