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The space of SKC as a site of performative production can be 

viewed from two clearly positioned angles. One is to look at 

the alternative institutional space in which the genre of artistic 

performance was established in a local setting, in Belgrade – 

which certainly had a lot in common with the experimental theatre 

festival BITEF1 yet also emerged as an autochthon phenomenon, 

canonized in visual arts as an expression of processuality, artistic 

subjectivity, dematerialization of artwork, and generally expanding 

second is to look at the performativity of SKC as such, as an 

institution created in a sort of performative mode as an 

in-movement, or , since it grew out of the 

student and workers’ protests of 19682 and continued that 

movement from the inside as a critical wave supported by the 

end of the protests in terms of “redirecting” the students towards 

the space of SKC has been understood in two different ways, 

both of which have had their revered representatives among the 

protagonists of the epoch and art historians who deal with this 

issue: whereas for some it was the state mechanism of control 

that turned SKC into an “organized margin” or a “peripheral social 

isolated, and controlled,3

producing a space of genuine freedom,” which made room for a 

different artistic expression and a free circulation of critical ideas 

coming from the new generation of (conceptual) artists from all 

over the world.4 Did SKC mean closing into a ghetto or did it 

open up space for critical intervention? These ambivalent issues 

still haunt the history of its establishment, its several decades of 

work, and their retroactive interpretation.

As an expression of multilayered and laminated rebellion, the 

space of Student Cultural Centre in Belgrade was heterogeneous 

and hybrid, just as any other self-organization with no political 

leadership is essentially hybrid. It was the lamination of leftist 

critical options – from French Maoism to Yugoslav humanistic 

Marxism, feminism, and anti-colonial struggles, dissidence and 

liberalism, mysticism and nationalism, with a touch of soft hippie 

5 

which ranged from the radical left to liberal turns and proto-

option” during the 1990s). In other words, in a less overt and 

spectrum of critical views on the State, accumulated in various 

protests during the 1960s and 1970s. That lamination and 
6

In this essay, I will use the project called 7 a 

declaratively critical counter-exhibition, as a window for looking 

na alternativno institucionalni prostor u kojem je zasnovan 

kazališnim festivalom BITEF,1

kao autohtona pojava, kanonizirana u prostoru likovnih 

na samu performativnost SKC-a kao institucije koja nastaje u 

, 

kao 

protesta 1968.2 i nastavlja taj pokret/kretanje iznutra, kao 

umjetnika, intelektualaca i aktivista. Završetak protesta u duhu 

„preorijentacije“ studenata na prostor SKC-a razumijeva se 

mehanizam putem kojega SKC postaje „organizirana margina“ 

i prakse mogu biti lako prepoznate, izolirane i kontrolirane,3 

-

|

U ovom se tekstu pokušava analizirati koncept performativne 
institucije primjenom teorije studija performansa Richarda Schechnera 
na primjeru Studentskog kulturnog centra (SKC) u Beogradu. Teza je da 
institucija SKC-a nastaje u svojevrsnom izvođačkom modusu kao institucija-
u-pokretu ili institucija-pokret, budući da izrasta iz studentsko-radničkih 
protesta 1968. i nastavlja taj pokret/kretanje iznutra, kao kritički val 
kulturne proizvodnje potpomognut internacionalnim utjecajem umjetnika, 
intelektualaca i aktivista. Kroz „ključaonicu“ projekta Oktobar 75 kao 
izjavno-kritičke kontraizložbe sagledava se jedno od brojnih lica SKC-a koja 
su kohabitirala unutar njegovih propustljivih i pomičnih (institucionalnih) 
zidova – lice kritike jugoslavenske socijalističke države s lijevih, marksističkih 
pozicija, izražene tautološkim sloganom boriti se protiv socijalizma 
socijalizmom. Teza autorice jest da performativnost institucije SKC-a možemo 
tražiti u zbroju svih njezinih otklona od klasične nacionalne welfare-state 
institucije kao izraza moći i čuvatelja kanona. Performativnost bi ovdje 
značila „kretanje preko“ svih onih dualizama koje je prostor SKC-a u sebi 
sažimao kao pokret-institucija, samoorganizacija-institucija, kritika-institucija; 
performativnost se pojavljuje upravo kao „supstancija“ koja nagriza 
čvrstoću zidova, zatvorenost, izoliranost i samodovoljnost jednog klasičnog 
institucionalnog prostora u odnosu na svakodnevni život i društvenost 
„odozdo“.

pokret-institucija, samoorganizacija-institucija, kritika-
institucija; umjetnik u prvom licu, pluralizam samoupravnih interesa, 
galerija-kao-tvornica; Dunja Blažević, Oktobar 75, Nove umjetničke prakse, 
SKC, socijalističko samoupravljanje, demokratizacija proizvodnje i recepcije 
umjetnosti; povijest izložbi, studije performansa, institucionalna kritika, 
teorija ideologije 



4

su bile i ostale ambivalencije koje se vezuju uz njegov nastanak, 

višedesetljetni rad i naknadnu interpretaciju.

Kao i svaki izraz slojevite i laminirane pobune, prostor 

Studentskog kulturnog centra u Beogradu bio je heterogen i 

vodstva u suštini hibridna. U pitanju je laminacija lijevih 

borbi, disidentstva i liberalizma, misticizma i nacionalizma, 

uz dodatke meke hippie, a kasnije i glam-punk supkulture. 

5 koja se kretala od radikalne 

ljevice do liberalnih zaokreta i protonacionalizama (koji s 

u raznim protestima tijekom šezdesetih i sedamdesetih godina. 

programima SKC-a.6

7 

od brojnih lica SKC-a koja su kohabitirala unutar njegovih 

prve urednice likovnog programa Velike galerije, u kojoj su, 

pokret-

-
JELENA 

VESIĆ
-

at one of SKC’s numerous faces co-inhabiting its permeable 

and movable (institutional) walls. It is the face that criticized the 

Yugoslav socialist state from the leftist, Marxist positions, having 

emerged in the circles of the student protests of 1968 with 

That characteristic “face of criticism” can be 

of art programme at the SKC’s Gallery, in which numerous 

people participated without being a part of its formal institutional 

structure – in which numerous people participated without being 

a part of its formal institutional structure, but working instead – 

working instead in the same space within the own self-organized 

through the newly formed editorial boards, councils, and groups. 

which covers the years from 1971 until 1975. 

precisely in its unwillingness to accommodate itself in the binary 

opposition of as an euphemism 

for the strict division of cultural space into  and 

alternative art – a partition line that has often been used as the 

principal epistemological tool in the more recent cultural histories 

of the countries of real-socialism.8 Instead of that, SKC offered a 

different model of production, which may be expressed as 

– – . This formula results 

from the fact that the self-organized generation-in-protest created 

space for establishing a new institution: that the end of the 

student protests was “crowned” by the inauguration of SKC as an 

institution established , by the state; and that the same 

‘68-ish, self-organizational, and communitarian 
9

In other words, SKC as a venue was characterized precisely 

by that ambivalent combination of  and vertical forms 

of organization; at the same time, it was a state institution of 

culture (with all the attributes that accompany a state institution) 

-
LUTZ BECKER, 

KINO BELEŠKE, 1975.

|

LUTZ BECKER, 

CINEMA NOTES, 1975
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, participirali brojni pojedinci koji nisu bili dio formalnih 

institucionalnih struktura, nego su djelovali u istom prostoru 

programe putem novoformiranih redakcija, savjeta, grupa. Vezat 

godine. 

Performativnost SKC-a kao eksperimentalne institucije ogleda 

se upravo u njezinu opiranju da se smjesti u okvire binarne 

opozicije kao eufemizma za 

 i 

kao glavni epistemološki alat novijih interpretacija kulturnih 

historija u zemljama realsocijalizma.8 Umjesto toga SKC je 

– –  – formulom 

protestu otvorila prostor  uspostavljanju nove institucije – i da 

SKC-a kao institucije uspostavljene 

bi taj isti šezdesetosmaški, samoorganizacijski i komunitarni 

praksama i projektima koji su se odvijali pod „novoosvojenim 

institucionalnim krovom“.9

ambivalentna kombinacija  i vertikalnih formi 

ponekad i subverzivnih okupljanja heterogenih zajednica 

profesionalna institucija kulture – kadrovski i „odozgo“10 – SKC 

and the site of spontaneous, occasionally subversive gatherings 

of heterogeneous communities of artists, intellectuals, and 

political activists. Even though intended as a professional cultural 

institution – in terms of personnel and as a venue created from 

“above”10 – SKC operated in a non-hierarchical manner, rejecting 

the traditional disciplines and the professional divisions of labour, 

as well as the illusionistic separation into “cultural producers” 

and the audience or “consumers”. Its functioning mode 

introduced new forms of cultural activism, based on volunteer 

and enthusiastic work combined with professional and paid 

labour, which was also a source of various internal antagonisms, 

 shows in one of its projects. In his statement for 

these institutions and scholarly institutes should exist for art and 

the artists, while at the same time these artists have practically 

no base for professional improvement. Hordes of administrators 

and other experts are ‘permanently employed’ and at the same 

time there is no institution where artists could engage in their 

being obliged to perform other functions... While some people are 

not only to mature and prove themselves artistically, but also 

to cede their work to the public for nothing, without any sort of 

compensation.”11

Richard Schechner’s view of performativity as an inclusive term12 

allows us to think of something that may be described as the 

performativity of an institution, since we are speaking here of a 

resistant and evasive term... which cannot be easily captured, 

covers an extensive range of possibilities of occurrence in 

everyday (media-related, socio-political, artistic, and personal) 

life. Schechner has indicated the mutual closeness of terms 

such as “performance” and “performativity”, emphasizing their 

 Thus, 



 pokazuje 

u jednom projektno formuliranom obliku. Tako u svom prilogu 

jedna institucija u kojoj bi se umetnici bavili predmetom svoga 

vrše i neke druge funkcije ... Ljudi se primaju u radni odnos i dok 

ustupe javnosti svoj rad.“11

Pogled Richarda Schechnera na performativnost ( ) 

kao „inkluzivan termin“12 dopušta nam da mislimo nešto što 

kao što su performativ (performative) i 

odlike performansa. Tako parole studentskog protesta Dole 

 ili  

performativ, odnosno nešto 

 provedena, kao i vrste posljedica tih 

, 

SKC kao „performativna institucija“ upravo predstavlja zbroj 

some slogans of the student protests such as Down with the 

or  can also be 

understood as an Austinean performative, that is, as something 

that initiates the idea of a word or sentence performing and 

State, in our case the  was performed, 

can be viewed in terms of performativity, that is, as something 

SKC as a “performative institution” represents the sum of all its 

departures from the classical 

as an expression of power and a guardian of the canon. 

Performativity would here mean “surpassing” all those dualisms 

that SKC embodied as a , 

, or ; performativity emerged here as 

venue in regard to everyday life and sociality “from below.” That 

manoeuvre of various positions, which was constant in SKC, can 

,13 in the aesthetical-cultural corpus, or in the paradigm 

of  in an organizational-working-

political corpus as proposed by Edvard Kardelj.14 In that sense, 

it is no wonder that the institutional representative of SKC was 

critics, gallerists, and friends – protagonists of New Art Practices 

– portrayed in a seated position, in a frontal line, leaning against 

the wall of SKC’s Gallery. The photo shows people who 

 (as understood by Roland Barthes)15 and used to be that 

institution, and who had made it precisely what it was with their 

permanent presence, removing it from the institutional map of 

classical artistic venues of their time and contrasting the ideology 

of “white cube,” with its restrictive and controlled conventions of 

observation and contemplation of artworks, and eventually 

-
JELENA 

VESIĆ
-
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, 

, ; performativnost 

zidova, zatvorenost, izoliranost i samodovoljnost jednog 

u prvom licu 13 u estetsko-kulturnom korpusu 

ili, pak, u paradigmi  Edvarda 

Kardelja14

exiting the gallery). Contrary to that, SKC was a place where 

one practically lived; for all its participants, it was a sort of self-

organized school or alternative university, whose keywords were 

, , and , and it was that very 

and objects, that would mark SKC as a “performative institution,” 

which can be further supported by Schechner’s parallels between 

performativity and processuality, performativity and research 

impulse, or performativity and dematerialization.

institution” (or continuing the protest by other means, under 

an institutional roof) in a very intense way. One could even say 

 was re-enacted in as if on a 

stage (now as the translation of common social demands from 

essay on Art and Revolution

It is only in its function of criticizing and self-analyzing its own 

language that art is capable of analyzing and criticizing social 

practice, or demanding its change... Art that celebrates its victory 
16

 as a participatory artistic-curatorial-theoretical 

project was launched at the Gallery of SKC in 1975, when 

various cultural workers – art critics, gallerists, curators, and 

artists – produced and published a series of individual critical 

statements on the idea of , in the context of 

of Yugoslav socialist state policy. The issue of self-managing art 

evolved into a debate on the politicization of cultural activity and 

the experimental change in the language of art related to the 

emergence of the new paradigm of conceptual art and New Art 

.17 Exploring the relationship between the “autonomy 

ljude koji su 15 i koji su 

ideologiji a i njezinim restriktivnim i kontroliranim 

konvencijama ponašanja (monumentalnim ulaskom, 

kontemplacijom djela i na kraju izlaskom iz galerijskog prostora). 

njegove protagoniste bio neka vrsta samoorganiziranog 

,  i  i upravo ta razlika 
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Projekt 

„horizontalne institucije“ (ili nastavka protesta drugim sredstvima, 

upravo inkubirana i izvedena petogodišnjim procesom 

da je performativ  

ponovo izveden projektom kao na nekoj vrsti 

tekstu 

u funkciji kritike i samoanalize sopstvenog jezika umetnost je 

sposobna da pokrene pitanje analize i kritike društvene prakse, 

te da zahteva njenu promenu ... Umetnost koja slavi pobedu 

prestaje da se bori ... “.16

75

povodom ideje , a u vezi s idejom 

umjetnosti prerasta u diskusiju o politizaciji kulturnog rada i 

eksperimentalnoj promjeni jezika umjetnosti u vezi s pojavom 

nove paradigme i 

.17

i institucionalnim konstelacijama, debata  se razvija 

kao  s naglaskom na 

samoupravnog društva. Na konkretnu analizu bliskosti i razlika 

tih triju kontekst

nazivom 
18

institutional constellations, the debate around  evolved 

as a  with an emphasis 

on the political division of the world into the socialist East and 

 directly invites to a 

concrete analysis of the similarities and differences between these 

three contexts, and it is in this dynamism that Denegri sees the 

entire artistic development.18

the 1970s. SKC was regularly organizing alternative “Octobers” 

as a sort of oppositional, counter-cultural activity with regard to 

, which contained 

the conventional and bourgeois prerogative of a “salon” and was 

generally larpourlartist orientation. At that time, 

was being held at the Modern Gallery, located at the site of a 

former garage in Masarykova Street, so that SKC’s “Octobers” 

was documented in the form of a publicly distributed 

notebook – a hectographed reader19 with the texts of all the 

statements-essays. Later some of these texts were published 

in  journal, which provoked a public polemic in 
20 Moreover, was presented as 

a performative event in the Vertovian documentary Cinema 

by German director Lutz Becker, who portrays the artists, 

curators and art critics as cultural workers at work by juxtaposing 

the performance of individual statements written for the reader 

of  with other narrative or gestural expressions of 

various protagonists from SKC’s art scene, some of whom had 

refused to participate in 

as a production site, a gallery-as-a-factory that, instead of an 

-
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VESIĆ
-



ČASOPIS ZA SUVREMENA LIKOVNA ZBIVANJA

MAGAZINE FOR CONTEMPORARY VISUAL ARTS

idealistic picture of modernization and industrialization, with its 

work, enthusiastically produces the ideology of not-doing and 

not-working – the fetish of contemplation.21 

There are mainly two explanations of the context and emergence 

of 

distilled from the fragmented testimonies of the participants and 

witnesses to the event,22

(dominant) epistemology of interpreting art in this region, which is 

performed either by using the method of analogies with the West 

ideologies.23

One interpretation is linked to understanding and establishing 

conceptual art in Belgrade as a critical practice that explored 

and as a broader international phenomenon and movement. 

to organize a symposium on the political engagement of art. 

Whereas conceptual art on the global level mostly evolved 

was primarily directed against the prevailing interpretations 

of art “directed” by Clement Greenberg and Michael Fried. 

surrounding the artistic production can be also read as an 

own hands” and not allow their work to become even more 

alienated by the (twisted) interpretations of the elite of art critics. 

therefore refers to the issue of the whole of “artist’s work”, which 

replaced the earlier interest for the “art object”, revealing the 

limitations of a narrowly understood concept of “visual arts.” 

happens when the institution of visual is substituted by written 

sedamdesetih godina. SKC je redovno organizirao alternativne 

„Oktobre“, kao neku vrstu opozicijskog, kontrakulturnog 

 

vrata-do-vrata kontrasalona. 

19 s tekstovima svih sudionika projekta 

20 Osim toga, je 

individualnih  pisanih za skriptu  s drugim 

u . Film govori o SKC-u kao mjestu produkcije, o 

21 

projekta 

22 i oba se uklapaju u (dominantnu) epistemologiju 

23
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je propitivala dominantne modele djelovanja u polju umjetnosti i 

kulture i kao jednog šireg internacionalnog fenomena i pokreta. 

Dok se konceptualna umjetnost na globalnom nivou uglavnom 

razvijala u kritici modernizma, odnosno njegove birokratizacije 

prije svega usmjerava prema dominantnim interpretacijama 

umjetnosti kojima su „upravljali“ Clement Greenberg i Michael 

Fried. Zbog toga ta široka grupa umjetnika svoju praksu fokusira 

na teoriju i tekstualnu formu vezanu uz dominantna pitanja 

 zamijeni pisani 

24 

U svom prilogu za

ekonomskih sloboda, a s druge strane pasivno se odnositi 

language: whether the artwork and the position or attitude 

originating from it continue to exist as an “artwork” or become 

the conditions of its existence become a political practice, which 

penetrates the existing social and ideological constellations, 

making them visible?24 In his contribution to , Zoran 

to the world outside and to its own language, its own (artistic) 

practice. It is senseless and hypocritical to be engaged and to 

speak and act in the name of humanity or mankind, or for political 

and economic freedoms, while simultaneously taking a passive 

stance towards the system of ‘universal’ artistic values, which 

is the basic premise for the existence of artistic bureaucracy 

and, by that very fact, the shameless robbery performed by art 

celebrities.”25

The second explanation is linked to the position of SKC as 

an alternative institution in a socialist state, or rather to the 

who never concealed her socialist inclinations and her lateral 

contacts to the Party establishment. According to that version, 

concept of 

system of free exchange and association of labour through 

self-managed interest communities represents the new, non-

proprietary attitude that explores and revises the existing models 

of artistic work and behaviour.”26 Some refused the proposal as 

“a form of collaboration with the regime in power” (since that was 

a time when citizens had the duty of articulating and expressing 

their opinion about self-management as “the optimal social 

system” practiced in various types of institutions, from factories 

and schools to cultural institutions), but most people accepted the 

challenge, using its basic theme as a starting point for exploring 

some fundamental issues related to the social role of art. This 

-
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zvezde.“25

Drugo objašnjenje vezano je uz pozicije SKC-a kao alternativne 

samoupravne interesne zajednice predstavlja novi nesvojinski 

i ponašanja.“26 Dio zajednice odbija taj prijedlog kao „oblik 

vezanih uz društvenu ulogu umjetnosti. To objašnjenje, naravno, 

projektom 

Velikoj galeriji SKC-a,27

28 

ideologije unutar kojega je 

the curator of the event, and by all means she used 
27 after which 

the management of the visual arts programme was taken over by 

political approach.28 

However, despite the fact that these two positions related to 

the making of  can be considered as different and 

mutually opposed, we will try to see them here as two compatible 

stories: one engaged with form and language, that is, with 

formal and linguistic tools – the (neo)-avant-garde tendency of 

“revolutionizing art practices” – and another as referring to an 

ideology within which  actively operated as a project 

dedicated to a “concrete analysis of a concrete situation.” 

Both approaches actually unite two well-known principles that 

conceptually linked the historical avant-gardes with the neo-

avant-gardes: making political art (relationship with the world 

of realist politics) and

the circumstances of production, interpretation, and reception, 

including the interest in form). 

applied rather generally and routinely in the actual practices 

of various artistic associations and public cultural institutions, 

which enjoyed the position of a “relative autonomy of culture” 

.29 Some 

critics of those times also referred to that tendency as 

, since the modernist “aestheticization” of art almost 

exclusively used a clear differentiation between the cultural policy 

of Yugoslavia and the propagandistic methods of the USSR and 

the doctrine of 

socialist aestheticism that many outstanding products of new 

Yugoslav art are of a compromising type. It is as if there were on 

one side the expression, which has in the main accomplished 
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operirao kao projekt „konkretne analize konkretne situacije“. 

Oba spomenuta pristupa zapravo ujedinjuju dva dobro poznata 

principa koja su konceptualno povezivala povijesne avangarde 

s neoavangardama: (tj. odnos prema 

svijetu realpolitike) i  (odnosno interes 

.29

tendenciju nazivali i 

estetizmom to što su mnogi markantni proizvodi nove 

jugoslovenske umetnosti po tipu kompromisni. Kao da na jednoj 

strani stoji izraz, koji je u celini postigao vidan napredak; a na 

visible progress, and on the other side the meaning and message, 

which have been generalized and perhaps too sublimated.”30 In 

the more recent interpretations of the ideas and manifestations 

of socialist modernism, this sublimation has been linked precisely 

to the creation of Yugoslav national identity and the aestheticism 

31

In the circles of protagonists of “Belgrade conceptualism” one 

art critics, and curators gathered in SKC were of the opinion 

cultural brand (with its unwritten canon of abstract painting and 

sculpture as the dominant form of production) represented a sort 

of “ideological neutralization of the very language of art.” From 

their vantage point, this “liberal” cultural programme served to 

thwart any critical potential of art for expressing and disclosing the 

existing social problems. Socialist modernism was an expression 

of ideological neutralization from the inside, on the local level, 

and in the visual arts it was reduced to the “discreet modernism 

any of the progressive postulates of Yugoslav state politics or at 

least indicated its internal contradictions. In her contribution to 

sublimirani.“30

sa stvaranjem jugoslavenskog nacionalnog identiteta i 

estetikom „prkosa i patnje“ kojom je taj identitet stalno i iznova 
31

 (sa svojim nepisanim kanonom apstraktnog slikarstva i 

skulpture kao dominantnog oblika produkcije) predstavljaju vrstu 

„ideološke neutralizacije samog jezika umjetnosti“. S njihova 

bio izraz ideološke neutralizacije prema unutra, na lokalnom 

nivou, i u likovnoj umjetnosti se svodio na „diskretni modernizam 

pariške škole“, što nikako nije bilo adekvatno niti jednom od 

najmanju ruku ukazivalo na njezine kontradiktornosti. U svom 

prilogu za 

naša umetnost ono što vidimo u obliku ‘koktel-paketa-kulturnih 

really what we see in the form of ‘cocktail-packages-of-cultural-

services’ at the exhibitions of Yugoslav art in the province and 

abroad?”32

art,” “monumental tragism,” “vision/hallucination/renewal/

to depict the fate of man/mankind, and that fate is hard and dark, 

but the artist raised it to the level of monumentality,” observing 

that the language of that art has been reduced to a litany: “It is 

of all, but is in fact uncritical.”33

that the terms “absolute, universal, ideal, and eternal” represented 

God as a force legitimizing the history of class relations as the 

only/desirable form of society.34 

directed against the state with the  project was often 

transformative and reformatory – what they said was practically: 

“Hey state, you don’t do that well” or: “Hey state, you don’t stand 

behind your words, at least not when it comes to art.” On the 

since the protagonists of New Art Practices indeed intervened into 

the modernist paradigm of the “autonomy of art.” They proposed 

and practiced a radical turn, which presupposed a shift from the 
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i inostranstvu?“32

umjetnost“, „monumentalni tragizam“, „vizija/ halucinacija/ 

umjetnosti svodi na litanije: „on je opšti i nikada nije konkretan, 

on govori za sebe da je human, da je za dobro svih ljudi, ali 
33

društva.34 

projektom 

opsjednutost pitanjima „reprezentacije“, fokusom na same 

ideološke aparate koji ustanovljuju kriterije za proizvodnju i 

“representation” to focusing on the ideological apparatuses that  

established the criteria for the production and evaluation of art. 

The alternative “October events” at SKC functioned in this respect 

not only as a response of one exhibition to another, or as an act 

spheres, but also as an effort at building a different perspective 

in the exhibition catalogue of , these tendencies are 

work, while the process itself – that is, what New Art Practices 

have termed 

art – remains inaccessible and unknown.”35

by calling that practice “a utopia of hectographs”36 that had its 

various manifestations both before and after  and was 

a brand mark of the art of SKC, as well as many other critical 

approaches in a more widely understood corpus of conceptual 

art. The “utopia of hectographs” would thereby encompass all 

those artistic forms that emerged from the student protests and 

the corpus of “poor art,” which refused to be a “social luxury” or 

one’s position or the attitude. The substantial aim of conceptual 

art, as Charles Harrison has observed, “was not simply to 

displace paintings and sculptures with texts and ‘proceedings’, 

 – ostaje i dalje nedostupan i nepoznat.“35 
36 koja 

 

i koja je bila zaštitni znak umjetnosti SKC-a, baš kao i mnogih 

umjetnosti. Pod „utopijom šapirografa“ podrazumijevamo sve 

„društveni luksuz“ ili „skupocjen objekt“, nego prije svega 

konceptualne umjetnosti, kako piše Charles Harrison, „nije bila 

jednostavna zamena slika ili skulptura tekstovima ili postupcima, 

paraphrases, to supplant ‘experience’ with a reading, and in that 

37

Indeed, New Art Practices offered two fundamental contributions, 

which are still in the focus of attention when it comes to global 

research on the history of conceptual art and its contemporary 

manifestations: one is the 

, whereby work is understood as a process 

or an open experiment, but not necessarily a product; the other 

refers to the issue of , based 

on the gesture of “opening the code” of artistic production and 

presenting the actual artistic act as possible and accessible to 

artwork as an exclusive material object. New art  generated 

and distributed at SKC can certainly be described as  

expressed in texts, discourses, modes of behaviour, body 

Denegri’s hypothesis of the . As Vladimir 

Gudac wrote in his contribution to : “We need an 

attitude, not a style,”38

practice of Yugoslav artistic life reveals the paradoxical fact that 

the social and cultural elites in this country are most suspicious 

of all towards those phenomena that use the critical character of 
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37

priloga koji su i dalje u fokusu kada je u pitanju globalno 

suvremenih manifestacija: jedan je 

 unutar koje je rad prikazan kao proces, 

se druga odnosi na pitanje , 

objektnog djela kao ekskluzivnog materijalnog predmeta. Nove 

forme

mogu biti opisane kao 

se sve opet uklapa u Denegrijevu tezu o . 

Vladimir Gudac u svom prilogu za  piše: „Nama ne 

treba stil nego stav.“,38

their language in order to democratize artistic communication, 

thus joining the wider processes of social and intellectual 

transformation.”39

In a broader sense, and in the context of artistic and political 

movements of the 1960s and 1970s, may be 

“dematerialization of art”40 and the “dematerialization of the 

exhibition form,”41 close to the theories of Lucy Lippard and the 

exhibition practice of Seth Sigelaub. The process of radically 

,42 which alluded to its transfer into linguistic, photographic, 

 as a counter-exhibition or a 

conceptual exhibition format can also be observed in comparison 

with the exhibition project  by Seth Sigelaub, which 

took place in December 1968 and featured all the “unavoidable 

names” of the conceptual art scene – Carl Andre, Robert Barry, 

Robert Morris, and others. , however, did not have 

such a broad conceptual and social vision as  since 

its function was primarily to experiment with the exhibition format 

current artistic production.

39

šezdesetih i sedamdesetih godina, 

unutar polja tadašnjih diskusija o „dematerijalizaciji umetnosti“40 
41 bliskih teorijama Lucy 

Lucy Lippard je nazivala ,42 

) 

The 

 Setha Sigelauba, realiziranim u prosincu 1968. godine, 

drugi. 

društvenu viziju kao  njegova funkcija je bila primarno 

U kontekstu drugog pogleda na , u spletu lokalnih 

If we take a second glance at  in terms of its local 

her collaborators to an experimental expression and production 

of critical statements instead of an exhibition of artworks – that 

event can also be read as a form of processual performance 

of OUR,43 that is, a performative establishment of OUR “from 

below” as a truly horizontal and participatory activity. In that 

 

published their critical statements from the platform of cultural 

workers – a platform that was politically formulated as “horizontal” 

and different from the “vertical” platforms and positions led 

by specialists, experts, great artists, and so on.  

performatively appropriated and internalized the self-managing 

model of factory as the basic organizational model of Yugoslav 

socialism during the 1960s and 1970s, exploring the possibility 

of speaking about the “gallery-as-factory” and a sort of “taking 

the matters into one’s own hands” by the cultural workers who 

actively participated in the production of programme, meaning, 

That decision is simultaneously linked to the tradition of 

objects (artists), branding and distribution of products (curators 
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and critics), and accumulation of values (museums), focusing 

instead on the inner development of art programme at SKC, 

where the artistic editorial board discussed every day on the 

issues of artistic activity, both in conversations about individual 

projects and in debates concerning programmes of the SKC’s 

Gallery. Havin curated such a horizontal platform and produced 

having performatively established the OUR as a site of decision-

hierarchy, and she did it also in a symbolic, that is, conceptual 

sense of the word.44 That conceptual gesture resulted from the 

inner logic of the project and, it is also important to note, because 

many people related to the art scene of SKC refused to participate 

in  precisely because they interpreted the position of 

and an interface for speaking in the register of Party structures.

in the project related to self-management, as the keyword in 

politics at the time, may seem like doing the “homework”, or a 

politically correct answer to demands such as Kardelj’s proposal 

of extending the term “worker” to include all people, “regardless 

of whether they are involved in physical or intellectual work, in 

svoje suradnike i suradnice na eksperimentalni izraz proizvodnje 

OUR-a,43 odnosno performativno uspostavljanje OUR-a 

„odozdo“ kao istinski horizontalne i participatorne aktivnosti. 

 s platforme radnika 

rukovode specijalisti, eksperti, veliki autori i tako dalje. 

75 je performativno prisvojio i internalizirao samoupravni model 

tvornice kao osnovni organizacijski model jugoslavenskog 

stvari u svoje ruke“ od kulturnih radnica i radnika koji u to vrijeme 

Velike galerije SKC-a.

Ta odluka je istovremeno povezana s tradicijom 

(umjetnike), brendiranje i distribuciju proizvoda (kustose i 

razvojem likovnog programa SKC-a gdje se u okviru likovne 

material production or other types of social activities,” or an 

answer to the autonomous decision-making on the conditions 

and goals of production in “organizations of associated labour” 

(OUR) – “free and willing participation in all forms of interrelations 

such as cooperation and associated labour that correspond to 

their production-related, economic, social, and other interests,”45 

the performative expression “pluralism of self-managing interests,” 

and so on.

However, in the gesture of  there was no trace of 

praising the Yugoslav state policy, even though it started from the 

upon them in the light of art practice. Among other things, it was 

because even state socialism was far from being a literal (or, what 

is more important, consistent) translation of Kardelj’s “ideas”; 

instead, it was a sort of “pragmatic construction” in terms of the 

still present tensions between theory and praxis. For Kardelj, self-

management was yet another road leading to the 

in the classical Marxist sense of the word, replacing 

it through communitarian property or a communist society. The 

idea of the socialist state being merely a transition stage on the 

way to communism, in which the state will also wither away, is 

found in both Marx and Lenin46 and in Kardelj, but also in circles 

around the  magazine and in various intellectual and artistic 

communities, both local and international.

rada, kako u razgovorima o individualnim projektima tako i u 

debatama o programima i pravcima razvoja likovnog programa 

institucije „odozdo“ u petogodišnjoj kolektivnoj praksi i 

hijerarhiji.44 Ta konceptualna gesta proizlazi iz unutrašnje logike 

tom trenutku poimali kao poziciju autoriteta, kao interface za 

govor iz registra partijskih struktura.

Svakako, na prvi pogled, odluka o participaciji u projektu koji 

proizvodnji ili drugim društvenim delatnostima“, kao odgovora 
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ekonomskim, socijalnim i drugim interesima“,45 o performativnom 

izrazu  i tako dalje.

 nema nikakve pohvale 

principa samoupravljanja i pokušaju njihovih promišljanja iz 

još jedan put koji vodi k 

46 i 

 i mnogih drugih 

Projektom  i njegovom platformom 

u prvom licu

 

– kao ideja i praksa koja vodi porijeklo još od Proudhona i 

i ,47

bi bio u suprotnosti sa svim tim  kategorijama. U nekakvoj 

 ili  – 

top-down

avangardizama do tvrdokornih reakcionarnosti.

U tom smislu, vizija  kao „školskog zadatka“ mogla 

paradigmu“,48 u nekakvom pravolinijskom pogledu na jasnu liniju 

 and its platform of  

practically tackled the very inner contradiction of self-management 

as a state system on the linguistic level – a contradiction that 

was built into the relationship between the notion of the self 

in self-management and the notions of “state”, “power”, and 

“government” as administrative forces and structures. Whereas 

self-management – as an idea and practice that can be traced 

back to Proudhon and the revolutionary workers’ syndicalism in 

19th-century France – may be described in terms of , 

, , and ultimately ,47 the 

concept of the state seems contrary to all these “self”-categories. 

In a sort of binary opposition, the state would be a 

 or a 

under a top-down administrative structure, mostly organized 

according to the principle of representative democracy. Only the 

critical language of Marxism places these two entities (the state 

and the self) in a sort of relationship, since it sees the politics of 

self-management as the process of rejecting both the Bolshevik-

bureaucratic principle and the principle of social democracy, 

which is the beginning of the process of elimination of the state. 

That transition process from the socialist state to communism 

was formulated in socialist Yugoslavia as a galloping historical 

demand, which obviously resulted in a plurality of different and 

often contradictory manifestations – from visionary avant-gardisms 

to hard-core reactionarisms.

In this view, the hypothesis of  as “homework” could 

only hold water within the framework of total immersion in 

the “totalitarian paradigm,”48 in a sort of mainstream view that 

spheres – the one that governed and the one that critically 

intervened or positioned itself in ideal separation from the state. 

However, the entire predicament around  resided 

dissolved the issues of art and the state – by literally performing 

the self-management approach (as the dominant state doctrine) 

in terms of “enacting an OUR in action” – and then also criticized 

the current state institution of art as 

, and so on – all this from the marginal 

social position of an alternative cultural institution for young people.

Besides, unlike the dominant state rhetoric, which advised 

“moving from words to action,” and implied in its subtext that the 

workers did not speak, that is, that they could speak only through 

their actions (in art this meant through paintings and sculptures), 

the platform of  would have been an example of 

workers who spoke and who launched a call for critical speech 

and thinking through their project. 
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75

kao 

 itd. – sve s marginalnih društvenih pozicija jedne 

djela“ i u svom podtekstu podrazumijevala da radnici i radnice 

ne govore, tj. da mogu govoriti samo putem djela (u umjetnosti 

putem slika i skulptura), platforma  bi upravo 

predstavljala primjer radnika koji govore i koji tim projektom 

Postavljamo pitanje politik samoorganizacije ili razloga zašto bi 

SKC mogao biti sagledavan u praksi svojih aktera kao 

pokret ili 

praksama kroz koje je taj „odziv“ bio manifestiran i distribuiran 

njenog mišljenja i prakse.“49

Dakle, iako se  odvijao na marginama društvene 

participacije umjetnika i radnika u kulturi u promišljanju programa 

je još jednom primijetiti da ta participacija nije bila kanalizirana 

jedne konkretne scene. U pogledu prakse, protagonisti Novih 

je transformaciju umjetnosti i kulture koja je i dalje stajala 

sudionice projekta  stremili nije samo sistemsko 

oblika samoupravljanja; oni su zahtijevali njihovo istinsko 

ispunjenje kao prakse „odozdo“, u  i 

. U tom smislu, ti samoorganizirani akteri se 

We may raise the issue of policies of self-organization or reasons 

why SKC could be viewed through the praxis of its agents as an 

 or . In case of 

75, one could speak of a common ideology that the workers in 

establishment, in terms of their two-sided “answer” to the 

concept of self-management. However, in that observation we 

should keep in mind the formal difference of how the “answer” 

have been manifested and distributed in these entirely different 

manifestos, but also in the structure of its thinking and practice.”49

Therefore, even though  was taking place on the 

margins of social and cultural visibility, it did constitute a case of 

on the programme of the State and its institutions (public 

institutions of art). It is important to emphasize once again that 

this participation was not channelled in formal self-management 

bodies installed “from above,” but in an authentic process of self-

the protagonists of New Art Practices were not engaged in the 

struggle was mostly directed against the “bourgeois institution of 

art” and they demanded a transformation of art and culture, which 

was still resting on the remnants of bourgeois tradition. What the 

participants of  aspired to was not merely a systemic 

forms of self-management; they demanded their genuine 

and 

in . In that sense, these self-organized agents 

Yugoslav socialist self-management.

In other words, one may say that the protagonists of 

used Kardelj’s self-management as a starting point, embodied in 

in order to  criticize the state, or rather the state institution 

of art. In order to explain this hypothesis, I will go back to 

Schehner’s idea of performativity as an “inclusive term” distributed 

in two notions – doing and , the latter being an 

performing. The performative and 

critical aspects of  actually resulted from an unwritten 

internalization and simultaneous theatralization of the genuine 

 and then eventually became the doing itself (now 

 – a sort of current polemics 

reaching its goal: to challenge the dominant bourgeois taste and 

managing art in socialism. 
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It is certain that SKC’s Octobers, and especially , were 

the “main station” in which the idea of the emancipatory potential of 

observed in continuity with the leftist debates of the 1930s, before 

and after the Kharkov conference, or the debates of the literary 

leftists in Yugoslavia from the 1930s until the 1950s, beginning with 
50 

that new art for the new society actually be” and “what would be the 

genuine art of socialism.” Contrary to the debates in the 1930s and 

1950s, which mostly focused on the issues of artistic freedom and 

formal language, the protagonists of 

of discussion to the very “apparatus of artistic production,” including 

issues such as the artistic position, behaviour, programmatic 

activity, and the processes of production and reception of art.

My decision to present SKC as a performative institution through 

Octobers rather than the April Encounters, which were in a sense far 

when it comes to performance art, should underline the singularity 

of SKC as an alternative institutional project typical of the period 

of Yugoslav self-managing socialism, as opposed to its potential 

immersion in the general trends of non-conformist art practices in 

the 1970s (be it Eastern or Western) and its role in the birth of the 

iskoristili kardeljevsko samoupravljanje kao polazište 

se na Schehnerovu ideju o performativnosti kao „inkluzivnom 

terminu“ koji se distribuira u dva pojma – doing i , 

od kojih je drugi adekvatan terminu performing. Performativni 

 upravo proizlaze iz nepisane 

internalizacije i istovremene teatralizacije istinskog rada jednog 

OUR-a – teatralizacije koja posjeduje kvalitete  

doing (sada u prenesenom smislu 

 –

promišljanje pravaca razvoja samoupravne umjetnosti u 

socijalizmu.

, 

predstavljali „glavnu stanicu“ na kojoj se obavljalo preispitivanje 

ideje o emancipatorskom potencijalu umjetnosti i njezinu 

_________
1 Praksi razvoja performansa u SKC-u od početka sedamdesetih pa 
nadalje prethodi kustoska aktivnost Biljane Tomić u Galeriji Ateljea 
212 od 1968. do 1973. koja predstavlja neku vrstu prologa za daljnji 

uvodom u 50 Sve te 

rasprave pokušavaju odgovoriti na pitanje „što bi to bila nova 

umetnost za novo društvo“ i „što bi to bila istinska umjetnost 

socijalizma“. Za razliku od rasprava tridesetih i pedesetih 

i formalnog jezika, protagonisti  proširuju polje 

procesa proizvodnje i recepcije umjetnosti.

, a ne u 

smislu znatno propulzivnijoj, internacionalnijoj i znamenitijoj 

performance 

art

jugoslavenskog samoupravnog socijalizma, nasuprot njegovu 

umjetnosti“. 

_________
1 #e practice of performative evolution at SKC was preceded in the 
early 1970s (from 1968 until 1973) by the curatorial activity of Biljana 
Tomić at the Atelier of Gallery 212, as a sort of prologue to the further 
development of experimental practices at SKC. “#e artistic programme 
of Bitef was launched in the stormy intellectual and artistic atmosphere 
of Atelier 212, within the informal Gallery 212, and it appeared as early 
as the 2nd Bitef in 1968. Biljana Tomić was the programme’s editor until 
1973, in collaboration with Irina Subotić and Ješa Denegri. #is team 
of art historians and curators, generally interested in exploring the 
historical avant-garde and in supporting the current neo-avant-garde and 
conceptual practices in visual arts, brought to Bitef an artistic programme 
that was analogous to that which the festival already contained in terms 
of theatre, which was thus deepened and extended. #e programme 
was international in its character, and the working formats were of very 
di%erent types. #ey included performances, happenings, exhibitions, 
actions, lectures, Fluxus events, public interventions, and other forms, 
performed by artists, art critics, gallerists, theoreticians, and others from 
the Yugoslav and international scene.” Ana Vujanović, “Nove pozorišne 
tendencije: BITEF (Beogradski Internacionalni Teatarski Festival)” [New 
tendencies in theatre: BITEF (International #eatre Festival Belgrade)], in: 
Istorija umetnosti u Srbiji – XX vek [History of art in Serbia – 20th century], 
vol. 1, ed. Miško Šuvaković (Belgrade: Orion Art, 2010), 375-385.  
2 Student Cultural Centre (SKC) was a result of the political activities 
of a group of young intellectuals, who led the protest and the Student 
Union. Control over the building of State security (UDBA), which was 
undergoing a reconstruction and was located in the centre of Belgrade, 
was given over to the Student Union at the very end of the 1960s, and what 
is more important, it happened a(er the student protests, which ended 
with the symbolic and rather ambiguous (and equally assimilative) words 
of Comrade Tito: !e students are right! 
#e cultural climate in the network of student centres established 
throughout Yugoslavia (partly as a result of the protests of ’68) may be 
seen as uni)ed in its tendency of a le(ist critique of the o*cial cultural 
policy of the Socialist Federative Republic od Yugoslavia (SFRJ), 
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razvoj eksperimentalnih praksi u SKC-u. „Likovni program Bitefa 
pokrenut je u uzburkanoj intelektualnoj i umetničkoj atmosferi Ateljea 
212, u neformalnoj Galeriji 212, a pojavio se već na 2. Bitefu, 1968. 
godine. Urednica programa je do 1973. bila Biljana Tomić, u saradnji 
sa Irinom Subotić i Ješom Denegrijem. Ovaj tim istoričara umetnosti 
i kustosa, i inače orijentisan na proučavanje istorijske avangarde i 
podršku aktuelnim neoavangardnim i konceptualnim praksama na 
likovnoj sceni, doneo je Bitefu likovni program analogan onome što 
je glavni program donosio u polju teatra, pa i njegovo produbljivanje i 
proširivanje. Program je imao internacionalni karakter, a formati rada 
su bili veoma raznovrsni. Organizovani su performansi, hepeninzi, 
izložbe, akcije, predavanja, %uksus događaji, javne intervencije i sl. 
umetnika, kritičara, galerista, teoretičara idr. sa jugoslovenske i svetske 
scene.“ Ana Vujanović, „Nove pozorišne tendencije: BITEF (Beogradski 
Internacionalni Teatarski Festival)“, u: Istorija umetnosti u Srbiji – XX 
vek, tom 1, gl. ur. Miško Šuvaković, Orion Art, Beograd, 2010., 375–385.  
2 Studentski kulturni centar (SKC) je nastao kao rezultat političkih 
aktivnosti grupe mladih intelektualaca koji su predvodili protest 
i predsjedali Savezom studenata. Kontrola nad zgradom Državne 
bezbednosti (UDBA), koja je prolazila kroz rekonstrukciju i nalazila 
se u centru Beograda, dana je Udruženju studenata na samom kraju 
šezdesetih, i, što je važno, nakon kraja studentskih protesta koji su 
završeni simboličkim, dvosmislenim (i ne manje asimilativnim) riječima 
druga Tita: Studenti su u pravu! 
Kulturna klima mreže studentskih centara osnovanih širom Jugoslavije 
(djelomično i kao posljedica protesta ’68. može se objediniti pod 
tendencijom ljevičarske kritike službene kulture jugoslavenske 
socijalističke države. Službena kulturna politika SFRJ slijedila je ideju 
samoupravljanja kao jedinstvenog modela jugoslavenskog socijalizma, 
što je u polju umjetnosti i kulture rezultiralo nečim što bi se moglo 
okarakterizirati kao model „relativne autonomije“ ili, općenito, kao 
modernističko-progresivistička tendencija koja je u diskusijama 
često nazivana i socijalističkim modernizmom. Dok su Jugoslaviju 
tokom sedamdesetih godina karakterizirale promjene u pravcu 

liberalizacije društva, Nove umetničke prakse, razvijane u okrilju novih 
liberalnih institucija, čiji bi primjer mogao biti Studentski kulturni 
centar u Beogradu, bile su pod utjecajem zapadne, neomarksističke, 
postšezdesetosmaške kritike. Ta kritika je u lokalnom kontekstu najčešće 
bila usmjerena prema politički pasiviziranoj (u smislu održavanja statusa 
quo) birokraciji jugoslavenske države i javljanju nove klase „crvene 
buržoazije“. Pritom treba imati na umu da je službena ideologija SFRJ, 
još od 1950-ih godina, kao jednu od svojih osnovnih crta razvila kritiku 
birokratizacije i stvaranja nove rukovodeće „tehno-menadžerske klase“, 
a i da je sámo samoupravljanje legitimizirano kao način da se prekinu 
takve tendencije i da tvornice stvarno pripadnu radnicima. Vidi: Prelom 
kolektiv, „Istraživačke bilješke: Slučaj Studentskog kulturnog centra – 
Beograd 1970ih godina“, u: Život umjetnosti, 83, 66–79.
3 Vidi npr.: „Student Cultural Centers as Reservations, Prelom kolektiv 
in conversation with Miško Šuvaković“, u: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s 
- Exhibition notebook, (ur.) Prelom kolektiv, Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 
2008., 85–90, http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm 
(preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
4 Vidi npr: „SKC and New Cultural Practices: Prelom kolektiv in 
conversation with Dunja Blažević“, u: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - 
Exhibition notebook, (ur.) Prelom kolektiv, Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 
2008., 81–84,  http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm 
(preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
5 Samoupravljanje kao novi model društvenog menadžmenta nosilo 
je sa sobom neke nepredvidive kontraefekte – npr. to što je postupno 
otvoren prostor za bolju strukturalnu poziciju i ekonomsku formaciju 
„nove klase“ tehnomenadžera (tehnokrata) koji su zapravo počeli 
organizirati radne procese u različitim tvornicama, tvrtkama i 
institucijama. Taj gotovo klasični kapitalistički element Gal Kirn vidi 
kao proces uvođenja postfordizma (tj. postsocijalizma) u socijalizam, 
što dovodi do %eksibilizacije i prekarnosti rada i postupnog nestajanja 
veza s „društvenim ugovorom“. Te okolnosti postaju uvjet za pojave 
različitih valova kritike Države tokom šezdesetih i sedamdesetih godina 
od kojih Kirn izdvaja tri distinktivne pozicije: 1. ljevičarski studentsko-

which followed the idea of self-management as the unique model of 
Yugoslav socialism, resulting in the )elds of art and culture in something 
that may be described as the model of “relative autonomy” or, more 
generally, as a modernist-progressivist tendency that was o*en called 
“socialist modernism” in debates. Whereas in the 1970s Yugoslavia was 
characterized by processes aiming at the liberalization of the society, New 
Art Practices, which evolved in the context of new liberal institutions 
such as the Student Cultural Centre in Belgrade, were in%uenced by the 
Western, neo-Marxist, post-’68 criticism. +at criticism was in the local 
context primarily directed against the politically passivized (in the sense 
of maintaining a status quo) bureaucracy of the Yugoslav state and the 
emergence of the “red bourgeoisie” as a new class. +ereby one should keep 
in mind that the o,cial ideology of SFRJ had since the 1950s developed as 
one of its main feature a critique of bureaucratization and the creation of 
a leading “techno-managerial” class, and that the self-management itself 
was legitimized as a way of breaking up with such tendencies and ensuring 
that the factories truly belonged to the workers. Cf: Prelom Collective, 
“Istraživačke bilješke: Slučaj Studentskog kulturnog centra – Beograd 
1970ih godina” [Research notes: +e case of Student Cultural Centre in 
Belgrade during the 1970s], Život umjetnosti 83, 66-79.
3 Cf. “Student Cultural Centers as Reservations, Prelom kolektiv in 
conversation with Miško Šuvaković,” in: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - 
Exhibition Notebook, ed. Prelom Collective (Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 
2008), 8590, http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm (last 
accessed on September 1, 2012).
4 Cf. “SKC and New Cultural Practices: Prelom kolektiv in conversation 
with Dunja Blažević,” in: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - Exhibition 
Notebook, ed. Prelom kolektiv (Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 2008), 81-
84, http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm (last accessed on 
September 1, 2012).
5 Self-management as the new model of social management brought some 
unforeseeable counter-e-ects – for example, the fact that it gradually 
created space for a better structural position and economic formation of 
the “new class” of techno-managers (technocrats), who actually began 
to organize working processes in various factories, companies, and 

institutions. Gal Kirn has considered this phenomenon, which is almost a 
classical element of capitalism, as the process of introducing post-Fordism 
(i.e. post-socialism) into socialism, which resulted in the %exibilization 
and precariousness of labour, and the gradual dissolution of links to the 
“social contract.” +ese circumstances enabled the emergence of very 
di-erent waves of criticism of the State during the 1960s and 1970s, 
among which Kirn has singled out three distinctive positions: 1. Le*ist 
revolt of students and workers, supported by critically minded alternative 
movements, 2. Critique coming from the liberal positions (representatives 
of autonomous capital and technocracy), and 3. Various national 
movements. Cf. Gal Kirn, “Jugoslavija: Od partizanske politike do post-
fordističke tendencije” [Yugoslavia: From partisan politics to post-Fordist 
tendencies], Up&Underground (Art Dossier Socialism) 17/18 (2010), 
207-230.
6 Another example is the analysis of data presented by Stevan Vuković 
in his testimony to the policies of historicization of SKC: “What I )nd 
interesting when it comes to the historicization of SKC’s programme 
is to search for those programmes which are still relevant today as a 
sort of historical reference points for what is happening today. It is 
something related to that complete heterogeneity of programmatic 
matrixes. I’ve recently consulted the history of the 1980s and one can 
see clearly there that at the same time, let’s say on the same evening, 
something like Golubnjača could take place, as a performance that 
introduced nationalistic discourse into the cultural setting, then a concert 
of some new-wave band striving to shi* the local culture towards a sort 
of ‘glamour’ entertainment, and eventually a round table on national 
liberation movements in Latin America. It is hard to reconcile these things 
and call them a product of one and the same matrix.” Source: Exhibition 
video material Slučaj SKC-a 1970ih godina [+e case of SKC in the 1970s], 
Prelom Collective, interview with the theoretician of art Stefan Vuković.
7 For more information on October 75, including statements-essays 
by various artists, art critics, gallerists, and theoreticians of art, see "e 
Case of SKC in the 1970s - Exhibition Notebook, ed. Prelom Collective 
(Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 2008), 5-24, http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/
eng/PPYUart.htm (last accessed on September 1, 2012).
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radnički revolt potpomognut kritičkim alternativnim pokretima, 2. 
kritika koja dolazi s liberalnih pozicija (reprezenti autonomnog kapitala 
i tehnokracije) i 3. konačno, različiti nacionalni pokreti. Vidi: Gal Kirn, 
„Jugoslavija: Od partizanske politike do post-fordističke tendencije“, u: 
Up&Underground (Art Dossier Socialism), 17/18, 2010., 207–230.
6 Primjer toga je i analiza podataka koje Stevan Vuković iznosi u svom 
svjedočenju o politikama historizacije SKC-a: „Stvar koja je meni 
interesantna kada je u pitanju istorizacija programa SKC-a, jeste potraga 
za onim programima koji su i danas relevantni kao neka vrsta istorijskih 
uporišta za ono što se danas dešava. To je stvar koja je vezana za tu 
potpunu heterogenost programskih matrica. Nedavno sam pregledavao 
istoriju osamdesetih i tu se tačno vidi kako se istovremeno, recimo 
tokom iste večeri, odigrava npr. Golubnjača, kao predstava koju uvodi 
nacionalistički diskurs u  kulturnu sredinu, zatim koncert novotalasnog 
benda koji pokušava da pomeri matricu lokalne kulture ka nekoj 
vrsti ’glamur‘ zabave i, konačno, diskusija o narodnooslobodilačkim 
pokretima u Latinskoj Americi. Teško je to pomiriti i reći da je to 
proizvod jedne matrice.“ Izvor: Izložbeni video materijal, Slučaj SKC-a 
1970ih godina, Prelom kolektiv, Intervju sa Stevanom Vukovićem, 
teoretičarem umjetnosti.
7 O projektu Oktobar 75, uključujući i izjave-eseje umjetnika, kritičara, 
galerista i teoretičara umjetnosti, može se čitati u: "e Case of SKC in the 
1970s - Exhibition notebook, (ur.) Prelom kolektiv, Ljubljana–Zagreb–
Beograd, 2008., 5–24, http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm 
(preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
8 Ta podjela se odražava u dva binoma/binarna para koja se konstantno 
pojavljuju u studijama Istočne Europe i Nove istorije umetnosti zemalja 
socijalističkog bloka. Jedan binom obuhvaća koncept autoritarne/
totalitarne umjetnosti (u okviru kojeg se razmatraju socijalistički 
realizam, Nazi-kunst i fašistička umjetnost, bez ikakve ideološke 
diferencijacije), postavljen u opoziciju spram koncepta slobodne 
umjetnosti (koja pak obuhvaća različite avangarde i modernizme). 
Drugi binom bi obuhvaćao koncept službene umjetnosti (koji se 
razvija u skladu s diktatima autoritarne države), i koji je suprotstavljen 
konceptu alternativne umjetnosti (koja stoji u frontalnoj opoziciji s 

državom i „krije se“ na periferiji javnosti, u „mračnim“ prostorima 
alternativne scene, umjetničkim stanovima ili u divljini prirode). Slični 
binarni parovi se pojavljuju kako u korpusu Nove istorije umetnosti i 
njenih speci%čnih geopolitičkih fokusa na umjetnost i kulturu, tako i u 
suvremenim interpretacijama takozvane nezavisne kulture – na primjer, 
u teorijama paralelnih mreža ili alternativnim modelima građanskog 
organiziranja. Vidi: Jelena Vesić, „SKC as Space of Production“, u: ART 
IST KUKU NU UT, katalog izložbe, Tartu, 2011., 39–48.
9 Ekonomski i kulturno-politički SKC odražava ovaj način 
institucionalnog života, predstavljajući hibridan institucionalni model 
ili pionirski primjer tzv. „otvorenog institucionalizma“. (Vidi: Otvorene 
institucije: Institucionalna imaginacija i kulturna javna sfera, (ur.) 
Teodor Celakoski, Miljenka Buljević, Tomislav Medak, Emina Višnić, 
Zagreb, 2011.). SKC se djelomično %nancira od države, djelomično 
je prisiljen na poduzetničku aktivnost (tj. zavisan je od fund raising-a 
i proaktivnog odnosa prema vlastitom održavanju) i djelomično je 
volonterski i samoorganiziran, što su sve tendencije bliske današnjim 
eksproprijacijama javnih institucija iz državnog budžeta ili pak 
pokušajima novih samo-organiziranih, project-based institucija da 
„primoraju“ državu na sudjelovanje u njihovu radu i održavanju.
10 „SKC nije bio ’Dom kulture‘, tu se nisu odvijale nekakve ’sekcije‘, već je 
to bila profesionalna institucija. U traženju modela, SKC je bio najsličniji 
strukturi londonskog ICA-a – Institute for Contemporary Art – koji je 
takođe u okrilju jedne kuće, pod jednim krovom, imao profesionalne 
programe i programski se bavio aktuelnim i novim stvarima. To što sam 
kao urednica radila i posle mene Biljana Tomić, takođe kao urednica 
galerije SKC-a, jeste bila primenjena kritika. To je bio jedan koncept 
koji je vodio uspostavljanju novog modela kulturne institucije.“ Vidi: 
„SKC and New Cultural Practices: Prelom kolektiv in conversation with 
Dunja Blažević“, u: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - Exhibition notebook, 
(ur.) Prelom kolektiv, Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 2008., 81,  http://www.
prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm (preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
11 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Slavka Timotijevića, u: Slavko Timotijević, 
„Skica za mogućnost umetnosti u samoupravnom socijalizmu“, skripta 
Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.

8 'is division is re(ected in two binomials or binary pairs that have 
constantly reappeared in studies on Eastern Europe and the New Art 
History in the countries of the socialist bloc. 'e %rst would include the 
concept of authoritarian/totalitarian art (within which socialist realism, 
Nazi-Kunst, and fascist art are considered without any ideological 
di)erentiation) as opposed to the concept of free art (which encompasses 
various avant-gardes and modernisms). 'e second binomial would 
include the concept of o*cial art (which evolves in accordance with the 
dictates of an authoritarian state) as opposed to the concept of alternative 
art (which is in formal opposition to the state, “hiding” on the margins 
of the public, in “dark” spaces of the alternative scene, artists’ apartments, 
or wilderness of nature). 'ere are similar binary oppositions both in 
the corpus of New Art History with its speci%c geo-political focuses on 
art and culture, and in the contemporary interpretations of the so-called 
independent culture – such as the theories of parallel networks or the 
alternative models of civic organization. Cf. Jelena Vesić, “SKC as Space 
of Production,” in: ART IST KUKU NU UT, exhibition catalogue (Tartu, 
2011), 39-48.
9 'e economic and cultural-political SKC re(ected this mode of 
institutional life, thus representing a hybrid institutional model or a 
pioneering case of the so-called “open institutionalism.” (Cf. Otvorene 
institucije: Institucionalna imaginacija i kulturna javna sfera [Open 
institutions: Institutional imagination and the public sphere of culture], 
ed. Teodor Celakoski, Miljenka Buljević, Tomislav Medak, and Emina 
Višnić, Zagreb, 2011). SKC was partly %nanced by the state and partly 
forced to engage in entrepreneurial activity (which means that it 
depended on fund-raising and a proactive attitude towards its own 
sustenance), and partly it was volunteering and self-organized, which 
are all tendencies that are close to the present-day exclusions of public 
institutions from the state budget or the attempts of the new self-
organized, project-based institutions to “force” the state to participate in 
their work and maintenance.
10 “SKC was not a socialist ‘Cultural Centre’, it was not organized in 
‘sections’; it was a professional institution. If we look for the possible 
models, we may say that SKC resembled the London ICA – Institute for 

Contemporary Art – which was also situated in a single building, under 
a single roof, with professional programmes and programmatically 
involved in current and new things. What I was involved in as its editor, 
and a+er me it was Biljana Tomić, also as the editor of SKC’s gallery, 
was applied criticism. It was a concept that led to the establishment 
of a new model of cultural institution.” Cf. “SKC and New Cultural 
Practices: Prelom kolektiv in conversation with Dunja Blažević,” in: "e 
Case of SKC in the 1970s - Exhibition Notebook, ed. Prelom Collective 
(Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 2008), 81; http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/
eng/PPYUart.htm (last accessed on September 1, 2012).
11 Excerpt from the statement of Slavko Timotijević, in: idem, “Skica 
za mogućnost umetnosti u samoupravnom socijalizmu” [Dra+ for the 
possibility of art in self-man Golubnjača aging socialism], reader of 
October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
12 Cf. Richard Scechner, “What is performance?” in: Performance Studies: 
An Introduction (New York: Routledge, 2006), 28-52.
13 Ješa Denegri developed a hypothesis about the %rst-person artist in 
regard to the new artistic phenomena, which broke the “%xed norms 
de%ning the notion and borders of a praxis we call art.” Instead of the 
white cube as a modernist salon, here we have a space of “independent 
artistic expression.” Denegri related that historical %gure with Duchamp’s 
legacy and the “unconditional egocentrism of the artist, aimed at 
overcoming and tricking all the attributes that the morality of a bourgeois 
society attaches to the phenomenon of art, treating it both as an object 
of trivial commercialization and as a phenomenon of o+en idealized 
cultural superstructure.” However, Denegri did not see there a solution 
for the problems or a sort of new glori%cation, but a symptom of certain 
pessimism, linked to the Marcusean end of the utopia: “As the material 
opulence and the general increase of social standard did not result in an 
actual alienation of the living conditions of modern man, the process 
of imagination in the procedures of new artists could not establish a 
crucially altered and truly alienated social status of art.” Ješa Denegri, 
“Umetnik u prvom licu” [First-person artist], in: Razlozi za drugu liniju: 
Za novu umetnost sedamdesetih [Reasons for the second line: For the 
new art of the 1970s] (Novi Sad: Marinko Sudac Collection and Museum 
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12 Vidi: Richard Scechner, „What is performance?“ u: Performance 
Studies: An Introduction, Routledge, New York, 2006., 28–52.
13 Ješa Denegri razvija tezu o umjetniku u prvom licu u odnosu na 
nove umjetničke pojave koje razbijaju „#ksne norme koje de#niraju 
pojam i granice prakse koju nazivamo umjetnošću“. Umjesto bijele 
kocke kao modernističkog salona ovdje dobivamo prostor „nezavisnog 
umjetnikovog ispoljavanja“. Denegri tu #guru povijesti veže uz naslijeđe 
Duchampa i „neprikosnoven umetnikov egocentrizam svesno usmeren 
ka prevladavanju i izigravanju svih atributa koje moral građanskog 
društva pridaje fenomenu umetnosti, tretirajući je istovremeno i kao 
predmet trivijalne komercijalizacije i kao pojavu često idealizovane 
kulturne nadgradnje“. Međutim, u toj #guri Denegri ne pronalazi 
rješenje problema ili neku vrstu nove glori#kacije, već simptom 
određenog pesimizma vezanog za markuzeovski kraj utopije: „Kao 
što materijalno obilje i opšti porast društvenog standarda nisu urodili 
stvarnim razotuđenjem životnih uslova savremenog čoveka, tako ni 
proces imaginacije koji karakteriše postupak novih umetnika nije uspeo 
da zasnuje jedan bitno izmenjeni i zaista razotuđeni društveni status 
umetnosti.“ Ješa Denegri, „Umetnik u prvom licu“, u: Razlozi za drugu 
liniju: Za novu umetnost sedamdesetih, Kolekcija Marinko Sudac i Muzej 
savremene umetnosti Vojvodine, Novi Sad, 2007., 219–220 (originalno 
objavljeno u: Umetnost, 44, listopad–prosinac 1975.).
14 Kardelj veže jugoslavensko socijalističko samoupravljanje uz 
politizaciju individue i društva u cjelini, kroz demokratski sistem 
pluralizma samoupravnih interesa, naglašavajući da je upravo riječ 
o sustavu koji predstavlja nadilaženje izbora između multipartijskog 
pluralizma i jednopartijskog sistema koji otuđuju društvo u odnosu na 
realnog čoveka i građanina: „Ne radi se o politiziranom čoveku kao 
apstraktnoj individui ili građaninu čiji je jedini izbor da se opredeljuje 
između političkih partija i da pronalazi način kako da utiče na njih, nego 
o čoveku kao društvenom biću za koga je vezan ceo kompleks interesa, 
počev od najneposrednijih životnih, pa do idejnih, političkih, kulturnih 
itd ... Socijalističkoj samoupravnoj demokratiji je svojstveno da polazi 
od čoveka kao nosioca celokupnosti parcijalnih i opštih društvenih 
interesa. A upravo ti interesi ga povezuju sa drugim ljudima u mnoštvu 

objektivno postojećih zajednica interesa, nezavisno od toga da li su 
one kao takve posebno organizovane ili prosto postoje kao objektivna 
društvena činjenica.“ Vidi: Edvard Kardelj, Pravci razvoja političkog 
sistema socijalističkog samoupravljanja, Izdavački centar Komunist, 
Beograd, 1978., 121, 108–132.
15 Roland Barthes piše kako fotogra#ja uvijek kazuje to je bilo ili to je to 
ili to je takvo u smislu njene mogućnosti da umnožava u beskraj ono što 
je bilo samo jednom i što se više nikada neće moći ponoviti u životu. 
16 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Raše Todosijevića, u: Raša Todosijević, 
„Umetnost i revolucija“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
17 „Novo“ u Novim umetničkim praksama može se promišljati i kroz 
formiranje nove subjektivnosti, tj. novog kulturno-političkog subjekta 
koji se formira kroz kritiku vladajućeg estetsko-političkog režima. Nove 
umetničke prakse razvijane oko studentskih kulturnih centara proizlazile 
su iz kritike kako kapitalističkih tako i socijalističkih društava i njihovih 
stereotipiziranih kulturnih vizija – umjetničkog tržišta, kulturne politike 
koja je vezana za reprezentativne principe države blagostanja u smislu 
hegemonije institucionalne birokracije i hijerarhije kao dominantnog 
principa društvene i umjetničke organizacije. Vidi: Jelena Vesić, „SKC 
as Space of Production“, ART IST KUKU NU UT, Tartu, 2011., 39–48. 
Termin Nove umetničke prakse je uveo povjesničar umjetnosti Ješa 
Denegri  koji je blisko radio sa zajednicom umjetnika oko Studentskog 
kulturnog centra u Beogradu, kao i drugim eksperimentalnim 
zajednicama umjetnika i umjetnica u čitavoj Jugoslaviji. Denegri je 
posudio sam termin od Catherine Millet koja je posjetila SKC 1971. 
godine i predstavila dvije izložbe u Velikoj galeriji SKC-a, ali ga je 
interpretativno razradio i vezao uz nove pojave u jugoslavenskoj 
umjetnosti šezdesetih i sedamdesetih godina. Vidi: Stevan Vuković, 
„Notes On Paradigms In Experimental Film In Socialist Yugoslavia“, u: 
"is Is All Film, Moderna Galerija, Ljubljana, 2011., 59.
18 Jezik umjetnosti pri tome vidi kao nešto što je nastalo na temelju 
„imanentnih istorijskih zakonitosti i nezamenljivih egzistencijalnih 
iskustava konkretnih umetnika“, dok sustav umjetnosti vidi kao nešto 
što je nastalo „na temelju opštih determinanti koje uslovljavaju svest 
i imaginaciju, a ujedno i status umetnika u određenom društvenom 

of Contemporary Art Vojvodina, 2007), 219-220 (#rst published in 
Umetnost 44, October-December 1975).
14 Kardelj linked Yugoslav socialist self-management to the politicization 
of the individual and the society at large through the democratic system 
of pluralism of self-managing interests, emphasizing that it was a system 
that had truly overcome the choice between multi-party pluralism and 
the one-party system as options that alienated the society from the 
real man and citizen: “It is not about the politicized man as an abstract 
individual or citizen, whose only option is to choose from among the 
political parties and to #nd a way of in'uencing them, but man as a social 
being with a whole range of interests, starting from the most immediate 
ones, related to life, to ideological, political, and cultural interests... 
Socialist self-managing democracy typically starts from man as the locus 
of the entire complexity of speci#c and general social interests. And it is 
precisely these interests which link him to other people in the multitude 
of objectively existing interest communities, regardless of whether they 
have been established as such or simply exist as an objective social 
fact.” Edvard Kardelj, Pravci razvoja političkog sistema socijalističkog 
samoupravljanja [Directions of development in the political system of 
socialist self-management] (Belgrade: Komunist, 1978), 121, 108-132.
15 Roland Barthes wrote that photography always says that was it or that’s 
it, or that is so, owing to its ability to multiply endlessly what happened 
only once and will never be repeated in life. 
16 Excerpt from the statement of Raša Todosijević, in: idem, “Umetnost i 
revolucija” [Art and revolution], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
17 (e “new” in New Art Practices can also be thought in terms of the 
formation of new subjectivity, that is, a new subject of cultural policy, 
created through the criticism of the ruling aesthetical and political 
regime. New Art Practices that evolved around student cultural centres 
emerged from the critique of both capitalist and socialist society, and 
their stereotypical cultural visions – the art market, a cultural policy 
linked to the representative principles of the welfare state in the sense of 
hegemony of institutional bureaucracy and hierarchy as the prevailing 
principle of social and artistic organization. Cf. Jelena Vesić, “SKC as 
Space of Production,” ART IST KUKU NU UT (Tartu, 2011), 39-48. (e 

term New Art Practices was introduced by art historian Ješa Denegri, 
who closely cooperated with the community of artists gathered around 
SKC in Belgrade, as well as other experimental communities of artists 
throughout Yugoslavia. Denegri borrowed this term from Catherine 
Millet, who visited SKC in 1971 and presented two exhibitions at its 
Main Gallery, but he elaborated it interpretatively, linking it to the new 
phenomena in Yugoslav art of the 1960s and 1970s. Cf. Stevan Vuković, 
“Notes On Paradigms in Experimental Film in Socialist Yugoslavia,” in: 
"is Is All Film (Ljubljana: Modern Gallery, 2011), 59.
18 (e language of art is thereby seen as something that emerged on 
the basis of “immanent historical laws and indispensable existential 
experiences of speci#c artists,” while the system of art is seen as 
something that emerged “on the basis of general determinants that 
condition our consciousness and our imagination, as well as the status 
of artists in a given social context.” Excerpt from the statement of Ješa 
Denegri in: idem, “Bez naziva” [Untitled], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 
1975).
19 (e reader of October 75 was published with the same title by the 
Student Cultural Centre Belgrade, and is today accessible as an artefact at 
its archives.
20 It is interesting that in the o)cial press SKC was never attacked for 
its political ideas, but only on account of morality, and the reaction to 
October 75 was similar.  A probably illustrative example of such criticism 
is a text called “All Is (Not) Possible” by Ambro Marošević, published 
in Mladost on 19 May 1978, which is actually a typical critique directed 
against the artistic activities at SKC: “One must ask inevitably whether 
it is enough in art merely to break the ‘old ... to destroy, de-fetishize, 
and remove the old, and to place something new in its place simply 
because it is new, even if it is weak or powerless... At the Performance 
Encounters this was o*en the case, especially in the vulgar ‘action’ of a 
German ‘artist’ whose art is even unpleasant to mention, since it consisted 
in plucking hairs from the body and all sorts of other things for which 
the word ‘morbid’ is too mild. It needn’t be emphasized that such ‘art’ 
cannot even be found in nonsense....” Moralizing was thus the prevailing 
type of criticism, and something that was immoral or decadent was also 
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kontekstu“. Dio iz izjavnog teksta Ješe Denegrija, u: Ješa Denegri, „Bez 
naziva“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
19 Skripta Oktobra 75 objavljena je pod istim nazivom, u izdanju 
Studentskog kulturnog centra – Beograd, i dostupna je kao artefakt u 
Arhivi Studentskog kulturnog centra.
20 Zanimljivo je da u službenom tisku SKC nikada nije napadan politički, 
već samo moralizatorski, pa je slična reakcija bila i na Oktobar 75. 
Vjerojatno je ilustrativan primjer te kritike tekst „Sve (ni)je moguće“ 
Ambra Maroševića koji je objavljen u časopisu Mladost, 19. svibnja 
1978. godine, a koji je zapravo tipska kritika umjetničkih aktivnosti u 
SKC-u: „ ... Čovek neminovno mora da se zapita da li je u umetnosti 
dovoljno samo razbiti ‘staro’ ... uništiti, defetišizovati, ukloniti staro 
i na njegovo mesto postaviti novo samo zbog toga što je novo, bilo 
to slabašno ili nejako ... Na Performans susretu to se često događalo, 
naročito u vulgarnoj ’akciji‘ nekog nemačkog ‘umetnika’ čiju umetnost 
nije prijatno ni spomenuti, jer se ona sastojala u čupkanju dlačica sa tela 
i kojekakvim drugim stvarima za koje je reč morbidan isuviše blaga. Ne 
treba naglašavati da se ovakva ‘umetnost’ ne može naći ni u besmislici 
... “. Moralizam je, dakle, bio predominantna kritika, a često ono što je 
nemoralno ili dekadentno ujedno je viđeno i kao zapadno te, samim 
time, štetno za socijalizam i čovjeka. 
U slučaju Oktobra 75 javnost je najviše pogodila prozivka koja se bazirala 
na konkretnim i aluzivnim kritikama koje su se mogle i personalizirati, 
kao što su izjava Dunje Blažević, „Nije li krajnje komično graditi 
samoupravni društveni sistem političkim sredstvima jedne feudalne 
ili buržoaske strukture?“, ili pak pasus iz priloga Raše Todosijevića, 
„Pre velikog ustanka i NOB-a odjeci dadaizma izjednačavani su sa 
subverzijom i komunizmom. U isto vreme, na levici su pobedili oni 
umetnici koji su zauvek izgubili bitku sa umetnošću. Zašto danas mnogi 
u Beogradu tu umetnost nazivaju dekadentnom? Avangarda Ciriha, 
Kelna, Berlina, Moskve, Barselone i Njujorka ukazala je na hipokriziju 
onog vremena koja je srljala u rat i krvoproliće. Ustala je protiv klase 
na vlasti, protiv debelih stomaka i cmizdrave salonske umetnosti. 
Avangarda je započela svoju revoluciju. ... S druge strane, u doba prve 

socijalističke revolucije naši modernisti, kulturni velikani maskirani u 
dvorske boeme čavrljaju po licemernom, sitom, liberalističkom i gluvom 
Parizu.“ Na ove riječi direktno odgovara Zoran Markuš, aktivni likovni 
kritičar, koji u partijskom listu Borba objavljuje svoj tekst „Kako i čime 
menjati umetnost“ riječima: „ ... A što se tiče ‘dvorskih boema’, sada 
već uglavnom pokojnika, oni su se orijentisali i stvarali kako su znali i 
umeli, ali upoređeno sa materijalnim prilikama u kojima je većina živela, 
vi ste presita ‘carska deca’ ... Pišete ‘treba menjati umetnost’, a da li ove 
akcije predstavljaju nove i autentične pojavne oblike umetnosti jednog 
društva ili ono ‘meditiranje’ pred pitonom sa poslednjih studentskih 
susreta prema kojima vašarske lakrdije sa zmijama predstavljaju pravu 
akrobatiku duha?  ... Prihvatamo da tu nema oportunizma, anarhizma, 
staljinizma, elitizma kako o tim pojmovima piše jedan od autora 
tekstova. Ovde se gasi elementarna svetlost u kojoj se odvija duhovni 
život. Ostaje samo – mrak.“
21 Projekt konceptualne umjetnosti je, šire gledajući, bio formuliran 
kao taktička zamjena umjetničkog proizvoda (namijenjenog prodaji 
na tržištu) kritičkim umjetničkim stavom (kojim se ne može lako 
manipulirati na tržištu objekata). Ta zamjena „predmeta“ „idejom“ 
ponekad je otvoreno (i naivno) shvaćana kao odlučujući taktički 
potez koji se opire logici tržišne ekonomije u umjetnosti, pa je čak 
na neki način i nadilazi. Međutim, iz današnje kulturne i društvene 
perspektive jasno se vidi da je taj emancipatorski pokušaj prije doprinio 
formalnoj radikalizaciji umjetničkog jezika nego stvarnoj promjeni 
njene društvene funkcije. On je zapravo rezultirao prakticiranjem 
„metoda“ samore'eksivnosti i samoreferencijalnosti unutar izoliranog 
disciplinarnog polja umjetnosti. Drugim riječima, zamjena „predmeta” 
„idejom” ostala je inherentna diskursu „institucije umjetnosti“ i otvorila 
mogućnost jedne udobne pozicije umjetničke kritike, primjerene logici 
postfordističke (re)produkcije i onoga što se naziva „kognitivnim 
kapitalizmom“. Vidi: Prelom kolektiv, „Two Times of One Wall: (e Case 
of SKC in the 1970s“, u: Political Practices of (post-) Yugoslav Art, (ur.) 
Zorana Dojić i Jelena Vesić, 139.
22 Oktobar 75 je slabo reprezentiran u dosadašnjim historizacijama 

considered as Western and therefore harmful for man and socialism. 
In case of October 75, the public was most a)ected by accusations based 
on speci*c or allusive criticism that could easily be personalized, such 
as the statement of Dunja Blažević: “Isn’t it utterly ridiculous to build a 
self-managing social system by using the political means of a feudal or 
bourgeois structure?” or a paragraph from the essay of Raša Todosijević: 
“Before the great uprising and the National Liberation War, echoes of 
Dadaism were identi*ed with subversion and communism. At the same 
time, those le+ist artists won who had forever lost their struggle with 
art. Why is it that so many people in Belgrade call that art decadent? (e 
avant-garde of Zurich, Cologne, Berlin, Moscow, Barcelona, and New 
York showed the hypocrisy of the times, which rushed headlong into the 
war and bloodshed. It stood up against the ruling class, against fat bellies 
and whining salon art. (e avant-garde launched its revolution... On the 
other hand, at the time of the *rst socialist revolution our modernists, 
cultural celebrities masked as courtly bohemians, prattled around in the 
hypocritical, satiated, liberalist, and deaf Paris.” (ese words provoked 
a direct reaction by Zoran Markuš, an engaged art critic, who published 
his text in the Party newspaper Borba with the title “How and with What 
Means Should We Change Art”: “And as for the ‘courtly bohemians,’ now 
mostly deceased, they oriented themselves and created art as they could, 
and compared to the material circumstances in which most of them 
lived, you are the hyper-satiated ‘royal children’... You say that ‘art should 
be changed,’ but whether these actions consist in new and authentic 
phenomena in the art of a society or a ‘meditation’ in front of the python 
as in the recent student encounters, compared to which even ridiculous 
circus spectacles with snakes are a manifestation of genuine intellectual 
acrobatics? ... (at is, if we accept that there is no opportunism there, 
no anarchism, Stalinism, or elitism, as one of the authors of these texts 
writes. (is is where the elementary light in which intellectual life takes 
place is extinguished. What remains is – darkness.”
21 Broadly seen, the project of conceptual art was formulated as a 
strategic substitution of an art product (intended to be sold on the 
market) through a critical artistic stance (which could not be that easily 
manipulated on the market of objects). (at substitution of “objects” 

through an “idea” was sometimes openly (and naively) understood as a 
decisive strategic move that resisted the logic of the market economy in art, 
and even surpassed it in a way. However, from today’s cultural and social 
perspective it is quite evident that this emancipatory attempt contributed 
to the formal radicalization of the language of art rather than the genuine 
transformation of its social function. In fact, it resulted in applying the 
“methods” of self-re'exivity and self-referentiality within an isolated 
disciplinary *eld of art. In other words, substituting the “objects” through 
an “idea” remained inherent to the discourse on the “institution of art” and 
opened up space for a comfortable position in art criticism, adequate to 
the logic of post-Fordist (re-)production and what has become known as 
“cognitive capitalism.” Cf. Prelom Collective, “Two Times of One Wall: (e 
Case of SKC in the 1970s,” in: Political Practices of (post-) Yugoslav Art, ed. 
Zorana Dojić and Jelena Vesić, 139.
22 October 75 has been scarcely presented in historiographies of art in 
Yugoslavia during the 1970s and was *rst placed into the central focus with 
the exhibition called !e Case of SKC in the 1970s by Prelom Collective and 
the exhibition on SKC that took place at the gallery of ŠKUC Ljubljana in 
2008. Its speci*c importance resides in the fact that, as a historical document 
about the realist praxis of SKC, which was granted special attention 
at the time, it is nowadays completely absent from the representative 
image of conceptual art in Eastern Europe or the image of the “history of 
contemporaneity” in the new national states of former Yugoslavia.
23 In his art-historical epistemology, Ješa Denegri has approached these 
conceptual dichotomies of the “*rst” and “second” line in 20th-century 
Yugoslav art in a most elaborate manner, investing much e)ort in his 
research on the “second line” in art, which always had an international 
character and was mostly related to movements that originated in the West. 
Cf. Ješa Denegri, Razlozi za drugu liniju: Za novu umetnost sedamdesetih 
[Reasons for the second line: For the new art of the 1070s] (Novi Sad: 
Marinko Sudac Collection and Museum of Contemporary Art Vojvodina, 
2007).
24 In his history of Art&Language group, Charles Harrison has also 
emphasized a wider social framework in which such radical experiments 
were possible: “In Europe in the climate of ’68 the critique of the 
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umjetnosti u Jugoslaviji 1970-ih godina i prvi put je postavljen u 
centralni fokus s izložbom Slučaj SKC-a 1970ih godina Prelom kolektiva 
i s izložbom SKC-a održanoj u galeriji ŠKUC 2008.godine. Dana mu je 
speci#čna važnost zbog toga što je kao povijesni dokument realprakse 
SKC-a, kojem je u to vrijeme posvećena posebna pažnja, danas potpuno 
izostao iz reprezentativne slike konceptualne umjetnosti u istočnoj 
Europi ili pak slike „historije suvremenosti“ novih nacionalnih država 
bivše Jugoslavije.
23 U svojoj povijesno-umjetničkoj epistemologiji Ješa Denegri će 
najelaboriranije pristupiti tim dihotomijama u konceptima o „prvoj“ i 
„drugoj liniji“ u jugoslavenskoj umjetnosti 20. stoljeća i čitav svoj rad 
će posvetiti istraživanju „druge linije“ u umjetnosti koja je uvijek imala 
internacionalni karakter i najčešće bila vezana uz pokrete koji su se 
događali na Zapadu. Vidi: Ješa Denegri, Razlozi za drugu liniju: Za novu 
umetnost sedamdesetih, Kolekcija Marinko Sudac i Muzej savremene 
umetnosti Vojvodine, Novi Sad, 2007.
24 U svojoj povijesti grupe Art & Language Charles Harrison također 
naglašava jedan širi društveni okvir u kojem su takva radikalna 
propitivanja bila moguća: „U Europi je u klimi 68-aške kritike, 
apstrakcionistički objekt identi#ciran s marksističkom kritikom 
fetišizma ili situacionističkom kritikom spektakla. Razbijanje 
konvencionalnih umjetničkih granica neki su vidjeli i kao obećanje 
nadolazeće političke liberacije iz okova kapitalizma i imperijalizma“. 
Charles Harrison, Essays on Art & Language, MIT Press, 2001., 47. 
25 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Zorana Popovića, u: Zoran Popović, „Za 
samoupravnu umetnost“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
26 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Dunje Blažević, u: Dunja Blažević, „Umetnost 
kao oblik svojinske svesti“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
27 Govoreći o kritičkim praksama umjetnosti u socijalizmu Dunja 
Blažević izjavljuje: „Izvorna kritika – na kojoj smo mi kao prva 
posleratna generacija u nekakvom sukobu sa roditeljskom generacijom, 
insistirali – upravo je podrazumevala više pravog socijalizma ili 
vraćanje izvornim vrednostima socijalizma ... Mene je uvek zanimala 
ta društvena funkcija umetnosti, ne samo revolucionisanje umetnosti 

unutar umetnosti, promena sredstava i strategije itd, uvek me je zanimalo 
i šta dalje sa tim, dokle ta umetnost može da dobaci i šta može da 
proizvede u jednom širem društvenom okviru. Zaista i dalje verujem u 
samoupravljanje kao mogući društveni projekat. Međutim, to nije bio 
jedini, niti osnovni fokus umetnika okupljenih oko galerije SKC-a.“ Vidi: 
Prelom kolektiv, „SKC and New Cultural Practices: Prelom kolektiv in 
conversation with Dunja Blažević“, u: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - 
Exhibition notebook, (ur.) Prelom kolektiv, Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 
2008., 84. http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm (preuzeto 01. 
09. 2012.)
28 Kako piše Miško Šuvaković: „Biljana Tomić je još od ranih aktivnosti 
(rad u galeriji 212 u Beogradu i Tribini mladih u Novom Sadu) 
pažnju usmerila na artikulaciju sveta umetnosti. Zato je njen kritički 
i umetnički, tj. kustoski rat pre svega ‘vitalistički’: individualna ili 
mikrodruštvena borba za život unutar umetnosti i za život posredstvom 
umetnosti ... Biljana Tomić je medijskoj autonomiji zapadnih društava 
i anemiji umerenog modernizma dominantnog za socijalističku 
kulturu, suprotstavila ideju egzistencijalnog projekta. U njenom radu 
karakteristična je ambivalentnost estetike i etike primarnog životnog 
rada“. Miško Šuvaković, Konceptualna umetnost, Muzej savremene 
umetnosti Vojvodine, 2007., 249.
29 Speci#čan karaker socijalističkog modernizma kao kulturnog koncepta 
leži u a#rmaciji stava po kojem je moguće spojiti sferu političkog 
djelovanja i ono što prepoznajemo kao jezik umjetnosti. Tako, ako se u 
skladu s općim modernističkim načelima politika umjetnosti sagledava 
isključivo u jeziku umjetnosti, onda socijalistički modernizam predstavlja 
usvajanje koncepta autonomije umjetnosti na nivou službene državne 
politike socijalističke Jugoslavije. Termin socijalistički modernizam 
postaje neka vrsta obilježja speci#čnosti jugoslavenske državne politike 
u pitanju kulture, za razliku od kulturnih politika zemalja Istočnog 
bloka, ali i simbol kritičkog odnosa prema zapadnjačkim konceptima 
modernizacije i modernističkog umjetničkog kanona.
30 U tekstu Socijalistički estetizam, originalno objavljenom u novinama 
Politika 1963. godine, između ostalog i kao pregled posljedica službenog 

Abstractionist object was identi#ed with the Marxist critique of fetishism, 
or the Situationist critique of spectacle. (e relaxation of conventional 
artistic borders was taken by some as a promise of coming political 
liberation from the fetters of capitalism and imperialism.” Charles 
Harrison, Essays on Art & Language (MIT Press, 2001), 47. 
25 Excerpt from the statement of Zoran Popović, in: idem, “Za 
samoupravnu umetnost” [For self-managing art], reader of October 75 
(Belgrade, 1975).
26 Excerpt from the statement of Dunja Blažević, in: eadem, “Umetnost kao 
oblik svojinske svesti” [Art as a form of ownership consciousness], reader 
of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
27 Speaking about critical art practices in socialism, Dunja Blažević 
stated the following: “(e original critique – on which we insisted as the 
#rst postwar generation, in a sort of con)ict with the generation of our 
parents – actually insisted on a more genuine socialism or a return to the 
original values of socialism... I have always been interested in this social 
function of art, rather than in merely revolutionizing art within art or in 
a change of means, strategies, and so on; I have always been interested 
in what we should do further with that, how far this art can reach, and 
what it can produce in a wider social context. I still truly believe in self-
management as a possible social project. However, it was neither the only 
nor the fundamental focus of artists gathered around the gallery of SKC.” 
Cf. Prelom Collective, “SKC and New Cultural Practices: Prelom kolektiv 
in conversation with Dunja Blažević,” in: "e Case of SKC in the 1970s - 
Exhibition Notebook, ed. Prelom Collective (Ljubljana–Zagreb–Beograd, 
2008), 84; http://www.prelomkolektiv.org/eng/PPYUart.htm (last accessed 
on September 1, 2012).
28 As Miško Šuvaković has written: “Biljana Tomić has been focusing 
on articulating the world of art ever since her very #rst activities (while 
working for Gallery 212 in Belgrade and the Youth Forum in Novi Sad). 
(at is why her critical and artistic, or rather curatorial war has been above 
all ‘vitalist’: an individual or micro-social struggle for life within art and 
life through art... Biljana Tomić has opposed the idea of an existentialist 
project with the autonomy of the media in the Western society and the 
anaemia of moderate modernism prevailing in the socialist culture. Her 

work reveals a characteristic ambivalence of aesthetics and ethics in 
the primary activities of life.” Miško Šuvaković, Konceptualna umetnost 
[Conceptual art] (Novi Sad: Museum of Contemporary Art Vojvodina, 
2007), 249.
29 (e speci#c character of socialist modernism as a cultural concept 
was the a*rmation of a position in which it was possible to combine the 
sphere of political action and what we recognize as the language of art. 
(erefore, if the politics of art is viewed in accordance with the general 
principles of modernism exclusively in the language of art, then socialist 
modernism means accepting the concept of the autonomy of art on the 
level of the o*cial state policy in socialist Yugoslavia. (e term “socialist 
modernism” has become a sort of label for the speci#city of Yugoslav state 
policy as related to culture, which was di+erent from the cultural policies 
of the Eastern bloc countries, but also a symbol of the critical stance 
towards the Western concepts of modernization and the modernist canon 
in art.
30 In his essay called “Socialist Aestheticism,” #rst published in Politika 
newspaper in 1963, Sveta Lukić has surveyed the consequences of the 
o*cial abandonment of socialist realism from the 1950s onwards and 
raised the issue of modernism as the new dogma in art, based on a sort 
of silence. “Unlike the Soviet dogmatism, in which bureaucracy ordered 
what the artists should do and in what way, here the society – using 
the politicians and ideologists as its media – reached an agreement 
with the artists or advised them not to do something.” Cf. Sveta Lukić, 
“Socijalistički estetizam, Jedna nova pojava” [Socialist aestheticism: A new 
phenomenon], in: U matici književnog života 1953-1983 [In the matrix of 
literary life, 1953-1983] (Gradina, 1983), 67-69.
31 Focusing on Krleža’s attempts at creating a new Yugoslav identity around 
a line drawn from the Middle Ages to modernism, Branislav Dimitrijević 
has stated that socialist modernism was expressed in its purest form in 
monumental sculpture as the visualization of notions such as su+ering 
and de#ance as the main points of that identity. Cf. Branislav Dimitrijević, 
Socijalistički modernizam [Socialist modernism], lecture from the course 
on Art and Culture in Socialist Yugoslavia, Legat Čolaković, November 15, 
2011.
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napuštanja socijalističkog realizma od pedesetih godina naovamo, Sveta 
Lukić dovodi u pitanje modernizam kao novu dogmu u umjetnosti 
zasnovanu na nekoj vrsti prešućivanja. „Za razliku od sovjetskog 
dogmatizma u kome birokratija naređuje umetnicima da nešto urade 
na određen način, kod nas se društvo – preko političara i ideologa – 
dogovara sa umetnicima ili im preporučuje da nešto ne urade.“ Vidi: 
Sveta Lukić, „Socijalistički estetizam, Jedna nova pojava“, u: U matici 
književnog života 1953-1983, Gradina, 1983., 67–69.
31 Stavljajući u fokus Krležine pokušaje stvaranja novog jugoslavenskog 
identiteta oko osi povučene između srednjeg vijeka i modernizma, 
Branislav Dimitrijević smatra da je izraz socijalističkog modernizma 
u svom najčistijem obliku izražen kroz monumentalnu spomeničku 
skulpturu kao vizualizaciju pojmova patnje i prkosa koji su de&nirali 
glavne točke tog identiteta. Prema: Branislav Dimitrijević, Socijalistički 
modernizam, predavanje u okviru Kursa umetnosti i kulture u 
socijalističkoj Jugoslaviji, Legat Čolaković, 15. studeni, 2011.
32 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Bojane Pejić, u: Bojana Pejić, „Dekorativni 
autoritet“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
33 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Jasne Tijardović, u: Jasna Tijardović, „Beleške“, 
skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
34 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Gorana Đorđevića, u: Goran Đorđević, 
„Umetnost kao oblik religiozne svesti“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 
1975.
35 Vidi: Prelom kolektiv, „Two Times of One Wall: )e Case of SKC in 
the 1970s“, u: Political Practices of (post-)Yugoslav Art, (ur.) Zorana Dojić 
i Jelena Vesić, 141.
36 Iz razgovora s Jasnom Tijardović, kolovoz 2012.
37 Vidi: Charles Harrison, Essays on Art & Language, MIT Press, 2001., 
55–56.
38 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Vladimira Gudca, u: Vladimir Gudac, 
„Umetnost kao stil“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
39 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Ješe Denegrija, u: Ješa Denegri, „Bez naziva“ (?), 
skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
40 Ješa Denegri nekoliko godina kasnije upravo piše o dematerijalizaciji 

umjetničkog objekta u vezi s Novim umjetničkim praksama. Ješa Denegri, 
„Novi Sad, Subotica, Beograd: Pojave dematerijalizacije umetničkog 
objekta”, u: Razlozi za drugu liniju: Za novu umetnost sedamdesetih, 
Kolekcija Marinko Sudac i Muzej savremene umetnosti Vojvodine, Novi 
Sad, 2007., 281–290 (izvorno objavljeno u Trećem programu Radio Sarajeva, 
1978).
41 Primjerima dematerijalizacije izlagačke prakse u jugoslavenskoj 
umjetnosti šezdesetih i sedamdesetih godina bavila se neposredno 
Ivana Bago, analizirajući primjere projekata tri kustosa/kustosice: 
Želimira Koščevića, Ide Biard i Dunje Blažević, koji su, kako navodi, „svi 
(posredno ili neposredno) bili vezani uz studentske centre, kao žarišta 
progresivnih kulturnih post-šezdesetosmaških praksi u Jugoslaviji“ 
i koji su „eksperimentirali s izložbenim formatom i samom formom 
umjetničke institucije, transformirajući ih istovremeno u mjesto i sredstvo 
institucionalne i društvene kritike buržoaskog razumijevanja umjetnosti 
i kulture“. Navedene projekte dematerijalizacije izlagačke prakse, prema 
Ivani Bago, odlikuje „radikalnost kojom se remete uspostavljeni binarni 
odnosi između umjetnosti/kustostva, medijacije/publike, razotkrivajući 
kustosku praksu ne kao medijaciju, nego kao kreativni i transformativni 
proces prevođenja koje je oblikovano, ili, koristeći rječnik Waltera 
Benjamina ’začarano’– novoformiranim jezikom konceptualne ili 
’dematerijalizirane’ umjetnosti. U nekim slučajevima, ovaj se proces odvijao 
mimo neposrednog uključivanja umjetničkih radova ili umjetnika a kroz 
radikalnu reartikulaciju izložbenog formata, te preispitivanje uloge kustosa 
u kompleksnoj mreži odnosa moći unutar umjetničkog i društvenog 
sistema u začecima doba kognitivnog kapitalizma šezdesetih i sedamdesetih 
godina. Kritička umjetnost i kustoska praksa suočavaju se tada s novim 
izazovima i prvim upozorenjima da nisu samo predmeti (odnosno u 
slučaju umjetnosti objektna umjetnost), nego također i ideje (odnosno 
konceptualna umjetnost) ti koje je moguće komodi&cirati i usisati u sistem“. 
Vidi: Ivana Bago, „Dematerijalizacija i politizacija izložbe: Primjeri kustoske 
prakse kao antikapitalistički artikulirane institucionalne kritike u Jugoslaviji 
tijekom 60-ih i 70-ih“, u: Radovi Instituta za povijest umjetnosti, 36, 2012.
42 Lucy Lippard, Six Years: #e Dematerialization of the Art Object from 1966 

32 Excerpt from the statement of Bojana Pejić, in: eadem, “Dekorativni 
autoritet” [Decorative authority], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
33 Excerpt from the statement of Jasna Tijardović, in: eadem, “Beleške” 
[Notes], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
34 Excerpt from the statement of Goran Đorđević, in: idem, “Umetnost 
kao oblik religiozne svesti” [Art as a form of religious consciousness], 
reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
35 Cf. Prelom Collective, “Two Times of One Wall: )e Case of SKC in 
the 1970s,” in: Political Practices of (post-)Yugoslav Art, ed. Zorana Dojić 
and Jelena Vesić, 141.
36 From a conversation with Jasna Tijardović, August 2012.
37 Cf. Charles  Harrison, Essays on Art & Language (MIT Press, 2001), 
55-56.
38 Excerpt from the statement of Vladimir Gudac, in: idem, “Umetnost 
kao stil” [Art as style], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
39 Excerpt from the statement of Ješa Denegri, in: idem, “Bez naziva” 
[Untitled] (?), reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
40 Several years later, Ješa Denegri wrote about the dematerialization 
of the art object precisely in relation to New Art Practices. Ješa 
Denegri, “Novi Sad, Subotica, Beograd: Pojave dematerijalizacije 
umetničkog objekta” [Novi Sad, Subotica, Belgrade: Phenomena of 
dematerialization of the art object], in: Razlozi za drugu liniju: Za novu 
umetnost sedamdesetih [Reasons for the second line: For the new art 
of the 1970s] (Novi Sad: Marinko Sudac Collection and Museum of 
Contemporary Art Vojvodina, 2007), 281-290 (&rst published by the 
)ird Programme of Radio Sarajevo, 1978).
41 Ivana Bago has dealt more directly with those cases that 
dematerialized the exhibition practice in Yugoslav art during the 1960s 
and 1970s. She has analyzed the projects of three curators: Želimir 
Koščević, Ida Biard, and Dunja Blažević, who were “all (directly or 
indirectly) linked to student centres as the foci of progressive cultural 
post-’68 practices in Yugoslavia” and who “experimented with the 
exhibition format and the very form of art institution, transforming 
them at the same time into a site and instrument of institutional 
and social critique of the bourgeois understanding of art and 

culture.” According to Bago, these projects that dematerialized the 
exhibition practice were characterized by a “radicality that disturbed 
the established binary relations between art and curatorship and 
between mediation and audience, revealing the curatorial practice 
not as mediation, but as a creative and transformative process of 
translation formulated or – if we use the terminology of Walter 
Benjamin – “enchanted” by the newly created language of conceptual 
or “dematerialized” art. In some cases, this process was taking place 
regardless of the immediate participation of artworks of artists, by 
means of a radical re-articulation of the exhibition format and an 
exploration of the curator’s role in the complex network of power 
relations within the artistic and social system in the early phase of 
cognitive capitalism during the 1960s and 1970s. At that time, critical 
art and curatorial practice faced new challenges and the &rst warnings 
that not only objects (or objective art in this case), but also ideas (that 
is, conceptual art) can be commodi&ed and sucked into the system.” 
Ivana Bago, “Dematerijalizacija i politizacija izložbe: Primjeri kustoske 
prakse kao antikapitalistički artikulirane institucionalne kritike u 
Jugoslaviji tijekom 60-ih i 70-ih” [Dematerialization and politicization 
of exhibition: Examples of curatorial practice as an anti-capitalistically 
articulated institutional critique in Yugoslavia during the 1960s and 
1970s], Radovi Instituta za povijest umjetnosti 36 (2012).
42 Lucy Lippard, Six Years: #e Dematerialization of the Art Object from 
1966 to 1972 (London: University of California Press, 1997).
43 Organizations of Associated Labour, or OUR, were ideally imagined 
as associations of free producers and their foundation began a,er the 
enactment of the Constitution of 1974, which was itself intended to 
extend self-management. A,er the enactment of the Law on Associated 
Labour late in 1976, they became a mandatory legal form according to 
which all the existing organizations of labour had to be restructured. 
According to that law, “)e basic organization of associated labour is 
the basic form of associated labour, in which the workers, performing 
their economic or other social activity directly and equally, and using 
the working tools in social ownership, realize their social, economic, 
and other rights of self-management, and make decisions about other 
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to 1972, University of California Press, London, 1997.
43 Organizacije udruženog rada ili OUR-i su idealno zamišljeni kao 
udruženja slobodnih proizvođača i počeli su se osnivati nakon donošenja 
Ustava iz 1974. koji je zamišljen i kao produbljivanje samoupravljanja. 
Nakon donošenja Zakona o udruženom radu krajem 1976. godine 
postali su obavezni pravni oblik, po kojem su se morale preoblikovati i 
urediti sve dotadašnje radne organizacije. Prema Zakonu o udruženom 
radu: „Osnovna organizacija udruženog rada predstavlja osnovni 
oblik udruženog rada u kome radnici, neposredno i ravnopravno 
obavljajući privrednu ili drugu društvenu djelatnost i radeći sredstvima 
u društvenom vlasništvu, ostvaruju svoja društveno-ekonomska i druga 
samoupravna prava i odlučuju o drugim pitanjima svog društveno-
ekonomskog položaja.“ Zanimljivo je da se izložba Oktobar 75 organizira 
u međuperiodu i da se na mjestu udruženja slobodnih proizvođača nalazi 
redakcija slobodnih umjetnika.
44 To možemo dovesti u vezu i s činjenicom da se radničko 
samoupravljanje – također nazivano i radnička kontrola – idealno 
odnosilo na proces donošenja odluka  u kojem se sami radnici 
dogovaraju oko uvjeta i procesa rada umjesto toga da im vlasnik, 
menadžer ili predradnik (ovdje se može reći i kustos)  govore što i kako 
trebaju raditi. Radničko samoupravljanje kao službena strategija razvoja 
Socijalističke Federativne Republike Jugoslavije predstavlja u suštini 
antistaljinističku kritiku birokratske hegemonije aparata totalitarne 
države koja, kako u teoriji tako i u praksi, obuhvaća sve sfere društva: 
ekonomiju, politiku, i samu kulturu. U slučaju Oktobra 75 i kustoskog 
postupka Dunje Blažević ta i konceptualna i stvarna gesta kustoske 
abdikacije otvara polje direktnoj demokraciji i govoru u prvom licu kao 
umjetničkoj formi.
45 Edvard Kardelj, Pravci razvoja političkog sistema socijalističkog 
samoupravljanja, Izdavački centar Komunist, Beograd, 1977., 26–27.
46 Marx o tome piše u svojoj Critique of the Gotha Program (Marx’s letter 
to Bracke of May 5, 1875), a Lenjin u svojoj seminalnoj knjizi Država i 
revolucija. I Marx i Lenjin spominju zamjenu pojma Država pojmom 
Zajednica, dok je u Kardeljevoj interpretaciji i u jugoslavenskom 
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kontekstu koncept Društvo bio najprominentniji i najasnije se ogledao u 
principu društvenog vlasništva. 
47 Vidi: Marcelo Vieta, Autogestión and the Worker-Recuperated Enterprises 
in Argentina: %e Potential for Reconstituting Work and Recomposing Life,
http://yorku.academia.edu/MarceloVieta/Papers/549436/Autogestion_
and_the_Worker-Recuperated_Enterprises_in_Argentina_+e_Potential_
for_Reconstituting_Work_and_Recomposing_Life (preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
48 Vidi: Miklavž Komelj, „Uloga označitelja totalitarizam u konstituisanju 
polja istočne umetnosti“, Novosti, http://www.novossti.com/2012/03/
uloga-oznacitelja-totalitarizam-u-konstituisanju-polja-istocne-umetnosti/ 
(preuzeto 01. 09. 2012.)
49 Dio iz izjavnog teksta Dragice Vukadinović, u: Dragica Vukadinović, 
„Bez naziva“, skripta Oktobar 75, Beograd, 1975.
50 O vezi generacije konceptualnih umjetnika koja se razvija u SKC-u s 
poslijeratnim sukobima na ljevici pedesetih i šezdesetih godina govorit 
će i Zoran Popović u razgovoru s Ješom Denegrijem za časopis Moment. 
Popović piše: „Da bih preciznije objasnio gde smo se nas četvoro, Raša, 
Gera, Neša i ja, a kasnije, posle 1967/68. godine, i Era i Marina, nalazili u 
našim umetničkim raspravama ... načiniću jedan ‘,ash back’ u vreme oko 
1950. godine. Naime, tih godina, u diskusijama koje su bile svojevrstan 
produžetak predratnih konfrontacija unutar takozvanog Sukoba na 
književnoj levici, bar što se tiče vizuelnih umetnosti, kristališu se dva, 
naizgled oprečna mišljenja: s jedne strane, bio je to zahtev da umetnost 
u revolucionarnom društvu bude društveno korisna tako što će obavljati 
zadatke društva u socijalističkoj izgradnji ..., a s druge, da je jedini pravi 
zadatak umetnosti da se bavi istraživanjem isključivo likovnih problema. 
Ovaj politički radikalizam, poznat kao umetnost soc-realizma, ubrzo je 
izbledeo; umesto njega, na sceni je ostala ona srednja linija koju je zastupao 
Krleža, kao posebna varijanta soc-angažmana. Tako smo se mi, kao 
generacija koja se prvi put pojavljuje na sceni, zatekli u procepu između dva 
naizgled oprečna mišljenja, snažno društveno ustoličena, sa svim pratećim 
pojavama: bene-cijama ili, pak represijama – ekonomskim, političkim, 
društvenim.“ Vidjeti: Zoran Popović, „Strogo kontrolisane predstave“, 
razgovor vodio: Ješa Denegri, u: Moment, 14, Beograd, 1979., 20.

questions of their social and economic position.” It is interesting 
that the exhibition of October 75 was organized during the period in 
between, with an editorial board of free artists instead of an association 
of free producers.
44 +at can be linked to the fact that the workers’ self-management – 
also called workers’ control – ideally referred to the decision-making 
process in which the workers themselves agreed on the working 
conditions and processes, instead of the situation in which an owner, 
manager, or head of the unit (or a curator in our case) would tell them 
what to do and how they should do it. Workers’ self-management as 
the o.cial strategy of development in Socialist Federative Republic 
of Yugoslavia was essentially an anti-Stalinist critique of bureaucratic 
hegemony and the apparatus of a totalitarian state which, in theory as in 
practice, encompassed all spheres of the society: economy, politics, and 
even culture itself. In case of October 75 and the curatorial procedure 
of Dunja Blažević, that gesture of curatorial abdication, which was both 
conceptual and real, paved the road for direct democracy and -rst-
person speech as an art form.
45 Edvard Kardelj, Pravci razvoja političkog sistema socijalističkog 
samoupravljanja [Directions of development in the political system of 
socialist self-management] (Belgrade: Komunist, 1977), 26-27.
46 Marx wrote about this issue in his Critique of the Gotha Program 
(Marx’s letter to Bracke of May 5, 1875), and Lenin in his seminal book 
State and Revolution. Both Marx and Lenin mentioned the substitution 
of the term State through that of Community, while in Kardelj’s 
interpretation and in the Yugoslav context the concept of Society was 
most prominent and re,ected most manifestly in the principle of social 
ownership. 
47 Marcelo Vieta, Autogestión and the Worker-Recuperated Enterprises in 
Argentina: %e Potential for Reconstituting Work and Recomposing Life,
http://yorku.academia.edu/MarceloVieta/Papers/549436/Autogestion_
and_the_Worker-Recuperated_Enterprises_in_Argentina_+e_
Potential_for_Reconstituting_Work_and_Recomposing_Life (last 
accessed on September 1, 2012).
48 Miklavž Komelj, “Uloga označitelja totalitarizam u konstituisanju 

polja istočne umetnosti” [+e role of the signi-er totalitarianism in 
constitutiong the -eld of Eastern art], Novosti, http://www.novossti.
com/2012/03/uloga-oznacitelja-totalitarizam-u-konstituisanju-polja-
istocne-umetnosti/ (last accessed on September 1, 2012).
49 Excerpt from the statement of Dragica Vukadinović, in: eadem, “Bez 
naziva” [Untitled], reader of October 75 (Belgrade, 1975).
50 Zoran Popović spoke about the link between the generation of 
conceptual artists that evolved at SKC, with the postwar con,icts 
within the le/ during the 1950s and 1960s, in an interview for Moment 
magazine: “In order to explain more precisely where the four of us – 
Raša, Gera, Neša, and I, and later, a/er 1967/68, also Era and Marina 
– stood in our debates on art... I will return in a ,ashback into the time 
around 1950s. It was in those years, in discussions that were a sort of 
continuation of the prewar confrontations within the so-called ‘con,ict 
in the literary le/,’ two apparently opposite opinions crystallized, at least 
in the visual arts: on the one hand, it was the demand that art should be 
socially useful to the revolutionary society by performing the tasks of a 
society in socialist construction... on the other hand, it was the opinion 
that the only true task of art was to explore purely artistic issues. +is 
political radicalism, known as the art of socialist realism, soon waned; 
what remained on the scene was the middle line, endorsed by Krleža, 
as a special variant of social engagement. +us we, as a generation that 
had only appeared on the scene, found ourselves squeezed between 
two apparently opposite opinions, which were both -rmly socially 
anchored, with all their secondary consequences: bene-ts or repressions 
– economical, political, and social.” Zoran Popović, “Strogo kontrolisane 
predstave” [Strictly controlled performances], interview conducted by 
Ješa Denegri, Moment 14 (Belgrade, 1979), 20.


