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InSeptember1978,Zagreb’sGalleryofContemporaryArtstagedthe

firstsurveyexhibitionofconceptualandperformanceartinYugoslavia:

TheNewArtPracticeinYugoslavia,1966–1978.1 Fortyyearson,the

phenomenonisrelativelywellknown,largelybecauseofitsinternation-

allyrenownedaffiliates,suchasMarinaAbramović,SanjaIveković,

andMladenStilinović,amongothers.Butacademicworkonthesub-

jecthasbeenhesitanttoaddressthemorecomplexpolitical,economic,

andinstitutionalfactorsthatunderpinnedtheNewArtPractice’semer-

genceandsecureditsprolificdevelopment.Inthisarticle,Iarguethat

theNewArtPracticebothcameoutofandrespondedtoacomplex

andcontradictorymomentinYugoslavia’shistory,whenthecountry

begantointegrateitselfdeeperintotheWesterncapitalistworld

“Made in YugOslaVia”
struggles WitH self-ManageMent 

in tHe neW art Practice, 1965–71

marKo IlIĆ
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1 OrganizedbyarthistorianMarijanSusovski,thisshowwasthefirsttimelyappraisalto

recognizeasingularthreadofyoungartistsandcollectivesworkingacrossmanyofthe

federation’srepublicancapitals.Followingtheexhibition,“NewArtPractice”becamea

locallyacceptedumbrellatermforaformofartisticengagementthatemergedinthe

citiesofLjubljana,Zagreb,NoviSad,Subotica,Belgrade,andSplit,which,fueledbythe

youthmovementsof1968,hadtakenamoresociallyengagedformintheearly1970s.

Forfurtherinformation,consultThe New Art Practice in Yugoslavia, 1966–1978, edited

byMarijanSusovski(Zagreb:Galerijasuvremeneumjetnosti,1978),exhibitioncatalog.

ThisresearchwassupportedbyaLeverhulmeTrustEarlyCareerFellowship.Iamgrate-

fultoBrankaĆurčić,SlavkoBogdanović,andŽelimirKoščević,whoofferedtheirvaluable

insights,andtoSvenSpiekerandtheanonymouspeerreviewersfortheirgenerouscom-

mentsandfeedback.
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system.IdiscusstheemergenceoftheOHOgroupinLjubljanaand

twoparticularepisodesintheyouthculturalcentersofZagreband

NoviSadagainstabriefbutdecisiveperiodofpoliticalandeconomic

liberalization,whichbeganwithamassiveeconomicreformin1965

andwasbrieflyinterruptedbyacrisisinfederalpoliticsin1971–72.

Duringthisperiod,growingpersonal,regional,andsectorialinequali-

tiesbegantorefuelnationalistresentments,culminatingintheso-

calledCroatianMassMovementandthepurgingofliberalleaderships

throughouttheentirefederation.Iproposethat1971wasnotonly

acrucialturningpointforthepoliticaldirectionofYugoslav“self-

managing”socialism—counteractingitspromisesofgrassroots

participationandamoreexperimentalpoliticalculture—butalsofor

theNewArtPracticeitself,drivingmanyofitsearlyproponentsto

stopmakingartaltogether.2

Tothisend,bylocatingtheNewArtPracticewithintheinstitu-

tionalstructuresthatenableditsemergenceandsecureditsprolific

development,Icharthowitsmemberartistswereinitiallyabletonur-

turenewmodelsofartisticengagement.Althoughscholarshipon

Yugoslavia’sNewArtPracticehasnotedthegalleriesofthestudents’

culturalcentersaskeysitesfortheintroductionofnewformsofself-

organizationinartandcultureduringthe1960s–80s,rarelyhasit

acknowledgedtheirrolesaswhatI’mcalling“stateyouthinstitutions.”3

Therehasbeenareluctancetoanalyzethesespacesasentitiesofthe

2 Initsbroadestpossibledefinition,workers’self-managementwasenvisionedasasystem

thatwouldgrantworkerstheautonomytomanagetheirownfactoriesandenterprises,to

worktowardasocietyinwhich“classesandalltracesofexploitationandtheoppression

ofmanbymanwilldisappear.”Intheculturalsphere,self-managementwould,accord-

ingtothe1958Programme of the League of Communists,enactthe“emancipationofeduca-

tional,scientific,artisticandallotherculturallifefromtheadministrativeinterference

ofgovernmentauthorities.”SeerecordsoftheSeventhCongressoftheLeagueofCom-

munistsofYugoslavia(Ljubljana,22–26April1958),translatedinTheInternational

SocietyforSocialistStudies,The Programme of the League of Yugoslav Communists

(London:AldgatePress,1959).Foracomprehensiveandnuancedaccountofthe

numerousandoftencontradictorydefinitionsofself-management,consultBranislav

Jakovljević’sAlienation Effects: Performance and Self-Management in Yugoslavia, 1945–91

(AnnArbor:UniversityofMichiganPress,2016).

3 Themostnotableoftheseisthelarge-scaleresearchandexhibitionprojectcalled

ThePoliticalPracticesof(Post-)YugoslavArt(PPYUart).InitiatedbyPrelomKolektiv

(Belgrade),WHW(Zagreb),NewMediaCenter_Kuda.org(NoviSad),andSCCA/pro.ba

(Sarajevo),PPYUart wasalong-terminterdisciplinaryresearchprojectthatarticulated

theinterrelationshipsbetweenYugoslavia’svisualartsandthewidersociopolitical

context.ItincludedPrelom’sprojectaboutBelgrade’sStudents’CulturalCenterGallery

andacontributiononNoviSad’sYouthTribunebytheNewMediaCenter_Kuda.org.
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federation’sexpansive,decentralizedyouthinfrastructure,whichsup-

portedbothmainstreamandalternativepoliticsandculture,blurring

thelinesbetweenwhatwasunderstoodtobe“alternative”and“opposi-

tional”versuswhatwasseenas“institutional”and“official.”Ihigh-

lightsomeofthewaysinwhichthestudents’culturalcentergalleries

becamebothporousandaccommodatingtonewformsofartistic

expressionbyencouragingavibrantcross-fertilizationofideasand

initiatives.Inotherwords,Ishowhowtheywererecast,reinvigorated,

andreinventedthroughvariousdistributionchannels.4

OHO’s “POPular aPPrOacH”

In1965,thefoundingmembersoftheOHOgroup,MarkoPogačnik

andIztokGeister,movedtoLjubljanatostudyattheAcademyofFine

Arts.InitiallyjoinedbythefilmmakerNaškoKrižnar,theircircleof

 Formoreinformation,consultPolitical Practices of (Post-)Yugoslav Art: Retrospective 01, 

ed.JelenaVesić,ZoranaDojić,IvanaBago,andDušanĐord̄evićMileusnić(Belgrade:

PrelomKolektiv,2010),exhibitioncatalog.

4 The1978NewArtPracticeexhibitioninZagrebitselfcamefromadesiretodocumenta

movementthathadfusedbeyondthebordersoftherepublic,thenationstate,andeven

beyondlanguagebarriers.Theexhibitionwasmountedinthemidstofaswiftlydeterio-

ratingsocialclimate,scarredbymorethanadecadeofpoliticalandeconomiccrisis,

thatwouldeventuallycontributetothecountry’sdisintegration.Becauseofthecountry’s

violentdissolutioninthe1990s,providinga“federalist”approachtothestudyofthe

country’sdiverse,denselyinterconnectedartscenesremainsdifficulttothisday.

Vlado Jakolić, Photograph from OHO’s Izložba cipela [Exhibition of Shoes], April 1968, Galerija Studentskog 

Centra, Zagreb. Image courtesy of Arhiv za likovnke umjetnosti HAZU, Zagreb, Inv. No.: SC-41/F3.

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-004.jpg&w=289&h=215
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IĆ

  
| 

 “
m

a
d

e
 I

n
 y

u
g

o
s

l
a

v
Ia

”

9 

collaboratorsexpandedrapidly,largelythroughtheirinvolvementin

severalyouthpublications,includingtheuniversitynewspaperTribuna,

whichenabledthemtocirculatetheirideasmorewidely.Withinthe

narrowspaceoffiveyears,theartistswereinternationallyembracedas

pioneersofthe“dematerializationofart”inYugoslavia.Notonlydidthe

groupparticipateinthelandmarkInformation showatMoMAin1970,

buttheyalsoweretheonlygroupfromSocialistEuropetobefeatured

inLucyLippard’scanonicalbookSix Years: The Dematerialization of the 

Art Object. Inherretrospectiveessay“EscapeAttempts,”Lippardenthu-

siasticallyannouncedthat“by1970...Yugoslaviahadalsokickedin”

aspartoftheworldwideturnto“post-object”or“idea”art;inparenthe-

ses,sheattributedthisachievementtotheOHOgroupexclusively.5

Yet,inspiteoftheirrapidandunprecedentedascenttointerna-

tionalrecognition,OHO’sreceptioninYugoslaviacontinuestobepre-

sentedthoughtwodifferent,butrelated,frames.Ontheonehand,they

areseenasbothbenefitingfromandbeingdisadvantagedbyacultural

spacethatlackedan“artmarket”oran“artworld,”which,asarthisto-

rianKsenyaGurshteinhasputit,servedasbotha“constraintanda

sourceoffreedom”tothegroup’spursuitofacollectiveartpractice.6

Ontheotherhand,asMiškoŠuvakovićhasargued,theirpresencein

(or“transferal”to)theculturalspacesofYugoslavia’sothercapitalsis

seenasanattempt,onthepartoftheauthorities,todecontextualize

theirwork.7Bothinterpretationshavealure:theyreproducethefamil-

iarandaccessiblepictureofyoungartistsstrugglingagainstarepres-

sivesocialistregimeanditspowerfulsystemofinstitutions.However,

bothinterpretationssufferfromacrucialoversight—whicharethe

factsthatOHOactuallydidreceivewidespreadrecognitioninYugo-

slaviaatthetime,andthatthissupportwasfacilitatedbytheparticular

historicalmomentinwhichtheyfirstemerged.OHO’smemberswere

partofagenerationwhosecomingofagecoincidedwithsignificant

politicalandeconomicreforms.Theseweretheconflictingtimesof

5 LucyR.Lippard,“EscapeAttempts,”inSix Years: The Dematerialization of the Art 

Object,ed.LucyR.LippardandJohnChandler(NewYorkandLondon:Praeger

Publishers,1973;reprinted,withanewintroduction,BerkeleyandLosAngeles:

UniversityofCaliforniaPress,1997),xix.

6 KsenyaGurshtein,“AnExperimentalMicrocosmontheEdgeofEastandWest,”in

L’Internationale: Post-War Avant-Gardes between 1957 and 1986,ed.ChristianHöller

(Zurich:JRP-Ringier,2012),238.

7 MiškoŠuvaković,The Clandestine Histories of the OHO Group(Ljubljana:Zavod

P.A.R.A.S.I.T.E.,2010),45.
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“marketreform,”retrospectivelyunderstoodasthe“tolerantyears”

whenYugoslaviaorienteditselftowardtheWestanditsmarkets,and

when—followingtheoustingoftheSecretPoliceChiefAleksandar

Rankovićin1966—partyhardlinerswhofavoredstateinterventionism

andcentralismstoodtemporarilydefeated.Asliberalcurrentswithin

theLeagueofCommunists(LCY)—theofficialnameoftheYugoslav

CommunistParty—begantogainabriefupperhand,themid-1960s

alsobecameapivotalmomentforYugoslavyouthpoliticsandforthe

OHOgroupitself.Already,in1971,theleadingYugoslavcriticJeša

Denegrideclaredthatthespreadof“conceptualartinLjubljana,

Zagreb,andNoviSadwasconditionedbytheimpressionleftbyOHO

exhibitionsonyoungartists.”8OHOsuccessfullymadetheirmarkon

these“young”artistsbyexhibitinginthecountry’sexpansivenetwork

ofstate-fundedyouthculturalinstitutions,withthegroup’sfirstexhibi-

tionoutsideofSloveniabeingshownatZagreb’sStudents’Center(SC)

GalleryinApril1968.9

Itwasthroughtheworksshownattheso-calledIzložbacipela

(ExhibitionofShoes),togetherwithanaccompanyinglectureand

seriesofhappenings,thatZagreb’snewgenerationofyoungartists

andcriticswereintroducedtoOHO’suniqueintellectualframework

ofReism.Initsbroadestpossibledefinition,Reismhasbeenunder-

stoodasaphilosophicalprojectaimedatdiscoveringtheradicalinde-

pendenceof“things”fromman.InZagreb,thisintellectualapproach

wasmostevidentinthedisplayofMarkoPogačnik’sBočice(Flasks):

amultitudeofindustrialbottlestransformedintoghostly,pastel-col-

oredplastercasts,moldedfromproductsofeverydayconsumption,

suchasplasticbottlesandcontainers,andstrewnacrossaseriesof

whitepedestalsofvaryingheights.AccordingtoTomažBrejc,OHO’s

earliesthistorian,theFlasks wereintendedtobe“viewedinlightoftheir

actualexistencethathasbeenobliteratedbecauseoftheirutilitarian

8 JešaDenegri,“PrimjerikonceptualneumjetnostiuJugoslaviji,”Život umjetnosti15–16

(1971):151.

9 Zagreb’sSCGallerywasfoundedin1957,preciselywhentheLeagueofCommunists

begantheprocessofextendingself-managementfromtheworkplacetothepolitical

sphere.UnderthedirectionofŽelimirKoščević,fromthemid-1960sitbecameakey

sitefortheNewArtPracticeinZagreb.Foramorethoroughanalysisoftheactivities

ofZagreb’sSCGalleryduringthisperiod,seeSofiaGottiandMarkoIlić,“Pointsof

Origin:FromaHistoryofAlternativeArttoaHistoryofAlternativeInstitutions,”in 

Collaboration and Its Discontents,ed.MeredithBrownandMichelleFisher,Courtauld

BooksOnline, 2017,accessedMarch7,2018,http://courtauld.ac.uk/wp-content

/uploads/2017/cbo/Chapter%203_Collaboration%20and%20its%20(Dis)Contents.pdf.
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function.”10Inotherwords,assimulacraofcommodityitems,these

objectsencouragedspectatorstoextractinformationfromthemvisu-

ally,bylookingatthem,andnotthroughtheiruseorbrandvalues.

Withinbroader,regionalaccounts,Pogačnik’sFlasksareoftencon-

textualizedasanimportantdeparturefrom“modernist”traditions.But

whileOHO’smethodofcritiquingmodernistpaintingby“substituting

ordinaryobjectsforit”was,asPiotrPiotrowskihasargued,common-

placeto1960sneo-avant-gardepracticesthroughouttheworld,locally,

itcameoutofaclimateinwhichYugoslavia,throughaseriesofeco-

nomicreforms,wasintegratingitselfmoreandmoreintotheWestern

capitalistworldsystem.11In1965,ayearbeforeOHOpublishedtheir

firstmanifestoinTribuna,theLeagueofCommunistshadannounced

anewseriesofreformsthataimedtoremovepoliticalinvolvementfrom

economicdecision-makingandtoopenthecountryuptoamarket

economy.Onafederallevel,thesereformsbroughtaboutastruggle

10 TomažBrejc,“OHOasanArtisticPhenomenon,1966–1971,”inThe New Art Practice,14.

11 PiotrPiotrowski,In the Shadow of Yalta: Art and the Avant-Garde in Eastern Europe 1945–

1989(London:ReaktionBooks,2011),189.

OHO, Milenko Matanović, Mt Triglav, performed by Drago Dellabernardina, Milenko Matanović, and David Nez, 

December 30, 1968, Zvezda Park, Ljubljana. Image courtesy of Moderna Galerija, Ljubljana.

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-005.jpg&w=287&h=278
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overwhoshouldberesponsiblefortheredistributionofnational

income:thefederation,theseparaterepublics,orthebanks.12Onalocal

level,thereformsgavemoredecisioncapacitytoenterprises,which

definedthelevelsofcapitalaccumulationandtherecruitmentofnew

workers.Asaresult,Yugoslaviawitnessedtheemergenceofanewtech-

nocraticclassoflocalfunctionariesandregionalpoliticalandeconomic

elitesthatstruggledagainsttheold,centralizedfederalauthorityover

investmentandtheaccumulationofcapital.Duringthe1960s,these

localandregionalgroupsbecamethecoreofarising“middleclass”that

wasconsciouslydisassociatingitselffromlowersocialgroupsbecause

ofitshigherincomelevelsandindividualizedattitudesandlifestyles.

Inwhatwasbecominganincreasinglystratifiedsociety,OHO

wasformulatinganartisticapproachthatsoughttoemancipateobjects

fromtheirusevalueandtoofferan“anti-commodity”modelofseeing.

Aimedatimaginingnewrelationshipsbetweenobjectsandman,

OHO’sdoctrineofReismcouldbeseenasatimelyreflectionofthe

dangersofconsumerismforYugoslavsociety,atatimewhenthe

spreadofconsumerismwasenablinglargeportionsofsocietyto

slightlyimprovelivingstandards,whileeconomicreformcontinued

tostrengthenpro-capitalisttendencies,exacerbatepowerinequalities

insocialistcompanies,andincreaseunemploymentrates.

InspiteofReism’smorecriticaldimensions,itisgenerally

acceptedthatOHO’searlypracticewasrarelypoliticalinintent.AsIgor

Zabelhasproposed,OHO’sapproachwasultimatelya“popular”one,

wherebycreativeprocesseswouldbecomeanintegralaspectofevery-

daylifeforall,and“aidindevelopingsociety’srelationtotheworld.”

However,whileOHO’spracticemaynotalwayshavebeenovertlypoliti-

cal,readingtheirearlyworkbeforethebackgroundofYugoslavia’s

“1968”mayfurtherilluminatethewayitaddressedtheimpactofmar-

ketreformsonYugoslavsocialism,includingtherepercussionsof

thesereformsonthefederation’spreviouslyguaranteedprotections

ofsocialandeconomicequality,aswellassharedsovereignty.

Yugoslavia’s“1968”beganattheUniversityofBelgradeinJuneof

thatyear,asaweek-longseriesofstrikesanddemonstrationscondemn-

ingpolicebrutalityandcampuslivingconditions.Thoughitencom-

12 GalKirn,“OnYugoslavMarketSocialismthroughŽivojinPavlović’sWhen I Am Dead 

and Pale,1967,”inThe Cultural Life of Capitalism in Yugoslavia: (Post)Socialism and Its 

Other,ed.DijanaJelača,MašaKolanović,andDanijelaLugarić(London:Palgrave

Macmillan,2017),145.
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passedvoicesfromabroadideologicalspectrum—rangingfromthose

“whoadheredtotheideaofsocialismwithahumanfacetothosewho

wereanti-socialist,”asKemalKurspahić,thenaneditoratBelgrade’s

Student magazine,putit—ithaslargelybeenhistoricizedasanexpres-

sionofresentmentoverthecountry’srising“redbourgeoisie,”andthe

classstratificationthatcamewithYugoslavia’sturntowardmarket

socialism.13Proclaimingastrikeintheinstitutiontheyhadrenamed

the“RedUniversity–KarlMarx,”studentslashedoutagainst“socialist

barons”and“enrichmentattheexpenseoftheworkers.”Accordingto

mainstreamaccounts,theywantedtoexpandsocialjustice,reformthe

economy,andsparkanideologicalreorientationfromwithintheframe-

workofself-management.However,theylackedaclearlyarticulated

“alternative”vision.Insistingthattheirprogramwasthe“programof

theYugoslavCommunistParty,”itwasthelackofideologicaldifferen-

tiationfromtheParty’sofficialpoliticsthatallowedTito,througha

skillfulandconciliatoryspeech,toputanendtotheprotests.14

Lookingbackattheeventsof1968today,itseemsreasonableto

concludethatthestudentsfailedtoholdtherulingeliteaccountablefor

thelackofegalitarianism,self-management,andsolidarityinYugoslav

society.Butthoughitfeelsfittingtoreadtheapparentshortfallsofthe

studentdemonstrationsthroughthelensofYugoslavia’seventualdis-

integration,onaculturallevel,atleast,the1968“moment”alsosig-

naledatemporarystrengtheningofartisticfreedomsinthecountry.

ForDenegri,thisstrengtheninginvolvedaproliferationofartistic

13 KemalKurspahić,“Moja‘68’:Pozivnaljudski,pravedeniji,boljisvet,”inŠezdeset osma—

Licne istorije,ed.Đord̄eMalavrazić(Belgrade:Službeniglasnik,2008),202,translation

fromLjubicaSpaskovska,The Last Yugoslav Generation: The Rethinking of Youth Politics 

and Cultures in Late Socialism(Manchester:ManchesterUniversityPress,2017),43.Fora

summaryoftheeventsunderpinningBelgrade’s“1968,”seeBorisKanzleiter,“1968in

Yugoslavia:StudentRevoltbetweenEastandWest,”inBetween Prague Spring and French 

May: Opposition and Revolt in Europe, 1960–1980,ed.JacobPekelder (Oxford:Berghahn

Books,2011),84–100.

14 ForperformancestudiesscholarBranislavJakovljević,thealmostimmediatesuppression

oftheprotestsnotonlyresultedinnumerousarrests,trials,andprisonsentencesfor

someofitsparticipants,butalsoconstitutedaclearhistoricaldeparturepointfrom

whichtotracethe“beginningofYugoslavia’send.”ReadingBelgrade’s“1968”through

thetheatreperformancesthatspontaneouslyeruptedatthedemonstrations’mostcritical

moments,hisargumentfollowshowtheradicalandrevolutionarycallsofthestudents

weresuppressedandtransformedthroughthe“doubletrackofauthoritarianlawand

illicitenjoyment,”whichwouldinturnbecomeintegraltotheriseofintolerantnational-

isminMilošević’sSerbiaduringthelate1980sand1990s.SeeBranislavJakovljević,

“HumanResources:June1968,Hair,andtheBeginningofYugoslavia’sEnd,”Grey Room

30(Winter2008):38–53.
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activitiesdefinedbytheir“urbanityanddetachmentfromtraditional

nationalculturesaswellasapronounceddesiretokeeppacewiththe

latestartisticpracticesinglobalartcenterssuchasNewYork,London

andParis.”15Thisresistancetowardnationalcultureswillbecentralto

myreadingofOHO’sTriglav project,stagedjustsixmonthsafterthe

eventsofJune1968.

AccordingtoTriglav’sprincipalcreator,MilenkoMatanović,the

ideabehindtheworkwassimple.Onthepenultimatedayof1968,

Matanović,togetherwithOHOmembersDavidNezandDrago

Dellabernardina,positionedhimselfinthecenterofLjubljana’sZvezda

Parkcitysquare.Theyhadcloakedthemselvesinablackcloththat

envelopedtheirbodies,whileleavingtheirlong-hairedheadsvisible.

Together,theartistsarrangedtheirsilhouettedfigurestoreplicatethe

craggyoutlineofMountTriglav,thehighestpeakoftheJulianAlps.

By“bringingthemountaintothecity,”thethreeparticipantswanted

toofferalateDecembergifttothecitizensofLjubljana,andtheywere

particularlymindfulofthosewhowerephysicallyunabletovisitthe

mountainthemselves.16Butregardlessoftheartists’personalmotiva-

15 JešaDenegri,Razlozi za drugu liniju: za novu umetnost sedamdesetih (NoviSad:

MuzejsavremeneumetnostiVojvodine),citedinJakovljević,Alienation Effects,146.

16 MilenkoMatanovićininterviewwithBetiŽerovc,“TheOHOFiles:InterviewwithMarko

Pogačnik,”ArtMarginsOnline,August24,2011,http://www.artmargins.com/index.php

/interview-with-milenko-matanovi.

Vlado Jakolić, Photograph from Izložba žena i muškaraca [Exhibition of Women and Men], June 26, 1969, Galerija 

Studentskog centra, Zagreb. Image courtesy of Arhiv za likovnke umjetnosti HAZU, Zagreb, Inv. no.: SC-46/F1.

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-006.jpg&w=344&h=229
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tions,thereisstillanundeniablyironicdimensiontothisaction.

TriglavisnotonlythehighestmountaininSlovenia,itwasthenand

stillremainsasymboloftheSlovenenation.InLjubljana,theaction

wasfirstperformedwhenthecountry’spoliticalandeconomicdecen-

tralizationhadreopenedthequestionof“nationalidentity,”withthe

Slovenepressincreasinglyfocusingonissuespertainingtotherepub-

lic’ssovereigntyandSlovenestatehood.Thiswasalsoamomentwhen

theleadersofYugoslavia’swealthiestrepublicbecameopenlycritical

ofthefederaltaxsystem,whichaimedtofundtheless-developed

southernrepublics’growthbyredistributingprofitsfromthewealthier

northwesternregions.17SeeninthelightofYugoslavia’sgrowing

nationalcrisis,spurredbypartydivisionsoneconomicdecentralization

andconstitutionalchange,OHO’sstagingofthethree-peakedmoun-

tainactedasasubtlereflectiononthecomplexintersectionsbetween

consumerism,nationalism,andpoliticalconservatismfollowingthe

party’sturntowardmarketreform.

Triglav seemedtobothinhabitthenationalsymbolandclaimit

foritself,replacingtheanonymouspeaksofthemountainwiththe

scruffyandunshavenfacesofthe1960scounterculture.However,to

thecasualpasserbystrollingthroughLjubljana’shistoriccitysquares,

itmayhavelookedmorelikeanirreverentmockeryoftheSlovene

nationthananuancedpoliticalcommentary.Theaction’scounter-

culturalcredentialswerefullycementedwhenphotographsofthe

happeningappearedinthefirstissueofRok,amagazinepublished

inBelgradeinearly1969andeditedbythe“blacklisted”experimental

prosewriterBoraĆosić.Self-definedasa“periodicalforliteratureand

theaestheticstudyofreality,”andannouncingafightagainstwriting

thatincreasingly“‘tookthewrongtack’bypleasingindividualsand

makingthemhappy,”RokwascentraltointroducingOHO’swritings

andactionstoSerbo-Croatianreadersthroughtheprismofthe

“OHOmovementinthespaceofmixedmedia.”18Onthepagesof

17 Oneyearlater,inDecember1969,OHOcametoNoviSadtomountanexhibitionatthe

YouthTribuneandperformedTriglavforthesecondtime.Bythen,thesituationin

Sloveniahadreachedbreakingpoint.DissatisfactionovertheFederalExecutiveCouncil’s

failuretosubmitafundingproposalforroadconstructionprojectsinthatrepublictothe

WorldBankhaderuptedinfull-blownpublicprotestsinLjubljanathatthreatenedthecol-

lapseofthefederalgovernmentandpromptedthepersonalinterventionofTitohimself.

Foradetailedaccountoftheeventsunderpinningthecrisis,seeStevenL.Burg,Conflict 

and Cohesion in Socialist Yugoslavia(Princeton:PrincetonUniversityPress,1983), 

88–100.

18 BoraĆosić,ed.,Rok: Časopis za književnost i estetič ko ispitivanje stvarnosti,no.1(1969).
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Rok,OHO’sactionsandtextswereprintedalongsidevariousFluxus

textsbyAy-O,GeorgeBrecht,Hi-RedCenter,andGeorgeMaciunas,as

wellasadiscussionbetweenPierreCabanneandMarcelDuchamp.

Theseartisticstatementswereinturninterspersedwithphotographs

ofbatteredstudentsfromtheprotestsofMay1968inParisandofpro-

cessionsinPraguecommemoratingthedeathoftheyoungCzechstu-

dentJanPalach,whodiedinJanuary1969aftersettinghimselfalight

toprotesttheendofthePragueSpring.

Encounteringlarge,detailedphotographsofTriglavinRok’spages 

givesavividsensetohowideascirculatedacrosstheYugoslavcultural

spaceandhowafleetingandephemeralgesturestagedinasmallcity

squareinLjubljanawasabletoreachlargerandunanticipatedaudi-

encesinZagreb,Belgrade,andNoviSad.Italso,morebroadly,displays

thecomplexityandbreadthofideasthatinformedtheartisticproduc-

tionthatemergedinandaroundthewatershedyearof1968,notonly

inYugoslaviabutthroughouttheworld.Butwhilethemovement

engagedwith,andparticipatedin,theseinternationaldebates,the

developmentoftheNewArtPracticeinYugoslaviawasbynomeans

analogousto,orderivateof,similarcurrentsinAmericaandWestern

Europe.Instead,itemergedinparallelwithaseriesofseismicpolitical

developmentsfollowingtheeventsof1968—acriticalpositionthat

becomesincreasinglyapparentwhenexaminingsomeofthelandmark

eventsstagedatZagreb’sSCGallery.

1968 against 1971

InFebruary1969,OHOreturnedtoZagrebtomounttheirfirstexhibi-

tionattheGalleryofContemporaryArt.OHO’stransferfromparallel

youthspacestoareputablecontemporaryartinstitutionsuchasthe

GalleryofContemporaryArtdemonstratestheesteemthatthecollec-

tivehadcarvedoutforitselfwithintheYugoslavculturalspace.Shortly

afterOHOhadsecuredthisinstitutionalvalidation,thecity’smore

“informal”SCGallerybegantosupportanew,young,andunknown

groupofartistsfromthecity’sAcademyofFineArtsbyannouncing,

inJune1969,acompetitionintendedto“encourageallexplorationsin

thevisual,orplastic,oranyotherfield,toenabletherealizationofpro-

gressiveideas.”19InthesamemonththattheSCGalleryinitiatedthis

“Competition,”italsoannouncedtheopeningofIzložbaženai

19 “Galerijastudentskogcentraobjavljujeiraspisuje,”Novine GSC,no.5(1968–69):20.
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muškaraca (ExhibitionofWomenandMen):anexhibitionthatwould,

accordingtotheshortpressrelease,“closestraightaftertheopening.”20

OnJune27at9p.m.,visitorswaitedatthegallery’sentrancewhere

copiesofNovine GSC(SCNewspaper)—thegallery’sself-published

monthlybroadsheet,whichrecordedexhibitionactivitiesandoften

actedasanexhibitioncatalog—weredistributed,proclaimingthatthe

exhibitiontheywereabouttoenterwouldgivethemthe“opportunity

tolookatthemselves.”21Inthesametext,confusedandbewilderedvisi-

torswereinformedofwhatwasexpectedfromthem:

ForGod’ssake,betheexhibitionitself!Atthisexhibition,youare

thework,youarethefiguration,youaretheSocialRealism.Artis

notoutsideofyou.Eitherthereisnoart,orthatartisyou...live

hereintimatelywithyourideas,evenifyoudon’thaveany.22

Theexistingphotographicdocumentationcapturesabright,flood-

litspace,witharoundonehundredvisitorsgraduallyrealizingthatthey

themselveswerethesubjectoftheexhibition.Atthatpoint,theyslowly

begantomovefromthecentertowardthewalltominimizetheirexpo-

sure.Butitwastoolate—visitorsfoundthemselvesstaring“eyetoeye,

face-to-face,allunitedinauniqueexhibit,wheretheexhibitsmove,

soundsresonate,andheatisformed.”23Soonanelementoffrivolity

sweptin:whilesomevisitorstransformedthedistributednewspaper

intopaperairplanesandlaunchedthemintothegalleryspace,others

turnedthesheetintopapermasks.

StagedoneyearbeforeLippard’sestimateddateforYugoslavia’s

entryintotheglobalshiftto“idea”art,theExhibitionofWomenand

Menistodayconsideredapioneeringgestureofdematerialization,

whichplayedoutinZagrebwhentherewaslittlecriticalunderstanding

ofConceptualart.ButwhereasWesternConceptualartwas,according

toleadingaccounts,deeplyrootedinstructuresofadvancedcapitalism,

thisexhibitionwasmotivatedbybroadersocialfearsovertheinfiltra-

tionofcapitalistinfluencesthatcamewithYugoslavia’sopeningto

Westernmarkets.AsIvanaBagohasarguedpersuasively,theExhi-

bitionofWomenandMen was,atitscore,anexpressionof“leftist

20 AnnouncementfeaturedinVečernji list,Zagreb,June27,1969,4.

21 ŽelimirKoščević,“Izložbaženaimuškaraca,”Novine GSC,no.8(1968–69):29.

22 Koščević,“Izložba,”29.

23 Ibid.



Bálint Szombathy, cover of Student’s “Underground” issue, Belgrade, 

December 16, 1971. 52 ∞ 34.5 cm. Image courtesy of Slavko Bogdanović.

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-007.jpg&w=324&h=509
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oppositiontobourgeoisideology,”andmorespecifically,tothe“Art

oftheWest,orwhathasbeendeemedthenegativeinfluenceofthe

West.”24Bago’sinterpretationprovidesanuancedsenseoftheconnec-

tionbetweentheNewArtPractice’sgrowingdisenchantmentwith

WesternConceptualart’scommodification,ontheonehand,andthe

movement’sdeeperfearsoverthefailuresofYugoslavsocialism,onthe

other.Butitalsoraisestheimportantquestionofwhatmighthave

beenconsidered“bourgeois”atthistime.Which“Western”artistic

influenceswereconsideredreactionarybythe“leftist”artistsandwork-

erswhogatheredattheSCGallery?25

AcloserlookattheExhibitionofWomenandMen’ssupporting

statementprovidesapotentialanswertothisquestion,particularly

withitsimpassioneddemandthatthevisitorbecomenotonlythe

“exhibitionitself,”butalso,throughthistransformation,the“figura-

tion”and“socialrealism.”26InYugoslavia,SocialistRealismwasdis-

cardedastheofficialstylefollowingthecountry’sexpulsionfromthe

Cominformin1948.Asmore“freedom”wasgrantedincultureafter

thisevent,thefocusofthedebatesshiftedtotheaestheticrelationship

betweenfigurationandabstraction.AccordingtoMiškoŠuvaković,the

“moderatemodernism”thatemergedinthe1950sandpersevered

throughoutYugoslavia’shistoryrepresented:

Amiddlepathbetweentheabstractandthefigurative,between

themodernandthetraditional,betweenregionalismandinter-

nationalism...Ontheonehandthisallowedartiststoapproach

themainstreamofinternationalWesternmodernism,whileon

theotheritwasavoiceofresistancetomoreradicalversionsof

modernism(fromabstractiontotheneo-avant-gardes).27

Šuvaković’sdescriptionof“moderatemodernism”givesastrong

senseofthescattered,eclectic,andcontradictorynatureofthisphe-

nomenon—poisedasitwasbetweenthe“abstract”and“figurative,”

24 IvanaBago,“DematerializationandPoliticizationoftheExhibition:Curationas

InstitutionalCritiqueinYugoslaviaduringthe1960sand1970s,”Museum and Curatorial 

Studies Review2,no.1(Spring2014):15.

25 Bago,“Dematerialization,”9.

26 Koščević,“Izložba,”29.

27 MiškoŠuvaković,“Introduction:ArtandPolitics,”inImpossible Histories: Historic Avant-

Gardes, Neo-Avant-Gardes and Post-Avant-Gardes in Yugoslavia, 1918–1991,ed.Dubravka

DjurićandMiškoŠuvaković (Cambridge,MA:MITPress,2003),11.
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the“modern”andthe“traditional.”Italsorevealsthedifficulty,when

itcomestoYugoslavia,ofapproachingthis“moderatemodernism”as

amonolithicconstruct.Forthestyleclearlyembodiedaratherdispa-

ratefieldofpractices,associatedwithavarietyofindividualsand

encasedwithinawiderangeofinstitutions.

InZagreb,atthetimeoftheExhibitionofWomenandMen,

“moderatemodernism”wasnotviewedasa“bourgeois”forcebythe

SCGallery’scollaborators.28Rather,itwasoneparticulargroupoffigu-

rativepaintersstudyingattheAcademyofFineArts,whichhadfirst

comeintoconflictwiththeSCGallerywhenitstormedintotheopen-

ingoftheHitparada(HitParade)exhibitioninOctober1967,and

destroyedtheobjectsondisplay.By1970,theseyoungpainterscame

tobeassociatedwithagroupcalled“Biafra,”whichbelievedthat“non-

figurativeartcouldnotdealproperlywiththeessentialissuesofhuman-

ity,whichshouldbethemainconcernofartisticcreation.”29Biafra’s

activitiescamefromapositionthatwas,accordingtoŽelimirKoščević,

“definitelyrightwing,”andarosefromquestionsregardingthe

“national”roleofart.30Theirpositionwasfortifiedbyapoliticalclimate

inwhichtheincompletenessoftheeconomicreformof1965beganto

refuelpopulardemandsforexpandingCroatia’sautonomywithinthe

Federation.Thisagitationwasprimarilybeingstokedthroughone

Croatianinstitution,theMaticaHrvatska,arespectedandancient

culturalinstitutionthatbecameanaggressivedefenderofCroatian

nationalsentiment.Bythebeginningofthe1970s,nationalisttenden-

cieshadspreadthroughmanyofCroatia’scoreinstitutions,culminat-

inginthe“CroatianMassMovement,”whichincludedover30,000

studentsatCroatianuniversitiesgoingonstrikeinsupportofthe

republic’sautonomyinNovember1971.Onemonthlater,Titocharged

theCroatianleadershipwithpanderingtonationalists,separatism,and

28 Afterall,by1969Zagrebhadalreadywitnessednotonlytheemergenceoftheprogres-

sive“modernist”groupofpaintersandarchitectsthatwentbythenameEXAT 51(in

1950);ithadalsoplayedhost,from1961onward,tothetrailblazingandinternational

NewTendenciesmovement.FormoreinformationonNewTendencies,refertoArmin

Medosch’sNew Tendencies: Art at the Threshold of the Information Revolution (Cambridge,

MA:MITPress,2016).

29 VinkoSrhoj,Grupa Biafra 1970–1978 (Zagreb:ArtStudioAzinović,2001),62;Maja

Fowkes,The Green Bloc: Neo-Avant-Garde and Ecology under Socialism(Budapest:CEU

Press,2015), 124.

30 ŽelimirKoščević,“WeSucceededinCreatingaBeautifulandInstructiveThingThat’s

InevitablyBeenIrredeemablyLost,ButSuchIsLife,”Gallery Nova Newspaper,no.18

(December2008):14.
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“rottenliberalism”inthefaceof“counter-revolution,”andforcedthem

toresignalongwithseveraloftheirclosestcollaborators,usheringina

periodinwhichCroatiawasoftendescribedasthe“sullenrepublic.”31

Indirectly,theactivitiesnurturedbytheSCGallerymarkeda

conflictintheCroatianculturalscene,which,accordingtoKoščević,

can“inabroaderscopebereadasanissueofdifferentpoliticalori-

entations:1968against1971.”32InZagreb,1968wasconnectedwith

thestudentmovements,whichprotestedagainstthe“embourgeoise-

ment”ofYugoslavsocialismandthefailureofself-managementto

createanegalitariansociety,andembodiedtheconcernsoftheSC

Gallery’scollaborators.Incontrast,1971,wasfueledbyassumptions

aboutnationalismandthenation-stateasprinciples,andstemmed

fromtheCroatianleadership’seffortstostrengthentherepublic’s

positionwithintheYugoslavfederation,asopposedtosecuring

equalityamongstitscitizens.Inthecomplexandunstablepolitical

situationfollowingthestrikesanddemonstrationsofNovember

1971,criticsbegantonotethepublic’sreluctancetoengagewith

suchpioneeringgestures.Asaresult,theyouthfuloptimismthat

oncehaddriventheSCGallery’sprogramswasabandoned.By

August1973,theSC Newspaperannounceda“recession,”complain-

ingof“anabsenceofenthusiasticactivities,whichcouldfreeusfrom

thelethargicstateinwhichwehavefoundourselves.”33

AtthetimewhentheSCGalleryannouncedits“recession,”the

LeagueofCommunistshadpushedthroughreformsdesignedtobreak

upthepoweroflocal-technocraticmonopoliesfrombelow.In1971it

hadapprovedaseriesofamendments,definingrepublicsas“states”

basedonthe“sovereigntyofnations.”Thisdevelopmentreachedits

climaxin1974,withanewdecentralizingconstitution,makingfederal

politicstheobjectofcomplicatedprocessesofnegotiationbetween

republicsandautonomousprovinces.Inthewordsofarthistorian

BranislavDimitrijević:“Thesecondpartof1960sandthe1970smarked

thetimeofthegreatestpoliticalandeconomiccontradictions,atime

whentheprocessesofdisintegrationcommenced,maskedbythe

improvementinthestandardoflivingandtheappearanceofthenew

31 JillIrvine,“TheCroatianSpringandtheDissolutionofYugoslavia,”inState Collapse in 

South-Eastern Europe: New Perspectives on Yugoslavia’s Disintegration,ed.LenardJ.Cohen

andJasnaDragović-Soso (Lafayette,IN:PurdueUniversityPress,2008),168.

32 Koščević,“WeSucceeded,”16.

33 Anon.,“Recesija?,”Novine GSC,no.45(August1973):189.
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economicelitewhichtookadvantageoftheseparadoxesinthesystem.”34

These“politicalandeconomiccontradictions”becomefullyapparentin

theuniqueandoftenoverlookedcaseofNoviSad’sYouthTribune,where

theNewArtPracticecrossedoverintodirectpoliticalprovocation.

gOing “undergrOund”

LocatedinthecapitalofthemultinationalAutonomousProvinceof

Vojvodina,NoviSad’sYouthTribunewasfoundedin1954,threeyears

beforeZagreb’sSCGallery.Aculturalcenterforthecity’syouthand

universitystudents,duringthe1960sitbecameahotbedfortheNew

ArtPractice,onaccountofitstwoeditorialofficesandsmallexhibition

space.From1970,theYouthTribunealsobegantoserveasavesselfor

theactivitiesofthefirstConceptualartgroupinSerbia,KÔD, who

cametogetherasuniversitystudentswiththedeterminedaimtofree

“artofallthefunctionsascribedtoit,startingfromtheeducationaland

cognitivefunctionstothereligiousandideologicalones.”35AsinOHO’s

case,KÔDbegantheirpracticethrough“official”youthstateinstitu-

tions,andonlythroughtheTribune’sfinancialassistance,together

withsupportfromMirkoRadojičićasthecultureeditorofthecity’s

universitynewspaperIndex, weretheyabletocarryoutanddissemi-

natesomeoftheirfirstworks.

However,inKÔD’s casethe“institutional”statusoftheYouth

Tribunecametohamperthegroup’sfuturedevelopment.Alreadyin1970,

theYouthTribunehadcomeintoconflictwiththemunicipalsociopolitical

organizationsofNoviSad,whichhadlittleunderstandingofitsprograms,

andfrequentlycomplainedthattheTribunedidnot“fulfilltheinterestsof

awidecircleofyouth...and,especiallyrecently,insiststoomuchonthe

so-calledavant-gardecurrents,experimentsneglectingtheaffirmative

majority.”36Thefollowingyear,inOctober1971,alocalpaperannounced

that“NoviSad[Is]WaitingforaDirector...facedwiththeextreme

activitiesoftheTribune,theYouthLeagueofVojvodinawasforcedto

interrupt...anewprogramandnewcouncilwillbeconstructed.”37

AccordingtoKÔDmemberSlobodanTišma,suchconflictsofinterest

34 BranislavDimitrijević,“EmbarrassmentDoesNotBotherMeasMuchastheMarket!,”in

POLET: Economic Propaganda in Yugoslavia from 1968 to 1980(Belgrade:CulturalCenter,

2013),13.

35 MirkoRadojičić,“ActivityofGroupKÔD,”inSusovski,New Art Practice,38.

36 JuditaŠalgo,“Tribinamladih:Otvorena—Zatvorena,”Index: List studenata Vojvodine,

October21,1970,7.

37 Č.Keco,“NoviSad:Čekasedirektor,”Susret,October17,1971.
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wereemblematicofatensionbetweenthe“old”andthe“new.”38Speaking

retrospectively,Tišmaexplainedthatitwasnotthe“politicians”thatdis-

approvedofKÔD’swork,butagroupofreactionaryartiststhat“hatedour

gutsandslanderedus.Thepoliceandthepoliticianseventuallydidthe

jobsincetheylovedtodemonstratepower,inthesenseof:‘justpointyour

fingerandconsideritdone.’”39

Inmanyways,Tišma’saccountechoesthepowerstruggles

betweentheSCGalleryanditsbroaderculturalcontext.Butatthe

YouthTribune,theconfrontationbetween“old”and“new”would

carryfarheavierandirreparableconsequencesforthecity’sNew

ArtPracticescene.AftertheCroatianMassMovement,theTito-led

coalitionconductedasimilarstruggleagainstcurrentsof“anarcho-

liberalismandopportunism[with]fractionalism”intheLeagueof

CommunistsofVojvodina.40AsinZagreb,thisinvolvedpurgingall

those“whocameintoconflictwiththerevolution,revolutionaryprac-

ticeandthelineoftheLCY.”41Yet,intheAutonomousProvinceof

Vojvodina,objectionsraisedagainsttheleadershipwentbeyondaccu-

sationsofdeviationfromtheprinciplesofdemocraticcentralism,to

includeoppositionto“revolutionarycontinuityandaninsistenceon

theconflictofgenerations.”42Thelatterchargeimpliedthattheparty

leadershipinVojvodinawasactivelypromotingtheinclusionofa

youngergenerationintopositionsofresponsibilitypreviouslyoccupied

bymembersoftheolder,partisangeneration.Herethereareobvious

parallelswiththemeasuresthatwerebeingtakenatthesametime

attheYouthTribune,whichcouldbeseenasanattempttostifle

freethoughtandoppositiontothe“partyline.”Giventhatsuchcur-

rentswerelikelytoincreasedemandsoverthestrengtheningofauton-

omyandindependencefromBelgrade,itisnotsurprisingthatthe

repressionstakingplaceinVojvodinaextendedtotheculturalyouth

sphereitself.

38 JadranBoban,“Kraljšumeutransurock’n’rolla—RazgovorsaSlobodanomTišmom,”

Zarez 146(2005),translationfromIvanaBagoandAntoniaMajača,“Dissociative

Association,DionysianSocialism,Non-ActionandDelayedAudience.BetweenAction

andExodusintheArtofthe1960sand1970sinYugoslavia,”inRemoved from the Crowd: 

Unexpected Encouters I,ed.IvanaBago,AntoniaMajača,andVesnaVuković(Zagreb:

BLOK/Delve,2011),302.

39 Boban,“Kralj.”

40 Rojcetal.,Deseti kongres Saveza komunista Jugoslavije: Dokumenti(Beograd:Komunist,

1974),387,translationfromBurg,Conflict and Cohesion,178.

41 Rojcetal.,Deseti kongres,387.

42 Ibid.



Slavko Bogdanović, Pesma underground tribina mladih Novi Sad [Underground Song for the Youth Tribune, Novi Sad], 

Student’s “Underground” issue, Belgrade, December 16, 1971. 52 ∞ 34.5 cm. Image courtesy of Slavko Bogdanović.

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-008.jpg&w=340&h=395
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tHe struggle fOr self-ManageMent

WiththeYouthTribunenowclosedtothecity’sexperimentalartists,

KÔDmemberSlavkoBogdanovićbegantoseekoutdifferentchannels

throughwhichtoovercomeinstitutionalintervention.Atamoment

whenthecity’sinstitutionsweren’tinthepositiontoprovideguaran-

teesfordemocraticwork,Bogdanovićpublishedhis“Underground

SongfortheYouthTribune,NoviSad”inthecensored“Underground”

issueofthemagazineStudent(December1971).43PrintedinBelgrade’s

leadingyouthpublicationandappealingtowideraudiencesoutsideof

NoviSad,Bogdanović’stextaddressedthecurrentconditionsatthe

YouthTribune,which,beingthe“officialpropertyoftheyouthorgani-

zation,”hadbecomean“adaptationofyounghabitantsofthecitywith

aconsumeriststancetotheworld...[a]suffocationofallcreation,[an

exponentof]provincialideology,de-individualization,apreservation

andconservationofnewtradition.”44Theseaccusationsweresubtly

reinforcedthroughtheissue’scover,whichwasdesignedbyBosch+

BoschgroupmemberBalíntSzombathy:areversedprintofthe

Americanflag,accompaniedbyacaptionbeneathitstating“Made

inYugoslavia.”TakeninconjunctionwithBogdanović’s“song,”this

coverappearedtoimplythatinthecountryoftendubbed“America’s

communistally,”asofterstyleofconsumerismwasbeginningtodis-

tractfromtheurgentworkneededtosustainanactiveandhealthy

politicalculture.

Writtenin1971,Bogdanović’s“song”anticipatedmanyofthe

allegationsthathavebecomecentraltorecentpoliticalhistorieson

theformerYugoslavia—namelythat,linkedwiththemarketfromits

inception,self-managementwasdeprivedofemancipatorychargefrom

theoutset.45Followingtheremovaloftheliberalleadershipsin1971–

72,anewandstrengthenedExecutiveBureauwasintroduced,and

democraticcentralismwas,forabriefmoment,reassertedasthefirst

principleofpoliticallife.Butwhilecoercivemeasureswereclearly

beingtakeninthepoliticalsphere,softerandmoredispersedmeans

wereemployedtopreservepubliccompliance.Atthebeginningofthe

43 SlavkoBogdanović,“PesmaundergroundtribinamladihNoviSad,”Student,December

16,1971.

44 Bogdanović,“Pesmaunderground.”

45 VladimirUnkovski-Korica,“Self-Management,DevelopmentandDebt:TheRiseandFall

ofthe‘YugoslavExperiment,’”inWelcome to the Desert of Post-Socialism: Radical Politics 

after Yugoslavia,ed.SrečkoHorvatandIgorŠtiks(London:Verso,2014),42.



Il
IĆ
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1970s,austeritymeasureswerelifted,andmaterialcomfortsandcon-

sumerismonceagainbegantocushiontheheavyhandoftheLeague

ofCommunists,whiledivertingfromthelackofarobustpoliticalcul-

turecapableofsupportinga“self-managing”society.Alreadyin1971,

BogdanovićcomplainedofhowthepreviouslyprogressiveYouth

Tribunehadbecomea“distributorofmassentertainment,”simply

promoting“commercialundergroundandpoliticaltalks...disco-

clubsandsocialistindoctrination.”46TheTribune’sprogramshadbeen

steeredawayfromanactiveandengagedunderstandingofculturetoa

totallyconformistandconsumeristone,farremovedfromthestate’s

ideologicalpillarofcommercialrelationstheoreticallygroundedinthe

“socialownershipofthemeansofproduction.”Thetextfurthercon-

frontedthecoercivenatureoftheenvironment,inwhich“youngmen

withgentlefingersarerunning,theireyesgoggled,alreadyshort-

breathed,andbehindtheminevitablyfollowsStalinwithclenched

fists...thiscouldbeexpectedinRussia,butnotinNoviSad.”47For

Bogdanović,provocationbecametheonlyeffectivewayofchallenging

aninstitutionalsystemwhich,atthatmoment,couldnottakeany

excesses.Asaresult,theartistreceivedaneight-monthprison

sentence.
Forotherartistswhorefusedtoadheretothepartyline,theonly

alternativetodirectprovocationwastostopworkingthroughthestate

institutions.FollowingtheactiontakenagainsttheYouthTribuneby

thelocalYouthLeagueandtheimprisonmentofahandfulofartists

whodirectlycriticizedtheregressivepoliticalsituation,formerKÔD 

membersSlobodanTišmaandČedomirDrčawithdrewfrompublicart

practice.Instead,theybeganthetime-basedactioncalledTHE END, 

whichincludedtheworkNevidljiva umetnost (Invisible Art),forwhich

between1972and1977theydrankCoca-ColaandRussiankvassevery

daywithfriendsinfrontofalocalstore.Today,these“invisible”actions

existonlythroughsparsephotographicdocumentation:emptyCoke

bottlesandCokepencilholdersperchedonashopfrontwindow,oron

thefrontwindshieldofthenationallyproducedYugoautomobile.In

otherphotographs,theprotagonistsarecapturedwearingt-shirts

embossedwiththecaption“THEEND”whileholdingemptyCoca-

Colabottles.Fortheartists,these“gestures”representedthe“end”of

46 Bogdanović,“Pesmaunderground.”

47 Ibid.
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theirart,withthephotographsservingmoreasresiduesofaformof

reflectionthanasdocumentsofanartisticactionorperformance.

Askedaboutwhyhechosenottopublishanythinguntil1995,

Tišmarecentlyrevealedthatthe“reasonconsistedinagreatdisen-

chantmentwithwhathappenedintheearlySeventies.Thegreatillu-

sionswerecrushed.Theideathatlifeequalsartwasdefinitelydead.

Ididn’twanttodealinanywaywithstrategiesi.e.politics.Istartedto

doubteverythingwedidandIsimplyquit.”48Thoughthisurgetowith-

drawresonatedwithmanyof“GlobalConceptualism’s”keypractitio-

nersataroundthesametime,inNoviSadtheseprivateactsalsospoke

tothedisappointmentfeltbyartistsatbeingabandonedbytheYouth

Tribune.Atamomentofoppressivechangeandpoliticalturmoil,it

seemsthatescapismbecametheonlyformofartisticengagement

lefttothem.InthesameyearthatTišmaandDrčabegantopursue

Invisible Art, OHOdroppedallpublicperformancesandembarkedon

a“periodofsilence,”formingacommuneinanabandonedfarmhouse

inŠempasinstead.49From1971,Belgrade’snewlyopenedStudents’

Slobodan Tišma and Čedomir 

Drča, Primeri nevidljive umetnosti 

[Examples of Invisible Art], Novi 

Sad, 1976. Black-and-white 

photograph of artist in street 

action, 19 ∞ 24.2 cm. Image 

courtesy of the Museum of 

Contemporary Art, Vojvodina.

48 Boban,“Kraljšume.”

49 JešaDenegri,“PrisečanjenaradgrupeOHO,”Polja: Časopis za knjiž evnost i teoriju,

no.190(December1974):20.IntheexhibitioncatalogfortheOHOretrospectiveat

Ljubljana’sStudents’CulturalCenter,whichtookplaceinthesameyearastheNewArt

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/action/showImage?doi=10.1162/artm_a_00225&iName=master.img-010.jpg&w=222&h=285
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CulturalCenterandGallery,foundedinreactiontotheeventsof1968,

wouldinheritthestruggletoestablishformsofcriticalartisticengage-

mentthatwouldendinsimilardisillusionment,albeitunderverydif-

ferentpoliticalandculturalcircumstances.50

ItcomesasnosurprisethataccountsoftheNewArtPracticetend

toadoptadefeatistanddisillusionedoutlookwhenexaminingitsdevel-

opment.Revisitingthesestoriestoday,itmightevenseemfairtocon-

cludethatYugoslavia’syouthspaceswere,inthewordsofZagreb

curatorLjiljanaKolešnik,anattemptto“ghettoisecriticalartpractices

andthinking...limitingtheireffectstoanarrowsegmentofurban

studentyouth.”51Asthecasestudiespresentedherehavedemonstrated,

theNewArtPractice’s“goldenera”beganinLjubljana,Zagreb,and

NoviSadinthelatterpartofthe1960s,anditsdevelopmentwasinti-

matelylinkedtothecountry’seconomicintegrationintoworldmarkets.

Abletofostertheradicalactivitynecessaryforacritiqueoftheseeco-

nomicconditions,theyouthspacesthatnurturedtheNewArtPractice

wereclearlyimpactedbyamomentofcrisisandupheaval,driving

manyofitsearlyproponentstostopmakingartatthebeginningof

the1970s.

However,ascompellingastheseaccountsofdefeatare,theytend

tosmoothoverthemanycontradictionsimplicitinYugoslavsocialism.

WhiledeprivingtheNewArtPracticeofitspoliticalrelevance,they

simultaneouslyfailtoregisterthatthecountry’sexperiencewith

self-managementwasafarmorecomplex,gradual,andmultifaceted

 Practiceexhibition,TomažBrejcexplainedthatOHO’sdecisiontostopexhibitingonthe

“thresholdoftheirgreatestsuccess”wasbecausetheynever“belongedtothe‘artsys-

tem’dictatedbytheartmarketandexhibitionpoliciesinthelatesixties.”Thoughitis

oftenassumedthatOHOdissolvedbecauseofitsdisillusionmentwithprofessionalart

production,inBetiŽerovc’smorerecentinterviewswiththegroup’smembers,published

atARTMarginsOnline,theirreasonsaremoreprosaicandvaried—rangingfromagrow-

inginterestinspirituality,meditation,andcommunalliving,toincreasinglydivergent

personalcommitments.FormoreinformationonOHO’sdissolution,seeTomažBrejc,

OHO, 1966–1971(Ljubljana:Študentskikulturnicenter,1978),andBetiŽerovc,“The

OHOFiles,”ARTMarginsOnline,accessedAugust31,2018,http://www.artmargins

.com/index.php/oho-homepage.

50 Interestingly,inthesameyearthattheBelgradeStudents’CulturalCenteropened,

Belgrade’sMuseumofContemporaryArtorganizedthefirstexhibitionof“Yugoslav

ConceptualArt”(PrimerikonceptualniumetnostiuJugoslaviji)initsgallery,which

consistedofworksbytheOHO,KÔD,and(Egroups.Formoreinformation,seePrimeri 

konceptualne umetnosti u Jugoslaviji,ed.BiljanaTomićandJešaDenegri(Belgrade:Salon

Muzejasavremeneumetnosti,1971),exhibitionpamphlet.

51 Socialism and Modernity: Art, Culture Politics 1950–1974,ed.LjiljanaKolešnik(Zagreb:

Muzejsuvremeneumjetnosti,2014),exhibitioncatalog,157.
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phenomenonthanmaybeapparentatfirstglance,withmanyofthe

elementsthatappearedtoprovidestabilitytotheregimeeventually

drivingthecountry’sviolentdissolution.Perhapsthisisnotsurprising,

giventhatduringthe1990stheYugoslavexperimentwascondemned

alongwiththerestofEuropeansocialism.Butthedismissalofnearly

fiftyyearsofexperiencecannoterasetheproblemsthatYugoslavsocial-

ismarosetosolve.WhiletheliteratureonYugoslavia’sseventy-year

existencecontinuestorecasttheentireperiodintermsofitsoutcome,

understandingwhatwentwronginYugoslavia—whatledtothecoun-

try’svastpoliticalandeconomicfragmentation,andeventualdisinte-

gration—whileatthesametimeexcavatingthemoreprogressive

potentialsofself-managementseemstimely,notleastinviewofthe

worrisomepoliticalprocessestakingplaceintheworldtoday.

Slobodan Tišma and Čedomir Drča, Primeri nevidljive umetnosti [Examples of Invisible Art], 

Novi Sad, 1976. Black-and-white photograph of artist in street action, 19 ∞ 24.2 cm.  

Image courtesy of the Museum of Contemporary Art, Vojvodina.
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