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Hungarian museum institutions with an archaeological collection and an archaeological activity sphere

Budapest
1 Budapest History Museum
2 Hungarian National Museum
3 Museum of Agriculture
4 Museum of Fine Arts

Baranya county
5 Janus Pannonius Museum

Bács-Kiskun county
6 Türr István Museum
7 Katona József Museum
8 Kiskun Museum
9 Thorma János Museum

10 Viski Károly Museum
Békés county

11 Munkácsy Mihály Museum
12 Erkel Ferenc Museum
13 Orlai Petrics Soma Museum
14 Szánó Kovács János Museum
15 Márki Sándor Museum
16 Tessedik Sámuel Museum
17 Sárrét Museum

Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén county
18 Herman Ottó Museum
19 Rákóczi Ferenc Museum of

the Hungarian National
Museum

Csongrád county
20 Tari László Museum
21 Tornyai János Museum
22 Móra Ferenc Museum
23 Koszta József Museum

Fejér county
24 Intercisa Museum
25 Local History Collection
26 Szent István Király Museum

Gyõr-Moson-Sopron county
27 Xantus János Museum
28 Rábaköz Museum
29 Hanság Museum
30 Sopron Museum

Hajdú-Bihar county
31 Déri Frigyes Museum
32 Hajdúság Museum

Heves county
33 Dobó István Castle Museum
34 Hatvany Lajos Museum

Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok county
35 Damjanich János Museum

Komárom-Esztergom county
36 Balassa Bálint Museum
37 Castle Museum of the

Hungarian National Museum

38 Klapka György Museum
39 Kuny Domokos Museum
40 Tatabánya Museum

Nógrád county
41 Kubinyi Ferenc Museum

Pest county
42 Petõfi Sándor Museum
43 Kossuth Lajos Museum
44 Arany János Museum
45 Árpád Museum
46 Matrica Museum
47 Ferenczy Museum
48 Börzsöny Museum
49 Blaskovich Museum
50 Tragor Ignác Museum
51 Mátyás Király Museum of the

Hungarian National Museum
Somogy county

52 Rippl-Rónai Museum
Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg county

53 Báthori István Museum
54 Local History Exhibition
55 Jósa András Museum
56 Vasvári Pál Museum
57 Bereg Museum

Tolna county
58 Municipal Museum
59 Wosinszky Mór Museum

Vas county
60 Municipal Museum –

“General’s house”
61 Savaria Museum
62 Smidt Lajos Museum

Veszprém county
63 Local History Exhibition
64.Gróf Esterházy Károly Castle

and Ethnographic Museum
65 Laczkó Dezsõ Museum

Zala county
66 Balaton Museum
67 Thury György Museum
68 Göcsej Museum
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS
AND MUSEUMS

Paula Zsidi

FROM KING MATTHIAS’S COLLECTION OF
ANTIQUITIES TO THE HUNGARIAN NATIONAL

MUSEUM AND SPECIALIZED COLLECTIONS

The custom of collecting relics from the past for enjoyment
and, later, for intellectual profit, is rooted in ancient times.
The first mention of the systematic collection of artworks in
Hungary comes from the Renaissance. King Matthias’ col-
lection of antiquities adorning his palace in Buda was known
far and wide. According to contemporary descriptions, the
majority of the objects listed in the collection made their
way to the palace from the area of the former Roman town
of Aquincum, which lay within Queen Beatrix’s estates in
Óbuda. However, a long road leads from this royal collec-
tion to the establishment of archaeological collections gath-
ered for public benefit and catalogued in a scholarly man-
ner. Many art collections, containing pieces that would to-
day be considered ‘archaeological’ objects, accumulated in
aristocratic palaces and various educational institutions dur-
ing the period from the 16th to the 18th centuries.

The bequeathal of private collections into the public
trust began at the end of the 18th century. The establish-
ment of the Bruckenthal Museum (1777) in Nagyszeben
(Sibiu, Romania) and, later, of the Teleki Gallery (1802) in
Marosvásarhely (Tîrgu Mureº, Romania) indicate the initial
stage of this process. The foundation of the Hungarian Na-
tional Museum in 1802 and the opening, later, of its own

building in 1848 (Fig. 1) provided a home for antiquities,
due to the fact that a collection of ancient relics was also part
of the many objects that Ferenc Széchenyi bestowed upon
the nation. The Palatine Joseph commissioned Ferdinánd
Miller to prepare a memorandum for the 1807 National As-
sembly that, among others, stipulated that relics, artefacts,
coins andobjets d’artfound in Hungarian lands be handed
over to the museum. The new institution had to fight for
the right to collect even those relics that were found in
Hungary and had to organize the cores of national collec-
tions. Opening in 1811, the museum’s first exhibition was
held in the former central university building; by 1814, the
Collection of Coins and Antiquities grew into an independ-
ent department. From 1846, the new acquisitions of the col-
lection were inventoried in Hungarian, and in 1876, the
museum hosted the International Archaeological and An-
thropological Congress. The Finance Minister’s 1867 de-
cree declared that the treasure troves no longer had to be
sent to the imperial collection in Vienna, and therefore the
Collection of Coins and Antiquities expanded substantially.

More sophisticated methods of acquisition were gradu-
ally introduced. János Érdy Lutzenbacher, the first Hungar-
ian field archaeologist, explored the royal crypts in
Székesfehérvár in 1848. The river regulations and railway
construction projects in the late 19th century too yielded an
impressive amount of finds. These projects and a general
surge of interest in the national past led to the foundation of
many local museums that displayed collections of objects of
local interest following the Compromise of 1867. Museum
societies and associations were organized on a volunteer ba-
sis; their members included interested laymen, as well as
some of the most outstanding archaeologists of the age.
These groups searched for and gathered the archaeological

Fig. 1. The building of the
Hungarian National Museum,
opened in 1848
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relics of a town or given area, and they often also undertook
the scholarly publication of their finds. The creation of the
Hungarian Archaeological and Art Historical Society in
1878 marked a milestone in the history of Hungarian ar-
chaeology. From the late 19th century, many individual col-
lections (ethnographic, fine arts, applied arts and natural
sciences) became independent national museums. Although
the pace at which these collections grew slowed down in the
first third of the 20th century, those interested could follow
the results of scholarly activity in three new regular publica-
tions (Archaeologia Hungarica, Bibliotheca Humanitatis
Historicaand Folia Archaeologica).

Flóris Rómer, renowned also for his pioneering work in
the collection of data on archaeological topography, was
one of the driving forces behind the process that could
rightly be called a national movement for the foundation of
museums in the late 19th century. The same period saw the
creation of the first municipal archaeological museum in
Pest, the Aquincum Museum (1894). Its purpose was to ac-
commodate the archaeological finds from the excavations in
Óbuda, and to exhibit them to the public(Fig. 2). The Na-
tional Advisory Board for Museums and Libraries saw to the
professional supervision of the museum until 1922, when its
role was taken over by the National Advisory Board for Re-
gional Public Collections. From this period onwards, the
national registration of works of art was required.

Following World War 2, after a transitional period of
about fifteen years, an institutional network emerged that
determined the operational framework for museums in-
volved in ‘archaeological’ activities for the next decades.
One major advance was the creation of the county museum
network, designed to replace the earlier central control. By
means of the regulations adopted in 1949 and, later, in
1963, the association of the nineteen counties and the Buda-

pest Historical Museum functioned as a type of decentral-
ized agency. This agency was responsible for archaeological
collections and for the co-ordination, direction, organiza-
tion and supervision of areas under its jurisdiction, stimulat-
ing thereby the development of regional archaeological
centres and scholarly workshops. This meant, however, that
the Hungarian National Museum lost its former right to se-
lect outstanding works of art, and furthermore did not have
jurisdiction over a single square inch of ground containing
archaeological or historical relics. Similar modifications
took place elsewhere in Europe, affecting ‘national’ type
museums. This change brought an end to the earlier dy-
namic growth of the museum’s collections, and their fur-
ther enrichment depended on the availbale funds.

At the beginning of the 1990s, a series of changes affected
Hungarian archaeology, whose significance was nearly as
important as the establishment of the museums. Excava-
tions connected with large, national construction projects
were begun throughout Hungary, affecting museum orga-
nizations in several counties, as well as in the capital. The
projects came in quick succession, demanding increasingly
more excavations conducted over formerly undreamt-of ex-
tensive areas. The finds brought to light during these exca-
vations inundated the museums with archaeological assem-
blages in a quantity that had never been experienced before.
Since the research projects and the finds are linked to other
museums, it is difficult for the Hungarian National Mu-
seum to present an overview of recent advances in archaeo-
logical research, or of the history of the peoples who lived
here, or of the early history of the Hungarian people. The
concept of establishing a ‘national custodianship’ has been
proposed for this reason, the main idea being that objects
important for any reason or that have outstanding value
should be exhibited in the Hungarian National Museum as
part of a short or long-term exhibition.

There are currently sixty-eight museums with archaeo-
logical collections in Hungary. In addition, archaeological
artefacts are housed in numerous local history collections
and galleries amongst the over eight hundred registered
museum institutions. In recent years, a noticeable increase
in archaeological relics has begun to dominate museums
that contain mixed collections. This dynamic growth – rep-
resenting some 71.6 per cent of the country’s annual acqui-
sition expenditures on exhibition objects – can in part be at-
tributed to the pace dictated by the economic sphere and in
part to the steady rise in the number of excavations. The sta-
tistical data quoted above reflect the legislators’ sense of re-
sponsibility towards sites and finds representing irreplace-
able historical sources that are endangered by construction
projects. This concern has lead to a series of measures
aimed at preventing the destruction of sites and at financing
the recovery of these finds.

At the same time, the fortunate increase in archaeological
finds experienced in the recent past is not reflected in a simi-
lar growth of the inventoried and catalogued archaeological
objects in storage. In 1997, the ratio of inventoried pieces to

Fig. 2. The building of the Aquincum Museum, inaugurated in
1894, among the restored ruins of the Roman town
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those not yet inventoried was 81 per cent. Although Act
CXL of 1997 contained provisions for financing this phase
of work, the fact remains that personnel and working condi-
tions (lack of storage and other space) are insufficient to deal
with the growing number of finds, and for the time being
there has been no discernable breakthrough in this area as
compared to earlier years. The professional recognition and
financial remuneration for this work would no doubt con-
tribute to resolving this problem.

THE CHANGING TASKS OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL MUSEUMS FROM THEIR
EMERGENCE IN THE LATE 19TH CENTURY

UNTIL TODAY

From the time that museums were founded, there were a
number of activities that were part of their duties (acquisi-
tion for the collections, registration, storage and preserva-
tion of the objects, exhibitions and educational activities, as
well as scholarly research). The focus of these activities
changed over time, however. While at first the collection of
archaeological finds themselves was the goal, this was later
expanded to include the safeguarding of archaeological
sites, namely “the protection of historically significant ar-
eas” (Statute 13 of 1949), and we now speak of the interdis-
ciplinary preservation of our archaeological heritage (Act
CXL of 1997). The survey, registration and preservation of
these sites are the task of the museum engaged in archaeo-
logical activities, whose jurisdiction extends over the area.
This also involves the safeguarding of finds and materials
providing other information (animal or human bones, vari-
ous samples for analysis, etc.) originating from the site.
Most museums have an acquisition strategy that focuses on
enhancing the historical source value of their collections.

The academic workshops of museums engaged in archae-
ological research produce impressive evidence of their activ-
ities through the regularly published museum annuals, pro-
fessional publications and lavish exhibition catalogues. Of
the three major tasks – excavation, cataloguing and publica-
tion – excavation has inevitably received a greater emphasis
in more recent years. So-called micro-regional research
projects, focusing on the overall history of a particular re-
gion, have also become quite widespread. A staff of experts
from the Hungarian National Museum also takes part in
these investigations, along with the museums having juris-
diction over the area. This enables the augmentation of the
museum’s collections with representative finds, although to
a lesser extent than previously.

Museums play an important role in a given area’s cultural
life. According to the statistical data, visitors show a marked
preference for museums containing archaeological exhibits.
The exhibits in ‘archaeological’ museums are comple-
mented by the related archaeological monuments and parks.
Besides traditional exhibition programmes, museums have
begun organizing ‘live’ archaeological presentations, during

which the use and the original environment of the objects
normally kept in glass cabinets are shown.

EXCAVATIONS: FROM TREASURE
HUNTING TO MOTORWAY

ARCHAEOLOGY
Katalin Ernyey

At first, only coins and objects made of precious metal were
considered truly important amongst archaeological finds.
The very first “heritage protection” laws, involving also the
extension of sovereign rights, stipulated the registration of
treasure troves found in the ground. Only the finest, most
extraordinary pieces from the assemblages were preserved,
the rest were melted down. Until 1812, the finds deemed to
be worthy of preservation were sent to the imperial collec-
tion in Vienna. For example, even today the trove of twenty-
three golden vessels found at Nagyszentmiklós in 1799, is
kept and exhibited in the Kunsthistorisches Museum.

The institutionalization of the discipline of archaeology
began in the 18th century with the creation of the Depart-
ment of Numismatics and Archaeology, and later with the
activity of the Hungarian National Museum, founded by
Count Ferenc Széchenyi in 1802. The Archaeological
Committee of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences was in-
stituted in 1858 for the systematic investigation and safe-
guarding of the relics from the past. After the Compromise
of 1867, this committee, along with the Hungarian Na-
tional Museum and the developing provincial network of
museums and associations, took over the supervision of
Hungarian archaeology. The Archaeological Committee
organized, and in practice also carried out, the collection of
finds that turned up accidentally and it also authenticated
the sites. It drafted comprehensive professional policies,
sponsored excavations, processed materials, performed
publishing activities, popularized archaeology and saw to
the tasks of monument preservation until 1872, when an in-
dependent national monuments board was formed.

Act XXXIX of 1881 on the preservation of monuments
stipulated the obligation to report the discovery of histori-
cally or artistically significant structures in the ground or on
the surface, and made possible the appropriation of excava-
tion sites. Fifty years later, Act XI of 1929 declared that ar-
chaeological finds important to public collections could be
appropriated by the state. The law also expanded the con-
cept of excavation to include the search for archaeological,
historical, anthropological and palaeontological finds and it
also regulated the circle of experts who were authorized to
conduct an excavation.

According to Statute 13 of 1949 issued after World War
2, archaeological objects resting in the ground became state
property. With the acquisition of lands by the state or by co-
operatives, access to archaeological sites and agreements
with the owners became simpler. The accelerated pace of
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state sponsored construction projects offered a realistic
chance that this construction work might be suspended for
the duration of a rescue excavation, but obviously only if the
“interests of the national economy” required this. As a mat-
ter of fact, this was the case when several thousand graves of
a Bronze Age cemetery came to light at Dunapentele
(Dunaújváros). Another positive example of this policy was
the Roman villa with a mosaic floor at Meggyfa Street in
Budapest, discovered during the construction of an elemen-
tary school, whose building plans were altered to ensure the
building’s preservation.

The legal regulation of preliminary and rescue excavations
began with the investment project codex (Governmental de-
cree 45/1961). The organizers of all planned construction
projects were obliged to notify the Documentation Depart-
ment of the Hungarian National Museum of the project’s lo-
cation and to submit the building plans. It thus became occa-
sionally possible to conduct excavations on a site before con-
struction work was begun. The first truly large-scale prelimi-
nary excavations of this type were linked to the Dunaújváros
riverbank project, as well as to the construction of the Tisza
II (Kisköre), Tisza III and Bõs–Nagymaros dams.

Statute 9 of 1963 ordered the creation of the Excavation
Commission. This body has since then remained the most
important organ for providing expert opinions on excava-
tions and their licence applications.

Act CXL of 1997 and the associated decree 9/1999 of the
Ministry of National Cultural Heritage, followed in the au-
tumn of 2001 by Act LXIV on the preservation of cultural
heritage, as well as decree 18/2001 of the Ministry of Na-
tional Cultural Heritage, were passed after Hungary’s dem-
ocratic transformation. These laws regulate archaeological
excavations and the fate of the archaeological heritage. The
ministry’s new name (Ministry of National Cultural Heri -
tage) reflects the significance of its duties. As a result of the
topographical work conducted by the Archaeological Insti-
tute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 11 per cent of
Hungary’s territory has been successfully surveyed: a total
of some ten thousand sites have been registered, and to-
gether with the sites known from other parts of the country,
the total number of Hungary’s archaeological sites can be
currently estimated at around 100,000.

A new administrative body, the Directorate of Cultural
Heritage, was established in 1998. The scope of its duties in
the archaeological realm included the care and management
of sites on the national level, as well as the establishment of a
unified, national database of archaeological sites. The crea-
tion of a computer database began in the spring of 2000. In
October 2001, the Directorate’s tasks were taken over by
the National Office of Cultural Heritage.

In Hungary a research permit is necessary for conducting
an excavation, for invasive building research and for the use
of instruments to detect sites or objects (for example the use
of metal detectors or geodetic surveys, as well as aerial and
ground surveys). Only museums with archaeological collec-
tions, universities with archaeological departments, the Ar-

Fig. 3. Rescue excavation on the planned course of the M3
motorway

chaeological Institute of the Hungarian Academy of Sci-
ences and cultural heritage preservation institutions under
the supervision of the minister may receive permits. The su-
pervisory body for excavations is the Excavation Commis-
sion of the National Office of Cultural Heritage.

The three major types of excavations are rescue excava-
tions (in the case of unexpectedly discovered archaeological
finds or possible sites), preliminary excavations (preceding
planned construction projects) and planned excavations.
Research agendas that are part of institutional research pro-
jects and the clarification of various problems can be most
fully realized in the course of planned excavations since in
these cases the sites(s) to be investigated are chosen in ac-
cordance with the goals of the research project. Rescue ex-
cavations are conducted when a museum is informed about
the discovery of finds, either directly by the contractors, the
landowners or through the notary of the local council; in
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these cases, the museum must conduct the salvage operation
from its own budget, although in some cases the state also
contributes to the finances. In contrast, preliminary excava-
tions must be funded by the party in whose interest the ele-
ments of archaeological heritage need to be removed from
their original location and setting. The law stipulates that a
sum of at least 0.09 per cent of the project’s budget must be
set aside for this type of excavation. At present, most excava-
tions are preliminary in nature. This is due in part to the
construction of numerous apartment houses, office build-
ings and shopping centres, and in part to the vast number of
projects involving the laying of gas or oil pipelines (for ex-
ample by MOL, the Hungarian oil company) and railroad
constructions. The largest development project initiated by
the state is the construction of motorways.

The planned course of the motorways cut across the
country in 100 m wide strips (work was begun on a total of
400 km by 1997), supplemented by land for junctions, exit
and access roads, storage of raw materials, service stations
and border crossing stations. There are plans to extend the
motorway network by a further 787 km in the coming years.

The investigation of extensive areas provides not only an
undreamt-of opportunity for research(Fig. 3),but also calls
for the introduction of new analytical methods and tech-
niques for processing the hundreds of thousands of finds. In
2000, the Directorate of Cultural Heritage issued permits
for 390 archaeological excavations(Fig. 4). Of the issued
permits, 278 were preliminary and rescue excavations or the
archaeological supervision of an area, while 112 were for
planned excavations(Fig. 5). As a matter of fact, the number
of preliminary excavations was even higher since many of
these permits actually related to more than one site in the
case of motorway constructions. Today there are over 300
active archaeologists in Hungary, 211 of whom are museum
employees (78 of them work in Budapest). Various teams
are working in the areas awaiting excavation: their members
include full-time archaeologists, as well as archaeologists
working on contract, assistants, university students and
other experts, whose tasks include documentation and pres-
ervation. Their task is the recovery of the finds and the doc-
umentation of the site, the long-term goal being the full
evaluation and publication of a given site.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EDUCATION AND
RESEARCH AT THE UNIVERSITIES

Gábor Kalla

INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SCIENCES,
EÖTVÖS LORÁND UNIVERSITY, BUDAPEST

The antecedents of archaeological courses in Budapest can be
traced to the Jesuit University in Nagyszombat (Trnava,
Slovakia), founded by Péter Pázmány in 1635. Despite the fact
that there are no direct sources indicating courses in archaeol-
ogy, the study of the antiquities and coins collected by the
School of Liberal Arts was presumably part of the history cur-
ricula. Empress Maria Theresa’sRatio Educationis,issued in
1777, specified numismatics as the first archaeological subject
among the other auxiliary studies to history, and also established
an independent numismatics department with the intent of cre-
ating a university archaeological collection. The university was
transferred to Buda in the same year and the name of the de-
partment became the Department of Numismatics and Archae-
ology. István Schönvisner, the founder of Roman provincialar-
chaeology in Hungary, was appointed as the first professor,and
Péter Katanèiæ followed him in 1794. This period was charac-
terized by the predominance of classical archaeology in thecur-
ricula and in research. In 1784 the university was transferred to
Pest and in 1815 József Weszerle, the founder of modern Hun-
garian numismatics, was appointed to head the department. He
can be credited with cataloguing the department’s collection of
several thousand coins. This collection included Hungarian and
Transylvanian coins, as well as European ones, in addition to
specimens from antiquity.

Fig. 4. Distribution of archaeological excavations in 2000according to
category

Fig. 5. Distribution of preliminary excavations in 2000
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From 1845 university training was continued in Hungar-
ian. Courses now included not only the archaeology of antiq-
uity, but also prehistory and the Middle Ages. This training
reached a truly international standard when Flóris Rómer be-
gan his activities as a private lecturer at the university. The
themes of his lectures were taken from quite a wide range of
subjects, including art history, numismatics and archaeology.
He did not restrict himself to the find material from the
Carpathian Basin, but presented the most recent European
archaeological findings as well. He dealt with nearly everyar-
chaeological period and put great emphasis on practical expe-
rience in the field, not just discussing the topics in theory. In
1872, an Art History Department under the direction of
Imre Henszlmann was established within the School of Lib-
eral Arts at Pest, and this department took over many of the
former tasks of the archaeology department.

Flóris Rómer was appointed the director of the Hungar-
ian National Museum’s Collection of Coins and Antiquities
in 1869. From then on, university lecturers and professors in
the university department took on the responsibility for
some public collection. As a result, the scholarly work of the
professors was based on a museum collection, library and
workshop, and few efforts were made to develop these facili-
ties at the university. Károly Torma headed the department
from 1879, followed by József Hampel in 1890. During this
period the department essentially served to train teachers,
and did not regard ensuring the supply of archaeologists as
its duty. The situation altered slightly with the appointment
of Bálint Kuzsinszky, the outstanding scholar of Pannonian
and Dacian provincial archaeology, to the post in 1914. The

Fig. 7. András Mócsy (1929–1987)

Fig. 6.
János Banner
(1888–1971)

interwar years were characterized by decentralization in the
teaching of archaeological subjects. András Alföldi launched
the Dissertationes Pannonicaeseries, each volume containing
one of the department’s doctoral theses. The department’s
name was changed to Department of the Archaeology of
Hungarian Lands at this time. In 1938, Ferenc Tompa orga-
nized the Department of Prehistoric Archaeology. Courses
on ancient Greek and Roman art were held at the Depart-
ment of Art History and Classical Archaeology, headed by
Antal Hekler, while medieval archaeology was taught in the
Department of Art History and Christian Archaeology un-
der the direction of Tibor Gerevich. In the spirit of liberal
arts education, the students could choose freely between the
courses, and those who aspired to become archaeologists
could receive far more specialized and well-rounded train-
ing by this time.

The educational reform of 1949 dominated the period
after World War 2. Courses for certified museologists were
introduced and, as a branch of this study, diplomas in ar-
chaeology were issued for the first time. Zoltán Oroszlán
was named professor of the Department of Classical Ar-
chaeology, which had separated from Art History, while
János Banner(Fig. 6), the renowned prehistoric archaeolo-
gist, came from Szeged to direct the Department of Prehis-
tory. In 1949, Gyula László joined the staff of the depart-
ment. Following another educational reform in 1957, stu-
dents in archaeology were required to undergo training as
teachers as well. Gyula László, who took over the direction
of the newly reunified Department of Archaeology in 1967,
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strove to synthesize the archaeological, historical, linguistic,
ethnographic and anthropological evidence on the prehis-
tory of the Hungarian people and the Conquest period. His
approach to archaeology influenced successive generations
of students, including those outside his narrow field of
study. His successor, András Mócsy(Fig. 7),became an in-
ternationally acclaimed scholar of the archaeology of the
Roman provinces.

New reforms followed in 1990. The Department of Ar-
chaeology was split into three sections: the Department of
Prehistory and Early History (Archaeology) under the di-
rection of István Bóna(Fig. 8), the Department of Ancient
Greek and Roman Archaeology under Miklós Szabó, and
the Department of Medieval and Post-medieval Archaeol-
ogy under András Kubinyi. The Institute of Archaeological
Sciences was established to co-ordinate these departments.
The training itself continued in the old system, according to
which students must specialize in two of five subjects: pre-
historic archaeology, archaeology of the Roman provinces,
archaeology of antiquity (classical archaeology), archaeol-
ogy of the Migration period and medieval archaeology. As a
result of a recent reform, students can now specialize in a
single field and receive a diploma. In addition to courses on
archaeology, students also have an opportunity to familiar-

ize themselves with other disciplines by attending courses
on the analytical methods that are used in archaeology, they
can participate in excavations and work in the field, and they
also learn the theory and practice of museology. As part of
the most recent educational reform, the universities reac-
quired the right to give out doctoral (PhD) degrees. The
new system requires participation in a certified programme
to receive this degree, and at present the Institute of Ar-
chaeological Sciences of the Eötvös Loránd University has
the only accredited doctoral programme.

After the establishment of the Institute of Archaeological
Sciences, the necessary technical background was also de-
veloped: storage facilities, conservation and restoration
workshops, as well as computer laboratories, such as the
GIS lab. Technical support for research improved signifi-
cantly under the new conditions, and the Institute is now
engaged in several major research projects, usually in co-op-
eration with Hungarian or foreign partners. These include
the Mont Beauvray–Velem-Szentvid project (a fortified
Bronze and Iron Age settlement) and the Visegrád project
(the investigation of the medieval Franciscan friary), both
French-Hungarian archaeological research projects, the ae-
rial photography project, the Polgár–Csõszhalom excava-
tions, a German-Hungarian project that is part of the Neo-
lithic tell research project in the Great Hungarian Plain, the
Upper Tisza River region topographical project in co-oper-
ation with an English university, as well as the excavation of
a Roman town in the market square in Szõny (Brigetio) and
the M3 motorway rescue excavations, conducted with vari-
ous Hungarian museums and foreign partners.

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY, JÓZSEF
ATTILA UNIVERSITY, SZEGED

István Fodor

Next to Budapest, Szeged is the other centre of Hungarian
archaeological education that has a long tradition. The an-
tecedents to the archaeology courses held here can be traced
to Kolozsvár (Cluj–Napoca, Romania). Established in 1872,
the same year that saw the founding of Kolozsvár Univer-
sity, the Institute of Numismatics and Archaeology oper-
ated in conjunction with the Collection of Coins and Antiq-
uities of the Transylvanian Museum Association. The Insti-
tute’s first professor was the eminent researcher of Roman
history and archaeology, Henrik Finály (1825–1898). The
institutional structure itself created the conditions that en-
gendered both theoretical and practical education. How-
ever, Finály’s courses were no more than one of the supple-
mentary subjects to history. The foundations of the re-
nowned “Kolozsvár school of archaeology” only began after
his death, under the direction of Béla Pósta who was ap-
pointed in 1899. Pósta directed his best students, some of
whom were later to become his colleagues, towards more
specialized fields of research: Árpád Buday, the researcher
of Roman inscriptions and archaeology; Márton Roska, the

Fig. 8. István Bóna (1930–2001)
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outstanding expert on Transylvanian prehistory; and István
Kovács, who became a specialist in numismatics and the ar-
chaeology of the Migration period. In 1910 Pósta launched
Dolgozatok,a bilingual (Hungarian and French) journal, in
which studies summarizing the finds and findings of new ex-
cavations were published. Ten volumes of this journal ap-
peared in all.

Although the Hungarian university in Kolozsvár was
closed down after Transylvania was handed over to Roma-
nia, it continued its operations in Szeged starting from
1920. In 1940, after the reoccupation of northern Tran-
sylvania, the Institute was re-established along with the
Hungarian university according to the old framework. Pro-
fessor Márton Roska was appointed director and was joined
by Gyula László (1910–1998) as a private lecturer from
1940 and as professor emeritus from 1944. In 1944, Roska
moved to Hungary and Gyula László continued his work at
Bolyai University in 1945–1949. Many students attended
his extraordinarily popular lectures and became acquainted
with his ethno-archaeological approach.

As a matter of fact, archaeological education at the Insti-
tute of Archaeology and Antiquity only commenced in 1924
with Árpád Buday’s move to Szeged, where he held lectures
on antiquity as the institute’s first director. Although János
Banner (1888–1971) worked as a private lecturer there from
1922, he lectured on ethnography until 1928 and only later

on prehistory. In 1925 the new, Szeged edition ofDolgozatok
was launched (a total of nineteen volumes appeared until
1943) and an archaeological collection was established, based
on the finds from various excavations. Education in archaeol-
ogy was set within the framework of liberal arts instruction,
meaning that besides the main curriculum, students could
take special courses that covered the principal archaeological
periods and they could receive a PhD in archaeology.

Banner, who was a university professor from 1929 and
later director of the Institute starting in 1937, set up one of
the most significant archaeological institutions in Hungary
during the interwar period. One major advance was the com-
pilation of a bibliography of archaeological literature and the
creation of the Land Survey Institute during the war, the
country’s first initiative towards an archaeological topogra-
phy. At the end of the war, Banner and his colleagues relo-
cated to the capital, as the well-equipped Institute lay in ru-
ins. Márton Roska, who conducted nearly every course sin-
gle-handedly, was appointed as head of the Institute in 1946,
but the department was abolished after his arrest in 1950.

Although courses in archaeology were held as part of the
ancient history curriculum, instruction was only formally
re-instituted in 1962, when Gyula Gazdapusztai became the
director of the Department of Ancient History and Archae-
ology. Interested students could receive special certificates
of credentials in archaeology, and attended lectures given by
Ottó Trogmayer and Alajos Bálint, who were invited as
guest lecturers. From the mid-1970s, many of the profes-
sors who are still teaching today joined the archaeological
staff. The classes and seminars encompassed every period of
European and Hungarian archaeology. General instruction
in archaeology followed a cyclical system, requiring stu-
dents to take all of the classes during the course of their
studies. Guest lecturers held some of these, as was the case
for classes in related fields as well (historical anthropology,
numismatics and art history). Practical training was held in
the museum and students participated in the museum’s fre-
quent excavations, in addition to participating in the work
of inventorying and recording in the museum. They wrote,
and still write, dissertations on the archaeological topogra-
phy of certain areas. As a result, the archaeological topogra-
phy of Csongrád county is almost entirely complete.

In 1988, a Departmental Division of Archaeology was
formed under the direction of István Fodor. In 1989, an
independent Department of Archaeology was estab-
lished, with Ottó Trogmayer as its director until 1997,
followed by István Fodor. The department is maintained
by the university and the Szeged Museum, with the
courses held in the two buildings(Fig. 9). The backbone
of the training in archaeology is a series of general
courses, with specialization made possible by additional
series of lectures. There are 60–70 students in the four
classes. The primary goal is the training of experts in
museum archaeology, who are familiar with the activities

Fig. 9. The Móra Ferenc Museum in Szeged
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regular flights made by the German Otto Braasch and the
aerial archaeological internship organized through an inter-
national co-operation agreement (1996), as well as a confer-
ence supplemented by a training workshop (1997–1998).
The growing collection of archaeological aerial photo-
graphs, now numbering some twenty thousand, is Hun-
gary’s largest database of this type; the cataloguing and eval-
uation of the photographs using both traditional methods
and GIS is underway.

DEPARTMENT OF PREHISTORY AND ANCIENT
HISTORY, MISKOLC UNIVERSITY

Gábor Kalla, based on information kindly provided by
Árpád Ringer

Similarly to Pécs, the teaching of archaeological subjects at
the Faculty of Humanities of Miskolc University, begun in
1996, is connected to the history major. Directed by Árpád
Ringer, the department offers specialized courses in prehis-
tory; majors in cultural and visual anthropology can take up
these courses after fulfilling certain prerequisites. To com-
plete the specialization, indicated by an inset in their di-
ploma, the students must write and defend a thesis on the
subject of prehistory based on independent work.

Miskolc University is the single institution in Hungary that
offers specialized courses in Palaeolithic archaeology within
the prehistory curriculum. The main units of the curriculum
are made up of courses and seminars on the Palaeolithic, Neo-
lithic, Bronze and Iron Ages, courses on related disciplines
(geology, cultural anthropology, historical anthropology, his-
tory of ancient religions, linguistics, prehistoric art, prehistoric
religions and palaeo-ecology), as well as basic knowledge of
museology. The Palaeolithic courses are supplemented by ad-
ditional general and methodological courses. Practical training
is provided by a course on geology and geological morphology
and a two-week archeological field work.

DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY, BERZSENYI
DÁNIEL COLLEGE, SZOMBATHELY

Gábor Kalla, based on information kindly provided by
Gábor Ilon

The Berzsenyi Dániel Teacher Training College organized
the first archaeological technician training programme in
1994. Its goal is the training of professionals who can provide
assistance to archaeologists in the field. Directed by Gábor
Ilon, the two-year programme, which has not yet received ac-
creditation, offers specialized courses within the history major.
Students who have already completed one year in history are
accepted, and each class is made up of ten to twelve students.
Experts from the National Museum, the Archaeological Insti-
tute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences and various pro-
vincial museums hold lectures as part of the programme.

Theoretical and practical subjects are both covered. The

and maintenance of these institutions and who are capable of
conducting fieldwork. The department maintains extensive
contacts with Hungarian and foreign institutions. The mu-
seum annual’s archaeological series, edited and published
jointly by the department and the museum, provides the pos-
sibility for the publication of scholarly findings.

Amongst the Hungarian institutes of higher education, ac-
credited archaeology training currently exists at the Universities
of Budapest and of Szeged; the curriculum of the Department
of Medieval Studies at the Central European University in Bu-
dapest too includes a range of courses in archaeology.

DEPARTMENT OF ANCIENT HISTORY AND
ARCHAEOLOGY, JANUS PANNONIUS

UNIVERSITY, PÉCS
Gábor Kalla, based on information kindly provided by

Andrea Vaday and Zsolt Visy

After completing the general archaeology course in the first
year and passing the ancient history comprehensive exami-
nation that also covers the archaeology of the Carpathian
Basin, students majoring in history can register for special-
ization in Roman provincial archaeology. Although all peri-
ods are covered, from the Neolithic to the late Middle Ages,
the main emphasis is on the Roman Age. Since the mid-90s,
when Mária Fekete, Károly Mesterházy and Andrea Vaday
joined the staff, prehistoric and Migration period archaeol-
ogy has been taught more extensively. The initial archaeol-
ogy major programme, already assembled and now awaiting
accreditation, is designed to cover four major periods of ar-
chaeology: prehistory, the Roman provinces, the Migration
period and the Middle Ages, as well as the archaeology of
the Mediterranean. However, it is already possible to write a
thesis with a subject taken from archaeology within the
Multidisciplinary Doctoral School’s Antiquity programme.
In addition to attending lectures and seminars on archaeol-
ogy, students are required to take courses in Latin, to famil-
iarize themselves with the relevant written sources and with
epigraphy. The training encompasses related disciplines,
field practice and museology, as well as site survey proce-
dures, analytical and dating methods. Professional experience
can be gained in museums and on the excavations run by the
department (Lussonium, Babarc). A co-operation agreement
with the Janus Pannonius Museum, signed in 1999, provides
theoretical and practical educational and research collabora-
tion that also includes researchers and students from the uni-
versities of Passau and Atlanta. The findings from these pro-
jects and from other research are contained in the annual
Specimina Nova,published by the department.

The educational co-operation with the Babeº-Bolyai
University’s Faculty of Humanities in Kolozsvár
(Cluj–Napoca, Romania) makes student and professor ex-
changes possible. One of the department’s major research
programmes is the aerial archaeological project begun in
1993. Important stages in this project are marked by the
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so-called thematic blocks are the following: museum cata-
loguing/inventorying; archaeological prospecting (geophys-
ics, aerial photography, field survey); excavation methodol-
ogy; documentation and interdisciplinary methods during
excavation; stone implements and raw materials; palaeo-
botany; archaeozoology and malacology; historical anthro-
pology; archaeometry; experimental archaeology; conserva-
tion and restoration. Field practice is gained on the sites exca-
vated by the Savaria Museum, and a two-week internship is
required every year for all students.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE
HUNGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

Csanád Bálint

The Archaeological Committee was one of the first scientific
committees of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, estab-
lished in 1825 for the cultivation of the Hungarian language
and culture. Sadly, archaeology has lost its earlier position,
and similarly to the other disciplines of the humanities, it
must fight for its survival and for procuring the necessary
funds for that survival, in part paralleling the general devel-
opment of science and in part due to the global spread of a
utilitarian attitude.

RESEARCH POLICY AND PUBLICATIONS

Between 1950 and 1990, the Academy was the second main
financer of archaeology, after the cultural ministry (under its
frequently changing names); it supported major excavations
by non-academic institutions (for example at Felgyõ, Kölked,
Magyarhomorog and Zalavár), as well as researchers’ study
tours and participation in congresses abroad. The political
changes in 1990 brought a new funding system in Hungarian
scholarship, creating a new situation and role for the Acad-
emy. Most archaeological activities – large-scale excavations,
book publication, scholarly workshops and other prog-
rammes – are uniformly distributed among the main institu-
tion types (museums, universities and academic institutes), as
well as between the capital and the provinces. Moreover, all
Hungarian researchers can apply for the various grants of-
fered by the Academy (Academy subsidized research
programmes, the Academy Research Grant and the Bólyai
and Sasakawa Fellowship). In the case of viable initiatives, the
Academy’s provincial committees assure funds and a home
for archaeological programmes and work committees (for ex-
ample in Pécs and Veszprém). The Academy obviously
strives to preserve its research network. One of the Acad-
emy’s immediate tasks is to create the framework for Hun-
gary’s participation in EU programmes and regional co-op-
eration projects, as well as the preservation of the individual
features of Hungarian archaeology.

The Academy publishes the two renowned periodicals,

Archaeologiai Értesítõ(launched in 1868) andActa Archaeo-
logica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae(since 1950); it
maintains the Archaeological Commission and supports the
Hungarian Archaeological and Art Historical Society.
Starting from 1951, the Publishing House of the Hungar-
ian Academy of Sciences has published a number of major
series (Archaeologica Hungarica,launched in 1951,Régészeti
Tanulmányok,from 1962–64, Studia Archaeologicabetween
1963–81,Fontes Archaeologici,between 1973–92), a series of
handbooks (Az õskõkor régészete[The Archaeology of the
Palaeolithic] 1965;Pannonia régészeti kézikönyve[Handbook
of Pannonian Archaeology], 1990;Römische Inschriften Un-
garns,1972–1984), major collections (Corpus of Celtic Finds,
1987–99;Corpus of Avar Finds,1975–95;Corpus of Conquest
Period Finds,1983), the Archaeological Topography of
Hungary (1966–98) and archaeological bibliographies
(1954–1999). Functioning as the Academy’s publishing
house until 1996, the Publishing House of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences was the most important publication
forum for Hungarian archaeology. The Academy continues
to regularly subsidize the publication of books on archaeo-
logical subjects.

ACADEMIC CLASSIFICATION

Until 1949 academic classification was based upon progression
within the university (i.e. university doctorate, qualification as a
university lecturer). Subsequently, with the introduction of the
titles of “candidate” and “academic doctor” – after a decadelong
abolition of the university doctorate – a hybrid (European and
Soviet type) classification system was created. From the begin-
ning, there were efforts to include acclaimed researchers among
the members of the Archaeology, Art History and Architectural
History Commission of the Academic Classification Board
functioning within the framework of the Academy; from the
1970s, political considerations did not play a determiningrole in
its composition. From roughly the same time on, the Commis-
sion was well balanced with experts representing the different
types of institutions, as well as those working in the capital and
in the provinces. Until the political changes in 1990, the Com-
mission, by a tacit consensus, encouraged applications forthe ti-
tle of candidate only after the acquisition of a doctoral degree.
Today, only the rank “Doctor of the Academy” surpasses the
PhD title obtainable in the universities and it is on par withthat
of a university habilitation. According to the law, the procedure
related to obtaining the title “Doctor of the Academy” is per-
formed by the Doctoral Council of the Academy, in co-operation
with the Academy’s Department of History and Philosophy, as
well as the Archaeological Commission.

MEMBERSHIP IN THE ACADEMY

Since the establishment of the Academy, the number of ar-
chaeologists selected into its membership ranks is consider-
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able, and a list of them may prove as a surprise to many.
Those who were stripped of their membership or down-
graded to consulting members for political reasons in 1949
(for example András Alföldi, Nándor Fettich and Nándor
Láng) had their rights restored in 1991. At present, archae-
ology has three academicians: Miklós Szabó, regular mem-
ber; as well as Csanád Bálint and András Kubinyi, both cor-
responding members. Miklós Szabó is also a regular mem-
ber of the French and the Catalan Academies of Sciences,
and László Török is an honorary member of the Norwegian
Academy of Sciences.

PUBLIC BODY

Act XL of 1994 on the Hungarian Academy of Sciences
stipulated that all scholars holding an academic degree may
become members of the Academy’s public body with a sim-
ple affidavit. The members of the public body nominate 200
delegates to the Academy’s general assembly (currently the
archaeological delegate is László Kovács). The expansion of
the role of the members of the public body and also of the
status of the delegates is a constant item on the agenda.

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF THE
HUNGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

The Archaeological Institute, originally called the Archaeo-
logical Research Group, was founded in 1958 under the lead-
ership of László Gerevich (it was transformed into the Insti-
tute in 1967). This signifies a lag of about a decade as com-
pared with the path of development in other Eastern Euro-
pean countries. The fact that the Institute was always allotted
a more modest financial budget than its counterparts in East-

ern Europe has had an effect on the over all condition of
Hungarian archaeology. The public and professional opinion
of Hungarian archaeology changed when the part-time posi-
tions of several leading experts in the Institute were
terminated. The criticism that individual research agendas
were raised to an institutional level was by all means well-
founded. This was common practice throughout the country
in other disciplines and institutions also, but it is a fact that
genuine – particularly long-term – teamwork in the humani-
ties is rare even today in Central and Eastern Europe. This
situation changed under the directorship of Sándor Bökönyi
(1980–1993), who succeeded László Gerevich. During this
time, the micro-region research projects in the Great Hun-
garian Plain and Transdanubia were based on teams that
truly worked together. (The findings of both projects were
published in two volumes.) Teamwork currently continues in
the motorway rescue excavations conducted in Somogy
county. The researchers have successfully applied for one
EU, three German (DAAD) and three major Hungarian
grants (Széchenyi Grant), as well as thirty-four other Hun-
garian grants. Many of them also participate in the interdisci-
plinary Danubius project.

The main task of the Institute is archaeological research in
the Carpathian Basin from the Neolithic to the post-medi-
eval period. In addition to this, it carries, or has carried out
excavations abroad (in the Soviet Union, Mongolia, Egypt
and Italy). Currently, the primary academic task is the publi-
cation of source materials and monographs, as well as the
preparation of the final reports of large excavations. The
publication activity of the Institute’s researchers surpasses
the national average; all researchers have an academic degree,
and they also take part in the organization of exhibitions and
in the museological tasks related to excavations. Many of
them are university lecturers or postgraduate instructors.
Three (former) Humboldt fellowship winners now work at

Fig. 10. The areas covered by the
volumes of the Archaeological Topography
of Hungary series

Vol. 1. The Keszthely and Tapolca
district (1966);
Vol. 2. The Veszprém district (1969);
Vol. 3. The Devecser and Sümeg district
(1970);
Vol. 4. The Pápa and Zirc district
(1972);
Vol. 5. Esztergom and the Dorog district
(1979);
Vol. 6. The Szeghalom district (1982);
Vol. 7. Buda and the Szentendre district
(1986);
Vol. 8. The Szarvas district (1989);
Vol. 9. The Szob and Vác district
(1993);
Vol. 10. Békés and the Békéscsaba area
(1998)
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the Institute, and of the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut’s
sixteen Hungarian members, six are active or retired re-
searchers from the Archaeological Institute.

One of the most important tasks of the Institute since its
inception has been the preparation of the successive vol-
umes of the Hungarian Archaeological Topography. The
individual volumes of the series are based on field surveys,
information contained in local archives, the re-examination
of old find assemblages and documentation (preparation of
new photographs, drawings and maps), and each volume has
been written in co-operation with archaeologists from the
authorized regional museums. Ten volumes have been pub-
lished so far (Veszprém county, nearly all of Békés county,
as well as of Komárom-Esztergom and Pest counties), and
three more are underway(Fig. 10). The Institute’s Archives
are the country’s second largest after that of the Hungarian
National Museum, and the accumulated number of records,
photographs, drawings, plans, etc. exceeds one million.
Computerized databases aid work in the archives. In the
1960s, the Institute, sensing the international tendency, was
the first in the country to undertake the co-ordination of the
natural sciences connected with archaeology, but both per-
sonnel and financial conditions impeded the realization of
this goal. After the Institute’s financial crisis of the 1990s
passed, research opportunities were consolidated, large-
scale library expansion occurred on four occasions and the
issuing of publications became continuous (the Institute’s
annual,Mitteilungen des Archäologischen Instituts der Ungari-
schen Akademie der Wissenschaften,recently renamedAntaeus,
since 1970; and the seriesVaria Archaeologica Hungarica,
since 1986).

LISTED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES –
VOLUNTEERS AND AMATEURS IN

ARCHAEOLOGY
Katalin Wollák

Act XI of 1929 was the first Hungarian law to pronounce
the sites of archaeological excavations “restricted areas”;
law-decree 9 of 1949 provided the opportunity for signifi-
cant archaeological and historical monuments to be placed
under protection. This fundamental principle was adopted
in subsequent legislation (law-decree 13 of 1963, Act CXL
of 1997 and Act LIV of 2001 on the protection of the cul-
tural heritage). The latter two laws also adopted the princi-
ples of the Valletta Convention (1992); Act LIV of 2001
stipulates that known archaeological sites are under general
protection by force of law and that the most important ar-
chaeological monuments may be placed under heightened
or increased protection, while endangered sites may receive
temporary protection.

The number of known archaeological sites is around
100,000, a number continuously on the rise since there are
many areas of archaeological interest – areas that were suit-

able for human settlement due to their geographic, paedo-
logic and/or hydrographic conditions – that have not yet
been investigated, making the discovery of new sites likely.
The number of land survey lots listed under protection to-
tals about three hundred in the provinces and over three
thousand in the capital. The general international trend is
to attempt to preserve not only the actual site itself, but also
the cultural landscape, including the environment that
evolved over the course of history. These areas play an in-
creasingly important role in planning and development, in-
cluding the National Development Plan, that tries to strike
a balance between the safeguarding of the cultural heritage
and sustainable development.

The goal of archaeological protection is to preserve the
undisturbed state of the area concerned since new advances
in research methods enable the recovery of an ever greater
wealth of information. In several European countries non-
invasive techniques, including aerial photographs and geo-
physical examinations, as well as field surveys that supple-
ment these methods, are used in the investigation of archae-
ological sites. Following the necessary preliminary work,
the Ministry decides on the protective listing of a site in the
form of an edict that prescribes the expectations and restric-
tions related to the use of the area, and later this data is en-
tered into the register of title deeds. All those who deal with
the area must take into account the aspects of archaeologi-
cal/heritage preservation already in the planning stage. This
prevents the suspension of projects along with the ensuing
delays and financial repercussions.

In the 1950s, a vigorous campaign was begun to register
the most important or most endangered sites and as a result
of this, several hundred sites came under protection, but
without proper processing. Because the data did not reach
the registry of title deeds, neither the owners, nor those who
utilized the land later received notice of the protection, and
therefore numerous archaeological sites were destroyed.
The review of listed sites and securing the terms of their
protection has begun in recent years. The majority of the
protected areas lie in Transdanubia; over thirty sites are
listed in Pest, Fejér and Hajdu-Bihar counties. Most of
these lie on the outskirts, rather than in the centres of settle-
ments, and the number of listed medieval monuments is by
far the highest(Fig. 11). Many of these are open-air muse-
ums or archaeological parks(Fig. 12), national memorials
and conserved or reconstructed historic monuments, while
others, such as hillforts, tumuli, fortifications and caves, can
be found in their natural environment.

Metal detectors stand out amongst the dangers affecting
the sites since as a result of their use, the finds are not only
removed from their archaeological and, also, their historic
context, but by digging them up, the site is also damaged.
Some of the most endangered are the extensive Roman
period sites known for over a century, whose complex exca-
vation or effective guarding is a near-impossible task. A
management plan that takes into account the requirements
for regular supervision, up-to-date registration and sustain-
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Fig. 11. Distribution of listed
archaeological sites according to
county

able development can decrease the number of illegal excava-
tions. Owing to the fact that the state has the ownership
rights to all finds, they may not circulate in official com-
merce, nor may they receive export permits. Furthermore,
because excavations may only be performed with proper
professional and institutional background, in Hungary
there is no so-called commercial or amateur archaeology.
Moreover, the Penal Code sanctions the looting or destruc-
tion of archaeological sites. In countries with different tra-
ditions, these activities are channelled; for example in 1997,
England initiated the two and a half year “Portable Antiq-
uities” programme funded by the Lottery Heritage Fund
that encouraged reporting finds. It resulted in the reporting
of nearly twenty-four thousand metal, stone, ceramic and

other finds in the course of the first year, on the basis of
which five thousand archaeological sites were registered.

Today in Hungary, the urban and village scenic improve-
ment societies, museum support groups, local history clubs
and local volunteers have taken over the role of the museum
associations from the last century. The Ministry has a fund
for rewarding people who report important sites and finds,
and supports the excavation, recognition and exhibition of
local assets (the National Heritage Program, the millen-
nium and other grants). Local governments, institutions, as
well as private and legal entities that support heritage pres-
ervation are honoured with various awards (for example the
Schönvisner and Henszlmann Prizes and the Museum Pa-
tron Local Government award). There has been experimen-

Fig. 12. View of the Roman
ruins at Tác–Gorsium
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tation by the agency responsible for heritage preservation to
involve amateur archaeologists in heritage preservation.
These amateurs are provided with professional guidance for
monitoring and registering sites, the ultimate goal being the
creation of a local network of informants. Beyond this, ade-
quate information must be provided about the protected
and listed sites, and various types and levels of access must
be developed not just for experts, but for local inhabitants,
visitors, local governments, planners/developers/investors
and decision makers. Furthermore, this information should
be incorporated into general education and the national
curriculum. The main reason for this is that even the most
thoroughly conceived legal protection is insufficient if the
local community does not feel a concern for its historical
and/or archaeological assets and has no interest in their
preservation. This type of participation is just as important
for the success of a long-term heritage preservation policy
as is the creation of the legal and institutional background.

REGISTRATION AND DATABASES
Gábor Rezi Kató

No matter how meticulously carried out and irrespective of
the most modern techniques used, archaeological excava-
tions effectively destroy the investigated feature, be it a
tomb, a pit or a building. In order to retrieve as much infor-
mation as possible from the site, archaeologists uncover and
cut through evidence that has been hidden in the ground for
centuries or millennia, disturbing the surviving material re-
mains in the process. Although efforts are made that this be
accompanied by the least destruction possible, for example

by preserving the findsin situor by conserving and restoring
the finds, the possibilities are limited. The archaeologist’s
most important task, in addition to excavating and inter-
preting the finds, is documenting the process of excavation.
Anyone is capable of ‘collecting’ archaeological objects, but
without the professional and precise recording of the obser-
vations made during excavation, the results are difficult or
impossible to interpret. The preparation of a precise docu-
mentation on the excavation is serious, time-consuming
work, involving the making of drawings, photographs, vid-
eos and a conscientiously written excavation diary, all of
which demand a large amount of professional knowledge
and expertise. As a result of continually expanding technical
possibilities, as well as the increasing demands made on ar-
chaeology, such as the rescue excavations preceding the
motorway constructions, documentation procedures have
developed significantly in recent years. Excavations on a
scale never conducted previously must be documented ac-
cording to modern standards, utilizing the most up-to-date
scientific and information processing methods, including
the creation of new techniques that are best suited to these
tasks.

Institutions that conduct the excavations must also store
the archaeological documentation. In addition to reports on
modern excavations, museum archives naturally contain a
wide array of documents relating to a given area’s history.
The archives of a provincial museum founded at a relatively
early date can, in certain cases, be a nearly as important
source of information as the finds held in the magazines. Be-
sides these regional institutions, and especially the archives
of county museums, the documentation contained in ‘cen-
tral’ archives must also be mentioned.

In 1952 the Central Archaeological Archives was estab-

Fig. 13. Depiction
of archaeological sites using
GIS methods: digital map of
the Danube Bend at 1:100,000
scale (by InfoGraph Co.),
showing the archaeological sites
from the Migration and the
Hungarian Conquest period at
Nagymaros, Zebegény, Szob
and Börzsönyliget
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lished in the Hungarian National Museum. Numerous irre-
placeable, unique records and excavation documentations
from the 19th and 20th centuries, including site reports and
other documents with an archaeological relevance, are kept
here. A copy of the documentation of every excavation con-
ducted in Hungary has been placed here. This documenta-
tion contains the excavation diary, together with the draw-
ings and the photo documentation. The collection’s size
now exceeds 18,000 items. Maps play a significant role in
the revised documentary information. Act CXL of 1997
stipulated the registration of archaeological sites. One of the
requirements for the creation of a nationwide database is
that the available information be represented with precision
on appropriately scaled maps(Fig. 13).

Brief reports of a few sentences were prepared on the ba-
sis of the excavation documentation, forming the backbone
of Régészeti FüzetekSeria I that provided an annual overview
of all excavations. The twenty-five volumes ofRégészeti
FüzetekSeria II mostly contained reports on the National
Museum’s archaeological research. The first series, revised
in both content and form, appeared under its new name,
Régészeti Kutatások Magyarországon[Archaeological Investi-
gations in Hungary] with an issue on the excavations of the
year 1998, as a joint publication of the Hungarian National
Museum and the Directorate of Cultural Heritage. In addi-
tion to brief excavation reports, the new publication con-
tains short papers in Hungarian and other languages on the
given year’s major excavations and finds.

Besides information related to excavations, the Central
Archaeological Archives also has a valuable collection of
photographs, often the only source of information on ob-
jects that have been destroyed or lost. A similarly important
section of the archives contains the bequests of Hungarian
archaeology’s outstanding scholars, an irreplaceable source
for academic history. The publication of these records and
documents was one of the primary goals of the series
Adattári Közlemények[Archive News]. Although only two
volumes were published, the series was recommenced in
2000 under a new title,Documentationes et Communicationes,
with the same objective.

Until 1998, the tasks of the Central Archaeological Ar-
chives included also an involvement with protected archae-
ological sites. Its Database of Protected Archaeological Sites
was one of the first databases of the Information Infrastruc-
ture Development Programme.

The Archaeological Institute of the Hungarian Academy
of Sciences has been involved in the archaeological topogra-
phy of Hungary for several decades. The huge topographi-
cal database stored in their archives is of outstanding signifi-
cance and is the largest in the country. The archives of the
Budapest Historical Museum represent a similarly impor-
tant source of information for the capital. An independent
publication containing excavation reports isAquincum – A
BTM Aquincumi Múzeumának ásatásai és leletmentései[Aquin-
cum – Excavations and Rescue Excavations of the Aquin-
cum Museum of the Budapest Historical Museum]. The

Office of National Cultural Heritage’s listings, as well as
their collection of construction plans and photos contain
data on the research and protection of historic properties.

Smaller collections of aerial photographs that are cur-
rently scattered in smaller collections also represent an im-
portant research tool. The most important collections are
housed in the University of Pécs, the Institute and Museum
of Military History in Budapest, the Institute of Archaeo-
logical Sciences of the Eötvös Loránd University and the
Institute of Archaeology of the Hungarian Academy of Sci-
ences. Aerial photography has much to contribute to the
discovery of archaeological sites and the monitoring of
known sites. Before 1989, the preparation, analysis and col-
lection of aerial photographs for archaeological purposes
did not play as significant a role in Hungary as in other
countries owing to political and financial reasons. There is
now reason to hope that the creation of a central archive will
remedy this situation.

In addition to the data recovered during excavations, the
actual finds unearthed during the investigation of a site, the
primary source of information, are also kept in museum col-
lections. Following the cleaning and conservation/restora-
tion of the objects, the first task is to catalogue them. This
has a dual purpose. The first is to provide information for
the identification of an object (inventory number, descrip-
tion, photos, etc.), while the second is in part scholarly work
since in addition to a detailed description, the object’s prob-
able date and function, the culture or ethnic group that pro-
duced and/or utilized it, as well as the precise location of its
discovery is also entered into the acquisitions register, en-
abling the object to be later be linked to the excavation doc-
umentation.

While the current laws determine the rules of catalogu-
ing, the extent to which the registered data will stand the
test of time depends on the expert. The excavations of the
last decade have nearly doubled the material finds and this
has forced researchers to work out new techniques, involv-
ing the registration of the finds during the excavation itself,
instead of the earlier, traditional procedure (excavation, mu-
seum, conservation, photographing, drawing, registration,
cataloguing, etc.). One prerequisite for this is the creation of
an on-site archaeological base, where cleaning, conserva-
tion, photographing and data registration can be per-
formed.

An enormous amount of archival and other information
has accumulated since the establishment of museums. The
hand-written acquisitions registers from the 19th century
containing drawings of the more important objects have
themselves become museum pieces. The increase in the
amount of information and the nature of the data has
prompted the use of computerized databases since the ap-
pearance of the first generation of computers. Begun about
a decade and a half ago, the creation of these databases has
been impeded by numerous difficulties. At first, these were
mainly technical problems (software/hardware capacity),
while today it is the creation of a professional consensus that



432 Archaeological institutions

requires the greatest energy (the creation of an accepted ter-
minology, together with dictionaries and thesauri). A num-
ber of databases were created by enthusiastic individuals
who also worked out a solution to the problems in a specific
area. The expanding technical possibilities mean that the
creation of a system that satisfies the demands of both data
registration and professional requirements is no longer im-
possible. This is an important task because Hungary is ex-
ceedingly rich in archaeological and historical remains ow-
ing to its geographic position. The evaluation and preserva-
tion of these relics is not only a national duty, but also the
country’s best interest. The looting of archaeological sites,
as well as the organized theft and smuggling of artworks can
only be prevented if there are up-to-date, accurate records,
databases and geographic information systems. This digi-
tized information can be used in various other ways as well:
for example, the finest works of art can be presented on a
museum’s homepage or on a CD-ROM to attract the atten-
tion of potential visitors and they can also be used for educa-
tional and other purposes.

One of the immediate tasks, calling for co-ordinated ef-
forts, is the archiving, systematizing and processing of the
accumulated knowledge of almost two centuries in the
slightly dusty, timeless atmosphere of archaeological ar-
chives and storage rooms.

THE CONSERVATION AND
EXHIBITION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL
REMAINS: ARCHAEOLOGICAL PARKS
AND EXPERIMENTAL ARCHAEOLOGY

Ildikó Poroszlai

An archaeological excavation usually fascinates the general
public, even if visitors are often at loss to interpret what they
see. They are unaware of the function of the holes dotting
an excavation surface (the postholes), the seemingly haphaz-
ard heaps of stone (the remains of walls or the stone ring en-
circling a burial) or the amorphous lumps of clay (debris
from a house or some other building), as well as a number of
other phenomena that are only meaningful to the trained
eye. The settlements, the burials and the material cultures
of successive archaeological and historical eras are inti-
mately connected to the geographic setting, climatic condi-
tions, subsistence practices, the availability of raw materials,
trade routes, historic events and the religious beliefs of the
given culture/population.

What happens to a site after its excavation? What is the
fate of the stone, wood or perhaps clay or earthen objects,
buildings, defenceworks and burials? What would be the
best procedure? To rebury the remains after the photo-
graphs have been taken, the drawings and other up-to-date
documentation have been completed, or to exhibit the site?
Is it perhaps worthwhile to exhibit certain elements from a

structure in a museum? Thein situ exhibition of excavated
remains is in part the task of historic preservation and archi-
tecture, and in part of experimental archaeology. The ex-
pertise of a professional conservator is necessary in both
cases. The Venice Charter provides the guidelines for thein
situconservation and presentation of a historic monument;
the charter considers all additions as restoration and rejects
reconstructions based on “conjecture”. Reconstruction has
been the subject of many heated debates in historic preser-
vation, as well as in archaeological research, especially the
issue of to what extent the excavated remains may be com-
plemented in order to present a meaningful interpretation
of the structure’s original function, architecture and appear-
ance. Today, many professionals working in the field of his-
toric preservation advocate a faithful reconstruction based
on the surviving remains, but only if these remains are not
harmed or destroyed and if the changes remain reversible.

In the case of the built heritage that has survived in the
form of ruins, including a large portion of medieval and
post-medieval structures, the designation “ruins garden” or
“ruins district” seem correct, while the term “archaeological
park” seems better for the exhibition of remains that had
originally been built of perishable materials and have been
reconstructed as part of experimental archaeology projects.

The question of what the buildings they had uncovered
had actually looked like has since long fascinated archaeolo-
gists. In 1955, László Vargha published the reconstruction
drawings of log houses uncovered on the Bronze Age tell at
Békés. István Méri worked out and applied precise excava-
tion and documentation methods during his investigation of
Árpádian Age settlements, and he later prepared recon-
structions of the dwellings he had uncovered – first in draw-
ings, then in scale models (Tiszalök–Rázompuszta, Kar-
doskút–Hatablak). Later reconstructions were mainly of
buildings found on Neolithic and Bronze Age tells (Gorzsa,
Herpály, Tiszaug, Túrkeve; Fig. 14), together with a few of
the sunken dwellings from the Hungarian Conquest period
and the early Middle Ages (Tatabánya, Gergelyiugornya,
Kerekegyháza). It still remains to be established whether it
is possible to actually construct these houses on the basis of
the beautiful illustrations since most of these drawings con-
centrated on the outward appearance of the houses, and lit-
tle attention was devoted to the structural elements and
statical requirements that call for a measure of architectural
expertise.

Although the accuracy of these reconstructions could
only be verified by buildings constructed at full scale, the
preparation of a model represents the first step in this pro-
cess. Good examples of the latter are the models of late me-
dieval vernacular buildings reconstructed on a 1:25 scale
(Szentkirály, Visegrád, Sarvaly), and the full-scale section of
a house in the Agricultural Museum. The next step is the
construction of actual houses, stoves, workshops and other
buildings for experimental purposes and for exhibition,
based on the excavated groundplans with the collaboration
of archaeologists, ethnographers and architects. There have
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been a number of initiatives in this respect in Hungary, fol-
lowing examples from Western Europe, primarily England
(Butser Ancient Farm) and Scandinavia (Lejre).

Gábor Bándi was the first to consider presenting to visi-
tors reconstructed features – streets, shops and houses – of
the Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age fort he had excavated
at Velem. Ahead of his time with this idea, he laid the foun-
dations for an archaeological park by building stoves and
wattle-and daub houses, as well as sections of a street and
wattle fences along the edges of the terraces. Begun in
1979–80, this experiment was discontinued due to financial
and other problems.

Three Árpádian Age houses were built at Ópusztaszer
between 1996 and 2000: one was a sunken dwelling, whose
roof was covered with thatch bound by rawhide; István
Méri’s sunken house with an earthen roof from Kardos-
kút–Hatablak; and a gable roofed, above ground building
with wattle-and-daub walls.

In 1997, a different team built a replica of the sunken
dwelling from the Árpádian Age, based on the one excavated
at Rákospalota during the rescue excavation preceding the
construction of the northeastern section of the M0 motor-
way.

The single archaeological park that draws on the findings

Fig. 15. Detail of the
archaeological park at
Százhalombatta

Fig. 14. Reconstruction of a
Bronze Age house from
Túrkeve–Terehalom, layer 4
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of experimental and environmental archaeology and offers a
wide array of educational programmes for the public is the
one at Százhalombatta(Fig. 15). The archaeological site, a
Bronze and Iron Age fortified hillfort and an Iron Age burial
ground with tumuli, lies on the Érd-Batta plateau on the
outskirts of Százhalombatta–Óváros. Placed under archaeo-
logical and environmental protection, the idea to make the
site accessible to the public was suggested already in the
1970s and 1980s. Unfortunately, agricultural cultivation
and horticulture continues to endanger the whole site, with
the exception of the imposing Iron Age ramparts (some of
the tumuli have already been destroyed). With the support
of the Százhalom Foundation’s Board of Trustees, the ar-
chaeologists working in the Matrica Museum elaborated a
plan for preserving and exhibiting the prehistoric fort and
the tumuli. The original plans were altered after Ágnes
Holport investigated one of the tumuli in 1990. She discov-
ered a passage tomb built of oak that had survived in excep-
tionally good condition. The burial chamber – a ‘chest’ with
log walls and wooden beams – remained well preserved ow-
ing to the infill of hot charcoal. The floor was paved with
flat stones, upon which oaken beams, split lengthwise, were
placed. An open passage led to the burial chamber; the ashes
of the deceased actually lay in the passage, while the grave
goods, pottery vessels containing food and beverages for the
netherworld, were deposited in the chamber, encircled by a
ring of stones and covered with earth.

The reconstruction plan for opening the tumulus to visi-
tors was worked out by András Gelesz, Ágnes Lenzsér and
Tamás Mezõs, based on the co-operation of experts in ar-
chaeology, restoration, architecture and historic preserva-
tion. Exploiting the tumulus’ strict east–west orientation, a
corridor running parallel to the original passage was cut
through the tumulus. Walking through this corridor, visi-

tors can view the interior of the mound: the burial chamber,
the ring of stones and the mound’s restored section. The
southwestern corner and the wooden floor can be seen in
their original (conserved) condition, while in the southeast-
ern corner, a section of the chamber’s roof and the passage’s
south wall have been reconstructed with wood identical to
the original in a manner that the reconstructed sections are
separate from the original remains(Fig. 16). Visitors can
also enjoy a multimedia presentation providing an overview
of the Bronze and Iron Age, a tour of the site and an Iron
Age burial ceremony, accompanied by light and sound ef-
fects inside the tumulus itself.

Authentic copies of the houses, outbuildings and stoves
from the Bronze and Iron Age uncovered on the site have
been built in the park, and there is an ongoing project for
reconstructing the one-time environment, the purpose of
which is to restore the cultural landscape of the Middle
Bronze Age and the Iron Age. Based on the pollen samples
from the site and the ecological study of the site’s broader
environment, there is a project to re-create the loess steppe
forest of Tatarian maple and oak by planting these trees in
the area. Attempts are being made to present the diverse
composition of the periods’ landscape in the six hectares of
the site, including pastures, ploughland and gallery woods.
There are also vegetable gardens around the houses and
fruit trees in their vicinity.

In addition to experiments in prehistoric construction
techniques, visitors can also try their hand at making clay,
stone and bone artefacts with the help of the staff of conser-
vators, craftsmen and museum educators, who also explain
how these artefacts were used. Visitors can also experiment
with bronze casting and grain cultivation. Every summer
there are several camp sessions for presenting everyday life in
the Bronze and Iron Age, while on the so-called Family Days

Fig. 16. The interior of
tumulus 115 at Százhalombat-
ta, with the original and
reconstructed sections
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the visitors can explore various aspects of the Bronze Age, the
Iron Age, the Roman Age, the Hungarian Conquest period
and the Middle Ages (craft activities, baking bread from
wheat produced on the site, children’s programmes, military
re-enactments, outdoor theatrical productions).

The experimental settlements and archaeological parks
described above provide the setting for a relatively new field
in archaeology, namely environmental and experimental ar-
chaeology. Professionals involved in environmental archae-
ology do not regard a site as a group of isolated finds, but ex-
amine the finds together with their environment, together
with the changes in the environment. Experimental archae-
ology attempts to shed light on the manufacturing tech-
niques, function and use of tools, implements and vessels by
drawing on examples from ethnography, ethnology and cul-
tural anthropology. An archaeological park is an interdisci-
plinary site with many functions: the findings of the disci-
pline are presented through experiments and educational
programmes and, at the same time, the park can be incorpo-
rated into cultural tourism as presenting one aspect of the
built heritage and the cultural environment.

The Hungarian open-air museums, parks and national
memorials at historically significant locations, such as the
prehistoric settlement at Vértesszõlõs, Tác–Gorsium, Bu-
dapest–Aquincum, Nagytétény, Balácapuszta, Visegrád, Di-
ósgyõr and Esztergom, offer a wide range of programmes to
visitors, including re-enactment activities, the evocation of
past lifeways and ceremonies from prehistory, the Roman

Age and the Middle Ages (depending on the nature of the
historical or archaeological site), providing a memorable ex-
perience to visitors.

HUNGARIAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SITES ON THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST

János Jelen

The World Heritage List, established under the terms of
the World Heritage Convention, currently contains over
seven hundred sites, a number that has been growing since
1978. Even though the 1972 Convention only recognizes
three categories – cultural, natural and mixed properties –
the preparation of nominations for inscription and the com-
parison of the nature of sites already inscribed on the List
has led to the introduction of numerous sub-categories, as
well as their periodical revision. The International Council
of Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), the advisory body un-
der the terms of the Convention, has grouped the inscribed
sites according to the following criteria: archaeological
sites, historic towns (town centres), Christian, Islamic, Bud-
dhist, Hindu and other religious properties, military sites,
landscapes, palaces/castles, industrial sites, tombs, architec-
tural works, symbolic sites, and settlements characteristic of
a nation or an indigenous people. There are 133 archaeo-
logical sites on the List, with the following regional distri-

Fig. 17. The World Heritage site in Pécs
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bution: Europe (including Turkey): 49 sites, Asia: 27 sites,
Africa: 26 sites, North America: 14 sites, Central and South
America (including the Caribbean): 16 sites, Australia and
Oceania: 2 sites.

According to the criteria mentioned above, none of the
Hungarian World Heritage sites can be regarded as primarily
archaeological, except for Pécs. The Hungarian sites are the
following: Budapest, the Banks of the Danube and the Buda
Castle Quarter (1987), Hollókõ (1987), Caves of the
Aggtelek and Slovak Karst (1995, 2000), Millenary Benedic-
tine Monastery of Pannonhalma and its Natural Environ-
ment (1996), Hortobágy National Park (1999), Pécs
(Sopianae) Early Christian Cemetery (2000); Cultural Land-
scape of Fertõ/Neusiedler See (2001), Andrássy Avenue and
the Millennium Underground Railway (2002), an extension
of the previous Banks of the Danube and the Buda Castle
Quarter site, and the Tokaj Wine Region Cultural Land-
scape (2002). Obviously, this does not mean that the World
Heritage Committee that makes the decisions involving in-
scription is unaware of the archaeological value of the Hun-
garian World Heritage sites already listed, but rather thatthe
inscription of the Hungarian sites were designed to reflect
the different, internationally recognized categories related to
the country’s history. An awareness of the archaeological sig-
nificance of these sites, whether representing urban (Buda
Castle) and historical settlement patterns (Hollókõ), a unique
architectural monument integrating different periods
(Pannonhalma Monastery) or the human manipulation of the
landscape (the environment of Pannonhalma and the
Hortobágy kurgans) is reflected in the justification for in-
scription and in the brief, official descriptions of the sites.

The administrative bodies for the World Heritage, in-
cluding the Committee and the professional advisory bodies
(the International Council of Monuments and Sites
[ICOMOS], the International Union for Conservation of
Nature and National Resources [IUCN], the Centre for the
Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural prop-
erty [ICCROM]) mentioned above, as well as the agency re-
sponsible for the implementation of the Convention, the
World Heritage Centre, examine and evaluate the propos-
als for inscription submitted by governments before making
their final decision.

The decision on Budapest established that “the Committee
took note of the statement made by the observer from Hun-
gary that his Government undertook to make no modifica-
tions to the panorama of Budapest by adding constructions out
of scale.” The Directives that define the Committee’s activities
state that the government concerned must inform the Com-
mittee in a timely manner about any construction or other
large-scale projects to be undertaken on the inscribed sitethat
might affect the values described in the justification for in-
scription. The creation of various government facilities at
Szent György Square in the Buda Castle District and the ar-
chaeological excavations preceding these, as well as the new
buildings constructed earlier within the area certainly fall un-
der this obligation. Accordingly, the plans were prepared with

this restriction in mind and international experts were occa-
sionally consulted to examine specific problems. In this way,
the excavation of archaeological sites in historic urban districts
and the natural development of World Heritage sites are
interlinked. The goal is to create a viable balance between
preservation and development. The brief, formal description
of the site condenses these requirements into two sentences:
“This site has the remains of monuments, such as the Roman
city of Aquincum and the Gothic Castle of Buda, which have
had a considerable influence on the architecture of variouspe-
riods. It is one of world’s outstanding urban landscapes andil-
lustrates the great periods in the history of the Hungarian cap-
ital.” At the time of Budapest’s inscription, the significance of
the panorama and the cityscape only appeared among the cri-
teria for inscription indirectly; since 1994, these factors are in
themselves sufficient for inscription on the World Heritage
List. Since then, an additional twenty-five sites have gained
World Heritage status on the basis of this justification.

The World Heritage criteria appear slightly differently in
the case of Hollókõ. The brief description summarizes the val-
ues to be protected: “This village, which developed mainly
during the 17th and 18th centuries, is a living example of rural
life before the agricultural revolution of the 20th century.”
The preservation of a settlement’s structure and its related
agrarian life-style is no mean task. A “cultural landscape”is one
of the frequent justifications in nominations presented tothe
Committee, particularly in Europe, the placing of traditional
settlement patterns under World Heritage protection has
been pioneered primarily in the East European and African re-
gions. Landscape and environmental archaeology, as well as
the growing collaboration between ethnography and archae-
ology, are welcome advances that will hopefully provide addi-
tional insights into these sites.

The Millenary Benedictine Monastery of Pannonhalma and
its natural environment was inscribed in 1996. The description
for this site emphasizes the incorporation of a cultural landscape
and a spirituality into a monument deemed worthy of interna-
tional protection in view of the site’s “outstanding universal
value illustrating in an exceptional manner the structure and set-
ting of an Early Christian Monastery that has evolved over a
thousand years of continuous use. Its location and the earlydate
of its foundation bear unique witness to the propagation and
continuity of Christianity in Central Europe. This nominat ion
called attention to the importance of the Benedictine Monks
who had been working toward peace among countries and
among its people and therefore clearly reflects the spirit of
UNESCO’s Constitution.” The environment, the architectur al
complex and the settlement structure, as well as the work per-
formed by the monks and the spiritual relevance of their activity
illustrate the sophisticated ideal of the late 1990s, reflected in
the site’s inscription on the World Heritage List.

A brief overview of how the Hortobágy National Park was
inscribed reveals yet another aspect of the modern concept of
archaeology and the World Heritage, as well as of human
achievement in exploiting the natural resources of an environ-
ment and the preservation of this environment. Hungary’s
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first nomination of the Hortobágy National Park to the World
Heritage List in 1988, with emphasis on the Park’s natural fea-
tures, was rejected. This rejection was deemed controversial by
both Hungarians and a number of renowned foreign experts.
When cultural landscapes were included among the independ-
ent categories for inscription, the Hortobágy National Park
was nominated again, providing an opportunity for reviewing
the region’s cultural values. The international experts examin-
ing the nomination requested a more detailed description of
the archaeological features before they made their final deci-
sion. The justification notes that “the Hungarian Puszta isan
outstanding example of a cultural landscape shaped by a pasto-
ral human society. The landscape of the Hortobágy National
Park preserves intact and visible the evidence of its traditional
use over more than two millennia and represents the harmoni-
ous interaction between human beings and nature.”

The single Hungarian World Heritage site whose archae-
ological features are not mentioned even indirectly eitherin
the justification for inscription, or in the formal brief descrip-
tion, is the Caves of Aggtelek and the Slovak Karst. This is
understandable since the outstanding value of the site, pro-
posed jointly with Slovakia, lay in the fact that 112 of the 712
already explored caves represented “an outstanding example
of on-going geological processes and a significant geomor-
phic feature.” The Baradla–Domica cave system, which hu-
mans have been using as a shrine and burial site ever since the
Neolithic Age, did not remain unmentioned. The remains of
the Bükk, Piliny and Hallstatt cultures are well known, as are
the Hussite wall inscriptions from 1447.

The vicissitudes of the nomination of the Roman Age burials
in Pécs – the site was nominated several times since 1994, al-
though on different grounds – and the eventual success of the
nomination reflects the growing significance of urban archaeol-
ogy(Fig. 17). The justification for inscription was that the Early
Christian burial chambers represent a unique monument. “The
burial chambers and memorial chapels of theSopianaecemetery
bear outstanding testimony to the strength and faith of the
Christian communities of the Late Roman Empire. The unique
Early Christian sepulchral art and architecture of the northern
and western Roman provinces is exceptionally well and fullyil-
lustrated by theSopianaecemetery at Pécs.”

THE INTEGRATION OF HISTORIC
MONUMENT PRESERVATION INTO

HERITAGE PROJECTS
Tamás Fejérdy

The concept of historic monument preservation encom-
passes real properties, even though there are partial overlaps
with the archaeological heritage (building remains). The
term historic monuments is generally applied to buildings
and architectural ensembles and, occasionally, to public
works of sculpture. Historic monument preservation in
Hungary is inseparable from archaeology. Disregarding a

few early forerunners, the first systematic formulation of
the concept of historic preservation can be linked to the
Congress of Physicians and Naturalists held in Kassa
(Košice, Slovakia) in 1846.

Institutional historic preservation began with the estab-
lishment of the Provisional Monuments Commission in
1872. Between these two dates – during the period of Abso-
lutism – the safeguarding of historic monuments was the
task of the Austrian “Central-Commission zur Erforschung
und Erhaltung der Baudenkmäler” and, later, after the
changes in the political circumstances (essentially from
1858), of the Archaeological Committee of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences, as shown by the studies in theMonu-
menta Hungariae Archaelogicaseries and in the journalAr-
chaeologiai Értesítõ. The three great outstanding pioneers of
Hungarian historic preservation were Imre Henszlmann
(1813–1888), Flóris Rómer (1815–1889) and Arnold Ipolyi
(1823–1886), in whose work scientific or applied archaeol-
ogy also played a role.

Passed in 1881, Act XXXIX was the first Hungarian law
on the preservation and maintenance of historic monu-
ments that stipulated the creation of the National Monu-
ments Board. The changes in the institutional system of his-
toric preservation were connected to major events in Hun-
garian history. Under the new circumstances created by the
Treaty of Trianon, Tibor Gerevich (1882–1954) reorga-
nized the National Monuments Board into a modern,
efficient professional agency following the Italian model
(1934–1949). Following World War 2 and the Communist
takeover, the Board was attached to different institutions
(the National Centre for Museums and Monuments, the
Castle Trust and the Architectural Office), and it was dedi-
cated individuals, rather than the institutional opportuni-
ties, who kept Hungarian historic preservation alive.

Originally intended as a token gesture of the appreciation
of national and historical values after the 1956 revolution,
the National Monuments’ Inspectorate was established on
April 1, 1957 (the Budapest Inspectorate of Monuments
with authority over the capital was established slightly
later). The Inspectorate’s complex organization of a wide
array of historic preservation and conservation institutions
with some 1200 employees undertook every activity in this
field, from research (archaeological and art historical re-
search, including also the investigation of historic buildings,
usually performed by art historians, architects, archaeolo-
gists and conservators in co-operation with each other),
through planning and the provision of official permits, to
the execution of architectural and art restoration projects
and the reconstruction of historic gardens.

In the thirty-five years until 1992, countless high quality
historic restoration projects were completed, gaining inter-
national acclaim in the field. The truly outstanding and suc-
cessful projects always included significant archaeological
and art historical research as part of the interdisciplinary
collaboration. From 1992, the National Board for the Pres-
ervation of Historic Monuments and its institutions, estab-
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lished through the transformation of the Inspectorate, per-
formed the tasks related to Hungarian historic preservation
and the restoration of historic properties.

The National Board functioned as the official authority
in the case of archaeological investigations involving listed
historic buildings and properties, as well as in cases calling
for the conservation and exhibition of listed archaeological
properties.

One of the main duties of the central historic preserva-
tion institution was the supervision of the fate of all listed
properties, but in some cases it proved impossible to per-
form this complex task. As a result, it often took upon itself
the organization and co-ordination of work involving listed
historic properties, in co-operation with experts, including
archaeologists, working in other institutions, as for example
in the case of the so-called royal centres at Esztergom,
Székesfehérvár and Visegrád(Fig. 18),and the Roman re-
mains at Tác–Gorsium and Aquincum.

Focusing on restoration and conservation, the archaeo-
logical research commissioned by the Inspectorate was pri-
marily aimed at aiding restoration projects. The archaeo-
logical research performed or contracted in this manner by
the National Board and the State Centre for Restoration
and Conservation, the professional institute established to
carry out the active work of historic restoration, can be re-
garded as planned excavations in the majority of cases. Even
today, many of these excavations are consciously restricted
to what is absolutely necessary for restoration (such as de-
termining the original floor level) or unavoidable (such as
the investigation of areas or structures that will become in-
accessible after the completion of the restoration work), but
do not include related investigations that are not absolutely
necessary (such as the excavation of the graveyard beside a
medieval church).

A new, unified institution, the Office of National Cul -
tural Heritage was established in October, 2001 to perform
the administrative and official tasks relating to the moveable
and immoveable heritage; the office also continued the in-
stitution’s activities in preparing the professional basis for
this work. As a result, the management of listed archaeolog-
ical and/or historical heritage sites has become complemen-
tary and inseparable in official administrative work. A part
of the research preceding the restoration and exhibition of
historic monuments is still carried out by the employees of
the institution and of the State Centre for Restoration and
Conservation.

The institution’s archives (Manuscript and Book Ar-
chives, Photo Archives, Design Archives), expanded contin-
uously since 1872, contain many valuable sources materials,
such as Flóris Rómer’s notebooks. The Museum of Archi-
tecture, now part of the Office of National Cultural Heri -
tage, too houses a number of important collections contain-
ing a wide array of architectural information that is invalu-
able for archaeological research. The Office of National
Cultural Heritage published its research results and source
materials in a number of publications, the most important of
these being the volumes ofLapidarium Hungaricum,the pe-
riodical Magyar Mûemlékvédelem[Hungarian Historic Pres-
ervation] published by the Inspectorate and, later, by the
Office of National Cultural Heritage (of which eleven vol-
umes appeared between 1960 and 2002), the periodical
Mûvészettörténet–Mûemlékvédelem[Art History–Historic
Preservation] and the volumes of theForrások[Sources] se-
ries; other journals include Mûemlékvédelmi Szemle[His-
toric Preservation Review] and – particularly before the
publication of the former – the issues ofMûemlékvédelem
[Historic Preservation]. The list is completed by the essays
contributed to exhibition catalogues and theLapis Angularis
series published by the Museum of Architecture.

The following list provides an overview of some impor-
tant research projects related to historic preservation, here
listed according to the major periods in the history of the in-
stitutions. The most significant archaeological investi-
gations under the aegis of the Inspectorate included the

Fig. 18. View of Visegrád Palace at the beginning of the millennial
restoration project and in its current state
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excavations at Miskolc–Diósgyõr Castle by Ilona Czeglédi,
at Eger Castle by Károly Kozák, at Siklós Castle by András
Gergelyffy and Ilona Czeglédi, at the Szekszárd church ru-
ins (in the courtyard of the county hall) by Károly Kozák, at
Szerencs Castle by Ilona Valter and István Feld, and at
Ozora Castle by István Feld.

Archaeological research within the National Board for
the Preservation of Historic Monuments was and is con-
ducted by the Research Division of the Scientific Depart-
ment. The main task of the experts is the continuation of the
long-term investigations of the most outstanding historic
monuments. The excavation sites included the Romanesque
church in Ják and its surroundings by Ilona Valter, the
Cistercian monastery in Bátaszék by Ilona Valter(Fig. 19);
the Premonstratensian ruins and their surroundings in
Zsambék by Ilona Valter, the Bishop’s Palace and the medi-
eval university in Pécs by Mrs. Mária Sándor Gerõ, the

Szászvár Castle by Mrs. Mária Sándor Gerõ, the church ru-
ins in Vértesszentkereszt by Éva M. Kozák and the
Nyírbátor Castle, as well as the archaeological investigation
of minor churches from the Árpádian Age, as part of the
millennial programme by Tamás Balázsik and Lajos Bozóki.

The Research Department of the State Centre for Res-
toration and Conservation too has undertaken a number of
archaeological investigations linked to restoration pro-
jects, both in the preparatory phase and as part of ongoing
work, especially in the case of listed monuments, whose
restoration has been entrusted to this organization. The
major research projects included the former Carthusian
monastery in Városlõd by Péter Csengel and László Gere,
the Veszprémvölgy Convent and Jesuit church in
Veszprém by Juan Cabello, András Koppány and András
Fülöp, and the Benedictine Monastery of Pannonhalma by
Csaba László.

Fig. 19. Bátaszék, the
Cistercian Monastery after
restoration




