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Basic horizons of development at the foregrounds
of the Early Medieval hillfort of Budec

Zakladni horizonty vyvoje na predhradi rané stfedovékého hradist€ Budec

Andrea Bartoskova

The article discusses the methodology employed in the excavation of the outer fortified area of the Early
Medieval stronghold at Budec. This methodology made it possible to establish in the stronghold’s western

¥

part, at the “Na kasné” location (field excavation in 1981-1986 and in 1989), the stratigraphic succession
of anthropogenic activities, which helped to clarify the character, interconnection and dating of develop-
ment forms of the outer fortifications and settlement in the studied part of the Budec foregrounds.

Early Middle Ages — Bohemia — Budec — hillfort — foregrounds — stratigraphy — chronology

Cldnek seznamuje s metodikou vyzkumu vnéjsiho opevnéného aredlu rané stredovékého hradisté Buded,
kterd umoznila v jeho zdpadni cdsti, v poloze Na kasné (terénni vyzkum v letech 1981-86, 1989) stanovit
stratigrafickou posloupnost antropogennich aktivit, a vedla tak k objasnéni charakteru, provdzanosti
a datovdni vyvojovych forem vnéjsiho opevnéni a osidleni ve zkoumané cdsti budecského predhradi.
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1. Introduction

One of Bohemia’s most important Early Medieval sites is the Bude¢ hillfort, located on
a broad promontory (fig. /a) about 15 km northwest of Prague. The first scientific interest
in this locality, whose past importance is reflected in, among other, an unassuming written
document from the 10th century (see Sldma 1988, 13), dates back to the 19th century. Impor-
tant information regarding this key stronghold of the oldest Pfemyslid rulers — a site asso-
ciated with early Christianisation and the formation of the Early Medieval Czech state —
was provided by systematic excavations performed by the Archaeological Institute of the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences in Prague between 1972 and 1990. Under the leader-
ship of Z. Vaiia and M. Solle, attention was focused primarily on the acropolis of the hill-
fort (1972-1986), which is the site of both Bude¢ churches (1. the still extant Church of
Sts. Peter and Paul, with an original nave of the rotunda of St. Peter from the turn of the
10th century, which is the oldest surviving monument in the Czech Republic; 2. the preserved
foundations of the Church of the Virgin Mary from the second half of the 10t century —
fig. 1b: 1, 2) and where archaeological trenching was performed on a considerable area
(Solle 1990; 1991; Viria 1989; 1995).1 Compared to the extensive excavations of the 3.5 ha

1 After a detailed review of key archaeological situations at the acropolis (Bartoskovd 1999; 2003; 2004a; 2004Db),
the study of the Budec hillfort was recently followed by an evaluation of the findings of a multi-generational study
of the site (Bartoskovd 2010b).
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Fig. 1. a — Budec hillfort. Aerial view of the site from the south. A line of trees and shrubs follow the course
of the outer fortifications (foregrounds) and inner grounds (acropolis) of the hillfort — the Rotunda of
Sts. Peter and Paul and the current graveyard is at the south-western part of the acropolis. b — Contour
map of the Budec hillfort with marked archeologically investigated areas. A — acropolis; B — foregrounds;
1 — Church of Sts Peter and Paul; 2 — foundations of the Church of the Virgin Mary; 3 — Na kasné site.

Obr. 1. a — Hradisté Budec. Letecky pohled na lokalitu od jihu. Linie stromd a kfovin kopiruji pribéh opevnéni
vnéjsiho (predhradi) a vnitfniho aredlu (akropole) hradi$té — v jihozap. ¢asti akropole rotunda sv. Petra a Pavla
a soucasny htbitov. b — Vrstevnicovy plan hradisté Budec s vyznacenim archeologicky zkoumané plochy.
A — akropole; B — pfedhradi; 1 — kostel sv. Petra a Pavla; 2 — zaklady kostela P. Marie; 3 — poloha Na kasné.
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acropolis, only a very small part of the much larger foregrounds (11.7 ha) has been studied
(1981-1986, 1989-1990). In addition to several carefully targeted test trenches larger exca-
vations were performed under my supervision only in the western part of the foregrounds
at the “Na kasné” site (fig. 1b: 3), where the stratigraphic context revealed information on
the development and nature of settlement and the outer fortifications (Bartoskovd 1992;
1995; 1997; 2010a).

2. Archaeological excavations at the “Na kasné” site
at the foregrounds of Budec

2.1. Topography

The “Na kasné” (“At the Fountain”) site is located in the western part of the Budec fore-
grounds, at a slightly elevated location that slopes downward to the south, west, and north
towards the outer rampart, which here takes a noticeable western turn from its continuous
north-south line and arches broadly, delineating this area from the south, west, and north.
Instead of taking the form of an embankment, the rampart, overgrown with trees and shrubs,
consists of terraces that drop steeply down into the Tynsky potok (Tynsky Creek) valley,
named after an ancient nearby settlement.

2.2. Description of archaeological excavations

The archaeological excavations at the “Na kasné” site (1981-1986, 1989) followed in
the wake of previous collections and, in particular, a report by a random passer-by in 1949
regarding the presence of a line of stone remains with traces of mortar on the summit of
the elevated terrain. However, the excavations, which were launched in 1981 with a cross-
shaped trench (N-S: length: 63 m; width: 3 m; W—E: length: 40 m, width: 3 m — fig. 2),
failed to confirm the existence of a stone structure. Excavations encountered an archaeo-
logically negative situation on the summit and on the slopes of the elevated terrain — under
the thin topsoil layer was rocky bedrock (sandstone), in places weathered to the point of
transitioning into hard sand. A geomagnetic survey of the site identified evidence of anthro-
pogenic activities in the area located along the outer edge of the elevated terrain adjacent
to the outer rampart (Bartoskovd 1983; Marek 1983, 85-88). Here, a system of archaeo-
logical trenches in 1981-1984 (A1, A15, A19-A34) recorded a clayey strata (with large
stones of varying petrographic composition on the surface — most commonly sandstone,
less frequently chert, shale, plaener stone) located on top of a layer of stone-and-sand debris.
In the northern part of the studied area, the debris layer consisted of fill inside a consider-
ably weathered sandstone ditch that sharply petered out to the northwest, with the weath-
ered sandstone (hard sand) transitioning into sandstone rock that showed signs of quarrying
activities. The pronounced unevenness of the quarried bedrock was filled in with debris
(sand from weathered sandstone fragments), which contained not only prehistoric and Early
Medieval sherds but also large pieces of sandstone showing signs of having been worked
(fig. 3). Remains of human settlement in the form of a clayey layer (with worked stones on
the surface, as well as numerous pottery fragments, animal bones, and various metal, bone,
and stone items) covering the weathered sandstone debris fill were not fully confirmed until
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Fig. 2. Bude¢ — foregrounds (Na
kasné site). Situation and marking
of archaeological trenches dug in
1981-86, 1989.

Obr. 2. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha
Na kasné). Rozmisténi a oznaceni
sond zkoumanych v letech 1981-86,
1989.

comprehensive excavations were performed in the northwestern part of the studied area.
These excavations (sectors B2-B8) also included archaelogical trench B1 (fig. 2), which
was the first to be performed (in 1984) and which cuts through the outer rampart and the
adjoining foregrounds in a NW-SE direction. While the outer rampart was excavated in
1984, the immediately adjoining areas were excavated in 1985-1986 and 1989.

2.2.1. Section of outer rampart

Excavations of the outer rampart were performed in the northwestern part of the “Na
ka$né” site, where archaeological trench B1 (32 x 2.5 m) was dug at an angle to the outer
rampart and then divided into three working sections (a, b, c¢). Section Bla + Blc (21 m)
led from the rampart’s peak in a southeasterly direction towards the inner foregrounds area,
while section B1b (11 m) led from the rampart’s peak in a northwesterly direction towards
the fall line of the steep cliff. While section B1lc and the southeastern part of section Bla
revealed stone remains of settlement structures that led to the extension of excavations in
1985, the trench in the northwestern part of section Bla leading from the rampart’s peak
to the rocky subsurface uncovered relics of outer fortifications (a total length of around 9 m)
and provided a stratigraphic cross-section of the rampart’s layers (fig. 4). The rampart’s
embankment was lowered in the following manner:

Following the removal of the topsoil and humus layer (layer 2), which consisted of
material eroded from the defunct hillfort, the surface of the embankment was uncovered.
After it had been partially lowered, it became apparent that the rampart’s front section
consists of an unbroken band of light brown silty soil (layer 3) containing the remnants
of longitudinally placed wood, as well as numerous potsherds. Along the rampart’s upper
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Fig. 3. Bude¢ — foregrounds
(Na kasné site). Archaeological
trench A34 — uncovered quarry
wall (sandstone), covered by
a thick layer of sandstone debris,
the bottom part of which featu-
red large chunks of sandstone
with traces of working. View
from west.

Obr. 3. Budec — predhradi (po-
loha Na kasné€). Sonda A34 —
obnaZenda lomova sténa (pisko-
vec), prekrytd mocnou vrstvou
piskovcové suti, v jejiz spodni
trovni se nachézely velké pis-
kovcové kameny se stopami
opracovani. Pohled od Z.

level, the brown silty soil was partially covered with hard sandy soil containing stones
(layer 4), which together with the layer of large stones in brown soil (layer 5) formed the
surface of the rampart’s remains sloping down into the foregrounds. In the rampart’s rear
section, the rampart’s remains — which in addition to surface stone layers consist of various
shades of dark soil (layers 7, 7a, 8, 9, 11) — was covered by a hard surface of a slightly
collapsed band of rough yellow sand mixed with soil. Leaning against this surface along
the front part of the rampart was an almost unbroken compact band of light brown silty soil
containing numerous smaller stones (layer 3). The interface between the silty soily and the
hard sandy band — i.e., between the front and rear parts of the rampart — was clearly visible.
The raised upper part of the rampart’s front section was originally supported by a rear stone
partition whose foundation stones, including a foundation trench hole (filled by layers 10,
13, 14, 18, 28), were uncovered on the surface of the rear part of the rampart. The rear stone
partition of the front part of the rampart was further supported by posts, as documented by
the deep post hole located immediately behind the foundation trench hole (depth: 85 cm;
& 25 cm) — fig. 5. Along almost the entire breadth of the archaeological trench, the surface
of the rear part of the rampart consisted of hard yellow sand mixed with soil (layers 12, 31, 32).

During the stage of excavations that uncovered the surface of the rear part of the rampart,
researchers continued to lower the front part of the rampart, whose upper section consisted
of a thick layer of silty brown soil with remains of longitudinally placed wooden grates.
In the northeastern part of the archaeological trench, the band of brown silty soil (layer 3)
was located on a fill of small pieces of sandstone in a loose sandy soil (layers 20, 21), while
in the southwestern part it was located on a fill of dark brown lumpy loam with numerous
pieces of burnt daub and small stones (layer 24). Starting at the level of this fill, we began
to encounter wooden floors at regular intervals one below the other, consisting of relatively
thick longitudinal beams placed next to one other at a distance of 20-30 cm. One beam from
the upper wooden floor, recorded in the rampart’s SW profile at an elevation of 271.3 m
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Fig. 4. Bude¢ — foregrounds (Na ka3né site). Archaeological trench B1 — section of outer rampart: a) south
west profile of the trench; b) section of rear part of rampart (south-western profile); c) north-eastern profile
of the trench; | — first phase of wall construction; Il — second phase of wall construction; Il — third phase
of wall construction; A — recent trench hole; B — rock (sandstone); C — wood (grates); D — sandstone debris;
1 —topsoil; 2 — dark humus under topsoil; 3 — light brown silty soil with small stones; 4 — light brown hard
sandy-clayey soil with smaller stones; 5 — dark brown soil with large stones; 6 — light brown silty soil with
dark topsoil; 7 — dark loose soil with cinders; 7a — dark loose soil; 8 — greyish-brown loose soil; 9 — black
loose soil; 10 — brown loose sandy-clayey soil; 11 — dark brown loose soil with tiny stones; 12 — mixed hard
yellowish-brown sand; 13 — orange hard sandy-loamy soil with fragments of sandstone; 14 — brown soil;
18 — yellow rough sand; 20 — light brown, very loose sandy soil with small pieces of sandstone; 21 — light
brown, very loose sandy-clayey soil with an amount of tiny pieces of sandstone; 24 — dark brown lumpy
loam with daub and small stones; 25 — greyish-brown coarse mixed sand; 26 — very hard bonded layer
of soil, sand and pebbles; 28 — brown soil; 29 — brown loose sandy soil with large pieces of sandstone;
30 — orangey sand with large pieces of sandstone; 31 — mixed yellow sand with fragments of sandstone;
32 — mixed hard yellow sand; 33 — yellow sand with small fragments of sandstone; 34 — orange sandy-
loamy soil with stones; 35 — dark grey clay; 37 — greenish-yellow sandstone debris; 38 — brown soil;
39 — yellow sandstone debris.
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above sea level, was lined by large chunks of sandstone along its entire length. There were
four levels of floors consisting of longitudinally placed beams (at nearly regular intervals of
20 cm), with the lowest (fourth) floor sitting on the surface of a 50 cm thick layer of rough
greyish brown sand (layer 25) that covered the final (fifth) beam floor, which — at an eleva-
tion of 270.2 m above sea level — formed the bottom of the wood construction of the front
part of the rampart. At its front end, roughly worked chunks of sandstone were exposed
that represent the remains of the stone partition (fig. 6). The foundation stones of the front
partition were placed on a hard base that had been packed down into a low plinth (height:
10 cm; width: 170 cm) consisting of rough sand, soil, and pebbles (layer 26).

After the front part of the rampart had been removed, the lateral (i.e., southeast) profile
of the remaining part of the rampart rear showed that the upper section of the front part of
the rampart partially leaned against the rear of the rampart and that its lower section ran up
against a thick layer of sandstone debris (layer 39). Much of the rear part of the rampart
consisted of rough yellow sand with weathered sandstone fragments (layer 33). However,
the yellow sand did not extend into the archaeological trench’s northeastern profile. The
narrow band (width: 0.5 m) along the NE profile contained a concentration of large chunks
of sandstone in brown sandy soil or orange sand (layers 29, 30) that fully merged with the
rough yellow sand. These two markedly distinct types of fill were located at the same ele-
vation on a 20-30 cm layer of dark grey clay (layer 35) that covered the bottom of the rear
part of the rampart along the entire width of the archaeological trench with traces of wood-
en cladding (fig. 7). Excavation of the rear part of the rampart involved a 1 m wide cut per-
formed along the NE profile of archaeological trench B1. By lowering the layers of rough
yellow sand with small weathered pieces of sandstone in the SW half of the cut (layer 33)
and the layers of large chunks of sandstone in the loose brown sandy soil or orange sand,
or orange sand mixed with clay, in the NE half of the cut (layers 29, 30, 34), two perpendi-
cular charred beams were identified. The longitudinal beam that separated the two afore-
mentioned materially distinct fills is the relic of a wooden dividing element between two
chambers, and the transverse beam is the relic of their rear wooden wall (fig. 8). The floor
of both chambers contained the same deposit — a layer of dark grey clay (layer 35). The rear
part of the rampart sat on a 160-180 cm thick layer of yellow sandy debris (layer 39) that
covered the quarried sandstone rock.

Obr. 4. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha Na kasné). Sonda B1 — fez vnéjSim valem: a) )Z profil sondy; b) fez zad-
nim valovym télesem (JZ profil); c) SV profil sondy; | — prvni stavebni faze hradby; Il — druhd stavebni
faze hradby; Il — tfeti stavebni faze hradby; A — recentni vkop; B — skéla (piskovec); C — dfevo (rosty);
D — piskovcova sut; 1 — ornice; 2 — tmavy podorni¢ni humus; 3 — svétle hnéda prachovita hlina s malymi
kameny; 4 — svétle hnéda tvrdd piscitohlinita s mensimi kameny; 5 — tmavé hnéda hlina s velkymi kameny;
6 — svétle hnéda prachovitd hlina s tmavou ornicovou hlinou; 7 — tmava sypka hlina s uhliky; 7a — tmava
sypka hlina; 8 — Sedohnéda sypka hlina; 9 — Cerna sypka hlina; 10 — hnéda syp¢i piscitohlinita; 11 — tmavé
hnéda sypdci hlina s drobnymi kameny; 12 — promiseny tvrdy Zlutohnédy pisek; 13 — oranZova tvrda piscito-
jilovita s alomky piskovce; 14 — hnéda hlina; 18 — Zluty hruby pisek; 20 — svétle hnéda velmi sypka piscita
hlina s malymi piskovcovymi kameny; 21 — svétle hnéda velmi sypka piscitohlinita s mnozstvim drobnych
piskovcovych kament; 24 — tmavé hnéda hrudkovitd jilovita hlina s mazanici a malymi kameny; 25 — Sedo-
hnédy hruby promiseny pisek; 26 — velmi tvrda stmelené vrstva hliny, pisku a oblézk(; 28 — hnéda hlina;
29 — hnéda sypka piscita hlina s velkymi piskovcovymi kameny; 30 — oranZovy pisek s velkymi piskovcovymi
kameny; 31 — promiseny Zluty pisek s tlomky piskovce; 32 — promiseny tvrdy Zluty pisek; 33 — Zluty pisek
s malymi Glomky piskovce; 34 — oranZova jilovitopiscita s kameny; 35 — tmavé Sedy jil; 37 — zelenoZluta
piskovcové sut; 38 — hnéda hlina; 39 — Zluta piskovcova sut.
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Fig. 5. Budec¢ — foregrounds (Na
kasné site), examination of outer
rampart. Archaeological trench
B1 surface of rear rampart part
with remains of stone partition
reinforcing rear facing (upper
part) of the frontal rampart. View
from north.

Obr. 5. Bude¢ — predhradi (polo-
ha Na kasné), vyzkum vnéjsiho
valu. Sonda B1 — povrch zadniho
valového télesa s pozlstatky ka-
menné plenty zpeviujici zadni lic
(horni cést) predniho valového
télesa. Pohled od S.

Fig. 6. Budec — foregrounds (Na
kasné site), examination of outer
rampart. Archaeological trench
B1 —beam floor at bottom of front
rampart with remains of frontal
stone partition; beam from upper
wooden floor and clad with stones
remaining at the south-western
profile of the test trench. View
from east.

Obr. 6. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha
Na kasné), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu.
Sonda B1 — tramova podlaha
na dné ptredniho valového télesa
s pozustatky celni kamenné plen-
ty; pfi JZ profilu sondy ponechan
kameny obloZeny trdm z horni
dfevéné podlahy. Pohled od V.

2.2.2. Excavation of the immediate area of the outer rampart’s base

The fact that in the immediate surroundings of the rampart a stone structure demonstrat-

ing sections of fitted stone stacked above one another was uncovered by archaeological
trench B1, intersecting the outer rampart including the surrounding foreground area, led to
the excavations of the wider area. Archaeological trench B1 was extended along a length
of 15 m (from the SE end of the archaeological trench) on both sides by 5 m — the B2-B4
quadrant connected to the SW side of the archaeological trench, and quadrant B5S-B7 to
the NE side of the archaeological trench, where each measured 5 x 5 m. The overall area
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Fig. 7. Bude¢ — foregrounds (Na
kasné site), examination of outer
rampart. Archaeological trench B1
(cross-section of the trench): Front
facing of rear rampart (chamber
structure) situated on a fill of sand-
stone debris; on the surface of the
chamber structure are remains of
a stone partition, which served
to reinforce the rear upper part
(now removed) of the front wall.
View from the northwest.

Obr. 7. Budec¢ — predhradi (poloha
Na kasné), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu.
Sonda B1 (pfi¢ny fez sondou):
predni lic zadniho valového télesa
(komorové konstrukce) spocivaji-
ciho na navaZzce piskovcové suti;
na povrchu komorové konstrukce
jsou poztstatky kamenné plenty,
kterd zpevnovala zadni horni ¢ast
(jiz odstranéného) predniho télesa
hradby. Pohled od SZ.

Fig. 8. Budec¢ — foregrounds (Na
kasné site), examination of outer
rampart. Archaeological trench
B1 — section of rear rampart cap-
turing remains of wooden cross-
piece between two chambers
ending with a rear wooden wall.
View from the southeast.

Obr. 8. Budec — predhradi (poloha
Na kasné), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu.
Sonda B1 — fez zadnim valovym
télesem, zachycujici pozustatek
drevéné pricky mezi dvéma komo-
rami ukoncenymi zadni dfevénou
sténou. Pohled od )V.

excavation (218 m2) made up sector B8 (10 x 3 m), which connected to the NE side of
quadrants B6, B7 (fig. 2). Archaeological excavations took place as follows:

The top of the extensive stone remains was reached by the removal of the humus below
topsoil level, which reached thicknesses of 40 cm to 100 cm towards the outer rampart.
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Fig. 9. Budec — foregrounds (Na ka3né site). Surface excavation B1-B8. Upper level of stone remains of
Late Hillfort settlement development.

Obr. 9. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha Na kasné). Plosny odkryv B1-B8. Horni troven kamenné destrukce
mladohradistni sidlistni zéstavby.

Even though its upper level was not very clear, it did indicate a line of heaped, stacked
stones (fig. 9). The stone remains were examined using gradual removal and recording of
individual stone levels, to which a layer of dark compact humus soil corresponded stratigra-
phically. Four levels of stone were recorded, which were evaluated as being two hemmed-in
formations (measuring 10 x 5.7 m and 7.8 x 8.5 m; with a total of three hearths), facing
the course of the outer rampart perpendicularly along their longer axis and separated from
one another by a furrow caused by the meeting of the two neighbouring sides of these for-
mations. The bolder lines on fig. 10 represent the original placement of the stones stacked
2—-4 in number above one another.

After removal of the stone remains of the settlement architecture and its related layer of
dark humus (with an amount of iron slag in the eastern part of the excavated area) a layer
of fine brown sandy-clayey soil was revealed, featuring numerous finds of cinders and daub
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Fig. 10. Budec¢ — foregrounds (Na ka3né site). Surface excavation B1-B8. Evaluation of Late Hillfort stone
remains, i.e. capturing of distinct stone formations by projecting four recorded stone layers into one floor
plan (thicker lines represent stones placed above one another on more levels).

Obr. 10. Budec — predhradi (poloha Na kasné). Plosny odkryv B1-B8. Vyhodnoceni mladohradistni kamenné
destrukce, tj. zachyceni vyraznych kamennych GtvarG promitnutim ¢ty zdokumentovanych vrstev kament
do jednoho pudorysu (silnéji zvyraznéné linie predstavuji ve vice Grovnich nad sebou kladené kameny).

with rod imprints. This layer covered the sandy and clay floors measuring approximately
3.5 x 3.5 m, each of which featured a hearth lined with burnt stones (fig. /7). The sandy and
clayey floors, which are the remains of above-ground features with an interlaced wooden
wall structure, were found in three areas, all up to three levels above one another. Individ-
ual floor finishes were covered more and more by similar soil (fine brown sandy-clayey
soil), which was located on a layer of yellow sandstone debris and reached a thickness of
around 40 cm in an area outside of the captured floors. The debris layer composed of dis-
integrated sandstone formed a levelling fill above the sandstone bedrock, which was dis-
turbed by quarrying activity and which protruded above the debris in places.
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Fig. 11. Bude¢ —foregrounds
(Na kasné site). Quadrant
B2 in western corner of area
excavation: Sandy floor with
hearth made of stacked
burnt stones (remains of
Middle Hillfort settlement
development), on top of
a fill of sandstone debris.
View from east.

Obr. 11. Bude¢ — ptedhradi
(poloha Na kasné&). Ctverec
B2 v zdpadnim rohu plos-
ného odkryvu: Piscitd pod-
laha s ohnistém z vysklada-
nych pfepélenych kamen,
vybudovana na navdazce
piskovcové suti. Pohled od V.

3. Stratigraphic sequence and dating of anthropogenic activities
at the Na kasné site of the Budec foregrounds

3.1. Sandstone quarry and its fill

The first anthropogenic activity at the slightly elevated terrain area, bordered on the
western side of the foregrounds by an outer rampart jutting out in an arch-like manner, was
the breaking of the sandstone rock making up the archaeological bedrock at the examined
area (Na kasné). The stone quarrying, made easier by strong vertical and horizontal (perhaps
tectonic) rock ruptures, took place along the natural sandstone banks. Thanks to excavations
of the outer rampart and its immediate vicinity (sectors B1-B8), it was possible, at the NW
part of Na kasné, to record an uninterrupted sandstone bedrock surface, affected by ruptures,
from the initial quarry wall2 up to the outer rampart.3

It is not possible to reliably determine the time when the said location was quarried for
sandstone.* We are able only to determine the time when the quarry was filled. Based on
the pottery fragments contained in the levelling debris fill of disintegrated sandstone (fig. 12),
the sandstone quarry was filled in at a time when advanced Middle Hillfort pottery was in

2 The initial quarry wall was found in sector A25, A30, A31, at the boundary between sectors A1/A2 and in sec-
tor A19.

3 We can assume a similar situation at the west, southwest and southern parts of the Na kasné site.

41t could also have been in prehistoric times, as the Bude& promontory was already settled on at the time of the
Tumulus culture (Br C), and during the Knoviz culture (Br D — Ha A) it was fortified at the highest point by a wall
with large, roughly worked chunks of sandstone, chert and shale (Bartoskovd 2003, 186—187).
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Fig. 12. Bude¢ — foregrounds (Na kasné site). Selection of pottery from sandstone debris covering breaking
sandstone rock (4 — collar-type rim).

Obr. 12. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha Na ka3né). Vybér keramiky z piskovcové suti prekryvajici [amanim
zasazenou piskovcovou skélu (4 — limcovity typ okraje).

use’ and was chronologically represented by the period of morphologically distinct pottery
with collar-shaped rims® (fig. /2: 4). Based on dendrochronological data obtained in Prague,
the circulation of the collar-rimmed pottery is dated to the first third of the 10th century
(Prague Castle: see Bohdcovd 2008, 115), or even as early as the end of the 9t century
(Lesser Town suburbium of Prague Castle: see Cihdkovd — Havrda 2008, 209). Due to the
fact that in this period (end of 9th century to first third of 10th century) the construction of
the first phase of the outer Budec fortifications took place (over and above the filling of the
quarry), as did the first phase of settlement (pottery with the same properties occurred in
all the stratigraphic locations — advanced Middle Hillfort pottery with collar-type rims), we
date the filling of distinct rock irregularities (and thus the resulting settlement surfaces)
to the beginning of this period, i.e. approximately to the end of the 9th century or beginning
of the 10t century.

5 The term “Middle Hillfort” is an archaeological term indicating the development stage within the Early Medieval
period in Bohemia that is traditionally dated to the period between 800-950 (the term “Late Hillfort” thus indicates
the period dated to between the years 950—1200). Pottery of the Middle Hillfort period is distinguished by a sim-
ple rim and “comb” decoration. While the older phase of its development (15t half of 9th century, exceeding into
its second half) is represented by typical rounded rims with and a straightly cut-off facet which over time began
also to be grooved, the younger phase (approximately the last quarter of the 9th century to the first half of the
10t century) sees the onset of rims ended off with narrow moulding (done by drawing out one or both edges of
the rim). Besides comb decoration, the simple edges of the later phase of the Middle Hillfort period also begin
to feature decoration with simple wavy and horizontal grooves applied with a one-point, or double-point, scorer.
In terms of technology, typical for the simple-rim pottery is the use of a considerable variability of pottery mate-
rial, including surface finishing.

6 Pottery with collar-type rims is very similar in terms of rim profile to pottery with chalice-shaped rims, which
represent the leading type of Late Hillfort pottery in the Central Bohemian area during the 20 half of the 10t to
11t century. As with chalice-shaped rims, the collar-type rims are S-shaped, but — contrary to the chalice-shaped
rims — they feature distinct (even horizontal) splaying and, in essence, concurrent rim S-shaped lines on the inside
and outside, which results in more or less a constant intensity of the potsherds. Pottery with collar-shaped rims is
characterised by simply arranged comb decoration that always begins with a band of combing at the lower neck,
followed by comb waving below this decoration.
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Fig. 13. Budec — foregrounds (Na ka3né site), examination of outer rampart. Selection of pottery from rear
part of rampart, i.e. from first phase of wall construction.

Obr. 13. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha Na ka3n€), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu. Vybér keramiky ze zadniho valového
télesa, tj. z prvni stavebni faze hradby.

3.2. Construction of Early Medieval wall (first phase of outer fortifications)

The first phase of the outer fortifications at the examined location features a single-cham-
ber wall structure, preserved in the form of the rear of the rampart (fig. 4: b —layers 33, 35;
fig. 4: ¢ —layers 29-30, 34-35). The captured border between two neighbouring wooden
chambers showed that various types of material were used to fill them. In one case, the
chamber was filled with rough sand with small weathered fragments of sandstone and in
the other case it was filled with loose sandy soil predominantly with large chunks of sand-
stone, which were stacked on one another in the rear end of the chamber. Only the bottom
of both chambers features the same layer of dark grey clay, which contained typologically
advanced Middle Hillfort potsherds decorated with combed wavy bands, combed punctures,
and also horizontal grooves applied with a one-point scorer. The single-chamber structure
of 2-3 m in width ended with a wooden wall at the rear. We do not know the appearance
of the front of the oldest wall in the western part of the foregrounds. We can only but assume
that it was made up of a frontal stone partition — like the northern part of the foregrounds
examined in 1941 by M. Solle (1946; 1947)7, — which “went its own way** during later
expansion and deeper anchoring of the fortification in a forward direction. The stones from
the presumed frontal stone partition were most probably used to build new protective
walls, the stone foundations of which were uncovered in the forefront of the front part of
the examined rampart. A reconstruction of the appearance of the oldest wall (first phase
of the outer fortifications) is suggested in fig. 18: I.

Pottery contained in the rear of the rampart, which represents the remains of the oldest
wall, as well as the relatively thick layer of sandstone debris that covered the quarried bed-

7 For an evaluation of the construction development of the outer wall, including a reconstruction of its appearance
in the northern part of the Bude¢ foregrounds, see Bartoskovd 2010a, 245-257.
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rock and which represented the levelling fill that the oldest wall was built on, allowed for
the determining of the onset of construction of the outer Bude¢ fortifications in the western
part of the foregrounds. The construction of the wall began soon after the filling of the dis-
turbed sandstone rock, captured under a debris fill at several positions at Na kasné, i.e. in all
archaeological trenches dug in its northwestern, western and southern parts (BartosSkovd
1992, 435). The fact that there was no settlement layer registered on the surface of the sand-
stone debris under the rear rampart (interpreted as the oldest wall) testifies to the rapid
succession between the filling of the rock irregularities and the construction of the outer
fortifications. Equally, Early Medieval pottery fragments, found along with prehistoric
fragments in the rear of the rampart (fig. 13) and in the levelling debris layer below it
(fig. 12: 6, 13—14, 18), feature the same characteristics — they represent pottery of the later
phase of the Middle Hillfort period. Based on the stratified pottery finds from the stated
archaeological situations, we are able to date the construction of the oldest wall, protecting
the outer grounds of the Bude¢ hillfort in the Early Medieval period, approximately to the
end of the 9th century or beginning of the 10t century.

3.3. The beginning of Early Medieval settlement (first settlement horizon)

The filling of the rock irregularities with sandstone debris and the resulting relatively
level terrain foundation gave rise to conditions suitable not only for the construction of for-
tifications, but mainly for the founding of a settlement, as sandstone debris absorbs water
well and thus prevents the terrain from becoming waterlogged. The settlement was founded
more or less at the same time as the construction of the outer fortifications. Evidence of this
is found in the fact that the oldest settlement horizon layer sat directly on the sandstone
debris fill and there was no settlement layer on the sandstone debris under the oldest wall.

Throughout its existence, the oldest settlement at the Na kasné site was protected by the
oldest wall (first phase of outer fortifications). The first settlement horizon is represented by
the remains of above-ground settlement features which were preserved in the form of sandy
and clay floor finishes with stone hearths located on top of these floors (Bartoskovd 1992,
445-446). Floors, together with numerous finds of daub with rod imprints, which are the
remains of interlaced above-ground wooden structure features, occurred in a layer of brown
fine-to-ashy sandy-loamy soil in which various metal, bone and stone items were found
along with an amount of potsherds and animal bones. Of the non-ceramic products, worth
mention are spindles (5 specimens), knives (7 specimens), iron belt buckles (2 specimens),
iron arrows (4 specimens) and mainly an entirely unique bone lining (most probably
a sheath for a knife or dagger; L. 13 cm; W. 1.1-2.0 cm; H. 0.05 cm) with a peacock motif
applied using an engraved and open-work decoration technique (Bartoskovd 1995a, 50-53;
1996; 20100, tig. 27: 5) and part of an iron high-arch U-shaped spur, dated in general to be-
tween the last quarter of the 9th century and the first half of the 10t century (Bartoskovd
1997, 113, fig. 1). The pottery finds relating to the oldest Early Medieval settlement in the
western part of the Bude¢ foregrounds have already been evaluated (Bartoskovd 1997) —
they are of an advanced Middle Hillfort nature (fig. /4) and are distinguished by the presence
of fragments of vessels with collar-shaped rims (fig. /4: 1-2). The duration of the first sett-
lement horizon can be dated approximately to the first third of the 10th century. Its demise
was followed by a significant expansion of the oldest wall.
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Fig. 14. Budec¢ — foregrounds (Na ka3né site), surface excavation B1-B8. Selection of pottery from first
settlement horizon (1, 2 — pottery with collar-type rims).

Obr. 14. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha Na ka3né), plo3ny odkryv B1-B8. Vybé&r keramiky z prvniho sidliStniho
horizontu (1, 2 — keramika limcovitého typu okraje).
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3.4. Expansion of wall (second phase of outer fortifications)

It can be assumed that after the demise of the oldest settlement the remaining settlement
layer was used to fill the new wooden fortification structures added on to the front of the
then current wall. The expansion of the then current one-part wall to a deeper anchored front
wall with a frontal stone partition represents the second phase of outer fortifications at the
examined site, which meant a significant reinforcement and strengthening of fortifications.
While the rear wall, i.e. the remains of the older fortifications, was situated on debris level-
ling out irregular sandstone bedrock, the base of the newly built frontal wall was dug into
the sandstone debris and thus fixed firmly into the ground. The remaining wood and earth
body of the older wall, which was leaned against by the front at the top, was used to fix the
upper part into place. Grate-like floors with timber, placed next to one another longitudinal-
ly, made up the wooden structure of the frontal wall, filled at the base with a rough mixture
of sand and, further upward, with loamy and silty soil with tiny stones, burnt pieces of daub,
animals bones and primarily with a large amount of typologically advanced Middle Hillfort
sherds; these floors were well preserved in the lower part of the wall featuring five levels
above one another, almost regular apart in distance (approximately 20 cm apart). The lowest
part of the grate-like floors, forming the base of the timber structure of the frontal wall,
was well anchored in the front — it ran under the foundations of the frontal stone partition
composed of chunks of sandstone on a hard plinth of bonded sand and pebbles (fig. 6).
Connected to the solid lower part of the wall structure, which reached a height of approxi-
mately 1 m (fig. 4: b —layers 24, 25; fig. 4: ¢ —layers 20-21, 25), was an upper part made
most probably from a lighter timber structure. This was composed likewise of beams placed
next to one another longitudinally, but with larger distances between one another and above
one another; this can be concluded based on the several pieces of wood captured in a massive
block of silty soil (layer 3). The two-part wall with the frontal stone partition and terraced
wood and earth gallery (chamber-like structure in the rear, and in the front made of several
levels of wooden grate-like floors above one another) was 6—7 m wide. A reconstruction
of the appearance of the wall, representing the second phase of the outer fortifications at
the examined site, can be seen in fig. 18: IL.

The added-on frontal wall yielded a large pottery assemblage of 1273 sherds (for selec-
tion see fig. 15), which contains, as in the oldest wall, sherds with simple rims (finished main-
ly with narrow moulding of various forms) and with regular combed decoration, and sherds
decorated with one-point scoring (simply wavy lines combined with simple grooves or
simple horizontal grooves applied in a spiral fashion below one another). As opposed to
rim sherds from the oldest wall (preserved in the form of the rear part of the rampart), the
added-on front part of the newly built fortification (as with the oldest settlement layer at
the examined site) features also simple rims with more complex profile finishing, mainly
in the form of distinctly grooved mouldings. Mainly though, there are fragments of vessel
rims with concurrent S-shaped inner and outer lines, resulting more or less in the constant
strength of the rim and neck, which represent an already archaic form of chalice-shaped
rims (fig. 15: 1-3, 7, 10, 15).8 Nonetheless, the classic chalice-type rim (with a strengthened

8 Contributing to the defining of the oldest forms of chalice-shaped rims was the concluded find situation at Stara
Boleslav, where along with pottery with simple rims, thin-walled varieties of chalice-shaped rims of the same
strength were found in the ditch fill accompanied by a wood and earth wall (first phase of fortifications) between
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Fig. 15. Budec — foregrounds (Na ka3né site), examination of outer rampart. Selection of pottery from front
part of rampart, i.e. from second phase of wall construction (1-3, 7, 10, 15 — archaic forms of chalice-type
rim profiles).

Obr. 15. Budec — predhradi (poloha Na kasn€), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu. Vybér keramiky z pfedniho valového
télesa, tj. z druhé stavebni faze hradby (1-3, 7, 10, 15 — archaické formy kalichovité profilovaného okraje).

rim compared to a thinner neck and usually an enlarged lower neck), connected to a grey
body with a gritty finish® decorated solely with a one-point scorer (various combinations
of simple waves and horizontal grooves) and dated at the earliest between the second
third of the 10th century and the 11t century, is not represented at all in this large pottery
assembly. Based on the pottery finds contained in the frontal rampart, interpreted as the re-
mains of a wood and earth gallery structure added onto, including the frontal stone partition,

the acropolis and the foregrounds and covered by a sandy cave-in, as were strengthened chalice-shaped rims (com-
pared to thinner necks) with a groove-shaped outer side where the decoration was primarily still of comb-type
(Bohdcovd 2003a, fig. 30a). At Prague Castle, the onset of archaic forms of pottery with chalice-shaped rims is
linked with the expansion of the oldest wood and earth wall (i.e. second phase of wood and earth fortifications)
between the inner grounds and the foregrounds (PH B2) and is dated, based on dendrochronological data, to the
turn of the second third of the 10th century (Bohdcovd 2008, 115).

9 The gritty finish of the surface is due to a strong admixture of grog in the clay.
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the oldest wall, and also based on the pottery accompanying the oldest settlement horizon
at the examined site, we are able to date the expansion of the wall (i.e. the second phase
of outer fortifications) to the beginning of the second third of the 10t century.

3.5. New settlement development after the demise of the oldest settlement
(second settlement horizon)

At the time of the operation of the second phase of the outer fortifications, new settle-
ment development took place on top of the ruins of the defunct oldest settlement represent-
ed by above-ground features with sandy or clayey floor finishes and with vertical timber
walls; this new development was preserved in the form of (mostly in a state of ruin) stone
foundations of above-ground features. This represents the second settlement horizon at the
examined site. The uncovered stone structure (with three hearths in total), i.e. the remains
of Late Hillfort settlement architecture, was more or less right-angled in shape, bordered
in some segments by lines of formerly placed fitted stones mainly in three to four levels
above one another. One of the bordered stone formations in the northeastern part of the
excavated surface (fig. 10) is linked to blacksmithing activities, based on the amount of iron
slag found in the area of the stone paving with a hearth and in its immediate vicinity
(Bartoskovd 1992, 440-445).

Mainly finds of Late Hillfort pottery and the link to the development sequence of pre-
vious chronologically determined activities (see Ch. 3.1-3.4) allow us to date the second
settlement horizon into the later Hillfort period. These represent fragments of vessels fea-
turing classic varieties of chalice-type rims (fig. 16), the en-masse use of which is, based on
stratigraphic findings at Prague Castle and at Stara Boleslav linked with absolute chrono-
logy data, dated to the course of the second third of the 10t century (Bohdcovd 2008, 115).10
The trend in pottery with chalice-type rims slowed down during the 11th century, when it
started being replaced by pottery with archaically bulgy rims (Bartoskovd 1999, 731-736).11
At the western part of the Bude¢ foregrounds (Na kas$né€) pottery with classic varieties of
chalice-type rims was found in a layer of dark humus at the stone foundation level of the
said youngest settlement development; besides a large amount of animal bone and iron slag,
also a range of various other artefacts was found here. Of these, worth a mention are spindles
(9 specimens), knives (11 specimens), iron arrows (3 specimens) and iron bands of a pail,
a fragment of a bronze cascabel, an amber bead, iron fittings linked to a sword belt strap or

10 Classic varieties of chalice-type rims occurred at Prague Castle in the settlement layer located on top of the
expansion of the dendrochronologically dated oldest walls (it was built after, or in intervals between the years
908-917), i.e. of the second phase of wood and earth fortifications (Bohdcovd 2001, fig. 52B). At Stara Boleslav
the classic varieties of chalice-type rims were obtained from a depression (above a ditch which was buried in sand
between the acropolis and the foregrounds), linked to the defunct horizon of the first phase of fortifications and
within the context of the building of stone walls (Bohdcovd 2003a, fig. 31a-d). The previous stratigraphic situa-
tion linked to the onset of the oldest (archaic) forms of chalice-type rims is detailed in footnote 8.

1 The onset of pottery with archaically bulgy rims falls at the latest into the second half of the 11th century. This
is based on the absolutely dated situation at Bude¢, where — at the southern part of the acropolis — graves (dating
to the period when burial grounds were established after the demise of the hillfort, one of which contained a coin
minted in the first decade of the 12th century, which was laid in the grave as an obolus) were found dug into the
stone ruins of the youngest settlement features; these featured pottery with chalice-type rims, and primarily numer-
ous fragments of pottery with archaic bulgy rims (Bartoskovd 1999).
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Fig. 16. Bude¢ — foregrounds (Na ka3né site), surface excavation B1-B8. Selection of pottery from second
settlement horizon.

Obr. 16. Budec — predhradi (poloha Na kasné), plosny odkryv B1—B8. Vybér keramiky z druhého sidlistniho
horizontu.

horse gear (Bartoskovd 2010b, 112, fig. 16: 9), a decorated antler sheath, i.e. a so-called
“foldable sickle” (Bartoskovd 1995, fig. 8: 4; 2010b, 27: 1), a fragment of a bone one-sided
comb with a profiled lateral and tooth side (Bartoskovd 1995, fig. 8: 1; 2010b, 27: 3), a deco-
rated bone handle of an iron scorer (Bartoskovd 1995, fig. 8: 3; 2010b, 27: 2) and an iron
spur with a long out-tilted prick, dated to the second half of the 10t century (BartoSkovd
1992, 444445, tab. XI: 3a, 3b). It should be mentioned that the stone remains of above-
ground structures were uncovered also within the grounds of the hillfort (acropolis), parti-
cularly in its southern part which Z. Vidria (1995, 127) assumed — due to their occurrence —
was the site of a Late Hillfort palace-type structure. The stone foundations of above-ground
features themselves were testimony to a stable layout of settlement buildings, which — com-
pared to other strongholds in Early Medieval Bohemia — indicates the exceptional nature
of the Bude¢ environment, especially if the profane stone structure buildings are also found
at the foregrounds. The above-ground structures at Na kasné were built on stone founda-
tions (second settlement horizon), protected during their existence by the two-part wall of
the second phase of the outer fortifications. After a certain period, only the front part of this
wall remained functional; during the existence of the youngest settlement development this
part was raised and reinforced with a stone partition at the rear (see Ch. 3.6). The dating
of the second phase of settlement approximately to the period between the second third
and the end of the 10th century, possibly exceeding into the first half of the 11th century,
is based both on the current time-related specification of the occurrence of pottery with
classic varieties of chalice-type rims (which accompanied this concluding settlement in the
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Fig. 17. Budec — foregrounds (Na kasné site), examination of outer rampart. Selection of pottery from
remains of rampart layers stemming from remains of raised upper part of rampart front, i.e. from third
phase of wall construction.

Obr. 17. Budec¢ — pfedhradi (poloha Na kasné), vyzkum vnéjsiho valu. Vybér keramiky z destruk¢nich va-
lovych vrstev pochdazejicich z destrukce zvy3ené horni ¢asti predniho valového télesa, tj. ze tfeti stavebni
faze hradby.

western part of the Bude¢ foregrounds) and on current dating of the onset of pottery with
archaically bulgy rims (at the latest to the second half of the 11t century — see footnote 11),
which was not represented at all at the Na kaS$né site among the stone remains of the youngest
settlement development.

3.6. Reinforcement and raising of the walls (third phase of outer fortifications)

At the time when the settlement structures were set on stone foundations (second settle-
ment horizon), the outer fortifications made up of two-part walls with a frontal stone parti-
tion and a terraced wood and earth gallery again underwent building modifications. This took
place at a time when the rear wall was partly in ruins in the form of an embankment and the
remains of the wall were made up only of the frontal stone partition and of the original front
wall which was not entirely intact at the top parts. At that time there remained a one-part wall
reinforced with a stone partition at the rear and this wall was furthermore raised. Primarily
the remains of rampart layers testify to the third construction phase of the wall (fig. 4: a —
layers 5, 7-9; fig. 4: ¢ —layers 4-5,7, 7a, 8, 11); these cover the remains of the collapsed
rear wall and contain a significant amount of Late Hillfort pottery with classic varieties of
chalice-type rims (fig. /7). The remains of the rampart layers stem from the raising of the
wall above the wood and earth structure of the original frontal part of the wall. The circum-
stances that the upper layer of remains contained a large amount of stone (layers 4, 5) lead
to the interpretation that the surface of the raised wall was reinforced with a layer of stone.
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Fig. 18. Budec¢ — foregrounds (Na kasné
site). Reconstruction of outer fortificati-
on development: | —first phase of outer
fortifications; Il — second phase of outer
fortifications; Il — third phase of outer
fortifications; 1 — first phase of wall
construction; 2 — second phase of wall
construction; 3 — third phase of wall
construction; A — sandstone debris; B —
rock (sandstone); C — wood (grates).
Obr. 18. Bude¢ — predhradi (poloha
Na ka3né). Rekonstrukce vyvoje vnéjsiho
opevnéni: | — 1. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni;
Il — 2. faze vnéjSiho opevnéni; Il — 3. faze
vnéjsiho opevnéni; 1 — prvni stavebni
faze hradby; 2 — druha stavebni faze
hradby; 3 — tfeti stavebni faze hradby;
A — piskovcova sut; B —skéla (piskovec);
C — dfevo (rosty).

Also testimony to the third construction phase of the outer walls is the foundation trench
hole for the rear stone partition (fig. 4: a —layers 13, 14, 18; fig. 4: ¢ —layers 10, 28) and
a post hole as the remains of a post supporting the rear of the said partition, fixed into the
surface of the rear part of the rampart in the form of a collapsed embankment (fig. 5). Its
compacted, Late Hillfort surface contaminated with sherds (fig. 4: b — layers 12, 31, 32)
indicates the utilisation of the embankment during the period of operation of the latest phase
of outer fortifications. The embankment most probably served to facilitate easier access
to the wall. The one-part wall with a frontal stone partition and wood and earth gallery,
the upper part of which was reinforced by a stone partition at the rear, and which was fur-
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thermore also raised, reached a width of around 5 m; it had a total width of over 7 m if one
includes the access embankment. A reconstruction of the wall, which represents the third
phase of the outer fortifications at the examined site, is offered in fig. 18: II1.

The dating of the most recent construction phase of the outer fortifications is based
on the stratified pottery from the remains of the rampart layers, stemming mainly from
the raised remains of the wall. The pottery from the remains of the rampart layers, which
covered the rear rampart in the form of an embankment, represent mainly the classic
varieties of chalice-type rims (fig. /7). Based on stratigraphic monitoring taking place at
Central Bohemian Early Medieval central sites, these are dated to the period between
the second third of the 10t century and the course of the 11t century (Bartoskovd 2011,
292-296). The reinforcing and raising of the remaining wall falls into this long time pe-
riod, which represents the third construction phase of outer fortifications at the western part
of the Bude¢ foregrounds. Due to the fact that the latest settlement (second settlement
horizon), which was protected by the reinforced and raised one-part wall in its closing
phase, is dated between the second third and the end of the 10t century, possibly ex-
ceeding into the first half of the 11th century (see Ch. 3.5), we are able to narrow down
this expansive time period and date this third construction phase of outer fortification in-
to the last third of the 10th century, at the latest to the beginning of the 11t century.

4. Conclusion

The existence of the settlement of the Bude¢ foregrounds, utilising features with stone
structures in its latest phase, comes to an end at the first half of the 11t century at the latest,
when also the unmaintained outer fortifications gradually begin to fall to ruins. This dating
of the demise of the Bude¢ foregrounds is based both on the above stated time period for
the occurrence of pottery with classic varieties of chalice-type rims which accompanied the
latest stage of settlement in the western part of the foregrounds, and on comparisons with
pottery from the latest settlement horizon and its absolutely dated demise at the acropolis
of the Budec¢ stronghold.

The period of the demise of the Bude¢ acropolis could be determined due to strati-
graphic situations at its southern part, which featured graves (dug into the stone remains
of settlement structures and inner fortifications) which were linked to the burial grounds
established after the demise of the acropolis. One of the graves contained an obolus in the
form of a denar from the time of Bofivoj II, minted in the years 1100-1107 and 1109-1110.
If burials took place in these areas sometime at the start of the 12th century!2, then the de-
mise of the settlement and acropolis fortifications falls into the course of the second half
of the 11th century (Bartoskovd 1999, 726-731). The pottery that was found on the level
of the stone remains of the latest settlement structures and that related to the demise of
the Budec acropolis are represented mainly by a large number of a thick-walled variety

12 1t stemmed from the statistical processing of Early Medieval grave coin finds that coins that were ritually de-
posited into graves were ones that were actually in circulation. We therefore justifiably presume that the denar from
the time of Bofivoj II, minted in the first decade of the 12t century, was deposited at approximately the same time
into the said grave (BartoSkovd 1999, 726-731).
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of archaic bulgy-type rims, which is a type of Late Hillfort pottery that gradually replaced
pottery with chalice-type rims. Its occurrence was permanently dated at the earliest to the
period around the mid-12th century (Cihdkovd 1984, 257; Bohdcovd 1997, 87-89; Dragoun
1996, 33, 36; Frolik — Smetdnka 1998, 298). The fact that pottery with archaic bulgy rims
was found in great numbers in the stone remains of the youngest settlement structures at
the Bude¢ acropolis (which means that it was used still at the time of settlement activity
at the stronghold), its onset falls approximately into the period about a century earlier, i.e.
at the latest into the second half of the 11th century (BartoSkovd 1999, 731-736). Due to
the fact that pottery with chalice-type rims accompanied the youngest settlement horizon
at the Bude¢ foregrounds, where pottery with archaic bulgy-type rims was sporadically
present only in the humus layer, below the topsoil, deposited only after the demise of the
settlement and outer fortifications, is testimony to the earlier demise of settlement and for-
tifications at the foregrounds as opposed to the acropolis which was in operation for a longer
period. The demise of the settlement and fortifications of the Bude¢ foregrounds falls at
the latest into the first half of the 11th century; this is so based not only on the relatively
extensive excavations at the Na kasné site, but also based on all current archaeological
trenching conducted at the foregrounds, where likewise excavated settlement situations
contained no pottery with archaic bulgy rims.

The Na ka$né site at the western part of the Budec foregrounds is by its nature a settle-
ment development and the presence of artefacts, which can be linked to a higher social
class, comparable with the acropolis environment and different to other studied areas at the
foregrounds, where only regular pit features, two semi-sunken huts and one storage pit
(depth 270 cm) were uncovered by archaeological trenching; these are types of settlement
features that were not intended for the site of Na kasné, which was protected from the
south, west and north by the arch-like jutting out of the outer fortifications.

English by David J. Gaul
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Zékladnf horizonty vyvoje na pfedhradi rané stfedovékého hradisté Budec

Hlavni pozornost systematického archeologického vyzkumu rané sttedovékého hradiSté Budec, zaha-
jeného v r. 1972, byla soustfedéna na centralni ¢ast — akropoli, kde archeologicka sondaz zaséhla
v letech 1972-1986 znacnou ¢ast plochy. Oproti velkoplosné odkryvané akropoli o rozloze 3,5 ha
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byla z rozlehlého ptedhradi (11,7 ha) prozkoumdna v letech 1981-1986, 1989-1990 jen velmi mald
¢ast. Kromé nékolika cilenych orientanich sond byl vétsi odkryv proveden pouze v zapadni Césti
predhradi, v poloze Na kasné (obr. 1b: 3). Zde vSak byla zachycena piikladna stratigraficka sekvence
antropogennich aktivit, ktera vedla nejen k objasnéni vyvoje osidleni a opevnéni na bude¢ském pred-
hradi, ale i k datovani sidliStniho horizontu staveb s kamennymi konstrukcemi na akropoli hradisté,
jenz nebyl v pribéhu vyzkumu budecské akropole chronologicky vymezen.

Archeologicky vyzkum v poloze Na kasné vyvolaly pfedchozi sbéry a zejména hlaSeni nahod-
ného kolemjdouciho z r. 1949 o vyskytu ohranicené kamenné destrukce se stopami malty na temeni
terénni vyvySeniny. Vyzkum zahdjeny v r. 1981 vytyCenim orientacni kiizové sondy (S—J: d. 63 m,
§.3m;Z-V:d. 40 m, §. 3 m — obr. 2) existenci kamenné stavby nepotvrdil. Situace na temeni i svazich
vyvySeniny byla archeologicky negativni — pod slabou vrstvou ornice nasledovalo skalnaté podlozi
(piskovec), které bylo misty zvétralé tak, Ze prechédzelo v tvrdy pisek. Ve shod€ s geomagnetickym
prizkumem polohy (Bartoskovd 1983; Marek 1983, 85-88) byly doklady antropogennich aktivit
zjiStény v prostoru, ktery se nachdzi po obvodu terénni elevace a pfiléha k vnéjSimu valu. Systém
archeologickych sond (A1, A15, A19-A34) zde v letech 1981-1984 zachytil hlinité souvrstvi (na
povrchu s velkymi kameny rdzného petrografického sloZeni — nejvice piskovec, méné buliznik, btid-
lice, opuka), které dosedalo na vrstvu pis¢itokamenité suti. V severni ¢asti zkoumané polohy sutova
vrstva tvofila vyplii do znacné zvétralého piskovee vyhloubeného prikopu, ktery smérem k SZ nahle
vyklinoval, nebot zvétraly piskovec (tvrdy pisek) zde prechazel v piskovcovou skalu, kterd vykazo-
vala zasahy lomové Cinnosti (Bartoskovd 1992, 432-435). Vyrazné nerovnosti ldamanim zasaZzené¢ho
skalniho podloZi byly zasypany sutovou vyrovnavkou (pisek se zvétralymi piskovcovymi tlomky),
v niZ se kromé pravékych a rané stfedovekych stfepli nachdzely i velké piskovcové kameny se sto-
pami opracovani (obr: 3). Pozistatky osidleni v podobé hlinit¢ho souvrstvi (s opracovanymi kameny
na povrchu a s mnozstvim keramickych fragmentt, zvifecich kosti a riznych kovovych, kosténych
i kamennych predmétir), prekryvajiciho sutovou navazku z rozpadlého piskovce, se podafilo plné
objasnit az plosnym odkryvem, situovanym do severozdpadni ¢asti zkoumané polohy. Plosny odkryv
(B2-B8) zahrnoval i sondu B1 (obr. 2), kterd byla vytycena jako prvni (v r. 1984) a ve sméru SZ-JV
protnula vng&jsi val véetné piilehlé plochy predhradi. Rez vnéj§im valem (32 x 2,5 m) a plony odkryv
(218 m2) jeho bezprosttedniho zazemi (v 1. 1985-1986, 1989) umoznily stanovit nasledujicich Sest
zédkladnich horizontil vyvoje ve zkoumané ¢asti budecského predhradi:

1. Piskovcovy lom a jeho zasyp

Prvni antropogenni aktivitou v misté mirné terénni vyvySeniny, lemované v zapadni ¢asti pred-
hradi obloukovité vybihajicim vnéjSim valem, bylo lamani piskovcové skaly, kterd ve zkoumané po-
loze (Na kasné) tvofila archeologické podlozi. TéZba kamene, usnadnéna silnym vertikalnim i hori-
zontalnim (patrné tektonickym) poruSenim horniny, se provadéla podél ptirozenych lavic piskovce.
Diky odkryvim v souvislosti s prizkumem vnéj$iho valu a jeho bezprostfedniho zdzemi (sektory
B1-B8) bylo mozné v SZ ¢asti polohy Na kas$né zaznamenat od vychozi lomové stény aZ k vnéjsimu
valu souvislou plochu laméanim zasaZeného piskovcového podlozi. Dobu, kdy v komentované poloze
byl t&7en piskovcovy kamen, nelze spolehlivé urcit. Casové urcit dokaZeme jen zasypani lomu. Podle
keramickych tlomki obsaZenych ve vyrovndvaci sufové navaZce z rozpadlého piskovce (obr: 12) byl
piskovcovy lom zasypéan v dobé, kdy byla v uzivani pokrocila stfedohradistni keramika provazena
morfologicky vyraznym a chronologicky rdmcové ukotvenym keramickym typem s limcovitou profi-
laci okraje (obr. 12: 4). Doba obéhu keramiky limcovitych okraji je podle dendrochronologickych dat,
ziskanych v Praze, kladena do 1. tfetiny 10. stol. (Prazsky hrad: viz Bohdcovd 2008, 115), piipadné
jiz do konce 9. stol. (malostranské suburbium Prazského hradu: viz Cihdkovd — Havrda 2008, 209).
Vzhledem k tomu, Ze se v tomto ¢asovém ramci (konec 9. — 1. tfetina 10. stol.) kromé zasypani lomu
uskutecnila vystavba prvni faze vnéjsiho budecského opevnéni a probéhla i prvni faze osidleni (ve
vSech téchto stratigrafickych polohach se vyskytovala keramika stejného charakteru — pokrocila
sttedohradistni doprovazena keramikou s limcovitym okrajem), klademe zasypani vyraznych skal-
nich nerovnosti, a tim vytvoreni potfebné plochy k sidleni na pocatek tohoto intervalu, tj. pfiblizné
do zavéru 9. nebo na pocatek 10. stoleti.
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2. Vystavba rané stfedovéké hradby (1. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni)

Prvni fazi vnéjsiho opevnéni predstavuje ve zkoumané poloze jednokomorova hradebni konstruk-
ce, zachovand ve formé zadniho valového télesa (obr. 4: b — vrstvy 33, 35; obr. 4: ¢ — vrstvy 29-30,
34-35). Zachycené rozhrani dvou dievénych komor ukézalo, Ze k jejich vysypdani byl pouZit rizny
materidl. V jednom piipadé byla komora vysypéana hrubym piskem s malymi zvétralymi tlomky pis-
kovce a ve druhém byla vyplnéna spolu se sypkou pis¢itou hlinou piedevs§im velkymi piskovcovymi
kameny, které byly v zadni ¢asti komory nasklddané na sebe. Pouze na dné€ obou komor se vyskyto-
vala stejnd vrstva tmaveé Sedého jilu, kterd obsahovala typologicky pokrocilé stfedohradiStni stfepy
zdobené vedle hiebenovych vinic, ht. past a ht. vpichti také vodorovnymi, jednohrotym rydlem apli-
kovanymi ryhami. Jednokomorové konstrukce, dosahujici $itky 2-3 m, byla vzadu ukoncéena dievé-
nou sténou. Podobu ¢ela nejstar$i hradby v zdpadni ¢asti pfedhradi nezname. MiZeme jen piedpokla-
dat, e jej tvofila stejné jako v severni ¢asti predhradi, zkoumané v r. 1941 M. Sollem (1946; 1947),
¢elni kamenna plenta, kterd ,,vzala za své* pri pozd&j$im rozsifeni a hlubsim ukotveni fortifikace smé-
rem dopfedu (rekonstrukci 1. faze vnéjSiho opevnéni viz obr. 18: I). Kameny z oné predpokladané
Celni plenty byly nejspiSe vyuzity ke stavbé nové obranné zdi, jejiz kamenné zéklady byly odkryty
v Cele predni ¢asti zkoumaného valu.

Pocatek vystavby vnéjsiho budecského opevnéni v zdpadni ¢asti pfedhradi umoZiuje stanovit
keramika obsaZend jednak v zadnim valovém télese, které pfedstavuje pozistatek nejstarsi hradby,
a jednak v pomérné mocné vrstvé piskovcové suti prekryvajici lomovou Cinnosti zasazené skalni
podloZi, ktera pfedstavuje vyrovndvaci navazku, na niz byla nejstarsi hradba postavena. K vystavbé
hradby doslo zéhy po zasypani lamanim narusené piskovcové skaly, zachycené pod sutovou navaz-
kou na vice mistech polohy Na ka$né, tj. ve vSech sondach odkrytych v jeji severozdpadni, zapadni
a jizni ¢asti (Bartoskovd 1992, 435). O rychlé nédslednosti mezi zasypanim skalnich nerovnosti a stav-
bou vnéjsi fortifikace svéd¢i okolnost, Ze pod zadnim valovym télesem, interpretovanym jako nej-
star$i hradba, nebyla na povrchu piskovcové suti registrovana zZadna sidliStni vrstva. Rané stfedovéké
keramické zlomky, ziskané spolu s pravékymi ze zadniho valového télesa (obr. 13) a z vyrovnavaci
sutové vrstvy pod nim (obr. 12: 6, 13—14, 18), jsou stejného charakteru — predstavuji keramiku mladsi
faze stfedohradiStniho obdobi. Na zdkladé stratifikovanych keramickych nédlez z uvedenych archeo-
logickych situaci miZzeme vystavbu nejstarsi hradby, chranici v raném stfedovéku vnéjsi aredl budec-
ského hradiste, klast pfiblizné do zavéru 9. nebo na pocatek 10. stoleti.

3. Pocatek rané stiredovékého osidleni (1. sidlistni horizont)

Zasypéanim skalnich nerovnosti piskovcovou suti, a tim vytvorenim relativn€ rovného terénniho
podkladu byly vytvofeny vhodné podminky nejen pro stavbu fortifikace, ale zejména pro zaloZeni
sidlisté, nebot piskovcova sut dobfe absorbuje vodu, a zamezuje tak podmaceni terénu. K zaloZeni
sidlisté doslo viceméné soucasné s vystavbou vnéjsiho opevnéni. Dokladem toho je skute¢nost, Ze
souvrstvi nejstarsiho sidliStniho horizontu dosedalo pfimo na piskovcovy sutovy zdsyp a pod télesem
nejstar$i hradby se na piskovcové suti jesté nestacila vytvorit sidliStni vrstva. Nejstarsi osidleni v po-
loze Na kasné chranila v dob¢ jeho trvéani nejstarsi hradba (1. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni). Prvni sidliStni
horizont reprezentuji nadzemni sidliStni objekty, které se zachovaly v podobé piscitych a jilovych pod-
lahovych tprav (o rozmérech ca 3,5 x 3,5 m) s kamennym ohnistém na povrchu (obr. 11). Podlahy
(zachycené az ve tfech urovnich nad sebou) spolu s ¢etnymi ndlezy mazanic s otisky prutd, jez jsou
pozustatkem vyplétanych nadzemnich dievénych konstrukci objekttl, se vyskytovaly ve vrstvé hné-
dé jemné az popelovité piscitojilovité hliny, v niz byly nalezeny i rizné kovové, kosténé, pripadné
i kamenné predméty spolu s mnoZstvim keramickych stfept a zvitecich kosti. Z nekeramickych vy-
robkl stoji za zminku vedle preslent (5 kusit), nozii (7 kust), Zeleznych pasovych prezek (2 kusy)
a zeleznych Sipek (4 kusy) predevsim zcela unikéatni kostény obklad (nejspisSe pochvy noZe ¢i dyky;
d. 13 em; 8. 1,1-2,0 cm; tl. 0,05 cm) s motivem pévi, provedenych rytou a prolamovanou vyzdobnou
technikou (Bartoskovd 1995a, 50-53; 1996; 2010b, obr. 27: 5) a &ast Zelezné vysokoobloukové ostruhy
ve tvaru U, rdmcoveé datované do posledni ¢tvrtiny 9. — 1. pol. 10. stol. (Bartoskovd 1997, 113, obr. 1).
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Keramické nélezy, souvisejici s nejstarSim rané stfedovékym osidlenim zapadni ¢asti budecského
predhradi, byly jiz vyhodnoceny (Bartoskovd 1997) — jsou pokrocilého stfedohradistniho charakteru
(obr. 14) a vyznacuji se pfitomnosti fragmentti nadob s limcovitou profilaci okrajt (obr. 14: 1-2).
Trvani prvniho sidliStniho horizontu l1ze klast pfiblizné do 1. tfetiny 10. stoleti. Po jeho zaniku nésle-
dovalo vyrazné rozsifeni nejstar$i hradby.

4. Rozsireni hradby (2. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni)

Lze predpokladat, Ze po zaniku nejstar§iho osidleni bylo jeho pozistatkd pouZito k vyplnéni
nové dievéné konstrukce opevnéni, pristavéné do cela stavajici hradby. Rozsifeni stavajici jednodilné
hradby o hloubéji ukotvené predni hradebni téleso s ¢elni kamennou plentou predstavuje ve zkou-
mané poloze druhou stavebni fazi vnéjSiho opevnéni, kterd znamenala vyrazné zpevnéni a celkové
posileni fortifikace. Zatimco zadni hradebni téleso, jeZ je pozistatkem starsi fortifikace, spocivalo
na sutové vyrovnavce lamanim zasaZeného piskovcového podloZi, nové vybudované predni téleso
bylo svou spodni ¢asti do piskovcové suti zahloubeno, a tim pevné zafixovano. K fixaci jeho horni
¢asti slouZilo ponechané dievohlinéné téleso star§i hradby, o které se pfedni téleso v hornich partiich
opiralo. Dievénou konstrukci pfedniho hradebniho télesa, vyplnénou vespod hrubym promisenym
piskem a smérem nahoru jilovitou a prachovitou hlinou s drobnymi kameny, prepalenymi kousky
mazanice a prfedev§im mnozstvim zvifecich kosti a typologicky vyspélych stiedohradiStnich stiep,
tvotily rostové podlahy z pomérné husté vedle sebe kladenych podélnych drev, které se dobie zacho-
valy ve spodni ¢asti hradby, kde se v témér pravidelnych odstupech (pfiblizné po 20 cm) vyskytovaly
v péti trovnich nad sebou. Nejspodnéjsi rostova podlaha, tvofici zaklad dievéné konstrukce predniho
hradebniho télesa, byla vpredu pevné ukotvena — zabihala pod zéklady ¢elni kamenné plenty vysta-
véné z piskovcovych kament na tvrdém, z pisku a oblazkl stmeleném soklu (obr: 6). Na pevnou
spodni ¢ast hradebni konstrukce, kterd dosahovala vysky okolo 1 m (obr: 4: a — vrstvy 24, 25; obr. 4: ¢ —
vrstvy 20-21, 25), navazovala v horni ¢asti pravdépodobné leh¢i dievéna konstrukce. Ta sestavala
rovnéz z podélnych, vedle sebe kladenych trama, avSak s vétSsimi rozestupy mezi sebou a nad sebou,
jak 1ze soudit z nékolika zachycenych difev v mohutném bloku prachovité hliny (vrstva 3). Dvou-
dilna hradba s ¢elni kamennou plentou a stupriovitym dievohlinénym ochozem (vzadu komorové
konstrukce, vptedu konstruovanym z nékolika trovni dfevénych rostovych podlah nad sebou) byla
Sirokd 67 m (rekonstrukei 2. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni viz obr. 18: II).

Z pristavéného predniho télesa hradby pochdzi objemny keramicky soubor ¢itajici 1273 stiept
(vybér viz obr. 15), v némz jsou stejné jako v nejstar$i hradbé zastoupeny vedle stiept s jednoduchy-
mi okraji (ukon¢enymi prevazné tizkou, riizné tvarovanou liStou) a s pravidelnou hiebenovou vyzdo-
bou i stfepy zdobené jednohrotym rydlem (jednoduché vlnice v kombinaci s jednoduchymi ryhami,
ptipadné jednoduché vodorovné ryhy ryté spirdlovité pod sebou). Oproti okrajovym stfepiim z nej-
starsi hradby (zachované ve formé zadniho valového télesa) se v pristavéné predni Casti nove vzniklé
fortifikace (stejné jako v nejstarsi sidliStni vrstvé zkoumané polohy) objevuji i jednoduché okraje se
slozit&ji profilovanym ukoncenim, hlavné v podobé vyrazné ryhované listy. Pfedevsim se tu v§ak nové
objevuji zlomky okraji nadob se soubéZnou, esovité profilovanou vnitini i vnéjsi linii, zptisobujici
nych okrajt (obr. 15: 1-3, 7, 10, 15), datovanych na zakladé stratigrafické situace ve Staré Boleslavi
a na Prazském hradé (ve spojeni s dendrodaty) nejdfive do prelomu 1. a 2. téetiny 10. stol. (Bohdcovd
2003, obr. 30a; 2008, 115). Nicméné klasicky kalichovity typ okraje (se zesilenym okrajem vici slab-
$imu hrdlu a vétSinou zbytnélym podhrdlim), vdzany na Sedy stiep s krupi¢kovitym povrchem, jenz
je zdobeny vylu¢né jednohrotym rydlem (rizné kombinace jednoduchych vinic a vodorovnych ryh),
a datovany do obdobi nejdfive od 2. tfetiny 10. aZ prabéhu 11. stol., nema v tomto pocetném keramic-
kém souboru jesté Zadné zastoupeni. Na zakladé keramickych nélezii obsazenych v prednim valovém
télese, interpretovaném jako pozistatek difevohlinéné konstrukce ochozu pfistavéného vcetné Celni
kamenné plenty k télesu nejstarsi hradby, a zaroven na zdkladé keramiky provazejici ve zkoumané
poloze nejstarsi sidliStni horizont miZzeme rozsiteni hradby (tj. druhou stavebni fazi vnéjSiho opev-
néni) klast na pocatek 2. tfetiny 10. stoleti.
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5. Nova sidlistni zastavba po zaniku nejstarsiho osidleni (2. sidliStni horizont)

Na troskdch zaniklého nejstarSiho osidleni reprezentovaného nadzemnimi objekty s piscitymi
nebo jilovymi tpravami podlah a s dfevénou vyplétanou konstrukei stén byla v dobé fungovani dru-
hé faze vnéjsiho opevnéni vybudovana nova sidliStni zdstavba, kterd se zachovala ve formé (z velké
¢asti destruovanych) kamennych podkladi nadzemnich objektd. Ve zkoumané poloze pfedstavuje
druhy sidlistni horizont. Odkryta kamenna struktura (celkem se tfemi ohniSti), jeZ je pozlstatkem
mladohradi$tni sidliStni architektury, vytvafela viceméné pravouhlé dtvary, ohranicené v nékterych
usecich liniemi piivodné loZenych a prevazné ve tfech az ¢tyfech drovnich nad sebou kladenych li-
covanych kament. Jeden z ohranicenych kamennych utvart v severovych. ¢asti plosného odkryvu
(obr. 10) je vzhledem k mnoZstvi Zelezité strusky, vyskytujici se v prostoru kamenného dlazdéni
s ohniStém a zarovei i v jeho bezprostfednim okoli, spojovan s kovarskou ¢innosti (Bartoskovd 1992,
440-445). Pro datovéani druhého sidlistniho horizontu do mladsi doby hradistni svéd¢i kromé jeho na-
vaznosti na vyvojovou posloupnost pfedchozich chronologicky rimcové vymezenych antropogennich
aktivit pfedev§im nalezy mladohradiStni keramiky. Ty predstavuji fragmenty nadob klasickych variant
kalichovitych okraju (obr: 16), jejichZ masovy nastup je na zdkladé stratigrafickych zjisténi na Praz-
ském hradé a ve Staré Boleslavi v propojeni s daty absolutni chronologie kladen do pribéhu 2. tie-
tiny 10. stol. (Bohdcovd 2008, 115). Keramika kalichovitych okrajii vyzniva v priabéhu 11. stol., kdy ji
postupné nahrazuje keramika archaicky zdufelych okraji (BartoSkovd 1999, 731-736). V zapadni
¢asti budeéského predhradi (Na kasné€) se keramika klasickych variant kalichovitych okraji vyskyto-
vala ve vrstvé tmavého humusu v drovni kamennych podkladi komentované nejmladsi sidlistni za-
stavby a spolu s ni se zde vedle mnozstvi zvifecich kosti a Zelezité strusky vyskytovala i spousta
nekeramickych artefaktii. Z nich stoji za zminku vedle pteslent (9 kusi), nozt (11 kusit), Zeleznych
Sipek (3 kusy) a Zelezného kovéani védérka zejména zlomek bronzové rolni¢ky, jantarovy koralek,
Zelezné kiizové kovani spojované s garniturou femeni mece nebo koiiského postroje (Bartoskovd
2010b, 112, obr. 16: 9), zdobené parohové pouzdro tzv. skladaciho srpu (Bartoskovd 1995, obr. 8: 4;
2010b, 27: 1), zlomek kosténého jednostranného hiebene s profilovanou bo¢ni a hibetni stranou (Bar-
toSkovd 1995, obr. 8: 1; 2010b, 27: 3), zdobend kosténa rukojet Zelezného rydla (Bartoskovd 1995,
obr. 8: 3; 2010b, 27: 2) a Zelezna ostruha s dlouhym vyklonénym bodcem, datovana do 2. pol. 10. stol.
(Bartoskovd 1992, 444-445, tab. XI: 3a, 3b). Je tfeba zminit, Ze kamenné pozustatky nadzemnich
staveb byly odkryty i ve vnitinim aredlu hradisté (akropoli), zejména v jeho jizni ¢asti, kde Z. Vdria
(1995, 127) predpokladal v souvislosti s jejich vyskytem mladohradistni palacovou stavbu. Kamenné
podklady nadzemnich objektli vypovidaji uz o stabilnim uspotadéni sidlistni zastavby, cozZ ve srov-
nani s jinymi mocenskymi centry v rané stfedovékych Cechéch indikuje vylu¢nost bude¢ského pro-
stiedi, zvlasté jsou-li profanni stavby s kamennymi konstrukcemi doloZeny i na piedhradi. V poloze
Na kas$n€ byly nadzemni stavby konstruované na kamennych podkladech (2. sidlistni horizont) chra-
nény v pribéhu své existence dvoudilnou hradbou 2. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni. Z této hradby zistal po
urcité dobé funkeni jen predni dil, ktery byl v pribéhu trvani nejmladsi sidlistni zastavby zpevnén
zadni kamennou plentou a zvySen (viz dile). Datovani druhé faze osidleni pfiblizné do intervalu od
2. tfetiny aZ konce 10. stol. s moZnym piesahem do pribéhu 1. pol. 11. stol. vychazi jednak z dosa-
vadniho ¢asového vymezeni vyskytu keramiky klasickych variant kalichovitého typu okraje, ktera
toto zavérecné osidleni v zapadni Casti budecského predhradi provazela, a jednak ze souc¢asného dato-
véani nastupu keramiky archaicky zdurelych okraji (nejpozdéji v 2. pol. 11. stol. — viz Bartoskovd
1999), ktera v poloze Na kas$né neméla mezi kamennymi pozistatky nejmladsi sidliStni zastavby
zadného zastupce.

6. Zpevnéni a zvySeni hradby (3. faze vnéjsitho opevnéni)

Vnéjsi opevnéni sestavajici z dvoudilné hradby s ¢elni kamennou plentou a stupriovitym dievo-
hlinénym ochozem proslo v dobé trvani sidlistni zastavby budované na kamennych podkladech
(2. sidlistni horizont) jeSté jednou stavebni Gpravou. K ni doslo v dobé&, kdy zadni hradebni téleso
Castecné destruovalo do podoby naspu a pozistala hradba sestdvala jen z celni kamenné plenty a z pi-
vodné predniho hradebniho télesa, které v hornich partiich nebylo jiZ zcela intaktni. V té dobé byla



88 BARTOSKOVA: Basic horizons of development at the foregrounds ...

pozistala jednodilnd hradba zpevnéna zadni kamennou plentou a zvySena. Dokladem tieti stavebni
faze hradby jsou predevsim destrukéni valové vrstvy (obr. 4: a — vrstvy S5, 7-9; obr. 4: ¢ — vrstvy 4-5,
7, 7a, 8, 11), prekryvajici pozistatek sesutého zadniho hradebniho télesa a obsahujici ve vyrazném
zastoupeni mladohradiStni keramiku klasickych variant kalichovité profilovanych okraji (obr. 17).
Destrukéni valové vrstvy pochdzeji ze zvySeni hradby nad dfevohlinénou konstrukei ptivodné pred-
niho hradebniho télesa. Okolnost, Ze horni destrukéni vrstvy obsahovaly ve vétSim mnozstvi kameny
(vrstvy 4, 5), vede k interpretaci, Ze povrch zvysené hradby byl zpevnén vrstvou kamentl. Dokladem
treti stavebni faze vnéjsi hradby je zaroven zdkladovy vkop pro zadni kamennou plentu (obr. 4: a —
vrstvy 13, 14, 18; obr. 4: ¢ — vrstvy 10, 28) a killové jamka coby pozustatek kilu zpeviiujiciho zad
zminéné plenty, zaloZené do povrchu zadniho, do podoby naspu sesutého valového télesa (obr. 5).
Jeho udusany, mladohradistnimi stiepy kontaminovany povrch (obr. 4: b — vrstvy 12, 31, 32) nazna-
¢uje vyuzivani naspu v dobé fungovani nejmladsi faze vnéjsiho opevnéni. Nasep pravdépodobné
slouzil k snadnéjsimu piistupu na hradbu. Jednodilné hradba s ¢elni kamennou plentou a dievohliné-
nym ochozem, jehoZ horni ¢ast byla zpevnéna zadni kamennou plentou a navic byla jesté zvySena,
dosahovala Sitky okolo 5 m; vcetné pristupového ndspu dosahovala Sifky pres 7 m (rekonstrukci
3. faze vnéjsiho opevnéni viz obr. 18: III).

Datovani nejmladsi stavebni faze vnéjSiho opevnéni se opird o stratifikovanou keramiku z de-
struk¢nich valovych vrstev, pochazejicich ze zvySené ¢asti pozistalé hradby. Keramiku z destruk¢énich
valovych vrstev, které piekryvaly do podoby ndspu sesuté zadni valové téleso, reprezentuji zejména
klasické varianty kalichovité profilovanych okraju (obr. 17). Ty jsou na zékladg stratigrafickych pozo-
rovani ve stiedoCeskych rané stfedoveékych centralnich lokalitich datovany do obdobi od 2. tfetiny
10. stol. az pribéhu 11. stol. (Bartoskovd 2011, 292-296). Do tohoto Sirokého ¢asového ramce spada
zpevnéni a zvySeni pozlstalé hradby, reprezentujici v zédpadni ¢asti budecského predhradi tieti stavebni
fazi vnéjsiho opevnéni. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze nejmladsi osidleni (2. sidli$tni horizont), které zpevnénd
a zvyS$ena jednodilna hradba chranila v jeho zavérecné fazi, je datovano do intervalu od 2. tfetiny az
konce 10. stol. s moznym piesahem do 1. pol. 11. stol., miZeme tento ¢asovy ramec zuZit a tfeti
stavebni fazi vnéjSiho opevnéni klast do posledni tfetiny 10. stol., nejpozdéji na pocatek 11. stoleti.

Osidleni budec¢ského predhradi, vyuZivajici ve své nejmladsi fazi nadzemnich objektil s kamen-
nymi konstrukcemi, prestdva existovat nejpozdéji v prabéhu 1. pol. 11. stol., kdy zac¢ind pozvolna
chétrat i neudrZzované vnéjsi opevnéni. Toto datovani zaniku budecského predhradi se opird jednak
o vySe uvedené Casové vymezeni vyskytu keramiky klasickych variant kalichovitého typu okraje,
kterd nejmladsi osidleni v zapadni Casti predhradi provazela, a jednak o srovnani s keramikou, kterd
provazela nejmladsi sidlistni horizont a jeho absolutné datovany zénik na akropoli bude¢ského hradu.
Dobu zaniku budecské akropole umoznila stanovit stratigraficka situace v jeji jizni ¢asti, kde do ka-
mennych destrukci sidli$tnich staveb a vnitiniho opevnéni byly zahloubeny hroby po zaniku akro-
pole zaloZeného pohftebisté, pricemz jeden z nich obsahoval ve funkci obolu mrtvych minci z prvniho
desetileti 12. stoleti. Pohibivalo-li se v uvedeném misté jiz na poc. 12. stol., pak osidleni a opevnéni
akropole zanikd nékdy v pribéhu 2. pol. 11. stol. (Bartoskovd 1999, 726-731). V kamennych destruk-
cich nejmladsich sidliStnich staveb na budecské akropoli se nachdzela keramika archaicky zdurelych
okraji, a to ve velkém poctu, coz znamena, Ze musela byt uZivana jesté v dobé sidlistni aktivity na
hradisti. Jeji nastup lze tak klast nejpozdéji do 2. pol. 11. stol. (Bartoskovd 1999, 731-736). Vzhle-
dem k tomu, Ze na pfedhradi Budce doprovazela nejmladsi sidliStni horizont keramika kalichovitého
typu okraje, pficemz keramika archaicky zdutelych okraji byla sporadicky zastoupena jen v podor-
ni¢nim humusu uloZeném az po zéniku vnéj$iho opevnéni, vypovidd to o diivéj§im zaniku osidleni
a opevnéni na predhradi oproti déle fungujici akropoli. Zanik osidleni a opevnéni budec¢ského pred-
hradi spada nejpozdéji do pribéhu 1. pol. 11. stol., a to nejen na zdkladé pomérné rozsahlého od-
kryvu v poloze Na kasSné, nybrZ na zakladé vSech dosavadnich sondaZi na predhradi, kde keramika
archaicky zdufelych okraji rovnéz nebyla v odkrytych sidlistnich situacich zastoupena.
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