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‘New Artistic Practice’ in Former Yugoslavia:
From Leftist Critique of Socialist Bureaucracy
to the Post-Communist Artifact in Neo-Liberal Institution of Art
How to theorize political practices in art? How to bridge the gap between art or political theory
and the ongoing art and activist practices?
These questions stem from the confrontation of the theoretical abstractions, explaining the
relation of art and politics, which are usually completely detached from the actual practices and
insufficiently elaborated concepts produced in the terrain of the very practice Æof art, curating, art criticism
etc.∞. This confrontation is either leading towards the disciplinary enclosure in the language and related
epistemology Æof both the theory and artistic practice∞ or to the reduction and utilization of the efficiency
of art in political theory and philosophy Æi.e. Ranciere, Badiou…∞. The answer, then, must be found in the
mutual and active testing of concepts and contexts of theoretical and art production in order to find the
common language for the actual discussion of politics of art.
The generic term ‘critical art’ is often used nowadays in order to define a certain kind of cultural
production. What does it really mean? By using the language of contemporary art criticism, one is tempted
to claim both that every art is critical, and every art is political; but, the basic questions still remains open:
what kind of critique and what kind of politics? Therefore, the real problem is about how to (re-)define the
art of critique, and how to make it effective today.
Contemporary cultural production embraces critique as the vaunted value of contemporary art,
and this new tendency emerges in parallel with the changes of the institutional field in contemporary postwelfare state capitalism. Neo-liberal institution of culture advocates the policy of transformation from
the inside Æof the society, cultural, alternative or state institutions, etc.∞, which relies upon on the inclusion
of the critique from the very beginning Æand, consequently, its appropriation∞. Such dynamic constellation
produces the so-called ‘institutionalization of critique’ - the topic that has been re-discussed in the past
few years on various ‘institutional’ and ‘independent/self-organized’ levels. This new institutionalization
is followed by the processes of ‘culturalization’ (of political relations), that is, the strategy of outsourcing
political issues to the field of culture, the process especially visible on the European margins, in so-called
transitional societies. The requests for ‘critical intellectual production’ and ‘social engagement of art’ are
already inscribed in the guidelines of the leading European art foundations.
The ‘New artistic practices’ of the 1960s and 1970s, being at stake here, were, generally speaking,
developed through the critique of capitalist conformism, art market, welfare-state institutions, institutional
bureaucracy and hierarchy. At the same time, they are directed against bourgeois values of art in the sense
of ‘beautiful image in the rich interior’, but are also, in the sense of modernist formalism, self-contemplation
and concept of autonomy of art, conceived through self-sufficiency, disciplinary enclosure, professional
division of labor, etc. Those practices were consequently challenging not only the status of art object Æits
material form, commodity status and forms of distribution∞, but also the Æart∞ institutions themselves,
together with their ideological-representative social function. As Benjamin Buchloh noticed, conceptual
art has introduced a “new legalistic language and administrative style of material presentation” as a
contrast to the traditional forms of appearance and Æsocial∞ function of art.
The project of Conceptual art on the wider level has been formulated as a tactical replacement of
marketable art product by critical art attitude. This replacement of the “object” by the “idea” is sometimes
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openly Æand naively∞ perceived as the tactical operation, which confronts and even overcomes the logic
of the market economy in art. Observed from the contemporary cultural and economical perspective, this
emancipatory attempt contributed to the formal radicalization of art rather than to the real change of its
social function. It resulted in practicing the “methods” of self-reflexivity and self-referentiality within the
enclosed disciplinary field of art. In other words, the replacement of the “object” by the “idea” at the same
time remained internal to the discourse of the “institution of art” and created a well situated self-position
in the logic of the post-Fordist (re) production and what is referred to as a “cognitive capitalism”.
The cultural climate around the network of Students’ Cultural Centers established all over
Yugoslavia Æas the consequence of the protests of ‘68∞ could be described as the left critique of the official
culture of the Yugoslav Socialist state. The official cultural policy-making was following the idea of
self-management as the unique principle of Yugoslav socialism, resulting with the concept of ‘relative
autonomy of the culture’ and, in general, modernist-progressivist tendency, often discussed under the
term of ‘socialist modernism’. While 1970s in Yugoslavia are characterized by the sweeping changes in
the direction of liberalization of the society, the ‘New artistic practices’ developed around new liberal
institutions of Students Centers were influenced by the Western, neo-Marxist, post ‘68 political criticism.
Their critique was mostly directed towards politically passivized bureaucracy of the Yugoslav State and
the emergence of the new class of ‘red bourgeoisie’.
The selection of the artifacts and documents presented in this room points to the ideological
trajectory and political positioning of ‘New artistic practices’ in the former Yugoslavia from their original
context until the present day, when they are generously marketed in the Western art institutions as the
artifacts of ‘aestheticised politics’ of post-communism. Within the prevailing post-Socialist condition, the
critique can be only dissidentry, and, consequently, ‘critical art’ created inside the Socialist state can only
be the representation of an individual rebel in totalitarian society Æstereotypically represented through
the skinny body of the performer in the gloomy alternative (art) space∞. The ideological re-framing of the
critique of the post ‘68 generation of artists from former Yugoslavia develops in parallel with the paradigm
of “Eastern European” art. That paradigm, meticulously built through the cultural politics of SCCA network
during the 90s via blockbuster exhibitions of EE art at the beginning of XXI century Æsuch are Body and
East, After the Wall, Aspects/Positions, etc∞ and leading all the way to the formation of the examples like
the Erste Bank collection, points to the ultimate victory of the postmodernist-cultural studies approach in
the interpretation of politics of art, sovereignly replacing the political position of art with cultural identity
of the artist.
Jelena Vesi}
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OKTOBAR 75
This series of documents, connected to the project ‘October 75’, presents several texts which investigate the
relations of art, critique and politics in the actual social situation of Yugoslavia in the 1970s. SKC regularly organized
the alternative ‘October events,’ as opposed to the governmental manifestation — ‘October Salon’, annually held
in Belgrade, which carried a bourgeois prerogative ‘Salon’ and was, in general, l’art pour l’art-istic- oriented. In 1975,
Dunja Bla`evi}, at that time the head of visual arts programme of SKC, proposed to the individuals and the groups,
gathered around the Centre, collective re-thinking of the potential of the principles of ‘self-management’ in the field
of culture, through either the affirmative or critical positioning. The part of the community rejected this proposition
as ‘the form of co-optation with the regime’ Æself-management was the buzzword of the Yugoslav state politics in
the 1970s∞, while part of the community accepted it, using the very subject as the starting point for the examination
of the fundamental question of the role of the art in society. Today, the project is preserved in the form of printed
booklet and is rarely shown and presented in recent re-historizations of the Conceptual art in the former Yugoslavia.
It represents the unique document of ‘political practices in art’ — the tendency that seems to disappear on the
horizon of the market individualism of today.
The ‘October 75’ texts are edited by Prelom Kolektiv and translated into English by Novica Petrovi}. Visual
material: Goran Djordjevi}- “Portraits (Oktobar 75)”, super 8, SKC, Belgrade 1975
Jelena Vesi}
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Dunja Bla`evi}

ART AS

A FORM OF

OWNERSHIP AWARENESS
Today, there are a lot of controversies, misunderstandings
and open questions in connection with understanding art, its
nature, essence, purpose and place in society. It is of particular
topical interest with us, in view of the specific circumstances
and problems concerning the relationship between art and
society. At a time of intense social changes and searching for
new mechanisms of exchange and labour association, there is
a demand for linking art with the social base. At the same time,
there remains the unresolved issue of whether art “goods” can
associate with anything.
It appears to me that the problem in connection with
this issue lies in the view of culture and art as “autonomous”,
“eternal” and “universalising” humanist spheres where
enduring laws prevail. This view results in it being totally impossible to include art in social practice and social
division of labour, except for a mechanistic and formalist inclusion.
I shall dwell on the mechanisms of socialising fine arts. So far, there have been two main ways of financing
art and buying up works of art.
The first one is the system of social manger or budget, which, on behalf of society and for society buys up
works of art, provides funds, incentives and channels trends in the sphere of culture and art. Works of art bought
up in this way become socially-owned property and are placed in socially-owned spaces, museums, galleries,
offices, factory halls, basements, depots and the like. It is a system of a markedly state, bureaucratic structure,
which does not resolve the existential problems of artists or the essential issues pertaining to the social function
of art. It functions and makes sense only under the conditions of a strictly guided, propagandistic and apologetic
character of art.
The other is the private system of free art market, which is stimulated with us as a positive trend. Wishing
to become as close to the more developed and civilised countries as fast as possible, we tend to see a projection
of our own high standard in the ideal of private property, owning a house (“your home is your own fortress”),
gadgets, man, woman, child, art object (unique, singular, unrepeatable, hand-made).
Both examples are a reflection of the existence of ownership relations and the ownership character of art,
which clearly reveals the social-economic basis upon which art came into being and developed.
Following the logic of an ownership-related attitude towards art, the predominant artistic production is
the only authentic and possible one. In this situation, there is nothing useful to be done apart from establishing
an art market. Art should be changed! As long as we leave art alone and keep on transferring works of art from
studios to depots and basements by means of social regulations and mechanisms, storing them, like stillborn
children, for the benefit of our cultural offspring, or while we keep on creating, through the private market, our
own variant of the nouveau riche or kleinbürgers, art will remain a social appendage, something serving no
useful purpose, but something it is not decent or cultured to be without.
THE SELF-MANAGING SYSTEM OF FREE EXCHANGE AND ASSOCIATION OF LABOUR THROUGH SELFMANAGING COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST REPRESENTS A NEW NON-OWNERSHIP RELATIONSHIP that examines
and revises the existing models of artistic work and behaviour. Is it not extremely comical to build a self-managing
social system using the political means of a feudal or bourgeois structure?
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Ra{a Todosijevi}

ART

AND

REVOLUTION

Art, just like philosophy, is critical by definition. Æ...∞
AN UNCLEAR ARTISTIC CONCEPT IS THE FIRST
PREREQUISITE FOR A WORK OF ART TO BE ALIENATED.
A work of art then becomes instrumental and loses its
integrity. Æ...∞
ARTISTIC ENGAGEMENT represents internal critique
of linguistic procedures, not an external presentation of
FIXED VALUES. A continual wish for a total autonomy art
is nothing else but its effort to attain self-conscious and
efficient functioning within the framework of its own
language, and thereby dignity in society. Æ...∞
A newly formed language is in opposition to the
previous one, for it is a radical critical finality of it, not a
formal evolution or a stylistic and aesthetic innovation. FUNCTIONING AS SELF-ANALYSIS AND SELF-CRITIQUE,
ART reveals the previous establishment of artistic values that are inseparably linked to other values. Æ...∞
The astonishing dialectical behaviour of art is a reflection of its being perfectly permeated with
other manifestations of spirit. It is achieved (or achievable) through respect of the specific nature of the laws
prevailing in its internal linguistic practice. At the very bottom of liberal decadence and social injustice, there
appears resistance, protest and revolutionary art. “New art”, in this sense, is a critical finale of a deteriorating
system of values, not an exalted requiem. When this new art prevails, it loses its soul, turning into a heroic,
pathetic, monumental, ritual, symbolic activity – a graveyard nothingness. ART THAT CELEBRATES VICTORY
STOPS FIGHTING. Æ...∞
In situations most fraught with conflicts, the greatest art comes into being: in moral, political and
social conflicts art sharpens and emphasises its meaning. What is offered to us as “unquestionably great art”
from bourgeois society, as “the ripest fruit of its culture”, its past and present, is nothing else but ARCHIVE
MATERIAL of art history. A CONSOLIDATED ESTABLISHMENT accepts art at a moment when its revolutionary
and subversive spirit wanes. Thus the bourgeois society of the West today appropriates historical avantgardes as their own history of art, and yet, did not the avant-gardes of that time spit in the face of that same
society? Æ...∞
It is an even greater irony that academies and art schools of socialist countries still study and practise
the modernised art ideology of the 19th century, or at best the decadent intimism of the Paris school from the
1930’s. To this day, the same academies view historical avant-gardes as some kind of anti-art, destruction and
downfall of the great European (bourgeois) culture. Æ...∞
The Soviet avant-garde from the era of the revolution was liquidated, to be replaced by the moral
prostitution and political blindness of “artists” of socialist realism... Bauhaus was liquidated in order to make
room for painters of Nazi-patriotism and other Nazi toadies... The only rebellious surrealist still praised is the
worst fascist, royalist and anarchist Salvador Dali. Æ...∞
Before the great uprising and the national liberation war, the echoes of dadaism were equated with
subversion and communism. At the same time, the artists who won on the left were those who had lost
their battle with art for good. Why do many people in Belgrade today call that art decadent? The avantgarde of Zurich, Cologne, Berlin, Moscow, Barcelona and New York pointed out the hypocrisy of that time
rushing headlong into war and bloodshed. It rose against the ruling class, against fat bellies and whimpering
salon art. The avant-garde began its own revolution. Æ...∞ On the other hand, at the time of the first socialist
revolution, our modernists, our cultural greats masked as court bohemians chatted to their heart’s delight in
the hypocritical, well-fed, liberal and deaf Paris. Æ...∞
SOCIALIST REALISM and engaged art of the Zhdanov type is, first of all, a demand made OF ART by
ideology, it is by no means a problem in the sphere of the language of art and the system according to which
it functions. A critique of socialist realism in local circles is mainly based on a bourgeois liberal view of art,
irrespective of declarative denials, even in the case of Marxist theoreticians. What is noticeable is the absence
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of the elementary fact that THE ROLE OF ART IN SOCIETY IS INSEPARABLE FROM ITS OWN PRACTICE. The problem
lies in the lack of knowledge on the part of philosophers and theoreticians whose work is included in contemporary
socialist practice. Is that practice really being revolutionised? Æ...∞ One should not think about the MECHANISMS
OF FITTING ART INTO SOCIETY – it would mean a lack of interest in the constitutive trends of the LANGUAGE OF
ART. It is no wonder, then, that these philosophers and theoreticians have turned to the EXTERNAL APPEARANCE
of art. This decision, however, means imitating a mystical and religious notion of art.
ART IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF CRITIQUE OF SOCIAL PRACTICE. Still, most conclusions proclaimed so far
in the name of humanism and freedom of creation are so arbitrary and DIALECTICALLY UNFOUNDED that this
optimistic ignorance and swearing is conducive to the development of a dogmatic understanding of art. IT IS
ONLY WHEN FUNCTIONING AS A CRITIQUE AND SELF-ANALYSIS OF ITS OWN LANGUAGE THAT ART IS CAPABLE
OF RAISING THE ISSUE OF ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE OF SOCIAL PRACTICE AND DEMANDING ITS CHANGE.
Socialist realism of the Zhdanov type has an uncritical attitude towards its own language, and an uncritical and
non-analytical attitude towards social reality. Art that excludes its own dialectical mechanism is always art for
art’s sake. Each society striving for a dogmatic stabilisation of its own mechanism and its own values requires an
unbridgeable and undialectical concept of art. Both l’art pour l’artism and socialist realism view processes within
art as a formal EVOLUTION, and its function in society as “independent” or separate from its linguistic, that is,
internal requirements.
It is all too often demanded of art to confirm the rightness of an ideology and its short-term or long-term
policy. However, this only contributes to the stabilisation and eventual conservation of that same ideology, not
to its qualitative change. This means that every language is relevant for the doctrine, and that it can appropriate
each art form and each art system as a synonym for its understanding of realism and a confirmation of the reality
of its ideological concept with a clear conscience. Whether it is poster-type realism, pop-art, minimal art, abstract
expressionism, land art, conceptual art... if each of the above art systems has its DIALECTICAL MECHANISM of
self-analysis and self-criticism switched off in the process of its formation, it is enabled to function in the service
of conservation of social relations. Thus an “exceptional theoretician” eventually opts for third-rate kitsch, a
Marxist aesthetician of good reputation tolerates an extremely regressive programme in academies of art, while
a Marxist philosopher strives to confirm his theses, only to affirm them on a retarded art concept.
This means nothing else but establishing control over muddy water.
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NOTES
Based on our view of the world, we always belong to
a particular group, precisely a group of all the social elements
sharing the same way of thinking and acting. ÆA. Gramsci∞
If it is true that each language contains elements of
some world-view and some culture, then it is also true that on
the basis of the language of an individual one can recognise
his/her world-view. In connection with this, I shall ask several
questions. To wit: how come it is said that we have a heritage of
petty bourgeois and bourgeois art (culture) without ever saying
where this heritage comes from, who develops it and where?
Or, if we have accepted Marxism as our ideology, if we are
developing self-management, and through self-management
associated labour and labour exchange, if we see self-managing
communities of interest as a possibility of an equal-footing relationship, interaction between the basis and the
superstructure – how can, amidst all this, a model of universal art function or, as a segment of this, for example,
a model of monumental tragism? Where do the terms such as vision/hallucination/renewal/capital or the oftenused phrase “the artist wanted to present the fate of man-mankind, and this fate is hard, dark, but the artist
elevates it to the level of monumentality...” THE LANGUAGE OF THIS ART BOILS DOWN TO LITANIES, it is general
and never specific, it claims to be HUMANE, to be for the benefit of all men, but is essentially UNCRITICAL.
Another language/art that exists in these parts is expressed as objective/synthesis/analysis/abstraction/
visualisation/materialisation. Here the word synthesis is indicative of a lot of things. A synthesis exists at least
in the sense that we do not mourn our own destiny, that we have arranged things well, so that there exists a
synthesis of our artistic practice, on the one hand, and social practice, on the other. This kind of art especially
stresses the professional spirit of art, on account of which art gets isolated and a complex of incompetence is
created among the public. The world-view of this language is intended for conscious and competent people. How
can one be socially-polemically or artistically progressive at all without being critical of oneself, not just of what
we think but also of what we do and what we are on the basis of certain historical processes. Creating new art/
culture does not mean arriving individually at “original discoveries”. It also means critically promulgating truths
already discovered, “socialising” them, making them become basic life actions, making them public.
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Je{a Denegri

THE LANGUAGE
AND THE SYSTEM

OF ART
OF ART

Any examination of the function of art in the contemporary
world must proceed from the postulate that the phenomenon of art
is not an isolated, unchangeable and neutral sphere of the spirit; on
the contrary, it is an integral part of the broadest social economic
reality that not only influences the organisation of artistic life in the
existing social context but also conditions the essential character of
the language through which artistic views are formed and manifested.
Such an approach must always bear in mind the existence of two
equally complex and mutually permeated areas of examination, which,
on account of their specific natures, can by no means be reduced to
identical parameters: one is the language of art itself, come into being
on the basis of some immanent historical laws, and on the basis of
irreplaceable existential experiences of particular artists, whereas the
other is the system of art, come into being on the basis of those general determinants that condition not only
consciousness and imagination but also the position and the status of those artists in a particular social context.
It is understood that between these two factors – the language of art, on the one hand, and the system of art, on
the other – there exists a sensitive structure of dialectical mutual conditioning.
If we accept these postulates in principle, at the next step we come across the first specific question:
what is/are the social-economic basis/bases upon which the complex of contemporary art is built in the reality of
today’s world? The characteristic mechanisms of global systems, neocapitalism on the one hand, and socialism on
the other, essentially determine the shape and the position of art within the general processes of the functioning
of these systems. Pursuing this thesis further, we can establish that the shape and the position of art within
these systems are actually profiled through the possibility of a reaction manifested in relation to the dominant
factors of social power, irrespective of whether this power is at various moments manifested as the economic,
ideological or political structure of power. Thus, the face of contemporary art at this historical moment is nothing
but a form of resistance, formulated in a specific language, or a form of integration in relation to the notion and
the instruments of power, and the specific modes of its manifestation may be subsumed under the three basic
forms of the social behaviour of artists as direct producers of art. One is a form of acceptance and passive reflection
of reality, another is a form of partial attempt at reforming reality, while the third is a form of radical criticism
or even total denial of that reality, where the notion of reality should be understood not in the sense of some
very general surroundings but, on the contrary, in the sense of the most specific social-economic and cultural
institution. It is illusory to believe that an artist can act in some space in-between these three designations. After
Gramsci had once and for all destroyed the myth about the alleged neutrality of intellectuals, and thereby also
the myth of the neutrality of artists, it is inevitable that the examination of the status and function of art in
the contemporary world gets rid of the phraseology about some imaginary “freedom of expression”, and that
the element of freedom from now on should be viewed only within that fundamental Marxist diagnosis about
freedom as a possibility or impossibility of specific action under the real social and historical circumstances.
Proceeding from these two basic theses of Gramsci’s, according to which intellectuals, and thereby
artists as well, are not an isolated and entirely autonomous social stratum, but are actually always more or less
tightly connected with either the ruling or the revolutionary powers, let us now try to briefly specify the modes
of their behaviour in the global social-economic context of the contemporary world. The context in which art
develops today, that is, that cultural sphere which we call the West, is still, despite all the factors of resistance,
a context of domination of neocapitalism where the market mechanism has an exceptionally pronounced role.
The consequences of the functioning of the market mechanism are twofold: on the one hand, the artist as the
direct producer of art is deprived of the possibility of exerting any decisive influence on the further destiny of
his work: not only is he unable to prevent the process of financial manipulation of the results of his own work,
which specifically means that one who is not the actual producer of the work of art in question reaps the profit;
he is also unable to choose his own collocutors or to control the trajectories of his own discourse – which is of no
less importance to the artist as a person participating in the struggle of ideas. As the final consequence of the
above, even the most progressive artistic attitudes, when they are caught in the net of this system, cannot avoid
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the humiliation of being treated as a commodity, and this is how any firm spiritual or ideational projection can
be exposed to the danger of being compromised. Closely connected with this is another characteristic moment of
the assimilating strategy of the system of art of neocapitalism: for, precisely because of the easy acceptance and
the equally easy entry in the web of dominant market circulation, all new artistic proposals, initially created as
more or less radical acts of social opposition, gradually end up in the marginal zone of the consumer culture. This
culture, whatever its creators might think of it, is nothing but an instrument in the hands of the dominant socialeconomic structures in the existing set-up of the contemporary civilisation.
Therefore, in order to be able to understand various forms and processes in contemporary art in the
very essence of their meaning, it is necessary to bear in mind the fact that an immanent resistance to the
alienated function of the market has crept into the core of the ideational motivation and operative techniques
that progressive artists are guided by and make use of today, not only through its anti-aesthetic manifestations
but also through a radical spiritual and political orientation. That is why we by no means accept the general
assessment of an extremely negative qualification of art arising in the context of contemporary neocapitalism,
offered by representatives of the vulgarly materialistic aesthetics, but examine the character of this problematic
by referring to the analyses and the conclusions of the authentically Marxist approach employed by Karel Teige,
who, in his texts written as far back as the 1930’s, polemicising from the point of view of a Plekhanov-type
mechanicism, established that revolutionary elements in art created within the system of the bourgeois society
are revealed to be the elements of conflict and the indicator of a crisis in the relationship between that art and the
society it is created in.
If it is possible to say of artistic practice taking place in the context of neocapitalism that it is exposed to
the danger of alienation on account of the pernicious influence of the market, it is also true that art is exposed
to other kinds of deformations, no less severe, in systems that are referred to as socialist. From the time of the
liquidation of the Soviet avant-garde, right down to the present, ideology has exerted permanent pressure,
striving to determine and limit the function of art in advance, treating it solely as an instrument of its own
strategy of controlling all the material and spiritual resources of society. If art can exist, even in an alienated
state, in Adorno’s perspective of negativity, in the “bad infinity” of bourgeois society, it does indeed wane in
the Stalinist solution of demanding an unconditionally apologetic presentation of the existing reality, all the
more so because history unequivocally confirms that this reality has been full of all kinds of aberrations that the
artist, as an ethical being, could not fail to see and could not hide. The result of such a situation was that, in an
environment otherwise characterised by a great tradition of revolutionary art, there was a total regression of
goals and ideals imposed on its authentic social function. Under such circumstances, the space of artistic action
becomes the space of a more or less illegal underground, which leads to its enforced isolation from the necessary
mass of potential or actual collocutors that it addresses.
A specific form of alienation also threatens the artist who works in the context of social trends in the
underdeveloped countries of “the third world”: for, even if we leave aside the total anachronism of linguistic
experiences that artists in these surroundings use, contemporary demands for an enlightenment-oriented
approach may entail a loss of any critical distance from the inner development trends in these environments.
What is necessary here is to briefly review the current Yugoslav situation. As we know, there is no private
art market in Yugoslavia, which does not mean that there is no opportunity for making a considerable profit for
various groups of those who pursue the artistic practice professionally. Also the principle of freedom of creation
is proclaimed and applied, although the reality of artistic life actually shows that for some – most often the
proponents of new and progressive orientations – that freedom was no more than freedom of expression deprived
of adequate material compensation for the results of their work, whereas for others – mostly the relatively broad
group of artists involved in the system of academies and other pedagogical or cultural institutions – it also meant
freedom that brought a whole lot of privileges and, in the final analysis, influence when it came to regulating the
existing system of art. The practice of Yugoslav artistic life points to a paradoxical fact: the social and the political
elite in this country is most suspicious of the very phenomena that endeavour, through the critical nature of their
language, to democratise artistic communication, thus involving themselves in the broader trends of social and
ideational change. On the other hand, what is supported, directly or indirectly, are those views that are based
on the neutral aestheticism, intimism and sentimentalism of the local models of bourgeois artistic tradition, or
those whose arbitrary literary-narrative symbolism could easily adapt to the frequent demands for apologetic
and solely affirmative interpretations of the current political and cultural situation.
What, then, remains to art and artists today, in the concrete historical circumstances wherein one cannot
even remotely see the possible and real forms of dealianation that they must strive for owing to the nature of
their engagement?
The global political situation in the world today is such that we are increasingly of the opinion that
Marcuse was right when he claimed that contemporary art would never free itself from the state of alienation it
had actually been in throughout its history. If that is its real and only possible perspective, then the only thing we
can do, despite all the idealistic prejudices that human spirit feeds on steadfastly, is characterise this phase in its
historical existence as part of a process of probable and inexorable death of art, based on those forms and those
functions that we encounter in the existing historical experience.
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ART AS A FORM OF
RELIGIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS
The known history of human society is mostly the history of
class relations. Relying on the existing means of production and the
production relations of the ruling class, in other spheres of man’s
activity it sought a justification or a confirmation of the given relations
in society. It is quite understandable that there is a pronounced
presence of religious consciousness in those forms of social order
where there is direct control (first of all, economic) of a small number
of members over the remaining members of society. Conditioned
by the corresponding degree of development of human society, the
existence of religious consciousness has essentially always manifested
itself through a recognition and acceptance of the notions of absolute,
universal, ideal, eternal, which entails a spontaneous affirmation of
its elementary notion most often referred to as GOD. It is important to mention another very important godly
attribute, which is the notion of creation ex nihilo (out of nothing). At this level of knowledge of relations in nature
(including both man and society as forms of its manifestation), it appears that no phenomenon is known that
would correspond to the notion of creation, which leads us to the conclusion that this notion can have meaning
only if the notion of God has meaning. To put it quite simply, only a being that exists as a consequence without
a cause can create. (It is certainly not a human being.) Quite understandably, the period of the advent of early
capitalism roughly coincides with the decline of God’s authority (as negation). The previously prevailing social
consciousness, which places man in a subservient (humiliating) position in relation to God, is not convenient
for the new production forces. The rise of the young bourgeois class entails the advent of awareness of strong,
powerful and exceptional people who rise above the rest. These are virtually people of a higher order in relation
to the others, who have won their place in society first of all through their “exceptional” qualities.
An artist is an exceptional, specially gifted, talented man who, owing to his ability to create, should
achieve (realise) ideal, eternal, universal, absolute values (that is, reach God). Thus art, as a sum total of the results
of creative activity (by this very fact, of exceptional people), should serve as material evidence and proof of the
justification of the given class relations. While on the one hand we have the human being, deeply conditioned
by biological, economic, sociological, psychological and other factors, on the other hand we have its spiritual
opposite and (unfortunately) ideal, a being of absolute qualities – God. This means that art, especially over the
previous centuries, represents a kind of a document testifying to a conflict inside man, between the desire for
the supernatural, godlike, and natural human abilities. This process was conditioned, first of all, by the level of
development of the means of production and production relations, and it was supposed to justify and confirm
those relations through its results. In other words, art was and has remained one of the instruments of the ruling
class in the process of forming consciousness and ruling over the majority. A revolutionary change of the social
order is conditioned, first of all, by a qualitative change of the means of production which fundamentally changes
control over work and the results of work. The decentralisation of society and the possibility of directly deciding
on the results of one’s own work provides the conditions for establishing more humane relations among people
and between man and his environment, thus allowing a greater degree of freedom for every individual member of
society, and thereby the community as a whole. I believe that the support and affirmation of art as a consequence
of class relations (in the service of the ruling class) is a way of manifesting reactionary consciousness in a society
that is developing new relations among its members (for example, our society). What this society needs is a truly
critical analysis of its entire cultural heritage from the point of view of the essential needs of the community.
(What I have in mind here is primarily the educational system.) At the same time, one should search for new
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forms of activity, new ways of thinking, which would be the result of awareness of the real, natural possibilities
and aspirations of the human being, in the sense of increasing the degree of individual and collective freedoms.
It is necessary to free oneself from the primeval fear of the unknown (as a function of economic, sociological,
psychological and other factors). Fear of the unknown is the basic prerequisite for the appearance of any form of
religious consciousness.
“It is no wonder if, over the centuries, social consciousness, despite all the discord and diversity, develops
through certain common forms – forms of consciousness that will never fall apart completely, unless classes
disappear altogether.” (K. Marx and F. Engels – “Manifesto”)
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Zoran Popovi}

FOR

SELF-MANAGING ART

Advocating “universal” values of art is necessary in
order to maintain the view of the autonomy of art, of its being
independent from the dictates of ideologies, of continual
straight-line progress in the sphere of art. This is nothing else
but a projection of non-dialectical idealism. “Universal” artistic
values, due to the given constellation of powers, are actually
the “values” of the non-conflicting spectacular art of bourgeois
consumer society, and in terms of type – the values of the
petty bourgeois class. And finally, all of the above functions
in the name of preserving the hegemony of Western culture,
fulfilling the aspirations of late capitalism, its imperialist needs
and aims. Thus the liberal artistic technocracy, in the name of
“irrepressible progress” in art (society), steadfastly declares itself to be against ideology, while carrying out
bourgeois ideology in practice…
An artistic activity would have to contain within itself a new postulate as an alternative, which would be
radically critical towards the previous practice. This new postulate or alternative should appear for the purpose of
overcoming the existing artistic conformism (the existing social order), where changes occur only on the level of
form, that is to say, where one artistic context replaces another, while the establishment remains unchangeable.
Hence a politisation of art is necessary. Art must be negative, critical, both towards the external world and in
relation to its own language, its own (artistic) practice. It is pointless and hypocritical to be engaged, to speak
and act on the name of some humanity of mankind, political and economic freedoms, and to remain passive, on
the other hand, in relation to the system of “universal” artistic values, the system that is the basic prerequisite of
the existence of artistic bureaucracy, and therefore of the outrageous robbery perpetrated by star artists. For the
purpose of its own reproduction, artistic bureaucracy, having got hold of power, starts manipulating it, always
providing for those phenomena that prolong its existence. In this way, it guides and “arranges” artistic production
and production relations. By way of its monopoly of information and education, bureaucracy creates an inert
artist and a passive consumer of art – it produces “merry robots”. The power of artistic bureaucracy (art historians,
curators, the clerical staff of secretariats of culture and other cultural and educational institutions, critics, artists,
gallery owners, etc.) is consolidated owing to the artists’ lack of awareness of the revolution, divisions among
artists and the public being ill-informed. In the name of “universal” values, engaged art boils down to the
aesthetics of politics. Thus, instead of a politisation of art we have the aesthetics of politics. The aesthetisation
of politics leads to treating facts in the manner of fascists. Art as the aesthetics of politics is a projection of stateadministrative and technocratic-liberal conformism. Contrary to this, the Marxist notion of art presupposes a
politisation of art.
If our work is not to be an apology of the status quo of art, of our total cultural alienation, if it is not
to provide fresh blood to the conservative and dogmatic, socially perilous artistic establishment, which keeps
the common cultural values of the people in the possession of a small number of hands (which enables them
to establish a kind of monopolisation on the art market – over artistic values, artistic production, and more
importantly, over information and education – all for the purpose of reproducing its own parasitic existence),
if we, artists, are not to prolong, through our extreme passivity, the life of our bloodsuckers, thereby aiding the
class enemy of the proletariat, producing precisely the kind of works that bureaucracy has guided and “arranged”
anyway through its power of decision-making, giving awards, buying up works of art, organising exhibitions,
financing culture, etc. – we, artists, must seriously review our work, our role, our real social position, our allies
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and our interest. All those artists who take up a passive attitude towards the existing social order, who mind
their own business and pursue their own interest, belong to the category of the bourgeois or the petty bourgeois,
whose social-psychological foundations are used for the purpose of maintaining domination over man and
robbing man…
...Only an affirmed public, affirmed public opinion, ensures a negation of bureaucracy, that is, of the
mystery of bureaucracy. That is why it is in the best interests of bureaucracy to keep a monopoly over information,
over all public information media, for these media are one of the basic prerequisites of the usurpation of power
and self-reproduction…
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Dragica Vukadinovi}

Those attitudes that deprive an area of human practice
of the possibility of being revolutionary are polemical and,
perhaps, dangerous.
In order to secure for itself the character of a revolutionary
activity, art is forced to deal with issues that deal with itself. On
the other hand, art has never been a radical motive power of
society, and it is illusory to expect of it revolutionary turnabouts
in this sense…
Art could more likely have evolutionary values: its
power does not lie in its ability to change social relations in
a revolutionary manner, but in its efforts to improve them.
That is why it is not uncommon for the protagonists of social
revolutions, or for the power-holders in established societies, to strive for an alliance between art and artists.
Within the framework of revolutionary turmoil, artistic turmoil is tolerated as long as the turmoil in the
social base has not stabilised. After it has done so, it is requested of art to correspond to the newly established
relations, or support is provided for that profile of art which appears to do so.
The problem of getting art closer to the working people is a false problem, but the working people are not
a false power…
To advocate linking art with revolution means to support art’s efforts to find its place within the
framework of the social revolution…
The revolutionary character of art is not reflected in its manifestos but in the structure of its thought and
practice. Even for art that clearly advocates a certain ideology, the mechanism through which its practice fits in
with the economic practice of the given society is more important than ideology itself.
Today, the revolutionary importance of art is reflected in the politisation of its practice. Or to put it more
precisely, in whether it opts for political intrigue or politics.
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Slavko Timotijevi}

A SKETCH OF THE
POSSIBILITIES OF ART IN
SELF-MANAGEMENT SOCIALISM
Despite the fact that art, as a cultural activity, is highly rated
and abundantly subsidised, no systemic and flexible solution has yet
been found for adequately monitoring its dialectical changes, and
consequently the criteria have no clear theoretical basis…
...Specifically, the sum total of the activities of an artist leads
to the establishment of an attitude towards those activities as being
artistic, with the artist getting social and financial satisfaction. That
is why the situation in our “official” – “academic” art is such that all
(almost all) the artists who have completed their academic studies
and been present before the eyes of the public for a certain period of
time are in almost the same financial situation (differences occur only
due to a set of circumstances, personal interest and engagement),
even though there do exist qualitative differences among their works, and consequently a great difference in
their contribution to the development of artistic thought…
...The process of evaluating emergent art, as historical experience tells us, has been repeating itself
from the era of impressionism to the present day, and runs as follows:
A NEW PRINCIPLE = A GENERAL SOCIAL ATTITUDE OF NEGATION
A PERIOD OF TIME IN THE COURSE OF WHICH THE PRINCIPLE GETS REPEATED = PARTIAL SOCIAL INTEREST
THE PRINCIPLE BECOMES OUTDATED = SOCIAL AFFIRMATION
THE PRINCIPLE BECOMES DECADENT = SOCIAL ABSORPTION
...It is pointless that entire institutions and scientific institutes exist because of art and artists, whereas
artists themselves have virtually no means of support when it comes to professional advancement. There are
multitudes of administrative staff and other experts who are “employed on a full-time basis”, and there is
not a single institution where artists could deal with the subject of their studies and be employed on a fulltime basis, without being obligated to perform other functions as well. In such a situation, the artist is forced
to enter the market, and it is quite certain that those artists who elaborate and interpret familiar principles
fare batter that those who invest time and effort in discovering new ones. It is for the latter that full-time
employment should be envisaged, so that they could be fully engaged in dealing with the problems they are
capable of solving. If we analyse our situation, we shall see that there exist museums and galleries exhibiting
the works of artists that employ, on a full-time basis, art historians and administrative staff whose monthly
earnings are guaranteed, whereas the artist, whose work is bought up and on account of whom the museum
in question exists, cannot count on being able to work in peace over a long period of time, for the buying-up of
his works is no guarantee of that; and while we are on the subject, what is this buying-up anyway? It is a kind
of charity. People get employed even when they have not proven themselves professionally, and the artist is
required not only to mature artistically and to prove himself, but also to give his work to the public for free,
without anything in the way of remuneration. All artists, with the exception of fine artists, even reproductive
artists, are paid on the basis of performance, presentation, reproduction and the like. Only fine artists do not get
anything out of exhibiting their work, except for hope in it possibly being bought up, even though they often
invest years of work in a single exhibition. And we are all aware of the significance of the fact that several good
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exhibitions are held in the city, bringing us new knowledge, provoking us to think, write, profit, interpret or
even, most important of all, find grounds for our further advancement in art and new paths in art in general.
...It is symptomatic that, in this country, people still do not speak and write about new art gladly, even
though it should be similar to a situation wherein one opens a public facility of general social import. I think
that right now one can perceive a lack of politicising in the broadest sense of the term. For, the way things
are now, in most cases art is manifested as a private matter of certain artists, which results in a great number
of intimists, expressions of the inner being, personal visions, that is, a great number of “geniuses”. Which is
the origin of this opinion about art that it is as personal as is emotion or the subconscious, and is virtually
unfathomable for that reason…
A possible solution for this situation in art lies in radicalising the methodology of informing the public,
with full engagement, where, as opposed to the current practice, various artistic achievements would be expertly
presented, without mystifying the personality of the artist and without neglecting those achievements that do
not belong to tradition in terms of their morphology and language…
...Through an effort to involve art, on an equal footing, in the current social and, especially, economic
relations, as an independent economic and social factor, which does not lack influence on the actual society,
it is possible to ensure for art the kind of freedom which will not have the need to mystify and abuse the very
notion of art.
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Vladimir Gudac

ART AS STYLE

...Style, as a category through which one evaluates the
quality of a work of art, has its theoretical “background” in
the works of many art theorists, from literature to music. All
those works dealt with clarifying the notions surrounding
the issue of style as the personal imprint of a given author or
a characteristic of a certain group of artists, as the case is, for
example, with various “isms” in art.
If style, as a category come into being on the basis of
previous artistic practice, is reviewed from the point of view of
recent developments in that area, it is not difficult to see that,
as such, it is inapplicable... And it is not inapplicable because it
has been changed, but because preconditions for (any) artistic
work in today’s era have changed, in keeping with the social aspirations of a certain environment. What has
changed, then, is what ART is. In such a situation, these works of “new art” should be reconsidered. It should be
stressed that not only artistic practice has changed – changes have been happening on a more general level.
From the point of view of today, it is not difficult to see the presence of an OBSESSION with style, giving
style almost the most important position when it comes to evaluating a work of art. What is demanded is a
“mature” work, which, naturally, means a stylistically rounded off person ality of the artist. If an artist exhibits
his works that belong to the criteria of traditional art criticism (being traditional themselves), what is demanded
of him is style…
One should have style so that an artist could be easily and immediately recognisable even from a distance.
But such a style is difficult to find, for it should be different, original, and must fit in with one of the stylistic
movements. It is attained “with great effort”…
When a graphic designer possesses the style of a poster maker, then his poster for a horse race is the same
as his poster for a performance of Hamlet. And this is good, we say – the boy had got style, and one should have
style…
Those artists who are not designers or some such kind of creators, and who have remained in the sphere
of investigating something called art, cannot be evaluated from the point of view of style, for they speak through
another way of evaluating a CULTURAL activity, differently connected with the overall social order.
AND WHAT WE NEED IS NOT STYLE BUT AN ATTITUDE.
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Bojana Peji}

ART AS
AUTHORITY

DECORATIVE

The basic misconception following fine arts from their
very inception is the one about the autonomy of art. Viewed
historically, this idea appeared in a latent form very early on and
was manifested in the tendency of art to rid itself of any “extraartistic authority” (myth, religion, science, ideology, politics). It
was only at the beginning of this century that explicit views
to the effect that the field of activity of art was art itself were
formulated. Reviewing the work of art, however, brought art
itself in a cul-de-sac. Proposals to the effect that all the issues
were to be “resolved in its own house” were short-lived. The
first reaction was the negation and destruction of art itself and
its protagonists (the system of identification expressed through
the thesis of “living art”). As it transpired, the way out of the existing situation proved exhausting very soon
(dada, conceptual art). There was no solution, and the old fallacy lingers on.
The fallacy of the autonomy of art originates from the insufficient pointing to the fact that art is a social
phenomenon. Being a part of the social structure, it, like the other parts of the structure, succumbs to the wellknown process of “severing the hand from the head”, which is inevitable in any society divided into classes…
If the structure of society is understood as “social interaction”, then the fact that art is a mental activity
should not be disturbing, for in this case art represents a necessary element (understood in a non-static sense)
of the structure, and therefore has the same role and import in society as politics, science, technology and
philosophy.
However, the development of art and, more broadly, the development of culture, is based on a deviant
view that art is not necessary to society, for society can painlessly survive even without art. All this is based on
the mechanistic view of the basis-superstructure relationship. The situation becomes even more strained if the
actual superstructure is broken down (mechanistically again), and it is shown that some of its elements exert
more and some less of a return influence on the basis (which is the case with science, some of whose results are
directly applicable, and philosophy, art)…
A different kind of mistake is when art, under the auspices of science, philosophy or politics, tries to
improve its status in the community (the theory of the “scientific character” of art, the “philosophy” of art,
politically engaged art). All of this arises out of the renegade complex that art suffers from and that, paradoxically,
it turns into its own synonym. Thus the renegade status becomes a synonym for art, that is, becomes a necessary
positive quality of artistic creation (escape from reality, individualism, the myth of the “god-given” creator,
“talent”, “extraordinary sensitivity”, “genius”). Art as a whole remains a “social outsider”, assumes the character
of a “social valve”, which is further interpreted as a “freedom of choice”.
This state of affairs has become so deep-rooted that it is almost impossible to have a different view of
art. The ballast of the past is such that we, who have different social circumstances today, and therefore greater
possibilities for ANOTHER ART, are incapable of understanding correctly the need of society for art. Even though
we have perceived that the classical antagonism of class provenance concerning the division into two “types” of
labour should be overcome, even though art has the status of an equal-footing phenomenon in society, that same
art, endangered and confined for centuries, is showing its old class face again.
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Why?
The social conditions have changed. In a social sense, our environment is privileged in relation to the social
environments prevalent in other parts of the world. In ideological and practical terms, we wish to prove that
we have made a step towards overcoming precisely the difference between these “types” of labour. Finally, art
possesses a recognised, legalised status of being co-present with all the other social phenomena. But this very art,
“socially oppressed” in the course of history, now that it is in a position to exist without restrictions, deals with
the same problems as before. That very art still reviews the results of its work (objects), not what is essentially
immanent to artistic creation – the process. Again, it appears to repay a debt to the society it exists in, repay it in
a material (tactile, visible) form. Again, it remains on the level of the phenomenality of things.
And what “use” can a society like ours have from art that has not overcome the characteristic of imitation,
metaphor/metonymy? What is the use of “nice” pictures, nicely sung operettas, the umpteenth theatrical
production of a play by Nu{i}, pretty films about war, hermetic poetry and non-functional architectural design?
Is that the image of an art that we need or just toying with the thesis about freedom of creation? Can we have
the sort of art we need when, burdened by the myth of the misunderstood artist, we leave various academies
where we spend years learning that an artist is like a wolf to another artist? Can we develop a critical attitude
after being lectured that art history is a history of objects? Does organising salons and little salons testify to the
fact that creative freedom exists in this country? Or is it proved by the fact that artists go abroad and then their
work (results) and the “fame” that only comes to them “over there” become subject to manipulation? Is our art
really what we see in the form of “mixed packages of cultural services” at exhibitions of Yugoslav art at home
and abroad?
What, finally, is that art of ours, unfettered by social restrictions? It is that same art against which we fight and
towards which we are very critical. It will remain as it is – alienated, misunderstood, unless we stop treating it
favourably, in a conformist manner. Only when we really come to understand that art is a SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE
ACT, the same as any other social act, shall we be able to say that art has finally been released from its decorative
authority.
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THE

STRIKE IN
ART PRODUCTION

The ‘New artistic practices’ of the 1970s kept putting its self-critique in the service of liquidation of the
last remnants of traditional aesthetic experience. Liberating itself from the imaginary and physical experience
of art and canceling the leftovers of representation, style, individuality and craft, it conditioned the major and
paradigmatic change in the post-WWII production of art. Some of the protagonists of the ‘New artistic practices’
have literary redirected this mimetic relation to the very ideological apparatus, analyzing and criticizing precisely
those social institutions which produce administrative logic of the art system and determine the conditions of
cultural consumption. The so-called ‘Institutional Critique’ art develops through the complex transaction between
the artists and institution in which the artist often act as a ‘free-lance’ bureaucrat who points to the ‘irregularities’
of the institutional work. The art of Institutional Critique is the main topic of this series of documents.
Instead of taking over the bureaucratic methods and fabricating the ‘aesthetic of administration’, Goran
Djordjevi}’s call for the International Strike of Artists suggests the radical form of halting of art production. The
correspondence with the various artists regarding the strike, which never took place, is less interesting here as
the document about the call manifesting anarchist desire for full-frontal clash with the institutions — it is rather
a document which discovers the variety of statements related to the one of the most important chapters of the
Conceptual Art criticism, in its decline during the late 1970s, where the work of the harshest critiques has already
been pacified and institutionalized.
The source of selected correspondence is 3+4 — Magazine of the Students of Art History, Belgrade,
published in 1980.
Jelena Vesi}
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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Goran \or|evi}, International Stike of Artists, Belgrade, 1979
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LAZY ARTISTS
The series of documents — which includes the performative gestures and verbal statements of Mladen
Stilinovi}, Ra{a Todosijevi}, Goran Trbuljak as well as the memories of the doormen of Salon de Fleurus — deals
with the questions of free time, work, production and money, claiming that creative work Æeven if it appears in
the form of radical negation of work and institutionalized forms of creative production∞ is subjugated to the market economy as any other kind of work.
The displayed documents reveal the early consciousness about the dangers and misleadings in understanding the function of immaterial labour within the upcoming transformation of capitalism, with its development of cultural industries and new ‘attention’ and ‘experience’ economies. Conceptualist systematic negation of
manual work and marketable value of an artwork/object, on the other hand, leads to the fetishization of the idea,
and it is precisely “the idea” that becomes the most valuable and marketable product in the last few decades.
Documents contain the series of images from artists and art-historical books, produced in Æex∞ Yugoslavia
from the 70s — onwards and audio files from the archive of www.radiodays.org.
Jelena Vesi}

Mladen Stilinovi}, Artist at Work, 1973-1983
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RETROSPECTIVE
I don’t want to exhibit anything new and
original. 1) The fact that
somebody is given a possibility to
make an exhibition is more important then
what will be shown at the
exhibition. 2) With this show,
I maintain the continuity in my
work. 3)
1) Gallery of the Students’ Centre, November 1971, Zagreb
2) Gallery for Contemporary Art, May 1973, Zagreb
3) Studio GS U, April 1979, Zagreb

Goran Trbuljak, Retrospective, Salon of Museum of Contemporary Art - Belgrade, 1981
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Ra{a Todosijevi}, Not a day without a line, 1976/7
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Mladen Stilinovi}, Sing!, Reflections on Money, 1980

Ra{a Todosijevi}, Not a day without a line, Ink on paper, March 1976
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Mladen Stilinovi}, I Have No Time, Art Book, 1979
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Audio document
Ra{a Todosijevi} - Edinburgh statement: Who is making profit on art and who is earning honestly, 1975
(Reading of the text: Huib van der Werf, Radiodays project, De Appel, Amsterdam, 2005)
www.radiodays.org
duration: 20 minutes
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Audio document
Story on copy: Radio monodrama made after the recollections of the doorman of Salon de Fleurus, 2005
(Reading of the text: Kathrin Jentjens, Claire Staebler, Jelena Vesic and Veronica Wiman, Radiodays project,
De Appel, Amsterdam, 2005)
www.radiodays.org
duration: 30 minutes
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SKC

AND

SELF-MANAGEMENT
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:Note

Cultural Politics in the SFRY After 1968:
SKC as an Institution
Cultural life of the socialist Yugoslavia was becoming more liberalized and relaxed after the turning
point of Yugoslav socialism in the period 1948 – 1953. It characterized by condemnation of soc-realism in art
and of the entire Stalinist cultural model, as well as the opening to Western cultural influences. A number of
important cultural events were established throughout Yugoslavia during the 1960s and the 1970s – such were
the “New Tendencies” in Zagreb and the Yugoslav film festival in Pula, or, in case of Belgrade, the international
film festival FEST, the experimental theatre festival BITEF, and the musical festival BEMUS.
At the same time, various cultural producers and artists, emancipated from the obligation to put
their work in the service of immediate socio-political ends, have turned their attention towards the issues
of everyday life in socialism, its contradictions, paradoxes and antagonisms. It formed – especially after the
relatively stabile and outstandingly prosperous decade that ended up in the mid-1960s – an alternative to the
mainstream culture. In the media and, especially, within local, municipal and youth branches of the Communist
League this tendency was recognized as “pessimism in culture” with a potential danger for dwindling down
the enthusiasm and the belief in the unstoppable progress of the socialist society. There were important
debates and clashes within the literary circles, dissident intellectuals gathering around the summer school
in Kor~ula and the Praxis journal, the “black wave” of Yugoslav cinema picking up the pace, while the various
experimental art groups and projects multiplied.
The second part of the 1960s brought up the efforts for a comprehensive social reform that made the
existing political arrangements volatile. Among other voices of dissent, the students were rebelling against
bureaucratic tendencies, representing the need for generational change in the leading ranks of society. The
June 1968 protests on the Belgrade University, with echoes in Zagreb, Novi Sad and Ljubljana, stemmed from
the demand for the continuation of the socialist revolution taking thus the form of a leftist critique. The
slogan “Down with the red bourgeoisie” summarized the mixture of a radical move to abolish the rigid and
hierarchical communist party politics and a legitimate demand for deepening the socialist self-management,
representing thus ideological/theoretical combination of the then popular French Maoism and the official
Yugoslav humanist Marxism. Students were influences of hippy-culture together with the New Left
Belgrade’s Students’ Cultural Center came into the being as the result of political action of a group
of young intellectuals that lead the protests and that made up the Students’ League Presidency. Since the
reconstruction of the former house of the state security agency was already under way, the building was given
to the University at the very end of the 1960s. This move is interpreted in two ways: either the SKC was a kind
of an “organized margin”, a place where the critical ideas and practices could have been enclosed and kept
under surveillance, or it was a conquered place of unfettered freedom of artistic and cultural expression of
a new generation. Anyway, certain people took this opportunity and started working there, thus making an
important and one of the most interesting experiments in cultural history of the SFRY.
The case of Belgrade’s Students Cultural Center during the 1970s reveals a complex mode of functioning
which is in a number of ways parallel to the contemporary cultural institutions. Even though it was established
and budgeted by the government – i.e. the “society” – and judicially founded by the Belgrade University and
the Students’ League, it represented a space for a critical cultural production. Although it was organized as a
professional institution of culture with the administrative distribution of roles, it operated in a non-hierarchical
way, without any respect for traditional divisions between the cultural producers and the audience or towards
disciplinary and professional divisions. Being, of course always insufficiently, budgeted form the official cultural
funds, it had over the half of its programs in collaboration with the institutions from abroad. Its mode of
functioning was introducing the new forms of cultural activism by combining the enthusiast, voluntary work
with the professional, paid labor. It represented variety of free collective ventures that aided to cultural education,
production and dialogue by using the offered social means of production and the infrastructure, but, at the same
time, providing a “proof” for the progressiveness of the official self-management socialism. All those contradictory
traits allow us via this historical example to examine the possibilities of different and defying practices within
the cultural institutions and to shed light on the possibilities of critique within them.
Du{an Grlja
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The Students’ Cultural Center will
certainly not be the only place where the
students of Belgrade University can satisfy their
cultural needs. On contrary, there are a lot of
the existing cultural institutions that produce
authentic cultural values and, also, a lot of places
for “consumerist” or “mass” culture. Therefore,
the capacities for affirmation of students’ creative
work in the sphere of culture are insufficient. It
is precisely this that makes up the main reason
of the Center’s existence and for its presence on
Belgrade’s cultural map.
Although the wanted aims and activities
surpass the current material possibilities of the
Center, the fact that it should be a students’ –
meaning academic – institution calls for a scientific
approach for planning and realizing of all the
ideas. Therefore, the segment of the Program that
involves discussions, panels and encounters is of
importance. Students’ intellectual and political
interests for the crucial issues of the development
of our socialist society and for the socio-political
aspects of art and cultural life, as well as for
theoretical foundations and contradictions of art
and culture, necessitate a carefully articulated plan
for the Center’s tribune program. Its main criteria
should be contemporariness, documentarity and
scientificity.
Without the serious and consistent efforts
to ensure the quality of its program the Center
will become more or less successful institution
similar to the existing ones. Either it will become
simply a clubbing space, if the programming
appeals to “mass” or “consumerist” culture, or
it will become a usual meeting place for the
conservative upbringing of “decent” youth, if the
programs boil down to the usual “dancing” and
“folklore” activity. Therefore, in order to exit those
alternatives, the Center will focus on creating its
own audience. It should be done with the efficient
and synchronized propagation of all that the
Center is realizing and offering, meaning that the
functional photo documentation, posting service,
distribution of tickets and invitations, etc. must
be achieved. It is also necessary to provide a clear
and easily recognizable symbol for the Center as a
“sign” of its activities.
In the process of creation of the Center’s
audience will have to counter the dominant
laziness of the intellect and the insufficient
spiritual effort for adopting the authentic
cultural properties characteristic for our social
environment. That could be achieved only by
affirmation of the progressive cultural and artistic
heritage, having in mind that the manner of
selecting, exhibiting and developing that heritage
are crucial for a positive public reception.
Programming Principles
of the Students’ Cultural Center, 1971
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DOWN WITH
RED BOURGEOISIE!
June 3rd, 1968
The students have, during the course of past two days, among other things, displayed their dissatisfaction
with the following phenomena in our society and set the following demands:
1) We hold that the fundamental problem in our society is social inequality. Therefore, we demand:
consistent distribution measured by work;
energetic action against enriching in a non-socialist manner, mode, way;
that the social structure of the students reflecs the social structure in general;
abolishment of all privileges existing in our society.
2) One of the causes of student’s anger is a large number of unemployed. Therefore, we demand:
abolishment of honorary employment;
reduction of managerial cadre without the adequate qualifications and employing, instead of them,
young experts;
faster and more energetic enforcement of the Mandatory Internship Law and support for the young
experts in order to stop their emigration abroad.
3) The existence of strong bureaucratic forces in our society calls for:
democratization of all socio-political organizations, especially of the Communist League of Yugoslavia;
democratization of all the media and of the process of making constituting public opinion;
freedom of gathering and protesting.
4) Students are particularly enraged by the present state of our universities. Therefore, we demand:
improvement of material state of the university;
equal participation of students in all the bodies which are solving the crucial problems of our society,
especially those directly or indirectly connected with the students of students’ interest;
condemnation of the cliques and monoploies at certain university departments and a harsh struggle
against them;
complete and democratic re-electionality of the whole teaching staff;
free enrollment for the students.
The Students’ Action Comittee and the Students Convent in the Students’ City

scenes from @elimir @ilnik’s film “June Movements”
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June 3rd, 1968
For some time now, within the students’ ranks, the problems of employment are with a good reason set
forth. Since the beginning of the reforms, the League of communists have clearly declared and fought for the
position that there is no successful realization of the reforms without the opening of economic organizations to
the young experts. Nevertheless, the results of this struggle have not been satisfactory. The Presidency and the
Executive committee of the Central Committee of the Communist League of Serbia are inviting the communists
in working organizations to start an energetic action for enabling employment and the adequate positioning of
young experts. The constitutive part of this action must consist of making a new Law on the level of republic and
other regulations, which would enable a new employment policy.
The Presidency and the Executive committee of the Central Committee of the Communist League of
Serbia are determined to hold their position on that all problematic issues should be dealt only in a democratic
manner, and not by using disorder and pressure. That method would pave the way for the state which would
practically halt the course of democratic and self-managerial development of our society.
Supporting the positive students’ demands, the Presidency and the Executive Committee of the
Central Committee of the Communist League of Serbia, assuming the full responsibility, emphasize that in
our complex economic and political situation are also active some forces that have no interest in developing
socialist democracy, self-management and the equality of nations. They are trying to misuse a progressive
students’ political movement and to channel it for their own ends. Therefore, communists, especially the ones
in the university, together with the whole Communist League of Serbia have an enormous responsibility to
prevent the events taking a course which would slow down and endanger huge efforts of Serbian communists
for a consistent development of democratic relations and the equality of nations. The students of Belgrade
University have always upheld the real democracy and progress. We are convinced they are conscious of their
full responsibility in these decisive days as well.
Announcement of
the Presidency and
the Executive Committee of
the Central Committee of
the Communist League of Serbia

June 4th, 1968
Approving, in principle, the full coincidence of students’ political demands with the basic premises of our
self-managerial society, the Executive Council of Socialist Republic of Serbia had thoroughly considered students’
demands regarding the issues of social and material status of the University. Since a number of decisions and
solutions for those issues have been previously prepared by the adequate bodies, the Executive Council of
Socialist Republic of Serbia has committed to take them in considerations during the next session, together with
the representatives of the Students and the University.
Expressing regrets for the clashes of students and the People’s militia, both the Executive Council and
Students’ Action Committee have formed a joint commission which is to inspect the circumstances that have led
to the clashes and responsibility for the eventual misuse of the officially given authorities.
Announcement of
the Executive Council of
the Socialist Republic of Serbia
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ON

EDUCATION,
SCIENCE AND CULTURE

The constitutive traits of the development of cultural and creative potentials of Yugoslav peoples are:
• unfettered development of national cultures on the basis of equality and creative cooperation between
them;
• socialist democratization of the educational system, as well as of scientific, artistic and all cultural
institutions;
• the liberation of educational, scientific, artistic and cultural life from the administrative intrusion
of governmental bodies, from the etatist and pragmativist conceptions of cultural creative work, by
building on and improving the system of social self-management in educational, scientific and other
cultural institutions and organizations;
• Marxist critical attitude towards cultural creative works of all nations, towards cultural heritage of the
Yugoslav nations, struggle against the mystification of cultural history and cultural values by bourgeois
class, struggle against uneducated, primitive and sectarian underestimating of the cultural fund created
in the past, which a socialist society, as the natural and historical inheritor of the positive cultural
heritage, accepts and cultivates, making it one of the elements for building a classless civilization.
In order to fulfill our historical task of creating a socialist society in our country, we must engage all our
powers towards that goal, by being critical towards ourselves and our work, by being relentless enemies of any
dogmatism and by staying faithful to the revolutionary and creative spirit of Marxism. Nothing that has been
created by now must not be that sacred to us to prevent us from making it more progressive, more free, more
humanistic!
from the Program of the Communist League of Yugoslavia,
declared on the 7th Congress in Ljubljana, 1958
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scenes from @elimir @ilnik’s film “June Movements”

14. This kind of university has three basic principles:
a) University as a structure has a transient character. It simply fulfills the socially ascribed authority to
verify for a certain number of subjects the acquired knowledge, therefore to produce a specific type of
experts. Since it has no character of a productive institution, it cannot insure a more stabile character
of its subjects provided by the importance of its function for production in general. Since it, therefore,
doesn’t produce any value but only spends it, the university obviously has no prerogatives except to
enable the transmission of the social knowledge and of the values and to issue formal symbols in the
form of diplomas for certain types of professions. The university, for it only spends social funds and
being just a channel for the improvement of the social status, is only a consumer of science. Therefore,
science is not at the university. At its best, the university has a function of translating science’s
fundamental properties to its practical usage.
b) University as organization is based on the principle of knowledge transfer, examination of knowledge
and verification of its possession.
c) University as institution represents a certain distribution of financial support and of the social power of
teachers’ structure. Within this kind of institution students can only be spectators in the process of selfmanagerial decision-making or, in a more sophisticated form, to participate in that process only in some
predetermined aspects. The teachers’ structure is using open calls to reproduce itself by cooptation of
those students which have dedicated their extracurricular activities to scientific work. In that way those
students enter the hierarchy of teachers’ structure and the university as institution.
15. The transformation of the university, the so-called reform of the university, cannot originate only from within it.
It’s obvious that only students are those who are rising against this kind of university. In the last instance, all their
demands boil down to a single one: to “enter” the university. The destruction of this kind of university is especially
difficult in the field of its institutional functioning. It would have to annihilate the basic division which represents
this fundamental structural trait: the division of teachers and students. Taking this into account, the students’
demand for restructuring of the university must be articulated as a political demand and, in that way, to become
the main task of the Students’ League. Political character of students’ demands makes the clash between teachers
and students a political struggle. This clash could be surpassed with the emancipatory function of science which in
its own transformed organizational production liberates the both categories.
written by Vladimir Gligorov
for the purposes of the working group for drafting
the program of Students’ League of Yugoslavia
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The Students’ Cultural Center has, above all, an ambition to seek its audience among those students that
have been – to a certain extent – excluded from the Belgrade’s cultural curriculum. This determination represents
an obligation for the future functioning of the Center, since its task is to create its own audience out of this
kind of students by means of propagating, supporting and providing the infrastructure for active cultural life.
Nevertheless, the program must not be subjected and adjusted to social or other constraints in order not to treat
people as they were from some “other” social or cultural climate or not to succumb to the logic that distinguishes
“high” from “low” cultural and artistic values.
The fact that the majority of students have dissatisfactory cultural education and that they adhere to
mediocre or even primitive values does not absolve the Center from the duty to base each of its activities on an
informed analysis of their cultural, aesthetical and scientific qualities. This fact of students’ precarious socioeconomical position as well as their underdeveloped cultural and aesthetic education will lead: either to coveringup and prolonging of this state – which would provoke demagogy since the social investments and expectations
are huge; or to creating a program that would produce such cultural values that could be immediately recognized
as a integral part of the culture of our socialist society. Opting for the latter, the Center is determined to satisfy the
broadest specter of cultural interests by diversifying its program: concerts of classical and contemporary music,
exhibitions, discussions, film screenings, theatre plays, clubbing, and other appropriate entertainment contents.
To be up-to-date, to be engaged, to be direct or consciously distanced – in respect to the aesthetic components
or the social implications of an artwork – are today’s basic prerequisites for working in contemporary culture
and art, or any cultural activity generally. The Center sets for itself the task to offer its facilities for realization of
those prerequisites, being equipped with a big hall (250 seats), a smaller dancing hall, two galleries, a club space,
restaurant and lounge.
Programming Principles
of the Students’ Cultural Center, 1971
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Having in mind various
conceptual and explorative
efforts of contemporary
young creative workers
TOWARDS SURPASSING
THE TRADITIONAL
BOUNDARIES BETWEEN
THE ARTS, AS WELL AS
TOWARDS EXPANDING
THEIR CHARACTERISTICS
AND THE SPECTER OF
THEIR MEANINGS,
the Students’ Cultural Center
in Belgrade in cooperation with
the University Committee of the
Students’ League of Yugoslavia
whishes to support those
individuals and groups whose
interests belong to this area.
ON THE OCCASION
OF APRIL THE 4TH
– THE STUDENTS’ DAY –
IS ANNOUNCING AN OPEN
YUGOSLAV COMPETITION
FOR WORKS FROM THE FIELD
OF EXPANDED MEDIA.

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

COMPETITION RULES:

The competition is open for collective
and individual projects from the ﬁelds
of theatre, ﬁlm, music, visual arts,
architecture and design, which belong
to the sphere of expanded media and
which can be realized in the city’s public
spaces or within the Students’ Cultural
Center building. Submitted works
must be explained in detail with plans,
drawings, models, photographs, ﬁlms,
scenographic designs, musical scores,
texts, etc., i.e. explained in a manner
that illustrates authors’ concept and
the possibilities of its realization. The
competition simultaneously represents
the practical aiming for research in the
ﬁeld of media and in the new forms of
expression, which are not determined
by a professional orientation and which
represent the common denominator of
all the activities during the April
Encounters.

The author’s or collectives’ names
should be ciphered and sent in a sealed
envelope containing the materials as well
as a separate one with the authors’ full
names.
Submitted works shouldn’t be older than
one year.
Participants agree to give their works
to the Students’ Cultural Center without
any compensation.
The works (projects) that are going to be
realized or exhibited will be selected by
a professional jury by March 15th 1973.
The works should be sent on the
following address:
Students’ Cultural Center, Maršala Tita 48,
post box 567
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The Center’s Gallery is equipped with all the necessary facilities for developing any particular art
program. The fact that our time is the time of images, the time of communication brings about the importance of
presentation and symbolic value of an image. This is nowadays all too well known in the fields of commerce and
politics. Social sciences and art theory also emphasize the importance of the so-called visual culture and visual
arts for the general development of cultural life and its forms. Certain art forms – interwoven with the sociocultural functions of visual arts and their inherent values – are especially indispensable in this context: painting,
graphics, drawing, sculpture, design, architecture, photography, visual qualities of film, etc.
Diverse tendencies exist on today’s visual arts scene of our society. In spite of certain immobility and the
prevalence of the status quo, there are efforts to experiment and explore beyond the existing art canon. Exchanges
with the main visual arts centers in our country, as well as abroad, are intensifying and there is a large number
of artists which are – despite occasional epigoneism and uncritical or indifferent attitudes with the remains of
provincialism – creating authentic artworks and thus contributing to the development of new values in visual
arts. Therefore, the main tasks of the gallery are: affirmation of the existing authentic expressions, making the
explorations and experimentations publicly accessible, and keeping up with up-to-date developments in our
country and abroad. Retrospective and thematic exhibitions will keep the audience in contact with classical and
contemporary artists from Yugoslavia and abroad. The Gallery’s art-policy will consist in clear differentiations
in the affirmation of new, original and significant art developments, as well as in making connections with the
historical, established and always relevant art practices. Collaboration with other galleries, museums and other
art institutions, accompanied by the exchange with artists from all over our country and the world represent the
main prerequisites of that policy.
Programming Principles of the SKC Gallery, 1971
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The importance of commune within our social system consists in its two following aspects. It is, on the
one hand, such a socio-economical community in which the basic harmonization of the individual interests of
the working people with the collective interest of social community can be achieved. On the other hand, precisely
because of such its character, it is the most suitable political form through which largest number of the working
people could in an unmediated way participate in the governing of our society. Therefore, such forms direct broad
masses of working people to a conscious social existence – meaning not to envision particular social problems
through the eyeglasses of their individual interests – and, consequently, to become the informed masters of their
destiny with a clear insight into the social needs and objective possibilities.
A commune is simultaneously a community of producers and a community of consumers. This fact
enables each citizen not to approach concrete issues from the standpoint of this or that party demagogy – as it
is in other socio-political systems – but to participate autonomously and with the full responsibility in decision
processes concerning the best ways of exploring the existing material possibilities. At the same time those kinds
of tasks represent the basic citizen’s education for approaching and tackling the social issues that are dealt with
in higher social bodies. Our basic principle is, therefore, making a self-managerial commune the most important
school of socialist democracy.
There is no doubt that such commune will become the basis of our entire political system, i.e. that it will
a constitutive part of every social body all the way up to the Federation. Further development of our political
system obviously tends to make communes, as well as all self-managed organizations, the places where the
citizens will acquire their social reputation and the abilities required for the functions of social governing in order
to be nominated by the management of belonging organizations as candidates for higher representative bodies
of social governance.
Edvard Kardelj’s speech on
the new organization of municipalities and local communities
in the Federal Assembly of Yugoslav Peoples,
June 16th 1955
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:Note

Self-Management
As Economic and Political System
By the very beginning of the 1980s two of the most important Yugoslav revolutionary leadership and
statesmanship figures were gone: Josip Broz Tito, the leader of Yugoslav Peoples’ revolution, the president of
Yugoslav Communist party and the president of the state, died in the May of 1980, and a year before Edvard
Kardelj, the architect of the self-management socialist system, the creator of four Yugoslav constitutions and
the author of the Communist party program. This marked the beginning of the crisis and of the spinout of
always present centrifugal forces and antagonisms within the socialist Yugoslavia.
The social system of the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia until the end of the 1940s was
administrative-centralist, with the federal state apparatus managing economy, culture, education, welfare,
etc. After the clash with the Cominform the system of the so-called state socialism was declared to be an
“imported” ideology, scorned as Stalinist and detrimental for emancipation of the working class. The adoption
of a new law in the 1950 that judicially “handed the factories to the workers” meanint the abolishment
of the state ownership over the means of production and introducing the social one.. Self-management as
economic and socio-political system was established by this, based on the idea of the “withering of state” as
the passageway to communist society.
The self-management system was based on a notion of socialism as a transitional period, therefore,
clearly necessitating a substantive amount of flexibility and of constant adjustments. Political, social and
cultural system of the Socialist Yugoslavia was a pragmatic construction within the parameters of a socialist
society and the communist movement. The Yugoslav self-management socialism represented – historically
very early – an example of a socialist “third way” politics: it was neither the classic multi-party system
of representative democracy, nor the one-party system of the East European “real socialism”. This kind of
politics was successful on domestic level in adopting and co-opting the most of social, cultural, economic,
political and national demands, while on the international, it was an acceptable model for the majority of
the ex-colonial third-world countries that formed the Nonalignment movement, lead by the SFRY.
The period from the mid-1950s all the way to the mid-1960s – a decade of full industrial and economic
development – was characterized by the processes of democratization, de-bureaucratization and deeatatization, of a general liberalization. The communal system was introduced in September 1955 marking
the beginning of the process of creating the self-management local community as the basic unit of a bottomup socio-political structure. It aimed to transfer the state competencies in economy, culture, education and
other social activities to the local level. Nevertheless, the state had almost whole gross product at its disposal
through the system of centralized investments and social funds.
The ambitious social and economic reform was launched in the mid-1960s in order to suppress the
remains of state-socialist tendencies and of administrative centralism after adopting the new constitution in
1963, marking thus the birth of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia. The changes that started with
the economic reform in 1965, the reorganization of Communist League of Yugoslavia and the state security
agency in 1966, together with the constitutional amendments in 1967, 1968 and 1971 brought liberalization
in economical market-relations, the transfer of the distribution of income from state to the level of labor
organizations and the radical shrinking of federative centralism, as well as changes in politics concerning the
introduction of pluralism in the decision-making bodies and of the principles of rotation and re-electiveness
in the delegates’ system. All those changes were summed up in the constitution adopted in 1974 and in the
associated labor law in 1976, making up the “late” or “developed” Yugoslav self-management socialism.
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This system, in some of its crucial aspects, shows striking and insightful similarities with the
economical and, even, political logic of contemporary neo-liberal capitalism. The ongoing process of
economic liberalization opened up the space for autonomization of the labor organizations in terms of their
production, investments and income allocation, developing thus market relations and mechanisms. The
basic organization of the associated labor – as a fundamental unit of the socialist self-management socioeconomic system – was free to conduct its business entrepreneurially and to realize the gain in monetary
form. In difference with classical capitalist entrepreneurship, the productive usage of socially owned means
of production had to pass through a complex mediation of diverse interests and social obligations, making
thus the enterprises collective undertakings and insuring fairly equitable distribution. Although the state or
the leadership of the Communist League remained the largest entrepreneur, the vast and all-encompassing
system of the mass socio-political organizations – the Socialist Alliance of the Working People, the Union’s
Alliance, the Youth’s League, and the citizen’s associations – ensured the invovement of the majority of the
people as a kind of stakeholders.
By making the plurality of self-management interests the basis of the system and fostering association
from the bottom up within the confines of the so-called democratic centralism, socialist Yugoslavia was
adopting an almost corporative model. Although quite distinct from the neo-liberal project of social freemarket economy, the Yugoslav self-management experience shares with it the effort to displace and
transform the competencies of administrative and governmental state apparatus in order to, eventually,
dispose with the classical political mechanisms and to base, almost entirely, the governing process on
the economic ones. In doing away with thusly conceived “state” the socialist Yugoslavia “withered” in a
radical manner. The Yugoslav socialist self-management abolished politics as the struggle for creation and
articulation of a “general will” unleashing thus – as the neo-liberal project today – the free play of various
particularistic tendencies that lead to disintegration of the social bond that was holding it all together.
Du{an Grlja

scene from Du{an Makavejev’s film “Parade”
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Article 34
The right of each citizen to self-manage is inviolable.
In order to realize his self-managerial rights, it is guaranteed for every citizen:
1) the right to directly decide about social issues on the voters’ assemblies, working peoples’ assemblies, by the
referendum and within other forms of direct decision-making;
2) the right to elect others and to be elected for the managerial bodies of a labor organization, for the representative
bodies of the socio-political communities and for the other bodies of self-management system, as well as
to nominate the candidates to elected in those bodies and to suggest and decide on recalls of the elected
delegates;
3) the right to initiate the meetings of voters’ or working peoples’ assemblies and to propose issues for the
referendums;
4) the right to be informed about the work of representative and self-management bodies, as well as of all
institutions of public interest, and especially about the material and financial state of affairs of his labor
organization;
5) the right to discuss the functioning of state and self-management bodies and of the organizations of public
interest;
6) the right to submit petitions and suggestions to the representative and other bodies and to undertake political
and other initiatives of public interest.
Constitution of the SFRY, April 1963

Article 10
The socialist socio-economic structure of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia is based on the freedom
of associated labor with the socially owned means of production and on the workers’ self-management within
production and distribution of social gross product in the basic organizations of the associated labor, as well as in
the totality of social reproduction.

Article 251
The working people, as well as the nations and nationalities, realize their economic interests on the unified
Yugoslav market. On the basis of the lawfulness of market and the social planning of the economic and social
development, the Yugoslav market allows working people and the organizations of associated labor to be equal
in performing their duties and in acquiring their income as the result of adjusting of the socio-economic relations
through it.
Constitution of the SFRY, February 1974
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Article 18
The whole added value created by the workers’ own labor within the associated labor is social ownership. It realizes
itself within the boundaries of socialist self-managerial socio-economical relationships in the monetary form as
a total income of basic organizations, on the basis of the market regularities and within socially determined
conditions of realizing it on the basis of self-management.
By their right to work with the socially owned means of production and thus realizing their social function within
the process of reproduction, the workers acquire income for the basic organization depending on the realized
productivity of their own labor and of the total social labor, on the managerial and productive results and on
the successfulness in adjusting their economic or other social activity to demands of the market or to the selfmanagement agreement.
The income of the basic organization of associated labor represents the material basis for realization of socialist
socio-economic relations and the particular, collective and social interests, which constitute the workers’
self-managerial rights and their social responsibility to ensure the unity of managing their own labor and its
conditions, means and results within the totality of social reproduction, and to realize their power and control
over financial and other material flow, as well as to guarantee the realization of their social, working, educational,
cultural and other existential interests.

Autobus by A3, 1973

The Associated Labor Law, November 1976
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ON

POLITICAL

OR

SELF-MANAGERIAL PLURALISM
Despite the relative democratic progress that the development of human rights have brought,
parliamentary political pluralism of the bourgeois state still represents man’s alienation from governing the
society and imposing of the monopoly of certain class and political forces. Nevertheless, this doesn’t mean that we
are or that we should be against every form of the democratic political pluralism in general. On the contrary, since
there are a lot of interests stemming from the class, economic, political, social, and other existential conditions, it
is clear that there could be no democracy or emancipation if those interests are not freely expressed. But, this still
leaves unsolved the question of the form of such political pluralism.
The Communist League of Yugoslavia is not the only political force with the exclusive and monopolist
right to govern, but it has a specific role as the ideological and political vanguard which it realizes through the
democratic connectedness with all socialist and democratic forces of our society. Therefore, we have always
strived and fought not to make the Communist party, i.e. the Communist League of Yugoslavia, the barer of a
one-party system, as a classical communist party, although it must ensure that the decision-making power lies
in the hands of those subjective forces that are on the side of socialism and socialist self-management.
The development of self-management and its gradual maturation into an integral socio-economic and
political system has substantially expanded and transformed the original forms of our political pluralism. In the
socialist self-management democracy the Communist League and other factors of the socialist social, scientific
and cultural consciousness are formed and organized as the creative constitutive part of self-managerial and
democratic community of free producers, and not as alienated political forces within the competitive powerstruggle for governing the society, social labor and its products. The Communist League can achieve its historical
role only as the constitutive part of such a system, and not as a force above or outside of it, what we have witnessed
in our recent past.
Therefore, the starting point of further development of our democratic political system must be a gradual
surpassing the pluralism of political monopolies by truly self-managed political pluralism, hat is the pluralism
of the self-managing subjects’ authentic self-management interests, both particular and social. This is because
our society is neither monolithic nor amorphous. It is a totality of the socio-historically conditioned differential
interests. Those do not include the remains of the counter-revolutionary forces or the dogmatic defenders of
techno-bureaucratic monopoly based on the ideology of state ownership over the means of production, but only
the verisimilitude of interests that are naturally arising in a socialist society of the transitional period.

scenes from @elimir @ilnik’s film “June Movements”

from Edvard Kardelj’s Trajectories of Development
of the Socialist Self-management Political System,
second and expanded edition, 1978

This is Not My World by @eljko Jerman, 1976

¥ 74

26. Self-management society, which above all should be based on developing, organizing and destroying
labor and, therefore, on the destruction of politics as the sphere of violence, authority and the competition
between forces, must constitute the political representation in a different manner. In that sense the autonomy
and equality of particular political interests and their “natural” articulation and mutual antagonisms is a
fundamental principle of self-management politics. All social “arrests” of the labor process’ lawfulness, which is
the basis for existence of political subjectivation and the irrational existence of the particular interests, must be
destroyed. Within such a movement of politics, that is the democratization of politics and its rationalization, as a
form of the articulation of the lawfulness of labor, which shows itself in general, special and particular interests,
the students’ group as political organization finds the sole meaning and the necessity of its activity.
All the sediments of the classical concept of politics, of its system and its state are still present, and
the destruction of them is still conceived only as a more functional and more humane organization of this
kind of politics. In that sense the real continuation of the revolutionary destruction of politics must be aimed
at autonomization and liberation of all the existing potentialities of the progressive structures, within which
the emancipatory dialectic of labor can operate as self-abolishment of the society and the whole system of its
functioning and organizing.
written by Vladimir Gligorov
for the purposes of the working group for drafting
the program of Students’ League of Yugoslavia
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June 12th1968
The Presidency of the Students’ League of
Yugoslavia salutes the words of comrade Tito,
addressed to the students and to all working
people of our country. In this important
historical moment, he shows again, as many
other times before, full understanding and
support for the efforts of young generation.
We have a firm belief that the working
class, students and youth, as well as all
progressive democratic forces of our society,
lead by comrade Tito and the Communist
League of Yugoslavia, will start a decisive
battle for translating his words into action,
into a revolutionary act, therefore opening
a new era of our socialist revolution. The
students of Yugoslavia support comrade Tito
and are determined to preserve and create
a permanent critical attitude towards the
existing state of affairs and, in furthering the
struggle, to unmask and add to destruction of
all reactionary and bureaucratic forces which
our socialist development has undoubtedly
been sweeping off the historical scene.
The main causes of broad politicization of
the Yugoslav students and of creating a
progressive and democratic movement on
new bases are in the existing opened issues of
our socialist development and consciousness,
in the existence of certain non-socialist
phenomena, in the need for struggle to a
consistent development of self-management
and for realization of the goals of the socialeconomic reforms, as well as in determined
will for their inclusion in that struggle. All
this was due to students’ dissatisfaction with
the slow tempo of solving those open issues,
as well as in immobility of the existing social
institutions.
Constitutive traits of the students’ movement
are contained in a profound humanist attitude,
in a broad democratic basis, in accepting
the crucial tasks required by the presentday situation and in the will for consistent
struggle for realization of the Program of the
Communist League of Yugoslavia and the
constitution of the SFRY.
Announcement
of the Presidency
of the Students’ League
of Yugoslavia

scenes from Lazar Stojanovi}’s film “Plastic Jesus”

Goranka Mati}, Photo Series: Belgrade’s Shops and Windows on May 4th, 1980
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To the working class,
working people and citizens,
nations and nationalities of
the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia
Comrade Tito died.
On May the 4th 1980 in 15.05 h in Ljubljana, the big heart of the president of our Socialist
Federative Republic of Yugoslavia and the president of the Presidency of SFRY, the president
of the Communist League of Yugoslavia, marshal of Yugoslavia and the supreme commander
of the Armed forces of SFRY sopped beating.
Enormous pain and deep sorrow shakes the working class, nations and nationalities of our
country, each of our men, workers and comrades, peasants, intellectuals, each our creative
worker, pioneer and youth-member, every girl and mother.
Proclamation of
the Central Committee of
the Communist League of Yugoslavia
and the Presidency of the SFRY

TESTIMONIES,

MEMORIES AND
INTERPRETATIONS
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Testimonies, memories and
interpretations of the SKC actors
bring into the light a more
differentiated and complex
picture of art and cultural
practices, than the smoothed
and pacifying discourse of
the dominant art histories.
Less being souvenirs of the
“good old times”, they depict
the complex field of different
practices, strategies and
relations that made up the SKC.
Those conflicting and, often,
conflictual interpretations, also
indicate political developments
and shifting social positions
that represent today’s stakes
in the field of art and cultural
production and, also, in a
broader struggle for a unified
ideological discourse of
neo-liberal era.
PRELOM KOLEKTIV
1) with Mi{ko [uvakovi}
2) with Je{a Denegri
3) with Biljana Tomi}
4) with Dunja Bla`evi}
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Dunja Bla`evi}

SKC
NEW CULTURAL

AND

PRACTICES

BEGINNINGS
The crucial fact is that the Students’
Cultural Center was some kind of a result of
the 1968.
After the demonstrations, the Students’
League has been abolished as an autonomous
organization and became a part of the Youth organization.
In political sense, that was very cunning, because students are potential rebels and
could riot, and the generation in power knew
very well that students should be pacified by
being incorporated in a larger organization.
There was no more independent students’ organization, but it continued to exist in a
different context.
But now you have the SKC as a professional institution founded by the University.
The head of the Center was Petar Ignjatovic, art historian, who was the president of the
Students’ League Committee of Belgrade in the
1968 and who with other presidents the students’
crisis headquters in some of the faculties coordinated the demonstrations.
Petar was the key figure, along with few young intellectuals who were active during the 1968.
The SKC wasn’t a community center.
It housed no amateur workshops, but was a professional institution.
In search for the model, the SKC was closest to the structure of London’s ICA (Institute for Contemporary
Art), which also had in one place had professional programs and kept in track with the new developments.
The program that I was making, and after me Biljana Tomic also as the editor of the SKC gallery, could be
termed as applied criticism.
That was the concept which led to the formation of a new model of cultural institution, and of the new
relationships within it, as well as of the new collective cultural policy.
However, if I may add, it wasn’t just about the SKC’s programs that we are now focusing on.
They were both alternative and complementary in relation to what was happening in other institutions,
representing thus some kind of filling the blanks.
The aim was to provide a space to what was still unperceivable or what still hadn’t its place in public life,
although it existed as an idea, intention or as artistic practice.
The SKC functioned as some kind of platform for cooperation with the colleagues, not so much with institutions, from other places with which we shared the same ideas.
That was the first time that the initiating, financing and enabling a new artistic production took place,
and not just exhibiting the already produced works, the first time for a public space to function as some sort of a
laboratory.
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ART IN REVOLUTION
In the year 1973 on the second April Encounter our guest was Lutz Becker, English director of German origin, who made the film “Art in revolution”.
A group of artists gathered around the SKC gallery met him a year before that on a festival in Edinburgh
where they met him and afterwards suggested to invite him.
Why was it so important for us to invite Lutz Becker?
Primarily because he achieved great success with his two documentary films on fascism: “Double headed
eagle” and “Swastika”.
Although a visual artist, he made some documentary films in a very specific manner.
We didn’t invite him because of those extraordinary films on fascism he was famous for, but because of
his documentary entitled “Art in revolution”.
The film is about Soviet, Russian avant-garde, which was totally anonymous at that time in the West as
well as in the East, because it was considered a pro-communist propaganda.
Lutz worked on this film for years, accompaning Camilla Gray who has making the first book about Russian avant-garde published in the West “The Great Experiment: Russian Art”.
She published it by the vertue of being allowed to access the East European museums’ archives and depots, which no one else in the West had the chance to use at least in the 1960s.
It wasn’t possible to gain access to this material because it was, of course, not yet exhibited in Western
museums.
The film was shown during the Second April Encounters.
Projection was held in the large hall of the SKC and was seen by a huge audience.
Something happened between the audience and the film, especially between the artistic community
gathered around the SKC and Lutz Becker.
It implied a utopian belief or enthusiasm, most of all the one of Lutz Becker, not only in relation with the
material but also in relation with the whole project of Soviet avant-garde in its historical dimensions.
This kind of art was for a several years involved in a revolutionary social project: creating a new art and
a new society.
And that was the starting point for our generation during the 1970s, not only in finding our origins and
our own tradition in the historical avant-gardes, but in emphasizing the social dimension of art, especially of the
avant-garde art.
After the projection a strong bond was established between us, as a group gathered around the SKC, and
Lutz Becker, who recognized this social environment, its openness to artistic experiment of that time and the belief in possibility of a better or more progressive society.
In fact, Lutz Becker recognized this environment as his own.

ART AND SOCIETY: OKTOBAR 75
The story of Lutz Becker’s film “Art in revolution” continued throughout the years, since it was connected
to the issue of the social function of the new or “other” art.
Of course, we tried to find our origins in historical avant-gardes through questioning the social function
of art, its position in a social context, through questioning how much can art contribute to the social change,
whether as a critical position or an affirmative one.
Anyway as “other” art and not as the mainstream modernist art which was dominant in that time.
The questioning of art’s sociability lasted all the time during the work within the visual arts and other
programs in the SKC.
The continuation of the story from the 1973 and cooperation with Lutz Becker was a very important event
for me.
It was during the last exhibition I organized as the editor or director of visual arts program in the SKC
gallery.
The year was 1975 and the exhibition was called “Oktobar 75”.
We did the Oktobars every year as some sort of response to the “October Salon”, because at the time it was
for us anachronous to name an exhibition a Salon.
In our perspective it was an expression of an utterly bourgeois practice.
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For me personally it was important to see how far we had come.
At that time a big group of artists was working on that project, the so-called “six group” with Nesa, Zoran,
Rasa, Marina, Era and Gera.
That group was considered as the one which had the monopoly of the SKC gallery with my support, since
it was opened in the 1972.
That group had absolutely open ground for every initiative and every new aspiration to publicly show
new ideas or actions.
I wanted to summarize my work and the work of the people important for me, not only of that specific art
group, but of all the people gathered around the gallery in so-called editorial board.
It included a wide range of young people who were collectively creating the gallery’s policy.
I invited all of them to participate in the “Oktobar 75” with their texts.
In that way, through texts we were trying to articulate our own position in art, from the idea that the
world can be changed by art, architecture, design, etc. to the idea that art has to have a critical position vis-a-vis
social practice and that in that way it represents the corrective of it.
At that time Lutz Becker came to Belgrade.
The moment was very important to him, and we all wanted to make a sort of sequel of the “Great Experiment: Russian Art” in Belgrade and to name it “Cinema Notes”.
We were making the film in partizan way, and it is a very interesting story how the film was made and
what was its destiny.
My colleague Dragomir Zupanc worked on TV at that time and he got us almost illegally a film role.
Finding volunteers for help and all the rest that was needed came easily.
We suceeded in making a film called “Cinema Notes” because it was edited during night in the editing
room on TV Belgrade.
The film disappeared since we were not aware of the importance of documenting.
For years we thought it was lost, but few years ago it was found thanks to Dragica Vukadinovic.
The film turned up a year ago, representing an authentic document of a specific time.

ART AND SELF-MANAGEMENT
Regarding the relations between the self-government and art, I was very interested in this new social
project, which lost its charm as soon as it became a norm, and in the original idea of self-government which has
its background in anarchist theory, in Prudhon’s idea of building a society from the bottom up.
That was a very attractive model for me.
I thought that this new artistic practice, the media expansion and the implicit issue of art’s sociability,
should be recognized as the “new art for a new society”.
Our focus, the way in which way we defined our own position, was in opposition with the mainstream
art, with that which was percieved as art or as some kind of an equivalent of modernism.
We didn’t feel that the party or state politics presented an obstacle to what we were doing, but we
clashed, in the domain of culture and art, with
the dominant tendency of modernism or socialist modernism which was in power.
What we did was not underground in the
sense of alternative or dissidentry.
What we were doing and considering as
the “new artistic practice”, as neo-avant-garde experimentation was on the other of what was going
on in most of the galleries and museums and what
was percieved as the true art.
It represented a kind of polarization between the leading art and other institutions, and
the places that were very scrupulous in treating
the new artistic practices.
In any case, what we were doing was not
underground.
It was a really legitimate production of
art and the way of thinking which articulated itself as the other side of what we called the mainstream.
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NEW CULTURAL
PRACTICES
Of course, the type of behavior established within our collective was very different
from the hierachical relationships, like directorsworkers etc.
Our internal organization, the practice
and the work we were doing developed in a different way than in other places, and this is obvious in the activities of the SKC.
The SKC, as an institution, had to respect
all the judicial norms, but in respect to the work
and the conception of the SKC, we can absolutely
speak about a new model of cultural institution,
which stemmed out of this new artistic, critical
and social practice.

CRITICAL ART PRACTICES IN SOCIALISM
The initial critique critic which we insisted on as the first generation born after the war, in some kind of a
conflict with our parent’s generation, meant more true socialism or a return to basic values of the socialism.
I still really believe in self-management as a possible social project.
This wasn’t the only nor the primary focus, especially for the artists gathered around the SKC gallery.
I was always interested in the social function of art, not just in revolutionizing of art within the art itself,
in changing its means and strategies, etc., but in how far could that art reach out and what could it produce in a
wider social context.

ALTERNATIVE CULTURE AFTER SOCIALISM
From the 1997 I am working in a structure that is representing again a new cultural model.
At first that was the network of Soros Centers for Contemporary Art interconnected in twenty or odd
countries, and after that different NGO organizations.
I see the relation between the 1970s and the 1990s or the 2000s in the same task and the same mission,
only nowadays in totally different social and political circumstances.
The function of Contemporary Art Centers was to maintain contemporary art in existence during the socalled transitional times in all those unfortunate countries especially our ex-Yugoslav countries.
In terms of practice and work a similar thing happened to me as in the SKC.
It is important that those places, those institutions or organizations have a clear programming platform
and to act complementaryand alternatively in comparison to the mainstream, thus supporting new artistic production and making it possible.
The function and the main task of those institutions is to make possible the art production and the visibility of it, all the things that artists as individuals can’t achieve by themselves.

¥ 85

Mi{ko [uvakovi}

STUDENTS`
AS

CULTURAL CENTERS

RESERVATIONS

What happened in 1968 or just after
that is still not completely clarified in detail.
Whether the students were disciplined in a way,
or it was a hoax, an offer of a new model, or what
actually happened was a simultaneous process
of liberalization, i.e. the opening of institutional
spaces for students’ cultural life, and, at the same
time, keeping them under control.
I believe that the two processes coexisted
in some kind of dialectics. On one hand, you were
offered the possibility to act, and, on the other
hand, a socio-political control was established
through the system of institutions.
That is only one aspect, but there is another
one, concerning student centers themselves.
Historically, from the Students’ Centre in Zagreb,
the Youth’s Tribune in Novi Sad to the Students’
Cultural Centre in Belgrade and the [KUC in
Ljubljana, there was an almost fascinating cultural
policy established in Tito’s Yugoslavia: creating
reservations in different social environments.
Therefore, the critical subversive practices from one context would be neutralized, without banning them, by
transferring them to another one.
What does that mean? It means that, for example, the OHO group from Slovenia, which had been very
provocative and counter-cultural, ranging from the New Left to hippie culture during the 1960s, was transferred
and presented through the Students’ centers in Zagreb, Belgrade and Novi Sad. Actually it was removed from
a concrete social space to an ideal esthetic space of another environment. What was subversive in Ljubljana
became an area of artistic and esthetic autonomy in Zagreb or Belgrade. The network of Students’ centers enabled
vitalization of artistic practices, their funding and their existence, but also their absence from the concrete social
struggles in specific environments and relocation to a different environment.
It was a complex mechanism of the relations between those in power, art and culture, within the
national cultures themselves and in relation to the West. An example which I recollect, being only 20 then, is a
conversation in Belgrade’s SKC in the 1974, during the “April encounters”, when a number of important artists
and critics attended, such as Joseph Beuys, Achille Bonito Oliva, Barbara Rose, etc. At that time more or less all the
people from Belgrade were in an ecstasy of freedom, thinking: “We have proved that in a socialist country, in an
institution, a completely open international festival which presents new artistic tendencies, can be organized”.
At one point Bonito Oliva got up and said: “But, that is not true. You are in a reservation which is completely
closed and isolated from the culture in which it takes place, and the socialist bureaucracy shows by using you
that it appreciates international art, but, actually, keeping its moderate modernist or social modernist practice
away from you.”
In reality, those were very controlled spaces. When I say “very controlled spaces” I don’t mean that there
was repression, none of those things which are associated with the Hungarian, Czech or Russian situation of
the new artistic tendencies. It was, actually, a very delicate, careful, bureaucratically well preformed centering,
enclosing and isolating.

¥ 86

HETEROGENITY IN THE SKC
SKC did not comprise only a visual arts
program. There was also a film program with
some very influential people leading it. For
example, Ze~evi} was very involved from the
early years of the SKC. The spirit of film, even the
name of the festival “Expanded Media” derived
from the English term used to describe expanded
media experiments. Then, there was a tribune
for social activities, for music, all of them were
different programs.
Also, the SKC visual arts program itself
functioned through two galleries which were,
so to speak, in competition with each other. The
small or “Happy New Art” gallery was focused
on a somewhat imaginary market, but also on
pop culture, and the large gallery was focused
on experimental art, experimental work. People
who made up those galleries had their own staff,
which means that there was a curator or a gallery
manager, and a certain number of artists and critics
who were participating in the ongoing activities.
The involved individuals were very different. Three of them stood out due to their influence and the
way they were setting up the conception of the SKC program. On one hand, there was Dunja Bla`evi} with
her connections, concepts and conceptual relations with the Croatian “New Tendencies”, as well as the whole
tradition of the leftist art which was strong in Croatia, but which didn’t have such a prominent place and historical
continuity in Serbia. On the other hand, there was Biljana Tomi}, who had a completely contrary conception
connected to experimental art, to the relations of experimental art and metaphysical symbols. It was, in a way,
an opposite position to the former one.
The role of Je{a Denegri was also very significant. He came from the Museum of Contemporary Art and
provided an important criteria, significant for that period, that consisted in “getting on the same train” with
the West. I think that was the most important thing: to actually know what was happening outside the closed
culture and trying to get out of it.
The groups were very different. There were individuals, strong and weak artistic groups. Then, there
were the architects which were associated to different art practices and also musicians in different stages. In the
early times the atmosphere of the hippie culture was very strong. For example, an interesting phenomenon is an
almost forgotten group A3 which stemmed out of the pop culture and street activism. In its short life, this group
represented an effort to move “outside”.
Also, in the later work of SKC, during the late 1970s, there was a large number of artists who were working
through the forms or explorations of the analytical painting, analytical art, performance, ambient work. There
was a group 143, in which I participated, then there were artists like Zoran Beli} – Weiss or Jusuf Had`ifejzovi},
which in the late 1970s they were the key figures for problematizing the status of modernist artworks, and moving
beyond the practices of painting.
In this whole blend of hybrid practices, of very different positions, there was a confrontation between
the left and right option. What does that mean? The left option meant, at that time, identifying with the selfmanagement socialism and the global liberalization politics of the Communist League of Yugoslavia. Most
explicitely, it was represented by Dunja Bla`evi} and a number of artists who recognized themselves in it. Than,
there was another option, that I belonged to, which had the status of the formalist right or the analytical art,
refusing cooperation and participation in the realization self-management Socialism. Today, there is a question
which option was really leftist. Was it those who supported the system of domination, power and authority or
the ones who were trying to escape out of that system?
There was a turning point in SKC in the 1976 when positions connected with the project of selfmanagement in art and the project of the autonomy of art became polarized. I think that the autonomy of art is
always political. The autonomy of art is not an ideal autonomy and freedom, but it is only a choice of function in
relation to the system.
In that sense SKC was a very exciting and dramatic place, in other words that was a dramatic period. Things
that didn’t make this dramatic period drastic, like it was politically in Novi Sad, were that Belgrade was a big city
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and that the SKC was actually a reservation. The party focused on dissident, nationalistic positions, simultaneously
collaborating with them and fighting them, while the SKC looked like something that was outside or, in Foucault’s
words, an “outer space”. It was really an outer space, with very hybrid relations of power and influence.
The confrontation witin the left option between Dunja Bla`evi}, the directress of SKC at that time, and
Zoran Popovi} and Jasna Tijardovi}, was about the third stance within the leftist perspective. That was New York’s
Art & Language activist practice which was predominantly focused on the critique of power of art institutions.
In Belgrade’s conditions existed only premonitions of this kind of critique. Zoran Popovi} and Jasna Tijarovi} took
those ideas from Art & Language, and I think that it was a very important moment in the history of SKC when this
communication was established, and when those two confronted the self-management conception.
At one moment three sides existed, but there was the also a fourth side mediated by Biljana Tomi}: the
influence of artists form Novi Sad or the so-called Æempasians, which had an idea of alternative forms of life,
communes, living and creating one’s own reservation and community which would bring about the change on a
micro level. I think that was a very complicated situation, which can’t be considered as a binary relationship, but
involved, like in every such situation, a direct power struggle between certain groups.

ART AS INSTITUTION
Institution is a determined and formalized social relationship. Something in it was relatively
nontransparent in those times.
It shouldn’t be forgotten that the conceptual art, no matter as neo- or post-avant-garde, was a part or a
final phase of modernism. This means that there existed a modernist belief in the ideal of the autonomy of art.
Everyone believed it, even those who were involved in activist-political art or the ones who created alternative
forms of life or those who practiced art as art in Kossuth sense. There was idealism and a trust in the art independent
of institutions.
It was only during the next decade with the appearance of post-modernism that an important
realization and recognition came about: the art itself is actually an institution, and art doesn’t exist outside the
institutionalization of it. Therefore, art is political not because it thematizes politics, but because the mechanism
and type of work by which art realizes itself is, in fact, politically determined in a specific time, and that is what
specifies the character of an art.
It is also important to say that at that time, not all artists started to practice art for the same reasons.
What was specific about Belgrade’s group of “six authors”, from Marina Abramovi} to Ne{a Popovi}, Zoran
Popovi}, Ra{a Todosijevi}, Gera Urkom and Era Milivojevi}, is that they didn’t come from the counter-culture.
They came from the Faculty of Visual Arts and their work was initially positioned as confrontation and criticism
of the socialist moderated modernism. On the contrary, groups like the OHO or KOD in Novi Sad, or even 143
were coming from totally different milieus which weren’t tied to fine arts schools and interests in artistic scene.
In a way, this opened a possibility for the “six
authors” group to have a direct interventionist
relation with the official art context, with
specific figures, from Lubarda, through Proti}
to Sribinovi}, and to effectively criticize their
works thus positioning their own work.
As for other authors, from groups OHO,
KOD, or 143, they took a stand that they were
outside of the art system and that the art was
for them only a form of moderate Socialist
production of paintings and sculptures, so they
were in some kind of a gap. It was between
those possibilities that all those of events and
actions were happening, but actually in the
1980s with the comeback of painting, with the
post-modernism, came to the fore a brutal and
important experience that the art itself is social
relationship and institutionally determined,
that it was not only a content in the empty shell
of an institution.
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SKC AS OTHERNESS
SKC was a place that signified the
otherness to Belgrade’s doxology on the issue of
what art is and how can one experience it. Today
you have a dominant part of public opinion
in Belgrade involved in visual arts production
entertaining an attitude that everything that
is not a painting or a sculpture in the sense of
modernism is not art at all. In this sense SKC was
a place where a possibility or a potentiality for
otherness has been made.
Those were conflictual times with a lot of
freedom and non-freedom, with confrontations
and struggles for meaning. In other words, SKC
in different periods had different functions
and relations with its social environment and
towards art. That was very good because it
was the other of Belgrade mainstream or the
dominant socialist modernist artistic practice,
but that doesn’t make the SKC a “holly cow”. The
SKC wasn’t the only place. Although it was the
only place in Belgrade, but there were similar
places in Novi Sad and Zagreb. This plurality of
places and the relationships with private spaces
is also something very important.
In other words, I am don’t support the
fetishization of the SKC as an ideal space of
resistance and otherness, since that kind of space
never existed (not even in Robespierre’s era).
Actually, it had always been a space in specific
conditions and for a specific generation and
situation.
Also, when I think of SKC today it comes
to my mind that it had a positive role in terms of alternative education practice for graduated artists or art
historians, such as Biljana Tomi} was conducting for years. That meant a possibility for the people coming out
from schools not to find themselves in a no man’s land, but to enter different institutional situations through
which they can reproduce their art. More importantly they had an opportunity, and this is still after 30 or 40 years
crucial, to go outside the country and see how it looks like being out there.
The role of Biljana Tomi} was significant for that, but then again we could speak about every participant
individually, about that relation of pop culture and active artistic practice or elite artistic practice in the work of
Slavko Timotijevi}, or about many art critics who formed themselves within the SKC. Nevertheless, SKC wasn’t
a unified and homogenous body, it represented different points in time with different identifications and rights
for their own auto-historization.
What made me angry was the exclusive connection or identification of the SKC with the “six authors”
group. The “six” was a very important moment, comprising some extraordinary artists, but it wasn’t the only
thing in the SKC. The SKC was a much more complex and hybrid field.
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GROUP 143
Group 143 had a history typical for the
SKC, although its center of action wasn’t only the
SKC. The first exhibition of 143 was held in Zagreb
in gallery Nova and its activities were in a way
more related to private spaces, while SKC was
only a place of participation, how deep remains
open to discussion.
Group 143 was founded by Biljana
Tomi} before she became the gallery manager.
She gathered a group of art historians bringing
them into the process of self-education or critical
education towards a dominant art history which
was taught in schools. In that group a couple of
people, including me, found themselves there
by accident, being a kind of outsiders, who had
some sort of artistic production and theoretic
interests.
At that time the group split very soon,
taking a different form, with its core being set
during 1975/76. The group consisted of Biljana
Tomi}, Jovan ^eki} and myself, and some time
later of Paja Stankovi}, Maja Savi}, Vladimir Nikoli}, Mirko Dilberovi} and through all this period, Ne{a Paripovi}
constantly participated as he didn’t feel comfortable in his originating group, if such origins could be derived
from any group ever.
Group 143 functioned as some sort of school, rarely as a production machine, more often as an educational
one, creating specific type of knowledge in the empty place of art knowledge, a knowledge that was theoretical,
philosophical or pro-scientific. It was a favorable time, on one side, since the traces of neo-constructivism
connected to the fetishization of science were still present, and, on the other side, a number of conceptual artists
were passing through the experiences of analytical philosophy and Wittgensteinian tradition. In other words,
we found a connection sublimated in the questions: What is the role of theory? Where the place of theory? How
theory is possible within the art?
For the actual dominant discourse in Belgrade, the dominant discourse of the Socialist modernism, theory
was the source, while the artist was “half-idiot” who creates something he doesn’t understand and the critic
comes later explaining what that “ingenious half-idiot” had created because the latter is a failed artist himself
and because of that, actually, a go-between the public of the audience in Socialist society, which is indifferent to
the whole thing. Contrary to that model, it was our goal to show how theory participates in the production of
meaning and the functions of art in different systems.
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SELF-ORGANIZING: 1970S AND NOW
I don’t advocate continuity, although I have been constantly linked with different groups over three
decades, from the 143 Group to participation in TKH platform at the beginning of the 21st century, because I think
that these things cannot be linked in a single continuum. It always boils down to reacting on specific historical,
geographical, existential conditions and circumstances.
Similarity lies in a very general trait, that is a necessity for young people living in a society where the
official education concerning contemporary developments does not exist and that could even be ideologically
confronted to the contemporary perceptions of culture, to educate themselves or, more importantly, to selforganize and self-manage – I don’t use the term self-management in Kardelj’s way, but closer to the anarchist,
local communities where individual responsibility is assumed for the process of education – and that people get
connected through that process.
That may be the similarity, but only in terms of mechanism, while the contexts are fundamentally
different. The first was a rigid self-management socialist system, and this takes place in a bourgeois-capitalist
society with neo liberal aspects. Even though some global actors might be the same or similar, we have two
entirely different historical situations.
There is one key change, the change in accessing information. At that time the connection to the outer
world was indirect – you would have to get a catalogue, a magazine or, very rarely, to travel – while nowadays
you can’t lie the students that art looks like this or that.
It is very simple to use the Internet and see for yourself. You might be wrong about the dimensions of an
artwork, or in the phenomenology of the artwork, but you are confronted with a completely different situation
within the distribution of power and interest.
Also, for a socialist society culture was a very important area, while for the national-bourgeois neo-liberal
society of today, culture is irrelevant unless it is national-bourgeois, and in that sense it is not an area of interest.
At that time culture was interesting, your texts were read, you were put in some order of indexation, something
non-existing today. On the other hand, there is something much more drastic today, because the time of the 1970s
was the time of emancipation. It seemed that every year was more unbound than the last one, and nowadays we
live in a time where every year is worse than the last.
This is a much more cruel time and in that sense I mean there are differences in organizing, because in
those times nobody thought how they would sustain a NGO, or a group or a commune. It was simply the state
of affairs and you were supported in a friendly, familiar or any other way. Today you have to move through a
parallel system of established professional activity, not just in order to realize your work, but to provide for the
existence.
What is also characteristic is that that was the time when Marxism was the official discourse, but Marx’s
idea of class social struggle was not transparent, it was rather a symbolic product. Today Marxism is something
which is not an official discourse, but the class struggle is present in every element of our immediate existence. In
another words, then the artist seemed to be outside the class struggle, feeling free. Today, even when he seems to
be working autonomously, the artist is faced with a distribution of capital, even if it were cognitive.
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Selected articles from Yugoslav press during the
1970s provide a mosaic of complex interplays between public
opinion, official statements and the SKC. Generally seen as
a part of “pessimism in culture” movement since the 1960s
– countering technocratic progressivist and growingly petitbourgeois bureaucratic ideology – the SKC received very
contradictory treatments. On the one hand, it was depicted
as the evidence of providing youth culture with the necessary
infrastructure, while, on the other, it was scorned as a locus
of then called anarcho-liberal, anti-socialist tendencies.
The clippings also include articles on SKC programs as the
beginnings of an informed cultural journalism, various
statements of party and cultural officers on the SKC, debates
on financial sustainability of such institutions, etc. thus
piecing a picture of the presence of the SKC in a broader social
and cultural life of the SFRY.
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Ongoing:
LUTZ BECKER, CINEMA NOTES, 1975

This, for many years lost and recently found experimental film,
was produced in 1975 by British-German director Lutz Becker in
collaboration with Dragomir Zupanc and the group of artists,
curators and critics gathered around SKC. The film includes
verbal statements and performative gestures of the numerous
protagonists of the ‘New artistic practice’ in former Yugoslavia,
referring to the role of art in society and re-thinking the concepts of
‘form’, ‘autonomy’, ‘economy’, ‘politicality’ and ‘institutionalization’
of contemporary art. Participating: Bojana Peji}, Ra{a Todosijevi},
Goran \or|evi}, Je{a Denegri, Jasna Tijardovi}, Marina Abramovi},
Dragica Vukadinovi}, Slavko Timotijevi}, Zoran Popovi}, Dragomir
Zupanc, Biljana Tomi}, Dunja Bla`evi}, Neboj{a Filopovi}, Goran
Trbuljak, Gergelj Urkom.

Film evening 1: Tuesday, May 20, 19:00
LUTZ BECKER, ART IN REVOLUTION, 1972

A famous documentary movie ‘Art in Revolution’ by BritishGerman film director Lutz Becker, dedicated to the Soviet Avantgarde art, which was considered to be controversial at the times
and had difficulties to be publicly presented both in the West and
in the SSSR itself. ‘Art in Revolution’ presents Lutz Becker’s view on
Camilla Gray’s research trips around Soviet Union in the sixties,
during which she collects the material for the future book ‘Russian
Art Experiment’ - the first comprehensive art-historical analysis of
the social and cultural circumstances under which Soviet Avantgarde appeared. Until then, no foreigner had the opportunity to get
in the archives and depots of museums where original artworks
and related documents were stored. The publishing of the book
‘The Great Experiment: Russian Art 1863-1922’ in 1962 had radically changed the art-historical landscape of
European art. It was tremendously influential to the formation of neo-avantgarde movements during 60s
and 70s in Europe and US, as well as in the former Yugoslavia.

Film evening 2: Thursday, May 22, 19:00
@ELIMIR @ILNIK, JUNE MOVEMENTS, 1968
This documentary film – done in a recognizable @ilnik’s style –
deals with the events of students’ demonstrations in Belgrade at
the beginning of June 1968. It comprises the students’ statements
concerning the infamous clash with People’s Militia at the
underpass in New Belgrade. It also depicts exuberant atmosphere
in the courtyard of the Philosophical faculty, which was one of
the centers of students’ rebellion. Students were demanding the
deepening of socialist revolution and clampdown on the “red
bourgeoisie”. At the end of the video, the actor and ex-Auschwitz
prisoner Stevo @igon shouts, impersonating Robespierre:
“Revolution shall not be a profession!”

