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The Museum of Ethnography and its exotic collections

János Gyarmati

The Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum was founded in 1872, a year before the establishment of the Ethnologisches Museum in Berlin and three years before the creation of the k.u.k. Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum in Vienna. In terms of its foundation date alone, the department from which the Museum of Ethnography eventually developed did not lag behind similar Western European museums at the moment of its birth. The sad fact is that compared to major European museums, the Museum of Ethnography was at an insurmountable disadvantage from the moment it was born since it had but a single collection at the time, namely the one on which its creation was based.

The Hungarian National Museum was founded exactly seven decades earlier, in 1802, from the private collection of Count Ferenc Széchényi, whose collecting activity did not extend to Hungarian peasant culture or the culture of non-European peoples. The latter can perhaps be attributed to the fact that royal collections resembling the ones in Western Europe did not evolve in Hungary, a country which for long centuries was part of the Habsburg Empire, while the emergence of aristocratic and other collections was seriously inhibited by the more modest wealth of the country’s elite, as well as by the lack of independent trade relations and overseas colonies owing to the subordination to Vienna and, even more importantly, the apparent lack of interest in the collection of artefacts from overseas regions. Even the Fejérváry Collection, one of the most outstanding private collections in Hungary created in the early 19th century, included but a handful of oriental pieces, and no more than a few American and African artefacts (BINCSIK 2005; GYARMATI 2005b). Even these items were taken out of Hungary when Ferenc Pulszky, the later director of the Hungarian National Museum, sold the collection he had inherited during his émigré years in London following the crushing of the 1848–1849 Revolution and War of Independence (GIBSON–WRIGHT 1988).

The fate of Antal Reguly’s Siberian collection assembled between 1843 and 1846, during his research of the prehistory of the ancient Hungarians, is a sad illustration of this situation. Reguly’s ethnographic and archaeological artefacts arrived to the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in 1847.[1] The collection was displayed to the public and then taken to the Hungarian National Museum, where it remained packed in the crates in the museum’s corridors (JANKÓ 1902a:338; BALASSA 1954:50). One part of this collection became dispersed (PÁPAI 1890:117– 118) or perished. The Department of Ethnography eventually received and inventoried 58 items, of which no more than 42 can be identified today following the transfers to other museums and the deaccessions (KODOLÁNYI 1959:301).
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Figure 1.1 Antal Reguly

 

Aside from the Reguly Collection, the department received a few dozen ethnographic artefacts and archaeological finds through donations prior to 1869,[2] but these did not add up to even a hundred pieces (XÁNTUS 1892:298), and they were only accessioned into the museum’s collection after the founding of the Department of Ethnography. The few Hungarian ethnographic artefacts of the museum’s so-called Kaes technological collection suffered an even more sorry fate. János Xántus sadly describes how these pieces were in everyone’s way and how the collection was eventually divided between the University of Technology and various associations (XÁNTUS 1892:298). The dispersal of this collection can, in a sense, be seen as a predestined turn of events because these artefacts did not represent a generally accepted aesthetic value at the time and neither did they originate from regions with a high cultural prestige – they were thus of little value to both the museum’s directorship and the general public.

Xántus’s East Asian expedition brought a profound change – even if only a temporary one – in this respect. After Hungary had regained a part of the independence following the 1867 Compromise with the Habsburg Monarchy, Baron József Eötvös, Minister of Religion and Public Education commissioned Xántus, who had returned to Hungary in 1864 after his émigré years in North America, during which time he had collected natural history specimens for various institutions,[3] to participate in the Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition planned for 1868–1870, and to assemble a collection for the foundation of the planned Museum of Ethnography.[4] The expedition was one of the roughly one hundred cultural and diplomatic missions and research expeditions conducted by the ships of the Habsburg Monarchy between 1776 and 1913 to overseas lands (HATSCHEK 2001:86). After partially regaining her independence, Hungary could participate in these journeys, even if only in a subordinate role.[5]
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Figure 1.2 János Xántus

 

The agreement with Xántus clearly specified that the “aim of the assignment was to enlarge the natural history and ethnographic collections, as well as the libraries of the Hungarian National Museum, the Hungarian Academy of Sciences and the Hungarian Royal University of Sciences through collection, purchase and exchange” (SÁNDOR 1951:191), indicating that the collection of natural history specimens and ethnographic artefacts both figured prominently among his tasks. Xántus was provided with the necessary equipment, and “the choice of the objects he collected was left to his expertise, ingenuity and practical experience.”[6] Xántus set off on December 31, 1868, some time after the departure of the Austrian expedition. He accepted the assignment under pressure from his superiors. Rejecting the superiority of the Austrian expedition and especially of its leader, Karl Scherzer, he stipulated that “if he saw fit, he would leave the expedition and continue his collecting activity where and when and as he saw fit.” The separation occurred on October 29, 1869 in Yokohama, in part owing to changes in the Austrian expedition’s route, and in part owing to personal quarrels (SÁNDOR 1951:192). Xántus continued his collecting activity independently in South-East Asia, returning to Hungary in November 1870.[7] The overall expenses of his journey amounted 38,000 Forints, which included the transportation and insurance of the two hundred crates containing the collected material (13,000 Forints), and the 5000 Forints covering his travel and other expenditures. The remaining 20,000 Forints had been spent on 2690 ethnographic, 96,050 zoological, 65,000 botanical, 428 geological and 976 numismatic artefacts, alongside 300 manuscripts and books, adding up to a total of 165,444 items (SÁNDOR 1951:195).

Shortly after Xántus’s return, Mór Jókai, the period’s acclaimed novelist visited the Hungarian National Museum to view the collection. From what he saw, Jókai concluded that “the most pressing task is to unite these [artefacts] in a separate department of ethnography and to entrust them to an independent curator, for this department can become a source of both scholarly education and delight for the public, as well as of practical knowledge. It is our hope that these treasures will be made accessible to the public as swiftly as possible.”[8] While the suggestion to create an independent department of ethnography might seem a little surprising in the light of the above, even considering the overwhelming effect of the roughly two and a half thousand exotic oriental objects never previously seen by the visitor, the growth of various fields of scientific research into independent disciplines and the birth of the associated institutions was not far away. The separation of the Department of Geology and Palaeontology occurred the same year, in 1870, followed by the separation of the botanical material from the Department of Zoology. The Department of Ethnography was founded in 1872, followed by the foundation of the Museum of Applied Arts with a collection assembled from the ethnographic and antiquities collections of the Hungarian National Museum on the occasion of the Vienna World Expo in 1873 (SZALAY ET AL. 1902:34–35).

An enthusiastic report appeared in Fővárosi Lapok (1871:514), when the material collected by Xántus was put on display for the public: “No-one had even thought of the creation of an ethnographic collection until now, and had we not been blessed with a Hungarian government (and a Baron Eötvös serving in it) at the time of the East Asian expedition, and were we not fortunate enough to have a Xántus, we would still have to travel to Berlin or Munich to behold the arts of East Asia.” These sentiments are an eloquent expression of the profound and stimulating role played by the period’s scholarly research and by the various institutions of scientific and public education in promoting a sense of nationhood and in nourishing a national identity, and their impact on public thought. It must be borne in mind that only a few years had elapsed since the 1867 Compromise, which had restored some of Hungary’s independence, and the daunting task of creating a national culture, a national science and a national economy still loomed ahead.

In addition to enthusiastic reviews, a few critical voices could also be heard about Xántus’s trip. Published in the 1869 issue of Archaeologiai Értesítő was an article lamenting the squander of funds on objects, which no-one would miss, at a time when Hungarian archaeological antiquities could not be purchased owing to the lack of money, as a result of which they ended up in foreign museums. It is impossible not to hear the thinly-veiled undertones of professional jealousy coloured by incomprehension coming from a socially accepted, but undersubsidised discipline against a nascent, still largely unrecognised discipline.

An exhibition of the collection assembled by Xántus, so enthusiastically urged by Jókai, was probably opened after Pentecost 1871, most likely in June. The material was displayed in twelve large, 4 m high glass cases set up in the Department of Natural History of the Hungarian National Museum (SÁNDOR 1951:185, 197). The 2533 artefacts from China, Japan and the South-East Asian islands were accompanied by labels in Hungarian and German inscribed with a brief description of each item (XÁNTUS 1871), conforming to the changes he urged in his critique of the museum’s exhibitions after his return from his American exile (XÁNTUS 1864). In recognition of his achievements and his activities on behalf of the museum, on March 5, 1872, the Minister of Religion and Public Education appointed Xántus “ethnographic custodian of the museum”, i.e. the head of the Hungarian National Museum’s newly founded Department of Ethnography.[9]
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Almost immediately after his appointment, Xántus submitted an ambitious plan concerning the Hungarian ethnographic material to be displayed at the Vienna World Expo of 1873, which appeared also in the March 16, 1872 issue of Fővárosi Lapok. Set down in his article “The Hungarian folklore exhibition,” was Xántus’s vision of the presentation of a Hungarian ethnographic collection (SELMECZI KOVÁCS 1997:12). He explained the need for a nation-wide collection of artefacts in order to create “as full a collection as possible of our craft industry for ourselves and for posterity. The items intended for display in Vienna should by all means be brought back and exhibited in a suitable place, whereby they will form the basis of a craft industry museum” (XÁNTUS 1872:267). In other words, Xántus planned to deposit this material in an independent museum, rather than together with the “international” collection he had brought back from Asia (FEJŐS 2000B:79). The Minister of Religion and Public Education appointed Xántus and Flóris Rómer as the commissioners of the collection of the craft industry products to be sent to the Vienna exhibition (SÁNDOR 1953:328–329). The pair collected some four thousand artefacts within a few months; before being sent to Vienna, the collection was shown to the Hungarian public in early 1873 (GRÁFIK 1997:35, 37).

Xántus was sorely disappointed when the material collected in this manner was not given to the Department of Ethnography after the Vienna Expo. The Minister of Religion and Public Education decreed that this collection, together with the majority of the objects acquired by Xántus in East Asia – “all the items with an artistic or decorative value,” as he sadly lamented – be given to the Ministry of Trade and the Museum of Applied Arts, which at the time was still in statu nascendi under the roof of the Hungarian National Museum (XÁNTUS 1874B:1). The government’s rationale behind the decision, which pained Xántus, was that a newly founded Museum of Applied Arts would stimulate the development of Hungarian craft industry.

The documents differ as to number of East Asian artefacts transferred to the Museum of Applied Arts. The earliest document, signed by Xántus on March 18, 1874, lists 1120 items handed over to the Museum of Applied Arts and 327 items to the Department of Antiquities following the directive issued by Director Ferenc Pulszky.[10] Some fifteen years later, Xántus describes the artefacts handed over at the time as “the 1300 most beautiful and most valuable objects”,[11] while his successor, János Jankó, mentions 1060 items.[12] The numbers appear to be rather exaggerated in all three instances: the catalogue to the renewed exhibition listed 2150 Japanese, Chinese and South-East Asian objects (XÁNTUS 1874B), after Xántus re-inventoried the “debris of the departments”[13] and merged the various objects from America, India, Australia and New Zealand into what had remained of the former collection. The figure of 2150 is less by a mere 383 than the number of items displayed at the original exhibition of 1871. The difference between the two figures remains well below a thousand even if the pieces from Xántus’ personal collection, presented as a collection made over in perpetuity to the renewed exhibition are included.[14]

Xántus regarded the period after the Vienna World Expo as “years of stagnation and vegetation” because between 1872 and 1887 the department did not receive a single penny from the government for purchases, although he had to admit that in the lack of display premises, purchases would have been senseless anyway (XÁNTUS 1892:299–300). His department had to contend with a few large glass cases in the long corridor of the museum’s Department of Mineralogy (JANKÓ 1902a:341).

Disregarding various items inventoried in 1874, which had been acquired earlier, the department’s collection grew by a mere 188 non-European items during this period, which were without exception gifts from Asia.

Changes in the department’s situation began from the later 1880s. In 1886, Franz Heger, director of the Department of Anthropology and Ethnography of the Hofmuseum in Vienna, visited Budapest in order to study Xántus’ material from Borneo.[15] Heger was fascinated by the collection, deeming it a peerless collection (SÁNDOR 1970:355). It is not known whether Heger’s visit played a role in this respect, but it is a fact that on the suggestion of Imre Szalay, councillor to the Minister of Religion and Public Education (and later director of the Hungarian National Museum), the Department of Ethnography received an annual budget of 500 Forints for purchases from 1887 and that Szalay made every effort to secure the funds necessary for obtaining certain outstanding collections (XÁNTUS 1892:301).[16] This welcome change had an almost immediate effect, resulting in the growth of the collection: in 1888 and 1889, the department purchased various African, Latin American and Oceanic items from A. G. Frank, an art dealer based in London, while a special grant ensured the acquisition of Károly Pápai’s collection of 569 objects from Siberia and Béla Vikár’s Finnish collection of 198 artefacts. That the department’s fortunes improved is reflected also in the growing number of offers from art dealers specialising in exotic artworks.[17]

Other, more profound changes occurred too in Hungarian ethnographic studies during these years, which had both a direct and an indirect impact on the Department’s later history. Several ethnographic courses were launched at Budapest University from the 1870–1880s, most important among which were János Hunfalvy’s lectures on the peoples of the world (“Universal folklore and ethnography”) and Aurél Török’s on ethnology, part of the physical anthropological curriculum (KÓSA 2001:110–111), reflecting the gradual social acceptance of the new discipline. Significant advances are marked by the foundation of the Ethnographic Society in 1887 and the launching of Ethnographia, the society’s scholarly journal in 1890. The newly founded society immediately took up the cause of the Department of Ethnography, sending a delegation to the Minister of Religion and Public Education and campaigning for the support of this discipline and the museum with parliamentary speeches (KÓSA 2001:106). The most significant event was the exhibition planned for the one thousandth anniversary of the foundation of the Hungarian state. Antal Hermann, one of the founders of the Ethnographic Society, argued that “the most appropriate celebration of the millennium would be the opening of a grand national ethnographic exhibition in an independent ethnographic museum” (HERMANN 1891:22). He called for the display of the artefacts of Hungarian peasant culture at the millennial exhibition and for their deposition in an independent museum. Xántus voiced similar arguments because he felt that the national exhibition for the millennial celebrations would be virtually the last chance to create a Hungarian ethnographic collection in view of the decline of traditional peasant culture, which had become strongly endangered by the spread of industrialisation (Xántus 1892:304). However, as Xántus wryly noted in a report dated January 27, 1888, any advances in this respect could only be made if the Department of Ethnography received new premises.[18] His pleas were eventually heeded and the ethnographic collection was relocated to the so-called Várkert Bazaar at the foot of Castle Hill in 1892. The new premises, however, were so humid that it would soon have caused the destruction of the entire collection (SZEMKEŐ 1997:57–58). In order to avoid this, the Ministry first rented an apartment in a three-storey building in Csillag Street in the Inner City District of Pest, and eventually rented the entire building. Xántus retired the next year (and died shortly afterwards, in December 1894), and was replaced by János Jankó (1868–1902), a geographer by profession, who had already been on collecting trips to Africa. Equally important in the Department’s history was the appointment of Imre Szalay (1846–1917) as director of the Hungarian National Museum, who had earlier strongly supported the collection’s enlargement and continued to do so in his new capacity too. He had hardly occupied his new post, when Jankó outlined his plan for the structuring of the collection, in which he envisioned three major units: a sub-department for the Hungarian material, another one for the kindred peoples related to the Hungarians, and a third for the other peoples of the world (SZEMKEŐ 1997:59).[19] This planned structure was reflected in the collection and research strategy later elaborated by him and his successors. This basic structure remained virtually unchanged: the current collections of the Museum of Ethnography are organised around these three units.
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Parallel to building the museum in Csillag Street, Jankó was entrusted with the task of creating an ethnographic village for the millennial exhibition (Szemkeő 1997:61). The ethnographic village, one of the first of its kind worldwide, was successfully built by 1896 and presented twelve Hungarian and twelve non-Hungarian homesteads from Hungary (KÓSA 2001:108), which were taken to the museum in Csillag Street after the exhibition was dismantled in autumn (GRÁFIK 2002:10).

The preparations for the millennial celebrations were in themselves a daunting task. Parallel to a veritable boom in the collection of Hungarian ethnographic artefacts, the non-European collections too grew at a formerly unimaginable dynamic pace. Antal Ribényi, the parish priest of Kispest (then a settlement near Pest, now an outlying district of Budapest) appealed to the missionaries working in various parts of the world to collect ethnographic objects, from whose sale he hoped to raise the funds necessary for the construction of a church. Ribényi planned to display the over five thousand Asian, African and American objects, which had been sent in response to his appeal, as part of the millennial exhibition. The material was eventually exhibited in the Hungarian National Museum as part of an exhibition organised by Jankó (HEGEDŰS 2001:15–16). By means of a special grant from the Minister of Religion and Public Education, the museum purchased 3736 items after the exhibition was closed down.

The museum received a collection of 2600 Melanesian objects from Sámuel Fenichel, followed by several thousands of Oceanic and Indonesian artefacts collected by Lajos Bíró, Giavanni Bettanin and Count Rudolf Festetics. Over 11,000 Oceanic artefacts poured into the Oceania Collection between 1895 and 1905; the Asia/Indonesia and Africa Collections too grew at a similar pace, enriched by many thousands of new items.

This formerly undreamed of, amazing growth can to some extent be attributed to the research and collecting policy elaborated by the department’s staff, which was accepted by the museum’s directors and the government, and in part to the public support enjoyed by the department, at least judging from the favourable reactions to the exhibitions. The department’s budget for purchases was increased from an annual 500 Forints in 1887 to 3000 Forints by 1901, and the Ministry or the museum’s directorship occasionally contributed to new acquisitions with special grants. In a few rare instances, a renowned collector and patron of the arts, such as Ferenc Hopp, advanced the funds for buying a collection he had suggested for purchase (as in the case of the Bettanin Collection), a practice, which was not at all unusual in the history of Western European museums, but rather rare in Hungary. (The humbler nature of the collections in the Museum of Ethnography can in part be explained by the lack of wealthy Hungarians capable of and willing to finance field research and collecting activity, or regularly fund the purchase of collections offered for sale to the museum.) Another major advance was that the department’s library received a separate subsidy from 1898 (JANKÓ 1902a:347). The museum launched a new series, A Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Néprajzi Gyűjteményei [The Ethnographic Collections of the Hungarian National Museum] in 1899, whose first volume was the Hungarian and German catalogue of Bíró’s Berlinhafen collection from New Guinea (BÍRÓ 1899), followed by the publication of the museum’s yearbook, Néprajzi Értesítő, from 1900. A separate budget was set up for Hungarian collecting activities from 1889, which rose from an initial 250 Forints to 1200 Crowns by 1902 (JANKÓ 1902a:347). The department staff and the number of rooms allotted to the department grew accordingly, and by 1901 the department had sixteen rooms instead of the initial nine (JANKÓ 1902a:347), whose floor area amounted to 2153 m2.[20]

On Szalay’s request, Jankó worked out the department’s research strategy in late 1896, after the closing of the millennial exhibition,[21] stressing that the department’s main focus should be the ethnography of the Hungarian people and of the country’s ethnic minorities. Regarding the Hungarian people, he proposed an approach based on historical ethnography, which would offer insights into various aspects of prehistory, and an emphasis on ancestral subsistence practices (such as fishing and pastoralism) and their implements, combined with anthropological measurements of the living populations, the study of anthropological remains recovered from the earth, and the study of the ethnography of the linguistic cognates (Finno-Ugrian peoples) and the ethnographically kindred peoples (Turks and Mongolians) of the Hungarians. He suggested the creation of a small, but select “type collection” for a better understanding of the ethnography of the country’s ethnic minorities. Regarding the collection of non-European artefacts, Jankó categorically noted that “the Hungarian National Museum’s Department of Ethnography can hardly set itself the goal of competing with nations, which are able to obtain material for their collections officially from their overseas colonies, or cheaply from direct sources by means of their developed navy. However, we can hardly shirk our duty to create a small, but choice collection presenting the most distinctive types of general international ethnography because no other institution, save the Department of Ethnography, is suited to fulfilling this task, so vital for general comparisons, as well as for the public’s edification and school education.”[22]

The principles set down by Jankó steered the department’s collecting activity on a new course (FEJŐS 2000b:79) and clearly reflected its main priorities of serving and promoting national scholarship: the study of the various ethnic groups, the research of the origins of the principal state-forming ethnic group based on ethnographic, linguistic and anthropological data, and the creation of an international collection with the two-fold purpose of having comparative material and serving general public education. They also reflect the general aspirations of the period’s anthropological museums, adapted to the specifically Hungarian situation. Ferdinand von Hochstetter, the first director of the Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum of Vienna appointed in 1876, conceptualised the collecting policy of the anthropological and ethnographic departments as focusing on three major fields: the physical anthropology of various periods and regions, the creation of a prehistoric collection for presenting human evolution, and the assembly of an ethnographic collection (FEEST 1980:19).

In contrast to Hochstetter’s scholarly vision promoting the study of all aspects of human intellect and their development from tribal peoples (Naturvölker) to the ancient American and Asian civilisations (FEEST 1980:19), the research strategy proposed by Jankó did not extend beyond an essentially national framework and did not articulate broader scientific goals. It seems likely that a general goal of this kind would have gained little support in Hungary at the time. Jankó’s concepts shared even fewer elements with the collection policy proposed by Adolf Bastian, according to which similarly to natural history museums, an ethnological museum too should pursue an all-encompassing collecting activity. In other words, by collecting as many objects as possible, the museum should attempt to gather all possible information on all the peoples of the world and apply the comparative-genetic (komparativ-genetische) method, which he considered to be the ideal approach (BOLZ–SANNER 1999:31–32).

A few years later, Jankó’s successor as head of the department, Vilibáld Semayer (1868–1928) moved in this direction: he proposed that the department should pursue a policy of collecting international material because “in the same way as the classification of animals, plants and minerals can only be achieved from a knowledge of all the Earth’s animals, plants and minerals, the human race and its cultural goods – the products of the human intellect – can likewise only be understood from the study of continuous series. This, then, is the purpose of an international collection. Its size should be enlarged to an appropriate extent, ensuring that not one single aspect of our people remain unexplained by this means” (SEMAYER 1902a:367). This concept was undeniably in tune with national ambitions and also conformed to the mainstream of the period’s anthropological studies, but was never wholly adopted by the Department of Ethnography or, in a broader sense, by Hungarian scholarship; only a few individual scholars adopted this approach in their individual research projects. In stark contrast to the concept of a universal human culture as defined by Bastian and the idea of a national psyche, which gained currency in Hungarian ethnographic studies too, leading to theories proclaiming that culture was essentially ethnically determined (HOFER 1973:76), Zsigmond Bátky (1874–1939), who succeeded Semayer as the department head, emphatically stated that “culture … cannot be linked to individual peoples, but spreads to other peoples from certain focal points of irradiation, and peoples are but temporary mediums of a particular phase of human culture” (BÁTKY 1906:5).

Hardly had the millennial exhibition been closed down (the dismantling of the ethnographic village and the deposition of its material placed additional burdens on the department) and the ten year programme of the Department of Ethnography been formulated in late 1896, the department staff began the organisation of another major exhibition, the first permanent display of its material, following an unexpected visit to the department by Gyula Wlassich, Minister of Culture, who ordered that the collection be made accessible to the public. The preparations for and the mounting of the exhibition lasted from October 1897 to June 15, 1898, the day preceding its opening.[23] Although the exhibition concept and design was worked out by Jankó, based on the exhibits of the Nordiska Museet in Stockholm and the Hofmuseum in Vienna, the actual work was directed by Semayer, the freshly appointed assistant keeper, for on the request of Count Jenő Zichy, the Minister of Culture had delegated Jankó to the count’s third Asian expedition with the task of searching for comparative material to the culture of the ancient Hungarians of the Conquest period and their modern descendants among the kindred peoples.[24] 
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The exhibition took up thirty-two rooms on the first and second floor of the building in Csillag Street: the overseas collection was displayed in sixteen rooms, the Hungarian ethnographic exhibits in thirteen rooms, while the remaining three rooms were devoted to the culture of the linguistic and ethnic cognates of the Hungarians.[25] The overall focus of the exhibition and the proportion of the exhibited artefacts reflected the principles of Jankó’s scholarly credo, as well as the composition of the department’s holdings at the time, in which the non-European material had a higher proportion than the artefacts from the Carpathian Basin. Conforming to the period’s practice, the entire collection was displayed. The contemporary press spoke of 25,000 to 30,000 objects (GRÁFIK 2002:13). It seems likely that even the lower figure is exaggerated since according to a report addressed to the museum directorship written by Jankó, the number of items inventoried by December 31, 1899 totalled 29,497,[26] and we also know that the exhibition hardly included any pieces from the material of the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, the furniture of the millennial village, the large-sized pieces of the work implements collection or the three thousand artefacts received from the Museum of Applied Arts, “which were still lying around in heaps, awaiting their permanent quarters”.[27] The latter had been displayed at the 1873 World Expo in Vienna and included a part of the material collected by Xántus in East Asia in 1869–1870, which had been transferred to the Museum of Applied Arts, whence it had been given back to the Department of Ethnography in 1898.[28]
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Figure 1.6 Objects from German New Guinea displayed at the permanent exhibition, 1898

 

The permanent exhibition was but one of many among the major exhibitions organised at the turn of the millennium. The enormous inflow of new material, and principally of non-European artefacts, spurred the department’s curators to make every effort to present the new acquisitions to public as quickly as possible. The Asian material collected during the Zichy expedition was displayed in 1899, and the next year saw the exhibition of Lajos Bíró’s Oceanic collection.

In 1902, after Jankó’s unexpected and untimely death, the department’s directorship was assumed by Vilibáld Semayer (1868–1928). Similarly to his predecessor, his first task was the department’s relocation to new premises. The Department of Ethnography moved to the Industrial Hall in the City Park on April 1, 1906, where the re-assembled permanent exhibition was opened to the public the next year.
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The new premises had both their advantages and disadvantages. The department’s budget remained unchanged, but the funds spent on renting the previous premises could now be used for other projects (SZEMKEŐ 1997:72). This change, however, was not reflected in any new acquisitions for the overseas collections. The growth of the Oceania Collection came to a virtual standstill after the arrival of Bíró’s last material in 1905, in part owing to the exhaustion of the primary sources of artefact collecting, and in part because the further development of the collection, which had by then increased to some 12,500 artefacts, was probably deemed unnecessary. The Oceania Collection accounted for 17 per cent of the department’s holdings and we know that similarly to the practice of other Western European museums, this collection included a separate collection of duplicates created with the express purpose of exchange.[29] A marked decline can be noted as regards new acquisitions for the Africa and America Collections too. The single collection which grew to a larger extent than in earlier periods was the Asia Collection, which increased by almost 8400 artefacts until the close of World War 1, due to the activity of the collectors engaged in the search for the ancestral Hungarian homeland, the most outstanding among them being Benedek Baráthosi Balogh, who alone contributed 3700 new artefacts to the collection.[30]

One major disadvantage of the Industrial Hall was that the various collections were stored under worse conditions than in Csillag Street owing to the constant humidity. The building had no heating. The department’s future was wholly uncertain because there were plans to restore the building to its former function as a commercial exhibition centre, prompting the department’s curators to repeated appeals for securing permanent and final premises for the museum. There were plans for the erection of a new building, which Szalay envisioned as an independent museum modelled on the Skanzen in Stockholm, with a focus more on Hungarian than on universal ethnography (FEJŐS 2003:568). At one point, 10 million crowns were earmarked for this purpose (SZEMKEŐ 1997:72, 74), but these plans were never realised. The museum was eventually relocated to the Gymnasium of the Civil Servants’ Colony in the Ferencváros District, where it remained for fifty years.

World War 1 wrought profound changes in Hungary and, obviously, in the museum’s life too. Although the country had regained her independence, she had lost many of her institutions owing to the territorial losses and her international relations also suffered a serious setback following the disintegration of the Monarchy. Hungary found herself ever more isolated following her defeat in the war and events took a turn for the worse after World War 2 and the Soviet occupation. Although this situation gradually improved from the 1960s, a genuine breakthrough came only in 1990. The gap left by these lost decades remained unfilled, meaning that the golden age of the overseas collection ended with World War 1. During the four decades between 1919 and 1959, the America, Asia and Oceania Collections grew by no more than a few hundred pieces each, the single exception being the Africa Collection, which was enlarged by over a thousand artefacts through the generosity of Rudolf Fuszek, a physician originating from Hungary. Considering all the collections, the greatest growth was the bequest of Ferenc Hopp, a wealthy patron of the arts, who passed away in 1919. His collection of 1233 items bequeathed to the Department of Ethnography was received in 1921. The collection containing artefacts from all continents was assembled before the outbreak of the Great War because Hopp had made his five journeys around the world between 1882 and 1914 (FELVINCZI TAKÁCS 1994).[31] A special form of the period’s humble acquisitions were the transfers from other museums. While transfers had occurred earlier too, such as the return of an assemblage of ancient Egyptian and Punic artefacts from the Museum of Applied Arts in 1898 (which was later moved to the Museum of Fine Arts in 1934) and the incorporation of department’s anthropological material into the collection of the Department of Archaeology, the focus of each museum was ultimately determined in 1949, when the government prescribed the scope of their collecting activity. The Museum of Ethnography received several smaller overseas collections from various provincial museums in this manner, although some overlaps between collections remained, especially regarding the holdings of the Museum of Applied Arts.

 

[image: Figure 1.8 Design for the Museum of Ethnography by Jenő Lechner and László Vargha, 1924]

 

Figure 1.8 Design for the Museum of Ethnography by Jenő Lechner and László Vargha, 1924

 

A profound change occurred in the museum’s status after World War 2. Even though the Department of Ethnography enjoyed a measure of independence, such as a separate administration and budget (FEJŐS 2000a:41), especially after it had moved out of the building of the Hungarian National Museum, it remained formally affiliated to and part of that museum until 1947, when it was made into an independent museum. The museum’s basic structure, made up of three major units (the Archives, the Hungarian Department and the International Department), was created at this time. The International Department was entrusted with the curatorial care of six major collections, conforming to the continents: the Africa, America, Asia, Europe, Indonesia and Oceania-Australia Collections. With the exception of the Asia Collection, which had its own curator since 1909 owing to the intensive research of the kindred peoples in Asia, the other collections enjoyed more or less continuous professional curatorial care from this time onward.

Paradoxically enough, the most gifted and most accomplished researchers appeared on the scene after World War 2, when overseas research and collecting activity was virtually impossible owing to the country’s Socialist regime and the general political situation. Partly guided by their personal interests and partly owing to the restrictions imposed by the political situation, these scholars based their research on the museum’s existing collections. The first among them was László Vajda (1923–), who joined the museum staff in 1946,[32] and who was entrusted with creating the International Department in 1949.[33] Vilmos Diószegi (1923–1972), appointed curator of the Asia Collection in 1947, was one of the few ethnographers who conducted pioneering fieldwork among the shamans of Siberia and Mongolia in the late 1950s. Although never given the opportunity to engage in classical fieldwork, Tibor Bodrogi (1924–1986), who came to the museum in 1949,[34] wrote a series of studies on various assemblages in the Oceania Collection[35] and published several monographs on tribal art (BODROGI 1961a; 1968; Bodrogi–Boglár 1981). In contrast, Lajos Boglár (1929–2004), who joined the museum staff in 1953,[36] played out his scholarly ambitions in fieldwork and collecting activity. He had the opportunity to conduct fieldwork on three occasions during his museum years until his retirement in 1979,[37] in part owing to the political thaw from the 1960s, and in part owing to Bodrogi’s appointment as the museum’s director between 1961 and 1968, who encouraged and supported fieldwork, and also improved the museum’s international contacts by encouraging research trips and organising exchange exhibitions, most often with the East German museums, which were similarly cut off from the world, but had excellent overseas collections in Dresden and Leipzig.[38]
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Bodrogi was succeeded by Tamás Hoffmann (1931–2007), who remained director until 1992. While major exhibitions were organised during his term as museum director, and important research work was conducted too, the museum’s non-European collections were neglected to some extent. The departure of the collections’ curators marked the end of the ethnologic workshop, established after World War 2.[39] This situation changed in the mid-1990s, when Tamás Hofer was appointed director between 1992 and 1997. The Africa Collection was again entrusted to a professional curator and he also encouraged fieldwork and collecting trips. In 2006, after almost two decades of neglect, the Oceania Collection again received a professional curator.

Owing to the growth of the collections, the museum outgrew the building received in 1924, which became unsuitable for mounting exhibitions by 1969, after which ethnographic exhibitions were staged on other premises (HOFFMANN 1973:18). The relocation to a new building again became a priority. As a continuation of the 1896 initiative, the Open-Air Ethnographic Museum in Szentendre was founded in 1972 (Hoffmann 1973:18), which later became an independent institution. In 1974, following a government decree, the museum again moved to new premises. The relocation to the Palace of Justice, the one-time seat of the Supreme Court opposite the Buildings of Parliament, again a building that was not originally intended to function as a museum, lasted for over five years. The last permanent exhibition, displaying the museum’s international collections, was opened in the new building in 1980 and remained on display until 1995. Entitled “From prehistoric societies to civilisation”, the exhibition design was conceived in the spirit of the then popular evolutionist theory and presented the history of mankind as a chain of progress from small unranked societies to large, strongly hierarchic, archaic civilisations, the latter represented by the high cultures of Mesoamerica and Peru. Since the museum’s holdings did not contain too many good quality pieces suitable for presenting the latter, and neither did the museum have the necessary funds at its disposal (especially much-needed Western hard currency, very difficult to obtain at the time), the museum’s directorship decided to fill these gaps by exchanging some of the outstanding pieces from the holdings accumulated at the turn of the 19th–20th centuries, a highly questionable decision in terms of museology.[40]
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Set against this historical background, three main periods of roughly equal timespans can be distinguished in the history of the museum’s non-European collections: the first from 1872 [1894] to 1918, the second from 1919 to 1959, and the third from 1960 to the present. The museum’s four non-European collections were enriched by 58,800 objects[41] during the roughly 130 years since its foundation (Africa Collection: 11,600 items, America Collection: 8300 items, Asia Collection: 24,100 items, and Oceania Collection: 14,800 items),[42] representing about 25 per cent of the museum’s holdings, while the Archives contain many thousand of photographs, drawings and reports made during fieldwork, as well as a wealth of other documents. The growth of the collections during these three periods shows an astounding, but hardly surprising disproportionateness: the bulk of the material, 74.4 per cent, reached the museum during the first period, up to the end of World War 1.[43] This can be explained by two main circumstances, independent of the museum: the first, the market generated by the Western European and North American museums, most of which were founded and built their collections at this time, and the sheer volume of artefacts appearing on the art and antiquities markets, surpassing by far that of earlier ages, the second, the international contacts offered by the Monarchy.
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Even more instructive in this respect is the division of the period into two roughly identical sub-periods: the Department of Ethnography received 4000 artefacts (accounting for 6.8 per cent of its holdings) during the first two decades of its existence, while the following two decades[44] saw the arrival of 67.6 percent in the form of large collections (Diagram 1.1).[45] Outstanding among the latter are the collections assembled by Bíró (5500 artefacts) and Baráthosi Balogh (3700 items). In addition to the two circumstances mentioned above, this “acquisitions boom” can be attributed to other factors too. The department moved to its new premises at this time (in 1893) and the next year, Szalay was appointed director of the Hungarian National Museum, while Jankó became head of the Department of Ethnography. There is an obvious link between their efficient directorship, surpassing by far the activity of the former museum management, and the increase of funds for enlarging the collection, which was no doubt stimulated by the general boom generated by the millennial celebrations and the growing acceptance of ethnography as a discipline.

 

[image: Figure 1.12 The building of Palace of Justice in 1901, from 1973 Museum of Ethnography]

 

Figure 1.12 The building of Palace of Justice in 1901, now Museum of Ethnography

 

A comparison of the new acquisitions of these two sub-periods not by the actual number of new artefacts, but by the number of occasions on which the department received new material is equally instructive. Between 1872 and 1893, non-European artefacts were acquired on fifty-three occasions, thirteen of which occurred in 1874: these included several gifts, which had been presented to the Hungarian National Museum before the creation of the Department of Ethnography, meaning that genuinely new material was acquired on no more than about forty occasions. In contrast, the non-European collections were enriched by new artefacts on 255 occasions between 1894 and 1918, most intensively between 1898 and 1914, when the department received 225 new assemblages. The highest number was recorded for the year 1903 with twenty-nine new assemblages, while the department received new material on a mere twelve occasions during the war years between 1914 and 1918. A comparison of the ratio between the costless acquisitions (gifts, transferrals from other museums, exchanges, deposits) and paid acquisitions (purchases, bequests, collecting activity) reveals that new material was acquired at no cost to museum on forty-two occasions and had to be paid for on eleven occasions during the first sub-period (the first purchase after 1872 was transacted in 1888), while the number of paid acquisitions (126) exceeded that of costless acquisitions (116) during the second sub-period (Diagram 1.2).
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A similar shift in ratios can be noted in the number of artefacts: the non-European collections grew by 2403 artefacts, which were paid for,[46] and 1453 artefacts at no cost to the museum (1.65:1) during the first sub-period, while the same numbers for the second sub-period are 25,530 paid artefacts and 7143 costless artefacts, i.e. the department purchased roughly three and a half times as many artefacts as it received at no cost. The liveliest years in this respect were marked by the decade between 1895 and 1905, when the department purchased 19,500 of the 24,500 artefacts pouring into the non-European collections (Diagram 1.3). There were two years (1898 and 1905), when the annual number of newly acquired artefacts was around 5000 (5189 and 4867 respectively).[47] The above figures are a reflection of four interrelated changes in 1893–1894: the new directorship, new premises, new collecting policy and an enlarged budget.
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The next four decades stand in stark contrast to the previous period: the collections were enlarged by a mere 5800 new acquisitions. This enormous decline can to a smaller extent be explained by the gradual exhaustion of the source regions of classical ethnographic collections; the main reason was the profound change in the political situation, outlined in the above, which gradually changed with the political thaw after the 1956 Uprising (Diagram 1.1).

The collections “officially” grew by 16,900 items during the third period. However, if the number of artefacts “discovered” during the reviews of the museum’s holdings are subtracted, the genuine growth is 9300 artefacts (about 15.8 per cent), almost the double of the preceding forty years, but only a mere fraction of the boom before World War 1. While collecting activity linked to fieldwork represented one possible course for enlarging collections following the gradual disappearance of large collections offered on the art and antiquities markets, this option only proved viable in the case of the America Collection (60 per cent of the collection’s new acquisitions were obtained in this manner).

The means by which non-European material reached the museum were, on the whole, passive, with the museum purchasing collection offered for sale or accepting various gifts. Very few instances of active collecting activity can be quoted regarding the museum’s non-European collections, resembling the practice and policy of major Western European museums based on collecting priorities determined by the museum and performed by the museum staff from funds provided by the museum (or the government, or a generous patron of the arts). Xántus’s collecting activity in Asia is what perhaps comes nearest to this practice, even though was he was not on the museum’s staff at the time. Hardly any examples of collecting activity along these lines can be quoted from the over 130 years since the department’s foundation; the few that can were mostly linked to the research of the ancient Hungarian homeland and of the kindred peoples (e.g. the collecting activity of János Jankó, Gyula Mészáros, Tagán Galimdzsán, Vilmos Diószegi in Asia and Ágnes Kerezsi in West Siberia). Edina Földessy’s collecting activity as part of her fieldwork in North Africa, Benő Molnár’s South-East Asian collection and Vilma Főzy’s trip to Mexico with the express purpose of obtaining new artefacts for the collection can also be assigned to this category. Although not commissioned and funded by the museum, Lajos Boglár was on the museum staff at the time of his fieldwork in Brazil and Venezuela, when he assembled a collection for the museum, similarly to György Szeljak, who engaged in fieldwork and collecting activity in Mexico for his doctoral dissertation. Many more instances can be quoted when the museum commissioned researchers from other institutions pursuing fieldwork for their own research to collect artefacts or purchased their collections, sometimes after providing them with guidelines on what they should obtain (e.g. the collection assembled by György Almásy, Gyula Prinz, Benedek Baráthosi Balogh in Asia, by Sámuel Fenichel and Lajos Bíró in Oceania, by Gábor Vargyas in China, and the material gathered by Mihály Sárkány and Géza Füssi Nagy, the ethnographers participating in the 1987–1988 expedition retracing the route taken by Sámuel Teleki in 1889).

In addition to collecting activity and the mounting of exhibitions during the past decades, the museum published descriptions of individual collections and their history. However, a systematic overview of the development of the museum’s main collections was begun less than ten years ago. The first major volume, A Néprajzi Múzeum gyűjteményei [The Collections of the Museum of Ethnography], was published in 2000 (FEJŐS 2000a). This pioneering enterprise offered a detailed overview of the history, current situation, and composition of the museum’s artefactual and archival documentary collections, alongside a discussion of possible courses in their future development according to a uniform set of criteria. This marked the beginning of a new research project, “The Non-European Collections of the Museum of Ethnography in a European Context”, whose primary goal was to fit these collections into the broader framework of Western European museums with similar collections and to offer a historical perspective on the development of these collections. Another important goal of the research project was to clarify the nature of the contacts between the Museum of Ethnography and other, predominantly Austrian and German museums. We have had the opportunity to study the collections and archival material in various foreign museums. We are particularly grateful to Paz Cabello Carro (Museo de América, Madrid), Jeremy Coote (Pitt Rivers Museum, Oxford), Manuela Fischer and Viola König (Ethnologisches Museum, Berlin), Doris Kurella (Linden Museum, Stuttgart), Christopher Spring (British Museum, London), Gabriella Weiss, Gerard van Bussel and Christian Feest (Museum für Völkerkunde, Vienna), Henning Bischof (Völkekundliche Sammlungen Reiss Museum Mannheim), Klaus-Peter Kästner (Staatliches Museum für Völkekunde, Dresden), and Helmut Schindler (Staatliches Museum für Völkekunde, München) for generously sharing their knowledge with us and providing assistance for our research.

The present volume represents the fruit of this research project. In addition to presenting the history of the main collections based on written and visual records in the museum’s archives (Archives, Ethnological Archives, Photo Archives), the studies also made use of archival material in other Hungarian museums, libraries and archives, as well as of the relevant artefacts and archival material in foreign museums. The volume is divided into four main sections corresponding to the museum’s four major non-European collections (Africa, America, Asia-Indonesia, Oceania-Australia), each of which is discussed in a separate study detailing the history of each collection in order to make the assemblages collected by a particular collector more accessible to researchers. These detailed overviews are supplemented by studies on the material from a particular region or smaller assemblages collected by an outstanding collector in order to provide as full a picture as possible of the museum’s non-European collections.

Included in the studies on these collections are the inventory numbers and the Accessions Register numbers of the artefacts in each collection, together with the archival inventory numbers of the associated photographs and other records to make them more accessible to researchers, as well as a table presenting the most important information on the collectors and the artefacts.

Similarly to other Hungarian museums, the inventorying system of the Museum of Ethnography can be divided into two main periods. The first period, up to 1950, was characterised by consecutive inventory numbers from 1 to 145,942. In addition to an inventory number, each artefacts was assigned an accessions number (ranging from 1 to 4089), which was used for marking an assemblage or group of artefact received from a particular collector, donor or seller. (The accessions number is also quoted alongside the inventory number since this often provides important clues to the history of a particular assemblage.) The photographs and other documents received by the museum were inventoried together with the artefacts in the early decades (this being one of the reasons that the actual number of ethnographic artefacts is considerably lower than the figure suggested by the inventory numbers); these were later treated separately and the letter “F” (Photo) or “R” (Drawing) was added to their inventory number, and a separate collection was set up. This system was changed in 1950, after which newly accessioned artefacts were assigned a three-part number (e.g. 50.1.2), with the first part denoting the year of acquisition (1950), the second the accessions serial number (reflecting the order in which various assemblages entered the museum), and the third the serial number of the artefact in a particular lot. However, several artefacts quoted in the volume have a three-part inventory number, even though they were obviously acquired before 1950. There can be two reasons for this: the artefact’s original inventory number was lost and it received a new inventory number during one of the periodic reviews of the museum’s holdings or that groups of artefacts, such as a bundle of arrows or baskets stacked into each other, had originally been assigned a single inventory number with sub-numbers (a, b, c, etc.). The artefacts in this category can be divided into two main groups: the first comprises those items, which can be associated with a particular collector, provenance/collecting area and date, the second made up of pieces on which there is no information whatsoever, and the only thing that can be known about them is that they reached the museum before World War 1 or in the interwar period. The abbreviation “NMI” stands for the museum’s Archives: the inventory number of the documents in the Archives follows the following system: the numerals preceding the slash mark denote the serial number of a document in a given year, while the numerals after the slash mark the year of filing (NMI 2/1893). The abbreviation EA stands for the museum’s Ethnological Archives. The documents and artefacts from other museums are quoted according to the system used by the given institution.

In the E-book format, we have preserved the original text of the printed book. It presents the growth and history of the non-European collections of the Museum of Ethnography until 2007. In the appendix at the end of the volume, which summarizes the growth of the collections, we extended our coverage of the collections' arrivals at the museum up to 2023.

 


The Africa Collection

Edina Földessy

From the foundation of the Department of Ethnography to the close of World War 1 (1872–1918)

Unlike most other European museums, the Department of Ethnography – founded in 1872 as part of the Hungarian National Museum – could not draw from previously created African ethnographic collections. While Hungarian travellers had visited the African continent well before the foundation of the department, there was not one single royal, aristocratic or scientific collection of African artefacts in the Hungarian realm of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. Even though early travellers to Africa included some outstanding chroniclers and enthusiastic collectors of natural history alongside explorers, reckless adventurers and game hunters, the newly created department did not receive any artefacts from these travellers.

The fact that the collection of African objects began after the department’s foundation meant that its very existence fuelled the collecting passion of travellers, who in addition to their personal interests, were also motivated by patriotic considerations, and that a very clearly defined collecting policy governed the acquisition of various collections and the organisation of collecting activity from the very start.

The history of the Africa Collection is described here according to four main periods, together with a discussion of the period’s main events and their impact on the museum’s history, alongside a portrayal of the major collectors and their collections.

In the first fifteen years after its foundation, the Department of Ethnography did not receive any official funding; only from 1887 was the department given an annual budget, which could be used for enlarging its collection (JANKÓ 1902a:341). The émigrés fleeing the retributions following the 1848–49 Revolution and War of Independence contributed to the early foundation of the America and the Asia Collections by donating their collections to the museum after they returned to Hungary or by sending various gifts. Unfortunately for the Department, the African continent did not figure among the destinations of these émigrés. The museum first acquired African artefacts from north-eastern Africa, a few years after the opening of the Suez Canal. The first items were four shields from Abyssinia and Nubia, inventoried in 1874. According to the entry in the Accessions Register, they were part of “a collection of unknown provenance, purchased from an unknown fund; the donor is not known.”[48]

A brief note on the geographic focus of the Africa Collection seems in order since a fifth shield from Arabia, acquired at the same time, is now part of the Asia Collection. The collecting policy of the two collections was established in the 1950s based on geographic boundaries rather than on more-or-less uniform culture provinces.

The second assemblage, comprising 18 items,[49] arrived in 1879 from Sudan from an anonymous Hungarian living in Darfur through the mediation of Dániel Irinyi, a Member of Parliament. This collection was made up of weapons, various domestic articles, and an array of implements. The acquisition of an assemblage containing 63 items from several continents, including eight Central and East African woven baskets, an “idol”, and a South African shield, marks the first state-funded purchase in 1888.[50] The assemblage was obtained from A. G. Frank, an art dealer based in London, from whom another international collection of 64 pieces was purchased (among them two artefacts from North Africa[51]) and a further three items in 1892.[52] Had an adequate budget been provided earlier, the department could well have enriched its collection from the moment of its establishment since the Zoological Collection of the Hungarian National Museum is known to have regularly made purchases from Frank between 1870 and 1893.[53]

The year 1889 marks a milestone in the history of the Africa Collection and of African studies in Hungary: Count Sámuel Teleki (1845–1916) returned from his East African expedition and donated an ethnographic collection made up of 338 items to the museum.[54] Teleki was the scion and last representative of one branch of the aristocratic Teleki family of Transylvania, which had given Hungary many outstanding personalities. His early years were not marked by any significant achievement: he studied at home and abroad, chose to pursue a military career, and held various political posts in his later years. He was a passionate game hunter, whose hunting skills brought him acclaim throughout Europe. A passing acquaintance with Crown Prince Rudolf deepened into a lasting friendship, and from 1881, he often invited the prince to bear hunts in Transylvania. The two men often travelled together. Teleki’s friendship with the Crown Prince was to have a profound influence on one phase of his life.

In 1886, the count decided to visit Africa on a hunting expedition. Prince Rudolf, who at the time acted as the President of the Geographic Society in Vienna, and had a keen interest in ethnography and photography, suggested that the journey should be one of exploration and recommended that Teleki be accompanied by one of his adjutants, a certain naval officer called Ludwig von Höhnel. The costs of the expedition, amounting to the price of 40 kg of gold, were borne by the count.[55] Of all the explorers penetrating Africa, Samuel Baker was the only other man to finance his travels from his own pocket (RICARD 2000:798).

Following careful preparations made separately by the two men, taking up the better part of a year,[56] Teleki and Höhnel met on Zanzibar in late 1886, where they spent three months organising the expedition before setting off to the continent’s interior with 17 tons of equipment and over two hundred porters in early 1887. The expedition yielded a spate of new findings for several scholarly disciplines: they corrected the then available maps by the discovery of Lake Rudolf and Lake Stephanie (today called Lake Turkana and Chew Bahir) and by precisely mapping the route taken by the expedition.

Teleki entrusted Höhnel with the scientific collecting and cartographic activity (Havasné Bede–Somogyi 1973:115). He kept a hunting diary and published the first account of the expedition in the December 26, 1888 issue of The Times. Höhnel wrote up the expedition’s scientific results in a series of German articles and a voluminous, almost 900 pages long book (HÖHNEL 1888; 1890a; 1892a), making Teleki’s role in the expedition somewhat controversial in hindsight. Still, the count was elected member of the Société Khédiviale de Géographie in Cairo in 1890 and honorary member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in 1894 (BORSOS 2004). It is a fact that in contrast to Höhnel, the count did not engage in scientific research during his later life.[57]

The artefacts collected by the expedition were handed over to the museum in Budapest and an exchange of objects was arranged with the Hofmuseum in Vienna the same year. In exchange for 52 artefacts representing an ethnic cross-section of the Teleki collection, the Museum of Ethnography received 67 objects,[58] which in part came from Africa,[59] and in part from Brazil, Peru, New Guinea, and Polynesia. The artefacts received from the Hofmuseum were collected and/or donated by such illustrious persons as Crown Prince Rudolf and Emin Pasha, who had been freed from his captivity in the Upper Nile region by an expedition led by Henry Morton Stanley (JANKÓ 1890:113–124).

One-third of the Teleki collection, numbering 303 items in its present form, is made up of jewellery and body ornaments, another third by weapons, and the remaining third by various implements, kitchen utensils, costumes and amulets. Clothing accessories, tools, house furnishings, and musical instruments are represented by a few objects only. Most of the artefacts were obtained from the Kikuyu, followed by objects acquired from the Maasai, the Chaga, the Reshiat and the Turkana.[60]

In 1889, the same year as the arrival of the Teleki collection, the museum made its first purchase of North African artefacts from its annual budget. The artefacts in question were purchased from János Jankó (1868–1902), who later headed the department. At the time, Jankó was still a university student, who was fascinated by the African continent.[61] He was in his third year, when one of his dreams came true, and he travelled to Egypt[62] and the continent he fondly called his “second home” (JANKÓ 1888:1) with the support of the Budapest Commercial and Industrial Chamber. In 1889, again commissioned by the Chamber, he visited the western ports of North Africa lying between Tripoli and the Algerian-Moroccan borderland,[63] with instructions to study the economic conditions in the ports of the African coastland and their potential as Hungarian markets. Generously sponsored by Pál Luczenbacher, member of the Upper House of Hungarian Parliament, Jankó was able to make geographic observations in addition to fulfilling his commercial duties, and he had the means to assemble a small ethnographic collection offering an insight into Tunisian and Moroccan lifestyles (JANKÓ 1889a). The museum eventually acquired 31 Tunisian artefacts from this collection, mostly musical instruments (a clay drum, a bagpipe and a flute) and various woven items (embers fan, basket, bowl).[64] He made a series of detailed physical anthropological measurements, and collected various animal and plant species (JANKÓ 1888; 1889b).

Following Xántus’s death in 1894, Jankó became head of the Department of Ethnography. He set down the broad lines of the museum’s collecting policy, still followed today, defining three focal points: Hungarian material, the artefacts of the peoples related to the Hungarians either linguistically or by their material culture, and a non-European collection. Regarding the latter, Jankó was fully aware of the fact that “the Department of Ethnography can hardly set itself the goal of competing with nations, which are able to obtain material for their collections from their overseas colonies or cheaply from direct sources by means of their developed navy.”[65] In his credo, the main obligation of the nonEuropean collection would be to build a representative collection: “we can hardly shirk our duty to create a small, but choice collection presenting the most distinctive types of general international ethnography because no other institution, save the Department of Ethnography, is suited to fulfilling this task, so vital for general comparisons, as well as for the public’s edification and school education.”[66]

Several examples of Jankó’s consistent collecting policy can be quoted. In 1895, he advised a certain Mr. Szánthai, who was about to travel to Madagascar, to collect artefacts reflecting the life of both peoples (Hova and Sakalava) living on the island, and to assemble a collection of the most varied types. His list included domestic artefacts (tents, huts), costume (everyday, ceremonial, military), religious paraphernalia (amulets, idols), implements of various subsistence activities and crafts (especially the ones used in herding, hunting, fishing, rudimentary farming and forestry), weapons, the accessories of weddings and funerals, musical instruments and dance ornaments. At this time, the Department of Ethnography also collected skeletal material, and Jankó thus indicated his interest in obtaining a complete skeleton and a skull. He asked that a label with the name, function, provenance and date be appended to each artefact. In Jankó’s words, “what we are requesting is not a motley of fancy pieces, but a systematic collection: not a grand series of one particular artefact type, but characteristic pieces of each in order to gain a picture of the people’s life; and certainly not an exhaustive series of a special aspect, which can only be the purpose of a large museum”.[67] Although Jankó managed to secure the necessary funds for the purchases, this particular collecting arrangement came to nothing for some unknown reason.

The Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867 meant that Hungarians now had more opportunities to serve as diplomats on other continents, to choose a career in the AustroHungarian navy or on German colonies. Relations with Austria and Germany became more intensive regarding museums too, resulting in the acquisition and purchase of various artefacts. A collection of 72 East African objects was received in 1900 from Dr. Max Schoeller,[68] who had given 250 artefacts to the Vienna museum the previous year. Another collection was donated by Jenő Kalmár (1873–1937), a Hungarian employed by the German South Cameroon Society, who had travelled extensively in this West African country and had studied the life of the Bantu peoples living there.[69] He donated his collection of 223 artefacts to the museum in 1916.[70]

Owing to the lack of funds, the Museum of Ethnography often had to decline offers to purchase a collection. One of these was a collection of 25 bronze objects from Benin, through an unusually generous offer made by the director of the Ethnographic Department of the Hofmuseum to the director of the Budapest department owing to their personal friendship.[71] The Ministry of Culture was unable to provide the required funds, and neither were there generous, wealthy individuals, who selflessly provided the necessary funds for the acquisition of rare and outstanding items or collections as in Vienna, where the Benin bronzes were purchased through the benefaction of Georg Haas (FEEST 1980:21). In some cases, however, the museum declined offers to purchase a collection because the artefacts did not fit in with the collection policy.[72]

 

At the close of the 19th century, a new option arose for enriching the overseas collections. Warships began to escort the Austrian merchant ships from the mid-19th century, and several swift ships were entrusted with various diplomatic, commercial and scientific missions. The physicians and officers serving on these ships often collected various objects for the Vienna museum. The director of the Hungarian National Museum succeeded in persuading the Austrian authorities that the museum should also receive various items from these collections under the same conditions as its counterpart in Vienna.[73] While there were few Hungarians serving in the fleet at first, their ranks increased after the Common Defence Law was passed in 1889. Hungarians made up one-quarter of the crew and 18 per cent of the officers serving in the navy in the years before the outbreak of World War 1. The overseas collections of the Budapest museum were enriched by several hundred new artefacts through this channel.

Being informed of the routes taken by different ships, Jankó drew up collecting guidelines for the ship captains. One of these ships, S. M. Korvette Zrinyi sailed along the western coast of Africa from Cape Colony to the Cape Verde Islands. Jankó opined that “the regions north of Senegal have a Moorish culture, the lands south of Damara Land [central Namibia] are dominated by a European culture, and we therefore request nothing from these territories.” He voiced an interest in the artefacts which could be collected from the lands between Senegal and Congo, especially objects from regions whose tribes were engaged in stockbreeding and farming. Since the museum did not have any items from these regions, Jankó expressed an interest in receiving costumes, weapons, house furnishings, various economic tools, the implements of ancestral crafts, as well as of fishing, herding and hunting, and he noted that he would be “most grateful” for skulls and skeletons too. In addition to describing the labels to be appended to each artefact, Jankó also made suggestions as to the correct packaging in order to minimize possible damage caused by damp and insects.[74]

The first artefacts from Africa collected by seamen arrived to the museum in 1898: Robert Liebner, the physician serving on S. M. Korvette Zrinyi sold seven objects from Freetown and Lagos,[75] while Capt. Antal Schubert donated fourteen South African artefacts from Natal.[76] In 1903, a collection of eighty-three South African artefacts[77] was purchased from Hugo Zechmeister, a physician serving on S. M. S. Zenta, and in 1914, László Zsigmond, a naval officer, made a gift of six Egyptian objects to the museum.[78] 

Although Jankó attached high hopes to the potential collecting activity of the seamen serving in the navy, and Vilibáld Semayer, his successor, too regarded collections of this type as a feasible and relatively inexpensive means of enlarging the museum’s holdings,[79] the items brought back from Africa were negligible on the whole, both as regards their type and numbers. The single exception in this respect was Hugó Zechmeister, who, as Semayer admiringly remarked, turned out to be “exceptionally gifted in the field of collecting”.[80] The physician received an advance of 600 crowns[81] and his accounts reveal that he took great care in observing the instructions he had received: he did not purchase any imitations made for tourists or any objects of unknown provenance. Similarly to the other seamen, he probably acquired his collection from the trading companies running a brisk business in ethnographic artefacts, and documented each purchase with a bill.[82] The Africa Collection grew by 110 objects from these seamen until 1918, when the AustroHungarian Monarchy was carved up and the acquisition of ethnographic articles through this channel came to an end.
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The year 1896 marked an important event in the museum’s history. A Millennial Exhibition was mounted as part of the celebrations commemorating the one thousandth anniversary of the Hungarian State, and the museum’s Hungarian collection was enriched by countless objects. An ethnographic exhibition displaying a wide array of artefacts collected by missionaries was staged in the Hungarian National Museum as part of the celebrations; the acquisition of the exhibited material meant a major enrichment of the non-European collections.

The idea of creating an exhibition presenting the culture of the world’s peoples was not conceived by ethnographers, but by Antal Ribényi, a parish priest serving in Kispest, who hoped to raise the funds for building a church from the revenues of the exhibition and the sale of the displayed articles. In 1895, he sent out an appeal to the Christian missions active on various continents to send material for the planned exhibition. He received some five thousand artefacts within a few months, together with an impressive collection of photographs. As a result of Jankó’s untiring efforts, the museum was able to purchase the exhibited items through a generous grant from the Ministry of Religion and Public Education. The Africa Collection grew by 1521 objects through the goodwill of the missionaries active in Africa:[83] most of the artefacts originated from South Africa (41 per cent) and North Africa (37 per cent), with smaller portions coming from East Africa (13 per cent) and West Africa (9 per cent).

With the exception of a ritual mask from West Africa, the collection did not contain a single ritual object. It was largely made up of domestic articles, various implements, textiles, weapons, musical instruments, and a wide array of articles woven from plant fibres, the latter including pieces made by the pupils of the schools runs by the missionary nuns and priests. A few pieces fall into the category of tourist souvenirs. The material from the North African countries was almost exclusively comprised of artefacts representing urban culture, the single exception being a Kabil pottery assemblage. Although the museum continued receiving artefacts from this region – even if their number was not particularly high – most represented a sedentary culture. The ethnographic material of the camel herding Tuaregs and the south Moroccan semi-nomads is entirely lacking from the Africa Collection.

The first – and last – chance of enlarging the collection by artefacts acquired at a world fair organised in a foreign country was the Parisian World Expo of 1900.[84] Imre Szalay, the museum’s director, and Vilibáld Semayer took upon themselves the task of obtaining new pieces: both men revealed “an indisputable virtuosity in begging for the museum” in the French capital (SEMAYER 1901). Theirs was no easy task, seeing that they had to compete with many other museums for the ethnographic material, which was distributed or sold once the exhibition was over. In addition to purchasing America, Asian and European material, they also managed to acquire for free a collection of 74 artefacts from Madagascar,[85] made up of raffia textiles, carvings, musical instruments and large Sakalava house models. The latter are unique pieces in the Africa Collection; no similar pieces have been acquired since. They are mentioned in an article describing the first permanent exhibition, opened in 1898, for although there were plans to incorporate these house models into the exhibition, this proved impossible owing to their size (SEMAYER 1902a:372). They apparently reached Hungary, but they can no longer be found in the collection and nothing is known about their fate. The acquaintances and contacts forged during the Parisian World Expo led to the acquisition of additional material – although not of ethnographic artefacts, but of photographs, in part purchased from a Parisian art dealer,[86] and in part received from György Toffert, the government commissioner, who played an active role in obtaining various items exhibited at the world expo.[87]

Hungarian and foreign collectors, who made a livelihood from collecting and selling various artefacts, appeared in the life of the Africa Collection in the late 19th century. Some specialised in a single genre, others collected a wide range of material – often from several continents – ranging from zoological and geological material to archaeological and ethnographic objects. Obviously, most of the artefacts obtained from these collectors were purchases, although some offered their collections as gifts to the museum.

Most outstanding among them is Baron Pál Bornemisza (1835–1909), the scion of a Transylvanian aristocratic family, who was a professional collector during one period of his life. He can be rightly called the principal collector in terms of the Africa Collection since about one-quarter of the collection’s material can be linked to his activity. Little is known about his life. Bornemisza spent some fifteen to eighteen years in Africa from the 1880s, well before Teleki and Höhnel travelled to the continent. He published a series of articles in two Hungarian newspapers between 1900 and 1902, in which he mentions that he fought in the Second Boer War of 1899–1902 on the staff of Lord Frederick Sleigh Roberts as leader (and interpreter) of the foreign attachés. He had hoped to settle in British East Africa and engage in coffee production (BORNEMISZA 1901:379). In 1902, a laconic news article reported that the Bornemisza had set off on a longer journey with an “army captain” of the Austro-Hungarian army. His destination was the unknown or lesser known region of the central African great lakes, where he planned to spend some eight to ten months collecting natural history specimens for the Hungarian National Museum and write reports illustrated with photographs for Vasárnapi Ujság .[88] In mid-November 1901, Bornemisza sold a hundred objects to the museum and donated one.[89] The bulk of the artefacts in question originated from various South African provinces (Namaqualand, Cape Colony, Natal, Swaziland), with a few coming from Mozambique and Senegal (Dakar). The collection was dominated by jewellery (armrings and necklaces) and weapons, with a few kitchen utensils, implements, costume accessories, tools and toys. The collection reflects Bornemisza’s fascination with ethnographic artefacts or perhaps a taste for collecting itself. Be as it may, he can be regarded a genuine collector from 1902.

A letter addressed to the museum dated August of the same year reveals that the baron was familiar with the ethnographic material collected by Teleki,[90] whose display he had visited (conforming to the period’s general practice, the exhibition served the dual purpose of storage and display). It is possible that this collection inspired him to travel to the regions earlier visited by Teleki and Höhnel. We shall never know, but on the testimony of his letter, he intended to acquire items, which would fill the gaps in the already existing East Africa collection.

 

 

Bornemisza rigorously prepared himself for his journey, reading the available German scholarly publications on the subject and enquiring about the museum’s needs. He explored the regions of the British colony, and he also roamed the Pare and Letema Mountains, as well as the Maasai Steppe between them in the East African German colony. He spent some time on Mt. Kilimanjaro and Mt. Meru, from where he made excursions to the plateau in the heartland of the German colony.[91] He assembled two detailed catalogues of the artefacts he had collected in 1902 and 1903 in English,[92] recording the English and local name of the artefacts he had acquired, their place of origin and place of collection, and all other information, such as function, beliefs associated with them, name of the owner, and conditions of acquisition. The introduction to the first catalogue and the remarks on the artefacts reveal much about what motivated the baron to start the collection and contains perceptive comments on various local cultural phenomena.
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It would appear that Bornemisza was principally motivated by the desire to assemble a unique collection for the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum.[93] He declined an offer by Arthur Blayney Percival, who was collecting ethnographic and zoological material for the British Museum in the British East Africa Protectorate[94] and who travelled to Moshi for the sole purpose of viewing the baron’s collection, offering a higher sum for the collection of 450 items than could ever be hoped for from the Hungarian museum (VIDACS 1980:20). Bornemisza took care to point out if an item was rare or – as he emphatically noted – “very, very rare”, or if he had been the first to obtain a particular artefact. He meticulously recorded whether an item was made from purely local materials or contained also elements of European origin, whether it had been made expressly for European visitors or used for trading with Europeans, whether it originated from a school run by a Catholic mission and also if similar items were no longer manufactured. He jotted down the name of the donor or the former owner, among whom there were local “sultans”, high-ranking officers, executed and deceased men alike. Bornemisza sometimes quoted what he had read in the scholarly literature, occasionally correcting or downright refuting previous observations. His scientific curiosity is reflected in his annotations describing manufacturing techniques and the associated social and cultural background. In the foreword to the catalogue, he solemnly promised that after his return to Hungary, he would write up a detailed report of his research together with descriptions, ranging from the use of amulets and charms in healing and against evil spirits, the manufacture of bark clothing, weapon production, shield forms, and the bellows used by blacksmiths to the circumcision of males, the hocus pocus of rain-makers, and the two types of divine judgement. It seems that he was particularly pleased to have been the first to decipher the meaning of the motifs carved onto the staff of circumcised men.[95] He wrote a similarly enthusiastic account of the perforated stone discs revered as sacred objects by the locals, which he opined to be of a Neolithic date. He recounts how these previously unknown ritual objects, called kite by the locals and described as idols by him, had been discovered and collected in the Kilimanjaro region by a missionary priest called Thomé. Five or six days after the priest’s discovery, Bornemisza too found the first of these stone discs. The baron had a hard time persuading Father Thomé to sell his collection to the museum for a reasonable price.[96] His letter reveals that he was very proud to have secured a collection of seventy-seven pieces of these stone discs, the first of their kind, for the Hungarian National Museum.[97] The function of the perforated stone discs was later transferred to clay figurines called nungu, of which Bornemisza collected several dozen specimens.[98]

The collection contains another unique artefact type. Bornemisza acquired nine wooden statues carved by a talented Chagga wood-carver of Kibosho,[99] who had been encouraged to do so by the baron (Vidacs 1980:73). Human figures were not customarily made, and the wood-carver himself had until then only made vessels and stools. The statues portray a local Chaga woman and man, the priests and nuns serving at the Kibosho mission, and various animals.

The catalogue lists certain items, which did not become part of the museum’s holdings. In addition to ethnographic objects, these include various natural history objects (wood patterns, materials, fruits), the textbooks and teaching aids used in the missionary schools, and a letter written by the “sultan” to one of the missionary priests. Conversely, some of the pieces in Bornemisza’s collection were not described in either catalogue.

The material collected by Bornemisza entered the museum on several occasions: two lots, totalling 1077 objects were inventoried in 1903,[100] another two lots, one of 337 artefacts[101] and the other of 1034 objects in 1904,[102] and finally an assemblage of 50 pieces in 1905,[103] the latter coming from South Africa. The overall number of artefacts received from the baron grew by 37 following later re-inventorying[104] and thus the total number of East and South African items acquired from the Bornemisza adds up to 2632.

The reports and reviews of the exhibition opened on May 4, 1904, provide a fairly comprehensive picture of Bornemisza’s collecting activity and collections. The exhibition was staged in the ceremonial hall and two other halls of the Hungarian National Museum, and the opening speech was made by the then Minister of Religion and Public Education. Bornemisza described the exhibition as an “East Asian colonial and hunting exhibition”, whose exhibits came mostly from East Africa, although artefacts from other regions were displayed too (CHOLNOKY 1904:452). The natural history and ethnographic material was exhibited alongside each other, together with various artefacts, which were not part of the museum’s holdings. Showcased in the first hall were hunting trophies of water and land creatures, sandal-wood boxes inlaid with mother-of-pearl and silver, sedge carpets from Zanzibar, old copper vessels from the bequest of the Sultan of Zanzibar, Persian and Chinese porcelain, and Maltese lace. The elephant legs, colobus monkey, leopard and panther skins, antelope horns, ostrich and marabou feathers, and the lush double coconuts from the Seychelles scored the greatest success among the public, most likely because the bulk of these exhibits was up for sale. The second hall was devoted to ethnography and anthropology (the latter being a collection of skulls). The weapons, implements, and idols displayed here offered a cultural and anthropological cross-section of the region, “ranging from the pure Arab through the Arab-Ethiopian mixed race to the full-blooded Moor” (CHOLNOKY 1904:452). Count Sámuel Teleki, who was also present at the opening, pointed out the significance of the pipe collection, calling it a unique, unrivalled assemblage. The third hall contained Bornemisza’s relics from the Boer War: lyddite cannon ammunition, dum-dum bullets, a cannon-ball weighing six hundred pounds, a hat ridden with bullet holes, and camp equipment (CHOLNOKY 1904:452).
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Bornemisza returned to Hungary in 1906, but there is nothing to indicate that he maintained any contact with the museum. It is uncertain whether he ever wrote the ethnographic report he promised in the catalogue and nothing is known about what happened to the artefacts he had listed in one of his letters and offered for sale.

Bornemisza’s intensive, but rather one-sided correspondence with the museum reveals that relations between the two were not unstrained. The baron expected to receive more encouragement and critical guidance concerning his collections for his future activity. He decried the funds allotted for covering his collecting activity, even though Imre Szalay, director of the Hungarian National Museum, requested a loan of 1600 crowns for each quarter in a letter written to the Minister of Culture, in which he extolled Bornemisza’s expertise and collecting activity. Aside from the funds advanced to cover purchases by the sailors and officers serving on warships, Bornemisza was the first collector for whom the museum attempted to secure an advance.

In a letter addressed to the museum dating from March 1903, Bornemisza voiced his dissatisfaction with the museum staff ’s conduct towards him and his activity, the failure to send the promised funds, and threatened to annul the contract, noting that “there are plenty museums and plenty considerate individuals in the wide world who would better remunerate my honest work and would treat me in a much more gentlemanly manner than the H.N.M and its staff.”[105]

The next month Bornemisza approached the British Museum and offered his collection for sale. In a letter sent from the field in April 1903, he included a vivid report of his research and collecting activity, describing the objects he had collected as rare specimens, which had not been exhibited in any museum[106]. He offered all forty-two of the clay figurines supplanting the Neolithic stone discs, which he had collected in the Kilimanjaro area, as well as thirty-seven stone discs and other Neolithic finds. He named two British officers and Sámuel Teleki as persons to whom the British Museum could turn for a reliable reference regarding his person. He mentioned that in September he planned to travel to the region between Lakes Victoria and Tanganyika, and thence to the Zambezi region, returning to Europe through Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and Beiran, a port in Mozambique. He indicated his willingness to collect ethnographic artefacts and birds in Ruanda, Burundi, and in the region between Lakes Tanganyika and Nyasa. In his reply, Charles H. Read, Keeper of the British Museum’s Department of British and Medieval Antiquities and Ethnography requested Bornemisza to visit him, explaining that he was unable to bring any decision concerning the purchase of the collection without seeing it. In the same way he had asked for professional guidance from the Hungarian National Museum,

Bornemisza also asked for advice on what scholarly books he should read and for guidance for his ethnographic collecting activity, as well as instructions on how he should protect the collected objects during the rainy season.[107] Read replied in a letter dated August 15.[108] Nothing is known about any further correspondence between the two men. However, the figurines and stone discs offered to the British Museum finally ended up in Budapest. A newspaper article published in May 1904 reported that Bornemisza would be returning to Africa, “in part commissioned by the British Museum, the world-famous institution with which he had a contract to tour the heartland of Africa” (Anonymous 1904:298). The article mentions that the baron would be collecting various animal species. We do not know to what extent these plans were realized; what is certain is that Bornemisza’s name does not appear on the list of the British Museum’s ethnographic collectors.

In addition to various artefacts, Bornemisza gave the museum forty-seven photographs in 1903,[109] also listed in the catalogue, together with the artefacts received at that time. Some of these depicted animals, the others, full length portraits, showed the locals living in the region (Figure 2.4). His fascination with the unusual is indicated by the photos of a Maasai man with an extra finger on each hand (Figure 2.3), the chained Maasai captives and the first European child born in Moshi. Scenes of everyday local life and illustrations of the locals’ living conditions appear but on a few of these photographs. Bornemisza took pictures of a coffee plantation[110] and a Catholic mission, with which he probably had closer contact.
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Of the many persons contributing to the growth of the Africa Collection, Emil Torday (1875–1931) was the single Hungarian collector active on the African continent to achieve international acclaim in ethnographic studies. He studied in Budapest and Munich, and found a job as a clerk in a Brussels bank from 1895. His interest in Central Africa was kindled at this time, most likely stimulated by the colonial affairs of the Belgians and the colonial section of the World Fair of 1897, of which he had undoubtedly heard even if he had not visited it. King Leopold II seized the opportunity offered by the fair to acquaint the public with the geographic and cultural particulars of his Central African realm and to persuade public opinion to support his colonial policy, which was severely criticised at the time.

In 1900, Torday accepted a banking and administrative post in Belgian Congo. After spending six months in Kinshasa, he was transferred to near Lake Mweru in the colony’s far south-eastern end. He was forced to interrupt his journey to his new post several times, repeatedly suffering bouts of malaria. His tasks were nominal and he spent his time collecting birds, hunting and exploring the region. He is credited with the feat of rediscovering Cape Akalunga, mapped by David Livingstone, which was designed to mark the boundary between British possessions and the State of Congo, had it been possible to locate it.[111]

After his appointment came to an end in 1904, Torday left Africa with a heavy heart. His experiences in Africa kindled a lasting fascination with African culture, leading to the decision to dedicate himself to the research of these cultures. What is unclear is why he did not take the first steps in this direction in Belgium. Following his return to Europe, he travelled to London, where he approached the British Museum, requesting a meeting with Charles H. Read, Keeper of the British Museum’s Department of British and Medieval Antiquities and Ethnography, and offering to present the museum with “some trifle curioes [sic!] of Central Africa”. He sought Read’s advice concerning the future.[112] At the meeting, which probably took place in May 1904, Torday presented thirty-eight Luba (Baluba) artefacts to the British Museum, and an additional four objects at the end of the year (MACK n.d.:20). Torday was little more than an enthusiastic amateur at the time, “an adventurer employed as a rather eccentric colonial official in the remote south-eastern corner of the Congo Free State”, who was sometimes mistaken in his interpretation of the function of some of the donated items, as John Mack wryly remarked (MACK n.d.:21). The first meeting changed Torday’s life and marked the start of a fruitful co-operation regarding the Africa Collection of the British Museum.

Aside from Read, Torday also met with Thomas Athol Joyce,[113] with whom he later developed an intimate friendship and close scholarly collaboration. Joyce became the curator of the artefacts later sent by Torday from Congo, and he reworked Torday’s field notes into scholarly studies published under their joint names.

Torday also made contact with the Pitt-Rivers Museum in Oxford, where he made the acquaintance of Henry Balfour.[114] He donated several objects to the museum, mostly Luba artefacts, alongside a smaller number of items made by the Congo.

The “enthusiastic amateur” probably met with professional anthropologists for the first time in Britain, where he also became familiar with the different modes of inquiry in this discipline. Owing to his knowledge acquired during his four years in Congo and his professional commitment, as well as his scholarly ambitions, he was admitted to academe. In November 1904, a few months after his arrival to London, Torday became honorary corresponding member of the Royal Anthropological Institute on the strength of Joyce and Balfour’s recommendation.[115]

The same year or in early 1905, Read, Joyce, Northcote W. Thomas, a member of the Anthropological Institute, and Torday, designated as “explorer of Congo”, assembled an ethnographic questionnaire. The brochure covered sixty-five major subjects embracing the entire spectrum of social, cultural and religious life. Torday conducted his later research based on this brochure. He was by then busy making preparations for a new scientific expedition, and while he enjoyed the professional support of the Royal Anthropological Institute, he had to find sponsors since the institute did not fund fieldwork. He finally secured a commission as a trading agent for the Compagnie du Kasai, the largest Belgian commercial company, and he reached an agreement with the British Museum to assemble a collection of ethnographic artefacts in Congo, which would be purchased by the museum.

Torday began to study the peoples living in the country’s central and southerly regions during his second trip to Congo. He learnt their language and collected artefacts, which he regularly shipped to the British Museum. In addition to personally collecting various items, he also acquired a rich assortment of artefacts from other Europeans in Congo and often mediated between them and the British Museum. He regarded the creation of a photographic record an equally important part of documentation in the field.

During this trip he met with Leo Frobenius, who was conducting fieldwork in the same region. The meeting elicited a lasting antipathy in Torday toward the German anthropologist. He questioned Frobenius’ expertise and was disgusted by his atrocious research and collecting methods, and he noted that Frobenius did not base his conclusions on empirical data. Torday corrected Frobenius’ inaccuracies in his articles (HALÁSZ 1911:113). Torday began publishing the results of his research from 1905, although usually in collaboration with Joyce. He was regarded as an expert on the ethnography of Congo from 1906 onward.

In 1907, Torday resigned from the Compagnie du Kasai owing to ethical considerations and returned to Europe. In October, he was again on his way to Congo on a commission from the British Museum, accompanied by Melville William Hilton-Simpson (Figure 2.5)[116] and Norman Hardy, a painter specialising in ethnographic themes. Hardy was asked to participate in the expedition because Torday was dissatisfied with documenting local cultures on black and white photographs and wanted to capture what he saw in colour too. The expedition’s goal was the study of the peoples living in the southerly regions of the equatorial forests. They visited and conducted fieldwork among the Akela, the Babunda, the Bangongo, the Bankutu, the Bashilele, the Basongo Meno, the Batetela, the Batwa and the Vungi.They spent four months in Mushenge, capital of the Bushongo, where they acquired the most outstanding pieces of their collection.
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The information gathered by Torday in the field was recorded by Hilton-Simpson, a copy of which was sent to London.[117] He kept a detailed diary of the expedition,[118] in which he faithfully chronicled the events of each day. Torday entrusted him with this task because he wanted to devote his energies to scientific research. Hilton-Simpson described Torday’s research method as follows: “In the first place he never accepted an item of information concerning the natives imported to him by a white man, but only recorded what was told to him by members of the tribe concerned. Secondly, he used always the natives’ men who had been as little as possible in contact with the European, and who were, therefore, still in a primitive state of culture themselves; very often he obtained his data from chiefs. Thirdly, a working knowledge of eight native languages enabled him almost always to dispense with the services of … an interpreter, and also allowed him to pick up from the natives a lot of information and some legends which was able to overhear when they were being related by the people among themselves, and not directly addressed to him” (HILTON-SIMPSON 1911:x–xi).

Hardy left the expedition after six months (as planned beforehand), while Torday and Hilton-Simpson continued their work: in addition to ethnographic fieldwork, they made a series of anthropological measurements, they collected skulls and animals, and Torday made a series of phonograph recordings.[119] They jointly made several thousand photographs. The expedition’s work was greatly facilitated by the fact that the barter goods needed for their livelihood and used in exchange for ethnographic artefacts did not have to be shipped from Europe to Congo, but were supplied by the Compagnie du Kasai thanks to Torday’s contacts.

On this third trip, Torday reached regions, which had earlier been visited by László Magyar,[120] and he hoped to gather information on Magyar’s life and death, and perhaps hunt down the manuscripts written by Magyar (KRIZSÁN 1994). However, his hopes were frustrated in this respect.

Torday returned to Britain in September 1909. He published the data and the artefacts collected according to the pattern set down in the questionnaire in two monographs with Joyce (TORDAY–JOYCE 1910; 1922). The peoples studied during the expedition were described according to the major geographic regions (forest and savannah) and the description of each ethnic group was presented in the same format, according to pre-determined categories. His most influential work, Descriptive Sociology: African Races, written on the request of the prestigious Spencer Committee, was published in several volumes in 1930 toward the end of his life.

Torday claimed that he did not collect artefacts for their aesthetic value, but for the interest they hold for anthropologists. He was, at the same time, fascinated with the elite art of the Kuba (PHILLIPS 1991), which figured prominently in the collection. His activity determined the trajectory of research in the region for the next eighty years, meaning that the peoples neighbouring on the Kuba were largely neglected (BINKLEY–DARISH 1998). His collection of roughly three thousand artefacts and skulls, as well as the several thousand photographs made during the expedition are housed in the British Museum.[121] Torday maintained close ties with the museum throughout his life and published several studies describing his research and collections.

In a letter dated October 4, 1909, written after his return to Europe from his last expedition, Torday presented 324 artefacts, 83 photographs and an original watercolour by Hardy to the Department of Ethnography in Budapest. As far as can be deduced from the surviving documents, Torday did not personally assemble this collection: regarding the artefacts collected during his third expedition, which were shipped to London, Torday stipulated that the best pieces should go to the British Museum and that the Pitt-Rivers Museum be allowed to make a selection too. Torday requested that Joyce should then assemble two collections from what remained, one for him (from the duplicates), and one for the Compagnie du Kasai for an exhibition in Brussels scheduled for 1910. Torday intended to donate his own material to the Budapest museum and he emphasized that he wanted to donate the more valuable items to the Hungarian museum and the numerically larger collection to the Kasai Company.[122] He insisted that the most valuable pieces of the collection, the Bushongo king statues should remain in London.

Torday’s collection of 392 artefacts and 82 photos was inventoried in 1910.[123] The material was predominantly made up of artefacts from various Kuba groups and the Tetela, alongside objects collected among the Pende and the Congo. The Luba, the Basongo, the Chokwe and the Batwa are represented by a few pieces only. The collection’s quality is inferior compared to the one in the British Museum, even though it does include a few outstanding pieces: Kuba and Pende masks and the associated ritual costumes, elaborately carved palm wine cups, paintboxes, animal shaped divination rods, weapons and a few raffia velvet textiles.

The photographs are copies of positives. Their majority was made in Alela, inhabited by the Babunda (Figure 2.6–7), where Torday roused the suspicion of the locals through in Magyar’s fate, dooming his research to failure (TORDAY–JOYCE 1910). Torday usually resorted to photography as the principal form of documentation in areas where he was unable to find local informants for data collection. It seems likely that similarly to the dedication of the Babunda material to Magyar’s memory,[124] his selection of the photos given to the Budapest museum was motivated by similar considerations.

 

[image: Figure 2.6 Babunda woman, Alela, Congo, F11809]

 

Figure 2.6 Babunda woman, Alela, Congo, 1905
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Figure 2.7 Babunda man Alela, Congo, 1905

 

In addition to the museums in London and Budapest, several other European and overseas institutions too have pieces collected by Torday. He donated 411 items to the Pitt-Rivers Museum in Oxford between 1904 and 1911,[125] 203 items to the Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum in Vienna in 1910 and one other artefact the next year. The Austrian state awarded him with a state decoration for his outstanding donation. The Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro in Paris (the predecessor of the Musée de l’Homme) received an assemblage of 55 items in 1913.[126] The holdings of the Museum of Cultural History in Los Angeles and the University Museum of Philadelphia too include a few pieces from Torday (VIDACS 1984; MACK n.d.). Nothing is known about the fate of the collection intended for the Compagnie du Kasai or whether it had ever reached Brussels. The Musée Royal de l’Afrique Centrale in Tervuren does not have any artefacts inventoried under the name of Torday.

The persons donating larger collections to the Hungarian National Museum included a handful of wealthy collectors, who had the means to travel extensively. One of the most prominent among them was Ferenc Hopp (1833–1919), who had trained as an optician and had made a fortune as the director of the Calderoni Company. His business and private trips took him all over the world, and reports of his trips around the world were regularly published in the press. He collected artworks and rarities, principally from Asia, although his collection included several items from North, East and South Africa too. In 1899, he visited Central Africa, journeying through Cameroon, Gabon and Congo. He was the very first person to take the railway from Stanley Pool to Matadi as a tourist passenger – at least, this is how he was presented to the French governor in Matadi. While in that town, Hopp purchased ivory tusks and horns from the French officers, as well as an assortment of weapons originating from the Upper Congo region (BENDEFY-BENDA 1934:187–200). The Hungarian National Museum received African artefacts from him on two occasions: first in 1898, when he donated over 250 items, which included 98 Egyptian and Punic pottery vessels, and later in 1921, an assemblage of 168 artefacts from various other African regions from his bequest.[127]

Oszkár Vojnich (1864–1914), a wealthy landowner, presented 51 North and East African artefacts to the museum, which he had acquired in 1909 and 1910 on a hunting trip.[128] His zoological collection, hunting trophies and photographs were acquired by the Hungarian Natural History Museum, and another part of his ethnographic and zoological collection was given to the Municipal Museum in Szabadka (Subotica, Serbia).

Two East African weapons, purchased from antiquities dealer Zsigmond Réthki in 1898[129] and 36 Egyptian statues acquired in 1904 from Samu Berger, an art collector in Belgrade,[130] fall into the category of artefacts obtained from professional collectors and art dealers, as can a Somalian sword purchased in 1904 from Giovanni Bettanin (through whose agency the Oceania and Europe Collections had been enriched by several thousand new items), and two probably North African reed mats, also purchased from him.[131] A mixed assemblage of 189 artefacts from various regions of Africa was received in 1914 from Ferenc Pázmán, followed by the purchase of three new artefacts in 1917 and 54 pieces in 1921.[132]

Two other events must be mentioned from this period, marking significant milestones in Hungary’s foreign relations, even if these did not immediately lead to major acquisitions for the museum. In 1905, an Austro-Hungarian delegation led by Höhnel, Teleki’s one-time companion, who had by then been knighted and promoted to naval commander, visited Menelik, Emperor of Abyssinia to promote friendly relations between the two countries. The delegation presented the emperor with a manuscript from the Emperor Franz Joseph, a medal and various gifts. Reporting on the visit, a Hungarian newspaper article expressed the hope that in addition to trade relations, Hungarian geographers would perhaps now be able to travel to that country and conduct systematic explorations (L. 1905). Although we do not know of any Hungarian geographic expeditions, an ornithological and entomological research group travelled to this distant land in 1911, and the museum later received a remarkable collection from Mátyás Gajdics, one of the participants.

The other event can be linked to the Parisian and Budapest art scene and art trade. In 1911, art lovers were enthralled by an exhibition, which was a major first in European art history: a display of oriental art in the Hall of Arts in Budapest, where African and Oceanic tribal carvings were exhibited alongside, and treated as equal to, European artworks, as a powerful source of inspiration for modern art (PASSUTH 2001; Földessy 2004). One of the organisers was József Brummer, who in 1907 had moved to Paris, where he studied under Henri Matisse. Pablo Picasso visited the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro the same year – the discovery of tribal art had a profound impact on his painting and on the artistic vision of other painters too. Brummer witnessed how the appreciation of African art was born and played a pioneering role in popularising African tribal art in Europe. We know that he kindled the interest of Paul Guillaume in tribal art, who later became the most prestigious African art collector and dealer. Carl Einstein’s Negerplastik was published on Brummer’s suggestion and with his financial support in 1915 (FÖLDESSY 2004). Brummer had begun collecting and selling African art while still in Paris, where he had a shop on the Boulevard Raspail. He later moved to New York and opened his own art gallery, the Brummer Gallery.

The African objects displayed at the Oriental Exhibition were loaned from the collection of the writer Miklós Vitéz, who together with Lajos Kozma, whose collection was also displayed, had acquired various oriental artworks in Paris and London. It seems likely that the African pieces had been purchased from Brummer (PASSUTH 2001). The displayed works were auctioned after the exhibition. One of the Bambara statues, whose photograph appears in the exhibition catalogue (ANONYMOUS 1911:Fig. 171), was purchased by the Museum of Ethnography in 1956, together with four other pieces, which had originally come from the Vitéz collection.[133]

The artistic focus of the Oriental Exhibition clearly indicates that of the non-European arts, the art of Asia enjoyed the greatest appreciation among art collectors and on the art market.[134] Ancient Egyptian and Punic artefacts were likewise popular, while pieces from Black Africa were still curiosities, represented by no more than one or two items even in the larger collections assembled by wealthy globetrotters and by artists and art connoisseurs, who had encountered various forms of this art during their trips to Western Europe or during lengthier stays abroad. The surviving photographs of the Hatvany Collection reveal that this major art collection included a Luba stool from Central Africa, which had been part of the salon’s furnishings.

This tendency is reflected by the items offered for sale at various art auctions too. Various pieces, principally from Japan, China, India and Turkey, were lumped under “Oriental art” and occupied a prominent position in the sequence of items put up at auctions. Finely crafted artwork from Egypt and other Near Eastern countries was regularly included in this category, while African artefacts (chiefly weapons) occurred but rarely.

The above explain why the museum received so few pieces from the period’s art collectors, the single exception being the painter István Delhaes living in Vienna, who bequeathed his European art collection of 17,000 items to the Hungarian state. The collection included various Asian and Balkanic pieces, as well as three African swords, which were received by the Hungarian National Museum.[135]

The systematic collection of African artwork by private individuals began much later in Hungary than in Western Europe, only after World War 2, and several more decades elapsed until their appearance on the art market. Hungarians intent on engaging in this line of business were by necessity forced to seek their fortunes abroad. Brummer’s career as an art dealer, eventually leading him to New York through Paris, was followed in the early 1930s by another Hungarian. László Szécsi who became known as Ladislas Segy. He donated a single mask to the museum in Budapest while he was still in Paris.[136]

 

Outstanding donors in this early period of the museum’s history include Archduke Joseph August, who enriched the collection with a Punic pottery vessel,[137] and Béla Bartók, who in 1913 donated an Algerian reed flute[138] after his return from a trip to Algeria, where he had studied the country’s folk music.

World War 1 and the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian Empire brought an end to the classical period in the growth of the Africa Collection, marked by the acquisition of impressive collections from collectors whose likes disappeared, and the closure of several earlier channels of acquisition. The collection grew by over 6300 pieces during this period, to which we can add another thousand if the items identified during the reviews of the museum’ holdings in the 1960s are included. The overall structure of the collection evolved in the first period, marked by the dominance of East African items and the low proportion of so-called artworks, accounting for no more than a few hundred pieces.

The interwar period (1918–1945)

The period’s economic and political difficulties were reflected in the collection’s development too. In the lack of adequate funds, purchases were virtually non-existent and the collection only grew through donations. With the exception of the first sixteen years, when the museum did not receive a state subsidy, the collection had grown every year in the previous period, whereas several years often elapsed between the arrival of new pieces in this period.

This era saw the crystallization of the Hungarian museums’ collection focus, as well as of the scope of individual collections. Although internal transfers between various departments of the Hungarian National Museum and the museums, which later evolved from them, had taken place earlier too, the subsequent fate of different artefact types was decided at this point: the Ancient Egyptian and Punic material, numbering over two hundred items, was transferred to the Museum of Fine Arts from the Africa Collection. The physical anthropological material, which had until then been part of the collection of the Anthropological Sub-Department, was transferred to the Hungarian National Museum’s Department of Archaeology.

The museum moved to new premises in 1924, which kept the staff curating the collection busy for many years. The “evacuation” of the collections into the building of the Hungarian National Museum for safe storage was one of the major priorities during World War 2, preceding all other activities.

The last major and memorable donation enriching the Africa Collection was received from Dr. Rudolf Fuszek (1882–1941) just before the outbreak of World War 2. Fuszek began his career as a physician in Hungary, moving to Hamburg in 1908, where he studied at the Tropeninstitut specialising in tropical diseases. He began working in faraway lands from 1909. His first job, a post in Bolivia, came to nothing owing to the political events, and while cherishing dreams of settling in South America, there began a period of commuting between South America and Africa,[139] ending after Fuszek finally made his home on that continent. An expert on epidemics, he was first employed by a German railway company in Cameroon, and successfully curbed the dysentery epidemic decimating the workers. In his leisure time, he collected natural history, geological, and anthropological artefacts, and indulged his passion for hunting. He made several trips to Senegambia, Togo, Dahomey, Nigeria, Fernano Poo, and French and Belgian Congo from Cameroon. From 1913, he lived in Liberia with a few smaller breaks until his death.[140] He began his activity in the first African republic as the country’s first and single physician. His achievements brought him widespread acclaim, and when Liberia entered the war in 1917, the country only declared war on Germany, but not on the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy for fear of losing its single physician.
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Figure 2.8 Rudolf Fuszek’s portrait, before 1937

 

Although Fuszek’s relationship with the country’s leadership was sometimes strained, and his work was hampered as much by political bickering as by economic conditions, he successfully organised hospitals, nurse training and medical assistant courses, he was untiring in promoting public education, and devoted much of his energies to creating a public health system. In recognition of his work, he was appointed Minister of Public Health and Sanitation in 1931, a post he held until his death. He can be credited with bringing a series of modern and progressive healthcare measures. Travelling extensively in the country owing to his work, he became acquainted with local communities and continuously collected artefacts.
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Figure 2.9 Gio woman, Liberia, before 1937

 

During the three decades he lived in Africa, Fuszek occasionally returned to Europe, although he did not always visit Hungary on these occasions.[141] In 1925, he donated his geological collection, and in 1937 he presented an ethnographic collection of 614 pieces to the museum.[142] The museum’s collection was enriched through Fuszek’s generosity two more times: two items were received in 1938 and 56 pieces in 1939.[143]

Fuszek’s collection comprised 274 artefacts from Cameroon, 16 from Ghana, 14 from Nigeria, 6 from East Africa, 3 from Congo, and the rest from Liberia. The 121 masks and 22 statues collected among vari ous tribes of northern and eastern Liberia stand out by their artistic quality. The proportion of weapons – arrows and spears, and, to a lesser extent, daggers and swords – is high in, especially in the material from Cameroon. Various body ornaments and jewellery items are also well represented (55 pieces). The collection includes various kitchen and other domestic utensils (ladles, bowls, baskets, fly whisks, cushions), costume accessories (headdresses, belts, pouches), costumes and other textiles (blankets), toys, musical instruments (drums, rattles, flutes). Two small drums made from human skin were regarded as rarities at the time of their acquisition. Another unusual item is a spear painted with the Hungarian national colours, a gift from Liberia’s President to Fuszek (KOVRIG 1937).

Fuszek also donated a series of photographs in 1937, or, to be more precise, he allowed copies to be made of his positives, which were incorporated into the collection as glass negatives.[144]

Fuszek went out of his way to assist Etta Donner, an ethnographer from the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna, during her two years’ long fieldwork in the country’s interior, begun in 1934. Donner assembled a small ethnographic collection, which is in part housed in Vienna and in part in the Ethnologisches Museum in Berlin. She published a monograph illustrated with photographs on her research (DONNER 1939). In 1939, she travelled to Budapest to study Fuszek’s collection, about which she wrote an article, quoting information provided by Fuszek and publishing photographs of various items in the collection (DONNER 1940).
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Figure 2.10 Manok ritual dancers, Liberia, before 1937

 

Fuszek’s gifts to the museum provided an excellent opportunity for reviewing the museum’s exhibition policy and organising temporary exhibitions to attract the public. The first in this series was a display of Fuszek’s collection. Fuszek attended the exhibition opening and in a brief lecture described the origins and the significance of the exhibited pieces (KOVRIG 1937).[145]

After his sudden death in 1941, the Budapest museum received as a bequest his library of 202 volumes, containing mostly books in English and German. The composition of the library reflects Fuszek’s profound interest in Africa, especially in the history, culture, art, politics and economy of West Africa. In addition to contemporary scholarly publications, he systematically collected the writings of earlier centuries: the oldest volume is a book from 1663, and there are several books from the early and late 18th century, as well as from the early 19th century. The latest is a study published in 1939. Most of the volumes in Fuszek’s library were published in the 1920s and 1930s, and they include several books dealing with Liberia, indicating that Fuszek cultivated an ongoing interest in his chosen homeland. Major ethnographic and anthropological works, including studies by Emil Torday, Melville Jean Herskovits, Bronislaw Malinowski and Etta Donner, are also represented, suggesting that his familiarity with the general ethnographic literature and the specialised studies on Africa influenced his collecting activity, which was visibly guided by firm principles.

From the close of World War 2 to the political changes (1946–1989)

Hungary was virtually sealed off from the world during the initial period of Socialism and private travel abroad was greatly restricted. Only leading officials of the state administration, diplomats, a few professionals and scholars of international renown were allowed to travel to Western Europe and other continents. Some of the individuals donating or selling African artefacts to the museum came from their ranks.[146] Other artefacts were acquired from people, who for some reason or other parted with their earlier collection at this time. With a few exceptions, the museum’s collection grew by no more than a few pieces at a time.

At the turn of the 1940s and 1950s, the museum received two collections, which could in a sense be linked to the naval and military officers and soldiers serving in the army of the one-time Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. In 1948, the painter Mihály Muharai sold an East African collection numbering fifty-one items,[147] which he had been given by Erzsébet Iványi, widow of a sailor serving in the Imperial and Royal Navy, who had acquired them in Somalia, in the Mogadishu and Merka area.[148] Another, somewhat larger collection was purchased in 1950 from Mrs Alajos Panos, widowed in 1925, whose husband had served as a colonel in the Austrian army. The collection of 158 “war instruments” and one musical instrument was inventoried at the time of acquisition,[149] and then re-inventoried in the 1960s.

There evolved a circle of art collectors in the 1950s, whose members were made up of foreign correspondents and journalists (István Rudnyánszky, Imre Patkó), physicians regularly attending foreign conferences (Alfréd Berndorfer, Harald Tangl), and archaeologists (László Vértes), who traded with each other and also maintained regular contact with the museum. The museum conducted the occasional exchange with them and in some cases, the museum collection was enriched by their bequests, which were purchased in the late 1990s.

Transfers of various artefacts as part of the rationalisation of museum collections continued. The Museum of Ethnography received 32 African artefacts from the Natural History Museum, the Historical Museum, the Military Museum and Archives, the Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art and the Pesterzsébet Museum between 1948 and 1966. In 1953, the National Directorate of Museums and National Monuments ordered the transferral of the overseas ethnographic material in provincial public collections to the Museum of Ethnography, as a result of which the Africa Collection was enriched by an additional 21 items from the museums in Szeged and Miskolc. The artefacts received from the former included pieces collected by Torday,[150] which had been presented to the museum in 1932 by Hedvig Böhm, Torday’s sister, a year after her brother’s death.

The political thaw of the 1960s could be felt in the growing intensity of contact with non-European countries sympathising with the Socialist cause. It again became possible to organise research projects abroad. During his visit to Hungary in 1964, the Emperor Haile Selassie I requested the Hungarian state leaders to send professionals to collect, document and develop the musical and dance traditions of the Ethiopian peoples, as a result of which folk dance expert György Martin (1932–1983) of the Institute of Musicology and Bálint Sárosi of the Museum of Ethnography participated in a two months’ long field trip in 1965. The two scholars set out on four trips from Addis Abeba, visiting seventeen settlements in eight provinces, gathering data among eight ethnic groups. They documented fifty dance variants on film and took several hundred photographs, taping also the accompanying music (MARTIN 1966:423). The latter were deposited in the collection of the Institute of Musicology, while twelve Ethiopian musical instruments104[151] were given to the Museum of Ethnography. The findings of the field trip were published in two articles (MARTIN 1966; SÁROSI 1967).

Another larger collection was acquired from Ethiopia in 1967, which had been assembled by Mátyás Gajdács (1886–1967), who had participated in the 1911 expedition to Abyssinia as a taxidermist. Led by Ödön Kovács, brother-in-law of the renowned hunter Kálmán Kittenberger, who often travelled to Africa on hunting trips, the team was made up of Gajdács and photographer Sándor Dörflinger. The first trip was rather brief and the expedition returned in 1914. Their research was interrupted by the outbreak of the war and the German, Austrian, Hungarian and Turkish nationals in Ethiopia were sent to internment camps. Kovács and Gajdács fled to Lake Tana, where Kovács died two years later. Gajdács remained in the country until 1920, when he returned to Hungary. A few years later he returned to Addis Abeba, where he made his home, and earned his living by capturing animals for zoos. He founded a travel agency and also traded with trophies and animal hides. He made hunting trips to Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania. He returned to Hungary in 1965, at the age of 79. He died two years later and his widow sold a collection of 192 artefacts to the museum, made up of 156 pectoral crosses, brooches, headbands, amulets, icons, prayer scrolls, various weapons, leather artefacts, lion skin costumes, and a medal.[152] Gajdács bequeathed his zoological collection to the Natural Science Museum and his library to the Institute of Ornithology.[153] The holdings of the British Museum and of the Musée Royal de l’Afrique Centrale in Tervuren too include artefacts collected by Gajdács.[154]

In the early 1970s, the museum exchanged various artefacts with two Western European art dealers for the first time, in order to fill the gaps of the planned exhibition presenting the overseas collections of the museum. Received in exchange for various Oceanic pieces were African, American and Indonesian artefacts. The exchange was conducted with Maurice Bonnefoy, a Genevan art dealer,[155] and Émile Deletaille, a Belgian art collector, from whom the museum acquired 49 artefacts for the Africa Collection: 26 items from Nigeria, 15 from Zaire, 5 from Cameroon, and one each from Mali, the Ivory Coast and Ghana.[156] Most of these were artworks, such as masks, statues, and elaborately carved, painted pieces, well established on the international art market.

The collection grew by two larger assemblages through the purchase of artefacts acquired by persons on official missions to African countries in the late 1970s and early 1980s. In 1981, the museum purchased a collection of 70 items from György Misur, Hungary’s ambassador to Congo, comprising elaborately carved pieces, fetishes and other statues, insignia of power and rank, and musical instruments. These artefacts can, for the greater part, be regarded as items specifically made for tourists.[157]

Engineer Pál Csekme spent several years in Ethiopia on an official mission. His wife purchased many domestic articles at local markets. Between 1983 and 1987, the museum bought 43 artefacts in all, on three separate occasions.[158]

Géza Füssi Nagy (1946–2008) was one of the young students specialising in African studies, who studied in Leningrad with a scholarship and specialised in East Africa. Csaba Ecsedy (1942–1995) and Mihály Sárkány both studied ethnography with a focus on the theoretical issues of African societies at the Eötvös Loránd University in Budapest. Their careers reflect the institutional framework of ethnographic studies in the late 1960s: Füssi Nagy became a university lecturer, Ecsedy received a post at the Museum of Ethnography, while Sárkány became a member of the Ethnographic Research Group of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. Füssi Nagy can be credited with popularising African studies in Hungary by organising and launching the African Studies Programme at the Eötvös Loránd University.

Ecsedy conducted fieldwork among the Maiak tribe of the Burun people for several months in Ethiopia during 1972. He collected ten artefacts for the museum,[159] which now also houses his photographs. In 1975, he received a research grant to travel to Ghana and Nigeria, where he created an extensive photographic record because of the administrative restrictions on taking artefacts collected during fieldwork out of the country. Éva Sebestyén engaged in fieldwork in Angola after receiving an ethnographic research grant in 1982–1983, and collected artefacts linked to folk magic and healing.[160] Her collecting activity was similarly restricted by administrative prohibitions.

In the late 1980s, an expedition was organised to Africa on the centenary of the Teleki expedition with the aim of researching the regions visited by the count. The members of the expedition came from various disciplines, with ethnography and linguistics represented by Füssi Nagy and Sárkány. The fact that their first trip to Africa occurred almost twenty years after their graduation is an eloquent reflection of the period’s severe constraints regarding fieldwork. The two scholars collected several artefacts during the six months long trip, which they donated to the museum, enriching the Africa Collection with an assemblage of 70 items.[161] They strove to acquire not only traditional pieces, but also to document how modern artefacts were utilised.

After the political changes (1990–2007)

The 1990s brought several changes in artefact collection. The collapse of the Socialist order brought an end to restrictions on travel abroad. The creation of the Department of Cultural Anthropology at the Eötvös Loránd University in 1990 gave a fresh impetus to fieldwork in Hungary and abroad, and it was possible to apply to the Soros Foundation for research grants. Ethnographic fieldwork combined with collecting activity proved fruitful for the Museum of Ethnography too, which made every effort to secure funds for purchases. The present author collected 18 costumes in a Berber community during a research trip to Algeria while still a university student in 1993.[162]

In 1993, the museum purchased a collection, which, quite unusually, had been confiscated for settling public dues. Aside from a few original pieces, the assemblage of 25 artefacts from Central Africa principally contained copies of authentic pieces made for the tourist trade.[163] The Ministry of Culture occasionally provided funds for the purchase of major, valuable collections, such as the bequest of István Rudnyánszky (1922–1990), who had worked as a foreign correspondent for the Socialist daily Népszabadság. Rudnyánszky had been posted to Paris in the mid-1950s, to Cairo between 1966 and 1969, and then again to Paris in the later 1970s. He visited several African countries during his private trips from Cairo[164] and during official trips, from where he regularly wrote articles on African politics. In 1980, he accompanied Pál Losonczi, the then President of the Presidential Council, on a trip to several African countries,[165] about which he wrote a series of articles illustrated with colour photos. Edit Szávay, his wife, worked as an illustrator for the press and made photo reports.
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Figure 2.11 Man dancing in bird costume, N’Zéréhové area, 1962

 

Rudnyánszky built an impressive collection of artworks, made up of pieces from various African countries, as well as from Hungary and the neighbouring countries, most of which were acquired by the museum from his bequest. In 1995, the museum purchased 224 pieces from Africa with financial support from the Ministry of Culture,[166] and a further 22 pieces in 1997.[167] In 2007, the couple’s heirs sold a collection of Near Eastern and North African jewellery, which the museum was again able to purchase through a grant from the ministry.[168]

Rudnyásznky’s passion for collecting was well known, as was his infatuation with the objects in his collection, which he proudly showed to visitors. His home resembled a small museum, as described by writer Gyula Illyés, who had been invited to Rudnyánszky’s home in 1978 during his second term in Paris, and been shown the collection of African art and other pieces.[169]

Rudnyánszky’s collaboration with the museum began in 1961: he sometimes donated various artefacts, sometimes sold them and sometimes exchanged them for others.[170] Two main tendencies can be noted in Rudnyánszky’s collecting activity: he had a predilection for certain artefact types, which he kept and continuously enriched, while others were bought solely for the purpose of re-selling and acquiring new ones from the profit. Two major units can be distinguished in his African collection. The first is made up of the artefacts, predominantly pottery, collected during his travels in Egypt while working as a correspondent there. The fourteen braziers acquired in different villages, each with its peculiar local traits, are eloquent testimony to his systematic collecting activity. The pieces from West and Central Africa are of a different nature. They were mostly purchased in Parisian antiquities shops, flea markets and galleries specialising in tribal art, or bought from or exchanged with other private collectors. In this sense, the collection reflects the artefact types, which were popular on the art market at the time, such as masks, statues, and ornate utilitarian objects such as vessels and figural heddle pulleys. Senegalese glass pictures,“discovered” by the art market in the early decades of the 20th century, occur solely in his collection. This assemblage of seven items[171] complements an earlier collection of glass pictures assembled for the museum, made up mostly of Hungarian and Transylvanian pieces, but including also Spanish, Indian and Chinese pieces for comparison (SZACSVAY 2000:411–412). Rudnyánszky’s collection of these glasses is the most remarkable of its kind in Central Europe. It was incorporated into the museum’s Ecclesiastic Collection as a selfcontained assemblage without a division into regional units. His library of 135 volumes, received by the museum as part of his bequest, contains mainly books on African art, indicating that Rudnyánszky was a knowledgeable collector, a connoisseur, who was familiar with the relevant literature. The museum’s Photographic Archive was enriched by several hundred photos from Egypt and other African countries made by the couple.

In the late 1990s, the museum purchased a part of the collections of two art collectors, Alfréd Berndorfer and Harald Tangl, both renowned physicians, who had travelled extensively before World War 2, and managed the occasional trip even in the stifling atmosphere of the post-war period. Through his connections with art dealers and other collectors, Berndorfer assembled an outstanding African and Asian collection. The museum acquired twenty-one masks from his collection in 1998.[172] Tangl’s collection included some of the Congo artefacts collected in the 1940s by Lajos Thanhoffer, descendant of a long line of physicians. Five pieces from this collection and four drawings by Thanhoffer were obtained by the museum in 1999.[173]

Physicians travelling abroad or on a long-term mission, such as Mrs Róbert Ligeti, too represent a group of collectors typical for the 1960s–1980s. Her collection comprises the largest assemblage received by the museum during the past decades. Mrs Ligeti bequeathed several hundred ethnographic artefacts and artworks of her collection from various continents to the museum during her life, 89 of which originated from Africa.[174] Mrs Ligeti started her career as a paediatrician and psychologist. In addition to being a practicing physician, she played an active role in organising mother and child care both in Hungary and abroad from the 1960s. Between 1962 and 1967 she worked in Cuba, and then spent five years in Senegal and six in Burundi working for the WHO. She visited several other African countries too.

Her collection is chiefly made up of pieces made for sale to tourists in the 1970s and 1980s, when local woodcarvers began breaking free of the strict ancestral traditions of statues and masks by creatively adding new elements sparked by their imagination. Traditionally larger or undecorated pieces were translated into smaller forms and adorned with beads to supply the growing demands of the art market. Several statues portray mothers nursing their baby or pregnant women, a theme probably attractive to Mrs Ligeti owing to her profession. In addition to these pieces, the collection contains animal and human figurines and series made using the cire perdue technique, spear models, jewellery and embroidered wall hangings made in the workshops of local Christian missions.

The Africa Collection lacked paintings, a recently evolved genre of art reflecting the cultural impact of Western art. Thanks to Mrs Ligeti, the collection is now enriched by objects of this type too, which include signed works by renowned West African (Senegalian) painters.

While sorting through the bequest, Mrs András István Gabányi, Mrs Ligeti’s cousin, offered additional pieces, predominantly textiles, to the museum in 2007.[175] She also presented the museum with a select collection of ethnographic photographs and other African documents from Mrs Ligeti’s bequest.

A few African pieces appeared as curios at the auctions organised by the Nagyházi Gallery and Auction House. The museum purchased two tyiwara Bambara headdresses[176] in order to document the variants of this type. African items began to appear more frequently and in higher numbers in the galleries and also on the Ecseri flea market. The type and quality of these pieces differed little from the items appearing on the Porte de Clignancourt flea market in Paris, which is hardly surprising seeing that their source was identical: the wares of the Parisian African (probably Cameroonian) merchants. The articles sold on these markets are dominated by pieces copying traditional masks and statues, and pieces blending traditional and whimsical elements expressly made for tourists, as well as the copies of Benin statues. The Nagyházi Gallery experimentally put up a few African pieces of this type at its auctions twice a year from the 2000s. The museum purchased a Nago body mask at one of these auctions.[177]

The museum’s collection policy was at times obviously related to the organisation of exhibitions. In addition to the permanent exhibition “From prehistoric societies to civilisation” opened in 1980, the same policy determined the acquisition of various items needed for the temporal exhibition “Images of Time” mounted in 2001, when the curator of the Africa Collection collected 104 pieces during fieldwork on Djerba and on a trip to Paris for the section presenting the rites of passage.[178] The objects in question were the wedding paraphernalia of a community of Berber origin living in Guellala on the island’s southern part.

The objects acquired for this exhibition complemented an assemblage collected during earlier fieldwork between 1997 and 1999, as a result of which the Africa Collection grew by 115 artefacts.[179] In addition to various types of traditional male and female costumes of Guellala, the assemblage comprises locally made pottery vessels, weaving implements, household utensils, jewellery, and divination tools. One of main considerations in the creation of this collection was the documentation of changes in the usage of various artefacts.

Five pieces from Ghana, reflecting on the role of the chameleon in African symbolism, were acquired from Katalin Dagadu Torda in 2001 for an exhibition.[180] The prearranged acquisition of specific items requested by the curator was possible owing to the close collaboration between the museum and Dagadu Torda, who had settled in Ghana where she studied bead art and became active in the bead trade. The museum first received a gift and purchased a collection of 17 beads in 1990;[181] later, in addition to the pieces requested for the exhibition, the collection was enriched by an additional 87 artefacts, in part gifts and in part purchases on four other occasions from 2000 onward.[182] Aside from traditional artefact types assemblages obtained from Dagadu Torda contained novelties for the Africa Collection, such as colon statues and a billboard for a barber among the modern utilitarian objects.

Three other collectors, all of them graduates or students of cultural anthropology, must be mentioned among the collectors of more recent years, who travelled to Africa with different objectives (fieldwork, as member of an NGO, or as a simple tourist). They acquired various items, based in part on preliminary consultations, for complementing the Africa Collection and for display in various exhibitions. The collection acquired 25 artefacts from Congo,[183] two from Tunisia,[184] and three from East Africa[185] as gifts or purchases through them.

A high number of uninventoried pieces, as well as ones with an erroneous number were identified during the review of the collection in 1997. After checking these items, the remaining 446 objects were re-inventoried in 2003 and 2006.[186] Ten African ceramics, found during the review of the museum’s Ceramics Collection, were re-inventoried as part of the Africa Collection.[187]

The composition of the Africa Collection

A total of 11,593 artefacts were inventoried as part of the Africa Collection in the period up to 2007, of which 10,350 items could be securely identified during the most recent review of the holdings in 1997. These numbers, however, cannot be regarded as definitive since some artefacts, though listed in the Accessions Register, did not receive an inventory number, while others could not be identified: even though they had supposedly been inventoried, they could not be found during the periodic reviews of the collection. The statistics in the following are based on a higher number of artefacts than can be actually found in the collection, but a lower one than the number of pieces originally acquired by the museum.

Regional breakdown

The provenance of 1221 artefacts, accounting for about one-tenth of the collection, is specified as the African continent without a closer description of origins and these are by necessity omitted from the geographic statistics. The geographic breakdown presented here corresponds to the major regional units.

East Africa

4485 pieces in the Africa Collection come from East Africa, accounting for 38.6 per cent of the material. This can primarily be attributed to Baron Bornemisza, who alone enriched the collection with 2410 pieces, and thereby determined the collection’s geographic focus. His collection eclipsed by far the other four collections of a few hundred pieces and the smaller assemblages of a few dozen or a handful of items. The collection received 388 East African pieces from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection and 338 items from Count Teleki’s expedition. These major collections arrived in the late 19th and early 20th century. Together with a few smaller assemblages, 75.9 per cent of the collection (3406 artefacts) was acquired before 1918. Of the collections received after 1918, the ones from Gajdács and Hopp must be mentioned among the more notable assemblages, with 192 and 103 objects respectively.

In terms of the collection’s breakdown according to country, Tanzania stands out by the 2845 artefacts, accounting for 63.4 per cent of the East African material. The other countries are represented by roughly a hundred pieces or even less.

The East African material is dominated by weapons (1216 pieces), followed by body ornaments (923 pieces), personal articles (580 pieces, principally snuff-boxes and pipes), amulets and religious objects (414 items), and various kitchen utensils (365 items). Costumes and their accessories account for 236 pieces. Tools and implements form a larger group, with 167 items assigned to this category. Woven articles (155 pieces) and musical instruments (134 pieces) too account for a relatively larger portion. This material comprises a low number of figural depictions (33 pieces) and ceramics (30 pieces).

West Africa

The Accessions Register lists 2321 artefacts from this region, of which 2240 pieces could be identified. 22.2 per cent of the material was acquired prior to World War 1. Most of the 516 pieces in question come from three sources: the Exhibition of Missionary Collection of 1896 (137 pieces), art dealer Ferenc Pázmán (acquired in 1914; 121 pieces) and Jenő Kalmár (acquired in 1916; 238 pieces).

The growth of the West African material after World War 1 can largely be equated with Fuszek’s collection, comprising 1115 items, accounting for almost one-half of the material (49.5 per cent). The remaining 690 artefacts were obtained from various collectors; two collections, each comprising over a hundred artefacts must be mentioned in this respect. One of these is the material purchased from Rudnyánszky and his bequest (156 pieces), the other is an assemblage of 121 artefacts, acquired in part through donations and in part as purchases from Dagadu Torda living in Ghana. The bequest of Mrs Ligeti accounts for 47 items, and the collection also grew by 35 pieces through various exchanges conducted with Deletaille.

Regarding artefact types, weapons dominate the West African material, accounting for 26.8 per cent (624 items), followed by toys (325 pieces), which chiefly comprise nutshells used as game chips in abbia, a game of chance. Masks and statues are represented by 233 and 226 pieces respectively, followed by body ornaments (171 items), kitchen utensils (158 items) and various utilitarian objects (107 items). Woven articles and musical instruments are also well represented (83 and 72 items respectively).

Most of the pieces in this collection come from Cameroon (1096 artefacts, accounting for roughly one-half of the West African material).

North Africa

The museum had originally received 1345 artefacts from the Maghreb and Egypt, 61.4 per cent (826 pieces) of which were acquired before 1918 from three main sources: the Exhibition of Missionary Collection of 1896 (392 items), from Hopp in 1898 (99 items, mostly Ancient Egyptian pieces), and through transfers from the Museum of Applied Arts, also in 1898 (71 artefacts from Ancient Egypt). The first assemblage of North African artefacts was obtained in 1889, when Jankó, the later director of the Department of Ethnography, sold 31 artefacts to the Hungarian National Museum.

Eclipsing by far the smaller assemblages of a few dozen or even less artefacts received after 1918 is a collection of 240 items assembled by the present author (currently acting as curator of the Africa Collection) during fieldwork between 1993 and 2000, and the assemblage of 61 items from the Rudnyánszky–Szávay couple.

Most of the pieces in the North African material come from Egypt (343 ethnographic artefacts and 178 Ancient Egyptian pieces), followed by Tunisia (335 ethnographic artefacts). This material includes also Punic artefacts (96 pieces).

The North African collection is dominated by ceramics, accounting for 38.8 per cent of the material (523 items), owing to the many pieces from Antiquity. Costumes are also well represented (137 items), as are costume accessories (92 pieces), kitchen utensils (78 pieces), and jewellery (77 pieces). In contrast to other regions, this material comprises few weapons (61 pieces in all).

Compared to the original collection, this material underwent the greatest changes since the ancient Egyptian and Punic material was transferred to the Museum of Fine Arts in 1934 (47 pieces remained from the original collection of 274 items). The North African material currently numbers 1118 artefacts, owing to the “loss” of the archaeological material and the pieces, which can no longer be found.

Central Africa

According to the inventory books, there are 876 artefacts from Central Africa among the museum’s holdings, of which 836 pieces could be identified, the rest are missing. The collections received before World War 1 account for 59.9 per cent (525 items) of the material, which is dominated by the pieces collected by Torday between 1907 and 1909 (467 items). The first Central African artefacts were received from A. G. Frank, an art dealer based in London, in 1888 (6 items). Another artefact from this region, part of the Teleki Collection, was inventoried the next year, and the pieces received in exchange for various items in the count’s collection from the Hofmuseum in Vienna too included 15 Central African artefacts. A smaller assemblage of some two dozen pieces was purchased from art dealer Ferenc Pázmán in 1914.

The museum’s post-war acquisitions include Hopp’s Congolese collection, acquired during his travels before the war, and fourteen pieces from Torday’s bequest, transferred in 1953 from the Móra Ferenc Museum in Szeged. The museum regularly received Central African artefacts from the 1950s, when there was a noticeable upswing in the trade of African art despite the period’s stifling atmosphere, enabling the museum to acquire new pieces for its collection. Various pieces were received from thirty-one collectors, usually no more than a few dozen or just a few pieces, which were mostly obtained through purchase. A larger assemblage is represented by György Misur’s collection of 70 pieces, received in 1981. The pieces acquired from Hungarian and foreign art collectors, such Deletaille, Rudnyánszky, Vértes and Bodrogi totalled 57 artefacts, while 49 pieces were received from Éva Sebestyén and Ildikó Szilasi as parts of collections assembled during fieldwork.

The highest number of artefacts in the Central African material originates from the Democratic Republic of the Congo (216 pieces, accounting for 24.6 per cent). Statues are quite well represented (122 items), although admittedly most are pieces from the later 20th century made for the tourist trade. Household utensils (106 pieces), clothing and textiles (104) too make up a larger body of material, as do musical instruments (65 pieces). The number of masks from this region adds up to 34 pieces. The least represented artefact type is pottery, of which there are only four in the collection, and agricultural implements, represented by two pieces.

South Africa

The museum received a total of 854 pieces from this region, of which 772 can be currently found. 73.8 per cent (631 pieces) of this collection were acquired before 1918, mostly from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection (440 items) and Baron Bornemisza’s collection (145 items). The other smaller assemblages making up the collection contain fewer than a hundred artefacts. The pieces brought by the seamen serving in the navy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire amount to 97 pieces.

Of the 221 pieces obtained after 1918, 25 artefacts were part of the collection assembled by Hopp during his extensive travels in the late 19th and early 20th century. Some three dozen artefacts came from the collection of Manó Gellért, a railway engineer (39 items), which were bequeathed to the museum in 1930 by Erzsébet Gellért, then living in Vienna. Another larger assemblage of 68 bead decorated objects from the collection of Mária Pooley was purchased by the museum from Etel Horváth. The remaining 94 pieces were obtained from ten different collectors and represent pieces found during the review of the collection, whose donors or collectors are unknown.

The greater part of the South African material originates from the Republic of South Africa (72.6 per cent, 620 artefacts). The province of Natal is represented by 403 pieces, Cape Colony by 22 pieces, Grahamstown by 65 pieces, and Limpopo by 55 pieces.

The South African collection is dominated by various body ornaments and jewellery pieces (45 per cent, 384 items). Weapons are also well represented, accounting for 200 pieces. Costumes and costume accessories total 86 pieces, followed by personal articles (82 pieces) and kitchen utensils (77 pieces).

Madagascar

The material from the island is made up principally of artefacts manufactured during the late 19th century and of two larger collections. The museum purchased 79 artefacts of the exhibits displayed at the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, while another 72 were obtained as gifts at the Parisian World Expo of 1900. The exact provenance of most of these artefacts remains unknown; we only know that 39 pieces from the material of the Exhibition of Missionary Collection came from Nosy Be.

Seven other artefacts from Madagascar were obtained in 1921 from the Hopp bequest. The collections assembled by Lieutenant Lajos Czirer and physician Hugo Zechmeister, both serving in the navy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, each contained one artefact from the island, which were acquired in 1890 and 1903. Two other artefacts from Madagascar were received in 1903 and 1996.

The number of artefacts from Madagascar entered into the museum’s Accessions Register totalled 164, of which 132 could be identified. Two major types can be distinguished in the material: kitchen utensils (59 pieces), principally cutlery carved from wood and horn, and various woven artefacts, such as boxes, baskets and mats (45 pieces). It seems likely that the material acquired from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection was made up of artefacts representing local crafts produced in the Christians missions and intended for sale, rather than items collected from the native population. The pieces exhibited at the Paris World Expo too can be assigned to the category of artefacts made for sale. The latter include four mannequins displaying the traditional costume of two Madagascarian peoples. Weapons and costume accessories are represented by 13 and 12 pieces respectively. Ceramics, body ornaments and jewellery are entirely lacking from the material, as are figural depictions and statues, as well as toiletry articles and objects associated with religious beliefs.

Breakdown according to artefact types

The following statistical overview includes also the artefacts without a closer provenance, which were omitted from the regional statistics. The statistics are not based on the 11,593 artefacts entered into the Accessions Register, but on the 10,350 items bearing the original inventory number and the additional 905 items identified during the review of the collection, which could be assigned to a specific type. The two categories add up to 11,255 artefacts.

The Africa Collection is dominated by weapons (shields, spears, throwing spears, bows, arrows, quivers, maces, daggers, swords, knives and guns), accounting for 25.9 percent (3006 pieces). The most obvious explanation for this high proportion is that most of the collectors were men with an obvious interest in hunting.

The second highest category of over a thousand items comprises various body ornaments and jewellery (13.6 per cent; 1576 pieces), followed by personal articles (964 pieces), kitchen utensils (893 pieces) and ceramics (622 pieces). The paraphernalia of religious beliefs, mostly amulets and crosses worn around the neck, are represented by 521 item, while statues and figural depictions, most of which can be assigned to this category too, comprise 435 pieces. The masks in the collection add up to 283 pieces. 465 artefacts can be assigned to the category of woven articles. Costumes are represented by 349 items, while various costume accessories by 403 pieces. The collection contains 188 textiles used for various other purposes. The 387 pieces representing toys and games are principally made up of the abbia game chips from Cameroon. The 377 musical instruments comprise a diverse array of artefacts. Altogether 142 artefacts can be associated with stockbreeding, while domestic furnishings account for 129 artefacts. The remaining categories are made up of assemblages with fewer than a hundred artefacts: raw materials (93 items), personal grooming and toiletry articles (61 artefacts), agricultural tools and implements (33 pieces). Artwork, such as paintings and wall hangings made using various techniques, is underrepresented with no more than 18 items.

The above overview clearly shows that the main focus of the Africa Collection of the Museum of Ethnography is not artwork since this was never a priority in the museum’s collecting policy. The collection rather comprises a wide range of artefacts suitable for presenting various aspects of daily life, with objects collected more for their ethnographic value than their artistic qualities. This corresponds to the policy set down at the time of the museum’s foundation by the collection’s first curators.

 


“If still alive, my next report will be about Lake Rudolf and Lake Stephanie”

The East African collection of the Teleki expedition

Balázs Borsos

In January 1886, Count Sámuel Teleki de Szék (1845–1916), a Transylvanian noble, retired army officer and renowned hunter visited his friend, Crown Prince Rudolf on Lacroma Island in Dalmatia before setting off on a several years long African hunting expedition. The Crown Prince and his wife, Princess Stephanie persuaded Teleki to take along an unknown naval officer, who had long cherished dreams of participating in the geographic exploration of Africa. Ludwig Ritter von Höhnel (1857–1942), a naval officer born in Pressburg (Bratislava, Slovakia) served on the Greif, a yacht placed at the disposal of the royal couple. The two men formed a formidable team; they were by far the most successful explorers of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy to win international acclaim.[188]

The expedition and its findings

After making the necessary preparations, the two travellers met on Zanzibar Island in November 1886, where they familiarised themselves with local conditions and gathered as much information as possible from the merchant caravans. Teleki accepted Höhnel’s suggestion to abandon the earlier plan of visiting Lake Tanganyika and then trek northeastward to Ethiopia along a lengthier route. He decided that he would make geographic discovery, rather than hunting, the expedition’s main goal and move northward to the easterly regions of Africa to explore the regions still largely unknown to Europeans (and the Swahili merchant caravans): the north-western territories of modern Kenya, where, or so they heard, lay two immense, unknown lakes.

On January 23, 1887, the pair and their caravan set sail for Pangani on the African coast, from where they set off toward Mount Kilimanjaro on February 4 along the River Pangani (Ruvu). Teleki mapped a 68 km long section of the river alone and its headwaters jointly with Höhnel (HÖNEL 1889a:1). They attempted to climb Mount Meru and the central peak of Mount Kilimanjaro from their base in the pleasant caravanserai at Taveta by the slope of the giant of all African mountains. Even though they did not make it to the very top, Teleki climbed to a height of 5310 m (according to his own measurements), where he reached the snowline. From there, the pair traversed the East African Plateau, Maasai Land, fighting their way through Kikuyu Land amidst bloody skirmished. Teleki made an attempt to ascend Mount Kenya, which had not been climbed before, but again only made it as high as the snowline, reached at 4680 m (according to his own calculations, and at 4300 m according to later estimates).[189] The area around Lake Baringo was the last known region in East Africa between Mount Kenya and Abyssinia, which had previously been explored by Joseph Thomson and Gustav Fischer, and travelled by Arab merchant caravans. Teleki and Höhnel made the necessary preparations for the difficult journey ahead at this point, stocking up the provisions necessary for traversing the barren, uninhabited desert before them. Here Teleki penned his famous letter with the promise of a report from Lake Rudolf and Stephanie, if still alive (ERDÉLYI 1977:39).
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Teleki and his caravan set off from Lake Baringo on February 10. A month later, on March 6, they reached an immense lake, which Teleki, true to his promise, named after the Crown Prince (today the lake is known as Lake Turkana). Tracing their route along the barren, 250 km long shore of the salt lake, they reached its northern tip and the Reshiat tribe living there a month later. They found another lake to the east, which they named after Crown Princess Stephanie (today called Chew Bahir). Owing to the onset of the rainy season and the continuous protests of the Reshiat, Teleki gave up his original plan of circling Lake Rudolf, and the expedition retraced its route along the eastern shoreline. Nearing the lake’s narrow, southern end, they passed close to an active volcano, which they had sighted earlier. The volcano was named after Teleki, the expedition’s leader. They advanced northward into Turkana Land as far as the River Trrgwell (today Turkwel), flowing into the lake on its western shore. They turned south and returned to Lake Baringo through Suk Land. The expedition almost starved to death because of the dry weather and the hostile population, and was forced to resort to cattle raids. They reached Taveta through Kikuyu Land and Kamba Land without any major incidents. Arriving to Taveta, Teleki learnt that while they had been exploring the continent’s interior, plans were being hatched for an uprising against the German colonists, and he decided to hastily depart for Mombasa to avoid being cut off from Zanzibar. Arriving on October 25, 1888, they spent a few months on Zanzibar, returning to Europe after visiting Harar in Ethiopia, where they received news of Crown Prince Rudolf ’s death.

The findings of the expedition, yielding exciting new data for several disciplines, were described by Höhnel in a few articles and a lengthy book, which was almost immediately translated into Hungarian and English.[190] The expedition had achieved its goal of discovering the two lakes, which had until then been known only from hearsay. During their 3000 km long journey, they had mapped the region of the Eastern Rift Valley and they were the first Europeans to observe an active volcano in the continent’s interior. Teleki climbed higher than all previous explorers, reaching the snowline on Mt. Kilimanjaro, and he was the very first white man to ascend Mt. Kenya. The topographical and hydrological description of the areas they visited, the meteorological observations, and the zoological and botanical material collected during the expedition were significant contributions towards a better knowledge of the continent: 78 of the 237 botanical species were earlier unknown (FARKAS 1988:43), as were three chameleon and one spider species (KÁDÁR 1988:41–42). An immense contribution was made to the ethnography of the newly-explored regions. In addition to assembling an ethnographic collection of some four hundred artefacts, acquired principally among the Maasai and the Kikuyu, Teleki and Höhnel had encountered several little known or downright unknown groups, whose meticulous description was complemented by several photographs.
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Teleki and Höhnel’s expedition is outstanding in the history of East African exploration. They explored the largest, formerly uncharted territories. They were the only ones to attempt an ascent of all three volcanoes (Mt. Kenya, Mt. Kilimanjaro, Mt. Meru). They found and made contact with the largest number of indigenous peoples, many of whom had not even been heard of, and Höhnel can be credited with providing a description of many peoples of East Africa, even if his descriptions did not match the depth, the meticulousness and perceptiveness of other explorers (who, however, only provided an ethnographic portrait of one or two tribes).

By linking already known areas, Teleki and Höhnel can be credited with creating the first genuine synthesis in the exploration of East Africa: the travellers following in their footsteps could but add new hues and smaller details to the picture drawn by them.

The ethnographic descriptions of the expedition

Over one-half of Höhnel’s lengthiest report is devoted to the ethnographic description of the tribes encountered during the expedition (HÖHNEL 1890b:20–41). Instead of a discussion following the expedition’s time-line, Höhnel chose to group the tribes according to their language, quoting studies on these peoples by Cecchi, Johnston and Joseph Thomson. Höhnel attempted to draw as full a picture as possible of the ethnography of the regions they visited based on the data collected during the expedition, although with a critical approach to both his own material and the evidence gathered by others, stating as fact only what he perceived to be accurate.

Höhnel distinguished three major races among the peoples they had met, noting that even though these can be broadly equated with language families (HÖHNEL 1890b:20), the linguistic and physical anthropological boundaries did not always overlap, and thus the two classifications cannot be wholly correlated.

Höhnel correctly assigned fifteen tribes to the Bantu language family, made up of Negrid peoples, of which he describes in detail the Taveta, the Chaga, the Kahe and the Meru tribes inhabiting the areas around Mt. Kilimanjaro, as well as the Kamba and Kikuyu tribes, but neglecting the tribes living in the coastal regions which, in his opinion, had been exhaustively reported on by other travellers and missionaries (Höhnel 1890b:20). Even though the Bantu tribes described by him had been previously known (the least known among them being the Kikuyu), the Teleki expedition had spent the longest time among these peoples and noted cultural features which had escaped the attention of earlier travellers.

There is still some controversy as to whether the peoples speaking a Nilo-Saharan language encountered by the expedition should anthropologically be assigned to the Negrids (MURDOCK 1959:9) or a Negrid-Ethiopian mixed race (FLEISCHACKER 1975:107). They are now generally assigned to the Nilotic or Nilo-Hamitic language family,[191] because their language is Hamitic (or, more precisely, Kushitic[192]), while their anthropologic make-up reflects strong Ethiopid impacts.[193] These peoples live on the fringes of the rain-forest belt in East and Central Africa, with the Maasai wedged in-between the Bantu peoples in the south (Höhnel 1890b:20). Of the thirteen Nilotic peoples mentioned in his book, Höhnel offers a more detailed portrait of the already known Maasai, Kwafi and Ndorobo, and the newly encountered Burkenedji (Samburu), Turkana and Suk tribes, but no more than a passing mention of the other peoples (the Kamasia, Nandi, Lumbua, Karamojong, Donyiro, Burma, and Murle).

In addition to the tribes speaking a Nilotic tongue, the newly explored regions were inhabited by peoples with a Kushitic tongue belonging to the Hamitic (Semito-Hamitic) language family, whose anthropological features included many Ethiopid traits (FLEISCHACKER 1975:114). Of the eleven tribes speaking a Hamitic tongue, Höhnel devoted lengthier descriptions to the Rendile and the Reshiat, and simply listed the other tribes in this group (the Budu, Kerre, Murdu, Amar, Bachada, Marle, Aro, Borana and Arbore). 

All in all, Höhnel provided a comprehensive report of six Bantu, six Nilotic and two Kushitic peoples. His portrayal of each tribe follows the same pattern, corresponding roughly to the general descriptive system used in anthropological studies, covering subsistence and material culture, as well as society, customs and religious beliefs.

The collection of the expedition

After shipping the artefacts acquired during the expedition back to Hungary and after cleaning them of the mildew and rust caused by marine transportation, Count Teleki categorised the material and donated “the greater part of the collection to the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum with a nobleman’s generosity and munificence” (XÁNTUS 1889:1). One part of the collection is now in the Museum of Ethnography, another part enriched the holdings of the Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum in Vienna. Teleki kept certain artefacts for himself; unfortunately, these disappeared from his manor in Görgényszentimre (Gurghiu, Romania) during World War 2 (ERDÉLYI 1977:68).

The Acquisitions Register of the Museum of Ethnography contains entries on 338 of the 400 artefacts donated by Teleki, 303 of which can be identified today. The lack of an inventory number (or its loss) means that other objects from Teleki’s expedition might still be lurking in the Africa Collection.[194] Six objects were deaccessioned from the original collection, three of which were found and identified in the 1980s. While the Teleki Collection forms but a small portion of the Africa Collection, numbering some 11,600 items in all, its scientific value is immense because an expedition in the 19th century provided an opportunity to collect various artefacts from several then still unknown peoples, which reflect the region’s culture before the profound transformation of East African civilisation at the turn of the 19th–20th centuries caused by the cattle plague and the cultural impact of colonialism. The exact number of artefacts given by Teleki to János Xántus, custodian of the Department of Ethnography, is unclear from the surviving documents. Xántus, who expressed his gratitude over the generous donation in the July 20, 1889 issue of Magyar Nemzet, mentions 400 artefacts, of which he lists 358 (Xántus 1889:1). Reporting on the donation the next day, Fővárosi Lapok gave a figure of 392 objects,[195] a number corresponding to the one appearing in the section on the Department of Ethnography in the June

1889 report of the Hungarian National Museum, published in the non-official section of Magyar Közlöny.[196] The museum’s Ethnology Archives contain several inventory lists detailing the collection, which contain further variations on the number of artefacts.

The “Catalogue of the African peoples of the Teleky Collection”[197] mentions 410 artefacts. However, the pieces actually listed in the catalogue only add up to 407 artefacts. The catalogue is rounded off by a sum total according to artefact types, specifying a total of 372 pieces (with the greatest “losses” suffered by weapons). The remark “may be exchanged” appears beside 42 items. The final sum total of the artefacts is not 410–42=368 or 407–42=365, or 372–42=330, but the mysterious figure of 357, without any indication of how this figure was reached.

Housed in the museum’s Ethnology Archives is the original manuscript and a typed copy of another inventory list, “Inventory of Count Samu Teleki’s African collection,”[198] The sum total of the artefacts is 410 in both, of which “56 were given to Vienna, 24 are still retained, 330 remaining for inventorying”. The remark “Vienna” appears beside 49 items in the original manuscript and beside 47 items on the copy, while the remark “doublet” (duplicate) appears beside 29 items in the original and 28 pieces in the copy. There is an error in the addition between entries 248 and 305 in the original (the correct figure being 303), but the sum total is nonetheless correct owing to a contrary mistake on the next page.

According to the records of the Museum of Ethnography,[199] 51 items were exchanged with Vienna on December 18, 1889, and an additional one at some later date. The museum in Vienna acquired 23 weapons, 20 ornaments, 4 vessels, 4 implements and one costume from the original collection. This list includes items, which do not appear in the original inventory list.[200] The entries in the inventory book of the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna do not correspond entirely to the above list[201] since M. Haberland inventoried 105 objects under 102 inventory numbers,[202] which appeared as 42 lots in the original list.[203] If the Hungarian inventory system is applied to the artefacts in question, the items entered into the Viennese acquisitions register can be grouped into 52 lots,[204] which more or less corresponds to the lots appearing in the Hungarian inventory list (the only difference being twenty-two ornaments instead of twenty and two vessels instead of four). A look at individual pieces and their cultural attribution to the peoples using them, however, reveals major differences between the two lists, with an “increase” in the Kikuyu artefacts (three Maasai weapons, two swords and a bow, and seven Kamba ornaments were attributed to the Kikuyu). The probable reason for these changes in cultural attribution was that the material culture of these peoples shares numerous similarities and could be easily mixed up, and that the Hungarian and Viennese museum staff inventorying the material categorised and described the artefacts according to different criteria.[205]

In view of these mistakes and uncertainties, even the artefact names and the cultural attributions in the original inventory list containing the sum total of the material must be treated with caution, not to speak of the inaccuracies contained in the copies, transcriptions, and museum index cards. It would seem that the exact composition of the collection in terms of artefacts (and their cultural attribution) can no longer be reconstructed. The Museum of Ethnography received either 410–52=358 or 407–52=355 items, even though the inventory drawn up in October 1889 contains 338 artefacts, two of which were treated separately from the rest.[206] The fate of the twenty or seventeen missing artefacts remains unknown.[207]

Index cards were prepared for about one-half of the collection until the late 1980s. The most accurate were written by László Vajda between 1952 and 1956, and Csaba Ecsedy in the 1970s. Some artefacts from the collection were researched in more detail by Zsolt Csalog (1966), Géza Füssi Nagy (1967), Mária Molnár (1974), Irma Agüero (1975, 1981), Ibolya Forrai (1981), Zoltán Fejős (1981) and Bea Vidacs (1983). A few artefacts from the collection were displayed as part of a temporary exhibition on Sámuel Teleki in August–September 1976, while others were incorporated into the museum’s permanent exhibition (1980–1995).[208] Artefacts from the collection were discussed in various academic studies, such as the description of the shields in the museum’s collection, in which the Reshiat (Geleba) shields from the Teleki Collection were also mentioned (VAJDA 1954:216–221). Various objects from the collection figured prominently in Mihály Sárkány’s monograph on the art of East Africa (SÁRKÁNY 1981).

Regarding the provenance of individual artefacts, sixteen different localities are specified for the inventoried material, while only fifteen are listed in the “Catalogue of the African peoples of the Teleky Collection” containing the ethnic attribution of the material.[209] Zanzibar only appears in the inventory book as the provenance of a spear, although the attribution is tentative. Eleven specify an ethnic group, the rest are geographic names marking the area where a particular artefact was obtained. In addition to Zanzibar, the latter include the broader “Abessyna” [sic!] and “East Africa” labels, appearing beside several objects. The name Kilimanjaro too appears repeatedly, marking artefacts acquired from the Chaga, the Taveta or the Kwafi tribe living by the foot of the mountain. The name Meru cannot be identified with the tribe living north of Mt. Kenya (FEDDERS–SALVADORI 1979:129–133), whom Teleki and his companions did not visit, but rather with Mt. Meru, or, more precisely, the Chaga tribe, whom Höhnel describes under the name Wameru (HÖHNEL 1890b:22). Of the eleven tribal names, Ukambani is actually a geographic name formed from an ethnonym, meaning “land of the Kamba”.[210] Thirteen artefacts are linked to the Elgina in the inventory book, while the “Catalogue” lists a single one. This name is most likely a misspelling of Elgume (the other name of the Turkana[211]), which can probably be explained by the inattentiveness of the person inventorying the material, as can the “abbreviation” of the label “land of the Turkana and the Suk” in the inventory list, from which the Suk were omitted in the inventory book, leaving only the Turkana.[212] The remaining eight names denote still living tribes: the Chaga, the Kaffa, the Kikuyu, the Maasai, the Ndorobo, the Rendile, the Reshiat and the Somali.[213] In many cases, no more than a single artefact was acquired from a particular tribe[214] (Kaffa, Ndorobo, Rendile, and “Elgina”) or a particular region (Abessyna, Meru and Zanzibar), or only a dozen or so (Somali,[215] East Africa and Ukambani). The objects obtained from Kilimanjaro+Chaga, Reshiat and Turkana+Suk account for about forty entries. The highest number of artefacts came from the Maasai (91) and the Kikuyu (127), the latter making up roughly one-third of the entire collection.
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It is not mere chance that Höhnel devotes lengthy descriptions to the Kamba, Kikuyu, Masaai, Reshiat, Suk, and Turkana tribes since these were people they had the opportunity to study more closely. They spent the most time in their lands and collected the highest number of artefacts among them (the only exceptions being the Chaga and the Taveta). We know from Höhnel’s report that Teleki and his companion made contact with considerably more indigenous peoples than the ones from whom they had acquired various artefacts. The objects in the collection reflect a unique trait of East African history, namely that in spite of the cultural diversity, the material culture of the different tribes shows a remarkable degree of convergence.

Aside from various ancient peoples, such as the Kushite and the Koisan (who later disappeared), the current ethnographic mosaic of East Africa was in part created by the Bantu expansion towards Tanganyika in the 1st millennium AD and the northward advance of the Bantus from secondary centres along the coastland and the Kilimanjaro region in the earlier 2nd millennium AD, in part by the southward Nilotic migration from the Nile, and in part by the successive waves of Nilo-Hamitic diffusion from their homeland by Lake Rudolf (Turkana), marked by the Nandi expansion in the 15th century and the Maasai advance in the 17th–19th centuries (HUNTINGFORD 1963:84–92). This led to constant clashes between the Bantu farmers and the Nilotic, Hamitic (Kushitic) herders, as well as to competition between various farming and stockbreeding groups. While East Africa was characterised by an economic diversity, there was a remarkable uniformity in the weapons used by various tribes, and the constant conflicts led to emergence of more or less similar spears, shields, swords, and war costumes (BAUMANN–THURNWALD–WESTERMANN 1940:208). The barter trade between the tribes pursuing different economic strategies led to a wider interaction between them, resulting in the appearance of various implements made by the farmers among pastoralists and the adoption of certain pastoralist ornamental elements among the farming Bantus (such as Maasai motifs on Taveta shields; VAJDA 1951:155–156).

Even though Xántus made a definite promise to write a scholarly evaluation of the Teleki Collection, nothing was published aside from the article in Magyar Nemzet (Xántus 1889). Perhaps he though that it would hardly be fitting to perform this task before and instead of Höhnel.[216] Xántus described the peoples, as well as their lifeways, their weapons and their war costumes – which in his opinion were designed to intimidate the enemy –, concluding that the material culture of the East African peoples was relatively poor. He regarded the breadth of the collection as its greatest merit: “it is indeed surprising how the count was able to collect such a diverse assemblage in Africa.”[217] While there is certainly some truth to Xántus’s remark, it is not because the material culture of African peoples is poor, but because an expedition geared to exploring unknown territories is not suited to systematic collecting activity. The collected artefacts can hardly represent the entire material culture of farming societies, or the typical artefacts used by nomadic societies, whose material culture is relatively simpler owing to their migrant lifestyle, not to speak of the fact that in the case of the latter, one would have to spend a longer time among these peoples in order to acquire them. Not surprisingly, the collection is dominated by the most easily obtainable personal articles: weapons (155 pieces, accounting for 38 per cent) and ornaments (139 pieces, accounting for one-third), the rest being made up of costumes, vessels and various implements (28 per cent). Viewed in itself, the collection is indeed remarkably diverse.

The artefacts nonetheless characterise the peoples from whom they were obtained. Living on the fertile southern slopes of Mt. Kilimanjaro, the Chaga had been engaged in intensive farming and animal husbandry, and could boast a flourishing craft industry. It is therefore hardly surprising that over one-half of the material from the Chaga and the Kilimanjaro area is made up of vessels and implements.

The cultural impact of the Maasai, a cattle breeding pastoral tribe ranging along the East African Rift Valley, was much greater than the extent of their land, in part because they ranged far and wide during their cattle raids, as a result of which Maasai costume and decorative patterns became “fashionable” among other tribes too, and in part because the Maasai groups vanquished during the tribal warfare were assimilated by the neighbouring peoples. The Maasai are represented by weapons, ornaments, leather costumes and various implements, such as a cattle bell, personal toiletries (a low stool) and sacks for transportation. Two-thirds of the costumes in the collection come from the Maasai. With the exception of knives, the Maasai assemblage contains almost all types of weapons (swords, spear, shield, macehead, bow and arrow of the old, and an “eye-gouger”, the latter a smaller offensive weapon). War headdresses made from ostrich feathers are especially noteworthy. Jewellery and other ornaments show less diversity and vessels are represented by a single gourd for water. Although the material culture of the Maasai is humble compared to that of farming peoples, the lack of milking implements reflects the disproportionate nature of the expedition’s collecting activity.

 

Teleki and his companions spent little time among the Kamba, a tribe engaged in farming, and thus the items in the collection are mostly personal belongings, such as weapons, ornaments, a snuff flask, stools and two tweezers for trimming beards and moustaches.

The expedition faced many hardships while crossing the land of the fierce Kikuyu, this being the possible reason that the collection contains many weapons (perhaps acquired as booty). Roughly 40 per cent of the weapons in the collection are Kikuyu arms (this ratio is not much higher than the overall ratio of Kikuyu artefacts in the collection). While there are no vessels or costumes, a few ornaments and various implements do appear, such as a hoe, a hammer and pliers, suggesting that this tribe, representing a blend of various ancient Bantu peoples, was engaged in a sedentary farming economy and had a flourishing craft industry.

The hunter-gatherer Ndorobo tribe is represent by a single artefact only: an elephant hunting spear, which was mentioned by both Xántus and Höhnel (XÁNTUS 1889:1; HÖHNEL 1890b:31).

The Reshiat encountered by the northern shores of Lake Rudolf and the Turkana living by the southern and western shores, as well as the Suk residing farther to the south, are represented by ornaments, weapons and snuff boxes. The collection includes also Reshiat head-rests (mentioned by HÖHNEL 1890b:39) and two loin-cloths, which can most likely be attributed to the Turkana, rather than the Suk.[218]
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A single artefact, a watertight leather bag was acquired from the Rendile, a camelherding nomadic tribe east of the lake, which, according to Höhnel, was found on an abandoned campsite (HÖHNEL 1890b:38). Not one single artefact was obtained from the Taveta, Kahe, Kwafi and Burkeneji (Samburu), all of whom appear in the ethnographic report.[219]

Even though the collection offers but a patchwork of the material culture of the peoples encountered during the expedition, it is nonetheless of immense cultural value because it reflects the cultural milieu preceding the region’s European penetration. This is best reflected by the relative originality of the jewellery articles, the perhaps most swiftly changing fashion item. European beads had just begun to be used for their manufacture: about 60 percent of the ornaments were crafted without beads.

The photos of the Teleki expedition

When describing the achievements of the expedition, the unique collection of photographs made by the two explorers definitely deserves a mention. These photos received little attention before their originals were published, principally because the reports on the expedition were chiefly illustrated with drawings, even though many of these had in fact been made after photos.[220] The original photos remained unknown to the wider public until a part of the collection was found by Zsigmond Jakó and Géza Entz in the Teleki Manor House in Sáromberke (today Dumbrăvioara, Romania) during and after World War 2. Unfortunately, the photos owned by Höhnel were destroyed during the war.[221] The surviving photographic material was published by Lajos Erdélyi (1977); this publication is very valuable because original photos taken during African expeditions seldom appeared in print.

Teleki and Höhnel took many photos during their journey; 64 of their African photos appeared in Erdélyi’s book. Three of these are portraits of Teleki, Höhnel and Jumbe (their African guide), while 48 were taken during the expedition from Zanzibar to Lake Rudolf and the return journey to the coast, the rest documenting the excursion to Harar. Disregarding the photos showing hunting trophies, ethnographic artefacts and various wild animals, 41 of the illustrations appearing in the published reports were made after a field photograph. A comparison with the surviving photos indicates that 18 of the original photos have perished. Höhnel did not use all of the photos taken during the expedition to illustrate his book: about one-half of the existing photos (24 pieces) did not appear in print. Taking this proportion as a starting point, we may assume that 48+2x18=84, i.e. about 80–90 photos were made in all.
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Disregarding the portraits,[222] the photos can be divided into five main groups in terms of their subject matter: scenes in the life of the caravan (camps, trekking), hunting scenes, landscapes, plants, and ethnographic photos of the peoples living in the continent’s interior. Even though the expedition was initially planned as a hunting safari, only three photos actually show hunting scenes, and very few portray plants or vegetation in general (five photos in all). Most can be assigned to the first or fifth group, with the two occasionally overlapping since many photos of the natives were taken in the caravan’s own camp. The sixteen photos of the landscape could be expected to receive the highest appreciation at the time of the expedition because these documented the expedition’s geographic discoveries. About twenty photographs have an ethnographic value; only two originals of the photos in this category are missing.[223] Two photos showing costumes, weapons and tools, the latter focusing on the bags and gourd flasks of the Taveta, were taken in Taveta, at the foot of Mt. Kilimanjaro.[224] An unusual, interesting photo shows the gate of Taveta, a small inlet covered with logs, through which people could creep into the village singly.[225] Teleki and Höhnel planned to ascend Mt. Kilimanjaro from Marangu, a small Chaga state. Three surviving and one missing photos were taken here, the most interesting among them being the one portraying the “Sultan” Mirali and his “army”, the latter made up of about sixty armed men, shown on two different photos. Most of the warriors are seated, probably in order not to overshadow the power and handsomeness of their leader. Apart from Mirali, there are only four warriors standing, enabling a study of the weapons and ornaments of the Chaga. Mirali can probably be identified with the individual wearing a helmet adorned with ostrich feather and holding a huge shield that conceals almost his entire body, standing in front of the seated warriors. Two photos were taken among the Maasai: the original of one has survived,[226] while the other one is known only from its mention by Höhnel.[227]

Seeing that there is but one single photo portraying the inhabitants of the newly discovered region, a rather poor quality picture of the camp in Reshiat Land, the photos of the Kikuyu can be ascribed the greatest ethnographic value.[228] Four of these portray warriors and other individuals, who were either following the caravan or facing the expedition on the opposite side of a creek.[229] These photos are testimony to the skills of the photographer since the tension preceding hostilities between the two parties is palpable. Erdélyi is correct in noting that these photos are eloquent proof of the stressful conditions under which the expedition travelled for over thirty days, and provide an explanation for why rifles were used against spears and arrows. Two photos are close-ups of Kikuyu warriors, providing details of their coiffure, costume and weapons.[230] The seventh surviving photo shows blacksmiths at work. Knowing that the Kikuyu never permitted the expedition to take a closer look at their villages and that none from the expedition attempted to enter a village for security reasons, it seems likely that this picture was taken elsewhere. Moreover, the physical appearance of the two men does not resemble that of the Kikuyu appearing in other photos. Their facial features and stature would suggest that these men were Ndorobo; however, Höhnel clearly states that the children in the Ndorobo villages fled from sight as soon as the caravan arrived.[231] It seems likely that this photo was taken in a location where the expedition spent a longer period of time under peaceful conditions, most probably in the area of Mt. Kilimanjaro. Assuming that the photo does portray Kikuyu men, it could only have been taken on the way back, when the expedition was on better terms with the Kikuyu and Höhnel was in good health[232] However, the lack of photographs recording the second half of the journey makes this highly unlikely.


The America Collection

János Gyarmati

History of the collection

Although the America Collection of the Museum of Ethnography is the smallest among the non-European collections, it is practically co-eval with the museum and its growth reflects the museum’s history. The first pieces of this collection include the artefacts collected by János Xántus, the museum’s founder, in the 1850s and 1860s (XÁNTUS 1874:3). It is perhaps symbolic that the first inventoried item of the America Collection was described as follows: “Peace pipe of the North American Indians”.

In contrast to other European countries, there were no royal collections in Hungary (which had lost her independence in the earlier 16th century) that could have formed the basis of later exotic public collections. Even if ethnographic objects and archaeological finds from America had reached Hungary (for example through the 18th century Jesuit missionaries, such as Ferenc Xavér Éder, who left a several hundred pages long description of the Indians living in the Mojos province of Bolivia), these disappeared without a trace. The first known American relic was the Fejérváry–Mayer Codex, inherited by Ferenc Pulszky (the later director of the Hungarian National Museum) from his uncle, Gábor Fejérváry, the renowned art collector; during his émigré years in London after the crushing of the 1848–49 War of Independence, Pulszky was forced to sell the codex to an art collector called Joseph Mayer because the Hungarian National Museum, founded by Count Ferenc Széchényi from his own private collection in 1802, did not regard the collection of overseas material as one of its tasks, even though artefacts of this type did reach the museum even before Xántus’s East Asian expedition in 1869. The number of these artefacts was well below one hundred (XÁNTUS 1892:298).[233] As a result, the collection of such objects only began after the creation of the museum’s Department of Ethnography in 1872.

The 130 years long history of the museum is discussed according to three main periods: from the foundation to the close of World War 1, the interwar period to 1959 (marking the first collecting activity combined with fieldwork), and from 1960 to the present.

First period (1872–1918)

The first period of the collection was bound to different institutions of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy by many strands and it can only be understood if these connections are borne in mind. Hungary enjoyed a certain measure of independence during this period, and even though the country had no colonies of her own, as part of the Monarchy she had wider and more far-flung international contacts than the other Central European states, in part owing to the Monarchy’s diplomatic ties, and in part owing to the journeys undertaken by the Monarchy’s ships. Another important avenue of contacts led through the Hofmuseum in Vienna: study trips, joint collecting expeditions, exchanges of museum objects and the enlargement of collections through the agency of the Vienna museum. This is reflected in the collecting methods and the many different countries from where the objects in the collection were acquired (United States, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Colombia, Brazil, Suriname, Peru, Bolivia, Chile, Paraguay, Argentina), as well as in their actual number. A total of 2729 objects, whose date of collection and the collector’s name were precisely recorded, enriched the collection during the first period; together with an additional 242 objects inventoried between 1954 and 1970 without a specification of the collector and the date when they were collected – most of which were probably acquired during the collection’s early phase – we may say that over one-third (35.4 per cent) of the collection was acquired during this period.

It is most instructive to divide this period into two sub-phases, one from 1872 to 1893, the other from 1894 to 1918. The first saw the growth of the collection by 373 objects (17 accession lots), the other by 2640 objects (37 accession lots). The explanation for the considerable difference between the two can be sought in the institution’s relocation to new premises and the changes in its directorship. The Department of Ethnography moved to the building in Csillag Street in 1893; the new director of the Hungarian National Museum was Imre Szalai, who had earlier been the official supervisor of museum affairs in the Ministry of Religion and Public Education, and János Jankó was appointed head of the Department of Ethnography. The department’s new premises meant a welcome increase of exhibition space, which had earlier been one of the obstacles to enlarging the collection, seeing that at the time the usual policy was to exhibit a collection in its entirety; and if this was not possible, the enlargement of the collection was not regarded as particularly important. The appointment of new directors also meant the availability of funds, used mostly for enriching the collection – until 1887, the budget of the Department of Ethnography did not earmark a single penny for purchasing new objects (XÁNTUS 1892:298). This is also reflected in the fact that only 3 of the 17 new accession lots were purchases during the first sub-phase (and the three purchases in fact meant a total of seventeen objects), while during the second sub-phase, 18 of the 37 accession lots were purchases, accounting for a total of 1910 objects.

The first objects of the Department of Ethnography to be inventoried in 1874 were items from North America, Mexico and Patagonia brought by the department’s founder, János Xántus (1825–1894).[234] In knowledge of his life and career, the former were probably collected by him, while a Canadian bark basket[235] and the Patagonian silver jewellery[236] were probably acquired somewhere during his travels, for we know that he had never personally visited these regions.
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Following the 1848–49 War of Independence and his escape from Austrian imprisonment and a forced conscription, Xántus arrived in London in November 1850, from where he sailed to New York in May, 1852.

In order to make a living, he first worked as a cartographer for the Pacific Railroad and then applied for a plot of land in New Buda (Iowa), a settlement founded by Hungarian émigrés, attempting to make ends meet from agriculture. After his efforts failed, he entered the US Army as a mercenary in 1855. Between November 30, 1855 and March 1, 1857, he was stationed in Fort Riley in Kansas, then a frontier region, where to his good fortune he made the acquaintance of Dr. William Hammond, an amateur ornithologist who collected specimens for his friend Spencer F. Baird, who was at the time working in the Smithsonian Institution in Washington. Hammond encouraged Xántus to participate in his work (SÁNDOR 1970:67). After ascertaining Xántus’s proficiency in field collecting, Baird provided him with the necessary reference books and material, describing him as “the most accomplished and successful explorer in the field of natural history I have ever known or ever heard of ” in a letter written years later.[237] In addition to collecting for the Smithsonian, Xántus also collected for the Philadelphia Academy of Sciences (ZWINGER 1989:130), which in 1856 elected him to life membership (MOLL 2003:27). On Hammond’s suggestion, Xántus was transferred to Fort Tejon in South California in May 1857, where he continued collecting natural history specimens for the Smithsonian. On January 25, 1859, Xántus was discharged on his own request; he found employment with the United States Coast Survey and was assigned to Cape San Lucas in the southernmost part of the Californian Peninsula (April 4, 1859–August 7, 1861). The time spent here turned out to be the most profitable as regards his collecting activity in the United States because this region, a geographical transition between North and Central America, was still largely unexplored. 290 of the 390 new species discovered by Xántus originate from this region (SÁNDOR 1970:134); fifty of these new species were named after Xántus (ZWINGER 1989:128). From this time on, he also collected for the Hungarian National Museum and in recognition of this activity and his reports on his American experiences, he was elected corresponding member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences on December 19, 1859.

Xántus published two books about his American years. The first contains his letters written before 1857 (XÁNTUS 1858), the second describes the years spent in California (XÁNTUS 1860). He knew that his compatriots had a lively interest in all things “American”, and in his books he provided detailed accounts of the country, its peoples, their customs and their lifeways. Understandably enough, his descriptions of the country’s natural history are quite detailed, while his ethnographic observations are often inaccurate: lacking the necessary training and expertise, he was unable to penetrate beyond the superficial and grasp the essence of what he saw: “the answers given to my repeated enquiries seem to indicate that they have no inkling whatsoever of religion; moreover, the Tejon language does not contain a single word for expressing a ‘creator’ or a ‘supreme being’!” (XÁNTUS 1860:55.) In spite of his palpable sympathy towards the Indians – “I do declare that I did not hope to find so much among this people as I did” (XÁNTUS 1858:113) – Xántus was unable to shed his European, Christian ethnocentrism: he describes the Indians as thievish, immoral and lazy (XÁNTUS 1860:53). Although he was apparently familiar with a few historical works on the subject, such as the books written by William Prescott and Antonio de Solis,[238] he used contemporary European philosophical categories for describing Indian society.
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Figure 4.2 Chieftain Black Dog and his daughter, before 1896

 

When in 1861, the Coast Survey closed the Cape San Lucas research station, Xántus decided to return to Hungary. He held his inaugural address at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences on January 27, 1862, a few weeks after his arrival, but in spite of his personal popularity, he was unable to obtain a job providing a secure livelihood. In 1862, he returned to the United States, where he worked for the Smithsonian until he was appointed US consul to Mexico. On November 25, 1862, he took up his duties in Mazanillo, the harbour of Colima on Mexico’s western coast. As a matter of fact, Xántus lived in Colima from his arrival on December 28, 1862, travelling to Manzanillo once a month to attend to official naval matters. He was relieved of his duties on June 18, 1863, for overstepping his authority. He remained in Mexico until March, 1864, when he again returned to Hungary.

In view of Xántus’s prolific collecting activity, it is rather odd that the Museum of Ethnography received so little: nine ethnographic objects from the US: a peace pipe of the (Sioux?) Indians, a necklace, a bow, an arrow, a tinder set and a couple of baskets,[239] and twenty-one archaeological artefacts from Mexico (post-Classical clay figurines and five small stone statuettes).[240] It seems reasonable enough to wonder why he did not assemble an ethnographic collection comparable to the natural history one. This is an intriguing issue, especially in knowledge of the fact that Xántus spent many years in the frontier region, where he came into contact with Indian tribes who were the least affected by European civilisation and that he wrote detailed descriptions of them, even if these reports are unreliable in several respects (cp. SÁNDOR 1957:162–163). His “passivity” as regards the collection of ethnographic objects is rather enigmatic in view of his East Asian collection, numbering over 2500 items.[241] In spite of his interest in ethnography, his positive attitude to the Indians and, first and foremost, his passion for collecting, there is no North American collection assembled by Xántus in the Museum of Ethnography.[242]

Shortly after Xántus left Mexico, another Hungarian arrived there: Ede Szenger (1833–1904), a field surgeon in Emperor Maximilian’s army, one of the few Hungarians who had participated in the Mexican campaign (BÁNÓ 1906:169). Szenger worked as the head surgeon of the Austrian military hospital in Pueblo until the emperor’s death, which he witnessed. He settled in San Luis Potosí, where he established his own medical practice. During his ten years in Mexico, he travelled extensively throughout the country, publishing a book about his travels after he returned to Hungary (SZENGER 1877). He summed up his reason for writing the book as follows: “Given the current options of travel, distances have been greatly reduced, and the brisk traffic continuously re-shuffles the different nations, contact between them increases, as a result of which we can hardly remain indifferent to the fate of peoples living beyond our own neighbours” (SZENGER 1877:vii). As members of a genuinely global community, we can truly appreciate the significance of these words, penned over a century ago.

Only one part of Szenger’s book can be regarded as a medical study. He describes his anatomical studies in the Central Mexican Plateau, together with various case histories and the ailments he treated, spicing his narrative with reports on the country’s geography and natural environment, and the anthropological description of the Creoles, the mestizo and the Indians. Speaking of the latter, Szenger notes that owing to the cultural degeneration since the Spanish conquest, “the pure American races have no future… they will disappear, as their high civilisation disappeared eons ago” (SZENGER 1877:14–15). He considered this process to be especially swift in the case of the North American Indians, and he was continued that a similar fate awaited the native peoples of Mexico, where the population would eventually be dominated by whites and mestizos; no matter how unjust he regarded the European conquest, in his view the stronger Caucasian (white) race would eventually dominate the weaker races (SZENGER 1877:60–61).

After his return to Hungary, Szenger donated his ethnographic and archaeological collection of 70 objects to the museum in 1875 and 1899.[243] With the exception of a pair of North American moccasins, the items in the collection originated from Mexico. He appended an inventory list to his 1875 donation, which contained a short description of each object together with its size and provenance.[244] This list reveals that most of the objects came from San Luis Potosí (Pinos, Río Verde), where he was active as a physician, from neighbouring northern Veracruz (Tanguian [sic!], near Tampico) and from the Mexico City area (Teotihuacan, Popocatepetl area). The most outstanding pieces in his collection are the painted and figural vessels made in the Huasteca style from San Luis Potosí.

In spite of his long stay in Mexico, Szenger’s collection is far inferior to the one assembled by Dominik Bilimek, both as regards its quality and its size. Similarly to Szenger, Bilimek too arrived to Mexico as a member of Emperor Maximilian’s entourage, and being a natural historian by profession, he was commissioned with creating an imperial natural history collection. Following the collapse of the Mexican empire and the emperor’s execution, he offered his collection – containing also over 800 archaeological artefacts and various manuscripts – to the Natural History Museum in Vienna (RIEDLDORN 2001:329–331), which was able to purchase the material through the generosity of Georg Haas, a patron of the arts (Feest 1980:21). Unlike Bilimek, Szenger was a practicing physician who had collected various objects for himself and then generously donated his material to a public collection.

It is evident from the above that objects from Mexico dominated the museum’s America Collection during this early period. One of the reasons for this is that following the crushing of the 1848–1849 War of Independence, most of the émigrés like Xántus chose the American continent, first of all the United States and the neighbouring, rather turbulent Latin American region as the setting for their new life, where they could also make good use of their military experience. One of these émigrés was Pál Rosti (1830– 1874), who mastered the art of photography in Paris after fleeing Hungary, leaving for the United States in 1856 and then travelling to Cuba, Venezuela and finally to Mexico in 1857 with the intent of retracing Alexander Humboldt’s earlier journey. Although there is no record of whether he had collected anything, his book, Utiemlékezetek Amerikából [Recollections of my travels in America] containing his photos,[245] published in 1861 in Pest, was received favourably by the Hungarian public.

Lajos Schlesinger (1828–1906) too was one of the officers who emigrated to the United States after the crushing of the War of Independence, where he made good use of his military experiences. We know that together with his brother, he wound up in Central America; Gyula established a coffee plantation, while Lajos joined Narcisco López’s army and together with other former Hungarian officers, he participated in the failed expedition against the Spanish in Cuba (DIETRICH-KALLER 1993:53–54). It is unclear whether he joined Lopez’s army as a means of earning a livelihood or out of ideological persuasion. Be as it may, he was taken prisoner by the Spanish; he made his escape in 1852 and returned to the United States (GYÖRKEI 1980:23). In 1855–1856, he participated in the Nicaraguan War in William Walker’s army, where his military unit was defeated by the Costa Rican troops. Schlesinger was court-martialled and demoted, as a result of which he left the expeditionary army. He settled in Salvador, where he founded a trading house, which he later sold and moved to Guatemala, where he remained until 1884. He then settled down in Paris, where he lived until his death (Dietrich-Kaller 1993:54–55).

No documentation whatsoever has survived of how he had acquired the objects in his collection, which he donated to the Department of Ethnography in 1892. A brief article in Vasárnapi Ujság mentioned that Schlesinger “sent a Central American ethnographic collection of the craftwork of the Indian natives, antiquities, birds, etc. to the National Museum” (Vasárnapi Ujság 1892/4:70). Knowing that Schlesinger visited Hungary in 1892 (Szinnyei 1908 xii:446), it seems likely that his donation was made at this time. The material he sent to Hungary was made up of costume articles, household implements and simple archaeological finds (stone tools, fragmentary clay statuettes, pottery).[246]

We know of several other Hungarian émigrés from the later 19th century, who established plantations in Central America. The best known among them is Jenő Bánó (1855–1927), who in his book claimed that he popularised Mexican coffee production through his articles written for Vasárnapi Ujság , Szepesi Lapok and Budapest Újság (BÁNÓ 1906:92), and encouraged other Hungarians to create plantations in Mexico. He had left Hungary in 1889 (BÁNÓ 1906:5), travelling to Mexico through the United States and buying land for a plantation at Pluma de Hidalgo, some 10 km away from the port of Puerto Angel in Oaxaca, near another Hungarian’s coffee plantation whom he came to know in North America (BÁNÓ 1906:76–83). After losing this plantation, he established new ones called New Hungaria and Pannonia (and, later, Hunnia) by the Río Tonto in the Teotitlán district of Oaxaca near the Pueblan border (BÁNÓ 1896:131; 1906:272, 337). In late 1903 or early 1904, a tornado wrecked his plantation. Ending his fourteen years in Latin America, he returned to Hungary as the consul general of the Republic of Mexico. From Hungary he left for Egypt, but before leaving, he donated his Mexican collection to the Hungarian National Museum. The correspondence concerning his donation mentions a hundred objects and a sizable collection of photographs,[247] but as a matter of fact, only 78 objects actually reached the museum, most of which were ethnographic items and only a smaller part was made up of archaeological finds.[248] The latter mostly represented the Puebla-Mixteca style of the post-Classical and the Aztec period. Even though archaeological finds from his plantation also reached the Berlin museum, there is no evidence that Bánó had ever been engaged in systematic collecting activity, In any case, he took care to preserve the pieces which came into his possession with the intent of “taking them back to my homeland together with my ethnographic collections and subjecting them to academic study” as he noted in relation to the human bones collected among the ruins near his plantation (BÁNÓ 1906:273). A letter probably written by Vilibáld Semayer, director of the department, suggests that Bánó entertained similar plans as regards the donation of his collection: “I also discussed with him the possible means of acquiring a collection covering both ancient and modern Mexico. Mr. Bánó suggested two potential methods for accomplishing this. Firstly, direct collecting, which he himself would undertake after his return, and secondly, an exchange with a Mexican museum, with regard to which I mentioned that we would be interested in a collection of 1500–2000 items from Mexico.”[249] Unfortunately, nothing came of these plans, and neither was Bánó’s idea to collect objects in Egypt put into practice.[250]

Similarly to Bánó, Jenő Prokop was a Mexican plantation owner. Nothing else is known about him, except for what Bánó writes about him, namely that they walked the length of San Juan Teotihuacan, searching for small idols (Bánó 1906:100). Prokop’s collection of clay idol heads, obsidian cores, arrowheads and blades reached the museum in 1892.[251]

Bánó can be credited with recommending to the Department of Ethnography the services of Dr. Wilhelm (Guillermo) Bauer, a German collector living in Mexico, noting that he had already assembled collections for various foreign museums. Bánó mediated between the museum and Bauer for many years. According to the correspondence in the Ethnologisches Museum of Berlin, Wilhelm Bauer was in contact with this museum from 1901 to 1914, during which time the museum purchased a total of 2254 ethnographic and archaeological objects from him. He had a similar relation with the Linden Museum of Stuttgart between 1901–1907, to which he sold 695 objects.[252] The portrait emerging from the correspondence surviving in the two German museums and in the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest is that of an independent collector, unaffiliated with any institution, who funded his collecting activity from his own pocket and then offered the items he had acquired for sale. This is evident also from his first letter, addressed to Karl von den Steinen, curator of the Berlin museum, in which he offered for sale a collection of 120 pieces during his stay in Berlin,[253] which was duly purchased by the museum. This transaction was followed by several dozen similar ones. Von den Steinen’s reply reveals that Bauer had been living in Mexico for several years and that he had offered to collect and work for the Berlin museum if he received some funding.[254] Bauer repeatedly tried to convince the Berlin museum to employ him, but these attempts were always brushed off by claiming financial difficulties by Eduard Seler, who was appointed head of the America Department in 1904.[255] At the same time, a document signed by the museum’s director stated that Bauer was an agent and representative (encargado y representante) of the Royal Museum in Berlin, commissioned with conducting ethnologic and linguistic studies in the Republic of Mexico.[256] In spite of his unsuccessful attempts to enter the groves of academe as a museum employee, Bauer never gave up his scholarly ambitions: his primary interest lay in linguistics, but he also wrote travelogues.[257] His fascination with linguistics and ethnography is reflected in a letter written to Count Carl von Linden, in which he recounts how he discovered the first book written in the local dialect in a Mixe [sic!] village during one of his collecting trips in Oaxaca, and that he planned to spend more time studying Mexican ethnography and philology.[258] In 1916, he published an account of the observations made during a trip to Oaxaca in 1902 (BAUER 1916).

Bauer’s letters reveal his collecting technique: he embarked on a few days’ or, occasionally, few weeks’ long tours from his home in Mexico City, in the course of which he acquired both ethnographic and archaeological objects from various villages. There is but one single reference that he had personally conducted an excavation;[259] he usually bought the items dug up by the locals and if possible, he observed how the villagers opened the graves and recorded what he saw – the position of the deceased, the grave goods and where they were deposited in the burial.[260]

He usually spent two or three days in one place, until he befriended the locals, who eventually got over their initial reluctance to show him the artefacts he was interested in.[261] The objects collected by him and his letters indicate that his primary target areas were Central Mexico (the Mexican Basin, Mexico, Morelos, Puebla State, Oaxaca and Guerrero State), although his collection included also pieces from Veracruz and Yucatán,[262] as well as a find from Palenque, which he sold to the Berlin museum. There is no evidence whether he had personally collected the latter or acquired it from someone else. Seler’s letters[263] and the inventory book of the Berlin museum suggest that some of the pieces sold by Bauer had not been acquired at their original findspot. One of the entries in the inventory book records that he had purchased an object from Morelos in Mexico City and one from Veracruz in Cordoba. Bauer appended a list to the objects he offered for sale, in which he specified their provenance together with a brief description (e.g. that the object depicted a certain deity). He also made photographs of the objects in order to offer them for sale with better prospects. Owing to the growing number of objects he had sold to the Berlin museum and the already rather large collection, Seler gave instructions as to what Bauer should collect and what they had no need of: for example, the museum would only accept duplicates, if its provenance was accurately specified, for in any other case, these objects would be a burden to the collection.[264] In another letter, written sometime later, Seler declared that the museum had no interest in items from Mexico Valley and Oaxaca – the very regions in which Bauer collected – unless they were new types, such as the pieces from the Ajusco

area or the triangular stone carvings called palma from Veracruz.[265] According to the archival records, the Berlin museum purchased Mexican objects from Bauer for the last time in 1911. In 1913, the museum rejected his offer sent from Wilmersdorf,[266] probably made after his return to Germany, when he offered the remaining objects in his possession.

Bauer first offered his collection to the Stuttgart museum at roughly the same time as he made his offer to Berlin, at least on the testimony of a letter dated July 28, 1901,[267] in which he mentioned that a part of the collection had already been purchased by the Berlin museum, no doubt to enhance the value of the objects. In his letters from Berlin and Mexico addressed to Count Linden, the museum’s generous patron, he repeatedly mentioned the collections sold to the Berlin museum and offered new collections for sale, remarking that the acquisition of antiquities had lately become rather difficult and costly because agents of North American museums bought everything they were shown without any reservations whatsoever.[268] The Stuttgart museum purchased various objects from Bauer on three occasions, in 1901, 1902 and 1903; the purchase price was transferred by the Verein für Handelsgeographie in Württemberg, while the collection itself was accessioned as Count Linden’s gifts. The Museum für Völkekunde in Leipzig also has archaeological finds collected by Bauer in Oaxaca (BOOS 1964:364).

Being an art dealer, Bauer offered his services not only to the museums mentioned above, but to several other institutions he hoped to make a deal with – thus also to the Cologne museum (through the mediation of Count Linden),[269] and to a number of museums in North America. Thus, for example, he negotiated over the creation of a collection covering Mexico with the American Museum of Natural History in New York.[270] These negotiations were successful, for in 1903 Franz Boas commissioned Bauer to collect ethnographic clay vessels for Mrs De Forest, one of the museum’s patrons (MCVICKER 1988). On the testimony of a letter written to Count Linden, Bauer duly travelled to Oaxaca to purchase these vessels.[271] It seems likely that this commission can in part be explained by Seler’s letter of recommendation to Boas,[272] although he was not the only one who helped in building Bauer’s North American contacts. The director of the Verein für Handelsgeographie in Württemberg too wrote a similar letter to the Natural History Museum in Philadelphia, to Boston and to New York[273] and Adela Breton, a noted traveler, artist and archaeological copyst also wrote on several occasions to Harvard’s Peabody Museum commending Bauer to Frederick Ward Putnam (MCVICKER 2004:60).

Using these contacts, Bauer offered an archaeological collection to the American Museum of Natural History in New York in January 1904 for a sum of 368 dollars. He offered the collection of Mexican antiquities, totalling 324 pieces, to the director, noting that he had collected the finds during his travels in the country, and that their provenance and authenticity was absolutely secure.[274] He appended a list of the objects to his offer, containing their exact designation and, occasionally, a brief description, as well as their condition, size and provenance. Although most of the pieces came from Mexico State, there were some from Oaxaca and Pueblo, i.e. the very regions which Bauer had visited during his collecting trips.

After making his offer, Bauer travelled to New York[275] and Washington, where he met William Henry Holmes, curator of the Smithsonian, who characterised him as a rather well-informed and reliable person.[276] He was familiar with Bauer’s collection from the photos sent by Marshall H. Saville, curator of the New York museum. Holmes insisted on exhibiting certain pieces from the Bauer collection at the Louisiana Purchase Exposition organised by him in St. Louis, and he succeeded in negotiating a deal with the New York museum in 1904 whereby the National Museum of Natural History in Washington received a total of 207 objects (MCVICKER 1989), meaning that there are at least two North American museums whose collections include Mexican objects collected by Bauer.[277]

In one of his letters to Stuttgart, Bauer mentions that he had also received a commission from the Hungarian National Museum, which he had already fulfilled.[278] The background to the contact with the Hungarian National Museum, established through Jenő Bánó’s recommendation, is illuminated by one of Bauer’s letters accompanying an assemblage sent to Berlin[279] and the provenance of two objects in the collection. He had acquired the two objects in question[280] on Mazatec territory, more precisely in the Rio Tonto region, on the Finca Hungaria in the Teotitlán district of Oaxaca. We know from Bánó’s book that this was his plantation. They probably became acquainted during one of Bauer’s collecting trips, perhaps when he visited Bánó’s plantation, or during one of Bánó’s visits to Mexico City.
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Bánó makes an oblique reference to the latter in one of his letters, in which he calls the museum director’s attention to Bauer’s collection by describing it as a “lovely and interesting ethnographic assemblage”, and remarking that “there is no country in the whole world richer in old ethnographic objects than Mexico, and the Indians’ ethnography is one of the most fascinating in the world not only because of its special nature, but also because it is, for the greater part, conceived in a truly artistic spirit.”[281]

In his reply to this letter, Semayer, the department’s freshly appointed director mentioned that the international acquisitions of the past few years from East Asia and Oceania, as well as the purchases made at the Paris World Expo of 1900 did not enable additional purchases at the moment, but if Bauer were to assemble a collection worth around 2000 crowns containing objects of both “ancient and contemporary Indian culture” with many items, rather than a few expensive pieces, to which he appended the necessary documentation, there might be hope for its purchase. In view of the rather limited funds at his disposal, Semayer set down the most important principles of collection development: “The museum’s funding is barely enough for covering the annual enlargement of the Hungarian ethnographic material and that of the kindred peoples. Obviously, this is our museum’s principal task, while the collection of the ethnographic relics of overseas peoples is only secondary. However, the latter should not be neglected either, and we have not done so in the past and will not do so in the future.”[282]

Following Semayer’s authorisation, Bánó reported in a letter dated February 3, barely a month later, that Bauer had gone off on a trip “to the Mazatec Indians to study this people and to collect ethnographic objects” with the intention of obtaining objects for the Hungarian National Museum. Bánó also mentions that since he was quite well acquainted with the Indians of that region, he had made several suggestions to Bauer.[283] In the same letter, he called the museum’s attention to an Oaxacan private museum housing a collection of Aztec, Zapotec, Maya and Mixteca artefacts he had personally seen, which was about to be sold by its owner, a certain physician called Sologuren (?) who had no heirs. This was the same collection that Bauer too had offered for sale to the museum. Bauer made photos of this renowned collection of antiquities, containing roughly 3000 pieces, among which there were also gold objects, in the hope that he would be able to find an affluent museum. In a letter to Count Linden, he expressed his hope that he would succeed in finding a buyer, from which he would also benefit greatly.[284] It seems that Bauer regarded the Hungarian National Museum as an affluent institution, for he mentioned in his offer that none of the European museums could boast a comparable collection and he also offered to handle the risks involving the export of this assemblage from Mexico as a representative of the Ethnographic Museum in Berlin.[285] Set at 125,000 crowns, the price of the collection reflected its size and value. Knowing that even the purchase of Bauer’s other collection valued at 2000 crowns ran into difficulties, it is hardly surprising that the private collection from Oaxaca did not end up in Budapest.

In his next letter dated March 20, 1903, Bánó informed the director of the Department of Ethnography that Bauer had already dispatched the collection assembled for the museum.[286] Bauer’s collection arrived, together with a letter written on March 21, 1903 in Mexico City, containing valuable information concerning the assemblage. According to the appended list, the assemblage contained 804 objects and 16 photographs, the latter being his gift.[287] Bauer named a higher price for the assemblage he divided into three parts than the one acceptable to the museum, asking 2267,76 crowns for the collection and an additional 31,40 crowns for postage and package. “Sammlung I” was a mixed ethnographic collection of 444 items (549,76 crowns), “Sammlung II” was made up of 61 Mazatec ethnographic objects (584 crowns), while “Sammlung III” contained 299 archaeological artefacts (1134 crowns). He specified the individual price and provenance of each object. The latter was either a settlement name or, as in the case of most objects, a state name. This is quite remarkable because exactly the opposite can be noted in the case of the assemblages sent to Berlin and New York, in which almost every object had an exact provenance. Perhaps Bauer thought that a precise documentation was less important in the case of the Budapest museum or – again ranking the museums he dealt with – he sent the objects whose exact provenance he did not know to Budapest. In addition to the price and provenance, the list contained other information too, such as an exact designation, a brief description, state of preservation and dimensions, the latter usually in the case of more outstanding objects. Even though Bánó’s above quoted remark that Bauer had set off on a collecting trip at the time he wrote his letter would imply that the collection sent to the museum was made up of objects from the Mazatec area in Oaxaca and from the region between Mexico City and Oaxaca, it is clear from Bauer’s list and his subdivision of the collection that this was not the case. The largest assemblage, “Sammlung I”, came from the central and northern regions of Mexico (Mexico, Hidalgo, Puebla, Guanajuato, Jalisco States), suggesting that he could only have acquired these objects before his trip; it is unclear whether he had personally collected them or acquired them in some other manner, perhaps from other collectors. We know that he embarked on collecting trips in Central Mexico and Oaxaca, meaning that the objects from Guanajuato and Jalisco were obtained second-hand. The same holds true for the 299 archaeological artefacts making up “Sammlung III”, of which only 15 objects (one lot) came from Oaxaca, while 34 originated from Guerrero, Michoacán, Teotihuacán and Veracruz, which did not lie along the route of his trip. The remaining 250 objects in this assemblage came from Mexico Valley, from Mexico, Puebla and Tlaxcala, again suggesting that one part of the archaeological assemblage was acquired before Bauer’s trip in February-March. This is indirectly confirmed by Bauer in his notes to “Sammlung II”, the Mazatec ethnographic assemblage (Mazatekische Sammlung), specifying the date and destination of his expedition: Cuicatlán and Tuxtepec in the Teotitlán district of Oaxaca. 52 of the 61 objects in this assemblage were collected in these two villages, while the remaining 9 in two Pueblan villages, probably en route. The objects collected among the Mazatec Indians were mostly costumes and household articles. In addition to a brief description, Bauer provided the Mazatec name of each object, reflecting his interest in linguistics and ethnography, as well as his familiarity with the region; he provided a longer explanation to two objects, a gourd vessel and a magic fetish. It is quite obvious that Bauer was more familiar with the Mazatec Indians than with the native groups of other regions since he wrote more copious notes to the objects sent to the Berlin museum collected in this area, naming the villages he had visited.[288] It is also quite certain that Bauer had collected a number of archaeological finds on this trip since one of the assemblages included two objects from the Finca Hungaria, as well as archaeological finds from Tuxtepec, Chilchotla, the Rio Tonto and the Teotitlan area, described in a letter sent to Berlin at this time.[289]
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In contrast to Sammlung I and III, Bauer did not specify the price of each object in the Mazatec assemblage, but gave only the grand total; if this price is projected onto one object and compared to the prices of the other two assemblages, we find that he asked roughly three times as much for these items as for the archaeological finds, which included obsidian blades, small clay statuette heads, polychrome Aztec pottery and god statuettes carved from stone, and about nine times as much as for the objects he assigned to the general ethnographic collection. This conspicuous difference in price suggests that Bauer considered the Mazatec objects to be more expensive than even the archaeological finds, no doubt owing to the fact that field collecting involved more hardships and was more time consuming than simply buying an object second-hand, even if a particular object could be obtained more cheaply in the field.

In addition to the ethnographic and archaeological objects, Bauer donated sixteen photographs to the Museum of Ethnography. According to the list appended to these photographs, he had made them during his expedition in February–March 1903, and they depicted the Indians living in the area and on the coffee plantations (Figure 4.3–4). The latter include the Cafetal “Hungaria” owned by the Hungarian royal first lieutenant Alexander Paczka, who also appears on a photograph in Jenő Bánó’s book (1906:273).

It is quite instructive and interesting to compare the collections Bauer had offered to the Budapest and Berlin museum in 1903; the surviving documents and the composition of the collections indicate that both had been assembled during the same trip in the spring of 1903. The assemblage sold to the Berlin museum for 2200 Marks was made up of 140 archaeological and 340 ethnographic objects, and Seler’s report indicates that it was similarly made up of three parts: a Mazatec ethnographic collection, a collection representing the handicrafts and ethnography of a Spanish speaking mestizo population, and a collection of antiquities. Seler described the three collections as follows: “The first is an important and interesting collection, actually the very first to arrive to Berlin, which allows a glimpse into the material culture of a native Mexican population. The second is the core of a collection that could be developed in the same manner as has been done by Frederick Starr over the past years. The third one contains quite a few excellent pieces from Cholula, together with several pieces acquired in the Cozcatlan and Teotitlan area, from where we only have the pieces that I brought from my first journey.”[290]

Even though this Berlin collection was, similarly to the one sold to Budapest, made up of three parts, the proportions differed significantly, seeing that archaeological finds accounted for about 70 per cent of the entire assemblage, while in the case of the Budapest collection, this proportion was roughly inverse; the mixed ethnographic material accounted for over one-half of the purchased objects in the Budapest collection, while the Berlin one contained no more than 79 Central and Western Mexican pieces, as well as three Guatemalan ones. There is no significant difference in the number of ethnographic objects collected personally by Bauer (61 in Budapest, 75 in Berlin), suggesting that their acquisition ran into more difficulties, reflected also by their price,[291] than either the “mixed” ethnographic material, or the archaeological finds, which were dominated by obsidian artefacts and small, fragmentary clay statuettes. Similarly as in the case of the Budapest collection, Bauer provided a more detailed description of the objects in the Mazatec assemblage sent to Berlin, reflecting his personal field of interest and the fact that he had personally collected these. That the proportion of the “mixed” ethnographic material was higher in the Budapest collection was in part due to the available funds and in part to Semayer’s explicit request that the collection should preferably contain a wide range of objects, rather than a few expensive ones. In contrast, the collection assembled for the Berlin museum had a more interesting archaeological material, most likely owing to Seler’s taste and the fact that the Berlin museum had the funds necessary for acquiring expensive individual pieces and, not least, because the museum’s patrons could be more easily convinced to fund the acquisition of such objects. This, then, is the reason that the Berlin collection contained considerably more good quality pieces, not only because it was thrice as large.

A closer look at the collections sold to the three museums reveals that Bauer made his first offer to the Berlin museum; his letters indicate that he usually reserved certain pieces for the Berlin museum and that in order to increase their value (and their price), he mentioned that their acquisition had cost him a four days’ ride.[292] It sometimes happened that two museums were interested in the same piece. The president of the Handelsgeographie in Stuttgart once asked Bauer whether he truly intended to sell a stone drum with relief decoration to Berlin, saying that he would be prepared to pay the same price for the piece if the price was not unreasonably high.[293]

Bauer’s commitment to the Berlin museum was not mere chance – this museum was his most affluent partner. It disposed over considerably greater funds owing to its generous patrons and, to Bauer’s good fortune, Adolf Bastian’s collection policy was that similarly to natural history museums, an ethnological museum too should pursue an allencompassing collecting activity. In other words, by collecting as many objects as possible, the museum should attempt to gather all possible information on all the peoples of the world and apply the comparative-genetic (komparativ-genetische) method, which he considered to be the ideal approach (BOLZ–SANNER 1999:31–32). In order to achieve this, the Berlin museum spared no effort in creating a collecting network covering the entire world, while the Budapest museum, making use of the options available to it, strove to obtain a collection which would offer a good overview of a region whose material was not represented in the museum’s collections.

In addition to the indirect connection through the Bauer Collection, the documents in the archives of the Museum of Ethnography indicate that the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum also maintained direct contact with the Museum für Völkerkunde in Berlin, chiefly in relation to collecting activity in Oceania.[294] Still, the closest, most intensive contacts were, quite obviously, maintained with the Hofmuseum in Vienna. These materialised in mutual visits. study trips, joint collecting expeditions and

 

the exchange of various objects.[295] In 1889, for example, the museum exchanged 51 items from the collection assembled by Count Sámuel Teleki and Ludwig Ritter von Höhnel during their East African expedition for 65 African, Oceanic and South American objects, which included six arrows of the Brazilian Puru Indians and three Peruvian archaeological ceramics.[296] The former probably represent the oldest ethnographic objects in the America Collection, for they were collected between 1817–1835 by the Austrian nature historian Johann Natterer, one of the scholars who accompanied Leopoldine, Emperor Francis I’s daughter to her future husband, Pedro I, the later emperor of Brazil, while the latter come from the collection of Jean Louis Dubois, the consul general of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in Lima, who donated 93 Peruvian archaeological artefacts to the Vienna museum, mostly pottery made in the Chimú and Chimú-Inca style. This donation can most likely be explained by Franz Heger’s request – in one of his letter, Dubois mentions that he was busy assembling a collection of Peruvian antiquities and that he had already acquired some 90 fairly rare Huacos (an expression used to denote old clay vessels in Peru), which he intended to present to the Hofmuseum. He also noted that it was increasingly difficult to obtain original ethnographic objects because various museums, especially the ones in the United States, were conducting extensive excavations and purchases.[297] Only 87 of the 93 object sent to Vienna in 188666[298] were inventoried on September 29, 1887, and since the inventory book does not contain any references suggesting that any of these artefacts had been exchanged, it seems likely that the pieces given to the Budapest museum in 1889 were the six object that had not been inventoried in Vienna.

Although not part of an exchange, another collection arriving through Vienna was an assemblage of 103 archaeological finds from Costa Rica, part of a collection of 450 items donated to the Imperial and Royal Foreign Ministry by Karl W. Wahle, the Monarchy’s consul in San José, with the provision that one-quarter of the collection be sent to Budapest (Bátky 1902).[299] The establishment of this collection and the circumstances under which it reached Vienna is recorded in the correspondence between Karl Wahle and Franz Heger, director of the Anthropology and Ethnography Department of the Vienna museum (housed in the archives of the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna), as well as in a report written from Pola on September 16, 1901, by Dr. J. Krok, a ship’s physician (also in the archives of the Vienna museum). The latter reveals that the Royal and Imperial Hofmuseum commissioned him to collect natural history specimens and ethnographic objects during the 1900–1901 mission of the S. M. S.. Donau.[300] The S. M. S. Donau sailed along the eastern shores of South America to Tierra del Fuego and then to Costa Rica along the continent’s western shores. In his report, Krok records the main stops on this journey; he praised the archaeological collection of the National Museum in San José in Costa Rica and he also mentioned his meeting with Wahle, who expressed his willingness to seek out opportunities for collecting material and to dispatch the collected assemblages.

What followed next is known from Wahle’s letter written in June 1902, in which he mentions that the S. M. S. Donau arrived to Costa Rica in January 1901, and that the ship’s captain and officers, as well as Baron Bela von Rakovszky, the embassy’s counsellor visited him. Baron Rakovszky apparently showed a great interest in local antiquities. Wahle realised that his superiors in Vienna and Budapest would be interested in collections of this kind, albeit in the form of donations only, for they mentioned that the ministry did not have any funds for purchases of this kind.[301]

Immediately after the visit of the S. M. S. Donau, in March the same year, Wahle sent a donation of 32 Costa Rican and Guatemalan archaeological finds to the Vienna museum.[302] The 29 object from Costa Rica came from the slopes of the Irazu volcano and Juan Viñas.[303] Following the arrival of the collection, Heger indicated that he would be interested in purchasing a larger collection. In his letter written on December 26, 1901, Wahle replied that he had managed to acquire a larger and more valuable antiquities collection than the one he had sent previously and that he had already dispatched it.[304] Although this is basically all we know about the donor, the surviving correspondence suggests that Wahle was a person who did not collect objects for financial gain, but rather to comply with the requests made by his superiors; his letters reveal that he acquired and sent the two assemblages in the hope of gaining recognition for his efforts.[305]

Accompanying the collection which arrived in Vienna in 1902 was Wahle’s catalogue,[306] containing a brief description of the objects, their drawing, their provenance and their collector, together with photos of the important pieces. The overwhelming majority of the objects came from Cartago (406 pieces); 42 originated from Juan Viñas, from where various items had made their way into the first collection sent by Wahle, and two pieces were apparently acquired from Heredía. Cartago and (Santo Domingo de) Heredía were towns lying near San José, the country’s capital, while Juan Viñas was a village by the Central Atlantic watershed, on the slope of the Turrialba Volcano. The first three of the five collectors specified in the catalogue (Lacroix, Baroncelli, Hernandez, Stancari and Miranda) provided 400 of the 450 objects in the collection. The first can be identified with certainty. R. De La Croix was apparently a French diplomat who, as indicated by his correspondence with the director of the National Museum in Costa Rica, was mainly engaged in looting archaeological sites (especially the ones in the Cartago area) and selling the finds to the museum.[307] It is noteworthy in the light of the above that the title page of Wahle’s catalogue specifies that the collection’s seller was Juan Fernández Ferráz, director of the National Museum of Costa Rica between 1898–1904,[308] a fact also mentioned by Krok in his report. It would appear that the director of the National Museum purchased various objects from De La Croix and then sold a part of them abroad.

When examining the Wahle Collection in the context of the period, it must be borne in mind that the region in question, the central mountain range of Costa Rica, was the main target area of excavations conducted with the aim of acquiring antiquities to be put up for sale on the antiquities market and that several huge private collections were created from the finds unearthed there. A part of these finds later found their way into several North American and European museums; these finds also figured prominently in the displays mounted for various world expos (GYARMATI 2007). Collections made up of intact finds from a particular site were created by looting burial places, whose graves, in fortunate cases, contained many finds, primarily pottery, but also stone statuettes, metates (mortars) and gold articles. Another Costa Rican collection acquired before Wahle sent his assemblage to Vienna was similarly made up of the finds from a looting excavation. The collection of 1192 items assembled by Dr. Guido von Schröter, a previous Austrian consul, was purchased and donated to the Vienna museum by Georg Haas in 1898 (Feest 1980:21). In contrast to Wahle, who purchased the pieces in his collection from several places, Schröter’s collection originated from a cemetery lying on the south-western slope of the Irazu Volcano (the only exceptions being two gold objects).[309] The reports on how this assemblage came to light are contradictory, According to the Swedish Carl Hartman, who was conducting research in Costa Rica during those years, the extensive burial ground at Las Huacas was excavated by a huaquero (grave robber) called Lorenzi Masís with a dozen men in 1895, and Schröter, who was more interested in the commercial aspect of the enterprise, only visited the site a few times (Hartman 1991:43, 47). In his report sent to Vienna, however, Schröter definitely states that each object was brought to light under his personal supervision. His assertion is supported by his descriptions of individual burials in his detailed, several pages long report and the appended photographs. Be as it may, the fact that some 1600 Costa Rican objects arrived to the museums in Vienna and Budapest (neither of which could be regarded as a particularly significant market) indicates that after the pillaging of Meso-America and the Central Andes, the looting of archaeological sites in Central America had begun.

Several controversies surround the part of the Wahle Collection sent to Budapest: one of these is Wahle’s motives in presenting the collection, another is the exact provenance of the collection. In his memorandum to the directors of the Hungarian National Museum, Jankó noted that “one-quarter of the collection was selected for us at the explicit request of Mr. Wahle made to the Royal and Imperial Foreign Ministry”.[310] This assertion was probably a reply to the report drawn up for the minister on February 28, 1902, signed by a certain Suzzera, declaring that “if a part of the collection in question was not essential to the Hofmuseum or if it contained duplicates (Duplicate), the Foreign Ministry would, in accordance with the donor’s original intentions, leave it to the Treasury’s discretion that the items in question be put at the disposal of the National Museum in Hungary.”[311]

As a matter of fact, in a letter addressed to Heger in June, 1902, Wahle expressed his surprise that a part of his collection was passed on to Budapest: “the fact that the honourable Ministry stipulated that a part of the collection be given to the National Museum in Budapest comes as a surprise to me.”[312] He suspected Baron Rakovszky’s hand in the decision, who – as has been mentioned above – expressed a lively interest in local antiquities; in his later correspondence with the baron, Wahle mentioned the two collections sent to Vienna. Although the available documents do not provide a conclusive answer, it would seem that Wahle’s intuition was correct, for we know that Baron Rakovszky was a diplomat of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, posted first to Africa and then to the Near East, where he collected Muslim objects for the Foreign Minister. He then served as the chargé d’affaires in Buenos Aires and subsequently embarked on a journey around the world on behalf of the government, in the course of which he re-organised the Austro-Hungarian diplomatic corps in South and Central America. Later still, he served as counsellor of the Parisian embassy and became a parliamentary deputy.[313] The journey in question was probably the 1900–1901 journey of the S. M. S. Donau, for we know that Baron Rakovszky dispatched another collection, also intended for the Hungarian National Museum, from Chile in 1901. It seems that Baron Rakovszky was genuinely committed to enlarging the Hungarian collection and that he had the necessary political clout to ensure that a part of Wahle’s collection be sent to Budapest.

Although there is no reference as to how the collection was divided up between the two museums or about the actual proportion of the artefact types, we know that the items sent to Budapest were selected by Heger. And even though Jankó claimed that in knowledge of the entire collection Heger had selected the items to be sent to Budapest “with the utmost goodwill”,[314] this was hardly the case even as regards the collection’s division between the two (one-quarter would have meant 113 objects). A closer look at the entire collection reveals that with the exception of a single stone statuette, not one single polychrome painted pottery with fine figural ornamentation, stone or metal artefact had been given to the Budapest museum.

The other controversy around the items sent to Budapest concerns the collection’s provenance. Although Heger’s letter accompanying the collection specified that the objects originated from Costa Rica,[315] Jankó’s memorandum stated that “the collection came from the excavations conducted near the town of Cartago in Colombia [the word Ecuador was crossed out] in South America.”[316] In his brief description of the collection, Zsigmond Bátky claimed that the assemblage had come to light during the excavation by the town of Cartago in the Cauca Valley (Bátky 1902:110). In the lack of any other information, we can only assume that the mix-up was caused by the fact that a town called Cartago can be found both in Costa Rica and Colombia (where the town indeed lies in the Cauca valley). As has been mentioned in the above, the Budapest museum also profited indirectly from the S. M. S. Donau’s journey. J. Ertel Dessou de Lary’s Chilean collection arrived to the museum in 1901. This collection, made up of 45 items, contained contemporary objects and archaeological finds, six north Chilean vessels, flint tools from the Huarco Valley, and various artefacts from a child burial.[317] The list accompanying the collection mentioned the donor’s name and address and, also, that he had personally collected the objects.[318] Jankó’s memorandum attached to the list reveals that the collection had been sent by the same Baron Rakovszky from Chile, who is known to have been aboard the S. M. S. Donau, meaning that this acquisition too can be indirectly linked to the S. M. S. Donau’s journey.[319]

The Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum thus benefited, even if indirectly, from the collections brought back by the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy’s ships from their overseas journeys. The museum actively resorted to this means of enlarging its collections. The most conscious efforts to enrich the museum’s collections through the limited options available to it are reflected in the department’s commissions given to the Monarchy’s ships sailing to overseas destinations. The museum’s first commission was made possible by a visit of the museum’s director to Vienna;[320] the commission was given to the surgeon serving on the battleship S. M. Korvette Zrinyi.[321]

The commissions for collecting various artefacts given to ships setting off on explorative, scientific, merchant or military missions, or with the task of demonstrating naval power, was an accepted practice from the eighteenth century among the naval powers of Western Europe. The ships of the Habsburg Monarchy made over one hundred voyages, among them scientific expeditions, between 1776 and 1913 (Hatschek 2001:86). Describing the circumnavigation of the globe on the S. M. S. Novara, Archduke Ferdinand Max, Commander-in-Chief of the Austrian navy stated that the main purpose of these missions was the training of naval officers and their crew, good will missions in the interest of commerce, and scientific research (Feest 1980:18). Quoting the success of the Novara, Maximilian Freiherr Daublebsky von Sterneck, head of the Naval Department in the Ministry of War, proposed the revitalisation of this system in 1884. The collection of natural history specimens and ethnographic material became a routine task on the ships of the Austrian Navy sailing the high seas, and especially for the crews serving on the

S. M. S. Fasana, S. M. S. Aurora, S. M. S. Saida, and S. M. S. Donau. Between 1885 and 1913, eleven ships brought back a total of 2400 artefacts for the Vienna museum, most of which originated from Oceania and Africa (FEEST 1980:23).

After gaining partial independence in 1867, Hungary too could participate in these expeditions (even if only in a secondary position). The first of these was the AustroHungarian East Asia expedition of 1868–1870: József Eötvös, Minister of Religion and Public Education, delegated János Xántus with the task of collecting material for a future Museum of Ethnography. The museum’s first significant overseas collection was made up of the objects collected during this expedition and the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum was in essence based on this material.[322] 

Sadly, Xántus’s mission was the first and last occasion that the Hungarian state was able to directly participate in a mission by sending a scholar on an overseas expedition. During the remaining decades of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, it was only possible to give commissions for collecting material to the Monarchy’s ships setting out on overseas journeys, usually to the surgeons serving on them, as for example with the commission given to the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi in 1897, to the S. M. S. Szigetvár in 1901, to the S. M. S. Zenta in 1902, to the S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth in 1903 and finally to the S. M. S. Panther in 1904.[323] These commissions indicate that the heads of the Department of Ethnography made every effort to collect material from the entire American continent, except for regions such as Tierra del Fuego, from where the museum had in their opinion already obtained sufficient material. The other main consideration as regards these commissions was set down as follows: “Special care must be taken that the purchased item not be a product of European industry, but one made by the native for his own use from materials indigenous to his country.”[324] The same consideration appears in Semayer’s memorandum concerning the collecting activity of the S. M. S. Szigetvár, together with the requirement that the artefacts of primitive peoples should be collected,[325] with the aim of gaining an insight into an ancestral culture. The S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth was given a similar commission, even though the ship’s itinerary did not include stopovers at such regions with the exception of Tierra del Fuego. The request was the collection of fishing implements in Tierra del Fuego, of articles related to the herdsmen and herding from Argentina and of pottery from Peru. At the same time, the museum did not request the collection of artefacts in Mexico, for it had recently received a “systematic collection”, namely the Bauer Collection.[326]

Of the ships mentioned above, the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi and the S. M. S. Szigetvár returned with various artefacts from America for the Hungarian National Museum. In addition to various African items, Roberth Liebner, the surgeon serving aboard the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi collected 72 objects from Paraguay, Chaco, Patagonia and Tierra del Fuego, but without any indication of their exact provenance or how they had been acquired.[327] In contrast, Sanislaus Ruzsynsky, surgeon of the S. M. S. Szigetvár, faithfully recorded all the information he obtained concerning the provenance of the objects he had purchased. The 1901–1902 mission of the S. M. S. Szigetvár enriched the collection with six costume articles from Mexico acquired through Wilhelm Bauer’s mediation[328] and 15 North American items purchased from Captain Heinrich Hechler in Halifax (Nova Scotia). Captain Hechler (1853–1928) was a native of Darmstadt, Germany, who emigrated to Canada in 1873, settled in Halifax, joined the Canadian Army, and was promoted to the rank of Captain in 1879. In 1885, he was a member of a military expedition to the North-West Territories, where he acquired various artefacts of Blackfoot, Cree, and Sioux origin, the latter including artefacts that had been sold to local dealers by Sitting Bull’s followers during their exile in Canada in 1877–1880. Part of his collection was given as a gift to the Grand Duke of Hesse-Darmstadt in 1889.[329] Ruzsynsky apparently bought various items from what had remained of this collection. According to the list appended to the collection sold to the Department of Ethnography,[330] some of the artefacts came from Sioux and Cree Indians living in Canada’s North-West Territory and from the Hudson Bay area. In the case of two peace-pipes and a badge, the names of the chieftains who originally owned them were also recorded (Black-buk and Eti-Woka). According to the attached label, the artefacts collected during the 1884–1885 expedition to the Hudson Bay included a pair of Eskimo snow goggles.[331]
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A comparison of the number and quality of the objects reaching the Vienna and the Budapest museum collected by the Monarchy’s ships reveals that the items sent to Budapest were far inferior to the ones received by Vienna. The reason for this should not necessarily and primarily be sought in the difference between the funds available to the two museums, but rather in the fact that the Budapest museum did not have its own specialist collector disposing over funds provided by the museum aboard these ships. The ship’s surgeons, who were not the museum’s employees, no doubt knew that the funds available for this purpose were rather limited.

A closer look at the two strategies pursued by the two museums for developing their collections – the commissions given to ships to collect natural history specimens and ethnographic material and the collections acquired by the Monarchy’s diplomats, usually the consuls, and then donated to Vienna – reveals that the Vienna museum made use of the available options more consistently. Franz Heger’s letters indicate that he regularly sent requests to the Monarchy’s diplomatic missions, asking them to collect material. In contrast, the Budapest museum could only take advantage of this possibility during the Monarchy’s last two decades and only rather haphazardly. One of the reasons for this was that the institutions which later participated in overseas collecting activity were mostly founded or consolidated after Hungary had partially regained her independence in 1867. Another reason is that the Monarchy’s joint Foreign Ministry and War Ministry were based in Vienna and stood under Austrian direction. The officers and surgeons serving on the Monarchy’s ships and the diplomatic missions usually sent the collections assembled by them to Vienna (as in the case of the material dispatched by Dubois, Schröter and Wahle, the Peruvian archaeological finds acquired in 1879 and 1882 by Christian Krüger, the consul in Lima, and the Brazilian and Paraguayan collection sent to Vienna by Karl Bertoni, the vice-consul in Curitiba), and only in exceptional cases did items from these collections reach Budapest through the Vienna museum.

Beside the acquisition of new material directly or indirectly through foreign museums, a few other major acquisitions of the America Collection must here be mentioned. In 1896, it was decided to build a parish church in Kispest (now one of Budapest’s outlying districts) as part of the festivities commemorating the one thousandth anniversary of the Hungarian Conquest. Antal Ribényi, the parish priest appealed to the missionaries working in various parts of the world to collect ethnographic objects in order to raise the funds necessary for the construction. The collection of over fire thousand Asian, African and American items (most of which were ethnographic items, only a few were archaeological artefacts) was displayed at the Exhibition of Missionary Collection; 3736 items was later purchased by the museum.[332] The main appeal of the over 400 items from America is that they were everyday tools and implements, and that entire series were represent in the case of certain artefact types. Most objects (about 170) came from Mexico, but without a closer specification of their provenance. While most of these were pottery vessels, the assemblage included a few painted gourd vessels and baskets as well. The greater part of the 95 items from Suriname was also made up of ceramics, together with a few gourd vessels, jewellery and domestic articles. Painted fur blankets, bark baskets, weapons, fishing implements and boat models were sent from Tierra del Fuego, weapons and various tools and implements arrived from Argentina, Araukan jewellery from Patagonia.
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Unfortunately, only in a few cases was the exact provenance or some additional information provided for these objects. The letters accompanying these collections have since been mislaid or lost, and it would appear that even the information contained in them was not always taken into consideration.

The Hungarian National Museum received three ethnographic collections from roughly the same region of South America in the last one and a half decades of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. In 1903, János Papp, superintendent of the Hungarian State Railway, donated 72 ethnographic objects from Paraguay, Brazil, south-eastern Bolivia and Chile.[333] No documents have survived aside from the letter of gratitude sent to the donor[334] and the list appended to the donated items, and thus we know nothing about how this collection was assembled. The provenance of the items in the collection indicates that their majority (63 objects) came from neighbouring south-eastern Bolivian and Paraguayan regions. A collection of 235 objects, sold to the museum by Leo Hirsch, the consul general of the Republic of Paraguay in Vienna, originated from the same region.[335] 150 items came from the Gran Chaco region; 70 of these were feather ornaments, jewellery, costumes and accessories, the rest were bows and arrows. One-half of the 44 objects from the Mato Grosso were feather ornaments and jewellery, the rest being bows and arrows. The remaining part was made up of 21 objects from Bolivia, 6 from Argentina and 14 from Paraguay, most of them household implements and a few archaeological finds. 

A collection sold to the museum in 1917 by Dr. Ödön Nesnera, a military surgeon, also came from Paraguay. The origins and the rather sorry fate of the collection can only be reconstructed along broad lines and with uncertainty from the surviving correspondence. What is certain is that the collection’s owner was not the seller, but a certain Alberto de Ortudo,[336] who in October 1911, notified the museum that he had dispatched a collection to the museum. It is unclear from the letter whether the collection was intended as a gift or was offered for sale; he only mentioned that his agent would call at the museum in order to discuss the “possible acceptance” of the collection.[337] We know nothing about the collector; in spite of his Spanish sounding name, Ortudo was in part Hungarian, shown not only by his letter written in faultless Hungarian, but also by the letter of recommendation attached to his letter, which claimed that Ortudo was Hungarian.[338] According to the letter notifying about the shipment, the collection contained a larger Caingua and a smaller Guarani assemblage; the collector specified that the latter would be collected personally by his agent.[339] The letter does not mention how the Guarani items were acquired; the Caingua objects were apparently collected by him since he mentions the circumstances under which they were obtained (the trek from the jungle took some 8–20 days on mule back) and he also included a brief description of the Caingua Indians, portrayed as a migrant tribe on the verge of extinction, who followed prey animals three or four times a year. The food acquired by hunting was supplemented with their own crops and they also exchanged yerba mate for industrial products, as a result of which their own textile and pottery making had practically ceased. He remarked that he was barely able to collect 21 clay vessels.[340] The list of objects, containing brief descriptions, is an inventory of the Caingua objects from eastern Paraguay only; it is made up of 50 lots, comprising 484 objects: weapons, tools and implements, jewellery, costume and ritual artefacts.

The fate of this collection remained unknown for long years, in spite of the fact that Ödön Nesnera, who acted as the seller, and who was Ortudo’s agent, urged the payment of the requested and accepted purchase price in several letters.[341] The museum had originally agreed to the purchase of the Caingua assemblage only (for a price of 2000 crowns) and it was proposed that a part of the assemblage might be exchanged for Australian objects.[342] Finally, the entire collection was bought for 3000 crowns, in part owing to the unpleasant situation caused by the repeated promises, and in part by the fact that the collection was made up of “over one hundred superb, rare objects” and that “the entire collection is quite unique,” to quote Semayer’s words.[343] The number of objects in the two collections can no longer be ascertained. Semayer’s memorandum from 1917 mentions “a precisely inventoried collection of 278 objects, which is irreplaceable in the strictest sense of the word.”[344] The America Collection of the Museum of Ethnography currently has 294 objects inventoried under Ödön Nesnera’s name. This includes the items inventoried in 1917 and an additional 16 objects which were attributed to this collection and re-inventoried accordingly during the periodic reviews of the museum’s holdings in the 1950s–1970s – these may have been uninventoried pieces or pieces inventoried under one inventory number with different sub-numbers.[345] This number, however, is still far below the 484 pieces listed in the catalogue of the Caingua objects, not to speak of the Guarani objects, whose exact number is unknown. This is hardly surprising because the objects inventoried under Ödön Nesnera’s name do not include a single arrow, even though the list of Caingua objects contained a total of 79 arrows under lot 2. At the same time, 47 Caingua arrows, 10 clubs, one stool, a wooden sword and six Guarani vessels, all without the specification of the collector, were inventoried during the review of the museum’s holdings in the 1960s; these had presumably been part of the Nesnera Collection.[346] However, even if these items and the ones inventoried as coming from Paraguay without a specification of the collector are added to the objects inventoried under Ödön Nesnera’s name, their number is still less by about one hundred compared to the Caingua objects appearing on Ortudo’s list. Nothing is known about the fate of the missing objects; we can only assume that they were lost during the six years between the collection’s arrival and its inventorying.

The more or less similar date of acquisition and relatively large size of the three collections obtained from Papp, Hirsch and Nesnera, and objects brought by the surgeon of the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi from the same region in 1898, which enriched the America Collection by some 650 objects in all, raises the question of why the museum accepted so many items from the same region one after the other,[347] especially in view of the fact that the latter two were actually purchases for which the funds were raised with immense difficulties and that their price amounted to a sum larger by about thirty per cent (even disregarding inflation) than the price of the over 800 Mexican objects bought from Wilhelm Bauer. In the lack of any documentary evidence, we may at best simply assume two, not entirely unrelated reasons for this. This was the period when European immigrants, including ones from the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, began to settle in this region in greater number, where they could collect the artefacts of an ancient, but rapidly vanishing culture (cp. Alberto de Ortudo’s letter quoted above). In other words, potential collectors had arrived on the scene and European museums were interested in acquiring these objects for their exotic collections.

It is clear from the above that the first period of the museum’s America Collection was dominated by items and collections from Mexico and from Central America (45%), while South America was primarily represented by objects from Paraguay, and the border region between Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil and Bolivia, as well as an early donation of a few articles from Brazil, of which no museum documentation has survived (in many cases, even the Christian name of the donor remains unknown).[348] At the same time, items from North America are conspicuously lacking, even though several Hungarians – potential collectors – had travelled to North America before the 1848–49 War of Independence, some of whom wrote lengthy descriptions of the natives’ lives in their travelogues – suffice it here to mention Sándor Bölöni Farkas (1943) and Ágoston Haraszty Mokcsai (1844, 1926), who had crossed the western territories, not to speak of the political émigrés after the War of Independence, such as Xántus, whose American years have been described in the above, and the later economic immigrants. Similarly to the Brazilian donation mentioned above, the donations from North America usually comprised a few objects only, often without the slightest information about their provenance.[349] We know that the museum received an offer for a rather valuable collection in 1914, when Emil W. Lenders, a Philadelphian collector, offered his collection of North American Indian objects for a sum of 25,274.85 dollars. According to the memorandum appended to this offer, the collection “contained all the riches of the Indian tribes living in the United States of North America”, being made up of several hundred objects from the Ogalalla, Sioux, Apache, Comanche, Kiowa, Cheyenne, Crow, Blackfoot, Pueblo, Winnebago, etc. tribes.[350] This offer was apparently rejected, for there is no trace whatsoever of an assemblage of this type.

Unable to make purchases, the museum had to fall back on donations; one of these was Oszkár Vojnich’s collection of Alaskan artefacts from 1898. Vojnich (1864–1914) was a wealthy landowner in the Voivodina (today part of Serbia-Montenegro), who travelled extensively and participated in hunting expeditions on several continents. Between 1898 and 1934 he and, after his death, his heirs enriched the different collections of the Museum of Ethnography with several hundred artefacts and photographs. He visited North America and Alaska during his first journey in 1893. He probably purchased the six objects donated to the museum at this time. In the book describing his journey, in the chapter about Fort Wrangel, he mentions that he purchased various objects from the Indians and in shops selling Indian artefacts, to which he adds that “the vendors asked an absurdly high price for the prettier items and it was oft-times impossible to make a deal with them” (VOJNICH 1894:90). He believed that the high prices could in part be explained by the demand created by visitors, and in part by the high cost of the products brought there by the whites (VOJNICH 1894:89). That a purchase was indeed made in Fort Wrangel is confirmed by the inscription on one object (“Fort Wrangel, August 9, 1893”); another one is inscribed “Sitka, August 4, 1893”,[351] while a third was apparently acquired in Treadewoll (?) on August 10, 1893.[352]

While it does not surpass the other North American assemblages made up of a few artefacts only in terms of the number of items and its importance, there can be no doubt as to the cultural and historical value of the collection of 19 non-European items, including 6 from North America, which had once belonged to Lajos Kossuth, leader of the 1848–1849 War of Independence.[353] According to the note appended to the assemblage, Kossuth’s collection was donated to the museum by Mrs. Ferenc Kossuth, the revolutionary leader’s daughter-in-law.[354] Following the fall of the War of Independence, Kossuth made a goodwill tour of the United States in 1852 and was received with great sympathy; he probably acquired these Indian objects during this tour. After his death in 1892 in Torino and his burial in Hungary, his son, Ferenc Kossuth who had also settled in Italy, returned to Hungary. His widow probably donated Kossuth’s collection to the museum after her husband’s death on May 25, 1914.

In the early 1900s, the museum entered into several transaction involving exchanges and purchases with a teacher called Karl Wohlgemuth, who had created a small “technological museum” in Bozen (Tyrol, Austria), whose holdings included also non-European collections.[355] The museum exchanged African, Asian, Indonesian and Oceanic items for Tyrolean ethnographic objects; later, in 1903 and 1904, it purchased a mixed overseas assemblage, containing also North American (Hopi, Apache and Cheyenne) and Mexican artefacts.[356]

The Hungarian National Museum purchased several collections at the World Expo held in Paris in 1900 and also received a few donations. These included the 82 Eskimo objects offering a good overview of Eskimo costume, their fishing implements and their vehicles, donated by the Danish government.[357]

Second period (1919–1959)

The disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in 1918 and the close of World War 1 marked the end of the first period of the America Collection. The disintegration of the Monarchy also meant that the ties with Vienna and the Monarchy’s diplomatic missions around the world were severed. The Trianon Peace Treaty of 1920 had grave consequences for Hungary: the country lost about two-thirds of her former territory and population, and also suffered political, economic and cultural losses. World War 2 erupted within two decades, followed by a near-total isolation as a Soviet satellite state until the early 1960s, which saw a gradual political thaw. The collection’s growth practically came to a standstill during this period. Between 1919 and 1945, the collection received 358 artefacts, between 1946 and 1959 a total of 123 artefacts, in other words, the items received during this 40 years long period account for less than 6 per cent of the entire collection. The greater part of this modest material came into the donors’ and sellers’ possession before 1918; the first major donation of this period was no exception.

One of the few new acquisitions was the bequest of Ferenc Hopp, a wealthy merchant, a well-known patron of the arts and cosmopolitan traveller, who died in 1919. In his will, he divided his collection of many thousands of objects between three museums. The collection intended for the Museum of Ethnography was transferred from the Museum of Applied Arts in 1921. Although the bequest inventory listing the items handed over to the Museum of Ethnography contains 1233 lots,[358] the number of objects listed under entry 2312 in the Accessions Register amounted to 570.[359] The explanation for this apparent contradiction is that several items were added to an earlier transfer from the Museum of Applied Arts. Although according to the Accessions Register of the Department of Ethnography the transfer took place in 1898,[360] the “scatter” of the inventory numbers suggests that acquisitions from different years were recorded under a single entry in the Accessions Register. The last but one entry was visibly written by a different hand and the first inventory number is higher by 86,000 than the last inventory number of the last object in the previous series; at the same time, it fits nicely into the inventory number series of the objects transferred in 1921. If the number of pieces in this assemblage (514 objects)[361] containing objects from almost every region of the world is added to the 570 objects mentioned above, the total is closer to the 1233 items recorded in the bequest inventory. The American objects donated by Hopp, which were registered under the above two entries in the Accessions Register, and an additional third one are made up of 59 pieces from Argentina, Peru, Brazil, Mexico and Alaska.[362]

The provenance of these objects in part corresponds to the itinerary of Hopp’s journey in America. Hopp embarked on five journeys around the world between 1882 and 1914 (FELVINCZI TAKÁCS 1994) and on his second journey in 1893, he sailed round South America. He visited Peru, Bolivia and Ecuador, crossed the Panama Canal, then sailed across the Caribbean, and after stopping at Jamaica, he sailed to Veracruz. From there he travelled to Mexico City and took an overland route to St. Louis, from where he went to Chicago to see the World Expo. He made extensive purchases not only in the places he visited, but also later, in order to enlarge his collection reminding him of his travels, this being the reason that we cannot reject the possibility that some of the objects in his collection were not purchased first-hand.[363]

The most significant acquisition of the archaeological sub-collection during this period was Count László Széchenyi’s donation from New York in 1925.[364] The Mexican objects had actually been collected by a Hungarian called Mosonyi; László Madarassy, the then director of the Hungarian National Museum selected 27 items from the collection Széchenyi had offered to the museum.[365] While the assemblage of 139 stone tools and weapons from Arkansas and Missouri,[366] donated to the museum by Zoltán Mihályi in 1929–1930, is larger as regards the number of items in it, its cultural value is much smaller than that of the former.

Another donation came from Count Lajos Ambrózy, the former Hungarian ambassador in Vienna, who in 1908 had purchased a prairie costume, which the Ministry of Culture and Public Education transferred to the museum in 1937. Dating from the last third of the 19th century, these items were in part made by the Mandan and in part by the Sioux Indians, and the assemblage itself was put up for sale by the Smithsonian Institution in Washington. The feather crown was made from 68 golden eagle feathers, the necklace from grizzly and eagle claws. The war shirt, the greaves and the pipe pouch were made from buffalo and deer hide, the loin-cloth from red felt. The buffalo hide moccasins were lavishly embroidered.[367] Another major acquisition of this period was a Chilean collection of mostly children’s toys,[368] donated to the museum by Judit Vajda Mrs Weiner in 1950.

One typical means of collection enlargement during the 1950s was a government initiated campaign of collection rationalisation, when the profile and scope of each museum’s collection was determined and the artefacts or assemblages falling outside this scope were transferred to the authoritative museum. The America Collection again received various artefacts from the Museum of Applied Arts in 1950, 1953 and even as late as 1960.[369] One collection and its collector must certainly be mentioned. Pál Horti (1865–1907), a teacher in the Budapest School of Industrial Design and one of the pioneers of modern design in Hungary, travelled to St. Louis in 1904 to install the Hungarian exhibition for the World Expo, which he had designed. He remained in the United States until 1906, after which he set off on a grand tour of eastern Asia. He died during the return journey from malaria he had contracted while touring Mexico for three months, when he visited various ruins and museums, and viewed several private collections (HORVÁTH 1991: 200–201). Together with a series of photographs depicting the ruins of ancient cities, his widow sold his Mexican collection and his drawings of Mexican archaeological finds to the Museum of Applied Arts. 142 of the inventoried 255 artefacts were gypsum copies of Mexican antiquities made by Horti, the remaining 113 pieces being mostly archaeological artefacts (clay vessels, clay figurines, body stamps, spindle whorls and musical instruments). The archaeological finds can be divided into two main groups: one made up of predominantly post-Classical pieces from Central Mexico (alongside a few Classical items), the other comprising late pre-Classical and proto-Classical finds from Western Mexico. The difference between the two groups is reflected in the information concerning the artefacts: the place-names recorded in the inventory book and inscribed on the artefacts can exclusively be associated with the former group, suggesting that Horti only knew the origins of these pieces. The place-names mostly denote settlements in Mexico State, with a few in Puebla State: the former lie in the Texoco area near Mexico City and in the Toluca area,[370] suggesting that Horti had perhaps acquired these pieces during his excursions from Mexico City, rather than purchasing them from other collectors. In contrast, none of the pieces from Western Mexico have any indication of their exact provenance, indicating that these pieces had not been personally collected by Horti, but had been purchased from other collectors.

This collection was transferred to the Museum of Ethnography on several successive occasions without any accompanying documentation. The museum’s holdings currently contain 46 artefacts, which can be assigned to the Horti Collection either because it bears an inventory number of the Museum of Applied Arts, or in view of the collector’s monogram and/or its provenance.[371] Although most of these pieces were re-inventoried and assigned new numbers during the 1965 review of the museum collections, there are 11 artefacts which on the basis of their inventory number appear to have been part of the Hopp Bequest transferred in 1921. It seems likely that items from the Horti Collection became mixed up with pieces of the uninventoried part of the Hopp Bequest owing to the lack of documentation when these pieces were transferred, and that the earlier assigned inventory numbers or the inventory number of lost items were simply inscribed on these pieces. In addition to the artefacts which were demonstrably part of the Horti Collection, there are 36 other pieces in the America Collection, which had probably also been part of the Horti Collection: 82 of the 113 “prehistoric pottery vessels” originally received by the Museum of Applied Arts can be identified more or less confidently (GYARMATI in press).[372]

Third period (from 1960)

In the wake of the slow political thaw after the repressions following the 1956 Uprising, Hungary resumed diplomatic relations with a number of Latin American countries, as a result of which the objects collected by Hungarians travelling to these countries on official business could be added to the museum’s collection. The Museum of Ethnography could now also make contact with émigrés and various Western institutions, and pursue a systematic collecting activity based on fieldwork (even though this was not funded by the museum). In 1960, the collection was enriched by 52 items collected among the Nambicuara Indians,[373] together with the photographs and field notes, sound recordings and films made by Lajos Boglár (1929–2004) in 1959 during his research in Brazil. Boglár, the curator of the America Collection for some three decades, enriched the museum with some 700 items during his over four decades long scholarly career. Boglár conducted important fieldwork among the Piaroa Indians of Venezuela in 1967–1968 and in 1974, from which the museum’s Amazonian collection benefited by 399 new objects.[374] The most outstanding pieces in this assemblage of Piaroa material culture are the ritual artefacts, masks and feather ornaments, This assemblage too was accompanied by copious field notes, photographs and films.[375]
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Figure 4.7 Piaroa magician, Temblador Stream, Venezuela, 1967–1968

 

Aside from the material collected by Lajos Boglár during his fieldwork, two Hungarians living in Venezuela also contributed to the growth of the America Collection. János Baumgartner, a physician, founded several hospitals for providing medical aid to the Indians and he was director of the hospital in Puerto Ayacucho by the Orinoco. He founded a museum for exhibiting the ethnographic material he had collected and he donated an assemblage of 215 objects, mostly pieces collected among the Piaroa Indians.[376] A donation by János Halbrohr, another physician living in Venezuela, reached the museum in 1981.[377] Born in 1909, Halbrohr graduated in Rome in 1933; he specialised in tropical diseases and was invited to Venezuela by the Ministry of Health. He first worked as a medical officer by the Orinoco and later as the Ministry of Health’s epidemiologist. He made a tour of the country in this capacity, visiting Indians tribes untouched by civilisation who lived in the Brazilian and Colombian border region. The assemblage donated to the Museum of Ethnography was made up of objects he had collected in these regions between 1941 and 1976. According to his report, the acquisition of the various artefacts in the collection was no easy task because the Indians were rather reluctant to part with their tools, implements and other objects. They exchanged these items for other implements, food and – occasionally – money, although they only accepted coins.[378] In addition to the ethnographic material, the assemblage also contained pre-Columbian ornamented pottery fragments and stone tools collected between 1940–1945 in a village called San Felix (Estado Bolivar) lying along the lower reaches of the Orinoco.[379]

Pablo Nagy, an engineer living in Buenos Aires, had also arrived from Hungary; he donated a total of 33 objects to the Museum of Ethnography.[380] His collection was dominated by archaeological finds from Peru (textiles from Chancay, Paracas and Nasca) and ethnographic artefacts from the Mato Grosso, which he had acquired on his business trips. After his first gift, the museum indicated that it would be interested in additional Peruvian material,[381] and the donor would have been quite willing to buy items for the museum to the value of roughly 1000 USD,[382] but nothing came of this, probably due to financial reasons. Neither was Nagy’s offer accepted that, in order to exempt his heirs, he would formally sell his collection to the Hungarian state, which would receive the collection from his heirs after he died.[383] After this offer was left unanswered, Nagy stipulated in his will that his collection of roughly 50 pre-Columbian pottery vessels (whose estimated value was ca. 30,000–35,000 USD) be auctioned.[384]

There can be no doubt that his Hungarian background motivated the activity of István Borhegyi (1921–1969), who contributed to the enrichment of the America Collection in quite another capacity. Borhegyi came the United States with support from two Hungarian scholars already in the United States: one was Pál Kelemen, an art historian with an international reputation, the other was Pál Fejős, who administered the Viking Fund, from which Borhegyi received a scholarship in 1948. Borhegyi graduated from the Pázmány Péter University in Budapest, where he specialised in classical and ancient Near Eastern archaeology. Within a few years, Borhegyi became a leading expert of Maya archaeol ogy, mainly through his expertise gained in cataloguing collections in various Guatemalan museums (Figure 4.8). In 1954, he was appointed director of the Stovall Museum of the University of Oklahoma and assistant professor of the university’s Anthropology Department. The correspondence in the archives of the Museum of Ethnography indicates that he strove to maintain contact with his former homeland: beginning with 1956, the Stowall Museum entered into several exchange transactions with the Budapest museum (although Borhegyi’s name is not mentioned). First, an exchange of publications was suggested, followed by the arrival of Hungarian ethnographic objects to Oklahoma.[385] Contact between the two museums continued even after Borhegyi became director of the Milwaukee Public Museum in 1959 and proceeded to develop the institution into one of the best American municipal museums. At first, this contact was restricted to the exchange of publications between the two museums and the Hungarian Academy of Sciences;[386] in 1965, the Museum of Ethnography received Costa Rican, North American, Guatemalan, Panaman and Peruvian archaeological finds from the Milwaukee museum[387] in exchange for Hungarian ethnographic artefacts. The contact between the two museums remained cordial even after István Borhegyi’s tragic death. The director of the Friends of the Milwaukee Museum visited the Museum of Ethnography in 1971 and suggested the exchange of objects between the museums. Director General Tamás Hoffmann supported the idea and suggested that the Museum of Ethnography receive a selection of the material culture of one particular Indian tribe (e.g. Hopi or Kwakiutl).[388] Unfortunately, nothing came of this exchange, even though this transac tion would have represented an acceptable form of international exchanges: the acquisition of foreign material for Hungarian ethnographic artefacts.
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Figure 4.8 Istvan Borhegyi, 1969

 

Between 1973 and 1980, the Museum of Ethnography conducted a series of highly controversial exchanges with two foreign private collectors. In the background of these transactions was the preparation of a permanent exhibition of world ethnography. Entitled “From prehistoric societies to civilisation”, the exhibition design was conceived in the spirit of the then popular evolutionist theory and presented the history of mankind as a chain of progress from small, unranked societies to large, strongly hierarchic, archaic civilisations. The latter were represented by the last two halls, presenting the Mexican and Peruvian pre-Columbian “high cultures”. In order to do so, it was necessary to develop the archaeological material of the collection, especially in terms of its quality. In the lack of funds, however, this could only be achieved by exchanges and the basis of these exchanges was the museum’s Oceania Collection, containing items that were in demand on the international art market. In Lajos Boglár’s words (who at the time acted as the head of the International Department), the rationale behind the transactions chosen for achieving this goal was the following: in order to mount the exhibition, “we need a few representative West African, Indonesian and Pre-Columbian objects, which are lacking from our collections. The series of duplicates in our Oceania Collection, which have already been subjected to scholarly analysis, but will not be exhibited, enable the acquisition of these missing pieces through an exchange.”[389]

The exchanges were conducted through two private collectors, Émile Deletaille, a Belgian, and Everett Rassiga, an American-Mexican. The museum received 65, mainly Mexican items (50 pieces) from the former in 1973, although the assemblage also included archaeological finds from Costa Rica, Ecuador, North America, Guatemala, Colombia and Peru.[390] The most outstanding piece in the assemblage was Stele 53 from the Maya town of Calakmul (Figure 4.9).[391]

The museum acquired 31 ethnographic objects in 1973 from Rassiga, and an additional 8 items from Suriname and 88 archaeological finds from Costa Rica, Guatemala, Colombia, Mexico and Peru in 1974, 1978 and 1980.[392] The cultural value of the archaeological finds varied, ranging from a unique Mixteca-Aztec mosaic mask[393] and an outstanding Maya stele fragment,[394] to 70 small clay statuette fragments, which were practically unfit for display.

Even though the exchanges with these two private collectors affected also the Africa, Asia and the Indonesia Collections, they primarily had an impact on the Oceania and the America Collections.[395] Here I shall examine to what extent the exchange influenced the America Collection and whether they indeed fulfilled the goal formulated by Boglár, namely the improvement of the exhibition material with representative items. The exchanges were almost exclusively “funded” by the Oceania Collection; the uncontested beneficiary was the America Collection, which grew by a total of 192 objects. This also meant a significant qualitative growth – suffice it here to mention the two Maya steles and stele fragments and the Mixteca mosaic mask, a type which is lacking from major European museums – because most of the items thus gained were not represented in the collection and their artistic and cultural value can hardly be challenged. At the same time, the 39 ethnographic objects from Suriname received from Rassiga as part of the exchange transactions were obviously unsuitable for illustrating the Latin American high civilisations, and the same holds true for the 70 small pre-Classical clay statuette fragments from Central Mexico, accounting for about onehalf of the received objects.The pieces originating from the periphery of the high civilisations were similarly unsuitable for the purposes of the planned exhibition. Another problem was that 132 of the 153 archaeological finds came from Mexico (50 of the 65 items exchanged with Deletaille and 82 of the 88 received from Rassiga); in view of the fact that Mexico was already overrepresented in the archaeological material of the museum’s America Collection, especially as compared to ancient Peru, the other major culture province, the composition of the received material can be rightly criticised.[396] These transactions can also be challenged on the grounds that they did not fulfil their intended purpose for only 46 of the items thus received were eventually exhibited.[397]
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Figure 4.9 Stele 53, Calakmul, Mexico

 

In order to set these exchange transactions into a broader perspective, it is instructive to examine them in their international context, especially considering the fact that in the former Soviet satellite countries, the two museums with the largest ethnographic collections in the former GDR, the ones in Dresden and Leipzig, resorted to a similar practice – both exchanged objects from the same collections in order to enlarge their overseas collections. Not only the practice, but the persons involved in these exchanges were in part also identical. Everett Rassiga, who conducted business with the Museum of Ethnography of Budapest for many years, exchanged Oceanic and American items with the Staatliches Museum für Völkerkunde in Dresden between 1974 and 1992; the pieces he gave included objects collected by Boglár among the Nambicuara and other Indian tribes of Brazil in 1959.[398] Another similarity is that the “sources” of these exchanges were the respective Oceania collections in both museums and that the primary “beneficiaries” were the America collections (although the Dresden museum also received a number of valuable Oceanic items). In 1988, for example, the Dresden museum received some 600 objects representing a diverse range of Brazilian tribes; the Museum für Völkerkunde in Leipzig too received a number of items from Boglár and Rassiga.[399]

The striking similarities in the practice of the three museums can in part be traced to financial reasons – the lack of funds and especially of hard currency needed for enlarging the collections – and in part to the fact that the collections in these museums contained items that were in demand on the international art market. The fact that these transactions were conducted through the same art dealers can most likely be explained by the relative isolation of these countries and the mutual interdependence of their institutions, reflected also in the intensive contacts between them, the annual visits and the exchange of exhibitions in the 1960s and 1970s.[400]

It seems fairly obvious that the single acceptable mode of these transactions would have been an exchange for Hungarian ethnographic material, as for example in the case of the exchange with the Milwaukee museum. The opportunity of an exchange along these lines presented itself when the Anthropological and Archaeological Museum in Lima suggested the exchange of 50 Peruvian archaeological artefacts for Roman period finds.[401] Another good example of exchanges along these lines are the two transactions with the Westermanns, a couple living in Germany, involving the exchange of 12 Hungarian and Transylvanian items for 5 Ecuadorian archaeological finds and later of German-Hungarian pottery for Guatemalan archaeological objects.[402]

A more profitable exchange on a larger scale was conducted in 1985 with the Museo Nacional de las Culturas in Mexico City; the opportunity for this exchange was made possible by the plans for an exhibition presenting the culture of various European countries and the museum assembled representative collections of the ethnographic material of the different ethnic groups of Mexico. The collection of 405 items[403] received in exchange for Hungarian ethnographic material covered about a dozen Mexican states from Sonora to the Yucatan. In the same year, the American Bendel–Enking couple donated a collection of 134 objects, most of which were Mexican (among them, 33 pre-Classical statuette fragments), but also included items from North America.[404] A donation of 1285 obsidian tools from Oregon presented by Nicolas M. Salgo, an American diplomat of Hungarian origins posted to Budapest, was of lesser importance as regards its cultural value.[405]

From the 1970s, the new acquisitions for the museum’s collections included articles sold by private persons (usually no more than a handful of pieces).[406] The ranks of the individuals who sold various items during this period included two genuine private collectors. One was László Vértes, the internationally acclaimed prehistorian, who could travel to the West fairly frequently and could thus build a private archaeological and ethnographic collection. He exchanged pieces from his collection with the Museum of Ethnography on several occasions during his lifetime.[407] After his death, his widow sold his collection containing also American archaeological and ethnographic pieces to the museum.[408] The other was István Rudnyánszky, a newspaper correspondent working in various African countries, who assembled an impressive African ethnographic collection. The artefacts collected by him also included a number of objects from America, some of which – including three Peruvian archaeological finds[409] – were later purchased by the Museum of Ethnography.[410]

Other types of the private collections of the 1970s were the ones assembled by Hungarian diplomats posted to various Latin American countries. One of these collections, made up of Peruvian ethnographic objects and 27 archaeological finds, the latter mostly representing the Chancay culture, was purchased by the Museum of Ethnography in 1978.[411] In contrast to the other collections, this material was documented: the collector recorded the provenance of most pieces (a specific site or river valley).

As a result of the political thaw in the 1980s, many Hungarian émigrés returned to Hungary, some of whom enriched the museum’s America Collection with their own collection. Outstanding among these is an assemblage purchased in 1998 containing ornamented pottery vessels and stone carvings representing various archaeological cultures of Costa Rica.[412] The other major acquisition was Géza de Rosner’s collection of 45 ethnographic and archaeological objects from Peru, Bolivia and the Easter Islands[413] and his many thousand slides, acquired in 1997. Géza de Rosner (1910–1997) arrived to the United States in 1937; from the 1950s, he travelled to South America several times to make photographs and films. In 1964, he participated in Gene Savoy’s second Vilcabamba expedition as the cameraman (Figure 4.10).[414] He acquired these objects during his trips; some were gifts from various Peruvian individuals, others were excavated by him on Peruvian and Bolivian sites (in the case of the latter, their provenance was precisely recorded).
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Figure 4.10 Géza de Rosner and Gene Savoy on route to Vilcabamba, 1964

 

Hungarian-Mexican relations improved from the 1960s; the cultural treaties between the two countries enabled study strips and even field research, as a result of which the America Collection was enriched with new material on several occasions. Tamás Hofer brought 176 ethnographic objects from his 1967 study trip.[415] The field research conducted by Géza Kézdi Nagy in 1991 and 1994 yielded 78 Totonac objects from Veracruz.[416] Another Mexican study trip, undertaken on a scholarship grant by Zsuzsa Komjáthy and Éva Pillár in 1994, enriched the collection with 64 objects, most of which related to the Day of the Dead in the Nahua region.[417] Vilma Főzy, the museum’s Americanist, collected 146 objects during her study trip.[418] Some of these could be similarly linked to Day of the Dead, another part was made up of costumes from Mayan territories (primarily Chiapas). The last in this series is the assemblage of 19 objects collected by György Szeljak, our colleague in the Museum of Ethnography, while conducting research for his doctoral thesis in Hidalgo.[419]

The political changes in the 1980s–1990s finally opened Hungary’s borders and this brought the revival of a long dormant means of collection development: the acquisition of items brought back by tourists. The purchase of the 114 ethnographic and archaeological objects acquired by László Oláh in Ecuador, Peru and Bolivia in 1999[420] and 2004–2005 can be assigned to this type.[421]

In 2003, the museum purchased an almost one hundred years old assemblage collected among Pueblo and Alaskan Indians by Lajos Nékám in the 1920s.[422] Another acquisition through purchase was Boglár’s private collection of 205 Brazilian and French Guyanan objects assembled between 1979 and 2002.[423] The undoubtedly most significant collection is the one created by the German-Hungarian Westerman couple, whose 321 pieces cover all the pre-Inca cultures of Ecuador (GYARMATI 2005a).[424]

Discussion

Even though archaeological artefacts, mostly stone objects, can be found in other overseas collections of the Museum of Ethnography, these reached the collection haphazardly, as the “side product” of ethnographic collecting activity. In contrast, the America Collection, similarly to other European collections of this type, received both ethnographic and archaeological objects from the very beginning, as a result of which the collection is made up of two major parts: an ethnographic and an archaeological sub-collection, accounting for 62.2 percent and 37.8 per cent respectively.

The regional distribution of the objects in the collection shows the following picture: 1764 objects (21 per cent) from North America, 3231 objects (38.5 per cent) from Central America and 3295 objects (39.3 per cent) from South America.[425] A glance at these figures reveals that the greater part of the Central American material (representing a similar proportion as the one from South America) originates from Mexico. The 2874 Mexican objects, a sizeable part of which is made up by archaeological items (807 pieces, 28.1 per cent), account for over one-third (34.2 per cent) of the entire America Collection; moreover, Mexico is the single country from where various objects were present throughout the history of the collection. The very first Mexican objects were acquired before Xántus’s collection activity, while the most recent Mexican acquisition, a collection of roughly one hundred items, arrived to the museum in 2004; on several occasions, the collection grew by acquisitions of several hundred pieces (Wilhelm Bauer, 1903; Tamás Hofer, 1968; Museo Nacional de Culturas 1985). Mexico is the single country, where scholars from Hungary (in part from the Museum of Ethnography) could conduct field research and other projects from the 1980s, owing to the bilateral cultural agreements between the two countries.[426] The single other Middle American country from which the collection has sizeable material is Costa Rica, due to the old Wahle Collection and a more recent acquisition, the Kardos Collection.[427]

There is no South American country, whose material dominates the collection to the extent as the objects from Mexico. However, two major regions can be clearly distinguished: the early collections from Argentina, Paraguay and Bolivia (883 objects, 10.5 per cent) and the acquisitions made up almost exclusively of ethnographic artefacts from the tropical regions of Brazil, French Guyana, Suriname and Venezuela (1515 items, 18.05 per cent), whose greater part can be directly or indirectly associated with Boglár’s activity in the later 20th century.[428] The greater part of the objects from the Andean countries (Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Chile; 851 objects, 10.1 per cent)[429] is made up of archaeological artefacts (550 objects), but this is surpassed by the archaeological material from Central America (Mexico, Guatemala, Salvador (859 objects). There are several explanations for the small proportion of Andean objects in the collection: the lack of any contact with this region (travellers, émigrés, researchers) for a fairly long period of time[430] and the fact that this collection part was neglected during the first, dynamic period of the America Collection (lasting until 1918). The reason for the latter was two-fold: the objects which could have been acquired from this region had little relevance for the prehistory of humankind and the price asked for collections offered for purchase was too high.[431]

The material from North America in the America Collection of the Museum of Ethnography is one of the smallest subcontinental assemblages with its 1764 objects (21 per cent). This disproportionateness is even more striking if the small lithics, arrowheads and the 1285 similar artefacts in the Salgó Collection are discounted, for in this case there remain no more than 300 “genuine” ethnographic objects and a handful of archaeological artefacts. The lack of North American objects is especially conspicuous knowing that both the number of travellers and the number of émigrés was the highest in this part of the continent. The explanation perhaps lies in the fact that early curators of the collection had little interest in this region and that in later periods, objects from this part of the world could only be acquired with difficulty.

An examination of the chronological sequence of the collection’s acquisitions reveals that there are significant differences in the acquisitions of the three phases spanning roughly equal periods of time. Between its foundation in 1872 and the end of World War 1, marking the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in 1918, the Department of Ethnography grew by at least 2729 objects, 86 per cent of which (2360 objects) were acquired in the second half of this period, between 1894 and 1918, when the department had a better location, an annual budget for purchases and better trained curators.
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During the roughly similarly long second period between 1919 and 1959 the collection received 546 new objects, although 65 of these, re-inventoried during the periodic reviews of the museum’s holdings, were pieces acquired before 1918, meaning that the actual number of new acquisitions barely exceeded 480. The collection grew by about 60 objects between 1948–1959, the period marking the greatest isolation during the Socialist era. Not one single new object was acquired during the war and the post-war years (1940–1947), although it must in all fairness be noted that there were only two acquisitions in 1938 and one in 1939. The number of new acquisitions (34) in the second period falls well below that of the preceding period (53), and even more eloquent is the fact that the donors and the sellers were without exception Hungarians, again reflecting Hungary’s political isolation during this period and the museum’s lack of international contacts. The latter is indicated also by the fact that not one single object was acquired through exchange.[432] The museum’s meagre funding is the reason that only eight objects were purchased during this time. The regional breakdown of the new acquisitions shows that the ratio of items from North America (36.2 per cent) is higher than their proportion in the entire collection, both as regards their number (176) and the number of accession lots (12). The most likely explanation for this phenomenon, diverging from the general tendency, is that it was a reflection of the large-scale emigration to North America at the turn of the century in the form of gifts to the museum.

The greatest growth of the collection fell into the last period, beginning in 1960, with a total of 4958 new acquisitions (59 per cent). This dynamic growth can be traced to several factors. One of these is the revival of the museum’s international contacts, leading to the exchange of 662 objects with foreign museums and collectors (in contrast, only 11 objects were exchanged from the museum’s foundation to 1965). The other is that with the exception of a few years, the collection had curators specialising in American studies, who had themselves participated in fieldwork and collecting activity (829 objects, 16.8 per cent of the new acquisitions can be directly linked to their activity) and whose academic and professional contacts enabled the acquisition of various smaller collections.[433] Neither should we forget that, no matter how humble, the museum was allotted funds for purchasing new items, a part of which was used for developing the America Collection.[434] Also, additional state funding has been provided for larger collections in more recent years.

It is instructive to divide this last period into three shorter sub-periods. The first, two decades long period between 1960 and 1980 is hallmarked by Boglár’s activity, who conducted his Venezuelan fieldwork at this time and who played an important role in the organisation and design of the permanent exhibition, opened in 1980. The objects collected by him and the items acquired for the exhibition through his agency (totalling 627 pieces) account for 35.8 per cent of the new acquisitions during this period (1750 objects). Although the growth of the collection in the period between Boglár’s departure and the political changes in 1990 (1994 items) exceeded that of the preceding period, this can be attributed to the 1285 pieces in the Salgó Collection. In this sense, the collection did not grow as dynamically as in the preceding period, which can be explained by the fact that for years the collection did not have a curator specialising in this field of ethnography. Between 1991 and 2007, the collection increased by 1343 objects; however, there is a great difference in this respect between the beginning and the end of the period: only five new objects reached the collection in 1991–1992, while the number of new acquisitions in 2005–2007 totalled 672 objects (622 of which were acquired in 2005). Another unprecedented event was that a collection of 526 items from Boglár and the Westermann couple were purchased with generous funding from the government. These two extremes indicate both the economic crisis in the early 1990s, which also affected the Museum of Ethnography, and the welcome turn in museum funding during the first half of the recent decade, which unfortunately ended in the last years.
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A closer examination of how the collection developed reveals that it was characterised by passive enlargement, meaning that none of the persons who contributed to the collection’s growth were museum employees sent to America with the express task of collecting objects for the museum. Aside from financial restrictions, the main reason for this was Semayer’s already quoted collection principle that the museum’s primary task was the collection of Hungarian ethnographic material and the objects of the kindred peoples. Thus, one can quote but a few instances which can be regarded as active collection development; these fall into the first and third period. Good examples for the former are the commissions given to the ships of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. The surgeons serving on the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi and the S. M. S. Szigetvár acquired 92 objects for the collection, and the 82 Eskimo objects purchased at the Paris World Expo can also be assigned to this category. Several instances can be cited from the collection’s third period, which can be regarded as active collection development, especially if in addition to the objects collected by members of the museum’s staff during their fieldwork, the objects collected by ethnographers and ethnography/anthropology students are also included (144 objects), together with the objects acquired for the permanent exhibition received through exchange (192 objects). The number of objects acquired through active collection development thus totals 1339, accounting for 16 per cent of the collection, with 87 per cent falling to the period after 1960. The proportion of other acquisitions contributing to the growth of the collection is as follows: gifts, transfers, deposits: 42 per cent, purchases: 35 per cent, exchange: 8 per cent.

It is most instructive to view the America Collection of the Museum of Ethnography in a wider context and to compare it to the museum’s other, non-European collections, such as the Oceania Collection, and also to the America Collection of a foreign museum, such as the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna. The fact that the Asia Collection of the Museum of Ethnography is thrice as large as the America Collection can, in addition to the region’s relative geographic proximity, be explained by the expeditions and research on the prehistory of the Hungarian people. In contrast, an explanation along these lines can hardly be invoked in the case of the Oceania Collection (whose size is almost the double of the America Collection), especially if the Indonesia Collection, treated as a separate collection for special, museal reasons, is also included in this comparison. While the America Collection can be said to be rather modest as regards its size and quality, the Oceania Collection is quite impressive even by international standards, even though this region does not lie nearer to Hungary and neither could it be more easily reached than America; moreover, the economic and political ties between Hungary and Oceania were quite insignificant. What, then, is the reason for this significant difference? Why did the museum purchase Giovanni Bettanin’s collection of about 1500 Melanesian and Indonesian objects, when the Oceania Collection already had Sámuel Fenichel’s and Lajos Bíró’s more than 3000 objects?[435] In other words, the collection grew by about 11,000 Oceanic, chiefly Melanesian items, within the span of ten years from 1895, while the America Collection was enlarged by 2374 objects between 1894 and the close of World War 1, during which period the museum also received countless offers from international art dealers, most of which were turned down.

The answer can most likely be sought in these offers. From the 1880s, art dealers bombarded museums with offers, and most of these offers concerned pieces from Oceania. The vast number of Oceanic objects offered for sale reflected a serious demand for these objects, which could in part be attributed to their novelty in the wake of the European penetration of this region, and in part owing to the interest shown by scholars and collectors. It was at the time believed that a better knowledge of the peoples of Oceania and their artefacts would shed light on the culture of prehistoric man in Europe. The American continent did not hold out the same promise. The continent’s colonization and its “discovery” by scholars had begun much earlier, while the “untouched” tropical regions were barely accessible. The ethnographic material of the American continent represented an essentially peasant culture, which had been transformed to a certain extent by the appearance of the Europeans, and the archaeological material, no matter how exotic and relatively unknown in Europe, could hardly rival the archaeological finds from the Ancient Near East, which were also enhanced by the abundance of written sources. It is thus hardly surprising that a museum with modest funding, which was unable to conduct its own research projects and had no opportunities for field collecting, could at the most aspire to creating a not too expensive, but nonetheless representative collection for display to the general public, and was less concerned with increasing its American collection, than for example the Oceanic one.

Let us now look beyond the Museum of Ethnography and examine the America Collection in the light of a similar collection in another museum. The most obvious candidate for a comparison of this kind is the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna, whose history was intertwined with the Budapest museum until the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918. The America Collection of the Vienna museum, which numbered about 30,000 items in 1993, is officially roughly the same age as the collection in the Museum of Ethnography because the Naturhistorisches Museum (and its Department of Anthropology and Ethnography) was founded in 1876 (Feest 1978:4). The Vienna collection “inherited” some 2500 American objects from the earlier imperial collection (including the roughly 2000 ethnographic items collected in Brazil by Austrian naturalists between 1817 and 1835), while the Budapest collection started from scratch since Budapest was not an imperial seat (it must again be recalled that most major state museums in Europe started out from royal collections). In order to compare the development of the two collections, the history of the Vienna collection was similarly divided into three main periods. This first is more or less identical with the first period of the Budapest collection and lasts until 1918, the close of World War 1 and the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy; the second until 1955, when Austria’s independence was fully restored with the State Treaty; and the third until 1993. The first period marked the acquisition of about 56 per cent of the entire collection. This is a much higher proportion than in the case of the Budapest collection and it can only partly be attributed to the material originating from imperial collections before the foundation of the Department of Anthropology and Ethnography. This growth can rather be ascribed to the collection development “boom” which characterised European and North American museums in the late 19th and early 20th century. The source of this growth was partly the material collected during the journeys of the Monarchy’s ships and the imperial family, e.g. Crown Prince Franz Ferdinand’s journey in 1892–1893 (Feest 1980:23, 28), the gifts made by the Monarchy’s diplomats and exchanges with other museums, as well as private donations and the generosity of the museum’s patrons, first of all Georg Haas and Anton Dreher (Feest 1980:21–22), who were willing to purchase the collections offered to the museum. This kind of patronage was unknown in the case of the Budapest collection.

The second period, lasting until 1955, was characterised by a decline resembling the one in Budapest, in part for similar reasons. Only 9 per cent of the collection was acquired during this three decades long period, a proportion which is only slightly higher than the growth of the Budapest collection. The third period saw the collection’s dynamic enlargement (35 per cent), again a tendency resembling the development of the Budapest collection. The reasons for this growth were in part similar: the collections made by the Vienna museum’s expert curators, Etta Becker-Donner, Peter Kann and Christian Feest. The reason that this growth remained well below that of the Budapest museum (which acquired 59 per cent of its holdings during this period) is that even though the number of new acquisitions was thrice as high than of the period until 1918, these did not include large collections as in the first period, and there were about a hundred accession lots among the new acquisitions which contained five or less objects. In contrast, the number of acquisitions in Budapest was the highest during the collection’s third period, and the largest collections too were acquired at this time (the single exception being the Bauer Collection of 1903).

A look at the regional breakdown of the Vienna collection reveals that of the three main sub-continental regions, objects from the South American region dominate the collection with about 50 per cent of the objects originating from there, while the other 50 per cent is made up of the Central and North American collections, meaning that none of the regional sub-collections lags behind the other two to the same extent as the North America sub-collection in Budapest, which accounts for no more than 5.6 per cent of the entire America Collection (without the Salgó Collection). The number of acquisitions surpasses by far those of the Budapest museum – this can be attributed to the more generous funding and larger budget of the Vienna museum, its better international contacts and, even more importantly, to the higher number of potential sellers/donors, This is reflected in the substantial difference between the number of new accession lots: 750 in Vienna until 1993 in contrast to the 200 of the Budapest museum.

A more detailed comparison of the Budapest collection with the America Collection in Vienna and similar collections in other European museums would exceed the scope of this study. What is nonetheless clear from the above is that proceeding from west to east, the Budapest collection is the last European collection which meets international standards and which showed a more-or-less continuous growth.

 


“Only the dreams of true magicians come true”

Lajos Boglár and the Amazonia Collection of the Museum of Ethnography

Vilma Főzy

In contrast to most European museums, material from Latin America absolutely dominates the American Collection of the Museum of Ethnography. The greater part of this collection is made up of objects from Amazonia. This and the fact that until the 1990s, Amazonia was the single region from where a collection based on ethnographic fieldwork was assembled is why a separate study on the museum’s Amazonia collection has been included in addition to the one providing a general overview of the America Collection.

Unlike the other non-European collections and the entire America Collection (whose cores reached the museum before World War 2), the greater and, as regards its quality, more valuable part of the Amazonia Collection was acquired from the 1960s, thanks to the activity of Lajos Boglár, who from 1959 conducted fieldwork in the region and was the curator of the America Collection for three decades. It is largely due to him that the Museum of Ethnography has a collection, impressive even by international standards, from the tropical regions of South America. This study will focus on the creation and the composition of this collection, as well as on Boglár’s role in the growth of the collection. The determination of the population groups belonging to this culture province was based on the volume covering the tribes of the tropical jungles in the Handbook of South American Indians series edited by Julian H. Steward (1948). The geographical boundaries of the area inhabited by the one-time or still living peoples, whose material forms part of the collections in the Museum of Ethnography, were determined on the basis of this book, irrespective of whether the objects in the collection were made by native Indians or Negroes brought there from Africa. The book was also of help in identifying the different groups and tribes who could not be determined accurately on the basis of the archival museum data.

Even though it was assembled at a rather late date, the collection contains a number of objects that were acquired at a rather early date. In 1874, László Vidéky donated eight Brazilian objects: four satchels woven from plant fibres, two bamboo cases filled with arrows for blowpipes, a gourd and a “lace”.[436] In 1876, a certain pharmacist called Sarkady donated a feather ornament, three necklaces, bows and arrows from Brazil.[437] In 1896, the Exhibition of Missionary Collection was organised in the Hungarian National Museum. The material presented at this exhibition was assembled from the thousands of ethnographic objects collected by missionaries working in different parts of the world following an appeal made by Antal Ribényi, a parish priest active in Kispest. Some of these objects were later purchased by the museum. These included 122 objects from Suriname (98 households implements – including 33 clay vessels and 27 gourd vessels – and 12 ornaments and feathers, 6 costumes and their accessories, two statues, one musical instrument and two other objects).[438] Unfortunately, there are no records concerning the exact provenance of these items and neither has any other information survived about them. The letters accompanying the material can no longer be found, and even the information contained in these letters was not recorded when these objects were inventoried. The catalogue to the exhibition written by János Jankó, which was in part probably based on these letters, contains little additional information.

“Suriname in South America is inhabited by Caribbean Indians and Negroes with mixed blood; most of the objects come form the former. In the back of the showcase, there is a series of finely woven cases (nos 1–6), the Indians’ skilful handiwork, used for storing seeds and the like; no. 7, in the left corner, is a similar case, but made from reed. There is a series of handsome basketwork (8–14), and in the centre are flag shaped fans for kindling and fanning fire, which were also used as fans (nos 15–17). In the centre in the back are the costumes of the Caribbean Indians; two head ornaments from tropical bird feathers (nos 18–19), an apron woven of fibres decorated with tassels of seeds (no. 20) and cotton bobbles; to their right, belts of seeds (no. 22) and one of linen to their left (no. 23). Of the shovel shaped objects, some were paddles (nos 24, 25, 31, 34, 35), others were blenders (nos 26, 28), one is a cotton pounder (no. 27), two are washing dollies, one for young girls (no. 29), the other for old women (no. 30), a wooden harpoon (no. 32) and a manioc pounder (no. 33). The rattles made from fruit skin are used by the Caribbeans during their dances (no. 36).

Set against the back of the pane are the models of the Surinamean Negro man and woman, wearing their garish and vulgar dress (nos 37, 38). On the left are twelve finely woven box baskets which can be fitted into each other (no. 39). Similar pretty boxes are exhibited in the back (nos 40, 41, 42). There are skilful craftworks of plant seeds (nos 43– 46) and a bandana clip carved from white bone (no. 47). Some gourds were used as cups, bowls, plates and water containers, while others, decorated with serrations along the edges, and incised and rudely painted patterns, were used as ornamental vessels (nos 48–85). In the back, to the left of the middle large gourd bowl, is a paper weight of seeds ingeniously linked with copper in the shape of a table (no. 86). In the centre of the plate, set on a gourd (no. 63), is a rather pretty breast brooch with leaves of tiny green shells and roses of small shells (no. 88). In front of it is an egg-cup carved from wood (no. 89). To the right of the centre we can see how seeds were carved into finely shaped beads, by inserting a handle and smoothing, shaping and finally carving the seeds, and afterwards removing the handle. Strands of seeds (nos 91–93) and fine rings carved from seed (nos 94, 95) are displayed on the right and left in the front.

Exhibited under the glass are two boat models (nos 96, 97), a whip (no. 98) and a spoon (no. 99), as well as about forty clay vessels (no. 100), all made by Caribbean Indians; their form differs from the usual pottery types of the European and Asian peoples, but they are noteworthy for their imitation of Inca vessel shapes. Noteworthy among these shapes are the animal forms which can be found in all folk pottery.” (JANKÓ n.d.: 17–18.)

In 1898, six Brazilian items (a hat decorated with feathers, a neck ornament, an apron and a head ornament, a bark coat with shells and teeth, and a necklace strung of seeds), all collected by the renowned traveller Ferenc Hopp, were transferred to the collection from the Museum of Applied Arts.[439]

The museum had established international contacts by this period; the America Collection principally maintained ties with the Hofmuseum in Vienna (the later Museum für Völkerkunde). The Museum of Ethnography exchanged 52 items from the objects collected by Count Sámuel Teleki during his East African expediiton in 1889 for 67 items, including six Brazilian arrows.[440] The latter probably represent the museum’s oldest ethnographic artefacts for they come from the material gathered by Johann Natterer, one of the Austrian nature historians who between 1817–1835 collected various objects for the Vienna court.

In 1903, János Papp, an official of the Hungarian State Railway, donated 73 objects from Paraguay, Southeast Bolivia, Brazil and Chile.[441] These include two ankle rattles, a rattle belt and a rush apron from the Mato Grosso.

In 1913, Leo Hirsch, the Viennese consul general of the Republic of Paraguay, sold a collection of 236 objects to the museum.[442] About one-half of the collection of 39 objects from the Mato Grosso was made up of jewellery and feather ornaments, the rest being bows and arrows.[443]

There was a long break in the years after World War 1, during which the collection was not enlarged; this lasted until the late 1950s, when the first systematic collection activity was begun by Lajos Boglár, the museum’s curator. Boglár was born in 1929 in Saõ Paulo, where his father headed the Hungarian consulate for fourteen years. The adolescent boy’s decision to dedicate his life to researching Indian culture was no doubt influenced by his father’s impressive library and collection of articles on Brazil, as well as by his interest in ethnography and exploration. Since the family returned to Hungary in 1942 owing to the war, Boglár could only realize his dream much later, after many detours. In the late 1940s, he studied ethnology at the Faculty of Humanities of the Eötvös Loránd University under László Vajda, a renowned Africanist who later moved to Munich.

It was impossible to conduct any fieldwork and foreign travel was a near-impossible dream, in part owing to the lack of funds, but mostly to the political situation. Foreign travel was regarded with suspicion because the authorities were uneasy about contacts made without their approval, about potential illegal emigration and about the possible

influence of other patterns of thought. This was one of the main reasons that the academic literature of the western social sciences was unavailable in Hungary. This ideological vigilantism was hardest on the scholars of the humanities, who were regarded especially likely to poison unsuspecting souls.

In 1948, the authorities – always alert – prevented the Boglár family from emigrating to Brazil, where they planned to join their relatives. Boglár, who was a Brazilian citizen, was stripped of his travel documents. He was thus unable to travel to South America (or anywhere else, for that matter) for a long time.

Boglár thus remained in Hungary and was allowed to continue his university studies. Similarly to Vajda’s other students, he too wrote analyses on the basis of the available academic literature. They conducted fieldwork among the Gypsies, regarded as the “last European primitive people”. Vajda’s basic principle was that his students should specialize in a particular field from an early date, and asked each of his students to choose a “personal tribe”. In his view, this was the only means by which Hungarian ethnologist could remain academically “competitive”. They wrote studies in Hungarian and foreign languages for Hungarian and foreign journals, and they sent the offprints to their foreign colleagues. German and Austrian scholars often commented on these studies, sending their own articles, books and the occasional invitation. The latter could seldom be accepted, even if the inviter covered the costs – permission to attend and to participate in a conference was a genuine concession on the part of the Hungarian authorities.

The political situation became more relaxed after 1956, and even though there was no official funding, Boglár, having been working in the museum since his university years, was able to organise his first fieldwork with the help of his Brazilian relatives. Due to his budding professional contacts, he also received some funding from a German university and a Spanish film-maker. The museum contributed to the expedition by granting Boglár a sabbatical.

Boglár left for Brazil in 1958. Since foreign academic literature was barely available in Hungary, he began his work with museum research and catching up on the literature in Europe. He also corresponded with Professor Herbert Baldus, director of the Museu Paulista in Saõ Paulo.

He originally wanted to study the Karaja Indians, but he was unable to secure a research permit. Political mistrust was also ripe on the “other side”, and the scholar from the Soviet satellite country (who was believed to have voluntarily renounced his Brazilian citizenship for a Hungarian one) was a persona non grata in the area controlled by the Indian Protection Service. After arriving in Brazil, Professor Baldus suggested that he study the Nambicuara Indians, a poorly researched tribe with a rather rudimentary culture, who could be visited without a research permit. During the rainy season, one group usually appeared between the Utiarití rubber plant and the Jesuit mission on the middle reaches of the Papagaio, a tributary of the Juruena.[444] Neither the Indian Protection Service, nor the missions were able to persuade the Nambicuara tribe to settle down; on the other hand,

the continuous contact with the tribe considerably eased the researchers’ penetration into this region. The expedition organised by Claude Lévi-Strauss was the most successful in this respect. In 1939, he visited several Nambicuara tribes, and in addition to publishing a detailed description of their society, he also collected an impressive material for the museums in Saõ Paolo and Paris.

Two groups camped by the mission. Boglár was able to conduct a survey of the ethnographically unresearched Elótasu group, numbering seventeen people. On the request of Professor Baldus, he also conducted a control collection among the 28 members of the already known Waklitisu group, who had been studied by the Canadian Kalervo Oberg, when he spent a few days in the region in 1949. However, he obtained most of his information second-hand, from the missionaries.

This fieldwork resulted in the acquisition of 52 objects (nineteen ornaments, fifteen household implements, fourteen weapons, three instruments, one clothing accessory) and two clay statues from the Karaja Indians.[445] Although this collection is modest compared to Lévi-Strauss’s collection of 1500 objects (half of which went to Saõ Paulo, the other half to Paris), it nonetheless includes the entire range of artefacts used by the Nambicuara group studied by Boglár.

The exceptionally valuable pieces of the collection are the “secret” flutes, the nose ornaments of tukano feathers and the bone knives. Boglár managed to assemble an excellent collection, even compared to the earlier ones acquired in 1911, 1939 and 1948. The value of individual items is enhanced by the fact that he was present when most of them were made and he was thus able to observe and record on film and photograph how they were made. A total of 330 m of film (partly in colour) and some 200 colour and black-and-white photos document the activities of daily life, the manufacture of tools and ornaments, fishing, dancing, music playing and costume. He also filmed the construction of a hut from beginning to end, the preparation of food, and two rites (one against illness, the other for rain).[446] He made twenty-eight musical recordings (songs, nose flute and “secret flute” melodies), which included the sound material of one of the filmed events. He also assembled a 500 word Nambicuara-Portuguese dictionary, complete with sound recordings.

Boglár made copious notes about each facet of the culture of this Nambicuara group. He focused chiefly on the description of craft techniques, the terminology for kinship and the recording of their mythology. Since he was uncertain whether he would ever return to this region, he could hardly employ the research method of scholars born under a more fortunate constellation, who could rely on longer periods of fieldwork – this being the reason that he did not concentrate on a single theme, but tried to record every piece of information. As a matter of fact, the Brazilian authorities did not permit another visit to the Nambicuara tribe. Boglár wrote several studies based on his fieldwork and research (BOGLÁR 1962; 1965; 1966; 2000:28–30; BOGLÁR–HALMOS 1962).

After returning to Hungary, Boglár had to dispel the suspicions of the political functionaries. At that time, everyone who spent a longer period of time abroad, especially if this activity did not take place within a pre-organised and controlled framework, came under suspicion, especially if the person in question had relatives abroad. To his misfortune, Boglár fitted these criteria, and he again lost all possibility for travel – he was not even allowed to participate in Western European conferences, let alone travel overseas for fieldwork.

These bureaucratic difficulties paralysed his Brazilian research and prompted him to turn his scholarly interest elsewhere, in spite of his family contacts. After 1962, the political situation in Hungary became more relaxed and there was hope for another research trip. Boglár chose Venezuela. In the 1960s, several Amazonian tribes became “accessible” following the pacification activity of the Indian Protection Service, which systematically tried to establish contact with the Indians living in isolated regions, and this also enabled the penetration of these areas by scholars and researchers.

Based on his correspondence with Johannes Wilbert, who worked at Caracas University, he decided to visit the Piaroa Indians living by the Orinoco-Ventuari Rivers. The organisation of the expedition – fundraising, and the acquisition of the necessary visas and permits – was begun in 1962. Unexpected help came from János Baumgartner, a Hungarian doctor living in Maracay, who wrote a letter to the Museum of Ethnography indicating that he wished to donate his Amazonian ethnographic collection to the museum. Most of the objects in the collection (87 from a total of 212) came from the Piaroa Indians.[447] He had the perhaps most complete private collection of artefacts made and used by this tribe. The collection also included artefacts from the Guahibo, the Guarauno, the Makiritare and the Waira Indians (about 10–12 items), as well as from the Arecuna, the Baniba, the Japreíra, the Kuripako, the Mako, the Piapaco, the Waica and the Yukpa Indians.
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Figure 5.1 Janos Baumgartner in Venezuela, 1967–1968

 

The personal contact with Baumgartner and the joint documentation of the Piaroa material meant that Boglár set off on his expedition with an excellent personal knowledge of the material and a small Piaroa glossary. The doctor, who maintained good relations with the Piaroa Indians, turned out to be a blessing, for his recommendation most certainly played a key role in winning the tribe’s trust. This provided a firm basis for good relations between Boglár and the tribe, which was necessary for procuring ritual artefacts and the documentation of how they were made and used.

Boglár finally set off in 1967. The expedition was essentially funded by the WennerGren Foundation, although the Hungarian Academy of Sciences too made a smaller contribution. The Museum of Ethnography provided the necessary equipment. Several foreign museums, such as the Museum für Völkerkunde in Dresden, the Koninklijk Musum voor der Tropen in Amsterdam, and the Musée de l’Homme in Paris, the University of Prague and the Californian Latin American Center too contributed to the expedition by providing film and photographic raw material (good quality film was unavailable in Hungary at the time), for which they received 20 to 30 objects of the ethnographic material and film recordings. Boglár was accompanied by István Halmos, a scholar from the Research Group for Ethnomusicology of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, who recorded an impressive and rich musical material.

Boglár was not the single ethnographer to whom Professor Wilbert suggested the study of the Piaroa Indians. Joanna Overing and Myron Kaplan from the US and the French Jean Monod, Lévi-Strauss’ assistant, began their work in this region at roughly the same time. Overing examined kinship relations, Monod was interested in the structuralist analysis of mythical narratives, while Boglár studied the warime, a fertility rite performed with the participants wearing masks. As a museum curator, he placed great emphasis on collecting ethnographic material; he brought back 315 objects from this expedition, representing the entire spectrum of the Piaroa Indians’ material culture.[448]

They visited thirteen Piaroa settlements between November 1967 and May 1968. Boglár collected quite a high number of artefacts in the source region of the Samariapo River and in the so-called Raya region, the source region of the Paria River. What makes this collection especially valuable is that Boglár, who had a great interest in how artefacts were made, collected a number of artefacts from different phases of their production and he also filmed how they were made and used. In addition to various music recordings, he also recorded a number of myths, and he filmed the preparations for the warime masked ritual and the ritual itself.[449] All in all, the expedition resulted in a significant collection of objects and a rich documentation – the Museum of Ethnography acquired a Piaroa collection which was quite unique even by international standards. It must also be noted that the funding of the acquisition of these objects was unresolved. Boglár did not receive any official funds for purchasing these objects – he could do so only with the help of his relatives in Brazil. After returning to Hungary, the museum was able to refund but a fraction of his costs from its annual budget for purchasing new objects.[450]
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Figure 5.2 Piaroa mask maker, Temblador Stream, Venezuela, 1967–1968

 

During his fieldwork among the Piaroa Indians, Boglár realized that what is an interesting research subject for an anthropologist, namely a change in lifeways and subsistence patterns, is a vital problem for those experiencing it. The 1968 student movements and the attitude changes among intellectuals too contributed to the emergence of a new approach, termed action anthropology, characterised by a feeling of responsibility for the fate of the studied peoples and groups, as well as by a search for possibilities of active interven tion and possible forms of assistance. Boglár used film-making for this purpose. In the 1950s, he had founded a film studio with his friends, and after some experimentation with feature films, he began making documentaries using the museum’s modest equipment. In the 1960s, he won a number of awards for his ethnographic films made in Hungary.

In 1974, Boglár again travelled to Venezuela. The trip was financed by the Musée Royal de l’Afrique Centrale in Tervuren and in exchange Boglár was asked to catalogue the roughly 800 Amazonian items purchased from János Baumgartner and to fill the gaps in the museum’s collection.[451] He also produced a film with Jacques Willemont, a French cinematographer,[452] about the Piaroa group he had visited in 1967 and how their life had changed. During the five years that had elapsed, the Venezuelan government encouraged the Indians to move to more accessible places, to sell their products at the market and to substitute hunting with animal husbandry by promising to provide government aid. Most of these promises, however, remained unfulfilled and the new situation was a source of bitter disappointment. The Indians’ lifeways changed rapidly and radically, leading to the collapse of the former economic and social structure: a number of earlier used implements were discarded, many rites were abandoned or downright disappeared. The film tackled all of these issues. A decision was brought, rather unusual at the time, to sign a contract with the Indians appearing in the film, according to which they would receive royalties for the screening in order to help the community. In addition to making films, the results of the fieldwork appeared in a monograph (Boglár 1978), and together with the Piaroa Jesus Caballero, he wrote a study on assimilation and published a volume on Piaroa myths in Spanish for the Venezuelan schools (BOGLÁR–CABALLERO 1979).

At the end of his fieldwork and during later visits, Boglár checked and re-checked his notes with the Indians. He thus managed to clarify a number of misunderstandings and to obtain additional information. During his second expedition, he strove to document the changes and he also supplemented his former collection with 84 new objects,[453] most of which were acquired from the Piaroa Indians. In 1977, he made preparations for a new expedition, but the museum’s directorship refused to let him go owing to the relocation of the museum collections into a new building, and neither was he able to travel there later (BOGLÁR 2000:31–38).

The Piaroa collection is thus made up of the objects collected and donated by Boglár and Baumgartner. 40 per cent (184 pieces) of the 455 items are household implements, 15 per cent (71 pieces) are ornaments and feathers, 17 per cent (78 pieces) are musical instruments, objects used during rituals and toys make up 11 per cent each (49 and 48 pieces resp.), 3 per cent (12 pieces) are weapons, 2 per cent (8 pieces) are statuettes, 1 per cent (4 pieces) are costumes. This is complemented by 3 feather ornaments and 5 household implements (baskets) from the Halbrohr Collection, donated at a later date.[454]
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Figure 5.3 Piaroa dancers, Temblador Stream, Venezuela, 1967–1968

 

In 1981, János Halbrohr, a Hungarian doctor living in Venezuela wrote a letter, offering to donate his Amazonian collection to the museum. Halbrohr, a specialist of tropical diseases, had lived in Venezuela since 1940. He contacted the museum and sent his collection with the help of the Hungarian embassy in Venezuela. His collection was made up of 195 objects,[455] consisting of archaeological pottery fragments, stone tools and ethnographic objects. The latter include 69 items from the Taurepan Indians, 20 from the Guaica Indians, 8 from the Piaroa Indians and 6 from the Makiritare Indians. About one-half of the ethnographic collection consists of household implements (mostly baskets), the other half of weapons, as well as a few feather ornaments and other objects. These objects were collected between 1941 and 1976, and they harmonise neatly with the nature and quality of the objects collected by Baumgartner and Boglár.

As a result of Boglár’s far-ranging contacts, the museum collection was enriched by additional Amazonian objects from various other sources. In 1973, the museum exchanged Asian and Oceanic objects for 39 carvings made by Africans from Suriname[456] with Everett Rassiga, an American art dealer living in Bern. In 1979, Carlos Fortmann, the First Secretary of the Venezuelan Embassy, donated 11 objects made by the Makiritare Indians, most of which had been made for the tourist industry.[457]

Boglár worked in the Museum of Ethnography until 1979.[458] After he left the museum, he made several journeys to Brazil and French Guyana, in part funded from his own pocket, and in part by different grants. In 1990, he founded the Cultural Anthropology Department at the Eötvös Loránd University of Budapest, which became the primary centre for training ethnologists in Hungary. Earlier, the study of non-European peoples was rather neglected in the curriculum of ethnographic studies – the creation of this university department brought a welcome change in this respect. Following the political changes in 1990, students could conduct research projects in distant regions. In the 1990s, twelve students accompanied Boglár for his fieldwork.

In 1984, Boglár spent a year in the Goeldi Museum in Belém, where he began to intensively study feathercraft, the most spectacular branch of Indian art in the tropics, which has remained one of his main professional interests. While in northern Brazil in the early 1980s, he met representatives of the Wayana Indians (then living dispersed in Brazil, Suriname and French Guyana). His interest was kindled by the magnificent feather ornaments and the fact that they had made peace with their former bitter enemy, the Apalai tribe – the two tribes had practically merged by then. French Guyana offered optimal condition in terms of accessibility and research possibilities and he travelled to the region regularly between 1991 and 1997, accompanied by his students who participated in the fieldwork (BOGLÁR 2000:117–154). He shot several films during these expeditions, one was entitled Wayana Diary; another one, made together with Lúcia Hussak van Velten of the Goeldi Museum, was commissioned by the Museum of Ethnography in Cologne and depicted the art of the Wayana Indians.[459]
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Figure 5.4 Lajos Boglar with Piaroa Indians, Venezuela, 1968

 

In the later 1990s, Boglár grew interested in the Hungarians who had emigrated to Brazil; since then, he has studied the Hungarian colonies in southern Brazil (primarily Santa Catarina) and the Botocudo Indians living in the area.

His collection of 205 pieces, assembled over the past two decades, was purchased by the Museum of Ethnography in late 2003. One part of the collection is made up of the pieces he acquired during his travels between 1981 and 1987. A total of 54 items comes from various Brazilian Amazonian tribes (2 from the Apalai Indians, 1 from the Erigpaktsa Indians, 1 from the Gaviao Indians, 7 from the Yanomami Indians, 8 from the Kamayura Indians, 14 from the Karaja Indians – two of these were collected in 1962 by Egon Schaden, a Brazilian ethnologist – 8 from Kayapo Indians, 1 from Kurikuro Indians, 1 from Mawé Indians, 1 from Suya Indians, 3 from Tiriyo Indians, 6 from Waiwai Indians, and 1 from Waurá Indians),[460] while 48 objects from Indian tribes (Guarani and Botocudo) living beyond the region discussed here. The 54 Amazonian objects were for the greater part purchases; most are feather ornaments and household articles, although the collection also includes ritual objects (17 household articles, 24 ornaments and feathers, 5 instruments, 4 costumes and their accessories, 1 weapon, 3 toys). The other part of the collection is made up of 102 objects collected among the Wayana Indians during fieldwork.[461] This collection practically contains the entire range of the Wayana Indians’ artefacts (30 household articles, 22 ornaments and feathers, 22 ritual objects, 12 instruments, 7 costumes and their accessories, 4 weapons, 3 toys).

In the past few decades, the Amazonia Collection was enriched with two additional donations. In 1993, Alberto Royas Puyo, Columbia’s ambassador to Hungary, donated a collection of 27 items,[462] which was assembled in the 1990s and mostly contained items intended for sale. In 1997, Géza de Rosner, a Hungarian filmmaker who had emigrated to the United States, donated a collection made up mainly of archaeological finds from Peru, which also included a few ethnographic objects from northeastern Peru.[463]

The composition of the collection

The Amazonia Collection of the Museum of Ethnography contains a total of 1267 objects, which were essentially received in two parts. 13 per cent of the collection was acquired between 1874 and 1913, and with the exception of the collection from Suriname sent for the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, this material came from Brazil. The acquisition of the remaining objects fell into the period of Boglár’s curatorship; this part accounts for about 60 per cent of the collection, and originates mostly from Venezuela and, to a lesser extent, from Brazil. About 27 per cent of the collection was acquired after 1990. As a result of Boglár’s activity and the many objects collected among the Nambicuara, Piaroa and Wayana Indians, the museum’s Amazonia Collection is outstanding even by international standards. The objects collected by Boglár and Baumgartner make up 59 per cent of this material; together with the items from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection and Halbrohr, they account for 76 per cent.

As regards artefact types, the collection is dominated by household articles (mostly baskets), followed by feather ornaments and jewellery items.The number of weapons is relatively high, although this is mostly due to the arrows which were inventoried individually.

The material assembled by major collectors clearly indicates that ritual objects were only acquired by Baumgartner and Boglár, who managed to forge a more intimate relation with the indigenous peoples during their stay in Venezuela.

As regards the provenance of the items, the occasional contradiction can be noted between the data in the inventory book and the information on the reference cards. The former usually records the information provided by the seller or the donor, while the latter contains Boglár’s descriptions. In some cases, there are variations of the same name. In the final count, we managed to identify a total of 24 tribes, who are listed in Table 2.


The Asia and Indonesia Collections

Gábor Wilhelm

The present article seeks to interpret the inception and development of the Asian collections of the Museum of Ethnography by examining their material from both the internal perspective and the standpoint of European ethnographic collections and museology as a whole. Throughout the article, the Asian mainland and surrounding islands are treated as a single geographical unit, though to facilitate both clarity and utility, the material itself is grouped into geographical sub-collections presented in order of size, with individual objects considered in the order in which they were collected. These smaller bodies of material vary considerably in terms of type, composition and size, and are furthermore linked to the efforts of over 300 separate collectors, too many to name individually. For this reason, the article concerns itself with groupings of two basic types: collections that are significant by virtue of composition or size, and collections that have some bearing on European museology. In the latter category are included collections that have contributed material to other European museums and those whose founders have contributed meaningfully to the development of other ethnological collections in Europe. Though geographic partitioning is an artificial device that is often employed purely in retrospect, the collection is such that most groups of objects may be properly understood only in a much larger context (at minimum that of Europe), for which purposes the present classification works as well as any other.

As with many of the collections at the Museum of Ethnography, the Asia Collection was conceived within the historical context of the midto late-19th century and shaped by the context of 20th-century European ethnography and museology. Naturally, individual museums strive from the time of their founding to expand their collections as circumstances and strategy allow, in full knowledge of both the efforts and achievements of similar institutions. With this in mind, the present article discusses the extent to which the Budapest Museum of Ethnography in particular participated in prevailing European trends, and examines what parallels may be drawn as a result between its collections and those of other European institutions.

According to the current organisational scheme, Asian material is divided between the Asia and Indonesia Collections, a formal device first used in 1947, though one that has never significantly influenced the history or development of the collection as a whole. Items from the Asian continent number 20 thousand, while those from the islands of Indonesia come to almost exactly 4 thousand pieces. The Asia Collection acquired its 24,100th piece in the year 2007.[464]

The Asian material, founded through the efforts of János Xántus in 1869 and 1870, occupies a special position among the museum’s holdings.[465] To begin with, it is not only the museum’s first collection of non-European material culture, but also belongs to its largest collections. In terms of collection strategy, it lies somewhere between what have been termed “national” or “regional” collections (collections of significance to Hungarian history or ethnicity), and those representing exotic cultures of universal ethnological value. The reason for this resides in a scientific and public interest in Hungarian history that since the middle of the 19th century has focused on the possibility of ethnic origins in Asia, and that has exerted a persistent and pronounced influence on ethnological (linguistic) research throughout the museum’s history.

Within the Asia Collection, the Japanese Collection, at 3550 objects, forms the largest body of material from a single geographical unit, followed by the collections from China, India, Asia Minor, the Amur Valley, Mongolia, Java, Turkestan, Borneo, and the Caucasus. The Arab, Sumatran, and Thai Collections number some 500 pieces each, while all others include even smaller numbers of objects, generally less than 100. Thus, the collection includes groupings of “significant” size (roughly 500 or more pieces) from nine geographical units of the Asian mainland and three units from the region’s islands. It should be noted that this system of categorisation is meaningful only in terms of this single collection only: the significance of groups of objects are assessed with respect to one another and the dividing line of 500 pieces is drawn somewhat arbitrarily. Though other European collections (or even other collections within the Museum of Ethnography) will have employed other, equally valid systems, the present approach was devised in an attempt to separate collections of clearly incidental content from those that were, in all probability, developed in a more systematic fashion. Of course, some of these collections are themselves composed of a number of smaller collections, an issue the present article seeks specifically to address.

The non-European collections of the Museum of Ethnography (as successor to the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum) owe their beginnings to the efforts of the ethnographer János Xántus, one of the most significant individuals in the history of both the museum and the Asia Collection. Because of his decisive role in the founding and subsequent development of the collection, Xántus’s activity is treated here separately, before any discussion of the collection’s geographical units. While Xántus’s fame stems primarily from his work in various regions of Asia, he also collected a complement of ethnographic material within his homeland of Hungary. Prior to 1872, the Budapest Zoo, opened in 1866, and the Technology Collection of the Hungarian National Museum each possessed ethnographic or ethnological pieces collected by Xántus (Xántus 1892:298). (The concept of a zoo was also promoted by Xántus when he visited his homeland from the United States in 1861. Xántus later served as the zoo’s second director.)

Xántus’s importance to Hungarian ethnography notwithstanding, the nation saw its first express collector of ethnographic objects in the person of Antal Reguly ( Jankó 1902a:337; Balassa 1954:47), who collected linguistic and, to a lesser extent, ethnographic material among the Finno-Ugric groups of North-East Europe and Western Siberia as part of his research on Hungarian language and history. Reguly’s collection numbered just 91 objects acquired in 1844, partly from the Ob-Ugrian people of Siberia (46 pieces) and partly from the Cheremis, Mordwin, and Lapp peoples of North-East Europe. It must be emphasised, however, that his studies of exotic ethnic groups were the first in Hungary to employ ethnographic objects for the purposes of scientific inquiry (for more on Reguly’s collection, see Kodolányi 1959:283). The results of his work were first displayed at a meeting of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, after which they were moved to the Hungarian National Museum, where they lay unnoticed for decades. Fifty-eight objects that remained of the original collection were finally inventoried by Xántus in 1874, after the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum had been officially founded.[466]

It must also be remembered that during these initial decades, the development of ethnography both in Hungary and abroad was still heavily influenced by the tenets of physical anthropology, which played an integral role in the formulation of research plans, programs, and scientific theories, and were inevitably employed in ethnographic reconstruction. As a result, prior to World War 1, collectors of ethnographic material found it natural to include such objects as skulls in their collections or to take photographs suited for use in physical anthropological analysis. Thus, a consideration of all antecedents to the ethnography collection would have to include the Anthropology Collection of the University of Budapest, created by Aurél Török (Magyarországi Néprajzi Társaság Múzeumi Bizottsága 1890:97).

For decades after its formation, the Budapest Zoo also inventoried and occasionally exhibited ethnographic objects, including many exotic pieces. The zoo had its own fishing collection, for example, to which it continued to add new pieces even after the foundation of the National Museum’s new Department of Ethnography[467] (Ottó Herman, for example, was granted a ministerial commission to collect Norwegian and Swedish Lapp objects for the Department of Ethnography; however, 74 of the objects went to the collection of the Budapest Zoo instead). Of course, this connection between the Zoo and the museum’s Ethnography Collection was not unique to Budapest, as the development of the one institution depended on that of the other elsewhere, as well. The earliest zoos (such as the Schönbrun Zoo in Vienna, opened to the public in 1752, the Madrid Zoo, or Regent’s Park in London, created in 1828) functioned primarily as places of recreation and education. The idea of a zoo as an instrument of preservation became prevalent only during the second half of the 19th century. In addition, the concept of the natural sciences during the 19th century remained broad and included all types of phenomena, organic and inorganic. Within this capacious framework, the discipline of ethnology matured slowly, developing its own concepts and independent institutions only during the latter part of the century. Thus, during the period prior to the formation of special ethnological museums and for several decades thereafter, a significant number of ethnographic objects were housed by natural science museums and zoos.

The relationship between zoos and ethnography museums was reinforced by a common desire during the final quarter of the 19th century to present exotic phenomena to the public in their “natural surroundings”. Carl Hagenbeck, the founder and best-known proponent of this trend, is now considered the pioneer of the modern zoo. The animal trader and circus director from Hamburg was also the father of the “ethnoshow,” importing representatives of exotic ethnic groups to perform in public zoos with the primary aim of increasing admission sales. Hagenbeck organised shows for the Budapest Zoo, as well. The first, held in 1884, involved native Singhalese. Later shows introduced the Hungarian public to the Lapps of northern Europe and the native peoples of North America.[468] In many cases, museums saw such events as an opportunity to collect new objects. In 1894, for example, the Department of Ethnography took advantage of the performance of a Lapp caravan at the Budapest Zoo to purchase 38 objects for its collections.[469]

The first ethnographic collections

Given the relationship between zoos and public ethnography collections, it is no coincidence that in 1869, Minister of Religion and Public Eduction József Eötvös granted the first large-scale commission to collect ethnographic objects to János Xántus (1825–1894). Xántus had spent 13 years in the United States and, working as a cartographer and explorer, had collected several thousand animal and plant specimens, many of them previously undiscovered.[470] He had returned to Hungary in 1864 significantly richer in both experience and honours, becoming director of the Budapest Zoo in 1866, the year the institution was opened. A volume in Hungarian on the subject of collecting natural specimens had been published in 1862 (Xántus 1862) for the benefit of Hungarian international travellers who might provide the National Museum with additional material and Hungarian émigrés from whom the museum might expect donations (Xántus 1862:1). Though in 1865, in recognition of his experience, the National Museum nominated him for the position of director, the post eventually went to Ferenc Pulszky when Ágoston Kubinyi vacated it in 1869 (HALÁSZ 1937:100).[471] Because of his work in East Asia, the National Museum appointed him to the post of Curator of the Department of Ethnography in 1872, and to the post of director in 1893.

The Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition (1868–1870), headed by Xántus, was the first research effort of its kind organised from Hungary, a direct product of the scientific aspirations and opportunities of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and its economic, commercial, and global political position. The expedition fit neatly into the Monarchy’s regular suite of round-the-world voyages used for training crews, collecting scientific material, and developing commercial relations. During the course of the 19th century, tours of this type gained increased significance. Because the Monarchy did not pursue a policy of colonisation, it was able to make a show of its diplomatic and economic strength, especially in Asia and the Pacific, only through demonstration of its regular presence in international waters. The Austro-Hungarian Navy organised over one hundred extra-European expeditions for cartographic, geological, and natural scientific purposes. Hungarians took part in some of these, including the Novara Expedition (1857–1859), the Austro-Hungarian North Pole Expedition (1872–1874), and the Kaiserin Elisabeth World Tour (1892–1893), though not as researchers. The Monarchy’s scientific expeditions targeted objectives primarily in geography or the natural sciences, though some collection work was generally done on expressly diplomatic missions, as well. Because ethnography had not yet earned the status of a discipline separate from the natural sciences, none of these expeditions held ethnographic research as a primary concern. Thus, most ethnographic objects were brought home by expedition members as items of personal interest.

From a Hungarian perspective, the 1868–1870 Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition bore great significance as the first such undertaking to which Hungary contributed scholars endowed with an express scientific purpose and an independent budget. Following its founding in 1872, the Department of Ethnography of the National Museum would not have the opportunity to launch a second, similar endeavour until 1897, and then only without the benefit of scholarly participation. Imre Szalay, the director at the time, proposed that ethnographic objects be purchased on behalf of the museum for the collection in Budapest based on a list and budget provided to Monarchy warships. In 1897, the National Museum supplied the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi with a sum equal to that produced by the museum in Vienna (SEMAYER 1897:411).

The plan for the expedition had been proposed in Vienna in the 1850s, while numerous possible markets had been assessed and experiences amassed by the S. M. S. Novara during its round-the-world trip of 1857 to 1859. Scientific work was directed by the Vienna Academy of Sciences. During the 1860s, the Monarchy’s political and economic position had stabilised as a result of the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867. On this solid footing, Austria was free to adopt a more open approach to foreign relations not only with Europe, but also with the world beyond, in the hope of developing its economic, diplomatic, and commercial network. In 1869, with the opening of the Suez Canal, the region of the Pacific grew considerably in significance. The 1868–1870 expedition expressly targeted the exploration of Siam, China, Japan, and the countries of East and South-East Asia for the purposes of signing diplomatic treaties, setting up consulates, and gathering information of commercial value. The scientific leader of the expedition, Karl von Scherzer (1821– 1903), had led several previous Austrian scientific ventures (such as the S. M. S. Novara’s world tour of 1857 to 1859). Xántus had met Scherzer personally during his residence in America, though relations between the two scholars were far from fluid. However, Scherzer’s concrete function on the voyage was to represent the Monarchy’s commercial interests, in which capacity he was to collect information of a nature different from that with which Xántus was concerned. Scientific efforts for the Austrians were directed by Eugene de Ransonnet, a Belgian-born painter, then living in Vienna (XÁNTUS 1876:279). For the Hungarians’ part, József Eötvös, Hungarian Minister of Public Education and president of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, personally commissioned Xántus to collect objects related to the natural sciences, applied art, and ethnography for “Hungarian scientific institutions” (meaning the Hungarian National Museum, the Academy of Sciences, and the university) and provided him with independent funding.[472]
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When joint members for the expedition had originally been selected, the Hungarian Minister of Commerce, István Gorove, had tailored his decision to suit the commercial nature of the venture, appointing the economists/journalists Ivor Kaas, Manó Cserei, and József Székács. In July of 1868, however, several Hungarian institutions, including the National Museum and the Academy of Sciences, in conjunction with renowned scholars such as geologist József Szabó, wrote to suggest that the team also include the natural scientist János Xántus and one taxidermist, so that Hungarian science might take better advantage of its first real opportunity of this nature. In Szabó’s view, the primary mission of the undertaking was not the mere exploration and scholarly description of faraway lands, but the expansion of domestic museum collections. The letter voiced especial concern for Hungarian interests, since the Novara Expedition had been used to expand only the collections of the museums of Vienna, though Hungary, as part of the Monarchy, had also participated in the Novara’s funding. Focus on the independence of Hungarian institutions stands out in Szabó’s writing in this instance, though only at a regional level, within the context of Austria and the Monarchy.

Szabó’s choice was not arbitrary: Xántus was an experienced collector of scientific material, directed the Budapest Zoo, spoke foreign languages, and was a skilled diplomat. Though Xántus proved hesitant at first and had previously opposed the undertaking, when the withdrawal of Székács left one position free, the Minister of Agriculture, Industry, and Commerce appointed him to participate as expedition researcher. With the advocacy of Minister of Religion and Public Education József Eötvös, Xántus was granted a separate contract that gave him a free hand in collecting, and was thus persuaded to resign his directorship with the Zoo and depart, somewhat late, for Singapore. There, he joined the expedition in 1869. Though he would have liked to take an assistant with him to aid in conserving the specimens he expected to collect, there was no opportunity to do so.

In the course of his work with the expedition, Xántus complained continuously of conflicts between the Austrian and Hungarian participants. From his correspondence it appears that this was not limited to the omission of certain political gestures, but also concerned the Austrian insistence (expressed both verbally and in writing) that Xántus collect material on ethnography and applied art not only for the “Museum in Pest,” but also for “Viennese institutions” (the Imperial Museum of Industry and Art and the Ministry of Agriculture Farming Museum). Scherzer also insisted that all objects received from various consulates should be sent to Vienna.[473]

At some point during the expedition it was discovered that the two Austrian ships were to head for America when they had left Japan, a move that had not appeared in the original plans. Xántus strongly opposed the decision from the beginning, and wrote several letters to Eötvös, stressing that in his belief, the ships should forgo “explored America” for the “barely explored” Philippines, Borneo, and Sumatra, to date covered only by “the Marquis Dovia and several English persons”.[474] The Hungarian minister’s letter approving his chosen route reached him during his second stay in Singapore.[475]

During the 23-month expedition, Xántus collected a total of 165,444 objects, comprising primarily plant, animal, and mineral specimens (SÁNDOR 1970:310). Of the ethnographic objects he collected, 2690 were delivered to Hungary, while the rest were lost in transport. A letter written by Xántus on January 29, 1870, for example, speaks of the sinking of a ship carrying six crates of material he had collected in Indochina.[476]

 

Xántus’s work represents the first time in the history of Hungarian ethnography that objects of this sort were collected in methodical fashion. Although the venture had suited the recent enthusiasm of the Austrian navy for scientific expeditions, it also expressed an unprecedented desire on the part of the Hungarian State to promote the expansion of knowledge. At the time the undertaking was launched, the idea of establishing an independent ethnography department to house the incoming collection had not yet been conceived. Those involved assumed the material would be used instead by the Department of Natural Sciences. In 1869, while the expedition was still underway, Xántus had written the newly appointed museum director Ferenc Pulszky to express his willingness to undertake the “office of guardian in the department of natural sciences for at least a few years” upon his return,[477] presumably so that he might himself work on processing the material he had collected. In a summary of his work published twenty-two years later, Xántus writes somewhat anomolously of the objectives of the expedition as including the collection of material “for the ethnographic department soon to be established” (XÁNTUS 1892:299).

Xántus returned to Europe from his research trip in the Pacific on November 5, 1870. The ethnographic objects he had collected were placed in the National Museum, where they were put on display for the general public in 1871. The exhibition met with enormous success in both lay and professional circles. It was the first time average Hungarians had encountered distant cultures in a form that involved something more concrete than the sort of vague information that usually filtered into Europe from such inaccessible places. Xántus was, for example, the first Hungarian researcher to visit Japan. His material, collected from virtually every corner of East and South-East Asia, impresses in terms of both quantity and quality, even today. In organising it, Xántus relied on two common approaches in contemporary ethnographic museology. First, he divided the objects by territory, then organised the material within each group on the basis of evolutionary considerations, from the “most advanced” society ( Japan), to the “simplest” (the Dayaks of Borneo). Because his strategy in collecting ethnographic objects had been influenced by his experience in collecting natural history specimens, Xántus had paid particular attention to the concept of the series, a feature that was also stressed when the material was exhibited. Xántus himself put together a guide for each exhibition, providing information on the categories and objects on display. His original notes, which include information on the order in which material was collected and on the specimens themselves, are housed in the Hungarian Natural History Museum.

In the mind of the contemporary press, if it had not been for this initiative, visitors would “have to travel to Berlin or Munich to behold the arts of East Asia” (Fővárosi Lapok 1871:514). The same argument had come up during the course of the expedition in Xántus’s correspondence with National Museum director Ferenc Pulszky, appointed in 1869. In fact, future directors, including János Jankó during Tylor’s visit to Hungary in 1898, would continue to express this sentiment for decades (SEBESTYÉN 1917:144). Both the press and Xántus’s letters indicate that the “systematic nature” of the material made it unusual among European collections of its kind, while Xántus also stressed the unique value of the notes he took on each object.[478] In his original inventory, now kept in the Natural History Museum, Xántus had methodically noted such information as name, location, number, and sum paid for each object he collected, and in some cases even recorded special information, such as the local name or notes on an object’s use.

In a letter dated August 1869, Xántus worriedly enjoins museum management not, under any circumstances, to exhibit the material before he could return to Hungary, as he hoped to write a catalogue to accompany the objects’ public display. At the same time, he expressed his desire to show the collection as soon after his arrival in Budapest as possible, because he believed that it included “many novelties” and that the museum might therefore be “rather afraid the Viennese would manage it first”.[479]

Xántus’s expedition laid the groundwork not only for the founding of a separate museum of ethnography, but also for the creation of a specifically Asia Collection. Though later generations have added to the core material he acquired, no single contribution or acquisition has ever supplanted it. As fortune would have it, Xántus had found himself in an area of the world later seen as secondary in terms of both geographical distance and historical significance. Though research in the areas he explored would continue, museum planning in the coming decades would focus instead on areas of the world populated by what came to be referred to as “kindred” peoples.

Xántus’s work was followed by a quarter century of silence in museum activity, attributable primarily to the lack of finances and space. The Department of Ethnography received no further funding for expanding the collection and seeking out new territories. The space at the department’s disposal was inadequate for displaying the material already on inventory, let alone anything new.[480] A turning point for the Asia Collection came in 1897 and 1898 with the fortunate acquisition of more than four thousand pieces.

The Japanese Collection

The Japanese Collection constitutes the largest single assemblage of objects within the Asian material. Its foundations were laid with Xántus’s East Asian expedition. As with several other Asia Collections, most of the pieces it comprises were acquired between 1870 and 1936, with World War 2 bringing a near-end to subsequent expansion. Even closer analysis reveals that a full quarter of the pieces were collected between 1870 and World War 2.

The Japanese Collection is divided into five parts, all of which date to before World War 2. Of these, two were collected expressly for the museum, two were acquired from private collectors, and one was born as a separate exhibition unrelated to museum activity. In addition to these larger bodies of material, the collection includes three smaller units of interest, two purchased from art dealers and one previously owned by a private party. As none of the individuals specialised in the collection of Japanese objects, the items involved were assembled randomly. The rest of the collection came to the museum through incidental purchase from dealers and private collectors, mostly prior to World War 2.

While the greater part of the collection is made up of weaponry, several other types of objects, including ceramics, netsuke, tsuba, models, dolls, works of paper, and household items such as kitchen utensils and tableware, are also present in significant numbers. Objects belonging to these latter categories were most often collected as elements in a series. Unfortunately, little additional information is known on most pieces, even as regards the use or manufacture of those collected expressly for the museum.

 

The earliest and largest body of material within the Japanese Collection was purchased by Xántus in Japan in 1869. At 663 pieces, this single grouping represents onefourth of the total number of pieces Xántus collected during the course of his travels. It was also during that journey that the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy established its first official relations with Japan. Hungarians visiting Japan previously included Dutch ambassador András Jelki, and later Móric Benyovszky. By contrast, travellers and scholars from other European nations had been visiting Japan since as early as the 16th century.

Xántus acquired the full complement of Japanese objects attributed to him in less than two months. In his notes, he indicates that 30 crates were sent back to Hungary, including both natural history specimens and ethnographic material. Though the shipment numbered considerably more natural specimens, Xántus considered his ethnographic collection to be “complete and perfect,” including every possible type of everyday object of utility and complete series of objects in porcelain, bronze, and paper.[481] He did emphasise, however, that the funds at his disposal and the problems involved in shipping prevented him from purchasing larger objects.

Xántus arrived in Japan on 6 September 1869 on board the S. M. S. Friedrich, used to transport the Monarchy’s scientific committee. Starting from Nagasaki, the ship docked at Hirado, Osaka, and Hiago, before reaching its final destination of Yokohama. In addition to these cities, Xántus spent some time in Kobe, as well. Given that at least half of his time in Japan was spent in shipboard travel, Xántus had but a few days available for collecting material. Displaying scant affinity for the classic arts, he concentrated primarily on industrial products and the objects, both simple and ornate, of everyday life. He paid particular attention to objects of paper, porcelain, and bronze and purchased a number of products made of silk thread at city markets and shops (Figure 6.2). Featured most prominently in the collection are vessels of wood and bamboo and paper samples.

Xántus’s Japanese material now in the Museum of Ethnography includes a conspicuous number of series, including full sets of paper models, baskets, trays, lacquer dishes, porcelain, fans, lanterns, toiletries, brooms, and wooden tools. Far fewer are the collection’s single objects and sets, such as its lone umbrella or writing set. Xántus assembled each series based on material or method of manufacture, forming separate groupings of lacquered and inlay dishes, rice-straw footwear, paper fans, paper lanterns, rattan and bamboo baskets, and bamboo bags. Less frequently, a series was constructed based on function, such as those featuring toiletries (combs, brushes, and perfume bottles), musical instruments (bamboo flutes and stringed instruments), Buddhist statuary, weapons, models of houses and boats, and household implements. Nevertheless, even with these categories, Xántus’s primary concern was for material and mode of production, with functional groups arising only later, as something of an afterthought. His brooms, for example, were arranged in miniature series of implements made from rushes, coconut fibre, or broomcorn. Perhaps the most striking example of his affinity for organising based on material concerns the collection’s paper models: of the total of 120 pieces collected, 108 belong to a single series (XÁNTUS 1874a).
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Though insignificant in terms of the composition of the collection, the model of a fisherman’s house from Nagasaki merits separate mention here by virtue of the background of its contributor.[482] The physician József Czapkay, who gave the model to Xántus as a gift, had served as surgeon general during the time of the 1848–49 War of Independence. After the war was lost, Czapkay emigrated through Turkey to the United States, serving as the U.S. ambassador to Bucharest from 1862 until 1870. Donations of artefacts from Hungarian émigrés left their mark on the initial phases of the museum’s history, not in the least through their association with Xántus.

After Xántus, little was done to expand the Japanese Collection for the space of a century. Later additions were few and far between, most were incidental, and only two displayed any degree of conscious order. The first had originally belonged to Aladár Flesch, former Austro-Hungarian Imperial and Royal Consul General in Yokohama, who had come home with a collection of several thousand objects of both art and utility. Flesch donated one part of his collection to the Department of Ethnography and another to the Museum of Applied Arts. (This latter material was eventually transferred to the Ferenc Hopp Museum of East Asian Art.) Flesch’s “ethnographic” material, a total of 518 pieces, was received in three separate lots in 1897, 1900, and 1907.[483] The collection comprised a preponderance of ceramics and weapons, along with a number of household implements, articles of clothing, and dolls.

The Flesch Collection had arisen as the product of a selection process of many years and included several remarkably valuable pieces: by contrast, that of Benedek Baráthosi Balogh had cost its owner less than a single year’s collecting work. In terms of composition, the Baráthosi Balogh Collection was more like that of Xántus than was the Flesch material. The material comprised over 500 pieces originally purchased in 1903 and 1904 as the first step in a research and collecting project of much broader scope.[484] Baráthosi Balogh was a grammar school teacher who, influenced by the work of renowned scholar Sándor Kőrösi Csoma, had dedicated his life to the search for the presumed Asian homeland of the Magyar people. In his belief, reconstruction of the pre-Conquest period history of the Hungarian tribes should be based on an examination of the cultures, languages, and histories of the extant kindred peoples. His intention was to seek out each such group and to study its people from an ethnographic, linguistic, and historical perspective. Baráthosi Balogh chose to begin his scientific enterprise in Japan, as he saw the Japanese as kindred to the Magyars. From there, he proceeded from east to west. Though his plans had originally dedicated five full years to the study of the region, the Russian-Japanese War prevented him from moving outside Japan’s major cities. The articles he purchased in Tokyo include lacquerwork, family altars, household implements, and dolls. When a recent comprehensive exhibition of the Baráthosi Balogh Collection was organised in 1996, it became clear that the material the museum had purchased in 1904 and 1905 was incomplete, and that some 100 objects from the same period, chiefly ceramics and ritual pieces, were still in the possession of the collector’s descendants. Fortunately, the museum succeeded in acquiring the missing material in the same year.[485]

With the exception of these two purchases, every other body of material in the Japanese collection since that contributed by Xántus has been assembled randomly by private collectors or art dealers and acquired by the museum in incidental fashion. The most interesting of these was associated with the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, a collection of pieces gathered by missionaries operating at sundry points around the globe. The material was collected and sent to Budapest at the behest of a priest by the name of Antal Ribényi, who exhibited it in 1896 on the occasion the 1000th anniversary of the ancient Hungarians’ arrival to the Carpathian Basin. Ribényi, whose intention had been to raise money for building a church, sold the collection to the Department of Ethnography in 1898. The collection, which was appraised by world-traveller and private collector Ferenc Hopp, included a total of 200 Japanese items: the usual ceramics, weapons, household implements, dishes, and models of various larger tools.[486] In fact, missionaries were some of the typical collectors of the late 19th and early 20th centuries, alongside traders, adventurers, soldiers, and diplomats, and were responsible for much of the exotic material in museums all over Europe. Nevertheless, the considerable material assembled by the Hungarian missionary ethnographers was not a result of long-term, methodological collecting, but rather a onetime response to a specific need, and was unfortunately never repeated.

Of the minor collections to be added to the Museum of Ethnography’s Japanese material, not one is known to have contributed items to museums outside Hungary. The opposite case has occurred only twice, that is, only two contributors to the Japanese Collection were of non-Hungarian birth. F. Steenackers, a Belgian private collector who lived in Paris, contributed 70 stone phalli to the Department of Ethnography in 1903.[487] Although the collection’s paper items include a number contributed by the painter and world-traveller Baron Eugene de Ransonnet, these were inventoried by the museum as a single entry within the Xántus material.[488] Ransonnet had purchased the items during the Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition, for which he had documented the flora, fauna, and ethnic groups of the territories visited with his sketches and paintings. As Scherzer was often occupied with the gathering of commercial data, the Belgian had also pursued scientific studies for the expedition’s Austrian contingent (XÁNTUS 1876:280). Between 1864 and 1865, Ransonnet had spent several months in the island of Ceylon. His sketches of the area, including depictions of underwater coral reefs, were published in Vienna in 1867 (RANSONNET 1992 [1868]). The second non-Hungarian to contribute material from Japan was private collector and art dealer Giovanni Bettanin, who sold the Department of Ethnography more than one thousand highly valuable and rare Asian and Oceanian artefacts in 1897, 1899, 1904 and 1908.26 The museum has always listed the Bettanin material, which it purchased through the mediation of the collector and world-traveller Ferenc Hopp, among its most valuable acquisitions. The two consignments included a total of 76 Japanese pieces: [489] ivory carvings, 8 ceramic pieces, one book, one writing set, 37 statues, two masks, and a single umbrella.[490] Bettanin occupies a prominent position among museum contributors about whom virtually nothing is known, despite years of research. He was an Italian from Vicenza who, starting in the early 1870s, spent some 25 years as a merchant in Singapore. Thus, he moved to the city some time around the last year of the East Asia Expedition. As trading, collecting, and world travel were his passion, it was probably on one of his exotic ventures in foreign lands that he first met Hopp. When Bettanin returned to Italy at the very end of the 19th century, he offered his collection of ethnographic objects at his “first stop,” Budapest, to the National Museum, probably at the suggestion of his good acquaintance Hopp (SEMAYER 1897:411). Once they had had the collection appraised, museum ethnography experts succeeded in negotiating a fairly modest price. Even so, Hopp, wealthy owner of an optical supplies company, had to advance the museum the purchase price, which the museum repaid in instalments over a period of many years. The museum staff was aware that the quality of the collection they were purchasing rivalled that of any other in Europe, though its value lay primarily in its Oceanian and Indonesian material. Even so, the comparatively small number of Japanese artefacts purchased from Bettanin included several of outstanding quality.

Prior to World War 1, only one quantity of material was contributed to the Japanese Collection by a private Hungarian collector. The sixty pieces in question, all related to the practice of kyudo, or traditional Japanese archery, were donated in 1903 by Árpád Karácson. Though the donation comprised a homogenous series of arrows and bamboo bows, small in number and of varying quality,[491] Karácson’s gift included a further 360 objects from the Indonesian islands of Java, Sumatra, and Borneo, from which it may be supposed that the collector had spend a substantial amount of time there before returning home to Hungary.

In 1914, Ferenc Pázmán, a Budapest art dealer who had collected ethnographic material and objects of industrial art from all over the world, sold the museum 63 Japanese items, including ceramics, coins, statuary, and 18 finely worked necuke.[492] Pázmán’s dealings with the museum were not limited to the Asia Collection, however: the museum’s African, American, and European Collections include more than one hundred other objects associated with his name.

A further consignment of objects from various locations around the globe was placed with the museum on deposit in 1920. The material had been collected by Count Jenő Zichy with the original intention of founding a private museum. The collection consisted of several hundred pieces collected from the Caucasus, India, China, Persia, Arabia and, of course, Japan, which Zichy had visited in the course of expeditions launched in 1895, 1896, and 1898.[493] The Japanese component numbered nearly three hundred pieces, including not only weapons (swords, spears, and arrows), but also ceramics, household items, and 34 valuable tsuba.[494]

In 1978, the Musashina Academy of Music in Tokyo donated five Japanese instruments, and in 1984, a further 117 items, including dolls, pictures, models, and textiles, were acquired from the Tokyo Kimono Institute as part of an inter-museum trade.[495] The 1978 donation of four items, two lacquer boxes and two fans, by a private collector in Budapest merit mention for their antiquity, having originally been collected in the first half of the 19th century.[496]

In summary, it may be established that the Japanese Collection of the Museum of Ethnography comprises material collected by only a handful of individuals of widely varying callings, with each individual purchase or donation coming about independently of the others and without reference to other European collections. Though a few of these projects, particularly those associated with the Xántus expedition and the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, may be viewed in terms of the collecting trends of the second half of the 19th century, as a whole, the collection has remained uniquely erratic.

With the exception of the Xántus expedition, no conscious, systematic attempt to expand the Japanese holdings at the museum has ever been attempted, despite the intentions that motivated the museum to purchase whatever material it was offered. At a more general level, this treatment seems to have characterised the development of Japanese ethnographic collections all over Europe. Continental museum experts have always had trouble distinguishing between a work of Japanese art and an ethnographic artefact, and given the complexity of Japanese society, this proved a significant impediment to museums in devising viable collecting strategies. In the specific case of the museum in Budapest, the lack of colonial holdings, funds, and opportunities convinced most of the impossibility of collecting comprehensive material on every culture around the globe. As a result, where non-Hungarian material was concerned, most resources were eventually directed toward expanding the collections on “kindred” peoples. For Xántus, the necessity of making this choice had not yet arisen. Because no ethnographic collection existed in Hungary at the time of his expedition, he concerned himself with all types of objects not associated with art or science he saw as representing something apart from similar objects found in Europe. Thus, his collection focuses not on a particular “kindred” culture, but on objects of Eastern origin produced using unusual techniques.

The Ainu Collection

From a geographical standpoint, the Ainu culture is closely related to that of Japan and, as few European visitors to that area of the world have targeted Ainu material alone, in most European museums the two cultures are housed in the same collection. From a historical perspective, however, the Museum of Ethnography’s single collection of Ainu artefacts is associated with the independent episode of the exploration of the Amur Valley by collector Benedek Baráthosi Balogh.[497]

The collection is far more significant if removed from its immediate environment and viewed within the broader European context. In fact, only a portion of the material collected by Baráthosi Balogh was eventually inventoried by the Department of Ethnography of the National Museum; the rest is now found in two other European museums. Taken as a whole, therefore, Baráthosi Balogh’s Ainu collection ranks as one of the largest in Europe. The composition of the Budapest Ainu material aptly reflects both the circumstances of the undertaking and the intentions of the collector. In the extraordinarily brief time Baráthosi Balogh spent among the Ainu, he collected multiple examples of virtually every type of object the season and his limited financial resources allowed, including ritual items, hunting and fishing implements, and even a few tourist pieces. In addition, it also reflects the national interests of the time. Since the study of non-Hungarian cultures tended to focus on possible “kindred peoples,” and the Ainu had never been included in this category, the academic initiative that prompted Baráthosi Balogh to visit the Ainu in the first place may only be explained in terms of an increased interest in Ainu culture throughout Europe in general (and later across Japan, as well). (During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, North American anthropology also took an interest in the Ainu, though for entirely different reasons.) Although the Ainu had never lived in a territory colonised by a European nation, the nature of their physical appearance fed theories of a possible kinship with Europeans, and thus of the possibility of uncovering some forgotten corner of the past. As a consequence of such interest, collections of several thousand pieces each sprung up in the storerooms of European museums and private collectors in a relatively brief span of time.

The Chinese Collection

The Chinese Collection is the museum’s second largest unit of Asian material, numbering a total of 2700 pieces contributed by thirty different collectors. Of its contributors, half were active only in China, while the other half worked in much broader geographical circles. The Chinese Collection was founded, not surprisingly, through the 1869–1870 expedition of János Xántus.[498] Throughout his journeys, Xántus had always stressed the importance of collecting novelties and had applied himself to this endeavour with the same systematic single-mindedness that characterised his work as a naturalist. This guiding thought accompanied him throughout his work in Japan, Siam, and China, as well. It is important to note that in these countries, Xántus was able to obtain only objects associated with urban culture, as circumstances, and particularly his limited time, would allow. In particular, Xántus’s work was limited to port cities, as opportunities to travel inland were few and far between. Urban culture, however, was much more difficult to document in Xántus’s time, as the methodologies used for doing so were not developed until the 20th century. Xántus also exhibited a particular interest in the products of Eastern industry during the course of his work, striving to make comparisons with Western products and assembling entire series of objects that struck him as novel or special. The expedition reached Hong Kong on June 2, 1869, and remained in China until the month of August, longer than originally planned. The delay was caused by the necessity of completing a round of diplomatic negotiations (SÁNDOR 1970:221).

Once the expedition researchers had set themselves up in Shanghai, Xántus made several forays into Ningbo, the area’s commercial centre. In all of his work in China, Xántus concentrated on natural history specimens, collecting great numbers of undiscovered insects from the coastlands of the south-eastern part of the country. His ethnographic work in China, Siam, and Japan alike focused on typical products of industry, with a particular emphasis on the paper industry, and some attention to the production of silk and bamboo implements, as well. As with the material brought from Japan, his Chinese collection is dominated by paper products, including 150 paper samples and a dozen or so examples of stationery purchased from the paper factory in Ningbo. Not only the members of the expedition, but also those who attended the 1871 exhibition were astounded at the advanced state of Eastern industry, which was something they had not expected.

The results of Xántus’s work in China were certainly comparable to those he had achieved in Japan. His Chinese collection includes the same types of objects in the same proportions, and is divided similarly into series. Sub-groupings were generally arranged based on material or technique, with only weaponry and household implements representing purely functional categories. In fact, the latter arose with the final organisation of the collection and do not represent an aspect of Xántus’s collecting strategy. Xántus was careful to take accurate notes on each acquisition, remarking that it would be the information sent with the collection that would mark it as an important one in Europe.[499] In addition, the material included many novel items, which Xántus felt should be exhibited and catalogued as soon as possible, “because this is the aspect of the affair where we are most likely to be preceded by the Viennese”.[500]

In the decades following the conclusion of the East Asia Expedition, the Chinese Collection shared the fate of the museum’s Japanese material. No methodological attempt was made to expand the collection, either through fieldwork or purchase from other sources, until the very end of the 20th century. The reason was always the same: the Department of Ethnography could not hope to “compete” with Western museums boasting larger budgets and better opportunities, and therefore had to restrict its field of action. Thus, the museum displayed interest in territories not directly related to its history only as events permitted. This meant that although the idea of further expansion was never expressly abandoned, and the museum purchased, almost without discretion, every body of material that came its way, it did not actively pursue opportunities of this kind.

With only a few minor, incidental donations in the 1880s, the Chinese Collection enjoyed its first major addition of material through the merchant and art dealer Giovanni Bettanin, who sold the museum a number of rare objects of excellent quality in 1897, followed by smaller consignments in 1899 and 1904. The first lot featured several weapons and a clay-pipe collection of nearly one hundred pieces; the second dishes and 20 articles of clothing;[501] and the third pictures and statuary.[502] In 1896, the collection benefited from the nearly one thousand objects sent from China for the Exhibition of Missionary Collection organised by Father Antal Ribényi. Though it may be supposed from the mosaic quality of the material that it had been collected by a number of independent missions, unfortunately, no documents have survived to give an account of its conception. The collection includes more than one hundred examples each of pipes and statues, just under 50 fans, and smaller numbers of instruments, weapons, models, money, paintings, toys, vases, dishes, toiletries, and articles of clothing. The world traveller Count Jenő Zichy also donated a small collection of articles in 1905 (nearly fifty items in all). Of the 1500 pieces acquired by the museum in 1920 from the enormous Zichy estate, more than 200 went to the Chinese Collection, most of them articles of clothing. The count had purchased the bulk of these items during his 1898 expedition.

During the early 1900s the pattern of random, incidental donations (including books and models) continued. One of the contributors involved was the famous collector, traveller, museum founder, and museum patron Ferenc Hopp, whose estate yielded a dozen Chinese objects for the museum’s collection.[503] The decision to transfer the items from the Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art reflected a trend that had been developing between the two museums (and previously between the Department of Ethnography and the Museum of Applied Arts) since their founding. The movement of material also demonstrates the difficulties involved in categorising many items and in defining museum profiles.

In 1906, the collection was expanded by about fifty objects previously belonging to private collectors. Of the two bodies of material involved, one was donated and another, a collection of weapons, was purchased from its owner. A similar number of valuable artefacts was donated to the collection by world traveller Oszkár Vojnich (1864–1914) in 1909.[504] In 1914, art dealer Ferenc Pázmán, who also contributed material to the Japanese Collection, sold the museum a number of Chinese pieces, including a large number of models.[505] In 1921, another 400 items, one-quarter of them from China, were transferred to the Museum of Ethnography from the Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art (Ferenc Hopp’s bequest).[506] The collection proved to be of highly heterogenous composition (mirrors, boxes, sets of dishes, pipes); in fact, the art museum had sorted through the original collection, removed all items it considered insufficiently artistic, and, proclaiming them to be ethnographic artefacts, turned them over to the Department of Ethnography. In the period during and after World War 2, the collection grew by no more than a handful of occasional donations. Only four events occurring between 1950 and the present day stand out as worthy of particular mention. In 1967, the mayor of Beijing donated 50 musical instruments to the museum, each of which had been crafted in 1955,[507] the year then-director Tibor Bodrogi had visited China and the ethnically diverse province of Yunnan. The latter territory was otherwise completely off limits to foreign visitors until the early 1980s. Bodrogi himself purchased seven items in Kunming.

In 1966 and 1968, collections all over the museum “acquired” hundreds of objects in the course of the review of the museum’s holdings that resulted in the inventorying of thousands of uncatalogued items. Naturally, the process produced a sort of fictive growth in inventory numbers, with all previously known information on the items lost along with the original inventory numbers. In the only recent example of collecting work conducted in China, ethnographer Gábor Vargyas purchased 58 items from eight separate ethnic groups, including a complete woman’s costume and a number of accessories, during a visit to the Yunan Province in 1999.[508]

The India Collection

With over 2000 pieces, the Indian Collection constitutes the museum’s third largest subgrouping of Asian material. As with the collections discussed above, two-thirds of the two dozen individuals who have contributed to the collection’s growth did so prior to World War 1. Of these, two were foreigners who contributed only small numbers of pieces, and the rest were travellers, private collectors, and doctors. Of course, the case of Xántus, whose expedition laid the foundations for this and other Asian collections, is an exception. Between Xántus’s work and the onset of World War 2, only one individual contributed material consisting of more than fifty pieces. After 1945, virtually nothing was added to the collection beyond a few uninventoried items discovered during the review of the museum’s holdings in 1966 and 1968.
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As with the Japanese and Chinese collections, the core material for the India Collection was assembled during Xántus’s East Asian expedition. (Interestingly, Xántus was not the first Hungarian to have visited India, an honour belonging to György Huszti, who journeyed there in 1538.) Xántus purchased 111 items on the island of Ceylon, the bulk of which comprised books in Arabic, Tamil, and Singhalese, Buddhist manuscripts made of palm fronds, articles of clothing, fans, baskets, and ivory carvings.[509] During a three-week stay on the island in January and February of 1869, he covered the entire western section and collected several thousand natural specimens.

Because in Xántus’s time “ethnography” had not yet earned a place among separate institutional disciplines, his interest in ethnographic artefacts stemmed primarily from his studies of geography and the history of industry. In his work for the Department of Ethnography, he concentrated on producing written documentation of Buddhist shrines and collecting the sorts of objects he found there. On occasion, he additionally noted information on whatever local customs he found intriguing and collected articles of local use. The first Hungarian ethnological exhibition in 1871 presented only this material in relation to the Indian block. By the time the exhibition was reorganised again three years later, it had acquired an additional 172 objects from medical doctor and traveller Tivadar Duka (1825–1908), who donated his collection in the same year.[510]

The Duka Collection was augmented in 1876 by 30 new objects. At the time, Duka had retired as chief surgeon for the English Army in Bengal and, like so many other former revolutionaries from the 1848–49 War of Independence, donated his private collection to the museum. Duka is also known as the first individual to have written about the work of Tibet scholar Sándor Kőrösi Csoma (1784–1842). Originally a law student, he had fled the country in the wake of the failed War of Independence and emigrated, first to Paris, then to London. There, he completed medical school and in 1854, joined the British East Indian Army, serving first as its chief surgeon, then later as a medical colonel. In 1874, he returned to London, where he dedicated his time to analysing the bequest the late Sándor Kőrösi Csoma and to popularising the achievements of Hungarian and English medical science. The Duka material on India, which includes several complete series of objects related to Indian popular religion, stands out by its quality.

Though Mór Déchy’s contribution to the India Collection comprises but a single bronze statue of Buddha,[511] his name ranks among those of notable geographers who have, over time, donated material to the museum. At the turn of the 19th century, many of Europe’s most active travellers and collectors were, in fact, geographers. Because at the time the humanities had not yet separated from the natural or social sciences, scholars in these areas tended to be interested in a broad range of topical areas. Although Déchy is known primarily for his studies on the Caucasus, in 1879 he also undertook an expedition to the Himalayas, where he collected both natural history and ethnographic material. Unfortunately, he took ill during the course of his Himalayan expedition and was forced to return ahead of schedule.

Another 20 Indian objects, including a set of dishes, were placed with the collection on deposit by Aladár Flesch, the Austro-Hungarian Imperial and Royal Consul General in Yokohama, in 1907. In the same year, the Hungarian Royal Museum of Commerce transferred 35 additional objects, along with a Turkish collection.[512] The consignment included dishes, decorative items, clothing, and fans, mostly from the city of Bombay.

The remainder of the collection was largely assembled in the period between 1909 and 1914 by three other private collectors. The first, a Bombay associate of the Museum of Commerce named Jenő Fülep, sold Indian artefacts to the museum, some bought in Kashmir, including a preponderance of statues, paintings, jewellery, textiles, dishes, and weapons.[513] The second, Jenő Tóth, dealt in collecting and trading not only non-European items, but also Hungarian ethnographic material. Though the lot the museum purchased from Tóth in 1910 contained only a few specimens of non-European culture, that purchased in 1913 included a substantial collection of 360 Indian objects.[514] The larger part consisted in a series of jewellery and amulets from the province of Punjab, along with a number of dishes, kitchen utensils, and weapons.

In 1912, the museum acquired a collection of Ceylonese material from Nándor Bárány.[515] The 132-piece collection contained jewellery, amulets, dishes, models of larger objects, and kitchen utensils in proportions that suggest that Bárány, unlike Tóth, probably collected the specimens on-site. In fact, it is with Bárány that we see a third example of the sort of systematic fieldwork carried out by Xántus and Duka. In addition to Bárány and Tóth, two other names stand out among collection benefactors contributing substantial quantities of material. Art dealer Ferenc Pázmán, whose business had played a role in the development of the Japanese and Chinese Collections, sold the museum several randomly assembled Indian objects in 1914. In 1912, the museum purchased 20 articles of clothing from Sándor Tonelli, secretary of the National Industrial Society, whose writings on economics were to bring him fame in the 1920s.[516] In the following decades, several of Tonelli’s works dealt with the subject of the origin and history of culture. Between the two world wars, development of the India Collection stagnated, and remained minimal even after 1945: following the end of the war, 20 items of jewellery were transferred from the Museum of History, and a single sari was contributed by Ervin Baktay,[517] a renowned scholar of Indian history and culture.

The Amur Valley Collection

The best planned, best executed, and most exhaustive collecting projects conducted in Asia sprung from the nation’s interest in the cultures and languages of the “kindred peoples”. Of course, not all researchers viewed the concept of kinship equally. Most of the indigenous peoples of the Amur Valley speak a Tungus-Manchu or Paleosiberian tongue and are therefore considered “kindred peoples” by virtue of their belonging to the family of Altaic languages. This relationship is, however, a fairly marginal one. At the beginning of the 20th century, the museum received offers for Amur Valley material on several occasions (e.g. the two hundred Amur Valley artefacts that appear on the 1903 Umlauff Museum list,[518] and the Amur Valley pieces owned by Russian art dealer Eugen Alexander). However, the museum declined in every case, primarily for financial reasons. Of Hungarian collectors, Baráthosi Balogh contributed a collection of nearly one thousand pieces that not only offers an insight into the everyday and ritual material culture of a cross-section of the Amur Valley population, but also includes entire series of curative idols and bark appliqué motifs.

As was mentioned in conjunction with the Japanese Collection, Baráthosi Balogh had dedicated his life to the study and documentation of Asian peoples thought to be related to the Hungarians. He had begun his research at the easternmost point of the territory in question, in Japan, in 1904. In 1908 and 1909, he carried out vigorous work among the Olcha and Gold (Nanai). In 1914, he returned to the area to do further work, but unfortunately, the objects he collected were lost in the confusion surrounding the outbreak of World War 1. Guiding his research was the thought that with knowledge of the Tungus-Manchu speaking peoples of East Asia, he would be able to reconstruct an early culture of Ural-Altaic “kinship”. Museum staff, on the other hand, did not go so far in drawing the boundary lines for “kindred” populations. For them, the collection represented nothing more than a documentary on the lifestyle of another so-called “primitive” people, and, as occurred in several other instances, they failed to appreciate the rarity, unusual material, or scientific value of the collection at the time.

Baráthosi Balogh’s story is instructive for several reasons. The efforts in Hungary to collect material from Finno-Ugric and Altaic ethnic groups was common knowledge among the expert staff of other European museums. As there was also some competition among them for the rarer pieces, as well as a certain willingness to co-operate with one another, Western museums attempted to take advantage of the enthusiasm and expertise of Hungarian collectors in acquiring material from these groups. Baráthosi Balogh’s Samoyed, Amur Valley, and Ainu collections, for example, were financed by the Museum für Völkerkunde in Hamburg, with the thought that he would acquire for them duplicates of each object.

To Baráthosi Balogh’s credit, the collections are composed of carefully selected objects, photographs, and drawings of very high quality; it is therefore all the more unfortunate that no significant scientific evaluation of his material has ever been written. From the composition of the material, it may be concluded that Baráthosi Balogh attempted to collect as broad a spectrum as possible of the objects available at the time he visited each location. For example, the collection includes not only ritual objects, which better fit his original concept, but also objects of everyday utility, some as simple as a broken branch used as a coat hanger. Also present are objects produced for tourists. At the same time, the proportion of ritual objects exceeds that of everyday objects. Among items used in day-to-day life, the largest category was that of objects related to hunting, which in fact represented the second largest grouping within the material.

The Mongolian Collection

In the course of the 20th century, the museum has acquired two separate collections of Mongolian material. The first came in the form of a large private collection of objects related to lamaism, acquired at the beginning of the 20th century, while the second arose as the result of a field study on shamanism conducted in Central Asia during the 1960s. At the time of his participation in the Zichy expedition, János Jankó, the second director of the National Museum’s Department of Ethnography, had himself planned a trip to collect objects related to Mongolian shamanism in conjunction with his search for material on pre-Conquest period Hungarian culture among “kindred” peoples. In fact, Jankó had intended to examine the “cleanest” remaining example of (Finno-Ugric) shamanism, the version practised by the Uranhay of north-west Mongolia (JANKÓ 2000:27). “I’m now intimately interested in shamanism, and if there is to be a scientific expedition, its second ethnographic goal would be to search the Kobdo region (le Khamig) of north-eastern Mongolia.” (JANKÓ 2000:241.) As circumstances dictated, Jankó never visited Mongolia. Decades later, however, Vilmos Diószegi focused his own research and collecting work on this area for similar reasons.

The Mongolian lamaist material was purchased in three instalments in 1904 and 1905 from Hans Leder, a German traveller and enthusiastic collector of lamaist cultural artefacts. Leder had visited Mongolia on several occasions: from 1891 to 1892, in 1899, and again in 1902. The collection was spectacularly large, with the material from the 1902 trip alone numbering four thousand articles (LUMÍR 1963:34). In the course of his travels, however, Leder suffered a financial crisis. In 1903, he organised a public exhibition of his collection, then offered it to numerous European museums for purchase. Because the museums interested in the collection pursued different fields of inquiry and enjoyed varying financial resources, the Leder material was distributed among several institutions: 813 objects went to Vienna, 1199 to Leipzig, 1000 to Stuttgart, and several hundred others to the Museum für Völkerkunde in Hamburg.

In the end, the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest acquired 906 objects from the collection.[519] In desperate need of money, Leder had sold items felt to be less valuable – wooden pieces, simpler thangkas, and small painted pictures and figurines – for a low price. The Budapest museum was able to purchase its share only after the richer Western museums had sorted through the collection and taken the ornate items considered to represent “classical” lamaist culture. Interestingly, the actual value of the collection has only become obvious in recent decades. The territory in question lies on the periphery of lamasim, a distinctive geographic area where a more popular, less overtly artistic form of the classic Tibetan style is produced, most often in a workshop-type environment. Earlier research and collecting work had concentrated on the central, classical style, until the market was finally saturated with these types of pieces. Thus, as increasingly fewer unique or novel objects in the classical style made their way to Europe, at some point, the fringe areas of lamaism began to exert an appeal of their own.
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One series of carved figures from the Leder Collection includes a large number of tsam dancers. The carvings, split at the time between museums in Budapest, Vienna, and Leipzig, have since received attention because they were obviously made to order specifically for Leder. No similar figures from this particular geographical area have come to light since, and in fact, neither the Mongolian, nor the Tibetan cultures is ever known to have made use of them. Naturally, this makes it difficult to view them as traditional ethnographic objects. Though they are outstanding neither for their artistry, nor for their workmanship, the fact that a local individual used a familiar medium to depict the key figures in a similarly familiar ritual dance makes them quite special.

From the 1950s, the museum’s collection policy with regard to the Mongolian Collection again focused on the acquisition of ethnographic material relevant to the reconstruction of pre-Conquest period Hungarian culture and, specifically, of the ancient Hungarians’ religion, alongside the in-depth study of Siberian shamanism. This change can be directly attributed to Vilmos Diószegi’s research, who in 1953 founded the Archive of Shamanism and filled it with every source on Siberian shamanism he could procure. In his fieldwork, he attempted to purchase whatever remnants of shamanistic practice he could find. As an expert on the museum’s Asia Collection, he conducted systematic research trips to Siberia in 1957, 1958, and 1964, and to Mongolia in 1960, as a result of which he succeeded in assembling a collection of some one hundred artefacts related to shamanism,[520] 71 of which were Darhat and Tuva shaman costumes and shaman’s implements from the north-eastern region of Hovsgol.

The nature of the shaman material collected by Diószegi can be attributed to the period during which it was collected and the broad context within which his research was conducted. By Diószegi’s time, Siberian shamans had been persecuted for decades, their activities banned from public life. Diószegi predominantly obtained costumes and various devices long since out of use from his excavation of shamans’ graves. He succeeded in locating elderly members of various communities who had been shamans in their youth, and who recounted how these pieces had been produced and used, and to explain their symbolic meanings. In 1960, the museum received an additional six Halha shaman artefacts as a gift from Mongolian professor Rinchen, one of Diószegi’s acquaintances.[521]

Diószegi regarded the collection of artefacts an integral part of research and in this sense his activity was a continuation of the analytical approach taken by Jankó at the close of the 19th century. His research was essentially based on comparative ethnography, again a technique rooted in the 19th century. Diószegi set himself two major tasks: the reconstruction of the religious beliefs of the Conquest period Hungarian tribes and the interpretation of shamanism as practiced by Siberian peoples as a starting point for addressing the issue of ethnogenesis.

In his studies on shamanism and religious beliefs, he concentrated on identifying the ethnic traits of individual religious elements and belief systems, based on the historical relationships between the ethnic groups he studied. By focusing on the relationships between certain cultural traits, he hoped to demonstrate that the differences between certain belief elements were not incidental, but a reflection of the history of a particular ethnic groups or sub-group (DIÓSZEGI 1959). Employing the conceptual framework of comparative analyses, he drew conclusions about the interaction between various societies based on cultural features. He apparently had no interest in examining the relationships between cultural traits through the study of societies. It is thus not mere chance that he was not concerned with intercultural comparisons, but was preoccupied with cultural and regional comparisons in order to achieve the research goals he had set himself.

Diószegi first described his process of comparative ethnography as a method in a study published in 1954. He described his research procedure as “a methodology for identifying Hungarian ethnic traits, or for that matter, for identifying genetic ethnic traits” (DIÓSZEGI 1954:34). At the time, he was mainly interested in reconstructing the religious beliefs of the ancient Hungarian tribes who had crossed the Carpathians in the 9th century. He believed that this task called for ethnogenic research primarily because the religious beliefs of the ancient Hungarians had disappeared almost without trace during the one thousand years after their arrival to the Carpathian Basin, and that only small remnant survived in various areas (DIÓSZEGI 1954:27). Moreover, there was little in the way of written evidence to aid research.

In reconstructing ancestral Hungarian religion, Diószegi regarded his primary task as the identification of ethnic cultural features. In the lack of written source material, he drew from the rich repository of the available ethnographic material. Knowing that the individual elements of ancient beliefs had become divorced from their original context, he analysed the ethnographic material as a whole and sought to collect as complete a set of remnants as possible (DIÓSZEGI 1954:27–28). He tested the historical authenticity of these elements by examining whether they could be found in the religious beliefs of the neighbouring European peoples and the peoples of Siberia. His main argument was that the elements, which had not existed at the time the Hungarian ethnic group was formed, could only have been adopted by the ancient Hungarians from some other people. The peoples with whom the ancient Hungarians had come into contact could be reconstructed from linguistic studies, as could the time of the contact, and thus individual correspondences served as reliable chronological anchors for dating the various elements (DIÓSZEGI 1954:29).

Diószegi found an excellent opportunity for applying his research method of comparative studies in the Siberian material. During the second, more creative phase of his career, he conducted exclusively regional comparative studies. In contrast to his earlier work, which focused on cultures lying far from each other in both time and space, his later research involved groups living much closer together. This meant both that available material was richer and more plentiful, and that reconstruction involved more recent historical periods, and thus his studies as a whole stood on considerably firmer foundations.
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Obviously, Diószegi found it necessary to rephrase and refine certain methodological problems in response to his new field of inquiry, and the overall goal of his comparative studies too was modified. While in his study of Conquest period Hungarian beliefs, the interpretation of cultural parallels allowed individual elements of the religious beliefs to be dated (or so he believed) and set against an assumed ethnohistorical background regarded as given, his later studies involved a procedure which was the exact opposite: parallels between elements of belief were the basis for addressing issues of ethnohistory (DIÓSZEGI 1961:195).

In reconstructing the various periods of Siberian ethnohistory, Diószegi again based his inquiry on the study of shamanism. The line of reasoning that elements of the former religious beliefs had survived to a greater extent and in a more recognisable form than those associated with other areas of culture was no longer adequate and it was necessary to re-examine the intricate relationship between shamanism and culture as a whole. From this perspective, the principle question was whether shamanism was a conservative enough phenomenon to be useful in this respect, to which Diószegi’s answer was affirmative (DIÓSZEGI 1961:195).

Diószegi’s ethnogenic studies of the Tuva (DIÓSZEGI 1962;1963b), Darhat (DIÓSZEGI 1963a), East Sayan (DIÓSZEGI 1963c), and Baraba peoples (DIÓSZEGI 1978) offer an insight into the manner in which he applied regional comparisons. Limiting his inquiry to the analysis of shamanistic artefacts, Diószegi attempted to utilise intraethnic differences and interethnic analogies simultaneously (DIÓSZEGI 1963a:145). In his comparison of intraethnic cultural traits, he proceeded according to artefact type, while in the case of interethnic comparison, he proceeded by ethnic group or region (DIÓSZEGI 1962:148). From his individual interregional studies, Diószegi concluded that the method was useful not only for relatively smaller areas, but was also “excellently suited to the clarification of ethnogenic issues” (DIÓSZEGI 1963c:463).

Even though Diószegi makes no reference to Jankó in his studies, his research was essentially based on the work begun by his esteemed predecessor. In the late 1890s, Jankó had elaborated a highly specific comparative methodology for the reconstruction of the ancestral religion and culture of the ancient Hungarians and the other kindred peoples. His approach too involved a combination of comparative studies for the reconstruction and the gathering of as large a body of ethnographic material as possible. Jankó’s main goal was similarly the comparison of cultural traits and reconstructions based on these comparisons, alongside the collection of material to enable comparative studies.

By the time of the millennial celebrations in 1896, the desire to divine as much of early Hungarian history as possible preoccupied both the academic world and the general public. Regarding the ancient periods, however, only the parallels between Hungarian folk

culture and those of the eastern kindred peoples offered a possible source of information. Jankó first sought ethnographic material of this type among the Ostyaks (Khanty) of Siberia in 1896, during the third Zichy Expedition, and based on his experiences, he also refined his comparative methodology. In his reports to the ministry written in 1896, Jankó described the method he believed should be followed. The question of the origin of the Magyars should be addressed through the ethnographic study of the artefactual material, calling for “a better knowledge and the comparison of the full ethnographic record regarding the linguistically related Finno-Ugric and the ethnically related Turko-Tatar peoples” (JANKÓ 2000:21). More specifically, “this task, too, may be solved only through the comparative method, and for this reason we must collect and analyse all Hungarian material in which the remnants of our ancestral beliefs have survived, and then compare it with the religious beliefs and the remnants thereof, which can be found among the peoples related to us either linguistically, anthropologically, or historically.” (JANKÓ 1900b:211.) Jankó believed that by comparing the cultures lying on the two extreme fringes of the Finno-Ugric region, all other (Finno-Ugric) cultures could eventually be described (JANKÓ 2000:25). The material thus gained could then be compared to the Turkic and Mongolian material, as historic interaction most likely occurred at the point where the Mongolian, Turkic, and Finno-Ugric territories met (JANKÓ 2000:27). Material on kindred groups, the only possible basis for creating a chronological framework and historical periodisation, as well as for identifying various elements of ancestral beliefs, was essential to a reliable and acceptable reconstruction. The first step in this respect would by necessity be a study of the neighbouring Slavic material. He notes that previous data collection had lacked a “systematic approach” (JANKÓ 1900b:211). The task ahead called for the collection of material from the entire territory in question. Seeing, however, that thematic monographs necessary for these studies were lacking, they had to be written one by one, before any comparison might be made (JANKÓ 1900b:212). “Similar superstitions, magical beings, and fragments of folk beliefs occur across Europe and Asia, from the Atlantic to the Pacific. We must therefore examine each one of these elements of religious beliefs because only in this manner may we may separate the Hungarian from the foreign. … Once we have culled from the superstitions and relics of Hungarian folk religion all that Christianity and the West have planted among them with the aid of Western literature, the study of the remaining material will allow us to unravel the elements with which a broad picture of our ancestral religion may be painted.” (JANKÓ 1900b:212–213.) Given the Magyars’ Finno-Ugric linguistic ties, “we are primarily interested in the East, as the Hungarians came from Asia; and though in terms of language they are Finno-Ugric in origin, they lived under Turkic influence for a long time. In terms of the comparisons to be made, we Hungarians are primarily interested in the ancient religion of the Ural-Altaic peoples: our task, therefore, is to identify all fragments of this religion in what is left of the ancestral Hungarian beliefs, superstitions, and the like.” (JANKÓ 1900b:212.)

The comparison was to be performed out with respect to the ancient subsistence practices of hunting and fishing, as well as regarding ancient religious beliefs. The starting point for the latter was shamanism since “there can no doubt that the ancient religion of these peoples was pure shamanism” (JANKÓ 2000:27). In order to understand shamanism as fully as possible, collecting activity was to be performed in the areas where it had survived in its purest form, namely among the Uryanhay of Kobdo (see Soyots), and would involve the analysis of various shamanistic artefacts, such as costume, masks, drums, and decorative and other motifs.

The eerie similarity between Jankó’s approach and Diószegi’s research methods is certainly no coincidence. Diószegi was thoroughly familiar with Jankó’s work, and in 1957 had even planned to publish his journal. The only difference between the two methods was perhaps that the second, Siberian phase of Diószegi’s research focused on intraethnic differences and interethnic analogies. Interestingly enough, this methodological approach can be noted in the textual historical analyses made by Bernát Munkácsi (1893).

In his research in Siberia and Mongolia, Diószegi made full use of the dependence of regional comparison on cultural, linguistic, and historic contexts in order to set up hypotheses (though hardly new ones) regarding the histories and origins of the peoples he studied. In the end, however, he was unable to confirm these hypotheses through his chosen research method or through his analyses of various ethnographic sources. Diószegi was not systematic enough to conduct a broader, superregional comparative study. One of the most conspicuous features of his work is his neglect of the textual evidence in his analyses.

From the late 19th century, Hungarian ethnological and linguistic research had turned increasingly toward Asia. With Hungary’s political affiliations during the later 20th century, the Asian nations of Mongolia became a frequent target for study trips and researchers. Academic relations between the two countries also fostered cultural exchange: in 1958, the museum received an assemblage of 59 objects related to Mongolian herding, courtesy of the Mongolian Scientific and Higher Education Committee of Ulanbator, and also acquired a complete Mongolian yurt.[522]

During the 1960s, 1970s, and 1990s, another two dozen Mongolian objects were added to the collection, chiefly from private collectors. The additions included a shaman’s coat in 1998, but no series or thematic groupings of any significance.

The Turkestani and Inner Asian Collections

Until the end of World War 2, the international collections of the Budapest Museum of Ethnography had, for the most part, limited activities to offering as complete a picture as possible of Hungary’s “kindred peoples” as a means of fostering a broader interpretation of the museum’s Hungarian material. This focus continued after 1945, precisely because so much work had already been invested into research and collecting in this area. How the geographic territory this involved should be defined, however, was not always clear and tended to vary from collector to collector.

From the end of the 19th century through the middle of the 20th, the category of “kindred peoples” included mainly the linguistically related Finno-Ugric and “culturally related” Turkic-speaking groups. Geographically speaking, Inner Asia, north-eastern Siberia, the Caucasus, and Turkestan were seen as central, while the Amur Valley and South-East Asia were seen as peripheral to the territory under discussion. As circumstances allowed, the museum either organised expeditions to these territories ( János Jankó, Gyula Mészáros, Galimdsán Tagán, and Vilmos Diószegi), or engaged or financed private travellers as agents in collecting the desired material (György Almásy, Gyula Prinz, and Benedek Baráthosi Balogh). With regard to the museum’s strategy for increasing its holdings on kindred groups, a resolve to collect over as complete a geographical area as possible, and to collect as many types of objects as possible, was palpable. Still, the lack of both funds and capacity left no room for intermittent reviews of research strategy. In every instance, the original goal remained the development of a body of ethnographic material that could be used to piece together and historically interpret the objective domain of Hungarian culture.

The category of kindred peoples included three sub-groups: the Finno-Ugric, the Turko-Tatar, and the Caucasian and Iranian. In some cases, the relationship was linguistic (the Finno-Ugric and Ural peoples), in some physically hereditary (Turkic), and in others cultural (meaning that the Hungarian tribes were known to have spent time in the area in question, such as with the people of the Caucasus). In fact, by the end of the 19th century, careful, precise expeditions and collecting work had developed the museum’s Ural-Altaic-Caucasian Collection into one of the largest and most complete in Europe (outside Russia).

The first expedition to expressly search for the “ancestral homeland” of the Hungarians was organised and led by Count Jenő Zichy (1837–1906) in 1895, followed by two more expeditions between 1896 and 1898. Altogether, the three ventures covered the territories of the Caucasus, Turkestan, and western China. Though Zichy’s goals and methods were reviewed in advance by representatives of the academic community, he found it expedient to enlist the service of various experts to assist him in his task. These included the historian Lajos Szádeczky-Kardoss, the archaeologists Mór Wosinszky and Béla Pósta, the ethnographer János Jankó, and the linguists Bálint Gábor Szentkatolnai and József Pápay. The Caucasian and Turkestani material collected by the first two expeditions was exhibited for the millennial celebrations of 1896, after which 737 of the pieces eventually found their way into the museum. In most cases, the artefacts had been purchased at bazaars and markets, where Zichy consistently favoured the older pieces. Within the material, it is difficult to ascertain which of the artefacts were collected for scientific reasons and which were chosen for their aesthetic appeal as eventual showpieces in private collections. In Zichy’s case, for example, most objects of the latter type were later donated to the museum along with the rest.[523] The museum’s 67-piece rug and embroidery collection is also of this ilk; many of its articles were created for their collector on-site and were left incomplete or were produced to display only a chosen motif. The reason for this is that the collector in question was interested in the object not for its value as an artefact, but as a means for preserving samples of the patterns used in rug-making. As a result, an example of a very special type of collection, that of the sample, was born. In a collection of samples, objects are not called upon to illustrate the lifestyle of a certain group of people, but to provide information applicable toward a concrete research objective (in this case the analysis of motifs).
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In the decades before World War 1, Inner Asia drew not only researchers and collectors interested in the cultures of the peoples who lived there, but also numerous geographers and explorers. Their primary scientific objectives notwithstanding, these individuals seldom returned to Europe without a private collection of ethnological objects. In 1903, György Almásy, a lawyer, traveller, and self-educated geographer, zoologist, and ethnographer, donated to the Department of Ethnography a collection of objects purchased during his first expedition to Kyrgyzia in 1900.[524] The objects, whose numbers greatly increased the department’s Asian holdings, originated from the nomadic Khirghiz, Cossacks, Sart, and Kalmyk of north-eastern Turkestan. Although the collection, at 109 pieces, was not large, Almásy had selected his material carefully. One piece was a half-sized yurt, which for a long time was thought to have been a model Almásy had ordered to be made. In fact, the piece was probably a travelling yurt, made small for ease of transport. Other pieces included household implements (leather bags, water bottles, fire kits, cradles), falconing equipment, articles of clothing, jewellery, saddles, and other items of equestrian tack (saddlebags, saddle blankets). The Almásy material is notable for its preponderance of leather goods associated with nomadic life. Though a considerable number of the pieces were clearly objects of utility, a few were probably made specifically for the collector. Some of the leather vessels, for example, were incomplete and therefore unusable (on one of the leather buckets, for instance, the artisan had not yet cut an opening for pouring).

Almásy generally purchased objects of local manufacture considered quaint by the tastes and scientific attitudes of the time. For example, he favoured the increasingly rare decorative leather travel-trunk over a metal version that had begun to appear at the end of the 20th century, as he did not consider the latter to be distinctive enough. With his work in Kyrgyzia, Almásy intended not only to supplement the material of previous expeditions (primarily that related to urban Turkestani culture), but to bring home knowledge of a territory from which no material had yet been collected. He published information on many of the pieces in the Appendix to his book, provided drawings in another section (ALMÁSY 1903), and occasionally released photographic material, accompanied by detailed captions and information on local names. The Almásy Collection was first exhibited in 1907, when the Department of Ethnography expanded its “Sample Collection” and Exhibition to include the material of recently returned expeditions. Though Hungarian material still made up half the exhibition, the other half now dealt with the lifestyles of “kindred and primitive” peoples.

In 1906, the budget for the purchase of ethnographic material was increased sixfold, allowing the department to employ external collectors and travellers who would otherwise have gone without funding. The museum used its resources to finance or contribute to the collecting efforts of István Györffy (Turkey), Gyula Mészáros (Turkey and the lands of the Bashkir), Gyula Prinz (East Turkestan), Ferenc Báthori (Lapland) and Benedek Baráthosi Balogh (Amur Valley). Of course, as regarded the collection of non-Hungarian material, the emphasis was still on areas populated by “kindred” peoples.

Thus, as the 1910’s approached, the Asia Collection was expanded to make room for incoming material, particularly from the territory of Turkestan. In 1908, for example, the museum gained seven grave flags and several other small articles, and in 1910 a second collection of 86 pieces, all of Turkestani origin. The figure associated with the objects was that of Gyula Prinz (1882–1973), a geographer and geologist who had travelled through eastern Turkestan in the course of two separate expeditions. The first had covered the Central Asian Fergana Mountains and the region of Tiensan in 1906, with Prinz participating on the invitation of the organiser, György Almásy. Though his work on the expedition was primarily in the fields of geology and geography, Prinz also collected ethnographic objects, on this occasion purchased from his own private resources. Prinz’s second expedition, undertaken independently, targeted the charting of the Turkestani Pamir Mountains. Before he departed, the Department of Ethnography and the Hungarian chapter of the International Central and East Asian Society each provided funding for the purchase of ethnographic objects, all of which were to be delivered to the museum. Starting from Kasgar, Prinz collected primarily among the Khirghiz, concentrating on those living in the central region and the western perimeter of Chinese Turkestan.

Part of the resulting collection consisted of household implements (knives, scissors, teapots, boxes, tinder boxes, and purses), while another substantial portion was composed of clothing and other wearables (belts, jewellery, boots, and headwear).[525] In Prinz’s writings, the collector gives a detailed account of the clothing and funeral practices of the nomadic peoples he encountered.

The objects Prinz delivered nicely complemented those collected earlier by Count Zichy and Almásy, with some objects coming from areas as distant as the eastern section of Turkestan near its border with China (now in modern day Pakistan), an area where no regular work had yet been done. In his second book published in 1911, Prinz included numerous photographs of the objects he had given to the museum. He later published more photos, accompanied by the necessary annotations, in the concluding section of a series of articles written for the journal Néprajzi Értesítő (PRINZ 1913).

Prinz, who sought to become the world’s foremost expert on the geography of Asia (PRINZ 1908), had also hoped to find the ancestral homeland of the Magyar people. Though consciously following in the footsteps of his predecessors, Prinz (1911) felt that of previous expeditions, only that of Béla Széchenyi could be considered a true exploration, as all other researchers and travellers had sought the Hungarian ancestors, rather than the Hungarian ancestral home. Prinz was also aware that his financial resources were meagre compared to “those available to the expeditions of sizeable nations”. He had earned his doctorate as a student of Lajos Lóczy (1849–1920) in Breslau, and had later become acquainted with Ferdinand von Richthofen in Berlin. He therefore knew well how research opportunities and contemporary European institutions worked.

Prinz had learned the fundamentals of geography and geology from Lóczy – the same Lóczy who had completed his university studies in geology in Arad and Zürich and who had been invited, at the suggestion of the Viennese geologist Eduard Suess and with the recommendation of Ferenc Pulszky, to join Béla Széchenyi’s East-Asian expedition of 1877 to 1880, together with the Austrian cartographer Gustav Kreitner (1848–1913) and linguist Bálint Gábor Szentkatolnai (1844–1913) (Lóczy 1886). The parallels between Lóczy’s participation in the Széchenyi Expedition and Prinz’s participation in the Almásy Expedition are clear. It is certainly no coincidence that the plan for the Széchenyi Expedition was formed in the course of discussions with Rudolf Hochstetter (the scientific leader of the Novara Expedition) and Suess (HALÁSZ 1937:124), and that Széchenyi responded by selecting the Austrian Kreitner (later consul general of Yokohama) as his scientific companion. It was also Lóczy who later directed the attention of Aurél Stein (1862–1943) to the ostensible cultural “relationship” between Hungary and Inner Asia based on the Dunhuang frescoes.

Stein, who was convinced that the Hungarians had come from Inner Asia, had no success in finding financial backing for his Inner Asian research. Eventually, he re-located to England and continued his work as a British citizen, conducting collecting expeditions first in 1900, then on several further occasions between 1906 and 1916. Today, his archaeological collection of several thousand pieces is housed in the British Museum.

The Asia Minor Collection

Asia Minor proved to be a typical peripheral territory for ethnographic research on “kindred peoples”. Because of the linguistic relationship with the Turkic-speaking peoples of Inner Asia, the population of Asia Minor was placed into the category of groups related to the Hungarians on cultural grounds. At the same time, the idea of a cultural kinship between the Hungarians and the Turks of Asia Minor was difficult to fit into the generally accepted picture of the pre-Conquest period Hungarians as equestrian nomads.

Linguistic relationship as a paradigm endured as an ethnological concept for a very long time. If ancient Hungarian culture could be researched and reconstructed by studying groups that exhibited a Finno-Ugric linguistic kinship, then the approach should be applied with equal vigour to peoples who spoke Altaic languages. Thus, over the decades, the museum held to its resolve to collect as much material as possible from populations belonging to the family of Altaic languages and to research such groups thoroughly.

Prior to World War 1, collecting work conducted among Altaic peoples tended to concentrate on the region of the Ural Mountains, where ethnographers had found ostensibly analogous lifestyles, and where the Hungarian “ancestral homeland” was historically thought to be. Generally educated as Orientalists, early 19th century researchers did the majority of their collecting among the Bashkir, Chuvash, and Tatars. However, because the peoples of the Volga region lived in close cultural and linguistic proximity to one another, researchers like Antal Reguly, who were interested primarily in the cultures of the region’s Finno-Ugric populations, often returned home with additional collections of Volga Turkic material.

The most active scholar on Eastern cultures was Gyula Mészáros, who collected in the lands of the Bashkir, Chuvash, and Tatars (1909), the Turkic regions of Russia (1910), and Asia Minor (1912). In 1909, as a trainee with the Department of Ethnography, Mészáros purchased 21 Chuvash/Tatar and 53 Bashkir objects.[526] One year later, backed by department funds and a grant provided by the East Asia Committee, he purchased a further 285 objects.[527] In 1912, he conducted fieldwork in Asia Minor and particularly in Constantinople, returning with 695 items purchased from similar financial resources.[528]

The Mészáros Collection was not, however, the first body of material from Asia Minor to be acquired by the museum. In 1896, Ignác Kunos had donated 17 objects of Turkish origin, most of them from Constantinople.[529] In fact, Imre and Ernő Vadász had donated objects collected in the same area even earlier, in 1886, though the quantities involved were negligible.[530]

Prior to World War 1, the collection acquired very little material from private collectors, though occasionally a number of objects from Asia Minor would be included in the material of a larger, heterogeneous collection. Accordingly, the collections acquired in 1914 from the art dealer Ferenc Pázmán and in 1912 from Rezső Köllő[531] each endowed the Asia Minor collection with a quantity of new material, though Pázmán’s offerings had come from all over the world and Köllő’s collection was primarily of Balkanic origin.

After World War 1, as the territories of Inner Asia and the former Russian Empire became less accessible to travellers, interest in the peoples of Asia Minor grew significantly. Of those visiting the area during this period, two stand out for the significance of their contributions to the collection. The first, István Györffy, visited Turkey in 1920 in the hope of finding a Turkish parallel to the herdsman’s lifestyle of the Hungarian plains. His work brought the museum a number of photographs. The second, Galimdsán Tagán, is known for having been the museum’s only expert on the international collection during the interwar period. The adopted Bashkir son of Baráthosi Balogh, Tagán naturally chose to study the lifestyles of Turkish-speaking peoples. Prevented by the political situation from returning to the Turkic areas of the Volga River, he turned to the region of Asia Minor and proceeded to collect ethnographic material there. Though his activity centred on photography (he took nearly two thousand photographs in the course of his career), he collected a modest quantity of objects as well.[532]

The Indonesia Collection

Ninety percent of the slightly less than four thousand pieces in the museum’s Indonesia Collection were acquired prior to World War 1. Eight of the contributions made during this period exceeded 100 pieces each in size, while a further four exceeded a size of 200 pieces each. By contrast, only two collectors have contributed material since the end of World War 2, and of these, one had purchased the material in question during the early 1900s. Forming the core of the collection are eight individual bodies of material, seven of which were contributed prior to World War 1. These eight collections were assembled by János Xántus, Sámuel Teleki, Giovanni Bettanin, the Exhibition of Missionary Collection, Árpád Karácson, Ernő Zboray, and Oszkár Vojnich (each of whom collected prior to World War 1), and Benő Molnár (whose material was inventoried in 1989 and 1994).

As with so many other collections of Asian material in the Museum of Ethnography, the Indonesia Collection owes its beginnings to Xántus, who, having received the ministry’s permission to explore the South-East Asian islands in 1869 (he had also considered a visit to New Guinea), departed from Japan, leaving the Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition behind. He landed first in Java, then proceeded to Borneo, where he spent a total of five months purchasing material with funds provided by the ministry. Before he left, he sent home 39 crates of natural history specimens and ethnographic material.[533] Unlike most collections on non-kindred peoples, Xántus’s is the only one that arose as the result of planned ethnographic research commissioned by the Hungarian State. As

 

a result of his work, the museum acquired 525 new pieces, its largest and most complete body of material on Borneo and the Sumatras, Celebes, Java, the Sulus, the Arus, and the Timor Islands. The territory Xántus visited included nearly every area covered later by other collectors, with the exception of the Kei Islands.

The backbone of Xántus’s Indonesian collection is composed of his material on the Dayaks of Borneo. In contrast to his efforts in Ceylon, China, Japan, and Indochina, Xántus attempted to collect typical examples of everyday objects of nearly every possible type among the “primitive” Dayaks. The collection provided an overview of the lifestyle of these people, exploring nearly every aspect of everyday life, from the implements used to provide sustenance to objects of artistic expression and ritual practice. Xántus’s notes indicate that only a few English collectors had visited the area previously, while “no white man had ever penetrated as far” as he. As it was impossible to procure real Dayak artefacts at the local markets, the demand for such objects had left the remote central areas of the island “untouched”.[534] For this reason, Xántus was forced to move to the distant Dayak villages. “There is not one market where ethnographic objects may be procured in significant numbers, so I must travel to the locations where such objects are manufactured and used.”[535] As a result, the Dayak collection was viewed as the best body of material in the Department of Ethnography through the end of the 19th century and even received a measure of international acclaim. As Xántus himself noted in the course of his work, “I think the territory of Sarawak will be represented in our museum as in any other civilised country of Europe”.[536]

A second late 19th century contributor to the Indonesia Collection found himself in the islands of South-East Asia for completely different reasons. During this period in history, it was the fashion for aristocrats of sufficient means to organise regular hunting expeditions, often combined with geographic and scientific exploration, according to the organiser’s personal taste. Though Count Sámuel Teleki was better-known for his African travels,[537] in 1893 he took up the hunt in India, Borneo, Sumatra, and Java, and naturally came home with a large quantity of ethnographic material. Teleki donated a total of 110 objects to the museum,[538] most of them from the Dayaks of Borneo, along with a number of Sulu Island weapons. Given the circumstances under which it was collected, the Borneo material is conspicuously complex. Though baskets and weapons are present in the greatest proportions, the collection also includes jewellery, fishing implements, musical instruments, and even textiles.

The largest registered entry in the Indonesia Collection is associated with the ubiquitous name of Giovanni Bettanin. Each of the three strikingly mixed collections purchased from Bettanin in 1897, 1899, and 1904 included a significant number of objects from Indonesia, 430, 55, and 100, respectively, from the territories of Borneo, Sumatra, Timor, Java, the Sulu Islands, Nias, and the Sunda Islands. Though nearly two-thirds of the collection consists of various types of weapons, Bettanin’s contribution offers more series of items, objects of art (including some weapons), carvings, baskets, and musical instruments than any other body of material in the Indonesia Collection. In fact, a few of the pieces collected by Xántus in Borneo notwithstanding, some of the museum’s most valuable Indonesian pieces are found among the Bettanin material (parangs, krises).

A number of Indonesian objects were also acquired together with the material from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection. In 1898, the museum purchased several lots from the material of the exhibition, including a 51-piece collection of weapons from the Jolo and Philippine Islands. Many of the weapons were used for headhunting, and it appears that the missionaries participating in the project were glad enough to part company with them. In 1900, the museum purchased a series of items from the Kei Islands, the first from that region ever to be added to the collection. The 122-piece collection included jewellery, weapons, and ritual objects (including valuable idols associated with ancestor worship).

In 1898 and 1899, court taxidermist Frigyes Rosonovszky sold the museum his small, but unique collection of material from the island of Java, including 12 silver loincovers and 44 pieces of silver jewellery.[539] A collection of greater proportions was donated to the museum in 1903 by Árpád Karácson, who also contributed material to the Japanese Collection. The 347 pieces in question comprised weapons (krises, swords, daggers, spears, shields, and arrows) and two dozen pieces of jewellery, basketry, and textiles from Sumatra, Borneo, Java, and Sumbawa. Though the museum already owned significant numbers of spears and arrows, the krises and the Bornean and Sumatran swords made welcome additions to its already rich collection of Indonesian weapons.

In 1912, the museum inventoried a donation of 143 objects purchased in Sumatra, Java, Borneo, and Celebes by wealthy world-traveller Oszkár Vojnich. An enthusiastic hunter and photographer, Vojnich had been travelling since the age of 29 and had amassed some 1000 photographs of Alaska, Scandinavia, Africa, Oceania, and East Asia (later used as illustrations for his six travel books) and several hundred ethnographic objects and natural specimens. From 1898 on, Vojnich regularly donated his acquisitions to the Department of Ethnography and Natural Sciences in exchange for a measure of financing. Vojnich was also an ardent student of geography and geology, primarily as a consequence of his friendship with the geographer Lajos Lóczy. His findings in these fields were even published in academic periodicals such as Földrajzi Közlemények. The material inventoried under his name comprises statuary, textiles, krises, and 10 wayang figures from the Island of Java.

The year 1916 saw the addition of nearly 100 objects from Jamadena Island, a region previously unrepresented in the collection. The museum purchased the material from the painter Oszkár Mendlik (1871–1963), who had been living at his wife’s home in the Netherlands since 1901. A student of Bertalan Székely and Károly Lotz, Mendlik had travelled the world painting seascapes, and had put together a rather mixed collection of mostly clothing, baskets, boxes, vessels, and jewellery.[540]

Between the two world wars, the collection benefited from three additions of a total of 46 items. The first comprised 29 weapons from Java, Borneo, and Celebes (krises and swords) placed on deposit with the museum by Jenő Zichy. A year later, in 1921, 13 baskets, weapons, and textile pieces were donated to the museum from the estate of the late Ferenc Hopp.

Since the end of World War 2, total additions to the Indonesia Collection have amounted to 821 items, including only three individual collections of appreciable size. In 1961, the museum purchased 66 Sumatran knives and daggers from Mrs. Ottó Prokopovitsch.[541] Significantly, the weapons in question were not of recent acquisition: all had originally been collected at the beginning of the 20th century. In 1965 and 1966, the museum acquired a collection of wayangs and a selection of pieces from a gamelan musical ensemble from planter and traveller Ernő Zboray (1901–1959). Zboray had been invited to visit Indonesia by an acquaintance during the 1930s, at which time he had also obtained the pieces in question (ZBORAY 1936).[542] In addition to these two purchases, the museum is also home to a small quantity of jewellery, vessels, and masks from the Zboray Collection. In 1989, Benő Molnár, an ex-museum staff member who had moved to Australia after leaving the museum in the 1950s, began contributing regularly to the Indonesian and other Asian collections. The 356 items donated to date include baskets, vessels, and ritual objects from Java, the Philippines, Borneo, and the Islands of Sumba and Flores.[543] Also of note is the material originally collected by the geologist Horst von Bandat. The items involved, mostly musical instruments, weapons, and statues from Celebes and Borneo, were received in three lots, with fourteen items donated in 1951, three in 1956, and thirty-one in 1975.[544]

Remarkable for its highly debatable mode of acquisition is a group of objects acquired through the museum’s extensive dealings with Émile Deletaille. The transaction under discussion involved the provision of 19 Indonesian objects in exchange for items from the museum’s Indonesian and other Asian collections.[545] All of the items received were objects of art or ritual, including Sumatran funeral scarves and chief ’s staffs, idols, and wooden plaques from Borneo, and ten Bornean amulets.

Two tendencies mark the strategy employed in the expansion of the Indonesia Collection after World War 2. On the one hand, curators strove to perfect the museum’s sizeable and valuable collection of weapons by acquiring whatever types of pieces were still missing, primarily through purchase from private collectors. On the other, they sought to purchase elements missing from smaller, more manageable sub-collections (such as the gamelan collection), again turning primarily to private collectors. It must be stressed that throughout this period, all purchased items, with the exception of the Benő Molnár material, had originally been produced and collected during the first half of the 20th century.

In terms of its geographic composition, the Indonesia Collection contains a preponderance of material from Java (810 objects or 25 percent of the collection) and Borneo (747 objects or 23 percent of the collection). Another major territory, the island of Sumatra, accounts for 12 per cent of the collection at a total of 407 pieces. Of constituent units, the Borneo material is the most complete, including a broad range of objects related to everyday life. The Java collection offers a narrower cross-section of local culture, with a larger proportion of weapons than are found in the Borneo material. Interestingly, the entire Indonesia Collection is dominated by weaponry, which accounts for a full third of its objects, while other types of objects, such as typical local clothing, are almost completely absent. The distribution resembles that of the Oceania Collection, which also offers an abundance of material from a relatively limited number of geographical units. At the turn of the century, South-East Asia was of little interest as a target for research into the Hungarian ancestral homeland, and was too remote to be the object of geographical, exploratory, and hunting expeditions. Because of the cost and time involved in prolonged sea travel, few Europeans or Hungarians bothered to visit the Indonesian islands. Those who did, however, generally spent a considerable length of time there and came home with relatively large collections. Unfortunately, the museum was often unable to obtain more than a fraction of the fruits of their labours.

Conclusion

Over the decades, the Museum of Ethnography’s Asia and Indonesia Collections have built upon the material gathered between 1868 and 1870 by Xántus. Its success in obtaining this material may be attributed on the one hand to Austro-Hungarian co-operation and the post-Compromise political climate, and on the other to the growing independence of contemporary Hungarian institutions. In the decades to follow, a similar relationship of simultaneous rivalry and mutual co-operation would continue to characterise relations with other European institutions, with particular reference to the museum in Vienna, in varying forms and proportions. The collections’ core material dates to the period prior to World War 1, when museum experts strove to keep pace with developments at ethnological museums across the continent. During this period in museum history, staff members visited other European ethnological institutions on a more or less annual basis, and received their European colleagues with the same frequency. In general, however, the collections of museums everywhere proved inadequate for addressing in convincing fashion the scientific questions they had been set up to answer. In the case of institutions in Hungary, moreover, inquiry into exotic cultures commenced at a time when much material was no longer available in the locations where it had previously been sought. The brand of scientific rivalry that had characterised relations between European museums at the time the Department of Ethnography was founded in 1872 would continue to mark the activities of the later museum as well. Museums took advantage of what opportunities they could to expand their collections, purchasing material from merchants or when they could, organising systematic collecting trips. In most cases, the real limitations were financial: a survey of the material offered to, but turned down by the museum in Budapest should be sufficient to illustrate this point. In almost no case was the reason for refusal scientific or conceptual.

At the same time, co-operation between museums was not rare and often proved the best solution for all parties involved. The organisation and funding of a large-scale expedition, for example, provided a means for several European institutions to expand their collections in parallel. The strategy of the Museum of Ethnography in this regard was shaped by scientific interest in what had been termed “kindred peoples”. Though many European museums expended some energy in reconstructing the cultures of past ages viewed as “yet unspoiled,” in Hungary this interest reached much farther back, spurred by the circumstance of the nation’s linguistic distinctiveness. Because of the degree of antiquity involved, however, reconstruction in the Hungarian case required the use of comparative method, which was eventually focused on the peoples of the Ural Mountains and Inner Asia (Semayer 1905). Thus, because the museum realised early on that it could not compete with colonising, seafaring nations in the race for large collections of exotic objects, it chose instead to concentrate its resources on the research of the “kindred peoples” and the collecting of typically Hungarian material.[546]

 


In search of the ancestral homeland

Benedek Baráthosi Balogh’s ethnographic collection from the Amur region and Japan

Gábor Wilhelm

Benedek Baráthosi Balogh (1870, Lécfalva, Romania–1945, Budapest) was perhaps one of the very last representatives of what might be called the “classical” period of ethnographic collecting activity, which came to an end with World War 1. He was an amateur collector and a self-taught scholar with a keen interest in linguistics, ethnography and history, who enthusiastically searched for the Hungarians’ ancestral homeland and meticulously documented the peoples related to the Hungarians. A voracious collector, a not untalented painter and photographer, he received commissions from various European museums and academic institutions. Similarly to his predecessors and contemporaries, Baráthosi Balogh was preoccupied with the prehistory of the Hungarian people and he searched for primary evidence to solve this historical riddle in the culture of the peoples believed to be the Hungarians’ closest relatives. He was genuinely convinced that it was the duty and responsibility of the Hungarians, the “most developed” among the kindred peoples, to document and thus preserve the culture of the smaller peoples in this large family of nations. He lamented the acute lack of much-needed comparative material regarding the peoples speaking Manchu-Tungus languages living in eastern Asia, emphasizing that any research in this field had to be performed immediately owing to the growing cultural impacts from the outside world. He believed that after gathering the largely still missing linguistic, historical and ethnographic evidence, he would be able to reconstruct the early culture of the related Asian peoples, to which the ancient Hungarians had once belonged.

Baráthosi Balogh envisioned a leading role for the Hungarian National Museum in this endeavour. The museum’s collections lacked any artefacts of the eastern Siberian peoples and for him the challenge was to collect these artefacts. He was convinced that by continuing the systematic collecting activity he had begun, the National Museum would eventually build up and house the largest collection of Ural-Altaic material in Europe.

He set off to Asia with high hopes, most of which were frustrated by the wars. Even though a sizeable, valuable portion of the material he had collected was lost in the turmoils of the wars, almost one-fifth of the Asia Collection of the Museum of Ethnography is made up of the artefacts from Baráthosi Balogh’s expeditions, and over five hundred objects can be found in various other European museums.

In spite of misgivings harboured by various scholarly institutions, including the Museum of Ethnography, concerning Baráthosi Balogh’s ethnographic collecting activity, his plans to assemble as full a collection as possible of the kindred people’s material for preservation in Hungary was shared by the museum. The very concept of “kindred peoples” was interpreted variously by academics and laymen; the ethnographers working in the Museum of Ethnography used this term in a broader sense than to simply denote linguistic affinity.

Baráthosi Balogh’s rather broad interpretation of kindred peoples, accepted by amateur ethnographic collectors and some specialists alike, could be easily challenged. His background knowledge, necessary for any research, was rather patchy, but his linguistic data collections and studies in this field indicate that he certainly had a flair for collecting and documenting ethnographic material. His collections reveal a rare perceptiveness regarding the documentation and selection of objects, while his photographs too stand out by their theme and excellent composition, in spite of their technically poor quality.

Baráthosi Balogh was not an art collector. He did not travel to Asia in order to build a collection for himself, but was driven by the desire to find answers to historical questions. For this reason, and also because he did not have funds of his own from which he could have covered the costs of his travels, he sought the financial and moral support of various ethnographic and linguistic, as well as of academic institutions.

We know from his autobiography that in the 1880s and 1890s he had studied in renowned schools in Székelykeresztúr, Nagyenyed, Zilah and Budapest.[547] After graduating, he worked as a tutor to the family of Baron Miklós Wesselényi from 1892 until 1898, and travelled extensively in Europe. In 1899, he accepted a post as a teacher in a school in Budapest, later working as an undermaster in the same school. From 1905, he worked as a teacher in a secondary school. In a letter addressed to Andor Kozma, editor-in-chief of Pesti Hírlap, he confessed that he had originally intended to devote himself to poetry.[548] He penned several poems, but discouraged by Kozma’s critique, he gave up his dreams to become a poet and decided instead to immerse himself in scholarly studies. Inspired by the books he read, especially the life and works of Sándor Kőrösi Csoma, the renowned scholar of Tibetan studies, his interest turned to ethnography, a field in which he trained himself. His dream was to visit all the peoples related to the Hungarians and to conduct linguistic, historical and ethnographic research among them. Baráthosi Balogh was dissatisfied with the then available studies on these people, and he often lamented the quantity and quality of these works, vowing to fill this gap. His research perspective was rather broad, in the tradition of the 19th century. He was equally interested in linguistics, history and ethnography, and his plan was to systematically visit all of the “kindred” peoples. His concept of “kindred peoples” was broad, including all the Siberian, Central Asian and Eastern Asian peoples, a concept quite obviously based on linguistic considerations. His fascination with the peoples speaking Manchu-Tungus, Mongolian, Turkish, Japanese and Uralian tongues can obviously be traced to the assumed linguistic kinship with these peoples. Baráthosi Balogh intended to start his travels in Japan, and then move westward to visit the other peoples.

During his sojourn in Japan in 1904, he attended lectures on Japanese history and geography at various universities in Tokyo, and from 1906, he enrolled for geography and history courses at Kolozsvár University. In 1907 and 1908, he studied the Mandjurian language at the Oriental Academy in Vladivostok.

He made five collecting trips between 1903 and 1914. He travelled to the easternmost regions of Asia on four occasions, and once visited north-western Siberia. None of his journeys went according to plan; each was interrupted by some unforeseen difficulty, an illness or war, forcing him to end his collecting activity earlier. His first journey took him to Japan, where he spent one year in 1903–1904, followed by an expedition to the Amur region in 1908 and 1909, where he stayed mainly among the Ulchi and the Nanai (Golds). He next visited the Samoyed and the Zuryen in north-western Siberia in 1911, commissioned by the Department of Ethnography of the National Museum, while in 1914, his last expedition, he travelled to the Ainu and then continued his earlier collecting activity in the Amur region.

He had originally planned a four year expedition and a three year expedition to study these peoples and collect their artefacts. The first would have been to eastern Asia, where he intended to proceed from east to west, the second to the shores of the Pacific, where his itinerary would have led him northward to systematically gather relics of the indigenous population’s material culture and document their language.
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While his first expedition was not funded by either Hungarian or foreign museums, the later journeys were in some form financed by Hungarian and German institutions, in part owing to the general economic boom during the decades preceding the outbreak of World War 1. Baráthosi Balogh regularly received funds from the Hungarian Committee of the International Central and Eastern Asian Society, which actively supported oriental studies at this time.

Japan

Owing to the scarcity of the scholarly studies available in Hungary, in 1903 Baráthosi Balogh decided to travel to Japan through Siberia. He reached the Pacific in May 1903, with the Trans-Siberian Express. He originally intended to spend five years travelling and studying the language and ethnography of the kindred peoples of Asia.

The Budapest Municipal Council granted him unpaid leave and he therefore had to raise the funds for his travel from other sources. He had saved three hundred crowns from his salary for covering the costs. At first, he was unable to find sponsors for his expedition. He tried to persuade various newspapers, including Pesti Hírlap, to support his project, requesting guarantees that the paper would regularly accept and publish articles from Japan (travel pieces, ethnographic descriptions, literary pieces, translations). He approached the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, where he spoke with Kálmán Szily, the then secretary, and Ármin Vámbéry, the renowned orientalist, and he also turned to the foundation funded by Feridun Bey in order to obtain the necessary funds.

While the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum was unable to provide any funds, Baráthosi Balogh was given a commission to secure Ainu and Japanese objects for the museum (Czike 1904). The funds for purchasing “Japanese ethnographic items” came from generous donations by the readers of Budapesti Hírlap, where his articles on his travels and activity in Japan were regularly published. The editorial board forwarded the 610 crowns thus raised, which he accepted on condition that the Department of Ethnography provide a receipt of the objects purchased (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1904).

It is unclear why Baráthosi Balogh began his travels in Japan, the farthermost region inhabited by what according to his belief were kindred peoples. We know that he had drawn up detailed plans for his research and collecting activity. He first wanted to confirm whether the Japanese language could indeed be assigned to the Ural-Altaic languages, as he assumed, and if so, to which branch. After learning the language and familiarising himself with local customs and conditions, he planned to spend the second year travelling to the “inland regions and collecting (recording) folk songs”,[549] and then proceed westward, visiting the peoples speaking Manchu-Tungus, Mongolian, Finno-Ugrian and Samoyed tongues. He first visited the island of Hokkaido for a few days in order to collect linguistic and ethnographic material among the Ainu. He intended to stay there between March 20 and April 15, and from there proceed to the Tungus living on the Pacific coast, where he planned to stay for a month. The following month he would travel to the Buryat peoples, followed by a month among the Samoyed of Siberia (BALOG 1904). He drew up a wordlist of the words and expressions he would collect among the peoples he visited, and he planned to gather material for a detailed ethnographic description of each people.
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He was forced to abandon his plans and return to Hungary in May 1904 owing to the outbreak of the Russian-Japanese War. Baráthosi Balogh sold the majority of the Japanese items he had collected, mostly pieces produced by local craftsmen, to the Department of Ethnography. The museum made a purchase of 513 objects on three separate occasions: 59 pieces in 1904 and 453 in 1905. Aside from the place of purchase (Tokyo), no additional information was given for these artefacts. Baráthosi Balogh did not sell all of the objects he had acquired in Japan during this trip since the Department of Ethnography received a further 82 items from his heirs, which clearly came from the same collection.

The Japanese Collection of the Museum of Ethnography numbered 3500 objects in 2006,[550] one-sixth of which comes from Baráthosi Balogh. This number does not include the objects collected among the Ainu of Japan. All in all, Baráthosi Balogh can be regarded as the most prolific collector of Japanese objects. Disregarding the 1997 bequest, he was only surpassed by the museum’s founder and first collector, János Xántus, who thirty-three years earlier had purchased various artefacts in the major cities of Japan.

There is a remarkable similarity between the items collected by Xántus and Baráthosi Balogh. Both drew from the selection offered by town shops and both made every effort to choose artefacts reflecting the wide array of materials and fabrics, manufacturing techniques and decoration, unique functions, and the divergence from Hungarian and European objects. It is quite obvious that Baráthosi Balogh gave up his original idea of creating a collection with a focus on Hungarian prehistory and the kindred peoples, and instead opted to purchase the objects of an unknown and unfamiliar world. The professional reviews of his sizeable collection were rather mixed. Some simply wrote off the collection as a medley of cheap bazaar wares (Balassa 1952:195) in spite of the fact that its quality and composition differed little from Xántus’ collection (admittedly, the material did contain more souvenirs). Baráthosi Balogh’s collection is dominated by lacquered vessels, scroll paintings, prints, Buddhist and Shintoist ritual paraphernalia and various domestic articles, such as kitchen utensils and tea sets.

Siberia and the Amur region

Funded by the Hungarian National Museum and the Hungarian Committee of the International Central and East Asian Society, Baráthosi Balogh set off on another collecting and study trip in 1908. From his experiences during his sojourn in Japan, he concluded that the documentation of Japanese material culture and language was not in the same critical situation as that of the small Siberian peoples. He felt that he was at the eleventh hour and that the need for data collection among these peoples was far more urgent. He therefore chose the Tungus-speaking peoples living in the Amur region, close to the Pacific, as his principal area of collecting activity. He believed that the Manchu-Tungus language and the peoples speaking these tongues were in part related to the Mongolians and in part to the Koreans and Japanese, and in effect form a link between the two. Documenting and proving the relationship between them would mean that the farthermost languages and peoples are part of the Uralian-Altai language family too.
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In March 1908, Baráthosi Balogh was busy obtaining a safe-conduct from the Russian Academy in St. Petersburg, enabling him to travel freely in Siberia. He became acquainted with Vasily Radloff of the Russian National Museum, who showed him the museum’s Siberian collection and generously wrote a letter of recommendation. In 1909, Baráthosi Balogh sent a report of his first journey to the Amur region to Keleti Szemle, the principal scholarly journal of Oriental studies in Hungary (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1909). In order to familiarise himself with the material he could expect to find, he visited several local museums in May and studied the notes and data gathered by Leopold Ivanovich von Schrenk, who had visited the area in the 1850s. The governor of Vladivostok eventually instructed him to join the expedition led by Suhanov together with Peter Schmidt, a Lithuanian linguist. Although Baráthosi Balogh did not regard the expedition’s research methods to be ideal for collecting material (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1909:169), and an unfortunate accident and the adverse weather conditions too restricted the time at their disposal, he managed to collect 281 objects in eighteen villages. He purchased four hundred photographs and made an additional four hundred himself, alongside several drawings and sketches. His linguistic material contained several thousand words from various Gold (Nanai) dialects, principally the names of artefacts.

Baráthosi Balogh wrote an itemised list of what he had purchased from the indigenous peoples of the Amur region, containing the serial number and the name of the object together with its local name, the place of purchase (the name of the village) and its price in roubles.[551] He made a conscious effort to prepare meticulous lists and emphasized that in his research of the material culture and in his collection of artefacts, his main concern was to provide as full a picture as possible of the “conditions, life, tools, home, costume and customs” of these peoples (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1909:171).

As a result of his collecting activity, the number of artefacts related to fishing and hunting surpassed by far all earlier assemblages of this type (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1909:171). In his view, the series with Tungus ornaments (“unusual tool ornaments and carved patterns, bark vessel decorations, embroidery, braided and appliqué ornaments”) and the artefacts reflecting on Shamanism and religious beliefs were especially remarkable.

In 1909, Baráthosi Balogh again travelled to the Amur region. The Hungarian National Museum was unable to fund his journey, and he therefore requested (and received) 1000 crowns from the Ministry of Culture and Education for purchasing new items. He collected some five hundred artefacts during the few weeks he spent there.

North-western Siberia and the Kanin Peninsula

In 1911, Baráthosi Balogh travelled to the Samoyed living on the Kanin Peninsula, lying in the north-western part of Siberia and the north-eastern part of Europe. He was commissioned to collect the artefacts of this people by the Department of Ethnography, which hoped to enlarge its already existing Finno-Ugrian, and principally Obi-Ugrian collection. This was the first occasion that the Museum für Völkerkunde in Hamburg too financed one of his expeditions.

While making preparations for his journey, Baráthosi Balogh wrote to the Museum für Völkerkunde, asking whether it would be interested in acquiring various artefacts from the region. Georg Thilenius, the museum’s director, and Arthur Byhan, one of the curators indicated that they would be willing to contribute two thousand crowns if they would receive a suitable number of artefacts, which they estimated at five to six hundred pieces. They agreed that Baráthosi Balogh should purchase duplicates for the two museums and that the artefacts thus collected should include hunting and fishing implements, as well as costume, and the relics of religion and beliefs.[552] They expressed their wish to obtain a shaman’s costume, alongside articles reflecting indigenous technologies, food, toys, domestic implements and art pieces. They requested information on skin-covered boats and bark canoes, and indicated that they would be especially delighted to receive models of these boats. They also agreed that if only one piece of a particular object could be acquired, the two museums would draw lots as to which would receive it.

Byhan arrived to Budapest in January 1912 to inspect the collection assembled and transported to Budapest. The Museum für Völkerkunde of Hamburg had sometime earlier purchased various Samoyed objects and Byhan needed to see the Baráthosi Balogh’s collection in order to avoid receiving duplicates.

The collection of the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest was enriched by over seven hundred articles. Four hundred came from the Samoyed living on the Kanin Peninsula; most of these were costumes, implements of fishing and hunting, and an assortment of ritual objects. In addition to the Samoyed material, Baráthosi Balogh also assembled an important collection of almost four hundred Zuryen objects. Even though his commission was the collection of Samoyed material, he was the first to report that the Zuryen had migrated northward to the Sub-Arctic region in the late 19th century because they had lost their cattle herds owing to the cattle plague and were forced to shift to reindeer breeding. The Zuryen material included costumes, jewellery articles, fishing and hunting implements, as well as domestic and ritual objects. Baráthosi Balogh made several photographs during this journey too, and he took copious notes on how various implements and objects were used.

Japan and Siberia

Following Baráthosi Balogh’s expeditions to the Amur region and north-western Siberia, the collections of the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest and of the Museum of Völkerkunde in Hamburg were enriched by hundreds of new ethnographic artefacts. His correspondence with the director of the Hamburg museum in 1912 reveals that the museum asked for Baráthosi Balogh’s notes and photographs for cataloguing the Samoyed and Zuryen material. Baráthosi Balogh began organising his last major expedition to Siberia the same year. The Museum für Völkerkunde asked whether someone from the museum could accompany him, who had already made the journey to the Arctic twice and had some experience with ethnographic fieldwork. Baráthosi Balogh published a lengthy account of his meeting with the director of the Museum für Völkerkunde in December 1912. The meeting was attended by Baráthosi Balogh, Thilenius, Vilibáld Semayer, head of the Department of Ethnography, and Imre Szalay, director of the Hungarian National Museum, who eventually agreed on an expedition planned to last four and half years with the aim of collecting the linguistic and ethnographic relics of the Arctic peoples (BARÁTHOSI BALOGH 1930:12).

In view of his field experience and familiarity with the region, his last, 1914 expedition was funded by several ethnographic and linguistic institutions: the museums in Budapest and Berlin, and the University of Berlin, which provided a phonograph. Baráthosi Balogh was commissioned to gather ethnographic and linguistic material, as well as to make phonograph recordings. This type of co-operation was not unusual in that age. Even though museums competed with each other for acquiring rare, unusual collections, very few had a large enough staff permitting a collecting expedition to each and every geographic region. If a museum learnt about a major expedition, a list was drawn up and handed over to the traveller with the request of acquiring various objects. Commissions from other institutions generally meant the acquisition of duplicates, meaning that several pieces of the same object were purchased and thus the distribution of the objects among the institutions funding the expedition did not raise any problems.

Byhan called Baráthosi Balogh’s attention to the fact that it might be unwise to include a third museum in the expedition since in his experience this might cause difficulties in the acquisition of duplicates. He explained that an arrangement of this type was feasible in Africa and the South Seas, where one could easily find two or more pieces of the same artefact, but would run into difficulties among the Arctic peoples owing to their more humble material culture.[553]

According to the original plans, the Hungarian National Museum and the Ministry of Culture and Education would contribute 14 thousand crowns, while the Museum für Völkerkunde in Hamburg and the Phonetics Institute of the University in Berlin was to provide an additional 14 thousand crowns. Baráthosi Balogh was expected to purchase about ten thousand objects. However, the Hamburg museum was unable to provide any funds for the expedition in 1913. Thilenius explained the lack of funds by the deteriorating economic situation, which affected all German museums.[554] In a letter written a year later in 1914, Thilenius reported that the museum would be able to contribute 12 thousand marks to the expedition, although they would transfer this sum in two instalments in 1915 and 1916.

Baráthosi Balogh intended to spend three years among the north-east Asian and north-west American Arctic and Sub-Arctic peoples (with the exception of the Eskimos of Greenland) and conduct an all-encompassing ethnographic and linguistic data collection.[555] He later reduced his planned travel to two years. Even though he did not include the Ainu among the peoples speaking an Ural-Altaic tongue, Béla Jankovich, the then Minister of Education, requested that he begin his fieldwork among the Ainu and offered to supplement his travel expenses in exchange for the collection of ethnographic and linguistic material of all three Ainu dialects for the Budapest museum. Baráthosi Balogh assumed many similarities in their religious beliefs and rituals. He had already spent a few days among the Ainu in 1904, during his visit to Hokkaido.

According to his carefully planned schedule, Baráthosi Balogh made preparations to leave on April 13, 1914, and arrive in Japan in early May, travelling immediately to the Ainu of Hokkaido and then to the Ainu and Orok living on Sakhalin Island. He intended to spend May among the Ainu, June and August among the Itelmen and the Chukchi, moving to the Amur Gold living in the Ohotsk region in September and October, and finally to the Manchu in December.[556] He received 5000 crowns for purchases from the National Museum and 4000 from the Ministry of Culture and Education, which he supplemented with 4300 crowns from his own pocket.

His departure was delayed by ten days. Baráthosi Balogh boarded the Trans-Siberian Express on April 23, arriving in Japan on May 15. The Japanese press keenly followed his activity from the minute he set foot on Hokkaido on May 27 and during his fieldwork among the Ainu. He was accompanied by Junichiro Imaoka, his former Japanese interpreter, with whom he had worked in 1904. The press reported that they stayed among the Ainu from to June, visiting each of the three Ainu groups on Hokkaido, Sakhalin Island and the Kuril Islands. The few objects collected among the latter were unfortunately all lost. The fieldwork was begun among the Ainu living on Sakhalin Island, and continued among the Ainu families in the Hidaka and Tokachi region (TANIMOTO 1999:99–100).
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Baráthosi Balogh’s collection clearly reflects that he was aware of the cultural differences between the various Ainu groups and he consciously strove to document these divergences. A hand-written list of the foreign language books he had read indicates that he made every effort to learn about the indigenous population of the regions he would visit. In the end, he spent a mere three weeks among the Ainu, for we know that he arrived to Vladivostok on June 16.

From mid-1914, all contact with Baráthosi Balogh was lost; months had elapsed since his family received any news about him. We know that he planned to continue his expedition in Russia and to travel to Alaska on a fishing-boat. In August, news of the outbreak of the war arrived from the region.[557] In his last letter to his wife, he wrote that he had dispatched one smaller and two larger crates to Europe, insured by the Kunz/Albers Company.

Seeing that his family was unable to make any contact with him, the National Museum attempted to reach Baráthosi Balogh. It was agreed that the museum would officially turn to the USA, assuming that he was already in Alaska. It seemed more likely, however, that he was behind his planned schedule by a few weeks and that he was still among the Lamut and the Koryak of eastern Siberia at the outbreak of the war.[558]

Taken for an Austrian spy, Baráthosi Balogh was briefly arrested by the Russian authorities at the outbreak of the war and taken to Khabarovsk. Vladimir Arseniev, director of the local museum and a friend of Baráthosi Balogh’s, soon cleared him of these charges. He returned to Khabarovsk in August 1914, whence he travelled to Japan and America, returning to Hungary through Italy. Owing to the war, he left 35 crates packed with material he had collected in Khabarovsk and Japan.[559] He had spent the month of July in the villages of the Amur region, collecting chiefly Oroch material. In one of his letters he mentions that he had been asked by Arseniev to also collect objects for the Khabarovsk museum (TANIMOTO 1999:101).

As a result of his fieldwork among the Ainu, Baráthosi Balogh had assembled a collection of roughly 1200 ethnographic artefacts. The several hundred additional items he had purchased in the Amur region were all lost due to the war.

In 1918, Baráthosi Balogh began making arrangements for the shipment of the thirteen crates containing a collection of over a thousand objects he had left in Japan, and he also tried to locate the material in Khabarovsk. Since the Hungarian National Museum was unable to provide any funds for transportation, Baráthosi Balogh turned to the German Embassy, which was willing to advance the necessary funds in exchange for the objects to be given to the Hamburg museum.

In early 1921, Baráthosi Balogh again made the journey to Japan to collect the Ainu and Orok material he had left there. He stayed in Japan for over a year, and he made every effort to track down the collection in Khabarovsk with the aid of the Hungarian and German Red Cross. Although he finally managed to locate a part of the material, even this portion of his collection was eventually lost, probably in the confusion caused by the political situation. The fate of the phonograph recordings too remains unknown.
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In 1922, the crates from Japan finally arrived in Hamburg. Baráthosi Balogh and the Hamburg museum reached an agreement that the collection would be divided into three parts, corresponding to the proportion of funding. One part would go to the Hamburg museum for financing the shipment from Japan to Europe, one part to the Hungarian National Museum, which provided funds for the expedition, and one part to Baráthosi Balogh to enable him to recoup the losses caused by the war. The general guidelines for dividing the material were worked out by Karl Hagen on behalf of the Hamburg museum, the main rule of thumb being that if there were only two specimens of a particular object, they would go to the two museums.

Following successive negotiations, the final list was eventually drawn up in 1928, meaning that the surviving part of the objects collected in 1914 reached the two museums in 1929, after a long and arduous journey. Baráthosi Balogh selected 313 objects from the Ainu and Orok collection (numbering 977 items) for the Budapest museum, 385 for himself, and 279 for the Hamburg museum. The latter offered to mediate in the sale of his own part of the collection, recommending a transaction with the ethnographic museums in Basel and Munich.

Baráthosi Balogh’s portion remained in the Hamburg museum until 1937, after several unsuccessful attempts to find a buyer. The American Museum of Natural History declined the offers for purchase, while the Museum für Völkerkunde in Basel was only willing to buy a selection of the material. In 1937, the Nationalmuseet of Copenhagen indicated that it would be interested in the collection since its own holdings contained few Ainu artefacts. Their material predominantly represented the culture of the Hokkaido Ainu and they were interested in securing the pieces from Sakhalin to fill the gaps in their collection. In August 1937, the museum purchased 103 selected items, i.e. the entire Orok collection, which Baráthosi Balogh had set aside for himself.
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Based on his notes, Baráthosi Balogh tried to reconstruct the composition of the material left in Khabarovsk.[560] It was made up chiefly of Gold (Nanai) objects, alongside smaller assemblages of Gilyak, Negidal and Ainu artefacts. He specified the provenance of the objects, and the villages where he had made his purchases. The surviving list suggests that this collection comprised over six hundred objects, which in Baráthosi Balogh’s opinion were at least twice as valuable as the collection left in Japan. Most of the pieces were ritual paraphernalia, various objects used by shamans, as well as figurines, although the collection included also “objects used in daily life”. The latter made up about one-half of the collection remaining in Japan, and included clothing (fish skin clothing, hats) and decorated bark vessels. He had intended to exchange the Ainu material for Chukchi, Kamchadal, Koryak and Yukagir duplicates from the collection of the Khabarovsk museum.

The Hungarian evaluation of the expeditions

As mentioned briefly in the above, Baráthosi Balogh’s Japanese collection received very mixed critiques. Gyula Asztalos (1906:122–123) praised the “finely elaborated ethnographic chapter” in the book describing Baráthosi Balogh’s travels and the illustrations, which “faithfully evoked the handsome collection”, while V[ilibáld] S[emayer] (1906:75– 76) maliciously remarked that Baráthosi Balogh should perhaps first acquire a training in the scholarly disciplines in order to avoid filling his reports with “superficial descriptions and groundless comparisons.”

Baráthosi Balogh’s comparative linguistic research too met with scepticism in Hungarian academe. Even though Kálmán Szily, the then secretary of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences supported him, because he appreciated Baráthosi Balogh’s commitment, other critics suggested that he should only engage in comparative linguistic studies and the evaluation of various Chinese sources relevant to Hungarian prehistory after mastering the written and oral form of Japanese and after learning Chinese (VERESS 1904).

The evaluation of Baráthosi Balogh’s later collections was considerably more positive. Several reviews of his work appeared well before he had returned from his first expedition to the Amur region in 1908. While appraising the collection from an emphatically Hungarian perspective, one anonymous reviewer nonetheless sought to place the expedition in a broader European ethnographic, physical anthropological and linguistic context (ANONYMOUS 1908). Although the author did not expect a “strict professionalism” from the collector, he did emphasize the magnitude of the expedition, noting that the study area, the culture and language of the Tungus peoples, was still a largely uncharted territory.

Bernát Munkácsi who had earlier commented on the first expedition to the Amur region (M. B. 1908:255), th13ad the common goals pursued by Baráthosi Balogh and the Museum of Ethnography (M. B. 1909:255–256). Munkácsi also commented on Baráthosi Balogh’s second expedition to the Amur region, noting that “he had gathered for the museum many objects, which would today be hard to come by, and had made countless photographs” (M. B. 1910:126). An anonymous reviewer praised the rich array of “ ritual artefacts, bark ornaments, fish skin, bird skin and felt clothing, as well as typical implements of ancient occupations” amassed during the first expedition.

What must be borne in mind when evaluating Baráthosi Balogh’s activity in collecting ethnographic data is that the budget allotted to the Department of Ethnography for purchases increased significantly from 1906, rising almost sevenfold from an annual 6 thousand to 35 thousand forints, this being the principal reason that in addition to the museum staff, it became possible to commission external collectors and, also, to purchase a higher number of ethnographic artefacts.

Baráthosi Balogh’s collections and surviving manuscripts have been discussed in detail by Vilmos Diószegi, founder of the renowned Shaman Archive of Budapest, who in

1946 began his professional career in the Museum of Ethnography by evaluating this collection (DIÓSZEGI 1947:144–146). He emphasized that Baráthosi Balogh systematically gathered the material and linguistic relics of each people and that his collections were as full as possible. He noted that Baráthosi Balogh provided copious descriptions of the artefacts and that in addition to making efforts to build a collection encompassing all aspects of material culture, he also assembled series of a particular type, such as ornaments.

In his evaluation of the Ainu collection, Diószegi th13ad the fact that Baráthosi Balogh was one of the last travellers to visit the Ainu of Hokkaido and Sakhalin Island prior to the large-scale acculturation following World War 1. Although Baráthosi Balogh claimed in his journals that his Ainu collection was made up of objects predominantly collected among the Hokkaido Ainu, about one-half of the surviving material comes from Sakhalin Island and one-third represents the artefacts of the Orok on Sakhalin Island. It seems likely that the crates lost in Khabarovsk contained most of the Hokkaido Ainu collection. It is the collection from Sakhalin Island, which, owing to its rarity, stands out from the valuable Ainu collection. Curiously enough, Baráthosi Balogh was dissatisfied with the material collected in 1914: he had visited the region in summer, when the Ainu were largely engaged in fishing and had little time for the visitor, and he had made plans to return sometime in winter in order to document their rituals, such as bear sacrifices and various shamanistic ceremonies.

Baráthosi Balogh’s collection from the Amur region is more comprehensive than the Ainu collection since he was able to enrich it on three separate occasions. In addition to the implements used in fishing and hunting, the collection includes a variety of daily utensils and clothing, as well as ornamented bark vessels, amulets of carved wood and plaited wire, and several series of ornamental motifs used for decorating clothing and bark vessels.

Baráthosi Balogh took several dozen photos among the Ainu (ten of which are in the Museum of Ethnography), most of which depict the impact of acculturation and are thus rare visual documents from that period. The photos from the Amur region, numbering over one thousand, are especially noteworthy since they document the rituals of the peoples living in that region. Several photos depict settlements, residential structures and daily activities, alongside several portraits.

Baráthosi Balogh’s collecting activity was complemented by a keen interest in linguistic data. This is hardly surprising since his curiosity about the culture of the peoples he visited was aroused by the assumed linguistic affinity. He took copious linguistic notes, preparing word lists, and recording sentences, proverbs, and sayings. He recorded seventy-five shorter Tungus texts and he made a series of phonograph recordings during his last trip. In addition to an Ainu word list, he also assembled word lists for eight Tungus tongues. He collected the linguistic data in 47 locations, recording some 40 thousand words in all, principally the dialect variation of three to four thousand root words.

Summary

Baráthosi Balogh collected several thousand artefacts during his expeditions. Most come from the Amur region, with a sizeable portion originating from north-western Siberia. The bulk of his collection, his manuscripts and photographs were deposited the Hungarian National Museum, while a smaller part is housed in foreign museums (such as the Museum für Völkerkunde in Hamburg and the Nationalmuseet in Copenhagen), and a third part was lost during World War 1.

The Ainu collection in Budapest can be ranked among the ten top collections of this kind in Europe as regards its size and quality, and the assemblage from the Amur region too occupies a prominent place among similar collections. The two collections number some 1400 artefacts, 327 of which represent Ainu culture. Although the Museum of Ethnography had already purchased objects from his first expedition to the Amur region, the largest assemblage collected by him was incorporated into the Asia Collection in 1911. The collection of Samoyed and Zuryen artefacts from the Kanin Peninsula, numbering roughly one thousand objects, is a similarly remarkable assemblage, eclipsed only by the holdings of the museums in St. Petersburg.

Baráthosi Balogh’s greatest merit is the creation of an outstanding collection of carefully selected, good quality artefacts, complemented by photographs and drawings. A comprehensive scholarly assessment of his collections is still lacking. The composition of the collection clearly reflects his intention to collect as wide a spectrum of the artefacts used by indigenous peoples at the time, best reflected by the Ainu artefacts and the material from the Amur region. He acquired several objects, which in contrast to the ritual artefacts that were more in line with the original concept of his collecting mission, were simple domestic objects and, in many cases, extremely simple pieces, such as a broken bough used as a clothes hanger, as well as the occasional tourist souvenir. At the same time, the proportion of ritual artefacts is higher than that of domestic objects. The latter principally include hunting and fishing implements, in which he seems to have had a personal interest. The proportion of the latter is the second highest in his collections. Curiously enough, certain artefact types, such as female costume and headdresses, are entirely lacking from the material.

Parallel to the growing scholarly interest in exotic cultures in the later 19th century, there evolved a preoccupation with the early history of the Hungarian nation, an issue vital to forging a national identity. One of the most obvious starting points in this respect was knowledge of the culture of the kindred peoples. The ethnographic and linguistic evidence provided a basis for studies on the origins and early lifeways of the Hungarian people. The broad Ural-Altaic kinship assumed by Baráthosi Balogh, which in his interpretation extended to Japan, was widely accepted in the later 19th century.

 


The Oceania Collection

Gábor Vargyas

Historical, political, and economic background

The first ethnological collections of the Museum of Ethnography date to 1847, a quarter century before the establishment of the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum in 1872. Thus, both the collections and the institution are rooted in the spirit of the second half of the 19th century, a time that saw the founding of many museums and the emergence of ethnography as a formal discipline. From the beginning, interest in ethnography in Hungary took two separate forms. First, because a bourgeoisie class had developed so late in the region’s history, “high” culture and “deep” culture existed side by side, a situation that bred a natural interest among the educated classes for Hungarian folk culture and the collection of related ethnographica. Second, scholarship had occupied itself with the question of the origins of the Hungarian people since the early 18th century. Research into the migration of the mounted nomadic ancient Hungarians to the relatively foreign lands of Indo-Germanic Europe led to a search for potentially related peoples in Asia. By the mid-19th century, growing interest in this latter issue had spawned a number of expeditions aimed at the collection of anthropological, ethnological, and linguistic data.[561] As the scope of the search grew and horizons broadened, the groundwork for ethnological research on every continent of the globe was laid.

These issues became a particular focus for attention in 1896, as the country celebrated the 1000-year anniversary of the founding of the Hungarian State. The millennial festivities were accompanied by a surge of patriotic feeling and a profusion of construction and international exhibitions.[562] Private enterprise was finally in full swing, the financial climate was excellent, and Hungary was eager to make up for lost time. The atmosphere of dynamic development brought with it the founding of several museums and a heightened emphasis on scientific inquiry, particularly in relation to questions of ethnography.

Thus, the museum’s collecting activity encompassed Hungary, Europe, and areas outside Europe from the outset.[563] It is important to understand that the history of ethnography in Hungary cannot be distinguished from that of the museum’s collections: the two progressed neck-in-neck, each reflecting the course pursued and, particularly in the case of overseas collections, the political and financial opportunities available at any given time. By the same token, early developments in the field of ethnography, particularly in questions of overseas cultures, were closely related to the economic and political efforts and interests. Unlike other larger, perhaps more fortunate countries, Hungary was never a colonising nation and thus did not have the opportunity available to countries like Germany, France, or England, who researched the “exotic” cultures of their own colonies. Hungary’s only prospect in this regard stemmed from its association with the German Empire through the Austrian side of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, a relationship that concluded with the dissolution of the Monarchy at the close of World War 1. Moreover, the territories lost by Hungary under the Treaty of Trianon at the close of the war included the port of Fiume on the Adriatic, Hungary’s only outlet to the sea. Without its navy, the country was left without a means for expanding its overseas collections, leading to a general narrowing of possible areas for research and fieldwork. This circumstance resulted in the eventual close of the first, dynamic period of development of the museum’s collections, during which over three-fourths of the artefacts currently belonging to the Oceania Collection were acquired.[564]

Between the two world wars, opportunities in Hungary were meagre and the museum found no means for expanding the collection in a systematic fashion. Contributions by occasional travellers, merchants, geologists, and Hungarian émigrés were added to the museum holdings, but none of these increased the size or significance of the collection to any considerable degree. Unfortunately, this period of modest, but positive development was followed in 1945 by a period of complete stagnation that lasted into the 1960s. Though with the easing of political tensions characteristic of the 1970s, museum holdings began again to expand under the force of renewed scientific energy, the Oceania Collection remained virtually unaffected. The economically debilitated country had no political, economic, or cultural relations with nations beyond the seas, with the exception of Australia, and no interest in pursuing scientific research in the Pacific area. Thus, the Oceania Collection remained in stasis, a condition altered little by the political changes in 1989.

History of the collection

Given the circumstances, it seems fitting that the founder of the Oceania Collection should be a man whose memory has been undeservedly neglected, both as a collector and as an ethnographer. The little that is known about Sámuel Fenichel (1868–1893) was collected and published by Tibor Bodrogi in 1954 (Bodrogi 1954b). A young Hungarian taxidermist from the Department of Archaeology of the Romanian National Museum in Bucharest, Fenichel travelled to Friedrich-Wilhelmshafen (now called Madang) of Astrolabe Bay in north-eastern New Guinea as part of an expedition organised and financed by Alfred Grubauer, a German entrepreneur. The purpose of the expedition was to collect zoological specimens, with a particular emphasis on birds of paradise, which brought high profits at the time. Fenichel’s task was to assist the expedition’s dilettante leader in collecting the specimens and seeing that they were properly conserved.
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Having passed through Singapore and landed in Astrolabe Bay on December 22, 1891, the team took up residence first in Erima, then later with W. Frobenius, the doctor for the Rhein Mission in Bogadjim. Finally, on December 31, they moved to Konstantinhafen, where Fenichel began his own collection efforts. Soon he had covered the entire area, including previously unexplored areas in the Finisterre Mountains. For reasons still unclear today, the co-operation with Grubauer was over almost as soon as it began. The two quarrelled, and the ailing Grubauer returned to Europe in March, leaving Fenichel with little money and no real means to support himself. He had given up his position with the museum in Bucharest to participate in the expedition, and as he had no desire to turn back, decided to offer his services to the Hungarian National Museum. According to an agreement concluded with the museum directorship, from then on, Fenichel would collect artefacts for the National Museum, and the museum would transfer payment to New Guinea.

Though Fenichel’s situation had stabilised, his financial situation remained a continuous source of difficulty. Forced to move to the Papuan village of Bongu,[565] he became the unwitting pioneer of a new approach in research methodology, namely long-term ethnographic field research. Fenichel’s regular correspondence with the museum directorship indicates that he lived and took his meals together with the inhabitants of Bongu, so that within a few months he spoke the local language fluently, an immense aid to his work. Eventually, his interests came to include ethnography as well as natural history. Before his death in Stephansort on March 6, 1893, Fenichel assembled an unequalled collection of ethnographic objects, soon to be united with the Bíró Collection to form the backbone of the Museum of Ethnography’s Oceania Collection and within it, the internationally famous Astrolabe Bay Collection.
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Fenichel’s collection was sent to Hungary via Berlin through John Stanislaw Kubary,[566] who handled his estate. Museum registers speak of both a collection of objects and a body of 30 photographs, registered in 1895 as entry numbers 142 and 378, respectively.[567] It was later suspected that a part of the collection might have been lost, as Fenichel’s letters spoke of some 10,000 artefacts, though when Lajos Bíró arrived a few years later to investigate, he found no evidence to confirm this. The Fenichel material also includes the collector’s journal, correspondence, registers, and linguistic notes, now housed in the Museum of Ethnography Archives and unpublished to date.[568] As a whole, the collection is significant in that it represents a period in history when native culture had had little contact with the outside world, and when the most impressive objects of Papuan religious ritual and art could still be obtained. Once contact with Europeans had become commonplace, cultural transformation was swift and many traditional Papuan objects disappeared entirely. One telling example is that seven of the eight telum figures or ancestral statues currently found in the museum’s collection were contributed by Fenichel. Bíró, who conducted his own thorough search only three years after Fenichel, managed to acquire only one complete statue and one fragment. Also contributed by Fenichel were about a dozen masks, the museum’s entire collection of animal-shaped rattles, and most of its stone axes, which by the time Bíró arrived had been almost entirely replaced by European implements made of iron.

Considering the significance of his contributions to the field of ethnography, it is unfortunate that an early death prevented Fenichel from completing his lifework. The artefacts he collected entered the museum’s collection devoid of documentation (as with nearly all great collections of the age), and though his extant writings are certainly valuable, they can only assist in illuminating the unparalleled material of Fenichel’s collection to a very small degree. Fenichel’s death came as a shock to the academic world in Hungary, which had been following his work with great attention. On February 4, 1895, the Zoology Department of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences held a ceremony commemorating his work (Herman 1895; Madarász 1895) and honouring his peerless collection of 4000 moths, 2000 insects, 15–20,000 snails, and 206 birds. It was at the meeting for this event that the need for continuing his work was first expressed. Given the feelings of patriotism that ushered in the Hungarian millennial celebrations, it is no surprise that the plan met with immediate and enthusiastic support.

Thus, in November of 1895, a second researcher departed from Hungary for the tropics. The life and work of naturalist, ornithologist, and entomologist Lajos Bíró (1856–1931) have been described and discussed in several biographical works (Asztalos 1953; Benedek 1979, the most detailed treatment to date). In terms of his contribution to ethnography, however, the definitive article on Bíró’s life was written by Tibor Bodrogi in his posthumous preface to Bíró’s collected writings (Bodrogi 1987), the source of all major information discussed in the present study. Bíró’s background closely resembles that of Fenichel. A man of humble origins from Translyvania, he sold his collection of insects to cover his passage to German New Guinea. The two men also conducted their work on similar financial terms: Bíró sent artefacts to the museum in Budapest, which culled out what it needed, estimated the value of the items concerned, and transferred payment to New Guinea.
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Arriving in Friedrich-Wilhelmshafen on January 1, 1896, Bíró set up his first base and began work collecting zoological specimens. However, his excursions into the Hansemann Mountains and other surrounding areas found the region wanting in terms of ethnographic material. In the few short years since Fenichel had left New Guinea, merchants had bought up the bulk of the more interesting material available in the area. For this reason, at the end of June, Bíró took advantage of an opportunity to journey with Ludwig Kärnbach, a German trader collecting for the museums in Berlin, to the region of Berlinhafen (today’s Aitape). He proved his considerable skills as a collector, combing what was at the time considered to be virgin territory and putting together an exceptional collection in just three and a half months. Much of his work was done on the islands lying just off the coast of Aitape, including Seleo, Ali, and Angiel. The spirit houses of Seleo Island proved particularly fruitful, yielding a number of unique carvings. In October 1896, Bíró returned to Astrolabe Bay with 542 artefacts and photographs, which the museum in Budapest received before the end of the year.

The collection was a huge success. Processing and publication of the material was begun by János Jankó, Zsigmond Bátky, and Vilibáld Semayer, with expenses paid jointly by the National Museum and the Academy of Sciences. The resulting work appeared in 1899, while Bíró himself was still in New Guinea, as the first volume in a series entitled Ethnographic Collections of the Hungarian National Museum. The catalogue of artefacts represented a joint effort on the part of Bíró and his colleagues at home: the museum staff catalogued the artefacts according to type, wrote the introductory and chapter notes together with the bibliographic references, while Bíró’s personal notes appeared in parentheses. The work was published in both Hungarian and German (BÍRÓ 1899).

Bíró’s second journey to Astrolabe Bay presumably lasted from October 1896 until June 1897. This time, when he returned from Berlinhafen to Erima, he settled down in Stephansort, the local seat of government. From here, he covered the neighbouring villages of Bongu and Bogadjim, the Hansemann, Oertzen, and Konstantin Mountains, and the islands of Bilibili, Siar, and Graget. In Stephansort, he researched whatever traces of Fenichel’s work he could find, photographing his grave and questioning the colonial officers regarding the fate of the debated ethnographic material. His conclusions served to allay suspicions that any objects had been stolen. His methods and powers of observation now greatly refined, and his knowledge of the language improved, Bíró assembled an impressive collection of 859 artefacts, which he promptly sent on to Hungary in 1897.
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Though department director János Jankó had originally intended to put off publication on the collection until the fruits of Bíró’s second endeavour had arrived and to treat the collections of both Bíró and Fenichel as a single unit, another option was eventually chosen. The former part of the Bíró collection was published in a second bilingual work as the third volume of the series Ethnographic Collections of the Hungarian National Museum, edited by Vilibáld Semayer in 1901 (BÍRÓ 1901). In one of his letters, Bíró expressed concern regarding this solution, cautioning the museum against Semayer’s uncritical use of the ethnographic literature. Bíró’s doubts notwithstanding, the volume earned the same unmitigated praise as the first and might still serve today as a model for similar catalogues.
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In Astrolabe Bay, Bíró had walked paths previously explored by Fenichel, whose research into the material culture of the area had been reasonably thorough. However, the area in which he surpassed not only Fenichel, but also every other researcher of his time, was the taking of copious notes on the objects he collected. For each object, Bíró recorded how, when, and where it was produced, how it was used, and what local names applied, including the names of any motifs involved. It was Bíró who first noted that the place of acquisition is not necessarily the place of manufacture, and it was Bíró who first called attention to the extensive trading networks in the region. Bíró also discovered the principle by which some areas served as places of manufacture and others as places of use. He gave ethnographic objects the same attention an entomologist gives his moths and insects, striving to collect entire series of artefacts in order to document the variety of decorative motifs and the differences introduced by individual artisans. Even so, his collection fell short of Fenichel’s in several respects, owing to the cultural changes described in the above, especially in the coastal areas.

Nothing is known about Bíró’s activities between 1897 and 1898, though he probably left New Guinea for about the span of a year. He is known to have visited Singapore for medical treatment, some rest, and supplies, and Java for a tour of the world-famous Botanical Gardens of Buitenzorg. In June of 1898, he again spent time in New Guinea, this time in Simbang in the region of the Huon Gulf, where he remained for over a year. From Simbang, a village near Finschhafen where one of the area’s first Lutheran missions was located, Bíró methodically covered the entire peninsula, working among the Kais, the coastal Yabims, and the Bukawas of the Tami Islands and northern Huon coast. Here, Bíró discovered a wealth of material. For one thing, the region constituted a highly productive trade centre for one of the best-known original styles of native manufacture; for another, it was yet untouched by Western influences. Coming into his own as a collector, Bíró assembled entire series of pieces, penning a near-perfect monograph on each one. Of these, his essay on Yabim drums was published by Bodrogi in 1949. The resulting collection of some 500 artefacts arrived in Budapest in February, 1900. Though publication of the material was planned, it was never realised for some reason.[569]

In September 1899, Bíró left the Huon Gulf and returned to Astrolabe Bay, where he remained until May of 1900. The supplementary material he collected during this period was not included in his Descriptive Catalogue (BÍRÓ 1901) and is still unpublished. January of 1900 marked another important event in Bíró’s life: Robert Koch, discoverer of the bacilli causing malaria and later Nobel Prize winner, landed in New Guinea. The two soon became friends, and in May of 1900, embarked together on a month-long tour of New Ireland aboard a recruitment ship (see, for example, BÍRÓ 1923a:159, 161–165, 177; 1932:225, 228–229). Though on this occasion, Bíró had little time and, unlike his rich travelling companion, insufficient resources, he still managed to muster a respectable collection. Though he was unable to procure information on the objects locally, he obtained what he needed later from New Ireland guest workers working in Astrolabe Bay. The resulting monograph on malangan funeral statues was published many decades later by Tibor Bodrogi (BODROGI 1971a).

The trip to New Ireland was followed by second excursion in August 1900, this time to the Vitu (French) Islands at the invitation of Danish merchant Peter Hansen.[570] This was followed by a stay in Sydney for reasons of health. Then, on February 1, 1901, following a brief stay in the Astrolabe Bay area, Bíró returned to the islands with a German penal expedition (VARGYAS 1986:55–61). The length of his stay on this occasion is unknown, but in June 1901 Bíró was again in Astrolabe Bay. It was probably at this time that he visited the mouths of the Sepik and Ramu Rivers, Potsdamhafen, and the region of Bogia. Finally, having spent a total of six years in the New Guinea, Bíró departed for Hungary, passing through Singapore, India, and Arabia on his way home. He finally reached Budapest after nearly a year’s travels in January of 1902.
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To the great detriment of the discipline of ethnography, Bíró returned to his work as a naturalist following his homecoming, dedicating the years up to his death in 1931 to putting his zoology collection in order.[571] Though he wrote several articles for the broader public and held numerous lectures on ethnography, he never wrote his oft-promised magnum opus on the cultures of Astrolabe Bay and the other places he had visited, leaving only a single published article on fishing and seafaring in the Bismarck Islands, written in Hungarian, to conclude his career in ethnography (BÍRÓ 1905). The portion of his collection appearing in print is smaller than that which has not, and though Bodrogi has discussed artefacts from the Bíró Collection in his own publications, the entire material has never been analysed in full. In the light of the above, it seems hardly necessary to emphasise Bíró’s immense contribution to the field of ethnography: his legacy to the museum includes more than a third of the 14,852 artefacts belonging to the Oceania Collection, a total of 5519 objects, several thousand pages of labels and notes, and several hundred archived photographs.[572]

Between 1893 and 1898, during the period Fenichel and Bíró were active in New Guinea, another Hungarian, Rudolf Festetics (1865–1943), was also present in the region. The circumstances of Festetics’s journey, however, were radically different from those of his compatriots. Unlike Fenichel or Bíró, who were both of common birth, Count Festetics came from a noble family and was therefore able to finance a honeymoon sailing trip around the world from his own fortunes, at the same time satisfying his lust for adventure. The count and his new wife set off for the Pacific Islands in a 76-ton goelette christened the Tolna, ending their journey eight years later when the boat ran aground on Minicoy Island in the Maldives, wrecking the ship in the process.

Festetics’s account of his travels was published in three lavishly illustrated volumes, two in French (FESTETICS 1903; 1904) and one in Hungarian (FESTETICS 1905).[573] The period relevant to the present work extends from the time Festetics left San Francisco for Polynesia in 1893 until he completed his tour of Oceania in 1896. In Polynesia, Festetics visited Hawaii, Tahiti, Samoa, and the Fiji, Tubuai, and Cook Islands. Then, in June 1895, he set off again from Sydney for Melanesia, passing through the New Hebrides, the Solomon Islands, where he spent an extended period of time, the Bismarck, Admiralty, and Palau Islands, and finally, Japan. Festetics left Melanesia in April of 1896 to spend the remainder of his world tour in Japan, Hong Kong, Singapore, the Philippines and Sulu Islands in Indonesia, and Borneo, where he stopped off before sailing round India for home.

Festetics donated his collection of 1630 artefacts and several hundred excellent photographs[574] to the Hungarian National Museum on the occasion of its 100th anniversary as a “modest indication of the affection and commitment I always felt for my homeland during the years spent in far-away lands” (FESTETICS 1902:56; 1904:56). The collection’s strength lies in its Melanesian material, particularly the pieces acquired in the Solomon and Admiralty Islands. As noted by Jankó (1902b:58–59), Festetics’s donation perfectly complemented the collections of Fenichel and Bíró, providing the museum with material from Polynesia and, most importantly, from virtually every major group of islands in Melanesia. Festetics’ gift was the third largest body of Oceanian material in the museum’s possession, and though the count had visited territories that were well-charted and therefore more or less familiar to world travellers, none had yet been explored with a view to ethnography.
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Compared to the three men described doctor above, Oszkár Vojnich (1864–1914), a wealthy doctor and landowner from the Vajdaság region (modern Voivodina in Serbia), was an individual of somewhat lesser stature. As was the custom among aristocrats of his time, Vojnich spent much of his life travelling and hunting, his various trips spanning several continents: North America in 1893 (VOJNICH 1894), the Pacific islands between December 6, 1906 and May 30, 1908, India, South-East Asia and Indonesia between December 1910 and January 31, 1912 (VOJNICH 1913a, 1913b). For his travels in Oceania, he departed from Australia, proceeding from one location to the next by regular steamship service. The first loop of his route took him first to New Zealand, the Cook Islands, and Tahiti; then through San Francisco to the Hawaiian Islands, Fiji, Tonga and Samoa; and finally back to New Zealand and Australia. Departing from Australia a second time, he visited the Bismarck Islands and the Astrolabe Bay region of New Guinea, then passed through the Philippines before leaving the area for Hong Kong and Macao. An account of his travels was published in both Hungarian and English upon his return (VOJNICH 1908, 1909). His collection of artefacts from Oceania amounted to less than 100 items, though he did leave behind an excellent collection of photographs, of which 122 were taken in Oceania, primarily in the Fiji Islands and New Guinea.[575]
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Vojnich was the last of the Hungarian travellers collecting ethnographic material before the outbreak of World War 1, marking the end of the initial period of dynamic expansion in the life of the museum’s Oceania Collection. A few lesser-known contributors must also be mentioned, who also contributed to the collection’s growth. The first of these is Colonel Sir Walter Buller,[576] whose contribution of several dozen artefacts in 1891 belong to the earliest items in the Oceania Collection. Little is known about this early collector: he was a military officer in New Zealand, a member of the Royal Society, and in all probability a recognised ornithologist, as his donation included a book of his own authorship on the birds of New Zealand. From his correspondence[577] and the hand-written catalogue that accompanied the collection (cp. Appendix 8.1), it appears that Buller came into contact with the directorship of the museum through a certain Dr. Van Hayek of Vienna (about whom nothing is known except that he was a friend of both Buller and the director of the museum). Buller responded to the director’s request for a collection of various natural history and ethnographic specimens by assembling the entire range of needed items (including every one of the 30 species of bird missing from the museum’s ornithology collection) and generously donating them as a gift. His original catalogue mentions 269 different items, though the majority were natural history specimens and “miscellaneous” other material. As far as the ethnographic portion of the collection is concerned, the original catalogue allows for an estimate of about 80 items, of which one item was transferred to the Antiquities Department in 1913. Jankó mentions 72 pieces in his “ethnographic statistics” (JANKÓ 1894:105). Of the items donated by Buller, 27 Maori artefacts from New Zealand and 6 from the Chatam Islands are especially significant, as they date to the time of the radical transformation and disappearance of “traditional” Maori culture. In a letter addressed to Van Hayek, Buller rightly notes that “these ethnographic objects, which have become quite rare in our times, will be of considerable value to the museum.” Three objects from the Buller Collection, two trolling hooks and one large wooden bottom hook, were included by Jankó in an article discussing fishing implements from the museum’s collections, published in 1892.[578]

The name of Giovanni Bettanin first appears in the inventory books of the Department of Ethnography around the turn of the century. Judging from the name and from the dates and locations mentioned, Bettanin almost certainly belonged to a class of Italian “antiquities dealers”[579] within the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy whose commercial activities spanned the entire Asian continent. The Oceanian and Asian material of the Bettanin Collection was acquired through three separate purchases in 1897, 1899, and 1904, while the “Adriatic Coast” portion was acquired, partly through purchase and partly through donation, in 1908. The full collection is exceptional in terms of both quality and quantity, with 1257 of more than 2000 objects originating from Oceania.[580] The majority of Bettanin’s Oceania material comes from Melanesia, predominantly from the former German colonies (including the entire north-eastern coast of New Guinea from Aitape to the Tami Islands, as well as nearly all of the Bismarck Islands, New Ireland, New Britain, and the Nissan, Tanga, and parts of the Solomon Islands). Additional material comes from Polynesia (and particularly Tonga Island) and Indonesia (Nias or the Sulu Islands). Pieces of particular value to the museum’s Oceania Collection include malangan figures and masks, mostly from New Ireland, bark cloth masks from the Nissan and Tanga Islands, and a dance shield from the Solomon Islands.[581] Detracting from the value of the collection is the lack of any written documentation on the provenance of individual pieces or other important information related to their manufacture or use.

Around the turn of the century, European museums often made use of naval ships for the purpose of gathering material for their ethnographic collections. This method was employed in the case of the S. M. S. Panther, an Austro-Hungarian warship that collected 207 pieces for the museum in 1907.[582] The correspondence, original catalogue, and notes pertaining to the S. M. S. Panther’s voyage, now preserved in the museum’s manuscript archives, reveal something of the circumstances under which the objects were acquired.[583] From a letter dated November 24, 1904, written by Vilibáld Semayer (cp. Appendix 8.2), it appears that on November 11 of the same year, the War Ministry wrote a letter to the museum, asking for a rough description of what the museum might be looking for in the event the ship should endeavour to collect ethnographic objects during its voyage to Australia, New Zealand, and New Caledonia. In his response, Semayer noted that the museum would be particularly interested in ethnographic specimens from New Zealand and New Caledonia, as these territories were “seriously underrepresented in the collection. Hence objects from these places would be of great significance to us, even if they could only be obtained at a substantial price. We would like to procure not so much series of items, as two or three pieces of each type.” To facilitate the work of the S. M. S. Panther’s crew, Semayer added a catalogue of items from New Caledonia to his letter. Writing on the subject of New Zealand ethnographica, he made especial mention of the “taboo house carvings” he knew to be “reproductions or imitations [Nachahmungen], which the natives continue to carve today; most European museums possess only such imitations”. In the remainder of his letter, Semayer discusses issues of conservation, packaging, and transportation (cp. Appendix 8.3).

In another letter dated May 18, 1906, Semayer speaks of the belated arrival of the collection and discusses the issue of final payment, proposing that the director of the museum issue a “temporary receipt” and pay for the collection in instalments. A list of the collected items from 1908, “Catalogue of the objects collected by the warship Panther and purchased for 5000 crowns,” includes the following items: a hand-written list, in English, of 206 objects acquired as 151 individual purchases;[584] another list on the stationery of a Sydney art dealer known as “Tost and Rohu,” issued to Captain Ludwig Ritter von Höhnel from between August 4 and 11, 1905;[585] a supplementary list of a further 24 objects, written in German; and a re-typed version of the original hand-written list in English, with inventory numbers included. From these documents it is apparent that the S. M. S. Panther toured the Pacific along its usual route through Aden, Colombo, and Java, arriving in Sydney in 1905. There, it purchased a collection originally comprising 236 pieces, which was sent to Budapest. The collection arrived in 1908, at which point the museum paid the remaining amount of the purchase price and inventoried all items. The letterhead of the Tost and Rohu company, from which the artefacts were acquired, shows a detailed, photograph-like drawing of a curio shop, with the figure of a male Australian aborigine holding a boomerang leaning against the shop.[586] Several artefacts still have the original card with the abbreviated, stamped version of the letterhead on the company stationery on one side, and a hand-written name of the object on the other.[587] Together, the stationery and the cards give clear indication of how the ethnographic specimens for the museum were actually procured: they were purchased from an ethnographica dealer: the Tost and Rohu “museum” cum souvenir shop in Sydney.

Despite the negative connotations usually associated with the term souvenir, the fact that the objects were purchased in this manner does not necessarily detract from their value. In truth, there was virtually no difference between the activities of such souvenir shops and that of antiquities dealers such as Bettanin. The turn of the century and the decades thereafter abounded in traders who worked for the benefit of tourists and museums, selling the better pieces to museums, collectors, and experts in the field, and items of poorer quality to art and souvenir shops for tourists. The type and quality of the artefacts sold and the amount of information provided frequently depended less on the seller than on the needs (and purse strings) of the buyer. Founded in 1860,[588] Tost and Rohu was a well-known, respectable company, whose stamped cards, bearing the company name, served as a certificate of origin for the purchased articles. We know that the collections of several museums, including that of The Australian Museum in Sydney, contain artefacts purchased from the company.[589] It is therefore not mere coincidence that the S. M. S. Panther chose to make its purchases from this particular establishment.

The collection acquired by the S. M. S. Panther actually covers a significantly larger area than Semayer had originally requested. In fact, the objects purchased came from virtually the entire expanse of the Pacific Islands, including British and German New Guinea, the Bismarck Islands (New Britain and New Hannover), the Admiralty Islands, the Solomon Islands, the Santa Cruz Islands, the New Hebrides, New Caledonia, Fiji, Samoa, Micronesia (including the Gilbert, Marshall, and Exchequer Islands), New Zealand, and Australia. Many of the items are among the museum’s most guarded treasures.[590]

In addition to the individuals mentioned above, three other pre-1914 contributors to the Oceania Collection must be mentioned, though more for their significance as historical figures than for the items they contributed. The first, Lajos Kossuth, was the leader of the Hungarian War of Independence of 1848 and 1849. The nineteen objects from his estate now among museum holdings were acquired in December 1914.[591] According to entries in the Acquisitions Register, the artefacts came from Asia Minor (or East Asia), Syria, the Caucasus, and North America, though a survey of actual inventory records permits the addition of Turkey, Kütahya, Indochina, and China to this list. Of these pieces, two are from Oceania: a comb from Samoa and a wooden dagger set with shark’s teeth from the Gilbert Islands in Micronesia.[592] It is not known how and when Kossuth had acquired these artefacts.

The North American pieces in the collection are known to have been acquired during Kossuth’s tour of the United States in 1852.[593] Artefacts in the collection from “Asia Minor,” the Caucasus, and Syria are likely traceable to the time Kossuth spent in Asia Minor and Kütahya, at least judging from the entry in the inventory book in which the provenance of two pieces is specified as “Kutahia”.[594] It is possible that the Indian and Chinese items too came into the governor’s possession during his journeys in Asia Minor. Kossuth is not known to have visited the region of Oceania.

In 1921, the Museum of Applied Arts transferred an assemblage containing 1233 lots from the bequest of world-famous art trader and traveller Ferenc Hopp (1833–1919) to the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum.[595] Included in the collection were objects from every continent on the globe. In her 1994 work on Hopp’s life, Marianne Felvinczi Takács writes of five separate world tours, of which four involved time spent in Oceania: the first, from October 3, 1882 until August 20, 1883; the second, from May 10, 1893 until June 24, 1894, the fourth, from late March through September 2, 1905, and the fifth, from November 7, 1913 until July 25, 1914. Hopp began collecting ethnographica during the first of these tours. Heading first for Australia through the Suez Canal and passing through Ceylon, the world traveller eventually proceeded eastward through the Torres Straits to Java, and finally to India, China, Japan, and the United States. The earliest piece in the collection, an ostrich egg from Aden, originates from this period.

On his second trip, Hopp departed from the western shores of the United States for Hawaii, proceeding thereafter to Samoa and New Zealand, and finally skirting Tasmania and the southern coast of Australia until he reached the Indian Ocean. According to his biographer, this second journey was conceived primarily for the purposes of collecting ethnographic artefacts, even though Hopp’s interest in the lands of the Pacific Ocean was also motivated by his interest in the wonders of nature, as shown by the visit to the Kilauea Volcano of Hawaii and the desire to view the geysers as the primary reason for visiting New Zealand.

Hopp’s fourth circuit was more or less a repeat of his first, taking him across the Indian Ocean to Australia, where he stopped in Perth and Adelaide before moving on to New Zealand, the Fiji Islands, and Hawaii. Finally, the fifth tour took him through Colombo to South-East Asia, where he put off from Saigon to visit Angkor, Java, and New Guinea. In the case of New Guinea, Hopp sailed along the northern coast from west to east, stopping off in Rabaul, the capital of New Britain, then leaving the area for the Philippines. During these two latter voyages, Hopp found himself with ample opportunity for adding to his collections. Some 100 objects in Hopp’s Oceania collection are chiefly from Polynesia, and particularly New Zealand (as well as from Samoa, Fiji, and Hawaii), though a significant number are also from New Guinea and other islands of Melanesia. Most are objects used by the native peoples in their daily life (baskets, fans, grass skirts, grass mats, jewellery, weapons, vessels, and fishing implements) though a few, such as the tribal chief ’s badges and ornamental axe from New Zealand, were used for official or ceremonial purposes.

In contrast to Ferenc Hopp, a third contributor of historical fame, Count Jenő Zichy (1837–1906) never actually visited Oceania, passing closest to the region on his third expedition (1897–1898). Zichy probably purchased the Oceania portion of his collection in Singapore (or Shanghai) some time near the end of this trip, though the objects in question may also have been acquired in the course of earlier or later collecting activity.[596] In 1920, the Zichy Collection, comprising 1384 artefacts from Hungary, Europe, Asia, Africa, Australia, Oceania, and other locations, was added to museum holdings, originally in the form of a deposit. Of these, only 70–80 objects originate from Oceania, notably ethnographica from Polynesia and the Solomon Islands, as well as a body of material from Australia consisting primarily of boomerangs and other weapons.[597]

Additions to the Oceania Collection during the inter-war period were scarce and came in the form of gifts, rather than as the result of conscious collecting activity. One case is point is the donation by Károly Sándor Verebélyi, a trader and pearl fisher, who spent long years in the region of the Trobriand and Louisiade Islands off the southeastern tip of New Guinea. Bronisław Malinowski, the father of social anthropology, mentions Verebélyi twice in his diary,[598] confirming the entry in the Accessions Register specifying that Verebélyi had sojourned in Oceania around the 1910s and 1920s. In 1928, Verebélyi donated a collection of 180 ethnographic objects to the museum.[599] The pieces represent virtually every aspect of everyday life and include many beautifully carved ebony objects: lime spatulas, chieftain’s staffs, Kula jewellery, and intriguing pig statues of unknown function.

Of the collectors enriching the museum’s holdings, Géza Róheim (1891–1953), the acclaimed pioneer of psychoanalytic ethnography, was the single professional ethnographer. Unlike the assemblages acquired previously, Róheim’s collection was founded on true anthropological fieldwork and practical research aimed at the solution of contemporary theoretical problems. During the 1920s and 1930s, one fashionable research theme of anthropology was whether the Oedipus complex was a universal phenomenon, known among so-called primitive peoples too, or a trait limited to the Western psychological make-up alone. The debate was initiated by Malinowski’s study Die mutterrechtliche Familie und das Oedipus-komplex (MALINOWSKI 1924), in which the author challenged the theory that the Oedipus complex existed in matrilineal societies. Siding with Sigmund Freud, the psychoanalytic school of ethnography disputed the evidence cited by Malinowski and sought evidence for the universality of the Oedipus complex through ethnographic fieldwork. Róheim, one of the most qualified psychoanalytic researchers of his time, was a natural candidate for the job. The Greek Princess Maria Bonaparte, one of Freud’s most devoted followers, financed a three-year expedition (1928–1931) so that Róheim might conduct fieldwork in Somalia, Central Australia, the Massim Region of south-eastern New Guinea, and Normanby Island, and among the Yuma of California.
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Of the locations Róheim visited, Central Australia and the Island of Normanby fall within the bounds of Oceania. The selection of sites in this particular region of the world was intentional.[600] In order to demonstrate the universality of the Oedipus complex, it was necessary for Róheim to study peoples then considered to be living examples of prehistoric humankind. By the standards of the time, the Australian aborigines qualified as the most primordial population. On February 28, 1929, Róheim departed from Adelaide for Alice Springs, where he collected objects from the Aranda, Loritja, Pitjantjatjara and other tribes living near Hermannsburg Mission, Mt. Liebig, Hasst Bluff, and Ayers Rock.[601] The resulting 200-piece collection was donated to the museum in December of 1932, with an additional 27 pieces contributed in January of 1935.[602] The collection includes an impressive total of 83 churingas.[603] Although Róheim published some of these churingas with a description of the myths associated with them, the entire collection has not yet appeared in print. Since the artefacts collected by Róheim were received without accompanying field notes, we can only hope that they will perhaps be discovered among Róheim’s extant papers.[604]

The second of Róheim’s Oceanian destinations, Normanby Island, was also a conscious choice. Hoping to disprove Malinowski’s views, he needed to conduct fieldwork among people who resembled those researched by the rival anthropologist. He therefore selected a location in the Massim region, the south-eastern end of the Normanby Island, bound to the Trobriand Islands by the Kula Ring. Róheim spent nine months on Normanby in 1930 collecting a total of 221 objects[605] associated with nearly every aspect of the lives of the native inhabitants. The notes that originally accompanied the collection have since been lost,[606] though the objects themselves, along with a number of phonograph cylinders,[607] arrived at the museum in September 1932, several months after delivery of the Australian collection. Unfortunately, nothing is known regarding the fate of Róheim’s photographs and film footage, which have apparently vanished without a trace.

Closing the list of collectors from the inter-war period is Horst von Bandat (1895– 1982), a Hungarian geologist with a German name, who, during his career as a field geologist with the Dutch Shell Company, spent a decade searching for oil in Indonesia (Sumatra, Celebes, and Borneo) and western New Guinea. Between 1936 and 1938, von Bandat participated in the BACOPA expedition, organised by a joint concession enterprise for Bataafsche (the Dutch Shell Company) and Pacific Petroleum (Standard Oil of New York and California). The objective was a geological survey of the north-western tip of New Guinea.[608] In the course of his work, von Bandat came into contact primarily with the inhabitants of the Salawati and Rombombo Islands just off the coast of the mainland. However, most of the items he collected actually originated from other locations, including the north-western coast of Arguni Bay, the Bomberai Peninsula, the isthmus of the Bintuni Gulf (Modan), and the lower reaches of the Blumen River. Given the relatively early date of von Bandat’s presence in the region,[609] the best pieces in his collection are a series of Asmat objects from the Blumen River area, including skull trophies, shields, and prow ornaments. The geologist’s collections from the other two areas too contain rare and significant items, such as an unusual helm-mask from the Modan region and a number of korvar figures. Von Bandat’s donation to the museum comprised 120 artefacts received in June 1940, followed by 15 others a month later.[610] The report of the expedition authored by von Bandat himself and an illustrated catalogue of the collection were published in 1992 (HÁLA–VARGYAS 1992).
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The division of Europe and Hungary’s eventual alignment with the Soviet Bloc following World War 2 did little to promote the expansion of overseas collections, and in fact even the meagre opportunities described above were lost. Hungarian ethnographers found themselves prohibited from travelling abroad to conduct research or pursue professional interests. Thus, the cultures to which they had dedicated their professional career were known to them only through books and the collections the museum had previously acquired. The entries in the inventory books from this period reflect the meagre quality of post-war acquisitions and the tragic historical circumstances.

In 1949, the museum inventoried 15 objects[611] previously owned by the HungarianAmerican Oil Industry Shareholding Company (MAORT). The objects had originally belonged to the estate of Simon Papp (1886–1970), the company’s General Manager, who was sentenced to life imprisonment in one of the many showcase trials held after the war. The museum, however, had acquired the material not from its original owner, but “by purchase from the factory workers’ committee.”[612]

Most of what is known about Papp’s career comes from his autobiography, published in 1996. According to his writings, he had surveyed for oil in New Guinea for the AngloPersian Oil Company between 1928 and 1929. Departing from Australia on January 25, 1928, he first set out for Port Moresby, the then capital of Papua, travelling from there to the Cape Vogel Peninsula (today part of Milne Bay Province) on the north-eastern tip of the island. From the port of Giva, he continued on foot to the Cape Vogel Oil drilling site at Kukuia, a one-day trek. He remained at the site until the end of June of the same year, when illness forced him to suspend his work and seek treatment in Rabaul (Kokopo), the capital of New Britain. In August and September of 1928, while he recuperated from his illness, Papp wrote a report on his findings (“The Geology of Part of the Cape Vogel Peninsula, North-East Papua”). His autobiography contains little of interest regarding this first part of his journey, mentioning by name only the hill country of Varabbi-Madawebi and the village of Guru, from where his porters carried him on a litter back to Rabaul for medical treatment (PAPP 1996:61–68).

On September 12, 1928, Papp set out again, stopping at Vitu, Madang and Karkar Islands, (the latter called Volcano Island by him) before his arrival at the mission of Marienberg near the mouth of the Sepik River on September 20. Some four kilometres north of the mission lay the derricks of Ormildah Oil Company Ltd. on a concessional area of the Sepik Valley Oil Company, where he worked until March 18, 1929.[613] Though Papp again writes little about the months he spent there, it is clear that he covered virtually the entire Sepik region in the course of his geological work. He mentions the villages of Masan, Murik, and Mobuk by name (the latter can no longer be identified), Angorum [Angoram], nearby Mabe (perhaps Mambel by the River Sepik), Timbunke and Lake Chambri (called Chamburi in his book) along the middle reaches of the River Sepik, Washkuk along the river’s upper reaches, the “Chiungai” hills, which lay somewhere along the River Korewori, and the village of Chehovia in the same region.

Papp reached the latter in November or December 1928 following a 24-day trek, during which he visited the region’s limestone caves. Several details in Papp’s description of this excursion allow the identification of the area lying along the Korewori River, a tributary of the Sepik: the great distance from the Sepik, a small “hook figure”,[614] the perhaps most valuable item in his collection, and the limestone caves, which the locals believed to be occupied by spirits, though Papp himself found nothing there but bats. Similarly to the region’s then still functional “hook figures”, the pieces from the caves of the Upper Korewori represent a distinctive sub-style within the art of the Sepik area. These figures were first discovered and described by the German researcher Eike Haberland in the 1960s (HABERLAND 1968; Haberland-Seyfarth 1974). Thus, both Papp’s early meeting with “the natives, who had never seen a white man before,” and the objects he collected from them are particularly valuable pieces.

Details regarding the time Papp spent on the banks of the Sepik are scant. In one instance, he describes a large festival with singing and dancing (sing-sing) held by the natives of the Sepik region for the residents of the Marienberg mission during Christmas of 1928. In the course of the all-day festivities, 1500 participants “consumed 2 oxen, 2 pigs, 3 tons of sago, and a good many sacks of rice”. During his travels, Papp met several individuals whose names are familiar to international scholarship: Gregory Bateson, who later achieved fame as an anthropologist,[615] who took the same ship from Marienberg, and Father Kirschbaum, head of the mission station at Marienberg, whose name appears among those of colonial officers and missionaries serving in the area.

Leaving the Sepik in March of 1929 and proceeding through Wewak, Papp began his survey of the Hanseman Coast and the adjacent areas (he mentions only the villages of Sir and Kazimin by name). Once his survey was complete, he returned to Wewak, where he boarded a ship and returned to Port Moresby by way of Alexishafen, Madang, the Maklay Coast, the Huon Gulf, and Samarai. In Port Moresby, Papp compiled three further geologic reports on the areas he had surveyed,[616] thus bringing his extended tour of Oceania to a close. Shortly thereafter, Papp returned to Hungary, where his work helped lay the groundwork for the domestic petroleum mining industry. Unfortunately, in the years following Papp’s imprisonment, much of his collection, along with film footage, equipment, notes, photomaps, photographs, and books, was confiscated, destroyed, or lost.[617]

In 1951, the museum received a further 15 items from the von Bandat Collection.[618] Regarding the mode of acquisition, the entry in the Accessions Register reads “transferred during re-settlement”. Additional objects from the private collection of von Bandat, a man of noble lineage with a German family background were acquired in this manner.

The same year, the museum inventoried four maces from the Solomon Islands[619] originally handed over by the Central Office for Abandoned Assets in 1945. The artefacts had previously belonged to the prince of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha. Another entry in the Accessions Register from as late as 1959 lists an Australian boomerang and bull-roarer as having been “received from the state police”.[620] Several other pieces, including additional artefacts from the Bíró and Verebélyi Collections, were transferred from the local museums of their hometowns or the collections of their former schools and school museums as a result of compulsory institutional centralisation.[621]

During the 1970s, as political tensions within the country eased, ethically questionable modes of collection enlargement were discarded, and new opportunities presented themselves (at least theoretically) for the collection of non-European ethnographica.Though some Hungarian ethnographers now succeeded in travelling to do fieldwork, activity surrounding the Oceania collection remained more or less stagnant. In describing the collection’s development between 1945 and 1975, Bodrogi (1989) was able to recount only the “political acquisitions” mentioned above and a handful of donations, purchases, and exchanges involving Hungarians living abroad. Of these, the first is associated with the name of László Vimláti, an anthropologist living in Sydney, who in 1968 donated several artefacts from Arnhem Land in northern Australia, including two valuable bark paintings.[622] At roughly the same time, the museum received a collection of small, recent Easter Island objects for its Oceania Collection from Montreal physician and bacteriologist György Nógrádi.[623]

During the 1970s, the museum received an assemblage from Tennant Creek, donated by gold digger László Pintér.[624] The artefacts in this latter collection consisted primarily of stone tools (stone blades, spearheads, knives, scrapers and the like) collected as surface finds in the region inhabited by the Warramunga and Walbiri tribes of the Northern Territory, an assemblage which would be equally at home in an archaeological collection. However, the aborigines living in this area of Australia still manufactured chipped stone implements until very recently (and in some cases, they still do), and there is little difference between 100-year-old objects and those manufactured a thousand years ago. Thus, these surface finds provide a good illustration of aboriginal culture at the time of the European conquest and together with the raw materials also donated by Pintér (kangaroo sinew, spinifex gum, cord made of human hair, etc.), they provide a fair picture of the techniques used in aboriginal manufacture. Included in the collection are various utensils and weapons (boomerangs, shields, wooden bowls), musical instruments, and ritual objects (didgeridoos, churingas, bull-roarers, etc.), which together serve as an excellent parallel to the Central Australian material collected by Róheim.

 

In 1953 and 1954, the renowned prehistorian László Vértes, discoverer of the early hominid remains at Vértesszőlős, sold the museum two priceless old wooden statues from Easter Island[625] acquired on the international market. The museum received a Maori statue and several other non-European artefacts from Vértes’s estate in 1970.[626]

Given the prevailing circumstances – Hungary’s limited resources, its political and economic isolation, and the lack of opportunities for fieldwork or the purchase of ethnographica on the international market – one of the few methods left for expanding and improving the scientific value of the Oceania Collection was that of inter-museum exchange. In 1962, for example, the museum conducted an exchange with the Museum für Völkerkunde in Basel. The assemblage thus received included articles of high artistic value collected in the Middle Sepik region and along the River Maprik by Alfred Bühler, the famous Swiss expert on Oceania, and complemented the material brought back by Bíró from the Lower Sepik region (Bodrogi 1989:65). This material also enabled the presentation of the Sepik region, one of the most significant style provinces of New Guinea, to the broader public. The museum conducted a separate and entirely different series of exchanges with three foreign collectors, the Swiss Maurice Bonnefoy, the Belgian Émile Deletaille, and the American-Mexican Everett Rassiga, between 1973 and 1980. The main goal of the transactions was not the improvement of the collection, but the acquisition of certain items for the museum’s permanent ethnological exhibition, then under development. Though it is beyond the scope of this study to discuss the details of the negotiations preceding the exchange, certain moral concerns and museological issues must be briefly mentioned in connection with them. The museum had hoped to procure pieces of high artistic value through these exchanges, artefacts considered particularly representative of the art of a given area, which for historical reasons were lacking from its collections and therefore intended to make the exhibition visually more attractive. The surviving records[627] and the recollections of the museum staff[628] confirm the above assertion that the rationale behind the exchanges was the acquisition of new pieces for the planned exhibition.[629]

Even accepting this principle, there remains the problem of what artefacts can be “sacrificed” in an exchange of this type. Should a museum split up, for example, its traditional, irreplaceable non-European collections (such as the Bíró Collection), on which its international reputation is based, simply because they could not be enlarged under the given historical circumstances, and exactly because they contain large series of a particular type? Should a museum impoverish one extraordinarily rich collection, reducing its size and quality to the mediocre, for the purpose of creating a second, equally mediocre collection? Does the end justify the means, and if so, then to what extent should such activity be allowed?

In view of the circumstances described above, it is quite obvious that the Museum of Ethnography does not possess enough material from Oceania, or for that matter from Africa or any other non-European territory, to warrant the sacrifice of even a single item from these collections. It is my belief that the only acceptable course would be to exchange Hungarian ethnographic artefacts for objects originating outside Hungary, since only in the case of Hungarian material may we speak of an abundance of available artefacts.[630]

In terms of the Oceania Collection, the issue was whether the museum should permit the exchange of Oceanian artefacts for African or American ones. Seeing that the Oceania Collection was (and still is) the museum’s single collection containing tradable objects, it was this collection that “financed” the development of all the others. Even an approximate estimate suggests that the number of Oceanian items lost in these transactions lie in the hundreds, the number of Oceanian items received in the same manner barely exceeds a dozen. The museum received predominantly pre-Columbian objects and African statuary in exchange for its Oceanian treasures. This practice is unacceptable, especially in the light of the fact that none of the African or American objects acquired thus was intrinsically related to existing material. It would seem, rather, that museum officials used the exhibition as a pretext for obtaining material from territories unrepresented in its collections at the expense of others. This raises the questions of to what extent the Museum of Ethnography should transform its profile into that of a “museum of primitive art,” even for the immediate purposes of an exhibition, and what general criteria should be established with regard to the development policy of museum collections?

While the newly-acquired objects did fit into the overall concept of the planned exhibition, they fell outside the framework of the museum’s existing collections. The museum might have done better to enlarge the Oceania collection by acquiring objects from the Highlands of New Guinea, for example, an exchange the Papua National Museum and Gallery in Port Moresby would certainly have found tempting.[631] For that matter, the Polynesian Collection might have been improved, rather than reduced.[632]

Other theoretical issues raised by the transactions concern the extent of the exchange and the de-accessioning from museum holdings of published artefacts. As regards the first, even if one does not accept the arguments presented above, it still seems obvious that a new collection cannot be built and continuously expanded at the expense of older ones. Sooner or later, one runs out of artefacts to exchange and cannot continue with the practice without endangering the core of the collections themselves. Not very long ago, the Museum of Ethnography reached this point regarding the Oceania Collection, a state of affairs probably perceived by all concerned. After the Oceanian Collection had been “exhausted”, the museum began siphoning off first the Asian (chiefly Japanese) and then the Hungarian material, at which point even the authorities warned that “another exchange of artefacts on a similar scale should be initiated only with the greatest care and with the unanimous support of domestic and foreign (Socialist) experts.”[633]

As far as published artefacts are concerned, it must be borne in mind that publication significantly increases the value of the given object on the art market since it acts as a certificate of authenticity. In the case of the series of exchanges discussed here, the records of these exchanges often included a remark that “the afore-mentioned Oceanian objects have already been analysed and published by Tibor Bodrogi,”[634] as if this were not actually a better argument for keeping the objects. To the great surprise of the international experts, a large number of the artefacts traded by the museum during this period had indeed already appeared in one or another scholarly publication.

Of course, the issue of exchange poses not only conceptual, but also various practical, administrative and financial problems. One wonders, for example, why, once it was decided that the museum should obtain pre-Columbian material for its permanent exhibition, the exhibition designers insisted on the construction of two fully outfitted pre-Columbian pyramids – one Mexican, the other Peruvian – when a single pyramid would have sufficed and would have significantly reduced the amount of material to be procured through exchange. Regarding the administrative problems, it must be mentioned that the transactions were conducted in several “rounds” in the course of one year, with modifications made on several occasions. However, the lists, proposals, and authorisation documents pertaining to individual series of exchanges do not always agree with one another: the items or numbers of items they mention do not match; items are crossed out; the proposal has been filed, but the “attached” list is missing; etc. Thus, the most important part of the documentation, a final and full list, is missing. Counter to museum regulations, only some of the file cards on the objects involved were set aside and preserved, though often without the requisite photograph. Thus, much fundamental information on the material exchanged is also missing. Given the circumstances, it should come as no surprise that Bodrogi’s proposal that “the authorisation [of exchanges] be subject to the taking of a sufficient number of photographs of all objects involved, irrespective of the already existing photographic material,”[635] was simply neglected and forgotten. In the lack of adequate records, the meticulous examination of the accessions registers and inventory books is the single means of gaining an overall picture of which pieces had been exchanged. The tangle of the exchanges can no longer be unravelled from the other surviving records.

One final issue raised by the exchanges is that of market value. Knowing that the value of an object changes over time, this issue would not even warrant discussion were it not for the discovery among museum documents of a surprising argument. While making preparations for the museum’s transaction with Rassiga, the head of the International Department wrote a letter to the Director stating that “the total value of the collection offered by Mr. E. Rassiga, expressed monetarily, is approximately 120,000 dollars, five times [my italics] the value of that offered in exchange by the Museum of Ethnography. The explanation for this imbalance is that while high quantities of pre-Columbian artefacts are discovered every year, authentic, traditionally crafted ethnographic artefacts have not been produced in the Circumpacific region for many decades and are now found only in museums and private collections. Thus, they may be acquired only through a trade of unequal monetary value” (August 9, 1973). The museum director repeated this argument in his written proposal to the museums authority: “we are offering E. Rassiga 124 objects valued at 25,000 dollars in exchange for 44 objects valued at 120,000 dollars” (November 22, 1973).[636]

This line of reasoning is surprising, to say the least. Simple common sense would dictate that the market value of any item is determined largely by its uniqueness and the difficulty of its acquisition. If, therefore, “authentic, traditionally crafted ethnographic artefacts have not been produced in the Circumpacific region for many decades and are now found only in museums and private collections,” it is quite obvious that their market value must also be quite high, with some deviation, depending on their aesthetic quality. But the art collector/dealer’s quoted price of “five times” the value of the objects offered by the museum should, in and of itself, have aroused suspicion. The very idea of an altruistic art dealer willing to enter into such an inauspicious transaction, no matter how rare the object offered, seems absurd, especially in light of the stated ratio of five-to-one. The quoted figures seem most unrealistic, raising the question of how the items were appraised and valuated.

Suffice it here to quote but one example. Some of the items exchanged by the museum have since been put up at auctions. The material acquired by Delataille, for example, included a dagger sent by Festetics from the Admiralty Islands,[637] with all probability one of the 42 pieces[638] the museum had “valued at 12,000 dollars”. On May 5, 1997, the dagger appeared in a Sotheby’s catalogue, where its estimated selling price was 8000 to 12,000 US dollars.[639] This amount, itself equal to the total price of the assemblage of 42 objects, is a strong caveat in this respect, even if a quarter century’s higher prices and inflation are taken into account.

In short, a thorough reconsideration of the role of exchange as a means of collection development seems prudent, together with the restriction of its use to the rare instances when it is warranted and to transactions with other museums rather than private collectors whenever possible. Instead of exchanges, emphasis should again be placed on fieldwork and purchase as the principal means of enlarging collections.

This sorry period of exchange in the life of the Oceania Collection was followed by a return to minor, sporadic, and incidental additions. However, none of the new acquisitions involved a professional collector, researcher, or ethnographer. Tibor Bodrogi, former curator of the Oceania Collection and the father of Oceanian studies in Hungary, never set foot in New Guinea; and while the present author has been fortunate enough to travel there, the lack of state and other funding prevented the collection of any new artefacts. The latest addition to the Oceania Collection, carvings from the Easter Island, was presented to the museum by Géza de Rosner in 1997.[640]

The composition of the collection, its geographic breakdown, its academic assessment and collection policies

There has been little consistency in the policies and concepts influencing the creation and development of the Oceania Collection over the years, which is hardly surprising in the light of the collection’s history. In the first place, the joint collection of Hungarian and foreign material naturally led towards a focus on the former. In the second place, because Hungary has never been a major political or economic power and did not possess colonies, opportunities for a Hungarian museum to collect material outside Europe were few and far between. Under such circumstances, the forms and timing of acquisitions were mostly incidental: fieldwork conducted according to a systematic policy was simply out of the question. This was particularly true of the Oceania Collection because those who submitted material were not agents or employees of the museum committed to the views and principles of the institution,[641] but individuals who donated largely randomly assembled collections of artefacts generally out of “patriotic feeling” toward their “dear homeland”. Jankó was fully aware of this situation, as shown by his remark from 1902: “In view of the meagre funds allotted to the collection of exotic articles, the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum has been concerned with international ethnography only to the extent that this is the single institution in Hungary presenting the artefacts of all the peoples of the world; the museum can devote but limited funds to these, for it is unable to meet even its Hungarian obligations. In vain do we see how passionately foreign museums compete with each other in collecting the ethnography of the Pacific, we have to content ourselves with what good luck and the winds of fortune blow our way” (JANKÓ 1902b:58; my italics).

Speaking of any consistent policy concerning the collection under these circumstances applies more to the collecting principles, rather than actual acquisitions, and to the first phases of the collection’s history than to later decades. The museum’s annual budget and the occasional extra funding were sufficient for ensuring that the museum take advantage of the opportunities available to it and purchase whatever collections it deemed important. In 1900, Jankó (1900A:36–37) listed the following state resources available to the museum for this purpose: funding from the Ministry of Religion and Public Education (Fenichel Collection, material from the Exhibition of Missionary Collection), from the Directorate of the Hungarian National Museum (Bettanin Collection, part of the Bíró Collection), the department’s annual budget (part of the Bíró Collection), and funds from the Board of the National Millennial Exhibition. However, despite these resources, onethird of all holdings acquired before 1894 came from donations. In his “ethnographic statistics”, Jankó stresses the importance of donations in maintaining and expanding the collection: “The Hungarian, when swept by fate to distant shores, remembers his homeland with a feeling of true patriotism, as is evidenced by our own list of contributors. We shall mention each and every one of them by name, as no matter how large or small the particular donation, these benefactors are our first founders.” (JANKÓ 1894:104.)
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Figure 8.12 Yangur informant with ancient artefacts, Bogadjim, Papua New Guinea, 1982

 

Under these circumstances, the museum staff had few viable approaches to consistent collection expansion and development. Of these, the emphasis on geographical totality was the one most often applied. In general, priority was given to ensuring that all major groups of islands in the region were represented. Of course, this approach met with many obstacles, including not only the political and economic factors discussed previously, but also the differing extent of the cultural transformation among Oceania’s peoples and the inaccessibility of certain territories to researchers. Bíró’s collecting activities already reflected a conscious effort regarding geographical totality. His coverage of the entire territory of former German New Guinea, including all major artistic/stylistic regions (Aitape, the Lower Sepik and Sepik–Ramu regions, Astrolabe Bay, New Ireland, the French Islands, and the Huon Gulf ), would be difficult to explain otherwise than by a consistent collecting concept.

The records from this period reflect the museum’s efforts to build a collection covering all geographic regions. Buller, for example, was given a desiderata list emphasizing the museum’s need for Maori material from New Zealand, which had by then had become quite rare. The sundry documents sent by Semayer to the Ministry of War prior to the departure of the S. M. S. Panther included a similar desiderata list. In his praise of the Festetics Collection, Jankó emphasized that prior to the arrival of the Festetics Collection, the material received from Fenichel and Bíró “represented all that the department had … originating from the islands of the Pacific. … Nothing from Micronesia, nothing from Polynesia, nothing from Melanesia, only material from the German part of New Guinea. No matter how large and valuable Bíró’s collection is, we can only fully comprehend how little this material represents of the countless islands basking in this vast sea once we are aware of the fact that each island group has its own unique culture. Herein may we fully grasp the significance of the Festetics Collection to the Department of Ethnography. … The greater portion comes from Melanesia, and is extraordinarily valuable to us because it originates not from New Guinea, but from the other islands of the region, from which we have previously had little, rather limited material, and because his collection includes objects from nearly every major island group of Melanesia. We have been fortunate to acquire a magnificent collection, which, when joined with Lajos Bíró’s collection from New Guinea, covers the ethnography of Melanesia through important and, at the same time, characteristic objects. Herein lies the significance of the Festetics collection, and we are indebted to the noble count for his patriotic sentiments.” (JANKÓ 1902b:58–59.) The museum’s efforts to build a collection covering all major regions is quite evident. It is an entirely different question that it was unable to put this principle into practice and that the development of the collection was not determined by a consistent collecting policy, but by chance.

The collection’s proportions and geographic breakdown reflects the history of the collection. Most of the pieces in the collection represent the cultures of Melanesia, and, for the historical, political, and economic reasons described above, the greater part originates from former German New Guinea. While the material from the Huon Gulf and the north-eastern coast (Aitape) is certainly impressive, the collection’s strongest point is still its unique Astrolabe Bay collection. While the holdings of other ethnographic museums comprise material from the Huon Gulf, the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest holds more material from Astrolabe Bay than all other museums put together. This collection, thanks mainly to Fenichel’s activity, is outstanding in terms of the artistic quality of its pieces (masks, telum figures, rattles, shields, etc.). The collection owes its international reputation to this material and the copious notes taken by Bíró.

In contrast to its holdings from the former German areas of New Guinea, the museum possesses very few artefacts from any other area of the islands. Minor collections from British New Guinea were brought by the S. M. S. Panther, Károly Verebélyi, and Géza Róheim, and from Dutch West New Guinea by Horst von Bandat, though the number of pieces from these regions fall far short of what would be considered significant. Because opportunities to visit New Guinea arose only in the early phases of colonial history, collecting was limited to the coastal regions colonised around the turn of the century. The museum possesses no material, for example, from the interior, mountainous region of New Guinea known as the Highlands, discovered and explored from the early 1950s, in spite of the fact that the Highlands area still a potential target for fieldwork, which, for museological reasons, should be definitely considered.

Other Melanesian island groups adequately represented in the collection include New Ireland, northern New Britain, the Admiralty Islands, and a small section of the Solomon Islands. The museum possesses very little material from the New Hebrides (Vanuatu) and virtually nothing from the former French colony of New Caledonia, a region where, as in Polynesia, native peoples underwent the process of acculturation at a fairly early date. Outstanding among the exceptionally rich Melanesian collection – even by international standards – are the malangan carvings from New Ireland, acquired for the greater part from Bettanin, but also in part from Bíró.[642]

The artefacts from Micronesia and Polynesia are inferior in both quantity and value to those from Melanesia. This is not mere chance because when Hungarian collectors reached Oceania at the turn of the 19th–20th centuries, Polynesia had already lost much of its traditional culture owing to dynamic missionary activity and the cultural impact of colonial Europeans. The same was true in Micronesia, though to a somewhat lesser extent. Much of traditional material culture, and especially the artefacts linked to religious practices, had virtually vanished. The less wealthy Hungarian late-comers could hardly expect a “good haul” for their efforts. While clothing, jewellery, weapons, and everyday utensils were still obtainable, objects of art, statuary, masks, architectural carvings, battle canoes, and the like had all but disappeared. The instructions given by Semayer to the S. M. S. Panther reflect the reality of the day, for he notes that Maori “taboo house” statuary is “by now unobtainable in its original form, but reproductions (Nachahmungen) are still produced by certain natives; most European museums in fact possess such copies.”

If the material of the Oceania Collection is broken down not by geographic area, but by artefact type, it presents the picture of a genuine ethnographic collection in the sense that the proportion of pieces qualifying as works of art (masks, statuary, carvings) is not higher than it had been in the original native culture from which they were taken or probably even lower, given the financial means of the museum’s average benefactor. While it is difficult to pinpoint the exact proportion of “artworks” among the 14,852 objects in the collection, no more than 1-2 per cent could be described as falling in this category. This proportion is obviously higher if the artefacts decorated in some manner are also included.

This figure seems natural in the case of an ethnography museum, whose objective is not to showcase “primitive art,” but to present an overall picture of past and present cultures and lifestyles, rather than a selection of objects based on preconceived and subjective notions of aesthetic or exotic quality. The aim, after all, is to present an objective cross-section of a particular culture. The Fenichel and Bíró Collections, for example, are unrivalled in this respect: Bíró took care to collect raw materials, semi-finished products, agricultural implements (digging sticks and “lump beaters”), and various tools (“sandpaper” made of rayskin, a “chisel” made of wild boar tusk, a “sewing needle” fashioned from bat bone, an implement for drilling shells), as well as “the very first iron tool from Astrolabe Bay,” an iron nail affixed to the end of a wooden stick. The overwhelming part of the collection is thus made up of everyday items (household articles and various implements, clay vessels, grass skirts and loincloths, tapa cloth, jewellery, weapons), while objects of art, generally related to religion, are more sparsely represented.

As has been already mentioned, the Oceania Collection stands out from among the other collections of the period by its exceptionally good documentation.[643] The “mute” collections assembled around the turn of the century in museums all over the world bear witness to manner in which “souvenirs” or “curios” were collected without any written records about them. Collectors like Bíró, who saw an object as an integral part of a given culture and who described its mode of preparation, decoration, and use in order to shed light on its function and cultural context were the exception, rather than the norm. Bíró’s notebooks are extraordinarily detailed because he spent six full years doing continuous fieldwork; he was not a missionary, colonial officer, or soldier who collected on the side, but a full-time researcher. It was an extraordinary achievement in his own time, and would still be considered so today, especially in the light of the fact that Bíró learned several local languages and adapted to local culture to the extent of taking native wives. Thus, in terms of the time he spent in the region, the depth of his knowledge, and his attention to documentation, Bíró was far ahead of his time. He can justly be regarded as a pioneer of long-term field research, by now a norm in the profession. The assessment of his material and field notes has occupied many generations of museologists, including the present author.

Although the Oceania Collection has grown, no matter how slowly, since the close of the 19th century, its systematic research has been neglected. Disregarding the two catalogues published during Bíró’s lifetime in 1899 and 1901, Oceanian studies simply did not exist as a discipline in Hungary until Tibor Bodrogi began his career in 1949. Thus, any discussion of the research on the Oceania Collection is by necessity restricted to his work. Bodrogi’s professional career has been treated in detail in a separate study (Vargyas 1998), and thus the discussion here will be limited to a brief summary with a focus on his work on the collection.
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Figure 8.13 Tibor Bodrogi

 

While Bodrogi’s research interest encompassed several different fields, it was his study of the Oceania Collection that truly brought his career to fruition.[644] At first, his attention was drawn to the material from Astrolabe Bay and Huon Gulf, the former the subject of his doctoral thesis (1950), the latter forming the backbone of his CSc dissertation (1961a). He devoted a series of articles to the two style provinces, regularly alternating between the one (1954a; 1959a; 1962b; 1975; 1978–1980; 1982; 1990) and the other (1949; 1953; 1955; 1956; 1961a; 1961c; 1962a). At the same time, his interest in the region began to expand, until eventually it encompassed the entire territory of German New Guinea. Thus, in 1957 he devoted a study to the region of the Sepik-Ramu confluence, in 1959 on the Gunantuna art of New Britain (1959c), in 1969 on the islands of Umboi-Siassi, in 1971 and 1977 on the material culture of the Vitu (French) Islands (1971b;1977), and finally, between 1961 and 1974, on the malangan figures and the art forms of New Ireland (1961b; 1967; 1971a; 1974). These studies were part of Bodrogi’s systematic research on the art of north-eastern New Guinea and of his efforts to describe and publish the Oceania Collection. Bodrogi treated the artefacts not as self-contained objects, but in their cultural and religious context, an approach that enriched the field of Oceanian studies with countless valuable insights. He can be credited with first “mapping” Astrolabe Bay and the Huon Gulf as an integral style province and documenting its material culture and art. He investigated the art, religion, and social fabric of areas from the medially located Rai coast to the Umboi Siassi Region, the Vitu Islands, New Britain, and New Ireland, identifying individual sub-styles and introducing the broader term “art area” to expand the somewhat narrower concept of style province. He explored the relationships between trade and art, with a focus on its impact on the latter. Throughout his career, the Oceania Collection acted both a starting point and, in the absence of field research opportunities, a solid foundation, his fons et origo, to which he returned time and again. He systematically exploited the opportunities afforded by Bíró’s notes, providing the “mute” Oceania Collection with the means to speak again and returning the objects to their broader social context. The Oceania Collection rose to international prominence from its relative obscurity through Bodrogi’s untiring work. Unfortunately, his early death prevented him from writing the Astrolabe Bay monograph that was to be one of the crowning works of his career.
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Figure 8.14 Gábor Vargyas with Yangur’s family, Bogadjim, Papua New Guinea, 1981–1982

 

Additional work on the collection has been done by two of Bodrogi’s students: Judit Antoni published an analysis of von Bandat’s collection in 1992, while the author of the present study wrote his doctoral dissertation on the material from the Massim region collected by Róheim and Verebélyi in 1980. Additional studies on Massim material were based largely on this latter work (Vargyas 1979; 1980b; 1981; 1984–1985; 1991). Other works include an “illustrated history” of former German New Guinea, based on Lajos Bíró’s popular writings and photographs, covering topics such as the lifestyle of colonial officers, the relationships and “marriages” between European men and native women, and the conflicts between colonists and indigenous peoples (Vargyas 1981). Von Bandat’s journal, photographs, and biography were published together with a discussion on various objects from his collection (Hála–Vargyas 1992). Mention must be made of the fieldwork in Astrolabe Bay in Papua New Guinea in 1981–1982, which was in part conducted with the purpose of re-documenting several groups of objects in the Oceania Collection (Vargyas 1987). A general history of the Oceania Collection has also appeared in print (Vargyas 1992).[645]


 

Appendix 8.1

W. Buller’s letters to Dr. Van Hayek in Vienna and the list of items collected by him[646] 

“Wellington, N.Z. December 24, 1890. Dear Dr. Van Hayek, I have got the two cases... [unreadable – G. V.] packed for the National Museum. I enclose a list of the contents. Will you kindly forward it to the director, with a translation if necessary. You will see that I have managed to get together a very nice representative collection. The ethnological objects which are now getting very rare, will I think be much valued by the Museum. I was in some difficulty about forwarding the cases to Hungary, but the German Vice-Consul here has relieved me of that and promised to do everything that is necessary. He will send a Bill of Lading [?] to you, and the duplicate to the director of the National Museum. I shall instruct my agent to effect an insurance for L 100. Believe me, Dear Dr. Van Hayek, I... [unreadable – G. V.] Walter Buller. P.S. Wishing you all the compliments of the… [unreadable – G. V.] – a merry Xmas.”

 

Letter to the director of the museum

“The... [unreadable – G. V.], Wellington, N.Z., Jan.1.1891. To the Director, National Museum, Budapesth, Hungary. Dear Sir, Through our mutual friend Dr. Van Hayek of Vienna, I am sending, as a gift to the National Museum two cases containing a collection of Natural History and Ethnological objects from New Zealand and the South Seas. I enclose a list of contents (in all 269 objects). I duly received your list of desiderata, forwarded through Dr. Van Hayek, and I have been able to supply thirty specimens of New Zealand birds at present absent from your collection. I have also suceeded in getting for you portions [?] of the skeleton of several species of the extinct Dinornis. Trusting that everything will reach you in good order. I am [unreadable – G. V.] Walter Buller. P.S. The German Vice-Consul here has promissed to attend to the shipping of the two cases and he will forward you the list of the lading [?] in due course.”

“List of Objects, Presented to the National Museum of Hungary by Sir Walter Buller, KCMG [Knight Commander of the Order of St Michael and St. George, G. V.], FRS [Fellow of the Royal Society, G. V.].

I. Natural History. 1) Thirty specimens of New Zealand Birds, being desiderata in the National Museum, namely: …

II. Ethnological specimens. 1) New Zealand: 1) Piupiu: Maori woman’s best kilt or petticoat made of Phormium leaves and fibre partly dyed in hinau-bark water. 2) Puriki: Maori woman’s rain-cloak made from fibre of Cordyline australis and Phormium tenax mixed. 3) Maori paddle. 4) Small water calabash. 5) Food calabash (made by the Maoris formerly): ornamented with »tattoo« markings. 6) Four stone axes (different types). 7) Stone axe in handle. 8) ditto (somewhat different shape). 9) Two fish-hooks faced with paua shell (Haliotis iris) and barbed with bone. 10) Two ditto, barbed with iron. 11) One fish-hook faced with paua shell and ornamented with kiwi feathers. 12) Two large hooks (with bone barbs) for fishing deep-sea hapuku: one roughly carved. 13) Chief ’s hand club (mere whakaairo) elaborately carved. 14) Stone club (onewa): badge of authority. 15) Chiefs’ staff, or taiaha. 16) Tewhatewha: a fighting… [unreadable – G. V.] weapon, ornamented with pigeon’s feathers, used by the ancient maori. 17) Stone chisel (South Island of N.Z.). 18) Head of huia bird (Heteralocha acutirostris) worn by Maori girl as a neck ornament. 19) Teeth of Tiger shark: much prized by the Maoris as ear ornaments. 20) Two pieces of … [unreadable – G. V.] jade or nephrite: one partly worked by the Maori as an ear pendant; the other rough on one side and polished on the other. 21) Portion of ancient stone adze (whao). 2. Chatam Islands. Six small stone axes: one of them in process of being shaped. 3. Elsewhere: One stone axe and one stone chisel from Fiji; Two Ovulum ovum shells worn by Islanders as neck ornaments; 2 Lime spoons (Torres Island); 1 Santa Cruz club, highly ornamented; 12 Solomon Island arrows with barbed and poisoned shafts(?); 1 Solomon Island bow; 3 bows from Fiji; 2 Florida lime gourds (very curious [?]); 1 Malaita canoe (model) with paddles complete; 1 …Fijian club; 3 wooden implements (said to be chiefs’…) from Tonga; 1 nose ornament from New Caledonia (worn stuck through the cartilage and much prized):. [unreadable – G. V.]; One ijian ground mat; Three round vessels of Fijian pottery; One ditto in form of turtle; one ditto in form of basket; Two specimens full dress of Isabel Island; One full dress of woman of New Caledonia; One ditto put up in coil till wanted; One best Santa Cruz mat with fringe, made on native looms; One Cocoa nut walking stick from tonga; Two Australian Bomerangs; Two Australian Clubs; Dancing dress (New Caledonia).

III. Miscellaneous. Remarkable specimen of basin-shaped coral attached to large mother of pearl bivalve (complete); Box of kava root ready for chewing; Box of incrustations from the… Terrace… to the Tarawera eruption in 1886 which buried the terraces of Rotoruahaua in volcanic ash and… and completely effaced them; Fossil from leaves from Collingwood in the South Island; Buller’s manual of the Birds of New Zealand (with illustrations) published in 1882. Total 269 objects. Walter Buller, Jan. 1. 1891.

P.S. The paua shell (Haliotis iris) is used by the Maoris for illuminating their carvings. It is cut into round pieces and let in to represent eyes, thus giving to the otherwise… carving a sparkling effect.”

Appendix 8.2

Memorandum regarding the collection of ethnographica by the warship S. M. S. Panther.[647]

“To the Honourable Directorship of the H. N. Mus. Dear Mr. Director, Please find attached our brief collecting policy in letter form for the warship S. M. S. Panther, leaving at the beginning of the coming year for Australia, New Seeland [sic!], and New Caledonia, with the request that it be forwarded to the Naval Department of the Joint Imperial and Royal Ministry of War. Bpest, November 24, 1904. Your humble servant, Dr. Semayer, Dept. Head, Ethn. Dept., H. N. Mus.”

The letter in German, including Semayer’s corrections in the margins: “An die Marine section des K.u.K. Gemeinsamen Kriegsministeriums, Wien. In Beantwortung Ihrer w[erter] Aufforderung d[er] d[a]t[ierung] 11. November 1904… No. 2575 bin ich so frei unsere Wünsche bezüglich der durch S. M. Schiff “Panther” für die Ethnogr. Abth. des Ung. National-Museums eventuell zu veranstaltenden Sammlungen im Folgenden darzulegen. Betreffs der Hafen von Aden, Colombo und Batavien, sowie Tasmaniens hegen wir keinerlei Wunsch [margin: zum grössten Theil ohnehin unerfüllbare Wünsche]. Von Australien wären uns allerlei Arten von Waffen erwünscht, ausgenommen Bummerangs, da wir mit solchen hinlänglich versehen sind [margin: Ferner Kleidungstücke]. Neu-Caledonien und Neu-Seeland sind in unseren Sammlungen bislang sehr schwach vertreten, auf Gegenstände dortiger Provenienz würden wir daher grosses Gewicht legen (margin: auch in dem Falle, wenn der Preis der Anschaffungen ein beträchlicher wäre). Nicht so sehr Serien wären uns erwünscht, als vielmehr von jedem Typus 2-3 Stücke. Zur leichteren Orientirung lege ich einen Catalog Neu-caledonischer Stücke bei und ersuche um seinerzeitige Rücksendung desselben. Besonders aber für Schnitzereien aus Neu-Seeland, wie sie an den Tabuhäusern vorkommen, [margin: eventuell für die Bestandtheile eines ganzen Tabuhauses] würden wir sehr dankbar sein. Im Original dürften dieselben wohl nicht zu beschaffen sein, doch befassen sich [margin: noch immer einzelne] Eingeborene mit der Nachahmung derselben und sind die meisten europäischen Museen nur mit solchen Nachahmungen versehen. [margin: Ein Katalog diese Objecte – den wir gleichfalls rückbitten, ist beigelegt]. Photographien volkstümlicher Bauten, Typen und Trachten von den zu berührenden Küsten nehmen wir bereitwilligst an. Gegenstände aus Stein, Holz, Metall bedürfen einsoweilen keinerlei Conservierung, solche aus Fellen, Federn, Wollstoffen sind nach gehöriger Reinigung mit Naphtalin oder Kampfer zu bestreuen und in gut schliessenden, gegen Nässe geschützten Kisten zu verwahren. Damit die eventuell zu beschaffenden Sammlungen während des längeren Stationsaufenthatltes S. M. Schiff “Panther” in Ostasien nicht Schaden nehmen und die räumliche Beschränktheit des Schiffes vor Augen haltend, ersuchen wir die erworbenen Stücke auf unsere Kosten sobald es thunlich, an unsere Adresse verfrachten zu wollen. Mit dem Ersuchen unsere in Kürze gefassten Wünsche womöglich zu berücksichtigen, zeichnet ergebenst. Budapest, am 24. November 1904. Dr. Semayer Vilibáld. Leit.Custos der ethnogr.Abth. d.Ung. National-Museums.”

Appendix 8.3

Letter of V. Semayer to the Director on the subject of payment for the ethnographic objects collected by the warship Panter

“Dear Sir Director,

The warship S. M. S. Panther purchased ethnographic objects for our Department from Oceania at a value of 4999.47 crowns when it sailed to Australia the previous year. The Naval Department of the Joint Imperial and Royal Ministry of War has requested that you cover these expenses in a letter sent to Your Honour on April 26 and passed on to me for further action, in regard to which I am pleased to report and to recommend to Your Honour the following: the full collection purchased for our Department has not yet arrived, and the notes containing a proper description of the content of the collection were delivered only after the collection arrived. This circumstance, and our relocation to new premises, has made impossible the cataloguing of the artefacts in question and the preparation of a final receipt. Since we will only be in the position to unpack the objects without endangering their condition in our new premises, I ask Your Honour to please arrange for the naval department and payment of the purchase price such that only part of the debt is paid against a temporary receipt according to the method of instalments of which Your Honour has spoken and which we accepted, and, once the objects have been inventoried, to exchange the temporary invoice for a permanent one. I request that Your Honour please notify the Naval Department of the Joint Imperial and Royal Ministry of War as per the present report and transfer an instalment on our debt against a temporary receipt to the Imperial and Royal Marinezahlamt in Vienna. I remain you humble servant, Dr. Semayer. Budapest, 1906 V.18.” [The present text includes the extremely disorderly additions and subtractions found in the margins of the letter. G. V.]

 


“My intention has never been the mere collection of ethnographica”

Lajos Bíró: the collector and his Oceanic collection

Anna Biró

In 1896, entomologist Lajos Bíró arrived in the German-controlled territory of Papua New Guinea charged with the task of collecting natural history and ethnography specimens for the Hungarian National Museum in Budapest. The 5,519 ethnographic objects procured by this unusual collector over the next six years now make up the largest individual body of artefacts within the Oceania Collection of the Museum of Ethnography.[648] The Bíró material merits special attention among collections of its kind not only for the early date of its acquisition, but also for its detailed, copiously compiled labels, photographs, and hand-written notes. In discussing what is truly an exceptional collection, the present study first explores the life and career of the collector, moving in turn to a discussion of his research methods, and concluding by comparing the fruits of his labours with two similar collections held by the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna.[649]

Lajos Bíró was born on August 29, 1856, the sixth son of a master carpenter. He attended primary school in his hometown of Tasnád in Zilah County, an administrative district of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy now located in Romania. There, the influence of his teacher, Károly Török, played a decisive role in shaping his interest in the natural sciences. His secondary school years were spent at the Zilah Academy, where he occupied himself with the study of local insect life, immersing himself in the available professional literature, much of which was written in foreign languages. Following his matriculation in 1875, he made the acquaintance of Gyula Pungur, a Hungarian Reformed minister and naturalist from Szilágynagyfalu, whose personality and considerable entomology collection made a great impression on him. Bíró would have liked to become a doctor or an engineer, but his family’s financial circumstances prevented this. Instead, he applied to the Debrecen University of Reformed Theology, with the intent of becoming a missionary and travelling to the tropics. According to his memoirs, it was here he first met the man who was to have the greatest influence on his interest in exotic peoples. József Török, the academy physician, held lectures on anthropology, in which he often cited a work entitled Pre-historic Times by John Lubbock. It was in conjunction with these lectures that Bíró first considered the possibility of conducting research in far-away places, where people were reputed to live under near Stone Age conditions, as an indirect means for studying early European ways of life. As Bíró writes, it was not long before he resolved to become a travelling naturalist (BÍRÓ 1932:2). In 1878, having recently won a contest on the systemisation of Debrecen insects of the order Coleoptera promoted by Török, Bíró succeeded, with his mentor’s assistance, in gaining admittance to the University of Reformed Theology in Budapest. (1878–1879) There, he spent his spare time in the Zoology Department of the National Museum, deepening his knowledge of natural history and the animal kingdom. Because of his growing interest in the field, and because by now it had become obvious that no missionary society would employ him as a Hungarian, he decided to leave the seminary. However, since he lacked the necessary funds to pursue his true interests, and because the church leadership refused to allow him to seek work as a teacher, he obtained a tutoring position, first in Dunaőrs, then in Sátoraljaújhely. This latter position gave him the opportunity to work with Kornél Chyzer, the Surgeon General of Zemplén County and later lifelong friend, with whom he authored a monograph on county zoology. At this time, Bíró wrote his first scientific paper, entitled “Data to the Natural History of County Zemplén” (BIRÓ 1882). Later, with Chyzer’s assistance, he succeeded in securing a temporary position at the Budapest National Phyloxera Experimental Station (1881–1886), where his relatively light duties left him with enough free time to edit and publish for Rovartani Lapok, the Hungarian journal for entemologic studies. The position was eventually eliminated, however, and Bíró returned to teaching, first in Rákospalota (1886–1888), then at the Hungarian Reformed Academy of Kecskemét (1888–1892), where he wrote a monograph on zoology and conducted research on the insect life of Transylvania and the Tátra Mountains. In his memoirs he cites his continued hopes of exotic travel as his reason for avoiding marriage (Bíró 1932:2). Finally, in 1893, he registered to study at the Faculty of Arts of the Eötvös Loránd University of Sciences, where he supported himself though a laboratory assistantship and publication in academic journals. As time allowed, Bíró read, studied methods for conserving biological specimens, improved his skill with various languages, and worked on his collection. In 1896, Hungary launched a series of special events to celebrate the 1000th anniversary of the founding of the Hungarian State. In the fervour surrounding the preparations, Bíró, who for the occasion had coauthored a work entitled Animal Life in the Hungarian Empire, prepared to launch “the new millennium in Hungarian zoology by introducing audiences to the novelties of the natural environments of distant, exotic lands” (Biró 1923a:11). His plans coincided with the ideas expressed at a meeting of the Natural Sciences Society in 1895, organised to commemorate the work of Sámuel Fenichel, a collector of ethnographical and natural history material who had died in New Guinea in 1893. The Society was interested in seeing Fenichel’s work continued, and Bíró soon found himself with the support of the renowned ethnographer Ottó Herman, whose influence on museum directorship proved decidedly useful. As Bíró had no status with the museum, the institution could not employ him as a researcher, and he was thus forced to sell his 60,000-piece insect collection to the Hungarian National Museum to pay for his passage. To cover his expenses while there, the museum agreed to send payment for the insects and ethnographic objects he collected to New Guinea. Specimens the museum declined to purchase would be sold on commission by the taxidermist Frigyes Rosonowszky.

Prior to his departure, the staff of the Department of Ethnography did what they could to prepare Bíró for his work as an ethnographer. He was given the opportunity to study the Fenichel Collection, and was taught some skill with photography, for which the museum bought him a high-quality, heat-resistant Watson & Sons camera that used both 13 cm × 18 cm and 6 cm × 9 cm glass slides. Also provided by the museum were a year’s supply of provisions and an assemblage of books to assist him in his work.[650] Books Bíró is known to have had in his possession during his time in New Guinea include the first volume of Otto Finsch’s Ethnologische Erfahrungen und Belegstücke aus der Südsee (the remaining volumes he acquired later) and Emil Schmidt’s Anthropologische Methoden: Anleitung zum Beobachten und Sammeln für Laboratorium und Reise.

Thus trained and outfitted, Bíró departed from Budapest on November 7, 1895, changing ships in Genoa before boarding the Saschen for Singapore. From there, he took the steamship Stettin to the Astrolabe Bay port of Friedrich-Wilhelmshafen, the governmental seat of German New Guinea, arriving January 1, 1896. Though European ships had been sailing the waters of New Guinea since the 16th century, it was not until the area was colonised that the coast was mapped in any real detail. In Bíró’s time, the western reaches of the islands lay under Dutch control, while the south-eastern area was governed by the British. The north-eastern section, together with New Britannia, New Ireland, the Admiralty Islands, the Bismarck Islands, and parts of the Solomon Islands, came under German control in 1884 (Figure 9.7). In 1885, these latter territories, now called Kaiser Wilhelmsland, were leased to the New Guinea Company, a company struggling with financial problems and diminishing staff, for the creation of tobacco plantations to be worked by Chinese and Malaysian labourers. Climate and hard terrain kept exploration of the land to a snail’s pace and limited settlement by white Europeans to the coastal areas. The colony operated only four ports, each one a day’s sail from the next.

The first European to explore the area had been Nikolay Nikolayevich MikluhoMaklay (1846–1888), a Russian naturalist whose journeys had brought him there on three separate occasions, from 1871 to 1872, from 1876 to 1877, and again in 1883. MikluhoMaklay had been followed in 1884 and 1885 by Otto Finsch (1839–1917), a physician commissioned by the German government to survey the region. At the time, the German Barmel and Neuendettelsau Lutheran Missions, which established stations on Siar Island and in Sattelberg in 1887, were the only representatives of the Christian religion in the region. As European influence was always greatest in the vicinity of Christian churches, early research in these territories was less an endeavour in recording and preserving native culture than in rescuing the last fragments of it from extinction. Such were the conditions in German New Guinea when Sámuel Fenichel (1868–1893), a taxidermist for the Bucharest National Museum, arrived in 1891 with an expedition led by the German collector Alfred Grubauer. As his companion had recently succumbed to an illness, leaving him without a patron, Fenichel offered the ethnographic objects and natural specimens he had collected to the Hungarian National Museum. Not long after, he himself contracted renal fever, dying fourteen months later in Stephansort. It was Fenichel’s work the museum in Budapest was eager to have Bíró continue.

Upon his arrival in New Guinea, Bíró took up residence with the local doctor, Otto Dempwolff. His initial months were spent collecting plant and animal specimens and exploring the regions around Stephansort, including the Islands of Siar, Belia, Bilibili, and Graget, the banks of the Gogol River in Gorima and Erima, and the Hansemann Mountains (Figure 9.8).[651] Near the end of April 1896, Bíró left for the Huon Gulf with Ludwig Kärnbach, a German merchant, leaving again two months later for Berlinhafen (today’s Aitape). From this new location, Bíró was able to explore the Hansemann Coast, including the islands of Angiel, Tamara, Mabol, Ali, and Seleo, where Kärnbach maintained a base in the village of Lemien. Here, he explored areas few white men had seen and which were therefore ideal for collecting both biological and ethnographic material. Bíró took detailed notes on the material he collected in the area, including several unique carvings from the spirit house of Seleo. To the delight of the museum officials, these notes were sent along with the first shipment of material, a total of 542 pieces. Based on the available literature and Bíró’s own writings, Department of Ethnography researchers János Jankó, Vilibáld Semayer, and Zsigmond Bátky catalogued the collection by artefact type, publishing their findings as the first volume in the Ethnographic Collections of the Hungarian National Museum series under the title Beschreibender Catalog der Ethnographischen Sammlung Ludwig Biró’s aus Deutsch-Neu-Guinea (Berlinhafen).

On October 9, Bíró returned to Astrolabe Bay, settling in Erima, the new seat of government near Stephansort, in January 1897. From January until June, he visited the nearby villages of Gorima, Erima, Bongu, Bogadjim, Uom, Wale, and Cinyagi, as well as the villages of the Hansemann, Oertzten, and Constantine Mountains, and the islands of Bilibili, Siar, and Graget. In Stephansort, Bíró visited the grave of his predecessor, Sámuel Fenichel, and investigated rumours regarding the possible disappearance of a large part of his collection spawned by one of Fenichel’s letters, which mentioned a total of some 10,000 items, as opposed to the 2619 received by the museum. The Hungarian academic community and public opinion commonly held that the missing material had been lost either en route or intercepted somewhere in Europe. Bíró had been asked by both museum officials and Fenichel’s brothers Salamon and Eugén to find out what he could about Fenichel’s death and the fate of his collection, and to erect a temporary marker over his grave.[652] When Bíró arrived at the site, however, he found the collector’s bequest had been guarded too carefully for anything to have been lost. It appeared rather that Fenichel had been forced to sell some items in order to allay financial difficulties, leaving behind a number of receipts to prove it (BIRÓ 1897b). Unfortunately, as Bíró found only one person who had been present in Kaiser Wilhelmsland during Fenichel’s time, a nurse by the name of Sister Augusta, he was unable to ascertain precisely how many pieces had been sold (BIRÓ 1897a:248). No record was made of who had shown him the receipts for Fenichel’s property.[653]
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Figure 9.1 Lajos Bíró at a mourning ceremony, Graget Island, German New Guinea, before 1905

 

The objects Bíró collected were sent, along with those from his previous visit to the region (a total of 859 items), back to the museum in Budapest. Originally, Jankó had planned to process and publish the Bíró and Fenichel material together at a later date. In the end, however, Semayer, who had studied both the professional literature on the subject and the holdings of the Museum für Völkerkunde in Berlin, added some introductory and supplementary material to Bíró’s notes and published the complete writings as the third volume in the series Ethnographic Collections of the Hungarian National Museum under the title Beschreibender Catalog der Ethnographischen Sammlung Ludwig Biró’s aus Deutsch-Neu-Guinea (Astrolabe Bai). Bíró himself would have preferred to take active part in reviewing the material, especially since his personal experiences did not always support the claims put forth by European experts of the time. He did not agree, for example, with the interpretations of decorative designs proposed by German scholars and cautioned his peers regarding the dangers of generalisation. In his opinion, contemporary scholarship had failed to take into account the surprising degree of variation he had encountered between the styles even of different villages of the same region (Biró 1901:4). Despite these concerns, the publication was a huge success. Jankó wrote a glowing account of the material, noting that “[Bíró and Fenichel] have earned the recognition of the entire educated West; together they have raised our museum to the ranks of the best in Europe” (JANKÓ 2002:139). The two publications brought Bíró and his collection into the public eye. Franz Heger, department head of the Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum in Vienna, for example, spent an entire month studying the material. Felix von Luschan, deputy director for the Berlin Museum, also planned a visit,[654] though Jankó and his colleagues suggested he wait for Bíró’s return. Whether he eventually inspected the collection is not known.[655]

Between a letter dated June 2, 1897, posted from Stephansort, and his appearance in Simbang on July 27, 1898, Bíró sent no word to anyone regarding his whereabouts. Though he is known to have spent time recuperating from illnesses in Singapore and on Java, and in the former case to have visited the botanical garden of Buitenzog, the local museum, and the museum library, he never discussed these events in detail with anyone. From late July 1898 until mid-September 1899, Bíró collected in the Huon Gulf region. From his base at the Neuendettelsau Lutheran Mission in Simbang, he made brief excursions to area locations, including the region of Sattelberg, where he worked among the Kai and Bukawac people, the region of Gingala, the coastal areas of the Yabims, and the Island of Tami. The region proved an excellent place for collecting. In Bíró’s time, the natives had had little contact with the region’s handful of colonists, allowing him to acquire objects from cultures unspoiled by European influences. His research also revealed the existence of manufacturing centres from which products were distributed to more distant regions. Bíró paid close attention to the designs employed in decoration and to subtle variations in form, whenever possible assembling full series of objects and attaching brief monographs of his own authorship.[656] In Jankó’s opinion, these monographs “placed [Bíró] among the best ethnographers in Europe” (BIRÓ 1923a:22). The second collection, this time comprising 1500 pieces, arrived in Hungary in February, 1900. The museum staff would have liked Bíró’s help in publishing the catalogue on this third body of material and considered calling Bíró home for a year or two to.[657] Bíró himself would have been happy for the opportunity, believing that “once [the catalogue is] published, we will be able to say that we Hungarians discovered New Guinea.”[658] Unfortunately, the material was never catalogued and the catalogue never published.

His work in the Huon Bay area completed, Bíró returned to Astrolabe Bay, stopping in New Britain on his way (the exact time of his departure is unknown). Once arrived, he began work acquiring supplementary material in Erima, Stephansort, and Graget Island. It was at this time that he met Robert Koch, the German doctor and later Nobel Prize winner, who had arrived in Stephensort on January 4, 1900 to research a cure for malaria. At the time, Bíró had just begun preparations for a trip to New Zealand to recuperate from an illness. Koch treated Bíró for chronic malaria and traumatic fever, and the two became friends. Cured of his illness and no longer in need of therapy, Bíró decided to accept Koch’s invitation to accompany him on a tour of New Ireland from May 13 until May 28 (BÍRÓ 1987:125–126). The excursion took them to Gerrit-Denys Island, New Hannover, and the Sandwich Islands, where, as Bíró’s notes indicate, he had insufficient time to collect detailed information on the objects he acquired and also lacked the necessary funds available to his well-to-do companions for making purchases. In spite of these difficulties, however, Bíró brought home a surprisingly fine collection, to which he later attached notes based on information gleaned from labourers born in the area. On May 30, Bíró returned to Herbertshöhe, only to set off again, this time to visit the Danish copra merchant Peter Hansen in the French (today Vitu) Islands. Though he found nothing of exceptional interest on the islands, the collection of objects he assembled there does provide an overall picture of local material culture.
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Figure 9.2 Robert Koch examining patients for malaria, 1900

 

In early October, Bíró decided to take his doctor’s advice and travel to Australia, this time in Hansen’s company, for medical consultation. Once there, he visited the unexplored territory of the Australian Blue Mountains and, according to his field diary dated the beginning of November, travelled to Springwood in Victoria and to Sydney.[659] The pair probably stayed for about a month before returning to the French Islands. On the way home, Hansen quarrelled with the ship’s captain, causing the latter to change his course. Bíró was put off in Stephansort, his belongings and equipment still at Hansen’s base on the French Islands. On January 8, 1901, he departed for Graget Island leaving his possessions with Hansen until the middle of February, when he managed to return for them with a penal expedition. At the beginning of April, he returned to Friedrich-Wilhelmshafen in Astrolabe Bay, leaving again to spend August on Graget Island. In May, he covered the countryside around the mouths of the Sepik and Ramu Rivers, before proceeding to the region of Potsdamhafen and Bogia.

With six years of collecting behind him, Bíró departed for home on December 27, 1901. Along the way he stopped off in Ceylon, India, Oman, and Egypt, arriving in Budapest on January 27, 1902. The warm words of greeting spoken by Imre Szalay, director of the Hungarian National Museum, convey much of the public excitement over Bíró’s endeavours: “Welcome to the sainted land of your birth, he who has earned acclaim both at home and abroad with his self-sacrificing scientific work.”[660] A reception was held in his honour by the national inspector of museums and libraries, Vilmos Fraknói, with attendees including the State Secretary of the Ministry of Religion and Public Education and representatives of both the Hungarian Academy of Sciences and the Hungarian National Museum. Bíró also found himself elected honorary member to the Hungarian Ethnographic Society, “in honour of his unparalleled work as a collector of ethnographica” (BIRÓ 1923a:26) and in 1902 to the office of honorary keeper by the Zoology Department of the Hungarian National Museum. Regarding the latter office, Bíró was unable to assume a position as a regular keeper of the museum due to his lack of a scientific degree, or, as some have presumed, as a result of problematic personal relationships (SOÓS n.d.:183). Nevertheless, the honorary position at least secured him the benefits of a continuous income. Finally, in addition to an exhibition of his collected material, the museum planned to offer an exhibition dealing exclusively with his life and work.

Bíró’s reports from New Guinea appeared in Rovartani Lapok, while his later studies were published in Természettudományi Közlöny and Természetrajzi Füzetek, as well. Societies offering him membership included not only the Hungarian Ethnographic Society, but also the Tourists Association of Hungarian Teachers (1903), the Naturalists’ Alliance of the Budapest Royal Hungarian University of Sciences (1905), the Medical and Natural Sciences Association of Pozsony (1907), the Hungarian Insectology Society (1911), the Hungarian Entomological Society (1911), the Medical and Natural Sciences Society (1926), and the Royal Hungarian Society of Natural Sciences (1926). On March 25, 1926, Bíró was granted an honorary doctorate by the Franz Joseph University of Sciences[661] at the recommendation of ethnographer István Győrffy. The now famous collector held lectures for both profit and charity, though he later abandoned this activity, as he felt that audiences would rather he perpetuate exotic falsehoods (such as cannibalism) than tell the truth (BÍRÓ 1987:185, 196, 198, 259).

Bíró continued to take occasional trips abroad for the purposes of adding specimens to his zoological collections. In 1903, he visited Malta and Tunis for both professional and therapeutic reasons. In 1906, he journeyed to Crete, and in 1907 to Western Europe to visit the natural history museums of Vienna, Lausanne, Zurich, Paris, the Hague, and London. He spent time in Transylvania on several occasions and in 1905 was invited to teach natural history at the Protestant Academy of Debrecen, though he declined the offer, explaining that his continuing work as a collector would prohibit such a commitment. In 1918, he laid the foundations for the natural history collections of the museums of Constantinople and Ankara, and in 1928 did research in the Balkan Mountains. As his honorary attendant’s salary had not changed in seventeen years, in 1919 (under the Hungarian Soviet Republic of Béla Kun) he submitted a petition for appointment as a regular keeper, to which the People’s Committee on Public Education assented.[662] Because the Republic was soon overthrown, his time in this office did not last long, and he was forced to return to serving under his previous status.

After World War 1, Bíró would have liked to return to the tropics, his first choice of destinations being New Guinea. An undated letter reveals that he even made the necessary preparations for the journey, including the procurement of equipment and selection of assistants. A letter dated 1922 to the Governor of Panama indicates that Bíró had planned to travel to the Chiriqui Mountains to offer his assistance in mapping the country’s flora and fauna.[663] An interview conducted two weeks before the planned departure date suggests that everything was ready: Bíró and his companions had read the relevant specialist literature and procured all the necessary funds and equipment (KASZTOVSZKY 1922:6). For some unknown reason, however, the trip was cancelled. Bíró never returned to the tropics and for the remainder of his life had occasion to take no more than minor trips abroad.

Studies on the life and works of Bíró unanimously lament that once home, the famous collector turned from ethnography back to his former interests in the natural sciences and thus added little to the field beyond his work in New Guinea. Calling this assessment into question is a hand-written manuscript on the history of the Museum of Natural Sciences, stating that upon his return to Hungary, Bíró organised and catalogued his ethnography collection before starting work at the Zoology Department (SOÓS n.d.:188). A letter dated 1907 informing the director of the museum that the collector had compiled his notes and would finish his manuscript by 1908 supports this assertion.[664] The document was obviously an attempt to convince Imre Szalay that Bíró had completed his duties and was ready to undertake a second voyage. Nothing is known about the nature of the manuscript mentioned in the letter, and it is doubtful whether any further information will come to light. It has been suggested that it can perhaps be identified with the third catalogue planned by the museum staff on the Huon Gulf material. The museum did recommend that Bíró travel to Berlin to inspect the German museum’s New Guinea material in preparation for writing the catalogue.[665] At the same time, German sources (HAGEN 1899:141; WICHMANN 1912:642) indicate that Bíró was preparing to write a major monograph on his experiences in New Guinea (BIRÓ 1923a; Bíró 1932). Bíró died in Budapest on September 2, 1931. His body was laid to rest in the Kerepesi Road Cemetery.

Bíró and the native peoples of New Guinea

Unlike most officials living in New Guinea, Bíró maintained constant and close contact with the natives, many of whom had never seen a white man before. At one point, word even spread among them that Bíró was, in fact, a magician, since he was obviously neither a missionary nor an official and spent entire days exploring the swamps. Though at first wary of him for this reason, they eventually accepted him as a friend. On the island of Bilibili he went as far as to take a wife and live among them and may thus be seen as a forerunner of the permanently stationed field researcher. In his dealings, he made no distinction between locals and Europeans. His experiences led him to disagree with the generally accepted view of indigenous peoples as “savages”, and to see the differences between the Papuan and European cultures as superficial, a product of differing circumstances. As he succinctly noted, people are people everywhere; and people everywhere express themselves in the same manner in their intellectual and moral lives” (BÍRÓ 1987:199). Bíró understood that differences are relative, that Europeans might seem equally “wild” to the eyes of a native who did not understand their customs. “The man of Papua is a wild man neither in his outward appearance, nor in his relationships with others, nor in his contact with strangers or foreigners. He is but a member of a different culture, in which he is the one at home and the European seems the wild man, and he would feel this way of even the most educated European, being familiar with neither the most elemental rules of his society, nor his worldview.” (BIRÓ 1923a:31.) As an adherent of the theory of evolution in its contemporary form, Bíró strove at all times to judge local peoples according to their own circumstances. He saw the lives of native New Guineans as representing the simple, idyllic conditions of the Stone Age: “I saw Rousseau’s vision before me, the life of the noble savage … which the philosopher, from the comfort of his parlour, could only have presumed by the power of his imagination.”[666] The collector also disapproved of any attempt to relate to native peoples as inferiors: “through the eye-glass of prejudice and bias we see everything as the glass shows it. Many do not know how to look at things in any other away, believing that without the instrument, they would be unable to see at all.”[667] He took particular exception to the European view of the Papuans as cannibals. Though a representative of European culture, he questioned the privileges of whites, as well as the notion that the emissaries of “civilisation” should interfere in the practice of traditional lifestyles: “It arises as a question of conscience that in coming here I might become part of the future evil that will destroy the natural peoples of this land. I have long experienced that civilisation kills; indeed, that it has power to eradicate entire peoples.” (BÍRÓ 1932:182.) Because Bíró himself made every effort to avoid interfering in Papuans’ lives, he frowned on the spread of the European products he felt made aboriginal peoples more dependent on whites.[668]

 

The twenty to thirty thousand Europeans living in the area were all either missionaries or Germans in the employ of the New Guinea Company, whose continuous struggle with malaria made possible only limited terms of appointment. Bíró, who felt other whites looked down on him as both a naturalist and a non-German, found relations with them problematic. Forced to play the role of an outsider, he had little influence with the Europeans authorities. Though Bíró himself never went into any great detail in describing his differences with colonial interests, his notes make his opinion of the New Guinea Company clear: the Company, taking advantage of a monopoly situation, was set up for profiteering and spent money on science only when there was a profit to be made from it.[669] He readily admitted his incomprehension: “I do not yet understand the economy of this place – but then, they do not really want any witnesses.”[670]
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Figure 9.3 House of a European colonist, Berlinhafen, German New Guinea, 1896–1897

 

As one who lived in close contact with indigenous peoples, Bíró found himself in the position to smooth over differences between colonists and the local population on several occasions. In most cases, the roots of the conflict could be traced to some misunderstanding. When a group of locals killed the white governor, for example, people all over the colony, including those living on the Island of Bilibili, feared general retribution of the sort they themselves practised. Since the attitudes of the islanders played a key part in the stance taken by the area as a whole, missionaries sent Bíró to attempt to placate them. In the end only the actual perpetrators were punished, an action perceived as an indication of weakness by the natives, who would certainly have sought greater vengeance for the murder of their own leader (BÍRÓ 1987:253–254). In another instance involving the islanders of Bilibili, colonial workers and soldiers who frequented the beaches across from the islands every Sunday were found to have been stealing from the islanders’ crops growing there. The natives asked Bíró, a white they felt they could trust, to help them in carrying their grievance to the authorities. Bíró made a list of both the damages and the parties involved and took it to the deputy governor, who was successful in remedying the situation (BÍRÓ 1987:256–257). For his services, Bíró received a local woman, Masis, whom he took as his wife.
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Figure 9.4 Women from Bogati, German New Guinea, before 1905

 

During his time in New Guinea, Bíró married on three separate occasions, each time to a local girl. His situation was, in fact, a common one. In the absence of European women, it was not unusual for a New Guinea Company officer, hired unmarried as a matter of company policy, to choose a wife from among the local population both for companionship, and for the performance of household duties. Such marriages were concluded outside the authority of the Christian church and were thus seen as unofficial by European standards. White males both in the colonies and at home viewed native wives in various ways: some saw them as little more than maids or household employees, while others acknowledged openly not only their wives, but also the children they bore. Peter Hansen, for example, had a family of several wives and children, of whom Bíró took a number of photographs.[671]

Bíró appears not to have spoken openly of his marriages for some time following his arrival home. In an article written in 1902, for example, Semayer commented on a picture of Bíró and his wife Marapua as showing the collector taking language lessons from local children (SEMAYER 1902b:582). The first acknowledgement of his relationships with native women came in an interview with the periodical Az Est, in which he recounted the instances in humorous form (BIRÓ 1923b; 1923c; 1923d). According to his writings, Bíró married his first wife Saghan, an inhabitant of New Ireland, at the behest of his roommate Dempwolf, who suggested the union out of concern for the virtues of his own native wife. In justifying his second marriage, the collector jokingly remarked that a good naturalist should begin all experiments with himself. In actuality, his marriage to Marapua was concluded in the French Islands out of respect for local customs. His endeavours to recruit local hunters had met with difficulties, because the preparation of the coconut milk drunk on the islands instead of water was traditionally done by women. His men would have been ashamed to do such work themselves. Despite this element of expedience, however, Bíró’s notes suggest that the collector and his second wife actually loved each other. His third wife, Masis, was the first free woman of New Guinea to marry a white man. As local custom held women to be the “founders of the family” and hence bound to the land of their birth, Bíró’s wives stayed behind when the collector moved on (BÍRÓ 1987:243–253). Though there is some debate as to the actual role of Bíró’s wives in the collector’s personal life, his writings display more affection, at least with respect to his second and third wives, than would be shown a mere maid or serving girl.

The scientist and the collector

During the course of his work, Bíró assembled not only an impressive collection of ethnographic material, but also a body of over 200,000 nature history specimens, including some 2000 species previously unknown to science. Of the numerous discoveries credited to his work in New Guinea, 18 animal genera and hundreds of species still bear his name today. As a naturalist, Bíró was accustomed to carefully documenting each specimen he collected, sending home scrupulous notes with each shipment. It has been implied that Bíró’s superiors were not always pleased at this, feeling he lacked the credentials to contribute meaningfully to either field of inquiry. The words of zoologist Ernő Csiki, however, serve to dispel any doubts as to the manner in which Bíró’s efforts were received. In 1902, Csiki wrote of Bíró as a trained collector, particularly valuable for his keen powers of observation, who made it his habit not only to gather unusual specimens, but also to make note of the circumstances in which they lived, and who “carefully collected even the tiniest of creatures,” unlike many other “collectors in foreign lands” (CSIKI 1902:139). Perhaps the words of Hagen express the value in Bíró’s work most accurately: “I know of only one man, the Hungarian Lajos Bíró, whose study of the zoology of our colony was carried out with the great energy, unfailing diligence, and scientific acumen worthy of the pursuit. To date, German zoology has avoided the zoology of Kaiser Wilhelmsland. Though I would not dream of saying the least word against the universality of science, and do in fact embrace the idea that foreign scholars should aid in the exploration of our colony and that such men should call upon our own men of science to take up the challenge, it seems I look in vain for anyone in New Guinea to answer them. Thus, I am forced to ask the questions: Where are our own young zoologists? Why have they allowed the glory of first exploring the one land on this Earth most intriguing from the standpoint of zoology, in this case precisely a colony of Germany, go to others? Does it not shame the entrepreneurial spirit of the German natural scientist that a Hungarian teacher should be the first to research the zoology of a land that has stood under German flag for fifteen years, and that Természetrajzi Füzetek, the periodical of the Hungarian National Museum, should become the focal point of knowledge on German New Guinea?” (HAGEN 1899:79.)

Ethnographic studies represented an entirely different case. At the time, no professional training in the discipline was available, contemporary museums acquiring their collections primarily from natural scientists, doctors, missionaries, merchants, and other occasional collectors. In fact, at the beginning of the 20th century, Bíró was the only person in the New Guinea colony who might be described as a “professional” collector. Other Europeans interested in acquiring objects generally taught the local inhabitants to carry out the work for them. The New Guinea Company furthermore made it a point of contract that employees could collect only for the Company. As for Bíró, though his primary incentive in coming to New Guinea had not been the collection of ethnographica, his notes reveal that it did indeed become a source of interest for him: “Here, everyone becomes a collector, whether he wants to or not, out of curiosity for the new and interesting things the natives have to show, if nothing else. Though it is true that I trained to become a zoologist and that I came here for that purpose, as it turns out, the most interesting animal in this land is man, himself.” (BÍRÓ 1932:260.)
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The assistance of middle-men in acquiring objects was often indispensable in contemporary New Guinea. Native commerce characteristically involved carrying goods little further than the next village, where they were immediately sold to the next link in the chain. An artefact might sometimes cover great distances in this way, passing through any number of intermediates in the process. Bíró is known to have acquired more than one object from distant regions through such middle-men. At one point, one of his suppliers, a Papuan named Lavetot, even became angry when Bíró managed to reach territories where the supplier had once collected and thus no longer required his services. Bíró was forced to purchase some objects from European traders at five or six times the price paid a native supplier. In such cases he made every attempt to gain information on the object, including its precise place of origin, by whatever means he could (BODROGI 1987:121).

Bíró claimed that “my intention has never been the mere collection of ethnographica. For me, ethnographic observation is more important: names, facts, and everything an object has to say about the natives who made it” (BÍRÓ 1932:81). He believed that material culture should be studied in its own context, so as not to lose the “soul of the people” that resided in it. He also felt it his task to discover the intrinsic value of an object, in order to avoid making mistakes in his relations with the natives: “It is quite possible that we have made mistakes analogous to a native’s asking us to sell him the host from our altar for the price of a small knife. The natives have holy objects of their own, even if they are but lowly artefacts of wood and stone.” (BÍRÓ 1987:180.)

When labelling an object, Bíró recorded not only its place of origin, but also a variety of information on its manufacture, uses, significance, and any meanings associated with decorative elements, noting that in the past ethnographers had often neglected to acquire this latter information, resorting to guesswork later to fill in the gap.[672] As an example, he cites the case of the snakes with human heads found on many New Guinea carvings. European ethnographers, having neglected to ask the Papuans themselves, had explained the images with reference to either Hindu legends or the serpent of Eden. In fact, Bíró notes, the snake appears in Papuan origin myths as the cause of all evil (BÍRÓ 1987:159).

In addition to the objects he collected, the Bíró legacy includes several sets of notes on local grammar currently in the Ethnology Archives of Museum of Ethnography,[673] while the printed linguistic collector’s handbooks he used are now part of the History of Science Collection of the Hungarian Natural History Museum. The areas for which he produced word lists included the villages of Bongu and Seleo and the region of New Ireland.[674] For assembling word lists, Bíró transcribed the Papuan language with Hungarian phonetics; he first created a Papuan alphabet, which is still necessary for interpreting his notes. Bíró generally assembled glossaries on a particular topic, such as clothing, religion, agriculture, etc. In one case, however, the collector produced word lists of identical meaning taken from various villages.[675] In his introduction to the second catalogue detailing the objects collected by Bíró (1901), Semayer praises the collector’s scientific achievement: “The body of materials Bíró has collected on linguistics and ethnopsychology are uniquely rich, being all the more valuable for their having been collected not in dictionary form, but in association with individual objects. This was made possible by the fact that he had a profound knowledge of the area’s numerous dialects” (BIRÓ 1901:3). Bíró’s inclusion of the local name of each object collected makes the Catalogue of interest to linguists as well as ethnographers. According to a study by Cestmir Loukota, many of the languages Bíró researched have since disappeared, leaving little information on them for posterity. Fortunately, Bíró’s notes have proven unquestionably useful in this respect (LOUKOTA 1958:433).

In addition to a list of local names, Bíró often attached various descriptions and drawings to the objects he collected. If there was no time to gather information on an object at the time it was acquired, he did what he could to fill in the gaps later, often displaying a surprising degree of resourcefulness in his methods. In one case, while collecting in New Ireland, labourers refused to provide him with the names of the various parts of a malangan carving. Realising that less conventional methods would be necessary, Bíró called upon his Yabim guides for help. First, he explained to them that the carving in his hand bore a striking resemblance to their own goam idols, then proceeded to quiz them on the names for its various parts in their own language. Bíró made sure that the New Irelanders were in earshot as he praised the Yabims for the rich vocabulary of their language. Naturally, the New Irelanders were not long in providing him with the information he desired (BÍRÓ 1987:311–312).

Bíró attached great significance to the art of taking notes: “Write, write, and write; as much as you can. That is foremost, because those who come after you will know only what you have written.”[676] In his opinion, only well-documented objects, locations, and events could be considered sufficiently credible or offer definitive scientific “evidence” for the purposes of future generations. “I hold written material in higher esteem than that which is collected. Though yet unprocessed, I am working on it with great energy. … It would be my greatest pleasure if someday it would be said that although this city of Finschhafen was the centre of the German settlement and the base for every scientific expedition for almost a decade, it was we Hungarians who explored this country for science” (BÍRÓ 1987:123). Fortunately, his notes were greatly appreciated by museum officials, whose sentiments Szalay expressed in a letter to Bíró dated 1897: “Ethnographic objects collected in such rational and patient fashion are certainly a rarity, especially with such splendid descriptions”.[677] In his preface to the second catalogue of Bíró’s material, Semayer praised the detail and precision Bíró invested into his notes as opposed to other contemporary collectors: “he either simply confirms the information provided by researchers who preceded him in New Guinea, or transports it to the point of scientific certainty, always providing finer details, for which his observations even in these cases must be seen as profoundly admirable” (BIRÓ 1901:3).

Even though Emese Molnar-Bagley has claimed that the museum never expected to receive such in-depth documentation, a letter written by Jankó makes it clear that his colleagues saw Bíró’s notes as setting the collection apart from those of other museums. For this reason, Jankó specifically requested that Bíró only send objects for which he could provide detailed notes,[678] paying him less for material for which this was lacking. When at one point Bíró seemed to resent this, Jankó placated him with the following words: “you see what value we attach to your explications.”[679] The forethought of the museum’s management in setting requirements that clearly exceeded those of contemporary practice may perhaps be attributed to the scarcity of opportunities available to them, in contrast to the many options open to Western European museums. Presumably, they hoped in this way to offer the public something unusual, despite their humble circumstances.[680] On the challenges involved in his work, Bíró noted that “it is difficult to imagine the problems prevailing circumstances presented. The only thing that helped was that I recorded everything on the objects I collected immediately, making corrections later. Now I watch with amusement as others make the same mistakes. Regarding the vocabulary notes recorded by a missionary, for example, I see: man with fever for house; forest for comb; and road for coconut. It seems likely that in the first case a man with fever lay in the house, the grass used to decorate a comb was collected in the wood, and the coconut was picked up from the road.” (BÍRÓ 1987:98.)

Bíró acquired his expertise with a camera while still in Hungary, reading books to help him refine his skills throughout his time in the field. In a series of articles on ethnographers as photographers, János Stirling notes that “[Bíró] strove to capture his subjects in the natural environment in natural poses, a fact that must be noted not only for its own sake, but also because other contemporary European photographers were still bound by the theatrical and the picturesque. Only a few ever hit upon the particular mode of expression afforded by the photograph, and even fewer used that mode of expression to any conscious degree” (STIRLING 1981:210).

The Museum of Ethnography’s holdings include over 300 of Bíró’s photographs, with close to 500 others in the History of Science Collection of the Hungarian Natural History Museum. As with the artefacts he collected, Bíró took pains to record as many details as possible on the subject matter of his images: “There is no real reason I should note every minute detail regarding the photos I send home. I have recorded even the names of some of the natives who appear on them, though they are associated with events neither epochal, nor earth-shattering. And yet I see no reason why I should not. It is often in the minutiae that I chance on what is truly distinctive in my subject, and perhaps others may discover things of even greater usefulness. Indeed, I believe that the seemingly trifling comments on these photographs make them, if not useful, then at least somewhat valuable.”[681] In fact, Bíró’s photographs are particularly significant for the Papuan belief that a photograph captured the soul of its subject. It was an unusual aspect of Bíró’s research, therefore, that the Papuans allowed him to photograph them despite their fears.
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Unfortunately, Bíró’s enterprise suffered continually from lack of funds, a circumstance that forced him to sell 22 of his better anthropological images to a merchant named Kärnbach and to forego any number of opportunities for acquiring ethnographic objects.[682] Not only was it difficult to ship the artefacts he collected, but the process of appraising them was a lengthy one, and it often took many months for payments to arrive. To make matters worse, Europeans living at the colony were expected to maintain large households, including cooks and servants, and they could only obtain the necessities of their life at considerable expenditure at the Company store. In his writings, Bíró describes several occasions when low finances forced him to extract an invitation to partake of another’s hospitality (BÍRÓ 1987:78). Weather conditions presented yet another difficulty, often claiming all or parts of his collection of natural history specimens and forcing him to spend considerable time and energy at replacing them. On several occasions Bíró observed that Germans museums, among others, would certainly remunerate him better for his services. When presented with a concrete offer, however,[683] he turned it down, citing his contractual obligations on the one hand, and his desire to advance the reputation of Hungarian science on the other.[684]

An inexperienced collector when he left Hungary, Bíró often sought guidance from the museum department staff on proper practice in carrying out his field work. From his letters, however, it appears that the museum provided little assistance in this regard (BÍRÓ 1987:294–295, 289). In one letter, Jankó explains the museum’s position in the following terms: “The area where you are living teems with ethnographic periodicals.”[685] Thus, the collector was left largely to his own discretion, having been advised at most to collect from fewer locations if necessary, but with attention to as complete a view of the material cultures in question as possible.[686] Bíró himself came to a similar conclusion not long after his arrival in New Guinea, observing that it was better to set concrete objectives than to “scramble after everything that crossed his path” (BÍRÓ 1987:59).

Thus, it was partly at the behest of the Department of Ethnography and partly as a result of his own objectives that Bíró chose to concentrate on Huon Gulf and Astrolabe Bay. Of the material collected from these areas, objects from the Hansemann Coast, and particularly from Berlinhafen, were published in the first catalogue of his collection, while the majority of those collected in the region of Astrolabe Bay appeared in the second. Though the quantity of objects acquired in each place depended in part on the length of time spent there, this cannot be said to have been the deciding factor. Bíró spent a total of approximately ten months in Astrolabe Bay, for example, as opposed to four months along the Hansemann Coast, where he collected only a third as many objects. In contrast, his trip to New Mecklenburg, New Ireland, the Solomon Islands, and New Hannover in the company of Robert Koch took a total of only two weeks (including travel time), though it resulted in nearly as many ethnographic acquisitions (for the sake of readability, Diagram 9.1 depicts these territories as one geographic unit).
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Of course, in this latter instance, the nature of the expedition dictated that collecting be done less by personal exploration and negotiation than by purchase from local merchants, and despite limited financial resources, this method yielded speedier results than Bíró’s usual approach. Comparing the quantity of material originating from the Koch expedition with groups of objects acquired elsewhere, it would seem that when Bíró had time at his disposal and the privilege of deciding himself where he spent it, results were influenced significantly by his preferred method of acquisition: to acquire objects personally and record any pertinent information on them required much more time than to purchase them from a middleman.[687] Thus, if Bíró had minimised his time spent looking for particular items, simply purchasing whatever was offered to him wherever he went, he might have sent a much larger collection home to Budapest. However, for reasons of both personal conviction and (later) external pressure, Bíró chose instead to concentrate on his written work, a decision which, though it imposed limits on his activities, imparted value to his efforts, especially in comparison to similar contemporary collections. Whatever limitations Bíró’s method may have implied, his achievement in terms of numbers of objects – 5519 in the full collection – is still prodigious. Of course, when judging his results against those of his peers, it must also be said that Bíró spent much more time in New Guinea than most collectors of his time.

The Bíró Collection is also instructive in terms of the numerous types of objects it comprises, including (based on the groupings employed for the two published catalogues) clothing, accessories, jewellery, household utensils, objects related to non-grocery consumables (lime containers, lime spatulas), religious and cult items (idols, masks, amulets, objects of magic), weapons, objects related to building and water travel, axes, objects related to music and dance, fishing, hunting, and farming implements, furniture, and children’s toys. The proportion of each type of object represented is shown in Diagram 9.2.
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Among the various types of objects in the Bíró Collection, jewellery and weapons are most numerous, presumably because contemporary scholarship saw these items as particularly descriptive of Papuan society, and also because they were the items most often offered for sale by the Papuans themselves. The collection also includes large numbers of household implements, vessels, various storage containers, and eating utensils, followed by axes – a category whose significance was appreciated only later – and children’s toys, with other categories present only in smaller numbers. Interestingly, Bíró collected relatively few of the more spectacular objects, such as items related to religion, architecture, and water travel seen as “beautiful” even to the European eye. Of course, to ship an object of either of the latter two types would have been particularly costly, and the number of objects collected in any particular category would have been limited not only by conceptual factors, but also by financial considerations.

In order to place Bíró’s collection within the broader international context, it seems instructive to measure it against other European collections of artefacts from the same region. For this purpose the bodies of material assembled by Otto Finsch and Robert Pöch from the Oceania Collection of the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna have been selected because the first represented a somewhat earlier and the second a later period than that covered by the Bíró Collection, and because the development of the Vienna museum was most closely intertwined with that of the Museum of Ethnography.

Otto Finsch and his German New Guinea collection

The German ornithologist and traveller Otto Finsch was born in 1839 in Silesia. In 1861, he received his first professional appointment, involving the study of vertebrates at the Dutch National Museum in Leiden. In 1864 he was appointed curator of the Department of Natural History and Ethnology at the Bremen Museum, a position he held until 1878. During this time he began a period of extensive travel, including visits to most areas of Europe and a research trip to North America in 1872. In 1876, he embarked for Western Siberia with fellow German zoologist Alfred Edmund Brehm, visiting New Zealand from 1879 until 1882, and the north-eastern coast of New Guinea from 1884 to 1885. In 1897, he was appointed curator of the Ornithology Department of the Leiden Museum of Natural History. Finally, in 1904 he became director of the Braunschweig Museum of Ethnography, a post he filled until his death in 1917.

Most of the material from his collections on mineralogy, zoology, botany, and anthropology is now housed in the Ethnologisches Museum in Berlin. The present study, however, deals exclusively with material held by the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna, originally purchased by Karl Adolf Bachofen for the Hofmuseum. The Viennese collection comprises 513 pieces collected on the northern and southern coasts of New Guinea, the regions of New Britain and New Ireland, and the Admiralty and Solomon Islands, rounded out by 584 artefacts acquired by the Vienna museum from Finsch’s 1914 trip to the territory of German New Guinea.[688]

 

An examination of Finsch’s work, Ethnologische Erfahrungen und Belegstücke aus der Südsee, offers some useful insight into both his views and his research methods. Because he subscribed to the contemporary European notion that “natural peoples” represented the Stone Age condition of humankind, Finsch saw his primary objective as the preservation of a record of savage lifestyles before they disappeared completely (HEGER 1888:3–4). Finsch stressed the importance of recording the precise location at which each object was acquired, observing that ethnographic characteristics varied from one territory to the next, and thus a piece for which this information was lacking would be of lesser scientific value. At the same time, however, he warned of the difficulties this involved, as objects sometimes travelled large distances from the place of their manufacture before being offered for sale. Finsch also pointed out that the value of a collection might be determined not by the quantity of objects it contained, but by its overall quality, making specific mention of the fundamental importance of detailed notes on each piece (HEGER 1888:5).

Thus, a number of parallels may be drawn between the attitudes of Bíró and Finsch. Both arrived in New Guinea firm believers in the theory of evolution, with the primary desire to record what they could of a Stone Age culture before it disappeared forever. Given that Finsch’s methods predated Bíró’s by a decade and that Bíró is known to have read Finsch’s scientific works, Bíró’s insistence on recording precise geographical information may reasonably be attributed to the influence of Finsch’s work. This assumption is supported by the fact that Bíró’s predecessor Fenichel generally described the objects he collected as having been acquired simply in “German New Guinea”.

Rudolf Pöch and his German New Guinea collection

The second major collection of ethnographica found in Vienna in Bíró’s time was assembled by physician and anthropologist Rudolf Pöch. Born in 1870, Pöch followed up his medical education with the study of anthropology and ethnology at the University of Berlin. Between 1900 and 1901, Pöch attended the lectures of German anthropology professor Felix von Luschan, while simultaneously working for the Africa and Oceania Collections of the Berlin Museum für Völkerkunde. Pöch received his doctorate in anthropology and ethnology from the University of Vienna in 1910, followed by his doctorate in philosophy from the University of München. In 1919, he was appointed professor of anthropology and ethnology at the University of Vienna and was granted the status of corresponding member by the Austrian Academy of Sciences.

 

Between 1904 and 1906, Pöch conducted research in the territories of German, British, and Dutch New Guinea for the Imperial Academy of Sciences. Of specific interest to the present study are the nine months between June 6, 1904 and March 25, 1905 spent in German New Guinea, and the three months between March 26 and June 21, 1905 he spent studying the cultures of the Bismarck Islands, New Mecklenburg, and New Britain. In German New Guinea, Pöch’s research concentrated on the cultures of the Monombo and Kai peoples, and on the regions of Potsdamhafen, Manam, the Augusta River in Watam, Sattelberg (where he enjoyed the aid of a missionary named Keyser), Astrolabe Bay and the Huon Gulf. Pöch generally worked alone, paying his own travel expenses and purchasing the material for his ethnographic, anthropologic, and natural history collections from private resources. His collections were eventually sold to Anton Dreher, who in turn donated them to the museum in Vienna, where they remain the institution’s largest single body of Oceanic material. The full collection comprises 3768 objects, of which 2289 originate from British New Guinea and 1083 from the former German suzerainty. For the purposes of the present study, analysis has been limited to 444 pieces from Monumbo, 112 from Manam, and 153 from the territory of the Kai people.[689]

Pöch’s research methodology included recording the local name for each object collected, its place of manufacture, the origin of the materials from which it was made (so that he could assess trade routes and territories), information on who might possess it, and indication of whether it had been made by a man or a woman (SZILVÁSSY–SPINDLER– KRISCHER 1980:759). As an adherent of the theory of evolution, Pöch believed in the progression of the human condition from a state of “barbarism” to that of modern civilisation. Convinced of the superiority of European culture, he saw Papuans as “savages,” whose culture had stagnated at a lower level of development (KIRCHENGAST–WEISS 2001:379), a view he held in later life too (RIEDL 1993:45).

The three collectors and their collections

The present comparison is restricted to the portions of the Finsch and Pöch Collections that concern the territories visited by Bíró in the course of his own research. These include objects collected by Finsch in Huon and Astrolabe Bays, the Hansemann Coast, the region of the Sepik River, New Ireland, and New Mecklenberg, and by Pöch in Huon and Astrolabe Bays, the Hansemann Coast, the region of the Sepik, New Ireland, New Britain, and the Solomon Islands.

Of the three collections, Finsch’s first collection represents the earliest body of material (1884–1885), followed by the Bíró collection (1896–1902), then Pöch’s first collection (1904–1906), and finally Pöch’s second collection (1914). Of the three collectors, Bíró spent by far the most time in the territory of German New Guinea. Furthermore, Bíró and Pöch, in contrast to Finsch, were both able to dedicate their time exclusively to collecting. Also, in comparing the Pöch and Bíró Collections, it must be remembered that while Pöch’s purpose was the collection of anthropological and ethnographic material, Bíró concerned himself primarily with zoology, at first collecting ethnographica only to increase his professional prestige.

While Bíró had the advantage in terms of time in the field, the other two collectors enjoyed far superior financial resources, giving them flexibility in making travel arrangements and allowing them to purchase virtually whatever they desired, selling their collections to a patron only upon their return to Europe (Finsch, for example, was backed by the Humboldt-Stiftung). In contrast, Bíró depended on the checks sent him, often irregularly, by the Hungarian National Museum, a circumstance that not only limited his options in terms of the items he purchased, but also jeopardised his entire financial situation on a regular basis. He was often forced to put off collecting until his next honorarium arrived or to forego purchasing items otherwise compatible with his objectives (as in the case of the New Ireland collection). Thus, while Finsch had at his disposal an entire steamship with a crew of 14 and 111 tons of storage space (FINSCH 1888a:6), the Bíró found it impossible even to hire assistants to help him with his work or to meet the colonial requirement of employing at least three local serving boys.

In terms of geographical breakdown, objects brought by Bíró from the Hansemann Coast (Diagram 9.3) and from the nearby islands of Angiel, Tamara, Mabol, Ali, and Seleo, areas that at the time had seen few Europeans, let alone European collectors, number 542, while objects collected from these areas by Finsch and Pöch number 5 and 54, respectively.

 

[image: Diagram 9.3 The proportions of various artefacts types in Bíró, Pöch és Finsch’s collections from the Hansemann Coast]

 

Diagram 9.3 The proportions of various artefacts types in Bíró, Pöch és Finsch’s collections from the Hansemann Coast

 

Bíró’s Astrolabe Bay collection comprises approximately 1500 pieces from the villages of Erima, Gorima, Bongu, Bogadjim, Uom, Wale, and Cinyagi, the Oertzten and Konstantin Mountains, and the islands of Bilibili, Siar, and Graget.[690] The only location within this territory visited by all three collectors was the Island of Bilibili. In addition, Finsch is known to have passed through the villages of Bogadjim and Bongu, while Pöch collected on the islands of Siar and Manam, all locations visited by Bíró. Both Bíró and Pöch collected more weapons than any other type of object, while Finsch collected equal numbers of weapons and jewellery. Bíró also sent home large quantities of jewellery, followed in numbers by household implements. Pöch’s collection includes not only numerous weapons and jewellery, but also many objects related to music and dance (Diagram 9.4).
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The Huon Gulf area, another sparsely populated territory boasting an unspoiled material culture, also proved fertile ground for Bíró’s endeavours, yielding 1500 objects of Kai (Sattelberg), Bukawa, Gingala, Yabim, and Tami origin. All three collectors visited the region of the Huon Gulf, the island of Tami, and areas inhabited by the Yabim. Pöch and Bíró collected in Kai, Bukawa, and Poum areas, as well. All three collections include more jewellery and weapons from these areas than any other type of object. Bíró additionally collected large numbers of objects related to water travel (146 pieces), and to hunting and fishing (109 pieces, see Diagram 9.5).
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Bíró’s time in New Ireland was spent in the company of Robert Koch. During a twoweek trip, he collected objects from Gerrit-Denys Island, New Hannover, and the Sandwich Islands, though his notes reveal he had no time to glean information on the objects he collected. In addition, his financial situation seriously limited his abilities to purchase material. The collections of Bíró and Finsch offer primarily weapons and jewellery from these areas, though Finsch’s collection also includes a number of objects related to music and dance. Pöch’s collection concentrates on the themes of music and dance, and also includes a large number of axes. In addition to these types, Bíró also collected household implements, religious objects, and pieces related to water travel and fishing (Diagram 9.6).
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Neither Finsch nor Pöch collected tools, children’s toys, or architectural pieces, as such objects were more difficult to procure and the process would have required more time than either collector generally spent in a single area. In Finsch’s time, the natives of New Ireland had already begun producing carvings specifically for sale to European buyers. Thus, authentic statuary from this area was particularly valuable. Writing about the memorial death carvings of New Ireland, Bíró notes that “there are natives who have made an industry of these carvings … the storehouses of some commercial establishments on occasion offer a wide selection of them, mixed with finely styled authentic idols only an expert will recognise. At the moment, however, no such expert exists, and none will be produced until we have had the opportunity to compare series obtained from documented sources and contrast native expressions of art acquired from appropriate areas” (BÍRÓ 1987:321). It was for this reason Bíró strove to discover the precise names for the parts of these statues from native New Irelanders later in his travels.

On the whole, it may be said that Bíró’s collection is the most balanced of the three (Diagram 9.7), with no one type of object represented in significantly greater numbers than any other. The collection includes not only the sorts of decorative items frequently sought by collectors, but also everyday objects and implements, samples of raw materials, and semi-finished products. Additionally, the Bíró Collection includes relatively more objects related to water travel and fishing, household furnishings, and children’s toys, and though weapons and axes are represented in greater numbers than in Finsch’s collection, the proportion involved is still smaller than that seen in the case of Pöch. Bíró’s collection includes more material in the categories of religion and music, weapons, axes, and objects related to non-grocery consumables, though its offerings in terms of clothing and jewellery are somewhat meagre.
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In comparison to the other two collections, the Finsch material contains proportionally more jewellery and clothing, though fewer axes, religious items, objects related to non-grocery consumables, household implements, and home furnishings. Categories not represented in the collection include objects related to construction and water travel, agriculture, and toys. It is interesting to note that the Finsch collection, the earliest of the three, places little emphasis on the types of objects most often associated with the state of barbarism, such as axes and cultic pieces, even though Finsch considered Papuan culture to represent that of Stone Age humanity (FINSCH 1888c:69). This is all the more remarkable because many of Finsch’s contemporaries sought specifically to acquire objects perceived as relating to prehistoric culture, such as hunting and fishing implements, weapons, and axes, in order to support the then fashionable views on evolution.[691] This European cultural attitude may be observed clearly, for example, in the number of axes collected by various researchers working in German New Guinea. Although by Bíró’s time the Papuans had all but abandoned the stone axe, producing such items almost exclusively for the purposes of trade with Europeans, the numbers of stone axes appearing in contemporary collections continued to grow. Though Bíró spent far more time in New Guinea and collected more than twice as many artefacts as Fenichel, his research produced a total of only three stone axes, two from Erima and one from Uom, as opposed to Fenichel’s near 200 Astrolabe Bay specimens. In his notes Bíró states that “[stone axes] are no longer used along the coast of Astrolabe Bay and may be obtained only rarely” (Bíró 1987:19), adding that “the first Europeans to arrive there, chiefly seafarers and soldiers, and the traders and collectors of curiosities proceeded with great energy to buy up every specimen of this prized tool” (Bíró 1987:264.) Seeing the demand, the Papuans began producing and selling stone axes, though these later implements were no longer suitable for actual use: “The natives … saw that their buyers had no inkling of the use of the implements and were interested only in how they were decorated, brought to market simple axe-stones in the most ridiculous of settings.” (BÍRÓ 1987:264.) Bíró therefore conscientiously studied the techniques used in producing traditional stone axes so that he would be able to distinguish them from specimens of the “souvenir” variety. It is probably the result of the same processes, however, that Pöch, the last collector to visit the area, brought home a total of 30 stone axes.

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Papuan material culture was already undergoing rapid transformation in response to European influences, a process clearly illustrated by the case of traditional ancestral idols. In contrast to Fenichel, who succeeded in obtaining seven authentic idols,[692] Bíró, arriving a mere two years later, managed to procure only one complete piece and one head fragment.[693] In his notes, Bíró predicted a similar fate for native masks as European missionaries strove to eliminate local religions. A missionary by the name of Hoffmann, for example, describes how the mass destruction of native religious objects had made them scarce by the late 1890s.

In spite of their differing social background, each of the three collectors professed similar beliefs with respect to evolution and the people of New Guinea: all three saw Papuan culture as a remnant of Stone Age society and therefore as an instructive parallel to the prehistoric cultures of Europe. What they experienced upon their arrival in New Guinea, however, affected each of them differently. While the ethnologist Pöch’s thought was determined largely by his deep-seated belief in the superiority of European culture, Bíró questioned both the value of European culture over that of indigenous peoples and, perhaps even more strongly, the right of foreigners to interfere with local lifestyles. Having experienced day-to-day life among the Papuan peoples and judged it as peaceful, he saw the concept of the “savage” as a matter of fiction. The reason for this fundamentally different approach should probably be sought in factors related to social status and to the total length of time spent in the region. Of the three collectors, it was Bíró who lived longest in New Guinea and the surrounding islands and Bíró who participated personally in native cultures. In doing so, he allowed himself to view the already suspect ethnocentric line of thinking from without and to see local societies not as inferior, but as simply different.

The explanation for the superiority of Bíró’s notes in terms of both quantity and detail should be sought not only in his training as a zoologist, but also in the length of time he spent in the field and in his close relationships with local peoples. That Bíró should have provided more information on his Manam collection than the scientifically trained Pöch, for example, who acquired 100 objects there during a single-day visit (KIRCHENGAST– WEISS 2001:377), may be attributed at least in part to knowledge and experience gained in the field. In this respect, Bíró’s notes may be described as unique not only because they were ahead of their time in the detail they provide, but also because they are the only contemporary source available on certain aspects of native material culture.
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The lure of adventure

Count Rudolf Festetics’s Oceanic collection

Judit Antoni

Almost four hundred years had elapsed since Vasco Núñez de Balboa had crossed the isthmus of Panama and glimpsed the vast body of water he named the South Sea, when Rudolf Festetics boarded his yacht in the fall of 1893 in San Francisco to navigate the Pacific.

One might think that four hundred years would have been more than enough for Europeans to discover and learn almost everything about the islands and their inhabitants. However, this was not the case: the process of discovery and learning continues even today.

More intimate contact between the “South Seas” and Europe evolved at a relatively late date. Spanish and Portuguese explorers in search of spices and gold significantly expanded the boundaries of the known world between the late 15th century and the close of the 16th century. In 1521, they discovered the Mariana Islands in Micronesia (the first known Oceanic isles), and in 1595, they sighted the southern isles of the Marqueasas Islands in Polynesia. Always quick to expand their trading networks, the Dutch soon assumed a dominant role at the end of the initial, early phase of these discoveries, especially in the waters of South-East Asia.

The second great period of discoveries was characterised by the appearance of the French and the English. The expeditions from the early 18th century were conducted with technically better equipped ships – and scientific research too figured prominently among the objectives of a particular voyage, indicating that the age of Enlightenment had begun.

Himself an expert in several disciplines, Louis-Antoine de Bougainville was the first to take scientists on board his ship (a botanist and an astronomer). From the early 1700s, the explorers of the South Seas strove to establish friendly and peaceful relations with the natives in order to gain as full knowledge as possible of the region’s geography and natural history. They were intent on not to eschew anything new they might experience, irrespective of its nature.

From a scientific point of view, James Cook’s expeditions can be regarded as the greatest achievements of this period. Captain Cook sailed with a genuine research team, and in addition to expanding Britain’s commercial network and enhancing the empire’s prestige, his tasks included a quest for unknown regions, as well as their mapping and their detailed investigation. The results of the first truly scientific expedition speak for themselves. Cook’s journey stimulated almost all fields of scientific research, on an international level also, to the extent that if the French Revolution had not broken out, the planned scientific congress with the participation of all countries, which had overseas territories, would no doubt have been held. The aim of the congress was to launch an expedition with support from scholars and scientists active in different fields in order to complete the research begun by Cook and his contemporaries and to finally clarify the Earth’s cartography (BITTERLI 1982:41). This period of exploration ended in the 1830s: the islands of the Pacific had been discovered and their coasts were mapped. Missionaries and colonists soon appeared on the scene.

What was there left to be discovered in the late 19th century for someone like Festetics, driven by the desire of discovery and knowledge? As a matter of fact, there was still quite much to be done, not only in the field of geography, but also in other disciplines. Cook’s journeys awakened an interest in the isles’ inhabitants and following the shock over the great explorer’s death, the number of expeditions again increased from the 1850s.

The newly founded journals regularly published accounts, descriptions and articles on the life and customs of the Pacific peoples. These were authored by missionaries, colonial officials, physicians, travellers and scientists, and – more rarely – by merchants and seamen, as well as by scholars of a new discipline, ethnology.

In the earlier 19th century, grand tours around the world became very fashionable: the collection of the Naturhistorisches Hofmuseum in Vienna, founded in 1876, was enriched by the many objects brought back by these travellers. Many Austrian ships brought articles from Oceania from the mid-19th century. Even though the circumnavigation of the globe by the frigate S. M. S. Novara in 1857–59 primarily served political purposes, it also set itself scientific goals. In addition to natural history specimens, the expedition also collected over 370 ethnographic objects, a part of which came from Oceania. Surgeon Dr. Anton Wolf, serving on the S. M. S. Saida corvette during its circumnavigation of the globe in 1884–1886, collected a variety of ethnographic items for the AnthropologicalEthnographic Department of the Hofmuseum, as did another ship’s physician, Dr. Alexander Kukic, serving on the S. M. S. Fasana (1893–1895) and Dr. Svoboda, travelling on the S. M. S. Aurora (1886–1889).

Crown Prince Franz Ferdinand sailed around the globe in 1892–93 on the cruiser S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth. Although the primary goal of the journey was political and mercantile, scientific research too figured on the agenda. Franz Ferdinand had a personal interest in collecting ethnographic objects. The collection of fourteen thousand objects, some of which were purchased from merchants and in bazaars, is of varying quality. The collection included some two thousand articles from Oceania.

Andreas Reischek, a collector and taxidermist, worked in New Zealand between 1877 and 1889. During his eight expeditions, he built up an impressive collection, which eventually reached the museum in 1891. The other well-known Austrian collector, Dr. Rudolf Pöch, a physician and anthropologist, who collected various objects in New Guinea, New Britain, New Ireland and Australia with support from the Imperial Academy of Sciences between 1904 and 1906, represented an entirely different generation. The value of his collection was greatly enhanced by the notes on the origins and the use of individual artefacts accompanying his collection.

A fervent collecting activity began in the later 19th century in Germany too, as a result of which there emerged impressive Oceanic collections. Similarly to other European countries, these collections were enlarged in part with the objects acquired by officials, physicians, missionaries, plantation owners and the sailors plying the South Seas, and in part through purchases from local merchant houses, some of which specialised in the trade of these objects.

The directors of some museums, such as Dr. Hermann Obst, the first director of the Museum für Völkerkunde in Leipzig, who was blessed with an excellent sense of organisation, created and maintained a network of “honorary staff members” throughout the world, whose ranks included travellers, engineers, merchants, diplomats, physicians, missionaries and scientific researchers, who helped the museum’s work to the best of their capabilities.

More affluent museums later organised expeditions to specific regions. These included the expeditions of the Berlin and Hamburg museum to Oceania at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries and in the ensuing years. In addition to collecting various ethnographic objects, these scholars also studied the culture of the peoples who made them. The number of expeditions increased from the early 20th century and, parallelly, there was a proliferation of articles and comprehensive overviews in this field. One of the earliest summaries, written by Friedrich Ratzel, was published in 1885–88 in Leipzig; this book reflects the initial difficulties encountered by the emerging discipline of ethnography, and the errors and mistakes made during this initial period.

In England, the passion for travel and collecting flared up from the 1850s: most museums and collections were founded between 1880 and 1930. There were several art dealers and private collectors, who conducted their activities in collaboration with museum curators in England. They formed the basis of an emerging market for ethnographic objects, which was supplied by a wide array of objects from Oceania by travellers, missionaries and the soldiers of the British Empire who returned to England after completing their service there. Prices were fairly low since at this time Oceania was not regarded as a region of “primitive art”, at least not to the extent it was in later times (GATHERCOLE– CLARKE 1979:5).

In France, the earliest museums housing objects from Oceania, even if only as “curios” complementing natural history collections, were founded in the late 18th century, after the first major exploration expeditions. Museums soon began to specialise in certain collections: one good example is the Musée de la Marine in the Louvre, founded in 1827. The French launched several expeditions until the mid-century, and most of the objects collected during these journeys were deposited in museums. In the later 19th century, at the time when the first missions and protectorates were established, collecting methods changed since the colonial administration was permanently stationed in a particular region. Instead of the haphazard collection of travellers during a brief visit to a region, it was now possible to pursue a systematic and regular collecting activity yielding a larger body of material (this was obviously also true of the other colonial empires). The main collection of the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro, opened in 1878, was made up of the objects exhibited at the 1878 World Expo in Paris. This collection was then enlarged with the articles received from other museums and the donations of the museum’s generous patrons.

Provincial museums, especially the ones in harbour towns, rarely separated the ethnographic and natural history materials. The collections in these museums were enlarged by local sailors and merchants, and the exhibitions presented the artefacts of the peoples inhabiting distant regions alongside the natural history relics (JACQUERMIN 1997).

The opening of the Musée des Antiquités Nationales in Saint-Germain-en-Laye added a new hue to the approach of collecting merely the objects used in daily life and in the households. Under the influence of evolutionist theories and the new, dynamic discipline of archaeology, the objects collected among primitive peoples were regarded as excellent parallels to prehistoric finds – most of the objects collected during this period were believed to illustrate this point. Hunting and fishing implements, weapons, woodcutting and carving tools (axes and adzes) and their lithic blade inserts were amassed by the hundreds in museum storerooms (JACQUEMIN 1997:77).

The following general points must also be borne in mind before concluding this brief overview of European collections and their objects in the period directly preceding Rudolf Festetics’s travels. In the early 19th century, the European attitude to these objects is best reflected in the terms used by the English and French speaking world to describe them: “artificial curiosities”, “curiosités”, “rarités”, etc. Divested from their original context and poorly documented (if documented at all), these strange and perplexing objects were often misinterpreted by Europeans, and as a result they were indeed regarded as curiosities and rarities among the objects categorised as “travel souvenirs”. The collection of these objects had much in common with the medieval and later “Wunderkammer” and “Cabinet de curiosité” type collections.

This situation changed when ethnology became an independent discipline, even if it fell very short of modern standards at first. One other reason for this – in addition to the ones already mentioned above – was that long-term on-site fieldwork was unknown in late 19th century ethnology, this being the reason that there were no collections reflecting the entire spectrum of a culture in a specific region.

Neither could an ethnologic system comparable to the one worked out by Carl von Linné for natural history be created owing to the minimal amount of the available material. The precondition to much later attempts in this field was a more thorough and comprehensive knowledge of a particular people’s culture. This type of knowledge could only be acquired by researchers who, in contrast to travellers who only made brief, superficial contact with the islanders, were willing to spend months or even years among the natives. Even so, only ethnologists who were willing to live not merely beside, but among the natives, who spoke their language, blended into their community and were sufficiently open-minded towards anything they might experience could hope for success.

Adventurers, traders and colonial officials were not particularly interested in the “natives”, while the missionaries’ descriptions are not always as accurate as we would like them to be, for their understanding of the natives’ ways was often hindered by their faith and their personal ambitions. People such as naturalists and physicians, who did not arrive as representatives of earthly or heavenly interests, and spent a longer period of time in the region, made considerably more detailed and reliable observations. Several travellers of this type were active at the time of Festetics’s travels or even slightly earlier: their ranks included Nikolai Nikolayevich Mikluho-Maklay, who between 1871 and 1883 worked in New Guinea and can be regarded as a pioneer of on-site fieldwork, and two Hungarian scholars, Sámuel Fenichel and Lajos Bíró, who visited and stayed in the region between 1891–1893 and 1896–1901, respectively. Otto Finsch explored in Oceania between 1879– 1885, while Richard Parkinson between 1875–1902, to mention two others. Neither can it be mere chance that all of them started out as naturalists. The well-known taxonomical system created for biology and the evolutionist attitudes echoing this system no doubt contributed to the elaboration of the principles for collecting ethnographic material and for the better and more detailed documentation of the objects themselves. Bíró must certainly be mentioned in this respect: he assembled by far the best documented collection of New Guinea for his age. The standards and the depth of his observations have not been surpassed to this very day.

A number of practical considerations, which had little to do with ethnology, had to be taken into account when collecting objects. One of these was the size of the objects: truly large-sized objects, such as houses, or house parts, boats, slit drums and the like, occur but rarely in early collections. It was easier to collect smaller articles which could be transported more easily and stood a better chance of surviving the hardships of the long sea journey. Certain object types were more popular among early collectors, although this can in part be attributed to the scholarly attitude mentioned above. At first, collectors focused on the objects of everyday life (costume ornaments, jewellery, weapons), while later collectors searched for possible technical parallels to finds of the European Stone Age.

The objects eventually reaching a museum went through several filters, the first often being at the place of collection, where the merchant or the missionary initially selected them; they passed them on to another trader, through the mediation of a sailor, who then sold them to a collector. The collector perhaps sold some to another collector, until the object(s) reached a museum through purchase, exchange, a donation or some other means. Very often the museum did not mean a final resting place. These exchanges impaired the usefulness of these objects as ethnologic data. The more filters an object went through, the greater its distance from the culture in which it was created (and not only in the geographical sense of the word), and the smaller the chances that the accompanying descriptions and documents (if any) would survive or would not be changed. Divested from their original social context, these objects were no more than curiosities, which undoubtedly reflected certain elements of the culture that created them, but they also lost much of their original value along the way. Smaller museums are full of such artefacts. Larger museums and institutions took greater care to ensure a reliable documentation for their objects and they usually purchased object directly from individuals, who worked in the field, rather than from dealers or intermediaries (GATHERCOLE–CLARKE 1979:5–6).

What was the situation in Hungary at the time of Festetics’s journey? Hungary never had any colonies, and this obviously determined the circumstances under which Hungarian collections were created and also the options available to Hungarian research in this field. Colonial empires, such as Britain, France and Germany, had no difficulties in exploring the culture of the peoples living in their colonies and the collection of their artefacts. The only viable option for Hungary until the close of World War 1 and the dismemberment of the Austro-Hungarian Empire was to participate in research projects in which the leading role was played by Austrians, or – in accordance with the country’s political orientation – to find a research niche on German colonies, or to join expeditions to these regions. The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy organised several expeditions; but even though there were several Hungarians serving on the frigate S. M. S. Novara of the Imperial and Royal Navy during its circumnavigation of the globe, the objects collected during its journey were deposited in the Hofmuseum in Vienna museum. János Xántus joined the Austrian nature historians of the Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition (1868–1870). The 2690 objects collected by him formed the basis of the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest.

Hungarian research in Oceania was practically unknown prior to Festetics’s journey: Fenichel and Bíró began their travels at the time when Festetics was perhaps already in San Francisco, dreaming of a journey to Oceania; Fenichel worked in New Guinea from December, 1891 until his death on March 12, 1893, while Bíró began his work there in January, 1896. Festetics arrived to New Ireland at Christmas, 1895 and in March, 1896, he had already set sail for the Admiralty Islands and Japan. It seems most unlikely that they knew about each other and it is quite certain that they never met. Bíró later mentioned Festetics as a “compatriot of ours on a journey around the world” who, however, was apparently unaware of the real meaning of an event captured on one of his photos, for which he rightly criticised Festetics (BÍRÓ 1987:260).

The fact that there was a genuine interest in the culture of Oceania, a region lying so far from Hungary, is confirmed also by Ignác Somogyi’s doctoral dissertation, entitled Melanesia’s ethnography, with special regard to the intellectual and moral life of her natives and their tongues (Szolnok, 1880). The author commended his book with the following words: “This ethnographic study is about the peoples of Melanesia. I have perhaps chosen a distant subject: but geography is a broad field and anyone who enters the service of this discipline must strive to become acquainted with every region on Earth, paying special attention to those regions about which our knowledge is patchy. Geography is a universal discipline, and we can only cultivate it in a befitting manner if we visit each and every region, and endeavour to cultivate each and every branch of the social and natural sciences pertaining to them.” He noted that the “current circumstances” of the Melanesian peoples “shed light on the prehistory of civilised peoples,” quoting Sir John Lubbock’s Prehistoric Times, a book which was also a source of inspiration to Bíró. Lubbock’s two-volume study was translated into Hungarian and published in 1876; the introduction to Volume 2, offering an excellent overview of the archaeological finds from Hungary, was written by Ferenc Pulszky, director of the Hungarian National Museum between 1869 and 1894. The second volume discussed the life of “modern savage races”, such as the natives of Australia, Tasmania, the Fiji Islands, Tahiti and the Maori of New Zealand.

In addition to Lubbock’s book, Somogyi could also draw on several comprehensive studies and articles (most of them published in the Viennese Petermann’s Mittheilungen), as well as János Hunfalvy’s university course on general ethnology, held in 1880. The author can be rightly regarded as the first Hungarian scholar of Oceania, even though he had never personally visited the islands.

Rudolf Festetics’s life

Rudolf Festetics’s family was one of the best-known in Hungary. The first known ancestor of this family, a certain János originating from Turopolje in Croatia, lived in the late 16th century. Turopolje is a region south of Zagreb, lying some 100 km from the Adriatic. It seems likely that the proximity of the Adriatic played an important role in the family’s rise to prominence. They were granted a patent of nobility by Matthias II. It would appear that the first member of the family settling in Hungary was Pál, living in the earlier 17th century. The name “de Tolna” was used from 1746, first by Pál’s sons, József and Kristóf; they received the title of count in 1766. Rudolf Festetics was a descendant of József.

We know relatively little of Rudolf ’s life.[694] His parents, Zsigmond (1813–1868) and Laura Vilna married in Paris in 1864, when Zsigmond was working in Versailles as a chamberlain. Their son was born in Paris on June 17 or on September 17, 1865. He studied in Vienna, in the Theresianum. After graduation, he served as a Hussar lieutenant in Hungary for a few years. After his service in the army, he travelled extensively in Europe and in Africa, and then journeyed to the United States, where the handsome, well-educated count soon became the darling of the local finance aristocracy. He married Eila Batterworth Haggin, the only daughter of a millionaire. From the dowry, he commissioned Matthew Turner to build the seventy-six ton Tolna yacht in San Francisco, with which he and his bride went on a honeymoon the next October. Their honeymoon differed from the usual one: between 1893 and 1898, they visited most island groups of the Pacific, until their yacht ran aground on the Maldives in 1900. Following this rather lengthy and adventurous honeymoon, his wife divorced him, and Festetics returned to Vienna, where he published a book about his travels.
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In 1908, he remarried, and set off on another honeymoon with his second wife, Alice Ney Wetherbe. We know very little about this journey. In his book about Hungarian yachtsmen, Gyula Leidenfrost devoted several pages to Festetics. According to him, “the count built a new lugger, the Tolna II, which was much larger than the first one. Its length was 42.12 metres, its width 8.27 metres, its gross tonnage was 217 tons. The crew consisted of eight sailors. This journey was far from uneventful. The crew mutinied near Funchal (Madeira) – the count shot two mutineers and delivered the rest shackled in chains to the harbour authorities. The next year, in 1912, the sailors again mutinied and were handed over to the naval authorities in Pola. His second wife divorced him and what happened between them and afterwards is no concern of naval chronicles” (Leidenfrost 1937: 35). The second journey did not last as long as the first one; by 1914, Festetics was in France, where he bought the Château Eucalyptus and its 11 hectares large estate in Antibes from Lafond de la Vernède. The château was built by Lafond de la Vernède around 1884.[695] Festetics deposited here the objects he had collected during his travels in Oceania, which he

intended to present to the Budapest museum, supplementing his donation of 1902.

At the outbreak of World War 1, Festetics’s American citizenship was declared to be fraudulent in the lack of adequate proof. Similarly to other nationals of the AustroHungarian Empire, his château and his possessions were confiscated and impounded in October 1914, on the suggestion of the mayor of Antibes.[696]

Festetics later returned to Europe. In 1931 he married again, this time in Rome. We know little about his subsequent life. In 1942, he wrote a letter to Gyula Wlassics Jr., state secretary of the Ministry of Education, from Paris in which he requested the minister’s intercession that he be sent Hungarian foodstuffs (flour, sugar, lard, pig meat, poultry, eggs and tinned food to Paris, then besieged), which he would naturally pay for upon their arrival. Festetics travelled to the French capital in order to attend to his mother’s estate and was stuck in the city when the German troops occupied Paris. In his letter he mentions that the city’s gravest problem was the food supply and this is why he turned to his homeland for help. He reminded the minister of his promise to present him with an award for ensuring that the Oceania collection reached Hungary, so that he could “give up his soul in peace and with a grateful heart.” Festetics also mentioned his hope that Hungary would be able to recover his lost possessions.[697] He died in relative isolation in Paris, in 1943. In his last year, only his housekeeper was beside him. After he died, the authorities sought his heirs through public placards.[698] His estate was dispersed and since he did not have any children, one branch of the family became extinct with his death.

Dreams and reality – the lure of adventure

One might rightly ask why Festetics chose the islands of Oceania as the destination of his journeys. It seems more than likely that his attraction to this region can be primarily attributed to his love of sailing as a sport since he could have found adventure in many other places of the five continents. Festetics was a keen sailor and he was obviously an expert, similarly to many other aristocrats of his age. Judging from his character, Count Festetics stood on the borderline between explorer and scholar: had he been born a century earlier, he would have been an explorer, while twenty or thirty years later, he would probably have made an excellent scholar.

As Urs Bitterli has aptly noted, the difference between an explorer and a scientist lies in the nature of their activity: the boundary between the two types of discoveries is often blurred. “Journeys of exploration are often inspired by a vague yearning for adventure, a utopian longing or some fascinating hearsay, while scientific research is prompted by concrete starting points” (BITTERLI 1982:92).

In the lack of an adequate professional training, the necessary perseverance and, most importantly, a commitment to scholarship, Festetics can hardly be regarded as a scientist, even though he can be said to have conducted a kind of research while assembling his collection. Neither can he be regarded as an explorer: even though he can be credited with certain “discoveries”, these were never acknowledged by academe.

His travels were a mixture of the two – he repeated the great voyages of exploration of the 18th century, which was not a unique phenomenon at the time, when feelings of nostalgia were fuelled by the knowledge that there still remained quite a few white spots on the map.

Another probable aim of the journey was that Festetics wanted to test himself – this would explain the bizarre idea of choosing his honeymoon for this. In his description of his travels, he is sometimes painfully honest, although this may have been natural for him: he paints an all too human portrait of himself, recounting both his weaknesses and errors, and his assumed or genuine bravery and resoluteness. His journeys and his recollections have been and still are heavily criticised – the descriptions are “too daring”, making them rather unlikely, and they contain little of scientific value. In his discussion of Count Festetics’s “aimless journey”, Dénes Balázs notes that “it is regrettable that he did not take along one or two Hungarian nature historians for in this case his enterprise would have been of interest not only to armchair travellers, but also to the academic community” (BALÁZS 1987:87).

Because he could afford to do so, Rudolf Festetics indulged his whim of living as he pleased, and he can hardly be condemned for this, even if he had not collected one single object, had not made one single photograph, or if he had not documented his journeys. But he did build an impressive collection, he did make photographs and he did document his travels, a fact that should by all means be appreciated.

The greater part of the 14,800 objects in the Oceania Collection of the Museum of Ethnography in Budapest was acquired before 1910. Two of the four collections accounting for three-quarters of the Oceania Collection contain mainly material from New Guinea. Fenichel collected 2619 objects between 1891 and 1893, while Bíró (who continued his work) enriched it with an additional 5519 objects. The other two collections were donated by Count Festetics (1630 objects) and Giovanni Bettanin (1257 objects).

Fenichel assembled a unique natural history collection, as well as a valuable ethnographic one. Within a brief period of fifteen months, until his death in 1893, he managed to acquire objects that reflected the then almost untouched nature of local culture; most of these objects had disappeared a few years later. Owing to his early, untimely death, Fenichel was unable to catalogue his collection and the objects reached the museum without any documentation.

Similarly to Fenichel, Bíró was penniless. He was originally interested in entomology and began collecting ethnographic material in New Guinea as a dilettante, where he remained owing to the force of circumstances and his commitment to his profession. He began studying the ethnographic material by applying and even refining the logical principles established for entomology, this being the reason that his work in New Guinea was unparalleled at the time.

There is no point in comparing Festetics to Bíró, the most outstanding scholar of Oceania research in Hungary. Festetics had an entirely different financial background, viewed the world from an entirely different perspective, had an entirely different attitude and his overall aims also differed.

Still, they shared a love of their homeland, a curiosity to leave no stone unturned and the necessary bravery and strong will to achieve this. Patriotism might sound strange in Festetics’s case, seeing that he was born in Paris, raised in Paris and Vienna, and that he spent very little time in Hungary. He spoke little or no Hungarian, he wrote his books in French and conducted his correspondence in French and, occasionally, in German and English. Still, he always signed his name Rudolf Festetics, he was proud of the sabre he had wielded in the Hungarian Hussar regiment and he always regarded himself a Hungarian.

We know very little about his youth and education, and this is also true of his entire life. His books contain a few interesting remarks that are useful for understanding his travels. What was he thinking of when he decided to embark on his journey, which was also his honeymoon? What was his perception of the regions he planned to visit and of the peoples he would meet there?

His first book reveals that Festetics subscribed to the then rather popular view that the islands of the Pacific were the mountain peaks of a one-time, large continent. This continent had become submerged owing to some natural catastrophe and its population enjoyed a rather developed civilisation which had since regressed – still, the memory of a glorious past was preserved by the original population’s remnants (Festetics de Tolna 1903:211). The Oceanic Atlantis legend no doubt influenced Festetics’s choice of route.

We have no reason to doubt that he was quite conscientious when making the preparations for the journey, indicated by scattered references to the books he had read when describing a particular island. He had apparently read Cook and Bougainville’s accounts of their journeys, Louis Becke’s book on the New Hebrides, and Robert Louis Stevenson’s novels (mentioned several times), as well as Charles Darwin’s pioneering work, the descriptions of the natural historian Charles Woodford of the Ellice Islands and Pierre Loti’s novels.

He took along a copy of the Sailing Directory (Segelhandbuch) published before 1893, which in addition to maps, also contained useful information on navigating between individual islands, as well as good advice on the correct conduct as regards the natives and a description of the natives’ character and customs.

As regards “scholarly literature”, he could choose between the professional, objective descriptions by nature historians, the enthusiastic and often idealised reports by other explorers and adventurers, many of which had lost their relevance by that time, and the travelogues written by mariners, merchants and missionaries, from which the different sailing directories often drew and which were often spiced with wild flights of fantasy and many misunderstandings. As a Parisian, Festetics also had ample opportunity to visit the marine and ethnographic collections of the Louvre, which by then included many objects collected from the peoples of Oceania (JACQUEMIN 1997:73).

Festetics was undoubtedly motivated by curiosity. When one of the “kings” on the island of Tanna, part of the New Hebrides, asked him why he had travelled so far, Festetics answered: “Je suis venu pour voir” (“I have come to see”; Festetics de Tolna 1903:191). The word voir has several other shades of meaning beside “to see”, such as “to visit”, “to get to know”, “to examine”, “to undergo”, “to experience”, and “to check”, to mention but a few – which one does best describe Festetics’s thoughts? His second book provides the answer: “How beautiful the world, and how pitiable the men who spend their entire earthly life in one place! Of all the lunacies and vagaries of humankind, the one most incomprehensible to me is that during this brief and fleeting sojourn on earth, which he visits but once, man should not be curious to familiarise himself with its entirety and experience this visit with great joy and as an event of the utmost importance.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:224.)

Knowing that Festetics was born in 1865, he probably began the preparations necessary for his journey in the years before he set off (1893), when he was 25–26 years old at the latest. By the time he set sail, the young count had made several journeys, having already visited several European countries, Africa and America.

Although he had little yachting experience, his passion for sailing was not new. He participated in several races in England, and by the time he set off on the Tolna, he had taken and passed the necessary shipmaster courses. This knowledge and his personal sangfroid were apparently sufficient for him to repel a pirate attack against the ship on the journey from San Francisco to Hawaii and to bring his ship unharmed to the Honolulu harbour.

His journey coincided with the second great upsurge of interest in “primitive peoples” in Europe, following the first one in the wake of the great geographic discoveries, when the Pacific Islands were perceived as the setting of an idyllic, carefree paradise on earth, and their inhabitants as the simple, happy, peaceful children of nature. Nurturing images of an idyllic, unspoiled paradise in his heart, Paul Gauguin too set off for Tahiti at this time (first in 1891 and then in 1895).

This image was primarily constructed for Polynesia and, in part, for the Micronesian islands, while Melanesia and especially New Guinea were seen as inhabited by peoples embodying the opposite end of the spectrum: dark and malicious savages, who nurtured a passion for killing and devouring the white men blundering to their shores, with a special preference for missionaries who wished to convert the pagan, sinful souls to the one true faith (JACQUEMIN 1997:73).
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Figure 10.2 Rudolf Festetics posing before a native hut, Suvarov Islands, 1893–1894

 

Festetics often quoted the books he had read and the advice contained in the Sailing Directory, sometimes correcting the information recorded in them and noting that even though the reports described the inhabitants of a particular island as “very savage”, “dangerous” or even as “cannibals”, and that he conducted himself with the utmost care, his personal experience after meeting them contradicted these descriptions since the islanders usually turned out to be very friendly, good-natured and hospitable folk. He wryly noted that the natives’ behaviour was most likely influenced by how one approached them and by his attitude of friendliness, an attitude which was reciprocated.

The resurgence of Romantic interest in the “noble savage” and his brethren in Europe coincided with the Europeanisation of the peoples of Oceania and a cultural change which was far from painless. Festetics first sailed to Hawaii from San Francisco. By the time he arrived, the island’s native ruler had been dethroned and control over the island was increasingly wielded by Americans. Native Polynesian culture was visibly on the decline. Even though he spent over one month on the island, his collection does not include a single artefact from this region.

His next stop was Fanning, where he stayed several days, and then continued towards Rakahanga. Part of the Cook islands, this island had been regularly visited by Europeans since the early 19th century. The natives had arrived sometime in the 7th–9th centuries, probably from the Marquesas Islands. The native population of the island had been decimated by the slave trade and the epidemics brought by the Europeans. At the time of Festetics’s visit, the island had become one of the focal points where British and French trading interests clashed. The natives reputed to practice cannibalism had by then abandoned this practice. In 1892, William Wyatt Gill, a missionary, recorded that the natives “received strangers in a most friendly manner, often above their merit” (EHRHART 1993:191).[699]

Festetics had obviously not come across Gill’s book, for when speaking of Rakahanga, he notes that “every book in which it is mentioned describes the inhabitants as cannibals”. His remark that “this was the first time many of the older natives had seen a white man, for strangers had not visited this island” (Festetics de Tolna 1903:47, 1926:42) is mistaken to say the least in the light of the above. The photos depict people wearing a European-like garb and Festetics recorded that his wife’s constant worry over whether they would be eaten or poisoned was rather overdone. This apprehension and Festetics’s caution proved unnecessary: “we were treated in a most friendly manner. We were offered coconut milk, and presented with gifts of hats, shells and mats everywhere.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:46–47; 1926:42–43.)

Before landing on nearby Manihiki, the count learned that the atoll “was the property of a white man” and that his permission had to be secured for dropping anchor. Festetics noted that “the natives were quite civilised” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:61; 1926:56), which also meant that he found few objects worthy to collect: his inventory lists shell axes, woven mats, wooden cups, paddles, drums and coconut cups.

The situation was more or less the same on Tahiti, the largest of the Society Islands, as on Hawaii – even though there was still a royal family, the influence of officials and merchants of different nationalities (mostly French) grew steadily and the population became increasingly mixed. Festetics was rather shocked on seeing that certain members of the royal family had adopted the European style and that ancestral traditions were derided as superstitions.

Festetics and his wife enjoyed the royal family’s hospitality for three months: the princesses taught his wife various crafts, such as weavings hats, mats and wreaths. A total of twenty-eight objects, mostly weaving patterns, bast ribbons and chains enriched the collection from this island.

After they had thoroughly toured Tahiti and neighbouring Moorea and had enjoyed all that two islands had to offer, Festetics – true to character – noted that “no matter how beautiful, we became bored; we grew tired of the many wonders. … How true that poetry can be enjoyed but for a few minutes and that we only feel comfortable amidst utter sublimeness for a brief time only.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:79–80; 1926:73.)

After leaving Tahiti for the south, they stopped several times on the Tubuai (Austral) Islands, for example on Rurutu, Rimatara and the uninhabited Maria Islands, colonised by tame birds. They then turned west again, towards the southern Cook Islands and after briefly stopping at Mangaia, they first visited Rarotonga, moving on to the Penrhyn and the Suvarov Islands.

Festetics planned to replenish food supplies and to acquire natural historical and ethnographic material through barter, this being the reason that the Tolna was classified as a merchant vessel in San Francisco. Eugène Hänni, a merchant-traveller from Neuchâtel in Switzerland was appalled when he saw Festetics and his wife serving the local women flocking aboard their ship on Rurutu (HÄNNI 1908:87–88).[700] Festetics wryly described himself as a first-rate haberdasher, as if he were “an employee of the Bon Marché” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:88), rolling out colourful fabrics one after the other, while the countess handled the cash-till.

After a short journey, they arrived at Samoa, where they made the acquaintance of Robert Louis Stevenson and his family. Samoa was at the time torn by the political clashes between the Germans, the British and the Americans, in which local chieftains were used as pawns. Festetics and Stevenson hatched a plan to free one of the chieftains, Mataafa, a friend of Stevenson’s who had been exiled to Jaluit (Micronesia). The unforgettable months spent in the renowned writer’s company came to an abrupt end with Stevenson’s death. Festetics stretched the truth a little in his narrative, for Stevenson died on December 3, not during the time they were still on the island, but two months later. The count evokes the memory of the unforgettable days: “we could have listened to Stevenson the whole night through. I will always regret that I did not record, word for word, what he spoke during these the evenings.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:111; 1926:103.) The collection was enriched with numerous photographs, but few objects.

European and Chinese merchants had by then settled on the smaller islands between Hawaii and Samoa. They were intent on infecting the natives with a desire for commodities which could only be slaked with material goods from Europe. Missionaries were more concerned with the natives’ souls and spiritual matters, with varying degrees of success.

Festetics was in part enchanted by the wonderful scenery and the bewitching, smiling Polynesian girls, and in part filled with bitterness over the disappearance of an earthly paradise. In any case, he soon became bored, feeling that real adventure awaited him not on these islands, where Europeans had already discovered all that was to be found and had spoiled what they could, but farther afield, in Melanesia, where nature and her children were more untouched.

Leaving Samoa, they arrived to the Fiji Islands, then under British control, dropping anchor at Viti Levu. They repaired the ship. They were shown around the island by the family members of British colonial officials. Festetics records that “we partook in many pleasant pastimes. … We organised hunts and had a village feast on the banks of the lovely Visari river.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:135; 1926:119.) In addition to the excellent photos, several objects – dance dresses, a javelin, a mace, tapa cloth and clay vessels – testify to their visit to the islands.

From Fiji they made a small detour to Funafuti (Ellice Islands), where Festetics saw a ship recruiting workers. He knew that a few decades earlier, the population of this island too had been strongly decimated by the ships carrying labourers to the Peruvian mines and the Australian plantations. “The ‘labour ships’ conduct a brisk business in Polynesia. This is no different from the former slave trade, now regulated and legalised, garbed in the semblance of official business.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:161; 1926:130.)

On their way back from the Ellice Islands, they stopped again at Fiji, this time dropping anchor at Levuka – however, owing to symptoms of rabies following a dog bite, they did not stay aboard the ship for long, setting sail for Australia, and in December 1894, they arrived in Sydney.

In Australia, Festetics rested awhile, replenished his ship with wares and held military exercises for the crew to prepare them for what lay ahead.

They left the continent in mid-June 1895, continuing their journey towards the Melanesian islands. Before leaving Sydney, a farewell party was thrown in their honour, which, as Festetics ironically noted, “my hosts were more inclined to regard as a burial feast, being convinced that we would be sailing to our death.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:180; 1926:149.)

 

[image: Figure 10.3 Men from Viti Levu Island, F5734]

 

Figure 10.3 Men from Viti Levu Island, 1893–1894

 

In late June, they arrived to Aneityum, the southernmost island of the New Hebrides. Festetics received a “head rest used there” from one of the island’s chieftains. “A rounded piece of wood resembling a rolling-pin set on two feet, like a low stool. I have become so accustomed to it that I still sleep with it.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:183; 1926:152.)

On June 13, they set out for Tanna, the most ill-reputed island of the New Hebrides, whose inhabitants had the worst record as cannibals. The description of the natives reveals Festetics’s emotions as regards their appearance, contrasting sharply with the European ideal, as well as his prejudices concerning the “savages’” disposition: “Their appearance was terrible, their faces reflecting animal wildness, cowardly cunning and cruelty.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:186; 1926:154.)

He was met by a similar spectacle on the other islands. “I bought many artefacts for my collection”, wrote Festetics, “and the natives too were happy to be photographed. At first they were frightened, when I pointed the camera at them, for they thought it was a cannon. But later – after I had presented them with gifts – they were most willing to pose.” (Festetics de Tolna 1903:208–209; 1926:165.)

The natives’ animosity towards white men is quite understandable in knowledge of the island’s history: beginning with 1863, strong young men were continuously hauled away from the islands “discovered” during the 17th and 18th centuries for work in Australia, where cheap labour was needed on the plantations. Owing to this slave trade, known as “blackbirding”, the population of the New Hebrides fell by fifty per cent, or as much as eighty per cent on some islands. It is hardly surprising that the natives tried to remedy their grievances in their own way, earning a reputation as “savages”. Festetics visited several islands and, whenever possible, enlarged his collection, acquiring a total of 145 objects from here.

They had a rather unpleasant experience in Tartary Bay on the northern part of Epi, an event that sheds light on the islanders’ attitude throughout Melanesia. After the usual friendly welcome and the exchange conducted in a friendly atmosphere, and after taking leave of the islanders, they set off for one of the neighbouring islands – however, the wind abated and the waves swept back the ship to Epi. Their return was not greeted with enthusiasm: “If someone leaves, he should not return! This is a bad ship and its men are weak!” shouted the islanders. They sent an ultimatum to Festetics, saying that if they did not leave immediately, they would attack the ship. Both parties made preparations for the clash during the night – the conflict was mercifully washed away by a tropical downpour, which cooled tempers, and the next day they left unharmed.

In many ways the islanders’ reactions differed little from the attitude of the European sailors visiting them from time to time: both tried to profit from the brief visit and then put as much distance between them as possible after trading was finished. It would be an illusion to speak of friendship – friendly feelings might have been aroused, but as a matter of fact, neither had any need for this.

Festetics had an unforgettable experience on the island of Espiritu Santo. “The grass shimmered in lovely emerald colours, the air was filled with a warm, fragrant mist. Even so, I felt the unique, wild earthen odour, from which I would immediately know in which part of the world I was, were I to be cast unconscious on an island in these seas by some magical power. My memories are linked more to this odour than to the region itself. I badly miss it since I have returned to my former world. I evoked it again and again through the objects I had brought back with me, like the memory of bygone kisses from the fragrance of faded love-letters. I would like to bathe my soul again in it and be revived by its magical powers.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:248; 1926:189.)

The excursion which earned the Festetics adjective “cannibal count” from his wellwishers took place on this island. Hungry and tired after a several hours’ long trek, they eventually reached a village, from which the inhabitants had fled after learning that a ship had dropped anchor on its shores. Festetics and his companions noticed small earthen ovens wafting of roast meat in one of the huts of the abandoned village. The count poked the oven with his Hussar sword, removed the leaves covering it, and beside the cooked taro and batata, he found a small bundle wrapped in greasy leaves which turned out to contain a human leg. “I was not so much disgusted as disappointed,” noted the hungry count, and asked one of the villagers who had returned in the meantime, to bring them the taro and the batata and leave the food called “pig meat” by the islanders where it was. They then heartily ate what could be eaten. “This was not as serious as if we had to eat a human foot in aspic or a boiled hand. Still, it was the juice of human flesh glistening on the batata and the aspic of human flesh around the taro. Our sin was of the kind when someone refuses to eat meat on a fast-day, but eats a vegetable dish with lard.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:252; 1926:191.) His attitude was rather uncommon in the late 19th century; his narrative containing descriptions of similar events genuinely shocked his contemporaries.

The next stop was the Santa Cruz Islands, rarely visited by other Europeans, where Festetics collected many objects. A total of 177 items reached the museum, including the lovely, woven belts, bags and satchels typical of the islanders’ art. Outside of Micronesia, weaving was unknown in Oceania – this island group being the exception to the rule. One end of the simple weaving device was fixed to two trees, while the other was stretched by the weaver’s back. Describing the islanders’ passion for chewing betel, Festetics records that “a pouch worn on the breast or on the side of the body is a traditional part of the equipment of Vanikoro’s inhabitants. … They keep the box containing the stuff needed for betel smoking in this pouch, together with their other valuables. … They keep the necessary supplies in a small, elegant reed or shell box, which they always have with them, together with the small stick with which they put lime in their mouth. Their lips are painted, their teeth are black. Their spit is as red as blood.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:266–267; 1926:198–199.) The natives chewed the nut of the betel nut palm (Areca catechui) together with the leaf or fruit of the betel pepper (Piper betle); the lime powder made from coral taken in conjunction with this mixture releases the alkaloids in the betel, resulting in a mildly intoxicating substance.
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Figure 10.4 Young chieftain from Malaita, Solomon Islands, 1895

 

The islanders were renowned for their well-built boats, as shown by a small boat model in Festetics’s collection.[701] After leaving the Santa Cruz Islands, they sailed to the Solomon Islands. The Tolna stopped at all the major islands in this group and they took countless photographs.

Even though the existence of these islands was known in Europe since Álvaro de Mendaña’s report from 1568, very little was known about them in Europe in the mid18th century. Explorers were followed by missionaries and merchants and, later still, by slave-traders: about thirty thousand men were hauled off to the plantations in Australia and Fiji in the last third of the 19th century, very few of whom left of their own free will. Great Britain and Germany vied for control over the islands: in 1893, the southern isles came under British protectorate, while the northern ones came under German authority. The natives’ repeated attacks on the whites were fuelled by the hatred towards the sandaltree merchants and their like-minded companions. Many missionaries and sailors were killed for this reason. The Solomon Islands soon came to be regarded as one of the most dangerous places in the Pacific, with a proud and militant population known for headhunting and cannibalism.

Festetics had more exciting and instructive experiences on the Solomon Islands than anywhere else. In his account of his visit to Narovo, part of the Solomon Islands, where he pocketed two skulls from a taboo-house in which head-hunter trophies were kept since purchasing them was out of the question, he wryly notes that “news of my nocturnal visit reached the civilised world and I was labelled a body-snatcher along with other kindly adjectives. What nonsense has been told about me during my travels! First I was supposed to have died from some Polynesian disease; then I was supposed to have adopted the savages’ customs and mores. In Herbertshöhe, my friendship with Stevenson angered the Germans, and they were quite jealous of me for having acquired rarities, which they were unable to on their own islands. They therefore accused me of inciting to murder because I had allegedly sold weapons and ammunition to the natives to enable them to kill white men.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:337; 1926:236.)

On the island of Choiseul, the count participated in a headhunting expedition to satisfy his curiosity. He was rather dejected after returning from the several days’ long trip. “I now know what headhunting is like. I have learnt that it is not a heroic feat – the two adversaries do not even fight with each other, but one simply butchers the other.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:359; 1926:252–253.)

Festetics had less depressing experiences on the island of Mono (Treasury), where they stayed for several days. The count and his wife were received by king and the queen and were entertained in their “palace”. “We returned to the Tolna laden with goodwill and gifts. We were given weapons, mats, carvings, etc.,” is how Festetics recalls how they were received (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:366; 1926:258).

The above illustrate how Festetics enlarged his collection. In this respect he was no better and no worse than the average collector of his age, although his conduct and his attitude to the natives was in many cases more relaxed and friendlier than that of his contemporaries.

Festetics’s credo is expressed in the following passage: “I found friendly dispositions and courtesy even among the most savage peoples. I believe I was able to handle them: I always treated them courteously and they felt this. It was the first time they had experienced this from a white man. They felt my sympathy towards them. I also lifted them in their own eyes by treating them as equals. I adapted myself to their customs and nature; I sat motionless for hours in their house, as was their custom. I let them gaze at me for as long as they wished; I did not grow impatient. I accepted their beliefs; I shared their feelings; I asked them about their amusements and worries; I did not reject what they offered, and neither did I assert my power or my superiority as any sailor would have done. I shook their hands, as is customary between old friends, and, most importantly, never did I fail to confirm our friendship with small gifts. Neither did I forget to take the necessary precautions. I never mingled with them unarmed, I never let them get behind my back and I always took care that women should also be present. In this manner, I was able to penetrate the most savage islands, the depths of the darkest jungles without any harm coming to me.

One must love the savages in order to find favour with them, although I will have few followers in this respect. No matter how extraordinary this statement might seem, my goodwill towards them was sincere; I had no need to feign feelings. It is not as if I wanted to conceal their failings and the savageness of their customs. This book does not conceal anything, but neither is it an apology. I compared their sins with the ones committed by my white brethren, by forcing modern civilisation on them. All things considered and truthfully judged, I regarded the black Papuans to be worthier than the white man.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:372–374; 1926:261–262.)

It seems quite likely that Festetics was hardly a model to be followed in the eyes of the average members of fin-de-siècle society. The 522 objects donated to the Museum of Ethnography include articles from almost every island.

He received “a lovely bowl inlaid with mother-of-pearl” from the ruler of Ugi; he mentions a certain J. P., a French pirate, who presented him “with many articles in his possession.” This mysterious pirate is most probably identical with “Johnny Pratt,” the infamous French merchant. His name is recorded on one of the reference cards to a photograph. The number of objects in the collection grew continuously. The same pirate, living on the island of Rubiana, accompanied him on his expeditions to the island’s interior “and assisted in the collection of many rare objects.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:320; 1926:230.)

On Malaita, however, when he wanted to purchase a few weapons, he almost failed: Festetics records how he put aside moral apprehensions: “The only way I could acquire a few arrows and spears was by giving dynamite in exchange. They like to use this when fishing, but it is forbidden to sell it to them.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:311; 1926:221.)

From the Bay of Choiseul, in the northern part of the island, he travelled up a wide river and a wonderful spectacle unfolded before his eyes: “huge waterfalls cascaded down the two sides of the river. … The silvery mantle with its azure and crimson hues flowed down the mountainside, the foam of the spraying water spread a light mist over the river and concealed the mountain peaks.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:361; 1926:255.) Christened Tolna Waterfall by him, this bewitching natural phenomenon is today known as the Parasi Waterfall. Later, they saw twenty war canoes pass in the bay – but when Festetics, accompanied by his one of his sailors, rowed his small boat closer to take photographs, the natives in the boat poured a hail of arrows on them: “Two of their arrows struck the boat, and now enrich my collection,” writes the count evoking the event (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:362; 1926:256.)
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Figure 10.5 Natives, Rubiana, Solomon Islands, 1895

 

Judging from their formal traits, the first group of objects from the Solomon Islands probably originate from the northwestern islands: these are the prow figureheads collected on Bougainville.[702] The head ornament on one of these prow figureheads, modelled on the one used in the initiation ceremony of young boys on Buka, can also be found in the collection.[703]

While on Bougainville, Festetics collected not only ethnographic objects, but also zoological material, mostly birds: the ten bird skins donated to the museum represented nine different species, three of which were determined as new species by the ornithologist Gyula Madarász, who named one of them Cyclopsittacus festetichi. A painting by Madarász depicted another new species (Cyclopsittacus purpuratus); it appeared in the 1902 issue of Természetrajzi Füzetek together with a description of the birds (MADARÁSZ 1902).

The bamboo war shield probably comes from Roviana (Rubiana),[704] one of the New Georgia Islands; according to certain reports, this shield type was made in a few places only, for example in the interior of Guadalcanal, on Roviana and in a few villages of the Marovo Lagoon (which Festetics had visited), from where it was taken to the other islands (WAITE 1983:120).

The narrow, willow-leaf shaped maces carved from hardwood most likely came from Choiseul.[705] Comparable pieces are known from Guadalcanal and Santa Isabel (WAITE 1983:121–122). On the latter island, the maces were used not only in warfare, but also in the war dance preceding battle.

The material from the Solomon Islands includes a number of articles used in daily life: small, plain pots made from dry coconuts, spoons carved from Nautilus shell from Ronongo (today called Ranongga) and composite harpoons cut from shell and turtleshell.

The necklaces strung from whitish-grey Job’ tears (Coix lachryma-jobi) and the dark red seeds of the “jumbie bead” tree (Adenanthera pavonina), the shell bracelets from Roviana and the eight-row belts strung from lovely shell discs were all used as personal ornaments. Belts of this kind were once made on Malaita (WAITE 1983:139).

Before setting off for New Britain, Festetics made a tour of the eastern islands of the Solomon Islands in early November 1895. On Shortland (Faisi) he made the acquaintance of Fergusson, “king of Shortland and Bougainville”, son of King Gorai, and his family. Fergusson lived on a small island nearby, where he entertained the count and presented him with his father’s “devil rod”, i.e. “the bamboo cane into which King Gorai’s soul had been shut.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:379; 1926:266–267.)
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Figure 10.6 King Gorai’s ceremonial costume, Shortland Island, Solomon Islands, 1895

 

The deed became known and the offended population almost revolted against the ruler. Festetics offered to return the object revered as a sacred relic, but Fergusson magnanimously declined and also gave him his father’s ceremonial dress made from pearls. As it turned out, the latter gift aroused the anger not of the locals, but of the German colonial officials. As Festetics gleefully notes, “Not one single white man has been able to acquire a dress of this kind; they had to make a copy for the Berlin museum.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:382; 1926:268.) The German authorities fined him 2000 marks for purchasing a rare item on the islands under their control.

After Shortland, Festetics visited the small islands south of Bougainville, and then returned to King Fergusson, who helped him catch the golden butterflies on the island’s southern shores. Sailing along Bougainville’s eastern shore, they finally reached Buka after many adventures. During the journey, Festetics bought food and various objects – mats, finely carved paddles, weapons, war ornaments and headgear – from the local villagers, who brought their wares to the Tolna on their boats.

Festetics recorded what he saw in the ship’s log, and he also corrected and supplemented the data shown on the maps. Unfortunately, the ship’s log containing these data has been lost.

After the exciting months spent on the Solomon Islands, Festetics received an ominous whiff of European civilisation on New Britain. At Herbertshöhe (today Kokopo), the administrative centre of the Bismarck Islands which came under German control from 1884, he had a series of unpleasant experiences. The rigid, pedantic officials took the count to court, alleging that he had sold weapons and ammunition to the natives, and they also found him guilty of visiting regions forbidden to him and of purchasing various objects without permission. Festetics attributed the intrigue against him to the scheming of “Queen Emma”, an ill-famed, local merchant woman of Samoan-American extraction. In the meantime, his sailors mutinied against him, and Annie, his wife’s chambermaid testified against him during the trial as regards the ammunition (which, as a matter of fact, was given to one of the local chiefs by the first officer, who happened to be Annie’s lover). Festetics was fined, but was not sentenced to prison. This case, and especially the soulless and nerve-racking machinery of colonial administration undoubtedly took their toll, but it did not dampen his enthusiasm for collecting other articles in this region. At Christmas, 1895, they reached the southern tip of New Ireland and they spent New Year’s Eve on New Britain, dropping anchor in the Bay of Herbertshöhe. After growing tired of the “amusements” provided by the German administrative centre, Festetics made visits to the neighbouring islands. He took a number of photographs of the malangan death ceremony on Mioko, part of the Duke of York Islands, and of the dancers of the duk-duk secret society in Malapu, a village near Herbertshöhe on New Britain.

He spent almost three months in the Herbertshöhe area, and then continued his journey to New Ireland. On March 17, he arrived at Kapsu, where he photographed the occupants and the huts of the villages hidden in the woods. He purchased a number of masks used during the malangan ceremony, which would otherwise have been burnt at the end of the festival held in honour of the deceased.

A total of 94 objects reached the Museum of Ethnography from the Bismarck Islands, i.e. from New Ireland, New Hannover, New Britain and the Duke of York Island.

Outstanding among them is a dance mask topped by a foot with the sole pointing upward from northern New Ireland,[706] used during the malangan ceremony, and an openwork carving depicting the ancestors which had originally been exhibited in one of the huts during the ceremony.[707]

One ornament typical for New Britain was the middi, a collar-like ornament decorated with Nassa shells (Nassa camelus). These shells, used also as money, were ground flat and sewn onto bent sticks covered with pandanus fibre arranged into several rows. The bent sticks were then fastened together in the middle and a piece of red textile was wound around it. A collar of this kind was very valuable[708] and only the clan chiefs were allowed to make and wear one, as shown by one of Festetics’s photos. One of the most interesting items is the dance head ornament of the Tolai tribe, which the natives pinned into their hair during a ceremony of the duk-duk secret society.[709] According to Festetics’s description, the head ornament depicts the masked duk-duk dancers arriving by boat. The duk-duk dance mask is one of the most outstanding pieces of the collection.[710]

The bracelets from New Hanover were ground from the Trochus niloticus shell. The stylistic traits of a breast or forehead ornament suggest that this item too originated from this island.[711] A disc was cut out from Cymbium shell, onto which a thin, openwork turtleshell disc was then attached to it.

From New Hanover, the Tolna set sail for Japan, stopping briefly at Nakung in order to repair the ship. In early April, they arrived to La Vandola (Nauna), the easternmost member of the Admiralty Islands.
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Festetics and his companions barely left the ship at the Admiralty Islands and the neighbouring smaller islands – they refrained from the usual excursions, probably due to administrative and personal reasons. The count enlarged his collection with articles acquired from the natives visiting the ship and the photos too were made aboard the Tolna. The Admiralty Islands were discovered in the early 17th century by European explorers: the island was named in honour of the British Admiralty by Captain Philip Carteret in 1767. In 1885, the islands came under German protectorate; the islands were colonised and the first European traders soon settled here.

In Festetics’s time, the island’s interior was still largely unexplored and the culture of the Melanesian peoples, although not entirely untouched, showed little European influence. The art of the islanders, who enjoyed a reputation as excellent sailors and shrewd traders, is one of the loveliest in Oceania. It is therefore hardly surprising that Festetics collected several hundred objects, even though he only stopped briefly at the islands because their waters were difficult to navigate, and did not actually go ashore. Of these articles, 345 reached the Museum of Ethnography. Festetics recalls how “the islanders came in droves in their canoes to meet us, and brought us turtleshell plaques, bracelets, weapons, wooden bowls, taro and yam-yam roots” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:125).

The highlights of the material collected in this region include a hoe with stone and shell blade inserts, primarily used for woodworking. Contemporary descriptions suggest that they were not simply implements; as symbols of law, peace and order, they were also used in certain community rituals (at weddings and for patching up conflicts, OHNEMUS 1998:152).

The wooden bowl handles most likely depict totem ancestors; the bowls were used for serving food or for storing coconut oil.[712] The ladles used during eating were made from halved coconuts provided with the carved wooden handle decorated with intricate patterns encrusted with lime.[713] On festive occasions, soup was served in a wooden bowl to guests, who could keep the bowl and the ladle as gifts (OHNEMUS 1998:245). 

 

Large, oblong shaped bags woven from plant fibres were used by women to carry fruit and vegetables grown in vegetable gardens; spread over the back, they also served as protection against wind and rain. A part of the gifts for the bride was also put into bags of this type (OHNEMUS 1998:173).[714]

Combs of wooden rods were used as hair ornaments and head decoration.[715] The handles were made from the resin-like substance extracted from Tita nut (Parinarium laurinum), painted red with ochre and decorated with carved patterns encrusted with white coral lime. Black paint was made from coal. Ear ornaments were fashioned from another hard-shelled nut: the nuts were painted black and the patterns were scratched into the 1–2 mm thick crust.[716] This ornament was usually worn behind the ears by men who had passed the initiation ceremony, similarly to the ear ornaments made from white Ovula ovum shell worn by the men on Festetics’s photos. Bracelets ground from Trochus niloticus shell were worn by both men and women, while the kapkap ornament, fashioned from Tridacna gigas shell and turtleshell, were only worn by men, hung on their breast or worn as a head ornament above their forehead.[717] A typical ornament sported by men was an amulet of frigate bird feathers and wooden carvings depicting mythical ancestors tied with a short cord to the nape of the neck, which was believed to protect their wearer during battle and during visits to neighbouring tribes.[718]

Village chieftains wore a magnificent “bead apron” on festive occasions.[719] Festetics describes one of these occasions: arriving near Manus, the largest island in this island group, the natives approached in their canoes, and an authoritative, strongly built man, whom he regarded as the island’s ruler, clambered aboard the ship: “Wound around his waist was a colourful bead belt and hanging to his ankles in front was a large, embroidered piece of cloth, resembling an apron, embroidered with beads which sparkled and tinkled softly with his every move.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:132). The upper part of the apron was woven from plant fibres and strings of small shell discs (used also as money) were sewn onto it. From the bottom of the apron hung palaquium nuts and bird feathers.

One magnificent piece of the islanders’ art is a small wooden statue, probably depicting a mythical ancestor,[720] perhaps part of the furnishings of a men’s house. Similar figures – sometimes together with crocodile depictions – were often set atop obsidian tipped spears.[721] The finely carved, delicate spears were made for trade with the Europeans, although they were also used during dances.

One popular passion among the natives of these islands before the spread of smoking was chewing betel nuts. They licked lime scooped out of lime powder containers made from bamboo and gourds with wooden spatulas having a finely decorated handle.[722] Himself a strong smoker, Festetics was surprised that tobacco was unknown: “Strangely enough, the inhabitants of the Admiralty Islands were unfamiliar with the use of tobacco. After seeing us smoking, they too wanted to do so, and we sold them pipes and tobacco; it was amusing to see how clumsy they were. We had to fill the pipe and light it … after the first few puffs they became sick, like children who buy cigarettes with their Sunday pennies. Still, they were not deterred in spite of their nausea and vomiting; they persevered, and there can be no doubt that the next ship stopping at the Admiralty Islands will find compulsive pipe-smokers.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:138.)

These islands were the last stop in Oceania, where the count wanted to enrich his collection. Before setting off for Japan, they dropped anchor near Manus and noticed “visitors arriving from a neighbouring island. They brought many articles for exchange in their canoes.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:145). Objects from smaller islands lying some 170 km north of the Admiralty Islands probably found their way into the collection in this way. One of these is a mace perhaps originating from New Guinea.[723]

The noteworthy items from this region include elegant wooden bowls used for carrying food from the Matty Islands (Wuwulu)[724] and the implements which according to Festetics were used for hollowing out canoes: used simultaneously, one was held in the right hand, the other in the left one.[725] There is nothing to support Festetics’s interpretation, save for the fact that the implements in question were indeed rightand left-handed; it seems more likely that they were kitchen implements used for chopping taro. Their handle was made from hardwood, while the axe or shovel part was carved from turtleshell.[726] Two objects in the collection originate from the Anachoreta (Kaniet) Islands: a comb with a bearded Janus head and a crescent shaped mother-of-pearl breast ornament with a string of tiny shell beads.[727]

The Tolna reached the open seas in mid-April 1896, and headed for the Palau and Caroline Islands. They arrived in Japan in late May, after a 42 days’ long journey interspersed with storms, and stayed in Yokohama for over a year. Although Festetics acquired a few trinkets in Japan and also during the way back to Europe, he did not enlarge his collection any further. In addition to participating in society life – festivities, balls, sports and excursions – most of their time was taken up with repairing the ship. From Yokohama they first sailed to Kobe, continuing towards Hong Kong half a year later, stopping at Formosa (Taiwan), where they barely missed Crown Prince Franz Ferdinand, who had left the island shortly before their arrival, continuing his journey around the world on the S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth. Festetics spent little time in Hong Kong and after stopping briefly in Manila (Philippines), he set course for the South-East Asian islands. The next stops were Borneo and Singapore. After a six months’ stay in Singapore, they set off for Aden on April 5, 1899, from where they planned to continue to Europe, to the port of Trieste. His wife decided to wait for the French mail-boat and return to France – at least according to the “official” version, which he himself exposed as a white lie a page later. When the steamship later caught up with the Tolna, it stopped and greeted the yacht. “Standing on the bridge, my wife shouted a few words of farewell before the ship drew away. I had no doubts whatsoever that this was our last meeting. Later, after I was shipwrecked and after I arrived in Trieste, I read in the papers that she had filed for divorce in the American manner.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:267).

From this time on, they were dogged by ill fortune: after the leaving the Malakka Strait, an abandoned boat carrying a dead man crossed their path on the open sea, after which they were beset by storms, catastrophes and accidents. The wind broke the two masts and destroyed everything on the deck; the ship was damaged so severely that it proved impossible to continue the journey, and Festetics tried to steer it to Colombo on Ceylon. He spent almost eight months in Colombo and left the town with a heavy heart for, as he later recalled, nowhere else did he make so many friends in such a short time. In early February 1900, they set off for Aden on the repaired ship, and within a few days they reached the Minicoy Island on the northern boundary of the Maldives, where as a result of an unfortunate change of wind and the crew’s carelessness, the Tolna foundered on the coral reef during the night of February 11.

Festetics tried to salvage what he could from the ship’s equipment and his collection: the objects were packed into crates which, in the lack of anything better, they made from cabin doors, tables, drawers, and the akajou panelling covering the cabin walls. In order to avoid the ship’s remains from falling into unknown hands, Festetics doused the yacht with petroleum and set fire to it when it was almost covered with water. “Nothing remained of the Tolna, this splendid ship, of which Lord Graham, Britain’s leading yachtsman said, ‘This is the most superb sailing yacht I have ever seen’,” Festetics later recalled bitterly (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:313).

Since he felt himself and the collection in danger owing to the natives’ and his own crew’s hostility, Festetics moved into the island’s lighthouse together with the cook and another sailor, who had remained loyal to him and who, fearing for his life, confined him to his room. During the one month he spent in the lighthouse, he almost went mad because of the forced inactivity and his feeling of helplessness – he became extremely bad-tempered, he had hallucinations and even thought of committing suicide. After smoking his last cigarette, he also suffered from nicotine hunger. When the situation became untenable, he was allowed to walk around the island on foot and bicycle, obviously after taking the necessary precautions. Festetics did not even feel inclined to take photos. He borrowed the photos for the second volume of his travelogue from Stanley Gardiner, a naturalist from London who was at the time studying the coral reefs. In mid-April, they managed to secure passage on the Birchlord, a merchant vessel sailing from Rangoon to Hamburg, which took them to Port Said. From Port Said, he went to Cairo, then Alexandria, from where he sailed to Trieste, where he learnt about his wife’s intention to divorce him and that his crew, who had arrived earlier, had lodged a complaint against him at the naval authorities. Following the trial, which Festetics won, he could finally return to Vienna, where the crates containing his ethnographic collection, dispatched from Port Said, awaited him.

The collection

Festetics had intended to create a natural historical and ethnographic collection from the very beginning; he spared no effort in this respect, from carrying sufficient amounts of suitable exchange commodities on the Tolna to even stealing two skulls from a taboohouse in the middle of the night. Between these two extremes were spun the threads of trade and friendship, the latter calling for the mutual exchange of gifts, which also enriched the collection.

When the Tolna foundered on the coral reef at Minicoy Island, part of the Maldives near Ceylon, and Festetics was forced to abandon his yacht, the count noted that “the crates containing my collection were each 3 m2 or 4 m2 large, and there were 56 such crates.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:317.)

Luckily, the count managed to rescue everything from the ship and send it back to Europe. In 1902, he donated a part of the collection to the Hungarian nation: “Let this be a modest indication of the affection and commitment I always felt for my homeland during the years spent in far-away lands.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:56).[728]

He also made a promise to supplement this donation with his collections in the United States and in France. In the second volume of his travelogue, published in French, Festetics poignantly confesses that “during my long, adventurous journey I thought of my compatriots. This sustained my spirit during my toils and troubles and amidst the many dangers, until I collected and brought home all those valuable items, many of which are unique creations.

It is my hope that the statues of this unusual and sophisticated art, these jewellery pieces fashioned from pearls, shells and bird feathers, these strange and terrible weapons, these skull trophies and war drums will, at least for a brief moment, steer the imagination of our National Museum’s visitors to the regions which I have visited!” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1904:354–355.)

Although one may think that Festetics’s dream to evoke far-away peoples through the artefacts he had collected and to bring them closer to the hearts of Hungarian museum visitors was soon realized, this was not the case. The collection of over 1600 objects was never exhibited in its entirety. Many articles perished during the one hundred years since his donation, a few were lost and some were exchanged for South American and African objects to be exhibited in the museum’s permanent exhibition, opened in 1980.

The fate of the material remaining outside Hungary is even sadder. Festetics stored the collection he had wanted to donate to Hungary in the Château Eucalyptus in Antibes near Nice. The outbreak of World War 1 prevented him from this. His villa and the valuables in it were confiscated and impounded, and then auctioned after the war. The collection was purchased by Stephen Chauvet, an art collector who had just started his career, who thus found himself the owner of one of the largest Oceania collections of the period (O’REILLY 1951:219–220). In spite of its fragmentariness, the collection was so large that Chauvet had to rent a coach-house on Grenelle Boulevard, where he could temporarily store the objects before moving them to the museum in his own house in Grenelle Street. He later conducted many exchanges with other collectors, and the greater part of the Festetics Collection was thus dispersed, with pieces reaching various European and American museums and private collections.

As far as we know, Chauvet did not record the origins of the objects he had acquired, and he merged the Festetics Collection with his own collection, which he then donated to the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro,[729] together with various African objects. There are probably several hundred objects among the museum’s holdings from the Festetics Collection under the name of Stephen Chauvet. Chauvet was a generous donor: in 1930, he donated various objects to Lyon, in 1931 to the Musée de la Marine in Brest and in 1933 to the Musée Ethnographique de Cherbourg. Of the provincial museums, the highest number of articles was received by the one in La Rochelle, through the mediation of Dr. Loppé (ANTONI–BOULAY 2007). This donation too included a high number of artefacts from the one-time Festetics collection. Nothing is known about the material which ended up in San Francisco through his wife.

The natural history material sent to Hungary perished during the 1956 Uprising. Only descriptions have survived of the new bird species collected on the Solomon Islands and on the eastern coast of Bougainville, and a painting by Gyula Madarász (who described these new species), published in Természetrajzi Füzetek (MADARÁSZ 1902:350– 351 AND PL. XVII).

Festetics and his wife were both enthusiastic photographers; the count took his stand camera everywhere and took photos wherever possible. Although he makes no mention of this, the Tolna probably had a well equipped photo laboratory, where he developed the photos himself. The photo negatives range from 6 cm × 9 cm to 18 cm × 24 cm, although there were other sizes too. Festetics sent the glass negatives to Budapest through the Naturhistorisches Museum in Vienna, after his two-volume travelogue had been published in Paris.[730] While the 441 glass negatives have survived intact in the museum, there is no list of the photos and neither are there any documents describing the theme of the photos, even though a description of some sort no doubt existed since the reference cards of the photographs were based on a text of this kind for they contain a wealth of information that can only have been known to Festetics.

A closer look at the photographs reveals that Festetics was a skilled photographer; in view of the photography techniques of the period and the fact that many were taken under rather difficult circumstances, and knowing the reaction of the natives, we must acknowledge that the making of these photos was no mean feat. “My photo apparatus stirred a great mistrust among the natives. They sometimes took it for a cannon, sometimes for some sort of magical machine, which would afflict them with a malady.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1902:53.) “I took my photographs with the greatest precaution. When drawing the black drape over my head, I had two armed men stand behind me. The natives usually scowled at me because it was new to them.” (FESTETICS DE TOLNA 1903:223; 1926:178.) Festetics remarked that once the natives were convinced that photography was harmless, they were quite willing to pose for photographs, encouraged to do so also by the gifts he gave them. Both attitudes can be recognised on the photos, and the captions to the photos sometimes reveal a predilection for sensationalist poses and the misleading accounts in books he had read. The fate of his wife’s photographs remains unknown; the countess probably kept the photos that were important for her after the dissolution of the marriage. It seems most unlikely that they had not taken any photographs of the scenery and of the local notabilities while on Hawaii or of the Stevensons on Samoa – be as it may, photographs of this type were not included among the 374 photos published in the two volumes in French.

Festetics’s collection arrived in Budapest in 1902. The first to enthusiastically review his collection was János Jankó, director of the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum, who translated Festetics’s handwritten French text, “My travels in the Pacific” and published it as an introduction to his own description of the collection. In the article, he offered an excellent overview of the museum’s Oceania collection and its enlargement: “In view of the meagre funds allotted to the collection of exotic articles, the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum has been concerned with international ethnography only to the extent that this is the single institution in Hungary presenting the artefacts of all the peoples of the world; the museum can devote but limited funds to these, for it is unable to meet even its Hungarian obligations. While we do see how passionately foreign museums compete with each other in collecting the ethnography of the Pacific, we have to content ourselves with what good luck and the winds of fortune blow our way.” (JANKÓ 1902b:58.)

In spite of these circumstances, the museum spared no effort to make its collection as complete as possible and to present the ethnographic material of the most important Pacific islands. In his review, Jankó notes that before the arrival of Festetics’s collection, the museum hardly had any material from Oceania, except for the collections donated by Fenichel and Bíró. “Nothing from Micronesia, nothing from Polynesia, nothing from Melanesia, only material from the German part of New Guinea. No matter how large and valuable Bíró’s collection is, we can only fully comprehend how little this material represents of the countless islands basking in this vast sea once we are aware of the fact that each island group has its own unique culture.” (JANKÓ 1902b:58.)
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The greater part of Festetics’s collection originated from Melanesia – most of the larger island groups are represented, and thus it complements Bíró’s material from New Guinea. Through this donation, the museum “acquired an impressive collection which, together with Lajos Bíró’s New Guinea Collection, covers the eth nography of Melanesia through important and, at the same time, characteristic objects. Herein lies the significance of the Festetics Collection, and we are indebted to the noble count for his patriotic sentiments.” (JANKÓ 1902b:59.)

Jankó did not fail to note the immense cultural value of the collection: “This vast island world plays an important role in ethnography: when the Europeans discovered these islands, the peoples living here were living in a stage of civilisation which was unfamiliar with metals, for all tools and implements were fashioned from stone, bone, shell and wood. European man passed through this cultural stage many thousands of years ago – however, no written records of this age have survived, the only relics being the objects dug up from the ground, primarily stone tools, after which this period has been named the Stone Age. A better knowledge of the islanders of the Southern Seas offers the key for comprehending our own Stone Age and for understanding our own past.” (JANKÓ 1902b:57.) This passage reflects the European view of his age concerning the relation between archaeology and ethnography.

Jankó mentions that “we have the count’s promise that he will complement his donation with his collection in the United States and in Paris. With his donation to the Hungarian National Museum, Count Rudolf has erected an eternal memorial and set a noble example. Were that our aristocracy follow his example!” (JANKÓ 1902:60–61.)

A closer look at the photos and the items in the collection reveals a certain imbalance, which can in part be attributed to the limited opportunities available to Festetics, and in part to his personal interests. Even though he visited several Polynesian islands, he only sent a total of sixty objects from this region – and it seems likely that he had not collected much more – while a total of some 1500 items come from Melanesia. At the same time, he was apparently more enchanted by the extraordinarily beautiful landscapes and handsome peoples of Polynesia (especially on Samoa and Fiji) than by Melanesia and made a conspicuously large number of photos of the former.

The imbalance in favour of Melanesia can be easily explained: Melanesia was colonised at a later date and thus came into contact with European civilisation much later, meaning that the natives’ culture was less affected by it at the time. The process of colonisation and contact began much earlier in Polynesia, about a hundred years before Festetics’s journey, and thus he could collect considerably fewer articles of what had survived of the islanders’ traditional, ancestral culture.

There are no records of how many objects had been collected by Festetics during his travels. Neither do we know how many and what type of objects he had collected on a particular island.[731] It would be interesting to compare the objects from a particular island or an island group with the material gathered by other contemporary travellers from the same regions. However, a comparison of this type would only be meaningful if the entire material were available – and the same holds true for the other collections which were dispersed, similarly to the one assembled by Festetics. We chose two island groups where Festetics collected a sizeable material and, in the lack of other options, we compared them with each other. The basis for this comparison was the assumption that when Festetics sent his collection to the museum, he assembled a collection that in his view represented the traditional culture of the islands. The two assemblages differ from each other also as regards their mode of collection: on the Solomon Islands, Festetics chose the pieces he preferred himself, while on the Admiralty Islands, where he never left his boat, the objects were brought aboard the Tolna by the natives. This latter circumstance is especially noteworthy since it perhaps reflects the islanders’ ideas about what might be interesting to the Europeans. According to Festetics’s original list and the information provided by Jankó in his article, the museum received 729 objects from the Solomon Islands (including the Santa Cruz Islands) and 345 items from the Admiralty Islands. The conspicuously high number of individual types does not necessarily provide a realistic picture, as shown by the material from the Admiralty Islands, in which the number of jewellery items is greatly increased by the shell bracelets (112 pieces of a total of 200 objects). However, these bracelets were not worn singly, but usually in sets of ten, i.e. the jewellery proper was a set of these bracelets, and in this sense their number is not so high. A similar observation can be made concerning the weapons from the Solomon Islands, primarily the arrows, which were sold and bought in bundles and not singly. These appear on Festetics’s list as bundles, with the occasional remark about how many arrows there were in a particular bundle. A glance at the different types reveals the lack of certain objects and artefact types which Festetics could theoretically have collected. We examined the objects from the Admiralty Islands from this aspect since this region is well represented by later collections which more or less include the entire range of possible types (OHNEMUS 1998; ANTONI 1980).

The number of objects used in relation to the acquisition of food is extremely low: aside from three fish-hooks, there is nothing to indicate fishing, a daily practice. There are no nets, no fishing baskets, floats or other fishing implements; the tools and implements used in agriculture are similarly lacking. The tools used for other activities are likewise barely represented: aside from stone blades and handles, the collection does not contain a single polisher, borer, bone implement, tapa pounder or potting tool, to mention but a few. The number of containers, bags and satchels is higher, although some types, such as clay vessels, are lacking. Neither are house furnishings represented, except for palm mats, and the single household items are ladles. Coconut graters, betel mortars or coconut vessel are likewise lacking. Canoe ornaments, water dippers and sails are present, while canoes and their models, as well as paddles are missing. Objects and instruments used during ceremonies and dances occur in negligible numbers; toys are altogether lacking. In contrast, the number of weapons is rather high, especially as regards spears with obsidian points. This material would be suitable for studying the issue of what the islanders traded and to determine which articles they were willing to part with, if the entire collection were available. In some cases, the answer is obvious: the pretty shell bracelets which were rather easily manufactured, were highly popular among sailors, similarly to the obsidian tipped spears and daggers, many of which were manufactured specifically for trading. However, most people are reluctant to part with the objects and implements necessary for food procurement, and it is also quite likely that it did not occur to the islanders that these might be interesting to visitors. Still, this is no more than a hypothesis – it is quite possible that the objects of the collection which did not reach Hungary would modify this picture, although it must also be borne in mind that the collection reflects Festetics’s taste and selection of the objects which were offered to him.

Although Festetics provided few explanatory notes to the objects, and even these notes cannot always be trusted, he did rescue these articles from sinking into oblivion by his efforts to collect them. His collection is very valuable in spite of the lack of any documentation; it is valuable not only to the European museum visitors, for whom he intended the objects. We should not forget the islanders, the descendants of the people whom Festetics had visited during his travels. These objects, no more than interesting, beautiful articles to us, are part of their heritage linking them to their ancestors. After shaking off the consequences of the necessary contact with the Europeans, these peoples are now searching for their roots. Each of these objects conveys a unique message from the past. The descriptions and reports about their ancestors might be misleading or downright false, but the craftsmanship preserved by these objects can be revived: every object retains the memory of the individual who made it. It is perhaps best to let them decide the future of these objects. If the one-time objects and the associated, ancestral crafts are revived together with their use and their art, the new cultural blossoming from them will by all means be part of universal human civilisation.
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Name of collector/seller


	
Year of acquisition


	
Mode of acquisition


	
Pieces


	
Origin





	
Aboubakar, Sidiki


	
1999, 2000


	
purchase


	
12


	
Cameroon





	
Aczél, István


	
1949


	
purchase


	
31


	
West Africa





	
Agárdy, Ottóné


	
1971


	
purchase


	
3


	
Kenya, Sudan





	
Alföldi Boruss, Dezsőné


	
1990


	
gift


	
12


	
Zimbabwe





	
Almási, Bálint


	
1969


	
purchase


	
2


	
Nigeria





	
Altman, Andor


	
1932


	
gift


	
1


	
North Africa





	
Antiquities dealer


	
1950


	
purchase


	
6


	
East Africa





	
Bajor, Ignácz


	
1897


	
purchase


	
3


	
Senegal





	
Bali, István


	
1993


	
purchase


	
25


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Bánhidi, Károlyné


	
1960


	
purchase


	
1


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Baraneck, Györgyné


	
1962


	
purchase


	
6


	
Ivory Coast





	
Bartók, Béla


	
1913


	
gift


	
1


	
Algeria





	
BÁV


	
1981


	
purchase


	
2


	
Mali, Gabon





	
Bedő, Rudolf


	
1948, 1950


	
gift, purchase


	
9


	
Egypt, West and Central Africa





	
Berger, Samu


	
1904


	
purchase


	
36


	
Egypt





	
Berndorfer, Alfréd


	
1999


	
legacy


	
2


	
Ghana





	
Berndorfer, Alfrédné


	
1998, 1999


	
purchase, gift


	
23


	
West and Central Africa





	
Bettanin, Giovanni


	
1904, 1908


	
purchase


	
3


	
Somalia, Africa





	
Bodolay, Jenő


	
2016, 2017, 2018


	
gift


	
194


	
Nigeria





	
Bodrogi, Tiborné


	
1978


	
purchase


	
7


	
Congo





	
Boga, Józsefné


	
1966


	
purchase


	
18


	
Morocco





	
Bogdán, Jánosné


	
1985


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Boglár, Lajos


	
2020


	
purchase


	
3


	
Gabon, Ivory Coast





	
Bonnefoy, Maurice


	
1970, 1971


	
change


	
4


	
Mali, Nigeria, Cameroon





	
Bornemisza, Pál


	
1901, 1903, 1904, 1905


	
purchase


	
2632


	
East and South Africa





	
Borsai, Ilona


	
1967


	
purchase


	
5


	
Egypt





	
Bozóky-Ernyei, Katalin/ Bozóky, Lajos


	
2006


	
gift


	
2


	
Tunisia





	
Böszörmény, György


	
1973


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Böszörmény, Györgyné


	
1974


	
purchase


	
6


	
Mali





	
Búza, Mária


	
1988


	
purchase


	
1


	
Nigeria





	
Büky, Béláné


	
1959


	
purchase


	
1


	
Sudan





	
Camera, Mohamed


	
1968


	
purchase


	
1


	
Guinea





	
Csaba, Géza


	
1954


	
purchase


	
5


	
Egypt





	
Csallány, Gábor


	
1899


	
gift


	
1


	
Tanzania (Zanzibar)





	
Csalog, Zsolt


	
1952


	
purchase


	
5


	
West Africa





	
Csánk, György


	
1978


	
purchase


	
1


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Csányi, István


	
1900


	
gift


	
1


	
East Africa





	
Csató, Miklós


	
1977


	
purchase


	
3


	
Republic of the Congo





	
Csekme, Pálné


	
1983, 1987


	
purchase


	
43


	
Ethiopia





	
Csepeli Ócskavastelep


	
1954


	
gift


	
7


	
Africa





	
Csergheő, Ervin


	
1902, 1912


	
purchase


	
4


	
Algeria, Sudan





	
Csiky, János


	
1904


	
purchase


	
2


	
East Africa





	
Csuzy, Károlyné


	
1930


	
gift


	
4


	
North Africa





	
Czéher, György


	
1993


	
gift


	
2


	
Nigeria





	
Czirer, Lajos


	
1890


	
gift


	
2


	
Madagascar





	
Dagadu Torda, Katalin


	
1990, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003


	
gift, purchase


	
109


	
Ghana, Burkina Faso, Ivory Coast





	
Deletaille, Émile


	
1973


	
change


	
49


	
West and Central Africa, Ivory Coast, Nigeria





	
Delhaes, István


	
1902


	
legacy


	
3


	
West Africa





	
Department of Archaeology (Ferenc Révai’s legacy)


	
1916


	
gift


	
6


	
North Africa, Africa





	
Dessou de Lary, J. Ertel


	
1901


	
gift


	
1


	
North Africa





	
Doroszlay, György


	
1954


	
purchase


	
1


	
West Africa





	
Ecsedy, Csaba


	
1972


	
collection


	
10


	
Sudan





	
Edlinger, Walther


	
1931


	
gift


	
1


	
South Africa





	
Entz, Béla


	
2002


	
gift


	
2


	
Dahomey, Sudan





	
Environmental Investigation and Protection Agency


	
2003


	
gift


	
3


	
South Africa





	
Eperjesi, Károly


	
1903


	
purchase


	
1


	
North Africa





	
Etel, Imréné(?)


	
1977


	
purchase


	
1


	
Cameroon





	
Faragó, Tamás Gyula


	
2021


	
gift


	
3


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Morocco, Mali





	
Farkas, Jenő


	
1957


	
purchase


	
1


	
Cameroon





	
Fekete Zoltán


	
2016


	
gift


	
3


	
Burkina Faso





	
Flesch, Aladár(?)


	
1907


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Fodor, Sándor


	
2001, 2013


	
gift


	
11


	
Egypt





	
Fogel, Frédérique


	
2013


	
gift


	
3


	
Egypt





	
Földes, Izsó


	
1952


	
purchase


	
12


	
Ethiopia





	
Földessy, Edina


	
1993, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2010, 2014, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022


	
collection, gift,  purchase


	
322


	
Algeria, Tunisia





	
Förster, Lajos


	
1928


	
gift


	
3


	
Algeria





	
Frank, A. G.


	
1888, 1889, 1892


	
purchase


	
13


	
South Africa, Tunisia





	
Fust, Jenőné


	
1967


	
gift


	
1


	
North Africa





	
Fuszek, Rudolf


	
1937, 1938, 1939, 1940


	
gift


	
1125


	
Liberia, Cameroon,





	
Gabányi, András Istvánné


	
2007


	
gift


	
15


	
West and Central Africa





	
Gajdács, Mátyásné


	
1967


	
purchase


	
192


	
Ethiopia





	
Gazda, Istvánné


	
1953


	
purchase


	
3


	
West Africa





	
Gellért, Erzsébet


	
1930


	
gift


	
34


	
South Africa





	
Gellért, Manó


	
2017, 2018


	
gift


	
2


	
South Africa





	
Gillming, Ferenc


	
1905


	
gift


	
1


	
Algeria





	
Gosztonyi, László


	
1930


	
gift


	
1


	
Cameroon





	
Görög, Tibor(né)


	
1959


	
purchase


	
1


	
Ethiopia





	
Grünbaum, Gyula


	
1917


	
purchase


	
1


	
Tanzania





	
Gyáros, László


	
1968


	
purchase


	
6


	
Guinea, Mali





	
Gyergyai, Albert


	
2009


	
gift


	
1


	
Algeria





	
Győrfi, Hajnalka


	
2016, 2017


	
gift


	
5


	
South Africa





	
Hajnóczy, László


	
1996


	
purchase


	
9


	
West, Central and South Africa





	
Halász, Iván


	
2019


	
transfer


	
23


	
Africa





	
Harnátzy, Simon


	
1961


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Hegyessy, Erzsébet


	
1952


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Herendy, Dorottya


	
1987


	
purchase


	
1


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Herman Ottó Museum of Miskolc


	
1953


	
transfer


	
1


	
East Africa





	
Heymann, József


	
1904


	
gift


	
3


	
Egypt





	
Historical Museum


	
1950, 1960


	
transfer


	
10


	
Africa





	
Hochman, Sándorné


	
2000


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Hoffman, Edit


	
1911


	
gift


	
1


	
East Africa





	
Hofmuseum, Wien


	
1889


	
change


	
30


	
Sudan, Congo





	
Hollander, Gyula


	
1952


	
purchase


	
1


	
South Africa





	
Hollókői, Lajos


	
2004


	
purchase


	
2


	
North Africa





	
Holub, Róza


	
1904


	
purchase


	
2


	
South Africa





	
Hopp, Ferenc


	
1898


	
gift


	
99


	
Tunisia, Egypt





	
Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art


	
1921, 1953


	
transfer


	
169


	
Africa, Nigeria





	
Horváth, Etel


	
1965


	
purchase


	
68


	
South Africa





	
Horváth, Ferenc


	
1965


	
?


	
1


	
Egypt





	
Horváth, Krisztina


	
2020


	
gift


	
20


	
Botswana





	
Horváth, László


	
1972


	
purchase


	
15


	
Nigeria





	
Horváth, László


	
2019


	
gift


	
27


	
Nigeria





	
Hungarian Royal Museum of Commerce


	
1907


	
gift


	
16


	
Morocco





	
Hungarian Museum of Natural Science


	
1948


	
transfer


	
15


	
Africa, East Africa





	
Igmándy, Ferencné


	
1903


	
gift


	
2


	
Madagascar





	
Illés, Ferenc


	
1978


	
purchase


	
1


	
Guinea





	
Iriznya, József


	
1983


	
purchase


	
2


	
Ghana, East Africa





	
Itolp, Ferenc


	
1912


	
purchase


	
1


	
Tunisia





	
Jankó, János


	
1889


	
purchase


	
31


	
Tunisia





	
Járai, Alfréd


	
1980


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Jász, Zoltán


	
2005


	
gift


	
3


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Joseph August, Archduke


	
1903


	
gift


	
1


	
Tunisia





	
Juvancz(?)


	
1980


	
purchase


	
1


	
Algeria





	
Kádár, János


	
1987


	
gift


	
1


	
Angola





	
Kállay, Gyula


	
1962


	
gift


	
3


	
Dahomey





	
Kálmán, László


	
2017, 2018


	
gift


	
2


	
Sudan





	
Kalmár, Jenő


	
1916


	
gift


	
223


	
Cameroon





	
Karácson, Árpád


	
1903


	
gift


	
4


	
Sudan, Congo





	
Kárpáti, János


	
2005


	
gift


	
1


	
Morocco





	
Keller, Annamária


	
2022


	
gift


	
1


	
Egypt





	
Kemecsi, Lajos


	
2018, 2022


	
gift


	
5


	
Egypt, Morocco





	
Királyné Győry, Hédi


	
2014


	
gift


	
2


	
Egypt





	
Klimkó, József


	
1958


	
purchase


	
2


	
Africa, Mali





	
Kmünke, Rudolf


	
1922


	
gift


	
15


	
Uganda





	
Koltay, Györgyné


	
1959


	
purchase


	
2


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Kósa, László


	
2018


	
gift


	
2


	
Sudan





	
Kovács, Imre


	
1972


	
purchase


	
1


	
Tanzania





	
Kovács, Tibor


	
2018


	
gift


	
19


	
Angola, Nigeria





	
Kőműves, István


	
1976


	
change


	
1


	
Cameroon





	
László, Zsigmond


	
1914


	
gift


	
6


	
Egypt





	
Lázár, Károly


	
1963


	
purchase


	
11


	
Africa





	
Leiter


	
1893


	
gift


	
 


	
South Africa





	
Lévay, Gyula


	
2019, 2021


	
törzyanyag


	
2


	
Kelet-Africa, Cameroon





	
Lévay, Gyuláné


	
1987


	
gift


	
10


	
East Africa





	
Ligeti, Róbertné


	
2006


	
gift


	
89


	
West and Central Africa





	
Linárt, Györgyné


	
1999


	
purchase


	
2


	
North Africa





	
Lorenz, József


	
1960


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Lorenz, Nina


	
1930


	
gift


	
13


	
East Africa





	
Losonczi, Pál


	
1976


	
gift


	
29


	
North, West and East Africa





	
Madarassy, László


	
1905


	
gift


	
1


	
Somalia





	
Magna, András


	
1903


	
purchase


	
26


	
Ethiopia





	
Mariss, Zsolt


	
1990


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Márkus, Györgyné


	
1953


	
purchase


	
1


	
Egypt





	
Martin, György


	
1965, 1966


	
collection


	
10


	
Ethiopia





	
Máté, György


	
1987


	
purchase


	
11


	
West and Central Africa





	
Medgyaszay, István


	
1951


	
purchase


	
54


	
Sudan





	
Mezei, Sándorné


	
1956


	
purchase


	
2


	
Africa





	
Mihály, Sándor


	
1957


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Military Archive and Museum


	
1950


	
transfer


	
6


	
Africa





	
Missionary Collection


	
1898


	
purchase


	
1520


	
Africa





	
Misur, György


	
1981


	
purchase


	
70


	
Republic of the Congo





	
Molnár, Gábor


	
1963


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Móra Ferenc Museum, Szeged


	
1953


	
gift


	
2


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Móra Ferenc Museum, Szeged (Emil Torday’s legacy)


	
1953


	
gift


	
18


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Mosonyi, Emil


	
2014


	
gift


	
1


	
Ghana





	
Moussa, O. Sy Mali


	
1962


	
gift


	
3


	
Mali





	
Mozolovszky, Alexander


	
1954


	
purchase


	
1


	
West Africa





	
Muharai, Mihály


	
1948, 1949


	
purchase


	
53


	
Somalia





	
Murillo, Oscar


	
1975


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Museum of Applied Arts


	
1898


	
transfer


	
71


	
North Africa





	
Museum of Pesterzsébet


	
1966


	
transfer


	
1


	
Africa





	
Nagyházi, Galéria


	
1996, 2003


	
purchase


	
3


	
Benin, Mali





	
Nagyszokolyai, Béla


	
1953


	
purchase


	
1


	
Morocco





	
Odler, Zsolt


	
2019


	
gift


	
2


	
Morocco





	
Okolicsányi, Károly


	
1987


	
purchase


	
2


	
Africa





	
Orgován, Iván


	
1980


	
purchase


	
6


	
West Africa





	
Orgovány, István


	
1973


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Óvári, Miklós


	
1982


	
gift


	
1


	
Tanzania





	
Pálffy, Ottó


	
1998


	
gift


	
19


	
West and East Africa





	
Pálóczy, Krisztina


	
2022


	
purchase


	
1


	
Guinea





	
Panos, Alajosné


	
1950


	
gift


	
159


	
Africa





	
Pántya, Juliánna


	
2019


	
gift


	
5


	
Sudan





	
Parlicsek, Aranka


	
1953


	
gift


	
1


	
Kenya





	
Patkó, Imre


	
1969


	
change


	
10


	
West and East Africa





	
Paulinyi, Zoltán


	
1962


	
purchase


	
2


	
Africa





	
Pázmán, Ferenc


	
1914, 1917, 1921, 1962


	
purchase


	
247


	
North, West, Central and East Africa, Morocco





	
Péli, Antal


	
1959


	
purchase


	
27


	
Chad, Cameroon, Republic of the Congo





	
Pesti, Jenőné


	
1976


	
purchase


	
1


	
Sudan





	
Péter, Szaniszlóné


	
1949


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Pogány, György


	
1974


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mali





	
Pokorny, László


	
1905


	
purchase


	
1


	
East Africa





	
Pokornyi, Marcella


	
1979


	
purchase


	
1


	
Congo





	
Prokopovitsch, Ottóné


	
1961


	
purchase


	
6


	
Sudan, Africa





	
Prónay, Mihály


	
1921


	
gift


	
13


	
East Africa





	
Puskás, Sándor


	
1958, 1965, 1966


	
purchase


	
11


	
North and Central Africa





	
Rácz, Pálné


	
1982


	
purchase


	
4


	
West Africa





	
Rákóczi Museum


	
1912


	
purchase


	
72


	
Egypt, Sudan, Africa





	
Rasskó, Szilárd


	
1899


	
gift


	
4


	
Ethiopia





	
Régi, Tamás


	
2005, 2017, 2022


	
collection, purchase


	
72


	
East Africa





	
Réthi, Zsigmond


	
1898


	
purchase


	
2


	
East Africa





	
Róth, Lórántné


	
1939


	
gift


	
1


	
Tunisia





	
Rudnyánszky, István


	
1961, 1963, 1969, 1971-1974, 1976, 1980, 1982, 1985, 1995, 1997


	
change, gift, purchase


	
292


	
Central and West Africa, Congo, Dahomey, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Mali, Nigeria, Sudan, Tanzania, Tunisia





	
S. M. Korvette Zrinyi’s surgeon


	
1898


	
purchase


	
7


	
Nigeria, Sierra Leone





	
Sardu, Károly


	
1951


	
purchase


	
29


	
Ethiopia





	
Sardu, Károly/ Lévay, Gyula


	
1951


	
purchase


	
7


	
Ethiopia





	
Sarkadi, János


	
1953


	
purchase


	
6


	
Africa





	
Sáfrán, Dóra


	
2019


	
gift


	
1


	
Morocco





	
Sárkány, Mihály/ Füssi Nagy, Géza


	
1990


	
gift


	
70


	
Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania





	
Sárosi, Bálint


	
1966, 2016


	
gift


	
3


	
Algeria, Egypt





	
Schener Ervinné(?)


	
1957


	
purchase


	
1


	
East Africa





	
Schoeller, Miksa


	
1900


	
gift


	
72


	
East and South Africa





	
Schubert, Antal


	
1898


	
gift


	
14


	
South Africa





	
Sebestyén, Éva


	
1984


	
purchase


	
27


	
Angola





	
Sellyei, Anna (István Rudnyánszky’s legacy)


	
2007


	
purchase


	
11


	
North Africa





	
Simon, Andorné


	
1968


	
purchase


	
2


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Simon, Antal


	
1979


	
purchase


	
10


	
West Africa





	
Sterbencz, Mariann


	
1982


	
purchase


	
1


	
Congo





	
Stuber, Istvánné


	
1983


	
purchase


	
7


	
Tanzania





	
Szablya-Frischauf, Ferenc


	
1949


	
gift


	
3


	
North and East Africa





	
Szabó, István


	
1952


	
purchase


	
2


	
Africa





	
Szabó, Zoltán


	
1971


	
purchase


	
1


	
Nigeria





	
Szabó, Zsuzsa


	
1998


	
gift


	
1


	
Tunisia





	
Szalay, Józsefné


	
2002


	
gift


	
1


	
West Africa





	
Szántó, Diana


	
2011, 2016


	
gift, collection, purchase


	
2


	
Sierra Leone





	
Szávay, Edit


	
1994, 1995


	
gift, purchase


	
32


	
Africa, Algeria, Egypt





	
Szécsi, László


	
1932


	
gift


	
1


	
Nigeria





	
Székely, Mihályné


	
1976


	
purchase


	
1


	
Sudan





	
Székey, Imréné


	
1968


	
purchase


	
1


	
Congo





	
Szentgyörgy-céh


	
1911


	
purchase


	
2


	
Egypt





	
Szerdahelyi, László


	
1970, 2010


	
gift


	
13


	
Kenya, Africa





	
Szerdelyi György (Miklós Vitéz’s collection)


	
1956


	
purchase


	
5


	
West Africa





	
Szígyártó, Sándor


	
1965


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Szilasi, Ildikó


	
2005, 2006


	
gift, purchase


	
22


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Szombati Ilona Judit


	
2023


	
gift


	
172


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Tangl, Haraldné


	
1999


	
purchase


	
5


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Tasnádi Kubacska, Andrásné


	
1965


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Teleki, Sámuel


	
1889


	
gift


	
338


	
East Africa





	
Tesfay, Sába


	
2015, 2017


	
gift


	
9


	
Etiopia





	
Tímár, Gábor


	
2010


	
gift


	
14


	
Nigeria, Malawi





	
Torda, Katalin


	
2017, 2019, 2022


	
gift, purchase


	
16


	
Ghana, Mali





	
Torday, Emil


	
1910


	
gift


	
391


	
Democratic Republic of the Congo





	
Tömösváry, Zsigmond


	
1988


	
gift


	
1


	
Gabon





	
Udvardi, Iván


	
1987


	
purchase


	
5


	
Ghana





	
United Arab Republic


	
1964


	
gift


	
25


	
Egypt





	
Unknown


	
1874


	
purchase


	
67


	
Ethiopia





	
Unknown


	
1879


	
gift


	
18


	
Sudan





	
Unknown


	
before 1893


	
review of the museum’s holdings


	
21


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
1893-1918


	
review of the museum’s holdings


	
240


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
1911


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
after 1918


	
review of the museum’s holdings


	
543


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
1952


	
purchase


	
6


	
Africa





	
Unknown


	
1955


	
purchase


	
1


	
Uganda





	
Unknown


	
1965


	
?


	
1


	
Egypt





	
Unknown


	
1952-1955, 1963, 1964, 1966, 1968, 1969, 1982, 1993, 1994, 1997, 2001, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2016-2019, 2023


	
review of the museum’s holdings


	
1320


	
East Africa





	
Vadászfi, Attila


	
1969


	
purchase


	
1


	
Congo





	
Varga Mária


	
2013


	
gift


	
1


	
Africa





	
Várhegyi, Béla


	
1948


	
purchase


	
2


	
West Africa





	
Vértes, László


	
1949, 1950, 1953, 1959, 1967


	
change, gift, purchase


	
19


	
East, West and South Africa, Congo





	
Vértes, Lászlóné


	
1956, 1968, 1970, 1979, 1983


	
purchase


	
24


	
West, Central and East Africa, Cameroon, Republic of the Congo





	
Vida, Gabriella


	
2023


	
gift


	
1


	
West Africa





	
Vikár László


	
2013


	
gift


	
1


	
South Africa





	
Vojnich, Oszkár


	
1909, 1910


	
gift


	
51


	
Egypt, Ethiopia, Sudan,





	
Vörös, Imre


	
1999


	
purchase


	
5


	
Chad





	
Wilson, V. Lenand


	
1965


	
change


	
20


	
Ghana





	
Winter, Béla


	
1912


	
gift


	
1


	
Egypt





	
Winternitz, Antal


	
1896


	
gift


	
1


	
North Africa





	
Wohlgemuth, Karl


	
1904


	
purchase


	
2


	
Cameroon





	
World Fair, Paris


	
1901


	
gift


	
72


	
Madagascar





	
Zechmeister, Hugó


	
1903


	
purchase


	
83


	
South Africa





	
Zichy, Jenő


	
1920


	
gift


	
69


	
North and West Africa, Sudan





	
Zsivny, Leopoldina


	
1954


	
gift


	
1


	
Morocco, East Africa







 

 

America[733]

 



	
Name of collector/donor 


	
ethnography/archaeology


	
Year of acquisition


	
Mode of acquisition


	
Pieces


	
Origin





	
Aguero, Irma


	
ethnography


	
1988


	
collection


	
29


	
Cuba





	
Ambrózy, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1937


	
gift


	
10


	
USA





	
Árva, Judit


	
ethnogrpahy


	
2020


	
gift


	
2


	
USA





	
Anduze, P.


	
ethnography


	
1969


	
gift


	
1


	
Venezuela





	
Balázs, Kálmán


	
ethnography


	
1889


	
 


	
1


	
USA





	
Balogh and Szapáry, Károly


	
ethnography


	
1888


	
purchase


	
7


	
Brazil





	
Balogh, Béla


	
archaeology


	
1970


	
gift


	
14


	
Mexico





	
Bánó, Jenő


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1911


	
gift


	
78


	
Mexico





	
Bárdi, Tamás


	
ethnography


	
1913


	
purchase


	
3


	
South America





	
Bauer, Wilhelm


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1903


	
purchase


	
816


	
Mexico





	
Baumgartner, János


	
ethnography


	
1964, 1969


	
gift


	
215


	
Venezuela





	
Béládi, Miklósné


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1968


	
purchase


	
2


	
Mexico





	
Bendel, Emilia-William Enking


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1986


	
gift


	
134


	
USA, Mexico





	
Berényi, László


	
archaeology


	
1974


	
gift


	
8


	
Mexico





	
Blau, Lajosné


	
ethnography


	
1932


	
gift


	
78


	
Mexico





	
Boglár, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1949, 1960, 1968, 1969, 1974, 2005, 2014, 2020, 2023


	
collection, gift, purchase


	
1148


	
Brazil, Venezuela, French-Guyana





	
Bori, Gáborné


	
archaeology


	
1992


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Borsos Józsefné, Irányi Lujza


	
ethnography


	
2019


	
gift


	
1


	
Kanada





	
Bukovics, Barna


	
archaeology


	
1965, 1970


	
gift


	
21


	
Canada





	
Buza, Gyula


	
ethnography


	
1961


	
purchase


	
2


	
Brazil





	
C. Z., Mihályné


	
archaeology


	
1981


	
gift


	
5


	
USA, Grenada





	
Carleos?, Rosemaria


	
archaeology


	
1966


	
change


	
1


	
Peru





	
Császi, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1908


	
gift


	
2


	
Alaska





	
Cseh, József


	
ethnography


	
1987


	
gift


	
1


	
Argentina





	
Csergheő, Ervin 


	
ethnography


	
1902


	
change


	
2


	
?





	
Csicsics, Viktória


	
ethnography


	
2023


	
purchzase


	
1


	
Venezuela





	
Csiszár, József


	
ethnography


	
1919


	
purchase


	
3


	
?





	
Csupor, István


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
2011


	
gift


	
13


	
Peru





	
Danish Royal Comission


	
ethnography


	
1900


	
gift


	
82


	
Greenland





	
Deák, Béláné


	
ethnography


	
1972


	
purchase


	
2


	
Mexico





	
Deletaille, Émile


	
archaeology


	
1973, 2006


	
change, gift


	
66


	
USA, Mexico, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Colombia, Peru





	
Dessou de Lary, J. Ertel


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1901


	
gift


	
45


	
Chile





	
Dolsing, Mark?


	
ethnography


	
1989


	
purchase


	
2


	
North America





	
Eötvös Loránd University, Department of Archaeology


	
archaeology


	
1973


	
purchase


	
3


	
Peru





	
Ethnographic Mission


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1898


	
purchase


	
408


	
Mexico, Suriname, Argentina, Chile





	
Enyedi, László


	
ethnography


	
1960


	
purchase


	
2


	
Paraguay





	
Fekete, Edéné


	
archaeology


	
1983


	
purchase


	
6


	
Mexico





	
Fiáth, Károlyné


	
ethnography


	
1891


	
purchase


	
1


	
?





	
Firány, Adrienne


	
ethnography


	
2017


	
gift


	
1


	
Canada





	
Forrás, Andrea


	
ethnography


	
1994


	
purchase


	
15


	
Guatemala





	
Fortman, Carlos


	
ethnography


	
1979


	
gift


	
11


	
Venezuela





	
Főzy, Vilma


	
ethnography


	
1997


	
collection


	
146


	
Mexico





	
Frank, A. G.


	
archaeology


	
1888; 1889


	
purchase


	
9


	
Peru, Brazil





	
Frank, Dóra


	
ethnography


	
1985


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Gál, Lászlóné


	
ethnography


	
1995


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Gillming, Ferenc


	
archaeology?


	
1905


	
gift


	
2


	
?





	
Grosseurth, Julius


	
ethnography


	
1912


	
purchase


	
3


	
Guatemala





	
Gruner, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1915


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Gyarmati, János


	
ethnography


	
1995, 1997, 2002, 2013, 2023


	
collection


	
57


	
Bolivia, Peru





	
Halbrohr, János


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1981


	
gift


	
195


	
Venezuela





	
Halmos, István


	
ethnography


	
1963, 1966


	
purchase


	
4


	
Brazil





	
Hirsch, Leo


	
ethnography


	
1913


	
purchase


	
235


	
Brazil, Paraguay, Argentina, Bolivia





	
Hofer, Tamás


	
ethnography


	
1968


	
collection


	
176


	
Mexico





	
Hoffmann


	
ethnography


	
1889


	
?


	
1


	
Alaska





	
Hofmuseum, Wien


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1889


	
change


	
9


	
Brazil, Peru





	
Homoly, Antal


	
archaeology


	
1927


	
gift


	
4


	
USA





	
Hopp, Ferenc 


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1898, 1921


	
gift


	
59


	
Mexico, Peru





	
Horváth, Katalin


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1972, 1973


	
purchase


	
9


	
Peru, Venezuela





	
Ihász, Gábor


	
archaeology


	
1972


	
purchase


	
1


	
Peru





	
Illés, Ferenc


	
archaeology


	
1978


	
purchase


	
1


	
Peru





	
Illés, Sándorné


	
archaeology


	
1982


	
purchase


	
1


	
Peru





	
Irányi, Róbert


	
archaeology


	
1957


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Iványi, Nárcisz Jolán


	
archaeology


	
1948


	
gift


	
19


	
Guatemala?





	
Jeszenszky, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1936


	
gift


	
4


	
North America





	
Jobsch, Irma


	
archaeology


	
1901


	
purchase


	
6


	
Mexico





	
Kardos, István


	
archaeology


	
1998


	
purchase


	
41


	
Costa Rica





	
Kerezsi, László


	
ethnography


	
2016


	
gift


	
2


	
Peru, uruguay





	
Kézdi-Nagy, Géza


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1991, 1995, 2014


	
purchase


	
49


	
Mexico





	
Kindler, László


	
ethnography


	
1986, 1987


	
gift


	
15


	
Mexico, Salvador, Peru, Bolívia





	
Kindlovics, Ilona


	
ethnography


	
1914


	
purchase


	
2


	
USA, Mexico





	
Komáromy


	
ethnography


	
1888


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Kossuth, Ferencné


	
ethnography


	
1914


	
gift


	
6


	
North America





	
Kovács, Imre


	
ethnography


	
1971


	
purchase


	
1


	
Brazil





	
Kovácsik, Elemér


	
ethnography


	
1969


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Kósa, Zsuzsa


	
ethnography


	
2010


	
gift


	
1


	
Ecuador





	
Kresz, Gézáné


	
ethnography


	
1948


	
gift


	
1


	
Canada





	
Kuczka, Péter


	
ethnography


	
1967


	
purchase


	
1


	
Canada?





	
Leiter


	
ethnography


	
1893


	
gift


	
21


	
Argentina





	
Lévay, Gyula


	
ethnography


	
1987


	
gift


	
2


	
North America, Mexico





	
Liszt Ferenc Museum


	
archaeology


	
1953


	
átadás


	
10


	
Mexico





	
Lóczy, Lajos


	
ethnography


	
1965


	
museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Lóczy, Lajosné


	
ethnography


	
1936


	
gift


	
1


	
Ecuador





	
Lorenz, József


	
ethnography


	
1955, 1960


	
gift, purchase


	
4


	
USA





	
Losonczi, Pál


	
ethnography


	
1978


	
gift


	
3


	
Mexico





	
Matskási, István


	
ethnography


	
2018


	
gift


	
2


	
USA





	
Mauthner, Ödön


	
ethnography


	
1910


	
purchase


	
1


	
?





	
Medgyessy, Ferencné


	
ethnography


	
1973


	
gift


	
1


	
Canada





	
Mexican Embassy


	
ethnography


	
1996


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Mihályi, Zoltán


	
archaeology


	
1929, 1930


	
gift


	
139


	
USA





	
Milwaukee Public Museum


	
archaeology


	
1965


	
change


	
36


	
USA, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Panama, Peru





	
Mössmer, József


	
ethnography


	
1902


	
gift


	
2


	
North America





	
Muharay, Edit


	
ethnography


	
2004


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Murillo, Oscar


	
ethnography


	
1975


	
purchase


	
12


	
Peru, Mexico





	
Museum of Applied Arts


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1898, 1950, 1953, 1962


	
transfer


	
51


	
Mexico, Colombia





	
Museo Nacional de Culturas


	
ethnography


	
1985


	
change


	
405


	
Mexico





	
Nagy, Imre


	
ethnography


	
2019


	
gift


	
1


	
Bolivia





	
Nagy, Pablo


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1967, 1968, 1969, 1970


	
gift


	
33


	
Argentina, Peru, Brazil





	
Nékám, Kristóf


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
2003


	
purchase


	
33


	
USA, Mexico





	
Német, Vince


	
ethnography


	
1931


	
gift


	
5


	
North America





	
Nényei, Gábor


	
ethnography


	
1991


	
?


	
6


	
Mexico





	
Nesnera, Ödön


	
ethnography


	
1917


	
purchase


	
294


	
Paraguay





	
Nyitrai, Tamás


	
ethnography


	
1982


	
purchase


	
3


	
Guatemala





	
Oláh, László olivér


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1999, 2003, 2011


	
purchase


	
154


	
Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia





	
Oliviera, Helena


	
ethnography


	
1965


	
gift


	
28


	
Brazil





	
Oviedo, Gloria


	
archaeology


	
1986


	
gift


	
1


	
Colombia





	
Ódor, Emilia


	
ethnography


	
2011


	
museum’s holdings 


	
1


	
Ecuador





	
Papp, János


	
ethnography


	
1903


	
gift


	
72


	
Paraguay, Brazil, Bolivia, Chile





	
Pásztor, Árpád


	
ethnography


	
1929


	
gift


	
1


	
Cuba





	
Pásztor, Emil


	
ethnography


	
2007


	
gift


	
26


	
Brazil, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Cuba, Mexico, Peru, USA





	
Pázmán, Ferenc


	
ethnography


	
1914, 1921


	
purchase


	
22


	
USA, Mexico, Guatemala





	
Pető, Antal


	
archaeology


	
1982


	
purchase


	
3


	
?





	
Pietsch, Hermina


	
ethnography


	
1913


	
purchase


	
2


	
Brazil





	
Pillár, Éva-Komjáthy, Zsuzsa


	
ethnography


	
1994


	
purchase


	
64


	
Mexico





	
Rákóczi Museum


	
ethnography


	
1912


	
purchase


	
11


	
USA, Mexico





	
Rassiga, Everett


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1974, 1978


	
change


	
127


	
Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Suriname, Colombia, Peru





	
Regáli, László


	
ethnography


	
2010


	
gift


	
5


	
Canada





	
Révész, Béla


	
ethnography


	
1903


	
gift


	
1


	
Brazil





	
Rocháné Bűdy, Annamária


	
ethnography


	
2005, 2016


	
gift


	
310


	
Mexico





	
Rojas, Alberto


	
ethnography


	
1993


	
gift


	
27


	
Colombia





	
Rosner, Géza de


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1997


	
gift


	
47


	
Peru, Bolivia, Easter Island





	
Róth, Lórántné


	
ethnography


	
1939


	
gift


	
1


	
?





	
Roufs, Timothy


	
ethnography


	
1993


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Rudnyánszky, István


	
archaeology


	
1973


	
purchase


	
3


	
Peru





	
Ruzsynsky, S(t)anislaus 


	
ethnography


	
1903


	
purchase


	
21


	
Canada, Mexico





	
Ryberg


	
ethnography


	
1903


	
gift, purchase


	
2


	
Greenland





	
Salgo, Nicolas M.


	
archaeology


	
1989


	
gift


	
1285


	
USA





	
Sarkady


	
ethnography


	
1876


	
gift


	
50


	
Brazil





	
Sarlós, István


	
archaeology


	
1989


	
gift


	
1


	
Costa Rica





	
Sárosi, Bálint


	
ethnography


	
2018


	
gift


	
3


	
America





	
Scherzenlechner


	
ethnography


	
1874


	
gift


	
5


	
North America, Mexico





	
Schlagetter, Leó


	
ethnography


	
1930, 1937


	
gift


	
14


	
Mexico





	
Schlesinger, Lajos


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1892


	
gift


	
93


	
Mexico, Guatemala





	
Serfőző, Jánosné


	
ethnography


	
1966


	
purchase


	
1


	
Canada





	
S. M. Korvette Zrinyi’s surgeon 


	
ethnography


	
1898


	
purchase


	
71


	
Argentina, Paraguay, Chile





	
Soltész, Kálmán


	
ethnography


	
1975


	
gift


	
1


	
?





	
Somorjai, Éva


	
archaeology


	
1981


	
gift


	
3


	
Mexico





	
Sorlini


	
ethnography


	
1900


	
gift


	
13


	
Brazil





	
Spitzer, Jenő


	
ethnography


	
1901


	
?


	
1


	
Brazil





	
Steinmetz, István


	
archaeology


	
1925


	
?


	
2


	
Argentina





	
Sugár, Géza


	
ethnography


	
1992


	
gift


	
3


	
?





	
Szabados, Béláné


	
ethnography


	
1950


	
gift


	
8


	
?





	
Szablya-Friscauf, Ferenc


	
ethnography


	
1949


	
gift


	
1


	
?





	
Szabó, Ferenc


	
ethnography


	
1976


	
purchase


	
1


	
?





	
Széchenyi, László


	
archaeology


	
1925


	
gift


	
27


	
Mexico





	
Szécsi, Zoltán


	
ethnography


	
2001


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Szegedi, Dénes


	
 


	
2006


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Szekszárdiné Kovács, Rozália


	
 


	
2006


	
gift


	
1


	
Brazil





	
Szeljak, György


	
ethnography


	
1999, 2014


	
collection, purchase


	
90


	
Bolivia, Mexico, Peru





	
Szenes, Ödön


	
ethnography


	
1970


	
gift


	
1


	
Bolivia





	
Szenger, Ede


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1875, 1899


	
gift


	
70


	
Mexico, North America





	
Szerdahelyi, László


	
ethnography


	
1970, 1971


	
gift


	
23


	
North America, Mexico, Ecuador





	
Szíjgyártó, Jenőné


	
ethnography


	
1953


	
purchase


	
2


	
Argentina





	
Sziráky, Ferenc


	
ethnography


	
1894


	
gift


	
5


	
USA





	
Szirmay, Iván


	
ethnography


	
1935


	
gift


	
1


	
Mexico





	
Tüdős, Klára


	
ethnography


	
1964


	
purchase


	
1


	
?





	
Unknown


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1965, 1966, 1970, 2006, 2011


	
museum’s holdings 


	
380


	
USA, Mexico, Peru





	
Urbach, Ignácz


	
ethnography


	
1889


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Vajkay, Zsófia


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1978, 2000


	
purchase, gift


	
69


	
Peru





	
Váradi, Béla


	
ethnography


	
1955


	
purchase


	
1


	
?





	
Varga, Péter


	
archaeology


	
1977


	
purchase


	
2


	
Peru





	
Várhegyi, Béla


	
 


	
1948


	
purchase


	
2


	
Trinidad





	
Vasváry, Béla


	
ethnography


	
1903


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Verényi, Árpád


	
ethnography


	
1905


	
gift


	
27


	
Argentina





	
Verswijver, Gustaaf


	
2022


	
350


	
purchase


	
350


	
Brazil





	
Vértes, László


	
ethnography


	
1959, 1965


	
purchase, gift


	
7


	
USA, Brazil, Mexico





	
Vértes, Lászlóné


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1968, 1979, 1983


	
purchase


	
13


	
Brazil, Colombia, Peru, Mexico, Canada





	
Vértes, Sándor


	
ethnography


	
1909


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Vidéky, László


	
ethnography


	
1874


	
gift


	
8


	
Brazil





	
Vojnits, Oszkár


	
ethnography


	
1898


	
gift


	
6


	
USA, Alaska





	
Wach, Géza


	
archaeology


	
1997


	
gift


	
14


	
Mexico





	
Wahle, Karl


	
archaeology


	
1902


	
gift


	
103


	
Costa Rica





	
Weinerné Vajda, Judit


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1950


	
gift


	
64


	
Chile





	
Weisberger, Antónia


	
ethnography


	
1938


	
gift


	
2


	
USA





	
Westermann, Hans Jürgen


	
archaeology


	
1981, 1985, 1987, 2005, 2009


	
gift, change, purchase


	
342


	
Ecuador, Guatemala





	
Wesuwer, William


	
ethnography


	
1983


	
gift


	
1


	
USA





	
Wohlgemuth, Karl


	
ethnography


	
1903, 1904


	
purchase


	
10


	
North America, Mexico





	
Xántus, János


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1874, 1894


	
collection, gift, purchase


	
41


	
USA, Mexico, Chile





	
Zichy, Jenő


	
ethnography


	
1920


	
deposit


	
2


	
Greenland





	
Zimmermann, Lajos


	
ethnography, archaeology


	
1905


	
?


	
3


	
?







 

 

Asia[734]

 




	
Name of collector/seller


	
Year of acquisition


	
Mode of acquisition


	
Pieces


	
Origin





	
Aczél, István


	
1949


	
purchase


	
2


	
Ceylon





	
Aebersold, Emília


	
1898


	
purchase


	
8


	
Japan





	
Agóbián and Adorján


	
1905, 1908, 1911


	
purchase, gift


	
77


	
Asia





	
Alexander, Eugén


	
1909


	
purchase


	
6


	
West-Siberia, Northwest-China





	
Almássy, György


	
1903


	
gift


	
109


	
East-Turkestan





	
Árverési Csarnok


	
1952


	
purchase


	
3


	
Asia





	
Bagó, Gyuláné


	
1974


	
purchase


	
4


	
Asia





	
Baktay, Ervin


	
1962


	
gift


	
4


	
Asia





	
Balika, György


	
1916


	
purchase


	
2


	
Turkey





	
Balogh, Anna


	
1997


	
purchase


	
82


	
Asia





	
Balogh, Istvánné


	
1987


	
purchase


	
1


	
Syria





	
Bandat, Horst


	
1951, 1956, 1975


	
transfer, gift


	
50


	
Indonesia, Asia





	
Bárány, Nándor


	
1912


	
purchase


	
132


	
India, Ceylon





	
Baráthosi Balogh, Benedek


	
1904, 1905, 1908, 1911, 1912, 1913, 1928, 1939


	
collection, purchase, gift


	
3541


	
Amur region, Japan





	
Baráthosi Balogh, Benedekné


	
1948


	
purchase


	
110


	
Amur region





	
Bárczy, István


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
China





	
Baudat, Jessie von


	
1988


	
gift


	
4


	
Indonesia





	
Baumgartner, János


	
1974


	
gift


	
7


	
Indonesia





	
Be-Bian-Tigan


	
1892


	
gift


	
5


	
Indonesia





	
Bechl, Rezső


	
1962


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Beck, Márton


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
Turkey





	
Bella, Lajos


	
1912


	
purchase


	
1


	
Japan





	
Berecz, László


	
1951


	
purchase


	
9


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Berndorfer, Alfrédné


	
1998


	
purchase


	
4


	
Asia





	
Bertalan


	
1890


	
purchase


	
44


	
Persia





	
Bethlen, Pál


	
1874


	
gift


	
6


	
East-India, China





	
Bethlenfalvy, Géza


	
1985


	
gift


	
4


	
Burma





	
Bettanin, Giovanni


	
1897, 1899, 1904, 1908


	
purchase


	
971


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Bettanin, Giovanni; Vojnich, Oszkár


	
1968


	
Museum’s holdings


	
5


	
Indonesia





	
Bézsán, I.


	
1874


	
legacy


	
3


	
China





	
Bidwell, Edward


	
1908


	
gift


	
3


	
Asia





	
Bíró, Lajos


	
1905


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Bodolay, Jenő


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
India





	
Bodrogi, Tibor


	
1974


	
purchase


	
2


	
Indonesia





	
Bopha


	
2018


	
collection


	
6


	
Cambodia





	
Bornemisza, Pál


	
1901


	
purchase


	
1


	
China





	
Böck, Hugóné


	
1944


	
gift


	
3


	
Asia





	
Buck, Gertrúd


	
1917


	
purchase


	
2


	
East-India





	
Budapest Historical Museum


	
1960


	
transfer


	
65


	
Asia





	
Buller, Walter


	
1891


	
gift


	
2


	
Indonesia





	
Burián, Illés


	
1893


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Carles, Rosa Maria 


	
1966


	
exchange


	
8


	
Persia





	
Carlowitz, Matild


	
1922


	
deposit


	
1


	
India





	
Carrard, Louis


	
1937


	
gift


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Ceylon ’s Ambassador in Paris.


	
1901


	
gift


	
4


	
Ceylon





	
Chovantsák, Lola


	
1913


	
gift


	
5


	
Russia





	
Csergheő, Ervin


	
1903


	
purchase, collection


	
4


	
Asia





	
Cserny, Ferencné


	
1973


	
purchase


	
9


	
Asia





	
Csiki, Ernő


	
1899


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Csiki, Ernőné


	
1903


	
gift


	
1


	
Kazan





	
Csippék, János


	
1904


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Csuzy, Károlyné


	
1930


	
gift


	
18


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Czapkay, József 


	
1874


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Czirer, Lajos


	
1890


	
gift


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Dallos-Gebauer, Hanga


	
2021


	
gift


	
2


	
South Korea





	
Dávid, János


	
1898


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Déchy, Mór


	
1889


	
gift


	
1


	
East-India





	
Deletaille, Émile


	
1973, 1974


	
exchange, gift


	
18


	
Sumatra, Borneo





	
Delhaes, István


	
1902, 1903


	
legacy


	
58


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Department of History


	
1911


	
transfer


	
1


	
Russia





	
Diószegi, Vilmos


	
1960, 1962


	
collection, gift, purchase


	
89


	
Mongolia, Asia





	
Diószegi, Vilmosné


	
1972


	
purchase


	
10


	
Siberia





	
Dobos, Andrásné


	
1960


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Dolányi, Anna


	
2018


	
gift


	
10


	
Izrael





	
Doleschall


	
1885


	
gift


	
8


	
Java





	
Drachler, Károly


	
1918


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Duka, Tivadar


	
1874, 1876


	
gift


	
205


	
Bengal, East India





	
Dvorák, Sándor


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Kazakhstan





	
Egyeki, Tamás


	
1991


	
purchase


	
1


	
Sumatra





	
Eperjessy, Albert


	
1898


	
gift


	
2


	
Persia





	
Erdélyi, Ferenc


	
1968


	
legacy


	
9


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Erdélyi, István


	
1956


	
purchase


	
7


	
Asia





	
Erdélyi, Istvánné


	
2002


	
gift


	
2


	
Dagestan





	
Feridun, S.


	
1914


	
purchase


	
3


	
Turkey





	
Fery, Maurice


	
1910


	
gift


	
2


	
India, Tonking





	
Fischer, Péterné


	
1908, 1910, 1911


	
gift


	
7


	
Japan





	
Flesch, Aladár


	
1897, 1900, 1907


	
gift


	
518


	
Japan, India





	
Földessy, Edina


	
2012, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2022


	
collection, purchase, gift


	
29


	
Vietnam, India, Laos, Kambodja, Iran, Jordania





	
Földi, Ferencné


	
1998


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Förster, Lajos


	
1928


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan, 





	
Frank, A. G.


	
1888, 1889


	
purchase


	
69


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Frank, Dóra


	
1985


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Fujii, Hiroshi


	
1995


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Fülep, Jenő


	
1909, 1912


	
purchase, gift


	
93


	
Japan, East-India, Tibet, China





	
Fülöp, Katalin


	
2000


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Gabányi, Andrásné


	
2006, 2012


	
gift


	
8


	
Indonesia





	
Gábori, Miklós


	
1958


	
purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Gamburg, Borisz


	
1976


	
gift


	
3


	
Asia





	
Gera, Mihályné


	
1974, 1975


	
purchase


	
3


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Gerő, Vilmosné


	
1973


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Gilming, Ferenc


	
1905


	
legacy


	
40


	
Asia





	
Gondos, Györgyné


	
1952, 1953


	
purchase


	
7


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Göncz, Árpád


	
2000


	
gift


	
18


	
Asia





	
Görner, Lászlóné


	
1984


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Gruner, Lajos


	
1915


	
gift


	
1


	
India





	
Gyimesi, Nándor


	
1958


	
purchase


	
2


	
Turkey





	
Györffy, István


	
1934, 1960


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia





	
Györgyi, Kálmán


	
1924


	
exchange


	
2


	
Asia





	
Hahn, Herman


	
1903


	
purchase


	
2


	
Persia





	
Hajdu, Lajosné


	
1967


	
purchase


	
1


	
Sumatra





	
Hajnal, Ignác


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Halmos, Antal


	
2022


	
gift


	
2


	
India





	
Halmos, István


	
2016


	
gift


	
5


	
India





	
Hámor, Endre


	
1995


	
purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Háy, László


	
1981


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Hecht, Mór


	
1898


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Hegedűs, Lászlóné


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Herz, Miksa


	
1902


	
gift


	
1


	
Persia





	
Hesz, Sámuel


	
1912


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Heymann, József


	
1904


	
gift


	
9


	
Jerusalem, Persia





	
Historical Museum


	
1950


	
gift


	
7


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Hofmuseum, Wien


	
1889


	
exchange


	
7


	
Asia





	
Hollander, Gyula


	
1952


	
purchase


	
8


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Holló, László


	
1968, 1972, 1974


	
purchase


	
8


	
Asia, Mongolia





	
Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art


	
1921


	
legacy


	
249


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Hopp, Ferenc


	
1904


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Horváth, Géza


	
1899, 1901


	
gift


	
2


	
Caucasus, Asia





	
Horváth, Gézáné


	
1929


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Horváth, László


	
2019


	
gift


	
1


	
India





	
Horváth, Margit


	
1913


	
purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Horváth, Miklós


	
1981


	
purchase


	
3


	
Asia





	
Hruzicska, Jenő


	
1965


	
gift


	
4


	
Mongolia





	
Hruzicska, Jenőné


	
1965


	
purchase


	
3


	
Mongolia





	
Hungarian Academy of Sciences


	
1967


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Hungarian Royal Museum of Commerce


	
1907, 1910


	
gift, purchase


	
82


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Indonesian Embassy


	
1965


	
gift


	
1


	
Java





	
Jalman, Jalgin (Ali-Riza)


	
1938


	
gift


	
4


	
Asia





	
Jankó, János


	
1903


	
collection


	
696


	
Chuvasland





	
Janus Pannonius Museum


	
1956


	
transfer


	
9


	
Indonesia





	
Jokl, Jakab


	
1902


	
purchase


	
1


	
Persia





	
Joseph Herzog


	
1881


	
gift


	
13


	
China





	
Juszkó, Béla


	
1920


	
exchange


	
4


	
Asia





	
k. u. k. Aussenministerium


	
1876


	
gift


	
2


	
East-Asia





	
Kádár, János


	
1974


	
gift


	
1


	
Caucasus





	
Kalocsai, Gizella


	
2002


	
gift


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Kapusi, Ödönné


	
1910


	
purchase


	
1


	
Japan





	
Karácson, Árpád


	
1903


	
gift


	
436


	
Indonesia, Japan





	
Kardos, Tatjána


	
1981, 2018


	
gift


	
78


	
China, Laos





	
Kawagashi, Emiko


	
1988, 1990


	
gift


	
3


	
Japan





	
Kazakh National Museum


	
1985


	
exchange


	
27


	
Kazakhstan





	
Kécsei, Ferenc


	
1978


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Kemecsi, Lajos


	
2016, 2018


	
gift


	
5


	
China, Mongolia, Russia





	
Kerezsi, Ágnes


	
2016, 2017


	
gift


	
35


	
Russia, Uzbegistan





	
Kertész, Imréné


	
1969


	
purchase


	
1


	
Persia





	
Kertész, Róbert


	
1906


	
gift


	
34


	
Siam





	
Kertész, Tódor János


	
1911


	
gift


	
2


	
Korea





	
Kimono Institute of Tokyo


	
1984


	
exchange


	
117


	
Japan





	
Kindler, László


	
1987


	
gift


	
8


	
Asia





	
Király, István


	
1980


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Kiss, Gyula


	
1901


	
gift


	
37


	
Russia, Siberia





	
Koltay, Jenő


	
1970


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Kossuth, Ferencné


	
1914


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Kossuth, Lajos


	
1914


	
gift


	
11


	
East-Asia, Caucasus





	
Kovács, Árpád


	
1964


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Kovács, Árpád


	
2004


	
gift


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Kovács, Tibor


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Kuwait





	
Kozmutza, Béláné


	
1901


	
purchase


	
12


	
East-Asia





	
Köllő, Rezső


	
1912


	
purchase


	
157


	
Asia Minor





	
König, Leó


	
1898


	
purchase


	
1


	
 Turkestan





	
Kreith, Béláné


	
1912


	
purchase


	
1


	
Turkey





	
Kresz, Mária


	
1961, 1966


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia, Persia





	
Kuhn, Arthur


	
1904


	
gift


	
6


	
Japan





	
Kungpah, F. King


	
1911


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Kunos, Ignác


	
1896


	
gift


	
17


	
Turkey





	
Lackó, János


	
1951


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Laczkó, Antal


	
1912


	
legacy


	
1


	
Asia





	
Lánczos, Zoltánné


	
1982


	
gift


	
2


	
Indonesia





	
László, Zsigmond


	
1914


	
gift


	
4


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Latinovics, Géza


	
1896


	
gift


	
12


	
East-India





	
Leder, Hans


	
1904, 1905


	
purchase


	
906


	
Tibet





	
Leitersdorfer, Béla


	
1901


	
gift


	
1


	
Syria





	
Lévay, Gyula


	
1987


	
legacy


	
52


	
China, India, Caucasus





	
Lorentz, H. A.


	
1911


	
 


	
25


	
Indonesia





	
Lorenz, Nina


	
1930


	
gift


	
3


	
Ceylon





	
Losonczi, Pál


	
1976


	
gift


	
10


	
Asia





	
Lucich, Károly


	
1907


	
gift


	
2


	
China





	
Luczenbacher, Zsigmond


	
1888


	
gift


	
5


	
Damaskus





	
Madarász, Gyula


	
1903


	
purchase


	
4


	
Ceylon





	
Magyar Fémelosztó Rt.


	
1920


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Magyari, Zoltánné


	
1972


	
purchase


	
1


	
China





	
Makay, Endréné


	
1903


	
gift


	
3


	
Syria





	
Mándoki, István


	
1983, 1984


	
purchase


	
3


	
Kazakhstan, Asia





	
Marcell, Elemér


	
1914


	
purchase


	
1


	
Japan





	
Marton, Ákos


	
1918


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Matskási, István


	
2018


	
gift


	
7


	
China, South Korea, Vietnam





	
Medgyessy, Ferencné


	
1967, 1973


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia, Turkey





	
Mendlik, Oszkár


	
1912


	
purchase


	
89


	
Indonesia





	
Mészáros, Csaba


	
2015


	
collection


	
10


	
Russia





	
Mészáros, Gyula


	
1909, 1910, 1912


	
purchase, collection


	
1054


	
Bashkiristan, Asia Minor





	
Military Archive and Museum


	
1950


	
gift


	
7


	
Indonesia





	
Millisch


	
1874


	
gift


	
3


	
Formosa





	
Missionary Collection 


	
1898, 1904


	
purchase


	
1747


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Molnár, Benő


	
1968, 1989, 1989, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2001


	
collection, purchase, gift


	
764


	
Vietnam, Laos, Thailand, Indonesia





	
Molnár V., Attila


	
2018


	
gift


	
8


	
Azerbajian





	
Mongolian Academic Committee


	
1958


	
exchange


	
35


	
Mongolia





	
Mongolian Embassy


	
1962


	
purchase


	
1


	
Mongolia





	
Moskovicz, Leó


	
1884


	
gift


	
3


	
China





	
Museum of Applied Art


	
1898, 1950, 1967


	
transfer, gift


	
599


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Museum of Miskolc


	
1953


	
transfer


	
2


	
Asia





	
Music Academy of Musashino


	
1978


	
gift


	
5


	
Asia





	
Nagy, Edgárné


	
1961


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Nagyházi, Csaba


	
1978


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
National Museum


	
1968


	
transfer


	
1


	
Asia





	
Nemes, Aladár


	
1972


	
purchase


	
1


	
Turkestan





	
Németh, Lajos


	
1988


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia





	
Némethy, Endre


	
1989, 1990, 1994


	
gift


	
18


	
Asia, Vietnam





	
Nikmond, Beáta


	
2003


	
gift


	
1


	
Burma





	
Nyárai, Emil


	
1981


	
gift


	
16


	
Asia





	
Nyáry, Albert


	
1909, 1911


	
exchange, purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Nyireő, Istvánné


	
1971


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Olgyai, Viktorné


	
1925


	
exchange


	
1


	
Asia





	
Ónody, Lajos


	
1876


	
gift


	
49


	
Turkestan





	
Orf, Hilda


	
1994


	
purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Oriental Academy


	
2020


	
átadás


	
255


	
Asia





	
Ortl, Gyula


	
1964


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Ortutay, Gyula


	
1962


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Pap, Keresztélyné


	
1913


	
purchase


	
12


	
Asia Minor, Turkey





	
Pápai, Károly


	
1889, 1898, 1900


	
purchase, collection, legacy


	
713


	
Siberia





	
Pápay, József


	
1900


	
gift


	
69


	
Siberia





	
Papp, Károly


	
1899


	
gift


	
1


	
Caucasus, Dagestan





	
Pappné Tarczay, Gizella


	
1978, 1979


	
gift


	
4


	
Asia





	
Parmantier, Miklós


	
1949


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Páskuj, Alajos


	
1913


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Pásztor, Emil


	
2006


	
gift


	
23


	
Asia





	
Pásztor, Sándorné


	
1976


	
purchase


	
5


	
Indonesia





	
Patkó, Imre


	
1959


	
gift


	
1


	
Tibet





	
Pázmán, Ferenc


	
1914, 1921


	
purchase


	
71


	
Asia, 





	
Peez


	
1895


	
gift


	
7


	
Asia





	
Politzer, G. H.


	
1876


	
gift


	
8


	
Indonesia





	
Porteleki, József


	
1965, 1966


	
purchase


	
2


	
Burma





	
Princz, Gyula


	
1908, 1910


	
collection


	
96


	
East-Turkestan, Kasgar





	
Prokopovitsch, Ottóné


	
1961


	
purchase


	
66


	
Indonesia





	
Prokopovitszh, Brúnó


	
1909


	
purchase


	
3


	
Sumatra





	
Pserhofer, Samu


	
1897


	
purchase


	
3


	
Siam, Japan





	
Rákóczi Museum


	
1912


	
purchase


	
209


	
Asia, Indonesia





	
Ransonnet, Eugene de


	
1874


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Reguly, Antal


	
1874


	
collection


	
58


	
Siberia





	
Révai, Ferenc


	
1916


	
legacy


	
3


	
Asia





	
Ritter, Endréné


	
1949


	
purchase


	
5


	
Indonesia





	
Románné, Goldzieher Klára


	
1913


	
gift


	
2


	
Syria





	
Rosenberger, Arthur


	
1901


	
gift


	
2


	
China





	
Rosonovoszky, Frigyes


	
1898, 1899


	
purchase


	
43


	
Indonesia, Persia, China, Asia





	
Rosthorn, Arthur


	
1906


	
gift


	
32


	
China





	
Sághy, Elemér


	
1926


	
purchase


	
1


	
Anatolia





	
Salamon, István


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Sárosi, Bálint


	
2016, 2018


	
purchase, gift


	
11


	
China, Japan





	
Schlesinger, Lajos


	
1897


	
purchase


	
1


	
Caucasus





	
Schneider, Lászlóné


	
2002


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Schossberger, Nándor


	
1904


	
gift


	
5


	
Japan





	
Schulik, Györgyné


	
1957


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Schwartz, Mór


	
1901


	
purchase


	
1


	
East-India





	
Seifert, Géza


	
1899


	
gift


	
4


	
Indonesia





	
Sellyei, Anna


	
1997, 2007


	
purchase


	
18


	
Asia





	
Semayer, Vilibáld


	
1903


	
purchase


	
2


	
Russia





	
Seston-Karr, H. W.


	
1903


	
gift


	
15


	
India, Cuddapah





	
Setéth, Endre


	
1909


	
purchase


	
1


	
Constantinople





	
Sharat, Bhushan


	
1984


	
gift


	
1


	
India





	
Siam’s Ambassador in Paris


	
1901


	
gift


	
2


	
Siam





	
Somogyi Jenőné Szalay, Erzsébet


	
1967


	
purchase


	
2


	
Japan





	
Sőtér, Elemérné


	
1985


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia





	
Steenackers, F.


	
1903


	
gift


	
70


	
Japan





	
Stockinger


	
1889


	
gift


	
3


	
East-India





	
Stolp, Ferenc


	
1912


	
purchase


	
21


	
China, Persia











	
Name of collector/seller


	
Year of acquisition


	
Mode of acquisition


	
Pieces


	
Origin





	
Szablya-Frischauf, Ferenc


	
1949


	
gift


	
2


	
Indonesia





	
Szabó, Ferenc


	
1976


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Szabó, Gáborné


	
1994


	
purchase


	
1


	
Bali





	
Szabó, Imre


	
1968


	
gift


	
1


	
Turkey





	
Szabó, János


	
1995


	
gift


	
6


	
Korea





	
Szabó, Jenőné


	
1992


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Szalay, Imre


	
1898, 1906


	
gift


	
5


	
Persia, Asia





	
Szaratovi’s Committee


	
1910


	
purchase


	
71


	
Asia





	
Széchenyi, Béla


	
1880


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Szederkény, Ferenc


	
2000


	
gift


	
4


	
Pakistan





	
Szekszárdiné Kovács, Rozália


	
2009


	
gift


	
1


	
China, Mongolia, Russia





	
Szenes, Miklós


	
1989


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia





	
Szente, Vilma


	
1918


	
purchase


	
1


	
Asia Minor





	
Szentgyörgy-céh


	
1911


	
purchase


	
3


	
Asia





	
Szerdahelyi, László


	
1970


	
gift


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Szijgyártó, Jenőné


	
1962


	
purchase


	
4


	
Turkey





	
Szirmay, Iván


	
1935


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Szirmay, József


	
1923


	
gift


	
2


	
Asia





	
Szőcs, János


	
1903


	
gift


	
7


	
China





	
Szteits, Lászlóné


	
1971


	
purchase


	
2


	
Asia





	
Tagán, Galimdsán


	
1938


	
gift


	
4


	
Asia Minor, Krim





	
Tallós, Zoltán


	
1932


	
gift


	
1


	
Ceylon





	
Tasnádi-Kubacska, András


	
1950


	
purchase


	
3


	
Indonesia





	
Tcharhoukian, M. Vosdanik


	
1913, 1914


	
purchase


	
17


	
Turkey, Persia





	
Teleki, Pál


	
1927


	
gift


	
4


	
Iraq





	
Teleki, Sámuel


	
1893


	
gift


	
104


	
Indonesia





	
Thomann, Th. H.


	
1912


	
purchase


	
3


	
Indonesia





	
Toldy, László


	
1908


	
gift


	
1


	
Turkestan





	
Tonelli, Sándor


	
1911, 1912


	
purchase


	
21


	
Siam, East-India, China





	
Torma, József


	
1999


	
purchase


	
1


	
Kirgisia





	
Torma, Tamás


	
2000


	
purchase


	
12


	
Asia





	
Tóth, Jenő


	
1910, 1913


	
purchase


	
410


	
East-India, China, Siam, Tibet





	
Tótik, Jánosné


	
1974


	
collectin


	
1


	
Turkey





	
Thuróczy, Gergely


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Pakistan





	
Univ. of Eötvös Loránd, Inner-Asia Dep.


	
1965, 1968


	
gift


	
102


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1874


	
gift


	
1


	
Arabia





	
Unknown


	
1896


	
purchase


	
49


	
East-Asia, Persia





	
Unknown


	
1900


	
purchase


	
122


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1911


	
?


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1922


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Unknown


	
1922


	
gift


	
2


	
China





	
Unknown


	
1921


	
gift


	
3


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1922


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Unknown


	
1922


	
gift


	
2


	
China





	
Unknown


	
1946


	
Museum’s holdings


	
2


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1948


	
 gift


	
107


	
Amur region





	
Unknown


	
1954


	
Museum’s holdings


	
2


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1955


	
gift


	
7


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1959


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1964


	
Museum’s holdings


	
240


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1965


	
Museum’s holdings


	
8


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1965


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Siam





	
Unknown


	
1965


	
Museum’s holdings


	
168


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1966


	
Museum’s holdings


	
19


	
Java





	
Unknown


	
1966


	
Museum’s holdings


	
107


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1966


	
Museum’s holdings


	
123


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1966


	
Museum’s holdings


	
45


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1967


	
Museum’s holdings


	
39


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1967


	
Museum’s holdings


	
14


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1967


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1968


	
Museum’s holdings


	
8


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1968


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1223


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1968


	
Museum’s holdings


	
169


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1968


	
Museum’s holdings


	
443


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1969


	
Museum’s holdings


	
17


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1969


	
Museum’s holdings


	
7


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1969


	
Museum’s holdings


	
16


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1969


	
Museum’s holdings


	
147


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1970


	
Museum’s holdings


	
8


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1973


	
Museum’s holdings


	
15


	
Indonesia





	
Unknown


	
1975


	
Museum’s holdings


	
80


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1981


	
Museum’s holdings


	
9


	
Amur region





	
Unknown


	
1991


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
1993


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2001


	
Museum’s holdings


	
2


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2002


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2002


	
Museum’s holdings


	
2


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2002


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Japan





	
Unknown


	
2006


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2006


	
Museum’s holdings


	
2


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2006


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2006


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2006


	
Museum’s holdings


	
1


	
Asia





	
Unknown


	
2014


	
Museum’s holdings


	
128


	
Israel, Russia, Vietnam





	
Vadász, Imre; Vadász, Ernő


	
1886


	
gift


	
2


	
Turkey





	
Vadona, János


	
1889


	
gift


	
1


	
China





	
Vámbéry, Ármin


	
1914


	
legacy


	
3


	
Turkestan





	
Vanek, József


	
1901


	
purchase


	
3


	
Burma





	
Varga, Mária


	
2012


	
gift


	
2


	
China





	
Vargyas, Gábor


	
1994, 1999


	
gift, purchase


	
80


	
Asia, China





	
Vargyas, Lajos


	
1982


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Vass, Istvánné


	
1962


	
gift


	
34


	
Vietnam





	
Váczi, István


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Cambodia





	
Vándor, Anna


	
2016


	
purchase, gift


	
3


	
Azerbajdian, Russia, Turkestan





	
Vécsey, Ernő


	
1912


	
purchase


	
1


	
Turkey





	
Vértes, László


	
1959, 1968


	
purchase


	
3


	
Indonesia, Asia





	
Vértes, Lászlóné


	
1979, 1983


	
purchase


	
3


	
Indonesia, Asia





	
Vikár Tamás


	
2014


	
gift


	
8


	
China, Russia





	
Vinczéné Kerezsi, Ágnes


	
1988, 2016, 2017


	
gift


	
36


	
Caucasus, Russia, Uzbegistan





	
Vlach, László


	
1949


	
purchase


	
1


	
Indonesia





	
Vojnich, Oszkár


	
1909, 1910, 1912


	
gift


	
156


	
Asia, Indonesia 





	
Wilhelm, Gábor


	
1994


	
gift


	
11


	
China





	
Winter, Béla


	
1912


	
gift, purchase


	
5


	
Asia





	
Winternitz, Antal


	
1896


	
gift


	
2


	
Indonesia





	
Wohlgemuth, Karl


	
1904


	
purchase


	
21


	
Indonesia





	
Wosinszky Mór Megyei Múzeum


	
2012


	
transfer


	
2


	
Pakistan





	
World Fair, Paris


	
1901


	
purchase


	
75


	
Asia





	
Xántus, János


	
1874


	
collection, gift, deposit


	
1656


	
East-Asia, Indonesia





	
Xántus, Jánosné


	
1897


	
gift


	
28


	
East-Asia





	
Yamaguchi, Meiko


	
1988


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan





	
Zboray, Ernőné


	
1965, 1965, 1968


	
purchase


	
104


	
Indonesia





	
Zhenguo, Xia


	
1992


	
gift


	
1


	
Asia





	
Zichy, Jenő


	
1897, 1899, 1903, 1904, 1908, 1920


	
gift, deposit


	
2042


	
Caucasus, Transzkaspi, Siberia, China, Russia





	
Zoological Dep. of the National Museum


	
1902


	
gift


	
1


	
Japan







 

 

Oceania[735]

 



	
Name of collector/seller


	
Year of acquisition


	
Mode of acquisition


	
Pieces


	
Origin





	
Ambrus, Sándorné


	
1967


	
purchase


	
1


	
Fiji





	
Balassa, Istvánné


	
1913


	
exchange


	
1


	
Oceania





	
Bandat, Horst von


	
1940, 1951, 1956, 1975


	
gift, transfer, museum’s holdings


	
161


	
West New Guinea





	
Bedő, Rudolf


	
1950


	
purchase


	
1


	
 





	
Beniczy, Géza


	
1914


	
gift


	
10


	
Solomon Islands





	
Beran, Harry


	
1979


	
exchange


	
1


	
Australia





	
Berecz, László


	
1951


	
purchase


	
9


	
North-east New Guinea, New Caledony, New Hebrides, Solomon Islands





	
Berndorfer, Alfrédné


	
1998


	
purchase


	
1


	
Oceania





	
Bettanin, Giovanni


	
1897, 1904, 1904


	
purchase


	
1257


	
Melanesia, Polynesia





	
Bíró, Lajos


	
1897, 1898, 1900, 1902, 1903, 1904, 1905, 1967, 1973


	
collection, museum’s holdings


	
5519


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Bodrogi, Tibor


	
1982


	
purchase


	
1


	
Papua New Guinea





	
Boglár, Lajos


	
2004, 2014


	
purchase


	
3


	
North-east New Guinea, Papua New Guinea





	
Bognár, Zoltán


	
2022


	
gift


	
2


	
Papua New Guinea





	
Central Office for Abandoned Assets


	
1951


	
transfer


	
17


	
New Caledony, New Hebrides, Solomon Islands





	
Csergheő, Ervin


	
1902


	
exchange


	
2


	
Oceania





	
Czirer, Lajos


	
1890


	
collection


	
1


	
Comore Islands





	
Deletaille, Émile


	
1973, 1974


	
exchange, gift


	
4


	
East New Guinea, Trobriand Islamds





	
Delhaes, István


	
1910


	
legacy


	
10


	
Oceania





	
Derzsi, Balázs


	
2014


	
purchase


	
70


	
Austrália





	
Dénes, Pálné


	
1955


	
purchase


	
5


	
East New Guinea





	
Erdélyi, Ferenc


	
1968


	
transfer


	
4


	
West New Guinea





	
Ethnographic Mission


	
1898, 1973


	
purchase, museum’s holdings


	
13


	
Fiji, North-east New Guinea





	
Fehér, Miklós


	
1875


	
collection


	
1


	
Australia





	
Fenichel, Sámuel


	
1895, 1954, 1965, 1973


	
collection, museum’s holdings


	
2619


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Festetics, Rudolf


	
1902, 1966, 1967, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
1630


	
Polynesia, Melanesia





	
Frank, A. G.


	
1888, 1889, 1973


	
purchase, museum’s holdings


	
40


	
New Zeeland, Solomon Islands, Bismarck Islands, North-east New Guinea





	
Fuszek, Rudolf


	
1937


	
gift


	
8


	
Oceania





	
Gaál, Istvánné


	
1956


	
purchase


	
1


	
New Caledony





	
Gera, Mihályné


	
1973, 1974, 1975, 1976


	
purchase


	
16


	
Fiji





	
Gramantik, Mihályné


	
1965


	
purchase


	
21


	
Melanesia





	
Hajdú, Lajos


	
2023


	
gift


	
4


	
West New Guinea





	
Halmos, István


	
1965


	
purchase


	
1


	
West New Guinea





	
Herman Ottó Museum


	
1953, 154


	
transfer


	
55


	
New Guinea





	
Hollander, Gyula


	
1952


	
purchase


	
2


	
West New Guinea





	
Holló, László


	
1967


	
purchase


	
3


	
Fiji





	
Hopp, Ferenc


	
1921, 1973


	
legacy, museum’s holdings


	
114


	
North-west New Guinea, New Zealand, Marshall Islands





	
Horváth, Ferenc


	
1965


	
purchase


	
1


	
Australia





	
Huflesz, Jánosné


	
1954


	
purchase


	
1


	
Fiji





	
Huflesz, Károlyné


	
1959


	
purchase


	
4


	
Fiji





	
Hungarian American Oil Industry Corporation


	
1949


	
purchase


	
15


	
West New Guinea





	
Hungarian Royal Commercial Museum


	
1910


	
purchase


	
1


	
New Guinea





	
Jurisic


	
1895, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
44


	
Solomon Islands





	
Karácson, Árpád


	
1903, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
57


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Kemecsi, Lajos


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Austrália





	
Kertész, Józsefné


	
1951


	
purchase


	
1


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Kindler, László


	
1986


	
gift


	
1


	
Australia





	
Klasz, Pál


	
1912


	
gift


	
59


	
New Hebrides, Solomon Islands





	
Kossuth, Ferencné


	
1914


	
gift


	
2


	
Samoa, Gilbert Islands





	
Kovács, Anna


	
1975


	
purchase


	
4


	
Australia





	
Kovács, Attila


	
2017


	
purchase


	
29


	
Új-Henridák, Pápua Új-Guinea, Fidzsi-szigetek, Salamon-szigetek





	
Kovács, Károly


	
1929


	
purchase


	
24


	
South-west New Guinea





	
László, Zsigmond


	
1914, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
137


	
Solomon Islands





	
Lévay, Gyula


	
1987


	
legacy?


	
2


	
Oceania





	
Lorencz József


	
1964


	
purchase


	
5


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Mendlik, Oszkár (Aboubakar Sidiki)


	
1912, 1973


	
purchase, museum’s holdings


	
68


	
West and South-east New Guinea





	
Mihály, Sándor


	
1957


	
gift


	
3


	
New Guinea





	
Millisch


	
1891


	
gift


	
1


	
Fiji





	
Molnár, Benő


	
1989


	
purchase


	
39


	
Oceania





	
Museum für Völkerkunde Basel


	
1962


	
exchange


	
57


	
East New Guinea





	
Museum of Natural Sciences


	
1948


	
gift


	
3


	
Solomon Islands





	
Nauer Captain


	
1963


	
gift


	
1


	
Nissau





	
Németh, Lajos


	
1967


	
purchase


	
1


	
Australia





	
Németh, Pál


	
1956


	
purchase


	
2


	
New Guinea





	
Nógrádi, György


	
1966, 1967, 1968


	
gift


	
35


	
Easter Island





	
Papanek


	
1927


	
gift


	
1


	
Bismarck Islands





	
Papp, Simon


	
1940, 1949


	
purchase, transfer


	
30


	
North-east New Guinea, Oceania





	
Pásztor, Éva


	
2006


	
gift


	
2


	
Tahiti





	
Pásztor, Sándorné


	
1976


	
purchase


	
1


	
New Guinea





	
Pauer, János


	
1913


	
purchase


	
1


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Pázmán, Ferenc


	
1914, 1920, 1973


	
purchase, museum’s holdings


	
20


	
Melanesia





	
Pintér, László


	
1977, 1980, 1986


	
gift


	
904


	
Australia





	
Polyánszky, Ottó


	
1951


	
purchase


	
1


	
South-east New Guinea





	
Prokopovitsch, Ottó


	
1961


	
purchase


	
6


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Prónay, Mihály


	
1921


	
gift


	
16


	
Oceania





	
Rákóczi Museum


	
1912


	
purchase


	
6


	
Oceania





	
Reformed Academy of Debrecen


	
1953


	
transfer


	
20


	
Melanesia





	
Reményi, Ferencz


	
1894, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
27


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Róheim, Géza


	
1932, 1973


	
collection, museum’s holdings


	
476


	
Australia, East New Guinea





	
Roschlitz


	
1884


	
gift


	
1


	
Australia





	
Rosner, Géza


	
1997


	
gift


	
3


	
Easter Island





	
Rosonovszky, Frigyes


	
1899


	
purchase


	
1


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Sárosi, Bálint


	
2018


	
gift


	
1


	
Austrália





	
S. M. S. Panther


	
1907, 1973


	
purchase, museum’s holdings


	
207


	
Australia, New Zealand, Fiji, Samoa, New Caledonia, North-east New Guinea, Bismarck Islands, Santa Cruz Islands, New Hebrides





	
Specht, J.


	
1982


	
gift


	
1


	
New Britain





	
State police


	
1959


	
trnsfer


	
5


	
Australia





	
Strom, József


	
1957


	
purchase


	
2


	
Australia





	
Szántó, Károly


	
1983


	
purchase


	
1


	
Melanesia





	
Szegfű, János


	
1979


	
gift


	
5


	
Australia





	
Szerdahelyi, László


	
1970


	
gift


	
2


	
Australia





	
Tímár, Gábor


	
2010


	
gift


	
3


	
Samoa





	
Udvardy, Miklós


	
1968


	
gift


	
1


	
Oceania





	
Unger, Richard de


	
2019


	
gift


	
1


	
New Guinea





	
Unknown


	
1973


	
museum’s holdings


	
1222


	
Oceania





	
Vadona, János 


	
1889


	
gift


	
1


	
Fiji





	
Vargyas, Gábor


	
1982, 1994


	
gift


	
48


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Verebélyi, Károly Sándor


	
1928, 1951, 1973, 1977


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
249


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Vértes, László


	
1953


	
purchase


	
12


	
Easter Island, Polynesia, Australia





	
Vértes, Lászlóné


	
1970, 1983


	
purchase


	
7


	
New Zealand, Oceania





	
Vimláti, László


	
1968, 1981,


	
gift


	
11


	
Australia, West New Guinea





	
Vojnich, Oszkár


	
1909, 1910, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
39


	
Melanesia, Polynesia





	
Wiener Hofmuseum


	
1889


	
exchange


	
59


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Wohlgemut, Karl


	
1904


	
purchase


	
1


	
Oceania





	
Wolf, Mária


	
1960


	
purchase


	
1


	
Gilbert Island





	
Xántus, János


	
1874, 1973


	
gift, museum’s holdings


	
14


	
North-east New Guinea





	
Zichy, Jenő


	
1920


	
deposit


	
52


	
Australia, Salamon Islands








 

 

Table 1 Composition of the Teleki Collection

 



	
Name


	
Weapon


	
Jewellery


	
Costume


	
Vessel


	
Implement


	
Total





	
 


	
C


	
V


	
I


	
C


	
V


	
I


	
C


	
V


	
I


	
C


	
V


	
I


	
C


	
V


	
I


	
C


	
V


	
I





	
Kilimanjaro


	
11


	
2


	
6


	
3


	
 


	
3


	
4


	
 


	
4


	
12


	
 


	
11


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
30


	
3


	
24





	
Chaga


	
2


	
 


	
2


	
3


	
2


	
6


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
5


	
 


	
5


	
1


	
 


	
1


	
11


	
2


	
14





	
Meru


	
1


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1





	
Kamba


	
7


	
1


	
5


	
14


	
8 (1)


	
12


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
3


	
 


	
3


	
4


	
 


	
4


	
28


	
9 (2)


	
24





	
Kikuyu


	
56


	
8 (11)


	
37


	
55


	
3 (10)


	
47


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
7


	
1


	
6


	
9


	
1 (2)


	
10


	
127


	
13 (24)


	
100





	
Maasai


	
22


	
7 (4)


	
16


	
37


	
5


	
30


	
19


	
1


	
17


	
4


	
 


	
4


	
9


	
 


	
14


	
91


	
13 (10)


	
81





	
Ndorobo


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1





	
Turkana-Suk


	
14


	
3


	
9


	
16


	
2


	
15


	
2


	
 


	
2


	
7


	
 


	
6


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
39


	
3 (5)


	
32





	
Elgina


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
4


	
1


	
8


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
1


	
 


	
13





	
Reshiat


	
20


	
2


	
10


	
10


	
2


	
2


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
4


	
3 (1)


	
3


	
4


	
1


	
2


	
38


	
8 (6)


	
17





	
Rendile


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1





	
Abessyna


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1





	
Zanzibar


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
0


	
 


	
1





	
Somali


	
6


	
 


	
6


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
7


	
 


	
7


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
14


	
 


	
14





	
Kaffa


	
1


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
1


	
 


	
1





	
unknown (East Africa)


	
14


	
 


	
9


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
3


	
 


	
3


	
 


	
 


	
 


	
6


	
1


	
1


	
23


	
1


	
13





	
Total


	
155


	
23


	
108


	
139


	
20 (22)


	
124


	
28


	
1


	
26


	
51


	
4 (2)


	
47


	
34


	
4


	
33


	
407


	
52


	
338







 

C: Catalogue of the African peoples of the Teleki collection (NMI 10/1889)

V: Inventory of the artefacts exchanged with the museum in Vienna (NMI 8/1891)

I: Inventory book of the Museum of Ethnography

 

 

Table 2 Tribal division of the Amazonian objects of the Museum of Ethnography

 



	
Tribe


	
Origin


	
Inventory numbers





	
 


	
Brazil


	
2261–2268, 2320–2326, 3822–3827, 24776–24781, 70.70.147–70.70.189, 84.75.1–84.75.20, 84.75.22–84.75.25





	
Western Amazon Basin





	
 


	
Colombia, Amazonian region


	
93.95.1–93.95.6, 93.95.11–93.95.13, 93.95.16–93.95.22, 93.95.26–93.95.27





	
Cubeo


	
Colombia, Uaupes-Caqueta region.


	
93.95.7–93.95.9





	
Baniva


	
Venezuela, Uaupes-Caqueta region


	
64.95.147





	
Witoto


	
Colombia


	
93.95.14–93.95.15, 93.95.23–93.95.24





	
Okaina


	
Colombia


	
93.95.10





	
Kurripako


	
Colombia


	
64.95.116–64.95.120, 69.41.69–69.41.70





	
Maroco


	
Colombia


	
93.95.25





	
Tikuna


	
Brazil, Acre region


	
81.136.20–81.136.22





	
Yagua


	
Peru, Iquitos region


	
97.10.35, 97.10.42





	
Shipibo


	
Peru, Iquitos region


	
97.10.36–97.10.38





	
 


	
Northeastern Peru


	
97.10.29, 97.10.30, 97.10.39, 97.10.40





	
The Guyanas





	
Caribic


	
Suriname


	
24580–24628, 24630–24673, 24723–24729, 24773, 24986





	
Afroamerican (“maroon”)


	
Suriname


	
70.70.6–70.70.21, 70.70.86–70.70.88, 73.170.5–73.170.31, 74.2.1–74.2.8





	
 


	
Venezuela


	
69.41.59





	
Japreria


	
Venezuela


	
64.95.197–64.95.199





	
Arekuna


	
Venezuela


	
64.95.144–64.95.146





	
Taulipáng


	
British Guiana Gran Sabana, Bolivar


	
81.77.5–81.77.7, 81.77.12–81.77.20, 81.77.22, 81.77.24–81.77.25, 81.77.32–81.77.51, 81.77.54, 81.77.56–81.77.66, 81.77.155–81.77.157, 81.77.163–81.77.166, 81.77.169–81.77.174, 81.77.176, 81.77.182–81.77.190





	
Makiritare (Yekuana)


	
Venezuela


	
64.95.1–64.95.14, 64.95.125, 69.41.95, 74.131.48, 74.131.60, 81.77.1–81.77.4, 81.77.27, 81.77.52 , 79.110.1–79.110.11, 69.41.58





	
Waiwai


	
Brazil, Roraima region


	
2005.18.86–2005.18.91





	
Piaroa


	
Venezuela


	
64.95.27–64.95.106, 64.95.208–64.95.212, 68.175.1–68.175.99, 69.41.1–69.41.56, 69.41.71–69.41.74, 69.41.76–69.41.94, 69.41.96–69.41.217, 74.131.1–74.131.24, 74.131.29–74.131.47, 74.131.49, 74.131.52, 74.131.55–74.131.59, 74.131.61–74.131.66, 74.131.75–74.131.83, 81.77.8–81.77.11, 81.77.28–81.77.31





	
Yanomami (Waica)


	
Venezuela


	
74.131.53–74.131.54





	
Yanomami (Waica)


	
Brazil


	
81.136.19, 2005.18.77–2005.18.82, 2005.18.102





	
Guacia (Waica)


	
Venezuela, Upper Orinoco


	
81.77.53–81.77.154, 81.77.158–81.77.162, 81.77.167–81.77.168, 81.77.175, 81.77.177–81.77.181, 81.77.191–81.77.194





	
Guaharibo (Waica)


	
Venezuela, Rio Negro Basin


	
64.95.161–64.95.167, 64.95.169–64.95.171, 64.95.175, 64.95.179–64.95.180, 64.95.183





	
Waira (Waica)


	
Venezuela


	
64.95.160, 64.95.168, 64.95.172–64.95.174, 64.95.176–64.95.178, 64.95.181, 64.95.182, 64.95.184





	
Shamatari


	
Venezuela


	
 





	
Maco


	
Venezuela Middle Auarí River


	
64.95.107–64.95.113





	
Guararo (Warrau)


	
Venezuela Orinico delta, Amacuro


	
81.77.195





	
 


	
Venezuela Orinico delta, Amacuro


	
64.95.126-64.95.143





	
Tiríyó


	
Brazil, Amapá region


	
2005.18.83-2005.18.85





	
Wayana


	
French Guyana


	
2005.19.1-2005.19.100





	
Apalai


	
Brazil


	
2005.18.96, 2005.18.98





	
Waiwai


	
Brazil, Guyanan frontier


	
81.136.9-81.136.15





	
Gaviăo


	
Brazil, Pará region


	
2005.18.94





	
Sateré-Mawé


	
Brazil, Amazonas region


	
2005.18.95





	
Montaña





	
Jivaro


	
Ecuador


	
66.72.176-66.72.177, 68.148.1





	
Mato Grosso





	
 


	
Brazil, Mato Grosso


	
48879-48882, 105945-105983 84.75.21, 84.75.26





	
Cayabí


	
Brazil, Mato Grosso


	
81.136.23





	
Karaja


	
Brazil, Mato Grosso


	
60.2.1-60.2.2, 2005.18.37-2005.18.50





	
Nambikuara


	
Brazil, Mato Grosso


	
60.8.1-60.8.52





	
Siriono


	
Bolivia


	
68.196.1-68.196.7





	
Erigpaktsa


	
Brazil, Mato Grosso


	
2005.18.93





	
Xingu River





	
Kamayura


	
Xingu River, Brazil


	
2005.18.58-2005.18.60, 2005.18.63-2005.18.67





	
Kayapo


	
Brazil, Pará region, Gorotire


	
2005.18.69-2005.18.76





	
Kuikuro


	
Xingu River, Brazil


	
2005.18.62





	
Waurá


	
Xingu River, Brazil


	
2005.18.61





	
Kalapalo


	
Xingu River, Brazil


	
81.136.18





	
Suja


	
Xingu River, Brazil


	
2005.18.68








Index

Abyssinia

Addis Abeba

Ainu

Aitape

Akela

Alela

Ali Island

Alice Springs

Almásy, György

Ambrózy, Lajos

Amur region

Amur River

Anachoreta (Kaniet) Islands

Angiel Island

Apache

Apalai

Aranda

Arecuna

Arguni Bay

Asia Minor

Astrolabe Bay

Austro-Hungarian East Asia Expedition

Austro-Hungarian North Pole Expedition

Ayers Rock

Babunda

Baird, Spencer F.

Balfour, Henry

Bambara

Bamum

Bandat, Horst von

Bangongo

Baniba

Bánó, Jenő

Bantu

Bárány, Nándor

Baráthosi Balogh, Benedek

Baringo Lake

Barmel Lutheran Mission

Bashkir

Basongo

Bastian, Adolf

Báthori, Ferenc

Bátky, Zsigmond

Bauer, Wilhelm (Guillermo)

Baumgartner, János

Becker-Donner, Etta

Belia

Bendel, Emilia; Enking, William

Berber

Berger, Samu

Berlinhafen (Aitape)

Berndorfer, Alfréd

Bettanin, Giovanni

Bilibili Island

Bilimek, Dominik

Bíró, Lajos

Bismarck Islands

Black-buk

Blackfoot

Blumen River

Boas, Franz

Bodrogi, Tibor

Bogadjim

Bogia

Boglár, Lajos

Bomberai Peninsula

Bongu

Bonnefoy, Maurice

Borhegyi, István

Bornemisza, Pál

Borneo

Botocudo

Bougainville, Louis-Antoine de

Böhm, Hedvig

Brummer, József

Budapest Zoo

Buka

Bukawa

Buller, Walter Sir

Burun

Buryat

Bühler, Alfred

Byhan, Arthur

Caingua

Cape Akalunga

Cape Colony

Cape San Lucas

Cartago

Chauvet, Stephen

Cheyenne

Chilchotla

Choiseul Island

Chokwe

churinga

Chuvash

Cinyagi

Congo

Constantine Mountains

Cook, James

Cossack

Cozcatlan

Cree

Croix, R. De La

Csiki, Ernő

Cuicatlán

Czapkay, József

Czirer, Lajos

Dagadu Torda, Katalin

Dakar

Darfur

Darhat

Dayak

Déchy, Mór

Deletaille, Émile

Delhaes, István

Dempwolff, Otto

Diószegi, Vilmos

Djerba

Dogon

Donner, Etta

Dreher, Anton

Dubois, Jean Louis

Duka, Tivadar

duk-duk

Eastern Rift Valley

Ecsedy, Csaba

Éder, Ferenc Xavér

Einstein, Carl

Elgume

Elótasu

Emin Pasha

Eötvös, József

Epi

Erigpaktsa

Erima

Eskimo

Espiritu Santo Island

Exchequer Islands

Fanning

Feest, Christian

Fejérváry Collection 1

Fejérváry, Gábor

Fejérváry–Mayer Codex

Fejős, Pál

Fenichel , Sámuel

Ferenc Hopp Museum of East Asian Art

Fernández Ferraz, Juan

Festetics, Count Rudolf

Fiji

Finisterre Mountains

Finno-Ugric

Finsch, Otto

Finschhafen

Flesch, Aladár

Fort Riley

Fort Tejon

Fort Wrangel

Főzy, Vilma

Frank, A. G.

Franz Ferdinand, Crown Prince

French (Vitu) Islands

Friedrich-Wilhelmshafen (Madang)

Frobenius, Leo

Funafuti

Fuszek, Rudolf

Fülep, Jenő

Füssi Nagy, Géza

Gajdács, Mátyás

Gaviao

Gellért, Manó

Gerrit-Denys Island

Gilbert Islands

Gilyak

Gingala

goam

Gorai, King

Gorima

Graget Island

Grahamstown

Gran Chaco

Grubauer, Alfred

Guahibo

Guaica

Guarani

Guarauno

Guellala

Guillaume, Paul

Györffy, István

Haas, Georg

Hagen, Karl

Hagenbeck, Carl

Halbrohr, János

Hammond, William

Hansemann Coast

Hansemann Mountains

Hansen, Peter

Harar

Hardy, Norman

Hartman, Carl

Hasst Bluff

Hawaii

Hechler, Heinrich

Heger, Franz

Herbertshöhe

Hermann, Antal 7

Hermannsburg Mission

Hidaka region

Hilton-Simpson, Melville William

Hirsch, Leo

Hofer, Tamás

Hoffmann, Tamás

Hokkaido

Hopp, Ferenc

Horti, Pál

Höhnel, Ludwig Ritter von

huaca

huaco

Humboldt, Alexander

Hunfalvy, János

Huszti, György

Illyés, Gyula

Imaoka, Junichiro

Inner Asia

Irangi

Irazu volcano

Irinyi, Dániel

Ivanovich von Schrenk, Leopold

Jankó, János

Jankovich, Béla

Japreíra

Java

Jelki, András

Jókai, Mór 4

Jolo

Joseph August, Archduke

Joyce, Thomas Athol

Juan Viñas

Juruena River

Kaffa

Kai

Kaiser Wilhelmsland

Kaiserin Elisabeth World Tour

Kalmyk

Kamayura

Kamba

Kanin Peninsula

Kann, Peter

kapkap

Kapsu

Karácson, Árpád

Karaja

Kärnbach, Ludwig

Kasai Company

Kei Islands

Kelemen, Pál

Kerezsi, Ágnes

Kézdi Nagy, Géza

Khabarovsk

Khirghiz

Kibosho Mission

Kikuyu

kite

Kittenberger, Kálmán

Kmünke, Rudolf

Koch, Robert

Komjáthy, Zsuzsa

Konstantinhafen

Korewori River

korvar

Koryak

Kossuth, Lajos

Kossuth, Mrs. Ferenc

Kovács, Ödön

Kozma, Lajos

Kőrösi Csoma, Sándor

Kreitner, Gustav

kris

Krok, J.

Kuba

Kubary, Johann Stanislaus

Kubinyi, Ágoston

Kukic, Alexander

Kurikuro

Kuril Islands

Kuripako

Kwafi

Kyrgyzia

kyudo

Lamut

Lapland

László, Zsigmond

La Vandola (Nauna)

Lavetot

Leder, Hans

Lemien

Lenders, Emil W.

Lévi-Strauss, Claude

Levuka

Liebner, Robert

Ligeti, Mrs Róbert

Limpopo

Linden, Carl von

Loritja

Louisiana Purchase Exposition

Luba (Baluba)

Lubbock, Sir John

Luczenbacher, Pál

Maasai

Maasai Steppe

Mabol

Madagascar

Magyar

Magyar, László

Maiak

Makiritare

Mako

Malaita Island

malangan

Malapu

Malinowski, Bronisław

Mandan

Mangaia

Manihiki

Manus Island

Manzanillo

Maracay

Marangu

Marapua

Maria Islands

Marienberg

Marshall Islands

Martin, György

Masis

Masís, Lorenzi

Mato Grosso

Matty (Wuwulu) Islands

Mawé

Maximilian, Emperor

Mazatec

Meno

Merka

Mészáros, Gyula

Mexico Valley

middi

Mihályi, Zoltán

Mikluho-Maklay, Nikolay Nikolayevich

Minicoy Island

Mioko

Mirali

Misur, György

Mogadishu

Molnár, Benő

Mono (Treasury) Island

Moorea

Mount Kenya

Mount Kilimanjaro

Mount Liebig

Mount Meru

Mount Ndara

Mount Teita

Mozambique

Muharai, Mihály

Munkácsi, Bernát

Museum of Applied Arts

Museum of Fine Arts

Museum of Natural Sciences

Mushenge

Mweru, Lake

Nago

Nagy, Pablo

Namaqualand

Nambicuara

Nanai (Gold)

Narovo

Natal

National Museum

Natterer, Johann

Ndorobo

necuke

Negidal

Nékám, Lajos

Nesnera, Ödön

netsuke

Neuendettelsau Lutheran Mission

New Britain

New Buda

New Caledonia

New Guinea Company

New Hannover

New Hebrides

New Ireland

Nias Island

Nissan Island

Nógrádi, György

Normanby Island

Nosy Be

Novara Expedition

Nubia

nungu

Oaxaca

Oberg, Kalervo

Obst, Hermann

Oertzten Mountains

Oláh, László

Orok

Ortudo, Alberto de

Ostyaks (Khanty)

Paczka, Alexander

Pangani

Pápay, József

Papp, János

Papp, Simon

parang

Pare and Letema Mountains

Paria River

Parkinson, Richard

Pázmán, Ferenc

Pende

Penrhyn

Philadelphia Academy of Sciences

Philippine Islands

Piapaco

Piaroa

Pillár, Éva

Pintér, László

Pitandjara

Potsdamhafen

Poum

Pöch, Robert

Prinz, Gyula

Prokop, Jenő

Pulszky, Ferenc

Puru

Radloff, Vasily

Rakahanga

Rakovszky, Bela von

Ramu River

Ransonnet, Eugene de

Rarotonga

Rassiga, Everett

Ratzel, Friedrich

Reguly, Antal

Reischek, Andreas

Rendile

Reshiat

Réthki, Zsigmond

Ribényi, Antal

Rimatara

Río Tonto

Róheim, Géza

Ronongo (Ranongga)

Rosner, Géza de

Rosti, Pál

Roviana (Rubiana)

Rudnyánszky, István

Rudolf, Crown Prince

Rudolf (Turkana) Lake

Rurutu

Ruzsynsky, Sanislaus

S. M. Korvette Zrinyi

S. M. S. Aurora

S. M. S. Donau

S. M. S. Fasana

S. M. S. Friedrich

S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth

S. M. S. Novara

S. M. S. Panther

S. M. S. Saida

S. M. S. Szigetvár

S. M. S. Zenta

Saghan

Sakalava

Sakhalin Island

Samariapo River

Samoa

Samoyed

San Felix

San Juan Teotihuacan

San Luis Potosí

Sandwich Islands

Santa Cruz Islands

Santo Domingo de Heredía

Sarawak

Sárkány, Mihály

Sárosi, Bálint

Sart

Sattelberg

Saville, Marshall H.

Savoy, Gene

Schaden, Egon

Scherzer, Karl von

Schlesinger, Lajos

Schmidt, Peter

Schreiter, Rudolf

Schröter, Guido von

Schubert, Antal

Sebestyén, Éva

Seleo Island

Seler, Eduard

Semayer, Vilibáld

Senegal

Sepik River

Shortland (Faisi) Islands

Siar Island

Simbang

Singapore

Sioux

Sitka

Sitting Bull

Smithsonian Institution

Solomon Islands

Somali

Soyot

Starr, Frederick

Stein, Aurél

Stephanie (Chew Bahir) Lake

Stephansort

Stevenson, Robert Louis

Suk

Sulu Island

Sumbawa

Sunda Islands

Suvarov Islands

Suya

Sydney

Swaziland

Szádeczky-Kardoss, Lajos

Szalay, Imre

Szávay, Edit

Széchenyi, István 1

Széchenyi, László

Széchényi, Ferenc

Szécsi, László (Ladislas Segy)

Szeljak, György

Szenger, Ede

Szentkatolnai, Bálint Gábor

Szily, Kálmán

Tagán, Galimdsán

Tamara Island

Tami Islands

Tana Lake

Tanga Island

Tanganyika Lake

Tangl, Harald

Tanna

Taurepan

Taveta

Teleki, Sámuel

Teleki volcano

*telum

Tennant Creek

Teotihuacan

Teotitlán

Tetela

*thangka

Thanhoffer, Lajos

Thilenius, Georg

Thomé, Father

Tierra del Fuego

Timor

Tiriyo

Tokachi region

Tolai

Tolna

Tolna II

Tonelli, Sándor

Tonga Island

Torday, Emil

Tóth, Jenő

Török, Aurél

Trrgwell (Turkwel) River

*tsam

*tsuba

Tubuai (Austral) Islands

Tungus

Turkestan

Turkic

Turner, Matthew

Tuva

Tuxtepec

*tyiwara

Ugi

Ukambani

Ulchi

Umbugwe

Unyamwesi

Uom

Utiarití

Vajda, László

Vámbéry, Ármin

Vargyas, Gábor

Verebélyi, Károly

Vértes, László

Vidéky, László

Vimláti, László

Vitéz, Miklós

Vitu (French) Islands

Vojnich, Oszkár

Vungi

Wahle, Karl W.

Waica

Waira

Waiwai

Waklitisu

Walbiri

Wale

Walker, William

Warramunga

Waurá

Wayana

*wayang

Wertherbe, Alice

Wesselényi, Miklós

Willemont, Jacques

Wlassics, Gyula

Wohlgemuth, Karl

Wolf, Anton

Wosinszky, Mór

Xántus, János

Yabim

Yanomami

Yukpa

Yuma

*yurt

Zanzibar

Zboray, Ernő

Zechmeister, Hugo

Zichy, Jenő

Zuryen

 

 


[1] Similarly to the Hungarian National Museum, the Hungarian Academy of Sciences was founded by the magnamity of an aristocrat and not on a royal initiative. The Academy was founded by István Széchenyi, son of Ferenc Széchényi (the museum’s founder), who offered one year’s income from his estates in 1825.

[2] Cp. János Gyarmati’s study in this volume.

[3] For Xántus’s activities in America, cp. János Gyarmati’s study in this volume.

[4] NMI 2/1888: Report on the activities of the Department of Ethnography to the Museum Committee.

[5] Following Xántus’s trip, the Hungarian National Museum commissioned five other ships: the S. M. Korvette Zrinyi in 1897, the S. M. S. Szigetvár in 1901, the S. M. S. Zenta in 1902, the S. M. S. Kaiserin Elisabeth in 1903 and, lastly, the S. M. S. Panther in 1904. The collections brought

[6] NMI 2/1896, quoted by Szemkeő 1997:61.

[7] For a detailed description and discussion of the expedition, as well as the material collected, cp. Gábor Wilhelm’s study in this volume.

[8] Morning edition of the November 25, 1870 issue of Hon, quoted by Selmeczi Kovács 1997:10.

[9] NMI 2/1888.

[10] “Inventory of the artefacts handed over to the Museum of Applied Arts”, dated March 18, 1874 (NMI 1/1874); “Inventory of the artefacts handed over to the Department of Antiquities of the Hungarian National Museum”, dated March 18, 1874 (NMI 2/1874).

[11] NMI 2/1888.

[12] NMI 2/1896

[13] NMI 2/1888.

[14] Their number is uncertain: Jankó mentions 384 pieces (NMI 2/1896), but only 45 are listed in the inventory book of the Museum of Ethnography. According to the records in the museum’s archives, a total of 1688 items (1456 artefacts and 232 photographs, drawings and other documents, originally also part of the Xántus Collection, but later treated separately) were inventoried following the transfers to the Museum of Applied Arts in 1874 (Accessions Register, entry no. 2). It would appear that the number of transferred items totalled 845.

[15] In 1888, Xántus made a study trip to Vienna (NMI 9/1888).

[16] Cp. also NMI 2/1896.

[17] E.g. the offers made by the Gebrüder Haas of Stuttgart (NMI 14/1889), Otto Finsch (NMI 3/1891, 1/1892) and the Umlauff Company of Hamburg (NMI 1/1894).

[18] NMI 2/1888.

[19] Cp. also NMI 2/1894.

[20] NMI 112/1901.

[21] NMI 61/1896, quoted extensively by Szemkeő 1997:75–82.

[22] NMI 61/1896.

[23] NMI 37/1899.

[24] For a description of the expedition, cp. Gábor Wilhelm’s study on the Asia Collection in this volume.

[25] NMI 77/1898.

[26] Report of the Department’s activities in 1899 (NMI 32/1900, dated April 20, 1900). This figure included also the photographs and prints, which have since been re-inventoried separately.

[27] NMI 37/1899. It must here be noted that the inventorying of the collections presented to the museum was not continuous, but performed periodically. The museum’s Accessions Register reveals that there are “jumps” of several thousands in the inventory numbers of a particular collections, indicating that the artefacts of a particular assemblage were inventoried at different times. The archival records also reveal that some assemblages remained uninventoried for years or even decades.

[28] The number of Asian/Indonesian items listed under entry no. 214 of the Accessions Register totalled 550, but it would appear that a part of the Hopp Bequest from 1921 was later added to this entry (cp. János Gyarmati’s study in this volume). Subtracting the 391 artefacts (which, with the exception of an Indonesian piece, all originated from Asia), the number of artefacts from Xántus’s collection given back in 1898 was 159.

[29] Cp. the Betamin Collection (Accessions Register, entry no. 204).

[30] For his collecting activity, cp. Gábor Wilhelm’s study in this volume.

[31]For the problems surrounding the bequest, cp. János Gyarmati’s study in this volume.

[32] NMI 1/1948.

[33] NMI 143/1949.

[34] NMI 55/1949.

[35]Cp. Gábor Vargyas’s study in this volume.

[36] NMI 14-0121/1953.

[37] Cp. the studies by Vilma Főzy and János Gyarmati

[38] NMI 863.22.01.04.1963, NMI 162.24.1964, NMI 192.11.1967, NMI 1386.14.02.1968.

[39] Boglár left the museum in 1979, after Bodrogi was relieved of his duties as director, as did Csaba Ecsedy, who became curator of the Africa Collection after Vajda emigrated in 1956. Gábor Vargyas, who curated the Oceania Collection after Bodrogi, left the museum in 1984.

[40] For additional details, cp. the studies by János Gyarmati and Gábor Vargyas in this volume.


[41] This figure represents the number of accessioned and inventoried artefacts on which the analyses and statistics presented here are based. However, this number is not identical with the current number of artefacts in the museum’s holdings. Even though the Museum of Ethnography tided over the turmoil’s World War 2 and the 1956 Uprising with minimal losses compared to other museum, the repeated relocations and the often inadequate storage facilities caused serious losses: the exact number of lost or misplaced and de-accessioned artefacts remains unknown in spite of the periodic reviews of the collections. In order to determine the actual number of artefacts in the collections, the number of exchanged items must also be taken into consideration.

[42] The history of the museum’s collections presented here does not include the Europe Collection. However, the artefacts collected among the Siberian peoples, the linguistic cognates of the Hungarians, which were merged into the Europe Collection owing to the linguistic affinity, have been included in the statistics presented here. The Indonesia Collection is described and discussed in the study on the Asia Collection, while the objects from Australia, part of the Oceania Collection, are reviewed in that study. The number of artefacts in each collection is here presented rounded to the hundred.

[43] Added to the 37,000 artefacts inventoried during this period were the roughly 7000 items inventoried after 1960 during the review of the collections, whose overwhelming majority was made up of pieces obtained before the close of World War 1 according to the archival records. These pieces were not inventoried at the time or did not received their own inventory number and in many cases their collector could not be subsequently identified.

[44] This can largely be correlated with the period between 1894 and 1914 because there were hardly any new acquisitions after the outbreak of the war.

[45] The artefacts inventoried following the review of the museum’s holdings in the 1960s are also included in this figure.

[46] János Xantus’s East Asian collection, inventoried in 1874, accounted for 1456 artefacts.

[47] The figures quoted here do not include the artefacts identified and inventoried during the periodic reviews of the museum’s holdings between the 1950s and the 1970s, only the pieces inventoried until 1918.

[48] Accessions Register, entry no.11.

[49] Accessions Register, entry no. 22; inv. no. 2360–2370 (the entry under no. 2367 lists eight arrows).

[50] Accessions Register, entry no. 39; inv. nos 2549, 3886–3891, 3910–3911.

[51] Accessions Register, entry no. 45; inv. nos 2667–2668. These artefacts were later lost and their number was deleted from the inventory book.

[52] Accessions Register, entry no. 93; inv. nos 5159–5161.

[53] Mammal Collection of the Hungarian Natural History Museum, Inventory Book 2, 1850–1898.

[54] For the Teleki expedition and the Teleki collection, cp. Balázs Borsos’ study in this volume (pp. 67–82).

[55] In order to finance his African travels, Teleki sold a game reserve and a diamond jewel, one of the family’s historical heirlooms (ERDÉLYI 1977:61).

[56] Teleki spent time in France and London, studying the available books and maps. He learnt Swahili and obtained various letters of recommendation. Höhnel perfected his mountaineering skills and cartographic knowledge (ERDÉLYI 1977:12).

[57] The museum received one other gift from Teleki: a collection of 104 artefacts after the count’s return from a hunting trip to Borneo.

[58] There is some discrepancy regarding the number of exchanged artefacts and the number of objects received from Vienna in the inventory book and the surviving documents. The inventory in the museum’s archives (NMI 8/1891) list 51 artefacts (39 lots) in exchange for 65 objects.

[59] Inv. nos 3848–3877, 68.11.46–68.11.49.

[60] For a description and discussion of the ethnographic collection, cp. Balázs Borsos’ study in this volume.

[61] Jankó wrote his doctoral dissertation on the travels of Count Móricz Benyovszky. He also authored a geological study, discussing the findings of his Egyptian trip, which was also published in German.

[62] Jankó set off for Egypt on May 6, 1888. He returned on June 6, earlier than planned, after contracting malaria (JANKÓ 1888).

[63] Jankó’s second trip lasted from May 13 to July 3, 1889 (JANKÓ 1889b).

[64] Accessions Register, entry no. 61; inv. nos 3788–3818, 68.11.402, 68.11.406–68.11.407.

[65] Jankó’s letter to the Director of the Hungarian National Museum, dated November 26, 1896 (NMI 61/1896). Cp. JANKÓ 1997:23.

[66] Ibid., 24.

[67] NMI 25/1895.

[68] Accessions Register, entry no. 367; inv. nos 30172–30243.

[69] Cp. KALMÁR 1931.

[70] Accessions Register, entry no. 2208; inv. nos 109387–109609.

[71] The price asked for the Benin bronzes was well under the market value. The Vienna museum planned to purchase a South African collection from their sale (NMI 114/1899, 132/1899).

[72] The artefacts offered for sale were declined on the grounds that the collection already contained items of this type. The same principle was followed even in cases when the objects offered for sale were of a better quality than the pieces in the collection, for example in the case of the assemblage offered by Rudolf Kmünke (NMI 76/1912).

[73] NMI 65/1897.

[74] NMI 35/1897.

[75] Accessions Register, entry no. 236; inv. nos 24765–24770, 24772.

[76] Accessions Register, entry no. 264; inv. nos 27966–27977.

[77] Accessions Register, entry no. 786; inv. nos 45794–45817, 45923–45973, 46081–46088.

[78] Accessions Register, entry no. 2099; inv. nos 106647–106652.

[79] NMI 106/1903.

[80] NMI 129/1903.

[81] NMI 74/1902.

[82] NMI 109/1903.

[83] Accessions Register, entry no. 219; inv. nos 24981–25371, 25392–25903, 25955–25956, 25963–25964, 25974–26218, 26222–26408, 26450–26588, 26870–26872, 27115.

[84] The Vienna museum had been presented with an assemblage of some 230 artefacts at the 1878 World Expo in Paris. It is not known whether the curators of the Budapest museum had made any efforts to secure artefacts for their collections at this time. It is possible that any efforts in this respect had been restrained by the lack of annual budget for purchases.

[85] Accessions Register, entry no. 427; inv. nos 31938–32008, 32237, and two photo albums.

[86] Inv. nos F3603–F3657.

[87] Inv. nos F3955–F3967.

[88] Vasárnapi Ujság 1902 (49)3:46.

[89] Accessions Register, entry nos 473, 474; inv. nos 34399–34499.

[90] NMI 113/1902.

[91] http://www.huszadikszazad.hu/index.php?apps=cikk&cikk=2772

[92] The first catalogue lists the artefacts collected in the region of Mt. Kilimanjaro, Mt. Ndara, Mt. Teita and Mt. Bura, on the Maasai Steppe, and among the Umbugwe and Unyamwesi between March and late June, 1902; the second catalogue is an inventory of the artefacts collected in Chagga Land, among the Umbugwe, and on the Maasai Steppe, among the Irangi, between August 1902 and May 1903 (EA 7825 and 7826). The two catalogues were edited and published by Bea Vidacs (1980).

[93] “It is my earnest desire and endeavoure [sic!] to complete and perfect the retained collection in such a manner, that it should be the most unique ever sent to any Museum” (VIDACS 1980:20).

[94] Specialising in the study of birds and mammals, Arthur Blayney Percival (1875–1940) held various posts in organisations, whose primary goal was the protection of large game. He was one of the founders of the East Africa and Uganda Natural History Society, and he established two major game reserves.

[95] While the items in question are listed in the catalogue (nos 1322–1325), they did not become part of the Africa Collection. Their fate remains unknown.

[96] The twenty discs listed under no. 1359 in the catalogue (inv. nos 1322–54013), sold by the Kibosho Mission.

[97] Inv. nos 53994–54070.

[98] Bornnemisza’s catalogue lists 42 objects described as fetishes of this type (VIDACS 1980:139), 37 of which can be currently found in the museum’s collection (inv. nos 53673–53709).

[99] Inv. nos 53056–53064.

[100] Accessions Register, entry no. 784; inv. nos 44813–45514, 45526–45793, 45974–46080.

[101] Accessions Register, entry no. 1002; inv. nos 52588–52687, 52715–52921, 52957–52986.

[102] Accessions Register, entry no. 1012; inv. nos 53032–53709, 53796–53900, 53994–54150, 54207–54300.

[103] Accessions Register, entry no. 1118; inv. nos 60850–60899.

[104] Inv. nos 68.11.72–68.11.104, 68.11.403–68.11.404, 68.11.480–68.11.481.

[105] NMI 117/1903.

[106] Bornemisza’s letter to Charles Read, May 15, 1903 (British Museum Central Archives, Reg. No. 1526).

[107] Bornemisza’s letter from Moshi, July 13, 1903 (British Museum Central Archives).

[108] He sent the handbook Notes and Queries on Anthropology for the use of Travellers and Residents in Uncivilised Lands, published by the Committee of the Royal Anthropological Institute, containing the guidelines for ethnographic collecting activity.

[109] Inv. nos F5426–F5435, F5437, F5439–F5450, F5452–F5465.

[110] Bornemisza had probably visited the plantation of the earliest members of the later Greek colony in East Africa. Passing through Alexandria, Constantine Meimaridis, a native of Tenedos, arrived in East Africa to try his luck with a compatriot of his. The colony was founded by their relatives and friends arriving after them.

[111] Earlier explorers failed to identify Cape Akalunga on Lake Tanganyika because they sought it farther inland owing to the retreat of the lake’s shoreline.

[112] The correspondence between Read and Torday is housed in the Central Archives of the British Museum.

[113] Thomas Athol Joyce (1878–1942), curator of the Department of Ethnography of the British Museum from 1902 to 1938. He also acted as the secretary of the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland for some time.

[114] Trained in the natural sciences, Henry Balfour (1863–1939) was the first curator of the PittRivers Museum in Oxford. He later organised courses on physical and cultural anthropology at Oxford University, where he regularly gave lectures. Balfour served as President of the Royal Anthropological Institute, the Museums Association, the Folklore Society and the Royal Geographical Society. During his frequent travels, he built up an enormous collection. He bequeathed 15,000 objects to the Pitt-Rivers Museum.

[115] Application form, Archives of the Royal Anthropological Institute (inv. no. 63/11/166).

[116] Melville William Hilton-Simpson (1881–1938), a scholar specialising in North Africa and the Berbers of Algeria, who published several books about the region.

[117] Hilton-Simpson Journal Box MS 65:1, entry for November 22, 1907 (Archives of the Royal Anthropological Institute).

[118] The three-volume field diary is housed in the Archives of the Royal Anthropological Institute. The photographs referred to in the text were subsequently pasted into the diary.

[119] Nothing is known about their fate or whereabouts.

[120] Following his sea voyages, László Magyar (1818–1864) embarked on ethnographic and geographic research in Central Africa. He made four expeditions during the sixteen years he spent on the continent: he sailed down the River Congo, he explored Lunda Land north of Bihe, and travelling south, he reached the northernmost Bushman tribe. During his last trip, he travelled to Lobal Land. During his travels, he discovered unknown rivers and tribes. The first part of his field notes were published in 1857. The field notes for the second and third volumes perished in Africa after Magyar’s death.

[121] The skull collection and the greater part of Torday’s photographs and notes perished in 1941 during a fire caused by German bombing. Only the 1500 photographs on loan at the time survived (KUBASSEK 1991).

[122] Torday’s letter to Joyce from Lodja, dated August 4, 1908.

[123] Accessions Register, entry no. 1536; inv. nos 80485–80875. One of the photos disappeared during the time between the donation and the inventorying; the watercolour was not inventoried either, and its whereabouts are unknown.

[124] Torday stipulated that the Babunda collection should remain and be exhibited together in memory of Magyar (SEMAYER 1910).

[125] Registered as 385 lots. The museum in Oxford later received a few other artefacts from Torday’s collection, although not directly from him, but through mediators. I would here like to thank Jeremy Coote, Joint Head of Collections (Africa and Oceania) of the Pitt-Rivers Museum for his generous help.

[126] In 1913, the museum of Pennsylvania University invited Torday to catalogue the roughly two thousand ethnographic artefacts collected by Leo Frobenius in Congo. After finishing this work, he contacted the French Embassy in Washington and offered his collection to the Musée du Trocadéro (letter from the higher education director of the French Ministre de l’Instruction Publique et des Beaux-Arts to the Director of the Musée du Trocadéro, April 6, 1913). I would here like to thank Emmanuel Valentin, curator of the Black Africa Collection for this information.

[127] Accessions Register, entry no. 214, 2312; inv. nos 114627–114628, 114634–114637, 114644, 116254, 116258–116267, 116274, 116300–116307, 116310–116342, 124795, 124819, 124830, 124806, 124850, 124867–124868, 124871-124873, 124877–124891, 124893, 124895–124899, 124915, 124941, 124944–124945, 124948, 124950–124953, 124955–124957, 124961–124980, 124982, 124985, 124987–124991, 124993, 124999–124501, 125006–125026, 125036–125038, 125064, 125068–125069, 125071, 125090, 125112, 125116–125117, 125127.

[128] Accessions Register, entry no. 1467; inv. nos 78101–78123, 84513, 84515–84516, 84527–84528.

[129] Accessions Register, entry no. 267; inv. nos 28002–28003.

[130] Accessions Register, entry no. 1011; inv. nos 53025–53031, 53722–53750.

[131] Accessions Register, entry no. 1361; inv. nos 54420, 75042–75403.

[132] Accessions Register, entry no. 2270; inv. nos 103287–103575, 101666, 101670–101671, 116079, 116081–116083, 116090–116094, 116100, 116103–116104, 116109–116119, 116128–116157, 116164.

[133] Inv. nos 56.24.1–56.24.5.

[134] Displayed at the exhibition were Chinese, Japanese, Indian, Cambodian and Tibetan statues from the collection of Miklós Vitéz, Lajos Kozma and József Rippl-Rónai, Persian miniatures and Japanese paintings and woodcuts from Vitéz’s collection, as well as Chinese paintings from Brummer’s collection.

[135] Accessions Register, entry no. 518; inv. nos 35257–35259.

[136] Accessions Register, entry no. 2855; inv. no. 130805.

[137] Accessions Register, entry no. 675; inv. no. 41985.

[138] Accessions Register, entry no. 2049; inv. no. 107044.

[139] In 1912, he was appointed chief physician of the hospital in Puerto Cezaro in Colombia. He travelled extensively in Colombia, Jamaica and Haiti.

[140] His hopes rose again that he could return to South America and settle in Peru, when a grand North American scheme for settling immigrants from Europe was announced in 1924. However, the plan came to nothing and thus he cancelled his trip.

[141] In 1919, he returned to Africa from Madrid, while in 1921, he only travelled as far as Hamburg.

[142] Accessions Register, entry no. 3342; inv. nos 135037–135211, 135221–135635, 135671–135694.

[143] Accessions Register, entry nos 3392 and 3579; inv. nos 135728–135729, 136628–136662, 136666–136667, 136669–136687.

[144] Inv. nos F77741–F77772.

[145] NMI 2/1938.

[146] Deputy Prime Minister Gyula Kállay donated three statues from Dahomey (inv. nos 62.143.1– 62.143.3), Pál Losonczi, President of the Presidential Council gave 18 North and East African artefacts (inv. nos 76.1.1–76.1.8, 76.1.19–76.1.29) alongside various Asian objects in 1976, while János Kádár, First Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist Workers Party, presented the museum with a carved tortoise shell from Angola in 1987 (inv. no. 87.15.1).

[147] Accessions Register, entry no. 3941; inv. nos 141273–141324.

[148] NMI 158/48: purchase of a Somalian collection from Africa.

[149] Accessions Register, entry no. 4085; inv. nos 145667–145825.

[150] Inv. nos 53.21.1–53.21.18. This material became mixed up with an assemblage acquired from another collector and thus probably contains but a few artefacts from Torday’s collection.

[151] Inv. nos 65.110.1–65.110.8, 66.52.1–66.52.2, 66.55.2–66.55.3.

[152] Inv. nos 67.76.1–67.76.192.

[153] His library and his collection perished during World War 2.

[154] This information appeared in a small booklet accompanying a memorial exhibition dedicated to Mátyás Gajdács mounted by the Munkácsy Mihály Museum of Békéscsaba in 1986.

[155] The museum received four artefacts from him: a Dogon mask from Mali (inv. no. 70.109.1), a Nigerian statue, a Dogon house pillar and a Bamum mask from Cameroon (inv. nos 71.93.1–71.93.3).

[156] Inv. nos 73.108.1–73.108.2, 73.188.1–73.188.47.

[157] Inv. nos 81.135.1–81.135.70.

[158] Inv. nos 83.33.1–83.33.11, 87.40.1–87.40.12, 87.79.1–87.79.20.

[159] Inv. nos 72.156.1–72.156.8, 72.161.1–72.161.2.

[160] Inv. nos 84.31.1–84.31.27.

[161] Inv. nos 90.27.1–90.27.70.

[162] Inv. nos 93.100.1–93.100.18.

[163] Inv. nos 93.54.1–93.54.25.

[164] According to Pál Rudnyánszky’s recollections, his brother had travelled to Khartoum on several occasions.

[165] The trip included a visit to Ethiopia, Tanzania, Mozambique and Zambia.

[166] Inv. nos 95.4.1–95.4.224.

[167] Inv. nos 97.11.169–97.11.190.

[168] Inv. nos 2007.2.1–2007.2.11.

[169] Gyula Illyés: Naplójegyzetek. 1978. http://mek.oszk.hu/01200/01271/html/02.htm.

[170] The museum received two objects as gifts in 1961 (inv. nos 61.102.1–61.102.2) and two objects as part of an exchange in 1963 (inv. nos 63.33.1–63.33.2); two objects were purchased in 1969 (inv. nos 69.34.1–69.34.2), two in 1971 (inv. nos 71.168.1–71.168.2), three in 1972 (inv. nos 72.148.1–72.148.3), two in 1974 (inv. nos 74.102.1–74.102.2), and one object in 1976, 1980 and 1982 (inv. nos 76.31.1, 80.45.1, 82.54.1).

[171] Inv. nos 97.11.40–97.11.41, 97.11.59–97.11.61, 97.11.163–97.11.164.

[172] Inv. nos 98.36.1–98.36.21.

[173] The artefacts were inventoried under no. 99.21.1–99.21.5, the drawings under no. R20551–20554 in the museum collection. The drawings and the objects appeared as illustrations in Thanhoffer’s book (Thanhoffer 1942).

[174] Inv. nos 2006.47.1–2006.47.89.

[175] Inv. nos 2007.34.1–2007.34.13, 2007.36.1–2007.36.2.

[176] Inv. nos 96.19.1–96.19.2.

[177] Inv. no. 2003.4.1.

[178] Inv. nos 2000.19.1–2000.19.4, 2000.28.1–2000.28.100. An additional artefact was purchased for the exhibition from a Cameroonian art dealer based in Paris (inv. no. 99.47.1).

[179] Inv. nos 97.22.1–97.22.40, 98.5.1–98.5.27, 98.37.1–98.37.46, 99.23.1–99.23.2.

[180] Inv. nos 2001.46.1–2001.46.2, 2001.58.1–2001.58.3.

[181] Inv. nos 90.57.1–90.57.17.

[182] Inv. nos 2000.2.1, 2000.23.1–2000.23.26, 2001.2.1–2001.2.28, 2002.39.1–2002.39.22, 2003.16.1–2003.16.4, 2003.21.1–2003.21.6. The number of donated artefacts is 44, the number of purchased ones is 43.

[183] Inv. nos 2005.20.1–2005.20.4, 2005.21.1–2005.21.3, 2005.56.1–2005.56.12.

[184] Inv. nos 2006.5.1–2006.5.2.

[185] Inv. nos 2005.23.1–2005.23.3.

[186] The earlier uninventoried artefacts were inventoried under nos 2003.67.1–2003.67.350 and 2006.60.1–2006.60.6. Artefacts with an erroneous number can be found under nos 2003.68.1– 2003.68.85, 2006.61.1–2006.61.5.

[187] Inv. nos 2007.17.239–2007.17.248.

[188] The single other similarly successful enterprise was the Arctic expedition led by Carl Weyprecht and Julius Payer leading to the discovery of Franz Josef Land. However, this was an essentially Austrian undertaking.

[189] The first estimate was made by Lajos Erdélyi, based on a letter from Teleki to Crown Prince Rudolf, claiming that he had climbed to a height of almost 16,000 feet (Erdélyi 1977:35–36). For later estimates, cp. Borsos 1998:28.

[190] Cp. Höhnel 1889a; 1889b; 1889c; 1889d; 1890a 1890b, and his major book Höhnel 1892a; 1892b; 1894. Cp. also Borsos 1998:35–40, for additional details.

[191] MURDOCK 1959:328–331; FEDDERS–SALVADORI 1979:45–95; KÖHLER 1975:260–262; HUNTINGFORD 1953; 1968; GULLIVER–GULLIVER 1953.

[192] The Kushitic languages are variously regarded as an independent language family and as part of the Hamitic branch of the Semitic-Hamitic languages. Cp. Füssi-Nagy 1982:22; Fodor 2003:150–152.

[193] HUNTINGFORD 1968:9. FLEISCHACKER 1975:114 adopted von Eickstedt’s grouping, assigning the Maasai to the southern Ethiopid group.

[194] The various artefacts of the Teleki Collection are inventoried under nos 2973–2980, 2983–2992, 2994–2996, 2998–3000, 3002–3018, 3020–3027, 3029–3030, 3032–3040, 3042–3049, 3051–3060, 3062–3084, 3086–3092, 3094–3098, 3100–3131, 3133–3141, 3143–3146, 3148, 3150–3155, 3157–3164, 3166–3190, 3192–3194, 3195a–3195b, 3196–3270, 3272, 3279, 3280–3292, 3294–3300, 3307, 68.11.40–68.11.45, 68.69.94. Edina Földessy’s kind personal communication ( June 5, 2007).

[195] Gróf Teleki Samu afrikai útjáról [Count Samu Teleki’s travels in Africa]. Fővárosi Lapok XXVI (1889:1) 1463–1464.

[196] Budapesti Közlöny 1889, no. 167 ( July 30) 3.

[197] NMI 10/1889.

[198] “Inventory of the ethnographic and other artefacts collected by Count Samu Teleki in the winter of 1889/90 in southern and south-eastern [sic!] Africa donated to the Hungarian National Museum” (NMI 1/1889). Disregarding the curious wording, implying that Teleki had visited Africa in 1889–90, the text also seems to suggest that the donation actually took place after Xántus’s article had been published. This is contradicted by the fact that the artefacts from the collection were inventoried in October 1889 and that the exchange with Vienna took place in December 1889.

[199] “Inventory of the exchange between the Museum of Ethnography in Vienna and the Department of Ethnography” (NMI 13/1889); Franz Heger’s letter concerning the duplicates in the collection (NMI 15/1889); “Inventory of the artefacts exchanged with the museum in Vienna” (NMI 8/1891).

[200] Such as tobacco currency from Kilimanjaro and the Kikuyu, a Kamba amulet, and three Reshiat amulets.

[201] “Ethnographische Gegenstände am Ost-Afrika. 1889. gesammelt von K. u. K. LinienschiffLieutenant R. v. Höhnel auf dessen Expedition nach Afrika mit dem Grafen Teleki. Vom Nationalmuseum im Budapest im Tausch erhalten”. It is rather striking how the Austrians had their eyes on their own interest. According to the acquisitions registers of the museum in Vienna, the various artefacts were actually obtained by Höhnel during his expedition to Africa, on which he was accompanied by Count Teleki, although it is noted that the artefacts were received from the Hungarian National Museum in Budapest by means of an exchange. For the subsequent Austrian “expropriation” of the expedition, cp. Borsos 2004; 2005. I would here like to thank Mihály Sárkány for providing me with a Xerox copy of the Viennese inventory book.

[202] The inventory list was signed by Xántus and Heger, who conducted the negotiations.

[203] Three swords and their sheaths (one from Kilimanjaro, the other two from the Kikuyu) are inventoried as two lots. A Kamba quiver and twenty-seven arrows, as well as six almost identical Maasai breast ornaments were inventoried under the same number.

[204] If the Kamba and Kikuyu quivers and arrowheads are regarded as one lot, and the six Maasai breast ornaments are regarded as a single lot.

[205] Cp. Table 1. The number in parentheses in the column marked V [Vienna] indicates the number of items recorded in the museum’s accessions register if it is at variance with the number in the inventory list of the pieces given to the Vienna museum.

[206] The artefacts were entered under no. 58 in the Accessions Register and inventoried under inv. nos 2973–3308 and 3979–3980. The 338 items actually represent 341 artefacts since two Turkana eye-gougers, two Turkana necklaces and two Maasai foot-thongs made from monkey hide were inventoried under the same number.

[207] This number is uncertain not only regarding the actual number of artefacts, but also in terms of artefact types because if the items given to the Vienna museum are subtracted from the inventory list, there is a “shortage” of twenty-four weapons and an “excess“ of seven ornaments (costume: –1, vessels: 0, implements: +3).

[208] Thirty-four objects were displayed, predominantly Maasai and Kikuyu weapons and ornaments, alongside a few curios, such as a Kamba hammer (inv. no. 3092) and a Maasai cow-bell (inv. no. 3218).

[209] The analysis presented here is based on the data presented in  Table 1, which only contains the sum totals. For the data on each artefact, cp, BORSOS 1998, especially the tables on pp. 207–235. The comprehensive evaluation and discussion of the individual items in the collection would call for a separate study.

[210] HILDEBRANDT 1878:347. The region inhabited by a particular people is indicated by the uprefix added to the ethnonym in Swahili, while -ni is a locative suffix used in conjunction with a predicate (Géza Füssi Nagy’s kind personal communication).

[211] HÖHNEL 1892b:581; Murdock 1959:330. According to Gulliver–Gulliver 1953:9–10, “Il-kuume”, originally the Maasai name for the Turkana, now denotes the Teso tribe.

[212] It seems likely that the items inventoried as Elgina artefacts appear as objects acquired from the Reshiat, rather than the Turkana in the inventory list because a comparison of the items attributed to these two tribes reveals that the number of Reshiat artefacts inventoried as coming from the Elgina is lower in the inventory book than in the inventory list (e.g. a wrist-knife for combat and an ornament fashioned from ostrich eggshell).

[213] The ethnonym of the Reshiat might be an exception. It is possible that this ethnonym in fact denoted a clan and the Reshiat were assimilated by other peoples (Mihály Sárkány’s personal communication). The ethnic map published by Eike Haberland and Helmut Straube (1979:114) shows the Geleba living by Lake Rudolf ’s northern shore, where Teleki encountered the Reshiat. The synonym “Dasanic” appears beside the Geleba in the text (HABERLAND–STRAUBE 1979:97). According to MURDOCK (1959:200), the ethnonyms Reshiat, Geleba and Dathanaic denote the same people. It must here be noted that the report published in Budapesti Közlöny lists seventeen countries, which are in fact ethnonyms. Interestingly enough, a distinction is drawn between the artefacts “personally collected by the count” and the objects “acquired” by him. According to the list, the latter are represented by a single artefact from the land of Kaffa Doi, Meru, Vanderobbe and Abyssinia (the name “Kandile” does not appear elsewhere; it is perhaps a misspelling of Rendile, since it does not appear in the report either). The names Suk, Turkana and Elgine appear separately in the list of “personally collected” artefacts. Aside from the ethnonyms listed in the “Catalogue of the African peoples of the Teleky Collection” (Kikuyu, Kilimanjaro, Maasai, Somali, Ukambani, Reshiat, Chaga), two additional ones appear (Buma, Dongiro), which do not occur elsewhere. It seems likely that this represents the first, hasty inventory of the Teleki Collection and that the count and Xántus later reviewed and specified more precisely the provenance of the artefacts.

[214] The figures quoted here are based on the 407 artefacts in the “Catalogue of the African peoples of the Teleky Collection” because it seems to better represents the original material from the Teleki expedition than the numbers and, occasionally, the proportions of the items inventoried by the museum. In most cases, the inventoried assemblage (338 items) is proportionately lower than the number of artefacts (407) specified in the Catalogue, except for the pieces affected by the Elgina-Reshiat mix-up. As regards artefact types, there are no major differences regarding the number of costumes and implements, while the number of weapons is considerably lower (by 30 per cent), the number of vessels and ornaments by 10 per cent. An earlier study on the Teleki Collection (BORSOS 1988) is based on the inventoried material since it represents the material actually housed in the Museum of Ethnography.

[215] Höhnel does not describe the Somali tribe in his scientific report. The Somali artefacts in the collection, predominantly weapons and vessels, were most likely obtained from the Somali Askari accompanying the expedition or during the excursion to Harar. It would appear that Höhnel did not consider it his task to describe the peoples encountered during this journey, especially since the Somali had been described in detail by Richard Burton in his book, A Pastoral Democracy (BURTON 1966:64).

[216] “Before describing and commenting at greater length on the different artefact groups in the collection, I wish to express my gratitude” (XÁNTUS 1889:1).

[217] XÁNTUS 1889:1.

[218] The Turkana woman depicted in the illustration with the caption “Daughter of Lémagori” wears a loin-cloth of this type (HÖHNEL 1892b:736).

[219] It is possible that some of the eleven artefacts described as coming from the Kilimanjaro area were not acquired from the Chaga, but can in fact be attributed to the Taveta, Kahe or Kwafi.

[220] The illustrations to the German (Höhnel 1892a), the Hungarian (Höhnel 1892b) and the English edition (Höhnel 1894) are more or less identical.

[221] ERDÉLYI 1977:70.

[222] The portraits of Teleki, Höhnel and Jumbe have survived, while the one showing Qualla Idris (HÖHNEL 1892a:12; 1892b/1:16; 1894/1:11) and the head of the bodyguards did not. It must here be noted that there are some differences between the photographic and the drawn portrait of Teleki: his hands and the gun are shown in different positions, while his face, hat and clothing is identical in both.

[223] “Beauty of Kilimanjaro” (Kilimandscharo Schöne): HÖHNEL 1892a:121; 1892b/1:161; 1894/1:113; “Morans and their Dittos or Sweethearts Dancing” (Moran und Dittos beim Tanze): HÖHNEL 1892a:273; 1892b/1:361; 1894/1:254.

[224] HÖHNEL 1892a:107; 1892b/1:149; 1894/1:101; ERDÉLYI 1977:Photos 14 and 15.

[225] HÖHNEL 1892a:103; 1892b/1:145; 1894/1:97; ERDÉLYI 1977:Photo 10.

[226] HÖHNEL 1892a:441; 1892b/1:57; 1894/1:401; ERDÉLYI 1977:Photo 42. According to Erdélyi, a third picture (Photo 32) too portrays Maasai warriors. However, a closer look at the weapons, costume, coiffure and physical anthropological traits of the warriors suggests that this photo was taken among the Somali, during the expedition’s return.

[227] HÖHNEL 1892a:276; 1892b/1:357; 1894/1:255.

[228] ERDÉLYI 1977:Photos 35–41.

[229] ERDÉLYI 1977:Photos 36–39. Photo 37 is reproduced as a less interesting drawing (HÖHNEL 1892a:331; 1892b/1:433; 1894/1:305); only the drawing made after Photo 38 comes close to reproducing the tension-filled mood of the original (HÖHNEL 1892a:369; 1892b:481; 1894/1:337).

[230] ERDÉLYI 1977:Photos 35 and 41.

[231] HÖHNEL 1890b:32.

[232] HÖHNEL 1892a:797–798; 1892b/2:504–506; 1894/2:301–302.

[233] In addition to his American and Mexican artefacts, Xántus mentions that the Hungarian National Museum had received various items from Ede Szenger, László Vidéky and a man called Scherzenlechner before 1869. These items were inventoried later and aside from the feathers destroyed by moths, they could be identified in the museum’s collection. The feathers were probably part of Vidéky’s Brazilian material.

[234] Accessions Register, entry no. 1; inv. nos 2209–2217, 2222–2252.

[235] Inv. no. 2222.

[236] Inv. nos 2223–2230.

[237] Spencer F. Baird’s letter to Secretary of State William Henry Seward, dated November 15, 1862. Quoted by Edward O. Moll (2003:29).

[238] William H. Prescott: History of the Conquest of Mexico. Antonio de Solis: Hernán Cortés. Historia de la conquista de Méjico.

[239] Inv. nos 2209–2217.

[240] Inv. nos 2231–2252.

[241] Cp. Gábor Wilhelm’s study on the Asia Collection in this volume.

[242] The smallness of his Mexican collection can perhaps be explained by his relatively brief sojourn there.

[243] Accessions Register, entry nos 15, 328; inv. nos 2269–2317, 28900–28903; 70.70.3, 70.70.22–70.70.33, 70.70.55, 70.70.94, 70.70.97–70.70.98. The actual number of objects was higher than the one suggested by the original inventory numbers since, for example, not one, but 24 items were inventoried under inv. no. 2296, three under inv. no. 2300 and two under inv. no. 2315. The surviving objects from this collection were re-inventoried in 1970 under entry no. 70.70 in the Accessions Register.

[244] “Inventory of the Mexican antiquities brought from Mexico and donated to the Hungarian National Museum by Dr. Ede Szenger” (NMI 1/1875). Aside from the entry in the Accessions Register, only a letter of gratitude from Vilibáld Semayer has survived about the 1899 donation (NMI 93/899).

[245] In addition to his photographs made in Mexico City and its environs, the ones depicting the Xochicalco ruins and the Popocatepetl, which he climbed, are perhaps the most interesting.

[246] Accessions Register, entry no. 83; inv. nos 4793–4885.

[247] NMI 93/1911.

[248] Accessions Register, entry no. 1749; inv. nos 92801–92874, 92963–92966.

[249] NMI 93/1911.

[250] NMI 5/1915.

[251] Accessions Register, entry no. 87; inv. nos 4992–5035, 70.70.38–70.70.51. The provenance of the objects inventoried in 1970 under nos 70.70.38–70.70.51 is specified as Uxmal; however, the source of this information remains unknown.

[252] I would here like to express my heartfelt gratitude to Dr. Manuela Fischer of the Ethnologisches Museum in Berlin and Dr. Doris Kurella, curator of the Linden Museum in Stuttgart, who went out of their way to help my research, enabling me to study both the objects themselves and the archival documents concerning their collectors. I am also indebted to Dr. Mónika Kozári for transcribing even the most illegible German manuscripts.

[253] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter, June 10, 1901, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 552/1901.

[254] Karl von den Steinen’s letter, July 21, 1901, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 771/1901.

[255] November 26, 1903, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 1250/903.

[256] December 4, 1903, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 1385/03. The same authorisation, dated August 12, 1901, can be found under no. 458/1905, suggesting that the museum had officially commissioned Bauer by that time. A letter from Bánó to the director of the Hungarian National Museum’s Department of Ethnography reveals why this commission did not specify the collection of objects, especially of archaeological finds which the Berlin museum was particularly interested in. Bánó emphatically notes the following: “I have to warn your Excellency … that Mexican law prohibits the export of objects from ancient cultures.” (April 7, 1903, NMI 2/1903.)

[257] Eduard Seler’s letter, August 6, 1903, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 499/03.

[258] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Carl von Linden, April 26, 1902, Linden Museum Liste Nr. 438 Buch V, S. 35 ff.

[259] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Carl von Linden, September 11, 1903, Linden Museum, Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395ff.

[260] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Eduard Seler, February 29, 1904, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 420/1904.

[261] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Eduard Seler, February 29, 1904, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 420/1904.

[262] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Carl von Linden, December 6, 1902, Linden Museum, Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395ff.

[263] Eduard Seler’s letter, August 6, 1903, Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 499/03.

[264] Eduard Seler’s letter, August 6, 1903. Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 499/03.

[265] Eduard Seler’s letter to Wilhelm Bauer, October 30, 1905. Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 2034/05.

[266] Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 625/1913.

[267] Linden Museum Liste Nr. 438 Buch V, S. 35 ff.

[268] Wilhem Bauer’s letter to Count Carl von Linden from Mexico, December 29, 1901. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 438 Buch V, S. 35 ff.

[269] Wilhem Bauer’s letter, August 22, 1901. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 438 Buch V, S. 35 ff.

[270] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter, June 10, 1903. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395 ff.

[271] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Count Carl von Linden from Oaxaca, October 28, 1903. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395 ff.

[272] Donald McVicker’s written communication, forwarded to me by Michael E. Smith, June 13, 2001. I would here like to thank Professor Michael E. Smith of the Department of Anthropology at the University of Albany who kindly shared with me the available documents concerning Wilhelm Bauer. I am also indebted to Dr. Viola König, Director of the Ethnologisches Museum in Berlin, who called my attention to Bauer’s contacts in North America.

[273] April 14, 1904. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395 ff.

[274] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Prof. Dr. H. C. Bumpus, Mexico City, January 10, 1904. American Museum of Natural History, Department of Anthropology Accession File 1904–74, Bauer Purchaser.

[275] Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Marshall H. Saville, March 23, 1904. American Museum of Natural History, Department of Anthropology Accession File 1904–74, Bauer Purchaser (McVicker 1988). Wilhelm Bauer’s letter to Count Carl von Linden from Mexico, March 24, 1904. Linden Museum.

[276] William Henry Holmes’s letter to Marshall H. Saville, Washington, June 28, 1904. American Museum of Natural History, Department of Anthropology Accession File 1904–74, Bauer Purchaser.

[277] After the first collection, Bauer offered two other collections of Mexican antiques, one made up of 50 objects, the other of 239 objects, to the New York museum; however, the fate of these collections is unknown (McVicker 1988, and Donald McVicker’s written communication, forwarded to me by Michael E. Smith, June 13, 2001).

[278] June 10, 1903. Linden Museum Liste Nr. 481 Buch V, S. 395 ff.

[279] April 23, 1903. Archiv des Ethnologischen Museums Berlin, File no. 499/1903.

[280] Inv. nos IV Ca 24893, 24894.

[281] November 1, 1902, NMI 2/1903. The distinction between “old ethnographic” and “modern ethnographic” objects must here be pointed out. Bánó, who was not a specialist, but had some knowledge of Mexican culture and history, used these categories to distinguish between archaeological and ethnographic objects. He had no idea of the former’s exact age, or of their cultural and ethnic attribution, as shown by the fact that he spoke of Aztecs, Toltecs and Zapotecs when describing his travels in Mayan territories.
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[425] The collection contains 100 objects (1.19 per cent) whose provenance is specified as “America”. These were excluded from the sub-division.

[426] A similar bilateral agreement was signed with the United States, Cuba and Colombia.

[427] Inv. nos 98.1.1–98.4.41.

[428] A little over 200 objects were acquired from this region until 1918, in the first period of the collection; one-half came from Suriname, the other half from Brazil.

[429] This figure does not include the 48 items which were acquired from the south-eastern plainland of Bolivia in the early 20th century.

[430] About one-half of the Andean objects (391 pieces) were accessioned during the past decade; over 70 percent of these objects (573 items) reached the collection during the past three decades.

[431] The Department of Ethnography rejected Rudolf Schreiter’s archaeological collection of 700 objects from Calchaqui, offered for a price of 32,000 crowns (October 3, 1908, NMI 85/1908) and Professor A. Grubauer’s pre-Columbian collection, containing also 200 Lambayeque style pottery vessels, whose price was set at 10,000 marks (May 4, 1916, NMI 110/1916). The former collection is perhaps identical with the one purchased by the Museum für Völkerkunde in Vienna in 1910 (XVI-1910) and 1912 (VIII-1912) from a person by the same name.

[432] This is also reflected by the archival records from this period, which do not contain any offers concerning the purchase of collections made to the museum; moreover, there are only two letters enquiring about possible exchanges. In 1950, the Vancouver Museum offered Canadian anthropological material and various artefacts in exchange for Hungarian objects (NMI 92/1950); in 1956, the University of Oklahoma proposed an exchange of books and museum objects (NMI 863.2643.1956, 863.2647.1956), probably through the agency of István Borhegyi. The first offer remained unanswered, while the latter was accepted – although the Museum of Ethnography sent various Hungarian ethnographic objects (NMI 863.22.05.1957, 863.2220.1957), there is no record of what was received in exchange for these.

[433] The acquisitions of this period include the objects collected by Tamás Hofer in the 1960s, who went on a study trip to Mexico, where he collected material for the museum. At the same time, these acquisitions do not include the objects from Brazil and French Guyana collected and donated or sold to the museums by Lajos Boglár after he had left the museum (243 items). Neither do they include the artefacts collected by ethnographers and anthropology students during their Mexican fieldwork in the 1980s and 1990s, which they later sold to the museum (144 items). If these objects were to be included among the objects acquired through collecting activity, they would account for 21.7 per cent of the new acquisitions between 1960 and 2004.

[434] A total of 819 objects were acquired through purchases, accounting for 16.4 per cent of the new acquisitions during this period.

[435] Cp. the studies by Gábor Vargyas, Anna Bíró and Judit Antoni in this volume.


[436] Accessions Register, entry no. 14; inv. nos 2261–2268.

[437] Accessions Register, entry no. 18; inv. nos 2320–2326, 70.70.147–70.70.189.

[438] Accessions Register, entry no. 219; inv. nos 24580–24673, 24723–24729, 24773, 25986, 70.70.6–70.70.21, 70.70.86–70.70.88.

[439] Accessions Register, entry no. 238; inv. nos 24776–24781.

[440] Accessions Register, entry no. 62; inv. nos 3822–3827.

[441] Accessions Register, entry no. 838; inv. nos 48839–48885, 49016–49040, 70.70.126.

[442] Accessions Register, entry no. 2063; inv. nos 105945–106179.

[443] Inv. nos 105945–105983.

[444] Lajos Boglár’s report, March 29, 1959 (NMI 14.0240.1959); Lajos Boglár’s report, December 1, 1959 (NMI 14.02125.1959).

[445] Inv. nos 60.8.1–60.8.52 and 60.2.1–60.2.2.

[446] “Among the Indians of Brazil” (film essay, 1959).

[447] Inv. nos 64.95.1–64.95.212.

[448] Inv. nos 68.175.1–68.175.98, 69.41.1–69.41.217. Lajos Boglar’s report on his trip to Venezuela, October 11, 1968 (NMI 1114.14.02.1968).

[449] “The Indians of Venezuela” (film essay, 1968); “The world of the Piaroa Indians” (1968); “The shaman’s necklace” (1968).

[450] Csaba Ecsedy’s letter to Director General Tamás Hoffmann, December 4, 1969 (NMI 1200.08.1969).

[451] Lajos Boglár’s report on his trip to Venezuela, June 10, 1974 (NMI 478.33.1974).

[452] L’Indien.

[453] Inv. nos 74.131.1–74.131.84.

[454] The other major Piaroa collection can be found in Tervuren, which purchased Baumgartner’s material collected earlier (around 1949).

[455] Inv. nos 81.77.1–81.77.195.

[456] Inv. nos 73.170.1–73.170.31, 74.2.1–74.2.8.

[457] Inv. nos 79.110.1–79.110.11.

[458] After leaving the Museum of Ethnography, Boglár enlarged the collection of the Tatabánya Museum with material from Brazil (300 artefacts). Items collected by him can be found in most major European museums, most of which were given in exchange for these institutions’ support for his fieldwork. There are about 300 items in Dresden, while smaller collections of 10–20 items are housed in the following museums: Leipzig, Amsterdam, Tervuren, Paris, Vienna, Schmieding, Frankfurt, Cologne, Karlsruhe, and Indianapolis.

[459] In 1993, he arranged for Wayaman, the chieftain of the Wayana Indians to come to Budapest, in part to provide treatment for his eyes, and in part to satisfy his curiosity about Boglár’s homeland. Hungarian Television made a film about this visit (András Kepes, “Apropos”, MTV 1993).

[460] Inv. nos 2005.18.1–2005.18.103.

[461] Inv. nos 2005.19.1–2005.19.102.

[462] Inv. nos 93.95.1–93.95.27.

[463] Inv. nos 97.10.29–97.10.30, 97.10.35–97.10.40, 97.10.42.

[464] Footnotes were prepared by János Gyarmati.

[465] Accessions Register, entry no. 2; inv. nos 1–10, 19–157, 171–191, 197–234, 241–246, 248–262, 264–285, 291–331, 335–383, 492–520, 523–528, 530–587, 589, 592–596, 632–683, 686–722, 741–779, 783–800, 919–944, 946–947, 949–1166, 1168–1219, 1221–1279, 1281–1284, 1288–1383, 1389–1401, 1410–1541, 1543–1705, 1707–1708, 1710–1724, 1726–1735, 1738–1745, 1747–1763, 1767–1776, 1780–1856, 1858, 1896–1897, 1935–1948, 2021, 2031–2055, 2056–2057, 2059–2070, 2075–2114, 2117–2121, 2131–2132, 2140–2141, 2150, 9597; Accessions Register, entry no. 3; inv. nos 11–18, 158–169, 192–196, 247, 286–290, 384–491, 723–740, 801–918, 1220, 1280, 1384–1388, 2115; Accessions Register, entry no. 4; inv. nos 235–240, 332–334, 590–591, 628–631, 673–674, 684–685, 1167, 1285–1287, 1408–1409, 1542, 1706, 1777–1779, 1851.

[466] Accessions Register, entry no. 12; inv. nos 2151–2208.

[467] NMI 4/1888; NMI 11/1888.

[468] NMI 7/1895.

[469] Accessions Register, entry no. 102; inv. nos 5654–5691.

[470] On his collecting activity in America, cp. János Gyarmati’s study on the America Collection in this volume.

[471] National Széchényi Library (abbreviated as OSzK in the following) FOND VIII/1177.

[472] OSZK FOND 67/120.

[473] OSZK FOND VIII/1177; 67/120.

[474] OSZK FOND 67/120.

[475] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[476] OSZK FOND VIII/1177. At the same time it should be noted that the collection had lost several hundred items from Xántus’s original material to the newly established Museum of Applied Arts. The artefacts involved were considered to be “of value as objects of industry or of applied art” by museum experts in line with the thinking of the age and contemporary tastes (XÁNTUS 1874b:1). For the details of this transfer, cp. János Gyarmati’s introduction to this volume.

[477] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[478] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[479] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[480] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[481] OSZK FOND 67/120.

[482] Accessions Register, entry no. 6; inv. no. 263.

[483] Accessions Register, entry no. 179; inv. nos 11261–11266; Accessions Register entry no. 384; inv. nos 31197–31252, 107086–107135, 107843–107893, 109365–109386, 109612–109731; Acces-sions Register entry no. 1308; inv. nos 73034–73049, 105111–105112, 106341, 106346, 109705.

[484] Accessions Register, entry no. 1046; inv. nos 56912–56971; Accessions Register entry no. 1065; inv. nos 58170–58247, 58641–58655, 58658–58900, 58903–59015, 59017–59019; Accessions Register entry no. 1080; inv. no. 59696.

[485] Inv. nos 97.9.1–97.9.82.

[486] Accessions Register, entry no. 219; inv. nos 19217–19336, 19351–19387, 19433–19454.

[487] Accessions Register, entry no. 803; inv. nos 46937–47006.

[488] Accessions Register, entry no. 5; inv. no. 170.

[489] NMI 112/1904.

[490] Accessions Register, entry no. 204; inv. nos 19408–19417, 19429–19431, 19612–19614, 19622–19626, 19893–19917; Accessions Register entry no. 343; inv. nos 29381–29406.

[491] Accessions Register, entry no. 804; inv. nos 46737, 46814–46815, 46833–46908.

[492] Accessions Register, entry no. 2074; inv. nos 103284–103286, 103289–103301, 103314–103347, 103452, 103456, 103505–103506, 103517–103519, 103525, 103531, 103534, 103543–103561. 

[493] Accessions Register, entry no. 178; inv. nos 5824–5826, 11236–11260, 11267–11319, 11354–11362, 11396–11447, 11644–11647, 11673–11694, 12056–12064, 12146–12300, 12501–12600, 12701–12776, 14011, 14014, 14020, 14030–14032, 14085, 14103–14104, 14162–14169, 14236–14237, 14239–14245, 14247–14265, 14267, 14269–14272, 14288–14290, 14346, 14348–14352, 14360, 14384–14385, 14387–14395, 14397, 14399–14408, 14412–14413, 14416–14433, 14435–14444, 14451–14452, 14468, 14470–14472; Accessions Register, entry no. 275; inv. nos 28121–28169; Accessions Register, entry no. 278; inv. nos 28189–28223, 31508–31615, 31616; Accessions Register, entry no. 815; inv. nos 48342–48356; Accessions Register, entry no. 968; inv. nos 125556–125558; Accessions Register, entry no. 1379; inv. nos 75683–75724, 75784–75959; Accessions Register, entry no. 2241; inv. nos 104558–104804, 104833–105014, 117392–117540, 119496–119528, 119530–119612, 119674–119689, 119691–119697, 119702, 119704–119714, 119716–119718, 119720, 119722, 119765–119767, 119771–119772, 119785–119786, 119788–119789, 119791, 119793–119795, 119797–119799, 119802–119811, 119817–119822, 119824–119832, 119834–119838, 119840, 119842–119851, 119870–119886, 119898–119947, 119949–119952, 125559–125572.

[494] Accessions Register, entry no. 2241; inv. nos 104896–104912, 104998–105014.

[495] Inv. nos 78.74.1–78.74.5 and 84.49.1–84.49.117.

[496] Inv. nos 78.79.1–78.79.3, 79.20.1.

[497] For a description of his collecting activity, cp. Gábor Wilhelm’s study in this volume.

[498] Accessions Register, entry no. 2; inv. nos 492–1032.

[499] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[500] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[501] Accessions Register, entry no. 343; inv. nos 29407–29425, 29445–29450.

[502] Accessions Register, entry no. 388; inv. nos 55169–55181.

[503] Accessions Register, entry no. 2312; inv. nos 114531–114547.

[504] Accessions Register, entry no. 1467; inv. nos 78091–78125.

[505] Accessions Register, entry no. 2074; inv. nos 103340–103456.

[506] Accessions Register, entry no. 2312; inv. nos 114574–114594, 114600–114617.

[507] Inv. nos 67.44.1–67.44.48.

[508] Inv. nos 99.40.1–99.40.58.

[509] Accessions Register, entry no. 2; inv. nos 2033–2150.

[510] Accessions Register, entry no. 10; inv. nos 1859–1895, 1898–1899, 1907–1934, 1949–1993, 1995–2020, 2022–2030, 2058, 2071–2074, 2116, 2122–2128, 2130, 2135–2136, 2139, 2142–2149.

[511] Accessions Register, entry no. 54; inv. no. 2822.

[512] Accessions Register, entry no. 1349; inv. nos 74471, 74477–74478, 74480–74484, 74509–74514, 74519–74523, 74527–74546; Accessions Register, entry no. 1556; inv. nos 84490–84505, 84507–84512.

[513] Accessions Register, entry no. 1474; inv. nos 78701–78710, 79486–79496; Accessions Register, entry no. 1474; inv. nos 99554–99843, 99613, 100147–100158.

[514] Accessions Register, entry no. 1609; inv. nos 85997–86024; Accessions Register, entry no. 1995; inv. nos 100337–100536, 100539–100685, 100709–100711, 114295.

[515] Accessions Register, entry no. 1877; inv. nos 98013–98014, 98137–98144.

[516] Accessions Register, entry no. 1848; inv. nos 97649–97668.

[517] Inv. nos 62.154.1–62.154.4.

[518] NMI 59/1903.

[519] Accessions Register, entry no. 1039; inv. nos 55815–56114; Accessions Register, entry no. 1052; inv. nos 57037–57236, 57461–57560, 57661–57760, 57783–57882; Accessions Register, entry no. 1064; inv. nos 59135–58169, 59697–59759, 60508–60514.

[520] Inv. nos 60.96.1–60.96.71, 62.156.1–61.156.12, 72.135.1–72.135.10.

[521] Inv. nos 60.97.1–60.97.6.

[522] Inv. nos 58.63.1–58.63.35.

[523] NMI 54/1897.

[524] See list NMI 35/1902. Accessions Register, entry no. 614; inv. nos 40971–41055, 41057–41080.

[525] Accessions Register, entry no. 1351; inv. nos 74762–74763, 76289–76291, 76293–76297; entry no. 1535; inv. nos 83475–83560.

[526] Accessions Register, entry no. 1492; inv. nos 79786–79806, 79950–79992, 80106–80115.

[527] Accessions Register, entry no. 1554; inv. nos 83196–83393, 84542, 84628.

[528] Accessions Register, entry no. 1837; inv. nos 94353–94830, 96590–96707.

[529] Accessions Register, entry no. 158; inv. nos 9090–9106.

[530] Accessions Register, entry no. 33; inv. nos 2497–2498.

[531] Accessions Register, entry no. 1825; inv. nos 108578–108734.

[532] Accessions Register, entry no. 3496; inv. nos 136011–136012, 136016–136017.

[533] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[534] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[535] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[536] OSZK FOND VIII/1177.

[537] See the study by Balázs Borsos in this volume.

[538] Accessions Register, entry no. 97; inv. nos 5385–5483, 28119–28120.

[539] Accessions Register, entry no. 249; inv. nos 27455–27471, 27576–27592, 28062; entry no. 341; inv. nos 29314–29331.

[540] Accessions Register, entry no. 1827; inv. nos 107737–107825.

[541] Inv. nos 61.27.1–61.27.43, 61.27.49, 61.27.51–61.27.57, 61.27.59–61.27.73.

[542] Inv. nos 65.179.1–65.179.70, 66.66.1–66.1.32.

[543] Inv. nos 89.30.1–89.30.97, 89.30.136–89.30.212, 89.75.1–89.75.87.

[544] Inv. nos 51.11.16–51.11.29, 56.28.1, 56.28.3–56.28.5, 56.29.1, 75.5.4–75.5.34.

[545] Inv. nos 73.108.3–73.108.9, 73.182.1, 73.189.1, 74.63.3–74.63.12.

[546] NMI 46/1895.

[547] OSZK FOND 3/915.

[548] OSZK FOND 44/8, 1903.

[549] Letter to Árpád [Imrei], May 18, 1905 (OSZK, Manuscripts).

[550] Cp. the author’s study on the Asia Collection in this volume.


[551] NMI 92/1908.

[552] NMI 56/1911.

[553] Arthur Byhan’s letter to Baráthosi Balogh, March 15, 1913.

[554] Georg Thilenius’ letter to Baráthosi Balogh, May 26, 1913.

[555] OSZK FOND 3/915.

[556] NMI 126/1914.

[557] NMI 119/1914.

[558] NMI 131/1914.

[559] OSZK FOND 3/915.

[560] Letter addressed to the director of the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum, March 16, 1927.

[561] Antal Reguly, 1843–1846; Bernát Munkácsi and Károly Pápai, 1888; Jenő Zichy’s first (1895) and second (1896) Caucasus expeditions; János Jankó and József Pápay, 1897–99 ( Jenő Zichy’s third expedition to Asia).

[562] Examples include the first Hungarian open-air museum and ethnographic village constructed for the occasion, and the Exhibition of Missionary Collection. A portion of the material exhibited at the latter was incorporated into the musem’s collections.

[563] This was also true of the Musée de l’Homme in Paris, but not of German territories, which drew a distinction between Volkskunde and Völkerkunde.

[564] In 1894, the number of objects from Australia and “Polynesia” (Oceania) in the museum numbered 124 ( Jankó 1894:107). By 1899, as the result of the activity of Fenichel and Bíró, this number had grown to 4574 ( Jankó 1900a:37). By 1905, the complete collection numbered 10,467 pieces, including the core material collected by Fenichel (2619 pieces), the collections assembled by Bíró (5519 pieces), Festetics (1630 pieces), and Bettanin (1257 pieces), and an additional 1200 pieces not associated with any collector. The material contributed by these four individuals account for over four-fifths of the total collection. It must be emphasised that this calculation is based on the currently available figures (2008), though over 80% of objects not associated with any collector are arrow shafts, of which the majority were probably acquired from the four major collectors.

[565] The village was home to John Stanislaw Kubary between 1871 and 1872 and again between 1876 and 1877, as well as to the region’s first researcher, the Russian Mikluho-Maklay in 1883 (cp. Mikluho-Makláj 1962).

[566] Kubary wrote an authoritative monograph on the Carolina Islands of Micronesia (Kubary 1889). At the time of Fenichel’s death, he was head of the station at Konstantinhafen, making him the manager of Fenichel’s estate by office.

[567] The inventory numbers of the Fenichel Collection according to the Accessions Register, which essentially correspond to data in the museum’s inventory books: 7147–8369, 8370–8400, 8586– 8600, 8918–8928, 8933–8937, 9014–9089, 9650–9663, 9667–9704, 9709–9715, 9757–9759, 9790, 11744–11775, 11806–12025, 12044–12055, 12065–12145, 12320–12500, 12601–12700, 12801–12817, 12844–12949, 14734, 19920–19936, 32585 (the latter is an object donated by the Museum für Völkerkunde in 1901 as one of those left behind from the Fenichel Collection, NMI 9/1901, 75/1901), 54.42.1–54.42.3, 65.83.1–65.83.15, 73.100.3–73.100.9, 73.100.29–73.100.36, 73.100.45–73.100.62, 73.100.97–73.100.98, 73.100.118, 73.100.120–73.100.123, 73.100.128–73.100.129,73.100.134–73.100.139,73.100.141,73.100.l42–73.100.143,73.100.146–73.100.323, 73.100.331–73.100.364, 73.100.368–73.100.379, 73.100.380–382, 73.100.383–73.100.389, 73.100.396, 73.100.402, 73.100.404–73.100.405, 73.100.407–73.100.408, 73.100.410–73.100.413, 73.100.423, 73.100.425, 73.100.427–73.100.608, 73.100.730–73.100.733, 73.100.742–73.100.744, 73.100.759, 73.100.787–73.100.816, 73.100.834, 73.100.861,73.100.866–73.100.867, 73.100.871. The number of items inventoried (2619) differs from the actual number artefacts. One possible reason for the discrepancy is that numerous pieces (such as human bones and skulls) were discarded, while others were traded or lie among the unprocessed material of the Bíró Collection. Fenichel’s photographs are now inventoried under numbers F3022–F3023, F3026–F3027, F3031–F3033, F3035–F3038, and F3040–F3050. This brings the total to 22, still short of the 30 recorded in the Accessions Register. The inventory numbers published by the author in a previous version of this study (Vargyas 2000) were supplemented by Anna Bíró and János Gyarmati on the basis of the recent digitalisation of the collections of the Museum of Ethnography.

[568] In the museum archives, the Fenichel material is listed under four separate entries: EA 8279: linguistic and ethnographic material and correspondence pertaining to his field work; EA 4708: sketchbook containing various ethnographic depictions; EA 4486: journal; and EA 2974: miscellaneous material, chiefly letters, another small journal, and a typewritten transcription of these made by Tibor Bodrogi.

[569] The most outstanding items are discussed in Tibor Bodrogi’s CSc dissertation (1961a).

[570] The material collected by Bíró on the French Islands was published by Tibor Bodrogi (BODROGI 1971b). For Peter Hansen, cp. Vargyas 1986:5, and Pls 61–62.

[571] For a detailed list of the relevant studies, cp. the bibliography in Benedek 1979. Bodrogi republished some of these in his posthumous volume on Bíró (BÍRÓ 1987).

[572] The Bíró Collection appears in the Accessions Register under entries 176, 215, 362, 569, 625, 809, 1044, 1160, and 1377, which list not only the ethnographic objects, but also his photographs. Entry no. 176 covers the material from Berlinhafen and corresponds to inventory numbers 9649, 9664–9666, 9705–9708, 9716–9756, 9760–9789, 9791–10000, 11320–11353, 11395, 11448–11643, 11648–11672, 11738–11743. Entry no. 215 includes both sets of material from Astrolabe Bay and corresponds to inventory numbers 14411, 14414–14415, 14434, 14445–14450, 14453–14467, 14469, 14473–14476, 14512, 14530, 14535, 14642–14645, 14685–14731, 14733, 14735–14812, 14851–14967, 14969–14983, 14985–15000, 15966–16017, 16020–16026, 16037–16038, 16055–16078, 16080–16117, 27719–27921, 27979–27983. Entry no. 362 includes further aobjects from Astrolabe Bay, corresponding to inventory numbers 29871–29882, 29908–30125, 31185, 34102, 34177–34186, 34644–34655. Entry no. 569 covers objects from “German New Guinea” according to the register, but in fact this entry marks the beginning of the Huon Gulf collection. The entry corresponds to inventory numbers 37765–37787, 37805–37878, and 37884– 37938. Entry no. 625 marks one article from Mascat (“Arabia”), of little interest to the present study. Entry no. 809 describes five artefacts from “German New Guinea (inv. nos 47277–47280 and 48979). Entry no. 1044 marks the continuation of the “German New Guinea,” or Huon Gulf collection. Corresponding inventory numbers are 56722–56903 (originally 182 pieces, not counting the de-accessioned or exchanged pieces). Entry no. 1160 includes the majority of objects from the Huon Gulf collection (“New Guinea”) and corresponds to inventory numbers 63850–64201, 64226–65000, 65501–66000, 66046–66500, 66832–68134, 68136–68160, 68401–68600. Objects donated to the museum by the Hungarian Reformed College of Debrecen in 1953 and objects received at an earlier date but assigned a separate inventory number are the following: 53.91.1–53.91.20, 65.83.1–65.83.2, 67.29.1–67.29.14, 73.100.10–73.100.27, 73.100.40–73.100.41, 73.100.44, 73.100.66, 73.100.86–73.100.92, 73.100.117, 73.100.119, 73.100.133, 73.100.140, 73.100.144–73.100.145, 73.100.165, 73.100.276, 73.100.311–314, 73.100.324–325, 73.100.329–330, 73.100.370, 73.100.374, 73.100.393–73.100.395, 73.100.397, 73.100.414, 73.100.419, 73.100.422, 73.100.424, 73.100.595–73.100.596, 73.100.606–607, 73.100.609–73.100.610, 73.100.674–73.100.679, 73.100.682–73.100.691, 73.100.718–73.100.721, 73.100.729, 73.100.750–73.100.752, 73.100.754–73.100.755, 73.100.757, 73.100.772–73.100.779, 73.100.781–73.100.782, 73.100.784, 73.100.786, 73.100.789, 73.100.803, 73.100.817–73.100.819, 73.100.835–73.100.836, 73.100.868–73.100.870. Bíró’s photographs (including not only photographs from New Guinea, but also from the homeward journey through Java, India, Arabia, and other places) are inventoried under numbers F1476–F1491, F1493–F1498, F1500–F1502, F1504–F1507, F1513, F3052–F3056, F3060–F3063, F3065– F3067, F3069, F3859, F3883, F3895, F4222, F7183, F9070–F9082 (photographs not taken in Oceania), F9084–F9094, F15279–F15309, F15346–F15489, F15495–F15570 (photographs not taken in Oceania), F16048–F16061 (pictures from both Oceania and other places); further photographs identified by Tibor Bodrogi as having been taken by Bíró: F270227–F270228, in addition to Bíró photographs given to the Museum of Ethnography by the Hungarian National Museum: F283951–F283952. Manuscripts written by Lajos Bíró now in the museum archives include letters to János Jankó and reports on the state of the collection (24 pages, inv. no. EA 4712), material from Berlinhafen (83 pages, 3 drawings, inv. no. EA 4713), material from Astrolabe Bay (758 pages, 238 drawings, inv. no. EA 4714), material from the Huon Gulf (695 pages, 478 drawings, inv. no. EA 4715), material from the Bismarck Islands (159 pages, 69 drawings, inv. no. EA 4716), material from the Vitu (French) Islands (53 pages, 10 drawings, inv. no. EA 4717), notes on photographs (479 pages, 302 photographs, inv. no. EA 4718), questionnaires, anthropological data (46 pages, inv. no. EA 4719), texts of public lectures: “Journey to New Guinea” (17 pages, inv. no. EA 4720), linguistic material, songs (120 pages, 6 drawings, inv. no. EA 4721), linguistic data (letters from Kamunsanga, 7 pages, inv. no. EA 4722), “Comments on the Art of the New Guinea Natives” [a commentary on the work entitled Künstlerische Darstellungen aus Kaiser Wilhelms-Land in ihrer Bedeutung für die Ethnologie, by Konrad Theodor Preuss, published in 1897 – G. V.] (7 pages, inv. no. EA 4723), “Yabo (Boar’s Tusk) Decoration” (2 pages, inv. no. EA 4724), samples of Papuan hair from the region of Finschhafen (15 pages, inv. no. EA 4725), “Customs Regarding Circumcision” (4 pages, inv. no. EA 4726), and miscellaneous notes on Lajos Bíró’s effects (13 pages, 1 drawing, inv. no. EA 4727). Also filed in the Ethnology Archives under number EA 4711 is an approximate inventory of Lajos Bíró’s Astrolabe Bay and Huon Gulf collections, written by János Jankó. Finally, one Bíró document has mistakenly been stored with the Fenichel material (EA 2974, page 17). The document is dated 1927 and pertains to the circumstances surrounding the purchase of Bíró’s manuscripts.

[573] The Hungarian edition is a translation of Festetics 1903, though with fewer photographs than in the original.

[574] The Festetics collection appears under entry no. 530 in the Accessions Register. The corresponding inventory numbers are 35489–37024, 37394–37397, 66.120.11–66.120.12, 67.29.2–67.29.4, 73.100.1–73.100.2, 73.100.326–73.100.328, 73.100.371–73.100.372, 73.100.377–73.100.378, 73.100.390–73.100.392,73.100.398,73.100.406,73.100.412,73.100.415,73.100.420,73.100.692–73.100.696; 73.100.697,73.100.698–73.100.713,73.100.760–73.100.771,73.100.780,73.100.783, 73.100.820–73.100.833, 73.100.858–73.100.859, 73.100.863–73.100.865. Two other entries in the Accessions Register (767 and 867) cover Festetics’s photographs, originally included with the collection of artefacts, but removed later when the photography archives were created. Thus, the numbers given for these items in the Accessions Register differ from the current numbers. Entry 767 lists 371 photographs, while entry 967 specifies 90 and 407 photographs repectively, adding up to a total of 868. This number includes both glass negatives and printed pictures. Of these, inventory numbers on the original glass negatives are F5651–F5668, F5686, F5698–F5700, F5714– F5715, F5729–F6134, F6292, F6306–F6307, F6424, F6431, F6613, F270229–F270234, making a total of 432 pictures, some of them duplicates. Festetics published a total of 374 photographs (200 + 174) in his two volumes printed in French. Thus, assuming that all 374 published photos have survived and adding the material now held in the photography archives, the total comes to nearly 60 unpublished photographic plates. Finally, filed under number NMI 28/1902 of the Museum of Ethnography Archives is a document entitled “Report on the Journey of Count Rudolf Festetics and Inventory of His Collection”. The original list, written in pencil, groups the material by island of origin. Attached to it is a copy produced by the Museum of Ethnography staff, and a hand-written, unsigned travel report, in French, addressed “a sa majesté l’Empereur” (To His Highest Majesty the Emperor). Associated with this material are two further letters (NMI 30/1902 and 33/1902), which Jankó addressed to the director of the Hungarian National Museum, thanking Mr. Heger (then head of the Viennese K. und K. Naturhistorisches Museum “anthropologische und ethnographische Abteilung”) for sending the material home. Interestingly, an essay written by János Jankó at the time of the arrival of the Festetics collection mentions 1460 objects and 361 photographs, adding that “we have the count’s promise that he will complement his donation with his collection in the United States and Paris” (Jankó 1902b:60). Unfortunately, for reasons discussed by Judit Antoni, this never happened (cp. ch. in this volume).

[575] The Vojnich collection appears under entries 266, 1467, 1557, 1895 and 3023 in the Accessions Register. Entry no. 266 includes ten Alaskan and Norwegian objects irrelevant to the present study. Entry no. 1467 designates 48 + 7 objects (a total of 55) specified as originating from Melanesia, China, and Africa, but which are actually from Polynesia and Indonesia. The corresponding inv. nos are 78078–78088, 78098–78100. Entry no. 1557 includes Polynesian material (inv. nos 84514, 84517–84526, 84529, 87958–87968). Entry no. 1895 includes 143 Indonesian artefacts of little significance to the present study. Entry no. 3023 describes Vojnich’s 650 photographs (F69662–F70311), donated to the museum from his estate, of which the following originated in Oceania: F69996–F70001, F70003–F70004, F70006–F70044, F70051–F70074, F70080–F70118, F70120–F70127, F70133, F70134, F70150–F70151, primarily in the Hawaiian Islands, Fiji, Samoa, and New Guinea.

[576] Accessions Register entry no. 74; inv. nos 4509–4568, 4603, and 4725.

[577] NMI 1/1891.

[578] Inv. nos 4523, 4525 and 4527.

[579] Jankó (1900a:36) cites the collection of “Lajos Bettanin, Italian trader”. The name Lajos is certainly an error, as museum registers record the name as Giovanni Bettanin, in Hungarian János.

[580] Objects purchased from Giovanni Bettanin appear as entries 204, 343, 1031, 1361 in the Accessions Register. Unfortunately, determination of the size of the collection is complicated by some confusion between the inventory numbers given in the register and the actual numbers, and by the trade deals and discard procedures to which the material was subjected in later years. The inventory numbers for the Bettanin Oceania collection are 13314–13432, 13434–13475, 13477–13478, 13481–13485, 13488–13491, 13538–13686, 13699–13782, 13784–13931, 13933–14010, 14012–14013, 14015–14019, 14021–14029, 14033–14084, 14086–14102, 14105–14161, 14170–14213, 14226–14235, 14238, 14246, 14266, 14268, 14273–14287, 14291–14345, 14347, 14353–14359, 14361–14383, 14386, 14398, 14409–14410, 16079, 18929–18968, 28116–28117, 54322–54323, 54325–54333, 54335, 54337–54368, 54370–54375, 54386–54388, 54396–54400, 54422–54425, 54427–54428, 54433–54434, 54455, 54464, 54468–54470, 54475–54477, 54487–54500, 55018–55024, 55032, 55073–55117, 55126–55129, 55131–55132, 55136–55140, 55182, 55206–55207, 75404, 67.134.1–67.134.2, 73.100.65, 73.100.67–73.100.77, 73.100.126, 73.100.130, 73.100.136, 73.100.202, 73.100.365–73.100.367, 73.100.369.3, 73.100.399, 73.100.400, 73.100.416–73.100.418, 73.100.421, 73.100.611–73.100.618, 73.100.619, 73.100.620–73.100.673, 73.100.680, 73.100.716–73.100.717, 73.100.734, 73.100.736–73.100.741, 73.100.745–73.100.749, 73.100.753, 73.100.837–73.100.856.

[581] Example inventory numbers are 14305, 14337, 13437, 13440, 13444, 13450, 54330, 54331, 54339/a, and so on; Nissan mask: 54328; Tanga mask: 54329; Solomon Islands dance shield: 54343. For general information on the Bettanin Collection, see BODROGI 1959b, plates 13–15, 17, 21, 28, 35, 39–40, 54, 85–88, 91, 94–97, 104, 111–112, 116, 120, 131 and 145.

[582] Accessions Register, entries 1249 and 1325; inv. nos 72001–72180, 73522–73547 and 73.100.862.

[583] NMI 63/1908: “Register of Items Collected by and Purchased from the Warship S. M. S. Panther”. NMI 109/1904, NMI 38/1906: “Proposal on the Subject of Ethnographic Collecting by the S. M. S. Panther”.

[584] As regards the number of objects involved, the following remark appears in the register next to entry no. 1325: “The Panther purchase listed under the current number and under entry no. 1249 is registered as 180 and 180 pieces, though the English-language list found among the Panther files of the H. N. Museum, now located in the archives of the E[thnography] D[epartment] under no. 63/1908, and the German-language supplement filed under the same archive number each speak of 206 and 24 items, respectively (for a total of 230). Using these lists, 206 items have been identified to date. The missing 24 pieces will probably be found among the unnumbered material of the Bíró, Fenichel, and Festetich Collections. This statement has come about on the occasion of the payment of the final instalment on the purchase, a sum of 1799.94 crowns. Bp. 1908 VIII. 27. Gyula Sebestyén, Director, qual. officer.”

[585] The dates written on the first and last pages of the list are 4 and 11 August 1905, respectively.

[586] Next to the depiction of a man, the following words are written: “(Dr. to) Tost and Rohu’s Museum and Showrooms. 6–10 Moore street, and 605 George Street, Sydney. Taxidermists, furriers, tanners, and island curio dealers. Thousands of Australasian curios for selection, souvenirs for tourists, inspection invited. Phone No. 2196.” Above it: “Established 1860”. On the left side: “Awarded first prize in over twenty exhibitions”, on the right side: “By appointment to their excellencies the governors”. Below the drawing: “We hold the largest collection of genuine Australian FURS and CURIOS. Land and Sea Shells in large variety. Birds, Beasts and Reptiles prepared and mounted to order. Ladies’ Fur Muffs, Circlets, Stoles, Bags, Capes, Mats and Rugs in large variety, made from all kinds of Australian animal skins. Boomerangs from 1/6, Emu Eggs 2/6 (carved 5/6), Candle and Lamp Shades, and also silver mounted in 20 different designs. Lyre Birds’ Tails, Tanned Skins, and thousands of small and interesting souvenirs for tourists. All goods carefully packed and labelled free of charge”.

[587] For example, on inv. no. 72039: “grass skirt made from sago leaves, British New Guinea”; or on inv. no. 72041: “Chief ’s Frontal Ornamented with Seeds and Trade Beads, British New Guinea”.

[588] This point illustrates the oft-disregarded circumstance that in both Oceania and other places, the trade in artefacts dates back further than most have presumed, and thus probably affected even the first major collection efforts.

[589] Based on personal communication offered by museum employees in 1981. Cp. also http://www. wac6.org/livesite/precirculated/1239_precirculated.pdf

[590] E.g. BODROGI 1959b:Pls 22, 69–70, 71, 74–76, 78, 89, 92, 101–103, 113–114, 117, 121, 124 and 128.

[591] Entry no. 2117; inv. nos 110892–110910.

[592] Inv. nos 110909 and 110910.

[593] For the circumstances of their acquisition cp. Borsányi 1977 and János Gyarmati’s study on the America Collection in this volume.

[594] Inv. nos 110895–110896

[595] NMI 79/1921. Objects were registered in the Accessions Register under entries 2312 and 1973.100. Inventory numbers on objects specifically from Oceania: 114567–114568, 114618– 114626, 114643, 116229–116257, 116290–116292, 116294, 116296–116297, 124869, 124874–124876, 124892, 124894, 124900–124901, 124904–124914, 124916, 124918–124937, 125002–125004, 125039–125050, 125053–125057, 125067, 125074–125075, 125092, 125100, 125103, 125110, 73.100.78–73.100.81, 73.100.116, 73.100.723.

[596] According to the kind personal communication of Dr. Mária Ferenczi, Director of the Hopp Ferenc Museum of East Asian Art (22 May 1998), Zichy would have liked to establish an East Asian museum even before Ferenc Hopp began collecting, and donated his own collection to the city government for this purpose. For some reason, however, the plan was never realised. Zichy died in 1906; his collection was acquired by the Department of Ethnography of the Hungarian National Museum and other museums in 1920. It is therefore possible that Zichy collected objects from Oceania (or had others collect them) specifically for the museum. It should be noted that according to museum registers, the archive’s files on the Zichy donation (NMI 80/1920) were lost, so that no further information on the matter is available.

[597] Entry no 2241; inv. nos 104805–104832, 119698, 119700–119701, 119773–119775, 119777–119778, 119780, 119801, and 119852–119869.

[598] “We talked about photography, pearls, Verrebely, the war. We sat together in the evening, chatting.” (Malinowski 1967:144.) “He told me about deals between Stone and (Graham) and about Verrebely who was offended because George Auerbach had learned that V. came up L 100 on his original price.” (MALINOWSKI 1967:166.)

[599] Objects originally belonging to Verebélyi are registered under entry no. 2593 in the Accessions Register, corresponding to inv. nos 127512–127691. In addition to these 180 objects are another 39 that were transferred to the museum in 1951 as part of the rationalisation of museum collections (inv. nos 51.1.1–51.1.39, see below), and further objects were added to the collection 1973 and 1977 (inv. nos 73.100.41, 73.100.42–73.100.43, 73.100.84, 73.100.99, 73.100.100–73.100.115, 73.100.369.1–73.100.3, 73.100.383.1, 73.100.724–73.100.727, 77.8.1) Thus, the full collection numbers 249 pieces.

[600] For more on the selection of these two territories, see RÓHEIM 1984b:278–283; VEREBÉLYI 1984:499–501; and SZÉKÁCS 1984:650–651. For Róheim’s publications on Normanby, see Róheim 1937, 1940, 1941, 1943, 1946, 1948a, 1948b, 1950, and 1954. Róheim’s publications on the topic of Australian Aborigines are too numerous to list here. For a list of his complete works, see A magyar etnológia válogatott bibliográfiája [Selected Bibliography of Hungarian Ethnology] (KOVÁCS–SÁRKÁNY–VARGYAS 1991) and the selected list of works compiled by Kincső Verebélyi, included in the volumes of Róheim’s selected studies (RÓHEIM 1984a, 1984b).

[601] For a popular treatment on the material collected in the course of this trip, see RÓHEIM 1932.

[602] Interestingly enough, Róheim’s Australian and Oceanian collection appears under a single entry in the Accessions Register (2879), despite its having been acquired in several consignments. Individual items were added to previous material in the order they arrived. The reason for this was either laziness, an attempt to save space, or the desire to emphasise the unity of the collection. Most of the Australian material was received in December 1932, with a smaller number of objects arriving later, in January 1935 (inv. nos 132014–132213, and 134004–134030). 28 further objects were added to this collection in 1973 (inv. nos 73.73.1–73.73.28). The collection numbers 255 pieces.

[603] To the author’s knowledge, the only churinga collection in the world larger than Róheim’s is in Adelaide.

[604] After Róheim’s death, his notes were kept by the heir to his scientific material, the New York psychoanalytic anthropologist Werner Münsterberger. Though Mr. Münsterberger gave a speech at the commemorative exhibition held on the 25th anniversary of Róheim’s death (cp. Bodrogi 1978), and though the directorship of the museum is known to have pursued negotiations regarding the return of Róheim’s papers, for some reason this never occurred. Several years later, some of the notes were sent to the Wenner-Gren Foundation, while others were deposited in the “Melanesian Archives” in California.

[605] Róheim’s Normanby material is inventoried under numbers 131436–131635, 131956–131966, 73.100.37–73.100.39, 73.100.63–73.100.64, 73.100.82–73.100.83, 73.100.85, 73.100.125, 73.100.131.

[606] The hand-written notes on the Normanby collection had been viewed and used by Béla Gunda (personal communication by János Kodolányi around 1979). By 1980, when the author wrote his PhD on the Museum of Ethnography’s Massim collections, they had been lost. However, the museum still has 7 old, hand-written file cards bearing information obviously left by Róheim or taken from his notes. The items involved include inv. nos 131559, a “double wooden statue” and 131553, a “betel pestle of human form”. For analyses, see Vargyas 1980a:183–192; 1984–1985; and 1991.

[607] On the inventory of the Folk Music Collection of the Museum of Ethnography are 30 of Géza Róheim’s original phonograph cylinders (inv. nos 3004–3034), designated as having originated in “Papua”. Of these, numbers 3004, 3005, 3009, and 3010 are broken, while number 3020 has been lost. No transcription was ever made of any of them; instead, the intact cylinders were played and the resulting audio material recorded onto magnetic tape. Originally, the Museum of Ethnography inventoried phonograph cylinders (as well as glass negatives) together with other artefacts, providing them with separate inventory numbers only after the establishment of the Folk Music Collection. Thus, the old inventory numbers recorded for the Róheim cylinders (114901–114931) are erroneous: the inventory register shows these numbers as belonging to photographic plates showing images of Nógrád County (themselves since moved to the photographic archives).

[608] It was in the course of this expedition that von Bandat developed the procedure for using aerial photographs to determine sources of oil. The first to use large numbers of aerial photos in this way, Horst von Bandat is generally seen as the father of photogeology.

[609] Because this part of New Guinea was a colony of the Netherlands, the oldest collections, dating to around the turn of the century, are Dutch. Outside Holland, the majority of European museums began to acquire Asmat, and other similar material only around the 1960’s.

[610] Accessions Register, entry nos 3607 and 3615; inv. nos 136743–136862, and 136892–136906.

[611] Accessions Register entry no. 4023; inv. nos 142208–142222.

[612] The MAORT case: one of the infamous showcase trials that took place following the Communist take-over. Its purpose was to provide a “legal” basis for state appropriation of property without compensation and to exempt the Hungarian government from paying indemnification for damages the company had incurred as a result of the war. The company management, including engineers and geologists, was charged with sabotage and given lengthy prison sentences, after which their possessions were confiscated and their families deported. The individual who suffered the most impossible fate in the ordeal was the company’s former chief executive officer, Simon Papp, whose initial death sentence was eventually reduced on appeal to life imprisonment. However, since Papp’s professional skills were essential to the renewed success of the Hungarian oil industry and the resolution of various problems in geology, the government forced him to continue working from prison. In his autobiography, Papp recounts how he spent the next seven years in his cell, translating professional articles and answering the government’s requests for expert opinions on matters related to the oil industry, mining, and geology. For more on Simon Papp’s life, cp. Csíky 1966; 1971; 1992; Nagy–Berczi 1992; Balázs 1993. Also available is a dramatically written biography by Erzsébet Galgóczi published in 1984. The author would like to thank József Hála for his help in acquiring the above literature on the life of Simon Papp. The geologist’s estate (a self-typed manuscript of his autobiography, his photographs, notebooks, etc.) is currently in the possession of the Hungarian Oil Industry Museum in Zalaegerszeg.

[613] For more information on the second part of his journey, see Papp 1996:68–78.

[614] See Bodrogi 1959b:Pl. 18.

[615] Gregory Bateson (1904–1980), American anthropologist and second husband of Margaret Mead, who based his world-renowned book Naven, published in 1958, on the research he conducted along the banks of the Sepik.

[616] Geology of the North-Eastern Part of the Sepik District, Mandated Territory of New Guinea. The Licenced area of the Ormildah Oil Development Company Ltd.; Geological Report on the Licenced Area of the Sepik Valley Oil Co. Ltd., Mandated Territory of New Guinea; Geological Notes on the Hansemann Coast between Wewak and Kaup, Mandated Territory of New Guinea. All three reports date to June of 1929 and were published in London.

[617] See, for example, Papp 1996:76, and 255–256: “The Russian chief geologist Dunjemalov took both my negatives and at least 1500 metres of film and, rather than give them to the Geological Society, burned the lot.”

[618] Inv. nos 51.11.1–15.

[619] Inv. nos 51.16.41–51.16.44.

[620] Inv. nos 59.88.1, 59.88.3.

[621] The Verebélyi Collection was transferred from Keszthely (inv. nos 51.1.1–51.1.39), and the 20 pieces collected by Lajos Bíró from the Reformed College of Debrecen (inv. nos 53.91.1–53.91.20).

[622] Inv. nos 68.5.1–68.5.2, 68.96.1–68.96.2, 68.117.1–68.117.6.

[623] Inv. nos 66.36.1–66.36.12, 67.163.1–67.163.3, 68.98.1–68.98.20.

[624] Inv. nos 77.7.1–77.7.43

[625] Inv. nos 53.75.1, 54.29.1. See Bodrogi 1959b:Pls 138a-b, 139a-b; and Bodrogi-Boglár 1981:Pls 193-195.

[626] The Maori statue bears inventory number 70.161.2. See Bodrogi 1959b:Pl. 137 and Bodrogi 1981:Pl. 203. It was later traded to the private collector E. Rassiga.

[627] Documentation on 1973 purchases and trades involving the Oceania collection are found under file number NMI 11/1973. In the following, however, these documents will be cited not by their NMI number, but by former museum and ministry file number or, where these are lacking, by date.

[628] I served as curator of the Oceania Collection between January 1, 1979 and June 15, 1984 as an assistant museologist and, later, as a full museologist. However, I had worked at the Museum of Ethnography before, between January 1, 1977 and December 31, 1978, on a science fellowship for the Ethnography Department of the Eötvös Loránd University. Thus, I participated personally in the processes of moving the collections from the old museum building to the new and preparing for the permanent exhibition. However, most of the trade deals discussed here occurred in 1973, before my actual term of employment at the museum. My information on the subject was therefore acquired through my day-to-day work and from my discussions with co-workers, including Tibor Bodrogi, Lajos Boglár, and Csaba Ecsedy.

[629] See, among other sources, a letter dated June 6, 1973 from Tamás Hoffmann (file no. 506/73) to the ministry in charge of museums: “We believe the Deletaille deal involving the objects described above to be in line with the series of consistent international exchanges begun several years ago by the International Department of the Museum of Ethnography. These actions have been instituted, in the absence of any other means of expanding our collections, for the purposes of establishing a permanent exhibition.” A letter dated August 15, 1973 by Tibor Bodrogi on the African material offered by Deletaille reflects a similar line of thinking: “For the purposes of our future permanent exhibition, the above material should serve nicely to supplement our own collections, many of which are incomplete or are restricted to a narrow geographical region. Most of the objects offered are very large and will look impressive when put on display.” Many such examples could be cited.

[630] I believe it also a mistake to trade the best pieces from historic Hungarian collections for such purposes, the acceptable alternative being to employ only objects collected or purchased specifically for use in international exchanges. Unfortunately, during the time period in question, the value of Hungarian ethnographica on the international market was unrealistically low, making the solution difficult to implement. The situation today is different. The final deal with Rassiga conducted in 1980, for example, reflected altered circumstances: for the pre-Columbian objects offered by Rassiga the museum traded Hungarian objects purchased expressly for the purpose.

[631] Around the middle of the 1970s, there was talk regarding a request on the part of the newly established New Guinea National Museum and Gallery that the museum provide them with a collection of artefacts from Astrolabe Bay. The Museum of Ethnography consulted Tibor Bodrogi on the matter (who was by then no longer working in the musem), who took a positive stance, putting together a list of a dozen or so objects he felt would make a suitable donation. In exchange (as the author remembers), the New Guinea National Museum and Gallery was to offer a collection of items of its own or even the opportunity of conducting a collecting expedition there. For unknown reasons, however, nothing ever came of the proposal and the matter was eventually dropped.

[632] For example, the museum traded a unique Polynesian statue (inv. no. 119869) from the Zichy Collection (“Maori Idol”) to Deletaille, stating that “there are few such articles in the collection and it is questionable whether it would be worthwhile to add further material in this area, as the attempt would certainly present numerous problems”. (Expert opinion of Tibor Bodrogi on “Exchange Items to Be Offered to Mr. Deletaille from the Oceania and Indonesian Collections,” dated August 15, 1973). The museum cited the same grounds for trading a Maori statue from the estate of László Vértes (inv. no. 70.161.2) to Rassiga.

[633] File no. 48.529/73.

[634] Letter from Tamás Hoffmann to the Museums Department of the Ministry of Culture and Education dated September 14, 1971 (file no. 780/71).

[635] Expert opinion of Tibor Bodrogi on “Exchange Items to be offered E. Deletaille from the Oceania and Indonesian Collections,” dated August 15, 1973 (file no. 767/73).

[636] Two separate file numbers appear on the copy of this file: 1069/73 and 8484/73.

[637] Inv. no. 35492.

[638] The proposal written by Tamás Hoffmann dated November 22, 1973 indicates that there were “42 objects of a market value of 12,000 dollars” (file number 1069/73 and/or 8484/73, as two separate file numbers appear on the official copy). No concrete list of the items involved is attached. However, an earlier list cites a total of 54 objects without reference to market value.

[639] The author would like to thank Roland Kaehr, expert on Oceania from the Musée d’Ethnographie, Neuchâtel, for this information.

[640] Inv. nos 97.10.28, 97.10.31–97.10.32.

[641] Fenichel and Bíró might be seen as exceptions to this statement as the founders of the Oceania Collection, they had no set policy to follow and were free to work according to their own principles.

[642] Available estimates place the total number of malangan carvings preserved by the world’s museums at around 10,000.

[643] To be more precise, all other known published material, including Finsch’s descriptive catalogues (Finsch 1888a; 1888b, 1888c, 1914) and the work of Edge-Partington-Heape (1890–1898), fall short of Bíró’s in terms of detail, special knowledge, and reliability.

[644] For a complete bibliography of Bodrogi’s work on Oceania, see Vargyas 1998. The present work cites only those works which are directly related to the material of the Oceania Collection.

[645] The latter article is the first version of the present study.

[646] NMI 1/1891. Unreadable portions of the manuscripts cited in this work have been indicated using ellipses, while uncertain readings have been indicated using a question mark placed in parentheses.

[647] NMI 109/1904. Two documents are filed under this number: a note in German to the Naval Department of the Ministry of War and Semayer’s letter to the director of the museum. Both are printed here.
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[649] Information for this study was taken from the History of Science Collection of the Hungarian Natural History Museum, the Ethnology Archives of the Museum of Ethnography, and the biographical sections of the volume of Bíró’s writings edited by Tibor Bodrogi (BÍRÓ 1987).

[650] NMI 58/1895.
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[652] MTM TTGy 535/324, 325.

[653] For more on Fenichel’s life and the fate of his collection, cp. Bodrogi 1954b. A letter written by Fenichel to his parents in 1892 found among his belongings after his death indicates that Fenichel knew of Lajos Bíró, who had probably corresponded with him previously (EA 2974/87).

[654] MTM TTGy 535/447.

[655] MTM TTGy 535/388.
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[657] MTM TTGy 535/555.

[658] EA 4712.

[659] MTM TTGy 535/79.

[660] MTM TTGy 535/555.

[661] MTM TTGy 535/13.

[662] MTM TTGy 535/194, 646.

[663] MTM TTGy 535/184, 209.

[664] MTM TTGy 535/223.

[665] MTM TTGy 535/387.

[666] MTM TTGy 535/191.

[667] MTM TTGy 535/164.

[668] MTM TTGy 535/137.

[669] MTM TTGy535/70.

[670] MTM TTGy 535/unnumbered.
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[673] EA 4721, 4722.

[674] MTM TTGy 535/60, 70, 99, 137, 140, 147, 148.

[675] EA 4721.

[676] MTM TTGy 535/71.
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[683] MTM TTGy 535/690.

[684] MTM TTGy 535/284.

[685] MTM TTGy 535/387.

[686] MTM TTGy 535/387.
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[694] The biographical data are based on the studies by Dénes Balázs and István Lázár (BALÁZS 1993:120–122; LÁZÁR 1986:310–312).

[695] Mme Froissard letter’s of November, 1991.
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