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acquired from Samuel Berger, a collector and textile merchant, who also
became the Muscum's {irst dircctor (Gjetva) 1989). Over the vears, Berger
collected textiles from rural regions of Croatia with a specific purpose in
mind, namecly, to scrve rural home industries of textiles, both as a source
of design ideas, and as an aid in displaying and marketing home industry
products. Berger continued (o engage in such activities in his new capacity
as the Museum's director. In collaboration with the Ministry of Trade and
Industry, the Muscum actively participated in orgamizing displays and
promoting home 1ndustry products on international and domestic
exhibitions and trade fairs (Bonifaci¢, in press/b}.

However, from its very beginnings, the Museum had a mandate to
create much broader public programming, as described by the Museum's
first curator (1919— 1925} and later its director {1925—1934), Vladimir
Tkaléi¢ (1922b}.

The goal of... the Museum is to represent all life and culture of our

nation, above all peasants, who to this day have best preserved our

national characteristics... 'Uhe Museumn's... aim is (o serve scieniific
research of the characteristics of our people, as well as man in general.

Also, to advance all school instmction and public education; to be a

source ol inspiration lor arts and crafls; and finally as a high culture

institution to represent... [this aspect] of our culture... [to] the
international community and [people] from other parts of our pation,

who were prevented Lor centuries to leamn about each other (p. 347).

From this description, it is obvious that the Muscum's primary mandate
was to pursue rescarch aclivilies and create programs that will serve to
educate and inform the public about rural aspects of Croatian culture, and
especially peasant culfure. 1t was an attempt by the newly created
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes to use peasant arts and culture on
the territory of Yugoslavia as a symbol in creating a new supra-national
identity, emphasizing the common pan-Slavic identity of ils peoples. At
the same time, however, as the Muscum focused mostly on preserving
peasant arts and culture [rom the territory of Croatia, the intention of the
central government could casily be subverted. As will be seen in the
subsequent sections of this chapter, some ol the publications in the
Muscum's journal National Heritage simultaneously served to affirm the
specificity of Croatian nation.

It is instructive to note that Tkal¢ié used a more specific lerm
peasant culture, rather than the term folk culture that Radié used when he
defined the focus of cithnological research. Radié's definition of folk
culture was indeed somewhat broader, as 1t referred to the totality of lite
and culture of rural communities at the turn of the century. As will be scen
in the subsequent scctions of this chapter, during the 1920s and 1930s,
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planned to organize film recording of dances and other customs and
ntuals (Tkalcié 1922a:75).

Soon after Tkal€i¢ secured the equipment, the Muscum curators! set
out to conduct fieldwork in rural regions. For example, in the summer of
1923, Vladimir Tkal€i¢, Milovan Gavazzi, together with eight other friends
and enthusiasts, organized a rather spectacular month long expedition in
Pokuplje. They took with them the necessary provisions, heavy
phonographic and photographic recording equipment and, traveling by
kayaks along the river Kupa, collected artifacts and other data in
numerous villages situated along the river (Muraj, Eckhel & Zorié 1993).
Among other data, they brought back photographs of clothing and
textiles, some of which were documentary, others obviously staged for the
purposes of being photographed (Muraj, Eckhel & Zoric 1993:60—68).
Over the years, numerous photographic and phonographic records were
collected [rom many regions of Croatia. Gjetvaj (1989) writes that "the
first several thousand photographs represent the most valuable part of the
Muscum's Photographic Archives, and they were taken during the first few
years after the Muscum was founded" (p. 21).

When it comes to written ethnographic records, the great majority of
them were collected during ethnographic fieldwork conducted by the
Muscum's curators and later by professors in the Department of
Ethnology at the University of Zagreb, as well as other scholars. Thesc
professtonals pursucd their own specific research interests and projects
with the help of local informants. TkalCié initially proposed that the
written data be also collected by local informants 1n various regions, and
recommended that they use the questionnaire prepared by Antun Radié
(Tkal&ié 1922b:349). However, while numcerous fragmentary reports from
different regions continued to be submitted and published in various
journals, no comprehensive monograph based on Radié's questionnaire,
and written by someonc [rom the region, was published either in the
Journal of Folk Life and Customs of South Slavs or in the Museum's
publications between 1919 and 1940.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the Ethnographic Muscum in
Zagreb started its own library, and engaged in the following publishing
activities between 1919 and 1940: National Heritage [Narodna starinal
(1922—1935) (only partially associated with the Museum); Ethnological
Library [Etnoloska biblioteka] (1925—1934); Collection of Yugoslav
Ornaments |Zbirka jugoslavenskih ornamenata] (1925—1934);

1 Bogidar Sirola joined the Muscum in 1920 as a volunteer, and in 1925 as a curator in
charge of ethnomusicology; Milovan (Gavazzi became a curator between 1922 and 1927,
and Mirke Kus-Nikolajev in 1925 {(Gjetva) 1989,
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population.2 Muray (1993) writes that Matasovi¢ showed in both his
scholarly and cditorial work "how historiographic research can be useful
to ethnology, and how... ethnological knowledge can complement
historical [knowledge]" (p. 31). Matasovi¢ can therefore be seen today as
anticipating the later developments during the 1970s, when the
interdisciplinary dialogue became part of the international scholarly
debate, and changed the research practice of the disciplines of history,
ethnology, and anthropology.

The multidisciplinary character of Nationul Heritage is also evident
in the articles focused on clothing and textiles published in the journal
over the years. Firstly, one can find ethnological studies of textiles which
were mostly written by authors associated with the Ethnographic Muscum
and the Department of Ethnology in Zagreb (Gavazzi 1922a, 1928a;
Gusié 1930; Kus-Nikolajev 1934; Tkaldi¢ 1925). Some of these
publications will be discussed in more detail in the subsequent sections of
this paper. Secondly, a number of publications described historical
documents or books by 18th and 19th century travelers, who painted rural
costumes while traveling through vanous regions of Croatia (Ibrovac
1935; Novak 1930; Zega 1923), while several publications described
painted images of peasant costumes that were [ound in anonymous
religious paintings in rural churches (Tkalci¢ 1931, 1934). Thirdly,
Matasovi¢ himself wrote several publications in National Heritage in which
he discussed historical documents that contained valuable information
about rural life, inctuding clothing and textiles, in the regions of military
borders in Croatia during the 17th and 18th century (Matasovi¢ 1923a,
1923b, 1931). For example, Matasovié (1923a) described a document
from Slavonia, written by Relkovié between 1782 and 1786, from which
we learn about male and female dress in zadrugas in one of the regions of
Croatia’s military border, as well as data about statc promoted production
of silk:

"The promotion of material culture |consumption] which started dunng

the rute of Maria Theresia, continued during the period of Joseph's rule.
At the end of 1782, [in Babina Greda] there were, numbered according

2 Janckovié-Romer (1993) comments that Matasovié always strove for the total
perception of social conditions in a given period, and gives an impressive list of the
themes Matasovi¢ addressed in his scholarly publications: social consciousness,
culture of living, matenal culture, aesthetics, civilization trails, way of life and
mentality of urban scciety, Illyric Movement, customs, germanization, fashion, arts,
language, food, hunger, medicine, police force, leisure activities, political topics,
patriotism,... home life, furniture, guilds, emotional life, plotting and gossip, trade,
literature written in [kajkavski] dialect, professional problems, clothing, manners, etc
(p. 159).
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trade or washing of laundry [for Zagreb citizens]... It is significant {or
the peasant, especially from the northern surroundings of Zagreb, that
i spite of such close and continuous interaction with the city, he
retained hus costume almost untouched by the foreign spirit, and at the
same time did not stagnate in his cultural progress” (p. 138— 140}

From this description one can speculate that this particular costume
persisted not in spite of, but precisely because of trade with the city,
Sestine costume likely persisted because it became the trademark of the
quality ol peasant services [or Zagreb citizens.

In his conclusion, TkalCi¢ lamented that the lack of data, especially
ol historical documents, made that particular work only an incomplele,
prelimtnary, and merely descriptive document. Nevertheless, he ventured
to proposc a few tentative yet perceptive conclusions. First, he suggested
that in the past the costumes in this whole region were likely the same, or
at least much more similar; hence, he thought that pronounced differences
in clothing siyles i these regions were of relatively recent making,
Among the reasons for increased regional differentiation in costumes, he
gives the dissolution of the feudal order in 1848 and consequent increase
in "general, and therefore also peasant, moral and economic individualism"
(p. 163). e would return to support this view in his later publications, in
which he presenied evidence of relatively simple peasant costumes in
anonymous church paintings from the first half of the 19th century
(I'kal¢ic 1931, 1934).

Another conclusion that Tkaléi€ tentatively drew from his research
concerncd the historical change of peasant costumes:

... just as differentiation is now evident among different regions...
there are also dilferences among costumes in a historical sense; every
period gave also 1ts mark to peasant cogtume. We must not forget, that
even though peasant costume is conservative and full of traditional
forms, it is still subject to constant and gradual change. It, too, has its
"fashion"”, only it has less upheavals than it does in city life. The less
developed individualism among peasant people corresponds to less
differentiation in their costume™ (p. 163).

Tkal&ié initially approached this particular project as a museologist/ethno-
grapher of his time. However, in the process of doing his research, he
obviously combined ethnographic methods with those of a histonan, and
on the whole demonstrated his preference for historical documentation
rather than speculation about the history of peasant costume. Ilis keen
interest in the multiplicity of urban-rural interactions and their effect on
peasant costume, also shows that he was morc interested in reading
material culture as an index ol social and historical processes, than in
doing diffusionist type of classification of origins and cultural layers of
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autochthonous Croatian peasant arts. | shall thercfore cxamine more
closely this aspect of his work.

Back in 1897, Antun Radi¢ already introduced to Croatian
ethnology a well established notion in European and especially German
scholarship, namely the notion that European culture lost its singular place
among world cultures as a measurc of absolute values; other cultures were
not to be cvaluated by the standards of European high culture, but should
instcad be studied within the parameters of their own historical
circumstances (Chapter IV). Kus-Nikolajev (1929a) again introduced this
notion, only as interpreted within a narrower concept of peasant art. He
stated that although European peasant art was in principle equal to
[uropean high art, it should neither be cvaluated by the same standards,
nor studied from the theoretical perspectives developed for high art: "It is
to be expected that metaphysical and purely psychological interpretation
of peasant art could not have resulted in a correct analysis, since the
starting potnt ol such analysis was the individual, artistic person” (p. 1).
Only after "sociological methods began to be applied 1 the study of
evolution of art and art forms... could the problem of peasant art be
resolved” (p. 1). Peasant art, according to Kus-Nikolajev, could only be
compared with "art of primitive or half-cultured peoples of prehistoric and
historic periods and [thosc that still exist] today" (p. 2). The main
characteristic of both peasant and primitive art was its collective artistic
expression, so an "acsthetic ideal” 1s common to the whole ethnic group
and 1s not expressed individually, but collectively" (p. 2). Other
characteristics that were common to both peasant and primitive art,
according to Kus-Nikolajev, were the limited number of art forms, and
simple technology (p. 2).

Kus-Nikolajev further developed the thesis that orramentation,
charactcrized by harmony and rhythm of its geometric elements, was the
main collective expressive form of peasant art. In the carly stone age, such
ornamental art replaced the figurative art of primitive hunters, and cver
since that time continued to persist among agricultural populations of
Europe (p. 4). Among urban population in Furope, by contrast, the
development of technology, change in property laws, and formation of
wider cconomic and political formations, led to the development of new
art forms. "Urban devclopment and its economic structures became the
carrier of new cultural and artistic values. Its most visible artistic
manifestations appear in architccture and in the representation of man in
art" (p. 5). Therefore, peasant primitivism expressed through
ornameniation "is the result of certain spiritual qualities... An agricultural
way of life... creates a specific spimtual life with strong reflexive qualities,
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decay 1y the result of a histonical necessity and of an cconomic
transformation. Conditions for prosperity of peasant art are linked with
the economic forms of the life of the peasant. With these economic
forms peasant art lives and with them it dies” (p. 48).

Kus-Nikolajev also considered that applied folk textiles made in rural
home industries for rural or urban consumption were not expressions of
"true" peasant art. "Beautiful copies, but without inner expression" (Kus-
-Nikolajev 1934:185).

Kus-Nikolajev rightly brought attention to sociological and
economic factors that, during the 19th century influenced the family
division of labour and models of textile production in rural Croatia.
However, the imporlance that he gave to zadruga tor making the woman's
labor available for the development of "true" peasant art,’ the 1dealization
of the special kind of spirituality resulting from a closed collective life in
zadruga, the narrow definition of the primitive or archaic origins and
ornamental qualities of autochthonous peasant art, ajl these would likely
not survive a close scrutiny of historical documentation. Also, from today's
perspective, theorics which defined high art and its figurative forms as
psychological individual expression of an artist, and peasant and primitive
art and their ornamcental forms as a social-psychological colliective
expression of a group, would be considered inadequate for explaining
historical dynamics of change in art forms. In contemporary research,
(elite and non-clite, Western and non-Western) art is no longer considered
to be either personal or collective expression, but a sign that mediates
between producer and consumer; analogously, changes in art [orm are
studied within the dynamics of the semiotic (poly)system (Even-Zohar
1990}, or, in sociological parlance, the fie/d of cultural production
(Bourdicu 1991).

Nevertheless, during the late 1920s and 1930s, Kus-Nikolajev's
publications cxerted an important influence on Croatian ethnology; they
contributed towards a scholarly legitimacy of the concept of the
autochthonous peasant art, and therefore legitimized a scholarly
distinction between the older (authentic) and modern (inauthentic) forms
of peasant art. Consequently, his publications indirectly supported the shift
from Radié's design for Croatian e¢thnology as a study of the totality of
folk life and culture in the living rural communities at that time, towards
Gavazzi's diffusionist model of the secarch for origins and cultural layers
inscribed in the sclected products (objects and behaviour) which could still

SRihtman-Augustin (1982) offered a different "reading” of documentary accounts about
lifc ip zadruga, pointing out that women worked much harder in zadritga than has been
usually presented in ethnological literature which, until recently, consistently idealized
lite in zadruga. '
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Muraj (1989) also pointed out that Gavazzi wrote his review articles
on the basis of previously collected ethnographic data that were published
in Croatian cthnological and other journals, archival and ethnographic
data collected by his students and curators in the Ethnographic Museum
of Zagreb, as well as the data he himsell collected while pursuing
ethnographic {ieldwork in many regions of Croatia (p. 24). That Gavazzi
was well informed about all of the previously published and collected
ethnographic data on the whole territory of Yugoslavia is evident from his
publication, "The Development and Present State of Ethnography in
Yugoslavia”, which he published in the Polish journal, Lud Slowianski,
edited by K. Moszynski (Gavazzi 1930, 1931). llowever, in his review
articles, in which he must have relicd on data previously collecied or
published by other authors, (Gavazzi hardly ever dircctly cited the sources
and literature references, or explained when and how he obtained his own
data.® Such a style was not typical of Croatian scholarship at that time; no
other Croatian ethnologist, between 1896 and 1940, produced such an
authoritative discourse as did Gavazzi. Perhaps he followed the example of
Moszyiiski, who was criticized for not giving sources of his data in his
work Kultura Ludowa Slowian. According to Sestan (1993), Gavazzi
defended Moszynski in 1959 with these words:

"The main thing was... the lack of sources for all the given data... But

who kncw... Prof. Moszyiiski, was not confused or worried that he will

be left without this scicntitic tool. The author wanted it that way,

because of simplicity and because ol lactical reasons (as he explained to

tus close friends), so that he could ask for funds (o publish as the last

volume... all of the sources for his data, notes, ete... Still what 1s here,

even without sources of literature and without systematic hibliography,

1s today without doubt an unsurpasscd compendium, the treasury of the

whole Slavic cthnography” (p. 6).
Young and energetic, Gavazzi passionately engaged in extensive ficldwork,
teaching, publishing,” and other related public activities. Muraj (198%)
wriles:

"In contrast to Radié, the conditions were favorable {for Gavazzi] since

through his appointmenls over several decades... he was constanly at

the center of ethnological activilies in Croatia, influencing not only the
education ol ethnologists but also rescarch dircctions, the content and

6 For example, in the third and revised edition of collection of his review articles from
1928, 1940, and 19359, published in 1991 as Croatian Village Heritage, Gavazzi only
gave a shorl bibliography at the end, referring to four relatively old works by Niederle
(1911—1936); six of his own works; the journal, Kultura Ludowa Slowian, edited by
Moszyriski between 1929 and 1939; onc work by the Croatian author Bratanié (1952);
and one by the Slovenian author Korofee (1952),

7 Belaj (1992) reporls that Gavazzi published the results of his work in books and various
international journals, totaling over 240 publications.
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realized; instead, during the 1930s, Gavazzi acquired a simple camera
which he could operate himself. His attitude to filmed documentation,
however, hardly changed in later years. He considered a specialist/ethno-
logist to be best qualified to select the material and recreate the event by
staging various "authentic” performances. His priorities always centered on
those activities that were about to disappear, and therefore needed to be
preserved on film in their "pure" form for purposes of teaching and
museum documentation (KriZnar 1992).

During the 1930s, Gavazzi also initiated the project of creating
ethnological maps for the territory of Croatia (Gavazzi 1930:293). All of
these various ethnographic records were to serve science in interpreting the
way human culture developed in general, and within Croatian territory in
particular. l.et us now turn to examine how (avazzi approached
ethnological interpretation of ethnographic data, using his diffusionist or
cultural-historical model.

In his first review article, "Cultural Analysis of the Croat
Ethnography", Gavazzi (1928a) stated that the aim of cthnological
research was: 1) to describe the ethnographic umit in its details and the
distribution [of its elements] within a given territory, 2) to compare such
ethnographic unit with analogous phenomena in other regions, and 3) to
draw ethnological conclusions from comparisons about origins, about
paths and ways that the ethnographic unit was created, developed, changed,
how it was cnriched, or how [some of its elements] waned and cven
disappeared (Gavazzi 1928a:115). Ile then stated that the "ethnographic
unit" can be chosen according to different criteria, one of the criteria
being that of an ethnic group. This was the criteria that Gavazzi employed
in his publications, namely that of the ethnographic unit of Croats.
Gavazzi hastened to add that the general ethnographic picture of Croats
was by no means uniform; on the contrary, its structure was complex. The
aim of cthnological rescarch was to explicate the structure of the
ethnography of Croats: its predominant Old Slavic elements and various
other elements which have penctrated into it from other cultural spheres
ever since Croats came to what is now Croatian terntory. Gavazzi identificd
the following cultural stratas to be evident in the cthnographic materials
that could still be found in various regions of rural Croatia at the
beginning of the 20th century: Old-Slavic or Old-Croatian; Early Balkan,
Harly Mediterranean; Farly Panonian; Oriental; Turkish-Oriental; Alpine;
Magyar; and urban or high culturc which descended to peasant culture
from higher cultural strata of European civilization. Gavazzi stressed,
however, that this complex structure was not a mere collection of disparate
elements, but that it was held together by the predominance of old-Slavic
or old-Croatian cultural elements. While Gavazzi, therefore, obviously
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Museum also displayed objects of other South Slavic peasant cultures, as
well as non-European collections.

The Museum also contributed to livelier publishing activities in the
field of ethnology. The present review of ethnological publications shows
that, during thc 1920s and early 1930s, the authors who at the time
contributed most to Croatian ethnology atl worked for the Museum in
different capacities. In their research they all focused on rural history, but
used different research models and approaches, and therefore contributed
to different interpretations of rural life and culture in the past. Matasovié,
and to a certain extent Tkal€i¢, favoured the conception of ethnology as a
historical scicnce, and therefore considered it necessary to use both
ethnographic data and historical records in order to reconstruct the history
of rural life, including production, exchange and consumption of clothing
and textiles. Kus-Nikolajev and Gavazzi, on the other hand, used research
models that were developed in (German speaking countries specifically for
studying peasant and other "primitive" cultures.

Kus-Nikolajev introduced the sociological model for studying
peasant visual arts. This model defined "true" peasant art as having archaic
origins stylistically characterized by ornamentation; it also considered
such "true” peasant art to be a collective expression of peasants who lived
in extended family households, zadruga. According to Kus-Nikolajev, the
gradual dissolution of zadruga among Croatian peasants brought about
the gradual but inevitable death of "genuine" peasant art. Kus-Nikolajev's
research model was cventually not accepted or further applied among
Croatian ethnologists. However, his discourse gave scholarly legitimacy to
the concept of autochthonous peasant art that needed to be saved since it
was destined to disappear in face of changes in land ownership and family
structures that were affecting rural regions at the time.

Gavazzi introduced a diffusionist or cultural-historical model into
Croatian ethnological research of the history of rural culture. This model
was also developed by German ethnologists specifically for peasant and
other "primitive" societies. It aimed at "reconstructing cultural history
without written documents, starting patiently from the present state into the
past" (Bratani¢ 1976). Gavazzi's model focused not only on peasant visual
arts, but on all products (objects and behaviour) of peasant culture. This
model also focused on older autochthonous products of peasant culture,
although it did not define the term aufochthonous in very clear terms,
except for placing it in opposition to various influences of
"modernization" and contemporary urban products. Gavazzi applied this
model in his more specific studies of various elements of rural culture in
Croatia. Importantly, however, in 1928 he also wrote his first review article
on the main characteristics of "traditional forms" of Croatian peasant
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