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ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE 16TH-20TH CENTURY IN THE CZECH
REPUBLIC

RUDOLF KRAJIC — ZDENEK MERINSKY - PAVEL VAREK A

Abstract: This study is an overview of over fifty years of professional interest in archaeology of the modern
age in the Czech lands. It highlights theoretical background and methods that it shares with archaeo-
logy focused on medieval periods, as well as new approaches and topics opened by archaeology of the
modern era. Despite the fact that in recent decades research mainly focused on the early modern age
(16th—18th centuries), reflections upon further development of this sub-discipline necessarily involve the
extending of archaeological interest to material remains dating from the modern age and the recent past
(19th=20th centuries).
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Archeologie novovéku v Ceské republice

Abstrakt: Studie podava prehled o vice nez pul stoleti trvajicim profesiondlnim zajmu o archeologii novo-
vekého obdobi na nasem vizemi. Poukazuje na spolecna teoreticka vychodiska a metody s archeologii zkou-
majici stredovéké obdobi, ale i na nové pristupy a témata, které archeologie novovékého obdobi otevira.
Prestoze byla v poslednich desetiletich pozornost zamérena prevazné na rany novovék (16.—18. stoleti), je
nedilnou soucdsti uvah o dalsim vyvoji subdiscipliny také rozsirovani archeologického zajmu o materialni
pamatky z moderni doby a neddvné minulosti (19.—20. stoleti).

Kli¢ovd slova: archeologie novovéku — archeologie soucasnosti — Ceskd republika.

1 Introduction

Archaeology of the early modern (16th—18th century), modern and contemporary period
(19th—20th century) represents one of the field’s most dynamically developing sub-disciplines
(chronological definition of the post-medieval, modern and contemporary archacology see Sme-
tanka—Zegklitz 1990, 7; Vateka 2013, 8-9). In Bohemia and Moravia, research interest in early
modern sites and artefacts has a long tradition and, in recent years, archacology of the modern
and contemporary world has developed intensively. However, attempts to establish a platform
with a specialized and periodical series of conferences or a research center/centers have not yet
been successful. This paper summarizes the developments and current state of 16th—20th cen-
tury archaeological research in the Czech Republic and explores its topics, trends and future
perspectives.

2 Emerging interest in early modern archaeological artefacts

As is the general case in archaeology, initial interest in early modern material culture in
Bohemia and Moravia is linked to the establishment of museum collections, in this case in the
late 19th — early 20th century. In addition to the random collection of artefacts evaluated accord-
ing to art history criteria, archaeological finds were also acquired; the documentation of their
contexts, however, was not given much attention. Unique collections of post-medieval finds,
mostly pottery, were obtained in Prague. Jan Koula, Professor of the Czech Technical University
in Prague, rescued numerous ceramic sets during Prague’s historical centre reconstruction at
the turn of the 19th/20th century. His publications Co ndm vypraveji prazské stiepy (What do
Prague sherds tell us) are among the first studies on post-medieval pottery based on archaeologi-
cal finds in Europe (Koula 1917; 1918; 1919). Similarly, a collection of post-medieval artefacts in
the Prague Castle was introduced during reconstruction works by architect K. Fiala in the same
period and was later systematically extended to include find complexes, mostly from rescue ex-
cavations of cesspits by I. Borkovsky, K. Guth and J. Pasternak (Blazkova—Veptekova 2015, 15).
K. Cermak holds an exceptional place among Czech museum archaeologists. Cermak is the
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founder of the archaeological collection in Céslav’s museum and he intentionally gained post-
medieval artefacts through systematic excavations (Cermak 1896; 1906; 1914; 1914a).

Although in Bohemia a strong influence of art history can be seen in early modern material
culture studies, a focus on folk culture, especially traditional pottery, dominated in Moravia.
Ceramist and ceramologist H. Landsfeld, who worked in Southern Moravia and South-Western
Slovakia, rarely interconnected the ethnographic and archaeological approach in his time. From
1932 on, he carried out several excavations concentrated on early modern Anabaptist production
centres (later also other traditional pottery workshops), which focused on revealing the roots
of hand-made folk ceramics (Landsfeld 1947; 1950; 1953; 1971). Moravian traditional pottery
research, including Anabaptist faience, was also developed by art historian and ceramologist
K. Cernohorsky (1928; 1928a; 1931; 1941).

Sites linked to the Thirty Years’ War began to draw attention in the early 20th century.
Archivist J. Renner documented field fortifications connected with the battle of Rakovnik in
1620 (Renner 1912; 1935); similarly, the Swedish field camp near Mlada Boleslav was studied
(Zuman 1931) and the first physical-anthropological investigations regarding Albrecht of Wal-
lenstein’s skeletal remains were carried out in the 1920s—1930s (Matiegka—Maly—Bergl 1934;
Simak 1922).

3 Post-medieval archaeology in 1950s—-1980s

Medieval archaeology began to develop intensively in the 1950s—1960s and extended the
chronological framework that was limited to the early medieval or “Slavic period” to the high
and late Middle Ages. A lecture by the director of the National Museum in Prague and art histo-
rian V. Denkstein in 1953 is considered to be a significant step in the establishment of historical
archaeology, as he defined the present as the uppermost limit of this discipline (Denkstein 1953,
200-221; Smetanka—Zegklitz 1990, 10). It should be noted, however, that this timeless vision,
which extended to today’s contemporary archaeology, was not properly understood at the time.
For a long period of time (until the 1980s), records from the early modern and modern period
were in most cases perceived as a sort of “secondary product” of archaeological excavations,
which, with only few exceptions, had not been properly documented and processed.

In the period when research of later medieval sites was only beginning to develop, sys-
tematic excavations of the moated site in Kralice nad Oslavou in Moravia were carried out in
1956—1971 and revealed material remains of the residence of the Bohemian Brethrn’s commu-
nity and their print-workshop, which was in operation in the last quarter of the 16th and first
quarter of the 17th century. The Unity of the Brethren, a Czech Protestant Church denomina-
tion, printed the so-called “Kralice Bible” here, which was the first complete translation of the
Bible from original Biblical languages into Czech. The research was led by V. Fialova, who
belonged to the founding generation of medieval archaeologists and was also one of the pioneers
of post-medieval archaeology in former Czechoslovakia (Fialova 1956; 1957; 1958). One of the
first processed and published sets of early modern ceramics and glass also came from Moravia
as a result of rescue-archaeology research of the waste pit in Brno — Orli Street carried out by
B. Novotny in 1957 (Novotny 1959). This set of artefacts, which “shows a colourful image of
ceramic and glass production” (“ukazuje na pestry obraz keramické a sklarské vyroby”) is dated
“to the time when the Habsburgs seized power in the country” (“do doby, kdy se v zemi uchopili
moci Habsburkové”) and was considered to be the material source “for the study of the earliest
history of Moravia” (“ke studiu nejstarsich déjin Moravy’; Novotny 1959, 3, 19, 23). Soon after
Novotny’s research in Brno, B. Nechvatal performed the first rescue excavations in a contempo-
rary village in 1960, which gained recognition for the material culture study of the early modern
rural milieu (Nechvatal 1966). In addition to pottery collection, the burnt debris of a farm dated
to the 16th century in Struhy (distr. of Mlada Boleslav)) in Bohemia also produced charcoal bo-
tanical macroremains analysed by Z. Tempir (ibid, 206). This represented the first attempt at an
environmental archaeology approach. Further published sets of post-medieval finds in the same
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period are connected with smaller-scale rescue excavations in the historical centre of Prague
(Frauenterka 1958; Liska 1958; Masek 1966). In the 1960s, Early modern pottery and stove tile
studies based on archaeological methods were developed and mostly focused on the typological
classification and chronology of these most numerous set of findings (Nechvatal 1968; Smetanka
1968; 1969).

Advancement in post-medieval archaeology in the 1970s and 1980s were mostly linked
to the rising number of rescue archaeology excavations, which also naturally uncovered early
modern contexts. In regard to building activities, the greatest attention was paid to the his-
torical centres of Bohemian and Moravian towns, including smaller interventions into historical
stratigraphy, cesspits and well investigation, but also large-scale excavations of whole house
plots (combined in only a few cases with building-archaeology research) and the documenta-
tion of public areas such as streets and squares, various urban facilities and fortifications (e. g.
Fryda 1979; Blaha 1983; Drda 1980; Himmelova—Prochazka 1990; Huml 1971; 1975; 1979; 1989;
Charvatova—Charvat 1981; Klapsté—Muk 1988; Méfinsky 1979; Michna 1977; Richterova 1985;
1986; Sebela—Vangk 1985; Velimsky 1976). The first analysis focused on anthropological mate-
rial from urban cemeteries (e. g. Fetter 1970; Hanakova—Martinec—Vyhnanek 1975; Hanakova—
Stloukal 1988; Stranska 1981) and also on the skeletal remains of famous historical persons (e. g.
Albrecht of Wallenstein — VIéek 1976).

Archaeological excavations of early modern field situations in the Prague Castle were
henceforward of great importance, and some results of these excavations were published at
the time (Bohadova—Frolik—Petitkova—Zegklitz 1990; Bohatova—Frolik-Tomkova—Zegklitz
1988; Bohadova—Frolik—Zegklitz 1989; Borkovsky 1975). Field research of medieval castles and
moated sites, as well as monasteries with continual historic development until the early modern
period, also recorded their latest phases; however, retrieved data were usually not processed.

Rescue excavations in villages were carried out in much fewer number (Burian 1975; Huml
1982; Kundera—Méfinsky 1987). The Libice project focused on an early medieval hillfort, a part
of which was superimposed with the later village. Therefore, interventions also revealed the
remains of post-medieval farms and manors (Justova 1981; 1985; Justova 2002). The first ar-
chaeological research of a deserted early modern village led by Z. Smetanka and J. Richterova
was focused on Némecka Lhota (distr. of Kladno), which was abandoned during the Thirty
Years’ War. This pioneering project compared the testimonies of both documentary and archaeo-
logical evidence and pointed out the importance of such investigations for the study of early
modern rural sites (Richterova 1981; 1982). As a part of intensive deserted medieval village
research activities of that period, several post-medieval rural sites abandoned in the 16th — early
17th century were also documented (e. g. Frohlich 1986; 1990; Snasil 1982; Vateka 1989). In the
same period, the first early modern village cemeteries’ excavations were processed, although the
projects targeted on different topics (Bude& — Solle 1990; Véiia 1995; Oskobrh — Blajerova 1974;
Hrdlicka—Richter 1974). The study of a deserted modern settlement in the Krkonose Mountains
(Riesengebirge) was a unique project at that period in a wider European context (Barto§ 1976;
Kalferst—Sigl 1990; Lokvenc—Barto§—Svec 1973).

Identification of the earliest preserved rural architecture dated to the turn of the
15th/16th century — early 17th century in the 1970s—1980s was of great importance (Skabrada
1977; 1986; 1987; Skabrada-Dostal 1984; 1985; Skabrada—Smetdnka 1974; Skabrada—Syrova
1989; Vaieka 1973). Both corner-timbered (log) and stone-built houses and other parts of farms
provided unique comparative material for archaeology but also significantly extended know-
ledge of the early modern village, especially in cooperation with historical ethnography (e. g.
Frolec 1980; Petraniova—Vaieka 1987; Vafeka—Petrafiova—Plessingerova 1986; 1988).

A long-term research programme of Czech historical glassworks was established in the
1970s—1980s (Frohlich 1989; Hejdova 1981; Kavan 1982; Rozmbersky 1990), but other produc-
tion activities were also studied using archaeological methods (see the proceedings of Archeolo-
gia technica edited by J. Merta). In Jachymov (Joachimsthall), for instance, archaeological and
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building-archaeological research revealed the remains of an early 16th century mint including its
original equipment (Muk—Hus 1985).

In the 1980s, a new subfield of conflict archaeology appeared, which focused on 17th—
18th century field fortifications and provided testimonies of military campaigns that frequently
affected the Lands of the Bohemian Crown in this period (Matousek—Hajek—Kubi—Meduna
1990; Hajek—Kubt—Matousek 1992; Kubu-Zaviel 1988; Meduna 1990). The famous White
Mountain battlefield in Prague (1620) yielded several accidental finds of the mass graves of sol-
diers that were first documented in the 1960s and 1970s (Havel 1980; Janska 1966).

Field research activities provided an increasing quantity of early modern artefacts that in
some cases became the subject of targeted processing. Special attention was naturally paid to
the most numerous sets of kitchen and table ceramics (e.g. Budinska 1976; Frolik—Sigl 1990;
Charvatova—Charvat 1981; Kundera—M¢éfinsky 1987; Matousek—Scheufler 1980; MatouSek—
Scheufler 1983; Matousek—Scheufler—Stajnochr 1985), including the whole process of pottery
production (Zegklitz 1985; 1990; 1990a). Studies of stove tiles (e.g. Bohatova 1990; Hazlbauer
1988; 1990; Hazlbauer—Spadek 1986; Spadek 1985; Tomkova—Hazlbauer 1990; Zegklitz 1987)
and other material culture items (e.g. Beranova 1989; Durdik 1990) also gradually developed.
The first examples of progressive interdisciplinary ceramic research based on geochemical and
petrographic methods can be seen in the late 1980s (Zegklitz—Zaviel 1990).

In Moravia, research interest concerning prominent Anabaptist faience was built upon tra-
ditions established in the early 20th century. Ethnographer and archaeologist J. Pajer carried
out excavations of several localities and analysed sets of Anabaptist faience and other ceramic
ware since 1970s (Pajer 1974, 169—-184; 1982; 1983; 1990). In addition to pottery classification,
typology, chronology and its functional interpretation, he also dealt with the theoretical issues
of historical archaeology and discussed its terminology (Pajer 1983, 7-9), especially the use of
a term industrial archaeology which was asserted by J. Merta and a group of researches around
him (Merta 1980, 5-8).

In 1982, the Working group for 16th—19th century archaeology (Pracovni skupina pro ar-
cheologii 16.—19. stoleti) was established in Brno within the framework of the Czechoslovak
Archaeological Society (Ceskoslovenskd spolecnost archeologickd). It focused on the terminol-
ogy, classification and chronology of sites and artefacts according to the regional and thematic
specialization of its members (Pajer 1983, 154, footnote 15). The first seminar for post-medieval
archaeology was organized in the Beroun Museum in 1986 and represented an important step to-
wards the establishment of this sub-discipline. Papers were published in the seminar proceedings
of Studies in Post-Medieval Archaeology 1, which were edited by Z. Smetanka and J. Zegklitz
and issued by the Institute of Archaeology Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences in Prague in 1990
(Studies 1990). The editors’ introduction to this volume coined the term post-medieval archaeo-
logy (postmedievalni archeologie) for this sub-discipline dealing with the 16th—18th century.
It summarized its history in Czechoslovakia and its topics, problems and perspectives in an
international context and in many ways became its “programme statement” (Smetanka—Zegklitz
1990, 7-21). The foundations for the further development of the Czech post-medieval archaeo-
logy were laid out, its aims were outlined and a chronological framework defined. The concept of
this archaeological specialization correlated with the study of material culture within the frame-
work of historical sciences using a wide range of sources that were surmounted in a four-volume
synthesis of the history of medieval and early modern material culture edited by J. Petran, which
was published in the 1980s and 1990s (Petran 1985; 1995; 1997; see also Krajic 2007, 138).!

1 The formation of post-medieval archaeology in the Czech lands shares many features in common with developments in this field in other
Central European countries (Courtney 2009; Mehler 2013). However, post-medieval archaeology was established and began to develop in
Great Britain much earlier. Society for Post-Medieval Archaeology (http:/www.spma.org.uk/) has been publishing Post-Medieval Archaeol-
ogy journal since 1966 (http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ypma20). An overview of the British post-medieval archaeology before 1990 see e. g.
Crossley 1990.
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4 Post-medieval archaeology developments since 1990

By looking at the period beginning with the publication of the first post-medieval archaeo-
logy proceedings in 1990 (Studies 1990), we can see continuity in the main research directions
launched in the period prior to it. We also see the extension and deepening of some previously
studied topics and the introduction of new themes as well. The extent of archaeological sources
from the post-medieval period has increased considerably in the last 27 years, and the quality
of these sources has also significantly improved due to developments in field research methods,
artefact and ecofact analysis, and ever-expanding interdisciplinary cooperation.?

The vast social and economic transformation of the 1990s in Czechoslovakia/Czech Re-
public caused intensive building activities. Construction works in the historical centres of both
towns and villages and their peripheries, including the reconstruction of historic houses or the
construction of new buildings, engineering networks and other infrastructure and the establish-
ment of whole new residential areas, shopping centre complexes and industrial zones irreversibly
transformed the appearance of urbanscapes and landscapes in the country. This development
required not only an increased need for archaeological field activities, but also changes in ar-
chaeological heritage structure and the introduction of new methods in terms of its operation.
Not only has the network of specialist workplaces occupied by archaeologists become more
concentrated but new institutions have also been set up to dominate the field of archaeological
heritage. The extraordinary increase in field research has naturally been reflected in the grow-
ing number of investigated modern archaeological records, which on one hand allowed for the
broadening knowledge of this period based on archaeological evidence but increased demands
on archaeological institutions that had not previously dealt with this period on the other. Thus,
post-medieval archaeology has become an integral part of the field research of endangered lo-
calities while interdisciplinary cooperation has also intensified.

An attempt to continue on with the post-medieval archaeology seminar was initiated by
B. Dragoun and took place in the Opo¢no Museum in 1999. The organization of regular meetings
of scholars interested in post-medieval archaeology was succeeded by the archaeological unit
Archaia Praha in the years 2006-2014, when Forum Archaeologiae Post-mediaevalis conferenc-
es were held at two-year intervals and soon gained an international dimension. Published pro-
ceedings from three of these conferences were edited by J. Zegklitz (Studies 2007; 2009; 2012).

Since the 1990s, papers focusing on post-medieval archaeology have found their place
more and more often in central archaeological periodicals and regional journals. There is natu-
rally a research overlap between late medieval and post-medieval archaeology; therefore, stu-
dies primarily focused on late medieval archaeology often include a chronologically sequential
period but also reflect the historical development of most localities and the interconnection of
research topics. Also, archaeology journals and proceedings concentrated on medieval archaeol-
ogy often include contributions concerning the later period (Archaeologia historica, Castello-
logica bohemica, Castrum Pragense, Forum urbes medii aevi and Mediaevalia archeologica).

Archaeological and building-history research has become increasingly interconnected,
which makes it possible to combine and coordinate new approaches to the rescue and protec-
tion of this important component of historical heritage. The expression of such cooperation can
be seen in conferences commenced in 2002 and organized by the Association for Historical
Building Survey (Sdruzent pro stavebné historicky priizkum; proceedings Svornik) and the Con-
ference on Building History (konference Déjiny staveb), first organized in 2000 by the August
Sedlacek’ Club (Klub Augusta Sedlacka) and later by the Architectural Heritage Center of the
National Technical Museum in Plasy (proceedings Déjiny staveb).

As in other chronological specializations, archaeological studies of the post-medieval pe-
riod are developing in close cooperation with many other disciplines that involve non-destructive

2 Field methods see e.g. Gojda 1997; Gojda—John a kol. 2013; Kuna a kol. 2004; Kuna—Vateka 2007; Prochazka—Vaieka 2005. Coference series
“Pocitacova podpora v archeologii” is focused on computing in archacology in the Czech Republic. Interdisciplinary cooperation with natural sci-
ences see journal JANSA (www.iansa.eu.).
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and destructive field research, the assessment of field data, analyses of both artefacts and eco-
facts and overall synthesis and interpretation. Apart from traditional cooperation with the his-
torical sciences, contributions from the natural and technical sciences have been increasing. At
the beginning of this century, archaeologists met regularly with experts from other disciplines at
Natural Science Methods in Archaeology and Anthropology conferences (Prirodovédné metody
v archeologii a antropologii), where cooperation developed between archaeologists, natural sci-
entists, physicians, technicians, technologists and other scientists. Volumes of the conference
proceedings’ Ve sluzbdch archaeologie provide an overview of research directions and also in-
clude post-medieval archaeology topics.

An important subject of post-medieval archaeology is the research of production facili-
ties and the study of historical technologies. J. Merta from the Technical Museum in Brno has
established a long tradition of annual seminars entitled Investigation of Production Facilities
and Technologies through Archaeological Methods (Zkoumdani vyrobnich objektit a technologit
archeologickymi metodami), the publication of which is represented by a series of proceedings
titled Archeologia technica. Concerning modern sites, attention has been paid to the research
of e. g. baking ovens, limestone kilns, brick kilns, glassworks or iron production and processing
works. The results of the analyses of raw materials, finished products from iron, non-ferrous and
precious metals, semi-products, waste, etc. have been also presented.

From the research topics studied after 1989, we will summarize those we consider to be the
most important. Significant progress has taken place in the research of the early modern village.
Several papers have focused on the state of research, the possibilities of archaeological study
of the post-medieval village and traditional architecture (Vafeka 1992; 2007; 2008). Compara-
tive research based on different types of sources has shown possibilities for the assessment of
cultural landscape development, settlement structure, field systems (Klir—Beranek 2012; Dohnal
2003; 2003a; 2008; Klir 2008) and ground demarcations (Bayer—Bene§ 2004; BeneS—Hruby—
Michélek—Parkman 1999; Dohnal-Sida 2007). The programme of the archacological study of
existing villages of medieval origin responded to the growing need for rescue archaeology in
cores of historic rural settlements and recognition of acquired data potential (Novaéek—Vateka
1996; 1997). Several published case-studies have shown that archaeology provides irreplace-
able evidence for understanding post-medieval village’s development, both in the scale of the
settlements on a whole and on the micro level of individual farms and their built environment
(Dohnal-Vaieka 1997; Dohnal-Koreny—Koucky—Prochazka—Samata 2001; Gabriel 1994; Me-
duna—Kypta—Sulc—Matéjek 2001; Militky—Vaieka 1997; Novacek 1997; Novasek—Vaieka 1994;
Vateka—Kostrouch—Kocar—Suvova 2010). The number of identified earliest preserved village
buildings has increased significantly, especially in terms of stone-built architecture and the den-
drochronological dating of standing archaic corner-timbered houses, which proved the presence
of this architecture in the end of the medieval period (Anderle—Jezek—Zaviel 2000; Berkova
1999; Foud—Karel 1998; Kovai—Kypta—Sulc 2014; Kypta—Pesta—Sulc—Vesely 2008; Kypta—Sulc
2003; 2004; 2005; 2007; Kypta—Sulc—Vesely 2005; Krasny—Kypta—Sulc 2005; Syrova—Syrovy
1992; Skabrada 2003; Snejd—Hansova 2008). Research of deserted villages” became increas-
ingly focused on post-medieval sites, especially villages abandoned during the Thirty Years’
War (Symonds—Vaieka 2016; Vateka 2009; 2010; 2014; 2015) and investigation of other sites
were also carried out as e. g. sheepfolds (Capek—Preusz 2012) or mills (Beranek—Dolezal-Kore-
ny—Ktivanek—Vareka 1998; Galusova 2007; Galusova—Funk 2011). Research of the Krkonose
Mountains (Riesengebirge) regarding the late 17th — 19th century settlement was also further
developed (Hartmanova 2005). Modern deserted villages abandoned after 1945 in Sudetenland
became a new research topic especially in West and South Bohemia (e. g. Bures 2015; Funk 2010;
Galusova 2007; 2010; Matousek—Holy 2007; Sadravetzova 2011; Vafeka—Baly—Funk—Galusova
2008).

Due to the concentration of construction works, the largest amount of rescue research acti-
vities was carried out in towns. So far only a small portion has been processed and published.
Studied topics include the development of house plots and burgher houses, production facilities,
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water sources or fortifications (e.g. Bene$ 1996; Blaha 1998; Cerno§—Hejhal 2012; Dohnal
2006; Ernée 2001; Jufina—Kasdk—Samojska 2007; Jutina a kol. 2005; Krajic 1998; 2006; 2009;
Merta—Peska 2009; Motykova—Sedlackova 1996; Motykova—Senberger 2000; Orna—Dudkova
2016; Richterova 1997; Sedlackova 1998; Siroky 2000; Vaieka 2004; Vysohlid 2015). Some res-
cue excavations also targeted modern urban cemeteries (e.g. Cihadkova—Omelka—Rebounova
2011; Kostka—Smolikova 1998; Loskotova 1999; Omelka—Rebounova—Cechura 2013; Omel-
ka—Rebounova—Slancarova 2009; Unger 2000) as well as burial areas in the Prague Castle
(Blazkova-Dubska 2005; 2005a; Tomkova 2005). Rescue excavations of monastic and orderly
institutions and their cemeteries were presented in few cases (Flek—Kubalek—Omelka—Podliska
2009; Frolik 2007; 2013; 2014; Jufina—Vysohlid 2009) as well as Jewish religious sites (Frolik—
Pecinovska—Vepiekova 2015; Kalferst 1994). A small amount of attention was paid to the pro-
cessing of aristocratic residence rescue excavations, the research of which remains the domain
of architecture and art history (e. g. Foster 2009; Hirkova et al. 2015). Several projects focused
on the material remains of execution sites’ and gallows’ (Fréhlich 2006; Kovar 2009; Likovsky—
Veleminsky 2006; Maskova—Michalek 2006; Michalek 2006; Sokol 2003; 2006; 2011; 2016).

Conflict archaeology dealing with early modern battlefields and the remains of sieges
has significantly developed using archaeological evidence as well as historical maps and de-
pictions (comprehensive studies see Blazkova—Matousek 2010; Grabolle—Matousek—Medu-
na—Smrz 2009; Matousek 2011a; 2012; 2015a; MatouSek—Blazkova 2012; individual sites see
Altova—Kossl-Matougek—Prochazka—Simek 2008; Benei—Kubi—Torok 1995; Blazkova 2011;
Frohlich 2000; Kovarnik—Horackova—Vargova—Mucha—Vachunkova 2006; Loskotova—Hanak
1995/1996; Matousek 2006; Matousek—Kovandova 2005; Smrz—Hlustik 2007; Smrz—Meduna—
Bruna—Kfivanek 1999; Vitula 1997; Walhauser 2009). The intensive study of glassworks’ fol-
lowed the earlier research tradition (Frohlich 1993; 1994; 1994a; 1995; 1995a; 1996; 2015; Fryda
2014; Hruby—Hejhal-Kagdk—Maly—Valkony 2009; Stara 2007; Zegklitz 2007; Zegklitz—Hazl-
bauer—Chotébor 1992; see also proceedings Historické sklo) and was accompanied by other sites
connected with production activities outside towns (e. g. Blaha—Sigl 2007; Dragoun—Matousek
2004; Dragoun—Matousek—Woitsch 2006; Kovat 2014; see also proceedings Archeologia tech-
nica). Promising progress has recently been made in the field of mining archaeology, which
has been using new methods of remote sensing, especially aerial scanning and other advanced
field techniques (e.g. Malina 2014; 2015; 2016; Malina—Karel 2012; Malina—Urban 2013; see
also proceedings Stribrnd Jihlava and the international project ArchaeoMontan in Krusné hory/
Erzgebirge; http://www.archacomontan.eu/archacomontan.html). Archaeological methods have
also brought new evidence regarding old roads (e.g. Hlasek—Gersdorfova—Hruskova—Plzak—
Ptak—Stehlikova 2014; Kubu—Zavtel 2007; Zaviel 1999) and the earliest railway system (horse
drawn track — Hajn—Chvojka—Majer 2004; Chvojka—Mensik 2013). A new specialization has re-
cently appeared in the study of material remains of hunting and remains of parks, game-reserves
(Preusz—Paclikova—Ptak 2013; Tima 2008; 2010; 2012; Tima—Zelinkova 2011) and gardens (Goj-
da—Hladky—Janal-Janéo—Milo—Lisa—Pettik—Prokes 2015).

Regarding movable artefacts, pottery represents the most frequently analysed item of
material culture. Recent studies have brought new insights into technology, morphology and
decoration techniques and have broadened our knowledge of chronology. They also began to de-
fine individual wares and their provenience (e. g. Blazkova 2013; Blazkova-Dubska 2007; 2009;
Blazkova—Frolik—Zegklitzova 2012; Cvrkovéa 2001; Capek—Preusz 2016; Dohnal—Fréhlich 2000;
Dohnal-Vafeka 2002; Chybova—Valka 1994; Malik—Peska 1994; Preusz 2013; Vateka 2003).
Special attention was paid to fine ware such as faience, majolica and mezzomajolica (Pajer 1996;
2001; 2001a; 2007; Stajnochr 1990; 1998; Stajnochr—Frohlich—Krajic—Militky 1998; Vysohlid
2014a) as well as to traditional pottery which is of a great importance for archaeological data
interpretation (gtajnochr 2004; 2005; 2006; 2007; 2008). Literature about late Gothic and Re-
naissance stove tiles has grown extraordinarily. It includes catalogues (Brych 2004; Brych—
Stehlikova—Zegklitz 1990; Frohlich—Pavlik 2014; 2015; Krasnokutska 2005; Menouskova—
Metinsky 2008; Orna 2005; Pavlik—Vitanovsky 2004), find complex’ analyses from rural sites
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(Dreslerova—Kypta—Sulc 2004; Fréhlich—Kypta 2010; Koreny—Kypta—Sule 2003; Kypta—Sulc
2006; Sulc—Kypta—Jezek 2009), towns (Drobny—Sedlackova 1997; Capek 2016; Holub—Jordanko-
va—Loskotova 2009; Kovadik—Vesela 2009), royal and aristocratic residences (Brych 2001;
Durdik—Hazlbauer 1991; Durdik—Pavlik 2016; Durdik—Jufina—Pavlik 2010; Ernée 2004; Hazl-
bauer 1997, Hazlbauer—Hlavaéek 1997; Hazlbauer—Waldhauser 1998; Tetour 2005), and studies
ontypology, motifs and iconography, as well as the chronology and reconstruction of stoves (Hazl-
bauer 1998; 2000; Hazlbauer—Durdik 1996; Hazlbauer—Glosova—Volf 1996; Loskotova 2012;
Motykova—Hazlbauer 1999; Pavlik—Vitanovsky 2008; Soukup—Soukupova—Srejbr 2012; Ty-
monova 2007; 2012; Vitanovsky—Menouskova 2010; Zegklitz 2006; 2011; 2012; 2014, Zegklitzf
Vitanovsky—Zaviel 2009; Zegklitz—Zaviel 2004). Most recently, the importance of studying clay
tobacco-pipes in the archaeological context has been recognized (Musil 2008; Preusz 2015; 2016;
Ulrychova 2010; Vysohlid 2007; 2009; 2011; 2014). As for other types of artefacts, analyses of
glass (Cerna 2002; Drahotova—Zegklitzova—Vesela 2003; Drobny—Sedlackova 1997; Jordanko-
va—Sedlackova 2004; Krajic 2003; Krajic—Podliska—Sedlackova—Vesela 2005; Sedlackova 2000;
2001; 2001a; 2007; Sedlackova—Rohanova 2016; see proceedings Historické sklo), textiles, foot-
wear (Bravermanova 1998; Bravermanova—Biezinova—Hlavagek 1998; Bravermanova—Cierna
1997; Bravermanova—Kobrlova—Samohylova 1994; 1995; Pilna—Schmollova 2014) and milita-
ries can be mentioned (Bene$—Kubtu-Torok 1995; Chmielowiec—Kaspar—Zdaniewicz 2013;
Musil 2010; 2015). Considerable attention has been focused on jewelry in recent years, especially
to small personal accessory items and devotionalia that were revealed during excavations of
post-medieval cemeteries (Ciha¢kova—Omelka—Rebounova 2011; Loskotova 1999; Méchurova
2012; Musil 2011; Omelka—Rebounové 2008; 2012; Omelka—Rebounova—Cechura 2013; Omel-
ka—Rebounova-Slancarova 2009; 2010; Omelka—Slancarova 2007; Thomova 2004; 2005).

Studies regarding the natural environment of the early modern period have been greatly
expanded, as archaeo-biological analyses have already become a regular part of post-medieval
site’ field research. A growing number of studies deals with botanical macroremains (Bene$—
Kocar 2000; Bouda—Kocar 2011; Kocéar—Jankovska—Starec—Huml 2007; Kocar—Kocarova—
Savova—Petr 2009; Kocar—Stvova—Kocarova—Kyncl 2007; Kosnovska—Houfkova—Kovar 2011;
Opravil 2002; Schnederwinklova—Kostrouch—Suvova—Kocar—Kocarova—Kyncl-Klozar—Petr
2008), especially evidence of plants, crops and spices (Culikova 1995; 2007; 2008; 2014; Kogar—
Benes—Preusz—Vanééek 2015; Preusz—Kodydkova—Kocar—Vanécek 2015), or the analysis of
archaeo-zoological finds (e. g. Pettickova 1997; Preusz—Benes—Kovacikova 2014; Suvova 2008;
Stvova—Waskova 2009).

5 The archaeology of modernity

Archaeology of the 19th-20th century has been developing in the Czech Republic for
a small number of years; however, it is necessary to point out that archaeological contexts from
this period were at least sampled and documented in previous decades during responsibly led
excavations. Contrary to industrial archaeology, the formation of which was much delayed in
comparison with Western Europe and overseas,® contemporary archacology* emerged in the
Czech Republic in a small time distance compared to international trends and is in close contact
with foreign scholars and academic institutions (e. g. project “Accessing Campscapes: Inclusive
Strategies for Using European Conflicted Heritage”; http://www.campscapes.org/).’

Archaeological sites from the recent past were registered already in the period when post-
medieval archaeology was being established; nevertheless, systematic and targeted research has
only been developing since the 2000s. Several projects focusing on the 19th — early 20th century

3 Industrial archaeology e. g. Buchanan 1972; Butt—-Donnachie 1979; Cassela—Symonds 2005; Palmer—Nevell-Sissons 2012; Palmer—Neaver-
son 1998.

4 The term contemporary archaeology (archeologie soucasnosti) was used in the Czech milieu for the first time by V. Matousek regarding his
research on the earliest archaeological evidence of human activities in caves (Matousek 1992).

5 Contemporary archaeology e. g. Buchli-Lucas 2001; Graves-Brown 2000; Graves-Brown—Harrison—Piccini 2013; Harrison—Schofield 2010.
Czech archaeology of the 19th-20th century see Matousek 2011; 2015; Vateka 2013.
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industrialization of Bohemia were carried out in recent years and mostly included studies on
industrial and transport facilities as well as the transformation of urban areas.® Contemporary
archaeology in the Czech Republic has explored several topics showing the potential of this
new sub-discipline for understanding the recent past based on material remains.” Main research
themes include deserted modern villages (see above), contemporary cemeteries (Farkasova—
Hlozek—Mensik 2013; Nenutil- Rak—Friedl-Funk-Hlozek—Markova—Mensik—Netolicky 2011;
Vaieka—Vatekova 2016), material testimony of the Second World War and the Cold War (Bure$
2013; Hasil-Novak—Hasil 2015; Nenutil-Rak a kol. 2011; Rak 2014; Rak—Vladai 2010), mate-
riality of the Communist Era (Vafeka—Vatekova 2015), archaeology of resorts, recreation and
leisure activities (Blazkova—Fialova—Matousek 2014; Matousek 2014; 2015b; Matousek—Kouka-
lova—Saginkova 2014; Symonds—Vaieka 2014; Simkova 2014; Vaieka—Symonds 2013) and gar-
bology (Brunclikova—Sosna 2012; 2014; Sosna—Brunclikova—Henig 2013; Sosna 2016). Contem-
porary archaeology opens up new perspectives in building theoretical models and can make
a significant contribution to the development of archaeological theory (in the Czech academic
milieu, see Neustupny 2013). Only one seminar on the archaeology of modernity has been ar-
ranged so far and was organized by the Department of Archaeology at the University of West
Bohemia in Pilsen in 2011. Its proceedings were published in the volume Archaeology of the
19th and 20th centuries. Approaches —methods — topics (Archeologie 19. a 20. stoleti. Pristupy —
metody — témata) edited by P. Vaieka (2013). The first international conference on contemporary
archaeology was also held in Pilsen and focused on the possibilities of exploring the dark herit-
age of the recent past (Dark Modernities: Archaeologies of Totalitarianism, Authoritarianism
and Repression organised in 2014 as the Annual Contemporary and Historical Archaeology in
Theory Conference).

6 Conclusions

The overview above shows the gradual establishment of post-medieval archaeology and its
rapid development in the last three decades. The outline of studied topics indicates the long-term
continuity of some research areas, a search for new directions and a significant trend in develop-
ing interdisciplinary cooperation. Post-medieval archaeology in the Czech lands emerged from
the archaeology of the Middle Ages, with which it is still closely linked; in addition, ethno-
logy, building history and art history also played a significant role in its formation. At the same
time, it was closely connected with rescue archaeology and heritage protection, which opened
up a number of possibilities to conduct fieldwork of sites from the modern past that would other-
wise have been ignored. On the other hand, however, this fact significantly influenced but also
limited post-medieval archaeology to a certain extent. So far, systematic and targeted research
activities focusing on carefully chosen sets of questions have been carried out only in a few
cases. Post-medieval archaeology has not been greatly involved in discussions of archaeologi-
cal theory in the Czech academic environment. In addition to quite recently established post-
medieval archaeology, a new specialization dealing with the 19th-20th centuries has already
emerged in recent years, showing that archaeological evidence provides irreplaceable data for
the study of the recent past. Archaeology represents the only discipline that builds a theoretical
background and the methodological tools for the complex research of artefacts, regardless of
their age. Due to the archaeology of modernity, the traditionally assumed long-term distance
between the subject of archaeological exploration and the present is gradually disappearing. We

6 Research programme led by V. Matousek is carried out by the Centre for complex study of material and landscape aspects of the in-
dustrialization process (Centrum pro komplexni studium materialnich a krajinotvornych aspektii industrializacniho procesu) at the Faculty
of Humanities Charles University in Prague (Blazkova—Matousek 2013; 2013a; see also Blazkova—Fialova-Matou§ek 2014; Matousek 2010;
Matousek—Blazkova 2015).

7 The research activities regarding contemporary archacology are concentrated significantly at the Department of Archaeology University
of West Bohemia in Pilsen, where several projects have been carried out, ca. 40 student theses focusing on the 19th-20th century topics were
defended (see Vaieka 2013) and a module of “Archaeology of Modernity” study specialisation has been included in the Masters’ programme.
In recent years, 19th-20th century archaeology has been developing also in other institutions, esp. in the Institute of Archaeology University
of South Bohemia in Ceské Bud&jovice.

375



Rudolf Krajic — Zden¢k Métinsky — Pavel Vaieka: Archaeology of the 16th—20th century in the Czech Republic

believe that the archaeology of the 16th to 20th centuries in the Czech Republic should have its
own discussion and conference platform of regular research meetings within a Central European
context at the least. The significance of post-medieval and contemporary archaeology among
historical sciences was well demonstarted at the Archaeologia historica conference in Ceské
Budg¢jovice in 2016.

Part of the study was supported by the project GA CR, nr. GA15-03380S — A Land Transformed: An Interdiscipli-
nary Investigation into the Impact of the Thirty Years’ War on the Rural Landscape of Bohemia.

Translation Pavel Vaieka, proofreading Skyland Vaclav Kobylak.
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Archeologie novovéku v Ceské republice

1 Uvod

na nasi nejmladsi minulost, jejiz zkoumani archeologickymi metodami si jest¢ neddvno historické badani
stézi dokazalo ptedstavit. V souladu s historickym ¢lenénim vymezujeme chronologicky ramec archeologie
novoveku (neékdy oznacované jako postmedievalni archeologie) 16.—18. stoletim, archeologii moderni doby
pak 19.-20. stoletim, ov§em spodni hranice nékdy samostatné vy¢lefiované archeologie soucasnosti kolisa
(k chronologii srov. Smetdnka—Zegklitz 1990, 7; Vaieka 2013, 8-9). V Ceské republice se pies pokusy
o vyclenéni archeologie novovéku nepodatilo dosud vytvofit jednotnou platformu majici charakter speciali-
zovaného periodika, pravidelnych konferenci nebo badatelského centra/center. Je samoziejme otazkou, zda
je vydéleni takto orientované kooperace a koordinace na celostatni urovni potiebné, ¢i zda jsou postacujici
jiné, jiz existujici informaéni a vyzkumné ramce a sité. Piehled dosavadniho vyvoje archeologického vy-
zkumu nejmlads$i minulosti v ¢eskych zemich podava tento pfispévek.

2 Pocdatky zajmu o novovéké artefakty

Obdobné jako v ptipadé archeologie jako takové jsou i pocatky zajmu o hmotnou kulturu novovéku
v Cechéach a na Moravé spojeny s vytvafenim soukromych i muzejnich sbirek na sklonku 19. a v prvni
poloving 20. stoleti. Vedle v podstaté nahodného sbéru artefaktti, posuzovanych z hlediska déjin umeéni
a uméleckého femesla, byly jiz od pocatku systematicky ziskavany také nalezy z archeologickych situaci,
byt dokumentaci jejich nalezového kontextu jesté nebyla vénovana velka pozornost. Vyjimecné postaveni
maji sbirky novovékych nalezii Muzea hlavniho mésta Prahy a Prazského hradu. Profesor Ceského vyso-
kého uceni technického J. Koula zachraiioval soubory novoveéké keramiky pti rozsahlych zemnich pracich
v souvislosti s radikalni pfestavbou nékolika ¢asti prazského historického jadra a jeho dodnes vyuzivané
publikace Co nam vypravéji prazské stiepy se fadi k prvnim studiim o novovéké keramice v evropském
kontextu zalozenym na archeologickych nalezech (Koula 1917; 1918; 1919). Sbirka novovekych artefakti
ziskana pii stavebnich pracich na Prazském hrad¢, kterou zalozil architekt a stavitel K. Fiala, byla soustavné
roz§ifovana o hodnotné soubory keramiky a skla z novovékych odpadnich jimek zkoumanych pod vedenim
I. Borkovského, K. Gutha a J. Pasternaka jiz od roku 1925 (Blazkova—Vepiekova 2015, 15). Z prvnich mu-
zejnich archeologti nalezi, s ohledem na zamérné ziskavani novovekych artefaktii cilenymi Vykopy (prede-
v§im keramiky), vyjime¢né misto K. Cerméakovi, zakladateli archeologickych sbirek muzea v Caslavi (Cer-
mak 1896; 1906; 1914; 1914a). Zatimco v Cechach mizeme v z&jmu o novoveékou hmotnou kulturu hledat
vliv kulturni historie a d€jin uméni, resp. uméleckého femesla, na Moravé se vyrazné projevuje zaméfeni
na lidovou kulturu a uméni, ptedevsim lidovou hrn¢inu. Keramik a keramolog H. Landsfeld, ktery ptsobil
na jizni Morav¢ a na jihozapadnim Slovensku, ve své dob¢ zcela ojedinéle propojil pfistup etnograficky
a archeologicky. Od roku 1932 realizoval celou fadu odkryvii zaméfenych na ¢asné novoveka vyrobni cen-
tra habanské, pozdéji i dalsi tradi¢ni keramiky, které mély odhalit kofeny lidového rukodélného hrncifstvi
(Landsfeld 1947; 1950; 1953; 1971). Studium moravské lidové keramiky, vEetné habanskych fajansi, rozvijel
také historik uméni a keramolog K. Cernohorsky (1928; 1928a; 1931; 1941).

Jiz v prvni poloving 20. stoleti pfitahovaly pozornost archeologické pamatky spojené s tficetiletou
valkou. Archivat J. Renner dokumentoval polni opevnéni spojend s bitvou u Rakovnika z roku 1620 (Ren-
ner 1912; 1935), obdobné byla vénovana pozornost §védskému polnimu tdboru u Mladé Boleslavi (Zu-
man 1931) a ve 20.-30. letech se objevuji téz prvni antropologické studie zaméfené na kosterni pozistatky
Albrechta z Valditejna (Matiegka—Maly—Bergl 1934; Simak 1922).

3 Archeologie novovéku od 50. do 80. let

Ve druhé poloviné 20. stoleti se v Ceskych zemich zacala intenzivné rozvijet archeologie stiedovéku,
ktera rozsifila pivodni chronologicky rdmec — omezeny na ,,slovanské* obdobi — také do vrcholného a pozd-
niho stfedovéku (napf. Richter—Smetanka 1975). Za vyznamny krok ve vymezeni historické archeologie je
povazovana piednaska historika uméni a tehdejsiho feditele Narodniho muzea V. Denksteina roku 1953,
ktery jako jeji horni chronologickou hranici chépal dnesek (Denkstein 1953, 200-221; Smetanka—Zeg-
klitz 1990, 10). Je vsak tieba konstatovat, ze tato nad¢asova vize sahajici az k dnesni archeologii moderni
doby a soucasnosti zcela zapadla. Vzdyt' jest¢ dlouho do druhé poloviny 20. stoleti, kdy se postupné tzv.
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historicka archeologie konstituovala, byly terénni situace a artefakty z novovéku a nezfidka i ze sklonku
sttedovéku vnimany jako jakysi ,,druhotny produkt™ archeologického odkryvu, ktery nebyl az na vyjimky
odborné hodnocen a zpracovavan.

V dobé, kdy se teprve zacinal ve vét§im métitku rozvijet vyzkum pamatek z mladsiho stiedovéku,
byl v letech 1956—1971 vychodné od Brna realizovan rozsahly odkryv tvrze v Kralicich nad Oslavou, ktery
odhalil hmotné pamatky spojené s tajnym Ceskobratrskym sidlem a tiskarnou pracujici v posledni ctvrtiné
16. a prvni ¢tvrtin€ 17. stoleti. S vyzkumem je spojeno jméno V. Fialové, ktera pattila k zakladatelské ge-
neraci archeologt stfedovéku a zarovei se fadi k prukopnikiim archeologie postmedievalniho obdobi v teh-
dejsim Ceskoslovensku (Fialova 1956; 1957; 1958). Z Moravy pochazi také jeden z prvnich vyhodnocenych
a publikovanych soubort ¢asné novoveéké keramiky a skla, ktery byl ziskan pfi zachranném archeologickém
vyzkumu odpadni jimky, a to v Brné¢ — Orli ulici roku 1957, provedeném B. Novotnym (1959). Soubor, ktery
Lwukazuje na pestry obraz keramické a sklarské vyroby*, byl datovan do ,,doby, kdy se v zemi uchopili moci
Habsburkové®, a povazovan za materidlovy pramen ,.ke studiu nejstarsich déjin Moravy* (Novotny 1959,
3, 19, 23). Nedlouho po vyzkumu B. Novotného v Brné realizoval B. Nechvatal ve Struhach u Benatek nad
Jizerou v roce 1960 ziejmé prvni zachranny archeologicky vyzkum v intravilanu vsi, jehoz vyznam pro
studium hmotné kultury novovéké vesnice byl rozpoznan (Nechvatal 1966). Spalenistni situace poskyt-
la krom¢ keramického souboru, ,.ktery je ndalezovym celkem z vesnického prostredi (tamtéz, 207), navic
zuhelnatélé botanické makrozbytky, analyzované Z. Tempirem (tamtéz, 206). Jedna se tak patrné o prvni
pripad, kdy byl do vyzkumu novoveké situace zapojen piistup odkazujici k budouci environmentéalni nebo
biologické archeologii. Dalsi publikované soubory novovékych nalezl jsou spojeny s men§imi zachranny-
mi akcemi v historickém jadru Prahy (Frauenterka 1958; Liska 1958; Masek 1966). V 60. letech se zacalo
rozvijet studium novovéké hrnéiny a kachli archeologickymi metodami, které se zamétilo pfedev§im na
typologickou klasifikaci a chronologii movitych artefaktd, ptedstavujicich nejpocéetnéjsi slozku nalezovych
soubort (Nechvatal 1968; Smetanka 1968; 1969).

V 70. a 80. letech se archeologie novoveéku rozvijela predevs§im v navaznosti na rostouci pocet za-
chrannych archeologickych vyzkumu, které pfirozené odhalovaly také novoveéké pamatky. V souvislosti se
stavebnimi aktivitami bylo nejvice pozornosti vénovano ohrozenym terénnim situacim v jadrech ceskych
i moravskych mést, které zahrnovaly jak men$i zasahy do historickych souvrstvi, zkoumani vyplni jimek
a studni, tak také rozsahlé odkryvy celych méstskych parcel (kombinované ve stale spiSe ojedinélych pii-
padech se stavebné historickym prizkumem) nebo i dokumentaci vyvoje vetejnych prostranstvi, fortifikaci
a riznych méstskych zatizeni (napf. Fryda 1979; Blaha 1983; Drda 1980; Himmelova—Prochazka 1990,
Huml 1971; 1975; 1979; 1989; Charvatova—Charvat 1981; Klapsté—Muk 1988; Métinsky 1979; Michna 1977,
Richterova 1985; 1986; Sebela—Vanék 1985; Velimsky 1976). Prvnich antropologickych rozbort se dockaly
kosterni pozustatky z novovékych hibitovu (napf. Fetter 1970; Hanakova—Martinec—Vyhnanek 1975; Ha-
nakova—Stloukal 1988; Stranské 1981), ale také slavnych osobnosti (Albrecht z Valdstejna — VIcek 1976).

Zvlastni postaveni nadale pattilo novovékym situacim a nalezovym souboriim z Prazského hradu,
které byly pfedmétem pokracujicich pfedstihovych vyzkumi, z nichz nékteré byly jiz v této dobé publiko-
vany (Boha¢ova—Frolik—Pettitkova—Zegklitz 1990; Bohadova—Frolik-Tomkova—Zegklitz 1988; Bohatova—
Frolik—Zegklitz 1989; Borkovsky 1975). Odkryvy tvrzi a hradi registrovaly v piipadé jejich kontinuélniho
vyvoje do novovéku také jejich nejmladsi faze, ovSem vyhodnoceni se tato zjiSténi az na struéné zminky
nedockala, stejné jako vyzkumy klasteru.

V daleko méné pocetnych pripadech byly zachrannymi vyzkumy dokumentovany naruSené archeo-
logické terény z novovéku ve vesnickém prostfedi (Burian 1975; Huml 1982; Kundera—M¢étinsky 1987),
ovSem setkdame se i s cilenymi odkryvy ¢asti vesnického jadra, byt v ramci systematického vyzkumu pied-
hradi libického hradisté (Justova 1981; 1985; 2002). Prvni soustavny archeologicky vyzkum zaméfeny na
ves zaniklou v ¢asném novovéku byl realizovan J. Richterovou a Z. Smetankou na lokalité Némecka Lhota
(k. 1. Kamenné Zehrovice) na Kladensku v letech 1970-1971. Jednalo se o pritkopnicky projekt, ktery kom-
paroval vypovéd archeologickych a pisemnych prament a jako prvni vyzdvihl moznosti a vyznam takto
orientované¢ho vyzkumu pro poznani novovéké vesnice (Richterova 1981; 1982). V souvislosti se zdjmem
o zaniklé stiedoveéké vesnice byly dokumentovany také dalsi lokality, zaniklé v 16. az v prvni poloviné
17. stoleti (napt. Frohlich 1986; 1990; Snasil 1982; Vareka 1989). Poprvé byly v této dobé vyhodnoceny také
odkryvy venkovskych pohtebist, které slouzily az do novoveéku, byt jejich vyzkum sledoval primarné od-
lisné cile (Budeé — Solle 1990; Vaia 1995; Oskobrh — Blajerova 1974; Hrdlicka—Richter 1974). V evropském
kontextu byla ojedinéla pozornost vénovéana zaniklému novoveékému vysokohorskému osidleni v Krkono-
§ich (Barto§ 1976; Kalferst—Sigl 1990; Lokvenc—Bartoi—Svec 1973).

Velky vyznam pro archeologii vesnického prostiedi mélo rozpoznani nejstarsi vrstvy dochované ves-
nické architektury ze samého sklonku stiedovéku a pocatku novovéku stavebné-historickymi vyzkumy,
a to jak zdéné z kamene, tak i dievéné, roubené konstrukce (Skabrada 1977; 1986; 1987; Skabrada—Dostal
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1984; 1985; Skabrada—Smetanka 1974; Skabrada—Syrovéa 1989; Vaieka 1973). Archeologie tak ziskala jedi-
neény srovnavaci material pro interpretaci vlastnich prament a zarovei zasadnim zpisobem rozsifila moz-
nosti poznani ¢asné novoveké vesnice, zejména ve spolupraci s rozvijejici se historickou etnografii (napf.
Frolec 1980; Petranova—Vareka 1987; Vateka—Petranova—Plessingerova 1986; 1988).

V 70. a 80. letech byly polozeny zéklady dlouhodobého vyzkumu ¢eskych sklaren, a to nejen vrchol-
né a pozdné stfedoveékych, ale také sklarskych huti z 16.—19. stoleti (Frohlich 1989; Hejdova 1981; Kavan
1982; Rozmbersky 1990). Pozornost byla vénovana také dalsim novovékym zpracovatelskym a vyrobnim
aktivitdm (srov. sborniky Archeologia technica pod redakcei J. Merty). V Jachymové se podatilo s vyuzi-
tim archeologickych a stavebné historickych metod prozkoumat unikatné zachované pozistatky mincovny
z 16. stoleti (Muk—Hus 1985).

V 80. letech se archeologie poprvé zamétila na polni opevnéni ze 17. a 18. stoleti pfedstavujici hmot-
né pozustatky pocetnych vojenskych tazeni, ktera opakované prochazela ¢eskymi zemémi v tomto obdobi
(Matousek—Hajek—Kubu—Meduna 1990; Hajek—Kubi—Matousek 1992; Kubt—Zaviel 1988; Meduna 1990).
Vedle toho je tfeba pfipomenout archeologickou dokumentaci nahodnych nalezt masovych hrobu na bojisti
na Bil¢é hote v Praze (Havel 1980; Janska 1966).

Terénni archeologické vyzkumy ptinaSely obrovské soubory novovékych nalezi, které se jiz v této
dobé v nékterych ptipadech stavaly pfedmétem rozboru. Zajem se piirozené obracel k nejpocetnéjsi ku-
chynské a stolni keramice (napf. Budinska 1976; Frolik—Sigl 1990; Charvatova—Charvat 1981; Kundera—
Meétinsky 1987; Matousek—Scheufler 1980; 1983; Matousek—Scheufler—Stajnochr 1985), postupné se roz-
vijelo také studium kachli (napi. Bohacova 1990; Hazlbauer 1988; 1990; Hazlbauer—Spacek 1986; Spacek
1985; Tomkova—Hazlbauer 1990; Zegklitz 1987) a ojedinéle dalsich druht artefaktii (napi. Beranova 1989;
Durdik 1990). Pozornost byla vénovéana také $ir§i problematice novovékého hrnéitského femesla, hrnéit-
skych dilen a hrnéifd s vyuzitim pisemnych, ikonografickych a hmotnych prament (Zegklitz 1985; 1990;
1990a). Na sklonku 80. let se jiz setkdvame s interdisciplinarnim vyzkumem keramiky s vyuzitim geoche-
mickych a petrografickych metod, ktery oteviel nové perspektivy studiu novovékych hrncifskych technolo-
gii, vymezeni skupin hrnéiiského zboZi a jejich provenience (Zegklitz—Zaviel 1990).

Jisté neni ndhodou, Ze na Moravé byla nadéle rozvijena tematika novokiténct a jejich vynikajicich
keramickych vyrobki. Jiz od 70. let 20. stoleti provadél etnograf a archeolog J. Pajer nové terénni vyzkumy
a analyzoval soubory habanské, ale i jiné novovéké keramiky z celé fady moravskych lokalit (Pajer 1974,
169—-184; 1982; 1983; 1990). Kromé klasifikace, typologie, chronologie i funkéni interpretace novovékého
keramického zbozi se zamétil i na teoretické otazky spojené se zaméfenim archeologie novovékého obdobi.
Zabyval se nejen terminologii, napf. ,,lidové® ¢i ,,novovéké™ keramiky, ale i ivahami o vymezeni nové sub-
discipliny oznacované jako ,,novoveka archeologie® (Pajer 1983, 7-9) ¢i o pouzivani terminu ,,industrialni
archeologie®, spojené¢ho s okruhem badateli kolem J. Merty, ktery navrhoval pro archeologii novovékého
obdobi termin ,,prumyslova archeologie* (Merta 1980, 5-8).

V roce 1982 byla v Brné pod zastitou Ceskoslovenské spole¢nosti archeologické (CSSA) zalozena
Pracovni skupina pro archeologii 16.—19. stoleti, ktera se zaméftila na oborovou terminologii, klasifikaci
lokalit a nalezového fondu, pficemz ¢lenové se méli soustiedit na ziskavani pramenné zakladny ve vymeze-
nych tematickych okruzich a konkrétnich regionech (Pajer 1983, 154, pozn. 15). V roce 1986 se v Okresnim
muzeu v Berouné konalo pracovni setkani archeologti, ktefi se v ramci svého odborného zajmu zabyvali
zkoumanim lokalit a artefaktti z novovékého obdobi. ZavrSenim usili na tomto poli se stal sbornik Studies in
Post-Medieval Archeology 1, ptipravovany koncem 80. let a vydany Archeologickym ustavem CSAV v Pra-
ze v roce 1990 pod redakci Z. Smetanky a J. Zegklitze (Studies 1990). Uvodni ptispévek editorii shrnoval
dosavadni vyvoj postmedievalni archeologie, jeji témata, problémy a perspektivy na naSem Gizemi s mezi-
narodnim piesahem a stal se uréitym programovym prohlasenim této archeologické subdiscipliny (Sme-
tanka—Zegklitz 1990, 7-21). Zaklady pfedznamenavajici dal§i rozvoj Geské postmedievalni archeologie tak
byly poloZeny, byly naértnuty jeji cile a byl vymezen chronologicky ramec (Zegklitz 2013, 57; téZ Matousek
1991). Pojeti této archeologické specializace korelovalo se studiem hmotné kultury v ramei historickych véd
vyuzivajicim $irokého spektra prament, které v 80.—90. letech vyvrcholilo vydanim &tyfsvazkové syntézy
dgjin sttedoveké a novoveéké hmotné kultury pod redakci J. Petrang.!

4 Rozvoj archeologie novovéku od roku 1990

Podivame-li se na obdobi uplynulé od vydani prvniho sborniku vénovaného ceské postmedievéalni
archeologii, mizeme konstatovat kontinuitu hlavnich smérti vyzkumu zahajenych v pfedchozim obdobi,

1 Petran 1985; 1995; 1997. Srov. Krajic 2007, 138. Formovani archeologie novovéku v ¢eskych zemi nachazi mnoho spoleénych ryst s vyvojem
v dalgich stiedoevropskych zemich (srov. Courtney 2009; Mehler 2013). Jiz diive se oviem postmedievalni archeologie etablovala a intenzivné
rozvijela ve Velké Britanii. Society for Post-Medieval Archaeology (http://www.spma.org.uk/) vydava od roku 1966 ¢asopis Post-Medieval
Archaeology (http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ypma20). K vyvoji do 80. let srov. napf. Crossley 1990.
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roz§ifeni a prohloubeni studia jiz dfive sledovanych témat, ovSem i prosazeni novych sméri badani. Nejen-
ze se vyrazné navysilo mnozstvi archeologickych prament z postmedievalniho obdobi, ale vzrostla také je-
jich kvalita a vypovédni moznosti, a to diky rozvoji metod terénniho vyzkumu, analyz artefaktd a ekofakti
a stale se rozsifujici spolupraci s dal§imi védnimi obory.?

V disledku rozsahlych spole¢enskych a hospodaiskych zmén doslo od poéatku 90. let k nebyvalému
stavebnimu rozvoji. Vystavba v intravilanech obci i na jejich periferiich — zahrnujici prumyslové zony,
skladovaci arealy, vystavbu celych novych obytnych ¢tvrti, komplexy ndkupnich center, inZzenyrské sité, re-
konstrukce a ptestavbu historické zastavby ¢i vystavbu novych objektl — nevratné proménuje podobu sidel
1 historické krajiny. Tyto stavebni zasahy si vyzadaly nejen zvySenou potifebu archeologickych terénnich
aktivit, ale i proménu struktury archeologické pamatkové péce a metod jeji prace. Jednak se zahustila sit’
odbornych pracovist’ zaméstnavajicich archeology, a také vznikly i instituce nové, zaméfené dominantné
na vykon terénni slozky archeologické pamatkové péce. Mimofadny narust terénnich vyzkumu se pfiro-
zen¢ odrazil v rostoucim mnozstvi zkoumanych novovékych archeologickych situaci, coz na jedné strané
nabidlo moznost vyznamné rozsitit poznani tohoto obdobi archeologickymi metodami, ov§em na druhé
strané se zvysily naroky na archeologické pracovisté, kterd se az na vyjimky dfive timto obdobim soustavné
nezabyvala. Archeologie novoveku se v uplynulém ctvrtstoleti jiz stala neodmyslitelnou souc¢ésti terénnich
vyzkumi ohrozenych lokalit a zaroven se zintenzivnila mezioborova spoluprace.

Na berounsky seminaf navazal se znacnym casovym odstupem dalsi pokus o vytvoreni platformy za-
méfené na archeologii novovéku, a to setkani organizované B. Dragounem v Muzeu Orlickych hor v Opo¢-
né v roce 1999. Potadat pravidelna odborna setkavani zajemci o archeologii novovéku se podaftilo az spo-
le¢nosti Archaia Praha, o.p.s., v letech 2006-2014, kdy byly ve dvouletych odstupech potfadany konference
Forum Archaeologiae Post-mediaevalis, které zahy ziskaly mezinarodni rozmér. Z nich dosud vzesly tfi
sborniky, jez osobou editora (J. Zegklitz), ndzvem Studies in Post-Medieval Archaeology a potadovymi
¢isly 2—4 navazuji na prvni sbornik téhoz nazvu.

Publikace zaméfené na archeologii novovéku nachéazeji své misto stale ¢astéji v centralnich archeo-
logickych periodikéach i v regionalnich ¢asopisech. Postmedievalnimu obdobi je pochopitelné nejblize ar-
cheologické badani zamétené na pozdni stfedovek, a proto dochdzi k vyzkumnému piekryvani a prolindni.
Studie zamétené primarné na archeologii mladsiho stfedovéku Casto zahrnuji i obdobi chronologicky na-
sledné a naopak, coz odrazi historicky vyvoj vétsiny lokalit i provazanost vyzkumnych témat. Archeolo-
gické studie vénované postmedievalnimu obdobi tak obsahuji i sborniky a casopisy zamétené primarné
na archeologii sttedovéku (4Archaeologia historica, Castellologica bohemica, Castrum Pragense, Forum
urbes medii aevi, Mediaevalia archaeologica).

Stale vice se propojuje archeologicky a stavebné historicky vyzkum staveb ze sttedovéku a novovéku
(srov. napf. Zkoumani 2011, zvl. 63—67), coz umoziiuje kombinovat a koordinovat nové ptistupy k zachrané
a ochrang této Casti kulturné historického dédictvi. Projevem takové spoluprace jsou konference vénované
problematice stavebng historického priizkumu, zahajené v roce 2002 zasedanim v Zahradkach u Ceské Lipy
aorganizované Sdruzenim pro stavebné historicky prizkum (sborniky Svornik), a konference Déjiny staveb
potadané od roku 2000 Klubem Augusta Sedlacka v Nectinach u Plzné a noveé v nedalekém Centru stavitel-
ského dédictvi Narodniho technického muzea v Plasich (stejnojmenné sborniky Déjiny staveb).

Archeologické studium novovékého obdobi si jiz nelze predstavit bez uzké spoluprace s mnoha dal-
§imi védnimi obory, které se podileji na nedestruktivnim i destruktivnim terénnim vyzkumu, pfi vyhod-
noceni terénnich situaci, analyzach nalezového fondu i na celkové syntéze a interpretaci. Kromé tradi¢ni
spoluprace s historickymi védami se predevsim zvysuje podil prirodovédnych a technickych disciplin. Na
pocatku tohoto stoleti sehralo vyznamnou roli pravidelné setkavani archeologti s odborniky z dalsich véd-
nich obort na konferencich Prirodovédné metody v archeologii a antropologii, kde se na kvalitativné no-
vych zakladech rozvijela spoluprace archeologt, ptirodovédct, 1ékati, techniki, technologti ad. Piehled
o okruzich spole¢nych badatelskych zajmu, které zahrnovaly také témata z novovéku, podava sedm svazki
sborniku Ve sluzbach archeologie.

Vyznamnym tematickym okruhem postmedievalni archeologie je vyzkum vyrobnich zatizeni a stu-
dium historickych technologii. Zasluhou J. Merty z Technického muzea v Brné jsou kazdoro¢né potadany
na celostatni urovni seminaie Zkoumani vyrobnich objektii a technologii archeologickymi metodami, je-
jichz publika¢nim vystupem je série obdobné nazvanych sborniki, znamych jako Archeologia technica.
Z novovékych objektl zde byla vénovana pozornost vyzkumum pekaiskych peci, vapenek, sklaren, cihelen,
hamri, zelezatskych a kovoliteckych zatizeni. Prezentovany jsou i vysledky rozbori surovin, hotovych
vyrobku ze zeleza, barevnych a drahych kovi, polotovart, odpadi apod.

2 K metodam terénnich vyzkumi srov. napf. Gojda 1997; Gojda—John a kol., 2013; Kuna a kol. 2004; Kuna—Vaieka 2007; Prochazka—Vateka
2005). Po¢itacovym metodam je vénovana série konferenci Pocitacova podpora v archeologii. Ke spolupraci s ptirodnimi védami srov. napf.
Casopis JANSA (www.iansa.eu.).
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Ptehled by nebyl uplny, pokud bychom nepfipomnéli periodika a sborniky, v nichz vychazeji studie
vénované tomuto obdobi blizkymi védnimi obory a objevuji se také archeologické piispévky (zejm. Casopis
pratel starozitnosti / Muzejni a vlastivédna prace, Prizkumy pamatek, Zpravy pamatkové péce).

Z vyzkumnych témat sledovanych po roce 1989 se pokusime shrnout ty nejvyznamnéjsi. Ke znac¢né-
mu posunu doslo ve vyzkumu novovéké vesnice. Mensi piehledové prace se zaméfily na stav badani, moz-
nosti archeologického vyzkumu vesnického prostiedi novovéku a poznani tradi¢ni architektury z hlediska
archeologie (Vaieka 1992; 2007; 2008). Komparativni vyzkum, vyuzivajici riznych druhti prament, uka-
zal moznosti studia vyvoje kulturni krajiny, struktury sidel a pluziny (Klir—-Beranek 2012; Dohnal 2003;
2003a; 2008; Klir 2008) a pozornost byla vénovana i reliktim pozemkovych hranic (Bayer—Bene§ 2004;
Benes—Hruby—Michalek—Parkman 1999; Dohnal-Sida 2007). Reakci na rostouci potiebu zachrannych akei
v jadrech vsi a rozpoznani jejich potencialu byla formulace vyzkumného programu archeologického studia
existujicich vsi stfedovékého pivodu (Novacek—Vaieka 1996; 1997). Nékolik publikovanych ptipadu uka-
zuje, ze archeologie poskytuje nenahraditelné prameny pro poznani promén novoveké vesnice, a to v méfit-
ku celych sidel i v mikrourovni jednotlivych parcel a jejich zastavby (Dohnal—Vaieka 1997; Dohnal-Kore-
ny—Koucky—Prochdzka—Samata 2001; Gabriel 1994; Meduna—Kypta—Sulc—Matg&jek 2001; Militky—Vaieka
1997; Novacek 1997; Novacek—Vaieka 1994; Vateka—Kostrouch—Koc¢ar—Sivova 2010). Vyznamné se roz-
sitfila skupina nejstarsich identifikovanych vesnickych staveb z predbélohorského obdobi, zejména zdénych
objektu a dendrochronologické datovani ¢asti roubenych domt posunulo jejich spodni hranici dochovani az
na samy sklonek stiedovéku (napt. Anderle—Jezek—Zaviel 2000; Berkova 1999; Foud—Karel 1998; Kovai—
Kypta—Sulc 2014; Kypta—Pesta—Sulc—Vesely 2008; Kypta—Sulc 2003; 2004; 2005; 2007; Kypta—Sulc—Vese-
1y 2005; Krasny—Kypta—Sulc 2005; Syrova—Syrovy 1992; Skabrada 2003; Snejd—Hansova 2008). Vyzkum
zaniklych vsi se stale Castéji zaméfuje také na novoveké poustky, predevsim sidla opusténa v dobé tficetileté
valky (Symonds—Vareka 2016; Vaieka 2009; 2010; 2014; 2015). Dale byla pozornost vénovana naptiklad
ov¢inim (Capek—Preusz 2012) nebo mlyntim (Berdnek—Dolezal-Koreny—K#tivanek—Vateka 1998; Galuso-
va 2007; Galusova—Funk 2011) a na stars$i aktivity navazalo studium novovékého budniho hospodateni
ve vrcholovych partiich Krkono§ (Hartmanova 2005). Novym archeologickym tématem se staly vesnice
sttedovékého a novoveékého puvodu zaniklé po roce 1945, jejichz pozistatky byly v poslednich letech do-
kumentovény zejména v jiznich a zdpadnich Cechach (napt. Bure§ 2015; Funk 2010; Galusova 2007; 2010;
Matousek—Holy 2007; Sadravetzova 2011; Vateka—Baly—Funk—Galusova 2008).

Nejvétsi objem predstihovych a zachrannych akci byl vzhledem ke koncentraci stavebnich aktivit
realizovan v méstském prostiedi. Pouze velmi mala ¢ast vysledkt vyzkumi byla podrobné&ji publikovana,
pricemz sledované otazky zahrnovaly kromé vyvoje parcel, méstského domu a jeho zdzemi, femeslnych
provozil a hmotné kultury také zdroje vody, odpady nebo fortifikace (napt. Bene§ 1996; Blaha 1998; Cer-
no$—Hejhal 2012; Dohnal 2006; Ernée 2001; Jufina—Kasdk—Samojska 2007; Jufina a kol., 2005; Krajic
1998; 2006; 2009; Merta—Peska 2009; Motykova—Sedlackova 1996; Motykové—§enberger 2000; Orna—
Dudkova 2016; Richterova 1997; Sedlackova 1998; Sirok}’/ 2000; Vareka 2004; VySohlid 2015). Pfedmétem
piedstihovych archeologickych vyzkumi se staly také novovéké méstské hibitovy (napt. Ciha¢kova—Omel-
ka—Rebounové 2011; Kostka—Smolikova 1998; Loskotova 1999; Omelka—Rebounové—Cechura 2013; Omel-
ka—Rebounova—Slancarova 2009; Unger 2000; vice k hrobové vybavé niZe) a v Praze byly vyhodnoceny
vyzkumy novovékych pohiebnich arealli na Prazském hradé (Blazkova-Dubska 2005; 2005a; Tomkova
2005). V nékolika pripadech byly ptedstaveny vysledky ptedstihovych odkryvi klasterd a jejich hibito-
vi (Flek—Kubalek—Omelka—Podliska 2009; Jutina—Vysohlid 2009; téZ jezuitska kolej — Frolik 2007; 2013;
2014) nebo zachrannych vyzkumi zidovskych sakralnich objekti (Frolik—Pecinovska—Vepiekova 2015;
Kalferst 1994). Pomérné mala pozornost se dosud vénovala zhodnoceni archeologickych vyzkumi novo-
vékych vrchnostenskych sidel (napi. Foster 2009; Hurkova a kol. 2015), jejichZ poznani je nadale doménou
stavebné historického vyzkumu. Zna¢ny zajem archeologie v poslednich letech ptitahuji mista spojend s vy-
konem hrdelniho soudnictvi (Fréhlich 2006; Kovar 2009; Likovsky—Veleminsky 2006; Maskova—Michalek
2006; Michalek 2006; Sokol 2003; 2006; 2011; 2016).

Vyznamné se roz§ifilo poznani lokalit a areal spojenych s novovékymi valeénymi konflikty, prede-
v§im bojist’, oblezeni a polnich fortifikaci, a to s vyuzitim archeologickych, obrazovych a mapovych prame-
nu (souhrnné Blazkova—Matousek 2010; Grabolle—Matou$ek—Meduna—Smrz 2009; Matousek 2011a; 2012;
2015a; Matousek—Blazkova 2012; k jednotlivym lokalitim napf. Altova—Kossl-Matousek—Prochazka—Si-
mek 2008; Benes—Kubi-Torok 1995; Blazkova 2011; Frohlich 2000; Kovarnik—Horackova—Vargova—Mu-
cha—Vachunkova 2006; Loskotova—Hanak 1995/1996; Matousek 2006; Matousek—Kovandova 2005; Smrz—
HIustik 2007; Smrz—Meduna—Brina—Kiivanek 1999; Vitula 1997; Walhauser 2009). Na star$i badatelské
tradice navazuje zkoumani sklaren (Frohlich 1993; 1994; 1994a; 1995; 1995a; 1996; 2015; Fryda 2014; Hru-
by—Hejhal-Kasak—Maly—Valkony 2009; Stard 2007; Zegklitz 2007; Zegklitz—Hazlbauer—Chotébor 1992;
srov. téz sborniky Historické sklo) a dalSich lokalit spojenych s vyrobnimi a zpracovatelskymi ¢innostmi
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(napt. Blaha—Sigl 2007, Dragoun—Matousek 2004; Dragoun—Matousek—Woitsch 2006; Kovar 2014; srov.
téz sborniky Archeologia technica). Slibné se rozviji montanni archeologie novovékych tézebnich arealt
s vyuzitim novych metod dalkového prizkumu i terénniho vyzkumu (napf. Malina 2014; 2015; 2016; Ma-
lina—Karel 2012; Malina—Urban 2013; k montanni archeologii srov. téZ sborniky vénované dé€jinam hornic-
tvi a dulnich praci Stiibrnd Jihlava). Archeologie pfinasi nové poznatky o zaniklych komunikacich (napft.
Hlasek—Gersdorfova—Hruskova—Plzak—Ptak—Stehlikova 2014; Kubli—Zaviel 2007; Zaviel 1999), véetné
hmotnych pozistatki modernich dopravnich systémua (konéspiezna draha — srov. Hajn—Chvojka—Majer
2004; Chvojka—Mensik 2013). Ukazuje se, ze archeologie dokaze odhalit relikty specifickych soucasti kul-
turni krajiny novovéku, jako byly obory, lesoparky nebo zafizeni slouzici k lovu, a vyznamné tak pirispét
k poznani jejich pivodni podoby (Preusz—Paclikova—Ptak 2013; Tama 2008; 2010; 2012; Tama—Zelinkova
2011). Teprve postupné se prosazuji archeologické metody pii vyzkumu novovékych zahrad (Gojda—Hlad-
ky—Janal-Janco—Milo—Lisa—Petiik—Prokes 2015).

Z movitych artefaktl byly nadale nejéastéji analyzovany soubory kuchytiské a stolni keramiky a po-
stupné se roz$ifuje poznani technologie, morfologie a vyzdobnych technik, za¢inaji se vymezovat jednotlivé
skupiny hrn¢ifského zbozi, jejich vyrobni okruhy, provenience a propracovavat chronologie (napt. Blazko-
va 2013; Blazkova-Dubska 2007; 2009; Blaikové—Frolik—Zegklitzové 2012; Cvrkova 2001; Capek—Preusz
2016; Dohnal-Frohlich 2000; Dohnal-Vateka 2002; Chybova—Valka 1994; Malik—Peska 1994; Preusz 2013;
Vareka 2003). Zvlastni pozornost byla vénovana keramice vysokého ohné (Pajer 1996; 2001; 2001a; 2007,
Stajnochr 1990; 1998; Stajnochr—Fréhlich—Krajic—Militky 1998; Vy3ohlid 2014a) a pro interpretaci archeo-
logickych dat maji velky vyznam etnologické studie o lidové hrnéing (Stajnochr 2004; 2005; 2006; 2007;
2008). Mimoradné se rozrostla literatura o pozdné gotickych a renesanc¢nich kachlich, ktera zahrnuje soupi-
sové a katalogové prace (Brych 2004; Brych—Stehlikova—Zegklitz 1990; Frohlich—Pavlik 2014; 2015; Kras-
nokutska 2005; Menouskova—Meétinsky 2008; Orna 2005; Pavlik—Vitanovsky 2004), rozbory soubort z pro-
sttedi vesnic (Dreslerova—Kypta—Sulc 2004; Frohlich—Kypta 2010; Koreny—Kypta—Sulc 2003; Kypta—Sulc
2006; Sulc—Kypta—Jezek 2009), mést (napi. Drobny—Sedlagkova 1997; Capek 2016; Holub—Jorddnkova—Lo-
skotova 2009; Kovacik—Vesela 2009), panovnickych a §lechtickych sidel (Brych 2001; Durdik—Hazlbauer
1991; Durdik—Pavlik 2016; Durdik—Jufina—Pavlik 2010; Ernée 2004; Hazlbauer 1997; Hazlbauer—Hlavacek
1997; Hazlbauer—Waldhauser 1998; Tetour 2005), ale také studie vénované typologii, motivim a ikono-
grafii, chronologii a rekonstrukci kamnovych téles (napi. Hazlbauer 1998; 2000; Hazlbauer—Durdik 1996;
Hazlbauer—Glosova—Volf 1996; Loskotova 2012; Motykova—Hazlbauer 1999; Pavlik—Vitanovsky 2008;
Soukup—Soukupova—Srejbr 2012; Tymonova 2007; 2012; Vitanovsky—Menouskova 2010; Zegklitz 2006;
2011; 2012; 2014; Zegklitz—Vitanovsky—Zaviel 2009; Zegklitz—Zaviel 2004). Nové Eeské badani rozpoznalo
vyznam studia dymek v archeologickém kontextu (Musil 2008; Preusz 2015; 2016; Ulrychova 2010; Vy-
%ohlid 2007; 2009; 2011; 2014). Z dalsich druht artefakti se rozbory vénovaly sklu (napt. Cerna 2002; Dra-
hotovéfzegklitzové—Veselé 2003; Drobny—Sedlackova 1997; Jordankova—Sedlackova 2004; Krajic 2003;
Krajic—Podliska—Sedlackova—Vesela 2005; Sedlackova 2000; 2001; 2001a; 2007; Sedlackova—Rohanova
2016; srov. dale sborniky Historické sklo), textiliim a obuvi (Bravermanovéa 1998; Bravermanova—Bfezi-
nova—Hlavacek 1998; Bravermanova—Cierna 1997; Bravermanova—Kobrlova—Samohylovéa 1994; 1995; Pil-
na—Schmollova 2014) nebo militariim (Bene§—Kubi—Torok 1995; Chmielowiec—Kaspar—Zdaniewicz 2013;
Musil 2010; 2015). Znacna pozornost se v poslednich letech soustiedila na Sperky, drobné predméty osobni
vybavy a devocionalie odkryté v novovékych hrobech (Cihatkova—Omelka—Rebounova 2011; Loskotova
1999; Mé&churova 2012; Musil 2011; Omelka—Rebounova 2008; 2012; Omelka—Rebounova—Cechura 2013;
Omelka—Rebounové—Slancarova 2009; 2010; Omelka—Slancarova 2007; Thomova 2004; 2005).

Vyznamné se rozsifilo poznani ekofaktt a pfirodniho prostfedi novovéku, nebot’ archeobiologické
analyzy se jiz staly béznou soucasti terénnich vyzkumi postmedievalnich lokalit. Rozristajici se poéty
studii se vénuji rozboriim botanickych makrozbytkl (Benes—Kocar 2000; Bouda—Kogéar 2011; Koc¢ar—Jan-
kovska—Starec—Huml 2007; Koéar—Kocarova—Suvova—Petr 2009; Kocar—Stvova—Kocarova—Kyncl 2007;
Kosniovska—Houfkova—Kovat 2011; Opravil 2002; Schnederwinklova—Kostrouch—Stvova—Kocar—Koc¢a-
rova—Kyncl-Klozar—Petr 2008), naleziim kofeni a uzitkovych rostlin (Culikova 1995; 2007; 2008; 2014;
Kocar-Bene§—Preusz—Vanééek 2015; Preusz—Kodydkova—Kocar—Vanééek 2015) ¢i rozbortim archeozolo-
gickych nalezl (napf. Petfickova 1997; Preusz—Benes—Kovacikova 2014; Stvova 2008; Stivova—Waskova
2009).

5 Archeologie moderni doby
Archeologie se v soucasnosti stale ¢astéji zamétuje také na témata z 19.-20. stoleti, nékdy dokonce

z doby, kterou jes§té¢ pamatuji nékteti z nds. Archeologie moderni minulosti se v ¢eskych zemich rozviji
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teprve v poslednich letech, ovSem je tfeba zduraznit, Ze archeologické pamatky z tohoto obdobi byly do-
kumentovany a vzorkovany v rameci solidné provadénych terénnich vyzkumu ohrozenych i neohrozenych
lokalit jiz dlouha desetileti. Zatimco rozvoj industrialni archeologie — s diirazem na pamatky spojené s pri-
myslovou revoluci 19. az po¢atku 20. stoleti — je u nas oproti zdpadni Evropé a zamoti opozdén,* formuje se
archeologie nasi nejmladsi minulosti (n€kdy je oznacovéana jako archeologie souCasnosti — contemporary
archaeology)* v minimalnim ¢asovém odstupu od mezinarodnich vyzkumnych trendii a esti archeologové
jsou v uzkém kontaktu se zahraniénimi odborniky a badatelskymi pracovisti.®

Archeologické lokality z moderni minulosti byly registrovany jiz v dobé¢, kdy se teprve formovala post-
medievalni archeologie, ovSem jejich cileny vyzkum se zacal rozvijet az po roce 2000. V poslednich letech
byla realizovana fada vyzkumnych projektti zaméfenych na studium industrializace v Cechach do pocatku
20. stoleti. Jejich soucasti byly terénni prizkumy a dokumentace hmotnych stop rtiznych projevi priumys-
lové revoluce, zahrnujici vyrobni a primyslové aktivity, dopravu a promény urbanniho prostiedi.® Redeni
archeologickych témat z moderni minulosti s vyuzitim metod nedestruktivniho vyzkumu tvofi jiz vice nez
jedno desetileti soucast kvalifika¢nich praci nékterych vysokoskolskych archeologickych pracovist’ a za-
Caly se také realizovat prvni badatelské vyzkumy vyuzivajici odkryvli mensiho rozsahu. Spektrum zkou-
manych témat naznacuje potencial archeologie moderni doby. Pozornost je vedle vy$e zminéného zaniklého
osidleni po roce 1945 vénovana novodobym hibitovim (Farkasova—Hlozek—Mensik 2013; Nenutil-Rak—
Friedl-Funk-Hlozek—Markova—Mensik—Netolicky 2011; Vafeka—Vatekova 2016), pozistatkim modernich
vale¢nych konflikti, zejména druhé svétové valky, ale také studené valky (Bures 2013; Hasil-Novak—Hasil
2015; Nenutil-Rak a kol. 2011; Rak 2014; Rak—Vladat 2010), hmotnému svédectvi komunistické totality
(Vateka—Vatekova 2015), letoviskim, rekreaci a volno¢asovym ¢innostem spojenym s moderni spolec¢-
nosti (Blazkova—Fialova—Matousek 2014; Matousek 2014; 2015b; Matousek—Koukalova—Sasinkova 2014;
Symonds—Vateka 2014; Simkova 2014; Vateka—Symonds 2013); intenzivné se v poslednich letech rozviji
garbologicky vyzkum (Brunclikova—Sosna 2012; 2014; Sosna—Brunclikova—Henig 2013; Sosna 2016). Ar-
cheologie modernity otevira nové perspektivy pti budovani teoretickych modeli a mize vyznamné ptispét
k rozvoji archeologické teorie (v ¢eském prostiedi srov. Neustupny 2013). Archeologii chronologicky nej-
mladsiho obdobi byl u nas zatim vénovan jediny seminai v roce 2011 potfadany plzeiiskou Katedrou archeo-
logie, z n¢hoz byla ¢ast ptispévki publikovana ve sborniku Archeologie 19. a 20. stoleti. Pristupy — meto-
dy — témata (Vaieka 2013). V Cechéach byla také jiz pofadana prvni mezinarodni konference archeologie
modernity, zaméfena na moznosti vyzkumu temného dédictvi nedavné minulosti.®

6 Zavér

Prezentovany piehled ukazuje postupné prosazovani archeologie novovéku, jeji zakotveni v ramci
oboru na sklonku minulého stoleti a velmi rychly rozvoj v poslednich dvou desetiletich. Vycet zkoumanych
témat naznacuje dlouhodobé&jsi kontinuitu nékterych vyzkumnych oblasti, hledani novych smérti a vyrazny
trend rozvoje interdisciplinarnich pfesahi. Postmedievalni archeologie v ¢eskych zemich vzesla z archeolo-
gie stfedoveku, se kterou je nadale Gzce svazana, ovsem vedle toho se na jejim formovani vyznamné podile-
la také etnologie, stavebni historie a d&jiny uméni, které se studiu artefakti z novovéku ptirozené vzdy vé-
novaly. Zaroven byla archeologie novoveéku Gizce propojena se zadchranou ohrozenych pamatek, coz otevielo
fadu moznosti provadét vyzkumy terénnich situaci z nejmladsi minulosti, kterym by jinak nebyla vénovéana
pozornost, i kdyz na druhé stran¢ ji tato skutecnost taktéz vyznamné ovlivnila a do jisté miry limitovala.
Dosud se pouze v ojedinélych pfipadech podafilo realizovat badatelské vyzkumy fesici pomoci archeolo-
gickych prament a metod pfedem polozené okruhy otazek zaméfené na obdobi novovéku a moderni doby.

3 K industrialni archeologii napf. Buchanan 1972; Butt-Donnachie 1979; Cassela—Symonds 2005; Palmer—Nevell-Sissons 2012; Palmer—
Neaverson 1998.

4 V &eském prostiedi termin archeologie soucasnosti pouzil poprvé V. Matousek v souvislosti s vyzkumem nejmladsiho archeologického
zaznamu lidskych aktivit ve skalnich dutinach (Matousek 1992).

5 Ke contemporary archeology srov. Buchli-Lucas 2001; Graves-Brown 2000; Graves-Brown—Harrison—Piccini 2013; Harrison—Schofield
2010. V soucasnosti je ¢eské badani zapojeno napf. do evropského projektu HERA (Humanities in European Research Area) Accessing Camp-
scapes: Inclusive Strategies for Using European Conflicted Heritage zamé&feného na studium krajiny masového nasili a represi ve 20. stoleti
(http:/www.campscapes.org/). K ¢eské archeologii moderni doby srov. Matougek 2011; 2015; Vafeka 2013.

6 Vyzkumny program realizuje Centrum pro komplexni studium materialnich a krajinotvornych aspektti industrializaéniho procesu na Fakul-
té humanitnich studii UK Praha pod vedenim V. Matouska (Blazkova—Matousek 2013; 2013a; srov. dale Blazkova—Fialova—Matousek 2014;
Matousek 2010; Matousek—Blazkova 2015)..

7 Vyzkumy v oblasti archeologie modernity se soustfed’uji vyznamné na Katedie archeologie Zapado&eské univerzity v Plzni, kde byly od
roku 2001 obhajeny jiz ¢tyfi desitky takto zamé&tenych praci ( Vateka 2013). V poslednich letech vznikly prace fesici problematiku archeologie
modernity také v Archeologickém ustavu Jihodeské univerzity a objevuji se i v dalich institucich. Na ZCU v Plzni je do navazujiciho magis-
terského studia od roku 2013 zatazen specializaéni blok archeologie novovéku a modernity .

8 Konference Dark Modernities: Archaeologies of Totalitarianism, Authoritanianism and Repression potadana v roce 2013 v Plzni jako 4n-
nual Contemporary and Historical Archaeology in Theory Conference (CHAT).
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Cileny vyzkum se prosazuje spiSe v ramci analyz vybranych druhl nalezt ze stale se rozsifujiciho fondu
pochazejiciho ze zachrannych vyzkumi lokalit z tohoto obdobi. Postmedievalni archeologie se v naSem
prostiedi dosud vyraznéji nezapojila do diskusi o archeologické teorii. Pfitom charakter archeologickych
prament z novovéku a moznosti jejich interpretace zalozené na komparaci s jinymi druhy historickych
prament, jejichz mnozstvi a kvalita se v prib&hu nejmladsi minulosti neustale rozsifuje, nabizi jedine¢né
moznosti k rozvoji archeologické teorie a testovani jejich postulati. Vedle nedavno jesté plné neuznavané
postmedievalni archeologie se v poslednich letech jiz profiluje nové specializace vénovana moderni dobé¢.
Ukazuje se, ze archeologické prameny poskytuji nenahraditelné poznatky také pro studium nedavné mi-
nulosti, nebot’ archeologie je jedinym oborem, ktery disponuje teoretickymi pfistupy a metodologickymi
nastroji pro komplexni vyzkum artefaktt, a to bez ohledu na jejich stafi. Tradiéné predpokladana znac¢na
Casova vzdalenost mezi pfedmétem archeologického zkoumani a dneskem se tak postupné vytraci. Domni-
vame se, ze archeologie 16.-20. stoleti v ceskych zemich by méla disponovat vlastni diskusni a konferenéni
platformou pravidelnych badatelskych setkdni s minimaln¢ stfedoevropskym piesahem. O opravnéném
misté archeologie novovéku, moderni doby a soucasnosti mezi historickymi védami vypovidaji nakonec
i piispévky prednesené na ceskobudéjovické konferenci v roce 2016.

Cast studie byla podpofena projektem GACR & GA15-033805 — Proménéna zems: interdisciplinarni vy-
zkum vlivu tficetileté valky na venkovskou krajinu Cech.
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