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“...Narod, koji spomenike svoje davne slave nestuje, nestuje ni
samog sebe, jerbo zabacuje ono, ¢im bi se diciti i slaviti mogao; a koi
sam sebe nestuje, moze li zahtevati, da ga drugi Stuju? ... Slavjanski
narode! Prouci u starih razvalinah svoju prosastnost, i iznijet ¢es
cérpiti nauk da dok slogu u svoj dom ne uvedes, ne ¢es$ nikada ove
uloge igrati, koja tvojoj veli¢ini pripada i tvojem imenu odgovara.”

Ivan Filipovi¢ Kopacanin, pedagog, knjizevnik, ilirac, 1847.

“...The people, who do not respect monuments in their former glory,
do not respect themselves, because they ignore that with which they
could boast and celebrate; and those who do not respect themselves,
can they ask others to respect them? ... Slavic people! Study your old
demigods wisely, and you will see that until you have unity in your
home, you will never play this role, which belongs to your stature and
matches your name. “

Ivan Filipovi¢ Kopacanin, professor, writer and Illyrian, 1847
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Institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine u Hrvatskoj od 1850. do 1990. godine

UvOD

Bastina se kao univerzalni pojam javlja u 19. stoljecu, a
njezina zastita zapocinje se razvijati u nacionalnom kon-
tekstu u svim europskim drzavama. U njima se razvoj
odvija istodobno i prozet je medusobnim utjecajima.
Rezultat tog razvoja bilo je uspostavljanje institucija za
zastitu spomenika i zakonske regulative te razvoj teorij-
skih nacela i njihova prakti¢na primjena.

Na razvoj zastite spomenika utjecala su prije svega drus-
tveno-politicka zbivanja u Europi. Revolucije koje su za-
hvatile europski prostor imale su za posljedicu velik broj
unistenih, nestalih ili otudenih pokretnih umjetni¢kinh
predmeta. Trenutak spoznaje gubitka,nacionalnih” spo-
menika, ne nuzno i najvrjednijih, postaje okidac koji ¢e
pokrenuti $iri drustveni sloj da sudjeluje u procesima
institucionalizacije spomenika. Osnivaju se drustva, usta-
nove i uredi koji se bave odrZzavanjem, inventarizacijom i
restauracijom spomenika te razvojem zakonskih propisa.

Upravo taj slijed povijesnoga razvoja zastite na primjeru
pokretne umjetnicke bastine na prostoru Republike Hr-
vatske tema je ove knjige. Knjiga se zasniva na disertaciji
koju sam pod istim naslovom obranila 2018. godine na
Sveucilistu u Zadru pod mentorskim vodstvom Zoraide
Demori Stanicic.

U knjizi je prikazano istrazivanje i utvrdivanje instituci-
onalnoga razvoja zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine,
proces definiranja teorijskih postavki koje prate njezin
kontinuitet te interakcija teorije i prakse u provedbi te-
orijskih nacela i metodoloskih pristupa u Hrvatskoj u

razdoblju od 1850. do 1990. godine. U prvom se redu
ovaj rad bavi pokretnom umjetni¢kom bastinom unu-
tar procesa institucionalnog razvoja sustava zastite, a
odnosi se na pokretnu bastinu u crkvenim inventarima
i privatnim zbirkama, koje su mahom nakon 1945. go-
dine pretvarane u muzejske zbirke.

Drustveno-politicke prilike u 19.1 20. stoljecu koje su
utjecale na upravnu i kulturno-povijesnu podijeljenost
kontinentalne Hrvatske i Dalmacije pokazale su se klju¢-
nima pri/u razumijevanju svih procesa koji su utjecali na
institucionalni razvoj zastite spomenika. U oba dijela za-
pocinje proces institucionalnog razvoja gotovo istovre-
meno, ali razvija se usporedno. Stoga su ti procesi obra-
divani prema teritorijalno-kronoloskoj podjeli te potom
povezani i objedinjeni.

Istrazivanjem institucionalnog razvoja zastite pokretne
umjetnicke bastine bavili su se fragmentarno konzer-
vatori u sluzbi zastite, kao i nekolicina stru¢njaka usko
vezanih uz rad te sluzbe. Dosad je objavljen samo je-
dan pregled povijesti institucionalne zastite spomenika
u Hrvatskoj koji je davne godine 1944. objavila Andela
Horvat, tadasnja konzervatorica Konzervatorskog ureda
u Zagrebu!'

U novije se vrijeme, tijekom 1980-ih i 1990-ih godina,
Stanko Piplovi¢ u nizu ¢lanaka bavio pocetcima zastite
u Dalmaciji u 19. stolje¢u, napose Sredisnjega povjeren-
stva za proucavanje i odrzavanje starinskih gradevina (k.

1 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1944.
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INTRODUCTION

Heritage, as a universal term, appeared in the 19" centu-
ry and its protection began to develop in a national con-
text in all European countries concurrently, interspersed
with mutual influences. The result of this development
was the establishment of institutions for monument pro-
tection and legal regulations as well as the development
of theoretical principles and their practical application.

The development of heritage protection was primarily
influenced by socio-political developments in Europe.
The revolutions that affected Europe resulted in a large
number of destroyed, missing or stolen movable art-
works. The moment people realised that they had lost
“national”monuments, but not necessarily the most val-
uable ones, activated more layers of society to participate
in the process of institutionalization of monuments. This
further led to the establishment of societies, institutions
and offices that dealt with the maintenance, inventory
and restoration of monuments and the development of
legal regulations.

The very course of historical development of the protec-
tion of movable heritage in the territory of the Republic
of Croatia is the topic of this book. The book is based on
the dissertation that | defended in 2018 at the Univer-
sity of Zadar under the mentorship of Zoraida Demori
Stanicic.

The aim of this book is to research and determine the
institutional development of movable heritage protec-
tion in Croatia from 1850 to 1990, to determine the the-

oretical basis that follows its continuity as well as the
interaction of theory and practice in the implementa-
tion of theoretical principles and methodological ap-
proaches. First and foremost, this book deals with mov-
able art heritage within the process of the institutional
development of the protection system, and refers to
the movable heritage in church inventories and private
collections, which were largely converted into museum
collections after 1945.

Croatian history in the 19th and 20th centuries is ex-
tremely complex. Different historical events have influ-
enced territorial divisions of continental Croatia and Dal-
matia that are crucial to understanding all of the histori-
cal and social processes that affected the development
of cultural heritage protection. In both parts, the process
of institutional development began almost at the same
time, but developed in parallel. Therefore, these process-
es were processed according to the territorial-chrono-
logical division and then connected and unified.

Researching the institutional development of mova-
ble art heritage protection was partially dealt with by
conservators in the protection service, as well as a few
experts closely related to the work of the service. So far,
there is only one overview of the history of the institu-
tional protection of monuments in Croatia, published
in 1944 by Andela Horvat, conservator of the Conser-
vation office!

1 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1944.
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The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

Recently, during the 1980s and 1990s, Stanko Piplov-
i¢ wrote a series of articles about the beginnings of
monument protection in Dalmatia in the 19" century,
especially concerning the Imperial-Royal Central Com-
mission for Researching and Preserving Monuments (k. k.
Central-Commission fiir Erforschung und Erhaltung der
Baudenkmale) and the work of its prominent individu-
als to protect movable monuments?. Since 2000, Marko
Spiki¢ has published a number of articles and books in
which he thoroughly deals with the period and activities
of individuals in monument protection in the first half of
the 19" century.?

In his doctoral dissertation?, Franko Cori¢ also wrote
about the 19" century and work of the Central Commis-
sion in Dalmatia.

In continental Croatia, monument protection began in
the mid-19™ century, with the prominent work of histo-
rian lvan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski, who, among other things,
founded the Society for Yugoslav History and Antiquities
(Druztvo za jugoslavesnku povéstnicu i starine) which was
an important incentive for the systematic concern for
monuments. At the end of the 19" century, Izidor Krsn-
javi founded the Art Society, whose work significantly
contributed to raising awareness of the importance of
heritage preservation. As the head of the Department for
Religion and Public Education of the Land Government,
he took care of the financing, maintenance, and procure-
ment of church inventory. It is important, albeit less well-
known, that Josip Brundmid, as part of his work at the
Archaeological Museum in Zagreb, for many years, insist-
ed on the establishment of a protection service in conti-
nental Croatia in his petitions to the Count?; the service
did not become operational until 1911 as the Land Office
for the Preservation of Art and Historical Monuments in the
Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia.

Dragana Jurman Karaman did research on the work of
Ivan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski®, and Olga Marusevski stud-

2 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1989; 1992; 1998; 1999; 2002; 200; 2012.
3 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2006; 2007; 2009; 2010; 2011.

4 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010.

5 Archive of the Archaeological museum in Zagreb.

6 JURMAN KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1954.

ied the Art Society’. In recent times, Ivana Mance con-
ducted thorough research of Kukuljevi¢’s life and opus,
which she published in a series of articles and publi-
cations®. Libuse lJirsak, Josipa Alviz and Jasmina Nes-
ti¢ studied the work of Izidor Kr3njavi® Andela Horvat
studied the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and
Historical Monuments.'°

In the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes/Yugo-
slavia from 1918 to 1941, the protection of movable
art was carried out by the Conservation Office in Split
and Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical
Monuments in Zagreb. The head of the office in Dalma-
tia was Ljubo Karaman, and Gjuro Szabo was the head
in continental Croatia. Cooperation between these
two offices was established in the area of monument
protection regarding the issue of passing the law for
monument protection and movable art restoration.
The exchange of experiences and professional co-op-
eration with the Slovenian art historian France Stelé
was significant. The aforementioned experts Szabo,
Karaman and Stelé published their experiences and
theoretical reflections in articles and special publica-
tions'. Recently, Ivana Nina Unkovi¢ and Sagita Mir-
jam Sunara have studied the work of the Conservation
Office in Split, and Ivo Viden has studied the Dubrovnik
Institute for Art and Monuments.'

During the four-year period of the Independent State
of Croatia, the Restoration Institute in Zagreb was the
central institution for the protection of monuments.
For the first time, the Institute was continuously fund-
ed by competent institutions and after many years of
work by one person, it became an institution with sev-
eral employees, including Ljubo Karaman, who came
from the Conservation Office in Split, as well as Andela
Horvat and Tihomil Stahuljak. Ljubo Karaman reorgan-

7 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004; 2009.

8 MANCE, IVANA, 2004; 2008; 2012; 2015.

9 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015; ALVIZ, JOSIPA; NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015.

10 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1977; 1979; 1980.

11 SZABO, ANDELA, 1912; 1922; 1923; 1924; 1928.; KARAMAN, LJUBO
1952,; STELE, FRANC, 1935.

12 UNKOVIC, NINA IVANA, 2011; 20114a; 2012, SUNARA, MIRJAM, 2011;
VIBEN, IVO, 2005-2006; 2007; 2009-2010.
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k. Central-Commission fiir Erforschung und Erhaltung der
Baudenkmale) i radom njegovih istaknutih pojedinaca
na zastiti pokretnih spomenika.2 Marko Spiki¢ je od go-
dine 2000. objavio niz ¢lanaka i knjiga u kojima je teme-
ljito obradio razdoblje i djelovanje pojedinaca u zastiti
spomenika u prvoj polovini 19. stoljeca.? Devetnaestim
stolje¢em, radom Sredidnjega povjerenstva u Dalmaci-

ji bavi se i Franko Cori¢ u svojoj doktorskoj disertaciji.*

U kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj zastita spomenika zapocinje
sredinom 19. stoljeca istaknutim zalaganjem povjesni-
Cara Ivana Kukuljevi¢a Sakcinskoga koji, medu ostalim,
osniva Druztvo za jugoslavesnku povéstnicu i starine koje
je bitan pokretac sustavne brige za spomenike. Potkraj
19. stoljeca Isidor Kr3njavi osniva Drustvo umjetnosti, ¢ije
djelovanje znatno pridonosi svijesti o vaznosti ¢uvanja
bastine, te kao predstojnik Odjela za bogostovlje i na-
stavu Zemaljske vlade brine o financiranju, odrzavanju i
nabavi crkvenog inventara. Vazno je, iako manje pozna-
to, da je Josip Brunsmid u sklopu svojega djelovanja u
Arheoloskom muzeju u Zagrebu kroz ¢itav niz godina u
svojim predstavkama banu inzistirao na osnivanju sluzbe
zastite u kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj,® ali ¢e sluzba zapoceti
s radom tek 1911. kao Zemaljsko povjerenstvo za ocuva-
nje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji.

Radom Ivana Kukuljevi¢a Sakcinskog bavila se Dragi-
nja Jurman Karaman®, a Olga Marusevski djelovanjem
Drustva umjetnosti’. U novije je vrijeme Ivana Mance
provela temeljita istrazivanja Kukuljevi¢eva Zivota i opu-
sa, koja je objavila u nizu ¢lanaka i publikacija.® Djelova-
njem Isidora Krdnjavija bavile su se Libuse Jirsak, Josipa
AlviZ i Jasmina Nesti¢.? Radom Zemaljskog povjerenstva
za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika bavila se An-
dela Horvat.'

U vrijeme Kraljevine SHS/Jugoslavije od 1918. do
1941. zastitu pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta provodi

2 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1989, 1992;; 1998; 1999; 2002,; 2004.; 2012.
3 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2006,; 2007.; 2009,; 2010,; 2011.

4 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010.

5 Arhiv Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu.

6 JURMAN-KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1954,

7 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004.; 2009.

8 MANCE, IVANA, 2004.; 2008.; 2012,; 2015.

9 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015.; ALVIZ, JOSIPA; NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015.
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Konservatorijalni ured u Splitu i Zemaljsko povjerenstvo
za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u Zagre-
bu. Voditelj ureda u Dalmaciji bio je Ljubo Karaman, a
u kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj Gjuro Szabo. Uspostavljena
je suradnja tih dvaju ureda na podrucju zastite spome-
nika po pitanju donosenja zakona o zastiti i problema
restauriranja pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta. Znacajna
je bila razmjena iskustva i stru¢na suradnja sa slovenskim
povjesnicarom umjetnosti Franceom Steléom. Navede-
ni stru¢njaci Szabo, Karaman i Stele svoja su iskustva i
teorijska promisljanja objavljivali u stru¢nim ¢lancima i
posebnim publikacijama."" U novije vrijeme radom Kon-
servatorijalnog ureda u Splitu bave se Nina Ivana Unko-
vi¢ i Sagita Mirjam Sunara, a NadleStvom za spomenike
u Dubrovniku Ivo Viden."?

U cetverogodisnjem razdoblju postojanja Nezavisne Dr-
Zave Hrvatske Konzervatorski zavod u Zagrebu imao je
ulogu sredisnje institucije za zastitu spomenika. Zavod
je po prvi put kontinuirano financiran od nadleznih in-
stitucija i nakon dugogodisnjega rada koji je pocivao
na jednoj osobi postaje ustanova s vise stalnih zaposle-
nika. Uz Ljubu Karamana, koji dolazi iz Konzervatorskog
ureda u Splitu, to su Andela Horvat i Tihomil Stahuljak.
Ljubo Karaman provodi reorganizaciju sluzbe zastite, a
uspostavlja se i nova zakonska regulativa.” O djelova-
nju sluzbe u tom razdoblju malo tko se bavio, stoga su
podatci crpljeni iz arhivske grade.

U poratnom razdoblju, nakon uspostave FNRJ, provodi
se temeljita reorganizacija, a nizom uzastopnih akata na
saveznoj i republickoj razini uspostavlja se nova zakon-
ska regulativa. U tom je razdoblju za zastitu pokretne
bastine napose vazan rad Komisije za utvrdivanje Stete
ucinjene po okupatorima na kulturno-historijskim predme-
tima i prirodnim znamenitostima Jugoslavije i za njihovo
vracanje u zemlju, KOMRAT (1945. — 1947.) i Komisije za
sakuplianje i zasti¢ivanje kulturnih spomenika i starina na

11 SZABO, GJURO, 1912,; 1922, 1923, 1924.; 1928.; KARAMAN, LJUBO,
1952,; STELE, FRANC, 1935.

12 UNKOVIC, NINA IVANA, 2011, 2011a,; 2012; SUNARA, MIRJAM, 2011;
VIDEN, IVO, 2005.-2006; 2007.; 2009.-2010.

13 JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2009.-2010.

14 Hrvatski drzavni arhiv u Zagrebu, Ministarstvo kulture Republike
Hrvatske, Uprava za zastitu kulturne bastine, Arhiv; MLIKOTA, ANTO-
NIJA, 2012.
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ized the protection service, and new legislation was
established'. Few have studied the work of the service
during that period, and the information in this thesis
was extracted from archival material."

In the post-war period, after the establishment of the
Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, a thorough
reorganization was carried out, and a series of succes-
sive acts at the federal and republic level introduced
new legislation. During this period, the work of the
Commission for determining damage done by occupiers
on cultural and historical objects and landmarks of Yu-
goslavia and their return, KOMRAT (1945-1947), and the
Commission for the collection and protection of cultural
monuments and antiquities in the territory of the Federal
Republic of Croatia KOMZA (1945-1950) were particu-
larly important. At the same time, a new network of
conservation offices (Zagreb, Split, Rijeka) were estab-
lished. Systematic work on the recording, documen-
tation and registration of monuments began in the
1960s.1n 1967, a new Law on the Protection of Cultural
Monuments was introduced which extended the net-
work of conservation institutions (conservation insti-
tutes and departments). Based on this law, the service
for the protection of cultural monuments operated
until the end of the 1990s.

As regards the protection of movable art heritage
during the mentioned period, there were notable
supplements in the journal Zborniku zastite spomenika
kulture from the 1950s to the 1970s that discuss the
problems associated with the recording, documenta-
tion and registration of monuments' and legal reg-
ulations'. The issues of movable heritage protection
are discussed in a series of other journals (Vjesnik za ar-
heologiju i historiju dalmatinsku, Bulletin, Prilozi povijest

13 JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2009-2010.

14 Croatian State Archives in Zagreb, Ministry of Culture of the Re-
public of Croatia, Directorate for the protection of Cultural Heritage,
Archive; MLIKOTA, ANTONIJA, 2012.

15 BLAZIC, ZDRAVKO, 1955; ZDRAVKOVIC, IVAN, 1958; SKAKIC, BRAN-
KA, 1960; 1961.

16 TOMIC, STEVAN, 1958; LJUBENKO, JERICA, 1975; WILLIAMS, SHA-
RON ANNE, 1978; NIKOLAJEVIC, LJILJANA, 1988-1989; KRSTIC, BRAN-
KO, 2006.

umjetnosti u Dalmaciji, Peristil: zbornik radova za povi-
Jjest umjetnosti, Kulturna bastina, Muzeologija, etc)) and
newspaper articles. Since 1974, the first expert journal
Godisnjak zastite spomenika kulture Hrvatske was pub-
lished with a series of reviews and studies on the pro-
tection of movable monuments'.

Between 1945 and 1990, Ljubo Karaman, Franc Stele,
Andela Horvat, Cvito Fiskovi¢, Vlado Madari¢, Danica
Bozi¢ Buzanci¢, Tomislav Marasovié, Ivo Maroevic',
and many others, published papers that dealt with
various aspects pertaining to the protection of mov-
able art heritage within institutions for the protection
of monuments.

The theoretical framework for the monument protec-
tion was established in the late 19" and early 20" cen-
tury by Max Dvorak and Alois Riegel™. In recent times,
Margaret Olin, Jan Bako$, Radovan Ivancevi¢, Tomislav
Marasovi¢, Libuse Jirsak and Matthew Rampley studied
the Central Commission and the Vienna School of Art
History, in particular the work of Dvorak and Riegel
The theoretical principles of protection of movable art
heritage established from the mid-20™" century were
studied by Ljubo Karaman, Andela Horvat, Cvito Fisk-
ovi¢, Ivo Maroevi¢ and Denis Vokic¢.”!

Astrid Swenson's work is especially important for un-
derstanding and comparing the development of pro-
tection of monuments in the countries of Western
Europe and their influence on the development of
protection in the Habsburg Monarchy.??

17 FISKOVIC, CVITO, 1975; LUCIC, BRANKO, 1975; HORVAT, ANDELA,
1977;1979; 1980; MAROEVIC, IVO, 2000; PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004; VO-
KIC, DENIS, 2008; JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2010; VIDEN, IVO,
2010; SUNARA, MIRJAM, 2011.

18 STELE, FRANC, 1936; 1950; HORVAT, ANDELA, 1944; FISKOVIC, CVI-
TO, 1946; 1952; MARASOVIC, TOMISLAV, 1983, 1985; MAROEVIC, IVO,
1986, 2000.

19 DVORAK, MAX, 1988.

20 MARASOVIC, TOMISLAV, 1983; 1985; OLIN, MARGARET, 1985; IV-
ANCEVIC, RADOVAN, 1999; RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009; 2011; BAKOS,
JAN, 2014; JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015.

21 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1965; HORVAT, ANDELA, 1961; 1971-1972; FIS-
KOVIC, CVITO, 1951; 1952; MAROEVIC, IVO, 1975; 1988; 2000; VOKIC,
DENIS, 2007; 2008.

22 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013.



Institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine u Hrvatskoj od 1850. do 1990. godine

podrucju Federalne Hrvatske, KOMZA (1945. - 1950.). Tada
se uspostavlja i nova mreza konzervatorskih ureda (Za-
greb, Split, Rijeka). Tijekom 1960-ih zapocinje sustavni
rad na evidentiranju, dokumentiranju i registraciji spo-
menika, a godine 1967. donosi se novi Zakon o zastiti
spomenika kulture kojim se prosiruje mreza konzervator-
skih institucija (konzervatorski zavodi i odjeli). Na osnovi
toga zakona sluzba zastite spomenika kulture djelovat

¢e do kraja 1990-ih godina.

O zastiti pokretne umjetnicke bastine u navedenom raz-
doblju napose se isticu prilozi u Zborniku zastite spomeni-
ka kulture od 1950-ih do 1970-ih godina koji tematiziraju
probleme evidentiranja, dokumentiranja i registracije
spomenika'® te zakonske regulative’®. U ¢itavom nizu
drugih ¢asopisa (Vjesnik za arheologiju i historiju dalma-
tinsku, Bulletin, Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji, Peri-
stil: zbornik radova za povijest umjetnosti, Kulturna bastinag,
Muzeologijaidr) i novinskih ¢lanaka javlja se problema-
tika zastite pokretne bastine. Od 1974. izlazi prvi stru¢ni
Casopis sluzbe Godisnjak zastite spomenika kulture Hrvat-
ske u kojem je objavljen niz pregleda i studija na temu
zastite pokretnih spomenika’.

U razdoblju od 1945. do 1990. istaknuti su radovi poje-
dinaca koji se bave razli¢itim vidovima zastite pokretne
umjetnicke bastine unutar institucija zastite spomenika,
kao $to su Ljubo Karaman, France Stelé, Andela Horvat,
Cvito Fiskovi¢, Vlado Madari¢, Danica Bozi¢ Buzancic, To-
mislav Marasovi¢ i lvo Maroevi¢.'®

Teorijski okvir za zastitu spomenika uspostavili su potkraj
19. u prvoj polovini 20. stolje¢a Max Dvorak i Alois Rie-
gel.”” U novije doba Sredisnjim povjerenstvom i Beckom
skolom povijesti umjetnosti, napose radom Dvoraka i
Riegela, bavili su se Margaret Olin, Jan Bako$, Radovan

15 BLAZIC, ZDRAVKO, 1955.; ZDRAVKOVIC, IVAN, 1958 ; SKAKIC, BRAN-
KA, 1960, 1961,

16 TOMIC, STEVAN, 1958,; LJUBENKO, 1975.; WILLIAMS SHARON ANNE,
1978. NIKOLAJEVIC, LJIJANA, 1988.-89.; KRSTIC, BRANKO, 2006.

17 FISKOVIC, CVITO, 1975.; LUCIC, BRANKO,1975.; HORVAT, ANDELA,
1977.;1979.; 1980.; MAROEVIC, IVO, 2000.; PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004,
VOKIC, DENIS, 2008 ; JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2010, VIDEN, IVO,
2010.; SUNARA, MIRJAM, 2011.

18 STELE, FRANC, 1936.; 1950,; HORVAT, ANDELA, 1944.; FISKOVIC, CVI-
TO, 1946, 1952,; MARASOVIC, TOMISLAY, 1983, 1985.; MAROEVIC, IVO,
1986.; 2000.

19 DVORAK, MAX, 1988.

lvancevi¢, Tomislav Marasovic, Libuse Jirsak i Matthew
Rampley.” Teorijskim principima zastite pokretne umjet-
nicke bastine uspostavljenim od sredine 20. stoljeca ba-
vili su se Ljubo Karaman, Andela Horvat, Cvito Fiskovi¢,
Ivo Maroevic¢ i Denis Voki¢.?'

Za razumijevanje i komparaciju razvoja zastite spomeni-
ka uzemljama zapadne Europe i njihov utjecaj na razvoj
zastite u Habsburskoj Monarhiji posebno je znacajan rad
Astrid Swenson.?

Pri radu se najvec¢im dijelom koristila grada iz arhivske
dokumentacije i zbirki Uprave za zastitu kulturne bastine
Ministarstva kulture Republike Hrvatske (Arhiva, Plano-
teka, Biblioteka, Fototeka) te konzervatorskih odjela u
Splitu i Zadru. Vec¢ina dokumenata iz razdoblja Nezavisne
DrZave Hrvatske te izvjeS¢a poratnih komisija za ratne
Stete i za sakupljanje i o¢uvanje kulturnih spomenika i
starina imala je oznaku,tajno” pa su u ovom radu ti po-
datci po prvi put obradeni i dostupni. U Drzavnom arhi-
VU U Zagrebu pregledani su dokumenti koji se odnose
na rad Kraljevske zemaljske vlade (Odjela za bogostovlje i
nastavu 1869. - 1921.), Ministarstva bogostovlja i nastave
(1941.-1945.), Ministarstva prosvjete Narodne Republi-
ke Hrvatske (1946.-1951) i pojedinih drustava i muzeja,
odnosno pojedinaca (Josip Brunsmid, Viktor Hoffiller,
Ljubo Karaman) s ciljem utvrdivanja medusobnih veza i
utjecaja na institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjet-
nicke bastine. Iz Kaptolskog arhiva u Zagrebu vecina je
grade koja se odnosi na okruznice izdavane u svrhu za-
Stite crkvenog inventara, na osnivanje Povjerenstva za
crkvenu umjetnost i osnivanje Dijecezanskog muzeja.
U Arheoloskom muzeju u Zagrebu obradena je grada
vezana uz konzervatorski rad Josipa Brunsmida i Viktora
Hoffilera. U knjiznici Strossmayerove galerije pregledani
su fotoalbumi s terenskog rada Artura Schneidera prili-
kom evidencije pokretnih spomenika.

20 MARASOVIC, TOMISLAY, 1983, 1985.; OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, IVAN-
CEVIC, RADOVAN, 1999.; RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009,; 2011,; BAKOS,
JAN, 2014;; JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015.

21 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1965.; HORVAT, ANDELA, 1961.; 1971.-1972,; FI-
SKOVIC, CVITO, 1951, 1952,; MAROEVIC, IVO, 1975.; 1988.; 2000.; VO-
KIC, DENIS, 2007.; 2008.

22 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013.
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The material from archival documentation and the col-
lections of the Directorate for the protection of Cultural
Heritage of the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of
Croatia (Archive, Plans, Library, Photo Archive), and con-
servation departments was mostly used for this thesis.
Most documents from the Independent State of Croa-
tia and the reports of the commissions for war damage,
collection and preservation of cultural monuments and
antiquities after the war were marked “ confidential’,
so this was the first time they were available and pro-
cessed. In the State Archives of Zagreb, the documents
related to the work of the Royal Land Government (the
Department of Religion and Public Education from
1869 to 1921), the Ministry of Religion and Public Edu-
cation (1941-1945), the Ministry of Education of the So-
cialist Republic of Croatia (1946 — 1951) and individual
societies and museums, i.e. individuals (Josip Brunsmid,
Viktor Hoffiller, Ljubo Karaman) were reviewed with the
aim of establishing mutual relationships and influenc-
es on the institutional development of the protection
of movable art heritage. Most of the material from the
Kaptol Archives in Zagreb is related to the circulars is-
sued for the purpose of protecting church inventory,
the establishment of the Committee for Church Art
and the establishment of the Diocese Museum. The
material concerning conservation carried out by Josip
Brunsmid and Viktor Hoffler was studied at the Archae-
ological Museum in Zagreb. Photo albums of field work
by Artur Schneider documenting movable monuments
were reviewed in the Strossmayer Gallery library.

In the course of research, official gazettes from 1850 to
1990 concerning the protection of movable art heritage
were studied at the Croatian State Archives and Library
of the Croatian Parliament.” Discussions in the records
of various commissions that preceded the adoption of

23 Reviewed documents: Zemaljsko — viadin list za kraljevine Hrvatsku i
Slavoniju from 1850 to 1859, Sbornik zakonah i naredabah za Kraljevinu
hrvatsku i Slavoniju from 1863 to 1926, Sbornik Ugarsko-hrvatskih sk-
upnih zakona (during the Croatian—Hungarian Settlement) from 1871
to 1917, List zakonah i spisah vlade za Krunovinu Dalmaciu from 1849
to 1916, Zbornik zakona i naredaba Nezavisne Drzave Hrvatske from
1941 to 1945, Zbornik zakona, uredaba i naredaba and Laws and oth-
er federal government regulations relating to the period of the Fed-
eral People’s Republic of Yugoslavia/Socialist Federal Republic of Yu-
goslavia 1945-1990.
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laws were also examined, followed by a review of corre-
spondence between competent institutions as well as
discussions at congresses and expert articles.

Apart from the aforementioned research, a series of
conversations/ interviews with former experts and staff
members of conservation departments in Zagreb, Ri-
jeka, Zadar and Split were conducted. The implemen-
tation of planned actions and programs was verified,
based on the conducted interviews.

In addition, | participated in several conferences dedi-
cated to prominent people throughout the history of
monument protection and art history in Croatia and
abroad.

This book also uses earlier terms, such as a “movable
monument’, which does not strictly imply its legal
protection as is the case today, with the current term
“movable cultural heritage” The original names of as-
sociations, institutions, and some specifications within
the historical context are in italics.

Which discourses and practices are associated with the
protection of movable art heritage and how have they
changed over time? In what kind of network of space-
time relationships did the protection service develop,
and what were the consequences, both desirable and
undesirable, for the protection service, especially for
movable heritage? Who started the notion to protect
movable heritage? These are some of the questions
that this book answers in the following chapters.

The first chapter deals with the period from 1850 un-
til the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in
1918. The second chapter deals with the period of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (SHS), i.e. the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia, from 1918 to 1941. The third
chapter refers to the period of the Independent State
of Croatia, and the fourth to the period of new Yugo-
slavia (Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia/Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia), from 1945 until the
foundation of the Republic of Croatia in 1990.
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U tijeku istraZivanja u Hrvatskome drzavnom arhivu i
knjiznici Hrvatskoga sabora pregledana su i obradena
sluzbena glasila od 1850. do 1990. godine, koja se odno-
se na zastitu pokretne umjetnicke bastine.? Pregledane
su i rasprave u zapisima razli¢itih povjerenstava koje su
prethodile donoSenju zakonskih akata, pregledana je
korespondencija izmedu nadleznih institucija, kao i ra-
sprave na kongresima i u stru¢nim ¢lancima.

Za potrebe ovog rada osim spomenutih istrazivanja
obavljen je i nizrazgovora s bivsim dugogodisnjim struc-
njacima i djelatnicima konzervatorskih odjela u Zagrebu,
Rijeci, Zadru i Splitu, a na temelju provedenih razgovo-
ra provjerena je realizacija planiranih akcija i programa.

Uz spomenuto, tijekom pisanja rada sudjelovala sam na
nekoliko stru¢nih skupova posvecenih istaknutim osoba-
ma iz povijesti zastite spomenika i povijesti umjetnosti
u zemlji i inozemstvu.

Vezano uz terminologiju, vazno je naglasiti da se u radu
upotrebljavaju i raniji termini koristeni tijekom vremena,
kao primjerice ,pokretni spomenik’, uz koji se nije stro-
go podrazumijevala i njegova pravna zastita kao sto je
danas slucaj s aktualnim terminom ,pokretno kulturno
dobro” Izvorni nazivi drustava, institucija i poneke spe-
cifikacije unutar povijesnog konteksta u tekstu su na-
vedeni italikom.

Koje diskurse i prakse vezemo uz zastitu pokretne umjet-
nicke bastine i kako su se oni mijenjali kroz vrijeme?
Kakva je mreza prostorno-vremenskih odnosa u kojima
je razvijana sluzba zastite te koje su posljedice, Zeljene i
nezeljene, imali za sluzbu zastite, a napose za pokretnu
bastinu? Tko su pokretaci razvoja misli o zastiti pokretne
umjetnicke bastine? To su pitanja na koja, medu ostalim,
odgovara ova knjiga u slijede¢im poglavljima.

Prvo poglavlje bavi se razdobljem od 1850. do sloma Au-
stro-Ugarske Monarhije 1918. godine. Drugo poglavlje

23 Pregledani su: Zemaljsko-vladin list za kraljevine Hrvatsku i Slavoniju
od 1850. do 1859, Sbornik zakonah i naredabah za Kraljevinu hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju od 1863. do 1926., Sbornik Ugarsko-hrvatskih skupnih
zakona (u vrijeme Hrvatsko-Ugarske nagodbe) od 1871.do 1917, List
zakonah i spisah vlade za Krunovinu Dalmaciu od 1849. do1916.,, Zbor-
nik zakona i naredaba Nezavisne Drzave Hrvatske od 1941.do 1945,
Zbornik zakona, uredaba i naredaba i Zakoni i drugi propisi saveznih
vlasti koji se odnose na razdoblje FNRJ/SFRJ 1945.-1990.

bavi se razdobljem Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca
(SHS), odnosno Kraljevine Jugoslavije, od 1918.do 1941.
godine. Trece se poglavlje odnosi na razdoblje Nezavi-
sne Drzave Hrvatske, a ¢etvrto na razdoblje nove Jugo-
slavije (FNRJ/SFRJ), od 1945. do utemeljenja Republike
Hrvatske 1990. godine.
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ZACETAK INSTITUCIONALNE
ZASTITE POKRETNIH SPOMENIKA U
HRVATSKOJ DO 1918. GODINE

KRATAK POVIJESNI PREGLED DRUSTVENO-
POLITICKE SITUACIJE U 19. STOLJECU U
HABSBURSKOJ MONARHLI

Potkraj 18. stolje¢a u Europi zapocinju gospodarske i drus-
tvene promjene potaknute industrijskom revolucijom i
gradanskom revolucijom u Francuskoj, 5to ¢e dovesti do
korjenitih drustvenih, ekonomskih i kulturnih preobrazbi u
sliede¢em, 19. stoljecu. Drustvene transformacije poprace-
ne su promjenom drzavnih organizacija, osnivanjem kul-
turnih, prosvjetnih, znanstvenih i gospodarskih institucija
i definiranjem standardnih jezika.

Prostor danasnje Republike Hrvatske pripadao je sredinom
19. stoljec¢a drzavnom i politickom teritoriju Habsburske
Monarhije.?*

24 Tijekom 18. stoljeca bio je podijeljen izmedu Habsburske Monar-
hije, Mletacke Republike i Osmanskog Carstva. Kontinentalna Hrvat-
ska i Slavonija pripadale su zemljama ugarske krune, Vojna krajina kao
zaseban teritorij bila je pod izravhom austrijskom vojnom upravom.
Sredisnja i sjeverozapadna Istra pripadala je austrijskom dijelu Monar-
hije, a zapadna i juzna Istra s Dalmacijom Mletackoj Republici. STAN-
CIC, NIKSA, 1985, 2.

Stoga, sve politicke i drustvene promjene koje su se doga-
dale izravno su zahvatile i,hrvatski prostor”?

Becki kongres®, nakon Napoleonovih osvajanja, usposta-
vio je novu politicku kartu Europe i donio odredenu sta-
bilnost. U posjed Austrije usli su Dalmacija, Dubrovacka
Republika, Istra i kvarnerski otoci, dok je obnovljena vlast
nad Hrvatskom i Slavonijom koje su bile u sklopu Ugarske,

25 Agneza Szabo obrazlaze procese modernizacije u Europi, pritom
razlikuje srediste Europe i njenu,periferiju’, u smislu korjenitih drus-
tveno-politickih zbivanja kojima su prethodile revolucije, a koja su do-
vela do nastanka kapitalistickog sustava. Proces modernizacije civilne
Hrvatske i Slavonije bio je dijelom onemogucen utjecajem Beca i Bu-
dimpeste, a dijelom utjecajem tadasnje vladajuce klase koja je Zeljela
proces modernizacije usmijeriti u vlastitom interesu. Zapreke ekonom-
skom razvoju, prema Agnezi Szabo, bile su: uklanjanje feudalnog su-
stava, nedostatak jedinstvenog trzista, kredita, modernizacije skolstva,
demografsko kretanje te porezni sustav. SZABO, AGNEZA, 1992,,14-16.
26 Becki kongres trajao je od rujna 1814. do lipnja 1815. godine u Becu.
Najutjecajniji sudionici, koji su vec¢inom i donijeli odluke, bili su ruski
car Aleksandar 1., austrijski car Franjo I, Klemens Metternich, pruski
kralj Fridrik Vilim IIl. i ministar vanjskih poslova Velike Britanije Robert
Castelreagh. Od ostalih sudionika bili su predsjednik Amerike Thomas
Jefferson, 90 ambasadora i opunomocenika i tri kralja. S obzirom na
broj okupljenih smatralo se da se Kongres nikada nece privesti kraju.
Kongres je osim vaznosti u politickom smislu bio i drustveni dogadaj
par exellance. Odrzavani su balovi na kojima su osim politicke elite su-
djelovale i tada najuglednije obitelji, bila je to izloZba nakita, odjece i
statusa. Opsirnije: MUSULIN, STELLA, 1975, 139-192.
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THE BEGINNING OF
INSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION
OF MOVABLE MONUMENTS IN
CROATIA UNTIL 1918

A BRIEF HISTORICAL REVIEW OF THE
SOCIO-POLITICAL SITUATION IN THE
HABSBURG MONARCHY IN THE 19™
CENTURY

Towards the end of the 18" century, economic
and social changes in Europe triggered by the
industrial revolution and the civil revolution in
France led to radical social, economic and cul-
tural changes in the 19" century. Social changes
were accompanied by changes in state organiza-
tions, the establishment of cultural, educational,
scientific and economic institutions and the defi-
nition of standard languages.

The territory of the present-day Republic of Cro-
atia was under the rule of the Habsburg Monar-
chy in the mid-19th century.?* Therefore, all the

24 During the 18™ century, the territory was divided among the
Habsburg Monarchy, the Republic of Venice and the Ottoman Empire.
Continental Croatia and Slavonia belonged to countries under Hungar-
ian rule, the Military Frontier, as a separate territory, was under direct
Austrian military administration. Central and northwest Istria belonged
to the Austrian part of the Monarchy, and west and south Istria with
Dalmatia belonged to the Republic of Venice. STANCIC, NIKSA, 1985, 2.
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political and social changes that took place di-
rectly affected the “Croatian area”?

After Napoleon's conquest, the Congress of Vien-
na%® established a new political map of Europe
and brought some stability. Dalmatia, the Re-
public of Ragusa, Istria and the Kvarner Islands

25 A. Szabo explains the processes of modernization in Europe, dis-
tinguishing the centre of Europe and its “periphery”in view of radi-
cal socio-political events preceded by revolutions, which led to the
emergence of the capitalist system. The process of modernization of
civilian Croatia and Slavonia was partially prevented by the influence
of Vienna and Budapest, and partly by the influence of the then ruling
class that wanted to direct the modernization process according to
its own interest. According to A. Szabo, the challenges to the devel-
opment of the economy included the removal of the feudal system,
the lack of a single market, credit, the modernization of education, de-
mographic trends, and the tax system. SZABO, AGNEZA, 1992, 14-16.
26 The Congress of Vienna was held in Vienna from September 1814
to June 1815. The most influential participants, who mostly made
all the decisions, were Russian Emperor Alexander |, Austrian Emper-
or Francis |, Klemens Metternich, Prussian King Frederick William |ll,
and UK foreign minister Robert Castlereagh. The President of Ameri-
ca, Thomas Jefferson, 90 ambassadors and emissaries and three kings
were among the other participants. Given the number of people gath-
ered, it was believed that the Congress would never end. The Congress
was, besides having political significance, a social event par excellence.
Balls were held and, apart from the political elite, the most prominent
families of the time also participated; there were exhibitions of jewel-
lery, clothing and status. Read more: MUSULIN, STELLA, 1975, 139-192.



Institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine u Hrvatskoj od 1850. do 1990. godine

25



The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

became a part of Austria, and the Habsburg au-
thority over Croatia and Slavonia was renewed.
The territorial organization did not change until
the collapse of the Habsburg Monarchy in 1918.
The conclusions of the congress are contained
in the final act made up of 121 provisions.?” In
addition to geopolitical relevance, the Congress
of Vienna returned works of art that had been
stolen during Napoleon’s conquest from various
European countries, making monuments an im-
portant part of political power.?

Although conservative ideas about establish-
ing Europe as it was before Napoleon prevailed,
liberal ideas about freedom of religion, speech
and equality were slowly spreading after the
congress. Equality before the law, introduced
during Napoleon'’s era, and numerous technical
inventions in production and traffic (a revolution
in communications) were responsible for the
drastic social changes that prompted the devel-
opment of modern nations.?®

The process of establishing a modern Croatian
nation began in continental Croatia with the II-
lyrian Movement. During the first phase, there
were individuals guided by the idea of nation-
hood, the desire for territorial integration, the
establishment of national cultural institutions

and the Croatian standard language.®® A great

27 MUSULIN, STELLA, 1975, 139.

28 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 198.

29 HOLJEVAC, ZELJKO, 2012, 67-68.

301n 1830, the leader of the Croatian National Revival, Croatian politi-
cian, linguist, journalist and writer Ljudevit Gaj, published “Concise Basis
for a Croatian-Slavonic Orthography’ ("Kratka osnova horvatsko-slavensk-
oga pravopisanja”), which dealt with the problem of shaping the ide-
ology of the lllyrian Movement. In 1843, the Austrian court banned
the use of the lllyrian name and symbol. After the ban, Gaj withdrew
and Kukuljevi¢ became the most important person in the People’s
Party, and, in 1942, defined his program on the introduction of the
Croatian language into education and public life. One year later, in
1943, Kukuljevi¢ held the first speech in Croatian in the Croatian Par-
liament in which he proposed to start preparing for the introduction
of the national language as the official one. SIDAK, JAROSLAV, 1981,
191; KURELAC, MIROSLAYV, 1994, 102. According to Mohorovici¢, these
events were the foundation for a new impetus for social, political, cul-
tural, scientific and artistic life and creation. MOHOROVICIC, ANDRE,
1984-1985, 8.

26

contribution to the development of Croatian
civic culture was the establishment of the Pub-
lic Library (1838), the National Theatre (1840), the
Croatian-Slavonic Economic Society (1841), Mati-
ca llirska and the National Museum (1842).3'

The lllyrian Movement also had an impact on Dalmatia.
In 1844, physician and publicist Ante Kuzmanic start-
ed the journal Zora dalmatinska in Zadar, and it marked
the beginning of the revival in Dalmatia.3* The National
revival in Dalmatia appeared in the 1860s with the rise
of the middle class and the return of educated individ-
uals who were studying in Italy (Milan and Padua).® De-
lighted by the Italian national revival of the Risorgimen-
to that advocated for the national unification of Italy,
they transferred their ideas in their effort to unify with
Croatia. The first sign of success in promoting nation-
al consciousness came in 1862 with the launch of the
newspaper I/ Nazionale with a weekly annex Narodni
list in the Croatian language. The newspaper came out
twice a week in Italian. The editor of the newspaper was
Natko Nodilo.2* Since the foundation of the newspaper,
the idea of introducing the Croatian language into high
schools in Zadar, Split and Dubrovnik was launched ®
Reading rooms were founded in Split in 1862, and in
Zadar and Dubrovnik in 1863, and the Slavic society

31 The idea of establishing the National Museum in Zagreb was pre-
sented in the program of Ljudevit Gaj from 1829. Because of financial
difficulties and problems surrounding the approval of the decision to
establish the museum, the museum did not open, but the collection
of objects began. In 1841, the Croatian-Slavonic Economic Society
was founded, with the aim of improving agricultural production, but
also of establishing the museum. Therefore, the Croatian-Slavonic Eco-
nomic Society undertook the collection of items for collections and
organized the first museum exhibition in 1846. As a public institution,
the National Museum was established in 1857, and the statute of the
museum was confirmed by Emperor Franz Joseph | on March 4, 1866,
JURANOVIC-TONEJC, MARTINA, 2010, 10.

32 In the 1830s in Dalmatia, there was not a strong enough social
background that would encourage a revival. A poor economic basis
could not form a civil society; most of the society was a rural popu-
lation, and such social division did not only mean a lower degree of
education, but also less exposure of the entire society to cultural in-
fluences. Only the urban population was exposed to Italian cultural
influences. STANCIC, NIKSA, 1981, 233-234.

33 STANCIC, NIKSA, 1981, 236.

34 CETNAROWICZ, ANTONI, 2006, 71.

35 CETNAROWICZ, ANTONI, 2006, 79. The Emperor officially approved
the introduction of the Croatian language in the Split gymnasium and
real grammar school in 1800. PERIC, IVO, 1982, 61.
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a koja je bila pod vlas¢u Habsburgovaca. Ta se teritorijalna
organizacija odrzala do propasti Habsburske Monarhije
1918. godine. Zakljucci kongresa sadrzani su u zavrsnom
dokumentu od 121 ¢lanka.?” Pored geopoliticke vaznosti
Becki kongres imao je utjecaj na vra¢anje umjetnina koje
su bile otudene u vrijeme Napoleonovih osvajanja iz razli-
¢itih europskih zemalja, ¢ime su spomenici postali vazan
dio politicke moc¢i.®

lako su nakon kongresa prevladale konzervativne ideje o
uspostavi Europe kakva je bila prije Napoleona, polako su
prodirale i liberalne ideje o slobodi vjeroispovijesti, go-
vora i jednakosti pred zakonom. Upravo jednakost pred
zakonom, uvedena u vrijeme Napoleonovog razdoblja,
te brojni tehnicki pronalasci u proizvodniji i prometu (ko-
munikacijska revolucija) zasluzni su za korjenite drustve-
ne promjene koje ¢e potaknuti razvoj modernih nacija.??

Proces etabliranja moderne hrvatske nacije zapocinje u
kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj Ilirskim narodnim preporodom
u ¢ijoj prvoj fazi djeluju pojedinci vodeni nacionalnom
idejom, Zeljom za integracijom teritorija, za osnivanjem
nacionalnih kulturnih institucija i definiranjem hrvatsko-
ga standardnog jezika.* Velik doprinos razvoju hrvatske
gradanske kulture dalo je osnivanje Narodne ¢itaonice
(1838.), Narodnog kazalista (1840.), Hrvatsko-slavonskog

27 MUSULIN, STELLA, 1975.,139.

28 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 52.

29 HOLJEVAC, ZELJKO, 2012, 67-68.

30 Godine 1830. voda Hrvatskog narodnog preporoda, hrvatski politi-
car, jezikoslovac, novinar i knjizevnik Ljudevit Gaj izdaje Kratku osnovu
horvatsko-slavenskoga pravopisanja, u kojoj iznosi problematiku obli-
kovanja ideologije Ilirskog pokreta. Godine 1843. odlukom austrijskog
dvora zabranjena je upotreba ilirskog imena i simbola. Nakon zabrane
imena Gaj se povlaci i Kukuljevi¢ dolazi na mjesto najvaznijeg ¢ovjeka
u Narodnoj stranci te 1942. godine utvrduje svoj program o uvodenju
hrvatskoj jezika u obrazovni i javni zivot. Godinu dana poslije, 1943.,
Kukuljevi¢ je u Hrvatskom saboru odrzao prvi govor na hrvatskom
jeziku u kojem je predlozio da se otpocne s pripremama za uvode-
nje narodnog jezika kao sluzbenog. SIDAK, JAROSLAV, 1981, 191; KU-
RELAC, MIROSLAV, 1994., 102. Kako navodi Mohorovici¢, ta zbivanja
predstavljaju temelj za novi zamah drustvenog, politickog, kulturnog,
znanstvenog i umjetnickog Zivota i stvaranja. MOHOROVICIC, ANDRE
1984.-1985., 8.

gospodarskog drustva (1841.), Matice Ilirske i Narodnog
muzeja (18423

llirski preporod imao je odjeka i u Dalmaciji. Lije¢nik i pu-
blicist Ante Kuzmanic¢ pokrenuo je ¢asopis Zora dalma-
tinska 1844. godine u Zadru, a njegovo izlaZzenje ozna-
Cilo je pocetak pripremne faze preporoda u Dalmaciji.®?
Narodni preporod u Dalmaciji javlja se 1860-ih godina
jacanjem gradanskog sloja i povratkom obrazovanih
pojedinaca koji su bili na skolovanju u Italiji (Milanu i
Padovi).?* Odusevljeni talijanskim narodnim preporo-
dom Risorgimentom koji se zalagao za nacionalno uje-
dinjenje ltalije, prenosili su u svoje ideje o sjedinjenju s
Hrvatskom. Prvi znak uspjeha u promicanju nacionalne
svijesti bilo je 1862. godine pokretanje novina /l Nazio-
nale s tjednim prilogom Narodni list na hrvatskom jeziku.
Novine su izlazile dva puta tjedno na talijanskom jeziku.
Urednik novina bio je Natko Nodilo3* Od pocetka izla-
Zenja pokrenuta je ideja o uvodenju hrvatskog jezika u
gimnazije u Zadru, Splitu i Dubrovniku.® Osnovane su
¢itaonice: 1862. u Splity, a 1863. u Zadru i Dubrovniku
te je osnovano slavensko drustvo Slavenska lipa i Matica
dalmatinska u Zadru. Arheoloski muzej u Splitu na poti-
caj ravnatelja Sime Ljubica istrazuje i prikuplja srednjo-
vjekovne isprave i arhivsku gradu, knjige i umjetnicke
predmete za budud¢i Povijesni muzej

31 U programu Ljudevita Gaja iz godine 1829. iznesena je ideja o
osnivanju Narodnog muzeja u Zagrebu. Zbog financijskih teskoca i
teskoca oko odobrenja odluke o osnivanju do otvorenja muzeja nije
doslo, ali pocinje skupljanje predmeta. Godine 1841. osnovano je Hr-
vatsko-slavonsko gospodarsko drustvo, sa svrhom unaprjedenja po-
ljoprivredne proizvodnije, ali i osnivanja muzeja. Stoga Hrvatsko-sla-
vonsko gospodarsko drustvo preuzima sakupljanje predmeta za zbirke
i organizira prvu muzejsku izlozbu 1846. godine. Narodni muzej kao
javna institucija uspostavljen je 1857. godine, a statut muzeja potvr-
den je od kralja Franje Josipa |. tek 4. ozujka 1866. JURANOVIC TONEJC,
MARTINA, 2010., 10.

32 U Dalmaciji 1830-ih godina jos nije postojala dovoljno jaka drustve-
na podloga koja bi potaknula preporod. Na losoj gospodarskoj osnovi
nije moglo nastati gradansko drustvo, vecinu drustva inilo je seosko
stanovnistvo, a takva socijalna podjela nije oznacavala samo stupanj
obrazovanja, vec i izlozenost cijelog drustva kulturnim utjecajima. Ta-
lijanskim kulturnim utjecajima bilo je izlozeno samo gradsko stanov-
nistvo. STANCIC, NIKSA, 1981, 233-234.

33 STANCIC, NIKSA, 1981, 236.

34 CETNAROWICZ, ANTONI, 2006., 71.

35 CETNAROWICZ, ANTONI, 2006., 79. Car je sluzbeno odobrio uvo-
denje hrvatskog jezika u splitsku gimnaziju i realku 1800. godine. PE-
RIC, IVO, 1982, 61.

36 BEZIC-BOZANIC, DANICA, 2007., 508.
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Slavenska lipa and Matica dalmatinska were established
in Zadar. The Archaeological Museum in Split, encour-
aged by director Sime Ljubi¢, who was in charge of the
Museum from 1858, conducted research and collected
medieval documents and archival material, books and
art items for the future Historical Museum.®

During the period between the national revival in con-
tinental Croatia and the revival in Dalmatia, there were
revolutions within the Habsburg Monarchy in 1848 in
Vienna, Budapest and Prague. There was no revolution
in Croatia, but surrounding events had strong reper-
cussions.? Social, political, state, economic and cultural
systems changed during the course of the revolution
in the Monarchy. The feudal system was demolished,
and a new civil society was founded on the principles
of freedom and equality; parliamentarism was devel-
oped together with an acceptance of the division of
power in the executive and judicial branches, market
freedom and modernization of the economy. All na-
tions within the Monarchy experienced the modern-
ization of education, the opening of universities and
the Academy of Sciences, as well as the formation of
the most important cultural institutions and national
organizations in their national programs.® Most impor-
tantly, the process of developing national states, which
overtook Europe, also affected monuments.

After 1850, the Habsburg Monarchy began to de-
nounce ‘“revolutionary successes” by introducing
absolutism, and in subsequent years, this led at the
same time to the policy of centralization and region-
alization.*® Freedom of independent action was only
possible in culture, while the process of administrative
equalization of different cultural patterns began. In
such complex political, social and cultural processes,
the protection of monuments on two levels was devel-

36 BEZIC-BOZANIC, DANICA, 2007, 508.

37 Unlike France, where the 1848/49 Revolution happened within
the civil society, in 1848/49 there were revolutions in Germany, Italy,
France, Austria and Hungary. KORUNIC, PETAR, 1998, 10.

38 KORUNIC, PETAR, 1998, 12.

39 Telesko mentions centralization and regionalization as a phenom-
enon that co-existed in the Habsburg Monarchy throughout the 19"
century. More in: TELESKO, WERNER, 2015, 35.
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oped: at the level of the Monarchy as a multi-national
state and at the level of national states.

THE ORIGIN OF THE HERITAGE PROTECTION
SYSTEM

The growing awareness of national affiliation increased
the interest in national history, and manifested itself in
increased research, the identification of monuments
important for national history, the trade of antiquities
and the establishment of societies. The societies and
publications that can be found in almost all European
countries in the early 19" century played a crucial role
in the development and promotion of awareness of
the importance of preserving monuments. In his book
The care of ancient monuments, Brown divides them
into three groups: societies that operate at a national
level, local archaeological societies and societies that
deal with the promotion of monument protection. All
three types of society had a primarily historical and
antiquarian role.*® Such societies also appeared in the
Habsburg Monarchy: Joanneum in Graz and the Society
of patriotic art lovers in Prague. In the 1840s in Vienna,
two journals were published: Osterreichsche Blatter fir
Literatur und Kunst and Sonntagsbldtter, which also
discussed exhibitions, artists and newly-built buildings,
among other topics from Viennese cultural life*" Cor-
respondence and cooperation between various Euro-
pean societies, as well as personal communication and
travel played a key role in the exchange of ideas and
experiences with respect to monument protection.*

40 Brown lists societies that appear in Great Britain: the Society of An-
tiquaries, the Royal Archaeological Association of Great Britain and Ire-
land, the British Archaeological Association, the Society of Antiquaries
of Scotland, the Museum of Antiquities, Edinburgh, the Royal Society
of Antiquaries of Ireland and the Cambrian Archaeological Associa-
tion, London. These societies were founded on a national level; while
the number of local societies was large, each district had its own so-
ciety. There was a similar situation in France. The most famous socie-
ties were la Société Nationale des Antiquaires de France and la Socié-
té Francaise d’Archéologie pour la Conservation et des Déscription
des Monuments Historiques. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905, 34.
41 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015, 38.

42 The same applies to art exhibitions and the participation of Croatian
artists at exhibitions in Zagreb in 1891 and 1898, Budapest in 1896,
Copenhagen in 1897, Saint Petersburg in 1889, and Paris in 1900. More
in: KRASEVAC, IRENA; TONKOVIC, ZELJKA, 2016, 203.
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U periodu izmedu narodnog preporoda u kontinen-
talnoj Hrvatskoj i preporoda u Dalmaciji zbile su se re-
volucije unutar Habsburske Monarhije 1848. godine.
Revolucije su buknule u sredistima Becu, Budimpesti i
Pragu. Revolucija u Hrvatskoj nije izbila, ali je imala sna-
7an odjek.*” U Monarhiji se za vrijeme revolucije mije-
njaju drustveni, politicki, drzavni, privredni i kulturni si-
stemi. Srusen je feudalni sistem, a utemeljeno je novo
gradansko drustvo na nacelima jednakosti, slobode i
ravnopravnosti, razvija se parlamentarizam, podjela
vlasti na izvrdnu i sudsku, prihvacena je sloboda trzista
i modernizacija privrede. Svi narodi unutar Monarhije
U svoje su nacionalne programe uvrstili modernizaci-
ju skolstva, otvaranje sveucilista i akademija znanosti,
formiranje najvaznijih kulturnih institucija i nacionalnih
organizacija.*® Proces razvoja nacionalnih drzava, koji je
zahvatio Europu, zahvatio je i spomenike kao jednu od

najvaznijih sastavnica.

Nakon 1850. Habsburska Monarhija pocinje dokida-
ti ,revolucionarne uspjehe” uvodenjem apsolutizma
te u sljede¢im godinama vodi u isto vrijeme politiku
centralizacije i regionalizacije.* Sloboda samostalnog
djelovanja bila je moguc¢a samo u kulturi, iako zapoci-
nje proces administrativnog izjednacavanja razlicitih
kulturnih obrazaca. U takvim slozenim politickim, drus-
tvenim i kulturnim procesima razvija se zastita spo-
menika na dvjema razinama: na razini Monarhije kao
visenacionalne drzave i na razini nacionalnih drzava.

ISHODISTA SUSTAVA ZASTITE BASTINE

Jacanjem svijesti 0 nacionalnoj pripadnosti pojavio se
pojacani interes za nacionalnu povijest, a o¢itovao se u
pove¢anom proucavanju, prikupljanju spomenika vaz-
nih za nacionalnu povijest, trgovini antikvitetima i osni-
vanju drustava. Drustva i publikacije koje se javljaju u
gotovo svim europskim zemljama pocetkom 19. stoljeca
imali su presudnu ulogu u razvoju i promicanju svijesti o

37 Zarazliku od Francuske, gdje se revolucija 1848./49. dogadala unu-
tar gradanskog drustva. Revolucije su se odvijale 1848./49. u Njemac-
koj, Italiji, Francuskoj, Austriji i Madarskoj. KORUNIC, PETAR, 1998, 10.
38 KORUNIC, PETAR, 1998, 12.

39 Telesko navodi centralizaciju i regionalizaciju kao fenomen koji eg-

LESKO, WERNER, 2015, 35.

vaznosti ¢uvanja spomenika. Brown ih u svom pregledu
Briga oko starinskih spomenika (The care of ancient mo-
nument) dijeli na tri tipa: drustva koja djeluju na nacio-
nalnom nivou, lokalna arheoloska drustva i drustva koja
se bave promocijom zastite spomenika. Sva ta tri tipa
drustva imala su prvenstveno povijesnu i antikvarnu ulo-
gu.* Takva drustva javljaju se i na prostoru Habsburske
Monarhije: Joanneum u Grazu i Drustvo domoljubnih lju-
bitelia umjetnostiu Pragu. U BeCu 1840-ih pocinju izlaziti
dva ¢asopisa: Osterreichsche Bicitter fiir Literatur und Kunst
i Sonntagsbldtter u kojima se medu ostalim temama iz
kulturnog Zivota Beca raspravlja o izlozbama, umjetnici-
ma i novoizgradenim gradevinama.*' Korespondencija i
suradnja izmedu razli¢itih europskih drustava kao i osob-
na komunikacija te putovanja odigrat ¢e klju¢nu ulogu
u razmijeni ideja i iskustava u zastiti spomenika.2 Stovise,
sredinom stoljeca suradnja se produbljuje, kada se poci-
nju organizirati svjetske izlozbe/sajmovi i medunarod-
ni kongresi. Istaknuti intelektualci iz podrucja filozofije
i prava, svecenstvo, diplomati, gradski savjetnici, pisci
takoder ulaze u raspravu o zastiti spomenika.*®

Astrid Swenson u svom pregledu The Rise of Heritage sma-
tra da su upravo ti odnosi izmedu civilnih drustava, razvi-
janja i jacanja drzavne administracije, vlasnika spomeni-
ka i Sirenja historijske kulture tijekom 19. stolje¢a doveli
do pojma bastine kao univerzalne kategorije modernog
doba. Institucionaliziranje zastite spomenika zapocinje u
svim europskim drzavama istodobno te se razvija unutar

40 Brown navodi popis drustava koja se javljaju u Velikoj Britaniji: So-
ciety of Antiquaries, Royal Archeological Institute of Great Britan and
Ireland, British Archaeological Association, Society of Antiquaries of
Scotland - Museum of Antiquities, Edinburgh, Royal Society of An-
tiquaries of Ireland i Cambrian Archaeological Association, London.
To su drustva osnovana na nacionalnom nivou, dok je broj lokalnih
drustava bio velik, svaki okrug imao je svoje drustvo. Sli¢na situaci-
ja bila je u Francuskoj. Najpoznatija drustva su bila Société Nationa-
le des Antiquaires de France i Société Francaise d'’Archeologie pour
Conservation et la Description des Monuments Historiques. BROWN,
GERARD BALDWIN, 1905., 34.

41 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015., 38.

42 Isto se odnosi na umjetnicke izlozbe i sudjelovanje hrvatskih umjet-
nika na izlozbama u Zagrebu 1891.1 1898, u Budimpesti 1896, Kopen-
hagenu 1897, Sankt Petersburgu 1889. i Parizu 1900. Vise u: KRASEVAC,
IRENA; TONKOVIC, ZELJKA, 2016., 203.

43 Victor Hugo (1802. - 1885.), djelo Guerre aux démolisseurs, Johann
Wolfgang von Goethe (1749. - 1832.). Vise u: KULTERMAN, UDO, 2002,
79-87.
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Moreover, cooperation expanded mid-century with
the organization of world-wide exhibitions/fairs and
international congresses. Distinguished intellectuals in
the fields of philosophy and law, clergy, diplomats, city
councillors and writers also become part of the discus-
sion about monument protection.*®

In her book The Rise of Heritage, Astrid Swenson claims
that the relations between civil societies, along with
development and strengthening of state administra-
tion and monument owners, and the spread of his-
torical culture in the 19" century led to the idea of
heritage as a universal feature of modern times. The
institutionalization of monument protection began
atthe same time in all European countries, and devel-
oped within its special features and through mutual
influence.* In the Habsburg Monarchy, it began with
the establishment of the Imperial-Royal Central Com-
mission for Researching and Preserving Monuments
(k.k. Central-Commission fiir Erforschung und Erhaltung
der Baudenkmale) in 1850 in Vienna, and should be
understood in the context of the establishment of
similar bodies in Europe, primarily France and Prussia.

Within the Habsburg Monarchy, the Central Com-
mission was one of the most important components
in creating a unique cultural policy.* By establish-
ing a central governing system for the preservation

43 Victor Hugo (1802-1885), Guerre aux démolisseurs, Johann Wolf-
gang von Goethe (1749-1832) More in: KULTERMAN, UDO, 2002, 79-87.
44 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 329.

45 The Inspector General for Historic Monuments was appointed in
1830 in France, and, in the 1837, the Commission de Monuments his-
toriques was established. It was in charge of the distribution of finan-
cial resources and oversaw the restoration of buildings of national im-
portance in the procedure known as classement. The headquarters of
the Commission was in Paris, and it acted on the basis of reports from
inspectors and local correspondents. Prussia and England developed
their protection systems and, based on the French system, adapted
and developed them. In 1843 in Prussia, Ferdinand von Quast was
named the first Conservator for Art Monuments. A questionnaire/
inventory form was modelled on the French one, while Prussia de-
veloped its own idea of a complete inventory, which would then ex-
clude the most valuable monuments. More on the development and
comparison of the institutional development of monument protec-
tion of England - France — Germany: SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 49-56.
Austrian Minister Bruck compared and studied the systems of France
and Prussia when establishing the Central Commission. CORIC, FRAN-
KO, 2010, 19.
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of monuments in each kingdom of the Monarchy, a
good foundation was created to develop awareness
of Austria as“a homeland’, or even the Austrian state.*®
Moreover, the President of the Central Commission,
Josef Alexander von Helfert, considered that open-
ing archives, protecting monuments and researching
"Great Austria” could support the idea of Austria as
a link between western and eastern Europe, north-
ern and southern customs and Romanesque Ger-
man and Greek-Slavic elements, by strengthening all
these elements from which a strong country would
emerge.”’

The institutionalization of art history began with the es-
tablishment of the Central Commission, and continued
with the appointment of the first associate professor
and later, regular professor of art history at the Univer-
sity of Vienna, Rudolf Eitelberger von Edelberg. He was
appointed later, with the help of Count Leo Thun Ho-
henstein, minister for religious affairs and education.”®
Thus began the period of the Vienna School of Art His-
tory, which, according to Jan Bakos, would become an
incubator for a large number of museum and gallery
experts, institutions for monument protection and art
history institutes throughout the Habsburg Monar-
chy.* To support the idea of art history as a scientific
discipline, the Institut fir Osterreichische Geschichts-
forschung was founded in Vienna in 1854, where art
historians originally operated.®® All these newly estab-
lished institutions for art history had the task of con-
tributing to the process of centralizing the Austrian
Empire, as well as establishing a balance between the
two approaches to culture, the scientific representing
civil society, and the elitist representing the nobility.”’
Art historians, as a profession, became an important
part of cultural events at the time, by participating in
establishing museums, arranging large exhibitions, at-

46 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015, 38-39. OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, 184.

47 OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, 185.

48 The Institut fiir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung was founded
in Vienna in 1954, within which art historians worked. OLIN, MARGA-
RET, 1985, 185.

49 BAKOS, JAN, 2013, 133.

50 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009, 449.

51 BAKOS, JAN, 2013, 126.
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svojih posebnosti i medusobnim utjecajem.* U Habsbur-
$koj Monarhiji zapocinje osnivanjem Carskog i kraljevskog
SrediSnjeg povjerenstva za proucavanje i odrzavanje gra-
devinskih spomenika (k. k. Central-Commission fir Erfors-
chung und Erhaltung der Baudenkmale) 1850. godine u
Becu, a treba ga promatrati u kontekstu osnivanja sli¢nih
tijela u Europi, prije svega u Francuskoj i Prusiji.

Unutar Habsburske Monarhije, Sredidnje povjerenstvo
predstavljalo je jednu od vaznijih komponenti u stvaranju
jedinstvene kulturne politike.* Uspostavljanjem sredis-
njeg sustava upravljanja za ocuvanje spomenika u svakoj
od krunskih zemalja stvoreno je plodno tlo za stvaranje i
razvijanje svijesti o Austriji kao,domovini’, pa ¢ak i austrij-
skoj drzavi* Stovise, predsjednik Sredisnjeg povjerenstva
Josef Alexander von Helfert smatrao je da se otvaranjem
arhiva, zastitom spomenika te povijesnim istraZivanjima
Velike Austrije” moze potkrijepiti ideja Austrije kao pove-
znice zapadne i isto¢ne Europe, sjevernih i juznih obicaja
te romansko-germanskih i grcko-slavenskih elemenata u
smislu jacanja svih tih dijelova iz kojih bi izrastala jedna
snazna drzava.*’

Institucionaliziranje povijesti umjetnosti zapocelo je osni-
vanjem Sredisnjeg povjerenstva, a nastavljeno je ime-
novanjem prvoga izvanrednog, potom redovnog pro-
fesora povijesti umjetnosti na Sveucilistu u Be¢u Rudolfa
Eitelbergera von Edelberga. Imenovan je uz pomoc ta-
dasnjeg ministra bogostovlja i nastave grofa Lea Thuna

44 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013., 329.

45 U Francuskoj je 1830. godine postavljen je Glavni inspektor za histo-
rijske spomenike, a 1837. osnovana je Komisija za povijesne spomenike
(Commission de Monuments historiques). U nadleznosti je imala raspo-
djelu financijskih sredstava te je nadzirala restauriranje gradevina od
nacionalnog znacaja u postupku poznatom kao classement. Komisija
je imala sjediste u Parizu, a djelovala je na temelju izvjestaja inspektora
i lokalnih dopisnika. Prusija i Engleska razvijale su svoje sustave zastite
na temelju francuskoga, koji su prilagodavali i razvijali u vlastiti sustav.
U Prusiji je 1843. godine prvim konzervatorom za umjetnicke spome-
nike imenovan Ferdinand von Quast. Po uzoru na Francusku izraden
je upitnik/obrazac za inventarizaciju, dok je Prusija razvila svoju vla-
stitu ideju o sveukupnom inventaru pomocu kojeg bi se onda izuzeli
najvrjedniji spomenici. Vise o razvoju i usporedbi institucionalnog ra-
zvoja zastite spomenika Engleska — Francuska — Njemacka: SWENSON,
ASTRID, 2013., 49-56. Austrijski ministar Bruck prilikom uspostavljanja
Sredisnjeg povjerenstva usporedio je i proucio sustave Francuske i
Pruske. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 19.

46 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015., 38-39. OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, 184.

47 OLIN, MARGARET, 1985., 185.

Hohensteina.* Time zapocinje razdoblje Becke Skole po-
vijesti umjetnosti, koja ¢e, kako navodi Jan Bakos, postati
inkubator za velik broj muzejskih i galerijskih stru¢njaka,
tijela za zastitu spomenika i instituta za povijest umjetno-
sti u cijeloj Habsburskoj Monarhiji.** U svrhu podupiranja
ideje povijesti umjetnosti kao znanstvene discipline osno-
van je u Be¢u 1854. Institut za austrijsko povijesno istraZiva-
nje (Institut fiir &sterreichische Geschichtsforschung) unutar
kojega su u pocetku djelovali povjesnicari umjetnosti.*
Sve te novoosnovane povijesnoumjetnicke institucije
imale su zadatak pridonijeti procesu centralizacije Au-
strijskog carstva, kao i uspostavi ravnoteze izmedu dvaju
pristupa kulturi, znanstvenog koji je zastupalo gradansko
drustvo i elitistickog kojemu je tezilo plemstvo.’' Povje-
snicari umjetnosti, kao struka, postaju vazan dio tadasnjih
kulturnih zbivanja, sudjeluju u osnivaju muzeja, priredu-
ju velike izloZbe, atribuiraju i valoriziraju umjetnicka dje-
la, prezentiraju nacionalna umjetnicka stvaralastva te su
bili nositelji institucionalnog razvoja zastite spomenika u
srednjoeuropskim zemljama.>

Koliko su svi ti drustveno-politi¢ki procesi djelovali na
institucionaliziranje zastite spomenika na podrucju Hr-
vatske razmatrat ¢e se u sliede¢im poglavljima.

KRATAK POVIJESNI PREGLED ZACETKA
ZASTITE SPOMENIKA U PRVOJ POLOVINI
19. STOLJECA U DALMACIJI

Mletacka Republika 1797. godine mirovnim sporazu-
mom izmedu Francuske i Austrije prestaje postojati. Nje-
ni posjedi Istra, kvarnerski otoci, Dalmacija i Boka kotor-
ska dolaze pod habsbursku viast, ¢ime zapocinje proces
uvodenja Dalmacije u administrativni sustav kakav je
postojao u svim ostalim dijelovima pod vlas¢u Habs-
burgovaca. Austrija pocetkom 19. stoljeca jos nije imala
organiziranu sluzbu zastite, ali je itekako postojalo zani-
manje za proucavanje i prikupljanje antickih spomenika.

48 Osnovan Institut za austrijska povijesna istrazivanja (Institut fir
Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung) u Be¢u, 1954., unutar kojega su
djelovali povjesnicari umjetnosti. OLIN, MARGARET, 1985., 185.

49 BAKOS, JAN, 2013, 133,

50 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009., 449.

51 BAKOS, JAN, 2013, 126.

52 PELC, MILAN, 2009, 235, MAROEVIC, IVO, 2000, 10.
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tributing and highlighting the importance of works of
art, presenting national artwork and shouldering the
institutional development of monument protection in
Central European countries.>

The question as to how much did socio-political pro-
cesses influence the institutionalization of monument
protection in Croatia will be discussed in the following
chapters.

A BRIEF HISTORICAL REVIEW OF THE
BEGINNING OF MONUMENT PROTECTION
IN THE FIRST HALF OF THE 19™ CENTURY IN
DALMATIA

The Republic of Venice ceased to exist with the 1797
peace agreement between France and Austria. Istria, the
Kvarner Islands, Dalmatia and Boka Kotorska came un-
der Habsburg rule, beginning the process of introduc-
ing Dalmatia into the administrative system that exist-
ed in all the other parts of the Habsburg Empire. At the
beginning of the 19" century, Austria did not yet have
an organized protection service, but there was a lot of
interest in studying and collecting ancient monuments.

At the beginning of the 19" century, in order to protect
classical monuments in Dalmatia, Emperor Franz Joseph
| decided to appoint a person who would be respon-
sible for the preservation and excavation of monu-
ments.>3 The most valuable monuments were intended
to be part of a future collection of the cabinet for Dal-
matia, which the Emperor wanted to establish in Vien-
na at the Imperial Museum** Ivan Luka Garagnin from
Trogir, the member of a prominent family, who was an
intellectual and collector of classical monuments, was
chosen for the position. On April 5, 1805, he was ap-
pointed General Supervisor for all classical monuments
and art objects in Dalmatia (/spettore generale sopratutti

52 PELC, MILAN, 2009, 235; MAROEVIC, IVO, 2000, 10.

531n 1814, Pietro Nobile wrote a document and sent it to the Austri-
an authorities, in which he advocated the creation of local research
communities from Aquileia to cities in Dalmatia with the help of local
intellectuals. SPIKIC, MARKO, 2009, 85.

54 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 147.
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gloggetti dAntiquaria e delle Belle Arti).>® Prior to his nom-
ination, he received Instructions with defined guidelines
pertaining to his work and authority as well as areas for
archaeological excavations, methods for handling found
objects, the purchase of objects, the determination of
national significance for appraisal purposes, the creation
of a catalogue of all classical and art objects in church-
es and monasteries, a proposal for endangered objects,
and a selection of the most valuable items for the Im-
perial Museum in Vienna. At the same time, objects of
lesser artistic value would remain in the city where they
were found and, be available to scientists, while military
assistance was at their disposal during excavations.®
The aforementioned Instructions were signed in April
1805 by the civilian and military governor of Dalmatia,
Thomas de Brady, in Zadar. He submitted reports on his
work every fifteen days. After several archaeological ex-
cavations that were carried out in June, Brady sent Ga-
ragnin a suspension of further excavations, and thus his
work was focused on collecting classical and art objects
in public places and private collections for the imperial
cabinet. However, only four months after his appoint-
ment, Garagnin sought termination of service because
of illness.”’

Atthe end of 1805, the governmentin Dalmatia changed
again. With the Treaty of Pressburg after the loss at Aus-
terlitz in 1805, Austria conceded the western part of Is-
tria, the Kvarner islands and Dalmatia, along with Boka
Kotorska. The entire area came under the administra-
tive authority of the Kingdom of Italy after the Treaty
of Schénbrunn in 1808. Directly under the rule of the
French Empire, Napoleon founded the lllyrian provinc-
es.%8 During the French rule, major changes took place in
the organization of government, law, education and cul-
ture in general > Significant changes occurred in urban
planning in Split and Trogir, road construction and forti-
fication architecture. In 1806, a Lyceum was established

55 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 148.

56 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 149.

57 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 158.

58 Vicenzo Dandolo was appointed General Provost, and August Mar-
mont military commander of the French Army for Dalmatia. CUBELA,
IVAN, 2007, 83-84.

59 PIPLOVC, STANKO, 2012, 75-76.
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Pocetkom 19. stoljeca car Franjo |. u cilju zastite anti¢-
kih spomenika u Dalmaciji odlucio je imenovati osobu
koja bi bila zaduZena za ¢uvanje i iskapanje spomenika.>?
Najvrjedniji spomenici trebali su biti dio buduce zbirke,
kabineta za Dalmaciju, koji je car Zelio osnovati u Becu
pri Carskom muzeju.** Izabran je Trogiranin, ¢lan ugled-
ne obitelji, intelektualac i sakuplja¢ antickih spomenika
lvan Luka Garagnin. Imenovan je 5. travnja 1805. godi-
ne generalnim nadzornikom za sve antikne spomenike
i umjetnicke predmete na podrucju Dalmacije (Ispettore
generale sopratutti gloggetti dAntiquaria e delle Belle Ar-
ti).% Prije imenovanja dobio je Uputstvo u kojem su bile
definirane smjernice rada i ovlasti, podrucje arheoloskih
iskapanja, nacin postupanja s nadenim predmetima, ot-
kup predmeta, u slucaju procjene odredivanje vaznosti
od nacionalnog znacaja, izrada kataloga svih antickih i
umjetnickih predmeta koji se ¢uvaju u crkvama i samo-
stanima, prijedlog radova za ugrozene predmete, odabir
najvrjednijih predmeta za Carski muzej u Becu, dok bi
predmeti manje umjetnicke vrijednosti ostajali u gradu
u kojem su nadeni kako bi bili dostupni znanstvenicima,
a priiskapanjima je mogao ra¢unati na pomoc vojske >
Navedeno Uputstvo potpisao je u travnju 1805. godine
civilni i vojni guverner za Dalmaciju Thomas de Brady u
Zadru. Izvjestaje o svom radu dostavljao je svakih pet-
naest dana. Garagnin nakon nekoliko provedenih arhe-
oloskih iskapanja u lipnju dobiva od Bradyja obustavu
daljnjih iskapanja i njegov rad se usmjerava na prikuplja-
nje anti¢kih i umjetnickih predmeta na javnim mjestima
i privatnim zbirkama za carski kabinet. No, svega Cetiri
mjeseca od stupanja na duznost Garagnin zbog bolesti
trazi prekid sluzbe®

Krajem 1805. godine ponovno dolazi do promjene vla-
sti u Dalmaciji. Austrija Pozunskim mirom, sklopljenim
nakon poraza u bitki kod Austerlitza 1805. godine gubi
zapadni dio Istre, kvarnerske otoke i Dalmaciju s Bokom

53 Pietro Nobile je izradio 1814. godine dokument koji je uputio au-
strijskim vlastima, a u kojem se zauzeo za stvaranje lokanih istrazivac-
kih zajednica od Akvileje do dalmatinskih gradova uz pomoc¢ lokalnih
intelektualaca. SPIKIC, MARKO, 2009, 85.

54 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 147.

55 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 148.

56 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 149.

57 BOZIC-BUZANCIC, DANICA, 1970, 158.

kotorskom. Cijelo to podru¢je dolazi pod administra-
tivnu vlast Talijanskog kraljevstva, da bi nakon mira u
Schénbrunu 1908. Napoleon izravno pod upravom
Francuskog carstva osnovao llirske pokrajine.®® U vrije-
me francuske vladavine dogodile su se velike promjene
u organizaciji upravne vlasti, sudstvu, Skolstvu i kulturi
opcenito.”Vazne promjene zbile su se na planu urbaniz-
ma u Splitu i Trogiru, cestovne izgradnje i fortifikacijske
arhitekture. U Zadru je 1806. osnovan Licej, koji od 1809.
godine prerasta u Centralnu $kolu u kojoj su se stjecala
zvanija lije¢nika, kirurga, liekarnika, mjernika, pravnika, te-
ologa i inZenjera arhitekture 5 Smjer arhitekture polazio
je Vicko Andri¢, koji ¢e dvadesetak godina kasnije postati
jednim od nositelja konzervatorske sluzbe u Dalmaci-
ji. Jos jedna osoba koja je vezana uz dolazak francuske
vlasti na podrucje Dalmacije, a kasnije ¢e imati utjecaj
na razvoj zastite spomenika, bio je lije¢nik Carlo Lanza.
Lanza dolazi u Split oko 1806. godine®'

Kako je ranije spomenuto, odlukom Beckog kongresa
1815. godine Dalmacija ponovno dolazi u posjed Au-
strije te je uvedena u administrativni ustroj kakav je po-
stojao u ostalim dijelovima Habsburske Monarhije.®?
Zemaljska vlada Dalmacije bila je pod¢injena izravno
sredisnjoj vladi u Becu.®® Dalmacija time postaje dijelom
procesa,unutarnje” kolonizacije. Postaje dio multikultu-
ralnog carstva u kojem se tezilo posti¢i uniformiranost
ne samo na politickom i upravnom, nego i na kulturnom

58 Vicenzo Dandolo imenovan je generalnim providurom, a August
Marmont vojnim zapovjednikom francuske vojske za Dalmaciju. CU-
BELA, IVAN, 2007., 83-84.

59 PIPLOVC, STANKO, 2012, 75-76.

60 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2012, 81.

61 BULIC, FRANE, 1924, 112; SPIKIC, MARKO, 2007., 375; DUGACKI,
VLADIMIR, 1998, 224.

62 Ekonomsko i drustveno stanje Dalmacije kada ulazi u administra-
tivni sustav Austrije bilo je lose. Poljoprivreda i infrastruktura bile su
nerazvijene, stanovnistvo se bavilo sitnim obrtima i ribarstvom. Pozi-
vajuci se na nedavna historijska istrazivanja, Judson smatra da je Au-
strija u socijalni i ekonomski razvoj Dalmacije investirala vise nego u
ostale krunske zemlje. Skolstvo, religija i ekonomska politika bili su na
¢ekanju dok se nije uspostavio administrativni ustroj. JUDSON, M. PIE-
TER, 2016., 126-130; STANCIC, NIKSA 1981, 232.

63 Sluzbeni naziv bio je Austrijska pokrajina Kraljevina Dalmacija. Dal-
macija je bila podijeljena na Cetiri okruga sa sjedistima u Splitu, Du-
brovniku, Kotoru i Zadru. Politicki i administrativni centar bio je Zadar.
BRALIC, ANTE, 2008, 731; BEGONJA, ZLATKO, 2007., 503; VRANDECIC,
JOSIP, 2016, 110.
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in Zadar, and, in 1809, it was transformed into the Cen-
tral school for doctors, surgeons, pharmacists, surveyors,
lawyers, theologians, and engineers of architecture®
Vicko Andri¢, who became the head of the conservation
service in Dalmatia twenty years later, went there and
studied to become an architect. Another person asso-
ciated with the arrival of French authorities in Dalmatia,
who would later have an impact on the development
of monument protection was the physician Carlo Lanza.
Lanza arrived in Split around 1806.°’

As mentioned earlier, after the Congress of Vienna in
1815, Dalmatia was again under Austria’s rule and was
introduced into the administrative structure that existed
in other parts of the Habsburg Monarchy.®? The territorial
authority of Dalmatia was subordinated directly to the
central government in Vienna.®* Dalmatia thus became
part of the process of “internal” colonization. It became
part of a multicultural empire that sought to achieve
uniformity not only on the political and administrative
level, but also the cultural level.# With this goal, Francis |
went to visit his conquered/annexed territories, and vis-
ited Pula in 1816.% He started his journey from Rijeka to
Kotor on April 10, 1818, and visited all the offices and
public institutions.®® An important segment of the jour-

60 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2012, 81.

61 BULIC, FRANE, 1924, 112; SPIKIC, MARKO, 2007, 375; DUGACKI, VLAD-
IMIR, 1998, 224.

62 The economic and social situation in Dalmatia when it entered the
Austrian administrative system was poor. Agriculture and infrastructure
were underdeveloped, the population engaged in small crafts and
fishing. Referring to recent historical research, Judson believes that
Austria invested more in the social and economic development of Dal-
matia than in other crown countries. Schooling, religion and econom-
ic policy were pending until an administrative structure was estab-
lished. JUDSON, M. PIETER, 2016, 126-130; STANCIC, NIKSA, 1981, 232.
63 The official title was the Kingdom of Dalmatia Austrian province.
Dalmatia was divided into four districts with centres in Split, Dubrovnik,
Kotor and Zadar. The political and administrative centre was Zadar.
BRALIC, ANTE, 2008, 731; BEGONJA, ZLATKO, 2007, 503; VRANDECIC,
JOSIP, 2016, 110.

64 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015, 35.

65 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1979, 62. From 1816 to 1834, Emperor Francis
I spent most of his mandate traveling the empire, getting acquaint-
ed with and gathering information about individual areas and insti-
tutions that operated there. In 1831, Count Wenzel Vetter von Lilien-
berg became governor of Dalmatia and soon became acquainted
with the state of the province. More in: TROGRLIC, MARKO; CLEWING,
KONRAD, 2015, 12-13.

66 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 13.
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ney was a tour of archaeological and art monuments.
The Emperor was accompanied by a personal antiqui-
ties dealer and future director of the Imperial Cabinet of
Coins and Antiquities, Anton Steinblch von Rheinwall.
The Emperor arrived in Zadar on May 2, 1818. Besides
referring to the architectural elements of the Zadar ca-
thedral, he listed altars, choir seats and cressets “silver
lamps hang in the church in the arches and next to the
main altar'®” He also listed the Pelegrini collection with
classical stone statues and busts, a collection of marine
and natural rarities and antiquities, but overall, he stated
that it was in poor condition.®® In the church of St. Sim-
eon, he mentioned a “gold-plated old-fashioned coffin"®
After Zadar, he visited Pag, Ugljan, Skradin and Sibenik.
While visiting the cathedral in Sibenik, he listed altars,
reliquaries and pictures that needed restoration.”

He arrived in Split on May 12™. One of the "hosts” was
Carlo Lanza, who presented his archaeological and nu-
mismatic collection to the Emperor and escorted him to
visit the monuments.

The Emperor’s guide in Salona and Split was the ar-
chitect Vicko Andri¢. After Split, the Emperor visited
Klis, Sinj, Metkovi¢ and Dubrovnik. In the Dominican
monastery in Dubrovnik, the Emperor noted Titian’s
altarpiece “which, it seems, has already suffered a great
deal” and relics. Then he visited the church of St. Blaise
in which he listed the marble altar, choir and organ.”
After the trip, Steinbuch wrote two reports on monu-
ments in Dalmatia, both of which came out in respect-
ed Austrian journals of the time.”? Archaeological exca-
vations, the collection and preservation of works of art,
the establishment of the Split Museum of Antiquities,
the establishment of state subsidies for monument
conservation, and official correspondence on the es-

67 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 115.

68 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 146.

69 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 153.

70 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 181.

71 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 303-311.

72 The first report was published in the Viennese magazine Wiener
Zeitschrift fir Kunst, Literatur, Theater und Mode, and the second text
was published in Jarblicher der Literatur. More in: SPIKIC, MARKO, 2006,
175; SPIKIC, MARKO, 2009, 86-87.
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planu.%* S tim ciljem car Franjo I. 1816. godine krece u
obilazak svojih osvojenih/pripojenih podrucja te boravi
u Puli.® Na putovanje od Rijeke do Kotora krece 10. trav-
nja 1818, a obisao je sve urede i javne ustanove.®® Vazan
segment puta bio je obilazak arheoloskih i umjetnickih
spomenika. Car je dosao u pratnji osobnog antikvara i
buduceg ravnatelja Kabineta za numizmatiku i starine
Antona Steinblcha von Rheinwalla. U Zadar car dolazi
2. svibnja 1818, o stolnoj crkvi osim navodenja arhitek-
tonskih elemenata navodi oltare, korske klupe i kandila:
Lsrebrene svjetiljke vise u crkvi u lukovima i uz glavni oltar"®’
Biljezi zbirku Pelegrini u kojoj nalazi anticke kamene ki-
pove i poprsja, zbirku morskih i prirodnih rijetkosti te sta-
ring, ali u cjelini konstatira njeno lose stanje.®® U crkvi sv.
Simuna navodi ,pozlaceni lijes starinske izrade"®® Nakon
Zadra obilazi Pag, Ugljan, Skradin i Sibenik. U Sibeniku
pri posjetu katedrali biljeZi oltare, relikvijare te slike koje
je potrebno restaurirati.”

U Split dolazi 12. svibnja, jedan od ,domacina“ bio je
Carlo Lanza koji je caru prezentirao svoju arheolosku i
numizmaticku zbirku te mu bio pratnja prilikom obila-
ska spomenika. Carev vodi¢ po Saloni i Splitu bio je ar-
hitekt Vicko Andri¢. Nakon Splita car je obisao Klis, Sinj,
Metkovi¢ i Dubrovnik. U Dubrovniku u dominikanskom
samostanu car biljezZi oltarnu palu Tiziana ,koja je, kako
izgleda, ve¢ puno propatila” te relikvije. Potom crkvu sv.
Vlaha u kojoj navodi mramorni oltar, pjevaliste i orgulje.”!
Steinbuch je nakon puta napisao dva izvjesc¢a o spome-
nicima u Dalmaciji, oba su izasla u tada uglednim austrij-
skim ¢asopisima.”? Nakon carevog posjeta zapocinju ar-

64 TELESKO, WERNER, 2015., 35.

65 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1979,,62. Car Franjo |. je od 1816. do 1834. ve¢i
dio svog mandata proveo putujudi carstvom, upoznavajudi i priku-
pljaju¢i podatke o pojedinim podrucjima i institucijama koje u njima
djeluju. Godine 1831. dalmatinskim namjesnikom postaje grof Wenzel
Vetter von Lilienberg te ubrzo kre¢e u upoznavanje i pregled stanja
pokrajine. Vise u: TROGRLIC, MARKO; CLEWING, KONRAD, 2015.,12-13.
66 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 13.

67 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002., 115.

68 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002., 146.

69 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002., 153.

70 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 181.

71 KRMPOTIC, LJUDEVIT, 2002, 303-311.

72 Prvo izvjesce objavljeno je u be¢kom casopisu Wiener Zeitschrift
fiir Kunst, Literatur, Theater und Mode, a drugi tekst objavljen je u Jar-
blicher der Literatur. Vise u SPIKIC, MARKO, 2006., 175; SPIKIC, MARKO,
2009, 86-87.

heoloska iskapanja, sabiranje i konzerviranje umjetnina,
osnivanje splitskog Muzeja starina, uvodenje drzavnih
dotacija za konzerviranje spomenika te sluzbeni dopisi
0 osnivanju konzervatorske sluzbe na prostoru Dalma-
cije, odnosno dolazi do pocetka institucionalne zastite
spomenika. Vazno je napomenuti da su na izradi pro-
grama rada buduce ustanove za zastitu zajedno radili
Steinbuch i Lanzpietera.” Dekretom Dalmatinske viade
osnovan je Arheoloski muzej u Splitu 1820. godine. Pr-
vim pocasnim ravnateljem imenovan je upravo Lanza, a
njegovim pomocnikom, na duznosti inspektora starina i
kustosa muzeja imenovan je doktor prava i kolekcionar
Vicko Solitra.”* Vicko Andric¢ je carskim dekretom u funk-
ciji nadzornika iskapanja bio zaduzen za tehnicke radove.

Lanza i Solitra, uz svoj primarni poziv, prvenstveno su bili
kolekcionari i trgovci umjetninama, a njihove kolekcije
¢inili su ve¢inom predmeti iz Salone. Njihova stru¢nost
priiskapanjima dovedena je u pitanje jos od samog Vicka
Andrica, a nadovezuje se i kasnije u osvrtima na iskapa-
nja Frane Buli¢a.” Solitra je smijenjen godinu dana na-
kon imenovanja 1821., a na njegovo mjesto imenovan
je dubrovacki slikar Rafo Martini. Martini je imenovan na
preporuku Lanze.”s Lanza odlazi s mjesta ravnatelja 1932,
aumire 1934. godine.”” Lanzu na mjestu ravnatelja naslje-
duje Josip Cobarni¢, kojega ubrzo zamjenjuje jos jedna
osoba znacajna za povijest konzervatorstva u Dalmaciji
od sredine 19. stoljeca, konzervator i antikvar Francesco
Carrara.”® Carrara nakon skolovanja u Be¢u dolazi u Dal-
maciju te sudjeluje u iskapanjima u Saloni i prikupljanju
podataka o starinama u Dalmaciji. Godine 1842.imeno-
van je privremenim pocasnim ravnateljem Arheoloskog
muzeja.”” Njegov rad temeljio se na proucavanju Salone
i zastiti gradskih starina. Upravo to studiozno proucava-

73 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2007., 380.

74 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 49. Zgrada muzeja bila je podignuta 1921.
Vige u: PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1998, 113.

75 SEDLARTORLAK, ANA, 2014, 192.

76 FISKOVIC, CVITO, 1975, 25.

77 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 50.

78 Opsirno o Zivotu i radu Francesca Carrare u: SPIKIC, MARKO, 2010.
79 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 54. Ravnatelj muzeja bio je od 1842. do
1853. godine. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC, DUJE, 1951, 9-10. Ravnatelj Arheo-
loskog muzeja u Splitu od 1853. do 1858. bio je Don S. Giovanizio, od
1858. do 1868. Sime Ljubi¢, od 1868. do 1872. Frano Lanza, 1872. lvan
Devci¢, od 1872. do 1883. Mihovil Glavini¢, a od 1883. Josip Alacevic.
GRGIN, ANTUN, 1932, 29-30.
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tablishment of a conservation service in Dalmatia, i.e.
the beginning of the institutional monument protec-
tion, began after the Emperor’s visit. It is important to
note that Steinbuch and Lanza worked together to de-
velop a plan for the future institution for monument
protection.”* The Decree of the Dalmatian Government
established the Archaeological Museum in Split in
1820. The first Honorary Director was Lanza, and his as-
sistant, collector and Doctor of Law, Vicko Andri¢, was
appointed inspector for antiquities and curator.”* With
the royal decree, Vicko Andri¢, was in charge of techni-
cal work as supervisor of excavations.

Lanza and Solitra, along with their first calling, were pri-
marily collectors and art dealers, and their collections
mostly consisted of objects from Salona. Their exper-
tise in excavations was questioned by Vicko Andri¢
himself, and, in his later reviews, he also mentioned
Frane Buli¢'s excavation.”” Solitra was dismissed one
year after his nomination in 1821, and he was replaced
by Rafo Martini, a painter from Dubrovnik. Martini was
recommended by Lanza.”® Lanza left the post of direc-
tor in 1832 and died in 1834”7 Lanza was succeeded
by Josip Cobarni¢, who was soon replaced by another
person who was important to the history of conserva-
tion in Dalmatia from the mid-19th century, conserva-
tor and antique dealer Francesco Carrara.”® After grad-
uating in Vienna, Carrara came to Dalmatia and took
part in excavations in Salona, collecting information
about antiquities in Dalmatia. In 1842, he was appoint-
ed temporary honorary director of the Archaeological
Museum.”® His work was based on the study of Salona
and the protection of the city’s antiquities. His studious

73 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2007, 380.

74 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 49. The museum building was built in
1921. More in: PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1998, 113.

75 SEDLAR TORLAK, ANA, 2014, 192.

76 FISKOVIC, CVITO, 1975, 25.

77 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 50.

78 More on the life and work of Francesco Carrara in: SPIKIC, MAR-
KO, 2010.

79 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 54; He was the museum director from
1842 to 1853. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC, DUJE, 1951, 9-10; Don S. Giovanizio
was the director of the Archaeological Museum in Split from 1853 to
1858, Sime Ljubic¢ from 1858 to 1868, Frano Lanza from 1868 to 1872,
Ivan Devc¢ic¢ in 1872, Mihovil Glavini¢ from 1872 to 1883, and Josip
Alacevic¢ from 1883. GRGIN, ANTUN, 1932, 29-30.

36

research and comparison of discovered art and archae-
ological objects, along with controversies among do-
mestic Dalmatian conservators, were the beginning of
a new scientific discipline — art history.®

The Central Commission and the principles of
movable heritage protection

On December 31, 1850, Austrian Emperor Franz Joseph
lissued a decree that founded the Imperial Royal Cen-
tral Commission for the Study and Preservation of His-
toric Buildings as part of the Ministry of Trade, Industry
and Public Works8' The first President of the Commis-
sion was Karl Freiherr Czoernig von Czernhausen.® The
purpose and structure of the Commission was set out
in a separate Directive. The aim of the Commission was
to collect data and publish research on Austrian histor-
ical monuments, as well as monuments of other na-
tions that were part of the Monarchy, and encourage
the establishment of local societies that would care for
monuments and raise public awareness.® The objects
of interest and protection were all items created before
18002 In the countries of the Monarchy, the Commis-
sion functioned through appointed conservators and

80 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2010, 76, 183. Debates among Franz Lanza, Vicko
Andri¢ and Carraro about the demolition of houses in front of Dio-
cletian’s palace and cleaning out the basements, more in: KECKEMET,
DUSKO, 1993, 55.

81 K k. Central-commission zur Erforschung und Erhaltung der Baudenk-
male. More on the foundation and work of the Commission can be
found in the doctoral dissertation of Franko Cori¢. CORIC, FRANKO,
2010, 32. The first official meeting was held on January 10, 1953. TE-
LESKO, WERNER, 2016, 38.

82 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004, 164.

83 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 30.

84 The Royal decree from 1899 included monuments dating from
the first half of the 19" century. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905, 19.
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nje i usporedivanje pronadenih umjetnickih i arheolos-
kih predmeta i polemika koja se razvila medu domacim
— dalmatinskim konzervatorima bili su pocetak radanja
nove znanstvene discipline — povijesti umjetnosti.®

Sredisnje povjerenstvo i nacela zastite
pokretne bastine

Odlukom austrijskog cara Franje Josipa |, 31. prosinca
1850. osnovano je Carsko i kraljevsko Sredisnje povjeren-
stvo za proucavanje i odrzavanje gradevinskih spome-
nika u Ministarstvu trgovine, obrta i javnih radova.®' Prvi
predsjednik Povjerenstva bio je Karl Freiherr Czoernig
von Czernhausen.® Svrha djelovanja i sastav Povjeren-
stva bili su odredeni posebnom Uputom. Cilj Povjeren-
stva bilo je prikupljanje podataka i objavljivanje istra-
Zivanja o austrijskim povijesnim spomenicima, kao i o
spomenicima pojedinih naroda u sastavu Monarhije te
poticanje osnivanja lokalnih drustva koja bi se brinula o
spomenicima i razvijala svijest kod gradanstva.® Pred-
met interesa i zastite bili su svi predmeti nastali do 1800.
godine.® Povjerenstvo je djelovalo u svim krunskim ze-
mljama preko imenovanih konzervatora i dopisnika.®®
Njihova funkcija je bila pocasna i bez materijalne na-
knade.®® Godine 1856. Povjerenstvo je zapocelo izdavati

80 SPIKIC, MARKO, 2010., 76, 183. Medusobne polemike Frane Lan-
ze, Vicka Andrica i Carrare oko rusenja kucica pred Dioklecijanovom
palacom i ¢id¢enja podruma, vise i u: KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 55.
81 K. k. Central-commission zur Erforschung und Erhaltung der Baudenk-
male. O osnivanju i radu opsirnije u doktorskoj disertaciji Franka Corica.
CORIC FRANKO, 2010,, 32. Prvi sluzbeni sastanak odrzan je 10. sije¢nja
1953. godine. TELESKO, WERNER, 2016, 38.

82 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004., 164.

83 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 30.

84 Carskim dekretom 1899. uklju¢eni su i spomenici nastali u prvoj
polovini 19. stolje¢a. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905, 19.

85 Konzervatori i dopisnici ispunjavali su inventarizacijski obrazac koji
je nastao prema ranijim predloscima. Sadrzavao je osnovne podatke
o spomeniku: ime i smjestaj, vrijeme gradnje i kasnije intervencije, namje-
na, dimenzije, da li postoje natpisi, vrijednost s povijesnog ili arhitekton-
skog stajalista, stanje i klasifikacija. Takvi inventarizacijski obrasci poceli
su se koristiti u Francuskoj pocetkom 19. stoljeca. Tijekom vremena
obrasci su mijenjani i prilagodavani. Problem je bio u razli¢itim inte-
resima i obrazovanju osoba koje su ispunjavale obrazac. R. Eitelber-
ger je u prvom broju Priopcenja takoder naglasio vaznost obrazovanja
kao preduvjet za kvalitetnu zastitu spomenika. lako dokumentiranje
i inventariziranje nije bilo u potpunosti uspjesno, bilo je znacajno jer
je provedeno uz pomo¢ standardiziranih obrazaca. CORIC, FRANKO,
2010, 51; GREENHALGH, MICHEAL, 2015., 357; RAMPLEY, MATTHEW,
2011, 67.

86 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004., 164.

stru¢ne publikacije u kojima su objavljivani izvjestaji o
radu. Tada je zapoceo izlaziti Godisnjak C. Kr. Sredisnjeg
povjerenstva za proucavanje i odrzavanje graditeljskih spo-
menika® koji je kasnije nadopunjen Priopcenjima C. kr.
Sredisnjeg povjerenstva za proucavanje i odrzavanje gradi-
teljskih spomenika®® za objavljivanje vijesti, biljeski, priop-
¢enja, kra¢ih znanstvenih radova ili prikaza, te Izvjestaji.
Navedene su publikacije i danas iscrpan izvor podataka
o pokretnim i nepokretnim spomenicima kako u Hrvat-
skoj tako i na cijelom podrucju tadasnjeg Austrijskog
carstva.® Sredisnje povjerenstvo tijekom godina doziv-
ljava niz promjena u organizacijskom, administrativnom
dijelu i u ¢lanstvu. Godine 1859. prelazi u nadleznost Mi-
nistarstva za bogostovlje i nastavu, a 1873. izmijenjen
je naziv u Carsko kraljevsko Sredisnje povjerenstvo za pro-
ucavanje i odrZavanje umjetnickih i historijskih spomenika
te je donesen novi statut prema kojem su Povjerenstvo
¢inila tri odjeljenja: Odjeljenje za prapovijesne, grcke i
rimske spomenike, Odjeljenje za spomenike srednjeg
vijeka i Odjeljenje za arhive ' Statut je ponovno izmi-
jenjen 1897. te 1910. godine.” Predsjednikom Povje-
renstva nakon umirovljenja Karla Freiherra Czoerniga,
1863., imenovan je Josef Alexander von Helfert koji ¢e
na tom mjestu ostati do 1910. godine.”® Za zastitu po-
kretnih umjetnickih predmeta treba spomenuti prijed-
log obrasca za spomenicku statistiku koji se odnosio na
pokretne spomenike iz 1857. godine® i Odjel za vode-
nje restauracije slika koji je osnovan 1874. godine. Neki
od ¢lanova Odjela djelovali su u Dalmaciji u pregledu
i izboru umjetnina za restauriranje: Karl Schellein, Jo-
sef Mathias von Trenkwald, Alois Riegel i Max Dvorak.”
Izrada umjetnicke topografije ukljucivala je i pokretne

87 Jahrbuch der k. k. Central-Comission zur Erforschung und Erhaltung
der Baudenkmale.

88 Mittheilungen der k. k. Central-Comission zur Erforschung und Erhal-
tung der Baudenkmale.

89 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 19.

90 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 64.

91 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 7; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010., 118-119.

92 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 294.

93 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004., 164.

94 Prijedlog je objavljen u Priopcenjima. Pitanja su vezana uz sljedece
podatke: smjestaj, pismeni/usmeni izvori, tehnika/materijal, mono-
gram umjetnika/datacija, tema, detaljan opis, dimenzije, utjecaji te
bibliografija. Opsirnije vidi: CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 73.

95 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 128.
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correspondents.® Their function was honorary and
they did not receive a salary.8 In 1856, the Commission
began publishing work reports in professional publica-
tions. At the time, they started publishing the Annual
of the Imperial Royal Central Commission for the Study
and Preservation of Historic Buildings®, which was later
supplemented with the Announcements of the Imperial
Royal Central Commission for the Study and Preservation
of Historic Buildings® for publishing news, notes, press
releases, short scientific papers or reviews, and reports.
The publications are still a comprehensive source of
information on movable and immovable monuments
both in Croatia and throughout the territory of the for-
mer Austrian Empire.® Over the years, the organization,
administration and membership of the Central Com-
mission went through a number of changes. In 1859,
it became part of the Ministry of Religion and Public
Education,”® and in 1873, it was renamed the Imperial
Royal Central Commission for the Study and Mainte-
nance of Historical and Artistic Monuments with a new
statute and divided into three departments: prehis-
toric and classical archaeology, medieval and modern
architecture, sculpture and graphics, and other histor-
ical monuments from prehistory to the end of the 18"
century.’’ The Statute was changed in 1897, and again
in 19102 Following the retirement of Karl Freiherr

85 Conservators and correspondents completed an inventory form
that was created according to earlier templates. It contained basic in-
formation about monuments: name and location, time of construc-
tion and later interventions, purpose, dimensions, whether there are
inscriptions, value from a historical or architectural standpoint, status
and classification. This type of inventory form was used in France at
the beginning of the 19* century. Over time, the forms were changed
and adapted. Different interests and the level of education of the per-
son who filled out the form were the problem. In the first issue of the
Announcements, R. Eitelberger also emphasized the importance of
education as a prerequisite for the quality protection of monuments.
Although collecting documents and inventory was not fully success-
ful, they were important because they were implemented with the
help of standardized forms. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 51; GREENHALGH,
MICHAEL, 2015, 357; RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2011, 67.

86 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004, 164.

87 Jahrbuch der k.k. Central-Comission zur Erforschung und Erhaltung
der Baudenkmale.

88 Mittheilungen der k.k. Central-Comission zur Erforschung und Erhal-
tung der Baudenkmale.

89 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 19.

90 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 64.

91 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 7; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 118-119.

92 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 294.
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Czoernig in 1863, Josef Alexander von Helfert became
President of the Commission and he remained in that
position until 1910. The proposed form for monument
statistics relating to movable monuments from 1857,
and the Department for Painting Restoration founded in
1874, should be mentioned regarding the protection
of movable art objects. Some members of the Depart-
ment, Karl Schellein, Josef Mathias von Trenkwald, Alois
Riegel and Max Dvorfak, worked in Dalmatia to review
and select artwork for restoration. The creation of
art topography also included movable monuments.
The guidelines were formulated during discussions at
meetings of the Central Commission and were very
precisely defined.®

Activities of the Regional Conservation Office
for Dalmatia — the Central Commission in
Dalmatia on the Protection of Movable
Works of Art

The first appointed conservator of the Central Com-
mission in Dalmatia was Vicko Andri¢ in 1853. He was
in charge of the Split and Zadar districts.” The office of
the conservator was in Split, officially named the Office
for Antiquities, Ufficio di antichita.®® Andri¢ did most of
his work as conservator on Diocletian’s palace; mova-
ble monuments were not a subject of interest for him,
which is understandable in terms of his vocation. An-
dri¢ felt that regulations in the form of instructions and
decisions that existed at the time were not adequately
respected. His views were connected with the prob-
lems he had in protecting Diocletian’s palace, especially
with private individuals who were building within the
palace itself. He believed that valuable monuments
belonged to the general public, not individuals.®”® In

93 JOKILEHTO, JUKKA, 2004, 164.

94 The proposal was published in the Announcements. Questions
were related to the following information: location, written/oral sourc-
es, technique/material, and monogram of the artist/date, topic, de-
tailed description, dimensions, influences and bibliography.

For more information, see CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 73.

95 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 128.

96 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 142-143.

97 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 10; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 19.

98 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 166.

99 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 178.
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spomenike. Smjernice izrade formulirane su tijekom ra-
sprava na sjednicama Sredisnjeg povjerenstva i bile su
vrlo precizno definirane.®

Djelovanje Pokrajinskog konservatorijalnog

ureda za Dalmaciju - SrediSnje povjerenstvo
u Dalmaciji na zastiti pokretnih umjetnickih
predmeta

Prvim konzervatorom Sredisnjeg povjerenstva u Dal-
maciji imenovan je Vicko Andri¢ 1853. godine. Bio je za-
duZen za splitski i zadarski okrug.”” Ured je bio u Splitu,
sluzbenog naziva Ured za starine, Ufficio di antichita.*®
Andri¢evo konzervatorsko djelovanje vezano je uz Dio-
klecijanovu palacu; pokretni spomenici nisu bili predmet
interesa, $to je i razumljivo s obzirom na njegovu voka-
ciju. Andri¢ je smatrao da se premalo poStuju propisi u
vidu naputaka i odluka koje su tada postojale. Njegovo
misljenje vezano je uz probleme koje je imao u zastiti
Dioklecijanove palace, napose s privatnim osobama koje
su gradile unutar palace. Smatrao je da vrijedni spome-
nici pripadaju op¢em dobru, a ne pojedincima.” Andric¢
je svojim autoritetom sudjelovao i u imenovanju novih
konzervatora 1857. godine. Na njegov prijedlog imeno-
vani su Francesco conte Borelli za zadarski, Medo Puci¢
za dubrovacki te Marko Benzon za kotorski okrug. Ime-
novanja su slijedila tadasnju administrativnu podjelu na
Cetiri okruga: Zadar, Split, Dubrovnik i Kotor. U svakom
okrugu nakon 1873. djelovao je konzervator za spomeni-
ke starog, srednjeg i novog vijeka te za arhive.'® Tijekom
godina izmjenjivali su se konzervatori koji su bili birani
medu domacim intelektualcima razli¢itih zanimanja, npr.
gimnazijski profesor i ravnatelj Arheoloskog muzeja u
Splitu Mihovil Glavini¢, profesor na realnoj gimnaziji u
Zadru Ivan Smiri¢, ravnatelj Gimnazije i Drzavnog arheo-
loSkog muzeja u Splitu Frane Buli¢, gimnazijski profesor
Josip Gelci¢, kotorski biskup Tripun Radonci¢, gradevni
savjetnik kod Namjesnistva u Zadru Bartul Tamino, Car-
lo Federico Bianchi i drugi.'®' Tako i dopisnici: apelacijski

96 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 142-143.

97 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004., 10; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 19.
98 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 166.

99 KECKEMET, DUSKO, 1993, 178.

100 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004., 7-33.

101 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1989., 245.

savjetnik u Zadru Josip Alacevi¢, svecenik Ivan Danilo,
biljeznik Antun Gavlani, advokat Lovre Monti, nacelnik
Visa Petar Dojmi i drugi.'® Konzervatori i dopisnici bili su
vazna karika izmedu spomenika i Povjerenstva. Njihova
uloga u drustvu nije bila vezana samo uz rad Povjeren-
stva. Pratimo i rad najaktivnijih konzervatora, primje-
¢ujemo da su oni bili medu glavnim akterima u razvoju
kulturnih institucija grada/podru¢ja na kojem su djelo-
vali. Tako je npr. slikar, likovni pedagog Ivan Smiri¢, koji je
imenovan konzervatorom za spomenike srednjeg vijeka
za grad Zadar 1877.i na toj duznosti ostaje do 1918. go-
dine, ujedno bio osniva¢ Arheoloskog muzeja u Zadru
1880. godine.'® Profesor latinskog i talijanskog jezika Mi-
hovil Glavini¢ bio je ravnatelj Klasi¢ne gimnazije u Splitu,
ravnatelj Arheoloskog muzeja te konzervator za split-
ski, potom zadarski okrug, te je bio jedan od osnivaca
¢asopisa Bullettino di archeologia e storia dalmata 1878.
godine.’® Arheolog, povjesnicar don Frane Buli¢ bio je
ravnatelj Klasi¢ne gimnazije u Splitu, od 1880. godine
konzervator za zadarski i benkovacki okrug te za splitski
okrug, gdje ostaje voditelj ureda do 1925. godine (sl. 1).
Osnovao je drustvo,Biha¢” u Splitu za proucavanje rane
hrvatske povijesti 1894. godine.'®

|zvjestaji konzervatora s terena o problemu i stanju spo-
menika razmatrani su na sjednicama Povjerenstva. Na-
kon strucne rasprave Povjerenstvo je donosilo prijed-
log 0 mjerama koji je bio upucen Ministarstvu za bogo-
Stovlje i nastavu, koje bi potom osiguravalo financijska
sredstva.'® Na sjednicama Sredisnjeg povjerenstva ra-
spravljalo se i o pokretnoj gradi u Dalmaciji. Konzervatori
su predlagali slike i oltare za restauraciju, izvjestavali o
problemu izmjestanja crkvenog inventara, pronadenim

102 Vidi u: CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 182-189; PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 10.
103 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1992, 132-133.

104 Vise u: DUPLANCIC, ARSEN, 2008, 11.

105 KATIC, LOVRE, 1931./32,,391; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 15-186.

106 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004., 9.
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1857, Andri¢ used his authority to take part in the ap-
pointment of new conservators. Based on his recom-
mendation, Francesco conte Borelli was appointed in
Zadar, Medo Puci¢ in Dubrovnik and Marko Benzon
in the Kotor district. The appointments followed the
administrative division into four districts: Zadar, Split,
Dubrovnik and Kotor. After 1873, there was a conser-
vator in each district for monuments from Ancient
History, the Middle Ages and Modern History, as well
as archives.™ Over the years, new conservators were
appointed among local intellectuals of various profes-
sions, such as grammar school professor and director
of the Archaeological Museum in Split, Mihovil Glavini¢;
professor at the grammar school in Zadar, lvan Smiri¢;
director of the grammar school and the State Archaeo-
logical Museum in Split, Frane Buli¢; Josip Gel¢i¢, gram-
mar school professor; Kotor bishop, Tripun Radonci¢;
construction consultant from the Zadar office, Bartul
Tamino; Carlo Federico Bianchi and others.””" Among
notable correspondents were the appellate advisor in
Zadar, Josip Alacevi¢; the priest, Ivan Danilo; notary,
Antun Gavlani; lawyer, Lovro Monti; mayor of Vis, Petar
Dojmi, and others.'”> Conservators and correspondents
were an important link between monuments and the
Commission. Their role in society was not only connect-
ed with the work of the Commission. If we follow the
work of the most active conservators, we notice that
they were among the most active participants in the
development of cultural institutions of the city/area
in which they operated. For example, painter and art
pedagogue Ivan Smiri¢ (1842 — 1928), appointed con-
servator for monuments from the Middle Ages for the
City of Zadar in 1877, who remained in that position
until 1918, also founded the Archaeological Museum
in Zadar in 1880." Mihovil Glavini¢, professor of Latin
and ltalian, was the Director of the Classical Gymnasi-
um in Split, Director of the Archaeological Museum, as
well conservator for the districts of Split and later Zadar,
and was one of the founders of the journal Bullettino di

100 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 7-33.

101 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1989, 245.

102 See in: CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 182-189; PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004,10.
103 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1992, 132-133.
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archeologia dalmatia e storia dalmatain 1878.'% Archae-
ologist and historian Frane Buli¢ was the director of the
Classical Gymnasium in Split, and from 1880 was con-
servator for the Zadar, Benkovac and Split district where
he remained head of the office until 1925. In 1894, he
founded the “Bihac¢” Society in Split for the study of early
Croatian history'® (Fig. 1).

Field reports from conservators on the problems and
condition of monuments were discussed at Commis-
sion meetings. After expert discussions, the Commission
would make a proposal on measures that were forwarded
to the Ministry of Religion and Education, which would
then secure funding.!® Movable heritage from Dalmatia
was also discussed at meetings of the Central Commis-
sion. Conservators would suggest which paintings or al-
tars should undergo conservation and restoration, report
on problems regarding relocation of church inventory,
discovered objects or lists of objects.'”” Appointed con-
servators would correspond with each other.

In addition to appointed local conservators and corre-
spondents, the Commission also worked with experts
from Austria, e.g. Alois Hauser, an architect from Vienna
and a professor at the School of Decorative Arts in Vi-
enna; Wilhelm Anton Neumann, Rector and a Professor
at the University of Vienna; professor Alois Riegel, and
Max Dvorédk, a professor and director of the Austrian
Archaeological Institute. When the work of the Com-
mission began, Rudolf Eitelberger von Edelberg, the
first professor of art history in Vienna, had an important
role in documenting monuments in Dalmatia and Istria.
His arrival is related to drafting art topography of the

104 More in: DUPLANCIC, ARSEN, 2008, 11.

105 KATIC, LOVRE, 1931/32, 391; CORIC, FRANKO 2010, 15-186.

106 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 9.

107 Piplovic cites the course and subject of the Commission meetings
where movable and immovable monuments in Dalmatia were dis-
cussed. Regarding movable monuments, for example, in 1890, Glavini¢
submitted a report on the list of objects in the Archaeological muse-
um situated in the church of St. Donatus in Zadar, Smirni¢ informed
the Commission about wood carvings found during the restoration
of the choir in the church of St. Francis in Zadar, Geri¢ informed them
about the restoration of the altar painting from the Franciscan church
in Slano. PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 7-33.
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predmetima ili popisima predmeta.'”” Imenovani kon-
zervatori medusobno su korespondirali.

Pored imenovanih lokalnih konzervatora i dopisnika Po-
vjerenstvo je djelovalo i pomocu stru¢njaka koji su do-
lazili iz Austrije, kao npr. be¢ki arhitekt, profesor na Skoli
za umjetnost i obrt u Be¢u Alois Hauser, rektor i profesor
Sveucilista u Becu Wilhelm Anton Neumann, profesor
Alois Riegel, profesor i ravnatelj Austrijskog arheolos-
kog zavoda Max Dvorak. U pocetku djelovanja Povje-
renstva znacajnu ulogu u dokumentiranju spomenika u
Dalmacijii Istriimao je prvi profesor povijesti umjetnosti
u Becu Rudolf Eitelberger von Edelberg. Njegov dola-
zak vezan je uz izradu umjetnicke topografije Austrij-
skog carstva.'® Nakon pregleda i biljezenja spomenika
u Madarskoj, Eitelberger 1859. godine dolazi u Dalmaciju
dokumentirati srednjovjekovnu umjetnost i arhitekturu
dalmatinskih gradova u Splitu, Trogiru, Zadru, Ninu, Sibe-
niku, Rabu i Dubrovniku.'” Svoja istrazivanja objavit ce
u knjizi Srednjovjekovni umjetnicki spomenici Dalmacije,
1861., te u ponovljenom izdanju 1884. godine. BiljeZio
je graditeljske spomenike, ali i umjetnicke predmete,
predlagao je izradu inventarnih kataloga u muzejima.'"®
Dotadasnju praksu biljeZzenja spomenika podigao je na
viSu, znanstvenu razinu, detaljnijim opisom, crtezom,

107 Piplovi¢ navodi tijek i sadrzaj sjednica Povjerenstva na kojima se
raspravljalo o dalmatinskim spomenicima, pokretnim i nepokretnim.
O pokretnim spomenicima npr. Glavini¢ je 1890. podnio izvjestaj o po-
pisu predmeta koji se nalazi u muzeju sv. Donata u Zadru, Smimnic je
obavijestio Povjerenstvo o drvenim rezbarijama pronadenim prilikom
restauriranja kora crkve sv. Frane u Zadru, Geri¢ o restauriranju slike na
oltaru u franjevackoj crkvi u Slanom. PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 7-33.
108 Izrada umjetnicke topografije temeljena na sistematskom popi-
sivanju spomenika na znanstvenim osnovama bila je vazan segment
U pozicioniranju povijesti umjetnosti kao znanstvene discipline u 19.
stoljecu, a ujedno je sluzila interesu drzava u izgradnji nacionalnog
identiteta. RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009., 450.

109 Na putovanju je bio u kolovozu i rujnu 1859. godine. EITELBERGER
von EDELBERG, RUDOLF, 2009, 9.

110 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010,, 104. Pored navedenog, Rampley smatra da
je povezivanje dalmatinskih spomenika sa zapadnoeuropskim vezano
uz smirivanje tadasnjih ilirskih i juznoslavenskih pokreta koji su dovodili
do previranja u Austrijskom carstvu. RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2011, 64.
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mjerama i poznatom literaturom.” Spomenute je cr-
teze i tlocrte spomenika izradio arhitekt Winfried Zim-
mermann.''? lako su neke datacije i arhitektonski opisi
kasnije izmijenjeni, njegovo djelo vazan je doprinos u
povijesti proucavanja dalmatinskih spomenika.'® Profe-
sor na Skoli za umjetnost i obrt i konzervator starina za
grad Bec Alois Hauser izradio je 1894. godine elaborat u
kojemu je kategorizirao dalmatinske spomenike svrsta-
vajuciih u I ili Il kategoriju. Kategorizacija je bila jedan
od segmenata, tada u izradi, zakona o zastiti spomenika

111 Od pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta u Rabu opisuje oltarni ciborij,
korska sjedala i dijelove relikvijara. Za relikvijar sv. Kristofora pored po-
vijesti sveca, navodi: mjere, opis (,...prekriven je reliefima na poklopcu
i na stranicama skrinjice. Reljefi su od pozlacenog iskucanog lima, izra-
deni u tehnici koja je morala cvjetati u cijelom srednjem vijeku ne samo u
Veneciji..."). U Zadru opisuje $krinju sv. Simuna iz crkve sv. Simuna; u
katedrali u Trogiru navodi oltarni ciborij, propovjedaonicu, korska sje-
dala; u Splitu u katedrali propovjedaonicu i korska sjedala; u Dubrov-
niku u katedrali spominje krilni oltar i riznicu iz koje izdvaja relikvijar
sv. Vlaha, dva relikvijara u obliku krune, dva prijenosna oltara s relikvi-
jama, srebrni kriz, kasnogoticki ostenzorij, desnu ruku sv. Vlaha, srebr-
nu pliticy, rad dubrovackog zlatara Ivana Progonovica. EITELBERGER
von EDELBERG, RUDOLF, 2009., 37-215.

112 PELC, MILAN, 2009,, 237.

113 Vise u: VEZIC, PAVUSA, 2012, 284-285.
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Austrian Empire.'%® After reviewing and recording mon-
uments in Hungary, Eitelberger came to Dalmatia in
1859 to document medieval art and architecture in the
Dalmatian cities of Split, Trogir, Zadar, Nin, Sibenik, Rab
and Dubrovnik.'® In 1861, he published his research in
the book Medieval Art Monuments of Dalmatia (Die mit-
telalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens), with a reprint
in 1884. He recorded architectural monuments as well
as art objects, and he proposed making inventory cata-
logues in museums.''°The previous practice of recording
monuments was raised to a higher, scientific level, with a
more detailed description, drawing, measurements and
known literature.""" The aforementioned drawings and
floor plans were made by architect Winfried Zimmer-
mann."? Although some of the dates and architectural
descriptions were later altered, his work constituted an
important contribution to the history of research of Dal-
matian monuments.'® In 1894, Alois Hauser, professor at
the Vienna School of Decorative Arts and conservator for
Vienna, categorized Dalmatian monuments by classify-
ing them as category I and II. This categorization was one
of the segments of the law on monument protection in

108 Drafting an art topography based on the systematic cataloguing
of monuments on scientific grounds was an important segment in
positioning art history as a scientific discipline in the 19" century, and,
at the same time, served the interest of states in building a national
identity. RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009, 450.

109 He was in Dalmatia in August and September 1859. EITELBERGER
von EDELBERG, RUDOLF, 2009, 9.

110 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 104. In addition, Rampley believes that link-
ing Dalmatian monuments to monuments in Western Europe is relat-
ed to the de-escalation of the lllyrian and South Slav movements that
led to turmoil in the Austrian Empire. RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2011, 64.
111 Among the movable art objects in Rab, he describes the altar ci-
borium, choir seats and parts of the reliquary. For the reliquary of St.
Christopher, besides the history of the saint, he also lists the dimen-
sions, description ("..it is covered with reliefs on the lid and the sides of
the chest. The figures are beaten in high relief in gilded plates, made us-
ing a technique that had to have flourished throughout the Middle Ages,
not only in Venice..."). In Zadar, he describes the chest of St. Simeon
from the church of St. Simeon; he lists the altar ciborium, pulpit, and
choir seats from the cathedral in Trogir; the pulpit and choir seats from
the cathedral in Split; the winged cabinet and the treasury where he
highlights the reliquary of St. Blaise, the two crown shaped reliquaries,
two portable altars with relics, a silver cross, a Late-Gothic monstrance,
the right hand of St. Blaise, a silver bowl, the work of Dubrovnik gold-
smith Ivan Progonovi¢, from Dubrovnik. EITELBERGER von EDELBERG,
RUDOLF, 2009, 37-215.

112 PELC, MILAN, 2009, 237.

113 More in: VEZIC, PAVUSA, 2012, 284-285.
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the Austrian Empire, which was drafted at the time.""* In
1899, Wilhelm Anton Neumann, rector and a professor at
the University of Vienna, travelled through Dalmatia and
the Croatian Littoral to familiarize himself with the mon-
uments. Along with names of movable monuments, he
recorded the names of restorers. His views on the protec-
tion of movable objects, leaving movable monuments
in situ, were presented in the program of the diocesan
museum in Vienna; he was in favour of relocation only if
the monument was in danger of deterioration."”

Important people involved in the protection of mov-
able art objects were Karl Schellein, curator of the
painting gallery and director of the art conservation
school; Eduard Gerisch, painter and director of the
Academy of Fine Arts in Vienna; Karl Lind, restorer
from the Fine Arts Academy; and Hermann Ritschl,
the first restorer of paintings of the Imperial-Royal
Palace Museum in Vienna.''® Increased concern for
the protection of movable art, especially the restora-
tion of paintings, began after Emperor Franz Joseph
| visited Dalmatia in 1875.""” Because of the poor
condition of art in churches, funds were allocated
for their conservation and restoration. In order to
examine and restore paintings. Karl Schellein, cura-
tor of the painting gallery and director of the Vien-
na School for art conservation, came to Dalmatia in
May 1876. Damaged paintings were taken to Vienna
for conservation and restoration, and the Emperor
financed the project from a special fund. In 1893,
the Commission again needed to compile a list of
endangered artworks at the request of the Ministry
of Religion and Public Education. For this task, by
the decision of the Commission, Eduard Gerisch,
director of the Academy of Fine Arts in Vienna and
correspondent of the Central Commission, came to

114 More in: CORIC, FRANKO, 2004, 152.

115 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 204.

116 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2002, 562-563; PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 9-10;
MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009, 149.

117 Franz Joseph first visited Dalmatia in mid-1875.The people in Dal-
matian cities had great hopes for his visit as an incentive to solve eco-
nomic problems. Initiatives to invest foreign capital in the Dalmatian
economy only appeared in the late ‘90s. STRECHA, MARIO, 2002, 382.
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u Austrijskom carstvu.'* Rektor i profesor na Sveucilistu
u Bec¢u Wilhelm Anton Neumann 1899. putuje Dalmaci-
jom i Primorjem u cilju upoznavanja spomenika. Uz naziv
pokretnih spomenika navodio je ime restauratora. Svoje
stavove o zastiti pokretnih predmeta iznio je u programu
dijecezanskog muzeja u Becu, a odnose se na ostavljanje
pokretnih spomenika in situ; samo u slucaju propadanja
opravdavao je izmjestanje.'®

Osobe znacajne za zastitu pokretnih umjetnickih pred-
meta bili su kustos galerije slika i ravnatelj skole za popra-
vak umjetnina Karl Schellein i ravnatelj Akademije lijepih
umjetnosti u Becu slikar Eduard Gerisch, restaurator Aka-
demije lijepih umjetnosti Karl Lind i prvi restaurator slika
c. k. Dvorskog muzeja u Be¢u Hermann Ritschl.""® Poja-
¢ana briga za zastitu pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta,
napose restauraciju slika, zapocinje nakon posjeta cara
Franje Josipa I. Dalmaciji 1875. godine.'"” Zateceno lose
stanje umjetnina u crkvama bilo je povod za dodjelu
sredstava za njihovu obnovu. Stoga je u svrhu pregleda
i restauriranja slika u svibnju 1876. u Dalmaciju do3ao ku-
stos galerije slika i ravnatelj Skole za popravak umjetnina
u Becu Karl Schellein. Ostecene slike trebao je odnijeti
na restauriranje u Be¢, za $to je car dodijelio sredstva iz
posebnog fonda. Povjerenstvo je 1893. godine ponovno
trebalo sastaviti popis ugroZenih umjetnina na zahtjev
Ministarstva bogostovlja i nastave. S tim je zadatkom u
Dalmaciju 1894. godine, odlukom Povjerenstva, dopu-
tovao ravnatelj Akademije lijepih umjetnosti u Becu i
dopisni ¢lan Sredisnjeg povjerenstva Eduard Gerisch.'®
Gerisch svoje restauratorsko djelovanje u Dalmaciji za-
pocinje u Dominikanskom samostanu u Trogiru restauri-
ranjem slike Obrezivanje Isusovo Jakopa Palme Mladeg.'"”
Veliku pomo¢ u 38-godisnjem radu u Dalmaciji Gerish

114 Vise u: CORIC, FRANKO, 2004., 152.

115 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 204.

116 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2002, 562-563, PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004., 9-10,
MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009, 149.

117 Franjo Josip I. Dalmaciju je posjetio sredinom 1875. godine. Sta-
novnistvo dalmatinskih gradova polagalo je veliku nadu u posjet, kao
poticaj u rjeSavanju gospodarskih problema. Inicijative za ulaganje
stranog kapitala u dalmatinsko gospodarstvo pojavile su se tek kra-
jem devedesetih godina. STRECHA, MARIO, 2002, 382.

118 Gerischu je ovo bio drugi dolazak u Dalmaciju, prvi put je do-
%30 dvije godine ranije, 1891. s M. Trenkvaldom. PIPLOVIC, STANKO,
2002., 563.

119 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1999, 215.

je imao u voditelju Pokrajinskog konservatorijalnog ureda
za Dalmaciju u Spljetu'®, don Frani Buli¢u.

Dobar primjer te veze izmedu zupnika, Bulica i Gerischa
jest izvjestaj nakon Gerischovog pregleda umjetnina u
Starom Gradu na Hvaru. Kada se starjesina dominikan-
skog samostana obratio Bulicu za pomo¢ da se slike
doista restauriraju ,kad je ve¢ sam Gerisch toli povoljino o
njima izrazio; Buli¢ je to i ucinio, obratio se Sredisnjem
povjerenstvu proslijedivsi molbu. Postoje brojni primjeri
gdje Buli¢ pomaZe u organizaciji prijenosa ili dopremi
umjetnina i trazenju financijskih sredstava.'?' Prema do-
stupnoj literaturi, Gerisch je u Dalmaciji restaurirao oko
sedamdeset slika'? (sl. 2). Uz Gerischa, slike je u Dalma-
Ciji restaurirao Prvi restaurator slika c. k. Dvorskog mu-
zeja u Be¢u Hermann Ritschl. U Dalmaciju Ritschl dolazi
sluzbeno u listopadu 1911. godine.'” Biljezio je stanje
umjetnina, predlagao popravak i izradio troskovnik. Tros-
kovnike je upucivao Sredisnjem povjerenstvu. U godini
1912. restaurirao je slike Bogorodica s djetetom, svetcima
i donatorom Palme Mladega i Pieta Giovannija Savolda
d’Asolina iz splitske katedrale, Obrezanje iz dominikanske
crkve u Splitu, Gospu od Ruzarija iz dominikanske crkve u
Trogiru te Sv. Rok ozdravljuje bolesnika iz crkve sv. Jeroni-
restauracije, ranijin godina, takoder predmet prepiske
izmedu Sredisnjeg povjerenstva, Gerischa i Buli¢a. Bu-
li¢ je zbog stupnja ostecenosti, velikih formata i trosko-
va prijenosa slika u Be¢ inzistirao da se navedene slike
restauriraju in situ, ali slike su naposljetku prenesene u
Bec na restauriranje. Upute za pakiranje slika i transport
Bulicu je dao Ritschl.' Pored navedenih, postoje brojni
spisi Pokrajinskog konservatorijalnog ureda koji dokazu-
ju bogati Buli¢ev rad na zastiti pokretnih umjetnickih

120 U spisima iz 1884. godine na spisima je pecat Pokrajinski konser-
vatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju u Spljetu.

121 MKM-KOST Stari grad 20/10 od 30. listopada 1895., dopis potpi-
suje Jerko Vlahovi¢. Navedeni dopis s popisom slika navodi: PIPLOVIC,
STANKO, 2002, 564.

122 Na temelju dostupnih podataka iz dopisa Sredisnjeg povjeren-
stva Konzervatorskom uredu u Splitu, radova Stanka Piplovica i Na-
rodnog lista pokusala sam napraviti popis slika koje je Gerisch restau-
rirao u Dalmaciji.

123 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 437.

124 MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009, 149.

125 MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009,, 150-152.

43



The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

Dalmatia in 1894.'" Gerisch began his restoration
career in Dalmatia in the Dominican monastery in
Trogir by restoring the painting Circumcision of Je-
sus by Jacopo Palma il Giovane.""® Gerisch had a lot
of help during his 38 years in Dalmatia from Frane
Buli¢, a priest and head of the Regional Conservation
Office in Split'?°.

A good example of a connection between Buli¢ and
Gerisch is a report issued after Gerisch reviewed the
artwork in Stari Grad on Hvar. When the head of the
Dominican monastery turned to Buli¢ for help in re-
storing the paintings *
them," Buli¢ contacted the Central Commission and
forwarded the request. There are numerous examples

‘when Gerisch himself praised

where Buli¢ helped to organize the transfer or return
of artwork and the search for funds.'?! According to
available literature, Gerisch restored about seventy
paintings in Dalmatia'® (Fig. 2). Apart from Gerisch,
Hermann Ritschl, the first conservator of the Imperi-
al-Royal Palace museum in Vienna, also restored paint-
ings in Dalmatia. Ritschl officially came to Dalmatia in
October 1911.'% He recorded the condition of art, sug-
gested repairs and drew up cost estimates. He referred
them to the Central Commission. In 1912, he restored
the paintings Virgin and Child, with saints and donor by
Palma Giovane and Pieta by Giovanni Savoldi d’Asolin
from the Split Cathedral, Circumcision from the Do-
minican Church in Split, Our Lady of the Rosary from
the Dominican Church in Trogir, and St. Rocco heals
the sick from the church of St. Jerome from Pucisc¢e.'
Before Ritschl restored the above-mentioned paint-
ings, they were the subject of correspondence be-

118 This was his second trip to Dalmatia. The first time he visited Dal-
matia was in 1891 with M. Trenkvaldo. PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2002, 563.
119 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1999, 215.

120 In the 1884 records, documents have the stamp of the Regional
Conservation Office for Dalmatia in Split.

121 MKM-KOST Stari Grad 20/10, October 30, 1895, letter was signed
by Jerko Vlahovi¢. The aforementioned letter with a list of pictures was
mentioned by PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2002, 564.

122 | tried to make a list of paintings which Gerisch restored in Dal-
matia, based on available data from the Central Commission's letter
to the Conservation Office in Split, the work of Stanko Piplovi¢ and
the Narodni list.

123 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 437.

124 MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009, 149.
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tween the Central Commission, Gerisch and Buli¢. Due
to the degree of damage, their large format and the
cost of transporting the paintings to Vienna, Buli¢ in-
sisted that the paintings be restored in situ, but in the
end, they were transported to Vienna for restoration.
Ritschl gave Buli¢ instructions for packing and trans-
porting the paintings.'” In addition, there are numer-
ous records of the Regional Conservation Office which
prove the scope of Buli¢'s work on the protection of
movable art as well as his work on the development
of immovable monument protection.'?As previously
mentioned, Buli¢ became the conservator in Split and
Head of the Archaeological Museum in Split in 1883.'%
Conservation in Dalmatia began to develop upon his
arrival. Buli¢ led a correspondence with the Central
Commission, local priests and private individuals. In
1884 in Trogir, he began to inventory art, and he listed
165 monuments and works of art under the title List of
monuments and old works of art. It was a kind of artis-
tic topography of Trogir, because he mentioned sacral,
secular and fortification architecture as well as works
of art.'® Buli¢ liaised with related institutions and so-

125 MAROVIC, MIRJANA, 2009, 150-152.

126 MKM-KOST-A letter no. 36, 1896, to the Parish office — Kastel Stari,
Kastel Novi, Kastel Stafili¢, No. 67 (more numbers 19/1896, 66/cons.,
4/96), 1896, to the Vrbovska Municipal Administration on Hvar; No. 12,
1897, Buli¢ wrote to the parish priest in Vranjica; No. 42 (more numbers
27,29, 45, 56), 1900, Buli¢ wrote to the Society of the Little Brothers
of St. Jerome in Zadar about items from the monastery in Drid on the
island of Ciovo for the Vienna exhibition at the Museum of Arts and
Crafts, and to enquire whether the Office was willing to sell these items
and at what price. Buli¢ estimates that these items could go for 500
forints; No. 56 Buli¢ responding to a letter of the Society of the Little
Brothers in Dubrovnik from November 18, 1900, about the return of
items from the exhibition in Vienna. Buli¢ informs them that the items
would be returned on that day.

127 In 1867, Francesco Lanza, a critic of Andri¢’s work as a conserva-
tor, was appointed conservator for the Split region, and he remained
in that position until 1872. Mihovil Glavini¢ was appointed after him,
and he remained there until 1883. After him came don Frane Buli¢,
who was already a conservator for the Zadar and Benkovac districts
from 1880 to 1883. From Zadar, he moved to Split as the Director of the
classical gymnasium, head of the Archaeological Museum and conser-
vator for the Split County. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 185-186.

128 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1999, 216, RADIC, DANKA, 2005, 68.
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predmeta, kao i rad na razvoju zastite nepokretnih spo-
menika.'?® Kako je ranije spomenuto, Buli¢ je 1883. go-
dine imenovan splitskim konzervatorom i upraviteljem
Arheoloskog muzeja u Splitu.'”” Njegovim dolaskom
konzervatorska sluzba u Dalmaciji pocinje se intenziv-
no razvijati. Buli¢ je vodio korespondenciju izmedu Sre-
didnjeg povjerenstva, lokalnih Zupnika i privatnih osoba.
Inventarizaciju je zapoceo 1884. godine u Trogiry, gdje
popisuje 165 spomenika i umjetnickih predmeta pod
naslovom Popis spomenika i starih umjetnickih predme-
ta.To je bila svojevrsna umjetnicka topografija Trogira
jer u njoj navodi sakralnu, profanu i fortifikacijsku arhi-
tekturu te umjetnicke predmete.'?® Buli¢ se povezuije sa
srodnim institucijama i drustvima u Europi.'?® Sudjeluje
na konferencijama, a 1894. u Splitu i Solinu organizira
I. medunarodnu konferenciju za starokrs¢anskoj arheologi-
ju.*%Iste godine osniva drustvo Bihac — hrvatsko drustvo
za istraZivanje domace povijesti.”®’

126 MK-KOST-A dopis br. 36 iz 1896. Zupnom uredu — Kastel Stari, Ka-
stel Novi, Kastel Stafili¢, Br. 67 (vise brojeva 19/1896., 66/konz., 4/96) iz
1896. Opcinskoj upravi Vrbovskoj na Hvaru; Br. 12 iz 1897. Buli¢ev do-
pis zupniku u Vranjicu; Br. 42 (vise brojeva 27, 29, 45, 56) iz 1900. Buli¢
se obraca Provincijalu Druzbe Male brace sv. Jeronima u Zadru, u vezi
predmeta iz samostana u Dridu na otoku Ciovu za izlozbu u Be¢u u
Muzeju za umjetnost i obrt, te je li Ured voljan prodati te predmete i
za koju cijenu. Buli¢ procjenjuje da bi navedeni predmeti mogli sta-
jati 500 forinti; Broj 56 odgovor Buli¢a na dopis Druzbe Male Brace u
Dubrovniku od 18. studenog 1900. o povratku predmeta s izlozbe u
Becu. Buli¢ obavjestava da ¢e predmeti biti vraceni tog dana.

127 Nakon Andri¢a, konzervatora za Splitski okrug, imenovan je upra-
vo jedan od kriti¢ara njegova konzervatorskog rada Francesco Lanza
1867. godine njegovim nasljednikom, a na toj funkciji ostaje do 1872.
godine. Tada je imenovan Mihovil Glavini¢ koji na tom mjestu osta-
je do 1883. godine, kada dolazi don Frane Buli¢ koji je ve¢ tada bio
imenovani konzervator zadarskog i benkovackog okruga od 1880.
do 1883. godine. Iz Zadra je premjesten u Split na mjesto ravnatelja
klasicne gimnazije, upravitelja Arheoloskog muzeja i konzervatora za
splitski okrug. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 185-186.

128 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1999, 216; RADIC, DANKA, 2005., 68.

129 Ostavstina don Frane Buli¢a koja se odnosi na njegovu boga-
tu korespondenciju s tadasnjim najvaznijim europskim arheolozima
¢uva se u biblioteci Arheoloskog muzeja u Splitu. Inace, u osnivanju
zbirke arhivske grade znacajnu je ulogu imao Buli¢ kao dugogodis-
nji direktor muzeja. Gradu za zbirke nabavljao je vlastitim sredstvima.
ANZULOVIC, NEDA, 1990, 222.

130 MARIN, EMILIO, 1985., 138.

131 ABRAMIC, MIHOVIL, 1940, X.

-

A*-?Mﬁ#hd‘wﬂp}m‘w
it b i i ol e BtshraBny 3 R
il -tJd,d. kst A, Vo W -H-.....a.,....ar.;,h P B o
wis —-J.A- ﬁ—m--—-\--'fl'-w-m
winlt “_;..-t,.'.n,.....;.x.,.,.,.,‘
(Bes ¥ AR L R
S e 1l e s it
go-ur--n--- -vm-itfm..l'..-.lm.l.n_
;,.....-.“c-.. [Ratiryiet,
ch-md_nqaz...n% o
-.‘-&-d..l,u el s '"I“Id“ u-l..ul;....

[Beaibes n...L,: S TR
M_Mvm._ﬂ.h..

e et S
ﬂpﬂf.ﬂ._-um“d.'-

- caialal v Verkoke woatd
el st s bt it ddas
b Haiptattoltr i we Winke
Rrate Veysoer ettt d Jofa
--h-‘-n—-—-d-w"#--l th.i'-.!'_
Ly ;%"“{M A, | @‘.

s Umprsie A T ke i mﬁu.-.!,.,..,......‘
S :?z.,e,.a,ﬁ..a..:.‘ ST e
Aidintn uwumﬁﬂuhhﬂ#ﬂ-—a

SRS o S e R e R L
o | Mwm;ﬁmw‘?ﬂﬂhﬂ“w‘

PSR i S 3 R e R el pol Ty i,,.,t,,.._...-.'l'
gugedin. i Bl T ik s St (B A iin oo PaE
"""""'ﬁ“"'k‘["' abdm,&.?mai.rhu__ﬂ slan Phnet=
-E.-.’...m.r- PO ¢S [ L S PR ,i:..m Tean - alady

(Vs Al b e o Basataits
el PRl 4
i )

oL ety

2 Eduard Gerisch, izvjestaj iz 1896. (MKM-KOST)
Eduard Gerisch, Report from 1876 (MKM-KOST)

Ivan Smiri¢, voditelj Arheoloskog muzeja u Zadru'?, bio
je vrlo aktivan konzervator SrediSnjeg povjerenstva za
zadarski okrug. U Arheoloskom muzeju, koji je izdvojio
iz Narodnog muzeja, vodio je zbirku srednjeg vijeka i
inventar. Crkvu sv. Donata uredio je za izloZzbeni prostor.
Kao konzervator zauzeo se za popravak skrinje sv. Simu-
na u Zadru, obnovu drvenog kora katedrale u Hvaru i
ocuvanje dijelova korskih sjedala pronadenih u franje-
vackoj crkvi u Zadru.®® Od ostalih pokretnih spomenika
na zadarskom podru¢ju Sredisnje povjerenstvo sudje-
lovalo je u obnovi oltara u Zupnim crkvama u Salima

132 Na inicijativu dalmatinskog namjesnika Wenzela Vettera von Lilien-
berga koji je izdao proglas 20. studenoga 1832. za prikupljanje arheo-
loskih nalaza u Zadru, $to se smatra i njegovim osnutkom. TROGRLIC,
MARKO; CLEWING, KONRAD, 2015, 214.

133 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1992, 132-135.
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cieties in Europe.””® He participated in conferences,
and in 1894, he organized an International conference
for early Christian archaeology in Split and Solin.'*® The
same year, he founded the society Bihac — the Croatian
Society for the Study of National History."'

lvan Smiri¢, head of the Archaeological Museum in
Zadar'®?, was a very active conservator of the Central
Commission for the Zadar district. In the Archaeolog-
ical Museum, which he separated from the National
Museum, he was in charge of the Middle Ages col-
lection and inventory. He adapted the church of St.
Donatus to serve as a space for exhibitions. As a con-
servator, he advocated for the repair of the chest of
St. Simeon in Zadar, the conservation and restoration
of the wooden choir in the Hvar cathedral, and the
preservation of parts of the choir seats found in the
Franciscan church in Zadar.'** From other movable
monuments in the Zadar area, the Central Commis-
sion participated in the restoration of altars in parish
churches in Sali and Silba with paintings by Vittore
Carpaccio.”** From 1877 to 1892, the priest and histo-
rian, Carlo Federico Bianchi, worked as a conservator
of the lll Department of Zadar district."* Bianchi com-
piled the church history of Zadar and the surrounding
parishes.”* Along with the history and description of
churches, he recorded and described altars, altarpiec-
es, liturgical objects and organs, which resulted in a
comprehensive topography of church art Zara cristi-
analand I1."¥

129 Buli¢'s legacy refers to his extensive correspondence with the most
important European archaeologists of the time, which is kept in the
library of the Archaeological Museum in Split. As a long-time director
of the museum, Buli¢ had a significant role when the archival materi-
al collection was founded. He bought the material for the collection
with his own money. ANZULOVIC, NEDA, 1990, 222.

130 MARIN, EMILIO, 1985, 138.

131 ABRAMIC, MIHOVIL, 1940.

132 At the initiative of Count Wenzel Vetter von Lilienberg, Governor
of Dalmatia, who issued a proclamation on November 20, 1832 for
collecting archaeological finds in Zadar, which is also considered to
be its foundation. TROGRLIC, MARKO; CLEWING, KONRAD, 2015, 214.
133 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 1992, 132-135.

134 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004, 18-19.

135 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 185.

136 BIANCHI, CARLO FEDERICO, 2011, 7.

137 STAGLICIC, MARIJA, 2003, 341.
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Josip Gel¢i¢ was appointed conservator for the
Dubrovnik and Kotor districts from 1881 to 1904.1%8 At
the Central Commission, he advocated the protection
of movable monuments in addition to immovable
ones: conservation and restoration of paintings from
the Franciscan monastery in Slano, the altar of the
parish church on Lopud, and the wooden choir from
the church of St. Mary on Lopud.

Given the frequent damage to the monuments, the
Dalmatian government sent a letter to Kotor authori-
ties and political committees, with instructions on the
preservation of antiquities calling for reports to au-
thorities or museums on found works of art and a ban
on the export of art. The letter was signed by the gov-
ernor Emil David von Rohnfeld.’ On June 17, 1898,
Governor David wrote a letter to Buli¢ about publish-
ing Monuments of Dalmatia on Dalmatian art and its
history, informing him that it was necessary to fill out
the Register of Monuments and then submit it to the
commission to publish the work. The Register of Monu-
ments was a form divided into architecture, paintings,
sculpture and houseware. The list needed to include
information about the object, place, author, school,
time period, and notes.'*

The organization of the Central Commission in Vienna
changed in 1913. Conservators Anton Gnirs, E. Dejak,
Frane Buli¢ and Vojeslav Molé became civil servants',
Buli¢ was placed in charge of the area from Pag to
Boka Kotorska.'*? Buli¢ was assigned a part-time assis-
tant, Molé, from August 1913 to August 1914, when
he left to join the military.** The Imperial-Royal Region-
al Conservation Office for Dalmatia in Split continued
its work under the Central Commission until the fall

138 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 188.

139 MKM-KOST-A no. 2, 1895, signed by Governor David May 22, 1894.
140 MKM-KOST-A no. 1578, June 17, 1898. There were forms A and
B for registering monuments. lvekovi¢, Glavini¢, Lussata (?) were ap-
pointed to the board.

141 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 445; Molé became Buli¢'s assistant and re-
mained in that position until the fall of the Monarchy when he trans-
ferred to the university. MKM-KOST-A Box 1932 letter number 153,
July 2,1932.

142 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 345.

143 MKM-KOST-A Box 1919 letter number 16, July 19, 1919.
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i Silbi, sa slikama Vittorea Carpaccia.'* U Zadru je kao
konzervator lll. odjeljenja zadarskog okruga djelovao
svecenik i povjesnicar Carlo Federico Bianchi od 1877.
do 1892. godine.' Bianchi je sastavio crkvenu povijest
Zadra i okolnih Zupa.' Uz povijest i opis crkava biljeZio
je i opisivao oltare, oltarne pale, liturgijske predmete i
orgulje, sto je rezultiralo iscrpnom topografijom crkvene
umjetnosti Zara cristiana | i 11.'

Josip Gel¢i¢ bio je imenovani konzervator za dubrovacki
i kotarski okrug od 1881. do 1904. godine."* Kod Sredis-
njeg povjerenstva zalagao se, pored nepokretnih, i za
zastitu pokretnih spomenika: restauriranje slike u fra-
njevackom samostanu u Slanom, oltara Zupne crkve na
Lopudu, drvenog pjevalista crkve sv. Marije na Lopudu.

S obzirom na ucestalo ostecivanje spomenika, Dalmatin-
sko je namjesnistvo kotarskim poglavarstvima i politic-
kim povjerenstvima pokrajine na terenu poslalo okruz-
nicu s naputcima o ¢uvanju starina kojom poziva na pri-
javljivanje nalaza vlastima ili muzejima te zabranu izvoza
umjetnina. Okruznicu potpisuje namjesnik Emil David
von Rohnfeld.” Namjesnik David obraca se 17. lipnja
1898. Buli¢u u vezi izdavanja djela Umjetnicki spomenici
Dalmacije o dalmatinskoj umjetnosti i njezinoj povijesti
dopisom u kojem ga obavjestava da je potrebno ispu-
niti Iskaz spomenika te potom dostaviti imenovanom
odboru za izdavanje navedenog djela. Iskaz spomenika
je obrazac podijeljen na arhitekturuy, slike (slikarije), skul-
pturu (kiparije), ku¢ni promet. Pod rednim brojem trebali
su se navesti podatci o predmetu, mjestu, autoru, skoli,
vremenskom periodu i opaska.™®

Godine 1913. mijenja se organizacija SredisSnjeg po-

vjerenstva u Bec¢u. Konzervatori Anton Gnirs, E. Dejak,
Frane Buli¢ i Vojeslav Molé dobili su status drzavnih

134 PIPLOVIC, STANKO, 2004., 18-19.

135 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 185.

136 BIANCHI, CARLO FEDERICO, 2011., 7.

137 STAGLICIC, MARIJA, 2003, 341.

138 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 188.

139 MKM-KOST-A broj 2 od 1895, potpisuje namjesnik David 22. svib-
nja 1894.

140 MKM-KOST-A br. 1578 od 17. lipnja 1898. Za iskaz spomenika po-
stojali su obrasci A i B. U odbor su imenovani: lvekovi¢, Glavini¢, Lussa-
ta(?).

sluZzbenika."' Buli¢ je od Sredisnjeg povjerenstva ime-
novan za podrucje od Paga do Boke kotorske.'* Buli¢u je
dodijeljen honorarni asistent Molé od kolovoza 1913. do
kolovoza 1914, kada odlazi u vojnu sluzbu.' C. kr. Pokra-
jinski konservatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju u Splitu nastavio
je sa svojim djelovanjem pod Sredisnjim povjerenstvom
sve do sloma Monarhije 1918. godine. Prvi svjetski rat
nije prekinuo djelovanje Pokrajinskog ureda pod Sre-
didnjim povjerenstvom, ali rad se od 1916. godine pre-
usmjerava na zastitu metalnih predmeta od rekvizicije
koja se provodila na podrucju cijele Monarhije.

Rekvizicija metalnih predmeta u vrijeme
Prvoga svjetskog rata u Dalmaciji

U Dalmaciji je rekviziciju zvona provodila carska i kra-
ljevska Vojna komanda u Mostaru. Preko Sarajeva su
zvona dopremana u tvornice u Madarsku, E. Lossinszky
u Nagy-Teteny-Diodsu i Manfred Weiss u Budimpesti.
Od 1915. poceli su pristizati dopisi o rekviziciji metalnih
predmeta u ratne svrhe biskupskim ordinarijatima od
tadasnjeg namjesnika Dalmacije grofa Maria Attemsa.'*
Zatrazen je popis zvona koja nisu vise u upotrebi, a koja
bi mogla biti ustupljena za ratne svrhe. Rekvizicijom su
trebala biti obuhvacena sva zvona promjera ve¢eg od
25 cm, s time da se trebala obratiti paznja na uputu Mi-
nistarstva bogostovlja i nastave prema kojoj su trebala
biti izuzeta od rekvizicije zvona historijske i umjetnicke
vrijednosti." Nakon prvih prikupljenih zvona uslijedi-
la su daljnja potrazivanja te Attems ponovno upucuje
dopis o rekviziciji metalnih predmeta uz koji je priloZio
Obrazac I'i Obrazac Il. Obrazac |, pod naslovom [skaz
zvona, trebale su popunjavati sve zupe, a trazeni su sli-
jededi podatci: crkva, najveci promjer, teZina u kg, doba,
na zvonu je vidljiv — godina, jedan napis, plahorezba te
opaska. U Obrazac Il upisivana su zvona koja nisu tre-

141 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010,, 445. Molé bio je dodijeljen kao asistent
Buli¢u te ostaje na tom mjestu do sloma Monarhije, kada prelazi na
sveuciliste. MK-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 153 od 2. srpnja 1932.
142 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 345,

143 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1919 dopis broj 16 od 19. srpnja 1919.

144 Grof Mario Attems bio je postavljen za namjesnika Dalmacije 1912.
godine te na toj funkciji ostaje do kraja Prvoga svjetskog rata. BRA-
LIC, ANTE, 2007, 731.

145 Vise o rekviziciji zvona u Dubrovackoj biskupiji vidi: SIEKAVICA,
DIVO, 2013, 544-545.
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of the Monarchy in 1918. World War | did not interrupt
the work of the Regional Conservation Office under
the Central Commission, but from 1916, the work was
redirected to the protection of metal objects by requi-
sitions carried out throughout the Monarchy.

The requisition of metal objects during World
War | in Dalmatia

In Dalmatia, the requisition of bells was carried out by
the Imperial and Royal Military Command in Mostar.
Through Sarajevo, the bells were delivered to factories
in Hungary, E. Lossinszky in Nagy-Teteny-Diods, and
Manfred Weiss in Budapest.

From 1915, Count Mario Attems, Governor of Dalmatia,
began sending letters to Bishops Ordinary about the
requisition of metal objects for war purposes.'** A list
of bells that were no longer in use and which could be
reassigned for war purposes was requested. The requi-
sition needed to include all bells with a diameter larger
than 25 cm, however, special attention needed to be
paid to the instructions from the Ministry of Religion
and Public Education that the list should not include
bells of historic or artistic value.'* After the first bells
were collected, further claims were made, and Attems
again sent a letter about the requisition of metal ob-
jects, accompanied by Forms | and II. All parishes need-
ed to fill out Form |, Bell register, with the following in-
formation: church, largest diameter, weight in kg, age, on
the bell - year, one inscription, relief, and comments. Bells
that were not meant for requisition were recorded in
Form I1."¢ The bells could be exempt from requisition
only with the approval of Buli¢, head of the Regional
Conservation Office for Dalmatia, who conducted the
rescue operation of the bells in Dalmatia. Buli¢ was in
charge of the collection centres in Split, Sibenik, Knin
and Slavonski Brod, and conservator Josip Bersa was in

144 Count Mario Attems was appointed Governor of Dalmatiain 1912,
and remained in that position until the end of World War I. BRALIC,
ANTE, 2007, 731.

145 For more information on the requisition of bells in the Diocese of
Dubrovnik see: SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 544-545.

146 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 607.
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charge of the operation in the Zadar area.'”

Detailed instructions were drawn up about taking im-
prints of inscriptions on the requisitioned bells. These
instructions were printed in the journal of the Diocese.
If permission for the return of bells that had already
been removed was granted, the church was supposed
to reimburse the costs of transportation and removal
of the bells to the Military. If the cost was not reim-
bursed, the bells were sent to the Museum of Military
History in Vienna. The bells could be given as a patriotic
act with compensation, four krone per kilo, but as Buli¢
points out in his report, the compensation was rarely
paid."® The second requisition began in April 1917 un-
der the Provisions issued by the Central Commission
in Vienna; only those bells that the Regional Conserva-
tion Office for Dalmatia considered valuable were not
requisitioned. The bells cast before 1600 or those of
great artistic and historical value that were of any sig-
nificance to the historical event, inscription or person
were excluded from the requisition.'* Therefore, Buli¢
again sent a letter to all parishes to provide an accurate
list of bells. The problem was that the priests did not
provide accurate data, i.e. bells of artistic and historical
value were not put on the lists (Fig. 3).

Although the requisition was conducted through-
out the Monarchy, the Regional Conservation Office
for Dalmatia in Split operated separately as regards
the rescue of metal objects from continental Croatia;
only when pewter organ pipes were endangered did
Buli¢ inform the Land Office for the Preservation of Art
and Historical Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and
Slavonia in Zagreb about actions he took to save cop-
per objects. He sent a letter to all Bishops Ordinary in
Dalmatia in which he pledged to preserve organs built
before 1800. In addition to their artistic value, the value
of organs to produce music also had to be taken into

147 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 543; Josip Bersa was a conservator of the
I division appointed by the Central Commission for the city of Za-
dar, Zadar district, Sibenik, Benkovac, Knin from 1900 to 1909. CORIC,
FRANKQO, 2004, 364-365.

148 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 16, October 8, 1919; SJEKAVICA,
BIVO, 2013, 556.

149 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 564.
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bala biti rekvirirana."* Zvona su mogla biti oslobodena
od rekvizicije jedino uz suglasnost Buli¢a, voditelja Po-
krajinskog konservatorijalnog ureda za Dalmaciju, koji je
vodio akciju spasavanja zvona u Dalmaciji. Buli¢ je bio
zaduzen za sabirali$ta u Splitu, Sibeniku, Kninu i Slavon-
skom Brodu, dok je na podru¢ju Zadra spasavanje zvona
vodio konzervator Josip Bersa.'¥

Donijete su detaljne upute o uzimanju otisaka natpi-
sa onih zvona koja su trebala biti rekvirirana. Navedene
upute tiskane su u glasilima Biskupije. Ako se uspjelo
dobiti odobrenje za vracanje vec skinutih zvona, crkva je
trebala nadoknaditi troskove prijevoza i skidanja zvona
Vojnoj vlasti. U slu¢aju nepodmirenja troskova zvona su
bila otpremljena u Vojni muzej u Be¢u. Zvona su mogla
biti ustupljena kao patriotski ¢in uz naknadu, cetiri kru-
ne po kilogramu, ali kako navodi Buli¢ u svom izvjescu,
naknada je rijetko bila stvarno isplacena.’*®

Druga rekvizicija zapocela je u travnju 1917. godine pre-
ma Odredbi, koja je donesena od Sredisnjeg povjeren-
stva u BecCu; samo ona zvona koja je Pokrajinski konser-
vatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju ocijenio kao vrijedna bila
su oslobodena rekvizicije. Odnosno, zvona lijevana prije
1600. ili ona velike umjetnicke i historijske vrijednosti
koja su iz bilo kojeg razdoblja znacajna za povijesni do-
gadaj, natpis ili osobu, bila su isklju¢ena iz rekvizicije."
Stoga je Buli¢ ponovno uputio dopis svim zupama da
dostave to¢an popis zvona. Problem je bio u tome $to
zupnici prilikom izrade popisa zvona nisu predavali to¢-
ne podatke, odnosno zvona od umjetnicke i povijesne
vrijednosti nisu bila unesena u popise (sl. 3).

lako se rekvizicija provodila na podrudju cijele Monarhi-
je, Pokrajinski konservatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju u Splitu
djelovao je potpuno odvojeno od kontinentalnog djela
Hrvatske u spasavanju metalnih predmeta; tek kada su
bile ugroZene kositrene cijevi orgulja, Buli¢ je obavijestio

146 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013., 607.

147 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 543. Josip Bersa bio je konzervator I. odje-
lienja imenovan od SrediSnjeg povjerenstva za grad Zadar, Zadarski
okrug, Sibenik, Benkovac, Knin od 1900. do 1909. CORIC, FRANKO,
2004.,364-365.

148 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 16 od 8. listopada 1919.; SJEKAVICA,
PIVO, 2013, 556.

149 SJEKAVICA, BIVO, 2013, 564.

Zemaljsko povjerenstvo za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih
spomenika u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji u Zagrebu
$to je poduzeo u vezi spasavanja predmeta od bakra.
Razaslao je okruzZnicu svim biskupskim ordinarijatima u
Dalmaciji u kojoj se zaloZio za ¢uvanje orgulja izgradenih
do 1800. godine. Osim umijetnicke vrijednosti, trebalo je
uzeti u obziri muzicku vrijednost orgulja. TraZio je kratak
opis orgulja, godinu gradnje, ime graditelja, eventualne
popravke, podatke o glazbalu (dispozicija, broj registra,
materijal) te opis kucista orgulja uz slike ili fotografije.’™®
Konzervatorski ured sastavio je obrazac Popis orgulja koji
je razaslan svim crkvama (Zupnim, filijalnim i samostan-
skim). Uz obrazac proslijedena je i uputa.’!

U rekvizicijama je prema izvjestaju Buli¢a iz Dalmacije
odneseno oko 1500 zvona.'*

POCETCI RAZVOJA ZASTITE
POKRETNE UMJETNICKE BASTINE U
KONTINENTALNOJ HRVATSKOJ

U kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj zastita spomenika nastav-
lja se na,dostignuca” Ilirskog preporoda. Istodobno s
istrazivanjem hrvatske povijesti Sirio se interes za priku-
pljanje starina. Pedagog, knjizevnik i ilirac Ivan Filipovic¢
Kopacanin godine 1847. objavljuje ¢lanak u Novinama
dalmatinsko-hrvatsko-slavonskim o Cuvanju spomenika:
“...Narod, koji spomenike svoje davne slave nestuje, ne-
Stuje ni samog sebe, jerbo zabacuje ono, ¢im bi se diciti i
slaviti mogao; a koi sam sebe nestuje, moze li zahtevati,
dagadrugistuju? ... Slavianski narode! Prouci u starih ra-
zvalinah svoju prosastnost, i iznijet ¢es cérpiti nauk da dok

150 MKM-SDKB-A dopis broj 157/917 od 9. listopada 1917.

151 Pod naslovom ,Stovanom Zupskom Uredu” Buli¢ $alje Upute: 1.
Posto ce se rekvirirati orgulje i sa manje od osam registara, moli se, da se
dostavi popis i manjih i novijih orgulja 2. Osim orgulja u Zupsko crkvi, neka
se popisu i orgulje u filijanim crkvama i kapelama 3. Gornja i donja skrizalj-
ka popisa neka se bezuvetno popune, a srednja (glazbeno-tehnicka dispo-
Zzicija) po mogucnostiiu sporazumu sa orguljasem ili na temelju doti¢nog
racuna, koji je bio poslan kad su orgulje bile nabavijene 4. Ako se Zeli da
budu isklucene cijevi koje su u prospektu radi umjetnosne ili povijesne vri-
Jjednosti neka se priloZi fotografija, naris ili prosta slika orgulja ili neka se to
naknadno dostavi ovom Uredu. Popis se trebao poslati do 5. studenoga
1917. MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 111/K 1917. Split, 28. listopada 1917.
152 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 16 od 8. listopada 1919.
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dopis broj 49 od 8. srpnja 1917., Eparhija Boka Kotarska i
Dubrovacka)

Bell (drawing: Parochija Klinacka, 1917, MKM-KOST letter No. 49
from July 8, 1917 Diocese of Boka Kotarska and Dubrovnik)
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consideration. He wanted a short description of or-
gans, year of construction, builder’s name, any repairs
that had been made, information on the instrument
(disposition, registry number, material), and a descrip-
tion of the organ body with pictures or photographs.'®
The Conservation Office drew up the List of pipe organs
form, which was circulated to all churches (parish,
branch and monastery). Instructions accompanied the

150 MKM-SDKB-A letter number 157/917, October 9, 1917.
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form.”" According to Buli¢, approximately 1500 bells
were taken from Dalmatia during the requisition.'?

THE START OF DEVELOPMENT OF
MOVABLE ART HERITAGE PROTECTION IN
CONTINENTAL CROATIA

In Continental Croatia, the protection of monuments
continued further to the “achievements” of the Illyrian
Movement. Interest in collecting antiquities devel-
oped at the same time as the research into Croatian
history. In 1847, lvan Filipovi¢ Kopacanin, professor,
writer and lllyrian, published an article in the news-
paper Novine dalmatinsko-hrvatsko-slavonske on the
protection of monuments “...The people, who do not
respect monuments in their former glory, do not respect
themselves, because they ignore that with which they
could boast and celebrate; and those who do not respect
themselves, can they ask others to respect them? ... Slav-
ic people! Study your old demigods wisely, and you will
see that until you have unity in your home, you will never
play this role, which belongs to your stature and match-
es your name. ">

For this purpose, on October 25, 1847, the Croatian
Parliament issued a decision that encouraged the re-
cording and collection of monuments, and entrust-
ed the organization to Ivan Kukljevi¢ Sakcinski.'*
Kukuljevi¢ travelled to Vienna and Budapest where
he visited libraries and collections and gathered lit-

151 Buli¢ sent instructions titled "Distinguished Parish Office”: 1. Since
organs with less than eight registers will be requisitioned, a list of smaller
and newer organs is kindly requested; 2. In addition to the organs in par-
ish churches, list the organs in subsidiary churches and chapels; 3. The top
and bottom table on the list must be filled out, and the one in the middle
(musical and technical disposition), preferably in agreement with the or-
ganist or based on the receipt in question, which was sent when the organ
was purchased:; 4. If pipes that are on the list are to be excluded because
of their artistic or historical value, a photograph, drawing or picture of the
organ should be included or subsequently delivered to this Office. The list
needed to be sent by November 5, 1917. MKM-SDKB-ZP letter num-
ber 111/K 1917 Split, October 28,1917.

152 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 16, October 8, 1919.

153 KOPACANIN FILIPOVIC, IVAN, 1922, 84.

154 At the aforementioned session of the Croatian Parliament, the
Croatian language became the official language of diplomacy. Fearing
Hungarian resistance, the Parliament decided to gather historical and
documented material for codex diplomaticus. BRATULIC, JOSIP, 1985, 36.
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slogu u svoj dom ne uvedes, ne ¢es nikada ove uloge igrati,
koja tvojoj veli¢ini pripada i tvojem imenu odgovara'>

U tu je svrhu Hrvatski sabor 25. listopada 1847. donio
odluku kojom je potaknuo evidentiranje i sakupljanje
spomenika, a organizaciju povjerio lvanu Kukuljevi¢u
Sakcinskom.™* Kukuljevi¢ odlazi na putovanja u Bec i
Budimpestu gdje obilazi knjiznice i zbirke te prikuplja
povijesnoumjetnicku literaturu,™ ¢ime zapocinje nje-
gov rad na prikupljanju i sastavljanju prve bibliografije
za nacionalnu povijest umjetnosti — Slovnika.'*®

Stoga i ne ¢udi sto je Kukuljevi¢, uz zagrebacke knjizev-
nike Vjekoslava Babuki¢a, Mijata Sabljara, Mirka Bogovi-
¢a, Nikolu Vakanovic¢a, Dragutina Rakovca i Ferdinanda
Zerjavica bio pozvan u Odsjek prosvjete Banskog vijeca
21.travnja 1850. na razgovor “...kako da se najlagljim
putem znanost domace povestnice kod naseg naroda
razpostrani. Ovi knjizevnici zakljuce jednodusno, da se
na tu svrhu utemelji u Zagrebu druZtvo za jugoslavensku
povéstnicu i starine."" Stoga je u duhu nacionalnoga
gradanskog pokreta i zelje za potvrdom povijesnog
kontinuiteta i identiteta hrvatskog naroda osnovano
prvo stru¢no drustvo za prikupljanje povijesnih izvora
u nasim krajevima, DruZtvo za jugoslavensku povéstni-
cu i starine.

DruZtvo za jugoslavensku povéstnicu i
starine

Prva konstituirajuca skupstina Druztva za jugoslaven-
sku povéstnicu i starine (dalje u tekstu: Drustvo) odr-
zanaje 1. listopada 1850., na kojoj je Kukuljevi¢ odrzao

153 KOPACANIN FILIPOVIC, IVAN, 1922., 84.

154 Na spomenutom saboru usvojen je hrvatski jezik kao sluzbeni
diplomaticki jezik. Pribojavajuci se madarskog otpora, na Saboru je
odluceno da se prikupi povijesna i dokumentirana grada za codex di-
plomaticus. BRATULIC, JOSIP, 1985., 36.

155 U Danici horvatskoj, slavonskoj i dalmatinskoj objavljuje 1947. go-
dine ¢lanak Pogled na Stajersku Be¢, Pestu i Pozun u kojem iznosi svoje
dozivljaje s puta i upoznavanje s knjizevnicima prvenstveno naglasa-
vajuci Slavensku ideju. MANCE, IVANA, 2008., 286; N. N. 1947. Danica
horvatska, slavonska i dalmatinska, br. 9, 1947.

156 Vise: MANCE, IVANA, 2008, 285-296. Njegov prvi ¢lanak objavljen
u Danici bio je o slikaru Juliju Klovi¢u. N. N. 1947. Danica horvatska,
slavonska i dalmatinska, br. 3, 1847. Slovnik je izdan u Zagrebu 1858.
godine, u njemu su obradeni graditelji, kipari, slikari, orguljari, zvonari,
Zlatari, kamenoklesari, bakroresci, drvoresci. ZGAGA, VISNJA, 1995, 11.
157 DESPOT, MIROSLAVA, 1965., 3-4; SZABO, AGNEZA, 1988., 79-82.

uvodni govor: “Moja Gospodo! Prie pet mesecih sastalo
se je na poziv bivseg odseka prosvete nekoliko ljubiteljah
domace knjizevnosti, da ve¢a o tom, na kakav nacin bi
se mogao prokrcit put do jedne nauke, koja bi nasem
narodu od neizmerne koristi bila, no koja ipak kod nas
tako zanemarena stoji kao kod nijednog drugog naroda
u Europi. Ta nauka je povestnica naroda naseg jugoslo-
venskog."*8 Drustvo je osnovano pod pokroviteljstvom
bana Josipa Jelaci¢a Buzimskog.” lako je osnivanje
bilo najavljeno jos u svibnju 1850., konstituirano je
tek na skupstini 1. listopada, a sluzbeno je potvrdeno
objavom Priviemenog zakona o pravu udruzivanja 21.
studenoga 1850.'®

Nacrt pravilnika DruZtva za jugoslavensku povéstnicu
i starine donesen je na prvoj skupstini i izabrano je
vodstvo Drustva.'®' No, ve¢ dvije godine nakon toga
Drustvo mijenja svoja pravila kao i sva ostala udruze-
nja, a u skladu s apsolutisti¢ckim zakonom o udruziva-
nju donesenim 26. studenoga 1852. godine. Tadasniji
ministar unutarnjih poslova Alexander Freiherr von
Bach'%? predloZio je caru Franji Josipu I. prihvacanje
novog pravilnika Drustva (u suglasnosti s ministrom
za bogostovlje i nastavu i odobrenjem Vrhovne poli-
Cijske uprave) uz izjavu o korisnosti druztva i bespri-
jekornom drzanju Druztva’, pod uvjetom da se unesu
neke izmjene kao na primjer: izraz,nas narod” svuda
se mijenja prikladnijim pojmovima, izbacuje se rijec
J[trojedna’, ogranicava se Jelacicevo pokroviteljstvo, te
je bilo zabranjeno osnivanje,,nepotrebnih” podruzni-
ca, jer bi one imale ,nacionalne tendencije”. Uz spo-
menute uvjete car Franjo Josip I. potvrdio je Drustvo
9. srpnja 1853. godine. Drustvo je poslalo Pravilnik

158 Hrvatski povijesni muzej, nadalje HPM, Zapisnik sjednica Druztva
za povéstnicu i starine pod brojem 11937.

159 Josip Jelaci¢ (1801. - 1859.), ban.

160 Ministarstvo unutarnjih poslova u Becu, a na temelju prethod-
nog upita beckog ministarstva rata o legalnosti Drustva, zatrazilo je
7.0zujka 1851. od bana Hrvatske i Slavonije te gradanskog i vojnickog
guvernera Dalmacije baruna Josipa Jelaci¢a ocitovanje o osnivanju
Drustva, odnosno je li Drustvo osnovano prema zakonskoj regulativi.
Jelaci¢ se ocitovao istaknuvsi da je Drustvo utemeljeno na Privieme-
nom zakonu o pravu udruzivanja sa znanstvenom svrhom. HOLJE-
VAC, ZELJKO, 2001, 192.

161 Nacrt pravilnika Drustva tiskan u posebnom dodatku prvog sveska
Arkiva za povestnicu jugoslavensku. N. N. 1851., 237-240.

162 Alexander Freiherr von Bach (1813. - 1893.), pravnik i politicar.
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erature on art history,”® thus commencing his work
on collecting and compiling the first bibliography for
national art history — Slovnik."*® It is no wonder that on
April 21,1850, Kukuljevi¢ and Zagreb writers Vjekoslav
Babuki¢, Mijat Sabljar, Mirko Bogovi¢, Nikola Vakano-
vi¢, Dragutin Rakovac and Ferdinand Zerjavi¢ were
invited to the Council of Ban to talk about ".. what is
the easiest way to spread the knowledge of our history
among our people. These writers concluded unanimous-
ly that for this purpose, the Society for Yugoslav History
and Antiquities will be founded in Zagreb.""*’ Thus, in the
spirit of the national civic movement and the desire
to confirm the historical continuity and identity of the
Croatian people, the first expert society for the col-
lection of historical sources in our region, the Society
for Yugoslav History and Antiquities, was established'®,

The Society for Yugoslav History
and Antiquities

The first constituent assembly of the Society for Yugo-
slav History and Antiquities was held on October 1, 1850,
and Kukuljevi¢ gave an introductory speech:“My Lords!
Five months ago, several admirers of national literature
met at the invitation of the former education department,
to deliberate on how to make possible a science which
would greatly benefit our people, but which is so neglect-
ed by us unlike any other nation in Europe. That science is
the history of the South Slavic people® The Society was

155 In 1947, he published the article View of Styria, Vienna, Pest and
Bratislava (Pogled na Stajersku, Be¢, Pestu i Pozun) in the journal Danica
horvatska, slavonska i dalmatinska where he described his journey and
meeting writers emphasizing the Slavic idea. MANCE, IVANA, 2008, 286.,
N.N. 1947. Danica horvatska, slavonska i dalmatinska, no. 9 (1947).
156 More: MANCE, IVANA, 2008, 285-296. His first article published
in Danica was about painter Julije Klovi¢. N. N.1947. Danica horvats-
ka, slavonska i dalmatinska, no. 3 (1847). Slovnik was published in Za-
greb in 1858 and it featured builders, sculptors, painters, organists,
bell-ringers, goldsmiths, stonemasons, engravers, woodcarvers. ZGA-
GA, VISNJA, 1995, 11.

157 DESPOT, MIROSLAVA, 1965, 3-4. SZABO, AGNEZA, 1988, 79-82.
158 Druztvo za jugoslavensku povéstnicu i starine - The word "Yugo-
slav" refers to south Slavic idea of cultural, national and political in-
tegration of all south Slavic nations which was represented among
the part of politicians in the 19th century

159 Croatian History Museum (Hrvatski povijesni muzej, HPM), Minutes
of the Society for Yugoslav History and Antiquities (Druztvo za poveéstni-
cu i starine Jugoslavenah) meeting number 11937.
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founded under the auspices of Ban Josip Jelaci¢ von
Buzim.'®® Although the establishment of the Society
was announced in May, 1850, it was constituted only
at the assembly on October 1, and it was officially con-
firmed by the announcement of the Provisional Law on
the right of association of November 21, 1850.'¢'

At the first assembly, the draft of the bylaws of the Soci-
ety for Yugoslav History and Antiquities was adopted and
the leadership of the Society was chosen.®?

However, two years later, the Society changed its rules,
like all other associations, in accordance with the Ab-
solute Law of Associations adopted on November 26,
1852. Alexander Freiherr von Bach'®, Minister of the
Interior, proposed to Emperor Franz Joseph | the adop-
tion of the new bylaws of the Society (in agreement
with the Minister of Religion and Public Education and
the approval of the Supreme Police Administration)
with a statement about “the usefulness of the Socie-
ty and the incorruptibility of the Society”, under the
condition that some changes were introduced. For ex-
ample, the term “our people” was replaced with more
appropriate terms, the word “trilateral” was removed,
Jelaci¢'s patronage was limited, and the establishment
of “unnecessary”branches was forbidden because they
would have “national tendencies” With the aforemen-
tioned conditions, Franz Joseph | confirmed the Socie-
ty on July 9, 1853. The Society sent the revised version
Bylaws in accordance with the instructions for the final
confirmation in autumn 1856, and the confirmation
was issued on July 12, 1857.'% Waiting for the confir-

160 Josip Jelaci¢ (1801-1859), ban.

161 On March 7, 1851, the Ministry of Internal Affairs in Vienna, based
on a preliminary inquiry by the Vienna Ministry of War on the legali-
ty of the Society, requested a statement from the Ban of Croatia and
Slavonia, and the Civil and Military Governor of Dalmatia, Count Josip
Jelaci¢, about the foundation of the Society, i.e. whether the Society
was established according to legal regulations. Jelaci¢ submitted a
statement pointing out that the Society was founded on the Provi-
sional Law on the Right of Associations for Scientific Purpose. HOLJE-
VAC, ZELJKO, 2001, 192.

162 Draft of the regulations of the Society was published in the spe-
cial annex of the first volume of the Archive for the History of Yugosla-
via.N.N. 1851, 237-240.

163 Alexander Freiherr von Bach (1813-1893), lawyer and politician.
164 Confirmed regulations were published in Croatian in Zagreb on
October 26, 1857. HOLJEVAC, ZELJKO, 2001, 195.
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korigiran u skladu s uputama na kona¢nu potvrdu tek
ujesen 1856, a potvrda je dobivena 12. srpnja 1857.
godine.'®® Cekanje potvrde nije usporilo djelovanje
Drustva: radilo se na nizu poslova vezanih uz prouca-
vanje povijesti i spomenika te prikupljanju umjetnic-
kih i arhivskih predmeta. Prikupljanjem razlic¢itih izvora
vaznih za hrvatsku povijest pokusala se stvoriti osnova
za pisanje cjelovitoga povijesnog pregleda kojim bi
se dokazala hrvatska opstojnost.'®*

Drustvo se redovito sastajalo na sjednicama i velikim
skupstinama. Do godine 1864. odrzano je 85 sjednica
i deset,velikin” skupstina.'®® Tek se od 1866. smanjio
broj redovitih sjednica.'® Od samog osnutka godine
1851. Drustvo je izdavalo Arkiv za povéstnicu jugosla-
vensku u kojem su objavljivana izvjeS¢a o aktivnostima
vezanim uz evidentiranje spomenika i stru¢na puto-
vanja te zadace i preporuke.

Prva knjiga Arkiva sadrZavala je sljedec¢a poglavlja: Po-
liticka povestnica, Bajoslovlje i crkva, Knjizevnost i umjet-
nost i Dodatak. Dodatak prvom izdanju Arkiva cine:
Pravila druztva za Jugoslavensku povestnicu i starine,
Pitanja na sve prijatelje domacih starinah i jugoslaven-
ske povéstnice i Popis gospode ¢lanovah drustva. Takav
koncept Arkiv je vise-manje zadrzao do godine 1875,
kada je objavljen posljednji, dvanaesti svezak, s po-
sebnim poglavljem u kojemu je ponovljen sadrzaj
svih dvanaest svezaka.

U spomenutim Pravilima Druztva za jugoslavensku
povéstnicu i starine definirana je svrha i nacin djelo-
vanja, navedena su prava i duznosti ¢lanova i pokro-
vitelja, imenovano je ravnateljstvo, navedene su po-
druznice i odreden je opci program. Svrha i djelatnost
drustva bilo je istraZivanje, pronalaZenje, sakupljanje

163 Potvrdena pravila tiskana su na hrvatskom jeziku u Zagrebu 26.
listopada 1857. HOLJEVAC, ZELJKO, 2001., 195.

164 STRECHA, MARIO, 2005., 105-106.

165 Uvidom u zapisnike sjednica Drustva uoceno je da su sjednice
odrzavane jednom mjese¢no, po potrebi i ¢esce, a velike skupstine,
kako ih nazivaju u zapisnicima, svaka tri mjeseca, iako treba napo-
menuti da je pri odobravanju Pravila ministar Bach Drustvu propisao
jednu glavnu skupstinu na godinu. Drustvo je 1864. godine zamolilo
Namjesnicko vijece dopustenje za promjenu Pravila, sto je ukljucivalo
i odrzavanje velikih” skupstina cetiri puta godi$nje. HOLJEVAC, ZELJ-
KO, 2001., 193-199.

166 HPM Zapisnici sjednica Drustva pod brojem 11937.

i Cuvanje starina, koje se na,...Zivot i historiju naseg
naroda protezu“'®” U pravilima Drustva navode se po-
kretni umjetnicki spomenici na koje treba obratiti po-
zornost,,...Sve plasti¢ke umotvore koje se nalaze u nasoj
domovini, naime na starinske grcke, rimske i slavenske
napise, spomenike, orude, novce, oruzje, posude, kipo-
ve, stupove, slike, pecateitd...”i,...Na proizvode sred-
njega vijeka, po omenu na proizvode umetne lijevane i
rezane, kao Sto se nalaze u starinskih crkva i gradova,
zatim oruZje, barjake, pokucstvo, grbove, razli¢ite ure-
se itd""%® Zatim je izlozena djelatnost Drustva koje se
trebalo baviti istrazivanjem i opisivanjem, nabavom i
¢uvanjem te izdavanjem casopisa. U dijelu pravila o
pravima i duznostima ¢lanova objasnjeni su uvjeti,
duznosti, ¢lanarine.'®

Drustvo je prikupljene zbirke umjetnina namjeravalo
darovati Narodnom muzeju. Ravnatelj Drustva bio je
Kukuljevi¢, a savjetnici (prvi odbornici) bili su: Mijat
Sabljar, Ferdinand Zerjavi¢, Mirko Bogovi¢, Petar Pre-
radovi¢, Vjekoslav Babuki¢ (blagajnik), Nikola Vaka-
novic i tajnik Andrija Torkvat Brli¢. Na drugoj velikoj
skupstini Drustva u lipnju 1851. odluc¢eno je da se
broj savjetnika ravnateljstva povisi sa Sest na osam,
te su jednoglasno izabrani Dimitrija Demeter i Antun
Mazuranic."”® Prema prvom popisu iz 1851. Drustvo
je brojilo 225 ¢lanova tzv.,poslujucih i pomagajucih’,
pocasnih ¢lanova bilo je 26 (medu njima ¢lan C. kr.
akademije znanosti u Dalmaciji Francesco Carrara, C.
kr. savjetnik i arhivar C. kr. dvora i kuce austrianske u

167 N.N. 1851, 237.

168 Ibid.

169 Tko je Zelio postati ¢lanom, trebao je dati pisanu izjavu ravnatelj-
stvu obvezujuci se na daljnje obavljanje svoje duznosti. U slucaju da je
netko Zelio napustiti Drustvo bila je potrebna pismena izjava. Godisnja
¢lanarina (prinesak) za ¢lanove iznosila je 2 srebrne forinte, a prilikom
upisa svaki je ¢lan placao 1 srebrnu forintu. Nadalje, svaki ¢lan bio je
duzan na pitanje ravnateljstva odgovarati u pisanom obliku. Clanovi su
prema pravilima, osim placanja ¢lanarine, bili duzni pisati ¢lanke. Oso-
be koje su bile,znamenitih zasluga” mogle su biti izabrane za pocasne
¢lanove. Svaki ¢lan imao je pravo dolaska, drzanja govora i glasovanja
na glavnoj skupstini; prijedlozi skupstini dostavljani su ravnateljstvu
u pisanom obliku osam dana prije skupstine. Ravnateljstvo se sasto-
jalo od nacelnika i Sest savjetnika, od kojih je jedan bio blagajnik. Za
donosenje odluka na sjednici su trebala biti prisutna najmanje Cetiri
savjetnika. Ravnateljstvo je odgovaralo za sve svoje radnje skupstini.
Sjediste Drustva bilo je u Zagrebu. N. N. 1851., 237-240.

170 HPM, Zapisnici Drustva za povéstnicu i starine pod brojem 11937.
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mation did not slow down the activities of the Society:
they worked on a series of activities related to the study
of history and monuments, as well as the collection of
art and archival objects. By collecting various sources
relevant to Croatian history, the Society tried to create
the basis for writing a complete historical review that
would confirm the existence of Croatia.'®®

The Society regularly met at sessions and large assem-
blies. By 1864, 85 sessions and ten “large” assemblies
were held."® It was not until 1866 that the number of
regular sessions was reduced.'®” Since the formation of
the Society in 1851, the Archive for the Yugoslav Histo-
ry was published with reports on activities related to
recording monuments, expert journeys, tasks and rec-
ommendations.

The first book of the Archive contained the following
chapters: Political History, Mythology and Church, Liter-
ature and Art, and Appendix. The Appendix to the first
edition of the Archive consists of: Rules of the Society for
Yugoslav History and Antiquities, Questions for all Friends
of Domestic Antiquities and Yugoslav History and List of
the Honourable Members of the Society. The Archive re-
tained this concept more or less until 1875 when the
twelfth and last volume was published with a special
chapter in which the contents of all twelve volumes
were repeated.

The above mentioned Rules of the Society for Yugo-
slav History and Antiquities defined the purpose and
mode of operation, listed the rights and duties of the
members and sponsors, named the Directorate, list-
ed subsidiaries and defined the general program. The
purpose and function of the Society was to research,

165 STRECHA, ZELJKO, 2005, 105-106.

166 By inspecting the minutes of the Society’s meetings, it was not-
ed that the sessions were held once a month, more frequently if nec-
essary, and large assemblies, as they are called in the minutes, every
three months, although it should be noted that when approving the
Rules, Minister Bach prescribed one general assembly per year for the
Society. In 1864, the Society asked the Legislative Council for permis-
sion to change the Rules, which included holding “large” assemblies
four times a year. HOLJEVAC, ZELJKO, 2001, 193-199.

167 HPM Minutes of the Society for History and Antiquities (DruzZtvo
za poveéstnicu i starine) meeting number 11937.
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find, collect and preserve antiquities, which “.. extend
to the life and history of our people”'®® The rules of the
Society mention movable art monuments to which
special attention should be paid,“..All plastic mouldings
that are found in our homeland, especially ancient Greek,
Roman and Slavic inscriptions, monuments, tools, coins,
weapons, ceramics, statues, pillars, paintings, seals, etc ..
and "..On products from the Middle Ages, especially cast
and cut items, such as those found in old churches and
cities, also arms, banners, furniture, coats of arms, various
ornaments, etc'® Next, the function of the Society to
investigate and describe, procure and issue magazines,
was presented. The terms, duties and membership
were explained in the section of the rules on the rights
and duties of members.'”

The Society intended to donate the collected art col-
lections to the National Museum. Kukuljevi¢ was the
head of the Society, and the advisors (first members)
were Mijat Sabljar, Ferdinand Zerjavi¢, Mirko Bogovic,
Petar Preradovi¢, Vjekoslav Babuki¢ (treasurer), Nikola
Vakanovi¢ and secretary Andrija Torkvat Brli¢. In June
1851, at the second general assembly of the Society,
it was decided that the number of advisors to the di-
rector should be increased from six to eight, and Dimi-
trije Demeter and Antun Mazurani¢ were unanimously
elected."”" According to the first census list from 1851,
the Society had 225 so-called “working and helping”

168 N.N. 1851, 237

169 ibid

170 Whoever wanted to become a member, needed to give a written
statement to the Directorate committing themselves to performing
their duties. In case someone wanted to leave the Society, a writ-
ten statement was needed. The annual membership fee (prinesak)
for members was two silver forints, and every member paid one silver
forint when registering. Furthermore, each member was required to
reply to the board’s question in writing. According to the rules, apart
from paying membership fees, members were obliged to write arti-
cles. People who were “worthy of merit” could be chosen as honor-
ary members. At the general assembly, each member had the right to
come, speak and vote; proposals to the Assembly were submitted to
the Directorate in writing, eight days before the Assembly. The Direc-
torate consisted of a chairman and six advisors, one of whom was a
treasurer. At least four advisers needed to be present at the meetings
to make decisions. The Directorate was responsible for all its activi-
ties in the assembly. The headquarters of the Society was in Zagreb.
N.N. 1851, 237-240.

171 HPM Minutes of the Society for Yugoslav History and Antiquities
meeting number 11937.
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Becu Josef Chmel, kustos ¢eskog Narodnog muzeja
u Pragu Vaclav Hanka i drugi).””" Ve¢ 1852. Drustvo je
brojilo 400 ¢lanova. Brojnost Drustva povezana je s
politickom situacijom, s obzirom na to da je uvode-
njem neoapsolutizma politicki Zivot gotovo zamro pa
su dotadasnji politi¢ari svoje djelovanje nastojali na-
staviti u radu Drustva.'”? Na terenu je Drustvo djelovalo
putem povjerenika. Jedna od prvih znacajnijih akcija bila
je prikupljanje grade za Narodni muzej i upoznavanje s
povijes¢u i starinama.'”® U tu je svrhu Drustvo uputilo
svojim ¢lanovima 26 pitanja za prikupljanje grade: Pita-
nja na sve priatelje domacih starinah i jugoslavenske po-
vestnice."* Od dvadeset i Sest pitanja Sest ih se odnosi
na povijest, evidenciju, o¢uvanje i prikupljanje pokretnih
umjetnickih predmeta.””

Odgovori na pitanja Drustva kao i izvjestaji ¢lanova
objavljivani su kontinuirano u Arkivu.

Na tre¢oj velikoj skupstini odrzanoj 2. veljace 1852,
Kukuljevi¢ je kao nacelnik Drustva u svom izlaganju

171 N.N. 1852.

172 Car Franjo Josip po dolasku na vlast raspusta austrijski parlament
i donosi Oktroirani ustav 4. ozujka 1849., u kojem se istice jednakost
svih drzavljana Monarhije pred zakonom, ravnopravnost i prava slo-
boda” svih nacija Carevine, te Cuvanje i jacanje narodnosti i narodnog
jezika. Prema Oktroiranom ustavu jedinstvena austrijska carevina sa-
stojala bi se od krunovina” koje bi imale usku autonomiju s poseb-
nim zakonodavnim tijelima. Posebnim propisom Kraljevini Hrvatskoj
i Slavoniji dana je nezavisnost od Ugarske iz 1850. na temelju Oktroi-
ranog ustava iz 1849, a predviden je i dogovor zastupnika dalmatin-
skog i hrvatsko-slavonskog sabora o uvjetima ujedinjenja uz carevu
potvrdu. No, proglasenjem Oktroiranog ustava ponistena je autono-
mija Banskog vijec¢a kao samostalne vlade, a Hrvatska i Slavonija pod-
vrgnute su jednoobraznoj upravi koja je vrijedila za cijelu Monarhiju.
Silvestarskim patentom posljednjeg dana 1851. povucen je Oktroirani
ustav i uveden izravni apsolutizam, u kojem car donosi patente, a izvr-
savaju ih zemaljske vlade koje postaju carska i kraljevska namjesnistva.
GROSS, MIRJANA, 1985, 62-71.

173 SIDAK, JAROSLAV, 1974, 10.

174 N.N. 1851., 241-243. U Prvoj knjizi Arhiva navedeno je 26 pitanja,
dok su u Sedmoj knjizi Arhiva iz 1863. godine pitanja nadopunjena
na konac¢nih 30. Gore citirana pitanja su iz 1851. godine. Godine 1863.
pitanja su nadopunjena od broja 17. Ve¢ pod brojem 18. uvrsteno je
novo pitanje koje se odnosi na pokretne spomenike: ,Kakove se nala-
ze u vasoj zupi ili u glavnoj i podrucnoj crkvi umjetni predmet? Ima li tu
kamenitah ili drvenih liepih kipotvorah? Ima li boljih slikah i slikanih na
drvu, mjedu, platnu ili stieni itd., od kojih se znade ime sacinitelja? Ima i
krasno i umjetno izdjelanih crkvenih ikonostasah, posudah i odjece, kr-
stovah, Stapovah, krstionicah, propovedaonicah, klupih sa drvorezi itd.?
Znade li se ime onoga, koj ih je nacinio ili poklonio, i u koje vrieme?“N. N.
1863, 348-351.

175 Prijepis pitanja nalazi se u Dodatku str. 387.

napomenuo da se drustvo razvijalo i po svojem radu i
znacaju postalo prepoznatljivo u europskim pokrajina-
ma, te da su ravnateljstvu neprestano pristizali svakoja-
ki upiti vezani uz rad, a Drustvo se povezalo sa srodnim
drustvima u Europi.,.... Te tako doterasmo do toga, da vec
sada u carstvu austrianskome nema nijednog s nasom svr-
hom srodnog druztva, s kojim se dopisivali nebi, a malo ih
ima i po ostalih drzavah europejskih, osim jedne englezke,
s kojim nebi stajali u savezu dusevnom.'’®

U svrhu prikupljanja umjetnina za Narodni muzej na te-
renska putovanja odlazili su predsjednik Drustva Kukulje-
vi¢ i odbornik ravnateljskog odbora, tajnik i blagajnik
Mijat Sabljar. Pri povratku su izvjesc¢a podnosili Drustvu,
drZavnim tijelima (Carskom i kraljevskom Namjesnistvu
u Zagrebu i Zupanijskim predstojnistvima) i Sredisnjem
povjerenstvu za proucavanje i odrzavanje graditeljskih
spomenika u Bec¢u."””

Kukuljevi¢ je putovao po Kranjskoj, Stajerskoj, Veneci-
ji, Istri i otoku Krku. Putujudi po Istri upoznao je Pietra
Kandlera koji je Drustvu posudio veliku zbirku pisanih
povelja te je postao pocasni ¢lan.'”® Nakon putovanja po
Veneciji, Be¢u i Ljubljani Kukuljevi¢ je podnio izvjes¢e. Na
putovanje po Dalmaciji Kukuljevic je otisao godine 1854.
zahvaljujuci podrsci biskupa Strossmayera.'” Kukuljevi-
¢evom terenskom radu po Dalmaciji prethodio je istra-
Zivacki rad u arhivima i proucavanje tada dostupne li-
terature, kao i korespondencija s tadasnjim istaknutim

176 Skupstina je odrzana u dvorani Narodnog doma, a pozdravni go-
vor odrzao je ban Josip Jelaci¢ Buzimski.

177 U zapisniku s pete velike skupstine Drustva tajnik drustva Mirko
Bogovi¢ podnio je izvjestaj o radu u kojem napominje da se sa Sredis-
njim povjerenstvom za proucavanje i odrzavanje graditeljskih spomenika
U Be¢u uspostavila suradnja te da je Kukuljevi¢ imenovan ,cuvarom
starinah za Hrvatsku” N. N, 1857, 396. Kukuljevi¢ je imenovan rjese-
njem Centralne komisije br. 43 od 19. veljace 1855, te je stoga izvje-
$taj o svom konzervatorskom radu podnosio i SrediSnjem povjeren-
stvu u Becu. Draginja Jurman-Karaman konstatirala je da se Kukuljevi¢
redovno obracao tijelima drzavne uprave u vezi zastite i popravaka
spomenika, a manje vlasnicima i posjednicima, zapocevsi time insti-
tucionalni razvoj organizacije zastite spomenika. JURMAN-KARAMAN,
DRAGINJA, 1953.-1954,, 149.

178 HPM Zapisnici sjednica Drustva pod brojem 11937.
179,,...Novce koje od mene dobiste, upotrebite kako najbolje znate. Sve
Sto Snjimi uradite, odobravam unapried, jerbo sam uvjeren, da Vam stvar
dobra takodjer na serdcu lezi kao i meni.. SMICIKLAS, TADIJA, 1892, 154.
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members, 26 honorary members (among them was
a member of the Imperial Royal Academy of Sciences
in Dalmatia, Francesco Carrara; Imperial Royal Advisor
and Archivist of the Imperial Royal Court and Austrian
House in Vienna, Josef Chmel: and curator of the Czech
National Museum in Prague, Vaclav Hanka, etc.)."”? By
1852, the Society already had 400 members. The large
number of members of the Society is linked to the po-
litical situation, since the introduction of neo-absolut-
ism had nearly paralyzed political life, so former politi-
cians sought to continue their work as part of the Soci-
ety.” In the field, the Society operated through com-
missioners. One of the first significant operations was
to collect the material for the National Museum and to
get acquainted with history and antiquities."”* For this
purpose, the Society sent its members 26 questions for
the collection of material: “Questions for all friends of lo-
cal antiquities and South Slavic history."” From those 26
Questions, six of them referred to the history, recording,

172 N.N. 1852.

173 When Emperor Franz Joseph came to power, he dissolved the
Austrian parliament and adopted the March Constitution on October
4, 1849, which emphasized the equality of all citizens of the Monar-
chy before the law, equality and the “real freedom” of all nations of the
Empire, and the preservation and strengthening of nationality and
national language. According to the March Constitution, the unique
Austrian empire would consist of "kingdoms”that would have a limited
autonomy with special legislative bodies. A special statute from 1850,
based on the March Constitution from 1849, granted the Kingdom
of Croatia-Slavonia independence from Hungary, and an agreement
between the representatives of the parliaments of Dalmatia and Cro-
atia-Slavonia was expected on the conditions of unification with the
Emperor’s approval. But, the proclamation of the March Constitution
abolished the autonomy of the Council of Ban (Bansko vijece) as an
autonomous government, and Croatia and Slavonia were subjected
to a uniform administration that applied to the entire Monarchy. The
New Year’s Eve Patent on the last day in 1851 revoked the March Con-
stitution and absolutism was introduced, in which the Emperor issued
patents executed by land governments which became imperial and
royal authorities. GROSS, MIRJANA, 1985, 62-71.

174 SIDAK, JAROSLAV, 1974, 10.

175N.N. 1851, 241-243. In the First volume of the Archive, 26 questions
were listed, and in the Seventh volume from 1863, additional questions
were added to make the final 30.In 1863, the questions were supple-
mented from number 17. A new question concerning movable mon-
uments was added under number 18:"What artwork can be found in
your parish or in the main and regional church? Are there beautiful stone
or wooden sculptures? Are there good quality paintings and paintings on
wood, brass, canvas or stone, etc. for which you know who the author is?
Are there any beautiful and artistically crafted ecclesiastical icons, sacred
vessels and vestments, crosses, croziers, baptisteries, pulpits, benches with
woodcarvings, etc? Do you know the name of the person who made or
gifted them, and when?"N. N. 1863, 348-351.
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protection and collection of movable art objects.'”®

Answers to the Society’s questions, as well as member
reports, were continuously published in the Archive. At
the Third General Assembly held on February 2, 1852,
Kukuljevi¢, as head of the Society, noted in his pres-
entation that the Society was developing and because
of its work and significance, had become recognizable
in European provinces, that various inquiries concern-
ing the work of the Society were constantly received
by the Directorate, and it was connected with similar
societies across Europe. “..5o, we came to this, that even
now in the Austrian kingdom, there is no one society with
a purpose similar to ours with which we would not cor-
respond, and there are few in other European countries,
except for one in England, with which we would not form
an alliance!"”

To collect artwork for the National Museum, Kukulje-
vi¢, the head of the Society, and Mijat Sabljar, an alder-
man on the board of directors, as well as secretary and
treasurer, travelled extensively. When they returned,
they submitted their reports to the Society, state au-
thorities (the Imperial Royal Governorship in Zagreb
and county prefectures) and the Imperial Royal Central
Commission for the Study and Preservation of Historic
Buildings in Vienna.'”®

Kukuljevi¢ travelled through Carniola, Styria, Venice, Is-
tria and the island of Krk. Traveling through lIstria, he
met Pieter Kandler, who lent a large collection of writ-

176 A transcript of the questionnaire is provided in the p.388,
Appendix.

177 The Assembly was held in the hall of Narodni dom, and Ban Josip
Jelaci¢ Buzimski gave the introduction speech.

178 Minutes from the fifth great assembly of the Society, secretary of
the Society, Mirko Bogovi¢, submitted a report on the work in which
he notes that they established cooperation with the Central Com-
mission for the Study and Maintenance of Monuments in Vienna, and
that Kukuljevi¢ was appointed “guardian of antiquities for Croatia” N.
N., 1857, 396. Kukuljevi¢ was appointed by the Central Commission
Decision no. 43 on February 19, 1855, and therefore submitted a re-
port on his conservation work to the Central Commission in Vienna.
JURMAN-KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953-1954, 149. stated that Kukul-
jevi¢ regularly addressed state administration bodies regarding the
protection and repair of monuments, and to a lesser extent, owners
and landlords, thus commencing the institutional development of
the organization for the protection of monuments.
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pojedincima. Neki od njih bili su Francesco Carrara, Carlo
Lanza, Salghetti Drioli i drugi.'®

U njegovom terenskom obilasku Dalmacije srednjovje-
kovna umjetnost, tada smatrana ishodistem povijesnog
identiteta svake nacije, dobiva prednost nad anti¢kom
umjetnoscu. Kukuljevi¢evo prikupljanje i prouc¢avanje
izvora te otkrivanje i upoznavanje spomenika po Dal-
maciji bilo je, medu ostalim, vezano uz potvrdu njiho-
ve pripadnosti hrvatskom nacionalnom identitetu.'®" U
svim gradovima upoznaje se i povezuje s istaknutim po-
jedincima duhovne i svjetovne inteligencije, s kojima ¢e
tijekom godina voditi bogatu korespondenciju. Velik broj
knjiga i ¢asopisa na hrvatskom jeziku Kukuljevi¢ salje u
Dalmaciju, i to ne samo u gradove, vec¢ i u sela, s tim da
je razmjena knjiga, prijepisa rukopisa i dokumenata bila
obostrana. Ne treba zanemariti ni vrijeme njegova obi-
laska koje se poklapa s razdobljem pripremne faze na-
rodnog preporoda u Dalmaciji. Nedvojbeno je Kukulje-
vi¢ svojim rasvjetljavanjem politicke i kulturne povijesti
potaknuo i pobudio hrvatsku nacionalnu svijest u Dal-
maciji, barem medu onima s kojima je korespondirao.'®?
Kukuljevi¢ u izvjestajima s putovanja opisuje crkve te
gdje se i $to u njima nalazi, koji su dokumenti prikuplje-
ni, popisuje crkvene ili svjetovne predmete s kratkim
opisom materijala i to¢nim natpisima (sl. 4).

Na drugo studijsko putovanje odlazi 1856. godine, a za-
pocinje ga u Zadru. U Zadru uz spomenike vezane za
hrvatsku povijest naglasava vrijednost i znacaj zlatarskih
radova. Osobitu paznju poklanja krinji sv. Simuna. Bi-
ljiezenje spomenika, obicaja, narodnih nosnji nastavlja
u Sibeniku, Trogiru, Omisu, Splitu, Hvaru, Dubrovniku i
Boki kotorskoj.' Nakon Dalmacije svoje putovanje na-
stavlja u Italiji.

U svrhu prikupljanja grade Mijat Sabljar svoje prvo,sluz-
beno” putovanje po Vojnoj krajini, Hrvatskom primorju i
dijelu Dalmacije obavlja od 15. lipnja do 11. studenoga

180 Vise o korespodenciji: MACAN, TRPIMIR, 1974/75.,77.

181 Kako navodi Mance, Kukuljevi¢ odlazi u Dalmaciju s jasnim ciljem
njezina preimenovanja u povijesni zavicaj hrvatskog naroda. MANCE,
IVANA, 2015., 238.

182 MACAN, TRPIMIR, 1974.-1975., 77

183 SENOA, ZDENKO, 1967., 228-233.

1852.'8 Po povratku s putovanja podnio je izvjestaj Drus-
tvu, u kojem je nabrojio darovatelje za Narodni muzej
prema vrsti grade, a potom predmete koje je kupio za
muzej.'® Svoje drugo putovanje, od 27. rujna 1853. do
9. svibnja 1854, zapoceo je u Zadru i okolici te nastavio
na podrucju Crne Gore, odakle se vratio obalom i zavrsio
u Senju.'® Uz osnovne podatke o predmetu (dimenzija,
smjestaj, materijal/tehnika, opis, signatura/zig), Sabljar
biljeZi i stanje predmeta te navodi uzrok propadanja (sl.
5). Ponukan manjkom brige ilosim stanjem spomenika,
vrativii se s putovanja po Dalmaciji 1853./54. pise seriju
¢lanaka koji izlaze u Danici llirskoj.,Mane koje smetaju ra-
zvitku knjizevnosti, i sacuvanju umietnostnih i starinarskih
predmetah'®” Uz nabrajanje problema kao $to su razlici-
ta mehanicka ostecenja, smjestaj u vlaznim prostorijama,
prekrajanje slika, Sabljar je biljeZio opaske u svrhu bolje
brige za spomenike.'®® U biljezenju predmeta imao je
istancan osjecaj za vrijednost pojedinog djela, zapisujuci
osnovne podatke osobito vrijedne za ocuvanje crkvenog
inventara koji su korisni i danas. Zapravo se Sabljarev rad,
odnosno njegov nacin evidentiranja grade i pogleda na
cjelokupnu problematiku ¢uvanja umjetnina ne razlikuje
bitno od danasnje prakse.

Kukuljevi¢ je godine 1860. postao Veliki zupan zagre-
backi, $to je mozda bio jedan od razloga da se sjedni-
ce Drustva nisu odrzavale skoro dvije godine, pa je tek
1862. odrzana 9. glavna skupstina. Glavne teme bile su
dvogodisnje izvjesce o djelovanju Drustva, odnos prema
Jugoslavenskoj akademiji znanosti i umjetnosti i izbori:

....Glavna zadac¢a danasnje skupstine bit ¢e osim saslusa-
nja dvogodisnjega izviesc¢a druztvenoga djelovanja pregle-
danja racunah, te doticnih izborah, takodjer opredjeljenje
buducega odnosaja ovog druztva naprema jugoslaven-
skoj akademiji naukah koja ¢e ako bog da za veoma kratko
vrieme konacno u Zivot stupiti. O tom vaznom predmetu
molit ¢u skupljenu gospodu da kasnije svoje mnenje izjave,

184 SABLJAR, MIJAT, 1854., 46.

185 SABLJAR, MIJAT, 1854, 339-342.

186 MIRNIK, IVAN, 1981., 211.

187 JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2010, 15.
188 SABLJAR, MIJAT, 1863, 49.
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ten charters to the Society, and became an honorary
member."”? After traveling to Venice, Vienna and Ljublja-
na, Kukuljevi¢ submitted a report. In 1854, thanks to the
support of Bishop Strossmayer, Kukuljevi¢ left for Dal-
matia.'®® Before Kukuljevi¢ travelled to Dalmatia, he did
extensive research in archives, studied references avail-
able at the time, and corresponded with distinguished
individuals. Some of them were Francesco Carrara, Carlo
Lanza, Salghetti Drioli and others.'®’

During Kukuljevic's tour of Dalmatia, medieval art, con-
sidered as the starting point for the historical identity
of every nation at the time, gained advantage over art
from the classical period. Kukuljevi¢’s collection and
study of sources, as well as the discovery and recog-
nition of monuments in Dalmatia were, among other
things, connected with confirming their affiliation to
the Croatian national identity.'”® In every city, he met
and connected with prominent individuals, with whom
he corresponded over the years. Kukuljevi¢ sent a large
number of books and journals written in the Croatian
language to Dalmatia, not only to cities, but also villag-
es. The exchange of books, transcripts of manuscripts
and documents was reciprocal. The fact that his visits
coincided with the preparatory phase of the National
Revival in Dalmatia should not be ignored. Kukuljevi¢
undoubtedly encouraged and promoted Croatian na-
tional awareness in Dalmatia, at least among those with
whom he corresponded.'®

In his travel reports, Kukuljevi¢ described churches, what
could be found in them and where, and which docu-
ments were collected; he also listed religious or secular
objects with a brief description of the material and the
correct inscriptions (Fig. 4).

He started his second tour in 1856 in Zadar. There,

179 HPM Minutes of the Society meeting number 11937.

180 "“..The money you get from me, use as best you can. Everything you
do with it, | approve in advance, because I'm confident that your heart is
as good as is mine.." SMICIKLAS, TADIJA, 1892, 154.

181 More on the correspondence: MACAN, TRPIMIR, 1974/75, 77.
182 According to Mance, Kukuljevi¢ went to Dalmatia with the clear
purpose of renaming it as the historical homeland of the Croatian peo-
ple. MANCE, IVANA, 2015, 238.

183 MACAN, TRPIMIR, 1974/75, 77.
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along with monuments related to Croatian history, he
emphasized the value and importance of the work of
goldsmiths. He paid particular attention to the chest of
St. Simeon. He continued recording monuments, cus-
toms, folk costumes in Sibenik, Trogir, Omis, Split, Hvar,
Dubrovnik and Boka Kotorska.'®* After Dalmatia, he con-
tinued his journey in Italy.

For the purpose of collecting material, Mijat Sabljar
went on his first “official trip” through the Military Fron-
tier, the Croatian Littoral and part of Dalmatia from June
15 to November 11, 1852.' On his return, he submitted
a report to the Society, listing the donors to the Nation-
al Museum based on the type of material and objects
he purchased for the museum.' His second trip, from
September 27, 1853 to May 9, 1854, began in Zadar and
its surroundings and continued in Montenegro. He re-
turned, travelling along the coast, and ended his trip in
Senj.'®” Along with basic data about the objects (dimen-
sions, location, material/technique, description, signa-
ture/stamp), Sabljar recorded the condition of the ob-
jects and indicated the cause of decay (Fig. 5). Prompted
by the lack of care for monuments and their poor condi-
tion, when he returned to Dalmatia in 1853/54, he wrote
a series of articles published in the journal Danica llirska:
"Shortcomings that prevent the development of literature,
and the preservation of artistic and antiquarian objects!®
Along with listing the problems, such as a variety of
mechanical damages, storage in damp rooms, and al-
tered dimensions of the paintings, Sabljar made remarks
about how to take better care of monuments.'® When
recording items, he had a remarkable sense in terms of
recognizing the value of a particular piece and record-
ing the basic data, which is especially valuable for the
preservation of ecclesiastical inventory and still useful
today. In fact, Sabljar's work, his way of documenting
objects and looking at the whole issue of art conserva-
tion do not differ significantly from today’s practices.

184 SENOA, ZDENKO, 1967, 228-233.

185 SABLJAR, MIJAT, 1854, 46.

186 SABLJAR, MIJAT, 1854, 339-342.

187 MIRNIK, IVAN, 1981, 211.

188 JURANOVIC TONEJC, MARTINA, 2010, 15.
189 SABLIJAR, MIJAT, 1863, 49.
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4 Crtez s terenskog obilaska (crtez: Ivan Kukuljevic¢
Sakcinski, MKM-SDKB-GZ)

Drawing from a field trip (drawing: lvan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski,
MKM-SDKB-GZ)

da ga moZe za tim upravljajuci odbor re¢enoj akademiji

priob(iti.. 1%

Kukuljevi¢ je bio misljenja da je Sirenje interesa za po-
vijest, Cuvanje i obnavljanje spomenika, klju¢no za ra-
zumijevanje:,...samo po historiji znanosti i umjetnostih
sudi se izobraZenje i prosvjeta svakoga naroda”'* U skla-
du s takvim poimanjem, na sedmoj je sjednici Drustva
godine 1874. upozorio da povijesni spomenici i starine
propadaju te se na nekim mjestima barbarski postupa
prema hrvatskoj proslosti.”' Zakljuceno je da ¢e Drustvo
Kraljevskoj zemaljskoj viadi u Zagrebu, krajiskom zapo-
vjednistvu u Zagrebu i namjesnistvu u Zadru podnijeti
Naputak o tome kako se trebaju istraZivati, sakupljati i cu-
vati starine u Hrvatskoj, Dalmaciji i Slavoniji. Naputku je
dodana i Promemorija o starinama u Hrvatskoj.'”?

U spomenutom Naputku dane su upute za odredivanje
povijesne ili umjetnicke vrijednosti nepokretnih spo-
menika, dok je u prilogu razaslana Promemorija o stari-
nama u Hrvatskoj, Dalmaciji i Slavoniji na osnovi koje su

189 HPM Zapisnik sjednica Drustva pod brojem 30005.
190 SMICIKLAS, TADIJA, 1892., 154.

191 HPM Zapisnik sjednica Drustva pod brojem 30005.
192 N.N. 1875, 160-165.
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5 Preslika putne biljeznice, 1853./54. (crtez: Mijat Sabljar,
biljeznica br. 7, MKM-SDKB-MS)

Copy of travel notebook, 1853-1854 (drawing: Mijat Sabljar,
Notebook No. 7, MKM-SDKB-MS)

se kotarske oblasti trebale upoznati o raznim vrstama
starina, odnosno pokretnih spomenika koji se nalaze u
Hrvatskoj, Dalmaciji i Slavoniji, a na osnovi kojih su iz-
vjeStavali o stanju tih starina.

U dokumentu Promemorija kako se imaju istraZivati, sa-
kupljati i cuvati starine u Hrvatskoj, Dalmaciji i Slavoniji uz
dodatna objasdnjenja nabrojene su vrste spomenika od
1 do 10: grobovi, gradine i gradovi, mostovi, vodovodi i
zdenci, crkve, zvona, slike, kipovi, oruzje i posude te meda-
lje i stari pecati. Uz svaku vrstu dana je uputa o vaznosti
domacih umjetnika i tema iz hrvatske povijesti. Posebno
je kod kipova i slika istaknuto da su vrijedni samo ako su
od domaceg umjetnika. Pokretni umjetnicki predmeti
spomenuti su uz crkve (,bizantskog, romanskog i gotickog
sloga”), u kojima se pri pregledu trebala obratiti pozor-
nost na slike na drvu, platnu ili bakru, oltare i zidne slike
te na drvene crkve i kapele. Dane su upute i na 5to se
treba obratiti pozornost pri pregledu zvona:
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In 1860, Kukuljevi¢ became the prefect of the Zagreb Dis-
trict, which may have been one of the reasons why the
sessions of the Society were not held for almost two years,
and the 9th General Assembly was not held until 1862.
The main topics were the two-year report on the activi-
ties of the Society, the relationship towards the Yugoslav
Academy of Science and Art and the elections:

"..The main task of today’s assembly will be, besides the
hearing of the two-year report on the social activities, to
review the finances and the current elections, as well as to
determine the future position of this society to the Yugoslav
Academy of Science which, God willing, will be established
soon. | will ask the assembled gentlemen to give their opin-
fons on this important subject, so the board can later inform
the academy..”’®

Kukuljevi¢ believed that raising the public’s awareness
about the history, preservation and restoration of mon-
uments was crucial to gaining an understanding: .. only
through the history of science and art can one judge the
education and enlightenment of a people!®' According to
such a view, at the seventh session of the Society in 1874,
he warned that historical monuments and antiques were
deteriorating, and that in some places, Croatian history
was treated in a poor manner.'* It was concluded that
the Society would send the Guide on how to investigate,
collect and preserve antiquities in Croatia, Dalmatia and
Slavonia to the Royal Land Government in Zagreb, the
Military Frontier Command in Zagreb and the Provincial
Office in Zadar. The Pro memoria on antiques in Croatia
was added to the Guide.'”

The above-mentioned Guide included instructions for
determining the historical or artistic value of immovable
monuments, and the Pro memoria on antiques in Croa-
tia, Dalmatia and Slavonia was supposed to aid districts
to learn about various types of antiquities, i.e. movable
monuments located in Croatia, Dalmatia and Slavonia,
and used to report on the condition of these antiques.

190 HPM Minutes of the Society meeting number 30005.
191 SMICIKLAS, TADIJA, 1892, 154.

192 HPM Minutes of the Society meeting number 30005.
193 N.N. 1875, 160-165.
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In the document Pro memoria on how to explore, collect
and preserve antiquities in Croatia, Dalmatia and Slavo-
nia, with additional explanations, types of monuments
from 1 to 10 were listed: graves, forts and cities, bridges,
aqueducts and wells, churches, bells, paintings, statues,
weapons and pottery, medals and old seals. For each type,
there was also a guide about the importance of local
artists and themes from Croatian history. Especially with
statues and paintings, it was emphasized that they were
valuable only if they were made by local artists. Mov-
able art objects were mentioned along with church-
es ("Byzantine, Romanesque and Gothic style"), where
special attention should have been paid to paintings
on wood, canvas or copper, altars and wall paintings,
as well as wooden churches and chapels. Instructions
were given and what to look for when inspecting bells:

"..The shape of a bell can often indicate when it was cast, if
there is an inscription that can accurately discern the year
it was cast, who cast it, whether it was a local or a foreign
artist, in the country or abroad, and this is the most impor-
tant circumstance."'*

In addition to the artistic value of objects and churches
to be explored, the Pro memoria also applied to regions
or individual cities, places, customs, costumes, etc.

When the twelfth book of the Archive was published in
1875, Kukuljevi¢ stopped working as an editor, and at
the same time, it was the last issue of the Archive.

Due to financial and organizational difficulties, the So-
ciety for South Slavic History and Antiquities was shut
down. Consequently, on June 13, 1878, it was trans-
formed into the Croatian Archaeological Society, head-
ed by Kukuljevi¢.'®

From 1851 to 1878, the work of the Society for History
was connected with the start of research, knowledge,
preservation, collection and storage of art objects in
the National Museum and other cultural institutions.'®

194 N.N. 1875, 164.
195 GROSS, MIRJANA, 1992, 534.
196 MANCE, IVANA, 2012, 94.
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,...Poobliku zvona mozZe se Cesto saznati kada je lijevano,
ima li kakav natpis po kojem se to¢no moze razaznati godi-
na lijevanja, tko ga je lijevao, da li domaci ili strani umjetnik,
daliuzemljiiliinozemstvu i bas je to najvaznija okolnost."*

Osim na umjetnicke vrijednosti predmeta i crkava koje
je trebalo istraziti, Promemorija se odnosila i na predje-
le ili pojedine gradove, mjesta, obicaje, nosnje i drugo.

S izlaskom dvanaeste knjige Arkiva godine 1875. pre-
stao je rad Kukuljevic¢a kao urednika, a ujedno je to bio
i posljednji broj Arkiva.

Druztvo za povéstnicu i starine prestalo je s djelovanjem
zbog financijskih i organizacijskih poteskoca. Stoga je 13.
lipnja 1878. pretvoreno u Hrvatsko arheolosko drustvo, na
Celu kojega je opet bio Kukuljevi¢.'*

Rad Druztva za povéstnicu od 1851. do 1878. godine
vezan je uz pocetak istrazivanja, upoznavanja, cuvanja,
prikupljanja i pohranu umijetnickih predmeta u Narod-
ni muzej i ostale kulturne institucije.' Zbog uvodenja
apsolutizma te nemogucnosti politickog djelovanja
Drustvo okuplja velik broj intelektualaca koji su do tada
sudjelovali u politickom Zivotu. lako se jos ne moze go-
voriti o organiziranoj sluzbi zastite, odgovori na dobro
osmisljene upitnike koje su slali &lanovii prijatelji Drustva
vazan su izvor informacija o postojanju i stanju pokretnih
umjetnickih predmeta. Pravila Drustva jasno su dala do
znanja koji se spomenici moraju ¢uvati, a Naputak kojim
se objadnjava kako se trebaju istraZivati, sakupljati i cuvati
starine moze se smatrati prethodnicom organizirane, za-
konske zastite kulturne bastine. Mnogi ¢lanovi vezani uz
Drustvo, kao npr. Matija Mesi¢, Franjo Racki, lvan Krstitelj
Tkalci¢, imat ¢e istaknutu ulogu i u sliede¢im godinama
kad zapocinje s radom Citav niz institucija vaznih za na-
predak znanosti, obrazovanja i kulture: Jugoslavenska
akademija znanosti i umjetnosti (1866.), Sveuciliste u Za-
grebu (1874.), Drustvo umjetnosti (1868.) i Klub inZinirah i
arhitektah (1878.).7%

193 N.N. 1875, 164.

194 GROSS, MIRJANA, 1992, 534.

195 MANCE, IVANA, 2012, 94.

196 STRECHA, MARIO, 2005., 110; GALOVIC, KRESIMIR, 2010, 8.

Djelovanje Sredi3njeg povjerenstva u Hrvatskoj
i Slavoniji

Djelovanje Sredisnjeg povjerenstva bilo je relativno kratko,
od 1855.do 1868, a vezano je uz rad Ivana Kukuljevic¢a Sak-
cinskog koji je godine 1855. imenovan pokrajinskim kon-
zervatorom za Hrvatsku i Slavoniju.'” Njegov rad za Sredis-
nje povjerenstvo poklapa se s njegovim radom u Druztvu
za povéstnicu. Kukuljevi¢ se kao pokrajinski konzervator
Sredisnjeg povjerenstva bavio prijedlozima za restauriranje
crkve u Glogovnici, potom zbirkom Dierich, preseljenjem
nadgrobnih plo¢a iz Podgajca u Narodni muzej, zagrebac-
kom katedralom i o¢uvanjem Cetingrada.'”® U Priopcenjima
su izlazili njegovi tekstovi o terenskim obilascima u kojima
je nastojao Citatelje upoznati sa spomenicima u svojoj nad-
leZnosti.!” Promjenom politicke i administrativne uprave
nakon Hrvatsko-ugarske nagodbe Sredisnje je povjeren-
stvo izgubilo nadleZznost nad organizacijom ¢uvanja spo-
menika u Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji2®® Nakon promjene nadlez-
nosti u ugarskom dijelu Monarhije vise nisu biliimenovani
u pocasnu sluZzbu konzervatori, nego dopisnici. Kukuljevi¢
je proglasen dopisnikom 1869. i ostaje do 1893. godine.?”’

Drusdtvo umjetnosti i Isidor Kr3njavi

Drustvo umjetnosti utemeljeno je godine 1868. pod okri-
ljem Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti,
a osnovano je na poticaj Isidora Krinjavija po uzoru na
becko Drustvo umjetnosti.*? Naime, Drustvo je osnova-
no s ciliem promicanja umjetnosti, odnosno upoznava-
nja Sirih drustvenih slojeva s umjetnos¢u, organiziranjem

197 Imenovao ga je becki ministar za trgovinu i obrt i javne zgrade na
prijedlog Sredisnjeg povjerenstva, pod brojem 43/1855. od 19. veljace
1955. JURMAN-KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953.-1954., 149.

198 Svu dokumentaciju koja se ¢uva u Drzavnom arhivu u Zagrebu ve-
zanu uz Kukuljevic¢a i Sredisnje povjerenstvo obradili su: JURMAN-KA-
RAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953-1953,, 147-162; CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 1-525.
199 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 88.

200 JURMAN-KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953.-1954., 149.

201 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010., 190.

202 Drustvo umjetnosti osnovano je u vrijeme sklapanja Hrvat-
sko-ugarske nagodbe 1868. godine. Temeljem Nagodbe drzavna je
zajednica bila ugovorena tako da hrvatski i ugarski drzavni teritorij
imaju zajednicki sabor i zajednicku vladu. Poslove koji Nagodbom nisu
proglaseni zajednickima svaka je drzava vodila samostalno. Drzavna
tijela za podrucje Hrvatske i Slavonije bili su Sabor i Zemaljska vlada.
Poslovi u kojima je Hrvatska zadrzala samoupravu bili su unutarnji
poslovi (osim pitanja drzavljanstva), pravosude, bogostovlje i skol-
stvo. GOLDSTEIN, IVO, 2003., 189-191; MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004., 59.
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Due to the introduction of absolutism and the impos-
sibility of political action, the Society gathered a large
number of intellectuals who had previously partici-
pated in politics. Although we still cannot say that an
organized protection service existed, responses to the
well-designed questionnaires sent by members and
friends of the Society are an important source of infor-
mation on the existence and status of movable arts.
The Society’s Rules made clear which monuments had
to be preserved, and the Guide that explained how to
research, collect and preserve antiquities can be con-
sidered the forerunner of organized, legal protection of
cultural heritage. Many members of the Society, such
as Matija Mesi¢, Franjo Racki and Ivan Krstitelj Tkalcic,
also had a prominent role in the coming years when a
number of institutions important for the advancement
of science, education and culture were founded: the
Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts (1866), the Uni-
versity of Zagreb (1874), the Society of Art (1868) and the
Club of engineers and architects (Klub inZinirah i arhitek-
tah, 1878).1

The work of the Central Commission in Croatia
and Slavonia

The work of the Central Commission was relatively short,
from 1855 to 1868, and it is connected with the work of
Ivan Kukljevi¢ Sakcinski, who was appointed Regional
Conservator for Croatia and Slavonia in 1855."% His work
for the Central Commission coincides with his work for
the Society for History. As a Regional Conservator of the
Central Commission, Kukuljevi¢ dealt with proposals for
the restoration of the church in Glogovnica, then the
Dierich collection, the relocation of tombstones from
Podgajac to the National Museum, the Zagreb Cathedral
and the preservation of Cetingrad.” His articles on field
tours were published in the Announcements, in which

197 STRECHA, MARIO, 2005, 110; GALOVIC, KRESIMIR, 2010, 8.

198 He was appointed by the Viennese Minister of Trade and Crafts
and Public Buildings at the suggestion of the Central Commission,
under number 43/1855 on February 19, 1955. JURMAN-KARAMAN,
DRAGINJA, 1953-1954, 149.

199 All the documentation kept at the State Archives in Zagreb re-
lated to Kukuljevi¢ and the Central Commission was covered by JUR-
MAN KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953-1953, 147-162 and CORIC, FRAN-
KO, 2010, 1-525.
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he tried to familiarize readers with monuments within
his jurisdiction.?® With the changing of the political and
administrative authority after the Croatian-Hungarian
Settlement, the Central Commission lost its authority
to organize monument protection in Croatia and Slavo-
nia. " After the change of jurisdiction in the Hungarian
part of the Monarchy in 1868, conservationists were no
longer appointed to the honorary service, but were ap-
pointed as correspondents. Kukuljevi¢ was appointed a
correspondent in 1869, and he remained in that position
until 189322

The Art Society and Isidor Krdnjavi

The Art Society was founded in 1868 under the aus-
pices of the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts.
It was founded on the initiative of Izidor Krinjavi and
modelled on the Vienna Art Society.”* The Society was
established to promote art, i.e. familiarizing the gener-
al public with art, organizing exhibitions, supporting
artistic crafts and artists.?® The first president of the
Society was conte Ivan Buratti, and the first members
were Josip Ferdinand Devidé, Franjo Racki, M. Hongis-
berg, Janko Jurkovi¢, Ferdinand Quiquerez, Canon
Josip Lehpamer, Antun Lobmayer, Lacko Mrazovi¢, A.
Rendi¢, and Izidor Kr3njavi became secretary?® The

200 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 88.

201 JURMAN-KARAMAN, DRAGINJA, 1953-1954., 149.

202 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 190.

203 The Art Society was founded around the time the Croatian-Hun-
garian Settlement was signed in 1868. On the basis of the Settlement,
the state union was organised so that the Croatian and Hungarian na-
tional territories had a joint parliament and a joint government. As re-
gards the parts that were not joined by the Settlement, each country
governed independently. The government bodies for the territory of
Croatia and Slavonia were the Parliament and the Land Government.
The areas in which Croatia retained self-management were internal
affairs (apart from citizenship issues), justice, religion and education.
GOLDSTEIN, IVO, 2003, 189-191; MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004, 59.

204 Izidor Kr3njavi presented the idea to establish the Art Society at
a meeting with other dignitaries: Ljudevit Vukotinovi¢, Franjo Racki,
August Senoa, Gjuro Dezeli¢, Mato Mrazovi¢, lvan Kukuljevi¢, et. On
that occasion, the rules of the Society were also adopted, which were
confirmed by a decision on April 21, 1870, KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1905, 236.
205 The first meeting that Krnjavi called to establish the Society was
held at the Narodni dom. Other dignitaries were invited, including Gju-
ro Dezeli¢, Franjo Racki, the president of the Academy, Ivan Kukuljevi¢
Sakcinski, Dragutin Albrecht, Aleksandar Brdari¢ and others. The Art
Society Rules were read and adopted at the second meeting on Au-
gust 29. MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004, 59.
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izloZbi, potporom umjetnickog obrta i umjetnika.?®® Prvi
predsjednik Drustva bio je Ivan Buratti, a prvi ¢lanovi: Jo-
sip Ferdinand Devidé, Franjo Racki, M. Hongisberg, Janko
Jurkovi¢, Ferdinand Quiquerez, kanonik Josip Lehpamer,
Antun Lobmayer, Lacko Mrazovi¢, A. Santa, Rendi¢, a posao
tajnika je preuzeo Isidor Kr3njavi?* Drustvo nije odmah po
osnutku zapocelo s radom, nego nakon povratka Krdnjavija
iz Italije u Zagreb 1878. godine ® Jedna od prvih inicijati-
va Drustva bilo je osnivanje Muzeja za umjetnost i obrt sa
Skolom u kojoj bi se razvijao umjetnicki obrt.?% Iste godine
Krénjavi zapocinje s predavanjima povijesti umjetnosti na
Mudroslovnom fakultetu u Zagrebu u svojstvu izvanred-
nog profesora. Svoja predavanja koncipirao je po uzoru na
svog profesora Rudolfa Eitelbergera, povezujudi teoriju s
terenskom praksom u muzejima i galerijama.®®’

U svrhu promicanja te ideje organizirana je izlozba posve-
¢ena upoznavanju obrta. IzloZba je otvorena 15. prosinca
1879. u Vranyczanyjevoj palaci, a izlosci su bili grupirani
u osam tema: ,Graditeljske osnove, nacrti i modeli, Kiparske
umjetnine, Slike i reprodukcije (oleografija, litografija, bakro-
rez, drvorez, fotografija, tiskovina, plasticni uzorci za risanje
i modeliranje), Tekstilna umjetnost (tkanine, veziva, Cipke i
nacrti), Umjetnine od kovine (Zeljezo, bronca, srebro i zlato),
Proizvodi loncarstva (majolika, fajansa, terakota, porculan,
staklo), Proizvodi umjetnog stolarstva, tokarstva i rezbarstva,
te Predmeti hrvatskog domaceg obrta (Hrvatska, Slavonija,
ponesto iz Dalmacije i Bosne).?® Ubrzo nakon izloZbe osno-

203 Isidor Krsnjavi iznio je ideju o osnivanju Drustva umjetnosti na
sastanku na koji su bili pozvani tadasnji uglednici: Ljudevit Vukotino-
vi¢, Franjo Racki, August Senoa, Gjuro DeZeli¢, Mato Mrazovi¢, Ivan
Kukuljevi¢ i drugi. Tom prilikom su usvojena i pravila Drustva koja su
potvrdena rjesenjem od 21. travnja 1870. KRSNJAV, ISIDOR, 1905, 236.
204 Prvi sastanak kojim Krsnjavi poziva na dogovor o osnivanju Drustva
odrzan je u Narodnom domu. Pozvani su tadasnji uglednici medu koji-
ma i Gjuro Dezeli¢, predsjednik Akademije Franjo Racki, Ivan Kukuljevi¢
Sakcinski, Dragutin Albrecht, Aleksandar Brdari¢ i drugi. Pravila Drustva
umjetnosti procitana su i usvojena na drugom sastanku 29. kolovoza.
MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004, 59.

205 1. Krsnjavi od 1872. do 1877. boravi u Italiji i bavi se slikarstvom. U
Zagrebu je imenovan 1. studenog 1877. za sveucilisnog profesora te
dolazi ubrzo nakon imenovanja. Nakon prvog predavanja zapocinje
s inicijativom za pokretanje rada Drudtva. MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004.,
81; KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1905, 227.

206 Muzej za umjetnost i obrt utemeljen je po uzoru na Austrijski mu-
zej za umjetnost i industriju; Kr$njavi ga osniva uz konzultacije s Eitel-
bergerom. JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015., 295.

207 Vise o tome: ALVIZ, JOSIPA; NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015., 154,

208 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 83.

vani su Muzej za umjetnost i obrt (1880.) i Obrtna skola
(1882.) s jasno definiranom svrhom ocuvanja tradicional-
nih vrijednosti narodnog obrta i senzibiliziranja gradan-
skog drustva prema kulturno-povijesnim vrijednostima
i likovnoj kulturi.2®

Drustvo umjetnosti najavilo je godine 1887. da e se baviti
istrazivanjem spomenika i umjetnickog obrta te ih saku-
pljati za Muzej za umjetnost i obrt.?'% Biskup Strossmayer
takoder je podrzao Drustvo i savjetovao svecenstvu da
se oko restauriranja i nabave crkvenih umjetnina obrati
Drustvu.?"

Dokaz povjerenja Drustvu u vezi s brigom za spomenike
daje godine 1880. i zagrebacki nadbiskup Josip Mihalo-
vi¢ koji je preporucio svecenicima da se uc¢lane u Drustvo
umjetnosti jer je ono obecalo pomo¢ pri narudzbama i
izvedbi crkvenih predmeta od umjetnicke vrijednosti'?
Tajnik Drustva i arhivist Ivan Bojnici¢ predlagao je godine
1885. osnivanje crkvenog muzeja i prouc¢avanje crkvene
umjetnosti. Isticao je potrebu uzdrZzavanja, obnavljanja i
Cuvanja crkvenih umjetnickih spomenika u zbirkama.?™?
Krdnjavi je od strane Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i
umjetnosti sudjelovao u prijenosu zbirke umjetnina bisku-
pa Strossmayera iz Bakova u Zagreb 1882, a od 1883. do
1886. godine obnasao je duznost,ravnatelja Akademijinh
sbirka slika i umjetnina"?'*

Na svojim putovanjima Krinjavi je pisao o potrebi obno-
ve spomenika i zastiti umjetnina, umjetnickih obrta kao i
samih crkava, iako je primarni zadatak putovanja bilo sa-
kupljanje umjetnina za obrtni muzej. U Listovima iz Sla-
vonije?”® Krsnjavi biljezi spomenike s podrug¢ja Slavonije,
navodeci stanje crkava u Bakovu, Novoj Gradiski i lloku.
Pri obilasku Bakovacke katedrale biljeZi:

....Biskupska i kanonicka stolica izradjuju se od liepog hrasto-
vog drva u samom Djakovu, dakako po nacrtih Schmidtovih.

209 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 157. O Muzeju za umjetnost i obrt,
osvrt vise u: BACH, IVAN, 1939, 19.

210 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009., 195.

211 VUIIC, ZARKA, 1991.-1992,, 46.

212 DOCKAL, KAMILO, 1944, 7.

213 KOZUL, STJEPAN, 1988, 211-212.

214 Vise u: DULIBIC, LJERKA; PASINI TRZEC, IVA, 2015, 170; Krénjavi je
uredio Strossmayerovu galeriju slika, a na trosak vlade nastavio je ku-
povati umjetnine. N. N. 1927.

215 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882.
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6 Inauguracija biskupa Haulika, 1853. (MKM-SDKB-OGS)
Inauguration of the bishop Haulik, 1853 (MKM-SDKB-OGS)

Society did not become operational immediately after
it was founded, but after KrSnjavi returned to Zagreb
from Italy in 1878.2% One of the first initiatives of the
Society was the establishment of the Museum of Arts
and Crafts with a school in which artistic craftsmanship
would be developed?”” In the same year, Krénjavi be-
gan teaching art history at the Faculty of Philosophy in
Zagreb as an associate professor. He was influenced by
his own professor Rudolf Eitelberger, who linked theo-
ry with field practice in museums and galleries.*®

An exhibition devoted to introducing crafts was or-
ganized in order to promote this idea. The exhibition
was opened on December 15, 1879 in the Vranycza-
ny’s Palace, and the exhibitions were divided into eight
groups: “Building basics, sketches and models, sculptures,
paintings and reproductions (oleography, lithography,

206 From 1872 to 1877, 1. Kr$njavi resided in Italy and painted. Soon af-
ter he was appointed a university professor in Zagreb on November 1,
1877, he returned. After the first lecture, he began the initiative to start
the Society. MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2004, 81; KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1905, 227.
207 The Museum of Arts and Crafts is based on the Austrian Museum
of Art and Industry, Krdnjavi founded it in consultation with Eiterberg.
JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015, 295.

208 More in: ALVIZ, JOSIPA; NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015, 154.
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chalcography, woodcut, photography, prints, plastic sam-
ples for drawing and making models), Textile art (fabrics,
binders, lace and designs), Metal art (iron, bronze, silver
and gold), Pottery (majolica, faience, terracotta, porcelain,
glass), Carpentry, turnery and carving art, and Local Cro-
atian craftsmanship (Croatia, Slavonia, some items from
Dalmatia and Bosnia).*®® Shortly after the exhibition, the
Museum of Arts and Crafts (1880) and the Crafts School
(1882) were founded with a clearly defined purpose for
preserving traditional values of folk craftsmanship and
familiarising the general public with cultural and his-
toric values, and visual culture 21

In 1887, the Art Society announced that it would re-
search monuments and art crafts, and collect them for
the Museum of Arts and Crafts.?'" Bishop Strossmayer
also supported the Society, and advised the clergy to
contact them regarding the restoration and procure-
ment of church art.?'?

Proof of trust in the Society regarding the care of mon-
uments was also given in 1880 by Zagreb Archbishop
Josip Mihalovi¢, who recommended that the priests
join the Art Society because it promised to assist them
in the ordering and the production of church objects
of artistic value.?® In 1885, Ivan Bojnici¢, secretary and
archivist of the Society, proposed the establishment
of a church museum and the study of church art. He
emphasized the need for maintenance, restoration
and preservation of church art monuments in collec-
tions.2" Krsnjavi, representing the Yugoslav Academy
of Sciences and Arts, participated in the transfer of
Bishop Strossmayer’s Art Collection from Bakovo to
Zagreb in 1882, and from 1883 to 1886, performed the
duty of "director of the Academy’s collections of paintings
and artworks"?®

209 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 83.

210 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 157; More on the Museum of Arts and
Crafts in: BACH, IVAN, 1939, 19.

211 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 195.

212 VUJIIC, ZARKA, 1991-1992, 46.

213 DOCKAL, KAMILO, 1944, 7.

214 KOZUL, STJEPAN, 1988, 211-212.

215 More in DULIBIC, LJERKA; PASINI TRZEC, IVA, 2015, 170; Krinjavi
organised Strossmayer’s art gallery and continued to buy artwork at
the expense of the government. N. N 1927.
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7 Zagrebacka katedrala nakon potresa, 1880. (VKM-SDKB-OGS)
Zagreb Cathedral after the earthquake, 1880 (MKM-SDKB-OGS)

Nekoje su klupe vec gotove. Velikim veseliem izricemo vried-
nim stolarom djakovackim nase iskreno priznanje, jos vecim
veseljem biljezimo, da se ve¢ sada mogu opaziti prakticne
posliedice takove gradnje na obrt, koji se najbolje razvija on-
dje, gdje se umjetnost goji. Vrata od hrastova drva takodjer
su u Djakovu nacinjena. . ."*'® Zatim u Novoj Gradiski:,. ..
Razgledah crkvu u Gradistu, kao dosad svagdje, traze¢ nebi
li nasao koju zanimivu starinu, ali je riedko gdje po crkvah u
Krajini starinah.. ."*"” O crkvi u lloku je napisao:,...Ovako
vazan spomenik, kakav je crkva u lloku morao bi se spasiti, pa
primjereno stilu crkve od vjestacke ruke popraviti. U nas nema
komisije za uzdrzavanje i popravijanje starih spomenika, a
morala bi se za ovo zemlja pobrinuti, jer se, sto jos imamo
starih spomenikah, mora cuvati kao jedina bastina iz proslih
vremenah, kao narodno blago..”'®

Na putovanju po Dalmaciji Krinjavi je takoder pregledavao
i zapisivao umjetnine pa je u Dubrovniku zabiljezio svoje
impresije o skulpturi sv. Vlaha:

216 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 38.
217 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 64.
218 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 82.

8 Zagrebacka katedrala nakon restauracije (MKM-SDKB-OGS)
Zagreb Cathedral after restoration (MKM-SDKB-OGS)

LU crkvi sv. Viaha dozivio sam malo razocaranje. Po razprava-
mai iliustracijama drzao sam uviek, da je srebrena statua sv.
Vlaha bar u Zivotnoj velicini, kao srebrena statua sv. Ignatije
Lojolskoga u Rimu. Radovao sam se, da ¢u iz bliza moci ra-
zgledati model grada Dubrovnika iz godine 1350, sto ga taj
svetac u ruci drZi; a kad tamo, to je mala statueta, koja stoji
tako visoko na oltaru, da se od tog modela nijje moglo vidjeti
basnista...">"®

Krdnjavi je imenovan izvanrednim profesorom Sveucili-
Sta u Zagrebu, gdje je na Katedri za povijest umjetnosti
predavao do 1896. godine.??® Svoju teoretsku raspravu
Krinjavi objavljuje u Glavnim nacelima gradjevne ljepo-
te u kojoj raspravlja o estetici i podrijetlu stila?!, pole-
mizirajuci s tada najpoznatijim europskim teoreti¢arom

219 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1900., 46.

220 Krsnjavi je svoje prvo predavanje imao 11. ozujka 1878. pod na-
zivom Znamenovanje poviesti i arkeologije umjetnosti. ALVIZ, JOSIPA;
NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015, 157.

221 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1883, 155-178.
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On his travels, Krsnjavi wrote about the need for the
restoration of monuments and the protection of works
of art, crafts and churches, although his primary task
was to collect art for the craft museum. In the book
Pages from Slavonia®'®, Krdnjavi lists monuments from
Slavonia, citing the state of churches in Pakovo, Nova
Gradiska and llok. While visiting the cathedral in Dako-
vo, he wrote:

“.The bishops and canonical chair are made out of fine
oak wood in Bakovo, of course according to Schmidt’s de-
sign. Some of the benches have already been made. With
great joy, we express our sincere acknowledgment to the
carpenters in Bakovo, and we are even more pleased to
note that we can already see the practical consequences
of this type of construction on crafts, which is best devel-
oped where art matures. The oak wood doors were also
made in Bakovo..””"” In Nova Gradiska he wrote: “./ in-
spected the church in Gradiste, as before, looking for an
interesting antique, but antiques are rare in churches in
Krajina..”'® About the church in llok, he wrote: *.Such
an important monument like the church in llok should be
saved, and based on the style of the church, it should be re-
paired by experts. We do not have a commission to main-
tain and repair old monuments, and the country should
take care of it, because the old monuments that we still
have, need to be protected, as the only heritage from the
past, as national treasures..”*"°

During his trip to Dalmatia, Krénjavi also inspected and
recorded works of art, so in Dubrovnik he wrote about
his impressions on the sculpture of St. Blaise: “In the
Church of St. Blaise, | was a little bit disappointed. Based
on discussions and illustrations, | always thought that the
silver statue of St. Blaise was at least life size like the silver
statue of St. Ignatius of Loyola in Rome. | was looking for-
ward to see up close the model of Dubrovnik from 1350,
held by the saint in his hand; but itis a small statuette that
is so high on the altar that nothing can be seen..”?*°

216 Listovi iz Slavonije, KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882.
217 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 38.
218 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 64.
219 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1882, 82.
220 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1900, 46.
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Krsnjavi was appointed associate professor at the Uni-
versity of Zagreb, where he taught at the Department
of Art History until 1896.22' He published his theoretical
discussion in the Main Principles of Construction Aesthet-
ics in which he discussed the beauty and the origin of
style?”?, arguing with the most famous European art
theoretician, Gottfried Semper. It should be noted that
Krdnjavi accepted stylistic purist principles concerning
the relationship to heritage, and supported the remov-
al of Baroque inventory during the restoration of the
Zagreb cathedral after the earthquake in 1880. Out of a
total of 26 baroque altars, 16 were partly destroyed.??
Some altars were moved to other churches, and most
paintings, sculptures and altars were lost (Fig. 6-8).

Monument protection in Croatia at the turn
of the century

When the Society for Yugoslav History and Antiquities
ceased operations, the Art Society took over monu-
ment protection; however, there were also other initi-
atives related to the protection of movable art heritage
and the establishment of the protection service in con-
tinental Croatia. One of the initiatives was taken after
the earthquake in 1880, when Ljudevit Vukotinovi¢ and
Josip Torbar?** were appointed by the Yugoslav Acad-
emy of Sciences and Arts to an expert committee to
record the effects and consequences of the earthquake.
Based on the location of items and damage, a question-
naire with eight questions was prepared, and the fourth
question concerned damage to buildings. In answering
this question, the respondents often provided informa-
tion about the damage to the inventory and the equip-
ment of castles, churches and the like. The description
of the damage to the church in Remete stated: “.The
entire vault of the church collapsed and smashed the al-
tars, benches and the organ..””” A detailed description

221 Kr$njavi had his first lecture, Crossing History and Archaeology of
Art (Znamenovanje poviesti i arkeologije umjetnosti), on March 11, 1878,
ALVIZ, JOSIPA; NESTIC, JASMINA, 2015, 157.

222 Glavna nacela gradjevne liepote, KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1883, 155-178.
223 DOCKAL, KAMILO, 1940, 11-20; MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 252.
224 Josip Torbar (1824-1900) naturalist, member of the Yugoslav Acad-
emy of Sciences and Arts.

225 TORBAR, JOSIP, 1882, 32.
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umjetnosti Gottfriedom Semperom. Treba napomenuti
da Kr3njavi prihvaca tadasnje stilski puristicke principe
odnosa prema bastini te prilikom restauriranja zagre-
backe katedrale nakon potresa 1880. podrzava uklanja-
nje baroknog inventara. Od ukupno 26 baroknih oltara
16 ih je dijelom unisteno.??? Dio oltara bio je prenesen
u druge crkve, a vecina slika, skulptura i oltarnih pala je
zagubljena (sl. 6-8).

Zastita spomenika u Hrvatskoj na prijelazu
stoljeca

Prestankom djelovanja Druztva za povéstnicu, Drustvo
umjetnosti djelomic¢no je preuzelo brigu oko zastite spo-
menika, no postojale su i druge inicijative vezane uz za-
Stitu pokretne umjetnicke bastine i uspostavu sluzbe
zastite u kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj. Jedna od inicijativa
bila je nakon potresa 1880. godine kada su Ljudevit Vu-
kotinovi¢ i Josip Torbar?? imenovani od JAZU-a u poseb-
no stru¢no povjerenstvo u svrhu zabiljezbe djelovanja i
posljedica potresa. Na osnovi pozicije predmeta i oste-
¢enja izradena je anketa od osam pitanja, a Cetvrto se
pitanje odnosilo na ostec¢enje zgrada. U odgovorima na
to pitanje anketirani su ¢esto davali podatke i o Stetama
na inventaru i opremi dvoraca, crkava i drugom. U opisu
Stete na crkvi u Remetama navodi se: ,...Citav svod cr-
kve srusio se i polupao oltare, klupe i orgulje. .."** Daje se
i detaljan opis Stete u crkvi sv. Katarine u Zagrebu:,...
Do velikog oltara s desna (evangj. strana) bila na sjevernom
zidu pribita slika sv. trojice do dva metra visoka i 1¥2 metra
siroka; ova je iztrgnuta i bacena pred veliki oltar do dva
metra od zida. Dvie relikviie u monstrancijah do 40 cm viso-
kih bacene s vel. oltara predanja zapadnim smjerom. . "?%
Kao rezultat rada povjerenstva godine 1882. objavljena
je knjiga Izvjesc¢e o zagrebackom potresu Josipa Torbara.

Na Saborskoj sjednici odrzanoj 4. srpnja 1884. politicar i
knjizevnik Franjo Arnold?* replicirao je u vezi prijedloga

222 DOCKAL, KAMILO, 1940,, 11-20; MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 252.
223 Josip Torbar (1824. - 1900.), prirodoslovac, ¢lan JAZU-a.

224 TORBAR, JOSIP, 1882, 32.

225 TORBAR, JOSIP, 1882, 4.

226 Franjo Arnold bio je jedan od glavnih suradnika Jubilarne gos-
podarsko-sumarske izlozbe u Zagrebu 1891. godine. ARCABIC, GO-
RAN, 2007., 28.

o dodjeli izvanrednih sredstava za obnovu zagrebacke
katedrale:,U drugim drzavama ne samo da postoje druztva
koja rade oko konserviranja i restauriranja spomenika nego
ima i stalno namjestenih ¢inovnika za konserviranje histo-
rickih spomenika, te je uvrstena stalna svota za restaurira-
nje istih. To je ucinjeno stoga, jer se konserviranje nemoZe
uspjesno unaprijedjivati, ako nije odredjen nacin i potrebna
svota za konserviranje!**’ |z govora moze se uvidjeti upu-
¢enost u praksu zastite spomenika drugih zemalja te da
je postojao vrlo jasan stav o potrebi osnivanja sluzbe za-
Stite kao i financiranja obnove spomenika. U to vrijeme
jedino tijelo kojem su se Zupnici mogli obratiti za po-
mo¢ bio je Odjel za bogostovlje i nastavu kr. Zemaljske
vlade. Odjel je u nadleznosti imao izgradnju, popravke,
adaptaciju i unutrasnje opremanje sakralnih gradevina
i nastavnih zavoda.?®

0Od 1891. do 1896. Kr3njavi je imenovan predstojnikom
Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu kr. Zemaljske viade te je
osiguravao izvanredna sredstva za obnovu crkvenih spo-
menika. Zalagao se da crkve opremaju umjetnici i dobri
majstori, a ne da se poslovi daju nestru¢nim majstorima.
Njegovo djelovanje pretezno je bilo usmjereno na basti-
nu u cjelini, s naglaskom na obrtnicke predmete. Tijekom
rada nije bio usmjeren na zastitu spomenika u smislu
sustavne inventarizacije, nego je svojim zalaganjem za
ocuvanje i razvoj obrta pridonio i zastiti pokretnih umjet-
nickih predmeta. Ipak, u njegovom djelu Pogled na razvoj
hrvatske umjetnosti u moje doba nailazimo na nekoliko
primjera pokusaja zastite pokretnog inventara crkve u
Vrbovcu ili predmeta iz Riznice zagrebacke katedrale.??®

Utjecaj Obrtne skole i Krdnjavija nastavlja se i nakon od-
laska Krdnjavija iz Odjela za bogostovije i nastavu, a ve-
¢ina odgovora na pristigle dopise Zupnika usmjerena
je na zastitu dotrajaloga crkvenog inventara ili pomoc
domacih obrtnika u izradi novih. Jedan je od takvih pri-
mijera zahtjev crkve iz Pozege o dodjeli financijskih sred-
stva za nabavu glavnog i dvaju bo¢nih oltara iz Tirola
(Ulrich-Groden). Zemaljska vlada nije odobrila sredstva
te je preporucila narudzbu kod domacih obrtnika. Tlocrt

227 Kronoloski i alfabeticki nasastari k stenografickim zapisinicima sa-
bora 1881. - 1884, str. 1460.

228 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 192.

229 KRSNJAVI, ISIDOR, 1905.
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of the damage in the church of St. Catherine in Zagreb
was provided: “.Next to the high altar on the right (Evan-
gelist side), on the north wall, there was a nailed painting
of the Holy Trinity 2 m tall and 1,5 m wide; it was ripped
out and thrown in front of the high altar 2 meters from the
wall. Two relics in monstrance up to 40 cm tall were thrown
from the high altar to the west..”?® In 1882, as a result of
the committee’s work, the book Report on the Zagreb
Earthquake by Josip Torbar was published in Zagreb.

At the Parliamentary session held on July 4, 1884, in
connection with the proposal for granting emergency
funding for the reconstruction of the cathedral in Za-
greb, politician and writer Franjo Arnold?” replied: “In
other countries, not only are there societies that work on
the conservation and restoration of monuments, but there
are permanently employed clerks for the conservation of
historical monuments, and a set of funds for their restora-
tion is included. This is done because conservation can only
be successfully improved if the means and necessary funds
are defined*® From this speech, it is clear that he was
informed about the practice of monument protection
in other countries, and that there was a very clear opin-
ion about the need to establish a protection service and
funding for monument restoration. At the time, the only
institution that parishioners could turn to for help was
the Department of Religion and Education of the Roy-
al Land Government. The Department was in charge of
building, repairing, adapting and providing furnishings
for sacral buildings and educational institutions.??

From 1891 to 1896, Krinjavi was appointed head of the
Department of Religion and Education of the Royal Land
Government and provided emergency funds for the re-
construction of church monuments. He advocated the
idea that churches should be furnished by artists and
good craftsmen, and not by unskilled workers. His ac-
tivity was mainly directed at heritage as a whole, with

226 TORBAR, JOSIP, 1882, 4.

227 Franjo Arnold was one of the main associates of the Jubilee Ex-
hibition of Economy and Forestry, in Zagreb in 1891. ARCABIC, GO-
RAN, 2007, 28.

228 ,Kronoloski i alfabeticki nasastari k stenografickim zapisinicima
sabora’, 1881-1884, p 1460.

229 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 192.
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an emphasis on craftsmanship. During his work, he did
not focus on monument protection in terms of system-
atic inventory, but through his advocacy for the preser-
vation and development of crafts, he thereby contrib-
uted to the protection of movable art. Nevertheless, in
his book, Review of the Development of Croatia Art in my
Time, there are several examples of attempts to protect
inventory from the church in Vrbovec, or the objects
from the treasury of the Zagreb cathedral.?*°

The influence of the Crafts School and Kr3njavi contin-
ued after he left the Department of Religion and Edu-
cation, and most responses to the correspondence of
the parish priests were focused on the protection of
worn out church inventory or the assistance of local
craftsmen in the creation of new ones. One of these
examples is the request from the Pozega church for
funding for the main and two side altars from Tyrol (Ul-
rich-Groden). The Land Government did not approve
the funds and recommended the altar be made by
local craftsmen. The ground plan was to be made by
the Construction Department of the Royal Land Gov-
ernment, civilian architect V. Kraster (?), who needed to
consult with parishioners and the parish priest regard-
ing figural ornaments, and to which saints in the paint-
ings and statues they should be dedicated.”’

Josip Brunsmid, director of the Archaeological Muse-
um in Zagreb, had a significant role in the institutional
development of monument protection at the end of
the 19" century. First as a curator, then as a director, he
travelled to explore archaeological sites. At the same
time, he recorded immovable and movable monu-
ments and wrote down interesting facts about the re-
gions he visited. He bought some items for the muse-
um. In 1894, he inspected museums in Pula and Zadar.
In the Trsat Museum, he reviewed and evaluated Laval
Nugent's collection. He travelled to the Croatian Litto-
ral and Dalmatia. He met with Frane Buli¢ in Split, and
participated in the evaluation of the numismatic col-

230 Pogled na razvoj hrvatske umjetnosti u moje doba, KRSNJAVI,
ISIDOR, 1905.
231 Croatian — State Archives in Zagreb, Box 1898, 1-35, no. 31/1898.
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je trebao izraditi Gradevni odjel kr. zemaljske viade, civilni
arhitekt V. Kraster (?), s tim da se trebao raspitati kod zu-
pliana i zupnika u pogledu figuralnih ukrasa te kojim je
svetcima oltar trebao biti posvecen zbog slika i kipova.*°

Znacajnu ulogu u institucionalnom razvoju zastite spo-
menika krajem 19. stoljeca imao je ravnatelj Arheolos-
kog muzeja u Zagrebu Josip Brunsmid. Prvo kao kustos,
potom kao ravnatelj odlazio je na putovanja u svrhu
istrazivanja arheoloskih lokaliteta, a ujedno je popisi-
vao nepokretne i pokretne spomenike te zapisivao za-
nimljivosti odredenog kraja. Neke predmete otkupljivao
je za muzej. Pregledavao je muzeje u Pulii Zadru 1894.
godine. U Trsatskom muzeju pregledao je i procijenio
zbirku Lavala Nugenta. Na putovanja odlazi u Primorje
i Dalmaciju. U Splitu se susrec¢e s Franom Bulicem i su-
djeluje u procjeni numizmaticke zbirke.”' Pokretne je
predmete (vec¢inom liturgijske) opisivao, datirao, mjerio,
skicirao i procjenjivao njihovu vrijednost. Brunsmid pise
1907. godine dopis pod naslovom Spomenika historijskih
cuvanje upucen Kraljevskoj zemaljskoj vladi, Odjelu za
bogostovlje i nastavu.”*? Navedeni dopis bio je ustvari
proglas za osnivanje buduceg Zemaljskog povjerenstva
za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u Hrvatskoj i
Slavoniji. U njemu su navedeni svi dopisi koji su upuce-
ni od strane Ravnateljstva Arheoloskog odjela narodnog
muzeja u Zagrebu Kraljevskoj zemaljskoj vladi, Odjelu za
bogostovlje i nastavu od 1984. do 1907. godine, a od-
nose se na uspostavu sluzbe zastite spomenika i izvje-
$taje o unistavanju spomenika. U ovom radu izdvoje-
ni su dopisi koji se odnose na pokusaj uspostavljanja
sluzbe zastite; Ravnateljstvo upucuje dopis od 29. svib-
nja 1898. u kojem preporucuje da se u svrhu sacuvanja
historijskih spomenika ustanovi permanentna komisija i
da se izdaju shodne odredbe.? U dopisu od 26. lipnja
1899. dostavljaju se medunarodne odredbe o ¢uvanju
historijskih spomenika i pravila Hrvatskoga arheoloskog

230 Hrvatski (dalje HR)-Drzavni arhiv u Zagrebu (dalje DAZG) Kutija
1898, 1-35, pod brojem 31/1898.

231 SOLTER, ANA, 2016., 87-94.

232 Arheoloski muzej u Zagrebu (dalje: AMZ) Broj 34/1907. od 18. ozuj-
ka 1907. Na navedeni dokument uputila me voditeljica dokumenta-
cije Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu Ana Solter te joj ovom prilikom
zahvaljujem.

233 AMZ Broj 207 od 29. svibnja 1898.

drustva uz uvjet kako bi to drustvo moglo preuzeti brigu
oko ¢uvanja starih spomenika.”** Nadalje, u dopisu od 14.
studenoga 1904. na trazeni popis spomenika u zupani-
ji Ravnateljstvo odgovara da se popis ne moZe dati jer
ne postoje predradnje iz kojih bi se moglo crpiti. Ponovno
se naglasava da se treba izdati zakon o zastiti i Cuvanju
domacih spomenika i da se osnuje permanentna komisija
za istraZivanje i njihovo ¢uvanje?* Zatim se navodi dopis
Kraljevske zemaljske vlade od 21. prosinca 1906. u ko-
jem se dostavlja popis starinskih spomenika sastavljen od
Zupanijskih oblasti od kojih bi trebalo izabrati one koji
zahtijevaju posebnu brigu i da se opise njihova historijska
vrijednost.?*® Kraljevska zemaljska vliada u dopisu od 3.
ozujka 1907. trazi popis spomenika kulturne, historijske
i druge vrijednosti koje bi trebao pregledati stru¢njak da
se moze ustanoviti treba li se Cuvati ili ne.

Brunsmid na posljednji navedeni dopis iznosi svoje mi-
Slienje o ulozi uprave zemaljskog muzeja u zastiti spo-
menika, navodedi da jedino Hrvatska i Slavonija u cijeloj
Habsburskoj Monarhiji ne posjeduju komisiju za cuvanje
spomenika (kao primjer navodi Sredisnje povjerenstvo u
Becu i Zemaljski odbor za umjetnicke spomenike u Bu-
dimpesti). Osvrée se i na Zupanijske popise spomenika
koji bi se, po njegovom misljenju, mogli razvrstati u Ce-
tiri kategorije. Smatra da je jedini preduvjet za koristan
rad oko cuvanja (nepomicnih i pomicnih) historickih spo-
menika osnivanje od vlade ovisne permanentne komisije
koja bi radila na modernim nacelima ,Denkmalpflege” te
navodi da ¢e se rado podvr¢i zadaci da koncipira osnovu
statuta za komisiju i za zakon o ¢uvanju spomenika koji
pravnicki strucnjaci onda mogu revidirati?*’ Navedeni do-
pis Kr. zemaljskoj vladi vaZan je iz nekoliko razloga; prije
svega, zalaze se za osnivanje komisije kao zasebnog ti-
jela, ali neposredno pod ingerencijom vlade, $to govori
o Brundmidovoj svjesnosti da jedino komisija osnovana
uz potporu drzave i u njenoj nadleznosti moze imati po-
trebni autoritet, a time i financijska sredstva. Rad komisije
obuhvatio je zastitu pokretnih i nepokretnih spomenika
i to na principima tadasnje suvremene prakse Dvoraka

234 AMZ Broj 247 od 26. lipnja 1899.

235 AMZ Broj 480 od 14. studenoga 1904.

236 AMZ Broj 11-572/1906-2 od 21. prosinca 1906.
237 AMZ Broj 34/1907. od 18. ozujka 1907.

69



The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

lection.?*? He described, dated, measured, sketched and
evaluated the value of (mostly liturgical) movable items.
In 1907, Brunsmid wrote a letter Protection of historical
monuments to the Royal Land Government, Department
of Religion and Education.?® The aforementioned letter
was in fact a decree for the establishment of a future
Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical Mon-
uments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia. It listed all
the letters sent by the Directorate of the Archaeological
Department of the National Museum in Zagreb to the
Royal Land Government, Department of Religion and
Education from 1984 to 1907, concerning the establish-
ment of a monument protection service and reports on
the destruction of monuments. It singled out all letters
concerning the attempt to establish a protection service;
the Directorate sent letter number 207 on May 29, 1898,
in which it recommended that a permanent commission
should be established for the purpose of preserving his-
torical monuments and to issue relevant provisions. In
letter 247 from June 26, 1899, international provisions
on the preservation of historical monuments and rules
of the Croatian Archaeological Society were delivered
with the condition that the society take over the preser-
vation of the old monuments. In letter number 480 from
November 14, 1904, the Directorate replied to the re-
quest for a list of monuments in the county that it could
not provide a list because there were no preliminary ac-
tions to draw it from. It was further emphasized that there
should be a law on the protection and preservation of na-
tional monuments and that a permanent commission for
research and their preservation should be established. The
Royal Land Government’s letter from December 21, 1906,
which contained a list of ancient monuments drawn up
by county governments to choose the ones that required
special care and describe their historical value is also men-
tioned. The Royal Land Government, in a letter dated
March 3, 1907, asked for a list of monuments of cultural,
historical and other value to be reviewed by an expert to
determine if they should be protected or not.

232 SOLTER, ANA, 2016, 87-94.

233 Archaeological Museum in Zagreb (AMZ) Number 34/1907, March
18, 1907. | was told about the document by Ana Solter, Head of the
Documentation Department at the Archaeological Museum in Zagreb,
and | would like to use this occasion to thank her.
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Brunsmid gave his opinion on the last letter regarding
the role of the national museum in protecting mon-
uments, stating that Croatia and Slavonia were the
only ones in the entire Habsburg Monarchy without
a commission to preserve monuments (as cited by
the Central Commission in Vienna and the National
Committee for Art Monuments in Budapest). He also
referred to the county’s list of monuments which, in
his opinion, could be divided into four categories. He
thought that the only precondition for the useful work
of preserving (immovable and movable) historical mon-
uments was the establishment of a government-depend-
ent permanent committee that would work on modern
principles of “Denkmalpflege” and stated that he would
be happy to undertake the task of drawing up the basis of
the bylaws for the commission and the law on monument
protection which legal professionals could then revise.?3*
The aforementioned letter to the Land Government is
important for several reasons. First of all, it was commit-
ted to establishing the commission as a separate body,
but directly under the government'’s control, signifying
BrunSmid was aware that only a commission estab-
lished with the support of the government and within
its competencies could have the necessary authority
and funding. The work of the commission included the
protection of movable and immovable monuments
on the principles of contemporary practices of Dvorak
and Riegl. And lastly, adopting a law on monument
protection that would be based on professional basis/
experience, but handled with legal aid.

In Zagreb, in 1906, the controversy surrounding the col-
lapse of Lotrs¢ak Tower and the Tower above the Stone
Gate also encouraged the development of conservation
to preserve historical monuments in Croatia and Slavo-
nia. On March 20, 1907, encouraged by these events,
Emil Laszowski?* and the Brethren of the Croatian Drag-
on concluded that it was necessary to adopt a law on
monument protection: “The Grand Master reminds us of
the sad fact that more and more of our old historic for-
tresses, silent witnesses to the glorious past of the Croa-

234 AMZ No. 34/1907, March 18, 1907.
235 Emil Laszowski (1868-1949), historian and archivist.
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i Riegla. | posljednje, donosenje zakona o zastiti koji bi
pocivao na stru¢nim osnovama/iskustvima, ali doraden
uz pravnu pomoc.

Polemika koja se razvila oko rusenja Kule Lotrs¢ak i Kule
nad Kamenitim vratima takoder je potakla razvoj kon-
zervatorske misli za o¢uvanje povijesnih spomenika u
Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji 1906. godine. Potaknuti navedenim
dogadajima Emil Laszowski?*® i Druzba Brace hrvatskog
Zmaja 20. ozujka 1907. zakljucili su da je nuzno dono-
Senje zakona o zastiti:, Vel. Mestar napominje Zalosnu ¢i-
njenicu, kako sve vise is¢ezavaju i nestaju s lica zemlje stare
historijske nase gradine, ti nijemi svjedoci slavne pro$losti
hrvatskog naroda. U drugim kulturnim zemljama postoje
zakoni o ¢uvanju historijskih spomenika, a kod nas posto-
je za to tek nekoje manjkave naredbe. DrZi, da bi si u tome
radu zmajska druzba mogla osvjetlati lice, kada bi spora-
zumno sa arheoloskim druztvom podnijela hrvat. Saboru
peticiju, da se za Hrvatsku i Slavoniju izda posebni zakon
za Cuvanje historijskih spomenika! PredlaZe stoga, da se iz
druZbe izabere za to posebni odbor i to braca: Senjski, Knin-
ski, Brloski, Klokocki, Budnjanski i Jadranski (dr. Gruber, dr.
Bojnicic¢, Laszowski, dr. DeZeli¢, Barlé i Sirola), kojim bi pred-
sjedao poznati arheolog dr. Josip Brunsmid."*° Laszowski
je svoju zamisao ostvario tri godine kasnije u vrijeme
banovanja Nikole Tomasica.

Zemaljsko povjerenstvo za o¢uvanje umjetnih
i histori¢kih spomenika u Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji
od 1910. do 1918.

Dana 16. veljace 1910. Emil Laszowski je bio u audijen-
ciji kod bana, kojemu je skrenuo pozornost na potrebu
donosenja zakona i osnivanja drzavne ustanove za za-
Stitu povijesnih spomenika. Ban Nikola Tomasi¢ prihva-
tio je prijedlog te ga je vec sutradan Laszowski posjetio
s Tadijom Smiciklasom?? i Josipom Brunsmidom. Ban
je predloZio da sastave i upute Vladi prijedlog zakona.
Zakon nije donio Hrvatski sabor, nego Zemaljska vlada,
Odjel za bogostovlje i nastavu na temelju rjeSenja Franje

238 Emil Laszowski (1868. — 1949.), povjesnicar i arhivist.
239 PETKOVIC, MILOVAN, 2000, 166-167.
240 Tadija Smiciklas (1843. - 1914.), politi¢ar i povjesnicar.

Josipa 124" od 20. srpnja 1910. Vlada je donijela nared-
bu br. 18.936 od 30. kolovoza 1910. kojom je proglasila
osnivanje i statut Zemaljskog povjerenstva za oluvanje
umjetnih i histori¢kih spomenika u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj
i Slavoniji (u daljnjem tekstu Povjerenstvo).**?

U Statutu Povjerenstva bili su zacrtani ciljevi, duznosti i
svrha Povjerenstva. Prema statutu Povjerenstvo je treba-
lo poticati zanimanje, prouc¢avanje i ¢uvanje umjetnickih
i historijskih spomenika u Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji. Zemalj-
sko je povjerenstvo bilo pod neposrednim nadzorom i
pokroviteljstvom bana Kraljevina Hrvatske, Slavonije i
Dalmacije. Povjerenstvo se prema Statutu trebalo baviti
arhitektonskim i umjetnickim predmetima od prapovije-
sti do kraja 18. stoljeca. Sastojalo se od predsjednika i de-
vet ¢lanova podijeljenih u tri odsjeka. Korespondencija
odsjeka i konzervatora odvijala se samo preko Povjeren-
stva. U posebnim slucajevima na prijedlog predsjednika
ili ¢lana Povjerenstvo se moglo prosiriti s jednim struc-
njakom ili s vise njih. Clanovi povjerenstva mogli su biti
stru¢njaci u podrucjima likovnih umjetnosti, arheologije
i povijesti. Imenovao ih je ban na prijedlog predsjedni-
ka na pet godina, no nisu primali ni plac¢u ni nagradu.
Predsjednika je imenovalo Njegovo cesarsko i kraljevsko
apostolsko Velicanstvo kralj na prijedlog bana. Predsjednik
je predsjedavao svim sjednicama, a ako je bio sprijecen
zastupao ga je ¢lan povjerenstva kojega je on odredio.
U slucaju jednakog broja glasova pri izglasavanju od-
lucivao je predsjednik. Banu je podastirao prijedloge
Povjerenstva, a ban ga je obavjestavao o odredbama
donesenim temeljem tih prijedloga. Povjerenstvo je na
terenu djelovalo pomocu konzervatora koje je imeno-
vao ban na prijedlog predsjednika na razdoblje od pet
godina. Krajem svake godine povjerenstvo je podnosilo
banu izvjestaj koji se morao publicirati. Imenovani kon-
zervator dobivao je iskaznicu s navedenim podruc¢jem
za koje je bio nadlezan i pecat? (sl. 9, 10).

241 Franjo Josip I. (1830. - 1916.), austrijski car, ugarsko-hrvatski i ces-
ki kralj.

242 PETKOVIC, MILOVAN, 2000, 166-167.

243 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakona i naredba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju, 1910., komad XI, broj 77., od 30. kolovoza 1910. pod
brojem 18.936, str. 1137.
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tian people, vanish and disappear from the face of the
earth. In other cultural countries, there are laws for the
protection of historical monuments, and we have only
some inefficient orders. Keep in mind that in this work,
the Dragon Brethren could prove themselves, if they
would submit, together with the archaeological socie-
ty, a petition to the Parliament to issue a special law for
the protection of historical monuments for Croatia and
Slavonia! He suggests, therefore, a special committee to
be elected with brethren Senjski, Kninski, Brloski, Klokocki,
Budjan and Jadranski (Dr. Gruber, Dr. Bojnicic, Laszowski,
Dr. Dezeli¢, Barlé and Sirola) presided over by the famous
archeologist Dr. Josip Brunsmid.?*® Laszowski formulat-
ed his idea three years later at the time of Ban Nikola
Tomasic.

The Land Office for the Preservation of Art and
Historical Monuments in Croatia and Slavonia
from 1910 to 1918

On February 16, 1910, Laszowski visited Ban Tomasic¢
and drew his attention to the need for a law and a
state institution for the protection of historical mon-
uments. Ban Nikola Tomasi¢ accepted the propos-
al, and Laszowski returned the next day with Tadija
Smiciklas®” and Josip Brunsmid. Ban suggested they

236 PETKOVIC, MILOVAN, 2000, 166-167.
237 Tadija Smiciklas (1843-1914), politician and historian.
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formulate and send the Government a proposal for
the law. The law was not passed by the Croatian Par-
liament, but by the Land Government, Department
of Religion and Education, based on the decision of
Franz Joseph 178 on July 20, 1910. The Government
issued an order on August 30, 1910, declaring the
establishment and statute of the Land Office for the
Preservation of Art and Historical Monuments in the
Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia (hereinafter: The
Land Office).”

The Statute contained the goals, duties and purpose
of the Office. According to the Statute, the Land Of-
fice was supposed to encourage the interest, study
and protection of art and historical monuments in
Croatia and Slavonia. The Land Office was under the
direct supervision and sponsorship of the Ban of the
Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia. According
to the Statute, the Land Office needed to deal with ar-
chitectural and artistic items from prehistory until the
end of the 18" century. It had a president and nine
members divided into three departments.

238 Franz Joseph | (1830 — 1916), Emperor of Austria, King of Hunga-
ry, Croatia and Bohemia.

239 Order no. 18936 on August 30, 1910; PETKOVIC, MILOVAN, 2000,
166-167.
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11 Tadija
Smiciklas,
predsjednik
Povjerenstva,
1866. (foto:
Pommer, MKM-
SDKB-F, br.
neg. 1732)
Tadija Smiciklas,
President of The
Land Office,
1866 (photo:
Pommer, MKM-
SDKB-F, No.
1732)

Uz Statut, osnovu za rad Povjerenstva za podrucje Hr-
vatske? i Slavonije ¢inio je Naputak za konzervatore ze-
maljskog povjerenstva za ocuvanje umjetnih i historijskih
spomenika u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji?* Naputak
ima Sesnaest tocaka kojima se odreduje djelokrug Po-
vjerenstva prema kotarevima i po strukama. Predsjed-
nik potpisuje svu korespondenciju koju obavlja tajnik.
Ujedno je Naputkom i potvrdena duznost tajnika. Pre-
ma Naputku duznost konzervatora bila je spriecavanje
ostecenja, pregradnje i raznodenja spomenika. U slucaju
unistavanja spomenika konzervator je bio duzan doku-
mentirati oste¢enje (fotografirati, precrtati i izmjeriti) te
0 njemu izvijestiti Povjerenstvo. U hitnim sluc¢ajevima
trebalo je izravno obavijestiti Kr. zemaljsku viadu.

244 Podrucje Hrvatske bez Dalmacije i Istre, koje su bile u sastavu
Austrije.

245 Ministarstvo kulture — Uprava za zastitu kulturne bastine — Zemalj-
sko povjerenstvo (dalje: MKM-SDKB-ZP). Naputak je ban potvrdio 24.
lipnja 1911. pod brojem 12.896.

246 Povjerenstvo nije bilo u mogu¢nosti imenovati konzervatore u
svim mjestima; stoga je Naputak proslijeden puckim uciteljima i za tu
priliku je tiskan uz obrazloZenje u 1400 primjeraka. U obrazloZenju je
navedena i svrha:,...da gospoda pucki ucitelji budu upuceni u zadacu i
ciljeve povjerenstva, jer ¢e oni ne samo moci u skoli upozoravati na to, da
narodni muzej sabire i kupuje starine, nego Ce i po neprestanom doticaju
s narodom mocilakse saznati za koji nalaz i o tom podnijeti izvjestaj. . ."
MKM-SDKB-ZP pod brojem 35 od 10. kolovoza 1911, dopis potpisu-
je Josip Brunsmid.

12 Gjuro Szabo, tajnik Povjerenstva
(MKM-SDKB-ZP)

Gjuro Szabo, Secretary of The Land
Office (MKM-SDKB-ZP)

Ban Nikola Tomasi¢ je na prijedlog Povjerenstva od 8.
prosinca 1910, a na temelju ¢lanka 6. statuta, imenovao
devet ¢lanova Povjerenstva za razdoblje od 1911. do
1915.: prebendara prvostolne crkve Janka Barlea, po-
vjesnicara i arhivista Ivana Bojnicica, sveucilisnog profe-
sora i ravnatelja Arheoloskog muzeja Josipa Brunsmida,
arheologa Viktora Hoffillera, sveucilisnog profesora po-
vjesnicara Vjekoslava Klaic¢a, tajnika Kraljevske zemaljske
vlade Emila Laszowskog, sveucilisnog profesora i tajnika
Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti Gavru
Manojlovica, arhitekta Ivu Pilara i plaskog episkopa lla-
riona Zeremskog, a Tadija Smiciklas bio je prvi predsjed-
nik? (sl. 11). Tajnikom Povjerenstva imenovan je Gjuro
Szabo?® (sl. 12), profesor Kraljevske gornjogradske gi-
mnazije u Zagrebu. Arheoloski odjel Narodnog muzeja
ustupio je prostoriju za odrZavanje sjednica Povjerenstva
i za obavljanje tajnickih poslova.

Povjerenstvo je za konzervatore predlozilo 19 stru¢nja-
ka iz vjerskih zajednica, muzeja, arhiva i sveucilista. Ban
Nikola Tomasic¢ je 11. srpnja 1911. umjesto predlozenih
stru¢njaka imenovao rezimske ljude. Smiciklas je pisanim

247 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis od 10. prosinca 1910.
248 Gjuro Szabo (1875. - 1943)), germanist, muzeolog, konzervator.
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The correspondence between the department and
conservators went through the Land Office. In special
cases, at the proposal of the President or a member,
the Land Office could be supplemented with one or
more experts. Land Office members could be experts
in the fields of art, archaeology and history. They were
appointed by the Ban for a period of five years, but
they did not receive a salary or compensation. The
President was appointed by His Royal Imperial Apos-
tolic Majesty the King, based on the recommendation of
the Ban. The President presided over all sessions, and
if he could not attend, he was represented by a mem-
ber of the Land Office he had appointed. In case of
an equal number of votes, the President decided. He
submitted proposals of the Land Office to the Ban,
who informed him of the provisions made, based on
those proposals. In the field, the Land Office operated
through conservators appointed by the Ban on the
President’s suggestion for a five-year term. At the end
of each year, the Land Office submitted a report to the
Ban that had to be published. Appointed conserva-
tors received an identity card with the area they were
in charge of, and a stamp?® (Fig. 9, 10).

Along with the Statute, the basis for the work of the
Land Office for the territory of Croatia®*! and Slavonia
was the Instruction for Conservators of the Land Office
for the Preservation of Art and Historical Monuments in
the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia.** It had sixteen
points to determine the purview of the Land Office
towards districts, and by profession. The President
signed all correspondence carried out by the secre-
tary. The Instruction also listed the duties of the secre-
tary. The duty of conservators was to prevent damage,
remodelling and removal of monuments. In the case
of destruction of a monument, conservators were
obliged to document the damage (take photographs,

240 Published: Sbornik zakona i naredba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvatsku
i Slavoniju, 1910, komad XI, no 77, August 30, 1910, under number
18.936, p. 1137.

241 The area of Croatia without Dalmatia and Istria, which was part
of Austria.

242 Ministry of Culture — Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Her-
itage — National Commission (hereinafter: MKM-SDKB-ZP), Instruction
confirmed by the Ban on June 24, 1911 number 12.896.
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draw and measure), and inform the Land Office there-
of. In urgent cases, it was necessary to inform the Roy-
al Land Government.?#

At the proposal of the Land Office dated December
8, 1910, based on article 6 of the Statute, Ban Nikola
Tomasi¢ nominated nine members of the Land Office
for the period from 1911 to 1915: Janko Barlé, preben-
dary of the cathedral; Ivan Bojnici¢, historian and archi-
vist; Josip Brundmid, university professor and director of
the Archaeological Museum; archaeologist Viktor Hof-
filler; Vjekoslav Klai¢, university professor and historian;
Emil Laszowski, secretary of the Royal Land Govern-
ment; Gavro Manojlovi¢, university professor and sec-
retary of the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts;
architect Ivo Pilar and llarion Zeremski, bishop of Plaski;
and Tadija Smiciklas was the first president** (Fig. 11).
Professor at the Royal Upper Town Grammar School in
Zagreb, Gjuro Szabo, was appointed secretary of the
Land office?® (Fig. 12). The Archaeological Department
of the National Museum gave the Land Office a room
for holding sessions and performing secretarial duties.

For conservators, the Land Office suggested 19 ex-
perts from religious communities, museums, archives
and universities. On July 11, 1911, Ban Nikola Tomasic¢
appointed people from the regime instead of the pro-
posed experts. Smiciklas warned Ban Tamasevic in writ-
ing that he had violated point 9 of the statute:

“The Ban appoints the conservators based on the sugges-
tion of the Land Office for a five-year term. Based on one
point of the statute, the president should be notified of the
change of proposal, and who in this case, was as surprised

243 The Land Office was not able to appoint conservators in every
area; hence the Instruction was passed on to the local teachers and
for that occasion, it was printed with an explanation in 1400 copies.
The explanation also stated the purpose:”.. that gentlemen teachers
were informed about the mission and objectives of the land office, be-
cause they will not only be able to alert people about it in school that the
national museum is collecting and purchasing antiquities, but by being
in constant contact with the people, will be able to more easily find out
about possible finds and submit a report ..."MKM-SDKB-ZP under num-
ber 35, August 10, 1911, signed by Josip Brunsmid.

244 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter, December 10, 1910.

245 Gjuro Szabo (1875-1943), German language scholar, museolo-
gist, conservator.
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13 Putni racun Gjure Szaba za putovanje u Be¢, Prag i
Budmipestu, 1911. (MKM-SDKB-ZP)

Gjuro Szabo's travel bill for trip to Vienna, Prague and Budapest,
1911 (KMK-SDKB-ZP)

podneskom upozorio bana Tomasevica da je povrijedio
toc¢ku 9 statuta:

,konzervatore imenuje ban na prijedlog povjerenstva na
vrijeme od 5 godina. Jer prema tocci 7. statuta da se o pro-
mijeni prijedloga ima obavijestiti predsjednik koji je u ovom
slucaju bio iznenaden jednako kao i svaki drugi ¢lan komi-
sije. Vasa preuzvisenost nijeimenovala sedmoricu od nasih
devetnaest predloznika.**

Povjerenstvo se uspjelo izboriti za svoje kandidate 11.
ozujka 1912. U srpnju 1911. konzervatorima Povjeren-
stva imenovani su: Nikola Abaffy, Giga Avakumovig,
Stjepan pl. Belosevi¢, Dimitrija Brankovi¢, Antun Bukvic,

249 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 43 od 16. srpnja 1911.

Vjekoslav Celestin, Gustav Fleischer, Robert Franges i Ra-
doslav Franjetic.

Gjuro Szabo je od 1. veljace 1911. obnasao duznost tajni-
ka u Povjerenstvu koja je prema statutu ukljucivala ured-
sko i nov€ano poslovanje Povjerenstva, korespondencijy,
vodenje urudzbenog zapisnika i blagajnickih dnevnika
Povjerenstva, sastavljanje sluzbenih izvjestaja te stru¢na
putovanja. Izvjestaji s putovanja publicirani su u Vjesniku
Hrvatskog arheoloskog drustva. Tajnik je bio duzan svake
godine sastaviti glavni godisnji izvjestaj o cjelokupnom
djelovanju Povjerenstva.*® U pocetku je rad bio inten-
zivan, svakih nekoliko dana.”' Povjerenstvo je uspjelo
ishoditi od ugarskog Ministra trgovine oslobodenje od
placanja postarine, a ¢lanovi su imali besplatan prijevoz
Zeljeznicom.??

S namjerom da se upozna s djelatno3c¢u ¢uvanja spo-
menika Szabo je otputovao u Bec i Budimpestu prema
nalogu predsjednika Povjerenstva Smiciklasa®? (sl. 13). U
Bec je otputovao 6. veljace 1911, gdje je posjetio Sredis-
nje povjerenstvo, zatim Dvorsku knjiznicu, Drustvo arhite-
kata, a na kraju vladinog savjetnika, profesora i ravnatelja
Akademije lijepih umjetnosti u Be¢u Eduarda Gerischa.
U vrijeme Szabovog posjeta Gerisch se bavio restaurira-
njem slika za gradski muzej. O Sredisnjem povjerenstvu
Szabo je napisao:,...nu kako je ondje pred kratko vrijeme
uvedeno novo poslovanje, koje jos nije ni odobreno ni pro-
kusano, to mu se nije mogao dati ondje uvid u to novo po-
slovanje. Nu uza sve to zavirio je potpisani i pravi vierojatni
razlog otklona. Becka je komisija skroz na skroz birokratski
uredjena: predsjednik i dva pol predsjednika upravijaju po

250 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 30.215./1910,, od 15. prosinca 1910. Dio
teksta koji se odnosi na rad Gjure Szaba na zastiti pokretnih umjetnic-
kih predmeta prezentiran je na stru¢no-znanstvenom skupu 2015. go-
dine i objavljen u Zborniku radova sa stru¢no-znanstvenog skupa Gjuro
Szabo 1875.-1943. godine nakon sluzbene predaje doktorske diserta-
cije u postupak obrane. JURANOVIC-TONEJC, MARTINA, 2018, 77-88.
251 Prva sjednica Povjerenstva odrZana je 11.sije¢nja 1911, a ve¢ 12.
sije¢nja 1911. i druga.

252 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 15 od 30. studenog 1911. Povjerenstvo
je od Kr. ugarskog Ministra trgovine bilo oslobodeno od placanja po-
Starine:, U poslu umjetnina prosto od postarine”.

253 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 10 od 31. sijecnja 1911.
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as every other member of the commission. Your Eminence
did not appoint seven of our nineteen suggested candi-
dates"**

The Land Office made a case for its candidates on March
11, 1912.In July 1911, Nikola Abaffy, Giga Avakumovic,
Stjepan Belosevi¢, Dimitrija Brankovi¢, Antun Bukvic,
Vijekoslav Celestin, Gustav Fleischer, Robert Franges and
Radoslav Franjeti¢ were appointed conservators of the
Land Office.

From February 1, 1911, Gjuro Szabo performed the du-
ties of the secretary of the Land Office, which, according
to the statute, included the office and financial opera-
tions of the Land Office, correspondence, keeping the
registry book and cash book, compiling official reports
and organising trips. Travel reports were published in
the Vjesnik Hrvatskog arheoloskog drustva. Every year, the
secretary needed to prepare the main annual report on
the overall work of the Land Office.?” Initially, the work
was intense, every few days.

In order to get acquainted with the activity of monu-
ment protection, Smiciklas, the president of the Land
Office, sent Szabo to Vienna and Budapest?*° (Fig. 13).
He travelled to Vienna on February 6, 1911, where he
visited the Central Commission, then the Royal Library,
the Architects Society, and Eduardo Gerisch, govern-
ment advisor, professor and director of the Academy
of Fine Arts in Vienna. At the time of Szabo's visit, Ger-
isch was dealing with the restoration of paintings for
the city museum. Regarding the Central Commission,
Szabo wrote:"..as a new way of doing business was intro-
duced shortly before, which had not yet been approved
or tested, he could not gain an overview of this new way
of doing business. But with all that, he managed to see
the real probable reason for the elimination. The Vienna
Commission is fully bureaucratically organized: the presi-
dent and two co-presidents manage the commission for

246 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 43, July 16, 1911.

247 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 30.215./1910, December 15, 1910.
248 The first session of the Land Office was held on January 11, 1911,
and the second on January 12, 1911.

249 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 10, January 31,1911,
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four months each, so to each his own and we cannot talk
about the uniqueness of administration..."°

In the Royal Library and the War Archives, Szabo looked for
material (drafts, documents) that could help the study of
the history of monuments in Croatia. Since he could not
achieve his purpose in Vienna, he subsequently received
permission to go to Prague, where he stayed from Febru-
ary 24 to 27.In the report on the Czech method of protec-
tion, Szabo wrote:

"It is particularly important to point out the inventory in the
Czech Republic, where a third of the country has been exam-
ined and presented, and it should be emphasized, therefore,
because it is where | achieved the most, with the least amount
offunds!®'

After Prague, Szabo travelled to Budapest, where he stayed
from February 28 to March 31. He was received by Laszlo
Eber and told about the work of the Hungarian heritage
committee (Miemlekek bizzotsag). After returning from a
26-day-long trip, Szabo submitted a report on March 6,
191122

At the first session of the Land Office on January 11,1911, the
proposal for the protection of church monuments and their
possible replacement with the products by artists and crafts-
men was adopted for consideration.?3 The problem was in a
large number of middlemen who visited churches, offering
new items mostly without artistic value in exchange for “an-
tiquities” The Land Office therefore invited Robert Frange$?*
and Tomislav Krizman?®, as representatives of artists, and the
secretary of the Association of Croatian Craftsmen, van Cup-
ko, to discuss this problem. The position of the Land Office

250 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 14, March 12, 1911. Travel Report
of Gjuro Szabo.

251 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 206.

252 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 14, March 12, 1911.

253 At the first meeting of the Land Office held on January 8, 1911,
Tadija Smiciklas referred to the church proposal for the establishment
of a special committee for the protection of church antiquities. How-
ever, he rejected the church proposal, and decided that the Land Of-
fice will give suggestions on the protection of ecclesiastical art to be
proposed to the Royal Land Government. (MKM-SDKB-ZP letter num-
ber 7, January 8,1911)

254 Robert Franges-Mihanovi¢ (1872-1940), sculptor.

255 Tomislav Krizman (1882-1955), graphic artist and painter.
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Cetir mjeseca samostalno komisijom, pa koliko ljudi toli-
ko ¢udi i o jedinstvenosti uprave ne moze biti govora. . .">*

U Dvorskoj knjiznici i u Ratnom arhivu Szabo je trazio
materijal (nacrte, dokumente) koji bi mogao posluziti
u proucavanju povijesti spomenika u Hrvatskoj. Bududi
da u Becu nije mogao ostvariti svoj naum, naknadno je
dobio dopustenje da ode u Prag, gdje je boravio od 24.
do 27. veljace. Kasnije je u izvjestaju o ¢eSkom nacinu
zastite Szabo napisao:

Narocito treba istaknuti inventarizaciju u Ceskoj, gdje je
vec tre¢ina zemlje ispitana i prikazana, a treba je istaknuti
i zato, jer se je tamo s najmanjim sredstvima najveci uspjeh
postigao.**

Nakon Praga Szabo je otputovao u Budimpestu, gdje
je boravio od 28. veljace do 31. oZujka. U Budimpesti
ga je primio Laszlo Eber i uputio u rad ugarskog povje-
renstva za bastinu (Mdemlekek bizzotsag). Szabo je po
povratku s 26 dana dugog putovanja podnio izvjestaj
6. 0z7ujka 1911.2%¢

Na prvoj sjednici Povjerenstva 11. sije¢nja 1911. usvojen
je narazmatranje prijedlog o zastiti crkvenih spomenika
i njihovoj eventualnoj zamjeni s proizvodima domacih
umjetnika i obrtnika.”” Problem je bio u velikom broju
prekupaca koji su obilazili crkve nudeci nove predmete,
vecinom bez umjetnicke vrijednosti, u zamjenu za,sta-
rine”. Povjerenstvo je stoga pozvalo Roberta Frangesa?®
i Tomislava Krizmnana®?, kao zastupnike umjetnika, i taj-
nika Saveza hrvatskih obrtnika Ivana Cupka na raspravu
o tom problemu. Stav Povjerenstva bio je da u slucaju
popravka, pregradnji i zamjene namjestaja (npr. klecala,
oltari, propovjedaonice ili pokretnine kao kalezi, kandila,

254 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 14 od 12. ozujka 1911. Izvjestaj s puto-
vanja Gjure Szaba.

255 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 206.

256 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 14 od 12. ozujka 1911.

257 Na prvoj pretkonferenciji povjerenstva odrzanoj 8. sije¢nja 1911.
Tadija Smiciklas se osvrnuo na crkveni prijedlog o osnivanju posebnog
povjerenstva za zastitu crkvenih starina. No, odbija crkveni prijedliog
o osnivanju te odlucuje da ¢e Zemaljsko povjerenstvo davati prijedlo-
ge o zastiti crkvenih umjetnina koje ¢e predloziti Kr. zemaljskoj viadi.
(MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 7 od 8. sijec¢nja 1911.)

258 Robert Franges-Mihanovic¢ (1872. - 1940.), kipar.

259 Tomislav Krizman (1882. — 1955.), graficar i slikar.

misno ruho), Povjerenstvo treba biti pravovremeno oba-
vijeSteno od strane zupnih ili parohijalnih ureda:

.-..Samo se tako moze zaprijeciti, da n. pr. umjetni stari ol-
tar ne bude naprosto izbacen i novom bezvrijednom stvari
zamijenjen. Povjerenstvo ¢e nastojati, da sve ucini, kako bi se
takav objekt konzervirao, a pokaze li se izmjena absolutno
nuZna, ono Ce se pobrinuti da se predmet dostojno pohrani
isacuva, a ne u bescjenu proda..."*®

Nadalje, popravak umjetnina trebao je biti povjeren do-
madim obrtnicima i umjetnicima, te je iznesen prijedlog
da se u Skoli za umjetnost i obrt poducava, a u praksi
razvijaju oni obrti kojih nema. Povjerenstvo je predlagalo
osnivanje odbora s ¢lanovima iz umjetnickih i obrtnic-
kih krugova koji bi pri gradniji i uredenju javnih zgrada
i nabavi takvih predmeta zastupao domacu umjetnost
i umjetnicki obrt.

Stoga je Povjerenstvo 3. lipnja 1911. uputilo dopis Nad-
biskupiji zagrebackoj da izda nalog svim Zupama da:

.+ Ni ukojem slucaju ne prodaju ili zamjenjuju staro zlato za
novo kakovim gov. agentima ili oblasnim trgovcima, vec se
u svakom slucaju obrate na povjerenstvo koje ¢e im pravu
vrijednost stvari oznaciti

- nikakve popravke ni dozidavanja, a da se ovo povjeren-
stvo ne obavijesti

- oltare, rezbarene klupe, propovjedaonice i drugi namjestaj
ako i jest trosan nego nekne bacaju na smetliste

- zvona kako bi se nacinili otisci napisa i ornamenata

- stare slike i kipovi nek se ne bacaju na tavan ili daju po
kom gore premazati.*'

Posebnom predstavkom Povjerenstvo se obratilo svim
biskupima i episkopima te je zagrebacki nadbiskup izdao
OkruZnicu velecasnom svecenstvu glede cuvanja crkvenih
spomenika i starina.?> U Okruznici se spominju ,trgovci
crkvenih paramenata” koji su kupovali ili mijenjali stara
misna ruha velike umjetnicke vrijednosti za manje vrijed-

260 MKM-SDKB-ZP Zapisnik prve sjednice povjerenstva pod brojem
8 od 11.sijecnja 1911.

261 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 27 od 3. lipnja 1911.

262 Sluzbeni vjesnik nadbiskupije zagrebacke, komad IV, od 5. listo-
pada 1911.
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was that it should be promptly informed by parish or rectory
offices in the event of repairs, remodelling and replacements
of furniture (e.g. pews, altars, pulpits or movables such as
chalices, cressets, liturgical vestments):

"..This is the only way to prevent that, for example, an old
altar is not simply thrown out and replaced with a new
and worthless thing. The Land Office will endeavour to do
everything in order to conserve such an object, and if the
change is absolutely necessary, it will ensure that the object
is stored and preserved in a respectable manner, and not
sold cheaply.."*

Furthermore, the repair of works of art was to be entrust-
ed to local craftsmen and artists, and there was a pro-
posal to teach this at the school of arts and crafts, and in
effect, develop the crafts that were missing. The Land Of-
fice proposed the establishment of a board with people
from arts and crafts circles that would represent domestic
art and crafts in the construction and decoration of pub-
lic buildings and the procurement of such items.

Therefore, on June 3, 1911, the Land Office sent a letter to
the Archdiocese of Zagreb to issue an order to all parishes:

« in no case to sell or replace old gold for new with some kind
of gov. agents or local merchants, but to turn to the Land
Office that will tell them the real value

* no repairs or reconstructions without notifying the Land
Office

- ifthe altars, carved benches, pulpits, and other furniture are
worn out, they should not be thrown out

« bells to make imprints of the inscriptions and ornaments

-old paintings and sculptures should not be thrown in attics
or given to anybody to be repainted”*’

By special request, the Land Office addressed all Catho-
lic or Orthodox bishops, and the Archbishop of Zagreb

256 MKM-SDKB-ZP Minutes from the first session of the Land Office
number 8, January 11, 1911.
257 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 27, June 3,1911.
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issued the Circular to the revered clergy regarding the pro-
tection of church monuments and antiques.?® The Circular
mentioned “merchants of church paraments”who bought
or exchanged old liturgical vestments of great artistic val-
ue for less valuable items, and the clergy were warned
that prior to removing vestments from the inventory, they
should contact a specialist, i.e. the Land Office. Archbish-
op Bauer®? wrote:

"..as | myself realize the cultural importance of this Land Of-
fice, | stipulate that the revered clergy should notify the Land
Office about important repairs and alterations in churches
and chapels!*®

Furthermore, the Circular referred to preserving church
inventory (altar, pulpit, benches), which was often worn
out, but not so much that in many cases, if it had artistic
value, it could be preserved. In the case of replacing old
church furniture and liturgical vestments with new ones,
the Land Office was to be notified in order to ensure the
preservation of old items. An inventory of all bells needed
to be made with descriptions, copies of any inscriptions
and ornaments, and if they were older than the 17" cen-
tury, the Land Office needed to be notified of their exist-
ence and location.

The Department of Religion of the Royal Land Govern-
ment was involved in solving the problem of procuring
church inventory and made a proposal to the Order for
the purchase of church furniture and its preservation as
well as the preservation of buildings of artistic and histor-
ical value.®' The above-mentioned proposal was given to
the Land Office for review. The Order banned the sale of
church inventory. If the items were no longer in use, they
were to be offered, either directly or through the Royal
Land Government, Department of Religion and Educa-
tion, to the National Museum in Zagreb for purchase. If
the National Museum was not interested in buying the
items, the Land Government, Department of Religion and

258 Official Gazette of Zagreb Archdiocese, piece IV, October 5, 1911.
259 Antun Bauer (1856-1937), theological and philological writer, Za-
greb Archbishop.

260 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 78/1911, December 2, 1911.

261 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 78/1911, December 2, 1911.
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na ruha te je svecenstvo upozoreno da se prije brisanja
ruha iz inventara treba obratiti stru¢njaku, odnosno Po-
vjerenstvu. Nadbiskup Bauer’ navodi u pismu:

.. .kako i sam uvidjam kulturnu vaZnost toga povjerenstvd,
odredjujem da velecasno dusebrizno svecenstvo kod vaz-
nijih popravaka i preinaka crkvi i kapela obavijesti o tom
povjerenstvo.?%

Nadalje, OkruZnica se odnosila na ¢uvanje crkvenog in-
ventara (Zrtvenik, propovjedaonica, klupe) koji je ¢esto
bio dosta trosan, ali ipak ne toliko da se u mnogo slu-
Cajeva, ako je od umijetnicke vrijednosti, ne bi mogao
sacuvati. U slu¢aju zamjene staroga crkvenog namjestaja
i misnog ruha novim, Povjerenstvo je trebalo biti obavi-
jesteno, kako bi se pobrinulo za ¢uvanje starih predmeta.
Za sva zvona trebalo je izraditi inventar u kojem su bila
opisana, prepisani eventualni natpisi, ukrasi, a ako su bila
starija od 17. stoljeca o njihovom je postojanju i lokaciji
trebalo obavijestiti Povjerenstvo.

Odjel za bogostovlje Kraljevske zemaljske viade ukljucio
se u rjeSavanje problema oko nabave crkvenog inventa-
ra te je izradio prijedlog Naredbe o nabavi crkvenog na-
mjestaja i o njegovom Cuvanju kao i o ¢uvanju gradevina
umjetnicke i historijske vrijednosti.?*> Navedeni prijedlog
Naredbe dao je Povjerenstvu na misljenje. Naredbom je
bila zabranjena prodaja crkvenog inventara. Ako pred-
meti vide nisu bili u upotrebi, trebalo ih je neposredno
ili putem Kr. zemaljske vlade Odjela za bogostovlje i na-
stavu ponuditi na otkup Narodnom muzeju u Zagrebu.
U slucaju da Narodni muzej nije zainteresiran za otkup,
Kr. zemaljska vlada, Odjel za bogostovlje i nastavu trebao
je izdati dozvolu na temelju misljenja vjestaka kojemu ce
od postojecih zavoda, muzeja ili zbirki ponuditi predmet
na otkup prije nego $to se moZze prodati u inozemstvo.”

Povjerenstvo je podnijelo primjedbe na navedeni nacrt
Naredbe, trazeci da se brise kategorija ,gdje je to mo-
guce” jer kod greko-isto¢ne crkve traze uvijek domace
obrtnike. U ¢lanku 3. trebalo je izostaviti,ukoliko ih ne

263 Antun Bauer (1856. — 1937.), teoloski i filoloski pisac, zagrebac-
ki nadbiskup.

264 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 78/1911. od 2. prosinca 1911.
265 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 78/1911. od 2. prosinca 1911.
266 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 78/1911. od 13. listopada 1911.

bi mogli izraditi tehnicki izvjestitelji kr. kot. oblasti’, jer
svaki takav sastav trazi absolutno nuzdno posebnu spre-
mu, te posebno strucnjake, a od kotarskih izvjestitelja ne
moZe nitko to sasvim posebne spreme zatraZiti” U sluca-
ju da Narodni muzej ne bi bio zainteresiran za otkup,
za daljnju prodaju trebalo je ishoditi dozvolu Odjela za
bogostovlje i nastavu Kraljevske zemaljske vlade, koji
je prije izdavanja dozvole na temelju misljenja vjestaka
trebao odluciti kojem ¢e od postojecih zavoda, muzeja
ili zbirki ponuditi predmet na otkup prije prodaje izvan
granica zemlje.?®’

Kraljevski povjerenik u Kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji
Slavko Cuvaj?®® obrazlagao je da se nisu mogle uvaziti
sve primjedbe Povjerenstva na predloZeni nacrt Nared-
be: iskljucivanje tehnickih izvjestitelja od izrade nacrta za
crkveni namjestaj, jer se ne moze a priori poreci svakom
tehni¢kom izvjestitelju sposobnost da i sastavlja takve
nacrte, posebno ako se radi o jednostavnim predmeti-
ma ¢ija bi izradba nacrta od strane strucnjaka bila sku-
pa. Odredba koja se odnosila na odluke vjestaka kojem
je muzeju ili zavodu trebalo ponuditi pravo prvokupa
crkvenih predmeta historijske ili umjetnicke vrijednosti
(namjestaj, slika, kip i sl.), odnosila se na pronalazak od-
govarajuceg mjesta u zbirci prema vrsti predmeta. Stoga
primjedba Povjerenstva nije bila uvazena.”® Nakon ne-
koliko prijedloga i primjedbi Povjerenstva, Odjel za bo-
gostovlje i nastavu donio je na temelju zakonskog ¢lanka
o promicanju domaceg obrta Naredbu o nabavi novog
crkvenog namjestaja te sacuvanju crkvenog namjestaja i
gradjevina historicke i umjetnicke vrijednosti. >

Vezano uz donosenje Naredbe nadbiskup Bauer se po-
novno obratio svecenstvu, naglasavajuci da sve promje-
ne u svojim crkvama trebaju prijaviti Zemaljskom povje-
renstvu ili Zemaljskoj vladi, Odjelu za bogostovlje i nasta-
vu. Isto tako se strogo zabranilo prodavanje i zamjenjiva-
nje staroga crkvenog posuda izvan zemlje ili trgovcima,
dok o tome nije misljenje dalo Povjerenstvo. Za crkvene

267 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 78/1911. od 2. prosinca 1911.

268 Slavko Cuvaj (1851. = 1931.), hrvatski ban i komesar.

269 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 16.022/1.912 od 16. studenoga 1912.
potpisuje Slavko Cuvaj.

270 MKM-SDKB-ZP Naredba pod brojem 16.022 od 16. studenoga
1912. potpisuje Slavko Cuvaij.
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Education, was to issue a permit based on the opinion of
an expert to the existing institutes, museums or collec-
tions to which the item would be offered for purchase
before it could be sold abroad.**

The Land Office commented on the above-mentioned
proposal for the Order and requested the removal of
the category “where possible’, since Eastern Orthodox
churches always look for local craftsmen. This needed to
be omitted from Article 3 if they could not be made by
technical reporters from Royal county districts “because
each such constitution requires absolutely necessary spe-
cial training, and experts, in particular, and from the district
reporters no one can ask for this particular specialty! In the
case that the National Museum was not interested in the
purchase, a sales permit needed to be obtained from the
Department of Religion and Education of the Royal Land
Government that, prior to issuing the permit, had to de-
cide, based on expert opinion, to which of the existing
bureaus, museums or collections the object would be
offered for purchase prior to its sale abroad.?3

The Royal Commissioner in the Kingdom of Croatia and
Slavonia, Slavko Cuvaj*** argued that not all of the com-
ments of the Land Office on the proposed draft of the
Order could be accepted: the exclusion of technical re-
porters from making church furniture designs because it
cannot a priori deny the ability to compose such drafts
of any technical reporter, especially when it comes to
simple objects whose drafting by experts would be ex-
pensive. The provision relating to experts’ decisions on
which museum or institutes should be offered the pur-
chase of church items of historical or artistic value (fur-
niture, paintings, statues, etc,) referred to finding the ap-
propriate place in the collection, according to the type
of item. Consequently, the objection of the Land Office
was not taken into consideration.”®> After several propos-
als and objections from the Land Office, the Department
of Religion and Education issued an “Order to procure new

262 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 78/1911, October 13, 1911.

263 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 78/1911, December 2, 1911,

264 Slavko Cuvaj (1851-1931), Croatian Ban and commissioner.

265 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 16.022/1.912, November 16, 1912,
signed by Slavko Cuvaj.
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church furniture and the preservation of church furniture
and buildings of historical and artistic value” based on the
law for the promotion of local crafts.

Concerning the adoption of the Order, Archbishop Bauer
again addressed the clergy, pointing out that all changes
in their churches should be reported to the Land Office
or the Land Government, Department of Religion and
Education. Also, selling and replacing liturgical vessels
abroad or with merchants was strictly forbidden, until the
Land Office gave its opinion. For objects that could not
be used for ecclesiastical purposes, but were of cultural
and historical value, such as furniture, paintings, statues,
ornaments, valuables, vestments, missals and reliquaries
could only be sold abroad with the permission of the
Department of Religion and Education of the Royal Land
Government, if they were not purchased for an institute
with full compensation.

The Land Office intervened several times to save church
inventory, while following the principle of “conserving
and not restoring™. For example, in the church of St.
Michael in Samobor, where the Land Office managed to
preserve the Baroque altar. In the parish church of the
Holy Cross in Sisak, the Land Office attempted to prevent
the removal of the high altar and four side altars, and in-

266 MKM-SDKB-ZP Order number 16.022, November 16, 1912, signed
by Slavko Cuvaj.

267 Writing about the work of the Land Office in the publication Kolo,
Gjuro Szabo explains their position regarding restoration:“The Land Of-
fice will be committed to truly restore monuments that can be restored.
Every period has its view on restoration, so it is the duty to question that
opinion and, if it proves valid, to use it. And every restoration is a tough
thing: even with the best intentions, something can be destroyed, some-
thing that cannot be remedied, note that: the mark that time has left on
amonument must not be removed, as patina must not be removed from
old metal objects..." Based on this quote, it is obvious Szabo followed
the theory to “conserve”. SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 462; Andela Horvat,
also writing about the work of the Land Office for the preservation
of monuments, mentions that the Land Office adopted the modern
“conservation” principle, supported by the Club of Croatian Architects
founded in 1905 at the initiative of Stjepan Podhorsky, Vjekoslav Bastl,
Viktor Kovaci¢ and Edo Schon. One of the most important goals of
the Club of Croatian Architects program was the protection of artis-
tic and historical sites and monuments. In 1910, Podhorsky worked
on the reconstruction of the Holy Cross church in Krizevci, according
to the instructions of the Land Office. The methodology of his work,
based on research and documentation of monuments, coincides with
the basic idea of the Land Office. HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978/79, 21; GA-
LOVIC, KRESIMIR, 2010, 11.
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14 Sisak, glavni oltar Zupne crkve uklonjen 1911. godine
(MKM-SDKB-ZP s.a.)

Sisak, the main altar of the parish church removed in 1911
(MKM-SDKB-ZP s.a.)

svrhe neupotrebljivi predmeti kulturno-historijske vri-
jednosti kao $to su namijestaj, slike, kipovi, ornamenti,
dragocjenosti, odijela, misali, relikvijari mogli su se samo
s dozvolom Kr. zemaljske vlade Odjela za bogostovlje i
nastavu izvan granica zemlje prodati, ako uz potpunu
odstetu vrijednosti ne bi bili dokupljeni za koji zavod.

Povjerenstvo je u nekoliko navrata interveniralo u spa-
savanju crkvenog inventara, pritom slijedeci nacelo
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15 Josip Kaplan, Remetinec - izjava o zavrsetku posla do
15. srpnja 1914. (MKM-SDKB-ZP)

Josip Kaplan, Remetinec - statement of completion of work by
July 15, 1914 (MKM-SDKB-ZP)

,konzervirati, a ne restaurirati?’!; kao npr. u crkvi sv. Mi-
hovila u Samoboru, gdje je Povjerenstvo uspjelo sacuvati
barokni oltar. Potom je u Zupnoj crkvi sv. Kriza u Sisku

271 Gjuro Szabo u zborniku Kolo pisuci o radu Povjerenstva objas-
njava stav u vezi restauriranja:,,Povjerenstvo ce se zauzeti da se istinski
restauriraju spomenici, koji se mogu restaurirati. Svako vrijeme ima o na-
¢inu restauracije svoje misljenje, pa je duznost, da se to misljenje ispita i
ako se pokaze valjanim, upotrijebi. A svaka je restauracija teska stvar: i uz
najbolju volju moze se nesto unistiti, Sto se nikako naknaditi ne da: onaj
biljeg, sto ga je vrijeme udarilo spomeniku, ne smije se izbrisati, kao sto se
starim kovnim predmetima ne smije patina uzeti..." Prema navedenom
citatu jasno je da je Szabo slijedio teoriju,konzervirati’. SZABO, GJURO,
1912, 462. Andela Horvat, takoder pisuci o djelovanju Povjerenstva
za ¢uvanje spomenika u Zagrebu spominje da je Povjerenstvo usvo-
jilo suvremeno nacelo konzervirati’, koje je zastupao i Klub hrvatskih
arhitekata, nasuprot dobu historicizma kad je jedino logi¢no rjesenje
bilo restaurirati. Klub hrvatskih arhitekata osnovan je godine 1905. na
inicijativu Stjepana Podhorskog, Vjekoslava Bastla, Viktora Kovacica i
Ede Schona. Jedan od vaznijih ciljeva programa KHA bila je zastita
umjetnickih i historijskih mjesta i spomenika. Podhorsky je 1910. radio
na obnovi crkve sv. Kriza u Krizevcima prema naputcima Povjerenstva.
Metodologija njegova rada temeljena na istrazivanju i dokumentira-
nju spomenika poklapa se s osnovnom idejom Povjerenstva. HORVAT,
ANDELA, 1978-1979,; GALOVIC, KRESIMIR, 2010, 11.
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structions were given on the restoration: “...In this case,
it would be necessary to replace the unseemly altar gilding
with new gilding worthy of the altar..** In the end, the high
altar was not saved because the parish priest removed it
and transported it to the church in Jasenovac® (Fig. 14).

In the parish church in Remetinac near Novi Marof, the
Land Office managed to save the valuable Baroque in-
ventory, but not the high altar. In the report on the con-
dition in Remetinec, the Land Office wrote: “The high al-
tar, 1669. We did not find the upper part of the altar, it was
thrown out and destroyed during restoration. This altar is
interesting because its centre is an old Gothic winged altar,
which is somewhat damaged, but since it is probably the
only one of its kind in Croatia, it is worth preserving.

The main concern of the Land Office was to save the
high altar in the sanctuary. The Land Government, be-
lieving the altar to be old and beyond repair — which it
was not, had already made a new altar for the church
it was the patron of, by a carpenter in Zagreb in the so
called Gothic style; thus, the old altar had to be removed
from the church it was made for and where it belonged.
Just by looking at the altar, while it was still in place,
clearly showed that it most certainly belonged there. But
since the entire altar was not made in the Gothic style,
it had to be moved for the sake of some unfortunate
idea of the necessity for a uniform style that has already
destroyed thousands of works of art, and there is little
hope it will not destroy a thousand more. In the more
advanced world, this idea has lost its absolute power,
but in our country, those who see that every pretty thing
can remain in a place where not all objects are in the
same style, are few and far between. Therefore, with the
permission of the Land Government, the altar was trans-
ported to the archaeological museum in Zagreb where
it was respectfully restored, and the unsightly colour it
was painted was removed, and a new, modern — Gothic
altar from a Zagreb cabinetry arrived in Remetinec!?’
Josip Kaplan's company, recommended by the Land

268 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 58, October 13, 1911.

269 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 81, December 5, 1911. Mayor of Si-
sak sent the letter to the Land Office.

270 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 6/1912, January 23, 1912.
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Office?’! and supervised by Viktor Hoffiller, repaired
the pulpit, side altar and baptistery in Remetinec?”?
(Fig. 15).

The Land Office also participated in the relocation of
artwork that was in danger to museums:

".. six busts from wooden Baroque altars from Remete, the
Gothic statue of the Madonna from Remetinac, sixteen
stone architectural sculptures from the Gothic church in
llok.."*” During the visit to Senj, Pilar and Szabd, rep-
resentatives of the Land Office, suggested the reloca-
tion and restoration of inadequately housed portraits
from the 17" and 18" centuries, from the Nehaj For-
tress to the archaeological department of the National
Museum in Zagreb.?* The Land Office’s attempt failed
because the representatives of the city of Senj unan-
imously rejected the proposal for the transfer of art,
leaving the possibility of restoring the portraits and
their accommodation in the city hall in Senj.”

In October 1915, the parish priest from Lonja addressed
the Department of Religion and Education with the re-
quest to replace the altar of St. Ladislaus, transported in
1882 from the Zagreb cathedral, with a new one. The De-
partment of Religion and Education informed the Land
Government about the altar in Lonja, whereby the Land
Office ascertained the condition and gave its opinion on
the inventory in the church. Only the central part with
sculptures of St. Mary, St. Stephen and St. Ladislaus re-
mained from the altar of St. Ladislaus, and there were
two paintings and four sculptures of saints in the attic.
The lower part of the altar with the four evangelists was
preserved, but a tabernacle was inserted in the central
part where the statue of St. John used to be. The recom-
mendation of the Land Office was:"..that the altar not be
restored, it especially should not be gilded again, because
the old gilding is well preserved, that a new altar should be
brought to the church in Lonja and this should be given to

271 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 83, August 25, 1913.

272 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 26, May 14, 1914, and May 16, 1914.
273 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978/79, 21.

274 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 27, February 17, 1913.
275 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 796, February 20, 1913.
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Povjerenstvo pokusalo sprijeciti uklanjanje glavnog i ¢e-
tiriju bo¢nih oltara te su date upute o nacinu restaurira-
nja:,...Uovom slucaju trebalo bi nezgrapnu pozlatu oltara
zamijeniti dostojnom, novom pozlatom...”*? No, glavni
oltar naposljetku nije bio spasen, zupnik ga je uklonio i
premjestio u crkvu u Jasenovcu?” (sl. 14).

Povjerenstvo je u zupnoj crkvi u Remetincu kod Novog
Marofa uspjelo spasiti vrijedni barokni inventar, ali ne i
glavni oltar. U izvjestaju o stanju u Remetincu Povjeren-
stvo navodi:,Glavnioltar, 1669. g. Gornjeg dijela oltara ni-
Jjesmo vise nasli taj je kod restauracije zabacen i unisten. Nu
taj je oltar zanimljiv zato jer je njegova sredina stari gotski
krilni oltar, koji je doduse nesto oStecen, nu buduci valida
Jjedini te vrsti u cijeloj Hrvatskoj, svakog sacuvanja vrijedan.

Glavna je briga povjerenstva bila, da se spase glavni oltar u
svetistu. Vec je kr. zemaljska viada, vjerujuc, da je oltar trosan
i nepopraviv — a to nije nikako bio, dala naciniti za tu crkvu,
kojoj je on kolatorom, nov oltar kod jednog zagrebackog
stolara, u toboZe gotskom slogu, pa je tako stari morao van
s onog mjesta, za koje je bio nacinjen i kamo je i te kako pri-
stajao. Samo pogled na oltar, dok je jos bio na svom mjestu,
pokazuje jasno, da je i te kako tamo spadao. Ali buduc nije
bio sav u gotskom stilu, morao je seliti, za volju neke nesret-
ne ideje o toboZe absolutno nuzdnom jedinstvu stila, koja
je vec tisuce umjetnina unistila, a naZalost ima slabo nade,
da nece jos tisuce unistiti. U naprednijem je svijetu ta ideja
izgubila svoju apsolutnu premoc, nu kod nas su jos preri-
jetki oni, koji uvidaju, da svaka lijepa stvar moze i tamo bitj,
gdje nije sve u onom stilu, u kojem je ona. Tako je dozvolom
kr. zemaljske vlade, preveZen oltar u zagrebacki arheoloski
muzej, gdje je s pijetetom opravljen, ruZna boja, s kojom je
oli¢en, skinuta, a u Remetinec dosao je moderan — gotski
novi Zrtvenik iz zagrebacke stolarnice”* Popravak propo-
vjedaonice, bo¢nog oltara i krstionice u Remetincu radila
je tvrtka Josipa Kaplana na preporuku Povjerenstva,?”®
pod nadzorom Viktora Hoffillera?® (sl. 15).

272 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 58 od 13. listopada 1911.

273 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 81 od 5. prosinca 1911. Dopis Povjeren-
stvu upucuje gradonacelnik Siska.

274 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis pod brojem 6/1912. od 23. sije¢nja 1912.
275 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis pod brojem 83 od 25. kolovoza 1913.

276 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis pod brojem 26 od 14. svibnja 1914.i od 16.
svibnja 1914.

Povjerenstvo je sudjelovalo i u premjestanju ugrozenih
umjetnina u muzejske ustanove:

,...6 poprsja drvenih baroknih oltara iz Remeta, goticki kip
Madone iz Remetinca, 16 kamenih arhitektonskih plastika iz
goticke crkve u lloku..””” Prilikom obilaska Senja izaslanici
Povjerenstva Pilar i Szabo predlagali su, zbog neprimje-
renog smjestaja, premjestanje portreta iz 17.1 18. sto-
ljieca iz kule Nehaj u arheoloski odjel Narodnog muzeja
u Zagrebu, gdje bi bili i restaurirani.?’® Pokusaj Povjeren-
stva je propao jer su zastupnici grada Senja jednoglasno
odbili prijedlog o premjestaju umjetnina, ostavljajudi
mogucnost obnove portreta i njihov smjestaj u gradskoj
vije¢nici u Senju.?”?

U listopadu 1915. Zupnik iz Lonje obratio se Odjelu za
bogostovlje i nastavu s molbom da se oltar sv. Ladislava
koji je prenesen godine 1882. iz zagrebacke katedrale
zamijeni novim. Odjel za bogostovlje i nastavu izvijestio
je Zemaljsko povjerenstvo o oltaru u Lonji, na sto je Po-
vjerenstvo utvrdilo stanje i dalo misljenje o inventaru
u crkvi. Od oltara sv. Ladislava ostao je sredisnji dio sa
skulpturama sv. Marije, sv. Stjepana i sv. Ladislava, na ta-
vanu su se nalazile dvije slike i Cetiri svetacke skulpture.
Donji dio oltara s Cetiri evandelista bio je sacuvan, ali je u
sredisnji dio na kojem se prije nalazio kip sv. lvana umet-
nut tabernakul. Preporuka Povjerenstva bila je:,...da se
oltar ne renovira, narocito ne pozlacivati jer je stara pozlata
dobro sacuvana, da se za crkvu u Lonji novi oltar postavi, a
ovaj da se preda arheoloskom odjelu, dok se u novoj mu-
zejskoj zgradi ne ucini poseban odio za crkvene starine.”*

Povjerenstvo je takoder usmijerilo svoj rad na inventari-
zaciju i izradu topografskih prikaza spomenika po kota-
revima. Osim grada Zagreba i riznice katedrale, pocetak
inventarizacije obuhvatio je i Varazdinsku zupaniju (Pre-
gradu, Klanjec, Krapinu, Zlatar i lvanec).?®'

277 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978.-1979,, 21.

278 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 27 od 17. veljace 1913.

279 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 796 od 20. veljace 1913.

280 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis 28 od 25. listopada 1915.

281 Vazne informacije o spomenicima i prostoru konzervatori su cr-
pili iz naboznih sli¢ica koje su intenzivno sakupljali. Danas je velik broj
ovih sli¢ica arhiviran u Planoteci Uprave za zastitu spomenika kulture
u Ministarstvu kulture.
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16 Snimka predmeta iz Riznice zagrebacke katedrale,
1913. (foto: Vladimir Tkalci¢, inv. br. 717, br. neg. VII-84,
MKM-SDKB-F)

Objects from the Treasury of the Zagreb Cathedral, 1913 (photo:
Viadimir Tkalci¢, MKM-SDKB-F Inv. No. 717, No.Vil-84)

the archaeological department until a separate area is made
in the museum building for ecclesiastical antiquities..."*’®

The Land Office was also focused on conducting an in-
ventory and making topographic maps of monuments
in the districts. Apart from the city of Zagreb and the
cathedral treasury, the beginning of the inventory
system included Varazdin County (Pregrada, Klanjec,
Krapina, Zlatar and Ivanec).?””

Zagreb Archbishop Antun Bauer assisted the Land

276 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 28, October 25, 1915.

277 Conservators gathered important information about monuments
and locations from religious images that were intensively collected.
Today, a large number of these images have been archived in the Plans
Archive of the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage at
the Ministry of Culture.
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Office to do the inventory, asking the parishioner to
provide representatives of the Land Office with the
necessary help.?”® As Szabo was supposed to visit the
Klanjec, Krapina and Ivanec districts in the summer of
1911, Bauer wrote:

"..This gentleman will arrive and ask the revered gentlemen
parishioners, to show him church vessels, which he will de-
scribe and photograph based on their value (monstrances,
reliquary, chalices, ciboria, liturgical vestments; he will in-
spect the church, altars, paintings, benches, pulpits, bells,
furniture, monuments on graveyards, and photograph
everything he finds that is worth photographing. As the
work of this Land Office is in the interest of the church, it
is my wish that the revered clergy support the aforemen-
tioned gentleman in his work, to show him all items, allow
for a description to be prepared and photographs taken,
and allow him access to church records if there is a record
ofapurchase orchange of an item..”’° One piece of inter-
esting information in Smiciklas'letter, in which he sends
Szabo to the aforementioned districts, is to review and
keep notes of historical and art monuments, and if he
comes across valuable church inventory, to buy it for
the Archaeological Museum, with the permission of
Archbishop Bauer.”® Considering the Land Office was
in favour of preserving church inventory and opposed
to relocation, | assume it was discarded inventory.

In 1911, an inventory of monuments that have artistic
or historical value was mentioned in the report on the
work of the Land Office as one of the most important
segments in the process of monument preservation.
The Land Office was planning to make an archive of our
monuments that would contain information on all his-
torians, geographers, painters, builders, and antiquities
(publications, drawings, paintings, photographs and
maps).”®" Regarding movable monuments, the report
mentioned altars,".. mostly bad examples of Baroque art...
" liturgical vessels older than the 17" century, and there

278 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 10, June 19, 1911.
279 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 27/1911, June 19, 1911.

280 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 56, April 30, 1912.
281 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 204.
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17 Snimka predmeta iz Riznice zagrebacke katedrale,
1913. (foto: Vladimir Tkal¢i¢, inv. br. 686, br. neg. VI-53,
MKM-SDKB-F)

Objects from the Treasury of the Zagreb Cathedral, 1913 (photo:
Viadimir Tkalci¢, MKM-SDKB-F Inv. No. 686, No. VI-53)

Zagrebacki nadbiskup Antun Bauer pomagao je Povje-
renstvu i u provodenju inventarizacije, trazec¢i od zupnika
daizaslanicima Povjerenstva pruze potrebnu pomoc .2
Kako je tijekom ljeta 1911. godine Szabo trebao obici
kotare (Klanjec, Krapina, Ivanec), Bauer je pisao:

....Ovaj Ce se gospodin navratiti i velecasnoj gospodi Zupni-
cima zamolitiih, da mu pokazu crkveno posude, koje ¢e on
prema vriednosti opisati i fotografisati (monstrance, relikvi-
jare, kaleZe, ciborije, misna odiela, razgledati ce crkvu, oltare,
slike, klupe, propovjedaonice, zvona, namjestaj ini, spome-
nike na grobljima i snimati sve, Sto bude drZao vriednim sni-
manja. Kako je ovaj rad povjerenstva i u interesu crkve, to je
moja Zelja, da velecasno svecenstvo spomenutog gospodina

282 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 10 od 19. lipnja 1911, Ibid., 246.

18 Snimka predmeta iz Riznice zagrebacke katedrale,
1913. (foto: Vladimir Tkal¢i¢, inv. br. 716, br. Neg. VII-83,
MKM-SDKB-F)

Objects from the Treasury of the Zagreb Cathedral, 1913 (photo:
Vladimir Tkalci¢, MKM-SDKB-F Inv. No. 716, No. VII-83)

u njegovom radu podupre, da mu pokaze sve predmete, do-
zvoli opis i fotografisanje i dozvoli uvid i u crkvene spomeni-
ce, ako je u njima Sto zabiljeZeno o nabavi i promjeni kojeg
predmeta..."”® Zanimljiv je podatak u dopisu Smiciklasa,
koji upucuje Szaba u spomenute kotare, da pregleda i
vodi biljeske o historijskim i umjetnic¢kim spomenicima,
a ukoliko naide na vrijedan crkveniinventar, da ga otku-
pi za arheoloski muzej uz dozvolu nadbiskupa Bauera. S
obzirom na to da se Povjerenstvo zalagalo za oCuvanje
crkvenog inventara i protivilo se premjestanju, pretpo-
stavljam da se radi o odba¢enom inventaru.*

283 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 27/1911 od 19. lipnja 1911, Ibid.,, 246.
284 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 56 od 30. travnja 1912.
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are almost no liturgical vestments.”® The thinking be-
hind the definition of the term monument is quite in-
teresting:?®

".. We should now precisely define the term monument,
because it must include various items, and it can hardly
be done in a few words. We must consider every item in-
herently related to the life and work of previous genera-
tions that lived in this area as a monument; every object
that at least gives a little bit of information about these
past generations. Thus, the remains of wooden buildings,
which were used for defence or living or both, the remains
of temples, churches, monasteries; old graveyards and
graves; weapons and tools; clothes; works of art and writ-
ten sources, etc. must be considered monuments..."*

In 1912 in the publication Kolo, Szabo wrote about the
work of the Land Office and reiterated the previously
mentioned idea of creating an archive containing all of
the information on monuments, noting the role of the
clergy, teachers/professors and rangers who needed
to collect information about the condition of monu-
ments in the field, as well as finding "new”monuments
(forts, churches, etc), citing how Kukuljevi¢ collected
reports for the Society for History and Antiquities. Al-
though he was aware that it was not the right time to
collect the reports, he believed the Land Office should
try again.

Tadija Smiciklas, president of the Land Office, founded
the Committee for the Inventory of the Zagreb Cathe-
dral. The first session of the Committee was held on
March 28, 1912. BrunSmid was appointed director,
and Szabo became the secretary. The members of the
committee were: Barle, Pilar and conservator Janko
Holjac®® (mayor of Zagreb at the time). They were in
charge of research, based on their professions: Barle

282 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 8, 1912.

283 In defining the term monument (spomenik), G. Szabo probably
relied on the theory of Alois Riegl on the value of monuments; as an
antique, Riegl denoted the content and set of those characteristics
of the past that appear on a monument during a long period under
natural influences.

284 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 206, MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 8/1912.
285 Janko Holjac (1865-1939), architect.
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for the history of the cathedral, Pilar for architecture,
and Brunsmid for the study of the treasury. Hollac was
supposed to use his reputation to support the work of
the Committee. In 1913, Tkal&i¢ began photographing
the monuments in the treasury of the Zagreb cathe-
dral (Fig. 16-18). By 1915, more than 200 items were
photographed and described,?¢ but the work was not
published because of the war.?’

After Tadija Smiciklas died on June 8, 1914, the acts of
the Land Office were taken over by Josip Brunsmid.
Therefore, on February 13, 1916, the Land Office sug-
gested that the King appoint Brunsmid as president
of the Land Office and confirm all former members
for the period from 1916 to 1920. On that occasion, 30
conservationists in charge of the entire country were
appointed, with ten conservators operating in Zagreb
alone: Bela Csikos Sessia (Fig. 19), Robert Franges, Janko
Holjac, Ljudevit lvancan, Dominik Premus, Fran Saban,
Branko Senoa (Fig. 20) and Vladimir Tkalci¢. Szabo and
the appointed conservators visited monuments, and,
based on these on-site visits, a number of drawings
and sketches were created that recorded the condition
of monuments. In the report on the five years of the
Land Office, Szabo wrote:"..all the more notable objects
that could not be recorded in a photograph were recorded
by artists in painted or copper engravings; so on the one
hand, we have collected a very nice collection of artistic
portrayals of monuments, and on the other, it encourages
artists to go in a different direction, as shown by the latest
exhibition"®

286 Tkalci¢ photographed the items in their original size. Agfa Chro-
mo-lsolar glass panels measuring 13 x 18, 18 x 24, 24 x 30 cm, are kept
in the Photo Archives of the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural
Heritage of the Ministry of Culture.

287 Concerning the inventory of monuments from the Zagreb cathe-
dral, at the session of the Land Office on August 3, 1915, it was planned
to tour and record all of the altars that had been removed during the
restoration of the cathedral, but the program was partially carried out.
288 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 2, January 16, 1916. Report on the
work carried outin 1915, and a review of the work in the first five years.
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19 Omisalj (crtez: Bela Cikos Sesija, 1913., 475
MKM-SDKB-GZ)
Omisalj (drawing: Bela Cikos Sesija, 1913, MKM-SDKB-GZ)

U izvjestaju o radu Zemaljskog povjerenstva za godinu
1911. spomenuta je inventarizacija spomenika koji ima-
ju umijetnicku ili historijsku vrijednost kao jedan od naj-
vaznijih segmenata u procesu ¢uvanja spomenika. Po-
vjerenstvo je planiralo izraditi arkiv nasih spomenika koji
bi sadrzavao podatke o svim povjesni¢arima, geografi-
ma, slikarima, graditeljima i starinama (publikacije, nacrti,
slike, fotografije i karte).?®> U izvjestaju su od pokretnih
spomenika spomenuti oltari:, . ..ve¢inom su to slaba djela
baroka..." crkveno posude starije od 17. stoljeca, a mi-
snog ruha gotovo da nema.?® Zanimljivo je razmisljanje
vezano uz definiranje pojma spomenik:*

... Irebalo bi sada precizirati pojam spomenika, jer se pod
tim nazivom moraju razumijevati najraznolicniji predme-
ti, a to se moZe sa nekoliko rijeci jedva uciniti. Mi moramo
svaki predmet bitno vezan o Zivot i rad minulih generacija,
$to su na ovom tlu prebivali, smatrati spomenikom; svaki
predmet, koji nam moze barem nesto o tim iscezlim poko-
lienjima kazati. Pa tako se ostaci drvenih gradevina, koji su
budiza obranu budi za stanovanje ili za jedno i drugo sluZili,
ostaci hramova, crkava, samostana; stara groblja i grobovi;
oruZje i orude, odijelo; djela umjetnosti i pisani spomenici i
t.d. moraju smatrati spomenicima. . ."*%

285 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 204.

286 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 8 od 1912.

287 Gjuro Szabo se u definiranju pojma spomenik vjerojatno oslanja na
teoriju Aloisa Riegla o vrijednosti spomenika; Riegl kao starinu ozna-
Cava sadrzaj i skup onih obiljezja proslosti koja se javljaju na spome-
niku za vrijeme duzeg perioda pod djelovanjem prirodnih utjecaja.
288 SZABO, GJURO, 1912, 206., MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 8/1912.

20 Zvono (crtez: Branko Senoa, MKM-SDKB-GZ)
Bell (drawing: Branko Senoa, MKM-SDKB-GZ)

U zborniku Kolo Szabo je 1912. godine pisao o radu Po-
vjerenstva u kojem ponavlja ranije spomenutu ideju stva-
ranja arhiva koji bi sadrzavao sve podatke o spomenici-
ma, napominjuci pritom ulogu svecenstva, nastavnika/
profesora i Sumara, koji su trebali prikupljati podatke o
stanju spomenika na terenu, kao i o pronalasku,,novih”
spomenika (gradina, crkava i dr.), navodeci Kukuljevice-
vo prikupljanje izvjestaja za Druztvo za povéstnicu i sta-
rine. lako je bio svjestan da nisu povoljna vremena za
prikupljanje izvjestaja, smatrao je da Povjerenstvo treba
ponovno pokusati.

Predsjednik Povjerenstva Tadija Smiciklas osnovao je Od-
bor za inventarizaciju Stolne crkve zagrebacke. Prva sjed-
nica Odbora odrZana je 28. ozujka 1912. Za procelnika je
postavljen Brunsmid, a za tajnika Szabo. Clanovi odbora
bili su: Barle, Pilar i konzervator Janko Holjac?® (tadasniji
nacelnik grada Zagreba). Oni su prema svojim strukama
bili zaduZeni za istraZivanje: Barlé za povijest katedrale,
Pilar za arhitekturu, a za proucavanje riznice Brunsmid.
Holjac je svojim ugledom trebao podupirati rad Odbora.
Godine 1913. Tkalci¢ je poceo fotografirati spomenike
u riznici zagrebacke katedrale (sl. 16-18). Ukupno je do

289 Janko Holjac (1865. — 1939.), arhitekt.
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The requisition of metal objects during World War
I in continental Croatia

At the beginning of World War |, there was a need for
precious metals such as copper, pewter and bronze that
posed a danger for movable monuments. Consequently,
the work of the Land Office was focused on the protection
of items like bells, copper roofs, fittings and organs, and
the prevention of such items from being requisitioned.
In fact, the military administration warned civilians in the
fall of 1915 that they would use church bells for the war.
With their representatives, they made a list of bells in every
county. Each bell had its own number and weight mark
determined by the bottom diameter of the bell. Unfortu-
nately, the Land Office was not informed about the inten-
tion to requisition metal objects, and they learned about it
from the Viennese press. After that, they tried to locate all
the bells in the country that had artistic or historical val-
ue.289

On February 11, 1916, the Land Office wrote a letter to
Archbishop Antun Bauer asking him to inform the clergy
which bells should be kept safe for as long as possible,
with short instructions on how to recognize these bells:

- record all the bells, write down inscriptions, measure their he-
ight and width,

- preserve those that are taller than they are wide,

- preserve bells with a Gothic inscription or an inscription that
cannot be read,

- preserve bells of cultural and historical significance,

- preserve bells that even a layman can see are valuable, based
on their ornaments.**

289 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 35, June 11, 1916. Hoffiller wrote
to baron Ivan Skerlecz.

290 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 8, February 11, 1916. The aforemen-
tioned instructions for the rescue of bells were probably made on
the basis of the instructions that were compiled, as Hoffiller states,
in the Austrian Office for Monument Preservation. In Austria, it was not
permitted to remove bells made before 1700, and a list was made of
the most valuable bells. All of those bells were included in one third
of the bells that were supposed to be preserved. The recording and
rescue of bells was started in Hungary. One circular was issued in the
form of a recommendation for saving the bells of artistic or historical
value. HOFFILLER, VIKTOR, 1919, 8.
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On March 10, 1916, the aforementioned letter sent to the
archbishop was published in the official gazette of the
Zagreb Archdiocese titled “Church bells of historical value'.
Along with the letter of the Land Office, Archbishop Bau-
er addressed the clergy, asking them to send information
about all bells in each parish as soon as possible, with
even more detailed instructions (measure their height and
weight, describe decorations along the edge, whether or
not the bell is decorated with the characters of saints and
which ones).?*! Viktor Hoffiller, the curator of the Archae-
ological Department at the National Museum in Zagreb,
within the Department for Prehistory and Archaeology, led
the rescue operation. It should be noted that Hoffiler was
the curator and head of the Land Office. The lists used to
remove the first bells, at the beginning of July 1916, were
made without the input of the Land Office and enumer-
ated many valuable bells. The lists were compiled by the
Imperial and Royal Military Command in Zagreb in agree-
ment with the church and land districts. Hence, Hoffiller
sent a letter to the Archbishop spiritual table?®> on behalf
of the Land Office in which he asked district parish offic-
es to inform the Land Office if they had a bell of historical
or artistic value so that they could try and protect it from
requisition. The Order regarding the requisition of metal ob-
jects?® with artistic and historical (archaeological) value
was soon adopted. Based on the order, a Committee for
the evaluation of metal objects (hereinafter Committee),
appointed by the Royal Land Government, was to be es-
tablished. The Committee consisted of Josip Brunsmid,
president, Viktor Hoffiller, secretary, and members Vladimir
Tkalci¢ and Ivan Kerdi¢.?*

The emergency intervention of the Land Office enabled
the supervision of collection centres and expert reviews of
all bells before they were brought to the factory. In addi-
tion to the church authorities who issued a few circulars,*®

291 N.N.a 1916, 27.

292 N.N. b 1916, MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 35, June 11, 1916. Hof-
filler wrote to baron Ivan Skerlecz.

293 NN no. 162, July 18, 1916.

294 SOLTER, ANA, 2016, 415.

295 Circular no. 15303-1916, in Glasnik biskupije bosankse | srijemske,
No. 13, Bakovo, June 25, 1916. Circular no. 5238, Crkvene vijesti, Za-
greb, August 16, 1916. Circular no. 21335-1916 in Glasnik biskupije
bosanske and srijemske, No. 13, Bakovo, August 31, 1916.
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21 Sabiraliste zvona u Osijeku (foto: Vadimir Tkalci¢, broj
35/1916, MKM-SDKB-ZP)

Bell collection point in Osijek (photo: Viadimir Tkalcic, No.
35/1916, MK-UZK-ZP)

godine 1915. snimljeno i opisano vise od 200 predme-
ta,”° ali je rat onemogucio izdavanje publikacije.?!

Nakon smrti Tadije Smiciklasa 8. lipnja 1914. akte Povje-
renstva preuzeo je Josip Brundmid. Stoga je Povjerenstvo
13. veljace 1916. predloZilo kralju imenovanje Brunsmida
za predsjednika Povjerenstva i potvrdu svih dotadasnjih
¢lanova za razdoblje od 1916. do 1920. godine. Tom je
prigodom proglaseno 30 konzervatora nadleZnih za ci-
jelu zemlju; od toga je samo u Zagrebu djelovalo deset
konzervatora: Bela Cikos Sesija (sl. 19), Robert Franges,
Janko Holjac, Ljudevit lvan¢an, Dominik Premus, Fran Sa-
ban, Branko Senoa (sl. 20) i Vladimir Tkalci¢. Imenovani
konzervatori zajedno sa Szabom obilazili su spomenike te
su temeljem ocevida nastali brojni crtezi i skice kojima je
zabiljeZeno tadasnje stanje spomenika. Szabo je u izvje-
$taju o petogodisnjem radu Povjerenstva napisao:,...sve
znatnije objekte, koji se nisu dali fotografijom prikazati, dalo
Jje od umjetnika budi bojom budi u bakrorezu snimiti, pa je u
jednu ruku pribralo veoma lijepu sbirku umjetnickih prikaza

290 Tkalci¢ je snimio predmete u originalnoj veli¢ini. Agfa Chromo-Iso-
lar staklene ploce velicine 13 x 18, 18 x 24, 24 x 30 cm Cuvaju se u Fo-
toteci Uprave za zastitu kulturne bastine Ministarstva kulture.

291 Vezano za inventarizaciju spomenika zagrebacke katedrale, na
sjednici Povjerenstva od 3. kolovoza 1915. predviden je obilazak i sni-
manje svih oltara koji su bili uklonjeni prigodom restauriranja katedra-
le, no program je samo djelomicno izveden.

spomenika, a u drugu potaklo je umjetnike, da prodju smje-
rom, sto oni i ¢ine, kako pokazuju novije izlozbe. . "%

Rekvizicija metalnih predmeta u vrijeme Prvoga
svjetskog rata u kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj

Pocetkom Prvoga svjetskog rata uslijed ratnih zbivanja javila
se potreba za plemenitim metalima kao $to su bakar, kositar
i bronca, zbog ¢ega su pokretni spomenici bili osobito ugro-
Zeni. Stoga je rad Zemaljskog povjerenstva bio usmjeren na
zastitu predmeta kao $to su zvona, bakreni krovovi, okovi i
orgulje, odnosno na sprjecavanje rekvizicije. Naime, vojna
uprava upozorila je civilna podru¢ja u jesen 1915. godine da
Ce u ratne svrhe upotrijebiti crkvena zvona. Pomocu vojnih
izaslanika napravljeni su popisi zvona po svim zupanijama.
Svako je zvono imalo svoj broj i oznaku teZine odredenu
prema donjem promjeru zvona. Nazalost, Zemaljsko povje-
renstvo nije bilo obavijesteno o namjeri rekviriranja pred-
meta od metala, nego je o tome doznalo iz beckog tiska.
Nakon toga je pokusalo locirati sva zvona u zemlji koja su
imala umjetnicku ili historijsku vrijednost >

Zemaljsko povjerenstvo je 11. veljace 1916. sastavilo dopis
koji je poslalo nadbiskupu Antunu Baueru mole¢i da oba-
vijesti svecenstvo koja se zvona trebaju Sto duze sacuvati s
kratkim uputama kako prepoznati ta zvona:

« Sva zvona popisati, zapisati natpise, izmjeriti visinu i Sirinu,

- sacuvati ona koja su visa no Sira,

« sacuvati zvona s gotskim natpisom ili s natpisom koji se ne
moZe ¢itati,

- sacuvati zvona od kulturno-povijesnog znacenja,

292 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 2 od 16. sije¢nja 1916. Izvjestaj o radu
u godini 1915. i pregled rada u prvom petogodistu.

293 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 35 od 11. lipnja 1916. Hoffiller pise ba-
runu lvanu Skerleczu.
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the imperial Royal Military Command in Zagreb provided
assistance by informing the Land Office about where the
bells were sent for an expert review. Hoffiller repeatedly
travelled to Vienna to the Imperial Royal Ministry of War, or
to Budapest to weapons factories, for permission to exempt
bells in order to save the most important ones. Tkalci¢ was
in charge of the inspection, description and photograph-
ing of bells in the collection centre at the railway station in
Zagreb (Fig. 21). The Committee attempted to rescue bells
made before 1750 with an inscription in Croatian that was
connected with an important historical event or which was
linguistically interesting. It is obvious from the reports and
letters that Josip Matasovi¢ assisted the Committee for the
evaluation of metal objects in Vinkovci.?*

Collection centres for bells were located in Vinkovci, Kar-
lovac, Slavonski Brod, Osijek, Rijeka, Sisak, Cakovec, Zagreb,
Gyekenyes, and Indija. During the requisition, the Land Of-
fice described and photographed more than 2000 bells.?*

The authority of the Land Office is obvious in the letter
sent by Ivan Skerlecz?*® to the Archbishop spiritual table
on June 12, 1917, along with the Order on the use of bells
forwar purposes:

"Regarding §. 2 of the order of the Royal Hungarian minister
for defence, all bells of historical or artistic value will be exempt
from use for war purposes; and the decision as to which bells
will be considered exempt will be made after the hearing of
the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical Mon-
uments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia and outside
of the Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia!*

On June 22, 1917, Archbishop Antun Bauer addressed the
clergy with a request for a detailed list of bells with regard
to the circulars dated April 6 and May 25, 1917. Reports

296 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 48-4, October 5, 1916.

297 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 48-30/1916, January 9, 1917.

298 Ivan Skerlecz (1873-1951), Croatian politician, lawyer, Ban.

299 It should be noted that one part of archival records is located in
the Archives of the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage,
and the other part is in the Archaeological Museum in Zagreb. Given
that Hoffiller was the head of the Land Office during the requisition
of bells, and participated in the work of the Land Office for evaluating
metal objects, some of the letters were supplemented, although there
were two separate commissions during this period.
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with the lists of bells were supposed to be completed be-
fore the implementation of the requisition, so they could
be handed in on time, before the removal of the bells had
begun. Brunsmid managed to secure the permission from
the Ministry of War to move the most valuable bells found
in the collection centres. Some of the bells were returned,
and some were bought for the National Museum. Apart
from the bells, Brunsmid also tried to rescue rooftops of ar-
tistic significance 3 Organs, pewter organ pipes or pewter
alloys were not exempt from the requisition, but organs
with historical, artistic and musical value were 3"’

Private individuals were not exempt from the requisition
and had to hand over objects of artistic or craft value.
Some of these items were still spared. According to the
records of the Archaeological Museum in Zagreb from
1916, there were 28 private requests for exemption from
the requisition. With the help of the Land Office, Rudolf
H. Cerny managed to save his collection of metal objects
(bowls, thuribles, plates) all of which were measured and
dated . Levin Horvath reported items that were request-
ed for exemption: fittings on the tabernacle, chandeliers
and clocks. 3%

The second requisition was carried out from August 16 to
December 31, 1917. Since mostly smaller, but more valua-
ble bells were saved during the first requisition, they were
in jeopardy during the second one.

With the end of World War |, the first phase of the Land
Office also ended. From 1911 to 1918, the work of the Land
Office was quite intense. It began to prepare an invento-
ry of mainly ecclesiastical material and a bibliography re-
garding monuments. It also participated in the adoption
of orders and directives, and providing various recom-
mendations for reconstruction. Zagreb Archbishop Antun

300 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number IX. 58/82.-1917, letter was sent to
the Royal Hungarian Minister for Defence.

301 MAROSLAVAC, STJEPAN, 2016, 73. In Slavonia, there were pre-
served organs in Dakovo in the church, in the Franciscan church in
Vukovar, the parish church in Cerevi¢, the parish church in Trnava, the
work of Joh. Pump., and three organs were preserved in the parish
church in Osijek and in the parish church in Vrpolje, the work of M.
Heferer. 2011:126.

302 AMZ no. 6-1 1918, January 11, 1918.

303 AMZ no. 6-4 1918, February 11, 1918.



Institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine u Hrvatskoj od 1850. do 1990. godine

sacuvati zvona, koja i laik moZe prepoznati po ornamentima
da su vrijedna.®*

Navedeni dopis upucen nadbiskupu u cijelosti je objavljen u
Sluzbenom vjesniku nadbiskupije Zagrebacke 10. ozujka 1916.
pod naslovom Crkvena zvona historicke vrijednosti. Nadbi-
skup Bauer se uz dopis Zemaljskog povjerenstva obratio
svecenstvu pozivajuciih da $to prije posalju podatke o svim
zvonima koja se nalaze u pojedinim Zupama s jos detaljnijim
uputama (mjerenja visine, tezine, ukraseno kod kape na rubu, je
liukraseno likovima svetaca i kojima).** Viktor Hoffiller, tadas-
nji kustos Arheoloskog odjela Narodnog muzeja u Zagrebu
u pretpovijesnom i arheoloskom odjelu, bio je voditelj akcije
spasavanja. Treba napomenuti da je u to vrijeme Hoffiller,
uz spomenutu duznost kustosa, bio i voditelj Zemaljskog
povjerenstva. Popisi na osnovi kojih je zapocelo prvo skida-
nje zvona pocetkom srpnja 1916. sastavljeni su bez utjecaja
Zemaljskog povjerenstva te su sadrzavali mnoga vrijedna
zvona. Popise je sastavilo carsko i kraljevsko vojno zapo-
viednistvo u Zagrebu u dogovoru s crkvenim i zemaljskim
oblastima. Stoga je Hoffiller uime Zemaljskog povjerenstva
uputio pismo Biskupskom duhovnom stolu?® u kojem je
molio podru¢ne Zupne urede da obavijeste Povjerenstvo
ako posjeduju zvono od historijske ili umjetnicke vrijednosti
kako bi se ono pokusalo zastititi od rekvizicije. Ubrzo je do-
nesena Naredba glede preuzimanja kovnih predmeta,” koja
se odnosila na predmete koji imaju umjetnicku i historijsku
(arheolosku) vrijednost po kojoj se trebalo osnovati Povje-
renstvo za prosudivanje kovnih predmeta (dalje Povjerenstvo)
imenovano od kr. Zemaljske vlade. U Povjerenstvo su ime-
novani: Josip Brunsmid, predsjednik, Viktor Hoffiller, tajnik
te ¢lanovi Vladimir Tkalci¢ i lvan Kerdi¢.?%®

294 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 8 od 11. veljace 1916. Navedene upu-
te za spasavanje zvona vjerojatno su nastale na temelju uputa koje je
sastavio, kako navodi Hoffiller, Austrijski ured za cuvanje spomenika. U
su napravljeni popisi najvrjednijih zvona. Sva ta zvona bila su uvrstena
u tre¢inu zvona koja su trebala biti sacuvana. U Ugarskoj nije pokre-
nuta akcija popisivanja i spasavanja zvona. Izdana je jedna okruznica
u vidu preporuke za spasavanje zvona od umjetnicke ili historijske
vrijednosti. HOFFILLER, VIKTOR, 1919,, 8.

295N.N.a 1916, 27.

296 N.N.b 1916., MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 35 od 11. lipnja 1916. Hof-
filler pise barunu Ivanu Skerleczu.

297 N.N. br. 162 od 18. srpnja 1916.

298 SOLTER, ANA, 2016.,415.

Hitnom intervencijom Povjerenstva bio je omogucen nad-
zor sabirnih centara i stru¢ni pregledi svih zvona prije od-
voza u tvornicu. Osim crkvenih vlasti, koje su izdale nekoliko
okruznica,® pomoc je pruzalo i c. kr. vojni¢ko zapovjed-
nistvo u Zagrebu, koje je obavjestavalo Povjerenstvo u koji
su sabirni centar zvona stizala da sacekaju stru¢ni pregled.
Hoffiller je vise puta odlazio u Be¢ u C. i kr. Ministarstvo rata
ili u Budimpestu u tvornice oruzja po dopustenje za izuzece
zvona od prelijevanja kako bi spasio vaznija zvona. Tkalcic je
vodio pregled, opis i fotografsko snimanje zvona na kolod-
vorskom sabiralistu u Zagrebu (sl. 21). Povjerenstvo je po-
kuSavalo spasavati zvona izradena prije godine 1750, koja
su imala natpis na hrvatskom jeziku vezan za neki historijski
dogadaj ili je bio jezi¢no zanimljiv. 1z izvjestaja i dopisa se
uocava da je Povjerenstvu za prosudivanje kovnih predmeta
u Vinkovcima pomagao Josip Matasovi¢. 3%

Sabirni centri za zvona nalazili su se u Vinkovcima, Karlovcu,
Slavonskom Brodu, Osijeku, Rijeci, Sisku, Cakovcu, Zagrebu,
Gyekenyesu i Indiji. Povjerenstvo je za vrijeme trajanja
rekvizicije opisalo i fotografiralo vise od 2000 zvona.*”!

Autoritet Povjerenstva ocituje se u dopisu koji je ban Ivan
Skerlecz’® uputio Nadbiskupskom duhovnom stolu 12.
lipnja 1917. uz Naredbu u predmetu upotrebe zvonova u
ratne svrhe:

LU smislu §. 2. te naredbe kr. ug. Ministra za zem. obranu
biti ¢e izuzeta od upotrebe u ratne svrhe zvona historicke ili
umjetnicke vrijednosti, a o tom, koja se zvona imadu sma-
trati takovima, odlucit ¢e nakon saslusanja Zemaljskog po-
vierenstva za ¢uvanje historic¢kih i umjetnickih spomenika
za podrucje kraljevina Hrvatske i Slavonije izvan kraljevina
Hrvatske, Slavonije i Dalmacije*®

299 Okruznica br. 15303.-1916. u Glasniku biskupije bosanske i sri-
jemske, broj 13., Bakovo 25. lipnja 1916. Okruznica br. 5238, Crkvene
vijesti, Zagreb 16. kolovoza 1916. Okruznica br. 21335.-1916. u Glasni-
ku biskupije bosanske i srijemske, broj 16., Bakovo 31. kolovoza 1916.
300 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 48-4, od 5. listopada 1916.

301 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis od 48-30/1916.,, od 9. sije¢nja 1917.

302 Ivan Skerlecz (1873. - 1951.), hrvatski politicar, pravnik, ban.

303 Treba napomenuti da se dio arhivskih spisa nalazi u Arhivu Uprave
za zastitu kulturne bastine, a dio u Arheoloskom muzeju u Zagrebu. S
obzirom na to da je Hoffiller u vrijeme rekvizicije zvona vodio Zemalj-
sko povjerenstvo i sudjelovao u radu Povjerenstva za prosudivanje
kovnih predmeta, neki dopisi se nadovezuju i nadopunjuju iako se u
to vrijeme radi o dvama odvojenim povjerenstvima.
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Bauer was a great help in the work of the Land Office and
assisted in the protection of church monuments through
a series of circulars. The work of the Land Office during the
war was aimed at rescuing bells from requisition by co-op-
erating with the military and political authorities. With the
end of the war, the work of the Land Office focused on
the return of art and extensive work to claim war damages.

THE INFLUENCE OF EUROPEAN THEORY AND
PRACTICE ON MONUMENT PROTECTION

IN CROATIA AND DALMATIA - SELECTED
EXAMPLES

In Austria, since the mid-19" century, there were a num-
ber of important people who contributed to the develop-
ment of art history and the theoretical basis for monument
protection, such as Rudolf Eitelberger, Alois Riegel, Georg
Gottfried Dehio** and Max Dvorak. All except Dehio were
representatives of the Vienna School of Art History. Their
research, reviews and discussions were influenced by the
cultural and political complexities that took place in Aus-
tria-Hungary in the second half of the 19" century. In their
work, they looked for links between the late period of the
Roman Empire and the Habsburg Monarchy, which later
provided the basis for further research.3® Their theories and
debates were covered by experts from Croatia and abroad.
Since they actively participated in monument protection in
Dalmatia or continental Croatia as conservators of the Cen-
tral Commission and as professors of art history, and also
actively participated in the development of institutions in
Austria, their influence was important for institutional de-
velopment in Croatia. One should not ignore the fact that
the champions of monument protection in the second half
of the 19" century were educated in Vienna (lvan Kukulje-
vi¢ Sakcinski, Isidor Krdnjavi, Viktor Hoffiller, Josip Brunsmid,

304 Georg Dehio — his Emperor’s speech (Kaiserrede) from 1905 at the
University of Strasbourg is best known. During the lecture on Protec-
tion of Monuments and Care in the 19" century, Wilhelm Il was present,
and the speech was held on the Emperor’s birthday (27. 1. 1905). In a
very simple way, he explained his thoughts about monument protec-
tion. He felt that we do not conserve monuments because they are
beautiful, but because they are part of our national existence; when it
comes to monument protection, it is not a matter of pleasure but of
piety/devoutness. Memory significantly dominated the entire period
of historicism. LEHNE, ANDREAS, 2008, 72-74; MAROEVIC, IVO, 2002, 9.
305 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 20009, 446.
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Gjuro Szabo), and that practice continued in the first half of
the 20" century (Artur Schneider, Ljubo Karaman).

One of the first was Rudolf Eitelberger, the first professor of
art history at the University of Vienna® Eitelberger had a
lot of influence on Krsnjavi, first as his professor and later
as an associate. In addition to the previously mentioned
foundation of the museum and chair for art history, he
encouraged Krinjavi to take part in the Austro-Hungarian
industrial exhibition in Trieste in 1881.3%” Croatian artistic
craftsmanship was present in the Croatian pavilion. Kr$n-
javi expanded his study of folk traditions to the study of
national economics, bringing him closer to Alois Riegl3®
As Head conservator (Generalkonservator), Alois Riegl trav-
elled throughout the Habsburg Monarchy, he knew about
all the issues concerning contemporary monument pro-
tection in Austria, and participated in the reconstruction
of monuments in Dalmatia. When he started studying ar-
tistic craftsmanship, Riegl consulted Krdnjavi's work about
the origins of ornaments and a "home industry’, and thus
began their collaboration. According to Jirsak, at the time
of their collaboration, Riegl published Folk Art, Handicrafts
and Home Industry, in which the "achievements” of the 19"
century in terms of productivity, mobility and economic
development were listed as the cause of the decline of
traditional handicrafts in Eastern Europe” Riegl did not
adopt Riegl's term Kunstwollen®*'°, he believed it was “not
wanting not to know"*'" With The modern cult of monu-
ments, its essence, its origin (Der Moderne Denkmalkultus,
sein Wesen, seine Entstehung), Riegl established a new rela-
tionship towards monuments, preserving the value of age,

306 He based Oesterreichisches Museum fiir Kunst und Industrie (1864)
and Kunstgewerbeschule des Oesterreiches Museums (1868) on the
Kensington Museum and the School of Art — research, use and study
of works and technologies from the past. MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009,
74.

307 The Austro-Hungarian Agricultural and Industrial Exhibition in Tri-
este was held from August 1 to November 15, 1882. The two-storey
Croatian pavilion, made out of oak, was the work of architect Bollé.
Carpets, folk costumes, furs, traditional shoes, wine and mineral water
were exhibited. MESSINA, MICHELA. 2007, 102.

308 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015, 296.

309 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015, 299.

310 Riegl first formulated Kunstwollen in the context of decorative
art, the origin of ornamental motifs, which he published in his first
book Stilfragen: Grundlegen zu einer Geschichte der Ornamentik in 1893.
311 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 132.
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Nadbiskup Antun Bauer obratio se sve¢enstvu s molbom
za detaljno popisivanje zvona 22. lipnja 1917, a vezano uz
okruznice od 6. travnja i 25. svibnja 1917. godine. Izvjestaji
s popisima zvona trebali su biti gotovi prije pocetka pro-
vedbe rekvizicije, kako bi na vrijeme predali izvjestaje prije
nego pocne skidanje zvona. Brundmid je uspio od Rat-
nog ministarstva dobiti pristanak o premjestanju vrjed-
nijih zvona, nadenih na sabirnim mjestima. Dio je vracen
na mjesta, a dio je otkupljen za Narodni muzej. Osim za
zvona, Brundmid se zalagao i za spasavanje krovova od
umjetnickog znacaja.>* Rekvizicije nisu bile postedene ni
orgulje, orguljske cijevi od kositra ili kositrenih legura, s
time da su izuzimane orgulje koje imaju povijesno-umjet-
ni¢ku i glazbenu vrijednost.3%

Rekvizicijom nisu bile postedene ni privatne osobe koje
su predavale predmete umjetnicke ili obrtne vrijednosti.
Dio tih predmeta ipak je bio izdvojen. Prema urudzbe-
nom zapisniku Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu iz 1916.
godine bilo je 28 privatnih molbi za oprost od rekvizici-
je. Tako je Rudolf H. Cerny uspio uz pomo¢ Povjerenstva
spasiti svoju zbirku metalnih predmeta (zdjela, kadionica,
tanjura, skropionica) koji su svi izmjereni i datirani® Levin
Horvath prijavio je predmete s molbom za izuzece: okove
na tabernakulu, lustere i satove "

Druga rekvizicija provodena je od 16. kolovoza do 31.
prosinca 1917. godine. S obzirom na to da su nakon prve
rekvizicije sacuvana vec¢inom samo manja, ali vrjednija
zvona, kod druge rekvizicije bila su ugrozena.

Zavrsetkom Prvoga svjetskog rata zavrsava i prva faza rada
Povjerenstva. Od 1911. do 1918. godine rad Povjerenstva
bio je vrlo intenzivan. Ono je zapocelo inventarizaciju pre-
tezno sakralnog materijala i prikupljalo literaturu o spo-
menicima, sudjelovalo je u donosenju pravilnika i nare-
daba te su davane razne preporuke za obnovu. Veliku po-
mo¢ u radu Povjerenstva pruzao je zagrebacki nadbiskup

304 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj IX. 58/82.-1917. dopis je upucen Kr. ug.
ministru za zemaljsku obranu.

305 MAROSLAVAC, STJEPAN, 2016., 73. U Slavoniji su sacuvane orgulje
uDakovu u stolnoj crkvi, u Vukovaru u franjevackoj crkvi, u Cerevicu
u zupnoj crkvi, u Trnavi u zupnoj crkvi, djelo Joh. Pump,, troje orgu-
lja sacuvano je u Osijeku u zupnoj crkvi te u Vrpolju u zupnoj crkvi,
djelo M. Heferera.

306 AMZ br. 6-1 1918. 0d 11. sijecnja 1918.

307 AMZ br. 6-4 1918.0d 11. veljace 1918.

Antun Bauer koji je putem niza okruznica pomagao u
zastiti crkvenih spomenika. Rad Povjerenstva u vrijeme
rata bio je usmjeren na spasavanje zvona od rekvizicije,
uz dobru suradnju s vojnim i politickim vlastima. Zavrset-
kom rata zalaganje Povjerenstva krece u smjeru povrata
umjetnina i opseznog rada na potrazivanju ratne odstete.

UTJECAJ EUROPSKE TEORLJE | PRAKSE NA
ZASTITU SPOMENIKA U HRVATSKOJ |
DALMACIJI - IZABRANI PRIMJERI

U Austriji od sredine 19. stoljeca djeluje niz znacajnih ime-
na koja su doprinijela razvoju povijesti umjetnosti i teorij-
skih postavki u zastiti spomenika, to su Rudolf Eitelberger,
Alois Riegel, Georg Gottfried Dehio®® i Max Dvorak. Svi,
osim Dehia, predstavnici su Becke Skole povijesti umjet-
nosti. Njihove studije, pregledi i rasprave bile su pod utje-
cajem kulturnih i politickih sloZzenosti koje su se zbivale u
Austro-Ugarskoj u drugoj polovini 19. stolje¢a. U svojim
djelima traZili su poveznice izmedu kasnoga rimskog car-
stva i Habsburske Monarhije, koje su kasnije bile podloga
za njihova daljnja istrazivanja.*® Njihove teorije i rasprave
obradene su u stranoj i domacoj stru¢noj literaturi. S obzi-
rom na to da su sami aktivno sudjelovali u zastiti spomenika
u Dalmaciji ili u kontinentalnoj Hrvatskoj kao konzervatori
Sredisnjeg povjerenstva i profesori povijesti umjetnosti, a
ujedno su aktivno sudjelovali na razvoju institucija u Austri-
ji, njihov utjecaj bio je vazan i u institucionalnom razvoju
u Hrvatskoj. Ne treba zanemariti ni ¢injenicu da su glav-
ni nositelji zastite spomenika druge polovine 19. stoljec¢a
skolovani u Becu (lvan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski, Isidor Krsnjavi,
Viktor Hoffiller, Josip Brunsmid, Gjuro Szabo) i da ¢e se ta
praksa nastaviti i u prvoj polovini 20. stolje¢a (Artur Schne-

ider, Ljubo Karaman).

308 Georg Dehio - najpoznatiji je njegov Carev govor (Kaiserrede) iz
1905. godine na sveucilistu u Strasbourgu. Na predavanju o Zastiti
spomenika i brizi u 19. stoljecu bio je prisutan car Wilhelm 11, a govor
je odrzan na carev rodendan (27. 1. 1905.). Na vrlo jednostavan nacin
objasnio je svoja razmisljanja o zastiti spomenika. Smatrao je da ne
konzerviramo spomenike zato $to su lijepi, nego zato $to su dio na-
$ega nacionalnog postojanja, kad se zasti¢uju spomenici ne gleda se
zadovoljstvo, nego pijetet/poboznost. Taj memorijski znacaj domini-
rao je ¢itavim razdobljem historicizma. LEHNE, ANDREAS, 2008, 72-74;
MAROEVIC, IVO, 2002, 9.

309 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009., 446.
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layers and the ambience.?'? Buli¢ often used the value of
age as an argument for preserving old church inventory
in correspondence with priests who wanted to replace
old items with the new pieces.

Max Dvorék, professor of art history at the University of
Vienna, continued the idea of preserving the condition
in which objects were found as opposed to their stylistic
restoration.*"* He followed this position in the project to
restore the protection of the Bishop's Palace in Split.3™
In 1916 in Vienna, Dvorak published the Catechism of
Monument Protection. In it, he identified and explained
the dangers threatening monuments, the value of old
artwork, the scope of monument protection, unskilled
restoration and general duties, and he gave advice to
preserve the monuments. Concerning movable monu-
ments, Dvorak emphasized the importance of preserv-
ing and maintaining monuments and giving priority
to minor interventions (cleaning, consolidation). In the
event of more extensive damage to artwork, restoration
to preserve the artistic value, or exclusion of objects
from use and their adequate storage, was proposed.'®

During the requisition of bells, Buli¢ sent a letter to the
Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical Mon-
uments in Croatia and Slavonia in which he proposed
translating Dvorak’s aforementioned book. As the rea-
son for publication, he wrote: “...Since there were a lot
of mistakes made in Dalmatia and in Croatia during the
last decades in terms of monument restoration, it would
be helpful and useful to translate this Catechism into Cro-

312 CORIC, FRANKO, 2012, 343; LEHNE, ANDREAS, 2008, 70, OLIN, MAR-
GARET, 1985, 193.

313 Snjeska Knezevi¢ states that Dvorak developed Riegl's concept of
art history as history of style in the history of spirit, i.e.“that all changes,
interference, and different movements can be interpreted from the spirit of
a certain period of time that is equally expressed in all cultural creations
and that unites them." More in: KNEZEVIC, SNJESKA, 1976, 110.

314 CORIC, FRANKO, 2012, 145.

315 Init, he identifies and explains the dangers threatening the mon-
uments, the value of antiquities, the scope of monument protection,
unskilled restoration, general duties, and, at the end, he gives advice
in order to preserve monuments. Regarding movable monuments,
Dvorék emphasizes the importance of preserving and maintaining
monuments, giving priority to minor interventions (cleaning, consol-
idation). In the event of more extensive damage to art, he proposes
restoration that would preserve the artistic value or removal of the
item from use and its adequate storage. DVORAK, MAX, 1988, 810-813.
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atian and print as many books as possible for all sectors of
the population and that they be adapted for our needs..*'®
Buli¢ suggested that when translating the Catechism,
illustrations of buildings from provinces in Austrian
countries should be replaced with examples from our
regions. To obtain permission to replace the illustra-
tions, he contacted Dvorak directly. Unfortunately, the
response of the Land Office was negative, but Buli¢'s
proposal, given that this book was published only one
year earlier in 1916, is evidence of how involved he was
in the events and the development of conservation in
Europe?"”

The end of World War | and the collapse of the Habsburg
Empire did not stop the progress and the development
of modern principles of monument protection, and
new theories were challenged and developed, which
will be discussed in the following chapters.

THE LEGAL REGULATIONS FROM 1850 TO
1918 IN CROATIA AND DALMATIA

The adoption of a Monument Protection Act was a rel-
atively long process in all European countries. Over the
centuries, decrees, regulations and instructions, mostly
related to movable art, were adopted to prevent their
theft and export (principally for archaeological materi-
al). The adoption of the Monument Protection Act was
preceded, on the one hand, by their destruction, theft
and sale, and on the other hand, by many years during
which individuals and various societies studied mon-
uments in archival material, literature and in the field.
The development of nations and the establishment of
cultural institutions enabled the transition from caring
for monuments to their protection under the law. The
height of this process was at the end of the 19" cen-

316 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter number 157, October 9, 1917.

317 In the Catechism, Dvorak defines and explains the dangers threat-
ening monuments, the value of old art, the scope of monument pro-
tection, unskilled restoration, general duties, and recommendations
for preserving monuments. Concerning movable monuments, Dvorak
emphasizes the importance of preserving and maintaining monu-
ments, and giving priority to minor interventions (cleaning, consol-
idation). In the event of more extensive damage to art, he proposes
restoration that would preserve the artistic value or removal of the
item from use and its adequate storage. DVORAK, MAX, 1988, 810-813.
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Jedan od prvih bio je Rudolf Eitelberger, prvi profesor povi-
jesti umjetnosti na Sveucilistu u Becu*'° Eitelberger je imao
velik utjecaj na Krsnjavija, prvo kao njegov profesor, a kasni-
je kao suradnik. Pored ranije spomenutog osnivanja muzeja
i katedre za povijest umjetnosti, Krinjavija je potaknuo na
sudjelovanje na Austrougarskoj industrijskoj izlozbi u Trstu
1881. godine.’'" Hrvatska je predstavljala u svom paviljo-
nu hrvatski umjetnicki obrt. Krénjavi je svoja proucavanja
narodnog obrta prosirio i na proucavanje narodnoga gos-
podarstva, $to ga je priblizilo Aloisu Rieglu.*'? Alois Riegl je
u ulozi glavnog konzervatora (Generalkonservator) putovao
cijelom Habsburskom Monarhijom, bio je upuéen u sve
problemati¢ne slucajeve suvremene zastite spomenika u
Austriji te je sudjelovao na obnovi spomenika u Dalmaciji.
Riegl je u pocetcima svog proucavanja umjetnickog obr-
ta konzultirao djela Krénjavija o podrijetlu ornamentike i
Jkucne industrije”te dolazi do njihove suradnje. Kako navodi
Jirsak, upravo u vrijeme njihove suradnje Riegl izdaje djelo
Pucka umjetnost, ku¢na radinost i ku¢na industrija u kojem su
,dostignuca” 19. stolje¢a u vidu produktivnosti, mobilnosti
i ekonomskog razvoja navedeni kao razlog propadanija tra-
dicionalnog rukotvorstva u Isto¢noj Europi™ Krdnjavi nije
prihvatio Rieglov termin Kunstwollen®'* ve¢ je smatrao da
je ne htjeti ne znati>" Riegl ¢e svojim djelom Moderni kult
spomenika, njegova bit, njegov postanak (Der Moderne Denk-
malkultus, sein Wesen, seine Entstehung) donijeti novi odnos
prema spomenicima, uvanju starosne vrijednosti, slojevi-
tosti i ambijenta.®'® Tu starosnu vrijednost Buli¢ je Cesto ko-
ristio kao argument ocuvanja staroga crkvenog inventara
u dopisima svecenicima koji su ga zeljeli zamijeniti novim.

310 Oesterreichisches Museum flr Kunst und Industrie (1864.) i Kun-
stgewerbeschule des Oesterreiches Museums (1868.) uredio je pre-
ma muzeju Kensington i School of Art — proucavanje, upotreba i stu-
diranje djela i tehnologije iz proslosti. MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 74.

311 Austrougarska industrijsko-poljoprivredna izlozba u Trstu odrza-
vala se od 1. kolovoza do 15. studenog 1882. Hrvatski paviljon na dva
kata, izraden od hrastovine, bio je djelo arhitekta Bolléa. IzloZeni su
tepisi, narodne nosnje, krzna, opanke, vino i mineralna voda. MESSINA,
MICHELA, 2007, 102.

312 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015., 296.

313 JIRSAK, LIBUSE, 2015., 299.

314 Kunstwollen je Riegl prvi put formulirao u kontekstu dekorativnih
umjetnosti, podrijetla ornamentalnih motiva, koje je objavio u svojoj
prvoj knjizi Stilfragen: Grundlegen zu einer Geschichte der Ornamentik
1893. godine.

315 MARUSEVSKI, OLGA, 2009, 132.

316 CORIC, FRANKO, 2012., 343; LEHNE, ANDREAS, 2008., 70; OLIN,
MARGARET, 1985., 193.

Ideju ocuvanja zate¢enog stanja u zamjenu za stilsko re-
stauriranje nastavit ¢e Max Dvorak, profesor povijesti um-
jetnosti na Sveucilistu u Becu'” Tog postulata drzao se na
projektu obnove zastite Biskupske palace u Splitu.'® Dvorak
je uBecu 1916. godine objavio djelo Katekizam zastite spo-
menika. U njemu utvrduje i obrazlaze opasnosti koje prijete
spomenicima, vrijednost staroga umjetnickog djela, opseg
zastite spomenika, pogresna restauriranja, opc¢e duznosti
i na kraju daje savjete kako bi se spomenici mogli oCuvati.
Vezano za pokretne spomenike Dvorak naglasava vaznost
¢uvanja i odrzavanja spomenika, dajuci prvenstvo manjim
intervencijama (Cis¢enje, u¢vrséivanje). U slucaju vece oste-
¢enosti umjetnickih predmeta predlaZe restauriranje kojim
bi bila o¢uvana umjetnic¢ka vrijednost ili izuzimanje pred-
meta iz upotrebe i njihovu adekvatnu pohranu.?™®

U vrijeme rekvizicije zvona Buli¢ je poslao dopis Zemaljskom
povjerenstvu za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u
Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji u kojem je predloZio prevodenje nave-
denog djela Dvotéka. Kao razlog publiciranja predloZzenog
djela navodi:,...Posto se je ovo zadnjih decenija dosta pogrje-
Silo i u Dalmacijiiu Hrvatskoj u pogledu restauriranja spome-
nika, bilo bi shodno i korisno, kada bi se ovaj Katekizam preveo
na hrvatskijezik i u sto vecem broju tiskao za sve slojeve pucan-
stva udesen za nase potrebe. . ."**° Buli¢ je predloZzio da se pri
prevodenju Katekizma, u kojemu postoje ilustracije zgrada
iz pokrajina austrijskih zemalja, one zamijene primjerima
iz nasih krajeva. Za dobivanje dopustenja u vezi mijenja-
nja primjera za ilustracije izravno se obratio Dvofaku. Na-
Zalost, odgovor Zemaljskog povjerenstva bio je negativan,
no prijedlog Buli¢a, s obzirom na to da je navedena knjiga
izdana svega godinu dana ranije, 1916, svakako govori o
njegovoj uklju¢enosti u zbivanja i razvoj konzervatorske
misli tadasnje Europe.?”!

Zavrsetak Prvoga svjetskog rata i raspad Habsburskog car-
stva nisu prekinuli prodiranje i Sirenje modernih principa

317 Snjeska KneZevi¢ navodi da je Dvorak razvio Rieglov pojam po-
vijesti umjetnosti kao povijesti stila u povijest duha, odnosno ,da se
sve promjene, antagonizmi, razli¢iti tokovi, mogu protumaciti iz duha
odredenog vremena koji se jednakovrijedno izrazava u svim tvorevinama
kulture i povezuje ih u jedinstvo" Vise u: KNEZEVIC, SNJESKA, 1976, 110.
318 CORIC, FRANKO, 2012, 145.

319 DVORAK, MAX, 1988.,810-813.

320 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 157 od 9. listopada 1917.

321 DVORAK, MAX, 1988.,810-813.
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tury, when laws were introduced throughout European
countries3'®

In the entire Habsburg Monarchy, no law on monument
protection was adopted until its collapse in 1918. Of all the
crown countries, only Hungary adopted a law on protec-
tion in 1881.3" Austria did not adopt a law on protection
even though it worked intensively on it. In Austria, the
first proposal of six articles was filed by Baron Wilhelm
von Weckbecker in 1894. The bill was written, based on a
survey conducted by the Ministry of Religion and Educa-
tion.3 The second bill from 1896 was based on the Hun-
garian law from 1881, but it was not adopted®?' Helfert,
Riegl, Karl von Czyhlarz and Maximilian Bauer wrote pro-
posals that were discussed at sessions, amended and sup-
plemented, but not passed.?> The most famous is Riegl's
bill from 1903.

The proposal begins with the foreword, and continues
with the famous essay The modern cult of monuments, its
essence, its origin (Der Moderne Denkmalkultus, sein Wesen,
seine Entstehung)*® and, at the end, the introduction to the
law.3* It should be noted that the law included taking in-
ventory and the classification of monuments.3%

318 Laws were adopted in the following order: Greece 1834, Denmark
1861, Sweden 1867, Italy 1870, Hungary 1881, Great Britain 1882, Fin-
land 1883, Turkey 1884, Norway 1886, France and Spain 1887, Bulgaria
1889, Romania 1892, Switzerland 1898, Prussia 1907, Belgium 1912,
Austria 1923, Poland 1928. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905, 44-45;
TOMIC, STEVAN, 1958, 8; in his review Legislature of Architectural Heri-
tage (Zakonodavstvo arhitektonske bastine), Krsti¢ lists four basic prin-
ciples that are the basis of the first and subsequent laws on monu-
ment protection. They are: Old buildings are protected by law as cultural
monuments; the establishment of protection services through which the
state monitors their protection, conservation and restoration methods are
applied for the purpose of their preservation; and the possibility of expro-
priation as protection. KRSTIC, BRANKO, 2006: 492-493; Defining monu-
ment protection in private property in the event of a threat of destruc-
tion was a matter of concern in all European countries when drafting
the law. The possibility of expropriation was introduced into the laws
in various ways and measures. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905, 9.
319 1881. EVI XXXIX. TORVENY-CZIKK A MUEMLEKEK FENTARTASAROL.
320 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 308-309.

321 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 314.

322 More on the aforementioned suggestions: CORIC, FRANKO, 2010,
326-334.

323 More in: Anatomija povijesnog spomenika, p. 351 - 411, translation
Libusa Jirsak, edited by Marko Spiki¢.

324 OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, 193.

325 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 335.
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In Dalmatia, since the second half of the 19" century, le-
gal regulations were applied in the entire Austrian Em-
pire. The Royal Order from 1852 that declared the Law on
Trade which prohibited, among other items, the sale of art
items (liturgical vessels, paintings and statues), as well as
the Governor’s regulation from 1855 that included items
which passed from state collections into private posses-
sion, were important for the protection of movable art3%

The Circular of governor Emil David von Rohnfeld was of
greatimportance, and, on May 22, 1894, he sent it to all the
Imperial and Royal County Councils. The Circular warned
about the sale and export of historical and artistic items
from the province. He encouraged keeping these items
with the local people, and their education and coopera-
tion with local conservators. The Circular mentioned all
levels of government, from municipalities and the Imperial
and Royal Armed Forces, the Provincial Financial Directo-
rate, the honorary conservators of the Central Commis-
sion, the clergy and the public, Governorship, all to protect
movable art3”

In the 19" century, the legal protection of monuments in
Croatia and Slavonia as well as Dalmatia was based on cir-
culars and orders. After the Croatian-Hungarian settlement
in 1867, continental Croatia and Slavonia were no longer
part of administrative Austria or under the authority of
the Central Commission. In 1869, the Land Government
was established with, among others, the Department of
Internal Affairs, the Department of Civil Engineering, and
the Department of Religion and Education, that were re-
sponsible for monument protection. As part of its opera-
tion, the Department of Religion and Education suggested
instructions, circulars and legal articles concerning mon-
ument protection. As mentioned above, the Department
also decided on the allocation of funds for the repair of
churches and the procurement of inventory.3® The prac-
tice of having monument protection incorporated within
one of the Ministry's departments was present in all Euro-

326 More on processes against offenders in: CAPETA RAKIC, IVANA,
2016, 7.

327 MKM-KOST Order no. 11638, Bulletino 1895:3-4, CORIC, FRAN-
KO, 2010.

328 NIKOLAJEVIC, LJILJANA, 1988-1989, 56.
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zastite spomenika, ve¢ dolazi do propitivanja i razvijanja
novih teoretskih postavki u kojima ¢e sudjelovati i domaci
stru¢njaci, o cemu Ce biti rijeci u sljiedec¢im poglavljima.

ZAKONSKA REGULATIVA OD 1850. DO 1918.
GODINE U HRVATSKOJ | DALMACUI

Donosenje zakona o zastiti spomenika bilo je relativno dug
proces na razini svih europskih drzava. Tijekom stolje¢a do-
noseni su dekreti, uredbe, naputci, ponajvise za pokretne
umjetnicke predmete, kako bi se sprijecila njihova krada i
izvoz (vecinom su se odnosili na arheoloski materijal). Do-
nosenju Zakona o zastiti spomenika prethodilo je s jedne
strane njihovo unistavanje, otudivanje i trgovina, a s druge
strane visegodisnje iskustvo pojedinaca i razlicitih drusta-
va na prouc¢avanju spomenika u arhivskim materijalima,
literaturi i terenskoj obradi. Nacionalno sazrijevanje i uspo-
stavljanje kulturnih institucija omogudit ¢e prelazak s brige
za spomenike na njihovu zakonsku zastitu. Vrhunac je bio
krajem 19. stoljeca, kada se lan¢ano pocinju donositi zakoni
u svim europskim drzavama.®?

Na razini cijele Habsburske Monarhije nije donesen zakon
o zastiti spomenika sve do kraja njezinog postojanja 1918.
godine. Od svih krunskih zemalja samo je Ugarska 1881.
godine donijela svoj zakon o zastiti.*#* Austrija nije donijela
zakon o zastiti iako je intenzivno radila na njemu. U Austriji
je prvi prijedlog zakona od Sest ¢lanaka podnio barun Wi-
lhelm von Weckbecker 1894. godine. Prijedlog je napisan
na osnovi ankete koju je provelo Ministarstvo bogostovlja
i nastave.** Drugi prijedlog zakona iz 1896. bio je napisan

322 Zakoni su doneseni sliede¢im redom: Gr¢ka 1834, Danska 1861.,
Svedska 1867, Italija 1870, Madarska 1881., Velika Britanija 1882, Fin-
ska 1883, Turska 1884, Norveska 1886, Francuska i Spanjolska 1887.,
Bugarska 1889, Rumunjska 1892, Svicarska 1898, Pruska 1907, Belgija
1912., Austrija 1923, Poljska 1928. BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905.,
44-45; TOMIC, STEVAN, 1958, 8. Krsti¢ u svom pregledu Zakonodavstvo
arhitektonske bastine navodi Cetiri osnovna nacela na kojima pocivaju
prvi i kasniji zakoni o zastiti spomenika. To su: Stare gradevine zastic¢uju
se zakonom kao spomenici kulture, uspostavljanje sluzbe zastite pomocu
koje drzave nadzire njihovu zastitu, primjenjuje se konzervatorske i restau-
ratorske metode u cilju njihovog ocuvanja te mogucnost eksproprijacije
kao zastite. KRSTIC, BRANKO, 2006., 492-493. Definiranje zastite spo-
menika u privatnom vlasnistvu u slu¢aju opasnosti od unistenja bilo
je pitanje nad pitanjima u svim europskim zemljama prilikom izrade
zakona. Mogucnost eksproprijacije bila je na razli¢ite nacine i mjere
uvedena u tadasnje zakone. BROWN, 1905., 9.

323 1881. EVI XXXIX. TORVENY-CZIKK A MUEMLEKEK FENTARTASAROL.
324 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010,, 308-309.

PO uzoru na ugarski zakon iz 1881, ali nije usvojen.?* Potom
Helfert, Riegl, Karl von Czyhlarz i Maximilian Bauer dono-
se prijedloge zakona koji su na sjednicama bili razmatrani,
mijenjani i dopunjavani, ali nisu doneseni.*?® Najpoznatiji
od svih prijedloga jest onaj Rieglov iz 1903. godine. Prijed-
log zapocinje predgovorom, nastavlja se slavnim esejom
Moderni kult spomenika, njegova bit, njegov postanak (Der
moderne Denkmalkultus, sein Wesen, seine Entstehung)”
te na kraju uvod u sam zakon.3? Treba napomenuti da
je zakonom bila predvidena inventarizacija i klasifikacija
spomenika.®?

U Dalmaciji su se od druge polovine 19. stoljeca primjenji-
vale zakonske odredbe na razini Austrijskog carstva. Za za-
Stitu pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta vazna je bila Carska
naredba iz 1852. kojom je proglasen zakon o trgovini, koji je,
medu ostalim, zabranio trgovanje umjetnickim predmeti-
ma: crkvenim posudem, slikama i kipovima, te Namjesnicka
uredba iz 1955. kojom su bili obuhvaceni predmeti koji su
iz drzavnih kolekcija dosli u privatni posjed.*°

Velik znacaj imala je Okruznica namijesnika Emila Davida von
Rohnfelda koju je uputio na sva carska i kraljevska kotarska
poglavarstva 22. svibnja 1894. godine. Okruznicom se upo-
zorava na prodaju i izvoz historickih i umjetnickih predme-
ta iz Pokrajine. Potice Cuvanje tih predmeta kod lokalnog
pucanstva te njihovu edukaciju i suradnju s lokalnim kon-
zervatorima. Okruznicom su spomenute sve razine uprav-
ljanja, od opcina i carskog i kraljevskog Oruznistva, Pokra-
jinskog financijskog ravnateljstva, pocasnih konzervatora
Sredisnjeg povjerenstva, svecenstva i puc¢anstva te samog
Namjesnistva, a sve u cilju zastite pokretnih predmeta.®’

U 19. stoljecu pravna zastita spomenika za podrucje Hr-
vatske i Slavonije kao i u Dalmaciji temeljila se na okruz-
nicama i naredbama. Nakon Hrvatsko-ugarske nagodbe
1867. kontinentalna Hrvatska sa Slavonijom prestala je biti

325 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 314.

326 Vise o navedenim prijedlozima: CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 326-334.
327 Vise u: Anatomija povijesnog spomenika, str. 351 — 411, prijevod
Libuse Jirsak, ur. Marko Spikic.

328 OLIN, MARGARET, 1985, 193.

329 CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 335.

330 Vise o procesima vodenim protiv prekrsitelja u: CAPETA RAKIC,
IVANA, 2016., 7.

331 MKM-KOST Naredba pod brojem 11638, Bulletino 1895, 3-4, CO-
RIC, FRANKO, 2010.
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pean countries at the time.?%

In 1881, the first Hungarian Law on the Protection of Art
Monuments was adopted. The law had four chapters: her-
itage sites and their maintenance; expropriation for the
purpose of maintaining monuments; directives on penal-
isation; and final provisions. According to the Law, monu-
ments were under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Reli-
gion and Education

Croatia and Slavonia did not directly enforce the law, but
when the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and His-
torical Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia
was founded, they used the Hungarian Statute of the Land
Office for art monuments in Budapest passed under Article
XXXIX: 1881 (IV Chapter 19 - 24 §).33' Gjuro Szabo, secretary
of the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical
Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia, em-
phasized in his reports that the aforementioned Hungari-
an law was never applied in Croatia.**

When the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and His-
torical Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia
was founded at the beginning of the 20" century, intense
efforts to draft and pass the law on monument protection
in continental Croatia began. The regulations that had
existed before were still enforced. During the day-to-day
work, the Land Office saw flaws or failures to comply with
previous decrees, orders, instructions and circulars that
were announced by church and political authorities. The
start of the Land Office is connected with the establish-
ment and adoption of the Statute of the Land Office and

329 BROWN, GERARD BALDWN, 1905, 8.

330 1881, EVI XXXIX. TORVENY-CZIKK A MUEMLEKEK FENTARTASAROL.
I would like to thank Eszter Petkovic for the translation of the Law.
331 Specifically, this refers to Article 21, which stipulates that the pres-
ident and board members are not remunerated, and the secretary,
who is in charge of administrative and archival duties, is paid from
the budget. The office work of the Land Office for the Preservation of
Art and Historical Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavo-
nia was regulated in the same way. 1881, EVI XXXIX.

332 Ivo Maroevic states that the aforementioned Hungarian law on
the protection of cultural monuments was applied in the northern
and eastern parts of Croatia from the Croatian-Hungarian settlement
in 1868. MAROEVIC, IVO, 2000, 139. In my research, | reviewed Zbornik
zakona from 1850 to 1990, as well as stenographic notes of Parliament
sessions, and | did not find a provision, order or law that would enforce
the said law for the territory of Croatia and Slavonia.
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the Instructions for conservators. The Order for the provision
of new church furniture and the preservation of church furni-
ture and historical buildings of artistic value was passed in
1912; and the Order forbidding heads (directors) and clerks of
national museums and similar institutions in the kingdom of
Croatia and Slavonia from ownership, compiling private col-
lections and selling antiquities in 191333 When World War |
began, the Land Office focused on preserving items made
out of copper, which primarily involved bells, and rescuing
endangered historic buildings, churches and their invento-
ry from war destruction. Hence, guidelines and regulations
regarding the protection of bells, especially those created
before 1600, were issued.

In addition to the development of legislation related to
monument protection during peace time, international
co-operation also began with respect to drafting rules
during war conflicts. The start was a conference held in
Brussels on August 27, 1874, at the invitation of Russian
Emperor Alexander II, where the development of a code
of recognized rules and the “use” of war on land was dis-
cussed. Articles 8 and 17 of the declaration referred to
movable art objects. The Declaration passed at the confer-
ence was not ratified, but it was taken into account when
drafting the Hague Convention in 189933 In 1889, during
the Exposition universelle in Paris and under the auspices
of the International Law Institute, the “international con-
gress on the protection of artwork and monuments” was
held. It was attended by experts and artists from many
countries around the world. The Congress determined
that all monuments belong to all of mankind, and asked
the governments of individual countries to designate rep-
resentatives who would examine and mark those mon-
uments that should, in the case of war, be protected by
an international convention.?* These are the conclusions
that can be found in the First Hague Peace Conference
held in 1899. The program only included issues regarding
international war law. Several articles dealt with the pro-
tection of movable art. For example, Article 23 referred to

333 Published: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju, 1913, Part I-X, No. 1.-122., Order no. 5., Tisak kraljevske
zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1913, 103.

334 WILLIAMS, SHARON ANNE, 1978, 16-17.

335 STULLI, BERNARD, 1974-1975, 322.
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u administrativnom sklopu Austrije te time i u nadlezno-
sti SrediSnjeg povjerenstva. Godine 1869. ustanovljena je
Zemaljska vlada unutar koje su, medu ostalim, bili Odjel za
unutrasnje poslove s Odsjekom za gradevinarstvo i Odjel
za bogostovlje i nastavu koji su u svojoj nadleznosti imali
poslove vezane uz zastitu spomenika. Odjel za bogostov-
lje i nastavu predloZio je unutar svojeg djelovanja naputke,
okruznice i zakonske ¢lanke koji su se odnosili na zastitu
spomenika. Odjel je, kao 5to je ranije spomenuto, odludi-
vao i o dodjeli financijskih sredstava za popravak crkava i
nabavu inventara. 3 Takva praksa da je zastita spomenika
inkorporirana unutar jednog od odjela Ministarstva prisutna
je tada u svim europskim drzavama.®

Godine 1881. donosi se prvi ugarski Zakon o zastiti umjetnic-
kih spomenika. Zakon ima Cetiri poglavlja: o spomenicima
kulture i njihovom odrzavanju, o izvlastenju u cilju odrza-
vanja spomenika, odluke o kaZnjavanju i zavréne odredbe.
Prema Zakonu spomenici su u nadleznosti Ministarstva bo-
gostovlja i nastave

Hrvatska i Slavonija nisu primjenjivale izravno navedeni za-
kon, ali su se pri osnivanju Zemaljskog povjerenstva za ¢u-
vanje umjetnickih i histori¢kih spomenika u kraljevinama
Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji sluzile ugarskim Statutom Zemaljskog
povjerenstva za spomenike umjetnosti u Budimpesti koji je
donesen prema zakonskom ¢lanku XXXIX:1881 (IV glava 19-
24 8) 3> U izvjestajima Gjure Szaba, tajnika Zemaljskog po-
vjerenstva za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u
kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji, istice se da se u Hrvatskoj i
Slavoniji nikada nije primjenjivao navedeni ugarski zakon.*¢

332 NIKOLAJEVIC, LJILJANA, 1988-1989,, 56.

333 BROWN, GERARD BALDWIN, 1905., 8.

334 1881. EVI XXXIX. TORVENY-CZIKK A MUEMLEKEK FENTARTASAROL.
Na prijevodu Zakona najljubaznije zahvaljujem Eszter Petkovic.

335 Posebno se to odnosi na ¢lanak 21. kojim se odreduje da pred-
sjednik i ¢lanovi odbora ne dobivaju naknaduy, a tajnik u ¢ijoj su nad-
leznosti administrativni i arhivski poslovi dobiva primanja iz proracuna.
Na taj nacin bilo je uredeno i uredsko poslovanje Zemaljskog povje-
renstva za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika u kraljevinama
Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji. 1881. EVI XXXIX.

336 Ivo Maroevi¢ navodi da se od Hrvatsko-ugarske nagodbe 1868.
godine u sjevernom i isto¢nom dijelu Hrvatske pocinje primjenjiva-
ti navedeni madarski zakon o zastiti spomenika kulture. MAROEVIC,
IVO, 2000., 139. U svom istrazivanju pregledala sam Zbornike zakona
od 1850. do 1990. i stenografske biljeske sjednica sabora i nisam pro-
nasla odredbu, naredbu ili zakon kojim bi navedeni zakon stupio na
snagu za podrucje Hrvatske i Slavonije.

Osnivanjem Zemaljskog povjerenstva za ocuvanje umjetnih
i historickih spomenika u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji
pocetkom 20. stolje¢a zapoceo je intenzivan rad na izradi
i donosenju zakona o zastiti spomenika u kontinentalnoj
Hrvatskoj. Uredbe koje su do tada postojale i dalje su bile
na snazi. U svakodnevnom radu Povjerenstvo je uvidalo
manjkavosti ili neprovodenje dotadasnjih uredbi, naredbi,
naputaka i okruznica koje su ranije proglasavale crkvene i
politicke vlasti. PoCetak rada Povjerenstva bio je vezan uz
ustrojenje i donosenje statuta Povjerenstva i Naputka za
konzervatore. Godine 1912. donesena je Naredba kojom
se izdaju odredbe o0 nabavi novog crkvenog namjestaja te cu-
vanju crkvenog namjestaja i povijesnih gradevina umjetnicke
vrijednosti, a godine 1913. Naredba kojom se predstojnicima
(ravnateljima) i ¢inovnicima zemaljskih muzeja i slicnih zavo-
da u kraljevini Hrvatskoj i Slavoniji zabranjuje posjedovanje i
sastavljanje privatnih zbirki i trgovanje starinama .3’

Pocetak Prvoga svjetskog rata usmjerio je rad Povjeren-
stva na oc¢uvanje predmeta od bakra, u prvom redu zvo-
na, i spasavanje ugroZenih historijskih gradevina i crkava s
inventarom od ratnih razaranja. Stoga su donesene upu-
te, uredbe vezane uz zastitu zvona, posebno onih nastalih
prije 1600. godine.

Pored razvoja zakonske regulative vezane uz zastitu spo-
menika u mirnodopsko vrijeme, zapocinje i medunarod-
na suradnja na izradi pravila u vrijeme ratnih sukoba. Za-
Cetak takve suradnje je konferencija odrzana u Bruxellesu
27. kolovoza 1874. godine na poziv ruskog cara Alek-
sandra Il na kojoj se raspravljalo o izradi koda priznatih
pravilai,upotrebe” rata na kopnu. U deklaraciji se ¢lanci
8.1 17.odnose na pokretne umjetnicke predmete. Dekla-
racija donesena na konferenciji nije bila ratificirana, ali je
bila uzeta u obzir prilikom izrade Haske konvencije 1899.
godine**® Pod pokroviteljstvom Instituta za medunarod-
no pravo, godine 1889, u vrijeme trajanja Svjetske izloz-
be u Parizu, odrzan je,medunarodni kongres za zastitu
umjetnickih djela i spomenika’, na kojem su sudjelovali
stru¢njaci i umjetnici iz mnogih drzava svijeta. Na Kon-
gresu je utvrdeno da svi spomenici pripadaju cijelom

337 Objavljeno: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1913, Komad I-X, Broj 1.-122., Naredba br.
5., Tisak kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb, 1913, 103.

338 WILLIAMS, SHARON ANNE, 1978, 16-17.
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the ban on the destruction or seizure of enemy property,
except in cases where destruction or seizure were of mil-
itary necessity; Article 27 stipulated that, in the event of
siege and bombing, all necessary measures must be taken
to protect, as much as possible, buildings dedicated to re-
ligious ceremonies, art, science and charitable purposes,
historical monuments, hospitals and collection centres for
patients and the wounded, under the condition that they
were not used for military purposes at the same time. It is
the responsibility of those who are attacked to mark these
buildings and collection centres with special visible signs,
and they will be notified about the signs in advance. Arti-
cle 56 defined the treatment of goods: municipal goods,
goods of institutions dedicated to religious ceremonies,
charity, teaching, science and art, even if they belonged to
the state, must be treated as private property. Any seizure,
destruction or deliberate damage to similar institutions,
historical monuments, art and scholarly works was forbid-
den and must be subject to the law.** The Second Hague
Peace Conference in 1907 largely confirmed the text of the
1899 Convention. The differences in provisions that direct-
ly or indirectly relate to monument protection are insignif-
icant, except for expanding the number of countries that
accepted the described protection.®¥’

In order to get a clear picture of the legislation related to
the protection of cultural monuments, the following sec-
tion contains the most important legal decisions:

The Imperial Patent of November 26, 1852, which orders
new conditions for establishing various societies.>*®

A permit from the state administration was required to es-
tablish various societies. According to the Imperial Patent,
societies were supposed to be organized according to a
social, pre-arranged rule, and to allow access to everyone.
The permit was needed to establish a society for public
and general use, such as the promotion of science and art,
for settlements, for savings banks, and for mining compa-
nies. To establish a society, it was necessary to describe the

336 First Hague Convention, 1899.

337 STULLI, BERNARD, 1974-1975, 330.

338 Published: Zemaljsko-vladin kist za kraljevine Hrvatsku i Slavoni-
ju 1853, Razdjel I, No. 4, Royal patent from November 26, 1852 which
orders new lawful institutions of society.
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foundation, collect necessary documents and rules outlin-
ing the purpose of the society’s activities and the means
necessary to achieve it, the way to assemble and renew
the society, as well as the rights and duties of members.

All societies had to be approved by Emperor Franz Joseph
because of the danger of highlighting national and other
tendencies important for the survival of the Monarchy.»°

This Imperial Patent was particularly important in the pro-
cess of approving the establishment and further operation
of the Society for History and Antiquities of Yugoslavia,
one of the first to point to the importance of collecting
material and the need to organize new institutions and
associations.

The Order issuing a regulation for the protection of the
private sector of public scientific and artistic collections
and other capable institutions*°

The Order stipulated that public collections of scientif-
ic and artistic works needed to be protected, and items
could not be removed or stolen from collections.".. If any
public authorities, offices or bodies realize or are warned that
certain items were the property of private individuals or in-
tended for sale, originating from public archives, registries,
libraries, museums, natural history collections. astronomical,
geognostic, scientific and art collections, treasuries, painting
galleries, etc, and which, by their nature, from the outside or
by virtue of their circumstances, it can clearly be seen that they
really come from there, but it cannot immediately be proven
how the objects came legally into private hands: the govern-
ment, office or body shall immediately take these objects, and
store them, and take legal action, to return the items to the
public institution to which they belong.”

If they had artistic value, and ownership could not be
proven, individual items were returned to the competent
institutions.

339 The Society for the History and Antiquities of Yugoslavia had to
comply with the above-mentioned Royal patent.

340 Published: Zemaljsko-vladin list za Kraljevine Hrvatsku i Slavoniju
1858, Razdjel I, Komad XXIX, No. 229, The Order of the Ministry of Ex-
ternal Affairs, Internal Affairs, Justice, Finance, Religion and Education,
Trade, Crafts and Public Buildings, Supreme Army Command and Su-
preme Regulatory Authority from December 16, 1858.
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¢ovjetanstvu te je zatrazeno da vlade pojedinih zemalja
odrede predstavnike koji ¢e ispitati i oznaciti one spo-
menike koji bi po svom znacaju u slucaju rata trebali biti
zasti¢eni jednom medunarodnom konvencijom.*** Takve
zakljucke nalazimo u Prvoj haskoj mirovnoj konferenciji
odrzanoj 1899. godine. Program je obuhvacao iskljuc¢ivo
pitanja medunarodnoga ratnog prava. U nekoliko svojih
¢lanaka bavi se zastitom pokretnih umjetnickih predme-
ta. Tako se npr. ¢lanak 23. odnosi na zabranu unistava-
nja ili plijenjenja neprijateljske imovine, osim slucajeva
kad bi ta unistavanja ili zapljene imperativno nalagala
vojna potreba; ¢lanak 27. nalaze da se prilikom opsada i
bombardiranja moraju poduzeti sve potrebne mjere da
se postede, koliko je god to moguce, zgrade posvecene
vjerskim obredima, umjetnosti, znanosti i dobrotvornim
svrhama, historijski spomenici, bolnice i sabiralista bo-
lesnika i ranjenika, pod uvjetom da nisu u isto vrijeme
upotrijebljeni u vojne svrhe. Duznost je napadnutih da
oznace te zgrade i sabiralista specijalnim vidnim zna-
cima o kojima ce biti unaprijed obavijesten napadac.
Clanak 56. definira postupanje s dobrima: s opcinskim
dobrima, dobrima ustanova posvecenih vjerskim obre-
dima, dobrocinstvu, nastavi, nauci i umjetnosti, ¢ak i kad
pripadaju drzavi, postupa se kao s privatnom svojinom.
Svaka zapljena, unistenje ili namjerno ostecenije sli¢nih
ustanova, historijskih spomenika, umjetnickih i znanstve-
nih djela zabranjeno je i mora biti predmet postupanja
po zakonu**° Druga haska mirovna konferencija iz 1907.
uglavnom je potvrdila tekst Konvencije iz 1899. godine.
Razlike su neznatne u onim odredbama koje se nepo-
sredno ili posredno odnose na zastitu spomenika, osim
Sirenja kruga drzava koje su opisanu zastitu prihvatile 3’

Kako bismo dobili jasnu sliku o zakonodavstvu vezanom
uz zastitu spomenika kulture, u idu¢em odlomku nave-
dene su najvaznije zakonske odluke:

339 STULLI, BERNARD, 1974.-1975.,,322.
340 Prva haska konvencija, 1899.
341 STULLI, BERNARD, 1974.-1975., 330.

Carski patent od 26. studenoga 1852. godine ko-
jim se nareduju novi uvjeti za utemeljivanje raznih
drustava®”

Za utemeljivanje raznih drustava bila je potrebna dozvo-
la drzavne uprave. Prema Carskom patentu drustva su
trebala biti organizirana prema drustvenom, unaprijed
dogovorenom pravilu, te da se svakom dopusti pristup
drustvu. Dozvola je bila potrebna za osnivanje drustva za
javne i opce korisne svrhe, kao npr. za promicanje zna-
nosti i umjetnosti, za naseljavanje, za Stedionice, za rud-
ni¢ka poduzeca. Za utemeljenje drustva bilo je potrebno
obrazloziti osnovu, prikupiti potrebne spise i pravila iz
kojih je navedena svrha djelovanja drustva i potrebna
sredstva kako to postici, nacin sastavljanja i obnavljanja
drustva te prava i duznosti ¢lanova drustva.

Zbog opasnosti od isticanja nacionalnih i drugih tenden-
Cija vaznih za opstanak Monarhije sva je drustva morao
odobriti car Franjo Josip.3*

Ovaj Carski patent osobito je bio vaZzan u procesu odo-
bravanja osnivanja te daljnjeg djelovanja Druztva za po-
véstnicu jugoslavensku, koje je medu prvima ukazalo na
vaznost prikupljanja grade i potrebu organiziranja novih
institucija i udruzenja.

Naredba kojom se izdaje propis za zastitu vlastnine
javnih znanstvenih i umjetnickih sbiraka i drugih spo-
sobnih zavoda**

Ovom Naredbom bilo je odredeno da se javne zbirke
znanstvenih i umjetnickih djela trebaju zastititi, a pred-
meti iz zbirki nisu se smjeli iznositi ili otuditi.,... Ako se
kojoj javnoj vlasti, uredu ili organu prigodom uredovnog
djelovanja dese ili naznaceni predmeti budu, kao viasnistvo
kojega privatnog covjeka ili namijenjeni za trgovinu, kojima
Jje porijeklo iz nekih javnih arhiva, registratura, biblioteka,

342 Objavljeno: Zemaljsko-vladin list za kraljevine Hrvatsku i Slavoni-
ju 1853, Razdjel |, broj 4., Carski patent od 26. studenog 1852. godine
kojim se naredjuju nove zakonite ustanove drustvih.

343 Druztvo za jugoslavensku povéstnicu moralo se uskladiti prema
navedenom Carskom patentu.

344 Objavljeno: Zemaljsko-vladin list za Kraljevine Hrvatsku i Slavoniju
1858, Razdjel I, Komad XXIX, broj 229, Naredba ministarstva izvanjskih
djela, unutarnjih djela, pravosudja, financija, za bogostovje i nastavu,
za trgovinu, obrte i javne gradjevine, vrhovnoga zapovjednictva voj-
ske i vrhovne vlasti redarstvene od 16. prosinca 1858.
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The Legislative Article XXIV: 1872, on the temporary
protection of items to be exhibited at the Vienna World
Exposition in 187334

The law consists of six articles. Article 1 stipulates that
items protected by benefits, a duty stamp or a duty form
through regulations, are also protected from the main di-
rector of the World Exposition. It is necessary to enclose
the application, at the latest before the exhibition opens
and include a list of items (sometimes with a sketch) in
two sets, in two envelopes with a duty stamp or a duty
form added to the application. If the application was de-
livered by an authorized person, power of attorney was
also required. The protection certificate was issued by the
main director of the World Exposition with the signature of
the competent authority from the Royal Hungarian Min-
istry of Agriculture, Crafts and Trade. The date the protec-
tion began had to be recorded on the receipt every time.
The main director of the World Exposition was in charge
of the two identical copies of the register of appeals and
issued a protection certificate, one copy with the request,
a description and a duty stamp at the Austrian Ministry of
Trade, and the other at the Royal Ministry of Agriculture,
Crafts and Trade. According to the 2™ article, issued pro-
tection certificates were published in the official Austrian
and Hungarian papers. The protection certificate was pub-
lic and could be inspected, while the forms, if requested in
the application, had to be kept confidential.

World exhibitions were places to exchange information
and present the breadth and depth of cultural and eco-
nomic reach.** The topic of historic monuments, as part
of the exhibition, was present from the first exhibition in
Paris — World Exhibition of Agricultural Products and Fine
Arts (Exposition universelle des produits de l'agriculture et des
beaux-arts) in 1855. In addition to their achievements in
architecture and crafts, countries presented their restora-
tion practices and monument protection.?* Following Par-

341 Published: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1873, komad I-XXI, No.
1-61, Zakonski ¢lanak XXIV, p. 29.

342 ARCABIC, GORAN, 2007, 14.

343 More in: SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 155-156.
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is (1855, 1867) and London (1862, 1871, 1872, 1873), the
fifth World Exposition was held in Vienna in 187334 The
exhibition was held from May 1 until November 2, 1873.
For the first time, there were pavilions for Japan, China and
the Ottoman Empire. The Croatian Pavilion was exhibited
as part of the presentation of traditional architecture of the
Habsburg Monarchy. The first international congress on art
history was organized by FEitelberger and held during the
exhibition 3%

The Law on the Design of the National Museum in Za-
greb from September 14, 187834

According to this Law, the National Museum is the insti-
tute of the kingdom of Dalmatia, Croatia and Slavonia,
under the supreme administration of the Department of
Religion and Education of the Royal Land Government.
Each department of the National Museum had a director,
an assistant and a contractor, along with a taxidermist for
the zoological department. According to the Law, the pur-
pose of the Museum was to present the fauna, the land
and antiquities from the Kingdom of Dalmatia, Croatia and
Slavonia, and serve the purposes and needs of practical
training in natural history and antiquity at the Franz Joseph
| University in Zagreb, as well as the education of districts.
Under the law, each department of the National Museum
received an annual grant/assistance: for the vocational Ii-
brary, for the purchase of instruments and machinery, for the
scientific research of the land and the acquisition of products
from nature, antiquities and furniture. The departments re-
ceived an advance for small expenses for which there were no
receipts.

The Order of the Department of Religion and Education
of the Royal Land Government dated October 9, 1882,
no. 1003434

The Order established the Crafts School at the Museum of
Arts and Crafts in Zagreb.

344 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 156.

345 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009, 447-449.

346 Published: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1878, komad XXVI, No.
59, p. 384.

347 Published: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1883, komad VII, No. 28,
p. 252.
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muzeja, prirodoslovnih kabineta, fizikalnih kabineta, astro-
nomickih, geognostickih, iz znanstvenih i umjetnickih zbirki,
iz riznica, galerija slika itd,, i glede kojih po njihovoj naravi,
po vanjskom slici, ili po inim okolnosti ocito se vidi, da stvar-
no od tamo proishode, a ne moze se odmah dokazati, kako
su predmeti zakonitim putem dosli u privatne ruke: viast,
ured ili organ od istih predmete odmah ce uzeti te pohra-
niti i provesti zakoniti postupak, da kao viasnistvo se vrate
onomu javnom zavodu gdje su bili i prije.”

Ukoliko imaju umjetnicku vrijednost, a ne moze im se
dokazati vlasnistvo, pojedinacni predmeti morali su biti
vraceni u nadlezne institucije.

Zakonski ¢lanak XXIV:1872., o privremenoj zasti-
ti predmeta, Sto Ce izlozeni biti na beckoj Svjetskoj
izlozbi god. 1873.3%

Zakon se sastoji od 6 ¢lanaka. U ¢lanku 1. odredeno je da
su predmeti koji su propisima zasti¢eni povlasticama, bilje-
gom na robu ili obrascem, zasticeni i od glavnog ravnate-
lja svjetske izloZbe. Potrebno je priloZiti molbu, najkasnije
prije otvorenja izlozbe; uz molbu se prilaze opis predmeta
(ponekad i skica) u dva jednaka primjerka, u dvije kuverte s
biliegom ili obrascem. Ako molbu predaje opunomocenik,
potrebno je priloZiti i punomod. Zastitnu priznanicu izdaje
glavniravnatelj Svjetske izlozbe uz potpis nadleznog tijela
Kraljevsko-ugarskom ministarstvu za poljodjelstvo, obrt i
trgovinu. Datum kojim pocinje zastita potrebno je zabilje-
Ziti svaki put na priznanicu. Upisnik o molbama i izdanim
zastitnim priznanicama vodi glavni ravnatelj Svjetske izloz-
be u dva jednaka primjerka, po jedan primjerak zajedno
s molbom, opisom, biljegom u austrijskom ministarstvu
za trgovinu, a drugi u kraljevsko-ugarskom ministarstvu
za poljodjelstvo, obrt i trgovinu. Prema 2. ¢lanku izdane
zastitne potvrde objavljuju se u sluzbenom austrijskom i
ugarskom listu. Zastitna potvrda je javna i moze se traZiti
uvid, dok su se obrasci, ako ih se zatraZilo u molbi, trebali
drzati u tajnosti.

Svjetske izloZbe bile su mjesta razmjene informacija, pre-

zentacije zivotnog stila kulturnog i gospodarskog dosega.®*

345 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1873., komad I-XXI, br.
1-61, Zakonski ¢lanak XXV, str. 29.
346 ARCABIC, GORAN, 2007., 14.

Tema povijesnih spomenika, kao dio izloZbe, bila je prisutna
od prve izlozbe u Parizu, Univerzalne izlozbe poljoprivred-
nih proizvoda i likovne umjetnosti (Exposition universelle des
produits de l'agriculture et des beaux-arts) 1855. godine. Ze-
mlje sudionice izloZbe uz svoja su dostignuca u arhitekturi
i obrtu predstavljale svoju restauratorsku praksu i zastitu
spomenika. 3 Nakon Pariza (1855, 1867.) i Londona (1862.),
Svjetska izlozba odrzana je u Becu 1873. godine *® Izlozba je
otvorena 1. svibnja, trajala je do 2. studenoga 1873. Prvi put
su postojali paviljoni za Japan, Kinu i Otomansko carstvo.
Na izlozbi je bila izlozena Hrvatska kuca kao dio prezentacije
tradicijskog graditeljstva zemalja Habsburske Monarhije. U
vrijeme izloZbe odrzan je i prvi medunarodni kongres povi-
jesti umjetnosti koji je organizirao Eitelberger3*

Zakon o uredenju Narodnog muzeja u Zagrebu od 14.
rujna 1878.3°

Prema ovome Zakonu Narodni muzej je zavod zemaljskih
kraljevina Dalmacije, Hrvatske i Slavonije, pod vrhovnom
upravom Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu Kr. zemaljske vla-
de. Svaki odjel Narodnog muzeja trebao je imati ravnatelja,
pomocnika i poduzetnika, a zooloski odjel osim toga jos i
preparatora. Prema Zakonu svrha Muzeja je predstavljanje
faune, gee i starina Kraljevine Dalmacije, Hrvatske i Slavo-
nije, te je trebao sluZiti za svrhe i potrebe prakticne obuke
u,prirodopisu i starinarstvu” na sveucilistu Franje Josipa l. u
Zagrebu, te sluziti samom $kolovanju opcina. Svaki odjel
Narodnog muzeja prema zakonu je trebao dobivati godis-
nju dotaciju/pripomod¢:

- za strukovnu knjiznicu
- za nabavu sprava i strojeva

- 7a znanstveno istrazivanje zemlje i nabavu prirodninai
starina

- za poku¢stvo dotle, dok bude sve gotovo

- pausal za malene izdatke, o kojem se ne polaze racun.

347 Vise u: SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 155-156.

348 SWENSON, ASTRID, 2013, 156.

349 RAMPLEY, MATTHEW, 2009., 447-449.

350 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1878., komad XXV, br.
59, str. 384.
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The administration of the Crafts school was entrusted to
the Art Society.

The Order established the Crafts School that was of para-
mount importance for the development of craftsmanship
and making movable art, as well as the Museum of Arts
and Crafts. The idea of a close link between transferring
knowledge and preserving it has been preserved to this
day.

The Order of the Department of Internal Affairs of the
Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia on February
2, 1884, no. 1584 regarding the organisation of the Cro-
atian-Slavonian Land Office for the year 1885 in Buda-
pest, and holding of an exhibition3*®

The main objective of the Land Office at the exhibition
was that the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia was ade-
quately represented, and that participation encouraged
interest in the exhibition among the population, tradesmen
and gentlemen.

The Order was made to highlight the importance of or-
ganizing such an event as well as the presentation of Croa-
tia and Slavonia at the aforementioned exhibition, and the
inclusion of all interested strata of society. At the exhibition
in Budapest, Iso Krinjavi designed and organized the Cro-
atian Pavilion?#

348 Published: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1884., komad Ill, No. 7,
p.15.

349 VUJIC, ZARKA, 1991-1992, 50, Fifteen years later at the exhibition
in Rome, Dalmatia exhibited in the Pavilion of the Kingdom of Serbia,
refusing to exhibit in the pavilions of Hungary and Austria because it
could not display its nationality. Croatian Ban Tomasi¢ and Milan Am-
brose, head of the Department of Religion and Education, tried to
persuade the “Meduli¢” Society to exhibit in these pavilions, but they
were unsuccessful. According to Sandi Bulimbasi¢, because of the
above-mentioned event, Krsnjavi, or the Art Society, was blamed for
the lack of involvement of Croatian artists in Rome. The Art Society
also refused to exhibit in the Hungarian and Austrian pavilions, i.e. they
wanted a separate area with a sign Kingdoms of Croatia, Slavonia and
Dalmatia. The Hungarian government did not approve the request.
More in: BULIMBASIC, SANDI, 2016, 234-237.
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The Decision of the Minister of Religion and Education
dated March 14, 1899 amending the Statute of the Cen-
tral Commission for the Study and Maintenance of His-
toric and Artistic Monuments 3>

The decision amended the Statute of the Central Commis-
sion for the Study and Maintenance of Historic and Artistic
Monuments. Article 1 defined the mission of the Central
Commission: to research and maintain  monuments, to
draft measures for their preservation as well as to carry
out everything in agreement with the newly established
Austrian Archaeological Institute.®' Article 3 defined the
work of the Central Commission on: items from prehistory
and antiquities, architecture, plastic, paintings and drawings
from the Middle Ages and later times until the mid-19" centu-
ry, and historical monuments of various kinds from the earliest
times until the mid-19" century. According to this division,
the work of the Central Commission was divided into three
departments. Article 4 stipulated the number of members
of the Central Commission to consist of twenty-one presi-
dents. The Presidents are appointed by the Emperor, based
on the suggestion of the Minister of Religion and Educa-
tion. Article 9 listed conservators as auxiliary bodies who
defend and promote the goals of the Central Commission;
they are appointed for all or individual departments, and
their residence should be in the district for which they are
in charge. They are appointed by the Minister of Religion
and Education, based on the suggestion of the Central
Commission, for a period of five years. Articles 11 to 14 out-
lined the roles of correspondents, honorary members and
the employment of “appropriate persons for the particular
purposes of their work" for photographing items or expert
opinions.

350 The decision was made on February 19, 1899. Published: List
drzavnijeh zakona, Izdan i razaslan 29. marta 1899, 1899, Komad XXI,
p. 81-83.

351 Founded on March 15, 1897. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 294.
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Naredba Kraljevsko-zemaljskog vladinog Odjela za bogo-
Stovje i nastavu od 9. listopada 1882. br. 10034.%'

Naredbom se ustrojava Obrtna skola povezana s Muzejom
za umjetnost i obrt u Zagrebu. Uprava Obrtne skole povje-
rena je Drustvu umjetnosti.

Naredba ustrojava Obrtnu skolu koja je bila od iznimnog
znacaja za razvoj obrtnic¢kih znanja i izradu pokretnih
umjetnickih predmeta kao i Muzej za umjetnost i obrt. Do
danas je oc¢uvana ideja o uskoj povezanosti prenosenja po-
trebnih znanja i njihova ocuvanja.

Naredba Kraljevske hrvatsko-slavonske-dalmatinske vla-
de Odjela za unutarnje poslove od 2. veljace 1884., br.
1584. glede ustrojstva Hrvatsko-slavonskog zemaljskog
povjerenstva za ob¢enitu godinu 1885. u Budimpesti
odrzavat se imajuci izlozbu**

Glavni zadatak povjerenstva na izloZbi bio je da kraljevine
Hrvatska i Slavonija budu dostojno zastupane na izlozbi,
te da se sudjelovanjem na izloZbi potice interes za izlozbu
kod pucanstva, obrtnika i gospode.

Ovom Naredbom Zeljela se istaknuti vaznost organizacije,
a ujedno prezentacije Hrvatske i Slavonije na navedenoj
izloZbi te ukljucivanje svih zainteresiranih drustvenih sloje-
va. Na navedenoj izlozbi u Budimpesti Iso Krsnjavi je uredio
i organizirao hrvatski paviljon.*>?

Odluka ministra za bogostovlje i nastavu od 14. ozuj-
ka 1899. kojom se mijenja statut centralne komisije za

351 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1883, komad VII, br. 28,
str. 252.

352 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakonah i naredabah 1884., komad Ill, broj
7,str. 15.

353 VUJIC, ZARKA, 1991.-1992,, 50. Petnaest godina kasnije, na izlozbi
u Rimu, Dalmacija izlaze u paviljonu Kraljevine Srbije odbivsi izlaganje
u paviljionu Ugarske i Austrije zbog nemoguénosti izlaganja narodno-
sti. Hrvatski ban Tomasic¢ zajedno s Milanom Amrusom, predstojnikom
Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu, pokusao je nagovoriti Drustvo ,Me-
duli¢” da izlazu u navedenim paviljonima, ali bezuspjesno. Kako na-
vodi Sandi Bulimbasi¢, zbog navedenog dogadaja Krsnjavi, odnosno
Drustvo umjetnosti nasli su se prozvanim zbog nesudjelovanja hrvat-
skih umjetnika u Rimu. Drustvo umjetnosti takoder je odbilo izlagati u
ugarskom i austrijskom paviljonu, odnosno Zeljeli su odijeljeni zasebni
prostor s natpisom Kraljevina Hrvatska, Slavonija i Dalmacija. Madarska
vlada nije im udovoljila. Vise u: BULIMBASIC, SANDI, 2016., 234-237.

istrazivanje i uzdrzavanje umjetnickijeh i historickijeh
spomenika®*

Odukom je promijenjen statut c. kr. centralne komisije za
istrazivanje i uzdrzavanje umjetnickijeh i historickijeh spome-
nika (u tekstu Sredisnje povjerenstvo). U 1. ¢lanku definirana
je zadaca Sredidnjeg povjerenstva: istrazivanje i uzdrzavanje
spomenika te izrada prijedloga mjera za njihovo oc¢uvanje
uz novinu da se postupa u dogovoru s novoosnovanim
Austrijskim arheoloskim institutom.®* U ¢lanku 3. defini-
ran je rad SrediSnjeg povjerenstva na: predmete prethisto-
rijskog doba i stare umjetnosti, predmete arhitekture, plastike,
slikarstva i crtacih umjetnosti srednjeg vijeka i novijeg doba do
polovine 19. stoljeca i historijske spomenike razne vrste od naj-
starijeg vremena do polovine 19. stolje¢a. Prema navedenoj
podjeli dijelio se rad Sredisnjeg povjerenstva na tri odsjeka.
U ¢lanku 4. odreden je broj ¢lanova Sredisnjeg povjerenstva
na dvadeset, i jednog predsjednika. Predsjednika imenuje
car na prijedlog ministra za bogostovlje i nastavu. U ¢lanku
9. navedeni su konzervatori kao pomocna tijela koja bra-
ne i promicu cilieve Sredidnjeg povjerenstva, imenuju se za
sve ili za pojedine odsjeke i prebivaliste biim trebalo biti u
kotaru u kojem su nadlezni. Imenovani su od ministra bo-
gostovlja i nastave na prijedlog Sredisnjeg povjerenstva
na pet godina. U ¢lancima od 11. do 14. obrazloZene su
uloge dopisnika, pocasnih ¢lanova i angaziranja,zgodne
licnosti za osobite svrhe njenog rada” za snimanje predmeta
ili stru¢nog misljenja.

Naredba kojom se odreduje redovito sabiranje podataka
za statistiku knjiznica i zbirka, koje su vlasnost pravnih
osoba, 1905. 3

Naredba se odnosila na knjiznice i zbirke na podru¢ju kra-
ljevina Hrvatske i Slavonije koje su bile u vlasnistvu prav-
nih 0soba, a stajale su na raspolaganju sirem opcinstvu ili
stanovitim krugovima. Prikupljanje podataka odnosilo se
na zbirke u svim vrstama muzeja: gospodarskim, obrtnim,

354 Odluka je donesena 19. veljace 1899. Objavljeno: List drzavni-
jeh zakona, Izdan i razaslan 29. marta 1899., Godina 1899., Komad XXI,
str. 81-83.

355 Osnovan je 15. ozujka 1897. CORIC, FRANKO, 2010, 94.

356 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1905., Komad IV, Broj 9., Kralj. Hrvatsko-sla-
vonsko-dalmatinske zemaljske vlade, odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu
u sporazumu s kralj. zemaljsko-vladinim odjelom za unutarnje poslo-
ve, od 30. ozujka 1905. br. 5382.
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The Order that determines the regular collection of data
for statistics of libraries and collections owned by legal
persons, 1905.32

The order referred to libraries and collections on the terri-
tory of the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia, which were
owned by legal persons, and were available to a wider
public or to specific circles. The collection of data referred
to collections in all types of museums: economic, craft,
technical, trade, traffic, geological, archaeological and his-
torical museums, art galleries, permanent painting exhibi-
tions, mineralogical, botanical, zoological, ethnographic
independent collections, coins, antiquities and weapons
collections. All collections and libraries owned by private
individuals were excluded from the list.

Two forms, Form A for all libraries, and Form B for all collec-
tions owned by legal persons, were used for data collec-
tion. The management of all libraries and museums were
required to fill out the forms each year. The collected ques-
tionnaires were submitted to the royal districts or the city
government to submit to the Royal Land Statistics Office
in Zagreb.

This Order took charge of collecting and processing library
materials or collections through organized data collection,
using the proposed forms.

The Circular that warns of irregularities in the applica-
tion of regulations on church building activity and pro-
cedure for church buildings, 1909.3%

The Circular referred to requests for assistance in the re-
construction of church buildings from the state budget,
although there were regulations on “the church building
of contributed duty” (crkvenoj gradjevnoj iliti doprinozenoj
duznosti, April 25, 1880, No. 499, Department for Religion).

352 Published: Sbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1905, Komad IV, No. 9., Kingdom of Croatia,
Slavonia and Dalmatia, Land Government, Department of Religion
and Education in agreement with the Department for internal affairs
of the Royal Land Government, March 30, 1905, No. 5382.

353 Published: Sbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, 1909, No. 53, Circular of the Kingdoms of Croatia,
Slavonia and Dalmatia, Land Government, Department of Religion
and Education, June 9, 1909, No. 12371 for all royal county districts.
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According to the regulations, parish priests had to regular-
ly maintain the church and rectory, repair and make minor
repairs at their own expense or that were paid from the
church treasury. Technical bodies carried out a survey of
the condition of the construction, based upon which they
prepared cost estimates for the repairs. The head of the
"contributory discussion” examined each item of the cost
estimate and at the hearing, tried to compel the church
administration or parish priest to pay for smaller repairs
from the church coffers. There were also requests for state
funds for the building or repair of churches or chapels, and
the interior decorations of churches (purchase of taber-
nacles, benches, organs, bells). Parishes under the patron-
age of the “Croatian - Slavonian National Religious Founda-
tion" regularly proposed new repairs, although they were
completely rebuilt. The Circular was forwarded to all parish
priests.

This Circular was intended to organize the reconstruction
of both church buildings and inventories, which exposed
the problems with reconstruction or non-compliance with
conservation guidelines.

The Order that gives directives about the provision of
new church furniture and the preservation of church
furniture and buildings of historical and artistic value,
1913.3%

The order had seven articles. The introductory part of the
Order explained the reason for the proclamation. Each year,
churches (Catholic, Greek Catholic, Orthodox) commis-
sioned new altars, pulpits, iconostases, and other church
inventory, which required large financial resources. The
problem with the ordered items was that they were or-
dered abroad, and not from local craftsmen, so the devel-
opment of local crafts was not encouraged. In addition to
expensive purchases, repairing, restoring or replacing old
art with new art was also the problem. Thus, the first article
stipulated that churches that procure new church inven-
tory with the help of public funds must use the services
of local craftsmen. In case the requested church furniture

354 Published: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju, Godina 1913, Komad I-X, No. 1.-122., Order no. 5., Tisak
kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1913:103.
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tehni¢kim, trgovackim, prometnim, geoloskim, arheoloskim
i povijesnim muzejima, zatim galerije slika, stalne izlozbe
slika, samostalne zbirke mineraloske, botanicke, zoolodke,
etnografske, te zbirke novca, starina i oruzja. Iz popisa su
izuzete sve zbirke i knjiznice koje su bile u vlasnistvu pri-
vatnih osoba.

Za prikupljanje podataka sluZila su dva obrasca, A-obrazac
za sve knjiznice i B-obrazac za sve zbirke koje su bile u vla-
snistvu pravnih osoba. Uprave svih knjiznica i muzeja bile
su duzne ispuniti obrasce svake godine. Prikupljeni upitni-
ci dostavljeni su kraljevskoj kotarskoj oblasti ili gradskom
poglavarstvu koji su ih trebali dostaviti Kraljevskom zemalj-
skom statistickom uredu u Zagrebu.

Ovom Naredbom pocela se voditi briga o prikupljanju i
obradi knjizni¢ne grade odnosno zbirki kroz provodenje
organiziranog prikupljanja podataka pomocu za tu svrhu
predlozenih obrazaca.

Okruznica kojom se upozorava na nepravilnosti u pri-
mjenjivanju propisa o crkvenoj gradevnoj djelatnosti i
o postupku kod crkvenih gradevina, 1909.%’

Okruznica se odnosila na zahtjeve upucene za pomoc pri
obnovi crkvenih gradevina iz drzavnog proracuna, iako su
postojali propisi o ,crkvenoj gradjevnoj iliti doprinozbenoj
duznosti” (od 25. travnja 1880. br. 499. odj. Bogost.). Prema
propisima zupnik je bio duzan redovito uzdrzavati crkvu i
Zupni dvor, popravljati i obavljati manje popravke o vlasti-
tom trosku, odnosno iz crkvene blagajne. Tehnicki organi
obavljali su ocevid gradevinskog stanja na temelju kojeg
su izradivali troskovnike za popravke. Voditelj,doprinozbene
rasprave” pregledavao je svaku stavku troskovnika i na sa-
moj raspravi nastojao crkvenu upravu ili Zupnika obvezati
da o troSku crkvene blagajne odnosno o trosku zupnika
poprave manja oste¢enja. Ucestale su bile i molbe za drzav-
na sredstva u svrhu gradnje ili popravaka crkava ili kapela i
unutrasnjeg uredenja crkava (nabava svetohranista, klupa,
orgulja, zvona). Zupe patronata ,hrv.-slav. zem. vjerozakon-
ske zaklade” redovito su predlagale nove popravke, iako su

357 Objavljeno: Sbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju, Godina 1909., Broj 53., Okruznica kralj. Hrv-slav-dalm.
Zemalj. Vlade, Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu, od 9. lipnja 19009. br.
12371. na sve kr. Zupanijske oblasti.

bile u cijelosti obnovljene. Okruznica se prosljedivala svim
Zupnicima.

Ovom Okruznicom pokusava se urediti obnova kako sa-
mih crkvenih gradevina tako i inventara, $to nam govori
0 postojanju problema pri obnovi, odnosno nepostivanja
smjernica konzervatorskih uputa.

Naredba kojom se izdaju odredbe o nabavi novog cr-
kvenog namjestaja te sacuvanju crkvenog namjestaja
i gradjevina historicke i umjetnicke vriednosti, 1913.%¢

Naredba ima sedam ¢lanaka. U uvodnom dijelu Naredbe
obrazlaze se razlog proglasenja. Crkve (katolicke, grkokato-
licke, pravoslavne) svake godine narucuju nove oltare, pro-
povjedaonice, ikonostase i drugi crkveni inventar, $to je izi-
skivalo velika financijska sredstva. Problem je bio u narudzbi
navedenih predmeta jer su se narucivali u inozemstvu, a
ne kod domacih obrtnika, i na taj nacin nije se poticao ra-
zvoj domaceg obrta. Pored skupih nabava, problem je bio
i u popravku, restauriranju ili zamjeni starih umjetnickih
predmeta novim. Stoga je prvi ¢lanak odredivao da crkve
koje uz pomoc¢ javnih financijskih sredstava nabavljaju novi
crkveni inventar moraju koristiti usluge domacih obrtnika.
U slu¢aju da se trazeni crkveni namjestaj ne moze naci kod
domacih obrtnika, mogla se zatraziti dozvola za izuzece od
ovog propisa od Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu. Clankom
4. odredeno je da ako se radi o popravku ili zamjeni crkve-
nog inventara koji ima historijsku ili umjetni¢ku vrijednost,
treba se traziti misljenje Zemaljskog povjerenstva za ocu-
vanje historickih i umjetnih spomenika iz Zagreba. U ¢lan-
ku 5. propisana je zabrana izvoza predmeta umjetnicke ili
historijske vrijednosti u inozemstvo bez dozvole Kraljevske
zemaljske vlade, Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu. Ako se ta-
kvi predmeti vise ne upotrebljavaju, prije izvoza su trebali
biti ponudeni na otkup domacem muzeju ili zbirci. U ¢lanku
6. odredeno je da se u slucaju pregradnje, dogradnje, naba-
ve novog crkvenog namijestaja navedeni postupak moze
provesti samo uz dozvolu Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu.

Navedena Naredba upucivala je na postojanje problema
u ocuvanju crkvenog inventara vec pocetkom 20. stolje¢a

358 Objavljeno: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1913, Komad I-X, Broj 1.-122., Naredba br.
5., Tisak kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1913, 103.
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could not be acquired from local craftsmen, a permit for
exemption from this regulation could be requested from
the Department of Religion and Education. Article 4 stipu-
lated that if it was a matter of repairing or replacing church
inventory of historical or artistic value, they should ask for
the opinion of the Land Office for the Preservation of Art
and Historical Monuments in Zagreb. Article 5 prohibited
the export of objects of artistic or historical value abroad,
without the permission of the Royal Land Government,
Department of Religion and Education. If items were no
longer used, they should have been offered for purchase
to a local museum or collection before export. Article 6
stipulated that in the case of reconstruction, extension or
purchase of new church furniture, the above-mentioned
procedure could only be carried out with the permission
of the Department of Religion and Education.

The above Order referred to the existence of issues related
to the preservation of church inventory at the beginning
of the 20™ century and the desire to rectify the situation.
Max Dvoréak, who discussed the problem of protection of
church inventory in his work Catechism of Monument Pro-
tection, was in favour of its preservation.®>

The Order forbidding the possession and creation of
private collections and trading in antiques for heads (di-
rectors) and clerks of national museums and similar in-
stitutes in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia, 1913 3%¢

The order referred to heads (directors) and officials (clerks)
of museums and institutes in the fields of archaeology,
history, art, ethnology and natural sciences. The afore-
mentioned heads and officials could not own or collect
their own private collections from areas represented in the
collections of the department in which they worked. Art
trade was only allowed when it was in favour of institutes.
All officials and directors had to commit to not collect
items for their own collection.

This order was a forerunner of the provision of the Law on

355 DVORAK, MAX, 1988, 806.

356 Published: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1913, Komad Ill, No. 31., Order no. 5., Tisak
kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1913:103.
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the Protection of Cultural Monuments, which prevented
conflicts of interest within museum institutions.

The Law on the organisation of the Croatian National
Museum in Zagreb dated June 26, 191835

The law had a total of 21 articles. According to the first ar-
ticle, the Croatian National Museum in Zagreb was a state
institution governed by the Department of Religion and
Teaching of the Royal Croatian-Slavonian-Dalmatian Land
Government. The second article dealt with the purpose of
the museum: the organization, preservation and multipli-
cation of collections which serve scientific research, and
for the purpose of practical exercises with natural, archae-
ological and cultural-historical objects in the kingdom of
Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia. The museum collection
was organized and expanded with gifts and purchases,
and they were enhanced with substitutions. A museum
consisted of four independent departments: zoological,
mineralogical and petrographic; geological and paleon-
tological; archaeological; and historical. The establishment
of new departments was placed under the authority of
the Government. Legislative Articles 5 to 20 related to the
election and the rights of director and museum staff. The
heads of individual museum departments were appointed
by the Government, who selected them from regular or
associate professors of the relevant profession at the Impe-
rial-Royal University of Franz Joseph | in Zagreb. Museum
staff could not own or collect their own private collections,
or privately purchase or sell items from the areas repre-
sented in the collections of the department in which they
worked. Curators (attendants or guardians) of the museum
had to belong to the relevant profession in relation to the
museum department where they worked.

357 Published: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hrvat-
sku i Slavoniju, Godina 1918, Komad IX, No. 1.-136,, Order no. 58, Tisak
kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1918:209.
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te htijenja da se navedena situacija uredi. Max Dvorak, koji
je u svom djelu Katekizam zastite spomenika razmotrio pro-
blem ocuvanja crkvenog inventara, zalaze se za njihovo
ocuvanje

Naredba kojom se predstojnicima (ravnateljima) i ¢inov-
nicima zemaljskih muzeja i sli¢nih zavoda u kraljevini Hr-
vatskoj i Slavoniji zabranjuje posjedovanje i sastavljanje
privatnih zbirka i trgovanje starinama, 1913.3%

Naredba se odnosi na predstojnike (ravnatelje) i sluzbenike
(¢inovnike) muzeja i zavoda s podrucja arheologije, povi-
jesti, umjetnickog obrta, etnologije i prirodnih znanosti.
Navedeni ravnatelji i sluzbenici ne smiju posjedovati ili sa-
kupljati vlastite privatne zbirke iz podrucja koje je zastupa-
no u zbirkama odjela u kojem radi. Trgovina umjetninama
dozvoljena je jedino kada je u korist zavoda. Svi sluzbenici
i ravnatelji morali su se obvezati da se nece baviti prikup-

lianjem predmeta za vlastitu zbirku.

Ova naredba bila je svojevrsna preteca odredbe danasnjeg
Zakona o zastiti spomenika kulture, kojom se onemoguca-
vao sukob interesa unutar muzejskih institucija.

Zakon o uredjenju Hrvatskog narodnog muzeja u Zagre-
bu od 26. lipnja 1918.%'

Zakon ima ukupno 21 ¢lanak. Prema 1. ¢lanku Hrvatski na-
rodni muzej u Zagrebu je drZavna institucija pod upravom
Kraljevske hrvatsko-slavonsko-dalmatinske zemaljske viade,
Odjela za bogostovlje i nastavu. U 2. ¢lanku navedena je svr-
ha muzeja: ustrojavanje, Cuvanje i umnozavanje zbirki, koje
sluZe za znanstveno proucavanje i za potrebe prakti¢nih
vjezbi kod prirodoslovnih, arheoloskih i kulturno-historijskih
predmeta u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj, Slavoniji i Dalmaciji.
Zbirke muzeja se ustrojavaju i prosiruju darovima i otkupi-
Ma, a usavrsavaju zamjenama. Muzej se imao sastojati od
Cetiriju medusobno neovisnih odjela: zooloskog, minera-
losko-petrografskog, geolosko-paleontoloskog i arheolos-
ko-historickog odjela. Osnivanje novih odjela stavljeno je u

359 DVORAK, MAX, 1988, 806.

360 Objavljeno: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1913., Komad Ill, Broj 31., Naredba br. 5., Ti-
sak kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1913, 103.

361 Objavljeno: Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za kraljevine Hr-
vatsku i Slavoniju, Godina 1918, Komad IX, Broj 1.-136., Naredba br.
58., Tisak kraljevske zemaljske tiskare, Zagreb 1918, 209.

nadleznost Vlade. Zakonski ¢lanci od 5. do 20. odnosili su
se na izbor i prava ravnatelja i muzejskog osoblja. Ravnate-
lje pojedinih muzejskih odjela imenovala je Vlada, birajuci
ih medu redovnim ili izvanrednim profesorima doti¢nih
struka na C. kr. sveucilistu Franje Josipa I. u Zagrebu. Mu-
zejsko osoblje nije smjelo posjedovati, prikupljati vlastite
privatne zbirke niti u privatne svrhe kupovati ili prodavati
predmete iz podru¢ja koje je zastupano u zbirkama odje-
la u kojem radi. Kustos (pristav ili Cuvar) muzeja morao je
pripadati odgovarajucoj struci u odnosu na muzejski odjel
na kojem je djelovao.
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INSTITUCIONALNA ZASTITA
POKRETNE UMJETNICKE BASTINE
U HRVATSKOJ] OD 1918. DO

1947. GODINE

Kraj Prvoga svjetskog rata, raspad Austro-Ugarske Monarhi-
je i progladenje Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca dovodi
do nove geopoliticke podjele 3 Uspostavljanjem Kraljevine
SHS teZilo se stvaranju ideologije integralnog jugoslaven-
stva. No, neravnopravni politi¢ki poloZaj, stupanj razvijeno-
sti pojedinih zemalja i povijesna pripadnost razlicitim kul-
turnim krugovima nisu doveli do oblikovanja jedinstvene
jugoslavenske kulture ** Svaka nacija koja je usla u novu
drzavu Zeljela je zadrzati svoj nacionalni identitet koji je
ranijih godina stvarala i razvijala i nije ga se htjela odre¢i **

Uspostavljanjem monarhije uvedeno je centralisticko ure-
denje drzave. Centralizacija uprave oduzela je pokrajinskim
vladama politicko djelovanje podcinjujudi ih vladi u Beo-
gradu, $to je od pocetka izazivalo nezadovoljstvo.*® Dvije
godine nakon proglasenja Kraljevine SHS donesen je Vi-

362 Odluka kojom se proglasavaju Dalmacija, Hrvatska i Slavonija ne-
zavisnima od Ugarske i Austrije i pristupaju u Drzavu Slovenaca, Hr-
vata i Srba donesena je na zasjedanju Sabora 29. listopada 1918. BI-
LANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 61.

363 MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 215-216.

364 BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 112.

365 Pokrajinskim viadama ukinuti su odjeli, odnosno Zemaljskoj vladi
za Hrvatsku i Slavoniju ostala su samo tri: za unutarnje poslove, pravo-
sude i bogostovlje. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 87.

dovdanski ustav, ¢ime je ozakonjen dotadasnji centralizam
i unitarizam koji se, medu ostalim, Zelio provesti i u kultu-
ri i umjetnosti**® Permanentno nezadovoljstvo i stalni su-
kobi na nacionalnoj razini vezani uz represivni sustav po-
sredstvom zakona, cenzura i propagande koje je provodila
vlada u Beogradu svoj vrhunac doZivjet ¢e proglasenjem
osobne diktature kralja Aleksandra 1929. godine. Drzava
je dobila novo ime Kraljevina Jugoslavija te je provedena
nova upravna podjela zemlje na devet banovina. Hrvatski
teritorij bio je podijeljen na dvije banovine: Savsku i Pri-
morsku. Zabranjen je rad svih politi¢kih stranaka i udruga s

366 Osobito je to bilo izrazeno u jeziku i pismu: uvodenje ekavice
kao knjizevnog jezika i latini¢nog pisma. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003,
215-216.
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THE INSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION
OF MOVABLE HERITAGE IN
CROATIA FROM 1918 TO 1941

The end of World War |, the collapse of the Austro-Hun-
garian Monarchy and the proclamation of the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes led to a new geopo-
litical division.*8 The goal of establishing the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was to create an ideology
of integral Yugoslavism. However, because individual
countries did not have an equal political position or
degree of development, and they were connected to
different cultural circles, it did not lead to the formation
of a unique Yugoslav culture®* Every nation entering
the new state wanted to retain the national identity it
had created and developed, and was reluctant to give
it up.3°

When the monarchy was established, a central gov-
ernment system was introduced. It deprived regional
governments of authority by subjugating them to the
government in Belgrade which lead to dissatisfaction
from the very start®' Two years after the proclama-
tion of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the
Vidovdan constitution was adopted, legalizing cen-

358 The decision that made Dalmatia, Croatia and Slavonia indepen-
dent from Hungary and Austria and join the State of Slovenes, Croats
and Serbs was made at a session of Parliament on October 29, 1918.
BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 61.

359 MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 215-216.

360 BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 112.

361 Divisions of Provincial Governments were closed, i.e. only three
remained for the Land Government for Croatia and Slavonia: Internal
Affairs, Justice and Religion. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 87.
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tralism and unitarism (among other things, the plan
was to implement it in the field of culture and art).3®
Permanent dissatisfaction and constant conflicts on a
national level, because of the repressive system car-
ried out by the government in Belgrade through laws,
censorship and propaganda, culminated in the dic-
tatorship of King Alexander in 1929. The country was
renamed the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, and a new ad-
ministrative division with nine regions (banovina) was
established. The territory of Croatia was divided into
two: Sava Banovina and Littoral Banovina. The work of
all political parties and associations with national char-
acteristics was forbidden, and all political action was
severely punished.®®

362 This was especially evident in language and writing: the intro-
duction of Latin script and the Ekavian dialect as a literary language.
MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 215-216.

363 The political parties known as the Croatian Peasant Party (Hrvatska
seljacka stranka) and the Independent Democratic Party (Samostalna
demokratska stranka), which formed the Peasant-Democratic Coalition
(Seljacko-demokratska koalicija), were in favour of the Yugoslav state
framework, but as a federation. The Croatian Peasant Party was trying
to solve the Croatian issue through diplomatic channels. Dissatisfac-
tion with such a situation lead to the emergence of fascist and Nazi
aspirations which were built on similar trends in Europe. Croatian na-
tionalist individuals and groups who emigrated to Hungary, Austria
and Italy were in favour of establishing an independent and autono-
mous Croatia. The main initiator and advocate was Ante Paveli¢, who
founded Ustasa - the Croatian Revolutionary Movement for Liberation.
BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 107; MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 181-183.
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The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

After it was recognized on an international level, the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes established
its boundaries with treaties. Territorial changes were
the result of international military, political and peace
agreements in London, Paris, Saint-Germain, Trianon
and Rapallo.®* In 1920, the Treaty of Rapallo resolved
the border issue (the so-called Adriatic question) be-
tween Italy and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slo-
venes. Italy annexed Istria, the islands of Cres, Losinj,
Lastovo, Palagruza and the city of Zadar. Thus, Zadar
was no longer the administrative centre of Dalmatia.3®
Rijeka become an independent state, but it was an-
nexed with the Treaty of Rome in 1924.%%¢

In addition to political problems, the state of the coun-
try worsened because of the world economic crisis
which further deteriorated the country’s economic
situation. King Alexander, wanting to alleviate the ac-
cumulated dissatisfaction, introduced limited parlia-
mentarism by proclaiming the Octroic Constitution in
1931. The Constitution reinstated the Assembly, while
the government still answered directly to the King.3®
The assassination of King Alexander in March 1934 in
Marseilles led to changes in domestic and foreign poli-
cy*® Elections were carried out and the issue of Croatia

364 The Treaty of Trianon set the demarcation line with Hungary. The
issue of demarcation with Austria was resolved at a peace conference
in Paris. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 78.

365 Zadar was the seat of the City Council, the Land Assembly, the
Land Committee, the Provincial School Council, the Provincial Finan-
cial Directorate, the Gendarmerie Command, the Post Office, the Aus-
tro-Hungarian Bank.

366 BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 79, SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 35, MATKOVIC,
HRVOJE, 2003, 135.

367 The work of political parties was possible only with the presence
of a police commissioner.

368 After the assassination of King Alexander, Peter Il was supposed to
become king, but since he was a minor, a regency was set up consist-
ing of Prince Peter, senator and court doctor Radenko Stankovi¢, and
the Ban of Sava Banovina, Ivo Perovi¢. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 185.

was addressed.*®® After several months of negotiations,
the Banovina of Croatia was created in 1939.3°Though
Croatia was given certain concessions, the state’s reor-
ganization process was not implemented.®”

Regarding foreign policy, the country distanced itself
from France and gradually started to approach Germa-
ny and Italy, both politically and economically.3?

Turbulent political events had an impact on the further
development of the institutionalization of monument
protection. Monument protection was not equally de-
veloped in all parts of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes/Yugoslavia, primarily because of differ-
ent historical developments and influences to which
it was exposed. While monument protection was insti-
tutionalized in continental Croatia, Dalmatia, Slovenia
and Bosnia under Austrian rule and influence, in Serbia,
it was still limited to the work of various societies.® At
the time, the Regional Conservation Office for Dalmatia
in Split and the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and
Historical Monuments®* in Zagreb were still the main
protection services in the newly established country
on the territory of Croatia. The work of the aforemen-
tioned offices was joined by the Institute for Art and

369 The elections were held in May 1935. The election allowed the
participation of the opposition. Although the government had 60.6%
and the united opposition 37.4% of votes, according to the election
law, 3/5 went to the majority. Ljubo Karaman made an interesting
comment in a letter he sent to the director of the Belgrade Museum
of Contemporary Art, Milan Kasanin, asking him to return his copy of
the 1931 Building Law “if he no longer has use of it" with the comment:
“..I do not ask you what is the situation with our law, because certainly
no one is thinking about it in today’s election fever! MKM-KOST-A, letter
dated February 28, 1935.

370 It was composed of Sava and Littoral Banovina, Dubrovnik,
Travnik, Fojnica, Breko, Gradacac, Derventa, Sid and llok. lvan Subasi¢
was named Ban. The Banovina had autonomy in internal affairs, while
they shared traffic, foreign trade, the army and the gendarmerie. The
fact it was formed mere days before Germany invaded Poland should
not be ignored. We can assume that they could already feel the war
approaching, especially since Austria had already been annexed by
Germany. SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 126.

371 SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 120, MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 202-207.

372 According to Sute, Germany and ltaly had complex economic
interests in the territory of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Factories that
made semi-raw materials for Germany were doing well, while other
industries were failing. SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 126.

373 In Bosnia and Serbia, there were two societies: Srpsko uceno drust-
vo and Drustvo srpske slovesnosti, along with the Ministry of Education.
374 From 1929, Conservation Office in Zagreb.



Institucionalni razvoj zastite pokretne umjetnicke bastine u Hrvatskoj od 1850. do 1990. godine

nacionalnim obiljeZjima, a svako politicko djelovanje strogo
se kaznjavalo3*

U vanjskoj politici, nakon medunarodnog priznanja, Kralje-
vina SHS je svoje granice utvrdila ugovorima. Teritorijalne
promjene bile su posljedica medunarodnih vojno-politickih
i mirovnih sporazuma u Londonu, Parizu, Saint-Germainu,
Trianonu i Rapallu.®® Sporazumom u Rapallu 1920. godine
rijeseno je pitanje granice (tzv. jadransko pitanje) izmedu
Italije i Kraljevine SHS. Ugovorom je Italija dobila cijelu Istruy,
otoke Cres, Losinj, Lastovo, Palagruzu i grad Zadar. Time
Zadar prestaje biti administrativnim sredistem za Dalmaci-
ju% Rijeka je dobila status nezavisne drzave, da bi Rimskim
paktom 1924. bila anektirana.?”°

Uz politicke probleme dodatno je stanje u zemlji pogorsala
svjetska gospodarska kriza koja je samo produbila dotadas-
nje lode gospodarsko stanje u zemlji. Kralj Aleksandar, Zele-
¢i ublaziti nakupljeno nezadovoljstvo, uveo je ograniceni
parlamentarizam proglasenjem Oktroiranog ustava 1931.
godine. Ustavom je ponovno uspostavljen rad Skupstine,
dok je vlada i dalje bila izravno odgovorna kralju.®”" Uboj-
stvo kralja Aleksandra 1934. godine u Marseilleu dovodi
do promjena u unutrasnjoj i vanjskoj politici¥? U unutras-
njoj politici provedeni su izbori te se pristupilo rjesavaniju

367 Tadasnje stranke Hrvatska seljacka stranka i Samostalna demo-
kratska stranka koje su ¢inile Seljacko-demokratsku koaliciju bile su
za jugoslavenski drzavni okvir, ali na principu federacije. Hrvatska se-
ljacka stranka pokusavala je diplomatskim putem rjesavati problem
hrvatskog pitanja. Nezadovoljstvo takvim stanjem dovest ¢e do pojave
fasistickih i nacistickih teznji koje ¢e se nadovezati na sli¢na strujanja
u Europi. Pojedinci i skupine hrvatskih nacionalista koji su emigrirali
vec¢inom u Madarsku, Austriju i Italiju bili su za uspostavu samostalne
i neovisne Hrvatske. Glavni pokretac i zagovornik bio je Ante Paveli¢
koji osniva emigrantsku opoziciju Ustasa, novoosnovani ustaski oslo-
bodilacki pokret. BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 107; MATKOVIC, HRVOJE,
2003, 181-183.

368 Razgranicenje s Madarskom utvrdeno je Trianonskim ugovorom.
Na mirovnoj konferenciji u Parizu dogovoreno je pitanje razgrani¢enja
s Austrijom. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 78.

369 Zadar je bio sjediste: Namjesnistva, Zemaljskog sabora, Zemaljskog
odbora, Pokrajinskog skolskog vijeca, Pokrajinskog financijskog rav-
nateljstva, Zapovjednistva zandarmerije, Poste, Austrougarske banke.
370 BILANDZIC, DUSAN, 1999, 79; SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 35; MATKOVIC,
HRVOJE, 2003., 135.

371 Rad politickih stranaka bio je omogucéen samo uz prisutnost po-
licijskog povjerenika.

372 Nakon ubojstva kralja Aleksandra vlast je trebao naslijediti kralj
Petar II. S obzirom na to da je bio maloljetan, vlast nasljieduje namje-
snistvo: knez Petar, senator i dvorski lije¢nik Radenko Stankovi¢ i ban
Savske banovine Ivo Perovi¢. MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 185.

hrvatskog pitanja.>”* Nakon visemjesecnih pregovora 1939.
godine stvorena je Banovina Hrvatska.*” lako je time Hrvat-
ska dobila odredene ustupke, proces preuredenja drzave
nije proveden

U vanjskoj politici to je udaljavanje od Francuske i postu-
pno priblizavanje Njemackoj i Italiji. | to na politickom i na
gospodarskom planu.3®

Turbulentna politicka zbivanja imala su utjecaja i na daljnji
razvoj institucionalizacije zastite spomenika. Zastita spo-
menika nije bila jednako razvijena u svim dijelovima Kra-
ljevine SHS/Jugoslavije. Prije svega, radilo se o razli¢itom
povijesnom razvoju i utjecajima kojima je bio izlozen. Dok
se zastita spomenika institucionalizirala u kontinentalnoj
Hrvatskoj, Dalmaciji, Sloveniji i Bosni pod austrijskom upra-
vom i utjecajem, u Srbiji se briga za spomenike tada svodila
jos uvijek samo na rad drustva.>”” U novonastaloj drzavi na
hrvatskom podru¢ju tada kao nositelji sluZbe zastite i dalje
djeluju Pokrajinski Konservatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju u Spli-
tu i Zemaljsko povjerenstvo za ocuvanje umjetnih i historickih
spomenika 3’8 u Zagrebu. Radu spomenutih ureda pridru-
7uje se Nadle$tvo za umjetnost i spomenike osnovano u
Dubrovniku 1919. godine*” Zastita spomenika Uredbom

373 Izbori su odrzani u svibnju 1935. godine. Na izborima je bilo omo-
guceno sudjelovanje opozicije. lako je vladina lista imala 60,6%, a udru-
Zena opozicija 37,4%, prema izbornom zakonu 3/5 dobiva vecina. Za-
nimljiv je komentar Ljube Karamana u dopisu upu¢enom upravitelju
beogradskog Muzeja suvremene umjetnosti Milanu Kasaninu, gdje
moli da mu vrati primjerak Gradevnog zakona iz 1931. godine ,ako mu
vise ne sluzi” uz komentar:,....ne pitam vas sto je sa nasim zakonom, jer
sigurno na to nitko ne misli u danasnjoj izbornoj vrucici.” MKM-KOST-A
dopis od 28. veljace 1935.

374 U ¢iji su sastav usli Savska i Primorska banovina te Dubrovnik, Trav-
nik, Fojnica, Breko, Gradacac, Derventa, Sid i llok. Banom je imenovan
Ivan Subasi¢. Banovina je imala autonomiju u unutradnjim poslovima,
dok su promet, vanjska trgovina, vojska i zandarmerija bili zajednicki.
Nije nevazan podatak da je nastala svega nekoliko dana prije napa-
da Njemacke na Poljsku. Pretpostaviti je da su se vec¢ osjecala ratna
zbivanja, tim vise jer je Austrija ve¢ bila pripojena Njemackoj. SUTE,
IVICA, 2011.,126.

375 SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 120; MATKOVIC, HRVOJE, 2003, 202-207.

376 Na prostoru Kraljevine Jugoslavije, kako navodi Sute, stajali su slo-
Zeni gospodarski interesi Njemacke i Italije. Tvornice koje su izradivale
polusirovine za Njemacku dobro posluju, dok druge industrije padaju
u krizu. SUTE, IVICA, 2011, 126.

377 U Bosni i u Srbiji to su dva drustva: Srpsko uceno drustvo i Drustvo
srpske slovesnosti uz Ministarstvo prosvete.

378 Od 1929. Konzervatorski ured u Zagrebu.

379 VIBEN, IVAN, 2009.-2010.,, 7.
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Monuments established in Dubrovnik in 191927 The
Decree on the Organisation of the Ministry of Education,
issued in 1919, put monument protection under the
jurisdiction of the Department for Art37

Territorial changes carried out under the Treaty of
Rapallo which involved surrendering part of Dalmatia
to ltaly, also had an impact on the jurisdiction of the
conservation offices in Zagreb and Split. Zadar and the
island of Lastovo were no longer part of the “protection
system” of Dalmatia. The division of regional and mu-
nicipal goods and archives, which was to be carried out
under Article 2 of the Treaty of Rapallo, and the return
of misappropriated assets from World War | were the
main concern of conservators working in the Conser-
vation Office for Dalmatia in Split and the Land Office for
the Preservation of Art and Historical Monuments in Za-
greb, immediately after the war.

THE MONUMENT PROTECTION SERVICE IN
DALMATIA FROM 1918 TO 1941 AND THE
PROTECTION OF MOVABLE HERITAGE

The Regional Conservation Office for
Dalmatia

The events in Dalmatia after World War | were the re-
sult of earlier processes that were primarily the conse-
quence of political agreements and later peace treaties
of major powers. The new “state”and the new territorial
situation also affected the jurisdiction of the Regional
Conservation Office for Dalmatia after 1918. The Of-
fice was under the Ministry of Education, Art Depart-
ment in Belgrade, and the administrative part of the
Archaeological Museum in Split. The Office continued
its work under the former director, Frane Buli¢, with
Ljubo Karaman, professor at the Split gymnasium, who

375 VIDEN, IVO, 2009-2010, 7.

376 Article 13 of the Decree defines the functions of the Department:
supervision of art antiquities and organising art and cultural institutions
where the antiquities are located. Collection of Laws and Orders for
Croatia and Slavonia, Decree on the Organization of the Ministry of
Education, Part I, No. 124, dated September 3, 1919, was passed by
Regent Alexander | on the proposal of the Minister of Education Pav-
le Marinkovi¢, p. 195-20.

was appointed assistant to the Conservation Office in
November 1919377 In the first years after the war, their
work focused on determining war damage, returning
objects stolen during World War |, the distribution of ar-
chival, library and museum materials after the Treaty of
Rapallo, and drawing up the inventory of monuments.

The return of objects refers to items taken to Vienna for
restoration, requisitioned bells and artwork removed
from Dalmatia, without the permission of the Regional
Conservation Office. Buli¢ published articles in news-
papers about determining and reporting damages. For
example, in an article For the return of our art, published
in the Dalmatinski glasnik on November 25, 1918, he
asked all regional governments, Bishop Ordinaries,
episcopal consistories, parish offices, independent
bodies of elders and archive representatives in Dal-
matia to report any damage to art and archives, done
before and during the war, to the Regional Conserva-
tion Office in Split. Under works of art, he listed “all art
and historical monuments in stone, metal, etc. from every
age, carvings on metal, wood, classical paintings, archival
records, valuable garments, carpets, old vessels, organs,
etc’He also included information on the historical and
art value of the object, how the object was taken, and
whether the object could be accessed privately or offi-
cially needed to be included when reporting the dam-
age. The Department for Preparations for the Peace Con-
gress in Zagreb also asked for a list of damage to works
of art¥® Following the peace treaty in Saint Germain
en Laye on September 10, 1919, which regulated the
division of the Austrian part of Austro-Hungary, the Re-
gional Government for Dalmatia sent instructions on
the implementation of the part of the treaty referring
to cultural and historical monuments. A commission
was established to determine the damage to monu-
ments: Frane Buli¢ was responsible for the repair of ob-
jects of cultural and historical value, Ivo Senjanovi¢ was
responsible for assessing the condition of buildings,

377 MKM-KOST-A Box 1924 Letter No. 8484/24, December 3, 1924.
Ljubomir Karaman became a conservator’s assistant. BULIC, FRANE,
1920, 3.

378 MKM-KOST-A Dalmatinski glasnik, p. 2, Split, November 27, 1918.
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o uredenju Ministarstva Prosvete donesenom 1919. dolazi u
nadleznost Odeljenja za umjetnost 3

Teritorijalne promjene, koje su provedene Rapalskim ugo-
vorom, ustupanjem dijela Dalmacije Italiji odrazile su se i na
nadleZznost konzervatorskih ureda u Zagrebu i Splitu. Zadar
uz otok Lastovo prestaje biti dio,sustava zastite” Dalmacije.
Upravo podjela pokrajinskih i opcinskih dobara i arhiva, koja
je trebala biti provedena prema tocki 2. Rapalskog ugovora,
i povratak otudenih predmeta iz vremena Prvoga svjetskog
rata bili su u prvim poslijeratnim godinama glavna preo-
kupacija konzervatora Konservatorijalnog ureda za Dalma-
ciju u Splitu i Zemaljskog povjerenstva za ocuvanje umjetnih
i historickih spomenika u Zagrebu.

SLUZBA ZASTITE SPOMENIKA U DALMACUI
OD 1918. DO 1940. | ZASTITE POKRETNE
BASTINE

Pokrajinski konservatorijalni ured za
Dalmaciju

Zbivanja u Dalmaciji nakon Prvoga svjetskog rata rezul-
tat su ranije zapocetih procesa koji su prije svega bili
posljedica politickih dogovora, a potom i mirovnih ugo-
vora velikih sila. Nova,drzava” i nova teritorijalna situacija
odrazili su se i na nadleznost Pokrajinskog Konservato-
rijalnog ureda za Dalmaciju nakon 1918. godine. Ured
je bio u ingerenciji Ministarstva prosvjete, Umjetnic¢kog
odjeljenja u Beogradu, a u administrativnom sklopu Ar-
heoloskog muzeja u Splitu. Ured nastavlja svoj rad uz
dotadasnjeg ravnatelja Franu Buli¢a kojem je u stude-
nome 1919. dodijeljen kao asistent Konzervatorskog
ureda profesor splitske gimnazije Ljubo Karaman.®' U
prvim godinama nakon rata njihov rad bio je usmjeren
na utvrdivanje ratne Stete, povratak predmeta otude-
nih u vrijeme Prvoga svjetskog rata, raspodjelu arhivske,

380 U ¢lanku 13. Uredbe definirani su poslovi Odeljenja: nadzor nad
umjetnickim starinama i uredenje umjetnickih i kulturnih ustanova u ko-
jima se nalaze starine. Zbornik zakona i naredaba valjanih za Hrvatsku
i Slavoniju, Uredba o uredenju Ministarstva Prosvete, Komad |, broj
124, od 3.rujna 1919, donosi regent Aleksandar I. na prijedlog Mini-
stra prosvete Pavle Marinkovi¢, str. 195-203.

381 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1924 dopis broj 8484/24 od 3. prosinca 1924.
Ljubomir Karaman postavljen je za konservatorskog pomocnika. BULIC,
FRANE, 1920, 3.

knjizni¢ne i muzejske grade nakon ugovora u Rapallu te
inventarizaciju spomenika.

Povratak predmeta odnosio se na vracanje predmeta
odnesenih na restauriranje u Be¢, rekviriranih zvona te
umjetnickih predmeta koji su odneseni s dalmatinskog
podru¢ja bez dopustenja Pokrajinskoga konservatori-
jalnog ureda. U vezi utvrdivanja i prijava Steta Buli¢ je
u javnim glasilima objavljivao ¢lanke. Tako se primjeri-
ce u Dalmatinskom glasniku 25. studenoga 1918. pod
naslovom Za povratak nasih umjetnina obraca na sva
kotarska poglavarstva, biskupske ordinarijate, episkop-
ske konzistorije, Zupne urede, samostalna starjesinstva i
predstavnike arhiva u Dalmaciji da prijave Pokrajinskom
konservatorijalnom uredu u Splitu Stetu pocinjenu prije i
za vrijeme rata na umjetninama i arhivima. Pod umjetni-
nama navodi,svi spomenici umjetnii povjesnicki na kame-
nu, kovinama itd. iz svake dobi, rezbarije na kovinama, dr-
vetu, klasic¢ne slike, arkivalni spisi, dragocjeni komadi ruha,
¢ilimi, posudje starinsko, orgulje itd” U prijavi Stete trebala
se naznaciti povijesno-umjetnicka vrijednost predmeta,
nacin oduzimanja predmeta i moze li se do predmeta
doc¢i privatnim ili sluzbenim putem. Popis Stete provo-
dio se i na poziv Otsjeka priprava za mirovni kongres u
Zagrebu. 3 Nakon mirovnog sporazuma u Saint Germa-
in en Layeu 10. rujna 1919. kojim je regulirana podjela
austrijskog dijela Austro-Ugarske, Pokrajinska vlada za
Dalmaciju salje upute o primjeni onog dijela sporazuma
koji se odnosi na kulturno-povijesne spomenike. U svr-
hu utvrdivanja Stete osnovana je komisija: za reparaciju
objekata kulturno-povijesne vrijednosti bio je zaduzen
Frane Buli¢, za procjenu stanja objekata Ivo Senjanovi¢,
a za prikupljanje materijala Ivo pl. Cega.®®

Za povratak rekviriranih zvona Buli¢ se obratio Ministar-
stvu prosvjete u Beogradu u listopadu 1919. godine tra-
zeci informacije je li $to poduzeto od strane Kraljevine
SHS. Buduci da je Buli¢ bio u kontaktu s Viktorom Hoffi-
llerom i znao je za akcije koje je Hofiller poduzeo u svrhu
vracanja zvona, u ime Povjerenstva za cuvanje umjetnickih

382 MKM-KOST-A Dalmatinski glasnik, str. 2, Split, od 27. studenoga 1918.
383 MKM-SDKB-ZP Dopis broj 16/1919 od 8. listopada 1919. MK-
KOST-A Kutija 1920 dopis broj 411 od 7. travnja 1920,; UNKOVIC, IVA-
NA NINA, 2012, 432.
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and Ivo Cega was in charge of collecting materials.?”

In October 1919, Buli¢ addressed the Ministry of Educa-
tion in Belgrade and asked them for information on what
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had done re-
garding the return of requisitioned bells. Since Buli¢ was
in contact with Viktor Hoffiller and knew about the actions
Hofiller had undertaken for the return of the bells on be-
half of the Land Office for the Preservation of Art and His-
torical Monuments, he supported Hoffiller’s claim for dam-
ages in a letter to the Ministry of Education. At the same
time, he requested that the authorities in Bosnia and Her-
zegovina and Croatia were asked to return the bells from
Dalmatia, which were still at railway stations® A copy of
this letter was sent to the Land Office for the Preservation of
Art and Historical Monuments. The Diplomatic Mission in-
formed the Conservation Office that most bells collected
during the requisition were immediately melted and used
to make weapons, and most churches were reimbursed
for the bells so there was nothing that could be done re-
garding their return 3’

In the Report on the work of the Conservation Office in
1921, regarding the return of artwork sent to Vienna for
restoration, Buli¢ stated that the triptych had been re-
turned - the ivory altar and liturgical vestments of bishop
Torlon from the church in Trogir®®, the painting of St. Fabi-
an and Sebastian from the parish church in Jelsa on Hvar,
and the painting of St. Stephen from the parish church
in Vis.3® In addition to the known objects sent to Vienna
for restoration, there were items that were sent without
the knowledge of the Conservation Office, so a letter was
sent to the State Office for Monuments in Vienna to notify
them which monuments were originally from Dalmatia. 3

379 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 16/1919, October 8, 1919. MK-KOST-A
Box 1920 Letter No. 411, April 7, 1920; UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2012, 432
380 The report about the work of the Conservation Office mentions
the return of bells from the parish church in Raslina near Sibenik, which
were requisitioned and taken to Vienna and then returned cracked
and placed in the Archaeological Museum. The parish was supposed
to receive help to purchase a new bell. MKM-KOST-A No. 128/23/R
381 MKM-KOST-A Box 1920 Letter No. 11, March 6, 1920.

382 MKM-KOST-A Box 1921 Letter No. 61, July 7, 1921.

383 BULIC, FRANE, 1922, 11; UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2012, 432.

384 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2012, 434.

The Regional Conservation Office for Dalmatia sent a Circu-
lar in 1921 to all municipal governments about the Dam-
ages caused by occupying ltalian authorities to monuments
in Dalmatia and the treatment of monuments of former for-
eign countries® In the Circular, Buli¢ asked the municipal
governments to notify him if paintings, statues, church
inventory or entire collections and archival documents
were taken during the occupation, or if memorial plaques
or inscriptions were damaged or destroyed. In addition
to protection, insight into the damage caused to monu-
ments was important for requesting compensation from
Italy. Buli¢ warned that inscriptions and memorial plaques,
as well as the attributes of all former authorities, should
not be destroyed because they were part of Dalmatian
history. Buli¢ also requested that if an inscription was to
be removed, or alterations to art or historical monuments
be made, the Conservation Office should be asked for per-
mission.?

[tems from museums in Zadar, Knin, Baska on the island of
Krk, Vrbnik and the city of Krk, Cres, Osor and Rab were tak-
en during the Italian occupation. According to Buli¢'s find-
ings, they were taken to Trieste. Therefore, in connection
with the peace conference in San Remo, Buli¢ contacted
the Ministry of Education, Department of Art for the return
of items taken from the above-mentioned locations. 3

Furthermore, the Board of the National Council in Zadar
was tasked by the government of the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes to prepare documents for a commis-
sion that was supposed to regulate the relations between
Zadar and the rest of Dalmatia after the Treaty of Rapal-
lo. They also sent Buli¢ a letter asking him to write how
the division of archives, libraries and museums should be
carried out, i.e. which items from Zadar should go to the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes according to the

385 MKM-KOST-A Box 1921 Letter No. 35/1921, May 4, 1921.

386 Decree On the damage caused by the occupying Italian authori-
ties to the monuments in Dalmatia and the treatment of monuments of
former Foreign Countries (O Stetama nanesenim od strane okupatorne
talijanske viasti spomenicima u Dalmaciji i postupanje sa spomenicima
bivsih tugjinskih drzava). Split, May 10, 1921. MK-KOST-A Box 1921, Let-
ter No. 35/1921.

387 MKM-KOST-A Box 1920, Letter No. 24, 1919.
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i historickih spomenika, u dopisu Ministarstvu prosvjete
pridruzuje se Hoffillerovom zahtjevu za naknadu Stete.
Istodobno je zatrazio da se kod nadleznih vlasti u Bo-
sni, Hercegovini i Hrvatskoj intervenira da vrate zvona
iz Dalmacije koja su se jo$ uvijek nalazila na zeljeznickim
stanicama.®®* Navedeni dopis u prijepisu je dostavljen i
Povjerenstvu za cuvanje umjetnickih i historickih spomenika
u Zagrebu. Diplomatsko predstavnistvo obavijestilo je
Konservatorijalni ured da je vecina zvona prikupljenih
u vrijeme rekvizicije odmah bila razbijena i izlijevana za
izradu oruzja, a vecini crkvi bila je isplacena naknada te
se nista nije moglo poduzimati u vezi vra¢anja zvona®

U vezi povrata umjetnina poslanih na restauriranje u Be¢,
u lzvjestaju o radu Konservatorijalnog ureda za 1921. go-
dinu Buli¢ navodi da je vracen triptihon - oltari¢ od bje-
lokosti i misna ruha biskupa Torlona iz crkve u Trogiru®®,
slika sv. Fabijana i Sebastijana iz Zupne crkve u Jelsi na
Hvaru te slika sv. Stjepana iz zupne crkve u Visu.*®’ Po-
red poznatih predmeta poslanih na restauriranje u Be¢
postojao je dio predmeta koji je poslan bez znanja Kon-
servatorijalnog ureda, stoga je upucen dopis Drzavnom
uredu za spomenike u Bec¢u da ih obavijesti koje spo-
menike posjeduju, a da su podrijetlom iz Dalmacije.*®

Pokrajinski Konservatorijalni ured za Dalmaciju razaslao je
okruznicu 1921. svim opdinskim upraviteljstvima o Ste-
tama nanesenim od strane okupacijske talijanske vlasti
spomenicima u Dalmaciji i postupanju sa spomenicima
bivsih tugjinskih drzava3® U Okruznici Buli¢ moli Opcinsko
upraviteljstvo da ga obavijesti ako su u vrijeme okupacije
odnesene slike, kipovi, crkveni inventar ili cijela zbirka,
arhivski dokumenti, ostec¢ene ili unistene spomen-plo-
Ce i natpisi. Pored same zastite, uvid u pocinjenu Stetu
bio je vaZzan i za nadoknadu Stete koja se potrazivala
od ltalije. Buli¢ upozorava da se ne unistavaju natpisi

384 U Izvjestaju o radu Konservatorijalnog ureda navodi se povratak
zvona iz zupne crkve u Raslinama kod Sibenika koje je bilo rekvirirano i
odneseno u Be¢, da bi potom bilo vra¢eno napuknuto te je smjesteno
u Arheoloski muzej. Zupa je trebala dobiti pripomo¢ za nabavu novog
zvona. MKM-KOST-A broj 128/23/R.

385 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1920 dopis broj 11 od 6. ozujka 1920.

386 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1921 dopis broj 61 od 7. srpnja 1921.

387 BULIC, FRANE, 1922, 11; UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2012, 432.

388 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2012, 434.

389 MK-MKOST-A Kutija 1921. dopis broj 35/1921. od 4. svibnja 1921.

i spomen-ploce, kao i obiljezja svih bivsih vlasti, jer su
dio dalmatinske povijesti. Na kraju, Buli¢ moli da se u
slu¢ajevima namjere uklanjanja bilo kakvih natpisa ili Ze-
lje da se izvre preinake na umjetnickom ili povijesnom
spomeniku trazi odobrenje Konservatorijalnog ureda®

U vrijeme talijanske okupacije otudeni su predmeti iz
Muzeja u Zadru, Kninu, iz Baske s otoka Krka, iz Vrbni-
ka i grada Krka, Cresa, Osora i Raba. Prema saznanjima
Buli¢a predmeti su bili odneseni u Trst. Stoga se Buli¢,
vezano uz mirovnu konferenciju u San Remu, obratio
Ministarstvu Prosvete, Umjetnickom odjeljenju za povratak

predmeta iz navedenih mjesta.’”'

Nadalje, Odbor Narodnog vije¢a u Zadru od strane vla-
de SHS trebao je pripremiti materijal za komisiju koja je
trebala urediti odnose izmedu Zadra i ostale Dalmacije
nakon Rapalskog ugovora te je uputio Buli¢u dopis da
sastavi kako bi se trebla po njegovom misljenju izvrsiti
podjela arhiva, knjiznica i muzeja, odnosno koji su pred-
meti iz Zadra prema Rapalskom ugovoru trebali pripasti
Kraljevini SHS.3? U dopisu pod nazivom lzvrsenje Rapal-
skog ugovora i konvencija sklopljenih izmedu Kraljevine SHS
i ltaljje Buli¢ navodi da je prema ugovoru vecina arhivske
grade vezane uz Mletacku Republiku pripala Italiji. Za dio
grade koju ¢ine povijesni predmeti — akti bio je misljenja
da se od te grade trebalo izdvojiti i ostaviti u Zadarskom
arhivu ono sto se odnosi na zadarsku lokalnu povijest.
Sto se tice dijela predmeta koji su bili otudeni ili uniste-
ni u vrijeme vojnih djelovanja i okupacije, smatrao je da
za njih treba biti nadoknadena Steta. Buli¢ je konstatirao
da u konvencijama nisu spomenuti Muzej sv. Donata u
Zadru i Biblioteca provinciale del gimnasio italiano. Muzej
sv. Donata bio je drzavni muzej te je sakupljao predme-
te iz tadasnje cijele pokrajine, a njegov stav je bio da
predmeti pronadeni u Zadru ondje trebaju i ostati, dok
predmete koji su pripadali drugim gradovima treba iz-
mjestiti. Biblioteka je bila jedina koja je primala,,obave-
zne primjerke” iz Monarhije, stoga knjizni fond nikako

390 Uredba O Stetama nanesenim od strane okupatorne talijanske via-
sti spomenicima u Dalmaciji i postupanje sa spomenicima bivsih tugjin-
skih drzava. Split, 10. svibnja 1921. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1921. dopis
broj 35/1921.

391 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1920 dopis broj 24 iz 1919.

392 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1921 dopis broj 20/21 od 26. veljace 1921.
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Treaty of Rapallo® In a letter titled Execution of the Treaty
of Rapallo and conventions concluded between the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes and ltaly, Buli¢ stated
that according to the Treaty, most of the archival material
connected with the Republic of Venice belonged to Italy.
However, he believed that records that concerned the lo-
cal history of Zadar should be left in the Zadar Archives.
He also believed that compensation should be paid for
items that were taken or destroyed during the war and
occupation. Buli¢ noted that the conventions did not
mention the Museum of St. Donatus in Zadar and the Bib-
lioteca provinciale del gimnasio italiano. The Museum of St.
Donatus was a state museum and collected objects from
the entire province, and he believed that objects found
in Zadar should remain there, while objects belonging
to other cities should be removed. Only the Biblioteca re-
ceived “obligatory items” from the Monarchy, so the book
fund could not be given to Zadar. For these reasons, Buli¢
considered that the issues concerning the Museum of St.
Donatus and the Biblioteca should be resolved through
later agreements.3* Through correspondence, diplomatic
channels and personal contacts, Buli¢ and Karaman tried
to resolve the issue of the return and division of monu-
ments until the Kingdom of Yugoslavia was abolished, i.e.
the beginning of World War I, when other political cir-
cumstances arose. Movable art that was repeatedly men-
tioned in the records, and returned in the end, included:
the 15" century polyptych with saints from the Franciscan
monastery on Ugljan (kept at the Franciscan monastery in
Zadar)*®; the wooden altar from Jurandvor on Krk (Viertel-
berger had it, and it was returned through a joint action
with the Land Office); the bell from Raslina (located at the
Museum of Military History in Vienna, returned in 1922);
the antependium from Hvar and four paintings from the

388 MKM-KOST-A Box 1921, Letter No. 20/21, February 26, 1921,

389 MKM-KOST-A Box 1923, Letter No. 30/kons/23, May 1, 1923.

390 There are several letters about the return of the polyptych. For ex-
ample, the letter from the Ministry of Education addressed to the Min-
istry of Religion to help return the polyptych to the Franciscan monas-
tery in Ugljan, especially due to the cost of transport. MK-KOST-A Box
1925, Letter No. 4586, November 2, 1925. Transcript; Archaeological
Museum in Split = The Conservation Department informed the Min-
istry of Religion, Catholic Section regarding the transport of the polyp-
tych from Zadar to the Franciscan monastery Poljud in Split, that they
consented to transfer the polyptych. MK-KOST-A Box 1925, letter no.
135, November 16, 1925.
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Franciscan monastery in Pag (deposited in the Franciscan
monastery in Zadar).

The Protection of Church Inventory

The lack of knowledge about the entire movable in-
ventory in Dalmatia was the biggest problem in pro-
tecting church inventory. Therefore, in October 1919,
the Diocesan Council was founded in Split with Frano
Buli¢, Emanuel Vidovi¢ and Ivo Delalle as members.
“The Diocesan Council was the expert factor of the Ordi-
nariate for building, extending or rebuilding churches, in
acquiring, repairing or selling paintings and statues, and
in general church furniture, church supplies, etc*** The
Council wanted to compile an accurate list of church
artworks in the Split Diocese, i.e. draw up a list of the
inventory, and sent a circular to local churches. Accord-
ing to the report, only one church responded to the
circular®?The inventory of church art again became an
important topic when the Order of the Regional Admin-
istration for Dalmatia on the Protection of Works of Art
was approved on October 11, 1921 by a decision of the
Ministry of Education.®* All items of historical, architec-
tural, artistic or other cultural importance, regardless of
ownership, were placed under the protection of the
Regional Administration for Dalmatia. The order could
not be implemented without processing the entire art
inventory, so Buli¢ sent the Circular Protection and Care
of Monuments in Dalmatia®** and the Inventory Form to
all ecclesiastical authorities in Dalmatia to list all mon-
uments of historical, artistic or local importance** The
Circular explained the significance and purpose of car-
ing for movable monuments and the goal, which was
to have a list of all movable art monuments in Dalma-
tia. The first part of the Circular emphasized the wealth
of monuments in Dalmatia, and the main threat to los-

391 BULIC, FRANE, 1920, 15.

392 MKM-KOST-A Box 1923, Letter No. 63/M/23, June 21, 1923.

393 MKM-SDKB-ZP Annex | to the Circular.

394 MKM-KOST-A No. 5 (Kons.) 1922, Split February 10, 1922, Protec-
tion and Care for Monuments in Dalmatia; filed under number 15/1922
MKM-SDKB-ZP at the Conservation Office in Zagreb

395 Circular Protection and Care for Monument in Dalmatia, Split Feb-
ruary 10, 1922. Published in the journal Vjesnik za arheologiju i historiju
dalmatinsku, Split 1921.
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nije mogao pripasti Zadru. Iz navedenih razloga Buli¢ je
smatrao da se Muzej sv. Donata i Biblioteka trebaju rije-
Siti naknadnim dogovorima.®*® Buli¢ i Karaman su raznim
dopisima, diplomatskim putovima i osobnim kontaktima
pokusavali rjesavati pitanje povratka i podjele spome-
nika sve do kraja postojanja Kraljevine Jugoslavije, od-
nosno pocetka Drugoga svjetskog rata, kada nastupaju
druge politicke prilike. Pokretni umjetnicki predmeti koji
se opetovano spominju u spisima, a naposljetku su vra-
¢eni, bili su sljedeci: poliptih sa svetcima iz 15. stoljeca
iz franjevackog samostana na Ugljanu, bio je deponi-
ran u franjevackom samostanu u Zadru** drveni oltar
iz Jurandvora na Krku, koji se nalazio kod Viertelbergera,
vracen je zajednickom akcijom sa Zemaljskim povjeren-
stvom; zvono iz Raslina koje se nalazilo u Heeresmuseumu
u Becu vraceno je 1922. godine; antependij iz Hvara te
Cetiri slike iz franjevackog samostana u Pagu deponirane
su u franjevackom samostanu u Zadru.

Zastita crkvenog inventara

Najveci problem u zastiti crkvenog inventara bio je u
nedovoljnom poznavanju cjelokupnog pokretnog in-
ventara u Dalmaciji. U tu svrhu u Splitu je u listopadu
1919. osnovano Dijecezansko vijece Ciji su clanovi bili Fra-
no Buli¢, Emanuel Vidovic¢ i Ivo Delalle.,Dijecezansko je
Vijece strukovnjacki faktor Ordinarijata pri gradnyji, dograd-
njiili popraviljanju crkava, pri nabavijanju, popravijanju ili
prodavanju slika i kipova te u opce crkvenog pokucstva,
crkvenih potrebstina itd** Vijece je Zeljelo utvrditi tocan
popis crkvenih umjetnina koje se nalaze u splitskoj bi-
skupiji odnosno da se provede inventarizacija te je upu-
tilo okruznicu crkvenarstvima. Na okruznicu se prema
izvjestaju odazvalo jedno crkvenarstvo.3® Inventarizacija

393 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1923 dopis broj 30/kons/23 od 1. svibnja 1923.
394 Postoji vise dopisa o vracanju poliptiha. Npr. dopis Ministarstva
prosvjete upucen Ministarstvu vjera da pomogne u vrac¢anju poliptiha
franjevackom samostanu na Ugljanu, posebno o financijskom trosku
prijenosa. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1925 dopis broj 4586 od 2. studenog
1925. Prijepis; Arheoloski muzej u Splitu — Konservatorijalni odjel oba-
vjestava Ministarstvo vera, Katolicko odelenje u vezi prijenosa polipti-
ha iz Zadra u franjevacki samostan Poljudu u Splitu da su suglasni s
premjestanjem poliptiha. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1925 dopis br. 135 od
16. studenog 1925.

395 BULIC, FRANE, 1920, 15.

396 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1923 dopis broj 63/M/23 od 21. lipnja 1923.

22 France Stelé u Dominikanskom samostanu u Ptuju,
1930. (Ministrstvo za kulturo Slovenije, Direktorat za
kulturno dediscino, INDOK center, br. neg. 5873N)

France Stelé in the Dominican monastery in Ptuj, 1930 (Ministry
of culture of Slovenia, Directorate for cultural heritage, INDOK
centre, br.neg.5873N)

crkvenih umjetnina ponovno postaje aktualna kada je
odlukom Ministarstva prosvjete 11. listopada 1921. odo-
brena Naredba Pokrajinske uprave za Dalmaciju o zastiti
umjetnickih djela.**” Naredbom su svi predmeti historij-
skog, arhitektonskog, umjetnickog ili drugoga kulturnog
znacaja, bez obzira na vlasnistvo, stavljeni pod zastitu
Pokrajinske Uprave za Dalmaciju. Naredba nije mogla biti
provedena bez obrade cjelokupnog inventara umjetnic-
kih predmeta. Stoga Buli¢ upucuje svim crkvenim vla-
stima u Dalmaciji OkruZnicu Zastita i njega spomenika u
Dalmaciji**® i Obrazac za sastavijanje inventara da sastave

397 MKM-SDKB-ZP Prilog I. uz Okruznicu.
398 MKM-KOST-A broj 5 (Kons.) 1922., Split 10. veljace 1922, Zastita i
njega spomenika u Dalmaciji; U Konzervatorskom uredu u Zagrebu

urudzbirano je pod brojem 15/1922 MKM-SDKB-ZP.
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ing that wealth was the sale and export of art. It also al-
leged that a large number of objects of artistic value were
still located in foreign museums and their return was not
certain. As an example, he mentioned the Baptismal font
of Duke Viseslav from Nin, and the manuscript of Thom-
as the Archdeacon, Historia Salonitana®®. In addition to
representative art, the Circular also referred to objects of
lesser artistic significance, as these items were more fre-
quently traded. The Circular explained the importance of
these items for future scientific research as well as their
importance for local communities. It was particularly em-
phasized that by removing these items, they would lose
their meaning and aesthetic value. In the end, the work of
the Conservation Office, which had taken over monument
protection, was highlighted and the provisional Order of
the Regional Administration for Dalmatia for the Protection
of Works of Art confirmed its role. The Circular ended by
encouraging the creation of a list of works of art, i.e. in-
ventory> This list would serve as a basis for making a
scientific list of monuments (topography) for which the
Conservation Office had already started collecting data. A
list of the inventory needed to be drawn up based on the
Inventory Form3%® The Inventory Form needed to include
information on the number and type of items, a short
description, the material and technigues, measurements,
the origin, style or date, the condition of the items, the lo-
cation and notes>* The response to the Circular was low,
so another letter was sent to the Bishop Ordinaries in Split,
Krk, Sibenik, Hvar, Dubrovnik, Kotor, the Serbian Orthodox
Bishops in Sibenik and Kotor, and the Franciscan Provin-
cial and Dominican Provinces in Split. In the letter, Buli¢
emphasized the importance of drawing up the inventory

396 Thomas Archedacon (1200-1268) was born in Split, he studied law
and theology in Bologna. Historia Salonitana pontificum atque Spalat-
ensium — Historia Salonitana is his most famous manuscript about the
history of Salona and the Split church organisation, in which he states
the names of Croatian national rulers and the question of settling of
Croats, presented many valuable data on Croatian medieval history
in general. MATIJEVIC SOKOL, MIRJANA, 1995, 117-131.

397 BULIC, FRANE, 1921, 8-10.

398 BULIC, FRANE, 1921, 10.

399 MKM-SDKB-ZP Inventory Form, Annex Il. The form provided ex-
planations on what to look for and which information should be re-
corded about the items. Under material and technique, instructions
were given based on type of object: paintings, metal objects, wooden
objects, textile objects and books.
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as a prerequisite for studying art in Dalmatia.® In the re-
port on the activities of the Conservation Office for 1923,
it said that”...only a few Serbian Orthodox Parochial Evan-
gelists and Monastery administrations responded, which we
commend as an incentive for others...!*®" The records of
the Conservation Office rarely mention responses to the
Circular, and one of the aforementioned is from the 1924
report, when the Bishop Ordinary in Krk, Office of Krk Dio-
cese, sent a list of works of art and antiquities.*

Along with the inventory, there was a problem with mov-
ing old liturgical vestments and other liturgical items
from churches to museums. Buli¢ opposed this practice
and sent a letter to all Bishop Ordinaries about preserv-
ing unusable, but artistically valuable elements of liturgical
vestments. He believed that all church objects should be
kept in churches and used, a fact he justified with new
theoretical principles on protection as opposed to prac-
tices from the 19" century. Only liturgical vestments from
smaller churches that could not be used were moved to a
museum or a large church. As an example, he mentioned
cathedrals in Split, Makarska and Trogir.*%

During the early years of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, the government in Belgrade attempted to coor-
dinate the work of conservators within the monarchy, and
two meetings of archaeologists, art historians and ethnol-
ogists were held in Dobrna near Celje, and Belgrade. The
purpose of these meetings was for conservators to meet,
work on a unique organization for monument protection,
and prepare an archaeological conference® The joint
work of conservators from the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes/Yugoslavia continued with the aim of draft-
ing a law on monument protection. Several conferences
about drafting a law were held by the time the Kingdom
ceased to exist, although without results.

400 MKM-KOST-A Box 1923, No. 104/kons/23, November 28, 1923.
401 MKM-KOST-A No. 128/23/R, N.N. 1923, 1.

402 The Episcopal Ordinary in Krk conducted an inventory of monu-
ments in parish churches: Kampor, Korni¢, Banjol on Rab; Stara Baska,
Dobrinj, Omisalj, Dubasnica, Vrbnik, Draga Bas¢anska, Punat, Malinska
on Krk; Luna, Novalja, Poljud on Pag. MKM-KOST-A Box 1924, Letter No.
797-1924, September 17,1924, N. N. 1924-1925, 1.

403 MKM-KOST-A Box 1919, Letter No. 40, November 29, 1919.

404 Report 1922, Congress was to be held in Split at the opening of
the Archaeological Museum.
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popis svih spomenika od povijesnog, umjetnickog ili lo-
kalnog znacaja.**° U Okruznici je objaSnjen znacaj i svrha
brige za pokretne spomenike te cilj, a to je popis svih
pokretnih umjetnickih spomenika u Dalmaciji. U prvom
dijelu Okruznice naglaseno je bogatstvo spomenika koji-
ma Dalmacija obiluje, a glavna prijetnja gubitka tog bo-
gatstva bio je izvoz i prodaja umjetnina koja je bila stal-
no prisutna. Potom se navodi da se velik broj predmeta
umijetnicke vrijednosti i dalje nalazi u stranim muzejima
te da je njihov povratak upitan. Kao primjer navodi Vi-
Seslavovu krstionicu iz Nina i rukopis Tome Arhidakona,
Historia salonitana. Osim reprezentativnih umjetnina,
OkruZnica se odnosila i na predmete od manjega um-
jetni¢kog znacaja, jer upravo se tim predmetima cesce
trgovalo. Okruznicom se objasSnjava znacaj tih predmeta
za buduca znanstvena istrazivanja kao i njihova vaznost
lokalnog znacaja, a osobito se naglasava da izdvajanjem
iz cjeline kojoj pripadaju ti predmeti gube svoj smisao i
estetsku vrijednost. Na kraju se isti¢e rad Konservatoskog
ureda koji od osnutka vodi brigu o zastiti spomenika, a
priviemena Naredba Pokrajinske uprave za Dalmaciju o
zastiti umjetnickih djela potvrduje mu tu ulogu. Okruz-
nica zavrsava poticanjem izrade popisa umjetnina, od-
nosno inventarizacije.*® Taj popis sluzio bi kao baza za
izradu znanstvenog popisa spomenika (topografije), za
$to je Konzervatorski ured vec poceo s prikupljanjem po-
dataka. Inventarizacija se trebala provesti prema Obrascu
za sastavljanje inventara*' U Obrazac za sastavljanje in-
ventara trebali su biti upisani podatci o broju i vrsti pred-
meta, kratki opis, materijal i tehnika, mjere, podrijetlo, stil
ili datacija, stanje predmeta, smjestaj i opaske **? Odaziv
na Okruznicu bio je l03. Stoga je ponovno upucen do-
pis Biskupskim ordinarijatima u Splitu, Krku, Sibeniku,
Hvaru, Dubrovniku, Kotoru, srpsko-pravoslavnim episko-
patima u Sibeniku i Kotoru te Provincijatu franjevaca i

399 Okruznica Zastita i njega spomenika u Dalmaciji, Split 10. veljace
1922. Objavljena je u Vjesniku za arheologiju i historiju dalmatinsku,
Split, 1921.

400 BULIC, FRANE, 1921, 8-10.

401 BULIC, FRANE, 1921, 10.

402 MKM-SDKB-ZP Obrazac za sastavljanje inventara, Prilog Il. Obra-
zac je po poljima imao objasnjenja na sto se treba obratiti pozornost
i koje se informacije o predmetu biljeze. Kod polja materijal i tehnika
date su upute po vrsti predmeta: slike, metalni predmeti, drveni pred-
meti, tekstilni predmeti i knjige.

dominikanaca u Splitu da dostave zatrazeni popis umjet-
nina. Buli¢ u dopisu naglasava vaznost inventarizacije
kao preduvjeta za proucavanje umjetnina u Dalmaci-
ji#8 U izvjestaju o djelatnosti Konservatorijalnog ureda
za 1923. godinu objavljeno je da su se javila,...samo
nekolicina srpsko-pravoslavna parohijska Zvanja i Uprave
manastira, sto pohvalom isticemo na poticaji nasliedova-
njem ostalim...”*** U spisima Konservatorijalnog ureda
vrlo rijetko se spominje neciji odgovor na Okruznicu, a
jedan od spomenutih je u izvjestaju iz 1924. kada je Bi-
skupski ordinarijat u Krku, Ured krcke biskupije poslao
popis umjetnina i starina.**

Uz inventarizaciju postojao je problem izmjestanja sta-
roga misnog ruha te ostalih crkvenih predmeta iz crkvi u
muzeje. Buli¢ se protivio takvoj praksi te je uputio dopis
svim biskupskim ordinarijatima u vezi ¢uvanja neupotre-
bivih a umjetnicki vrijednih dijelova crkveni ruha. Smatrao
je da se svi crkveni predmeti trebaju Cuvati u crkvi i biti
u upotrebi, $to opravdava novim teorijskim principima
zastite u odnosu na 19. stolje¢e. Samo neupotrebljivo
crkveno ruho iz manjih crkvi moze se premjestiti u mu-
zej ili u velike crkve; kao primjer navodi stolne crkve u
Splitu, Makarskoj i Trogiru.#%

U prvim godinama Kraljevine SHS vlada u Beogradu po-
kusala je povezati rad konzervatora unutar monarhije te
su odrZana dva sastanka arheologa, povjesnicara um-
jetnosti i etnologa u Dobrni kraj Celja i u Beogradu. Cilj
tih sastanaka bilo je medusobno upoznavanje, rad na
jedinstvenoj organizaciji zastite spomenika te priprema
arheoloske konferencije*” Zajednicki rad konzervatora
Kraljevine SHS/Jugoslavije nastavit ¢e se na izradi pri-
jedloga zakona o zastiti spomenika. lako bez rezulta-
ta, do kraja postojanja Kraljevine odrzat e se nekoliko

403 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1923. broj 104/kons/23 od 28. studenog 1923.
404 MKM-KOST-A broj 128/23/R, N.N. 1923,,1.

405 Biskupski ordinarijat u Krku proveo je inventarizaciju spomenika
u zupnim crkvama: na Rabu u Kamporu, Kornic¢u, Banjolu; na Krku u
Staroj Baski, Dobrinju, Omislju, Dubasnici, Vrbniku, Dragi Bas¢anskoj,
Puntu, Malinskoj; na Pagu u Lunu, Novalji, Poljudu. MKM-KOST-A Ku-
tija 1924 dopis broj 797-1924 od 17. rujna 1924. N. N. 1924-1925.1.
406 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1919 dopis broj 40 od 29. studenoga 1919.
407 Izvjestaj 1922. Kongres se trebao odrzati u Splitu prilikom otvo-
renja Arheoloskog muzeja.
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Buli¢ and Karaman also corresponded with various ex-
perts on different issues of monument protection. Re-
garding the repair of the organ from the abbey church in
Trogir, Buli¢ consulted Janko Barle, a historian and editor
of the St. Cecilia music magazine. Barlé said that the direc-
tor of the conservatory, Franjo Dugan, and architect Hef-
ferer were familiar with the Trogir organ, and he sent the
description of the instrument from the magazine St. Cecil-
ia. Dugan agreed to inspect the organ and draw up a cost
estimate. It was recommended that before Dugan arrived,
a local organ player should describe the instrument in
great detail along with any necessary repairs. Barlé recom-
mended a new organ should be bought, and the old one
given to a museum or another church. He further stated
that the organ was an interesting piece, but not the most
valuable in the country, and should only be preserved out
of devotion*®

An extended field tour with honorary conservator Buli¢,
Danish architect and archaeologist Ejnar Dyggve*® and
Karaman was organized regarding the monumental altar
that Don Ivan Matesan wanted to give to the church of St.
George in Gradac. The conclusion that Karaman sent to
the parish office in Gati was that the church of St. George
did not need a monumental altar because of its dimen-
sions, and that the wooden Baroque altar fit the church
perfectly. He recommended repairing the existing altar,
replacing the altar painting, and renovating the church

Another expert that Karaman often co-operated with was
the Slovenian conservator France Stele (Fig. 22). Their co-
operation began immediately after Karaman started his
career, and continued through the drafting of laws, the
exchange of professional literature, ideas and experts, and
by helping each other. They corresponded on various is-
sues, and the best example of their day-to-day collabora-
tion was their solving the problem of closing the Office for
Monuments in Ljubljana. Stele told Karaman that he had
received a letter about closing the Office for Monuments
in Ljubljana under the new Law on the Internal Administra-
tion, and that he was assigned to the Ban as a referent for

405 MKM-KOST-A Box 1923, Letter No. 10/1923, February 12, 1923.
406 More in KOVACIC, VANJA, 2015.
407 MKM-KOST-A Box 1931, Letter No. 159, November 19, 1931.
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the preservation of the monument. Stelé asked the Min-
istry of Education for their opinion about shutting down
scientific institutions. He asked Karaman for a response
before he intervened with the Ban.*®® Karaman responded
that this was news to him, and that he did not know about
the decision of the Drava Banovina. He did not check with
the Littoral Banovina if they planned to do the same, but
assumed there were no plans to close the office. Karaman
believed that the Regulation explicitly placed monument
protection under the Ministry of Education. He informed
Stelé that he would ask Buli¢ to address King Alexander di-
rectly as an honorary conservator.*” Stelé talked with the
assistant to the Ban of the Drava Banovina, who did not
want to give up on closing the office, because he thought
nobody could handle the administration except Stele.
The office had its own finances and on behalf of the state,
carried out restorations that could not be implemented
under the "museum as a company”. He stated that it was
by pure chance that the offices for the monument protec-
tion had not been closed, and the jobs assigned to admin-
istrative assistants in the administration of the Ban. Stele
had one hope left — the answer from the Ministry of Ed-
ucation#® The response of the Ministry of Education was
positive for Stele, the office in Ljubljana and Dubrovnik did
not close down, as the process of shutting down conser-
vation offices was considered unfounded and it was not
approved by the ministry.*

Ljubo Karaman — Inventory and Restoration
of Movable Art

When he arrived at the Conservation Office, Karaman,
together with Buli¢, participated in the review of art in
Dalmatian churches. He quickly detected the problem
— there was no systematic restoration of art. The prob-
lem was caused by the interruption of state and legal
relations with the Austrian Empire, when cooperation
on restoration of art stopped. Artwork was no longer
sent to Vienna for restoration and funding was sus-
pended. In the report on the work of the Conservation

408 MKM-KOST-A Box 1930, Letter on May 1, 1930.
409 MKM-KOST-A Box 1930, Letter on May 4, 1930.
410 MKM-KOST-A Box 1930, Letter on May 6, 1930.
411 MKM-KOST-A Box 1930, Letter No. 71, May 5, 1930.
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konferencija vezanih za temu izrade zakona, o ¢emu ce
kasnije biti rijeci.

Buli¢ i Karaman korespondiraju ovisno o problematici
s razli¢itim stru¢njacima u vezi zastite spomenika. Tako
Buli¢ trazi, u vezi popravka orgulja iz zborno-opatske
crkve u Trogiru, misljenje povjesnicara i urednika glaz-
benog ¢asopisa Sv. Cecilija Janka Barlea. Barle odgovara
da je ravnatelj konzervatorija Franjo Dugan upoznat s
trogirskim orguljama kao i graditelj Hefferer, a opis sa-
moga muzi¢kog instrumenta prenosi iz casopisa Sv. Ce-
cilija. Dugan je pristao pregledati navedene orgulje i izraditi
troskovnik. Preporuka je bila da prije dolaska Dugana lokalni
orguljas detaljno opise orgulje i potrebne popravke. Barle
je sugerirao nabavku novih orgulja, a stare da se prepuste
muzeju ili nekoj drugoj crkvi. Nadalje, navodi da su orgulje
zanimljiva cjelina, ali nisu najvrjednije u zemlji, te bi se tre-
bale sacuvati samo iz pijeteta.*®

Vezano uz monumentalni oltar koji je don Ivan Mate3an
Zelio pokloniti crkvi sv. Jurja na Gradcu organiziran je pro-
Sireni terenski obilazak koji su ¢inili: poc¢asni konzervator
Buli¢, danski arhitekt i arheolog Ejnar Dyggve™ i Karaman.
Zakljucak koji Karaman upucuje zupnom uredu u Gatima
bio je da crkva sv. Jurja ne treba monumentalni oltar zbog
svojih dimenzija, jer drveni barokni oltar koji posjeduje sa-
svim odgovara, te preporucuje popravak oltara i zamjenu
oltarne slike kao i uredenje same crkve*'

Jog jedan struc¢njak s kojim Karaman cesto suraduje bio je
slovenski konzervator France Stelé (sl. 22). Njihova suradnja
zapocinje odmah po dolasku Karamana u sluzbu, a nastavlja
se na izradi zakona, razmjeni stru¢ne literature, ideja i struc-
njaka te medusobnoj pomoci u radu. Njihova korespon-
dencija ovisila je o problematici, a najbolji primjer njihove
suradnje na dnevnoj bazi bilo je rjesavanje problema oko
ukidanja Spomenickog ureda u Ljubljani. Naime, Stelé javlja
Karamanu da je dobio dopis u kojemu se ukida Spomenicki
ured u Ljubljani prema novom Zakonu o unutrasnjoj upra-
vi i dodjeljuje se banu kao referent za ¢uvanje spomenika.
Stelé je zatrazio misljenje od Ministarstva prosvjete o uki-
danju znanstvenih institucija. Moli odgovor od Karamana

408 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1923. dopis broj 10/1923. od 12. veljace 1923.
409 Vise: KOVACIC, VANJA, 2015.
410 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1931 dopis broj 159 od 19. studenoga 1931.

prije intervencije kod banske vlasti*'" Karaman javlja da mu
je dodla vijest iznenada i da nema saznanja o odluci Drav-
ske banovine. Kod Primorske banovine nije i3ao provijeriti
imaju li isti naum, ali pretpostavlja da nitko ne razmislja o
zatvaranju ureda. Karaman je zastupao mislienje da je zastita
spomenika izri¢ito stavljena prema Uredbi pod Ministarstvo
prosvjete. Karaman obavjestava Stelea da ¢e zamoliti Bulica,
kao pocasnog konzervatora, da se direktnom predstavkom
obrati kralju Aleksandru#'? Stele je razgovarao s pomoc¢ni-
kom bana Dravske banovine koji ne odustaje od ukidanja
ureda jer smatra da se nitko ne smije baviti upravnim po-
slovima. Ured ima svoje financije i u ime drzave provodi
restauracije i slicno, a ne mogu se provoditi pod ,firmom
muzeja“ Navodi kako je samo puki slu¢aj da uredi za zastitu
spomenika nisu ukinuti, a poslovi dodijeljeni referentima u
banskoj upravi. Steléu je jos jedina nada bio odgovor od Mi-
nistarstva prosvjete.*'? Pristigli odgovor Ministarstva prosvje-
te bio je pozitivan za Steléa, uredi u Ljubljani i Dubrovniku
nastavljaju svoj rad, a postupak zatvaranja ureda smatran je
neosnovanim i ne slijedi intencije nadleznog ministarstva.*™

Ljubo Karaman - inventarizacija i restauracija
pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta

Karaman po dolasku u Konservatorijalni ured sudjeluje u
pregledu umjetnina po dalmatinskim crkvama zajedno s
Bulicem. Vrlo brzo uvida problem izostanka sustavnog re-
stauriranja umjetnina. Problem je nastao prekidom drZav-
no-pravnih odnosa s Austrijskim carstvom, kada je prekinu-
ta suradnja vezana uz restauriranje umjetnina. Umjetnine
vise nisu slane u Be¢ na restauriranje, a financiranje je bilo
obustavljeno. Karaman u izvjes¢u o radu Konservatorijalnog
ureda pise o potrebi zaposljavanja restauratora za pokret-
ne spomenike:,Osim arhitekta treba Konservatorijalni Ured
u svom radu i strukovno izobrazenih restauratera starih slika i
drvenih rezbarija pa popravijace starinskog crkvenog ruha itd.
Dosada su to obavljali prigodomice odaslani becki restaura-
teri ili se predmeti otpremali u Be¢ na popravak#'> Karaman
je problem manjka restauratora pokusao rijesiti angaZira-

411 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1930 dopis od 1. svibnja 1930.

412 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1930 dopis od 4. svibnja 1930.

413 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1930 dopis od 6. svibnja 1930.

414 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1930 dopis broj 71 od 5. svibnja 1930.
415 BULIC, FRANE, 1920, 2.
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Office, Karaman wrote about the need to hire a restor-
er for movable monuments: “In addition to an architect,
the Conservation Office also needs educated restorers of
old paintings and wooden carvings, and repairers of old
liturgical vestments, etc. So far, either it has been done
by restorers from Vienna or the items were sent to Vienna
for repairs!“1? Karaman tried to solve the problem of a
lack of restorers by hiring Ferdo Goglia, a restorer at the
Archaeological and Historical Museum in Zagreb, and
an expert associate at the Strossmayer Gallery. Goglia
came to Dalmatia with funds collected from the elders
of monasteries in Karin, Medvida, Sibenik, Split, Hvar,
Jelsa, Lopud and Dubrovnik. Karaman planned the
trip.*1® Goglia gave up on reviewing the artwork in Dal-
matia because he got a job as a teacher. He travelled to
Dalmatia six months later, but he paid for it himself.*

After Goglia quit, Karaman turned to Stele to find a pro-
fessional restorer. Stelé recommended Matej Sternen, a
restorer from Slovenia's Office for monuments. Karaman
and Sternen began working together in 1925. The first
thing Sternen restored was the crucifix from Seget near
Trogir*™® Karaman was satisfied with the restoration, al-
though he noted that his knowledge on restoration
was theoretical and that this was the first painting re-
stored since he had started working.'® Regarding fur-
ther cooperation, Karaman informed Stele that he had
the funds to review paintings. The plan was for Sternen
to choose paintings that needed urgent restoration,
draw up a cost estimate and educate the owners on
packing the paintings for transport. They planned to
discuss the details of the trip when Sternen arrived in
Split#" Karaman and Sternen went to Dalmatia to in-
spect movable art.#’® During the trip, they documented
the condition of artworks, categorized them in terms

412 BULIC, FRANE, 1920, 2

413 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 270.

414 SUNARA, MIRJAM, 2011, 49.

415 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1924-1925, 11.

416 MKM-KOST-A Box 1926, Letter No. 130, January 28, 1926. More on
the restoration process UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 270.

417 MKM-KOST-A Box 1926, Letter No. 130, March 6, 1926.

418 France Stelé, who originally recommended three restorers: lvan
Soj¢, Josip Groselj and Ivan Vodnik. BULIC, FRANE; KARAMAN, LJU-
BO, 1924; and KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1925, 12; UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA,
2011, 270.
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of urgency of intervention and took photographs. Ac-
cording to Karaman's report for 1924/1925, priority was
given to repairing paintings by local painters from the
15" and 16™ centuries and Italian masters. Karaman se-
cured the funds for the polyptych from the church of St.
Barbara in Sibenik and the polyptych from the church
of St. Dominic in Dubrovnik. The work was carried out
in 192647 Karaman was involved in everything Sternen
did, from field visits and securing funds to inspecting
restored works of art. The most common problem was
payment because grants were late or reduced*® In the
Franciscan monastery on Hvar, Sternen restored the
painting The Last Supper (Coen Domini) by Francesco
Santa Croce. When Karaman again visited the Francis-
can monastery in Hvar, he noted that the painting was
starting to deteriorate, and the paint was blistering and
beginning to separate from the base in several places.
The problem was attributed to the original condition
of the painting, and Sternen’s restoration process was
not questioned.**'

Karaman also corresponded with parish priests regard-
ing the restoration of paintings and their transport.
Sternen informed Karaman that he had sent the re-
stored polyptych to Sibenik and asked him to inform
him when it arrived.*?? Karaman asked the parish office
in Sibenik to inform him whether the polyptych had ar-
rived, so he could examine it and inspect the restored
artwork.*? There are examples like the one from Trogir,
when the parish office informed Karaman that Sternen
had restored a painting and sent it to the Conservation

419 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1924-1925, 12.

420 Upon receiving the photographs of paintings Sternen had re-
stored, Karaman thanked him and asked him to send the bill for the
current year, and promised to settle the overdue bills as soon as pos-
sible. MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 182, September 14, 1932.
MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 62, March 12, 1932. The budget
for 1932/1933 also included 9000 dinars for Sternen’s restoration of
the polyptych, MKM-KOST Box 1933, Letter No. 54, April 2, 1933, In
November, Karaman wrote to Stele to inform Sternen to fill out and
sign forms and add a dutz stamp to receive money from the Conser-
vation Office in Split.

421 MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 153, July 2, 1932; From 1926 to
1932, Sternen restored paintings in Sibenik, Trogir, Seget, Hvar, Ston,
Lopud, Kor¢ula and Dubrovnik. List of restored paintings: UNKOVIC,
IVANA NINA 2011, 272.

422 MKM-KOST-A Box 1933, Letter No. 28, February 21, 1933.

423 MKM-KOST-A Box 1933, Letter No. 28, March 10, 1933 (transcript).
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njem restauratora Arheolosko-povijesnog muzeja u Zagrebu
i stru¢nog suradnika Strossmayerove galerije Ferda Goglie.
Goglia dolazi u Dalmaciju uz pomo¢ sredstava prikuplje-
nih od starjedina samostana u Karinu, Medvidi, Sibeniku,
Splitu, Hvaru, Jelsi, Lopudu i Dubrovniku. Plan puta izradio
je Karaman."'® Goglia tada odustaje od pregleda umjetni-
na u Dalmaciji opravdavajuci se nastupom uciteljske sluzbe.
Na putovanje po Dalmaciji odlazi pola godine kasnije, ali o
vlastitom trosku.*”

Nakon odustajanja Goglie, Karaman se za pronalazak stru¢-
nog restauratora obratio Steleu koji mu je preporucio re-
stauratora Spomenickog ureda za Sloveniju Mateja Sternena.
Karaman sa Sternenom pocinje suradivati 1925. godine. Prvi
predmet koji je Sternen restaurirao bio je raspelo iz Segeta
kod Trogira.*"® Karaman je bio zadovoljan popravkom, iako
napominje da restauratorski postupak poznaje samo teo-
retski te da je ovo prva slika koja je popravljena otkada je
dosao u sluzbu.*”® U vezi daljnje suradnje Karaman obavje-
Stava Steléa o osiguranim sredstvima za pregled slika. Plan
je bio da Sternen odabere slike koje je bilo potrebno hitni-
je restaurirati, izradi troskove popravka i educira vlasnike o
pakiranju slika za transport. O detaljima putovanja trebali
su se dogovarati po Sternenovom dolasku u Split.* Kara-
man i Sternen isli su ve¢inom zajedno pregledavati pokretne
umjetnine po Dalmaciji.#?' Prilikom obilaska terena zapisivali
su stanje umjetnina, kategorizirali ih s obzirom na hitnost
intervencije i fotografirali. Prema Karamanovu izvjestaju o
radu za 1924./1925. godinu prioritet je bio popravak slika
domacih slikarskih skola 15.1 16. stoljeca te talijanskih maj-
stora. Karaman je unaprijed osigurao sredstva za poliptih u
crkvi sv. Barbare u Sibeniku i poliptih iz crkve sv. Dominika u
Dubrovniku. Radovi su izvedeni u 1926. godini.*? Karaman
je bio uklju¢en u cjelovit Sternenov rad, od obilaska terena,
osiguranja i isplate sredstava pa do pregleda restauriranih

416 UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011., 270.

417 SUNARA, SAGITA MIRJAM, 2011, 49.

418 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1924.-1925,, 11.

419 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1926 dopis broj 130 od 28. sije¢nja 1926.Vise o
samom restauratorskom postupku: UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 270.
420 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1926 dopis broj 130 od 6. ozujka 1926.

421 Franceu Steléu koji mu je prvotno preporucio trojicu restaura-
tora: lvana Sojca, Josipa Groselja i lvana Vodnika. BULIC, FRANE; KA-
RAMAN, LJUBO, 1924.; KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1925., 12; UNKOVIC, IVANA
NINA, 2011, 270.

422 KARAMAN, LJUBO, 1924.-1925.,12.

23 Ljubo Karaman s raspelom u Martins¢ini, 1943.
(foto: Hinko Vichra, 2982-11-97 MKM-SDKB-F)
Ljubo Karaman with a crucifix in Martinsc¢ina, 1943
(photo: Hinko Vichra, MKM-SDKB-F Inv. No. 2982-11-97)

umjetnina. Najc¢es¢i problem bila je isplata sredstava jer su
dotacije iz budzeta kasnile ili su bile smanjivane.*”* U Fra-
njevackom samostanu na Hvaru Sternen je restaurirao sliku
Posljednja vecera (Coena Domini) Francesca Santa Crocea. Pri-
likom ponovnog obilaska franjevackog samostana u Hvaru
Karaman je konstatirao da se navedena slika pocela kvariti,
boja se napuhnula i pocela se odljepljivati na vise mjesta.

423 Prilikom primitka fotografija restauriranih slika od Sternena, Ka-
raman mu zahvaljuje i moli ga da posalje racun za tekuc¢u godinu, a
zaostatke je obecao $to prije namiriti. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis
broj 182 od 14. rujna 1932. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 62 od
12.07ujka 1932. 1 u budzetu za 1932./33. uvrsten je Sternen za popra-
vak poliptiha 9.000 dinara, MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1933 dopis broj 54 od
2.travnja 1933. U studenome Karaman pise Steléu da obavijesti Ster-
nena da ispuni i potpise formulare i nadoda biljeg kako bi dobio no-
vac Konservatorijalnog ureda u Splitu.
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Office, so Karaman could bring it himself or someone
from the parish office could pick it up.**

Karaman also worked with other restorers who came
to Dalmatia. Although he rejected the offer of the Con-
servation Office in 1925, Goglia still came to Dalmatia
in 1930 to prepare a report and cost estimate for the
churches in Split and Rab. In Split, he reviewed the art-
work in the Cathedral of Saint Domnius, the Franciscan
monastery at Poljud, the Parish church of St. Peter, the
Church of the Holy Spirit, the Dominican Church, the
Church of St. Francis as well as artwork in the Cathedral
of St. Mary, the Monastery of St. Andrew, the Churches
of St. Justine, the Holy Cross, St. Anthony, the Monas-
tery of St. Euphemia, the Church of St. Stephen in Bar-
bat, and the Church of St. Peter in Draga on Rab.

The Banovina Art Gallery sent Goglia's cost estimate to
Karaman, who complained that Goglia's prices were
higher than Sternen’s, and opposed the retouching of
paintings.*»

Richter, a painter from Graz, who was staying in Hvar,
offered to “save” the painting from further decay, and
temporarily covered it with tula. Karaman approved this
procedure as well as paid the cost.#*

The parish office in Vrgorac contacted Karaman when
Lazar Mirkovi¢, a restorer and professor of liturgy at the
University of Belgrade, came to Dalmatia to study Byz-
antine icons. The parish priest asked Karaman to send
Mikovi¢ to Vrgorac regarding the restoration of two
paintings of the Virgin Mary and St. Catherine Virgin
and Martyr.*” The Conservation Office had no approved
funds for the aforementioned paintings, and told the
parish office in Vrgorac to contact the Banovina Art Gal-
lery, which took over the restoration of the paintings.*®

There is an interesting example of preserving liturgical
vestments when the director of the Regional Museum

424 MKM-KOST-A Box 1933, Letter No. 29, February 28, 1933.

425 MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 137, June 20, 1932.

426 MKM-KOST-A Box 1936, Letter No. 82, Pro memoria, May 19, 1936.
427 MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 164/32, July 27 1932.

428 MKM-KOST-A Box 1932, Letter No. 170, July 29, 1932.
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of Folk Crafts and Art in Split asked churches and mon-
asteries to give their liturgical vestments to the Museum
in order to preserve them. In exchange, the museum
offered, at no charge “solid artistic duplicates of its model
embroidery school." The Split Bishop Ordinary consulted
the regional conservator who defined a modern ap-
proach to preserving old items collected for museums.
"All church items (decorations, furniture, liturgical vest-
ments, paintings, sculptures, etc.) of great or minor artistic
value must preferably remain in the Church’s use and con-
tinue to serve the purpose for which they were originally
intended, because they look their best there... Also, church
statues and paintings of greater artistic value are reqularly
lost in the cold and colourless environment of a museum,
and if they are more carefully guarded here and often with
better lighting than in their original ... As a principle, there-
fore, it is important that all church art and objects should
remain in church use."**

The Split Conservation Office was helped by the Art Gal-
lery of Littoral Banovina in Split to draw up the movable
art inventory. The Gallery was opened by Ban Ivo Tart-
aglia on December 1, 1931.%° The Art Gallery used its
commissioners to list and collect information on art as
well as connect all art lovers in order to build a nation-
al culture. The main goal of the Gallery was to restore,
procure and exhibit as many works as possible' The
Gallery director was Kamilo Ton¢i¢, Angjeo Uvodi¢ was
the curator, and Cata Dujsin Gattin, the restorer.3? A list
of private collections was also collected during the first
year. Karaman worked with the Art Gallery on publish-
ing a monograph of old masters, among other things.

429 N.N. 1920, 12.

430 Tartaglia, in addition to establishing the Gallery, was responsible
for opening the National Theatre in Split. He arranged for the Nation-
al Theatre in Osijek to expand its work to the Littoral Banovina and
transfer part of its directorate under the name the National Theatre
for the Littoral Banovina. CIPCIC, MARIJAN, 2016, 138.

431 Art Gallery of the Littoral Banovina Split, 1931 and 1932, Volume
I, Split, p. 23.

432 Honorary members and trustees: lvan de Dominis, Rab; Bosko
Desnica, Obrovac; Pavao Pausch, Knin; Krsto Stosi¢, Sibenik; Ivo Delal-
le, Trogir; Miho Abrami¢, Split; Ljubo Karaman; Pavao Baskovi¢, Sinj;
Stjepan Mili¢i¢, Hvar; Dinko Steka, Kor¢ula; Kosta Strajni¢, Dubrovnik;
Pavao Butorac, Kotor. Art Gallery, Split, Littoral Banovina, Review of
Works 1931 and 1932, Volume |, Split, p. 29.
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Problem koji je nastao pripisao je prijasnjem losem sta-
nju slike, ne dovodedi Sternenov postupak restauracije
u pitanje.**

Karaman sudjeluje i u korespondenciji sa Zupnicima u vezi
restauriranja slika i transporta. Sternen obavjestava Kara-
mana da je poslao restaurirani poliptih u Sibenik pa moli
povratnu informaciju i potvrdu o primitku.** Zupnom ure-
du u Sibeniku Karaman je uputio dopis da ga obavijeste
je li dosao poliptih kako bi ga pregledao i odobrio po-
pravak.“® Postoje i primjeri kao npr. u Trogiru, kada zupni
ured obavjestava da je Sternen restaurirao sliku i poslao je
u Konzervatorski ured te ju moze donijeti Karaman sam ili
netko iz zupnog ureda moze pokupiti sliku.*”’

Karaman suraduje i s drugim restauratorima koji dolaze u
Dalmaciju. lako je 1925. odbio ponudu Konservatorijalnog
ureda, Goglia ipak stize u Dalmaciju 1930. godine kako bi
izradio izvjestaj i troskovnik po crkvama u Splitu i Rabu. U
Splitu je pregledao umjetnine u katedrali sv. Duje, franje-
vackom samostanu na Poljudu, Zupnoj crkvi sv. Petra, sv.
Duha, crkvi dominikanaca, sv. Frane; na Rabu katedralu
sv. Marije, samostan sv. Andrije, crkve sv. Justine, sv. KriZa,
sv. Ante, samostan sv. Eufemije, sv. Stjepana u Barbatu,
sv. Petra u Dragi.

Troskovnik koji je Goglia izradio Banska galerija umjetni-
na proslijedila je Karamanu. Karaman se Zalio na Goglijin
troskovnik zbog cijena koje su bile vise nego kod Sternena
te se protivio retusiranju slika.*®

U Hvaru je boravio slikar Richter iz Graza koji se ponudio
,spasiti” sliku od daljnjeg propadanja te je sliku provizor-
no obloZio tulom. Karaman je odobrio navedeni postupak
kao i podmirenje troska.””

Vezano uz dolazak restauratora slika i profesora crkve-
ne liturgije na Sveucilistu u Beogradu Lazara Mirkovica

424 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 153 od 2. srpnja 1932,; Ster-
nen je od 1926. do 1932. restaurirao slike u Sibeniku, Trogiru, Sege-
tu, Hvaru, Stonu, Lopudu, Korculi i Dubrovniku. Popis restauriranih
slika vidi u: UNKOVIC, IVANA NINA, 2011, 272.

425 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1933 dopis broj 28 od 21. veljace 1933.
426 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1933 dopis broj 28 od 10. ozujka 1933.
(prijepis).

427 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1933 dopis broj 29 od 28. veljace 1933.
428 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 137 od 20. lipnja 1932.
429 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1936 dopis broj 82, promemorija od 19.
svibnja 1936.

u Dalmaciju, kamo je dosao proucavati bizantske ikone, ja-
vio se zupni ured u Vrgorcu. Zupnik moli Karamana da ga
uputi u Vrgorac u vezi restauriranja dviju slika Bogorodice
i sv. Katarine Djevice mucenice.*” Za navedene slike Kon-
servatorijalni ured nije imao odobrena sredstva te upucuje
Zupni ured uVrgorcu na Banovinsku galeriju umjetnina koja
je preuzela na sebe restauriranje slika. '

Zanimljiv je primjer ¢uvanja misnog ruha, kada je Ravna-
teljstvo pokrajinskog Muzeja za narodni obrt i umjetnost u
Splitu trazilo da crkve i samostani Muzeju prepuste ostatke
misnog ruha, kako bi ga sacuvali od propadanja. Muzej je u
zamjenu nudio besplatne,solidne umjetnicke duplikate svoje
uzorne skole za vezivo”. Splitski biskupski Ordinarijat zatrazio
je midlienje pokrajinskog konzervatora koji je odredio mode-
ran pristup ¢uvanja starinskih predmeta prema muzejskom
sabiranju.,Svi crkveni predmeti (dekoracije, pokucstvo, crkve-
no ruho, slike, kipovi itd,) bilo velike bilo neznatne umjetnicke
vrijednosti moraju po mogucnosti ostati u crkvenoj uporabi
i sluziti i nadalje svrsi, kojoj su prvotno namijenjeni, jer tako
najsimpaticnije djeluju. .. Dapace i crkveni kipovi i slike vece
umjetnicke vrijednosti gube redovito u hladnom i bezbojnom
ambijentu muzeja, i ako su tu briZljivije Cuvane i cesto bolje
osvjetliene, nego liu svom prvasnjem mjestu. .. Kao naceloima
dakle vrijediti, da sve crkvene umjetnine i predmeti moraju po
mogucnosti ostati u crkvenoj uporabi**

Konservatorijalnom uredu u Splitu u inventarizaciji pokret-
nih umjetnickih predmeta pridruZila se i tada osnovana
Galerija umjetnina Primorske banovine u Splitu. Galeriju je
otvorio ban Ivo Tartaglia 1. prosinca 1931.* Galerija umjet-
nina je pomocu svojih povjerenika provodila rad na popisi-
vanju i prikupljanju podataka o umjetninama kao i na pove-
zivanju svih ljubitelja umjetnosti u svrhu izgradivanja nacio-
nalne kulture. Glavni cilj Galerije bio je restaurirati, nabaviti i
izloziti $to vise djela.** Ravnatelj muzeja bio je Kamilo Tonci¢,

430 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 164/32 od 27. srpnja 1932.
431 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1932 dopis broj 170 od 29. srpnja 1932.

432 N.N. 1920, 12.

433 Tartaglia je pored osnivanja Galerije zasluzan za otvaranje Narod-
nog kazalista u Splitu. Dogovorio je s Narodnim kazalistem u Osije-
ku da prosiri svoju djelatnost i na Primorsku banovinu te prenese dio
svoje direkcije pod imenom Narodno kazaliste za Primorsku banovinu.
CIPCIC, MARIJAN, 2016, 138.

434 Galerija umjetnina Primorske banovine Split, Prikaz rada 1931 i
1932, svezak |, Split, str. 23.
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After 1935, the Conservation Office resumed working
on movable monuments, going on regular field trips
and drawing up a list of inventory of old paintings from
Dalmatian churches or those which were privately
owned, organising the restoration of paintings, and reg-
ulating the sale of art based on established principles.***
Karaman described his experience in drawing up the
inventory of monuments and their research and study
in a series of scientific studies, books, essays and news-
paper articles (Fig. 23) that presented his views on the
development of art in Dalmatia, based on analysis and
evaluation. Some of his most significant work from 1920
to 1940 included: From the Cradle of the Croatian Past
(1930), Art in Dalmatia in the 15" and 16" Century (1933),
and Essays and Articles (1939).

The approach of war could already be felt in the German
expansionist politics towards European countries, and as
the Democratic Institute, Department of Archives and
Monuments started to write to the Conservation Office
about what to do in case of aerial attacks and/or war. Kar-

433 The problem in the Split Cathedral arose because there were too
many people in the pulpit, and it was in danger of collapse. Karaman
suggested filling the cracks and banning access if there were a large
number of worshippers. MKM-KOST-A Box 1937, Letter No. 51, April 5,
1937.The Travel (Putnik) society informed the Conservation Office that
the owner of a tourist agency in Sibenik was selling antique paintings
and objects. Karaman referred them to Cvito Fiskovi¢ to send them
the text of the Order banning the export of works of art. MKM-KOST-A
Box 1937, Letter No. 107, July 24, 1937. In July, Karaman alerted the
Regional council in Supetar about Mato Milo$ from Kastel, who was
buying paintings on the island of Bra¢ by posing as a doctor from
Belgrade. He repeatedly sold paintings abroad, and was connected
with the disappearance of the painting by Titian's School in Kastel
Luksi¢. He therefore warned the authorities to keep an eye on Milos'
movements. Milos Mate from Kastela, the Royal Banal Government,
the Littoral Banovina, the Administrative Department: regarding the
purchase of antique paintings, the City Police Headquarters in Sibenik
saw him buying paintings, but took them to Kastel. The same is stated
in the Prohibition Order. Karaman wrote the State Police Directorate
that a story about the recovery of Titian's painting was published in
the newspaper Novo doba, and sent them a copy of a 1921 letter in
which Milo$ was still suspected of theft. (Milo$ claimed that he was
in Zadar at the time of the theft) MKM-KOST-A Box 1934, Letter No.
137, July 24,1934; Letter 151, August 9, 1934, MKM-KOST-A Box 1934,
NEDOSTAJE BROJ, September 8, 1934, MKM-KOST-A Box 1931, Letter
No. 170, November 20, 1931. Karaman took part in selecting artwork
in Sibenik, in connection with the requests of the City Tourism Board
that works of art found in the churches and monasteries of Sibenik
should be transported to one location — the gallery, in order to pro-
vide access to all visitors. N. N. 1937; Karaman gave an interview on art
collections in Sibenik after his stay in Sibenik. N. N. 1937a.
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aman gave his view on the issues of evacuation of archival
documents and movable items, movable art that would
not be relocated and immovable monuments. Kara-
man was against the evacuation of archival documents
because he believed more damage would be done by
moving them during a period when there were no laws,
than during the war. He offered his assistance to the Tech-
nical Department by indicating the most important mon-
uments to protect. Karaman immediately suggested that
the Peristyle, Buvina's Wooden Door, the Romanesque
pulpit and Gothic altars in the Split Cathedral, Radovan's
portal masters in Trogir, and Andrea Alessi’s Baptistery be
protected with sandbags.®*

When the Banovina of Croatia was formed, funds and
territories were again redistributed between the conser-
vation institutes in Zagreb and Split. The long-awaited
Decree on the preservation of antiquities and natural mon-
uments was soon passed, so the Conservation Office in
Split was no longer part of the administrative structure
of the Croatian Archaeological Museum in Split. It was re-
named the Conservation Institute in Split and became an
autonomous office.**

The Institute for Art and Monuments in
Dubrovnik

Dubrovnik took care of its movable art from the 18" and
19" centuries, even before the Central Commission for
the Study and Maintenance of Historic and Artistic Mon-
uments in Dalmatia. In addition to the private collectors,
painters and restorers, Andrija and Luka Pignatelli were
also active at the end of the 18" century and early 19"
century. At the end of the 19" century, there was also a
local restoration workshop.*%

With the establishment of the Kingdom of Serbs, Cro-
ats, and Slovenes, the Central Commission for the Study
and Maintenance of Historic and Artistic Monuments in
Dubrovnik ceased to function. Therefore, painter Marko

434 MKM-KOST-A Box 1939, Letter No. 168, November 23, 1939.
435 MKM-KOST-A Box 1941, Letter No. 10, January 14, 1941.
436 VOKIC, DENIS, 2007-2008, 68.
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kustos Angjeo Uvodic i restauratorica Cata Dujsin Gattin.**
U prvoj godini bio je proveden i popis privatnih zbirki. Ka-
raman je s Galerijom umjetnina izmedu ostalog sudjelovao
na izdavanju monografije starih majstora.

Rad Konservatorijalnog ureda na pokretnim spomenicima
nakon 1935. godine uglavnom se nastavio na raniji rad, re-
dovni obilazak terena i inventarizaciju starih slika po dal-
matinskim crkvama ili u privatnom vlasnistvu, dogovara-
nje restauriranja slika i reguliranje prodaje umjetnina po
tada vec ustaljenim principima.®*® Karaman svoja iskustva
na inventarizaciji spomenika te njihovo istrazivanje i prou-
¢avanje objavljuje u nizu znanstvenih studija, knjiga, eseja i
novinskih ¢lanaka (sl. 23). U njima daje na temelju analiza i
vriednovanja svoj pogled na razvoj umjetnosti na prostoru
Dalmacije. Neka od najznacajnijih njegovih djela nastalih u
razdoblju od 1920. do 1940. su: Iz koljjevke hrvatske proslosti
(1930.), Umjetnost u Dalmaciji 15.i 16. stoljec¢a (1933.) i Eseji
i¢lanci (1939.).

435 Pocasni ¢lanovi i povjerenici: lvan de Dominis, Rab; Bosko Desnica,
Obrovac; Pavao Pausch, Knin; Krsto Stosi¢, Sibenik; lvo Delalle, Trogir;
Miho Abrami¢, Split; Ljubo Karaman; Pavao Baskovi¢, Sinj; Stjepan Mi-
lici¢, Hvar; Dinko Steka, Kor¢ula; Kosta Strajni¢, Dubrovnik; Pavao Bu-
torac, Kotor. Galerija umjetnina Primorske banovine Split, Prikaz rada
193111932, svezak |, Split, str. 29.

436 U Katedrali u Splitu problem je nastao zbog velikog broja ljudi
na propovjedaonici, prijetila je opasnost da se urusi, za pukotine koje
su nastale Karaman predlaze ispune te da se zabrani pristup u sluca-
ju velikog broja vjernika. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1937 dopis broj 51 od
5.travnja 1937. Drustvo Putnik obavjestava Konservatorijalni ured da
vlasnik turisticke agencije u Sibeniku prodaje starinske slike i predmete.
Karaman ih upucuije Cviti Fiskovi¢u da im dostavi tekst Naredbe o za-
braniizvoza umjetnina. MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1937 dopis broj 107 od 24.
srpnja 1937. U srpnju Karaman upozorava Sresko nadlestvo u Supetru
na Matu Milosa iz Kastela koji na otoku Bracu kupuje slike predstavlja-
juci se kao lije¢nik iz Beograda. U vise navrata prodavao je slike izvan
zemlje, a povezivao se s nestankom slike Tizianove skole u Kastel Luk-
Sicu. Stoga upozorava nadlestvo da pripaze na kretanje Milosa. Milo$
Mate iz Kastela, Kraljevska banska vlada, Primorska banovina, Uprav-
no odjeljenje: u vezi kupovanja starinskih slika da ga je Predstojnistvo
gradske policije u Sibeniku vidjelo da je kupovao slike, ali ih je odnio
u Kastela. Isto navodi Naredbu o zabrani. Upravi drzavne policije Split
Karaman pise da je u novinama Novo doba izasla vijest o pronalasku
slike Tiziana, stoga 3alje prijepis dopisa iz 1921. u kojem se jos tada
sumnjicilo Milosa za kradu. (Milos je tvrdio da je u vrijeme krade bio
u Zadru.) MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1934 dopis broj 137 od 24. srpnja 1934;
dopis 151 od 9. kolovoza 1934., MK-MKOST-A Kutija 1934 dopis broj
od 8. rujna 1934., MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1931 dopis broj 170 od 20. stu-
denog 1931. Karaman sudjeluje pri izboru umjetnina u Sibeniku u vezi
zahtjeva gradskog turistitkog odbora da se umjetnine koje se nalaze u
sibenskim crkvama i samostanima prenesu na jedno mjesto u galeriju,
kako bi bio omogucen pristup svima zainteresiranim posjetiteljima.
N. N. 1937. Intervju o zbirkama umjetnina u Sibeniku Karaman je dao
nakon svojega boravka u Sibeniku. N. N. 1937a.

Priblizavanjem rata, koji se ve¢ osjecao u njemackoj ekspan-
zionistickoj politici prema europskim zemljama, u Konserva-
torijalni ured pocinju stizati upiti od Ispostave banske vlasti,
Upravnog odjeljenja o zastiti arhivalija i spomenika u sluca-
ju zra¢nih napada i rata opcenito. Karaman daje misljenje
u kojem navodi pitanja evakuacije arhivskih dokumenata i
pokretnih predmeta, pokretnih umjetnickih predmeta koji
ostaju u objektima i nepokretnih spomenika. Karaman se u
nacelu protivi evakuaciji arhivskih dokumenta jer je smatrao
da se vise unistavaju prijenosom ili u doba bezakonja, od-
nosno promjene vlasti, nego u samim ratnim operacijama.
Tehni¢kom odjelu ponudio je pomo¢ u naznaci vazni-
jih spomenika da se zastite. Karaman odmah predlaze
zastitu Peristila, Buvinovih vratnica, romanicke propo-
vjedaonice i gotickih oltara u katedrali u Splitu, porta-
la majstora Radovana u Trogiru i Alesijeve krstionice s

vrecama pijeska.*’

Proglasenjem Banovine Hrvatske dolazi do nove raspo-
djele sredstava i podjele teritorija izmedu konzervator-
skih zavoda u Zagrebu i Splitu. Ubrzo je bila donesena i
dugo ocekivana Uredba o ¢uvanju starina i prirodnih spo-
menika kojom Konservatorijalni ured u Splitu prestaje
biti u administrativnom sklopu Hrvatskoga arheoloskog
muzeja u Splitu, dobiva novi naziv Konzervatorski zavod
u Splitu i prelazi u samostalnu nadleznost.**®

Nadlestvo za umjetnost i spomenike u
Dubrovniku

Dubrovnik je brinuo za svoje pokretne umijetnicke pred-
mete vec¢ u 18.1 19. stoljecu, dakle i prije pocetka djelo-
vanja Sredisnjeg povjerenstva za istrazivanje i ouvanje
kulturnih i umjetnickih spomenika u Dalmaciji. Pored
privatnih kolekcionara krajem 18. i pocetkom 19. stoljeca
djelovali su slikari i restauratori Andrija i Luka Pignatelli.
Potkraj 19. stoljeca postojala je lokalna restauratorska
radionica.**®

Uspostavljanjem Kraljevine SHS prestaje djelovanje Sre-
disnjeg povjerenstva za istrazivanje i oCuvanje kulturnih i
umjetnickih spomenika i na podru¢ju Dubrovnika. Stoga

437 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1939 dopis broj 168, 23. studenoga 1939.
438 MKM-KOST-A Kutija 1941 dopis broj 10 od 14. sije¢nja 1941,
439 VOKIC, DENIS, 2007.-2008,, 68.
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Murat®” used his connections among the political elite
of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes*® in Bel-
grade and arranged the establishment of the Institute
for Art and Monuments in Dubrovnik, ensuring it was
directly under the Ministry of Education of the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in Belgrade.

On June 1, 1919, the Ministry of Education issued the
Ordinance of the Dubrovnik Institute for Art and Monu-
ments.*? Articles 2 and 8 of the Ordinance also applied
to movable art. Article 2 defined the job of conservators
- to preserve art and historical monuments, and Article
8 listed the types of art and historical monuments, such
as "sculptures, paintings, illuminated manuscripts, inscrip-
tions and art furnishings made out of various materials,
medals, money, jewellery, art furniture, etc”**° Murat also
restored paintings. According to the restoration manu-
script on the restored painting, restorer Denis Vokic rec-
ognized Murat’s restoration work on the painting of the
Virgin Mary with Child in a private collection in Sudurd
on Sipan.*!

Murat believed that the problem of monument protec-
tion was that there were no laws, so he wrote a Draft
Law for museums and antiquities. However, it was not
implemented.*?

In October 1928, Kosta Strajni¢** became conserva-
tor Murat's assistant at the Institute for Art and Mon-
uments.* Strajni¢ came to Dubrovnik on the initiative
of Ivan Mestrovi¢ to open the Art Gallery and Acade-
my of Fine Arts, and promote the development of fine
arts.** Together with Mestrovi¢, he advocated the de-
velopment of a Yugoslav national culture in order to

437 Marko Murat (1864 — 1944), painter and conservator.

438 Murat was Crown Prince Alexander’s teacher. VIDEN, VO, 2005-
2006, 13.

439 VIDEN, IVO, 2009-2010, 8-9.

440 VIDEN, IVO, 2009-2010, 13.

441 | would like to thank Denis Voki¢ for the above information.

442 VIDEN, IVO, 2005-2006, 15.

443 Kosta Strajnic¢ (1887 — 1977) painter, critic and conservator. SRHOJ,
VINKO, 2008, 319-328; STRAINIC, KOSTA, 2009, 293-297.

444 VIDEN, IVAN, 2007, 48.

445 SRHOJ, VINKO, 2008, 323.
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create a unique style for all Southern Slavs.*® Although
he started working on monument protection when
he “entered” the Institute for Art and Monuments, he
voiced his opinions on the protection of monuments
as early as 1913 in the text On Monument Protection,
published in the journal Suvremenik as well as the book
Studije (1918). In the first part of the aforementioned
text, he gave a short overview of monument protec-
tion in relation to European practices. In the second, he
wrote about the restoration of paintings and statues,
and in the third part, he talked about the restoration
of immovable monuments with respect to the foun-
dation and work of the Land Office for the Preservation
of Art and Historical Monuments in Zagreb.*” His work
at the Institute guided his interest towards monument
protection in Dubrovnik. Despite the fact that the In-
stitute mostly dealt with immovable cultural heritage,
some archival documents show their engagement in
saving the altar of the Annunciation of Our Lady in
the Dubrovnik cathedral. Strajni¢ wrote a letter to the
Dubrovnik bishop Josip M. Carevi¢, in which he gave
guidelines for the protection of the altar, along with
observations and requests for its rescue: “.so if you in-
tend, even temporarily to arrange for the cult of St. There-
sa by removing, with the consent of conservators, the old
painting, the Annunciation, that would hang on the side
wall in that chapel..”** Murat retired in 1932, and Stra-
jni¢ became the main conservator of Dubrovnik monu-
ments until 1941, when the Institute ceased to operate.

Movable Art Inventory in Zadar and Pula
between World War | and Il

When Istria, Zadar and the islands of Losinj, Cres and
Lastovo were annexed by the Kingdom of Italy under
the Treaty of Rapallo, they ceased to be part of the sys-
tem of monument protection of the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes/Yugoslavia and became part of
the Italian protection service — Direzione Generale alle
Antichita e Belle Arti under the Ministry of Education in

446 More about accepting and abandoning the idea of Yugoslav na-
tional culture. SRHOJ, VINKO, 2009, 29-49.

447 STRAINIC, KOSTA, 2009, 293-297.

448 LUPIS, B. VINICIJE, 2009, 175-177.
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WINISTEAD DELL EDUCAZIONE NAZIDNALT
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INVENTARIG
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PROVINCIA DI POLA

24 Inventar
Provincije Pule
(MKM-SDKB-
KNJIZNICA)

| Inventory from the
t{“ TAIOWERIA III:IIIIII'l'\Il'I L ARHE RINT LT PrOVInceOfPU/a
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je slikar Marko Murat*? iskoristio svoje veze u politickom
vrhu Kraljevine SHS*' u Beogradu i isposlovao osnivanje
Nadlestva za umjetnost i spomenike u Dubrovniku te se
izborio da ono bude izravno odgovorno Ministarstvu
prosvete Kraljevine SHS u Beogradu.

Ministarstvo prosvjete izdalo je 1. lipnja 1919. Pravilnik
dubrovackog Nadlestva za umjetnost i spomenike.*? U
navedenom Pravilniku ¢lanci 2.1 8. odnose se i na pokret-
ne umjetnicke predmete. U ¢lanku 2. odreden je zadatak
konzervatora ¢uvanje umjetnickih i historijskih spome-
nika, a u ¢lanku 8. navedene su vrste umjetnickih i po-
vijesnih spomenika, medu kojima se navode:,skulpture,
slike, knjige sa minijaturama, natpisi, umjetnicko pokucstvo
od razlicitog materijala, medalje, novac, nakit, umetnicki
namjestaj i dr'*3 Murat se bavio i restauriranjem slika.
Prema uvidu u restauratorski rukopis na samoj restauri-
ranoj slici restaurator Denis Voki¢ prepoznao je Muratov
restauratorski rad na Bogorodici s djetetom u privatnoj
zbirci u Sudurdu na Sipanu.**

440 Marko Murat (1864. — 1944.), slikar i konzervator.

441 Murat je bio odgojitelj prijestolonasljednika Aleksandra. VIDEN,
IVAN, 2005.-2006., 13.

442 VIPEN, IVAN, 2009.-2010., 8-9.

443 VIDEN, IVAN, 2009.-2010.,, 13.

444 Na navedenim podatcima zahvaljujem Denisu Vokicu.

Laf=ifata

Pule (MKM-SDKB-
KNJIZNICA)

Inventory from the
Province of Pula
(MKM-SDKB-K)

Murat je smatrao da je problem zastite spomenika
nepostojanje zakona te je napisao svoj Prijedlog zako-
na za muzeje i starine. No, navedeni prijedlog ostao je
neprimijecen.**

U listopadu 1928. godine pocinje s radom Kosta Straj-
ni¢* kao pomocnik konzervatora Murata u Nadlestvu
za umjetnost i spomenike*” Strajni¢ dolazi u Dubrovnik
na poticaj lvana Mestrovica s ciliem otvaranja Umjet-
nicke galerije i Likovne akademije te poticanja razvoja
likovnih umjetnosti.**® Uz Mestrovica bio je zagovornik
pokusaja stvaranja jugoslavenske nacionalne kulture u
smislu stvaranja jedinstvenog stila svih juznoslavenskih
naroda.** lako se zastitom spomenika pocinje baviti,ula-
skom” u Nadlestvo za umjetnost i spomenike, svoje mi-
slienje o zastiti spomenika iznosi ve¢ 1913. u tekstu O
cuvanju spomenika, objavljenom u ¢asopisu Suvremenik
i ponovljenom u knjizi Studije 1918. godine. U navede-
nom tekstu u prvom dijelu izlaze kratki historijat zastite

445 VIDEN, IVAN, 2005.-2006., 15.

446 Kosta Strajni¢ (1887. — 1977.) slikar, kriti¢ar i konzervator. SRHOJ,
VINKO 2008, 319-328; STRAJINIC, KOSTA, 2009, 293-297.

447 VIDPEN, IVAN, 2007., 48.

448 SRHOJ, VINKO, 2008., 323.

449 Vise o prihvacanju i napustanju ideje jugoslavenske nacionalne
kulture. SRHOJ, VINKO, 2009., 29-49.
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Rome; the Province of Pula was under the Institute for
the Protection of Monuments in Veneto, and Zadar was
under Ancona and Urbino**

Two important works — i.e. catalogues of movable art
— were created during this period — the Catologo delle
cose darte e antichita Zara by Carlo Cecchelli in 1932,
and the Inventario degli oggetti d'arte d'ltalia, Provincia
di Pola by Dr. Antonin Santangelo in 1935. Both books
are important sources of information on movable art as
well as on the methodology for drawing up inventory.

In the introduction to the Zara catalogue, Carlo Cec-
chelli stated that the first list of artwork was made by
prof. De Niccola, then De Bena made a brief description
of Dubrovnik, and the Inspector of the Superintend-
ency (Ispettore della Sovrintendenza) in Trieste, Dr. Mo-
cassi, covered part of the material from the churches
in Zadar. Cecchelli stated that he presented Mocassi's
complete observations, with a critical review of the art
objects from antiquity to the 19™ century. He also out-
lined the criteria that he used for the inventory and the
concept of the catalogue: he made brief notes about
architectural monuments where the works of art were
located, and reviewed available sources. He considered
the different types of art objects (liturgical objects,
vestments, paintings, etc.) which he then described in
order to attribute them. Cecchelli also referred to visi-
tations and compared items with similar works of art.**°
The catalogue was published by the Ministry of Educa-
tion, Department of Antiquities and Art.*’

The inventory of the Province of Pula is the work of An-
tonin Santangelo in which he covered movable art in
the churches and city museums in Istria (Labin, Buje,
Kanfanar, Kopar, Pula, Rovinj, Umag, Izola, Pore¢, Piran,
Visnjan and others). In the introduction, he stated that
Vittorio Moschini and Antonio Morassi reviewed some

449 According to Roberts Commision Reports, Fold3, MLIKOTA, AN-
TONUA, 2012, 239-319. Pore¢ was under the Sopraintendenza in Trieste.
At the time, conservators F. Porlati and B. Forlati Tamaro were respon-
sible for Istria. More in: BRADANOVIC, MARIJAN, 2001, 138.

450 CECCHELLI, CARLO, 1932.

451 Ministero della educazine nazionale, Direzione generale della anti-
chita e belle arti.
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of the items, and that the publication was approved
by Sovrintendenza alle opere d'antichita e darte di Trieste,
and published by the Ministry of Education, Directo-
rate of Antiquities and Art.*?

After a short description of a church or museum, the
inventory was covered according to the type of object
(paintings, wood carvings), and the material, measure-
ments, author, short description, signature, date, prov-
enance, condition, and bibliography were listed for
each object (Fig. 24, 25).

LAND OFFICE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF
ART AND HISTORICAL MONUMENTS FROM
1918TO 1928

During World War |, the Land Office for the Preservation
of Art and Historical Monuments worked to save met-
al objects from requisition. When the war ended, the
danger of requisition ceased and attempts to return
the works of art taken from Croatia could begin. There-
fore, Viktor Hofflller, head of the bell rescue operation,
travelled to Vienna to try and locate the remaining bells
and raise the issue of the return of confiscated art, i.e.
“antiquities” He went to Vienna to the delegation of the
directorate of loot where Kosta Hérman, former depart-
ment head of the Bosnian government and director
of the National Museum in Sarajevo, worked. Hérman
submitted a petition to the Government in Belgrade,
listing the items of artistic, scientific and historical value
in Austrian and Hungarian collections which needed
to be returned. The government in Belgrade did not
respond to Horman's petition. The problem was the
peace treaty that granted the Austrian state ownership
of everything in its territory, so that it was not obliged
to return the bells or artwork*? Trying to locate the
artwork in Vienna, Hoffiller contacted the Trade Office
— Handelsamt and Metallzentral, but without success.**
After Vienna, he travelled to Budapest for the same
purpose. In Budapest, he was not allowed to inspect

452 SANTANGELO, ANTONIO, 1935.
453 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 26/1919, November 15, 1919.
454 |bid.
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spomenika osvréudi se na europsku praksu, u drugom na
restauriranje slika i kipova, a u tre¢cem na obnovu nepo-
kretnih spomenika uz osvrt na osnivanje i rad Zemaljskog
povjerenstva za cuvanje historickih i umjetnickih spomenika
u Zagrebu.#° Rad u NadleStvu usmjerava njegov inte-
res na zastitu dubrovackih spomenika. Unatoc tomu sto
se Nadlestvo bavilo ve¢inom nepokretnom kulturnom
bastinom, iz nekih arhivskih spisa vidljiv je angazman
drudtva u spasavanju oltara Navjestenja Gospina u ka-
tedrali u Dubrovniku. Strajni¢ pisuci pismo biskupu du-
brova¢kom Josipu M. Carevicu pored primjedbi i molbi
za spasavanje oltara daje i smjernice zastite:,...pa ako
sehoce, i priviemeno urediti za kult Sv. Terezije na nacin, da
se uz pristajanje konservatora otstrani stara slika Blagovje-
sti koja bi se u toj kapeli objesila na pobo¢nom zidu. . """’
Godine 1932. Murat odlazi u mirovinu i Strajni¢ postaje
glavni konzervator dubrovackih spomenika, sve do 1941.
godine kada Nadlestvo prestaje djelovati.

Inventarizacija pokretnih umjetnickih
predmeta u Zadru i Puli u meduratnom
razdoblju

Istra i Zadar s otocima Losinjom, Cresom i Lastovom,
dolaskom pod vlast Kraljevine Italije, ranije spomenutim
ugovorom u Rapallu, prestaju biti dio sustava zastite spo-
menika tadasnje Kraljevine SHS/Jugoslavije te postaju
dio sluzbe zastite Italije — Direzione Generale alle Antichita
e Belle Arti pod Ministarstvom prosvjete u Rimu; Provin-
cija Pula pod Zavodom za zastitu spomenika u Venetu,
a Zadar pod Anconom i Urbinom.*?

U tom razdoblju nastaju dva vazna djela — kataloga po-
kretnih umjetnickih predmeta: Catologo delle cose d'arte
e antichita Zara, djelo Carla Cecchellija iz 1932, i Inven-
tario degli oggetti darte d'ltalia, Provincia di Pola, djelo dr.
Antonina Santangela iz 1935. godine. Oba djela vazni su
izvori podataka o pokretnim umjetnic¢kim predmetima
kao i o metodologiji same inventarizacije.

450 STRAINIC, KOSTA, 2009,, 293-297.
457 LUPIS, B. VINICIJE, 2009., 175-177.
452 Prema izvjes¢ima Roberts Commision, Fold 3, MLIKOTA, ANTONI-
JA, 2012, 239-319. Poret je bio pod Sopraintendenzom u Trstu. Tada
su odgovorni konzervatori za Istru bili F. Porlati i B. Forlati Tamaro. Vise
u: BRADANOVIC, MARIJAN, 2001., 138.

Carlo Cecchelli u uvodu kataloga Zara navodi da je prvi
popis umjetnina napravio prof. De Niccola, potom je De
Bena napravio kratak opis Dubrovnika, a Inspektor vrhov-
nog nadzora (Inspettore della Sovrintendenza) u Trstu dr.
Mocassi obradio je dio predmeta u zadarskim crkvama.
Cecchelli navodi da je zapaZzanja Mocassija prenio u ci-
jelosti, a uz njih je dao svoj kriticki osvrt na umjetnicke
predmete od antike do 19. stoljeca. Naveo je i kriterije
prema kojima se vodio prilikom inventarizacije i na koji je
nacin na kraju koncipiran katalog: izradio je kratke biljes-
ke o arhitektonskim spomenicima u kojima se predmeti
nalaze, pregledao je dostupnu literaturu, u obzir je uzeo
razlicite vrste umjetnickih predmeta (liturgijske predme-
te, misno ruho, slike i dr) koje je potom opisao kako bi
ih mogao atribuirati, sluZio se i vizitacijama te je kompa-
rirao predmete sa slicnim djelima.** Katalog je objavilo
Ministarstvo prosvjete, Uprava za starine i umjetnost.**

Inventar Provincije Pule djelo je Antonina Santangela, u
kojem su obradeni pokretni umjetnicki predmeti u cr-
kvama i gradskim muzejima na podrucju Istre (Labin,
Buje, Kanfanar, Kopar, Pula, Rovinj, Umag, Izola, Pore¢,
Piran, Visnjan i dr). U uvodnom dijelu naznaceno je da su
dio predmeta obradili Vittorio Moschini i Antonio Mora-
ssi te da je publikaciju odobrila Sovrintendenza alle ope-
re dantichita e d'arte di Trieste, a objavilo je Ministarstvo
prosvjete, Uprava za starine i umjetnost.**

Nakon kratkog opisa crkve ili muzeja inventar je obra-
den prema vrsti predmeta (slike, rezbarije od drva). O
svakom predmetu navedeno je: materijal, mjere, autor,
kratak opis, signatura, datacija, provenijencija, stanje i
bibliografija (sl. 24, 25).

ZEMALJSKO POVJERENSTVO ZA CUVANJE
UMJETNIH I HISTORICKIH SPOMENIKA OD
1918. DO 1928. GODINE

Tijekom Prvoga svjetskog rata rad Zemaljskog povje-
renstva za cuvanje umjetnih i historickih spomenika bio
je usmjeren ka spasavanju metalnih predmeta od

453 CECCHELLI, CARLO, 1932.

454 Ministero della educazine nazionale, Direzione generale della anti-
chita e belle arti.

455 SANTANGELO, ANTONINO, 1935.
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26 Laz Bistricki, Kapelica sv. Andrije, oltar, 1925. (foto:
Veceslav Henneberg, inv. br. 7863, V-566, MKM-SDKB-VH)
Laz Bistricki, Chapel of St. Andrew, altar, 1925 (photo: Veceslav
Henneberg, MKM-UZKB-F, Inv. No.7863, V-566)

foundries without the permission of the Hungarian
Minister of War. Pavlinovi¢, the head of the delegation
of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, decid-
ed that the Kingdom would have its own liquidation
committee in Budapest** Hoffiller returned without
achieving any results, despite his earlier success in buy-
ing and returning bells.**®

In addition to returning requisitioned metal objects,
the Land Office participated in the creation of a list
of confiscated art. Joseph Brunsmid, president of the
Land Office, wrote to the National Council of the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,*” Department of

455 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 16/1919.

456 On March 13,1917, 18 bells (855 kg) were brought to the Zagreb
Archaeological Museum, purchased with 883 kg of diffused metal.
HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978-1979, 26.

457 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 65/1918, November 30, 1918
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Peace Negotiations, that he had collected informa-
tion on items of cultural, historical or artistic value*?2
Brunsmid suggested establishing a committee that
would be allowed to review the inventory of museums
in Vienna, Budapest and Berlin, so that all stolen items
could be returned, not just the listed ones. During the
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, the largest number of the
most valuable works of art and archaeological items
were taken to the central museums of the Monarchy:
the Museum of Art History, the Natural History Muse-
um, the Imperial and Royal Museum of Military History
inVienna and the National Museum in Budapest.**°This
lasted until 1880, when the Land and regional govern-
ments issued an order that the central institution for
Croatia and Slavonia was the National Museum in Za-
greb.#0

The everyday operations of the Land Office during
the war were managed by Szabo, and Hoffiller was in
charge of protecting the bells. Hoffiller took over the
lead role in the Land Office during 1917 and 1918 be-
cause Szabo was often on sick leave.' By inspecting
the files of the Land Office, it is not clear what exactly
happened between 1918 and 1923, but there is an ob-
vious lack of activity. The files do show that a decree
from 1919 appointed Szabo as the director of the Mu-
seum of Arts and Crafts, and he no longer came to the
Land office. The Land Office, led by Hoffiller, stopped
drawing up the inventory that Szabo began before the
war, and was mainly concerned with restoring immov-
able monuments.

On February 8, 1923, Szabo took over the presidential
agendas of the Land Office. After seven years, a session

458 Brundmid focused on Croatia and Slovenia, and not all Yugoslav
countries. In the introduction, he emphasized that he was called to
collectinformation on historical or art objects in a letter without a date
and number. MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 65/1918, November 30, 1918.
459 The export of antiques was banned on December 28, 1918, all
the found works of art were not left in the countries where they were
found, they had to be sent to Vienna, and if they were valuable, they
were kept there. MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 65/1918, November 30,
1918.

460 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 65/1918, November 30, 1918.

461 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978-1979,, 31.
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rekvizicije. Zavrsetkom rata prestala je opasnost od rekvi-
zicije i zapoceti su pokusaji vra¢anja otudenih umjet-
nickih predmeta u Hrvatsku. U tu je svrhu voditelj ak-
cije spasavanja zvona Viktor Hoffiller otputovao u Be¢
pokusavajuci naci preostala zvona i potaknuti pitanje
povrata otudenih umjetnickih predmeta, tzv.starina”.
U Bec je otisao kod delegacije direkcije plijena u kojoj je
kao sluzbenik bio zaposlen Kosta Horman, bivsi odjelni
predstojnik bosanske vlade i ravnatelj Zemaljskog mu-
zeja u Sarajevu. Horman je podnio predstavku Vladi u
Beogradu u kojoj je naveo predmete umjetnicke, znan-
stvene i historijske vrijednosti koji se nalaze u austrijskim
i ugarskim zbirkama, a za koje je bilo potrebno zatraZiti
povrat. Vlada u Beogradu na predstavku Hérmana nije
odgovorila. Problem je bio u mirovnom ugovoru prema
kojem je austrijska drzava postala vlasnik svega $to se
nalazilo na njezinom teritoriju, pa nije bila obvezna vra-
titi zvona ili umjetnicke predmete.*>® Hoffiller se, poku-
avajuci doci do umjetnina u Becu, obratio trgovackom
uredu — Handelsamt i u Metallzentralu, ali bezuspjesno*’
Nakon Beca, s istim je ciliem otputovao u Budimpestu. U
Budimpesti mu nije bilo dozvoljeno pregledavati ljevao-
nice bez dopustenja madarskoga ratnog ministra. Procel-
nik delegacije Kraljevine SHS Pavlinovi¢ odlucio je da ¢e
Kraljevina SHS u Budimpesti imati svoju likvidacijsku ko-
misiju.*® Hoffiller se nazalost vratio bez rezultata, usprkos
ranijim uspjesnim primjerima otkupa i povrata zvona.**

Pored povrata rekviriranih metalnih predmeta, Zemalj-
sko povjerenstvo sudjelovalo je u izradi popisa otudenih
umjetnic¢kih predmeta. Predsjednik Zemaljskog povje-
renstva Josip Brunsmid pisao je Narodnom vijecu SHS,*°
Odsjeku za mirovne pregovore, da je sakupio podatke o
odnesenim predmetima kulturno-historijske ili umjetnic-
ke vrijednosti“' Brunsmid je predlagao osnivanje povje-

456 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 26/1919. od 15. studenoga 1919.

457 Isto.

458 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 16/1919.

459 U Arheoloski muzej u Zagrebu 13. oZujka 1917. stiglo je 18 zvo-
na od 855 kg otkupljenih difirentnom kovinom od 883 kg. HORVAT,
ANDELA, 1978.-1979,, 26.

460 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 65/1918. 30. studenoga 1918.

461 Brundmid se ogranicio na Hrvatsku i Sloveniju, a ne na sve jugo-
slavenske zemlje, a u uvodnom dijelu naglasava da je pozvan sakupiti
podatke o historickim ili umjetnickim predmetima u dopisu bez datu-
ma i broja. MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 65/1918. od 30. studenoga 1918.

27 Komi¢, Parohijska crkva sv. Nikole, Ikonostas 1932.
(foto: Veceslav Henneberg, inv. br. 7665, V-513,
MKM-SDKB-VH)

Komi¢, Parish Church of St. Nicholas, Iconostasis 1932 (photo:
Veceslav Henneberg, MKM-SDKB-F, Inv. No.7665, V-513)

renstva kojem bi bio dopusten uvid u inventar muzeja u
Becu, Budimpesti i Berlinu kako bi se mogli vratiti svi otu-
deni predmeti, a ne samo oni koji se nalaze na popisima.
U vrijeme Austro-Ugarske Monarhije vecina najvrjednijih
umjetnickih i arheoloskih predmeta bila je odnosena u
sredisnje muzeje Monarhije: Povijesno-umjetnicki, Priro-
doslovni i Carski i kraljevski Muzej vojne povijesti u Becu
te u Narodni muzej u Budimpesti.“? Takva praksa trajala
je do 1880. godine, kada je zemaljska i krajiska oblast iz-
dala naredbu po kojoj je sredidnja ustanova za Hrvatsku
i Slavoniju Narodni muzej u Zagrebu.*®®

Redovite poslove Zemaljskog povjerenstva u toku rata
vodio je Szabo, a zastitu zvona Hoffiller. Szabo je tijekom
1917.11918. godine ¢esto bio na bolovanju te ga je za-
mjenjivao Hofflller, koji je preuzeo glavnu ulogu u Povje-
renstvu.** Uvidom u spise Zemaljskog povjerenstva ne
daje se naslutiti $to se to¢no dogadalo od 1918.do 1923,
evidentan je manjak aktivnosti. Iz spisa se saznaje da je
Szabo dekretom 1919. imenovan ravnateljem Muzeja za
umijetnost i obrt i da je prestao dolaziti u prostorije Po-
vjerenstva. Povjerenstvo vodeno Hoffillerom prestalo je

462 Izvoz starina bio je prema otpisu dvorske kancelarije zabranjen
28. prosinca 1918. godine, sve nadene umjetnine nisu ostajale u ze-
mljama u kojima su nadene, vec su se morale poslati u Be¢, a u sluca-
ju vece vrijednosti bile su ondje i zadrzane. MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj
65/1918. od 30. studenoga 1918.

463 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 65/1918. od 30. studenoga 1918.

464 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978.-1979,, 31.

137



The institutional development of the protection of movable heritage in Croatia from 1850 to 1990

of the Land Office was convened on June 9, 192342 |n
addition to the old members, Ciril Metod Ivekovi¢ and
Petar Knoll, Branko Senoa and Vladimir Tkal¢i¢ were
also present. Vladimir Tkalc¢i¢ remained Szabo's most
trusted associate, who was the secretary of the Land
Office, and he carried out his duties while Szabo was
away or on sick leave. On one occasion, he was even
able to save the Baroque altars from the Church of Our
Lady of Koruska in Krizevci. “The altars in the church of
Our Lady of Koruska in Krizevci deserve a complete resto-
ration, but due to difficult circumstances, one can think of
nothing more than conservation. The conservation could
be performed by a local craftsman!“®* In a subsequent
letter dated March 19, 1924, Tkalci¢ reported that as
soon as he could, he would come to Krizevci and pro-
vide guidelines for the conservation of altars, and bring
models for the master to use to make a simple altar.*%*
After the aforementioned session, the Land Office did
not meet again, but Szabo took over and handled all
issues until 1926, when he became director of the Mu-
seum of Arts and Crafts and, according to the decision
of the Ministry of Education, guardian of the institute *>

The Conservation Office in Zagreb

In 1928, the Land Office changed its name to the
Conservation Office in Zagreb.®® The coat of arms
was also changed.*” The work of the Conservation
Office included giving opinions and recommenda-
tions, writing reports, handling correspondence with

462 MKM-SDKB-ZP No. 13/1923.

463 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter from March 14, 1924.

464 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter from March 19, 1924,

465 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1978-1979, 31.

466 Responding to a letter from the Grand Prefect of the Zagreb Re-
gion, Department of Education, dated September 12, 1929, Szabo
provided information on the name of the institution, the year of its
foundation, a brief overview of the work, budget, publications, clerks,
etc. Under the name of the institution, he stated:“The institution bears
the official name:“Land Office for the Preservation of Art and Historical
Monuments in the Kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia’, and for practical
purposes we have recently been using:“Conservation Office in Zagreb"
MKM-SDKB-ZP No. 18/1929, September 21, 1929.

467 The records of the Land Office do not mention the change of coat
of arms, but only that the “old” one was replaced with a “new” one, but
this was also due to a change of government. The name Conservation
Institute remained on the new coat of arms, but the checkerboard coat
of arms (Sahovnica) was replaced with a two-headed eagle.
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pastors and the Conservation Office for Dalmatia in
Split, and field interventions, where necessary. One
of the recommendations of the Conservation Office
was about Veceslav Henneberg*®. In 1925, he fo-
cused on sacral buildings, their inventory and liturgi-
cal objects, first as a member of the Land Office and
then as a curator of the Museum of Arts and Crafts.
Having proven himself by researching and studying
monuments in Lika and other places as part of the
activities of the Land Office, the Conservation Office
sent a letter to the Ministry of Education of the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, requesting that
Henneberg, a professor at the Secondary Grammar
School in Zagreb, be appointed secretary-manager of
the Land Office, i.e. the Conservation Office.*® Hen-
neberg was not appointed secretary, but his work
on movable monuments was significant since the
Land Office did not draw up a systematic inventory
after 1918, but was rather concerned with sporadic
protection attempts of movable monuments (Fig. 26,
27). While he was traveling around Lika in Udbina, he
wrote about church altars: “...The Catholic church in
Udbina has been rebuilt as a newer building and has no
interesting features: the main altar is a pretty good work
from the first half of the 19" century, and the two later-
al ones are horrible..."*’° The comments in the report
are brief, reduced to information on the existence of
movable objects in the church, with no detailed de-
scriptions of materials and techniques. From Komic,
there is a description along with a photograph: ../
only visited the Orthodox Church where | photographed
agood iconostasis.."*”

The cooperation with the Conservation office for Dal-
matia in Split intensified after 1925. This was partly
due to changes in the jurisdiction of conservation
offices. One correspondence between the Conser-

468 Veceslav Henneberg (1889 — 1937), a historian and geographer,
began studying the Lika monuments in 1912 and became an associ-
ate of the Land Office. In 1925, he became the curator at the Muse-
um of Arts and Crafts.

469 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 24-1924, July 23, 1924.

470 HENNEBERG, VECESLAV, 1922-1923, 2.

471 HENNEBERG, VECESLAV, 1922-1923, 12.
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provoditi inventarizaciju koju je zapoceo Szabo prije rata
te se uglavnom bavilo obnovom nepokretnih spomenika.

Dana 8. veljace 1923. Szabo je preuzeo predsjednicke
agende Povjerenstva. Nakon sedam godina stanke, 9.
lipnja 1923. sazvana je sjednica Povjerenstva.®> Uz sta-
re ¢lanove, na sjednici su bili Ciril Metod Ivekovi¢, Petar
Knoll, Branko Senoa i Viadimir Tkal¢i¢. Najvjerniji suradnik
tajnika Povjerenstva Szaba ostao je Vladimir Tkalci¢, koji
ga je zamjenjivao u vrijeme kada je bio na dopustu ili bo-
lovanju. Prilikom jedne od tih zamjena uspio je sacuvati
barokne oltare u krizevackoj crkvi sv. Marije Koruske.,Ol-
tari u crkvi sv. Marije Koruske u Krizevcima zasluZuju potpunu
restauraciju ali zbog teskih prilika ne moZe se pomisljati ni na
$to drugo nego konzervaciju. Konzervaciju bi mogao izvesti
neki domaci majstor“ U sljede¢em dopisu od 19. ozujka
1924. Tkalci¢ javlja da ¢e, ¢im mu vrijeme dopusti, do¢i u
Krizevce i dati smjernice za rad oko konzerviranja oltara
te donijeti modele oltara po kojima ¢e majstor lako moci
izraditi jednostavan oltar.*”” Nakon spomenute sjednice
Povjerenstvo se vise nije sastajalo, nego je Szabo preu-
zeo i rjeSavao pristigle predmete do 1926, kada postaje
ravnateljem Muzeja za umjetnost i obrt te prema rjesenju
Ministarstva prosvete postaje Cuvar zavoda.*®

Konzervatorski ured u Zagrebu

Povjerenstvo je 1928. promijenilo naziv u Konzervatorski
ured u Zagrebu.”®® Promjena imena donijela je i promje-
nu grba.*’”® Rad Konzervatorskog ureda ukljucivao je do-
nosenje misljenja, preporuka, pisanje izvjestaja, prepisku
sa zupnicima i Konservatorijalnim uredom za Dalmaciju
u Splitu, a kada se pokazala potreba, interveniralo se

465 MKM-SDKB-ZP broj 13/1923.

466 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis od 14. oZzujka 1924.

467 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis od 19. ozujka 1924.

468 HORVAT, ANBELA, 1978.-1979,, 31.

469 Szabo na dopis Velikog Zupana zagrebacke oblasti, Prosvjetnog
odjeljenja od 12.rujna 1929, dostavlja podatke o nazivu ustanove, go-
dini osnutka, kratak pregled rada, budzet, publikacije, ¢inovnici itd. Pod
imenom ustanove navodi: Ustanova nosi zvani¢no naziv:"Zem. Povje-
renstvo za ocuvanje umjet. i histor. spomenika u kraljevinama Hrvatskoj i
Slavoniji a u prakticne se svrhe upotrebljava od novijeg viemena: ,Konser-
vatorski ured u Zagrebu” MKM-SDKB-ZP broj 18/1929 od 21. rujna 1929.
470 U spisima Povjerenstva ne spominje se promjena grba, vec je samo
,stari” zamijenjen,novim’, no do toga je doslo i zbog promjene vlasti.
Na novom grbu Konzervatorski zavod je kao ime ostalo, zamijenjen
je motiv sahovnice s dvoglavim orlom.

na terenu. Jedna od preporuka Konzervatorskog ureda
odnosi se na Veceslava Henneberga®’!, koji se najprije
kao ¢lan Povjerenstva, a potom kao kustos Muzeja za
umjetnost i obrt 1925. usredotocio na sakralne grade-
vine, njihov inventar i liturgijske predmete. Buduci da se
dokazao istrazivanjem i proucavanjem spomenika Like
i drugih krajeva u sklopu djelovanja Povjerenstva, Kon-
zervatorski ured poslao je dopis Ministarstvu prosvete
Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca u kojem je traZio da
se Henneberg, profesor Il. realne gimnazije u Zagrebu,
odredi za tajnika — poslovodu Zemaljskog povjerenstva,
odnosno Konzervatorskog ureda.”’? Henneberg nije po-
stavljen za tajnika, ali je njegov rad na evidentiranju po-
kretnih spomenika znacajan, budu¢i da Povjerenstvo
nije provodilo sustavnu inventarizaciju nakon 1918. go-
dine, nego se briga oko pokretnih spomenika svodila na
sporadi¢ne slucajeve pokusaja zastite (sl. 26, 27). Na pu-
tovanju po Lici u Udbini je zabiljeZio ponesto o oltarima
u crkvi:,...Katolicka crkva u Udbini ponovljena je i onako
novija zgrada pa nema nikakvih zanimljivosti: glavni zrtve-
nik je dosta dobar posao iz prve polovine XIX. stolje¢a, dok
su dva pokrajina gotska naprosto uZasni. .."** Komentari u
izvjestaju su kratki, svedeni na informaciju o postojanju
pokretnih predmeta u crkvi, a detaljniji opisi o materija-
lima i tehnici nisu biljeZeni. Od Komica je uz opis sacu-
vana i fotografija:,...Jedino sam razgledao pravoslavnu
crkvu gdje sam fotografski snimio dobar ikonostas. ..""*

Poslije 1925. godine zapocela je intenzivnija suradnja s
Konservatorijalnim uredom za Dalmaciju u Splitu. Tome
je djelomic¢no razlog promjena nadleznosti konzervator-
skih ureda. Jedna od prepiski izmedu Konzervatorskog
ureda u Zagrebu i Konservatorijalnog ureda za Dalma-
ciju u Splitu odnosila se na obnovu crkve sv. Lucije u
Jurandvoru na Krku. S obzirom na promjenu nadlezno-
sti kojom je Konzervatorski zavod u Zagrebu dobio Krk,
Rab, Pag i Kastav, Ljubo Karaman je uputio Zupnika da se
obrati Szabu, u Konzervatorski ured u Zagrebu. Zupnik

471 Veceslav Henneberg (1889. - 1937.), povjesnicar i geograf, od 1912.
zapocinje proucavati spomenike Like te postaje suradnik Zemaljskog
Povjerenstva, a od 1925. kustos u Muzeju za umjetnost i obrt.

472 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 24-1924. od 23. srpnja 1924,

473 HENNEBERG, VECESLAV, 1922.-1923,, 2.

474 HENNEBERG, VECESLAV, 19221923, 12.
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vation Office in Zagreb and the Conservation Office
for Dalmatia in Split concerned the restoration of the
Church of St. Lucy in Jurandvor on Krk. Since Krk, Rab,
Pag and Kastav were now under the jurisdiction of the
Conservation Office in Zagreb, Ljubo Karaman direct-
ed the pastor to contact Szabo at the Conservation
Office in Zagreb. The parish priest quickly wrote to
Szabo, listing the work that needed to be carried out
in the church.*? In addition to the restoration of the
church, the problem was the polyptych of St. Lucy by
Paolo Veneziano*”? that had not been returned to the
church after it was restored. The Land Office dealt with
this problem as early as 19214

"...Krk, the chapel of St. Lucy in Jurandvor; there is an old
wooden altar in the church which was taken by the Istrian
conservator, Gnirs, in Pula in 1912, to be restored in Vien-
na. The Austrian Office for the Preservation of Monuments,
now the “Bundesdenkmalamt’, gave the altar for restora-
tion to painter Hans Viertelberger in Vienna VII, Karl Sweig-
hofergasse 4, who also repaired it. The Austrian office for
the preservation of monuments did not manage to return
it to the church from which it was taken, because the war
had ended, and Istria was occupied by Italy. Hoffiller was
in Vienna, so he tried to get as accurate information as
possible. He was presented with an official document ac-
cording to which a tenente Paolo d’Ancona, a known pro-
fessor, had taken that altar from the said office on Febru-

472 MKM-SDKB-ZP letter, December 18, 1940.

473 The Land Office’s records do not mention a polyptych, but a
wooden altar. In her article On the Work of the Conservation Service in
Zagreb Il (O djelovanju konzervatorske sluzbe u Zagrebu lll), Andela Hor-
vat (1923-1941) wrote: “polyptych of St. Lucy from Jurandvor. HORVAT,
ANBELA, 1980, 28. An article was published in the newspaper Novo-
sti about the polyptych in which, among other things, a transcript of
the polyptych description was given from the catalogue of the Exhi-
bition of Antique Art held in Trieste in 1924. Given that the Kingdoms
of Yugoslavia and Italy were on good terms, it was believed that the
time was right to return the polyptych and Tiepolo's drawings. Bot-
tai, the Italian Minister of Education, visited Zagreb and Belgrade, and
was made aware of the problem of the return of the polyptych. ENES,
1940; N. N. 1940a.

474 After the collapse of Austro-Hungary in 1919, Paolo d’Ancona took
the polyptych, paid the costs and transported it to the Museo civi-
co in Trieste. Horvat 1980: 28. MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 8/1921, July
31, 1921. The Commission for Education and Religion in Croatia and
Slavonia addressed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.
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ary 28, 1919. He took the aforementioned altar on behalf
of the ltalian Government.

...Austrian territories, at the request of the ltalian Peace
Mission, gave that altar to the ltalian authorities which
were supposed to return it to the church, but did not do so,
so we kindly ask the ministry, to request the Italian govern-
ment, through diplomatic channels, to return the monu-
ment.. "’

The polyptych was returned to the Krk diocese in 1939
with the help of a lawyer#’

The Conservation Office in Zagreb intervened during
the return of an altarpiece from Vienna to Omisalj.*”
In 1912, the altarpiece was given to Hans Viertelberg-
er for restoration by the Vienna Denkmalamt through
conservator Gnirs. The altarpiece was on display at the
museum and later sent for restoration, but it was not
returned to Omisalj. Szabo went to Vienna and brought
the altarpiece to Zagreb in 1925, and in 1926, it was
returned to Omisalj.*’® Since it was in poor condition,
Szabo maintained that it had not been restored at all.
In a letter to the parish office in Omisalj, he stated that
he could not help because there were no funds for
the restoration, but that he would send an expert to
inspect the altarpiece as soon as possible. Szabo sent a
letter to restorer Stanislava Dekleva, asking her to go to
Omisalj and examine the condition of the St. John al-
tarpiece, which was allegedly damaged.””? It should be
noted that in 1926, Szabo had retired as director at the
Museum of Arts and Crafts, and he tried to rescue the
aforementioned altarpieces without any financial help.

In 1929, Szabo began a tour of the Littoral, Krk, Rab and
Pag with funds from the Royal Banal Government.*®

475 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 8, 1921.

476 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1980-1981, 28.

477 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 40-1924, January 3, 1925.

478 Szabo wrote to the General Customs Directorate in Belgrade, ask-
ing them to forgo customs upon the return of the altar. Szabo ad-
dressed them as director of the Museum of Arts and Crafts. MKM-
SDKB-ZP Letter No. 40-1924, January 3, 1925

479 MKM-SDKB-ZP Letter No. 19/1940.

480 MKM-SDKB-ZP No. 10, May 3, 1929.
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se vrlo brzo javio Szabu dopisom u kojem je nabrojio
radove koje je namjeravao provesti u crkvi.*’® Pored ob-
nove crkve, problem je bio u poliptihu sv. Lucije Paola
Veneziana*’, koji nakon restauratorskog postupka nije
bio vracen u crkvu, a tim se problemom Povjerenstvo
bavilo ve¢ 1921. godine*””

....Krk, kapela sv. Lucije u Jurandvoru; u kapeli bio je stari
drveni oltar koji je godine 1912. preuzeo istarski konzerva-
tor Gnirs u Pulju da bude restauriran u Becu. Austrijski ured
u Becu za ¢uvanje spomenika sada ,Bundesdenkmalamt”
predao je taj oltar na restauraciju slikaru Hansu Viertelber-
geru u Becu VI, Karl Sweighofergasse 4, a taj ga je i popra-
vio, Austrijski ured za cuvanje spomenika nije vise dospio
da dopremi natrag u crkvu iz koje je bio uzet jer je medutim
rat bio svrsen, a Istra bila okupirana od Talijana. Hoffiller
je bio u Becu pa je pokusao dobiti Sto tocnije informacije.
Tamo mu je predocen sluzbeni dokument prema kojem je
neki tenente Paolo d’Ancona u civilu poznat profesor dne
28. veljace 1919. preuzeo taj oltar od spomenutoga ureda.
Spomenuti je preuzeo u ime talijanske viade.

...austrijske oblasti na zahtjev talijanske misije za primirje
taj oltar talijanskim oblastima, koje su ga trebale povratiti
crkvi, alitoga nisu ucinile, pa se za to umoljava to ministar-
stvo, da diplomatskim putem zatrazi od talijanske viade da
nam povrati taj spomenik. . ."47®

Poliptih je 1939. godine vracen biskupiji na Krku, uz po-
mo¢ odvjetnika.*”?

475 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis od 18. prosinca 1940.

476 U spisima Povjerenstva ne spominje se poliptih, ve¢ drveni oltar.
Andela Horvat u svom ¢lanku O djelovanju konzervatorske sluzbe u Za-
grebu Il (1923-1941) navodi:,poliptih sv. Lucije iz Jurandvora. HORVAT,
ANBELA, 1980., 28. O poliptihu sv. Lucije izasao je ¢lanak u Novostima
u kojem je, izmedu ostalog, iz kataloga /zloZbe stare umjetnosti koja je
odrzana u Trstu 1924. dan prijepis opisa poliptiha. S obzirom na pri-
jateljske veze Kraljevine Jugoslavije i Italije, bio je stav da je pogodan
trenutak za vracanje poliptiha i crteza Tiepola. Naime, u Zagrebu i Beo-
gradu je gostovao talijanski ministar prosvjete Bottai te je bio upoznat
s problemom povratka poliptiha. ENES, 1940.; N. N. 1940a.

477 Poliptih je poslije raspada Austro-Ugarske 1919. godine preu-
zeo Paolo d’Ancona, platio troskove i odvezao ga u Museo civico u
Trst. HORVAT, ANDELA, 1980., 28. MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 8/1921
od 31. srpnja 1921. Povjerenstvo za prosvjetu i vjeru u Hrvatskoj i Sla-
voniji obraca se Ministarstvu vanjskih poslova Kraljevine Srba, Hrva-
ta i Slovenaca.

478 MKM-SDKB-ZP dopis broj 8 iz 1921.

479 HORVAT, ANDELA, 1980.-1981., 28.

Konzervatorski ured u Zagrebu intervenirao je prilikom
povratka oltarne pale iz Bec¢a u Omisalj*® Palu je na re-
stauriranje Hansu Viertelbergeru predao becki Denkma