Zdenka Badovinac

No one seems to believe in some universal museudeinanymore.

Museums are supposed to be spaces of differenceaaedan active role in their social
environment. In this way they are to replace tha@m model with virtually identical art
collections and a universal history.

As we began to speak about the decentralizatidinecrt world, two things happened: the art
of the marginalized spaces gained some degressibility, which indeed led to the
decentralization of the world in this sense, andhenother hand, this decentralization turned
out to be merely a global distribution of alreadgvalent cultural models. The Guggenheim
chain is the most blatant example of this type afeum decentralization.

The MacDonaldization of museums is unquestionalplematic. No serious critical
reflection could possibly support it. Let us nomdgiss assume the role of the devil’s advocate
and say a few words in defence of this museum type.

Formerly, artworks from all over the world built spuseum collections in the capitals of the
Western world; nowadays, these same museums hgue berelocate some of the content of
their overflowing storage facilities to other pastshe world. Thus the Guggenheim has
apparently expressed an interest in opening itrtin-office” museums in certain Eastern
European countries. In this way attractive musewolgctions of works by renowned
international artists, and international museumdads are slowly making their way into a
world where there still predominate dusty museuntis eollections of national art. And in
case there already exist in such countries ingtitatbusy developing a museum model that is
better suited to its environment and the presem,ta spectacular museum like a
Guggenheim can only add to the diversity of theuzal “supply.” Last but not least, no

matter how problematic the type of the distributadriwWWestern art is, it nonetheless boosts the
migration of art in the opposite direction. Andstlioes contribute to a better intercultural
dialogue.

Things seem to be taking a turn for the betterfrarh the other spaces seems to be becoming
more visible and more justly and proportionatelyresented in important exhibitions,
collections, and publications. But even while tigat least in part true, the same cannot be
said of the models of distribution and presentatibart. The re-drawing of the map of the
world of art seems to resemble franchising rathan tdecentralization.

In the following I will try to outline in what waywe, at the Moderna galerija in Ljubljana,
endeavour to pursue what | call the “authentic mos@nterest.” Under authentic interest | do
not mean loyalty to one’s own space in accordanteseme tradition, but actively changing
one’s space towards its greater international natégn. Such activities require a preliminary
identification of priority tasks. One of our prites is to become the subject in creating our
own history of art within the broader Eastern Ewap context. This includes developing a
model for the distribution of art and for organgim within the global exchange in a way that
it better suited to our particular situation. Werdi wish to automatically adopt the models of
the so-called developed world; we think it is esiséito think in terms of our past experience.

For this reason | would like to start by sayinge fwords about the Slovene cultural policy
and its history in the time of socialism. This wié followed by a brief presentation of some
of Moderna galerija’s major projects that have feualion historicizing the art of Eastern
Europe, and in the end | will try to outline whystnecessary to develop new models of
international cooperation and international soligar



Today's leftist-oriented museum curators like toph@asize content that is very close to what
was demanded by socialism in its cultural policidsus we find it surprising that, given
today’s interest in the art of Eastern Europe,@hgmot also more of an interest in this art’s
cultural and political background.

But Eastern Europeans themselves are the mosilatMaen it comes to amnesia about the
socialist experience. All the more welcome, thea,iaitiatives between individual artists and
curators in Eastern Europe who, in one way or arptre revisiting such topics. There are
two primary reasons for this: the first can be fimthe increasing pressures of neo-liberal
capitalism (which has assumed an especially “witdin in a number of Eastern European
countries), while the second reason arises froncdnéinued growth of the right in Eastern
European politics, with a number of politiciansmgpso far as to equate communism with
Nazism.

| started working at the Moderna galerija at a tinkeen socialism was nearing its end. It
seems to me worth highlighting some of the mairceoms of Yugoslav cultural policy,
particularly ones that present comparisons witlaylthinking about the more socially
progressive role of the museum. Let me mention sointiee content of this cultural policy.

Its declarative goals built upon the role of theéiwndual in society, which meant that it
stressed the importance of including culture indghre socio-economic development and of
transforming citizens from passive users into @&tig-creators of culture. In Yugoslav
cultural-policy documents from the 1950s, what e is, primarily, an emphasis on the
educative function of culture rather than on itsstic function. Anti-bourgeois perspectives
were aimed at satisfying the cultural needs ofeaktls of the population. Yugoslavia's
cultural policy continually stressed the importan€education, learning and culture in terms
of the brotherhood and unity of equal nations aatibnalities as well as socialist
internationalism.

If only for the sake of historical memory, we shibabmpare these principles with present-
day Slovene cultural policy, which, by the wayinsreasingly in line with the European
Union. Politicians today primarily underscore thed for Slovene culture to continually
affirm itself vis-a-vis with the great culturestbie EU. In the current Slovene constitution
there is much less written about science and tisetzein there was in the socialist constitution
—all we find are assurances about scientific atisti@ freedom and the protection of
authorship and other rights arising from theseviais. With regard to nationalities, it is
stated that everyone has the right to freely exgpnesor her own nationality, ethnicity, or
community affiliation, and there is also a prohiitagainst encouraging national, ethnic,
racial, religious or other forms of inequality antblerance. Although both the socialist
principles and those of present-day Slovenia anergdly beneficial and, for the most part,
humanistic, there is nevertheless a certain esdelitierence, which, | believe, should be
noted particularly in this context — namely, sastatiews built upon the idea of connecting
people, whereas present-day views are based mdhe gmotection of rights and identities.
Potential threats and the need for competitivenessgjiven priority over co-operation and
solidarity among people. International integratishgether on a global level or within the EU,
aims primarily at economic partnerships and natgf@ample, at solidarity, which was the
basis of the socialist idea of internationalism.i/m no way do | wish to suggest that
international solidarity has evaporated, we canitshgs become increasingly systematized
and standardized in systems of social assistardtarateed, in cultural programs that, at least
indirectly, express the interests of capital. Ind wish to trivialize the importance and



effectiveness of such forms of solidarity, but westnask ourselves: to what extent are we
still capable of self-initiated and self-organizadidarity?

The authentic interest of spaces that are onlyno@gg to engage in more intensive
communication with the world is, in my view, thery®pposite of nationalism or economic
or political dominance; it is, in fact, quite closethe conditions that enable equal dialogue
with the rest of the world. One of these conditiahe symbolic capital that a particular
space can offer in the global exchange of ideas. ymbolic capital may be a certain
cultural tradition or local knowledge, which woudtso include, not least of all, the
development of a specific model of the museum. Wbk we have been doing at the
Moderna galerija represents an attempt to estahhsiuthentic interest that resides not only
in defining an artistic tradition but also in sdang for new systems of knowledge that
existing standardized forms of knowledge and caltpolitics are unable to absorb.

When a museum attempts to define its local contextust necessarily contend with the
interests of local politics. Having managed to befour authentic interest rather clearly in the
1990s, we at the Moderna discovered that this coal@ a number of unpleasant
consequences. When the museum'’s interest expandeciude all of Eastern Europe and
there emerged a dire need to create a history steEaEuropean neo-avant-garde art, a
number of very serious problems appeared. These ezmmected not only with the
problematic communist past but also with our ratheding and definite understanding of
what is contemporary — which did not please those advocated the strong modernist and
politically influential line of Slovene art histams. What seemed problematic was the fact
that, through various projects, we were preserttieghneo-avant-garde tradition as the most
relevant tradition of contemporary art, while a game time we argued that this line offered
us the best way to uncover the wider socio-polittoatext of Eastern Europe.

The first major project we undertook in this regeuas the 1998 exhibitioBody and the
East,which was dedicated to body art from all over EasEurope from the 1960s to the
present. Next came our Arteast Collection 2000+¢ckvis concerned, primarily, with the
Eastern European conceptual tradition and diffeiemts of neo-avant-garde art, from the
1960s to the present. Founded in 2000, this wagemeral, the first-ever collection of Eastern
European neo-avant-garde art. It was followed byAsteast Exhibitions, a series of projects
linked to the collection through their context ammhtent. Conversely, our Arteast Exhibitions
series systematically researches the artistictioadi and specificities of Eastern Europe,
which makes its close bonds with the museum Art€a#iection 2000+ so important. The
Arteast Collection 2000+ is one of the few collens of Eastern European art, and as such, a
rare opportunity for contemporary Eastern Europgérto establish direct links with its neo-
avant-garde traditions. All our exhibitions fronetArteast series focus on contemporary art,
but they also try to define the symbolic capitatwaaulated over the course of time.

So far, there have been four exhibitions in thigese The first wagorm-Specifian 2003,
which sought to synthesize the experience of higdemism, with its striving for pure,
autonomous form, and post-conceptual art, withétermination by a specific experience of
time and space. The exhibition brought togethettherone hand, works by historical form-
specific artists, demonstrating in retrospect thatlern art has never really possessed a
universal character, and, on the other hand, woyksontemporary artists who internalised
this fact and built upon the decayed myth of ursaeform in order to establish its limitations
within various contemporary and historical contexts

The second Arteast Exhibition wasSins: Ljubljana—Moscown 2004, which was curated by
Viktor Misiano from Moscow and Igor Zabel and mydebm Ljubljana. It presented the
“seven sins” that are, supposedly, typical for BasEurope and therefore common to both



Russian and Slovene artists. These “sins'Gokectivism, Utopianism, Masochism,

Cynicism, Laziness, UnprofessionaliangLove for the WesAlthough from an outside,
presumably Western, point of view, these tendermie®ften understood as weaknesses and
imperfections, they can also be seen as “virtugsdjities that Slavic and other Eastern
European countries can bring to European cultureake it richer and more diverse.
Utopianism, for instance, can serve as an antimopeagmatism, stressing the dimension of
hope and future perspectives; laziness gives sittiae to concentrate on themselves and the
guestions that obsess them; while because Easteop&an artists are in many cases not
“true professionals”, they are free to genuinelelavhat they do; etc.

The third project in the series wherrupted Historieswhich took place in the spring of
2006. It focused on the issue of self-historicizitigt is, the need for artists to create their
own histories, which is something that artists fileastern Europe have generally had to deal
with. Many Eastern European artists today are aiteny to reconnect with their interrupted
artistic traditions and seek meaningful links beswéheir work and the social and political
context of their localities, as well as internaibononnections. Because they have for so long
lacked a suitable collective history, Eastern Eaeopartists have been forced to search for
their own historical and interpretive contexts. 8ese in the past the local institutions that
should have been systematizing neo-avant-gardmdrits traditions either did not exist or
were disdainful of such work, the artists themsglvave had to become their own art
historians and archivists — a situation that in sqiaces still exists even today. Among other
things, this show presented a series of artistiiaes, which provided considerable insight
into the history of neo-avant-garde art and thed@@ns of its production in various Eastern
European countries. One of these archives, for pigmas that of the Polish artist Zofia
Kulik. Reaching back to the early 1970s, it docuteehe history of Poland’s unofficial,
underground art. Along with her partner, Przemydawek, Kulik managed to preserve
evidence of an important segment of Polish artladtbeen relegated to the margins by the
official art establishment.

Then there was the Artpool archive of Hungarianwhich Gyorgy Galantai and Julia
Klaniczay have been assembling since 1970. Sirecedny 1970s they have sought ways to
create and present (mainly in Galantai’'s studiey fegms of art, such as conceptual art, mail
art, visual poetry, kinetic art, land art, acti@msl happenings, all things that could not be
shown in Hungary’s official art venues of the time.

In Romania, meanwhile, Lia Perjovschi has beetdimg her Contemporary Art
Archive/Centre for Art Analysis ever since 1985.0A1r exhibition, she appeared as a
detective searching the exhibited materials andich@nts for meanings, seeking out hidden
and lost ideas, works and artists from local, regi@nd international histories of culture and
art.

The Slovene group Irwin has been developing itgept&ast Art Mapsince 2003. Its purpose
is to connect artists from throughout Eastern Eeropa unified scheme, lifting them out of
their national contexts. For this project, Irwirsh&oduced, among other things, an
interactive website presenting over fifty yeard&aktern European art history, an exhibition
of Eastern European art from 1950 to 1970, a sympoen the project, and a large book
entitledEast Art Map: Contemporary Art and Eastern Europe.

The most recent exhibition in the series Wateast Collection 2000+23yhich took place in
the fall of 2006. This is also the only one of greup that was focused on the future. We
invited the collaboration of nearly fifty artis&l) of whom had at some time or another been
written about in the journdflaskaover its past 100 issues. This journal, which is ohthe
most active participants in the contemporary Slevamn scene, brings together various



contemporary art practices, from contemporary tieemtd dance to the visual arts. For the
show, each of the inviteldaskaartists selected one work from the Arteast Calbec2000+
and at the same time proposed a work of their evinich was intended to be realized before
the year 2023, wheMaskawould be publishing its 28dissue.

When we think about different museum models, wetmasforget that, whereas in the West
modern art was, so to speak, historicized as ip&agd, in the East we have to do it
retrospectively. It is understandable, then, thatHistoricization of Eastern European art is
one of the priorities — one of the authentic intése- of museums of Eastern European art.

In the past 15 years, as the Moderna’s work hasgtinened dramatically through projects
concerned with the contemporary age and its artboilding has become too small; for this
reason, in 1994 we were given the use of one abtiidings in the complex of the former
Yugoslav army barracks in Ljubljana’s Metelkovaestr Later, with the formation of the
Arteast Collection 2000+ and all the activitiesrsunding it, the need for a second building
became vital. So we presented the Ministry of Galiith a plan based on dividing our
activities into a museum of modern art, on the loawed, and a museum of contemporary art,
on the other. The former (which would remain in present building) was to be responsible
for the tradition of modernism, while the latterfjeh would move to the Metelkova building)
would be responsible for contemporary art and@dition. The Metelkova museum, with its
emphasis on contemporary work, would also sengeace for testing out a new museum
model that historicizes the past and the presespaées that exist outside the canonized
history of art.

The Moderna conceived its programme for the musieuxtetelkova primarily around its
Arteast Collection 2000+, with the idea that thaibiion programming would follow the
concept of this collection. Metelkova was intendethe a space for the production of art and
knowledge in which the museum would take on a nesiasrole. This programme was
presented to the former minister of culture, wh@®@4 approved it in various official
documents. Last year, however, the new ministeuttfire decided to review our programme
for Metelkova. This led to a very negative starm&ard our programme and a new proposal
for a programme that would be created in conjuncivgh other institutions in the city. The
minister would like to see a livelier and more dym@programme in the space. Among a
number of rather inarticulate objections to thegpamme we presented, the only thing that
can be discerned with any precision so far is alyeaplicit ban on presenting the Arteast
Collection 2000+ in Metelkova. At the present timeyould seem, Slovene cultural policy
sees no need to give Eastern European art its pagesn Ljubljana. The museum has, yet
again in history, become an indicator of politicdérests. In the view of the current political
constellation, led by the Slovene Democratic Pahty future of Slovenia is united with the
world of Western neo-liberalism. An art collectithrat reflects the social reality of Eastern
Europe from the 1960s to the present is, apparamilythe appropriate way for Slovenia to
present itself to Europe. Given the fact that wai&uropean cultural programmes have often
listed the art of this region as one of their pties, the real reason for this negative attitude
can be found only in the Slovene right’s oppositioanything that smells of continuity with
the communist past. Since renovations on the mglah Metelkova have not yet even started,
there is still hope that in the end the politicagkrest will nevertheless be able to recognize the
authentic interest of the space.

Next year, Slovenia will hold the presidency of Ehegopean Union. To embellish the capital
Ljubljana for that time, the government has decitteenovate some cultural institutions in



the town center, including the Moderna galerijae@hthe restrictions of renovation is that,
while it is being carried out, the museum has hyaadly exhibition programme since the
funding the museum otherwise receives for realizmigrogramme goes toward the rent for
the temporary offices and storage spaces. The m@atimas for the move and for the beginning
of renovation have been underway for several momblns We have taken down the
permanent display of works from the museum coltextiand we do not stage any new
exhibitions. While waiting for the renovation tataally start, we suddenly thought of a
plausible explanation for the constant delays: ipbgghe current political set-up might be
finding this specific situation — the silence oé thpaces of contemporary art — most suitable.
A similar thing has happened — for ostensibly olbjecreasons — to Slovene cinema; this year
practically no films are being made.

For this reason we decided to break this silendetlaink of some way to produce a show
without any financial resources whatsoever. We gihoiut only fair that, since we could not
offer the exhibitors anything but the exhibitiorasp, we do not impose any curatorial
decisions or concepts on them either. Thinking ladRuchamp and the Independents’
Exhibition in 1917 in New York we decided on a thytainselected show and entitledgvery
Man Is a Curator / Jeder Mensch Is ein Kuratdhe idea was that it would serve not only as
a public forum on art, but also on other curregties. | attempted to define some of these
issues in a public letter | addressed as the dirattthe Moderna galerija to all persons
interested, inviting them to participate in thewhwy presenting their works and their views
on the role of a museum of modern and contempamatypday and by organizing public
debates. Over a hundred participants responded. dfltisem were artists, there was also a
classroom of children and a number of people abuarprofessions who either commented
on the current state of affairs in Slovene cultpi@ltics and on the renovation and the
reorganization of the Moderna galerija or who siyrg#ized the opportunity to present their
works in public.

Similarly as Duchamp in 1917 we were intrigued oy ¢uestion of self-definition; all
participants had the option to choose what to tests, curators, or the interested public not
indifferent to the role played by a museum in tlegivironment. Obviously, unselected
exhibitions are always risky and the result congdletinpredictable. And how should one
evaluate such a project? | am inclined to sayite@uccess or lack thereof can be measured
by the extent to which it has become an indicatah® connection previously established
between the institution and its environment, og,dlegree to which the institution has already
come to realize its authentic interest in this way.

Let me say in conclusion that, even though | dobsbieve in some universal type of
museum, | nevertheless think we should preserveesmmmon standards that make
comparisons between museums and evaluations alithentic role of the museum possible.
The best way of adjusting universal standardscalloeeds has been worked out by global
capital. In India, MacDonald’s restaurants haveflbes burgers on their menus. Various
franchise businesses make allowances for the dithgif a given space as long as it
contributes to an unproblematic picturesquenesisenf supply and helps create an image of a
harmonious world. The standardization of the wonitich is simply a precondition of its
progress, is largely based on making its otherpassive. And it is art and its institutions that
have the potential to maintain an active othera¢ss within standardized forms. Let us
consider this on the example of the exhibitibrery Man Is a Curatgmwhich could easily
become a licensed concept show. Various museumsaditbe world could issue a similar

call for participation and in this way become nolyandicators of the cultural and political
climates in their own environments but, by conirasthe results obtained in different spaces,
also of the wider international community. Sucleéised” projects could also lead to



developing more quickly and directly an actual ghsiinto the different contexts, and, based
on the conclusions drawn from that, some new fasfsternational solidarity. A museum’s
authentic interest essentially means an activerogiss in a long standardized world.
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