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AN OUTLINE OF THE RESEARCHES ON THE
ANTHROPOLOGY OF THE BRONZE AGE

IN MORAVIA

The territory of Moravia has concentrated the

attention of anthropologists since the very beginn-
ings of the science about man. It is so chiefly
thanks to the Pleistocene finds from Sipka, Mladeg,
Predmosti near Prerov and Brno in the eighteen-
eighties and nineties, and subsequently thanks to
the Ochoz, Dolni Véstonice, Pavlov, Svitavka and
Kiilna finds. The anthropological finds of the later
periods, including the Bronze Age, however, arose
less attention and the wide public knew very little
about them.

The anthropological part of the article of
F. Koudelka on the Unétician graves near
Néméany written by A. Weisbach in the Mit-

teilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in

Wien in 1891 can be regarded as the oldest publi-
cation on Moravian anthropological materials; it
contains an expert’s account on an Unétice skeleton,
including the basic dimensions. The publication of
A. Rzehak from 1880 is older and contains also
an anthropological part, but it is rather superficial,
the dimensions were indicated only approximately,
so that the find is of no practical use for us. Neither
can we use the data concerning the Moravian ma-
terials in the publications of O. Reche and
H. Schliz from 1909, since their finds cannot be
exactly identified and the original archaeological
dating has been lately defined with more precision
or has been completely changed by later researches.

Relatively soon after Weisbach’s paper appear
the publications of J. Palliardi in 1894 and
1896. Though they deal chiefly with archaeological
finds, the author evaluated also the unearthed hu-
man skeletons and his accounts are very good and
can still be used, the more so because they are
accompanied by archaeological finds, so that the
reliability of their dating can easily be checked. In

his work from 1894 the author indicated the data
of 8 Unétician skeletons from Oblekovice and of
12 skeletons from Vrbovec. The work from 1896
mentions one skeleton from TéSetice and 3 skeletons
from Kyjovice. J. Wankel’s paper on a female
skull from Piikazy, published in 1889 contains only
the basic indices.

J. Matiegka dealt with the Moravian an-
thropological material only marginally referring to
an article by A. Prochazka reporting on an
Unétice grave from Otnice in 1907. In Stock y's
publication from 1931 is Moravia represented by
a single Unétice locality — by Vranovice (2 ske-
letons). From the pre-World War II period let us
mention also K. Schirmeisen. His work from
1933 contains the data on 5 male and 3 female
skulls from Moravsky Krumlov and our short list
of earlier works can be concluded by Szom-
bathy’s work on Unétician skeletons found in
Moravia and Austria; he mentions 1 male skull
from Vrbovee, 1 female skull from Cejkovice and
6 finds from Skoronice, of which only 1 male and
2 female skulls could be measured.

After break of more than twenty years twgq
important works by J. Jelinek on the anthropological
finds in the Bronze Age appear within a short
space of time, stressing as [irst the importance
of anthropological materials originating from Mo-
ravia; the first' of them, a separate volume
published in 1959 contained the metric data on 48
Unétice skulls, and it is followed by a publication
on the data of further 32 skulls in the Casopis Mo-
ravského musea, in the same year. These two publi-
cations were preceded by several articles written
by Jelinek between 1950—1957, dealing espe-
cially with the problems of anthropophagy and bu-
rial rites in the Bronze Age. Finally in 1961 Jeli-
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nek concludes this period of this research work
with a critical analysis of our knowledge of the an-
tropology of the Bronze Age. Jelinek returned
later several limes to these problems in his publi-
cations dealing with isolated finds, namely in his
complex work on the anthropology of Neolithic Age
in Moravia. It is naturally impossible to. draw a
sharp dividing line between the Encolithic Age and
between the time of the Unétice culture; on process-
ing the materials of the Bronze Age Jelinek
was looking for their origin in the individual Enco-
lithic Groups, and on the contrary, on processing
the Eneolithic finds he was looking for their con-
tinuation in the Bronze Age. The whole problem
was very well expressed in Jelinek's paper at
the Symposium on the Anthropology of the Neo-
lithic Age in Mainz, read in 1965 and published in
1973.

Besides Jelinek's works we shall mention
also the publications of other authors. A. Loren-
cova processed the finds from Ujezd (1958) and
from Znojmo (1964) and J. Paveldik pro-
cessed the skulls from Brno-Cerna Pole (1949). The
author of this very paper processed a series of iso-
lated finds and small groups of Un&tice skeletons
from the territory of Moravia; they are indicated
in the attached list of literature. There were in fact
only two bigger Bronze Age groups | had a chance
to process, but none of them contributed substan-
tially to the solution of the anthropological pro-
blems. The Nitra group burial site from the Earliest
Bronze Age unearthed in Hole$ov contained 385
graves, but the skeletons were in such a poor state
of preservation that we managed to determine the
basic paleodemographic data only in 224 of them
and a metric analysis of the assamblage was out of
question. The Moravidany burial site contained
1250 cremation graves from the Lusatian (and Pla-
ténice) periods, but cremation burials represent
a special problem and will be dealt with by a spe-
cial paper at this symposium.

The list of works on the anthropology of the
Bronze Age in Moravia is quite rich, the anthro-
pological materials are relatively extensive, but in
fact we are still short of them. The group of about
100 Unétice skulls whose metric data are at our
disposal, is not very much, we are used to work
with Old Slavic assemblages counting thousands of
finds. Besides most finds, especially the older ones
are not accurately dated. We must realize that the
Unétician period represents some 400 years of de-
velopment, but we often conceive it as a whole,
considering sometimes cerlain geographical differen-
ces, but we are unable to distinguish its individual
phases. It would be of extraordinary importance to
follow the picture of this population in various
chronological horizons, namely to separate the ear-
liest phase, comprising the culturally very versatile
Eneolithic environment, and the latest stages when
a symbiosis proceeded and the various elements
amalgamated into a new shape,

It is impossible to speak of the anthropology
of the Early Bronze Age without giving a heed to
the development of the preceding stage. In Moravia
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we can find several independent cultural groups
towards the end of the Eneolithic Age. Thf: two l.)e_st
known groups are presumably of forellgn omglln
(what is doubted by some researchers), the pef:op e
of the Bell Beaker culture and the people of the
Corded Pottery. Besides these two groups we know
also the Jevisovice population, the Nitra group and
the Encolithic Proto-Unétician group. The Corded
Pottery culture in the view of most researchers ceased
before the end of the Eneolithic Age_, and thus we
could eliminate it from the groups directly preced-
ing and influencing the Un&tice culture; the matter
is however not so simple. The theory of the hiatus
between the end of the Corded Pottery cultur.e an.d
between the beginning of the Unétician period 1s
not so unshakeable as it seems to be and the re-
sults achieved in the field of anthropology.helped
to establish these contacls..Thc archaeological re-
search gives us almost uplvocal answe;'1 —U t!u::re
is a very striking connection between the Unétice
culture and between the culture of the Bell Beakers.
The results of the anlhropologlcal research, however,
did not allow us for a long time to accept generally
this view, since the people gf the Bell Beakex:s had
been regarded for a long time as a populatlon of
short-headed archers, without analogy in the cranial
finds of the Unétice period. The recent three de-
cades however have substantially chax}ged this an-
thropological conception, but the/achlevem.ents of
the newest research do not get through against the
force of tradition. The people of th.e Be.ll Beakers
is a rather heterogenous population in. Fentral
Europe, comprising also leptodo]ich(_)morphlc el.e-
ments, typical of the Unétice population. The exis-
tence of relations between these two groups cannot
be ruled out, but at present it cannot be proved
either. Tt is so because we have almost no anthro-
pological materials concerning other two important
populations from the end of the Eneolithic Age in
Moravia, of the JeviSovice and Nitra groups. The
proto-Unétician finds are very scarce, but they be-
longed to a surprisingly homogenous population,
almost identical to the very Unétice people; as far
as relations between the proto-Unétician culture and
Unétician culture proper are concerned the views of
the archaeologists diverge a great deal.

Let me return once more to the large Nitra
group burial site researched by J. Ondréaéek
in HoleSov in the sixties. I have mentioned that it
was possible to establish only the paleodemographic
data of most of the finds coming from 385 graves;
we were helped however by the fact that the va-
rious position of men (on the right side, with the
head to west) and of women (on the left side, with
the head to east) was strictly respected, according to
our research. Thanks to the great quantity of ma-
terial we were able to put together the oldest life
table for an anthropological material found in the
territory of Czechoslovakia. The table contains very
Interesting data, though it contains in emphasized
form also the errors of tables from the later periods.
The table tells us that the mean life expectancy of
this population was 31 years; but we must add that
the first or zero group contains only a single find



(only one skeleton of a child dying before reaching
the age of one year, has been found). This absurd
find (quite impossible even in the 19th century)
distorts also the other results of the life table. The
combined archaeological-anthropological research of
the site has not been completed. Perhaps a detailed
analysis of the findings will show that the 56 graves
containing no anthropological material were graves
of infants, but this explanation could not fill in all
the data missing from the life table.

The analysis of the paleodemographic data
represents in the anthropological research a large
step forward, enabling us to learn more about the
structure of the prehistoric and medieval populations,
but it is of little help for learning about the bio-
logical relations among the individual groups. The
large burial site in Hole3ov, however, can not yield
us any material for understanding the degree of
biological relationship between the Nitra and Uné-
tice peoples.

The period of the Unétice culture emerges from
a fog still covering the anthropological structure of
the final Eneolithic Age suddenly, as a clear-cut
contour. The new researches bring about few new
facts., in fact they only prove that out ideas con-
cerning the anthropological picture of this popula-
tion were correct. It forms a strikingly homoge-
nous group especially in Moravia and is char-
acterized by the presence of robust leptodolicho-
morphic individuals. Out of the 100 Unétice skulls
found in Moravia there are only 4 per cent
brachymorphic ones. Though at present we know
from the anthropological side only a small part of
the Final Eneolithic population, there is no doubt
at all that they were formed by a varied mixture of
biological elements. After this period appears a sur-
prising homogeneity (there is similar situation after
all also in the archaeological material). It looks as
if the symbiosis of various groups in the same
territory led to the formation of -2 new group
through evolutionary mechanisms. We are tempted
to accept this explanation also by the nowadays
prevailing general trend not to believe in migrations,
but try to explain most phenomena by local de-
velopment. :

We periodically study the relation of changes
in the archaeological material with changes in the
population. Some periods or groups of scientists
emphasize the importance of migrations in this
respect, others explain everything through local de-
velopment. Today prevails latter “school” but the
truth is somewhere half-way. Those are quite ex-
ceptional cases when the whole population was re-
placed by newcomers, in most cases at least rem-
nants of the original population remained in the
area; on the other hand it is very probable in some
cases lhat large masses of people moved into new
settlement areas. For the territory of Moravia we
cannot rule out that a certain amount of biological
elements of the first farming population from the
beginning of the Neolithic Age has persisted for
thousands of years and still live in a small part of
the present-day population of the area. On the other
hand it is obvious that there were several mighty
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migrations of new peoples to this territory and that
the original biological element has been at least
strongly influenced and superimposed by the infl.u?c
of these new peoples. I do not doubt the possibili-
ties of the archaeological research, but I think that
the archaeological material cannot solve all these
problems definitively, in this matter the archaeolo-
gists are thrown upon speculative conjectures. An-
thropology could be of great help here but its
chances are quite limited since the material we
have at our disposal cannot match the rich archaeo-
logical finds — either quantitatively or qualitatively.
It seems, however, that the appearance of the Bell
Beaker people could be an example of migration,
while the origin of the Unétice population can be
explained by local development.

The question remains, however, why did one
of the components of the Bell Beaker population,
paradoxically enough the leptobrachymorphic one,
once regarded as the most typical representative of
this people, retreated to the background in the
Bronze Age. In fact the brachymorphic skulls had
completely disappeared. It was obviously due to a
process whose analogy (under completely different
circumstances, however) is known from medieval
materials — somewhere between the 12th and 14th
centuries occurs an brachycephalization process in
Europe, eliminating almost completely the dolicho-
morphic skulls. There have been many explanations
to this process; today prevails the view that it was
due to some form of biological selection. I do not
want to go to details, simply the medieval condi-
tions somehow preferred the brachycranic compo-
nent of the population and the result was™ that
within some two hundred years the dolichomorphic
skulls almost completely disappeared. A similar
evolutionary mechanism could have led to an al-
most complete suppression of the brachymorphic
individuals between the Eneolithic Age and Early
Bronze Age. '

From the later horizons of the Bronze Age in
Moravia we have at our disposal substantially less
finds. Though we have a comparatively extensive
series of Velatice period finds from Cezavy near -
Blu¢ina, but they are in very poor state of pre-
servalion. From the materials we have we can judge
that the homogeneity of the anthropological com-
position of the Unétice period continued..But the
finds of population of the Tumulus culture, very
important for following the - development, are
missing.

Anthropology cannot bring about revolutionary
and definite solutions for the complicated problems
of the prehistoric archaeology, but it can contribute
a great deal to their solution. It could contribyte
more, if it had at its disposal a larger number of
exactly dated materials — but we must not cherish
illusions that then everything would be clear. The
small groups of finds make the completing of our
work easier, mercifully schematizing the complexity
of the whole problem, We have thousands of skele-
tons from the Early Middle Ages, often we have at
our disposal even written reports, nevertheless
the number of unsolved problems is constantly in-
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creasing. If we take into account the influence of
pure evolution, migrations and all the other factors
changing the biological substance of the populations
we shall have to conclude that the present period
is not suitable for widely-based syntheses. The im-
porlant thing is to learn in detail about the in-
dividual areas, to analyse all the available material
and to co-ordinate closely the archacological and
anthropological research of the individual epochs.
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