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FalSovanie minulosti. Kdpie a falzifikaty archeologickych nalezov v muzeu
Tomas Michalik

Kulttrne dedi¢stvo® a jeho ochrana st zalozené na niekolkych teoretickych predpokladoch.
Jednym z nich je jeho autenticita, resp. originalita, ktorou oznacujeme skutocnost, Ze
konkrétna sucast kultirneho dedic¢stva pochadza z minulosti a predstavuje do dnesnych dni
zachovany doklad o zZivote nasich predkov, vyrobnych prostriedkoch, technolégiach i
spolo¢nosti ako celku. Kazda zo zloZiek kultirneho dediéstva musi disponovat istym stupriom
svojej autenticity — v opa¢nom pripade ide len o jej kdpiu, ktord sama osebe nemoze byt
povazovana za sucast kulturneho dediéstva. Predmetom tohto prispevku je najma
archeologické kulturne dediéstvo, konkrétne jeho hnutelna zlozka — archeologické nalezy.

Z pravneho hladiska stoja na rozhrani medzi pamiatkovy'/m2 a ml]zejn\'/m3 zakonom, resp. zo
sféry Upravy pamiatkového zdkona sa uréenymi procesmi dostavaju do sféry Upravy zdkona
muzejného.

Kopia a falzifikat

Rozdiel medzi képiou a falzifikdtom spociva vo viacerych rovinach. Obidve formy
neorigindlnych predmetov maju charakter v sucasnosti alebo neddvnej minulosti
vyhotovenych napodobenin origindlneho artefaktu, rozdielnost viak spociva najma

v zamyslanom vyuZiti. Ulohou képie je pravdivo informovat ,klienta” — navitevnika muzea

! pojem ,kulturne dedi¢stvo” a jeho jednotlivé zlozky ramcovo definuje Deklaracia Narodnej rady Slovenskej
republiky o ochrane kultirneho dediéstva (uznesenie Narodnej rady Slovenskej republiky ¢. 91/2001 Z. z.).

? Zakon & 49/2002 Z. z. 0 ochrane pamiatkového fondu v zneni neskorsich predpisov.

* Zakon €. 206/2009 Z. z. 0 muzeéch a o galériach a o ochrane predmetov kultirnej hodnoty a o zmene zakona
Slovenskej narodnej rady ¢. 372/1990 Zb. o priestupkoch v zneni neskorsich predpisov v zneni zakona ¢.
126/2015 Z. z.



o zaniknutej minulosti. Prec¢o nie? MbzZe predstavovat atraktivny suvenir z prehliadky muzea.
Ocakavanému vyuZitiu je prispdsobenad aj kvalita vyhotovenia, resp. pouzZitého materialu. Ak
chce muzeum predavat ako suvenir kdpiu zlatej mince, ktord ma vo svojej zbierke, urcite na
jej vyrobu nepoutZije kvalitné zlato. Navyse, kazdy takyto suvenir by mal byt nendpadne
oznaceny. Nikomu pritom ani nenapadne povaZzovat mincu, ktora navonok vyzera ako zlat3,
avsak jej vyrobna cena sa pohybuje v jednotkach eur, za original. Ak je vSak Ulohou képie len
zatraktivnit expoziciu ¢i vystavu a pritom neopustit brany mizea, moze sa vyhotovit aj ovela
kvalitnejSou technoldgiou, s vaésim dérazom na detail ¢i na materidl.

Obr. 1 Znak talianskej policie
— oddielu pre ochranu kultdrneho dedi¢stva

Képiami archeologickych nalezov su popri uvedenych suveniroch najma predmety,
ktoré doplfiaju expozicie a ktoré z objektivnych dévodov nie je mozné alebo ekonomicky
raciondlne zaobstarat ako originaly (napr. kdpia slovanského zvona v muzeu v Bojnej alebo
viaceré kopie Moravianskej venuse). Vysvetlujuca uloha tychto kdpii je nesporna
a v muzejnictve maju rozhodne svoje miesto. V sucasnosti sme tiez nezriedka svedkami
putovnych vystav, ktoré pozostdvaju vylucne z képii (napr. vystava o Tutanchamodnovej
hrobke). Z odborného hladiska nepredstavuju Ziaden zadsadny prinos, ale tloha tychto
podujati pre Siroku verejnost by podla méjho nazoru nemala byt predmetom Ziadnej
elitarskej kritiky. Osobitne v archeolégii za képie mdZeme v podstate povazovat aj produkty
experimentalnej archeoldgie®. Kym nenadobudnu charakter druhej kategérie — falzifikatov —
je vSetko v poriadku.

* Experimentéalna archeolégia je ¥pecifickym odborom archeoldgie, ktord skima, dokumentuje a odborne
hodnoti tradicné technologické postupy, pouZivané zaniknutymi civilizaciami pri vyrobe nastrojov, Sperkov Ci
inych predmetov beZnej spotreby. V rdmci experimentalnej archeoldgie, ktora s oneskorenim niekolkych dekad
zapusta korene aj na Slovensku, sa v sucasnosti Stiepanim produkuju pazurikové nastroje neandertélcov i
lovcov mamutov, hladenim vhodnych hornin bridsené nastroje prvych rolnickych civilizacii mladsej doby
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Na druhej strane, Ulohou falzifikatu je vytvorit dojem, Ze ide o original, t.j. zviest
klienta (zvacsa kupujuceho, v minulosti nezriedka aj muzea) a priznat predmetu hodnotu,
ktoru ani zdaleka nema. Pri vyrobe falzifikatu — teda pri falSovani — sa pouzivaju také
postupy, ktoré maximalizuju snahu vyrobcu o déveryhodnost predmetu. V archeoldgii sa
falzifikaty bronzovych nastrojov (Sperkov ¢i nastrojov) patinuju, aby vyzerali ako keby
niekolko tisicro¢i spocivali v zemi. Falo$na , paleoliticka“ Stiepana industria (napr. pazurikové
pastné kliny) rovnako podstupuje procesy, ktoré maju za ciel zintenzivnit a zrychlit procesy
nadobudania mlie¢nej patiny, ktord je inak znakom ich vysokého veku, pretoze vznika
v pripade desattisicov rokov v zemi. Z tohto pravidla, samozrejme, existuju vynimky — tie su
vSak skor predmetom vedeckych studii nez zaujmu potencidlnych kupujucich. Osobitnu
kategdriu predstavuju zberatelsky atraktivne mince, ¢asto zlaté Ci strieborné, a to bez ohladu
na skutocnost, ¢i patria skor do oblasti archeoldgie (ako keltské ¢i rimske) alebo historie
(napr. zlaté uhorské dukaty Ci strieborné toliare z kvalitného striebra). Kazda skupina
archeologickych nalezov sa da pomerne hodnoverne sfalSovat, hoci technologické postupy
su Casto rozdielne. Falzifikat m6Zeme opisat viacerymi synonymami — okrem tradi¢nych
pojmov ako ,,podvod”, ,zavadzanie” ¢i expresivnejSie , klamstvo”; mladSia generacia pouziva
(hoci vinom kontexte) pojem ,fejk” (z angl. fake). Mimochodom, ,fake” je pojmom bezne
pouzivanym v zapadnej literature na oznacenie faloSného kultirneho predmetu, vratane
archeologickych nalezov. Falzifikaty su predmetom cierneho trhu ovela ¢astejsie, ako sme
vobec ochotni priznat — a toto konstatovanie sa netyka len archeologickych nalezov, ale aj
obrazov ¢i inych umeleckych diel. To, Ze tato téma na Slovensku nerezonuje, hovori ovela
viac 0 nas samych nez o tom, o sa deje ,,tam vonku”. PretoZe sa to deje aj u nas.

Obr. 2 Nalez policie 2010 — falSovatelska dielfa v Ivanovciach
Foto: Policajny zbor SR

kamennej, réznymi postupmi sa vyrdba keramika (robend vruke, obtidcand ¢i tocend na kruhu, casto
vypalovana v Specialnych peciach) ¢i odlievanim bronzu vznikaju nastroje doby bronzovej (napr. sekerky).
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Rozdiel medzi képiou a falzifikditom teda spociva predovsetkym v dobromyselnosti
sprostredkovania informacie o svojom povode. Kym kdpia hovori: ,,Podobdm sa na original,
ale nie som nim — a priznavam to,”, falzifikat klamlivo a nekorektne deklaruje: ,,Som original.

Kdpte ma a investujte tak do skutocnych hodnot!“

Obr. 3 Nalez policie 2010 — falSovatelska dielna v Ivanovciach
Foto: Policajny zbor SR

Legislativne zmeny v rokoch 2009 — 2011

Archeologicka kriminalita a jej neblahé dosledky na stav nasho archeologického kulturneho
dedicstva sa odrazili v prijati viacerych legislativnych opatreni, spocivajucich v prijati novych
noriem — ako v oblasti novych pravnych predpisov, tak novelizdciou tych existujucich.

V prvom rade je potrebné kladne hodnotit zakaz nadobudania archeologickych nélezov,
okolnosti ziskania ktorych si nezndme alebo otdzne, do zbierok muzei (§ 9 ods. 7 muzejného
zakona: ,Predmety kulturnej hodnoty nie je mozné nadobudat ako zbierkové predmety, ak su
hnutelnymi archeologickymi ndlezmi pochddzajucimi z nepovolenych vyskumov alebo
vykopov alebo pochddzaju z inej trestnej ¢innosti.”). Tento princip bol inkorporovany do
novoprijatého muzejného zakona v roku 2009. Okrem zlepSenia predpokladov na potieranie
archeologickej kriminality (zakaz nadobudania nalezov z lokalit, ktoré boli vyrabované



pouzivatelmi detektoru kovov, tzv. detektoristami’) sa vdaka tejto norme do mdzejnych
zbierok legalne nemdze dostat predmet, ktory by bol falzifikitom archeologického nalezu.
Ako totiz ukazovala vtedajsia prax, v ojedinelych pripadoch bola rozliSovacia schopnost

archeoldgov v prislusnych muazeach nizsia ako by mala byt. V blizSie neodhadnutelnom pocte

Obr. 4 Nalez policie 2010 — falSovatel'ska dielfia v lvanovciach
Foto: Policajny zbor SR

muzei sa totiz vyskytli pripady akvizicii predmetov (na prvy pohlad origindlov
archeologickych nalezov), ktorych povod je nejasny alebo opradeny réznymi mytmi.
Zakladnym predpokladom hodnovernosti originality archeologického nalezu je jeho
objavenie v ramci riadneho archeologického vyskumu® alebo za inych nahodnych, ale
verifikovatelnych okolnosti. Je totiz prakticky vylucené, aby sa do nenaruseného

> V minulosti dochadzalo k odkupovaniu archeologickych nalezov, ¢asto hromadnych (pokladov alebo tzv.
depotov) do zbierok muzei. Okrem faktoru podporovania nezakonnej ¢innosti (,,Kde je dopyt, tam je aj ponuka,
bez ohladu na zakonnost celého procesu.”) dochadzalo k odsideniahodnému nakladaniu s verejnymi
finanénymi prostriedkami, ktoré boli tymto spdsobom pouZité na krytie Cinnosti, ktora bola v zasadnom
rozpore s verejnym zaujmom na ochrane kulturneho dedi¢stva. Odkupovanie nalezov, o ktorych muzed vedeli,
Ze pochadzaju z vykradnutych lokalit alebo inej nelegalnej Cinnosti tiez v oCiach verejnosti legitimizovalo
¢innost detektoristov.

® Pravne postavenie archeologického vyskumu aj nahodného archeologického nalezu pomerne désledne
upravuje pamiatkovy zakon.



archeologického kontextu dostal falzifikat’. Kym v pripade originalu neexistuje pochybnost
o jeho p6vode (poloha zvykne byt fotograficky dokumentovand), v pripade unikatneho
nalezu, prineseného do muzea v novinovom papieri takéto pochybnosti dévodne vznikaju —
zvlast v pripadoch, kedy chce ,,nalezca“ za svoje predmety dych vyrazajucu sumu. Ak
muzeum uverilo opisu nalezovych okolnosti , ndlezcu” a v minulosti takéto ndlezy do svojich
zbierok zakupilo, islo z odborného hladiska do velkého rizika a z hladiska verejnych financii
do nezodpovedného konania.

Postup Ministerstva kultury SR ako predkladatela ndvrhu nového muzejného zdkona
bol v otdzke uvedeného zdkazu nepochybne spravny. Podobné zdkazy pre verejné institucie
su totiZz trendom, ktory sa vzhladom na rozsiahlost ¢ierneho trhu s archeologickymi
artefaktmi rozsiril po celom zapadnom svete. Podobné predpisy tak platia prakticky vo
vsetkych vyspelych krajinach. Boj proti organizovanej archeologickej kriminalite, obzvlast na
svojom Uzemi, je spolo¢nym zaujmom vsetkych Statov nasho civilizaéného okruhu, aj pri
akceptovani miestnych $pecifik. V aplikacnej praxi Staty pouzivaju na dosiahnutie tohto ciela
rozdielne prostriedky, ¢o sa tyka formy aj intenzity. Medzi najefektivnejsie patri koordinacia
postupu expertov v oblasti kultirneho dedicstva s policajnymi zlozkami, ¢asto so svojimi
partnermi v zahranici. Prave vybudovanie takejto Specialnej jednotky je oblastou, ktorda moze
priniest realne vysledky, zaloZzené na systematickej praci expertov a nie na viac-menej
nahodnych pripadoch, v ktorych navyse figuruju skér ,malé ryby”. Bohuzial, podla
dostupnych informdcii zriadenie takéhoto Utvaru nie je prioritou ani jedného z dotknutych
rezortov (Ministerstva kultury SR ani Ministerstva vnutra SR). Spolupraca medzi
ministerstvami v sucasnosti prebieha skoér na formalnej Grovni, pricom aktivna praca
v teréne je skor sporadicka. Dosiahnuté vysledky su tak ovela viac vysledkom osobného
nasadenia angazovanych jednotlivcov (¢asto vo volnom ¢ase, bez akejkolvek finan¢nej
kompenzacie ¢i stimulu) nez fungujucej instituciondlnej zakladne. Zahrani¢né zmieSané
»policajno-pamiatkarske” jednotky pritom nepozostavaju z velkého poctu oso6b a ich prinos
a aktivnou ¢innostou. Okrem tradi¢nych bast nasadenia policajnych sil na boj proti
archeologickej kriminalite (napr. Taliansko a ich Comando Carabinieri per la Tutela del
Patrimonio Culturale) mozno v poslednych rokoch vidiet pozitivny priklad aj u nasich
severnych susedov.

V roku 2011 doslo k dalSej zmene, ktord ma v pripade jej riadneho vynucovania
potencidl prispiet k ochrane kultirneho dedi¢stva. Touto zmenou bola novelizacia Trestného
zakona, v ramci ktorej doslo k zavedeniu dvoch novych trestnych ¢inov (Poskodzovanie
a znehodnocovanie kulturnej pamiatky a FalSovanie predmetov kultdrnej hodnoty)

a k rozsireniu skutkovej podstaty uz existujuceho trestného ¢inu (Poskodzovanie
a znehodnocovanie archeologického dedic¢stva). Tdto zmena znamenala Uplné nové ponatie
problematiky kultirneho dedi¢stva, jeho vyznamu pre spolo¢nost a najma prevzala optiku

’ Hoci na velkom potte archeologickych vyskumov sa medzi §tudentmi archeoldgie alebo robotnikmi vyskytnu
Spekulanti alebo ,bavici“, ktori v rdmci zdbavy (alebo pomsty voci veducemu vyskumu...) na lokalite zahrabu
predmet, ktory tam nepatri. Takéto pripady nie st vo svete zriedkavé a veru neobisli ani Slovensko.
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ni¢enia kulturneho dedi¢stva ako podstatného zasahu do verejného zaujmu. Jednym
z vyznamnych impulzov pre definovanie nového trestného ¢inu FalSovanie predmetov
kulturnej hodnoty bolo odhalenie falSovatelskej dielne, o ktorej este bude rec.

Trestny &in faldovania predmetov kultdrnej hodnoty® predpoklada trestnost konania, ktoré
spociva vo:
a) vyrobeni, napodobeni alebo pozmeneni predmetu kulturnej hodnoty tak, aby bol

povazovany za pravy alebo
b) zadovazeni takéhoto predmetu pre seba alebo pre int osobu alebo

c) prechovavani takéhoto predmetu.

Trestnd sadzba sa pohybuje v rozpati az do 10 rokov, v pripade mimoriadne zavazného
konania, za predpokladu naplnenia znakov kvalifikovanej skutkovej podstaty.

Hoci dikcia zakladnej skutkovej podstaty nie je Uplne bez chyb, norma ako celok moéze
poméct v Sirokom spektre pripadov — vzhladom na Upravu muzejného zdkona vsak skor

v neverejnej sfére, resp. mimo oblasti archeoldgie.

B > s
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Obr. 5 Ndlez policie 2010 — falSovatelska dielra v Ivanovciach
Foto: Policajny zbor SR

8 § 249a Trestného zakona.



FalSovatelska dielfia v lvanovciach

Necakanym sp6sobom do diskusie o originaloch ¢i kopiach archeologickych nalezov zasiahol
vyznamny Uspech slovenskej policie ktora v roku 2010 odhalila pripad falSovatelskej dielne

v lvanovciach (okres Trencin). V dielni boli zaistené tisicky falzifikatov keltskych minci (najma
znameho typu BIATEC), ako aj Zelezné raznice, kombinaciou ktorych boli tieto falzifikaty
vyhotovované. Kuridznymi artefaktmi, zaistenymi pocas policajného zasahu, boli r6zne
antropomorfné a zoomorfné bronzové figurky. Niektoré z nich uz presli procesom umelej
patindcie a tak na prvy pohlad vyzerali ako pravé, niektoré vSak na patinovanie este len
¢akali. Nepatinovany bronz je totiz leskly a ma medeno-Cervenu farbu — a takyto predmet ma
pre falSovatelov, ktori ho chcl umiestnit na cierny trh, nulovy vyznam. Kauza je dodnes
neukoncenad, podla dostupnych informacii obhajoba falSovatelov Udajne argumentuje tym,
Ze falzifikaty boli do obehu pustané s informaciou o ich ne-autentickosti. Tomuto tvrdeniu
vSak nezodpoveda cena stoviek a tisicok eur, za ktord udajne podvedeni kupovali falzifikaty
minci. A propos — podvedeni. Kto vie, aky bol ich itmysel. K$eftovat s nadim kultdrnym
dedi¢stvom (v domnienke, Ze ide o originaly) alebo zarobit na ich predaji tretim stranam (ak
si boli vedomi, Ze ide o falzifikaty)? Bez poznania odpovede mozZno cely pripad oznacit za sice
zamotand, ale o to poucnejsiu kauzu.

Predstava, Ze by sa tieto falzifikaty podarilo umiestnit v muzedch, ktoré by ich zakupili
ako zbierkové predmety, je neopisatelna. Sosky v tvare bykov, Udajne z doby Zeleznej by sa
stali ozdobami archeologickych expozicii muizei, boli by ich plné katalégy a napriek
neznamym nalezovym okolnostiam by im boli venované prispevky poprednych archeolégov,
mozZno aj na konferencidch s medzinarodnou Ucastou. Snad' takyto scendr ostane len
domnienkou.

Tomas Michalik
pravnik, archeoldg, zastupca riaditela
Trencianskeho muzea v Trencine
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Faking the Past. Copies and Fakes of Archaeological Finds in Museums
Tomas Michalik

Cultural heritage9 and its protection are based on several theoretical factors. One of these is
authenticity, or originality, terms which describe the fact that a particular part of cultural
heritage is indeed from the past and represents a surviving link to the lives of our ancestors,
methods of production, technologies or society as a whole. Each part of cultural heritage
must be in some sense authentic — otherwise we are only dealing with a copy which itself
cannot be considered a part of cultural heritage. The focus of this contribution is on
archaeological cultural heritage, particularly its moveable element — archaeological finds.
From a legal perspective they are on the border between monuments™® and museum™ law;
in other words certain processes lift them out of the sphere of monuments law and place
them into that of museum law.

° The term “cultural heritage’ and its individual elements is defined in the Declaration of the National Council of
the Slovak Republic in respect of cultural heritage (resolution of the National Council of the Slovak Republic no.
91/2001 Z. z.).

%) aw no. 49/2002 Z. z. on the protection of monuments, as amended.

" Law no. 206/2009 Z. z. on museums and galleries and on the protection of objects of cultural value and on
change in law of the Slovak National Council no. 372/1990 Zb. on offences as amended in later regulations of
law no. 126/2015 Z. z.
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Copy and fake

The difference between a copy and a fake rests on a number of levels. Both these forms of
unoriginality display the character of imitations made today or not so distant past; but they
are distinguished from each other mainly in their intended use. The goal of the copy is to
truthfully inform a ‘client’ — the museum goer — about the vanished past. And why not? It
could be an attractive souvenir from a museum tour. The quality of production, or its
materials, is also tailored to the intended function. If a museum wishes to sell as a souvenir a
copy of a golden coin it has in its collections, surely it needs not be made with actual high-
quality gold; especially since this kind of souvenir should always be discreetly marked.
Furthermore, no one would think to use this coin as an original, and though it appears to be
made from gold its Euro production value lies in the single digits. If the copy’s function is
simply to make an exhibition more attractive but not to leave the museum premises, then it
is possible to produce it with higher-quality technologies with greater emphasis on detail or
materials.

Fig. 1 The sign of the Italian police
— department of the cultural heritage

In addition to the above-mentioned souvenirs, copies of archaeological finds include
objects which complete exhibitions, and with which it is unreasonable to procure or show
originals (such as a copy of the Slavic bell in the museum in Bojn3, or the several copies of
the Moravany Venus). The educational value of these copies is self-evident and they have an
important place in museum practice. Furthermore, today, we are increasingly witnesses to
travelling exhibitions which are formed exclusively of copies (such as the Tutankhamen’s
tomb exhibition). From a scholarly point of view they are not of significant value, but their
role for the wider public should not, in my opinion, be subject to elitist criticism. The
products of experimental archaeology12 could also be basically regarded as copies. As long as
they do not begin to show the characteristics of fakes, all is well.

12 Experimental archaeology is a particular specialism, which explores, documents and scientifically appraises
traditional technological processes, used by disappeared civilizations in making tools, jewellery or other objects
of daily life. Within experimental archaeology, which is now taking root in Slovakia after a delay of several

12



On the other hand, the aim of the fake is to produce an impression that it is indeed
an original, and so to deceive a client (mostly a private buyer, but also at times a museum)
and create a value which it can never have. In making a fake — and thus falsifying — the
process maximalises the maker’s efforts to create a trustworthy object. In archaeology, fakes
of bronze objects (jewellery or tools) are patinated for an appearance of several thousand
years worth of soil weathering. In the faked ‘Palaeolithic’ knapped industry (for instance
splintered flint blades), a similar method is used to intensify and accelerate the processes
which result in a milky patina, which is otherwise a sign of great age since it arises from
being in the soil for tens of thousands of years. There are, naturally, exceptions to this —
though they are more of interest to scientific studies than to potential buyers. A particular
category is represented by coins, often silver or gold and attractive to collectors, irrespective
of whether they belong more to archaeology (Celtic or Roman) or history (for instance
golden Hungarian ducats or denars from high grade silver). Each group of archaeological
finds can be relatively convincingly faked, though the technological processes are often
different. We can describe fakes with a number of synonyms — apart from the traditional
‘fraud’, ‘deception’ or the more expressive ‘lies’, the younger Slovak generation uses (though
in a different context) the term ‘“fejk’ (from the English ‘fake’). As an aside, the term ‘fake’ is
regularly used in Western literature for a counterfeit cultural object including archaeological
finds. Fakes are present in the black market far more often that we are ready to admit —and
this includes not only archaeological finds but also paintings and other artworks. The fact
that this theme fails to resonate in Slovakia speaks far more about us than about what
happens ‘out there’; because faking happens here, too.

decades, currently splintering processes are used to create knapped flint tools of Neanderthals or Mammoth
hunters; polishing of relevant stones to make the sharpened tools of first agricultural civilisations of the early
Stone Age; various processes used to make ceramics (made by hand, turned on a wheel, often fired in special
ovens); and bronze casting to make tools from the Bronze Age (such as axes).
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Fig. 2 Slovak Police’s case in 2010 — counterfeiting workshop in Ivanovce
Photo: Policajny zbor SR

The difference, therefore, between the copy and the fake rests principally in the good faith
which informs others of the object’s origin. While the copy says: “l am similar to the original,
but | am not the same and | admit it”, the fake deceptively and incorrectly declares: “l am an

original. Buy me and invest into real value!”

Fig. 3 Slovak Police’s case in 2010 — counterfeiting workshop in Ivanovce
Photo: Policajny zbor SR

Legislative changes in 2009-2011

Archaeological crime and its unfortunate consequences on the state of our archaeological
cultural heritage are reflected in the admission of a number of laws which set down new
norms — whether for new laws themselves, or to modify existing ones.

Firstly, it is important to positively welcome the ban on museums accepting those
archaeological finds whose circumstances of discovery and provenance are unknown or
doubtful (pr. 9, s. 7 of museum law: “Objects of cultural value cannot be accepted into
collections if they are moveable archaeological finds and if they derive from unlawful
searches or digs or from other unlawful activity”). This principle was incorporated into the
new museum law in 2009. Apart from a greater likelihood of combating archaeological crime
(with the ban on accepting finds from locations which were pillaged by users of metal
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detectors™), this law has made it impossible for museum collections to gain objects which
are fakes of archaeological finds. As has been demonstrated in practice, in certain rare cases
the ability of individual museum archaeologists to differentiate between the two was lower

than expected. As such, a hitherto uncertain number of museums have acquired objects (at

Fig. 4 Slovak Police’s case in 2010 — counterfeiting workshop in Ivanovce
Photo: Policajny zbor SR

first sight original archaeological discoveries) whose origins are unclear or wreathed in myth.
The basic condition necessary for the assumption of originality in an archaeological
find is its discovery within a properly conducted archaeological search'® or under other,

Bn the past, archaeological finds (often mass ones such as treasures or so-called caches) were bought into
museum collections. Apart from abetting unlawful activity (“Where there is demand, there is supply, without
concern for the lawfulness of the process”), this resulted in reprehensible misuse of public finances which were
in this way used to conceal activity which was fundamentally against the public interest of protecting cultural
heritage. The purchase of finds by museums that had knowledge of their origin in plundered locations or other
illegal activity legitimised, in the eyes of the public, the activities of metal detectorists.

“The position in law of archaeological digs as well as accidental finds is dealt with relatively thoroughly by the
monuments law.
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accidental, yet verifiable circumstances; for it is practically impossible that a fake should find
its way into an unspoilt archaeological context.™ While there are no doubts about the source
of an original object (whose position is usually documented by photographs), such problems
do arise with unique finds brought to the museum wrapped in newspapers — particularly in
cases when the ‘finder’ demands breathtaking sums for his property. If a museum believed
the description of the ‘finders’ circumstances, and in the past bought these kinds of finds
into their collections, then it was a grave risk from a scientific perspective, and irresponsible
administration from a financial one.

In terms of the above mentioned ban, the actions of the Ministry of Culture of the
Slovak Republic as proposer of the new museum law was unquestionably appropriate; since
similar bans for public institutions are a growing international trend, in light of the scale of
the black market with archaeological artefacts. Similar regulations are therefore in force
practically in all developed countries. The battle against organised archaeological crime,
especially within its borders, is the common interest of all states in our cultural region, even
in light of local discrepancies. In practice, states used different means to achieve this aim,
both in form and intensity. One of the most effective is co-ordinated action by cultural
heritage experts with police forces, often with partners abroad. It is the development of this
kind of expert unit which can bring real results, since it is based on systematic professional
work and not on more less accidental cases, which usually concern ‘small fish’. Sadly, from
the available information the creation of this type of unit is not the priority of either
departments involved (Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic).
Collaboration between the two ministries today is more or less on a formal level, while
active work in the field is rather sporadic. The achieved results are therefore more due to
the personal efforts of committed individuals (often in their spare time without any financial
compensation of stimulus) rather than a functioning institutional base. Furthermore, foreign
mixed “police-conservationist” units are usually made up of a small number of individuals
and their achievements far exceed in proportion the finances needed to support their
existence and activities. Apart from the traditional bastions of the police struggle against
archaeological crime (for instance Italy and their Comando Carabinieri per la Tutela del
Patrimonio Culturale), good examples in recent years are our northern neighbours.

The year 2011 was witness to another change which, if enforced properly, has the
potential to contribute to the protection of cultural heritage. This change was the
novelisation of the Criminal Law which introduced two new crimes (Damage and
depreciation of an object of cultural importance, and Counterfeiting of objects of cultural
value). This change means an utterly new conception of the issues around cultural heritage,
its significance to society; and most importantly it adopted the viewpoint of heritage
destruction as having a profound impact on the public interest. An important catalyst which

r Although a large number of archaeological digs has, within the student and labouring body, speculators and
‘clowns’ who, for fun (or vengeance against the dig leader...) bury an object in the area which has no place
there. This is not rare in the world and indeed Slovakia is no exception.
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defined the new crime of Counterfeiting of objects of cultural value was the discovery of a

faking workshop, which we shall mention later.

The criminal activity of counterfeiting objects of cultural value'® assumes the criminality of

any activity which includes:
a) making, imitating, or altering the object of cultural value in such a way as to be considered

genuine; or
b) procuring this kind of object for oneself or another person; or
c¢) holding this kind of object.

B 2 5 4
4 o

2
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Fig. 4 Slovak Police’s case in 2010 — counterfeiting workshop in Ivanovce
Photo: Policajny zbor SR

The maximum sentence for this punishable offence is ten years, in case of
exceptionally grave activity and assuming that the key facts surrounding the incriminating
act have are present. Although the wording of the fundamental unlawful act is not without
error, as a whole it can assist in a broad spectrum of cases — but in view of the museum law
more in the private realm, and thus outside of the archaeological sphere.

16 § 249a of the Criminal Law.
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Faking workshop in Ivanovce

The seminal success of a 2010 police action which revealed the case of the lvanovce (Trencin
district) counterfeiting workshop made an unprecedented impact on the discussions
surrounding originals and copies of archaeological finds. The police seized from the
workshop thousands of fakes of Celtic coins (particularly the well-known BIATEC type), as
well as metal matrices with which these fakes were made. Also seized at the time were
curious anthropomorphic and zoomorphic bronze figures. Some of these already underwent
a process of artificial patination and so they at first sight appeared genuine: some were still
to be patinated. Unpatinated bronze is shiny and of copper-red colour, and this kind of
object has zero value for fakers who wish to offer it on the black market. The case is still
ongoing, and according to the available information the fakers’ defence is apparently arguing
that the counterfeits were released into the market with attestations of its inauthenticity.
This, however, disagrees with the prices for which the allegedly deceived clients bought
these fakes — hundreds and thousands of Euros. Who knows what their intention was.
Perhaps to deal with our cultural heritage (in the belief that they are originals), or to make a
profit from their sale to third parties, if they were aware of their counterfeit nature?
Whatever the answer, we can mark this case as very tangled but also enlightening for that
very reason.

The idea that these fakes have been successfully placed in museums, or bought into
collections, is too awful for words. Sculptures in the shape of bulls, apparently from the Iron
Age, would decorate archaeological shows in museums, fill the pages of catalogues and,
despite unclear origins, they would be the object of scholarly studies from foremost
archaeologists, perhaps even at international conferences. We trust that this scenario will
remain a conjecture.

Tomas Michalik
Lawyer and Archaeologist, the Deputy director
of the Trenc¢ianske muzeum in Trencin

English by Miroslav Pomichal
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Valka v muzeu. Shirkovy predmét a emoce
Nada Machkova Prajzova

V dobé, kdy jsou intenzivné ovérfovany nové metody zpfistupnéni kulturniho dédictvi
verejnosti, kdy jsou pfi muzejni prezentaci sbirkové predméty nahrazovany ¢i doplfiovany
informacnimi a komunikacnimi technologiemi, musime vést debatu o roli origindlu a kopie a
definovat hranici mezi nimi. Muzea hraji pfi tomto hledani hranice zasadni roli. V novém
programovém obdobi EU se zac¢ina nahlizet na kulturni dédictvi i jako na duleZity segment
hospodarstvi a je snahou pfizpUsobit formu zpristupnéni oéekavani spotrebiteld. Nabidnout
jim moznost efektivné vyuzivat bohatstvi muzejnich sbirek, zejména mit je snadno a kdykoli
dostupné. Jakou roli budou hrat muzea v tomto procesu a jaka je role sbirkovych predmétd
které spravujeme? Jsou to trendy, které zlepsi fungovani vefejnopravnich instituci nebo jdou
proti smyslu a zakladnimu uréeni muzei? Domnivam se, Ze je vhodné prekonat pfirozeny
konzervatismus a zodpovédné zkoumat nové pfrilezitosti.

Pfrispévek je vénovan problematice vztahu kopie a origindlu predevsim na pozadi
valky a jeji prezentace. Adekvatni tematizaci valky v muzejnim kontextu lze oznacit za jedno
z nejproblémovéjsich témat v muzejni prezentaci. Jak vystavovat néco tak nevystavitelného
jako je armada, valka, zabijeni, utrpeni? Jak zpracovat valku a prezentovat ji v kvalitni
expozici verejnosti?

Praveé stret Rakouska s Pruskem v roce 1866 pfinesl na nase Uzemi poprvé vysoce
efektivni zbrarfiové technologie, které radikalné zvysily ztraty. Bylo to tragické avizo
modernich valek, které prineslo 20. stoleti. Drtivy dopad konfliktu zasahl tehdejsi spole€nost
necekané tvrdé a hluboce. Je pochopitelné, Ze tento vliv byl nejvyznamnéjsi pravé v regionu
nejvice zasazeném vale¢nym stietnutim. Bitva u Hradce Kralové, Sadové ¢i na Chlumu v roce
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1866 zménila déjiny Evropy. Na Chlumu padlo béhem jediného destivého dne, 3. Cervence,
témér Sest tisic vojakl bojujicich za Rakousko-Uhersko, témér dva tisice pruskych. Na obou
stranach byly vysoké pocty pohtfeSovanych, na rakouské strané pres sedm tisic, na pruské do
tfi set. Po bitvé zUstalo vice nez osm tisic zranénych na strané rakouské a témér sedm tisic
pruskych. Byla to posledni velka jezdecka bitva, padlo zde téméF sedm tisic koni.*” V roce
1891 se v okoli obce Chlum nachdzelo 227 funeralnich pamatek, v roce 1898 jich bylo 319,

v roce 1901 jiz 400, nyni pocet stoupl na 480. UZ v roce 1888 byl zaloZzen , Komitét pro
udrzovani pomnik( na bojisti Kralové-hradeckém®, ktery zacal pe€ovat o hroby a pomniky
padlych vojakd a ma do dnesni doby nepopiratelnou zasluhu na udrzovani stavu a na obnové
téchto pamatek dle zenevské konvence.™® Bojiité se z mista piety postupné stavalo i mistem
se silicim turistickym ruchem. V roce 1894 nechal statkar Karel Heinrich z Dobfenic postavit
domek pro strdzce bojisté, v roce 1899 byl doplnén o rozhlednu a vyletni restauraci.

V katastru desitek obci, na kterych se bojisté rozkladalo, se po valce, ale i dlouho po
ni, nachazely pfedméty, které postupné sbhirali mistni obyvatelé, aby se po letech nemala
¢ast z nich ocitla v muzeu a stala se predméty sbirkovymi. Nékteré skoncily v rodinach
zajimajicich se o tuto problematiku, at jiz z didvodu padlych rodinnych pfislusnikd, jiné
muzeum dostalo ¢i postupné vykoupilo. Tehdejsi Méstské historické muzeum v Hradci
Kralové zakoupilo v roce 1893 sbirku zakladatele Komitétu Jana Nepomuka Steinského,
nékdejsiho setnika zemské obrany a v roce 1895 sbirku aktivniho ¢lena spolku, Frantiska
Waldeka. Expozici tvofily chladné i palné zbrané, soucdsti vystroje a uniformy rakouské,
pruské a saské vpottu asi 600 kust.™ Dali sbirkové predméty mésto nakupovalo od majitel(
ve vesnicich na bojisti, ale ¢asto také od obchodnik(l se Zelezem. Byly vydany dvé pohlednice,
aby bylo na sbirku upozornéno a soucasné byl vydan priivodce po bojisti s planem. Mésto si
uvédomovalo potencidl mista pro cestovni ruch a nakupy financné podporovalo.

V roce 1913 byla v Hradci Kralové dostavéna a zprovoznéna nova budova muzea.
Architekt Jan Kotéra s umisténim pamatek na valku nepocital. Do hlavni budovy nynéjsiho
muzea se podafilo vale€nou shirku instalovat teprve v roce 1921. V mistnosti, kde se nyni
nachazi feditelna, byly zbrané instalovany na dfevem obloZenych sténdch a, jak piSe tehdejsi
feditel Tichy, budila zdjem tehdejsich vojenskych elit, jako byl nap¥. mar$al Foch.?

Existovala soucasné snaha, aby byla sbirka vyélenéna z muzea a prezentovana zvlast
(tehdy jesté muzeum na Chlumu neexistovalo). Komitét navrhoval pro umisténi kavalir - ¢ast
plvodniho méstského opevnéni Hradce Krdlové. Snahy ¢lenli Komitétu dosly naplnéni pred
Il. svétovou valkou. Z iniciativy jednoho z ¢lend Komitétu, sedlaka Josefa Volfa z Maslojed,
ktery byl také primym ucastnikem bojl a jednim z vyhledavanych priivodct po bojisti, bylo
v roce 1936 pfi ptilezitosti 70. vyroci bitvy na Chlumu slavnostné otevieno muzeum, jehoz
expozice na malém prostoru byla naplnéna sbirkovymi predméty ¢lentd Komitétu a jeho

v Urban, Otto: Vzpominka na Hradec Kralové. Drama roku 1866. Praha 1986, s. 251.

13 pro tyto ucely hroby rozumi hromadné hroby, mohyly, hibitovy nebo jejich ¢asti, osaria, pamatniky,
pomniky, pamétni desky.

' Ratibof, 44/1910, 5. 11. 1910, s. 7.

° Osvéta lidu 3.7.1926, ¢. 49, str. 8.
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pfiznivca. Po prvni svétové valce byla ¢innost Komitétu z politickych dlivodd utlumovana a
po roce 1948 byla zakazdna. V padesatych letech byl spolek rozpustén a veskerd ¢innost
tykajici se valky 1866 byla ilegdlni, véetné oslav stého vyroéi v roce 1966. Muzeum na
Chlumu bylo kulturni paméatkou, ale pamét byla nechténa.?* Pamatnik jako takovy byl
pfeveden pod Okresni Urad jako prispévkova organizace: Okresni vlastivédné stfedisko
Chlum. Na ptikaz ministerstva kultury byla sbirka militarii pfedana Vojenskému historickému
muzeu v Praze, a to jak sbirka spolku, tak sbirka muzea v Hradci Kralové. Zbylo pouze par
exponatu a od Sedesatych let je sbirka budovana znovu. Expozici v muzeu na Chlumu v
Sedesatych letech tvofrily pfedevsim nizké vitriny, ve kterych byly prezentovany originaly
tesakl a bodakd, origindlni pusky ve stojanech, strelivo. Exponatem na ktery se vzpominalo,
byla prostfelend lebka a modlitebni knizka. Na cinovych vojaccich byly demonstrovany typy
vyzbroje a vystroje jednotlivych armad.

V roce 1993 pak Pamatnik prechazi na Muzeum vychodnich Cech v Hradci Kralové
(MVC). Na zékladé smlouvy mezi Okresnim ufadem a MVC bylo pfevedeno pravo
hospodareni k movitému i nemovitému majetku na Chlumu: pfedevsim pozemky s pomniky
a hroby, tedy autentické doklady valky 1866.%

O vybudovani nové pristavby rozhodlo tehdejsi vedeni muzea v roce 2008. V minulém
programovém obdobi byla finanéni podpora smérovana do muzei podminéna ndvaznosti na
prioritu cestovniho ruchu. Jednalo se o oblast podpory 3.1 Rozvoj zakladni infrastruktury a
doprovodnych aktivit v oblasti CR. ?* Kralovéhradecky kraj jako investor realizoval v letech
2008 — 2010 projekt, ktery spocival ve stavebnich Upravach plivodniho objektu, pofizeni
moderniho audiovizualniho centra, vybaveni expozi¢nich prostor a vytyéeni nového okruhu
cyklotras, které prochazeji mezi bojisti valky 1866. Hlavnim vystupem byla zamyslend nova
prezentace Muzea valky 1866 na Chlumu, kterd nabizi moderni, komplexni a atraktivni
prostfedi vhodné pro Sirokou paletu navstévnika z fad laické i odborné verejnosti. Inovace
umoznila i pofizeni vitrin, figurin a vybaveni audiovizualniho centra. V opraveném prostoru
plvodni budovy muzea byl ztizen kinosal, kde jsou pro navstévniky pfipraveny filmy
s tématikou valky a infokiosky s dotykovymi obrazovkami, které obsahuji rozsitujici
informace k expozici. Jeden z hlavnich exponatl pfi vstupu predstavuje diorama, které
demonstruje valecny stret. Dle zaméru autor( je expozice urcena Siroké verejnosti a byla
feSena s dlirazem na vizuadlni a zvukovou slozku. Zajemci maji moznost ziskat dopliujici
informace prostfednictvim modernich technologii. Z bezpecnostnich divod( bylo
uprednostnéno vystavovani kopii, zejména z dlivodl obavy z kradezi. Originaly jsou proto
vystavovany predevsim kratkodobé. Napf. pfi vyroci zaloZzeni 18. pésiho pluku byly vystaveny
originalni portréty jedenacti majitel pluku v ¢asovém obdobi od 17. do 19. stoleti.

2 Sramek, Josef: Pamatnik bitvy 1866 na Chlumu u Hradce Kralové. Misto paméti na ,,valku Némct s Némci.”
Déjiny a soucasnost 11, 2012, s. 10.

?2 Aredl pamatkové zény Bojisté bitvy 1866 u Hradce Kralové byl vymezen ve vyhladce MK &. 208 z 1. 7. 1996.
2 Regiondlni operacni program NUTS Il. Severovychod.
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V expozici jsou originaly zastoupeny napft. archeologickymi nalezy: zapalné rakety, granaty a
mnohé dalsi. Navstévnici vSak mohou shlédnout i sbirkové predméty tykajici se zdravotnictvi
a Casto i chladné zbrané. Artefakty, u kterych je riziko mozného zcizeni vyssi, tedy uniformy,
palné zbrané, prezentujeme pomoci faksimilii. Pomér je 1:2, original versus kopie.

V expozi¢nim prostoru je pouZito diorama boj o zemédélskou usedlost a replika zemédélské
usedlosti slouZi jako prostor pro promitani kratkého filmového skece. Pro umocnéni dojmu
byly vytvoreny dva filmy. Jeden emotivni: bitevni scény z lesa Svib, nejkrvavéjsi ¢asti
stfetnuti. Druhy je promitan v kinosale a umoznuje nahlédnout do myslenek a pocitl
tehdejsiho rakouského $éfa generalniho stdbu Benedeka.

Shrnuto
Mnohdy je divodl proc¢ dat prednost vystavovani kopii pred originaly vice. Jednim z nich je
jisté ochrana autentickych muzejnich exponatli a bezpecnost. Z diivodu bezpecénosti
sbirkovych predmétu, ktera stoji nade vSim, prezentujeme v Muzeu valky 1866 na Chlumu
jen malo originald. Ty jsou bezpe¢né ulozeny v depozitafi Muzea vychodnich Cech v Hradci
Kralové. Do jisté miry tak zpochybriujeme vlastni tezi o vylu¢nosti originalu pro muzejni
komunikaci. Prezentujeme valku pomoci cinovych vojackl a dioramat, ¢imz ji paradoxné
dodavame zdani hravosti. Tento pohled podbizime i détem. Pomoci filmu, na kterém je
zachycena véaleé¢na scéna z lesa Svib, se snazime vyvolat emoci valka jako utrpeni a bolest
jednotlivce, emoci pocitu tehdejSiho vojdka postaveného tvafti tvar smrti. Muzeum valky
1866 neni technickym muzeem, neklade si za cil prezentovat krasu a funkéni dokonalost
techniky. Neni ani muzeem valec¢nym, prestoZe s timto Ucelem bylo zakladano ve tficatych
letech. Daleko vice je ho tfeba vnimat v kontextu celého Muzea vychodnich Cech v Hradci
Kralové. Tedy univerzalniho muzea, které dokumentuje déjiny regionu, v se nichz valka
odrdzi v oblasti socidlni, hospodarské i kulturni. VSech téchto aspektl je nutné si vS§imat. Je
dileZité mit na zreteli ndvstévnika a adresovat nase sdéleni jemu. Pomoci edukacnich
program( je mladsim generacim vysvétlovana podstata reseni konflikt(i v 19. stoleti, ale i ve
20. stoleti.

Osobné se domnivam, Ze pfiliSné podbizeni se cestovnimu ruchu, aktudlnim trenddm
a prioritdm nékterych dotacnich programu, zvySena mira ¢i pfemira audiovize a nahrazovani
originall interaktivnimi pomUckami neni tou spradvnou cestou. Téma prezentace valky
v muzeu je tématem obtiznym, navic komplikované nemoznosti plného vyuZiti original(i
k prezentaci emoci a navozeni pocitu pomoci autentickych predmétl. Projektovy zamér,
ktery byl realizovdn je vykroenim a ¢ekd nas revize a zamysleni se nad tim, jak dostat
souladu s ur¢enim muzea. Chceme vyuzit veskerého potencidlu, ktery muzea nabizeji. Diky
originalnim trojrozmérnym predmétim pracovat s autenticitou a zprostfedkovat tak
neopakovatelny zazZitek pozndvani historie, pracovat s emocemi a prozitkem. Na pribéhu
muzea valky 1866 na Chlumu byla popsana cesta nabyvani originalnich sbirkovych predmétd
a historie jejich vystavovani. Usili o vlastni muzeum umoznilo v minulém stoleti vybudovat
dlstojny pamatnik jako vzpominky na valku 1866, diky umisténi ale souc¢asné zpusobilo v
dnesni dobé obavu o jejich bezpecénost. Diky projektu bylo vylepSeno technické zazemi
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objektu, navstévnicka infrastruktura a dodana audiovizualni technika. Vazina debata o tom,
jak se vyrovnat s problémem absence originalnich predmét(, nakolik "staci" nahradit je
filmy, kopiemi a dioramaty na nds zatim ¢ekd. A soucasné diskuze o tom, zda se ndm dafi,
aby si navétévnici odnaseli piibéhy, které chceme zprostfedkovavat a podavat. Ceka na nas

jak v muzeu v Hradci Kralové, tak napfic¢ celym oborem.

Nadézda Machkova Prajzova
historicka, reditelka
Muzea vychodnich Cech v Hradci Kralové
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War in the Museum. The Collection Object and Emotions
Nada Machkova Prajzova

In an age which intensively re-appraises new methods of making available cultural heritage
to the general public, and in which museum exhibits are replaced or supplemented by
information and communication technologies, we must confront the role of the original and
the copy and define the borders of either. Museums play a fundamental role in this search
for delimitation. The forthcoming EU programme period also begins to look at cultural
heritage as an important economic segment, and there is an effort to adjust the form to
consumer expectations; by offering, for instance, the opportunity to effectively use the
riches of museum collections and have them easily and always accessible. What role will
museums play in this process, and what is the role of the objects we have in our collections?
Will these trends improve the functioning of public institutions, or do they go against the
aims and fundamental purpose of museums? | believe that it is time to overcome our natural
conservatism and to responsibly explore new opportunities.

This contribution focuses on the relationship between the copy and original, in
particular against the background of war and its representation. The adequate thematisation
of war in a museum context is perhaps one of the most problematic topics in museum
presentation. How to exhibit something as unexhibitable as an army, war, killing, and
suffering? How to process war and present it to the public, in a high-quality exhibition?

The conflict between Austria and Prussia in 1866 was the first to bring to our region
highly effective weapons technologies which radically increased losses. It was the tragic
premonition of modern wars of the 20" century. The crushing impact of the conflict hit
society of the time unusually deeply and mercilessly. It is understandable that this effect was
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most obvious in the region most devastated by the war. The battle of Hradec Kralové,
Sadové or Chlum in 1866 changed European history. At Chlum, during a single rainy day on 3
July, almost six thousand Austro-Hungarian and almost two thousand Prussian men died.
Both sides had high numbers of missing, the Austrians over seven thousand, the Prussians
around three hundred. At the end of the battle there remained more than eight thousand
Austrian injured, and almost seven thousand Prussians. It was the last great cavalry battle,
with almost seven thousand fallen horses.?* In 1891 the area around Chlum village contained
227 funerary monuments, rising to 319 in 1898, 400 in 1901, and today there are 480. A
‘Committee for the maintenance of monuments on the Hradec Kralové battlefield” was
founded in as early as 1888, which began to care for the graves and monuments of fallen
men, and has to this day served with undeniable merit to maintain and renew these
monuments according to the Geneva Convention.? The battlefield gradually transformed
from a place of remembrance to one with a growing tourist industry. In 1894 the landowner
Karel Heinrich of DobrFenice had a house built for the battlefield watchman, which in 1899
was joined by a lookout and a restaurant for those on daytrips.

The cadastre lands of the tens of villages on which the battlefield lied contained,
during but also long after the war, objects which were gradually collected by local people
many of which years later cropped up in the museum and became part of the collections.
Some objects ended up with families interested in such matters, often because of fallen
family members; others were given or sold to the museum. The then City Historical Museum
in Hradec Kralové bought in 1893 the collection of the Committee founder Jan Nepomuk
Steinsky, a former Captain of the Home Army, and in 1893 the collection of an active
member of the society, FrantiSek Waldek. The exhibition was formed of both cold and
ballistic weapons and parts of the Austrian, Prussian and Saxon outfits and uniforms,
totalling around 600 objects.26 Other collection items were bought by the town from village
owners who lived near the battlefields, but also from metal traders. Two postcards were
published to raise awareness of the collection, and at the same time a battlefield guide with
a plan was published. The town was aware of the potential of the place for the tourist
industry and it financially supported the purchases.

A new museum building was finished and opened in Hradec Kralové in 1913; but the
architect Jan Kotéra did not count on making space for war memorabilia. Only in 1921 it was
possible to install the war collection into the main building of the museum. The room which
now serves as the director’s office was clad with wood and the installed weapons excited the
interest, as wrote the then-director Tichy, of the military elites of the time including Marshal
Foch.”’

** Urban, Otto: Vzpominka na Hradec Kralové. Drama roku 1866. Prague, 1986, p. 251.

% For these purposes this means mass graves, barrows, cemeteries or their parts, ossuaries, memorials,
monuments, or memorial tablets.

?® Ratibof, 44/1910, 5. 11. 1910, p. 7.

%7 Osvéta lidu 3.7.1926, &. 49, p. 8.
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There was simultaneously an effort to remove the collection from the museum and
present it independently (the museum at Chlum did not exist at the time). The Committee
suggested it can go to a part of the original town fortification in Hradec Kralové. The efforts
of the Committee members were repaid before World War II. Through the initiative of a
Committee member, the farmer Josef Volf of Maslojedy, who was also a direct participant of
the battles and one of the most popular tour-guides around the battlefield, a museum was
ceremoniously opened at Chlum in 1936, on the 70t anniversary of the battle. The
museum’s small exhibition space was filled with the collected objects owned by the
Committee members and their supporters. After the First World War the activities of the
Committee were suppressed from political motives and after 1948 they were wholly
prohibited. In the 1950s the society was disbanded and any activity linked to the 1866 war
was illegal, including celebrating its hundredth anniversary in 1966. The museum at Chlum
was a cultural monument, but its memory was unwanted.”® The memorial itself was
subsumed under the District Office as a subsidised organisation: ‘the District Homeland
Centre Chlum’. By order of the Ministry of Culture the collection of militaria was transferred
to the Military Historical Museum in Prague, which included both the collection of the
society and that of the museum in Hradec Kralové. Only a few items remained, and the
collection began to be built again from the 1960s. The Chlum museum exhibition in the
1960s contained mostly low vitrines, presenting original daggers and bayonets, guns in
stands, and ammunition. Well-remembered items include a prayer book and a perforated
skull. Tin soldiers were used to demonstrate types of weaponry and equipment of the
respective armies.

Then, in 1993, the Memorial was transferred to the Eastern Czech Museum in Hradec
Kralové. On the basis of a contract between the District Office and this museum, the latter
gained rights to deal with the chattels and property at Chlum; particularly the land with
memorials and graves, and so the authentic testimonies of the 1866 war.?

The museum directorship decided to build a new extension to the building in 2008. In
the last programme period financial support was given to museums under conditions that it
was directly related to tourist priorities; more specifically, this was dealt in the support area
point 3.1: Development of basic infrastructure and related activities in the Czech Republic.30
As an investor, the Hradec Kralové Region realised in 2008-2010 a project which included
building adjustments to the original building, commissioning a modern audio-visual centre,
the furnishing of the exhibition space and the creation of new cycle routes which go around
the 1866 battlefield. The main aim was the planned new presentation of a Museum of the
1866 War at Chlum, which offers a modern, complex and attractive environment suitable for

28 Sramek, Josef: Pamatnik bitvy 1866 na Chlumu u Hradce Kralové. Misto paméti na ,,valku Némc@l s Némci.“
Déjiny a soucasnost 11, 2012, p. 10.

*® The area of the protected zone 1866 Battlefield at Hradec Kralové is set out in the Ministry of Culture
declaration no. 208 from 1 July 1996.

%0 Regional operation programme NUTS Il Northeast.
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a wide spectrum of visitors from the ranks of both the amateur and professional public.
Innovation helped to acquire vitrines, figurines and furnishings of the audiovisual centre. The
repaired space of the original building became a cinema, where the visitor can see films with
a military theme, and it also includes information kiosks with touch screens which contain
extra content pertaining to the exhibition. One of the main attractions is a diorama by the
entrance which demonstrates the world of war. The intentions of the authors of the
exhibition were to make it accessible to the wider public with an emphasis on audiovisual
elements. Those interested can access additional information with modern technologies.
Due to security reasons, exhibiting copies are preferred to originals; the chief fear is theft.
Original items are therefore exhibited mostly for short periods of time; so for instance, in
celebration of the founding anniversary of the 18" infantry regiment, original portraits were
exhibited of the eleven regiment owners in the period from the 17™ to the 19" centuries.
There are other original items in the exhibition, including archaeological finds: combustible
rockets, grenades and many others. Visitors can also see collection objects related to
healthcare or cold weaponry. Artefacts which are more likely to be stolen, such as uniforms
or guns, are presented with facsimiles, in a ratio of one original to two copies. The exhibition
space contains a diorama presenting a skirmish for a farmstead; the farmstead replica also
serves as a space to show a short film sketch. For heightened emphasis two films were
produced; an emotive one showing a battle scene from the Svib forest, which was the
bloodiest part of the battle. The second film is shown in the cinema and allows the viewer to
understand the thoughts and feelings of the Austrian chief of general staff Benedek.

Summary

Often there are more reasons in favour of exhibiting copies than originals. One of them is
surely the protection of authentic museum items and their security. Because of concern for
the safety of collection items, which stands above all others, we present in the Museum of
the 1866 War at Chlum only few originals. Those are safely stored in the deposit of the
Eastern Czech Museum in Hradec Kralové. We present the war with the help of tin soldiers
and dioramas, which paradoxically add a semblance of playfulness; we offer this view to
children, too. With the film capturing the Svib forest battle scene we attempt to evoke the
emotion of war as the suffering and pain of the individual — the feelings of the contemporary
soldier who stands face to face with death. The Museum of the 1866 War is not a technical
museum, and its aim is not to present the beauty and functional perfection of technology.
Neither is it a war museum, despite this being its goal when founded in the 1930s. It is far
more important to see it in the context of the Eastern Czech Museum in Hradec Kralové as a
whole; and as such a universal museum which documents regional history, in which the war
reflects social, economic and cultural aspects. All these angles are important; it is also
important to focus on the visitor and to address him. Thanks to educational programmes the
younger generations begin to understand the basics of conflict resolution in the 19" but
also the 20" centuries.
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| personally believe that an excessive acquiescence to tourism, modish trends and the
priorities of certain grant programs, as well as an overload of audiovisual material and the
replacement of originals with interactive tools is not the right path. Presenting war in a
museum is a very difficult task, and furthermore complicated by the impossibility of fully
using originals to present emotion and to lead to empathy through using authentic items.
The aim of the realised projects is a step out of the norm and we must reflect how to bring it
within the museum’s remit. We would like to use all the potential that museums offer; to
use original three-dimensional objects in order to encounter authenticity, and thus provide
an inimitable experience in discovering history and to work with emotions and empathy. The
story of the Museum of the 1866 War at Chlum is a journey of gathering original collection
objects and the history of their presentation. The efforts to open a specialist museum
allowed, in the last century, the building of a dignified memorial to the 1866 war, but its
placement today has led to fears for its safety. The project helped to improve the technical
stability of the object, as well as the visitor infrastructure and audiovisual technology. We
are still waiting for a serious debate on how to face the problem of the absence of originals,
and whether it suffices to replace them with films, copies, or dioramas. At the same time, we
need to debate whether visitors are successfully taking away the stories which we want to
present and offer. That debate is as needed in the Hradec Kralové museum, as it is across
our field.

NadéZzda Machkova Prajzova
Historian, the Director of the
Muzeum vychodnich Cech v Hradci Kralové

English by Miroslav Pomichal
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