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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to explore the relationship between national museums and memorial
places dedicated to individuals. Taking the Goethe National Museum in Weimar as a starting
point, we try to develop a new approach in understanding the type of museum designated as a
“national museum”. First, we show that the name “Goethe National Museum” referred initially
to Goethe’s house and in particular his study as the most important memorial site. The Goethe
National Museum adopts a new type of “individual memorial place” — known in German as a
“Personengedenkstitte” — that is established in a former residential dwelling. It is the only
individual memorial place that was called a national museum in 19th century Europe. Drawing on
this special case, it can be shown that national museums in 19th century Germany follow the
model of memorial places dedicated to individuals. Neither the Germanic National Museum
(1852), the Bavarian National Museum (1855), the Goethe National Museum (1885) nor the
Schiller National Museum (1903) were founded with the primary aim of creating collections as it
would be usually expected from other museums. Their aim was rather to appropriate or create a
central place to remember the national past as a historical continuum, to represent the life and
the deeds of persons connected with the national identity. The Goethehaus Weimar is a special
case insofar as a real commemorative site forms the basis of this national museum. Our
considerations are framed by the theory of society developed by the German sociologist Niklas
Luhmann, who saw a correlation between the rise of the semantics of the nation and the shift to
modernity occurring in most European societies during the 18" century. We argue that these

semantics are mapped to national museums in the form of memorial places.
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The Goethehaus Weimar

— an Individual Memorial Place as National Museum

In the 18th century, the rulers of Weimar contrived to shape the town as a cultural center of
international importance. They achieved their aim mainly by inviting outstanding intellectuals to
live and work in the town. In 1775, Johann Wolfgang Goethe came to Weimar, after accepting an
invitation by the young duke Carl August. The duke appointed him as a privy councillor and he
became a member of the highest governmental authority. At that time, the town of Weimar was
the capital of the small Duchy of Saxe-Weimar-Fisenach, which was part of the Holy Roman
Empire. Later, in 1815, the dukedom was raised to the rank of a grand duchy at the Congress of
Vienna. It became part of the German Confederation, a union of German states that was

founded after the Napoleonic Wars.

Figure 1: Goethe’s house at the Frauenplan in Weimar, © Klassik Stiftung Weimar, Photo: Jens Hauspurg.

Goethe lived in the house at the Frauenplan for about 50 years, and it was there that he died
in 1832. The house is remarkable as it can be considered as an expression of Goethe’s
personality. He transformed the interior of the baroque building according to his taste. The front
house was re-styled in a classicist manner. The staircase, the Yellow room or the Juno room were
admired and described by visitors in their letters and memoirs. But during Goethe’s lifetime,
visitors were not allowed to see his private rooms — his study, the bedroom and the library in the
rear part of the house. But it is precisely these private rooms that have been given the most
importance by posterity. Immediately after Goethe’s death, the Chancellor of Saxe-Weimar-
Eisenach, Friedrich von Miiller, sealed Goethe’s study so that no one — not even the family — was

able to enter it without his permission.
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In 1842, 10 years after Goethe’s death, the writer Melchior Meyr (1810-1871), largely
forgotten today, came up with the proposal to transform the house into a Deutsches Museum, a
German Museum, in short into a national museum. The Prussian King, Friedrich Wilhelm IV,
proposed the same idea to the German Confederation. The leaders of the Confederation then
attempted to buy Goethe’s house and found the first German national museum. Their efforts
were unique in the spectrum of cultural undertakings and institutional creations across the
Confederation in the 19" century: although there was no united German state, this national
museum was initially planned as a federal project, financed and maintained equally by all
members of the German Confederation (Kahl 2011).

The attempt failed due to a very significant point. The heirs to Goethe’s estate were willing to
sell Goethe’s extensive collections of art and natural history but not the house. This was, however,
precisely the sticking point that was met with disapproval by the leaders of the German
Confederation. They refused to buy the collections without the house. The 24-year-old Prince Carl
Alexander, grandchild of Carl August and heir to the grand duchy, wrote a letter to Goethe’s

grandson in 1843, explaining the reasons behind the Confederation’s refusal:

You have to admit yourself that, far more than the collections of a man, who, like your
grandfather, belongs to the common good, the key point of interest for everybody is the place
from where he gave free reign to the workings of his mind, and where his soul finally left this
earth. Besides your grandfather’s collections, the place must be taken into consideration as the
most important thing. Of the whole building and the treasures therein, most sacrosanct of all
is the place where his immortal mind reigned, the place where recollections of him accumulate
most of all, where, more than anywhere else, the character of his mind in all its greatness
emerges from the simplicity of the surroundings. By this I refer primatily to his study and the
adjacent bedroom. (Baetlocher & Rudnik 2010: 447-48 emphasis added)

We see that the word “place” abounds in Carl Alexander’s letter. It is clear that the house was
not supposed to serve as the most suitable place to store and exhibit Goethe’s collections of art
and natural history, but first and foremost as a memorial site dedicated to the person of Goethe
who was unanimously considered as a representative of the German “nation”.

We are all familiar with commemorative sites to individuals in religious contexts, such as
tombs in churches and cemeteries. This continues to be the usual way to commemorate death,
even today. But by the 19th century, a new type of commemoration site came into being: the
houses of great men. These individual memorial sites are always connected to a place, no longer
the burial place, but a place where these persons were either born, lived, worked or died. From
the middle of the 19th century, these new kinds of memorial sites began gradually fulfilling the
criteria usually applied to museums, such as permanence, public access etc. But they do not
necessarily rely on a collection. One thing they definitely rely on, however, is place.

The transformation of the houses of famous individuals into public and permanent memorial
sites and museums was something new at the time. Since the middle of the 19th century, the
homes of writers, composers, artists, scholars, politicians etc. have been opened to the public in
many Buropean countries, including Germany, the United Kingdom, France, Hungary, and Italy.
These institutions were a sign of the shift to modernity that took place in Europe from the
middle of the 18th century onwards. The transformation of stratified societies into functionally

differentiated ones was deeply connected with the rise of the semantics of the nation (Luhmann
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1997: 1045). Against this background, it is not surprising that it was mainly writers” houses that
were established as memorial sites, due to the increasing significance that national speech

communities placed on the most creative achievements in their respective languages.
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Figure 2: Goethe’s study, © Klassik Stiftung Weimar, Photo: Jens Hauspurg.

As no agreement could be reached between Goethe’s family and the leaders of the German
Confederation, the first German writer’s house to be founded as a memorial site was not the
Goethehaus. Instead, it was Schiller’s house in Weimar. The house where the most famous
German playwright spent the last three years of his life was transformed into a public memorial
site in 1847: the first German writer’s house of this kind. The difference between it and Goethe’s
house, however, is that Goethe’s is the only writer’s house in Germany that ever became a
national museum. When Goethe’s last grandson Walther died childless, he left the estate to the
grand duchy, ruled by Carl Alexander, whom he had felt attached to since his childhood.

This meant that Grand Duke Carl Alexander could finally found the Goethe National
Museum in 1885, 53 years after Goethe’s death. But by that time, the German Confederation no
longer existed. It was dissolved in 1866, and was followed by the foundation of the German
Empire in 1871. The Grand Duchy of Saxe-Weimar-Eisenach became a member of this federal
empire. It may be interesting, incidentally, to note that Carl Alexander’s sister, Augusta, was the
wife of the German emperor, Wilhelm I. But for all that, the Goethe National Museum was not a
museum supported and financed by the German Empire. The house was not officially raised to
the status of a national museum by the emperor or the German state. When Grand Duke Carl
Alexander decided to found a “Goethe National Museum”, he acted independently, but with the
certainty that no one would call that name into question. Once again, it seemed, the house was
far more interesting than the collections. The original interior was reconstructed. Only the study

had remained almost unchanged. What lies at the heart of the Goethe National Museum is not
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the collection, but the inseparable ##:ty of the collections with the house. Without this rea/ place

connected to a rea/ person, the Goethe National Museum would have been unimaginable.

Figure 3: Goethe’s bedroom, © Klassik Stiftung Weimar, Photo: Jens Hauspurg.

Today, it seems almost forgotten that the name “Goethe National Museum” once referred to
Goethe’s house alone. In 1935, a museum building was added to the Goethe National Museum
and given financial support by Adolf Hitler (Kahl 2012). Ten years later, in 1945, its
denomination changed and a distinction was introduced for the first time between “Goethe’s
house” and the “Goethe National Museum”, the latter name referring to the adjacent building of
1935. During the Socialist era, in the GDR, the denotation changed again. The “Goethe National
Museum” comprised then almost all museums of Weimar, including Schiller’s house. The
confusion around the name is still ongoing, since the actual denotation of the name “Goethe
National Museum” is hidden by the current usage, thereby also concealing the uniqueness of that

museum among BEuropean national museums of the 19" century.
g y

The Semantics of the Nation

It has been pointed out that Goethe’s house was the only writer’s house in 19th century Germany
to be designated as a “National Museum”. In fact, we could expand that statement further. It was
not just the only writer’s house, but the only individual memorial place and only residential
dwelling to be called a “National Museum” in the whole of Europe in the 19th century. This is all
the more remarkable when we take into account the number of expensive monumental buildings
typically erected to house national museums in the 19th century.

The German sociologist Niklas Luhmann has pointed out that “nation” is not to be

apprehended in an ontological sense but rather as a semantic phenomenon, a ,,socially available
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sense that is generalized on a higher level and relatively independent of specific situations‘
(Moeller 2006: 51). In the middle of the 18th century, the semantics of the nation were profiled
as a concept of the future. In European societies they were used to found or legitimate those
societies as nations. The “nation” was one of the transitory concepts that mediated the
transformation of stratified societies into functionally differentiated ones (Luhmann 1997: 1045-
55). According to Luhmann, the nation takes the ancient Greek polis as its model. But since
modern societies are much more complex than those towns, they must “substitute the
topographical memory with a printed memory” and substitute “the personally known elite first
with the court and then with an elite only known through the mass media” (Luhmann 1997:
1053). We agree with Luhmann that the printed memory is a necessary condition for
modernization. However, the architecture, the interior design and the collections in national
museums indicate that the topographical memory was not completely replaced by a printed
memory. The thesis of the mass media seems to be correct if we consider national museums as
an unusual form of mass media. In that case they indeed represent the past and present elite of a
certain society. This is also supported by the boom of national monuments in public spaces
during the 19th century. The breakup of old social structures called for the creation of symbolic
markers of the national identity appealing to the masses. The new type of memorials to specific
individuals and national museums are results of this process.

Above all, the exterior and interior design of national museums indicate their topographical
and prosopographical character. This can be seen most clearly at the Goethe National Museum,
as a real place and a real person are its only reference points. In the case of the Goethe National
Museum, the semantics of the nation connect the national museum and the memorial in one.
This finding raises the question if we can find the same connection in other German national

museums as well.

National Museums as Memorial Places

The Schiller National Museum in Marbach am Neckar is a castle-like building with a Pantheon
cupola. The cupola is an intentional allusion to the Pantheon in Rome as well as to the famous
secular national memorial site in Paris. Although the Schiller National Museum was not founded
on a real site linked with the person’s past, its founder nevertheless thought of it as a “hallowed
memorial site” (Guntter 1948: 49). A collection of relics was the basis of the museum, objects
that once belonged to Schiller, who, in the 19th century, assumed the status of a national saint. In
1909, “Schiller’s Room” was inaugurated, presenting original furnishings and belongings of
Schiller and his family. This room looked like Schiller’s living room and remained in the museum
for 50 years. The museum clearly aimed to simulate the new type of memorial site. In fact, the
whole museum was thought of as an “ideal dwelling for Friedrich Schiller” (Kamzelak 2009: 17).
After the foundation of the Goethe National Museum failed in 1842, the Germanic National
Museum was founded in 1852 at a conference in Dresden and was, as such, the first German
national museum. It moved into an abandoned Carthusian monastery at the heart of Nuremberg.
According to the intentions of its founder, Baron Hans von und zu Aufse3, the museum was
supposed to serve as a general register of all sources concerning German history reaching back to
the Middle Ages. In a hall, many tombs and sepulchral monuments were put on display, evoking

the old type of memorials. For the chapel a large wall painting was commissioned from the
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painter Wilhelm von Kaulbach, who specialized in historical subjects. The fresco that no longer
survives was an imaginary depiction of the crypt of Charlemagne being opened by Emperor Otto
III. AufseB stated that no more accurate and beautiful allegory could ever have been bestowed on
the Germanic Museum than this (Veit 1978: 23). Could this fresco already be considered as a
kind of commemorative allegory concerning German history? The person who organized the
large-scale memorial designs for the museum was August von Essenwein, its first director. In
1870, referring to the Hall of Tombs, he wrote:

The tombs are at the same time historical monuments. They demonstrate the memory of the
great men, in parts their outer appearance. In them we meet the names and representatives
of the great and powerful families. [...]; they show us the generals, the artists and scholars
who breathed greatness into the name of Germany. The centrepiece of the series is
constituted by the German kings and emperors [...]. In this field, we cannot limit ourselves
to trace the developments in cultural history; we have to go further. This collection has to
become a Walhalla in which the history of Germany and its great men is mirrored. (Kahsnitz
1977:163)

This last comment gives us an idea of how the relationship between a collection of cultural
history and the public memorial of private individuals shifted in favour of the latter, as far as the
construction of the memory of important figures was concerned. The notion of “Walhalla” refers
to a mythological place, the “hall of slain warriors, who live blissfully under the leadership of the
god Odin” (The New Ency. Brit. 1998: 245). But “Walhalla” also refers to the impressive
memorial site in Donaustauf near Regensburg that was first planned by the Bavarian King
Ludwig I in 1807 and finally erected in 1842. It contained a collection of busts of famous
historical figures who were believed to have played an important role in German cultural and
general history.

The Germanic National Museum, however, was not only dedicated to the memory of the
dead. The living also tried to create memorials for themselves. Noble donors mostly financed the
construction of new buildings and their interior designs. They could thus immortalize themselves
according to the “profane memoria” (Scheller 2004: 64) of medieval times. Large parts of the
museum bore their names: the Ludwig’s cloister, Wilhelm’s Hall, the Wittelsbach Court, the
Hohenzollern Hall etc. Donors were represented in those halls by means of their coat of arms or
were portrayed, like Bismarck, in the “Bismarck window”. The Prussian king donated a window
with a glass painting whose subject was the cornerstone ceremony for the monastery, attended by
one of his forefathers (Bahns 1978: 367, 376). The museum became a site in which the glorious
past of the Holy Roman Empire was remembered, but also a site in which the living, mainly
members of the nobility, could ensure their memory for the future generations.

By comparison, the Bavarian National Museum in Munich was founded in 1855 by King
Maximilian II. It was modelled on the Musée d’histoire in Versailles and the Musée de Cluny in
Paris. The museum contains an outstanding collection of historical artefacts, relics of Bavarian
history. However, the core of the museum was not formed by this collection, but the #nity of the
collection with a Historical Gallery containing a series of 143 large frescoes showing scenes from
Bavarian history (Glaser 1997). Ordered by the king himself, these frescoes were supposed to
illustrate the great historical narrative of the Bavarian nation, constructing a memory of

successful Bavarian regency over almost 1000 years. In an almost aggressive way, members of the
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Bavarian dynasties were put at the center of the compositions (Glaser 1997: 43). The
commemorative intention here clearly revolved around real people. This can also be seen in parts
of the exterior design, in which statues of real historical figures served as allegories: Ferdinand
Count Arco, for instance, stood for loyalty, and Georg Sebastian Plinganser for patriotism (Murr
2006: 20).

When the Bavarian National Museum moved to another site in 1900, the museum lost its
huge commemorative narration of the national past. Of the four museums, the Bavarian National
Museum is probably the one least related to the idea of a memorial dedicated to individuals. What
they all have in common, though, is their role in constructing the memory of real historical

figures.

Conclusion

In the four cases presented, national museums follow the model of memorial sites while other
types of museums (e.l. museums of art or natural history) do not. This is due to the need that
society felt to embody the semantics of the nation in persons and places. The difference between
the Goethe National Museum and the other three museums is that the first represents the new
type of memorial site to a real individual (“Personengedenkstitte” in a residential dwelling), and
that the three others partially simulate memorial sites, either of the old or the new kind, or both.
It seems that these museums, either right at their foundation or soon afterwards, put emphasis on
the preservation or creation of a memorial site that represents the nation and displays memories
of the national past, while the collections are related or even adjusted to this memorial intention.
If there is some truth in this argument, then the next step would be to make a comparison on an

international level.

Bibliography

Baerlocher, R.J. and Rudnik, Ch. (eds) (2010) ,,Weimars Pflichten auf der Bithne der
Vergangenheit: Der Briefwechsel zwischen GroBherzog Carl Alexander und Walther
Wolfgang von Goethe. Géttingen: Wallstein.

Bahns, J. (1978) ‘Die Museumsbauten von der Ubernahme der Kartause im Jahre 1857 bis
gegen 1910°, in B. Deneke and R. Kahsnitz (eds) Das Germanische Nationalmuseum
Nirnberg 1852—-1977: Beitrige zu seiner Geschichte, Miinchen and Berlin: Deutscher
Kunstverlag.

Glaser, H. (1997) ‘Die Historischen Galerien Maximilians II. von Bayern’, in W. Nerdinger
(ed.) Zwischen Glaspalast und Maximilianeum: Architektur in Bayern zur Zeit
Maximilians II. 1848—1864, Eurasburg: Edition Minerva.

Giuntter, O. (1948) Mein Lebenswerk, Stuttgart: Klett.

Kahl, P. (2011) ‘Das Goethehaus am Frauenplan in Weimar: Nationalmuseum, Goethe-
Gedenkstitte und Symbolort der deutschen Geschichte; Voriberlegungen zu einer
Gesamtdeutung’, Jahrbuch der deutschen Schiller-Gesellschaft, 55: 19-48.

Kahl, P. (2012) ‘Eine Hinweistafel fehlt; Das Weimarer Goethehaus im zwanzigsten
Jahrhundert; Forschungsbericht und offene Fragen’, Weimar-Jena. Die grole Stadt.
Das kulturhistorische Archiv, 5: 28-37.

94



Kahsnitz, R. (1977) ‘Museum und Denkmal: Uberlegungen zu Gribern, historischen
Freskenzyklen und Ehrenhallen in Museen’, in B. Deneke and R. Kahsnitz (eds) Das
kunst- und kulturgeschichtliche Museum im 19. Jahrhundert: Vortrige des
Symposions im Germanischen Nationalmuseum, Nirnberg, Minchen: Prestel.

Kamzelak, R.S. (2009) ‘Das Schiller-Nationalmuseum nach der Innensanierung’, in H.
Gfrereis and U. Raulff (eds) Unterm Parnass: Das Schiller-Nationalmuseum;
Marbacher Katalog 63, Marbach: Deutsche Schillergesellschaft.

Luhmann, N. (1997) Die Gesellschaft der Gesellschaft: Zweiter Teilband, Frankfurt am
Main: Suhrkamp.

Moeller, H.-N. (2006): Luhmann explained: from souls to systems, Chicago: Open Court.

Murr, K.B. (2006) ‘Dem ,Volk zu Ehr und Vorbild“? - Wittelsbachische
Traditionsstiftung in den Anfingen des Bayerischen Nationalmuseums’, in R.
Eikelmann and I. Bauer (eds) Das Bayerische Nationalmuseum 1855-2005: 150 Jahre
Sammeln, Forschen, Ausstellen, Minchen: Hirmer.

Scheller, B. (2004) Memoria an der Zeitenwende: Die Stiftungen Jakob Fuggers des
Reichen vor und nach der Reformation (ca. 1505-1555), Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

The New Encyclopzdia Britannica (1998), Vol. 12, Micropadia, 15th Edition, Chicago et
al.

Veit, L. (1978) ‘Chronik des Germanischen Nationalmuseums: Nach gedruckten Quellen,
insbesondere den Jahresberichten, zusammengestellt von Ludwig Veit’, in B. Dencke
and R. Kahsnitz (eds) Das Germanische Nationalmuseum Nurnberg 1852-1977:
Beitrige zu seiner Geschichte, Miinchen and Berlin: Deutscher Kunstverlag.

95




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


