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PREDMLUVA A PODEKOVANI

V Ceské historii, kultufe a historickém védomi — souc¢asném i minulém - zaujima VySehrad mnoho vyznamo-
vych poloh. Proto byl a bude uchopovan z nékolika thld a zpodobriovan v rozli¢nych obrazech. V této knize
se zabyvame VySehradem jako rezidenci pfemyslovskych panovnikd a pozdéji jako paldcovym okrskem
vystavénym Lucemburky. Cinime tak predevsim na zakladé archeologickych vyzkuma a zafazeni ziskanych
poznatkd do Sirsiho historického a kulturniho kontextu.

Viyznam tohoto mista pro Ceské stfedovéké déjiny neni nutné podrobnéji rozvadét. V 11. a 12. stoleti
se stalo sidlem dvou generaci Pfemyslovcl. Tehdy zde byla zaloZena bazilika sv. Petra s kapitulou podfizenou
pfimo papeZi; na hradisti vznikaly také reprezentativni budovy, kamenny palac (zminény kr. 1119) a sakralni
stavby, o nichZ Ize z nékolika ddvodu predpokladat, Ze spolecné vytvarely urcité urbanistické schéma.
V posledni dobé se proto historikové, archeologové a historikové uméni pravem tazou, jakou podobu
vlastné méla Ustfedni ¢ast hradisté — knizeci a (za Vratislava Il.) kralovska akropole. Forma a usporadani
tohoto arealu, dynamika jeho promén a také charakter zdejsi hmotné kultury je znam ve zcela nedostatecné
mife. Jen o malo vice vime o podobé Vy3ehradu v dobé Karla IV., ktery tento hrad obnovil a zafadil jej
na pocatek ceského korunovacniho ritualu. V tomto pfipadé se vsak vétSina dosavadnich poznatkd opirala
predevsim o podstatné mladsi ikonografické a pisemné prameny, zatimco svédectvi prament hmotnych —
¢asové mnohem aktudlnéjsich — nebylo pIné vyuZito.

Z téchto dlvodl mezi badateli nepanovala shoda ani v tak zakladnich otazkach, jako kde se rané
stfedovéka akropole na Vysehradé nachazela, jak byla vymezena a uvnitf rozvrzena. Rizné volené metodické
pfistupy vedly k rdznym predstavam, které mdzeme rozdélit do dvou skupin. Jedni autofi se domnivaji,
Zze obvod a formu akropole z doby knizeci Ize v zasadé retrogresivné odvodit z podoby vnitfniho hradu
vybudovaného Karlem IV. (napf. Jiii Carek nebo Josef Janacek), jini naopak predpokladaji polohu tohoto
aredlu pobliz baziliky sv. Vavfince (Helena Soukupova, v posledni dobé to pripousti Frantisek Kasicka), nebo
na jiném misté (objevily se Uvahy o poloze na severozapadni Spici ostrozny sméfujici ku Praze, v dnesnich
Stulcovych sadech). V diisledku toho nebylo jasno v tom, jakym zpdsobem se knizeci rezidence vyznamové
doplfiovala s dalsimi klicovymi stavbami na VySehradg, predevsim s kapitulnim chramem a s bazilikou
sv. Vavfince. Rovnéz nebylo jasné, jestli podoba panovnické rezidence ve 2. poloviné 11. stoleti vychazela
z konceptu fiSskych kralovskych sidel, jejichZ obytné, sakralni, reprezenta¢ni a pfip. hospodarské stavby byly
usporadany podle urcitého vzorce, Casto okolo otevieného dvora, nebo zda nebyla spiSe ovlivnéna starsim
osidlenim, které je na VySehradé dolozeno od 2. poloviny 10. stoleti.

V/této publikaci se pokusime ukazat, ze vyhodnocenirozsahlého a pfitom nevyuzitého archeologického
fondu ziskaného dosud v Ustfedni ¢asti ViySehradu pfispiva k feSeni téchto otazek zésadnim zplsobem.
Kromé toho se zde pfirozené zabyvame fadou dalich témat, pfedevsim charakterem stavebni a drobné
hmotné kultury v této ¢asti Vysehradu od raného stfedovéku do novovéku. DileZitym ukolem bylo také
sledovani vybranych segmentl socidlniho a ekonomického Zivota v mife, v jaké to umoziuje vypoveéd
archeologickych pramen. V publikaci tak maji nezastupitelné misto napfiklad rozbory archeozoologické
(zastoupeni konzumovanych zvifat; kap. 16), keramologické (napf. struktura importl; kap. 13) nebo
vyhodnoceni dokladd specializované vyroby (kap. 15).

ZvIastni pozornost byla vénovana zpracovani pravékych nalezli (kap. 5-7, 19), jeZ spadaji do ob-
dobi kultury nalevkovitych poharl (cca 3800-3400 pf. n. I.) a kultury fivnacské (cca 3000-2900 pf. n. I.).
Jde o vlibec prvni systematické vyhodnoceni pravékych fazi osidlenf této lokality, jejichZ pozlstatky se kon-
centruji pravé do prostoru rané stfedovéké akropole.

Pfedkladana publikace vznikala odr. 2010 v ramci projektu , KniZeci a kralovska akropole na \VySehradg.
Svédectvi archeologie”, podpofeného Grantovou agenturou CR (P 405-10-2334). Jde o dalsi produkt
dlouhodobého zaméru postupné zpracovat a publikovat rozsahlé, ale dosud nevyhodnocené archeologické
dédictvi ziskané na lokalité badatelskymi generacemi od 20. let 20. stoleti do soucasnosti. Dosud se
z vySehradskych fondd podafilo zpracovat a zvefejnit ty, které byly archeologickymi vyzkumy shromazdény
v prostoru kapitulniho chrdmu sv. Petra a Pavla (Nechvatal ed. 2004) a v okolf baziliky sv. Vavfince a rotundy
sv. Martina (Nechvatal ed. 2009). V poradi ¢tvrta poloha — vlastni akropole, pfedstavujici pravdépodobné
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rozhodli zahrnout také méné rozsahlé vyzkumy z oblasti severné od akropole, avsak mimo prostor dnesniho
hrbitova, ktery je podan v jiné publikaci (Nechvdtal ed. 2004). V Uhrnu zde tak pojedndvame vétsi ¢ast
zapadni poloviny VySehradu, kterd ma po odecteni plochy vysehradského hibitova rozlohu pfiblizné ctyr
hektar(. Dosavadni sondaze se pochopitelné koncentrovaly na vlastni akropoli (2,06 ha bez zapocitani
prikopu), z niz bylo prozkoumano uUctyhodnych 23,3 %.

V publikaci se zabyvame veskerymi vyzkumy z let 1924-2004. Jen pro potfeby komparace archeo-
zoologickych a archeobotanickych dat byly castecné vyuZzity také nalezy z nepublikovaného vyzkumu
v 1. 2010 (rekonstrukce vodovodu v ul. K Rotundé a cisténi studny na pomezi parcel ¢. 101 a 103 v kanov-
nickych zahradach). Z predvéle¢nych vyzkum (1924-1935/36) se zachovala na svou dobu kvalitni terénnf
dokumentace (v podobé rukopisti terénnich denikd, skic, pland a unikdtnich fotografif); rovnéz dokumen-
tace z obdobf po r. 1968 odpovida dobovym standarddm. Druhy cenny zdroj poznatkd predstavuji viastni
hmotné nélezy, jejichz pfevazna ¢ast pochazi z predvalecné doby. Nachazeji se v depozitafi ARUP, pracovisté
VySehrad, kde jsou uloZeny ve vice nez sto bednach, mnohdy naplnénych po okraj.

Pokud jde o vlastni akropoli, nejvice poznatkd pochazi z vyzkuma v letech 1924-1935/36 (viz kap.
1.1). Nasim prvym Ukolem bylo sestaveni celkového planu vyzkumd. Ten byl vytvoren jiz za Prvni republiky,
avsak nezachoval se cely a je zndmo jen nékolik jeho listd (srov. obr. 1.97, 1.102, 1.110, 1.140). FinéIni rekon-
strukce celkového planu (viz plan 1) byla provedena s pomoci dochovanych listl a prekresleni kétovanych
nacrtl v terénnich denicich; zvlasté v pripadé nékterych Usekl obvodd sond jsme vyuZivali dochované
terénni fotografie. Druhym krokem bylo vneseni systému do oznacovani sond, které byly pojmenovavany
opisy, z pohledu dnesni situace na Vy3ehradé navic jiz neaktualnimi (napf. , vykop pred kancelafi”, ,vykop
u vrat do zbrojnice” apod.). Evidenci sond, popis jejich polohy, zplsob vyneseni do celkového planu a dalsi
zékladni udaje podava kap. 2.

StéZejnim Ukolem byla rekonstrukce nalezovych situaci. Jako hlavni zdroj informaci poslouzily peclivé
vedené zapisy v terénnich denicich, které se bohuzel nezachovaly v Uplnosti (viz kap. 1.1.5). | zde se
pochopitelné projevu;ji rozdily oproti soucasnym standarddim archeologické dokumentace. Potize vyvstavaly
i v dlisledku nevyrovnané kvality zapis, dané stfidanim autorl (tzv. asistentl) vyzkumu a zhorsujicimi
se finan¢nimi podminkami po propuknuti Velké hospodarské krize na pocatku 30. let a spolu s tim se
snizujicim poctem kvalifikovanych pracovnik( (podrobngji viz kap. 1.1). Situaci komplikovalo rovnéz
neformalni oznacovani nalezl — zahloubenych objektd (napf. ,jama pred kancelafi”), stavebnich reliktd
(napt. ,placakova zed”) a vrstev (napf. ,Cerna kulturni vrstva”; viz kap. 4.2). Jejich identifikace a korelace
mezi rGznymi sondami (pfip. castmi jedné sondy odkryvanymi po etapach po nékolik let) nebyla na prvni
pohled vzdy zcela zifejma. Rekonstrukce nalezovych situaci a stratigrafické pozice jednotlivych nélez(, kterou
jsme mohli opfit v pfevazné vétsiné pfipadl jen o slovni popis bez doprovodné planové dokumentace,
predstavovala pochopitelné tvrdy ofiSek. Teprve podrobnou, takrka kriminalistickou analyzou denikd,
Seznam( sackd, nacrtd a Uryvkd pland se podafilo dospét k pomérné uspokojivym vysledkdm. Souvisly text
denikovych zapist, ve kterych se na nékolika fadcich nesystematicky prolinaji informace o nalezové situadi,
nalezech, postupu terénnich praci a pfedbéznych hypotézach autord denikd, nebylo mozné uchopit jinak
nez rozloZenim na jednotlivé Udaje a jejich seskupenim v nasi vlastni evidenci. Teprve pak bylo mozné provést
kritiku dostupné pramenné baze a jednotlivé nalezy vyhodnotit po strance prostorové (v horizontalnim
a vertikalnim sméru), chronologické a funk¢ni. Zvlasté v pripadé dokladd ze stfedovékého az novovékého
obdobi, zjistovanych vesmés v netrividlnich situacich, se nam tento postup ukazal natolik nosnym, Ze se
nakonec otiskl do struktury materidlové Il. a lll. ¢asti této publikace. V nich pfedkladame podrobnou, ale
prehlednou evidenci a zarover i primarni vyhodnoceni zahloubenych objektd (kap. 5 a 8), stavebnich
reliktd (kap. 9), nakupenin stavebniho materialu (kap. 10), povrchovych Uprav terénu — podlah, dlazeb
a cest — (kap. 11) a hrobd a lidskych kosti v druhotné poloze (kap. 12). Ziskané poznatky, kombinované
s rekonstrukci stratigrafického vyvoje (jeho zakladni rysy viz kap. 4.2), dovolily utvorit si podle naseho
nazoru vérohodnou predstavu o komplexnim vyvoji archeologickych situaci na lokalité. AZ v této fazi bylo
mozné postoupit ke zpracovani souborl movitych nélezd, jejichz odborna kritika by nebyla mozna bez
znalosti stratigrafického zafazeni. Pravéké artefakty jsou podrobné rozebrany v kap. 5. Nalezy keramickych
nadob z raného az vrcholného stfedovéku predklada kap. 13 a ostatni movité nalezy z téhoz obdobf a také
z novoveku kap. 14 a 15. Ekofaktlm a jejich vyhodnocenf jsou vénovany kap. 7 a 16-18. Uvedeny postup
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zpracovani prvorepublikovych vykopavek, kterému jsme nakonec pfizpUsobili i zpracovani povalecnych
vyzkum, vnesl jasno do pdvodné nepfehledné a misty az nesrozumitelné smési dat a terénnich pozorovani.

Césti knihy | az lll jsou ur¢eny predevsim pro ,uzivatele” z fad archeologi, stavebnich historik(
a specialistd na hmotnou kulturu. Byly koncipovany tak, aby dovolily z vnéjsku kontrolovat nase zavéry
a pfipadné provést nezavislou interpretaci. Proto jsme také kladli zna¢ny ddraz na bohatstvi pdvodni obrazové
dokumentace (viz predevsim pfiloha I). Naproti tomu ¢ast IV jsme se snazili psat pro Sirsi historickou obec
a vlbec pro ctenafe zajimajici se o déjiny a archeologii Vysehradu. Dosazené, ale atomizované poznatky
pfedchozich kapitol jsou zde propojeny a zafazeny do SirSich archeologickych a historickych souvislosti.
V kap. 19]e shrnuto svédectvi pravékych nalezd. Kap. 20 priblizuje fyzickou podobu rané stfedovéké akropole
a vybrané aspekty Zivota na ni, jak se jevi z pohledu hmotnych pramen(. Kap. 21 se zabyva pozoruhodnou
(mimo jiné také v souvislostech dobové symboliky) etapou vyvoje Ustfedniho rezidencniho aredlu stavebné
obnoveného Karlem IV. okolo r. 1350. Pro lepsi nazornost jsou kap. 20 a 21 doplnény rekonstruk¢nim
planem (plany 2 a 3). Epilogem za celym pozoruhodnym vyvojem prostoru kniZeci a kralovské akropole je
kap. 22, v niz jsou narysovany zakladni kontury postupného pferodu Vysehradu z vyznamného mocenského
a symbolického centra v pouhy pevnostni objekt, jehoZ kofeny sahajf jiz do pohusitského obdobi pozdniho
stfedovéku.

Zavérem je nadi milou povinnosti vzpomenout ty, bez nichz by tato kniha nemohla vyjit v pfedkladané
podobé. Za nezistnou podporu pfi realizaci narocného projektu dékujeme Ivané Bohacové, Janu Michalkovi,
Frantisku Stadnikovi a Radko SariCovi. Milé a velmi cenné pro nés byly konzultace a rozhovory s Denko
Cumlivskim a Martinem Wihodou. N&3 dik patfi déle vsem, ktefi se na pfipravé této knihy podileli. Kromé
autorC a spoluautorl jednotlivych kapitol nam byla formou odbornych konzultaci ndapomocna fada
odbornikd: Andrea Bartoskova (kosténé artefakty), Eva Cerna (sklo), Klara Flekovéa (romanské dlazdice),
René Kysely (zoologické urceni kosténych artefaktd), Jan Mafik (zpracovani mapovych podkladd z CUZK),
Martin Ptak (tuhova keramika z jiznich Cech), Jan Sommer (kamenné stavebni ¢lanky), Svétlana Spiwokové
(drobné novovéké nalezy), Véra Slancarova (drobné novovéké nalezy), Zdenék Spitélnik (drobné novovéké
nalezy), Eva Uchalova (drobné novovéké nalezy), Jana Veprekova (sklo, pomoc pfi sestaveni katalogu nalezd
skla) a Jan Zavfel (petrografické urceni vybranych nalezd). Neobycejny dik patfi technické redaktorce Lence
Varadzinové, kterd se ujala nelehkého ukolu vtisknout celému dilu alespon trochu jednotny réz. Tuto knihu
bychom chtéli vénovat pamatce spoluautora a pfitele Vaclava Mouchy, ktery v jejich strankach bohuzel uz
nemUze listovat.

Bofivoj Nechvatal, Ladislav Varadzin
V Praze, 20. fijna 2015
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Edi¢ni poznamka

Kniha pfedstavuje treti dil volné fady kolektivnich monografii vénovanych vyhodnoceni vysledk( archeolo-
gickych vyzkum(@ na ViySehradé od 20. let 20. stoleti do dnesnich dni. Tento svazek s obéma pfedchozimi
sdili zakladnf rysy grafické dpravy. Nicméné v nékterych ohledech byly provedeny zmény. K nejvyraznéjsim
patfi zavedenfi analytického ¢islovani kapitol, které by mélo usnadnit orientaci ¢tenari v pomérné rozsahlém
dile.

Kniha obsahuje materidlové kapitoly i studie rdznych autord, jez byly uspofadany do Ctyf ¢asti.
V Uvodni ¢asti (kap. 1-4) jsou predstavena zakladni vychodiska, druha ¢ast (kap. 5-7) predklada kapitoly
popisujici a vyhodnocujici pravéké nalezy, tieti ¢ast (kap. 8-18) nalezy ze stfedovéku az novovéku a poslednf
Cast (kap. 19-22) pfinasi celkové vyhodnoceni. Kapitoly jsou sepsany v Ceském jazyce a jsou opatfeny
stru¢nym shrnutim v anglickém a némeckém jazyce. Vyjimkou je kapitola 16, kde si autor kromé bézného
némeckého shrnuti vyzadal Uplny preklad ceského textu do anglictiny. Cislovani poznamek pod ¢arou
proto v této kapitole neni priibézné — anglicka verze kopiruje Cislovani ceského textu. Popisky k obrazkdm,
tabulkadm a graftm jsou v publikaci uvadeény v ¢estiné a, ponékud stru¢néji, v anglictiné a némciné. Vlastni
tabulky, ilustrace a grafy jsou pfipraveny v Cestiné. Vyjimkou je opét kapitola 16, kde byla zvolena angli¢tina
s cilem zpfistupnit podrobné tabulky a grafy Sirsi obci odbornych ¢tenara.

VSechny texty prosly jazykovou a technickou Upravou redakce, pfi niZ jsme usilovali o sjednoceni
textl po strance formalni a jejich provazani formou odkazd. V nékterych bodech jsme vsak od jednoty
upustili. Napf. u ¢isel objektd a sackl s nalezy z prvorepublikovych vyzkumd bylo v kap. 5 a 19 ponechano
autorem zvolené uvadéni roku vyzkumu za lomitkem, zatimco v kapitole o archeologické sondazi (kap. 2)
a v kapitolach vénovanych stfedovéku (kap. 8-14) bylo jinym autorem z prostorovych ddvodd eliminovano.
U nalezl, objektd atd. z vyzkumU uskutecnénych od 60. let 20. stoleti do soucasnosti je rok vyzkumu
dlsledné uvadén pro odliseni od starsich celk. Pro prehlednost celého textu byla sjednocena graficka
podoba citaci, pficemz bibliografické udaje dél citovanych v jednotlivych kapitolach jsou uvedeny souhrnné
na konci knihy.

Priredak¢nim zpracovanitext( bylav nékterych pfipadech respektovanatéz specifikaautorskéhovyrazu.
Tak tomu bylo predevsim v ryvcich z archivnich prament (pfedevsim vykopovych denikd z prvorepublikovych
vyzkumU na VySehradé nebo Seznam sackd), které jsou disledné uvadeény v uvozovkach (ale bez kurzivy)
a ponechany v pvodnim pravopise a bez Uprav ¢i oprav pfipadnych jazykovych ¢i stylistickych chyb.

Dalezitou soucasti knihy je téZ rozmanita obrazova dokumentace — fotografickd, planova, kresebna.
Tam, kde jsou autofi znami, je jejich jméno vyslovné uvedeno. V fadé pfipadd — tyka se to pfedevsim do-
kumentace pochazejici z prvorepublikovych vyzkumda, ale v malé mife téZ z vyzkum( v 60. az 80. letech
20. stoleti — v3ak autory fotografif a ilustraci nedokazeme jednoznacné urcit. V popiscich u fotografif tak
uvadime (alespon priblizny) rok pofizeni fotografie, nikoli v3ak jméno. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze znacna ¢ast
fotografii nalezl byla pofizena jednotlivymi autory az pfi pfipravé této knihy (tj. v letech 2013 a 2014),
rok pofizeni téchto fotografii je z popisek vynechan.

U planl jsou méfitka vzdy v metrech a nadmorské vysky vzdy v jadranském vySkovém systému.
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Seznam zkratek

AHMP
AKV
APH
arch. zdur.
ARUP
¢.

d.
D1:1
H

hl.
horiz.
kalich.
ker.
LKO
MHMP

mladohrad.

NA
NG
NOV
NPUP
OBJ
POV
pram.
PS

RS
SM
sonda 1/a
SR
SURPMO
S.

tl.

V.
ved.
¢

VS
zdur.
zl.

Archiv hlavniho mésta Prahy

Archiv kapituly vysehradské

Archiv Prazského hradu

archaicky zdurely

Archeologicky Ustav AV CR, Praha, v. v. .
Cislo

délka

denik 1, str. 1 (jen prvorepublikovy vyzkum)
hrob

hloubka

horizont

kalichovity

keramika

lidské kosti

Muzeum hlavniho mésta Prahy
mladohradistni

Narodni archiv, Praha

Narodni galerie

novovek

Narodni pamatkovy Ustav, Uzemni odborné pracovisté v hl. mésté Praze
zahloubeny objekt

povrchova Uprava terénu (dlazba, podlaha, cesta apod.)
prlmér

pozdnf stfedovék

rany stfedovék

nakupenina/akumulace stavebniho materialu
sonda 1, sektor a

stavebni relikt

Statni Ustav pro rekonstrukci pamatkovych mést a objektl
Sitka

tloustka

vyska

vedouci

vrstva

vrcholny stfedovék

zdurely

zlomek
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Kapitola 16

ARCHEOZOOLOGICKA ANALYZA
RANE STREDOVEKYCH KOSTI

René Kysely

Material, ktery je pfedmétem tohoto pfispévku, se mistem nalezu i datovanim vaze na akropoli a blizké
predhradi rané stfedoveékého hradisté VySehradu. To bylo v 2. poloviné 10. az 1. poloviné 12. stoleti —
po Prazském hradé — druhym nejvyznamnéjsim centrem panovnické moci v Cechéch. Jak se Ize podrobnéji
dodist v jinych kapitolach této knihy, sidlila zde podle pisemnych prament nejprve pfileZitostné a pozdgji
(1070-1140) vice méné trvale fada pfemyslovskych viadc, véetné knizete a prvniho ceského krale Vratisla-
va ll. (1061-1092). Pisemné prameny dokladaji, Ze panovnicka curia na ViySehradé byla v této dobé mistem
nékolika vyznamnych snémd a politickych setkani, zahranicnich navstév i oslav nejdilezitéjsich nabozen-
skych svatkd. Mizeme proto predpokladat, Ze tyto skute¢nosti se v hmotném zaznamu projevily mj. také
ve sloZeni a kvalité konzumovaného masa, jejichz poznani je jednim z hlavnich cilli tohoto pfispévku.

Podobou rané stfedovékého Vysehradu se zabyvaiji jiné kapitoly této knihy. Zde postaci upozornit
na existenci prikopu oddélujiciho akropoli (nepochybné misto vlastni curie) od predhradi. Je jisté, Ze mezi
lety 1070-1140 jiz pfikop existoval. Zatim vSak neni vyfeSena otazka, kdy vznikl, a nelze proto vyloucit, ze
hradisté mohlo byt ve svém nejstarsim obdobi (od 2. pol. 10. stoleti az do doby okolo 1070) strukturovano
jinym zpUsobem.

Cilem predlozené archeozoologické studie je pfispét k poznani Zivota na rané stfedovékém Vysehra-
dé v jeho dosud malo znamé prvni, predvratislavské etapé. Zaméfime se na postiZzeni subsistence co do dru-
hové skladby, kvality masité stravy, zasobovani hradisté a dale na postiZzeni prostorovych aspektt v zachaze-
ni s odpadem a péce o exteriéry. Zakladnim interpretacnim postupem bude porovnani soubort z akropole
a predhradi, které — jak Ize pfedpokladat — by mély pfedstavovat dva socialné odlisné arealy, a porovnani
soubort z tohoto hradisté s dalsimi rané stfedovékymi opevnénymi sidly v Cechéch, piip. na Moravé.

PredloZena prace navazuje na dfivéjsi rozbory zvifecich kosti pochazejicich z archeologickych vyzku-
mU na Vysehradé. V roce 2004 byl publikovan rozbor souboru pochazejiciho z vyzkumu v prostoru chramu
sv. Petra a Pavla, ktery reprezentuje dva ¢asové horizonty: od 2. pol. 10. stoleti do pfiblizné 1070 a od konce
15. stoleti az do pocatku 17. stoleti (Kysely 2004). Material ze starSiho horizontu ¢asové odpovida nové
determinovanym a zde rozebiranym kostem, proto bude znovu zahrnut do souhrnnych analyz. Pozdgji byl
publikovan material z vyzkumu v okoli baziliky sv. Vavfince (Kysely 2009), ktery je vsak pro své jen velmi
Siroké datovani do stfedovéku az novoveéku pro nase Ucely nepouzitelny. L. PeSkem dfive determinovany
material (Peske 1976a, 1976b, 1995), prezentovany jako naleZejici kultufe hradistni, neni spolehlivé datova-
ny (L. Varadzin, ustni sdéleni) nebo neni pro predlozené vyhodnoceni relevantni, a proto do analyz nebude
zafazen a zminén bude jen okrajové.

16.1 Datovani souboru a mista nalezu'

Osteologicky material pouZity k analyze (8 201 nalezl) zaujima ve svém Uhrnu obdobfi od vzniku Vysehradu
do sklonku raného stfedovéku (2. pol. 10. az 1. pol. 13. stol.; podrobné tab. 16.1). Pro Gcely vyhodnoceni

! Za zevrubné informace k datovani materidlu a spolupraci na Uvodu studie dékuji L. Varadzinovi.
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Obr. 16.1. Plan jihozdpadni casti Viysehradu s akropoli. Svétle tyrkysovou barvou vyznacena veskera archeologicka sondaz, vyraznymi
barvami (1-4) Ctyri prostory se soubory zde analyzovanych osteologickych nélezi: 1 - Akropole-jih; 2 — Akropole-sever, 3 — U prikopu,
4 - Predhradi (v mapce vzdy uvedena i Cisla sond zarazenych do analyzy); 5 — prikop oddélujici akropoli a predhradi (autor L. Varadzin).
- Fig. 16.1. Plan of the southwest part of ViySehrad with acropolis. All archaeological trenches appear in light turquoise colour, while
the four locations with osteological finds analysed in this essay are highlighted in bold colours (1-4): 1 - Acropolis-south;, 2 — Acropolis-
north; 3 — At moat; 4 — Bailey (the identification numbers of trenches included in the analysis are given in the plan); 5 — moat dividing
acropolis and bailey (author L. Varadzin). — Abb. 16.1. Plan des Sidwestteils des ViySehrad mit der Akropolis. Farbige Kennzeichnung
der vier Areale mit den Komplexen der analysierten osteologischen Funde (Autor L. Varadzin).

byly nalezy seskupeny do dvou horizontd na zakladé datovani doprovodnych keramickych zlomk.2

(1) Horizont 1: 2. polovina 10. az 2. tfetina 11. stoleti, celkem 7 527 nalezd. Reprezentuje nejstarsi
etapu existence hradisté.

(2) Horizont 2: 2. polovina 10. aZ polovina 13. stoleti, celkem 674 nélez(. Zahrnuje rané stfedovéké
nalezy, jejichz horni ¢asovy limit pfesahuje Horizont 1. Do doby mladsi nezZ je rok 1070 fadime s jistotou

2 Kritériem zafazeni soubor( pfed 2. tfetinu 11. stoleti byla absence keramiky s archaickymi zdufelymi okraji; datovani vzdy
pfihlizelo k pocetnosti soubord.
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jen 23 kosti, soudé dle takto nizkého procenta je stafi vétsiny ostatnich nalezl z Horizontu 2 zfejmé odpo-
vidajici Horizontu 1. Horizont 2 je délen na chronologické skupiny oznacované Horizont 2a—d (tab. 16.1).

Soubory byly vybrany tak, aby byly z hlediska datovani co nejspolehlivéjsi. Nelze zcela vyloucit, Ze né-
které z nich (zvIasté ze starsich vyzkumd) mohou obsahovat nékolik pravékych, pfip. vrcholné stfedovékych
az novovékych nalezl. Posouzeni artefaktudlni slozky v nalezovych celcich viak ukazalo, Ze se mize jednat
jen 0 nepatrné mnozstvi kosti. Datacné zjevné nespolehlivé kontexty a nélezy byly z analyzy vylouceny.

Podle mista nalezu byly kosti rozdéleny do ctyf skupin (prostor; obr. 16.1):

(1) Akropole-jih: Sonda 2/2003 na jiznim okraji akropole. Material (2 071 nalezll) pochazi z Cerné
kulturni vr. 14, datované podle pocetnych keramickych nalez do 2. poloviny 10. az pfiblizné 2. tfetiny
11. stoleti. Viyzkum 2003, ved. I. Stefan, L. Varadzin.

(2) Akropole-sever: Sondy 216, 217, 219, 220, 225, 226 v severni ¢asti akropole. Tento material
(2 120 nalezl) pochazi z ¢erné sidlistni vrstvy datované podle pocetnych keramickych zlomkd do 2. poloviny
10. az priblizné 2. tfetiny 11. stoleti. Pouze v pfipadé nalezd ze sondy 217 zasahuje interval datovani az
do 1. tetiny 13. stoleti. Vyzkum 1988-1990, ved. B. Nechvatal.

(3) U prikopu: Sonda 1/2010 v misté severovychodniho narozi pfikopu, na rozhrani predhradi
a akropole. Material (294 nalezU) pochazi z tmavych, pfevazné hlinitych vrstev ve spodni ¢asti sondy, které
z Casti tvorily povrch terénu predhradi, z ¢asti leZely v prolakliné klesajici smérem do pfikopu (mozna jde
jiz o okraj prikopu). Keramické nalezy datuji tyto vrstvy do rdznych obdobi, ktera viak neprekracujf interval
11. stoleti az 1. poloviny 13. stoleti. Vyzkum 2010-2011, ved. B. Nechvatal, L. Varadzin. Vzhledem k malé-
mu poctu nalezl nenf tato skupina zastoupena ve vsech srovnanich.

(4) Predhradi: Sondy 182, 186-189, 196-199, 200, 201 v bazilice sv. Petra a Pavla. Material (3 716
nalezl) pochazi z tmavé hlinité sidlistni vrstvy nebo ze zasypu hrobd rozkladajicich se v misté, které bylo
ve 13.-14. stoleti uzavieno rozsifenim baziliky zapadnim smérem. Pfevazna cast, svym charakterem typicky
sidlistniho materialu je datovana jiz do doby pred zaloZenim pohfebisté u romanské baziliky (okolo r. 1070),
tj. pochazi z 2. poloviny 10. stoleti az 2. tfetiny 11. stoleti. Viyzkum 1980-1985, ved. B. Nechvatal. Tyto
nalezy jiz byly zpracovany a publikovany na jiném misté (Kysely 2004), v tomto textu slouzi pfedevsim jako
srovnavaci material reprezentuijici predhradi.

16.2 Metodické poznamky a zkratky

Materidl byl kvantifikovan dle poctu nalezG (NISP3). Materidl z prostoru Akropole-sever a Akropole-jih
byl vazen a kvantifikovan také dle hmotnosti (tab. 16.1). Material z Pfedhradi vazen nebyl (Kysely 2004),
primarni data z tohoto souboru jsou zde uvedena jen v pfipadé, jde-li o dfive nezvefejnéné Udaje nebo je-
-li to soucasti souhrnnych kvantifikac¢nich srovnani. Plaveni nebo prosivani nebylo aplikovano u Zadného
z posuzovanych kontext(, nicméné v pfipadé novéjsich vyzkum( v prostoru Akropole-jih (2003) a U prikopu
(2010) bylo dbano na shirani i velmi drobnych nélez(, coz se projevilo i v mife fragmentace (viz nize). To, ze
v pfipadé starsich vyzkumd nebyly drobné nalezy sbirany, mohlo ve vysledku snizit podil kosti ryb a jinych
drobnych obratlovcd, pfipadné i podil drobnych elementd u jinak vétsich savcl (napf. prstni ¢lanky prasat
a ovci/koz). Kazdy nalez byl posouzen samostatné a je evidovan v databazi jako zvIastni polozka. Kosti byly
méreny podle Driesch (1976). PouZita zoologicka a anatomicka terminologie se fidi aktualni taxonomickou
nomenklaturou a doporucenim Gentry — Clutton-Brock — Groves (2004) a Nomina Anatomica Veterinaria
2012 - I.C.V.G.AN. Ceské a latinské (nebo anglické) ekvivalenty nazvd vdech nalezenych zoologickych
druh( a kategorif zvifat jsou uvedeny v tab. 16.7. Nékteré rozdily zjisténé mezi jednotlivymi prostory
ViySehradu jsou testovany statisticky (tab. 16.18).

3 NISP (number of identified specimens) pfedstavuje prosty pocet nalezenych kosti, parohd a zubt nebo jejich fragmentd.
Evidentné souvisejici nélezy (napf. Celist + zuby nebo vzadjemné slepitelné fragmenty) jsou zapocitany vzdy jako jedna
polozka.
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Zkratky a akronymy: D3 = mlécna stolicka 3; det. = determinovano; dist. = distalnf; hor. = horizont;
indet. = nedeterminovano, neurcitelné; inf. = inferior (spodni); M3 = tieti trvala stolicka; MNI = minimal-
ni pocet jedincd; N = pocet; Nd = pocet (zaznamenanych) zub(; NISP? = pocet determinovanych nalezg;
obj. = archeologicky objekt; prox. = proximalni; s. = sacek; S = sonda; sup. = superior (horni); tot. = celkem;
vr. = vrstva; zool. = zoologicky. Dalsi pouZité zkratky a akronymy jsou vysvétleny v textu, v popiskach a uvnitf
tabulek a grafli (v hranatych zavorkach v tab. 16.1, 16.9, 16.12-16.15, 16.19 a grafech 16.36-16.42).

16.3 MnoZzstvi materialu a jeho tafonomicky stav

MnoZzstvi materialu dle po¢tu nalez(i (NISP) a podle hmotnosti ukazuje tab. 16.1. MnoZstvi osteologickych
nalez( v souboru U pfikopu je pomérné nizké, takze jeho poufZiti pro Ucely paleoekonomické rekonstruk-
ce je omezené a v nasledujicim vyhodnoceni bude zohledfiovan jen pfilezitostné a s opatrnosti. Naopak
soubory z Horizontu 1 z akropole a z pfedhradi jsou dostatecné bohaté na to, aby jejich kvantifikace a analyza
mohla byt podkladem pro posouzeni subsistence (Akropole-jih, N = 2 071; Akropole-sever, N = 1 740;
Predhradi, N = 3 716). Méfime-li pomoci NISP, je podil zoologicky blize determinovanych nélez nizsi
nez v pfipadé hmotnostni kvantifika¢ni metody, kterd timto postihuje vétsi ¢ast materidlu. Podil blize
nedeterminovanych nalez( odrdzi miru fragmentace.

Fragmentace

Mira fragmentace mezi novéjsimi vyzkumy v letech 2003 a 2010 (tj. Akropole-jih a U prikopu) a starsimi
vyzkumy se odliduje, coZ je dano predevsim metodou archeologické exkavace, viz vyse (srov. graf 16.1: A,
tab. 16.2). Srovname-li pouze starsi vyzkumy (pfed 2003), drobnéjsi fragmenty jsou ponékud vice zastoupeny
v prostoru Predhradi nez Akropole-sever. Srovname-li pouze mladsi vyzkumy, jsou drobnéjsi fragmenty
ponékud vice zastoupeny na Akropoli-jih nez U prikopu. Nicméné fragmentace je pomérné vysoka u viech
srovnavanych celkd (graf 16.1), coZ je u rané stfedovékého sidlistniho materidlu bézné a obecné jde
o typicky znak sidlistniho odpadu. Pro hodnocenti je dlezité, Ze u zoologicky podrobnéji determinovanych
nalez{ nejsou rozdily ve fragmentaci mezi jednotlivymi ¢asoprostorovymi celky zasadni (srov. situaci u dvou
nejbéznéjsich druhd, tura a prasete; graf 16.1: B, C). Také se zda, Ze mezi mirou fragmentace kosti tura
a kosti prasete pojatych souhrnné neni velkého rozdilu. Pfesto ponékud nizsi fragmentace kosti tura byla
zaznamenana v souboru Akropole-sever (Horizont 1) a ponékud vyssi fragmentace kosti prasat byla zazna-
menana v souboru Akropole-jih (graf 16.1: B, C).

Okus

Nalezy s okusem jsou kvantifikovany v tab. 16.3 a grafu 16.2. Charakter okusu vesmés odpovida Selmé
velikosti psa; ostatné vétsi divoké 3elmy Ize na hradisti sotva pfedpokladat. Ojedinéle byl na akropoli
| pfedhradi zaznamenan okus hlodavci, mozna i okus kockou (Kysely 2004) a prasetem (tab. 16.3). Nizsi
podil kosti okousanych psy byl zaznamenan na akropoli nez na pfedhradi. Zvlast nizky podil okousanych
kosti byl zjistén v prostoru Akropole-jih. V ramci Horizontu 1 je rozdil v podilu okousanych kosti mezi
Akropoli-jih a Akropoli-sever zhruba sedmi- az devitinasobny, coz je rozdil vétSi nez mezi severni Casti
akropole a predhradim (cca dvoj- aZ trojnasobny; graf 16.2; tab. 16.18). To naznacuje, Ze k odpadu v jizni
Casti akropole méli psi jen velmi omezeny pfistup.

Opaleni, zarezy a zaseky

ZvIast nizka mira opaleni/spaleni v prostoru Akropole-jih oproti prostordm Akropole-sever a Predhradi
naznacuje, ze kostni odpad obvykle nebyl likvidovan v ohni pfimo v prostoru jizni ¢asti akropole (tab. 16.4,
16.18; graf 16.3).

Pokud jde o zafezy nebo zaseky (tab. 16.5, 16.6), zaregistrovany byly u fady druh, vcetné koné,
kura domaciho, husy, pratura a jinych divokych kopytnikd. Zasek nebo zafez byl nalezen i na hleznové kosti
medvéda (tab. 16.6) a sekani a zafezy byly nalezeny na Celni kosti velké Stiky Esox lucius (det. T. Prikryl,
2014, v Kysely 2004 plvodné uvedeno jako neurcena ryba) (viz nize a obr. 16.5: B). Nékteré zasahy bylo
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mozno interpretovat jako pozUstatek stahovani kize. Mezi né patfi zasahy na metapodiich tura, které
pochazeji hlavné z predhradi, z akropole jen ojedinéle. Jiné zfejmé dokladaji podélné plleni téla prasete,
ovce/kozy a tura ve stfedové roviné (rozseklé obratle z pfedhradi) ¢i jiné porcovani tél v kloubech nebo mimo
né. Z ojedinéle nalezenych zasahd na koriskych kostech ani ze spiralni zlomeniny naznacujici lamani kosti
zacerstva / predispozicné (obr. 16.7) nenfi zfejmé, zda je Ize povaZzovat za doklad konzumace ¢lovékem.

Celkovy podil kosti, které nesou feznické a kuchyriské zasahy, je napadné vy3si v prostoru Predhradi
nez na akropoli (graf 16.3; tab. 16.18). V Predhradi byla také zjisténa vyssi frekvence zasahl typu rozseknuti
a odseknuti (graf 16.4; tab. 16.18), které naznacuji Castéjsi pouzivani tézkych nastroji a potazmo hrubé
zpracovani (bourani téla, zakladni porcovani). Naopak relativné vyssi frekvence zafez( a jemnych zérezl
v souborech Akropole-sever a Akropole-jih spis odpovida kuchyrské pfipravé, pfipadné vlastni konzumaci.
Interpretace zasahd na kostech neni bez komplikaci, nicméné v Horizontu 1 zjistény vyznamny rozdil mezi
akropoli a pfedhradim naznacuje rozdéleni prostoru hradisté podle jednotlivych fazi zpracovani zvifecich tél
a pfipravy jidel jiz v tomto nejstarsim obdobi.

Souhrn a diskuse
Porovnani tafonomickych charakteristik soubor( z prostoru Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever a Predhradi uka-
zuje vyrazné vzajemné odlisnosti. Vyssi podil malych fragment( v souboru Akropole-jih je sice nepochybné
ovlivnén peclivéjsim archeologickym vyzkumem (graf 16.1), ten vsak nemohl zapficinit rozdily v okusu,
opaleni/spaleni a zasazich. Doklada to skutecnost, Ze ke stejnym zavérdm dospéjeme i po vylouceni malych
fragment( z kalkulace (srov. graf 16.2, 16.3).

Rozdil v intenzité okusu psy mezi akropoli a pfedhradim, doloZeny pro 2. polovinu 10. az 2. tfetinu
11. stoleti, signalizuje rliznou miru prostupnosti (otevfenosti) obou c¢asti hradisté pro volné pobihajici psy.
V tomto sméru zaznamenavame vyrazny rozdil rovnéz uvnitf vlastni akropole, jejiz jizni ¢ast byla psim pfi-
stupna zfejmé jen ojedinéle. Vysvétlenim by mohla byt existence néjaké prekazky mezi severni a jizni ¢asti
akropole, at uz v podobé seskupeni budov a plotl nebo archeologicky zatim nezaznamenané fortifikace.
Predstavé odliSné péce o jizni ¢ast akropole odpovida i nevyrazny signal likvidace odpadu pomoci ohné.

Dalsi rozdil v této dobé zaznamenavame také v kvantité a kvalité zasah na kostech, ktery naznacuje,
Ze hrubé feznické zpracovani tél probihalo pfedevsim na pfedhradi.

16.4 Artefakty z kosti

V prostoru U prikopu byly nalezeny tfi kosténé artefakty, v prostoru Akropole-sever jeden artefakt, v prosto-
ru Akropole-jih nebyly artefakty nalezeny. Nasledujici pfehled udava: (1) nalezovy kontext; (2) zoologickou
a anatomickou determinaci, tafonomické jevy; a (3) typologicky popis nalezu véetné max. délky (d.).

1

U prikopu, rok 2010, sonda 1/2010,
obj. 521/522, ¢. s. 131a/10, 11. stol.

U prikopu, rok 2010, sonda 1/2010, vr. 132,
¢.s.63/10, 11. stol.

U prikopu, rok 2010, sonda 1/2010, vr. 132,
¢.s.63/10, 11. stol.

Akropole-sever, rok 1988, sonda 217,
¢. 5. 30/88, 10. - 2. tfetina 11. stol.

2

drobny fragment kosti blize neurceného savce;
spalen do cerna

asi z holennf kosti zajice (Lepus); mozna spélen

proximalni ¢ast levé loketni kosti subadultniho
prasete (Sus sp.); spalen do Seda

proximalni konec levé vietenni kosti tura
(cf. Bos sp.)

3

drobné Spachtle nebo jejf ¢ast?,

Z jedné strany brouseno; d. 49,2 mm

Sidlo?, ostry konec snad ohlazen; d. 62,5mm

Sidlo, rozlomeno; d. 121 mm

Cast artefaktu (bodce?) s odlomenym hrotem;
d. 96,7 mm
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V' materidlu z akropole ¢itajicim celkem 4 191 kosti predstavuje jediny kostény artefakt extrémné
nizky pocet, ¢imz se odliSuje od jinych stfedovékych soubord i od souboru z Predhradi, kde bylo mezi 3716
kostmi identifikovano 12 artefaktd (Kysely 2004). To miZze naznacovat, Ze na akropoli byly vyrobni odpad
a nefunkcni ¢i nepouzivané nastroje peclivé odklizeny, nebo Ze vyrobni ¢innost vyuzivajici kosténé artefakty
zde probihala jen ojedinéle. Zajimavym zjisténim je, Ze artefakty z prostoru U prikopu jsou spalené a/nebo
zlomené, tedy pouzité a vyfazené.

16.5 Identifikované druhy, jejich socialni, ekonomicky
a ekologicky status

Celkem bylo v materialu spolehlivé zjisténo devét druhl domécich a 20 druhd divokych obratlovcd.

Domaci druhy

Z domacich druhd savcl byly nalezeny viechny bézné druhy té doby, tj. kan, tur, ovce, koza, prase a pes,
ojedinéle je doloZena i kocka domaci. Z domacich ptakl byl spolehlivé identifikovan pouze kur domaci
a ojedinéle holub doméci; na rozdil od Kysely (2004) jsou zde oba nélezy holuba z predhradi kvalifikovany
jako holub domaci, naleZitost k jinému druhu holuba je vyloucena (s pomoci Tomek — Bochenski 2009
a srovnavaci sbirky). Je oviem pravdépodobné, Ze nékteré (pfipadné viechny) nalezené kosti hus patfi huse
domaci, kterou je dle osteologickych znakd velmi obtizné odlisit od hus divokych. Viechny tyto domaci
druhy jsou na predhradi doloZeny iz v Horizontu 1, tj. pfed 2. tfetinou 11. stoleti. Na akropoli neni holub
dolozZen a kotka domaci zde byla zjisténa pouze v Horizontu 2a (srov. tab. 16.7).

Zatimco ostatni domaci druhy byly ocekavany, kocka domaci (Felis catus) a holub domaci (Columba
livia f. domestica) se v rané stfedovékych nalezech nevyskytuji hojné. V ramci hradistniho obdobf pochazi
pocetnéjsi soubor kosti domacich kocek z Budce a nékolika malo dalsich hradist z poloviny 9. az 12. sto-
leti (Kysely 2003; Novotny 1966; Peske 1985). Kocka domaci je dolozena i na velkomoravskych sidlistich
(Chrzanowska — Januszkiewicz-Zatecka 2003; Kratochvil 1969b). Nicméné nejstarsi doklady z Cech pochézeji
jiz z doby stéhovani narodl a z ¢asné slovanského obdobi (Kuna et al. 2013; Peske 1994b; Pleinerova 2000,
2007). Holub domaci je v mladsi dobé hradistni uvadén jesté sporadictéji (Bude¢, Hradsko u M3ena a snad
i Mikulcice a Stara Boleslav; Mlikovsky 2003a, 2003b; Peske 1985, 1994b). Zatim mozna nejstarsi doklady
holuba domaciho v Cechach mohou predstavovat nélezy z hradisté Rubin (7.-10. stoleti; Kysely 2000).

Divoké druhy

Abecedné fazeny prehled divokych druhl Zivocichd doloZenych v rané stfedovékém Vysehradu: bobr
evropsky, hlemyzd zahradni, jelen evropsky, jefab popelavy, jefabek lesni, jeseter velky / ostrorypy, kaprovita
ryba?, koroptev polni, krysa, labut, los evropsky, medvéd hnédy, prase divoké, pratur, skokan?, srnec obecny,

v ovsv

Stika obecna, tetfivek obecny, Uhof Ficni, veverka obecna, zajic polni (podrobné tab. 16.7). Zatimco vétsina
druh( je v daném obdobi bézna, za neobvyklé nebo nehojné Ize pro rany stfedovék povazovat kosti losa,
pratura, jefabka lesniho, jefaba popelavého a velkych ryb (jesetera a Stiky; viz nize a obr. 16.5: A, B, D, E).
Fragment proximalniho tibiotarsu jefaba popelavého (Grus grus) nalezeny v souboru Akropole-jih
neni na ViySehradé jedinou kosti tohoto druhu; dalsi pochazeji z blize nedatovaného souboru z okoli baziliky

Obr. 16.2. \/ySehrad, ndlezy losa (Alces alces), dva uhly pohledu: A — phalanx proximalis (sonda 226, sacek ¢. 18/90);

B - phalanx media (sonda 225, sacek ¢. 9/90); C— phalanx media (sonda 225, sacek ¢ 7/90); D — radius dist. (sonda 226,
sacek ¢. 26/90); E — humerus dist. (sonda 226, sacek ¢. 18/90); F — ulna, diaphysis (sonda 226, sacek ¢. 25/90);

G — premolar 4 inf. (sonda 226, sacek ¢. 19/90), H — praemaxilla (sonda 217, sacek ¢. 34/88), I - mandibula, angulus (sonda
225, sacek ¢. 5/90). Vse Akropole-sever. A-G — Horizont 1; H — Horizont 2a. Jeden dilek méritka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). —
Fig. 16.2. \/ySehrad, elk finds (Alces alces), two views: A — phalanx proximalis (Trench 226, ass. no. 18/90), B — phalanx
media (Trench 225, ass. no. 9/90); C — phalanx media (Trench 225, ass. no. 7/90); D — radius dist. (Trench 226, ass. no.
26/90); E — humerus dist. (Trench 226, ass. no. 18/90), F — ulna, diaphysis (Trench 226, ass. no. 25/90); G — premolar 4 inf.
(Trench 226, ass. no. 19/90); H — praemaxilla (Trench 217, ass. no. 34/88); 1 — mandibula, angulus (Trench 225, ass. no.
5/90). All from Acropolis-north. A-G — Horizon 1, H — Horizon 2a. One scale segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). —

Abb. 16.2. \/ysehrad, Funde eines Elchs (Alces alces) (Foto R. Kysely).
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sv. Vavfince (13.-20. stol., 3 kosti, MNI = 1; Kysely 2009). Tento druh se v Ceskych archeologickych kon-
textech vyskytuje sporadicky, z raného stfedovéku pochazi patrné jen ze Staré Boleslavi (1 kost; Mlikovsky
2003a), z velkomoravského Pohanska u Breclavi (7 kosti: Kratochvil 1969a, 1969b; Peske 1981, 19953)
a mozna i Mikulcic (Mlikovsky 2003b). V soucasnosti je tento druh na tzemi CR velmi vzacny. Vzhledem
k tomu, Ze vyhledava rozsahlé, klidné plochy raselinist a baZin, je pravdépodobné, Ze vysehradsky nalez
pochazi z jefaba odchyceného nebo uloveného ve vétsi vzdalenosti od vlastniho hradisté, v jehoZ bliz-
kém okoli se tento typ ekosystému nepfedpoklada. Pratur, los a medvéd (Bos primigenius, Alces alces,
Ursus arctos), pochazejici na VySehradé z nékolika nalezovych celkd (tab. 16.7; obr. 16.2-16.4), jsou v rané
stredovékych Cechéch dolozeni sice opakované (Kysely 2005; Kysely — Meduna 2009; Peske 1995), ale vzdy
nehojné. Los a medvéd zpravidla obyvaji les; los je vice méné vazan na podmaceny typ lesa, medvéd vyhle-
dava suchy typ lesa. Nalezy losa a pratura z Vy- _
Sehradu se fadi k nejpozdéjsim dokladdm jejich 1] , | 3 | &
pfirozeného vyskytu u nas, nebot pratur z Uzemf
CR mizi nékdy v prabéhu 11.-13. stoleti (Andg-
ra - Cerveny 2009; Kysely — Meduna 2009) a los
mezi 12.~14. stoletim (srov. Andéra — Cerveny
2009; Andéra - Kokes 1978; Cabart 1958; Kysely
2005; Peske 1995). Nalezy krysy pochézejici ze
dvou rlznych kontextl na predhradi Vysehradu
potencialné predstavujf jeden z nejstarsich dokla-
di tohoto druhu v CR (viz Kysely 2004, 2005).
Krysa je synantropni druh, jeji pfirozena existen-
ce na sidlisti je proto mozna. Naopak pfitom-
nost kosti arborikolni veverky, vazané zplsobem
zivota na les, je asi dokladem lovu.

V' Horizontu 1 jsou doloZeny druhy zce-
la nebo vétsinou vazané na les (veverka, pratur,

Je'?ni prase dlvo.lfe’ medvec,]’ t.(?t,nvek’ J.erabek)’ Obr. 16.3. \/ysehrad, los (Alces alces) — premolar 4 inf., dextra
méné se vyskytuji druhy obyvajici zpravidla ote-  (tentys jako na obr. 16.2: G). Jeden dilek méfitka = 1mm (foto
vfenou krajinu (zajic) nebo na otevfenou krajinu R Kysely). - Fig. 16.3. Vysehrad, elk (Alces alces) — premolar 4
vazané (koroptev). Pfitomny jsou i druhy vazané '(226 fgﬁr ifsae’/;)e as A’;)g’.g% ;g-_z\-/}g)é h?;; if/?/’f (SAﬁSggz?lée-s )7_’””’
na vodu nebo pfimo vodni druhy (bobr, labut,  premolar 4 inf. (Foto R. Kysely).

ryby). Mezi kostmi ryb byly rozpoznany stiky,

uhof a jeseter* (obr. 16.5, 16.6).> Dalsi blize

neurcena kost predstavuje pravdépodobné kaprovitou rybu. PonévadzZ nejde o druhy se specifickymi eko-
logickymi naroky, nelze blize vytipovat mozné lokality odchytu. Nicméné vsechny uvedené vodni nebo

na vodu vazané druhy obratlovcd mohly pochazet z pfilehlého Useku VlItavy nebo jejich mistnich pritokd.

16.6 Kvantifikace zvirecich druhu a kategorii

Podil lovné zvére

Kvantifikace zoologickych druhl a kategorii zjisténych na Vysehradé je uvedena v tab. 16.7. Pomér
zakladnich skupin zZivocich ukazuji tab. 16.8 a grafy 16.5, 16.6, 16.9. Je evidentni, Ze v materialu zcela
dominuji domdci savci. Vyznamny je ale i podil divokych savcd (potazmo lovenych), ktery v pripadé blize

* Morfologie nalezu cleithra uhote z VlySehradu neni zcela totozna s recentnim exemplarem, nicméné ostatni nase druhy
ryb byly vylouceny (obr. 16.6). Morfologicky nelze rozlisit, zda nalez jesetera (obr. 16.5: D) patii jeseteru velkému nebo
jeseteru ostrorypému, z nichZ oba se ve studované dobé pravdépodobné mohli v povodi Labe vyskytovat (srov. Ludwig
et al. 2008). Dva neurcené fragmenty velkych ryb (obr. 16.5: A, E) mohou patfit také jeseterovi.

> Za pomoc pfi determinaci uvedenych nalezd ryb (Stiky, Uhote a jesetera) dékuji velice D. Makowieckému a T. Prikrylovi.
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Obr. 16.4. \/ySehrad, ndlezy
medvéda (Ursus arctos), dva uhly
pohledu: A — metacarpus |, dextra
(sonda 218, sacek ¢. 53/88);

B — metacarpus lll, dextra (sonda
2/2003, sacek ¢. 27/03),

C — metacarpus lll, prox., sinistra
(sonda 2/2003, sacek ¢. 19/03);

D - metacarpus IV, dextra

(sonda 225, sacek ¢. 4/90);

E — metatarsus ll, dextra

(sonda 2/2003, sacek ¢. 12/03);

F — metatarsus lll, dextra

(sonda 225, sacek ¢. 9/90);

G — phalanx proximalis (manus)
(sonda 218, sacek ¢. 50/88);

H - talus, dextra (sonda 225, sacek
¢. 9/90). A, D, F-H - Akropole-
sever, B, C, E — Akropole-jih,

B—F, H — Horizont 1,

A, G — nezarazeno do kvantifikace
vtab. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11. Sipka
ukazuje patologii. Jeden dilek
méiitka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). —
Fig. 16.4. \/ySehrad, bear finds
(Ursus arctos), two views:

A — metacarpus |, dextra

(Trench 218, ass. no. 53/88);

B — metacarpus lll, dextra

(Trench 2/2003, ass. no. 27/03);

C — metacarpus lll, prox., sinistra
(Trench 2/2003, ass. no. 19/03);
D - metacarpus IV, dextra (Trench
225, ass. no. 4/90); E — metatarsus
I, dextra (Trench 2/2003, ass. no.
12/03); F — metatarsus lll, dextra
(Trench 225, ass. no. 9/90);

G — phalanx proximalis (manus)
(Trench 218, ass. no. 50/88);

H — talus, dextra (Trench 225, ass.
no. 9/90). A, D, F-H — Acropolis-
north; B, C, E — Acropolis-south;
B-F, H— Horizon 1; A, G — not
included in quantification in Tabs.
16.7, 16.10, 16.11. Arrow indicates
pathology. One scale segment =
7cm (photo R. Kysely). —

Abb. 16.4. \/ysehrad, Funde
eines Baren (Ursus arctos)

(Foto R. Kysely).
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Obr. 16.5. \/ySehrad, vybrané ndlezy
ryb, dva uhly pohledu: A — velka ryba
(Acipenser?), element indet. (sonda 188,
sacek ¢. xxx19); B — stika obecna, Esox
lucius, frontale (sonda b, sacek

¢ xxx28); C — uhor ricni, Anguilla
Anguilla, cleithrum, tentyZ jako na obr.
16.6: A (sonda 2/2003, sacek ¢. 15/03);
D — jeseter velky/ostrorypy, Acipenser
sturio/oxyrinchus, parasphenoid (sonda
226, sacek ¢. 23/90); E — velka ryba
(Acipenser?), element indet. (sonda 217,
sacek ¢. 35/88). A, B — Predhradi,
Horizont 1, C — Akropole-jih, Horizont 1;
D — Akropole-sever, Horizont 1. Sipky
ukazuji sekani a fezani. Jeden dilek
méritka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). —

Fig. 16.5. V/ysehrad, selected fish finds,
two views: A — large fish (Acipenser?),
element indet. (Trench 188, ass. no.
xxx19); B — pike, Esox lucius, frontale
(Trench b, ass. no. xxx28); C — eel, Anguilla
anguilla, cleithrum, same as in Fig.

16.6: A (Trench 2/2003, ass. no. 15/03);
D — common (Baltic)/Atlantic sturgeon,
Acipenser sturio/oxyrinchus, parasphenoid
(Trench 226, ass. no. 23/90), E — large fish
(Acipenser?), element indet. (Trench 217,
ass. no. 35/88). A, B - Bailey, Horizon 1;
C — Acropolis-south, Horizon 1,

D — Acropolis-north, Horizon 1. Arrows
indicate chops and cuts. One scale
segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). —
Abb. 16.5. VVysehrad, ausgewadhlte
Fischfunde (Foto R. Kysely).



determinovanych kosti kolisa v souborech
okolo 10% (NISP). Vysoky podil divokych savcl
vprostoru U pfikopuv Horizontu 2b (28 %)ajejich
nizsi podil tamtéz v Horizontu 2c mlze byt silné
ovlivnén nizkym poctem nalezd. Z hmotnostni
metody plynou o néco vy3si procenta divokych
savcl (na akropoli zhruba 8,5-13,5 %), nez
plyne z kvantifikace dle poctu nalezd — NISP
(9-10 %). Dle poctu nalezd byl o néco vyssi
podil divokych savcl zjiStén na akropoli
(9-10%) nez na predhradi (6 %). Podil kosti
jinych obratlovct neZ savcl je dle hmotnostni
metody sice zcela zanedbatelny, ale poctem
nalezG jsou domaci ptaci (kur) na akropoli
I na predhradi zastoupeni pomérné vyznamné
(3-5 %). Ryby, divoci ptaci a jiné kategorie
zivocich byli identifikovani jen zfidka nebo
ojedinéle.

Vzajemny podil domacich druht

VSechny tfi zakladni kategorie hospodafskych
zvitat (tur, ovce/koza, prase) jsou ve vsech srov-
navanych prostorech a horizontech Vy3ehradu
silné zastoupeny. Celkove pQJatO, d(gm!nUJe buvd Obr. 16.6. A — \VySehrad, uhor, Anguilla Anguilla, cleithrum,
prase nebo tur, ovce/koza je na tretim misté. tenty? jako na obr. 16.5: C; B — thor: Anguilla anguilla, clei-

Nékteré nalezy nebylo mozno pfifadit k domaci  thrum, recent, sbirky Archeologického Ustavu, Praha. Jeden dilek

¢ divoké formé. Plati to zejména pro prase se M¢fitka = 1mm (fofo R Kysely). ~ Fig. 16.6. A Vysehrad,
N wens , Y , . Anguilla anguilla, cleithrum, same as in Fig. 16.5: C; B — eel,
silngjsim podilem nezafazenych nalezl (katego- Anguilla anguilla, cleithrum, recent, collections of the Institute

rie oznacena ,Sus indet.” nebo ,pig indet.”) ofArchqeo/ogM Prague. One scjale segment = 1mm (photo
v souborech z akropole a U prikopu. Dle pomé- fl-eﬁfri% Ef%’/,1rg'z%n¢(;o\?f/?fyd§ez\;i/ (Anguilla Anguilla),
rd v pfesné determinovaném materialu Ize viak
soudit, Ze naprosta vétsina nalezl v této katego-
rii patfi také praseti domacimu. Nezapocitani Sus indet. by proto domaci prasata silné a nepfirozené podhod-
nocovalo, z toho dlvodu je tato kategorie v grafickych srovnanich zohlednéna (graf 16.7-16.11). Zapocita-
me-li kategorii Sus indet., pak na akropoli VySehradu poctem nalezd dominuje prase nad turem v poméru
5: 2 (graf 16.7, 16.10), jestlize ji vynechame, podil tura a prasete je vyrovnany. Na pfedhradi je pfi zapo-
¢itani kategorie Sus indet. prase zastoupeno relativné slabéji nez na akropoli, pomér prasete a tura je zde
5:4(graf 16.7, 16.10). Posuzujeme-li dle hmotnosti, je podil tura a prasete na akropoli pfiblizné vyrovnany
(graf 16.8), pfi vynechani Sus indet. stoupne podil tura na dvojnasobek.

Mezi soubory pozorujeme nezanedbatelné rozdily (graf 16.7, 16.8) co do mista nalezu. Ponechdme-
-li stranou malo pocetny soubor U pfikopu, pak v Horizontu 1 vynika soubor Akropole-jih se zvlast nizkym
podilem tura a soucasné se zvysenym podilem mensSich domacich savcl, zejména prasete. Rozdil ve vzajem-
ném podilu tfi hlavnich kategorii domadcich zvitat a v podilu prasete, statisticky rovnéz vyznamny, vyvstava
| mezi Akropoli-sever a Predhradim (tab. 16.18). Velmi nizky je na akropoli podil koné (v Horizontu 1 do
1 %), ktery je na pfedhradi zastoupen silngji (2,2 %). Mizivé jsou na akropoli zastoupeni pes a kocka, ktefi
v prostoru Akropole-jih nebyli zjisténi viibec a na Akropoli-sever jen ojedinéle. Kur domaci je v jednotlivych
souborech z akropole a predhradi zastoupen pomérné rovnomerné.

nhdnnhd il

Zastoupeni jednotlivych divokych druht

VSechny zaregistrované divoké druhy Zivocichll jsou dolozeny jiz v Horizontu 1. Na akropoli je nejvice
zastoupen jelen a srnec, vyznamnéji je zastoupen i bobr a los, na predhradi nejcastéji jelen, srnec, prase
divoké a zajic (tab. 16.7). Kosti losa, medvéda a bobra jsou pfitomny pouze na akropoli, naopak mensi
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hlodavci (veverka a krysa) byli nalezeni pouze na pfedhradi. Z pfedhradi pochazi také vétsina identifikova-
nych kosti zajice. Zatimco kosti hrabavych ptaku (tetfivek, jefabek, koroptev) jsou pfitomny pouze v soubo-
ru z pfedhradi, kost jefaba byla nalezena na akropoli.

Opakované se na akropoli vyskytuje bobr (Castor fiber) a medvéd (Ursus arctos). V pfipadé bobra
byli rozpoznani min. tfi jedinci rdzného stafi (12 kosti z rdznych nalezovych celkd; tab. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11).
V pfipadé medvéda byli v Horizontu 1 na zakladé Sesti kosti z riiznych nalezovych celkd ze severni a jizni ¢as-
ti akropole rozpoznani min. tfi jedinci rdzné velikosti (tab. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11). V tab. 16.7, 16.10 a 16.11
nejsou zapocitany dalsi dvé medvédi kosti pochazejici z do analyzy nezafazené sondy 218, které mohou byt
rovnéz rané stfedovékého stari (obr. 16.4).

Nezvykle vysoké je zastoupeni losa (Alces alces), ktery se na jinych rané stfedovékych lokalitach
zpravidla vyskytuje jen v podobé ojedinélych kosti (Peske 1995). Na akropoli jich bylo nalezeno celkem devét,
z toho osm v Horizontu 1 (tab. 16.7; obr. 16.2, 16.3). Loslim navic mdze patfit nékolik zoologicky blize
nedeterminovanych fragmentd pochdzejicich rovnéz z Horizontu 1. Nelze vyloucit, Ze rané stfedovéké mohou
byt také dalsi dva nejisté datované prstni ¢clanky losa urcené L. PeSkem (Peske 1995), které pochazeji z tzv.
nordické (eneolitické) vrstvy (srov. kap. 7). V kazdém pfipadé, poctem kosti losa zaujima Vysehrad prvni misto
v ramci Ceskych a moravskych archeologickych lokalit. Ze zastoupenych anatomickych elementd (obr. 16.2)
sice piftomnost vice nez jednoho zvitete nevyplyva, ale velikostni rozdil mezi (relativné mensim) premolarem
a (vétsimi) postkranialnimi kostmi naznacuje pfftomnost minimalné dvou jedincd, a to i po zohlednéni moznych
alometrif. Pfitomnosti vice jedinct nasvédcuje i fakt, Ze uvedenych devét nélezd (v osmi saccich) bylo nalezeno
v navzajem vzdalengjsich sondach (obr. 16.1: sondy 217, 225, 226) — vezmeme-li navic v potaz obecné silnou
tafonomickou redukci vedouci k zachovani jen malé ¢asti plvodniho skeletu. Rohové vybézky z predhradi
determinované jako pratur patfi spolehlivé min. dvéma jedinctim (Kysely 2004; Kysely — Meduna 2009).

Pritomnost kosti ryb na vySehradské skale je nepochybnym dokladem rybolovu. Jejich odolnost vici
tafonomickym procestim je v3ak ve srovnani s kostmi savcl prirozené mensi; ddlezitou roli sehrava také
metoda archeologické exkavace (nebylo pouZito plaveni). Viyznam ryb ve stravé obyvatel hradisté proto
nelze na zakladé poctu nalezenych kosti odhadnout.

Srovnani s jinymi lokalitami

Podil lovu. Srovnani podilu lovu® na Vysehradé s vybranymi rané stfedovékymi opevnénymi sidly ukazuje
graf 16.9. Srovnani je provedeno tfemi rdznymi zpasoby, vzdy jsou ale z propoctu vylouceni drobni
obratlovci (hlodavci, Zaby) a ryby. Vsechny v grafu srovnavané soubory byly ziskany ru¢nim sbérem, tj. bez
pouZziti plaveni. Pro srovnani s vySehradskym Horizontem 1 byly vybrany soubory pochazejici z hradist 9. az
12. stoleti, vyjimecné jsou zafazeny soubory starsi (tab. 16.9).

V pokrocilejsim stfedovéku byva mnohdy jako indikator vy3sich spolecenskych vrstev povazovan vyssi
podil lovné zvéfe. Ten ma, zejména v pfipadé velké zvéfe, odrazet omezeni lovu na privilegované skupiny
s vyloucenim poddanych. Privilegia a zakazy, uvadejici pfisné tresty za pytlactvi a pych, jsou znamé z rdznych
historickych zdrojd v rdznych ¢astech stfedovéké a novovéké Evropy, piicemz v Cechach bylo pravo lovu
omezeno na Slechtu a vrchnost prakticky az do roku 1848. Zvlastni dlraz, jaky byl na lov a jejich narokovani
panovnikem a posléze Slechtou kladen, ukazuje i rozsah vynakladanych financi, existence loveckych robot,
loveckych Fadl a specializovanych loveckych hradk( jiz od raného stfedovéku (blize k tématu Andreska —
Andreskova 1993; Beranové — Kubacek 2010; Cabart 1958; Chadt-Sevétinsky 1909; Le Goff — Schmidt
2002; Macek 2001a, 2001b; Meduna 2008; Rakusan 1999; Rozmara 1922-1923; Vaclavik 1877, Verbik
1976). Pestoze nejstarsi dolozené zminky o trestech za pytlactvi v Cechach a na Moravé se vazou azk 11.-
12. stoleti,” Ize predpokladat, Ze tato omezeni se zacala objevovat jiz v souvislosti s centralizaci raného
Ceského statu a vznikem hradské soustavy v 10. stoleti. O moznosti vzniku loveckych privilegii ve velmi
ranych dobdach svédci jejich doloZend existence ve Francké Fisi (v karolinském kapituldri, dat. 770-800),
jejichZ vliv na Ceské prostiedi se nevylucuje (Rakusan 71999).

6 Podil lovu je méfen podilem kosti tradi¢né lovnych druht v souboru (analogicky ke Kysely 2012a).

7 Donace Bretislava I. bfevnovskému klasteru k roku 1045 (CDB |, ¢. 379, s. 352-354; k pomérné velké vérohodnosti
viz Petracek 2012, 167-168) a statuta Konrada Il. Oty z roku 1189 (obsazena v listiné Pfemysla Otakara I. z roku 1229;
CDB I, ¢. 234, s. 223).
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Podle osteologickych rozbor(i z CR se podil lovenych zvifat v neolitu az raném stfedovéku pohybuje
obvykle mezi 0-15 % (srov. napt. Kovacikova et al. 2012; Kysely 2000, 2012a; Peske 1994b; Roblickova
2003). Neni proto prekvapujici, Ze hodnoty z jednotlivych rané stfedovékych lokalit tento interval nepre-
kracuji. Podil lovu zjistény na VySehradé (na akropoli okolo 10 %) je oproti ostatnim rané stfedovékym
opevnénym centrim o trochu vyssi (celkem 14 lokalit s analyzovanymi soubory; graf 16.9). Jediné vyjimky
predstavuji Hradsko u M3ena (Peske 1985) — hradisté umisténé v kokofinské oblasti na periferii tehdejsiho
osidlenf (Ctverédk et al. 2003) - a ptedvelkomoravské hrazené sidlo Olomouc-Povel.

Ponékud vy3si podil lovné zvére na Vysehradé si proto zasluhuje pozornost. Zvlast zajimavé by bylo
srovnani s nalezy z pfemyslovského sidla na Prazském hradé, které viak dosud nebyly zpracovany komplex-
né (neni v grafech 16.9-16.11). K dispozici jsou alespon dil¢i osteologické posudky z jednotlivych vyzkuma:
v celcich ze Starého probosstvi je podil lovné zvéfe sice pro rany stfedovék nadprdmérny, ale nizsi nez na
VySehradé — 7% (10. — pol. 13. stol., N = 1 431; Bohdcovd et al. 1990) -, z prostoru kostela P. Marie 3,3 %
(12.-13. stol., N = 489; Petrickova 2000b), ze severniho vybézku Prazského hradu 1,4 % (10.-12. stol.,
N =215), resp. 4,6 % (12.-13. stol., N = 478; Kovacikova — Kysely — Trojankova 2014), a z vyzkum( , pod
Oktogonem” pouze 0,8% (9.-11. stol., N = 551; Petfickova 1992). Ve srovnani s Viysehradem je dosti
prekvapivy extrémné nizky podil lovné zvére zjistény v jiném vyznamném centralnim sidle — ve velkomorav-
skych Mikulcicich (graf 16.9). Moznym vysvétlenim je velky rozsah a lidnatost tohoto sidlisté, coz za pred-
pokladu dosavadni neexistence ochrany zvéfe a vysad lovu v této rané fazi vyvoje mohlo vést k vysokému
stupni ,,vyloveni” v jeho okoli.

Vzajemny podil domacich zvifat. Stejné jako v pfipadé Vysehradu jsou i ostatni soubory ze soudo-
bych nalezist tvofeny hlavné tfemi kategoriemi hospodarskych zvifat — turem domacim, prasetem domacim
a ovci/kozou —, které doprovazi vétsinou nevelky podil koné, psa a driibeze. Nejcastéji v souborech dominuji
prasata nebo tufi domaci (graf 16.10, 16.11). Zatimco podily kosti tura, prasete a ovce/kozy jsou pomeérné
stabilni (graf 16.11), zastoupeni ostatnich zvifat je variabilnéjsi. Velmi nizky podil kura byl zaznamenan
v Mikulcicich, Pohansku u Bfeclavi a Kozarovicich, naopak jeho vysoky podil byl zjistén na Budci a ve Staré
Boleslavi (graf 16.10), stejné jako na Prazském hradé (Bohdcova et al. 1990). Vy33i podil kosti koné byl
zjistén v Hradsku u M3ena a vy3si podil kosti psa v Pohansku (graf 16.10).

Na akropoli Vysehradu je podil prasat vyssi, nez je tomu na jinych hradistich, pficemz zvlast odchylny
pomér ve prospéch prasete byl zjistén v souboru Akropole-jih (graf 16.10, 16.11). Vyssi podil prasat byva
nékdy povazovan za indikator vyssich spolecenskych vrstev (napf. Blaha 2000; Dreslerova — Hajnalova —
Machacek 2013; Kratochvil 1992). Této tezi neprotifeci vzdjemné srovnani mezi akropoli a predhradim,
které nam umoznuji dosavadni analyzy z nékterych hradist. Ponékud vyssi podil prasat na akropoli pozoru-
jeme konkrétné ve Staré Boleslavi (Kysely 2003), v Pohansku u Bfeclavi (Dreslerova et al. 2013; Kratochvil
1992; Machacek 2010) nebo v Mikulcicich (srov. graf 16.10, 16.11). O socidlni podminénosti konzumace
prasat zfejmé svédci i vyssi podil prasat na mikulcickém hradé, nezZ je tomu v soudobych velkomoravskych
sidlistich venkovského charakteru (Dreslerova — Hajnalova — Machacek 2013). Podobné srovnani vysehrad-
ského fondu bohuzel nelze provést, a to pro nedostatek udaji pochazejicich ze soudobych venkovskych
lokalit z okoli Vy3ehradu a z rané stfedovékych Cech vibec. S uvedenou tezi koresponduje i fakt, Ze ve srov-
nani s pozdéjsim (novovékym) Uhlem pohledu bylo prase v raném stfedovéku vnimano jinak, tésilo se
vyznamnéjsimu postaveni a bylo vice cenéno (Meduna 2008).

Diskuse
\Vlyjdeme-li z pfedpokladu, Ze podil jednotlivych zvifecich druhl v jidelnicku je tfeba hledat nékde mezi
relativnimi kvantifikacemi dle po¢tu nalezl a relativnimi kvantifikacemi dle hmotnosti (Kysely 2012a), pak
muzeme pro VySehrad konstatovat nasledujici: (1) domaci zvifata zajistovala na hradisti asi 89-93 % konzu-
movaného masa; (2) na akropoli dodavala domaci prasata oproti domacim turlim zhruba dvakrat vice masa;
(3) v rdmci domacich sudokopytnikl byly nejméné konzumovany ovce/kozy; (4) ostatni druhy (dribez, divo-
ci savci, ptaci) tvofily v jidelnicku jen maly podil a vyznam ryb nelze bezpe¢né odhadnout.

Prostor akropole se vyznacuje vyssim podilem prasat, nez je na hradistich téZze doby bézné, a sou-
Casné obzvlasté nizkym zastoupenim kulindfsky nezajimavych koni a pst (graf 16.10, 16.11), s kterymi se
setkavame spiSe na predhradi (tab. 16.7; graf 16.7). Jako zcela specificky Ize oznacit soubor Akropole-jih,
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malo je zastoupen kdn (tab. 16.7; graf 16.10). Tato situace mUze byt odrazem zvlast vysokého statusu oby-
vatel jizni ¢asti akropole, ktefi byli zasobovani pouze konzumacnimi zvifaty a soucasné jejich Zivotni prostor
nebyl zatiZen ostatky mrtvych psd a koni, jejichZ kosti jsou v jinych rané stfedovékych souborech docela
bézné.

Na vétsi vyznam lovu na Vysehradé, ktery byl — jak predpokladame zvlasté v pripadé vysoké zvére —
omezen na privilegované socialni skupiny, jiz bylo upozornéno. O vys$im statusu VySehradu maze svédcit
ponékud silngjsi zastoupeni lovnych druhl. Mezi nimi si zasluhuje pozornost relativné casty vyskyt kosti
medvéda, losa, pratura a neobvykle velkych ryb, na které Ize vzhledem k relativni vzacnosti, majestatnosti
¢i velikosti nahlizet jako na projev elitarstvi. Naproti tomu méné cenéni lovni ptaci a savci (hrabavi, zajic,
veverka) byli nalezeni zejména na predhradi. Pozoruhodny je vyskyt jefaba, ktery sice mohl byt pfedmétem
konzumace, aviak s ohledem na jeho vzneSenou podobu nelze vyloucit, Ze zde mohl byt drzen v zajeti
z estetickych nebo symbolickych ddvodi ¢i ke strazeni (srov. historické a etnografické analogie v Bartosie-
wicz 2005). Pfipomefime v této souvislosti pfitomnost pavi a pavic na Zbyhnévové dvore v Unéticich mezi
lety 1125-1140 (CDB I, ¢. 124, s. 129-131) a povinny chov pavd uvadeény jiz v karolinském kapitulafi, dat.
770-800 (Kapitola 40; Rakusan 1999). Podobné Ize hypoteticky hodnotit i vyskyt holuba domaciho - v této
dobé asi jesté vzacného ptaka — zjisténého na pfedhradi. Pfitomnost uvedenych druhd na akropoli Vysehra-
du mGze odrazet zvlast vysoky status hradisté nezavisle na tom, byla-li tato zvifata vyuzita jako potrava, pro
koZesinu, drzena v zajeti pro okrasu nebo vyuZzita jinak.

7

16.7 Prostorova analyza zastoupeni anatomickych casti

Metody hodnoceni

Zastoupeni anatomickych element u jednotlivych zoologickych druhl a kategorii z prostoru akropole
a U prikopu je kvantifikovano v tab. 16.10 a 16.11, pro soubor Predhradi viz Kysely (2004). Pro nejbéznéjsi
zvifata je zastoupeni anatomickych ¢asti v jednotlivych souborech® demonstrovano graficky, a to dvéma
zpUsoby:

(1) Podrobné vyhodnoceni bylo provedeno pouze u dobfe zastoupeného tura domaciho a prase-
te domaciho (v¢etné Sus indet. predpokladané zahrnujicich hlavné prasata domadci, viz kap. 16.6), a to
dle NISP i hmotnosti (v grafech 16.12-16.15). ProtoZze moznost druhové determinace obratlt a Zeber je
zpravidla mnohem nizsi nez moznost determinace kosti koncetin, lebky a zubd, zdstava velky podil téchto
elementl obsaZen v nespecifickych kategoriich (velky savec, stfedné velky savec, neurceny savec). Z toho
ddvodu jsou obratle a Zebra v grafech 16.12-16.15 podhodnoceny, pfestozZe v téle zaujimaji velky objem
a pocet. ProtoZe miru metodického podhodnoceni obratll a Zeber Ize odhadnout jen obtizné, je zastoupe-
ni jednotlivych elementd vztazené k pfirozenému zastoupeni v téle alternativné vyhodnoceno bez téchto
kosti (graf 16.16, 16.17). Pro toto srovnani je pouZita pouze hmotnostni metoda, kterd neni tolik zatizena
zkreslenim v dusledku fragmentace.’

(2) Zjednodudené zastoupeni elementd, které jsou rozdéleny do tfi sumarnich kategorii dle kvality:
kvalitni partie; C — bezmasé partie (s pouzitim metodiky Uerpmann 1973). V pfipadé prasete byly zavedeny
prechodné kategorie pro obtizné zaraditelné anatomické ¢asti: AB (lebka prasete) a AC (zuby prasete) (dle
Kysely 2010a). Pro zékladni srovnani mezi soubory Vysehradu je u blize determinovanych druhd pouzita
metoda NISP (graf 16.18-16.20) i hmotnost (graf 16.21-16.23). Nasledné jsou podily konfrontovény s pfi-
rozenym podilem v téle, z vySe uvedenych divodd opét pouze dle hmotnosti.® V ramci této konfrontace
jsou srovnavany pouze kosti koncetin, v pfipadé mensich druhd (prase a ovce/koza) byly vynechany snadno

8 Kvantifikovdno pomoci NISP i hmotnosti, ale hmotnostni tidaje jsou k dispozici pouze pro soubory z akropole.
° Nebezpeci zkresleni v dUsledku fragmentace je v pfipadé posuzovani zastoupeni anatomickych ¢asti pomoci metody NISP

k fragmentaci nachylné rozdilnou mérou.
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prehlédnutelné drobné prstni ¢lanky (graf 16.24-16.26). Zaroven je toto srovnani provedeno pro souhrnné
zoologické kategorie ,velky savec” a ,stfedné velky savec”, zahrnujici v obou pfipadech zoologicky blize
ur¢ené i neurcené nalezy, v prvnim pfipadé hlavné tury, ve druhém hlavné prasata (graf 16.27, 16.28). Pro-
toze pfi zahrnuti zoologicky blize neur¢eného materidlu vyse uvedené podhodnocenf kosti trupu (obratle
a Zebra) vystupuje mnohem méné nebo nevystupuje vlbec, jsou v grafech 16.27 a 16.28 do kategorii A—C
zapocitany vsechny anatomické elementy.

Vysledky srovnani

Tur domaci. Napadny je nizky podil kosti a fragment( lebek (graf 16.12, 16.14, 16,16). Napfiklad rohovy
vybézek nebyl na akropoli a v prostoru prikopu (podobné jako v pfipadé ovci/koz) nalezen ani jeden
(tab. 16.10) a na predhradi jen ojedinéle.

Srovnani jednotlivych soubor pomoci poctu fragmentd ukazuje, Ze vétsina potravné nevyznamnych
Casti (metapodia, tarsalia, karpalia, zuby), které jsou pomérné dobfe zastoupeny v souborech Predhradi
a Akropole-sever, jsou v souboru Akropole-jih zastoupeny jen mizivé (graf 16.12). Naopak mnohé elementy
nesouci velky podil masa (lopatka, panev, kost stehenni, kost pazni, pfedlokti) jsou v prostoru Akropole-
-jih zastoupeny zpravidla vyraznéji nez v prostorech Predhradi nebo Akropole-sever. Kontrast mezi severni
a jizni ¢asti akropole potvrdila i hmotnostni metoda (graf 16.14). Zfetelny rozdil mezi Akropoli-jih a ostatnimi
Castmi akropole ukazuji sumarni kvantifikace, podle kterych je podil masitych ¢asti (kategorie A) v prostoru
Akropoli-jih vyznamné vyssi (zhruba dva- aZ tfikrat) a podil bezmasych ¢asti (C) niZsi (zhruba dva- az tfikrat),
a to dle obou kvantifika¢nich metod (graf 16.18, 16.21; tab. 16.18). Mnohem niz3i podil bezmasych kostf
(kategorie C) podava i souhrnné srovnani velkych savcd, které pravdépodobné zahrnuje hlavné tury (graf
16.27). Markantni je rozdil mezi jednotlivymi prostory VySehradu v zastoupeni potravné malo vyznamnych, ale
femesinicky vyuzitelnych metapodif tura a dalSich pfezvykavcd (tab. 16.10, 16.18). V ramci Horizontu 1 jsou
metapodia tura v souboru Akropole-jih zastoupeny pouze jednou kosti (z celkem 52 kosti tura, tj. 1,9 %),
zatimco v souboru Akropole-sever bylo ucinéno 68 nélez(i metapodif (z 239 kosti, 28,5 %) a v Predhradf
105 nalezt metapodif (z 419 kosti, 25,1 %). Uvedené rozdily mezi severni a jizni ¢asti akropole nemohou
byt vysvétleny odlisSnou metodou sbéru a odlisnou mirou fragmentace, nebot se projevuji i v hmotnostech,
které nejsou intenzitou fragmentace pfilis ovlivnitelné (graf 16.14, 16.16, 16.21, 16.24).

Podil kvalitnéjsich télnich partii koncetin je u tura (kromé Akropole-jih) oproti anatomicky pfirozené-
mu podilu ponékud podhodnocen (graf 16.24). Podobné podhodnoceni ukazuje i analyza viech velkych
savcll spolecné (determinované i nedeterminované; graf 16.27). Toto podhodnoceni maze vsak byt z¢asti
nékterych elementd obsazenych v kategorii A, jako jsou obratle, Zebra, pfip. femur).

Ovce/koza. Podobné jako v pfipadé tura je i u ovce/kozy vyrazny rozdil mezi Akropoli-jih na jedné strané
a Akropoli-sever a Predhradim na strané druhé. Podil nekvalitnich télnich ¢asti je v jizni ¢asti akropole vyrazné
nizsi a podil kvalitnich partii naopak vy3si (graf 16.20, 16.23, 16.26; tab. 16.18). Podobné jako v pfipadé
tura neni vysledek ovlivnén odliSnou fragmentaci nebo rliznym podilem malych nalezd v obou souborech,
jak dokladaji vysledky hmotnostni metody a vysledky po vylouceni drobnych prstnich ¢lankd z kalkulace
(graf 16.23, 16.26). V souboru Akropole-jih zcela chybi fragmenty lebek (tab. 16.10) a podil nejméné kvalitnich
(graf 16.26).

Prase domaci. Grafy 16.13 a 16.15 jasné ukazuji, Ze v souborech z akropole jsou zvlast silné
zastoupeny lebecni fragmenty vCetné mandibul, zatimco na predhradi neni podil lebecnich fragment
a Celisti tolik ndpadny (tab. 16.18). Na akropoli jsou mandibuly v Horizontu 1 zastoupeny mnohem silngji,
nez je pfirozeny stav (graf 16.17). Ve srovnani s pfedhradim a zaroven s pfirozenym anatomickym stavem
je na akropoli naopak pomérné malé zastoupeni kulinafsky méné vyznamnych koncovych &asti koncetin
(metapodia a prstni ¢lanky; graf 16.13, 16.15). Jiné vyrazné rozdily mezi soubory srovnani neukazuje
(graf 16.13, 16.15, 16.17, 16.19, 16.22, 16.25). Ve vsech vysehradskych souborech je ve srovnani
s pfirozenym stavem patrné podhodnoceni nejméné kvalitnich anatomickych ¢asti (kategorie C; graf 16.25).
To potvrzuje i zhodnoceni viech stfedné velkych savcl zahrnuijicich oviem ponejvic prasata (graf 16.28).
MdZe to byt zplsobeno malou velikosti mnohych elementd obsazenych v kategorii C (metapodia, prstni
¢lanky, ocasni obratle) snizujici pravdépodobnost jejich nalezeni.
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Ostatni druhy. U ostatnich druhl je pocet kosti pro smysluplna statistickd a graficka srovnani
prilis nizky a vzajemné pomeéry mohou byt vysledkem nahody. Nicméné néktera zjisténi napadné odporuji
normalnimu zastoupeni kosti v téle. Napfiklad z celkového poctu 44 kosti jelena bylo 27 determinovano jako
lopatky a pazni kosti a kromé paroh( nebyly nalezeny fragmenty lebky ani zuby (tab. 16.10; pro Predhrad/
viz Kysely 2004). Ojedinélé fragmenty paroh( jelena a srnce pochazeji pouze z predhradi. Pomérné vysoky
podil lopatek a humerd byl zaznamenan i u prasete divokého (10 z 32 nélez(), naopak u srnct dominuji
metapodia (25 ze 41 nalezl). Los je zastoupen rliznymi anatomickymi ¢astmi (lebka, dlouhé kosti koncetin,
prstni ¢lanky). ZvIast selektivné jsou zastoupeny elementy u medvéda, ze kterého byly nalezeny vyhradné
kosti tlap (5 metapodii a 1 talus; tab. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11;' obr. 16.4).

Diskuse

V souborech z Akropole-sever a Akropole-jih jsou zaznamenany vyznamné mezidruhové rozdily v zastou-
peni télnich &asti, které signalizuji intencionalni selekci. Zvlast napadny je rozdil mezi materidlové dobfe
zastoupenym turem domacim a prasetem domacim. Zatimco u tura jsou ¢asti lebky zastoupeny jen mizivé
(ve srovnani s pfirozenym stavem podhodnocené), kosti prasecich lebek (zvlasté mandibuly) jsou naopak
oproti pfirozenému stavu silné nadhodnocené (srov. metodicky rovnocenné dvojce grafd 16.12 a 16.13,
16.14 a2 16.15, 16.16 a 16.17). Tato vyrazna selekce pozorovana na akropoli neni na predhradi tolik napad-
na. Rovnomeérnéjsi zastoupeni anatomickych elementd na pfedhradi zjisténé u obou druhd odpovida lépe
situaci, kterou bychom predpokladali ve venkovském prostredi.

Rozdil mezi souborem Akropole-jih a ostatnimi vySehradskymi soubory, zjistény u tura domaciho
a ovce/kozy, odpovida selekci kvalitngjsich télnich partii a jejich dodavani do jizni ¢asti akropole.” Na
Akropoli-jih napfiklad téméF chybi metapodia a lebky (v¢. rohd a Celisti). Metapodia jsou naopak velmi silné
zastoupena na predhradi a na Akropoli-sever. Metapodia a hlavy turli a ovci’koz nejsou pfilis kulinarsky
vyuzitelné, jsou ale zajimavé z hlediska femesinického (rohovina z rohl, kompakta z metapodii), takze jejich
absence v jizni ¢asti akropole by mohla naznacovat vytlaceni pfislusnych femesinych ¢innosti do jinych ¢asti
hradisté. Tato teze koresponduje s témér Uplnou absenci artefaktl na akropoli a naopak vyskytem artefaktd
vyrobenych z metapodii v prostoru Predhradi (viz kap. 16.4 a Kysely 2004). Zjistény rozdil mezi severni a jizni
Casti akropole opét naznacuje existenci bariér, které mohly v Horizontu 1 vymezovat samostatny prostor
v jiZzni ¢asti ostrozny pro nejvyssi spolecenské vrstvy.

Na rozdil od prezvykavcl neni u prasat vybér télni ¢asti pro konzumaci tolik rozhoduijici. Davodem je
fakt, Ze se zpravidla konzumacné spotfebuje v podstaté celé télo, coz plati napt. i pfi dnesnich venkovskych
zabijackach. Neni proto prekvapuijici, Ze nelze jasné stanovit, zda néktery z prostor( hradisté obsahuje kvalit-
nebo dobovych preferencich. Zda se, Ze elita na rané stfedovéké akropoli Vysehradu méla ve zvlastni oblibé
praseci hlavy, mozna hlavné spodni Celisti (a s nimi spojeny jazyk?), a naopak neholdovala koncovym ¢astem
koncetin.

Vyhradni zastoupeni kosti tlap v pfipadé medvéda, spolu se zjisténim, Ze tyto kosti patfi vice jedin-
clim, mdze ukazovat na kulinafskou oblibu téchto partii nebo na pfitomnost kozesin medvédd, z nichz kosti
tlap nebyly odstrafiovany. Nelze zcela opomenout moznost ritudiniho vyuZiti medvéd( (napf. jejich kazi
nebo ¢asti tél); v této souvislosti zmiriuji Siroce (euroasijsky) rozsifenou existenci kultu medvéda a perzistenci
jeho prezitk( do novovéku (Nahodil 1949). Konzumace medvédich tlap jako specialita nebo vybér tlap jako
jedinych konzumovanych &asti medvédiho téla je tradovany Udaj. Nachazime jej jiz v jedné z nejstarsich
Ceskych kuchafek od Bavora Rodovského z Hustifan z roku 1591 (Rodovsky 1975) i v dalsich pramenech
z Ceské novoveéké historie (Andreska — Andreskova 1993; Beranové 2011; Cabart 1958, Winter 1910-1911;
Zibrt 1927).

10 Dalsi dveé, v tab. 16.7, 16.10 a 16.11 neuvedené, kosti medvéda pochdzejici z vyloucené sondy 218 predstavuji také
elementy z tlapy (konkr. phalanx proximalis pfedni koncetiny a metacarpus 7).

" Mnozstvi kosti z prostoru Akropole-jih pouZitelné pro tuto analyzu je sice omezené, nicméné uvedeny zavér silné
podporuije fakt, Ze rozdil byl pozorovan nezavisle u obou uvedenych kategorii domdcich prezvykavcl (tura a ovce/kozy).
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16.8 Pohlavi a vék

Pohlavi

Pohlavi bylo ur¢ovano podle anatomickych struktur bézné k tomu pouzivanych. V pfipadé materialu z \Vy-
Sehradu byly konkrétné k dispozici tyto znaky: relativni Sitky metapodii tura, Spicaky prasete nebo jejich
alveoly, panve bovidd, ostruhy na tarsometatarsech kura a rozméry kosti. Pfehled pohlavné determinova-
nych nalezd je uveden v tab. 16.17. Pro smyslupIné grafické srovnani byly dostatecné zastoupeny pouze
kosti tura domaciho a prasete (graf 16.29, 16.30). V pfipadé tura jsou vice zastoupeny samice. Samci nebo
mozni kastrati tvofi jen okolo 20 %. Zfetelny rozdil mezi pfedhradim a akropoli nebyl pozorovan. V pfipadé
prasete prevazuji jak na predhradi, tak na akropoli samci, pficemz na predhradf je tato pfevaha vyraznéjsi.

Individualni vék - metody hodnoceni
Vék zvifat byl hodnocen podle nasleduijicich tfi metod a skupin znakd:

(1) Stupen srlstu epifyz a symfyz (tab. 16.12). Tab. 16.12 obsahuje pocty nalezd jednotlivych
elementl se srostlymi (resp. nesrostlymi) proximalnimi nebo distalnimi epifyzami, pfipadné pocty nélezl
s kombinaci téchto stavd. VEk Iépe zastoupenych druhl je porovnan graficky (graf 16.31-16.33), pficemz
vybrané epifyzy jednotlivych anatomickych elementd jsou seskupovany do kategorii podle absolutniho véku
srastu (seskupovani dle Kysely 2004, 2008a, 2010a). Absolutni véky srlistu epifyz jsou v pfipadé tura,
prasete, ovce/kozy, koné a psa stanoveny podle Silver (1969), u jelena podle Heinrich (1991), u srnce
podle Tomé — Vigne (2003) a u bobra podle Fandén (2005). Je tfeba pocitat s tim, Ze vysledky mohou byt
zkresleny podhodnocenim malych a kfehkych kosti neonatalnich a juvenilnich stadif. Kvali obtizim s pfesnou
a spolehlivou zoologickou determinaci nedospélych jedincd taxonomicky pfibuznych druhl nebo forem
mohlo ke zvlast silnému podhodnoceni nedospélych kategorii dojit u divokych a domacich turd, divokych
a domadcich prasat a u ptakd (nedospéli jedinci se pak ,skryvaji” v obecnéjsich kategoriich Bos indet., Sus
indet., Galliformes a neurceny ptak).

(2) Stupeni profezani a abraze dentice (tab. 16.13). Hodnoceni profezavani zubl a stupné obrusu
zubU bylo provadéno na zakladé spodnich i hornich Celisti a zubl podle Kysely (2008a, 2010a). Absolutnf
vék byl k nalezdim prifazovan u turl podle Ducos (1968), Higham (1967), Schmid (1972) a Silver (1969),
u ovci’koz podle Payne (1973), Schmid (1972), Silver (1969) a Vigne — Helmer (2007) a u prasat podle
Habermehl (1975), Hillson (2005), Horard-Herbin (1997), Lochman (1979), Matschke (1967), Silver (1969)
a Schmid (1972). Pro ovce/kozy byla pouZita metodika a vékové kategorie podle Payne (1973) a Vigne -
Helmer (2007), pro ostatni druhy podle Kysely (2010a). Pouzité vékové kategorie a jejich definice jsou zfej-
mé z Udaju v tab. 16.13. Nalezy, které nebylo mozné presngji vékove determinovat, takze je nebylo mozné
zafadit do nékteré ze dvou sousedicich vékovych kategorii, byly do obou kategorii rovnocenné rozpocitany
(50% : 50 %). V ramci uvedeného postupu jsou pouZity dvé pfibuzné kvantifikace: dle poctu celistnich/
dentalnich nalezd (NISP) a dle poctu evidovanych zubl (Nd'2), které tyto nalezy souhrnné nesou (podle
Vigne 1988).Vysledky v tab. 16.13 zahrnuji i nalezy ze souboru Predhradi, nové posouzené dle zde zvolené
metodiky.

(3) U nélezt bez epifyz ¢ zubl byla alespori evidovana nedospéld stadia (neonatalni, juvenilni, subadult-
ni), bylo-li mozno je rozpoznat.™ V pfipadé ptacich kosti je mozné pouZzit pouze tuto metodu.

Individualni vék - vysledky

Tur. Dle posouzeni epifyz (graf 16.31) byla zaznamenana hlavné dospéla zvifata ve véku vice nez 3,5 roku,
jedinci mladsi nez 2,25-3 roky byli zaznamenani jen sporadicky a jedinci mladsi nez 1,5 roku v souborech
chybi. Nicméné dle 3. metody byli novorozenci (N = 6-8) a velmi mlada telata (N = 4) zaznamenana na pred-
hradi. Zohlednime-li ne pfilis velké mnoZstvi nalezll v prislusnych kategoriich epifyz (graf 16.31), pak nelze

12 Pfitom jsou zapocitavany vsechny typy zubd. Izolované zuby jsou logicky zapocitany jako (1).

13 Na sebe navazujici vékové kategorie neonatus (novorozenec, kolem narozeni), juvenilni (mlady), subadultni (nedospély),
adultni (dospély) jsou pouzivany v osteologickém smyslu, tj. popisuji stuperi vyvoje kosti, a nemusi nutné odrazet schopnost
pohlavniho rozmnoZovani daného jedince.
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na akropoli bylo nalezeno velmi malo Celisti a zubd tura a ovce/kozy. Je proto logické, Ze u téchto druh
mame k dispozici jen velmi malé mnozstvi udajd i o dentalnim véku, takze srovnani jednotlivych soubort
neni spolehlivé. Lze jen konstatovat, Ze podle dentdlnich Udaji jsou na akropoli v Horizontu 1 dolozeni
nestejné stafi dospéli, pfipadné subadultni jedinci, zatimco na predhradi byl ojedinéle detekovan i neona-
talnf jedinec (tab. 16.13).

Ovce/koza. Stav epifyz ukazuje na zvifata vétsinou starsi nez 1,25-2 roky a mladsi nez 3-3,5 roku,
ale detekovano bylo i relativné hodné juvenilnich jedinct ve véku méné nez 6-10 mésict (graf 16.33). Dalsi
juvenilni a subadultni jedinci™ byli detekovani dle 2. a 3. metody (tab. 16.13). Zjisténé vysledky nenaznacuiji
vyraznéjsi rozdily mezi akropoli a pfedhradim. Nicméné relativné maly pocet dat, navic zaloZzenych na mate-
ridlu potencialné smiseném ze dvou druht (ovce + koza), smyslupiné srovnani soubor(i neumoziuije.

Prase. Stav epifyz ukazuje, Ze naprosta vétsina prasat domacich (Sus domesticus) nebo potencialnich
prasat domacich (Sus indet.) zaujima vék do 3-3,5 roku, to znamena, Ze podle této metody jsou prasata
osteologicky juvenilni nebo subadultni. Z nich asi polovina nalezd patfi jedincdim starsim nez 0,5-1 rok. Rozbor
stavu epifyz ukdzal vyrazné rozdily mezi soubory Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever a Predhradi. Na akropoli,
zejména v jeji jizni Casti, bylo zjisténo mnohem vice mladsich jedincd, naopak na pfedhradi jsou astéji pfitomni
starsi jedinci (graf 16.32). Zavéry této metody podporuje i 3. metoda. Nicméné jedinci kolem narozenf jsou dle
téchto dvou metod zastoupeni velmi mélo (pouze osm nalez(l z Akropole a Predhradi dohromady).

Na rozdil od turd a ovci/koz jsou u prasat k dispozici pocetné dentalni nalezy jak z predhradi, tak
z akropole. Vyhodnoceni (tab. 16.13; graf 16.34) ukazuje, Ze naprosta vétsina dentalnich nalez( domacich
prasat a potencidlné domacich prasat (96 %) spada do vékového intervalu 0,5-4 roky. Mezi soubory
Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever a Predhradi byly opét zjistény vyznamné rozdily spocivajici v pfitomnosti
relativné starsich prasat na pfedhradi nez na akropoli a v pfitomnosti relativné starsich prasat v severni ¢asti
akropole nez v ¢astijizni (tab. 16.18). Konkrétné na predhradi dominuje kategorie 1-2 roky a relativné silné
jsou zastoupeny i kategorie 2-4 roky a 4-9 let. V severni ¢asti akropole jiz pfevlada kategorie 0,5-1 rok nad
kategorii 1-2 roky. V jizni ¢asti akropole je dominance kategorie 0,5-1 rok zvlast vyrazna, zatimco prasata
starsi nez 2 roky byla zaznamendna zcela sporadicky. Takto vyrazny rozdil nenf zpGsoben odlisSnym podilem
malych nalez( nebo odlisnou mirou fragmentace v jednotlivych souborech, nebot v grafu 16.34 zapocitané
dentalni ndlezy vyrazné rozdily v tomto sméru nevykazui.

V pfipadé koné, psa a kocky nebyl spolehlivé zaznamenan nedospély jedinec, nebot stavy viech
epifyz jsou srostlé a ojedinélé dentaini nalezy psa a koné patfi jedincim adultnim. Na predhradi byl nalezen
zub velmi starého koné (Kysely 2004).

Celkové je u vékové determinovatelnych nalezd kura domaciho z VySehradu podil nedospélych
a dospélych jedincd 8 : 49 (NISP; tab. 16.14). V Horizontu 1 na akropoli je nedospélych jedincd méné nez
Ctvrtina (5 z 22 nalezd). Podil nedospélych kurl na pfedhradi je jeSté o néco nizsi (2 z 24 nélezl). Nicméné
u fragment kosti blize neurc¢enych ptakd (Galliformes a , bird indet.”) je podil nedospélych zvifat mnohem
Vvéts( (tab. 16.14). Soudé dle pomérl v ur¢eném materialu Ize predpokladat, Ze tato kategorie zahrnuje
hlavné kura domaciho. Pripocitdme-li k néalezlim kura i kategorie Galliformes a ,bird indet.”, podil kurat
a dospélych se pak zvysi na 40 : 51 (celé hradisté), resp. 11 : 25 (akropole) a 28 : 25 (predhradi).

Divoka zvifata. Vétsina nalezd divokych zvifat patfi dospélym jedincim (dle kombinace udaju
z epifyz, tab. 16.12, i dentélnich nalezd, tab. 16.13). Nedospéli jedinci byli detekovani v pfipadé jelena, srnce,
divokého prasete, bobra, zajice a domaci/divoké husy. Nedospéla zvifata nebyla zaznamenana v pfipadé
pratura, losa, medvéda a blize identifikovanych divokych ptakd. Navzdory nékterym moznym zkreslenim,
konzumace hlavné dospélych lovnych zvifat je dosti pravdépodobna. Premolar losa patfi starsimu jedinci
(zhruba 10-15 let), vzhledem k mensi velikosti asi samici (obr. 16.3).

Srovnani s jinymi lokalitami
Srovnani porazkového véku prasat je zde provedeno se vsemi Ceskymi a moravskymi rané stfedovekymi
lokalitami, z nichZ jsou k dispozici pfislusné analyzy (graf 16.35; tab. 16.9 i s citacemi'). PouZity jsou pouze

14 Na predhradi i akropoli, v¢. 1 neonatus na pfedhradi.
15 Za poskytnuti tdaju z diplomové prace k Tisicim a Liboci dékuji S. Vrabcové.
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dentalni nalezy, pricemz sledovano je procento prezivsich v daném véku (osa Y), coz odrazi distribuci véku
poradzeni. Ve viech pfipadech je pouzita kvantifika¢ni metoda zaloZena na poctu nalezenych elementd
(v jednom pfipadé Nd, jinak NISP).'® Pfitomnost velmi mladych (pfipadné i novorozenych) selat do 0,5 roku
(srov. Bude¢, Rubin) je nékdy vysvétlovana jako obraz vyssiho statusu nebo jinak specidlni situace, nebot
poraZeni v tomto véku je ekonomicky jesté nevyhodné. MlZe to ale poukazovat i na chov prasat pfimo
v daném misté, kdy by mohlo jit o uhynula selata (vétSinou v kazdém vrhu néjaké sele uhyne). Zastoupeni
této vékové kategorie je zaroven velmi nachylné na tafonomické zkresleni. Vyloucime-li z posuzovani tuto
nejmladsi kategorii, pak srovnani jasné ukazuje, Ze soubor Akropole-jih obsahuje mladsi prasata, nez je
tomu na vSech ostatnich srovnavanych lokalitach. Relativné mlada prasata obsahuje i soubor Akropole-sever,
zatimco na predhradi pozorujeme jen prameérny pribéh porazkové kfivky. Je tfeba vzit v potaz, ze zapoditani
Sus indet. urcité vysledny vék prasat z akropole Vysehradu nesnizuje, nebot divokd prasata (navic zfejmé jen
okrajové obsazena v této kategorii, viz vy3e) v archeologickych souborech standardné vykazuiji vyssi vék nez
prasata domadi.

Kfivky pfezivani z jednotlivych lokalit (graf 16.35) jsou zleva ohrani¢eny uvedenou kfivkou dle
souboru Akropole-jih, kde v jednom roce preZiva jen okolo 30 % prasat. Vylou¢ime-li akropoli Vysehradu,
pak kfivky z ostatnich lokalit ukazuji na navzajem podobnou strategii porazeni prasat, kdy naprosta vétsina
je porazena ve véku 0,5-4 roky. Nizky porazkovy vék, konkrétné 70,6 % prasat do jednoho roku véku,
uvadi také Bldha (2000) z predvelkomoravského hrazeného sidla Olomouc-Povel (nenf v grafu 16.35). Tento
autor spojuje zvysenou konzumaci selat s hodokvasy elit. Jelikoz J. Blaha neuvadi podrobnéjsi primarni
data, je mozZnost interpretace omezena a je potfeba uvazovat o dalsim mozném vysvétleni. Nelze totiz
vyloucit, Ze vysoky podil velmi mladych selat je vysledkem nedostatku potravy a krmiva v zimé, coz mohlo
vést k masovému sezénnimu porazeni. Konkrétné vék cca 6-10 mésic mlze za predpokladu rozeni selat
na jafe'” odrdzet vSeobecné znamou a Casto i dnes praktikovanou zimni porazku.'® Vzhledem k statusu
a vyznamu VySehradu vsak tato varianta neni pfilis pravdépodobna, v pfipadé nizkého véku prasat v souboru
z akropole VySehradu je proto potfeba uvazovat spiSe o priibézné selekci kvalitniho masa. V pfipadé starsiho
sidlisté v Olomouci-Povelu nelze vysvétleni subsisten¢né-praktickou zimni pordzkou, pfipadné chovem
a Uhynem novorozencl pfimo na sidlisti (viz vy3e), vyloucit. Naopak vysoky porazkovy vék prasat uvadi
publikace Kuny et al. (2013, tam obr. 33) v ¢asné slovanskych Roztokach u Prahy a ve velkomoravském
Pohansku u Breclavi. Postup zvoleny ve zde predlozené studii vy3si vék prasat v Roztokach neukazuje a vyssi
podil starsich prasat v Pohansku je sice patrny, ale pribéh porazkové kfivky neni od porazkovych kfivek
z nékterych jinych lokalit pfilis rozdilny (graf 16.35).™

Diskuse

Na rozdil od domacich turl a ovci/koz neposkytuji domaci prasata sekundarni produkty (mléko, vinu, praci),
bézné jsou proto chovana pouze na maso. Pfitom z hlediska masné produkce bylo vyhodné je pordzet
v dobé, kdy zvitata zacinaji zpomalovat rdst, tj. nékdy mezi 1.-2. rokem (soudé dle kfivek dennich prirtstkd
u dnesnich prasat, Siler — Knize — KniZzetové 1980, a s ohledem na porazkovy vék primitivnich plemen, napf.

'8 Pro tuto analyzu bylo nutno néktera vstupni data adaptovat zvolené jednotné metodice a jednotnym vékovym kategoriim,
pficemz sjednoceni metodiky zahrnuje mimo jiné pfedpokladanou dobu profezavani M3 v 18.-22. mésici Zivota. Zatimco
nékteré starsi postupy srovnavani mohou byt problematické, adaptace dat do zde zvolenych kategorii ve vétsiné pfipadd
problematickd nebyla.

17 Sezoéna rozeni prasat v raném stfedovéku neni spolehlivé znama, Ize ale pfedpokladat, Ze se vétSinou rodila na jafe.
Soudime tak dle situace u divokych prasat a dneSniho primitivniho plemene Mangalica z Madarska, tj. z oblasti klimaticky
a geograficky srovnatelné s Cechami (Egerszegi et al. 2003).

18 Srovnej ikonografické doklady prosincové zabijacky (napt. z 9. a 12. stoleti v Driesch — Boessneck 1988; Meduna 2008).
Sezénni zabijeni prasat (pravdépodobné v zimnich mésicich) naznacuje i zfetelna ro¢ni periodicita poraZenf zjisténd v ¢asné
slovanské vesnici Roztoky (Kuna et al. 2013).

19V této souvislosti je tfeba upozornit, ze Kuna et al. (2013) v grafu na obr. 33 uvadéji pouziti kvantifika¢ni metody
MNI, ve skutecnosti je v nékterych pripadech, vcetné Pohanska, pouzita metoda NISP; v grafu jsou tak kombinovany hare
slucitelné metody MNI a NISP. Zaroveni jsou do uvedeného grafu chybné prebirany nékteré primarni ddaje (srov. primarni
data v Peske 1985; Kratochvil 1969a; Kysely 2000, 2003).
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Mangalica?®). Obecné nizky vék domécich prasat a vy3si vék turl a ovci’koz dolozeny na Vysehradu dle
dentalnich i postkranialnich nalezd je proto logicky.

Na Vy3ehradé zjisténa pfevaha krav nad byky/kastraty odpovida pfedpokladanému slozeni stfedovékych
stad, ve kterych byly do dospélosti ponechdvany hlavné kravy (kvali mléku a produkci telat), zatimco plemennf
byci a pracovni voli tvofili mensi podil. Tyto vysledky naznacuji, Ze hradisté nebylo specialné zasobovano bycky/
kastraty nebo mladymi telaty, nebo Ze takto alespori nebylo zasobovano prevazujici mérou. Na rozdil od rych-
leji se mnoZicich prasat by systematické a vyhradni dodavani vykrmenych byckd/kastratd nebo velmi mladych
telat na akropoli mohlo v dané dobé predstavovat pfilis velkou ekonomickou zatéz, a to i v pfipadé Vysehradu.

Pfevaha samc( prasat je naopak pravdépodobné dlsledkem selektivnich dodavek, mozna dokonce
i vykrmenych kastrovanych jedinc( (tj. veprd). O néco vyssi podil samct na predhradi nez na akropoli nena-
svédcuje predstavé, Ze by dodavatelem téchto samcl pro akropoli bylo vlastni pfedhradi. Podobna pfevaha
samciho pohlavi byla zjisténa i ve Staré Boleslavi (Kysely 2003). Tam, kde pfedpokladdme samozasobitelstv
(napf. na pravékych sidlistich), se projevuje naopak pfevaha samic, coz je vysvétlovano tim, Ze z hlediska
produkce mladat a udrZzovani stada je vhodné ponechavat na Zivu déle samice. Pfevaha samic u prasat byla
zjisténa napf. v eneolitu Cech (Kysely 2012a, tam i diskuse).

Rostouci zastoupeni mladSich prasat a s nim i kulinafsky kvalitnéjsiho resp. zajimavéjsiho masa, které
pozorujeme v gradientu Pfedhradi — Akropole-sever — Akropole-jih, vyplyva z vysledk( vsech tfi pouzitych
metod (epifyzy, dentice i ostatni nalezy). Konzumaci zvlasté mladych prasat v jizni ¢asti akropole naznacuje
také srovnani s jinymi soudobymi hradisti, pfip. s venkovskymi rané stfedovékymi lokalitami (graf 16.35).
Ve Staré Boleslavi, kde mame také mozZnost srovnat vék prasat na akropoli a predhradi, nebyl nizsi vék
na akropoli zjistén (graf 16.35).

Podil dospélych a nedospélych kurd v souboru z Vysehradu, v¢. jeho akropole, nenasvéd¢uje predsta-
V&, Ze by elita obyvajici hradisté konzumovala vyhradné nebo v pfevazujici mife kufata.

16.9 Osteometricky rozbor

Primarni osteometrické Udaje z prostoru akropole a U prikopu jsou shrnuty v tab. 16.19, pro soubor
Predhradi viz Kysely (2004). Tabulka zahrnuje pouze rozmeéry dorostlych kosti a zubd. Nalezy elementl
postkranidlniho skeletu zjevné neadultnich jedincd jsou tudiz vylouceny i z grafickych srovnéani. Neni-
i uvedeno jinak, je pouzita metodika méfeni kosti podle Driesch (71976). Pro srovnani mame k dispozici
zejména rozsahly soubor metrickych dat z velkomoravského sidla v Mikulcicich.

Stav zachovani kosti umozriuje odhadnout kohoutkovou vysku u relativné velkého poctu nalezenych
metapodif turd. Vyska domacich krav vypocitana dle rliznych metodik z délek metapodii se pohybuje
v rozmezi 93-113cm, samci a kastrati byli ponékud vyssi (podrobné tab. 16.15). Velmi mala velikost
domaciho skotu je v souladu se zjisténimi z jinych rané stfedovékych lokalit v Cechéch i stfedni Evropé
(Kysely 2000, 2003; Peske 1985, 1994b; Petrickova 2000a).

Vedle nélezl determinovanych spolehlivé jako divoky tur (v tab. 16.7 jako Bos primigenius nebo Wild
Bovini) a tur domaci (Bos taurus) existuje z Vlysehradu nékolik fragment( pfechodné velikosti (v tab. 16.7 jako
Bos indet. nebo Large Bovini), srovnej napr. velka metapodia v grafu 16.36 a 16.37. Otazka velkych bovidd
v archeologickych ndlezech je tradicné komplikovand, nebot obecné mohou predstavovat jak divoké tury
(napf. samice pratura nebo zubra), tak velka plemena domacich turd, pfipadné i kfizence domacich a divokych
turd (Kysely 2008b). S velkymi plemeny domécich turt Ize v prostoru Cech pocitat v neolitu az dobé bronzo-
vé a pak az v mladsim novoveku, divoci tufi jsou hojnéjsi pouze v neolitu a eneolitu. Vzhledem k velmi malé
pravdépodobnosti kontaminace soubor( z uvedenych ¢asovych horizontd (viz vyse) je pfitomnost velkych turd
celkem prekvapiva. Bylo by v3ak pfilis spekulativni uvazovat o importech zvifat velkého plemene na Vy3ehrad
nebo o zamérném kfizeni pratura s domacim turem. V ramci pfedlozené studie byli, v souhlase s béZznou praxi,
divoci a domdci tufi rozliSovani na zakladé velikosti a morfologie. Pouze jeden nélez z lokality (rohovy vybézek
tura z pfedhradi, Horizont 1) byl zkouman i molekularné-geneticky. Vysledek analyzy pfitomnost kfizence

20 podle www.bmlfuw.gv.at.
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Obr. 16.7. \lySehrad, Akropole-sever, kdri domaci, Equus caballus, metacarpus dist., dva thly pohledu (sonda 225, sacek
¢. 8/90) (foto R. Kysely). — Fig. 16.7. Viysehrad, Acropolis-north, domesticated horse, Equus caballus, metacarpus dist.,
two views (Trench 225, ass. no. 8/90). One scale segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). — Abb. 16.7. \/ysehrad, Akropolis-
-Nord, Pferd (Equus caballus), metacarpus dist. (Foto R. Kysely).

pratura a domaciho tura sice naznacuje, ale spolehlivé nepotvrzuje (Kysely — Hajek 2012). Konecné zavéry ty-
kajici se velkych turll z VySehradu a raného stfedoveku vibec by byly mozné teprve po provedeni rozsahlejsiho
a podrobnéjsiho studia radiokarbonové datovanych kosti pomoci molekularné-genetickych metod.

Z velkého poctu nalezenych prasecich mandibul a zubd jsou vybrané rozméry vyhodnoceny graficky
(graf 16.40-16.42). Tyto rozméry odpovidaji malym prasatlim, tak jak je v rané stfedovékém materialu
bézné a jak bylo zjisténo i v Mikulcicich (Kratochvil 1981). Zda se ale, Ze ve srovnani s prasaty z Mikulcic maji
vySehradska prasata nepatrné vétsi molary 3 inf. (M3 inf.).?!

21 M3 inf.: max. délka (GL): Vysehrad: X = 32,5mm, R = 27,1-37,2mm, Mikulcice: X = 30,3mm, R = 22-37 mm; max. sitka
(GB): Vy3ehrad: X = 15,2mm, R = 13,5-18,1mm, Mikulcice: X =14,8mm, R = 12,5-18 mm.
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V/ Horizontu 1 byl na akropoli nalezen mé-
fitelny doklad pomérné velkého koné (metacar-
pus: Bd = 50,9mm; tab. 16.19; obr. 16.7). Tato
hodnota je 0 néco vétsi, nez je prdmér udavany
Chrzanowskou — Krupskou (2003a) z Mikulcic
(x = 47,3mm, min.-max. 34,4-53 mm). Na-
opak tfi fragmenty z pfedhradi VySehradu patfi
velmi malym konim (scapula: SLC = 47,4mm;
phalanx distalis: GB = (60) mm, Ld = 46,6; tibia:
Bd = (57,5) mm). Jejich rozméry jsou mensi, nez
jsou minimalni hodnoty odpovidajicich rozmérd
v bohatém materidlu z Mikul¢ic (Chrzanowska —
Krupska 2003a). Odhlédneme-li v3ak od téchto
nalezd, pak si velikosti koni z VySehradu a z Mi-
kul¢ic odpovidaji. Na predhradi byly nalezeny
dvé kompletni dlouhé kosti koné umoznuijici vy-
pocitat kohoutkovou vysku na 138cm a 140cm
(Kysely 2004).

Dochované skrovné nalezy psa ukazu-
ji na mensi/stfedni az stfedni/vétsi télesny typ.
\Vyrazné odchylky ani v jednom sméru nebyly
zaznamenany.

Rozméry samic a samct kura domaciho Ize
separatné hodnotit pomoci pohlavné dimorfnich
tarsometatarsd. Na VySehradé (pfedhradi a akro-
pole, Horizont 1) byly zjistény délky tarsometa-
tarsti 55,3-79,5mm (N = 7). Z toho samice mély
délky 55,3-77,9mm (N = 4; obr. 16.8). Nejvyssi
hodnoty zjisténé u samic (69,2mm a 77,9mm)
presahuji rozpéti udavané pro samice velkomorav-
skych kurt z Mikulcic definovanych Miikovskym
(2003b) jako plemeno medievalis (52,4-67,1 mm,
N = 84), slepic ze Staré Boleslavi (60,4-65,9mm,
N = 7; Milikovsky 2003a) i slepic ze slovansko-
avarskych hrobd (55,3-68,8mm; srov. obr. 6
v Kysely 2010b). V&tsi rozméry kura jsou uvade-
ny z 15. stoleti a ze 17. stoleti z Prahy — Namésti
republiky (Kysely 2002 a nepubl.) a z vrchol-
né stfedovékych hradd (Peske 71994a). Uvedené
Udaje naznaCuji posun ve velikosti od mensich
slepic v 6.-9. stoleti (slovansko-avarské obdoby,
Velkd Morava), pres Vetsi slepice v 10.-12. sto-
leti (Stara Boleslav, Viysehrad) az po velké slepice
v 17. stoleti.

Rozméry tarsometatarsu holuba domaci-
ho viz Kysely (2004), distalni Sitka (Bd) femuru
téhoz druhu je 7,9 mm.

Obr. 16.8. \/ySehrad, Akropole-sever, kur domaci (Gallus gallus
f. domestica), velky tarsometatarsus samice (GL = 77,9 mm);,
dva uhly pohledu (sonda 216, sacek ¢. 12/88). Jeden dilek
méritka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). — Fig. 16.8. Vlysehrad, Acropo-
lis-north, domesticated fow! (Gallus gallus f. domestica), female
tarsometatarsus (GL = 77.9 mm); two views (Trench 216, ass.
no. 12/88). One scale segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). —
Abb. 16.8. \/ysehrad, Akropolis-Nord, Haushuhn (Gallus gallus
f. domestica), groBer tarsometatarsus eines Weibchens (Foto

R. Kysely).

V materialu se také vyskytuji neobvykle velké ryby. Jeseter dolozeny na akropoli minimalné jednou
kosti mohl dle hrubého odhadu dosahovat 200-220cm (obr. 16.5: D). Podobnou velikost vykazuji i dalsi dva
nalezy blize neurcené velké ryby, potencialné také jesetera (obr. 16.5: A, E). V dobé pfed vybudovanim hrazi
branicich migraci z mofe se jesetefi, podobné jako Uhofi, v Labi a VItavé (v¢etné Prahy) pfirozené vyskyto-
vali a ulovky kolem dvou metrd jsou odsud znamé. Dle zéznamd z pocatku 20. stol. viak jesetefi jiz nebyli
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v Cechéch hojni (Oliva 1995). Z predhradi pochazi (vedle men3i Stiky) také nélez stiky dosahujici odhadem
délku 140-200cm (obr. 16.5: B), coZ je velikost pfesahuijici dnes bézné ulovky (srov. Vostradovsky 1995).
Délka uhore byla po zohlednéni vypoctu dle Thieren et al. (2012) odhadnuta na 75-85cm (obr. 16.5: C;

16.6: A). ProtoZe samci uhofl takové délky nedosahuji a hluboko do fek nevplouvaji (Peridz 1995), musi it
nutné o samici.

Obr. 16.9. Vysehrad, rozsahla patologie metakarpu tura (Bovini indet.), tri thly pohledu (sonda 225, sacek ¢. 8/90). Jeden
dilek méritka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). — Fig. 16.9. \/ysehrad, massive pathology of cattle metacarpal (Bovini indet.),; three

views (Trench 225, ass. no. 8). One scale segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). — Abb. 16.9. VySehrad, umfangreiche Patho-
logie des metacarpus von einem Hausrind (Foto R. Kysely).
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Obr. 16.10. VySehrad, exostozy kolem proximalniho konce radiu tura domdaciho (Bos taurus) (sonda 217, sacek ¢. 32/88).
Jeden dilek méritka = 1cm (foto R. Kysely). — Fig. 16.10. \/ySehrad, exostoses around the proximal end of domesticated
cattle radlius (Bos taurus) (Trench 217, ass. no. 32). One scale segment = 1cm (photo R. Kysely). — Abb. 16.10. \/ysehrad,
Exostose um das Proximalende des Radius von einem Hausrind (Bos taurus) (Foto R. Kysely).

16.10 Patologie a morfologicka variabilita

Patologie zjisténé na zvifecich kostech z Pfedhradi prezentuje Kysely (2004). Na akropoli byla zaznamena-
na vyrazna patologie metakarpu tura, ktera je zjevné nasledkem fraktury, pfi které doslo k mirné dislokaci
a posunu osy proximalni a distalni ¢asti kosti (obr. 16.9). ProtoZe Sance preziti takto hendikepovaného
jedince v pfirodé je nizka, jedna se pravdépodobné o tura domaciho vétsich rozmér(. Slabsi patologie je
zaznamenana na vietenni kosti tura domaciho (exostézy; obr. 16.10), na metakarpu medvéda (zhojené
nalomeni?; obr. 16.4: D), na acetabulu tura domdciho (eburnace, Akropole-jih), na fibuli prasete (zhojena
fraktura, Akropole-jih), na obratli velkého savce (zhojena fraktura, Akropole-jih), na tfech Zebrech stfedné
velkych savcd a na jednom Zebru velkého savce (v3e asi zhojené fraktury, Akropole-jih a Akropole-sever).

Z morfologickych znakl byla zvlastni pozornost vénovana absenci premolaru 1 (P7) u prasat
(tab. 16.16). Zatimco v horni Celisti nebyl zjistén ani jeden pfipad s chybéjicim P71, ve spodnich Celistech P1
u domacich a blize neurcenych prasat pdvodné chybél v 16 % pfipadud (N = 75).

16.11 Souhrn a zaveér

Archeozoologicka analyza byla provedena na pomérné pocetném souboru zhruba 4 500 nové zpraco-
vanych zvifecich kosti z poloh Akropole-jih (2 071 nalezl), Akropole-sever (2 120 nélezl) a U pfikopu
(294 nalez(), doplnéném o jiz dfive publikovana data z Predhradi (3 716 nalezl; Kysely 2004); tab. 16.1.
Z chronologického hlediska tyto soubory reprezentuji obdobi od 2. poloviny 10. az do 2. tfetiny 11. stoletf
(Horizont 1; 7 527 nalez(l) a obdobi od 2. poloviny 10. do poloviny 13. stoleti (Horizont 2; 674 nalezu).
PredloZeny archeozoologicky rozbor zahrnuje vyhodnoceni tafonomickych, taxonomickych, anatomickych,
populacnich a metrickych aspektd souboru. V ndvaznosti na prezentaci primarnich dat, jejich dil¢ich analyz
a srovnani je v zavéru jednotlivych kapitol podana diskuse a mozna historicka vypovéd. Specialni pozornost
je vénovana zkoumani spolecenského statusu akropole, kde se nejpozdéji od 11. stoleti pfedpoklada vlast-
ni pfemyslovska rezidence. Pfedpoklad, zalozeny na archeologickych a pisemnych pramenech, Ze se aredl
akropole a pfedhradi Vy3ehradu ve sledovaném obdobi navzajem odliSovaly co do socidlniho postaveni
obyvatel, charakteru konzumace masa, zasobovani a zachazeni s odpadem, byl testovan fadou podrobnych
komparativnich analyz jak v ramci hradisté, tak s Udaji z jinych rané stfedovékych lokalit. Hlavni vysledky
analyz jsou shrnuty v nasledujicich bodech.
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Domaci druhy

(1) Podobné jako v jinych soudobych hradistich je dominujicim druhem v souboru a potazmo v jidelnicku
prase domaci nebo tur domdaci (pofadi zavisi na pozici nalezu materialu na hradisti a kvantifika¢ni metodé);
na akropoli VySehradu poskytovalo prase dle pfepoctu asi dvakrat vice masa nez tur. Na tfetim misté se
nachazeji ovce/koza. Ostatni domaci druhy jako kan, pes, kocka, kur, holub a mozna husa, stejné jako
nalezy divokych savcd, ptakd a ryb, tvofi podle ocekavani mensi ¢ast souboru (graf 16.5-16.11). Celkem
mohla domaci zvifata na vySehradském hradisti zajistovat 89-93 % konzumovaného masa.

(2) Na akropoli zjistény zvyseny podil domacich prasat, zaznamenany zejména v prostoru Akropole-jih, vynika
nejen ve srovnani s predhradim, ale i s fadou jinych soudobych ¢eskych hradist (graf 16.7, 16.8, 16.10, 16.11).
(3) Na akropoli téméf chybi jinde hojnéjsi kosti konf a kosti psd, jejichz konzumace se zfejmé neslucovala se
zvyky tehdejsich vyssich socidlnich skupin. Zaroven se asi dbalo na to, aby ostatky téchto zvifat nezatézovaly
aredl akropole (graf 16.7). V jizni ¢asti akropole nebyly kosti pst a kocek zjistény vibec, kosti koni zcela
ojedinéle.

(4) Viysledky analyzy véku a pohlavi (graf 16.29-16.34) zapadaji do dosavadnich predstav o strategii chovu
v raném stfedovéku. Na hradisti nalezena prasata byla, jakozto druh zpravidla chovany vylu¢né na maso, po-
razena hlavné v nedospélém veku a prevazuji mezi nimi samci. Naopak tufi domaci, majici v dospélosti dalsi

Obr. 16.11. VySehrad. Tii mozZné podoby vnitrniho déleni hradisté
v predvratislavském obdobi (2. pol. 10. — 2. tretina 11. stol.)
podle archeozoologické analyzy: A — dosavadni predstava;,

B, C - navrhované moznosti (hranice P rozdélujici akropoli je
navrZena jen odhadem) (podklad mapy.cz, kresba R. Kysely).

— Fig. 16.11. Vlysehrad. Three possible appearances of the
internal division of the hillfort in the pre-Vratislav period (second
half of the 10" to second third of the 11 cent.) based on an
archaeozoological analysis: A — current idea; B, C — proposed
possibilities (border P dividing the acropolis is only a rough
suggestion) (map from mapy.cz, suggested by R. Kysely). —
Abb. 16.11. V/ysehrad. Drei mégliche Gestalten der inneren
Aufteilung der Burganlage in der Vor-Vratislaver Zeit (2. Hélfte
des 10. — 2. Drittel des 11. Jhdts.) nach der archdozoologischen
Analyse (Karte aus mapy.cz, Zeichnung R. Kysely).
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vyuZiti (prace, mléko), byli porazeni v pozdéjsim véku a prevazuji mezi nimi samice. Na akropoli byl porazkovy
vék prasat zfetelné nizsi (0,5-1 rok) nez na predhradi (1-2 roky), coz svédci o preferenci mladych jedinc
s kvalitngjSim masem. Jak ukazuje srovnani mezi jednotlivymi prostory Vysehradu i s jinymi rané stfedovékymi
hradisti, byl zvlast nizky vék prasat zaznamenan v jizni Casti akropole (graf 16.32, 16.34, 16.35). ZvySeny podil
samcU prasat (graf 16.30) naznacuje selektivni formu zasobovani hradisté. Lze uvaZovat o zasobovani cilené
chovanymi vepfi (tj. kastraty). Zjistény vék turt naopak nenaznacuije, Ze by hradisté bylo specialné a ve velkém
rozsahu zasobovano byky ¢i voly a/nebo mladymi telaty (graf 16.31; tab 16.13). Rovnéz vék kurd z Viysehradu
neukazuje na vylu¢nou nebo prevladajici konzumaci mladych jedincd, tj. kufat (tab. 16.14).

(5) Vysledky metrickych analyz (tab. 16.15, 16.19; graf 16.36-16.42) zhruba zapadaji do dosavadnich
predstav o velikosti domacich zvifat. Zjistén byl chov malych plemen tura a prasete a stfedné velkych plemen
konf a kurd. Tvarové a velikostné extrémni plemena psd nebyla zaznamenana.

Divoké druhy

(6) Pozoruhodny je v porovnani s ostatnimi rané stfedovékymi lokalitami ponékud zvy3eny vyznam lovnych
zvitat (graf 16.5, 16.6, 16.9). Celkem se podafilo dolozit 20 druhl divokych obratlovcl — savcd, ptakd,
obojzivelnika a ryb (tab. 16.7). Mezi savci a ptaky prevladaji druhy obyvajici zpravidla les, coz naznacuje
pfitomnost lesnich porostd v akénim radiu VySehradu.

(7) ZvIastni pozornost si zaslouzi vyskyt kosti malo béznych az vzacnych druhd, konkrétné losa (dosud nej-
pocetngjsi archeologicky ziskana kolekce na Uzemi CR) a jefaba, dale kosti z tlap nékolika medvédu a kosti
neobvykle velké Stiky (1,4-2m) a jesetera (2-2,2m) (tab. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11; obr. 16.2-16.5). Konzumace
téchto zvifat, pfipadné jejich jiné vyuZiti (napf. drzeni jefaba pro okrasu, pouziti medvédich kozesin), muize
byt projevem elitniho prostredi.

Tafonomie

(8) Zaznamenana byla nezvykle vyrazna selekce anatomickych partii v prostoru akropole, zejména nepfirozené
nizky podil fragment lebek a Celisti tur a naopak nepfirozené vysoky podil fragment lebek a Celisti prasat
(graf 16.12-16.17). Zaroven byl v jizni ¢asti akropole ve srovnani se severni ¢asti akropole a pfedhradim
zjistén vyrazné vyssi podil (z hlediska mnoZstvi masa) kvalitnéjsich télnich partif tura a ovci/koz (graf 16.18-
16.26), napf. je zde pfitomno velmi malo metapodii téchto druhd (tab. 16.10, 16.11; graf 16.12-16.17).
Tato zjisténi signalizuiji specifickou distribuci télnich ¢asti mezi jednotlivymi areély a zasobovani prostoru jizni
Casti akropole kvalitngjSim masem.

(9) Doklady hrubého feznického bourdni zvitecich tél pfevazuji na predhradi, coz svéd¢i pro diferenciaci
aredll podle Cinnosti pfi zpracovavani masa (graf 16.3, 16.4). Ve srovnani s akropoli byl na pfedhradi zjistén
i vy38i podil kosti okousanych psy (graf 16.2). Kosti se psim okusem téméf chybi v prostoru Akropole-jih
a velmi nizky je zde i podil opalenych kosti (graf 16.3), coZ naznacuje, Ze zde nedochdzelo k likvidaci
odpadu ohném ani k volnému pobihani pst. To vie nasvédcuje vétsi péci o istotu prostredi akropole,
zvlasté jeji jizni Casti.

(10) Na akropoli (na rozdil od pfedhradi) témér chybi kosténé artefakty v jinych rané stfedovékych kontex-
tech bézné. To mize naznacovat vylouceni nékterych vyrobnich aktivit z prostoru akropole.

Zavér

Zavéry mnohych analyz, pfedevsim pomeérné vyrazny kontrast mezi akropolf a pfedhradim Vy3ehradu a kon-
trast mezi akropoli VySehradu a jinymi soudobymi hradisti, odpovidaji historickému vyznamu tohoto sidla
v 10.-11. stoleti. Pfedstavé vyssiho statusu hradisté nasvédcuje ponékud vy3si podil lovu jakozto mozny nasle-
dek existence loveckych privilegif; vyraznéjsi zastoupeni vzacnych nebo jinak zvIastnich zvitat a osteologickych
nalezl (relativné velky pocet kosti losa, medvedi tlapy, jefab, pratur); vy3si podil typicky konzumnich prasat
v kombinadi s jejich relativné mladsim vékem na akropoli a naopak nizky podil nekonzumnich psd a koni
tamtéz; vyrazna selektivni distribuce ¢asti tél hospodafskych zvifat mezi akropoli a pfedhradim; kontrast mezi
akropoli a pfedhradim v tafonomickych charakteristikach souboru naznacujici pfisnou funkéni diferenciaci pro-
storu hradisté a pédi o cistotu prostoru akropole (vytlaceni vyrobnich a feznickych aktivit mimo akropoli, nizsi
podil psich a konskych ostatkl v akropoli); vy3si podil samcl prasat na VySehradé naznacujici specializovanou
formu chovu ur¢enou pro zasobovani hradisté nebo alespor selektivni formu jeho zasobovani.
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Rozdily zjisténé mezi jizni ¢asti a severni ¢asti akropole spocivaji zejména (1) ve vyssi kvalité masa a
(2) ve zvysené péci o Cistotu prostiedi v jizni ¢asti akropole. Prvnf rozdil se projevuje vysokym podilem prasat
v kombinaci s jejich velmi nizkym vékem a kvalitnéjSimi télnimi partiemi tura a ovce/kozy dolozenymi v jizni
Casti akropole. Druhy rozdil se projevuje nizkym podilem opalenych kosti, stejné jako nezatiZzenosti prostoru
ostatky mrtvych koni, psti a koc¢ek a volné pobihajicimi psy (absence okusu) v jizni ¢asti akropole. Protoze
jsou uvedené rozdily mezi obéma ¢astmi akropole vyrazné, je tfeba predpokladat, Zze nejsou vysledkem
nahody nebo tafonomického Sumu, ale Ze jsou odrazem socidlniho a funkéniho ¢lenéni Vysehradu v jeho
nejstarsim obdobi (zhruba pfed 1070), konkrétné vysledkem existence vlastni rezidence nejvyssich elit v jiz-
ni Casti akropole. Prostor v jizni ¢asti akropole, vzhledem k pohledové exponovanosti a pozici chranéné ze
dvou stran srazy ostrozny, patrné patfil k nejvhodnéjsim poloham pro umisténi rezidencnich staveb knize-
ciho dvora. Tuto predstavu podporuje i fakt, Ze zde pozdéji vznikl 1. goticky paldc (tzv. Staré purkrabstvi).
Odlisné charakteristiky osteologického materidlu mohou zaroven naznacovat oddélenf jizni ¢asti akropole
néjakou prekazkou, napfiklad v podobé fortifikace, plott nebo seskupeni budov (hypoteticky obr. 16.11: B,
C). Doklady takovéto struktury, podobné jako doklady residence, dosud nebyly archeologicky pozorovany.
NavrZena predstava proto ¢eka na ovérent.

ARCHAEOZOOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF EARLY MEDIEVAL
BONES

(SUMMARY)*

René Kysely

By virtue of the location where it was found and its dating, the material that is the subject of this work is linked to the
acropolis and nearby bailey of the early medieval Vy3ehrad hillfort. Between the second half of the tenth century and the
first half of the twelfth century, the ViySehrad hillfort was the second most important centre of ruling power in Bohemia after
Prague Castle. As presented in other chapters, written sources indicate that the VySehrad hillfort was first an occasional, and
later (1070-1140) the more or less permanent seat of many Pfemyslid rulers, including the prince and the first Bohemian
king, Vratislav Il (1061-1092). Written sources document that at that time the ruling curia at VySehrad was the site of several
important assemblies and political meetings, foreign visits and even celebrations of the most significant religious festivals. It
can therefore be assumed that these circumstances were manifested in the material record and in, among other things, the
composition and quality of consumed meat, the identification of which is one of the main objectives of this work.

The early medieval appearance of VySehrad is addressed in other chapters of this book. It is sufficient here to point
out the existence of a moat separating the acropolis (clearly the site of the actual curia) from the bailey. There is no doubt
that the moat already existed in 1070-1140. However, as the date it was dug has not been established, it cannot be ruled
out that the hillfort could have been structured in a different manner in its earliest period (i.e. from the second half of the
10% century up to around 1070).

The aim of this archaeozoological study is to help improve the understanding of life at early medieval Vy3ehrad be-
fore the reign of Vratislav Il - a period about which little is known. The objective is to gain an understanding of subsistence
at the time, including the species composition and quality of meat, supplies to the hillfort as well as the spatial aspects in
handling waste and care for the exteriors. The basic interpretive approach will be a comparison of assemblages from the
acropolis and the bailey (presumably two socially distinct areas) and a comparison of assemblages from Vysehrad with other
early medieval fortified settlements in Bohemia and Moravia.

The work is a continuation of earlier analyses of animal bones collected during archaeological excavations at
VySehrad. Published in 2004, an analysis of an assemblage from the excavation at the site of the Church of Sts Peter and
Paul represents two time horizons: from the second half of the tenth century to approximately 1070, and from the end of
the fifteenth century up to the beginning of the seventeenth century (Kysely 2004). The material from the earlier horizon
corresponds chronologically to the newly determined bones discussed in this chapter and will therefore be included again in
the summary analyses. Although material from the excavation in the vicinity of the Basilica of St Lawrence was published later
(Kysely 2009), its broad dating to the period between the Early Middle Ages and the twentieth century renders it unusable for

* Due to the significance of the findings and results of the archaeozoological analysis, the author and the editors have decided to
include in this place an English translation of Chapter 16 instead of a mere summary of the findings and results. For the same reason, the
language used in all tables and graphs is English instead of Czech.
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the purposes of this study. The material determined earlier by L. Peske (Peske 71976a, 1976b, 1995) and presented as belonging
to the Hillfort Period is not reliably dated (personal communication from L. Varadzin) or is not relevant for the evaluation
performed in this work, and will therefore not be included in the analyses (it will be mentioned only in passing).!

16.1 Assemblage dating and find locations!

The osteological material submitted for analysis (8,201 finds) spans the period from the origin of Viy3ehrad to the end of the
Early Middle Ages (the second half of the tenth century up to the first half of the thirteenth century; in detail in Tab. 16.1).
For the purposes of the evaluation, the finds were divided into two horizons based on the dating of the accompanying
potsherds.?

(1) Horizon 1: The second half of the tenth century to the second third of the eleventh century, a total of 7,527
finds. It represents the earliest phase of the hillfort’s existence.

(2) Horizon 2: The second half of the tenth century to the middle of the thirteenth century, a total of 674 finds. Early
medieval finds, whose upper chronological limit exceeds Horizon 1, are included. Only twenty-three bones are dated with
certainty to the period after 1070, and based on this low percentage, the age of the majority of other finds from Horizon 2
evidently corresponds to Horizon 1. Horizon 2 is divided into chronological groups designated as Horizon 2a-d (Tab. 16.1).

The assemblages were chosen to ensure the most reliable dating. However, it cannot be ruled out that some of
them, especially those from earlier excavations, could contain several prehistoric finds or even material from the period from
the High Middle Ages to the Early Modern Period. Nevertheless, an evaluation of the artefact component of assemblages
showed that only a small amount of bones could be contamination. Contexts and finds with an unreliable dating were
excluded from the analysis.

The bones were divided into four groups (locations) based on where they were found (Fig. 16.1):

(1) Acropolis-south: Trench 2/2003 at the southern edge of the acropolis. The material (2,071 finds) comes from
the black settlement layer 14, which is dated based on the great number of pottery finds to the period between the second
half of the tenth century and approximately the second third of the eleventh century. The excavation conducted in 2003
was supervised by I. Stefan and L. Varadzin.

(2) Acropolis-north: Trenches 216, 217, 219, 220, 225 and 226 in the northern part of the acropolis. This material
(2,120 finds) comes from the black settlement layer dated based on the great number of potsherds to the period between
the second half of the tenth century and approximately the second third of the eleventh century. Only finds from trench
217 exceed the dating interval up to the first third of the thirteenth century. The excavation conducted in 1988-1990 was
supervised by B. Nechvétal.

(3) At moat: Trench 1/2010 in the northeast corner of the moat between the bailey and the acropolis. The material
(294 finds) comes from the dark, primarily earthy layers in the lower part of the trench which partially formed the surface
of the bailey and partially lay in the depression descending toward the moat (it is perhaps the edge of the moat). Pottery
finds date these layers to various periods, none of which exceed the interval between the eleventh century and the first half
of the thirteenth century. The excavation conducted in 2010-2011 was supervised by B. Nechvatal and L. Varadzin. Due to
the small number of finds, this group is not represented in all of the comparisons.

(4) Bailey: Trenches 182, 186-189, 196-199, 200 and 201 in the Basilica of Sts Peter and Paul. The material (3,716
finds) comes from the dark, earthy settlement layer or from the fill of local graves enclosed in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries when the basilica was expanded toward the west. A large part of the characteristic settlement material is dated
to the period prior to the founding of the cemetery at the Romanesque basilica (around 1070), i.e. it comes from the
period between the second half of the tenth century and the second third of the eleventh century. The excavation conducted
in 1980-1985 was supervised by B. Nechvatal. These finds have already been processed and published elsewhere (Kysely
2004). In this text they serve primarily as comparative material representing the bailey.

16.2 Methodological notes and abbreviations

The material was quantified according to the number of finds (NISP?). The material from the Acropolis-north and Acropolis-
south locations was also weighed and quantified based on its mass (Tab. 16.1). The material from the Bailey was not
weighed (Kysely 2004); primary data from this assemblage are listed only in the case that they were not published before
or if they are part of overall quantifying comparisons. Although neither flotation nor dry sieving was employed on any
of the evaluated contexts, attention was paid to the collection of even very small finds in the latest excavations at the
Acropolis-south (2003) and At moat (2010) locations, and this deliberate approach was also manifested in the degree

' The author thanks L. Varadzin for the detailed information on the dating of the material and for his collaboration on the introduction
to the study.

2 The criterion for including assemblages prior to the second third of the eleventh century was the absence of pottery with archaic
swollen rims; the dating always took into account the size of assemblages.
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of fragmentation (see below). The fact that small finds were not collected in earlier excavations could have impacted the
share of bones from fish and other small vertebrates, perhaps even the share of small parts of otherwise larger mammals
(e.g. phalanges from pigs and sheep/goats). Each find was evaluated independently and recorded in the database as
a separate item. The bones were measured according to Von den Driesch’s (1976) handbook. The zoological and anatomical
terminology used in the work is based on current taxonomic nomenclature and the recommendations of Gentry — Clutton-
Brock — Groves (2004) and Nomina Anatomica Veterinaria 2012 - 1.C.V.G.A.N. The Czech and Latin (or English) equivalents
of the names of all discovered zoological species and categories of animals are listed in Tab. 16.7. Selected inter-location
differences are statistically tested (Tab. 16.18).

Abbreviations and acronyms: cent. = century; D3 = milk molar 3; det. = determined; dist. = distal; hor. = horizon;
indet. = undetermined, indeterminable; inf. = inferior (lower); M3 = third permanent molar; MNI = minimum number of
individuals; N = number; Nd = number of (recorded) teeth; NISP* = number of determined finds; feat. = archaeological
feature; prox. = proximal; ass. = assemblage; S = trench; sup. = superior (upper); tot. = total; vr. = layer; zool. = zoological.
Other abbreviations and acronyms are explained in the text, in captions, and inside tables and graphs (in square brackets in
Tabs. 16.1, 16.9, 16.12-16.15, 16.19, and in Graphs 16.36-16.42).

16.3 The amount of material and its taphonomic condition

The amount of material according to the number of finds (NISP) and weight is shown in Tab. 16.1. As the amount of
osteological finds in the At moat assemblage is relatively low, their use for the purposes of a paleoeconomic reconstruc-
tion is limited. In the following evaluation they will therefore be taken into consideration only when necessary and with
circumspection. On the other hand, assemblages from Horizon 1 from the acropolis and the bailey are sufficiently large,
thus enabling their quantification and analysis to serve as material for assessing subsistence (Acropolis-south, N = 2,071,
Acropolis-north, N = 1,740; Bailey, N = 3,716). In the case of the NISP method, the share of finds that can be zoologically
determined is lower than in the case of the weight method, which thus captures a larger part of the material. The share of
undetermined finds reflects the degree of fragmentation.

Fragmentation

The degree of fragmentation in the latest excavations from 2003 and 2010 (i.e. Acropolis-south and At moat) and earlier
excavations differs, which is primarily the result of the archaeological excavation method employed; see above (cf. Graph
16.1: A; Tab. 16.2). If only the earlier excavations (prior to 2003) are compared, slightly higher numbers of smaller fragments
appear in the Bailey than at the Acropolis-north location. If only the later excavations are compared, higher numbers of
smaller fragments appear at the Acropolis-south than at the At moat location. Nevertheless, fragmentation is relatively
high in all of the compared units (Graph 16.1), a situation that is common in early medieval settlement material and
which is a typical characteristic of settlement waste. For the evaluation it is important that finds that can be zoologically
determined in greater detail do not feature major differences in fragmentation between individual spatio-temporal units
(cf. the situation with two of the most common species — cattle and pig; Graph 16.1: B, C). It also appears that when
taken together, there is not a large difference between the degree of fragmentation of cattle and pig bones. Despite this,
somewhat lower cattle bone fragmentation was recorded in the Acropolis-north assemblage (Horizon 1), while slightly
higher pig bone fragmentation was recorded in the Acropolis-south assemblage (Graph 16.1: B, C).

Bite marks

Finds with bite marks are quantified in Tab. 16.3 and Graph 16.2. The character of the bite marks mostly corresponds to
a carnivore the size of a dog; nevertheless, the existence of larger wild carnivores at the hillfort is not assumed. Rodent bites
were also occasionally recorded at the acropolis and the bailey, perhaps even bite marks by cats (Kysely 2004) and bite marks by
pigs (Tab. 16.3). A lower share of bones with bite marks by dogs was recorded at the acropolis than in the bailey. An especially
low share of bones with bite marks was discovered at the Acropolis-south location. In Horizon 1, the share of bones with bite
marks is approximately seven to nine times higher at the Acropolis-north location than at the Acropolis-south location, which
is a greater difference than between the northern part of the acropolis and the bailey (ca. a multiple of two to three; Graph
16.2; Tab. 16.18). This indicates that dogs had only very limited access to waste in the southern part of the acropolis.

Burn marks, cut marks and chop marks
The particularly low degree of burning at the Acropolis-south location compared to the Acropolis-north and Bailey indicates
that bone waste was typically not liquidated in the fire directly within the southern part of the acropolis (Tabs. 16.4, 16.18;
Graph 16.3).

Cut and chop marks (Tabs. 16.5, 16.6) were recorded on a variety of species, including horse, domestic fowl, goose,
aurochs and other wild hoofed animals. A cut or chop mark was also found on the ankle bone of a bear (Tab. 16.6), while

3 NISP (number of identified specimens) is the simple number of discovered bones, antlers, teeth or their fragments. Finds that are
obviously related (e.g. jaw + teeth or fragments that can be reassembled) are always recorded as a single item.
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both chop and cut marks were found on the frontal bone of a large pike, Esox lucius (det. T. Prikryl, 2014; originally listed
as an undetermined fish in Kysely 2004) (see below and Fig. 16.5: B). A number of marks could be interpreted as remnants
of skinning, including marks on metapodial bones of cattle, found mainly in the bailey (only rarely at the acropolis). Other
marks apparently document the lengthwise halving of a pig, a sheep/goat and a cattle in the middle of the body (chopped
in half vertebrae from the bailey) or the portioning of bodies in joints or away from them. From rare finds of marks on horse
bones as well as from spiral breaking observed on a horse bone (supposed that the breaking was done in fresh condition,
i.e. pre-depositionally; Fig. 16.7) it is not clear whether they can be regarded as evidence of consumption by man.

The total share of bones that bear butchering and kitchen marks is conspicuously higher in the bailey than at the
acropolis (Graph 16.3; Tab. 16.18). The Bailey also had a higher frequency of marks related to chopping (Graph 16.4;
Tab. 16.18), which indicates the more common use of heavy tools and thus rough processing (butchering). On the other
hand, the relatively higher frequency of cuts (including fine cuts) in the assemblages from the Acropolis-north and Acropolis-
south locations is more consistent with kitchen preparation or actual consumption. Although an interpretation of marks
on bones is not without complications, the significant difference between the acropolis and bailey determined in Horizon 1
implies the division of the hillfort according to the individual phases of processing animal carcasses and the preparation of
food as far back as the earliest phase of the hillfort.

Summary and discussion

A comparison of the taphonomic parameters of the bone assemblages from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north and Bailey
shows substantial differences between the three locations. Although the higher share of small fragments in the Acropolis-
-south assemblage is undoubtedly influenced by more precise archaeological excavation methods (Graph 16.1), these could
not have caused the differences in bite marks, burning, and cut and chop marks. This is supported by the fact that the same
conclusions are reached even after small fragments are excluded from the calculation (cf. Graphs 16.2, 16.3).

The differences in the frequency of dog bite marks between the acropolis and the bailey documented for the period
between the second half of the tenth century and the second third of the eleventh century signalises the varying degree
to which both parts of the hillfort were open to freely roaming dogs. In this sense, there is a substantial difference within
the actual acropolis, the southern part of which was only rarely accessible to dogs. This could possibly be explained by the
existence of some type of obstacle between the northern and southern parts of the acropolis, either as a group of buildings
and fences or a fortification that has not yet been archaeologically identified. The notion of special care of the southern part
of the acropolis is likewise supported by weak evidence of waste liquidation by burning.

Another difference in this period was also recorded in the quantity and quality of marks on bones, indicating that
rough butchering was conducted primarily in the bailey.

16.4 Bone artefacts

Three bone artefacts were found at the At moat location, one at the Acropolis-north location. No bone artefacts were
discovered in the Acropolis-south location. The following overview provides: (1) the find context; (2) the zoological and
anatomical determination, taphonomic phenomena; (3) a typological description of the find, including its maximum length.

1 2 3

At moat, 2010, Trench 1/2010, feature Small bone fragment from an undetermined Small spatula or part thereof?, polished on one
521/522, ass. no. 131a/10; 11t cent. mammal; burnt black side; length 49.2mm

At moat, 2010, Trench 1/2010, Perhaps from the tibia of a hare (Lepus); Awl?, sharp end possibly smoothed;

layer 132, ass. no. 63/10; 11 cent. possibly burnt length 62.5mm

At moat, 2010, Trench 1/2010, Proximal part of the left ulna of a sub-adult pig  Awl, broken; length 121 mm

layer 132, ass. no. 63/10; 11" cent. (Sus sp.); burnt grey

Acropolis-north, 1988, Trench 217, ass. no. Proximal end of the left radius of cattle Part of artefact (point?) with a broken tip;
30/90; 10™ cent. — second third of the 11" cent.  (cf. Bos sp.) length 96.7 mm

In the material from the acropolis, totalling at 4,191 bones, the single bone artefact is an extremely low number,
thus distinguishing the assemblage from other medieval assemblages and even assemblage from the Bailey location, where
twelve artefacts were identified among the 3,716 bones (Kysely 2004). This could indicate that production waste as well
as non-functional or unused tools were carefully cleared from the acropolis, or that manufacturing activities utilising bone
tools were conducted at this location only in rare instances. An interesting discovery was that artefacts at the At moat
location were burned and/or broken, i.e. used and discarded.
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16.5 Identified species and their social, economic and ecological status
Nine domesticated species and twenty wild vertebrate species were reliably determined in the material.

Domesticated species

All of the domesticated mammal species common for the period were identified: horse, cattle, sheep, goat, pig and dog;
domesticated cat was also determined in a few cases. Domesticated fowl and two bones of domesticated pigeons were the
only domesticated bird species reliably identified (unlike in Kysely 2004, both finds of pigeon are classed as domesticated
pigeon here, other species of pigeon are excluded; using Tomek — Bochenski 2009 and comparative collection). However, it
is probable that some (or even all) of the discovered goose bones belong to domesticated goose, the osteological traits of
which are extremely difficult to distinguish from wild goose. All of these domesticated species are documented at the bailey
in Horizon 1, i.e. before the second third of the eleventh century. Pigeon was not recorded at the acropolis, and domesti-
cated cat was only determined at this location in Horizon 2a (cf. Tab. 16.7).

Although the occurrence of other domesticated species was anticipated, domesticated cat (Felis catus) and
domesticated pigeon (Columba livia f. domestica) do not appear in large numbers among early medieval finds. A larger
assemblage of domesticated cat bones from the Hillfort Period was discovered at Bude¢ and at a small number of other
fortified settlements from the period between the middle of the ninth century and the twelfth century (Kysely 2003; Novotny
1966, Peske 1985). Domesticated cat is also documented at Great Moravian settlements (Chrzanowska — Januszkiewicz-
Zafecka 2003; Kratochvil 1969b). Nevertheless, the earliest evidence from Bohemia comes from as far back as the Migration
Period and the proto-Slavonic Period (Kuna et al. 2013; Peske 1994b; Pleinerova 2000, 2007). In the Late Hillfort period,
domesticated pigeon is recorded even more sporadically (Bude¢, Hradsko near M3eno and perhaps even Mikul¢ice and
Stard Boleslav; Mlikovsky 2003a, 2003b; Peske 1985, 1994a). Finds from the Rubin hillfort (7"-~10" century; Kysely 2000)
perhaps represent the earliest known evidence of domesticated pigeon in Bohemia.

Wild species

The following wild animal species were documented at early medieval ViySehrad (in alphabetical order): aurochs, black
grouse, black rat, brown bear, common crane, common (Baltic)/Atlantic sturgeon, cf. cyprinid, edible snail, eel, elk, European
beaver, European hare, frog, grey partridge, hazel grouse, pike, red deer, red squirrel, roe deer, swan and wild boar (in detail
in Tab. 16.7). While the majority of species are common, bones of elk, aurochs, hazel grouse, common crane and large fish
(sturgeon and pike; see below and Fig. 16.5: A, B, D, E) can be regarded as unusual or sparse for the Early Middle Ages.

A fragment of the proximal tibiotarsus of a common crane (Grus grus) found in the Acropolis-south assemblage is
not the only bone from this species at VySehrad; others come from an assemblage without a more detailed dating, from
the vicinity of the Basilica of St Lawrence (13"-20" century, 3 bones, MNI = 1; Kysely 2009). This species occurs only spo-
radically in Czech archaeological contexts; bones dated to the Early Middle Ages apparently come only from Staréd Boleslav
(1 bone; Mlikovsky 2003a), from the Great Moravian fortified settlement of Pohansko near Breclav (7 bones; Kratochvil
1969a, 1969b; Peske 1981, 1993), and possibly also from Mikulcice (Mlikovsky 2003b). Today this species is very rare in
the Czech Republic. Due to the fact that the bird prefers the vast, quiet spaces of peat bogs and marshes, it is probable
that the Vysehrad find is from a crane that was trapped or hunted a greater distance from the actual hillfort, as this
type of ecosystem is not anticipated in the immediate vicinity of ViySehrad. Appearing in several assemblages at VySehrad
(Tab. 16.7; Figs. 16.2-16.4), aurochs, elk and bear (Bos primigenius, Alces alces, Ursus arctos) are documented repeatedly in
early medieval Bohemia (Kysely 2005; Kysely — Meduna 2009; Peske 1995), although never in large numbers. Elk and bear
typically live in the forest: elk prefers riparian forests, while bear commonly inhabit dry forests. The finds of elk and aurochs
from VysSehrad are regarded as one of the latest pieces of evidence of their natural occurrence in this country; aurochs
disappeared from the territory of the Czech Republic between the eleventh and the thirteenth century (Andéra — Cerveny
2009; Kysely — Meduna 2009), elk between the twelfth and the fourteenth century (cf. Andéra — Cerveny 2009; Andéra
— Kokes 1978; Cabart 1958, Kysely 2005; Peske 1995). Two finds of rat, found in two different contexts at the Vy3ehrad
bailey, possibly represents one of the earliest evidence in the Czech Republic (cf. Kysely 2004, 2005). Rat is a synanthropic
species; its natural existence at the settlement is therefore possible. On the other hand, the presence of the bones of the
arboreal squirrel, a forest-dwelling animal, is probable evidence of hunting.

Documented in Horizon 1 are species that are fully or mostly tied to the forest (squirrel, aurochs, red deer, wild boar,
bear, black grouse, hazel grouse), while fewer species typically living in open terrain (hare) or which are tied to open terrain
(grey partridge) appear. Species that live near or directly in water (beaver, swan, fish) are also present. Fish bones were
identified as belonging to pike, eel and sturgeon® (Figs. 16.5, 16.6).> Other bone belonged probably to the carp family of
fish. Since these species do not have specific habitat requirements, it is not possible to pinpoint the possible locations they

4 Although the morphology of the eel cleithrum from Vy3ehrad is not completely identical to recent specimens, other local species of
fish were ruled out (Fig. 16.6). It is not possible morphologically to identify whether the sturgeon bone find (Fig. 16.5: D) belongs to the
common (Baltic) sturgeon or Atlantic sturgeon species, both of which can be taken into account in the Labe River basin in the studied
time horizon (cf. Ludwig et al. 2008). Two undetermined large fish finds (Fig. 16.5: A, E) can also belong to sturgeon.

> The author expresses great thanks to D. Makowiecki and T. Prikryl for their assistance in determining the given fish finds (sturgeon, eel
and pike).
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were caught. Nevertheless, all of the vertebrates living in or near water could have come from the adjacent section of the
Vltava or its local tributaries.

16.6 Quantification of animal species and categories

Share of game

A quantification of zoological species and categories determined at VySehrad is presented in Tab. 16.7. The share of basic
groups of animals is shown in Tab. 16.8 and in Graphs 16.5, 16.6, 16.9. It is clear that the material is fully dominated by
domesticated mammals. However, the share of wild mammals (i.e. hunted) is also significant; in the case of bones with
a more detailed determination, their share fluctuates around 10% (NISP) in assemblages. The high share of wild mammals
at the At moat location in Horizon 2b (28%) and their lower share in Horizon 2¢ could be strongly influenced by the low
number of finds. The weight method produces a somewhat higher percentage of wild mammals (ca. 8.5-13.5% at the
acropolis) than comes from a quantification based on the number of finds — NISP (9-10%). According to the number of
finds, there was a slightly higher share of wild mammals determined at the acropolis (9-10%) than at the bailey (6%). While
according to the weight method the share of bones of vertebrates other than mammals is entirely negligible, domesticated
birds (fowl) are represented relatively significantly by the number of finds at both the acropolis and the bailey (3-5%). Fish,
wild birds and other categories of animals were identified rarely or only in single cases.

Representation of individual domesticated species
All three basic categories of farm animals (cattle, sheep/goat, pig) are heavily represented in all of the compared locations
and horizons at VySehrad. Overall, assemblages are dominated either by pigs or cattle, with sheep/goats in third place.
Some finds could not be identified as the domesticated or wild forms of specific animals. Pigs in particular have a stronger
share of unclassified finds (the category labelled ‘Sus indet.” or ‘pig indet.’) in assemblages at both the acropolis and at the
At moat location. However, based on the ratios in the precisely determined material, it is possible to conclude that the vast
majority of finds in this category belong to domesticated pig. Not including Sus indet. would therefore heavily and unnatu-
rally suppress the share of domesticated pig, and for that reason this category is taken into account in graphic comparisons
(Graphs 16.7-16.11). If the Sus indet. category is included, the ratio of the number of pig to cattle finds at the ViySehrad
acropolis is 5 : 2 (Graphs 16.7, 16.10); when Sus indet. is not included, the shares of cattle and pigs are even. When Sus
indet. is included, the ratio of pigs to cattle at the bailey is relatively weaker than at the acropolis — 5 : 4 (Graphs 16.7,
16.10). Evaluated by weight, the share of cattle and pigs at the acropolis is approximately even (Graph 16.8); the share of
cattle doubles if Sus indet. is excluded.

There are negligible differences between assemblages (Graphs 16.7, 16.8) with regard to the location of the find.
If the small At moat assemblage is excluded, the Acropolis-south assemblage stands out in Horizon 1 with its especially
low share of cattle and, at the same time, a higher share of smaller domesticated mammals, especially pigs. There is also
a statistically significant difference between the Acropolis-north and Bailey locations with regard to the shares of the three
main categories of domesticated animals and the share of pigs (Tab. 16.18). The share of horses is very low at the acropolis
(in Horizon 1 up to 1%), somewhat higher at the bailey (2.2%). The share of dogs and cats is negligible at the acropolis;
these species do not occur at all at the Acropolis-south location, and were found in only isolated cases at the Acropolis-
north location. Domestic fowl is represented relatively evenly in assemblages from the acropolis and the bailey.

Representation of individual wild species

All recorded wild animal species (see above) are documented in Horizon 1. Red deer and roe deer are most heavily represen-
ted at the acropolis, where larger numbers of beaver and elk also appear. The most common wild species at the bailey are
red deer, roe deer, wild boar and hare (Tab. 16.7). EIk, bear and beaver bones are present only at the acropolis, while smaller
rodents (squirrel and rat) were found only at the bailey. The majority of the identified hare bones also come from the bailey.
While the bones of Galliformes such as black grouse, hazel grouse and grey partridge are present only in the assemblage
from the bailey, a crane bone was found at the acropolis.

Beaver (Castor fiber) and bear (Ursus arctos) appear repeatedly at the acropolis. In the case of beaver, at least three
individuals of different ages were identified (12 bones from various contexts; Tabs. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11). At least three bear
individuals of different sizes were determined in Horizon 1 in the northern and southern part of the acropolis represented
by six bones from various contexts (Tabs. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11). Two other bear bones that could also have been of early
medieval age were not included in Tabs. 16.7, 16.10 and 16.11; these came from trench 218, which was not part of the
analysis (Fig. 16.4).

The representation of elk (Alces alces) is unusually high; at other early medieval sites this species typically occurs
only in the form of isolated bones (Peske 7995). Nine elk bones were found at the acropolis, eight of them in Horizon 1
(Tab. 16.7; Figs. 16.2, 16.3). Several other fragments from Horizon 1 could also belong to elk. Likewise, it is also possible
that two other elk phalanges with an uncertain dating, determined by L. Peske (Peske 1995) in the ‘Nordic’ (Eneolithic) layer,
were from the Early Middle Ages (cf. Chap. 7). In any case, Vysehrad has the largest number of elk bones among Bohemian
and Moravian archaeological sites. While the presence of more than one animal is not suggested by the represented
anatomical parts (Fig. 16.2), the size difference between the relatively smaller premolar and larger postcranial bones indicates

452



the presence of at least two individuals, even after taking into account possible allometric growth. The presence of more
individuals is also supported by the fact that the nine presented finds (in eight bags) were found in the trenches located
the furthest from each other (Fig. 16.1: Trenches 217, 225, 226) - taking into account a strong taphonomic reduction of
archaeological material leading to the preservation of only a small part of the original skeleton. The horn cores from the
bailey identified as belonging to aurochs reliably come from at least two individuals (Kysely 2004; Kysely — Meduna 2009).

The presence of fish bones on the Vysehrad cliff is clear evidence of fishing. However, compared to mammal bones,
their resistance to taphonomic processes is naturally lower; an important role is also played by the method of archaeological
excavation (flotation was not used). As a result, the importance of fish in the diet of hillfort residents cannot be estimated
based on the number of bone finds.

Comparison with other sites

Share of game. A comparison of the share of hunting® at VySehrad with selected early medieval fortified settlements is
shown in Graph 16.9. The comparison is conducted in three different ways; very small vertebrates (rodents, frogs) and
fish are excluded in all cases. All of the assemblages compared in the graph were collected by hand, i.e. without the use
of flotation. Assemblages from hillforts dated from the ninth to twelfth centuries were chosen for the comparison with
Horizon 1 at Vlysehrad; earlier assemblages are included only in exceptional cases (cf. Tab. 16.9).

A higher share of hunted game in the later Middle Ages is often regarded as an indicator of higher social classes.
This higher share, especially in the case of larger game, is thought to reflect the restriction of hunting to a privileged group
that excluded serfs. Privileges, restrictions and the imposition of strict penalties for poaching and trespassing are known
from various historical sources in different parts of medieval and Early Modern Europe. In Bohemia, hunting rights were
limited to the aristocracy and authorities practically up until the year 1848. The special emphasis placed on hunting and
the claims made to it by the ruler and, later, the aristocracy, is seen in the amount of expenditures, the existence of hunting
corvée, hunting orders and specialised hunting lodges as far back as the Early Middle Ages (for more on the subject, see
Andreska — Andreskova 1993; Beranova — Kubacek 2010; Cabart 1958; Chadt-Sevétinsky 1909; Le Goff — Schmidt 2002;
Macek 2001a, 2001b; Meduna 2008; Rakusan 1999; Rozmara 1922-1923; Vaclavik 1877; Verbik 1976). As the earliest
documented report on punishments for poaching in Bohemia and Moravia come from the eleventh and twelfth centuries,’”
it can be assumed that this restriction began to appear in connection with the centralisation of the early Bohemian state
and the creation of the Pfemyslid domain in the tenth century. Testifying to the possible creation of hunting privileges in the
very early periods is their documented existence in the Frankish Empire (in the Carolingian capitulary dated to 770-800),
the influence of which on Bohemia is not ruled out (Rakusan 7999).

According to osteological analyses from the Czech Republic, the share of hunted animals between the Neolithic and
the Early Middle Ages is typically around 0-15% (cf. Kovacikova et al. 2012; Kysely 2000, 2012a; Peske 1994b; Roblickova
2003). It is therefore not surprising that the values from individual early medieval sites do not exceed this interval. The share
of hunting determined at Viysehrad (around 10% at the acropolis) is somewhat higher compared to other early medieval
fortified centres (a total of 14 sites with analysed assemblages; Graph 16.9). The only exceptions are Hradsko near Mseno
(Peske 1985) - a hillfort situated in the Kokofin region at the periphery of the settled area at the time (Ctverak et al. 2003),
and the pre-Great Moravian fortified settlement of Olomouc-Povel.

The somewhat higher share of hunted game at Vysehrad therefore merits closer attention. A comparison with finds
from the Pfemyslid residence at Prague Castle (which, however, have not been comprehensively processed to date, and
do not appear in Graphs 16.9-16.11) would be especially interesting. Separate osteological results are at least available from
individual excavations: the share of hunted game in the early medieval assemblages from the Old Provost Residence was
above-average, yet lower than at ViySehrad — 7% (10" cent. — middle of the 13" cent., N = 1,431; Bohacova et al. 1990),
from the site of the Church of the Virgin Mary - 3.3% (12"-13" cent., N = 489; Petfickova 2000b), from the northern
promontory of Prague Castle — 1.4% (10"-12% cent., N = 215), or 4.6% (12"-13" cent., N = 478; Kovacikova — Kysely —
Trojénkova 2014) and from the ‘Beneath the Octagon’ excavations only 0.8% (9111 cent., N = 551; Petrickova 1992).
Rather surprising compared to Vysehrad is the extremely low share of hunted game determined at another prominent
central settlement — Great Moravian Mikulcice (89" century; Graph 16.9). A possible explanation is the large size and
population density of this settlement which, assuming the lack of instituted game protection and hunting privileges in such
an early phase of development, could have led to over-hunting and the disappearance of animals in the vicinity of Mikulcice.

Representation of individual domesticated species

As was the case at Vysehrad, other assemblages from archaeological sites contemporary with Horizon 1 at Vysehrad are
primarily composed of three categories of farm animals — domesticated cattle, pigs and sheep/goats, accompanied by
a mostly small share of horses, dogs and poultry. Domesticated pigs and cattle are the most frequently dominating ani-
mals (Graphs 16.10, 16.11). While the shares of bones of cattle, pigs and sheep/goats are relatively stable (Graph 16.11),
the representation of other animals is more variable. A very low share of fowl was recorded at MikulCice, Pohansko near

& The hunting share is measured by the share of bones of traditionally hunted species in the assemblage (analogically to Kysely 2012a).
7 The Donation of Bretislav | to the Bfevnov Monastery in 1045 (CDB I, no. 379, pp. 352-354; on its relatively substantial credibility, see
Petrécek 2012, 167-168) and the statute of Conrad I, Duke of Bohemia, from 1189 (contained in the charter of Ottokar | of Bohemia
from 1229; CDB Il, no. 234, p. 223).
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Breclav and Kozérovice, whereas a high share was determined at Bude¢, Stara Boleslav (Graph 16.10) and at Prague Castle
(Bohacova et al. 1990). A higher share of horse bones was found at Hradsko near M3eno, a higher share of dog bones at
Pohansko (Graph 16.10).

The share of pigs at the Vysehrad acropolis is higher than at other hillforts, and an especially divergent ratio
in favour of pigs was determined in the Acropolis-south assemblage (Graphs 16.10, 16.11). A higher share of pigs is
sometimes regarded as an indicator of higher social classes (e.g. Bldha 2000; Dreslerova — Hajnalovd — Machacek
2013; Kratochvil 1992). This thesis is not contradicted by the comparisons between acropolises and baileys, enabled
by the existing analyses from certain hillforts. A somewhat higher share of pigs is found at the acropolises at Stara
Boleslav (Kysely 2003), Pohansko near Bfeclav (Dreslerové et al. 2013; Kratochvil 1992; Machacek 2010) and
Mikul¢ice (cf. Graphs 16.10, 16.11). Testifying to the class aspect of pork consumption is the higher share of pig at
the Mikulcice stronghold than at contemporary Great Moravian settlement of a rural character (Dreslerovd -
Hajnalovd — Machacek 2013). However, analogical comparison of the Vysehrad material cannot be conducted due
to the lack of information from contemporary rural sites from around VySehrad and from early medieval Bohemia in
general. Likewise consistent with the aforementioned thesis is the fact that in comparison with the later (Early Modern
Period) attitude, pork enjoyed a higher status and was better valued in the Early Middle Ages (Meduna 2008).

Discussion

Assuming that the share of individual animal species in the diet must be sought somewhere between relative quantifications
based on the number of finds and the relative quantification based on weight (Kysely 2012a), then the following can be
stated for Vysehrad: (1) domesticated animals provided approximately 89-93% of the meat consumed at the hillfort;
(2) domesticated pigs provided roughly twice as much meat as domesticated cattle at the acropolis; (3) among domesticated
even-toed ungulates, sheep/goats were consumed the least; (4) other species (poultry, wild mammals and birds) made up
only a small share of the diet, and the importance of fish cannot be safely estimated.

The acropolis is distinguished by a higher share of pigs than at hillforts of the period and by a particularly low
number of horses and dogs, species with low culinary appeal (Graphs 16.10, 16.11), which are found in greater numbers at
the bailey (Tab. 16.7; Graph 16.7). With the lowest share of cattle and a high share of pigs, the Acropolis-south assemblage
is entirely distinct. No dog or cat bones and only a small number of horse bones were found at the Acropolis-south location
(Tab. 16.7; Graph 16.10). This situation could reflect the especially high status of the residents of the southern part of
the acropolis, who were supplied with only edible animals. At the same time, their living space was not burdened by the
remains of dead dogs and horses, the bones of which are common in other early medieval assemblages.

The greater importance of hunting at Vysehrad, which (especially in the case of large game) was assumed to have
been limited to privileged social groups, was already noted above. The somewhat higher representation of hunted species
could be evidence of the higher status of Vysehrad. Meriting attention among these species is the relatively high occurrence
of bear, elk, aurochs, and unusually large fish which, from the perspective of their relative rarity, grandeur or size, can be
viewed as a manifestation of elitism. In contrast, birds and mammals of lower value (Galliformes, hare, squirrel) were found
especially at the bailey. The occurrence of crane is noteworthy, and although the species could have been consumed, the
noble appearance of the bird does not rule out it being held in captivity for aesthetic or symbolic reasons. Perhaps related
in this regard was the presence of peacocks and peahens at Zbyhnév's manor in Unétice in the years 1125-1140 (CDB |,
no. 124, 129-131); the mandatory raising of peacocks is also mentioned as early as in the Carolingian capitulary from
770-800 (Capitulum 40; Rakusan 1999). The occurrence of domesticated pigeon, identified in the bailey, can theoretically
be evaluated in a similar manner, since pigeons were probably still rare birds in this period. The presence of the listed species
at the Vysehrad acropolis could reflect the especially high status of the hillfort, regardless of whether these animals were
used as food, for furs, held in captivity for their beauty or for some other reason.

16.7 A spatial analysis of anatomical parts

Evaluation methods
The representation of the anatomical elements of individual zoological species and categories from the acropolis and the At
moat location is quantified in Tabs. 16.10 and 16.11; for the Bailey assemblage, see Kysely (2004). The representation of the
anatomical parts of the most common animals in individual assemblages® is demonstrated graphically using two methods:
(1) A detailed evaluation was conducted only on well-represented domesticated cattle and domesticated pig
(including Sus indet., which is thought to contain mainly domesticated pigs; see the previous chapter), using NISP and
weight (Graphs 16.12-16.15). As the possibility of the species determination of vertebrae and ribs is typically much lower
than the possibility of the species determination of limb bones, skulls and teeth, a large share of these elements remain in
unspecified categories (large mammal, medium-sized mammal, unspecified mammal). For this reason, vertebrae and ribs
are underestimated in Graphs 16.12-16.15, despite there being a greater number of them in the body and them occupying
a greater volume. Because the degree of the methodological underestimation of vertebrae and ribs is difficult to estimate,

& Quantified using NISP and weight, although weight data are available only for the assemblages from the acropolis.
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the share of individual elements associated with natural representation in the body is evaluated in an alternative manner
without these bones (Graphs 16.16, 16.17). The weight method, which is not influenced so heavily by fragmentation, is
used exclusively for this comparison.®

(2) Simplified representation of elements divided into three distinct categories by quality: A — the highest quality
body parts (from the perspective of the relative volume of meat that the given bones hold); B — medium quality bone parts;
C - parts without meat (employing the method from Uerpmann 1973). In the case of pigs, intermediate categories were
created for anatomical parts that are difficult to classify: AB (pig skull) and AC (pig teeth) (according to Kysely 2010a). The
NISP (Graphs 16.18-16.20) and weight (Graphs 16.21-16.23) methods are used for basic comparisons between determi-
ned species in the Vyehrad assemblages. The shares are then compared with the natural share in the body, again exclusively
by weight for the afore-mentioned reasons.® Only limb bones are compared, and in the case of smaller species (pig and
sheep/goat), small phalanges, which are easily overlooked during excavation, are excluded (Graphs 16.24-16.26). This com-
parison is likewise conducted on the collective ‘large mammal’ and ‘medium-sized mammal’ zoological categories, both of
which contain zoologically determined and undetermined finds. The ‘large mammal’ category contains mostly cattle, the
'medium-sized mammal’ category mainly pigs (Graphs 16.27, 16.28). As the aforementioned underestimation of vertebrae
and ribs occurs much less or not at all when zoologically indeterminable material is included, all anatomical elements are
included in categories A-C in Graphs 16.27 and 16.28.

Results of evaluation

Domesticated cattle. The share of skull bones and fragments is conspicuously low (Graphs 16.12, 16.14, 16.16). For
example, not a single horn core (Tab. 16.10) was found at the acropolis or at the moat (as was also the case with sheep/
goats) and horn core finds were rare at the bailey location.

A comparison of individual assemblages using the number of fragments shows that the majority of body parts of no
importance for food purposes (metapodial, tarsal and carpal bones, teeth) are relatively well-represented in the Bailey and
Acropolis-north assemblages, but appear in only small numbers in the Acropolis-south assemblage (Graph 16.12). On the
other hand, elements with a large share of meat (shoulder blades, pelvis, humerus, radius and ulna) are typically represented
more distinctly at the Acropolis-south location than at the Bailey or Acropolis-north locations. The contrast between the
northern and southern part of the acropolis was also confirmed by the weight method (Graph 16.14). The clear difference
between the Acropolis-south location and other parts of the acropolis is shown by an overall quantification, according to
which the share of ‘meaty’ parts (category A) is significantly higher (c. three to five times) in the Acropolis-south area and
the share of meatless parts (C) lower by approximately the same amount (by using both quantification methods, Graphs
16.18, 16.21; Tab. 16.18). A much lower share of meatless bones (category C) is also found in a comprehensive comparison
of the ‘large mammal’ category, which probably contains mainly cattle (Graph 16.27). The inter-location difference in the
representation of the cattle (and other ruminant) metapodials, which have low food value but can be processed for other
uses, is striking (Tabs. 16.10, 16.18). Within Horizon 1, the metapodials of cattle are represented at the Acropolis-south
location by only a single bone (from a total of 52 cattle bones, i.e. 1.9%), whereas sixty-eight metapodial finds were
made in the Acropolis-north assemblage (from 239 bones, i.e. 28.5%) and 105 metapodial finds in the Bailey assemblage
(from 419 bones, i.e. 25.1%). The listed differences between the northern and southern parts of the acropolis cannot be
attributed to different collection methods and a different degree of fragmentation, as they also appear in weight, which is
not highly influenced by the intensity of fragmentation (Graphs 16.14, 16.16, 16.21, 16.24).

Compared to the anatomically natural share, the share of the higher quality body parts of limbs among cattle is
somewhat underestimated, except at the Acropolis-south location (Graph 16.24). A similar underestimation is also seen in
the collective analysis of all large mammals (determined and undetermined; Graph 16.27). However, this underestimation
could partially be the result of methodological and taphonomic factors (the more difficult determinability and easier
taphonomic destruction of certain elements contained in category A, including vertebrae, ribs and perhaps the femur).

Sheep/goat. As is the case with cattle, there is also a distinct difference with sheep/goats between the Acropolis-
south on one hand and the Acropolis-north and Bailey on the other. The share of non-quality body parts is substantially lower
in the southern part of the acropolis, while the share of quality parts, on the other hand, is higher (Graphs 16.20, 16.23,
16.26; Tab. 16.18). Like cattle, the result is apparently not influenced by a different degree of fragmentation or a varied
share of small finds in both assemblages, as is documented by the results of the weight method and the results following
the exclusion of small phalanges from the calculation (Graphs 16.23, 16.26). The Acropolis-south assemblage contains no
skull fragments (Tab. 16.10), and the share of the lowest quality body parts (category C) — unlike other assemblages - is
decidedly lower than the natural condition (Graph 16.26).

Domesticated pig. Graphs 16.13 and 16.15 clearly show that skull fragments, including mandibles, are particu-
larly heavily represented in assemblages from the acropolis, whereas the share of skull fragments and jaw bones are not as
distinct at the bailey (Tab. 16.18). The representation of mandibles in Horizon 1 is much stronger than the natural condition
(Graph 16.17). Compared to the bailey and also the natural anatomical condition, the acropolis, on the other hand, shows
a relatively small representation of the distal parts of limbs, which are less important from a food perspective (metapodial

° The threat of distortion due to fragmentation in evaluations of the anatomical representation by the NISP method is greater than
in comparisons of species representation, as morphologically diverse anatomical elements have different degrees of susceptibility to
fragmentation.

455



and phalanges; Graphs 16.13, 16.15). The comparison did not reveal any other significant differences between the assem-
blages (Graphs 16.13, 16.15, 16.17, 16.19, 16.22, 16.25). In comparison with the natural condition, anatomical parts with
the lowest value are underestimated in all the ViySehrad assemblages (category C; Graph 16.25). This is also confirmed by
an evaluation of all medium-sized mammals containing mostly pigs (Graph 16.28 ). The underestimation could be the result
of the small size of many elements contained in category C (metapodials, phalanges, caudal vertebrae), which reduces the
probability of their discovery during the excavation.

Other species. For other species, the number of bones is too low for a meaningful statistical and graphic
comparison, and the ratios could be the result of chance. Nevertheless, certain findings are highly inconsistent with the
normal representation of bones in the body. For example, of the forty-four red deer bones, twenty-seven were determined
as shoulder blades and humerus bones. Besides antlers, no skull fragments or even teeth were found (Tab. 16.10; for the
Bailey, see Kysely 2004). Isolated fragments of red deer and roe deer antlers were found only in the bailey. A relatively large
share of shoulder blades and humerus bones was also recorded for wild boar (10 from a total number of 32 finds); on
the other hand, metapodial bones were predominant among roe deer (25 from 41 finds). Elk is represented by different
body parts (skull, long limb bones, phalanges). Bear is represented especially selectively — only paw bones were found
(5 metapodials and 1 talus; Tabs. 16.7, 16.10, 16.11;'° Fig. 16.4).

Discussion

The assemblages from the Acropolis-north and Acropolis-south locations record significant interspecies differences in the
representation of body parts, signalling intentional selection. Especially striking is the difference between domesticated
cattle and domesticated pigs, both of which are strongly represented. While the appearance of parts of cattle skulls is neg-
ligible (underestimated compared to the natural condition), pig skull finds, especially mandibles, are heavily overestimated
compared to the natural condition (cf. the methodologically equivalent pairs of Graphs 16.12 and 16.13, 16.14 and 16.15,
16.16 and 16.17). This distinct selection observed at the acropolis is not nearly as distinct at the bailey location. The more
even representation of anatomical elements determined for both species at the bailey is more consistent with the situation
anticipated in a rural environment.

The difference determined among domesticated cattle and sheep/goats between the Acropolis-south assemblage
and other Vysehrad assemblages suggests the selection of higher quality body parts and their supply to the southern part
of the acropolis.” For example, metapodials and skulls (including horn cores and jaw bones) were virtually absent at the
Acropolis-south location. On the other hand, metapodials are heavily represented at the bailey and at the Acropolis-north
location. While metapodials and the heads of cattle and sheep/goats are not particularly useful for food purposes, they are
interesting for craft purposes (horn, compact bone from metapodials) and thus their absence from the southern part of the
acropolis could indicate the relegation of the relevant craft activities to other parts of the hillfort. Consistent with this thesis
is the nearly complete absence of artefacts at the acropolis and, in contrast, the occurrence of artefacts made from meta-
podials within the Bailey (see Chap. 16.4 and Kysely 2004). The determined difference between the northern and southern
part of the acropolis again suggests the existence of a barrier in Horizon 1 that could have demarcated a separate space in
the southern part of the promontory, intended for the highest social classes.

In contrast to the ruminants, the selection of pig body parts is not as important for consumption, as the entire body
is essentially eaten (as is evident to this day in rural family pig slaughters). It is therefore not surprising that it is impossible
to clearly establish whether certain parts of the hillfort contain higher quality body parts of the pig (Graphs 16.19, 16.22,
16.25). The popularity of specific body parts could depend on regional or period preferences. It would appear that the elite
living in the early medieval acropolis of Viysehrad had a special preference for pig heads, perhaps mainly mandibles (and the
connected tongue?), and were not particularly fond of pig’s feet.

The exclusive representation of paw bones in the cases of bear, coupled with the finding that these bones belong
to multiple individuals, could indicate the culinary popularity of these parts or the presence of bear furs from which the
paw bones were not removed. It would be improper to entirely rule out the possibility of the ritual use of bears (e.g. their
hides or body parts); for example, the existence of a bear cult was widespread in Europe and Asia and persisted into the
Early Modern Period (Nahodil 1949). The consumption of bear paws as a speciality or the selection of paws as the lone
consumable part of the bear body is information that has been handed down through the years, appearing in one of the
oldest Czech cookbooks, by Bavor Rodovsky of Hustifany from 1591 (Rodovsky 1975) and in other sources from Early
Modern Czech history (Andreska — Andreskovéd 1993; Beranova 2011; Cabart 1958; Winter 1910~1911; Zibrt 1927).

10 Another two bear bones that do not appear in Tabs. 16.7, 16.10 and 16.11, coming from excluded trench 218, also represent paw
elements (specifically phalanx proximalis from the front limb and metacarpus 7).

" Although the number of bones from the Acropolis-south location that can be utilised for this analysis is limited, the presented
conclusion is strongly supported by the fact that the difference was observed independently in both categories of domesticated ruminants
(cattle and sheep/goat).
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16.8 Sex and age

Sex

Sex is determined according to the anatomical structures normally used for this purpose. The following traits were
available in the material from Vysehrad: the relative width of cattle metapodials, pig canine teeth or their alveoli, the
pelvises of bovids, spurs on the tarsometatarsi of fowl and the dimensions of bones. An overview of sexually determined
finds is presented in Tab. 16.17. Only domesticated cattle and domesticated pig bones were represented to an extent
allowing a meaningful graphic comparison (Graphs 16.29, 16.30). Cattle were represented in greater numbers by females,
with males or steers comprising only 20% of the total. No distinct difference between the bailey and the acropolis was
observed. In the case of pigs, males were dominant at both the bailey and the acropolis; male pig dominance was even
greater at the bailey.

Individual age - evaluation methods
Animal age was evaluated according to the following three methods and groups of characteristics:

(1) Degree of epiphyseal (or symphyseal) fusion (Tab. 16.12). Tab. 16.12 contains the number of finds of individual
elements with (or without) proximal or distal epiphyseal fusion, or the number of finds with a combination of these states.
The age of species represented in greater numbers is compared graphically (Graphs 16.31-16.33), with the selected epiphy-
ses of individual anatomical elements being grouped in categories by the absolute age of the fusion (grouping according
to Kysely 2004, 2008a, 2010a). The absolute age of the epiphyseal fusion in cattle, pigs, sheep/goats, horses and dogs
is established according to Silver (1969), in red deer according to Heinrich (1991), in roe deer according to Tomé — Vigne
(2003) and in beavers according to Fandén (2005). It is necessary to assume the possibility that results could be distorted by
the underestimation of the small and fragile bones of neonatal and juvenile stages. Due to the difficulty of making a precise
and reliable zoological determination of non-adult individuals of taxonomically related species or forms, there could be
a strong underestimation of non-adult categories among wild and domesticated cattle, wild and domesticated pigs and
among birds (non-adult individuals are then ‘hidden’ in the more general categories of Bos indet., Sus indet., Galliformes
and undetermined bird).

(2) The degree of tooth eruption and abrasion (Tab. 16.13). Tooth eruption and abrasion was evaluated on the lower
and upper dentition according to Kysely (2008a, 2010a): An absolute age was assigned to cattle finds according to Ducos
(1968), Higham (1967), Schmid (1972) and Silver (1969), sheep/goat finds according to Payne (1973), Schmid (1972),
Silver (1969) and Vigne — Helmer (2007) and pig finds according to Habermehl (1975), Hillson 2005, Horard-Herbin (1997),
Lochman (1979), Matschke (1967), Silver (1969) and Schmid (1972). The definition of age categories according to Payne
(1973) and Vigne — Helmer (2007) were used for sheep/goats, according to Kysely (2010a) for other species. These age
categories used and their definitions, are evident from the data in Tab. 16.13. Finds for which an age could not be precisely
determined, and hence could not be classified into one of two adjacent age categories, were included evenly (50:50) in
both categories. The given procedure utilises two related quantifications: according to the number of jaw/tooth finds (NISP)
and according to the number of recorded teeth (Nd; according to Vigne 1988"). The results in Tab. 16.13 also include finds
from the Bailey assemblage, which is newly evaluated using the method chosen here.

(3) In the case of finds or, which do not include epiphysis or teeth, a non-adult stage was at least recorded (neonatal,
juvenile, sub-adult), assuming it could be distinguished.™ This was the only method that could be used with bird bones.

Individual age - results

Cattle. Based on the assessment of epiphyseal fusion (Graph 16.31), adult animals over the age of 3.5 years were mainly
recorded; individuals younger than 2.25-3 years were recorded only sporadically, and there were no individuals younger
than 1.5 years in the assemblages. Nevertheless, newborns (N = 6-8) and very young calves (N = 4) were recorded at the
bailey, using method no. 3. If the smaller amount of finds in the relevant epiphyseal fusion categories (Graph 16.31) is taken
into consideration, then it is not possible to claim with certainty that there are clear differences between the individual
VySehrad assemblages. It was stated above that a very small number of cattle and sheep/goat jaws and teeth were found
at the acropolis. It is therefore logical that there is only a very small amount of information available for these species also
on dental age and, as a result, comparisons of individual assemblages are not reliable. It is only possible to state that based
on dental data, adults of varied age or perhaps sub-adult individuals are documented at the acropolis in Horizon 1, whereas
even a neonatal individual was detected in an isolated case at the bailey (Tab. 16.13).

Sheep/goat. Although the state of epiphyseal fusion typically indicates animals older than 1.25-2 years and
younger than 3-3.5 years, a relatively large number of juvenile individuals below the age of 6-10 months were also
detected (Graph 16.33). Additional juvenile and sub-adult individuals' were detected at the bailey and acropolis according
to methods no. 2 and 3 (Tab. 16.13). The determined results do not indicate greater differences between the acropolis and

12 All types of teeth are included. Isolated teeth are logically recorded as one.

3 The connected neonatal, juvenile, sub-adult and adult age groups are used in the osteological senses, i.e. they describe the develop-
ment of bones and need not necessarily reflect the sexual reproductive capability of the given individual.

' Including one neonatal individual at the bailey.
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the bailey; nevertheless, the relatively small amount of data (which, moreover, is based on potentially mixed material from
two species — sheep and goat) do not permit a meaningful comparison.

Pig. The state of epiphyseal fusion shows that the vast majority of domesticated pigs (Sus domesticus) or possible
domesticated pigs (Sus indet.) have an age of up to 3-3.5 years, which means that according to this method the pigs are
osteologically juvenile or sub-adult. Of these, approximately half of the finds belong to individuals older than 0.5-1 year.
An analysis of the state of epiphyseal fusion showed a distinct difference between the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north and
Bailey assemblages. Relatively younger individuals were determined at the acropolis, especially in its southern part. On the
other hand, relatively older individuals were present at the bailey (Graph 16.32). The conclusions of this method are also
supported by method no. 3. Only a few neonatal individuals were determined according to these two methods (eight finds
from the Acropolis and the Bailey together).

Unlike cattle and sheep/goats, numerous dental finds are available for pigs from both the bailey and the acropolis.
The evaluation (Tab. 16.13; Graph 16.34) shows that the vast majority of dental finds of domesticated pig and potential
domesticated pig (96%) fall within the age interval of 0.5-4 years. Significant inter-location differences were again deter-
mined in the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north and Bailey assemblages with respect to the presence of relatively older pigs
in the bailey than at the acropolis and the presence of relatively older pigs in the northern part of the acropolis than in the
southern part (Tab. 16.18; Graph 16.34). Specifically, the bailey is dominated by the category of 1-2 years, while the cate-
gories of 2-4 years and 4-9 years are also relatively well represented. In the northern part of the acropolis, the category of
0.5-1 years prevailed over the category of 1-2 years. In the southern part of the acropolis, the dominance of the 0.5-1 year
category is especially distinct, while pigs older than 2 years were recorded only sporadically. These marked differences are
not the result of the different share of small finds or a different degree of fragmentation in individual assemblages, since
the dental finds in Graph 16.34 do not reveal distinct differences in this sense.

Non-adult individuals were not recorded among horses, dogs or cats, since all epiphyses are fused, and the isolated
dental finds of dogs and horses belong to adult individuals. The tooth of a very old horse was found at the bailey location
(Kysely 2004).

Overall, the ratio of non-adult and adult individuals among determinable finds of domesticated fowl at Vysehrad
is 8 149 (NISP; Tab. 16.14). Non-adult individuals in Horizon 1 at the acropolis are around 23% (5 of 22 finds). The share
of the non-adult fowl at the bailey location is even a little lower (2 or 24 finds). Nevertheless, among bone fragments of
undetermined birds (Galliformes and ‘bird indet."), the share of non-adult animals is much greater (Tab. 16.14). Based on
the ratios in the determined material, it can be assumed that this category contains mainly domesticated fowl. If Galliformes
and the ‘bird indet.” category are added to fowl finds, then the ratio of young birds to adults increases to 40 : 51 (whole
hillfort), or 11 : 25 (acropolis) and 28 : 25 (bailey).

Wild animals. The majority of wild animal finds belong to adult individuals (based on a combination of data regar-
ding epiphyseal fusion, Tab. 16.12, and dental finds, Tab. 16.13). Non-adult individuals were detected in the case of red
deer, roe deer, wild boar, beaver, hare and domesticated/wild goose. Non-adult animals were not recorded in the case of
aurochs, elk, bear and all closely determined wild birds. Despite a certain degree of possible distortion, it is very possible
that the hunted animals consumed were primarily adults. The premolar of an elk belongs to an older individual (ca. 10-15
years old), probably a doe due to the smaller size of the tooth (Fig. 16.3).

Comparison with other sites
A comparison of the slaughter age of pigs is made with all Czech and Moravian early medieval sites from which the relevant
analyses are available (Graph 16.35; Tab. 16.9, including citations'). Only the dental finds were employed to evaluate the
percentage of animals surviving at a given age (Y-axis), reflecting the distribution of the age at slaughter. A quantification
method based on the number of found elements is used in all cases (in one case Nd, in all others NISP).® The presence of
very young (perhaps even newborn) pigs up to the age of 0.5 years (cf. Budec, Rubin) is sometimes explained as a reflection
of higher status or some other special situation, as slaughter at this age is not yet economically advantageous. It might
also indicate the raising of pigs directly at the given location, where a young pig could have died (some piglets are typically
lost in each litter). At the same time, the representation of this age category is highly susceptible to taphonomic distortion.
If this youngest category is eliminated from the evaluation, the comparison then clearly shows that the Acropolis-south
assemblage contains pigs younger than those found at all of the other compared locations. The Acropolis-north assemblage
also contains relatively young pigs, whereas the average slaughter curve is seen at the bailey location. It is highly probable
that the inclusion of Sus indet. does not decrease the age of pigs from the Vysehrad acropolis, since wild pigs (moreover
apparently only marginally contained in this category, see above) regularly exhibit a higher age than domesticated pigs in
archaeological assemblages.

The survival curves from the individual sites (Graph 16.35) are demarcated from the left by the curve from the
Acropolis-south assemblage, where only around 30% of pigs survived in one year. If the ViySehrad acropolis is excluded, the

1> The author thanks S. Vrabcové for providing data on Tiice and Liboc from her diploma thesis.

'8 For this analysis it was necessary to adapt certain input data to the chosen uniform method and uniform age categories; among other
things, the unification of the method also includes an assumed eruption period of M3 at the age of 18-22 months. Although certain
older comparison methods could be problematic, in most cases the adaptation of data to the categories chosen for this work did not pose
a problem.
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curves from the other sites show a similar slaughter strategy in which the vast majority of animals are slaughtered at the
age of 0.5-4 years. A low slaughter age, specifically 70.6% of pigs by the age of one year, is also given by Bldha (2000)
from the pre-Great Moravian fortified settlement at Olomouc-Povel (not included in Graph 16.35). Bldha connects the
higher consumption of young pigs with the feasts of the elite, but since he does not provide more detailed primary data,
the possibility of interpretation is limited, making it necessary to consider another possible explanation. For example, it is
possible that the high share of very young pigs is the result of a lack of food and feed in the winter, which could have led
to mass seasonal slaughter. Assuming the birth of piglets in the spring,’ the specific age of approximately 6-10 months
could reflect the well-known practice of winter slaughter that is still often employed today.’® However, due to the status
and importance of VySehrad, this variation is not highly probable and it is necessary instead to consider the continuous
selection of quality meat in the case of low age of pigs in the assemblage from the Vysehrad acropolis. In the case of the
earlier settlement at Olomouc-Povel, the explanation of winter slaughter for subsistence reasons, or the raising and death
of newborns directly at the settlement (see above), cannot be ruled out. On the other hand, a high slaughter age of pigs
is given by Kuna et al. (2013, their figure 33) at proto-Slavonic Roztoky near Prague and at Great Moravian Pohansko near
Breclav. However, the approach chosen in the presented study does not show a higher age of pigs at Roztoky, and while
a higher share of older pigs at Pohansko is apparent, the slaughter curve does not differ greatly from certain other sites
(Graph 16.35).™

Discussion

Unlike domesticated cattle and sheep/goats, domesticated pigs do not provide secondary products (milk, wool, draught
power), and hence they are commonly raised strictly for meat. At the same time, from the perspective of meat production,
it was advantageous to slaughter pigs once their growth began to slow, i.e. somewhere between the first and second year
(based on the daily growth curves of today’s pigs, Siler - KniZe - KniZetova 1980, and with regard to the slaughter age of
primitive breeds such as Mangalitza?). The generally low age of domesticated pigs and the higher age of cattle and sheep/
goats documented at VySehrad using dental and postcranial finds is therefore logical.

The predominance of cows over bulls/steers determined at Vysehrad is consistent with the anticipated composition
of medieval herds, in which mainly cows were left into adulthood (for milk and reproductive purposes), while breeding bulls
and draught oxen made up a smaller share. These results indicate that the hillfort was not specially supplied with bulls/steers
or young calves, or at least was not supplied with these animals at a predominant rate. In contrast to faster breeding pigs,
the systematic and exclusive supply of fattened bulls/steers or very young calves to the acropolis could have represented
a great economic burden in the given period, even in the case of VySehrad.

On the other hand, the predominance of male pigs is probably the result of selective supplies, perhaps even of
fattened castrated individuals (‘hogs’). The somewhat higher share of males at the bailey location than at the acropolis
does not suggest that the bailey would have supplied these males to the acropolis. A similar predominance of males was
also determined at Stara Boleslav (Kysely 2003). In contrast, sites that presumably raised their own animals (e.g. at prehis-
toric settlements) had a predominance of females, which is explained by the fact that in terms of producing young and
maintaining the herd, it is appropriate to keep females alive longer. For example, the predominance of females in pigs was
determined in Eneolithic Bohemia (Kysely 2012a, including a discussion).

The share of very young pigs (and their higher quality meat) progressively increasing from the Bailey to the Acro-
polis-north and finally the Acropolis-south locations is evident from the results of all three employed methods (epiphyseal
fusion, dentition state and other finds). The consumption of especially young pigs in the southern part of the acropolis
is also suggested by comparisons with other contemporary hillforts and early medieval rural sites (Graph 16.35). At Stard
Boleslav, which also offers the possibility of comparing the age of pigs between the acropolis and the bailey, a lower age
was not determined at the acropolis (Graph 16.35).

The share of adult and non-adult domesticated fowl in the assemblage from Vy3ehrad, including its acropolis, does
not support the notion that the elite living at the acropolis exclusively or predominantly consumed young chickens.

7" Although the season of pig births in the Early Middle Ages has not been reliably documented, it can be assumed that litters were born
primarily in the spring. This conclusion is based on wild boars and on today’s primitive Mangalitza breed from Hungary, i.e. from a territory
climatically and geographically comparable to Bohemia (Egerszegi et al. 2003).

'8 (Cf. iconographic evidence of December slaughters (e.g. from the 9 and 12" centuries in Driesch — Boessneck 1988 and Meduna
2008). The seasonal slaughter of pigs (probably in the winter) is also suggested by the apparent yearly periodicity of slaughter determined
at the proto-Slavonic village of Roztoky (Kuna et al. 2013).

1® It should be pointed out in this context that Kuna et al. (2013) in their figure 33 states the use of the MNI quantification method when
in fact in certain instances, including Pohansko, the NISP method is employed. Therefore, the graph inappropriately combines the MNI
and NISP methods, which have lower compatibility. Moreover some primary data is erroneously used in the given graph (cf. primary data
in Peske 1985; Kratochvil 1969a; Kysely 2000, 2003).

20 Taken from www.bmlfuw.gv.at.
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16.9 Osteometric analysis

Primary osteometric data from the acropolis and At moat locations are contained in Tab. 16.19; for the Bailey assemblage,
see Kysely (2004). The table includes only the dimensions of full-grown bones and teeth. Finds of elements of the postcra-
nial skeleton of manifestly non-adult individuals are therefore excluded from graphic comparisons. Unless stated otherwise,
the bone measuring method from Driesch (1976) is employed. Available for comparison is the large assemblage of metric
data from the Great Moravian settlement in Mikulcice.

The state of bone preservation makes it possible to estimate the withers height from a relatively large number
of discovered cattle metapodial bones. The height of domesticated cows using various methods based on the length of
metapodials is around 93-113cm, bulls and steers were somewhat taller (in detail in Tab. 16.15). The very small size of
domesticated cattle is consistent with findings from other early medieval sites in Bohemia and central Europe (Kysely 2000,
2003; Peske 1985, 1994b; Petrickova 2000a).

In addition to finds reliably determined as wild cattle (in Tab. 16.7 as Bos primigenius or Wild Bovini) and domesticated
cattle (Bos taurus), several fragments of an intermediate size were found at VySehrad (in Tab. 16.7 as Bos indet. or Large
Bovini); cf. the large metapodials in Graphs 16.36 and 16.37. The issue of large bovines in archaeological finds is traditionally
complicated, since they can essentially represent wild cattle (e.g. female aurochs or wisent), a large breed of domesticated
cattle or even crosshreeds of domesticated and wild cattle (Kysely 2008b). The existence of large breeds of domesticated
cattle breeds is assumed in Bohemia in the period between the Neolithic and the Bronze Age, and then later in the Early
Modern Period; wild cattle existed in larger numbers only in the Neolithic and Eneolithic. Due to the very low likelihood
of the contamination of the assemblages from the aforementioned time horizons (see above), the presence of large cattle
is quite surprising. It would be overly speculative to consider the import of large breeds of animals to Vysehrad or the
intentional cross-breeding of aurochs with domestic cattle. In agreement with common practice, wild and domesticated
cattle were distinguished in this study based on size and morphology. Only one find from the site (a cattle horn core from
the bailey, Horizon 1) was also subjected to a molecular-genetic investigation. The result of the analysis suggests (but does
not reliably confirm) the presence of an aurochs-domesticated cattle cross-breed (Kysely — Hajek 2012). Final conclusions
regarding large cattle from Vysehrad and the Early Middle Ages in general would be possible only after radiocarbon analyses
and a broader and more in-depth study using molecular-genetic methods.

Selected dimensions from the large number of discovered pig mandibles and teeth are evaluated graphically (Graphs
16.40-16.42). These dimensions are consistent with those of small pigs, as is common in early medieval material and as was
also determined at Mikul¢ice (Kratochvil 1981). However, it appears that in comparison with pigs from Mikulcice, Vysehrad
pigs have a slightly larger molar 3 inf (M3 inf.).?’

Measurable evidence of a relatively large horse was discovered in Horizon 1 at the acropolis (metacarpus: Bd =
50.9mm; Tab. 16.19; Fig. 16.7). This figure is somewhat larger than the average stated by Chrzanowska — Krupska (2003a)
from MikulCice (X = 47.3mm, min.—max. 34.4-53 mm). On the other hand, three fragments from the Vy3ehrad bailey
belong to a very small horse (scapula: SLC = 47.4mm; phalanx distalis: GB = (60) mm, Ld = 46.6; tibia: Bd = (57.5) mm).
Their dimensions are smaller than the minimum values of corresponding dimensions in the rich material from Mikulcice
(Chrzanowska — Krupska 2003a). However, if these findings are disregarded, the size of horses from VySehrad and Mikulcice
are similar. Two complete long horse bones found at the bailey location made it possible to calculate the withers height at
138cm and 140cm (Kysely 2004).

A small number of preserved dog finds suggest a smaller/medium-sized to medium/larger-sized body type. No
significant deviations in either direction were recorded.

The dimensions of female and male domesticated fowl can be evaluated separately by means of sexually dimor-
phic tarsometatarsi. Tarsometatarsus lengths of 55.3-79.5mm (N = 7) were determined at ViySehrad (bailey and acropolis,
Horizon 1); females had lengths of 55.3-77.9mm (N = 4; Fig. 16.8). The highest values determined for females (69.2mm
and 77.9mm) exceed the range given for Great Moravian female fowl from Mikulcice defined by Miikovsky (2003b) as the
medievalis breed (52.4-67.1mm, N = 84), hens from Staré Boleslav (60.4-65.9mm, N = 7; Mlikovsky 2003a) and even hens
from Slavic-Avar graves (55.3-68.8 mm; cf. Fig. 6 in Kysely 2010b). Larger fowl dimensions are presented from the fifteenth
century, from the seventeenth century from Prague-Namésti Republiky (Kysely 2002 and unpubl.) and from castles of the
High Middle Ages (Peske 71994a). The given values indicate a shift in size from smaller hens in the sixth-ninth centuries
(Slavic-Avar Period, Great Moravia), to larger hens in the tenth-twelfth centuries (Stard Boleslav, Viysehrad), up to large hens
in the seventeenth century.

Measurements of the tarsometatarsus of pigeon are included in Kysely (2004), distal width (Bd) of the femur of
pigeon is 7.9mm.

Uncommonly large fish also occur in the material. The sturgeon, documented by at least one bone at the acropolis,
could have measured 200-220cm according to a rough estimate (parasphenoid; Fig. 16.5: D). The remaining two finds
from large fish revealed a similar size and possibly also came from sturgeon (Fig. 16.5: A, E). Before dams preventing the
migration of sturgeons and eels from the sea were built, this species occurred naturally in the Labe and Vltava (including

21M3 inf.: max. length (GL): Vysehrad: X = 32.5mm, R = 27.1-37.2mm, Mikulcice: X = 30.3mm, R = 22-37mm; max. width (GB):
Vysehrad: X = 15.2mm, R = 13.5-18.1 mm, Mikul¢ice: X = 14.8mm, R = 12.5-18 mm.

460



in Prague), and catches of sturgeon around two metres in length are known. However, according to records from the
beginning of the twentieth century, large numbers of sturgeon did not occur in Bohemia (Oliva 1995). In addition to smaller
pike, the bailey also produced a frontale of a pike with an estimated length of 140-200cm (Fig. 16.5: B), which is a size that
exceeds common catches today (cf. Vostradovsky 1995). Taking into consideration the calculation according to Thieren et
al. (2012), the length of the eel was estimated at 75-85cm (Figs. 16.5: C; 16.6: A). Because male eels do not grow to such
lengths and do not swim so far upstream (Peridz 1995), the individual must have been a female.

16.10 Pathology a morphological variability

Kysely (2004) presents the pathology determined on the animal bones from the Bailey. The significant pathology of a cattle
metacarpal bone recorded at the acropolis is evidently the result of a fracture causing the slight dislocation and shift of the
axes of the proximal and distal parts of the bone (Fig. 16.9). Since the chances of an individual handicapped in this manner
surviving in the wild are low, the animal was probably a large domesticated individual. Weaker pathologies were recorded
on the radius of a domesticated cattle (exostosis; Fig. 16.10), on the metacarpal bone of a bear (a healed fracture?;
Fig. 16.4: D), on the acetabulum of a domesticated cattle (eburnation, Acropolis-south), on the fibula of a pig (a healed
fracture, Acropolis-south), on the vertebra of a large mammal (a healed fracture, Acropolis-south), on three ribs of medium-
sized mammals and on one rib of a large mammal (all perhaps healed fractures, Acropolis-south and Acropolis-north).

Among morphological traits, special attention was paid to the absence of premolar 1 (P7) in pigs (Tab. 16.16).
Although no upper jaw with a missing P7 was found, this tooth was originally missing in the lower jaws of domesticated
and unclassified pigs in 16% of cases (N = 75).

16.11 Summary and conclusion

An archaeozoological analysis was conducted on the relatively large assemblage of approximately 4,500 newly processed
animal bones from the Acropolis-south (2,071 finds), Acropolis-north (2,120 finds) and At moat (294 finds) locations, along
with data published earlier from the Bailey (3,716 finds; Kysely 2004); Tab. 16.1. From a chronological perspective, these
assemblages represent the period from the second half of the tenth century to the second third of the eleventh century
(Horizon 1; 7,527 finds) and the period from the second half of the tenth century to the middle of the thirteenth century
(Horizon 2; 674 finds). The presented archaeozoological analysis contains an evaluation of the taphonomic, taxonomic,
anatomical, population and metric aspects of the assemblage. In connection with the presentation of primary data, their
analyses and comparisons, a discussion and possible historical interpretation is provided at the end of individual chapters.
Special attention is paid to an exploration of the social status of the acropolis, where the actual Pfemyslid residence is
assumed to have existed by the eleventh century at the latest. The assumption, based on archaeological and written
sources, that the area of the acropolis and bailey at Vysehrad were distinct in the studied period with respect to the social
standing of the inhabitants, the character of meat consumption, supplies to the hillfort and the handling of waste was
tested by means of numerous detailed comparative analyses within the hillfort itself and with data from other early medie-
val sites. The main results of the analyses are summarised in the following points.

Domesticated species

(1) As is the case at other contemporary hillforts, the dominant species in the assemblage, and hence in the diet, is domesti-
cated pig or domesticated cattle (their order depends on the location and quantification method); at the Viysehrad acropolis,
according to the estimation, pigs provided roughly twice as much meat as cattle. Sheep/goat is the third most important
species category. As anticipated, other domesticated species such as horse, dog, cat, fowl, pigeon and possibly goose, as
well as finds of wild mammals, birds and fish, make up a smaller part of the assemblage (Graphs 16.5-16.11). Domesticated
animals provided approximately 89-93% of the meat consumed at the ViySehrad hillfort.

(2) The increased share of domesticated pigs found mainly at the Acropolis-south location stands out not only in comparis-
on with the bailey but also with many other contemporary Bohemian hillforts (Graphs 16.7, 16.8, 16.10, 16.11).

(3) Horse and dog bones, which occur in greater numbers elsewhere, are almost absent from the acropolis; the consumption
of these species was apparently not popular among the higher social groups living there at the time. Efforts were also
apparently made to ensure that the remains of these animals did not lie around at the acropolis (Graph 16.7). No dog or
cat bones were found in the southern part of the acropolis, and only a few horse bones were discovered at this location.
(4) The results of an age and sex analysis (Graphs 16.29-16.34) are consistent with existing impressions on animal
husbandry practices in the Early Middle Ages. As a species raised exclusively for meat, the pigs discovered at the hillfort
were mainly slaughtered at a non-adult age; males were the predominant sex. In contrast, domesticated cattle, which had
additional uses at an adult age (draught power, milk), were slaughtered at a higher age; females were the predominant
sex. The slaughter age of pigs was appreciably lower at the acropolis (0.5-1 year) than at the bailey (1-2 years), suggesting
a preference for younger animals with higher quality meat. As a comparison between the individual locations at Vysehrad
and with other early medieval hillforts show, an especially low slaughter age of pigs was recorded in the southern part
of the acropolis (Graphs 16.32, 16.34, 16.35). The increased share of male pigs (Graph 16.30) indicates that the hillfort
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was supplied with these animals in a selective manner. It is possible that raised hogs were supplied to Vysehrad. On the
other hand, the determined age of cattle does not support the idea that the hillfort was specially and heavily supplied with
bulls, steers and/or young calves (Graph 16.31; Tab. 16.13). Likewise, the age of fowl from Vy3ehrad does not suggest the
exclusive or predominant consumption of young chickens (Tab. 16.14).

(5) The results of metric analyses (Tabs. 16.15, 16.19; Graphs 16.36-16.42) roughly correlate to existing impressions of the
size of domesticated animals. Small cattle and pig breeds were raised, and the horses and fowl determined at the site were
mostly of medium-sized breeds. No dog breeds of extreme shape or size were recorded.

Wild species

(6) The somewhat increased importance of hunted game is noteworthy compared to other early medieval sites
(Graphs 16.5, 16.6, 16.9). A total of twenty species of wild vertebrates — mammals, birds, amphibian and fish — were do-
cumented (Tab. 16.7). The mammals and birds were dominated by forest-dwelling species, thus indicating the presence of
wooded areas within Vysehrad's radius of action.

(7) Meriting special attention is the occurrence of bones of uncommon or even rare species, specifically elk (Vysehrad
provided the largest collection obtained archaeologically in the country thus far) and crane; also found were bones from
the paws of at least three bears and the bones of an unusually large sturgeon (2-2.2m) and pike (1.4-2m) (Tabs. 16.7,
16.10, 16.11; Figs. 16.2-16.5). The consumption of these animals, or some other use (e.g. keeping the crane in captivity
for aesthetic purposes, the use of bear furs), are possible manifestations of an elite environment.

Taphonomy

(8) An unusually distinct selection of anatomical parts was recorded at the acropolis, especially an unnaturally low share of
skull and jaw fragments of cattle and, in contrast, an unnaturally high share of skull and jaw fragments from pigs (Graphs
16.12-16.17). A substantially higher share (with respect to the amount of meat) of higher quality body parts of cattle and
sheep/goats (Graphs 16.18-16.26) was also found in the southern part of the acropolis compared to the northern part of
the acropolis and the bailey; for example, a very small number of the metapodial bones of these species were identified at
the location (Tabs. 16.10, 16.11; Graphs 16.12-16.17). This finding signals a specific distribution of body parts between
individual locations at the hillfort and the supply of the southern part of the acropolis with higher quality meat.

(9) The greatest evidence of the rough butchering of animals comes from the bailey, testifying to the differentiation of
locations by meat processing activities (Graphs 16.3, 16.4). Compared to the acropolis, a higher share of bones with bite
marks from dogs also occurs at the bailey (Graph 16.2). Bones with bite marks from dogs are virtually missing from the
Acropolis-south location, where the share of burnt bones is also very low (Graph 16.3), suggesting that waste was not
liquidated there by fire or by freely roaming dogs. All of this evidence indicates greater care for the cleanliness of the
acropolis environment, especially in its southern part.

(10) Unlike the bailey, almost no bone artefacts common in other early medieval contexts were found at the acropolis, per-
haps indicating that certain manufacturing activities were not performed at the acropolis.

Conclusion

The conclusions of many of the analyses, primarily the relatively distinct contrast between the VySehrad acropolis and bailey,
and the contrast between the ViySehrad acropolis and other contemporary hillforts, support the historical importance of the
settlement in the tenth and eleventh centuries. The notion of the higher status of the hillfort is supported by: a somewhat
higher share of hunting as the possible consequence of the existence of hunting privileges; a more distinct representation of
rare or uncommon animals and osteological finds (a relatively large number of bones of elk, bear paws, crane and aurochs);
a higher share of typically consumed pigs in combination with their relatively young age at the acropolis and, in contrast, the
low share of dogs and horse — species that were not consumed; the distinct selective distribution of farm animal body parts
between the acropolis and the bailey; the contrast between the acropolis and the bailey in the taphonomic characteristics
of the assemblage suggesting a strict functional differentiation of the hillfort and care for the cleanliness of the acropolis
(manufacturing and butchering activities are pushed out of the acropolis, the lower share of dog and horse remains at the
acropolis); the higher share of male pigs at Viysehrad indicating a specialised form of animal raising intended for supplying
the hillfort or at least a selective form of supply.

The differences determined between the southern and northern parts of the acropolis lie mainly in (1) higher quality
meat and in (2) increased care for the cleanliness of the southern part of the acropolis. The first difference is manifested in
the high share of pigs in combination with their very low age, and in the higher quality body parts of cattle and sheep/goats
in the southern part of the acropolis. The second difference is manifested in the low share of burnt bones, the lack of the
remains of dead horses, dogs and cats and the probable absence of free roaming dogs (the absence of dog bites on bones)
in the southern part of the acropolis. Because the stated differences between the two parts of the acropolis are so sharp, it
is necessary to assume that they are not a matter of coincidence or some taphonomic disturbance; instead, they reflect the
social and functional division of ViySehrad in its earliest period (roughly before 1070), specifically due to the existence of the
actual residence of the highest elite in the southern part of the acropolis. In view of its high profile and position protected
on two sides by the cliffs of the promontory, the southern part of the acropolis was one of the most suitable locations for
the residential buildings in the princely court. This is supported by the fact that the first Gothic palace (the Old Burgrave's
Residence) was later built in this space. The divergent characteristics of the osteological material could also indicate the
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division of the southern part of the acropolis by some type of barrier such as a fortification, fences or groups of buildings
(hypothetically Fig. 16.11: B, C). However, like the remains of the actual residence, evidence of such a structure has not
been archaeologically observed to date. Therefore, the proposed notion awaits verification.

ARCHAOZOOLOGISCHE ANALYSE

DER FRUHMITTELALTERLICHEN KNOCHEN
(ZUSAMMENFASSUNG)
René Kysely

Die archdozoologische Analyse wurde an einem relativ zahlreichen Komplex von etwa 4500 neu bearbeiteten Tierknochen
aus den Positionen Akropolis-Stid (2 071 Funde), Akropolis-Nord (2 120 Funde) und Am Graben (294 Funde) durchgefuhrt,
erganzt durch bereits friiher veroffentliche Daten aus der Vorburg (3716 Funde; Kysely 2004); Tab. 16.1. Aus chronologi-
scher Sicht représentieren diese Komplexe die Periode von der zweiten Hélfte des 10. bis zum 2. Drittel des 11. Jahrhunderts
(Horizont 1; 7527 Funde) und die Zeit von der 2. Halfte des 10. bis zur Mitte des 13. Jahrhunderts (Horizont 2; 674 Funde).
Die vorliegende archdozoologische Analyse beinhaltet die Auswertung der tafonomischen, taxonomischen, anatomischen,
Bevolkerungs- und metrischen Aspekte des Komplexes. Im Anschluss an die Prasentation der Primardaten, ihrer Teilanaly-
sen und Vergleiche ist am Schluss der einzelnen Kapitel eine Diskussion und eine mdgliche historische Antwort gegeben.
Besondere Beachtung wurde der Erforschung der gesellschaftlichen Stellung der Akropolis gewidmet, wo spatestens seit
dem 11. Jahrhundert die eigentliche Premyslidenresidenz vermutet wird. Die auf archdologischen und schriftlichen Quellen
begriindete Annahme, dass sich der Akropolis-Bereich und die Vorburg des Vysehrad in der untersuchten Zeit voneinan-
der unterschieden hatten, was die gesellschaftliche Stellung der Bewohner, den Charakter der Fleischkonsumierung, die
Vorratshaltung und den Umgang mit dem Abfall betraf, wurde durch eine Reihe detaillierter Vergleichsanalysen sowohl
innerhalb der Burganlage als auch mit Daten von anderen frihmittelalterlichen Standorten geprift. Die Hauptergebnisse
der Analysen sind in den folgenden Punkten zusammen gefasst.

Haustiere

(1) Ahnlich wie in anderen zeitgleichen Burganlagen ist die dominierende Art im Komplex beziehungsweise auf dem
Speisezettel das Hausschwein oder das Hausrind (die Reihenfolge der Bedeutung andert sich im Zusammenhang damit,
ob wir nach der Fundzahl oder nach dem Gewicht messen). An dritter Stelle befinden sich Schafe/Ziegen. Die Ubrigen
Haustierarten wie Hauspferd, Hund, Hauskatze, Haushuhn, Haustaube und vielleicht Hausgans, ebenso wie Wildsau-
getier-, Vogel- und Fischfunde bilden erwartungsgemal einen geringeren Teil des Komplexes (Diagramm 16.5-16.11).
(2) Der auf der Akropolis festgestellte erhohte Hausschwein-Anteil, der insbesondere im Bereich der Akropolis-Std ver-
zeichnet worden war, sticht nicht nur im Vergleich zur Vorburg hervor, sondern auch zu einer Reihe anderer zeitgleicher
béhmischer Burganlagen (Diagramm 16.7, 16.8, 16.10, 16.11).

(3) Auf der Akropolis fehlen fast vollig die woanders zahlreicheren Knochen von Pferden und Hunden, deren Konsumierung
sich offenbar nicht mit den Gewohnheiten der damaligen hoheren Gesellschaftsgruppen vereinbaren lieB. Zugleich wurde
anscheinend darauf geachtet, dass die Uberreste dieser Tiere nicht den Akropolis-Bereich belasteten (Diagramm 16.7). Im
Sudteil der Akropolis wurden Uberhaupt keine Hunde- und Katzenknochen gefunden, Pferdeknochen ganz vereinzelt.

(4) Die Ergebnisse der Alters- und Geschlechtsanalyse (Diagramm 16.29-16.34) passen zu den bisherigen Vorstellungen tber
die Zuchtstrategie im Frihmittelalter. Die auf der Burg gefundenen Schweine wurden, als in der Regel ausschlieBlich wegen
des Fleischs gehaltene Art, vor Allem im nicht erwachsenen Alter geschlachtet. Die Mannchen Uberwiegen. Die Hausrinder
dagegen, die im Erwachsenenalter weitere Verwendungszwecke haben (Arbeit, Milch), wurden in héherem Alter geschlachtet
und hier Gberwiegen die Weibchen. Auf der Akropolis war das Schlachtalter der Schweine deutlich niedriger (0,51 Jahre) als
auf der Vorburg (1-2 Jahre), was von der Bevorzugung junger Exemplare mit qualitatvollerem Fleisch zeugt. Wie der Vergleich
zwischen den einzelnen Bereichen des Vysehrad und mit anderen friihmittelalterlichen Burganlagen zeigt, wurde ein beson-
ders niedriges Alter der Schweine im Sudteil der Akropolis verzeichnet (Diagramm 16.32, 16.34, 16.35). Der erhohte Anteil der
Schweinemannchen (Diagramm 30) deutet eine selektive Form der Versorgung der Burg an. Man kann Gber eine Versorgung
mit gezielt gezlichteten Schweinen (Kastraten) nachdenken. Das festgestellte Alter der Rinder weist hingegen nicht darauf
hin, dass die Burganlage speziell und in groBem Ausmal3 mit Stieren oder Kastraten und/oder jungen Kalbern beliefert worden
war (Diagramm 16.31; Tab. 16.13). Auch das Alter der Haushihner aus dem Viy3Sehrad weist nicht auf eine ausnahmslose oder
Uberwiegende Konsumierung junger Tiere, also Haushihnchen, hin (Tab. 16.14).

(5) Die Ergebnisse der metrischen Analysen (Tab. 16.15, 16.19; Diagramm 16.36-16.42) passen in etwa zu den bisherigen
Vorstellungen tber die GroBe der Haustiere. Die Haltung kleiner Rinder- und Schweinearten und mittelgroBer Hauspferde-
und Haushihnerarten wurde festgestellt. Form- und gréBenmaBig extreme Hunderassen wurden nicht festgestellt.
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Wild Tiere

(6) Beachtenswert ist die im Vergleich zu den dbrigen frihmittelalterlichen Standorten etwas erhéhte Bedeutung von
Jagdwild (Diagramm 16.5, 16.6, 16.9). Insgesamt gelang es, 20 Wild- Wirbeltierarten nachzuweisen — Saugetiere, Vogel,
Amphibien und Fische (Tab. 16.7). Unter Saugetiere und Vogel Gberwiegen Arten, die gewshnlich Waldbewohner sind, was
das Vorhandensein von Waldbewuchs im Aktionsradius des Vysehrad andeutet.

(7) Besondere Beachtung verdient das Vorkommen von Knochen wenig gelaufiger bis seltener Arten, konkret des Elchs (die
bisher zahlreichste archdologisch gewonnene Kollektion auf dem Gebiet der Tschechischen Republik) und des Kranichs,
auBerdem Knochen aus den Tatzen wenigstens drei Béren und die Gréten eines ungewohnlich groBen Hechts und eines
Europdischer/Atlantischer Stérs, die Korperlangen von 2-2,2 Metern und 1,4-2 Metern erreicht hatten (Tab. 16.7, 16.10,
16.11; Abb. 16.2-16.5). Die Konsumierung dieser Tiere, beziehungsweise ihre weitere Nutzung (z. B. die Haltung eines
Kranichs zur Zierde, die Nutzung der Barenfelle) kann eine AuBerung eines Elitemilieus sein.

Taphonomie

(8) Es wurde eine ungewdhnlich charakteristische Auswahl anatomischer Partien im Akropolisbereich verzeichnet, insbeson-
dere ein unnatdrlich niedriger Anteil an Schadel- und Kieferfragmenten vom Rind und im Gegensatz dazu ein unnatrlich
hoher Anteil an Schweine- Schadel- und Kieferfragmenten (Diagramm 16.12-16.17). Zugleich wurde im Stdteil der Akro-
polis im Vergleich zum Nordteil der Akropolis und der Vorburg ein deutlich héherer Anteil (hinsichtlich der Fleischmenge)
qualitatvollerer Korperpartien von Rind und Schaf/Ziege gefunden (Diagramm 16.18-16.26), z. B. sind hier sehr wenige
Metapodien dieser Arten gefunden worden (Tab. 16.10, 16.11; Diagramm 16.12-16.17). Diese Feststellungen signalisieren
eine spezifische Verteilung der Korperteile unter den einzelnen Bereichen und die Belieferung des Sidteils der Akropolis
mit besserem Fleisch.

(9) Belege fiir das grobe Zerlegen der Tierkorper durch den Schlachter Gberwiegen auf der Vorburg, was von der Differen-
zierung der Bereiche nach den Tatigkeiten bei der Fleischverarbeitung zeugt (Diagramm 16.3, 16.4). Im Vergleich zur Ak-
ropolis wurde auf der Vorburg auch ein gréBerer Anteil an von Hunden verbissenen Knochen gefunden (Diagramm 16.2).
Knochen mit Hundeverbiss fehlen im Bereich Akropolis-Stid fast ganz und auch der Anteil an angekohlten Knochen ist hier
sehr niedrig (Diagramm 16.3), was darauf hin deutet, dass es hier nicht zu einer Abfallbeseitigung durch Feuer gekommen
war oder Hunde frei herumgelaufen waren. Dies alles zeugt von einer gréBeren Pflege der Sauberkeit des Akropolisumfelds,
besonders des Sudteils.

(10) Auf der Akropolis fehlen (im Gegensatz zur Vorburg) in anderen frihmittelalterlichen Kontexten gangige Knochenar-
tefakte fast ganz. Dies kann auf die AusschlieBung einiger Produktionsaktivitaten aus dem Akropolisbereich hinweisen.

Abschluss

Die Schlussfolgerungen vieler Analysen, vor Allem der relativ deutliche Kontrast zwischen der Akropolis und der Vorburg des
VySehrad und der Kontrast zwischen der Akropolis des VySehrad und anderen zeitgleichen Burganlagen entsprechen der his-
torischen Bedeutung dieser Residenz im 10.—11. Jahrhundert. Der Vorstellung vom hoheren Status einer Burganlage entspricht
sie: ein etwas erhohter Anteil der Jagd als mégliche Folge der Existenz von Jagdprivilegien; eine markante Vertretung seltener
oder anderweitig besonderer Tiere und osteologischer Funde (relativ groBe Menge an Knochen von Elch, Barentatze, Kranich,
Auerochse); erhohter Anteil an typischen Schweinen zum Verzehr in Kombination mit ihrem verhéltnismaBig niedrigem
Alter auf der Akropolis und im Gegensatz dazu ein niedriger Anteil an nicht zum Verzehr gedachten Hunden und Pferden
ebendort; eine deutliche selektive Verteilung der Korperteile der Nutztiere zwischen der Akropolis und der Vorburg; der
Kontrast zwischen der Akropolis und der Vorburg in tafonomischen Charakteristika des Komplexes, der eine strenge funk-
tionelle Differenzierung des Burgbereichs und die Pflege der Sauberkeit des Akropolisbereichs andeutet (Verdrangung von
Produktions- und Schlachteraktivitaten aus der Akropolis, niedrigerer Anteil an Hunde- und Pferderelikten in der Akropolis);
hoherer Anteil an Schweinemannchen auf dem Vysehrad, was auf eine spezialisierte Haltungsform hinweist, die zur Versor-
gung der Burg bestimmt ist, oder zumindest eine selektive Form ihrer Belieferung.

Die zwischen dem Sudteil und dem Nordteil der Akropolis festgestellten Unterschiede bestehen insbesondere (1) in
der héheren Fleischqualitdt und (2) in der vermehrten Pflege der Sauberkeit des Umfelds im Stdteil der Akropolis. Der erste
Unterschied duBert sich im hohen Anteil an Schweinen in Kombination mit ihrem sehr geringen Alter und qualitatvolleren
Kérperpartien des Rinds und Schafs/Ziege im Stdteil der Akropolis. Der zweite Unterschied auBert sich im niedrigen Anteil
angekohlter Knochen, ebenso wie im Unbelastetsein des Raums von Uberresten toter Pferde, Hunde und Hauskatzen und
frei herumlaufenden Hunden (Nichtvorhandensein von Verbiss) im Sudteil der Akropolis. Da die angefiihrten Unterschiede
zwischen den beiden Teilen der Akropolis markant sind, ist anzunehmen, dass sie nicht das Ergebnis eines Zufalls oder einer
tafonomischen Stérung sind, sondern die Spiegelung der sozialen und funktionellen Aufteilung des VySehrad in seiner &ltes-
ten Zeit (etwa vor 1070), genau gesagt das Ergebnis der Existenz einer eigenen Residenz der hochsten Eliten im Stdteil der
Akropolis. Der Raum im Stdteil der Akropolis gehorte offenbar, angesichts der Exponiertheit fir Blicke und der von zwei Sei-
ten durch die Abgriinde der Felsnase geschiitzten Lage, zu den vorteilhaftesten Positionen fir die Platzierung der Residenz-
gebdude des Firstenhauses. An diesen Stellen entstand spéter der 1. gotische Palast (das sog. Alte Burggrafenamt). Die
unterschiedlichen Charakteristika des Knochenmaterials konnen zugleich auch auf eine Abtrennung des Siidteils durch
irgendein Hindernis hinweisen, beispielsweise in Form einer Fortifikation, Zdunen oder Gebaudegruppierungen (hypothetisch
Abb. 16.11: B, C). Belege fiir eine solche Struktur wurden, dhnlich wie Belege fiir eine Residenz, bisher archaologisch nicht
beobachtet. Die entworfene Vorstellung waret daher auf Bestatigung.
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Graf 16.1. \/ySehrad. Mira fragmentace — vzajemny podil rizné velkych fragmenta kosti v jednotlivych horizontech

a castech sidlisté. Absolutni data viz tab. 16.2: A — zapocitan vSechen materidl; B — zapocitany pouze kosti tura (Bos,
Bovini); C — zapocitdny pouze kosti prasete (Sus). — Graph 16.1. \/ySehrad. Degree of fragmentation — the share of bone
fragments of various sizes in the individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. For absolute data, see Tab. 16.2: A —all
material included; B — only cattle (Bos, Bovini) bones included; C — only pig (Sus) bones included. — Diagramm 16.1.
VySehrad. AusmaB der Fragmentierung.
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Acropolis-north
(hor. 1)

Graf 16.2. \/ysehrad. Procentual-

ni podil kosti se zndmkami okusu

v jednotlivych horizontech a ¢astech
sidlisté. Absolutni data viz tab. 16.3.
* — Z kalkulace vylouceny ,velmi
malé fragmenty”, na kterych je okus
obtizné pozorovatelny. — Graph 16.2.
Viysehrad. Percentage of bones with
bite marks in individual horizons and
parts of the hillfort. For absolute
data, see Tab. 16.3. * — "Very small
fragments’, on which bite marks are
difficult to discern, were excluded
from the calculation. — Diagramm
16.2. Prozentueller Anteil der Knochen
mit Bissspuren.

Graf 16.3. \/ySehrad. Procentuaini
podil kosti se znamkami opaleni/spale-
ni a s kuchyriskymi/feznickymi zasahy
(zdseky, rezani) v jednotlivych horizon-
tech a castech sidlisté. Absolutni data
viz tab. 16.4 a 16.5. * — Z kalkulace
vylouceny ,velmi malé fragmenty”,

na kterych jsou zésahy obtizné pozo-
rovatelné. — Graph 16.3. VySehrad.
Percentage of bones with burn marks
and kitchen/butchery marks (chops,
cuts) in individual horizons and parts
of the hillfort. For absolute data, see
Tabs. 16.4 and 16.5. * — ‘Very small
fragments’, on which marks are
difficult to discern, were excluded
from the calculation. — Diagramm
16.3. Vysehrad. Prozentueller Anteil
der Knochen mit Brandspuren und
Ktchen/Fleischereingriffen (Einkerbun-
gen, Schnitte).

Graf 16.4. \/ysehrad. Vzédjemny podil
kosti s raznymi typy kuchyriskych/
feznickych zasaht v Horizontu 1.

Cisla v sloupcovych grafech udavaji
absolutni pocty nalezd. Dle dat

z tab. 16.5. — Graph 16.4. \/ySehrad.
Share of bones with various types of
kitchen/butchery marks in Horizon 1.
The numbers in the bar graphs give
the absolute number of finds. Based
on data from Tab. 16.5. — Diagramm
16.4. \/ysehrad. Wechselseitiger Anteil
der Knochen mit unterschiedlichen
Typen von Klichen/Fleischereingriffen
in Horizont 1.
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Graf 16.5. \/ySehrad. Procentualini zastoupeni zoologickych skupin v jednotlivych horizontech a ¢astech sidlisté. Kvantifi-
kovéno dle NISP Cisla v sloupcovych grafech udavaji procenta. Dle dat z tab. 16.8. — Graph 16.5. \/ysehrad. Percentage
of zoological groups in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. Quantified by NISR The numbers in the bar graphs
give the percentages. Based on data from Tab. 16.8. — Diagramm 16.5. \/ysehrad. Prozentuelle Vertretung der einzelnen
zoologischen Gruppen. Quantifiziert nach der Zahl der Skelettfunde.
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Graf 16.6. \/ySehrad. Procentudlni zastoupeni jednotlivych zoologickych skupin v jednotlivych horizontech a castech
sidlisté. Kvantifikovano dle hmotnosti. Cisla v sloupcovych grafech uddvaji procenta. Dle dat z tab. 16.8. — Graph 16.6.
Viysehrad. Percentage of individual zoological groups in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. Quantified by weight.
The numbers in the bar graphs give the percentages. Based on data from Tab. 16.8. — Diagramm 16.6. \/ysehrad.
Prozentuelle Vertretung der einzelnen zoologischen Gruppen. Quantifiziert nach der Masse.
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Graf 16.7. \/ysehrad. Procentudlni zastoupeni domécich zvitat v jednotlivych horizontech a castech sidlisté. Zohlednéna
kategorie Sus indet., ktera pravdépodobné v naprosté vétsiné pripada zahrnuje prasata domaci. Kvantifikovano dle NISP
Cisla v sloupcovych grafech uddvaji absolutni pocty nalezt. Dle dat z tab. 16.7. — Graph 16.7. VlySehrad. Percentage of
domesticated animals in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. The category Sus indet., which in the vast majority
of cases probably involves domesticated pig, was taken into consideration. Quantified by NISP The numbers in the bar
graphs give the absolute number of finds. Based on data from Tab. 16.7. — Diagramm 16.7. \/ysehrad. Prozentuelle
Vertretung der Haustiere. Quantifiziert nach der Zahl der Skelettfunde.
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Graf 16.8. \/ySehrad. Procentudlini zastoupeni domdcich zvifat v jednotlivych horizontech a castech sidlisté. Kvantifikovdno
dle hmotnosti. Cisla v sloupcovych grafech udavaji absolutni hmotnost ndlezii v gramech. Ostatni jako v grafu 16.7. -
Graph 16.8. /ysehrad. Percentage of domesticated animals in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. Quantified by
weight. The numbers in the bar graphs give the weight in grams. Others like in Graph 16.7. — Diagramm 16.8. VySehrad.
Prozentuelle Vertretung der Haustiere. Quantifiziert nach der Masse.
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Graf 16.9. \Vzdjemny podil domécich a divokych druhG zvitat ve vybranych opevnénych sidlech v Cechdch a na Moravé
ze 7.—12. stol. Zarazeny pouze soubory s vice nez 200 determinovanymi nalezy. Srovnavané soubory a jejich datovani viz
tab. 16.1 a 16.9. V ramci kazdého geografického celku (Morava a Cechy) jsou lokality fazeny chronologicky. Kvantifiko-
vano dle NISP (ryby a drobni obratlovci /hlodavci, Zaby/ zcela vylouceni; plaveny materidl nezahrnut). A — ptaci zahrnuti,
neurcena forma (Bos indet. + Sus indet.) nezobrazena, B — ptaci zahrnuti, neurcena forma zobrazena, C — zahrnuti pouze
vétsi savci (od velikosti zajice), neurcena forma nezobrazena. * — Sondy P 1982-83—Il a Z 1987-90 (Vor- und Hauptburg),
podil domécich a divokych ptéka odhadnut. ** — Sondy P 1981-82 a X 1984-90 (Suburbium). — Graph 16.9. Share of
domesticated and wild animals at selected fortified settlements in Bohemia and Moravia from the seventh to twelfth
century. Only assemblages with more than 200 determined finds are included. For compared assemblages and their
dating, see Tabs. 16.1 and 16.9. Sites are arranged chronologically in both Moravia and Bohemia. Quantified by NISP (fish
and small vertebrates /rodents, frogs/ entirely excluded; material subjected to flotation or sieving not included). A — birds
included, undetermined form (Bos indet. + Sus indet.) not depicted,; B — birds included, undetermined form depicted, C —
only larger mammals included (the size of a hare and larger), undetermined form not depicted. * — Trenches P 1982-83-II
and Z 1987-90 (‘Vor- und Hauptburg’), share of domesticated and wild birds estimated. ** — Trench P 1981-82 and X
1984-90 (‘Suburbium’). — Diagramm 16.9. Gegenseitiger Anteil der Haus- und Wildtierarten in ausgewahlten befestig-
ten Siedlungen in B6hmen und Mé&hren aus dem 7.—12. Jhdt.
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Graf 16.10. \/zdjemny podil domécich druht savct a kura domdciho v opevnénych sidlech v Cechdch a na Moravé

ze 7.—12. stol. Ostatni jako graf 16.9. — Graph 16.10. Share of domesticated mammal species and domesticated fowl! at
fortified settlements in Bohemia and Moravia from the seventh to twelfth century. Others like in Graph 16.9. —
Diagramm 16.10. Gegenseitiger Anteil der Haus-Saugetierarten und des Haushuhns in ausgewéhlten befestigten
Siedlungen in B6hmen und Méhren aus dem 7.—12. Jhdt.
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Graf 16.11. VVzdjemny podil tfi hlavnich kategorii domdacich zvifat — tura (Bos taurus), prasete (Sus domesticus + Sus
indet.), ovcelkozy (Qvis/Capra) — ve vybranych opevnénych sidlech v Cechdch a na Moravé ze 7.—12. stol. VlySehrad
zvyraznén tucné. Metoda viz text. Ostatni jako graf 16.9. — Graph 16.11. Share of three main categories of domesticated
animals — cattle (Bos taurus), pig (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.) and sheep/goat (Ovis/Capra) — at selected fortified
settlements in Bohemia and Moravia from the seventh to twelfth century. ViySehrad highlighted in bold. See text for

the method. Others like in Graph 16.9. — Diagramm 16.11. Gegenseitiger Anteil der drei Haupt-Haustierkategorien —
Hausrind (Bos taurus), Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.) und Schaf/Ziege (Ovis/Capra) — in ausgewdhlten befestigten
Siedlungen in B6hmen und Méhren aus dem 7.—12. Jhdt.
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Graf 16.12. /ySehrad, tur domaci (Bos taurus). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elementa. Kvantifikovano
dle NISP Dle dat z tab. 16.10, zjednoduseno. — Graph 16.12. \/lysehrad, domesticated cattle (Bos taurus). Relative repre-

sentation of individual anatomical elements. Quantified by NISP. Based on data from Tab. 16.10, simplified. — Diagramm
16.12. VlySehrad, Hausrind (Bos taurus). Relative Vertretung der einzelnen anatomischen Elemente (nach der Fundanzahli).
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Graf 16.13. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elementd.
Kvantifikovano dle NISP Dle dat z tab. 16.10, zjednoduseno. — Graph 16.13. \/ysehrad, pig (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.).
Relative representation of individual anatomical elements. Quantified by NISP Based on data from Tab. 16.10, simplified.
— Diagramm 16.13. V/ySehrad, Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relative Vertretung der einzelnen anatomischen
Elemente (nach der Fundzahl).
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Graf 16.14. \/ySehrad, tur domaci (Bos taurus). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elementa. Kvantifikovano
dle hmotnosti. Dle dat z tab. 16.11, ziednoduseno. * — Pro zastoupeni prirozeného stavu pouZity procenta dle Steppana
(2003), pricemz elementy lebky a trupu jsou vynechany (celkovy procentudini soucet prizplGsoben souctu dle soubord

z akropole, Horizontu 1). — Graph 16.14. /ySehrad, domesticated cattle (Bos taurus). Relative representation of individual
anatomical elements. Quantified by weight. Based on data from Tab. 16.11, simplified. * — For the representation of

the natural state, the percentages from Steppan (2003) are used. Skull and torso elements are excluded (the overall
percentage sum modified to the sum from the assemblages from the acropolis, Horizon 1). — Diagramm 16.14.
VySehrad, Hausrind (Bos taurus). Relative Vertretung der einzelnen anatomischen Elemente (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.15. /ySehrad, prase (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elementd.
Ostatni jako graf 16.14. — Graph 16.15. \/ySehrad, pig (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relative representation of individual
anatomical elements. Others like in Graph 16.14. — Diagramm 16.15. \/ySehrad, Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.).
Relative Vertretung der einzelnen anatomischen Elemente (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.16. \/ysehrad, tur domaci (Bos taurus). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elementa vztazené

k prirozenym procentudlnim podilam v téle, které predstavuje nulova hodnota na ose Y. Ostatni jako graf 16.14. —
Graph 16.16. \/ysehrad, domesticated cattle (Bos taurus). Relative representation of individual anatomical elements
related to the natural shares in the body, which is the value of 0 on the Y-axis. Others like in Graph 16.14. —
Diagramm 16.16. \/ySehrad, Hausrind (Bos taurus). Relative Vertretung der einzelnen anatomischen Elemente bezogen
auf die nattrlichen prozentualen Anteile im Kérper (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.17. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relativni zastoupeni jednotlivych anatomickych elements vzta-
Zené k prirozenym procentudinim podildm v téle. Ostatni jako graf 16.16. — Graph 16.17. V/ySehrad, pig (Sus domesticus
+ Sus indet.). Relative representation of individual anatomical elements related to the natural shares in the body. Others
like in Graph 16.16. — Diagramm 16.17. \/ysehrad, Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Relative Vertretung der
einzelnen anatomischen Elemente bezogen auf die natdrlichen prozentualen Anteile im Kérper (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.18. \/ySehrad, tur domaci (Bos
taurus). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich ana-
tomickych kategorii: A — nejkvalitnéjsi;

B — stfedné kvalitni; C — nejméné kvalitni
(metodika viz text). Kvantifikovano dle
NISP (¢isla v sloupcovych grafech udévaji
absolutni pocty nalez(). Dle dat z tab.
16.10. — Graph 16.18. /ysehrad, domes-
ticated cattle (Bos taurus). Representation
of qualitative anatomical categories:

A — highest quality; B — medium quality,
C - lowest quality (see text for method).
Quantified by NISP (the numbers in the
bar graphs give the absolute number of
finds). Based on data from Tab. 16.10. —
Diagramm 16.18. \/ysehrad, Hausrind
(Bos taurus). Vertretung der qualitativen
anatomischen Kategorien (nach der
Fundanzahl).

Graf 16.19. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus
domesticus + Sus indet.). Zastoupeni
kvalitativnich anatomickych kateqgorii:
AB — lebecni fragmenty; AC — zuby.
Ostatni jako v grafu 16.18. Graph 16.19.
Vysehrad, pig (Sus domesticus + Sus
indet.). Representation of qualitative
anatomical categories: AB — skull
fragments;, AC — teeth. Others like in
Graph 16.18. — Diagramm 16.19.
VySehrad, Schwein (Sus domesticus +
Sus indet.). Vertretung der qualitativen
anatomischen Kategorien (nach der
Fundanzahl).

Graf 16.20. \/ySehrad, ovcelkoza (Ovis/
Capra). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich ana-
tomickych kategorii A—C. Ostatni jako

v grafu 16.18. — Graph 16.20. \/ysehrad,
sheep/goat (Ovis/Capra). Representation
of qualitative anatomical categories A—C.
Others like in Graph 16.18. — Diagramm
16.20. /ySehrad, Schaf/Ziege (Ovis/Capra).
Vertretung der qualitativen anatomischen
Kategorien (nach der Fundanzahl).
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Graf 16.21. \/ysehrad, tur domaci
(Bos taurus). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich
anatomickych kategorii: A — nejkvalit-
néjsi; B — stredné kvalitni; C — nejméné
kvalitni (metodika viz text). Kvantifi-
kovano dle hmotnosti. Cisla v sloup-
covych grafech udévaji absolutni
hmotnost nalezG v gramech. Dle dat
ztab. 16.11. — Graph 16.21. Vyse-
hrad, domesticated cattle (Bos taurus).
Representation of qualitative anato-
mical categories: A — highest quality;
B — medium quality; C — lowest quality
(see text for method). Quantified by
weight (the numbers in the bar graphs
give weight in grams). Based on data
from Tab. 16.11. — Diagramm 16.21.
ViySehrad, Hausrind (Bos taurus).
Vertretung der qualitativen anatomis-
chen Kategorien (nach der Masse).

Graf 16.22. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus
domesticus + Sus indet.). Zastoupeni
kvalitativnich anatomickych kategorii:
AB — lebecni fragmenty,; AC — zuby.
Ostatni jako v grafu 16.21. — Graph
16.22. \/ySehrad, pig (Sus domesti-
cus + Sus indet.). Representation of
qualitative anatomical categories: AB
— skull fragments, AC — teeth. Others
like in Graph 16.21. — Diagramm
16.22. /ySehrad, Schwein (Sus do-
mesticus + Sus indet.). Vertretung der
qualitativen anatomischen Kategorien
(nach der Masse).

Graf 16.23. \/ysehrad, ovce/koza
(Ovis/Capra). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich
anatomickych kategorii A-C. Ostatni
Jako v grafu 16.21. — Graph 16.23.
ViySehrad, sheep/goat (Ovis/Capra). Re-
presentation of qualitative anatomical
categories A-C. Others like in Graph
16.21. — Diagramm 16.23. \/ysehrad,
Schaf/Ziege (Ovis/Capra). Vertretung
der qualitativen anatomischen Katego-
rien (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.24. \/ysehrad, tur domaci
(Bos taurus). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich
anatomickych kategorii A—C

ve srovnani s prirozenym podilem

v téle. Prirozeny procentualni podil
dle Steppana (2003). Zapocitany
pouze kosti koncetin. Ostatni jako
vgrafu 16.21. — Graph 16.24.
Viysehrad, domesticated cattle

(Bos taurus). Representation of
qualitative anatomical categories
A-C compared to the natural state

in the bodly. Natural share according
to Steppan (2003). Only limb bones
included. Others like in Graph 16.21.
— Diagramm 16.24. \/ySehrad,
Hausrind (Bos taurus). Vertretung der
qualitativen anatomischen Kategorien
verglichen mit dem nattrlichen Anteil
im Kérper (nach der Masse).

Graf 16.25. /ySehrad, prase (Sus
domesticus + Sus indet.). Zastoupeni
kvalitativnich anatomickych kategorii
A-C ve srovnani s pfirozenym podi-
lem v téle. Zapocitany pouze kosti
koncetin bez prstnich ¢lanka. Ostatni
Jako v grafu 16.24. — Graph 16.25.
ViySehrad, pig (Sus domesticus + Sus
indet.). Representation of qualitative
anatomical categories A—C compared
to the natural state in the body. Only
limb bones included. Others like in
Graph 16.24. — Diagramm 16.25.
ViySehrad, Schwein (Sus domesticus +
Sus indet.). Vertretung der qualitativen
anatomischen Kategorien verglichen
mit dem nattrlichen Anteil im Kérper
(nach der Masse).

Graf 16.26. \/ysehrad, ovce/koza (Ovis/
Capra). Zastoupeni kvalitativnich ana-
tomickych kategorii A—C ve srovnani

s prirozenym podilem v téle. Ostatni
Jjako v grafu 16.25. — Graph 16.26.
ViySehrad, sheep/goat (Ovis/Capra).
Representation of qualitative anato-
mical categories A—C compared to the
natural state in the body. Others like
in Graph 16.25. - Diagramm 16.26.
ViySehrad, Schaf/Ziege (Ovis/Capra).
Vertretung der qualitativen anatomi-
schen Kategorien verglichen mit dem
natdrlichen Anteil im Kérper (nach der
Masse).
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Graf 16.27. \/lysehrad, velci savci. Za-
stoupeni kvalitativnich anatomickych
kategorii A—C ve srovnani s priro-
zenym podilem v téle. Zapocitany
vsechny anatomické ¢asti. Ostatni jako
v grafu 16.24. — Graph 16.27. \/ySe-
hrad, large mammals. Representation
of qualitative anatomical categories
A-C compared to the natural state

in the body. All body parts included.
Others like in Graph 16.24. —
Diagramm 16.27. \/ysehrad, grof3e
Sdugetiere. Vertretung der quali-
tativen anatomischen Kategorien
verglichen mit dem nattirlichen Anteil
im Kérper (nach der Masse).

Graf 16.28. \/ysehrad, stfedné velci
savci. Zastoupeni kvalitativnich anato-
mickych kategorii A—-C a AB ve srov-
nani s pfirozenym podilem v téle
(kategorie jako v grafu 16.21 a 16.22,
kat. AC nezobrazena). Zapocitany
vsechny anatomické ¢asti. Ostatni
Jako v grafu 16.24. — Graph 16.28.
ViySehrad, medium-sized mammals.
Representation of qualitative anatomi-
cal categories A-C and AB compared
to the natural state in the body (cate-
qories as in Graphs 16.21 and 16.22,
category AC not depicted). All body
parts included. Others like in Graph
16.24. — Diagramm 16.28. \/ySehrad,
mittelgroBe Saugetiere. Vertretung
der qualitativen anatomischen Kate-
qorien verglichen mit dem natdrlichen
Anteil im Kérper (nach der Masse).
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Graf 16.29. /ySehrad, Horizont 1, tur domaci (Bos taurus). Po- Graf 16.30. /ySehrad, Horizont 1, prase (Sus domesticus +
dil samic a samct na akropoli a predhradi. Cisla v sloupcovych Sus indet.). Podil samic a samc( na akropoli a predhradi. Cisla
grafech udavaji absolutni pocty nalezd. Dle dat z tab. 16.17. v sloupcovych grafech udévaji absolutni pocty nalezi. Dle dat
— Graph 16.29. /ySehrad, Horizon 1, domesticated cattle (Bos ztab. 16.17. — Graph 16.30. VVysehrad, Horizon 1, pig (Sus
taurus). Share of females and males at the acropolis and bailey. domesticus + Sus indet.). Share of females and males at the
The numbers in the bar graphs give the absolute number of acropolis and bailey. The numbers in the bar graphs give the
finds. Based on data from Tab. 16.17. — Diagramm 16.29. Vy- absolute number of finds. Based on data from Tab. 16.17. —
Sehrad, Horizont 1, Hausrind (Bos taurus). Anteil der Weibchen Diagramm 16.30. \/ysehrad, Horizont 1, Schwein (Sus domes-
und Mannchen in der Akropolis und der Vorburg. ticus + Sus indet.). Anteil der Weibchen und Ménnchen in der
Akropolis und der Vorburg.
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Graf 16.31. \/ySehrad, tur domaci (Bos taurus). Podil srostlych a nesrostlych epifyz a symfyz v jednotlivych vékovych kate-
goriich. Absolutni véky sristu pouZitych epifyz a symfyz podle Silvera (1969). Cisla v sloupcovych grafech udévaji abso-
lutni pocty nalezd. Dle dat z tab. 16.12. — Graph 16.31. /ySehrad, domesticated cattle (Bos taurus). Share of epiphyseal
and symphyseal fusion in individual age categories. Absolute ages of epiphyseal and symphyseal fusion used according
to Silver (1969). The numbers in the bar graphs give the absolute numbers of finds. Based on data from Tab. 16.12. —
Diagramm 16.31. \/ySehrad, Hausrind (Bos taurus). Anteil der verwachsenen und nicht verwachsenen Epiphysen in den

einzelnen Alterskategorien.
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Graf 16.32. /ysehrad, prase (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Podlil srostlych a nesrostlych epifyz a symfyz v jednotlivych
vékovych kateqgoriich. Ostatni jako u grafu 16.31. — Graph 16.32. /ySehrad, pig (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Share of
epiphyseal and symphyseal fusion in individual age categories. Others like in Graph 16.31. — Diagramm 16.32. \/ysehrad,
Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Anteil der verwachsenen und nicht verwachsenen Epiphysen in den einzelnen
Alterskategorien.

proportion of fused and unfused
epiphyses and symphyses (% NISP)

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Ovis + Capra

fusing at 6-10 months (dist.
scapula, dist. humerus, prox. radius,
acetabulum)

fusing at 1.25-2 years (dist.
metacarpus, dist. tibia, dist.
matatarsus, prox. phalanx proximalis
et media)

fusing at 3-3.5 years (prox.
humerus, dist. radius, dist. femur,
prox. tibia, prox. humerus,
dist. radius)

area (horizon)

M fused

[ unfused

Graf 16.33. /ySehrad, ovce a koza (Ovis et Capra). Podil srostlych a nesrostlych epifyz a symfyz v jednotlivych vékovych
kategoriich. Ostatni jako u grafu 16.31. — Graph 16.33. /ySehrad, sheep and goat (Ovis et Capra). Share of epiphyseal
and symphyseal fusion in individual age categories. Others like in Graph 16.31. — Diagramm 16.33. \/ysehrad, Schaf und
Ziege (Ovis et Capra). Anteil der verwachsenen und nicht verwachsenen Epiphysen in den einzelnen Alterskategorien.
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Graf 16.34. /ySehrad, Horizont 1,
prase (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.).
Zastoupeni vékovych kateqgorii

na zakladé stavu dentice. Srovnani
soubort Predhradi, Akropole-sever,
Akropole-jih. Kvantifikace dle NISP
Dle dat z tab. 16.13. — Graph
16.34. /ySehrad, Horizon 1, pig
(Sus domesticus + Sus indet.).
Representation of age categories
based on dentition. A comparison
of the Bailey, Acropolis-north and
Acropolis-south assemblages.
Quantified by NISP Based on data
from Tab. 16.13. — Diagramm 16.34.
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Graf 16.35. Prase (Sus domesticus, v pripadé Viysehradu zapocitan i Sus indet.). Krivky preZivani na zékladé stavu dentice
v riiznych rané stfedovékych souborech z CR. Kvantifikovano dle NISP pouze Roztoky kvantifikovany dle Nd. Sestaveno
na zakladé tab. 16.13 a dat téchto autort: Kratochvil 1969a (Pohansko u Breclavi, 8.-9. stol.); Kratochvil 1981 (Mikulcice,
8.-9. stol.); Kuna et al. 2013 (Roztoky u Prahy, 6.—7. stol.); Kysely 2000 (Rubin, 7.—10. stol.); Kysely 2003 (Stara Boleslay,
konec 9. — 11. stol.); Peske 1985 (Budec, 2. pol. 9. — 12. stol.); Vrabcova 2005 (TiSice, 7.—8. stol.; Praha-Liboc, 6.—7. stol.);
lokality viz tab. 16.9. Soubory z ViySehradu vyneseny Cernymi pferusovanymi carami. — Graph 16.35. Pig (Sus domesticus,
in case of VlySehrad Sus indet. included). Survival curves based on dentition in various early medieval assemblages from
the Czech Republic. Quantified by NISE only Roztoky was quantified by Nd. Compiled using data from Tab. 16.13 and
data from the following authors: Kratochvil 1969a (Pohansko near Bieclay, 8-9% cent.); Kratochvil 1981 (MikulCice,
8h-9t cent.); Kuna et al. 2013 (Roztoky near Prague, 6"—7™ cent.); Kysely 2000 (Rubin, 7—10" cent.); Kysely 2003 (Stard
Boleslav, end of 9" — 11t cent.); Peske 1985 (Budec, 2" half of 9" — 12 cent.); Virabcova 2005 (Tisice, 7-8" cent.;
Praha-Liboc, 6%—7% cent.); see Tab. 16.9. The curves from VySehrad are plotted with black dashed lines. —

Diagramm 16.35. Schwein (Sus domesticus + Sus indet.). Uberlebenskurven auf Grund des Zahnungsstands in
verschiedenen friihmittelalterlichen Fundkomplexen aus der Tschechischen Republik.
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Graf 16.36. /ySehrad, tur (Bos), metacarpus. Histogram reprezentujici distribuci proximaini sitky [Bp]. Souhrnny material
z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U prikopu a Predhradi, t/i metakarpy z Horizontu 23, ostatni Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab.
16.19 a Kysely (2004). Max. rozpéti pro domaci tury a pratury (prerusované usecky nahore) dle konsensu riznych zdroja
podle Kysely (2008b). — Graph 16.36. \/ysehrad, cattle (Bos), metacarpus. Histogram representing the distribution of the
proximal width [Bp]. Comprehensive material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations;
three metacarpals from Horizon 2a, others from Horizon 1. Based on data from Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). Maximum
range for domesticated cattle and aurochs (dashed lines above) based on the consensus of various sources according to
Kysely (2008b). — Diagramm 16.36. \/ysehrad, Rind (Bos), metacarpus. Histogramm, das die Verteilung der proximalen
Breite reprasentiert [Bp].
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Graf 16.37. \/ysehrad, tur (Bos), metatarsus. Histogram reprezentujici distribuci proximalni Sirky [Bp]. Souhrnny mate-
ridgl z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U pfikopu a Pfedhradi,; v§e Horizont 1. Ostatni jako v grafu 16.36. — Graph 16.37.
VySehrad, cattle (Bos), metatarsus. Histogram representing the distribution of the proximal width [Bp]. Comprehensive
material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations; all from Horizon 1. Others like in Graph
16.36. — Diagramm 16.37. \/ysehrad, Rind (Bos), metatarsus. Histogramm, das die Verteilung der proximalen Breite
reprasentiert [Bp].
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Graf 16.38. \/ysehrad, tur (Bos), metacarpus, vzajemny pomér délky [GL] a Sitkodélkového indexu [SD/GL]. Souhrnny
material z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U pfikopu a Pfedhradi; vse Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab. 16.19 a Kysely (2004). —
Graph 16.38. \/ysehrad, cattle (Bos), metacarpus, ratio of length [GL] and width-length index [SD/GL]. Comprehensive
material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations; all from Horizon 1. Based on data from
Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). — Diagramm 16.38. \/ySehrad, Rind (Bos), metacarpus. Gegenseitiges Verhéltnis der Ldnge
[GL] und des Breiten-Ldngen-Indexes [SD/GL].
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Graf 16.39. Vysehrad, tur (Bos), metacarpus, vzajemny pomér délky [GL] a sitkodélkového indexu [Bp/GL]. Souhrnny
material z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U piikopu a Predhradi; vse Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab. 16.19 a Kysely (2004). —
Graph 16.39. Vysehrad, cattle (Bos), metacarpus, ratio of length [GL] and width-length index [Bp/GL]. Comprehensive
material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations; all from Horizon 1. Based on data from
Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). — Diagramm 16.39. \/ySehrad, Rind (Bos), metacarpus. Gegenseitiges Verhéltnis der Ldnge
[GL] und der proximalen Breite [Bp].
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[ sex indet.
Sus domesticus
7 [ females

7] males

frequency (NISP)
(o]

Sus scrofa?

. .

92 94 96 98 10 102 104 106 108 11 11.2 114 116 11.8 12 122 124 126

Molar 1 inferior: greatest breadth at cingulum (mm)

Graf 16.40. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus), molar 1 inferior. Histogram reprezentujici distribuci max. sirky [GB]. Souhrnny material
z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U pfikopu a Predhradi; ctyri zuby z Horizontu 2, ostatni Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab. 16.19

a Kysely (2004). — Graph 16.40. \/ysehrad, pig (Sus), molar 1 inferior. Histogram representing the distribution of the
maximal width [GB]. Comprehensive material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations;
four molars from Horizon 2, others Horizon 1. Based on data from Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). — Diagramm 16.40.
Vysehrad, Schwein (Sus), molar 1 inferior. Histogramm, das die Verteilung der maximalen Breite représentiert [GB].
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. [ sex indet.
Sus domesticus

[ females

7] males

w1

IN

frequency (NISP)

27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39

Molar 3 inferior: greatest length at cingulum (mm)

Graf 16.41. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus), molar 3 inferior. Histogram reprezentujici distribuci max. délky [GL]. Souhrnny material
z Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever, U pfikopu a Pfedhradi, Ctyri zuby z Horizontu 23, ostatni Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab. 16.19
a Kysely (2004). — Graph 16.41. \/ysehrad, pig (Sus), molar 1 inferior. Histogram representing the distribution of the
maximal length [GL]. Comprehensive material from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations;
four molars from Horizon 2a, others Horizon 1. Based on data from Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). — Diagramm 16.41.
VsSehrad, Schwein (Sus), molar 3 inferior. Histogramm, das die Verteilung der maximalen Lénge représentiert [GL].
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& sexindet.

O female

A male/castrate

greates breadth at cingulum [GB] (mm)
<

26 28 30 32 34 36 38

greatest length at cingulum [GL] (mm)

Graf 16.42. \/ysehrad, prase (Sus), molar 3 inferior, vzajemny pomér délky [GL] a Sitky [GB]. Souhrnny material z Akropo-
le-jih, Akropole-sever, U pfikopu a Pfedhradi; Ctyfi zuby z Horizontu 2a, ostatni Horizont 1. Dle dat z tab. 16.19 a Kysely
(2004). — Graph 16.42. \/ySehrad, pig (Sus), molar 3 inferior, ratio of length [GL] and width [GB]. Comprehensive material
from the Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north, At moat and Bailey locations, four molars from Horizon 2a, others Horizon 1.
Based on data from Tab. 16.19 and Kysely (2004). — Diagramm 16.42. \/ySehrad, Schwein (Sus), molar 3 inferior. Gegen-
seitiges Verhéltnis der Lange [GL] und der Breite [GB].
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contexts included: trench number of osteological weight of osteological finds

area (year of (layer, feature) accurate dating . time span finds (kilograms)
excavation) [S. = trench, I. = layer, of ct_)ntexts horizon of horizon zoologically zoologically
f. = feature] beiss iy total determined total determined
Aaieaallmei S. 216, 219, 220, 225, 2" half of the 10" 2" half of the 10"
P 226 (black-gray settlement - 2" third of the 11®" 1 — 2" third 1740 964 35 27.1
(1988-1990) .
layer) cent. of the 11t cent.
g 2" half of the 10" 2 half of the 10"
A&’ gggﬁﬁ'gggh ?etztIL;(ebrﬁCI:%Sy — 1% third of the 13" 2a - 1%third 380 201 8.6 6.5
Y cent. of the 13t cent.
Akropolis-south 2 half of the 10 2" half of the 10™
(g003> S.2/2003 (1. 14) — 2" third of the 11t 1 — 2" third 2071 444 11.2 5.6
cent. of the 11t cent.
st 1 th
At moat (2010) S 172010 (1. 183) lentth”d eifibs 12 2 11%13% cent. 4 3 unweighted  unweighted
S.1/2010 (. 132, 197, 198, ... . ‘ .
At moat (2010) £ 521/522/523/524) 11t cent. 2b 11t cent. 230 65 unweighted unweighted
At moat 2010) 5. 1/2010 (. 202) U= Tl 2c 11%-13% cent 16 6 unweighted  unweighted
’ ’ of the 12t cent. : 9 9
At moat (2010)  S. 1/2010 (I. 108) 11%h—13th cent. 2c 11t—13% cent. 23 7 unweighted unweighted
At moat (2010)  S. 1/2010 (I. 151) 120 =1 el 2c 11%h-13% cent 19 8 unweighted unweighted
: : of the 13" cent. : 9 9
nd th
At moat (2010) S. 172010 (1. 162) 2 irgll & e 2d  10"™-11% cent. 2 2 unweighted  unweighted
— 11™ cent.
Baile Sts Peter and Paul, for de- 2" half of the 10t 2" half of the 10™
a 968—1g85)* tails see Kysely (2004) and - 2" third of the 11t 1 — 2" third 3716 1433 unweighted unweighted
Nechvatal ed. (2004) cent. of the 11" cent.
IN TOTAL
4 areas 10 variously dated groups of contexts 5 defined horizons 8201 3133 54.8 39.2

Tab. 16.1. Vysehrad. Prehled kontext( zafazenych do osteologické analyzy a mnoZstvi pouZitého materidlu. Barevné
odlisen Horizont 1 predstavujici dobu pred doloZzenym usidlenim panovnika na Viysehradé (tj. od pol. 10. stol. do 2. tretiny
11. stol.). * — prevzato z Kysely (2004). — Tab. 16.1. \ysehrad. Overview of contexts included in the osteological analysis
and the amount of used material. Horizon 1 representing the period before the ruler’s provable taking of residence

at Vysehrad (i.e. from the middle of the 10" century to the second third of the 11% century) distinguished by colour.

* — taken from Kysely (2004). — Tab. 16.1. Vysehrad. Ubersicht der in die osteologische Analyse eingegliederten Kontexte.

total cattle only (Bos and Bovini) pig only (Sus)
< < < S < <
3 5 3 5 3 S
9 < 9 < 2 <
area 33 5 33 5 3 S 3
£ 5 ¢ e &8 % : @ F % s
T S S = ® S S - T S S -
Q < < < «Q < < < ) < < <
horizon 1 1 1 2a 2b 2c 2d 1 1 1 2a 2b 2c 2 1 1 1 2a 2b 2c 2d
whole bone 303 81 204 33 19 7 74 7 80 8 3 2 98 51 81 16 6 1
ca. 3/4 of element 212 46 152 34 8 2 51 6 32 7 2 78 23 87 21 4 2
ca. 1/2 of element 234 68 177 31 8 1 43 3 26 8 1 93 41 111 11 1
ca. 1/4 of element 384 107 241 54 12 2 1 70 8 53 18 1 1 122 54 130 22 6
small fragment 895 744 587 153 69 16 175 30 60 38 9 4 146 114 132 17 6 4
very small fragment 1686 1025 379 75 108 34 1 73 3 8 2 1 1 46 7 27 2 2 1

Tab. 16.2. Vysehrad. Mira fragmentace kosti — zastoupeni rizné velkych fragmenta kosti v jednotlivych horizontech

a Castech sidlisté (absolutni pocty nalezd). Zviast je kvantifikovan veskery material, zvlast nalezy kosti turG a zvlast nélezy
kosti prasat. Horizonty jsou odliseny barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.2. /ySehrad. Degree of bone fragmentation —
the representation of bone fragments of various sizes in the individual horizons and parts of the hillfort (absolute
numbers of finds). Total material, cattle bones and pig bones are quantified separately. Horizons are differentiated by
colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.2. V/ysehrad. AusmaB der Knochenfragmentation.
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Tab. 16.3. VVysehrad. Pocty zvitecich kosti s okusem (absolutni pocty nalezd). Horizonty jsou odliseny barevné jako
vtab. 16.1. * — ,velmi malé fragmenty” jako v tab. 16.2. — Tab. 16.3. \/ySehrad. Numbers of animal bones with bite

marks (absolute number of finds). Horizons are differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. * — ‘very small fragments’ as
in Tab. 16.2. — Tab. 16.3. /ySehrad. Anzahl der Tierknochen mit Verbiss.

Tab. 16.4. Vysehrad. Pocty opalenych nebo spalenych zvifecich kosti v jednotlivych horizontech a ¢astech sidlisté
(absolutni pocty nélezd). Horizonty jsou odliseny barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.4. VlySehrad. Numbers of burnt
animal bones in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort (absolute numbers of finds). Horizons are differentiated by
colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.4. \/ySehrad. Anzahl der angebrannten oder verbrannten Tierknochen.
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Tab. 16.5. \/ySehrad. Pocty zvitecich kosti s riznymi typy lidskych zésah( v jednotlivych horizontech a castech sidlisté
(absolutni pocty nélez(). Horizonty jsou odliseny barevné jako v tab. 16.1. * — ,velmi malé fragmenty” jako v tab. 16.2. —
Tab. 16.5. \lySehrad. Number of animal bones with various types of marks made by humans in individual horizons and parts
of the hillfort (absolute numbers of finds). Horizons are differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. * — ‘very small fragments’ as
in Tab. 16.2. — Tab. 16.5. ViySehrad. Anzahl der Tierknochen mit unterschiedlichen Arten menschlicher Eingriffe.
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Tab. 16.6. \/ysehrad. Pocty kosti s lidskymi (kuchyriskymi/feznickymi) zasahy v jednotlivych zoologickych kategoriich
(absolutni pocty nalez(). Horizonty jsou odliSeny barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.6. \/ysehrad. Number of bones
with (butchery) marks made by humans in individual zoological categories (absolute number of finds). Horizons are
differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.6. \/ySehrad. Anzahl der Knochen mit menschlichen Eingriffen in den
einzelnen zoologischen Kategorien.
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domestic mammals

domestic
birds

. form unsure
wild mammals (domestic/wild)

mammals indetermined

wild birds

birds indet.
amphibian

fish

mollusc

cf.

cf.

cf.

cf.

cf.

cf.
cf.

Equus caballus

Bos taurus

Sus domesticus

Capra hircus

Capra hircus

Ovis aries

Ovis/Capra

Canis familiaris

Felis catus

Gallus gallus f. domestica
Gallus gallus f. domestica
Columba livia f. domestica
Large Bovini (domestic/wild?)
Bos indet.

Sus indet.

Galliformes

Anser anser (f. ?) / fabalis
Anser sp.

Bos primigenius

Bos primigenius

Wild Bovini

Alces alces

Cervus elaphus

Cervus elaphus

Capreolus capreolus
Capreolus capreolus

Sus scrofa

Lepus europaeus

Ursus arctos

Ursus/Canis

Castor fiber

Sciurus vulgaris

Rattus rattus

Large mammal (Cervus-Bos size)
Bos/Cervus

Large/medium mammal (Sus-Cervus size)
Medium mammal (Canis-Ovis-Sus size)
Small ruminant

Small mammal (Lepus size)
Unspecified mammal
Perdix perdix

Lyrurus tetrix

Bonasa bonasia

Cygnus sp.

Grus grus

Unspecified bird

Rana sp.

Cyprinidae

Esox lucius

Anguilla anguilla
Acipenser sturio/oxyrinchus
Large fish (Acipenser?)
Unspecified fish

Helix pomatia

quantification method

area

horizon

kan domaci

tur domaci

prase domaci

koza

? koza

ovce

ovce/koza

pes

kocka domaci

kur domaci

? kur doméci

holub domaéci

velci tufi (doméci/divoci?)
tur neurceny

prase neurcené
hrabavi

husa velkéd/polni

husa

pratur

? pratur

velci divoci tufi

los evropsky

jelen evropsky

? jelen evropsky

srnec obecny

? srnec obecny

prase divoké

zajic polni

medvéd hnédy
medvéd/vik-pes

bobr evropsky
veverka obecnd

krysa

velky savec (velikost jelena-tura)
tur/jelen

velky/stfedné velky savec
stfedné velky savec (velikost psa-prasete)
maly pfezvykavec
maly savec (velikost kralika)
neurceny savec
koroptev polni
tetfivek obecny
jefdbek lesnf

labut

jefdb popelavy
neurceny ptak

? skokan

? kaprovita ryba

Stika obecna

Uhot ficni

jeseter velky/ostrorypy
velkd ryba (jeseter?)
neurcend ryba
hlemyzd' zahradni

Tab. 16.7. /ySehrad. Zastoupeni jednotlivych zoologickych druhG nebo zool. kategorii v jednotlivych horizontech

a castech sidlisté (dle NISP a hmotnosti, v pripadé soubor( Predhradi a U pfikopu hmotnost nezjistovana). Zvifeci druhy
a kategorie razeny dle zoologické logiky (barevné odliseni zool. trid koresponduje s tab. 16.8). Horizonty jsou odliseny
barevné jako v tab. 16.1. * — data z Kysely (2004), aktualizovano. — Tab. 16.7. \/ySehrad. Representation of individual
zoological species or zoological categories in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort (using NISP and weight; weight
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Bailey* Af’;ﬂ‘:ﬁs - Acropolis-north At moat s Af’;%ﬂg,’,"s - Acropolis-north s
1 1 1 2a 2b 2c 2d 1 1 2a
29 2 2 2 5 1 41 230 137 267 634
419 52 239 68 15 7 1 801 1783 12053 3129 16966
542 100 236 41 7 3 929 1462 5914 1005 8381
2 1 3 21 21
1 1
21 5 3 29 109 36 145
188 61 61 18 6 5 1 340 639 855 329 1823
8 3 1 12 19 19
1 2 3 12 12
66 12 23 5 1 1 108 14 53 14 81
1 1 1 3 0.4 1 1
2
8 1 6 15 293 221 514
3 1 2 6 87 60 147
24 189 323 45 18 4 603 1012 4564 796 6372
26 26
2 2
15 2 17 9 9
4 2 1 7 215 391 607
1 1 36 36
2 1 1 1 5 70 83 153
8 1 750 10 760
14 7 16 1 6 44 245 1044 43 1332
1 1 2 43 43
14 6 15 1 5 41
1 1 60 252 21 333
17 1 9 3 1 1 32 28 436 131 594
24 1 2 27 1.2 24 24
3 3 6 24 64 88
1 1 3 3
5 7 12 24 101 125
4 4
2 2
641 243 328 115 37 10 1374 2772 5755 1616 10144
51 4 13 5 1 74 43 294 170 508
27 2 " 2 5 5 52 19 149 18 187
460 573 195 36 29 1 1294 1376 875 191 2443
44 3 4 1 3 55 17 44 8 69
16 1 1 18 0.5
838 794 218 19 79 22 1970 1321 809 81 2210
5 5
1 1
2 2
1 1
1 1 1.4
73 6 7 1 1 88 5 7 1.6 13
1 1
1 1 0.2
4 4
1 1 0.2
1 1 12 12
1 1 2 1" 11
3 1 4 0.2
1 1

was not determined for the Bailey and At moat assemblages). Animal species and cateqgories classified by zoological
criteria (zoological classes distinguished by colour correspond to Tab. 16.8). Horizons are differentiated by colour as in
Tab. 16.1. * — data from Kysely (2004), updated. — Tab. 16.7. \/ysehrad. Quantifizierung der einzelnen zoologischen
Arten oder zoologischen Kategorien.
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Tab. 16.8. \/ysehrad. Zastoupeni zoologickych skupin (data z tab. 16.7, barevné odliseni zoologickych tiid a horizontd
koresponduje s tab. 16.7). — Tab. 16.8. VlySehrad. Representation of zoological groups (data from Tab. 16.7, zoological
classes and horizons distinguished by colour correspond to Tab. 16.7). — Tab. 16.8. \/ySehrad. Vertretung der zoologischen
Gruppen.




site (chronological order

Bohemia

Moravia

Scapula

~

within each region)
Roztoky
Liboc
Tisice
Touseri-Hradistko

Rubin, horizon 1
Rubin, horizon 2

Hradec n. Jizerou

Vlastislav

Stard Boleslav

Kozarovice

Budec

Koufim

(Sv. Jifi, Sv. Kliment)
Hradsko

Bilina
Olomouc-Povel

Pohansko

Mikulcice

district

Prague-west
Prague-city
Mélnik
Prague-east

Louny
Louny

MI. Boleslav
Litomérice

Prague-east

Pribram
Kladno
Kolin
Mélnik
Teplice
Olomouc

Bfeclav

Hodonin

settlement type

village
village
village
hillfort
hillfort

hillfort

hillfort
hillfort

Premyslid hillfort

hillfort
Premyslid hillfort

Premyslid hillfort

hillfort
Premyslid hillfort

pre-Great Moravian
hillfort

Great Moravian hillfort

Great Moravian hillfort

—town

dating [cent. = century AD]

6t—7" cent.

617t cent.

74-8" cent.

8™ cent.

ca. 7 — ca. half of 9" cent.

ca. half of 9" — half of 10t
cent.

end of 9" — 1+t half of 10" cent.

2" half of 9t — 10% cent.

end of 9" — 11t cent.

10th—11t cent.

2" half of 9t — 12 cent.
2" half of 10t — 12 cent.
2" half of 10t — 12 cent.

11th-12t cent.

end of 7" — beginning of 9"
cent.

mostly 8-9* cent.

mostly 8—9* cent.

source of data note

Kuna et al. 2013

Vrabcovéd 2005

Vrabcovd 2005

Kovacikova 2003

Kysely 2000 horizon 1 after Kysely 2000
Kysely 2000 horizon 2 after Kysely 2000

Kavén — Holnerova 1970
Novotny 1966

only horizon 1 and 2

(= SH-MHK) used in Graphs
16.9-16.11 and 16.35,
moat excluded

Kysely 2003; Mlikovsky 2003a

Peske 1978
Peske 1985

Peske 1985

Peske 1985
Novotny 1966

Blaha 2000

Kratochvil 1969a, 1969b

Chrzanowska — Januszkiewicz-
-Zafecka 2003; Chrzanowska
— Krupska 2003b

Tab. 16.9. Seznam lokalit pouZitych pro srovnani (v grafech 16.9-16.11, 16.35). Zahrnuty pouze pocetnéjsi soubory

ze sidel starsich nez 13. stol. Datovani a dalsi udaje dle Ctverédk et al. (2003), Kuna et al. (2013) a uvedenych zdrojovych
praci. Barevné jsou oznacena sidlisté alespor z¢asti souvéka s Horizontem 1 na VySehradé. — Tab. 16.9. List of sites used
for comparison (in Graphs 16.9-16.11, 16.35). Only larger assemblages from settlements before the thirteenth century
are included. Dating and other data after Ctverék et al. (2003), Kuna et al. (2013), and given sources. Settlements
designated in colour are at least partially contemporary with Horizon 1 at Viysehrad. — Tab. 16.9. \erzeichnis der zum
Vergleich benutzten Lokalitdten.
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Tab. 16.10 pokracovani







Tab. 16.10 pokracovani
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Tab. 16.10. \/ySehrad, Akropole a U pfikopu. Kvantifikace anatomickych elementa v jednotlivych horizontech a ¢astech
sidlisté. Kvantifikovano dle NISP Horizont 1 odliSen barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.10. Vysehrad, Acropolis and

At moat. Quantification of anatomical elements in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. Quantified by NISP
Horizons are differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.10. VySehrad, Akropolis und Am Graben. Quantifizierung
der anatomischen Elemente (nach der Anzahl der Skelettfunde).
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Tab. 16.11 zacatek







Tab. 16.11 dokonceni




Coracoideum

03

Furcula

Cleitrum

Humerus

445

329

11

177
39

264
192

26

94

127
391

Radius

92

74

47

36
39

452

29

68
100

©
= 3
=1
o
Y e 8
2 8 & @2
£ 3 5 & 3
S & & s @&
36
47
140 155
43
106
18
5
92
14
1
79 84 525 320
82 14 96
9
15 8
59 7 11
9
42
8

Femur

161

136

355
31

253
48

70
12

33

15
20

108

Tibia

16
337

19
21
39

369
161

129

92

21

79

Tibiotarsus

Fibula

Calcaneus

57

134

129

w
a 5
2
@
s & 5 £
S ® 2 - =
@ - ° = = = £
= o 5 x x @ x =
o & E § & &€ & @© @9
) © © o o] o ] ] 3 @
2 2 8 ¢ 8 2z 2 ¢ ¢
e & = & =2 T =z = ao 3
163
70
38 68
84
35 10
1910
25
14
234
800
366 58 20 30
19
40
4
423

55

81

215
36
70

689

1044
43
252
436
64

101
5799
294
149
875
44
809

12
267
3129
1005
28
336
12
14
221
796
391
83
10
43
21
131
24
1616
170
18
191

81

Tab. 16.11. ySehrad, Akropole a U piikopu. Kvantifikace anatomickych elementa v jednotlivych horizontech a castech
sidlisté. Kvantifikovano dle hmotnosti (gramy). Horizont 1 odlisen barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.11. VySehrad,
Acropolis and At moat. Quantification of anatomical elements in individual horizons and parts of the hillfort. Quantified
by weight (grams). Horizons are differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.11. \/{ysehrad, Akropolis
und Am Graben. Quantifizierung der anatomischen Elemente (nach der Masse).
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Equus caballus
1 1 3 1 1
1 1 1
2 11 1 1 1
Bos taurus ! ! ! 2
5 2 14 4 1
1 1
2 1 1 6 1 5
Sus domesticus 3 2
7 1 14 2 1 3 5
1
Capra hircus
R 1
Ovis aries 4 1 1 1
1 5 1 1
8
Ovis/Capra 1 2
7 1 1 1
Canis familiaris
Felis catus
1
Large Bovini 1
1 2 1
2 1 1 1 3 4 1 21 2| 2
Sus indet. 1 11 1
1
1
Bos primigenius 1
Wild Bovini
Alces alces 1 1
1
1 2 2
Cervus elaphus 1
5 3
2
Capreolus capreolus 1 1
1
Sus scrofa 1
1 1
L
epus europaeus 2 2
Ursus arctos
y 1
Castor fiber 1

Tab. 16.12. VySehrad. PocCty nalez( se srostlymi nebo nesrostlymi epifyzami a acetabulem (pravé sristajici epifyzy jsou
zarazeny do kategorie srostlé). Horizonty jsou odliseny barevné jako v tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.12. \/ysehrad. Number of finds
with and without epiphyseal and acetabular fusion (epiphyseal fusions just beginning to occur are classified as fused).
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Horizons are differentiated by colour as in Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.12. /ysehrad. Anzahl der Funde mit verwachsenen oder
unverwachsenen Epiphysen.




0.2-0.5
0.5-1
1-2.25

2.25-4

A 0-0.15
B 0.15-0.5
C 0.5-1
D 1-2
EF 2-4
G 4-6
HI >6

perinatus, neonatus, D3 unworn

M1 not erupted
M1 erupting/erupted, M2 not erupted
M2 erupting/erupted, M3 and premolars not erupted

M3 and premolars erupting/erupted or light M3 wear
(usually < f**)

medium M3 wear (usually > f, < h**)
strong M3 wear (usually > h, < k**)

very strong molars wear

D3 unworn

D3 in wear, M1 unworn
M1 in wear, M2 unworn
M2 in wear, M3 unworn

gosterior cusp of M3 inf. in wear,
ut pre-g** wear

medium M2 and M3 wear (ca. g**)

strong M2 wear (> g**)

***including Ovis aries (NISP = 1, Nd = 2)
****including Ovis aries (NISP = 1, Nd = 2)

0-0.2  perinatus, D3 still unworn

0.2-0.5 M1 not erupted (may be erupting)
0.5-1 M2 and P2-P3 not erupted (M2 may be erupting)
1-2 M2 and P2—P4 erupted, M3 not erupted or erupting 5
2-4  medium wear of M3 (usually < e**)

4-ca.9 strong wear of M3

=

—

39.5

1.5 105

25

1

28
19

D F KAk

2

1

6

3.5 2 9
1

0.5 1

4

1" 1 2
55 05 1 4
4 2 15 3
0.5

Tab. 16.13. \/ySehrad. Zastoupeni jednotlivych vékovych kategorii na zakladé dentélnich nalezt (kvantifikovdno dle NISP
a Nd), nezarazené nalezy jsou rozpocitany do sousednich kategorii (metodika viz text). Zkratky: M = molar, P = premolar,
D3 = mlécny 3. molér. * — vékové kategorie A az | jako v Kysely (2010a), viz text; **e, f, g, h, k — stupné obrusu dle Grant
(1982). — Tab. 16.13. V/ySehrad. Representation of individual age categories based on dental finds (quantified by NISP and
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1 I

1 ] ]
1 -
w2 60 8 3 0 7 19 6 255

Tab. 16.14. \/ySehrad. Zastoupeni vékovych kategorii u ptaka (kvantifikovano dle NISP). — Tab. 16.14. \/ySehrad. Representa-
tion of age cateqgories in birds (quantified by NISP). — Tab. 16.14. \/ySehrad. Vertretung der Alterskategorien bei den Vogeln.

Nd),; unclassified finds are counted to adjacent categories (see text for method). Abbreviations: M = molar, P = premolar,
D3 = milk molar 3. * — Age categories A to | as in Kysely (2010a), see text; **e, f, g, h, k — degree of abrasion according
to Grant (1982). — Tab. 16.13. V/ySehrad. Vertretung der einzelnen Alterskategorien auf Grund der dentalen Funde.




withers height (cm)

method: after Fock 1966 after Calkin 1960 after Matolcsi 1970
JE B g g £
£ ELIES 5 5 5
5 22580 g " g g
LG 1 L T B
@ :‘g_Eﬁg_ £g £ Eg £& £ = £
N IS g e 2 g o £
© g 58 5 52 58 5 58 3
Bailey 166.5 99.9 104.1 99.6 102.1 103.9 100.7 105.4
Acropolis-north 167.2 100.3 104.5 100 102.5 104.3 101.2 105.8
Acropolis-north 170.5 102.3 106.6 102 104.5 106.4 103.2 107.9
Acropolis-north 176.4 105.8 110.3 105.5 108.1 110.1 106.7 111.7
Acropolis-north af 172.7 103.6 107.9 103.3 105.9 107.8 104.5 109.3
Acropolis-north af 180 108 112.5 107.6 110.3 112.3 108.9 113.9
Acropolis-north af 187.2 112.3 17 112 114.8 116.8 113.3 118.5
Acropolis-north f 163 97.8 101.9 97.5 €L g 101.7 98.6 103.2
é Acropolis-north f 172.4 103.4 107.8 103.1 105.7 107.6 104.3 109.1
g Acropolis-north f 155.1 93.1 96.9 92.7 95.1 96.8 93.8 98.2
g Bailey f 163.1 97.9 101.9 97.5 100 101.8 98.7 103.2
Acropolis-north f 167 100.2 104.4 99.9 102.4 104.2 101 105.7
Bailey f 168.3 101 105.2 100.6 103.2 105 101.8 106.5
Bailey f 169.4 101.6 105.9 101.3 103.8 105.7 102.5 107.2
Bailey f 171.1 102.7 106.9 102.3 104.9 106.8 103.5 108.3
Acropolis-north f 174.5 104.7 109.1 104.4 107 108.9 105.6 110.5
Bailey f 179.1 107.5 111.9 107.1 109.8 111.8 108.4 113.4
Acropolis-north mk 184.3 110.6 115.2 110.2 113 115 111.5 116.7
Acropolis-north mk 198 118.8 123.8 118.4 121.4 123.6 119.8 125.3
Bailey 194.1 103.8 107.7 103.6 106.6 108.3 102.5 109.1
Bailey 197 105.4 109.3 105.2 108.2 109.9 104 110.7
Acropolis-north 199 106.5 110.4 106.3 109.3 111 105.1 111.8
Acropolis-north 207.3 110.9 115.1 110.7 113.8 115.7 109.5 116.5
. Acropolis-north 207.5 111 115.2 110.8 113.9 115.8 109.6 116.6
§ Acropolis-north 217 116.1 120.4 115.9 119.1 121.1 114.6 122
% Acropolis-north 226 120.9 125.4 120.7 1241 126.1 119.3 127
= Acropolis-north af 195.7 104.7 108.6 104.5 107.4 109.2 103.3 110
Acropolis-north af 204.8 109.6 113.7 109.7 112.4 114.3 108.1 115.1
Bailey ak 216.2 115.7 120 115.5 118.7 120.6 114.2 121.5
Acropolis-north am 196 104.9 108.8 104.7 107.6 109.7 103.5 110.2
Acropolis-north f 186.5 99.8 103.5 99.6 102.4 104.1 98.5 104.8
statistics
minimum 93.1 96.9 92.7 95.1 96.8 93.8 98.2
all metapodials maximum 120.9 125.4 120.7 124.1 126.1 119.8 127
arithmetic mean 105.8 110.1 105.5 108.3 110.2 105.8 111.5
minimum 93.1 96.9 92.7 95.1 96.8 93.8 98.2
99+probab|e99 maximum 112.3 117 111.9 114.8 116.8 113.3 118.5
arithmetic mean 103 107.2 102.7 105.3 107.2 103.4 108.6

Tab. 16.15. \/ySehrad, souhrnny material (Pfedhradi a Akropole, Horizont 1), tur, Bos. Kohoutkové vysky vypocitané dle
nékolika alternativnich postupt na zakladé délek kompletnich metapodii a zakladni statistiky. Vypocty, u kterych pouZity
index odpovida determinovanému pohlavi, jsou zvyraznény tucné. Samice odliseny barevné. — Tab. 16.15. V/ysehrad,
comprehensive material (Bailey and Acropolis, Horizon 1), cattle, Bos. Withers height calculated using several alternative
methods based on the length of complete metapodial bones. Calculations for which the utilised index corresponds to the
determined sex are in bold. Females distinguished by colour. — Tab. 16.15. \/ySehrad, Zusammentfassungsmaterial, Rind,
Bos. StockmalBe.
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8
1 7
2 3
4 4
1 8
4 6
2
3
8
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
1
2
1
2
e

Tab. 16.16. /ysehrad, Horizont 1. Kvantifikace spodnich a hornich Celisti prasete s pfitomnym nebo chybéjicim premoldrem
1 (P1). — Tab. 16.16. \/ySehrad, Horizon 1. Quantification of lower and upper pig jaws with presence or absence of premolar
1 (P1). — Tab. 16.16. \/ySehrad, Horizont 1. Quantifizierung der Schweine- Unter- und Oberkiefer mit vorhandenem oder
fehlendem Prémolaren 1.

lBaily G e s
Adopolissouth 11
_=------
Acopolisnorth 1

L

1
‘Bosprimigenius  Baly L
(Cervuselaphus  Agopolissowth 1
Baley a2
_-------
Acopolisporth 22
Atmoat 1

Tab. 16.17. V/ySehrad. Pocty nalezi s determinovanym pohlavim (NISP). Horizonty jsou odliSeny barevné jako v tab. 16.1.
— Tab. 16.17. Vlysehrad. Numbers of finds with determined sex (NISP). Horizons are differentiated by colour as in
Tab. 16.1. — Tab. 16.17. \lySehrad. Zahl der Funde mit bestimmtem Geschlecht.
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characteristic samples compared (in all cases only Horizon 1)

ratio of gnawed bones to ungnawed bones Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south

ratio of gnawed bones to ungnawed bones Bailey vs Acropolis-north

ratio of burned/singed to unburned/unsinged bones Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south

ratio of bones with butchery/kitchen marks to bones without butchery/kitchen marks Bailey vs Acropolis-north + Acropolis-south
ratio of various types of butchery/kitchen marks Bailey vs Acropolis-north + Acropolis-south
ratio of number of domestic cattle to domestic pig to sheep/goat Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south

ratio of number of domestic cattle to domestic pig to sheep/goat Bailey vs Acropolis-north

ratio of number of domestic cattle to other domestic mammals Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south

ratio of number of domestic pig to other domestic mammals Bailey vs Acropolis-north

ratio of number of domestic pig to other domestic mammals Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south
domestic cattle: ratio of anatomical parts of different quality (A : B : C) Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south
sheep/goat: ratio of anatomical parts of different quality (A : B : C) Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south
domestic cattle: ratio of number of metapodials to other elements Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south
domestic pig: ratio of number of cranial finds to other elements Bailey vs Acropolis-north + Acropolis-south
ratio of number of domestic pigs of different age (0.5-1 : 1-2 : 2—4 years) Acropolis-north vs Acropolis-south

ratio of number of domestic pigs of different age (0.5-1 : 1-2 : 2—4 years) Bailey vs Acropolis-north

Tab. 16.18. \/ySehrad, pouze Horizont 1. Viybrané statistické testy (* — vSechny uvedené testy jsou signifikantni
na 0,01 %). — Tab. 16.18. \/ysehrad, only Horizon 1. Selected statistical tests (* — all listed tests are significant at 0.01%,).
— Tab. 16.18. \/ySehrad, nur Horizont 1. Ausgewahlte statistische Tests.

Tab. 16.19 zacatek

element  zool. determination horizon area trench feature / layer side age P4-L P4-B
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 up to 74cm d sa
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 up to 74cm d sa
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 up to 74cm s s
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 83-90cm d is
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 90-100cm s
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 90-100cm d
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 90-100cm s is
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 90-100cm d is
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm S
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm d j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm d j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm d s
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm d 12.6 12.4
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 216 s sa
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 216 d a
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 216 d j
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 216 S S
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 216 S
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 220 d
Maxilla Sus domesticus 1 A-north 225 d is
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notes (data) statistics significance*

N, larger fragments only (Tab. 16.3; data adapted to » test) »=15.9, p=6.8*10" YES
N, larger fragments only (Tab. 16.3) ¥=48.9, p=2.7*10"2 YES
N (Tab. 16.4; data adapted to 4 test) »=16.3, p=5.5*10*° YES
N, larger fragments only (Tab. 16.5) x*=244, p=0 YES
N, one unambiguous category containing zero was excluded (Tab. 16.5) »*=21.3, p=0.00027 YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.7) 2’=43, p=4.7*101° YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.7) ¥=73, p=1.3*10"° YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.7) ¥*=33.3, p=7.6*10"° YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.7) #=69.6, p=7.2*10"7 YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.7) »=6.6, p=0.01 YES
NISP (Graph 16.18) »*=35.8, p=1.7*10* YES
NISP (Graph 16.20) »*=13.3, p=0.0013 YES
NISP (Tab. 16.10; data adapted to * test) »=9.3, p=0.0023 YES
NISP, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.10) »*=50.3, p=1.3*10"2 YES
NISP, three age categories between 0.5-4 years used, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.13, Graph 16.34) »¥=16.5, p=0.0002 YES
NISP, three age categories between 0.5-4 years used, Sus indet. incl. (Tab. 16.13, Graph 16.34) »=17.4, p=0.0001 YES

Maxilla, zacatek

measurements of tooth [L = mesiodistal crown length (at cingulum), B = buccopalatal crown

breadth (at cingulum)] measurements of tooth raw (alveolar)

note
M1-L M1-B M2-L M2-B M3-L M3-B D3-L D3-B M1-M3 P1-P4 P2-P4 D1-D3
14.7 21.5 17.2
12.8 15.5
13.7
17.3 13.3 13.7 10.1
17.4 13.3 12.8 10.1
17.7 13.5 13.3 1
17.6 15 14.1 1.3
19.7 16.7 16.2 13.4
17.5 12.8 12.8 9.8
17 12.6 12.4 9.8
17.4 12.1 13.5 10.4
17.3 13.2 13 10.8
17.5 12.8 10.3
15.5 13.5 13 10.6
16.8 14.2
13.3 13.9 1.4
18.4 13.9 14.5 1.2
20.4 14.9
17.2 15.8 28 16.9
13 10.9
17.7 13.4 20.2 15.1
29.9 16.4
20 16.2 32.7 18.6
17.2 133 12.7 10.8
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Maxilla, dokonceni

measurements of tooth [L = mesiodistal crown length (at cingulum), B = buccopalatal crown

breadth (at cingulum)] measurements of tooth raw (alveolar)

note
Mi-L  M1-B M2-L M2-B M3-L M3-B D3-L D3-B M1-M3 P1-P4 P2-P4 D1-D3
17.4 14.1 136 11.2
16.7 13.2 19.9 14.9
15.5 15 21.1 173 33.8 18.7 65.7
175 13.9 13.4 113
15.3 14 216 16.4
16.6 14.2
14.9 13.4 18.7 16.1
15.2 14.9 20.4 17.7 31.8 18.7 64.5
12.9 113 334
21.7 16.5
17.3 14 12.4 11.2
18 13.8 14.5 11
136
335 Pip
17.2 13.4
16.7 13.8
17.1 13.2 10.9
18 14.8 225 187 18.1
214 16.1
16.6 13.4 20.8 15.8
17.3 13.8 12.4 10.6
43 36 Pip
15.6 13.1 20 15.9
17.3 136 213 15.7 33.1 16.7
15.8 135 20.8 16.9
15.7 13.6
15.7 12.7 19.5 14.5
17.6 13.7 13.2 10.9
16.9 136 19.5 16 12.9 103
16.5 13.7 212 15.3 12.8 10.6
15.6 13.4 21 16.8 33 18.6 63.6
17.7 13.5 14.2 11 34.4
12.8 11.1
16.4 12.8 14.8
18.6 14 143 11.2
15.5 125 20.7 15.5 16.3 58.7
17.2 13.1 13 10.4
218 16.6
143 20.3 19 31.3 19 65.7
17.3 12.7 215 15.8 13 105
13.6 20 16.5 326 18 64.6
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element

Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula

012

zool. determination

Bos taurus
Ovis/Capra
Ovis/Capra
Ovis/Capra
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus

Sus domesticus

horizon
2a
1
1
2c

area

A-north
A-north
A-north
At moat
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north

trench
217
220
225
1/2010
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
216
216
216
216
216
216
219
219
219
219
219
225
225
225
225

feature / layer

I. 151
74-83cm
74-83cm
74-83cm
83-90cm
83-90cm
90-100cm
90-100cm
90-100cm
90-100cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm
100-125cm

side

S

% o o uv o o o

v

o o

w o o a wv

(SN NN RN N N

[

v

O o o o

age

Vi

vj

vj

sex

17.9
16.4
16.8
16.9
16.3
16.9

16.7
17.6
17.4
17.8

15.7
16.3
17.7
16.6

17.5
17.2

17.3
17.2
15.2
16.2

17.9
16

16.8
17.9
17.2
16.3

16.5
18.1

M1-B

10.6
10.1

9.5
9.5
10.5
9.8
10.5

10.3
10.1
10.7

10.3
10.3
10.8

9.8
10.1

10.5
10.1

10.7
10.5
1.2

9.5

10.2
1.7
10.7
10.1
10.3

10.3
10

10.9



measurements of tooth [L = mesiodistal crown length (at
cingulum), B = buccolingual crown breadth (at cingulum)]

M2-L

22

19.8

19.5

20.2

20.6

21.1
20.7

20.2

20.9
21.3

M2-B

13.1
12.1
14.7

12.7

12.5
9.9

13.5

13.2

13.3

13.4

13.1
13.1

12.7
131

M3-L

293

35t

32.4a

M3-B

1.1

14.7

151

14.3
13.7

D3-L

17.4
17

18.6
18.3

19.2
18.9
18.6

18.6
19.1

17.9
17.9
18.3
16.8
17.2

17.4
19.1

D3-B

8.1

7.9

7.6

8.8

8.2

7.7

8.6

8.9

7.8

8.1

7.9

8.1

8.7
8.6

8.8

8.3

8.2

7.8
8.2
9.1
8.4
8.2

7.8
8.4

Mandibula, zac¢atek

measurements of tooth raw (alveolar)

note
P1-M3 P1-P4 P2-P4 P2-M3 D1-D3 *15c *15b/16b
22.7 70.9
19.2 64.7 19.6
22.2 17.4 22.3
P1p
35.8
36.4
47.8 32.7
34.5
35.7
36.1
49.2 35.9 P1p
34 P1p
51.1 44.4 P1p
47.7 34
36 P1a
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element

Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula
Mandibula

o014

zool. determination

Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus
Sus domesticus

Sus domesticus

horizon

area

A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north

trench

225
225
225
225
225
225
225
225
225
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226

feature / layer side

o o o o w

[

%)

o o o o

o o w

age

sex

SHEN NS

17.7
17.9
17.3
17.4
17.5
17.8

15.1
17
17.8

16.8
17

16.6
17.3
15.8

17.6
17.2
18

16.3
16.2

18.1

15.6
15.9

16.6

M1-B

10.9
10.7
10.6
10.6
10.8
11.4

10.5

1.3
10.8

10.6
10.5

10.2

11.3

11.5
10.7

10.4

10.4

9.7

9.4

9.7
10.7

10.2
9.5



measurements of tooth [L = mesiodistal crown length (at
cingulum), B = buccolingual crown breadth (at cingulum)]

M2-L M2-B M3-L M3-B D3-L D3-B
19.6 12.2
19.8 13 31.7 14.9
19.4 8.6
8.9
19 8.7
17.9 8.5
18.3 9
30.7 14.5
20.3 14.3 30.7 16.6
21.4 12.8
20.9 13.2 18.1 8.9
19.6 8.5
20.9 12.8
20.2 13.8 31.8 17.4
18.3 8.3
14.4
12
17.8 8.7
17.7 12.3 29 14.3
19.5 12.3
19.6 13.4 323 14.8
21.2 13.3
20.7 12.9
32.6 14.8
20.7 13.3 332 14.4
12.4t
19.3 8.2
19.5 8.9
8.2
17 8.1
18.3 9.2
19.1 9.1
20.7 13.8
20.7 13.2 35 15.8
12.6 283 13.6
17 7.8
17.7 8.7

measurements of tooth raw (alveolar)

M1-M3 P1-M3 P1-P4 P2-P4 P2-M3 D1-D3
50.3 32
64.1 114.4 49.6 35 97.9
36.1
355
36.1
352
34.2
335
349
353
59.8
34.7
67 116.6 49 31.9 99.4
35
355
38.2
343
36
35.8
52.6 342
36
62.9
31.8a
342

Mandibula, pokracovani

*15¢

*15b/16b

note

P1p
P1p

P1p

P1a
P1p

P1p

P1p
P1p
P1a
P1p

P1p
P1p

P1p
P1p

P1p

P1p
P1a
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Mandibula, dokonceni

19.3 13.6 321 14.8

17.5 8.2 34 P1p
18.6 8.5 36 P1p
17.5 8.1 35.5 P1p
20.5 14 32.8 15.2 66.5
32.4 15.2
19.9 14.2 33.7 16 68.9 52.4
284 144
335 14.8
P1p
21.9 14.3
33.7 15.2
343 15.7
P1a
39.8a
22.3 14.8
20.7 9.3
19.6 9.2 371
50.2 335
18.2 8.5
19.7 12 18 8.7
209 135 17.3 8.7
219 14.6 34.1 15.9 70.9
20.3 9.2
19.8 9.1 36.7
20.5 12.5

Equus caballus At moat 1/2010 f. 521/522 85.3 45.2
AXxis Sus domesticus 2a A-north 217 40.4t

Coracoideum

Coracoideum Gallus g. f. domestica A-south 2/2003 74-83cm 47.2 13.1t 10.4t
Coracoideum Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s a 53.7 18 13
Coracoideum Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 220 d 48 10.3
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Scapula

518




element zool. determination horizon area
Humerus  Bos taurus 1 A-north
Humerus  Bos taurus 1 A-north
Humerus  Bos primigenius 2a A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-south
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-south
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-south
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-south
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 1 A-north
Humerus  Ovis/Capra 2a A-north
Humerus  Sus domesticus 1 A-north
Humerus  Sus domesticus 1 A-north
Humerus  Sus domesticus 1 A-north
Humerus  Sus domesticus 1 A-north
Humerus ~ Sus domesticus 2a A-north
Humerus  Sus scrofa 1 A-north
Humerus  Capreolus capreolus 1 A-south
Humerus  Cervus elaphus 1 A-south
Humerus  Cervus elaphus 1 A-north
Humerus  Cervus elaphus 1 A-north
Humerus  Alces alces 1 A-north
Humerus  Castor fiber 1 A-north
Humerus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north
Humerus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north
Humerus  Gallus g. f. domestica 2c At moat
element zool. determination horizon area trench
Radius Equus caballus 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Bos taurus 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Bos taurus 1 A-north 225
Radius Bos taurus 1 A-north 226
Radius Bos taurus 2a A-north 217
Radius Bos taurus 2a A-north 217
Radius Bos taurus 2a A-north 217
Radius Ovis aries 1 A-north 220
Radius Ovis/Capra 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Sus domesticus 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Sus domesticus 1 A-north 226
Radius Sus domesticus 1 A-north 226
Radius Sus indet. 1 A-north 225
Radius Alces alces 1 A-north 226
Radius Capreolus capreolus 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Capreolus capreolus 1 A-north 219
Radius Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-south  2/2003
Radius Gallus g. f. domestica 2b At moat  1/2010

trench feature / layer
216
226
217
2/2003 100-125cm
2/2003 90-100cm
2/2003 100-125cm
2/2003 83-90cm
216
219
225
225
226
217
216
216
225
225
217
219
2/2003 83-90cm
2/2003 100-125cm
216
216
226
226
216
216
1/2010 I. 202
feature / layer side age
s a
100-125cm d a
s a
d a
S
d aa
d a
s a
90-100cm d
S sa
d aa
d aa
d aa
S a
100-125cm d
s a
100-125cm d
[. 198 d aa

side

S

sex

af

GL

56.5
62.6

GL

54.2
58.2

Humerus

Bp SD D Bd Dd BT
74.5
62.5
96t
13.9 152 29 26.1
14 30.9 29.3
139 29 27.9
15 31.5 30
29.7 28.8
31.7 28.8
134 294 28.2
293 283
16.1 15.8 28.8
15.3 15.7 30.9 28.4
16.7 21 373 383 307
37.2
16.9 238 406 333
16.1 23 39.2 32
155 21.8 387 32.7
25 315 558 43.2
148 293 25.6
61.5 58.6 57
34.7 62.3 57.3 52.2
253 273 569 52.7
40.8 402 822 76.1
30.4 204
15.2 5.2 4.1 12.5
17.5 6.6 4.7 14.2
6.1 13.4
Radius
Bp BFp Dp SD D Bd BFd Dd
29.6 77.7 63.3 42
82.8 75.4
82.5a 76.9a
66.8 61.1
384
64.9 58.8
62.3
32.8 282
30.1 27.6
28
30.6
28.8
30.6
74.5t 54.5t
27.5 27.2 16.3
25.5 241 15 9
4.6 6
4.9 6.2
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element
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus
Metacarpus 2
Metacarpus 3
Metacarpus 3
Metacarpus 4
Metacarpus 4
Metacarpus 5

Metacarpus 5

zool. determination
Equus caballus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Bos taurus

Large Bovini

Capra hircus

Ovis aries

Ovis aries
Ovis/Capra
Ovis/Capra
Capreolus capreolus
Capreolus capreolus
Capreolus capreolus
Capreolus capreolus
Cervus elaphus
Cervus elaphus

Sus domesticus
Ursus arctos

Ursus arctos

Sus domesticus
Canis familiaris

Sus domesticus

Ursus arctos

horizon

2a
2a
2a

area
A-north
A-south
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
A-north
At moat
A-north
A-north
A-south
A-south
A-south
A-north
A-north
At moat
A-north

trench feature / layer

225
2/2003
216
216
219
220
225
225
225
225
225
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
226
217
217
217
225
219
220
217
225
225
225
226
226
172010
225
226
2/2003
2/2003
2/2003
226
216
1/2010
225

f. 521/522/524

83-90cm
100-125cm
100-125cm

f. 521/522/524

side

S

[

o O O o o o

o o o

o o o

age

a
a
a
a
sa
as

aa

a

aa

sa

Sa

sa

aa

sa

aa

aa
sa

sa

sa

sex

af

af

af

mk

mk

af

af

af

mk

GL

170.5
180

1745

172.7
163

198
155.1
184.3
187.2
172.4
167

167.2

164.2
165.3
162.9

60.8

73.4
72.2
50.3
60.5
86.2

Bp

54.2
54.4
515
50.9

47.8

46.1
45.2
45.9

60.2
65
414
61.1
50.5a
43.9
47

52
63.2
48.3t
489
66.1
25.7
27.9
214
19.7
241
21.7
22.5
214
19.3

5.6

Dp

329
31.8
33.1t
30.5

293
31.2
28.6
27.4
28.9

35
395

36.2

28.1
28.8

33

18.7
20.3
15.8

16.3
16.2

17.6
16.1

20.2

8.5

sD

32.8

30.7
271

28.2
27.8

353
37.5
20

34

28.2
242
252

29

33.2
28.2
27.8

18
16.8

13.6
12.5
12.4

30.7

DD

19.3
19.2
16.7
18.7
18.2

18.5
17.6

22.7
25

15.5
22.4
19.7
18.7
171
18.6
19

21.2

Bd
50.9

56.6
49.8

537

46.8
45.8
53

50.8
47.2
47.5
49.1
553

215
48.2
46.4

15t
16.5
15.6
6.8
11.5
213

Metacarpus

BFd

Dd
393

27.8t
283

28

259
26.3
29.6t

33

27.2
24.8
26.7
28.1

14.6

139
322
31.7
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Tibia + Tibiotarsus

element zool. determination horizon area trench feature /layer side age GL La Bp Dp Dip SC/SD D Bd BFd Dd

Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-south  2/2003  100-125cm d 24.4 55.6 40.4
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-south  2/2003  100-125cm d 33.3 23.1 53.1 38.1 37.1
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 216 s a 29.4 232 51.8 36.7 388
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 d 32 21.8 55 39.7
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 s 22.1 558 393
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 220 d 52.1 37
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 220 s 51.7 353
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d 51.2 37.4
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d a 57.7 403

Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 S 615 41.6 46
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 s 215 49.6 36.3 36.6
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 50.7 356 36.4
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 287 65.3 44.1 455
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 288 19.3 543 382 384
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 59.8 44
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 53.1 39.8
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 60.7 39.9

Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d sa 22.2 52.7 381 403
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 49

Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 31.2 53.2 37.5
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s 27.8 19.9 50.5

Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s 244 544 37.8 39.1
Tibia Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s 53.8 36.5 402
Tibia Bos taurus 2a A-north 217 d 53.9 37.1 37.6
Tibia Ovis/Capra 1 A-south  2/2003  100-125cm S 142 113 235 19.1
Tibia Ovis/Capra 1 A-north 216 d 26.2 19.3
Tibia Ovis/Capra 1 A-north 225 s a 135 11.2 244 18.5
Tibia Ovis/Capra 1 A-north 226 s a 27 20.3
Tibia Ovis/Capra 1 A-north 226 S 16.3 134 276 21.1 22
Tibia Ovis/Capra 2a A-north 217 d aa 155 115 254 204
Tibia Ovis/Capra 2a A-north 217 d sa 24.6 19.1
Tibia Ovis/Capra 2a A-north 217 d 25.1 19.8

Tibia Sus domesticus 1 A-north 226 d aa 19 12.7 28.7 243
Tibia Sus domesticus 2a A-north 217 d 184 144 298 228 269
Tibia Sus domesticus 2a A-north 217 s sa 28.7 25.9
Tibia Sus domesticus 2a A-north 217 s 145 29.3 28.8
Tibiotarsus  Anser sp. 1 A-north 216 d sa 146a 9.5 6.1

Tibiotarsus ~ Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-south  2/2003  90-100cm d a 1025 19 56 45 105 1.1
Tibiotarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 216 s a 111.5105.8 222 66 52 121 12.5
Tibiotarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 216 s a 972 935 18 55 46 103 10.8
Tibiotarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 225 s a 98 53 54 106 93
Tibiotarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 226 s a 63 51 119 121
Tibiotarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 2a A-north 217 s a 964 925 183 5.5 10.5
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Talus

element zool. determination horizon area trench feature /layer side age GL GLI GLm GB LFm Bd BFd GH DI Dm LmT

Talus Equus caballus 1 A-south  2/2003 74-83cm d 61.9 50.5 57.7 59.3
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-south  2/2003 100-125cm d aa 58.5 53.9 451 37.2 32.5 32
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 216 d aa 56.1 51.4 42.7 33.6 31.3 31
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 d sa 64.7 59.1 50 45 36.3 37
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 S 56.5 46.5 38.9
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d a 52 48 40.2 336 285 29
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d a 57.6 52.3 44.8 35.6 31.8 312
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d sa 53.9 504 42.2 32.7 30.5 30.6
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 S 55.6 50.1 419 32.6 309 29.2
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 542 48.9 42 328 29.1 28.9
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 66.3 61.5 41.4 36.9 38
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 58.1 54.4 46.2 37.1 31
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s aa 57.1 52 43.6 35.8 31 309
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 55.3 48.9 413 36.5 313
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 58.3 535 449 354 31.6
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 62.7 56.6 47.1 425 34.9
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 63.9 58.2 492 394 35.6
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 56.1 51 436 36.3 30.8
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s a 57.7 523 43.8 35 32.3 31
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s sa 62.5 57.7 475 41.2 35
Talus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 53.8 49.2 41.3 33.2 29.5
Talus Bos taurus 2b Atmoat 1/2010 f. 521/522/524 d a 58.8
Talus Bos taurus 2c At moat  1/2010 |. 108 d 62.3 56.7 47.5 40.7 34.6 345
Talus Bos/Cervus 1 A-south  2/2003 90-100cm d 53.7 30.4
Talus Bos/Cervus 1 A-north 226 d a 54.5 324
Talus Ursus arctos 1 A-north 225 d a 538

Calcaneus
element zool. determination  horizon area trench feature / layer side GL GB B GD D
Calcaneus  Bos taurus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm d 49.5
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm S 121.9 37.7 48.8
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-south 2/2003 100-125cm s 121.9 38.5 14.8 49 29.8
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 216 d 14.7 26.3
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d 105 33 13.2 41 25.8
Calcaneus  Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 s 125.1 41 51
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 18.1
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 19 29.7
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 15 29.5
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s 1323 45 17.8 50 335
Calcaneus  Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 15.8
Calcaneus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 18.9
Calcaneus Bos taurus 2a A-north 217 d 14.2 25.9
Calcaneus  Sus domesticus 1 A-north 226 s 83.7 22.1 10.2 31
Calcaneus  Cervus elaphus 1 A-north 226 d 14.5 29.7
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Tarsometatarsus

element zool. determination horizon area trench side sex GL Bp SC D Bd

Tarsometatarsus ~ Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 216 s f 77.9 12.4 5.9 3.4 13.3

Tarsometatarsus  Gallus g. f. domestica 1 A-north 226 f 55.3 10.9 53 3.1 10.3
Metatarsus

element zool. determination horizon area trench feature /layer side age sex GL Bp Dp Dip SD DD Bd BFd Dd

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 220 S 38.1 374 20.8

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 220 S 40.6 39.8 23

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d a 42 37

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 s a af 1957 388 373 21.4 20.8 451 25.9

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 225 d a 199 44 40 22.1 213 503 27.6

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 217 442 429 235 218 489 28.9

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s a af 204.8 41.8 40.3 20 20.5 50.7 28.4

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 S a 419 404

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s aa 51.1 28.8

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d 207.5 434 413 225 22 51 26.9

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d a 207.3 39.7 382 229 206 4438 26.4

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 S am 196t 44.7t 435 253 21.8 50.6 28.3

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 d aa 41 387 23.1 221

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 S aa 37.6 40.8 22.8 189

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 s a af 19.6 184 4238 23.5

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 226 S a 209 479 28

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 d a 43 44 252 232

Metatarsus Bos taurus 1 A-north 219 s a f 186.5 38.5 19.6 43 24.5

Metatarsus Bos taurus 2a A-north 217 d a 226t 29.5 272 615

Metatarsus Bos primigenius 1 A-north 225 S a 62.8

Metatarsus Ovis aries 1 A-north 219 s sa 19.7 19.6

Metatarsus Ovis aries 1 A-north 226 d aa 20.8 19.5

Metatarsus Ovis aries 2a A-north 217 s 21.1 214 11.9

Metatarsus Ovis/Capra 1 A-north 226 d 20.1 20.9

Metatarsus Capreolus capreolus 1 A-north 226 d a 21.3 253

Metatarsus Capreolus capreolus 1 A-north 219 d 20.2 21.2

Metatarsus Capreolus capreolus 2b At moat  1/2010 f. 521/522 d 20.3 227

Metatarsus 2 Ursus arctos 1 A-south  2/2003 90-100cm d a 70.6 13.1 18.9 17.5

Metatarsus 3 Sus domesticus 1 A-north 226 d sa 88.5 16.3 24.4 18.1

Metatarsus 3 Ursus arctos 1 A-north 225 d 78.3 25 179 14.9

Metatarsus 5 Sus domesticus 1 A-north 220 d 62.3
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Phalanx

Os malleolare + Patella

Cleithrum

526



Glpe

47.5
54.2
55.9
48.5
52.7

54.1
49.9
53.5
37.3
77.9

GlLax GB Bp BFp Dp sD D Bd Dd BFd Ld MBS
51.7 35.8 35 19.3 45.5
48.4 223 25.1 18.9 14 21.9 16.7
56 25 28 20.5 14.2 23.1 17.3
56.1 241 29.5 20.1 14.6 225 17.9
51.2 229 26.8 19.2 13.9 20.7 16.7
51.5 243 30 20.5 15.3 24.1
293 34.1
28.9 315 24.1 18.8 28.5 20.7
49.8 25.7 29.2 24.1 18.2
243 237 15.5 273 18.4
16.6 16.7 13.5 9.4 15.6 10.7
78.6 31 36.4 23.2 18.7 27.5 22.7
24.6 27.7 19 18 20.2 23.8
27.3 20.4 20.6 22.7 26.2
23.1 252 18.4 17.8 19.4 232
29.4 23.4 23.8 25 28.8
20.3 27.7 15.3 17.5 17.7t 22.7t
29.8 40.9 213 29.2 24.6 37.2
30 395 21.2 29.7 25.8 383
81t 48.7 52
44.8
211

Tab. 16.19. VlySehrad, Akropole-jih, Akropole-sever a U pfikopu, osteometrickd data (v mm). Razeno dle anatomické
logiky, v rémci jednotlivych elementd razeno dle zoologické logiky a kontextt (horizont, sonda a dalsi). Rozméry kosti
neadultnich jedinct jsou zafazeny pouze v pfipadé, jde-Ii o rozmér, ktery dosahl findlnich rozmérd (dentdini rozméry

a délky kosti s prirostlou epifyzou,.

Zkratky: Rozméry: GL = max. délka, GLax = max. délka (axidlni), LFm = min. délka ve stfedové roviné, L = délka,

B = sitka (korunky zubu) nebo min. sitka (diafyzy), D = min. tloustka (diafyzy), GB = max. sitka, GD = max. tloustka,

Di = max. primeér, Dip = max. primeér prox. konce, F oznacuje rozméry artikulacnich ploch, maxilla a mandibula:

P = premolar, M = molar, D = molar mlécny; ostatni definovano v Driesch 1976 (* — oznacuje kody lebecnich rozmérd

dle Driesch 1976). Prostor: A-jih = Akropole-jih, A-sever = Akropole-sever. Horizonty sensu tab. 16.1. Strana: s = sinistra
(levé), d = dextra (prava). VEk: j = juvenilni, s = subadultni, sa = subadultni/adultni, a = adultni, aa = asi adultni. Pohlavi:

f = samice, m = samec, af = asi samice, am = asi samec, mk = samec/kastrat. Poznamka: P1p = premolar 1 pivodné
pfitomen, P1a = premolar 1 ptvodné nepfitomen. Zkratky za metrickymi hodnotami: t = zméreno ne zcela pfesné
(témér), a = zméreno ne zcela presné (zhruba).

Tab. 16.19. VySehrad, Acropolis-south, Acropolis-north and At moat, osteometric data (in mm). Sorted by anatomical
criteria, within individual elements sorted by zoological criteria and contexts (horizon, trench and others). The dimensions
of bones of non-adult individuals are included only in the case that the dimension had reached its final size (dental
dimensions and the length of bones with fused epiphysis).

Abbreviations: Dimensions: GL = greatest length, GLax = axillar length, LFm = min. length in middle plane, L = length
of molar, B = width of molar or min. width (diaphysis), D = min. depth (diaphysis), GB = max. width, GD = max. depth,
Di = max. diameter, Dip = max. diameter of proximal end, F indicates the dimensions of articulation surfaces; maxilla and
mandibula: P = premolar, M = molar, D = milk molar; others as defined in Driesch 1976 (* — designates the codes of skull
dimensions according to Driesch 1976). Area: A-south = Acropolis-south, A-north = Acropolis-north. Horizons sensu

Tab. 16.1. Side: s = sinistra (left), d = dextra (right). Individual age: j = juvenile, s = subadult, sa = subadult/adult,

a = adult, aa = probably adult. Sex: f = female, m = male, af = probably female, am = probably male, mk = male/castrate.
Note: P1p = premolar 1 originally present, P1a = premolar 1 originally absent. Abbreviations after metric values: t = not
measured precisely (nearly), a = not measured precisely (roughly).

Tab. 16.19. \/ysehrad, Akropolis-Std, Akropolis-Nord und Am Graben. Osteometrische Daten.
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