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Socialism — a Dark
Continent?

On Wednesday, 17" June 2009, a panel
discussion was organized by the Centre
for Women’s Studies and the Croatian
Sociological Association, to mark the
publication of the second edition of
Vieran Katunari¢’s book Women's Eros
and the Civilization of Death (Zagreb:
Jesenski & Turk, 2009). The discussion
took place at the premises of the Sculp-
ture Museum (the Glyptotheque) of the
Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts
in Zagreb.

This certainly was an unusual event
in more ways than one. To begin with, it
is very rare in Croatia for scholarly books
to be published in new editions. This cer-
tainly includes books in the field of soci-
ology, usually published in very modest
print runs. In addition, it is also very rare
for a title republished after a full quarter
of a century to meet with such an en-
thusiastic reception and undivided appre-
ciation in professional circles. Finally, it
does not happen very often that a numer-
ous audience decides to follow a more
than three-and-a-half hour long discus-
sion taking place at an event that seems,
in outward appearance, to be essentially
a book promotion and an occasion to pay
well-deserved homage to its author.

The event, however, proved to be
much more than that. Everything that
was heard that evening on the first floor
of the Zagreb Glyptotheque was very in-
teresting as a diagnosis, a real litmus test
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Socijalizam - tamni
kontinent?

U srijedu 17. lipnja 2009., u orga-
nizaciji Centra za zenske studije i
Hrvatskoga socioloskog drustva u
Gliptoteci HAZU u Zagrebu, odrzan
je razgovor u povodu drugog izda-
nja knjige Zenski eros i civilizacija
smrti Vjerana Katunarica (Zagreb:
Jesenski 1 Turk, 2009).

Rije¢ je o — zbog vise razlo-
ga — nesvakidasnjem dogadaju. Po-
najprije, prava je rijetkost da se u
Hrvatskoj objavljuju druga izdanja
znanstvenih, pa i socioloskih knjiga,
tiskanih najées¢e u vrlo skromnim
nakladama. Nadalje, rijetkost je i to
da neki naslov, punih Cetvrt stolje-
¢a nakon pojave izvornog izdanja,
naide na nepodijeljeno zanimanje
i uvazavanje cjelokupne strukovne
javnosti. Konac¢no, nije Cesta pojava
ni to da brojna publika viSe od tri i
pol sata ostane svjedociti razgovoru
koji je u osnovi ipak bio zamisljen
kao prigodno predstavljanje knjige i
odavanje vise nego zasluzene poca-
sti njezinu autoru.

Sve Sto se te veceri culo u pro-
storiji na prvom katu Gliptoteke
vrlo je zanimljivo kao dijagnoza,
pravi lakmus papir danasnjeg stanja
percepcije odnosa teorije i aktiviz-
ma. To vrijedi ne samo u pogledu
onoga $to se na tribini nekoliko puta
pomalo staromodno nazivalo »Zen-
skim pitanjem«, nego i kad je rijec
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of the present-day perception of the re-
lationship between theory and activism.
This goes not only for what was referred
to several times during the evening as a
“women’s issue”, but also for those ex-
cluded in other ways from full and equal
participation in all spheres of social life.
Nevertheless, since the topics taken
up by the participants mainly revolved
around studies related to a female gen-
der perspective, the diagnosis was par-
ticularly revealing in that regard: one
could discern the premises upon which
present-day Croatian feminism is based
and the stage of development achieved
in the whole field of activity related to
it, at least in the circles of those theo-
rists and activists who participated in the
discussion.

On the other hand, if the focus is
put upon the book which was the oc-
casion of the event, one is forced to
conclude that very little was said about
it, especially from the perspective of
the scholarly discipline within which it
originally appeared, namely sociological
theory. At the very beginning of the dis-
cussion, Inga Tomic-Koludrovi¢ came up
with an innovative interpretation of the
book within that framework. She said
that — based on her rereadings of the
book — she would claim that what was
at stake here was “a very early attempt
in Croatian sociology to at least sup-
plement the then usual macro theoreti-
cal approach to relations between men
and women if not with a micro then at
least with a meso approach”. Tomic-
Koludrovi¢ also said that the book ac-
tually “questions the dominance of the
macro approach not only in theory, but
also in feminism, pointing to a possibil-
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o drugima isklju¢enim po razli¢itim
osnovama iz potpunog i ravnoprav-
nog sudjelovanja u svim oblicima
drustvenog zivota. Ipak, buduéi da
su teme kojima se skup bavio kao
polaziste imale zensku rodnu per-
spektivu, dijagnoza aktualnog stanja
bila je pogotovo indikativna u tom
pogledu: iz predstavljenoga se mo-
glo zakljucivati o tome na kakvim je
pretpostavkama zasnovan danasnji
hrvatski feminizam, kao i o stupnju
razvoja koji je u Hrvatskoj dosegnu-
la ta djelatnost, barem u krugovima
onih teoretiCarki i aktivistica koje
su u razgovoru sudjelovale.

Kad je, medutim, rije¢ o samoj
knjizi koja je bila povod okuplja-
nju, malo je toga receno, osobito
iz perspektive znanstvene grane u
okviru koje je nastala, a to je so-
cioloska teorija. Na samom pocetku
razgovora, Inga Tomic-Koludrovié
vrlo je inovativno ustvrdila da je u
ponovljenom ¢itanju uocila da je ri-
je¢ »o vrlo ranom pokusaju u hrvat-
skoj sociologiji da se za to vrijeme
uobicajeni makroteorijski pristup o
odnosima muskaraca i Zena nado-
puni, ako ne mikroteorijskim, a ono
barem mezoteorijskim pristupom,
kao 1 to da knjiga zapravo »propi-
tuje dominaciju makropristupa ne
samo u teoriji, nego i u feminizmu,
te da ukazuje na mogucnost da se
nekim drugim pristupima, u ovom
slucaju sociopsiholoskim, pokusa
izi¢i iz makroprice marksizma i te-
orije sustava«.

Te, na samom pocetku razgo-
vora izreCene tvrdnje, tijekom cijele



Forum, Revija za sociologiju 40[39] (2009), 1-2: 121128

ity of exiting — by means of the use of
different approaches, in this case a socio-
psychological one — from the macro nar-
rative of Marxism and systems theory”.

These claims, voiced at the very
beginning of the discussion, provoked
no further commentary during the en-
tire evening. Other statements that re-
flected on the book from a theoretical
standpoint in any sort of way were rare,
and largely amounted to a claim made
by Rade Kalanj, according to which its
author included classical sociological ap-
proaches in a discussion of a contempo-
rary subject-matter. Later on, an unrelat-
ed but implicitly opposed argument was
made in passing by Ankica Cakardié,
in whose opinion “the book is not pure
sociology, since it writes about contin-
gency, Eros, etc.” In implicit contrast to
Tomié-Koludrovié and Kalanj, Cakardi¢
concluded that the book “therefore does
not require a sociological interpretation”.
Another potentially theoretical interpre-
tation of the book came from NadeZda
Cacinovi¢, who informed the audience
that she did not study the contents of the
book when it first appeared, as she was
then preoccupied by different theoretical
issues, but now that she has read it she
could assert that many of the foundations
it was built on do not hold. However, as
has already been said, this interpretation
remained a “potential” one, since the
speaker did not further elaborate on the
claim she made.

Everything else that was said re-
lated not to the book itself, but to the
times in which it first appeared and
was publicly promoted, or to the events
that had occurred in the time that has
elapsed between then and now. The

veceri viSe nisu naiSle na repliku.
Drugi iskazi koji na bilo koji nacin
teorijski problematiziraju knjigu bi-
li su rijetki i zapravo se uglavnom
mogu svesti na tvrdnju Rade Kala-
nja da je autor u suvremenu tema-
tiku koju razmatra ukljucio klasi¢ne
socioloske pristupe. Znatno kasni-
je 1 nevezano za konkretni povod,
Ankica Cakardié izrekla je tvrdnju
neizravno suprotstavljenu onima §to
su ih zastupali Tomié-Koludrovié¢
i Kalanj. Prema njezinu misljenu,
[Katunari¢eva] »knjiga nije Cista so-
ciologija, ¢im piSe o kontingenciji,
Erosu itd.«. Prema Cakardi¢, dakle,
»tekst nije [samo] socioloSki i ne
trazi stoga [samo] sociolosko tu-
macenje«. Jo$ je jedno potencijalno
teorijsko tumacenje knjige doslo od
Nadezde Cacinovic, koja je nazotne
obavijestila da se knjigom u doba
kad je objavljena nije bavila, jer je
bila u drugim teorijskim vodama, a
sad kad ju je proucila moze ustvr-
diti da mnogo toga na ¢emu pociva
ne stoji. Tumacenje je, medutim,
kao sSto je ve¢ receno, ostalo »po-
tencijalnim«, jer govornica nije na-
kon te tvrdnje pobliZe objasnila svoj
zakljucak i stav.

Sve ostalo $to je na skupu izre-
¢eno nije se ticalo knjige same, ne-
go vremena u kojem je nastajala i
prvi put bila promovirana, ili pak
dogadaja u vremenu koje je prote-
klo izmedu toga trenutka i danasnji-
ce. U vecem dijelu skupa, Stovise,
nije ¢ak bilo rijeci o dijalogu, nego
o ne¢emu Sto bi se moglo opisati
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contributions to the event can actually
be better described for the most part as
a series of more or less nostalgic mono-
logues than as a proper dialogue.

In the first part of the event, Biljana
Kasi¢ mentioned the names of persons
active in various branches of feminism
and women’s studies in the 1980s. She
described their fields of specialization
and listed which different approaches to
feminism could be found in the schol-
arly journals published at that time. She
claimed that this was “not the case with
the journals today”, and also remarked
that the time of the original publication
of the book was “a time of solidarity
of men with feminism”. Speaking from
his personal perspective, the author of
the book spoke about “the veil pulled
over the collective memory” and con-
cluded that the “the young people look
bleary-eyed at what took place then”.
According to Katunari¢, this is due for
the most part to the “Diaspora”,! whose

! Unlike the term “Gastarbeiter”, used in
the socialist period to denote Yugoslavian
nationals working in the German-speaking
countries, the term “Diaspora” was used
in 1990s Croatia to denote all those of
Croatian ethnic origin who had emigrated
from the country for economic or political
reasons. In practice, however, it referred
particularly to those who had emigrated
in 1945 for political reasons (i.e. for fear
of persecution under the newly established
Communist regime, because of their politi-
cal affiliation with the Ustashi regime or
the Roman Catholic Church). The return of
these people and/or their descendants to the
country in the postsocialist period, and the
prominence they were given in the politi-
cal institutions and the media, also meant
that a new hegemony was established in
the symbolical order. It featured and made
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kao niz — viSe ili manje — nostal-
gi¢nih monologa.

U prvom dijelu predstavljanja
Biljana Kasi¢ je tako spomenula
imena osoba djelatnih u podruc-
ju feminizma i Zenskih studija u
osamdesetim godinama, kao i po-
dru¢ja njihove specijalizacije, te
navela koje se sve razliCite pristupe
feminizmu moglo naci u ondasnjim
casopisima. Ustvrdila je potom da
to »nije slucaj s Casopisima danas«,
a napomenula i to da je vrijeme u
kojem je knjiga nastala bilo »vrije-
me solidarnosti muskaraca oko fe-
minizma«. Govoreéi iz vlastite per-
spektive o vremenu nastanka knjige
i sam je njezin autor potom govorio
o »kopreni na kolektivnoj memori-
ji« 1 ustvrdio da je »pogled mladima
zamucéen na ono §to je bilo«. Prema
Katunari¢u, odgovornost za to naj-
veéim je dijelom na »dijaspori«,' ¢i-

! Za razliku od pojma »Gastarbeiter«, koji
se u socijalistickom razdoblju upotreblja-
vao kao oznaka za drzavljane Jugoslavije
na radu u zemljama njemackoga govornog
podrucja, u Hrvatskoj devedesetih pojam
»dijaspore« upotrebljavao se kao oznaka
za sve osobe hrvatskoga etnickog podrijetla
koje su otisle iz zemlje zbog ekonomskih
ili politickih razloga. U praksi se, medutim,
to osobito odnosilo na one koji su u emi-
graciju otisli 1945. godine, zbog politickih
razloga (npr. zbog straha od progona u no-
vouspostavljenom komunistickom rezimu,
na osnovi prethodne politicke povezanosti s
ustaskim rezimom ili katolickom crkvom).
Povratak tih ljudi i/ili njihovih potomaka
u zemlju u postsocijalistickom razdoblju
te vaznost koja im je dana u politickim
institucijama i medijima stvorili su pret-
postavke za uspostavu nove hegemonije u
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perception of the events has entered the
textbooks.

As much as all of this could have
given rise to an interesting discussion, it
did not, unfortunately, eventuate. No at-
tempt was made to elaborate upon these
claims from a theoretical perspective,
especially one that would have taken
into account a wider social context and
tried to account for or hypothesize on
the causes of the cursorily mentioned
phenomena.

The non-theoretical inspiration of
the major part of what was said that
evening became apparent at the mo-
ment in which the moderator Valerija
Barada tried to provoke a more elabo-
rate explanation of the reasons for the
current regression of the position of
women in Croatia. Namely, Gordana
Bosanac had previously stated that
one of the indicators of the depth of
that regression was the fact that today
— in contrast with the situation in the
1980s, when this was simply unimagi-
nable — the Ministry of Culture had
financially supported the publication
of Weininger’s Sex and Character.
What’s more, the culture biweekly
Zarez refused to publish Bosanac’s
commentary on that fact. However,
the opportunity for further elabora-
tion on the topic, offered by mod-
erator Barada, was not taken. Instead,
Bosanac concluded her participation
in the discussion simply by stating: “I
lament for those times.”

especially prominent the perspectives of
those who were not affected either by the
discourse or the practices of socialist mod-
ernization of the country.

ja je percepcija ondasnjih dogadaja
usla u udzbenike.

lako je sve to moglo biti vrlo
zanimljiv povod za daljnji razgo-
vor, do tog razgovora nazalost nije
doslo. Na skupu nije bilo pokusaja
rasprave o tim tvrdnjama iz teorij-
ske perspektive, a pogotovo ne one
koja bi pokusala uzeti u obzir Siri
drustveni kontekst te objasnila ili
pokusala pretpostaviti uzroke usput
spomenutih pojava.

Neteorijsko nadahnuce vecine
onoga $to je te veceri bilo izreceno,
mozda je najocitije bilo u trenut-
ku u kojem je voditeljica rasprave
Valerija Barada pokusala potaknu-
ti podrobnije ras¢lanjivanje razloga
dana$nje regresije polozaja Zene u
Hrvatskoj. Gordana Bosanac je,
naime, prethodno ustvrdila da je
pokazatelj te regresije Cinjenica da
danas — $to se osamdesetih godina
po njoj nije moglo dogoditi — Mini-
starstvo kulture financijski podupre
objavljivanje Weiningerova Spola i
karaktera, a da njoj dvotjednik za
kulturu Zarez odbije tiskati komen-
tar toga poteza. Mogucnost daljnje
analize uzroka takvih promjena, ko-
ju je voditeljica Barada ponudila,
Bosanac medutim nije prihvatila,
nego je vlastito sudjelovanje u raz-
govoru zakljucila re¢enicom kojom
je jednostavno ustvrdila: »Zalim za
onim vremenoms.

simbolickom poretku. Ona je uklju¢ivala i
osobito isticala poglede onih na koje nisu
utjecali ni diskurs ni praksa socijalisticke
modernizacije zemlje.
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If we turn our attention to the
recent history and current position of
feminism in Croatia, it is also worth-
while noticing that nobody elaborated
during the discussion on Rada Bori¢’s
claim that “the split on the women’s
scene in the nineties [...] followed the
same matrix as other splits [of that
time]: the nationalist one, or to put it
more mildly, [it was based] on the dif-
ferent perceptions on what happened
to us then”. The same goes for Vesna
Jankovi¢s claim, according to which
“the developments of the nineties dis-
prove [Katunari¢’s] assumptions” [on
the consistency of the women’s Eros].
Jankovi¢ had concluded this based on
her participation in the developments
on the independent scene of the 1990s.
These showed her “the dark side”, i.e.
that “women are not immune to patri-
archal agonism”.

It was briefly mentioned in some
contributions to the discussion that
Croatia has experienced a retradition-
alization of social life in the postsocial-
ist period. But apart from that general
claim, there were no attempts to ex-
pound on Rada Bori¢’s assertions that
“it does no credit to Croatia that it does
not have [academically institutionalized]
women’s studies” and that “the posi-
tion of the feminists in Croatia today
is difficult”. The same goes for Biljana
Kasi¢’s claim that “the [political] order
today” is based on “score-settling with
the feminists and feminism of the nine-
ties”.

Of course, it can be argued that an
essentially celebratory event is not the
proper place to expect detailed answers
to the important questions posed by the
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Kad je rije¢ o nedavnoj povije-
sti i aktualnom trenutku feminizma u
Hrvatskoj, vrijedi zapaziti da tijekom
razgovora nisu poblize razmatrane
ni tvrdnje Rade Bori¢ o tome da se
»raskol na Zenskoj sceni devedesetih
[...] dogodio na istoj matrici na ko-
joj su se dogodili i drugi: nacionali-
stickoj, ili recimo blaze na razli¢itim
percepcijama onoga $to nam se do-
godilo«, ni Vesne Jankovi¢, koja je
rekla da »dogadanja devedesetih opo-
vrgavaju [Katunariceve] teze«, jer joj
je njezino sudjelovanje u nezavisnoj
sceni devedesetih pokazalo i »tamnu
stranu«, odnosno da »Zene nisu imu-
ne na patrijarhalni agonizam«.

U pojedinim prilozima raspravi
kratko je konstatirano da je Hrvatska
u postsocijalistickom razdoblju dozi-
vjela retradicionalizaciju drustvenih
odnosa. No, osim na tako opcenitoj
razini, na skupu nisu podrobnije ra-
zglabane ni tvrdnje Rade Bori¢ o to-
me da »ne sluzi na ¢ast Hrvatskoj da
nema zenske studije« 1 o »te[Skom]
polozaj[u] feministkinja u Hrvatskoj
danas«, kao ni Biljane Kasi¢ o tome
da se »poredak danas« zasniva na
»obracunavanju s feministkinjama i
feminizmom devedesetih godina«.

Dakako, moguce je ustvrditi
i to da u osnovi slavljenicki skup
nije mjesto na kojem bi se moglo
ocekivati podrobne odgovore na
bitna pitanja koja namece danas-
nji polozaj feministicke teorije i
prakse u Hrvatskoj. No, pitanja su
postavljena, a tvrdnje izreCene pa
sada ocekuju odgovor i analizu na
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current position of feminist theory and
practice in Croatia. However, claims
have been made and questions have
been put forth. Answers are now in or-
der, and the editors of this journal have
kindly opened its pages to contributions
discussing the topics mentioned in this
report.

Of the many possibilities to ex-
pound on the topic, the most important
question seems to me to be one that
was posed by Inga Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢
towards the end of the evening. Tomic-
Koludrovi¢ asked whether the causes
of the host of contradictions and issues
that arose following the last decade of
Socialism in Croatia were not already
contained in the nature and practice
of that same political order. Or, more
precisely, has not the way in which
feminism was practiced in the 1980s
contributed to the theoretical weakness
and splits on the women’s scene in the
1990s?

The question was left unanswered,
partly because it was rhetorical, and
partly because it went against the grain
of the so far undisturbed “optimism of
memory” with regard to the state of
Croatian society, theory and feminism
in the 1980s.

Regardless of the political attitude
and personal memories one has of that
time, it seems to me necessary to try
to analyze the developments that took
place then from the perspectives of con-
temporary social and cultural research.
Without such an analysis, leading, one
hopes, to a better understanding of the
past, we cannot even begin today to
disentangle what seem at times to be
incomprehensible contradictions.

stranicama stru¢ne periodike koje je
urednistvo ovog Casopisa ponudilo
za raspravu.

Od brojnih tema koje se nadaju
raspravi, osobno mi se pritom najvaz-
nijim ¢ini odgovoriti na pitanje koje
je pri samom kraju skupa postavila
Inga Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢. Ona se za-
pitala nije li uzrok brojnih kontradik-
cija i nevolja koje su slijedile nakon
posljednjeg desetljeca socijalizma u
Hrvatskoj ve¢ u naravi i praksama
samoga tog socijalistickog poretka?
Drugim rije¢ima, valja se zapitati ni-
je li teorijskoj slabosti i razdorima na
zenskoj sceni devedesetih kumovao i
nacin na koji se u osamdesetim godi-
nama bavilo feminizmom?

Pitanje je ostalo bez odgovora,
dijelom stoga $to je bilo retoricko,
a dijelom vjerojatno i stoga Sto je
razbilo dotad nepomucen »optimi-
zam memorije« u odnosu na stanje
drustva, teorije i feminizma osam-
desetih godina proslog stoljeca.

Bez obzira na to kakav stav i
osobne uspomene imamo na to Vvri-
jeme, smatram da je nuzno pokusati
ondasnje dogadaje analizirati iz per-
spektive suvremenih drustvenih i kul-
turnih istrazivanja. Bez takve analize,
koja bi — valja se nadati — pridonijela
boljem razumijevanju proslosti, ne
mozemo ni pokuSati razmrsiti ono
S§to nam se danas katkad ¢ini nerazu-
mljivim proturjecnostima.

Nazalost, misljenja koja su se
Cula tijekom razgovora u povo-
du drugog izdanja Zenskog erosa i
civilizacije smrti samo su pojacala
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Unfortunately, exchanges that took
place during the panel on the occasion
of the second edition of Womens Eros
and the Civilization of Death reinforced
my perception that for the social scienc-
es and the humanities in Croatia today,
Socialism in many ways remains what
the understanding of adult female sexu-
ality was to Freud and psychology back
in 1926 — a dark continent.

In the year 2009, it seems imperative
that some light should be shed on this
dark continent of Croatian Socialism. If it
is true — as has been repeatedly asserted
in the panel — that “the position of women
in society is the best indicator of the level
of development of a civilization”, this job
could also begin by an elaboration of the
various aspects of the nature and posi-
tion of feminism in the country in the
1980s. In addition to contributing to an
understanding of what happened on the
women’s scene in the two decades that
followed that period, such an analytical
effort would help to disprove the so far
justifiable claim made by Biljana Kasi¢,
according to which “women’s studies are
not an object of interest to sociology”.
In my opinion, everything that has been
reported on here could become the topic
of an eminently sociological analysis, as
well as a number of related topics that
could not be covered in this report for
reasons of space.
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moj dojam da danasnjim drustve-
nim i humanisti¢kim znanostima u
Hrvatskoj socijalizam umnogome
ostaje ono $to je Freudu i psihologi-
ji 1926. predstavljalo razumijevanje
seksualnosti odrasle Zene — tamni
kontinent.

U 2009. godini, ¢ini mi se pri-
jeko potrebnim pokusati baciti malo
svjetla na taj tamni kontinent hrvat-
skog socijalizma. Ako je tocno — kao
§to je na skupu vise puta izreCeno —
da je »polozaj zena u drustvu najbo-
lji indikator razvijenosti civilizacije«,
ovaj bi posao mogao zapoceti i raz-
matranjem razli¢itih aspekata naravi
feministicke djelatnosti i opceg polo-
7aja feminizma u Hrvatskoj osamde-
setih godina proslog stolje¢a. Osim
S§to bi pridonio razumijevanju svega
Sto se dogadalo na zenskoj sceni ti-
jekom dvaju desetljeca koja su usli-
jedila, takav bi analiticki napor po-
mogao opovrgnuti zasad utemeljenu
tvrdnju Biljane Kasi¢ da »zenski stu-
diji nisu predmet interesa sociologi-
je«. Predmetom takvog — eminentno
socioloskog — interesa moze, ¢ini mi
se, biti sve §to je ovdje preneseno od
razgovora vodenih 17. lipnja, kao i
cijeli niz drugih tema koje u ovom
kratkom c¢lanku nazalost nisu mogle
nac¢i mjesta.
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