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GRAVETTSKE OSIDLENIi NAPAJEDELSKE BRANY
THE GRAVETTIAN OCCUPATION OF THE NAPAJEDLA GATE

Petr Skrdla, Miriam Nyvltova Fisakova, Daniel Nyvlt

Abstract

During the last 5 years, the previously referred sites indrea of Napajedla Gate were relocated in landscape, resur-
veyed, and the material that yielded were reanalyzed andighdual. Intensive surface surveys exploiting the power
of “Settlement strategies” approach (Skrdla 2005), resdlin discovery of new stratified sites, specifically Spyhn
Duchonce and Napajedla-Zamoravi, which were excavatedyaided stratified collections of artifacts. The AMS
radiocarbon dating of these sites allowed us to prepare dimpirary occupation model of the Napajedla Gate area
based on absolute chronology, including three recognizedipation phases during the OIS 2/3; Middle Aurignacian,
Evolved Pavlovian and Upper Gravettian.

Keywords
Gravettian, Aurignacian, Absolute chronology, Late Rieigne, central Moravia

1. Geografie a geologie regionu

Napajedelska brana t¥iopfirozené a nejuzsi zizen
udoli feky Moravy od@lujici Hornomoravsky a Dolno-
moravsky Uval. Spojuje tak systém Zapadniclekarpat-
skych sniZzenin s Jihomoravskou panvi \fidké panve
(Demeket al. 1987). Udolifeky Moravy zde odéluje
Stredomoravské Karpaty zastoupené ve své nejvychod-
nejSi casti Chiiby od Vizovické vrchoviny Slovensko-
moravskych Karpat na vychéd

Udoli Moravy gedstavovalo jiZz od nepaéti pFiro-
zeny migr&ni koridor spojujici Sedoevropskou nizZinu
v dnesSnim Polsku se Zapadopanonskou nizinou na tfoj-
meziCeské republiky, Rakouska a Mad'arska. Timto ko
ridorem putovala za potravou stdda ke fauny nasle-

dovana gravettskymi lovci (Skrdla 2005). Tattrpzena

cesta byla a nadale je vyuzivana k severo-jiznimu pohygi™- 1: Mapa Moravy s vyzr@nou studovanou oblasti.
a transportu v celé historii lidského osidlerfiesini Ev- Fig. 1: Map of Moravia with highlighted area of interest.
ropy. Napajedelska brana se svakéi 700—-800 m fed-
stavovala pro gravettské lovce vhodné misto pro lov télev soldéiského souvrstvi (Havek, Kregi, Novak 1997).
noucich stad zvat (e.g. Musil 2002; Svobodat al.2002). V reliktech se také vyskytuji svrchnomiocenni pestré jily
Zajimava je takeé fevaha prozatim zjishych gravett- s oltasnymiviozkami piskovcil.
skych lokalit na pravém strmém narazovénetiufeky,  Povrchy nejvyssichitbetll po obou stranach tdadiky
coZz by mohlo souviset se sidelnimi a loveckymi stratgtoravy jsou pokryty fluvialnimi pigitymi $terky prav-
giemi gravettskych lovcli. DalSim vyznamnyifippdnim dépodobg pliocenniho nebo staropleistocennihofista
predpokladem pro praké osidleni je blizkost pramengHavlicek, Krefi, Novak 1997). V pleistocennim ta-
mineralni vody na pravémiehufeky Moravy u Spytih- nutém Gdolifeky Moravy se po obou stranach vysky-
névi (Kvet, Ketura 1976), ktery fedstavoval zdroj neza-tuji zbytky fluvialnich S&rkovych akumulaci rizného &ta
mrzajici vody a moznost ziskani soliétem glacialu.  a morfostratigrafické pozice &tné svahové sedimenty
Podlozi zdjmového Gzemi je theno Fevazré paleo- kryté misty spraSemi (Hadék 1980). PloSa nejrozsah-
gennimi sedimenty Ganské jednotky magurského flySdejSi jsou sedimenty hlavni teraggky Moravy a stra-
Plosré nejrozsahlejSi jsou pravidérse dtidajici jilovce tigraficky ekvivalentni aluvialni sedimenty vyplavovych
a piskovce vsetinskych vrstev vsetinského souvrstviéktkuzelll ba@nich tokl Usticich ddieky Moravy, krong
jako nejmladsi flySové sedimenty pokryvaji vy&Ssisti nich maji zn&nou rozlohu pedevSim v okoli Spytih-
obou svahtifeky Moravy. Jiz# od Zlutavy a Pod Dubo-névi a jizré od Napajedel Bédopleistocenni fluviaini se-
vou vychéazeji na povrch pravidérukladané zelenoSedé&imenty fazené do mindelu (Hadék 1980; Havlek,
jilovce paleogennihodovezského souvrstvi magurskéh&rejci, Novak 1997). Fedkvarterni flySové sedimenty
flySe. Mezi Napajedly a Pofielicemi vychazeji na po- a fluvialni pleistocenni sedimenty jsotepazre plekryty
vrch i hrubozrnné piskovce az slepence lukovskych vessarchnopleistocennimi sprasemi. Jejich mocnost je vSak
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Obr. 2: Poloha sledované oblasti v rdmci paleolitickéhdlesii stedniho Pomoraviocation of the area of interest
in the frame of the Middle Morava River valley Palaeolithzrapation.
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Obr. 3: Sidelni cluster Spyti@v-Napajedla. 1 a 2: Spytien-Nemea, 3: Napajedla-Podvinohradi, 4: Spyt#w
Duchonce, 5: Spytihev-Nad Vinohrady, 6: Spytilkv-Na VrSich, 7 a 8: Napajedla-Makova, 9: Napajedla-Radgva
10 a 11: Napajedla-Zamoravi, 12: Napajedla-Sardica, 1Bajéala-Hrubé Jekibi, 14: Napajedla-Pod Dubovou, 15:
Napajedla-KotaryFig. 3: Spytihnév-Napajedla site-cluster. 1 and 2: SpygrNémeca, 3: Napajedla-Podvinohradi,
4: Spytihnév-Duchonce, 5: Spytihnév-Nad Vinohrady, Byti8név-Na VrSich, 7 and 8: Napajedla-Makova, 9:
Napajedla-Radovany, 10 and 11: Napajedla-Zamoravi, 12pdjledla-Sardica, 13: Napajedla-Hrubé Jestfabi, 14:
Napajedla-Pod Dubovou, 15: Napajedla-Kotary.

obvykle pongrné mala a jen vyjiméné esahuje 2 m. dalsi ziskal Alois Koutny v 80. letech z polohy Sar-
Pleniglacialni sprase, pochazejici z posledniho glaciaica (Napajedla I, v 90. letech poKmwvali v prizkumu
prekryvaji kulturni vrstvy gravettienu a jejich akumulacpracovnici Gstavu Anthropos, Oliva 1998, 3), v 90. le-
umoznila zachovani archeologickych nalezl az do dnefadh byla pracovniky Gstavu Anthropos objevena loka-
doby. BEhem pozdniho glacialu a holocénu pak dochiéta Napajedla Il (Oliva 1998, 16) a zdokumentovana byla
zelo k vyplréni Gdolifeky Moravy fluvialnimi sedimenty fada izolovanych vyskytll na katastru Napajedel (sou-
udolni terasy &icni nivy, svahy udoli podléhaly gravita hrnré Oliva 1998, 2007). Bkteré z &chto lokalit jsme se
nimu transportu svrchnich nezpénych vrstev za vzniku pokusili po roce 2000 revidovat—nové poznatky jsme zis-
pigtitohlinitych svahovin. Dokladem svahové nestabilityali o lokalitach Napajedla-Makova, Napajedla-Sardica
predevSim pravého narazovéhiebufeky Moravy jsou (l), Napajedla-Jegabi (resp. Hrubé Jdsibi V), lokalita
Cetné sesuvy. Na mnoha mistech diky ploSnému giavitdlapajedla-Radovany (ll) je zarostla a lokalitu Napajedla-
nimu transportu dosSlo k obnazeni celého kvartérniho paniny se bliZze lokalizovat nepdila.
dimentarniho pokryvu az na terciérni podlozi a tim pademy |etech 2003-2004 a 2006—2007 byl proveden arche-
k destrukci ipadného archeologického materialu. Ten fgiogicky vyzkum v poloze Duchonce, kde byly prozkou-
proto mozné&asto nachazetiv druhotné pozici, tak jak j;hany dva objekty a &kolik dilcich koncentraci nalez{l
tomu nap. v cihelre v Napajedlich-Zamoravi (viz Skrd|61(Skrdla Nyvltova Fisakova 2004; Skrdla 2005; Skrdla
Nyvitova Fisakova, Nyvit 2005, 20064, b, Skrdla 2007)et al. 2005, 2007). V letech 20042006 byla sledovana
tézba v hlinisti byvalé napajedelské cihelny. Z rliznych
2. Historie vyzkumu mist bylo ziskano @&kolik kolekci kamennych nastrojd,
Nejstarsi zminka o pleistocénnich osteologickych naminit je feba zejména absolématovany soubor aurig-
lezech v oblasti Napajedel je v Hrubého soupisu ostacienu (Skrdla 2007).
ologického materialu z Uherskohradist'ska: mamuti sto-
licka a neuplna kostra nosoroZce byly vykopany rolgi Archeologické lokality
1926 v cihel@ (Hruby 1951, 69; otdzkou je, ve které . .
cihelng). Podobny nélez (zlomky mamutich kit, stoI|3 1 Spytihrev-Nemeta
ek a pazni kosti a stehenni kosti nosorozce) it u  Nalezy z lokality byly opakovai publikovéany (Skrdla
nén i stavtg silnice Spytihgv-Napajedla v roce 19382005 s lit.; Oliva 2007), protofiedkladame pouze sttay
pod draznim domkem, tj. na tpati vychodniho svahu M@epis nélezové situace a vlastnich nalezil. Opfetipha-
kové (Hruby 1951, 69). Daldi Hrubého lokalita, tentgzejicim publikacim diislednoddélujeme paleoliticky ma-
krat i s nalezy Stipané kamenné industrie, byla objevetgfial od postpaleolitické (LnK)imesi.
opét i stavk® silnice SpytihBv-Napajedla, v poloze & Lokalita je situovana na Upati svahu vyrazné vyvySe-
meta (Hruby 1951, 84). Nalez osteologického mateminy sever@ obce. Nadmiska vySka temene znéného
alu v roce 1949 v poloze pod Dubovou vyvolal vyzkumavrsi bezprosédre nad polohou ,Bmea“ je 279,5 m,
B. Klimy, ktery zdokumentoval zbytky mamuta v doprodale pak pozvolna pokéaje severnim sgrem ke kaét
vodu pazourkového pu (Klima 1952). Paleolitické na-,Makova“ (338,1 m). Nadmiska vyska vlastni lokality
lezy ziskal v 70. letech 20. stoleti Milan Snajdi gkryv- je v rozmezi 188-189 m, relativnifevyseni nad sou-
kach pro rozseni cihelny v Zamoravi (Oliva 1998, 20)casnou hladinodeky Moravy je giblizné 8 m. Vzhle-
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Obr. 4: Spytih@év-Nemea. Vykér paleolitické kamenné industrie (1-18) a otloGkeejisté kulturni klasifikace (19).
Fig. 3: Spytihnév-Némeca. Selected Palaeolithic act$ (1-18) and hammerstone of unclear cultural classiificat
(19).
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dem ke skuténosti, Ze paleolitickd vrstva leZela v hloubce identického materialu a triangularni Skrabadlo z radi-

3,5 m (pod vrstvami s postpaleolitickym osidlenim), bylalaritu - jde o typ Szentgal a velmi pra&dodob® post-

by relativni vySka lokality jen asi 5 m nad stasnou hla- paleolitickou Fimés (LnK, kter& je na lokakt doloZzena;

dinou feky. Poloha ,Nem&a“ pfedstavuje plochou ost-vyobrazeni - Skrdla 2005, Fig. 3.45:6). Oba dva bile pa-

roznu, ktera vybiha vychodnim gmrem daficni nivy a je tinované artefakty vykazuji makroskopicky patrné stopy

znatelré vyvySena na@icni nivu, od které je odelena str- otéru. Tato skuténost spolu s jejich intenzivni patinaci

mymi svahy. Podobna konfigurace terénu je zaznamenaypovida o odliSné depozici nez Vipad® predeslé po-

i na starych mapéach. N&glad v mag N. V. v. Linkeho lohy.

z roku 1719 je v této poloze patrny vyraznou hranou od-Ve spolupréaci se SM UH byla v bezpréstinim okoli

déleny svah (ostroZna) vybihajici do nivy Moravy, kterdrubého nalezu (poloha a), v méstnezi silnici a Ze-

ho obloukem obtéka. lezniéni trati vyhloubena zjiStovaci sonda, ktera ovsem
Lokalita v trati ,Nemea“ (nékdy téz ,Nemecka“ nebo zachytila pouze 2 m svahovych hlinitopitych sedi-

.Nemeta) u Spytihrévi sestava ze dvou poloh. Jakenentll. Nebyly zachyceny ani Hrubym popisované pra-

nejvyznamejsi (a) uvadi V. Hruby (1951) koncentraciéké vrstvy.

kamennych artefaktll spolu s osteologickym materiadlem

a ojedirélymi uhliky, které pochazeji z jamy o priému 3.2 Spytihnév-Duchonce

17 m (parc.C. 2274-2275). V. Hruby (1939:17) zmi- IR AN . )
fuje nalez 50 artefaktdl, z nichz se ve SM UH dochg; Lokalita je situovana p jiznim vstupu do Napajedel

Ské brany na temeni, které vybiha z vychodniho svahu

valo 27 gednetd. Kolekce Stipané kamenné industrlltzz()ty Makové. Nadmiska vyka je 245-248 rikeka Mo-
nepochybB pfedstavuje vybrany material, nikoliv Cel'rava p&vodé. meandrovalafp ipatf svahu, dnes je jejf

kové spekirum, coz je nejlépe patrné zCity techno- umélé koryto vzdaleno 0,5 km od lokality. Za pozor-

logickych kategorii. Mkteré kusy navic nemajiFiis VBT mineralnin lanica® 1 k
res\eCivy paleoliticky charakter a nepochybmalezi nost stoji | vy\er mineralniho pramene ,Slanica 1 m
P SSV. Tento pramen, vzhledem ke svému chemickému

na lokaligé taktéz dolozené kulia s linearni kerami- _~.~ .~~~ " . : . -
: o - o N, sloZeni (sirna, $e€dré mineralizovand, hydroulgitano-
kou (jde zejména o sérii artefaktt ze silicitu krakovsko- loridova sodna. h icka mineralni vod K
Censtochovské jury). Paleoliticka kolekce tak sestélCh oridova sodna, hypotonicka mineraini voda) a k tep-
' 16te 10-14 °C(Ket, Katura 1976), mohl hrat vyznamnou

pouze z 16 prokazatelnycliquetl (jeden dalSi se "ol pro zdejSi osidleni—fedstavoval nejen nezamrzajici

dochoval). . : zdroj vody i lehem glacialu, ale skytal i moznost ziskani
Nepochybg paleolitické artefakty jsou vyrobeny z era- !

. 02 y o 5 soli. Tyto skut€nosti nepochybi ritahovaly nejerclo-
t|gkeho silicitu, vypadayji .velmcerst\e, tjgze stop P.tv)tusuvéka, ale i z& ze Sirokého okoli (Skrdlat al. 2005).

vlivem transportu v sedimentu, pouzé podrobréjSim o . L . .
priizkumu Ize na povrchuékterych z nich sledovat ne- Vzhlgderrv] kvsopasnem'u stavu poznan qual|ty, kte,rve,
vyrazné stopy patinace, spie viak jen v padatiavého vychazi zeltyf vyzkumnych sezon, drobnych sondaZi
nadechu ' a rekolika let povrchovych prospekci, byla lokalita pla-

2 techmlogkeno ponec kolkce sestiva 2 dIE) CEE 18 DKL Ot 2 s s
(obr. 4:14), atepeli (obr. 4:9, 11, 12, 15), 1 zIo[nk nalezl, ktera byla zkouméana v letech 2003, 20@as:

cepele, 2cepeli s mistni retusi (obr. 4:7, 10), &t teCné 2006. Jako Objekt 2 je chapana koncentrace nalezl

s mistni retusi (obr. 4:17), 1 rydlového odpadtil¢Zzen e i .
na kombinovany nastroj - obr. 4:3) a 6 nastrojd. Jedﬁa,10 m vySe ve svahu, kiera byla zkoumana v roce 2007

Cepel se dgma vruby, které vSak vypadaji recedtme- a,caste,ne ui v_r,?ce 200%‘ Tétlg,dvi gt;jellzttyg (ID‘DV“F 5ne—
byla v depozitd SM v Uherském Hradisti identifikovana"Y' 24Ny material z€ sondy Skiipe » Klera ez[ M
Se ve svahu od Objektu 2, poskytla ve srovnani s Ob-

(existuje vSak jeji kresebna dokumentace od V. Hrubé}%( PR 2 . . Iy
(1951: obr. 8:2; zde obr. 4:8) jektem 2 znéné odliSny material. Nevyrazny material byl

Skupina nastrojli sestava ze dvou Skrabadel (obr. 42:|59kan | ze sondy 2/06. Vzhledem k odliSnostem mezi jed-

6), dvojitého Skrabadla (obr. 4:4), kombinovaného rydfitivymi soubory jsou tyto lokality v nasledujicicd-
(obr. 4:1), kombinace klinového rydla se ékrabadle(r:1'1Ch hodvnoceny_ ocvﬁvjens,-. . )
V soutashosti ogeny rozsah lokality, tak jak byl vy-

(obr. 4:2) a kombinace hranového rydla se Skrabadlem

(obr. 4:3). Je pozoruhodné, zejména ve srovnani s mafgeZen _zk(?urvnan)’/mi plochami’ a vdrobny’nji sondféiemi,
ridlem z Jarogova a Borsic, Ze z tohotdpté malého cini minimalré 15x25 m. Na zakla& sondazi ale vime,

a vybarového souboru bylo mozno édt skladanku dvou 2€ Sedimenty, které geochronologicky spadaji do obdobi

epeli, které byly filoZzeny na jadro (obr. 4:13). 20-40 000 let BP (OIS 3/2), pokryvaji mnohe#tsi plo-
Kolekci dophuje otlouk& postpaleolitického charak-chy, minimalié 50x50 m (obr. 5).

teru, jehoZ surovinou je blize néi@na hornina plivodem

z flySovych sedimentll (obr. 4:19). Dal$im pozoruhodny®s2.1 Stratigrafie a datovani

predmétem, ktery @ktdi autdi interpretuji jako plastiku, Oba ploS$@ studované objekty jsou situovany na drob-

je modifikovany zlomek piskovce (Valoch 1979, tab. 2).ném, izolovaném vyskytu spraSe, ktery zachycuje geolo-
Druha poloha (b) je situovandiplizné 300 m JJV, tj. gickd mapa oblasti (Hawdek 1980, pil. V.). Denud&ni

na jizni okraj okraj ostrozny ,Bmea“ (parc.¢. 2298). relikt eolickych sedimentll je sithpostizen jevy, které

Nalezeny zde byly pouze 3 artefaktgepel s mistni re- jsou charakteristické pro zéw glacidlu a nasledné holo-

tusi (obr. 4:18) vyrobena z bile patinovaného eratickébenni obdobi. Jedna séeplevSim o rozpraskani povrchu

silicitu, dvojité, strm@ retuSované Skrabadlo (obr. 4:16Jo mozaikové struktury a nasledny vertikalni posun takto
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Obr. 5: Vniffni struktura lokality Spytihév-Duchoncefig. 5: The inner structure of the Spytihnév-Duchonce site

vzniklych ker Fipovrchovym plouzenim materialufg Tato pleniglacialni spras¥tekryla morfologicky ne-
devsim geliflukci. rovny povrch nevapnitych az sléb/apnitych gelifluk-
nich jilovitoprachovitych koluvii se zateky oxidli Fe, Mn

Profil v obou studovanych objektech byl hloubkoxe- a karbonatli a s naznaky tenké laminace o mocnostech
lice promenlivy a ukazoval na morfologickodlenitost jednotlivych lamin nejasgiji 1,5-3 cm. Tyto laminované
povrchu terénuied tim, nez byl zarovnan akumulaci pleplouzené svahové sedimenty jiz obsahovaly vlastni arche-
niglacialni sprase. Mocnost svrchni kultivované degradsiogické nalezy. Baze svahovin se nam nefiibalalo-
vanécernozerd aZ Sedoze#ns ostrou erozni bazi zplsahnout, ve studovaném profilu zasahovaly do hloubky
sobenou orbou (ornice) dosahovatte 20-30 cm, coZ min. 1,5 m. V&asti odkrytého polygonu Objektu 2 byly
bylo zplisobeno i rtizh hlubokou orbou v jednotlivychzjistény zbytky fosilni plidy&i spise plidniho sedimentu
obdobich. Tento efekt bylgkdy v 50. letech umo@n za- (?PK I-II) sfidajici se s rezavol@loSedymi nevapni-
oranim meze nebo Uvozove cesty, ktera probih&lazp tymi prachovitymi geliflunimi koluvii. Pro tutoast
nim okraji Objektu 1, zde proto dosahuje ornice mocnogiiofilu jsou typickétetné sekundagnplidnim sedimen-
okolo 40 cm. Jeji priéh je dodnes patrny jako mirna protem vyplréné praskliny, dislokace (mikroziomy o veli-
tahla snizenina. PodloZni homogenni mramorovaétiesv kosti 2—4 cm) a zateky ukazujici na sekundarni periglaci-
okrové Seda silé vapnita spras s mnozstvim zatekl oxidfini postizeni a geliflukni povrchovy transport plidniho
Fe, Mn a karbonétli dosahovala do hloubky 50-120 cmaterialu hem rozmrzani aktivni vrstvy permafrostu
Casto je svrchntast sprasi resedimentovana svahovyiwiz obr. 6).
procesy a druhothodvapgna.
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Pro zjiS&ni geochronologického t@zeni jednotlivych vinového spektra vylatit—jde s vysokou prav&podob-
fazi osidleni lokality bylo provedeno AMS radiokarborosti o kontaminaci materialem z Objektu 2. To je patrno
nové datovani kosti a uhlikll v laboréite Groningenu i na planu distribuce radiolaritu — zatimco v prostoru@st
(viz tab. 1). Ke kalibraci radiokarbonového Btaa ka- vymezené koncentrace nalezli v Objektu 1 jsou pouze
lend&ni roky byl pouZit kalibr&ni program CalPal-2007-3 kusy radiolaritu (jeden &si nez 1,5 cm a dva mikro-
Hulu (http://www.calpal.de), ktery jefejmé nejvhod@jsi odS$Epky z vyplavu), je #ejmy narlst podilu radiolaritu
datovou sadou pro obdobfgdl poslednim ledovcovymsmeérem vySe do svahu, tj. srem k Objektu 2. Kolekce
maximem v evropském regionu. Nekalibrovana i kalibr@-Objektu 1 by pak byla ze 100 % tkena eratickym sili-
vana radiokarbonova data jsou uead zasadihvztazena citem.

k soutasnosti (BP, konvemeé vztazena k roku 1950 AD).
Datovani Objektu 1 fineslo velice rozdilna data, nej-3.2.2.2 Technologie

starsi datum pochazejici z uhliku z vyzkumu v roce 2003y prostoru vlastni vyrazné koncentrace bylo ziskano
(33 930 +130 - 120 BP) a odpovida kalibrovanémiiistaengr 500 artefaktdl (zagrné uvadime odhad, protoze
39 500 + 1000 BP, spadalo by tedy do aurignaciefie: Ppresné odéleni této koncentrace neni mozné; Gdaj je
hled Veéker)'ICh ZI'Skan)'/Ch radiokarbOHOV)'/Ch dat z |0k@%etré m|krood§pkﬁ a mikroz|0mk&’ které tvo vét-

lity Spytihnév-Duchonce je sumarizovan v tab. 1. Dal§inu). v nejbliz&im okoli (tj. do vzdalenosti 4 m od centra
radiokarbonova staz tohoto objektu ziskan&hem dal- koncentrace) bylo ziskano dalsich asi 150 kusti. Udaje,
Sich vyzkumnych sezon vSak spadaji do vyeaemadsi ktere byly publikovany pro celou plochu zkoumanou v le-
etapy osidleni. V roce 2004 jsme éhtupfesnit dato- tech 2003-2004 (Skrdlat al. 2005), zlstavaji v plat-
Vanl protoze zmi@ané datum ble ziskano z Uhllku al?losn Zm|n|tJe feba Vysoke procento rmkrooéﬂ(u Sé-

zadny z artefaktd v jejich okoli nenesl stopy @Da- i mikro&epeli (obr. 8:3-13, 17—19) a rydlovych odpadl
tovali jsme tedy fragment mamuti sty ze sousednihoopr. 8:14, 21).

subsektoru (rozer subsektoru 0,60,5 m) a ziskali jsme
radiokarbonové datum 20 030 + 140 BP, které odpovida
kalibrovanému si@ 23 960 + 220 BP. Proto jsme datovali
jeSe fragment kosti z &tSi hloubky z okraje Objektu 1
(vzdalenost asi 1,5 m od'@deslych subsektorll) a ziskali
jsme radiokarbonové datum 22 730 +150 -140 BP qd-
povidajici kalibrovanému sta27 450 + 340 BP. V roce
2007 jsme z nejvySSasti ndlezového horizontu v pro
storu Objektu 2 ziskali dalSi obdobné radiokarbonové da-
tum—20 710 = 90 BP (i kdyZ s pozndmkou, Ze by mohlo
byt kontaminované) odpovidajici kalibrovanémuisg
720 + 80 BP. Tohle sta se jednoznéné jiz nevztahuje
k vlastnimu Objektu 2, alefejmeé souvisi s Objektem 1.
Z Objektu 2 byla ziskana 4 radiokarbonovéa data spaga-
jici do rozmezi 25 740 + 130 BP aZz 26 720 + 260 - 240 BP
s vazenym prlrdrem 26 014 + 72 BP odpovidajici kalibt
rovanému std v rozmezi 30 620 + 250 BP az 31 540
+ 210 BP s prirarnym kalibrovanym st@m 30 940 +
250 BP. VSechna tato data spadaji do poma Uzkého in-
tervalu necelych 1000 let a ukazuji na vyznamnou perigdu
osidleni lokality zachycenou Objektem 2.

3.2.2 Objekt 1 (vyzkumy v letech 2003-2004 a 2006)

Material z Objektu 1 byl ziskan v préhu rékolika
vyzkumnych sezon. Nejprve byla v roce 2003 prozkou-
mana jeho centralni plocha (Skrdla, Nyvitova Fisakova
2004), posléze v roce 2004 vyzkum pokoaal odkry-
vem bezprogedniho zazemi objektu (Skrdéd al. 2005)
a nakonec v roce 2006 byla odkryta vzdd@h perife-
rie (Skrdlaet al. 2007). Protoze material z Objektu 1 by

jiz opakovar publikovan, pedkladame pouze shrnuti vy= I ; P .
o e . .~ Obr. 6: Spytih@v-Duchonce. Dislokace pudnich sedi-
sledkl a korekce zavagicich adaju z pedchozich praci. mentl (?PK 1) a karbonétové zateky ukazujici na peri-

) glacialni postizeni a geliflini povrchovy transport ptid-
3.2.2.1 Suroviny niho materialu v podloZi Objektu Fig. 6: Spytihnév-
Vzhledem k novému (uz8imu) vymezeni Objektu 1 @uchonce. Dislocation of soil sediments (?PK 1) and car-
tfeba korigovat Gidaje o surovinovém spektru kolekce. Reonate infiltrations showing the periglacial affection
diolarity, ktere byly ziskany zejména z periferie Objektudnd gelifluction superficial transport of soil material
akteré jsou charakteristicke pro Objekt 2 figita ze suro- in the basement of the Object 1.
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Obr. 7: Spytih@v-Duchonce. Kalibrace radiokarbonovych dat a porovn@aieoklimatickym zaznamem 80 z ja-

dra GRIP v Gronském ledovcovém &titu (Johnsen et al. 1993).7: Spytihnév-Duchonce. Radiocarbon dates ca-
libration and comparison with the palaeoclimatic recordddBO from the GRIP ice core in the Greenland ice sheet
(Johnsen et al. 1997).

Specifickym rysem kolekce je vysok& hodnota irsovanoucepel (obr. 8:34), dva mistnretuSované Ugpy

dexu slozitelnosti (i = 25,88 %; indexy poitany podle (obr. 8:31, 32) a mikréepele (obr. 8:29, 33).

Skrdla 2005), kterafevysuje viechny dosud skladané ko-

lekce. Tato hodnota byla stanovena pro vyzkumné sez . .

2003-2004, pro sezonu 2003, kdy byla zkouména ce(zr;l{'g'vz'4 Ovsteo,log|clfy materlal- ) o _

rélni East Objektu 1, byla tato hodnota dokonce 40,9 %! Prestoze ziskany osteologicky material je velmi frag-

Druhy ze sledovanych index, index velikosti skladangkiéntarni (fragmenty neditelnych kosti pevazuiji), bylo

dosahuje Bznych hodnot (j = 45,0 %, 1/j, = 2,22), po- MoZne identifikovatft lovené zvieci druhy, a sice ma-

dobri jako porér lomy/produkni sekvence/reutilizaceMuta srstnateho (Mammuthus primigenius), soba polar-

(16/3/3). niho (Rangifer tarandus) a kérsprasového (Equus ger-
manicus). Z mamuta se zachovaly fragmenty dlouhych
kosti, stoltek, klu, panve a jedné kompletiiéti zaprstni

3.2.2.3 Typologie kosti (os metacarpus IIl). Z k@nbyly nalezeny kosti me-
Mezi zajimavé artefakty, které byly nalezenjimo tapodia - proximain€asti druhé areti zaprstni kosti (0s
v prostoru objektu, pét dvé rydla a zlomek mistnre- Mmetacarpus I, Ill). Druha a pata zaprstni kost byla gra-

tuSovaného Ggpu (obr. 8:20). Prvni ze zménych ry- VettskymilovciCasto vyuzivana jako Sidlo. Nalezena kost
del je vyrobeno nai¢né retuSovanéepeli, ktera je slo- ma bohuzel odlomeny distalni konec, proto nelze s ur-
Zena ze dvouasti (obr. 8:23). Na toto rydlo jefiipzen Citostifict, jestli se jednalo o nastr@j nikoliv. Ze soba

i rydlovy odpad; dalsi mikrood&pek, ktery s velkou prav-S€ nasla druha horni stkia (molar M), bederni obra-
dépodobnosti vznikl  tvarovani distalniho koncée- tel (vertebra lumbaliy prvni Kizovy obratel ¢s sacrur
pele (Ficna retus), nebylo moznéimo @iloZzit. Druhé a Céska patelld). Je patrné, Ze se zachovalo velmi malo
ze zmirénych rydel pedstavuje proximalni zlomek viceldentifikovatelnych kosti, které gay u kazdeho zvie-
nasobného rydla (obr. 8:22). Distalni konec tohoto rydiého druhu jednomu jedinci. Vzhledem k velikosti sto-
je bohuzel odlomen, takZze moznost, Ze séfisgojenych liCky a ramenni kostiumeruy mamuta s odpadlou pro-
rydlovych odpadil (obr. 8:21) pochazi z i@sti tohoto Ximalni epifyzou Izefict, Ze mamut byl v dod smrti
rydla (shodny materidl i tvar), nelze prokazat. Na dorsaf$—20 let stary. U soba i kénse jedna o mlade dosig
plochu tohoto rydla IzejfloZit jiz zminény zlomek mista jedince.

retuSovaného U8pu (obr. 8:20). Na kostech jsoufetelna poetrnostni a transportni po-

Porikud stranou od centra Objektu 1 byly nalezeny d¥§0zeni, coZ ukazuje na dlouhou povrchovou expozici
mikrolitické nastroje z eratického silicitu - ziomek mikro@ nasledny transport, praspodobs geliflukei, a optov-
pilky s otupenym bokem (obr. 8:1) a mikiepel s otupe- NOU expozici nadloznich vrstev s p@gsim zenedelskym
nym bokem (obr. 8:2), které viak nemusi s ObjektemvYUZitim lokality. Kosti mamuta byly &tSinou rozbity
souviset. Z radiolaritovych artefaktll, které s ObjektemN@ Malé kousky, pra¥podob za &elem vyjmuti morku
praveépodob# nesouvisi, Ize zminit mikiepel s otupe- Ci vyuziti kosti na nastroje. Zbytek byl spalen v ohnisti.
nym bokem (obr. 8:28), proximalni zlomek retuSovéaé  VySe zmina zéprstni kost mamuta byvékay in-
pele s rydlovitym Ghozem, ktery vznikl spiSe nasledketarpretovana jako tzvéhotna venuse (cf. Valoch 1975,
zlomeni nez za&rné modifikace (obr. 8:30), migtmetu- Klima 1990) nebo jako zavazi. Protoze povrch kosti je
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Tab. 1: Spytih@v-Duchonce. DatovariTab. 1:

Spytihnév-Duchonce. Dating

Prehled vyzkumi 49, Brno 2008

Objekté. | No. nazev poloha material 14C st&i solfadnice
Object no. description location material 14C age coordinates|
1 GrA-27742 [S)Em;fg -, | Sektorsc gﬁgfgoal 339307130BP | 225,125
1 GrA-27416 [S)Bﬂ;fg’e 02| Sektor 8d 'ggf]te 20030+140 BP | 275,125
1 GrA-33824 gﬂﬁm’e 04| Sektor 10d 'ng]te 22730110 BP | 475,125
1 GrA-37929 gﬂﬂ:ﬁ’e 0g| Sektor 113a zﬁg'rfg;ggite 20710490 BP | 525, 1475
2 GrA-33894 [S)Em;fg’ 03| Sektor 102 3222’ ol 26720720 BP | 350, 1150
2 GrA-37925 gﬂﬁm’e 05| Sektor 125b 2222’0 ol 25960+130 BP | 175, 1475
2 GrA-37927 gﬂﬁm’e 06| Sektor 125b 2222’0 ol 26150130 BP | 175, 1475
2 GrA-337928 [S)Em;fg’ 07| Sektor 125a 3222/ ol 25740 +130 BP | 125, 1475

Obr. 8: Spytihiv-Duchonce. Vybr artefaktli. Objekt 1 (1-23: eraticky silicit; 28-34: taldrit), sonda Sklipek 07
(24: eraticky silicit) a povrchové nélezy (25: chalcedo6:27: eraticky silicit; 35-36: radiolaritfig. 8: Spytihnév-
Duchonce. Selected artifacts. Object 1 (1-23: erratic fl28-34: radiolarite), Trench ,Sklipek 07 (24: erratic flit)

and surface finds (25: chalcedony mass; 26-27: erratic fB%:36: radiolarite).
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v roce 2006 nezachytil Zddnou vyragsi koncentraci na-
lezli, kterou bychom mohlifisoudit k této sidelni epi-
Zock.

3.2.3 Objekt 2 (vyzkumy v letech 2006—2007)

Jiz vyzkum v roce 2006 odhaliffiomnost dalSihaGa-
Sow& i materialovou naplini odlisného osidleni (Skrdla et
al. 2007). Vyzkum v roce 2007 pak tuto doémku potvr-

dil a odkryl Objekt 2.

3.2.3.1 Suroviny

Spytihrév-Duchonce. Selected artifacts. Object 1 (1-
23: erratic flint; 28-34: radiolarite), Trench ,Sklipek 07
(24: erratic flint) and surface finds (25: chalcedony mass;
26-27: erratic flint; 35-36: radiolarite).

Surovinové spektrum kolekce artefaktll z Objektu 2
(obr. 10) je charakterizovandgvahou radiolaritu, ktery
tvori 2/3 souboru. Vyskytly sed¥né barevné variety, kon-
krétré rlizné odstiny heddtervené a zelené barvy. Do-
chované zbytky povrchil hliz ukazuji na plivod suroviny
v prostoru primarnich vychozl v bradlovém pasmu Bi-
lych Karpat. Eraticky silicit tvéi pouze 16% souboru,
silicit krakovsko€enstochovské jury nebyl zaznamenan
Obr. 9: Spytih@v-Duchonce, Objekt 1. Planigrafieggz(;gr;;peilggi ;ileiigﬁkﬁéersﬁiég 7;/; ' éf)c;li)rﬁi)as\;és:toj (
Fig. 9: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Object 1. Planigraphy. kolekce moravskych rohovcil, kteréeglstavuji 9% sou-

boru. Do této skupiny, jak jeji nazev napovida, byly za-
silngé z\&traly a nejsou na ni patrné stopy po opracovahfnuty rohovce, které pochazeji z SirSiho okoli lokality.
nelze tuto moznost potvrdit ani vyvratit. Bézre byvé tato skupina oziavana moravské jurské ro-
Po vyneseni kosternich nalezii do planu se ukazuje¥#¥ce, ale vzhledem ke skémosti, Ze si ve vSechrp
kosti spolu s artefakty a uhliky kopirujigmé obydli sta- Padech nemiizeme byt jisti jejich jurskym &ta, uzi-
nového typu. Slozeni fauny odpovida skladauny na- vame K jejich oznéeni obecgjSi termin moravske ro-
lezené i na jinych gravettskych lokalitach Moravy (Musffovce, fipadré lokalni moravské rohovce. Tyto rohovce

1994, 1997, 2005; Svoboda et al. 2006; Skrdla, NyvitoRxly ziskavany ze srkovych akumulaci v SirSim okoli
Fisakova, Nyvit 2006a, b). lokality. Cast &chto rohovcl fedstavuji rohovce typu

Troubky/Zdislavice (5 ks), &které kusy odpovidaji ro-
3.2.2.5 Plosna distribuce nalezl hoveum typu Krum_l(_)vslfyv!esc@rn? kura na pgvrchu,
y o e N ., charakteristické fosilie), @Sinu ale pedstavuji blize ne-

Na ma@ plosné distribuce nalezu (obr. 9) jielna | xite|ng rohovce. Ve vyplavu (vyplav nebyl do grafu su-

vyrazna, ose ohranéena centralni koncentrace naleziy, iy ,anditan) byl zaznamenan jeden kus rohovce typu
a v jejim okoli fi dilci koncentrace, z nichz éumuzeme g, gice

na zakla@ skladanek paralelizovat s centralni koncent-
raci. Hi detailni analyze rozptylu jednotlivych komponent
jsme zjistili, ze centralni koncentraci nejlépe charaktef T
zuje hustota artefaktll Stipané kamenné industidet(e Moravské rohovce (Péifstlfm;%
mikrood$&pkl a mikrozlomkl) a Ze jsou s ni negaBvr] (maravian cherts) - 9%
korelovany distribuce &tsich fragmentll osteologickéhp
materiélu (ty jako by koncentraci vymezovaly) a drol
nych fragmenti fepalenych kosti z vyplavu (Skrdé al.
2005). Na zéaklaél ©chto indicii jsme nélezovou situac
rekonstruovali jako pozlistatek obydli lehké konstrukce
o prlméru 2-3 m, co? je interpretace, kterou neni na za-
kladeé vysledku novych odkryvl (vyzkum periferiégba /
meénit. Eraticky silicit
o, , Lo, . , (Eratic flint) 16%

Ojedirglé datum, které bylo ziskano ze zlomkiepa-
lené kosti stratifikovanéfgmo nad hlavni kulturni vrstvou
v prostoru Objektu 2 (20 710 £ 90 14C BP), doklada Sirsi
rozptyl sidelnich aktivit, které souvisely s Objektem 1.
K tomuto datu se vSak nepdila vyclenit odpovidajici Obr. 10: Spytihév-Duchonce, Objekt 2. Suroviny.
material. Nas pokus o odkryv severni periferie Objektu1d: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Object 2. Raw materials.

Radiolarit
(Radiolarite) - 68%
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Vzhledem ke skut&nosti, Ze Objekt 2 je charakteri-110/07 + 11/07: radiolarit, zZlomeny & 70/07 + 120c +
zovan gevahou radiolaritu, zatimco Objekt 1 dominandi20c: radiolarit, zlomeny U8p 189/07 + 206/07: radiola-
eratického silicitu a moravské rohovce vykazujtita rit, zlomeny GSp 118/07 + 119/07: radiolarit, zlomeny
specifika (viz kapitola Typologie), jsou v nasledujicicS®&p 130b + 130b: radiolarit, zlomeny rydlovy odpad
kapitolach (Technologie, Typologie) kolekce&rhto su- 113d + 113d radiolarit, zlomeny rydlovy odpad 150/07

rovin hodnoceny odélerg. + 118d + 11xx: radiolarit, zlomené rydlo (obr. 11:25)
128/07 + 118a: radiolarit, zlomer&epel 26/07 + 70/06:
3.2.3.2 Technologie radiolarit, rydlo a rydlovy odpad (obr. 11:31, 32) 134/07

Technologie vyroby &tipané kamenné industrie na [5-118d: radiolarit, zlomeny rydlovy odpad
kalité byla pro rlizné druhy surovin hodnocena @léde. MIKRO

ProtoZe skladanim kolekce se nepliidarekonstruovat 154y + 124p: radiolarit, microgravetta (obr. 11:5) 124b

vyrobni proces, je mozné se zminit pouze o charaki&ry 4y radiolarit, microgravetta (obr. 11:4) 119d + 124b:

ojedirélych jader a o technologicke strukékolekce.  agjiolarit, microgravetta (obr. 11:2) 119d + 124b: radiola
Zatimco v fipack eratickeho silicitu jadra zcela chybfj; microgravetta (obr. 11:1)

a z lokalnich moravskych rohovcll byl zaznamenan
pouze jeden fipraveny exempljadra pro &zbu z tizké ~ VetSinu sloZenych sestavquistavuje radiolarit, fie-
hrany masivniho G&pu rohovce typu Troubky/Zdislavicekvapive ale vzrusta podil skladanek u moravskych ro-
(obr. 12:34), radiolaritova kolekce poskytlagkolik hovcl. Pokud spiieme index sloZitelnosti pro cely MA-
pro gravettien neili typickych exemplél. Prvnim ja- CRO soubor, jeho hodnota je 6,8 %, pouze pro ra-
drem je Zny exemplétézeny z Gzké hrany (obr. 11:43)diolarit je to . = 7,9 %, pro eraticky silicitd = 4,1 %
Dalsi kus je jadro na mikiepele v pdat€nim stadiu Pro moravs!<oé rohovce i 7,7 %. U souboru mikrolitic-
t&7by na firozené hraé zlomku masivniho Gépu (tj. bez kych nastroju (MICRO), kde byly slozeny pouze artefakty
pripravy vodici hrany, obr. 11:47). P@mé neobvyklym Z radiolaritu Cini hodnota indexu sloZitelnosti+ 17,4 %.
kusem (zejména vzhledem ke skinesti, Ze produkty U indexu velikosti skladanek byly zoiskény hodnoty pro
s protisnérnymi negativy na dorsaini stranebyly zazna- C€ly MACRO soubor,j = 47,1 % (prunérny pdet arte-
menany) je kratké jadr@gené ze dvou Sirokych protilehfaktl ve skladance —1/i= 2,1), pro radiolarit zvlast,j =
Iych podstav (obr. 11:48). Posledni vyobrazeny exeinpftf7 % (1/i. = 2,1), pro eraticky silicit,i = 50,0 % (1/,
je uzky a vyraz@ protahly, uéeny k produkci dlouhych = 2,0) a pro moravske rohoveg & 50,0 % (1/}, = 2,0).
zkychtepeli (obr. 11:49) —toto jadro byldiposlednim Y souboru mikrolitickych nastrojti je hodnota indexu ve-
tderu znteno zaBhnutim Gderu do masy jadra (outréikosti skladanek,i = 50,0 % (1/j, = 2,0), coz znamena,
passé). Dalsi dvjadra jsou tvaro¥ nevyrazna. Ze vSechny byly sloZzeny pouze ze dvou kust.Spgthn
Kolekci jader dopihuje i nékolik artefaktil, které mor- Duchonce: Sel_ected artifacts. Object 1 (1-23: errgtic;.ﬂint
fologicky stoji na rozhrani jader a rydel (obr. 11:30_347_)8-34: radlolarlte), Trench ,Sklipek 07 (24: erratic fiint _
a v tomto [ispévku byly zdazeny mezi rydla (viz ka- a_nd surface flnds (25: chavl?edony mass; ,26-2_7:, erratic
pitola Typologie). Nektdi autdi ale povazuiji i takovato fllnt; 3&'3-36: radu;lante). DalSim hodnc_)'qtelnym krl'Eenle
rydla za jadra na mikigepele (souhrrin Araujo Igreja, J& POTTEr lomy/vyrobni sekyence/reuhhzz_ace, ktery dosa-
Bracco, Le Brun-Ricalens 2006). Kazdopad#lici cara Nnuje hodnot 21/0/1 (pro vSechny suroviny dohromady),
mezi rydly a jadry neni ostra a jini typologové mohou mf®Z doklada dominanci lomu nad ostatnimi kategoriemi.

u nékterych exempldl odlisny nazor, nez jefpdkladan

zde. 3.2.3.4 Typologie
Technologické struktura souborti z rliznych surovin vy- Typologie je ot rozdlena podle surovin. Vy3si
kazuje drobné odliSnosti (tab. 2). poCty nastrojli oproti kolekci hodnocené v ramci kapitoly
technologie jsou dany skuieosti, Ze do typologického
3.2.3.3 Skladanky zhodnoceni byly zahrnuty i artefakty ziskané plavenim

Skladanky byly rozdleny podob# jako v pipack (zejména mikrolitické nastroje).
JaroSova-Podvrsti na MAKRO a MIKROCcf; Skrdla Artefakty vyrobené z radiolaritu
2005). Pro porovnani s ostatnimi soubory byly &pény
‘”d?xy ic "3‘ ir] (_vyp(fnet indexi’f viz §krdla 2005). Po_r_ovné-m mikrohrotll typu La Gravette (obr. 11:1-3). Dva nej-
vat]evmozn? | porer Iorpy/vyrobvm svekv,ence/regtlI|;acevét§i exemplée se poddlo zrekonstruovat ze zlomku
Pvrotoze sklada’nek neni mn_ovho,rwI@zene_m SOUpISUJSOU (ohr 11:1-2). Dale se vyskytly proximalni (obr. 11:5, 6,
vsech,ny popsany, jsou 0d||sieny, suroviny a je podan %’a distalni (obr. 11:4, 7) zZlomkgthto mikrohrottl. Dal-
kladni popis jednotiivych slozenych sestav. Sim typem mikrolitického nastroje jsou zlomky milke

Soupis skladanek pelek s otupenym bokem (obr. 11:9-11), u kterych ale

MAKRO také nelze vylodit, Ze jde o medialni fragmenty vySe zmi-

34/07+46/07: moravsky rohovec, zlomenéepel nénych mikrohrlitkli. V jednomffpack je mikratepel re-
(obr. 12:24) 124/07+192/07: moravsky rohovec, zlomehéovana (obr. 11:11). Kolekci mikroliti daplje drobny
Cepel (obr. 12:35) 45/07 + 52/07: eraticky silicit, zloexempld pfipominajici typ Flechette (obr. 11: 12).
menacepel 114b + 114c: eraticky silicit, zZlomegépel  Druhou nejp@etrgji zastoupenou skupinu radiolari-
(obr. 12:15) 102c + 102a: radiolarit, zlomeny rydlov§ovych nastrojii pedstavuji rydla (13 ks), ktera zahr-
odpad 37/06 + 51/06: radiolarit, zlomeny rydlovy odpaduji jednim Gderem vyti@né rydlo na zlomené&e-

Mikrolitické nastroje jsou zastoupenyqdevsim sé-
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Obr. 11: Spytih@v-Duchonce, Objekt 2. V8y radiolaritové industrigzig. 11: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Object 2. Selec-
ted radiolarite artifacts.
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Tab. 2: Spytih@v-Duchonce, Objekt 2: Technologie podle suroVeh. 2: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Objekt 2: Technology

according to raw materials.

Prehled vyzkumi 49, Brno 2008

radiolarit eraticky silicit | moravské rohovce | prepalené celkem

radiolarite erratic flint Moravian cherts burnt total
jadro 6 - 1 - 7
core
usep 94 17 6 5 122
flake
USep s mistni retusi 2 - 1 - 3
partly retouched flake
Cepel 29 9 4 1 43
blade
zlomen&epel 23 7 3 2 35
broken blade
Cepel s mistni retusi 5 - 5 - 10
partly retouched blade
zlomen&epel s mistni retusi | 3 1 2 - 6
partly retouched broken blade
mikrocepel 3 1 1 - 5
microblade
rydlovy odpad 6 2 - - 8
burin spall
zlomek 4 2 - 3 9
fragment
nastroj 27 10 3 2 42
tool
celkem 202 49 26 13 290
total

peli (obr. 11:21), vicendsobna rydla na zlomepeli Cast kratk&epelky, ktera je na proximalnim konci ukon-

(obr. 11:20, 22, 25), klinové rydlo (obr. 11:24)igné ¢ena @icnou retusi (obr. 11:13), a otupujici retusi do ob-

rydlo na proximalnim zlomkepele (obr. 11:23), kom-louku retuSovany hriitek (obr. 11:14).

binace rydla na zlomen&epeli a klinoveho (obr. 11:29) Kolekci nastrojii dopiuji mistré retuSované artefakty

a serie poakud masivnich rydel, ktera morfologicky stoj{obr. 11:28, 35, 44, 45), z nichZ druhyegistavujete-

narozhranirydel a jader na mikiepele —kanelované hrape| podobnou noziku z mladogravettské lokality Jaro$ov-

nové rydlo (obr. 11:30), rydlo na stéma vklesle retu- Kopaniny (cf. Skrdla, Nyvitova Fisakova, Nyvit 2006a).

Sovanécepeli (obr. 11:31) s jednimfitoZenym rydlo- . o o

vym odpadem (obr. 11:32), rydlo na vklesle retuovanéhitefakty vyrobene z eratického silicitu

asepu (obr. 11:33) &tyfnasobné rydlo (obr. 11:34). Vy-  Eraticky silicit hodnotime zvlast z toho diivodu, Ze byl

¢et rydel zavrsuji nepodiené exemplie, kdy doslo k za- preferovanou surovinou v prostoru Objektu 1 &idkon-

b&hnuti rydlového Gideru (outrepassée) &eni artefaktu centrace v soril,Sklipek ‘07”. MliZe i nemusi tak souvi-

(obr. 11:26, 27). O dalsim specifickém tvaru rydla vypé&et s chronologicky odliSnou sidelni epizodou.

vida rydlovy odpad (obr. 11:40). Mikrolitické nastroje jsou zastoupeny osmi kusy
V kolekci se nevyskytlo zadné Skrabadlo. Drasadla js¢obr. 12:1-8). V jednom iijpack se vyskytla mikropilka

zastoupena ddma kusy —masivnim, téhstrmeé retuSo- nacepelce s otupenym bokem (obr. 12:6), v jednom pro-

vanym (obr. 11:36) a pakud subtil@jSim typem, ktery ximalni fragment mikrohrotu typu La Gravette (obr. 12:7),

pfipomina stedopaleolitické klinové noZe (obr. 11:37)ve dvou fipadech prosta mikéepel s otupenym bo-

BéZné jsou zlomky retuSovanyd&epeli (obr. 11:16, 17, kem (obr. 12:2, 3), ve dvou dalSiclfipadech s fidav-

18, 41), retuSovan&epel je zastoupena pouze jednimou retusi (obr. 12:1, 4). \Bet mikrolitickych nastrojl
exempldem (obr. 11:19). uzavira polotovar z vyroby (obr. 12:8) a dalSi podobny
Kombinované néastroje reprezentuje kombinace atyplais (obr. 12:5) se stopou impaktu (?). Kolekci mikroli-

kého (asymetrického) Skrabadla a dlatka (obr. 11:38). Rimkych nastroju dogiuje proximalni zlomek hrotu typu
nékud netradinim nastrojem je pilka vytiena na krat- La Gravette (obr. 12:9; jeho &k je \etSi nez 7 mm,
kém GSépu (obr. 11:42). Pilka néepeli je znama z Kli- proto neni zéazen mezi mikrolitické nastroje). Druhou,
movy kolekce z Chréastky (Klima 1965, obr. 136:12), pa@o do p&etnosti, skupinu nastrojifgdstavu;ji rydla. Na-
dobné artefakty na Ugpech pochéazeji ZBdmosti (Abso- lezena byla d& jednoucha rydla na zlomeny¢€epelich
lon, Klima 1977, Tafel 21:423, 424). Ojedile se vyskytl (obr. 12:13, 16), kanelované rydlo na vklesle retuSovaném
vrub na zlomkuc€epele (obr. 11:46). Za pozornost stojiS€pu (obr. 12:19), vicenasobné hranové rydlo na zlo-
i dva pro gravettien neffis typické artefakty —distalni menéCepeli (obr. 12:21) a vicenasobné kanelované rydlo

59



Petr Skrdla, Miriam Nyvitova Fisakova, Daniel Nyvit: Graiské osidleni Napajedelské brany

(obr. 12:14), které jiz morfologicky stoji na rozhrani rgdltigraficky ekvivalent PK | vznikly v tomto obdobi. Na po-
a mikrojadra. Kolekci rydel dopuje kombinace klino- vrchu se nachazejici artefakty mohly proto byt postizeny
vého asymetrického rydla a Skrabadla (obr. 12:18faty povrchovou eolizaci za tvorby inicialniho povrchového
nastrojli uzaviraji dva proximalni zlomky retuSovanyaolického lakovani. Tyto artefakty by proto mohly do-
Cepeli (obr. 12:10, 11). kladat predchozi sidelni epizodu, podle radiokarbonového
Kolekei artefaktll z eratického silicitu dajplji dva ar- data snad aurignackou, kterd vyuZivala lokalnich suro-
tefakty z Fepaleného silicitu, s neptdi pravépodob- Vin a jejiz stopy byly do znzné miry sdieny nasled-
nosti fepaleného eratického silicitu. Jde o klinové rydiaou erozi, pip. pedogennimi procesy. Je prapbdobneé,
na proximalnim konci zlomkgepele (obr. 12:20) a odlo-Ze soubor byl resedimentovan plosnou geliflukci z mista
menou bazi retuSovariépele (obr. 12:17). vySe ve svahu, snad aZ z temene kopce, coz by vice od-
i i . povidalo aurignacké sidelni strategii. Tuto hypotézu by
Artefakty vyrobené z moravskych rohovet ale bylo feba podpiit nalezem charakteristickych pro-
Jak jiz bylo ve stati o surovinach uvedeno, do této skypkttl aurignacké kultury. Zachovani aurignacké lokality
piny byla zahrnuta Siroka Skala surovin, u kterych Ize uv@primarni pozici je v tomto Gzemi malo pra#plodobné
Zovat o lokalnim nebo blizkém plivodu. Tato skupina bydky dlouhé period bez vyznam@jsi eolické sedimen-
vytleréna z toho diivodu, Ze moravské suroviny nejseace, ktera by archeologicky material konzervovala, tak
v souborech gravettienu na Mogwezné. \BtSinou se jako je tomu v ﬂjipa(é gra\/ettienu_ Jed|ny dosud strati-
projevi pouze ve slozce hrubotvaré industrie. VYyjimk§kovany aurignacky soubor z regionu, ktery byl ziskan
tvori soubor z Dolnich ¥stonic II, ohni& a-c, ktery je v nedaleké napajedelské cihél(Skrdla 2007), je chrono-
datovan do mladého gravettienu (Svoboda et al. 2002)jogicky mladsi a je vazan na importované eratické silicity.
Prestoze v Duchoncich z&thto rohovcll neni fp
tomna \&t3i série typologicky signifikantnich artefaktd L. .
pozornost si zasluhujCast &chto artefaktil totiz vyka-3'2'3'5 Hrubotvara industrie
zuje makroskopickyiztelné eolické po3kozeni povrchu, Jako hrubotvara industrie je tré@mé chapana iede-
které muselo vzniknout del3i expozici artefaktll na peSim industrie @tSinou &tSich rozrérl, ktera je vyro-
vrchu, nebo jejich poskozenim v pohybujicim se sediena (nemusi bytpmo vyrobena, miize byt vyuZit kdmen
mentu. Toto po3kozeni povrchu kontrastuje se zbytkefnodného tvaru v firodnim, tji. neopracovaném stavu)
kolekce, kde nebylo zaznamenano. Z nastrojii do této skunepazourkovych* (timto petrograficky nigfis podde-
piny pati asymetrické klinové rydlo (obr. 12:22), stém nym terminem je mi@na Siroka Skala surovin mimo era-
retuSované mitd vytnélé Skrabadlo (obr. 12:23) a atytickeé silicity, radiolarity a moravské rohovcé&gsto ke Sti-
pické Skrabadlo (obr. 12:27). Tyto artefakty diopje série pani ponérré nevhodnych surovin.

Cepeli (obr. 12:24-26, 28-33, 35, 36) a nevyrazné jadroy prostoru Objektu 2 byly nalezeny pouze dva zlomky
(obr. 12:34) z rohovce typu Troubky/Zdislavice). valounkl glaukonitického piskovce (obr. 12:37, 38), &ter
Pestoze je tato skupina artefaktdl hodnocena zvlagohly byt vyuzity jako otloukae, hladidla nebo spise
nemusi to nuté znamenat, Ze by nebyla S@sti gravett- retuséry (charakteristické stopy opetieni jsou nevy-
ské kolekce. Ale je zde&kolik indicii, které to nazréuji, razné). V kolekci $tipané kamenné industrie bylo ale také
umoZuji vyClenit alespa ¢ast &chto artefaktll z gravett-7 Usepl Kemene, praviépodob® ze stejného valounu,
ské kolekce a uvazovat o jejich vy$Simi&tdyto arte- které mohou pedstavovat zbytek otlouka nebo drtidla.
fakty byly ziskany z celé zkoumané plochy a zda se, gk glaukonitické piskovce, tak i valoufieknene nejsou
jejich distribuce je rovnom@rna. Ale nyni ke zmi@nymin- na lokali&é mistni a musely bytfneseny, i kdyZ jen
diciim. Od gevaZzujici, nepochytingravettsk&asti sou- z malé vzdalenosti, praggpodobs ze Sérkil v tehdejsim
boru se tato skupina artefaktll (respektive j&Si¢ast) koryté Moravy Fimo pod lokalitou. Nekolika kusy je za-
odliuje vyraznou eolizaci povrchu. Za pozornost stgjioupen také piskovec z mistnich vsetinskych vréastp
i skutetnost, Ze stri@ retuSovane Skrabadlo je poskozeng stopami ohé(dderna aZervena pepéaleny). V tomto
mrazem (je odloupnuta dorsaftast), ale festoze okolni pripack Ize jednoznéné uvazovat o mistnim pfivodu suro-
sediment byl plaven, druhst nebyla nalezena (vzdaleviny (ojediréle se objevuje i v podloZnich vrstvach, kam
nost od profilu je vice nez 1 m kazdym&rem). Zmi@né byl pfemisén z vychozil vyse ve svahu) a o jeji souvis-
skuteEnosti dokladaji odlisnéffrodni podminky v dod |osti s ohnisti na lokal#, i kdyZ intencionalita jeho uZiti
uloZeni &chto artefaktli—bud' deli expozici na povrchyzhledem Kk mistnimu plivodu neni Gpljista.
nebo jejich graviténi pfemiséni v sedimentu v obdobi
pfedchazejicim gravettskému osidleni. Uvahy o vy33im L g
stdi této drobné kolekce podporuje fide ziskané ra- 3.2.3.6 Osteologicky material
diokarbonové datum 33 930 + 130 - 120 BP z prostoruZiskany osteologicky material je podabjako v gi-
Objektu 1, které odpovida kalibrovanémufgt89 500 + pace Objektu 1 velmi fragmentarni (fragmenty néitel-
1000 BP. V tomto obdobi doSlo KeruSeni eolické sedi-nych kosti fievazuiji) a poSkozeny krustou femou uhli-
mentace a diky klimaticky vho@jsim podminkam k po- Citanem vapenatym.fBsto bylo mozné identifikovat na-
catku tvorby ptidy PK | (Frechen et al. 1999). V Objektu &ledujici lovné zwieci druhy, a sice mamuta srstnatého
jsme v podloZi vlastnich archeologickych naleZisiusi- (Mammuthus primigenijssoba polarnihoRangifer ta-
cich gravettienu nalezli zbytky fosilni plidy spiSe plid- randug, koré sprasovéhdgquus germanic)srosomaka
niho sedimentu Edajiciho se s prachovitymi geliflék (Gulo gulg), lisku polarni Yulpes alopexa velikostni ka-
nimi koluvii. Je pravépodobné, Ze se mliZe jednat o stréegorie velky savec (ktinebo bovid), $edré velky savec
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Obr. 12: Spytihév-Duchonce, Objekt 2. @y industrie z eratického silicitu (1-15, 17, 18fepéleného silicitu (16,

19), moravskych rohovctl (20-35) a oblazky glaukonitiakgiskovce (36, 37)Fig. 12: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Ob-
ject 2. Selected artifacts from erratic flint (1-15, 17, 1f#kd flint (16, 19), Moravian cherts (20-35), and glauconiiti
sandstone pebbles (36, 37).

(velikost sobati vika) a maly savec (velikost liSk§i za- larni (0,4%), malého savce (0,1%) a rosomaka (0,1%)—
jice). viz tab. 5. Podle p&tu jedincll je nejhoj@jsi mamut, ktery
je zastouperfemi jedinci (jednim mlaétem a deéma do-

Z celkoveho potu kosti je nejvice spalenych Kostgpsiymijedinci), ostatni druhy jsou zastoupeny pouze jed-
(56%), neucitelnych kosti (20%) a mamutich kostf,iy jedincem —viz tab. 5.

(19%). Nésleduje kategorie velky savec (4%), sob po-

larni (0,5%), ki sprasovy (0,3%) af&dre velky savec Z mamuta se zachovaly fragmenty lebek, kili, zubt,
(0,3%). Nejmén je rosomaka (0,03%) a kategorie malérgpodnictielisti, Zeber, prstniatiankil, metapodia a dlou-
savce (0,03%)—viz tab. 5. Podlegio uitelnych kostije hych kosti. Z koB se zachovaly fragmenty obratle
nejhojrgjsim zvietem mamut (78%), kategorie velkéha panve. Ze soba fragmenty parohi&Které fragmenty
savce (17%), nasleduje sob polarni (2%jedte velky vykazovaly zamdrné opracovani), fragmenty dofglisti,
savec (1,3%), ki sprasovy (1,2%) a nejmére lisky po- Cepovce a kosti autopodia. Z rosomaka pochazi druha
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Tab. 3: Spytihev-Duchonce, Objekt 2: Typologie podle surovin. PoznanmkyCelkovy p@et nekoresponduje s po-
¢tem zangfenych artefaktll, protoZe byly zafteny i vybrané typy z vyplavu. 2. Mikrolity jsou zapeny v nesloZe-
ném (respektive sloZzeném) stavu. E&tré grepalenych silicitl (s neptsi pravépodobnostiiepalenych eratickych
silicitdl). Tab. 3: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Objekt 2: Raw materials ygyplNotes: 1. Total number differs from the num-
ber of recorded artifacts because artifacts from wet-gigwvere added. 2. Microliths are counted as non-refitted
(respectively refitted). * Including fired silicite (mostably fired erratic flint).

Typ Radiolarit Eraticky sili- | Moravské rohovcg Celkem

Type Radiolarite cit Moravian cherts | Total
Erratic flint

Mikrolitické nastroje 15 (po slozeni 11) 8 - 23

Microlithic implements

Hrot typu La Gravette - 1 - 1

La Gravette point

Rydlo 13 5 (6%) 1 20

Burin

Skrabadlo - - 2 2

Endscraper

Drasadlo 2 - - 2

Sidescraper

RetuSovanéepele a jejich zlomky 6 2 (3% - 9

Retouched blades and their fragments

Dlatko (eventuéléd odSépova) 1 - - 1

Chisel (splittered piece)

Vrub 1 - - 1

Notch

Pilka 1 - - 1

Saw

PFicné retuSovanaepel 1 - - 1

Truncated blade

Hrot s otupujici obloukovitou retusi | 1 - - 1

Point with bow-shaped backing retouch

Kombinace Skrabadlo/rydlo - 1 - 1

Combination endsraper/burin

Kombinace Skrabadlo/dlatko 1 - - 1

Combination endsraper/chisel

Celkem 42 (po slozeni mikroq 17 (19%) 3 64

Total lithi 38)

horni stoltka (molar-M2). Z liSky polarni jsou zacho-vovat za&z stanového obydli —viz kapitola PloSna a verti-
vany pouze prstrilanky. Z velikostnich kategorif (velky, kalni distribuce nalez(.

stedni a maly savec) jsou zachovany pouze fragmentysiozeni fauny odpovida sklaglfauny nalezené v tomto
dlouhych kosti a obratle —viz tab. 4. regionu i na jinych gravettskych lokalitach (Musil 1994,

. . 1997, 2005; Svobodet al. 2006; Skrdla, Nyvltova Fisa-
Podle sloZeni fauny Ize konstatovat, Ze by se mohlo jgg-

nat o zakladni tabor, kde byl zpracovavan ulovek. Z vel-

kych savcll (mamut, byly doneseny jen masit&sti )
Y ( 9 byly vl vybrus. Kd@en nel zachovany pouze letn¥iplistek. Ro-

téla anebaasti €la, které mély dalSi vyuziti (kly, lebky, 1 g M o . .
zuby atd.). Sedré velci a mali savci (sob, liska, rosoSOMak Rroto mugfl byt uloveru’abem leta az p?‘?'z'm“' tl,'
mék) byli na lokalitu doneseni v celku a na néigipraco- v obdobi srpen adjen ve druhém roce svého zivota (Ny-

vani. Podle barvy spalenych kosti Izetititeplotu ohill vitova Fisakova 2007).
na 350—700 °C(Dokladal 1999). V osteologickém materialu i ve vyplavu bylo identifi-
kovano pongrré velké mnozstvi fragmentll mamutoviny
Na lokalitt se nachazely pozlstatkgth jedincll ma- (71 fragmentli—viz tab. 4). &které z fragmentdl na séb
mutdl. Jednim jedincem bylo mladvék 5 aZ 10 let), dru- nesou iCervené barvivo. Btomnost fragmenti mamuto-
hym byl mlady dosplec (20 az 30 let) &&tim byl dosgly viny na lokalig s\edti o dalSim zpracovavani této suro-
mamut (starSi nez 35 let). Jak bylgeno vyse, byly zde viny na lokali&. Fragmenty se koncentrovaly v centralni
nalezeny fragmenty lebek, spodniidiisti, hornich i dol- ¢asti Objektu 2. Z dalSich zajimavych osteologickych na-
nich stoléek, cozZ by podle jejich rozptylu mohldgasta- lezl je feba zminit fragment panve se zachovanym aceta-

va, Nyvlt 20064, b).
Z korene druhé horni stalky rosoméka byl proveden
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Tab. 4: Spytihv-Duchonce, Objekt Zetnost jednotlivyciEasti kostry, f: fragmentTab. 4: Spytihnév-Duchonce,
Object 2: Frequency of skeletal elements of individual s d: fragment.
Druh zviete / Druh| Mamut | Kun | Sob Rosomak| LiSka | Velky Sttedré | Maly
kosti Mammoth Korse| Reindeer Wolvering polarni | savec velky savec
Animal species / Bong Polar Large- savec Small-
type fox sized Medium- | sized
mammal | sized mammal
mammal

Lebka 14f
Skull
Parohy 8f
Antlers
Kel 71f
Tusk
Dolni ¢elist 5f 2f
Mandible
Fragmenty zubU 124 1
Teeth fragments
Zuby 4
Teeth
Cepovec 1f
Axis
Obratel 1f 1f
Vertebra
Zebro 2f
Rib
Zapéstni kost 1
Carpus
Zaprstni  kost  proxi- 1
malnicast
Proximal end of metaf
carpus
Zaprstni kost distaln 1
cast
Distal end of metacar-
pus
Prstniclanky 2 1 3
Phalanges
Panev 6f
Pelvis
Metapodium 1 2f
Fragmenty dlouhych 375 3 128 9 1
kosti

Long bones fragments
Spélené kosti 1768
Burned bones
Neidentifikovatelné 624
Unidentified bones

bulem koré. Tento artefakt mlize mit analogii s kisfmi a <1000 - 1100> na ose Y) k mechanickému poskozeni
lamelami znamymi ze zapaoevropského piexit nalezového horizontu nasledkem skryvkovych praci (cf.
obr. 13). Z okolnich neposkozenych sektortl je digmé,
Ze hustota nalezl \&thto Castech lokality ve srovnani
s hlavni koncentraci nalezietelré klesala.

Protoze nélezovy horizont byl postizen vertikdlnimi Artefakty Stipané kamenné industriétsi nez 1,5 cm,
dislokacemi, jejichZ fitomnost a prlieh nebylo mozné které byly zangfovany ve tech sotiadnicich, byly rozpty-
pri skryvani gedpokladat (cf. obr. 6), doSlo v prostoru vyleny pon&rré rovnon&rreé na celé zkoumané ploSe. Totéz
mezeném sdiadnicemi <200 - 400> na ose X a <1200se dé&fici i o osteologickém materialu. Jedinou vyjimku
1500> na ose Y (v menSi fieii v <100 - 250> na ose X predstavovala distribuce mamutich lebek a spodgish

3.2.3.7 Plo3na a vertikalni distribuce nalez{
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Tab. 5: Spytihgv-Duchonce, Objekt 2Cetnosti jednotlivych druhll zkdt podle pétu kosti a minimalniho piiu
jedincli.Tab. 5: Frequency of the identified bones and teeth (MNE) anamam number of individuals (MNI).

Druh zviete Pctet kosti | % z celkového| % z identifikovanych| minimalni % padtd

Animal species Number poctu kosti kosti a zubl pocet jedinctl| jedincl
of bones % of total bones| % of identified bones MNI % of MNI

number and teeth

Mammuthus primigenius 598 18,9 77,9 2 3

Equus germanicus 9 0,3 1,2 1 17

Rangifer tarandus 15 0,5 2 1 17

Gulo gulo 1 0,03 0,1 1 17

Vulpes alopex 6 0,2 0,8 1 17

Velky savec 128 4,1 16,7

Large-sized mammal

Stredre velky savec 10 0,3 1,3

Medium-sized mammal

Maly savec 1 0,03 0,1

Small-sized mammal

Spélené kosti 1768 56

Burned bones

Neidentifikovatelné 624 19,8

Unidentified bones

listi, které byly situovany na periferii zkoumané plochya okraji hlavni ndlezové koncentrace a zejména v jedné

Na zékla@ stavu dochovani se domnivame, Ze §dsti z dilCich koncentraci. PodoBn hrudky vypalené hliny

skeletu byly po opughi sidlisé exponovany delsi dobubyly nalezeny na okraji hlavni nalezové koncentrace. DU-

na povrchu, coZ se projevilo tak, Ze se dochovaly pouegity je poznatek, Ze plivoémamuti lebky a dolnte-

stolicky v doprovodu mnoZzstvi drobnych fragmenti (ddisti leZely na okraji hlavni nalezové koncentrace.

slova stolEky v ,kostné drti“). Celkowe Ize konstatovat, Zze na zak&adlistribuce
Mimo vySe uvedené distribuce ,makrozbytkil“ bylynalezi miizeme v okoli pomysinéhd'estového bodu

sledovany horizontalni distribuce rliznych material§+ z{400,1200] vymezit nasledujici oblasti:

kanych plavenim. Konkrétnjsme se za#iili na distri-

) e o 1. Hlavni nélezova koncentrace—nepravidelny kruh
buci nasledujicich jevu:

o praméru 3,0-3,5 m, s pri@mnymi hodnotami
25-55 mikrood&pkl a mikrozlomk{l na subsektor
(0,25 x 0,25 m)

» mikroodSépkdl a mikrozlomki (tj. artefaktll z vy-
plavu vetSinou mensich nez 1,5 cm)

* mikroodsépku a mikrozlomku radiolaritu 2. Okraj hlavni nalezové koncentrace, mezikruzi o pri-

méru 3,0-5,0 m, s prlérnymi hodnotami 10-25 mi-
krood$epkl a mikrozlomkl na subsektor

» hrudekéerveného barviva

* hrudek vypélené hliny
3. Periferni oblast s dilmi koncentracemi nalezli, me-

zikruzi o proinéru vice nez 5,0 m, s kolisajicimi
primérnymi hodnotami (vlivem diich koncentraci)
mikrood3&pkl a mikrozlomkt na subsektor

« mikrolitickych nastrojl
« rydlovych odpadl

« drobnych fragmentt osteologického materialu
Na zékla@ vySe uvedenych analyz se domnivame, Ze

vyzkumem poddo zachytit pozistatek obydli o pri-
méru [iblizné 3-5 m (obrysy nejsouetelné), které bylo
Vyplavené mikrood&pky a mikrozlomky vytvéeji naobvodu zatizeno mamutimilebkamia doIndelistmi.
napadnou koncentraci s pomysinyniestem v bo@  Vertikalni distribuce byla studovana pouze u artefaktl
[400,1200] a o prurdru diblizné 3,0-3,5 m. Distribuce zanméfenych ve tech sodiadnicich (tj. > 1,5 cm). Cilem
radiolaritovych mikrood&pkl a mikrozlomk{ tuto kon- bylo testovat hypotézu o integgitsouboru 3tipané in-
centraci kopiruje, coz plati i pro mikroo@tky a mikro- dustrie a tedy i 0o hypotetickém starSim osidleni, které
zlomky z eratického silicitu. Na periferii této koncenteac by bylo vazano na industrii z moravskych rohovct. Jak
ve vzdalenosti pblizné 3 m od jejiho pomysinéhofsdu, moravské rohovce, tak kontrolni soubor eratického sili-
jsou drobné koncentrace nalezl o p&rmasi 1 m. Dis- citu ale nevykazovaly Zadné vertikalni koncentrace a byly
tribuce hrudelCerveného barviva také respektuje zéxinrovnomerreé rozloZeny v celé mocnosti nalezového hori-
nou koncentraci nalezd, ale & se hrudky barviva obje-zontu. Na zaklaé vertikalni distribuce nalezll tak neni
vily i na jejim okraji, @ipadré v periferni drobné koncen-mozné hypotetické vicefazové osidleni, vazané na riizné
traci nalezl. Podolinse v ploSe chova i distribuce rydlodruhy zpracovavanych surovin, prokazat. Pokud sknite
vych odpadi a fepalenych artefaktll. Zajimava je distriexistovalo, muselo v prighu gravettského osidleni do-
buce mikrolitickych nastroji, které se koncentruji spi§ k promiseni nalezll, a to bud vlive@innosticlovéka,

« prepalenych drobnych fragmenti osteologickeéhg,
materialu
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Obr. 13: Spytihev-Duchonce, Objekt 2. Planigrafie, Stipand kamenna indugtlevo) a osteologicky material
(vpravo).Fig. 13: Spytihnév-Duchonce, Object 2. Planigraphy, ke stone industry (left) and osteological ma-
terial (right).

nebo firodnich procestl (geliflukce), nejspise viak komy3e ve svahu, byl kryt vice nez 1 m mocnou vrstvou

binaci oboué&chto jevil. spraSe a nedostal se tak do kontaktu s oranou vrstvou.
Lze tudiz pedpokladat, Zze povrchové nalezy pochazeji
3.2.3 Sonda Sklipek 07 z poruSenych poloh v bezpréstinim okoli Objektu 1.

Kolekce 63 artefakil byla ziskana z profilu sondy SkINUtno ale konstatovat, Ze do podioZnich sediment(i hlu-
pek 07. Artefakty jsou vyrobeny vyhradre eratického boce z@iznuta stedovekéa Uvozova cesta poskodila i okoli
silicitu, u 8 Fepalenych kusil je pragpodobné, Ze jdeObjektu 2. Taktéi,naée skr_;’/vka Vv roce _20(_)7,,které pyla
o prepaleny eraticky silicit. Z technologického pohled@rovedena pomoci mechanizace, zachytila i nalezovy ho-
kolekce sestava ze Ztsich rydlovych odpadi, 7 drobJizont a do hald se dostaly nalezy z prostoru Objektu 2.
nych Gsepd, 3 spalenych zlomkd, 2 zlomKiepeli, ce- Takze ]edncl)znmve pifazeni povrchovych nalezt k Ob: ]
pele a mikrolitického nastroje (obr. 8:24). Poslédmi- €Ktu 1 neni mozné. Vztahu s Objektem 1 ale napovida
nény artefakt ale ipdstavuje pravépodobg pouze odpad prevaha eratickeho silicitu nad radiolaritem.

z vyroby mikracepelky s otupenym bokem. Podle materi- povrchova kolekce je nevyrazna, celkdsita 47 kust
alového slozeni je praépodobne, Ze sonda Sklipek 0(36 ks je z eratického silicitu, zbylych 11 z radiolaritu).
Casowe odpovida Objektu 1. Tuto kolekci dophiuje dalSich 20 kusii z prostoru Ob-

Kolekci kamennych artefaktli daplji dv& drobné jektu 2 (vyzkum 2007, str na haldach, Zastovani po-
hrudky Cerveného barviva. Osteologicky material (s virrchu, 10 ks z radiolaritu, zbylych 9 z eratického silicitu
jimkou drobneého newitelného zlomku) ani uhliky na da-a jeden kus chalcedonové hmoty).

tovani nebyly ziskany. . . o s o L
Yy Y Za zminku stoji pouze é&kolik nalezu. Jde zejména

o vicenasobné rydlo z radiolaritu (obr. 8:368{%i radiola-
3.2.4 Sonda 02/06 ritovouepel (obr. 8:35) a drobné klinovité jadro @&ibu
Sonda, ktera byla situovana 5 m vySe ve svahu (vpraygikrogepeli z eratického silicitu (obr. 8:26). Dal3i dva
nad hlavnim vyzkumem v roce 2006, poskytlafitpbo-  kysy maji mistni retu$ (eraticky silicit). V prostoru Ob-
haty material. Za pozornost ale stoji zdvojeni nélezovéﬁyp(tu 2 (vyzkum 2007) bylo nalezeno klinové rydlo z chal-
horizontu. ProtoZe v tomto méshebyla zachycena nalezedonové hmoty, kter&pomina limnosilicit (obr. 8:25),

zowve bohata kulturni vrstva, nebylo ve vyzkumu pdiga 5 zlomek mikr@epelky s otupenym bokem z eratického
vano. Misto je vSak do budoucna perspektivni z hlediskgcitu (obr. 8:27).

studia superpozice dvou vrstev, které by mohiset
k upresreéni chronologie osidleni lokality.

3.3 Spytihnév-Nad vinohrady

3.2.5 Povrchova kolekce Lokalita, kterd byla objevena v préhu prlizkumu
Povrchové nalezy byly ziskanyedevsim z okoli Ob- v roce 2003 (Skrdla 2005, 134), je situovana v oblasti se-

jektu 1 a jejich rozptyl pokréoval severnim, jiznim a vy- suvu, ktery vznikl v souvislosti s rozoranim pozemlé n

chodnim sr@rem; naopak sérem zapadnim, tj. senem kdy v 80. letech 20. stoleti. Podle&iectvi mistnich za-

proti svahu a k Objektu 2 zadné artefakty nebyly nalbradkal v tomto prostoru ujiZély celé bloky sedimentl.

zeny. To odpovida i zji&né statigrafické situaci. Objekt 1V prlibéhu 90. let pestal byt pozemek zekIsky obhos-

byl zachycen bezprastdre pod ornici a severnim, jiznimpoddovan a sesuv se stabilizoval. Vlivem eroZiminosti

a vychodnim srérem jiz byl nalezovy horizont poSkozerse glacialni pokryvné sedimenty nedochovaly a nélezy

nebo znten orbou. Na druhou stranu Objekt 2, polozeryly vyzvednuty z kontextu naruSeného podloZi. Nicéén
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Obr. 14: Spytihev-Duchonce, Objekt 2. Planigrafie, a: mikrolitické ngtrd: rydlové odpady, c: hrudikgerveného
barviva, d: hrudky vypélené hliny, efgpalené artefakty, f: mamuti stéky a jejich fragmentyFig. 14: Spytihnév-
Duchonce, Object 2. Planigraphy, a: microlithic tools, lurtm spalls, c: red ochre lumps, d: baked clay lumps, e:

fired artifacts, f: mammoth molars and their fragments.

existenci vapnitych sprasi v njs vzdalené minulosti 3 cm). Na zaklad charakteru artefaktli a polohy lokality
dokladaji dochované fragmenty osteologického materidlze nalezy pifadit ke gravettienu.

Drobné kolekce kamennych néstrojli z této polohy ob-V. Hruby (1951, 88) popisuje polohu Podvinohradi,
sahuje oh&m poskozeny U8p radiolaritu &epel, zlomek ktera je situovana na Upati svahiéirpo pod lokalitou
Cepele afi mikrouSepy, vSe z eratického silicitu. TytoNad vinohrady. Omylem ji lokalizuje pod katastralni
artefakty dophuji drobné zlomky mamutich kostEetreé Gzemi SpytihBvi, ve skuténosti vSak spada pod kata-
zlomkU stoltek i mamutoviny (zlomky do max. velikostistralni Gzemi Napajedel. Z lokality byl ziskan pouze oste-
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ologicky material a jeji souvislost s polohu Nad vinohradybnaZzeny partie profilu t¥fené sprasemi a svahovymi se-

nelze vyloit. dimenty. Dnes je prostor zarostly a ob@&pfistupny,
ovSem nova zastavba &mje pra¥ do tohoto Uzemi,
3.4 Spytihnév-Na vrsich a je proto mozné, Ze v budoucnu bude oblast zasaZzena

Lokalita je situovana na tahlém temeni, které J|§tavebnim| aktiVitami, které by mOth odhalit archeolo-
nim snérem vybiha z kéty Makova, v nadifeié vysce 9icky material v redeponovanych sedimentech po@obn
310-320 m. B priizkumu neolitické lokality zde bylo jako v pfipack lokality Napajedla-Zamoravi.

v letech 2005-2007 ziskano &kolik paleolitickych na-  Povrchovym prlizkumem vychodniho okoli koty 275 m
lezll. Kolekce paleolitickych nalezli sestavacepele jsme ziskali kolekci 237 artefaktll. Za pozornost stdjf p
a zlomkutepele, v neolitu reutilizovaného jadra (vSechrigpmnost silicitl krakovskd@enstochovské jury (7—10% -
kusy eraticky silicit) a patinovaného kusu eratickéhe silha zaklag@ makroskopického posouzeni nelze vzdy spo-
citu beze stop opracovani (miiZe jiti o v neolifingseny lehlivé posoudit), které M. Oliva ve svych pracich ne-
kus). Na zaklad polohy lokality na vrcholu temene Izezminuje. Radiolarit v nasi kolekci t¥o 10% artefaktd.

lokalitu pfifadit nejspiSe k aurignacienu. Poznatek M. Olivy o distribuci radiolaritu mizeme po-
tvrdit, koncentruje se pouze na vychodnim svahu koty
3.5 Napajedla-Makova 275 m. Z technologického pohledu je v souboru z lokality

Ojedirélé nalezy byly ziskany i z prostoru dominantrifapadna fitomnost drobnych klinovych jader prézbu
polohy Makova. Nalezy z vychodni ostrozny popsal Oliiiakem (Oliva 2007, obr. 92:5, 6 a dalsi n&émyrazné
(1998, 24) a nalezy jiZh vrcholové kéty Makova pak €xemplde; jeden z nasich novych nalezli—obr. 15:16;
Skrdla (2005, 134). Otazkou je lokalizace Hrubého (195f) Svoboda 1995), které jsou znamy spiSe z lokalit au-
nalezll ,na poli u kize*, které by nély byt situovany mezi fignacienu (Oliva 1987; Svoboda 1995). Takté#gm-
kétou Makova a polohou Spytikw-Na vrich (cf. diskuse Nost rohovce typu Troubky/Zdislavice neni pro gravettien
in Skrdla 2005). Na zaklagpolohy lokality a charakteris-charakteristicka. V typologickém spektru (kolekce hod-
tického strné retu$ovaného Skrabadla je mozné lokalifipcené M. Olivou) jsou napadri@sté okrajove retuse,

prifadit k aurignacienu. drobna kréatka Skrabadla, kanelovanarydla (ta jsouide p
tomna v kolekci ze Spytihévi-Duchoncll, Objektu 2, oje-
3.6 Napajedla-zamoravi, cihelna dinéle i v JaroSog-Podvrsti), série vrikd (ty se vyskytly

Lokalita jiz byla podrob@ publikovana (Skrdla 2007),Pouze ojediBle v BorSicich-Chrastce) dekvapie nizke
zastoupeni mikrolitickych néstroju (srovnej s udaji z po-

proto ji zminujeme pouze okraj@év Vétsina nalezli péit X . . o . 2

aurignacienu, pouzegkolik artefaktll z nejvy3sich partiivrChO\fy,Ch kole_kvc,| z If)kalvltv?()vrsme-Chrastka a Jvz?r(zsov-
cihelny vykazuje spiSe rysy gravettienu. Série radiokébr,pdvrsit a, kde ]eagow vyssl, S”krdla 2005). V nasi nev.
bonovych dat potvrdila aurignackou klasifikaci soubofijSkané povrchove kolekei stoji za pozornost drobna mik-

(Skrdla 2007; nepublikované data W. Daviese z |ab@ﬁit60pilka s otupenym bokem (obr. 15:1), dalSi klinovité ja-

v Oxfordu). drovpa &Zbu miokrci:_epell' tlakem (obr. 15:16) aékolik
dalSich artefaktt (viz obr. 15:2-15).
3.7 Napajedla (I1)-Radovany Povrchovym priizkumem satelitni koncentrace na se-

Na lokalitu upozornil M. Oliva (1998, 2007), ktery |O_verr?|’r,nv okraji If@erova sadu jsme z_isk,ali ko.l.el.(Ci 20 ks
kalitu sledoval v polovig 90. let 20. stoleti. Nalezit debitaZe, ktera je vyrobena z eratického silicitu, pouze

véak bylo oseto vojtskou, a tudiZ pro revizni &b ne- v jednom gipace z rohovce typu Troubky/Zdislavice.

pristupné. Resto se nam podio najit nekolik drobnych Tuto kolekci dophuje postpaleolitické Skrabadlo.
artefaktll v krtincich v okoli sdiadnice 49°10.365' N Celkow Ize kolekei charakterizovat jako p&me sve-
17°29.719' E a revidovat tak lokalizaci a nadiskou rdznou.V (vahu je ald¢ba vzit skuténost, Ze se jedna
vysku - 289 m. Tyto Udaje jsou zcela v souladu s ud&jilokalitu povrchovou, vyjiménou pro svoji piznivou

M. Olivy (1998, 2007). Lokalita je povrchova, pod orPolohu v centraintasti Napajedelske brany, ktera nepo-

nici by|y Zaznamenany svahové h|iny Obsahuji(ﬁtm_ Chybré lakala k osidleni v rf,lzn),/Ch fazich gravettienﬁ.i—, P
liny piskovca. padrg jiz v aurignacienu (cf. nasledujici lokalita) a mozna

i v postpaleolitickém obdobi. Podoérjak to bylo do-
loZzeno na vSech stratifikovanych lokalitach Uherskohra-
diSt'ska (JaroSov-Podvrsta a Kopaniny, BorSice-Chrastk
a Spytihrév-Duchonce), kde bylo vZdy zaznamenano vice
fazi gravettského osidleni na jedné lolélit

3.8 Napajedla (I)-Sardica

Lokalita byla podrobé publikovana M. Olivou (1998,
2007). NaSe pozornost se proto sdedia zejména
na ugesreéni lokalizace a rozsahu nale&SiNalezy ar-
tefaktll jsme zaznamenali v rozsahu nadskgich vySek . i i
264-282 m (Oliva 1998 a 2007 uvadi 270-295 m, pa-9 Napajedla-Hrubé Jestabi
kud by ale nalezy sahaly aZ do zréfré maximalni vysky, M. Oliva (1998, 2007) publikoval lokalitu Napajedla V-
vyrazré by ze zapadufpsahovaly tzv. Kéerliv sad). Jastabi, kterd mla byt situovana v nadnigké vysce
Lokalita je povrchova, sondazemi jsme pod ornici z&30 m. Opakovanym prlizkumem v letech 2006—-2007
chytili svahové sedimenty, nikoliv Ztraliny které uvadi jsme v&ak ve zmi&ném prostoru nic nenalezRidce roz-
M. Oliva. i prlizkumu Upati svahu jsme zdokumentgtylené artefakty jsme ale zachytili @co vySe ve svahu.
vali stenu hliniku opu&né cihelny a systém starych GvoNejvySSi nalez na vrstevnici 291 m, nejniZze poloZzeny
zovych cest a strzi (hloubka az 8 m). Rede mist jsou ojedirély artefakt pak na vrstevnici 266 m (podle mapy
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Obr. 15: Napajedla-Sardica. V§bartefaktll z revizniho prlizkumeig. 15: Napajedla-Sardica. Selected artifacts
from the control survey.

distribuce nalezli se zda, Ze artefakty jsou rozetey Censtochovské jury v surovinovém spektru. Je mozné, ze
po svahu dolll). Kolekce sestava z 31 kust (viz kap. Rde o stratifikovanou lokalitu. Povrchovym priizkumem
leolit a mezolit). PevaZujici surovinou je eraticky silicit,oblasti jsme Zadné artefakty neziskali. Lokalizace staryc
ktery je dopl@én radiolaritem, lokalnimi rohovci a ojedi-nalezli je obtiznafeba ji ale v budoucnu dgjmi plano-
néle i dalSimi surovinami. Mezi nastroji se vyskytlo semvané stavebni aktivity v souvislosti se stavbou rychlostni
retuSované v§nelé Skrabadlo a zlomky retuSovanyoé+ komunikace.

peli. Na z4klad surovinového spektra, ndlezu Skrabadla

a dvoucepeli se strmou retusi seijanime spiSe k aurig- 3,14 Dal$i potencialni oblasti

nacke klasifikaci tohoto nevyrazného souboru (podéobn po budoucna by se daffedpokladat objev dal3i gra-
viz kapitola Paleolit a mezolit). Ojedate nevyrazné jadro yettské lokality v zalesiné oblasti mezi nejsevesp

z radiolaritu bylo nalezeno c&to niZe ve svahu na vrstevgim vyhzkem katastrainiho tizemi Napajedel&dyem,

nici 208 m. Paleoliticka Bslusnost nalezu, stegrtak sou- na vychodnim svahu navrsi Tresny. Tento okifii-
vislost s M. Olivou udavanou polohou Jasii (viz vySe) stupny Gsek ma délku 2 km. Vém vsak ve 30. letech

nejsou prokazatelné. 20. stoleti doSlo v délce asi 200 m k masivnimu splaveni
pokryvnych sedimentd firmou Bata—vzhledem ke sku-
3.10 Napajedla-pod Dubovou (V1) tecnosti, Ze plvodabazinaty terén Otrokovic se po tomto

Pfi sesuvu bbehu Gvozové cesty byly zachyceny pozasahu zdvihl o 1-4 m, muselo byt mnoZzstvi splave-
zlistatky mamuta a jeden pazourkovy artefakt (Klimych sedimentd Gctyhodné. BohuZel se celd akce odehréla
1952). Uvoz je dodnes patrny, je ale zarostly a ofitizpravéépodob® bez archeologického dohledu. Dnes mi-
pristupny. Pesna lokalizace nalezu neni znama, nase deme pouze konstatovat, ze v nejvyssich partiich svahu se

tivity v pfedpokladaném prostoru nic nezachytily. dochovaly sprase.
Nelze vylolEit objev gravettskych lokalit ve spodnich
3.11 Napajedla-Kotary (VIII) partiich svahli Makové a Dubové, které jsou dnes vyuzi-

Tuto polohu publikoval M. Oliva (1998, 2007)fés- vany k rekreaci _net30 jfiko zah_rady 3sady, ,tud|'2 oploceny
toze jsme se pokusili o priizkum oblasti, které je dnes Z4Pro archeologicky prizkum jsou riégtupne. :
travréna nebo zarosti&@vinami a lesem, nepodio se ¥ Nejsevergjsicasti zajmove oblasti byly povrchovym
nam lokalitu 0wit. Na vice mistech v zajmovém prostordpruzkumem vytipovany d potencialni polohy na kata-

jsme sondami zachytili pouze &traliny a svahové sedi-Stralnim tzemi obce ﬂovjtrat’ Horni pole a ostroing
menty. nad lomem. Pouze v prvni poloze byly zdokumentovany

spraSové a svahové sedimenty,fagioZze omezené son-

3.12 Ostatni nalezy na katastru Napajedel daze zadny archegloglck'y ma,terla! nezachytily, nefte p
tomnost gravettského osidleni vyliti

M; Qliya (1v9,98’ 2007) na kfitastrélnim izemi Na,pavjedelNevyrazné kolekce nalezl, kterd vSak nalezi spie au-
zminuje i daisi polohy (Napajedia IV, VI, IX), ktere Vsalﬁignacienu, byla ziskadna z prostoru severniho okraje na-

podle reho Fedstavuji stopy spiSe aurignackého osidlem,éi Tresny
o Déle na sever pokémval povrchovy priizkum svahti az
3.13 Pohdelice-Ctvrtky ke katastralnimu Gzemi Kvasic. V této oblasti ale nebyly

Tato lokalita, nejspl'ég epigravettskéhorstlyla po- zjiSttny Zadné sprasové pokryvy ani zde nebyly nalezeny
drobré publikovana P. Skrdlou (2005). Napadna j& p artefakty, které by péty ke gravettienu. Jedina ziskana
tomnost radiolaritu, limnosilicitu a silicitu krakovskokolekce z polohy Kalvarie (240-246 m n. m.) je typolo-
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gicky nevyrazna a pHtnejspisSe k péatku mladého pale- jeme o bariérovém efektu ve vzdalenosti 2,5-3 m od po-

olitu (Vybulkova 2007, 26). mysIného diedu objektu.
S problematikou fpadnych obydli souvisi i otazka
4. Diskuse pfitomnosti vhodnych konstrigkich surovin. Na lokali-

seni krai iedelské bra tach UherskohradiStska obeemejsou s vyjimkou pis-
Na utvaeni krajiny v prostoru Napajedelske branyq,q (které se na tentocél [iliS nehodi) dostupné

Ktera s€ vv)/,znéujehpcl)né'rré. Eikr)'/miksvlahy svaiujvicimi vhodné balvany pevnych hornin (rfapilicity, vapenec).
S€ Z Navrsl S vre (?oyym| ota[m olem 300 m“*fce, Proto gichazely v Gvahu konstrukce z kosti velkych savcl
Morave, mela zn&ny vliv svahova nestabilita podloznich, ..o které s ohledem na sedimamihiat PO OpUS-
flySovych sedimentu typickycbastym stidanim jilovi- - ojqige nezanechalyfflis vyrazné stopy. V tomto by

ty,chha p'SIIXCh sedimentd, ktgre preQ|s(;j)o(;1u1| Yzmktl— byla analogie s objektem na lok&iGrub/Kranawetberg
gyc sEasuvu. Tentp pr(;)ckes zde pcﬂwupd 0 ,r|1esi(\{e S,eh'(Nigst 2004). Pozornost si zaslouzi i preference suro-
ovanem prostoru je zdokumentovaaea stale aktivnich i, "5 vyrobu Stipané kamenné industrie a pro hrubo-

sesuvll (obr. }6)' Na zévklt?dwaéeho pruzkumu muzem‘f\()arou industrii. Na hrubotvarou industrii (v gravetti-
kor?stfatovat, <€ ,do d_r_1esn| d,oby se dochovalo max. %gﬁ‘h i na p&atku mladého paleolitu) byly vyuZivany va-
fosilni gr?vgttskg krajlpy, zatlvm<,:o ha zbytkuvplochy d95‘8uny kKilemene a glaukonitickych piskovctl, které maji
k odstra@ni sedimentt s moznymi doklady Gitpmnosti &P{Od ve rcich feky Moravy. Na &tipanou kamen-

?!oyékoa nésled_lfervn Sv,ahO\fyCh proc,esf’ a dalSich erozrﬁ((‘)u industrii byly—podobé jako na ostatnich morav-
Cinitelu. quterla,l pemls’é?y syah9vym| procesy se bUOIskych lokalitach gravettienu—i v prostoru Napajedelské
dochoval pi patach svahu a je vém moZzné doloZit ar-

o . . . brany preferovany importované silicity (radiolarit a era-
cheologicky material v druhotnych polohach (SpyBian ticky silicit) a zdroje lokalnich rohovcl (rohovce typu

Nemea, Ni';\pajedla-Zamoraw), nebo byl déle erOdOVéI’rl]oubky/ZdisIavice, Krumlovsky les a dalSi lokalni ro-
(rozplavenyekou Moravou. hovce) byly ignorovany, coz kontrastuje sgatkem mla-
Gravettske lovecko-dveCské skupiny pro zakladanigého paleolitu, kde na&kterych lokalitach jsou lokalni
sidlist v koridoru Napajedelské brany preferovaly mirnghovce zastoupeny nezanedbatelnym procentem (Skrdla
navrsi nadiekou. Na vhodnych polohach se tak poe006, obr. 4). V pipack jediné aurignacké stratifikované
zlstatky osidleni kumuluji.iéstoze ukladani sprasi bylqokality v oblasti (Napajedla-Zamoravi) byl ovem prefe-
v doke gravettienu omezeno a bylo spiSe nahrazeno g&yan taktéz eraticky silicit (podoBrtomu bylo i v i-
liflukni resedimentaci nejsvrcgiSich poloh reliéfu, je pacé dal$ich nestratifikovanych lokalit v oblasti).
mozno na StratiﬁkovanyCh lokalitach jEantliVé sidelni Ne zcela Vyegenou zlstava ku|turnf|’p|u§nost Ob-
epiZOdy rozlisit pomOCi horizontalni Statigrafie, kterO}éktu 1 (ViZ diskuse v kap 31) Je mozné pouze konstato-
popsal J. Svoboda na zakkdtudia dolno&stonicko- vat, e festoze kolekce Stipané kamenné industrie z Ob-
pavlovskeho sidelniho arealu (Svobedal. 2002). U po- jektu 1 postrada chronologicky citlivé typy a datovani ne-
vrchovych lokalit to vSak neni mozne a jeba péitat dopadio zcela jednoziieé, domnivame se, Ze je mozné ji
se skuténosti, Ze nalezy mohougdstavovat palimpsestyyitadit k mladému gravettienu. Nelze ovem zcela vylou-
osidleni za obdobi od jpatku mladého paleolitu do postit ani aurignackou klasifikaci, stejrtak jakotasré mla-
paleolitu. dopaleolitickou pislusnosttasti souboru vyrobené z lo-
J. Svobodat al. (2002 s lit.) vi¢lenil na zaklad loka- kalnich moravskych rohovcl z Objektu 2.
lit Dolnovéstonicko-pavlovského sidelniho arealu a Milo- Pfi pokusu o zasazeni spytimské paviovienské
vic 4 zakladni typy gravettskych obydli (A—D). Objekt Btanice (Objekt 2) do ramce pavlovienského osid-
ze Spytihevi-Duchoncll postradal centralni ohgigtod- leni stedniho Pomoravi (Jaro3ov-Podvrita, Borsice-
povidal by nejspiSe objektu typu B (z Milovic), pramb- Chrastka, stranou ponechavame nestratifikované lokality)
dobré byl ale mensich rozéml a subtil&jsi konstrukce. zaujmou vyrazné odliSnosti mezi jednotlivymi sidlisti.
Objekt 2 ze Spytihavi-Duchoncll by odpovidal nejspidedliSuji se pouzivané suroviny na vyrobu Stipané ka-
Svobodovym typlim B nebo C; prdipazeni k typu D menné industrie (Spytilév—radiolarity, Jaro3ov —silicity
chybi centralni ohnigt (i kdyz nejasé ohrantenacoCka krakovsko€enstochovskeé jury, BorSice —eratickeé silicity)
tmawji probarveného sedimentu bohata na uhliky byiléypologicka spektra (JaroSov—dominuji mikrolitické na-
pfitomna) a varné jamky, které se ovdem nemusely vlivestioje, zatimco ve Spytitévi a BorSicich nikoliv). Odlis-
postdepodinich procesii dochovat. Analogicky je nejedosti jsou i v osteologickém materialu (JaroSov—drobna
nom prinér objektl, ktery podle Svobody kolisa v rozfauna, zatimco ve Spytilévi a BorSicich pevaZuji stedni
mezi 4-8 m (u Objektu 1 uvazujeme prén2—3 m, u Ob- a velci savci). Zda se, Zze kazda lokalita je svérazna
jektu 2 prungr 3-5 m), ale i fitomnost pozlstatkll kostia svym zplisobem unikatni, a pokud je doloZeno vice si-
na obvodech objektl. P. Nigst (2004) analyzoval sidebhéInich fazi, odliSnosti se zachovavaji (JaroSov, Boysice
objekt na lokali& Grub/Kranawetberg v Rakousku. Te€o se tge sezonality lokality Spytirgwv-Duchonce, tak
sice odpovida Svobodovu typu D (s centralnim okémst svym sezonnim charakterem (od jara do podzimu) za-
a varnymi jamkami), ale moderni metody uzité gho pada do sidelnich a loveckych strategii v tomto regionu
vyzkumu a dokumentaci, které umoznily aplikaci StagNyvltova FiSakova 2007). VySe uvedené skinesti je
pertovy (1989) ,Rings and sectors" metody, umozniliyeba vzit v potaz ip pokusech o rekonstrukci struktury
rozpoznat bariérovy efekt ve vzdalenosti 3 m od otinigbaviovienského osidlenifedniho Pomoravi. Na z&kléd
(tomu by odpovidal priigr obydli 6 m), coz je plav sou- kalibrovanych radiokarbonovych dat jsou patrnje)
ladu s Objektem 2 ve Spytilwi-Duchoncich, kde uvazu-kryvy chronologickych pravéipodobnosti mezi jednotli-
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Obr. 16: Sesuvy a utvani reliéfu. a—Napajedla-Kopaniny, b —Napajedla-Zamwioréig. 16Landslides and relief
shaping. a—Napajedla-Kopaniny, b —Napajedla-Zamoravi.

vymi lokalitami (tj. BorSice-Chrastka, JaroSov-Podwastotazkou zlistdva moznost aurignacké klasifikace lokality
a Spytihrév-Duchonce, srovnej Skrdla, Nyvitova FigaSpytihrév-Duchonce (kolekce lokélnich moravskych ro-
kova, Nyvit 2006a; data z Borsic dosud nebyla publiktrovci, Fipadré kolekce z Objektu 1), kterd by byla na za-
vana), jinymi slovy, je pravéipodobné, ze zmémé loka- kladé datovani jegtasi o0 2 000 let starsi.

lity mohly byt osidleny zarovev klimaticky giihodnych  Dal3i faze osidleni, ktera byla zachycena na lo&alit
fazich posledniho glacialu, konkré&nS-6, gipadré IS- Spytihrév-Duchonce, konkré&w Objektu 2, je vrcholny

5 (Johnseret al. 1997). Tato kalibrovana dtaodpovi- pavlovien, tj. na zaklaél datovani v obdobi 30-32 000 let
daji st&im vyvinutému pavlovienu i z ostatnich jihomopred sogasnostiCast&né prozkouman byl mozny po-
ravskych lokalit z oblasti Dolni ¥stonice-Pavlov (m.]. zistatek obydli, na jehoZ obvodu byly rozréfsy \etsi
Svobodeet al. 2002, v tisku; Joris, Weninger 2004; Svomamuti kosti. Na vyrobu Stipané kamenné industrie byl
boda 2005). Strukturu pavlovienskeho osidlergdniho preferovan radiolarit z Bilych Karpat a mezi nastrdigp
Pomoravi mohlo tvit nekolik skupin, které si zachova-vazuiji rydla a mikrolitické nastroje. Bylo dolozeno zpra-
valy po delSitasovy Usek své charakteristické preferenagvanicerveného barviva a byly nalezeny hrudky vypéa-
Na druhou stranu jef¢ba vzit v tvahu délk@asoveho lené hliny beze stop z&mé figurativni modelace. Na za-
useku, ktery vymezuji radiokarbonova data a tim i pgavckladé osteologického materialu byl doloZen lov mamuta,
podobnou délku osidleniiiplizné 2 000 let pro vyvinuty kong, soba, rosoméka, lisky a mozna i zajice.

pavlovien) sidlig mohla fungovat i osamocénkazdé  Nejmladsi, oviem ne zcela spoleklidolozena faze
po dobu ®kolika generaci a lidé se nemuseli ani pgssidieni, kulturé spada do mladého gravettienu, na za-
tkat. ProfeSeni této otazky budieba v budoucnu provésik|ade datovani 23—28 000 lef@d soGasnosti. Byl dolo-
revizni vyzkumy a ziskat&tsi objem radiokarbonovychsen mozny poziistatek obydli lenké konstrukce. Na vy-
dat, jejichz vypovidaci schopnost se neustaleegpuje opy &tipané kamenné industrie byl preferovan eraticky
nejen zkvalibovanim analytickych metod, aléqulevsSim jjicit, hojné jsou mikr@epelky, ficemz&epelky s otupe-
narlistem datovanych vzorki z daného obdobi, coZ umggm hokem a dalsi kultugncitiivé nastroje zcela chybi.

Muje gesrjsi kalibrace datovanych vzorkil dale do mpokud osteologické poziistatky fate Stipané industri,
nulosti (Reimeret al. 2004; Fairbanket al. 2005; Balter py| v té dolé loven mamut, kil a sob.

2006). I?aléi dosuod nezlpvdpé)x/enoltjrotézkou jg moivnost Podekovani
o 1 sever nebo v chladSich obdobieh do zimovi, VJZKUMY ve Spythivi 2003 az 2004 praihy s pod-
kterd mohla byt bud' v prc])storu nedalekéhie@mosti ‘porou grantu GA AVCR €. B 800 01203, vyzkumy,

' prizkumy a finalni vyhodnoceni materidlu v letech

nebo pod Paviovskymi vrchy. 2005 az 2007 byly provedeny s podporou grantu GA
CR 404-05-0305, grantll GA ACR KJB800010701,

5. Zaver IAA800010801 a vyzkumného z&ru Archeologického
Odkryvy stratifikovanych lokalit ve Spytitévi a Napa- Ustavu, v.v.i. AVCR Brnoc. AVOZ80010507.

jedlich nam umoiiuji predloZit nastin absolutni chronolo- Za zhotoveni kreseb artefaktli jsme zavazani L.iavo

gie osidleni Napajedelské brany v obdobi mezi 20—-40 0kvé (obr. 4, 8, 11, 12) a J. Brennerovi (obr. 15).

lety pfed sogasnosti. Realizace vyzkum{ by nebyla moZzna bez asistence stu-
Nejstarsi prlikazné osidleni, které kultérrspada dentl stednich a vysokych Skol a dalSich kolegli a spolu-

do stedniho aurignacienu, tj. na zakEddatovani pracovniki:

34-38 000 let fed sodasnosti, bylo zachyceno v na- J. Bilawikova, R. Bortel, I. Brazdova, V. Dadejova,

pajedelské ciheln Do této faze pravipodob@ pafi O. Dostal, D. Doubrava, J. Dufek, J. Eigner, L. Frencl,

i ojedinélé povrchové nélezy ze Spytié&wvi-Na vrSich J. Holmes, M. Holub, M. Hozova, J. Hubik, D. Humpola,

a z Napajedel-Makové a Hrubého Jabi. NevyeSenou B. Kostihova, M. Kovéikovéa, M. Kralik, M. Kuta, Z. Mi-
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Skrdla, P., Nyvltova Fisakova, M., Novak, M., Ny-  The area of interest is composed mainly of Paleo-
vit, D. 2005: Spytihrév (okr. Zlin).Pfehled vyzkumil gene sediments of the Ba Unit of the Magura Group
46, 207-211. of nappes. In terms of surface exposure, the alter-

Skrdla, P., Nyvltova Fiakova, M., Nyvit, D. 2005:Na- nhating mudstones and sandstones of the Vsetin Mem-
pajedla (okr. Zlin)Pfehled vyzkumt 4d98-201. ber of the Zlin Formation cover as the youngest

Skrdla, P., Nyvitova Fisakovéa, M., Nyvit, D. 2006aSi- flysh sediments the largest area of the upper parts

deini cluster JaroSov Il. Vysledky vyzkumwof both river valley slopes. Rhythmically bedded green-
v roce 2005. Archeologické rozhledy 58207- greyish mudstones of the Paleogene Beloveza Forma-
236. tion of the Magura Group of nappes outcrop south
Skrdla, P., Nyvitova Fisakova, M., Nyvit, D. 2006bNa- of the Zlutava and Pod Dubovou. Coarse-grained sand-
pajedla (okr. Zlin) Pfehled vyzkumt 4B0-93. stones grading into conglomerates of the Lukov Member

Skrdla, P., Nyvitova Fisakova, M., Novak, M., Ny- of the Solé Formation (Haviiek, Krefi, Novak 1997;
vit, D. 2007: Spytihrév (okr. Zlin). Fehled vyzkum@ Stranik, Bubik, Svabenicka 2000) outcrop in the area be-
48, 331-332. tween Napajedla and Pofatice. Late Miocene mottled

Valoch, K. 1975:0rnamentale Gravierungen und ZiergéﬂayS with lenses of sandstone also outcrop in the area.
genstéande vonfBdmosti bei Rerov in MahrenAn-  The highest elevations are covered by fluvial sandy

thropologie 1381-91. gravels of possibly Pliocene and/or Early Pleistocene
Valoch, K. 1979:Paleolit stedniho PomoravStudie Mu- age (Havltek, Krefi, Novak 1997). Remnants of flu-
zea Kroméfizska '722-35. vial gravel accumulations of different ages and mor-

Vybulkova, K. 2007: Stipana industrie z aurignacké lokaphostratigraphic positions, and extensive slope sedsnent
lity Kvasice Il Skiatovy (okr. Krom&iz). Seminarni in some places covered by loess, occur on both sides
prace ulozena na UAM FF MU Brno. of the incised Pleistocene valley of the Morava River

(Havlicek 1980). The most common surface outcrops

are sediments of the main fluvial terrace of the Morava

River and the stratigraphically equivalent alluvial fan

sediments joining the main valley from tributary val-

leys. Mid-Pleistocene Mindelian fluvial sediments are
also common, especially in the areas surrounding Spyti-

1. Geography and Geology hnév and south oFf) Napaﬁedla (Habtik 1980; Havﬁ%:k,py

The Napajedla Gate is the narrowest section of a nageizi, Novak 1997). Pre-Quaternary flysch sediments
ral corridor of the Morava River valley separating the Uping Pleistocene fluvial sediments are usually overlain
per Morava and Lower Morava Valleys. It connectgy thin layers of late Pleistocene loess (thickness rarely
the Outer Western Carpathian Depressions with the soheeeds 2 m). The pleniglacial loess was deposited dur-
ern Moravian part of the Vienna Basin (Demek jng the last glaciation and it covered the Gravettian cul-
al. 1987). The Morava River valley separates the Cefiral layers. In many cases, the accumulation of this
tral Moravian Carpathians, represented at its easternmggks preserved the archaeological finds until the present.
part by the Cfiby Hills, from the Vizovice Highland piyyial sediment infill of the Morava River valley ter-
of the Slovak-Moravian Carpathians in the east. race was deposited during the Late Glacial and floodplain

The Morava River valley has been, since time immemgevelopment followed during the Holocene. The valley
rial, a natural migration corridor Connecting the Centrg|opes underwent gravitationa' transport of upper uncon-

European Lowland (present-day Poland) with the WesteJ@lidated layers, forming extensive colluvial sandy loams

Pannonian Lowland on the present boundary of the Cz&¢fimerous landslides, especially on the right cut-banks

Republic, Austria and Hungary. Herds of prehistoric anif the Morava River, are further evidences of local slope

mals, followed by Gravettian hunters, passed through thistability. The complete removal of the Quaternary sedi-

corridor (Skrdla 2005). This natural passage was (and sgifentary cover down to Tertiary bedrock occurred in many
is) used for north-south movements andtransportthrougjmces (due to the gravitational transport), which aided
out the history of human occupation of Central Europg the destruction of any archaeological material that may

The Napajedla Gate is approximately 700-800 m wigigve been present. Following such events, the archaeo-

and served as a favourite hunting place for Gravettiggyical material is often found redeposited, as in the case

hunters targetting migrating animal herds @. Musil  of the brickyard at Napajedla-Zamoravi (seey; Skrdla,

2002; Svobodet al. 2002). The large number of Gravetnyyitova Fisakova, Nyvit 2005, 2006a, b, Skrdla 2007).
tian sites on the right riverbank (compared to the left Fiver

bank), where the river edge is steep, is an interesting phe- ..

nomena and it could be related to particular settlem(,inH'Story of research

and hunting strategies of the Gravettian hunters. AnotheiThe earliest report of Pleistocene fauna in the area
aspect of the landscape which favoured human settlemeihiNapajedla Gate is Hruby’s list of Pleistocene fauna
is the presence of a mineral water spring, which is alfiod spots in the Uherské HradiStarea published
located on the right side of the Morava River, near Spytir 1951. The finds include mammoth and rhinoceros
hnév (Kvét, Ketura 1976). This spring could have beeteeth and bones from Napajedla Brickyard and from con-
a source of water and salt, which did not freeze up evstnuction of the Spytihév Napajedla road. The site
during glacial periods. of Spytihrev-Nemea, located on the road halfway be-

Resumé
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tween SpytihBv and Napajedla, also yielded a colleat an altitude of 245-248 m a. s. I. The Morava River me-
tion of stone artifacts (Hruby 1951, 84). Mammothandered just below the site prior to recent artificial mod-
bone fragments and one flake were reported by Klirfications and a mineral spring with sulphuric salty water
(1952) from Napajedla-pod Dubovou. During the 1970gKvét, Ketura 1976) is located 1 km upstream.

stone artifacts were collected by M. Snajdr in the Na- Based on the results of three excavation seasons,
pajedla brickyard (Oliva 1998, 20) and by A. Koutnyhe site is currently separated into two units, Object 1
in Napajedla-Sardica (Oliva 1998, 3). This was folnd Object 2, but also includes two other artifact con-
lowed by surveys by M. Oliva in Napajedla-Radovanyentrations. However, the total area with intact sediments

and at other sites (cf. Oliva 1998, 2007). Several rgrat date to 20—40,000 years BP (OIS 3/2) covers an area
ported sites were subject to our field revision after 2008 at least;0 x 50 m.

which resulted in new data from sites Napajedla-Makova,

Sardica, and Jesti. Sit3e.2.1 Stratigraphy and dating

During 2003-2004 and 2006-2007, the . ) . . .
Both investigated areas (i. e. objects) are situated

of Spytihrév-Duchonce was excavated and two sep- I ¢ relic | hich i ded
arate units were named Object 1 and 2 (Skrdla, Nyvlto[;Fa small area ol relic [oess, Which 1S recorded on a ge-

Fisakova 2004: Skrdla 2005; Skrdlet al. 2005, °logical map of the area (Haggk 1980, Append. V).

2007). During 2004-2006, monitoring of sand mininEenudational relic of aeolian deposits is strongly af-

at Napajedla-Zamoravi (brickyard) yielded a stratifie(‘ja(:ted]c l?]y preh()lmengdcha(rjacrt]eristig for the F’:elrmina-
and radiometrically dated collection of Aurignacia on o the glacial period an t_ e subsequent olocene
artifacts (Skrdla 2007). period. These phenomena include surface cracking

into a mosaic structure and subsequent vertical displace-
ment of the blocks due to surface creep, especially
gelifluction.
3.1 Spytihrev-Nemeca A vertical section through both objects indicated vari-
The finds from this site have been published in dable depth suggesting the ground was highly morpholog-
tail several times (Skrdla 2005 with ref.; Oliva 2007)cally variable before being leveled by the accumulation
In this article, we strictly separate Gravettian materigf pleniglacial loess. The topsoil, luvic chernozem or
from the Linear Band Ceramic (LBC) artifacts. Althouglgreyzem, reached a depth of 20-30 cm (partly due to dif-
Hruby (1951, 17) reported 50 artifacts, we were able terent plough depths at different periods) and was clearly
identify only 27 artifacts from this site, with only 16 itemsjelineated from the underlying layer by a sharp boundary.
(one is probably missing—Hruby 1951, obr. 8:2, he®uring the 1950s, this effect was amplified by the plough-
obr. 10:3) that actually date to the Paleolithic period. ing of a previously unploughed corridor, which passed
The site is separated into two find spots, “a” and “bAlong the southern edge of Object 1. The thickness of this
The Gravettian artifacts are made from erratic flint, arfplough layer reaches up to 40 cm. Its extent is still appar-
facts made from Cracow-Czestochowa flint (find spot “aént in the form of a gentle, elongated depression. The un-
and Széntgal-type radiolarite (find spot “b”) are a LBC irderlying light ochre-coloured, marble-like, strongly cal
trusion €f. Oliva 1998, 2007). careous and homogenous loess has a high concentration
The collection of artifacts from the main find spot “abf Fe and Mn oxides and carbonates infiltration and it
consists of a core (obr. 4:14), 4 blades (obr. 4:9, 11, ¥2aches depths of up to 50-120 cm. Its upper part is often
15), a blade fragment, 2 partly retouched blades (obr. 4&deposited by slope processes and secondarily decalci-
10), a partly retouched flake (obr. 4:17), a burin spall (réied.

fitted to a combined tool —obr. 43) and 6 tools. The tool This p|enig|acia| loess covered the morpho|ogica”y un-
category consists of 2 endscrapers (obr. 4:5, 6), a doudl@n surface of a non-calcareous to weakly calcareous,
endscraper (obr. 4:4), a multiple burin (obr. 4:1), a corgeliflucted, clayey silt colluvium with infiltrations of Fe
bination of a dihedral burin and an endscraper (obr. 4z3d Mn oxides and carbonates and with signs of fine
and a combination of a multiple burin and an endscrapgminae usually 1.5-3 cm thick. This laminated slope
(obr. 4:3). The collection of artifacts is supplementegteep sediment contained archaeological finds. The base
by a hammerstone of local raw material (obr. 4:19), whi@f the colluvial sediments was not reached and they
is probably a LBC intrusion, and a modified sandstor@ntinued up to >1.5 m in depth in the studied sec-
pebble described by some authoesg( Valoch 1979, tion. Remnants of a fossil soil or more probably a soil
Tab. 2) as a statuette. sediment (?PK I-ll), alternating with rusty grey non-
The collection of artifacts from find spot “b” includescalcareous silty gelifluction colluvium, were documented
a double, carinated endscraper (obr. 4: 16), and a pallya part of the excavated polygon in Object 2. Numer-
retouched blade (obr. 4: 18), both made from white pagus cracks infilled by soil sediment, dislocations (micro-

3. Archaeological sites

nated erratic flint with traces of abrasion. faults of 2-4 cm in size), infiltrations showing the sec-

Our test pit, located on the spot described by Hruleyidary periglacial action and geliflucted surface transpor

(find spot “a”), yielded no results. of soil material during thawing of the active permafrost
layer (see obr. 6), are typical in this part of the section.

3.2 Spytihnév-Duchonce AMS radiocarbon dating of bones and charcoal

The site is located at the southern entrance to the Naathe Groningen laboratory was completed to establish
jedla Gate, on the eastern slope of the Makova elevatigepchronological ranking of individual settlement phases
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at the site (see tab. 1). Calibration program CalPal-202.2.2 Technology
Hulu (http://www.calpal.de), which is probably the best 545t 500 artifacts (this figure is an estimate be-

suitable data set for the time period before the last glacial ;e the concentrations may have overlapped between
maximum in the European region, was used for the cafij, 0 objects; this number includes microchips and mi-

bration of radiocarbon dates to calendar years. Radio%fragments which account for the majority) were re-
bon and calibrated dates are in principle presented hgf€eared from Object 1. In the adjacent area (i.e.

as years before present (BP, conventionally before Y& to 4 m from the center of concentration) another
1950 AD). 150 artifacts were recovered. The results as reported
Radiocarbon dating of the material from Object {l Skrdlaet al. (2005) are still valid. It is impor-
produced very variable data; the oldest date cam@t to note the high proportion of microchips, a se-
from a charcoal sample from the 2003 excavatiqfes of microblades (obr. 8:3—13, 17—19), a burin spalls
(33,930°155 BP), which corresponds to the calibrateghpr. 8: 14, 21) and high values for the conjoinabil-
age of 39,500 + 1,000 cal. BP and thus corresponglsindex (i,=25.88%, for indices definitions see Skrdla
to the Aurignacian period. A review of all radiocarpgos). The central part of Object 1, excavated in 2003,
bon dates obtained from the Spyt#waDuchonce site is had conjoinability values up t#40.9%. Size index val-
presented in Table 1. Other radiocarbon dates obtaingd gre (i=45.0, 1/j,=2.22%), and breaks/production se-

following subsequent field seasons from this Object bgaences/reutilizations ratio is (16/3/3).
long to a much younger settlement phase. We attempted

to resolve the dating issues during the 2004 excavations
(the abovementioned date was acquired from a charcodif-2-3 Typology
but none of the artifacts found in the vicinity bear traces Only two burins and a fragment of a partly retouched
of fire. We therefore dated a fragment of a mammotfake (obr. 8:20) were found in the central area of Ob-
molar from the neighbouring sub-sector (sub-sector géct 1. The first burin is made on a truncated blade
mension0.5 x 0.5 m) and we obtained a radiocarbomeconstructed from two broken parts (obr. 8:23). This
age of 20,030 + 140 BP, which corresponds to 23,960xirin conjoined to a burin spall and another microchip
220 cal. BP. Consequently, we dated an additional boiém the shaping of distal end of a blade, which did not
fragment originating deeper on the margin of Object donjoin directly. The second burin represents a proximal
( 1.5 m from the previous sub-sectors) and the resfriagment of a multiple burin (obr. 8:22). The distal end
was 22,7303 BP, which corresponds to 27,450 + 34@s broken off, therefore the series of three refitted burin
cal. BP. We obtained another date in 2007 from the uUgpalls most probably came from this burin on the basis
permost part of the find horizon in the Object 2 areaof raw material and shape, but they are not directly con-
20,710+ 90 BP (but may be contaminated) correspondingcted. The partly retouched flake fragment (obr. 8:20)
to 24,720 + 80 cal. BP. This age is not unequivocally asenjoins onto the dorsal scar of this burin. A micro-
sociated with Object 2, but it is associated with Object Henticulated backed microblade (obr. 8:1), and a backed
Four radiocarbon dates with a range of 25,740 + 130 Bficroblade (obr. 8:2) from erratic flint were excavated
to 26,720328 BP, with weighted mean of 26,014 + 72 BRaway from the central area of Object 1 and cannot be-
were obtained from Object 2. After calibration, this tim&ng to this Object. Among radiolarite artifacts, which are
interval corresponds to a range of 30,620 + 250 cal. BPt connected with the Object 1 occupation episode, are
to 31,540 + 210 cal. BP, with a weighted mean of 30,940backed microblade (obr. 8:28), a proximal part of a re-
+ 250 cal. BP. These four dates belong to a narrow tin@uched blade with a burin blow (obr. 8:30), a partly re-
interval of less than 1,000 years and point to an importaatiched blade (obr. 8:34), two partly retouched flakes
settlement phase at the site represented in Object 2. (obr. 8:31, 32), and microblades (obr. 8:29, 33).

3.2.2 Object 1 (2003-2004 and 2006 excavations) 3.2.2.4 Osteological material
This unit was excavated over three excavation season
The central area was excavated in 2003 (Skrdla, Nyvlto
Fis4akova 2004), its nearest surroundings in 2004 (Skr
et al. 2005), and the periphery was excavated in 20
(Skrdlaet al. 2007). The material from this unit was pub-.

SThe material obtained from Object 1 is quite fragmen-
?y (unidentified bone fragments predominate), but it was
ssible to identify three animal species: woolly mam-
oth, polar reindeer and horse. Fragments of long bones,

) . ) ) X olars, tusks, pelves and one complete third metacarpal
lished in detail and this article, therefore, presents o P P P

.BOne belong to a mammoth. Metapodial bones (proxi-
a summary of results and several amendments ofprewpruﬂ,g1 part of the second and third metacarpal bone) be-
statements.

long to a horse. Gravettian hunters often used second
and fifth metacarpal bones as awls. The recovered bone
3.2.2.1 Raw materials is unfortunately broken off at the distal end so it is un-
The new excavations (Object 2) have provided addiertain if this item was used as a tool. A second upper
tional data to the previously published raw material spamolar, lumbar vertebra, first sacral vertebra and patella
trum. Several radiolarite artifacts excavated within Olbelong to a reindeer. It is evident, that only a few iden-
ject 1 are most probably a contamination from ObjecttBiable bones were preserved; they belonged to only one
(located 5 m upslope) and erratic flint is the only raw madividual of each animal species. The mammoth indi-
terial present. vidual was aged 15-20 years based on the molar size
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and the humerus with a broken off proximal diaphysisherts. A piece of BorSice-type chert (wet-sieved arti-
The reindeer and horse specimens represent young adfdtss were not included in the statistical counts) was found
Surface damage on the bones clearly indicates wedththe wet-sieved sample.
ering and transport (presumably by gelifluction) prior As Object 2 is dominated by radiolarite (as op-
to burial, and recent agricultural activities. Mammothosed to Object 1, which is dominated by erratic flint),
bones were usually broken into small pieces, proand the local Moravian cherts show specific features (see
ably by the Gravettian hunters to extract bone mayelow), in the following paragraphs the raw materials are
row, or for tool production. Other bones were burneteated separately (Technology and Typology).
in a hearth.
The above-mentioned mammoth metacarpal was sor§e» 3 2Technology

times interpreted as a so-called “pregnant Venat™al-  Technology is described separately for each raw mate-
och 1975, Klima 1990) or as a weigh-down object. Thegg| as we were not able to reconstruct the manufactur-

hypotheses could not be confirmed due to the strongly hrocess through refitting, we only consider individual
weathered bone surfaces and the lack of identifiable traggsas and the general technological structure of the col-

indicative of human processing. lection

The bones, artifacts and charcoal spatially conformpny one core prepared for the exploitation of blades
to a settlement feature after being plotted on a horizgfs, “a  narrow platform made on massive flake
tal plan. Faunal composition corresponds to the faugg ihe Troubky/Zdislavice-type chert (obr. 12:34) was

found at the sites in this region and at other Gravettiggcumented in the category of local Moravian cherts.
sites in Moravia (Musil 1994, 1997, 2005; Svobai@l. geveral rather untypical Gravettian cores were docu-

2006; Skrdla, Nyvltovéa Fisadkova, Nyvit 2006a, b). mented in the radiolarite category. The first core was
reduced from a narrow platform (obr. 11:43), the sec-
3.2.2.5 Spatial distribution ond piece is a microblade core at an early stage of re-
A map of the spatial distribution (obr. 9) showsluction initiated from a natural crest of a massive flake
a sharply defined central concentration of finds and thrieegment (obr. 11:47), the third piece is a short core
smaller sub-concentrations, two of which can be paraéduced from two opposing wide platforms (the blades
lelized with the central concentration, based on refittingsith opposing-directional dorsal scars were not found
A detailed analysis of individual components showed thiat collection; (obr. 11:48), the fourth piece is a narrow,
the central concentration is well characterized by aréfongated core shaped for the production of long narrow
fact density, while distribution of osteological remainblades (obr. 11:49) and abandoned after overshot (out-
and small fragments of burnt bones correlate negativalypassé), and two other cores are indistinct in shape.
This analysis allows a reconstruction of a hypothetical set The collection of cores is supplemented by a se-
tlement feature (a hut without a hearth) with a diametgies of artifacts, morphologically ranging between cores
of 2-3m. and burins (obr. 11:30-34). In this work, they are clas-
One radiocarbon date — 20,710 + 90C years BP (cor- sified as burins. However, some authors consider such
responding to a calibrated age of 24,720 + 80 years BR)urins to be microblade cores (cf. Araujo Igreja, Bracco,
on a stratified bone above Object 2, indicates human &e-Brun-Ricalens 2006), but the boundary between both
tivity outside of Object 1. However, no further archae@ategories is vague and not used consistently by typol-

logical material could be associated with this date. ogists and some would classify these pieces differently
to us.
3.2.3 Object 2 (2006 and 2007 excavations) There are minor differences in the technological struc-

The 2006 excavation revealed the presence of anothég of the different raw materials (tab. 2).
occupation epi§0de, separated by time and a different ma-
terial culture (Skrdleet al. 2007). Object 2 was subse3.2.3.4 Refittings

quently excavated in 2007. The refittings were separated into MACRO and MI-
CRO groups as at JaroSov-Podvrstef. (  Skrdla
3.2.3.1 Raw materials 2005). The indices.i and i, (for index definitions

Radiolarite accounts for 2/3 of the collection in Obsee Skrdla 2005) and a ratio breaks/production se-
ject 2. It commonly occurs in brownish-red and greenigivences/reutilizations were counted in order to allow
colour varieties with traces of primary cortex (suggest-comparison with other collections.
ing it was sourced from primary outcrops in the White A list of refitted artifacts:

Carpathians).  Erratic flint accounts for only 16% MACRO 34/07+46/07: local Moravian chert, broken

of the collection and the Cracow-Czestochowa Jurasblade (obr. 12:24) 124/07+192/07: local Moravian chert,
flintis not present at all. Pieces of burnt flint (7%) is mo&troken blade (obr. 12:35) 45/07 + 52/07: erratic flint,

probably erratic flint. The presence of local Moraviabroken blade 114b + 114c: erratic flint, broken blade
cherts (9%), i. e. cherts collected in the vicinity of thesit(obr. 12:15) 102¢c + 102a: radiolarite, broken burin spall
is also noteworthy. This group of cherts include37/06 + 51/06: radiolarite, broken burin spall 110/07 +
Troubky/Zdislavice-type (5 items) and Krumlovsky lest1/07: radiolarite, broken flake 70/07 + 120c + 120c: ra-
type (characteristic black cortex and microfossils) chertiolarite, broken flake 189/07 + 206/07: radiolarite, bro-
however, the majority of the collection is unidentifieéten flake 118/07 + 119/07: radiolarite, broken flake 130b
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+ 130b: radiolarite, broken burin spall 113d + 113d: radspall (obr. 11:32), a burin on a concave retouched flake
olarite, broken burin spall 150/07 + 118d + 11xx: radiolafebr. 11:33), and multiple (4) burin (obr. 11:34). The list
ite, broken burin (obr. 11:25) 128/07 + 118a: radiolaritef burins is supplemented by a series of unsuccessful
broken blade 26/07 + 70/06: radiolarite, burin and burproducts (obr. 11:26, 27), where artifacts were destroyed
spall (obr. 11:31, 32) 134/07 + 118d: radiolarite, brokdsy overshot (outrepassée). Another specific burin type is
burin spall documented by a burin spall (obr. 11:40).

MICRO 124b + 124b: radiolarite, microgravette point The collection includes two sidescrapers — a massive,
(obr. 11:5) 124b + 124b: radiolarite, microgravette poisteeply retouched piece (obr. 11:36) and a smaller item
(obr. 11:4) 119d + 124b: radiolarite, microgravette poiriesembling a Middle Paleolithic knife (obr.11:37), re-
(obr. 11:2) 119d + 124b: radiolarite, microgravette poiteuched blade fragments (obr. 11:16, 17, 28, 41) and one
(obr.11:1) retouched blade (obr. 11:40). No endscrapers are present.

Most refittings are represented by radiolarite, but The collection of radiolarite tools is completed
the number of refitted sequences among Moravili @ combination of an atypical endscraper and a chisel
cherts is surprisingly high. A conjoinability index fofobr. 11:37), a micro denticulated flake (obr. 11:42);

the MACRO category reaches#6.8% (all raw materials), & denticulated blade is known from BorSice-Chrastka:
for radiolarite only j=7.9%, for erratic flint onlyi=4.1%, Klima 1965, obr. 136:12, and similar denticulated flakes

and for local Moravian cherts7.7%. For the MICRO are known from Redmosti: Absolon, Klima 1977, Tafel
category (radiolarite only), conjoinability index reashe21:423, 424, and a notch on a blade fragment (obr. 11:46).
avalue of ;=17.4%. The presence of tools uncommon in Gravettian assem-
The size index for all raw materials in the MACRdlages —a distal end of a short blade truncated on the prox-
category reaches,¥47.1% (average number of artifactémal end (obr. 11:13) and backed arched point (obr. 11:14)
in one refitting 1/,=2.1), for radiolarite only,j=46.7% &re€ noteworthy. o _
(1/i,=2.1), for erratic flint only ,=50.0% (1/,,=2.0), The collection of radiolarite tools is supplemented
and for local Moravian cherts,¥50% (1/i,=2.0). by a series of partially retouched artifacts (obr. 11:28, 44
For the MICRO category, the size index reaches a vatfre): ©ne of them (obr. 11:45) being similar to a knife doc-

of i,,=50.0% (1/j,=2.0), which means that all refittingéJme“ted in the GravettianV(Willendorf-Kostenki stage)
have only two conjoined items. site of JaroSov-Kopaniny{. Skrdla, Nyvitova FiSakova,

Another evaluation criterion is the breaks/productidiyVIt 2006a).
sequences/reutilizations ratio, which reaches a vafgBatic flint artifacts

of 21/0/1 (all raw materials combined), and indicates Erratic flint is described separately, as it represents
the dominance of breaks above other categories. a preferred raw material in Object 1 and in the trench
“Sklipek 07" concentration. It may or may not be

the product of a different settlement event. The mi-

3.2.3.5 Typology o crolithic tools include eight items (obr. 12:1-8), includ-

The typological analysis is also separated accordln@ a backed microsaw (obr. 12:6), a distal fragment
to different raw materials. The greater number of tooks 5 microgravette (obr. 12:7), two backed microblades
(compared to the typological analysis) is due to additionglor. 12:2, 3), two backed microblades with additional re-
tools from wet-sieving. touch (obr. 12:1, 4), and two by-products from backed mi-
Radiolarite artifacts croblade production (obr. 12:5, 8). The collection of mi-

The microlithic tools are represented by a series of nwrolithic tools is supplemented by a proximal end of a La
crogravettes (obr. 11:1-3). Two largest items were recagravette point (obr. 12:9).
structed from fragments (obr. 11:1, 2). These micropointsThe second group of erratic flint tools contains burins,
are supplemented by proximal (obr. 11:5, 6, 8) and disicluding burins on broken blades (obr. 12:13, 16),
tal (obr. 11:4, 7) fragments of such micropoints. Other burin on a concave retouched flake made by a series
types of microlithic implements present include fragmeng$ burin blows (obr. 12:19), a multiple burin on a bro-
of backed bladelets (obr. 11:9-11), however, these Rén blade (obr. 12:21), a multiple burin (obr. 12:14) re-
tifacts might actually be medial fragments of micropsembling an in-between form between a burin and a mi-
oints. One backed microblade is retouched (obr. 11:1&)ocore. The erratic flint tools also include a com-
The collection of microlithic tools is completed by a smablination of an asymmetrical burin with an endscraper
Flechette (obr. 11:12). (obr. 12:18), and two proximal fragments of retouched

The second group of radiolarite tools is burinklades (obr. 12:10, 11). The collection of artifacts
(13 items). They include a burin on a broken bladeade from erratic flint is supplemented by two artifacts
made by a single burin blow (obr. 11:21), multiplérom burnt flint (most probably from burnt erratic flint) —
burins on broken blades (obr. 11:20, 22, 25), a dihadihedral burin on a proximal blade fragment (obr. 12:20)
dral burin (obr. 11:24), a transverse burin on a proxand a retouched blade fragment (obr. 12:17).
mal fragment of a blade (obr. 11:23), a burin on a brbdocal Moravian cherts artifacts
ken blade and a dihedral burin combination (obr. 11:29),As mentioned previously, this group includes rich spec-
and a series of relatively massive burins, morphologicatha of raw materials of local or semi- local origin. These
resembling a form in-between a burin and a microconew materials were treated separately as they are not com-
dihedral burin (obr. 11:30), a burin on a steep and comon in Moravian Gravettian collections (except for Upper
cave retouched blade (obr. 11:31) conjoined with a bui@ravettian hearths a-c from DolniEgtonice Il, (Svoboda
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et al. 2002) — they are present only as heavy duty implsites. The only stratified Aurignacian site in the area is

ments or coarse tools. at Napajedla-Zamoravi (Skrdla 2007). It is chronologi-
The artifacts made from these raw materials are impoglly more recent and artifacts are made from imported

tant, although the collection is poor in diagnostic toolsrratic flint.

Intensive abrasion was documented on a significant nUREavy-duty implements

ber of artifact surfaces, which separates this collection : : o :

from the Spytih@v-Duchonce artifacts. The abrasionm Heavy-duty implements are traditionally considered to

be th tofal th ¢ e larger, sometimes including natural, unknapped pieces
€ he resuft ot a longer exposure on the surtace or MoMy ey manufactured from poorer quality, coarser raw

ment in sediments. The tools made from Moravian Ches:(‘ﬁaterial types, generally unsuitable for knapping. They

mclqde an agymmetncal dihedral burin (obr.. 12:22 ually exclude erratic flint, radiolarite and local cherts
a thick and slightly nosed endscraper (obr. 12:23), aR there are a great variety of raw material types.

an atypical endscraper (obr. 12:27). These tools are sup- .
plemented by series of blades (obr. 12:24-26, 28-33, 350Ny two small pebble fragments of glauconitic sand-

36) and a core made from the Troubky/Zdislavice-tyRone (obr. 12:37, 38), which may have been utilized as
chert (obr. 12:34). hammerstones, smoothers or, based on their dimensions,

gs retouchers (use-wear is indistinct) were found within
ject 2. Knapped pieces include a series of 7 quartz
es (probably from the same pebble), which may

Although the artifacts made from the local Moravia
cherts are classified separately, it does not necessaﬁ%ﬁ?

mean that they are not contemporaneous with the m h . fah ind h
(Pavlovian) occupation episode. However, there J?? the remains of a hammerstone or a grinder. Bot

several factors, which encouraged us to separate tr%ﬁyconitic sandstone and quariz are foreign materials
from the main Gravettian collection and to speculafé'd Wfrﬁ probably brought fr(|)m tr&e nearest river ter—d
about an earlier occupation episode. These artifacts wit€e o't el l\f/lorava Rlver.ﬁLoca _ssn Stone '? rf_epr.eiente
evenly distributed over the excavated area with neitfdf Several fragments, often with traces of fire; how-

a horizontal nor vertical concentration. Compared fo/er intentional use, with respect to its presence dyrect

the rest of the Gravettian collection, a significant pof‘-t the site, is unclear.

tion of artifacts made from local Moravian cherts show

abraded (eolized) surfaces. Of particular note is an er®d2.3.6 Osteological material

scraper partly damaged by frost (obr. 12:23)—the dor-pg in Object 1, the osteological material is rather frag-

sal surface is detached and although tr_\e artifact was rln_‘?éntary (unidentified bone fragments predominate) and it
cated 1 m from an unexcavated profile and all seqi gamaged by superficial carbonate encrustations. De-
ments were wet-sieved, the other part was not foungite their condition, the following animal species have

The factors include different natural conditions duringeen determined: woolly mammoth, polar reindeer, horse,
the time of artifact deposition—longer exposure of ar%olverine, polar fox and a large-sized mammal (the size
facts on the surface and/or gravitational redepositioorpriys 5 horse or a bovid), a medium-sized mammal (the size

to the Gravettian occupation episode. The suggested @ar+ reindeer or a wolf) and a small-sized mammal
lier age of these artifacts is consistent with an isolated d"(‘the size of a fox or a hare).

from the area of Object 1 — 33,930 + 130 - 120C BP More than half of the osteological sample is burnt

(139,500 + 1,000 cal. BP). Eolian sedimentation was ianes followed by unidentified bones and mam-

terrupted during this time period and PK | fossil soil be= . .
o o moth bones, large-sized mammals, reindeer, horse
gan to form due to warmer climatic conditions (Frechen : :
o . and medium-sized mammals. The least abundant are
et al. 1999). Remnants of a fossil soil, or more Ilke%v . .
. . . L ; olverine and small-sized mammals — see tab. 5. Based
a soil sediment, interlayered with silty, geliflucted, cell : o
: . . on the numbers of identified bones, the most common an-
vial sediments were found below the Gravettian archaeo- :
. ) X . : o Imals are mammoths and large-sized mammals, followed
logical finds in Object 2. It is probable, that it is strati: . ) :
. . . . hy reindeer, medium-sized mammals and horse. The least
graphically equivalent to the PK | developing during this :
. : common are polar fox, small-sized mammals and wolver-
time. The artifacts on the surface may have therefare .
- o L . Ine — see tab. 5. Mammoth is represented by at least three
been affected by superficial eolization resulting in eolian

varnish. We can conclude that these artifacts may d(')rc]:d'V'duaIS; other species and size categories always com-

ument an earlier occupati : , é)ri_ge one individual for a species/category — see tab. 5.
pation episode, based on radiocar
bon dating probably Aurignacian, with a focus on local Fragments of mammoth skulls, tusks, teeth, mandibles,
Moravian cherts, and strongly affected (and partially rébS, phalanges, metapodials and long bones are pre-
moved) by erosion or pedogenetic processes. The iggrved. Fragments of antlers (with some of them exhibit-
lated artifacts were most probably redeposited by sh&d intentional wearing), mandible, axis and metapodial
gelifluction from upslope, maybe even from the hilltog?ones belong to reindeer. Second upper molar belongs
which would also be consistent with a previously doci Wolverine and phalanges belong to polar fox. Frag-
mented Aurignacian settlement strategfy Skrdla 2005). ments of long bones and vertebrae belong to all size cat-
Finds of characteristic Aurignacian tools would suppogories (large-sized, medium-sized and small-sized mam-
this hypothesis. The preservation of insitu AurignacidRals) —tab. 4.
sites is rare in this area due a long period without dis-The faunal composition is consistent with this site be-
tinctive loess sedimentation, which would have protectedy a base camp, where butchered animals were pro-
the archaeological material, as in the case of Gravettiagssed. Only fleshy body parts, or parts that were fur-
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ther utilised (tusks, skulls, teeth etc.) of large mammalsWet-sieved microchips and microfragments form a dis-
(mammoth, horse) were brought to the site. tinct concentration with a hypothetical centre at point
Medium and small sized mammals (reindeer, f0j400,1200] and a diameter of 3.0-3.5 m. A separately
wolverine) were brought whole to the site and were pranalysed distribution of radiolarite and erratic flint arti
cessed there. It was possible to determine the fire tef@ets shows the same pattern. On the periphery of the con-
perature based on the colour of the burnt bones (Dokladahtration, located 3 m from its hypothetical centre, there
1999), at 350-700 °C. are small concentrations 1 m in diameter. Red ochre
The remains of three mammoth individuals were fourldmps, burin spalls, and fired artifacts show a simi-
at the site. One was a whelp aged 5-10 years, the sectidlistribution pattern to the microchips and microfrag-
was a young adult (20-30 years) and the third individualents.  The microlithic implements are concentrated
was an adult mammoth (older than 35 years). The disore on the margin of the main concentration and pre-
persal pattern of the mammoth bones and teeth suggéstinantly in one of the small satellite concentrations.
the outline of a hut, where the heavy bones may have bé&imilarly fired clay lumps were found on the margin
used to weigh down the fabric of the tent around its edgef&the main concentration.
— see also the chapter Spatial and vertical distributionlt is noteworthy that the mammoth skulls
The osteological assemblage, including the wet-sievedd mandibles were located on the periphery of the main
fraction, contained a relatively large amount of mammog®ncentration.
ivory (see tab. 4). Some of the fragments bear traces of redVe can conclude that a distribution of finds permits
pigment. The presence of mammoth ivory suggests titlae definition of the following areas around the hypothet-
additional processing of this material took place at thigal centre at the point with coordinates [400,1200]:

site. 1. Main artifact concentration — irregular ring
3.0-3.5 m in diameter, with an average of 25-55
3.2.3.7 Spatial and vertical distribution microchips and microfragments per sub-sector

Although the vertical dislocations affected the find  (0.25x0.25m).
horizon and it was not possible to predict this situation,
the find horizon was also disturbed during sediment re="
moval in the area defined by coordinate intervals X = _ . .
<200-400> Y = <1200-1500> (and to a smaller degree of 10-25 microchips and microfragments per sub-
in the area defined by coordinate intervals X = <100-250> sector.

Y = <1000-1100>). However, these areas were also N, Peripheral area with small satellite concentrations —

rich in finds. irregular annulus over 5.0 m in diameter, with varied
Artifacts longer than 1.5 cm were recorded in 3D. They  densities (given by satellite concentrations) of mi-

were distributed over the excavated area relatively evenly  crochips and microfragments per sub-sector.

The ost-eologlcal mate_rlal shows t_he same distribution pa'[_Based on the presented data we suspect that this feature

tern, with one exception — the distribution of mammoth

skulls and mandibles that were distributed on the perip'ﬁ-the remains of a dwelling with a dlameFer of 3_5 m, sur-
rounded by mammoth skulls and mandibles which acted
ery of the excavated area.

Based on the degree of preservation of the mammé&ih we_lghts o hold down edges of the fabric which was
kull dth dibl d ai that onl | covering the hut.
SKUTIS an € mandible, and given that only moiars areThe vertical distribution of artifacts recorded in 3D was

preserved among the bone fragments, we hypothesmeg l‘%ied in order to test the hypothesis concerning the in-

these large pieces were exposed on the surface and suteée fity of the collection and a possible earlier occupation

to weathering for a long time after the site was abandoneg; : :
o 2 . . eévent. However, local Moravian cherts as well as erratic
In addition, the distribution of wet-sieved artifact

. . artacty; ¢ (control sample) were distributed evenly through-
aer other materials was studied, hamely the dIStI’IbutI8[]t find horizon. The presence of a separate occupation
of: episode utilizing different raw materials was not docu-
artifactdented. If it did exist, the sediments may have been
mixed during the Gravettian settlement episode or by nat-
ural processes (gelifluction), but very probably by the in-

Margin of the main artifact concentration — irregu-
lar annulus 3.0-5.0 m in diameter with an average

» microchips and microfragments (i. e.
smaller than 1.5 cm)

« radiolarite microchips and microfragments teraction of both.
« red ochre lumps 3.2.4 Trench “Sklipek 07"

) A collection of 63 artifacts was excavated from the wall
+ fired clay lumps of the trench “Sklipek 07”. The artifacts are made from er-

ratic flint, 8 artifacts are burnt and are probably also made
from erratic flint. Technologically, the collection is com-
posed of 2 burin spalls, 7 small flakes, 3 fired fragments,
2 blade fragments, a blade, and a microlithic implement
« small fragments of osteological material — probably a by-product of backed microblade production

(obr. 8:24). Raw material spectrum is comparable to that
» small, burnt fragments of osteological material  in Object 1.

* microlithic implements

* burin spalls
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3.2.5 Trench 02/06 P. Skrdla (2005) to the south of the elevation marker.
Trench 02/06, located 5 m upslope from the 2006 excBhe precise location of finds reported by V. Hruby (1951)
vation, yielded no significant archaeological materiat, btrom the field “near wayside cress” is uncertain, but they
a superposition of two cultural layers was documenteudost likely originate from the area between the Makova
This is promising for possible future fieldwork and datinglevation marker and SpytiBr-Na vrSich sitedf. dis-

of this site. cussion in Skrdla 2005, 134). Based on the site location
and the presence of a carinated endscraper, this site can be
3.2.6 Surface collection classified as Aurignacian.

The surface finds were collected from the area of Ob-
ject 1 and also further downslope and to the nori6 Napajedla-Zamoravi
and south, where a find horizon was disturbed by agricul-The site at the Napajedla brickyard was published in de-
tural ploughing. No artifacts were collected upslope, i. til by Skrdla (2007) and only the basic data is reported
in the area of Object 2 (Object 2 was disturbed by a Miere. The majority of finds are Aurignacian, however, iso-
dieval road and our excavation in 2007). The material cddted Gravettian artifacts were collected in the uppermost
lected on the surface relates to Object 1, which is congp@rt of the brickyard pit. A series of radiocarbon dates
tent with the prevalence of erratic flint, however, assignifis consistent with its Aurignacian classification (Skrdla
all of the material to Object 1 is not possible. The surfa@®07, unpublished dates by W. Davies).
collection consists of 47 artifacts, 36 of which are made
from erratic flint, and 11 from radiolarite. This collecg 7 Napajedla (I1)-Radovany

t?on I supp!emented by 20 item; from the 2007 EXCaVa-T¢g site was published by M. Oliva (1997, 2007). Since
tion (from disturbed areas of Object 2), 10 of which e 1990s it is grassed and not available for further sur-

made from radiolarite, 9 from erratic flintand 1 from Chabeys Only isolated artifacts were collected from a mole-

cedony mass. _ _ hill at the coordinates of 49°10.365’ N and 17°29.719' E
Important finds include a multiple burin made fromr GS-84), at an altitude of 289 m. It is a surface site:

diolarite (obr. 8:36), a large radiolarite b'aP'e (obr. §:3 test pit revealed only colluvial sediments with weath-
and a small wedge-shaped core for microblade Pi%d bedrock below the recent soil.

duction (obr.8:26). Two other artifacts made from er-
ratic flint show partial retouch. A dihedral burin . = .
P .8 Napajedla (I)-Sardica

made from chalcedony mass resembling limnic cryg’ ’ ) S . . .
tocrystalline siliceous rock (obr. 6:25), and a frag- As the site of Napajedla-Sardica was published in detail

ment of a backed microblade (obr. 8:27), were collect®¥ M- Oliva (1998, 2007), our aim with regards to this site
in the area of the Object 2 (2007 excavation). was to verify the site location and its spatial extent. We
documented artifacts at an altitude range of 264—282 m
and Oliva’s (1998, 2007) claim of artifacts at an eleva-

A site discovered during the 2003 survey (Skrdla 200%(,)n of up (0295 m may be an SIror. .lt Is & surface site;
ur test pits documented colluvial sediments below the re-

134) is located in an area of a recent landslide, currengl . . .
I . cent soil. However, loess and colluvial sediments devel-
not ploughed, grassed and therefore stabilized. The finds

were collected from weathered bedrock on an unse ded on the foothill (documented in an abandoned brick-
ard and sunken road walls) which is promising (espe-

roa_ld. The pr_eserved small fragments of osteological ally given the location of the Napajedla-Zamoravi site)
terial (including mammoth molar and tusks fragment

- . . { a possible future salvage excavation due to upcoming
indicate the presence of calcareous loessic sedimen . L
construction activities.

in the recent past. A small collection of stone tools con-_l_he surface survev of the general area near the 275 m
sists of a flake of burnt radiolarite, a blade, a blade fragl— y 9

ment, and three microchips, all made from erratic flint. evation marker yielded a collection of 237 |t_ems_.
The presence of a Cracow-Czestochowa Jurassic flint

V. Hruby described a site of “Podvinohradi”, locate O/ e i . . o
just below the site Nad vinohrady, on a foothill. A possk —10%) is significant but it was not mentioned in Oliva’s
J ' ' description. Radiolarite accounts for 10% of the col-

ble association of these two sites cannot be excluded. lection and as Oliva (1998, 2007) observed, it is con-

0y o centrated on the eastern slope of the 275 m elevation
3.4 Spytlhnev-Na vrsich “marker. From a technological point of view, the presence
_ The site is located on an elongated southerly spur jgf wedge-shaped cores for microblade production (us-
ting out from the elevation marker of the Makova Hilling pressure flaking) is significant (Oliva 2007, obr. 92:5,
The altitude of the find spot is 310-320 m. Isolated 3; and a core from our survey — obr. 15:16). These
tifacts are made from erratic flint. Based on the site Igpres are known more from Aurignacian collections than
cation, the artifact can be attributed to the Aurignaciaem Gravettian collections (cf. Oliva 1987; Svoboda

3.3 Spytihrév-Nad vinohrady

The site is also known as the LBC site. 1995). The presence of the Troubky/Zdislavice-type
) chert is also more characteristic for Aurignacian col-
3.5 Napajedla-Makova lections. The typological spectrum published by Oliva

Isolated artifacts were reported from the dominaigt characterized by frequent marginal retouch, short
elevation of the Makova Hill. M. Oliva (1998) de-end scrapers, dihedral burins/cores (similar items are
scribed artifacts to the east of the elevation mark@resent at SpytilEv-Duchonce, Object 2, less common
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at JaroSov-Podvrsta), a series of borers (rare at BorSigglded no finds. The exact location of the original find
Chréstka), and a surprisingly small number of microlithgpot is difficult to determine, however, planned activities
implements ¢f. JaroSov-Podvrsta and BorSice-Chrastkassociated with the construction of a new road may help
where the proportion of microlithic implements is 210 to solve this problem.

higher, Skrdla 2005). The recently obtained collection in-

cludes a microdenticulated, burnt microblade (obr. 15:8,14 Other potential areas

a wedge shaped core (obr. 15:16), and several other artia potential area for discovery of a new Gravettian site

facts (obr. 15:2-15). ) ) is a forested area between Napajedla agtbB (eastern
The surface survey of a satellite artifact cluster neéﬁbpe of the Tresny elevation). Other potential areas in-

“Kucera’s plantation” yielded a collection of 20 artifact§|,qe the eastern slopes of Makova and Dubova eleva-
made from erratic flint and one from Troubky/Zdislavicgjons, currently utilized as private gardens or for private

type chert. o _ o recreation purposes and therefore not currently available
Although the collection is fairly unique, it is a surfor archaeological surveys.

face site located at a strategic location allowing con- g grface survey and test pit attempts in cadastral ter-

trol of the inner area of the Napajedla Gate and it Wagyries of B2lov and Kvasice were not successful in find-

most probably occupied repe:a,tedly during the Gravetligy Gravettian artifacts or stratified sediments. Only one
period (as at JaroSov-Podvrsta and Kopaniny, BorSiGggt it in Bslov-Horni pole showed stratified loess: how-

Chrastka, Spytihev-Duchonce). It was probably alsQyer aithough the base of the loess layer was not reached,

occupied during the Aurignacian period and in poSfg presence of a possible Gravettian layer cannot be ex-
Palaeolithic times.

cluded.

3.9 Napajedla-Hrubé Jestabi 4. Discussion

M.. Oliva (1998, 2007) has publ_lshed mformatlon. '®- The shaping of the landscape in the Napajedla Gate
gardmg a smgll collection of artifacts _from the f'e“‘i;\rea is characterized by relatively steep slopes peaking as
Jastabi (Napajedia V), located at an alptude of 230 Mhillock summits at 300 m, sloping down towards Morava
A number qf surface SUVeys during 2006_20_(&iver. The slope instability in this landscape is primar-
in the area yielded no artifacts, however, a coIIecth due to the underlying flysch sediments. The lay-
of 31 artifacts was gathered at an upslope area, at an %lﬂfg typically consist of alternating mud and sand sed-
\

tude of 266—291 m. The dominant raw material is erra I%ents. which promote the development of numerous
flint, supplemented by radiolarite and other cherts, proQa: .

L . i ndslides. This process is active today — a number
bly of local origin. The types of raw material, a carinate active landslides has been documented in the stud-
e.nd scraper qnd steeply retquched .blade.s are mMore GRf-area (see obr. 16). Based on our surveys we can
sistent with this collection being Aurignacian rather tha(Haim that less than 10% of the fossil Gravettian landscape

Gravettian. has survived to the present day, while in the remaining
area, sediments, which probably contained archaeologi-

3.10 Napajedla - Pod Dubovou (VI) cal material were removed by landslides and other ero-
B. Klima (1952) found mammoth remains togethesional processes. The material redeposited by slope ero-
with an isolated flake within a fallen wall of an anciention is either preserved in the foothills as redeposited ar-

subsided road. chaeological material (sites such as Spy#mNemea,
Napajedla-Zamoravi), or it was removed by fluvial action
3.11 Napajedla-Kotary (V1) of the Morava River.

The site was published by M. Oliva (1998, 2007), how- The Gravettian hunter-gatherers in the Napajedla Gate
ever, our surface surveys in that area were not successiarridor preferred low elevations above the river. There-

partly because the area is semi-forested and partly grad§é@. traces of occupation have accumulated in such loca-
with no ploughed fields. tions. Although loess sedimentation during the Gravettian
period was fairly limited and redeposition (by gelifluc-

3.12 Other finds in the Napajedla cadastral tion) of colluvial sediments was a more important process,
.territor it is possible to distinguish isolated occupation events
M OIin (1998, 2007) reported other find Spo,[based on the so-called horizontal stratigraphic method de

. ' X ned by J. Svoboda in the Dolni@gtonice — Pavlov set-

in the cadastral territory of Napajedla (numbered IV, Vlﬁement area (Svobodzt al. 2002). However, this is not

Xﬁ;gﬁgg;ﬁﬁ;ﬁi‘:;ﬂgg ctfr;c;fig?ﬁ]zlggor’ the finds argsissible in the case of surface si_tes. It is important to re-
' alise that these sites may be palimpsests and the cultural
. material at these sites may have accumulated during vari-
3.13 Pohdelice-Ctvrtky ous occupation episodes beginning from the Early Upper
The site, most probably dating to the epi-Gravettian p@alaeolithic period to post-Palaeolithic times.
riod, was published in detail by Skrdla (2005). The pres-J. Svobodat al. (2002, with references therein) distin-
ence of radiolarite, limnic cryptocrystalline siliceouguished four basic types of Palaeolithic dwellings (A-D)
rock, and CracOw-Czestochowa Jurassic flint makes th&sed on a study of the Dolniégtonice — Pavlov set-
collection significant. Our surface surveys in the arél@ment area. Object 1 from Spyti@&wnDuchonce lacks
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a central hearth and should correspond to a type(distance 1.5 m from the two abovementioned samples)
dwelling (as excavated in Milovice), but it was proband obtained a date of 27,450 + 340 cal. BP. In 2007 we
ably smaller in dimension and of lighter constructiorabtained a comparable date (24,720 + 80 cal. BP, however
Object 2 from Spytihv-Duchonce should correspongvith a note about possible contamination) from the upper-
to Svoboda’s dwelling type B or C; it cannot be assignedost part of the find horizon in Object 2. We can conclude
to type D because it lacks a central hearth (howevtrat although the collection of artifacts from Object 1 is
the indistinct, darker lens rich in charcoal was presetdlcking in chronologically diagnostic tools and the dat-
and boiling pits, however these may have not been pieg results were not consistent, we consider it most likely
served due to post-depositional processes. The analtimt it belongs to the Upper Gravettian period. However,
may not only extend to the dimensions (2—-3 m diamnwe cannot totally exclude the possibility that it belongs
eter for Object 1, and 3-5 m diameter for Object 2 the Aurignacian or the Early Upper Palaeolithic period,
which is between 4 and 8 m according to Svobetlal. given that some of the artifacts found in Object 2 are made
(2002), but also the presence of bones in the periphdraim local Moravian cherts.
areas of the object. P. Nigst (2004) analysed a dwellingThe association becomes apparent when the Sgxtihn
from Grub/Kranawetberg in Austria, which is consisbuchonce Pavlovian site is treated as part of the Gravet-
tent with Svoboda’s type D (a central hearth surround#édn occupation complex of the Middle Morava River
by boiling pits), however, modern methods of excavaalley (JaroSov-Podvrsta, BorSice-Chrastka, we do
tion and artifact recording allowed application of Stapot include unstratified sites). The only differences
pert’s Ring and Sectors method (Stappert 1989), showang in raw material preferences (Spytwa-radiolarite,
the barrier effect at a distance of 3 m from a hearth (the Garo3ov—Krakéw-Czestochowa Jurassic flint, Borsice—
sulting dwelling dimension ranges 6 m in diametergyratic flint) and typology (Jaro$ov—microlithic imple-
which is in accordance with Object 2 from Spyt&wa ments dominate, while in SpytiBn and Borsice they do
Duchonce, where we presume a barrier effect at a distanog). The differences are also apparent in the osteological
of 2.5-3 m from the centre of the dwelling. material (JaroSov—small fauna, Spyt#iviand BorSice —
The problem of dwellings is also related to the avaitnedium-sized and large mammals). It appears that each
ability of suitable construction materials. At the siteRavlovian site is quite unique and the uniqueness re-
within the Uherské Hradistarea, suitable materials sucmains even with additional occupation events (JaroSov,
as limestone and siliceous rock boulders are generd@lgrSice). The preliminary results on seasonality research
not available (with the exception of sandstone, which & the SpytihBv-Duchonce site, occupied from spring
not suitable for the construction of dwellings). Therde autumn, is consistent with the settlement strategies
fore, only organic materials such as wood and bonkesown in this region (Nyvltova FiSakova 2007). It is im-
were available for building material; however, becaug®rtant to incorporate the abovementioned interpretation
of a hiatus in sedimentation after the site was abandoniedlp our models of the Middle Morava Valley Pavlovian
these features were not preserved. The feature repogetilement patterns.
at Grub/Kranawetberg (Nigst 2004) offers a good anal-The radiocarbon dates (and their respective error
ogy. Itis also interesting to note the raw material prefefanges) suggest a degree of overlap between dites (
ences for knapped and heavy-duty industry. Typical mBerSice-Chrastka, JaroSov-Podvrsta, and Spyihn
terials used for heavy-duty industry (during the GraveBuchonce, cf.  Skrdla, Nyvitova FiSakova, Nyvit
tian as well as the EUP periods) include quartz pebb®806a; dates from BorSice-Chrastka are still unpub-
and glauconitic sandstone collected in the Morava RiMished). In other words, it is likely that these sites
terraces. Raw materials typically used for knapping wesgre occupied contemporaneously during the climati-
imported (radiolarite and erratic flint; similarly to othecally optimal phases of the last glaciation, most proba-
Gravettian sites in Moravia), while sources of local chertdy during the 1S-6 or IS-5 stages (Johnssral. 1997).
(Troubky/Zdislavice-type, Krumlovsky les-type and othéFhese calibrated dates correspond to other Moravian sites
types) were not utilised. This offers a contrast to the EW4? the evolved Pavlovian from the Dolni@gtonice —
period, when local cherts were utilized to some exteRavlov aread.g. Svobodaet al. 2002, in print; Joris,
(Skrdla 2006, obr. 4). However, at one stratified Aurigifeninger 2004; Svoboda 2005). The Pavlovian occu-
nacian site in the area (Napajedla-Zamoravi), erratic flightion of the Middle Morava Valley may have included
was preferred (as at unstratified sites in the area). several groups who displayed similar behavioural pat-
The cultural classification of the finds in Object 1 reterns over an extended period. It is also possible that,
mains unclear. The major part of Object 1 was excavatgiden the length of the occupation period as suggested
in 2003 and charcoal collected from the cultural horizdsy radiocarbon dating— 2 000 years for the evolved Pavlo-
yielded a date of 39,500 + 1,000 cal. BP, which dategan—the settlement units could have operated in isola-
to the Aurignacian period. However, the date was otien, each for several generations, and members of the dif-
tained from charcoal and no burnt flint was documentéetent groups may have never met. More revision ex-
at the location. Therefore, we continued the excavatioavations and radiocarbon dates will be needed in order
in 2004 in order to clarify the age of the site. We alsm solve this problem. This will be possible with continu-
dated a mammoth molar fragment from the neighboumng improvements in analytical methods and an increased
ing sub-square (0:60.5 m) and obtained a date of 23,96@umber of dated samples from this time period, result-
+ 220 cal. BP. We also dated another bone fragment Ing in more precise calibration of older dates (Reimer
cated deeper from the surface, on the margin of Objecetlal. 2004, Fairbankst al. 2005, Balter 2006). Another
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guestion which remains unanswered at this stage concerns
possible annual, northerly migrations during the warmer
part of the year, and vice versa during colder periods
of the year, to winter aggregation camps, which may have
existed in the neighbouring region ofdRimosti, or below

the Pavlov Hills.

5. Conclusion

The excavation of stratified sites at Spyt#vand Na-
pajedla allows us to propose an outline of absolute
chronology for the human occupation of the Napajedla
Gate area during the time span 20,000-40,000 years
ago. The earliest documented occupation event ex-
cavated at Napajedla-Zamoravi and culturally con-
forming to the middle Aurignacian, has been dated
to 34,000-38,000 cal. BP. Artifacts made from local
Moravian cherts excavated at Spyt#waDuchonce, Ob-
ject 2, are probably also Aurignacian, although this is less
clear. This site (Object 2) is slightly older than Napajedla
Zamoravi (artifacts from Object 1 may also be Aurigna-
cian).

The subsequent phase of occupation, well documented
at Spytihrév-Duchonce (Object 2) culturally corresponds
to the Evolved Pavlovian and is dated to 30,500-31,500
cal. BP. We excavated part of a feature interpreted as a hut.
The preferred raw material was White Carpathian radio-
larite and the dominant tool types were burins and backed
implements. We also documented the use of red ochre
and we collected a series of fired clay lumps without
traces of deliberate shaping. Osteological analysis docu-
ments the presence of mammoth, horse, reindeer, wolver-
ine, polar fox and probably also polar hare.

The youngest, not very clearly documented occupation
episode, culturally conforms with the Upper Gravettian
period and it is dated to 24,000—27,500 cal. BP. We docu-
mented remains of a hut with a light construction. Erratic
flint was the preferred raw material, with a high frequency
of bladelets however, backed bladelets and other cultur-
ally distinctive tools are not present. Osteological analy
sis documents the presence mammoth, horse and reindeer
but the association of bones and stone artifacts is not un-
equivocal.
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