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Czechoslovak Republic and the Formation of  
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(1918–1938) – Part II* 

Our target is to assess how the Czech and the Slovak ethnography developed in the period of 
the First Czechoslovak Republic (1918–1938), whether it displayed international 
connotations, and to what extent it responded to the common European development of this 
discipline. Research contacts between Slavic ethnographers and geographers influenced one 
of the ethnographic research lines in Czechoslovakia, and the evidence for this are the 
application of Jovan Cvijić’s Anthropogeographic School and the application of cultural and 
geographical research line in interwar Czechoslovakia’s science. Between the world wars, 
Czechoslovak ethnographers paid attention to Slovakia and to Carpathian Ruthenia, where 
forms of traditional folk culture still actively lived on. Ethnography in the interwar 
Czechoslovakia can be considered to be an important part of evolving European ethnology. 
Unfortunately, this advancement was interrupted by political development after World War 
II. 
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Чехословачка република и формирање етнографске науке у 
време „прве републике“ (1918–1938) – други део  

Наш циљ је оцена развоја чешке и словачке етнографије у периоду прве Чехословачке 
републике (1918–1938) – да ли је испољавала интернационалне тенденције и у којој је 
мери била усклађена са општим европским развојем дисциплине. Истраживачки 
контакти међу словенским етнографима и географима утицали су на једну од 
етнографских истраживачких линија у Чехословачкој, што доказује примена приступа 
антропогеографске школе Јована Цвијића, те примена културне и географске 
истраживачке линије у међуратној чехословачкој науци. У периоду између два светска 
рата чехословачки етнографи су усмеравали пажњу на Словачку и Карпатску 
Рутенију, где су форме традиционалне народне културе још увек активно живеле. 
Етнографија у међуратној Чехословачкој може се сматрати важним делом европске 
етнологије у развоју. Нажалост, овај напредак прекинула су политичка кретања после 
Другог светског рата.  

 

                                                        
* The article was prepared with the support of the Faculty of Arts of Masaryk University, Brno. 
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Кључне речи: Чехословачка (1918–1938), етнографија, антропогеографија, Словачка и 
Карпатска Рутенија, историја науке 

Theory and Methodology of Czechoslovak Interwar Ethnography 

 In new political and social conditions after World War I we witnessed fur-
ther development of ethnography as a constituted social discipline in the independ-
ent Czechoslovakia. Its societal reputation was affirmed by the participation of the 
ethnographers Lubor Niederle and Karel Chotek as experts in peace negotiations in 
Paris, which after World War I defined the borders of successor states to the dis-
solved Austro-Hungary. Chotek worked as an expert for Slovakia there.1 He main-
tained contacts with Slovak nationalists and for this reason he was present at de-
bates about the wording of the declaration through which the Slovak political repre-
sentation proclaimed its allegiance to the idea of a common states with Czechs on 
October, 30 1918 (Ducháček 2016, 29). During Paris negotiations, he worked with 
Niederle on the delimitation of Slovak boundaries, and together with Czech geogra-
phers, he took part in an expedition that demarcated the boundary between eastern 
Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia based on natural conditions and complicated eth-
nic situation, which was caused by the consciousness of local inhabitants. 

In 1921, ethnography in Czechoslovakia became a university scientific dis-
cipline, after Karel Chotek had been appointed the first professor of general ethnog-
raphy at Comenius University in Bratislava (Podolák 1991, 222). Chotek educated 
the oldest generation of Slovak2 and Czech3 graduate ethnographers, and he also 
conducted fieldwork in Slovakia and elaborated a concept for the Slovak ethno-
graphic research (Chotek 1924). After he had left for Prague4, he started delivering 
lectures on the discipline at Charles University in Prague in 1932, and his Seminar 

                                                        
1 He reached the mentioned reputation as an expert by his ethnographic research. By authority of 
Lubor Niederle, he monitored the ethnic Slovak-Hungarian boundary before World War I. He 
made good use of his knowledge gained in the research in the local monograph on the village of 
Cerovo, which was published in Národopisný věstník českoslovanský [Czechoslavic Ethnographic 
Journal] 1906.  
2 Ján Mjartan (1902–1996), a secondary school teacher, was the head of the Institute of Ethnogra-
phy of the Slovak Academy of Sciences in Bratislava after World War II; Rudolf Bednárik 
(1903–1975), a secondary school teacher; after World War II he became a professor of ethnogra-
phy at Comenius University in Bratislava (Jeřábek 2013, 28). 
3 Antonín Václavík (1892–1959), later a professor of ethnography at Masaryk University in Brno; 
Jan Húsek (1884–1973), a secondary school teacher. He was awarded the first doctoral degree in 
ethnography at Comenius University in Bratislava. Author of works on cultural situation in Slo-
vak-Ruthenian and Moravian-Slovak borderlands (Jeřábek 2007, 87); Vilém Pražák (1889–1976), 
senior lecturer in ethnography at Comenius University in Bratislava and at Charles University in 
Prague. Author of works related to traditional material culture and Czech-German relationship 
(Jeřábek 2013, 154–155). 
4 After Karel Chotek left for Prague, the discipline’s teaching was interrupted at Comenius Uni-
versity in Bratislava, and then ensured by the Russian folklorists Piotr G. Bogatyriov (1893–
1971). During World War II, the lectures in the discipline were delivered by the German ethnog-
rapher Bruno Schier (Paríková 2011, 111). 
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for general ethnography educated the first students; according to several authors, he 
moulded his Prague school of ethnography (Petráňová 2016). Before Chotek’s arri-
val, ethnographic themes were studied in Prague as part of relative disciplines, e.g. 
history of culture, literary science, musicology, and Slavic studies. In was possible 
to study ethnography (Deutsche: Volkskunde) as an independent discipline at the 
German section of Charles University from 1919, the discipline’s guarantors were 
professors Adolf Haufen5 and after him Gustav Jungbauer6 (Lozoviuk 2006, 31–
36).  

Chotek’s disciplinary discourse can be described as being tripartite: 1) po-
litical ethnography; 2) general ethnography; 3) special ethnography. In his theories, 
he grounded on works on evolution by Edward Burnett Tylor,7 and he saw the mis-
sion of the discipline in the research into material culture and in the search for sur-
vivals that he could find in “retreat” areas, where cultural phenomena were pre-
served for economic and natural reasons. Under the term “political ethnography” 
Chotek understood committed participation of ethnographers in the solution of on-
going ethic problems.8 As a private senior lecturer, he delivered the lecture Princi-
pal Issues of Political Ethnography in the Balkans at the Faculty of Arts of Come-
nius University in winter semester 1921/1922 (Moravcová 2006, 101), but already 
in the 1930s he stopped being correct, as resulting from the approved concept of 
Chotek’s course of ethnography at Charles University.9 This term “political ethnog-
raphy” did not appear even later, although Chotek continued delivering lectures fo-
cussed on the Balkans.10  

The situation at Masaryk University in Brno, the capitol of Moravia and the 
second-largest city in Czechoslovakia, developed differently. The efforts to found 

                                                        
5 Adolf Haufen (1863–1930), a German ethnographer, philologist, and literary scientist. He 
worked at German Charles University in Prague from 1898. He dealt with the research into Ger-
man language island Kočevje (Gottschee) in present-day Slovenia, he wrote about the German 
folk song in Bohemia, he worked-out the introduction to German-Czech ethnography, and he pub-
lished a bibliography of German ethnography in Bohemia (1931). He was managing the edition 
Beiträge zur Deutschböhmische / Sudetendeutsche Volkskunde (Jeřábek 2013, 86).  
6 Gustav Jungbauer (1886–1942), a German ethnographer, professor at the German section of 
Charles University from 1933. He dealt with the research into the folk song and literature in the 
Bohemian Forest (Böhmerwald), he treated the history of German ethnography in general (1931) 
and with focus on the Czech lands (Československá vlastivěda, Národopis [Czechoslovakia in All 
Its Aspects, Ethnography] 1936) (Jeřábek 2013, 104–105).  
7 Edward Burnett Tylor (1832–1917), an English anthropologist, a leading person in cultural evo-
lutionism. 
8 He took over the mentioned concept from his teacher Lubor Niederle, who applied it e.g. in his 
work Slovanský svět [The Slavic World] (1909). 
9 Lectures in the branch of general ethnography and Slavic ethnography, the latter one defined as 
cultural and political ethnography, were expected to be given at the new department of ethnogra-
phy. But the latter specialization was deleted by the establishing commission. The term was not 
accepted even after the year 1945 (Moravcová 2006, 109). 
10 In academic years 1932/1933 and 1935/1936, he delivered lectures on Ethnography of the Bal-
kans with Focus on Slavic Lands in Prague (Ducháček 2014, 195). 
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the second Czech university in Brno appeared already before World War I, but 
these encountered resistance from the local Germans. Even though a university, 
named Masaryk University after the founder of the new state, was founded in Brno 
in the same year as the university in Bratislava (1919), the Faculty of Arts was es-
tablished for financial reasons as the last faculty in the year 1921 (Fasora & Hanuš 
2010, 13).  

In Brno, ethnographic themes were taught only within historical geogra-
phy,11 and lectures on folkloristics were given within literary science12 and Slavic 
studies;13 lectures on ethnology were delivered at the Faculty of Natural Science 
within physical anthropology.14 

When Antonín Václavík was awarded the senior lecturer degree at Masaryk 
University in 1933,15 as a private senior lecturer he gave selective lectures, the first 
of which was focussed on the methods of ethnographic research. This theme was in-
teresting for Václavík and he considered it to be problematic, when he studied un-
der Karel Chotek’s leadership in Bratislava.16 From the theoretical and methodolog-
ical point of view, Václavík was influenced mainly by Polish ethnography,17 even 
though he also left for a study trip to Germany and he listened to the lectures given 

                                                        
11 The lectures were given by Bohuslav Horák (1881–1960), professor of historic geography, his-
tory of geography, and historic ethnography (Válka 2016, 18). 
12 Stanislav Souček (1870–1935), professor, a literary historian, and chairman of the Moravian-
Silesian Committee at the State Institute for Folk Song. He dealt with the study of folklore genres 
(folk song, fairy-tale) and the history of collecting (Pavlicová 1993).  
13 Frank Wollman (1888–1968) and Roman O. Jakobson (1896–1982), one of the fathers of the 
structural-functions methods, were among important Slavists, who worked at Masaryk University 
and dealt with folklore (Jeřábek 2013, 98).  
14 The lectures in non-European ethnology were given by Professor Vojtěch Suk (1879–1979), 
author of the handbook Antropologie a národopis [Anthropology and Ethnography] (1929). Be-
sides the non-European countries, he also conducted research in Carpathian Ruthenia (Jeřábek 
2007, 211–212). 
15 Antonín Václavík (1892–1959) studied ethnography and history of art at Professor Karel 
Chotek’s department in Bratislava. Between the world wars, he worked as a government official 
in Bratislava, he cooperated with Slovak museums, and he conducted field research into folk cul-
ture, which resulted in monographs and works devoted to folk art (Jeřábek 2013, 181–183). He is 
often associated with the Moravian school of ethnography (Válka 2010; Altman 2016).  
16 “Students of our generation could hardly wait for a course at which ethnographic [the term 
“národopis” is mentioned in the original] methods and theories or certain phenomena, such as 
particular customs, artistic expressions, shepherd culture, etc., in a systematic strictly historical 
overview would have been taught. The lectures, which in fact were more geographic than ethno-
graphic, did not explain to them what belongs to folk phenomena and what not, and why; this ed-
ucation left the Bratislava students completely forlorn in terms of theory, and was the reason for 
which some of them (and these were very promising students) changed to other disciplines, where 
the methodological bases were clear. No wonder that many of them relied on the history of arts 
and functional structuralism” (Václavík 1952, 141). 
17 During his study trip to Poland, he got to know the work by leading Polish ethnographers, uni-
versity professors Stanisław Poniatowski (1884–1945), Jan St. Bystroń (1892–1964), and Kazim-
ierz Moszyński (1887–1959) (Válka 2016, 21). 
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by the ethnographers Richard Beitel18 and Arthur Byhan19 in the branch of non-
European ethnology. His study trips were also heading to the Balkans (Válka 2016, 
21).  

It was the Czechoslavic Ethnographical Society,20 which published the 
journal Národopisný věstník českoslovanský [Czechoslavic Ethnographic Journal] 
edited by the folklorist Jiří Polívka21 together with Karel Chotek and Jiří Horák, that 
became a research and organizational platform for the interwar ethnography. The 
journal represented Czechoslovak science abroad and it followed European research 
trends, because it also dealt with theoretical and methodological issues, in contrast 
to the renewed journal Český lid [The Czech Folk] edited by Čeněk Zíbrt. After the 
Ethnographical Society handed over its ethnographic collections to the National 
Museum in Prague in 1922, i.e. to the state administration, it could fully focus on its 
research and publication activities (Smrčka 2011, 111). In Slovakia, the “Matica 
Slovenská”, a national cultural organization, included an ethnographic department 
that published the discipline’s periodical Národopisný sborník Matice slovenskej 
[Matica Slovenská Ethnographic Review], which focussed on the treatment of Slo-
vak traditional culture (Slavkovský 2013, 44). The “Muzeálna slovenská 
spoločnost” [Slovak Museum Society] from Martin was another one of nation-wide 
institutions. In 1926, its status changed to the Slovak National Museum, and the 
foundation stone for its new representative building was laid at the 10th anniversary 
of Czechoslovakia. In Bratislava, the Slovak Regional Museum with the nation-
wide focus was active from 1924; ethnography was one of its disciplines.22  

The scientific meticulousness of Czechoslovak interwar ethnography is 
demonstrated by synthetic works published in Československá vlastivěda [Czecho-
slovakia in All Its Aspects], which was to represent the free science of the new 

                                                        
18 Richard Beitl (1900–1982), a Germany ethnographer, and senior lecture at the university in 
Berlin; he cooperated on the Atlas der deutschen Volkskunde, he is co-author of the Wörterbuch 
der deutschen Volkskunde (1936).  
19 Byhan, Arthur (1872–1942), professor of ethnology, and the head at the Museum für 
Völkerkunde in Hamburg.   
20 The Czechoslavic Ethnographical Society was founded in 1891. It supported the organization 
of the Czechoslavic Ethnographic Exhibition 1895, and after the Exhibition it established and op-
erated the independent Czechoslavic Ethnographic Museum until the early 1920s (Smrčka 2011).  
21 Jiří Polívka (1858–1933), a literary scientist and folklorist, professor at Charles University, an 
editor of the journal Národopisný věstník českoslovanský [Czechoslavic Ethnographic Journal]. In 
his research work, he focussed on Slovak tradition, especially fairy-tales. He cooperated with J. 
Bolt on the comments on the fairy-tales by the Grimm brothers. He is author of the summarizing 
work Súpis slovenských rozprávok I–V [Inventory of Slovak Fairy-Tales I-V] (Jeřábek 2013, 151–
153).  
22 The museum was established thanks to the architects D. Jurkovi and J. Hofman, and the histori-
an V. Chaloupecký. The department of ethnography consisted of Czech experts, such as A. 
Václavík (custodian), V. Pražák, J. Vydra, and J. Húsek, and Slovaks experts P. Blaho and P. 
Socháň. The department’s work resulted in a project of complex ethnographic research into Slo-
vakia with scientific assessment of the collections (Slavkovský 2013, 42). 
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democratic state. In the volume Člověk [The Human Being] (1933) Jiří Horák23 
brought up the historical development of ethnographic and folkloristic research with 
focus on folk culture and folk traditions of Czechs and Slovaks, but too many facts 
caused that assessing judgements and general development trends were suppressed. 
The volume Národopis [Ethnography] (1936) written by Karel Chotek and Dra-
homíra Stránská24 dealt with cultural background in tangible and social culture. It 
proceeds from the discipline’s traditional systematics and focussed on traditional 
cultural phenomena in the historical Czech lands, Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthe-
nia, supplemented with demographic data in the introduction. 

Program soupisu národopisného [Programme of Ethnographic Inventory], 
which Karel Chotek published before World War I, was supposed to become a ma-
jor concept for the ethnographic research into the western parts of the new state, i.e. 
for Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia (Chotek 1914). The source materials for an ency-
clopaedia about traditional culture of the Czech ethnic group was gathered using the 
method of regional monographs,25 but the criteria of the project were met only in 
the first volume, a joint publication on Moravian Slovakia,26 an ethnographic area 
in the South-East of Moravia with hitherto living forms of traditional rural culture 
(Niederle 1918, 1922).27 Out of Chotek’s programme, the regional monograph on 
the ethnographic area of Luhačovické Zálesí in eastern Moravia (Václavík 1930) 
with its exhaustive content and quality of pictures in the appendix ranked among the 
representative works of Czechoslovak interwar ethnography.28 It documents au-
thor’s focus on traditional culture in the pre-industrial village but it does not reflect 
modernization processes, so it creates quite an anachronous picture of folk life in 
the researched region. 

Příručka lidopisného pracovníka [Handbook of an Ethnographer] (1936) 
by Drahomíra Stránská is one of the few ethnographic methodological works writ-

                                                        
23 Jiří Horák (1884–1975), a literary scientist, Slavist, folklorist, diplomat, university professor in 
Brno and Prague; after World War II he worked as the director at the Institute for Ethnography of 
the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences; author of the history of Czech and Slovak ethnography 
and folkloristics (Československá vlastivěda, Člověk [Czechoslovakia in All Its Aspects, The 
Human Being] 1933) and books on folk literature and song (Jeřábek 2013, 90–91).  
24 Drahomíra Stránská (1899–1964), an ethnographer at the National Museum in Prague, senior 
lecturer at Charles University. She dealt with the research into material culture of the Czech and 
the Slovak ethnic group (folk house, clothing). She promoted the idea of an ethnographic atlas 
and open-air museums (Válka 1999).  
25 The idea of an encyclopaedia of the Czechoslovak people emerged already at the time of the 
Czechoslavic Ethnographic Exhibition in 1895. The first concept was elaborated by the cultural 
historian Emanuel Kovář, but this was not implemented (Smrčka 2011, 116). 
26 Even in the interwar period, the term Moravian Slovakia was replaced by the correct term, not 
only in professional press, but also in journalism. 
27 The follow-up three volumes published by the Ethnographical Society lacked the complexity, 
and they focussed only on regional traditions (the region of Czech Kladsko), folk visual art (west-
ern Moravia), and agriculture and house (the Pilsen area). 
28 The work was a basis for Václavík´s dissertation at Masaryk University in Brno; he was award-
ed the senior lecturer degree in 1933 (Válka 2016, 20). 
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ten in the interwar Czechoslovakia. Stránská understood ethnographic research as a 
comprehensive matter, so in addition to fieldwork and exploration of historical 
sources she also recommended using the cartographic method and functional ap-
proach.29 The work also includes a detailed systematics of folk culture and a 
throughout bibliography of ethnographic literature published from the time of the 
Czechoslavic Ethnographic Exhibition (1895). Because Czechoslovak ethnography 
adhered to programmatic focus on traditional folk culture, meaning rural culture of 
the national community, the concept of European ethnology could not find a place 
here. Already at that time, the concept promoted comparative research into national 
cultures of European continent as a parallel to the research into other continents.  

International Cooperation between Slavic Ethnographers and  
Geographers  

Ethnography in the interwar Czechoslovakia was not closed within the bor-
ders of its own country, but it featured an international dimension and it developed 
inter-disciplinary cooperation. The above tendencies can be exemplified already be-
fore World War I. During his journey around the Balkans in 1910, Karel Chotek 
could visit South-Slavic museums, and he also met Jovan Cvijić and other leading 
Balkan Slavists and ethnographers (Ducháček 2014, 192). Jovan Cvijić maintained 
contacts with Czech geographers (Martínek 2017). Lubor Niederle applied anthro-
pogeographic research methods; knowledge gained in the fieldwork was exploited 
in peace negotiations in Paris, where Karel Chotek was one of those who co-
formulated a memorandum speaking about the oppression of Slovaks by Hungari-
ans and about the situation of Serbians in southern Hungary. Karel Chotek’s re-
search contacts with South-Slavic geographers were strengthened by electing him a 
corresponding member of the Geographic Society in Belgrade (1932) and by his 
hitherto not very clarified study trip around Yugoslavia in the early 1930s, which 
was linked to awarding him the Saint Sava Order (Ducháček 2014, 196). 

The geopolitical situation after World War I and the formation of Little En-
tente30 were mirrored in the cooperation between scholars from Slavic countries. 
The stipulating cooperation of Slavic ethnographers and geographers resulted in 
common congresses, the first of which took place in Prague in 1924 (Šalamon & 
Švambera 1926). It was Jovan Cvijić who proposed Prague to be the first congress 
venue; among its participants we can find leading researchers who investigated the 
ties between natural environment and traditional culture in particular Slavic coun-
tries, as well the inter-ethnic topics. Besides Jovan Cvijić, the South-Slavic area was 

                                                        
29 “In addition to historical reports and besides the typology of the contemporary life, an ethnog-
rapher shall notice even other aspects. He shall observe the life not only from the static perspec-
tive, meaning its present status, but from the dynamical perspective, as the particular phenomena 
evolved; he also shall pay attention to their function, to their tasks in the life of the folk, and to 
how the folk itself can see them” (Stránská 1936, 17). 
30 Little Entente (1921–1939), a political bloc comprised of Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugo-
slavia; it was directed against Hungarian irredentist struggles to revise the results of World War I. 
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represented by Borivoj Ž. Milojević, Matija Murko, Artur and Milovan Gavazzis, 
and others (Pospíšilová & Válka 2016, 726). Czechoslovak science was represented 
by the ethnographer Karel Chotek, and the literary scientists Jiří Polívka and Jan 
Jakubec; cultural geographers were represented by Jiří V. Daneš,31 Viktor 
Dvorský32 and Jiří Král,33 and the demographer and statistician Antonín Boháč.34  

The Prague congress of Slavic geographers and ethnographers is associated 
with another initiative. The Bulgarian ethnographer Ivan Šišmanov came up with an 
idea of founding a Pan-Slavic Museum named after Pavel Josef Šafařík. After a cer-
tain delay, this idea was taken up by Karel Chotek, who became involved in Nie-
derle’s plan of Slavic Ethnographic Exhibition even before World War I. Chotek 
published a decentralized concept of the Pan-Slavic Museum, which was supposed 
to be discussed at the second congress of Slavic geographers and ethnographers in 
Kraków, but in the end the idea was not implemented for political and economic 
reasons (Horák 1933, 448). 

The Prague congress of Slavic geographers and ethnographers also estab-
lished the Slavic Commission for the Research into Shepherd Culture and Pastoral 
Farming in the Carpathians and Balkans, which consisted of Czechoslovak, Polish, 
and South-Slavic researchers. Volodymyr Kubiyovych35 from Ukraine was elected 
its chairman, and Jiří Král became the representative of Czechoslovakia. The re-
search into Carpathian Ruthenia focussed on monitoring of the ties between Carpa-
thian mountainous settlements and their economic background – montane pastures 
(Polonynas) used in sheep husbandry. The research results were published in a 
monographic form; the work about the village of Boržava (Král 1932–1936) can be 
mentioned as the principal work. Other works dealt with the shepherd culture of 
Hutsuls, and a bibliographic inventory of anthropogeographic works was published 
(Král 1935).  

                                                        
31 Jiří Viktor Daneš (1880–1928), professor of geography at Charles University in Prague; a trav-
eller and diplomat; author of the book Jovan Cvijić. K jeho šedesátým narozeninám [Jovan Cvijić. 
On the Occasion of His Sixtieth Birthday] (1925) (Jeřábek 2007, 41–42). 
32 Viktor Dvorský (1882–1960), professor of geography at Charles University in Prague; author 
of publications focused on the South-Slavic environment (Slovenia, Monte Negro); founder of 
Czech anthropogeography (Jeřábek 2007, 47). 
33 Jiří Král (1893–1975), university professor at Charles University and Comenius University in 
Bratislava; an anthropogeographer; in addition to geography he dealt with the research into Car-
pathian pastoral farming. Based on his field research in Carpathian Ruthenia he published several 
monographs on Ruthenian villages.  
34 Antonín Boháč (1882–1950), a demographer; senior lecturer at Charles University in Prague; a 
government official; he monitored ethnic and population situation in Czechoslovakia; he studied 
ethnic minorities (Jeřábek 2007, 30). 
35 Volodymyr Kubiyovych (Włodzimierz Kubijowicz, 1900–1985), a Ukrainian anthropogeogra-
pher; senior lecturer at the university in Kraków, who participated in the research into Carpathian 
shepherd culture. Author of the work Pastýřský život v Podkarpatské Rusi I [Shepherd Life in 
Carpathian Ruthenia] (1935). 
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Research contacts between Slavic ethnographers and geographers influ-
enced one of the ethnographic research lines in Czechoslovakia, and the evidence 
for this are the application of Jovan Cvijić’s Anthropogeographic School and the 
application of cultural and geographical research line in interwar Czechoslovakia’s 
science. Besides Karel Chotek, it is necessary to mention the work by Drahomíra 
Stránská who left for a study stay at University of Belgrade in 1925, where she 
could acquaint herself with South-Slavic museum collections and she made several 
field journeys.36 Stránská got to know Jovan Cvijić’s work only through his stu-
dents37, and she tried to apply the principles of the cultural and geographic line in 
her own scientific work. She was one of the main promoters of the idea of an eth-
nographic atlas in Czechoslovakia, and she took many particular actions with the 
goal to implement it. She saw the basic benefit of the ethno-cartographic method in 
discovering cultural streams that formed Czech and Slovak folk culture situated at 
the crossings of eastern and western influences (Stránská 1934–1935). She is author 
of the project of a Czechoslovak open-air museum, which was to be establish in 
Prague, but her departure from the National Museum, and World War II did not al-
low her to implement the idea. Based on her knowledge acquired in the Balkans, 
Stránská installed in Prague two big exhibitions on pastoral farming in the Durmitor 
Mountains in Monte Negro, and on folk culture of Bulgarians.38 

The cooperation with geographers was not accepted in general in interwar 
Czechoslovakia’s ethnography. Antonín Václavík raised reservations about connec-
tion of ethnography with other disciplines. As obvious, Václavík defended the sove-
reignty of ethnography and its specific methodological procedures based on the 
field research and interpretation of ethnographic material.39  

                                                        
36 Her field journeys led to Šumadija, Banat, Skopje, and Dubrovnik (Mevaldová & Tauberová 
2011, 10).  
37 Even though specialized literature published an information that D. Stránská studied at Profes-
sor J. Cvijić’s department (Johnová 1965, 55), the source material from her estate does not con-
firm this. She maintained correspondence with J. Erdeljanović and B. Ž. Milojević (Štěpánová 
1999, 8). 
38 Using the domestic materials, she organized a large exhibition Slovenské Tatry – kraj i lid [Ta-
tra Mountains – the Region and the People] (1933), where she made good use of her research in 
Slovakia (Mevaldová & Tauberová 2011, 22).  
39 “Chaotic ideas about the subject-matter and goals of ethnography led to the fact that ethnogra-
phy was affiliated as a pendant to different sciences based on the subjective meaning of particular 
people – sometimes even dilettantes in the branch. So we could see ethnography alongside geog-
raphy, fully in concurrence with the organization of “geographic-ethnographic” congresses, and 
using geographic methods which purely describe and do not explain. The additional knowledge 
about ethnography was seen in a detailed description of facts” (Václavík 1952, 142). 
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Ethnographic Research in Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia  

Between the world wars, Czechoslovak ethnographers paid attention to 
Slovakia40 and to Carpathian Ruthenia, where forms of traditional folk culture still 
actively lived on, showing ties to wider cultural areas – the Carpathian and the Pan-
nonian ones. It was possible to study the genesis of tangible and spiritual cultural 
phenomena; moreover, the ethnic composition of both countries created a platform 
to observe cultural exchanges and inter-ethnic influences. The hinterland for the in-
terdisciplinary field research was provided by the above-mentioned Commission for 
the Research into Shepherd Culture and Pastoral Farming and by the Committee 
for the Research into Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia; the latter was established 
at the Slavic Institute in Prague in 1929. The ethnographer Karel Chotek was 
charged with acting as Secretary of the Committee (Horák 1933, 449).  

The results of ethnographic research into traditional rural culture in both 
countries appeared in the above-mentioned synthetic works in Československá vlas-
tivěda [Czechoslovakia in All Its Aspects] (1933, 1936), and in illustrated summa-
rizing monographs by Bohumil Vavroušek (1925; 1929a, 1929b), which dealt with 
vernacular architecture and sacral monuments of folk origin. Living forms of Slo-
vak folk culture became a subject-matter of ethnographic and folkloristic investiga-
tion and discussions about their safeguarding and protection from decline as a con-
sequence of continuing modernization of rural life.  

The rural house in Slovakia featured distinctive forms that became a basis 
for many regional types. These were moulded by diverse natural environment, cul-
tural influences, economic and social factors, and ethnic composition of the inhabit-
ants. The first monograph on vernacular architecture in Slovakia (1925) was pub-
lished by Josef Vydra.41 In this monograph, Vydra entered into a debate with art 
historians over the dependence of the rural house on stylized architecture.42 Antonín 
Václavík in his works focussing on different forms of Slovak visual arts also de-
fended the above assertions about the autochthonousness of folk culture´s phenom-
ena (Václavík 1936; 1937). As an advocate of production movement, he empha-
sized ties to economic prosperity, whereby these ties were, in folk life, fulfilled by 
visual artefacts (Václavík 1936). Another Václavík’s work written in Slovakia 
touched ethnic issues and cultural exchange. His monograph on Croatian Grob, a 

                                                        
40 K. Chotek brought up the concept of ethnographic research in the Program slovenského 
národopisného súpisu [Programme of Slovak Ethnographic Inventory] (1924). 
41 Josef Vydra (1884–1959), a fine artists, ethnographer, and art historian. Between the world 
wars, he worked in Slovakia. Author of monographs on vernacular architecture, ceramics, blue 
print, reverse glass paintings, and clothing. He also dealt with folk production and its protection 
against extinction (Jeřábek 2007, 254–255).  
42 “Folk art is not a garbage from higher artistic cultures, but a basis and forerunner from which 
those higher cultures evolved. We can admit a kind of reversal conversion of higher culture to the 
lower ones, an influence of high art on folk creation, whereas such influence is only a fragment of 
all other influences” (Vydra 1925, 22). 
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village in south-western Slovakia, where a Croatian minority lived43, dealt with the 
question to what extent the Croatians influence the culture of majority Slovaks 
(Václavík 1925). 

The interwar period in Slovakia saw intensive folkloristic research initiated 
by Frank Wollmann, professor at Comenius University in Bratislava.44 The Russian 
Slavist Piotr Grigorievich Bogatyriov delivered lectures in Slavic ethnography at 
Comenius University in Bratislava at the time of his activity in Czechoslovakia in 
the second half of the 1930s.45 Bogatyriov applied the method of structural linguis-
tics on ethnographic material, in particular on folk theatre and staged expressions in 
folk customs. He published some of his works that concerned this theme in Carpa-
thian Ruthenia, such as family cycle of ceremonies and church feasts and festival, in 
the journals Český lid [The Czech Folk] and Národopisný věstník českoslovanský 
[Czechoslavic Ethnographic Journal].  

Many Czech literary works46 as well as anthropogeographers’ research, 
which we mentioned in the previous chapter, aimed at the recognition of life and 
traditional culture in Carpathian Ruthenia. Amalie Kožmínová47 became an enthu-
siastic exponent of Ruthenian culture. When she published her monograph on Car-
pathian Ruthenia soon after World War I, she tried to inform the Czech public about 
that “unknown” country based on her own field research and in a comprehensive 
way (Kožmínová 1922). Even though the period criticism reproached her for the 
non-systematic and non-critical nature of her assertions, and sometimes even unpro-
fessionalism, the author brought a lot of authentic information about Ruthenian re-
ality immediately after World War I, and the publication became one of the basic 
sources to know Carpathian Ruthenia and its folk culture. The work radiates 

                                                        
43 Croatians got to south-western Slovakia and South Moravia in the 16th century, as a conse-
quence of Turkish invasions in the Balkans (Botík 2001). 
44 Frank Wollman (1888–1969), a literary scientist, Slavist, and folklorist; university professor at 
universities in Bratislava and Brno. Author of the work Slovesnost Slovanů [Folk Literature of 
Slavs] (1928) and other comparative works dealing with Slavic literatures. Results of a collecting 
action in Slovakia, which he managed, were published as Slovenské ľudové rozprávky. Výber zo 
zapisov z rokov 1928–1947 I–III [Slovak Folk Fairy-Tales. An anthology of records from 1928–
1947 I–III] (1993–2004) (Jeřábek 2007, 259–260). 
45 Piotr Grigorievich Bogatyriov (1893–1971), a Russian Slavist, folklorist, and linquist; senior 
lecturer at Comenius University in Bratislava between 1936 and 1939. In Czechoslovakia, he ap-
plied his functional-structural methods in the works Funkcia kroja na Moravskom Slovensku [The 
Function of Folk Costumes in Moravian Slovakia] (1937) and Lidové divadlo české a slovenské 
[Czech and Slovak Folk Theatre] (1940). See Jeřábek 2013, 33–35.  
46 The then reality of life in Carpathian Ruthenia was exemplified by the Czech writer Ivan 
Olbracht (1882–1952). His Nikola Šuhaj loupežník [Nikola Šuhaj the Robber] (1933) is the most 
famous one among his stories and novels aimed at social problems.  
47 Amalie Kožmínová (1876–1951), a teacher and enthusiastic promoter of folk art, as resulting 
from her journal articles and the book Svéráz v zemích československých [Svéráz /Peculiarity/ in 
the Czechoslovak Lands] (1921), which she published together with Renata Tyršová (Jeřábek 
2007, 119). 
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Kožmínová’s social awareness and her struggle to improve the living standard of 
Ruthenian women through the promotion of their hand-made artistic products.  

In contrast to Kožmínová, Sergei Konstantinovich Makovsky48 was scepti-
cal about further existence of the traditional forms of Ruthenian folk art. His mono-
graph Lidové umění Podkarpatské Rusi [The Folk Art in Carpathian Ruthenia], 
which observes the aesthetical value of Ruthenian wood-carving, ceramics, cloth-
ing, embellishments, embroideries and fabrics, focused on distinctive expressions of 
those traditional forms (Makovsky 1925). The author presented the above artefacts 
at Prague exhibition Art and Life in Carpathian Ruthenia (1924).  

Traditional culture of Carpathian Ruthenia was most distinctively substan-
tiated by log churches (cerkve), and many art historians, architects and ethnog-
raphers dealt with the research into them. Valuable documents on Ruthenian sacral 
architecture were acquired by Florian Zapletal,49 but he did not succeed in publish-
ing them in a summary, as Bohumil Vavroušek in his Církevní památky na Pod-
karpatské Rusi [Church Monuments in Carpathian Ruthenia] (Vavroušek 1929b) 
did. The interwar research into vernacular architecture in Carpathian Ruthenia was 
terminated by the monograph Dřevěné stavby v karpatské oblasti [Timber Buildings 
in the Carpathian Region] (1940), which was published by the Slavic Institute in 
Prague with the foreword written by Karel Chotek. Its author Volodymyr 
Sichynśkyi50 set Ruthenians’ building tradition into a wider Carpathian and Europe-
an historical and geographical context. He devoted one chapter to the house in rural 
environment and in the small town; he also explained the genesis of sacral construc-
tions and he elaborated their typology. He also reflected on the “joint” creativity 
and that of particular master carpenters. The voluminous list of literature refers to 
international interest in log constructions in Carpathian Ruthenia and their im-
portance for European culture.  

Other components of traditional culture in Carpathian Ruthenia are defined, 
even though only briefly, by Karel Chotek and Drahomíra Stránská in Českoslo-
venská vlastivěda [Czechoslovakia in All Its Aspects], in the volume Národopis 
[Ethnography] (1936). Through this, Ruthenian ethnographic material was integrat-
ed into wider genetic-typological connections, and while evaluating it, Karel 
Chotek stated: “I do not hesitate to declare that in Slovakia and especially in Car-
pathian Ruthenia, survivals and residues from the oldest periods has been pre-
served in particular components of material and spiritual culture, and in social 
forms. However, later periods left their mark there.” (Chotek 1936, 146). 

                                                        
48 Sergey Konstantinovich Makovsky (1877–1962), a Russian art historian, poet, and author of 
exhibitions of art. After the Bolshevik seizure of power he lived in exile.  
49 Florian Zapletal (1884–1969), a journalist and historian of culture. He came to Carpathian Ru-
thenia as an officer with the Austro-Hungarian Armed Forces during World War I; after the war 
he worked there shortly as a Czechoslovak government official. He collected a large set of photos 
and drawings of Ruthenia’s log architecture; the set is part of several museum collections now. 
The photos taken by Zapletal were published only after his death in the book Holzkirchen in den 
Karpaten / Wooden churches in the Carpatians (1982) by P. R. Magocsi. 
50 Volodymyr Sichyśkyi (1894–1962), a Ukrainian architect. 
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With the disintegration of Czechoslovak Republic, the ties to Carpathian 
Ruthenia were interrupted; after World War II, Carpathian Ruthenia was unified 
with Soviet Ukraine. The research on Ukrainians – Ruthenians continued only in 
eastern Slovakia, where the museum in Svidník became its centre.  

Conclusion 

The First Czechoslovak Republic is an important stage of development in 
the history of Czech and Slovak ethnologies. The search for new state’s identity 
was mirrored in the interest in folk culture, even though the authors defined and as-
sessed it in a different way. Left-wing intellectuals advanced, besides rural culture, 
also omitted expressions of urban and labourers’ culture, which related to the re-
definition of the word “folk”. Ethnographic material helped seek for arguments in 
favour of the idea of Czechoslovakism; this idea was based on the political doctrine 
of one nation with two branches. The “Czechoslovak nation” created the needful 
majority in the new state due to large minorities of Sudetenland and Carpathian 
Germans, Hungarians, Ruthenians, and Poles. The interwar Czechoslovakia was a 
unitary multi-ethnic state, and even though it adhered to democratic principles, this 
did not avert its dissolution as a consequence of international and domestic situation 
in 1939.  

After World War II we witnessed strong criticism of Czechoslovak inter-
war ethnography. According to the Soviet model, it was, as a “bourgeois science”, 
accused of positivism and absence of theoretical thinking (Nahodil & Kramařík 
1952). These opinions appeared again after 1989, when the society coped with the 
past, in defending the young “Communist-oriented” generation of students of eth-
nography at Charles University in Prague, who were members of the “Marxist cir-
cle” after World War II (Skalník 2002). It remains a question to what extent the 
above-mentioned criticism of Czechoslovak interwar ethnography was objective.  

Opposite assessing attitudes tried to prove that interwar Czechoslovakia’s 
leading ethnographers were well versed in discipline’s European discourse of the 
time, and that they played a positive role in the formation of ethnographic science 
(Ducháček 2016). Besides Professor Karel Chotek and his students, it was also 
Drahomíra Stránská who – due to her scientific studies and activities as an organiz-
er – took an important part in the formation of ethnography in the period of the First 
Czechoslovak Republic. The words of Antonín Václavík, another one of disci-
pline’s representatives in the interwar period, document the efforts to anchor 
Czechoslovak ethnography in terms of theory and methodology. Václavík opposed 
both the art-historian methods used in the assessment of folk art, and the association 
of ethnography with geography. Czechoslovak folkloristics with its inventories, the 
application of new methods, and the interpretation of materials using the functional-
structural analysis was at European level. Czechoslovak ethnographers maintained 
international research contacts not only within the Slavic world.  

As resulting from what has been mentioned above, Czechoslovak interwar 
ethnography responded to the development in the discipline, and it featured diverse 
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research methods as well as interpretations of ethnographic materials acquired in 
field research or through the study of sources. Dominating is the research into tradi-
tional rural culture that, as a consequence of the lifestyle modernization, was sub-
ject to extinction, or it was transformed and it received new functions, even though 
the Czechoslovak avant-garde pointed out the research on working classed and ur-
ban culture. Research was conducted in all historical lands that constituted the First 
Czechoslovak Republic. It gave rise to synthetic works within the Československá 
vlastivěda [Czechoslovakia in All Its Aspects], as well as to monographs dealing 
with particular forms of culture, such rural house, folk dress, visual art, phenomena 
of social culture, and folklore expressions. In parallel, the ethnographic research on 
the Sudetenland and Carpathian Germans developed, with the German section of 
Charles University in Prague as well as other regional and local museums and so-
cietal organizations being its centre.  
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