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COMMENDATION

Archaeology… The word itself makes the heart beat faster. Many people sigh when hearing this word and say that they too
wanted to be archaeologists. And no wonder, for the desire for knowledge burns in all of us, as does the eternal question:
who are we and for what purpose have we been brought into the world, whither are we going, and is there some genuine
goal we have to attain? The other elementary question is also self-evident: whence do we come from? It is only natural
that we seek the answers to these questions in the past. We have all studied history at school, we all have a perception of
the brilliant periods of the national past, we remember the names of exceptional men and women and their outstanding
deeds, yet at the same time we long for something more personal, something more tangible.
On Sunday afternoons we ask our grandparents to speak about their own grandparents – and within a few seconds we find
ourselves moving back a hundred and fifty years in time. Looking at old, faded photos – and, on occasion, discovering perhaps our own features on one of the portraits – we try to recall the names of our forebears and their friends, we attempt to
evoke a characteristic episode of their lives, but our memory often fails us, and we are left with nothing, but uncertainties.
The photos gradually become nameless and though these family relics are important for us, who knows whether our children
will preserve them, together with our great-grandfather’s favourite armchair, grandmother’s mirror and the other, timeworn, useless bric-a-brac. If they are wise enough, they will not throw them out and if they interesting enough for a collection, they will find a final resting place in a museum. After receiving an inventory number, they are placed into a storeroom
and they will perhaps be exhibited at some point.
Objects can perhaps be saved, but what happens to the associated memories, the personal history, the intimacy of family
tradition? Many thousands of families lost their personal histories during the turmoils of the last century, before they could
even realize the importance of tradition. Our innate curiosity cannot be stifled. It erupts from our innermost self, and the
more annoying the feeling of deprivation, the stronger it grows, enticing some to watch educational television programmes
and others to search for their family tree in provincial parish registers or to set out and search for long-lost, fabulous treasures, lavish royal burials, long-forgotten tunnels leading to faraway regions. Many long for even more and concoct a colourful past for themselves or blindly believe the stories freely re-arranging the facts or downright neglecting them, presenting
the past as infinitely more attractive or more idyllic than it really was. Obviously, there is nothing reprehensible about believing these stories. It is part of human nature to attempt to flee the problems of the present and seek solace and reassurance in
the face of any misgivings we may have about the distant future or in a mythical golden age of the past. The myth of a Golden
Age is nothing new: two thousand years ago, Albius Tibullus, a Roman poet from an age since long studied by modern man,
too believed the distant past to have been better than his own age.
Divitis hoc vitium est auri, nec bella fuerunt,
Faginus adstabat cum scyphus ante dapes.
Non arces, non vallus erat, somnumque petebat
Securus sparsas dux gregis inter oves.
Tunc mihi vita foret, volgi nec tristia nossem
Arma nec audissem corde micante tubam.
The individual is free to interpret the findings of the disciplines studying the past – archaeology, history and their sub-disciplines: heraldry, sigillography, numismatics, epigraphy – to his own liking, but on a social level, the evidence must be handled according to the standards of academic scholarship. One of the most characteristic features of archaeology is the adoption of methods developed in the natural and social sciences, and that in the formulation of any conclusions, it strivers for
strict objectivity. Because of this and because archaeology is holistic in its approach – meaning that it is interested in everything related to humankind’s past activity – the discipline is suitable for complementing and, on occasion, for verifying the
historical evidence with the findings of archaeology. History is based on the study and analysis of written records, but in the
case of periods from which written sources are meagre or entirely lacking, it is the artefactual material that must be addressed
using archaeological methods. We may therefore confidently state that in spite of the fact that millions of archaeological
finds are housed in our museums, research must be continued since there is need for new data in order to gain a better
knowledge and understanding of human history and, also, because the new advances in science means that we can collect
more precise data than before.
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This discipline has come a long way since its emergence and even though many of its earlier findings are still valid today,
our overall picture of the past of the Carpathian Basin has been enriched with many details. We now know that many of the
so-called ‘pagan forts’ and ‘Cumanian mounds’ in fact date from different periods – and even if we cannot always link them to
a particular people or a specific period with certainty, scholars of the past can distinguish the heritage of the Eravisci, the
Boii, the Scythians, the Sarmatians, the Alans, the Huns, the Goths, the Gepids, the Avars and the ancient Hungarians, as
well as of peoples whose name has not come down to us and who have been named after their pottery (such as the Alföld Linear Pottery culture) or after the site where their artefacts were first found (such as the Szakálhát group and the Vatya culture). It has sometimes been asked, what do we have to do with these peoples, whether unknown or known by name, why
public funds should be spent on collecting their relics. The answer lies in the need to know history. Neither should we forget
that the men of bygone ages lived in greater harmony with nature, exploiting the available resources with greater care. The
traces of human impact on the environment are preserved in the artificial features of the European landscape. The natural
catastrophes of the recent past have shown that it is well worthwhile to acquaint ourselves with the experiences amassed by
past generations, for example on where the destructive forces of a river can best be harnessed, and with the subsistence strategies attuned to nature’s cycles, which areas are suitable or, conversely, unsuitable for house construction. Our ancestors’ experiences, the fruits of their labour surround us everywhere, even if they are often only visible to the trained eye. When travelling in the Danube valley or along the Tata Trench, we rarely pause to think that these very roads were first trodden by a
group of prehistoric hunters in search of prey or that the Roman military engineers too regarded these long-trodden paths as
most suitable for building a road.
This volume is a landmark accomplishment in providing an overview of how archaeology has contributed to a better
knowledge of Hungary’s past and how this discipline evolved during the five hundred years from King Matthias’ reign to our
own age. It presents the many bits and pieces of information that can be gained both with the spade, the archaeologist’s traditional tool, and with more modern research methods, such aerial photography. The authors of the volume are all field archaeologists and renowned experts in their own field, who have collaborated to offer us a glimpse into their profession. This
lavishly illustrated volume will no doubt be useful and enjoyable reading to all those interested in the past.
The reader will find that archaeology is not the mystical craft suggested by popular movie films – it is a far more exciting
intellectual pursuit, much in the same way as the one-time reality unfolding from the tiny, factual details is infinitely more
fascinating than the stories begotten by flights of fantasy.
It is my hope that this volume will encourage the reader to visit museums and to find the opportunities to assists archaeologists in their work. There is need for the general public’s active involvement in archaeological work, for there is still much
to be done; at the same time, participation in these projects will bring a wider awareness of the results of this discipline and of
the need to preserve Hungary’s rich cultural heritage.

GÁBOR GÖRGEY
Minister of National Cultural Heritage

EDITORS’ FOREWORD

The present volume is the fruit of two and a half years’ work. Originally given the title Hungarian archaeology in 2000 and
now published as Hungarian archaeology at the turn of the millennium, the volume reflects the concerted efforts of renowned
specialists in this field of research to present a comprehensive overview of the emergence and development of this
discipline, of the country’s archaeological heritage and of the institutional background of archaeological work.
The Department of Monuments of the Ministry of National Cultural Heritage that co-ordinated the publication of the
present volume was organized no more than a few years ago. The main goal in creating this department, active since 1999,
was to monitor and supervise the national monuments and to work out the much-needed new legislation for the protection
of archaeological sites that had until then been part of the museum structure, a task that called for a broad overview of the
theoretical and practical problems of Hungarian archaeology. The idea of this “handbook” arose almost simultaneously with
the creation of the department, a proposal received with sympathy and enthusiasm by all of our archaeologist colleagues.
The managing editor presented a detailed proposal, an outline of the contents that was adopted in its more or less original
form, although with slight alterations. Our objective was to present an overview of Hungarian archaeological research, highlighting also the modern practices and advances made in the protection of the archaeological heritage, with an emphasis on
all major contributions to this discipline made by Hungarian archaeology. In addition to the three editors working on the
manuscripts, this book is also the “baby” of the ten editors who edited individual chapters and of the almost eighty authors
who wrote various sections between the “gestation period” from the first meeting of the editorial board in April, 2000 and
the submission of the manuscript to the printers in November, 2002. This book is a unique achievement in the history of
Hungarian archaeology since only two volumes of the planned series on the archaeology of Hungary have appeared so far
(one describing field methods, the other covering the Palaeolithic in Hungary, written by László Vértes). The volumes of the
highly popular Hereditas series, used also as university textbooks, did not discuss all aspects of Hungarian archaeology in such
detail.
Although the publication of the volume was often endangered owing to technical problems, the patience of our colleagues
and of the ministry’s senior officials, their abiding faith and patience tided us over the difficulties. The Teleki László Foundation undertook the editing and pre-publishing work after Ágnes Tóth, who had played a key role in the preparation of the
manuscripts for publication, gave birth to a lovely baby and could no longer participate in this work. Owing to the delay in
the publication compared to the original schedule, some chapters had to be revised: the new Heritage Act and the restructured institutional framework of heritage protection meant that some sections had to be re-written. We also had to update
the illustrations and the bibliography, meaning that the manuscript was finally closed in November, 2002. It must be emphasized that the volume was intended for the general public, rather than the academic community – but it must also be noted
that the authors and the editors strove to achieve a high professional standard in the submitted manuscripts. There are no
footnotes since the book was written for the public; this also set certain limits to the scope of each chapter: each of our colleagues struggled with the limitations in their chapters’ scope since instead of a detailed overview of each period and each
subject, there was only the possibility of offering a review of the problems and for summarizing new advances in their particular field of research. The illustrations were compiled according to this consideration. The chronological chart, based on the
chronological data provided by the editors, was designed to aid a better overview of the various periods by providing a framework of the chronological and spatial dimensions of the archaeological periods in Hungary.
The book held by the reader was primarily written for the educated public. At the same time, it was also our intention to
appeal to decision-makers who determine the fate of, and are thus responsible for, heritage protection and, in particular, for
the fate and future of the archaeological heritage. It is our belief that with this volume we can demonstrate the importance of
this discipline, our lives’ vocation, in the hope that decision-makers and senior officials will understand that there is more to
archaeology than just the collection of antiquities as objects of curiosity – archaeology is, at the same time, one of the country’s cultural treasuries, a powerful driving force behind culture, economy and tourism, as well as a means of enriching the
lives of the communities living here. We would like to see this book as the first volume in a series presenting new and exciting
advances in Hungarian archaeology.
There is much to be gained from this overview of Hungarian archaeology, a landmark accomplishment in the history of
this discipline, reflecting the happy collaboration of specialist from different fields of research. It is our hope that this volume
will be of interest not only to the wider public, fascinated by the relics and history of bygone ages, but also to our fellow archaeologists and colleagues working in related disciplines.
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Finally, we would like to express our heartfelt gratitude to everyone, who helped the publication of this volume: our colleagues, who contributed their studies, who bore our endless requests with patience and who participated in the work with
unfailing enthusiasm. We are also indebted to all our colleagues, who generously provided photos and drawings of their excavations and finds. Thanks are also due to all those institutions that enriched this volume with material from their documentation and photo archives, contributing thereby to the production of this book. And last, but not least, we wish to thank
Dénes Jankovich-Besán and Katalin Wollák, who undertook the burdens and the responsibility of the financial side of this
project and who never failed to provide encouragement. As the Director and senior official of the Directorate of Cultural
Heritage and, later, of the Office of National Cultural Heritage, both of them unselfishly worked to create the optimal conditions for our work.
ZSOLT VISY
Editor-in-Chief

MIHÁY NAGY
Managing Editor

ZSUZSA B. KISS
Copy Editor

LECTORI SALUTEM
PRAEFATIO*

“Celestial spirit dallying with mortals”…**
…are the words perhaps best describing our discipline, deluding us into believing that we can know the past as it really was.
We readily take for granted that our work enjoys huge popular interest, and that our research and excavation reports satisfy a
wide public demand. There has been a welcome surge in the appreciation of our work, combined with a growing awareness
of the need for preserving our cultural heritage. This volume hopes to fulfil these expectations and it is therefore addressed
to the general public. I am honoured to have been requested to write a preface to this volume. I have to admit that presenting
a brief overview of the achievements of Hungarian archaeology during the past two hundred years was a more difficult task
than writing a concise summary of the research of a particular historical period would have been.
Anyone truly interested in the achievements of Hungarian archaeology should start by leafing through the bibliography
compiled first by János Banner and Imre Jakabffy and, later, by Imre Jakabffy alone, one of the most lasting products of our
discipline. In 1954, we eagerly awaited the publication of this bibliography, compiled on an initiative from Szeged, that was
an outstanding achievement with its 17,590 entries. Following the death of its spiritual procreator, János Banner, the later
volumes were produced untiringly by Imre Jakabffy with an exemplary diligence. The last volume, published in 1999, contains the studies and articles written between 1977–1987. The number of entries totals 8844; comparing this figure with the
first volume, containing the works published during a hundred and fifty years, we find that the number of scholarly articles
has swelled into a veritable torrent. The number of entries for the successive volumes is as follows: 17,590 (until 1954), 3882
(1954–1959), 5938 (1960–1966), 8395 (1967–1977), 8844 (1978–1987), giving a total of 44,639 entries. The entries for the
thirteen years until the turn of the millennium will no doubt exceed ten thousand. Were that the enthusiasm and stamina of
Imre Jakabffy, now into his eighty-sixth year, be passed on to his successors!
No-one is born an archaeologist – none of the students of other disciplines were born scholars. The researchers of the
heroic age of archaeology were all amateurs in a certain sense and who would be bold enough to rank them – even though
there are undeniable differences between Zsófia Torma, who discovered the stone tablets from Tordos and who can be regarded as one of the first women in archaeology, Endre Krecsmarik, the teacher from Gyoma who published the first finds
of the Körös culture, Ferenc Móra, the acclaimed novelist and accomplished archaeologist, originally a teacher of geography and the natural sciences, and János Dombay, the self-taught archaeologist who uncovered the Neolithic settlement at
Zengõvárkony, originally an excise officer. They are all on a level par owing to their dedication, together with the enthusiastic teachers, priests, notaries, apothecaries and physicians, all the exceptional men who created the huge collection that is
now part of the archaeological segment of our cultural heritage. In this sense, there is little difference between the enthusiastic collector, the specialist and the museum founder: Gyula Kisléghy Nagy, Bódog Milleker, Béla Darnay, László Tari,
Gábor Csallány, András Jósa, János Reizner, Jenõ Nyáry, Elek Kada, Lajos Bella, Arnold Marosi, Andor Leszih and Ödön
Kállay, a list that is far from complete. There is nothing unusual in this since this was the case throughout Europe: the
Hallstatt cemetery was saved by a mine comptroller and the first researchers of the Palaeolithic in France were pious abbots.
Giants, such as Flóris Rómer, Bálint Kuzsinszky and József Hampel obviously contributed more to archaeological scholarship than others. Many studies and recollections have been written about the summer courses in archaeology held in
Kolozsvár for the students of this discipline before World War 1. At the time, this was the only opportunity for gaining an
overall idea of the achievements and potentials of this discipline for professionals who had not mastered the basics of archaeology at a university.
Following the relocation of the Kolozsvár University to Szeged after World War 1, the Budapest and the Szeged school of
archaeology made significant advances in different fields. The Budapest school proved more fertile in the realm of theoretical archaeology (reflected in the volumes written by Ferenc Tompa, Pál Patay, Ida Kutzián and András Alföldi for the
Dissertationes Pannonicae series), while new field techniques were primarily developed by the Szeged school. The archaeologists of the latter were also more likely to promptly publish their new finds in the journal Dolgozatok.
A major milestone in formalized archaeological training was marked by the onset of university courses in the mid-1950s that
offered a diploma in archaeology. The new generation of young archaeologists trained at Budapest brought the renewal of
*

Abbreviated with the author’s permission. The full text, “Régészetünk ezredfordulója” [The turn of the millennium in Hungarian archaeology] appeared
in Studia Archaeologica 7 (2001) 17–21.
** Quote from Mihály Csokonai’s poem, “To Hope”.
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Hungarian archaeology. The training of archaeologists at Szeged University from the latter third of the century was definitely
part of this broader process and it would appear that the foundations of a similar school have been laid down in Pécs. Although
changes in legislation and in the socio-political environment also mean that amateur archaeology and the collection of finds is
now forbidden – as elsewhere in Europe – it is my belief that museums learn about only a fraction of the finds actually brought to
light.
Much in the same way as historical events should not necessarily be viewed from a modern perspective and judged by our
own norms, it would be an equally grave mistake to judge the activity of the enthusiastic “amateurs” of the 19th century by
modern standards and in the light of modern field techniques. They are worthy of our respect for they were the founding fathers who, by saving the relics of the past, laid the foundations of modern archaeology.
There have been successful and less successful archaeological projects. Modelled on similar German work, the archaeological topography of Hungary was begun in Szeged and then continued in Budapest. The survey of the Devil’s Dyke, the
large Roman Age rampart system in the Great Hungarian Plain, has been completed and major advances have been made in
the investigation of the Pannonian limes section. The past fifty years have seen major research projects, such as the investigation of the medieval royal centres at Esztergom, Buda, Visegrád and Székesfehérvár, the excavation of the Roman remains at
Óbuda, Dunaújváros and Pécs, the investigation of Iron Age tumuli at Sopron, Százhalombatta and Süttõ, and the uncovering of Neolithic settlements and burial grounds at Aszód, Hódmezõvásárhely–Gorzsa, Herpály, Vésztõ and Csõszhalom, not
to speak of Vértesszõlõs, the renowned Palaeolithic campsite, where one of the earliest hominid remains in Europe were
found. It seems to me that the most successful projects were the ones directed by individuals with a special and unique aura
(the excavation of the Roman settlement at Tác–Gorsium, the burials of the Langobards, the Avars and the ancient Hungarians). And even though only the first two volumes of the planned handbook of archaeology were published, this book can be
regarded as the next volume of the planned series with its detailed discussion of the new advances in Hungarian archaeology,
with only a hint of the debates between the different views and interpretations of a particular period.
Archaeology did not evolve into a national discipline in Hungary, and for good reason. Some of the neighbouring countries began their existence as independent states in the 20th century and searched for the legendary and heroic greatness in
the past, often guided by the need for self-justification against others, including the Hungarians. As a matter of fact, Hungarian archaeology in part passed through this phase in the 19th century and this kind of self-justification no longer taints Hungarian research, even though there was a long period when natural pride in the national past was forcefully suppressed. Hungarian archaeological research can follow the example shown by the great nations of Europe: the French, the Germans, the
Anglo-Saxons and the Scandinavian peoples in the research of the national past.
The maelstrom of history swept away many scholars, who had or would have been the pride of this discipline. The two
world wars did not claim as many archaeologists among its victims (Ferenc László died in 1914, Árpád Bottyán and Ferenc
Tompa in 1945), as did the successive waves of emigration after 1945. András Alföldi, István Foltiny, Sándor Gallus, Márta
Széll and with them, no doubt, a number of gifted students departed in 1945; Géza Alföldy, Mária Alföldi, Erzsébet Molnár,
Mária Lenkei, Tamás Pekáry, György Szabó, Aladár Radnóti and Erzsébet Ruttkay left in 1956. Aladár Radnóti, Géza
Alföldy, Mária Alföldi and Tamás Pekáry became university professors. Their success too enhances the fame of Hungarian
archaeology.
The loss of these outstanding scholars is, at the same time personal loss; and perhaps none more painful than that of
András Alföldi (1895–1981), whose career illustrates the life of an exceptionally successful Hungarian scholar. He was a university professor in Debrecen at 28, and ten years later, a corresponding member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. Between 1930 and 1947, he lectured at the Budapest University, from 1948 to 1952 at Bern University, from 1952 to 1956 at
Basel University and between 1956 and 1965 at Princeton. Many academies and scholarly associations honoured him with a
membership. At 70 he retired from university lecturing, but continued to publish studies until his death, with a few of his
writings appearing posthumously. Alföldi can be credited with introducing the modern, multi-faceted study of classical antiquity in Hungary. We will never know how Hungarian scholarship in this field of research would have developed, had he
elected to stay in Hungary. Although Hungarian archaeology is not short of talented scholars, we must continue to enhance
the good reputation of this discipline.
Creating order in our common matters***
When did Hungarian archaeology begin? With the foundation of the Hungarian National Museum? With the Prehistoric Congress of 1876? With Flóris Rómer? Or with the publication of József Hampel’s acclaimed book? There is no
good answer because these all represent one phase in a process, in which the gigantoliths from Bársonyháza with which
Ottó Herman proved the presence of early man in Hungary, the Nagyszéksós treasure of a Hun king from the 5th
century, enabling the separation of Hunnish finds from late Avar assemblages, the grave of “Bene knight”, the first burial
from the Hungarian Conquest period found at Bene-puszta, and the early hominid skull fragments from Vértesszõlõs
*** Quote from Attila József’s poem, “By the Danube” (tr. by Peter Zollman).
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(homo erectus seu sapiens palaeohungaricus), christened Sámuel after the name day on which it was found, are all important
milestones. Theories are born, refined, challenged, confirmed or refuted and then blown away by the winds of progress.
Most events seem considerably more significant in their own time than a few decades later and the importance of the
same event changes with time. There is no good answer to the question of which was the more important excavation:
Óbuda, Intercisa or Brigetio, Istállóskõ or Érd, Gorzsa or Medina, Madaras, Ménfõcsanak or Csanytelek. The list is
endless and the same holds true for scholarly publications. Major monographs and syntheses could hardly have been
written without a series of smaller studies and articles: the fruits of scholarship too are preceded by budding ideas that
gradually ripen. It is impossible to rank them – there is no order of merit between my outstanding, highly esteemed
professors, friends and colleagues, many of whom were indeed models for my own and for later generations too.
For me, László Vértes was important not only because of Vértesszõlõs and because he was the first to come out with a synthesis of the Hungarian Palaeolithic, but also because in addition to being a brilliant scholar, he was also a wonderful, bohemian person with a fantastic sense of humour. Nándor Fettich, undeservedly pushed into the background when I was a student, was a superb goldsmith and an excellent musician who during World War 2 prevented the looting of the Kiev Museum
and of the Hungarian National Museum. His studies in archaeology and ancient gold metallurgy remain compulsory reading
and he too was an amiable, sensitive man. András Mócsy was, so to say, my fellow student: his diligence, his interest in new
advances in archaeological research, his familiarity with the tiniest detail of his discipline raised him above his contemporaries. István Méri was a pioneer of modern field methods who deservedly fought his way into academe and whose gruff exterior
hid a warm-hearted, helpful person. It was István Méri who taught me that a medieval peasant had a similar life and was beset
by similar cares as the ones of my childhood. Without him Hungarian – and even Central European – medieval archaeology
would hardly have attained its present, high level. Gyula László, archaeologist, art historian and creative artist set a lasting
example with his humility, honesty and innovative spirit. He created his own school with his imaginative approach to infusing long-dead objects with life and his evocation of the life of past communities. I never heard him make a sarcastic remark
about anyone who challenged his ideas. Finally, a few words about my life-long friend, István Bóna, who in my opinion was
the Flóris Rómer of the 20th century and whom we can credit with the renewal of Hungarian archaeology. He was at home
in all archaeological periods, although his truly significant works were written about the Bronze Age and the Migration period. Creating his own school, he lectured for almost half a century, teaching successive generations of archaeologists. His
intellectual radiation will continue for decades to come.
Although the present volume is intended for the general public, I am quite certain that professionals working in archaeology will also read the book. This preface was in part written for them, in the hope that they will be more successful than we
were, that they will know more than what we knew and that they will co-operate to a greater extent than we did.
Szeged–Budapest, June, 2002.

OTTÓ TROGMAYER
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THE ROLE OF THE HUNGARIAN ACADEMY
OF SCIENCES
At the beginning of the next year, the Hungarian Academy
of Sciences announced the need for the protection of monuments, a most urgent task since ancient monuments often
fell prey to various construction projects or sheer indifference. The main purpose was to “kindle an awareness of history, to shed light on ancient Hungarian culture and to upraise national pride”. The circle of monuments in need of
protection was also defined: the relics of the national past
(up to the Szatmár Peace Treaty) that were reflections of
ancient national culture and glory. These relics included
buildings, carvings, casts, tumuli, paintings, engravings,
weapons, furniture, vessels and jewellery. Although the protection of these relics was envisioned within the legal framework defined by the academy’s statutes, an appeal to the patriotism of Hungarian citizens was also made.
The announcement did not go unheeded as shown by the
fact that as head of the National Defence Committee during the 1848–49 Revolution and War of Independence,
Lajos Kossuth issued a decree on November 30, 1848, stipulating that the antiquities found during the construction of
military defenceworks be sent to the Hungarian National
Museum together with a description of their findspot and
Fig. 19. Portrait of Count Ferenc Széchényi

collection to the nation. This collection, whose curatorship was entrusted to the Palatine József in the foundation deed, became the basis of the collections in the Hungarian National Museum and the major public collections
in other museums that later grew out of the museum.
The Széchényi collection also included an assortment of
archaeological finds; the collection of antiquities was
continued after the foundation of the museum. When the
Sistaróc (ªiºtarovãþ, Romania) find was handed over to
the Chamber in 1813, the Palatine announced the royal
decision that the National Museum and the University of
Pest had the right to make their own selection of the
coins rejected by Vienna (the finder and the owner of the
land were recompensed by the museum and the university). This was the first instance that two Hungarian public collections could make a selection of articles from a
find assemblage discovered in Hungary.
1846 was remarkable for two outstanding events. At the
congress of the Hungarian Physicists and Nature Explorers
held in Kassa, Imre Henszlman called attention to the importance of the protection of Hungarian antiquities. The
same year the cataloguing of archaeological finds, similar to
the present practice, was introduced in the Hungarian National Museum. Articles recovered from a particular site
were regarded as parts of the same find assemblage; the description of the finds, accompanied by their drawing and exact measurements, enabled the unambiguous identification
of the finds in question.

Fig. 20. Section of the royal basilica at Székesfehérvár from
János Érdy’s excavations in 1848. Contemporary drawing by János
Varsányi
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the depth at which they had been found; a second report
was to be sent to the secretary of the Hungarian Academy of
Sciences. The archaeological finds sent to the museum
found on the territory of Contra Aquincum during the construction of the Pest defenceworks indicate that Kossuth’s
orders were observed. The first systematic archaeological
excavations can be dated from the same time. János Érdy,
Keeper of the Antiquities Collection of the Hungarian National Museum, unearthed the grave of Béla III and his wife,
Anna of Antioch, among the ruins of the royal basilica in
Székesfehérvár in December, 1848 (Fig. 20).
After the crushing of War of Independence, Francis Joseph I issued an imperial decree on December 31, 1850,
for the creation of a committee (the so-called Centralkommission) to seek out major architectural monuments and to
organize their preservation. The authority of this committee extended over the entire territory of the Monarchy, including Hungary, and remained in effect until November,
1866.
A proposal was submitted to the general assembly of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences in January, 1858, for the
creation of an Archaeological Committee within the Historical Department. Similarly to the appeal of 1847, the expression ‘monuments’ denoted “relics of antiquarian value”
originating from the period before the Szatmár Peace
Treaty. It was also decided that the Committee would publish its own journal, Archaeologiai Közlemények, the first archaeological periodical in Hungary.
One of the concessions made by Austrian absolutism
during one of its periodic crises was the proclamation of a
constitution known as the October Diploma – granting
the provinces of the empire greater autonomy in their internal affairs – on October 20, 1860, by the Emperor
Francis Joseph I. Even though the pre-1848 government
bodies were restored in Hungary, Hungarian Parliament
ultimately refused to recognize the legality of the October
Diploma in 1861. (This date also marked the end of the
activity of the Centralkommission in Hungary.) In 1861 the
Consilium requested that the Hungarian Academy of Sciences create a Hungarian committee similar to the Centrallcommission. The Academy, however, favoured the establishment of a permanent committee, whose members
would include a representative of the government, for the
simple reason that the Academy had no wish to become a
government organization through a committee of this
kind. The debates over this issue went on for some four
years without reaching a final decision. During this time,
the archaeological finds and treasure troves were taken to
Vienna until 1867; Hungarian collections could make
their selection from among the finds only after the imperial collection had taken its pick. On the initiatives of the
Minister of Transport, the finds brought to light during
the construction of railways and canals were reported to
the appropriate authorities who, depending on the location of the construction, notified the Hungarian or the
Transylvanian National Museum.

LEGISLATION
Imre Henszlmann’s draft bill from 1869 proposed the creation of a National Archaeological Inspectorate that would
be responsible for movable antiquities and of a National Archaeological Committee that would act as a counselling
body to the minister. This draft bill represented a major advance regarding the principle of provenance. Although the
Hungarian National Museum still enjoyed absolute primacy in the selection of finds for its collections, the country
museums could now also keep some of the finds. The debate over the bill continued for many years, while the archaeological societies active in the Hungarian counties demanded that at least some of the finds discovered in their
area of activity be given to their collections (Fig. 21).
In the meantime, article 366 of the Penal Code (Act V of
1878) regulated the negligence of reporting a treasure trove
and illicit treasure hunting. The relevant article of the law
defined ‘treasure’ as an antiquity with an inherent or an archaeological value, whose lawful owner could not be determined. This piece of legislation was designed to ensure the
museums’ right of selecting and preserving the finds, as well
as punishing any losses inflicted on the Treasury. Viewed
from the perspective of the history of archaeological heritage protection, the concept of treasure was – in the sense
used by the Penal Code – extended to every archaeological
find.
The Upper House debated the draft bill submitted by
Henszlmann on April 30, 1881. Arnold Ipolyi submitted an
Fig. 21. Imre Henszlmann
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amendment in which he proposed that the force of the bill
also be extended to movable antiquities. Forster noted that
“Minister Trefort, however, found it unnecessary to amend
the text because, together with the Minister of Finance, he
intended to introduce a separate bill on movable antiquities
… [and] there was a fear that the inclusion of movable antiquities would fuel apprehensions that restrictions would
be imposed on private property owing to the nature of the
matter, and that even a favourable solution for immovable
relics could be postponed for a long time.”
Act XXXIX on the preservation and maintenance of
monuments was finally passed by both Houses of Parliament on May 24, 1881, more than a decade after the draft
bill had been submitted. The protection of movable and immovable monuments was separated. Buildings and relics
with a historical value lying in the ground (what would today be called the immovable elements of the archaeological
heritage) were also included among the monuments as defined by the law; it was also stipulated that the owner or the
user of the land must report the discovery of these monuments to the local authorities. The ministry would then decide whether or not the monument should be protected.
Forster noted that one weak point of the act was that it
“restricted the concept of monuments to immovable
goods, architectural monuments and their elements, a
mistaken approach since this implied that only immovable
objects and their constituent parts were to be regarded as
monuments; it regrettably also projected the idea that
even if a movable relic were to qualify as a monument
from an academic or artistic point of view, or according to
a general consensus, it would not be a monument according to the law.”
There was an attempt at the turn of the century to pass a
piece of legislation that treated the various parts of the cultural heritage as an integral unit. In 1898, Gyula Forster
was asked to work out a draft bill in which movable and immovable antiquities (the latter including also palaeozoological and anthropological relics) were treated together. József Hampel, Keeper of the Department of Coins and Antiquities of the Hungarian National Museum, was also
asked for his comments. Hampel endorsed the idea of extending maximally the concept of archaeological find (“Every man-made product created before the period to which
living memory extends is an antiquity”), and, for the sake of
scholarship, he suggested that these be brought under the
force of the law. Forster was concerned about the negative
effects of the limitation of private ownership. In contrast to
Hampel, his approach was more practical. His main intention was that historically and artistically important objects
remain in the country, and he suggested that a separate fund
be created in the state budget for purchasing the finds. (In
his scheme the owner of the land and the finder divided the
purchase price of the archaeological find between them.)
He was also aware of the fact that the law would only be executable if Church goods were also included in the inventory since this would ensure the state’s right of preemption.

In 1912, the National Council of Museums and Libraries
submitted a bill on movable antiquities; however, “Act XI
on the regulation of the activity of museums, libraries and
archives” was only passed in 1929. Article 44 of this act annulled article 366 of the 1878 Penal Code. Instead, article
18 stipulated the right of the Minister of Religion and Public Education to place a ban on excavating an area that concealed or had concealed archaeological, historical, anthropological, geological or palaeontological relics. Only the institution appointed by the Council of Hungarian National
Collections was permitted to investigate these areas. The
law also stipulated that stray finds and assemblages brought
to light in the course of excavations not supervised by professionals had to be reported to the Hungarian National
Museum either directly or through the local authorities.
The finder of the archaeological relics and the owner of the
land were to be recompensed up to a maximum of twothirds of the value of the finds and this amount was to be divided equally between them.
This law remained in force until November, 1949, when
it was replaced by Law-decree 13 on Museums and Monuments. For the first time, the protection of movable and immovable monuments was treated in the same law. This law
also stipulated that accidentally discovered immovable or
movable relics be reported to the National Centre of Museums and Monuments, either directly or through the local
authorities. The Centre would then advise the Minister of
Religion and Public Education on which monuments and
areas of archaeological or historical significance should be
protected by law. One new element in this law was that all
immovable museal objects recovered from the ground were
vested in the state treasury. Instead of the former recompensing for the finds, the Centre could offer a financial reward to the finder and the owner of the land. Monuments
were again treated separately after the Minister of Housing
and Public Construction created the National Inspectorate
of Monuments and the Municipal Council of Budapest
founded the Municipal Inspectorate of Monuments.
Law-decree 9 of 1963 (amended in 1975) on the protection of objects of museal value again regulated the protection of the archaeological heritage and declared that “all
relics and monuments with a museal value lying in or recovered from the ground, from water or elsewhere are vested in
the state”. This law-decree also stipulated that objects of
museal value found accidentally had to be reported to the
local council. One new provision in this respect was that instead of the national centre, the territorially competent
(“designated”) museum had to be notified, which, after
checking the site, determined whether the earth-moving
operation that brought the find to light could be continued
or not. The other tasks and duties of the former national
centre were in part transferred to the Hungarian National
Museum and in part to the Excavation Committee. As regards archaeological finds, the law-decree only held out the
promise of a reward for the finder; the owner of the land
was not mentioned.
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THE PROTECTION OF THE IMMOVABLE
HERITAGE AT PRESENT
In 1992, the Minister of Environmental Protection and Regional Development created the National Agency for the
Protection of Monuments (OMvH) to perform the necessary tasks concerning monument protection and determined the tasks and duties of the Agency in the protection
of monuments and the supervision of construction projects,
as well as the tasks and duties of the Directorate of Monument Inspection.
Hungarian Parliament enacted the present law on cultural heritage protection in 1997 (Act LIV on monument
protection and Act CXL on the protection of cultural goods
and museum institutions, on public library service and public education). The latter stipulates that the minister performs certain tasks through the Directorate of Cultural
Heritage under his supervision. Certain tasks of the ministry (the registration of protected areas in the land registries), of the Hungarian National Museum (proposals for
the protection of sites, inventories) and of the Excavation
Committee (excavation licences) were transferred to the
Directorate of Cultural Heritage, founded in 1998. The Directorate is an administrative authority, although in the case
of areas with an archaeological significance, the authoritative rights are practised by the county museums.
The institutional framework for the protection of the
immovable cultural heritage (archaeology and monument
protection) was fundamentally transformed in 1998, when
responsibility for the protection of the national cultural
heritage was transferred to the Ministry of National Cultural Heritage. As parts of these structural changes, a Department of Monuments was organized within the ministry
that incorporated the Department of Archaeological Monuments Protection and the Department of Built Monuments Protection. The main tasks of the ministry include
the creation and maintenance of a database, regular funding, the creation of a network for the maintenance of monuments and a high level public education.
Although Acts LIV and CXL of 1997 were enacted after a careful preparatory work, the experiences gained in
this field since their enactment indicate that further
amendments to these laws are necessary. Following the
creation of the Ministry of National Cultural Heritage in
the summer of 1998, a few minor amendments were proposed. It soon became obvious that these could hardly lead
to a modern regulation and a new draft bill for the protection of the archaeological heritage was drawn up in early
2000. Act LXIV of 2001 on the protection of the cultural

heritage that set heritage protection in a broader framework was passed by Parliament on June 19. The new bill
incorporated many new elements, such as the inventory,
the principle of sustainable usage, the general protection
of all known archaeological sites and the various categories of protection in the case of archaeological sites placed
under protection by ministerial decree. The act created
the Agency of Cultural Heritage Protection by merging
the National Agency for the Protection of Monuments
and the Directorate of Cultural Heritage; the new office
started its activity on October 8, 2001. The new agency
has nine regional offices.

INTERNATIONAL PRACTICE
Hungary signed the international conventions after a significant delay in the past (for example the World Heritage
Convention of 1972 was ratified and promulgated in 1985,
the Malta Convention of 1992 on the protection of archaeological heritage in 2000). European integration calls for a
legal harmonization in this field also, and thus every effort
must be made for the adoption of international conventions
on heritage protection in Hungary, as well as of the European practice in the reorganization of the institutional system entrusted with heritage protection.
Two related tendencies can be observed in the developed
European countries. On the one hand, there is a gradual increase in the number of the protected areas that can be classified as one of three categories (national, regional or local).
The regulations concerning protection are less rigorous
when moving from the national to the local level and this
categorization also affects the distribution of central funds.
On the other hand, parallel to the rise in the number of the
monuments and their classification, there is a tendency to
involve regional and local governments in heritage protection by relegating certain tasks to these authorities. In spite
of a definite tendency towards decentralization, a certain
degree of centralization is nonetheless maintained – for example in the case of national monuments – with the necessary tasks performed by the government through a deconcentrated organization.
The updating of the planned inventory of protected
monuments and archaeological sites in Hungary will no
doubt lead to an increase in the number of protected areas.
A modernized institutional system will no doubt be able to
cope with the growing number of tasks. The creation of this
network and the legislative background will be one of the
main tasks in the new millennium.

