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Chapter 14

On a Not So Well Tempered Marxism: Ideological Criti-
cism, Historical Reconstructions, and a Late Return to
Ethnogenesis in the Work of Spiroe Kulisi¢

Gordana Gorunovié

This paper takes the example of a single author, Spiro Kuligi¢ (1908-89), to
look at how Marxism was applied in the Serbian/Yugoslav ethnology. This
individual case will interest us here insofar as an examination of Kuli8i¢’s
professional biography and institutional activity, ideological involvement
and scholarly work may reveal some fundamental properties of ethnology
and the application of Marxism in the post-war period and within the politi-
cal context of Yugoslav socialism. With the benefit of hindsight, we may
argue that the ‘Kulisi¢ case’, often thought to be closed once and for all,
turns out to be far more complex in its significance and meaning. Hence to
reopen it might result in a more comprehensive picture of ethnology under
socialism and a more realistic appraisal of its legacy.

Until the 1970s ‘Marxism’ in Serbian and Yugoslav ethnology was a
hybrid, derived from an encounter and blending of classical anthropological
evolutionism with historical materialism. This strand of thought is conven-
tionally known as ‘evolutionary-Marxist’ theory (Pavkovi¢, Bandi¢ and
Kovadevié 1983), sometimes (pseudo-)Marxism, or simply evolutionism
(Progié-Dvorni¢ 1997: 96). The sources of the evolutionary-Marxist concep-
tion Kuligi¢ promoted in our ethnology may be found in Soviet ethnography
(Kosven 1957, 1963) and the Italian ethnological-folkloristic school (Gas-
parini 1973).

The story presented here of the lone champion of a marginal theoreti-
cal paradigm — since dialectical materialism was just ‘an appendix’ in Ser-
bian ethnology (Kovadevi¢ 2005: 14), as the received wisdom puts it — is
potentially revisionist. The argument of marginality and sterility of Marxism
in Serbian/Yugoslav ethnology is partly justified by the fact that this Marx-
ism lacked any deeper theoretical reflection or elaboration, while its applica-
tion boiled down to reiterating ‘commonplaces’ packaged in popular expla-
nations taken from Engels or Soviet and Italian authors. The same argument
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was then transferred to the entire opus of the author who is thought to be the
one most responsible for such theoretical reduction and methodological
simplification. Nevertheless, the subsequent demonization of Marxism-—-
‘Spirinism’ is unable to explain some important points, such as: how a
‘marginal’ author could influence the shaping of the research agenda, the
strategy of institutional development and the polemical atmosphere in eth-
nology from the 1950s to the early 1980s, as KuliSi¢ did; and why at least
one, and probably the most problematic portion of his work (the discourse on
Montenegrin ethnogenesis) survived both the author and socialism. Inde-
pendently of the theoretical and ideological sign, Kulisi¢’s approach, with its
topics and problems, resonated among a number of admirers and followers,
who in their turn occupied important posts in our discipline until very re-
cently. ‘

Kuligi¢’s professional biography reflects the social circumstances that
favoured the mobility of intellectual cadres in the two Yugoslav states — both
the kingdom of Yugoslavia and the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugosla-
via. One of the peculiar features of Yugoslav socialism as compared with the
Soviet Union and other people’s democracies was a looser connection be-
tween party power centres at different levels (such as the federation and the
republic). The permeable inter-republic boundaries enabled a relatively
unhampered flow of intellectual cadres and scientific cooperation between
individuals and institutions. This was particularly true of the southern repub-
lics, which, in addition to mutual cultural and historical ties, as well as
geographic contiguity, were linked together by higher education policies (in
the case of ethnology, by the dependence on Belgrade University). The
‘heroes’ of our story of ethnology in the early socialist period, Spiro Kuligi¢
and Milenko Filipovié,' are among the most prominent professionals who,
until the 1970s, decisively contributed to shaping the face of ethnology and
museology in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia, while at the same time leav-
ing a trace in Balkan studies as well.

Beside limitations resulting from insufficient or unavailable sources,
our understanding of the past is also burdened by the tendency to interpret
professional antagonisms and disputes through the lens of the supposedly
repressive ‘spirit’ of socialism/communism and its ideological cleavages. It

"Born in Podlugovi near Sarajevo in 1902, Filipovi¢ studied (1921-5) and obtained his Ph.D.
(‘The Ethnic Past of Our People in the Region of Visoko, Bosnia’, 1928) in Belgrade. In 1930
he was appointed Assistant Professor, and in 1938 Full Professor at the Faculty of Philosophy
in Skopje (Macedonia). In 1939 he founded the Ethnological Society in Skopje and launched
its organ ‘Ethnology’. After the 1950s his life and work were most closely tied to Bosnia-
Herzegovina: he was professor at the Faculties of Philosophy and Natural Science, member of
the Scientific Society of BH, director of the Institute of Balkan Studies and member of the
Academy of Sciences of BH since 1966. He died in Belgrade in 1969.
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is sometimes difficult to uncover the direct political input in events and
separate unambiguously political interests from the personal motivations of
the actors involved, who were at once bearers of discourses, careerism,
personal vanities and professional rivalries (as it was the case in the 1950s
debate on functionalism and contemporary ethnology between Kuli§i¢ and
Filipovi¢).

Depending on the historical moment, social context and current politi-
cal objectives, the instrumentalization of historical materialism followed the
tumultuous dynamic of the societal system: from the clash with ‘class ene-
mies’ of the party and the people to the pursuit of particularistic interests and
national programmes of certain ethnic groups. In the Cold War period,
criticism of Soviet science and Western paradigms was intended as a means
to purge home ranks and establish historical materialism as a class-conscious
and ethnically neutral paradigm. In the period after the death of Josip Broz
Tito and the bursting of the Yugoslav crisis, in the hands of Kulisi¢ and his
political ‘mentors’ the same paradigm (the discourse of Montenegrin eth-
nogenesis as a sort of ethnicization of ethnology) benefited precisely those
processes against which it was originally introduced as a remedy — the
politicization of ethno-national identity, Montenegrin separatism and seces-
sionism, and the final disintegration of the common state.

Biography and Institutional Activity

Kuligi¢ was born in Boka Kotorska (then within the Austro-Hungarian
empire) in the south of today’s Montenegro, in' 1908. This was the year of
the political crisis in the Balkans provoked by the annexation of Bosnia-
Herzegovina, which would instigate further escalation of the Serbian and
Yugoslav problems (Cviji¢ 1987 [1908]). He studied ethnology at the Fac-
ulty of Philosophy in Belgrade (1927-33) with the ‘founding fathers’ of the
Serbian academic ethnology Jovan Erdeljanovi¢ and Tihomir Bordevi¢. His
teaching jobs took him from the kingdom’s capital to Croatia and Bosnia. On
the eve of World War II he became a communist, and during the war he
joined the partisan movement. After the war, he was a leading specialist in
Bosnia-Herzegovina for two decades. He worked in the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Ministry of Science of the People’s Republic of Bosnia-
Herzegovina (as the official in charge of scientific institutions and associa-
tions), in the National Museum, and the Institute of Folklore Studies in
Sarajevo, where he coordinated regional research projects. For a short time
he was a part-time teacher at the Faculty of Philosophy of the Universities in
Sarajevo and Belgrade. The curiosity connected with his unsuccessful uni-
versity career is that he never obtained a Ph.D. degree. In the early 1960s he
moved to Belgrade to take up the post of director of the Ethnographic Mu-
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seum. Although he withdrew from institutional life comparatively eatly
(retiring in 1963), he took part in public life through published writings until
the early 1980s. He died in 1989, a couple of months before the fall of the
Iron Curtain and the Berlin Wall. The year of his death coincided with the
explosion of the crisis of the Yugoslav federal state and the one-party sys-
tem.

The creation of the separate republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina (as a fed-
eral unit within the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, FPRY) was a

political decision that had to be legitimated, mcludmg the development of
1nst1tut10nal infrastructure in higher education® and science.” During the first
post-war years, the needs for ethnological research in the Republic by far
surpassed the available financial and personnel resources. Everything had to
start from scratch: work had to be organized, ethnologically trained staff
brought in from Belgrade, and a feasibility study composed on the prospec-
tive development of the Ethnographic Department of the State Museum in
Sarajevo, which soon regained its old name of the National Museum of
Bosnia-Herzegovina. The two authors who worked most actively on this
study were Kuligi¢, State Museum director (1947-50), and Filipovi¢, ‘very

well acquamted with ethnological phenomena of the Bosnian-Herzegovinian
region’ (Buturovi¢ and Kajmakovi¢ 1988: 156).

Specialists in Bosnia-Herzegovina were among the first in Yugoslavia
to try out team work. There were a variety of reasons for such a choice, like
the complexity of research problems, and the necessity to harmonize diver-
gent views espoused by the leading authorities from different university
centres (Filipovié-Fabijani¢ 1970: 157). At the end of the 1950s, under
Kuligi¢’s leadership a new conception of research work was introduced
within the Institute of Folklore Studies and the Ethnological Department of

% The Faculty of Philosophy in Sarajevo was founded in 1950. Its Chair in Geography in-
cluded courses in ethnology as well (at first as compulsory and later as optional) until 1962,
when the Chair was abolished. Since then ethnology has not been taught at all. For a brief
period in the early 1950s Kulisi¢ also taught at this Chair, to be replaced by Filipovi¢ as Full
Professor in anthropogeography and ethnology (1955-62).

3 In 1951 the Scientific Society of Bosnia-Herzegovina was founded, with the aim of coordi-
nating scientific work in the Republic. In 1954, the Institate of Balkan Studies was established
as one of its branches. During the eight years of existence the Institute housed comparative
and interdisciplinary research in languages and cultures of all Balkan peoples. From 1955 on
Filipovi¢ was a full member of the Scientific Society and the director of the Institute of
Balkan Studies (1959-62). The Institute’s most voluminous and ambitious project, and a
contribution of lasting significance, was the study of a central problem in Balkanology — the
medieval Vlach katun. The Institute of Balkan Studies was closed in 1962, and its activity
was taken over by the Centre for Balkan Studies of the Academy of Sciences and Arts of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, focusing on Illyrian heritage. In 1965 KuliSi¢ became a permanent
research fellow of the Centre.
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the National Museum in Sarajevo. Its chief tasks and goals were: the inclu-
sion of the generally scarce trained personnel in new, ‘theoretically
grounded, long-term museological and especially scientific research pro-
jects” (Palavestra 1990: 192) geared into targeted team-based ethnological
and folklore studies; the study of ethno-cultural traits and formation proc-
esses of regional groups of the three majority peoples (Serbs, Croats and
Moslems).*

The methodology of complex monographic studies consisted of pre-
paratory work and fieldwork (see Buturovi¢ and Kajmakovi¢ 1988). The
chief novelties were team work, field research, systematization of ethno-
graphic—historical corpus, and collective monographs.’

It is difficult to say whether party organs at the republic level had any
direct influence on scholarly research, by either commissioning or initiating
particular projects, since there are no incontrovertible data on this. The
example from the following quotation suggests the possibility of seemingly
informal and personal initiatives, one among them resulting in the invention
of ethnic groups and their tradition:

Kuligi¢ invented White Sokci and Ikavian Serbs. Some time around
New Year’s Eve the then republican official Jovan Marjanovi¢ asked
Kuligié¢ in a conversation about White Sokci. Kuligi¢ had no idea
what it was all about, but he managed to dodge the answer. He im-
mediately called upon me and ordered me to go to Prnjavor and dig
out who the White Sokci’ were. I had to do as he said; there I found
out that this was the autochthonous Croatian population that had re-
tained their traditional white costume, after which they were named
White Sokci. ‘

And as for the ‘Tkavian Serbs’, three of us colleagues had to go into
the field, to the mountain of Vlagi¢, in the middle of winter, treading
knee-deep snow, trailing a horse that was carrying our baggage.
There we found out that these Serbs really had an Ikavian word or
two, but this stock of Ikavian words could simply have been taken
from the neighbours. Since in Livno there was a group of Serbs with
Tkavian elements in their speech, the category of Ikavian Serbs was
invented, together with the project that had to prove their existence,

* In the early 1960s the main task of ethnology in Bosnia-Herzegovina was defined as ‘the study
of ethnic processes and ethnic formations’ in the Middle Ages, so that over time a ‘comprehen-
sive scientific study of the national development’ of Bosnia’s peoples would become possible
(Kulisi¢ 1961a: 323, see also 1961c¢).

* These ethnological and folkloristic studies shed. light on the medieval formations and
processes in the shaping of the contemporary Croatian population at Neum and its surround-
ings (1959), of Croats, Serbs and Moslems in Livanjsko Polje (1961), and Serbs in the village
of Tmljani at the mountain of Vlagi¢ (1962).
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entitled Livanjsko Polje and Its Surroundings (R. Kajmakovi¢, inter-
view).
Kulisi¢ himself was more inclined to armchair study than to fieldwork. In the
account of his closest assistant:
Kuligi¢ was no fieldworker. Once, just after the war, he went into the
field accompanied by two soldiers. People in the villages were
frightened; there were quite a few remaining Chetniks and Ustashas
around in isolated villages at the time, and a visitor from town es-
corted by armed soldiers provoked additional fear.
Our work proceeded in such a way that he would design the project
outline and distribute work tasks. Customs was my area. When the
collection of data and research were finished — we spent three
months in the field every year — I had to hand over to him a neat,
typed paper. Then he would say: ‘I will take this, and you take that.’
He would use only those data that suited him. All that did not fit into
his preconceived ‘story’ or idea wasignored. Yet at the same time he
prevented anybody else from using these data either (R. Kajmakovic,
interview). ‘
As the director of the Ethnographic Museum in Belgrade (1960-3), Kulisié
introduced significant changes in the organization of museological and
scientific work (Kosti¢ 1992: 389-90). Upon his initiative, an educational
division was created, departments for studying textiles, economy, and socia-
bility, as well as documentation and conservation services. In the field of
scientific research, Kuligi¢ consistently implemented his conception of
complex monographic studies of regional wholes, now in the territory of
Serbia (north-western Serbia, focusing on the Serbian-Vlach ethno-cultural
symbiosis), which required team members to specialize in different areas
(sociability, customs, material and spiritual culture, ethnogenesis, etc.). The
museum has retained the same structure to this day.

Ideological Engagement: Critique of Past and Present

In the first decade of socialist transition, the rhetoric of the new era and new
system promulgated a sharp break with the past and an ‘ideological and
theoretical clearing up’ (Djilas 1949; Kulisi¢ 1953a). The ‘theoretical clear-
ing up’ implied a critical analysis of the results previously achieved and
methods utilized, from the standpoint of Marxism—Leninism, and a concrete
application of the principles of the latter doctrine in studying national history
and culture of all Yugoslav peoples and nationalities. According to the ill-
articulated conception of the new, trans-ethnic science, the socialist ethnol-
ogy was from that moment on supposed to serve the goal of providing a
‘correct explanation’ of the past and a ‘correct ideological and cultural
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upgrading of our people’ (Kulisi¢ 1953a: 30). Its positioning as regards
Western anthropology and Soviet ethnography proceeded through ideologi-
cal critique of the political functions of bourgeois science and the ‘revision-
ism’ (or ‘reactionary deviation’) of contemporary Soviet ethnography. The
critique was primarily aimed at the heritage of the local ‘bourgeois science’
_ the Serbian anthropogeographical and ethnological school of J. Cviji¢ and
J. Erdeljanovi¢ — and at contemporaries in ethnology, archaeology and
physical anthropology (Kuligi¢ 1953¢) who were deemed ‘suspicious’ be-
cause of their pro-Western theoretical orientation and/or political past.

This new trend was announced in Kuli$i¢’s propagandistic 1953 paper
‘Ideological and Theoretical Grounds for the Development of Our Ethno-
graphic Museums’, which contains a critique of museological practice in the
inter-war period. The first expression of ‘ideological orthodoxy’ (Naumovi¢
1999) was his attempt to introduce a new name for the discipline, ‘ethnogra-
phy’6 instead of the usual ‘ethnology’ that enjoyed consensus in academic
and specialist community (Rusi¢ 1954). According to Kulisi¢, ‘ethnography’
is an ‘essentially social science whose development is closely connected
with the development of the national question and directly conditioned by
the basic tendencies in the development of contemporary society’. Its pri-
mary task is to ‘study the emergence of particular peoples and their culture’
(Kuligi¢ 1953a: 27). ‘

The argument for introducing the new name was mechanically trans-
planted from the Soviet ideological repertoire: ethnology was a bourgeois
reactionary science,” which should be rejected even at the level of terminol-
ogy. After the 1948 Cominform Resolution, when the Yugoslav communists
changed drastically their course towards the Soviet Union and encouraged
open critique of Stalinism, such a belated reflex of Stalinist-Zhdanovist
critique of ethnology was paradoxical. As soon as the mid 1950s the author
himself renounced it and definitively opted for the name ‘ethnology’. In the
early 1960s he criticized the solutions he had previously advocated (Kulisi¢
1961b: 20-1).

Bearing in mind the internal political situation and the position of
FPRY towards the USSR and other East European countries, it is quite
understandable that Kuligi¢, in a 1953 paper, attempted to distance himself
from Soviet practice and Soviet science. In this criticism he argued that

% In this Kuli§i¢ was not alone within the Yugoslav space: the Slovenian organ of the Ljubl-
jana Museum of Folk Culture Etnolog [Ethnologist] was the first to change its name into
Slovenski etnograf [Slovenian Ethnographer] in 1948 (Rusi¢ 1954: 60-1).

" The label ‘ethnology’ was censured because of the ‘retrograde teachings’ of West and
Central European scientists (e.g. Wilhelm Schmitt) and rejected at the congress held in
Leningrad in 1929 (Rusi¢ 1954: 59-60).
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Soviet ethnography was undergoing a ‘serious crisis’ caused by: ‘profound
contradiction between its proclaimed principles and actual Soviet practices’
(the *hegemonist policy of the Soviet leadership’; the ‘policy of restricting
the free development of peoples’; the ‘phenomenon of genocide’); absoluti-
zation of Soviet and Russian science; and a revival of chauvinist pan-Slavic
ideology.

The contextualization of the Serbian bourgeois ethnology, originating
from within the nineteenth-century national-historical science, was supposed
to confirm the assumption of its class and political partiality, and ethnocen-
tric premises.® Ever since the creation of the kingdom of Yugoslavia with its
‘centralist’ and ‘unitarist’ regime, Kuli§i¢ writes, the development of ethnol-
ogy was subject to the ‘policy of national oppression’ enforced by the ruling
bourgeoisie.” ‘

The ‘hegemonist policy of the regime’ reflected also on the methodi-
cal principles of museology, derived from dominant ‘bourgeois’ theories —
evolutionism and the cultural cycles theory (the so-called German and Aus-
trian cultural-historical school). The basic characteristics of museum work
were: underestimation of ethnic peculiarities and cultural-historical devel-
opment of minority groups (Montenegrins, Macedonian Slavs); the tendency
to present the cultures of majority nations in the state-political community as
an integrally Yugoslav whole (Yugoslav and Serbian ethnocentrism); meth-
odological ‘formalism’ and ‘anti-historicism’ (Kulis$i¢ 1953a: 28).

Yugoslav ethnology in the 1950s was characterized by several recog-
nizable features: a focus on rural traditional culture; ‘collectionist empiri-
cism’; introduction of the model of ideologically correct doctrine of society
and history (especially of the ‘primeval society’); and the rise of an alterna-
tive research strategy (proto-functionalism) which the ideologized, (pseudo-
YMarxist current considered alien, potentially subversive and rival.

The alternative to ethnology as the science of the rural setting and tra-
ditional culture (‘antiquarian ethnology’, of the scholarship of ‘living antiq-
uities’), to whose persistence Kuli§i¢ continued to contribute in his later
years, was formulated as early as the mid 1950s by Milenko Filipovié,
probably the most prolific Serbian ethnologist and Kuli§i¢’s most prominent
rival. This proposal is all the more remarkable since it came in a period of
radical social change, when most ethnologists thought that the phenomena

% In later years, too Kulisi¢ repeatedly invoked the thesis of ‘ideological-political tendentious-
ness’ of Serbian bourgeois ethnology and anthropogeography (1966: 102, 104; 1967b: 205).

? This interpretation was based on the doctrinaire stand of the Comintern and the Yugoslav
Communist Party that the kingdom of Yugoslavia had been the ‘dungeon of peoples’, because
of the chauvinist (Greater Serbian) ideology and practice of the ruling dynasty and the Serbian
bourgeoisie.
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threatened by extinction should be recorded and ‘the picture of the ideal
village society reconstructed’, while the ‘questions of transformation, social
development and current problems the society was facing were relegated to
sociologists’ (Progi¢-Dvorni¢ 1997: 73).

Contrary to Kuli§i¢’s predominantly armchair working style, Filipovié
was ‘starting from empirical evidence, from establishing facts and framing
the problem’ (Filipovi¢-Fabijani¢ 1970: 158). He promoted social ethnology
or ethno-sociology (Filipovié 1956: 146), the functional approach in study-
ing contemporary culture, and application of ethnological knowledge in
implementing social actions and in solving practical issues.

This realistic alternative was motivated by objective reasons of theo-
retical and social—practical nature: by the awareness of the necessity for
modernizing the theoretical and methodological apparatus of Serbian ethnol-
ogy and approaching current trends in Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-American
anthropology, whose preoccupations Filipovi¢ knew and some of them even
shared. Industrialization, urbanization, country-town migrations, spread of
literacy and other processes were affecting, albeit unevenly, all segments of
society and contributing to the transformation of traditional patterns in the
life of rural populations. ‘

In order for home ethnology to be able to meet the challenge of mod-
ernity, it had first to get rid of its obsession with exoticism, primitivism and
archaism, idealized models of folk (peasant) life and culture, and the impera-
tive of “ideological orthodoxy’. One of the ritual expressions of this ortho-
doxy and a new ‘genre in ethnographic writing” (the ‘ideological denuncia-
tion of colleagues’, Naumovi¢ 1999: 58-9) was the critique of functionalism
and its propagators in domestic scholarship (Kuli$i¢ 1955a, 1956a). It was
precisely then that the ‘universal’ method-formula of ideological and politi-
cal defamation of the opponent was invented, based on an equation between
the categories of ‘anti-historicism’, ‘functionalism’, and ‘imperialism’.

Seeking to depict the standpoint of anthropological functionalism as
being intimately tied to the practice of Western societies in the neo-colonial
epoch (imperialism as the highest stage of capitalism), Kuligi¢ drew on the
Soviet critique of British applied anthropology (Potechin 1948). He argued
that the ‘class essence’ of the functional theory consisted of pragmatic tasks
— to preclude the awakening of national consciousness in the colonies and to
facilitate functional integration of the latter into capitalist society; ‘in other
words, to ensure colonial exploitation’ (Kuli§i¢ 1955a: 298). And it was
precisely this purpose, wrote Kulidi¢ caustically, that bestowed ‘topicality’
and ‘trendiness’ on the principles and objectives of the functionally oriented
anthropology, which rightly took on the attributes of ‘practical’ and ‘ap-
plied’.
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The immediate cause that prompted Kuligi¢ to compose this ‘piece
unusual in its contents as well as its manner’ was Milenko Filipovié’s article
‘Ethnological (Ethnographic) Work in Bosnia-Herzegovina’ (1955).'° In this
text Filipovi¢ sketched in general terms and ‘in a style accessible to the non-
specialist readership’ a critical overview of the earlier ethnographic—
ethnological work in the territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina and presented his
own ideas on how further research should be conducted.

Because of temporal indeterminacy, regional unevenness and dispa-
rateness of ethnographic data, Filipovi¢ pleaded for ‘critical’ research that
would take strictly into account the chronology of data, geographical spread
of the phenomenon, and its role (‘functional relation”). At the same time, he
did not deny the need for additional efforts in the direction of historical
reconstructions. Within this research agenda he formulated a host of prob-
lems belonging into the domain of historical ethnology and cultural history
(Filipovi¢ 1955: 214-15).

Today’s ethnology, that Filipovic¢ then proposed to be preceded by the
adjective ‘social’, after the model of ‘social anthropology’:

looks at phenomena in the life of the people in all their dynamics,
observes and studies processes, their conditions and consequences;
and any data collection is subordinated to these goals; while in ear-
lier times objects and descriptions were being collected just for their
own sake’ (213-14).
Stressing the new possibilities opened up for ethnological research by fresh
paradigms, he set forth explicit demands for synchronic studies of the cur-
rent condition in folk life and culture, and for viewing the cultural phenome-
non from its social side (Raki¢ 1970: 178). He stressed that Bosnia-
Herzegovina was a rewarding region
.. also for those scholars who deem ethnology to be a science of liv-
ing antiquities. For, in our ranks there are also such antiquarian eth-
nologists (ethnographers) who devote all their attention to antique
forms of tools and technology, age-old customs and beliefs as sup-
posed survivals, etc. (ibid.: 213).
Having read these words, Kuli$i¢ felt called upon and asked to speak in the
name of these ‘antiquarian ethnologists (ethnographers)’ searching for

1% The article was published in Pregled [Review], the Sarajevo journal for social issues that
often served as the arena for scholarly and specialist debates. Filipovi¢ (1956: 143) was ‘ready
for discussion, and even wanted it, all the more so as our ethnology, especially the Serbian
one, is at the moment in a state of slumber ... As much as S. Kuliié’s initiative must be
welcomed for broaching several theoretical problems in his article, the way he did it is
Jamentable.’
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‘supposed survivals’. And speak he did, in a paper on functionalism.'' He
seemed to be personally hurt by the fact that his colleague brought into
question the impassioned devotion to ‘age-old customs and beliefs’.
Filipovi¢ tried to smooth it over in a subsequent article (1956: 148):
It is not antiquarian ethnography if one is engaged in real study of
archaic elements, including ‘survivals’. This sort of work is held in
high esteem everywhere. My attitude to this sort of work, that is ap-
parently Kuligi¢’s chosen area of specialization, is very well known
to him from my highly favourable review of his essay ‘The Origin
and Meaning of Christmas Ritual Bread among South Slavs’ (1953,
see Filipovi¢ 1954: 166-8).
This statement did not help; a rift ensued, and cooperation and friendship
were broken between the two leading Serbian ethnologists, whose works had
influenced a whole generation of specialists. The debate on tendencies in
contemporary ethnology and the most urgent tasks of domestic science,
initiated by Filipovié in the mid 1950s in the hope of launching a true dia-
logue, failed soon and, thanks to Kulisi¢’s manner of debating, spilled well
over the confines of a scholarly polemic. The unofficial version of events
furnished by Kuligi¢’s assistant from the National Museum sheds some light
on the personal dimension of their ideological conflict:
After the war, since the founding of the Faculty of Philosophy in Sa-
rajevo in 1950, Kulisi¢ taught ethnology at the Chair in Geography.
His post was conditioned upon obtaining the Ph.D. degree. He chose
the topic — Christmas ritual breads, with Dr. DuSan Nedeljkovié as
supervisor. Privately, Kulii¢ knew Milenko Filipovi¢, they were
friends; they used to pay each other family visits, and Milenko was
helping him. But Milenko and Dusan Nedeljkovi¢ had some ‘unset-
tled accounts’ from the past, from the pre-war period when both
worked at the Faculty in Skopje. Filipovi¢ apparently forgot to men-
tion to Kuli§i¢ a small piece by Nedeljkovi¢ on kravaj, which Ku-
ligi¢ was supposed to consult when working on his dissertation. The
conflict between Nedeljkovi¢ and Kuligi¢ broke out when Spiro,
short-tempered as he was, refused to do so and to edit the already
written text. The result was that he withdrew his dissertation.
After that he went to Split and for some time taught at the Higher
Educational School there. During this time Milenko Filipovi¢

" He accused Filipovi¢ of ‘total anti-historicism’; of limiting himself, in the form of ‘modern
ethnology’ and ‘genuine science’, to ‘the present and exclusively to the present’, propagating
thereby ‘reactionary’ ideas and methods of the functional school which gives a ‘practical
contribution to the enslavement of colonial peoples’, etc. (Kuligi¢ 1955a: 298-302, 1956a:
463-6).
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worked at the Sarajevo Faculty of Philosophy, at the Chair in Geog-
raphy, and was also a consultant in the National Museum. Spiro re-
turned to Sarajevo, expecting an appointment at the Faculty, but
there was no place for him there. This was obviously a sufficient
reason for him to have a personal requital with Filipovi¢, a requital
which had the outside form of a ‘scholarly’ polemic on functional-
ism. Kulisi¢ had to work in school again, he was the headmaster of
some school, but he wanted to come back to the Faculty. Then he
sent a letter to Milenko Filipovi¢, in which he advised him ‘as a
friend’ to give up Western literature and turn to the Soviet one. He
had already published the article on the anti-historicism of the func-
tional school in ethnology. It was then that the campaign against
Filipovi¢ started (Radmila Kajmakovi¢, interview).
After that Filipovi¢ ‘refrained from engaging in public debates on theoretical
issues’ (Raki¢ 1970: 179), but in actual research he consistently deployed his
principles in the area of ethno-sociology and ethno-history, combining
elements of functional and historical approaches.'? Although he ‘never really
abandoned the classical East European paradigm’ (Prosi¢-Dvorni¢ 1997: 76),
his theoretical-methodological orientation was in its time more modern than
the mainstream in most East European ethnologies (Halpern and Hammmel
1970). ‘Unfortunately, few Serbian ethnologists followed his lead’, Mirjana
Progié-Dvorni¢ concludes resignedly.

At that particular time and in the context of Serbian ethnology,
Filipovi¢’s pro-functional orientation constituted a realistic alternative and a
creative challenge to historical materialism and evolutionism. Maybe his
critics recognized or felt the subversive potential of the new paradigm — ‘the
threat to their own discipline and its subject matter’, to paraphrase the words
of Pro$i¢-Dvornié, or just to their personal professional and political posi-
tions. They were well served by Filipovié’s political status of persona non
grata that closed the doors of the Belgrade University to him, and therefore
the chance to establish his own ethnological school. In this way, whether
‘grey or yellow, the devil’ of functionalism (Kulisi¢ 1956a: 464) was, at

2 For example, under his leadership the Sarajevo Institute of Balkan Studies organized an
interdisciplinary symposium on the medieval Vlach katuns — their socio-demographic and
economic structure, position towards the village organization within the feudal society, and
role in the creation of the Dinaric tribes in the late Middle Ages. In addition to Filipovic,
participants included the historians Branislav Djurdjev (professor) and Desanka Kovadevié
(assistant professor) from Sarajevo, and the anthropogeographer Jovan Trifunoski (professor
of Skopje University) as lecturer. Their presentations and discussions, as well as contributions
of guest participants, were published in the collective volume Simpozijum o srednjoviekovnom
katunu [Symposium on Medieval Katun] (1963)
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least for some time, neutralized by magical formulae, so that the imperilled
community of the ‘orthodox’ could buttress their faith.

The liberalization of the political climate in Yugoslavia during the
1960s, opening up towards the West and to some Western paradigms, rather
strongly felt in domestic philosophical and sociological circles, had a negli-
gible impact on ethnology. In the words of one of the fiercest critics of
domestic academic ethnology of the period, ‘the best example of avoiding
any contact with philosophy, both substantially and formally, is the Belgrade
chair in ethnology, which avoids even sociology’ (GluS¢evi¢ 1966: 343).

The Marxist current, flimsy in professional terms but occasionally ag-
gressive, decided to ignore the international development of Marxism itself,
as well as its philosophical and anthropological reception in the country. In
response to its manoeuvres and attacks against others, the Marxist current
was taken to task for advocating vulgar materialism, poor knowledge of
classical Marxism, and misunderstanding of ‘the possibilities Marx had
opened for anthropology’ (GlusCevi¢ 1966: 343).

After the debate on ‘genuine’ ethnology, its subject and its present
tasks was opened, new actors joined in (Gluscevi¢ 1966 vs. KuliSi¢ and
Barjaktarovi¢ 1964). Manojlo Glu§cevi¢, who defended his doctoral disserta-
tion in 1960 (Gluséevi¢ 1964) at the Faculty of Philosophy in Sarajevo with
M. Filipovi¢ as supervisor, published an article entitled ‘Ethnography, Eth-
nology, and Anthropology” (1963: 21-50), one of the first explicit criticisms
of Erdeljanovi¢’s conception of ethnology as the science of nations, ethnic
characteristics and ethnogenesis. This was also an early attempt at anthro-
pologizing domestic science: the author defines ethnology in an anthropo-
logical vein, as the study of man in all aspects of his existence (biological,
social and cultural).

The article prompted Spiro Kuligi¢ and Mirko Barjaktarovi¢, then a
professor at the University of Belgrade, to write a polemical pamphlet (1964:
348-58), whose rhetoric essentially boiled down to the defence of the good
old ethno-historical perspective in ethnology and to the application of the
universal formula of ‘anti-historicism’. They rebuked the author for neglect-
ing a basic aspect of man’s existence — historicity, and for denying ethnology
the character of historical discipline. Yet the real target of Gluscevi¢’s criti-
cism (1963: 27, 1966: 340-1) was putative history in ethnology which
‘conjures up on the basis of unchecked and highly unreliable oral tradition’
and at best can be nothing more than a ‘hypothetical reconstruction of past
events’. The critics ‘on duty’" disputed the view that anthropology was the

B Gluggevié (1966: 331, 343) criticized the two ethnologists for their lack of familiarity with
the English language and Anglo-Saxon literature, for scholastic logic in their argumentation,
and for repeating the commonplaces of vulgar Marxism (‘they speak in the name of Marxism
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most comprehensive science of man in nature, society and culture. They
claimed that ethnology was not a science of culture and society since ‘it
studies the emergence and development of ethnic communities, their social
institutions and their culture’ — as if ethnic communities were not social
communities! (added Gluscevi¢ 1966: 338). They also set forth the thesis of
the non-homogeneity (i.e. class character) of national culture. Gluséevié
retorted that these authors when studying the so-called ‘folk cuiture’ never
took into account the totality of a people’s culture, but just of a part of it, that
is, the peasants. Hence, the alternative was either to study the past of certain
backward strata or to adopt a modern concept of ethnology, that is, anthro-
pology.

However, neither the modern conception of ethnology nor the very
term ‘anthropology’ were innocent or neutral. In spite of his knowledge of !
French and Italian, and brief visits to foreign countries, Kuli§i¢’s distancing i
from anthropology and sociology was drastic. He challenged the concepts of /
social and cultural anthropology and the very possibility for the existence of !
anthropology as a global science.'* He was also sceptical about the study of
contemporary socio-cultural phenomena and working-class culture (‘and
perhaps what is actually meant by the name of ethnography is sociological
surveys...”) within Soviet ethnography, concluding that ‘welding together
ethnological and sociological problems and methods can only aggravate our
difficulties in research’ (Kuligi¢ 1961b: 21).

Such rigidity and conservatism of the ‘Marxist’ branch of Serbian eth-
nology partly accounts for the unpopularity and failure of historical material-
ism" within the discipline, which in turn produced sporadic resorting to
Filipovié’s alternative or escaping into the ‘enemy ranks’ of socio-cultural
anthropology, informed by humanistic Marxism and praxis philosophy that
was promoted by Prof. Zagorka Golubovi¢. Unaware of his own contribution
to such a result, Kuli§i¢ (1974a: 26) thought it pernicious

that generations of students could complete their studies without
really getting to know anything about a creative application of his-

of which they are equally ignorant’). He accused them of ‘camouflaging their ignorance by
ideological sensitivity’, of using the method of ideological—political discreditation of oppo-
nents, etc.

' For instance, he complained that Levi-Strauss’ understanding of anthropology (Lévi-Strauss
1989 [1958]: 343) involves, ‘quite unnecessarily, also those phenomena and tasks that naturally
belong into the domain of sociology, as a separate scientific discipline’ (Kuli§i¢c 1961b: 8).

1 Kuligi¢ was openly criticized for not being able to use the historical-dialectical method or
the results its application yielded. His ‘historical-dialectical method’, which he so much
‘bragged about’ was ‘neither historical nor dialectical’, but rather consisted of ‘naked quota-
tions from Marxist authors” and ‘miserable platitudes’ on the material and social conditioning
of religion (Djuri¢ 1974: 28).
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torical materialism. In the same way ethnologists obtained their
Ph.Ds and M.As, and some of them even got important positions in
ethnological institutions ...
Describing the situation in Serbian ethnology as a ‘void’ and ‘autarchic
closure’, he saw the reasons for such stagnation in the absence of scientists
of the calibre of J. Cvijié, T. Pordevi¢ and J. Erdeljanovi¢; marginalization
of Marxism (Kuli§i¢ 1973a); lack of a ‘clear and consistent theoretical
orientation and methodology’; and discrimination against the discipline
(administrative-political ‘tutelage’).
Various ‘internal’ committees were formed, like for instance at the
Faculty of Philosophy in Belgrade, playing the role of some sort of
tutoring agencies. Or external committees were put together in a
purely bureaucratic fashion, entrusted with assessing and channel-
ling the work of ethnological institutions in Serbia. I was also a
member of such committees, and in the end I refused to take part in
this job any more, since no administrative, tutoring commissions can
help the development of a science, nor is this a path to recovery (Ku-
1igi¢ 1974a: 26).

Classical Topics and Grand Questions

Kuligi¢’s research work bore the sign of continuity with classical topics, the
‘grand’ questions of ethno-history, and applied research methodology. There
are three thematic clusters characterizing Serbian ethnology since its aca-
demic beginnings in the early twentieth century that also represent the core
of Kuli§ié’s interests: tribal organization in the Dinaric region; ethnic history
and the relations between Slavic and autochthonous Balkan populations in
the Middle Ages; and popular religion among Serbs and Montenegrins.'® His
research work built on the tradition of ethnographic and ethnological study
of the people (peasantry) and traditional culture, marked by the long-lasting
dominance of the historical-comparative and genetic approach as the most
general theoretical and methodological framework within national science
(Pavkovié ef al. 111-12).

In his work on reconstructions, Kuligi¢ followed the theory of matriar-
chy and patriarchy as two universal successive stages with the two corre-
sponding forms of the ‘primeval gentile community’; the transition from one
to the other is a ‘historically necessary’ and ‘lawful’ process. Applied to

16 A sizeable and perhaps the most valuable part of Kuligié’s opus comprises his works on
religion — this at least was the opinion of the late Prof. D. Bandi¢ (personal communication), a
leading authority in the field. Kuli§i¢ drew upon and harmoniously continued the tradition of
Serbian ethnology and folklore studies in reconstructing pre-Christian religion, mythology
and customs (see Kuligi¢ 1953b, 1970a, 1970b, 1979).
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local ethnographic data, this kind of ‘putative history’ automatically entailed
the rigid assumption that the forms of gentile organization and kinship
institutions, popular religion and customs among South Slavs had a matriar-
chal origin. As a consequence, ethnographic research had to be geared into
the search for ‘surviving’ elements, relics of archaic relations and concepts
i social practice and the symbolic sphere, while the analysis had to focus on
interpreting their origin and ‘secondary’ development.

Contrary to Kuli§i¢’s main premise, Yugoslav historiography gener-
ally believed that South Slavs were never ‘in the stage of transition from
matriarchy to patriarchy’. The Slavic tribes that in the early Middle Ages
arrived into the Danubian basin and the Balkan peninsula had, according to ‘
historical sources (see Curta 1998), patrilineal-patrilocal family and the so- !
called military-democratic social system.'” The Slavic colonization of the j
Balkans coincided with the highest stage in the development of their patriar- 1
chal tribal organization, in which the ‘seeds of the future class society and /
state building’ were already present (Djurdjev 1954: 209; Cubrilovi¢ 1974
50). The processes of economic differentiation and decline of the ‘gentile
basis’ of the tribes, probably unleashed already during the migrations, mili-
tary campaigns and alliances, escalated in the Balkans when the ‘territoriali-
zation’ stage set in.

One of the ‘grand questions’ of domestic ethnology and historiogra-
phy, and one that still awaits a conclusive answer, is the explanation of two
interconnected processes: the disintegration of feudal societies, and the
formation of the tribal structure in the Dinaric region in the late Middle Ages
(fourteenth and fifteenth centuries). There is still no theoretical-analytical
framework that would successfully connect the conditions of locally specific !
cores and the effects of various factors in the formation of tribes. Among
these factors the following are most often cited as decisive: ecological (cat-
tle-breeding economy that requires seasonal migration between winter and
summer pastures); ethnic and demographic (migrations of the population
within the Dinaric and neighbouring regions); socio-political and historical
(crisis of the feudal order of local feudal states; Turkish invasions).

For this reason the old debate between ‘ethnographers’ and ‘historiog-
raphers’ on the emergence and origin of tribes (the continuity theory vs. the
Vlach-katun theory) has remained unresolved to this day. The theory of

' The term and concept of “military democracy’ was coined by Morgan (1981 [1877]: 204).
In Engels’ interpretation (Engels 1979: 115), military democracy is a specific organizational
structure of gentile society that emerged when war and organization for warfare became
‘regular functions of a people’s life’, and the plundering of neighbours ‘a constant branch of
the economy’. The main organs of this system were the military leader (rex, basileus, thiu-
dans), council and popular assembly.
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historical continuity of the Slavic tribal system'® (Erdeljanovié 1921; Cvijié
1966), emphasized the ethnic dimension of the process of repatriarchaliza-
tion: the renewal of the tribe and reinforcement of the ‘patriarchal regime’
were understood as being in the function of ‘ethnographic rejuvenation’ and
ethnic restructuring/‘reshaping’ of the Serbian people, in the political vac-
uum that ensued after the collapse of feudal states and Turkish conquests.

In historiography, proponents of this theory have been criticized for
seeking the origin of tribes and the ‘roots of tribal institutions’ in the pre-
sumed Slavic background, neglecting historical facts (Djurdjev 1954: 209).
The rejection of Erdeljanovi¢’s evolutionist generalizations (the theory of the
Slavic background and two stages in tribal development),”” but affirmation
of his ethnographic results in studying specific tribes (see Erdeljanovic
1981) have resulted in the conclusion that (paradoxically) the ethnologist,
working in the field and on the material of popular oral tradition, proved the
thesis formulated by historians — of the ‘delayed shaping of Montenegrin and
Highland tribes’ (Djurdjev 1981a: 115). Though opinions are divided as to
the political motivation underlying Erdeljanovié’s work (Yugoslavism or
Serbian ethnocentrism?), his studies of tribal society are today considered
the most complete and ‘unsurpassed” — by breadth and depth of grasp, by
originality and novelty’ (Djurdjev 1981a; Pavkovi¢ 1995); he is also seen as
a precursor of political ethnology/anthropology (Pavkovi¢ 1995: 274).

The main contention of the post-war Marxist historians, the upholders
of the so-called Vlach-katun theory,”® was that Montenegrin, Highland and
Herzegovinian tribes had emerged towards the end of the Middle Ages and
at the beginning of the Turkish period from the Katun organization of Vlach
cattle-breeders. According to their assumption, the medieval Vlach-

18 Jovan Erdeljanovi¢ was the first professional Serbian ethnologist who in the early twentieth
century began a systematic study of tribal life. Evolutionist and, more narrowly, Morganian,
he — like Lewis Morgan himself (1981 [1877]) — found a lively tribal organization and
tradition, which enabled him to engage in immediate fieldwork. On the basis of many years of
ethnographic and historical studies, he concluded that there had been two stages and two
ethnic layers in the development of tribes.

19 The so-called ‘older’ formation belongs to the period from Serbian settlement to the
founding of the Nemanji¢ state, while “younger’ or ‘new’ formation occurred after Ottoman
conquests (Erdeljanovi¢ 1921: 67-79).

0 Its original formulation is ascribed to K. Jirecek (1959 [1879]) and Milan Suflaj (1925).
Later elaborations developed thanks to the discovery and interpretation of new archival
sources — Turkish defters in the Constantinople Archive (Djurdjev 1954). Kuligi¢ (1963: 75,
1981: 59) described the Vlach-katun theory as a social-Darwinist conception and an ‘artifi-
cial’, ‘mechanical’ construction, without grounds or confirmation in primary sources.
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herdsmen katun,” as a form of gentile organization with military functions,
was the opposite of the farming-feudal village organization.

The generators of the process of formation of tribes as forms of “patri-
archal democracy’ in Montenegro (Zeta), Highlands, Herzegovina and
northern Albania were to be found in the crisis of the feudal order in Ragka
and Zeta after the death of Emperor Dugan in 1355 (Cubrilovi¢ 1959, 1963,
1974). The ‘perturbation’ that spread over the whole society and turned its
old strata upside down (Djurdjev 1981b: 47) resulted in anarchy and anomie,
Thereby conditions were created for the formation of tribes and establish-
ment of the military—democratic system in these territories.

The tribes, known from the Ottoman period of Montenegrin history,
developed gradually from kneZine and vojvodstva (dukedoms) rather than
directly from Vlach katuns or feudal nahijas (Djurdjev 1954, 1963). At first,
Vlach-herdsmen katuns were deterritorialized — they were transformed from !
narrow kinsmen and gentile groups into a broader territorial-type organiza-
tion (descent into Zupe or districts and unification of groups of katuns); then
occurred the ‘stratification’ of farming-village organization, carried out by
the already territorialized katuns. The results of these processes were two
new forms of organization, kneZine®® and tribes. In the tribes, the gentile
system prevailed, allegedly originating from the katun organization of Vlach
herdsmen. ‘

On this interpretation, Montenegrin tribes were formed within ‘Vlach
nahijas’ in the conditions of Turkish supreme control over Montenegro at
the end of the fifteenth century. In the early sixteenth century Montenegro
gained the status of autonomous province; timari, the fiefs of spahije, Turk-
ish landowners were abolished, and the entire population of the vilayet
(country) was proclaimed free peasants — filuridzije.”

In the seventeenth century Montenegro was not a ‘tribal society’ but
rather a ‘military—democratic federation of tribes and kneZine with feudal
and estate elements’ and an ‘ethnarchy’ (Djurdjev 1974: 292-3).*

2 By that time the term “Vlach’ had lost its ethnic meaning (the Slavic assimilation of Roman
Vlachs had been finished). It denoted instead a social status, the fact of belonging to the
stratum of mountain herdsmen.

%2 In kneine, territorial organization prevailed, as demonstrated by the example of Serbia (the
Smederevo sanjak), where Vlach cattle-breeders, filuridzije, settled there soon turned into
farmers under the influence of the Ottoman ‘feudal’ system.

2 The term comes from Silurija (Tur. filuri — gold coin); it was the Turkish name for the tax
that in the former state was intended for Vlach, herding population.

? The “feudal’ elements consisted of the remnants of domestic petty aristocracy and members
of the church hierarchy. Their social position and political legitimacy were based on local
feudal law (the continuity of tradition of the Crnojevi¢ state and of the Serbian Orthodox
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Though Kulisié¢’s solution to the problem of emergence and origin of
the tribal organization was formulated in contradistinction to dominant
theories, it still owes them something. Kuli§i¢ interprets the so-called re-
emergence of tribes in the period of Ottoman rule as a ‘renewal’ of gentile
forms of social structure and ‘revival of archaisms’, relics of pre-patriarchal
gentile relations, that functionally adapted to the new context (Kuli§i¢ 1958,
1959). The key factor in the process of formation of the ‘secondary’ gentile—
tribal organization in the Dinaric region was the symbiosis of the older
Balkan (Roman-Illyrian, Vlach) and Slavic populations (KuliSi¢ 1967a,
1980a, 1980b) rather than katun organization: the katuns did not represent a
form of gentile structure, but a type of settlement (village) inhabited by cattle
breeders, organized in gentes and fraternities. In this point, his conclusion
does not depart significantly from the thesis of the Vlach-katun theory,
which argued that the nucleus of tribal organization comes from the medie-
val katun organization.

In Kuligié’s last analysis, the complex structure and evolution of Di-
naric gentile society reflect, on one hand, the historical continuity of ele-
ments of the ancient Slav tribal organization and common law from the pre-
patriarchal epoch, and on the other, the influences of the native Balkan
communities.

The global solution Kulisi¢ proposed appeared as the third one, rather
peculiar, isolated and somewhat tautological. Differently from the ‘logical-
positivist’ method of historiographers, it affirmed the dialectical approach
(Kuligi¢ 1963, 1981) which claimed to provide an insight into ‘more pro-
found and hidden realities’ (see Lefevr 1973) by moving from the appear-
ance of social forms to their ‘essence’ (structure) and historical genesis.

Kulisi¢ questioned the idea that the tribal society in the Dinaric region
was patriarchal by structure, historical development and origin. In the history
of society ‘there were no pure formations, devoid of internal contradictions’.
The basic infrastructural contradiction stems from the opposition between
‘old, more or less obsolete social relations, and the new ones’; ‘the new that
is becoming dominant and the old that is falling apart but at the same time
subsisting or reappearing, in specific forms and to the extent dependent on
the new social circumstances’ (Kuli$i¢ 1963: 6; Godelier 1989: 203). Tribal
society ‘as a whole is at once lively and anachronous, and thus, in spite of all
the necessary and compromise adjustments, in class societies it appears as an
alien body’ (Kulisi¢ 1981: 52).

Fraternity was the main unit of the tribal society that was actually re-
sponsible for ‘its basic gentile character” and the form of the gentile commu-

Church) and on the warrants of the Turkish supreme authorities, whose representative in
Montenegro until the mid seventeenth century was a Turkish landowner (spahija).
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nity from which this society had developed. By its shape, structure and
functions Dinaric fraternity was identical to the patrilineal, patrilocal gens or
exogamous clan (Kuli§i¢ 1957a, 1957b). This is not to say that it may be
identified with the primitive gens, but just that its ‘essence’ was gentile.

In reconstructing zadruga, Kuli§i¢ (1955b) started from Engels’ and
Kovalevski’s conclusion that the South Slavic zadruga — the ‘patriarchal
household community ... sharing property and labour’ (Engels 1979: 43) — is
the transitory form and a step between the matriarchal gentile community
and the modern nuclear family. According to Kuligi¢, the most significant
indicator of such a position and the matriarchal origin of zadruga™ was
precisely its fratriarchal®® rather then patriarchal character.

Zadruga constituted the ‘economic and social essence’ of such ‘for-
matjons’ as the Vlach katuns in the Middle Ages, and fratemities later on.
By invoking the ‘character of production and social relations’, Kuli$i¢ (1963:
9, 1981: 64) borrowed Marx’s findings in his analysis of the ‘shared, imme-
diately socialized labour’ on the example of the “patriarchal industriousness
of the peasant family’ (Marx 1973: 79). The household or zadruga-type
production ‘as Marx already suggested, represents the social function of
family as a whole, where “individual forces act from the outset as organs of
the common, family labor force™. In this point Kuli§i¢, probably unwit-
tingly, approached the solution that was formulated independently by some
French and American anthropologists influenced by Marxism (Meillassoux
1960, 1981; Sahlins 1972) — the idea of the so-called ‘domestic mode of
production’. ‘

On the comparative—historical level, Kuli§i¢ analysed forms of social
organization in the Balkans and the Caucasus,”’ reaching the conclusion that

% In the structure of Dinaric and South Slavic zadruga Kuligi¢ discovered ‘essential ele-
ments’ of a ‘specific’, ‘transitional’ and ‘contradictory’ form that had arisen in the stage of
collapse of primitive matriarchal-gentile relations and gradual formation of the zadruga
family with patrilocal marriage (Kuligi¢ 1963: 9). This stage was ‘frozen’ in Serbian and
Montenegrin wedding customs that focus on the ritual act of introducing the bride into the
bridegroom’s group (Kuligi¢ 1956b).

% This form and ‘historical type’ of zadruga, argues Kuli§i¢, cannot be defined as strictly
patriarchal. In spite of patrilineal kinship and patrilocal marriage, it lacks the structure of the
large (Indo-European) family under the despotic rule of the father or father’s father. The
fratriarchal character of zadruga stems from its egalitarian kinship structure (equality of
generations and genders; democracy in decision-making and management).

T The novelty introduced by Kuli§i¢ in Serbian ethnology was the utilization of Caucasian
data for comparative-historical purposes, probably under the influence of Mark O. Kosven,
the Soviet specialist for the Caucasus and ‘questions of primitive society’. Kulisi¢ claimed to
have established the identity of archaic forms in the Balkans and the Caucasus. On this basis
he concluded that there must have been ‘a broader and considerably older social and ethnic
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these social structures formally belonged to the same type, characterized by
historical longevity and a certain ability to adjust to class-based socio-
economic formations (like feudalism and capitalism). These were secondary
gentile communities, whose basic economic elements — restricted common
production (certain forms of cooperation) and collective ownership (cf.
Garodi 1967) — changed extremely slowly. Kulisi¢ explained the persistence
and/or renewal of gentile forms in the Balkans, the Caucasus and elsewhere
by the similarity of historical conditions that favoured the maintenance of
collective property.

With his book O etnogenezi Crnogoraca [On the Ethnogenesis of
Montenegrins] (1980b) Kulisi¢ attracted the attention of the broader and
political public. The book’s arguments engage in a risky interpretation of
Byzantine and domestic written sources for medieval history, as well as the
existing ethnographic evidence found in the works of Kulisi¢’s predecessors.
The historians, of course, intervened promptly, revealing the real content of
the sources Kuli$i¢ used and the unacceptable way he used them (see Vuk-
devic 1981).

The conclusions to this book represent Kuligi¢’s final settling of ac-
counts with the heritage of ‘older bourgeois science’, the ‘national-
romanticist approach’ of Serbian anthropogeography and ethnology, and the
‘positivist orientation’ of post-war Marxist historiography and archaeology.
The chief originality in Kuli$i¢’s interpretation of ethnogenesis was — unex-
pectedly for many - the explicitly ‘heretical’ statement that Montenegrins,
by their ethnic origin and specific socio-historical and cultural development,
are a separate South Slavic ethnicity and a modern nation. This contradicted
the official view formulated by the party ideologue Milovan Djilas (1947
[1945]): that Serbs and Montenegrins have ‘one and the same (Serbian)
ethnic origin, one root, but their development into nations, the development
of national consciousness, has taken different paths’. According to this view,
until the end of the nineteenth century Montenegrins were an ethnic group
within the Serbian nation, growing into a separate nation after the 1878
Berlin Congress in the process of state- and civil society-building.

Immediately after publication, the book provoked ‘unprecedented
| turmoil’, scholarly controversies and political responses. It served as the
occasion for a public panel discussion The Ethnogenesis of Montenegrins

and the Marxist Definition of the Nation organized by the Marxist Centre of
the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Montenegro (1981).
The topic was not new; it had been present in a highly ideologized guise
since the late 1960s. The dissidents in various scientific disciplines, in rising

substratum’ underlying them, which preceded Indo-Europeans (Kuli§i¢ 1963: 56, see also
1973b, 1973¢, 1974b. Cf.: Martine 1987: 90-1; Kiznije 1996: 34-5, 38).

:
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numbers after 1968, had advocated the idea of the non-Serbian origin,
‘autochthonousness’ of the Montenegrin people and the ‘sovereignty’ of the
Montenegrin nation. Kuli§i¢’s book, which in specialist terms probably did
not deserve the attention it was accorded, was treated as the expression of
the revival of national ‘romanticism’ in domestic science (Djurdjev 1981b:
46), encouraged by the political aspirations for Montenegrin sovereignty and
secession. It was instrumentalized in the politicization of ethnicity and, at a
critical moment, it functioned as the ‘litmus test of being for or against
Montenegrin nationhood’ (Vujovi¢ 1981: 57; Brkovi¢ 1988).

In social reality, however, the scientific pertinence of a discourse says
nothing of its ideological relevance for the members of a given group. From ‘
the perspective of independence Montenegro achieved by the May 2006
referendum, one could argue that Kuli$i¢’s ethnogenetic discourse, regard- ‘
less of his intentions — today we can only speculate about them anyway —
played a part in such an outcome and generally in today’s identity politics.

Conclusion

The characteristic motifs in the narrative about our author — the posts and !
roles he took in his relatively brief active career (a successful museum
official, ideologist and hated polemicist in the profession), his professional
mobility and the paradoxical turn he made in his advanced age — reflect the
specific conditions and main trends in the dynamic of Yugoslav society.
From a pretentious ideologue of supra-national ethnology of the socialist
society — where the national question was allegedly ‘resolved most consis-
tently’ by applying the principles of Marxism—Leninism (the platitude of
brotherhood and unity of all Yugoslav peoples and nationalities) — he turned
into an advocate of Montenegrin nationalism, that is, of the political pro-
gramme that many years later would bring to its end the process of Yugoslav
disintegration, by breaking up its last ‘relic’, the federation of Serbia and
Montenegro. From an ‘ideologically—politically’ conscious ethnologist of
Marxist persuasion, who was always on the alert against signs of ‘meta-
physical thought’ and ideologically unsuitable paradigms in science, he
became a doctrinaire advocate of unilinear evolutionism. He never realized
that his pseudo-historical reconstructions and, particularly, the discourse on
the origin and development of the tribal society in the territory of Montene-
gro and Herzegovina, anecdotally labelled ‘evolutionary structuralism’,
suffer from the same shortcomings that he used to ascribe to others — atem-
porality, schematicism and national romanticism.

What does this individual case tell us about ethnology in the socialist
period? In spite of ideological imperatives that called for a break with the
past, in the new theoretical framework we discover the existence of signifi-
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cant continuities with the pre-war tradition of the discipline — in terms of the
definition of the science’s subject and character; classical topics and grand
questions; and methodological accent — the comparative—historical and
cultural-genetic method.

The contribution of historical materialism in innovating the traditional
paradigm may be viewed from different aspects. At the theoretical-
methodological level, its positive sides are: a consistent, though schematic
and too extensively applied comparativism, at a time when it had all but
disappeared from sight in domestic ethnology; the potentially fruitful ap-
proach to traditional society and culture in terms of an infrastructure—
superstructure dialectic developed in the early 1960s — an approach that
mostly remained an unfulfilled promise, since it was premature and theoreti-
cally ill prepared in comparison with the subsequent development of Marx-
ism and structural Marxism in anthropology. The basic evolutionary ap-
proach and the partial solutions — reconstructions of kinship, ethnic history
and, particularly, folk religion, mythology and customs — that Kuligi¢ pro-
posed under the label of Marxism/historical materialism, won a number of
adherents who continued working in a similar style (e.g. Kosti¢ 1969;
Panteli¢ 1980, 1981; Petrovi¢ 2000a, 2000b, 2002), disregarding the theo-
retical sign or without any explicit theory altogether.

As far as the institutional aspect of scholarly research is concerned, we
can identify the innovations that may be counted among the benefits of the
socialist heritage, such as: collective projects and teamwork, field research
and complex, sometimes interdisciplinary studies of regional wholes, ethnic
and social groups; publication of results (collective monographs, edited
volumes) and systematic museological activity.

Publishing, debates and criticism in the academic community, though
infrequent and contaminated by ideological and personal interests, demon-
strate that historical materialism was not the only, not even the dominant
paradigm, and this also holds for the years of the Cold War and estrange-
ment from the Soviet Union. At that time already there existed an alternative
strategy that opposed antiquarian selection of topics and conjectural history
by the study of contemporary times and the application of ethnological
knowledge in social practice. The critique of ‘Spirinism’, at first implicit,
and then increasingly overt, though politically undesirable and potentially
subversive, could be tolerated when it was voiced in the name of a more
authentic, classical and humanistic Marxism.

The negative assessment of historical materialism within Serbian eth-
nology was a logical outcome of KuliSi¢’s failure to offer the discipline a
more persuasive demonstration of the potentials of Marxist analytical cate-
gories. Further reasons include animosity to Marxism as a consequence of




330 GORDANA GORUNOVIC

ideological saturation, and indifference to anthropological theory in general
until the 1970s. For these and other reasons (such as a shift of interest from
the traditional and rural to the contemporary and urban), the classical issues
of national ethnology and historiography, which in socialism not only sur-
vived but were reworked within the historical-materialist paradigm, are
nowadays largely neglected and abandoned, although many of the problems
involved have remained unsolved.
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