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Foreword

This study is a shortened version of a doctoral dissertation
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City of Prague, 1547-1611.
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and the Department of Archival Studies at the Charles University
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History and Theory of Art of the Czech Academy of Sciences.
Zdenék Hojda provided continual assistance, advice and
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place), at first as a staff member of the City Archive and
continuing into the period after he joined the Office of the
President of the Czech Republic, Vaclav Havel. Josef Petran and
Jaroslav Panek both shared with me on a number of occasions
their extensive knowledge of Bohemian history of the Pre-White



Mountain period. Lubo$§ Lancinger provided me with files of the
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handwritten notes, and assisted me through some of the tricky
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own work in material culture. In addition to these individuals, I
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charts, graphs, and constant complaining. Little did she know
when she first met me that she would be forced to leave the idyllic
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beyond.

Lastly, I would like to give special thanks to Gerhard Jaritz of
the Institute for the Study of Material Culture of the Middle Ages
and Early Modem Period who made it possible for this
dissertation to be published in the series Medium Aevum
Quotidianum.



I.1. Introduction

I.1.1. PRAGUE IN THE LATE 16% AND EARLY 17% CENTURIES:
HABSBURG RESIDENCE, URBAN COMPLEX OF FOUR CITIES,
BILINGUAL AND MULTI-CONFESSIONAL POPULATION

During the 16t century, Prague underwent a transformation
from a small town on the eastern border of the Holy Roman
Empire to the largest city in all of central and eastern Europe, an
important Habsburg residence, and a major center of late
Renaissance culture. This transformation was initiated by the
residence in the city beginning in 1547 of Archduke Ferdinand,
the son and regent of Ferdinand I (who had been elected first
Habsburg King of Bohemia in 1527); and culminated in 1583 with
the arrival of Emperor Rudolf II and the imperial court from
Vienna (where they remained until 1612). In reality, Prague was
not one but a complex of four legally independent, economically
linked cities: the Castle Hill and Small Side on the left bank of the
Vltava river, the site of the royal/imperial castle and noble
palaces; and the Old and New Cities on the right bank, the center
of commercial and artisanal life. [See fig. 11.4.1.] In addition to
its political stature and distinctive administrative and
topographical structure, Prague was bilingual and multi-
confessional, with native German and Czech speakers, Catholics,
Lutherans, Calvinists, Jews, Utraquists and the Bohemian
Brethren (the latter two being descendents of the Hussites).

[.1.2. RUDOLFINE PRAGUE & “PRAGA CAPUT REGNF':
TWO HISTORICAL PARADIGMS OF SOCIETY & CULTURE

As with most large European cities, there is a vast secondary
literature on Prague, embedded in local tradition and in national
and nationalist historiographies. Most of the literature is in
Czech, but there are also important English and German
language works. Amidst the vast literature, two paradigms of the
city during the late 16% and early 17t centuries stand out. Seen
by contemporary chronicles and memoirs of burghers and nobles
whose stories were later integrated into the Czech national
historical tradition, Prague was Praga caput regni (“Prague Capit-
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al of the Bohemian Kingdom”), a phrase that was gilded on the
windows of the Old City Hall. As capital of the kingdom, Prague
was the central stage of events in a growing national struggle
which began in the mid-15% century in the wake of the Hussite
Revolution, and which led to the defeat of the Bohemian Estates
at the Battle of White Mountain in 1621.1

The city’s central political status as capital has served as an
important framing concept for cultural developments as well. In
the late 19t century, Zikmund Winter, the father of Czech
cultural history, wrote a series of cultural historical studies
focusing on education, commerce, industry, and church life in
Prague and other Bohemian cities in the 15% and 16* centuries.?
According to Winter, the 16% century represented “The Golden
Age” of Czech cities, at whose head stood Prague. This golden age
was characterized by a reflourishing of guild life by Czech
artisanal masters after a century of stagnation caused by the
dispelling of German masters in the Hussite Revolution.3

In the same encyclopedic style and scope of Winter is the
multi-faceted and dense, twelve-volume survey history of Prague
by Winter’s contemporary, Vaclav Vladivoj Tomek. Three volumes
of the Tomek history deal with the period from the Hussite
Revolution to the Thirty Years War.*

' J. Janacek, Ceské déjiny. Doba predbélohorska [Czech History. The Pre-
White Mountain Period], two volumes, Praha 1968 & 1984; W. Eberhard,
Konfessionsbildung und Stdnde in Bohmen 1478-1530, Minchen 1981;
Monarchie und Widerstand. Zur standischen Oppositionsbildung im
Herrschaftssystem Ferdinands I. in Béhmen, Minchen 1985; J. Panek,
Stavovska opozice a jeji zapas s Habsburky 1547-1577 [Estate Opposition
and the Conflict of the Estates with the Habsburgs 1547-1577. Towards an
Understanding of the Political Crisis of Feudal Classes in Pre-White
Mountain Czech State], Praha 1982.

2 Z. Winter, Kulturni obraz z XV. a XVI. stoleti [Cultural Pictures from the
15t and 16t centuries), Praha 1889; Zivot cirkevni v Cechach. Kulturné-
historicky obraz z XV. a XVI. stoleti [Church Life in Bohemia. Cultural
Historical Pictures from the 15'* and 16 centuries], I & II, Praha 1895 &
1889; Reméslnictvo a zivnosti XV). véku v Cechach [Artisan and Trade Life
in Bohemia in the 16% century], Praha 1909; Cesky primysl a obchod v XVI.
véku [Production and Commerce in Bohemia in the 16% century|, Praha
1913.

3 Z. Winter, Zlata doba mést Ceskych [The Golden Age of Czech Cities],
reprint, Praha 1991.

4 V. V. Tomek, Déjepis Mésta Prahy [The History of Prague], Tom. 8-12,
Praha 1883-1901.
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In his day, Zikmund Winter became the center of a major
scholarly debate over competing methodologies of political and
cultural history, similar to the one in the German-speaking world
over Jakub Burkhardt. Winter and Tomek have both been
criticized for their arbitrary and ad hoc choice of sources. Their
descriptions of customs and habit seem static to us today.
Nevertheless, their work is important because of the wealth of
information and breadth of perspective they provide, drawing on
extensive sources, many of which are no longer available.
Contemporary Czech cultural historians, such as Jiri PeSek and
Zdenék Hojda have followed in the same path as their 19t-
century forebears, investigating many of the same themes, but
through systematic, critical study of sources.®

Alongside the perspective of Praga caput regni and its
emphasis on Prague as the center of the nation, “Prague of Rudolf
II” represents a second perspective of the city in the late 16 and
early 17t centuries. The key theme of this perspective is the
dominant influence that the imperial residence exerted on the
society, politics, religion, economy, and culture of the city. The
arrival of the imperial court in 1583 is implicitly given as the
singular explanation for the transformation of Prague into a
cosmopolitan city and an international center of late Renaissance
culture.

The first mention of Rudolfine Prague as an important center
dates back to a small book, Pictures from the Life of Rudolfine
Prague, published in 1958, by the Czech historian Josef
Janacek.® Although the book was meant more for the wider
reading public than for the professional historian, it is interesting
because of the larger view of the city it portrays. Based on
protocol books of the professional coachmen’s guild, Janacek
recounts stories of the men who earned a living transporting
goods and people in and out of Prague, and portrays the city as a
vibrant and bustling community of artisans and traders who
supply the residence of the Holy Roman Emperor. In a number of

5 A summary of Jifi PeSek’s extensive studies appearing in periodic literature
can be found in MeéStanské vzdélenost a kultura v predbélohorskych
Cechach 1547-1620 (VSedni dny kulturniho zivota) [Education and Culture
in Pre-White Mountain Urban Bohemia 1547-1620 (Daily Cultural Life)],
Praha 1993. See note 12 for citations of Zdenék Hojda’s work.

¢ J. Janacek, Obrazek ze zivota rudolfinské Prahy [Pictures from the Life of
Rudolfine Prague], Praha 1958.
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scholarly studies of commerce and trade life in 15% and 16t
century Prague and other Bohemian cities, Janacek pointed to
the important commercial ties of Prague with the large Southwest
German cities, especially Nurnberg.” In Pictures from the Life of
Rudolfine Prague, Janacek implicitly made a connection between
the imperial residence, its booming economy, and its bustling life.

While the first mention of Rudolfine Prague in the secondary
literature is attributed to Janacek, it was the work of the British
intellectual and cultural historian R.J.W. Evans that was seminal
in establishing “Rudolfine Prague” as an important historio-
graphical concept. In Rudolf I and his World, published in 1973,
Evans drew attention to the court of Rudolf II in Prague as a
major cultural center of its day.® Evans explained the interest
and investigations into astronomy, astrology and alchemy at the
court as characteristic of a Central European, late Renaissance
culture, challenging the views of 19t-century historians who saw
these pursuits as the eccentric interests of the mentally-disturbed
loner, Rudolf.®

Evans’ book immediately brought together under a common
banner research in a number of disciplines and sub-disciplines.
Art historical research into the painting, sculpture, architecture,
and applied arts of the Bohemian Renaissance, which had been
carried out at least for the last twenty years by scholars at the Art
Historical Institute at the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences,
immediately found a common home at the Court of Rudolf II.10
Rudolf’'s Kunstkammer, located in the Prague castle, the largest
art and curiosity collection of its day in Central Europe, became a

7 J. Janacek, Déjiny obchodu v predbélohorské Praze [The History of
Commerce in Pre-White Mountain Prague], Praha 1955; Reméslna vyroba ve
ceskych méstech v 16. stoleti, [Artisanal Production in Bohemian Cities in
the 16* century|, Praha 1961; “Prag und Nirnberg im 16. Jahrhundert
(1489-1618), Der Aussenhandel Ostmitteleuropas 1450-1650, Ingomar Bog
(Hrsg.), K6ln & Wien 1971.

8 R.J.W. Evans, Rudolf II and his World, Oxford 197 3.

2 A. Gindeley, Rudolf 1. und seine Zeit 1600-1612, Prag 1862-68; J.B.
Novak, RudolfII. a jeho pad [Rudolf Il and his Fall], Praha 1935.

10 Works are too numerous to cite. See the following surveys: J. Horejsi et
al,, Die Kunst der Renaissance und des Manierismus in Bohmen, Hanau
1979; E. Fucéikova, B. Bukovinska & 1. Muchka, Kunst am Hofe Rudolf II.,
Praha 1988. See also T.D. Kaufmann (ed.), Bibiliography to Art and
Architecture of Central Europe. An annotated bibliography, Boston 1988.
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topic of international scholarly interest.!? Other scholars inves-
tigated the special role of the court in fostering developments in
music and science, including pioneering discoveries in astronomy
by Johannes Kepler and Tycho Brahe under Rudolf’s patronage.12

By the end of the 1980s, an international Rudolfine
scholarship had emerged. In 1987 appeared Josef Janacek’s Ru-
dolf I and his Day, in its breadth of perspective the most
ambitious work of Rudolfine scholarship.’® A year later, the
international conference “Prague in the Year 1600” was convened,
bringing together scholars in the fields of history, and the history
of art and architecture;!* and the publication of two surveys of
the history of art of the period.!®

I.1.3. TRANSFORMATION OF THE MATERIAL CULTURE OF
HOUSE & NEIGHBORHOOD AS PRAGUE BECOMES RESIDENCE
CITY: DIFFUSION OF RENAISSANCE STYLES AND MODES?

Despite the difference in focus, both perspectives have viewed
the widespread cultivation of various innovations in art,
architecture, and interior design, as the primary manifestation of
a fundamental transformation in the material culture of home
and neighborhood which accompanied the transformation of

1 T.D. Kaufmann, Variations on the Imperial Theme in the Age of
Maximilian II and Rudolf I, New York 1978; T.D. Kaufmann, The Mastery of
Nature. Aspects of Art, Science and Humanism in the Renaissance,
Princeton, 1993, chapter 7; E. Fucikova, “The Collection of Rudolf II at
Prague. Cabinet of Curiousities or Scientific Museum,” The Origins of
Museums, O. Impey & A. Macgregor (eds.), Oxford 1985.

12 Z. Horsky, Kepler v Praze, Praha, 1980; R. Lindell, “Relations between
Musicians and Artists at the Court of Rudolf II,” Jahrbuch der kaiserlichen
Sammlungen Wien, 15/86, Sonderheft Nr. 327; J. PeSek, MésStanské
vzdélanost a kultura (note S5); Z. Hojda, “Hudebnici Rudolfova dvora v
ubytovaci knize Malé Strany a Hradéan z roku 1608” [Musicians at the
Rudolfine Court in the Quartermaster Book of the Small Side and Castle
Hill}, Hudebni véda, 24, 1987, p. 162-67.

13 J. Janacek, Rudolf II. a jeho doba, Praha [Rudolf Il and his Age], Praha
1987.

14 Conference papers are collected in E. Fucikova (Hrsg.), Prag um 1600.
Beitrdge zur Kunst und Kultur am Hofe Rudolfs II., Freven 1988

15 E. Poche et al, Praha na usvitu novych déjin. Architectura, socharstvi,
malifstvi, umélecké femeslo /Ctvero knih o Praze/ [Prague on the Dawn of
the Modern Age. Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, Artisanal Work (Fourth
Book on Prague)], Praha 1988; E. Fucikova et al.,, Kunst am Hofe Rudolfs II
(note 10).
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Prague, as a whole, into a Habsburg residential city. One scholar
has even talked about a symbiosis which took place in the 16t
century between the material cultures of the different landscapes
of the cities.16

To explain the dynamic of these changes in material culture, a
diffusion model is commonly put forth. According to this model,
Renaissance and other innovative styles and modes were first
transmitted from Italy to Bohemia at the end of the 15% century
via the Hungarian court of Matthias Corvinus. At that time,
Vaclav Jagellon, then King of Bohemia, was also elected King of
Hungary. King Vaclav became acquainted in Buda with the
Renaissance art of his predecessor (Corvinus), and introduced
these styles at the Prague court. During the course of the 16%
century, the early Habsburg rulers - Ferdinand I, Maximilian II
and Rudolf II - intensively patronized and cultivated these styles
and they, subsequently, became passed on or diffused to the
nobility and then to burghers and other city dwellers. Central to
the diffusion process is the notion that city dwellers adopted or
cultivated styles and modes of the court and the nobility as a way
to compete or compensate in the changing political and socio-
economic environment brought on by the introduction of
Habsburg rule.1?

[.1.4. THE HISTORICAL AND HISTORIOGRAPHICAL TENSION
BETWEEN THE CITY AND THE CASTLE

Between these two perspectives, wide differences of focus are
evident in the explanation of the nature of cultural change and its
relationship to political centralization. Rudolfine scholars have
pointed to a number of innovations in art, architecture and
interior design in noble palaces and in the homes of burghers, as
evidence of the Habsburg court’s central, almost dominant role in
the society, politics and culture of the city. These innovations
include Renaissance style windows, portals and gables; sgrafitti,

16 K. Hette§, “O hmotné kultuze prazského mést’ 16. véku” [On the Material
Culture of the Prague Cities in the 16% Century], Kniha o Praze, 1964, p.
197-214.

17 J. Bialostocki, The Art of the Renaissance in Eastern Europe, Ithaca 1976;
F. Seibt (Hrsg.), Renaissance in Bohmen, Munster 1985; T.D. Kaufmann,
Court, Cloister, and City: The Art and Culture of Central Europe 1450-1800,
Chicago 1995.
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fashionable Italian geometric patterns on facades; furniture
enlayed with expensive wood; portraits; gold and silver jewelry
and dishware; and items from nature and the exotic. Other
cultural historians, informed by Czech national historiography,
have pointed to cultural activities originating from within the
cities, such as a thriving printing industry, book collections, the
university, parish, school and literary societies.1® Implicitly they
make the argument for an urban culture influenced by, though
largely independent from the court.

The difference in focus and explanation can be seen as arising
both out of natural, disciplinary interests, as well as from less
overt national-ideological inclinations. It is to be noted that the
predominant research on late 16% and early 17t% century Prague
has been undertaken by intellectual cultural historians, such as
R.J.W. Evans and Jiri Pesek, and art historians, such as Thomas
DaCosta Kaufmann and Eliska Fucikova. To R.J.W. Evans and
Thomas DaCosta Kaufmann, “Rudolfine Prague” is important
because it represents a special fusion of cultural elements that
were present across Central Europe. To most Czech art his-
torians and some cultural historians, “Rudolfine Prague” is
interesting primarily because it represents a developed expression
of the inclusion of Bohemia into the culture of the West.

The inclusion of Bohemia into western European culture filled
a deep need in normalized Czechoslovakia, and cosmopolitan
Prague of 1600 offered itself as an enticing scholarly refuge to
Prague of the early 1970s. Foreign interest in the city and its
culture, by scholars such as RJ.W. Evans and Thomas DaCosta
Kaufmann, served to strengthen Bohemia’s ties to the West. This
may help explain the compatibility of these two directions, despite
the tension between them, and the galvanizing effect that the
work of the Englishman R.J.W. Evans had when it came out in
1973. Czech cultural historians, such as Jiri Pesek, rejecting the
cosmopolitanism of Rudolfine Prague offered by Anglo-American
scholars, found their refuge in another area: university and book
culture,

These disciplinary and ideological inclinations are not mere
personal footnotes to the literature but go a long way in
explaining the fragmented state of scholarship of the city and the
tension between the culture of the castle and the culture of the

18 J. PeSek, Méstanské vzdélanost a kultura (note 5).
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cities, which should be seen as both an historiographical as well
as an historical problem.

The allure of the city during this period has contributed, in
large part, I believe, to the acceptance of a number of general-
izations, and to some extent exaggerations, of the impact of the
Habsburg court in the city; in particular, to a too-ready
acceptance of the diffusion model of material culture. While we
know much about the art and architecture of the castle complex
and noble palaces - that is where the primary focus of research
has been - there exists no comparable picture of art and cultural
innovations associated with burgher homes to support the
diffusion model or any other model of cultural change. For art
associated with noble palaces, for example, much of the material
culture has survived; beyond that we also know about its function
and use. Beyond mere accumulations of the valuable, we know
that objects were collected, organized and displayed in banquet
halls, silver chambers and libraries.!® For burgher homes,
nothing close to that picture exists. The argument for cultural
diffusion to burgher homes has been based mostly on anecdotal
or incomplete evidence: descriptions of Prague by foreign
visitors;2° the appearance of Renaissance elements on a few
surviving buildings, and in panoramas and broadsheets of the
period;2! and from the studies of the distribution of a few cultural
objects, such as books and paintings, in probate inventories.22

19 See F. Seibt (Hrsg.), Renaissance in Bohmen (note 17).

20 The two major travel diaries of foreigners in Prague are (in recent Czech
translations): Tfi francouzsti kavalifi v rudolfinské Praze [Three French
Cavaliers in Rudolfine Prague|, Praha 1989; Fynes Morison, John Taylor,
Cesta do Cech [Fynes Morison’s & John Taylor’s Travels to Bohemia], Praha,
1977. On how they have informed our view of the city, see E. Fucikova,
“Prag zur Zeit Rudolfs II.,” Kunst am Hofe Rudolfs II (note 10).

21 In particular, the panorama of Prague from 1606 printed by the imperial
engraver Aegidius Sadeler, available from Odeon reprint 15, 961, VI, 1979.
See E. Fucikova, “Prag zur Zeit Rudolfs II.,” Kunst am Hofe Rudolfs II (note
10).

22 See literature in J. PeSek, MéStanske vzdélanost a kultura (note 5).
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I.1.5. MATERIAL CULTURE & DAILY LIFE OF A
NEIGHBORHOOD AS A WINDOW TO STUDY THE
TRANSFORMATION OF PRAGUE INTO A HABSBURG
RESIDENTIAL CITY

This study pursues a new approach to the history of Prague in
late 16t and early 17t centuries by studying the material culture
of housing and daily life in the sixty-year period before the
outbreak of the Thirty Years War. It attempts to deepen our
understanding of Prague and its culture in this important period
as the city became a Habsburg residential city: geographically, by
shifting the focus of attention from the castle to the burgher
house and home (though without losing sight of the castle); and
thematically, by considering broad aspects of culture and cultural
experience in addition to “high culture.” It seeks a different
vantage point from which to view the major theme of the city’s
history during this period: the tension between the castle and the
City.

Specifically, this dissertation explores the extent to which the
imperial court served as a unifying cultural force in the cities of
Prague below the imperial castle by examining the transformation
of the material culture of homes located in one New City Prague
neighborhood, as the city, as a whole, underwent a
transformation into a residential city. The core of the study is a
reconstruction of this section of the city based on an in-depth
computer analysis of written sources - including probate
inventories, civic wills, marriage contracts, building disputes and
house price series corresponding to the section of the city under
study.

In terms of its general approach, this is a neighborhood study.
It shares with two recent studies of European neighborhoods in
the early modern period - Jeremy Boulton’s study of Southwark
London in the 17% century and Dale and Frances Kent’s study of
the district of the Red Lion in 15%-century Florence - the fact that
the object of attention is a small area of the city.23 It shares with
the Kent study and some other urban studies an informal
understanding of neighborhood; namely that neighborhood could
mean something more than just an administrative jurisdiction,

23 J. Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society. A London Suburb in the
Seventeenth Century, Cambridge 1987; D.V. & F.W. Kent, Neighbours and
Neighbourhood in Renaissance Florence, Locust Valley, NY 1982,
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but also the broader stage on which many of the events of a
person’s life were acted out with relatives, neighbors, and
friends.2* It differs from these two works, however, in its focus.
Although Jeremy Boulton prefaces his study by stating that a
small section of the city was studied “in order to shed new light
on 17% century London society as a whole,” in reality, his sole
focus is the neighborhood. This study of Prague is interested in
the small area of the city less as a society in itself than as a
window through which to view Prague society as a whole.

In terms of its methodology, the dissertation combines aspects
of structural history, social cultural history, and urban politics.
In doing so, it attempts to bridge a gap between a narrow, micro-
analytical approach whose ultimate value lies solely in the
understanding of a small neighborhood, and the sweeping, broad
generalizations of a macro-analytical approach which often
glosses over smaller though meaningful structures and
experiences. It also seeks to highlight links, where they exist,
between aspects of short-term political and religious change, and
long-term social-economic processes. Sometimes the links are
explicit, sometimes implicit, other times just suggested.?s

Material culture and daily life serve as a useful conceptual
focus because of their breadth of perspective, their special
importance for Prague, and because of the availability of sources.
Material culture and daily life are understood in a broad, non-
dialectic sense, embracing all the material objects that are in a
man’s environment (including clothes, furniture, ceramics, food,
and all types of building structures) and the spaces in which they
are located.?¢ It includes objects of ordinary life as well as those

24 J.-P. Gutton, La Sociabilité villageoise dans ’ancienne France, Paris 1971;
R. Schneider, Public Life in Toulouse 1463-1789, Ithaca & London 1989;
N.Z. Davis, “Sacred and the Body Social in Sixteenth-Century Lyon,” Past
and Present 90 (1980): 40-70; C. Klapisch-Zuber, Women, Family and Ritual
in Renaissance ltaly, Chicago 198S.

25 J. Kocka, “Sozialgeschichte zwischen Strukturgeschichte und Erfahrungs-
geschichte,” Sozialgeschichte in Deutschland. Entwicklungen und Perspek-
tiven im internationalen Zusammenhang, W. Schieder & V. Sellin (Hrsg.),
Band I, Die Sozialgeschichte innerhalb der Geschichtswissenschaft,
Gottingen 1986, pp. 67-87.

% Some of the most fruitful discussions within the enormous literature on
material culture can be found in the multi-volume series published by the
Institute for the Study of Material Culture of the Middle Ages and Early
Modern Period of the Austrian Academy of Sciences in Krems, Austria. See
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Veréffentlichungen des
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of “high” culture. The approach to material culture in this
dissertation differs from some earlier studies in two important
ways. First of all, it situates material culture within a political
context. To Fernand Braudel and other scholars influenced by
the Annales school, material culture was a level of historical
reality which responded least quickly to change, and then only in
the long duration. It is part of the repetitive quality of daily life.2?
This dissertation views politics, both formal and informal, as an
integral part of the history of daily life.28 Second, this dissertation
is not only interested in material culture as products but also as
ways of interacting, consuming, and experiencing objects.?9

While material culture represents a central aspect of any
society, it is a topic of special importance in the history of Prague
in the late middle ages and early modern period. More than
merely a setting for the activities of daily life, the Prague burgher
house, church, street and square were central objects of social,
political, and religious tension and conflict. In the mid-14®
century, when Emperor Charles IV chose Prague as his residence,

Instituts flir Realienkunde des Mittelalters und der frihen Neuzeit,
Sitzungsberichte der Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-
Historische Klasse (=Sb. Ak. Wien, phil.-hist. K1.). On historical housing and
living styles, I have been informed by K. Bedal, Historische Hausforschung,
Eine Einfiihrung in Arbeitsweise, Begriffe, Literatur, Miinster 1978.

27 This perspective is reflected in three recent works - D. Roche, The People
of Paris, Berkeley 1987; The Culture of Clothing, Cambridge, 1994; N.J.G.
Pounds, Hearth & Home. A History of Material Culture, Bloomington 1993.
%8 P, Borscheid, “Pladoyer fir eine Geschichte des Alltaglichen,” Ehe, Liebe,
Tod. Studien zur Geschichte des Alltags, Minster, 1983, p. 6-7;
“Alltagsgeschichte - Modetorheit oder neues Tor zur Vergangenheit,” Soziales
Verhalten und soziale Aktionsformen in der Geschichte, Band III,
Sozialgeschichte in Deutschland, G6ttingen 1987; H. Medick, “Missionare im
Ruderboot? Ethnologische Erkenntnisweisen als Herausforderung an die
Sozialgeschichte,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 10, 1984, p. 295-314; D.
Harmening & E. Wimmer, Hrsg., Volkskultur-Geschichte-Region, Wirzburg
1990.

29 H.-W. Goetz, “Geschichte des mittelalterlichen Alltags,” Mensch und
Objekt im Mittelalter und in der frihen Neuzeit (=Sb. Ak. Wien, phil.-hist.
Kl. 568/13), Wien, 1990; “Vorstellungsgeschichte: Menschliche Vorstellun-
gen und Meinungen als Dimension der Vergangenheit. Bemerkungen zur
einem juingeren Arbeitsfeld der Geschichtswissenschaft als Beitrag zu einer
Methodik der Quellenauswertung,” Archiv fur Kulturgeschichte 61/2, 1979,
p. 253-271; Christoph Daxelmiiller, “Das Dilemma der -‘signalements.’
Quellen zur vorindustriellen Sachkultur im Spiegel der Perzeptions-
forschung,” Volkkultur-Geschichte-Region, Hrsg. D. Harmening & E.
Wimmer (note 28).
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he rebuilt the city based on a symbolic design of imperial power.
Fifty years later, Prague was the center of a learned debate about
the use of images and symbolism that lay at the heart of the
Hussite movement. Twice within a two hundred year period,
during the Hussite Revolution and the Thirty Years War, Europe’s
two most destructive upheavals prior to the 20% century, Prague
was the site of defenestration and destruction of property.3°

[.1.6. OBJECT OF STUDY

The area selected for intensive study is a core section of the
New City, located approximately two kilometers by foot from the
Prague castle, which is comprised of the lower end of the Horse
Market (today Vaclavské namésti - Wenceslaus Square -
Wenzelsplatz), the Church and Cloister of Mary of the Snow, part
of Siroka Street (“Broad Street” - today Jungmann Street), and Na
prikopé (“In the Moat”), the broad thoroughfare located just
outside of the walls of the Old City. [See figs. I1.4.1 & 2.] In
terms of ecclesiastical jurisdictions, this area was divided between
the two parishes of the New City - part was located in the parish
of St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha), part in St. Stephen’s parish (Sv. Sté-
panaj.

[.1.7. SOURCES

The area was chosen on the basis of the number and variety of
extant sources, including archival sources, manuscripts, rare
books, and published and unpublished government records.

The major body of sources, the basis for the structural
reconstruction, include the following records of communal
government: probate inventories, civic wills, marriage contracts,
building disputes and house price series.

In addition to sources of communal government, a large
variety of other sources have been drawn on which provide rich
qualitative information about this area of the city. Pictorial
sources include woodcuts and etchings of the city’s panorama,
including the engraving of the city from the year 1606, one of the
largest panoramas of any European city, printed by Aegidius

30 H. Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte, Frankfurt/Main
1975.
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Sadeler, the imperial engraver at the court of Rudolf II.3!
Although not specially related to the pre-White Mountain period,
the woodcuts from Orbis Sensualium Pictus Quadrilingius by the
humanist Johannes Amos Comenius, offer important insight into
the period.32? Pictorial information on the material environment of
metal workers is provided by De re Metallica libri XII (1556) by
Georgius Agricola, a great work of early modern technology.33

[.1.8. METHODOLOGY

The study rests on the following working assumptions: first,
salient aspects of material culture can be reconstructed from an
analysis of written sources, the most important being probate
inventories. Second, the study of the distribution of individual
objects of high culture through an analysis of inventories and
other sources, as has been done, does not sufficiently explain or
support the diffusion process or any other model of cultural
change; it supports only the diffusion of objects but does not
explain the reasons, mentality and motivations of the city dwellers
who adopted them. To approach an understanding of how city
dwellers conceptualized and responded to the innovations
introduced by the court, it is important to go beyond a study of
the distribution of individual objects of high culture, and examine
the full range of innovations within the larger setting of the
material culture of the burgher house - looking at the context
where people and objects interacted, what has been described as
the nexus of person, object and situation.3* One important way
to capture this nexus, and with it determine the function and
conceptualization of material culture to contemporaries, is to
examine the setting and organization of objects. Elisabeth
Scheicher has underscored the importance of setting and
organization in her study of the Kunstkammer of Archduke

3t See Note 21 above.

32 J.A. Comenius, Orbis Sensualium Pictus Quadrilinguis, original edition
1685, reprint, Praha 1989.

33 G. Agricola, De re Metallica libri XII, 1556.

3 Q. Jaritz, “Seelenheil und Sachkultur. Gedanken zur Beziehung Mensch-
Objekt im spaten Mittelalter,” Europaische Sachkultur des Mittelalters (=Sb.
Ak. Wien, phil-hist. Kl. 374/4), Wien 1980, pp. 57-81; “Mittelalterliche
Realienkunde: Quellenbefund und Quelleninterpretation,” Erforschung von
Alltag und Sachkultur des Mittelalters. Methode - Ziel - Verwirklichung
(=Sb. Ak. Wien, phil.-hist. Kl. 433/ 6), Wien 1984, pp. 33-44.
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Ferdinand which Ferdinand established in the Tyrol after leaving
Prague.3> The organization of Emperor Rudolf’'s Kunstkammer has
been a major issue of debate with art historical scholarship.3¢ It
is argued here that setting and organization can be useful in
understanding art and other manifestations of material culture in
burgher homes as well.

Location, organization and function of material culture are the
central themes examined in the structural reconstruction. In
methodological terms, this was accomplished by the location of
individual sources with specific house parcels in the city, followed
by the location of individual objects and structures listed in the
sources within different parts or sections of the house.

1.1.8.1. LOCALIZATION OF SOURCES

The first step of the localization process was the identification
of a number of interesting building disputes and inventories with
parcels in a specific location of the city - Siroka Street (“the Broad
Street”) in the New City. This was accomplished by matching
names and dates of neighborhood pairs in these sources with
those of house owner series and house parcels that had been
compiled by the State Office for Landmark Preservation
(SURPMO).37 After this initial match, further matches were sought
for the surrounding area. A total of fifty-six households,
corresponding to fifty-two probate inventories of fifty-one
individuals, were successfully matched with forty-six burgher
houses. These households can be located on the Jiittner plan of
1815, the oldest map of Prague showing individual parcels. [See
fig. 11.4.2.]

35 E. Scheicher, “The Collection of Archduke Ferdinand II at Schloss Ambras:
Its Purpose, Composition and Evolution,” The Origins of Museums, O. Impey
& A. MacGregor (eds.), note 11, pp. 29-38; Die Kunst- und Wunderkammern
der Habsburger, Wien 1979.

3 T.D. Kaufmann, “Remarks on the Collections of Rudolf II. the
Kunstkammer as a form of Representatio,” Art Journal 38, Fall, 1978; E.
Fucikova, “The Collection of Rudolf II in Prague. Cabinet of Curiousities or
Scientific Museum,” The Origins of Museums, O. Impey & A. MacGregor
(eds.), note 11.

37 With the assistance of Lubo$ Lancinger of SURPMO.
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[.1.8.2. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMPUTER DATA BASE &
LOCALIZATION OF OBJECTS WITHIN THE HOUSE

A computer data base was then set up for the inventories,
listing every object, room by room, storage location by storage
location. A separate data base was set up for the building
disputes, listing names, occupation and other personal
information of the parties, type of dispute, location of dispute,
and outcome.

The inventory data base was used to study the frequency and
distribution of different types of objects among the different
households and among different locations within individual
households. By using the data base in this way, it was possible
to study the structure and function of the household and the
different locations which comprised it.

[.1.8.3. THE STUDY OF FUNCTION:
OBJECT-DISTRIBUTION THEORY

The key to understanding the functional structure of burgher
households is to identify those locations where the distribution of
clusters of objects of related use are found. For example, the
cooking area can be found where there is a combination of
heating and cooking sources and cooking utensils.3¢ [See chart
[1.5.11]

The process of determining the function of a location is not a
simple one, as the distribution of objects among locations is a
complicated phenomenon. Most objects can serve various
functions - a knife can be used in cooking or eating or as a work
tool; a jug can be used to cook, to carry hot water to wash, or
keep the bed warm. Other objects have primary or nearly
singular functions; for example, a spit is primarily or only used in
cooking. Another complicating factor is that objects can be found
in various locations in the house. Also, locations usually serve
more than one function; a room can be used for sleeping and
eating. The names of objects and locations usually are not the
same as those of their modern equivalent; for example, a “cellar”
in the 16t century was not the same type of room as it is today.

38A three-tiered structural model for the study of the pre-modern house -
embracing structure, function, meaning, was proposed by K. Bedal in
Historische Hausforschung (note 26).
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Some locations that sound like rooms may instead be sections of
rooms. Lastly, the linguistic differentiation of different types of
objects does not always mean that the objects themselves were
distinguished.39

While the multi-functional character of objects and locations
complicates, it does not preclude a study of the function of
households. The identification of one particular object in a
location does not alone determine the function of a location. The
proper methodological approach consists of delineating areas of
single and multiple functionality through the study of the
distribution of groups or constellations of name-designated
objects among the various named locations of a household.*°

[.1.8.4. USING STRUCTURAL DATA AS A
SOURCE FOR THE STUDY OF CHANGE

Beyond the study of function, which is largely a repetitive,
non-changing feature over the short duration of half a century,
the structural component of the study provides the basis for the
investigation of cultural change. It does so on two levels: one, by
its identification of cultural innovations in the home (objects and
design of objects); two, by providing a breadth of contrasts that
embrace the ordinary and the exceptional, the high and the low,
which is necessary to appreciate innovations fully; that is,
Renaissance elements within the larger setting of specific
households. Studies that concentrate on exceptional objects
present a skewed picture. On the identification of objects as
Renaissance innovations, the dissertation draws on the rich
literature of the history and art and architecture of Rudolfme
Prague described earlier.4!

The study is divided into two major parts. Part [ contains the
main text of the study. Chapter 2 introduces the New City and

39 On the changing functionality of objects in various situations, see H.-W.
Goetz, “Geschichte des mittelalterlichen Alltags,” (note 29). On the relation-
ship of object names and objects, see R. Schmidt-Wiegand, Neue Ansatze im
Bereich ‘Wort und Sachen,” Geschichte der Alltagskultur, Minster 1980.

40 K. Bedal in Historische Hausforschung (note 26).

41 On the methodogical issue of identifying “innovations,” see R.-E.
Mohrmann, Alltagswelt im Land Braunschweig. Stadtische und landliche
Wohnkultur vom 16. bis zum 20. Jahrhundert, Band I, Minster 1990, pp.
25ff.
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the neighborhood under study, describing the heritage left to
material culture by Emperor Charles IV and the Hussite
Revolution, physical and spatial configuration of houses, social
topography, and wealth and property statistics. Chapter 3
examines the structure and function of the New City Prague
burgher household. Chapter 4 explores the range and hierarchy
of choices which were available and chosen by residents of the
New City in fashioning and constructing the living spaces of
house and neighborhood. Chapter S studies the impact of the
Renaissance in the neighborhood. Part Il - the structural recon-
struction - is presented as both a text summary (“The Anatomy of
House and Street”) and a series of figures and charts.
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I.2. The New City of Prague

We went into the New City and saw beautiful streets there, all inhabited
by Hussites. There they speak only Czech, in contrast to the inhabitants of
the other cities where German is just as common.!

Pierre Bergeron’s description of the New City of Prague in the
year 1600 is an exaggeration. Not all of its streets were beautiful,
and it was not a Czech-speaking enclave. Though perhaps less so
than the Castle Hill and Small Side, the New City was also a
diverse, mixed-use area where burghers and noblemen, artisans
and office-holders lived side by side and both German and Czech
were spoken. Over a century earlier, the New City had been the
center of the Hussite Revolution which left its mark on the city’s
monumental streets and squares. Just as important for the city
as the Hussite Revolution was the reign of Emperor Charles IV
which preceded the Revolution. In order to understand Prague in
the late 16th century, especially the New City, it is important to
understand this dual legacy of imperial rule and revolution.

[.2.1. THE LEGACY OF CHARLES IV AND
THE HUSSITE REVOLUTION TO THE URBAN LANDSCAPE

The area bordered by Vodickova and Siroka streets, the
southwestern end of the Horse Market, and the thoroughfare Na
piikopé was originally known as “on the gravel” (na pisku). [See
figs. 11.4.1 & 2.] It was one of many communities in the loose but
coherent band of settlement on the right bank of the Vltava river
which ran from the bend of the river in the North to the Vysehrad
in the south. It was four kilometers long and six hundred meters
wide, and encircled the Old City.2 It lay just west of the walls of
the Old City, opposite the parish church of St. Martin-at-the-Wall.
To the southeast of this area lay the “Jewish Garden,” a cemetery
where all Jews who died in Prague in the Middle Ages were

! Tri francouzsti kavalifi v rudolfinské Praze [Three French Cavaliers in
Rudolfine Prague], Praha 1989.

2 On the early development of the New City see V. Lorenc, Nové mésto
prazské [The New City of Prague}, Praha 1973, especially, pp. 181ff; Staleta
Praha [Prague Through the Centuries] IX (1979); V.V. Stech, Z. Wirth & V.
Vojtisek, Staré a Nové Mésto s Podskalim [The Old and New Cities of Prague
and the Podskali Cliffs], volume 1, Zmizela Praha, Praha 1945.
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buried. To the north, lay the village of Chodobice and the
properties which had been accumulated by the Order of the
Knights of the Red Cross since the 12t% century. The most
important of these properties was the settlement of German
colonists and their descendants around the Church of Peter and
Paul.

In 1346, the year he was elected Holy Roman Emperor,
Charles IV chose to make Prague his residence and the center of
a revived Holy Roman Empire. The founding of the New City was
a key element of his renovatio imperii. Within twenty years, these
loosely organized settlements outside of the Old City were
transformed according to a grand plan of design into an
independent urban entity, characterized by uniformity and
orderliness both in administration and in physical form.3

Charles became acquainted with governance and city planning
during his education as a youth at the French royal court in Paris
and later in extensive travels throughout the Holy Roman Empire,
northern Italy, Poland, and Hungary. During a prolonged
residence in papal Avignon at the beginning of 1344, a city which
had become a bustling center due to the recent arrival of the
papal court, Charles consolidated his long accumulated ideas for
a renovatio imperii and discussed them with his earlier tutor and
friend, Pope Clement VI.4

Central to Charles’ concept of renovatio was to make Prague
the imperial capital, the center of worldly power on the Christian
earth, as Jerusalem and Rome had been in the past, and which
Avignon had recently become. Charles had observed that, al-
though magnificent buildings had been constructed for the papal

3 On Charles IV and his plans for a renovatio imperii, see J. Spévacek, Karel
IV. Zivot a dilo 1316-1378 [Charles IV. His Life and Work]|, Praha 1979; F.
Seibt, Hrsg., Kaiser Karl IV. Staatsmann und Mazen, Minchen 1978; and P.
Moraw, “Kaiser IV /1378-1978/, Ertrag und Konsequenzen eines Gedenk-
jahres,” Giessener Festgabe fur FrantiSek Graus zum 60. Geburtstag, H.
Laudat und R. Christoph (Hrsg.), Kéln & Wien 1982, pp. 224-318. Lorenc
provides the most important treatment of the plan, design, and execution of
the New City (note 2). See also V. Kotrba, “Nové Mésto Prazské. ‘Karlstadt’ v
universalni koncepci cisafe Karla IV” [The New City of Prague. “Charles’ City
in Charles IV’s Concept of Universality”], Z tradic slovanské kultury v
Cechach, Praha, 1975, pp. 53ff; and V.V. Stech et al, Staré a Nové Mésto s
Podskalim (note 2). For a concise overview in German, see W. Brosche, “Zu
einem Modell der Prager Neustadt,” Kaiser Kar! IV. Staatsmann und Mazen,
F. Seibt (Hrsg.), see citation above, pp. 242-49.

4 V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 185.
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court, Avignon lacked adequate residential and commercial space.
While in Avignon, Charles conceived detailed plans for the
transformation of Prague into a residential city; the expansion of
the city was a key element in the plans.

The realization of Charles’ plans began in 1346 after his
election to Holy Roman Emperor following the death of his father.
On April 3, 1347, an official announcement was made declaring
that “after much advice and thought” Prague was to become the
chief residential city of the Holy Roman Empire and that the city
was to be expend. On March 8, 1348, an imperial majesty was
issued, legally founding the New City.5

Three characteristic features of the landscape of the New City
- its spatial patterns, its administrative institutions and juris-
dictions, and the organization and layout of ecclesiastical
institutions - were direct products of this imperial design.

Already a year before the founding of the New City, a grid of
major streets and squares were laid out and measured, beginning
with north/south and east/west axes. The major directional
spaces in the New City became Didzdéni street (today Hybemska
street), Jecna street, and the Horse Market. DIdzdéni and Jecna
streets were laid out east to west. The Horse Market was placed
Northwest, at a right angle to the Havel Market in the Old City.
This intimate joining of the two markets served to make the Old
and New Cities into one physical entity. [See fig. [1.4.3.]

The parceling and distribution of properties took place in two
phases. The first phase began immediately in April 1348. The
properties on the lower Horse Market (House nos. 695-699-1I) and
major adjacent thoroughfares, such as the street Na prikopé
(House nos. 846-859-1) and both sides of Vodickova Street
(House nos. 695-699-1I, 703, 707-709, 711-715-11), were among
the first to be parceled out in the New City during this first
phase.¢ Construction of houses followed within eighteen months.?
Siroka Street and the southwest corner of the square in the front
of the Church and Cloister of Mary of the Snow were laid out in

5 Texts (in original Latin and in Czech translation) of the Majesty and
relating founding documents can be found in V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské
(note 2), pp. 201-205.
6 V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 100.
7 The construction of houses within eighteen months was a stipulation in
the original localization plan to avoid speculation. Within the first year,
some 180 residential structures were built; by 1351, there was a total of 600
houses in the New City. V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 98
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the last two decades of the 14% century during the second phase
of parceling. Siroka Street was initially part of the cloister
garden. The southwest corner of the square was laid out on the
edge of the cloister’s garden and cemetery.®

The creation of administrative bodies and jurisdictions
following the foundation of the New City established a pattern of
control over these landscapes. At the time of the first localization,
the whole territory that would make up Vodickova, Palacky, and
Siroka streets, including a section of the Horse Market, became
the property of the Church and Cloister of Saint Mary of the
Snow, one of nine ecclesiastical institutions in the New City that
were given extra-territorial status before the end of the 14th
century.®

The Church and Cloister were officially founded the day after
Charles IV’s coronation as King of Bohemia (September 3, 1347).
Charles is said to have donated wood to the order from the
tribunal built on Havel Market for his coronation ceremony. Of
the properties within the church’s jurisdiction, all were subject to
various aspects of its administration, but only a few fully
subjected to its courts, and required to pay tithes (House nos.
740-750 and 751).1° The owners of the other houses were
subjected to some aspects of extra-territorial law; however, at the
same time, they were also citizens of the New City and subject to
its jurisdiction.

A crucial feature of Charles IV’s design of the New City was the
reorganization and expansion of ecclesiastical institutions. Before
the founding of the New City, nine parish churches served the
settlement in the area along the Vitava river. In 1350, two new
churches were founded - the churches of St. Stephen (Sv. Sté-
pana) and St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha) in the upper and lower

8 Tomek, Déjepis Prahy [The History of Prague], II, Praha 1883, p. 246;
SURPMO pasport domu ¢p. 751-1L
9 The nine institutions with extra-territorial status in the New City are the
following : the Church and Cloister of Mary of the Snow, St. Catherine’s, The
Cloister of the Slavonic Benedictines, St. Apolinaris, the Karlov Monastery,
the cloister on Zderaz hill, St. Benedict’s, St. Peter at Pofici, and the Bfevnov
cloister at Pori¢i. M. Svobodova -Ladova, “Zvlastni mistni prava v Praze”
[Special territorial law in Prague|, PSH 8 (1973), p. 119; V. Lorenc, Nové
meésto prazské (note 2), p. 100.
10V, Waage, "Méstsky pozemkovy majetek a postranni pravo klastera Panny
Marie Snézné” [Urban Property Holdings and Extra-territorial Law of the
Church of Mary of the Snow|, Diplomova prace, Filosoficka fakulta UK,
Katedra pomocnych véd historiclcych a archivnictvi, 1978, p. 119.
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sections of the New City respectively.!! They became the sole
parish churches in the New City.

A total of eight cloisters and monasteries were founded in the
New City during Charles’ reign, including the collegiate canon
church, St. Apolinaris’ (Sv. Apolinare), and the only female order,
St. Catherine’s (Sv. Kateriny).!2

Through patronage or design, many of these institutions com-
memorated Charles’ rise to imperial power or embodied the idea
of imperial renewal.

On one of the cliffs overlooking the Vltava river, a Benedictine
cloister was founded where the Slavonic liturgy could be used.
The site chosen for the cloister was next to the former Podskali
parish church of SS. Cosmos and Damian, whose Eastern
martyrdom was revered by 12th-century Premyslide prince
Vaclav, one of Charles’ predecessors. Charles IV probably
became acquainted with the Benedictine order of the Slavonic rite
in his earlier travels in Croatia or as Markgraf of Moravia, where
the legacy of Saints Cyrill and Methodius, the ninth-century
apostles to the Slavs, were still active. The foundation of the
Benedictine cloister created a mythological bond between the
Slavonic past and the Holy Roman Empire and strengthened
political ties with the states of Central Europe.!3

Exactly one year to the day after Charles IV’s coronation as
King of the Romans, the Church and Cloister of Mary the
Assumption and Charles the Great was founded (1350). The
church and the cloister dedicated to Charlemagne, the first Holy
Roman Emperor, became Charles’ personal patronage.'* The
church’s octagonal shape is reminiscent of the imperial chapel in
Aachen, and its location on the highest hill in the New City

11V, Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 104

12 St. Mary of the Snow (1346) for the Carmelites; Slavonic Closter (1346) for
the Benedictines; Church and Cloister of Mary the Assumption and Charles
the Great (1350) for the Lateran Augustinians; St. Catherine’s (1355), the
only female monastery in the New City, for the Augustian Hermites; St.
Ambrosius’ (1355), founded in commemoration of Charles IV’s coronation as
King of Lombardy in Milan on St. Ambroglio’s Day (January 5); Our Lady of
the Annunciation na Travnickova, known as Marie na Travnicka or na Slupi
(1360) for the Servite order; and St. Apolinaris’ (1362), a colleagiate canon
church.

13V, Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 91.

14 The church and cloister complex is commonly referred to as Karlov
(possessive noun form of Karl). This term will be used throughout the text of
the dissertation.
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testified to its function as a symbol of imperial renovation and the
Augustan concept of princely rule.

As a counterpart to the Karlov monastery, in the lower part of
the city, the cloister of St. Ambrosius was founded in com-
memoration of Charles IV’s coronation as King of Lombardy in
Milan on St. Ambroglio’s Day (January S, 1355).

One of the most unique ecclesiastical institutions in the city,
the Chapel of the Body of Christ (Bozi télo), was constructed in
1382 in the center of the Cattle Market. The chapel served as the
side for the display of the imperial reliquaries, including those of
Charlemagne, which Charles had received in 1350. The reliquar-
ies were normally deposited in Karlstein Castle, located outside of
Prague, which was also build by Charles IV. Every year during
the market fair, Charles had the reliquaries marched into the New
City as a display of imperial power.15

The foundation of ecclesiastical institutions in the New City
took into consideration not only the location of individual
institutions but their relation to each other and to the landscape
as a whole. Representation, idealism, and symbolism were key
concepts invoked to express the imperial idea in urban design.
With the exception of the Church and Cloister of Mary of the
Snow and the Monastery of St. Ambrosius, all of the monastic
institutions were located in the upper part of the New City. The
Karlov Monastery was situated on the highest hill in the New City,
followed by the Monastery of the Slovanic Benedictines (Na
Slovanech) on the second highest. Karlov, the Monastery of the
Slovanic Benedictines, St. Catherine’s, Mary’s-on-the Lawn (Marie
na Travnicka), and St. Apolinarius, form a cross, reflecting the
importance attributed to symbolism in medieval design. These
institutions spatially link the Castle Hill with VysSehrad,
integrating the former loose terrain into the landscape of the rest
of the city. Integration and linkage were also created symbolically.
The high tower of the St. Jacob’s in the Old City, and St.
Stephen’s and the tower of St. Catherine in the New City are all
located at 32 degrees 5’ 31” from the meridian.!¢

The design and construction of the New City was one of the
greatest projects of urban design in the Middle Ages. In its

15 J. Kropacek, “ K fundacim Karla IV. na Novém Mésté prazském” [Charles
IV’s Ecclesiastical Foundations in the New City of Prague], Stara Praha IX
(1979), p. 240.
16 V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), pp. 67 & 73; Kropacek, “K
fundacim Karla IV” (note 15), p. 242.
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physical dimensions and the speed of construction, it greatly
exceeded other large programs of urban founding in the Middle
Ages, such as those in Avignon and Florence. Within twenty
years, the city walls were built, the major thoroughfares laid out,
and the first stages of parceling and construction undertaken.

Only a half of a century after Charles IV had founded the New
City and redesigned the landscape of Prague, the center of the
New City became a center of a city-wide learned discussion about
images and symbolism and later itself became an object of
destruction in a number of popular religious and iconoclastic
revolts associated with the Hussite Revolution.

Formal opposition to the use and display of images arose in
Prague in the late 14t century. Pre-Hussite reformers, such as
Mili¢ of Kromérice and Mataus of Janov, called for an aesthetic
spirituality that questioned the use of images, reliquaries, and
symbolism, the very concept embraced by Charles IV in his
renovatio imperit and propagated in the annual procession from
Karlstein Castle to the Cattle Market. By the beginning of the
15% century, a battle against images had already begun in
Bohemia and was a characteristic theme of the reform movement
centered around Master Jan Hus at the University and at the
Bethlehem Chapel in the Old City, where he preached.?

Although the seeds of the Czech reform movement are to be
found in the Old City, it is in the New City that the revolution
began.'® More specifically, it was at the Carmelite Church and
Cloister of the Mary of the Snow that a radical reform movement
had formed. The Carmelites were outspoken critics of Hus and
made themselves an easy target for attack. In 1412, the first of
many attacks on the cloister took place, personally attended by
Jerome of Prague, a Hussite leader. After the burning of Jan Hus
at the Council of Constance, the cloister was attacked a second
time. Following this, most of the Prague Carmelites left for
Vienna; those who stayed behind were killed.1®

Beginning in 1414, the cloister became the site of speeches by
the “preacher of the poor,” Jan Zelivsky. On May 5, 1419, Jan

17 H. Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte. Bilderk@mpfe von der
Spatantike bis zur Hussitenrevolution, Frankfurt/Main 1975, p.242; Josef
Macek, Jean Hus et les traditions Hussites (XVéme-XIXéme siécles), Paris
1973, pp. 210-1.

18 See B. Kopickova, “Zelivského Praha” [Prague in Zelivsky’s Age] FHB 3
(1981): 103-104.

19 V. Waage, "Méstsky pozemkovy majetek” (note 10), p. 52.
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Zelivsky gave his famous sermon in the Church, followed by the
march to the New City Hall and the defenestration of the
magistrates from its tower - the first radical, violent acts of the
reform movement, the beginning of the revolution.

The initial revolt and subsequent attacks of the Hussite
Revolution seemed to possess a symbolism of their own, quite
distinct with respect to the symbolism of Charles IV. After Zeliv-
sky’s sermon, he led the people in a procession, he himself
carrying the consecrated eucharist in a monstrance and at least
some of his followers carrying pikes, swords, and clubs.20 The
procession moved to the parish church of St. Stephen. The priest,
who was inside celebrating the mass, locked the doors and
refused to open them. The group smashed the door and entered
the church, and Jan Zelivsky celebrated mass and gave
communion “in both kinds” (“sub utraque specie”), according to
the Hussite custom.

From St. Stephen the procession moved on to the tower at the
New City Town Hall. Inside the Town Hall were the Burgomaster,
the Magistrate, three town councilors, one of the Magistrate’s
assistants, and five burghers of the New City, all anti-Hussite.
The Hussites demanded that their fellow citizens who had earlier
been imprisoned by the magistrates for having promoted
communion in both kind should be released. The magistrates,
speaking from one of the windows, refused. One contemporary
account of the incident says that they abused the Hussites,
another that someone inside threw a stone at the priest carrying
the monstrance. In any case, the Hussites were enraged. They
broke into the Town Hall, assaulted those inside, and then threw
thirteen of them out of the window. Those who were not killed in
the fall were finished off by the Hussites in the street and their
bodies beaten. The dead were not looted; their hats and chains of
office were left on their bodies. During the violence, Jan Zelivsky
stood by in the street, holding up the monstrance and urging his
followers on.

The Prague defenestration was the chief catalyst in the
transformation of Prague “from impotent passivity to Hussite
militancy.”?! During the four years following the revolt, Prague
became a center of the revolutionary movement. The city was

2 On the sequence of events, | am following H. Kaminsky, “The Prague

Insurrection of 30 July 1419,” Medievalia et Humanistica XVII (1966): 106-

126.

<t H. Kaminsky, “The Prague Insurrection of July 30 1419” (note 20), p. 126.
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subjected to three waves of attacks.?? The first attack was by a
radical alliance of burghers, peasants, and the poor (July-
September 1419); the second, a ransacking by troops of the
Taborites, a radical Hussite sect that had established itself in
Southern Bohemia (May 20-22, 1420); and third, a counter-
offensive of Prague burghers and nobles (beginning of 1421-
Spring 1422). In all three of the attacks, many paintings,
sculptures, and buildings were destroyed.23

On May 8, 1419, the Church and Cloister of Mary of the Snow
was ransacked.2* In the subsequent battles, the cloister was
heavily destroyed, including, above all, the tower-bell that was
rung to call the poor to pay dues and fight against enemies.25 On
August 17, 1419, one day after the death of King Vaclav, Charles
IV’'s son and successor, many churches and bordellos were
destroyed, beginning with the Carthusian Cloister on the left of
the Vltava river opposite the New City which was burnt to
ashes26 In October 1419, after the royal forces left the city,
cloisters in the Old City were attacked by Taborites. During the
attack, the Strahov monastery was burned down and the monks
brought to capture in the New City. On November 1, 1420, the
same day that city troops took Vysehrad in the counter-offensive,
mobs ransacked the church, attacking pictures, altars, the organ,
and the choir stalls. On the following day, mobs attacked houses
of the clergy, took down the wall around the cloister, and stole
everything that they could carry and took it all back into the city.
On June 10,1421, the castle was taken.2”

In the spring of 1422, the radical movement was pushed out
of communal government. In March of that year, Zelivsky was
arrested and killed, and order was restored to the city.2®
Nevertheless, with the expulsion or voluntary departure of the
King, the Archbishop, and the religious orders, Prague had ceased
to function as a residential city.

22 On revolts in Hussite Prague, in addition to Kaminsky and Bredekamp
(pp. 231fl); see J. Macek, Jean Hus (note 17), pp. 210-11; Tabor v husitském
revolucnim hnuti [Tabor in the Hussite Revolutionary Movement], I & Ii,
Praha 1956; in volume I, pp. 206a, 231-33; in volume I, pp. 122-123.
23 H. Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte (note 17), pp. 261-
262.
24V, Waage, "Méstsky pozemkovy majetek” (note 10), p. 53.
25 V. Waage, "Méstsky pozemkovy majetek” (note 10), p. 54.
26 H, Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte (note 17), p. 262.
27 H. Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte (note 17), p. 267.
28 H. Bredekamp, Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte (note 17), p. 267.
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The Hussite Revolution inflicted large-scale physical destruc-
tion on the center of the New City, turned its adminis-trative and
legal jurisdiction on its head, and placed the area in control of the
moderate Hussite elite, which came to power following the
execution of Zelivsky.

Whether the initial revolt and subsequent mob attacks were
planned or developed spontaneously, the acts themselves clearly
were iconoclastic. The iconoclasm manifested itself not only in the
attack against pictures but also against images and symbolism in
the broadest sense, including an attack on physical structures
and interiors and the urban landscape itself. Destruction,
defenestration and expulsion represented powerful symbolic
actions over the structures and spaces of power.?°® Charles IV’s
plan of imperial Prague and Hussite Iconoclasm can be seen as
two different, yet related, relationships to the urban landscape,
which left a significant, though ambivalent, mark on the city, that
lasted into the sixteenth century; one of design and order, and
another of destruction and disorder.3°

[.2.2. THE NEW CITY PRAGUE BURGHER HOUSE

In addition to the larger spatial aspects of the urban
landscape, houses made up a significant part of the living spaces
of residents of the New City. The physical structures of houses
helped to define the street landscape and physically created a
division between the inside and outside. Most of the houses
within a two-block radius of the lower Horse Market - those on
Siroka Street, Vodickova Street, and the broad thoroughfare
outside of the wall separate the Old and New Cities (Na prikopé) -
can be seen as a product of the imperial plan even though they
were not directly a product of imperial design. They were among

29 According to Bredekamp (Kunst als Medium sozialer Konflikte, note 17, p.
270), itis not possible to determine a ritual scheme to the attacks. Some of
the violence was indeed random. For example, in the initial revolt on the
New City Town Hall, the document founding the city was destroyed (V.
Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské, note 2, p. 98). Other acts, however, were clearly
ritualistic, such as defenestration, and the carrying off of looted property.

% Horst Bredekamp presents the thesis that the relationship between the
realization of Charles IV’s plan of imperial Prague and Hussite Iconoclasm is
not just casual but represents a medieval manifestation of an intellectual
and social debate about production and negation of images that dates back
to late antiquity.
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the first built in the New City in the first half of the century
following its founding in 1348.

Most of the houses in the center of the New City were
constructed of stone quarried outside of the city.3! Houses that
were built later, in the 15th and early 16% centuries, probably
utilized more wood; they were of a frame type construction, in
contrast to houses of Fachwerk construction that proliferated in
southern German areas and western Bohemia.32 Two burgher
house configurations commonly found in the New City and in
other Central European cities in the late 16% century were the
row house and the Gothic Hall-type house (siniovy dim).33 The
row house was characterized by a narrow street width (a row of
two to three windows), great height, and great depth from its large
street facade inward. The Gothic hall-type house was character-
ized by its large, simple rectangular shape; walled staircases; and
complicated room structure.

The hall-type house originated in the mid-15% century and
remained common through the beginning of the 17% century. A
surviving house with this configuration is number 462-I, located
on Celetna Street in the Old City. The House “At the Golden Bear”
(House no. 475-II), located on the corner of Melantrich Street
(Melantfichova) and Tanner’s Alley (KoZend ulice) in the Old City,
was not of rectangular shape but was similar to the hall house in
its basic configuration.

A house configuration particularly common on the Horse
Market, and other major squares in the New City was the so-
called “market house.”3* The Market house was characterized by
a wide front and wide entrance gate in the center that led to a
large courtyard. It met the needs of artisan households serving

31 V. Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2}, pp. 101 & 104.
32 On the Fachwerkhaus, see G.U. Grossman, Der Fachwerkbau, Kdln 1986;
G. Binding, U. Mainzer & A. Wiedenau, Kleine Kunstgeschichte des
deutschen Fachwerkbaus, 4. Auflage, Darmstadt 1989.
33 On the physical-spatial disposition of Bohemian burgher houses, see V.
Mencl, “Méstansky diim Ceského stfedovéku” [The Czech Burgher House of
the Middle Ages], Zpravy pamatkové péce 13 (1953): 161-192; V.
Drazan,”Goticky a Renesancni méstsky dum z jiznich Cech a Moravy,” [The
Gothic and Renaissance Burgher House of Southern Bohemia and Moravia],
Zpravy pamatkové péce 10/5 (1950): 129-160; Felix Haas, “Cesky
méstansky dim pozdni gotiky a renesance,” [The Bohemian Late Gothic and
Renaissance Burgher House], Sbornik vysokého uceni technického v Brné
2-3 ( 1964): 97 - 135.
3+ See V. Lorenz, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), pp. 102-107.
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large markets from the mid-14t% century, when they were first
built, through the 17t century. The front facade of a Prague
market house is captured in an illustration from the early 17
century based on a drawing by the Flemish artist Roelandt
Savery.

Houses of similar configuration (though not in the same
characteristic proportions) dating from earlier periods, such as
house no. 463-1 in Melantrich Street from the late 16% century
and house no. 181-1 on Celetna Street, have survived in the Old
City.35 With respect to its basic configuration, the New City
Prague Market House resembled more the southern,
Mediterranean-style market house than those in German,
Flemish, French, or English cities. Houses of the same
configuration type were also found in Budapest, some of which
have survived to this day.3¢

Market houses located on corners had two large entrance
gates, one leading onto the market or main street and the other
onto the side street. The corner market house in the New City was
a huge structure that stood on a parcel whose size measures
2,920 square meters on the average and 5,100 square meters in
exceptional cases.3? This was the configuration at least of one
house on the west corner of Siroka Street, the house on the
corner of Siroka Street and Na prikopé (House No. 36-II), and six
on various corners of the Horse Market.32

The houses on the east side of Sirokd Street were a
combination of market and row houses of the basic configuration
described above. Although the houses on longer exist, their
parcels have retained their original size (House nos. 747-751-11).
Widths vary from 6.5 meters (House nos. 749a-1I, 749-1I) to
almost 14 meters (House nos. 747-11, 748-1I). Building disputes
before the Six-Man Councils provide evidence that the block
making up the west side of Siroka Street around Charvatska
Street, however, was much more complicated. The houses were

35 V. Mencl, “Méstansky diim Ceského stredovéku” (note 33), pp. 170-71.
36 V. Lorenz, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 102.
37 V. Lorenz, Nové mésto prazské (note 2), p. 102.
38 House nos. 832-]1 (west corner of JindriSska Street and Horse Market),
846-1I (north corner of Horse Market and Na pfikopé), 791-1I (west corner of
Vodickova street and the Horse Market), 792-I (east corner of Vodickova
Street and the Horse Market), 795-II (west corner of Kvétonska Street, today
Stépanska Street, and the Horse Market), the house of Jan KfiZ (u Skrabk)
on one of the corners of the Horse Market.
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neither simple row nor corner houses. Nine houses adjoined each
other in various configurations.

The earliest houses built in the New City were two stories in
height, consisting of a ground floor and first floor. During the
15t and early 16% centuries, one or two floors were added on to
them. The Sadeler engraving shows that the houses on Na
prikopé and the northwest side of the Horse Market were two,
sometimes three stories in height. Only the first few houses on
Siroka Street are visible on the engraving.

Depending on the house size and configuration, each floor of
the houses in the center of the New City contained anywhere from
five to twelve rooms. Houses with up to twenty-three rooms on
the first floor, such as House no. 181-1 in the Old City, were
probably not as common in the New City as they were in the Old
City.

A characteristic structural feature of burgher houses in
Bohemia and other areas of Central Europe in the 15% and l6%
centuries was their balconies, constructed of wood and located
mainly in the courtyard. Some had only a railing, others were
partially or fully enclosed, serving as a separate room. Other
structures that were connected to or located on the same property
of the main structure of the New City Prague burgher house were
stables, barns, and sheds of all sizes and shapes.

[.2.3. PROFILE OF THE NEIGHBORS & THE NEIGHBORHOOD

The center of the New City, made up of the lower Horse Market
and Siroka Street, represented a diverse, mixed-use area,
inhabited by artisans, merchants, and patricians, rich and poor,
similar to many sections of large European cities of the period,
less so to other Bohemian cities that were much less economically
diversified.3® In terms of social topography, some sections were
characterized by patterns of long-term continuity. One finds, for
example, members of the ruling elite who were descendants of
Jan Zelivsky in March of 1421. Other areas exhibited signs of
changes which were related to the transformation of Prague into a
residential city; they included estate office holders, members of

39 F. Kavka, “Majetkova, socialni a tfidni struktura ¢eskych meést v prvni
poloviné 16. stoleti ve svétle knih a rejstfiku meéstské davky” [Property,
Social and Class Structure of Bohemian Cities in the First Half of the 16%
century], Historicky sbornik VI (1959).
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the imperial court, and wealthy merchants with ties to the long-
distance market economy. 40

While members of the imperial court were primarily
concentrated in enclaves on Castle Hill and the Small Side, 150 of
them lived on the right bank of the river, mostly as home owners
in the busy squares and axes of the Old City.#! Some chose to
settle in the New City. The imperial guard (trabant), Thomas
Kyndrmon, owned a house on the corner across from the New
City Hall, near the imperial watchmatcher Kundrat Steffanaur,
also a house owner. At the time of his death, the royal builder
Bonifacius Wolmut lived across from the bell tower of the parish
church St. Stephen (Sv. Stépdna).

A small enclave of office-holders of the lower nobility lived on a
block on the east side of Siroka street. These included Rehof
Patek and his neighbor Pavel Cerhovsky z RuZetina, who were
both notaries at the Appellate Court; Jan Kubi§ z Bytysky, a
noble; and Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké, a noble who was a notary at
the Office of the Chamberlain of the Castle.*2 This was not,
however, a homogenous enclave. Martin Jan, Nejedly’s next-door
neighbor around the corner on the thoroughfare Na prikopé, was
a burgher.

Siroka Street, in general, especially the west side of the street,
had retained its traditional character as a metal-working district.
At least a quarter of the house owners belonged to one of the eight
guilds in which metal workers were organized in the New City:

40 On estate office holders, see J. Panek “K uloze byrokracie pfi prechodu od
stavovského k absolutni monarchii” [On the Problem of Bureaucratization
during the Transition from Estate to Absolute Monarchy|, AUC Philosophica
et Historica 3, Studia Historica XXXVI, pp. 75-86. On members of the
imperial court, see Z. Hojda, “Dvur Rudolfa II. na Malé Strané a Hrad¢anech
podle idaju ubytovaci knihy z roku 1608” [The Court of Rudolf II. on the
Small Side and Castle Hill according to Quartermaster Books from 1608],
unpublished manuscript; “Der Hofstaat Rudolf Il.,” Prag um 1600, E.
Fucikova (Hrsg.), Freven, 1988, pp. 118-123. On merchants, see J. Janacek,
“Kupecka dynastie rudolfinské Prahy” [Merchant Dynasties of Rudolfine
Prague| Véda a Zivot 32 (1987): 553-57.
41 Z. Hojda (note 40).
2 On the social status of the nobility, see V. Press, “Adel in den
osterreichisch-béhmischen Erblanden und im Reich zwischen den 15. und
17. Jahrhunderten,” Adel im Wandel. Politik-Kultur-Konfession, Wien 1990;
V. Blzek, “NizSi Slechta v predbélohorskych Cechach (Prameny, metody,
stav a perspektivy badani)” [The Lower Nobility in Pre-White Mountain
Prague (Sources, Methodology, State and Perspectives of Research)], CCH
¢islo 1, 91/1993: 37-53.
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those for smith, kettlesmiths, knife makers, swordsmiths,
goldsmiths, locksmiths, cartrights, and lathe-makers.#3 The
bellmaker Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperka owned four houses on the
east side of Siroka Street. Markyta Kotlatrka, one of Brikci’s next-
door neighbors, took over the metalworking shop of her husband
Buryan Kotlar, a long-time smith and house owner on the street.
Some of these artisans were members of the city council. Many
had also received the privilege to carry an honorific, heraldic title,
such as “z Cimperku” (corresponding to the German “von
Cimperg.”) Such burghers were called erbovnici (“herald bearers”)
in Czech.

In the late 15% century, in the row of nine to ten houses in
front of the Church and Cloister lived a medley of sword and gun
makers.4* In the late 16%™ century, at least six trade groups were
represented among the house owners, including painters and
cloth traders.

The lower Horse Market, like Siroka street, retained continuity
in some areas. As a whole, it was a diverse, mixed-use area, as it
always had been. At the beginning of the 15% century on the
southwest side of the Market lived artisans representing thirty-
three different trades, a third of them purse and luggage makers.
This side of the lower Horse Market retained its diversity into the
16* century. In the center of the block in the middle of the 16t
century lived Jifik Lesar, a modest candlemaker. Across from his
house on the Horse Market were the stalls where bread was sold.
Down and across the street on the cormer of the Horse Market
with the boulevard that ran along the border of the Old City (Na
prikopé) lived Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, who was royal judge
(rychtar) in the years 1555 and 1557 before he was raised to
noble status.*5

By the end of the 16% century, a small area of prominent
burghers - a corner of prestige, if you will - had established itself
on the corner of the Horse Market with Vodickova and Dlazdéni

93 Z. Winter, Remeslnictvo a Zivnosti XVI. véku v Cechach [Artisan and Trade
Life in 16® century Bohemia|, Praha 1909, p. 727; J. Janacek, Reméslna
vyroba ve ¢eskych méstech v 16. stoleti [Artisanal Production in Bohemian
Cities in the 16% Century], Praha 1961, pp.174-175; 192.
+4 Pasifi, méSenici, and tobolec¢nici according to Tomek as reported by V.
Lorenc, Nové mésto prazské (note 2).
45 F. Roubik, “Kralovsti rychtafi v prazskych i jinych méstech v letech 1547
az 1783” [Royal Judges in Prague and other Royal Cities in the Years 1547
to 1783], SPDMHP VI (1930): 265-355, p. 350.
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(today Jindrisska Street). They lived from the fruit of their
properties in the city or just outside of the city (wine and beer), as
well as through office holding. In mid-century, the household of
Vaclav Haldecky in house no. 832-1I, just off the corner, was quite
modest. 46 Jan Rimsky z Kosmacova, who lived next to Haldec-
ky’s (House no. 833-1I) one generation later, was a member of the
New City Councel (1612) and held an estate office (komomik pri
deskach zemskych).47

Around the corner from the Horse Market on Dlazdéni (today
Jindrisska) lived Daniel Svik z Lukonos, who was a member of the
estate court (Soud nejuyssich Purkrabstvi prazského). Svik was
royal judge (rychtar) from 1581-84.48

On the corner on the other side of the street lived leading
councilors (primdtor) of the New City: Mataus Zluticky z
Bernarecku;*® and Jilji Perger z Castalovic.5° Mataus Zluticky z
Bernarecku followed Daniel Svik z Lukonos as royal judge
(rychtar) from 1584-1586.51 Daniel Svik’s son, Jifik married Anna
Zluticka z Bernarecku.52 Jifi Svik z Lukonos served at least once
as a member of the City Council (1612).53

The center of the New City was not a Czech-speaking enclave,
if book collections are any indication. German-language books
were in collections of half of the households whose inventories
provide indication of the language of books.5* Bonifacius Wolmut,
the imperial builder, and Thomas Kyndrmon, the imperial guard,

46 AMP 2208, p. 350.
47 AMP 2146 f. 248a-269a; K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho kostela farmiho, fary
a Skoly Sv. Jindficha a Sv. Kunhuty v Novém Mésté Prazském [Records of
the Main Parish Church, Parsonage, and School of SS. Henry and Kunhuta
in the New City of Prague], Praha 1869.
48 F. Roubik, “Kralovsti rychtafi (note 45), p. 350.
49 Burghomaster (Primator) in 1592; AMP 2146 f. 24 1b.
¢ Burghomaster (Primator} in 1611 and member of council in 1612;
reported in K. Navratil, Paméti kostela Panny Marie na nebevzeté a sv. Karle
Velikého a byvalého kralovstvého Kklastera reholnickich kanovniku
Lateranskych sv. Augustina, nyni méstské chorobnice, na hore Karlové v
Novém meésté Prazském [Record of the Church of Maria the Annunciation
and St. Charles the Great and the former Royal Cloister of the Order of the
Lateran Canons of St. Augustine, now Birthing Hospital, on the Karlov Hill
in the New City of Prague], Praha 1877.
SIF. Roubik, “Kralovsti rychtafi (note 45), p. 350.
52 AMP 2146 f. 241b.
53 Navratil, Paméti hlavniho kostela farniho, fary a Skoly Sv. Jindficha (note
47).
54 Ten out of twenty.
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both native German speakers, had only German language books.
Although this may be an indication that they were literate only in
German, it does not preclude the possibility that they had some
oral proficiency in Czech. Some proficiency in Czech was likely
considering that they lived in the New City rather than in other
areas of Prague that had a higher concentration of native German
speakers. The patrician Martin Masopust seemed to have only
Czech language books; likewise, he may have had some oral
proficiency in German. Masopust’s neighbor across the street,
Jilji Perger z Castalovic, also a patrician, had about as many
Czech as German books. The bellmaker Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku on Siroka Street and his neighbor across the street,
Anna Patkova, wife of Rehoi Patek, a notary at the Appellate
court, had an equal number of Czech and German books.

In contrast to language use, confession was a more elusive
phenomenon. In the late 16% century, confession could and did
quickly fluctuate. Book collections are of little help here, other
than to verify that literate residents of the center of the New City
had access to a wide variety of works of a theological and
confessional, polemic nature.>> Other records merely document
fleeting associations. Ciprian Lopatsky, for example, who lived in
the Jewish Garden, was a delegate from the New City to the
Estate Diet, which debated and introduced the Czech
Confession.5¢ Records of house confiscation following the Battle
of White Mountain provide evidence of confessional affiliation in
the second decade of the 17t% century (which was not necessarily
the same for individuals a few decades earlier). Daniel Svik z
Lukonos, son or grandson of the royal judge of the same name,
went into exile as an Utraquist. Jan Rimsky z Kosmacova the
Younger, of the same generation as Danial Svik z Lukonos and
whose grandfather was the neighbor of Lukonos’, kept his house
as an ardent Catholic.

Property holdings provide an illustration of the upper range of
wealth in the New City during the period. The patrician Jifik Svik
z Lukonos had the most extensive property holdings of the
individuals in the study. At the time of his death he owned six
houses, two fields, two gardens, a vineyard, and a hop garden.

55 See chapter S for discussion of books and other cultural objects with a
religious theme.
s6 Z. Winter, Zivot cirkevni v Cechach. Kulturné-historicky obraz z X. a XVI.
stoleti [Church Life in Bohemia. Cultural-Historical Pictures from the 15t%®
and 16® Centuries], II, Praha 1899.

42



His neighbor across the street, Jilji Perger z Castalovic, patrician
and long-time councilor, owned four houses, one field, one
garden, one vineyard, and two hop gardens. The bellmaker and
city councilor, Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, likewise owned four
houses bur no other properties. Down along the center of the
southwest side of the Horse Market, the gingerbread baker
Buryan Pernikar owned two houses. Adam Tatek who owned one
house nearby on the Horse Market, also owned four storage
cellars on Havel Market in the Old City.57 [See chart I1.5.7.]

The sale prices of the houses on Siroka Street and the
southwest and of the Lower Horse Market resemble those of other
Prague houses of the period, which at the beginning of the 17%
century ranged from 2150-4300 kop Czech groschen to 11,000
Czech groschen (or 10-20,000 Roman gold pieces.)>8

The average sale price of the first seven houses on the east
side of Siroka Street remained steady (approximately 100 kop
Czech groschen) until the beginning of the 17% century, when a
rapid rise took place. Individual house sale prices from year 1500
to 1600 remained under 200 kop Czech groschen; from the year
1600 to 1620, the sale price of house no. 748 rose to 1000 kop
Czech groschen, house no. 749 to 1800 Czech groschen, and
house no. 747 to 200 kop Czech groschen. {See figs. [1.4.5 & 6.]

On the west side of the street, the average house sale prices
experienced a mild rise in the 1560s and 1570s, and a rapid rise
after 1600. Individual house sale prices from 1500 to 1550 also
remained under 200 kop Czech groschen, with the exception of
house no. 36b, sold at 1400 to 2000 kop Czech groschen. From
1600 to 1620, house no. 35b sold at 1400to 2000 kop Czech
groschen, and house no. 35a for 1200 kop Czech groschen. [See
figs. 11.4.7 & 8.]

On the southwest side of the Lower Horse Market, the average
sale price of the first nine houses (house nos. 773-785-11) from
1500-1580 ranged between 100 to 200 kop Czech groschen,
about the same as Siroka Street. From 1580 to 1600, the average
house sale price rose steadily to 600 Czech groschen. Individual
house sale prices were more variable but much less than those on
Siroka street. In the second half of the 16% century, house no.
774b sold for S00 kop Czech groschen, and house no. 782 for 800

57 Adam Tatek was the only individual in the New City sample who owned
property in the Old City as well.

¢ J. Janacek, Rudolf II a jeho doba [Rudolf Il and his Age], Praha 1987, p.
209
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Czech groschen. The house with the highest sale price on the
block, house no. 773b, sold in 1607 for 900 Czech groschen. [See
figs. 11.4.9. & 10.]

The arrival of the court certainly played a role in the rise in
house prices, but other important factors included the general
price revolution in the 16t century, which Bohemia also exper-
ienced; the price of the parcel on which the house locates: the
house structure itself (material, construction techniques, special
features, such as vaulted ceilings); gardens (which were not
always included in every house price); debts; taxes; and especially
mortgage installments.5?

59 M. Bélohlavek, M. Kostal & J. Tomas, “K problematice cen nemovitosti v
15. a 16.stoleti do doby pfedbélohorské” [On the Problematic of Real Estate
Prices in the 15" and 16™ Centuries until the Pre-White Mountain period],
Zapisky katedry ¢s. déjin a archiv. studia, FFUK, roénik VI (1962); Lubo$§
Lancinger, “K otazce studia cen méstskych domt1 v Cechach do konce 18.
stoleti (Ceny domli V Novém Mésté nad Metuji)” [On the Price of Burgher
Houses in Bohemia until the end of the 18% Century (House Prices in New
City on the Metuji}], AUC-Philosophica et Historica 1: 15-121.
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1.3. The Material and Spatial Worlds of
Artisans, Merchants, Nobles, and Imperial
Servants
in the New City

A discussion of the origins, construction, general physical
features and spatial configuration of the street landscape and
burgher house, as was provided in the previous chapter,
represents a mere descriptive background to the material and
spatial world in which the residents of the New City lived in the
late 16t and early 17t centuries. These worlds were many and
multifarious, and so was the interaction between them and
between the people who lived within each.

For the resident of the New City, the central focus of life was
the burgher house. Much more complicated socially and
functionally than modern urban housing, the late medieval and
early modern burgher house was both home and workplace for
one or a number of families, sometimes also for their servants
and apprentices. It was also a place to entertain and a forum for
both the formal and informal practices of politics.! It was a rich
and colorful world, filled with a wide variety of objects, including
ordinary items for daily use, such a cleaning, washing, cooking,
and eating; specialized tools and objects for trade and commerce;
and exceptional and valuable objects, including a wide variety of
artistic and cultural objects.?

! “Burgher house” is utilized as a descriptive term to refer to those
structures that served primarily as main places of residence and work for
the majority of inhabitants of pre-modern European cities, as distinguished
from urban palaces, castles, buildings for religious worship, communal
buildings, and market structures. The use of the term “burgher house” does
not imply that they were residences of burghers only. Burghers alone could
own houses, but not all residents of houses were burghers.

2 For a comparative discussion of urban material culture, as presented in
this chapter of the New City of Prague with other Bohemian cities of the
period, see the following two groups of studies which adopt a similar
approach (i.e. they study many features rather than single object classes): V.
Blizek & J. Stejskalova, “Interiéry domu v jihoceskych predbélohorskych
meéstech (Zivotni styl mést'ani v dobé pozdni renesence a manyrismu)”
[House Interiors in Southern Bohemia Cities in the Pre-White Mountain
Period (Burgher Living Styles in the Late Renaissance and Mannerist Age),
JSH 1990/LIX/3; 113-137; “Méstské domacnosti v pfedbélohorskych jiznich
Cechach (Prameny, metody, stratifikace)” [Urban Households in Southern
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In the “visual world” of Jan Comenius, the house “...is divided
into rooms (komory or Gemdcher), which are the atrium (Pitvor or
Vorgemach), the svietnice (or Stube - no English equivalent),
kitchen (kuchyni or die Kuche), the larder (Spizima or Speiss-
Kammer), the eating room (vecefadlo or Ess-Saal), the chamber
(komora or Gewolbe), and the sleeping chamber (spaci komora or
Schlaff-Kammer) with a built-in bathroom (zdchod). Baskets carry
objects back and forth. Chests, which are opened with a key,
store objects. Under the roof is a firm floor; in the courtyard are
the wall, the tables, and the baths. Under the house is the beer
cellar (pivnice).2 The Svietnice (or Stube) in the most distinguished
room of the house, the chamber (komora)the most utilitarian.

“The Stube and Kammer are decorated from the ceiling to the floor with
pictures, and are lit through the window and warmed by the oven. The
objects of the Stube are benches, shelves, and tables with their main frames
and feet and upolsteries. Tapestries are also hung up...The Schlaffkammer
is for rest; the bed was laid out on the frame on a sack of hay with sheets
and blankets. The head lies under the bed’s head with the covering. The
spittoon serves to clear the passages. ™

In the house described by Comenius in the second half of the
17t% century, there is a place for everything and for every place a
purpose. The comforts were not the same as in the modern
house, but the house resembled the modern house in its
organization. There were rooms especially designed for cooking,

Bohemia in the Pre-White Mountain Period (Sources, Methods,
Stratification)], JSH 1990/LIX/2: 65-80; J. Mikulec, "Hmotna kultura na
Starém Mésté Prazském v dobé Predbélohorské (Domy a domacnosti na
kralovské cesté)” [Material Culture in the Old City of Prague in the Pre-White
Mountain period (Houses and Households on the Royal Road)|, Diplomova
prace, Filozoficka fakulta UK, Katedra ceskoslovenskych déjin,1986. To
compare the discussion of burgher houses with an urban noble palace, see
V. Ledvinka, "DAim panl z Hradce pod Stupni (Pfispévek k poznani geneze a
funkci renesanc¢niho S§lechtického palace v €raze)” [The Palace of the
Neuhaus Lords under the Steps (Towards an Understanding of the Genesis
and Function of a Renaissance Noble Palace in Prague], FHB 10 (1986): 269-
316; “Renesance feudalniho velmoze v predbélohorské Praze (Prazské sidlo
panu z Hradce v 2. poloviné 16. Stoleti)” [The Residence of a Feudal Magnate
in Pre-White Mountain Prague (The Prague Residence of the Neuhaus in the
Second Halfof the 16" century)], DP LX./II/ (1991): 113-134.
3 J.A. Comenius, Orbis Pictus Sensualis. Die Sichtbare Welt. Alatha Vilag.
Svét Spatrujici, Original edition 1685, Reprint, Praha 1989, LXXI/pg. 144.
+J.A. Comenius, Orbis Pictus Sensualis (note 3), LXXI/pg. 144.
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eating, sleeping, entertaining guests, and for various work
activities.

The New City Prague burgher house had many of the same
features, furnishing, and comforts that the Comenius house had.
Parts or locations of the New City Prague burgher house, however,
as named in inventories of the period, were more numerous than
those in the Comenius house. Although Prague was a bilingual
(German- and Czech-speaking) city, the names have come down
of Prague City government from the Hussite Revolution to the
beginning of the Thirty Years War.5

The locations making up the New City Prague burgher house,
as named in inventories of the period, are the “kitchen” (kuchyn),
“larder” (spizima), “chamber” fkomora, komorka), “cellar” (sklep),
“hall” (sin), pokoj (today having a general meaning, such as
“room”), pokojicek (linguistic diminutive of pokoj), and general
room designations for which there are no appropriate English or
German equivalents, such as svietnice (German Stube), mazhaus,
and its diminutive mdzhausek.

Some of the location names in New City Prague inventories are
the same as those in the Comenius house, such as kitchens,
larders and chambers; while others are different, such as cellar
and pokojicek, mazhaus, mazhausek. Since Comenius’ visual and
sensual world dates from approximately a half century after the
New City houses (1685), the differences in location names may
relate to a functional change that developed during the 17t
century or may merely indicate that a new name developed for a
previously existing location.®

5 J. PeSek, "Prazské knihy ksaft( a inventafu (Prispévek k jejich strukrufe a
vyvoji v dobé predbélohorské)” |Prague Civic Will and Inventory Books
(Contribution towards their Structure and Development in the Pre-White
Mountain Period)], PSH XV (1982): 63-92; M. Urbanova, Sestipanské ufady
na Starém a Novém Meésté Prazském v letech 1547-1628” [The Six-Man
Councils of the Old and New Cities of Prague in the years 1547-1611],
Diplomova prace, Filozoficka fakulta UK, Katedra pomocnych véd
historickych a archvniho studia, 1979, 23-84.

6 Since the Comenius house has a name designation for a bedroom and the
New City houses do not, this might be an indication that a bedroom, as we
understand it in the modern sense - a room specifically designated for one
or more people containing personal objects in addition to a bed - had
developed sometime between the late 16¥ and mid-17% centuries. On the
other hand, it might mean that a name had developed for a particular type
of location which had existed earlier. In some cases, locations for parts of a
house used by city dwellers in the past are a great linguistic heritage. They
represent an important source, just as surviving walls and windows, in the
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The modern city dweller walking into a New City Prague
burgher house in the late 16t century would be surprised at
some of the things he or she would find in a particular room! The
defining characteristic of the material and spatial worlds that
made up the burghers house and of the large landscape of street
and city in which they were embedded was their multi-functional
organization.

1.3.1. KITCHEN (“KUCHYN")

The kitchen in the Comenius house was a large room
furnished with a large stove outfitted with a chimney and an open
fire, a large table, and a wall shelf, on which all sorts of cooking
instruments were hung.

The head cook enters from the larder bringing the cook food...[after
preparing the birds, hares , and other meats]...It is cooked in large and
small pots on the fire, and the slime is removed with the spoon. The cooked
food is flavored with spices, which are crushed in the mortar or shredded on
the grater. It is grilled on the spit, on the grill, or on the pan on the tripod.
Cooking utensils include the ox’s crutch [hreblo ofech], the blood pan,
cooking aids on which large and flat bowls are washed, pincers, the clever,
drainer, basket, and broom.”

Cooking arrangements in New City Prague burgher houses
varied in the late 16% and early 17t centuries. “Kitchens” - i.e.
locations where cooking was exclusively performed - can be
identified in twenty-four households in the center of the New City
during this period. In only fourteen of them, however, are these
locations named kitchens. The other ten locations which func-
tioned as “kitchens” are named (komora), cellar (sklep), larder
(Spizima), svietnice, and mdzhaus.

It is not clear whether these locations named as kitchens, or
which functioned as kitchens, were independent rooms with a
cooking source of their own or part of other rooms. Heating and
cooking sources represented one of a central group of objects

reconstruction of past living spaces. One must be cautious, however, for
alone they provide just a clue, not confirmation, for how a room or space
was used. See R. Schmidt-Wiegand, “Neue Ansatze im Bereich Wérter und
Sachen,” Geschichte der Alltagskultur. Aufgaben und Neue Ansatze,
Miunster 1980.

7 The “oxes crutch” and “blood pan” are objects of unknown construction
and use.
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determining the function of a household. The earliest European
burgher houses, compromised of one or two rooms, were
organized around an open fire that served as both a heating and
cooking source. During the Middle Ages and early modern period,
both burgher houses and heating and cooking objects became
more complicated. Houses grew from two rooms to many, fires
became enclosed, chimneys were installed, and there arose a
separation of heating and cooking sources.8

An illustration of a 16t%-century Bohemian kitchen in the first
printed Czech cookbook, dating from the year 1535, shows a large
stove with an open fire on top with a chimney.® The technology of
the stove is similar to the one in the Comenius house. In terms of
date and geography, however, it is closer to late 16th-century New
City burgher kitchens than is the Comenius kitchen.

Stoves and ovens are the most common cooking and heating
sources identified in New City households. Stoves were located
primarily in the location called svietnice. While no definitive
statement can be made concerning the distribution of stoves and
ovens and the identification of cooking areas, the most reasonable
explanation for the fact that svietnice was the location where
stoves were most commonly found is that in many varieties of
cooking spaces, the kitchen was an independent room with its
own cooking source, while in others, the kitchen was a part or
section of the svietnice, which used the stove as both cooking and
heating source.

Two building dispute cases appearing before the Six-man
Councils, one from the New City and one from the Old City,
describe a third type of cooking arrangement in late 16%-century
Prague.

8 On the development of heating and cooking sources in Central Europe, and
their importance in the function of the household, see K. Bedal, Ofen und
Herd im Bauernhaus Nordostbayerns, Minchen 1972; J. Schepers, “Ofen
und Kamin,” Vier Jahrzente Hausforschung, Sennestadt 1973, pp. 75ff; J.
Tauber, “Herd und Ofen im Mittelalter. Untersuchungen zur Kulturge-
schichte am archéaologischen Material vornehmlich der Nordwestschweiz (9.-
14. Jahrhundert),” Schweizer Beitrage zur Kulturgeschichte und Archaologie
des Mittelalters 7, Olten-Freiburg i.B. 1980, pp. 69ff; V.Prazak, “Vyvojové
epochy a stupné topenist v ceském a slovenském lidovém obydli”
{Developmental Stages of Heating Units in Czech and Slovak Houses], Cesky
Iid, rocnik 53, Cislo 6 (1966): 321-348.

9 Kucharstvi, O rozlicnych krméch {Cookbook. About Various Foods), Praha
1535.
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fon Thursday after St. Jacob the Apostle 1548] Vaclav Hasyk the
painter that [accused|... his brother f[and next-door neighbor]
Krystof...regarding a kitchen which stood in the garden joined to the
property of KryStof...[Vaclav showed the Six-Man Council that
Krystof]...broke down the top surface [of their common kitchen|] although the
bottom frame and the floor were still good...[and then] tore down and sawed
beams from the wall...[KryStof states that he]...dismantled the bottom part
because it was bad and that when the top fell down, he destroyed it too...1°

Jan Zvunk accuses his neighbor Anna Hrebenarka of
building “an oven [pec/ next to a wooden structure [lepe-
nicej...[causing] great danger...since it once bumt there.!!

The outdoor “kitchens” describe above as having an enclosed
grill as their main components markedly differ in both
construction and method of cooking from indoor kitchens.
Outdoor kitchens did not necessarily represent a cooking
arrangement of the poor. Krystof Malir, the painter and owner of
the outdoor kitchen in the New City mentioned above, was of very
modest means bur not poor. This is indicated in his own civic
will, as well as by the fact that he was named the lieutenant of
the will of Buryan Kotlaf, a wealthy smith from Siroka Street.!2

The documentation of outdoor kitchens by these building
disputes, which is not found elsewhere, lends support to the
notion of a variety of cooking arrangements in late 16t%-century
Prague. In some households, cooking was performed outdoors.
In others, cooking took place indoors in a multifunctional room on
a fire source that also served as heating unit or in a room
specially designated for cooking with a fire source of its own (i.e. a
kitchen).

Outdoor kitchens may, however, have been dying out in
Prague during this period. In the case of Vaclav and Krystof, the
Six-Man Council decided that the complaint was not justified,

...because the kitchen was not attached to Vaclav’s house...Vaclav
should build a kitchen of his own...and not according to the old style...but

10 AMP 2149 f. 80a-b.
11 AMP 473 f. 81b.
12 In his civic will of 1554, KryStof Malir left his tin dishware and 225 kop
groschen to his wife Martha, 10 kop groshen each to his daughters Anna
and Petra, 10 kop groschen to Michala Byrek, and 10 kop groschen to the
Church of St. Stephen (AMP 2207 341a). He is named as lieutenant in
Buryan Kotlaf’s civic will (AMP 2207 {. 361a).
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with a window from which no water or cleanliness should flow into KryStof's
garden...and the window should be covered with glass and bars.!3

Anna replied to the complaint against her that

an oven and fireplace had been at this spot for may years...and if [he
doesn’t like it he can] build a wall up, as long as it doesn’t interfere...

The kitchens in the Severin cookbook and in the Comenius
house were fairly large rooms with extensive equipment. An exact
picture of kitchens in burgher houses in the center of the New
City remains unclear. Kitchen furnishings described by the
inventories ranged from one item (i.e., a pot in the kitchen of
Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir) to the large kitchen of the cloth merchant
Adam Tatek. The wide range of kitchen furnishings probably
reflects more the particulars of inventory practices than the
kitchens themselves.1S

Disregarding the kitchens of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif and
others that do not contain even the most rudimentary of
equipment, the Kkitchens described in these inventories, if
generally representative of New City burgher house kitchens, have
similar types of utensils to those found in the Comenius and
Severin kitchen but are more modest in their variety and smaller
in numbers. The most basic equipment included grills, spits,
pots, and frying pans.

1.3.2. THE LARDER OR PANTRY (“SPIZIRNA”)

We are not provided with an illustration of the larder in the
Comenius house, from which the head cook entered with the
food. “Larders” can be identified in seven out of fifty-six
households located in homes within the center of the New City.
They were not, however, a storage area exclusively for food, but
served as a storage area for general household items, including
cooking objects. In two households, the “larder” functioned as a
cooking area (i.e., kitchen). In the house of Jifi Svik z Lukonos,
the “larder” served as a combination kitchen and general storage

13 AMP 4149 {. 80a-b.

14 AMP 473 {, 81b.

15 For example, kitchen equipment may have been considered the property

of the head woman of the household rather than the house owner for whom

most of the inventories in this study were drawn. Unfortunately, this cannot

be verified for these houses owing to the lack of adequate comparative data.
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area. The Larder was one of many locations in the late 16%:-
century New City Prague burgher house where one could find
almost anything.

1.3.3. THE WASHROOM AND BATHROOM

Locations designated as baths can be identified in only three
of fifty-six households located in the center of the New City. One
of them was a storage area for bathtubs that were produced in
the workshop of Markyta Kotlarka, a smith who specialized in
their production. Baths probably existed in other households as
well but were not listed in the inventories because of their sparse
furnishings. In New City Prague houses that had locations
named as baths, “bath” seemed to designate a location where this
activity was commonly performed rather than a facility specially
designated and used exclusively for this purpose. Markyta
Kotlarka’s next door neighbor Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had a
“Bath” with no furnishings off of his courtyard. The inventory of
Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké mentions a “bath” but does not describe
its contents. Anna Steffkova z Cichanova’s bath consisted of a
large pot and a stove located somewhere on her first floor.

Tubs were produced by some metal workers, such as Markyta
Kotlarka, who specialized in their production. Markyta Kotlarka
sold some of hers to the imperial court.l’® Very few of them,
however, appear in houses in the center of the New City. One
exception was Kotlarka’s neighbor, Brikci Zvonarf z Cimperku,
who had a tub in one of the bedrooms of his house, perhaps given
to him by or bought from his neighbor. In other New City
households the most common objects for cleansing were the
wash-basin and corresponding bowl, commonly made out of tin
and stored in a cabinet in a bedroom that housed the stove.

New City burghers washed at home with these simple objects
but probably bathed in one of the many public baths in the city.!”
Many were located along the riverbank in the New and Old Cities.
The records of the Six-Man Councils name two public bath: the
“Selenovy baths” in the New City and the Old City.!# Closer to the
center of the New City, right around the corner from Siroka Street
in the Jewish Garden off Charvartska Street next to the house of

ls This is indicated in her inventory (AMP 1211.21a).
17 See Z. Winter, “V Laznich” [In the Baths,] Historické Arabesky, in Sebrané
Spisy VII (1890}, pp. 177-214.
18 AMP 2149 f. 85b; AMP 473f. 230a.
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Ciprian Lopatsky lived the bath owner (lazebnik), Jakub Kucera.
A dispute between Kucera and Ciprian Lopatsky from the year
1564 over a “water pump...that [Kuera] rents out to his
neighbors to assist them in transporting wood from the river”
provides evidence that not all public baths were located on the
water bank.!9

Public bathing was widespread not only among burghers. An
ongoing dispute in 1580 before the Six-Man Council of the Old
City over uncleanness entering the “New Baths” because of the
digging of a fish pond on the river bank mentions that members
of the royal court had to leave the bath because of the smell.20
These commercial bathing houses represent one example of the
functional division between house and city that was characteristic
in Prague during this period; communal institutions often shared
with individual houses some of the same function (in this case,
bathing).

For the same reason that baths do not appear in inventories
(i.e., because of their sparse furnishings), toilets also do not
appear. Fortunately (or unfortunately), we do not have any
illustrations of that what 16%-century toilets looked like. They
must have been of poor, simple construction. Shared bathrooms
appear as a major object of dispute in cases appearing before the
Six-Man Council of the Old City. One of the major complaints
was “uncleanness that seeps through the wall [and]...that brings
smell with it.”2! Bathrooms in New City houses must have been
of the same poor quality. The fact that not a single bathroom
dispute case exists before the Six-Man Council of the New City
from 1547 to 1611 most surely relates to the small number of
bathrooms shared between neighbors, an infrequency due to the
difference in house occupancy patterns.

[.3.4. THE BEDROOM AND SLEEPING QUARTERS

The “sleeping chamber” (Schlaff-kammer) in the Comenius
house is a room furnished sparsely with bed furniture. One of
the beds (postel] is larger and sturdier than the other (loZe).
Inventories of New City Prague households of the late 16% and
early 17th centuries distinguish four types of beds. The most

19 AMP 2149 f. 136-137Db.
20 AMP 473f. 230a-232a.
21 AMP 473 f. 5b & AMP 473f. 134a.
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common were the postel and loze, followed by the lizko and
postylka. The loze and luzko were probably of more simple
construction, in contrast to the postel, which was raised on legs.22
Forty-three percent of all beds, including loze and lizko, were
canopied many were decorated with colored curtains. New City
Prague households had cradles for infants and children’s beds,
described as a children’s bunk or children’s bed (détské loze,
luzko postylka), or in one case as an oval bed.

In only one of fifty-six households in the center of the New
City, that of the bell maker Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, was there
a room that actually was called a bedroom. Three quarters of all
sleeping locations in New City houses were in locations called
chambers (komora) and cellars (sklep), nine percent in mdzhaus,
and a small number in svietnice and workshop locations.23 [n
nineteen of the fifty-six households, sleeping locations were
designated for specific individuals, such as the deceased or his or
her spouse; female cooks, and apprentices. Not all of these
sleeping locations, however, were bedrooms in the strict sense,
i.e, a room that primarily and exclusively functions as the
sleeping location of one or more individuals and where personal
objects of daily use are also kept.24

Four different types of sleeping arrangements can be identified
in New City Prague burgher houses of the Period. The first type
was a location that had a number of functions, including sleeping
area. The “cellar at the steps across from the svietnice” in the
house of Vaclav Vodicka on the Horse Market was a sleeping and

22 L. Soukupova, “Luzko a postel (Pokus o sémioticko-funkéni analyzu)®
[Bunk and Bed (Attempt at a Semiotic-Functional Analysis)] Pocta Josefu
Petranovi, Praha 1991, pp. 113-136; Z. Winter, “O staroCeské posteli” [The
Traditional Bohemian Bed), Sebrané Spisy III.
23 These rooms are the locations where beds are found. While in some areas
of pre-modern Europe the location of bed does not serve as an accurate
guide to where people slept, two things would suggest that in pre-White
Mountain Prague the location of beds does suggest sleeping locations: one,
many are canopied and curtain beds, which are difficult to store away in
another room; and two, bed linen is always located in the same location as
or adjacent to beds, according to the inventories.
24 The emergence of the “bedroom” in the early modern period has been
proposed as a central element in the construction of the private sphere; R.
Chartier (ed.}, Passions of the Renaissance, volume IIl, The History of Private
Life, P. Aries & G. Duby (eds.}, Cambridge, Mass. & London 1989.
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cooking area furnished with a bed (postel), four pots, funnels, a
strainer, and a roasting spit.25

Ciprian Lopatsky’s bedroom in an upstairs komora in his
house on Charvatskd Street in the Jewish Garden served as a
personal bedroom, kitchen, and storage area.

Table 1.3.1 Upstairs Chamber in the household of Ciprian Lopatsky
in the Jewish Garden - Bedroom, Kitchen and Storage Area?°

“Simple” bed, a chest on legs, containing clothes, bed linen, an herbal book,
and an old bible; a smaller chest of cypress, which contained a gilded silver
goblet, two silver spoons, ten silver coins, and loose pieces of silver; two
large pots for cooking fish; five smaller pots; one larger kettle; a small “spice”
chest containing three strainers, a mortar, six spits, two small kettles, a
frying pan, five grills; and another red chest containing a pillow, an old
tapestry, clothes, a butcher’s hatchet, and a scale.

The second type of sleeping arrangement found in households
in the center of the New City was a single function sleeping area
containing a bed and perhaps some linen, such as the Schlaff-
Kammer in the Comenius house. The “upstairs chamber” in the
house of Vaclav Vodicka on the Horse Market, which was
furnished with a bed (postel), bed linen, and a wash basin, was
also of this type.27

The third type of sleeping arrangement was a more
sophisticated arrangement consisting of a bed and personal items
and some clothes, books, etc., linking the location to a specific
person. This is the private bedroom, which appears more and
more frequently in European homes during the 16* and 17t
centuries. The “cellar under Bartoloméj’s room” in the house of
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku represents a bedroom resembling those
of today. It contains a bed (loZe); bed linen; a bench; a chest
containing tin and brass dishware; another chest with clothes,
tablecloths, napkins and towels; and a third chest containing
documents; a fourth, smaller chest with five tapestries; and,
strangely, a bathtub.28

The fourth sleeping arrangement found in New City Prague
burgher houses of the period was the bedroom area that also

2 Sklep u schodu proti svietnice (location 2) in house of Vaclav Vodicka.
26 Komora kde neboztik lihal (location 3) in house of Ciprian Lopatsky.
27 Komora horejsi (location 3) in house of Vaclav Vodicka.
28 Sklep pod pokoj Bartoloméj (location 10) of House no. 747-1I of Brikci
Zvonar z Cimperku.
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served as a storage area for many personal items not necessarily
relating to daily use, such as art objects.

Table 1.3.2 “Dry cellar” in the Household of Jifi §vik z Lukonos
in house no. 792-1I, “in which the deceased slept”?®

...a large canopied bed; a writing desk with drawers containing documents;
a small box containing documents (“majestaty”) bestowing coat-of-arms and
a few pieces of crystal; a standing armoire containing twenty-three pieces of
clothes; sixty-one weapons, including swords and firearms, two of which
were gilded; a chest with wooden carvings containing linen. Napkins and
tablecloths, clothes (men’s, women’s, and children’s); jewelry; coins; forty-
four pieces of tin dishware; a pillow; two small empty chests. One black and
the other icon; a piece of a well; and an iron chain for a carriage.

The bedroom of Jifik Svik z Lukonos’s wife, Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku, as described in her husband’s inventory, was the
“Small room (pokojik) in which the deceased [female] slept.” It
contained a canopied bed with green curtains, a cot (postjlka),
nine pieces of bed linen, four drinking glasses, large and small,
nine pewter mugs with covers, and a gun in holster.3°

The household of Jilji z Castalovic was one of two in the center
of the New City whose inventory locations were designated by the
names of the children who occupied them. The upstairs “room
where the child sleeps” was furnished with a green canopied bed
(postel), and second (postel), a cradle, two pieces of bed linen, a
table with “miscellaneous objects [on it] used for healing,” and a
clothes rack with pieces of “Children’s bed linen” on it (détinské
podupacky)?! The “room where (his] son sleeps,” also located on
the first floor, probably next to the communal weapons chamber,
was furnished with a bed (luzko), “a few personal objects,” three
long rifles, and two pistols.”32

The most common sleeping arrangement for cooks was an
impersonal location without any personal belongings, for example,
the “chamber where the cooks lie” in the house of Markyta

29 Sklep suchny v némz Neboztik lihal (location S) in house no. 792-II of Jifik
Svik z Lukonos.

30 Pokojik v némz Nebozka lezela (location 7) in house no. 792-1I of Jifik Svik
z Lukonos.

31 Pokoj kde dité Iiha (location 14) in house of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (house
no. 791-11).

32 Pokoj kde syn liha (location 10) in house of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (house
no. 791-11).
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Kotlarka, which consisted of a bed (loze) and two feather
blankets.33 Somewhat more elaborate but still of the same type is
the “chamber off the mdzhaus where the cook lied” in the house of
Vaclav Vodicka on the Horse Market, which was furnished with
two beds (lizzko), one of them a green canopied bed; two chairs; a
black bench; a writing desk; a small chest with sheets; two other
chests, one small and one large; a leather pillow; two table cloths;
a wooden pipe; and two iron spigots for beer.3* The presence of
the writing desk is interesting but it is not clear whether it was
used by the female cooks themselves or whether it was used by
other house occupants and just stored in the cook’s room.

Apprentices in artisanal households in the center of the New
City had sleeping arrangements the same as those of cooks, i.e.,
an impersonal sleeping location rather than one of the bedrooms.
In the household of Markyta Kotlarka, the sleeping quarters of
her metal-working apprentice, which consisted of four beds, was
located in an upstairs room (“the chamber where the apprentice
lies”) next to the female cook’s quarters.3> The “chamber where
the apprentices lie” in the house of Jan Zlaty, also on Siroka
Street, consisted of two beds.3¢

1.3.5. THE TRADITIONAL BOHEMIAN SITTING-ROOMS
(“SVIETNICE” AND “MAZHAUS")

In the earliest burgher households, furniture was of a few
simple varieties. A standard collection included tables, benches,
chests, and perhaps a cabinet. Furniture pieces served a number
of purposes at the same time - as a surface on which to sit, cook,
wash, place objects, or store dishware, other household objects,
or art objects. As the burgher house grew in size and complexity,
additional types of furniture developed to take on more specific
functions.3” In addition to beds, other types of furniture found in

33 Komora kde kucharky lihaji (location 3) of house no. 748 or 746-II of

Markyta Kotlarka.

3 Komora na Mazhaus kde kucharka lihavala (location 16) in House no.

846-I1 of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin.

35 Komora tovarySe nahore (location 2) of house no. 748 or 746-I1 of Markyta

Kotlarka.

% Komora kde lihaji tovarysi (location 6) of house of Jan Zlaty.

%7 On the history of Central European furniture and interior design, see H.

Kreisel & G. Himmelheber, Die Kunst des deutschen Mdbels. Mdbel und

Vertafelungen des deutschen Sprachraums von den Anfangen bis zum

Jugendstil, Band 1,Von den Anfangen bis zum Hochbarock, Miinchen 1968;
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the New City Prague burgher house were tables, benches, chairs,
cabinets, chests, and desks.

Most of the tables found in New City Prague burgher houses
were of a sturdy type common throughout the Middle Ages,
available in standard (stil) or small (stolicek) variety, constructed
of wood or stone. Most common was the standard table found in
eighty percent of the households in the center of the New City,
while the shorter variety was found in only forty-three percent.
Even less numerous than tables were benches, distinguished in
the inventories as stolice and lavice, found in thirty and fourteen
percent of the households, respectively.

One of the most distinguishing features of late 16%- and early
17th-century households in the New City was the low ratio of
chairs to tables and, more generally, the limited number of chairs
at all in the household. Chairs distinguished in inventories in a
standard (zidle) and smaller variety (Zidlicka), were found in only
forty-three and thirty-eight percent of the households in the
center of the New City. Most were of simple, sturdy design. A
third of the chairs were of two design types: the long chair
(dlouha), and the double, or two-seater, chair (dvojta).

Chests, cabinets, and armoires were the most common pieces
of furniture in the New City Prague burgher houses. Inventories
distinguish between two types of cabinets - the standard almara
and the smaller almdrka- and three types of chests - the standard
truhla, and the smaller truhlicka and truhlice. Many cabinets and
chests were simple construction and design, constructed of wood
or iron. Some were decoratively painted or carved.3® They served
as a place of storage for all types of objects, including dishware,
cooking utensils, clothes, bed linen, books, and art objects. The
cabinet frequently served as holder for wash basins; it often
contained drawers and sections.

In the Comenius houses, benches, shelves, and tables,
together with the stove and paintings, were defining
characteristics of the Stube, the central living area of the house.
Together with chairs and cabinets, they were a standard
furnishing of the banquet hall. In burgher houses in the center of

S. Hinz, Innenraum und Moébel. Von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart, Berlin
1980.
3815% and 14% of almara and almarka respectively were painted, and 32%,
20% and 30% of truhla, truhlicka, and truhlice, respectively. On color
motifs in popular material culture, see W. Bruckner, “Farben als Zeichen,”
Zeitschrift far Volkskunde 78 (1982): 14-27.
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the New City, there were numerous general living areas. Not all of
these areas were called the Stube. Svietnice, mazhous, pokoj and
sin also served as central living areas. It is in these areas that
one finds a combination of general furniture, furnishings such as
antlers, candlestick holders, paintings, and the oven.3°

In contrast to other rooms, suvietnice were areas where one
might bring guests. They were what one might call represent-
ational or presentational. For many of these locations, the actual
distinction between these two qualities - “presentational”
corresponding to a general, traditional feature of decor, and
“representational” relating to a particular, individualistic display -
is not clear.#© The findings from the study of New City Prague
inventories call into question conceptual terminology found in the
literature of vernacular architecture and the history of
architecture, which have associated these rooms with specific
spatial locations.# The inventories remind us that room
functions are very specific to time and place and change over
time.

As a whole, rooms named svietnice in New City Prague
burgher houses resembled the Stube in the Comenius house; a
general living area where one most often found the stove, general
furniture, and a few paintings. Individual svietnice varied,
however. The traditional Bohemian svietnice was, in reality, a
multi-functional location in the late 16% and early 17t centuries.
Seven general variations can be distinguished.

Two svietnice in the center of the New City resembled the
Stube in the Comenius house and can be seen as a central living
area with a presentational or representational quality. In the
house of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, the svietnice was furnished
with a stove; a canopied bed; two large tables; a small table; one
bench; a cabinet; a glass lamp; a mirror; and twenty-five

39 In the New City Prague burgher house, tables and chairs are found, in
descending order of frequency, in svietnice, mazhaus, sklep, pokoj and sin,
cabinets in svietnice, sklep, mazhaus, komora, sifn, and pokoj; and chests in
sklep, komora, and svietnice.
% | am borrowing this conceptual distinction from S. Kinser, “Presentation
and Representation: Carnival at Nuremberg, 1450-1550,” Representations
13 (Winter, 1986): 1-41.
41 According to Vaclav Mencl, mazhaus was a large central hall, located
mainly in the major living area of the house from which in an earlier stage in
the development of eating and cooking stages, the stove was removed to an
adjacent location; V. Mencl, Lidova architektura v Ceskoslovensku
[Vernacular Architecture in Czechoslovakia], Praha 1980.
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paintings, large and small.#2 Similar was the upstairs svietnice of
Jilji Perger z Castalovic which contained two large tables, two
small leather tables, three cabinets filled with books and precious
objects, and seventeen framed pictures.43

The svietnice could also function as a kitchen.

Table 1.3.3 Lower “Svietnice” in the household of Viclav Vodicka
on the Horse Market - Kitchen*

...eight bowls, nine tin dishes, four tin mugs, three tin salt bowls, a pot for
cooking fish, two roasting spits. A copper pot, a knife in a pouch, and a
large pot for washing clothes.

A third type of svietnice functioned as a bedroom, eating room,
and general living area. In the household of Simeon Polidor z
Balbinus on VodiCkova Street, the “children’s bedroom” was
furnished with two beds (lizko), one of them in bars; a wash
basin; five tin plates; five tin mugs; three goblets; a candle stick
holder; and a mortar. 45

A fourth type of svietnice served as a sleeping and general
living area. The svietnice of Magdalene Hvézdova in house
no.782-11 on the Horse Market was furnished with a stove, a
white cot (postylka), two small cabinets, a tin wash basin with
draws, a large and a small table, two simple chairs, a long bench,
a small chair, and a coat rack. It was decorated with a picture of
the birth of Christ, another of his baptism, and a third picture.*¢

The “upstairs svietnice” of Magdalena Grafeus in the Jewish
Garden was furnished with a stove, a canopied bed (liizko) with
green curtains, two large tables, one small table, a small copper
wash basin, a small pot to carry water, three jugs, eight goblets of
various types, four plates, nine bowls, two salt bowls, silver pieces
on a string. And a silver coin with a figure of Paul, and a silver
coin with eight small figures in silver.*”

42 Svietnice (location 17) in house no. 846-II of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin.
43 Svietnice nahofe (location 5) in house no. 790-II of Jilji Perger z Casta-
lovic.
44 Svietnice dolejSi (location 7) in house of Vaclav Vodicka.
+ Détinska svietnice (location 6) in house no. 698-II of Simeon Polidor z Bal-
binus.
46 Svietnice (location 1) in house no. 782-1I of Magdalena Hvézdova.
%7 Svietnice nahore (location 1) in house of Magdalena Grafeus in Jewish
Garden.
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A fifth svietnice was one that served as a general work and
storage area. The “upstairs svietnice” of Matéj Brzobohaty was
furnished with two tables, a large pot for washing clothes, three
pieces of bed linen, six ice cleavers, a piece of horse-riding
equipment, a piece of armor, and six firearms.48

A sixth type of svietnice was a general living and eating area.
The “large upstairs svietnice” in the house of Mikula§ Ruze z
Orlicné was furnished with a stove, three tapestries, six antlers,
one large table, three smaller tables, three armoires, one chair, a
wash basin, a candlestick holder, a salt shaker, and a pot.+°

Lastly, in six households, the svietnice represented an
indistinguishable living area, furnished with only a wash basin
and pot.

The mazhaus, found in half of the houses in the center of the
New City, like the svietnice, was also a multi-functional location
where one commonly found furniture and beds. Individual
mazhaus varied much more than the svietnice. Nine variations are
distinguished.

The first is the mdzhaus that served as a general living area
with representational character. This can be identified in only
one house in the center of the New City of the period: the
mazhaus of Jilji Perger which was furnished with a marble table,
eight framed pictures, and a cabinet filled with thirteen
weapons.5°

The second variation in the mdzhaus was a mixed area with
representational quality, such as the mixed sleeping,
representational area of the “large mdzhaus” in Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku’s household in house no. 792-Ila. This room was
furnished with fourteen miscellaneous pictures, antlers, one bed
(izko), two large and three small tables, one leather table with a
white leather pillow, three large red chairs, one small chair, five
cabinets, one small red cabinet, and another small standing
cabinet.5!  Another example is the mdzhausek in the new
structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku, furnished with antlers,

48 Svietnice nahore (location 4) in house no. 1056 or 1057-1II of Matéj
Brzobohaty.
49 Velka svietnice dole (location 17) in house no. 853-II of Mikula§ Rize z
Orlicné.
0 Mazhaus (location 7) in house no. 790-II of Jilji Perger z Castalovic.
5! Mazhaus velky (location 2) in house no. 792-11 of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku.
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a stone table, two beds, a suit of armor, seven weapons, and
equipment for serving beer.5?

Third, the mdzhaus could be a household work area, as it was
in the household of Markyta Kotlarka in house no.748 or 746-II,
which consisted of two large boiling pots for washing, twelve large
copper pots. One large brass pot, two additional copper pots, one
frying pan, and one striking clock.33

Fourth, it could be a simple sleeping location, as in the
household of Anna Patkova, which held a canopied bed and four
empty chests.5¢

The mdzhaus could be a storage room for general households
items, such as in the house of Jan Zlaty.55

It could be a kitchen, as in the “upper mdzhaus” of Jan
Kalvoda, which contained one table, six pots for cooking fish, one
stew pot, four spits, two grills, and one empty white cabinet.5¢

A seventh variation of the mazhaus is a cooking and eating
area, such as the “middle mdzhaus” of Jan Kalvoda, in which lay
two large tables; two small tables; three benches for four; and
three cabinets, one green and two red, one containing a mortar,
stew pot, and small box.57

It could be a general dining room area, as in the house of
Adam Tatek, which consisted of two large tables, one small table,
and one chair.58

The mdzhaus could also be a location with indistinguishable
function as was the “upstairs mdzhaus” in the house of Brikci
Zvonaf, which was furnished with two tables, a yellow chest
containing fourteen sheets of bed linen, and a horse bridle
hanging on the wall.5?

1.3.6. THE COMMON AND UNCOMMON CELLAR (“SKLEP”)

The “cellar” was perhaps the most enigmatic room in New City
Prague burgher houses. Looking at all cellars in the center of the
New City as a whole, the cellar was a location with no

52 Mazhausek (location 6) in nové staveni of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku.
53 Mazhaus (location 5) in house no. 748 or 746-II of Markyta Kotlarka.
54 Mazhaus (location 2) in house of Anna Patkova.
55 Mazhaus (location 5) in house of Jan Zlaty.
56 Mazhaus horejsi (location 9) in house of Jan Kalvoda.
57 Mazhaus prostfedni (location 7) in house of Jan Kalvoda.
58 Mazhaus (location 12) in house no. 783 and 784-II of Adam Tatek.
59 Mazhaus nahofe in house no. 747-II of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku.
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recognizable function. It could serve a number of functions, one of
which corresponds to its modern use as a place for storage.
Twenty-eight sklep were storage areas for particular objects,
including the so-called “wet” (mokry) cellar for wine and beer, and
“dry” (suchy) cellar for dishware, wood, food, and horse-riding
equipment, tools, artisanal objects, bed linen, and clothes. Three
were mixed wet and dry storage areas for wine and other items.
Eleven were mixed dry storage areas for a wide selection of items,
including art objects. Seventeen cellar were mixed, dry storage
areas for a wide selection of item without art objects. Fifteen
cellars were bedrooms; an additional fifteen were bedrooms where
large numbers of personal items were also stored.

1.3.7. THE BALCONY OR TERRACE (“PAVLAC”)

A terrace or balcony around part or all of one or more of the
upper floors of the house, overlooking either an inner or rear
courtyard and in some cases facing the street, opened or
enclosed, was one of the most distinctive features of Central
European houses. Inventories identify them on only eight of the
fifty-six houses in the center of the New City but more of them
probably had them. Six of the eight terraces in the New Cities
were used as storage. The most interesting was the terrace in the
house of Jan Kalvoda.

Table 1.3.4 The Balcony (pavlac) of Jan Kalvoda®

“New” armoire containing three coats; another armoire with doors containing
six pieces of clothes; five chests containing old bed linen; a bib chest
containing clothes, among them a cloth belt (“vinek”?) with silver buttons; a
small chest containing a silver belt, a gilded silver jug, gilded silver goblet
with a cover, two hats, table cloths, and a prayer book of Jan Haberma; a
medium-sized chest containing collar, shirt and vests of the deceased, worn
women’s shirts and vests, bed linen; a “long” box with Hungarian golden
coins; another small, yellow chest containing rolled-up clothes.

While the New City Prague burgher house of the late 16™ and
early 17t% centuries shared many of the features, furnishing, and
comforts that the Comenius house had, it contrasted with it in its
complexity. Whereas the Comenius house had a kitchen, a
bedroom, a general living area, etc., many burgher houses in the

60 Pavlac (location 3) in house of Jan Kalivoda.
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center of the New City had a number of areas for living, working,
sleeping, etc. A more important difference than their complexity
was their organization, or functional disposition of space. In the
Comenius house, each room had a major function and every
function a room. Many rooms and areas of the New City Prague
burgher house, in contrast, were multi-functional, and many
functions took place in different areas of the house.¢!

In some households, cooking took place in a specific room, in
others in a general living area. Eating and cooking, which in
many modern households take place in the same location, were
spatially separated in the New City Prague household. In New
City Prague burgher houses in the late 16t and early 17t%
centuries, eating was an activity that could and often did take
place in many areas of the house. Some individuals slept in their
own bedrooms, where they also kept some of their personal
belongings. Cooks, apprentices, and other members of the
household, including relatives of the house owner, slept in
undefined sleeping locations. Some locations of the house were
specifically designated for storage, many more than in the modern
household. Some areas of the house appear less as traditional
storage than as places where things are just laid.

While multi-functionality of the burgher house was the
distinguishing characteristic of New City burgher homes, it was
not a feature limited to burgher homes. An engraving of the
Vladislav Hall of the Prague castle from the year 1607 by Aegidius
Sadeler provides evidence of multi-functionality at the Prague
castle as well. The room that had been built at the beginning of
the 16t century as a horse parade room for ceremonial occasions
and that served the imperial court of Rudolf II as a reception
room for foreign dignitaries and other important visitors also
functioned as a market place for articles such as popular prints.

Was there an order to this multi-functionality or was it a
disorganized heap?

In a small household consisting of four to six rooms, it is not
surprising that one cooks, eats, and sleeps in a single room or set
of rooms located around the cooking and heating sources the few

61 One of the few mentions of multi-functionality as an important feature of
household organization is R.-E. Mohrmann,”Stadtische Wohnkultur in Nord-
westdeutschland vom 17. bis zum 19. Jahrhundert (aufgrund von
Inventaren),” Nord-Sid Unterschiede in der stadtischen und landlichen
Kultur Mitteleuropas, Munster 1985, 89-155. See also R.-E. Mohrmann,
Alltagswelt im Land Braunschweig, 2 volumes, Munster 1990.
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precious objects that one owns along with ordinary household
objects, creating a “cluttered” environment. Special rooms for
representational purposes do not come into question. With a
limited amount of space at one’s disposal, multi-functionality was
a necessity, and no explanation needs to be sought for a
particular pre-modern European spatial organization pattern.

Beds, bed linen, and cooking equipment were kept in both
locations of the two-room ground-floor household of the imperial
builder Bonifacius Wolmut, which was located across from the
bell tower of St. Stephen’s Church. The garden was used as a
storage area.®2 The central living area of Jifik Lynder’s three-
room household on Siroka Street was made of the svietnice, the
side where a stove was located, and “the cellar across from the
svietnice,” furnished with five beds and cooking utensils.

In the six-room, two-story household of the painter Baptista
and Mandalena Grafeus, which was located in the Jewish
Garden, the upstairs pokoj and adjacent komora served together
as the central living space of the house®3 In the komora,
furnished with cooking utensils and two beds, one slept and
stored cooking utensils; in the pokoj, furnished with an oven and
two tables, one cooked, ate, and probably generally amused
oneself.

The same type of arrangement can be seen in the six-room,
two-story household of Jifik Fri¢ on the lower Horse Market. The
komora “off the mdzhaus” was fumished with a bed, bed linen,
and cooking equipment. The adjacent svietnice, furnished with a
stove and dishware, was the location where one ate and generally
came together. Two additional beds were located in the upstairs
porch (laube).

While multi-functionality in smaller households should be seen
as a spatial necessity, multi-functional organization of larger
houses or households is another matter. With more available
space, there are more choices on how to organize one’s living and
work space. The availability of certain locations of the home as
representational space, thus, becomes a real option. Another
important factor in the spatial organization of one’s home, in

62 Wolmut’s inventory identifies three locations, one of which is “the space in
the garden.”

63 The inventory of Baptista Grafeus identifies four locations; that of his wife
Mandalena six. From this it is to be assumed that the household was made
up of at least six rooms.
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addition to available space, was social occupational requirements
and demands.

In considering the organizational structure of households, it is
important to distinguish the contributing factors to the problem
(how a household could be organized) and the solution to that
problem (how a household ultimately was organized).
Occupational requirements and socio-economic limits were
important factors which shaped the functional-spatial
organization of the household. The house was the physical
environment where the local and market economy was translated
into the daily life of home and work. At the same time, however,
it is not possible to show that these factors went beyond a general
influence to actually determine the functional spatial organization
of the burgher house.

The presence of the hearth, for example, was indeed an
important factor in a house’s functional structure, particularly
with respect to cooking. However, in the large, complex
environment of the burgher house of the late 16t% and early 17t
century, it was not the center of house and home, as it was in the
beginnings of urban society in one-floor houses composed of two
or three rooms. It is difficult to identify the center of some of
these large houses where multi-functionality is the principle of
organization. That is not to say, however, that there are no
patterns.

This study contends that no socio-economic factors can be
identified that predetermine the organizational layout of specific
households. Each household in the center of the New City
represents a particular multi-functional solution based on a cross
of prototypes, which correspond to a particular requirement or
demand: residential, artisanal workshop, merchant, and rentier-
agricultural.

What follows is a presentation of the functional organization
structures of a few households from the center of the New City.
They are classified according to the dominant prototype.

1.3.8. LARGE ARTISANAL HOUSEHOLD: BRIKCi ZVONAR 2
CIMPERKU {BELLMAKER, COUNCILOR) - 1550-1602

The household of Brikci z Cimperku, master bellmaker and
New City councilor, located in the two-story “Bell House” on
Siroka Street, took up more than thirty locations. [See fig.
[I.4.11.} He resided and worked in the house from his birth in
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1550 to his death in 1602. Right before his death, the household
consisted of Brikci himself, his second wife Alzbéte z Volfenburgu,
his son Bartoloméj, Bartoloméj’s wife Katefina and their son
Brikci Jan, Ludmila, who was the widow of Brikci’s son Brikci,
Jr., their child Jan Kristof, two female cooks, and three
apprentices.®4

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku was a member of the city council,
but he probably spent much of his day in the workshop that his
grandfather had inherited in the first quarter of the 16t
century.®S Brikci’s workshop took up seven locations around the
courtyard on the ground floor. Siroka Street had remained in the
16t century the metal-working district of the city that it had
become after the founding of the New City in the mid-14t%h
century. Mining and metalwork were at a sophisticated level in
Bohemia and metalwork had become a highly specialized and
diversified trade.®® Urban metal-working shops like Brikci Zvonar
z Cimperku’s were comprised of an area in a house where
material culture was both used, as tools, as well as produced, as
finished products.6” Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s bellmaking
workshop on Siroka Street in the New City was one of the most
elaborate in the city.

In addition to the foundry (hut), which was only on the west
end of Siroka Street, the workshop included four storage areas for
raw materials and finished products, and additional storage areas
for miscellaneous items affiliated with the workshop. Adjacent to
these work areas was a mixed-storage area and a wine storage
area.

64 Brikci was married twice, first with VorSile, and later with Alzbéta z
Volfenburgu. With VorS$ile he had four children: Bartoloméj, Brikci Jr.,
Simon, and Anna. The oldest child, Bartoloméj, married Katefina in 1602
and they had a child: Jan Brikci. Brikci Jr. was married twice and had a
son: Jan Kristof. Simon married Anna Stefkova z Cichanova. Anna married
Ondrej Kociur z Votina. Z. Winter, “Zvonarové z Cimperku” [The Bell Makers
of Cimperg], PA XVII (1896-97): 444-49.
65 On the material world of artisans, see Handwerk und Sachkultur im
Spatmittelalter (=Sb. Ak. Wien, phil.-hist. K1. 513/11), Wien 1988.
66 On iron mining and iron technology in Bohemia during this period, see R.
Pleiner et al., Déjiny hutnictvi v Ceskolovensku [The History of Mining in
Czechoslovakial, dil 1, Praha 1984.
67 On the artisanal work of workshops such as Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku,
see D. Stara, Cin. Z déjin konvafstvi. Katalog vystavy v NM z Praze [Tin.
From the History of Bohemian Metalwork. Exhibition Catalogue of the
National Museum in Prague], Praha 1972.

67



In spite of its sophistication, its operations and equipment
were simple. The bellmaking process involved melting down metal
that had been mined and produced elsewhere, pouring the molten
metal into molds, and finish shaping and decorating the product.
Of the three major types of foundry used in the period - reduction
fire, “fine” oven (zkwnovaci) and shaft furnace - the type that
Brikci had is unknown.®® The tools of the trade included weights
and small shovels, to measure and move raw material, hammers
to work the metal, saws, and cutting knives (radlice, krojidlo).
Acid was used in cutting and engraving the metal. The raw metal
came in different sizes and shapes: tin, small and large brass
balls; and iron pieces of various types, including rails (sini1) and
an unknown type (klygerasu). The products of Brikci’s workshop
included cow bells, cymbals, bells, and small and large shovels.

Next to the workshop, which was located on the ground floor
off of the courtyard, was a bedroom containing one bed and a
sleeping location furnished with three beds, a bath, and a wine
storage. These locations may have been for apprentices or other
servants. Some apprentices slept in a room on the first floor
specially designed for them, which was furnished with a bed.

Brikci’s wife had a bedroom of her own on the first floor
furnished with two beds. Adjacent to her bedroom were two
additional locations, each containing two beds and a storage area
for clothes. One of them was probably the room where Brikci's
son Bartoloméj slept. A cooking storage area “in front of the room
where the windows lie” and a “kitchen” were also on the first floor.
A chest belonging to Brikci’'s wife is found alone in a nearby
“room” (pokoyj).

Brikci himself probably slept in the “large upstairs svietnice”
containing one bed and decorated with a portrait of the emperor,
a map of Vienna, and a map of Moravia. Adjacent to the svietnice
were other rooms of representational character. One room (pokoj)
was decorated with twenty-eight pictures. A location of a wash
basin in the room indicates that Brikci probably washed up here
in privacy when he did not wish to wash in the “bath” located in
the courtyard. The “large svietnice,” decorated with eight
pictures, had a desk that contained books and art. Across from
the “large svietnice” was a “gentlemen’s room” (pansky pokoj or
Herrenzimmer). The room off the balcony was furnished with two
large tables and a small table.

68 R. Pleiner et al., Déjiny hutnictvi (note 66), pp. 71-80.
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A few important things to note in this household are, on the
one hand, how few bedrooms it had relative to the total size of the
house, and, on the other hand, the presence of separate
bedrooms for the head of the household and his wife. Brikci’s
oldest son, Bartoloméj, and Bartoloméj’s wife and child lived in
the house, but there does not seem to have been a bedroom for
them nor is there a specifically named location for where they
slept. While bedrooms are few, representational rooms are more
numerous.

The most striking feature of his household was its relative
functional and physical orderliness. While neither individual
rooms nor floors can be described as having a particular function,
specific “blocks” of the house seem to be related to specific
individuals, i.e., the workshop, the servant’s block, Brikci’s block
and Brikci’s wife’s block.

[.3.9. MEDIUM-SIZE ARTISANAL HOUSEHOLD:
MARKYTA KOTLARKA (SMITH), 1537-1580

The smith Markyta Kotlarka was Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s
next door neighbor. She kept two households on Siroka Street.
The eleven-location, two-story residence in house no. 748 or 746-
II was her main residence and a central work area for her metal
workshop.6? [See fig. [1.4.12.]

The main household was made up of five rooms on the
ground-floor and five on the first floor around a courtyard (hence,
eleven locations).

The courtyard served as the workshop area. While Brikci
Zvonaf z Cimperku’s production specialized in bells, Markyta
produced the ubiquitous and versatile pots and kettles of various
sizes (kotly, kotliky, hmce, and hmicky), made out of brass and
copper, that were found in large quantities in New City
households and used for cooking, bathing, and washing; she also
made tubs, which were less common in New City households.”?

¢ She and her husband Buryan Kotlaf bought the house in 1537 (SURPMO
pasport Cp 748-II). After Buryan’s death in 1562, she lived there with her
second husband Tomas Krumlovsky until her death in 1580. Buryan Kotlar
probably died shortly after registering his Civic Will in 1562 (AMP 2207.f.
403a);, Marketadied in 1580 (AMP 2208 {.498a).
0 D. Stara, Cin. Z déjin konvaftstvi (note 67).
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Other locations on the ground floor included a kitchen; a
“second kitchen” and “larder”, both of which served as storage
areas for kitchen utensils; a “large svietnice” furnished with a
stove, six tables, three chairs, and a bed; and a bedroom
furnished with two beds and two chests containing clothes and
books.

On the second story were an empty “upstairs chamber;” “the
chamber where the female cooks sleep,” furnished with one bed;
“the chamber where the apprentices sleep,” furnished with four
beds; the mazhaus, which functioned as a tool storage room; and
“the upstairs cellar” containing one bed and eleven chests filled
with dishware and objects of applied art.

Also on Siroka Street was a seven-room, two-story household,
which served as Kotlarka’s second residence and workshop
storage area. The second household was made up of three
locations on the ground floor and three on the first floor around a
courtyard. On the ground floor was a svietnice furnished with a
stove; a “rear svietnice,” also furnished with a stove; and “the
bath,” which served as a storage room for fmished bath tubs. On
the first floor were a “cellar” furmished with a stove; another
“cellar” which served as a mixed-storage area; and an “upstairs
chamber” containing bed linen.

What is striking about this second household is the large
percentage of rooms that were devoted directly or indirectly to the
workshop - including the two sleeping locations and the storage
location on the second floor, the cooking and eating facilities on
the ground floor, and almost the entire second house.

1.3.10. MEDIUM-SIZE RENTIER-AGRICULTURAL HOUSEHOLD:
MARTIN MASOPUST - UNTIL 1592

The eleven-location, two-story household of Martin Masopust
located on the corner of the Horse Market and Nové Dlazdéni
(today Jindrisska street), was exactly the same size as Markyta
Kotlarka’s household. [See fig. 11.4.13.] Martin Masopust lived in
the house with his wife Dorota and daughter Eva until his death
in 1592.7

Martin Masopust, a member of the New City Council, earned a
living from his agriculture holdings. From these agricultural
holdings, Masopust produced and served beer. By the late 15t

71 AMP 2209 {.77a; AMP 2146 248a-249a.
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century, beer brewing had developed to a profitable economic
activity in Bohemia and an issue of dispute between the nobility
and the royal cities, at whose head stood Prague. In the capital
city, beer brewing was not practiced as an organized trade, nor
was the right to brew beer open to all burghers or to house
owners. Only a few houses held the privilege of beer brewing,
such as the Masopust house.”2

Since beer brewing was not a trade, those engaging in it did
not take on apprentices, as did smiths, such as Markyta
Kotlarka, with medium-sized workshops. Nevertheless, Martin
Masopust’s household illustrates that beer brewing and beer
serving in the home also demanded a major percentage of space
just as the metal working trade did.

In the Masopust house, the process of beer production, which
involved the production of malt from barley, as well as the
brewing process, were performed in the barn where the barley
was stored, the “malt room” fhvozda) and the “chamber on the
balcony.” The serving of beer, an additional economical activity,
took place in the hall (sifi), which was furnished with eight tables
and three chairs, and in the “downstairs svietnice,” which was
furnished with a stove and four tables.”3

At the time an inventory was taken, nineteen chairs were
located in the “cellar that lead from the [downstairs] svietnice.”
Although these chairs were placed there at that time, they
probably belong to the svietnice. This cellar served primarily as a
bedroom and was furnished with three beds and a picture. In the
adjacent “second svietnice” were located two tables and a picture.

Cooking in the Masopust house was performed in the room
called “the larder.” The adjacent or semi-adjacent “large svietnice”
probably was one of the central living areas of the household
where the family ate. As was true with the Kotlarka house, the

72 On the history and economics of beer brewing in the Pre-White Mountain
period, see J. Janacek, Pivovarnictvi v ¢eskych kralovskych méstech v 16.
stoleti [Beer Brewing in the Royal Cities of Bohemia in the 16% Century],
Rozpravy CSAV, fada S, rocnik 69, 1959, seSit 1. On the history of beer, in
general, see J. Stanék, Blahoslaveny sladek. Kapitoly z déjin piva. [The
Blessed Brewer. Chapters in the History of Beer,| Praha 1984.

73 0On the technology of beer brewing, see J. Danék, P. Ferkl & S. Prochazka,
Technologie pro 4. rocnik SPS potravinarské technologie-obor kvasna
technologie [Technology for Fourth-year Level Studies in Food Technology-
Brewing Technology] Praha, 1982.
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Masopust house had a bedroom (furnished with three beds) along
with a chest, which contained clothes, art, and jewelry.

1.3.11. MEDIUM-SIZE MERCHANT HOUSEHOLD:
ADAM TATEK (CLOTH MERCHANT) - 1582

The cloth merchant Adam Tatek owned a fourteen-room, two-
story house on the lower Horse Market, which provides a further
example of a medium-size household. In the last years before his
death, Tatek lived in the house with his children Viclav, Eva, and
Salomena (a minor).7* [See fig. 11.4.14.]

Although he lived in the New City, Tatek probably sold his
goods in the Old City because he owned three storage cellars on
Havel Market.’”S He must have been fairly successful in his
business activities. In contrast to his artisan and patrician
neighbors, he had, in addition to a cook who slept in an upstairs
chamber, a number of other servants (pacholici) who slept in two
beds in a “chamber under the roof” which was located adjacent to
the female cook’s room.

In Tatek’s house, cooking and eating probably took place in
the same upstairs “kitchen.” The four rooms adjacent to the
“kitchen”- the “large svietnice,” the“mazhaus,” the “svietnice next
to the kitchen,” and the “room” (pokoj) - were furnished with
multiple tables and chairs, suggesting that these were rooms
where guests were served. Given the absence of beer or wine
storage, the presence of such large numbers of rooms for this
purpose appears curious.

An additional characteristic feature of the Tatek house, in
contrast to the medium-size artisanal and patrician households of
Markyta Kotlarka and Martin Masopust, is the large number of
bedrooms. In addition to the locations on the ground floor where
beds were located, two of these locations (the svietnice and “the
cellar on the stairs”) were sleeping locations furnished with beds
and chests, one containing art objects and clothes, the other
containing art objects and bed linen. The mdzhaus on the ground
floor contained two cabinets in which dishware was stored.

74 AMP 2208 f. 228b.
7s This is provided by his inventory.
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1.3.12. LARGE-SIZE MERCHANT HOUSEHOLD (“AT THE
GOLDEN BEAR”): LORENC STORK Z STORKENFELSU
(CLOTH MERCHANT - OLD CITY)

The household of the cloth merchant Lorenc Stork z
Storkfelsu in the still surviving house “at the Golden Bear” on the
Tanner’s Alley (Kozena ulice) in the Old City (House no. 475-I)
provides an interesting counterpart to Adam Tatek’s.’¢ The Stork
house is interesting not only because of its large site and curious,
irregular shape. The four-story corner house with two
subterranean basement rooms would be even more imposing in
the more spatial environment of the New City than in the
crowded, narrow landscape of the Old City. But the household
represents one of the most enormous storage spaces of any cloth
merchant’s house in any of the Prague cities of the period.

With the exception of six or seven rooms on the top floor, all
the rooms in this house containing over fifty rooms were devoted
to the cloth trade. Among the business areas of the house were
three or four offices (Schreibstuben). Storage took over the rest of
the house. This is not the case in the house of cloth merchant
Adam Tatek in the New City, because Tatek stored the bulk of his
stock in two cellars in the Old City. Stork’s interior, which was
literally stuffed from floor to ceiling with cloth, boldly contrasted
with the exterior that had undergone trendy Renaissance
renovation.

1.3.13. MEDIUM-SIZE ARTISAN HOUSEHOLD:
BURYAN PERNIKAR (GINGERBREAD BAKER)

While the home cloth trade could result in a particularly
crowded environment, the home as storage facility was not limited
to this trade. The main residence of the gingerbread baker
Buryan Pernikar in house no. 778-II on the lower Horse Market is
another example of a large storage area in a living area. In this
case, the major household and bakery were located in eleven
rooms.”?” Cooking and sleeping were performed in the svietnice,

76 The inventory of Lorenc Stork z Storkenfelsu is AMP 1175. Fol. 79;
inventory of previous owner, Jan Netter z Glauchova and followers in J.
Teige, Zaklady starého mistopisu Prazského [Foundations of the Historical
Topography of Praguej, Praha 1910.
77 The three locations of the second adjacent house are the balcony,
courtyard and cellar.
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and cooking utensils were found in “the space before the kitchen”
rather than in the kitchen. Honey was found in a total of five
other locations, including the bakery and the room where the
cook sleeps! (The bakery of Martin Cukrar, which engaged the
related, more general baking field, located in his home on the
south end of the street.)

1.3.14. LARGE-SIZE RENTIER-AGRICULTURAL HOUSEHOLD OF
THE LOWER NOBILITY: TOBIAS NEJEDLY Z VYSOKE

Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké owned and lived on two properties on
the corner of Siroka Street and Na prikopé. His main residence
was the twenty-seven location “Strnada House” (house no. 36b-II).
In the adjacent “Caltovsky house” (house no. 37a?-II), Nejedly
inhabited four ground-floor locations. In size, the Nejedly house-
hold in the “Strnada house” was one of the larger households on
the street and was comparable to the household of the “Bell
Makers of Cimperku.” In its organization, however, it differed.
Unlike many of his artisan neighbors, Nejedly was a member of
the lower nobility.

The kitchen and the adjacent “cellar” were the areas of the
house where cooking and eating, respectively, took place. A
“larder” located next to the kitchen served as a storage place for
kitchen utensils. Furnished with a stove , a bed and three tables,
the svietnice also served as sleeping location, eating room, and
place to gather. The adjacent “cellar” with one bed and “second
cellar” with three beds served as additional sleeping locations.
Five “chambers,” including two across from the stables and two
underground were storage locations for wine.

Six locations on the first floor served as sleeping locations:
“chambers” (one of them “where Jindrich slept”), the “room (pokoj)
on the balcony” and the “second svietnice,” and an additional
adjacent “chamber” as a storage room for bed linen.

Tobias himself slept in a “cellar [of the Caltovsky house] which
led from the Strnada house.” Next to this room was a “second
cellar” that served as eating and washing room and a svietnice
with five tables that probably also served as an eating room.
Tobia§ also had wine stored in an “underground cellar” of the
Strnada house.
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[.3.15. LARGE-SIZE RENTIER-AGRICULTURAL HOUSEHOLD OF
THE LOWER NOBILITY: VACLAV KAMARYZ Z ROVIN

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin the Younger was a member of one of
the most distinguished families in the New City. With its twenty-
two locations, his household in the Strabachovsky house on the
north corner of the Horse Market and Na pfikopé was closer in
size to the household of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku. In its
organization, however, it resembled more the household of Martin
Masopust.

Like Masopust, Kamaryt’s income was based on agriculture
holdings. In contrast to Masopust, he translated this income into
wine rather than beer. Since the mid-14% century when Emperor
Charles IV ordered the first vineyards planted outside of the city,
Prague and the rest of Bohemia became bi-alcoholic (beer and
wine drinking) in addition to being bilingual (German and Czech-
speaking).”’® If one were to draw borders in Europe according to
beverage, Eastern Europe would begin in Poland, where the wine
border ends and the vodka border begins. Bohemia lies firmly in
the part of Central Europe where beer and wine intermingle. In
the heart of the New City of Prague, beer and wine intermingled
among the houses and inns.

Wine production is a much simpler process than beer brewing.
The crushing of the grapes often took place in the vineyard
outside of the city. Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin stored his wine in the
stables and in the “cellar on the courtyard on the left side under
the upper svietnice.” Wine would have been served in the
Kamaryt house in the downstairs “svietnice,” the “large
downstairs svietnice,” in the “svietnice of deceased,” the “large
mazhaus,” or “the big chamber off the mdzhaus,” which were
furnished, respectively, with a table and two chairs; four tables
and three chairs; one large table; three small tables, three
benches and a bed (luzko); one large table, two small tables, and a
bed (loze); and two small tables, two benches, and six beds
(postel).

It is not possible here to distinguish between wine serving
rooms meant as a source of income and drinking rooms meant to
serve private guests. It is interesting to note here not only the

7 On the planting of Prague vineyards, see M.Valkova-Fryzova, “Ufad
perkmistra prazskych vinicnych hor” [The Office of the Master of the Prague
Vineyards), SPDMHP IV (1930): 1-48.
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relatively large number of rooms meant to receive guests but also
the presence of beds in these rooms, and the large number of
rooms in which beds are found (seven rooms).

The “svietnice of the deceased [Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin}” was
furnished with a bed, a large table, three small tables, and three
benches and is much less a bedroom and much more equipped to
receive guests than Brikci’s bedroom. Like Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku’s room, however, it too was decorated with a large
picture collection (twenty-five large and small). This room, along
with the “mazhaus in front of the svietnice of the deceased,”
furnished with a table and two paintings, could be seen as a
much smaller, though nevertheless personal block within a much
more open, public household. The female cook in the Kamaryt
household, as in the household of Brikci Zvinar, resided on the
first floor, but in much closer proximity to Kamaryt’s personal
block than Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s cook did.

[.3.16. LARGE-SIZE RENTIER-AGRICULTURAL HOUSEHOLD:
ANNA ZLUTICKA Z BERNARECKU & JIRIK SVIK Z LUKONOS

Across the street from the Masopust house on the southwest
and southeast corners of the Horse Market and Vodickova Streets
were some of the most important patrician households in the New
City - respectively, the household of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku
and her husband Jifik Svik z Lukonos in the Zluticky house, and
the household of Jilji Preger z Castalovic in house no. 791-11.

Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku and her husband Jirik Svik z
Lukonos had two adjacent houses: the corner house (house no.
792-11) and the “new structure.” Unlike the two houses of
Markyta Kotlarka on Siroka Street in which one was primary and
the other secondary, these houses were functionally and perhaps
also spatially joined. The inventories indicate that Ann Zluticka z
Bernarerku’s household in the “new structure” had twenty-seven
locations and the household in house no. 792-II six locations.
Jifik Svik’s inventory in house no. 792-I1 shows eight locations
and the “new structure” eleven.

Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s household is perhaps the most
complex, the most revealing, and the most interesting in the
center of the New City. Perger, like Kamaryt, was of a distin-
guished family and had served as a prominent councilor of the
New City. The household of Jilji Perger can be described as a
combination of the three prototype homes: rentier-agricultural,
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host, and communal. House no. 791-1I, the physical structure in
which Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s household was located, served at
the same time as his home, a location of wine and beer
production, wine and beer sale, as well as a proxy city hall.

In the basement floor were two storage rooms for wine. On
the ground floor, one location was devoted to beer brewing;
another was a bedroom and storage area for an extremely large
collection of art, books, and clothes; one room was a
representational living area furnished with a marble table, a
cabinet with weapons, and eight pictures; and another was a
representational room “where office was held.”

On the first floor were a room where tools and equipment only
were stored; a room “where children sleep;” a room “where the
son sleeps,” a bedroom containing thirty-two beds and a large
collection of art, books, and clothes in storage; and a chamber for
weapons in an amount that suggests that they were for civic
rather than personal use.

In this chapter, multi-functionality was presented as a major
characteristic of household and street organization. While it was
not an exclusive feature of the New City or even of Prague as a
whole, it manifested itself in a particular way in the New City.
The layout of the Market House; the sharing of bathing and
cooking activities between the house, street, and communal
institutions; and the division between residential areas of the
house and those devoted to beer brewing, wine making, and
artisanal work met the specific local needs of New City artisans,
merchants, and those engaged in agricultural-rentier activities.
Together with the dual heritage of earlier imperial rule and
revolution, multi-functionality helped to shape the particular
nature of the landscape of the New City in the second half of the
16th century, into which the artisan, merchant, or noble was born
or moved.
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I.4. The Range and Hierarchy of Choice

In contrast to the Bohemian nobles who in the wake of the fire
of 1541 increasingly set up residence in Prague’s Castle Hill and
Small Side, residents of the New City did not have much choice
on the basic layout of their streets, or the size and configuration
of their houses. And they possessed a significantly smaller piece
of their wealth in the kingdom.! But even with these limitations,
they had a similar set of options available to them in fashioning
their homes and neighborhoods.2

House construction, renovation, changes in interior design,
and investment in expensive jewelry, dishware, clothes, and art
objects can be identified with households in the center of the New
City during the second half of the 16% century. Many of these
activities testify to the wide diffusion of Renaissance styles and
modes within the city beyond royal/imperial and noble circles.
Others provide evidence of the participation by residents of the
New City in the renewal of the ecclesiastical landscape. What
distinguished the cultural activities of the city dweller, as they
related to Renaissance styles and modes and a new approach to
the material culture of the sacred associated with Catholic
reform, was the piecemeal, hodgepodge way they were
appropriated. This piecemeal approach must be seen as part of a
larger characteristic relationship to material culture relating to
the multi-functional setting of the city and Hussite traditions.

! After the Hussite Revolution, approximately 90% of the total real estate of
the Kingdom was in the hands of the nobility. The royal cities together
possessed only 5%, the church also approximately 5%. F. Seibt,
“Renaissance in Bohmen,” in Renaissance in Bohmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.), Min-
chen 1985, p. 16.

2 The relationship between art and economics is an age-old theme. Two
recent works address the theme as it relates in particular to European cities
in the early modern period. Richard Goldwaithe’s Art and Wealth in
Renaissance Italy (Baltimore, 1993) is a sophisticated elaboration of his
thesis of conspicuous consumption first put forth in The Building of
Renaissance Florence, Baltimore 1980. Many key problematic issues are
also raised in B. Roeck, K. Bergholt & A.J. Martin (Hrsg.), Venedig und
Deutschland in der Renaissance: Beziehung zwischen Kunst und Wirtschaft,
Sigmaringen 1983.
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1.4.1. LOCATION OF RESIDENCE - NEW HOUSE
CONSTRUCTION, RESIDENCY PATTERNS, HOUSE SALE
FREQUENCY

Foreign visitors to Prague during the period noted that the
settlement on the right bank of the Vltava was much denser than
that on the Castle Hill and Small Side. Space was available,
however, in the Old City and even to a greater extent in the New
City for burghers wishing to build new houses. The Sadeler
engraving shows the wide open areas that still existed within the
walls of the New City at the beginning of the 17t century.

Even in densely built up areas, it was possible to find room for
new construction at sites where existing houses did not take up
the whole plot. Surviving examples of new houses dating from
the mid-16% century in the Old City are the house of Jakub
Granovsky z Granova, located off the courtyard of the church of
Maria-on-the-Teyn near the Old Town Square; and House no.
463-1 in Melantrich Street.3 Granovsky’s father received the plot
from Ferdinand for his loyalty during the Uprising of 1547.4
Approximately twelve-hundred new residential houses were
constructed on the right bank of the Vitava river during the
second half of the 16% century: 950 in the Old City; 250 in the
New City.5

On the lower Horse Market and west end of Siroka Street,
areas that had been parceled out and built up during the late 14t
and early 15t centuries, only one new house construction can be
documented for the late 16t century: the “new structure” (nove
staveni) adjacent to the Zluticky house (house no. 792-1I) on the
corner of the Horse Market and one of its major cross streets,
Vodickova Street. This structure was the site of the households
of Anna Zluticka b Bernarecku and Jifik Svik z Lukonos,
husband and wife.

3 D. Libal, “Blrgerliche Architektur in Prag zur Zeit Rudolfs II.,” Prag um
1600. Beitrage zur Kunst und Kultur am Hofe Rudolf II, E. Fucikova (Hrsg.),
Freven 1988, pp. 171-75.
4 E. Samankova, Architektura ceské renesance [Architecture of the
Bohemian Renaissance], Praha 1961, p. 67.
5 F. Dvorsky, “O poCtu domu v Praze a kralovskych méstech v Cechach v
16.-19. stoleti,” [On the Number of Houses in Prague and other Royal Cities
in Bohemia from the 16 to the 19t Centuries], CCM LV (1881): 478-494 &
LVII (1882): 57-73.
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House sale patterns suggest that there was a prestige of living
in the densely built areas around the Horse Market despite the
availability of open land in many areas of the New City. For some
areas, a partial explanation for residency patterns can be found
in both necessity and tradition. Siroka Street, for example, was
the only area of the city where metal-working could be
undertaken. Many metal-workers chose the street, however, not
only for their main place of residence and work (which they were
required to do} but for additional property investment as well
Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku owned three houses on Siroka Street,
at least two of them on the west end of the street. Markyta
Kotlarka had two houses, each of which bordered on one of
Brikci’'s houses. In effect, within the provided limitations,
metalworkers such as Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku and Maryta
Kotlarka used the trade restriction to their advantage, building
influence through acquisition of property in local neighborhoods.

Moreover, even in other areas where there were no trade
restrictions, house sale patterns support the notion that people
tended to choose their residence in one specific area, sometimes
even their second or third house on the same block or side of the
block. Three residential sub-districts can be identified in the
center of the New City for the second half of the 16t% century:
metal-workers on the west end of Siroka Street, a small enclave of
estate office houses on the east side of Siroka Street, and a group
of influential families on the corner of the Horse Market with
Vodickova Street and Dlazdéni (today Jindisska ulice).

The large intersection of the Horse Market with Vodickova
Street and Dlazdéni was a natural, strategic location. The
attraction and development of the enclave of house holders to the
east of Siroka Street is not so clear. House ownership patterns do
not provide any revealing information. Perhaps the first office-
holder landed there by chance and the others came through word
of mouth. Also, it is not clear why the imperial guard Thomas
Knydrmon chose to live across from the New City Hall and the
imperial architect Bonifacius Wolmut across from the parish
church of St. Stephen (Sv. Stepdna). In any case, however, house
ownership patterns do demonstrate that the New City presented
itself as an attractive location for both natives and newcomers to
the city.

The frequency of house sales in the center of the New City was
high, and the length of occupancy correspondingly short. [See fig.
I1.4.4.] As interesting as these figures are in dispelling the notion
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of long, intergenerational ties to particular houses, they can also
be deceiving. The quick turnaround of houses is not necessarily a
sign of major changes in social topography. First of all, it is
important to note that the rate of change of individual houses
varied. Some owners and their families did live for decades in a
single house. Bartos Beraunsky, the grandfather of Brikci Zvonat
z Cimperku, took over ownership of the “Bell House” (House no.
747-11) on Siroka Street in 1528, when he married the widow of
the previous owner. It remained in the hands of the “Bellmakers
of Cimperku” until 1602, when Brikci’s estate was divided into
three parts a year after his death.® Mikulas Raze z Vorlicné
likewise took over ownership of the house “At the Black Rose” (u
¢cemné Riize - House no. 853-1I) on Na pfikopé in 1542 by marrying
the previous owner’s widow. He remained owner and lived in the
house until 1583.7 Furthermore, as has been mentioned above,
in many cases, people sold one house just to buy another in the
same area or bought multiple houses in one area.

[.4.2. HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND HOUSEHOLD
OCCUPANCY PATTERNS

Whether one owned or rented a house did not automatically
determine one’s living space. In one extreme, one could own a
house and live in only one small part of it; in the other, one could
rent a whole house.

House occupancy sizes in the center of the New City tended to
be larger than 7 to 10, which is the range estimated for the city as
a whole.8 House occupancy generally followed one of three
models.

Occupancy of the whole space of the house by the owner’s
household is the model for only seven of fifty-six New City

6 SURPMO pasport domu ¢p 747-1I; Z. Winter, “Zvonafové z Cimperku” [The
Bell-Makers of Cimperg|, PA XVII (1896-1897): 444-49.

7 SURPMO pasport domu ¢p 853-I1.

8 The estimate of the occupancy figure of 7-10 for pre-White Mountain
Prague has been put forward by A. Mika, “PocCet obyvatelstvo zvlasté
méstského v Ceskych zemich pred tri. Valkou,” [The Size of the Urban
Population in the Czech Lands before the Thirty Years War|, Demografie 14
(1972): 194. Ladislav Zilka believes that the figure is higher; L. Zilka,
“Hospodareni tynské farnosti na Starém Mésté prazském koncem 16. a
zacCatkem 17. stoleti” {The Administration of the Teyn Parish in the Old City
of Prague at the end of the 16" and the Beginning of the 17% Century],
diplomova prace, Filozoficka fakulta UK v Praze, 1988.
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households that can be identified with particular houses in the
center of the city. Among these were the households of Brikci
Zvonaf z Cimperku, Jilji Perger z Castalovic, and Vaclav Kamaryt
z Rovin. [n these cases, households were made up of the house
owner (drzitel); his wife and children; sometimes the wife and
children of one of his sons; his widowed or divorced daughter and
her children; servants (pokojnici, domovnici); perhaps a few
tenants (ngjemnici); and, in the case of artisan households,
apprentices (tovarySe). In the last fifteen years of the 16t
century, the household of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku in the “Bell
House,” which Brikci had inherited from his father, consisted of
at least twelve persons, including his wife and the family of his
older son.®

The most common model of house occupancy was occupancy
by two households. In these cases, the owner’s household
occupied one portion of the house, and the remaining space was
rented to another household.

Table 1.4.1 Number of Locations occupied by
Selected Households in Prague, 1547-161110

House Size Class I {1-5

Locations)

KaSpar Albrecht House no. 837-11 (1583) 3

House Size Class II {6-10)

Jirik Fri¢ (painter) House no. 785/442-11 6
(1587)

House Size Class III (10-16)
Markyta Kotlarka (kettle smith) House no. 748 or 746-11 11

(1580)
Martin Masopust (patrician) House no. 832-11 (1592) 11
Adam Tatek (cloth merchant) House nos. 783-784-I1 14
(1582)
House Size Class IV (17+)
Jilji Perger z Castalovic House no. 791-11 (1613) 21
(patrician)
Vaclav Kamairyt t Rovin House no. 846-1I (1595) 22
(patrician)
Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné House no. 853-11 (1583) 24
(patrician}

9 Z. Winter, “Zvonarové z Cimperku” (note 6).
10 House-size classes were selected as meaningful classifications based on
the data selection of this study. No other classification system is known.
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Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (bell- House no. 747-11 (1601) 30
maker)

Lorenc Stork z Storkenfeltu House no. 475-1 (1618) 50
cloth merchant) +

Martin Masopust occupied only eleven locations in the house,
representing less than a half of the total house space.!! The
household of the painter Baptista Grafeus and his wife
Mandalena and the household of the imperial builder Bonifacius
Wolmut consisted of five rooms located on the first and ground
floors of their respective houses. While their houses may not
have been as large as market houses, they were probably larger
than the five rooms identified in their inventories.

A third model of house occupancy in the center of the New
City was occupancy by one or more households, all of which
rented from the owner. Pavel Cerhovsky z Ruzetina, a notary of
the Appellate Court, rented quarters in Charvatska Street in the
house next to Rehof Patek, likewise a notary at the Appellate
court, who was a house owner. Patek’s other neighbor, Jan Nys],
likewise rented rooms.

House occupancy may have been an important option
available to someone choosing to live in a prestigious area but
unable to afford a large house for his or her single household.

In addition to the number of locations that were available for
one’s household, the burgher or city inhabitant had a wide variety
of other options in fashioning that space. High among these was
reconstruction of exterior or interior structural features of the
house.

[.4.3. EXTERIOR HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

As opposed to the isolated cases of new house construction,
reconstruction of existing houses was widespread.? Most of the

11 Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku’s row market house on Siroka Street (House no.
747-11) contained a minimum of thirty locations. Martin Masopust’s corner
market house on the Horse Market must have contained at least as many.

12 On structural changes to Prague burgher houses in the 16t% century, see
O. Pollark, “Studien zur Geschichte der Architektur Prags 1520-1600,”
JKSAK XXIX, Heft 2 (1910): 12-170; D. Libal, “Burgerliche Architektur zur
Zeit Rudolfs II.,” Prag um 1600, E. Fuc¢ikova (Hrsg.), note 3, pp. 171-5; E.
Samankova, Architektura ceské renesance (note 4); V. Kotrba, “Die
nachgotische Baukunst Béhmens zur Zeit Rudolfs II.,” Uméni 18 no. 3
(1970): 298-332.
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dispute cases appearing before the Six-Man Councils involved
reconstruction, over one-third involving structures on the house
exterior, such as walls, roofs, and windows.13

Exterior structural changes can be identified through building
dispute cases on six houses in the center of the New City under
study.

Table 1.4.2 Exterior Structural Changes on New City Prague Houses
documented in Bullding Contract and Dispute Cases

Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1I) - three windows in his gable over
the “svietnice” (1612).14

House no. 890-II - the widening of four windows (1606).!5

House no. 772-1I - the widening of windows and construction of a chimney
(1607).1e

Jirik Fri¢ (House no. 775/442-11) - upstairs loggia (laube nahore).'”

House of Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku on the Horse Market - the widening of!
the kitchen windows.!8

Dorota Nejedly z Skolska - “improvements” (“zlepSeni”) of the Castovsky
House (House no. 37a?-I1) involving placing wood on the wall.}?

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s house (House no. 747-11) - construction of eaves
(pristiesek)in which two chimneys were installed (1556).2°

Windows in the late medieval Prague burgher house commonly
consisted of a small hold in the wall, covered perhaps with a
wooden board or a piece of animal skin. The widening of windows
and the installation of window frames on burgher houses,
described in a detailed fashion by building contracts, such as the
one below, was an innovation of the 16 century -

Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku [the brother of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku
who lived in Kvétonska Street, today’s Stépanska Street in the New City
[and]...Jifik Taupel...agreed that in the place where there was a window that
let in light into the kitchen of Zikmund Zvonar, which Iooks into the

13Thirty-four percent of the building disputes in the New City and thirty-
seven percent in the Old City related to the house exterior; these cases
represent only a small fraction of reconstruction cases. See Part Il of this
study for a detailed structural breakdown of building contract and dispute
cases.

11 AMP 2149 f. 284a.

1S AMP 2149 {. 256a.

16 AMP 2149 {, 259b-260.

17 Documented by his inventory; see index for reference.

18 AMP 2149 {, 158b-159a.

19 AMP 2149 f, 212a-213a.

20 AMP 2149 f, 98b.
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courtyard of Jifik Taupel...Zikmund may expand and renovate this window
and secure it with iron gates and glass...!

The “widening of the windows” that lay at the heart of many
building dispute cases referred, in most cases, to the installation
of simple, elegant Renaissance windows. The installation of these
windows often meant, however, the installation of new frames, not
necessarily frames with sheet glass. Until the late 16% century,
burgher houses with glass windows used an ordinary type of glass
known as green glass, which consisted of a sheet of small glass
balls, which was common throughout Central Europe.22 Sheet
glass windows could be found in some burghers houses in the
15t century, but they were expensive. Only beginning in the
middle of the 16% century did it become a common feature on
some noble palaces and burgher houses. A detail of the Sadeler
engraving of the Vladislav Hall at the beginning of the 17%:
century shows that even its delicate, Renaissance windows had
glass with small balls rather than sheet glass.

The installation of new window frames often but not always
was accompanied by their redesign into a symmetric scheme. A
photograph of the Masopust house (House no. 832-II) taken at the
end of the 19% century when it still stood, shows its Renaissance
gables and windows arranged assymetrically. In 1600-01 the
neighboring house (House no. 833-I) underwent massive
reconstruction in which two rectangular windows, two circular
windows, and an arbor (altdn) were installed, and a wall was
repaired .23 Renaissance gables and windows can also be seen on
a drawing of the facade of house no. 783-1I before its
reconstruction in 1804. An old photograph capturing a corner
section of the Perger house (House no. 791-II), taken at the turn
of the 20% century before it was destroyed, identifies this
structure as a tower with Renaissance gables.

Other common reconstruction features documented by
building disputes were the installation of Italian-style loggia,
which included in some cases the replacement of traditional
terraces and balconies (paviaé), as well as roofs, gables, eaves,
and overhangings. Building disputes identify loggia on two

21 AMP 2149 f. 158b-159a.

22 Z. Winter, V méStanské svétnici starodavné. Kulturni studie o patnactém
a Sestnactém stoleti [In the Traditional Urban Svétnice. A Cultural Study
about the 15" and 16%: Centuries], Praha, no date, p. 12.

23AMP 2149 f. 223a-224a.
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houses beside the Horse Market.2* The first building in Prague to
have Italian-style loggia was the Belvedere in the gardens of the
Prague castle. After 1550, loggia began to appear on burgher
houses as well, such as the house “At the Golden Bear” (u zlatych
medviku) and the Granovsky house, both located in the Old City.25

These exterior renovation features, including new Renais-
sance-style window frames, a new symmetric ordering of
windows, gables, and loggia, brought about a major visual
transformation of the house and street landscape and can be
seen, therefore, as indications of pretension. New facade
decoration, known as sgrafitto, and new stone portals, also
Renaissance innovations, many of which have survived to this
day, appear neither in inventories nor in building dispute cases
but should be considered, nevertheless, together with the other
innovations as important signs of pretension.26

[.4.4. INTERIOR HOUSE CONSTRUCTION

Interior structural innovations were just as frequent in New
City Prague burgher houses as exterior renovations. In almost all
cases, the interior renovations were the contruction of vaulted
ceilings, a Renaissance innovation.?”

Table 1.4.3 Interior Structural Renovations in New City Prague Houses
as documented by Building Disputes and Inventories

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II) - a new room; “pokoj novy v sini
pfed svietnice” (location 9).

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-11) vaulted study; “kancelar klenuty”
(location 18).

Mikulas Sklenar - a “structure” built in his home along the common wall to
House No. 34a-II of Magalena Jilovska (1521).28

2¢ The beginning of the nine folio-page dispute reads “In response to a
dispute between Lev Vokaty and his neighbor Markus Meyzl...Lev Vokaty
shows the officers [of the Six-Man Council]...the loggia and arcade under the
house of Markus Meyzl...and in the place where there had been one
window...there were now thirteen windows... which Meyzl had built.” AMP
2149 f. 284a.
25 The Granovsky house added on a loggia in 1559-60; E. Samankova,
Architektura Ceské renesance (note 4}, p. 67
26 On burgher portals, see O. Pollark, “Studien zur Geschichte der Architek-
tur Prags (note 12).
27 E. Samankova, Architektura éeské renesance (note 4), p. 44.
28 AMP 2149 fl. 169b.
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Magdalena Hvézdova (House no. 782-II) - room with vaulted ceiling;
“svietnice klenuty” (location 3).

Jan Slon (House no. 777-1I) - rooms with vaulted ceilings; “sklipek klenuty
na schodich” (location 3) and co-adjacent “sklep klenuty proti svietnici dole v
sin” (location 5)

Jitik Fri¢ (House no. 775/442-11) - vaulted room; “sklipek klenuty na dvore”
(location S) and “laube nahore.”

Katefina Vodickova (House no. 699-1I) - vaulted room; “svietnice mala v
klenuty jda po schodily na dvofe” (location 10)

Tobias Ne jedly z Vysoké (The Caltovsky House - House no. 37a?-II) -
construction of a vaulted room (1582).2°

Vaulted ceilings represented as significant a visual change in
the interior of burgher houses as windows, gables, and portals
represented on the outside. As such, they too can be seen as
signs of pretension.

In short, for nearly every house beside the lower Horse
Market, inventories and building disputes document an interior
or exterior structural change in the second half of the 16t
century. The center of the New City, like Prague as a whole,
underwent a face-lift. The Sadeler engraving shows extensive
Renaissance facades in the Old and New cities in the year 1606.
Popular pamphlets of the execution of the leaders of the Estate
Rebellion of 1618 on Old Town Square in the year 1620 show
Renaissance facades on the houses on the entire north side of the
square. These facades provide just the surface of the widespread
visual transformation Prague and other Central European cities
underwent during the period.

Renaissance architecture became fashionable in the whole
city, including in the castle of Rudolf II, noble places and in
burgher houses of Catholics and Utraquists. Six-Man Council
records describe the extensive Renaissance features on the large
house that was owned by Markus Meyzl, son of the famous rabbi
Mordecai Meyzl on the Wide Street in the Old City.3°¢ This house
illustrates that Renaissance features extended beyond Catholic
and Utraquist circles to Jews as well. Meyzl's house was
comparable in its grand scale and widespread Renaissance
structural features to burgher houses in the New City, such as
the Masopust house on the Horse Market.

29 AMP 2149 f. 170 a & b.
30 AMP 473 f. 89a-107b.
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1.4.5. DECORATING THE INTERIOR OF THE NEW CITY
BURGHER HOUSE: EXCEPTIONAL FURNITURE, WALL
DECORATIONS

In addition to exterior and interior structural changes to the
burgher house, a number of innovations can be identified in the
interior of burgher houses that were similar to those undertaken
by nobles in the city. The most frequent innovations were the
acquisition of exceptional or valuable pieces of furniture, wall
furnishings, paintings, and maps.

Exceptional tables can be identified only in a handful of
burgher homes in the center of the New City. Exceptional tables,
described by New City inventories, were those that were
constructed of expensive materials, such as marble, or those that
were designed with a non-rectangular top or an arching of the
undertable between the legs, both Renaissance innovations.3!

Table 1.4.4 Exceptional Tables in New City Prague Burgher Homes

Ka§par Albrecht (House no. 837-1I) - marble table.

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II) - small circular table (“stolicek”)
Martin Masopust (House no. 832-II) - small blue table (“stolicek”) - the only
blue piece of furniture in the whole group.

Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-II) - marble table.

Adam Samec (House no. 843-II) - marble table.

Anna Stefikova z Cichanova (Siroka Street) - oblong-shaped tables.

Vaclav Vodicka (Horse Market) - marble table.

Simeon Polidor z Baubinus (House no. 698-1I) - granite table and a pull-out
table (“vytahovany”)

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-11 & new structure) - a marble
table.

Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku (Kvétonska Street) - table made of grained
wood.

“Desks” and “writing tables,” which developed out of the
writing pult of medieval cloisters and chanceries, represent new
pieces of furniture that begin to appear in Prague and other

31 In “V méstanské svietnice starodavné” (note 22) Zikmund Winter
discusses exceptional furniture in 15* and 16% century Bohemia on the
basis of archival sources; regarding tables, see pp. 30ff. For comparison
with furniture in German lands during the period, see H. Kreisel & G.
Himmelheber, Die Kunst des deutschen Mébels. Mobel und Vertafelungen
des deutschen Sprachraums von den Anfangen bis zum Jugendstil, Band 1,
Von den Anfangen bis zum Hochbarock, Miinchen 1968.
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European homes in the 16% century.32 Seventeen pieces of
furniture designated as desks are found in ten New City Prague
burgher houses of the period. Ten are designated by the German
term Srybtys (Schreibtisch written in Czech), five as kancelaf, and
two as kancelarka (diminutive of kanceldr).

Table 1.4.5 Desks (kancelaf, kancelafka, Srybtys) in New City Prague
Burgher Homes

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-1]) - “kancelar,” “kancelarka,” and
“Srybtys” in

three different house locations.
Vaclav Vodnansky (House no. 698-1]) - three “SrybtyS” (two large and one
small) in

one house location!
Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-II) - one desk.
Brikci Zvonart z Cimperku (House no. 747-1I) - two “kancelaf” in

two house locations.
Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké - two “SrybtyS” in the Strnada House (House no.
36b-II), and

a third in the adjacent Caltovky House (House no. 36a?-II).

With the exception of Anna Zluticka z Bermarecku’s desk,
described as “done in the style of a pretty piece of cabinet work,”
the inventories do not provide any details on the design and
quality of the desks.

The fact that different names are utilized in different locations
for desks - i.e. kancelar and Srybtys - suggests that the
distinguishing of names refers not just to a notary’s convention
but to a distinguishing of furniture types as well. Further
indication that the terms kanceldf and Srybtys refer to objects of
different use (if not different in design) is provided by their
contents. The Srybtys contained documents only - various
registers, letters of debt, privileges, etc.33 In contrast, kancelar
contained a wide variety of objects.

32 On the development and construction of desks, see H. Kreisel & G.

Himmelheber, Die Kunst des deutschen Mobels (note 31), p. 57.

3 One of TobiaS Nejedly z Vysoké’s SrybtyS contained a register of debts

owed him and “miscellaneous” other documents; a second contained the

privileges granting nobility with an emblem, bestowed on his father by King

Vladislav; a “letter of counsel” (ratbryff} from the Holy Roman Emperor; and
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Table 1.4.6 Contents of “Kancelaf”-type Desks in New City Prague
Burgher Homes

One of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin’s (House no. 846-II) “kancelar” contained two
pairs of pants, two jackets, and a small chest containing shirts, pants,
socks, towels, and tablecloths.

One of Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku’s {House no. 1074-I1) “kancelas”
contained clothes, a musical instrument (czytara), four guns, a sword, and a
copy of the Bohemian estate constitution.

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku’s (House no. 792-1I) “kancelai” contained, in
addition to a debt list, spits, two pots for cooking fish, other cooking
utensils, four bibles, a gilded silver goblet, silver spoons, bed linen, and a
towel.

One of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s (House no. 747-I1) “kancelar” contained a
suit of armor; a second contained a debt register, various Czech and
German books, including a “wine cookbook” (vinna kucharka), his silver
seal, keys and a small box containing two documents relating to the status
of his garden, one from the Emperor and the other from the Archbishop,
documents from communal offices and from the Church of St. Stephen.

Not all kancelai were large pieces of furniture. One of
Zikmund Vodak’s kancela?, which contained three books and
various documents relating to wine, was itself located within a
larger cabinet.

Some surviving cabinets, armoires, chests, and trunks in
museum collections testify to the high quality of workmanship
and highly decorate character of many of these pieces of the
period. None of the tables in burgher houses were probably as
elaborate as the table with a Florentine mosaic in the collection of
the Prague Museum of Applied Arts.34

The inventories of pre-White Mountain households generally
do not contain any additional description of furniture beyond an
indication that up to a third of pieces were painted. The most
popular colors were green and white, the next yellow and red.
Painted wooden chests and armoires represent a traditional
decorative feature rather than a Renaissance innovation. The
bright colors may perhaps be seen as a kind of personal
expression not allowed in clothing, which was controlled by strict

a letter of assurance (jistota) from the Emperor to Nejedly’s underage
children.
34 See photographs Nos. 173-4 in Renaissance in B6hmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.),
note 1, p.229.
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sumptuary laws.35 The inscriptions such as “fortitude,” which
was found on a piece of furniture owned by Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku, can be seen as a Renaissance innovation.

The possession of desks both in the New City and in other
Central European cities can be seen as an indication of the
affiliation of its owner with an important social transformation: as
a sign of the participation of its owner in the leadership activities
of his age either as a prominent merchant, artisan, or council.3¢

Tapestries and antlers were the furnishings most commonly
found in the burgher household. Antlers (mostly deer), were
found in more than half of the households, primarily in
svietnice3”7 Tapestries were found as main decorative furnishing
items (i.e. they were not stored) in eleven households.38 With the
exception of the tapestries of Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s larder
(Spizima) and the svietnice of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin and
Mikulas Ruze z Vorlice, all the tapestries were located in ground-
floor “cellars” (sklep) near the entrance to the house.

Many of the tapestries were described in inventories as “old” or
“plain”;3? a few were of higher quality.

Table 1.4.7 Exceptional Tapestries in New City Prague Burgher Homes

Jifik Svik z Lukonos (nové staveni) - five Turkish tapestries.

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-11) - three Turkish tapestries.
Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-II) - three Turkish tapestries.
Matéj Brzobohaty (House No. 1056 or 1057-1I) - two Turkish tapestries.
Jan Slon (House no. 777-11) - one leather tapestry.

Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif (Na blaté) - one Turkish tapestry.

Vaclav Vodicka (Horse Market) - one multi-colored Turkish tapestry.

Leather tapestries such as Jan Slon’s were common in noble
palaces of the period.#® In the burgher households, tapestries
which covered tables and chests were more common than

% W. Bruckner, “Farben als Zeichen,” Zeitschrift fir Volkskunde 78 (1982):
14-37.
3% H. Kreisel & G. Himmelheber, Kunst des deutschen Mébels (note 31), p.
57.
37 24 of 56 (42%).
3% 11 of 56 (20%).
39 Stary, prosty.
% The Rosenberg palace, for example, had leather tapestries; J. Krcalova,
“Palac panu z Rozmberka,” [Palace of the Rosenbergs| Uméni 18 (1970): 469-
85. See also J. Kybalova, “Innenraum und Kunstgewerbe,” Renaissance in
Bohmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.), note 1, pp. 205-244.
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hanging tapestries. This feature was found in almost half of all
the households under study. The tapestries were rather
traditional furnishings, but the antlers perhaps may be seen as
serving as an innovation adopted from the nobility.

1.4.6. ART IN THE BURGHER HOUSE INTERIOR: PICTURES

Against the backdrop of fairly traditional furnishings spiced
up with a few pieces of exceptional furniture, some burgher
houses in the center of the New City could boast more than
modest collections of pictures. A total of two hundred four
pictures, designated in the inventories as figura, kontrfekt, tabule,
and obraz, were found in twenty-one of the fifty-six households
(thirty-eight percent).4! This represents a much larger figure than
for the New City as a whole (only twenty percent of whose houses
had pictures).#2 Four of the households contained over twenty-
five pictures; the remaining possessed fewer than ten.

Table 1.4.8 No. of Pictures in the Largest Picture Collections
In New City Prague Burgher Homes

No.

Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku (House no. 792-11 and new 39
structure)

Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-I) 37

Vaclav Kamairyt z Rovin (House no. 846-II) 33

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-) 28

Jirik Svik z Lukonos (House no. 792 and new structure) 12

The portrait, a classic Renaissance genre, was found in a
number of New City Prague burgher houses. Portrait themes
were either the owners or family members or Emperor Rudolf II.
Burgher portraits were in the houses of Ladislav Gallus z
Rajstéjna, Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (of Tobia§ and his first wife
Vorsile), Ciprian Lopatsky (of Jan Romanis), and Jifik Svik z
Lukonos. Portraits of Rudolf II were found in the homes of Anna

41 Four were described as “wood,” four as painted on canvas (na platné), and
three as “illuminated.”

42 Pictures were found in approximately 20% of the inventories in the city as
a whole during the period 1570-1620; J. PeSek, “Inwestycje kulturaljne
miesyczan praskich przed 1620 r. stan I wyniki badan nad inwentarzami
spadkowymi [ testamentami” {Cultural Investments of Prague Burghers
before 1620. The State and Development of Research on Probate Inventories
and Civic Wills), Sztuka miast i miszczanstwa XV-XVII w. w Ewropia
srodkoworschodniej, Warszawa 1990, p. 337.
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Zlutucka z Bernarecku (two portraits) and Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku. The portrait in the inventory of Bartoloméj Zvonar,
entitled Caesarius, is perhaps the same portrait of Rudolf 1I as
that owned by his father Brikci.

In addition to paintings, maps were also found in New City
Prague burgher houses. Although not a Renaissance stylistic
innovation, they perhaps indicate a heightened interest in
topography following the Habsburg ascent to the Bohemian
throne. With the exception of the map of Simeon Polidor 2z
Baubinus entitled Europa segerintni, all of the maps in burgher
homes in the center of the New City had Bohemian or Austrian
themes. Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku possesed a picture of the city
of Vienna and a map of Hungary. His son Bartoloméj had a
framed map of Moravia. Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku had a map
of the Kingdom of Bohemia.

It is interesting to note the number of maps and pictures with
associations to Habsburg rule, such as portraits of the Habsburg
Emperor and maps of Habsburg lands or cities in Habsburg
lands. 1t should also be noted that historical and topographical
themes other than Central European were also found in Prague
during the period. For example, the Old City patrician Ludvik
Koralka z Tésin, who was a contemporary of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku and Brikci and Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku, had
maps in his home of Venice and Jerusalem.43 The paintings and
maps in New City homes with Central European themes could be
seen as an expression of political affiliation. The map of Vienna,
for example, is a direct affiliation with the recent joining of
Bohemian with the Habsburg Crown (in 1527). The maps of
Bohemia, on the other hand, are somewhat ambiguous. They
could be a symbol of anti-Habsburg sentiment or just a symbol of
local pride without necessarily being anti-Habsburg.

1.4.7. COLLECTIONS OF ARTISANAL WORK
OF EXCEPTIONAL QUALITY

In addition to exceptional pieces of furniture, tapestries, and
paintings, burghers and other city dwellers in the center of the

43 J. Pesek, “Veduty v prazskych interiérech doby predbélohorskych,”
{Vedutas in Prague Interiors in the Pre-White Mountain Period], Uméni 31
(1983).
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New City accumulated in their homes artisanal work of high
artistic quality, such as clocks, decorative dishware, jewelry,
other decorative clothing accessories, and other art objects.#¢

Clocks were found in the New City only in a few households of
prominent burghers and wealthy artisans.

Table [.4.9 Clocks in New City Prague Burgher Homes

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-I]} - clock hung in a closet.

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-I1) - a “striking” (“bici”) clock with
two cymbals.

Bartoloméj z Cimperku (House no. 747-II) - a gilded watch hanging from a
string.

Markyta Kotlarka (House no. 746) - a “striking” clock.

Vaclav Vodicka (Horse Market) - a “striking” clock and an alarm (“budici”)
clock.

The low frequency of clocks is surprising in view of the fact
that clocks were not rare in Prague during the period. A large,
elaborate astronomical clock with figures that came out on the
hour stood in the tower of Old City Hall.45> In the second half of
the 16% century, imperial clock-maker Kundrat Steffanaur lived
near the City Hall in the New City. His works, clocks of all types,
filled up almost every room of his house.4¢

The types of exceptional dishware found in New City Prague
burgher homes included silver and gold spoons, chalices; cups
(koflik), goblets (¢iska), and mugs (2ejdlik); some “in pairs of two”

** For brief, contemporary surveys of artisanal artwork in Bohemia of the
period, see B. Bukovinska, “Umélecké femeslo” [Artisanal Artwork], Uméni
nadvore Rudolfa II, E. Fucikova et al,, Praha 1988, pp. 141-77; J. Kybalova,
“‘Innenraum und Kunstgewerbe” and R. Distelberg, “Gold und Silber,
Edelstein und Elfenbein,” in Renaissance in Bohmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.), note
1, pp. 205-244, 255. For a comparison of these New City collections with
those of Old City residents, see J. Studihradova, “Kulturni troven
staroméstskych domacnosti predbélohorského obdobi /Umélecké remeslov
méStanské domacnosti v Praze/” [The Cultural Niveau of Old City
Households in the Pre-White Mountain Period (Artisanal Artwork of
Bourgeois Households in Prague)], diplomova prace, Filozoficka fakulta UK,
Katedra ceskoslovenskych déjin, 1982.
*s Z. Horsky, Prazsky Orloj [The Prague Astronomical Clock|, Praha 1988; S.
Michal, “Hodinafstvi a technika méfeni Casu” [Clockmaking and the
Technology of Measuring Time|] in Déjiny technice v Ceskoslovensku do r.
1800, Praha 1974, pp. 555-62; Vyvoj hodinarstvi v Ceskych zemich [The
History of Clockmaking in the Bohemian Lands)], Praha 1976.
6 See Steffanaur’s inventory: AMP 1214 f. 198.
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(dosebe vchazejici), “in the style of a glass” (na spiisob sklenice), or
with covers (s pfikryvadlem). Many silver objects were gilded on
the inside, outside, or both. Wooden spoons were also gilded.
Martin Masopust, had a large silver cup with up to two hundred
inlaid stones!

Many of the objects may have come from Prague workshops,
such as the workshop of Fillip Junger, which was located next to
Martin Masopust on the Horse Market.” Some households also
had work by foreign artisans. Matéj Brzobohaty, for example,
had two gilded cups (koflik) identified as originating from the
Seven Mountain region, an area located in today’s Romania.

Dishware with monograms and engraving were found in four
households. Zikmund Vodak owned twelve silver spoons engrav-
ed with the initials “RF,” an additional twelve with the initial “R,”
and four with the initials “HR.” Anna Zlutickd z Bernarecku
owned a gilded cup, under which was written “Krystof Freylich z
Frandenfelzu,” relationship unknown. Ladislav Gallus z Rajétéjna
owned thirteen silver spoons with his seal on them.

The noble Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké had two tin services,
including plates, bowls, and jugs, one with the coat of arms of his
second wife Dorota and himself, and the second with that of his
first wife Marta and himself. Their location in the kitchen and
adjacent rooms indicate that they served as objects for everyday
use as well as for special occasions.

Glass dishware and other household objects were rare in New
City Prague inventories of the period, Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin
had a glass table, glass lamp (skiend lucerna), thirteen small and
large glasses, and a mirror.4®¢ This is surprising considering that
common glass of the plain type found in Central Europe, called
“green glass,” had been produced in Bohemia since the Middle
Ages. By the end of the 16th century, the exhaustion of silver
mines contributed to investment in a domestic glass industry that
developed in Northern Bohemia. In the late 16" century,
Bohemian artisans developed innovative techniques in glass
workmanship, such as glass cutting. At the court of Rudolf II,
artistic glass work reached a high quality, represented by the

% On goldsmiths associated with the imperial court, see B. Bukovinska, “Zu
den Goldschmiedearbeiten der Prager Hofwerkstatte zur Zeit Rudolfs II.,”
Leids Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek (1992), pp. 71-82; R. Distelberg, “Gold und
Silber, Edelstein und Elfenbein” in Renaissance in BOhmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.),
pPp. 255-89.
4 Svietnice (location 17).
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work of KaSpar Lehman. No explanation for the infrequency of
glass objects in New City households has yet been found.

Jewelry and other valuable clothing accessories were common
among residents of the center of the New City, found in forty
percent of the households.*® The major types of jewelry were
rings, long and short necklaces (fetez, fetiZek), pins (zdpona),
earrings, and a few unknown items, such as pentik. Many of the
rings were in gold and silver, and inlaid with precious gems and
stones, such as sapphires, rubies, diamonds, and some unknown
stones (sekryt, hrezokyt, hyacinth).

The largest jewelry collections were those of Vaclav Kamaryt z
Rovin, Jan Kfiz, Zikmund Vodak, and Jifik Svik z Lukonos.5°
Jan Kriz’s jewelry collection consisted of a golden circle and
fourteen rings, including a gold one with sapphires, two with a
“red stone in the manner of a sekryt,” two with a sekryt, one with
a hrezokyt, one with a hyacinth, one with a ruby, and one with a
diamond.

Two households had medium-size collections: those of Anna
Zluticka z Bernaredku and Mikulds Raze z Vorliéné. Anna
Zluticka z Bernareéku possessed a golden comb with a garmet
and twenty-five rings. Mikula§ Ruze z Vorlicné had two gold
rings, one with a stone and one without, and twenty-three rings
“on a string.”

Small collections consisting of one or only a few items were
found in the households of the Utraquist administrator Daniel
Rubin ze Zvovir and imperial guard Thomas Kyndrmon. Daniel
Rubin ze Zvovif owned one golden necklace, one ring with a pearl,
and one ring with a ruby. Thomas Kyndromon owned three rings:
two gold ones with supply (unknown gem), and one broken, gold
one with a ruby.

Clothing accessories other than jewelry containing gold, silver,
or rare gems and stones are found in twenty-three households in
the center of the New City. The most common pieces were belts
made of silver, owned by Jan Kalivoda, Thomas Kyndrmon,

%9 24 of 56, or 43%.

% The scale used for the size of jewelry collections was chosen as
appropriate for the data of this study. No other classification system is
known. It is a relative scale arising out of the comparison of collections of
individuals in the study. It is not based on any absolute numerical values.
“Large” refers to the largest collection in the sample along with those similar
to it, etc. Considering the exceptional nature of the workmanship it seemed
reasonable to use a relative rather than an absolute scale.
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Martin Masopust, Vaclav Vodicka, or belts made of cloth with
ornamental pieces of gold or silver, such as a “belt with a silver
chain with a golden apple on it” owned by Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif,
Jan Kriz, and Jifik Svik z Lukonos. Matéj Brzobohaty had a “belt
with pearls and a copper lock” and a “gilded silver belt with small
clocks on it.”

Other accessories in New City homes were coats with twenty-
four silver buttons, owned by Matéj Brzobohaty and Vaclav
Kamaryt z Rovin and ornamental hats, such as “the pearl hat
with gold” owned by Jifik Svik z Lukonos. Mikula§ Ruze z
Vorlicné possessed an “old bag (taska) with silver buttons and
stones.”

Women’s clothing accessories were either more decorative
than men’s or were at least described that way. The collection of
Maryanna Pergerova, wife of Jilji Perger z Castalovic, consisted of
a silver belt with golden locks, a silver belt with thirty-one golden
dots (puklickami), a silver belt with thirty-four silver dots, two
smallers belts with silver dots, a pearl hat with fifty-four golden
dots, and four colored hats with gold. Her neighbor across the
street, Anna Zluticky z Bernarecku, owned a “cloth belt with a
gilded silver chain with apples and decorated with garnet,” a
“silver belt with silver blade and knife,” and another “silver belt
with a silver blade and two knives.”

Burghers and other city dwellers who lived in the center of the
New City of Prague collected pieces of art with styles, motifs, and
objects from nature and the exotic. Jan Kfiz owned a “silver
apple;” Jilji Perger z Castalovic had “a gilded silver apple.” Vaclav
Kamaryt z Rovin owned “a pear in silver.” Martin Masopust
owned two corals. Zikmund Vodak had an “ivory comb” and a
“crystal stone.” Jan Kriz owned a number of pearl necklaces.

Exotic nuts and shells fashioned with silver, gold, and gems in
ornamental drinking vessels, common pieces in the Kunstkammer
of the emperor and noble circles, were in two New City
households. Jifik Svik z Lukonos possessed “an Indian nut in
gilded silver with a cover” and “a nutmeg fashioned into silver.”
Matéj Brzobohaty had two large vessels made out of ostrich eggs.

Other items include circles made of gold and silver and coins.
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had a silver seal. Vaclav Kamaryt z
Rovin had “two groschen with pictures of the deceased Kamaryt
the Elder, one silver, one gold.”
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1.4.8. BOOKS

Books represent a special kind of cultural commodity. Their
primary value relates not to their economic worth or rarity, as
printed books could be quite inexpensive, but rather to their link
to written culture. In addition to this intellectual value, books
could also be valued for their workmanship.

Many residents of the New City had books but only a fraction
of these can be classified as libraries; in other words, a collection
of books in a specially allocated space.>! In burgher houses in
the center of the New City, books were located in thirty-eight
(sixty-six percent) of fifty-six households. A quarter of the
households had only a handful of books (one to three books};
approximately half had small collections (four to twenty-six
books).52 Four households had medium-sized book collections
(twenty-six to one hundred books). Three households had large-
sized book collections (more than one hundred books).

Table 1.4.10 Large and Medium-size Book Collections in New City
Homes
Household No of Books
Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 148
846-11)
Anna Zluticky z Bernarecku (House no. 123 tot.; 34 in House no. 792-
792-11 & the New Structure) 11, 89 in the New Structure
Jifik Svik z Lukonos (House no. 792-11 111 tot.; 60 in House no. 792-
& the New Structure) I, 51 in the New Structure
Mikulas Rhze z Vorlicné (House no. 88
853-1II)
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 56
747-11)
Vaclav Vodicka (Horse Market) 41
Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 28
791-11)

51Jifi PeSek uses the term “library” to refer to an individual’s books. I find it
more useful to make a distinction between “book collections” and “libraries”;
“book collections” are just what the name designates; ‘libraries” refer to a
collection found in a specific location. See J. PeSek, “Inwestycje kulturalne
mieszczan praskich przed 1620 r.” (note 42), pp. 335-342.

52 For the size of the book collection, I adopt the scale used by Jifi PeSek:
small collection (4-25 books), medium (26-100), and large (100+). See J.
Pesek, “Inwestycje kulturalne miesyczan praskich przed 1620 r.”(note 42), p.
335.
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As a whole, the book collections in this section of the city
corresponded in size with those of the city as a whole for this
period. The larger individual collections in the New City, however,
tended to be small. As a comparison, two Utraquist pastors of
this period had book collections three times as large.53 The
conservative Utraquist administrator, Vaclav Daéicky who lived in
the New City settlement around St. Clement’s Church, had one of
the largest book collections in the city: 349 printed books.
Mikulas Rejsky z Hefinanova Méstce, pastor of St. Aegidius (Sv.
Jilji) in the Old City, had 302 books when he died in 1602. In
contrast, Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif, administrator of St. Henry (Sv.
Jindiicha) in the New City, had only four books.

Also, there were ten-percent more medium-size and ten-
percent fewer small book collections in this section of the New
City than in Prague as a whole during this period.5*

Half of all the books (forty-eight percent) in New City Prague
burgher homes had religious themes.55 The religious books
included bibles (New and Old Testaments) and books of psalms,
prayers, and sermons. At least four percent of the books dealt
with historical topics, two percent with law, and a handful with
medicine or healing56 The most common law books are
collections of “urban law” (prdavo méstskeé) and estate law (ziizeni
zemske).57

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin’s book collection, the largest in the
center of the New City (one hundred forty-eight books total),
consisted of more than eighty books having a religious theme,

53J. PeSek, “Knihovny prazskych piedbélohorskych farafu” [Libraries of
Prague Ministers in the Pre-White Mountain Period], DP IX (1991), p. 418.
54 In this part of the city, 8% of all the inventories had book collections
larger than 100. For the city as a whole in the period 1571-1620, the figure
is 7%. J. PeSek, “Inwestyce kulturaljne miesyczan praskich przed 1620 r.”
(note 42), p. 335.
55 28% have religious titles; approximately another 22% are identified in the
inventories along with other books. Information about book subjects are
provided by approximately two-thirds of the books in the study.
560n healing and medical book collections of the period, see J. PesSek,
“Zdravotni literatura v prazskych méstanskych knihovnach prelomu 16. a
17. stoleti” {Medical Literature in Libraries of Prague Burghers on the
Turning-Point of the 16* and 17t Centuries|, DP VII/1: 236-252.
57 A more extensive breakdown of book collections by themes can be found
in Part II of this study. For a comparison of book collections in the New City
of Prague with Strasbourg of the period, see M. Chrisman, Lay Culture,
Learned Culture: Books and Social Change in Strasbourg, 1480-1599, New
Haven & London, 1982.
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included the works of Augustine (the City of God), Martin Luther,
and Hussite and Bohemian Brethren authors; works on urban
law; two historical calendars; and an herbal book. Anna Zluticka
z Bernarecku’s book collection (one hundred twenty-three books)
included a Czech bible, an “everyday” Evangelium, five “prayer
and other” books, and twenty-seven calendars.

The book collection of Jifik Svik z Lukonos, Anna’s husband,
was comparable in size (one hundred eleven books total) to that of
Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, but varied more in theme. It included
forty books of “various classical authors,” and two school books.
The modest book collection of Daniel Rubin 2ze Zvovif,
administrator of the Utraquist parish St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha),
consisted of one song book of the Bohemian Brethren, one
medical book, and two books of unknown theme.

Among the small collections, religious books were the most
popular. Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké possessed nine books: three
bibles, one song book (in Czech), one book of Spangenberg’s
sermons, three books on estate law, and an additional book on an
unknown topic. Ladislav Gallus z Rajsténa, who lived in the
house across the street from the Nejedly house, also possessed
nine books: one Czech bible, four books of sermons (in German),
a book of Spangenberg’s sermons (in Czech), a book entitled
Gulden Areh (in German), a book of estate law, and a book of
urban law. Jan Kalivoda’s collection of nine books included one
book of Master Jan Haberman’s sermons (in Czech), another book
of sermons by an unknown author (in Czech), the prolegomena of
the dissertation of Petrus Codicillus, and a few miscellaneous
books. Mandalena Grafeus, the wife of the painter Baptista
Grafeus, possessed five books: three books of prayers, one book of
songs, and the New Testament (in Czech).

Of those who had only a handful of books, the books were
almost all religious in theme, usually a bible. Jan Brzobohaty
possessed only two books: a bible and a book of psalms (both in
Czech); Ciprian Lopatsky, a bible and an herbal book; Katerina
Vodickova, a Czech bible and a book of Spangenberg’s sermons;
Martin Hranicky possessed one book, a Czech bible; Vit Vodicka,
a Czech bible printed by Melantrich.

In a few cases, the book design was also described. Katefina
Vodickova possessed a Czech bible “in red leather;: Jan Kalivoda
a book of Czech sermons “in white leather.” Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku possessed a Czech bible “bound in black silk with
silver” and a German bible decorated “with silver studs.” Account
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and debt registers were sometimes decorated in a similar fashion.
Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku had three registers (two of them beer
registers) in red leather.

1.4.9. NEW CITY RESIDENTS - RELIGIOUS ART & RENOVATION
OF CHURCH STRUCTURES

In addition to books with religious themes, indications of
religious piety can be found in other material objects with
religious motifs.

Art objects with religious motifs include Anna Zluticky z
Bernarecku’s “golden cross shaped into a key.” Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku had a silver cross and silver heart. Bartoloméj Zvonar
z Cimperku possessed five crucifixes. Jifik Svik z Lukonos had a
silver crucifix and a “large coral necklace with a groschen coin
with a passion motif and a pearl.” Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir had “a
silver heart with a passion motif on it” and a “golden groschen
with crucifix motiv on it.” Vit Vodicka had a “golden groschen
with the passion motif and pearl on it.”

For reasons that are unclear, only fifteen percent of paintings
and other works of art had religious motifs, as opposed to two-
thirds of all books in Prague inventories of the period.>8

Six of the pictures owned by individuals in the study from the
New City had a religious theme. The noble Tobias Nejedly z
Vysoké possessed one picture of Adam and Eve. The burgher
Magdalena Hvézdova had one of the birth of Christ and one of
Christ’s baptism. Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had three paintings
of saints, including those of SS. Vaclav and Adalbert (Vojtéch in
Czech), two patron saints of Bohemia. Zikmund Zvonar z
Cimperku, Brikci’s brother, possessed one of the Virgin Mary.5°

While books, paintings, and art with religious themes and
motifs do demonstrate a widespread interest in religious among

58J. PeSek, “Vytvarna dila s nabozZenskou tematikou v prazskych
predbélohorskych interiérech” [Artisanal Work with Religious Themes in
Prague Interiors of the Pre-White Mountain Period], Uméni 30 (1982): 263-
267.

%9In a breakdown of pictures and other works of art with a religious theme
according to property ownership of collectors, Jifi PeSek noted that the
largest group of collectors of this genre owned only one house or slightly
more; see J. PeSek, “Vytvarna dila s nabozenskou” (note 58), p. 265. In the
group under study, Magdalena Hvézdova and Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku
each had one house but Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had four houses, and
Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké had three houses.
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residents of the New City, they do not reveal confessional
affiliation or the support of Prague residents for Catholic renewal.
For these areas one needs to look elsewhere.

In 1591, the administrators of St. Adalbert (Sv. Vojtécha)
complained to the Six-Man Council of the New City that Jindrich
Tichy took bricks from the roof and carried them to a structure
that he was building in his garden without the permission of the
administrators. Besides his removing the bricks, they complained
further that the garden on which he was building had been given
to the settlement by an earlier house owner.6® Jindrich Tichy’s
removal of bricks might be explained as self-serving or less than
“pious.” His relationship to church structures, however, may not
have been significantly different from that of his neighbors.

Only 3.3% of all New City burghers for whom civic wills are
extant for the period 1571 to 1620 left gifts to ecclesiastical
institutions, hospitals, or parish literary brotherhoods.®! Only six
were inhabitants of the center of the New City for whom property
and other information is available.

Table 1.4.11 Gifts to Ecclesiastical Institutions in Civic Wills
of Inhabitants of the Center of the New City
Individual Institution Amount Purpose
(Groschen|]
Krystof Hasik62 St. Stephen 10 kop Wine
Magdalena Hvézdova®®  St. Stephen 70 kop Repair
Meissen
New City 400 kop Poor in
Council Meissen Hospitals
Katerina Kobiska®* St. Lazarus 100 kop Repair
Meissen
Chapel of the 100 kop Decoration of
Body of Christ Meissen Interior
St. Peter on 200 kop -
the Portici Meissen
St. Martin-in- 100 kop -
the-Wall

60 AMP 2149 f. 189a.

6128 out of 835; J. PeSek, “Prazské knihy kSaftl a inventafu. Prispévek k
jejich struktufe a vyvoje v dobé predbélohorské” [Prague Civic Will and
Inventory Books. Contribution to their Structure and Development in the
Pre-White Mountain Period], PSH 15 (1982), pp. 73-76.

62 AMP 2207 {. 361a.

63 AMP 2209 f. 150a.

64 AMP 22009 f. 343a.

102



Jan Kriz6s St. Henry SO kop Completion of
Meissen tower
St. Stephen 100 kop -
Meissen
Jifik Lesnaree Karlov 20 kop Construction
Monastery Meissen of Chapel St.
Marketa
St. Stephen S0 kop Construction
Meissen of bell
Rehof Pateks? St. Martin-in- 29 kop
the-Wall Czech
St. Jakub in - (where
the city of parents are
No gifts -11 Pribram buried)
individuals.s®

Of these six residents of the center of the New City who left
gifts to ecclesiastical institutions, four allocated funds for repair
or renovation of structures; specifically, for the repair of the tower
of St. Henry’s (Sv. Jindficha), and the bell tower of St. Stephen’s
(Sv. Stépana), and for the construction of the Chapel of St.
Marketa in the Karlov Monastery.

A new tower was installed on St. Henry’s (Sv. JindFicha) in
1585. The Sadeler engraving of 1606 provides a pictorial
representation of this tower, showing the Gothic elements that it
retained in its upper portion.5® The tower was evidently placed
slightly off mark, because it fell off on the day after its ceremonial
lowering onto the church, causing damage to the rectory before
landing on church grounds. The repair of the new tower was
supervised by Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif, administrator of the parish.
It involved the support of leading citizens of the New City. Jan
Facilis Boleslavsky, the then current pastor, recorded in the
parish records the names of the New City burghers who assisted

6s AMP 2209 f. 125a.
56 AMP 2209 f. 27 1a.
67 AMP 2209 f. 223b.
68 Martin Cukraf, Baptista Grafeus, Vaclav Hradecky, Martin Hranicky,
Buryan Kotlaf, Markyta Kotlafka, Martin Masopust, Anna Steflkova, Adam
Tatek, Brikci Jan z Cimperku, BartoS Zvonar z Cimperku.
69 K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho kostela famniho, fary a sSkoly Sv. Jindficha a
Sv. Kunhuty v Novém Mésté Prazském [Records of the Main Parish Church,
Parsonage, and Schools of SS. Henry and Kunhuta in the New City of
Prague], Praha 1869, p. 94.
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in the total repair of the tower.’¢ Four of the benefactors were
prominent residents of the New City: Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin,
Daniel Svik z Lukonos, Martin Masopust, and Daniel Rubin ze
Zvovif. The renovation of the tower dome with copper was
undertaken by the smith Tomas Krumlovsky of Siroka Street for
35 kop Meissen groschen. The star was constructed by a
locksmith named Simon for one kop groschen.”!

In 1591, the tower underwent additional repairs during which
a new bell was also installed which carried the inscription: “this
bell was cast in the year of the lord 1591 by me, Vavrinec Hodinar
[the bell maker] in the New City of Prague.””?2 Being a bellmaker,
Vavfinec probably lived in Siroka Street with Brikci Zvonaf z
Cimperku and Tomas Krumlovsky.

In addition to gifts for upkeep and repair, parish records
document twenty-five monetary gifts for unspecific purposes to
St. Henry (Sv. Jindricha) for the period 1550-1611. The gifts were
modest in size, ranging from 2 to 80 kop groschen (with one
exceptional gift of 100 kop groschen). None of the gift givers were
residents of the New City in this study.”? Only four of these
individuals left monetary gifts for unspecified purposes in their
civic wills.

The widespread presence of religious motifs and themes in
literature and art in New City Prague burgher houses in the late

7The New City burghers who assisted in the repair of the tower of St.
Henry’s church in 1585 were: Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (Imperial Appelate
Court), Jan Cernohorsky (New City Primas), Daniel Svik z Lukonos (Office of
the Chamberlain of the Castle), Martin Masopust (New City Senator), Lukas
Tunsky z Taurmberku (New City Senator), Vaclav Neknirsky (New City
Senator), Matéj Hostounsky z Kosmackova (Prokurator), Vaclav z KaliSté z
Otrsfeldu (Prokurator), Simon Kamaryt z Rovin, Daniel Rubin (Administrator
St. Henry’s), Elia§ Rosina (Principal Notary of the New City), Jan Bakalare,
Cyrill (Brother of Jan, Administrator of the Latin circle), Daniel Chrudimslcy
(literary circle), Pavel Balous (literary circle), Pavel Taborsky (Hejtman of St.
Henry’s quarter), Jan Bakalar Kolinsky (administrator of the Czech circle),
Doctor Jakob od Mathias, Vaviinec Hodinaf, Vaclav Kbelsly z Kapi Hory,
FrantiSek NejSnar; from the Pamatna kniha f. I. 224 as quoted in K. Navratil,
Pameéti hlavniho kostela farniho, fary a §koly Sv. Jindficha (note 68), pp. 97-
8.
71 K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho kostela farniho, fary a Skoly Sv. Jindficha
(note 69), p. 97.
72 K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho kostela farniho, fary a §koly Sv. Jindficha
(note 69), pp. 94-95.
73 For a list of the gifts and gift-givers, see K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho
kostela farniho, fary a §koly Sv. Jindficha (note 69), pp. 89-90.
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16t century shows that the Hussite Revolution, like the
Evangelical Protestant movement, did not destroy piety in art.74
Considering the Hussite attack on wealth, the large collection of
gold and silver especially by Utraquist administrator Daniel Rubin
ze Zvovir of the Church of St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha), but also by
other Utraquists, such as Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, is also
interesting. They demonstrate the belief or practice that churches
needed to be poor. This did not mean, however, that the
administrators or believers had to be.

1.4.10. MATERIAL CULTURE AND THE CREATION OF SOCIAL
TIES

Beyond serving just the functional needs as home and work
place, the material culture of the house, which included the
structure of the house and all the objects in it, served the
residents of the New City in a number of important social and
cultural functions. Above all, it aided in the creation, definition,
and shaping of ties of kinship, friendship, neighborhood, and
spirituality. In doing so, it helped to define the borders of one’s
world.’S For example, the participation of prominent and less
prominent burghers in the repair of the parish church of St.
Henry (Sv. Jindficha), discussed above, is an indication of the
strong affiliation with the New City rather than with the larger
landscape of the four cities of Prague.

Serving as an executor on large and small estates served to
create ties of potential or real influence between burghers. Daniel
Svik z Lukonos and Jilji Perger z Castalovic, who lived across the
street from one another, served as executors for Vaclav Kamaryt z
Rovin, who lived at the other end of the Horse Market. The three
men were among the most powerful in the New City. dJan
Kamaryt z Rovin served as executor of Ladislas Gallus z RajStejna

7 In Art and the Reformation in Germany, Athens, Ohio, 1979, Carl
Christensen addressed the issue of whether the Protestant movements of the
16% century destroyed religious piety in light of the iconoclastic attacks.
Since then, a number of works have sought to highlight the ways Protestant
movements have positively shaped visual culture. See R.W. Scribner, For the
Sake of Simple Folk. Popular Propoganda for the German Reformation,
Cambridge 1981; and K. Zapalac, In His Image and Likeness: Political
Iconography and Religious Change in Regensburg, 1500-1600, Ithaca 1990.
7S On the relationship of urban space to social ties in early modern Europe,
see C. Klapisch-Zuber, Women, Family and Ritual in Renaissance Italy,
Chicago 198S.
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from House no. 749-1I in Siroka Street. Vaclav Haldecky of the
Horse Market had Buryan Kotlar of Siroka Street as an executor.

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku served as an executor of the modest
estate of Katefina Zivnostkova.’®¢ As compensation Katefina left
Brikci 30 kop Prague groschen. To Brikci this was certainly a
small, token sum, indicating perhaps that this tie to him may
have been a sign of good will. Having Brikci serve as executor
was certainly a matter of prestige to Katerina. This relationship
indicates perhaps that to people of lesser means, prestigious ties
might be sought from the same street. Mikulas Jordan, for
example, who lived on the west side of Siroka Street, served as an
executor for Melichar Fayfr, a locksmith living on the east side of
the street.

Business and personal debts represent another certain kind of
material relationship. A cloth merchant such as Adam Tatek
owed money to, and was owed money by, over a hundred people,
including the city councilors Vaclav Vodicka (30 kop groschen)
and Martin Masopust (8 kop groschen 45), who were his
neighbors. Adam Tatek owed 12 kop 16 groschen to Anna
Zluticka z Bernarecku for beer, 22 kop groschen to Mataus
Zluticky z Bernareéku for some unknown reason, and 6 groschen
24 to Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku for an unknown reason.

The material and spatial worlds of most of the inhabitants of
the center of the New City in the late 16% and early 17% century
only sketch out some of the outlines of the various worlds in
which they lived. As with all large European cities in the early
modern period, the borders and ties between residents were
intertwined and precarious. They included the ties defined by
blood, administration and geography; ties of family, occupation
and parish affilation;?? ties of sociability, including those of
friendship, godparentage of confraternities;”® and those of a more
ephemeral nature.?®

76 AMP 2208 f. 160b.

77C. Klapisch-Zuber, Women, Family and Ritual in Renaissance Italy (note
75); J. Janacek, “Hranice mezi Prazany” {Borders between Praguers], Kniha
o Praze (1965): 245-263.

78 J.-P. Gutton, La sociabilité villageoise dans I’'ancienne France: Socidarités
et voisinages du XVIe au XVlIile siécle, Paris 1971; R. Schneider, Public Life
in Toulouse 1463-1790. From Municipal Republic to Cosmopolitan City,
Ithaca & London 1989; R.F.E. Weissman, Ritual Brotherhood in
Renaissance Florence, New York 1981.

79 N.Z. Davis, “Glaube und nachbarschaftliche Beziehungen. Die Steine von
Ste. Croix” in Frauen und Gesellschaft am Beginn der Neuzeit. Studien aber
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For many who lived around the Horse Market in the late 16%
and early 17% centuries, their lives were focused on the New City.
Property and commercial ties did not largely intersect with those
of the Old City except in the cases of merchants such as Adam
Tatek. This economic border, however, did not necessarily define
a social border. Unfortunately, we do not have records of those
New City residents who went for communion in the Old City to
the Catholic parish of St. Jacob, or who were attracted to the
Jesuit College.

As an artisan - a producer of material culture - Brikci Zvonaf
z Cimperku’s ties extended well beyond Siroka Street and the New
City. His grandfather made a bell for Ferdinand I. Bricki made
bells for churches all over Bohemia, including one for the Chapel
of Jan Hus on the Small Side.8® He also made a bell personally
dedicated to Petr Vok Rosenberg of Bohemia’s leading noble
family in Krumlov in Southern Bohemia. Brikci’s business ties
with Catholic circles did not interfere with his ties to the
Utraquist churches of St. Stephen (Sv. Stépdna) where he was a
parishioner, or to St. Henry’s (Sv. Jindficha) where he was a
member of the literary society. Brikci’'s next-door neighbor,
Markyta Kotarka, who took over the metal-working shop of her
husband Buryan Kotlar upon his death, produced bath tubs for
the imperial court.

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s neighbor across the street, Jan
Kobis z Bytysky, had ties that also extended beyond Siroka Street;
he studied at the university and taught at the Old City schools of
St. Nicholas (Sv. MikulaSe) and Mary-on-the-Teyn. He also wrote
a book on the measuring of wine barrels.®! The professional ties
in Bohemia of the imperial builder Bonifacius Wolmut extended
way beyond the Habsburg court. In his later years, probably

Familie, Religion und Wandlungsfahigkeiten des sozialen Kdorpers,
Frankfurt/Main 1989; “The Sacred and the Body Social in Sixteenth-
Century Lyon” Past and Present 90 (1980}): 40-70; R. Trexler, Public Life in
Renaissance Florence, New York 1989; Persons in groups: social behavior as
identity formation in medieval and Renaissance Europe, Binghampton 1985.
8 F. Hrejsa, U Salvatora. Z déjin evangelické cirkve v Praze (1609-1632) [At
St. Salvatore. About the History of the Evangelical Church in Prague 1609-
1632] Praha 1930.

81 Jan Kobi$ z BytySky, Sprava aneb narceni o mérach vinnych sudu [On the
Construction of Wine Barrels], 1596.
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during the time he lived in the New City, he built the Peter and
Paul Church in Kralovice .82

1.4.11. THE HIERARCHY OF CHOICES

A survey of the innovations in architecture, interior design,
and the collections of exceptional and valuable cultural objects
embraced by New City burghers and city dwellers shows their
piecemeal adoption. With regards to architecture, interior design,
and art, ones sees no attempt by city dwellers to adopt
Renaissance innovations as a total cultural system but merely as
an addition to familiar medieval possessions. The collections of
city dwellers was a hodgepodge or jumble of the traditional and
the new, the high and low - a new window on every other home,
portraits in a few, a handful of marble tables, all amidst rather
traditional surroundings.

Behind the hodgepodge and jumble one can identify a
hierarchy of choice. Architectural structural changes on the
exterior of the house, especially the construction of new
Renaissance windows and doors, represent the most common
innovation chosen, followed by collections of books, exceptional
dishware, general art objects, jewelry, valuable clothing
accessories, and pictures. The individual burgher or city dweller
invested most readily in portals, books, and paintings; then, in
decreasing order, in general art objects, jewelry, clothing
accessories, and pictures.

Table 1.4.12 The Hierarchy of Choice - Renaissance
and other Cultural Innovations in the New City
Prague Burgher Homes

Percentage of Homes

Book Collections 68%
Exceptional Dishware 64%
Exterior Structural 50%
Changes

General Art Objects 46%
Jewelry 43%
Exceptional Clothes 39%
Pictures 38%

82 Renaissance in Bohmen, F. Seibt (Hrsg.), note 1, p. 106; J. Krcalova,
“Kostel sv. Petra a Pavla v Kralovicich a Bonifac Wolmut” [The Church of SS.
Peter and Paul in Kralovice and Bonifacius Wolmut|, Uméni 20/4 (1972):
297-317.
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This hierarchy of choice represents only a rough illustration of
modes. It does not provide a picture of the breakdown of choice
within a particular household, nor does it provide any
understanding of why specific individuals chose some innovations
and not others.

Individual choice alone does not explain why certain cultural
objects were collected more than others. While burghers and city
dwellers had a similar set of options as nobles had in fashioning
their living space, the actual construction of this space - the
physical structure of the burgher house, its interior design, and
the collection of objects in it - were bounded by the limits of the
economy. The explanation for actual choices by individuals lies
beyond the sphere of economic limitations.

Of the selected art and cultural objects, only books and
general art objects were represented in more than half of the
households. Only the households of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku
and her husband Jifik Svik z Lukonos contained an exceptional
collection of pictures, jewelry, artistic dishware, general art, and
books. Other households have strengths in some areas,
weaknesses in others. Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir possessed only four
books but accumulated fairly exceptional jewelry, clothing
accessories, and general art. The only art and cultural object of
mention possessed by Tobids§ Nejedly z Vysoké was his
monogrammed dishware.

How do we understand this piecemeal, hodgepodge approach
by individual residents of the New City? Was each a well-
endowed family man, tasteful collector, or wily spectator?83 A
breakdown of individual collections can provide only a partial
answer. The next chapter will further examine the meaning of
collecting art in this hodgepodge setting.

83 This question has been raised for the general city dweller in early modern
Europe in the provocative work: K. Pomian, Collectors and Curiousities.
Paris and Venice, 1500-1800, Cambridge 1990.
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I.5. Chests, Cabinets, Armoires - Burgher
Kunstikkammer? The Bohemian Renaissance on
the Horse Market

In the second courtyard of the Prague Castle in two rooms on
the first and second floors above the stables was located the
famous Kunstkammer of Emperor Rudolf II, the largest and best
collection of art in Europe of its day. In the newly constructed
Spanish room was a picture gallery. Next to it was the New
Room, a hall for the display of sculpture, which was articulated
into niches, in which were placed stucco and bronze statues. The
ceilings of both rooms had illusionist paintings. In a series of
smaller, vaulted rooms in the adjoining wing were placed objets
arts, small structures, jewels, books, and natural objects.!

Near the Prague castle in palaces of prominent noble families,
such as the Lobkovicky, Rosenberg and Neuhaus (panu z Hradce),
and of the less priminent, such as Pavel Sixt Trautson, there were
representational rooms - kabinet, pansky pokoj, mazhaus -
specially allocated for the display and storage of paintings,
precious silver and gold objects, and books.2

The imperial Kunstkammer and the representational rooms in
noble palaces on Castle Hill and the Small Side reflected a new
awareness of art, nature, and the exotic, which manifested itself
in the fondness for collecting “whatsoever singularity, chance, and
the shuffle of things hath produced” and their ordering and

! T.D. Kaufmann, “Remarks on the Collections of Rudolf I the
Kunstkammer as a Form of Representatio,” Art Journal 38 (Fall 1978), p.
23. See also E. Fucikova, “The Collection of Rudolf II at Prague. Cabinet of
Curiousities or Scientific Museum,” The Origins of Museums: The Cabinet of
Curiousities or Scientific Museum, O. Impey & A. MacGregor (eds.), Oxford
1985; B. Bukovinska, “Die Kunst- und Schatzkammer Rudolf II. Der Weg
vom Rohmaterial zum Sammlungsobjekt als Erkenntnisprojekt,” Der Zugang
zum Kunstwerk: Schatzkammer, Salon, Ausstellung, “Museum,” Akten des
XXV. Internationalen Kongresses fur Kunstgeschichte, Wien, 1983, Wien,
Koln & Graz 1986.

2 F. Seibt (Hrsg., Renaissance in Bohmen, Minchen 1988; E. Poche,
Prazské palace [Prague Palaces|, Praha 1977; V. Ledvinka, “Dium panu z
Hradce pod Stupni (Pfispévek k poznani geneze a funkci renesancniho
Slechtického palace v Praze) [The Palace of the Neuhaus Lords under the
Steps (Towards an Understanding of the Genesis and Function of a
Renaissance Noble Palace in Prague], FHB 10 (1986} 269-316; J. Krcalova,
“Palac panti z Rozmberka,” Uméni 18 (1970): 469-483.
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organization into special chambers and cabinets for their
contemplation or display.3

Below the castle, in homes on and around the Horse Market in
the New City, burghers and city inhabitants accumulated many of
the same types of cultural objects and adopted many of the same
styles as those found in court and noble circles, although not in
the same quantity. A more fundamental difference between art
collections on Castle Hill and those in the cities below the castle,
however, was not their size and composition, but their setting and
organization. In contrast to the emperor’s Kunstkammer and the
art picture galleries, libraries, and silver chambers of the nobles,
the setting of art in burgher homes in the New City was not in
rooms specially designed for their display but in chests and
armoires located in multi-functional rooms. Within these chests
and armoires, art objects were often mixed together with objects
of the same type, as well as with quite ordinary objects. This
distinctive setting and organization helps us to understand the
piecemeal and hodgepodge ways burghers and other city dwellers
adopted and appropriated Renaissance styles and modes, and to
better access what Renaissance styles and new attitudes towards
ecclesiastical culture meant to urban residents.*

3 Reference is from Francis Bacon’s Gestra Grayorum (1594), as quoted in
the introduction to The Origins of Museums, O. Impey & A. MacGregor
(eds.), note 1. In the past ten years, collections of art, nature and the exotic
have been an active area of scholarly research. The Origins of Museums
provides an introduction to the literature around its date of publications. A
few important works among the plethora of studies which have appeared
since then are: A. Schnapper, Le géant, la licorne, la tulipe. Collection
francaises au XVlle siécle, Paris 1988; K. Pomian, Collectors and
Curiousities. Paris and Venice, 1500-1800, Cambridge 1990; Jonathan
Brown, Kings and Connoisseurs: Collecting Art in Seventeenth-Century
Europe, Princeton 1993. Curiosity cabinets have been the subject of a few
recent exhibitions: A. Lugli, Naturalia et Mirabilia. 1 collezionismo
encyclopedico  nelle Wunderkammern d’Europa, Milano 1983;
Wunderkammer. XLII. Esposizione Internationale d’Arte la Biennale di
Venezia, Venezia 1986; Schatzkastchen und Kabinettsschrank. Mdbel fir
Sammler, Berlin 1989; Der Zugang zum Kunstwerk: Schatzkammer, Salon,
Ausstellung,”"Museum;” J. Kenneth (ed.), The Age of the Marvelous, Hanover,
NH, 1991. See also T.D. Kaufman, “From the Mastery of the World to the
Mastery of Nature,” chapter seven of The Mastery of Nature. Aspects of Art,
Science and Humanism in the Renaissance, Princeton 1993.

4 While many studies have focused on the composition of art collections,
Elisabeth Scheicher has drawn attention to their setting and organization; E.
Scheicher, Die Kunst- und Wunderkammern der Habsburger, Wien,
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1.5.1. BOOK LOCATIONS AND LIBRARIES

The house in the visual world of Johannes Amos Comenius
had a “study room” (German Studierstube; Czech pokoj k uceni),
which...

...is the place where the student separated from other people sits by
himself to pursue his studies, in which he reads books that are open before
him on the reading pult, and from which he writes notes in his notebook or
underlines or writes a star on the side of the margin.s

A room specially designed for the storage of books (i.e. a
library), similar to the Comenius study began to appear in
Bohemian noble palaces in the middle of the 16 century.® While
some residents of the New City accumulated sizable book
collections, only in a handful of cases can they be classified as
“libraries” or “studies” in the strict sense.

That is not to say, however, that books were kept randomly
throughout the house. In small and medium-size households
books were usually found only in one or two locations of the
house; in large households, up to five locations. Neither the size
of the collection nor the size of the household was a determining
factor in the setting of the book collection. While one cannot
define a single characteristic type of location where books were
kept, three general types of locations can be identified: bedrooms
with a presentational or representational quality (i.e. a room that
is designated to be a sleeping location for a specific person or
persons, containing their personal belongings, such as their
clothes as well as decorative furnishings and art work);
presentational or representational rooms without beds (usually

Munchen & Zirich 1979; “The Collection of Archduke Ferdinand II at Schlof
Ambras: its purpose, composition and evolution,” The Origins of Museums,
O. Impey & A. MacGregor (eds.), note 1, pp. 29-38.

5 J.A. Comenius, Orbis Pictus Sensualis. Die Sichtbare Welt. Alithato Vilag.
Svét Spatfujici, Original edition 1685, Reprint Praha 1989, XCVIil, pp. 198-
99.

6 Only two “librairies” from the period have survived in Bohemia; one in the
Castle of Grof Ullersdorf, and another in Bfeznice Castle which was
founded in 1558 by Katerina von Lokschan. F. Seibt (Hrsg.), Renaissance in
Bdéhmen (note 2), p. 213.
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svietnice and mazhaus), and locations used primarily for storage
(“cellars” and “chambers”).”

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin’s collection of 148 books, the largest
among the individuals in the center of the New City of whom
inventories are available, was distributed among three locations of
his house. In all three of these locations there were beds; in two,
art objects were also stored. In the svietnice, the books were kept
in a cabinet along with documents, coins, and other art objects.®
In a “cellar off the mdzhaus” thirty-one books were exclusively
stored in one chest.?

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku's collection of one-hundred
twenty-three books was divided between the Zluticky house
(thirty-four books) and the new structure or nové staveni (eighty-
nine books) The books in the Zluticky house were in four
locations (in one of which beds are found). Two books were in a
“cellar” (sklep) with boxes and trunks containing documents,
clothes, coins, and art objects.!® Twenty were stored exclusively
in a trunk which was located in a small room (maly pokoj
decorated with twenty-three pictures, two tapestries, two large
tables, two small tables, two candlestick holders, a saltbox, some
dishware, and guns.!! I[n an adjacent komora, four books were
kept in a long chest along with four tapestries, two jugs, a
drinking bottle, some dishware, a tin salt holder, and a spit.!? In
a large suvietnice, books were stored in a desk along with art
objects, dishware, documents, bed linen, and textiles in a room
that was decorated with two portraits of the Holy Roman Emperor
and five antlers, and furnished with two large mirrors, three
tables, two benches upholstered in leather, five chairs, a set of
armor, and a gun.!?

In the large svietnice in the new structure Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku kept twenty-nine books in a cabinet along with four

7 These locations make up 40 of S6 or 72% of all locations where books are
kept.

8 Svietnice (location 17) of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II).

¢ Sklep na velkém mazhauze of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-1II).

10 Sklep (location 1) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-1I).

11 Maly pokoj (location 3) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-II).
12 Komora (location 10) of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku (House no. 792-1I).

13 Svietnice velka (location 6) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no.
792-11).
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registers.!* In a pokoj two books were exclusively stored in a
chest.15

Jifik Svik z Lukonos’ collection of one-hundred eleven books
was divided between the Zluticky house (sixty books) and the new
structure (fifty-one books). In a komora of the Zluticky house,
seven books were listed in the inventory alone and forty-one were
exclusively located in a cabinet located in a room in which large
amounts of clothes and art objects were stored.!® In this room,
seven books were also kept alone in no piece of furniture. In the
mazhaus in the new structure, five books were exclusively stored
in a standing cabinet which was located in a room together with
miscellaneous iron objects.!” In a komora, two books were ex-
clusively stored in a tin chest.18

In the house of Jilji Perger z Castalovic, books were distributed
among five locations, two of which were furnished with beds. In
the “dry cellar,” one newly printed bible was kept in a small chest
along with two belts, an old gilded silver spoon, and a gilded silver
apple.!’® In the swvietnice which was decorated with seventeen
framed pictures, a table, five leather-upholstered benches and
contained a wash basin, fifteen books were stored in a cabinet
along with twelve golden goblets and a knife.2® In the small
downstairs svietnice which was decorated with eight framed
pictures and a large and small table, ten books were stored in a
cabinet with many documents, a silver cup in a case, four knives,
and another unidentified silver object.2!

In the large household of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné, books were
distributed among three locations. Only one of these locations
contained a bed. In a komora, a “gentleman’s bible” (biblia pans-
ka) was kept in a room containing bed linen.22 In the “large
downstairs svietnice,” which was decorated with six antlers and a
tapestry and furnished with an oven, a large table, three small

14 Svietnice velka (location 25) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (nové staveni).
15 Pokoj (location 22) of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku (nové staveni).

16 Komora (location 6) of Jifik Svik z Lukonos (House no. 792-II).

17 Mazhaus (location 2) of Jifik Svik z Lukonos (nové staveni).

18 Komora (location 4) of Jifik Svik z Lukonos (nové staveni).

19 Suchy sklep (location 1) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-11).

20 Svietnice (location 5) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1I).

2 Svietnice (location 13) of Jil ji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-11).

22 Komora (location 13) of Mikulas Rize z Vorliéné (House no. 853-II).
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tables, and two cabinets, more than seventy books were stored in
cabinet.23

Of the fifty-six households under study, only two locations can
be identified which resemble a library or study. One of these
locations, the “small room” of Anna Zlutickda z Bernarecku,
resembles a library or study on the basis of its contents (not its
name).

[ Table 1.5.1 The Small Room (“Pokojik”) of Anna Zluticka z Bernaredku
(nové staveni)?*

A cabinet containing fifty-seven books: a Czech bible, books by Dr. Rathaus,
Dr. Campi, “Ertaudia Mioni lamentaci” and thirty-eight “all Christian”
books.

The second, the study of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus, is
identified as a study by its name. It was the only room in the
center of the New City named as a library or study during the
period.

Table I.5.2 The Study (Kancelaf) of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus
(House no. 698-II)?s

One pull-out table, one small table “on which one writes,” another small
table, one cabinet containing two legal documents, another cabinet with
unspecified contents, six chairs, four seats (sesle), and a painted chest.

The specific name used for this location in the house of
Simeon Polidor z Baubinus is chancellery (kancelaf) rather than
the term used in the Comenius house (pokoj k uceni). Chancellery
is most commonly used in Prague during this period as the name
for a communal, estate or royal office. It is also the term that is
used to designate a desk (i.e. a piece of furniture). The multiple
tables and chairs that furnished Simeon Polidor z Baubinus’s
study indicate that this was not a room meant for solitude. Both
rooms, the study of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus and the “small
room” of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, were a rare phenomenon in
the New City of Prague during this period.

23 Velka svietnice dole (location 17) of Mikulas Ruze z Vorliéné (House no.
853-Ii).

24 Pokojik (location 26) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (nové staveni).

25 Kancelar (location 1) of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus {(House no. 698-11).
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[.5.2. LOCATION OF PAINTINGS AND MAPS

Pictures of New City Prague burghers were, like books,
generally localized in only one location of the house26 These
locations cannot be classified as painting galleries because, as
their contents testify, the locations served a number of different
functions other than just as a room for the display of art.

Table 1.5.3 Description of Painting Locations in New City Prague
Burghers Homes

In 39% of the locations where pictures were found, bed were also found.??
In 39% of the locations where pictures were found, books were also found.?®
In 26% of the locations where pictures were found, exceptional works of
artisanal art were also found.??

In the households that had the three largest collections, those
of Jilji Perger z Castalovic, Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, and
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, pictures were distributed among three
to five different locations of the house. These locations were
generally rooms with a presentational or representational
character.

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku’s collection of thirty-nine pictures
was kept in three locations in the Zluticky house (House no. 792-
[I). Fourteen pictures were hung in the presentational or
representational mdazhaus veliky.3® In the adjacent maly pokoj,
twenty-three large and small pictures were hung in a room with
two tapestries, two large tables, two small tables, a chest of
books, two candlestick holders, a saltbox, some dishware, and
guns.3! Two portraits of Emperor Rudolf II decorated the large
svietnice, which contained five antlers, two large mirrors, three
tables, two benches upholstered in leather, five chairs, a set of

2% Pictures are found in 21 households in 31 locations. In 7 households they
are found in more than one location.

27 12 out of 31 - 39%

28 12 out of 31 - 39%.

29 8 out of 31 - 26%.

30 Mazhaus veliky (location 2) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no.
792-11).

31 Maly pokoj (location 3) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no. 792-I1).
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armor, and a desk filled with documents, books, and art
objects.32

Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s collection of thirty-eight pictures was
distributed among four locations. Seventeen framed pictures
hung in the svietnice velkd, which was furnished with a table, five
leather-upholstered benches, a wash basin, and a cabinet of
books, goblets, and a knife.33 Four framed pictures hung in a
bedroom that was also furnished with a table and a chair.3*
Eight framed pictures hung in a small downstairs svietnice, which
was furnished with a large and small table, a cabinet containing
gold and silver objects, documents, and four knives.35 In the
mazhaus, an additional seven pictures were stored in a cabinet
along with guns.3¢6

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku’s collection of twenty-eight pictures
was distributed among five locations of the Bell House (House no.
747-11). In the large upstairs svietnice hung a portrait of the
Emperor, a portrait of “Tobia§” (relationship unknownj, a veduta
of Vienna, and a map of Hungary.3? In an upstairs komora hung
three large, seven small, and two other pictures.3® In an upstairs
pokaj, four pictures hung in a large presentational or represent-
ational setting.3® A portrait of Brikci’s first wife of VorSile was
stored in a box in an upstairs komora.*®

In the house of Martin Masopust (House no. 832-II), pictures
were distributed among two locations. Two pictures hung in the
druha svietnice, which was not a particularly presentational or
representational room.4! A portrait of Samson decorated a pre-
sentational or representational bedroom.*? In the house of Tobias

32 Svietnice velika (location 6) of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku (House no.
792-11).

33 Svietnice velika (location 8) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1I).
34 Sklep (location 9) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1I).

35 Mala svietnice dole (location 13) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no.
791-11).

3 Mazhaus (location 7) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1).

37 Svietnice velika nahofe (location 1) of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House
no. 747-11).

3 Komora z mazhause na ulici (location 21) of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku
(House no. 747-II).

39 Pokoj (location 28) of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-11).

40 Komora skrze pokoj pansky (location 27) of Brikci Zvonat z Cimperku
{House no. 747-11).

41 Druha svietnice (location 2) of Martin Masopust (House no. 852-II).

2 Sklep (location 3) of Martin Masopust (House no. 852-1I).
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Nejedly z Vysoké (House no. 36b-llI), two pictures hung in the
svietnice.*® A picture of Adam and Eve hung in the adjacent
cellar (sklipek).*4

1.5.3. LOCATION AND STORAGE PATTERNS OF JEWELRY,
OTHER CLOTHING ACCESSORIES, EXCEPTIONAL DISHWARE,
AND GENERAL ART OBJECTS

Jewelry, other valuable clothing accessories, artistic dishware,
and other artistic or exceptional artisanal work, just like books
and pictures, were generally distributed among a small number of
locations of the household. Just as there were neither libraries
nor portrait chambers in burgher houses, were there locations
specially allocated for other objects.

With the exception of paintings, all other artistic and cultural
objects were stored in cabinets and chests. Moreover, they were
not the only objects stored in these pieces of furniture, but were
stored there along with other objects.

Table 1.5.4 Storage Patterns of Books, Jewelry,
Clothing Accessories, Dishware, and other Art Objects

Clothing Accessories - 93% was stored in a piece of furniture; none was
stored there exclusively.

General Art Objects - 84% was stored, none exclusively.

Exceptional Dishware - 75% was stored, but only 9% was stored exclusively.
Books - 74% was stored, only half exclusively.

Jewelry - 72% was stored; all was stored along with other types of items
(with the exception of three boxes of only jewelry of Vorsile Cukrarka).

Most of the art and cultural objects were stored with a mixture
of other types of art and cultural objects as well as with ordinary,
everyday objects. This mixture of art and ordinary objects is one
of the characteristic features of the organizational pattern of art
objects in burgher homes in the New City.

43 Svietnice (location 1) of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké (House no. 36a-II).
44 Sklipek (location 2) of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké (House no. 36a-II).
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Table 1.5.5 Examples of the Most Common Settings of Art & Cultural
Objects in New City Prague Burgher Homes

Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku - a “beautifully fashioned desk” containing a
Czech bible, an everyday gospel, and an illuminated book of prayers along
with six cooking spits, two pewter pots for cooking fish, a brass pot, and a
brass jug.®

Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku - a chest containing a German bible and rolled-up
clothes, including “good and bad” men’s shirts.

Jilji Perger z Castalovic - an armoire containing fifteen books, a pair of
scissors, and two pairs of cutting pliers.4’

Only in a few cases can one identify chests or armoires
containing one specific type of object, such as dishware or
clothing accessories. For example, chests in which books were
stored exclusively - library chests as opposed to libraries (i.e.
rooms) - can be identified in three households.

Table 1.5.6 Library Chests in New City Prague Burgher Houses

In the house of Jirik Fri¢ on the Horse Market, books were exclusively
located in two cabinets (one painted) in a room with a stove, antlers, three
tables, some dishware, and another cabinet filled with art objects.?

In the house of Magdalena Krizova, her three books were exclusively located
in a cabinet in a room with antlers, a table, two chairs, an empty cabinet,
and a wash basin.*®

In the house of Buryan Pernikar, a Czech bible, an herbal book, and three
other books were exclusively located in a chest in a room with another chest
filled with clothes.>®

Many of the rooms in the center of the New City where
exceptional art and cultural objects were found - whether
svietnice, mazhaus, chamber, or cellar - possessed a
presentational or representational character independent of these
art objects, which was defined by a combination of traditional
furniture and furnishings. While these rooms were not created or
designed for the sole purpose of displaying or storing art, the art

% Svietnice velika (location 6) of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (House no.
792-11).

“ Komora (location 21) of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-1I).

47 Svietnice (location 5) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-11).

48 Svietnice (location 1) of Jifik Fri¢ (House no. 785/442-II).

49 Nejhorsi svietnice (location 5) of Magdalena Krizova (across from the
parish house of St. Stephen).

5® Komora (location 2) of Buryan Pernikaf {House no. 778-1l).
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nevertheless imparted to these rooms a presentational or
representational character in addition to the other furnishings.

A few of the 543 locations of the homes studied in the center
of the New City were of exceptional presentational or
representational character; for example, the bedroom svietnice in
the house of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin.

Table 1.5.7 “Svietnice” (location 17) in the Household of
Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin {House no. 846-II)

One covered bed, an oven, a glass table, a smaller table, a clothes rack
(Srdk), 25 portraits and pictures, two old tapestries, a mirror, a glass light,
and books were kept in a cabinet along with documents, coins, and other art
objects; a desk (kanceldika) containing clothes, documents, art objects; a
small chest containing art objects; guns; a small table; and a leather
upholstered bench.

A chamber in the house of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku was also
highly presentational or representational.

Table 1.5.8 “Komora” (location 27) in the Household of
Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku (Household no. 747-1I)

Illuminated Czech bible bound in black silk with silver studs (puklami
stiibrmyjimi) and three other books were located on a shelf, along with four
chests with coins; a bag of coins; a small box containing coins, art objects,
his coat of arms, and a portrait of his first wife; a chest with art dishware; a
box with documents; guns; a bed; and various tools.

Although not as elaborate as the two rooms mentioned above,
a bedroom in the household of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku in the
Zluticky house possessed a distinctive presentational or
representational quality.

Table 1.5.9 “Sklep” (location 1) in the Household of
Anna Zluticki z Bernarecku (House no. 792-11)

Two books; a bed covered with green curtains; three colorful tapestries; a
children’s bed with bars; a third bed; three tapestries; a basket with
documents; four boxes of documents (including “memoires”); a chest with
glasses; a cabinet with “miscellaneous objects used in business (rozliéné
hospoddrské véci slozené); another cabinet filled with clothes; a chest filled
with art objects, coins, jewelry and valuable clothing accessories; a second
filled with documents and art dishware; and a third one with art dishware,
jewelry and coins.

120




In addition to the art collections in his bedroom, Brikci Zvonar
z Cimperku had a modest presentational or representational room
in his house containing art and cultural objects.

Table 1.5.10 “Velka Svietnice” (location 30) of
Brikci Zvonatf z Cimperku (House no. 747-II)

Three pictures, including those of “SS. Vaclav and Adalbert” (higher); a
mirror; a desk filled with documents, books, and art objects; a box
containing art objects; a small chest containing tools; a gun; two small bells;
and produced dishware.

The most interesting interior in the center of the New City was
a chamber of Jifik Svik z Lukonos.

Table 1.5.11 Multi-Functional Art Chamber - “Komora” (location 6)
in House no. 792-1I of Jifik Svik z Lukonos

Seventeen books; a cabinet with an additional forty-one books; a chest with
tablecloths and towels; a carved medium-size chest with sixty-six pieces of
rolled bed linen; a small green chest with thirty-three pieces of women’s
clothes; a yellow chest with sixty-seven pieces of shawls (fértuch) and skirts
{Satek); a smaller older chest with two pieces of women’s clothes; a simple
black chest with seventy-three pieces of art dishware, art objects, and a
Czech psalms book in samite cloth; a yellow chest filled with thirty-eight
pieces of jewelry, a small box containing eighteen ducat coins, a second box
containing 281 Thalers, eleven double Thalers, 270 “sixtieth” coins, and a
fifth box with ducats;3! a “sealed” chest containing a small box filled with
three gold coins, three medallions, and two pieces of gold; and a large yellow
chest with twenty-two pieces of clothes, twenty-seven pieces of valuable
dishware, a pocket watch, four pieces of jewelry, and some cash.

The five rooms described above were the only ones among the
543 rooms in the center of the New City where evidence can be
found that the collection of art objects was the centerpiece of the
room or actually changed the character of the room to the extent
that might justify classifying these locations as truly

51 The Thaler (linguistic derivation of “dollar”) is the name of the silver coin
from the mines of the Northem Bohemian city of Jachymov, which took its
name from the German name of the town (Joachimstal); J. Po§vaf, Ména v
Cechach na Moravé a ve Slezsku (do pocatku 20. stoleti) [Currency in
Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia to the Beginning of the 20* Century], Praha
1977.
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representational, a symbol of individual or family prestige.
Furthermore, they are the only locations showing a particular
fondness for “collecting” in any sense similar to noble collections
in Prague or to Rudolf’s Kunstkammer.

With the exception of these five rooms, most of the rooms
where art was kept in burgher houses in the center of the New
City were multi-functional. This multi-functional setting of art
raises the question of what collecting means in such an
environment.

[.5.4. THE SETTING OF ART & CULTURAL OBJECTS
IN THE NEW CITY PRAGUE BURGHER HOUSE

The lack of separate rooms for art and cultural objects in
burgher houses and the multi-functional nature of their setting
cannot be explained simply as lack of sufficient space. In terms
of size and area, the noble palaces on Castle Hill were indeed
greater than the largest households in the New City. The ground
floor of the Neuhaus palace had approximately fifty rooms and
the Rosenberg Palace twenty-six, as opposed to Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku’s thirty-room house, Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin’s twenty-
two room house, and Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s twenty-one room
house. Nevertheless, large burgher houses did indeed have
sufficient space. No convincing argument can be made that noble
places had specially allocated rooms because they had more
space, and that burgher houses did not have them because there
was no available space. Noble palaces had art chambers because
the owners wanted them. Burghers who owned large picture
collections, such as Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (39 pictures) and
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (28), did not decline to exhibit them in
painting galleries because they did not have room in their houses
for galleries but because they chose another setting for art. Any
one of the ubiquitous storage rooms in their houses could have
been converted into a library or painting gallery if they chose.
Even some nobles struggled to find an acceptable balance in their
palaces between functional and representational rooms. Jachym
z Hradce, for example, renovated and added on rooms to the
Neuhaus palace to provide him with additional space for
representational purposes.S?

52 V. Ledvinka, “Diim panu z Hradce pod Stupni” (note 2), pp. 275ff.
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The setting of art in burgher homes represents less a
functional solution to living space than a characteristic type of
organization. The strongest support for the existence of a
characteristic type of organization is provided by the patterns of
organization discussed at the beginning of the chapter. In New
City burgher houses, not only were rooms multi-functionally
organized but chests were too; in effect, representing a second-
level multi-functionality. This would seem to suggest that pat-
terns of organization were linked to patterns or customs of
cultural behavior. In other words, the jumbled setting of art did
not just exist; it was planned and organized that way, albeit
unconsciously. The piecemeal, hodgepodge collections of art in
burgher homes did not just mirror the multi-functional,
disordered setting of the burgher house, but had a multi-
functional setting of its own which was linked to the way people
during this period ordered and sorted objects within that setting.

Seen in this way, art collections in New City Prague burgher
homes were not the anachromisms they first appear to be, but
rather represent one sui generis of a broad range of collecting
practices that have been identified in Central Europe during the
period, such as the Kunstkammer of Emperor Rudolf II in the
Prague castle, the Kunstkammer of Archduke Ferdinand in the
castle at Ambras, and the cabinets of art and curiosities in
burgher houses in Basel.33

Archduke Ferdinand set up his Kunstkammer in his castle in
Ambras after leaving Prague in 1564 to take up the appointment
as governor of Tyrol and the Austrian Vorlande following the
death of his father. It was a unique space, consisting of a large,
undecorate hall, lit on both sides, where viewers could gaze at
objects grouped together by material in single cupboards. Basel
burghers added extensions onto their homes, often with vaulted
ceilings, for the storage of their art and curiosity cabinets.5*

One might expect that the collections of New City burghers
would be more similar to those of burghers in Basel than those of

53 E. Scheicher, “The Collection of Archduke Ferdinand at Schlo3 Ambras”
and Die Kunst- und Wunderkammern der Habsburger (note 4); H.-C.
Ackermann, “The Basle Cabinets of Art and Curiosities in the Sixteenth- and
Seventeenth-Centuries,” The Origins of Museums, O. Impey & A. MacGregor
(eds.), note 1, pp. 62-68.

5¢ E. Scheicher “The Collection of Archduke Ferdinand at Schlo® Ambras”
(note 4); Die Kunst- und Wunderkammern der Habsburger (note 4); H.-C.
Ackermann, “The Basle Cabinets (note 53).
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the Habsburg Emperor and governor. The Basel collections,
however, were much more sophisticated than those of the New
City, more closely related in both their composition and setting to
the Kunstkammer of Emperor Rudolf II and Archduke Ferdinand
than to collections of New City Prague burghers. The art and
curiosity cabinets of many Basel burghers, such as Andreas Ryff
(@ silk merchant and statesman) and Theodor Zwinger (a
professor of Greek at the local university), had clear connections
to circles of humanists surrounding Erasmus. Humanism may
have informed the New City collections, though not as extensively
as in Basel.55 Moreover, not all of the collections in the New City
Prague burgher homes, not even the most elaborate, can be
considered Kunstkammer.

In general terms, the art collections of residents of the New
City - chests and armoires laden with a variety of objects located
in presentational and representational rooms - resembled more
the Kunstkammer of the Emperor than the separate chambers (i.e.
silver chambers, libraries, banquet halls) of the nobles.

Considering the many differences between collections, it may
be a futile exercise to seek detailed comparisons between the
various Kunstkammer and art collections of the 16* and 17t
centuries; a task similar to comparing apples to oranges. Rather
than forcing comparisons or, in the other extreme, treating each
collection as an individual case, it seems more fruitful to look at
the many and broad purposes, functions, and motivations of the
respective collections.56

[5.5. THE MEANING OF “DISPLAY” IN NEW CITY PRAGUE
BURGHER HOUSES AND OTHER PURPOSES OF ART
COLLECTIONS

In all collections of art and cultural objects, art possessed a
number of qualities and served a number of functions, depending

55 New City book collections do contain books with broad humanistic
content; however, with the exception of religious books, the inventories
rarely provide detailed inforrnation on authors and titles. Of the residents of
the New City who had sophisticated art collections, only Vaciav Kamaryt z
Rovin had a book collection with broad humanistic content. His collection of
148 books contained histories, historical calendars, law codes {including the
Justinian code), and Erasmus’ Explicatio Symboli Apostoli.

5 C. Pomian, Collectors and Curiousities; pp. 4-5 (see note 3 above); T.
Kaufmann, The Mastery of Nature, p. 175 (see note 3 above).
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on the type of object and situation.5” One of its functions was to
serve as an object of display. Ferdinand’s Kunstkammer, which
was situated in cupboards of an armoire placed in the center of a
lit room, clearly was designed for display. Kunstkammem of
prominent Prague burghers also appear to have been designed for
display. Whether Emperor Rudolf II's Kunstkammer was meant
for display or private contemplation has been a controversial
issue.5® What about collections of residents in the New City?

One custom of art display in Prague during the period is
described by Pierre Bergeron. At noble palaces in Prague during
the reign of Rudolf II, banquets were followed by a promenade to
special palace rooms to observe displayed art. At a lunch at the
residence of the Spanish Ambassador on Wednesday, July 26,
1600, which was attended by the ambassadors of the Holy See,
Venice, and Florence:

The head of the house sat at the lower end of the table; next to him sat
the Ambassador of Malta, a few Spanish noblemen, and his nephew. He
toasted all of his guests from various goblets...He gave forks because he
didn’t manage well with his hands...the banquet was great because of the
large number of important people who usually come to such parties.
According to the custom of this land, a great credenza (kredenc) with four
levels was used, from which drinks in gilded silver cups were brought on
large silver trays to the guests with a small flask fbarika) with cold water.
Ice was on the credenza and on all the fruit. After leaving the table, we went
with the host through many ante-chambers (predpokoj) to the kabinet, as is

57 The situational aspect of objects, in general, has been discussed by H.-W.
Goetz, “Geschichte des mittelalterlichen Alltags,” Mensch und Objekt im
Mittelalter und in der frGhen Neuzeit. Leben-Alltag-Kultur (=Sb. Ak. Wien,
phil.-hist. Kl. 568), Wien 1990, pp. 67-101. The argument seems valid for
art as well.

%% RJ.W. Evans and many Czech scholars contend that Rudolf’s
Kunstkammer was primarily intended for “private contemplation” and that
Rudolf was “secretive about its contents”; R.J.W. Evans, Rudolf II and his
World: A Study in Intellectual History, Oxford 1973, p. 178. Thomas
DaCosta Kaufmann has argued that “Rudolf’s collection was by no means
kept secret from outsiders. While Rudolf’'s collection, like other
princely/royal collections of the period, was not normally accessible to
commons (although several saw it), it was regularly used for formal
diplomatic functions. See T.D. Kaufmann, “Remarks on the Collections of
Rudolf II” (note 1), p. 23.
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common here. There were two tables of Augsburg craftsmanship covered
with silver plates in a relief.s?

On Thursday, July 27, 1600, Bergeron and the French
delegation were invited for lunch by Pavel Sixt Trautson at his
palace on Castle Hill square.’® Bergeron wrote that they were
“splendidly entertained” (“velmi skvéle pohostén”) and describes a
similar occasion:®!

Lunch lasted more than four hours and consisted of nine courses, of
which the last was made up of only exquisite fare. The delicate, decorated
crystal glasses were the most beautiful that I have ever seen, each costing
more than 100 ducats. Madame Trautson sat with us at the table located in
a big hall whose walls were covered with more than 400 portraits of the
great men of the century. Three large crystal lamps were also there...From
the banquet hall we went to the kabinet which was furnished with six pieces
of German furniture, decorated with silver in the place of intarsia. | also
saw there are a few portraits. One of them was of Charles V, triumphant on
the whole world above all French cities, and then the last was the King
Frangois portrayed with his hands bound like the French knights in his
entourage.5?

Rooms for serving guests can be identified in a number of
New City Prague burgher homes. One needs to question,
however, to what extent the locations in New City Prague burgher
homes, and the form of sociability that went on there, can be
compared to the banquet halls and banquets at the residences of
the Spanish Ambassador, Pavel Sixt Trautson, and other nobles.

The furnishings in the rooms of New City Prague burgher
homes where guests were entertained were quite modest. In the
house of Jilji Perger z Castalovic, there were two locations where
guests were served both beer and wine. The “downstairs drinking
svietnice” was furnished with nine tables and thirteen chairs; the

59 Tfi francouzSti kavalifi v rudofinské Praze. Jacques Esprinchard, Pierre
Bergeron, Frangois de Bassonpierre [Three French Cavaliers in Rudolfine
Prague}, Praha 1989, p. 57.

60 Pavel Sixt Trautson married Anna, daughter of Mikulas z Lobkovic and
former wife of Jifi z Montfort. Trautson received his palace (House no. 186-I)
from Rudolf II. It was located on Castle Hill Square next to the Lobkovicky
palace. He sold itin 1601 to Petr Vok z Rozmbergu for 8500 gold pieces. Tfi
francouzsti kavalifi v rudofinské Praze (note 59), pp. 119-120, footnote no.
77.

61 Tti francouzsti kavalifi v rudofinské Praze (note 59), p. 58.

62 Tti francouzsti kavalifi v rudofinské Praze, (note 59), pp. 58-59.
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sirt with six tables and five chairs.®® In the house of his across-
the-street neighbor, Martin Masopust, there were two rooms for
serving guests. The large svietnice was furnished with a stove,
eight tables, five chairs; the adjacent sirt with eight tables and
three chairs.¢* In none of these locations was there a credenza, a
multi-tiered piece of furniture, as there were in the residences of
the Spanish ambassador and Pavel Sixt Trautson. In serving
rooms of New Prague burgher houses, drinks were served from an
armoire (almara), which could have been used for a number of
other purposes as well.

A “Conversation about Dinner” from Ondiej Klatovsky z
Dalmanhorstu’s Book written in Czech and German provides
insight into table etiquette in guests houses in the New and Old
Cities of Prague in the late 16t century®s -

Host: Servant, make the horseradish and set the table.

Servant: I've already made the horseradish. Only the food is missing.

Host: Don't worry about the food. Cut some bread for the table.

Servant: The bread is already ready. Would you like me to go for wine
now before the guests arrive...At Markus’ on the Horse Market they have a
good Hungarian wine for 8 large pfennig and a Bohemian wine by Mastojten
for 4 Pfennigs...

Host: Haven’t you brought any water to the table? What are you think-
ing about?

Servant: The Barkeeper hasn'’t even taken out the hand bowl and jug.

Bar-woman (to the servant]: Everything is ready. Why don’t you go to the
cook. You are a real ass. You have to meddle into everything. Where do
you have the dishes and spoons?...Can’t you take care of anything?

Host [to the servant]: Are you blind, that you don’t have the table ready
yet? Give me a white hand towel. How did you get it so white? Did you
hang it in the smoke chute?¢¢

93 DolejSi pitevné svietnice (location 6) and sin (location 20) of Jilji Perger z
Castalovic (House no. 791-Ii).

¢+ Velka svietnice (location 6) and sin (location 7) of Martin Masopust (House
no. 852-1i).

65 Table etiquette, which is being considered here, is only one issue. This
and similar dialogues in the Klatovsky book address broader social-moral
issues.

6 O. Klatovsky, Knizka v Ceském a némeckém jazyku slozena/kterakby
Cech némecky a némec esky éisti, psati, i mluviti uciti mél [Book Written in
the Czech and German Language (to teach Czechs German and Germans
Czech)), Olomouc 1564, fol. LXb ff.

127



This dialogue provides, among other things, a verification of
the lack of fork use in the urban milieu, a phenomenon raised in
the inventory study. In Prague burgher homes, no forks were
found, only knives and spoons. Nevertheless, while the table
etiquette described in the Klatovsky piece is not as sophisticated
as in noble palaces, it does illustrate a cultivate of a certain
etiquette. This dialogue, supported by inventories of burgher
homes, illustrates widespread use of napkins, tablecloths, specific
drinking jugs, and the practice of washing hands at the table.

The rooms for serving guests in New City homes would appear
to be establishments for serving wine and/or beer, which had
been common in Prague at least since the late Middle Ages.6”
Just because these locations in burgher homes were
characteristically different from the banquet halls of the Castle
Hill does not automatically mean that they could not have served
at a social occasion at which one would also observe displayed
art. This would appear unlikely, however, for reasons other than
the differences between burgher drinking halls and noble banquet
halls.

The two rooms where guests were served in the house of Jilji
Perger z Castalovic were located on the ground floor off the
courtyard where beer was brewed.®® Perger’s art and cultural
objects were located in four adjacent rooms, also on the ground
floor, but on the other side of the courtyard. The furnishings of
these locations indicate that they could have served as places
where guests were received. The svietnice was furnished with a
table, five leather benches, seventeen pictures, and a small book
collection in an armoire.®® The mdzhaus contained a marble table
and an armoire containing fourteen pieces of firearms and firearm
equipment and eight framed pictures.”® A “cellar” was furnished
with a large table, a smaller table with drawers, weapons, four
framed pictures, and three beds.”? The small swvietnice was
furnished with eight framed pictures, a table, and an armoire

57 In late 16% century Prague, wine and beer were served in the same locale,
in contrast to the modern custom of separate locales for serving wine and
beer (i.e. vinarna and pivnice, respectively).

68 DolejSi pitevné svietnice (location 19) and sin (location 20) of Jilji Perger z
Castalovic (House no. 791-11).

62 Svietnice (location 5) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-II).

70 Mazhaus (location 7) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-I1).

71 Sklep (location 8) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no. 791-1).
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containing books, documents, and small silver art objects.”? Yet
the access to art was probably not through the drinking
establishment but through the adjacent suvietnice, “where the
deceased held office.””3 The room was a representational room
furnished with seventeen framed pictures, a table, five leather
benches, an armoire containing books, weapons, and five
pictures.

Like Jilji Perger z Castalovic, access to the art collection of the
bellmaker and city councilor Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku was
through rooms in his house associated with his position and
stature in the community. Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku probably
received guests in the large svietnice located on the first floor of
his household, identified as an office retreat from its contents
though not its name.”’® This office retreat was furnished with
furniture containing a debt register, books, a seal of his status as
titled burgher, two coats of arms, a mirror, five illuminated
pictures, and three wooden paintings of saints. The predominant
location for art in the Bell House, however, was not Brikci’s office
retreat but two first-floor bedrooms with a strong presentational
or representational quality.”> These bedroom collections raise the
tantalizing question of whether these objects were meant for
display. If they were, were guests actually received or taken to
these bedrooms, or was the display meant for “private con-
templation”?

The bedroom has been proposed as one of the first “refuges of
intimacy” in the otherwise public world of the early modern
European city.’® As has been discussed in an earlier chapter, in
New City Prague burgher houses in the late 16" and early 17®
centuries, only some sleeping locations were bedrooms, whereas
most areas where people slept were impersonal. The
personalization of a formerly impersonal sleeping location meant
that the location took on the additional function of storage area

72 Mala svietnice dole (location 13) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no.
791-11).
7+ Svietnice kde noboztik uiad dfival (location 5) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic
(Nouse no. 791-N).
7 Svietnice (location 30) of Brikei Zvonaf z Cimperku (llouse no. 747-11).
7 Komora (location 27) and Svietnice velki nahore (location 1) of Brikei
Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-11).
o). Ranum, “The Refuges of Intimacy.” Passions of the Renaissance, R.
Charticr (ed.). volume 3. A History ol Private Life. Phillipe Ari¢s & Georges
Duby (eds.), Cambridge, Mass 1989, pp. 207-263. especially pp. 2171f.
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for personal items, such as clothes, books, and art objects. The
New City Prague bedroom on the eve of the Battle of White
Mountain appears to be the location where small blocks of
privatization developed within the multi-functional environment
that still retained some public functions. It suggests that privacy
in the household developed, at the very least alongside, if not as a
result of the development of other forms of collecting.

Searching for occasions and modes of display is one, but not
the only, path to understanding the purposes of art collections in
the New City. Display was only one of a number of functions and
meanings that New City art collections could have served.
Cultural objects and collections could have had a symbolic
quality, even if they were not formally displayed.’” This might be
the case for most of the households in the center of the New City
that did not have rooms with exceptional representational
character.

In many cases, the distinctive storage patterns of art objects
in burgher houses can perhaps best be understood as their being
placed “out of circulation” for later use by the owner or at the
bequest of the owner.”® This use is suggested by gifts left by
burghers to friends and relatives in the handful of civic wills
which are available. Anna Steffkova z Cichanova, for example,
left Vorsile four silver belts, three gold belts, other jewelry
including rings with stones, clothes, and bed linen.

In some cases where objects were placed out of circulation,
they served a function similar to that of money; that is, one
bequethed an object for its monetary value. In other cases,
objects were left for one’s family and friends not as a financial
bequest but as an act of memorial. Daniel Svik z Lukonos left his
son Jifik two golden goblets “in memory of [his] grandfather Jirik”
and a ring on which was engraved “in memory of [his] grandfather
Mikula§ Karyta z Rezna.” Objects left as memorials served a
function similar to that of tombs and gravestones. Unfortunately
only a few gravestones from this period have survived in Prague;
such as the tombstone of the Danish astronomer Tycho Brahe in
the church of Mary-on-the-Teyn and a few graves outside of the
parish church St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha)in the New City.79

77 K. Pomian, Collectors and Curiousities, pp. 7-9 (note 3).
78 K. Pomian, Collectors and Curiousities, pp. 1 1f (note 3).
79 On the function of gravestones and tombstones as acts of memorial, see
K. Pomian, Collectors and Curiousities (note 3), pp. 16ff and 79ff. None of
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Civic will bequests of material culture provide information on
the hierarchy of choice and burgher conceptions of the
exceptional and the ordinary. The two general principles of
bequest with regards to material culture were: first, that a person
left behind what he or she had; second, one bequeathed objects in
decreasing order of their importance. Wealthier burghers left gold
and silver; those who did not have gold and silver left pewter and
kitchen items. Vaclav Haldecky, who was of more modest means
than his neighbor, Martin Masopust, left Jan Vgyr (relationship
unknown) his tin dishware and kitchen utensils, including an old
copper mortar; and his servant Sibille the wash basin which was
in the upstairs svietnice.

The sweet baker Martin Cukrar left his house and its contents
to his wife Vorsile, with the exception of a large amount of pewter
dishware (measured by weight) to his daughter Lidmile.8°¢ As
Lidmile’s inventory indicates, she was left with more than a
modest collection of art objects. Either Vorsile’s art was her own -
which would provide an interesting example of gender
differentiation of art collecting or of large wealth differences
according to gender - or Lidmile, her daughter, may have been
cheated (i.e. her mother received the gold and she the pewter).
Martin did possess gold and silver and could have left his
daughter at least one gold piece. Jifik Svik z Lukonos’ father,
who left him two gold goblets, was more generous.

Some burgher art collections were, thus, meant for display,
though not in rooms specially designed for that purpose; while
other collections were meant for other purposes. If the purposes
of collecting varied among the residents of the New City, what
about the motives of collecting? This brings us back to a question
raised at the beginning of the last chapter. Considering the
piecemeal, hodgepodge composition of the collections of art and
cultural objects of residents of the New City, and their quite
distinctive setting and organization, how would one classify the

the surviving gravestones outside of the Church of St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha)
in the New City seem to be those of New City burghers in this study.
Epitaphs of these gravestones are printed in K. Navratil, Paméti hlavniho
kostela farniho, fary a Skoly Sv. Jindficha a Sv. Kunhuty v Novém Mesté
Prazském [Records of the Main Parish Church, Parsonage, and Schools of
SS. Henry and Kunhuta in the New City of Prague|, Praha 1869.

8 One centyr of tin dishware was left.
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owners of these collections: Harmless eccentrics? Wiley
spectators? Well endowed family men and women?8!

[.5.6. CHARACTERISTIC STYLE OF ORGANIZATION -
CHARACTERISTIC STYLE OF APPROPRIATION:
THE BOHEMIAN RENAISSANCE ON THE HORSE MARKET

Not one of the prototypes used to classify the modern art
collector can alone explain the composition and organization of
collections, and the motives for collecting of New City Prague
residents in the late 16™ and early 17t centuries. Some residents
of the New City who have been considered in this study were
members of wealthy, well established families, but wealth and
prestige represent only a partial explanation for the composition
of collections and the motives for collecting. Eccentricity and
amateur connoisseurship are equally inadequate, as they fail to
duly take into account the characteristic organization of
collections.  Residents of the New City were neither mere
spectators nor passive agents of the diffusion of Renaissance
styles and modes or the new approach towards the material
culture of churches and monasteries. Although many of the new
ideas, styles and modes in art and architecture were initiated by
noble and royal/imperial circles on Castle Hill, residents of the
New City did not passively adopt them but appropriated them on
their own terms and for their own reasons.

A style of appropriation characteristic of city dwellers, as
opposed to the Emperor and the nobility, is reflected in the setting
and organization of architectural features and collections of art
and cultural objects in burgher houses in the center of the New
City. Literate city dwellers could and did have access to learned
debates about religion, law, and other subjects, and the
composition of their book collections demonstrates their interest
in them, but book collections did not translate into a library or
place of study or refuge. The Renaissance style of portraiture,
windows, gables, its treatment of nature and the exotic, as well as
the maintenance and renovation of churches and monasteries,
did attract residents of the New City, but did not translate into
Kunstkammer, painting galleries, new house structures, or church
endowment.

81 K. Pomian, Collectors and Curiosities (note 3), p. 1.
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The lack of painting galleries and Kunstkammer and the
piecemeal renovation of houses and ecclesiastical structures can
be associated, on one level, with a partial, rather than a full
adoption of new styles and modes. In other words, while the
diffusion of Renaissance styles and a new approach to the sacred
was a widespread phenomenon, it did not result in their
wholesale adoption as a system. Such a statement, while
descriptive, provides no explanation for why art collections,
architectural elements, and other features of material culture
were organized or not organized in a particular way. An
explanation for the characteristic setting and organization of art
and cultural objects and for the motives for collecting requires a
differentiated model of social compensation and aesthetics.52

The adoption of new features of material culture by residents
of the New City can be explained as a complicated action of social
and political competition and compensation among social groups
(city residents, nobles, and the Emperor) or among city residents.
The different composition, setting, and organization of new styles
and modes among individuals reflect a broad spectrum of
responses and meanings.

For many city dwellers, new styles of art were merely a new
type of material culture for old purposes. In these cases, the
setting and motive remained the same as for the objects they were
replacing. Instead of collecting tin, silver and gold in old shapes
and sizes, one collected more tin, silver and gold in new shapes
and sizes to use as money, memorial, or decoration. One did not
necessarily need to display them. In the case of architectural
structural elements, such as the construction of new windows,
tables, portals, and vaulting ceilings, the setting did not change,
but the mere presence of the new features served to act in a new
powerfully pretentious manner. This style of appropriation,
characterized by apish copying, pretension, and conspicuous
consumption, can be attributed to a large majority of the

82 Gerard Turner presents an interesting, differentiated explanation. He has
proposed that private collections and cabinets served a three-fold purpose:
self advertisement (i.e. individual family and prestige), economic
advancement and utility, and intellectual satisfaction. According to Turner,
the economic advantage behind the cabinets was used and seen as a means
of development, the raw material of trade and prosperity. See G. Turner,
“The Cabinet of Experimental Philosophy,” The Origins of Museums, O.
Impey & A. MacGregor (eds.), note 1, pp. 214-222,
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inhabitants of the New City - those of modest means as well as
some of the wealthier.

The appropriation of new styles and modes in art and
architecture by residents of the New City often represented a
highly ambivalent form of compensation and competition, related
both to traditional social, cultural and political systems and to
new ones. Often, city dwellers did not simply copy or adopt a
style or mode to gain influence or compensate for loss of prestige
at the expense of the nobility, but to reassert their position over
that of their peers in a changing environment. Martin Masopust,
for example, a member of the old order in the New City, changed
all of his windows in the late 16% century - an ultimate sign of
pretension - but the interior design of his house remained the
same, with traditional parlors but no truly representation rooms
for the display of art.

To the bellmaker Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, compensation
was all at once conspicuous consumption, pretension, as well as
a process of deeper, inner commitment. The reconstruction of his
roof must be seen as a pretentious act, but his office retreat and
his maps and pictures with Habsburg themes represented neither
a copying of styles to reassert himself among his peers in the New
City, as Martin Masopust seems to have done, nor simple
compensation for his status and competition with nobles on
Castle Hill. Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku embodied a style of
cultural appropriation characterized by a willingness to partake in
the acculturation process brought forth by the reintroduction of
Habsburg rule in the city.

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin the Younger, Jilji Perger z Castalovic,
and Jifik Svik z Lukonos adopted new styles in a broad and
complicated fashion. They did not merely accumulate gold and
silver, they collected them along with items from nature and the
exotic, and ordered them into Kunstkammer, albeit in their own
way. These were individuals who had extensive ties within the
local neighborhood all the way up to the castle. Two of them,
Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin and Jifik Svik z Lukonos, were from
upwardly mobile families who chose to make a future with the
Habsburgs; Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin was even elevated to noble
status.

The importance of an individual’s relationship to the Habsburg
presence in Bohemia bore on the extent to which he or she
adopted new styles and modes and appropriated them in an
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orderly, organized fashion. This is strongly suggested by the case
studies of residents of the New City and is supported by the cases
of two Old City residents, Jakub Granovsky z Granova and
Markus Meyzl, individuals who were introduced in previous
chapters. Both were associated with families whose social and
political fortunes were tied to the Habsburg cause. Jakub
Granovsky z Granova’s father had received from Emperor
Ferdinand I a building plot strategically located off the courtyard
of the Church of Mary-on-the-Teyn off Old Town Square for his
loyalty during the Uprising of 1547. Markus Meyzl’s father, the
famous rabbi and philanthropist Mordecai Meyzl, was a
confidante of the Emperor. Both of these individuals ap-
propriated Renaissance features into their homes in an extensive
fashion that included not only new windows, but also the
construction of Italian-style loggia.

The comparison of these New and Old City case studies brings
to the foreground the issue of confession. Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku, Jifik Svik z Lukonos, Jilji Perger z Castalovic, and
Markus Meyzl], all individuals who appropriated new Renaissance
styles and modes in an extension fashion and showed an interest
in the renovation of ecclesiastical buildings, did not see a problem
with the fusion of Bohemian local pride and Utraquism (Zvonar,
Svik and Perger), or of Bohemian local pride and Judaism (Meyzl),
with Habsburg internationalism (which used Catholic reform as a
tool of centralization). Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had no problem
being a parishioner at the Utraquist parish church of St. Stephen
(Sv. Stepana), a member of the literary circle of St. Henry (Swv.
Jindricha), and an agent to the Catholic Petr Vok z Rozmberka;
just as his grandfather did business with Habsburg King
Ferdinand | and made a deal with the Archbishop over his
garden. Similarly, Markus Meyzl’s father was a major patron of
synagogues and Jewish communal buildings but had no problem
in dealing with the Habsburg Emperor. These cases represent, at
the very least, the fluid and ambiguous confessional situation of
the late 16t century. In such an environment, any links between
culture, politics, and confession must be seen as accidental. The
apparent similarities in cultural appropriation may illustrate the
material embodiment of what has been described as “the third
path” - the conscious attempt by many contemporaries to avoid
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the sectarianism brought forth by the Reformation.83 If so,
similarities in cultural appropriation may be common approaches
to material culture among such apparently different figures as the
Habsburg Emperor, a Catholic, the Utraquist artisan, and the
rabbi’s son.

83 F. Heer, Die dritte Kraft. Der europaische Humanismus zwischen den
Fronten des konfessionellen Zeitalters, Frankfurt/Main 1959.
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1.6. Conclusion

The New City shared in the transformation of Prague, as a
whole, into a Habsburg residential city. Its residents adopted
Renaissance styles and modes introduced by the Habsburg court
and the Bohemian nobility, and participated in the renovation of
the material culture of the sacred associated with Catholic
reform. In the New City, the adoption of Renaissance styles and
modes and Catholic Renewal brought about a silent
transformation of home and neighborhood, characterized by the
slow refurbishing of house, street and parish church. At the
same time, a detailed study of these innovations has shown that
as widespread and pervasive as this transformation was, it is a
gross oversimplification to state that Prague society underwent a
cultural symbiosis in the late 16% and early 17% centuries,
whereby different groups began to assimilate their styles and
tastes, as has been proposed.! The case of the New City shows
that the transformation of Prague into a Habsburg residential city
was a complex process.

First of all, Renaissance styles and modes throughout the 16t
century represented just one of a number of cultural systems
drawn on by city residents to conceptualize and orient themselves
in the material and spatial worlds of the city. In addition to
Renaissance styles and modes, there were those associated with
the long, accumulated tradition of the material culture of housing
which dated back centuries, as well as others of the more recent
past associated with the Hussite movement. Renaissance styles
and modes did not replace but joined other traditions. The
adoption of Renaissance features and other innovations by
burghers and city dwellers involved the redefinition of earlier
styles, models and practices in the face of new ones, and the
adaptation of new Renaissance styles in contact with traditional
ones.

Secondly, and more importantly, burghers and others city
dwellers adopted many Renaissance and other innovations in a
hodgepodge, piecemeal fashion. Art in New City burgher homes
differed from those on the Castle Hill and the Small Side in four
important ways: in the composition and range of innovations, and

' K. Hettes, “O hmotné kulture prazského mést 16. véku” [About the
Material Culture of the Prague Cities in the 16% Century], Kniha o Praze
(1964): 197-214.
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in their setting and organization. An important finding to come
from this study was the identification of multi-functionality as the
primary feature of burgher households, relating both to the
overall organization as well as to storage patterns. Multi-
functionality has been noted before in the literature;? the case of
the New City of Prague suggests that we devote more attention to
it, not just in burgher homes but in other landscapes as well.
This study has pointed to the importance of multi-functionality as
a setting and style of organization for burgher art; it would make
sense to consider it an important factor shaping other art
collections, burgher and noble, in Prague and elsewhere.

The limited composition, multi-functional setting and
organization of art and cultural innovations in the New City
burgher homes point to a model of cultural change going on in
the cities of Prague in the 16% century which can best be
described as appropriation rather than diffusion; and this
appropriation was part of a larger, complex acculturation process
which was introduced by the arrival of the Habsburgs on the
Castle Hill. For most city residents, the style of appropriation can
be described as apish copying and pretension, and is identified by
the limited nurnber of innovations which were distributed or
stored in no recognizable patterns. To only four out of fifty-six
individuals studied can an intensified style of appropriation be
attributed. This style of appropriation can be characterized by a
new mode of collecting and display which is identified not just by
new types and a broad range of innovations, but also by their
distinctive setting and organization.

The appropriation of new styles and modes in art and
architecture of residents of the New City should be viewed as a
highly ambivalent form of compensation and competition which
crossed linguistic and confessional lines, embracing both the
Czech and German speaker, Catholic, Utraquist, Lutheran, and
Jew; and which can be related as much to values and motives
rooted in the neighborhood as it was to those introduced by noble
and royal/imperial circles.

2 R.-E. Mohrmann, “Stadtische Wohnkultur in Nordwestdeutschland vom
17. bis 19. Jahrhundert (aufgrund von Inventaren),” Nord-SGd Unterschiede
in der stadtischen und landlichen Kultur Mitteleuropas, G. Wiegelmann
(Hrsg.), Munster 1984, pp. 89-155; Alltagswelt im Land Braunschweig,
stadtische und landliche Wohnkultur vom 16. bis 20. Jahrhundert, Mlnster
1990.
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The identification of a style or styles of cultural appropriation
with Prague burghers and city dwellers, as this study has done, is
not to say that they are distinctive to burghers and city dwellers
in an absolute sense, but merely characteristic of those
individuals studied. The characteristic style of appropriation of
Prague burghers should not be seen as indicative of a mentalité
distinctive to burghers per se, but a manifestation of cultural
practices which are best understood in association with the
specific artisanal, rentier-merchant environment of the New City.
An area of potential fruitful future research would be to study
other areas of Prague and other cities.

The forms of appropriation identified by the study present us
with a few enigmas. The first enigma relates to the overall
character many city dwellers appropriated innovations. It is
easier to identify new objects and innovations than it is to
distinguish them from older, traditional forms of expression. For
example, with respect to its interior furnishings and design, the
burgher house possessed an expression of status or prestige that
was independent of the individual Renaissance innovations
present. This study has borrowed the distinction between
“presentation” and “representation” as a useful concept; however,
only in a few homes, was it possible to identify a mode of
expression that can be called representational rather than
presentational. In most cases, the Renaissance appears to have
provided new ways of expression, not a new language of
expression.

Another enigma revealed by this study is the relationship
between the organization of households and the introduction of
Renaissance styles and modes. As discussed in this study, the
multi-functionality of household organization was a feature
associated with early European development (i.e. the Middle
Ages), whereas Renaissance styles and modes were innovations of
the 16% century. However, those households that exhibited the
most Renaissance features, possessing rooms with a pronounced
representational character resembling Kunstkammer and special
galleries, were largely disorganized. The two most organized
households differed from each other with respect to Renaissance
features and all other factors.

Neighborhood studies often raise more problems that they
solve, and one needs to remind oneself that their conclusions rest
ultimately on the community under study. At their best, local
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studies suggest links between meaningful structures and
processes and other larger issues. The study of this small
microcosm of Prague on the eve of the Thirty Years War suggests
some interesting links between larger developments in politics,
society and culture which can be further explored in other
studies.

Recent scholarship on the social history of the Reformation
has shown how both Catholicism and Protestantism assisted
state-building in the late 16™ and 17% centuries by serving as
tools of “social disciplining,” both from above and below. To say
that Catholic reform served as a tool of Habsburg
confessionalization and that the diffusion of Renaissance styles
and modes was intensified and accelerated with the Habsburg
presence, as has been proposed in the secondary literature, does
not make a connection between Catholicism and the Renaissance.
As the experience of the New City demonstrates, Utraquists and
Jews embraced the Renaissance as strongly as Catholics. I
believe that there is evidence to suggest that Renaissance cultural
innovations patronized and cultivated by the Habsburg court
could also be seen in a similar light, as a cultural medium, for
different elements of society to - subtly - accommodate to some of
the challenges introduced by the Habsburgs. The material
culture of housing was not just a reflection of these larger
developments, but a focal point where the residents of the city
could integrate new styles and modes with those of their
traditional value systems rooted in neighborhood and commune.
One interesting link revealed by this study is one between an
individual’s embracing of new innovations and his or her’s
identification with the new sense of order which the Habsburg
regime presented; not with confession, as one might believe.

While one explanation for the multi-confessional embrace of
Renaissance styles and modes and the Habsburg cause might be
sought in viewing it as a cultural manifestation among city
dwellers in the search for a “third way” between the polarization
of confessional boundaries that was underway in the late 16t
century, a more sober one lies in seeing them as manifestations of
the “peaceful coexistence” (though not necessarily tolerance) of
different confessional groups that was characteristic for Rudolfine
Prague.3

3 Josef Valka, “Tolerance ¢i koexistence? (K povaze souziti riiznych
néabozenskych vyznani v ¢eskych zemich v 1S. a 17. Stoleti)” [Tolerance or
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The New City of Prague presents a wonderful laboratory in
which to view the series of complicated changes going on during
the period known in Czech national history as “the Pre-White
Mountain” period. The case study of the New City shows that this
period represents, on the one hand, a period of continuity of
important structures and processes with the post-Hussite period;
though, on the other hand, also one of innovation, especially in
the areas of politics and religion. These features of continuity and
innovation seen together point to the usefulness of viewing the
early years of Habsburg rule in Bohemia’s central city as a period
in its own right characterized by the intimate interplay of politics,
society and religion.*

Coexistence? (Some Thoughts Concerning the Coexistence of different
Religious Confessions in the Bohemian Lands from the 15% to the 17®
Centuries)], Studia Comeniana et Historica, 18, 1988, ¢islo 35pp. 63-75.

4+ Heinz Schilling, “Die Konfessionalisierung im Reich. Religidser und
gesellschaftlicher Wandel in Deutschland zwischen 1555 und 1620,”
Historische Zeitschrift 246 (1988): 1-45; Wolfgang Reinhard, “Zwang zur
Konfessionaliseriung? Prolegomena zu einer Theorie des konfessionellen
Zeitalters,” Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte 68 (1977): 226-52).
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II. The Anatomy of House & Street

This part of the study presents a detailed, summary
reconstruction of salient features of the material culture of daily
life in the New City of Prague in the late 16%' and early 17%
centuries, based on the critical analysis of two major overlapping
bodies of written sources: probate inventories and building
contracts and disputes, supplemented by civic wills and marriage
contracts. [See the introduction for a discussion of the sources
and methodology.]

The reconstruction is divided into five sections:

Section 1 presents a reconstruction of major features of
physical structures and of the street landscape by providing an
overview analysis of all the cases that appeared before the Six-
Man Councils of the New and Old Cities of Prague in the years
1547-1611, with a more in-depth analysis of the contract and
dispute cases for the years 1566 to 1583. Of the total number of
cases in the New City, thirty-one (31) correspond to houses
located in the center of the New City; specifically, within a two-
block radius of the lower Horse Market (today’s Wenceslaus
Square).

Section 2 introduces fifty-six (56) households corresponding to
forty-six (46) burgher houses in the New City. All but eight of
these houses were located in the center of the New City. Fourteen
of the households were subjects of building contract and dispute
cases; the remaining were in houses adjacent or almost adjacent
to houses corresponding to these cases.

Section 3 represents a reconstruction of the material and
spatial features of house interiors. It presents a structural profile
of these fifty-six households according to typology of locations and
objects, distribution of key objects, and the spatial functional
division of the households.

Sections 4 and S consist of a series of figures and charts.
They represent a key element of the reconstruction. They do not
just document material covered in the first three sections.
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II.1. RECONSTRUCTION OF THE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE
AND THE STREET LANDSCAPE

II1.1.1. CASE BOOKS OF THE SIX-MAN COUNCILS, 1547-1611

Building contract and dispute cases were drawn from the case
books of the Six-Man Councils of the Old and New Cities of
Prague for the period 1547 to 1611, and the book of appeals from
the Six-Man Council of the New City to the New City Council
(covering the years 1603 to 1611).! The case books provide
almost continuous documentation during the period (with the
exception of the years 1583 to 1610 for the Old City).

The case books contain a total of 407 entries for the Old City
and 854 entries for the New City for the period 1547 to 1611
(including a few additional ones for the period from 1611 to
1613). Contracts and disputes over building and property make
up 45% of the total entries for the Old City and 50% for the New
City. The rest are transactions of the rent or sale of rnarket
stalls, vineyards, and hop fields; records of debt; a small number
are records of on-site visitations of the Six-Man Councils; and a
few are civic wills and marriage contracts. [See chart I1.5.2.]

The total nurnber of contract and dispute cases for this period
are 182 for the Old City and 425 in the New City. Seen in the
context of the total number of houses, this equates to, on the
average, 10-22% of all houses in the Old City and 20-26% in the
New City that came to the attention of the Six-Man Councils in
the period 1547 to 1611.2

The book of appeals from the Six-Man Council of the New City
contains 97 appeals for the period 1603-1611.

Of the 182 contract and dispute cases in the Old City, five
cases involved ecclesiastical institutions; nineteen involved Jews.
Of the 425 contract and disputes cases in the New City, five
involved ecclesiastical institutions, four hospitals, and a Jew. Of
the 97 appeals of decisions of the Six-Man Council of the New

! For the Old City, Sign. AMP 473, 474, 2154; for the New City, Sign. AMP
2149 and 2150. The Book of Appeals for the New City is Sign. AMP 521.
2The estimates of the total number of houses are as follows: in 1562, 816 in
the Old City and 1607 in the New City; in 1605 1766 houses in the Old City
and 1908 in the New City; F. Dvorsky, “O Po¢tu domi v Praze a v
kralovskych méstech v Cechach v 16.-19. stoleti” [On the Number of Houses
in Prague and other Royal Cities in Bohemia from the 16% to the 19
Centuries] CCM LV (1881): 478-494 & LVII (1882): 57-73.
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City to the city council, four involved ecclesiastical institutions,
one hospital, and three Jews.

Information on estate is provided for only 7% of the
individuals (66) appearing in cases of the Six-Man Council of the
New City and for only one individual in the Old City. More than
two-thirds (44) of the New City individuals were citizens of the
New City, ten were nobles, and two were knights.

Trade and profession was provided for 6% of the individuals
(23) involved in cases in the Old City and 8% (72) in the New City.
In the Old City, they included 18 artisans, two doctors from the
university, a servant, a merchant, and an estate office holder.? In
the New City, they included 41 artisans, 16 imperial officials and
servants, 5 government office holders, 2 royal judges (rychtdr), a
sheriff (Hejtman), 2 servants of the commune, two chamber
servants, a caretaker, a parish administrator, and a teacher.*

[I1.1.2. CLOSE-UP STRUCTURAL PROFILE OF CONTRACT
AND DISPUTE CASES (1566-1583)

In the years 1566 to 1583, 78 cases appeared before the Six-
Man Council of the Old City, 74 cases in the New City. These
figures represent 19% and 22% of the total entries for the Old
and New Cities, respectively, for the period 1547 to 1611.

Types of Cases: For the years 1566-1583, almost all cases in
the Old City were recorded as disputes.> In the New City, most of
the cases were recorded as contracts.® [See chart11.5.5.]

Parties in Contract and Dispute Cases: For the years 1566 to
1583, almost three-fourths of the cases in the Old City (71 cases),

3 The eighteen artisans were broken down as follows: three masters of an
unknown trade, two carpenters, two masons, one apothecary, one barrel
maker, one wheel maker, one miller, one baker, one jeweler, one goldsmith,
one bagmaker, one weaver, one second-hand dealer, and one vackar (?).

4 The forty-one artisans break down as follows: five millers, five bakers, four
carpenters, three smiths, two goldsmiths, two masons, two tanners, two
rope makers, two dyers, one bell-maker, one weaver, one tawer, one soap
maker, one coachman, one leather dyer, one bath attendant one gingerbread
baker, one painter, one gardener, one brew master, one master of an
unknown trade, one rohoznik (?) and one klobauc (?).

5 Of the total of 78 cases for this period, 76 were disputes, one was a
contract following an agreement, another was of another type.

6 Of the total of 74 for this period, 47 were recorded as contracts following
disputes, 13 as contracts following agreement, one dispute, and thirteen of
another type.
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and more than half in the New City (53 cases) involved residential
houses. One case was a building dispute between a Jew and his
neighbor, the Church of the Holy Cross in the Old City.

Site: Between 1566 and 1583, a quarter to a third of the cases
involved structures of the exterior of the house (37 cases in the
Old City, 32 in the New City), and approximately a third (21
cases) with residential sites distinguished from the house but
other than the garden or courtyard. Eleven percent (8) of the
cases in the New City involved communal property. [See chart
11.5.6.]

Structure: In more than a quarter of the cases in the New
City (20), the wall was the structure in question, followed by
windows (11%/12 cases), walls with other structures (8%/6
cases), roofs and other structures (5%/4 cases), gutters and
fences (each 4%/3 cases), and a well. [See chart 11.5.6.]

[1.1.3. LOCALIZATION OF THE BUILDING DISPUTES

Of the total nurnber of cases in the New City, thirty-one (31)
involved houses that were located within a two-block radius of the
lower Horse Market (today’s Wenceslaus Square). [See chart
[1.5.1. & fig. [1.4.2.]

[1.2. LOCALIZATION OF HOUSEHOLDS & INDIVIDUALS

For the center of the New City, the area where thirty-one
building disputes were localized, inventories were identified for
fifty-six households. The fifty-six (56) households correspond to
fifty-two (52) probate inventories of fifty-one (51) individuals who
resided in forty-six (46) houses. [See chartIl.5.1. & fig. [1.4.2.]

The fifty-two inventories span the period 1577 to 1627: 4 date
from the decade 1570-79, 12 from 1580-89, 13 from 1590-99, 13
from 1600-1609, 8 from 1610-1619, one from the year 1621, and
two from 1627.

For eight houses, two inventories are available from two
different individuals;” for one, two inventories are available from

7 House nos. 698-II (1609 & 1627), 747 (1599 & 1601}, 791 (1613 & 1637),
792 (1604 & 1613), the “New Building” (nové staveni) adjoining House no.
792 (1604 & 1613), the Grafeus house near the Jewish Garden (1588 &
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the same individual® In five cases, one inventory describes the
contents of two houses belonging to one individual.® In numerous
cases, series of inventories correspond to adjacent (i.e. next-door)
and co-adjacent houses, or houses across the street from one
another. In four cases, inventory pairs do correspond to real
next-door or across-the street neighbors.1°

Among the fifty individuals whose inventories were selected
are two painters, the wife of a painter, two bellmakers, a
goldsmith, a kettlesmith, a locksmith, a butcher, a baker, a
gingerbread baker, the wife of a confectioner, a candlemaker, a
cloth merchant, the wife of a secretary of the Appellate Court, an
imperial guard, and the imperial architect. Two were nobles.!!
Inventories of five individuals identify them as heraldic burghers
(erbovnici), burghers who had acquired the right of a predicate
name similar to that of the nobility.!2 Seven others are identified
as heraldic burghers in the secondary literature or in records of
the State Office for Landmark Preservation (SURPMO).13 At least
four had served as members of the New City Council;!4 one

1601), Brzobohaty house near Porici Gate (1577 & 1617), and “u Kriz(”
(1584 & 1603).

8 House no. 36b or 37a-II.

9 House no. 669-1I and a second, adjacent house (Katefina VodiCkova);
House nos. 748 or 746 and a second house on Siroka Street (Markyta
Kotlafka); House nos. 792 & “new structure” (Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku);
House no. 778 and a second house (Buryan Pernikar); House nos. 780 and
781 (Jifi Smolik). In the case of the Smolik inventory, it is not clear if the
inventory corresponds to one or both of the houses.

10 The first and second houses of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku and Markyta
Kotlafka, both in Siroka Street, were next door to each other; the first were
probably house nos. 747-11 and 748-1I. Rehof Patek and Jifik Lynder were
across-the-street neighbors; Adam Samec and Mikula§ RGzZe z Vorlicné
(House nos. 852-I1 and 853-I1), Jan Brzobohaty (House no. 1056-II or 1057-
II) and Tomas Vodicka z Radkova (House no. 1057-II or 1058-II) were next-
door neighbors.

11 Tobia$ Ne jedly z Vysoké and Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin.

12 Martin Masopust, Vaclav Vodicka, Vit Vodicka, Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné,
and the bell-maker Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku.

13 Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, Baroloméj Zvonaf z Cimperku, Zikmund
Zvonaf z Cimperku, Jilji Perger z Castalovic, Anna Steffkova z Cichanova,
Jifik Svik z Lukonos, and Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir.

14 Jilji Perger z Castalovic, Mikulas Ruze z Vorliéné, Vit Vodicka, Brikci
Zvonar z Cimperku. This was indicated in their own or other’s inventories.
No list of New City Council members has been compiled for the pre-White
Mountain period.
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served as burghomaster (primas), and one as chancellor.!5 [See
chart I1.5.7.]

All but three of the fifty individuals were house owners.!¢ One
owned six houses;!? two owned four houses;¥® four owned three
houses; eleven owned two houses; and twenty-nine owned one
house. One was the wife of a house owner;!°® one was the son of
a house owner;2° and one was a servant.?! All the houses in
Prague in this study were located in the New City.22 The
households described by the inventories refer in most cases to the
principal residential house of the period; in a few cases, they refer
to adjoining houses as well. {See chart [1.5.7.]

Four inventories were identified with four houses located on
the east side of Siroka Street; one each of the father and son bell-
makers Brikci and Bartholméj Zvonaf z Cimperku from the years
1599 and 1601, respectively, with House no. 747-1I; one inventory
of their next-door neighbor, Markyta Kotarka, a kettlesmith
(kotlar), from 1580, relating to two houses (House no. 746 or 747-
I, as well as an additional house on Siroka Street adjacent to a
second house of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku; and one inventory
from Ladislas Gallus z RajStejna (1601) with House no. 749-11.

Five inventories were identified with five houses on the west
side of Siroka Street or Charavatska Street: one of Anna Patkova
(1610), the wife of Rehof Patek z Freytok, a secretary of the
Appellate Court (sekretdr pii apelacich); one of their neighbor
across the street, Jifik Lynder, a carrier (forman)from 1597; one
of the goldsmith Jan Nysl (1601) with House no. 35a-II; and two
inventories of Tomas Nejedly z Vysoké (1583 & 1585) with House
no. 36b and 37(a)-II, located on the west corner of Siroka Street
and Na prikopé.

15 Jilji Perger z Castalovic served as burghomaster, Mikula§ Ruze z Vorlicné
as chancellor.

16 In the cases of multiple-house ownership, the inventories describe one,
sometimes two, of the houses, usually the major place of residence.

17 Jifik Svik z Lukonos.

18 Jilji Perger z Castalovic and Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku.

Y Maryanna Pergerova.

20 Baroloméj Zvonar z Cimperku,

21 Jan Nysl in the house of Jifi Zygl

22 Two of the house-owners in the study also owned property outside of the
New City. Adam Tatek owned cellars on Havel Market in the Old City;
Ladislav Gallus z Rajstejna owned a house in the city of Pisek in Southern
Bohemia.
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Four additional inventories correspond to four unidentified
locations on Siroka Street: one each of the locksmith Melichar
Fayfr (1599); the baker Jan Zlaty (1583); Anna Steffkova z
Cichanova (1621); and Vorsile, the wife of the deceased
confectioner Martin Cukrar (1605).23 Three inventories correpond
to two houses located just southeast of Siroka Street in the
Jewish Garden: one each of the painter Baptista Grafeus (1601)
and his wife Mandalena (1588) at a house “near the Jewish
garden;” and one of Ciprian Lopatsky (1604) at a house “in the
Jewish Street.”

Nine inventories were identified with nine houses on the
southwest side of the lower Horse Market: one of the candlemaker
Jifik Lesnar (1604) at the house “u Vovsui” (House no. 775-1I); one
of Jan Slon (1607) at House no. 777-II; one of the gingerbread
baker Buryan Pernikaf from the year 1595 at House no. 778-II
and the adjoining house; one of Jifi Smolik (1582) at House no.
780-1I; one of Magdalena Hvézdova (1599) at the house “u
Hvézdd” (House no. 782-1I); one of the cloth merchant Adam
Tatek (1582) at House nos. 783 and 784-II; one of the painter
Jirik Fri¢ (1587) at House no. 785/442-11; one each of Jilji Perger
z Castalovic (1613) and Maryanna Pergerova/Alzbéta Svikova (his
wife and daughter) from the year 1627 at House no. 791-II.

Four inventories were identified at four houses on the
southeast side of the Horse Market: one of Anna Zluticka z
Bernareéku (1604) at the house “u Zlutickych” (House no. 792-II)
and the “new structure” (nové staveni) adjacent to it; two of Jifi
Svik z Lukonos, one from early 1613 at the Zlutickjch house
(House no. 792-II), and another from December 13, 1613 at the
“new structure;” and one of Lidmila Makalka (1579) at House no.
795-11.

Three inventories were identified with three houses located on
the northwest side of the lower Horse Market: Kaspar Albrecht
(1583) at “the Winters’ house” (u Wintertz) (House no. 837-Il);
Martin Masopust (1592) at “the Masopust house” (u Masopustu)
(House no. 832-1I); and Vaclav Kamaryz z Rovin the Younger
(1595) at House no. 846-II. The inventory of Martin Hranicky
(1591) was identified with the house located at JindriSska Street
adjacent to the house on the northwest corner of the lower Horse
Market (House no. 902-II)) Two inventories corresponded to

2 In the accompanying charts she is referred to as VorSile po Martinu
Cukarovi [“after Martin Cukrar.”)
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houses at unidentified locations on the Horse Market: one of
Vaclav Vodicka (1610); and one of Jan Kriz (1596) at the house “u
Skrabu.”

Three inventories were identified with three houses on
Vodickova Street: one each of Vaclav Vodnansky (1609) and
Simon Polidor z Baubinus (1627) at the house “u Klobouku”
(House no. 698-II); and one of Katerina Vodickova (1593) at
House no. 699-I1 and an adjoining house.

Two inventories were identified with two houses on na Piikopeé:
one of Adam Samec from the year 1578 at the house “u Halirt”
(House no. 852-1I); and one of Mikulas Rize z Vorli¢né from the
year 1583 at “the House of the Black Rose” (u éermné rize), House
no. 853-1I.

Seven inventories were identified with six houses located in
the northern section of the New City: one of Daniel Rubin ze
Zvovir from the year 1599 at “the Rubin house” (u Rubini) on Na
blaté; one of Zikmund Vodak from the year 1596 at the house “u
Broznov” (House no. 1074-11); one of Jan Eustachious Brzobohaty
(1617) at a house na Porici; one each of Jan and Matéj Brzobohaty
(father and brother of Jan Eustachius) from the years 1577 and
1616, respectively, at House no. 1056-I1 or House no. 1057-11
located across from Pori¢i gate; and one of their next-door
neighbor Tomas Vodicka z Radkova (1606) at House no. 1057-II
or House no. 1058-II.

The inventory of Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku (brother of
Brikci and wuncle of Bartholoméj) from the year 1581,
corresponding to a house on Kvétonska Street (today’s Stépanska
Street); one of the imperial guard (drabant) Thomas Kyndrmon
from the year 1618, corresponding to a house located “near City
Hall on the corner.” In the settlement around St. Stephen (Sv.
Stépana) correspond: one inventory each of Magdalena Krizova
(1584) and Jan Kalivoda (1603) at “the Kriz house” (u Krizt)
located “opposite the parish house of St. Stephen on the corner;”
one from the year 1579 of Bonifacius Wolmut, the imperial
architect, at the house “opposite the Bell Tower of St. Stephen.”
The inventory of the butcher Vit Vodicka (1603) corresponds to a
house at an unidentified location in the New City.
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11.3. RECONSTRUCTION OF HOUSE INTERIORS
[1.3.1. TYPOLOGY OF LOCATIONS

The items contained in the inventories include a wide variety
of objects including furniture, cooking and eating utensils, other
general household objects, tools, clothes, book, paintings, and
gold and silver objects. An inclusive list of all items listed in these
inventories does not exceed 200.2¢4 [See chart I1.5.10.]

The inventories provide information on the specific number of
objects as well as, in many cases, their size (small, medium or
large) and color. A number of items are represented by specific
types. For example, four varieties of beds and three types of
tables are distinguished. Some of the object varieties are
designated as linguistic diminutives of other objects. In some
cases, they refer to real, small-size versions of an object.

[1.3.2. FREQUENCY OF KEY OBJECTS
AND THEIR DISTRIBUTION BY HOUSEHOLD

[1.3.2.1. Heating and Cooking Sources - kamna (stoves), ohniste
(fire), and ohrivadlo (heaters)

38 kamna, 3 ohnisté, and 2 oh#ivadlo are identified in 28 of the
New City households. In three households, three kamna are found
(House nos. 780 & 781, Vit Vodicka, 36b-II); in five households,
two. In two households (Jan Kalivoda, Markyta Kolarka’s second
house), two kamna and one ohniste are identified; in two other
households (Thomas Kyndrmon, Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku),
one kamna and one ohfivadlo. In the household of Tobias Nejedly
z Vysoké are identified three kamna and one ohnisté.

11.3.2.2. Knives, Forks, and Eating Utensils

Knives are found in only eleven of the households; in three
cases, in the locations where the cooking location is identified.
Spoons are found in ten households; in all but two cases in
cooking locations. Salt boxes are found in 13 households; in

2%+ An extensive, nearly comprehensive list of all objects found in New City
Prague burgher homes comes to 175.
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three cases where cooking was identified, and in all other cases in
a location adjacent to where cooking was identified. Dishes are
found in 14 households; in four cases in cooking locations, in
three cases in adjacent cooking locations, and in three cases in no
proximity to the cooking locations. [See chart I1.5.12.]

[1.3.2.3. Objects of Personal Hygiene - vdna, vani¢cka, umyvadlo,
médénice

Tubs (vana, vani¢ka) appear in very small numbers. The most
common objects for cleansing were the umyvadlo (wash basin)
and the médénice (copper pot). As small objects, Umyvadlo and
médénice could be moved around, but inventories identify them in
fairly regular locations. Umyvadlo are almost always found in a
room where the heating source is located; médénice where beds
are found.

[1.3.2.4. Tables - stul, stoliéek

A total of 291 stul are located in forty-five (80%) of the
households. Further description is provided for only fourteen
percent of the tables. Most tables found in Prague burgher
households in the late 16% century were probably an
undistinguished, study type common in Europe throughout the
Middle Ages, constructed of wood or stone.?> Nine percent were
painted.?® Only a handful of tables are indicated as being
exceptional. Marble tables were owned by Albrecht Kaspar, Jilji
Perger z Castalovic, and Adam Samec. Simeon Polidor z Bau-
binus possessed a table decorated with garnets and a pull-out
table (vytahovany) Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku had a table
described as “ringed” or “grained” (fladrovy).

A total of 114 stolicek (diminutive of stul) are found in 24
(43%) of the households. They too are mostly plain.?2’ Infor-
mation is given for the use of a number of the tables. Jifi Smolik
had a stolicek for reading; Simeon Polidor z Baubinus had two

25 Seven tables are described as “old,” five as “simple” (prosté), two as “not
fine” (nedobré), and one as broken. Seven were described as “stone,” two
“wooden,” and one “oak.”

26 Twelve are described as white, five red, four green, one yellow and one
black.

27 Two are described as made of iron.
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tables “for instruments.” A children’s table (détinsky) was found
in the house of Jan Kalivoda. Stolicek could be of a more
complicated construction than stil. Jilji Perger z Castalovic had
five stolicek with draws; Ladislav Gallus z RajStejna had one.

Two of the stolicek had non-rectangular tops. Vaclav Kamaryt
z Rovin had a circular stolicek; Anna Steftkova z Cichanova had
an oblong one. A fourth of them were painted.?® Martin Maso-
pust possessed a blue stolicek, the only blue piece of furniture in
the whole neighborhood. [See chart I1.5.20.]

I1.3.2.5. Chairs (zidle, zidlicka)

A total of 107 zidle are located in 24 households; a total of 98
zidlicka (diminutive of Zidle) in 21 households. Only a third of the
zidle and none of the zZidlicka are described in the inventories in
any further way; most were probably of simple design. A third of
the Zidle were constructed in two design variations: the long
(dlouhe) and the double or two-seater (dvoje, dvojata, dvojnd-
sobnd)?® Only sixteen percent of the Zidle and twenty-three
percent of the zZidlicka were painted.3¢ [See chart I1.5.20.]

[1.3.2.6. Benches (stolice, lavice)

Less common than tables in New City Prague burgher houses
were benches. A total of 83 stolice were located in 16 households;
8 lavice were located in 4 households. They were used to sit or
lay something on. The stolice were ordinarily made of wood or
stone. Only 16% of the stolice were painted;3! none of the lavice
were. More than a quarter of the stolice were upholstered with
leather; one with a plain, another with a knitted, piece of textile.32
The only exceptional pieces were two low benches (lavice), one
covered with marble (owned by Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku), and

28 32 of 114, or 28%, were painted; 21 were green, seven black, two white,
and two red.

2 Of 107 total zidle, fourteen are long and seventeen are double.

% Of the seventeen painted zidle, eleven were red, four green, and two white;
of the twenty-three zidliCka, seventeen were green and six were red.

31 Seven were painted red, three green, and three black.

3222 of 83, or 27%, were covered with leather; Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin had a
stolice covered with cloth; Katerina Vodickova had a stolice covered with a
knitted cloth.
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a glass stolice owned by Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin. [See chart
11.5.20.]

11.3.2.7. Cabinets & Armoires (almara, almarka)

One of the most common pieces of furniture in New Prague
burgher homes was the cabinet or armoire, named in the
inventories as almara and its diminutive almdrka. A total of 166
almara were located in forty-four households. A total of 35
almarka were located in thirteen households. They could be of
simple construction and design, serving as a holder for the wash
basin (umyvadlo or médénice) and for storage for all types of
items, including dishware and cooking equipment, clothes, books,
art objects, and more. They were placed against the wall in the
middle of the room, in the corner, or stood alone (stojata).3® As a
piece of storage furniture, they often contained drawers and
sections enclosed by doors.

Fifteen percent of the almara and fourteen percent of the
almdrka were painted.3* These pieces of furniture were a
traditional (staroddvna) part of the burgher households, as many
of the inventories indicate. Two pieces were exceptional. Anna
Zluticka z Bermarecku had an almara on which was painted
“Fortitudo.” Anna Patkova had an almara which was described as
“in the style of a desk [Srbtys].” [See chart 11.5.19.]

11.3.2.8. Chests (truhla, truhlicka, truhlice)

Chests and trunks were the most common pieces of furniture
in New City Prague burgher houses. They are identified in the
inventories as truhla and its diminutives truhlice and truhlicka. A
total of 280 truhla were located within forty-eight households; 138
truhlice in forty-two households; and 70 truhlicka in twenty-two
households.3> They were used for storage of all types of items.
Approximately one third of the truhla and truhlice, and one fifth of
the truhlicka were painted. [See chart11.5.19.]

33 Five almara are described as “corner,” eight “standing.”

34 Of the 25 painted almara, eight were green, four red, four white, five
yellow, and one described only as “painted.” Of the S painted almarka, four
were green, and one was red.

35 The household of Jifik Lynder was the only one in the neighborhood
without a truhla, truhlice, or truhlicka.
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[1.3.2.9. Desks (kancelar, sSrybtys)

Seventeen pieces of furniture designated as desks were found
in ten New City Prague burgher houses of the period. Ten were
designated by the Germnan term Srybtys (Schreibtisch), five as
kancelar, two as kanceldrka in three different rooms. Vaclav
Kamaryt z Rovin had a kancelar, kanceldarka and Srybtys in three
different locations. Tobias Nedjedly z Vysoké had two Srybtys in
the Stmada house, and a third in the adjacent Caltovsky house.
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had two kanceldfin two locations of the
house. Vaclav Vodnansky had three Srybtys (two large and one
small) in one location!

With the exception of Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku’s desk,
described as “done in the style of a pretty piece of cabinet work,”
the inventories do not provide any details on the design or quality
of the desks.

The contents of these two rooms suggest that they were
objects for different uses, if not of different design. The Srybtys
all contain documents (and documents only): various registers,
debt registers, privileges, etc. In contrast to Srybtys, the kancelar
contained a larger variety of objects. 3¢

11.3.2.10. Beds (loze, luzko, postylka)

Beds are indicated in the inventories according to four named
designations: postel and loZe and their respective diminutives,
postylka and lizko. A total of 373 beds were located in 194
locations within the fifty-six households. The most common were
the postel (124) and loze (138), followed by the ltiZko (76) and the
postylka (18). The name designations appear to be used rather
freely, making it difficult to determine whether they designate
actual differences or are synonymous terms used at the whim of
the notary.

Half of the beds are covered beds that were difficult to store
away. Seventy-two of the loze (52%), thirty-two luzko (42%), and
fifty-eight postel (41%) were “canopied” (pod Nebesy). Many of the
canopied beds had curtains. One loze, three postylka, and eight

36 See discussion in chapter 1.4, pp. 79-81.
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loze were identified as children’s beds.3” One cradle (kolibka) is
listed.38 Many other beds were further described as “simple,”
“old,” “rising” (vstlané - fold-up?), or “broken.”

Many beds were plain, but some were decorated. One fifth
(78) were decoratively painted: 38 green, 34 gold, 14 white, and
two listed simply as painted.3? In addition to being painted, beds
were decorated with colorful curtains. Green was the most
popular color of curtains found on covered beds in eleven
households.4® Covered beds with red curtains were in the
households of Ladislav Gallus z Rajstejna and Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku. Thomas Kyndrmmon had a covered bed with white
curtains. Curtain material was ordinary linen or haraSovy (?).
Jifik Fric had a bed “beautifully inlaid and painted gold.” [See
chart I1.5.18.]

[1.3.2.11. Wall Furnishings

Tapestries (koberec) and antlers (rohy) were the most
commonly found wall furnishings in the burgher household.
Antlers, mostly from deer, were found in twenty-four (42%) of the
households, mostly in svietnice. Tapestries are found as main
furnishings in eleven housholds. With the exception of the
tapestries in Jilji Perger z Castalovic’s §piZirna, and the svietnice
of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin and Mikula¢ Ruze, all the tapestries
were located in ground-floor cellars (sklep) in proximity to the
entrance to the house.

Many of the tapestries were “old” or “plain.” Yet a few were of
more exceptional quality. Jan Slon had a leather tapestry.

37 The children’s beds were located as follows: one lozZe in the house of Jan
Nysl (House no. 35a-II) in the komora, one 1izko in the house of Jifik Lynder
in the sklep, three lizko in the house of Jifik Smoli, (House no. 780 & 781-
11) in the komora, one lizko with bars in the house of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku (House no. 792-Il) in the sklep, three luzko kolovaté in the
house of Tobia§ Nejedly z Vysoké (House no. 36b-II) in the second sklipek,
one postylka with bars in the upstairs sklep, and two postylka in another
sklep in the house of Martin Masopust (House no. 832-II).

38 Cradle (“kolibka”) in location 14 (pokoj kde dité liha) in House no. 791-II of
Jilji Perger z Castalovic.

39 78 out of 373, or 21%.

40 Baptisa Grafeus (2 beds), Mandalena Grafeus, Thomas Kyndrmon, Martin
Masopust, Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, Vorsile Cukrafka, Jilji Perger z
Castalovic (3 beds), Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku, Jifik Svik z Lukonos,
Ladislav Gallus z Rajstéjna, and Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir.
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Turkish tapestries were found in six households: Jifik Svik z
Lukonos had five in the new structure, Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku three in House no. 792-11, Jilji Perger z Castalovic
three, Matéj Brzobohaty two, Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif one, and
Vaclav Vodicka one multicolored.

In the burgher households, much more common than hanging
tapestries are tapestries that covered tables and chests. This
feature was found in twenty-one households.

11.3.2.12. Pictures and Maps

A total of 204 pictures (figura, kontrfekt, tabule and obraz) were
found in twenty-one of the fifty-six households (38%).4! Four
maps (mapa) are found in four households.#? This represents a
much higher figure than that for the New City as a whole (20%).43
A third of the pictures and one of the maps were framed.**

Four of the households contained more than twenty-five
pictures: Anna Zlutickd z Bernarecku had thirty-nine; her
neighbor across the street, Jilji Perger z Castalovic, had thirty-
seven; Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin thirty-three; and Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku twenty-eight. Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku’s husband,
Jifik Svik z Lukonos, possessed twelve pictures. The remaining
households with pictures possessed fewer than ten.

Themes are provided for only 20% of the pictures. The
portrait was a popular genre. Burgher portraits were in the
houses of Ladislav Gallus z RajsStejna, Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku
(of Tobias and his first wife Vorsile), Ciprian Lopatsky (of Jan
Romanis, relationship unknown), and Jifik Svik z Lukonos (of
himself; his wife Anna Zluticka z Bernareéku, which is not listed
in her inventory; Mataus$ Zluticky, his father-in-law; and others).

4 Four of them were described as “wood,” four as painted on canvas (“na
platné”), and three as illuminated.

42 Since the exact nature of the objects is not known, the term map {closest
term to the original Czech) rather than “veduta” is being used. See J. PeSek,
“Veduty v prazskych interiérech doby predbélohorskych,” [Vedutas in Prague
Interiors in the Pre-White Mountain Period], Uméni 31 {1983): 521-22.

43 Pictures are found in approximately 20% of the inventories in the New
City as a whole during the period 1570-1620; J. PeSek, “Inwestycje
kulturaljne miesycyan praskich przed 1620 r.,” [Cultural Investments of
Prague Burghers before 1620], Sztuka miast I mieszczanstwa XV-XVIII w. w
Ewropia srodkoworschodniej, Warszawa, 1990, p. 337.

+ 55 of a total of 204, or 27%.
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Portraits of Rudolf II were in the homes of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarcku (two portraits) and Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku. The
portrait entitled Caesarius, listed in the inventory of Bartoloméj
Zvonar z Cimperku, Brikci’s son, who lived in the same house-
hold, is perhaps the same portrait as his father’s.

Whereas religion was the theme of two thirds of all books in all
Prague inventories of the period, it represents only 15% of those
of pictures and other works of art.#> Six of the pictures owned by
individuals in the study from the New City had a religious theme.
Tobias§ Nejedly z Vysoké possessed one picture of Adam and Eve,
Magdalena Hvézdova one of the Birth of Christ and one of Christ’s
baptism, Brikci Zvonaif z Cimperku three paintings of saints
including SS. Vaclav and Adalbert (Vojtéch), and Brikci’s brother
Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku one of the Virgin Mary.46

History and geography were the themes of two of the pictures
and three of the maps. Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku possessed a
picture of the city of Vienna and a map of Hungary. His son
Bartoloméj had a framed map of Moravia. Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku had a map of the kingdom of Bohemia. Simeon
Polidor z Baubinus possessed a map designated as Europa
segenntni. 1t is interesting to note that, with the exception of the
map of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus, they are all of Bohemian or
Austrian themes. Old City patrician Ludvik Koralka z TéSin, a
contemporary of Anna Zlutickd z Bernarecku and the Zvonaf
family, had maps of Venice and Jerusalem in his home.*’” [See
chart11.5.31.}

45 J, PeSek, “Vytvarna dila s nabozenskou tematikou v prazskych
predbélohorskych interiérech,” [Artisanal Work with Religious Themes in
Prague Interiors of the Pre-White Mountain Period], Uméni 30 (1982): 263-
267.

% In a breakdown of pictures and other works of art with a religious theme
according to property ownership of collectors, Jifi PeSek noted that the
largest group of collectors of this genre owned only one house or slightly
more; in the New City, 80%. See J. PeSek, “Vyzvarna dila s naboZenskou
tematikou,” p. 265 (see note 45 above). In the New City under study,
Magdalena Hvézdova and Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku each had one house,
but Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku had four, and Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké three.
47 See J. Pesek, “Veduty v prazskych interiérech doby predbélohorskych” (see
note 42 above).
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11.3.2.13. Jewelry

Jewelry is found in forty percent of the households.*8
Individual items are rings, long and short necklaces (fetez,
fetizek), pins (zapona), earrings, and a few objects of an unknown
type (such as sekryt). Many of the rings are gold and silver, inlaid
with precious gems and stones.

The largest collections were those of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin,
Jan Kfiz, Zikmund Vodak, and Jifi Svik z Lukonos. Jan Kfiiz's
jewelry collection consisted of a golden circle and fourteen rings,
including one gold one with sapphires, two with “red stone in the
manner of a sekryt,” two with a sekryt, one with hfezokyt (?), one
with hyacinth (?), one with a ruby, and one with a diamond.

Two households, those of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku and
Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné - had medium-size collections. Anna
Zluticky z Bernarecku possessed a golden comb with garnets and
twenty-five rings. Mikulas Riize z Vorlicné had two gold rings,
one with a stone, one without, and twenty-three rings “on a
string.”

Small collections consisted of one to a few items. Daniel
Rubin ze Zvovif owned one golden orumpant (?) necklace, one ring
with a pearl, and one ring with a ruby. Thomas Kyndrmon owned
three rings: two golden ones with suplety (?) and a broken, golden
ring with a ruby. [See chart 11.5.32.]

11.3.2.14. Decorative Dishware

None of the New City Prague burgher households had any
ceramics, but many had modest collections of gold and silver
dishware, and much larger amounts of tin, pewter and copper.
The inventories are silent on the quality and decoration of the
objects. The exception is the collection of the noble Tobias Nejedly
z Vysoké. He had two tin services of plates, bowls, and jugs; one
with the coat of arms of his wife Dorota and himself, and the
second with that of his wife Marta and himself. The location of
these objects in the kitchen and adjacent rooms, rather than in
storage with art and cultural objects, suggests that they may have
been objects for everyday use.

48 24 of 56, or 43%.
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11.2.3.15. Glass

Glass, common or exceptional, is not heavily represented in
inventories of New City Prague burgher households. Vaclav Ka-
maryt z Rovin had a glass table, a glass lamp (sklend lucerma),
thirteen small and large glasses, and a mirror.*°

11.3.2.16. Clocks

Clocks and watches were found in only six of the New City
households. Vaclav Kamaryz z Rovin had a clock hung in a
closet. Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku had a “striking” (bici) clock with
two cymbals; his son Bartoloméj a gold-plated watch on a chain.
Their neighbor Markyta Kotlaftka had a striking clock. Vaclav
Vodicka had a striking clock and an alarm (budici) clock.

11.3.2.17. Books

Books were located in 38 (66%) of all households. A quarter of
the households had only a handful of books (one to three books);
approximately half had small collections (4-26 books).5¢ Four
households had medium-size book collections (26-100 books):
Mikulas Rize z Vorliéné (88 books), Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku (56
books), Vaclav Vodiéka (41 books), and Jilji Perger z Castalovic
(28 books). Three households had large book collections: Vaclav
Kamaryz z Rovin (148 books), Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (123
total; 34 books in House no. 792-I1 and 89 in the new structure),
Jifik Svik z Lukonos (111 total; 60 in House no. 792-If and 51 in
the new structure).

The book collections in this section of the city correspond in
size with those of the city as a whole for the period. The three
largest book collections tended towards the small side. Daniel
Rubin ze Zvovif, administrator of St. Henry (Sv. Jindficha) in the
New City, had only four books. Also, there were ten percent more

49 Svietnice (location 17) of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II).

50 For the size of the book, I adopt the scale utilized by Jifi PeSek in
“Inwestyce kulturaljne miszczan praskich przed 1620 r.,” p. 335 (see note 43
above).
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medium-size and ten percent fewer small-size collections in this
group than in the city as a whole.5!

For approximately two thirds of the books in the study,
information is provided by the inventories on the books’ title,
author, or theme; in some cases, the language (Czech, German,
or Latin). About half of all the books (48%) possessed by those in
the study had religious themes; at least four percent dealt with
historical topics, and at least 2% with law.52 The religious books
include bibles (New and Old Testaments), books of psalms,
prayers, and sermons. The most common law books are
collections of “urban law” (prdvo méstské) and estate law (zrizeni
zemské).

Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin’s book collection, the largest in the
study (148 books), consisted of more than eighty books having a
religious theme (including works by St. Augustine, Martin Luther,
Hussite and Bohemian Brethren authors); works on urban law;
two historical calendars; and an herbal book. Anna Zluticka z
Bemnarecku’s book collection (123 books) included a Czech bible,
an “everyday” Evangelium, five “prayer and other” books, and
twenty-seven calendars. The book collection of Jifik Svik z
Lukonos, Anna’s husband, was just as large (111 books) but more
varied in theme. It included forty books of “various classical
authors,” and two school books. The modest book collection of
Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif, administrator of the Utraquist parish St.
Henry (Sv. Jindricha), consisted of one song book of the Bohemian
Brethren, one medical book, and two books of an unknown
theme.

Among the small-size collections, religious books were the
most popular. Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké possessed nine books:
three bibles, one Czech song book, one book of Spangenberg’s
sermons, and three books on estate law. Ladislav Gallus z
Rajstejna, who lived in the house across the street from the
Nejedly house, also possessed nine books: one Czech bible, four
sermon books in German, a book of Spangenberg’s sermmons in

* In this part of the city, 8% of all the inventories had bhook collections
larger than 100; for the city as a whole in the period 157 1-1620, the figure
is 7%; see J. Pesek, “Inwestyce kulturaljne miszczan praskich przed 1620
r.,” p. 335 (see note 43 above).

52 28% are directly religious, and approximately another 2 2% are identified
in the inventories along with other books. The figures for the amounts of
books with historical and legal themes will be higher. as they too arc
contained in mixed-theme collections.
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Czech, a book in German entitled “Gulden Areh,” a book of estate
law, and book of urban law. Jan Kalivoda’s collection of nine
books included one book of Master Jan Haberman’s sermons,
another book of sermons of an unknown author (also in Czech),
the prolegomena of Petrus Codicillus’ dissertation, and a few
miscellaneous books. Mandalena Grafeus possessed five books:
three prayer books, one song book, and the New Testament in
Czech.

Of those who had a handful of books, the books were almost
all religious in theme, usually containing the bible. Jan
Brzobohaty possessed only two books: a bible and a book of
psalms, both in Czech. Ciprian Lopatsky had a bible and an
herbal book. Katerina Vodickova had a Czech bible and a book of
Spangenberg’s sermons. Martin Hranicky possessed one book, a
Czech bible. Vit Vodicka had a Czech bible in an edition by the
Prague printer Melantrich.

In a few cases, the book design is designated in the inventory.
Katerina Vodickova possessed a Czech bible “in red leather;” Jan
Kalivoda a book of Czech sermons in “white leather.” Brikci
Zvonar z Cimperku possessed a Czech bible “bound in black silk
with silver studs” (v aksamité cermnym svazena s puklami
stibmymi) and a German bible “with [silver] studs” (s puklami).
Business registers were often decorated in a similar fashion.
Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku had three registers in red leather;
two of them debt registers from the brewing business. [See chart
11.5.30.]

[1.3.3. DISTRIBUTION OF KEY OBJECTS BY LOCATION &
FUNCTIONAL STRUCTURE OF LOCATION
[1.3.3.1. Distribution of Beds
All except seven households had beds.>3 Three quarters of all

the beds were located in komora (143) and sklep (132).
Approximately nine percent of the beds were located in mazhaus

53 The following households did not have beds: Jan Kiiz, Toma§ Vodicka z
Radkova, Vaclav Vodnansky (House no. 698-1I), Maryanna Pergerova and
Alzbéta Svikova (House no. 790-II), Caltovsky House of Tobias Nejedly z
Vysoké (House no. 37a?-II), and the second houses of Katefina Vodickova
and Markyta Kotlarka.
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(33). Small numbers were also distributed among svietnice, verk-
Stat, drevnice, and laube. In most of the households, beds were
distributed among one-third to one-half of all the rooms in the
house. {See chart11.5.18.]

11.3.3.2. Sleeping Locations and Bedrooms

Among all the rooms in all the households (543 in number),
only one was specifically named a bedroom: the “second bedroom”
(druha loze) in the house of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no.
747-11).5¢ In nineteen households, twenty-five sleeping locations
were designated for specific individuals; such as the deceased, a
spouse, cooks (all female), or apprentices.

11.3.3.3. Kitchens (kuchyn, kuchynka)and Larders (Spizima)

Sixteen rooms are designated as kitchens (15 kuchysi and one
kuchyrika) in fourteen households (House nos. 846 and 748 or
746-11 each have two kitchens). In seven cases, the kitchens were
located near heating or cooking sources or both. In House no.
748 or 746-11, two adjoining kitchens were located adjacent to the
kamna which is located in the swvietnice. In House no. 780/781,
House no. 846, and House no. 853-1I, the kitchen is adjacent to
the kamna which is in the svietnicee In the Kalivoda and
Kyndrmon households, the ohnisté and ohfivadlo, respectively, are
located directly in the kitchens. In eight cases, the kitchens were
not identified in locations adjacent to the indicated heating and
cooking sources.

A summary breakdown of the contents of the sixteen locations
designated in kitchens, as a whole, as well as that of individual
kitchens, show that kitchens were made up almost exclusively of
cooking-related (but not eating-related) objects. [See chart II.5.
12.] Individual kitchens varied in their composition (i.e. types
and amounts of items). The kitchen of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir
listed one item: a pot. Adam Tatek’s kitchen was the largest. In
all but two of the households that had kitchens, the kitchens
were the main locations where there was a constellation of
primary cooking-related items: rost, roZern, pekaé, and rendlik -

5¢ Despite the fact that this room is named “second bedroom,” no other
rooms in the inventory are named as bedrooms.
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with secondary cooking-related objects - hrnec, kotlik, kotliéek,
mozdir, Stauda, and nalevky.5s

A location with a similar composition to the kitchen was the
Spizima. A summary breakdown of the contents of the seven
Spizima, as a whole, shows a composition similar to, but broader
than, the contents of the kitchens. The composition of individual
S§pizirna varied between locations identical to those of kitchens
(i.e. constellations of primary and secondary cooking-related
items) and locations with various kitchen and other household
utensils, though not necessarily in a combination to define a
cooking area. In three of the households that had Spizirma (House
nos. 749, 832, and 790-II), there was no designated kitchen. In
two (House nos. 749 and 832-1I), the $piZzima had combinations
similar to those of kitchens. In House no. 790-1I, the $piZima was
both the main location of cooking-related objects as well as a
location of more general household objects. The $pizima in two
households (House no. 749 and the new structure of Jifik Svik z
Lukonos) contained a wide variety of objects. The $piZima in the
new structure of Jifik Svik z Lukonos is especially broad in
composition and differed the most from those of all of his
neighbors; it included not only cooking utensils and general
household goods, but also a large amount of dishware, a bed,
clothes, and many other items.

Three households had locations designated as kitchens and
Spizima (House nos. 36b, 748 or 746, and the new structure of
Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku). In House no. 748 or 746-II, there
were two kitchens adjacent to each other, which together served
as the main location of cooking-related objects, and a $pizima
containing more general cooking and household items. Similarly,
in House no. 36b-II (Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké), there was one
kitchen which was the main location of cooking relating objects,
and a $pizima which had more general items. In the household of
Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (new structure), there was both a

55 The exceptions were the kitchens in the houses of Bartoloméj Zvonar z
Cimperku (House no. 747-1I) and Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II).
Both were sparse for households of their size. In the Kamaryt house,
location 20 was the location with the largest amount of cooking-related
utensils but not in a combination to define it as a cooking area. In the
house of Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku, cooking utensils were located in a
kitchen (location 9) and in a sklep (location 19), also not in a combination to
define these locations as central cooking areas.
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kuchyrika (location 2) and $pizima (location 3) adjacent to one
another; however the location of primary and secondary cooking-
related items was a sklep (location 10).

In another eight households, there was neither a kitchen nor a
Spizima designated. In these households, however, one can
identify a constellation of primary and secondary cooking-relating
objects at a number of other locations: in an upstairs komora
(location 3) in the house of Matéj Brzobohaty, in the komora na
mazhausu (location 2) in the Fri¢ house (House no. 785/442-1I), in
the komora v sini (location 2) in the house of Baptista Grafeus, in
the mdzhaus (location 4) in the Lesnar house (House no. 775-I]),
in the sklep across from the downstairs svietnice in the Patek
house, in the sklep at the stairs across from the svietnice (location
2) and the downstairs svietnice (location 7) in the house of Vaclav
Kamaryt z Rovin, in the komora na mdzhause in the Zlaty house,
and in the komora opposite the suvietnice (location 20) in the house
of Magdalena Krizova.

In the following eleven households, there was neither a
kitchen, $piZima, nor a location in the house where there was any
noteworthy constellation of cooking-relating objects: the house-
holds of Vaclav Vodnansky and Simeon Polidor z Baubinus
(House no. 698-II), Jan Slon (777-1I), Magdalena Hvézdova (782-
II), Adam Samec (852-II), Jan Brzobohaty (1056 or 1057-II),
Zikmund Vodak (House no. 1074-1I), Mandalena Grafeus, Ciprian
Lopatsky, Anna Steffkova z Cichanova, and Vit Vodiéka.

[1.3.3.4. Baths (lazen, laznicka)

In all the households, one location is designated as a ldzen (in
the house of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku) and two are designated as
laznicka (in Markyta Kotarka’s second house and in the house of
Anna Steffkova z Cichanova). From the contents of the ldzern -
two tubs (vana) and one barrel (Stauda) - it is not clear whether
this is a storage facility for finished products or a bath house.
Markyta Kotlarka’'s ldznicka, composed of a large kettle or boiler
(kotel) and a stove (kamna) represents a modestly equiped bathing
facility.
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I1.3.3.5. Stall, Shed, Barn, Wood Shed (marstal, kolna, stodole,
drevnice)

Nine households had stalls (marstal), six had sheds (kolna),
four had barns (stodole), and one had a wood shed (dfevnice). All
of these locations served a similar function as a storage facility.
All contained tools, supplies, and grain; some also served as the
primary storage for a specific commodity.

The stall (marstal) housed the horses, riding equipment, and
carriages (kocarek and 1:Z), and served additionally as a storage
facility for wood, grain, and tools. The stall of the new structure
of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku contained beer for delivery and
wood used in the process of beer brewing. The stall of Vaclav
Kamaryz z Rovin (House no. 846-II) stored 14 barrels of wine.

The wood shed (dfevnice), location 8, in the house of Vaclav
Kamaryz z Rovin (House no. 846-1I) was exactly what the name
designated: a storage room for wood of various types (boards,
“pieces fused together,” etc.).

The barn (stodole) serve primarily as a storage area for food
and grain (meant for eating and brewing beer). Vaclav Vodnansky
(House no. 698-II) stored building materials (wood beams and
stone) in his barn. Zikmund Vodak (House no. 1074-II) housed
his horse, cow, riding accessories, and grain in his barn.

The shed (kolna) was almost identical to the barn, but tools
predominated. The komorka (locations S and 6) in the new
structure of Jifik Svik z Lukonos served as a storage area for
flour and various iron tools and objects. [See chart 11.5.28.]

[1.3.3.6. Beer Brewing locations (sladovna, hvozda)

Fifteen locations in eleven households were specifically
designated for beer production. These include seven malting
houses (sladovna) in seven households, four malting kilns
(hvozda) in four households, three spilec (?) in three households,
one malting chamber (sladkova komora) and one malting
courtyard (sladovny dvur). The house of Ciprian Lopatsky had a
malting house and a spilec. The house of Magdalena Krizova had
a malting house and malting chamber.

Malting kilns, malting houses, and malting chambers were
name-designated locations for the production of malt, a central
process in the production of beer; however, their contents testify
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that these were the locations where other processes, such as the
brewing and storing of the finished product, took place. These
were the only locations in the households where one finds a
constellation of beer ingredients (hops, barley, wheat, and malt),
wood (used to roast grain into malt and to make barrels), various
tools, barrels, and beer.

In addition to these name-designated locations for beer
production, a nurnber of households had other named locations
that are identified for beer production by their contents: druha
komora in the house of Magdalena Krizova, komora in the house of
Ciprian Lopatsky, komorain House no. 795-II of Lidmila Makalka,
sin and komora in House no. 832-II of Martin Masopust, and in
the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku.

Different name locations do not necessarily distinguish
different functions. With one exception, households had either a
malting room or malting kiln, not both. In those households that
have two locations specified for beer production, one of the
locations was the main one, and the second served as a storage
area for various tools, wood, and barrels. [See chart II.5.28.]

11.3.3.7. Artisanal Workshops (verkstat, pekama, hut)

Seven locations in five households were specifically named as
artisanal workshop areas: a bakery (pekdma) in the house of
Buryan Pernikar in House no. 778-1I, a workshop (verkstat) in the
household of Melichar Fayfr, a “chamber where sugar is made”
(komora kde se cukr délal - location 4) in the house of Vorsile
Cukrarka, a “foundry” (hut) and two “cellars where tin dishware is
made” (sklep kde cinového nadobi déla - locations 11 & 16) in the
household of Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku (House no. 747-I}),
and a foundry in the household of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku
(House no. 747-1I).

The contents of five additional locations identify them as sites
of artisanal activity: a komora (location 4) in the house of Vorsile
Cukrarka, the dwnr in House no. 748 or 746-II of Markyta
Kotarka, and a sklep (location 5), dwir and lazniéka in Markyta
Kotlafka’s second house on Siroka Street.

Buryan Pernikar’s bakery (pekdma) contained flour and
twenty-five gingerbread forms (formy na pemiky). Vorsile
Cukrarka’s komora contained “a tub in which one carries sweets
to the market” and “a cone and various other shapes of sugar.”
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Siroka Street was the center of the metal-working trade since
the founding of the New City in the mid-14% century. The
workshops in this street in the late 16% and early 17% century
represented the full scale of operations and specialization in this
trade at this time. Melichar Fayfr’s verkstat, which had hammers,
other tools, iron and tin, was a small metal worker’s shop that
served a small clientele and the home economy of the city.
Markyta Kotlarka’s middle-size work areas specializing in pots,
pans, tubs, and chicken stalls served a larger urban market, as
well as making an occasional tub for the imperial court. The
foundry (hut) of Bartoloméj and Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku was
perhaps the largest metal-working operation on Siroka Street,
offering a specialized product - bells - to a wider clientele across
all of Bohemia. [See chart I1.5.28.]

I1.3.3.8. Balcony or Terrace (pavlac)

Eight locations are identified as balconies or terraces at eight
houses.’6 The balcony of Zikmund Vodak served as a bedroom
which contained, in addition to a bed (postylka), two small chests
filled with clothes, four firearms, and a pot.5? The balcony of the
house of Mikula§ Ruze z Vorlicné lists no furnishings.58 The
remaining six balconies served as storage areas.

11.3.3.9. Svietnice

Based on the distribution of individual objects, the svietnice,
as a whole, was the location in the burgher house where one most
commonly found stoves (kamna) and paintings; ten percent of all
beds were also found there. Individual swvietnice were largely
multi-functional locations.

5 Location 7 in the house of Matéj Brzobohaty (House no. 1056 or 1057-1I),
location 3 in the house of Jan Kalivoda, location 3 in the house of Buryan
Pernikar (druhy dim), location 2 in the house of Zikmund Vodak (House no.
1074-1]), location 7 in the house of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku (nové
staveni), location 7 in the house of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku (House no.
747-11), location 14 in the house of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-
11), and location 7 in the house of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné (House no. 853-
11).

57 Pavlac (location 2) of Zikmund Vodak (House no. 1074-1I).

58 PavlaC nahofe (location 7) of Mikulas RUze z Vorlicné (House no. 853-II).
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Seven different variations can be distinguished. Svietnice
could serve as a cooking area;5° a general living, eating, and
sleeping area;®°® a general living and eating area;%! a general living
and sleeping area;2 a general living area;®? or a general work area
for washing clothes and keeping guns.?¢ Lastly, in a number of
households, the svietnice represented an indistinguishable living
area, made up only of wash basins (umygvadlo) and pots (hrnec)85
A number of svietnice in the study were of exceptional individual
character.66 [See chart 11.5.15.]

59 DolejSi svietnice in the house of Vaclav Vodicka.

% Location 1 in the house of Jan Kalivoda, svietnice nahotre in House no.
775-11 of Jifi Lesnar, location 1 in the house of Bonifacious Wolmut, and
détinska svietnice (location 6) in House no. 698-II of Simeon Polidor z
Baubinus.

61 Velka svietnice dole in House no. 853-11 of Mikulas Rize z Vorlicné.

62 Svietnice (location 1) of Magdalena Hvézdova, svietnice (location 1) in the
house of Vorsile Cukrarka, svietnice nahofe v poslednim S§tok (location 1) in
House no. 747-1I of Bartoloméj Zvonaf z Cimperku, svietnice velka nahofe
(location 1) in House no. 747-I1 of Brikci Zvonaf z Cimperku, svietnice
(location 1) in House no. 36b-II of Tobia§ Nejedly z Vysoké, svietnice
(location 1) in the house of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif, and svietnice nahofe in
the house of Mandalena Baptista.

63 Svietnice velka (location 1) in the house of Matéj Brzobohaty (House no.
1056 or 1057-1I), velka svietnice horejSi (location 1) in House no. 792-II of
Jifik Svik z Lukonos, and svietnice nahofe in House no. 749-II of Ladislav
Gallus z RajStejna.

64 Svietnice nahore (location 4) in the house of Matéj Brzobohaty (House no.
1056 or 1057-II).

65 Velka svietnice dole (location 6) in the house of Martin Masopust (House
no. 832-1l), the svietnice nahofe (location 1) in the house of Ciprian
Lopatsky, the svietnice (location 1) of Lidmila Makalka (House no. 795-II),
the velka svietnice (location 1) in House no. 780 & 781-II of Jifi Smolik, the
hotejSi svietnice (location 3) in the house of Vaclav Vodicka, and the
svietnice (location 4) in House no. 37(a or b?)-II.

66 The svietnice (location 17) in the house of Vaclav Kamaryz z Rovin (House
no. 846-Il). This represented a central living area with a representational
quality: a stove, canopied bed, two large tables, one small table, a bench,
cabinet, glass lamp, mirror and twenty-five large and small tables. Similar
was the upstairs svietnice (location 5) of Jilji Perger z Castalovic (House no.
790-1) which contained one large table, two small leather tables, three
cabinets with books and precious objects, and seventeen framed pictures.
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11.3.3.10. Komora

Forty-seven served as bedrooms;®’ eleven were bedrooms
where large amounts of personal items were stored;®8 eleven were
locations where only bed linen was stored;6° ten stored varied
items;”° eight were mixed-use areas;’! five were other areas

67 Komora kde Adam leha (location 3) in House no. 1056 or 1057-11 of Jan
Brzobohaty, location 2 in the house of Jan Eustachius Brzbohaty, komora
nahore kde détské lihaji (location 6) in House no. 1056 or 1057-1I of Matéj
Brzobohaty, location 3 in the house of Melichar Fayfr, location 2 in House
no. 785/442-I1 of Jirik Fri¢, location 4 in House no. 902 of Martin Hranicky,
location S and komora nahore kde kucharky lihaji (location 11) in the house
of Jan Kalivoda, locations 2 and 3 in House no. 748 or 746-I of Markyta
Kotlarka, komora nahofe (location 6) in druhy dum of Markyta Kotlarka,
location S in House no. 775-11 of Jifi Lesnar, locations 4, 5, and 7 in House
no. 795-11 of Lidmila Makalka, komora kde kucharka liha (location 7) in
House no. 778-II of Buryan Pernikar, komora na dvore kde kucharka liha
(location 8) in house of VorsSile Cukrafka, location S and komora kde
kucharke liha (location 8) in House nos. 780 & 781-II of Jifi Smolik, location
3 in the house of Anna Steffkova z Cichanova, locations 5 and komora pod
krovem kde pacholici lihaji (location 8) in House nos. 783 & 784-I1 of Adam
Tatek, locations 3 & 4 in House no. 1074 of Zikmund Vodak, location 6 in
House no. 699-II of Katerina Vodickov4, locations 5, 16 & 20 in the new
structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, komora nahofe kde tovarySe 1éha ji
(location 3) in House no. 747 of Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku, location 3 in
the house of Zikmund Zvonar z Cimperku, location 7 in House no. 749-I1 of
Ladislav Gallus z RajStejna, locations 7 and 13 in House no. 853-11 of
Mikulas Ruaze z Vorlicné, locations 18 and 26 in House no. 36b-1l of Tobias
Nejedly z Vysoké, location 8 in the house of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir, and
komora kde lihaji tovarysi (location 6) in the house of Jan Zlaty.

68 Location 16 in House no. 846-II of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, location 7 in
House no. 748 or 746-I of Markyta Kotlarka, location S of Thomas
Kyndrmon, location 2 in House no. 35a-II of Jan Nysl, location 7 in the
house of Anna Patkova, locations 2 and 9 in the house of VorSile Cukarka,
location 4 in House no. 747-II of Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku, location 4
in the new structure of Jifik Svik z Lukonos, and location 20 in House no.
36b-I1I of Tobias Nejedly z Vysokeé.

69 Location 4 in House no. 1056 or 1057-11 of Jan Brzobohaty, location 3 in
House no. 902 of Martin Hranicky, komora nahore (location 4) of House no.
748 or 746-11 of Markyta Kotarka, location 7 in House nos. 783 & 784-II of
Adam Tatek, location 6 in House no. 747-11 of Bartoloméj Zvonafi z
Cimperku, locations 14 and 15 in House no. 853-II of Mikula§ Ruze z
Vorlicné, and locations 19, 21 and 22 of House no. 36b-Il of Tobias Nejedly z
Vysoké.

70 Location 2 in the house of Magdalena KriZova, location 6 in the house of
Vit Vodicka, locations 23 and 24 in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku, locations 4 and 9 in House no. 792-11 of Anna Zluticka z
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related to the domestic household;’? four were only storage
locations for personal items;”3 four were locations where food and
grain were stored;’+ four were beer-brewing areas;’> three were
locations where wine was stored;’® three were sleeping and
cooking areas;”” two were cooking areas;’® two were storage areas
for cooking items;’® one was a storage area for weapons;%° one
was a storage area for horse-riding equipment;®! one was a “living
room;”82 one was related to communal activities;83 and one was a
sleeping location.8*

Bernarecku, location 10 in House no. 853-II of Mikulas RuZe z Vorlicné,
locations 10 & 12 in House no. 36b-1I of Tobia§ Nejedly z Vysoké, and
location 7 in the house of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir.

7 Location 21 in House no. 846-I1 of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, komora hofejsi
(location 4) in the house of Magdalena Krizova, locations 3 and S in the
house of Ciprian Lopatsky, location 6 in House no. 795-1I of Lidmila
Makalka, komora dolejSi (location 8) in the house of Anna Patkova, location
2 in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, and location 22 in
House no. 747-II of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku.

72 Location 12 in the house of Ciprian Lopatsky, location 9 in House no.
795-11 of Lidmila Makalka, location 9 in House no. 790-II of Jilji Perger z
Castalovic, komora kde se cukr délal (location 4) in the house of Vorsile
Cukrarka, and location 17 in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku.

7 Komora kde véci své vdova ma (location 9) in House no. 1056 or 1057-1I of
Matéj Brzobohaty, location 2 in House no. 775 of Jifik Lesnar, location 2 of
House no. 778-II of Buryan Pernikar, and location 27 in House no. 747-II of
Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku.

74 Location 13 in the house of Ciprian Lopatsky, and locations 9, 21 and 22
in House no. 853-II of Mikulas Riize z Vorli¢né.

S Locations 9 and 10 in the house of Magdalena Kfizova, location 11 in
House no. 832-II of Martin Masopust, and location 8 in the house of Daniel
Rubin ze Zvovir.

76 Location 14 in House no. 747-II of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, and
locations 9 and 11 in House no. 36b-II of Tobia$§ Nejedly z Vysoké.

77 Location 2 in house of Baptista Grafeus, location 20 in House no. 846-II of
Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, and location 2 in House no. 782-I of Magalena
Hvézdova.

78 Komora nahofe (location 3) in House no. 1056 or 1057-I of Matéj
Brzobohaty and location 6 in House no. 778-II or Buryan Pernikafr.

79 Location 10 in House nos. 783 and 784-II of Adam Tatek and location 4 in
the house of Jan Zlaty.

80 Komora horejsi (location 4) in the house of Vaclav Vodicka.

8! Location 8 in House no. 853-II of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné.

82 Location 1 in the house of Anna Patkova.

8 Location 11 in House no. 790-II of Jilji Perger z Castalovic.

84 Locations 2 and 6 in the house of Mandalena Grafeus.
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[1.3.3.11. Sin

Three appear to be locations for serving guests;85 one appears
to be a living room-type area;86 two were locations serving the
domestic household economy;87 one was a cooking location;88 two
suggest an eating area;8° one suggests a washing room;°° one
suggests a location where clothes were washed;®! one was a food
storage area;®2 one was a storage area for clothes;®3 three were
bedrooms with personal objects;®* one was a bedroom with
tools;®> two were storage areas for personal objects;®® and three
contain isolated pieces of furniture, providing no indication of
function.®”

[1.3.3.12. Sklep

The sklep was a location that could serve a number of
different functions, one of which corresponds to its modern
meaning of storage. Some were storage areas for one exclusive
group of objects, others held interesting mixtures of different

types.

85 Location 8 in the house of Jan Eustachius Brzobohaty, location 7 in
House no. 832-1I of Martin Masopust, and location 20 in House no. 790-II of
Jilji Perger z Castalovic.

8 | ,ocation 1 in House no. 846-11 of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin.

87 Location 18 in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku and
location 9 in House no. 1074-1I of Zikmund Vodak.

88 [,ocation 3 in the house of Jirik Fric.

89 Location 5 in the house of Anna Steffkova and location 4 in the house of
Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir.

9 Location 4 in the house of Vit Vodicka.

91 Location 6 in the house of Thomas Kyndrmon.

92 Location 10 in House no. 778-II of Buryan Pernikar.

93 Location 7 in the house of Vorsile Cukrarka.

94 Location 3 in House no. 699-] of Katerina Vodickova, location 3 in the
house of Magdalena Krizova, and location 4 of House no. 782-1I of
Magdalena Hvézdova.

95 Location 3 in the house of Jifik Lynder.

% Location 3 in the house of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovir and location 8 in the
house of Jan Zlaty.

97 Location 4 in the house of Mandalena Grafeus, location 3 in House no.
795-11 of Lidmila Makalka, and location 2 in House no. 699-1I of Katefina
Vodickova.
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Thirteen sklep were locations where only wine was stored;® in
three additional sklep, wine was stored with other items;®°® one
sklep was a storing location for beer only.l1%° Three sklep were
storage areas for pots, pans, and dishware only.:°? One was a
wood storage area;'%2 another was a storage location for horse-
riding equipment.!° One location was a food storage area.104
One was a storage area for workshop tools.!%5 One was a storage
area for artisanal products.!°® In four sklep, only bed linen was
stored.19?” Two sklep were storage areas exclusively for clothes or
linen.108 Eleven locations served as storage areas for mixed
items, including art objects.1°® Seventeen locations were storage
areas for mixed items with no art objects.!1°

98 Sklep podzemi (location 1) in the house of KasSpar Albrecht (House no.
837-11), sklep podzemi (location 3) in the house of Thomas Kyndrmon, sklep
vinny (location 4) and sklep podzemi (location 21) in House no. 790-I of Jilji
Perger z Castalovic, sklep v dvofe (location 9) in House nos. 780 & 781-II of
Jifi Smolik, sklep na dvore (location 6) in House no. 1074 of Zikmund
Vodak, location 5 in the house of Vaclav Vodnansky (House no. 698-1I),
sklep podzemi (location 11) in the new structure of Jifik Svik z Lukonos,
location 12 in House no. 749-II of Ladislav Gallus z RajStejna, location 24 of
Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné, sklep podzemi (location 14), adjacent sklep
(location 15), and additional sklep podzemi (location 27) in House no. 36b-II
of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké.

9 Location 4 in House no. 846-II of Vaclav Kamaryz z Rovin, podzemi sklep
(location 15) in House no. 747-1I of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, and sklep
pozdemi (location 3) in House no. 37(a or b?)-1I of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké.

100 [ ocation 12 in House nos. 780 & 781 of Jifi Smolik.

191 Jocation 7 in the house of Ciprian Lopatsky, sklep na dvore in House no.
699-II of Katerina Vodickova, and location 4 in House no. 36b-II of Tobias
Nejedly z Vysoké.

102 [ ,ocation 1 in House no. 902-I1 of Martin Hranicky.

103 Location 7 in the house of Jan Eustachius Brzobohaty.

104 Sklep na dvore (location 6) in the house of Jan Kalivoda.

105 ocation 5 in druhy dim of Markyta Kotlarka.

196 Sklep cinového nadobi délaného (location 16) of House no. 747-I1 of
Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku.

107 [ ocations 6, 7, 11 and 12 in House no. 853-II of Mikula$ Ruze z Vorlicné.

108 L ocations 3 in House no. 853-1I of Mikulas Rlize z Vorlicné and location 1
in House no. 37(a or b?)-II of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké.

109 Location 5 in House no. 782-11 of Magdalena Hvézdova, location 11 of
House no. 778-II of Buryan Pernikar, sklep nahore (location 1) in House no.
748 or 746-11 of Markyta Kotafka, location 1 in House no. 790-II of Jilji
Perger z Castalovic, location 5 in House no. 1074-II of Zikmund Vodak, sklep
u schodt in house of Vaclav Vodicka, location 1 in House no. 792-11 of Anna
Zluticka z Bernareéku, locations 5 and 18 in House no. 747-II of Bartolomé;j
Zvonar z Cimperku, location 5 in House no. 853-11 of Mikula§ Rlze z
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Four sklep served exclusively as sleeping locations.!!! The
contents of fifteen sklep - including beds, small amounts of
clothes, and, in some cases, books and art objects - identify these
locations as bedrooms personally identified with a specific
individual, in contrast to indistinguishable sleeping locations.11?
Fifteen sklep were bedrooms that served additionally as storage
rooms for large amounts of personal belongings, including books
and art objects.!!® One sklep served as a sleeping location and a
storage area for personal items used in beer production.1?4

Vorlicné, and locations 1 and 7 in House no. 36b-II of Tobia§ Nejedly z
Vysoké.

1o [ ocation 6 in House no. 782-11 of Magdalena Hvédova, sklep na pavlaci
(location 4) in the house of Jan Kalivoda, sklep podzemi na dvore (location 6)
and location 19 in House no. 846-I1 of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin, sklep dole
(location 6) in House no. 775-1I of Jifik Lesnar, sklep dole (location 4) in
House no. 852-11 of Adam Samec, location 3 in the house of Vit Vodicka,
location 4 in House no. 699-1I of Katefina VodiCkova, location 1 in druhy
dim of Katefina Vodickova, location 3 in the house of Bonifacius Wolmut,
location 27 of the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku, location 4
in House no. 747-11 of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku, location 5 in House no.
792-11 of Jifik Svik z Lukonos, location 7 in the new structure of Jifik Svik z
Lukonos, location 4 in House no. 853-I1 of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné, and
locations 5 and 14 in the house of Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif.

111 Location 2 in the house of Anna Steffkova z Cichanova, location 5 and 6
in the house of Vit Vodiéka, and location 3 in House no. 792-1I of Jifik Svik z
Lukonos.

12 [ocation 3 in House no. 837-11 of Kaspar Albrecht, location 6 in the house
of Jan Eustachius Brzobohaty, sklep dole {location 6) in the house of Ciprian
Lopatsky, location 2 in the house of Jifik Lynder, location 2 in House no.
795-11 of Lidmila Makalka, location 3 in House no. 832-11 of Martin
Masopust, location 1 in druhy dum of Buryan Pernikaf, sklep nahofe
(location 2) of House no. 852-1I of Adam Samec, location 11 in the house of
Katerina Vodickova, location 5 in the House no. 698-I of Simeon Polidor z
Baubinus, location 21 in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku,
location 10 in House no. 747-1l of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperkuy, location 16 in
House no. 853-I1 of Mikula§ Ruze z Vorlicné, location 2 in the house of
Daniel Rubin ze Zvovif, and location 2 in the house of Jan Zlaty.

113 Location 1 in House no. 1056 or 1057-1I of Jan Brzobohaty, sklep dole
kde noboztik lihal (location 2) of House no. 1056 or 1057-11 of Mat€j
Brzobohaty, location 2 in the house of Thomas Kyndrmon, sklep nahore
(location 4) in House no. 832-II of Martin Masopust, sklep skrze svietnice
dolejsi (location 10) in the house of Anna Patkova, locations 2, 8 and 15 in
House no. 790-11 of Jilji Perger z Castalovic, location 1 in the house of Anna
Steffkova z Cicanova, locations 1 and 4 in House no. 783-I of Adam Tatek,
sklep doléjsi pfizemi (location 1) in the house of Vaclav Vodicka, location 2
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Two sklep served as workshop areas.!’> ‘Two sklep, which
contained writing desks (Srybtys), resembled studies.!'® Two
sklep, which contained cooking and other items, resembled
kitchens.!'” One location contained only a fireplace (ohnusté).118
[See chart 11.5.14.]

11.3.3.13. Mdzhaus

Mdzhaus are found in approximately half of the households in
the study (22 out of 56). They were multi-functional locations
where one commonly found furniture and beds.

Mdzhaus varied more widely than swvietnice. One can dis-
tinguish between eight variations. Mdzhaus served as a living
room containing tables, chairs, pictures, and often candlestick
holders;!1° a household work area;!2° a bedroom;!2! a bedroom
and storage room for mixed goods, including those of the home
economy;122 a storage room;!23 a personal bedroom;!2* a storage
room for cooking equipment and other items;!25> and a storage

in the house of Vit Vodicka, location 3 in House no. 698-II of Simeon Polidor
z Baubinus, location 1 in House no. 853-1I of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné.

114 | ocation 14 in House nos. 780 & 781-II of Jifi Smolik.

115 Locations 3 and 6 in House no. 747-1l of Brikci Zvonar z Cimperku.

16 Location 2 in House no. 698-II of Vaclav Vodfiansky and location 2 in
House no. 37(a or b?)-II of Tobias Nejedly z Vysoké.

17 Location 10 on the new structure of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku and
sklep v dvore (location 20) in House no. 853-11 of Mikulas Ruze z Vorlicné.

118 Location 7 in second house of Markyta Kotlarka.

119 The mazhaus nahofe (location 2) in the house of KaSpar Albrecht,
location 13 in the house of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-II),
location 2 in the house of Ciprian Lopatsky, location 7 in the house of Jilji
Perger z Castalovic, and location 3 in House no. 749-II of Ladislav Gallus z
Rajste jna.

120 Clothes were washed in location 5 in House no. 748 or 746-II of Markyta
Kotlarka. Household work areas of a more general type are location 4 in the
house of Jifik Lesnar (House no. 775-1I) and mazhaus nahore (location 7) in
the house of Vit Vodicka.

121 | ocation 2 in the house of Anna Patkova.

122 Mazhausek (location 6) in the new structure of Anna Zluticka z
Bernarecku.

123 [ ocation 5 in the house of Jan Zlaty.

124 | ocation 2 in House no. 792-Il of Anna Zluticka z Bernarecku.

125 | ocation 3 in the house of Jan Eustachius Brzobohaty, location S in the
house of Anna Patkova, location 3 in the house of Adam Tatek, location 2 in

174



room for clothes.26 Two mdzhaus resembled cooking areas;!2”
three resembled eating locations.!286 Two locations were mixed-
use areas of indistinguishable use: one was rather ordinary;!2¢
the other more interesting.13® One location contained only a
table.13! [See chart 11.5.17.]

11.3.3.14. Kancelar

One location is designated as a study (kanceld#j, the first
location in the house of Simeon Polidor z Baubinus. Its contents
confirm its function as a study: one larger table, two smaller ones
(“lone] which one writes”), two cabinets, a chest made of gold, and
six chairs.

The sklep proti svietnice (location 2) in the house of Vaclav
Vodnansky had two Srybtys and appears to have served the
function of a study.

House no. 747 -1l of Bartoloméj Zvonar z Cimperku, and location 25 in House
no. 35b-II of Tobias Nejedly z Vysokeé.

126 Mazhausek (location 5) in the house of Anna Zluticka z Bernarcku, and
locations 2 and 4 in House no. 792-1I of Jifik Svik z Lukonos.

127 Locations 7 and 9 in the house of Jan Kalivoda.

128 [ocation 1 in the house of Jan Kalivoda, location 2 in the house of Jiri
Smolik, and location 12 in the house of Adam Tatek.

129 Mazhaus nahore (location 23) in House no. 747-II of Brikci Zvonar z
Cimperku.

130 [,ocation 18 in the house of Vaclav Kamaryt z Rovin (House no. 846-1I).

131 Location 4 in the house of Jifik Fric.
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I1.4. & I1.5. FIGURES AND CHARTS

Figure I1.4.1. The Royal Cities of Prague
With Location of the Center of the New City

Center of the New City:
Sirokd St.. Horse Market
& Na piikopé

English Czech German
New City Nové Mésto die Neustadt
Old City Staré Mésto die Altstadt
Small Side Mala Strana die Kleinseite |
Castle Hill  Hradtany  der Hradschin

Source: Schematic map drawn by Vaclav Fred Chvatal based on map in Vilém Lorenc, Nové
mésto prazské [The New City of Prague] (Praha, 1973).
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Figure 11.4.2. The Center of the New City
with Location of House Parcels
Jiittner Plan of 1815

AR

S
o

Ia

Source: Vaclav Liva, Prazské mésta. Besw rula 3 [The Prague Cities. Tax roil 3} (Praha,
1949)
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Figure 11.4.3. The Design of the New City

Maior Directional Spaces Squares & Markets |
| Diazdéni A Old City Square
I Horse Market B Have! Market
11l Jecna Street C_Cattie Market
Dimensions of the New City

Dimensions Area
End of the 13th Century 4 km long/600 km wide 100hectares
After 1348 Skmlong/800-1200km wide 243 Hectares

(all four cities 7.5 hectares)

Source: Schematic map drawn by Vaclav Fred Chvatal based on map n Vilém Lorenc, Nové
mésto prazské [The New City of Prague] (Praha, 1973)
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% hauzze on blaek =ald

Figure I1.4.4. House Sale Frequency
in the Center of the New City, 1500-1619

4880 4% 4949 b8 4G 42 2n 40 b 4o
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M Sirokd street East (A 35irokaStreet west B Lower Horse Market
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Price (kop czech groschen)

Figure 11.4.5. House Sale Price Series

Siroka Street (East), 1500-1619
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Siroka Street (East), 1500-1619

Figure 11.4.6. Average House Sale Pr
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Figure 11.4.7. House Sale Price Series
Siroka Street (West), 1530-1619
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I1.4.8. Average House Sale Pr
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Figure 11.4.9. House Sale Price Series
Lower Horse Market, 1520-1620
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Figure I1.4.10. Average House Sale Prices

Lower Horse Market, 1520-1620
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Figure 11.4.11. Structural-Functional Plan of Household of
Brikci Zvonari z Cimperku (Bell-Maker)
in the Bell House (House No. 747-1I)

| )
| |
1
| !
.
i ! | !
y
| ]
I ' | I
'
|
[ |
f |
! 5 j
| )
L _____ VIME 4 TOOL STORAGE | J
BEOROON BATN 1RO
STORAGE
10 12 5
ONE BED "FoungRY| IRON
.......... : STORAGE
3 courTraro 8 6
13
VINE |MIXED|IRON 1RON
STORAGE| STCR. |STORAGE | sTORAGE
1 14 | 4 3 2
THREE BEOS
ELOTHEY COOK.
V0 BEOS ISTOR. EQutP.
TOR.
16 17 S‘g
Tuo BEDS | TVO BEOS
8ALLONY 7 !
23 20 ! [ foxe een
-4 T — i |oEsx
= 3 PICTURES
BEO LINEN
STORAGE
22 23| 28
(FOUR
PICTURES)

23 - Two tables, Chest with Bed linen, Riding equipment
24 - Chest belong to wife

27 - One Bed, Books & Art

29 - Bench, Children's dishware

30- Desk. books. art (eight pictures)

Top: Basement floor
Middle: Ground fioor
Bottom: First fioor

Source: Floor plan drawn by Milan Koza
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Figure 11.4.12. Structural-Functional Plan of Household of
Markyta Kotlarka (Kettle Smith)
in House No. 748 or 746-I1

“UHERE FEMALE ["WHERE APPRENTICES
COOKS SLEEP~  [SLEEP® 1
ONE BED
13 CHESTS
2 STORAGE
3 OF APPLIED
ART
¢
ONE BED ¢ BEOS DISHUARE

TOOL STURAGE

2 5

10

SECOND KITCHEN

BEOROOM

&

ONE BEO

74

0 BEDS
TVD CHESTS

KITCHEN

|

L

8

STOVE

ONE BEO
€ TABLES
3 CHAIRS

1"

Top: Ground floor
Bottom: First floor

Source: Floor plan drawn by Milan Koza
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Figure 11.4.13. Structural-Functional Plan of
Rentier-Agricultural Household of Martin Masopust
in the Masopust House (House No. 832-11)

|
|
2 "
|
PICTURE |
2 TABLES |
R I COURTYARQ
'
3 |
i
3 BEDS |
STovE 19 CHAIRS \
4 TABLES 2 PICTURES '1
COCXING MALT-HOUSE BARN BeER | e
BREVING|
10
8 g BEDROOH 1
3 pens 4
CHEST (CLOTHES,
ART . JEVELERY)
B TABLES
3 CHAIRS STOVE

Top: Ground floor
Bottom: Firstfloor

Seurce. Floor plan drawn by Milan Koza
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Figure 11.4.14. Structural-Functional Plan of
Adam Tatek (Cloth Merchant) in House No. 783-11

Top: Ground floor
Bottom: First floor

=l BEOROOH BEOREOH
&
B
S 4
& o eeos FOUR BEDS OE BEO
Qﬁ ART IN CHEST ART [N CHEST
VITH CLOTHES ViTH BED LINEN
6 3 122
THREE TABLES
Tv0 BEDS TWO CABINETS V! TH DISHUARE STORAGE | TYD CHAIRS
Al P 1 BEDROO
& S et ot |- sieeping LocaTION
r A OF SERVANTS.
Six TABLES
V0 SEOS A
K[ TCHEN
s
EATING
LOCATION
TUO TABLES
THREE TABLES TYD CABINETS
TVO CHAIRS STOVE

Source: Floor plan drawn by Milan Koza
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Chart 11.5.1. Master List of Individuals, Inventories, Civic Wills, Marriage Contracts, Burlding Contracts & Disputes
(All signatuses refer to sources in the Archive of the Capital City, of Praguc - AMP)

Person

Albrecht. KaSpar
Bazilova, Maryanna
Bailius. Tomnds
Brzobolaty, Jan

Brzobohaty. Jan Eustachus

Brzobohaty, Mat&;
Cukréf. Martin
Fayl'r, Mclichar

Frig. ik

Grafcus. Bapusta
Grafeus, Mandalena
Haldecky, Vaclav
Hasik, Kry$tof
Hranicky. Martin
l1v&zdova. Magdalena
Jilkovsky, Magdalenz
Juuger, Filip
Kalivoda, Jan

Kebisky, Katefina
Kopac, Viclav
Kotlas, Buryan
Kolatka, Markivta
Kottarka, Mark va

Krumlovsky., Tom4s
K#i7. Jan
K#Hzova, Magdalena

Houee No. House Namg
837-11 u Wintertt
835-11

835-l1

1056 or 1057-11
Na pofici. between Kulikdi
and Dame! Emden houses
1056 or 1057-11

Siroka Steeet. on corner
oppesite Mikulas Jordan
785./442-11

near the Jewish Garden
neat the Jewish Garden

833-1l

902-11

782-11 u Hveadd
3da-ll

833-1 u Zlatnikd

on the comer, across from  u Kfizd

pansh house of St Siephen
772-11

748 or 746-11

Sirok St. second house,
next to houses ol Brikci
Zvonai z Cimperku

748-11

896-11

on the corner. across from
parish house of' 1 Stephen

o Skrabki
u Kz

Inventory
Date
1583

1599
1587

1601
1588

1591
1599

1603

1580
1580

1596
1584

In

<

enlogy

210,364

Bl

1208 4b
208213b

1208 198
1213.173b
121¢.88a

1213 182
121371a

1210.91b
1210 152a

1211.209b

1211.20a
1211.20a

1210.122a
1211.72b

Civie Will Civic Will Magriage Magiage  Building Building
Date Sig. Canteagt Date Contract $ig. Dispute Date  Dispule Sig,
1600 2149.221a
1596 1597 2149 200a. 207a
2149 135a
2209 201b
1599 2209.148b
2209 446b 1560 2149 130b
1554 2207.361a
1609 2209.337b
1599 2209.150a 2149.210b
1581 2149 169b
1600, 1601. 1607 2149 223a. 229b. 262b
1602 2209 228a
1609 2209.343a
1607 2149.259a
1562 2207.403a 1556 2149.98b. 125b
1580 2208.498a
1580 2208.4981
1569 2150.137a
1598 2209.125a 2149 225a, 2150.232a



161

Person

Kyndrmon, Thomas
Lesnar, Jiik
Lopatsky, Ciprian
Lukas, Jan

Lyndec. Jitik
Macek. Matg)
Makaika. Lidmila
Masopust, Mariin
Nysl. Jan

Patkova, Anna

Patek. Rehot

Pergerova. Maryanna

& Albéta Svikova

Pernikai. Buryan

Pemikaf, Buryan

po Martinu Cukiarov. Vosile

Ryvchierova. Anna
Saince. Adam
Sktenir¥. Mikulag
Slon. Jan
Smotik. s
Strnada. Marta
Tatek. Adam
Vevodka, Anna
Vaodask. Zikmund
Vaodigka. Viiclav
Vodicka, Vit

Vaodickovd, Katetina
Vodigkovd, Kaictina
Vodnansk V. Vaelav
Wolnwt. Bonitacias

House No.
Near City Hall. on corner

775-11

Zidavska Street
Charwvatsk:i Strect
opposite Rehof Patck
7731t

795-11

832-i1

35a-1

Chacvaiska Sireet
Charvaiska Sweet
791-iL

778-11

second house

Siroka Strect - between
houses of Kaurimskych
and Michal Rozyly

790 or 796-11

852-11

Siroké Strect

7771

780:781-11

749-1

783 & 784.11

42-1

1074-11

Horse Market

Betwreen houses of Krstot'
Rychter and Mat; Bilynski
699-11

second house

698-11

Opposite the Befl Towerol
St Stephien

House

u Vovsti

u Maspustf:

House of Jifi

Zygel

u Halivd

u Veyvadke
u Brozsnov

u Kloboukn

lnventogry lnventory Clivic Will Civic Will Maciege

Bate
1618
1604
1604

1597
1579
1592
1602
1610
1627
1595

1595
1605

1578

1608
1582

1582

1596
1610

1603
1593
1593
1609
1579

Sig.
1214.122b
1211 2250
1213.202b

1213 155b
1211 15b
1210.95b
1213.200b
1214.35b
12i2.143a
1211.132b

1211.132b
1214.12a

1211.13b

121241a
1211 58a

1211.48b

1208 92a
1210 189a

1211 216b
1211 118b
1211.118b
121245b
1211 176

Date

1604

1592

1604

1584

2209271a

2209.88a

2209.223b

2208.228b

Mavrioge

Contragt Date Contract Sig. Dispute Date

2146.229a

2146.248a

Buikling

1564
1604

1607

1560

1580
1580,

1612
1564
1581

1556

. 1601
. 1601

Building
Dispute Si

2149.136b
2149.239b
2149 259a
2149.130b

2149.165b, 227b
2149.165b, 227b

2149 284a

2149 133b
2149.16%

521.28a

2149.98b
2149.166b
2149.99a, 21501862

2149.204b
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Person

z Baubmus. Simeon Polidor
z Bernarecku, Ann Zlutickd
z Bernarecku, Ann Zntickd

zByty$ky. Jan Kubis

z Cimperku, Bartolomé&; Z vonai

z Cimperku, Brikci Jan
z Cimperku, Brikci Zvonaf

z Cimperku. Jan KryStof

z Cimperku, Zikmund Zvonaf
z Castalovic, Jilji Perger

2z Cichanova. Annu Steffkovi
z Javora. Martin Jon

2z Kosmagova, Jan Rimsky

z Lukonos, Daniel Svik
z Lukonos. Jitik Svik
z Lukonos, Jitik Svik

z Radkova, Tomés Vodicka
z Rajstena, Ladislav Gallus
zRovin, Vaclav Kamaryvt ml.

2 RuZetma. Pavel Cerhovsk)}
2 Skalka, Dorora Nejedla

z Vorlice, Mokula

z Vurlicné. Mikulag RuZe

z Vysoké, Tobids NeJedlv

z Vysoké, Tobiad Nejedly
z Vysoké, Tobisd Nejedly
z¢ Zvovif, Daniel Rubin
Zlaty, Jan

Zvonaf, Barto§

House No.
698-11

792-1

New Structure
(nové staveni)
35a-1l

747-11

747-1

Kvétonska Street
7911

Siroka Street
375.4

834-11

7491l

792-11

New Structure
(nové staveni)
1057 or 1058-11
749411

846-11

34-b
36a?1
Isb-1l
853-11
36b-11

37(a?-l
36b or 37a-1I
Na blmé
Siroka Street

Housc Name
u Klobouka

u Ziutick¥ch
New Structure
(nove slaveni)

dam Zvonaisky

dim Zvonaisky

dam Charovsky'
dém Klatovsky

u Zlutickych
New Structure
(navé staveni)

dom
Strabachovsky

dam Caltovshv
dom Mlynafsky
u Cern¢ Rige

u Strandt &
diim Caltowsky
dam Caltovsky

u Rubinii

Invemoey tuventory Civie Will Civie Will Marriage

Date
1627
1604
1604

1601

1599

1581
1613
1621

1613
1613

1606
1601
1595

1583
1585

1585
1593
1599
1583

1g. Date
1214 187a
1212 8a
12128a

1211 198b
1606
1211 182a

1607
1211.33b
121283a
1214 52b 1608

1399
1212.72a
121282a

1208 1492
1212 108a
1210.140b

1210.27a
1213.41a

1213.41n
1211.125a
1208 114b
1211 G0a
1530

Marmage

Building

Sig. Contract Date Contract Sig. Dispute Date

2209.248b 1592
2209.248b 1592

1581
2209 294b

2209 312a

1592

2209 251b
1592
1592

1581

2095 311b

2146 2416
2146241b

2146210a

2146248a

2146.241b
2146241b

2146.198b

1581. 1604

?.1560. ?
7.2, 1569

1612

1585

1582, 1598
1596, 1597. 1600
1600. 1601. 1607

1601

1598

1580, 1581, 1581
1549. 2. 1563
1582, 15418

1582

Buijding
Qispute Sig.

2149.166a. 239b

2149.108b, 125b. 127.b
167a.158b. 137a

2149.158Db

2149.284a

2149.7

2149.170a. 212a
2149.200a, 207a. 22la
223a, 229b. 262b

2149 227b

2149 212a

2149 165b. 166a. 164b
2149.87a. 97a. 133b
2149.170u. 2124

2149.170a

2149.171a, 2220
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Chart 11.5.2. Structural Breakdown of Cases before the Six-Man Councils, 1547-1611/1613

Dates Contracts & Tolal
Researched  Disputes Other Entries
Old City
AMP 473 1566-1663 66 9 97
AMP 474 1610-1813 34 o 34
AMP 2154 1547.1674 60 218 276
Tolal 162 225 407
New Cily
AP 2149 1547-1611 368 0 366
AMP 2150 1547-1811 59 330 369
AMP 521 1603-1811 NA NA 2]
Tolal 425 330 854

* represents bullding contract and disputes only
# plus an addilional forly "permission to use communal space" ceses

Main or First
Party

97
34
60"

366
19°#

Nr. Second

Party

91
34
48°

343
1"
NA

Transactions other than Building Contracts & Disputes

Property Market

Transac¥ons  Contract Document Debt
9

124 62

302 11 9 8
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Chart 11.5.3. Gender of Parties in Building Countract and Disputes Cases, 1566-83

First Party Second Party
Old City New City Oid City New City
Nr. Cases Percentage Nr. Cases Percentage Nr. Cases Percentage Nr. Cases
Men 62 79% 59 80% 61 78% 49
Women 13 17% 6 15% 12 15% 9
Two Men 2 0 2 0
Man & Woman 0 3 1 7
Two Men & Women O 0 2 0
City Council 0 1 0 1
Six-Man Councll 0 2 0 5
Ecclesiastical 1 0 0 0
Other 0 3 0 3
Total 78 74 78 74
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Chart 1154, Relationship between Parties in Building Contract and Dispute Cases, 1566-83

Old City New City

Nr. Cases Percentage Nr. Cases Percentage
Next-door Neighbors 35 45% 26 35%
In-House Neighbors 3 3% 0
Next-door/In-House Neighbors 27 35% 25 34%
Partners 2 1
Other 8 14
Unknown 3 8

Total 78 74
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Chart IL.5.S. Types of Building Contract and Dispute Cascs, 1566-83

Contract following Agreement
Contract following Dispute
Dispute

Other

Total

Nr. Old City Nr. New City % Qld City % New City
1 13 1% 18%

0 a7 0% 64%

76 1 97% 1%

1 13 1% 18%

78 74

(19% of total (22% of total

182 cases) 330 cases)
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Chart 11.5.6. Issues and Localization of Issues of Contract and Dispute Cases. 1 566-83

Site

House Interlor
House exterlor
Both

Garden
Courtyard

Other Property
House exterior & Courtyard
StreetMarket
Other Communal
Other

Unknown

Total

= O N !
~

O w =N O

78

New City

N —
wn

oomoog—oo

74

Structure

Wali

Fence

Window

Door

Roof

Gutter

Well

Bathroom
Cellar

Kltchen

Other Room
Other

Kitchen & Other
Wail & Cellar
Wall & Other
Roof & Othat
Wali 8 Window
Unknown

Issue
Old City New Clty

12 20 Construction 9
0 3 Reconstruction 22
5 8 Damage 23
0 0 Access/Use 27
1 0 Smell 6
5 3 Uncleanliness 6
1 1 Water/Seepage 9
10 1 Record 1
2 1 Debt 2
1 0 Other 0
0 1

30 23

1 0

1 0

1 6

3 4

0 1

5 2

78 74 105

Qld City



861

Chart I1.8.7. Property Ownership

peison Eslale Trade
Atrechl, Kaspar

Brzobohaty. Jan
Bizobonaty JanEustachus

Bizobonaty Maig

Faylr.Mexcha jocksinth
Frk Jiix paier
Grateus Baplisla panler

Grateus Mandalena painter [spouse}
Hrarscky Manin

Mvezaove M3agaalena

Kalivoda Jan

Koll3tka Markyla kelle-smith
K2 Jan bugher

Killova, Magdalena

Kyndmon Thomas anpeniat drabanl
Lesnar Stk candenaker
Lopatsky, Conan

Lynaer Jitk care

Makaka, Ligmda

Masopusl, Mamin heraldic bus gher

Nt ol

Rouses

Hr_of
fieTds

o

Ne_of
Qqardens,

o

=)

o

o

=)

=)

il
vineyards

o

[}

Ni_ol ho,
getocns

0

(1]

Other real
eslale

]

)]

(1]

ml bam markel
stabs (21

4]

0

Invenior
dale

;I_K;IIISBS
01011577
010111617
01011616
0120171589
0101115687
010141601
01//1588
01.01/1591
01R1:1599
01M41603
010111580
01141596
01081584
01D1/1518
0120171604
0101/1604
018171597
01011579

01011592
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person
Nyst Jan

Palkova. Anna
Peigerova Maryanna g
Alzbéta Svikova
Pemikal. Buryan
0 Marinus Cukralovi
oiSde
Samec Adam
Slon, Jan
Smow. itk
Tatek. Adam
Vodak. Zikinund
Vodika Vaclav
Voditka. Vit
Voditkova Kaletna

Vodriansky, Vaclav

Wolinut, Bonilacius

2 Baubirus, Simeon Pokder

2 Bemaretku. Anna Zhiticka

2 Cimperky, Bartolome)
Zvonat

z Cmperky, Brkci Zvonal

z Cimperku. Zkmund
ZvormJ

Eslale

|spouse & daj
Jy Perger z lgaslal
gvlc see below)

buryher
bughe:

bugher

heradcburgher

heraldic burgher,
councl

hetaldic burgher
(spouse)
heraldic burgher
heraldic buigher,
councd

heraidic burghes

Tiade
goldsmith

secretary ol appelate
couwt(spouse)

angertread maker

confectionel (Spouse)

cloth merchant

buicher

1oyal budder

bethnaker

belenaker

Nr_of

Fouses

0

Nr of
fields  gaidens wnSx rds

Nr. of

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
2 0
4 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0

Ofther real
eslale

0

0

=)

L=}

=)

[=]

0

0

CeRars on Havel
Markel (4}

0

0

Inventory

01.01/1602
0101/1610
010111627
01.01/1595
010171605
010111578
0101/1608
0120111582
010171582
01011596
01.01/1610
01011603
01/01/5593
01/01/1609
01011579
0%.011627
010111604
01.01/1601

0120111599

01.01/1581
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person
z Easla{ovic, Jill Perget

b
&Cicnanova Anna

etlkova
Z Lukonos Jitlk svik
2 Radkova Tom4s Voditka
Z Rajd1éna Ladisiav Gaws
Z Rovin Vaclav Kamaryt
ml
z Voritné Mikula$ Ruée
1 Vysoké. Tobias Nejedly
2e Zvovll Darkel Rubin

2laly. Jan

Estale

heraldc bugher,

buighornasler

hetaldic burghes

noble
hetaidic buigher
noble

heraldic burghey

JTrade

baker

Nr. of

ficuses

Nr. ot

1

0

Nr_ol

Ns_ot hop Other real
Tields garaans unex vineyards gardens ﬁﬁ\'e—-

2

0

1

0

0

0

house i Plsek

0

0

inventory

01/01/1613
0120171621
010171613
01/0111606
010111601
010471595
01/01/1583
010171585
010171539

010171583



Chart I1.5.8. Names of Locations within New City
Prague Burgher Houses and their English Equivalents

Original Czech Approx. English Equivalent

dievnice
dtin

dviir

hut
hvozda
kancelat
kolna
komora
komorka
kram
kuchyn
kuchynka
laznicka
laube
lazen
loze
marstal
mazhaus
mazhauzek
misto
nove staveni
pavlac
pekama
poko)
pokojicek
pokojik
sin

sklep
sklipek
sladovna
spilec
Spizima
stodole
svietnice
verkstat
zahrada

wood sheed
house
courtyard
iron foundry
malting kiln
study, writing desk
shed
chamber, room
chamber (dim.)
shop
kitchen
kitchen (dim.)
baths (dim.)
arcade, loggia
baths
bedroom, bed
stables
[no equivalent]
[dim. mazhaus - no equivalent)
place
new structure
porch, veranda
bakery
room
room (dim.)
room (dim.)
hall, room
cellar
cellar (dim.)
malting house, kiln
.
pantry, larder
bam
[no equivalent]
workshop [genmanicism]
garden
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Chart [1.5.9. Frequency and Distribution of Location Names

#0f Rooms in # of Households

Name Approx. English equivalent (of total 543) (of total 56)
komora chamber 1 41
skiep cellar 110 46
svietnice room 87 48
pokoj room 29 18
mazhaus [location designation] 27 22
sif room, hail 24 22
dvur courtyard 19 19
kuchyr kitchen 15 15
marstal stables 9 8
paviag porch, veranda 8 8
sklipek cellar (dim.) 8 7
sladovna malting house, room 7 7
kolna shed 6 6
SpiZirna pantry 7 7
stodole barm 4 4
hvozda malting-kiln 4 4
pokojik room (dim.) 4 3
kram shop 3 3
spilec ? 3 3
hut' iron works 2 2
komorka chamber (dim.) 2 1
1azni¢ka baths (dim.) 2 2
mazhausek [location designation (dim.)] 2 1
pokojicek room (dim.) 2 2
dfevnice wood shed 1 1
kancelar study i) 1
kuchyrika kitchen (dim.) 1 1
laube arcade, loggia 1 1
lazen baths 1 1
loze bedroom 1 1
pekarna bakery 1 1
verkstat workshop 1 1
zahrada garden 1 1
misto other unnamed 39 N/A
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Chart 1L5.10. Names of Objects within New City Prague

Burgher Houses and their English Equivalents

Oricinul Czech
almara
almarka
cedidlo
chmel
chomout
cimbalky
credence
cructfi
dzban
dzbanek
figura
flase

flasle
forma na perniky
groseh
hiebicek
hak

hodiny
hrnec
hruska
indiansky oiech
jablicko
jecmen
kiizek

kad
kalisek
kamna
kancelat
kancelaika
kbelik
kladivo
klesteé

klir

kniha

Approx. English Equivalent
cabinet. armoire, cupboard
cabinet (dim.), cupboard
stramner

hops

horse collar, harness
cvmbals, gongs (dim.}
dresser, sideboard
crucifix

pitcher

pitcher (dim.)

picture

bottle

bottle (genmanicism)
pingerbread fornns
groschen

cloves

hook

clock

pot

pear

indian nut

apple (dim.)

barley

small cross

tub, vat

egg cup

stove

study, writing desk
desk

pail, bucket

hammer

forceps, pincers
wedge

book
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Ovigingl Czech

Approx. Enelish Equivalent

knoflik
kos
koteni
koberec
kotlicek
koflik
konev
kontrkfekt
konvicka
konvice
koral
kord
kost
kotel
kotlicek
kotlik
kozlik
krabicka
krabice
kropac
krouzek
kunstuk
1Zice
lizko
lavice
listina
loze
lopata
luk
mrize
mapa
mata
mec
misa
miska
miyn
mozdir

button

basket

spice

carpet, tapestry
cup (dim.)

cup (dim )

can

poitraiture
pitcher, jug (dim.)
picture, jug

coral

sword

bone

cauldron, boller, kettle
kettle (dim.)
kettle

andiron

box (dim.)

box (dim.)
sprinker, watering can
small ring

art object (germanicism)
spoon

bed

bench

document
bedroom, bed
shovel

bow

grill

map

mint

sword

bowl, plate

bowl (dim))

mill

mortar
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Original Czech Approx. English Equivalent

muskat nutmeg

muskatovy kuilka whole nutimeg
musket musket

médénec copper cauldron
médénice copper pot

niiz knife

nizky SCISSOrs

nadoba vessel. crock
nadobi dishware

ndlevka funnel

necicka C

nozicka foot (dim.)

noznice 7

ohiivadlo heater. warmney
ohnisté fire. fireplace

oves oats

psenice wheat

panev fryving pan

papir paper

pas belt

pefina bed comforter. quilt
peiinka bed comforter. quilt tdim.)
pecet scal

pekac bakmng pan

penize money

perkik sledge hammer

pila saw

pilka saw (dim.)

pilnik small file. saw
pistola pistol

pivo beer

poduska cushion, pillow. hassock
police shelf

polstar pillow. cushion
polstaika pillow. cushion (dim.)
postylka bed (dim.}. cot
postel bed
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Original Czech

Approx. English Equivaleni

povlak
prostéradlo
pytlik
rapir
rendhk
rozen
rost
ruémcka
ruénice
ruénik
sala, Sale
Salicek
sekyr
sekacek
sekacka
sekera
servitek
sklenice
Skopek
slad
slanka
Smideisen
Snur
srdicko
Stauda
stiikacka
stul
stocek
Stok
stolicek
stolice
struhadlo
Sraubstuk
Srybtys
svicen
talif
tesarka

bed hnen, covermg
bed sheet

sack

rapler, sword
saucepan

spit

grill

&

rifle

towel

bowil, plate (germanicisin)
bowl, plate (dim.)
hatchet. ax

cleaver

reaper, mower
hatchet, ax

napkin

glass

tub

malt

salt shaker

smith's iron (germanicism)

string, necklage (gennanicisin)

small heart

barrel

syringe

table

bottle, decanter
hop plant, butt
table (dim.)

bench

grater

screw (germanicism)
desk (germanicisim)
candlestick

plate

[carpentry tool]
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Original Czech
tesak
trdlo
truhla
truhlicka
truhlice
trychtyf
ubrus
umyvadlo
vazek
Svajngpis, §ve nspis
vana
vanicka
var

vino
zazvor
zbran
zbro)
Zejdlicka
zejdlik
zito

zidle
zidlicka
zray
zvonantiia

Approx. English Equivalent
bowie knife

wooden roller
chest

chest (dim.)

chest (dim.)
funnel (germanicisin)
table cloth

wash basm

small scale

spit (germanicisimy)
tub (germanicism)
tub (dim.)

boiling pot, kettle
wine

ginger

weapon

annor

pint, goblet, jug (dim))
pint, goblet, jug
rye

chair

chair (dim))
granules

small bells (7)
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Cooking

Other Named
Locations

Chart I1.5.11. Location-Object Distribution Model

A

kuchyf (kitchen)

komora{chamber)
sWep(cellar)

marita) (stable)

dievnice {wood rcom shed)

twozda {mal-house)
stadovna (makt house)
spitec (?)

svietnice (?)

komara (chamber)

mazhaus (7)
sth (haif)

skiop{cetlan)

B c
Objects inked Other Locations |
to function objects lound

D
Other odjacts

finked
tohindian

B

rost (gti)

toseh (spit)

pekat (baking pan)
rendbk (stewpol )

stnka (salt dish)
stil (table)

stolkek (table dim.)
2die (cham)
Fidlika (char dim )

postet{bed)

postytka (bed dim)
{o2e (bed, coach)

Wirko (dm bed. coach}

koZarek (carriage)
wz {waggon)
horse-iiding equiptmestt

wood

chme! (hops)
siad (mal)
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c

$pitima (larder)
kamorn(charber)
m&zhaus

mAzhas

svietnioe

verkisal (workehop)
dievnice (woodshop)
taube {arcade)

stodole (bam)
Koina (shed)

stodole (barn)
kolna (shed).

dviir (courtyard)
komora (chambeni

o

henec (pot)

otk (kettia}
kotiek {kettle dim. )
motdi {montar)
nalevka (funned)

ttioe {spoon)

aiz (knie}

flade (botte)

flaka (bottie dim)

n5dobi (pots, pans, dishes)

bed sheets, pillowcases

grain

$0d (basmel)

kamna (sfove, oven)
paintings

beds
clothes
jowelry
ar objects

tumiture



Chart 11.5.12. Contents of Kitchens, Larders, and Distribution of
Cooking-related Objects

ontants of
Coqlants of ree Igtel
Qbjeel Kitehena (30ibme) | locati
[ 4gsong Aodtnal 1qs Aggtvons
Xgral ek EfishCoyiv N Objeqrs Ot wgrny R chaes [Tl Totel Ne Qbects  (y wmign
addo srsne 1 1 10
Nedo totte 17
fatia botte 16
hmec et > 15 180 17 S camge
joé o 1 x
srihy bodka 4
xaersc cupet pedsy 2
kosel boier 2 2 174wt 2 6 centyr
ketbcad ketso{dm.) 7 32%t0mynapemity
ek kotdo 70 k) =
W bics box 5
Trhyhekonilast cooking Utensis 14 s
£ spoan 18 5 & @O, 55 cart §¢
mlle g 1
maxD morter 3 1
miobce coppar pot 14
redoy dehwere o 72 kbar s us?2.s
2 kritle 2 o
oddvy ciothes 13
chfivadto haeter b
ant $re 2
pinev toying gan
P halking pan 17 [ 3
pokiopk preaiey cever 107 1
potel bed a
randfk saucepan L 1 24
che anters 7
roder st £~ 9 e
ok o 13 = 7
NEND, LSS 8o vtk lLizeinen “8
dinka &1 ghaker 3 4 34
svionn Qandestick 19
("1 doth 3
vt ches 1
Framaty 4 E]
umjvaco weshbeen 1
venike been ]
opok wb 2
Baude basrel 2 4

209



Chart I1.5.13. Contents of Chambers (“Komora“) ~ 111 total locations

Object Nr,_Objects Nr. Locations
Approx. .
Criginal Czech i uiv.  Nr. Objects Nr. locations
almasa cabinet 16 1
fase bottle 2 1
fadda bottle 2 2
hodny clock 1 1
hsmec pot 6 6
&de chair 7 5
Habtha chair 1 1
kanmna stove 1 t
kniha book 138 12
koberec catpet, tapes1y 8 5
kontrtektAigura picture 13 2
koted batier, kette 7 6
kotiRek ketlie 4 2
Kotk keltle 62 9
krabika box 7 5
krabice box 3 5
kuchydeké nafadi  cooking u ensits 2 2
Usco Sp0oN 9 1
Estica documents 17 4
foZe bed 48 21
Nizko bed 23 12
loni ndrad bediinen 643 63
moZd® mortas 7 5
mddénec copper pot S 1
médénice copper pol 6 4
nadobt dishware 165 13
nastrof Fsmument 19 7
ni2 Koride. 10 1
odévni doplyfiky  clothingacces. 82 8
odévy ciothes 421 48
pekat baking pan 8 5
penize money 94
pivnl ndfadi Rems for brewing 65 5
poice shef S 2
potstal pitiow 14 5
postel bed 89 32
pastiiks bed 3 1
Pyt eack 783 7
randhk sauce pan 3 1
roha anders 13 5
roZei spd 28 6
ot grill 12 5
sudnik towell 122 36
stoliéek table 2 8
stofice banch 6 5
st table 7 4
suroviny drygoods 7 3
6vicen candlestick 2 2
toxti cloth 70 10
tnbda chest 42 27
Buhitks chesi 17 7
tnublice ches 41 2
uméleckd predmaty art objeds 170 8
wmyvadio wash basin 2 3
vana b 3 2
vino wine 76 4
2bran weapon 51 9
Zinoj armor a3 5
femdsinicke nafadi  artisanol material 26 5
Skopek tud 4 1
Sryhtys desk 1 1
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Chart 11.5.14. Contents of Cellars ("Sklep") - 110 total locations

Qbject Nr_Objects Nr_Locations
Apggaw,
Orignal Gzech i v ML Qbiedls N Lanafions
amarz cabinet k-3 2
ameis catxnat 3 2
csdi@o straner 12 (-]
fase botte 15 5
fatka At 1 8
hadny dock A\ 1
hmec pot 21 k4l
Sde chair 13 2
ELxa chair 2 4
ksha Bock 124 F- ]
koberec o aDestry 42 18
kontriekifgura picture 18 5
(G bailer. ke 1% 4
katfcak atlle 3 2
ketrk kattie n2 7
Kaont spces @ 1
Lo o7 box. 5 4
rabcs box 2 Ll
nchyheRénétad  cotvgutemsis 12 3
lavce bench 4 3
1%ca «poan 13 3
bsina dxmuments & 15
lade ted L] 2
i2ko bed 17 10
loi réfec ted toen 123 45
makd@ moret Ll n
madbnec copper pot 6 1
madecice copper pot 47 15
nédott dshwere 241 51
néctgje mJumen BT 8
2 nile 10 5
cdéwnidogyfiky dothingacce s 29 14
adévy dohes 140 sS4
Pritts Ero 1 1
onhfivado hextar 1 1
pexac be krg pan L [}
omnize money - 12
P cdiad lams i beowgy & 3
pvo teer 18 1
poice it 3 3
o sb? pitow < 15
postel bea 40 <]
postylka bed e a
Ptk sack 1" 8
cendik [+ Y. ¥ 1) 2 2
rcha nters 2 1
mleh spt ®» 4
ol oni 8 5
utnk towel 515 =
dinka saf | shanar 7 2
adbtek whie 13 7
ackce bench ) -]
sy tate 13 7
ROy diygoods 16 a
sveen candlesack 25
toxtil dah "7 17
tuhle chest 1= 54
uhltka chest N 14
tasice chest & 2
umdleckdniadmety art Ayects 0
unyvado ‘wash bawn » Ak
varrdke b 7 5
vno wina » 17
zorah weapon 109 1s
ey amaor [} 3

fondsincko naixs  artsanal mawnals -

~
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Chart I1.5.15. Contents of Svietnice - 87 total locations

Object Ni. Objects Nr_Lecations
Approx,
Ortginal Czech Engfish Equiv.  Nr. Obteds N Locations
amars cabnel s7 37
amarka cabuel 19 9
cedidio strainer 2 1
Iade bottla a8 4
Naska boitle 2 1
hadiny clock 2 1
hmec pot 60 k]
Eidle chas & 20
kamna stovo 32 R
kanceld? desk 3 ?
knha ook o 21
koberec carpel.tepesty s 2
kontieldNigura picture to8 18
kotei bolier kettle 2 2
kotfk kette 1 1
krabitxa 00X 9 4
hrabice box - ) 3
Kuhyfrské ndiac conking i ensts 4 2
lawce bench 1 1
Lce Spoun 2 1
Iy Sacumemts 13 1
te bea 7 6
(20 bec 18 15
bIvnifadi bedlna n nry 2t
mapa map 3 3
mod? monar 3 3
M6 nice ogpar pot 18 L]
nadod dihware 26
nastro| nstrument " 5
Aoz knte 4 3
odévnd dopiyficy clothing ecoess. 29 9
odévy ciothes a0 6
papir papar 6 1
pokal Dak ing pan 1 1
penite money 49 7
poiice sheR 1 1
polstsl piow 8 4
postel bed 4 4
postytka bod 4 3
pytik sack 6 3
roha antiers 64 7
102eh spe 8 3
ot oral 1 1
ro&vidl, ubrus senitia Labie finen 6 3
stnka sal shaker 23 10
stocek bofte decanter 5 18
S0l Ladle 177 S8
stodtek abie 38 1%
sloioe Bench 41 15
svicen candiestick 28 2
lextd cloth 14 5
una chest 2 1
TN chesl 18 8
ruhlce chest 6 5
umleché pieamety anodbjeds [ 14
umpac wash 5asn @ 30
vanka tut 1 !
vigiitka lork 47 17
Ibrané weapon 25 10
fo] o 12 7
femésiické ndtadl ansanaliools 28 5
Sryorys desk 1 1
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Chart I1.5.16. Contents of Pokoj — 29 total locations

Object Nr. Objects Nr. Locations
Original C2ech English Equiv. Nr. Objects  Nr. Locations
almara cabinet 5 3
almarka cabinet 4 2
ftaska botile 1 1
himec pot 5 5
Zidle chair 6 3
kanna stove 5 5
Fidlitka chair 1 1
kniha bock 49 4
koberec carpet, tapestry 3 2
kontfektfigura picture 28 3
kotel boiler, kettle 1 1
kotenl( spices 2 1
krabice box 3 1
lavice bench 1 1
listina documents 7 2
loze bed 3 1
102k0 bed 9 7
lozni néfadi bed linen 26 7
médénice copperpat 1 1
né&dobl dishware 98 2
odévn! doplyfiky clothing acces. 4 2
odévy clothes 3 2
pernize money 38 2
postet bed 2 1
postylka bed 1 1
roha anters 1 1
ruénik towell 13 1
sidnka salt shaker 1 i
stut table 18 10
stolicek table 4 3
stalice bench 2 2
svicen candlestick 14 1
wuhla chest 2 2
truhficka chest 1 1
truhlice chest 5 3
umndlecké art abjects 5 2
umyvadio wash basin 5 5
2bran weapon 17 4
Stauda barrel 1 1
jiné other 19 32
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Chart I1.5.17. Contents of Mazhaus — 27 total locations

Object Nr. Objects Ne. Locations
Approx.
Original Czech English Equiv.
almara cabinet 25 14
llase botile 3 1
hodiny clock 2 2
hmec pot 5 3
zidle chair 7 5
Zidlitka chair 3 2
kniha book 28 2
koberec caipet. tapastry S 4
kontrfektiigura picture 30 5
kote} boiler, kettie 2 1
kotllk kettle 7 3
favica bench 1 1
listiny documents 10 1
toze bed 1 1
lo2ni nétadt bed linen 14 1
lu2ko bed 2 2
mapa map 1 1
mozdi mortar 10 2
madénice copper pot 10 2
nadobl dishware 130 4
nastroj instrument 6 3
naz knite 6 1
pekad bakingpan 1 1
potice shetf 1 1
rendllk sauce pan 5 2
roha antlers 13 5
rozef spit 10 1
rodt grill 2 1
stll table 32 17
stolidek table 6 4
stolice bench 14 4
svicen candlestick 12 2
\ruhla chest g 5
tiuhlicka chest 2 1
truhlice chest 2 2
umyvadio wash basin 1 1
Zbrané weapon 1 2
teméslnické nafads artisanal ool 17 2
3tauda barret 9 3
jiné other 147 4
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G1c

Chart 11.5.18. Distribution of Beds

Iccation lo%e 102kg postol poelylke lolal beds
Approx_

Qriginal Czech  €rglish €qUv. e locations 1. o locatons  n. o locatons  or, or locadons  a¥. o, loeations o o _locations

dvin coustyard 19

dievnice woed shed 1 2 1 2 1

e toundey 2

hvo2ce mating -kiln 4

kanceidf sudy 1

kolna ohed 8

kemaxa chamber 1"t 48 24 23 12 69 33 3 1 143 70

komorha chamber 2

xram &hop 3

kuchyh kBchen 15

kuchyfika kitchen 1

laube loggta. 1 2 1 2 1

b2en beths 1

lazritxe batts 2

ia bearcom 1 3 1 3 1

marital wtables 8

mazhaus - 27 1 1 2 2 a a

mézhausek - 2 v 1 1 ¥ 2 2

wristo place 39 2 1 10 5 1 1 13 7

pavipé porch L] 1 1 1 1

pakama bakery 1

pokof i oom 29 k] 1 9 6 2 1 1 1 15 9

pokuitex room 2 1 1 1 1

pokofk roomn 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 a

oA han 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 (] 4

sklap ceflar 1o 69 20 7 10 40 24 6 4 132 58

skhpek callar a 4 K 4 2 8 4

sladovna makting room 7

epilec 7

elodols bam 4

avietnice . 67 7 L] 16 15 4 4 4 3 a3 28

verkital workshop i

zaivada gargan 1

#plima larder 7 a 1 a 1

Total 543 138 58 76 a9 141 74 18 13 373 194

totatef 373 beda n 19 4locations



Chart 11.5.19. Distribution of Storage Furniture

9i¢c

location cabinet cabinet (dim) ches) ches) (dim.) chest (dim.)
(aimara) almatka (truhia) (iruhlizka) (trubilce)

Approz.

Original Czech Empitsh Equiv. nr. locations 0. o Socalions  nr, @ toegllons or. of focations  pr A kcalions o..

dvdr courtyard 10 1 1 1

dlevnice wood shed 1

hut toundry 2

hvozda mating -klin 4

kanceid study 1 2 1

kolna shed 8

komora chamber m 18 13 42 24 15 8 aQ

komorka chamber 2

kram shiop 3 3 2 1 1 2 1 4

Kuchyfs Klichen 16 1 1

kuchyftke kHichen 1

laube loggla 4

lazefh baths 1

14znitka bahs 2

lote bedroom 1 1 1

marstal slables 8

mézhaus - 27 28 15 [ 4 7 3 2 1 2

mazhausek * 2 1 1 1 1

mislo place. 38 4 2 8 E} 2

pavtat poreh 8 2 1 7 2 4

pekama bakery 1

poko) room 20 8 3 4 2 2 2 []

poko]bek room 2 3 1

poka]k foom 4 2

sih hall 24 [ 7 15 7 1 1 2

sklep cellar 110 32 23 3 2 183 55 29 12 64

skllpek celar 8 1 1 1 t [] 4 2 2 3

sladovna matingroom 7 1 1

spllac ? 3

slodole bam 4

svietnice - 87 57 34 20 10 2 1 17 '] 5

verk3lal workshop 1

28lveda garden 1

8pizima larder 7 1 2 2 1 1

Jotal 543 165 108 as 20 279 105 70 6 138

21

65
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Chart 11.5.20. Distribution of General Furniture

dlevivce
LY
hvozda
kancels?
wains
komora
komorka
heam
huchyh
huchyhka
igube
\dzeh
wankka
lola
martiel
mihaus
marheussk
mislc
peviad
pasama
pokg
pokalieek
pokgik
ol

shlep
shipek
daooma
opliec
slodole
evislnica
verkMal
zahrle
tol2ima

Tolal

paca

bakary

cellar
cellar
makng room

bam
workehop

parden
lerdar

@ =N 2

©N =

&

ANR-BERNNC LN

gro~e =W
=

FEE

~

N

e

Latoiep)

21

R o

“ -
)

S NN -

elice)

a4

N

107

~

a7



Chart 11.5.21. Distribution of Paintings

{ocation Nr. Objects Nr. locations Nr. Households
Appgox.

Original Czech English Equiv.

dvar courtyard

drevnice wood shed

hut foundry

hvozda malting -kiln

kancelar study

kolna shed

komora chanber 13 2 1

komorka chamber

kram shop

kuchyn kitchen

kuchynka kitchen

laube loggia

lazeh baths

lazni¢ka baths

loze bedroom

marétal stables

mazhaus - 30 5 4

mézhausek -

misto place

pavia¢ porch

pekama bakery

pokoj room 28 3 3

pokojicek room

pokoilk room

sinh hatl 6 1 1

sklep cellar 18 5 5

skiipek cellar 1 1 1

sladovna matting room

spilec ?

stodole barn

svietnice - 108 17 16

verkstat workshop

zahrada garden

$pizima larder

Total 204 34 31

218
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Chart 11.5.22. Painted Furniture

Nr. total % total

turniture object white black red  green yellow blue  unknowncolor painted painted totat
Approx
Qriginal Czech English Equiv.
stal tabla 12 1 5 4 1 3 26 9 281
slolitek table (dim.) 2 7 2 21 1 33 28 114
2idle chair 2 11 4 17 16 107
dlicka chair (dim.) 6 17 23 23 98
stolice bench 3 7 3 13 16 83
lavice bench 8
almara cabinet 4 3 4 8 5 1 25 15 166
almarka cabinet (dim.) 1 4 5 14 35
truhla chest 29 8 6 12 21 12 88 32 280
truhika chest (dim) 2 3 3 4 2 14 20 70
truhlice chesi(dim) 9 S 2 13 7 5 41 30 138
postel bed 8 18 8 34 24 141
postyika bed 1 2 3 18 17
lo2e bed 2 7 3 1 13 9 138
juzko bed 3 11 13 1 28 a7 76
Total 74 30 47 128 60 1 23 363 1762
% Total Painted 20.3%% 8.26% 12.85% 35.26% 16.53% 0.28%

% Total 420% 1.70% 2.67% 7.26% 3.41% 0.06%
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Chart 11.5.23.

Object

Qriginal Czech

almara
aimérka
truhla
truhlicka
truhlice
kancela?
lavice
police

Total

Total alone

Storage of Books

r. Objects
Apogox.
English Equiv.
cabinet 15
cabinet (dim) 3
chest 10

chest (dim.) 2
chest (dim.) 14
desk 1
bench 1
shelf 7

Nr. Books

335
31
133
28
40
32
608

211 (37%)

Nr. Locations

15

10

14

48

Nr.Households

41
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Chart 11.5.24. Storage of Jewelry

Object

Qriginal Czech
almérka
almara
jiné
kancel&f
krabitka
krabice
lavice
police
pytik
truhia
truhiicka
truhlice

Total

Total alone

Approx.
English Equiv.
cabinet (dim.)
cabinet

other

desk

box (dim.)
bix

bench

shelf

sack

chest

chest (dim.)
chest (dim.)

Nr. Objects Nr. Pieces
2 4

1 8

1 2

3 33
3 4

1 3

9 87
2 2

7 44
29 187

53 (28%)

Nr. Locations Nr. Households

W W= =N

NN O =

W W= =N

NN ® =
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Chart 11.5.25. Storage of Valuable Clothing Accessories

Object

Qriginal Czech
alméarka
almara
jiné
kancelaf
krabitka
krabice
lavice
police
pytitk
truhla
truhiitka
truhlice

Total

Total alone

ApDDrox.
English Equiv.
cabinet (dim.)
cabinet

other

desk

box (dim.)

bix

bench

shelf

sack

chest

chest (dim.)
chest (dim.}

17

37

Nr. Pieces

54
5
53
126

8 (6%)

Nr. Locations

Nr. Households

15

35
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Chart 11.5.26.

Obiject

Original Czech
aiméarka
almara
jiné
kancelaf
krabléka
krabice
lavice
police
pytik
truhla
truhlicka
truhlice

Total

Total Alone

Storage of Dishware in Gold aund Silver

Approx.
English Equiv.
cabinet (dim.)
cabinet

other

desk

box (dim.)
bix

bench

shelf

sack

chest

chest (dim.)
chest (dim.)

Nr. Objects

19

13

54

Nr. Pieces

87

82

1
332
77
107

706

165 (23 %)

Nr. Locations

13
53

13

Nr. Households

—

12

49
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Chart 11.5.27. Storage of General Art Objects

Table |I. 27 Storage of General Art Objects

Object Nr. Objects Nr. Pieces Nr. Locations  Nr. Households
Approx.

Qriginal Czech English Equiv.

almarka cabinet (dim.)

almara cabinet 7 24 7 6

jiné other 2

kancelaf desk 2 4 2 4

krabi€ka box (dim.) 6 28 6 2

krabice bix 2 15 2

lavice bench

police shelf

pytlik sack 1 1 1 1

truhla chest 15 94 14 13

truhlicka chest (dim.) 6 36 5

truhlice chest (dim.) 8 31 8 8

Total 47 233 45 41

Total alone - 37 (16%) 12 12
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Chart 11.5.28. Household Functional Structure

1in|
n Othet
Tolal Nr._ Designated gog}gg Cooking  Ealing Economic_  Designaled
person house numbes [nc!ﬂo:ls Flogr Tocalion localion  focalion™ [focalion Ilocallon Tocalion il"

Albrecht, Kadpar 837§ 3 1 (undel?round) ? ? 7
2. 3 (upstalrs)
Brzcbohaly, Jan 1056-1 o1 1057-4¢ 6 2 (upstairs), R ? 7 5 (malting)
6 (lowest)
Brzobohaly, Jan Eustachius Na pofié |- "between the 8 1, 2 {on the stieel) 4 3 7 8 (tor guesls)
ho ses called Kuliki and
the late Danlele Emden
lying on bolh sides”
Brzobohaty, Malg] 1056-lor 1057-4 12 12 gdovmslalrs). 1 3 17 11 {brewing) 12 (slables)
3, 4. 6, 10 (upstairs)
Faylr, Melichar Siroka sieet - “on lhe cornes 3 3 (upslars) ? 3 ? 2 (voorkshop)

oppasile Mikulas Jordan~



9ce

gmg,rma'_
ooKIn th.

Tolal Nr._ Designa S_Lourcu Pgoklgn Fmrﬁ" F.cﬂ"fﬂc_ ol:l—‘i—mn ted
pesson house numbar I_LLI'I_ _mﬁ_lﬁiﬁiﬂ locallon jacalion ocallon localion E%ﬂﬁn

Frie, Jiftk 7851442-1 6 (upslairs) 1 2= 7 6 (19991a)
Grataus, Baptista “near the Jawish Garden” 4 1.3 1WS|I|Y$). 1.3 2 1
4 downstalis)

Graleus. Mandaiena “near the Jewish Garden® 6 1, 2, 3. 4 (upstairs), 1 1? 1?7
2 n Iront of 1),
3 {under Ihe rool)
6 (dowmstalrs)

Hranicky, Martin 902-I 6 3 {acioss from 2), 2 67 27
nex! |0 2),
umev the roaf)

Hvézdové, Magdalena 7821 6 }oh;a ws lo n fzom 1), 1 27 7
n fronl



LCC

esuson house number Cetons PRARRMER:, %%%Eﬁﬁ‘%ﬁ“

Kallvoda, Jan "acrosa {rom the parish 1 1 Sln frontol2). 2,10, 12 12.7.9 2217
house of SI. Stephen on 4.5 n/on? 3)
thecoref* 7 {ceme(),
6.9.10, 1 (upstaits)
] (under the roal)
Kotid/xka, Markyls 748-11 or 74811 1t 1. 2. 4 (upstaks) 8 9.10 ? 11 {courtyard)
Kotidka, Markyta “second house on Siroké 7 4 (rear), .47 ? 7 2 d), 3 (baths®))
Street next to Ihe houes of 8 (upsiaws) 5 (cellar),
Brikcho 2voral”™ 3 (‘balhs*))
KeL Jan 68961 1 upstatrs ? ? 7
Kiltové, Msgasiena *ocross lrom the perish 10 2 |leads Irom 1), 1 H 1 8 {gmml.
house of St. Stephen on 4 *r). 9 (brewing
thecarrer” 5 (higheat), chamber).
9 {on 1he courlyaed) 10 (2ng
chamber/ .



8¢C

petson
Kyndtmon, Thomes

Lesnar, Jith

Lopatsky. Ciprian

Lynder, Mk

Mahatka, Lidmita

e (A RN ﬁy&%mmw%ﬂ

“nasr Ihe Cly Hail on Ihe
e

7750

2idovaks street

*oppoahe Reho! Plleh”

7951

6

3 (undeiground),
6 (below)

1.2 (upsiairs),
[ low)

1 (upstairs),

8 ib‘ml

14 (on the courtyard)

4 (ups!
8 (ups llh m the roof)

a7

1747

? 9 (malting),
10 !nv 3
11 (spilec

?

? 9 (chaben)
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eorson
Masopusl, Martin

Nyt Jan

Patkové, Anng

:uwn 8 mm ot

Pers sl Burysn

832

358-) - "in tha house of JiIff 2
2yger

Charvatska siieet 10
791.8 1
77841 "

(bel
2 leads from 27),
4 (upstaks)

1 (upslalrs)

1 (across from 2},
3 |r| Iront of four on the parch),
; the the rools),

9 Hioor)
10 gerou 1rom 4 below}

2 o(?o“.\
8 Jortoe 5

lmduv the ateps),
n (in 109)

?

7 3
gr (brewing),
11 (chamber/

5 (bakery)
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Rareon
Pernka?, Burysn

o Martinu Cukrdtovl. Vordlle Sirokd siseel - “belween Ihe

Samec. Adem

Sion, Jan

Sinokik, J

secondho se

houses (u Kaulimsk
and ol Michal Rozyly”

as52-l

770

780/781-1

5

he 9 2 (opposie 1) 1 5 ? 4 ("room on

3 (under Ihe root), the bakcony

4 |on Ihe patch) wherasi ris
6 fin?7) meda”)

9 (In Ihe coullyard)

In front of 1), 1 7 ? 8 (stabis),
|upstates), 6-12, 14
downsisys) (tenants)

~aun

2 (upslairs))

5 2(in 1) ? ? ?
3 (on ihe sleps)
S (downsiakrs 0pposite 4)

{lrom 2| 1.3.4 6 2 11(0arden) 7 {tor iwo
(irom 6} gues!s),
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[[1ILILY
Tatek, Adam

Vodak, Zikmund

Voditka, Viclav

Voditka, Vit

Vodkovd. Kalefine

7830 & 7840

1074.4¢ 9

HorseMalkel 7

“The haus belween 9
the m z‘lol
Rychiac and Maie] Bilynsk™

899.1 12

2 (on the sleps).
4(0nJ).

5 Acwss'rom s),
10 (under the rool),
13 (nex 10 9)

in 1), ?
apposial 2),

(00 1ha gorch),

{downstairs),

lon |he cnunyud)

onann

1 {lower ground tioor),
2 (oo":oz e J al Ihe sleps),

5 (um'l lho ‘1oof),
6 (wperairs),
7 {lower)

2 {across from 1), 1,6.9
3 (in4

6 (on IL cowtyard),
7-9 (upsialis)

1 ’ n 2 ?
3
6 on Ihe Cwi‘;Yuvd)

9 Immstaks on the siaps).

0 (going on tha sleps 10 tha
courlyard)
11 lleadino Irom 71

107, 112
127

57 7

2,7 77

? ?

? 7

|:| vie n;m)

7 (rewing),
8 (batn}

13 {bam)



cee

porson mm%

)

tocpfion
Voditkovd, Kaleling seeond house 3 (BCross (ha cellars), 7
4 {upsial's opposhe Ihe hilchen)
Vodhansky, Vactav 698:11 6 2 lopposlie 1) 7
Wolnmut. BonHacius “oopOeite (e DAl lower ol 3 2 (i the gatden) ?
81 Slephan®
 Baubinus, Simeon Pokdor  688-11 8 luross fiom 2), 7
4 (on 1he balcony)
 Bamarethu, Anne ZuAickd  792-I1 6 ?

ih !mm 3)

& tn Eg]lng

1.2,57,67 7
? ?
? 1"
? 1
? ?

ml
ocation

6 (barn)

1 (sludy)



€€e

Rorson
2 Bamaretku, Anne Zivlické

2 Cimperky, Bartoloméj
2vona!

7 Cimperku, Brikcl Zvone!

2 Clmperku, ZIkmwnd Zvonat

2 Caslelovic, Jiljl Perger

bovge nymper

new siicte

(nové stavent)

74700

7471

Kvatonskd siieet

79141

s st %%&%&w%ﬂ

21

24 (trom 25 10 1he kitchen), 7

27 (nexi to 26)

1. 3 (upsialrs on the lasl foor), 7 97,197
2 " (intord of 1)

4 (opposie 1),

5 unde’ 1

7 on Iha coust: u behmda]

14 (inlhe blcl

17 (tzom 16,

1 (upstaws), ? 25
§ {opposite 8),

14 (behind 57),

17 (acioue liom 18),

19 (higher on the streatl),
21 |irom 23 on the elreet),
27 (scroestrom 26),

20 lunder 1ha balconvd

1 (upsteks) ? 7

2 (nextlo 1) ? 16
3 (underground)

7 (in troni of S),

11 (under Ihe root),

12 in ront of 10,

13 {downsialrs),

15 (rrom 15).

19 (lowerl

9?7

167

11 (stadlas),
12 (shed),

13 [spiisc 7),
:g malting),
braw!

” ::mﬁ!/

Deer)
1A (halifear)

11 ("cellar
whare thelin

8 (haht)

9 (chamber)
18 (mafting),
20 (drinking;

12 (balh),
20 [‘mon)‘s
foom")

S(W

office*))

held
11{wespons)
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eereon * house number
2 Clchenova, Anna Sleflkovd Stoka slieel

2 Lukonos, Jitth Svik 792.1

7 Lukonos, S Svik naw siructure

(nové stavent)

z RadkovaTomds vodktka  1057-Y of
1058-1

z Raj8idna, Ladsslav Gallus 7491

1 (higher}

5. 6 (under the roof),
7 lon the coutyerd)
11 (unoe'@ ound!

trom 3 on Ihg rigit sl08),
om 1

1

2 X
4 (trom J),
S (In frond of 4),
8 (under tha rools),
lower)

97

10?, 17

6 (spilec 7) 7 (whereiho
smali shop

1s),
8 (balhs)

6 Lc::mu 10 (stadles)
malting),

5 {mating
eounvsvd),

8(chamber) 11 (stabies)



See

eareon

7 Voriknd. Mikuids Aute

Z Vysoké, Tobiat Najadly

Z Vysokd, Tobiss Nejediy

1 Vysoks. Tobi§ Nejedly'

8 Zvovlt, Danlel Rulin

21a1y, Jan

AT . %M%wmﬂ

2 Ravin, Vacav Kemaryt mi 8481

8531

&bt

J7ta )0

J6b or ITa-I

Na blald

Sloxasiree!t

2

27

l 2 Ioowmlllll)
round),

:
upslairs undor tha rool)

1o 1he hall 00 Ihe lett),

)

2
S
8
il

17 |downstalis),
20 (on Ihe courtyard)

2 (tcom %),

4 (Wto 0.

7 (under S),

9 (along @,

14 { Underground),

28 {oppoeNe 25),

27 {downsiaks grovn@ioor)

1 (rom (he paseege way lo
he Sl house},

J(unde:ground)

1 {in the back)

2 {lowar on the et hand),
ilﬂ ).

7 {upstatis).

8 ( across trom 2),

14 (underground)

15 (in tront a1 the hause)

2 (on 9),
3 (in tront of 1},
dfons)

In 1 to the house oa the len),

17

16,172,224

?

117,157
18720

197207

5

2

17.18

27

42

5 {oood aned

23 (shed}

13 (mahing)

9 {chember/
wing)

10 (chairbes!
wine)

9 (chsmbet/
)

1 {shed).

16 {bern)

S (olablen}

a (lublel)

am the
balhs)

12. 13
{s1abtas)
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Chart 11.5.29. Distribution of Furniture by-Masssheid

person
Alurecht, Kaspar

Brzobohaty, Jan

Brzobohaty, Jan

Eustachius

Brzobohaty. Maté|

Faytr, Melichar

Fri¢, Jittk

Grafeus, Beptisla

Graleus, Mandalena

Hiranicky. Marin

Hveézdova, Megdalena

h number
837-1l

1056-I o1 1057-11

Na polltl - “between lhe
houses called Kullkd and
the tale Daniele Emden
lyling on both sides”

1056- or 1057-1

Shoké sleet - "on 1he
corner opposite Mikulas
Jordan®

785/442.1§

“near the Jewsh Garden*®
“near the Jewish Garden”

9024}

782

Nr
Tabl Tables/
G [ocalton

1458

2,224

3225

1,4

1.7

N

1.3.6

1.2.3.5

Desk
ﬂeCB on



LET

person
Kaivoda, Jen

. Kolltka, Markyla

Kotisfka, Matkyla

KH2, Jan

Kfl2ova, Magdaliena

Kyndimen, Thomas

Lesnar, Jiik

Lopatsky, Ciprian

Lynder, Jiffx

Makalka, Lidndla

Table Tables/
house number [ocallon |-!-T§‘g|: alion
*across rom the parish 12,47 1. 10
house of SL. Stephanon 9, 10 ¥ TH
thecorner®
748-1 or 7461 8.6
"second house on Siwokd 1, 4 1.2
Slreat next 1o the houes
of Brkchho Zvonat®
896-1 1 2

“across 1rom {he parish 1.3.45 311,

house ol St Stephen on

thecorner

“near Ine Clly tatllonthe 1,5 4.4
coner®

7751 1. 3.4 211
2Zidovskd sireel 124 5.3.4
“opposile Rehal Patek” 1 4
7950 13 7.4

1,

halr
ocallon

L2 n

D‘;gc%inog'l‘ FEN" Ingts/
‘ocallon Tocaflon

23,47 6213
9 1

8 2
4 2
1 1

1.3,45 3,112

1,23,4 2,121,
5

Chest
focation

34,7
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person
Masopust, Martin

Nysl, Jan

Palkov4, Anna

Pergerovd, Maryanna 8

Al2béta swkov2

Pernikal, Buryan

Pernlkal Buryan

Martinu Cukeatovl,

orslle

Samec. Adam

Slon, Jan

Smollk. Jifl

house number
83211

35a-1l - “In the house of

Jiti Zyget®

Charvatska streel

7910

7781

second house

Sirok4 stree! - belwean
the houses (u
Kaulimskych) and of
Michal Bozyly"

852.1

7770

780/ 781-11

Nr
Table les
m ocelion

1.3.87 4.26.8

1.7.8.10 12,222

2 1
15 1.3
1.4 8.3

1.23,4, 9,221,
1 1

19.5.3

3.6.7

1

t2n

7

1

4.6

Ni.

2,2

4

2,6, 11

.23

1.2,6.7

(.

22

=

2,1, 2

215

4.9 1.4
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i Nr

chair Okl inet E"ﬁlnell?!u*l. Chests/
quilm Sealion lacallon” acallah - locallon l’é“'!ﬁ""ggw ﬁﬁ[m

q
BAH
'—
=
E1ES

person fhouse number n
z Rovin, V4 | v 8461t 1,2.3 2,411, 2,10.16,3,2,2, 1 1,213, 2322 4610 1121 2116
Kamary! mi 10,13, 1.1.5.4. 1B 17,18. 19 4,2 11,18, 17, 3, 1.2, 15,

6. 17, 2.2 18.19,20. 1.4

1R 10 MN
Zny;);liéné. Mikulas 853-H 2.17.18  1,2.2 17 1 1,2,17 2231 1,2.3,16 11,44, 1 -

u.
2 Vysoké. Toblad 36b-1I 1.2, 13, 1L 1,24, 3211, 1,247 2191 24
Nejedly 17.24.25 2.1 13,25 1 21,2 TRl
z Vysoké, Tobias a7{a?)-n . 4 2 . 1.2 4.3 2
Nejedly
7 Vysoké, Toblés 36b or 3781 4 5 . . 2 1 2 3
Nejedty
ze Zvowil, Daniel Rubln Na biaté 1.4,7 422 ) 2 1,4 2,2 2.3,4,5 10.2,1,4,
8 2

Zaty. Jan Sltoké sireel 1 k] : £ 8 5



Nt Nr.

Ne. N
I Cha ingt hesl \8/ Dg_g%
person house number fen FEW;B::» _9_':3:92 s eation %ﬂ'&"'@ % Tocallon
11 .

5F

-

ove

ﬁmavecku‘ Anna new slructure 1,6,8,10 1.1,3.1 18,10 67,1 22,2526 2, 8,10,21, 3,2.3, 1.
ickd (nové stavenr) 2223271 1.1
z Cimperku, Bartolamej 747-11 1.2.4 4. 1.1 1 3 .27 .31 4,5.7.18 6.5.2.1 1
2vonat
2z Cimperku, Brikcl 74711 119,23 2122 - 2,21,28 1,11 2,410, J3.4.4,2. 30
Zvonat 28 147,21, 2.1,1.3,1
24,27, 0
Z Chrperku. Zikmund  Kyélonska streel 4 4 - - - - 1.2 1.1 -
2Zvonat
2 Caslalovic, Jilfi Perger 79114 5678 2116 8192 4 13,5 .2,56, 1,112 1,28, 84,1 1, -
12,13, 2.1,19, 7,13,16 1,11 12,13, 15 2.6
14,19,20 6

é'Cﬁﬂf‘OVi Anna Siroké streel 24,57 1.1,6% 15 0.1 1.3 11 1.2 6.3

tetkovd
Z Lukonos, Jitik $vik 792.1% .8 3.1 2 1 1,245 11,11 2456 1169 5

6 1
2 Lukanos. Jitik Svik new stiucture 3 1 - - 1,2 2.1 1,4, 7 3.4.5
(nové staveni)

Z Radkova, Tomé&s 10571 or . £ d
Voditka 1058-11
Z Raf8iéna, Ledisiav 74911 3.6. 10 1.2, 4 1,6.10 26.1 1,2 1.1 2.5 71 2

Gallus
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person
Tatek, Adam

Vodak, ZIkmund
Voditka, Vaclav
Voditka, Vit
VodiCkova, Katelina
Voditkovd Kalalina
Vodhansky, Vaclav
Wolmut, Bonlfacly
z Baubinus, Simean
Polidor

g:ew:recm. Anna
ickd

House numbe:
783-1 8 784-1l

1074 1

Hoese Markel

"The house lying belween
the mmse:d ofMK tot

a1 a al
Blynagr e Mo

699.1

second house

698-I1

“opposil8 |he bell tower

ol St Stephan™

698-I1

792-0

Table -

o 12,
13.14

1.2,7.8,
9

1.2.4

Nr.
ables/
jocallon

3.2.3.3,
6

N¢

11,12,

13, 14

2.8.9

2.6

4,124

6.5

3,410,
1

Ny

2,122 12,4
1.1 2,5

1.1 12
251, 2 2.3,5.6
2,121 34,8

. 1

2 3

2,1 3
2.10.3.3. 1 2.45
2,2

15

56,11

3,131

6,2,6.1
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Chart 11.5.30. Master Book List by Houschold

person
Aibrecht. Kaspar

Brzobohaty, Jan

Brzobohaly, Jan Eustachius

Brzobohaly. Malé}

Faylr, Melichar

Frie.Jifik

Graleus, Baptista

Grateus. Mandalena

Hranicky, Matin

house number
837-il

1056-11 or 10571

Na pofill - "between the
houses called Kulikd and
Ihe late Danlele Emden

1056-1} or 1057-11

Sliok4 stest - "ot the cerer
opposita Mikula$ Jordan™
785/442-11

“near the Jewish Garden™

"near the Jewtsh Garden™

9021

Tolal Nr, Books

25

10

3

Nr. Czech/
Eifif EOpks

200

42

10

10

Book theme

Religious=2

Other=4

Religlous=10, Other=10,

Hislory=3, Law=2

Other=10

Religious=4, Other=1

Religlous=1

Book location

1

Book storage lype

slone /alone

alne

cablne1 (exclusive)

alone

alone

chesl (dishware, badlinen)
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Qoreon
Hvézdovd, Megdalena

Kailvoda. Jan

Kotiatka, Markyta

Kotlétka, Markyte

Kfi2. Jan

Ktizova, Magdalena

Kyndrmon, Thomas

Lesnar, Sk

Lopatsky, Ciprian

house number
7821

“across Irom 1he parish 9
house of St Stephen on
thecorner®

7481 or 746-1l "

“second house on Sirokd
Street next to the houes ot
BrikchroZvonaf®

896-1 26

“across from 1he parish 3
house ot SI. Stephan on
thecorner*

"near (ha Cily Hellonthe S
ey

7751

Zldovské sireet 2

Total Nr. Books

Nr. Cz

40

261267

0r2

Book theme

Religlous=5, Other=4

Other=11

Religlous =14, Mixed=12

Other=3

Religlous=2, Other=3

Mixed with Retigious=2

Book lpcalion

3.4

Book storage type

cabinet (ded linen, art, mp_
o 1s) / chest (enciusive) /
ches! {exclusive)

chest (olher}

shell (excluslva}

cabinet (exclusive}

cabinet (exclusive) /

chest (art, documenls)

chesi {clothas, bed linen)
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person
Lynder, Jiix

Makalka, t.idmlla
Masopusl, Matrlin
Nysi, Jan

Patkovd, Anna
Sy
Pernikat, Buryan

Pernkaf, Buryan

po Marlinu Cukrdfovl, Vorslie

house number
"opposite Reho! Patek”

7951

832.11

35a-1l - "In 1he house of

Ji Zyger

Charvalsk$ streel

7911

77811

second house

Shokd straet - "belween
lhe houses (u
Kautimskvch) and of

Jotal Nr._Books

7

15

Nt Czech/
arman

10

205

212

510

4/9

Book theme

Religlous=2, Olher=2

Religlous=6. History=10,
Cther=1

Reiigious=4, Hislory=1,
Other=10

Religious=5

Religlous=3. Hislory=1,
Othei=1

Book location

3.4.7.10

Book storage lype

chest (excluslve), alone

alone

chest {documeris)/ chesl (lools)

1glone ! chesl {dishwara)

chesl (lools, textiles)

cabinel {axclusive) / chesl
(ctothes. jewelry, clothes acces.,
8it), alone
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Nr. E;fchf
person house number Total Nr. Books rman ks Book theme Book locallon k_stor 1
Samec, Adam 8521 . - .

Slon. Jan 77741 6 . Othet=6 2 shell (exciusive), chesl
(w apons)
Smolik. Jill 760/781.11 1 1" Religious =1 5 alon
Talek, Adam 78311 & 784-i -
Vodak. Zlkmund 1074-1l 5 - Rellglous =1, Mixed with 1.5 abinat {desk, documenis)/
Law=1 alone

Voditka, V4 lav Horse Merket 1 - Other=41 2 alon
Voditka, Vit “The house lying between 1 - Religious=1 2 alone
1he houses of Krysiol
Rychter and Matej
Vodikkov4, Katefina 699-1 - . -

Voditkova, Kasleling second house 2 - Religlous=2 2 alone



av?e

person
Vodfiansky. Véclav

Wolmut, Bonlisclus

2 Baublnus. Simeon Polidor

z Bernaretku, Anna Ziuticka

z BernareCku, Anna Zlutickd

z Cimperky, Barlolome)

Zvonal

2 Cimperky, Brikcl Zvonal

z Cimperku, 2ikmund 2vonal

2 Gaslelovic. Jiljl Perger

house nymber
690-1l

“opposile the belitower of 7
SI Stephan®

6981
7924 34
new slructure 89

(nové slavent)

7471 19

747-1t 56

Kvélonska street

791-1 28

Total Nr._ Booksg

0/3

26/207

19/0

338

6/10

hi
erman

ks Book theme Book_location
Othes=7 3

Religious=21, Mixed wilh 1,3, 4, 6
Religlous=2, Hislory=1,
Other=10

Mixed wilh Religlous=67, 22, 23, 25, 26
Hislory=1, Other=21

Religlous~17, Other-2 1. 4

Religious=39. History=1. 21. 27, 28. 30
Orher 16

Aeligious=14. Mixed with 1. 2, 5, 13. 15
Rellgious=3, Law=1,
Othez=10

Book storage type

chest {exclusiva), chest
(exclusive)

alone / cabinet (axclus'vnz. ches!
(exclusive) / ches! (tapestries,
dishware)

chest / chest {clothes) / cabinet
1ts) / cabinet ( }

atone / chest (axclusive)

ches! (clothes) / shelt
(exclusive), alone / alone / desk
docu s, lewelty)

chest {clothes, art) / atone /
cabine! {household obf ,
dishware, art) / cebinet
(household ob] dishwate, arl,
documents) / alone



LYT

person house number
2 Ci . Anna 4 Swokd

Z Lukonos, Jitk Svik 792:

2 Lukonos. itk Svik new stzucture

{nové stavenl)

2 Radxova. Tomas Vodikka  1057-Ilor

1056-11

7 RelSténa, LadislavGallus  749.11

2 Rovin, Véctav Kamaryt ml 846-Il

2 Vorlitné, Mikuld$ Rite 853l

Z Vysoké, Toblas Nejedly 36b-11

Z Vysoké, Toblas Nejedly  37(a7)-I

I !
Tolal Ni._Books rman Book

2 210
60 110
St -

9 +
148 22/0
88

3 ?

Book theme
Olher=2

Aellgious=5, Hislory=9,
Law=5. Olher=41

Aellgious=2, Other=49

Aeligiours=6, Law=2,
Other=1

Relgious 43, Mixed with
Religlous=103, History=2

Aeligious =1, Mixed=70.
Oiver=17

Religlous=2, Lew=3

Book location
1

17. 8, 19

13, 17. 18

Book storage type
cablnet {exclusive)

cabinel (exclusive), ches!
(exclusive), elone

cablnel (exclusive) / cabinet
(excluslve) / chesi (exclusive)

alone / alone

cebinet (documents, ad, cain,
jewelry), bench (exclusive) /
alone / chest (exclusive). Chesl
(exclusive)

elane / cabinet {exclusive) /
alone

alore
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QBIEDH
Z Vysoké, Tobias Nejedly

ze Zvavi. Danlet Rubin

Ziaty. Jan

hoyse number

36b or 37a-1)

Na bla1g

Siroka stiest

Tolal Nr._Bookg
1

Czech!

I h
rman Book

Book thems
Religious =4

Religious=1, Othet=3

Book locetion
2

2.6

Book siorege lgpe
alone

ches! (axclusive) / chest
(exclsive)
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Chart 11.8.31. Master Picture List by Household

person house number Total Ni. Pictures  Plcture location Plclure Genie
Albrecht. Kes$par 8371l 4 2 Other=4
Brzobohaty, Jan 1056:11 or 1057-H

Brzobonaly, Jan Eustachius Na polkl - between the 6 1 Olher=6

houses calied Kuliki and
Ihe lale Oanieta Emden
tvino on both sides™

Brzobohaty. Malaj 1056-11 or 1057-1F g .

Faytr, Melichar Siroké sleat - “on Ite camner - &
opposiie Mikutas Jordan®

Frid.Jiik 785/442.10 5 i
Grateus. Baplista "neer the Jewish Garden™ 7 3 Olher=?
Grateus. Mandalena "“near Ihe Jewish Garden” - -
Hranicky. Marin 9021 & =
Hvézdova Magdalena 7821 k] 1 Raliglous=2, Other=1
Kalivoda, Jan "across trom Ihe parish

houseol St Slephan on

thecormer”

Kollafka, Markyla 7480 o1 746.1



0S¢

pergen
Kottéfka, Markyla

KtH2, Jan

Kfi2ova, Magdaena
Kyndrmon, Thamas
Lesnaf, Jiik
Lopatsky, Cipiian
Lynder, Jitkk
Makalka, Lidmila
Masopust. Martin
Nysl, Jan

Patkova, Anna

Pargerova, Marysnna &
Astbéta swkov?a

house pumber Total Nr. Piclures Plcturg location

*second howse on Slrokd
Street nexi to the haues of
Brlkco 2vonal*

896l

“actoss Yrom the parish
house of St Stephan on
thecorner*

“neer Ihe Clty Hall on Ihe

ama”

77510 -
Zidovsk4 siree! 2 4
“opposie Raho! Paiek® -
795-1l

832-1t 3 2.3
35a-H - *In the house o1 Jifi

Zygel

Charvalsk4 stree! -

79111

Pictyre Genre
Porira=1

Historicak=1, Other=2



152

person
Pernikat, Buryan

Pernikat, Buryan

lorSlle

Samec. Adam

Ston, Jan

Smolik, Jifl

Talek, Adam

Vodak, Zikmurk

Voditka. VAclav

Voditka, Vit

Voditkové. Kalefina

Voditkovd, Katefina

»gllamnu Cukrélovi,

house number
77811

second house

Sirokd slreet - “belween lhe

houses (u Kaulimskych)
and ol Mchal Rozyly®

852.11

7770

780/781-1l

783-1 & 784.1

1074-

Horse Markel

“The house tyl:? bf;'wean

the hauses of

Rychier and Mate| Bilynsk™

699-1l

second house

Total Nr. Pictures

Plcture location

Plclure Genre
Other-1
Other=2
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esison
Vodhansky, Vaclav

Wolmut. Bonitaclus

2 Baubinus. Simeon Polidor

7 Bemaredku, Anna Zlutickd

7 Bemarecky. Anns Zlutickd

2 Cimperku, Bartolomé)

Zvonar

2 Cimgerku. Brikcl Zvonal

2z Cimperku, Zikmund Zvonal

z Castalovic, Jiljs Perger
Clchanova, Anna
teflkova

Z Lukonos, Jifik Svik

2 Lukonas, Jiflx Svik

house numbar
698-1

“opposite the bell fower ot 7
Sl Stephan®

698-11 6
792. 39
new shiuciure

(nové siavenl)

7474 1
7471 28
Kvélonska streat 1
79141 37
Siroké&street 8
792.1 2
new siructuce

(nové staveni}

Total Nr_Piclures

Picture location

121,27, 28. 30

57,813

Pigture Genre

Other=7

Hislotical=6

Historicat=2, Othes=37

Historical=1
Retligious=J, Historical=
2, Patrail=1. Olher=21
Retigious=1

Other=37

Othor=6

Portrait=12
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person
2 Radkova.Tomd$ Voditka

Z Paj$téna, Ladislav Gallus

z Rovin. VAclav Kamaryl ml

z Voulitné. Mikuids Rile

z Vysoké. Toblés Nejedly

2 Vysoké. Tobld3 Nejedly

7 Vysoké, Tobid$ Nejedly

ze Zvovit. Daniel Rubin

Zlaty, Jan

house number

1057-11 or

1058-11

7491

846-1

853-il

36b-1i

J7(a?)li

36b or 37a-Il

Na biale

Sirokd steeel

Tolal Nr_Picturas

33

Piclure locatlon

13, 17, 18, 19

Plclure Genre

Potirait=1

Olher=33

Other=2

Religious=1, Olhei=2
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Chart 11.5.32. Size of Art & Cultural Object Collections by Household

eerson
Abrecht, Kaspar

Brzobohaly, Jan
Bt
Brzobohaly, Maté)
Faylr. Melichar

Frie. Jink

Grafeus, Baptista
Grateus, Mandalena
Hranicky, Mailin
Hvézdova, Magdalena
Katlvoda, Jan
Kotidina. Markyta
Kotéika Markyla
Ktit, Jan

Khtovd, sagdalens

i R ‘ T§|ﬂl Nr.

8371l
10561t or 10571t 2

Ne m:l - “belwean
Ihe 03 caled Kutk(
and Ihe late Danale

105611 or 10571 4

Shrokd steel - "on the
cormner opposte Mkuias
Jorden™

705/442-1 25
“near the Jewish 10
Garden”

“near tha Jewish s
Garden®

802-1l 1
782

"acfoss trom the parish 9
hause of SI Slephan
onthecornes”

748-1 or 7461l "

“second house on Stokd
Slreel next to 1he houes
of Brikcho Zvonat™

8961 26

"gcross (rom tha parish 3
house ol SI. Stephan
on the corner”

T% F Nr.
g‘ g’rg!r Jowelry
4

6
small
smal)
7
small
small
3
small
krge

lothin,
Acces.

standard

small

small

small

small

small

Arl
Dishiware
small

snall

medium

small

small
small
small

small

small

small

Al neral

medium

gl

small

small
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Tolal Nt tal N g[o”ﬂgﬂ BPT-
eereon house number 00KS clure Jowelry  Acces. Uishware Arl General
Kyndrmon, Thornas "neer lhe Clty Haton & small smal! small small
Ihecoerser”
Lesnar, 3¢k 750
topaisky, Ciprian Zidovské streel 2 2 smail
Lynder, Jithk “ooposiie Reho! Patek”
Makelka, Lidmia 79516
Masopust. Msriin 832 ) 3 small slanderd awdlum small
Nysl. Jen 35a-l - "in Ihe house of 17
JiY 2yge
Patkova. Anna Charvetské sireel 15 small
£81g6rova, Maryanna 8  75t.11 small slandard small small
AITbél a §viko
Pesnlkéi, Buiyan 778.11 [ small
Pernikal. Buryan second house
co Martinu Cuksdfovl,  Sirokd street - “belween 15 small small medivm medium
orsite the houses (u
Kaulimskych) and of
Samec. Adam 8524
Skon, Jan 7770 6 small

Smollk, Jitl 780/ 781-0 1



9S¢

Tolal N Total Ni lothing ~ An
gerson house number BL'F—“QQ ;' T Jgwairy rﬁf‘“ Dishwate  Arl General

Talek. Adam 7831 & 7841 small small
Vodak, ZIkmurd 1074-11 s ege exceplional  jarge medium
Voditka, Vaclav Horse Market 41 1 smal small medium small
voditka, vt “Tha house ying 1 small
between Ihe houses o!
Kry$to! Rychter and
Vookkovd, Kateling 6991 2 small
Vodkkova, Kaleting second house 2 small small

Vodhansky, vaclev 6981

Woimul Bonitacius X ite the beN lower 7 7
of St Stephan®
2 Baublnus, Stmeon 69611 6 small small small
Polidor
Bem:wtllu Anng 7921 3¢ a9 medivm standard \ge large
ick:
s\BAomakau‘ Anng newstuclure 89
ickd (nové slaveni)
2 Cimperky Barlolomé) 747-1t 19 1 small small smatl
Zvonal
zClmperky, Brike! 747:n 56 28 small small small small
2vonat
z Cimpeky, Zikmund  Kvélonsk4 street 1 small small small small
2vona?
2 Caslalovic, Jiljf Perger 791-11 28 7 small standard medium- small

rge



LSC

erpon
gCldmnova Atna
telikovd

7 Lukonos. Jitk dvik
2 Lukonos. Tk Swik
z Radkova. lomas
Veditka

2 Rajéiens. Ledisiav

Gallus

z Rovin, Véciav
Kamaryr m}

2 Vorling, Mikutas
Rite

2 Vysoké. Tobid$
Nelegly

2 Vysohé. Tobias
Neledly

2 Vyscke, Tobid$
Nelediy

26 Zvovll, Daniel Rubin

2Zialy, Jan

Yotal N¢

housg numbet
SiroxAsirool 2
921 60
fnew stiuciure S1
(nové stavenl)

1057 lar

1058 1

749 1 9
8461l 148
8531 88
36b-11 S
37ta?)-h

36b 01 37a 11 4
Na blalé 4
Siokdslreet

tal Nr
clures
&

12

Jowelry

small

tage

sma¥

trge

medium

smalt

Clglnmg

exceplonal

slandard
small

standard

slandard

At
Dishware Ar netal

smetl

arge waige

small

medium

madium targe

medium small-medlum
medium-

exceplional

small

medium medlum-lgige
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Chart 11.5.33.

geryon
Atrechl. IKa$par

Brrzobohaly. Jan

Brzobohaly, Jan

Euslachlus

Brzobonaty, Malé}

Faylr. Melichar

Fiit, Jitrk

Grateus. Baphsla

Gratens, Mandalena

Location of Art & Cultural Object Collections by Household

lothin: i Arl Arl
ccas welr E&wim eneral
house number on calion n F‘[‘_gl on
B8ar-h 3
105611 or 105711
Na poiits - “detween 6
Ihe houses called
Kulikis and lhe late
Danlele Emden lying on
bolh sides”
W5 or 105711 2.9 29 2 2
Sirok4 sleel - “on Ihe
comer apposile
Mekuta$ Jordan®
7857/442.11 2 2 2 1

"nearthe lewsh
Garden®

“near lhe Jewlsh 1 1
Garden”

Clothes
jocalion

Blﬁ%gﬂlgn Storage locatlon

3 1 (wine)

1.3 1 {persorial § art)

2,5.6 3(cook ing oblects phus).
ns-me%hm

2.5,6,.68. 10 2?le1sonal & asl),
8{personal)

1.236
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gerson
Hranicky Maitin

hvézdova, Magdalena

Kallvoda. Jen

Kolldixa. Markyla

Koldfxa, Marhyta

Ktk Jan

Klizové, Magdalena

Kyndrmon, Thomes

80211 4

782-1 3 3 23

“across from the parish
house of St Siaphan
onthe corner”

74811 of 746-0 1 1

fhe houes of Brikchio
Zvonet”

8961 1 1 1 1

“across from the parish 3 a 3
house of St Steptian
on tha corner™

‘near ih Chy Hahon 2 2 2 2
Ihe orer”

lothin Art Art
% welr Dishwar General ?Iolhe;
house number %— &-Tsiﬁ' Tocallon de'__u 'nm n gcalion
4

4

T
4.5

1,2.3.4

4.5.10, 1

L2378

§|2I!n8 locallon

1 (woadl

6§ (mixed & an},
6 {mixed)

4 {mlxed)_

6 {lood}

t {minec & arl)

S (loots)

2 (mixed)

2 (personal 8 arl).
3 (mne)
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person
Lesnar. Jitd

(apatsky, Cipflan

Lynder, Jrik

Makalka. Lkimila

Masopbust. Marlin

Nys). Jan

Patkové Anna

housg number
7750

Z)dovska street

*opposite Rehot Pétek’

795-11

832

35a-Il - “In the house

of It Zyger

Chaivalska streel

Pergerovd, Marysana8 79t11

Altbé&ta $viko

lothin
i'l""f"" Jewel:'!n

1

1.3.10

Ba
Tocalion
1.23.5.6

3.4.5.6

24567

3.4

1.2.6.7.0,
(']

§!ﬂf!ﬂg location

2 (parsanal),
&)

7 (dishwars).
13 (1o0d 8 g:3In)

4 {personal & art)

5 {cooking objecis pius).
10 (persona! § an)



192

i;&lgihlng Ar Arl
gna?. ignw*lr:( DT}ngra Genesal Clothes Bad
person house number focalion Tocallon [ocalion — [ocallon [oeallon ocalion tor localion
Permiké!, Buryan 7811 " 1" 2 1.7 2 (personat).
10 (lood),
11 (mixed & arl)
femikdl. Butyan second house 1.2 1
t,o Martinu Cukréfovl, iroka street - 2.9 1,29 1.2.9 1.29 2w 1,2.6 8 7 (clothes)
orsile “belween Ihe houses

{u Kaufimskych) and ol
Michal Rozyly”

Samer. Adam 65211 3, 1.3.4 4 (mixed}
Ston, Jan 771 3 2 ] .
Smolk, Jitt d 14 4,5.7.6, 14 9 (wine).
780/781-11 12 (beer)
Tatek, Adam 78311 & 764.1 4 1.4 q 1.2.4.5, 6, !(personal 8 ai),
8 ' ' 4 (personat & ar),

10 (cookingob ects)

Vodak, Zikmund 107411 2.5 5 5 5 1.2.5 2.3.4.5 S (mixed 8 o),
T 6 {wine)
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peison
Voditka, Vaclav

Vaditke. VIl

Voditkova, Kaletina

Vaditkova, Kate!ina

Voddtansky, Vaciav

Wolmul, Borilaclus

2 Baubinus, Simeon
Potdor

zsemamcm Anna
Ltickd

alglhlng ﬂt

house number 22!_9_
Horse Markel 1

"The house lying
between Ihe houses of
Ktystot Rychler and
Malep Bitynskf

699 It

second house 3

698-11

“opposite Ihe beH

fower of St Stephan”

698.11 7

7921 1.3 1

Btilion

2.3.4.56

2,35

3.5.6

6

8.9,

Stoiage location
DGISONM 8 8q).

mixed & ar}
5 (weapons)

2 ?miled 8 an),
3 {mixed}

& Gshorol
1 {mixed)

5 (Mie)

3 {mixed)

3 (parsonal & art)

1 Y'"ed 8 ail)

5 (clothes}
9 (mixed)
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potegn
s“l“elnnletku. Anna
MAicks

2 Cimperky, Bartolomej
2vonal

2 Cimperku, Brikci
2Zvenal

2 Cimperku. Zikmund

2Zvonal

2 Castalovic, Jlljt Pergec
Cichanova, Anna
teflkova

2 L ukonas, Jifik Sy

2 Lukonos, Jitfk Svik

house number

newsliuciure

(nové stavenl)

74711

7475

Kvélonsks street

7911

Sirokasleet

7921

newstiuCluce
{nové slavenl)

1glhin Arl r
N wolr W 1g1h:
R we fiae B gone

21,23, 27

a7 SH11 118 4.5 7
27 30 ri 27. % 10,11, 17, 21
1 1 1 1 4
| 113,15 151315 1.6 1,215

9 9 1.9
5.6 5 6 6 56 5.6

7 1.4

¥buen

5.6,8, 16,
20.21

1,3.4.5 14

1,10, 11,16,
19. 21, 27

lorage tocation

23 |mixed}
24 (mixed).
27 (mixed)

2 {cooking
objects plus),

S (mined & art).

18 (mixed & ail)

4 (mixed),

14 imnax

15 (wine plus).
2

27 (personal)

1 (mixed 8 art), 2 {personal & an),
4 (wine), B (personal & an),
15 (personal & art), 21 {wine)

1 (personal § ar)

2 {clolbes).
4 {cioihes).
5 {mized)

7 (mixed),
11 {wine}
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8Igon
¢ Radkova, Tomas
Voditka

Z R3)818na, LadIsIay
Galius

7 Rovin, Vaclav
Kamecyt mi

z Vorliénd, Mkulas
Rize

1 VySuké. Tobias
Nejedly

1 Vysoka, labidé
Nejadly

Z Vysoké. Toblds
Nejedty

2@ Zvovli. Daniel Rubin

Zisty, Jan

housg number
1057-1 or

1058-1

7491

8461

853-0

36b-l

arga7)n

360 0137811

Na blalé

Siroké sheel

17.19

2.9

17.19

2.3

loth
aC| n

16,17, 19

100

1,247

8.8, 16 17,
18, 19, 20, 21

1. 4.16 18

1,23, 2.
18, 19, 20,
2.23.24. 28

1578

Slorage location

12 (wine)

4 (wine plus).6 {mixed),
18 (mixed)! 19 (mixed)

1 (personal & an), 3 {clothes & linen),
4 (mixed). 5 (mixed & art), 6 (bed
inen) 7 (Ded ¥nen). 8 (hatsa-riding) 9
[l & grain) 10 (fnixed), 11 ||

lingn), 12 (bed |mn} 21 (tood & Qrein)
22 {1000 & Orain) 24 (wine)

1 (mixed 8 art), 3 (wine plvsJ. 4

[C] hwof. 7 (mixed & art), S (wine),
10 (mixed), 11 (mnu!‘ 12 (mixed), 14
(wine).15 (wine), 25 (cooking objects
pius). 27 (wine)

1 (chollins & knen)

§ (mixed).
7 {mixed),
1 (mixed)

g (cooking abjects).
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Chart 11.5.34. Gifts of Material Culture

Cukraf. Martin

Grafeus. Baptista

Hasik. Krystof

Hvézdova. Magdalcna

Kalivoda. Jan

Kobisky. Katcfina

Kotiat. Burvan

Kotlarka. Markyta

Gifts of Material Culture

half a centif of pewter dishware tobe given to Ludinila (daughter) by Vorsile (wifc)

none

all pewter dishware to Martha . who served me and my wife long years™. tablets to wrr'te on to Master Jan

Sturpansky

cveryday clothes. two goblets, two rings to Katefina (daughter of Matéj Brzobohaty)

cveryday clothes from former wifc to my daughters in cqual parts. cash. clothes and tin and copper dishware to wife

and children. siiver (daughter) ..in order that she remembers her mother, firearms to Danicl and Ondicj (sons)

none

12 centyF ofhoncy to Adam (son). silver goblct to Anna (Adamy’s daughter). fur coat to Martin Kaudelek in  Caslay

nonc
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erson

Ktiz, Jan

Lesnar, Jifik

Masopust, Maitin

Svik, Daniel

Tatek, Adam

z Cimperku, Barto§

z Cimperku , Brikci Jan

7 Cimperku, Jan Krystof

# Cichanova. Anna Steffkova

Gifts of Material Culture

silver rulich, all everyday clothes, golden ring with herald of Jifik Skrabka. three fiutes, two violins to Adam (son of
Anna Sausova), drcss. engildered within and without o New City burgher lJifik Brocet. goblct newly cngildered
witlun and without to Vaclay Kundrat, two silver belts to A. Appolena, Justinc and Ludmile (children of Jan
Talkmer), golden ring with onyx stonc to Zdenék Brodsky z T#ebon, golden chain and three other items to Lidmila
Brodsky

see real estate

none
two golden goblets in mcmory of my grandfather Mikul4$ Karyta z Rezna to Jifik, spoons to Johanna, and two golden

goblets, a pear given to mc by Mikula$ Karyta, and a third goblet given to my by Mandalenus z Tannifclda

sec real cstate

Jarge bell which Imperial Prince Karl ordered for 1000 kop Meissen™ to wifc

two silber goblets, cnglildered ring to Vorsile (daughter of latc Simeon Strejc);, 12 silver spoons to Jan Kamaryt z
Rovin (my ward). other cngildered items to other unspecified peoplc

vest and small glass goblct to Ondse) Knofli¢ek (guardian)

three gold belts. four silver bells. gold nccklace. and other jewclry including rings with stones (sec description).
clothes. bedlinen to VorSile: bedlinen on large and small bed in , komora™ across from svictnice". bedlinen in ,.upstairs

svietnice™. and in rooms where children sleep to Stefan (son of Tobias), golden chain and fur coat to Lidmila
(daughter of Tobiad); two engildcred silver mugs to Oldiich Rabstejnsky z Cichanova
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Chart 11.,5.35. Number and Distribution of Beds by Household

Tole! Nr %Em; Designated
persan house number Bed locatlon Nt flocation 0 n Sleeping location
Albrechl, Kaspar 837-% k) 3 3 3 4
8rzobahaly, Jan 1056-11 or 1057.11 9 1.3 3.6 1 3 (Adam)
Brzobohaty, Jan Eustachius  Na pofl - "balween Ihe 7 2.5, 6 22,3 6 =

houses calied Kuiikl and
Ihe Iale Danieie Emden

Brzobohaly, Malé) 1056-11 or 1057-H 8 2.5.6.8. 10 2,13 1.1 2.6 2 (deceased),
6 {children)

Faytr, Melictac Sirokd steet - "on Ihe comer 2 3 2 3 <
opposita Mikule$ Jordan™

Frié. JiMk 785/442-11 3 2.6 1.2 2 .
Graleus. Baplista "near Ihe Jewish Garden™ 2 2 2 - -
Graleus. Mandalena “near Ihe Jewssh Garden™ 4 1.2.3.6 LFR PR BN} . -
Htanicky, Mattin 9021 S 4.5 3.2 4 -
Hvézdovd, Magdalena 782-1 4 1,23 4 L 4 -
Kallvoda, Jen “acioss tiom the perish 7 4.5.10. 1 2.2, 2 5.1 11 (temale cooks)

house of S1. Siephan on
Ihecomner”
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eserson
KotléTka, Markyla

Kotléfka, Markyta

Kht, Jsn

Kfltov4, Magdalena

Kyndrmanh, Thamas

Lesner, Jifik

Lopstsky. Clprian

Lynder. Jitk

Makaika, Lidmila

Masopusl. Marlln

Nysl, Jen

house number
748-11 0z 746-1l 9

“"secand house on Sircka 1
Street next 10 the hoves ot
Brikciho 2vonst®

896-11 0

“across from (he parish 5
house of St. Stephan on
thecorner”

“noar the Cily Hallonthe S

ome”

77541 5

v

2Z)dovsk4 street 4

“opoosiie Rehol Pdlek~ 5

795-i1 14
832-1l 6

35a-1l - “m the house ot Jifl 3
Zygel”

Tole!l Nr
Q%ﬂi Bed location

1.2378

1.2.5

1,.2.3.5.6

3.4.56

2.3

2,456 7

Nr. Beds/location
14121

LS O PR MR |

SRR R |

1.1,43.5

* *_ Designated
o o

2,37

24.5.7

ion
2 {apprentices),
3 (female cooks)

3 (deceased)
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Tole! Nr s room*®_ Desigpated
csrsen house number gadi — Bed location i, Bags/location COASE" Siempma iocation
Patkovd, Anna Chervalska sireet 8 1.2.6,7.8. 10 2,10, 1,12 7,10 -

Pergerova, Maryanna & 7911 o - = e
Alzbéla Sviko

Petniaf, Buryan 77814 2 1.7 [ 7 7 (cook)
Pearnkdr, Buryan second house 1 1 1 -

pa Marlinu Cukrsfovl. Vardlle  Siroka sireet - "batween the 4 1,268 LL 2.8 8 (cook)

hous 85 {u Kaulimskych)
and ol Michal Razyly”

Samec. Adam 852.11 10 1.3.4 3.2 2

Sion, Jan 71 2 3 2

Smollk, Jiff 780770111 " 4.5.7.8,14 1.3,5.1.1 5.8 8 {cooks)
Tatek, Adam 78311 8 764-1 13 1.2.4.5 6,8 1a22.22 1.4 58 ;:;:::)0“
Vodak, Zikmund 107411 S 2.3.4.5 T2 34

Vockka, Vaclav Horse Merkel 7 2.3,4.56 L L L3 6



042

eerson houge number
Voditka, Vit “Tha hause lying between

1he houses of KrySiot
Rychter and Mate)] Bilynsk™

VooKkové. Kalefina 699-I

Voditkov4, Kele!ina second house

Vodhansky, VAclav 698-1It

Wotmul. Bonltacius “0pposite the belt iower of
St Slephan®

2 Baubinus, Simeon Poalidor 698-1

2 Bernaretku. Anna Zlulickd 7921

Z Berrarelku, Anna Zlulicks new structure

(nové staveni)

7 Cimperku, Bartolomé) Zvanat 747-Il

2 Clinperku, Brikci Zvone! T47-l

2 Cimperky, Zikmund Zvonat  Kyalonské streel

Igl!l Ni o

5

2,356

3.5.7.8.9. 11

5.6.8, 16, 20. 21

1.3.4,514

1,10, 11, 16,19, 21,27

Nr._Beds/locatign
.2 11

J.2.1,3.5.
2

1,22 131
1.4.4.2.1

1.1.3,22,2.1

'ﬂ_u'tmm_', Designated
tocalion  sieeping focation
2

3.5.8.9. 1 5 {lemale cooks)

5. 16, 20. 21 21 (deceased)

3.4 3 (apprentices}
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(-1} n
62 éasla!ovlc. Jill Perger

2 &ﬁchamva, Anna Steftkovéd

2 Lukonos. Jilk Svik

z Lukonos Jifik Svik

2 Radkova, Tomés Voditka

z Raj$iéna. Ladisiav Gallus

z Rovin, Vaclav Xxamaryt mi

Z Vorikné. Mikula$ Rdze

2 Vysoké. Tod!4$ Nejedly

Z Vysoké. Tobia$ Neledly

1 Vysoké. Tobid$ Neledly

16 Zvovll, Danlel Aubin

Zialy, Jan

house number
79101

Shrokastiest

7924

new struciure

(nové slavenl)

Y0S7:1l or

1058-1

7491t

846-81

853-1l

36b-1I

arfan)

36b or 37a-Il

Na blaie

Sirokskeet

Tglil Nr
42

23

2t

Bed location
2.6,8 10, 14. 15

1,247

8.9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 2%

1, 4,16, 18

1.2.3. 12, 18. 19, 20. 22, 23, 24. 26

108017 8

Ne__Beds/lpgation
2,1,3.1.2,3

3.1.2

.21 4

21, 21.1,6,6.4

11,31

L1L3.1,1,4,2.1,2.2.2

3.2.1.2

Badroom”

2.8.15

1.7.13.16

18. 20. 26

Designated
Sleeping location

10 (son),
14 (children)

§ (daceased),
7 (deceased s wite)

16 (temale cook)

13 (Jan).
16 (children)

22 (Jindlichy

1 (deceased)

6 {apprentices}



Abbreviations

AMP - Archiv Hlavniho mésta Prahy [Archive of the Capital City of Prague]
APH - Archiv Prazského hradu [Archive of the Prague Castle]

AS - Apelacni Soud [Appellate Court]

AUC - Acta Universitatis Carolinae

BVNWD - Beitrage zur Volkskultur in Nordwestdeutschland

CAFJVSU - Ceska akademie cisafe FrantiSka Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a
umeéni [Czech Academy of Emperor Franz Josef for Science, Belle Letres and
Art

CCH - Cesky casopis historicky [Czech Historical Journal]

CCM - Casopis ceského musea [Journal of the Czech Museum]

CSCH - Ceskoslovensky casopis historicky [Czechoslovak Historical Journal]
CSAV - Ceskoslovenska akademie véd [Czechoslovak Academy of Sciencesj
DP - Documenta Pragensis

FHB - Folio Historica Bohemica

JKSAK - Jahrbuch der kunsthistorischen Sammlungen des allerhdchsten
Kaiserhauses

JSH - Jihoceskqy sbornik historicky [Historical Journal of Southern Bohemia]
NM - Narodni muzeum v Praze [The National Museum in Prague]

PA - Pamatky archaeologické a mistopisné [Archaeological & Topographical
Monuments|

PSH - Prazsky sbornik historicky [Journal of the History of Prague]

SAP - Sbornik archivni prace [Journal of Archival Studies]

Sb.Ak.Wien, phil.-hist. Kl. - Sitzungsberichte der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, philosophisch-historische Klasse

SC - Snémy ceské [Proceedings of the Bohemian Diet]

SPDMHP - Sbornik prispévku k déjinam hlavniho mésta Prahy {Journal for
Contributions Towards a History of the Capital City of Prague]}

SUA - Statni ustfedni archiv v Praze {Central State Archive in Prague]

SUA RA Fran. Praha - SUA Radovy archiv Frantiskan Praha [Archive of the
Prague Chapter of the Franciscan Religious Order in the Central State
Archive]

SURPMO - Statni ustav pro rekonstrukci pamatkovych mést a objekt( [State
Office for Landmark Preservation)|

UK - Univerzita Karlova v Praze [The Charles University in Prague]

VIEGM - Verdffentlichung des Instituts far Europaische Geschichte Mainz.
Abteilung far Abendlandische Religionsgeschichte.
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