
F o k u s  G r u p a
M u z e j  s u v r e m e n e  u m j e t n o s t i

  R i j e k a ,  Z a g r e b

D i d a k t i č k a  i z l o ž b a

D i d a c t i c  E x h i b i t i o n



S a d r ž a j  

J a s n a  J a k š i ć
Um  j e t n o s t  n a  p u t u : 
k a k o  s e  s t va r a l a 
p u b l i k a  
5 — 1 1

M i r t a  P a v i ć
I s p o d  p o v r š i n e : 
k o n z e r va c i j a , 
r e s ta u r a c i j a 
i  p r e z e n ta c i j a 
D i d a k t i č k e  i z l o ž b e
1 4 — 2 1

P r i p r e m e  z a  pa n e l e 
i  k ata l o g
2 2 — 9 6

D i d a k t i č k a  i z l o ž b a 
1 — 9 2
9 7 — 1 9 2

F o k u s  g r u p a
P r i č e  o  o k v i r i m a
1 9 8 — 2 0 5

A n a  K u t l e š a
K u l t u r a  n a  t r ž i š t u 
—  f u n k c i o n i r a n j e 
G a l e r i j e  s u v r e m e n e 
u m j e t n o s t i 
r a n i h  š e z d e s e t i h
2 0 6 — 2 3 9

C o n t e n t

J a s n a  J a k š i ć
A r t  o n  T o u r : 
t h e  i n v e n t i o n 
o f  t h e  a u d i e n c e
5 — 1 1

M i r t a  P a v i ć
B e n e at h  t h e  S u r f a c e : 
t h e  c o n s e r vat i o n , 
r e s t o r at i o n  a n d 
p r e s e r vat i o n  o f 
t h e  D i d a c t i c  E x h i b i t i o n
1 4 — 2 1

Pa n e l  a n d  c ata l o g u e 
s t u d i e s
2 2 — 9 6

D i d a c t i c  e x h i b i t i o n 
1 — 9 2
9 7 — 1 9 2

F o k u s  g r u p a
S t o r i e s  A b o u t  F r a m e s
1 9 8 — 2 0 5

A n a  K u t l e š a
C u l t u r e  o n  t h e  m a r k e t 
—  t h e  G a l l e r y  o f 
C o n t e m p o r a r y 
A r t  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 6 0 s
2 0 6 — 2 3 9
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JASNA      JAKŠIĆ    

Um  j e t n o s t  n a 
p u t u :  k a k o  s e 
s t va r a l a  p u b l i k a

Didaktička izložba, povijesni i pionirski edu-
kativni projekt nekadašnje Gradske gale-
rije suvremene umjetnosti iz 1957. godine, 
osmišljen u formi putujuće izložbe, bio je 
namijenjen edukaciji publike o suvremenoj 
i apstraktnoj umjetnosti. Već kao popratna 
izložba od čak 92 panela, koji su posredo-
vanjem fotografija i reprodukcija preuzetih 
iz knjiga i časopisa pričali priču o nastanku 
apstraktne umjetnosti od Paula Cézannea 
do 1957., izložba je u samoj svojoj koncepci-
ji izlazila van formata muzejske pedagogije. 
Povod, ili izgovor njezinoj realizaciji bila je 
izložba serigrafija članova pariške grupe Es-
pace, Edgarda Pilleta, Victora Vasarelyja i An-
dréa Bloca, koju je Galeriji suvremene umjet-
nosti predložio kritičar Josip Depolo. Izložba 
je bila vjerojatno i najposjećenija izložba 
suvremene umjetnosti u tadašnjoj Jugosla-
viji: nakon Galerije suvremene umjetnosti 
odlazi u Galeriju likovnih umjetnosti u Rije-
ci, te nastavlja svoj put ka Sisku, Beogradu, 
Skopju, Novom Sadu, Bečeju, Karlovcu, Ma-
riboru, Sremskoj Mitrovici, Osijeku, Bjelovaru 
i Ljubljani, gdje gostuje u Modernoj galeriji 
1966.1 U Zagrebu je ponovno izložena u Klu-
bu omladine 1961., a u Domu JNA 1967. kao 
Apstraktna umjetnost II: Didaktička izložba, 
uz pretisak kataloga iz 1957.2

A r t  o n  T o u r : 
t h e  i n v e n t i o n 
o f  t h e  a u d i e n c e

The Didactic Exhibition, a historical, pioneer-
ing educational project produced by the 
former Zagreb City Gallery of Contemporary 
Art in 1957, and designed as a travelling exhi-
bition, was intended to educate the public 
about contemporary, abstract art. Even as a 
supporting exhibition consisting of 92 pan-
els on which photographs and reproduc-
tions from books and magazines told the 
story of the emergence of abstract art, from 
Paul Cézanne to 1957, in its very conception 
the exhibition stepped outside the format of 
museum education. The reason (or excuse) 
for its realisataion was an exhibition of ser-
igraphs by members of the Parisian Espace 
group, Edgard Pillet, Victor Vasarely and An-
dré Bloc, proposed to the Gallery of Contem-
porary Art by the critic Josip Depolo. It was 
probably the most visited exhibition of con-
temporary art in what was then Yugoslavia; 
after Zagreb, it went to the Gallery of Fine 
Arts in Rijeka, then continued its journey 
through Sisak, Belgrade, Skopje, Novi Sad, 
Bečej, Karlovac, Maribor, Sremska Mitrovia, 
Osijek, Bjelovar and Ljubljana, where it was 
hosted in the Modern Gallery in 1966. It was 
exhibited again in Zagreb at the Youth Club 
in 1961,1 and in the Yugoslav National Army 
Hall in 1967, as Abstract Art II: Didactic Exhi-
bition. A catalogue from 1957 was reprinted.2

1 http://www.msu.hr/#/hr/pretrazivanje/program/didakti%-
C4%8Dka+izlo%C5%BEba/ (20.08.2016.)

2 Izložbu muškaraca i žena, izvedenu 1969., a na čijem će 
proglasu mladim posjetiteljima u praznoj galeriji poručiti 
“Vi ste socijalistički realizam”, kustos Galerije Studentskog 
centra Želimir Koščević nazvat će didaktičkom, kao i 
Branka Stipančić izložbu konceptualne umjetnosti Linije, 
održanu u samoorganiziranom umjetničkom prostoru 
Podroom, 1979. Vidi: WHW, “Didaktička izložba”, u: Politi-

1 http://www.msu.hr/#/hr/pretrazivanje/program/didakti%-
C4%8Dka+izlo%C5%BEba/ (20/8/2016)

2 Exhibition by Men and Women, produced in 1969. The 
declaration aimed at young visitors in the empty gallery 
conveyed the message, “You are socialist realism”. The 
curator of the Student Centre Gallery, Želimir Koščević, 
called it didactic, just as Branka Stipančić called the exhi-
bition of conceptual art Linije (Lines), held in the self-or-
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U zapisnicima vijeća Galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti od 11.01.1957. nalazi se podatak 
da je prihvaćen prijedlog za izložbu koja će 
predstavljati “historijski komentar apstrak-
cije”, a za njezinu su izvedbu bili zaduženi 
Josip Depolo i Vjenceslav Richter. No, na 
sljedećoj je sjednici član vijeća Frano Baće 
iskazao sumnju u objektivnost njihova rada 
te izrazio bojazan da će se izložba koristiti 
za promociju nekih osobnih umjetničkih na-
gnuća.3 Kompromis je postignut uključiva-
njem likovnog kritičara Radoslava Putara, koji 
će dvije godine nakon toga prevesti Apstrak-
tnu umjetnost Michela Seuphora. Konačno, 
na izboru i prijevodu tekstova te na odabiru 
reprodukcija i postavu izložbe, kako stoji u 
katalogu, surađivali su Ivan Picelj, Radoslav 
Putar, Tihana Ravlić, Vjenceslav Richter i Ne-
ven Šegvić, te Vesna Barbić i Edo Kovačević 
ispred Galerije suvremene umjetnosti. Ivan 
Picelj autor je plakata, pozivnice i kataloga 
izložbe. Picelj u intervjuu s kustoskim ko-
lektivom Što, kako i za koga navodi da je on 
oblikovao panele, a u njegovu se arhivu na-
laze tekstovi i fotografije što su bili korišteni 
za njihovu izradu.4 U Richterovu arhivu se, 
naprotiv, za sada nije našla nikakva potvrda 
njegova angažmana. Ivan Picelj, Vjenceslav 

According to the minutes of a meeting 
of the Board of the Gallery of Contemporary 
Art dated 11 January 1957, the proposal was 
accepted for an exhibition which would rep-
resent “a historical commentary of abstrac-
tion”, and Josip Depolo and Vjenceslav Rich-
ter were charged with producing it. However, 
at the next board meeting, Frano Baće ex-
pressed doubt about the objectivity of their 
work and was concerned that the exhibition 
might be used to promote some of the art-
ists’ personal leanings.3 A compromise was 
achieved by involving the art critic Radoslav 
Putar, who was to translate Abstract Painting 
by Michel Seuphor two years later. Finally, as 
stated in the catalogue, Ivan Picelj, Radoslav 
Putar, Tihana Ravlić, Vjenceslav Richter and 
Neven Šegvić collaborated on the selection 
and translation of texts and the choice of re-
productions for the exhibition set-up, while 
Vesna Barbić and Edo Kovačević represented 
the Gallery of Contemporary Art. Ivan Picelj 
designed the poster, invitation and exhibition 
catalogue. In an interview with the curatorial 
collective, What, how and for whom, he said 
that he designed the panels, and there are 
articles and photographs in his archive which 
were used in their production.4 In Richter’s 
archive, on the other hand, no confirmation 

Richter i Neven Šegvić bili su članovi grupe 
EXAT 51, koja je zajednički djelovala od 1951. 
do 1954. U hrvatskoj povijesti umjetnosti 20. 
stoljeća grupa EXAT 51 ima gotovo mitski sta-
tus: njihov manifest, koji je arhitekt Bernardo 
Bernardi pročitao na Plenumu udruženja li-
kovnih umjetnika, poništava razliku između 
“tzv. čiste i tzv. primijenjene umjetnosti”, zala-
že se za apstraktnu umjetnost dovodeći je i u 
suodnos s vizualnim komunikacijama te gor-
ljivo zagovara sintezu svih likovnih umjetno-
sti i za eksperimentalnu prirodu umjetničkog 
rada.5 Taj se čin nerijetko uzima kao jedan od 
simboličkih odmaka od doktrine socrealiz-
ma u Jugoslaviji.6 Iako realizirana nekoliko 
godina nakon raspuštanja EXAT-a 51, kada su 
polemički glasovi utihnuli, Didaktička izložba 
pokazuje bliskost kako s ideologijom EXAT-a 
tako i s Andréom Blocom, Edgardom Pille-
tom i Victorom Vasarelyjem, čije su serigrafi-
je, uz jednog Mondriana iz Narodnog muzeja 
u Beogradu, koji je gotovo inkognito prika-
zan7, predstavljala originalna djela na izložbi.

Slijed od 92 panela čini izložbu sastavlje-
nu od tekstova tipkanih pisaćom mašinom 
i reprodukcija na bijeloj ili crnoj kartonskoj 
podlozi, u sažetoj povijesno-umjetničkoj 
interpretaciji ali nerijetko i riječima samih 
umjetnika i teoretičara, poput Michela Seup-
hora, Léona Deganda ili Sigfrieda Giediona. 
Iako iz današnjeg gledišta, posebno ako se 
gledaju zasebno, paneli djeluju skromno, 
Didaktička izložba bila je najambiciozniji 
projekt “razvoja publike” pedesetih godina 
u Jugoslaviji, koji je trebao biti tek početak 

of his involvement has yet been found. Picelj, 
Richter and Šegvić were members of the 
EXAT 51 group which operated from 1951 to 
1954. In twentieth-century Croatian art histo-
ry, EXAT 51 holds an almost mythical status; 
their manifesto, read by the architect Ber-
nardo Bernardi at a plenary meeting of the 
artists’ association, eradicated the difference 
between “so-called pure and so-called ap-
plied art”, advocating abstract art and bring-
ing it into a mutual relationship with visual 
communication, and arguing passionately for 
the synthesis of all art forms and the experi-
mental nature of artistic work.5 This event is 
often taken to represent a symbolic depar-
ture from the socialist realism doctrine of 
Yugoslavia.6 Although it was realised several 
years after EXAT 51 was disbanded, when the 
polemical voices had died down, the Didactic 
Exhibition revealed its proximity to both the 
ideology of EXAT 51 and André Bloc, Edgard 
Pillet and Victor Vasarely, whose serigraphs 
represented the original works at the exhibi-
tion, along with one by Mondriaan from the 
National Museum in Belgrade, which was 
shown almost incognito.7 

A series of ninety-two panels makes up 
the exhibition, consisting of texts typed on 
a typewriter and reproductions on white or 
black card backgrounds, in a concise art his-
tory interpretation, often using the words of 
the artists themselves, along with theoreti-
cians like Michel Seuphor, Léon Degand, and 
Sigfried Gideon. Although the panels seem 
modest from today’s perspective, particularly 
if taken individually, the Didactic Exhibition 
was the most ambitious project in terms of 

cal Practices of (post) Yugoslav Art, Zorana Dojić i Jelena 
Vesić (ur.), Beograd, 2009., str. 77; Ivana Bago, Linije, 
kustosica Branka Stipančić, Zagreb, 1979. (http://tranzit.
org/exhibitionarchive/post_keywords/didactic-exhibition 
(5.9.2016.))

3 Naime, prethodnih su godina zagrebačku likovnu 
scenu tresle polemike za i protiv apstraktne umjetnosti, 
ali i o prirodi apstraktne umjetnosti uopće. U njima su 
sudjelovali brojni umjetnici i kritičari, a među njima bili 
su i Vjenceslav Richter, tada član grupe EXAT 51, i slikar 
Edo Murtić. Vidi: Želimir Koščević, “Uvod”, u: Ješa Denegri 
i Želimir Koščević, EXAT 51: 1951-1956, Galerija Nova Centra 
za kulturnu djelatnost SSO Zagreb, Zagreb, 1979., str. 
26; Ljiljana Kolešnik, Između istoka i Zapada: hrvatska 
umjetnosti i likovna kritika 50-ih godina, Institut za 
povijest umjetnosti, Zagreb, 2006. 

4  WHW, “Ivan Picelj: Interview”, u: Political Practices of 
(post) Yugoslav Art, Zorana Dojić i Jelena Vesić (ur.), 
Beograd, 2009., str. 77.

ganised art space Podroom in 1979. See WHW. Didaktička 
izložba, Dojić, Zorana and Jelena Vesić (eds.), Political 
Practices of (post) Yugoslav Art, Belgrade: 2009, p. 77, and 
Bago, Ivana. Linije – exhibition curated by Branka Stipan-
čić, http://tranzit.org/exhibitionarchive/post_keywords/
didactic-exhibition/ (5/9/2016)

3 In fact, during the preceding years, the Zagreb art scene 
had been shaken by polemics for and against abstract 
art, and regarding the nature of abstract art in general. 
Many artists and critics were involved, including Vjence-
slav Richter, then a member of the EXAT 51 Group, and 
the painter Edo Murtić.  See Koščević, Želimir, “Uvod”, in 
EXAT 51 1951-1956, Zagreb: Galerija Nova 1979, p. 26, and 
Kolešnik, Ljiljana, Između istoka i Zapada: hrvatska umjet-
nosti i likovna kritika 50-ih godina.

4  WHW. Ivan Picelj: Interview, in Dojić, Zorana and Jelena 
Vesić (eds.), Political Practices of (post) Yugoslav Art, 
Belgrade, 2009, p. 77.

5 Članovi grupe bili su slikari Ivan Picelj, Vlado Kristl, 
Aleksandar Srnec, Božidar Rašica te arhitekti Bernardo 
Bernardi, Neven Šegvić, Zdravko Bregovac, Vladimir 
Zaharović i Vjenceslav Richter.

6  Ljiljana Kolešnik, “Konfliktne vizije moderniteta i 
poslijeratna moderna umjetnost”, u: Socijalizam i 
modernost. Umjetnost, kultura, politika 1950.-1974., 
Muzej suvremene umjetnosti : Institut za povijest 
umjetnosti, Zagreb, 2012.

7 Ibid., str. 78.

5  The group’s members were the painters Ivan Picelj, 
Vlado Kristl, Aleksandar Srnec and Božidar Rašica, and 
the architects Bernardo Bernardi, Neven Šegvić, Zdravko 
Bregovac, Vladimir Zaharović and Vjenceslav Richter.

6  Kolešnik, Ljiljana. Kofliktne vizije moderniteta i 
poslijeratna moderna umjetnost.

7  Ibid, p. 78.
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obrazovnog djelovanja Galerije. Naime, po-
četkom 1957. godine Galerija suvremene 
umjetnosti u svoj je godišnji plan uključila 
retrospektivne, pozivne, tematske izložbe, a 
među njima i jednu didaktičku, “što razjaš-
njava teoretski jednu epohu iz historije um-
jetnosti, u smislu male likovne enciklopedije, 
isto tako objašnjava nastajanje jedne forme 
ili likovnog izraza”.8 No didaktička je težnja 
modernističke umjetnosti da pridobije i od-
goji svoju publiku nerijetko bila upisana i u 
sama djela. Tako se u tekstu Michela Seup-
hora pridruženom grafikama Edgarda Pi-
lleta spominje i didaktička priroda njegovih 
ideograma, koji “daj[u] divan instrument za 
vježbu”. Bloc je bio osnivač a Pillet dugogo-
dišnji grafički urednik časopisā L’Architectu-
re d’aujourd’hui i Art d’aujourd’hui. Grupa 
Espace, čije je djelovanje vezano uz te ča-
sopise i koja je okupljala brojne umjetnike 
i arhitekte, godine 1951. na stranicama Art 
d’aujourd’hui objavljuje svoj manifest u koje-
mu se zauzima za sintezu u umjetnostima i 
za harmoničan razvoj svih ljudskih aktivno-
sti.9 Osim toga, autore je na izložbi zastupala 
galerija Denise René, ista galerija u kojoj će 
Picelj, Bakić i Srnec imati svoju parišku izlož-
bu i koja se reklamirala na stranicama spo-
menutih časopisa. Kao uzor EXAT-u, Grupa 
Espace zalagala se za umjetničko djelovanje 
u društvenom kontekstu, a kao osnovni me-
dij takvog djelovanja, koji okuplja sve umjet-
ničke vrste, predstavlja se upravo arhitektura. 
To je vidljivo na primjeru javnih intervencija 
u Biotu10 i u Toursu te kulturnog centra sve-
učilišnog grada u Caracasu, djela Carlosa 
Raúla Villanuevae u kojemu su sudjelovali 

‘audience development’, as we would say to-
day, in 1950s Yugoslavia, and it was meant to 
be only the beginning of the Gallery’s educa-
tional work. In fact, in early 1957 the Gallery 
incorporated in its annual plan retrospective, 
guest and thematic exhibitions, including 
one didactic exhibition “to clarify theoretical-
ly one epoch in the history of art, like a small 
art encyclopaedia explains the emergence of 
one form or expression of art.”8 However, the 
didactic aim of modern art to win over and 
educate its public was often embedded in 
the works themselves. Thus, in an article by 
Michel Seuphor which accompanied graph-
ics by Edgard Pillet, the didactic nature of his 
ideograms is mentioned, which “provide a 
wonderful instrument for practice”. Bloc was 
the founder, and Pillet for many years the 
graphics editor of the journals L’Architecture 
d’aujourd’hui and Art d’aujourd’hui. The Es-
pace group, whose work was linked to these 
journals and which brought together many 
artists and architects, published its manifes-
to in 1951 on the pages of Art d’aujourd’hui, 
in which it advocated synthesis in the arts 
and harmonious development in all human 
activity.9 In addition, Denise René’s gallery 
represented the artists at the exhibition, the 
same gallery where Picelj, Bakić and Srnec 
held their Paris exhibition, and which was 
advertised on the pages of these journals. As 
the model for EXAT, the Espace group advo-
cated artistic activity in a social context, while 
the basic medium for such activity, which 
gathered all kinds of art, was actually rep-
resented by architecture. This was evident 
in examples of public interventions in Biot10 

umjetnici poput Hansa Arpa, Andréa Bloca, 
Alexandera Caldera, Antoinea Pevsnera, Vi-
ctora Vasarelyja, Fernanda Légera i drugih. 
Kulturni centar u Caracasu predstavljen je 
u eseju o umjetničkoj sintezi na stranicama 
Art d’aujourd’hui11 te na zaključnim paneli-
ma Didaktičke izložbe,  a budući da su neki 
od uključenih autora bili iznimno aktivni i u 
povijesnim avangardama sinteza nije ostva-
rena samo u umjetničkim medijima, već i u 
avangardnim strujanjima i pravcima.

Putujući od Zagreba do Skopja i Maribora 
i na kraju Ljubljane, Didaktička izložba stvara-
la je publiku za umjetnost koju je promovirala 
upravo Gradska galerija suvremene umjetno-
sti iz Zagreba. Iz današnjeg rakursa gledano, 
samim izborom kanonskih djela umjetnosti 
iz prve polovice 20. stoljeća izložba otvara 
pitanja o političkom i kulturološkom znače-
nju pojma suvremenosti u području umjet-
nosti, o odnosu originala i kopije i prava na 
distribuciju kopija, te neizostavno, govori o 
politici uspostave kanona i priča o povijesti 
umjetnosti. Njezina neprikrivena pristranost 
svrstava ju u dragocjenu kategoriju svjedoka 
težnje izgradnje institucija i njihove publike. 
Na kraju, pedagoško pomagalo koje može-
mo gledati kao zasebne “kolaže”, te narativ 
o umjetnosti nastao na osnovi koja se nado-
građuje već u samom didaktičkom slijedu, 
možda ukazuje i na ishodišta umjetničkih i 
društvenih utopija. Upravo je stoga, uvjetno 
rečeno, prevladan Barrov didaktički postav 
koji je trebao stvoriti “obrazovanog potroša-
ča”12. Naime, u reinterpretaciji grupe EXAT 51, 
koja se doista i oformila oko realizacije pa-

and Tours, and, as presented in an essay on 
artistic synthesis in Art d’aujourd’hui11, on the 
final panels of the Didactic Exhibition which 
reproduced the cultural centre of the univer-
sity town of Caracas, a work by Carlos Raul 
Villanueva, in which artists like Hans Arp, An-
dré Bloc, Alexander Calder, Antoine Pevsner, 
Victor Vasarely, Fernando Léger and others 
participated. Since some of the participants 
were also exceptionally active in the historical 
avant-gardes, this synthesis was not only real-
ised in artistic media, but also in avant-garde 
tendencies and directions.

As it travelled from Zagreb, via Skopje 
and Maribor, ending in Ljubljana, the Didac-
tic Exhibition created a public for art which 
in fact promoted the Zagreb City Gallery of 
Contemporary Art. Seen from today’s perspec-
tive, through the actual selection of canonical 
works of art from the first half of the twentieth 
century, the exhibition raised the issue of the 
political and cultural significance of the con-
cept of modernity in the area of art, and of the 
relationship between originals and copies and 
the right to distribute copies, and inevitably, 
addressed the policies of establishing a canon 
and a story in the history of art. Its undisguised 
bias places it in the valuable category of a 
witness to the yearning to build up the insti-
tution and its public. Finally, the educational 
aid which can be seen as a special ‘collage’ 
and a narrative about art continuing on the 
base which was already extended in the ac-
tual didactic course, perhaps points to the ori-
gin of artistic and social utopias. Conditionally 
speaking, this was exactly why Barr’s didactic 
set-up, which was supposed to create “an ed-

10 Eve Roy, “La présence fondamentale de la plastique: 
L’exposition du Groupe Espace à Biot en 1954: un 
essai de synthèse des arts” (http://musees-nationaux-
alpesmaritimes.fr/fleger/sites/musees-nationaux-
alpesmaritimes.fr/files/eve_roy_la_pre_sence_
fondamentale_de_la_plastique_19_avril_2013.pdf 
(27.08.2016.))

11  “Essai d’intégration des arts au centre culturel de la Cité 
Universitaire de Caracas”, Art d’aujourd’hui, vol. 5, br. 6,  
septembar 1954.

8 Zapisnik Upravnog odbora Gradske galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti, veljača 1957, 3/57. 

Osim Didaktičke izložbe: Apstraktna umjetnost 1, re-
alizirana je i daleko manje ambiciozna, otipkana na ma-
lim kartonima, ali popraćena izvornim djelima, takozvana 
“mala didaktička izložba”: Tehnike slikarstva – didaktička 
izložba, koja nije mogla biti izlagana bez originalnih djela 
ili u koju barem nisu bile inkorporirane reprodukcije.

9 Art d’aujourd’hui, vol. 2, br. 8, oktobar 1951.

8 Minutes of a meeting of the Board of City Gallery of 
Contemporary Art, February 1957, 3/57. 

Apart from Didactic Exhibition: Abstract Art 1, a much 
less ambitious “small didactic exhibition”, Painting Tech-
niques – Didactic Exhibition, was also produced, accompa-
nied by original works and printed on small pieces of card. 
It could not have been shown without the original works, 
or those in which at least reproductions were incorporated.

9 Art d’aujourd’hui, vol. 2, no. 8, October 1951.

10 Roy, Eve. La présence fondamentale de la plastique: 
L’exposition du Groupe Espace à Biot en 1954: un essai de 
synthèse des arts. http://musees-nationaux-alpesmaritimes.
fr/fleger/sites/musees-nationaux-alpesmaritimes.fr/files/
eve_roy_la_pre_sence_fondamentale_de_la_plastique_19_
avril_2013.pdf (27.8.2016.)

11  Essai d’intégration des arts au centre culturel de la 
Cité Universitaire de Caracas, Art d’ajourd’hui, vol. 5, no. 6, 
September 1954.
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viljona na gospodarskim izložbama krajem 
četrdesetih i početkom pedesetih godina, 
apstraktna je umjetnost dobila i kontekst i 
recepciju u nastajanju, a putem Didaktičke 
izložbe, kao prosvjetiteljskog projekta kultur-
nog aktivizma, kako o njoj piše Kolešnik13, i 
uvjerljivo dizajniranu promociju. 

Izvorno nastala kao pokretni nadomje-
stak za originalna djela, uz kratke tekstove, 
sažetke ili prijevode o apstraktnoj umjet-
nosti te bibliografiju, objavljene u katalogu, 
Didaktička izložba svjedoči o kontekstu re-
cepcije i medijacije apstraktne umjetnosti 
u Hrvatskoj i Jugoslaviji pedesetih godina. 
Odnosno, kako je novoosnovana Galerija su-
vremene umjetnosti stvarala svoju publiku 
objedinjujući kanon koji je 1936. godine us-
postavio Alfred H. Barr na izložbi Kubizam i 
apstraktna umjetnost – i suvremenu umjet-
ničku produkciju. Ona ne uključuje novo 
američko slikarstvo, koje će tek koji mjesec 
kasnije posjetiti niz evropskih gradova, među 
kojima i Beograd, već je prvenstveno usmje-
rena na suvremenu evropsku umjetnost i to 
na grupu Espace i krug umjetnika okuplje-
nih oko časopisa Art d’aujourd’hui. Osim što 
Didaktičku izložbu otvara Barrov dijagram, 
i velik broj reprodukcija koje slijede donose 
radove prikazane upravo na izložbi Kubizam 
i apstraktna umjetnost.  No, postoji još jedna 
važna sličnost: izložba Kubizam i apstraktna 
umjetnost počinje reprodukcijom slike Gos-
pođice iz Avignona, kako navodi Walter Be-
njamin u predavanju Making of Americans 
iz 2012.14 Tako izložba, koja je u tridesetim 
godinama već prognanu evropsku avangar-
du predstavila kao suvremenu – iako taj kul-
turni prostor više nije postojao – postavljena 
u privatnoj instituciji, ili točnije, korporaciji, 
posredstvom koje su se izložena djela mo-
gla i kupiti,15 otvara kronologiju umjetnosti 

ucated consumer”, prevailed12 in the context 
of a post-war European Socialist country. 
In fact, through the reinterpretation by the 
EXAT 51 group, which was actually formed 
around the realisation of a pavilion for trade 
exhibitions in the late 1940s and early 1950s, 
abstract art gained an emerging context and 
reception, and via the Didactic Exhibition, as 
a enlightening project of cultural activism as 
described by Kolešnik13, it gained a convinc-
ingly designed means of promotion.

Originally a mobile substitution for origi-
nal works, with short captions, summaries or 
translations about abstract art and a bibliog-
raphy, published in a catalogue, the Didactic 
Exhibition was a testimony to the context in 
which abstract art in Croatia and Yugoslavia 
was received and mediated in the 1950s. In 
fact, the newly-established Gallery of Mod-
ern Art created its own audience, by bring-
ing together the canon established by Alfred 
H. Barr in 1936, at the Cubism and Abstract 
Art exhibition (excluding new American 
painting, which only arrived a few months 
later in a series of European cities, including 
Belgrade), and with the primary focus on 
modern European art, particularly the Es-
pace Group and the circle of artists gathered 
around Art d’aujourd’hui magazine. Barr’s di-
agram opened the Didactic Exhibition, while 
a large number of the reproductions which 
followed actually presented works from the 
Cubism and Abstract Art exhibition. But 
there is another important similarity: Cubism 
and Abstract Art began with a reproduction 
of the painting Les Demoiselles d’Avignon, as 
Walter Benjamin stated in a lecture given in 
2012,14 entitled The Making of Americans. So 

dvadesetog stoljeća kopijom. Uključivanje 
umjetničkog djela u pripovijest o genea-
logiji avangarde bilo je važnije od njegove 
stvarne prisutnosti, i taj je pristup Didaktič-
ka izložba dosljedno provela.  Zatim, važno 
je istaknuti i prilagodbe i primjene kanona 
uspostavljenog 1936. izložbom Kubizam i 
apstraktna umjetnost prilikom kontekstu-
alizacije u ono vrijeme suvremenih umjet-
nika. Nadalje, pristup kojime se umjetnosti 
važnost pridaje kroz internacionalizam ali i 
kolektivnu djelatnost i intervencije u javnom 
prostoru te, na kraju, nepostojanje zazora 
od kopija, Didaktičku izložbu čini iznimno 
važnom i u muzeološkom smislu.  Konačno, 
unatoč tome što paneli nisu imali status ori-
ginala, postojala je svijest o njihovoj važnosti 
i uključeni su u Zbirku Dokumentacijskog i 
informacijskog odjela Muzeja suvremene 
umjetnosti. Taj dvostruki karakter originala 
i kopije istodobno, s određenim specifično-
stima papirne građe,  odrazio se i na način 
njihove restauracije i izlaganja, o čemu piše 
Mirta Pavić, viša restauratorica-konzervatori-
ca Muzeja suvremene umjetnosti, u tekstu 
“Ispod površine: konzervacija, restauracija i 
prezentacija Didaktičke izložbe.”

O uvjetima stvaranja tržišta u kulturi šez-
desetih godina, u vrijeme kada Didaktička 
izložba još putuje po Jugoslaviji, ali i u godi-
nama kada se formira Dokumentacijski i in-
formacijski odjel Galerije suvremene umjet-
nosti, piše Ana Kutleša u tekstu “Kultura na 
tržištu – funkcioniranje Galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti ranih šezdesetih”.  S druge strane, 
recentni rad Priče o okvirima Fokus Grupe, 
donekle potaknut i Didaktičkom izložbom, 
u današnje vrijeme kada su muzejske zbir-

the exhibition, which in the 1930s presented 
the exiled European avant-garde as modern, 
even though that particular cultural space no 
longer existed, set up in a private institution, 
or more accurately, a corporation, through 
whose mediation the exhibited works could 
be purchased,15 launched the chronology of 
twentieth-century art through a copy. Includ-
ing a work of art in the narrative of avant-garde 
genealogy was more important than its actual 
presence, and this was the approach which the 
Didactic Exhibition followed faithfully. Again, it 
is important to highlight the adjustments and 
applications of the 1936 canon in the Cubism 
and Abstract Art exhibition, during the con-
textualisation of then modern artists. Next, its 
approach, which attached importance to art 
through internationalism, collective work and 
interventions in public places, and finally, its lack 
of aversion to copies, made the Didactic Exhi-
bition exceptionally important in museological 
terms. In the end, even though the panels did 
not have the status of originals, the awareness of 
their importance meant they were included in 
the MSU’s Documentation and Information De-
partment Collection. This dual character, simul-
taneously originals and copies, with the specific 
features of the paper materials, was reflected 
in the way they were restored and exhibited, as 
described by Mirta Pavić, senior restorer-con-
servator at the MSU, in her article Beneath the 
Surface: the conservation, restoration and pres-
ervation of the Didactic Exhibition.

Ana Kutleša writes about the circumstanc-
es in which the cultural market was formed 
in the 1960s, when the Didactic Exhibition 
was still travelling around Yugoslavia, and in 
the years when the Documentation and In-
formation Department of the MSU was being 
formed, in an article entitled Culture on the 
Market – the Gallery of contemporary Art in 
the early 1960s. On the other hand, the recent 

12  Maria Lind, “Why Mediate Art? ”, u: Ten fundamental 
questions of curating, ur. Jens Hoffmann, Mousse 
magazine, br. 28, 2011., str. 100.

13 Kolešnik, nav. dj. str. 138.

14 Slika Gospođice iz Avignona (1907) nije bila samo  prvi 
put predstavljena u muzejskom kontekstu ( i to ne u 
originalu već kao malena reporodukcija), nego je upravo 
ta izložba postavila sliku Gospođice na početak priče, 
gdje je ostala sve do danas. Walter Benjamin, The “Making 
of Americans”, in Recent writings, New Documents, 
Vancouver, 2013, str. 94.

15 Ibid, str. 96.

12  Lind, Maria, Why Mediate Art, in Ten Fundamental 
Questions of Curating 4/100,  Mousse magazine, 2011, p. 100.

13 Kolešnik, op. cit. p. 138.

14 Les Demoiselles d’Avignon (1907), was not only 
represented here in the museum context for the first time 
(and even not as an original but as a small reproduction), but 
it is this exhibition that placed Demoiselles at the beginning 

of the story, where it has remained ever since. Walter 
Benjamin, ‘The Making of Americans’, in Benjamin, Walter, 
Recent writings, New Documents, Vancouver, 2013, p. 94.

15 Ibid, p. 96.
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ke gotovo obavezno prisutne na Internetu, 
u formatu umjetničkog istraživanja kvantifi-
cira neke osnovne podatke o – institucijama 
koje nominalno tvore suvremenu i modernu 
umjetnost. Objektivizacijom i klasifikacijom 
institucija suvremene i moderne umjetnosti 
Fokus Grupa materijalnoj povijesti suvreme-
ne umjetnosti daje status muzejskog pred-
meta, ona time postaje podložna izlaganju, 
interpretaciji i dovođenju u suodnose s osta-
lim zapisima ili predmetima u zbirci. Kao što 
su reprodukcije djela umjetničke avangarde 
i modernističke umjetnosti u Didaktičkoj 
izložbi oslobođene konteksta u vidu knjiga 
i časopisa iz kojih su preuzete, tako se, pri-
mjenom Priča o okvirima na stvarne ili ima-
ginarne zbirke, kontekst probija u formi au-
tonomnog zapisa koji se prema određenim 
kategorijama spaja s nekim prividno auto-
nomnim, izoliranim umjetničkim djelom. U 
muzejskoj postavi on je prodor povijesti koja 
nije vidljiva, koja čak nije niti institucionalna, 
i predstavlja šum, smetnju u recepciji izlož-
be. Šum konteksta iz Didaktičke izložbe na 
vizualnoj je razini, između ostalog, prisutan i 
kroz činjenicu da su listovi s reprodukcijama 
imali i svoju drugu stranu. Naime, danas su 
kod postavljanja paneli zaštićeni muzejskim 
staklom, koje je zamijenilo PVC foliju. No 
kada se nakratko postave bez zaštite, ispod 
još uvijek figurativne kompozicije Vasilija 
Kandinskog iz 1910., i poslijeratne gestualne 
apstrakcije Jean-Paula Riopellea, na paneli-
ma broj 58 i 78 rastvaraju se stranice knjiga iz 
kojih su uzete i otkrivaju reprodukcije nešto 
kasnijeg, gotovo u potpunosti apstraktnog 
Kandinskog i kasnogotičko Navještenje, kao 
i Madonu s djetetom sjevernjačke renesanse 
uz građanski prizor iz prve polovice devet-
naestog stoljeća. Taj prodor povijesti umjet-
nosti i figurativnog slikarstva vizualni je šum 
koji izlazi i izvan prvotnog konteksta povije-
sti avangardne umjetnosti, ali i upućuje na 
sredstva korištena pri posredovanju umjet-
ničkih djela – od tekstualnih legendi, katalo-
ga, bibliografije, popisa izvora, ali i na načine 
njihove dostupnosti i distribucije.  

Ne zaboravimo, umjetnost je pedesetih 
godina dvadesetog stoljeća kolala prven-
stveno kopijama objavljenima u časopisima, 
knjigama ili na plakatima, a tek potom ori-
ginalnim djelima na izložbama. Upravo je ta 
mreža informacija, koja, osim na Art d’aujo-
urd’hui, u lokalnom kontekstu upućuje i na 
časopise poput Čovjeka i prostora, u kojemu 
su tijekom 1957. objavljivani tekstovi i repro-
dukcije Didaktičke izložbe16 zaslužni za stva-
ranje ovog, za kontekst zagrebačke Galerije 
suvremene umjetnosti, utemeljiteljskog pro-
jekta razvoja publike. A taj razvoj publike su-
vremene umjetnosti, s iznimno inovativnim 
didaktičkim pomagalima za svoje vrijeme, 
priziva Alfreda H. Barra i Muzej moderne 
umjetnosti. No, govoreći o utemeljiteljskim 
izložbama kanona umjetnosti dvadesetog 
stoljeća, ali i temi sinteze u umjetnostima, 
ne treba zaboraviti i da Muzej moderne um-
jetnosti dvije godine nakon Kubizma i ap-
straktne umjetnosti predstavlja i umjetničku 
školu i pokret Bauhaus. Umjetnost koju je Di-
daktička izložba podučavala bila je, na tragu 
prijeratnog Bauhausa te suvremenih didak-
tičkih temata Art d’aujourd’hui posvećenih 
razumijevanju apstrakcije, umjetnost shva-
ćena i kao društveni servis, dok se sinteza u 
umjetnostima promovirala i kao sredstvo za 
borbu protiv društvene diskriminacije. Iako 
su univerzalistička i modernistička nastoja-
nja, čiji je medij apstraktna umjetnost bila, 
već davno protumačena kao jezik prije svega 
namijenjen zapadnjačkoj eliti i s namjerama 
koje nisu uvijek bile prosvjetiteljske, na ovom 
se primjeru vidi koliko su proturječja, šumovi 
i nedovršenosti ostavili prostora i za – barem 
djelomičnu – realizaciju utopije o društvenoj 
ulozi i dosegu umjetnosti.

work by Fokus Grupa Stories About Frames, 
which was inspired to a certain extent by the 
Didactic Exhibition, in today’s world, when 
museum collections are almost mandatorily 
present on the Internet, quantifies some ba-
sic data in the format of artistic research on 
the institutions which nominally create mod-
ern and contemporary art. Through objecti-
fying and classifying institutions of modern 
and contemporary art, the Fokus Grupa has 
given the material history of modern art the 
status of a museum topic, thus subjecting it 
to exposition and interpretation, and bring-
ing it into mutual relationships with other 
records and items in the collection. Just as 
the reproductions of avant-garde and mod-
ernist art in the Didactic Exhibition are freed 
from the context of the books and magazines 
from which they were taken, so, by applying 
Stories About Frames to real or imaginary 
collections, the context breaks through in 
the form of an autonomous record, which 
according to certain categories, connects 
with an apparently autonomous, isolated 
work of art. In the museum set-up, this is an 
invisible, non-institutional inroad made by 
history, creating a rustling, a disturbance in 
the reception of the exhibition. The rustling 
of the context from the Didactic Exhibition, 
at the visual level, among others, is present 
in the fact that the sheets of reproductions 
have another side. In fact, today, the panels 
are set up protected by museum glass, which 
has replaced the earlier PVC film. But if they 
are set up for a short while without protec-
tion, beneath the figurative compositions 
painted by Wasilly Kandinsky in 1910, and the 
post-war gestural abstractions of Jean-Paul 
Riopelle, on panels 58 and 78, the pages of 
the book from which they were taken open 
up to reveal reproductions by a later, almost 
completely abstract Kandinsky, a Late-Gothic 
Annunciation, and a northern Renaissance 
Madonna and Child next to an urban scene 
from the first half of the 19th century. This 
mingling of art history and figurative paint-
ing is a visual rustling which departs from the 

original context of abstract art, but also indi-
cates the media used in artistic mediation 
– from the textual captions, catalogue, bibli-
ography, list of sources, and the way in which 
they were accessed and distributed.

Let us remember that art in the 1950s cir-
culated primarily through copies published 
in magazines, books, or on posters, and only 
secondarily by showing the originals at ex-
hibitions. It was this network of information 
which, apart from Art d’aujourd’hui, in the 
local context, this directs us to magazines 
such as Čovjek i prostor (Man and Space), in 
which articles and reproductions concern-
ing the Didactic Exhibition16 were published 
during 1957, and were responsible for creat-
ing, in the context of the Zagreb Gallery of 
Contemporary Art, a fundamental project 
for developing an audience. And develop-
ing an audience for contemporary art, with 
exceptionally innovative didactic aids for the 
time, appealed to Alfred H. Barr and the Mu-
seum of Modern Art. However, in speaking of 
the foundational exhibitions which formed 
twentieth-century art canons, and of the top-
ic of synthesis in the arts, we should not for-
get that the Museum of Modern Art present-
ed the Bauhaus movement and school of art 
two years after Cubism and Abstract Art. The 
art which the Didactic Exhibition studied, 
following the leads of the post-war Bauhaus 
movement and the contemporary didactic 
themes of Art d’aujourd’hui, was dedicated 
to understanding abstraction, art understood 
as a social service, while synthesis in the arts 
was promoted as a means in fight against 
social discrimination. Although universalist 
and modernist attempts, using the medium 
of abstract art, had long been interpreted as 
a language primarily meant for the Western 
elite, not always with educational intentions, 
this example shows that contradiction, dis-
turbances and incompleteness left room – at 
least in part – for the realisation of utopia in 
the social role and reach of art.

16 Čovjek i prostor, br. 60-67, 1957.

16 Čovjek i prostor (Man and Space), no. 60-67, 1957
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I s p o d  p o v r š i n e : 
k o n z e r va c i j a , 
r e s ta u r a c i j a 
i  p r e z e n ta c i j a 
D i d a k t i č k e  i z l o ž b e

Unutar obilja raznovrsnih materijala koji pri 
konzerviranju i restauriranju djela suvreme-
ne umjetnosti iziskuju specifičnu tehničku i 
etičku pažnju, istraživanje ove naizgled jed-
nostavne izložbe, izvedene u takoreći uobi-
čajenom mediju, potvrdilo je status njezinih 
izložaka kao umjetničkih predmeta kojima 
se pristupa s osobitim oprezom unutar odre-
đenog konteksta. Zašto, ako je naprosto riječ 
o kartonskim panelima na koje su školskim 
ljepilom za papir aplicirane izrezane slike 
iz knjiga i časopisa te kratki tekstovi ispisa-
ni pisaćom mašinom? Ima li jednostavnije 
tehnike i neuglednijeg materijala od tanke 
ljepenke i slika iz novina? 

Ipak, postoji opravdan razlog zašto je ova 
izložba pobudila stručan interes i pažnju, s 
ciljem da bude prezentirana u sklopu pro-
jekta Performing the museum / Izvedba 
muzeja. Promišljajući konzervatorsko-re-
stauratorsku metodologiju za predmete koji 
su nastali 1957. godine s nakanom, može se 
reći, sekundarne primjene, pokazujući re-
produkcije izvornih remek-djela moderne i 
suvremene umjetnosti, a danas ih čuvamo 
kao dokumente koji su s vremenom po-
primili sve osobine umjetničkih objekata, 
nametnula se činjenica da postupak treba 
pratiti ideju grupe autora, uglednih teore-
tičara i umjetnika, te da mora biti izveden 
u skladu sa značenjem predmeta. Ove su 
reprodukcije za cilj imale dati smjernice i 
približiti modernu i suvremenu umjetnost, 
arhitekturu i dizajn prosječnom posjetitelju 
na sistematičan, razumljiv i pregledan na-
čin. U toj prvobitnoj nakani izlošci ne posje-

B e n e at h 
t h e  S u r f a c e : 
t h e  c o n s e r vat i o n , 
r e s t o r at i o n  a n d 
p r e s e r vat i o n  o f  t h e 
D i d a c t i c  E x h i b i t i o n

Within the abundance of diverse materials 
which demand special technical and ethical 
care in the conservation of works of modern 
art, research for this apparently straightfor-
ward exhibition, executed in what we might 
call an ordinary medium, only confirmed 
its status as comprising works of art which 
needed to be approached with especial cau-
tion within a certain context. Why, when we 
were simply dealing with cardboard panels, 
on which appliquéd, cut out pictures from 
books and magazines had been stuck using 
school paper glue, with short captions typed 
on a typewriter? Could there be simpler tech-
niques and humbler materials than thin 
sheets of cardboard and newspaper pictures?

Nonetheless, there are good reasons why 
this exhibition has aroused expert interest 
and attention, with the aim of presenting it 
as part of the Performing the Museum pro-
gramme. In considering the conservation 
methodology required for objects made in 
1957 (with, we might say, a secondary appli-
cation – showing reproductions of original 
masterpieces of modern and contemporary 
art, kept today as a document which has 
adopted all the properties of an art object 
over time), it was clear that the approach 
should follow the idea of a group of authors, 
respected theoreticians and artists, and be 
carried out in accordance with the object’s 
meaning. These reproductions aimed to 
provide guidelines and bring modern and 
contemporary art, architecture and design 
closer to the average visitor in a systemat-
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pomoću kojeg je izložba bila izlagana dugi 
niz godina tek naknadno uveden, a da su u 
travnju 1957., na izložbi I. didaktička izložba 
apstraktne umjetnosti u Gradskoj galeriji 
suvremene umjetnosti na Gornjem gradu u 
Zagrebu, 92 panela bila izvorno izložena iz-
među dva stakla. Međutim, današnji muzej-
ski standardi ne dopuštaju neposredno pri-
slanjanje stakla na lice umjetnine te je stoga, 
u slučaju odluke da se priklonimo prvobitnoj 
estetici, trebalo modificirati položaj stakala i 
odabrati muzejsko staklo s UV zaštitom, kako 
se ne bi razvile još intenzivnije diskoloracije. 

U međuvremenu, u nekom trenutku du-
gog vremenskog raspona od održavanja prve 
didaktičke izložbe (najvjerojatnije negdje 
početkom 60-ih godina kada je izložba po-
čela putovati) do ponovnog pregledavanja 
didaktičkih kartona zbog plana da budu izlo-
ženi u stalnom postavu nove zgrade Muze-
ja suvremene umjetnosti, na gornje rubove 
didaktičkih kartona obostrano su aplicirane 
trake od guste tkanine koje su omogućile nji-
hovo vješanje u svrhu izlaganja. Na kolaže je 
također bila pričvršćena plastična folija koja 
je tijekom vremena promijenila svojstva što 
je utjecalo na opacitet (izgubila se transpa-
rentnost) i rezultiralo žućkastim tonom plas-
tičnog materijala. U takvom obliku on je u 
potpunosti izgubio svoju funkciju, pa je uklo-
njen s didaktičkih kartona. Osim što je pla-
stika estetski postala neprihvatljiva, njezino 
prianjanje uz lice papira također nije prepo-
ručljivo jer tijekom vremena plastični materi-
jal, koji je vjerojatno stavljen s namjerom da 
zaštiti izvorni materijal, postaje uzrokom po-
tencijalnih neželjenih promjena na papiru.

Tanke trake za vješanje bile su provučene 
na dva mjesta kroz pojačani gornji dio tkani-
ne, i to iznad nosioca – kartona. Na taj su na-
čin didaktički kartoni naprosto obješeni na 
čavliće zabijene u zid i takav je sistem uvelike 
pojednostavio njihovo izlaganje. Međutim, 
taj način izlaganja, osim estetske manjkavo-
sti, nije zadovoljavao ni konzervatorske niti 
muzejske standarde jer je osjetljiv materijal 
poput kartona u direktnom doticaju sa zi-

protection of the fragile material would be 
achieved satisfactorily. Through studying the 
photographic documentation of the Didac-
tic Exhibition, we discovered that the auxilia-
ry system used for years in the exhibition was 
added later, and that the 92 panels original-
ly shown in April 1957 were placed between 
two sheets of glass, at the First Didactic Ex-
hibition of Abstract Art, in the City Gallery of 
Contemporary Art, in Zagreb’s Upper Town. 
Of course, contemporary museum stand-
ards do not allow glass to touch the surfaces 
of works of art, so in implementing our deci-
sion to follow the original aesthetics, we had 
to modify the positioning of the glass and 
select museum glass with UV protection, so 
that no further, even more intense discolour-
ation would develop.

In the meantime, at some point during 
the long period between the mounting of 
the first Didactic Exhibition and our review 
of the didactic cardboard panels, probably 
sometime during the 1960s, when the ex-
hibition began to travel, (since the plan was 
to exhibit them in the permanent exhibi-
tion in the Museum of Contemporary Art’s 
new building), thick fabric strips had been 
applied to both sides of the upper edges, 
allowing them to be hung for exhibition 
purposes. A see-through plastic covering 
was also attached to the collages, but over 
time, it changed in nature, which affected 
its opacity (it lost its transparency) and it 
acquired a yellow tinge. In this condition, it 
no longer functioned as intended and was 
removed from the didactic panels. In addi-
tion to being aesthetically unacceptable, it 
should not have been allowed to touch the 
surface of the paper, as over time, the plas-
tic which was originally intended to protect 
the original material actually caused poten-
tial changes to the paper. Narrow hanging 
tabs had been inserted in two places in each 
reinforced upper fabric section, above the 
actual panel. This meant the didactic panels 
could be simply hung on nails in the wall, a 
system which made exhibiting them much 

duju vrijednost artefakata, pa stoga ne bi ni 
trebali implicirati “fetišistički” konzervator-
sko-restauratorski pristup. Međutim, njihov 
je značaj danas mnogo veći nego što je to 
bilo očito pri prvom izlaganju, pogotovo  na-
kon što je  moderna umjetnost osvojila neza-
nemariv prostor suvremenog života. Uslijed 
toga, i konzervatorsko-restauratorski pristup 
je logično promišljan jednako kao što bi bio 
u odnosu prema svakom drugom predmetu 
iz muzejskog fundusa.

Osim samog zahvata, trebalo je savladati 
zamršen zadatak sagledavanja svih mogu-
ćih načina izlaganja i odabrati odgovarajuću 
opciju, te osmisliti kako tehnički omogućiti 
prezentaciju dostojnu važnosti Didaktičke 
izložbe. Papirni je nosilac, kao i papirna gra-
đa općenito, osobito osjetljiv materijal na ko-
jem je prilično teško primijeniti i zadovoljiti 
jedan od osnovnih principa konzervacije i re-
stauracije – reverzibilnost. Kako su didaktički 
kartoni za vrijeme svog dosadašnjeg 59-go-
dišnjeg životnog vijeka više puta promijenili 
okolinu i uvjete, na njima su vidljive promje-
ne. Ponajprije, na jeftinom mediju – kartonu 
– poznatom po slaboj kvaliteti u pogledu 
dugovječnosti i stabilnosti. Takav bi materijal 
opstao samo u idealnim mikroklimatskim 
uvjetima. Osim deformacija u kartonu, zate-
čene su površinske nečistoće, manje podero-
tine u papiru i mjestimično odvajanje kolaža 
od podloge, nastalo ponegdje zbog gubit-
ka adhezivnih svojstava ljepila, a ponegdje 
uzrokovano mehaničkom silom. 

Sva su oštećenja konzervirana i restauri-
rana standardnim konzervatorsko-restaura-
torskim postupcima kao što su suho čišćenje 
konzervatorskim gumicama i kaučukom u 
prahu, podljepljivanje japanskim papirom i 
pH neutralnim industrijskim škrobnim ljepi-
lom Eukalinom BKL i retuš drvenim akvarel 
bojicama. Međutim, ono što je u procesu od-
lučivanja pobudilo najviše diskusije jest kako 
izložiti panele a da istovremeno bude zado-
voljena estetika, ali i zaštita krhkog materija-
la. Proučavajući fotografsku dokumentaciju 
Didaktičke izložbe, otkrili smo da je sistem 

ic, understandable and accessible way. In 
terms of the original intention, the contents 
had no value as artefacts, so there was no 
need to assume a ‘fetishist’ conservation 
approach. However, in this sense, their sig-
nificance today is much greater than it was 
when they were first shown, particularly as 
modern art has gone on to adopt a place 
in modern life which is hardly negligible. 
So the conservation approach was logically 
thought through, just as it would have been 
in relation to any other item from the muse-
um holdings.

Apart from the intervention itself, we 
needed to master the complicated task of 
reviewing the exhibiting options and se-
lecting the appropriate one, then working 
out how to create a presentation worthy of 
the Didactic Exhibition in technical terms. 
A paper structure, like any paper construc-
tion, is a particularly sensitive medium, upon 
which it is quite difficult to implement and 
satisfy one of the basic principles of con-
servation – reversibility. The didactic panels, 
over their 59 years of life, had been through 
many different environments and condi-
tions, and showed visible changes, primarily 
on the cheap cardboard background, which 
was known to be of poor quality in terms of 
durability and stability. This kind of materi-
al could only survive in ideal microclimatic 
conditions. Apart from deformities in the 
cardboard, surface soiling and small tears 
in the paper were also found, while in some 
places, the collages were coming away from 
the backing, either because the glue had 
lost its adhesive qualities, or due to mechan-
ical force. All the damage was repaired using 
standard conservation procedures, such as 
dry cleaning using conservation erasers and 
rubber powder, inserting a layer of Japanese 
tissue paper and pH neutral industrial starch 
glue, Eukalin BKL, along with retouching 
using wood watercolours. However, what 
aroused the greatest debate in the deci-
sion-making process was how to exhibit 
the panels so that both the aesthetics and 
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Didaktička izložba zadržala je sitne ne-
savršenosti poput žućkastih mrljica lignina 
(sastavnog dijela papirnog materijala koji je 
izbio na lice kartona), te sitnih nabora u ko-
lažu nastalih zbog vlažnosti izvornog nano-
sa adhesiva – neke od tragova koji svjedoče 
o njezinoj dataciji. Međutim, konzervirana i 
opremljena na ovaj način zaštićena je od ne-
željenih vanjskih utjecaja i estetski je najbliža 
prvobitnoj prezentaciji iz 1957., ali s unapri-
jeđenim aspektom muzejske brige u skladu 
s vremenom, mogućnostima i okolnostima.

backing and stored.  Museum glass with UV 
protection was placed in front of each pan-
el, on a metal frame, keeping it about half a 
centimetre from the face of the panel. In this 
way, the surface is protected from alterations 
due to the influence of light, to which the 
medium used is particularly sensitive, while 
at the back, non-acidic foam sheets prevent 
the absorption of moisture from the wall. 

The Didactic Exhibition still has some 
minor shortcomings, such as yellow lignin 
stains, a component of paper, which has sur-
faced on the cardboard or made tiny wrin-
kles in the collage as a result of the moistness 
of the original glue. These traces are evidence 
of the age of the panels. However, as a result 
of our conservation approach and equip-
ment, the exhibition is now protected from 
undesirable external influences, and aesthet-
ically is as faithful as possible to the original 
1957 presentation, thanks to an advanced as-
pect of museum care in accordance with the 
times, possibilities and circumstances.

Detalj: panel 62 pričvršćen za 
beskiselinsku podlogu pomoću 
magneta u svrhu izlaganja

Detail: Panel 62 attached to 
a non-acidic base using magnets, 
for exhibition purposes

dom, a površina tankih kolaža, iznimno sklo-
na diskoloracijama, blijeđenju i neželjenim 
reakcijama na fluktuacije relativne vlažnosti 
i temperature, nezaštićena. 

U prvoj je fazi bilo odlučeno konzervira-
ti zatečeno stanje panela, iako je izostanak 
tkanine na dva panela upućivao na to da su 
“tekstilni nosači” montirani naknadno. Ipak, 
vođeni odlukom čuvanja naknadne inter-
vencije koja je vjerojatno bila izvedena neko-
liko godina nakon prvog izlaganja Didaktič-
ke izložbe, paneli su u stalnom postavu bili 
izloženi vješanjem na tekstilne trake. Takav je 
način izlaganja ipak rezultirao vidljivim pro-
mjenama – deformacijama na nosiocu. Tom 
je prilikom bio izložen samo jedan segment 
Didaktičke izložbe pa je tijekom priprema-
nja preostalih panela za izlaganje u sklopu 
projekta Performing the museum / Izvedba 
muzeja bilo vremena za analizu i promišlja-
nje boljeg načina prezentacije. Za vrijeme 
konzervatorsko-restauratorskih radova za-
ključeno je da kartoni trebaju imati beskise-
linske podloge, što je otvorilo pitanje načina 
montaže tih podloga na poleđine reverzibil-
nim postupkom. Najboljim se rješenjem po-
kazalo pričvršćivanje pomoću magneta koji 
su na poleđine kartona aplicirani Gaylord pH 
neutralnim ljepilom, posredno preko podlo-
ge od japanskog papira zalijepljenog Eukali-
nom direktno na naličje kartonskih panela. 
Beskiselinske podloge pričvršćene su direk-
tno na zid, a didaktički kartoni na njih pomo-
ću magneta. Sama čvrstoća magneta dodat-
no je korigirala ranije deformacije kartonskih 
nosilaca koje nije bilo moguće ravnati upravo 
zbog osjetljivih kolaža s lica. Nakon demon-
taže izložbe, paneli će se vrlo jednostavno 
odvojiti od podloga i spremiti u čuvaonice. 
Muzejsko staklo s UV zaštitom postavljeno je 
ispred svakog kartona na metalnim profili-
ma koji ga drže na distanci od cca 0,5 cm od 
lica panela. Na taj je način površina zaštićena 
od promjena izazvanih utjecajem svjetla, na 
koje je korišteni medij osobito osjetljiv, a sa 
stražnje strane beskiselinska pjenasta ploča 
prevenira eventualni upliv vlage. 

easier. But this system, apart from its aes-
thetic shortcomings, did not adhere to con-
servation or museum standards, since the 
sensitive cardboard was in direct contact 
with the wall, while the surfaces of the thin 
collages, already particularly prone to discol-
oration, fading and undesirable reactions to 
fluctuating relative humidity and tempera-
ture, were unprotected.

In the first phase, we decided to preserve 
the state of the panels as we found them, al-
though the fabric was missing from two of 
them, suggesting that the ‘fabric strength-
eners’ had been added later. But we were 
guided by the decision to retain later inter-
ventions, which were probably carried out in 
the early years following the first exhibition 
of the didactic panels. So the panels in the 
permanent exhibition were exhibited by 
hanging them using fabric strips. This meth-
od, however, resulted in visible changes – de-
formities in the backing panels. At this point, 
only a segment of the Didactic Exhibition 
had been shown, so as we prepared the re-
maining panels, as part of the Performing 
the Museum programme, we had time to 
analyse the problems and consider a better 
presentation method. While the conserva-
tion work was still under way, it was decid-
ed that the cardboard needed a non-acidic 
backing, which raised the question of how 
to mount such a backing on the backs of 
the panels in a reversible process. The best 
solution proved to be the use of magnets, 
which were fixed to the backs of the panels 
using Gaylord pH neutral glue, immediately 
on top of the layer of Japanese tissue paper 
applied directly to the panel backs using 
Eukalin. The non-acidic backing was fixed 
directly onto the wall, then the didactic pan-
els were attached to it by magnets. The stur-
diness of the magnets helped correct the 
earlier deformities in the cardboard panels, 
which we had not been able to straighten 
out because of the sensitive collages on their 
fronts. When the exhibition is dismantled, 
the panels will simply be detached from the 
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Panel 62: 
after conservation treatment

Panel 62: 
condition as found 
before conservation treatment

Panel 62: 
zatečeno stanje, 
prije konzervatorskog tretmana

Panel 62: 
nakon konzervatorskog tretmana
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Kristina Matković, Tesa Horvatiček
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P r i č e 
o  o k v i r i m a

Kada smo krajem 2014. godine pozvani da 
sudjelujemo u projektu Izvedba muzeja, 
kroz koji ćemo biti u mogućnosti raditi s re-
sursima muzeja — vidjeli smo svoj interes u 
pristupu sadržaju koji se nalazi u arhivima, 
knjižnici i kolekciji. Tijekom razvoja projekta, 
naših boravaka i rada u muzeju, ispostavilo 
se da će nas manje zanimati sadržaji kojima 
muzej raspolaže od samog (rada) muzeja. 
Projekt Izvedba muzeja za nas se na speci-
fičan način usmjerio na inter-muzejsku ko-
munikaciju, između interpretatorica/a, insti-
tucija i njihovih zaposlenica/ka.

U ranoj fazi istraživanja bili smo upoznati s 
Didaktičkom izložbom, koju je Galerija suvre-
mene umjetnosti u Zagrebu, današnji Muzej, 
priredila 1957. godine. Ova izložba, koja je 
izvodila muzej, nije predstavila umjetnička 
djela. Izložba je, kroz reprodukcije kanonskih 
umjetničkih djela, predmetom svog izlaga-
nja učinila (zapadni) modernistički, povije-
sno-umjetnički kanon. Bez prikrivanja svojih 
uzora, Didaktička izložba započela je upravo 
s prijevodom dijagrama Kubizam i apstrak-
tna umjetnost. Time je tri godine stara Gale-
rija najavila svoj budući program i referentno 
polje u kontekstu još relativno nestabilne 
pozicije moderne umjetnosti u Jugoslaviji. 
Hotimično ili ne, preuzimanjem gotovih ma-
terijala i dodavanjem na pisaćoj mašini odš-
tampanih objašnjenja GSU je nastojala legiti-
mizirati svoj budući program kroz izvođenje 
priče moderne umjetnosti kao američke pri-
če o europskim artefaktima1.

Iako bi Didaktičku izložbu, kao eksplici-
tan primjer izlaganja vlastite ideologije, mogli 
čitati i kao preteču novog institucionalizma, 

S t o r i e s  A b o u t 
F r a m e s

At the end of 2014, when we were invited to 
participate in the Performing the Museum 
project, which would enable us to work with 
the museum resources, our interest was in 
accessing the contents of the archives, library 
and collection. As the project developed and 
we spent time and worked in the museum, 
it turned out that we would be less inter-
ested in the contents at the disposal of the 
museum, and more in the (work of the) mu-
seum itself. In a specific way, the Performing 
the Museum project made us focus on in-
ter-museum communication — between the 
interpreters, the institution, and its staff.

In the early phase of the research, we 
learned how the Didactic Exhibition was 
staged in 1957 by the Gallery of Contempo-
rary Art in Zagreb (now the Museum of Con-
temporary Art). This exhibition, performed 
by the museum, did not present works of 
art. Instead, via reproductions of canonical 
works of art, it made the subject of its pres-
entation the (western) modernist, art-histor-
ical canon. Without concealing its role mod-
els, the Didactic Exhibition in fact started 
with a translation of the diagram Cubism 
and Abstract Art. The three-year-old Gallery 
thus heralded its future programme and 
field of reference in the context of the still 
relatively unstable position of modern art 
in Yugoslavia. Deliberately or not, by appro-
priating existing material and adding typed 
explanations, the Gallery strove to legitimise 
its future work by performing the story of 
modern art, as an American story about Eu-
ropean artefacts.1

prije se radilo o performativnom iskazu nego 
kritičkoj muzejskoj praksi. Naprotiv, rekreacija 
Didaktičke izložbe danas otkriva interpreta-
cijske mehanizme muzeja. Možda najzani-
mljiviji primjer ovakve prakse možemo naći 
u rekreacijama kanonskih izložbi poput Po-
sljednje futurističke izložbe ili Međunarodne 
izložbe moderne umjetnosti — Armory Show 
Gorana Ðorđevića. U njegovu čitanju, institu-
cija umjetnosti zbirni je pojam za sustav vjero-
vanja odnosno za ideologiju povijesti umjet-
nosti čiji su osnovni kulturni artefakti objekti 
koje danas nazivamo umjetničkim djelima, 
a koji bi u nekom budućem vremenu mogli 
postati nešto drugo, kao što su i religiozne 
slike ili afričke maske vršile druge društvene 
funkcije prije njihovog ulaska u muzej2. 

Dok nam Goran Ðorđević ukazuje na 
ključne povijesne manifestacije, institucije i 
ličnosti svijeta umjetnosti, kako bi progovo-
rio o nastanku i razvoju ideologije povijesti 
umjetnosti, njegov rad istovremeno impli-
cira pitanje: što nam preostaje od institu-
cije umjetnosti ako se pozicioniramo izvan 
povijesno-umjetničke priče? Početni impuls 
za projekt Priče o okvirima, koji smo ostvarili 
kroz Izvođenje muzeja, za nas je bila svoje-
vrsna eksplikacija ovog pitanja. Odlučili smo 
premjestiti interes s umjetničkog diskursa 
na materijalnu stvarnost institucija umjetno-
sti. Pritom se nismo koncentrirali na umjet-
ničke objekte već na institucije moderne i 
suvremene umjetnosti tretirajući njih kao 
kulturne artefakte koji sudjeluju u kreaciji 
povijesno-umjetničke priče. Za potrebe istra-
živanja posudili smo neke od metoda i alata 
koji se koriste u empirijskim istraživanjima. 
Odlučili smo izraditi digitalnu bazu podata-
ka koja bi okupljala i organizirala informacije 
o institucijama moderne i suvremene um-
jetnosti. Ovi alati trebali su nam priskrbiti 
objektivni pogled izvana, trudeći se isključiti 

Although the Didactic Exhibition, as an 
explicit example of revealing one’s own ide-
ology, could be interpreted as a harbinger of 
new institutionalism, it was a performative 
utterance rather than a practice of critical 
museology. On the other hand, the recrea-
tion of the Didactic Exhibition today reveals 
the interpretative mechanisms of the muse-
um. Perhaps the most interesting example 
of similar practice can be found in recrea-
tions of canonical exhibitions such as The 
Last Futurist Exhibition, or An International 
Exhibition of Modern Art – Armory Show, by 
Goran Ðorđević. In his reading, an art insti-
tution is a collective term for a system of be-
liefs, or ideology of art history, whose basic 
cultural artefacts are objects which today 
we call works of art, but which at some fu-
ture time may become something else, just 
as religious paintings or African masks used 
to have different social functions before they 
entered the museum.2

While Goran Ðorđević points to the key 
historical manifestations, institutions and 
personalities of the art world in order to 
speak about the emergence and devel-
opment of ideology of art history, his work 
simultaneously implies a question: what 
remains of the art institution if we place our-
selves outside the story of art history? The in-
itial motivation for the Stories About Frames 
project, which we realised through Perform-
ing the Museum, was for us a kind of explora-
tion of this question. We decided to shift our 
focus from artistic discourse to the material 
reality of art institutions. In doing so, we did 
not concentrate on art objects, but on insti-
tutions of modern and contemporary art, 
treating them as the cultural artefacts which 
participate in the creation of the story of art 
history. For the purposes of our research, we 
borrowed some of the methods and tools 
used in empirical research. We decided to 

1 Istorija Muzeja moderne umetnosti, Goran Ðorđević, 
kuda.lounge, 2005.: http://www.kuda.org/en/history-and-
museum-modern-art-goran-or-evi (24.07.2016.)

1 Istorija Muzeja moderne umetnosti, Goran Ðorđević, 
kuda.lounge 2005, http://www.kuda.org/en/history-and-
museum-modern-art-goran-or-evi, (24.07.2016.)

2 Walter Benjamin, My Dear, This Is Not What It Seems 
to Be, Recent Writings, New Documents, 2013, str. 30–31. 
(parafraza)

2 Walter Benjamin, My Dear, This Is Not What It Seems 
to Be, pp. 30-31, Recent Writings, 2013, New Documents 
(paraphrase).
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ili minimizirati kvalitativni sud u trenutku or-
ganizacije i selekcije podataka. Baza podata-
ka započela je kao izraz želje da obuhvatimo 
postojeće institucije moderne i suvremene 
umjetnosti u cijelom svijetu od trenutka 
njihovog nastanka do danas, kako bi dobili 
sliku gustoće njihove rasprostranjenosti u 
vremenu i prostoru. Nedoumice oko uklju-
čivanja i isključivanja, taksonomije i formata 
pojedinih stavki u bazi odlučili smo rješavati 
u susretu s materijalom. Trenutno baza sadr-
ži informacije o opsegu, usmjerenju i razvoju 
institucija kao što su: tip institucije, veličina 
kolekcije, klasifikacija kolekcije, prostorni re-
sursi, ljudski resursi, lokacija, godina osnutka 
institucije, godina osnutka kolekcije, broj po-
sjeta, podaci o arhitekturi, vodstvu…

Baza podataka je alat u razvoju koji nam 
pruža mogućnost da, uz pomoć softvera, 
otkrivamo korelacije između velikog broja 
podataka koji mogu i ne moraju imati me-
đusobne povijesne ili povijesno-umjetničke 
veze, ali su slični prema nekom odabranom 
parametru. Tako se klikom miša u istoj gru-
pi mogu naći muzeji moderne umjetnosti, 
otvoreni 1950-ih godina, koji imaju među-
narodnu kolekciju, s više od 1000 eksponata. 
Odmah je primjerice vidljivo na kojem geo-
grafskom prostoru ima najveći broj takvih 
institucija. Iako smo uvjereni da gustoća ra-
sprostranjenosti institucija na nekom terito-
riju uvjetuje sam narativ moderne i suvreme-
ne umjetnosti, u radu Priče o okvirima nismo 
se upustili u interpretacije ovih odnosa.

Između 1998. i 2002. godine, dok Sa-
nja Iveković radi na projektu Ženska 
kuća, u Gatesheadu u Velikoj Britaniji 
je, s uloženih 50 milijuna funti uklju-
čujući i 33,4 milijuna od lutrijskog fon-
da Arts Council, napravljena rekon-
strukcija napuštenog industrijskog 
mlina koji 2002. godine postaje Cen-
tar suvremene umjetnosti Baltic.

create a digital database to gather and or-
ganise information on institutions of mod-
ern and contemporary art. Such tools were 
to provide us with an objective view from 
the outside, while striving to exclude or min-
imise qualitative judgments at the moment 
of organising and selecting the data. The 
database began as an expression of our de-
sire to include existing institutions of mod-
ern and contemporary art worldwide, from 
their inception to the present day, in order 
to achieve a picture of the density of their 
distribution in time and space. We decided 
to resolve dilemmas about inclusion and 
exclusion, and the taxonomy and format of 
individual data items in the database, as we 
came into contact with the material. At the 
moment, the database contains informa-
tion on the range, focus and development 
of institutions, such as the type of institution, 
size of collection, classification of collection, 
spatial resources, location, year of the insti-
tution’s establishment, year of the collec-
tion’s establishment, number of visitors, data 
about architecture, management, etc. 

The database is a tool in development 
which allows us, with the aid of software, 
to discover the correlation between a great 
number of data items which may, but need 
not be mutually related in terms of history 
or art history, but which have similarities ac-
cording to selected parameters. So, at the 
click of a mouse, museums of modern art, 
opened in the 1950s, that have international 
collections, containing over a thousand ex-
hibits, can be grouped together. It is immedi-
ately evident, for example, which geographic 
regions have the greatest numbers of such 
institutions. Although we are convinced 
that the density of institutions distributed 
in a particular area conditions the narrative 
of modern and contemporary art, we have 
not delved into interpreting such relations in 
Stories About Frames. 

Infrastruktura institucija umjetnosti ostaje 
uglavnom nevidljiva za posjetiteljice/e kako 
bi ustupila mjesto umjetničkoj priči. Tijekom 
svog boravka u muzeju imali smo priliku pro-
matrati muzej kao mjesto profanosti; rada, 
održavanja, servisiranja, premještanja, izgrad-
nje, rastavljanja… Pokušaj mimikrije rada mu-
zeja morao se naći na rubnom prostoru, iz-
među vidljivosti i nevidljivosti. Svoju kolekciju 
institucija moderne i suvremene umjetnosti 
smjestili smo na ona mjesta u izložbenom 
prostoru za koja je nadležna administracija 
i tehničko osoblje muzeja. Na taj način, svoj 
smo rad svjesno smjestili u domenu nevidlji-
vog, reproduktivnog, ženskog rada ili u mrač-
nu tvar3 svijeta umjetnosti. Priče o okvirima 
preuzele su oblik muzejskih legendi, ele-
menta izložbene signalizacije, kao standar-
dne metode kojom institucije informiraju o 
karakteristikama rada, poput: tehnike i teh-
nologije, autorstva, vremena nastanka i zna-
čenja rada u kontekstu umjetnosti i u okviru 
kolekcije. Umjesto ovih podataka, legende 
koje smo izradili u prostor izložbe donose 
podatke o drugim institucijama moderne i 
suvremene umjetnosti koje su do sada naš-
le mjesto u našoj bazi podataka. Svaka se 
legenda nadovezuje na jedan ili više radova 
tako što iznosi podatak iz baze koji je vezan 
uz vremenski period u kojem je nastao izlo-
ženi umjetnički rad. Standardizirane rečeni-
ce konstruirane su prema sljedećoj formuli:

Godine N, kada X radi Y, desilo se Z. 

N, X i Y preuzeti su sa službene legende rada 
dok je Z dobiveno iz naše baze podataka. 
Oslanjanjem na faktografiju dobiven je au-
toritet objektivnog iskaza, usprkos tome što 
ne postoji prethodna povijesna ili biografska 
veza između navedenih informacija. Priče o 
okvirima pokušaj su kreiranja smetnje u izlož-

Between 1998 and 2002, while Sanja 
Iveković was working on the Women’s 
House project, the reconstruction 
of an abandoned industrial mill was 
carried out in Gateshead, Great Brit-
ain. This involved investments of 50 
million pounds, of which 33.4 million 
came from the Arts Council Lottery 
Fund. In 2002, the Baltic Centre for 
Contemporary Art was completed. 

The infrastructure of art institutions usually 
remains invisible to the visitors, so as to make 
room for the story of art. During our time at 
the museum, we were able to observe the 
museum as a place of the everyday: its main-
tenance, servicing, moving around, building 
and taking apart… Any attempt to mimic the 
working of a museum had to take place on 
the borderline between the visible and invis-
ible. We placed our collection of institutions 
of modern and contemporary art in the lo-
cations in the exhibition space managed by 
the administration and technical staff. Thus, 
we consciously placed our work in the do-
main of the invisible, reproductive, women’s 
work or dark matter3 of the art world. Stories 
About Frames took on the form of muse-
um labels, or elements of exhibition signal-
ization, that is, standard methods through 
which institutions provide information 
about the characteristics of displayed works, 
such as techniques and technology, author-
ship, time of creation, and their significance 
in the context of art generally and the collec-
tion in particular. Instead of such details, the 
labels which we made introduce into the 
exhibition space information on other in-
stitutions of modern and contemporary art 
that were by then entered in our database. 
Each label is linked to one or more works, so 
that it provides information from the data-
base related to the period when the work of 

3 Gregory Sholette, Dark Matter: Art and Politics in the 
Age of Enterprise Culture, Pluto Press, 2011.

3 Gregory Sholette, Dark Matter: Art and Politics in the 
Age of Enterprise Culture, Pluto Press, 2011
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benom prostoru, zamišljene kao niz procjepa 
u epidermi muzejske prezentacije, kroz koje 
proviruju detalji materijalne stvarnosti svijeta 
umjetnosti izvan zidova specifičnog muzeja 
u kojem se legende nalaze. Na taj način na-
stojali smo razbiti cjelovit i koherentan nara-
tiv postava, upućujući konstantno na druga 
mjesta i druge institucije. 

Vrijeme nastanka rada odabrano je kao 
jedini parametar pretraživanja baze na kojem 
se temelji izbor podataka koji će se, uz ime 
i prezime autorice/a i naziv rada, pojaviti na 
legendama. Vrijeme nastanka umjetničkog 
djela, kao trenutak u kojem se odigrava jedin-
stveni kreativni čin, miješa se s informacijama 
o silnoj mašineriji proizvodnje i konzumacije 
umjetnosti koja se nameće kao preduvjet 
nastanka umjetničkog rada. Pritom, odabir 
institucija koje navodimo na legendama ne 
uzima u obzir koliko je navedena institucija 
bila utjecajna za povijesno-umjetnički ka-
non. Na našim legendama pojavljuju se kako 
ključne institucije, osobnosti ili izložbe, tako i 
one periferne, koje podržavaju sistem umjet-
nosti i svojim postojanjem doprinose značaju 
kanonskih institucija, osobnosti i djela.

1993. godine, kada Mladen Stilinović 
radi An Artist Who Cannot Speak En-
glish is No Artist, Gradsko vijeće Grada 
Zagreba izdaje dozvolu Hrvatskom 
društvu likovnih umjetnika (HDLU) za 
preseljenje u Meštrovićev paviljon.

Rad na projektu Priče o okvirima pružio nam 
je priliku da kolekciju muzeja ne proma-
tramo kao publika, već kao administracija i 
tehničko osoblje muzeja. Iako smo detaljno 
upoznali postav, radove smo savladali kao in-
ventar. Unatoč detaljnom uvidu u raspored 
radova u prostoru, u boju zidova pojedinih 
prostorija, u ispravnost ili neispravnost ure-
đaja, u protokole rada čuvara itd., nismo nuž-
no upućeniji u sadržaj radova u kolekciji.
Reakcije nekih posjetiteljica/oca, koji su nam 
prišli misleći da smo zaposlenice/i muzeja, 

art was created. Standardised captions were 
formatted as follows:

In year N, when X made Y, Z occurred.

N, X and Y are appropriated from the official 
caption, while Z is retrieved from our data-
base. By relying on factography, the authority 
of an objective statement is achieved, in spite 
of the lack of any previous historical or bio-
graphical link between the information given. 
Stories About Frames is an attempt to create 
disruptions in the exhibition space, conceived 
as a series of fissures in the epidermis of mu-
seum presentation, through which details 
are glimpsed of the material reality of the art 
world beyond the walls of the specific muse-
um in which the labels are found. Thus, we at-
tempted to shatter the whole, coherent nar-
rative of the exhibition, by constantly pointing 
to other places and other institutions.

The time when a work was made is the 
only parameter of the database query, de-
termining the information selected which, 
along with the name of the author and the 
title of the work, appears on the labels. The 
time when the artwork was created, as a mo-
ment when a unique creative act occurred, 
is combined with information about the vast 
machinery of the production and consump-
tion of art — the prerequisite for a creation of 
an artwork. At the same time, the selection of 
the institutions listed on the labels does not 
take into account the degree of their influ-
ence on art historical canon. Key institutions, 
personalities and exhibitions appear on our 
labels, as well as peripheral ones which sup-
port the art system and, by their very exist-
ence, contribute to the significance of canon-
ical institutions, personalities and works.

In 1993, when Mladen Stilinović made 
An Artist Who Cannot Speak Eng-
lish is No Artist, Zagreb City Council 
granted the Croatian Association of 
Artists (HDLU) permission to move 
into Meštrović’s pavilion. 

pokazale su da se Priče o okvirima često ne 
čitaju kao umjetnička intervencija, već kao 
devijacija u ponašanju muzeja. Jedan po-
sjetitelj muzeja opisao je svoju frustraciju le-
gendama na sljedeći način: „Kada dođem u 
muzej u Zagrebu, zanima me da saznam ne-
što o ovom kontekstu. Kada čitam legendu o 
nekom radu želim se približiti tom radu. Ove 
legende me konstantno izbacuju iz te priče 
i govore mi o Istanbulu, Briselu, Budimpe-
šti… Legende kao da su tu da bi eksplodirale 
umjetnički rad.”

Working on the Stories About Frames pro-
ject gave us the opportunity to observe a 
museum collection not as the public, but 
as the administration and technical muse-
um staff does. Although we got to know the 
collection display in detail, we mastered the 
works as an inventory. In spite of our detailed 
insight into the arrangement of the works in 
space, the colour of the walls in individual 
rooms, the working or non-working state 
of the equipment, the security protocols, 
etc., we are not necessarily better informed 
about the contents of the works in the col-
lection. The reactions of some visitors who 
approached us, thinking we were muse-
um staff, demonstrated that Stories About 
Frames are often not read as a series of ar-
tistic interventions, but as deviations in the 
behaviour of the museum. One visitor de-
scribed his frustration regarding the labels 
as follows. “When I visit a museum in Zagreb, 
I want to know something about the con-
text. When I read the label of a work, I want 
to get closer to that work. These labels keep 
throwing me off track, talking about Istan-
bul, Brussels, or Budapest. They seem to be 
here to explode the artwork.”
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Fokus Grupa: 
Priče o okvirima

Fokus Grupa: 
Stories About Frames
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kroz projekt Izvedba muzeja / Performing the 
Museum otvara vanjskim suradnicima pristup 
svojim resursima, želeći kroz taj čin pokrenuti 
proces preispitivanja i ponovnog promišljanja 
vlastite pozicije i nasljeđa. Iako je promijenila i 
ime i adresu od 1960-ih, ova se institucija da-
nas uvelike referira na taj period.2 Imajući to u 
vidu, kao i činjenicu da je riječ o desetljeću “mi-
ljeniku” kustosa, teoretičara i istraživača, zani-
malo nas je mogu li resursi muzeja ponuđeni 
u ovako postavljenom okviru potaknuti druga-
čiji pogled – onaj koji bi namjerno zanemario 
uobičajene rakurse i pokušao ponuditi podlo-
gu za refleksiju institucije iz drugačije pozicije. 

Arhiv zagrebačkog Muzeja suvreme-
ne umjetnosti, službeno Dokumentacijski 
i informacijski odjel, pokrenut 1961. godine, 
nametnuo se kao prvo logično mjesto ta-
kvog istraživanja. Danas sadrži pet opsežnih 
cjelina: hemero, foto, audio i video-teku te 
stručni likovni arhiv. Posljednji se dalje dijeli 
na arhiv izložbi, arhiv umjetnika i personalne 
odnosno poklonjene arhive – dokumentaciju 
i radove koje su muzeju ostavili njegovi bivši 
zaposlenici i drugi relevantni akteri likovne 
scene, direktno ili posredstvom nasljednika, 
koji su ovu javnu instituciju smatrali primje-
renim čuvarem njihova nasljeđa. Bavimo li se 
1960-ima, pažnju će tako privući Arhiv Ivana 
Picelja, koji je muzeju 2012. godine donirala 
umjetnikova kćer i nasljednica, a koji je fra-
gmentarno predstavljen i kroz zaseban izlož-
beni prostor. Dokumentacija vezana za Nove 
tendencije koja se nalazi u arhivu izložbi, 
prema informacijama osoblja dokumenta-
cijsko-informacijskog odjela, već ima status 
daleko najtraženije i najpopularnije cjeline. 

Performing the Museum project, opens up its 
resources to external associates, with a view to 
re-examining and reconsidering its own posi-
tion and heritage. Although it has changed its 
name and address since the 1960s, the insti-
tution still owes a great deal to that period.2 
With this in mind, along with the fact that the 
decade is a favourite with curators, theoreti-
cians and researchers, we were interested to 
see whether the Museum’s resources provid-
ed in this particular setting could bring about 
a different perspective – one that would delib-
erately ignore the usual stances and attempt 
to provide a basis for the institution’s reflec-
tions from a different position.

The archives of Zagreb’s Museum of Con-
temporary Art, officially known as the Doc-
umentation and Information Department, 
which was established in 1961, seams the ob-
vious place to start our research. Today, the 
Department consists of five extensive units: 
the press, photographic, audio and visual 
libraries, and the expert visual arts archive. 
The last is subdivided into the exhibition ar-
chive, artists’ archive, and personal/donated 
archive – documents and works gifted to the 
Museum, directly by artists or through their 
heirs, by former employees or other relevant 
actors on the art scene, who considered 

2 U pregledu povijesti na web stranici muzeja ističu se 
upravo datumi iz 1960-ih (www.msu.hr, zadnji pregled 
29.02.2016.), kojima se posebna važnost pridaje i u 
monografiji povodom 30 godina postojanja (vidi: 
bilješka 1). Također, MSU je u proteklih nekoliko godina 
organizirao nekoliko izložbi koje se bave periodom od 
kraja 1950-ih do sredine 1970-ih (Socijalizam i modernost, 
velike retrospektive Vojina Bakića i Julija Knifera itd.), a 
2013. otvoren je izložbeni prostor Arhiv Picelj, čija je građa 
također primarno vezana za 1960-e.

Artistic Practice, curated by Marijan Susovski, became a 
key reference point for conceptual art in Yugoslavia in 
the 1960s and 1970s. See: “U susret Muzeju suvremene 
umjetnosti, 30 godina Galerije suvremene umjetnosti” 
(Encountering the Museum of Modern Art, 30 years of the 
Gallery of Modern Art), ed. Božo Bek, MTM and Zagreb 
City Galleries, Zagreb 1986.

2 The historical overview on the Museum’s web pages 
emphasises dates from the 1960s (www.msu.hr, last 
referenced 29.2.2016), which are also given particular 
importance in a monograph written to mark its 30th 
anniversary (see note 1). In addition, during the last few 
years, the MSU has organised several exhibitions dealing 
with the period from the late 1950s to the mid-1970s 
(“Socialism and modernity”, large retrospectives of works 
by Vojin Bakić and Julije Knifer, and others), while in 
2013, the Picelj Archive Exhibition Room was opened, the 
contents of which are largely related to the 1960s.

K u l t u r a  n a  t r ž i š t u 
—  f u n k c i o n i r a n j e 
G a l e r i j e  s u v r e m e n e 
u m j e t n o s t i  r a n i h 
š e z d e s e t i h

Šezdesete godine u domaćoj su povijesti 
umjetnosti s pravom smatrane razdobljem 
izrazite heterogenosti i živosti, kada je na 
kulturnoj sceni djelovao niz aktera na koje 
se danas osvrćemo kao na ključne ličnosti 
poslijeratne umjetnosti, pa i umjetnosti na 
ovim prostorima uopće. S pojavama kao što 
su Nove tendencije u prvoj polovici i Nova 
umjetnička praksa prema kraju, ovo je de-
setljeće stalna inspiracija kustosima, povje-
sničarima umjetnosti, sociolozima i dru-
gim istraživačima. Brojne izložbe, tekstovi, 
predavanja i drugi formati pokazuju da su 
mogućnosti interpretacija i perspektiva po-
djednako heterogene kao i sama umjetnič-
ka produkcija 1960-ih. Bez obzira usmjerili se 
više na pojedine umjetničke pojave, njihove 
formalne karakteristike, komparacije s me-
đunarodnim zbivanjima ili pak na specifične 
društveno-političke okolnosti, u zagrebač-
kom su kontekstu dvije institucije nezaobila-
zne: Studentski centar i Galerija suvremene 
umjetnosti (GSU), preteča današnjeg Muzeja 
suvremene umjetnosti. 

Potonja je u fokusu našeg istraživanja. 
Osnovana 1954., do početka 1960-ih udoma-
ćila se na tadašnjoj gornjogradskoj adresi u 
ulozi jednog od ključnih generatora lokalne 
umjetničke proizvodnje.1 Današnji pak muzej 

C u l t u r e  o n 
t h e  m a r k e t  — 
t h e  G a l l e r y  o f 
C o n t e m p o r a r y  A r t 
i n  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 6 0 s

The 1960s could arguably be seen as a period 
of particular heterogeneity and vibrancy in 
the history of Croatian art, when a host of dif-
ferent actors were particularly active on the 
cultural scene. Those actors are today seen 
as key figures in post-war art, and indeed in 
art in general in this part of the world.That 
decade, beginning with the New Tendencies 
and ending with the appearance of the New 
Artistic Practice, has served as a constant in-
spiration to curators, art historians, sociolo-
gists and other researchers. The great body 
of exhibitions, articles, lectures and other 
presentations have demonstrated that the 
potential for interpretation and historiza-
tion is just as heterogeneous as the actual 
art production in the 1960s. Regardless of 
whether the researchers have focussed on 
individual artistic occurrences, their formal 
characteristics, comparisons with interna-
tional events, or even specific socio-political 
circumstances two institutions in the Zagreb 
context appeared to have been crucial: the 
Student Centre, and the Gallery of Contem-
porary Art (Galerija suvremene umjetnosti – 
GSU), the predecessor of today’s Museum of 
Modern Art (MSU).

It is the latter institution, the Gallery of Con-
temporary Art, which represents the focus of 
our research. The Gallery was founded in 1954; 
it was located in Zagreb’s Upper Town, and 
played a key role as a generator of local artistic 
production.1 Today, the museum, through the 

1 Tako se 1961., 1963. i 1965. u GSU održavaju izložbe 
Novih tendencija, a 1968. izložba Nova umjetnička 
praksa kustosa Marijana Susovskog, koja će postati 
ključna referenca za konceptualnu umjetnost Jugoslavije 
šezdesetih i sedamdesetih. Vidi: U susret Muzeju 
suvremene umjetnosti, 30 godina Galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti, ur. Božo Bek, MTM i Galerije grada Zagreba, 
Zagreb, 1986.

1 Thus, in 1961, 1963 and 1965, the New Tendencies held 
exhibitions in the GSU, while in 1968, the exhibition New 
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Ipak, ni jedno istraživanje arhiva MSU-a 
ne može proći bez spominjanja Bože Beka. 
Došavši krajem 1960. na funkciju direktora 
Galerija grada Zagreba i voditelja Galerije 
suvremene umjetnosti, s početkom naredne 
godine uspostavio je arhivsku djelatnost. Po 
odlasku iz institucije 1989. (kao muzejski sa-
vjetnik) svoj vlastiti arhiv ostavio je arhivu koji 
je utemeljio. Sistematiziran u 80 kutija, per-
sonalni arhiv Bože Beka sadrži 62 kutije po-
redane abecedno po umjetnicima, umjet-
ničkim grupama i izložbama te 18 kutija s 
dokumentacijom o radu ustanove poreda-
ne kronološki pod oznakom “Opća, stručna, 
računovodstvena dokumentacija”. Upravo 
taj materijal odabran je kao polazište ovog 
istraživanja. Taj nam tip građe može pomoći 
ne toliko u ocrtavanju osobnosti Bože Beka 
i artikulaciji njegova doprinosa i značaja u 
desetljeću koje se poklapa s njegovim man-
datom (1960–1972.), već u slaganju jedne 
drugačije slike koja u mnogim istraživanjima 
umjetničke produkcije 1960-ih ostaje skri-
vena između redaka. Kako pomoću jednog 
personalnog arhiva pozadinsku priču funkci-
oniranja same institucije, određenu širim po-
litičkim i ekonomskim okvirom socijalističke 
Jugoslavije, dovesti u prvi plan?

Da bismo skicirali odgovore, potrebno je 
naznačiti barem osnovne koordinate tog ši-
reg okvira. Šezdesetih godina Jugoslavija in-
tenzivira u prethodnom desetljeću započetu 
ekonomsku liberalizaciju. Svjetskom trgo-
vinskom savezu GATT pristupa 1958. godine 
i ulazi u prve sporazume s MMF-om, a uvode 
se i prvi međunarodni komercijalni krediti. 
Američka znanstvenica Diane Flaherty vidi 
1961. kao prijelomnu godinu jugoslavenskog 
gospodarstva, kada orijentaciju na industri-
jalizaciju putem supstitucije uvoza, odnosno 
pokušaj samostalnog industrijskog razvoja, 
zamjenjuje orijentacija zasnovana na izvozu 
i liberalizaciji trgovine u nadi da će doći do 
smanjenja trgovinskog deficita.3 Do negativ-

the institution the appropriate guardian of 
their legacies. Anyone with an interest in the 
1960s will also be drawn to the Ivan Picelj 
Archive, which was donated to the Museum 
by the artist’s daughter and heir in 2012, part 
of which is on show in a separate exhibition 
room. Documents relating to the New Ten-
dencies found in the exhibition archive, ac-
cording to the department’s staff, are already 
the most popular and sought after items.

However, it would impossible to research 
the MSU archives without taking into ac-
count Božo Bek, who became the Director 
of Zagreb City Galleries and the Head of the 
Gallery of Contemporary Art in late 1960, and 
who established archival work already early 
the following year. When he left the institu-
tion in 1989 (as a museum adviser), he be-
queathed his personal archive to the archive 
he had founded. Systematised in 80 boxes, 
the personal archive of Božo Bek consists 
of 62 boxes arranged in alphabetical order 
by artist, artistic group or exhibition, and 18 
boxes of documents on the day-to-day work 
of the institution, arranged in chronological 
order, and labelled “General, expert, and ac-
counting documents”. It is this material that 
we selected as the starting point for this 
research. The contents are not so much a 
means of sketching the personality of Božo 
Bek and articulating his importance and 
contribution in the decade that overlapped 
with his term of office (1960–1972), as they 
are an aid to piecing together a different 
picture, one that remained hidden ‘between 
the lines’ in much of the research on the ar-
tistic production of the 1960s. Can a back-
ground story on the way an institution func-
tioned, at a time when it was determined by 
the wider political and economic context of 
socialist Yugoslavia, be brought to the fore-
ground with the help of a personal archive?

In order to sketch some answers, we 
need to at least map out the basic coordi-
nates of this wider contextual frame. In the 
1960s, the economic liberalisation that had 
started in Yugoslavia in the 1950s intensified. 

ne trgovinske bilance došlo je zbog strateških 
makroekonomskih odluka u prethodnom 
razdoblju snažne industrijalizacije. Preferira-
nje industrije u alokaciji investicija utjecalo je 
na stagnaciju produktivnosti u poljoprivre-
di, tako je Jugoslavija bila prisiljena na uvoz 
hrane. To je dovelo do toga da se dragocjene 
devize troše na uvoz hrane, umjesto na ka-
pitalna dobra u industriji koja bi omogućila 
nastavak rasta i osigurala veću industrijsku 
produktivnost. Nevolje s razvojem industrije 
postale su očite 1960. godine, kada se prvi 
put nakon osam godina bilježi prestanak 
rasta, da bi naredne godine došlo do pada 
stope industrijske proizvodnje, nestabilnosti 
i porasta cijena.4 Tako je kao kompenzacija 
za izostanak tehnološki zasnovanog rasta 
produktivnosti 1961. donesen i tzv. Zakon do-
hodka, odnosno zakonske izmjene kojima se 
uvodi “nagrađivanje po učinku”. Povjesničar 
Dušan Bilandžić, kod kojeg o ranije spome-
nutim međunarodnim ekonomskim spona-
ma možemo čitati tek između redaka, piše 
o Zakonu dohodka kao novoj metodi po-
većanja produktivnosti rada. Njime se “prvi 
put od uvođenja radničkog samoupravljanja 
ne propisuje koliko će se iz čistog prihoda 
izdvojiti za osobne dohotke, a koliko za po-
slovni fond, tj. za akumulaciju, za proširenje 
proizvodnje, za nova ulaganja u izgradnju i 
proširenje poduzeća – to je sada autonomno 

The country joined the GATT world trade or-
ganisation in 1958, and signed its first agree-
ments with the IMF, while the first interna-
tional commercial loans were introduced. 
The American scientist Diane Flaherty con-
siders 1961 to be a turning-point in the Yugo-
slav economy, when the orientation towards 
industrialisation through substitute imports, 
i.e. the attempt to achieve independent in-
dustrial development, changed direction in 
favour of exports and trade liberalisation, in 
the hope of reducing the trade deficit.3 A 
negative trade balance was the result of stra-
tegic macroeconomic decisions during the 
previous period of strong industrialisation. 
Industry was given precedence in the alloca-
tion of investments, which led to stagnation 
in agricultural productivity, so that Yugosla-
via was forced to import food. This led to the 
spending of precious foreign currency on 
food imports, instead of using capital goods 
in industry to ensure continued growth and 
higher industrial productivity. The problems 
in industrial development became evident 
in 1960, when for the first time in eight years, 
growth stalled, and in the following years, 
the rate of industrial production fell, accom-
panied by instability and rising prices.4 In 
order to compensate for the lack of a tech-
nology-based rise in productivity, the so-105–142, 1982., str. 106, citirano prema Krešimir Zovak, 

Diplomski rad – Radničko samoupravljanje u Jugoslaviji 
1950–1974., Filozofski fakultet Sveučilišta u Zagrebu, 2015., 
str. 28. Podaci o članstvu u GATT-u i MMF-u preuzeti 
iz istog izvora. Autor se referira na ključnu studiju 
liberalizacijskih procesa u Jugoslaviji: Susan Woodward, 
Socialist unemployment. Political economy of Yugoslavia 
1945–1990, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1995., 
kao i na rad Mislava Žitka “Jugoslavenski modernistički 
projekt – ekonomski aspekti 1950–1970”, Aktiv, br. 669. 
Sam diplomski rad daje jasan i sažet pregled ekonomsko-
političkih zbivanja 1960-ih godina i vrlo je koristan u 
kontekstualiziranju transformacija na kulturnom polju.

4 Dušan Bilandžić, Historija Socijalističke Federativne 
Republike Jugoslavije: glavni procesi 1918–1985, Školska 
knjiga, Zagreb, 1985. (dalje: Bilandžić), str. 251.

3 Economic reform and foreign trade in Yugoslavia”, 
Diane Flaherty, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 6(2), 
105-142, 1982, p. 106, cited in “Diplomski rad – Radničko 
samoupravljanje u Jugoslaviji 1950-1974.” (Graduation 
Thesis – Workers’ Self-management in Yugoslavia 1950-
1974), Krešimir Zovak, Filozofski fakultet Sveučilišta u 
Zagrebu, 2015, p. 28. Information on membership of 
the GATT and IMF is taken from the same author. The 
author refers to the key study of liberalisation processes in 
Yugoslavia, “Socialist unemployment. Political economy 
of Yugoslavia 1945–1990“, Susan Woodward, Princeton 
University Press, Princeton 1995, and to a paper by Mislav 
Žitko “Jugoslavenski modernistički projekt – ekonomski 
aspekti 1950 -1970” (The Yugoslav modernist project, 
economic aspects 1950–1970), Aktiv, no. 669. The 
graduation thesis itself gives a clear, concise overview 
of economic and political events in the 1960s and is 
extremely useful in contextualising transformation in the 
cultural sphere. 

3 Diane Flaherty, “Economic reform and foreign trade 
in Yugoslavia”, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 6(2), 
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pravo radnih kolektiva”.5 Iako se može činiti 
logičnim nastavkom samoupravljanja, da su 
njegovi učinci bili problematični jasno je već 
iz podatka da je 1961. ujedno je i posljednja 
godina u kojoj se bilježi rast zaposlenosti, 
nakon koje će nezaposlenost samo rasti, kao 
proturječje socijalističke Jugoslavije pred ko-
jim je često bilo najlakše zatvoriti oči.6 

Naznačena liberalizacija, koja će se najja-
snije izraziti u društvenoj reformi 1964., odgo-
vor je na objektivne poteškoće poslijeratnog 
razvoja koji si je za zadatak postavio moder-
nizaciju, i prije ratnih razaranja, izrazito ne-
razvijene zemlje.7 U javnom diskursu ona je 
prisutna kao nova razvojna faza samouprav-
ljanja, u kojoj se ova ključna jugoslavenska 
post-četrdesetosmaška novina širi na sve 
sfere društva uz pojačanu decentralizaciju 
i smanjenje uloge države. Etatizam kao al-
ternativna opcija smatran je staljinističkim 
preostatkom, krutim centraliziranim birokra-
tizmom koji mora biti napušten u korist pu-
nog zamaha “daljnjeg usavršavanja društve-
no-ekonomskih odnosa”8. Vođena Savezom 
sindikata Jugoslavije iznutra, a izvana nazna-
čenim zavisnostima od međunarodnih eko-
nomskih odnosa, opcija deetatizacije defi-
nitivno je prevagnula. Sa sobom je na mala 
vrata uvela i tržišne odnose kao zamjenu za 
plansku, centraliziranu, državnu ekonomiju. 
Ono što je zanimljivo jest da je retorika o ve-
ćem stupnju samoupravljanja i autonomije, 
nasuprot federalnom monopolu na eko-
nomske odluke, zapravo profunkcionirala 
kao ideološki lubrikant za širenje tržišnih od-
nosa. Daleko od radikalnog zaokreta, ovaj se 
prijelaz odvijao unutar socijalističkog okvira, 

called Revenues Act was passed in 1961, i.e. 
legal amendments introducing the concept 
of rewards based on efficiency. The histori-
an Dušan Bilandžić, whose writings contain 
only covert allusions to the international links 
mentioned previously, writes about the Rev-
enues Act as a new way of increasing work 
productivity. “For the first time since the in-
troduction of workers’ self-management, the 
amount of personal wages paid from gross 
income, and the amount earmarked for 
business funds (accumulation), increasing 
production, new investments in building up 
and extending companies were not defined 
– this became the autonomous right of the 
work collective.”5 Although this might seem 
to be the logical continuation or extension 
of self-management, it was clear that the ef-
fects were problematic, as shown by the fact 
that 1961 was the last year marking a rise in 
employment, after which unemployment 
rose, which ran counter to Yugoslav socialist 
ideology and became a trend that was most 
easily remedied by ignoring it.6 

The designated liberalisation that was to 
be most clearly expressed in the planned so-
cial reform of 1964 was a response to the ob-
jective difficulties of post-war development, 
which had set itself the task of the modern-
isation of a devastated country, undervel-
oped even before the untold devastation 
of war.7 In public discourse, this appeared 
in the form of a new developmental phase 
of self-management, in which this key Yu-

ali je ipak postavio kurs koji moramo imati 
na umu bavimo li se 1960-im godinama, čak 
i na umjetničkom planu. 

Kako se ovi procesi odražavaju na polje 
umjetničke proizvodnje? Osim što se Zakon 
dohodka primjenjivao i na kulturne institu-
cije, 1960. donesen je Zakon o budžetima i 
financiranju samostalnih ustanova, ključna 
mjera kojom se pod egidom demokratiza-
cije i širenja samoupravljanja financiranje u 
zdravstvu, obrazovanju, kulturi i nauci pribli-
žilo privrednom modelu. Dok je zakon iz 1953. 
pravio razliku između budžetskih ustanova 
(čiji su proračuni u cijelosti bili sastavni dio 
proračuna Narodnih odbora) i samostalnih 
ustanova koje su u cijelosti ili većim dijelom 
same pokrivale vlastite rashode (prihodom 
od članarina, ulaznica itd.), novi zakon samo-
stalnom ustanovom smatra svaku onu kojom 
upravlja društveni organ.9 Time se ustanova-
ma daje veća neovisnost u upravljanju, ali ih 
se i lišava direktnog financiranja iz proračuna 
u korist namicanja prihoda iz različitih izvo-
ra: komunalnih fondova, ali i naplate vlastitih 
usluga kroz ugovaranje s institucijama i poje-
dincima.10 Implicirajući određeni stupanj ko-
modifikacije i uvođenja tržišta u umjetničku 
proizvodnju, ova promjena u socijalističkoj 
Jugoslaviji nije prošla bez kritike. Dokaze o 
raspravama nalazimo kako u dokumentima 
Arhiva Bože Beka11, tako i u objavljenim tek-
stovima i raspravama iz 1960-ih.12 Nažalost, 

goslav post-1948 novelty spread to all social 
spheres, along with increased decentralisa-
tion and a diminished role for the state. As 
an alternative option, Statism was seen as a 
relic of rigid, centralised Stalinist bureaucra-
cy, which needed to be abandoned in favour 
of the full force of “further improvements in 
the socioeconomic order”.8 Led by the Unit-
ed Workers’ Union of the Federative Republic 
of Yugoslavia from within, and conditioned 
from without by international economic re-
lations, the idea of doing away with statism 
definitely held sway. The back door was thus 
opened for the introduction of market rela-
tions instead of planned, centralised, state 
economics. It is interesting that the rheto-
ric advancing a greater degree of self-man-
agement and autonomy, in contrast to the 
federal monopoly over economic policy, in 
fact functioned as the ideological lubricant 
to expand market relations. Far from being a 
radical about face, this transition took place 
within the socialist framework, yet it set an 
important course that we need to keep in 
mind when considering the 1960s, even in 
the artistic sphere.

How were these processes reflected in 
artistic production? Apart from applying the 
Revenues Act to cultural institutions, the 
Act on Budgets and Financing Independent 
Institutions was also passed in 1960, a key 
measure which, under the aegis of democ-
ratisation and extending self-management 
in health, education, culture and science, 
drew the financing of these sectors closer to 
the free-market model. While the 1953 Act 
differentiated between budget-funded in-
stitutions (whose entire budgets were part 
of the People’s Committees’ budget) and 
independent institutions, which covered all 
or most of their expenses themselves (from 
membership fees, ticket sales, etc.), the new 

5 Ibid., str. 248/9.

6 Krešimir Zovak, Diplomski rad – Radničko 
samoupravljanje u Jugoslaviji 1950–1974., Filozofski 
fakultet Sveučilišta u Zagrebu, 2015., str. 30.

7 Bilandžić, str. 112.

8 Ibid., str. 242.

9 “Neka iskustva u radu samostalnih ustanova u godini 
1960. ”, Muzej suvremene umjetnosti, Arhiv Božo Bek 
(dalje: MSU ABB), fascikl 1, kutija 1, str. 23.

10 “Preporuka o razmatranju pitanja u vezi s uvođenjem 
novog načina ostvarivanja i raspodjele dohotka u 
ustanovama iz oblasti kulture”, dopis Savjeta za kulturu 
Narodnog odbora kotara – Narodnog odbora općine, 
25.07.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1, str. 3.

11 Npr. “Zapisnik Savjeta za kulturu Narodnog odbora gra-
da Zagreba”, 17.01.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 1, ili “Teze 
za diskusiju o društvenom upravljanju ili samoupravljanju 
u oblasti kulture”, MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 2.

4 “Historija Socijalističke Federativne Republike 
Jugoslavije: glavni procesi 1918-1985“ (The History of the 
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia: main processes 
1918–1985), Dušan Bilandžić, Školska knjiga, Zagreb, 1985. 
(hereinafter: Bilandžić), p. 251.

5 Ibid, pp. 248-9.

6 “Diplomski rad – Radničko samoupravljanje u 
Jugoslaviji 1950.-1974. (Graduation Thesis – Workers’ Self-
management in Yugoslavia 1950–1974”, Krešimir Zovak, 
Filozofski fakultet Sveučilišta u Zagrebu, 2015, p.30.

7 Bilandžić, p. 112.

8 Ibid, p. 242
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do nas su gotovo isključivo došli glasovi za-
govornika ovih promjena, a o kritičkoj poziciji 
doznajemo tek iz njihovih usta. Iz te vizure, 
protivnici novog sistema financiranja poima-
ju kulturu kao privilegiranu društvenu sferu, 
čak i autonomnu, koja treba imati posebnu 
i jedinstvenu poziciju u odnosu na ostale 
subjekte. Njihov navodni strah od komerci-
jalizacije umjetnosti, upliva tržišnih odnosa i 
restauracije buržujskih formi kulture tumači 
se kao strah od slabljenja vlastite pozicije i 
borba za “uske staleške interese”.13 Argumen-
ti pobornika promjena nasuprot tome ističu 
da se radi o metodi demokratizacije kulture, 
budući da se kulturne i umjetničke ustano-
ve u vlastitom funkcioniranju neće više moći 
osloniti na sigurne dotacije iz budžeta, već 
će se morati jače povezati s lokalnom za-
jednicom, poduzećima, školama i drugim 
ustanovama kao izvorima financiranja. Više-
kratno se ističe da dosadašnje financiranje 
institucija treba zamijeniti financiranje pro-
grama i da je jugoslavenskoj kulturi potreb-
na deinstitucionalizacija. Razlog ovakvom 
diskursu sigurno dijelom leži u zatečenom 
stanju, koje i sami autori ovih tekstova sma-
traju zabrinjavajućim u smislu prevladavaju-
će pasivnosti i udaljavanja od šire publike. No 
je li novi Zakon o samostalnim ustanovama 
doista donio promjene koje realne probleme 
na terenu mogu riješiti na način koji bi se u 
socijalističkom uređenju očekivao i koje bi 
toliko zazivanu demokratizaciju kulture zai-
sta pomogle sprovesti u djelo? 

Act considered an independent institution 
to be any such body administered by a social 
organization9. Thus, institutions were given 
greater administrative independence, but 
were deprived of direct budgetary financing 
in favour of raising income from various sourc-
es: communal funds, and charging for servic-
es through contracting with other institutions 
and individuals.10 Implying a certain degree 
of commodification and introducing market 
relations into the field of artistic production, 
this change did not come about without crit-
icism in socialist Yugoslavia. There is evidence 
of the debate in documents collected in the 
Božo Bek Archive11 as well as in articles and 
debates published in the 1960s.12 Unfortu-
nately, the voices of the proponents of these 
changes are almost the only ones that have 
come down to us, and we can only discern 
the critics’ position from them second-hand. 
From this point of view, opponents of this 

Arhiv Bože Beka dragocjen je upravo zato 
što nudi mogućnosti odgovora, koji je zasi-
gurno višeznačan, kompleksan i pun novih 
upitnika. Spomenuli smo već da dostupni 
onovremeni tekstovi uglavnom olako dis-
kreditiraju kritičare novog zakona, pa je tako 
dobivena slika isuviše jednostavna i jedno-
strana. Već se i tu Arhiv Bože Beka pokazuje 
kao koristan: svježe uvide u mišljenja grad-
skih kulturnih proizvođača donosi primjerice 
Zapisnik Savjetovanja za kulturu Narodnog 
odbora grada Zagreba održanog u siječnju 
1961. Doznajemo da je Mirjana Gušić iz Etno-
grafskog muzeja izričito protiv budžetskih 
dotacija, a njena je institucija već razmišljala 
o alternativnim načinima privređivanja: “Sve 
naše ustanove jesu kapital, godinama, dece-
nijama, kroz živote uloženi kapital, koji bi na 
neki način trebali vitalizirati – ali sad stojimo 
pred upitnikom – kako?” Zdenka Munk, di-
rektorica Muzeja za umjetnost i obrt s nešto 
manje optimizma također iznosi sumnje: “Mi 
smo nastojali u posljednjih nekoliko godina, 
upravo našim odlaženjem u tvorničke kolek-
tive, da mi tvorničkim kolektivima nešto po-
klonimo, da im poklonimo naš rad u obliku 
naših predavanja, davanja našeg znanja tim 
kolektivima. Mi ćemo se sada morati preori-
jentirati, ako odemo u tvorničke kolektive, da 
od tih kolektiva dobijemo za taj rad i neka 
materijalna sredstva. Ta preorijentacija za 
mene lično nešto je malo neobična i to otvo-
reno iznosim ovdje. Doduše na taj način se u 
neku ruku mogu steći stanovita materijalna 
sredstva i dobiti nešto zarade.”14 

Dok onovremenim tekstovima o položa-
ju kulture i umjetnosti koji su dostupni i na 
koje se ovo istraživanje referira često nedo-
staje analize stanja i uvida s terena15, Bekov 

new financing system understood culture as 
a privileged social sphere, autonomous even, 
entitled to occupy a special, unique position 
in relation to others. Their apparent fear of 
commercialising art, launching it into market 
relations and restoring the bourgeois form of 
culture was interpreted as fear of seeing their 
own positions eroding, and as a battle over 
“narrow professional interests”.13 Proponents 
of the change, on the other hand, argued that 
this was a way of democratising culture, since 
cultural and artistic institutions would no 
longer be able to rely on guaranteed financ-
ing for their own operations, but would have 
to strengthen links with the local community, 
companies, schools and other institutions, as 
potential sources of funding. It was repeatedly 
emphasised that the financing of institutions, 
as it was then, should be replaced by financ-
ing programmes, and that Yugoslav culture 
should be de-institutionalised. The reason for 
this discourse probably lay at least in part in 
the existing situation, which according to the 
protagonists of these debates gave cause for 
concern, due to its overwhelming passivity 
and distance from the wider public. Howev-
er, did the new Independent Institutions Act 
really bring about changes that could resolve 
actual problems on the ground, in a way ex-
pected in a socialist order, and which would 
really help to put into practice the much 
hoped for democratisation of culture?

The Božo Bek Archive is valuable because 
it provides a possible answer, but of course 
a multifaceted, complex one, which raises 

12 Npr. Kulturna politika samoupravnog društva i SKJ, 
ur. Ljubiša Stankov, Komunist, Beograd, 1968. ili Deleon, 
Biljanović i Gardašević, Materijalni i društveni uslovi našeg 
kulturnog razvoja, Rad, Beograd, 1963. 

13 “Otpori koji su dolazili od pojedinih grupa kulturnih rad-
nika značili su često zaštitu postojećih statusa i odnosa, 
staleških i privatnih interesa, jer je očigledno oslobađanje 
kulture administrativne intervencije remetilo ustaljeni red 
stvari i u samim kulturnim institucijama.” (Latinka Perović, 
“O nekim obeležjima idejnih strujanja i previranja u kul-
turi”, u: Kulturna politika samoupravnog društva i SKJ, ur. 
Ljubiša Stankov, Komunist, Beograd, 1968., str. 43.) 

14 “Zapisnik Savjeta za kulturu Narodnog odbora grada 
Zagreba”, 17.01.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 1.

15 Iznimka je korisna i zanimljiva analiza Materijalni i 
društveni uslovi našeg kulturnog razvoja A. Deleona, 
O. Biljanović i M. Gardašević iz 1963., kao i tekst 
Bene Zupančiča “Integracija kulturnih delatnosti u 
samoupravnom društvu” te djelomično tekst Vukašina 

9 “Neka iskustva u radu samostalnih ustanova u godini 
1960.” (Some experiences from the work of independent 
institutions in 1960), Museum of Modern Art, Božo Bek 
Archive (hereinafter MSU BBA) file 1, box 1, pp. 2-3.

10 “Preporuka o razmatranju pitanja u vezi s uvođe-
njem novog načina ostvarivanja i raspodjele dohotka u 
ustanovama iz oblasti culture” (Recommendation on 
considering issues relating to the introduction of a new 
means of creating and allocating revenues in institutions 
in the sphere of culture), memorandum from the Council 
for Culture of the People’s District Committee – People’s 
Municipal Committee, 25.7.1961, MSU BBA file 1, box 1, p. 3. 

11 E.g. “Zapisnik Savjeta za kulturu Narodnog odbora grada 
Zagreba” (Minutes of the Council for Culture of the Peo-
ple’s Committee of the City of Zagreb), 17.1.1961, MSU BBA 
file 2, box 1, or “Teze za diskusiju o društvenom upravljanju 
ili samoupravljanju u oblasti culture” (Theses for a discu-
ssion on social management or self-management in the 
area of culture), MSU BBA file 1, box 2.

12 E.g. “Kulturna politika samoupravnog društva i SKJ” 
(Cultural policies of self-management society and the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia), ed. Ljubiša Stankov, 
Komunist, Belgrade 1968, or “Materijalni i društveni uslovi 
našeg kulturnog razvoja” (Material and social conditions 
of our cultural development), Deleon, Biljanović and 
Gardašević, Rad, Belgrade 1963. 

13 “Resistance that has come from certain groups of cul-
tural workers has often meant the protection of existing 
positions and relations, class and private interests, since 
clearly freeing culture from administrative interventions 
has interfered with the established order of things, inc-
luding within cultural institutions themselves.”  “O nekim 
obeležjima idejnih strujanja i previranja u kulturi” (On 
some noted ideological trends and turmoil in culture), 
Latinka Perović, in “Kulturna politika samoupravnog druš-
tva i SKJ” (Cultural policies of self-management society 
and the League of Communists of Yugoslavia) ed. Ljubiša 
Stankov, Komunist, Belgrade 1968, p. 43
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arhiv na razini studije slučaja pruža nam tu 
mogućnost. Bez širenja istraživanja ovog tipa 
na druge institucije, ne možemo reći koliko 
je taj primjer tipičan, ali imajući u vidu ulo-
gu koju je GSU odigrala za razvoj umjetnič-
ke proizvodnje 1960-ih, svakako je važan u 
otvaranju nove perspektive i rasvjetljavanju 
načina na koji se ova institucija prilagođa-
vala zahtjevima vremena. Ovo je istraživanje 
ograničeno na početak 1960-ih, budući da se 
s društvenom reformom iz 1964. situacija do-
datno usložnjava, da bi prema kraju deset-
ljeća bila određena sve očitijim neuspjehom 
uvedenih mjera i rastućom krizom. Elabora-
cija istraživanja čitavog desetljeća daleko bi 
premašila okvire ovoga teksta. 

Prva godina Bekova mandata, 1961., obi-
lježena je prije svega jednom administrativ-
nom promjenom: u lipnju prestaje postojati 
Gradska galerija suvremene umjetnosti, a 
njezino mjesto zauzima institucija Galerije 
grada Zagreba (GGZ) kojom upravlja Savjet 
s 11 članova (prije Vijeće). Kao i GGSU, obu-
hvaća četiri jedinice: Galeriju suvremene 
umjetnosti (GSU, današnji Muzej), Galeri-
ju Benko Horvat, Atelje Meštrović i Galeriju 
primitivne umjetnosti. Ukupno GGZ u 1961. 
broji deset stalnih zaposlenika i dva hono-
rarna službenika. Financira se dotacijama 
Narodnog odbora grada Zagreba (NOGZ) s 
oko 90% od ukupnog iznosa te prihodima 
od prodaje ulaznica i kataloga s oko 10%.16 
Božo Bek preuzima dvostruku poziciju di-
rektora GGZ-a i kustosa GSU-a. Budući da 
jedina ima donekle riješenu prostornu infra-
strukturu (prostor na Katarinskom trgu), GSU 

more questions of its own. We have already 
noted that the articles available at the time 
tended to discredit the critics of the new Act 
in a rather offhand manner, so the picture 
they provide is oversimplified and one-sided. 
Here, the Božo Bek Archive is again of use: for 
example, fresh insights into the opinions of 
the city’s producers of culture are provided in 
the minutes of a session held by the Council 
for Culture of the People’s Committee of the 
City of Zagreb in January 1961. We discover 
that Mirjana Gušić of the Ethnographic Muse-
um was expressly opposed to budget contri-
butions, and her institution was already con-
sidering alternative means of financing. “All 
our institutions are capital, capital invested 
over years, decades, and lives, which needs to 
be somehow revitalised – and so we are faced 
with the question: how?” Zdenka Munk, the 
Director of the Museum of Arts and Crafts, 
also voiced her doubts, but with less opti-
mism. “We have tried for the past few years, 
by investing in factory collectives, to give 
something to these collectives – our work in 
the form of lectures, and our knowledge. Now 
we will have to take a new direction; if we go 
to the factory collectives, we will have to seek 
material resources in return for this work. Per-
sonally, I find this direction rather strange and 
I want to make that clear here. Although in 
this way I can actually acquire certain materi-
al resources and earn something.”14

While the available articles written at the 
time and referenced in this research often lack 
any analysis of the situation on the ground15, 
the Beck archive provides such an opportuni-
ty at the level of case studies. Without extend-
ing this kind of research to other institutions, 

je “motor” ovog “konglomerata” i njegova fi-
nancijski najjača, najaktivnija i javno najvid-
ljivija jedinica. Objektivne poteškoće u radu 
i nejednaki uvjeti koji se unutarnjim potpo-
maganjima nastoje izbalansirati te dvojakost 
Bekove funkcije17 rezultirali su situacijom u 
kojoj se politike i funkcioniranje ove četiri je-
dinice isprepliću. Stoga je gotovo nemoguće 
govoriti o GSU a ne misliti pritom i na GGZ, 
i obrnuto. Ovdje izneseno istraživanje i uvidi 
elaborirani u nastavku odnose se tim slije-
dom i na GSU i na GGZ u cjelini. 

Djelujući u skučenim prostornim uvje-
tima, bez dovoljno kvadrata za adekvatnu 
izložbenu djelatnost, očekujući uplate sred-
stava NOGZ-a i po pola godine i bez dovoljno 
zaposlenika, GGZ na zadani smjer demokra-
tizacije reagira s mnogo truda. Kroz godiš-
nje izvještaje pratimo suradnju s Radničkim 
sveučilištem u Zagrebu, organizirana vod-
stva i razgovore, napore da se organiziraju 
izložbe u tvornicama, uključivanje stude-
nata povijesti umjetnosti u svoj rad i druge 
zanimljive inicijative koje pokazuju da je 
ova institucija vidjela edukaciju širih slojeva 
društva kao svoju važnu zadaću. No za ovo 
je istraživanje posebno indikativno da 1961. 
GGZ dobiva novi odjel, čije je otvaranje po-
kazatelj načinā na koje ekonomski procesi i 
zakonodavne promjene indirektno u kultur-
ne institucije uvode tržišne principe. Riječ 
je naime o Komercijalnom odjelu, odnosno 
Propagandnom, kako je preimenovan prili-
kom službene transformacija GGSU u GGZ. 
Iz zapisnika sjednice (tada još uvijek) Vijeća 
Gradske galerije suvremene umjetnosti odr-
žane 09.02.1961. doznajemo: “Na osnovu ra-
nijih razgovora koji su vođeni sa pojedinim 
likovnim umjetnicima i historičarima umjet-
nosti, te na bazi konzultacija koje su vršene 
sa drugovima iz financija NO (Narodni odbor, 
op. a.) grada pristupilo se razradi prijedloga 
za osnivanje komercijalnog odjela u okviru 

we cannot know just how typical this example 
is, but bearing in mind the role played by the 
Gallery of Modern Art in the development of 
artistic production in the 1960s, it is of course 
important in opening up new perspectives 
and shedding light on the ways in which this 
particular institution adapted to the demands 
of the time. This research is limited to the 
early 1960s, since the social reforms of 1964 
made the situation more complicated, so that 
towards the end of the decade it was deter-
mined by the increasingly obvious failure of the 
measures introduced and a growing crisis. An 
elaborated researching of the entire decade 
would go far beyond the scope of this paper.

The year 1961, the first year of Bek’s term 
in office, was characterised first of all by one 
particular administrative change; in June, 
the City Gallery of Contemporary Art (GGSU) 
wound up operations and was replaced by 
the Zagreb City Galleries (GGZ), an institution 
administrated by a Council of 11 experts. Like 
the GGSU, it consisted of four units: the Gal-
lery of Contemporary Art (GSU, now the Mu-
seum of Contemporary Art, MSU), the Ben-
ko Horvat Gallery, the Meštrović Atelier and 
the Gallery of Naïve Art. In 1961, the GGZ had 
ten full-time and two part-time employees. 
Roughly 90% of its expenditure was financed 
by contributions from the People’s Commit-
tee of the City of Zagreb (NOGZ), and some 
10% from sales of tickets and catalogues.16 

Mićunovića “Društvo samoupravljača i kultura”,oba u: 
Kulturna politika samoupravnog društva i SKJ, ur. Ljubiša 
Stankov, Komunist, Beograd, 1968.

16 Ukupne dotacije NOGZ-a za 1961. iznosile su 24.178.000 
dinara (od toga 18.639.000 za GSU), a prihodi od prodaje 
kataloga i ulaznica 2.159.451 dinara (prema podacima iz 
MSU ABB). Za usporedbu, prosječna mjesečna plaća u 
1961. iznosila je za radnike 18.860 i za službenike 27.850 
dinara (prema: Darko Suvin, Samo jednom se ljubi: 
radiografija SFR Jugoslavije, Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung, 
Beograd, 2014., str. 257.)

17 Iako funkciju kustosa GSU 1962. preuzima Vladimir 
Gojković, iz dokumenata je jasno da će Božo Bek i dalje 
imati ključnu ulogu u upravljanju GSU-om.

14 “Zapisnik Savjeta za kulturu Narodnog odbora grada 
Zagreba” (Minutes of the Council for Culture of the 
People’s Committee of the City of Zagreb, 17.1.1961, MSU 
BBA file 2, box 1

15 An exception is the useful, interesting analysis 
“Materijalni i društveni uslovi našeg kulturnog 
razvoja” (Material and social conditions of our cultural 

development) by A. Deleon, O. Biljanović and M. 
Garadašević, written in 1963, an article by Beno Zupančič 
“Integracija kulturnih delatnosti u samoupravnom društvu” 
(The integration of cultural activities in a self-management 
society), and to some extent an article by Vukašin 
Mićunović “Društvo samoupravljača i kultura” (Society 
of self-management and cultures) in: ”Kulturna politika 
samoupravnog društva i SKJ“ (Cultural policies of self-
management society and the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia), ed. Ljubiša Stankov, Komunist, Belgrade 1968.

16 The total revenues of the NOGZ for 1961 amounted to 
24,178,000 dinars (of which 18,639,000 went to the GSU), 
while revenues from sales of catalogues and tickets were 
2,159,451 dinars (according to information in MSU BBA). 
In comparison, the average monthly salary in 1961 was 
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Gradske galerije suvremene umjetnosti. Za-
datak tog komercijalnog odjela sastojao bi 
se u tome, da se u skladu sa novim zakon-
skim propisima, omogući stvaranje prihoda 
za galeriju. Osnovna funkcija tog odjela bila 
bi plasiranje kvalitetnih likovnih ostvarenja 
na domaćem i vanjskom tržištu.” Daljnja do-
kumentacija pokazat će da je upravo ova po-
sljednja, međunarodna aktivnost, ključna. Za 
ilustraciju, u 1961. prodano je deset slikarskih 
djela (autori: Prica, Knifer, Večenaj, Skurjeni, 
Kovačić), njih sedam su kupili stranci, a tri 
domaće privatne osobe. Radničko sveučilište 
je kupilo grafike. Zarađeno je 120.000 dinara, 
700 njemačkih maraka, 33 funte i 750 dolara. 
U narednim godinama zarada se povećava-
la – 1963. iznosila je oko pet milijuna dinara.18

Iako se u Prijedlogu za proširenje djelat-
nosti na komercijalnoj bazi, prilogu citiranog 
zapisnika, navodi da bi Odjel trebao funk-
cionirati samoodrživo, sam početak ipak je 
zahtijevao “odskočnu dasku” iz javnih grad-
skih sredstava, pa je u drugoj polovici godine 
NOGZ donirao četiri milijuna dinara za radno 
mjesto voditelja. Imajući u vidu novi Zakon 
dohodka, zanimljivo je da u GGZ-u “nagrađi-
vanje po učinku” počinje upravo s ovim za-
poslenjem: stanoviti Walter Ebenspanger pri-
mljen je u travnju 1961. uz plaću od 250.000 
dinara uz dodatak od 10% netto iznosa 
ostvarenog od prodaje.19 Iz daljnjih zapisni-
ka doznajemo da Ebenspanger taj postotak 
nije smatrao dovoljno stimulativnim te je već 
29.09.1961. podnio zahtjev za otkazom. 

Zapisnik sjednice Savjeta iz prosinca te 
godine na kojoj se njegov zahtjev razmatra 
(i prihvaća) otvara nekoliko zanimljivih mo-
menata. Prvo, otkrivamo da spornih i nedo-
voljnih 10% Ebenspangeru zapravo nije bilo 
isplaćivano, uz objašnjenje kako “je cijela ova 
akcija bez presedana i ne postoje zakonski 

Božo Bek accepted the dual position of direc-
tor of the GGZ and curator of the GSU. Since 
it already had a fairly well organised spatial 
infrastructure (on St. Katherine’s Square), the 
GSU became the “engine” of the conglomer-
ate, and was the financially strongest, most 
active and publicly visible unit. Objective 
problems and unequal conditions in how 
the conglomerate operated, which were 
mitigated by internal support and Bek’s dual 
function17, resulted in a situation in which the 
policies and operations of all four units were 
intertwined. Therefore, it is impossible to talk 
about the GSU without reference to the GGZ, 
and vice versa. The research presented here 
and the insights to follow refer to the GSU 
and GGZ as a single whole.

Working in cramped premises, with insuf-
ficient space for exhibits, waiting for up to six 
months for the NOGZ to pay its contributions 
and insufficient staff, the GGZ responded to 
this newly imposed direction in democrati-
sation with great efforts. Through its annual 
reports, we can trace cooperation with the 
Workers’ University in Zagreb, organised exhi-
bition tours and discussions, efforts to stage 
exhibitions in factories, the inclusion of art 
history students in its work, and other inter-
esting initiatives that showed that the insti-
tution saw educating a broader range of so-
cial strata as an important task. However, for 
this research it is particularly indicative that 
in 1961 the GGZ acquired a new department, 
the opening of which was a sign of the way 
economic processes and legislative changes 
would indirectly introduce market principles 
into cultural institutions. This was the Com-
mercial Department (or the Propaganda 

propisi koji takovo poslovanje reguliraju. Odr-
žan je niz sastanaka i konzultacija sa najod-
govornijim službenicima Narodne banke, 
Trgovinske komore, Komiteta za spoljnu tr-
govinu iz Sekretarijata za opću upravu, robni 
promet i financije, zatim devizne inspekcije i 
financijske inspekcije, a da se još uvijek nije 
našlo rješenje koje bi odgovaralo našoj usta-
novi, jer se njena aktivnost nije smjela staviti 
u okvir propisa koji se odnose na privredne 
organizacije”.20 Nismo uspjeli naći podatak o 
tome kada je GGZ-u otvoren devizni račun, 
ali smo našli brojne dokaze da se to, unatoč 
opetovanim zahtjevima Bože Beka, nije do-
godilo barem do 1966. godine. Kako sugerira 
i citirani ulomak, ovaj “poduzetnički” pothvat, 
iako je proizišao iz širih ekonomskih tran-
sformacija, ipak nije pao na sasvim plodno 
tlo. Podržali su ga politički organi i kulturni 
radnici,21 no ne i Narodna banka Jugoslavije, 
u toj naoko banalnoj administrativnoj gesti. 
Radilo se o ipak velikoj poteškoći, budući da 
je, u širem kontekstu jugoslavenskog pre-
usmjerenja na izvoz, GGZ-u bilo u interesu 
da se orijentira upravo na strano tržište, a 
umjetnicima da prime devize. Dok su proda-
jući svoja djela direktno, kao privatne osobe, 
to ostvarivali, poslujući preko GGZ-a dobili bi 
dinare. U više dokumenata pratimo njihovo 
nezadovoljstvo tom činjenicom,22 kao i Beko-

Department, as it was renamed during the 
official transformation of the GGSU into the 
GGZ). The minutes of a session of the Council 
of the GGSU (as it was still called) held on 9 
February 1961 recorded that, “Based on earli-
er discussions held with individual artists and 
art historians, and on the basis of consulta-
tions held with comrades from the finance 
department of the People’s Committee, it 
has been agreed to produce a draft for the 
establishment of a commercial department 
within the GGSU. The task of the commer-
cial department will be, in accordance with 
new legislative regulations, to facilitate the 
creation of revenues for the Gallery. The ba-
sic function of the department will be to 
place high-quality artistic creations on both 
the domestic and foreign markets.” Further 
documentation showed that this last, in-
ternational component was in fact crucial. 
By way of illustration, ten works of art were 
sold in 1961 (by painters Prica, Knifer, Večenaj, 
Skurjeni, and Kovačić), of which seven were 
purchased by foreign buyers and three by 
domestic buyers. The Workers’ University 
bought some graphic works. The department 
earned 120,000 dinars, 700 German Marks, 
33 pounds sterling and 750 American dollars. 
In the following years, revenues grew and by 
1963 amounted to about 5 million dinars.18

Although it was stated in the Proposal for 
Extending Activities on a Commercial Basis, 
which was appended to the minutes, that 
the Department should be self-financing, 
it nevertheless required ‘seed money’ from 
public city funds, so that in the second half 
of the year the NOGZ donated 4 million di-
nars to pay for the post of the department 
head. Bearing in mind the new Revenues 
Act, it is interesting that in the GGZ, rewards 
based on efficiency began with this post; a 
certain Walter Ebenspanger was appointed 
in April 1961, at a salary of 250,000 dinars, 

18 Prema godišnjim financijskim izvještajima za 1961., 1962. 
i 1963. (MSU ABB) 

19 “Zapisnik VI. sjednice Vijeća Gradske galerije suvremene 

umjetnosti”, 21.09.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1. Na 
sjednici održanoj 27.06.1961. odlučeno je da se za druge 
radnike nagrađivanje po učinku odgodi jer se priprema 
pravilnik o bodovanju.

20 “Zapisnik VII sjednice Savjeta Galerija grada Zagreba”, 
21.12.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1.

21 “Zapisnik II sjednice Vijeća Gradske galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti”, 09.02.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1. 
U Zapisniku VI sjednice Vijeća GGSU, od 21.09.1961., stoji 
da je po pitanju reguliranja plaće W. Ebenspangeru 
konzultiran čak i Krleža.

22 Najdalje je u svojim prigovorima otišao Julije 
Knifer, barem da o tome postoji pisani trag. U dopisu 
“Otkazivanje ugovora o poslovnoj suradnji” od 28.03.1962. 
(MSU ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 1) Bek iznosi kronologiju 
konflikta koji počinje tako da Knifer računovotkinji GSU-a 

18,860 dinars for a blue-collar worker and 27,850 dinars 
for a white-collar worker (according to “Samo jednom se 
ljubi: radiografija SFR Jugoslavije” (You Love Only Once. 
Radiography of SFR Yugoslavia, 1945–1972”), by Darko 
Suvin, Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung, Belgrade, 2014, p. 257.

17 Although Vladimir Gojković took over the curatorship of 
the GSU in 1962, it is clear from the documentation that 
Bek continued to play an active role in its administration.

18 See the annual financial reports for 1961, 1962 and 1963 
(MSU BBA).
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vu frustraciju. Iako pitanje onovremenih uvje-
ta rada samostalnih umjetnika izlazi iz okvira 
ovog istraživanja i teksta, ipak treba spome-
nuti da se na više mjesta, i u arhivu i u teksto-
vima iz vremena,23 upozorava na činjenicu 
da umjetnici ne mogu živjeti od svog rada, 
što je bila okolnost koju se prodajni odjel na-
dao popraviti. U tom smislu treba spomenuti 
i da su GSU i Galerija primitivne umjetnosti 
čitavo vrijeme djelovali i kao kupci suvreme-
nih umjetničkih radova, pa je tako 1961. iznos 
potrošen u tu svrhu iznosio 7.444.747 dinara 
(od čega na GSU otpada 5.881.747 dinara), da 
bi se u 1963. popeo na 18.873.747 dinara.

S ovime je povezana i druga zanimljiva 
tema koju otkriva zapisnik rasprave o Eben-
spangerovu otkazu, odnosno pitanje kako 
uopće u trenutku osnivanja ovog odjela 
funkcionira tržište umjetninama, postoji li 
ono u vaninstitucionalnom okviru, i na te-
melju čega su zaposlenici GGZ-a procijenili 
da taj pothvat ima smisla? Ebenspanger pri-
pisuje Galeriji da je posao koji je on smatrao 
svojim delegirala na već zaposlene kustose. 
Žali se tako na odluku da na putovanja u 
inozemstvo odlazi sa “stručnim licem, kako 
bi se u dva čovjeka spojile one kvalitete koje 
u sadašnjoj situaciji ne posjeduje niti on a 
niti kustosi. To jest stručna i komercijalna”.24 
Ovo je u Ebenspangeru izazvalo “osjećaj de-
klasiranosti 100%”. Za nas je ipak zanimljivija 

with an additional entitlement to 10% net of 
all sales.19 From later minutes, we also learn 
that Ebenspanger did not consider this rate 
sufficient incentive, and handed in his resig-
nation on 29 September 1961.

The minutes of a Council session held in 
December of that year, at which his request 
was considered (and accepted) led, reading 
between the lines, to some interesting mo-
ments,. Firstly, we discover that the contest-
ed, insufficient 10% was never actually paid 
to Ebenspanger, as “this entire proceeding 
is without precedence and there is no legal 
regulation governing it. A series of meetings 
and consultations with high-level officials of 
the National Bank, Chamber of Commerce, 
Committee for External Trade and Secre-
tariat for General Administration, Traffic in 
Goods and Finances, along with the Foreign 
Currency Inspectorate and Financial Inspec-
torate, failed to provide any solution that 
would suit our institution, since its activities 
did not fall within the framework of regula-
tions relating to economic organisations.”20 
We were unable to find any information on 
when the GGZ opened a foreign currency 
bank account, but we found considerable 
evidence that this did not happen until at 
least 1966, in spite of repeated demands by 
Božo Bek. As the cited passage suggests, this 
‘entrepreneurial’ step, although arising from 
a wider economic transformation, did not 
exactly fall on fertile soil. It was supported by 
political organisations and cultural workers21 
but not, in a seemingly banal gesture, by the 
National Bank of Yugoslavia. It proved to be a 
huge problem, since in the wider context of 

činjenica da u arhivu nalazimo niz izvještaja 
s putovanja kustosa Galerije primitivne um-
jetnosti Miće Bašičevića iz kojih možemo za-
ključiti da je upravo on bio najagilniji u pla-
siranju radova na tržište. Stupio je u kontakt 
s nizom stranih galerija i pojedinaca, a veliki 
dio prodanih umjetnina pripadala su naiv-
noj, tj. primitivnoj umjetnosti.25 Nakon otka-
za Walteru Ebenspangeru zaključeno je da 
to radno mjesto i nije potrebno, i da, budući 
da ionako postoje administrativne poteško-
će u deviznom poslovanju, taj posao može 
obavljati netko od već zaposlenih kustosa. 
Iz dokumentacije se da zaključiti da je to u 
praksi bio Bašičević. 

Iako se ovo istraživanje ne odnosi na rad 
Galerije 1950-ih, jasno je da su kustosi, barem 
Bek i Bašičević, ušli u pothvat Propagand-
nog odjela pripremljeni, odnosno svjesni da 
u inozemstvu postoji interes za jugoslaven-
sku umjetnost. O tome čitamo u Prijedlogu 
za proširenje djelatnosti na komercijalnoj 
bazi, gdje između ostalog stoji da se radovi 
već “otkupljuju za pojedine galerije, muze-
je i privatne kolekcije”. I u Ebenspangerovu 
izvještaju “Situaciona slika otkupa likovnih 
djela u zemlji”26 doznajemo o već postoje-
ćem umjetničkom tržištu. Ono se opisuje 
kao stihijsko, određeno privatnim interesima 
i neusklađeno s kvalitativnom ocjenom stru-
ke. Upozorava se s jedne strane da važna dje-

Yugoslavia’s reorientation towards exports, it 
was in the interests of the GGZ to focus on 
the foreign market, and for artists to be paid 
in foreign currency. While they were able to 
do this by selling their work directly, as pri-
vate individuals, they would have received 
dinars by doing business through the GGZ. 
In several documents, we can trace their 
dissatisfaction with this state of affairs22, as 
well as Bek’s frustration. Although the issue 
of the working conditions of independent 
artists at the time falls outside the scope of 
this research and paper, it should nonethe-
less be said that in many places, both in the 
archive and in other articles written at the 
time23, warnings are made over the fact that 
artists were unable to make a living from 
their work, and it was this situation that the 
sales department hoped to address. In this 
regard, it should also be mentioned that the 
GSU and the Gallery of Naïve Art functioned 
throughout as buyers of contemporary art 
as well, so that in 1961 they spent 7,444,747 
dinars for this purpose (of which 5,991,747 

govori da mu je “akad. slikar Murtić rekao da je trebao 
baciti ček s obzirom na nisku svotu po kojoj je slika 
prodana”. Riječ je o 150 dolara.

23 Vidi npr. u “Prijedlog za proširenje djelatnosti na 
komercijalnoj bazi”, MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1 i u Vukašin 
Mićunović, “Društvo samoupravljača i kultura”, u: Kulturna 
politika samoupravnog društva i SKJ, ur. Ljubiša Stankov, 
Komunist, Beograd, 1968. Jedna od tema u raspravi 
oko prilagodbe kulturno-umjetničkog polja novim 
okolnostima ticala se i valorizacije nematerijalnog rada. 
Iako to pitanje izlazi iz okvira našega istraživanja, upućuje 
da se tih godina živo raspravljalo o statusu kulturnih 
radnika, koji je bio daleko od idealnog.

24 “Zapisnik VII sjednice Savjeta Galerija grada Zagreba”, 
21.12.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1.

25 Vidi npr: “Putni izvještaj” datiran na 08.12.1961., MSU 
ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 1. U ABB nalazimo brojne popise i 
tabelarne prikaze prodanih djela naivnih umjetnika s 
kraja 1963. Razlog tome je sukob koji je u listopadu te 
godine izbio između Miće Bašičevića i skupine umjetnika 
– potpisnika apela “Kome služi Galerija primitivne 
umjetnosti u Zagrebu?” (tzv. APEL 34 razaslan je brojnim 
redakcijama, objavljen u Večernjem listu 09.11.1963.) Iako 
nećemo tematizirati taj slučaj, treba spomenuti da se u 
apelu GPU proziva i zbog netransparentnog posredovanja 
kod prodaje, gdje umjetnici “na neobjašnjiv način 
prestaju biti vlasnici svojih radova”, a cijene su, po njihovu 
mišljenju, previsoke i neprilagođene “domaćem čovjeku”. 

26  Walter Ebenspanger, “Situaciona slika otkupa likovnih 
djela u zemlji”, 10.04.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 1.

19 “Zapisnik VI. sjednice Vijeća Gradske galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti” (Minutes of the 6th session of the Council 
of the GGSU), 21.9.1961, MSU BBA file 1, box 1. At the 
session held on 27.6.1961, it was decided that efficiency 
rewards for other employees should be postponed, as an 
ordinance on scoring points was still in preparation.

20 “Zapisnik VII sjednice Savjeta Galerija grada Zagreba” 
(Minutes of the 7th session of the Council of GGZ), 
21.12.1961, MSU BBA file 1, box1.

21 “Zapisnik II sjednice Vijeća Gradske galerije suvremene 
umjetnosti” (Minutes of the 2nd session of the Council of 
the GGSU), 9.2.1961, MSU BBA file 1, box 1. In the Minutes 
of the 6thSession of the Council of the GGSU, it says that 
regarding the issue of Ebenspanger’s salary regulation, 
even Miroslav Krleža was consulted.

22 Julije Knifer went furthest in his objections, at least 
according to written records. In a document entitled 
“Otkazivanje ugovora o poslovnoj suradnji” (Cancelling a 
contract on business cooperation), dated 28.3.1062 (MSU 
BAA, file 2, box 1), Bek offers a chronological account of 
the conflict, which began when Knifer told the GSU’s 
accountant that “the academic painter Murtić said he 
should throw the cheque away, given the low price for 
which the picture had been sold”. The price was $150.

23 See for example “Prijedlog za proširenje djelatnosti na 
komercijalnoj bazi” (Proposal for Extending Operations on 
a Commercial Basis), MSU BBA, file 1, box 1 and in “Društvo 
samoupravljača i kultura (Society of self-management 
and cultures) Vukašin Mićunović in: “Kulturna politika 
samoupravnog društva i SKJ” (Cultural policies of self-
management society and the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia), ed. Ljubiša Stankov, Komunist, Belgrade 1968.
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la odlaze u ruke privatnih kolekcionara, a s 
druge da se djela zanemarive likovne vrijed-
nosti prodaju po visokim cijenama. GGZ se 
na više mjesta ističe kao “jamac kvalitete” u 
tom smislu. Radničkoj je klasi pak umjetnič-
ko djelo daleko izvan kupovnih mogućnosti. 
Ebenspanger tako predlaže niz mjera: pro-
daja grafičkih listova knjižarama, plasman 
keramičkih skulptura u tvornice keramike, 
omogućavanje prodaje uz otplatu itd. U tom 
kontekstu možemo reći da Propagandni 
odjel funkcionira kao neka vrsta javnog re-
gulatora, koji uvodi reda na “divljem” tržištu. 
Ipak ostaje činjenica da on tržištu ne može 
umaći, kao i da se pritom umjetničko djelo 
tretira kao roba i ukras, što jasno govori o re-
habilitaciji buržujskog poimanja umjetnosti. 

Direktni uvidi u dokumentaciju poslova-
nja GGZ-a početkom 1960-ih jasno pokazuju 
da su zakonske promjene pod egidom de-
mokratizacije ovoj instituciji donijele proces 
tržišnog prilagođavanja koji je pratila ko-
modifikacija umjetničke proizvodnje. Ipak, 
administrativne prepreke poslovanju Pro-
pagandnog odjela pokazuju da je prije riječ 
o tendenciji obilježenoj proturječjima nego 
o potpunom zaokretu. U zapisniku sastan-
ka Radne zajednice27 održanog 22.03.1965. 
godine čitamo da je “praksa pokazala da 
provođenje novih akcija i mjera bez osigu-
ranja objektivnih i nužno potrebnih uvjeta 
dovodi do izvanrednih poteškoća koje više 
nanose štetu Radnoj zajednici nego korist. 
To ne znači da treba definitivno prekinuti sa 
nastojanjima da se oformi jedno radno tijelo 
sa sistematskom organizacijom plasmana 
umjetnina u zemlji i inozemstvu, a koje tijelo 
bi bilo vezano uz Galerije. Međutim, za takav 
rad neophodno je prije samog početka dje-
lovanja osigurati dovoljan broj radnih mjesta 
i odgovarajući radni i izložbeni prostor”. 

Ovaj zaključak jasno pokazuje koliko je 
zazivana “deinstitucionalizacija” bila pro-
mašena u odnosu na stanje na terenu. Nai-

was spent by the GSU), a figure that rose to 
18,873,747 dinars in 1963.

This is also linked to another compelling 
topic revealed in the minutes regarding the 
discussion about Ebenspanger’s resigna-
tion, or rather the issue of how the art mar-
ket functioned when the department had 
been established, whether it existed outside 
the institutional framework, and on what 
basis people at the GGZ assessed the move. 
Ebenspanger accused the Gallery of dele-
gating work that he considered his own to 
previously employed curators. He objected 
to the decision that on trips abroad he be 
accompanied by “an expert, so that two peo-
ple would bring together the qualities which 
in the current situation neither he nor the 
curators possessed, i.e. expert and commer-
cial.”24 This made Ebenspanger feel “100% 
devalued”. It is interesting that there are a 
number of reports in the archive from trips 
made by Dimitrije Mića Bašičević, curator of 
the Gallery of Naïve Art, from which we can 
conclude that he was in fact the most agile 
in terms of placing works on the market. He 
made contact with several foreign galleries 
and individuals, and a large part of the works 
sold belonged to the naïve genre.25 After 
Ebenspanger’s resignation, it was conclud-
ed that the post was unnecessary, and since 
there were already administrative problems 
involved in foreign currency transactions, the 
work should be carried out by one of the cu-
rators already employed. The documentation 
shows that in practice, this was Bašićević. 

me, ne samo da su za organiziranu prodaju 
umjetnina potrebni konkretni materijalni 
uvjeti, nego nam Arhiv Bože Beka otkriva i 
do koje je mjere GGZ u obavljanju svojih pri-
marnih djelatnosti bila potkapacitirana. Ne-
brojeni su dokumenti posvećeni pokušajima 
da se iz galerijskih prostorija na Gornjem 
gradu isele podstanari i dobiju sredstva za 
adaptaciju, kako bi četiri galerije mogle ima-
ti adekvatan depo, a neke i bazični izložbeni 
prostor. U jednom dokumentu iz 1964. Bek 
upozorava na ubikvitarnost ovog problema: 
“Niti jedan muzej ili galerija ne posjeduje 
specijalno izgrađeni prostor, svi se nalaze u 
adaptiranim prostorijama, neadekvatnim za 
izvršenje svojih specifičnih zadataka. Ovdje 
naročito treba naglasiti, nedovoljan izložbe-
ni prostor, nedovoljan i neadekvatan prostor 
za smještaj umjetnina, pomanjkanje po-
moćnih prostorija, radionica itd. Ovi proble-
mi, kao i stare adaptirane zgrade zahtijevaju 
velika materijalna sredstva za održavanje tog 
prostora s jedne strane, a s druge strane po-
skupljuje ovaj položaj ustanova i sve ostale 
troškove kod organizacije ostalih akcija.”28

Uvjeti nisu bili povoljni ni po pitanju ka-
dra: unatoč blagom porastu broja zaposleni-
ka (s 10 u 1961. na 14 u 1965.) GGZ se oslanja 
na neplaćeni prekovremeni rad, dok su “kon-
kretni uvjeti pod kojima egzistiraju sve četiri 
galerije – kao stručne jedinice – prisilili struč-
no osoblje da se u svom radu odrekne stvar-
nog naučnog rada, a pretežno i stručnog”29. 
Na drugom kraju platnih razreda, službe-
ničko osoblje nije u ništa boljoj poziciji, pa 
tako drugarica Vera Pavlina obavlja posao 
čistačice, ali i vodi skladište, pakira i otpre-
ma umjetnine te mijenja računovotkinju kad 
je na bolovanju.30 Kad se ovome pridodaju i 

Although this research does not relate 
to the Gallery’s work in the 1950s, it is clear 
that the curators, at least Bek and Bašičević, 
were ready for the launch of the Propaganda 
Department, that is, they were already aware 
of an interest in Yugoslav art on the foreign 
market. We read of this in the Proposal for 
Extending Operations on a Commercial 
Basis, which says, among other things, that 
works “are already being purchased by in-
dividual galleries, museums and private 
collections”. Ebenspanger’s own report, “Sit-
uaciona slika otkupa likovnih djela u zemlji” 
(Current situation of in-country purchases of 
art works)26 also provides information about 
the existing art market. It is described as el-
ementary, determined by private interests, 
and not aligned with the quality standards 
of the profession. It cautions that important 
works are ending up in the hands of private 
collectors, on the one hand, while on the 
other, that works of art of negligible value 
are being sold at high prices. The GGZ is 
identified in several places as a ‘guarantor 
of quality’ in this respect. However, works of 
art remain far beyond the purchasing power 
of the working class. Ebenspanger therefore 
proposes a series of measures: selling graph-
ic reproductions to bookshops, placing ce-
ramic sculptures in ceramics factories, offer-
ing deferred payment schemes, etc. In this 
context, we might say that the Propaganda 
Department functioned as a kind of public 
regulator, bringing order to a ‘wild’ market. 
However, the fact remains that it could not 
avoid the market altogether, nor the treat-

27 “Zapisnik V sastanka radne Zajednice”, 19.–22.03.1965., 
MSU ABB, fascikl 2, kutija 4.

28  Božo Bek, “Dosadašnje stanje”, 16.06.1964., MSU ABB, 
fascikl 1, kutija 3.

29  “Izvještaj o radu – 1962.”, 02.11.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 2, 
kutija 1.

30 “Izvještaj o radu – pomočnog službenika” (sic), 1961., 
MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1.

24  “Zapisnik VII sjednice Savjeta Galerija grada Zagreba” 
(Minutes of the 7th session of the Council of the GGZ), 
21.12.1961, MSU BBA file 1, box 1.	

25 See, for example, “Putni izvještaj“ (Travel report) dated 
8.12.1961, MSU BBA, file 2, box1. The archive contains 
many lists and tabular presentations of works sold by 
naïve artists at the end of 1963. The reason for this was 
the conflict that broke out in October that year, between 
Mića Bašićević and a group of artists, signatories to an 
appeal entitled “Kome služi Galerija primitivne umjetnosti 
u Zagrebu?” (Who is served by the Gallery of Naïve Art in 
Zagreb?” Known as APEL 34, it was sent to several editors 

and published in Večernji list on 9.11. 1963. Although we 
will not make an issue of this case, it should be mentioned 
that in the appeal, the artists accused the Gallery of Naïve 
Art of a lack of transparency in sales mediation, so that 
the artists “cease to be the owners of their own work in an 
unexplained manner”, while the prices set, in their opinion, 
were too high and not adjusted to domestic buyers.  

26  “Situaciona slika otkupa likovnih djela u zemlji” 
(Situational picture of in-country purchases of art works), 
Walter Ebenspanger, 10.4.1961, MSU BBA, file 2, box 1.
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ment of artworks as goods or ornaments, 
all of which clearly indicated a return to the 
bourgeois order of art.

Direct access to the business documents 
of the GGZ from the early 1960s clearly shows 
that legislative changes, under the aegis of 
democratising the institution, resulted in the 
process of adaptation to the market, accom-
panied by the commodification of artistic 
production. Nonetheless, the administrative 
obstacles to business faced by the Propa-
ganda Department showed that this had 
more to do with a tendency marked by con-
tradictions, rather than a complete change 
of direction. In the minutes of a meeting of 
the Work Community27 held on 22 March 
1965, we read that “practice has shown that 
the implementation of new actions and 
measures without securing the objective, 
necessary conditions, leads to exceptional 
difficulties that do more harm than good to 
the Labour Community. This does not mean 
they should definitely be halted, with efforts 
to form a single working body with a system-
atic, organised system of placing works of art 
at home and abroad, a body that would be 
linked to the Gallery. However, for this task, it 
is necessary to assure a sufficient number of 
posts before any action is taken, along with 
adequate working and exhibition space.”

This conclusion clearly shows how ‘dein-
stitutionalisation’ had missed the mark in 
relation to the situation on the ground. In 
fact, not only were specific material con-
ditions required for the organised sale of 
works of art, but the Bek archive reveals the 
extent to which the GGZ, in carrying out its 
primary tasks, was under-equipped. Many 
documents are dedicated to attempts at re-
locating the tenants in the gallery premises 
in the Upper Town, and at raising funds for 
renovation, so that the four galleries would 
have an adequate depot, and some of them 

uvođenja tržišnih odnosa u kulturu. U današ-
nje vrijeme kapitalističkog načina proizvod-
nje i zamaha komodifikacije i marketizacije 
svih sfera društva, pa tako i kulture i umjet-
nosti, možemo reći da iz socijalizma baštini-
mo javne kulturne institucije i javnu potporu 
umjetničkoj proizvodnji, ali i procese rastaka-
nja ovakvog modela. Arhiv Bože Beka u tom 
je smislu dragocjena baza za analizu učina-
ka, koja nam za našu vlastitu poziciju može 
biti od mnogo veće koristi nego u umjetnič-
kom svijetu toliko česta romantizacija.

basic exhibition space. In one document 
dated 1964, Bek cautions that the problem is 
ubiquitous: “None of the museums or galler-
ies has specially built premises, they are all 
located in adapted buildings that are inad-
equate in terms of facilitating their specific 
tasks. Here, we must emphasise in particular 
inadequate exhibition spaces, insufficient 
and inadequate room to house works of art, 
the lack of auxiliary rooms, workshops, etc. 
These problems, along with the old, adapt-
ed buildings, require enormous material 
resources in order to maintain them, on the 
one hand, while on the other, make the in-
stitutions more expensive and raise all the 
other costs of organising other actions.”28

Staffing conditions were not favourable 
either: despite the slight rise in the number 
of employees (from 10 in 1961 to 14 in 1965), 
the GGZ relied on unpaid overtime, while 
“the specific conditions under which all 
four galleries exist – as expert units – forces 
expert staff to give up their scientific work, 
and most expert tasks.”29 At the other end 
of the wages ladder, office staff were in no 
better a position – so comrade Vera Pavlina 
was doing the work of a cleaner, running the 
warehouse, packing and dispatching works 
of art, and standing in for the accountant on 
sick leave.30 Added to this were the late pay-
ments made by the NOGZ and the general-
ly slow communication with administrative 
bodies (as evidenced by many letters to the 
Secretariat for Culture of the NOGZ, re-sent 
repeatedly due to the lack of a response), so 
we can conclude that working conditions at 
the GGZ were indeed problematic.

kasne doznake dotacija NOGZ-a te općenito 
spora komunikacija s upravnim tijelima (o 
kojoj svjedoče brojni dopisi Sekretarijatu za 
kulturu NOGZ-a, opetovani zbog izostanka 
odgovora), možemo zaključiti da su uvjeti 
rada u GGZ-u bili itekako problematični. 

Treba također podsjetiti da osnivanje 
Propagandnog odjela nije jedino što je GGZ 
poduzeo u novim okolnostima: provodi se 
redovita suradnja s Radničkim sveučilištem, 
vodstva i razgovori uz izložbe, produkcija 
kataloga, a radi se i na organizaciji izložbi u 
tvornicama. S jedne strane, ovakvo djelova-
nje bilo je moguće jedino u kontekstu su-
stavne i progresivne kulturne politike koja je 
kroz niz mehanizama povezivala radničku 
klasu i sferu kulture. S druge strane, čini se 
da procesi liberalizacije s početka 1960-ih, 
unatoč proklamiranoj namjeri, nisu pomogli 
tim nastojanjima. Tako će GGZ 1966. donijeti 
Pravilnik o uslugama i visini naknada,31 u ko-
jem osim ponovno uvedenog posredovanja 
kod prodaje i kupovine umjetnina nalazi-
mo i stavke kao što su: korištenje izložbenih 
prostorija, izložba djela iz fundusa izvan Ga-
lerija, naknade za samostalne izložbe izvan 
Galerija, organizacija predavanja, vodstava, 
tečajeva, seminarā i drugo. Iako je naplata 
ovih usluga u praksi vjerojatno često značila 
međusobno “prelijevanje” sredstava iz jedne 
ustanove u drugu (tako primjerice nalazimo 
i da je Studentski centar Sveučilišta u Zagre-
bu naplatio GGZ-u postav izložbe), ipak je 
ona na načelnoj razini uvela robno-novčane 
odnose i tržišni način razmišljanja. Pridruži-
mo li tome podatak i da od 1960-ih opada 
aktivnost amaterizma i amaterskih radničkih 
klubova,32 postaje jasno da je demokratizaci-
ja poslužila tek kao “crvena krpa” u procesu 

31 “Pravilnik o uslugama Galerija grada Zagreba / o visini 
naknada za usluge”, 1966., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 5.

32  Umjetničkih amaterskih društava u 1953. bilo je 4.071, 
a u 1961. duplo manje. (u: Deleon, Biljanović i Gardašević, 
Materijalni i društveni uslovi našeg kulturnog razvoja, Rad, 
Beograd, 1963., str. 92.)

27 “Zapisnik V sastanka radne Zajednice” (Minutes of the 
5th Session of the Work Community, 19-22.3.1965, MSU 
BBA, file 2, box 4

28 “Dosadašnje stanje” (The situation so far), Božo Bek, 
16.6.1964, MSU BBA file 1, box 3

29 “Izvještaj o radu – 1962.” (Work Report - 1962), 2.11.1961, 
MSU ABB, file 2, box 1

30 “Izvještaj o radu – pomočnog službenika”(sic) 
(Work Report – auxiliary staff), 1961, MSU BBA, file 1, box 1
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It should also be remembered that the 
establishment of the Propaganda Depart-
ment was not the only action undertaken 
by the GGZ in the new circumstances: there 
was regular cooperation with the Workers’ 
University, there were guided tours and 
discussions held alongside exhibitions, cat-
alogues were produced, and exhibitions or-
ganised in factories. On the one hand, this 
type of work was only possible in the context 
of systematic, progressive cultural policies 
that linked the working class and the cultur-
al sphere through a series of mechanisms. 
On the other hand, it seems that the pro-
cess of liberalisation in the early 1960s, de-
spite its declared aim, did not support these 
efforts. Thus, in 1966, the GGZ adopted the 
Ordinance on Services and Fees31, in which, 
along with the reintroduction of mediation 
in buying and selling works of art, we find 
items such as the use of exhibition rooms, 
exhibiting works from the fund outside the 
galleries, fees for independent exhibitions 
outside the galleries, and organising lec-
tures, guided tours, courses, seminars, etc. 
Although charging for these services prob-
ably meant, in practice, the mutual flow of 
funds from one institution to another (for 
example, the Student Centre of the Univer-
sity of Zagreb charged the GGZ for setting 
up an exhibition), it nonetheless introduced 
a monetary-commodity relationship and a 
market logic. If we add to this the informa-
tion that from the 1960s on, amateurism and 
amateur workers’ clubs declined in number 
and activity32, it becomes clear that democ-

ratisation only served as a kind of red carpet 
in the process of introducing free-market 
mechanisms, processes and relations into 
culture. In today’s capitalist mode of produc-
tion, with the rise of commodification and 
marketisation in all social spheres, including 
culture and the arts, we can say that we have 
inherited our public cultural institutions 
and public support for artistic production 
from socialism – as well as the process or 
procedure of dismantling the model. In this 
regard, the Božo Bek Archive is a valuable 
basis on which to construct an analysis of ef-
fects, which may be of far more use to us in 
understanding our own position than would 
be some all too common (in the art world) 
romanticised perspective.

31  “Pravilnik o usluga Galerija grada Zagreba / o visini 
naknada za usluge” (Ordinance on Services of the Zagreb 
City Galleries/Fees for Services), 1966, MSU BBA file 1, box 5

32  In 1953, there were 4,071 amateur art societies, but 
by 1961, the number had dropped to half that figure. 
In “Materijalni i društveni uslovi našeg kulturnog 
razvoja” (Material and social conditions of our cultural 
development) Deleon, Biljanović and Gardašević, Rad, 
Belgrade 1963, p. 92.

IZBOR IZ DOKUMENATA
Arhiv Bože Beka / Opća, stručna, 
računovodstvena dokumentacija

Tijekom pisanja teksta “Kultura na tržištu – 
funkcioniranje Galerije suvremene umjetno-
sti ranih šezdesetih“ i istraživanja koje mu je 
prethodilo konzultirani su brojni dokumen-
ti iz prvih pet kutija označenih kao “Opća, 
stručna, računovodstvena dokumentacija“. 
Donosimo tri tipična dokumenta koja se 
odnose na 1961. godinu, relevantna za temu 
obrađenu u tekstu, ali i korisna za širi uvid 
u onovremene mehanizme upravljanja kul-
turnim institucijama. Izbor otvaramo doku-
mentom “Plan rada G.G.S.U. za 1961. godinu“, 
nastavljamo nešto dužim “Prijedlogom za 
proširenje djelatnosti na komercijalnoj bazi“ 
i zaključujemo “Zapisnikom VII. sjednice Sa-
vjeta Galerija grada Zagreba“. Širi izbor koji bi 
obuhvatio sve ili barem većinu dokumenata 
citiranih u tekstu nadilazi okvire ove publika-
cije tako da tri odabrana dokumenta može-
mo promatrati i kao “mamac“ za daljnja istra-
živanja i arhivski rad.

“Plan rada G.G.S.U. za 1961. godinu“, MSU 
ABB, fascikl 1, kutija 1

“Prijedlog za proširenje djelatnosti na 
komercijalnoj bazi“, MSU ABB, fascikl 1, 
kutija 1

“Zapisnik VII. sjednice Savjeta Galerija grada 
Zagreba“, 21.12.1961., MSU ABB, fascikl 1, 
kutija 1

DOCUMENT SELECTION
Božo Bek Archive — General, Expert 
and Accounting Documentation

While “Culture on the Market – the Work of 
the Gallery of Contemporary Art during the 
Early 1960s” was being written, and the re-
search which preceded it compiled, several 
documents were consulted from the first 
five boxes, labelled ‘General, Expert and Ac-
counting Documentation’. Here we present 
three typical documents relating to 1961, 
which are relevant to the topic covered in 
the article, and which are also useful in pro-
viding a wider insight into the mechanisms 
for managing cultural institutions which 
were prevalent at the time. We begin with 
the ‘City Gallery of Contemporary Art, Work 
Plan for 1961’, and follow it with the ‘Proposal 
for extending operations on a commercial 
basis’, ending with ‘Minutes of the 7th Sessi-
on of the Zagreb Galleries’ Council’. A wider 
range, which would include all or most of 
the documents cited in the article, exceeds 
the remit of this publication, so the three se-
lected texts can be considered a ‘taster’ for 
further research and archive work.

‘City Gallery of Contemporary Art, 
Plan of Work, 1961’ (MCA, BBA, file 1, box 1)

‘Proposal for extending operations on 
a commercial basis’ (MCA, BBA, file 1, box 1)

‘Minutes of the 7th Session of the Zagreb 
Galleries’ Council, 21.12.1961.’ (MCA, BBA, 
file 1, box 1)
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