4.
Terminologie / Terminology

Prace se zabyva pouze dvéma typy kruhovych Sperkt — na-
ramky a napazniky. Tyto ozdoby jsou fazeny do skupiny kru-
hovych §perkd, kam déle patii také ndnozniky, zausnice/na-
usnice, prsteny, nakréniky, vlasové ozdoby, popf- tzv. turbany
(jez byly zfejmé vyuzity jako nanozniky). Viechny tyto Sperky
majijeden spolecny aspekt —tvar. Ten je ¢asto kruhovy nebo
ovalny, vyjimecné se vyskytuji také houpackovité a sedlovité
Sperky, které maji plankonvexni tvar, ovSem vnitfni i vng¢jsi
prifez je vétSinou ovalny. K témto predméetim jsou fazeny
nanozniky, naramky/napazniky nebo prsteny. Jsou typické
bud pouze pro dobu halstatskou, pokud mluvime o houpac-
kovitych nanoznicich, nebo pro dobu laténskou, pokud jde
o sedlovité prsteny ¢i naramky/napazniky. Tyto Sperky byly
noSeny piimo na téle ¢i odévu, presnéji na rukou ¢i nohou,
a tudiz se jejich valna ¢ast nachazi v hrobovych celcich.

JelikoZ kruhové Sperky jsou si ndpadné tvarové (acasto
také typologicky) podobné, u nalezovych celkt bez po-
lohového umisténi na téle jedince je obtiZné mezi nimi
diferencovat, tj. mohou byt zaménovany. V této praci tudiz
vyuzivam souhrnného terminu naramek/népaznik tehdy,
nejde-li o nalezové hrobové celky s kostrovym pohiebnim
ritem a naramkem ¢i napaznikem umisténym (takika) in
situ na téle zemrelého, popripad€ v tésné blizkosti ¢asti
hornich koncetin.

4.1 Identifikace a definice pojmii
ndramek a ndpaznik

Toto téma je, jak jiz bylo naznaceno, velmi obsahlé, nebot
naramky/népazniky se vyskytuji v mnoha materialovych
i typologickych formach a ¢asto bez nalezovych okolnos-
ti. Ve znacné ¢asti pripadi jsou typologicky, materialove
a nezridka téz rozméroveé podobné jinym kruhovym $per-
kim; vyskytuji se také parove, napf. u objemného souboru
z Habrtvky — ,,By¢i skaly“ nelze bezpecné oddélit bronzové
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The work focuses only on two types of round-shaped jewel-
lery—bracelets and armlets. These items belong to a group
of circular jewellery which also includes anklets, hairrings/
earrings, rings, neck gaiters/necklaces, hair decoration or
the so-called turbans (possibly used as anklets). One aspect
is common to all of these types of jewellery — their shape.
They are circular or oval, with rare exceptions of saddle-
-shaped or swing-shaped, with plano-convex shape, but
the inner and outer cross-section is typically oval-shaped.
These items include anklets, bracelets/armlets or rings.
They are typical for the Hallstatt Period only, if referring
to the swing-shaped anklets, or for the La Téne Period, if
referring to saddle-shaped rings or bracelets/armlets. They
were worn directly on the body or on clothing (hands or
legs), which is why most of them were found in graves.

As circular jewellery types are mutually similar in terms
of shape (and quite often in terms of typology as well), it is
sometimes complicated to tell them apart in finds without
clearly identifiable placement on the body of the deceased,
and they can be misidentified. The general term bracelet/
armlet is thus used in this work where the case is not of
an skeletal burial rite and the bracelet or armlet placed
(almost) in situ on the body or in the proximity of parts of
upper extremities.

4.1 Identification and definition
of the terms bracelet and armlet

Asalready suggested, the topicis rather broad, as bracelets/
armlets can take many forms in terms of materials and
typology, often without identifiable circumstances of their
discovery. Often, a bracelet/armlet is similar, in terms of
typology, material and dimension, to other types of circular
jewellery; they can also exist in pairs, as in the case of alarg-
er set of finds from Habrtivka— “By¢i skala” we cannot safely
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spiralovité mensi exemplare od ndusnic/zausnic. V dobé
laténské mohou byt nékteré naramky/napazniky zaménény
snanozniky, nebot ty jsou v nékterych pripadech typologicky
totozné. Tyto nalezy registruji napft. vhrobech z Bedrichovic
H8/80 — ,,Malého pole/Pod Skalou®, Prosté&jova-Cechtivek
H1-,,Za Olomouckou branou* a Svatoboric—,,intravilanu
obce®. Navic existuji duté housenkovité nanozniky, které
jsou v nekterych pripadech ziejmée druhotné pouzity jako
napazniky. Takovyto pripad eviduji napt. v hrobé Blu¢ina 3
H6 — ,,Konopné zahradky“, kde je tento Sperk umistén na
pravé pazi, a v hrobé Brno-Malomérice H9 — , Plize“, kde
jsou snad pidvodné nanozniky umistény na pravém zapésti,
tedy slouzi jako naramky. V dob¢ halstatské dochazi kzamén¢
spiSe za parovy Sperk, jimz jsou ndusnice/zausnice, které se
vyskytuji v hrobech spole¢né s naramky/népazniky, napf.
zlokalit Dolni Véstonice H5 — ,,Na Prednich piscich®, Miku-
lovH3 -, kasarna“ & Seloutky H1/2012 Kagina— ,,Na Stast-
nych“. Jejich rozmérova diferenciace od jinych kruhovych
Sperkd ataké mezi sebou se vzhledem k témto skutecnostem
zda, v ramci jejich mozné budouci identifikace, nezbytna.

Dalsi pripad, kdy je identifikace naramka/napazniki
znesnadnéna, je Cisté€ terminologicky, kdy je pro ndramek/
napaznik uzit piilis obecny vyraz. Casto tak dochazi, napf.
u hrobovych celkt, k terminologické nedtslednosti, kdy
jsou tyto Sperky nazyvany obecné jako kruhy nebo naramky,
trebaze podle jejich umisténi na téle zemrtelého jde o na-
paznik nebo naramek. V nékterych pripadech je napaznik
ve funkéni poloze, a presto je oznacen jako nadramek. Pri-
kladem je ndpaznik z Brna-Maloméric H20 — ,, Plizi“, ktery
je ve funkéni poloze, ovsem Jana Cizmarova jej oznadila
jako naramek (Cizmdrovd 2005, 80). V hrobé& Kobylnice
H9 — ,Nad Bezdékovem* byl naramek/napaznik nalezen
u pravé ruky, presto je oznacen jako pouhy kruh (Cizmdrovd
2011, 115). Vzhledem kvelikosti cca 90 mm $lo ziejmé o na-
paznik. Druhy kus z tohoto hrobu, ktery je o pouhych cca
10 mm mendsi, byl nalezen vedle prvniho exemplaie, ovsem
byl interpretovan jako naramek (Cizmdrovd 2011, 115).
Vjinych pripadech je zase termin kruh pouzit u fragmentd,
které mohou byt jakymkoliv druhem kruhového $perku.
Prikladem jsou fragmenty pseudofiligranovych Sperk, kde
pojem kruh midZe pojmout naramky/népazniky, nakréniky,
prsteny nebo nanozniky (Cizmdrovd 2012, 202). Casto je
velmi obtizné stanovit, co je/neni naramek/napaznik, a to
i v pripadech, kdy autor textu tento predmét naramkem/
napaznikem nazval. Existuji také ptipady, kdy se prace podle
nazvu vénuje naramkim, ovSem v jejim textu se vyskytuje
vyraz kruh. Plati to napt. o pseudofiligranovém fragmentu
z Ladné, ktery je zafazen mezi kruhy, tfebaze ¢lanek po-
jednava o naramcich (Cizmdrovd 2012, 212). V ¢lanku od
stejné autorky zabyvajicim se jiz svym nazvem dvojnaramky
se tento fragment vyskytuje opét se stejnym obecnym ozna-
¢enim kruh (Cizmdrovd 2014, 467). V tomto konkrétnim

35

distinguish between smaller bronze spiral bracelet and an
earring/hairring. In the La Téne Period some bracelets/
armlets can be confused for anklets because of their shared
typology in some cases. This is the example of finds from
the sites and graves at Bedrichovice H8/80 — “Malé pole/
Pod Skalou”, Prosté&jov-Cechtivky H1 — “Za Olomouckou
branou” and Svatoborice — “intravilan obce”. Moreover,
there are hollow caterpillar-shaped anklets which in some
cases appear to be used as armlets. This was the case of
a grave at Bluc¢ina 3 H6 — “Konopné zahradky” where this
artefact is placed on the right arm of the deceased, and
a grave Brno-Maloméfice H9 — “Plize” in which apparent
anklets are placed on the right wrist as bracelets. As for
the Hallstatt Period the confusion is typically related to
pair jewellery, i.e. earrings/hairrings which are found in
graves alongside bracelets/armlets, e.g. at Dolni Véstonice
H5 — “Na Prednich piscich”, Mikulov H3 — “kasarna” or
Seloutky H1/2012 Kasina— “Na Stastnych”. Their dimen-
sional differentiation from other circular artefacts, and
their mutual differentiation, seems necessary considering
the need for future identification.

Another scenario where the identification of bracelets/
armlets is challenging is strictly semantic, as avery general
term is used for abracelet/armlet. Often, inconsistencies
in terminology occur, especially in the study of graves, and
these finds are referred to generally as rings or bracelets,
despite the fact that the placement of the item on the body
clearly shows that it is in fact an armlet or bracelet. In
some cases, an armlet is in its corresponding functional
position, but it is still identified as a bracelet. Examples
include an armlet from the site Brno-Malométice H20 —
“Plize” in the corresponding functional position which
Jana Cizmarova identified as bracelet (Cizmdrovd 2005,
80). A bracelet/armlet from the grave Kobylnice H9 —
“Nad Bezdékovem” was found near the right arm, but
it was still identified as a simple ring (Cizmdrovd 2011,
115). Due to its dimensions, ca. 90 mm, it was probably
used as an armlet. Another specimen from this grave,
only 10 mm smaller and located next to the former one,
was identified as a bracelet (Cizmdrovd 2011, 115). In
other cases, the term “ring” is used for fragments which
could have been any type of circular jewellery. Examples
include fragments of pseudo-filigree jewellery where the
term “ring” may encompass bracelets/armlets, neck gai-
ters, rings or anklets (Cizmdrovd 2012, 202). It is often
very complicated to determine what is or isn’t a bracelet/
armlet, even if the author of the text decides to refer to it as
such. There are also cases where awork claims to deal with
bracelets (based on its title) but the term used in the text
itself is “ring”. This is the case of a pseudo-filigree frag-
ment from Ladna which is classified as aring even though
the article itself deals with bracelets (Cizmdrovd 2012,
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piipadé jsem fragment do katalogu zanesla s ozna¢enim
naramek/napaznik, ale v jinych pripadech jsem nékteré
,kruhy“ nezaradila, nebot neodpovidaly svymi rozméry,
vzhledem, sklonem fragmentu nebo typologii naramkam/
napaznikdm. Povazuji za vhodné zminit, Ze timto tématem
se na Slovensku zabyval kolektiv autorti (Bujna et al. 1996,
55-74), jenZ se snazil definovat terminologii u v§ech zna-
mych Sperkd. Velmi podrobné ¢lenéni pouzité v citované
préci je v§ak spiSe na Skodu. Naramky/néapazniky jsou totiz
definovany samostatn¢ a je pouzito prili§ mnoho kritérii
jednak projejich vzajemné rozliSent, jednak pro typologické
¢lenéni. To miiZe zplisobit, Ze popisny systém nebude v praxi
vyuzivan. Zminéna prace vak presto dochazi k nékterym
velmi uzite¢nym zavértim, které jsem vyuzila. Jde prevazné
o typologické nazvoslovi (Bujna et al. 1996, 56, 58-59).
Pokud mluvime o terminologii a diferenciaci, povazuji
za nutné zminit, Ze naramky/napazniky z vybranych obdobi
typologicky registruji ve formé uzaviené a oteviené. To odde-
leni podle rozmérti opét znacné ztéZuje. V pripade otevienych
naramkt/napaznikd je nutné pocitat sjejich moznou tpra-
vou piimo navelikost obvodu ruky jejich nositeli. Naramek/
napaznik Ize minimalné o 10 mm roztahnout nebo naopak
stlacit tak, aby odpovidal velikosti koncetiny. Tyto Sperky byly
oblibené, jak si povS§imla Joanna Sofaer Derevenski, ¢asto
u nedospélych jedinct, coz potvrzuje i Adam Prochézka,
ktery uvadi, ze tomu tak bylo z praktickych diivodii, nebot
naramek/napaznik se upravoval podle toho, jak jedinec
rostl (Sofaer Derevenski 2000, 392; Prochdzka 2021, 42).
Ohebnost, a tedy i rozmeérova prizpusobivost naramku/
napazniku, je pak omezena poddajnosti a pruznosti kovu,
znéhozje zhotoven. Z této skutecnosti vyvozuji, Ze ndramky
vitelnéjsi nez exemplate vyrobené ze Zeleza. Dal§im kovem,
znehoZ se naramky/napazniky zhotovovaly, mohlo byt také
zlato ¢i stiibro, které maji ohebnost a tvarnost nejvyssi. Ze
zlatavSak z Moravy zaznamenavame pouze jediny exemplar
z Habrlvky — ,,By¢i skaly“ (KH 22/91). Stfibrny exemplar
zMoravy do dne$nich dnti registrovan neni. Kusy s méné ¢i
vice pres sebe prelozenymi ¢i prekryvajicimi se konci eviduji
z obou obdobi, napft. v hrobech z lokalit Brno-Zabrdovice
H123 - ,ul. Prikop“, Hostice-Heroltice H805 —,,Se¢né lou-
ky“, Hustopede K848 — ,,Sibenky*, Lipnik nad Be¢vou-Tr-
navka 5 H68/867 — ,,Zadni“, Pustimérské Prusy H16 — , le-
tiste“ ¢i Slatinky PH3 —  Nivky“. Jde tudiz o naprosto bézny
jev. U uzavienych naramk/napazniki je jakakoliv iprava
nemozn4, ajejich primér je tedy neménny. V tomto pripadé
by se mohlo zdat, Ze je tematika lépe uchopitelné v ramci
rozmérové diferenciace, nebot nelze pocitat s jakoukoliv
Upravou primeéru. Naramek/népaznik tohoto typu je v§ak
nutno nasadit/pretahnout pies dlan, palec a klouby ruky,
které jsou az o n¢kolik desitek milimetr primérove vetsi
nezzapesti. To tedy v praxi znamend, Ze naramek/napaznik
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212).Inan article written by the same author dealing with
double bracelets, as its title suggests, this fragment is once
again referred to as “ring” (Cizmdrovd 2014,467). In this
specific case I included the fragment in the catalogue as
abracelet/armlet; in other cases, I did not use some “rings”
as they did not meet the bracelet/armlet criteria due to
their dimensions, appearances, angle or typology. This
topic was covered by a team of Slovak authors (Bujna et
al. 1996, 55-74) who attempted to define the terminology
for all known types of jewellery. Thus the overly detailed
classification used in the aforementioned monograph is
detrimental. Bracelets/armlets are defined separately and
way too many criteria are used for their differentiation and
typology. This may cause unwillingness to use the system
in practice. The authors nevertheless come to important
conclusions which I ultimately used in this work, especially
when it comes to typological nomenclature (Bujna et al.
1996, 56, 58-59).

As for terminology and differentiation, I shall mention
the fact that two typological forms of bracelets/armlets are
identified for the periods in question: closed and open. This
fact complicates the classification by dimensions: in the case
of open bracelets/armlets it is necessary to acknowledge
the fact that they could have been adjustable to the wrist
of the owner. A bracelet/armlet can be adjusted by at least
10 mm (expanded or pressed down) to conform to the size of
the arm. As Joanna Sofaer Derevenski notes, this jewellery
was popular among minors; Adam Prochdzka confirms it
and adds that it was for the reasons of practicality as the
bracelet/armlet was expandable as the owner’s arm and
wrist grew (Sofaer Derevenski 2000, 392; Prochdzka 2021,
42). The flexibility, and the possibility to adjust abracelet/
armlet, was based on the properties of the metal from which
it was made. This leads me to the conclusion that bronze
bracelets were more easily adjustable than iron specimens.
Gold and silver could also be used for bracelets/armlets due
to their highest degree of plasticity among metals. However,
we only know one gold specimen from Moravia — from
Habriivka — “By¢i skala” (KH 22/91). A silver specimen
from Moravia has not been registered to this day. Specimens
with more or less folded or overlapping ends from both
periods were found in graves at Brno-Zabrdovice H123 —
“ul. Prikop”, Hostice-Heroltice H805 — “Sec¢né louky”,
Hustopece K848 — “Sibenky”, Lipnik nad Be¢vou-Trnav-
ka5 H68/867—“Zadni”, Pustimérské Prusy H16— “letisté”
or Slatinky PH3 — “Nivky”. It is therefore a very common
phenomenon. Closed bracelets/armlets cannot be adjusted
in any way and their diameter is fixed. In this case it could
appear that the issue is less complicated in terms of vari-
ations in dimensions because any adjustment of diameter
is excluded entirely. However, as a bracelet/armlet of this
type had to be pulled over the palm, thumb and knuckles,
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musi byt aZ o nékolik desitek milimetr( vetsi, nez je zapé&sti
jeho nositele, coz opét znesnadiiuje rozliSeni ndramku od
napazniku. Dalsi kategorii, ktera se ovSem objevuje pou-
ze v dob€ laténské, jsou dvoudilné naramky/napazniky ¢i
naramky/néapazniky obecné se zapinanim, které maji sice
vnitini primér presné stanoveny, ale nevyZaduji pretazeni
ptes dlan. Tato skutecnost poukazuje na vétsi variabilitu
jejich nasazeni, nebot jejich nositel je mohl pres oteviené
zapinani 1épe nasadit prfimo na zapésti, které, jak jiz bylo
zminéno, je mensi nez dlan.

it had to be several dozen millimetres wider than the width
of the hand — that is why the distinction between a bracelet
and an armlet is even more complicated. Another category
(albeit only for the La Téne Period) are two-piece bracelets/
armlets or bracelets/armlets with a clasp: while their inner
diameter remains fixed, they did not have to be pulled on
over the palm. This fact suggests greater variability when
putting them on because the owner was able to open the
clasp and to put the bracelet on directly to the wrist which,
as mentioned above, is narrower than the hand.

0 5cm

—— e

Obr. 3: Rozmérové srovnani halstatského bronzového ndramku a napazniku s dal§imi kruhovymi $perky z doby halstatské a ¢asné doby
laténské na Morave: 1 — plechovy kruh — turban (Habrtivka — ,,By¢i skala®); 2 — ndnoznik (Habrtvka — ,,Byc¢i skala®); 3 — opaskova ozdoba
(Vojkovice H111 — ,Vojkovické nivy“; KH 200/3); 4 — nausnice/zausnice (Slatinky Hbez kontextu — , Nivky“); 5 — naramek/néapaznik
(Miroslav — ,,kamenolom Stépanov*; KH 53/1); 6 — napaznik (Vojkovice H111 — ,Vojkovické nivy“; KH 200/2); 7 — prsten (Slatinky
H166 — ,,Nivky*) (1-2 podle: Parzinger — Nekvasil — Barth 1995, Taf. 6:49a, 14:131; 3—4 podle: Golec 2005, tab. 105/111:3,9; 5 podle:
Podborsky — Vildomec 1972, obr. 32:2; 67 podle: Prichystal 2003, tab. XLII/PH166:2, LXVIII:3; upravila: I. Salayova).

Fig. 3: Comparison of dimensions of a Hallstatt Period bronze bracelet and armlet with other round-shaped types of jewellery dating to the
Hallstatt Period and the Early La Téne Period in Moravia: 1 — tin ring — turban (Habrtvka — “Byci skala”); 2 — anklet (Habrivka — “Byc¢i
skala”); 3 — belt decoration (Vojkovice H111 — “Vojkovické nivy”; KH 200/3); 4 — earring/hairring (Slatinky Hbez kontextu — “Nivky”);
5 — bracelet/armlet (Miroslav — “kamenolom Stépanov”; KH 53/1); 6 — armlet (Vojkovice H111 — “Vojkovické nivy”; KH 200/2); 7 — ring
(Slatinky H166 — “Nivky”) (1-2 after: Parzinger — Nekvasil — Barth 1995, Taf. 6:49a, 14:131; 3—4 after: Golec 2005, tab. 105/111:3,9; 5
after: Podborsky — Vildomec 1972, obr. 32:2; 6—7 after: Prichystal 2003, tab. XLII/PH166:2, LXVIII:3; edited by: I. Salayova).
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Nejvétsim problémem, jak jiz bylo diive uvedeno, je
zameéna naramkid/napaznikd, ovsem nikoliv pouze sjinymi
druhy kruhovych $perki (obr. 3—4). Neztidka totiz dochazi
také kjejich zaméne za soucasti koniskych postroji, zavésné
prvky na opascich ¢i jiné uzitkové predmeéty. Prikladem je
zdobena soucast kornského postroje povazovana za tordo-
vany naramek z Hru$ovan u Brna — ,,U Tii mostd“ z H1,
mozna uzavieny zelezny ndramek z hrobu Slatinky PH52 —
,Nivky“, ktery nedosahuje ani 40 mm vnitiniho priméru,
a jde tudiz zi'ejmé o ndusnici/zausnici ¢i soucast odévu,
nebo udajny ndramek nalezeny u pasu bojovnika z hrobu
zHolubic H26 — , Dilci“, kde jde vzhledem k malému vnitf-
nimu priméru a masivnosti spiSe o ¢ast vystroje/vyzbroje
bojovnika. Do této skupiny lze ptiradit rovnéz kruh z hro-
bu H62 z téhoz pohiebisté, nalezeny na pazi pohibeného
jedince, ktery je opét prili§ masivni a maly.

JelikozZje terminologie vliteratufe ¢asto nepresna avne-
kterych pripadech chybné pouzit, je nutné upozornit na
fakt, Ze v katalogu se kviili tomu mohou objevit artefakty,
jejichz presna funkce a téZ interpretace je nejista anepies-
na. Vpopisu nalezové situace nebo piimo utakové polozky
se natyto pripady snazim upozornit. Také je vhodné podo-
tknout, Ze vétSinu poloZek ponechavam interpretacné pou-
ze vroviné uréeni ndramek/napaznik, nejde-li o rozmerove
typické ptiklady naramku ¢i ndpazniku, nebo pokud ne-
byly nalezeny in situ pfimo na antropologickém materialu
v hrob¢ jako soucast kroje.

AsThave already suggested, the biggest problem was the
misidentification of bracelets/armlets, but not just as other
types of circular jewellery (Fig. 3—4) but also, quite often, as
parts of horse harnesses, hanging pieces on belts and other
items of daily use. Examples include a decorated part of a har-
ness which was misidentified as a torded bracelet from the
site HruSovany u Brna— “U Tii most” from H1; or perhaps
closed iron bracelet from a grave at Slatinky PH52 - “Nivky”
whose inner diameter is not even 40 mm which means it
is probably a hairring as such as some part of clothing or
earring; or an alleged bracelet found at the hip of a deceased
warrior in the grave at Holubice H26 — “Dilce” which, due
to its inner diameter and mass, is more likely a part of the
gear of a warrior. This group can also include a ring from
the grave H62 from the same burial ground on the forearm
of the deceased which is too massive and also too small.

Asthe terminology used in the bibliography is sometimes
inaccurate and sometimes outright wrong, it shall be men-
tioned that the catalogue may contain artefacts the function
and the resulting interpretation of which is ambiguous and
inaccurate. Anote is made to this regard in the description of
the finding circumstances or directly at the aforementioned
item where applicable. It should also be noted that most
items are generally interpreted as bracelet/armlet, unless
they are typical examples of abracelet or armlet in terms of
dimensions, or unless found directly on the skeletal remains
as a part of a costume in the grave.

Obr. 4: Velikostni srovnani kruhovych §perk z laténského hrobu Brno-Chrlice H13 — ,,Predni roviny“. 1 — ndnoznik; 2 — naramek; 3 — na-

ramek; 4 — napaznik (foto: I. Salayova).

Fig. 4: Comparison of dimensions of round-shaped jewellery from the La Teéne Period grave at Brno-Chrlice H13 — “Predniroviny”. 1 —anklet;

2 —bracelet; 3 — bracelet; 4 — armlet (photo by: I. Salayova).
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4.2 Rozmeérovd diferenciace
ndramkii/ndpaznikii

V této Casti je predstaveno reSeni, jakym zptisobem od
sebe ndramky a ndpazniky diferencovat, a to na zakladé
namérenych rozmeérovych hodnot, v konfrontaci se shro-
mazdénymitidaji ¢asti dnedni populace ziskanymi méfenim
obvodu rukou a vypoctem primérd rukou respondentd
zucastnénych v on-line dotazniku.

Dotaznik byl volné piistupny po dobu jednoho mésice
avyplnilo jej 170 respondentt (¢ab. I; graf 1). Respondenti
meéli za ukol odpoveédét na Ctyfi otdzky, a to tfi oteviené
a jednu uzavienou. U uzaviené otazky respondent mohl
zvolit pouze jednu z nabizenych odpovédi. V pripadé otevie-
né otazky mohl respondent zformulovat odpoved libovolné
podle svého uvazeni a byl omezen pouze formou, nebot
bylo stanoveno, jak mé byt odpovéd do dotazniku zapsana.
Uzaviena otazka se tykala véku a pohlavi respondenta,
pricemz gender byl omezen pouze na dvé pohlavi — muz
nebo zena. U déti byly stanoveny pouze vékové kategorie:
dité do 15 let, dité do 10 let, dit€ do 5 let, dité do 3 let adité
do 1 roku. Ostatni tfi otazky se tykaly namérenych hodnot
rozmért rukou respondentll v stanovenych tfech bodech.

.....

zvoleny vzhledem k tomu, Ze naramky jsou $perky nosené
na téle v oblasti od zapésti s moznosti jejich potencialniho
posunu az na konec predlokti. Napazniky jsou naopak
noseny v rozmezi od loketniho kloubu az pod rameno.
Anatomickym rozhranim téchto Sperkd je tedy loket, resp.
nejSirsi bod na predlokti. VSechny cifry respondenti uva-
d€li v centimetrech a v zaokrouhleni maximalné na pal
jednotky, aby se zamezilo chybam pfi prevodu jednotek
na milimetry, v nichz jsou uvedeny rozméry priméra na-
ramkd/napaznikd v katalogu.

Vysledky dotazniku byly prevedeny na milimetry a pro
vypocet vnitiniho primeéru zvolenych bodd na rukou byl
pouzit vzorec pro vypocet obvodu kruhu: D (primér/pri-
fez) =C (obvod) + 1. Tvar obvodu lidské ruky samozrejme
netvorii presny kruh, ov§em naramky/néapazniky maji, jak
jiz bylo uvedeno, nejc¢astéji tvar kruhu nebo ovélu, a pro
ucely tohoto typu rozmérové diferenciace je tedy tento
vzorec nejlépe aplikovatelny a dostacujici.

M¢teni hodnot se ztcastnily (graf 1) nejvice Zeny ve véku
od 15 let vySe, coz bylo 73 respondentek (43 % ze vSech
zacastnénych). Druhou nejpocetnéjsi skupinou byli muzi
ve stejném vekovém rozpéti, celkoveé dotaznik vyplnilo 49
muzu (29 % ze vsech zucastnénych). Dalsi skupinou byly
déti ve véku od 11 do 15 let, jichz bylo 19 (11 % z celku).
Experimentu se zic¢astnilo 13 déti ve véku od 5 do 10 let
(8 %). Déti v nizsim véku byly zastoupeny nejméné. Slo
05 détive véku od 4 do 5 let (tvori 3 % z celku) a9 déti od

4.2 Differentiation of bracelets/
armlets in terms of dimensions

This part introduces the methodology of differentiation
between bracelets and armlets based on dimensions measu-
red, in confrontation with the data collected on present-day
population’swrist sizes and the average values of this data.

A questionnaire was made available for a period of
one month. Ultimately 170 respondents took part in the
survey (Tab. I, Graph 1). Respondents were supposed to
answer four questions; three open-ended ones and one
closed-ended one. The closed-ended question allowed for
the selection of one of the multiple-choice answers. In
open-ended questions respondents could formulate the
answer at their volition and they were only limited by form;
as it was determined how the answer should be provided in
the questionnaire. The closed-ended question pertained to
the age and gender (M/F). Age categories were offered for
minors: under 15, under 10, under 5, under 3 and under
1. The remaining three questions pertained to the values
of wrist/arm sizes measured, namely wrist circumference,
circumference of the widest point of the forearm and cir-
cumference of the widest point of the upper arm. These
points were chosen based on the fact that bracelets are
jewellery worn around the wrist with the option of moving
it upwards toward the end of the forearm. On the other
hand, armlets are worn between the elbow and the arm-
pit. Anatomically, the elbow (or the widest point on the
forearm) represents a line of sorts between the bracelet
and the armlet. Respondents would give the numbers in
centimetres rounded to the nearest half-centimetre at the
most, in order to avoid mistakes in conversion to millime-
tres, which is the unit used in the catalogue for the values
of the diameter of bracelets/armlets.

The results of the questionnaire were converted to
millimetres. The inner diameter of the three points was
calculated using the formula for the calculation of the
circumference of a circle: D (diameter/cross-section) = C
(circumference) + 1. The circumference of the human hand
isnot an exact circle, but as bracelets/armlets are typically
circular or oval-shaped, the aforementioned formula is
most applicable and sufficient for these purposes.

Most of the respondents (Graph 1) were women aged 15
and over, namely 73 individuals (43% of all participants).
The second largest group were men approximately of the
same age, namely 49 individuals (29% of all participants).
Another group was represented by 19 children aged 11-15
(11% of all participants). A total of 13 children aged 5-10
also participated in the experiment (8%). Younger children
represented the smallest groups; 5 children aged 4-5 (3%)
and 9 children aged 2-3 (5%) and 2 children under 1 year
of age (1%). The age categories were based on some spec-
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