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THE CONFLICT ARCHAEOLOGY
OF THE 19™-20"™ CENTURY IN HUNGARY

Baldzs POLGAR"

Conflict archaeology has significant traditions in Hungary. This paper presents conflict archaeological research on
three military sites of the 19" and 20" centuries (the battlefield of Kismegyer, the POW camp of Ostffyasszonyfa
and the aircraft wreck of Bagyogszovdt) associated with the Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and
Museum. Finally, the Appendix concludes the study by presenting 25 more Hungarian conflict archaeological
research projects from the Napoleonic Wars to the Cold War.

A konfliktusrégészet jelentds hagyomdnyokkal rendelkezik Magyarorszdgon. A jelen kozlemény a Honvédelmi
Minisztérium Hadtorténeti Intézet és Miizeum iranyitdsaval zajlo, harom, 19. és 20. szdzadi hadtorténeti vonat-
kozdsii lel6helyen (a kismegyeri csatatér, az ostffyasszonyfai hadifogolytabor és a bagyogszoviti repiilGgéproncs)
végzett konfliktusrégészeti kutatdst mutat be. A tanulmdnyt fiiggelék zdrja, amely tovdbbi 25, a napéleoni habo-

ruktol a hideghdboriiig vezetd, magyarorszdgi konfliktusrégészeti kutatdsi projektet adatol.

Keywords: conflict archaeology, 19"-20" century, cultural heritage, Hungary

Kulcsszavak: konfliktusrégészet, 19-20. szdazad, kulturdlis 6rokség, Magyarorszdg

The early period of conflict archaeology between the
Second World War and the 1980s was characterised
by militaria collecting for scientific purposes. Exam-
ples from this period are the research of Howard R.
Crouch, Terry Gander or John Laffin (Crouch 1978,
Gander 1979, Laffin 1987). The start of the research
of the battlefield at Little Bighorn (1876) was a mile-
stone in the research methodology and approach of
the conflict archaeology in 1984 (Scott et al. 1989).
The modern conflict archaeology was born in North
America and West Europe in the 1980s and 1990s.
The literature refers to the complex sites by the
terms “military site” or “conflict site”. Traditionally,
the military archaeology has focused on battlefield
and theatre of war research (1), war grave research
(2), military object research (3) and the search for
wreckage (4). It is worth noting that the internation-
al research also includes the archaeological research
of the prisoner of war camps, the internment camps
and the concentration camps under the heading of
conflict archaeology (Carman, Carman 2006, 9-11;

Scott, McFeaters 2011, 104-105). Today, conflict
archaeology has a broad chronological framework
with research topics ranging from prehistory to the
recent past (Carman 2013, 6-9; Gonzalez-Ruibal
2019, 6-24). The archaeology of the military histo-
ry is essentially characterised by an interdisciplinary
research approach, its methodology is based on the
combined study of written, pictorial and material
sources, as well as on field research. Both non-de-
structive and destructive research methods (field
walking, geophysical survey, metal detector survey,
LiDAR survey, aerial photography, object survey,
testing excavation, excavation) play an important
role in archaeological research methodology (Con-
nor, Scott 1998; Sutherland, Holst 2005, 20-24;
Lynch, Cooksey 2007, 143-156; Pratt 2009, 6-9;
van der Schriek 2020, 761-762). (See in summary
to the international conflict archaeology of the 19—
20" centuries: Pollard 2001; Holyoak 2001; Geier,
Potter 2003; Robertshaw, Kenyon 2008; Homann,
Weise 2009; Saunders 2010; Saunders, Faulkner
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2010; Scott, McFeaters 2011; Balacki 2011; Conlin,
Russel 2011; Myers, Moshenska 2011; Moshenska
2012; Virilio 2012; Mytum, Carr 2013; Theune 2013;
Szleszkowski et al. 2014; Sturdy Colls 2015; Pollard
2015-2016; McCartney 2016; Leonard 2016; Pass-
more et al. 2016; Lucas, Schablitsky 2017; Legendre
2017; Symonds, Vareka 2020).

The military archaeology has a long history in
Hungary, going back several decades. The first Hun-
garian language presentation of the subject was pub-
lished in 2010 by Lajos Négyesi (Négyesi 2010). The
popularity of the topic can be best illustrated by the
fact that in 2017, the journal Hatdrtalan Régészet
(Boundless Archaeology) devoted a special thematic
issue to this topic. The first manifestations of mili-
tary archaeology in Hungary can be traced back to
the work of civil associations (for example the Hun-
garian Wreck Researchers Association, founded
in 1989), and its institutional framework was first
established in the Ministry of Defence Museum of
Military History. The archaeology has a remark-
able history in the Museum of Military History.
The first director of the museum, Kamil Agghazy

(1882-1954), saw archaeology as a possible method
of military science: Agghazy himself carried out ar-
chaeological research, for example, together with
Lajos Bartucz (1885-1966), he directed the excava-
tion of the military mass grave of Taban (Budapest)
(1849) and the exhumation of the grave in 1939 (Fig.
1) (Befejezték a tabani honvédsir feltarasat 1939, 4).
The Military Archaeology Collection, the youngest
collection in the museum, was incorporated into the
museums operational regulations in 2013. The col-
lection comprises of relics from a wide range of peri-
ods and objects. The largest ensembles in the collec-
tion are objects from the museum’ fieldwork (Polgar
2018). For example, the Military Archaeology Col-
lection preserves the oldest artefact of a tank from
Hungary, the armour and undercarriage remains of
a FIAT 3000/B tank found on the firing range at Var-
palota (Veszprém County) (Polgar 2014).

In legal terms, in Hungary, we cannot speak of
archaeological finds, archaeological objects or ar-
chaeological sites in the case of dating beyond the
AD 1711 era (Act LXIV of 2001 on the Protection of
Cultural Heritage, 37. §, internet resource: https://
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Fig 1 The excavation of the Honvéd war grave of Taban in 1939 (Ministry of Defence Military History Institute
and Museum, Photo Archive)
1. kép A tabani honvéd hadisir feltardsa 1939-ben (HM Hadtorténeti Intézet és Muzeum, Fotdéarchivum)
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Fig. 2 Sketch-map to the research areas (Gyér-Kismegyer, Ostffyasszonyfa, Bagyogszovat) (drawn by Kristof Csakvari,
Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and Museum)
2. kép Térképvazlat a kutatasi teriiletekhez (Gyor-Kismegyer, Ostfyasszonyfa, Bagyogszovat) (rajzolta: Csakvari
Kristof, HM Hadtorténeti Intézet és Mizeum)

net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly?docid=a0100064.tv, time of
the preview: 02. 08. 2021). However, it is important
to emphasize that archaeology (the archaeological re-
search approach and archaeological research meth-
odology) can play a significant role in 19-20" century
research studies. The concept of “heritage of military
history” has existed in the jurisprudence of cultural
heritage protection in Hungary since 2014: “post-1711
theater of war, battlefield, defensive installation, other
military object or military monument, in particular
combat aircraft, wheeled or tracked combat vehicles
and other military weapon systems, weapons, equip-
ment and uniforms, and their assemblages” (Act LXIV
of 2001 on the Protection of Cultural Heritage, 7. §,
internet resource: https://net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly?do-
cid=a0100064.tv, time of the preview: 02. 08. 2021).
The archaeological research on military burial sites
is a special study of the modern conflict archaeology.
The term “heroic cemetery” or “heroic burial place”
is defined in 3. § of Act XLIII of 1999 on Cemeter-
ies and Burial: “[...] a cemetery (cemetery section)
or burial ground for the burial of those killed in the
line of duty, whether armed or unarmed, and of those

who died after the line of duty for reasons directly at-
tributable to the line of duty, as well as for the buri-
al of those who were conscripted into forced labour
in war and of those who died, and for the burial of
their ashes” (internet resource: https://net.jogtar.hu/
jogszabaly?docid=99900043.tv, time of the preview: 09.
08.2021). (See to the archaeology of war graves of Hun-
gary: Dudas et al. 2021). The archaeological research
and excavation of military burial sites and the exhu-
mation of the human remains are nowadays the task of
the Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and
Museum (66/2016. /XII. 22./ Direction of the Ministry
of Defence on the division of tasks within the sector
related to the care of war graves and on tender activities
related to the condition assessment and renovation of
the war graves and heroic memorial sites of Hungarian
soldiers who lost their lives in the First World War, 3.
§, internet resource: https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?do-
cid=A16U0066.HM &targetdate=20170808&printTi-
tle=66/2016.+%28XI1.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%AD
t%C3%Als&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/
hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT, time of
the preview: 09. 08. 2021).


https://net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly?docid=a0100064.tv
https://net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly?docid=a0100064.tv
https://net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly?docid=a0100064.tv
https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?docid=A16U0066.HM&targetdate=20170808&printTitle=66/2016.+%28XII.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%ADt%C3%A1s&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT
https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?docid=A16U0066.HM&targetdate=20170808&printTitle=66/2016.+%28XII.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%ADt%C3%A1s&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT
https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?docid=A16U0066.HM&targetdate=20170808&printTitle=66/2016.+%28XII.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%ADt%C3%A1s&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT
https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?docid=A16U0066.HM&targetdate=20170808&printTitle=66/2016.+%28XII.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%ADt%C3%A1s&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT
https://net.jogtar.hu/getpdf?docid=A16U0066.HM&targetdate=20170808&printTitle=66/2016.+%28XII.+22.%29+HM+utas%C3%ADt%C3%A1s&referer=http%3A//net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi%3Fdocid%3D00000001.TXT

200 Bal4dzs POLGAR

In summary, in the case of military archaeology
of the 19™-20™ centuries, we can talk about the ar-
chaeology of the Napoleonic Wars (V. coalition war
of 1809), the archaeology of the Revolution and War
of Independence of 1848-1849, the First and the
Second World War Archaeology and the Cold War
Archaeology in Hungary. In the following, we will
present three examples of conflict archaeological
research related to the activities of the Museum of
Military History (Fig. 2). (See also the Appendix to
further examples of the Hungarian conflict archaeol-
ogy of the 19'"-20" centuries.)

Archaeological research of the battlefield at
Kismegyer (1809)

The battle, fought on 14 June 1809, took place along
the Pandzsa creek, south-south-east of Gyér (now
part of the outskirts of Gyér). The attacking, rein-
forced Italian army, led by Viceroy Eugene de Beau-
harnais, had 53,865 soldiers and 144(?) cannons. The
Inner-Austrian Army, which was retreating from Papa
settlement and the Hungarian insurrection gathering
at Gyor, consisted of 40,448 soldiers and 32 guns. It
was a fundamental error of the Imperial command to
have misjudged the size of the opposing French forces

KISMEGYERI MAJOR s
VEDELMEZOINEK

Fig. 3 The part of the monument of the battle at Kis-
megyer of 1809 in the Kismegyer district of Gy6r (2019)
3. kép Az 1809. évi kismegyeri csata emlékmiivének
részlete GyOr kismegyeri varosrészében (2019)

by underestimating the enemy’s actual numbers. The
battle, which began at noon, was finally decided by
the third French attack, which started at 4 p.m. After
the left wing of the Habsburg army had faltered at the
Viczay trench, the French attack threatened to block
the retreat of the Imperial and Hungarian noble in-
surgent armies towards Komarom and to encircle it.
Archduke John’s army then began a disorderly retreat.
At the end of the battle, a bloody fight broke out be-
tween the buildings of the Kismegyer major’s estate.
The French army lost more than 3,000 soldiers in the
battle, while the losses of the imperial army and the
Hungarian insurrection troops in killed, wounded,
missing and prisoners of war amounted to approxi-
mately 10,300. The most important landmarks of the
battlefield are the 18" century granary of the Benedic-
tine priory (Arato street) and the monument to the
battle of 1897 (Figs 3-4) (Gill 2010, 70-90; Odor 2012;
Lazar 2015, 106-110).

In 2019, the Military History Institute and Mu-
seum began an investigation of the sole Napoleonic
battlefield in Hungary, the site of the 1809 battle of
Kismegyer. A probationary metal detector survey of
the battlefield was executed in October 2019 with the
help of volunteers on a 14,500 m? plot of land in the
area of the monument erected in 1897. During the

Fig. 4 The building of the Benedictine priory’s granary
of Kismegyer (2019)
4. kép A kismegyeri bencés apatsagi magtar épiilete
(2019)
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Fig. 5 Detail of the area of the metal detector survey at Kismegyer (2020)
5. kép A kismegyeri fémkeres6 miiszeres terepbejaras helyszinének részlete (2020)

fieldwork which lasted two days in October 2019, 26
metal artefacts were recovered, 12 of which were re-
lated to the battle of 1809. One fragmentary button,
three grenade shrapnel, one deformed (fired/im-
pacted) and seven intact (dropped/laid) small arms
projectiles were uncovered. The intact pellets were
all 16 mm in diameter. The fieldwork started north-
west, south-west and east of the Battle of Kismegyer
monument continued in 2020. A significant number
of artefacts, including intact and deformed small
arms ammunition were found along the Kismegyer
section of the Gyér-Pannonhalma cycle path during
the archaeological survey by the Romer Floris Art
and History Museum. Further field surveys covered
an area of about 49,000 m* of land along the Pandzsa
creek in 2020 (Fig. 5). The new work has uncovered
further 170 artefacts relating to the 1809 battle, ar-
ranged by type of artefact in Table I (Fig. 6).

The vast majority of the battle-related artefacts
were weapon relics, the distribution of which is de-
tailed in Table 2. The largest group of artefacts con-
tains small arms ammunition. Of the 143 projectiles,
131 were intact and 12 were deformed. The distribu-
tion of intact projectiles by size is shown in Table 3.
A smaller number of artillery shells were made up

of carved flint with lead plate clamps for small arms
firing mechanisms and grenade fragments from
artillery relics. Of the clothing items, special men-
tion should be made of the uniform buttons associ-
ated with the French 29", 84™ and 106" regiments.
Among the horseshoes is a piece of intact horseshoe
with a thick shank, trained by forging. The utensils/
personal effects included two fragments of intact
iron fire starters and two iron knife blades. The only
numismatic object found during the fieldwork was a
1 krajcar (“S”, 1800) of Francis I.

The area of the battlefield of Kismegyer is mainly
under agricultural cultivation nowadays. In 2019-
2020, metal detector fieldwork was carried out in
the central area of the battlefield along the Pandzsa
creek. It is probably not wrong to say that the great-
est threat to the battlefield today is posed by illegal
metal detecting “treasure hunting” and urbanisation.
A worthwhile future undertaking would be the erec-
tion of (multilingual) information panels on the bat-
tlefield’s main topographical features, showing the
events of 1809. The build of the cycle route between
Gy6r and Pannonhalma of 2020 could create anoth-
er valuable opportunity to integrate the battlefield
into regional “heritage friendly tourism”.
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Table 1 Distribution of the battle-related artefacts found during the 2020 field surveys at Kismegyer
1. tabldzat A 2020. évi kismegyeri terepbejarasok soran taldlt, a csatdhoz kothetd leletek megoszladsa

Type of artefact Number of items Share

(total: 170 pcs) (total: 100%)
1 Weapon artefact 152 pcs 89.41%
2 Clothing artefact 12 pcs 7.06%
3 Horseshoe 1 pcs 0.59%
4 Coin 1 pcs 0.59%
5 Utility/personal property 4 pcs 2.35%

Fig. 6 Weapon and clothing artefacts (bullets, carved flint stone, fragment of grenade, uniform buttons) from the
battlefield of Kismegyer (2020) (Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and Museum, Military Archaeology
Collection, photos by Péter Szikits)

6. kép Fegyver- és ruhazati leletek (kéziléfegyver-lovedékek, kovakd, granatrepesz, egyenruhagombok) a kismegyeri
csatatérrdl (2020) (HM Hadtorténeti Intézet és Muizeum, Hadirégészeti Gytijtemény, fénykép: Szikits Péter)
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Research at the prisoner of war camp of Ostffyasz-
szonyfa (1915-1918)

The largest prisoner-of-war camp of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy was in Hungary at Ostftyasz-
szonyfa (Vas County) between 1915 and 1918. A
publicist article in the 25 July 1915 issue of Ung news-
paper published the following about the construction
of the prisoner-of-war camp: “The prison camp in
Ostffyasszonyfa is built according to the latest hygienic
standards. There will be plumbing, sewerage, electric
lighting, baths, various hospitals, rest rooms, slaugh-
terhouses, food storage rooms, and while these works
are going on, the camp railways will be constructed,
on which the building materials will be transported”
(Fogolytaborok Magyarorszagon 1915, 1). The works
of Rezs6é Laky and Zsoéfia Csak present the history
of the POW camp in detail (Laky 1971; Csak 2006).
The topography of the camp can be optimally recon-
structed with the help of a floor plan drawn in 1917
and a schematic sketch drawn of 1963 by Rezs6 Laky
(Situationsplan des k. u. k. Kriegsgefangenenlagers
in Ostftyasszonyfa 1917., K. u. K. Kriegsgefangenen-
lager Officiersstation Ostffyasszonyfa 1919-ben
1963). The POW camp had 251 acres of land and a
wing railway line. The camp is made up of the follow-
ing major topographical features:

— Polish/Ukrainian, Russian, Italian, Serbian and

Romanian POW camp sections,
- POW officers’ quarters,

— buildings of the camp headquarters and the
guard staff,

— warehouses,

— workshops for carpentry, blacksmithing, shoe-
making, tailoring and ornamental arts,

- abattoir, the kitchen, and the bakery,

— bath, the disinfection and the laundry,

- fire station,

— generators, the wells, and the water tower,

— camp hospital and the barracks for infectious
patients,

— prisoner-of-war cemetery (Figs 7-8) (Situati-
onsplan des k. u. k. Kriegsgefangenenlagers in
Ostftyasszonyfa 1917., K. u. K. Kriegsgefange-
nenlager Officiersstation Ostftyasszonyfa 1919-
ben 1963; Hatala, Polgar 2018, 217).

Today the camp site is part of the Lankapuszta dis-
trict of town of Sarvar and Nagysimonyi village. In
2017, a remarkable collection of artefacts from the
POW camp site was added to the collection of the
Museum of Military History. Items from one of the
camp’s garbage pits, including clothing and equip-
ment, medicine/salt liquor bottles, glass inkwells,
China tableware, tools and other utensils were
found in the camp’s garbage pit, and personal items
(for example remnants of a pocket watch, fragments
of a rosary cross, pipe bowls, remnants of a tobacco
tin, toothbrush fragments, razor blades made from
ammunition casings) were donated to the muse-
um (Polgar 2019b, 311-324). The Military History

Table 2 Distribution of the weapon finds from the 2020 field surveys at Kismegyer
2. tdbldzat A 2020. évi kismegyeri terepbejarasok fegyverleleteinek megoszlasa

Type of artefact Number of items Share
(total: 152 pcs) (total: 100%)
Bullets for small arms 143 pcs 94.08%
2 | Artefact from the firing mecha- 4 pcs 2.63%
nism of a handgun
3 Artillery artefact 5 pcs 3.29%

Table 3 Size distribution of the intact small arms ammunition recovered during the 2020 field surveys at Kismegyer
(the size of projectiles is given in millimetres, rounded to the nearest whole number)
3. Tablazat A 2020. évi kismegyeri terepbejarasok soran talalt ép kéziléfegyver-lovedékek méret szerinti megoszlasa
(a lovedékek méretét milliméterben, egész szamértékre kerekitve adtuk meg)

The size of the projectile Number of items Share
(total: 131 db) (total: 100%)

14 mm 2 pcs 1.53%

15 mm 3 pcs 2.29%

16 mm 126 pcs 96.18%
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Museum conducted its first field research in the
camp area in 2017. During this work, it was possi-
ble to identify burial sites associated with the post-
World War I demolition of war material, as well as
the destruction pits associated with the 1953-1957
bombing works (Hatala, Polgar 2018, 215-234). The
Military History Museum continued the fieldwork in
February-April 2021. The aim of the investigations
was to make a preliminary survey of the built mon-
uments (the remains of the utility bridges and the
remains of the sedimentation system) of the POW
camp, which are still standing today, with struc-
tures rising above the ground (Figs 9-10). A LiDAR
survey would be needed to complete a comprehen-
sive mapping of the structures of the POW camp at
Ostftyasszonyfa. The creation of an educational trail
in the POW camp area, including the POW ceme-
tery, with information signs, is also considered an
important future objective.

Identification of a wreckage site of the US Liberator
bomber (1944) at Bagyogszovit

Field research conducted jointly with the MoD Mil-
itary History Institute and Museum and the Amer-
ican Defense POW/MIA conducted field research

at Bagyogszovat (Gyér-Moson-Sopron County) in
2021. A trial and systematic metal detecting instru-
mental field survey was carried out on 14-15 June
in the western outskirts of the village, on a 15,000
m? area of agricultural land (Fig. 1I). Due to the
low vegetation, the work was carried out under fa-
vourable conditions. The fieldwork helped to iden-
tify the exact crash site of the American B-24 Lib-
erator which crashed at Bagyogszovat on 23 April
1944 (Varga 2017, 8). Burnt or deformed alumini-
um wreckage, fragments of Plexiglas and ammu-
nition residues marked the site of the landing (Figs
12-13). No human remains or artefacts of military
equipment or uniforms were found. The recovered
ammunition fragments all belonged to M2 Brown-
ing heavy machine guns, and the “RA” butt stamp on
the shell fragments could be identified as the mark-
ings of the Remington Arms factory in Bridgeport,
Connecticut (Fig. 14). The search site was visited by
an eyewitness of the events, Laszl6 Kovacs, born in
1932. According to him the bomber was shot down
by a German fighter plane. After the impact the
wing of the fuselage was torn off and the nose of the
wreckage was buried in the ground.

The military archaeological authentication of air-
craft crash sites is based on the field examination of
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Fig. 7 Floorplan of the POW camp of Ostffyasszonyfa of 1917 (Savaria Museum, Szombathely)
7. kép Az ostftyasszonyfai hadifogolytabor alaprajza 1917-bél (Savaria Muzeum, Szombathely)
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Fig. 8 The entrance of the prisoner of war cemetery of Ostftyasszonyfa (2021)
8. kép Az ostftyasszonyfai hadifogolytemetd bejarata (2021)

Fig. 9 One of the utility bridges to the POW camp of Ostffyasszonyfa (2021)
9. kép Az ostffyasszonyfai hadifogolytabor egyik kozmihidja (2021)
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Fig. 10 The remains of the sedimentation system of the POW camp of Ostffyasszonyfa (2021)
10. kép Az ostftyasszonyfai hadifogolytébor tilepitérendszerének maradvanyai (2021)

wreckage and finds from the clothing and equipment
of the operating crew, as well as written source re-
search. However, in relation to the archaeological sur-
vival of aircraft wreckage, it is important to note that
in most cases the wreckages were removed from the
crash sites by the authorities or the military for reuse
purposes. In other cases, again with the intention of
secondary use, debris was often collected by the civil-
ian population, although this activity was prohibited
by state decree. A ministerial decree, countersigned
on 12 July 1944, issued the following ban on wreckage
to the civilian population: “No person shall touch any
object dropped from an aircraft, or any aircraft which
has made an emergency landing or crashed, or any part,
fixture or fitting thereof, or any article of clothing or per-

sonal equipment belonging to the crew, without the per-
mission of a member of the competent authority or of
the public” (A m. kir. minisztérium 2.570/1944. M. E.
szamu rendelete 1944, 452). An important factor in
the search for World War II aircraft wreckage is that
a wreckage site may contain unexploded live ammu-
nition and, in the case of human remains, an aircraft
wreck could also be a site of war remembrance.

Conclusion

The military sites are complex parts of the cultural
heritage in many cases. The complexity of this cultural
heritage is illustrated by Brooke S. Blades’ definition for
the “historic landscape” in the context of the “military
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Fig. 11 Metal detector survey at the site of Bagyogszovat (2021)
11. kép Fémkeresé muszeres terepbejaras a bagyogszovati lel6helyen (2021)

Fig. 12 Deformed and burnt aircraft wreckage fragments
from Bagyogszovat (2021) (Ministry of Defence Military
History Institute and Museum, Military Archaeology
Collection, photo: Péter Szikits)

12. kép Deformalddott és megégett reptil6gép-
roncsdarabok Bagyogszovatrol (2021) (HM Hadtorténeti
Intézet és Mtizeum, Hadirégészeti Gytjtemény,
fénykép: Szikits Péter)

landscape”: “Components of the historical landscape,
in the restricted usage employed herein, would include
the following: archaeological artifact distributions
generated during the military event; architectural fea-
tures such as roads, bridges, buildings, or earthworks
constructed prior to or during the conflict; vegeta-
tion patterns and topographic features (fields, woods,
open meadows, streams, etc.) that closely approxi-

Fig. 13 Wrecked piece with painted mark (2021)
(Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and
Museum, Military Archaeology Collection,
photo: Péter Szikits)

13. kép Roncsdarab festett jelzéssel (2021) (HM Hadtor-
téneti Intézet és Muzeum, Hadirégészeti Gytijtemény,
ténykép: Szikits Péter)

mate those at the time of the battle” (Blades 2003, 47).
There is a general tendency that the research and
preservation of the military heritage of the 19" and
20" centuries are receiving more and more attention
in Hungary. A historical battlefield, a World War II
trench section or a concrete ammunition magazine
can be optimal destinations for local or regional “her-
itage friendly tourism” A striking example of this is the
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Fortress Park of Paka (Pakai Er6dpark) (Zala County),
inaugurated in 2011, which attempts to show the de-
fensive post built against the former Yugoslavia in the
1950s. Another illustrative example is the creation
of the Cycle Route of Valour (Vitézség Kerékparut-
ja) at Komdrom (Komdrom-Esztergom County) in
2019: the 70km-long cycle path commemorates the
events of the Revolution and War of Independence of
1848-1849 in the Komarom area. It is important to
note that some “conflict sites” are part of the “difficult
heritage” (Macdonald 2009, 2-4). (William Logan
and Keir Reeves distinguished four categories of the

» o«

“difficult heritage places™ “massacre and genocide
sites”, “war-related sites”, “civil and political prisons”
and “benevolent internment camps”. Logan, Reeves
2009, 1-14.)

Today, conflict archaeology is an innovative
and complex field of research involving several dis-
ciplines, for which the Military History Institute
and Museum is trying to provide a professional fo-

rum also in Hungary. The museum’ yearbook, the

Fig. 14 Thumb stamp with the American Remington
Arms (“R A”) mark (2021)
14. kép Hiively-fenékbélyeg az amerikai Remington
Arms (,R A”) jelzésével (2021)

ALIUSIN \L-2M-3
STURMONIK
CSRTAREPULOG

Fig. 15 IL-2 aircraft wreckage from Lake Balaton in the exhibition of the RepTar Museum of Szolnok (2021)
(Ministry of Defence Military History Institute and Museum, Mechanised Military Equipment Collection)
15. kép A balatoni IL-2 reptil6gép roncsa a szolnoki RepTar Muzeum kiéllitasan (2021) (HM Hadtorténeti Intézet
és Muzeum, Gépesitett Haditechnikai Gytijtemény)
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A Hadtorténeti Miizeum Ertesitdje (Bulletin of the
Museum of Military History), and the institute’s
journal, the Hadtorténelmi Kozlemények (Quarter-
ly of Military History), regularly publish articles on
conflict archaeology, as well as book, exhibition,
and conference reviews. The Military History Mu-
seum organised the fourth scientific meeting on
Haboru, régészet és kulturdlis orokségvédelem (War,
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Protection) in

2021, which was held in a digital environment. The
Military History Institute and Museum is current-
ly working on several major archaeological proj-
ects related to military history. Among them, the
compilation of a register of historical battlefields
in Hungary (based on the British example) and the
research of the firing range of the Hungarian Can-
nonry at Gy6r and Gonyld (Gy6r-Moson-Sopron
County, 1916-1918).

APPENDIX

Further examples of the Hungarian conflict archaeology of the 19"-20" centuries

(Gy6r-Moson-Sopron County)

Period Military site Observe
Szézhalombatta . . .
(Pest County) Fortification (1809) (Novéki 2005)
Acs-Nagyigmand (Komérom- Fortification (1809) (Novaki, Tolnai 2010)
Esztergom County)
1) Napoleonic Wars
Gy6r

Fortification (1809) (Winkler 2012)

Pécs
(Baranya County)

Military cemetery (1809) (Nagy 2002)

Cibakhaza
(Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok County)

Fortification (1849) (Csikany, Racz 2009)

of 1848-1849 (Mures County, Romania)

2) Revolution Hatvan
and War of (Heves County) War grave (1849) (Nagy 2013)
Independence Sighisoara

Battlefield (1849) (Polgar, Sods 2018; Polgar, Sods 2019)

Komarom-Herkalypuszta
(Komérom-Esztergom County)

War grave with horse remains (1849) (Balint et al. 2020)

Premuda Island
(Zadar County, Croatia)

Shipwreck (S.M.S. SZENT ISTVAN battleship, 1918)
(Csonkaréti 1995)

Mrzli Vrh
(Idrija Municipality, Slovenia)

Theater of war and military cemeteries (1915-1918)
(Négyesi 2007, 72-85; Négyesi 2013, 76-79)

Monte San Michele-San Martino
del Carso
(Gorizia County, Italy)

War theatre and military cemetery
(Rzsafi, Stencinger 2008, 107-149)

(Pest County)

3) World War I l |
Valea Uzului . .
(Harghita County, Romania) Battlefield (1916) (Négyesi 2010, 189-194)
Esztergom-Kenyérmezd . [ .
(Komérom-Esztergom County) POW camp cemeteries (1914-1918) (Négyesi 2013, 65-73)
Crnci - C]())S‘f;t;k\j] lzintini - Military cemeteries (1915-1918)
(Gorizia County, Italy) (Stencinger et al. 2013)
Balatonkenese — Lake Balaton . , .
(Veszprém County) Airplane wreck (IL-2, 1945) (Téth 2000) (Fig. 15)
Kisbajom e
4) World War I1 (Somogy County) Theater of war (1945) (Négyesi 2010, 201-207)
Telki

Airplane wreck (Me-109, 1944/1945?) (Magé 2012, 39-40)
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Period Military site Observe
Saregres Theater of war — makeshift gun emplacement (1944) (Hatala,
(Fejér County) Polgar 2019)
(TolnaKgZ),unty) War grave (1945) (Kustar et al. 2013)
. 6r_M01:(s);’fSlzmrr0°n County) Concrete boat wreck (1944/19452) (Toth 2018, 322-325)
4) World War IT Y - P Y
(Bécs—Kis}li?i:l County) Military POW camp and cemetery (1942-1945) (Polgar 2019a)
Heréd oy
(Heves County) Theater of war (1944) (Addm 2021)
(Valiogzzlr(lty) War graves (1944-1945) (Polgar et al. 2021)
(B;;Zi"zplclzz:zt ) Battlefield (1956) (Dévid 2006)
5) Cold War t Y
Matty Machine-gun small fortress with a tank turret (1950’s) (Négyesi
(Baranya County) 2010, 90-92)
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A 19-20. SZAZAD KONFLIKTUSREGESZETE MAGYARORSZAGON

Osszefoglalds

A hadtorténeti régészet (vagy konfliktusrégészet)
Magyarorszagon tobb évtizedes multra tekint vissza.
A témakor els6 magyar nyelvii bemutatasa 2010-ben
jelent meg nyomtatasban, Csatdk néma taniii cimen,
Négyesi Lajos tollabol. A témakor népszertiségét mi
sem jellemezheti jobban, minthogy a Hatdrtalan Ré-
gészet cimi lap 2017-ben kiilon tematikus szamot
szentelt annak. A hadtorténeti régészet elsé hazai
megnyilvanulasai alapvetéen civil egyesiiletek mii-
kodéséhez kothetdek, intézményi keretei els6ként
a Hadtorténeti Mizeumban jottek létre. A régészet
a Hadtorténeti Muzeumban figyelemre méltd eléz-
ményekkel bir. A muizeum elsé vezetdje, Agghazy
Kamil a hadtudomany egy lehetséges modszereként
tekintett az archeoldgiara: Agghazy maga is folyta-
tott régészeti kutatasokat, példdul Bartucz Lajossal
kozosen iranyitotta Budapesten a tabani honvéd to-
megsir (1849) feltarasat és az exhumalas munkalatait
1939-ben. A Hadirégészeti Gyijtemény — a miizeum
legfiatalabb gyUjteményeként - 2013-ban keriilt
felvételre az intézmény mukodési szabalyzataba.
A gytijtemény véltozatos koru és valtozatos targycso-
porthoz tartozé emlékekbdl épiil fel. A gytjtemény
legnagyobb darabszamu egyiitteseit a muzeum te-
repkutatasokbdl szarmazo6 targyai képezik. A Ha-
dirégészeti Gyljtemény 6rzi példaul Magyarorszag
legidésebb harckocsi-leletét, egy, a varpalotai l6téren
talalt FIAT 3000/B harckocsi pancél-, valamint futé-
mi maradvanyait.

A jelen kozlés a HM Hadtorténeti Intézet és Muze-
umnak az 1809. évi kismegyeri csata helyszinén, az
els6 vilaghaborus ostffyasszonyfai hadifogolytabor
tertiletén és a Bagyogszovatnal lokalizalt masodik
vilaghaborus repiilégéproncs lel6helyén végzett ré-
gészeti kutatasainak bemutatasara vallalkozik.

Az 1809. évi kismegyeri csata a napdleoni habo-
ruk egyetlen Osszecsapasa, melyet a mai Magyaror-
szag teriiletén vivtak, igy vizsgalata kiilonosen fontos
hadtorténeti régészeti vallalkozas. A csatatér proba
jellegli fémkeres6 muszeres kutatasat a HM Hadtor-
téneti Intézet és Muzeum 2019 oktoberében kezdte
meg Onkéntesek bevonasaval egy mintegy 14.500 m?*-

es nagysagu foldingatlanon, az 1897-ben allitott em-
lékm térségében. A két napot fel6leld, 2019. oktdbe-
ri terepkutatasok soran 26 fémtargy keriilt eld, ebbdl
12 lelet (gomb, granatrepeszek, kéziléfegyver-love-
dékek) volt az 1809. évi csatdhoz kéthetd. Az Gjabb
terepbejarasok mintegy 49.000 m*-nyi foldteriiletre
terjedtek ki a Pandzsa-ér mentén 2020-ban. Az ujabb
munkdlatok sordn tovabbi 170 darab, az 1809. évi
osszecsapashoz kothet6 targyi emlék (kéziléfegyver-
lovedékek, kézilétegyver elsiitészerkezetéhez tartozo,
6lomlemez-szoritéval ellatott, faragott kovakévek,
granatrepeszek, egyenruhagombok, csat, 16szerszam,
pénzérem és hasznalati/személyes targyak) keriilt
napvilagra.

Ostftyasszonyfan 1915 és 1918 kozott allt fenn az
Osztrak-Magyar Monarchia legnagyobb magyaror-
szagi hadifogolytabora. A tdbor helyszine ma Sarvar
varos Lankapuszta nevi telepiilésrészéhez, valamint
Nagysimonyi és Sitke kozségek kozigazgatasi tertile-
téhez tartozik. A hadifogolytabor teriiletérdl 2017-
ben egy figyelemre mélto leletegytittes keriilt a Had-
torténeti Muzeum gyljteményébe. A tabor egyik
szemétgddrébdl szarmazo, ruhazathoz, illetve felsze-
reléshez tartozé targyakat, orvossagos/sosborszeszes
tivegcséket, iiveg tintatartokat, asztali porcelantore-
dékeket, szerszamokat, valamint egyéb hasznalati,
illetve személyes targyakat (példaul zsebéra ma-
radvanyat, rézsafiizérhez tartozd kereszt toredékét,
pipafejeket, dohanyszelence maradvanyat, fogkefe-
toredékeket, 16szerhiivelybdl készitett borotvapama-
csot) ajandékoztak a muzeumnak. A Hadtorténeti
Muzeum 2017-ben folytatott el6szor terepi kutatast
a tabor tertiletén. A munkalatok soran ekkor sikerdilt
azonositani az elsd vilaghdboru utani hadianyag le-
szereléshez kothetd eltemetési helyeket, valamint az
1953 és 1957 kozotti tlizszerészeti munkalatokhoz
kapcsolhato megsemmisitési godrok helyeit. A Had-
torténeti Muzeum a terepkutatasokat a 2021. év feb-
ruarjaban-aprilisaban folytatta. A vizsgalatok célja
ekkor a hadifogolytabor ma is allé - a foldfelszin
folé magasodd strukturakkal rendelkezd - épitett
emlékeinek eldzetes felmérése volt. A Nagysimonyi
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kozség kozigazgatasahoz tartozd 057-es helyrajzi
szamu foldteriileten folytatott terepbejarasok révén
négy kozmiihid el6zetes felmérését végeztiik el. A ta-
bor ma is allg, legnagyobb kiterjedésti épitett struk-
turdit az tlepitérendszer maradvanyai képezik.

Az amerikai Defense POW/MIA Accounting
Agency (Védelmi Minisztérium Hadifoglyok és
Harcban Elttintek Nyilvantarté Ugynoksége) a Had-
torténeti Muzeummal 2021-ben Bagyogszovatnal
(Gy6r-Moson-Sopron megye) végzett roncskutatast.
A kozség nyugati kiilteriiletén, egy mintegy 15.000
m*-es nagysagu, mezdgazdasagi miivelés alatt allo
foldteriileten ment végbe prdba, illetve szisztematikus

© 2022 The Author(s).

fémkeresé miiszeres terepbejaras junius 14-15-én.
A munkalatok révén sikertilt azonositani az 1944. ap-
rilis 23-4n Bdgyogszovatnal lezuhant amerikai B-24
Liberator pontos becsapddaési helyét. Osszeégett, illet-
ve deformalédott aluminium roncselemek, plexiiiveg
toredéke és 18szermaradvanyok jelezték a repiilogép
foldet érésének helyszinét. Emberi maradvany, kato-
nai felszereléshez, illetve egyenruhahoz tartozé targyi
emlékek nem keriiltek el6. A megtalalt 16szermarad-
vanyok mind M2 Browning nehézgéppuskahoz tar-
toztak, a hiivelymaradvanyokon lathat6 ,R A” fenék-
bélyeg a Remington Arms (Bridgeport, Connecticut)
gyar jelzéseiként voltak azonosithatdak.
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