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The archaeology of the dawn of Prague

IvaNa BoHACOVA

1. Introduction

General statement that every reconstruction of
a settlement development is primarily influenced by
the current state of research is in many ways valid for
all attempts at the archaeological reconstruction of
the origins of Prague. In this case, not only the huge
amount of available sources but also the current state
of processing these sources and the quality of the
methodology employed play the most significant role.
On the other hand, the fact that the archaeological
deductions presented should not be considered ‘defini-
tive solutions’ is not altogether accepted, not only by
historians but also within the archaeological commu-
nity itself. Partial statements and general paradigms
not based on the solid ground of sources or fully
accepted, and non-verifiable earlier hypotheses are still
quite often repeated in the scholarly literature. New
and very often crucial findings progressively obtained
by the archaeological investigation of the historical
core of Prague necessarily lead to a general critique of
previous research results.

Further progress in our understanding of the
beginnings of Prague is restricted mainly by the state
of evaluation of archaeological evidence relevant to
each of the individual elements of the Early Medieval
Prague agglomeration. From the methodological point
of view, the greatest difficulty is the absence of a generally
accepted chronological system that would include both
types of dating, i. e. the relative archaeological and the
absolute historical. The current state of research is
resistant to any continuous reconstruction of develop-
ment of the individual parts of Early Medieval Prague,
either the metropolis or its hinterland as a whole. The
state of preservation of cultural layers in the historical
core of Prague presents another and as yet a not widely
discussed problem. Stratigraphical sequences over long-
term periods are conditioned by and themselves also
affected subsequent development including both hiatuses
in settlements as well as removal of significant parts of
settlements. The ratio of these processes corresponds
with more than millennium of intensive urban develop-

ment of Prague. The time it takes to scientifically
process individual excavation results reflects not only
the complex nature of the genesis of the stratigraphies,
but also the complexities involved in interpreting the
documented archaeological situations.

This paper focuses on the issue of the spatial defini-
tion of the individual elements of Prague’s agglomera-
tion, their basic characteristics, and presents a possible
solution to the question of their development. In
general terms, the paper focuses on the nature of the
earliest phases of Prague agglomeration development,
i. e. on the settlement on the left bank occupied by the
present districts of Hrad¢any and Mald Strana that was
prior to the transformation of the agglomeration into
the Romanesque city of Prague.

2. Prague ceramic sequence and the Early
Medieval development of Prague

In this paper, the chronological framework of the
Early Middle Ages is divided into three main phases
covering the Middle and the Late ‘Hillfort’ periods
(RS3-4).! As a main criterion, I have used the Central
Bohemian ceramic chronological horizons of the Prague
sequence determined on the basis of analysis of key
stratified archaeological situations at Prague Castle and
Stara Boleslav (BoHACOVA 2001; 2003).> For the prior
settlement phases (belonging to the Early Slavonic and
the Old ‘Hillfort’ periods, RS1-2), the generally accepted
chronology is applied and given their rather rare occur-
rence within the inhabited area they are classified as one

1 The above-mentioned abbreviations designate the individual
historical periods and represent standards generally accepted
in the Czech archaeological literature. RS — Early Medieval,
VS - High Medieval.

2 The pottery from Pfemyslid Stara Boleslav corresponds in its
morphology, technology, and decoration to the pottery known
from Prague archaeological sequences. This is particularly
true for the earlier development stages of the site that covers
the period prior to the foundation of Saint Wenceslas basilica
and its chapter by Duke Bfetislav in the years 1039-46. The
later part of the Early Medieval development is dominated by
pottery of local provenience.
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development stage and form only a marginal issue in
this paper. As milestones of individual development
phases I have chosen the periods of time in which the
ducal residence underwent crucial transformations
associated with significant innovations of the fortifi-
cation system and at the same time with pronounced
changes in the pottery sequence.

Excursus:

The Early Medieval ceramic horizons and the major
morphological rim types occurring in the stratigraphy and
chronology of Prague Castle and Piemyslid stronghold at
Stara Boleslav

Middle ‘Hillfort’ period (RS3)

Pottery horizon PHAO-1 - mainly simple concave rims — pottery
horizon adjoining the situations prior to the foundation of
the wood-earthen rampart (as the term ante quem serve
dendrodates 908-917);

Pottery horizon PHBO - simple rims with complex termination
morphology, emergence of convex shapes — pottery horizon
occurring rarely but repeatedly in the wood-earthen
rampart body (dendrodates from the period 908-917 given
as the term post quem for the deposition of the studied
contexts);

Pottery horizon PHB1 - collar-shaped rims - building of the
wood-earthen rampart represents date post quem for this
pottery horizon.

Intermediate period RS3/RS4

Pottery horizon PHB2.0 — emergence of the calyx-shaped rims
with a clear connection to the Middle ‘Hillfort’ decoration and
morphology of the prior horizon - settlement development
at the Prague Castle; emergence of this horizon is dated
ante quem by the beginning of the filling of ditch at Stara

Boleslav;

Late ‘Hillfort’ period (RS4)

Earlier part of the RS4 phase (phase with pottery MHK -
i. e. with calyx-shaped rims )

Pottery horizon PHB2 - the so far undivided pottery horizon
with calyx-shaped rims — it covers the period of repeated
reconstructions of the stronghold’s fortification system and
ends with the destruction of the most recent rampart prior
to the construction of the Romanesque stone rampart of the
Prague Castle (including the fortification reconstruction
carried out by Bietislav I before 1055?). At Stard Boleslav,
this horizon covers the period prior to the construction of
the St. Wenceslas basilica (1039-1046).

Later part of the RS4 phase (phase with pottery MHP - i. e. with
trussed rims and other new morphological shapes)

Pottery horizon PHCO — horizon characterized by the appearance
of the archaic trussed rims and other new morphological
shapes mostly unambiguously biased to certain pottery fabric
— it corresponds with the destruction of the stronghold

fortification prior to construction of the Romanesque
stone rampart of Prague Castle;

Pottery horizon PHC1 - pottery horizon of trussed rims with
advanced morphology (sharply-profiled, thin-walled ware)
that are, however, biased to traditional technology from the
previous horizons - it occurs in archaeological contexts
both prior to the Romanesque stone rampart construction
or connected with it;

Pottery horizon PHC2 - pottery horizon with classic forms
of trussed rims on the thin-walled ware that is, however,
qualitatively different from the previous production - it
appears after the Romanesque stone rampart construction
and probably overlaps with the beginning of the High
Middle Ages.

The earliest development phase of the Prague Early
Medieval agglomeration (phase 1) corresponds with
the Middle ‘Hillfort’ period (PHA-PHBI1 horizons,
respectively PHB2.0) and covers the earliest settlement
phase following the construction of the wood-earthen
fortification of the Prague Castle. Phase 2 includes
development in the earlier part of the Late ‘Hillfort’
period (MHK) with corresponding PHB2 pottery
horizon, i. e. the classic forms of calyx-rimmed pottery.
In this phase, the fortification of the Prague Castle was
repeatedly reconstructed and the settlement expanded.
The concluding phase 3 represents the peak of the
Early Medieval development of Prague and covers the
beginnings of later part of the Late ‘Hillfort’” period
(MHP). It was also in this particular period of time
that new pottery shapes arose and underwent gradual
changes (pottery horizon PHCI - i. e. the beginning of
the construction of Romanesque fortification system
of the Prague Castle).

It is worth noting here that the link between the
well-defined ceramic horizons and the absolute
chronology and therefore also the historical events is
considered to be mainly a matter of historical inter-
pretation. The latter approach ought to be clearly sepa-
rated from the interpretation, evaluation, and synthesis
of the given archaeological evidence (see BOHACOVA in
press with references to literature covering the issue of
absolute and relative chronology of the Prague ceramic
sequence).

3. The Prague agglomeration and its hinter-
land

3.1 Elements of the Prague agglomeration

In the earliest phases (Tab. 10), the agglomeration of
Early Medieval Prague consists of the heavily and dense
inhabited core of the Prague valley with a significant
settlement concentration on the left-bank of the river.
Both its extent and topography were influenced by the
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Fig. 1. Morphology of the left-bank of the Prague valley. Elements of left-bank settlement in the Early Medieval agglomeration of
Prag on the model of recent surface. A - Hrad¢any promontory with ducal residence (1 - acropolis) and Hrad¢any bailey (2);

B - Mal4 Strana suburbium; C - southern suburbium (?).

morphology and natural environment of the valley
itself, which evidently was well suited to the purpose of
natural and even artificial defense of individual parts
of the agglomeration, their communication connec-
tion, and thus fulfilled the conditions necessary for the
development of the specific functions of the later city.

The Prague agglomeration was formed by a net
of settlement ranges which occupied geographically
differentiated and clearly morphologically determined
sites that especially in the left-bank settlement were very
closely interconnected, of course to the degree allowed
by the natural conditions. Individual elements of the
agglomeration comprise smaller settlement enclaves
that gradually grew up in the immediate vicinity of the
almost continuously inhabited area.

Since the earliest phase of its existence, the agglome-
ration consisted of the following elements (see Tab. 10
and Fig. 1):

- the main range — the inner range (acropolis) with
the ducal (respectively royal) residence - located on
the eastern part of the Hrad¢any promontory.

- the so-called ‘Nebenareale’:

- the Hradc¢any bailey - densely inhabited western
part of Hrad¢any promontory;

- Mala Strana suburbium - continuously inhabited
area in the northern part of Mal4 Strana district
that was enlarged in phase 2 to the south (or
appearence of the southern suburbium?);

- the right-bank settlement:

- phase 1 - a burial-ground (used by the left-bank
settlement or more probably by a so far undiscovered
settlement);

- phase 2 - production areas, continuously inhabited
settlements along the communications;

- phase 3 - settlement advancement.

- adjoining settlement with villages without direct link
to the above-mentioned continuously inhabited
ranges. Individual villages are attested beyond the
fortifications defending the Mala Strana subur-
bium, Pisek, and are also proposed for the right-
bank settlement. The settlement scatter is also
indicated by the locations of the earliest burial-
grounds on the outskirts of the inhabited ranges.
They are present within a distance of approx.
1 km, at most 2 km from the residence.

-Vysehrad and its surrounding settlement.

3.2 The hinterland of the agglomeration of Prague

The hinterland of the Prague agglomeration is
formed by settlements located partly within the Prague
valley and partly in its immediate vicinity. Although
their concentration is not very significant, the continu-
ously inhabited area gradually grew both in time (from
the Early Slavonic to the Late ‘Hillfort’ periods) and
in density. With the exception of the northeastern
part of the studied area, the settlements mainly follow
the water courses. A higher density of archaeological
finds belonging to the earliest phases (RS1-2) could
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be detected immediately to the north of the historical
core of Prague. Unlike the development of the agglome-
ration itself, the chronological framework of known
archaeological sources originating from the hinterland
is more uncertain since the evidence obtained and
continuous shifts in the dating of individual ceramic
horizons make it impossible to identify the latest phase
(phase 3) of the Early Middle Ages (NEUSTUPNY in
press; Tab. 11).

The function of the exposed sites (since Middle ‘Hill-
fort’ period in some cases or in some periods possibly
second-range centers?) located in the easily accessible
vicinity of the capital has not yet been clarified. More-
over, the dating and character of their settlement and
even the date of their fortification construction remains
uncertain. Their development stages have therefore
not been synchronized either with the surrounding
settlements or with the Prague agglomeration itself
(PROFANTOVA 1996; 1999; NEUSTUPNY in press).

Generally speaking, it is possible to date some of
these centres (i. e. the sites of Bohnice-Zamka, Sarka,
and Butovice, see Tab. 11.1/3-5) to the earlier part
of the Early Middle Ages (to the Old- and Middle
‘Hillfort’ periods), while the other sites belong to the
Late ‘Hillfort’ period, such as Vinof and Kralovice
located to the east of Prague. According to the opinion
of Neustupny, these sites located on the periphery of
the Central Bohemian settlement district might in
fact define the immediate economic hinterland of
the Prague agglomeration during the earlier (i. e. the
Middle ‘Hillfort’ period) and also the later settlement
stages. In that case, the immediate economic hinter-
land of the Prague centre would have covered a circle
of approx. 6 km in diameter (in the earlier phase
- phase 1), or 16 km respectively (in the later phases
- phases 2-4). Density of the so-far known settlement
lying outside of hereby defined area is lower (NEUSTUPNY
in press, Abb. 2-3).

The location of the above-mentioned sites would,
in this case, correspond with their supposed strategic
function (SLAMA 1988; the strategic significance of
Krélovice was also supposed by RICHTEROVA 1997,
533). However, the dating of the construction of
fortification systems of these centres and their nature
remains a problem as yet unsolved. The results of studies
concerning the major Pfemyslid strongholds within
the Central Bohemian domain - Prague Castle, Bude¢,
and Levy Hradec, clearly show that the construction of
a huge fortification system consisting of ramparts with
front stone screen-walls was often carried out in the
later development stages of these sites (BARTOSKOVA
2003; BArRTOSKOVA 2004; BoHACOVA 2001, 280-282,
285). At the same time, it is clear that the extensive
terrain changes connected with their construction

in most cases completely destroyed all traces of any
previous defensive systems. Thus, it is either very diffi-
cult or impossible to reconstruct the latter.

4. General framework of Prague archaeology
and the state of knowledge of the Early
Medieval agglomeration of Prague

Today the extent, frequency and location of archaeo-
logical actions on the territory of Prague is strongly
influenced by commercial developments and the struc-
ture of property ownership. While on one hand, it is
obvious that as a result of the construction boom there
is a significant increase in rescue archaeological activi-
ties; this situation also leads to the atomization of field
investigation (Fig. 2). The excavation reports are more
or less prepared only in the form of reports for the inves-
tors without any evaluation and analysis or they are just
included in the annual overview of excavations in the
well-established series.’ Even such general information
is very often published with a considerable time delay
and according to the relevant archaeological databases
it is sometimes entirely missing for areas outside the
historic core. The accumulation of unanalyzed data
causes a growing discrepancy between the amount
of information obtained and its evaluation and hence
possible use for any further studies. In the present
state, any attempt to coordinate activities seems very
difficult, and furthermore, partial studies that can be
easily handled are preferred to the systematic solution
of complex issues.

In nearly all parts of the agglomeration core
the sequence of historical cultural layers has been
preserved in only a quite fragmentary state. This
emerges from several sources published in detail,
both in the form of a paper or an excavation report.?
At individual sites, extensive hiatuses are quite often
present in the development sequences. The earliest
parts of these stratigraphies are in most cases absent
and very frequently not only the lower but also the
later Early Medieval parts of the more recent layers
are gone. Thus, it is obvious that not only the conse-
quences of natural processes but also the impact of the
construction of huge fortification systems and related
terrain transformations have to be taken into account
when considering the earliest development phases of

3 Bulletin zdchranného oddéleni - Vyzkumy v Cechach; Prazsky
sbornik historicky; Annual reports of NPU t.0.p. at Prague:
Vyroéni zprava, Statni pamétkovy ustav v hlavnim mésté Praze
(2001-2002), from the year 2003 Vyro¢ni zprava, Narodni
pamatkovy ustav, t.o.p. v hlavaim mésté Praze.

4See e.g. BOHACOVA/HERICHOVA in press; CIHAKOVA 1994;
CraixovA 2001; CrHAKOVA 2003; CrHAKOVA/HAVRDA 2002a;
CraAxovA/HAVRDA 2002b; FrOLiK 1988; FrOLiK 1997, 87;
see also Tab. 12, 13)
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Fig. 2. Rescue excavations in Prague, years 2000-2005 — number
of excavations carried out by particular institutions acting
in Prague, based on reports for the ADC (Archaeological
Database of Bohemia). Source: ADC, archive of Archaeo-
logical Institute CAS, Prague, v.v.i., May 2007.

all elements of Prague agglomeration on the left-bank.
It is noteworthy that extensive terrain transforma-
tions may also cause inverted stratigraphies. As far
as modern terrain modifications are concerned, both
erosion and/or destruction of stratigraphies in connec-
tion with building activities and removal of significant
parts of series of cultural layers in the communication
areas must also be regarded as crucial.

Thus, a detailed knowledge of the topography of
Pragueleft-bank settlement is one of the crucial starting
points for any study of the beginnings of this historic
core.’ So far, the existing network of documentation
points has allowed only partial reconstruction of the
original topography at some sites on the eastern part of
the Hrad¢any bailey. However, crucial sites that repre-
sent determining factors for the general topography
of the Hrad¢any remain unrecognized (BoHACOVA/
HERICHOVA in press); these are principally the natural
southern gorge encroaching deeply on the territory of
the Castle acropolis and the supposed natural lateral
gorge that, according to I. Borkovsky, formed a natural
border between the western bailey of the Prague
Castle and the inhabited outer Hrad¢any area. Data
obtained from the western part of the promontory
indicate that the modern terrain approximately copies
and sometimes levels the course of the natural subsoil
with a ridge that passes more or less below the modern
communication running east to west. The natural
borders of settlement in the Mala Strana valley located
between the Petiin hill and the Hrad¢any promon-
tory are represented by an oxbow of Moldau (Vltava)
and Mala Strana stream (ZAVREL 2001). At the foot of

5 It was L. HRpLICKA (2000; 2001), who repeatedly evaluated
the dependence of settlement on the geomorphology of the
Prague right-bank. The significance of studies of watercourses
and their relation to the Early Medieval settlement on the
right-bank was lately noticed by ZavReL (2007).

the above-mentioned hills, traces of landslides were
discovered, but the detailed morphology of the natural
surface remains unknown.

5. Elements of the left-bank agglomeration
of Prague, their general characteristics
and development

5.1 Inner range - the acropolis

The centre of the whole agglomeration is considered
to have been the royal (ducal) residence. Any detailed
account of this area would go beyond the limits of
this paper, and so attention will be paid only to issues
that influenced the ranges situated in the immediate
vicinity of the acropolis. The issue of dating the earliest
traces of settlement will be dealt in a separate chapter
in this study. As far as the hypothesis formulated by
J. Cihdkova of the possible chronological priority of the
Mala Strana settlement is concerned (e. g. CIHAKOVA/
DraGgouN/PopLiska 2000, 129), the only statement
that can be given so far is that it has not yet been
corroborated by any substantial evidence. Excluding
the few traces of prehistoric settlement it is possible
to say that finds dated prior to the Middle ‘Hillfort’
period on the basis of their morphology or technology
of processing are represented only by isolated pottery
fragments discovered in much later contexts. There
is so far no indication of the presence of pottery that
would correspond to the Prague type pottery.

Theories on the division of the earliest development
phase (phase 1) of this range into individual subphases
and on the stability of its inner disposition are not widely
accepted (see BoHACOVA 2001, 247-250, 280-282; for an
opposite view FROLIK 2006). The crucial criterion for the
solution of these issues is the spatial determination of
the border line between the inner range and Hrad¢any
bailey in the times when Duke Botivoj founded the
earliest Prague church (after 885). Although J. Frolik
repeatedly cast doubts on the hypothesis, archaeo-
logical situation discovered by the northwestern
curve of fortification of the Prague Castle probably
indicates that the fortification line between the ducal
residence and the bailey was more or less stable during
all development stages (Tab. 10.A I) (for more details
see BoHACOVA 1996; BonACOVA 2001; BoHACOVA
in press; Fig. 3). According to this hypothesis, only
a simple fortification was built in the earliest phase
comprised a moat (Fig. 3A.A) and probably a wooden
construction of unspecified nature. Afterwards (after
or in the time interval between the years 908 and 917,
see above), a wood-earthen rampart (Fig. 3A.B1) with
wooden filling, stone screen-wall, and a moat (Fig. 3A.C;
archaeological context of this situation, see Figs. 3B
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Fig. 3. Prague Castle. Fortification in the ‘Hillfort’ period.
3A - Prague Castle, Northern Tract. Cross-section of transverse fortification between inner and outer area. A - The oldest
transverse moat and its filling (phase A); Bl — rampart of earlier wood-earthen fortification covering moat A (phase B1);
B2 - later enlargement of fortification (phase B2); C - moat (phase B1-Bx); D - stone Romanesque fortification. For the
cross-section position see Fig. 3B.
3B - Plan of excavation in the Northern Tract. A — The earlierst transverse moat and its filling (phase A); B - rampart of
an earlier wood-earthen fortification covering moat A (phase B1) with later enlargement of fortification (phase B2); C — moat
(phase B1-Bx); D - stone Romanesque fortification. A dark line with arrow marks the cross-section position.
3C - Western fortification of the ducal residence and situation ‘ante Pragense castrum”. Reconstruction of the course of wood-
earthen rampart. Excavated sites: a — in the Northern tract; b - Middle Tract (FROLIK 2006); ¢ — excavation (FROL{k 1997) that
did not confirm the assumed course of fortification by Borkovsky; d — assumed location of an unconfirmed transverse gorge.
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Fig. 4. Schema of Early Medieval fortifications on the Prague left-bank. A - Hrad¢any promontory with Prague Castle (1) and
Hrad¢any bailey (2); B — Mald Strana suburbium, C - southern suburbium (?). a-g - documented and assumed lines of ram-
parts or moats: a — documented western rampart of acropolis (covering moat A); b - documented part of northern wing of
bailey rampart; ¢ — hypothetical course of fortification dividing in the area “ante Pragense castrum” the western bailey posited
by Borkovsky; d - posited part of southern wing of Hrad¢any bailey fortification; e, f - documented parts of southern wing of
Mal4 Strana suburbium fortification (e — short and thinner lines — moat 1; stronger and longer line — moat 2 with wood-earthen
rampart in the eastern part and other relicts of timber constructions; f — rampart 3); g - documented parts of the southern
part of suburbium fortification (the moat - western and southern lines, rampart - southern line, in 2006). Dashed lines and
arrows: possible alternative courses of fortification. Grey: variants based on documented parts of fortification system on the
Hrad¢any promontory, white — another considered variant of fortification. Course of water streams and swamps (by ZAVREL,
see CIHAKOVA 2001, fig. 1 and BOHACOVA in press), wooden construction of road, its direction and bridging of Vltava.

and 3C) was constructed that follows the course of the
border line mentioned above.

The rampart body of this fortification would seem to
have subsided on to the filling of ditch A since along the
northern edge a layer that can be interpreted as a part of
this body has sunk into the ditch’s filling. Layers of the
filling have a texture characteristic of secondary relo-
cated layers of natural origin (subsoil, soil type?) and
definitely not of layers that grew up as a consequence
of settlement activities; and further, those layers do
not overlap the edge of the ditch. The earthy layer 120
(relocated soil type?) is strictly geographically limited
and is not visible on other cross-sections of this feature.

The ditch was very probably destroyed immediately
prior to the subsequent construction of the rampart (with
wooden filling and stone screen-wall) and its filling could
be connected with the preparatory terrain changes since
the filling of the rampart has the same character as the
filling of the ditch. In addition, the ceramic assemblages
found show congruent characteristics and in both cases
represent settlement intervals with open bottom time
limits (BorACoVA 2001, Fig. 49A, 50C). The archaeo-
logical situation does not show any coalescence of the
inner and outer settlement ranges.

If the proposed interpretation of the archaeological
situation is correct, then during phase 1 the inner
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range covered an area of approx. 3.6 ha. In this phase
the fortification defended the entire area of eastern part
of the promontory and was afterwards approximately
respected by every following reconstruction. The
Church of Our Lady built by the Duke Bofivoj would,
in this case, be located outside this range (for further
bibliography on this issue — see below in chapter 5.2).
The oldest churches founded on the acropolis,
i. e. within the defended area, were the Basilica of Saint
George and the Rotunda of Saint Vitus, where the
earliest members of the Pfemyslid dynasty were buried
(the only exception from this rule is the earliest church
dedicated to Our Lady situated outside this area).

In the southwestern part of the range a burial-
ground belonging to phase 1 has been discovered
(BoHACOVA 2001, 283, fn. 11; PROFANTOVA 2005, 307-310).
Another settlement components of this part of the
range were still unidentified elements of the ducal
palace and a number of attested wooden structures
dated to the end of this phase that were attested in
the area of southern depression and on the edge of
northern slope. Evidence of any production activities
for the period of time in question is so far lacking. The
issue of the communication system during the earliest
stages and the number of entrances into the acropolis
is as yet unresolved. Another contentious issue is the
link between the so-called "Nebenareale” and the ducal
residence. The existence of a posited southern entrance
that would have provided the closest connection between
these two parts of the agglomeration and would have
exploited the convenient morphology of the southern
depression has yet to be proved. Nonetheless, it is certain
that there must have been access to the inhabited area
adjoining from the outside the southern fortification
of the Castle and also to the burial-ground that existed
on the same spot later since it seems improbable that
this site would be accessible only from the suburbium.
Recent studies have speculated that there may have
been an alternative passage to the road mentioned
above that turned off from the main Castle communi-
cation behind the western gate, i. e. on the area of the
modern Second Courtyard (FrRoLik 2006). Another
unsolved issue is the position of a gate in the western
lateral body of the earliest fortification. The supposed
functional connection between the wooden construc-
tion discovered in the southwestern of the Third
Courtyard and the communication leading from the
inner area of the Castle to the west has been rejected
(BoHACOVA 1999).

The wooden construction discovered during the
pre-war excavations of the Third Courtyard which was
originally identified with the earliest communication
leads directly into the excavated part of the rampart
(excavation seasons 1985/6) and thus would have collide

with the fortification. Furthermore, among pottery
fragments originating from the stratigraphically earlier
location there are pieces corresponding with periods
that are later than the previously supposed construction
date. Last but not least, given the documented width of
the road the remaining space would have been insuffi-
cient even if the connection had been set at an angle.
Debate that seemingly should lead to the solution of this
issue is in fact irrelevant since the arguments (FRoLik
2000, 106-107) relate to the question of a later, also pre-
Romanesque communication that was also taken into
consideration as one of the possible variants (BOHACOVA
1999, 707). The notes taken by I. Borkovsky regarding
the roads documented in his so far unpublished investi-
gations in the area of both the Second and the Third
Courtyard have not yet been verified.

The subsequent development of the inner range
during phase 2 can be characterized mainly as repeated
reconstruction of the ramparts. During the earliest
reconstruction, the wall was only widened, and the
latest “Hillfort™ fortification prior to the construction
of the mortar-built Romanesque wall is represented on
the northern slope by an all-stone rampart (6 m wide)
that consists of untreated marlstones bound with clay.
Every reconstruction of the rampart located on the
southern slope provided an opportunity for enlarge-
ment of the inhabited area since the front screen-wall
was continuously shifting to the south. Since the Early
Medieval cultural layers have been almost completely
removed, with the exception of boundary parts of the
range, little is known about the spatial organization of
the inhabited area and the construction types with the
exception of the sacred architecture and the bishop’s
residence.

The peak of the Early Medieval development of Prague
Castle was its transformation into the Romanesque castle.
This was prefigured by the appearance of a new ceramic
horizon that includes elements accompanying the
downfall of the all-stone rampart of the previous forti-
fication. Their appearance indicates the beginning of
the third significant development phase of the agglome-
ration of Prague. The construction of the Romanesque
stone wall and the monumental two-floor palace that
was incorporated into the Castle’s fortification system
is the real symbol of this transformation.

5.2 The so-called Nebenareale

5.2.1 Hrad¢éany bailey

The Hrad¢any bailey was the densely inhabited
area on the western part of Hrad¢any promontory
(Taf. 10.A, to the west of the line I). The spatial distri-
bution of both sites that can be dated to the earliest
phase and the surviving remains of a series of cultural
layers (BoHACOVA/HERICHOVA in press), indicates
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that settlement was more or less compact in nature and
covered almost the entire area of promontory. Further-
more, its extent probably did not change significantly
during the Early Middle Ages. This statement is valid
at least for the area of modern Loretanské Square;
the inhabited area in the Cerninskd Street remains
debatable. The thickness of the Early Medieval horizon
ranges between several tens of centimeters to more
than one meter at the promontory edges. The number
of hiatuses is attested by the fact that the immediate
overlaying layer above that of Early Medieval Age is
formed in 60 % of the reviewed excavations sample by
the Modern Age and recent layers (BoHACOVA/HERI-
CHOVA in press, Tab. 1). Solitary pottery fragments of
the Early Slavonic and possibly also the Old ‘Hillfort’
periods are known from several sites and the most
secure evidence of more permanent human presence
during the earliest phase of the Slavonic settlement is
represented mainly by a fire-burial discovered on the
Loretanské Square. The question of possible settlement
continuity cannot be plausibly answered only on the
basis of these finds.

The main line of the western fortification of the
Prague Castle also formed the eastern demarcation
of the Hrad¢any bailey. The course and nature of the
bailey’s western border remains uncertain, as well, as
the issue of its inner structure. Both natural morpho-
logical formations and fortification suggest the dividing
boundaries. Thus the inhabited area might have ranged
between 10 and 15 ha.

The extent of the Hrad¢any bailey fortification is
unknown (Fig. 4). A fortification leading to the west
was attached to the main rampart of the inner range in
its curve (Fig. 3.C, detail visible on Fig. 3.B). The time
interval between the buildings of both constructions
also remains unknown and it is even possible that the
interstice may have had a technological purpose. The
same situation is repeated in the later all-stone fortifi-
cation (built in the phase 2) that represents the only
so far attested part of the Hrad¢any bailey defensive
system (BoHACOVA 2001; BoHACOVA in press). This
fortification may have passed either through today’s
Hradc¢anské Square or the area where the High Medi-
eval fortification was, i. e. on the exposed site to the east
of the Loretdnské Square or even along the promontory
mouth itself (Fig. 4. white line). So far, this line has
been identified with the boundary between the modern
grounds of the Prague Castle and the Hrad¢anské
Square which, according to I. BorkovskY (1969, 51-52),
closed off the supposed western bailey.

The term western bailey was described by Ivan
Borkovsky as the eastern part of settlement range
defined above and covering approximately 1 ha and
immediately adjoining the fortification of the inner

range. He identified its western edge with the so far
unidentified transversal gorge (Fig. 3C.d). According
to his view, a lateral fortification line should follow
along this gorge (Fig. 3C.d). However, its existence
has not been proved yet by archaeological excava-
tions (FroLix 1997; Fig. 3C.c). The natural terrain
depression posited by Borkovsky that would have cut
through the Hrad¢any promontory was not assumed
by earlier scholars and recent excavations that have
attested other sunken features in the southern edge
of the promontory located to the west of the gorge’s
supposed course have not documented its existence
(BoHACOVA/HERICHOVA in press with further litera-
ture). Nor has detailed geological investigation proved
the existence of the gorge. Furthermore, since the site
of the supposed gorge was cut through by an outer
ditch of the Gothic fortification built in the year 1276
it is clear that evidence confirming or rejecting the
hypothesis of natural division of this part of promon-
tory is unobtainable.

It ought to be this area where in ipsa civitate Pragensi
(Lupvikovsky ed. 1978, 24) Duke Botivoj founded
the Church of Our Lady. Unlike Ivan Borkovsky, who
presumed that the promontory was not fortified at
the time and so was unworried by the rather remote
location of this earliest metropolitan church from the
centre, Jan Frolik puts forward the idea of a temporary
integration of the so-called western bailey and the
inner range. Such temporary integration of both parts
has not, however, been archaeologically proved; the
field situation on the Northern Tract does not count
as convincing proof. And there is no other evidence
that would confirm this hypothesis.® Nonetheless,
the above-mentioned hypothesis and related division
of the Castle development into partial chronological
phases used to be accepted uncritically.

In my opinion it is hypothetically possible to asso-
ciate the fortification situated outside the western
bailey posited by Borkovsky with the construction built
of the marlstones discovered in the lower part of the
stratigraphy from the southern slope of the promon-
tory (Fig. 4.d; unpublished excavation 20037, DUBSKA
2004, 31). On the basis of published documentation, it
seems probable that this construction might have been
an all-stone fortification similar to the one attested on
the northern slope of the promontory. If the hypothesis
is verified in the future, the lateral fortification line
ought to be sought further to the west. However, it is
clear that the all-stone rampart located on the acropolis’

6 Author J. Frolik himself accepted the settlement traces that
were discovered during the excavations in the Middle tract on
the outside of the main fortification can not be taken as a proof
since their stratigraphic position in relation to the ditch can-
not be established with certainty.

7 Http://geocz.com/spalac/7htm [2003-12-14].
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northern slope belongs to a later phase of fortification
construction.

With the exception of the dynastic burials in
Church of Our Lady people buried their dead outside
the central range during phase 1. The archaeological
data from the earliest phase do not give us any signifi-
cant picture of the settlement structure and consist
mainly of remains of settlement layers and some small
sunken features. In one case (Kanovnicka Street Nr. 73)
a wooden sunken construction was identified in the
layers from the Middle ‘Hillfort’ settlement phase.

Nor do the settlement traces from phase 2 allow us
any distinct picture of the settlement. Some finds and
types of individual structures from the later parts of
the Early Middle Ages (details see in BoHACOVA/HERI-
CHOVA in press) indicate the existence of an environ-
ment grander than might be expected in a place outside
the significant centre. At some locations with contexts
originating from phase 2, pieces of mortar suggesting
the presence of an elite construction and its equip-
ment were discovered. Traces indicating iron-working
were found at other sites. The burial-grounds that
are located during phase 2 in the immediate vicinity
of human settlements illustrate a significant shift in
people’s behaviour towards their dead. Besides the
burial-ground at the Church Our Lady another exten-
sive multiple-stage burial-ground has been established
in the area of the Loretanské Square. Although this
funerary area fulfilled its function until modern times
it was repeatedly interrupted by settlement activities.
The existence of the much discussed sacred building
sometimes identified with the St. Adalbert church
mentioned in Gothic sources has yet to be archaeologi-
cally proved.

During phase 3 or the following period with a so far
unspecified overlap into the High Medieval Age, several
changes took place that testified trends characterizing
the previous periods. Qualitatively more advanced
constructions appeared; among the most important
belong a house (construction built on foundations?)
discovered within reach of the royal residence at the
Hradcanské Square built of treated marlstones and
partly built with mortar and partly with clay, and also
the construction built on stone foundations that formed
the terminal point of the built-up area in Kanovnickd
Street. In the immediate vicinity of these buildings
workshops were located dealing in this period not only
with the iron-work but also with the non-ferrous metal
metallurgy and possibly even glass.

At several sites there is evidence for close and even
long-term (in two cases) contacts between unusual
(elite) structures and common usual production (hand-
craft) activities. The elite structures were identified
on the basis of the presence of less common types of

objects such as glass or slip-ring armour. This situation
might suggest that the densely inhabited area in fact
consisted of smaller settlement ranges with specific
functions that were spatially well-defined. It is possible
that this area could have been occupied by settlements
of a farmstead nature. Apart from archaeology, this
was a theory put forward for the later part of the Early
Middle Ages by architectural historical investigation
of the area to the west of Hrad¢anské Square (VILIM-
KOVA/KASICKA 1973, 79-81). The presented hypothesis
must be verified by future studies. It is clear, however,
that there exists a link between the ducal and later royal
residence and the settlement immediately adjoining it.
Written evidence clearly documents such a link for the
High Middle Ages and it is obvious that its roots may
go even further back to the past. The hypothesis is that
the bailey functioned as a residential area for the popu-
lation that served at the ducal residence.

5.2.2 Mala Strana suburbium

The Mala Strana suburbium of the earliest settle-
ment phase (phase 1) consists of the densely inhabited
and fortified area on the northern part of the present
Mala Strana district (Tab. 10.B). Knowledge of the
earliest part of the local stratigraphy is the crucial issue
for our understanding of the interpretation of the Mald
Strana development. According to the results of studies
done by J. Cihakové, and also J. Zavtel and J. Havrda
(see chapter 4), the earliest sequences are characterized
by the presence of hiatuses; debris and landslides are
also present. The soil type is present only exceptionally
and there is evidence of huge transfers of earth. Considering
the stratigraphically earliest sequences, it is possible to
state in general that up to the PHB1 horizon, according to
the published material only several pottery fragments
have so far been discovered. The earliest parts of the
Early Medieval stratigraphy in situ were found in the
Nos. 2,7, 35, and 264/11I (Tab. 13), also the archaeological
situation (Nr. 259/IIT) already published (CrAxkovA
2001) is important since it is related to a structure of
strategic significance and the second identified phase
of the fortification. The extent of the oldest fortified
area is not known; only the southern fortification line
from the earliest phases has been documented in the
southern part of the inhabited range, i. e. in the imme-
diate vicinity of Malostranské Square - Tab. 10.II,
Fig. 4.e. An eastern line defending the continuously
inhabited part of the suburbium from the side of the
river is so far only a hypothesis. In the earliest settle-
ment phase J. Cihdkové recognizes two main stages of
fortification construction: a moat probably with some
sort of a wooden structure (1), and a moat (2) possibly
with the so-called Pfemyslid-type rampart that was
supplemented by the strategic building mentioned
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above — a tower? discovered in a similar archaeological
context. The second phase of the suburbium’s fortifica-
tion can probably be related to the development of the
settlement and possible more ambitious town plan-
ning that included paving wide areas and building new
communications (CrHAKOVA/DRAGOUN/PODLISKA
2000, 131-132). J. Cihakova derives absolute chronology
data related to the archaeological situations in ques-
tion from the dendrochronological dating of timbers
used in the wooden construction of the newly built
communication consolidating area in front of the
Moldau river bridge. According to her interpretation,
the second phase of fortification should be dated to the
end of the 9" century.

Isolated evidence of settlement including traces of
iron metallurgy were also discovered beyond the fortified
range (Tab. 10.B/2 and 5), and a burial-ground related
to this development stage was detected to the south
of the suburbium, beyond the compactly inhabited
range. Any connection between the earlier burial finds
discovered to the south of the southern fortification
and this development stage remains inconclusive.
(Tab. 10.B/3). In the subsequent phase, continuous
settlement flourished mainly towards the south. Also
belonging to the phase 2 is another element of the forti-
fication of Mald Strana suburbium that was discovered
just recently and has only been subject to preliminary
evaluation (PopLisKA/HAVRDA/KOVAR 2003). This
is section of a fortification (3) attested to the west of
the previous archaeological excavations. It consists
of a rampart with filling-type of construction (width
6-8 m) with posts along the rear side and front stone
screen-wall bordered by a moat. A dividing line was
detected in its rear part that could indicate local use of
a chamber-type of construction (HAVRDA/PODLISKA
2003). It seems reasonable to imagine that course of
the ramparts follows the second phase of the subur-
bium’s central fortification (3). A dendrochronological
dating 940 was obtained from the rampart’s rear part.
According to the preliminary dating conducted by
the excavators, this rampart (Fig. 4.f) was constructed
during the earlier phase of the Late ‘Hillfort’ period.
Thus, it cannot be chronologically connected with
the second phase of the fortification (2) excavated
by J. Cihdkové. The rampart (3) defines the southern
border of the northern part of the inhabited area. In
a stratigraphically older position only rare traces of
earlier Early Medieval settlement were discovered: in
one of the excavated sectors the layer thickness was
1-5 cm, an oval pit; and elsewhere the rampart was
constructed directly on subsoil. The dating of these
finds remains uncertain - 8*-10" century. Some minor
density of settlement intensity is also attested by the occa-
sional presence of pottery sherds in the rampart body.

An independent southern suburbium?

The growth of settlement corresponds with
construction of a new fortification wall (Tab. 10.III,
Fig. 4.g) probably intended to defend the newly
inhabited area from the south. It was constructed
approximately 350 m to the south of the fortification
identified by J. Cihakov4 as the second phase of the
suburbium’s defensive system. According to the recent
excavators (excavations Havrda/Tryml 2003-2006;
HAVRDA/TRYML 2006a; HAVRDA/TRYML 2006b) the
rampart with filling-type of construction, frontal stone
screen-wall, and a moat (depth 6.3 m, width 15-17 m,
and length in the western line 9 m) was constructed
during the period of use of calyx-rimmed pottery.
No traces of an earlier settlement were detected. This
fortification function very probably ended during the
Early Medieval Age since burials belonging to the
burijal-ground of the nearby Romanesque Church of
St. Laurence were embedded in the filling of the moat.
Pottery sherds dated to the 12" century together with
denars of Vladislav II and Premysl I were excavated in
the upper part of the lateral moat filling. The present
state of evidence does not allow us to judge whether
this fortification functioned simultaneously with some
phases of the suburbium’s central fortification and
together created a bipartite fortified area, or whether
it replaced them.

Burial-grounds were located outside or along
the margins of both parts of the Mald Strana subur-
bium (Tab. 10.C/3). In some cases (the burial-ground
predating the St. Laurence Church construction or
the burial-ground in the gardens of the Vratislavsky
palace) we cannot rule out the possibility that they
were non-church burial-grounds. Another burial-
ground situated on the southern slope of the Hrad¢any
promontory on the outside of the acropolis southern
fortification seems to be of the same date. Its function
ceased with the construction of the Romanesque stone
rampart.

A feature situated in the western part of the Mala
Strana suburbium represents the earliest fortification
element that still falls within the observed period, since
J. Cihdkova does not exclude the possibility that it was
constructed in the 10" century. Again, it respected the
older line of the Mala Strana core fortification with
its outer edge shifted more to the south counter to
the second phase. This ambiguous feature was recon-
structed as huge moat probably accompanied by a ram-
part of unknown construction. At the very latest, its
destruction was caused by building of an early Gothic
rampart. In its eastern course this feature did not go
beyond the line of what is now Karmelitska Street. It
is inevitable that previously presented hypotheses will
be modified in line with the present state of knowledge
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about the whole complex of the Early Medieval fortifi-
cations. In recent years, our view on this issue has been
changing constantly as a result of the permanent rescue
archaeological excavations prompted by the construc-
tion boom in the Mala Strana district.

Traces of metal-working were detected both along
the edges of the inhabited range, beyond them, but also
within the fortified area, e.g. along its inner side (Neru-
dova Street). Construction of the sacred buildings
most probably occurred during the following phase.
Evidently one of the earliest buildings was the Rotunda
of St. Wenceslas that was only recently corroborated
by archaeological excavations. It was constructed very
probably around the year 1100 (CrHAKOVA/MULLER
2006, 109). As far as this dating is concerned, the
chronology of the Vysehrad-type of tiles can provide
even more accurate dates since a variant of this type
was discovered partly in situ inside the church and it
seems that their production had already started a little
earlier.

6. Development synchronisation of the
main elements of Prague’s Early Medieval
left-bank agglomeration

Any comprehensive evaluation of the initial develop-
ment of the left-bank settlement is hampered by the
fact that copious and often unique evidence for the
earliest phases of the Prague agglomeration has
been so far published individually in professional
articles (BOHACOVA/HERICHOVA in press; BOHACOVA
2001; CIHAKOVA 1997; 2001) or in popular studies
orientated to the general public and, thus, lacking
professional argumentation or hard evidence for the
proposed conclusions (CrHAkOvA 1999; CiHAKOVA/
DraGoun/PopLiska 2000; FroLik 2006; ToMKOVA
2000). Recent attempt to connect the development of
individual elements of the Pragues left-bank settle-
ment on the basis of pottery assemblages from the
earliest parts of stratigraphies (BoHACOVA in press,
Fig. 9; Tab. 14)* clearly shows that the developments
were most probably contemporaneous and that the
shifting of the origins of the Mala Strana suburbium
deeper into the past is only the result of differences
in ‘the individual absolute chronologies’ of particular
researchers (see next page). This analysis was based on
the comparative evaluation of published material from
the field situations relating to the individual phases of
the fortifications of the ducal residence and the subur-
bium. The conclusion is now being verified (Tab. 15)

8 This paper was presented on the Institute of Archaeology and
Etnology of the Polish Academy of Sciences conference held in
2004 at Bytom Odrzansky. Since it has not published yet, part
of the already analyzed documentation has been used again
during the preparation of this article.

by study of other processed and available evidence that

relates to the earliest phases of the settlement stratigra-

phies (CraAkovA 1994; CraAkovA 2001; CIHAKOVA/

Havrpa 2002a; 2002b; BorACovA 2001 with further

literature; BoHACOVA 2003; BOHACOVA/HERICHOVA

in press).’
The following conclusions can be drawn from the

evidence (see Tab. 14-15):

- Pottery assemblages from the earliest parts of the
settlement sequence of suburbium and Hrad¢any
bailey are extremely few in number (the number
of rims is counted in units, the total number of
fragments in tens, and very often does not exceed
10 fragments - for example see Tab. 15.1). More-
over, on the basis of the settlement stratigraphies,
the pottery occurs only exceptionally.

- In none of the left-bank sequences is it possible to
define a settlement horizon that would be unambi-
guously related to the period prior to the reign of
Duke Botivoj. Archaic ceramic elements occur
simultaneously with the more advanced Middle
‘Hillfort’ pottery or are discovered in secondary
positions, e.g. in the sunken features filling: the filling
of the moat in the Nr. 266/III (Tab. 14.al), feature
filling in the Nr. 2/III (Tab. 15.1), and the majority
of the finds obtained in Hrad¢any (Tab. 15.4-9).
The field situations of pottery sequences confirm the

presented hypotheses of the synchronous development

of all parts of the agglomeration. With the exception
of relatively numerous ceramic assemblages related

to the foundation of the ducal residence (see Tab. 14,

compare finds from Prague Castle with finds from

Mal4 Strana for horizon A0-A1l: Tab. 14 and 15), no

traces of intensive settlement activities datable deeper

into the past were detected for any of the individual
elements of the agglomeration. Furthermore, in none
of the archaeological situations was evidence clearly
demonstrating the chronological priority of the Mala

Strana settlement to the settlement in the other parts

of the left-bank range discovered. Rare finds of pottery

sherds corresponding to the periods earlier than the

Middle ‘Hillfort’ period shed no new light on either

the intensity or the higher date of the settlement. With

the exception of two moats discovered in the lowest
stratigraphic positions, the beginnings of the earliest

9 The pottery assemblage analyses were based on comparison of
their documentation in drawings. The compared pottery rims
morphology is so distinct that is may quite adequately serve as
the background for the following conclusions. Nonetheless, it
would be very useful in future to amend this topic by analyses
of ceramic matter and production technologies which might
make a major contribution to both verification of the pro-
posed conclusions and to studies of a variety of other topics
closely related to organization of production and distribution
of products.
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settlement phase have been not yet identified. We are
also lacking exact basic data necessary for the absolute
chronological dating of the earliest parts of the settlement
sequences.

The difference, mentioned above, of two to three
decades in the absolute chronology of individual
ceramic assemblages used in different ‘personal chrono-
logies’ (see Tab. 14) has no real significance as far as
the possibilities of interpretation of the archaeological
material is concerned. On the other hand, the situation
changes considerably when archaeological situations are
related to historical events since such links are already

presented as so well established, and this has a tendency
to create a nonsynchronic and thus ahistorical view of
the entire site development. The issue of the different
dating of identical pottery horizons of the earliest Prague
ceramic sequence has not yet been satisfactory explained
although chronologies of both the Mala Strana subur-
bium and the Prague Castle have been independently
verified by dendrochronological dating. Even though
we can cast doubt on the credibility of the dendro-
chronological measurements results, the discrepancy
in dating may also be caused by the incorrect interpre-
tation of complex archaeological situations and the
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informative value of the original ceramic inventory.
As far as the beginnings of Prague agglomeration and
its historical significance are concerned, the repeatedly
documented fact that the settlement development and
the fortification construction in the eastern part of the
Hrad¢any promontory and the Mald Strana suburbium
took place during the earliest settlement phase nearly
simultaneously (Tab. 14, horizons B0-B1) is of crucial
importance. It is reinforced by the earliest parts of their
stratigraphies and the sporadic ceramic inventory.

7. Conclusions

The resent state of our understanding of the begin-
nings of the Prague agglomeration is very fragmentary
since many objective reasons hamper any attempt at
systematic and comprehensive study of this topic.
However, with the benefit of systematic and intensive
archaeological research it is possible to postulate some
conclusions that are all the more significant when
compared with earlier conceptions of Prague archaeology
put forward in the 60s and 70s.

The settlement core on the left-bank was already
established in the Early Slavonic period. Nonetheless,
potteryfragments predating the Middle ‘Hillfort period
are still extremely rare and cannot provide proof of any
significant settlement activities in this area. During the
earliest phase (phase 1), the core of the Early Medieval
settlement on the left-bank consisted of densely inhabited
areas on almost the entire Hrad¢any promontory and
in the northern part of Mala Strana suburbium.

At the latest at the end of the phase 1, the ducal
residence and its suburbium were encircled by a huge
fortification system consisting of ramparts and a moat.
This fortification very probably replaced some older
defences of which only the moat has been discovered.
According to studies of the archaeological situations
known at Prague Castle, the end of the phase 1 should
be dated shortly after the period defined by the
dendrodates interval 908-917 that also serves as the
term post quem for the construction of the above-
mentioned rampart. The situations discovered in the
Mald Strana suburbium have also been dated using
dendrochronological measurements, but the results
are placed in the absolute chronology approx. two or
three decades deeper into the past. Nonetheless, on
the basis of the comparison of ceramic assemblages
discovered in various locations, it is clear that the early
development of the agglomeration was most probably
synchronic. The present state of research does not
show that one settlement area predates the other; and
in no stratigraphic sequences is it impossible to detect
asettlement horizon that would clearly predate the
reign of Duke Bofivoj.

Despite the crucial discoveries of recent years, the
topography of the complicated fortification system
is known only partially. Concerning the suburbium’s
fortification, its connection to the defense system of the
ducal residence remains uncertain; and it is possible that
it underwent several changes in time. Also still unclear
is the function of the exposed sites on the southern
edge of the Hrad¢any promontory. Although traces of
settlement activities, burials and also production are
documented in different development phases, the pres-
ence of the landslides clearly shows that these sites were
of limited use. Nonetheless, detailed knowledge of the
agglomeration structure is crucial for exploration of any
major issues concerning its functioning.

The distribution of burial-grounds dating from
the Middle ‘Hillfort’ period clearly shows that they
loosely flank the continuously inhabited range. The
situation on the Hrad¢any promontory is extremely
pronounced. In the case of several burials related to the
southern suburbium it is less clear-cut. During phase 2,
the burial-grounds gradually shifted into the inhabited
areas. Even the production activities - only metal
production is documented - were concentrated along
the borders of the inhabited areas during the earliest
phases. This still applies to the situation attested in the
suburbium during phase 2; at the Hrad¢any (excluding
the situation at the Prague Castle) evidence of metal
production is scattered over the entire promontory.
The special character of this excavation environment
is suggested by other factors. Thus, this particular
part of Hrad¢any may be considered a settlement
area immediately linked to the existence of the ducal
residence. This hypothesis is supported both by the
minimal extent of inhabitable space within the acropolis
area and with by the assumption that the Mald Strana
suburbium was an important trading centre. The
special significance of this suburbium located at the
river crossing as a market place documented in the
historical sources is also underlined by the unusual
adaptation of the site, archaeologically attested. None-
theless, the present state of our evidence runs counter
to any hypothesis concerning the role of the supposed
southern suburbium. We also so far lack any clear
archaeological evidence of diverse functions filled by
the ‘Nebenareale’.

Among the so far unsolved issues crucial for an
understanding of the topographical situation is the
extent of the Hrad¢any fortified area and its possible
inner divisions, the development and chronology
of the individual phases of the suburbium’s fortifica-
tions and its connection to the rampart of the ducal
residence. Attention also needs to be paid to the
potential evidence for the different functions of the
individual ranges and also to the verification of the
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hypotheses here presented. The current discrepancy
in the absolute dating of equivalent ceramic assem-
blages discovered either at Prague Castle or at Mala
Strana suburbium (dated two or three decades earlier)
in archaeological situations with timbers that yielded
dendrochronological data point up both the methodo-

Souhrn

Prace je vénovana problematice nejstarSich fazi
vyvoje prazské aglomerace. Zabyvd se predev$im rané
sttedovékym levobreznim osidlenim v prostorudnesnich
Hrad¢an a Malé Strany pred proménou jadra aglomerace
v Prahu romanskou. Poznani poéatki Prahy komplikuje
rada okolnosti. Podstatna ¢ast existujictho pramenného
fondu neni zpracovana, chybi jednotné vnimany chron-
ologicky systém propojujici data relativni archeologické
a absolutn{ historické chronologie. Interpretaci nale-
zovych situaci ztéZuje slozitd geneze stratigrafii v histo-
rickém jadru Prahy a vesmés zna¢né torzalni stav jejich
dochovéani. Chronologicky ramec raného stfedovéku
je v ptispévku ¢lenén na tii zakladni faze, vymezené
pro sttedohradistni a mladohradi$tni obdobi pomoci
keramickych horizontt stfedoceské keramiky prazské
sekvence. Ty byly jiz dffve definovany na zakladé studia
nosnych stratigrafickych situaci Prazského hradu a Staré
Boleslavi (faze 1 - stfedohradistni, poc¢atky intenzivniho
osidleni - sidelni etapa v¢etné faze néasledujici po vybu-
dovéni drevohlinitého opevnéni Prazského hradu, zavér
faze 1 pred nastupem kalichovité profilace okraju; faze 2
- star$i mladohradi$tni - stabilniintenzivni sidelni, etapa
provazena keramikou s kalichovitou profilaci okraji;
faze 3 — mladsi mladohradistni - zavér faze 3 odpovida
obdobi vystavby romdnské hradby Prazského hradu,
tj. obdobi do nastupu technologicky nejvyspélejsiho
stupné keramiky se zdufelymi okraji). Zahrnuty nejsou
samy zavér raného stfedovéku a ndsledné prechodové
obdobi. V ramci charakteristiky zdkladnich komponent
aglomerace (vnitfni areal: akropole - kniZeci rezidence
vramci Prazského hradu, vnéjsi arealy: hradcanské
predhradi, malostranské suburbium) je vénovana
pozornost predev$im prostorovému vymezeni dil¢ich
komponent, jejich opevnéni, intenzité osidleni,
ptipadné i organizaci prostoru a funkcim jednotlivych
arealt.. Sledovana je také otazka mozného prostorového
vymezenibezprostfedniho ekonomického zazemiPrahy.
Vyhodnoceni dostupnych pramenti vede k nasledujicim
zavéram:

- Prostor levobtezniho jadra prazské kotliny byl osidlen
od ¢asné slovanského obdobi. Nélezy keramiky starsi
nezstfedohradistnijsou véak zatim jen ojedinélé a nelze
je povazovat za doklad vyznamnéjsich sidelnich
aktivit. Kontinuita osidleni je v§ak pravdépodobna.

logical problem of dendrochronology and the ambiguity
of archaeological interpretation.

This paper was prepared and written as part of
a project supported by the Czech Science Foundation,
No. 404/05/2671.

- Levobftezni jadro prazské rané stfedovéké aglome-
race tvofily v nejstar$i fazi (faze 1) jejtho vyvoje
husté¢ az kompaktné osidlené aredly zaujimajici
téméf cely prostor hrad¢anského ostrohu a severni
¢ast malostranského suburbia.

- Vyvoj téchto aredld byl podle zpiistupnénych
prament synchronni. V Zadné ze stratigrafickych
sekvenci nelze zatim vyclenit sidli$tni horizont,
ktery by bylo mozné za soucasného stavu poznani
vyvoje keramiky jednozna¢né vztahnout k obdobi,
predchézejicimu vladu kniZete Bofivoje.

- Nejpozdéji v zavéru 1. sidelni fiaze byly kniZeci
rezidence a jeji suburbium chranény mohutnou
fortifika¢ni soustavou, tvofenou hradbou a prikopem,
ktera nahradila prvotni, zfejmé jen leh¢i opevnéni,
z néhoz zndme u obou areald jen ptikop.

- Podlevysledkti studia nélezovych situaci z Prazského
hradu zavr$eni faze 1 spadalo do intervalu 908-917,
vymezeném sérii dendrodat, nebo do obdobibrzy po
tomto intervalu nasledujicim. Data tohoto intervalu
jsou terminem post quem pro vystavbu nejstarsiho
znamého drevohlinitého opevnéni kniZeci rezidence.

- V prabéhuvyvoje jednotlivychkomponentaglomerace
dochdzi v jejich ramci k proménam funkei nékterych
poloh - prokazano je napt. sttidani pohibivani a sidleni.
Zatimco béhem stfedohradi$tni periody byla pro
pohrbivani vyhrazena (s vyjimkou dynastickych
amoznd i nékterych dalich nepocetnych pohibit)
predev§im periferie aglomerace, pro mladsi fazi
(faze 2) je charakteristicky pfesun pohfebist (patrné
i nekostelnich) do jadra sidelniho prostoru. Pti
okrajich osidlenych ploch se v nejstar§im obdobi
soustfedily rovnéz nékteré vyrobni aktivity
(doloZeno pro zpracovani Zeleza). Pro suburbium
toto konstatovéni plati i pro fazi 2, na Hrad¢anech
(mimo kniZeci rezidenci) jsou doklady prace s kovy
rozptylené po celé plose ostrohu.

Rada otazek tykajicich se funkci i jednoznaéného
prostorového vymezeni jednotlivych aredli a jejich
pripadnych promén ztstava oteviena:

Poznani pocate¢ni faze vyvoje osidleni kotliny brani
témér totalni likvidace nejstarSich casti kulturniho
souvrstvi mlad$imi aktivitami. Znalost starsich fazi vyvoje
keramiky stfedohradistniho obdobi je nedostate¢na.
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yevr

Znama neni geneze opevnéni vnéjsich areald, nejasny
zUstava presny prubéh linii fortifikaci ¢i zptsobt jejich
propojeni, ktery mohl mit i vice variant, prokdzano
nenf ani ptipadné ¢lenéni vnéjsich aredlt do mensich
segmentd. Nékteré faktory indikuji odlisny charakter
osidleni v zdpadni ¢asti hrad¢anského ostrohu
avyslovena byla hypotéza o této ¢asti Hradc¢an jako
o sidelnim aredlu spjatém bezprosttedné s provozem
knizeci rezidence. To odpovida predpokladu, odvo-
zovanému zejména z historickych pramend, dle néhoz
malostranské suburbium hrélo vrdmci aglomerace
roli dualezitého obchodniho centra. V jeho prostoru
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