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Veoma mali broj mladih stvaralaca koji završe umetničke akademije i fakultete, u godinama koje uslede, uspe 
da se profiliše kao umetnik. Prinuđeni da se kao neafirmisani stvaraoci samosnalaze kako bi osigurali svoju 
egzistenciju, mnogi napuštaju polje umetnosti i zaposlenje pronalaze u nekoj drugoj, više ili manje srodnoj, oblasti 
rada. Kada završe škole, koje su relativno tradicionalno orijentisane i bez usmerenja u pravcu ostvarenja šire 
društvene funkcije umetnika i umetnosti, mladim protagonistima u polju kulture u potpunosti nedostaju strukture 
putem kojih bi bilo moguće premostiti jaz koji nastaje na prelazu od završetka studija do upliva u profesionalne 
vode. Ovaj upliv u pogledu uzrasta umetnika u lokalnom kontekstu, u poređenju sa zemljama zapadne i centralne 
Evrope, dolazi i dosta kasno, a uglavnom je moguć samo za one odabrane pojedince čije su ekonomske i 
porodične okolnosti takve da ovaj jaz mogu amortizovati. Uslovi u kojima stvaraju mladi umetnici dodatno su 
pogoršani sve većom sistemskom deregulacijom rada u oblasti kulture i uplivom privatnog kapitala, zbog čega je 
njihov rad sve više oblikovan tržišno-kompetitivnim odnosima.

Inicijativa za pokretanje Bijenala mladih, pod okriljem Udruženja likovnih umetnika Srbije (ULUS), kao kulturnog 
okvira u kojem vizuelni umetnici udružuju svoj rad, pošla je od ideje pokušaja premošćavanja pomenutog jaza 
i kreiranja jedne nove kolektivne platforme za rad mladih protagonista u polju kulture, koja će se zasnivati na 
drugačijem sistemu vrednosti, fer raspodeli i kolektivnoj samoorganizaciji. Ova ideja se zasnivala na istorijski poznatim 
pozitivnim iskustvima sistemske podrške radu mladih umetnika u lokalnom kontekstu, poput tradicije organizacije 
bijenalnih izložbi mladih (Bijenale mladih jugoslovenskih umjetnika u Rijeci (1960-1991)1 i Jugoslovensko likovno 
bijenale mladih u Vršcu (1994-2004)) za koje su tesno bili vezani različiti sistemi podrške mladim umetnicima. 
Primera radi, Fond za unapređenje likovne umetnosti Moša Pijade (1956-1971) i Stalni fond za unapređenje 
stvaralaštva mladih umetnika likovnih i primenjenih umetnosti (1972-1992), u javnosti oba poznata kao Fond mladih, 
obezbeđivali su mladim umetnicima mesečne stipendije za nastavak rada u umetnosti niz godina posle završetka 
umetničkih studija, kao i finansijske nagrade za otkup radova u slučaju onih najistaknutijih (Bijenale u Rijeci). 
Stipendije su bile analogne minimalnom ličnom dohotku i mladi umetnici bi zauzvrat deo svoje godišnje produkcije 
donirali javnoj kolekciji. Istoj bi pripadali i otkupljivani radovi.2  Kolekcija Stalnog fonda za unapređenje stvaralaštva 
mladih umetnika likovnih i primenjenih umetnosti svojevremeno je poverena upravo ULUS-u na čuvanje i danas 
predstavlja najvažniju kolekciju kojom raspolaže Udruženje.3  

Novo Jugoslovensko likovno bijenale mladih u Vršcu, pokrenuto nekoliko godina nakon gašenja Riječkog (1991)4, 
funkcionisalo je kao nevladina organizacija koja se finansirala sredstvima lokalne samouprave, stranih fondova 

1    „Bijenala savremene umetnosti su tako, u drugoj polovini 20. veka, imala značajnu ulogu u funkciji dekolonizacije sveta umetnosti, odnosno 
„provincijalizacije” Evrope i Amerike. Ovde naročito treba pomenuti Bijenale mladih u Parizu, koje je osnovano 1959. godine i Bijenale mladih 
umetnika Evrope i Mediterana, sa rotirajućim mestom održavanja, osnovano u Torinu 1984, koji su još uvek aktivni, ali imaju od početka 
jasno definisan međunarodni karakter. Za razliku od ovih bijenala, Bijenale mladih jugoslovenskih umjetnika u Rijeci (1960–1991), koje je 
osnovano samo godinu dana posle Pariskog bijenala, nije imalo fokus na međunarodnoj umetničkoj produkciji, nego je bilo usmereno na lokalni, 
jugoslovenski kulturni prostor.” Stevan Vuković, apstrakt za predavanje Bijenale mladih YU umjetnika u Rijeci, 1960-1991. i Jugoslovenski 
likovni bijenale mladih u Vršcu, 1994-2004, dostupno na: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_-fLH6L6k78 (pristupljeno: 17.05.2021,11h)
2    Videti: Moša i mi – Povodom petnaestogodišnjice Fonda za unapređenje likovne umetnosti “Moša Pijade”, Uređivački odbor Fonda za 
unapređenje likovne umetnosti „Moša Pijade”, Beogradsko izdavačko-grafički zavod, 1975.
3    Paralelno sa pokretanjem Bijenala mladih, ULUS je u poslednje dve godine započeo uređenje i digitalizaciju kolekcije Fonda mladih koja 
će krajem 2022. godine biti predstavljena javnosti na izložbi u Galeriji ULUS i dostupna na internetu.
4    „Zanimljiva koincidencija je da je iste 1989. godine, poslednji put uspešno održano Bijenale mladih jugoslovenskih umjetnika u Rijeci, jer 
je sledeće (1991) bilo otvoreno na dan kada je počeo rat u Sloveniji i obeležio ga je simboličan protest protiv rata (slike su bile okrenute licem 
prema zidu, skulpture prekrivene platnom, a video projekcije ugašene)”. Iz apstrakta za predavanje Stevana Vukovića (Izvor: Fusnota 1).
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i privrede. Iako znatno drugačije od svog prethodnika u Rijeci, Bijenale u Vršcu je nastavilo tradiciju pružanja 
podrške mladim umetnicima u pogledu produkcije novih radova, ali, za razliku od prvog, ono nije bilo usmereno 
isključivo na lokalni nego i na internacionalni kulturni prostor. 

Treba reći da su bijenala, koja su osnivana u drugoj polovini 20. veka, primarno bila zamišljana kao „mesta 
slobode” delovanja nezavisnih umetnika i kustosa, odnosno mesta radova i projekata koji se uklapaju u okvir jasno 
artikulisanih vrednosnih kriterijuma, a kao takva su alternativa muzejskim postavkama i sajmovima umetnosti. 
Zahtevi države i umetničkog tržišta vremenom su postajali snažniji (danas svedočimo svojevrsnom bumu privatnih 
galerija i sajmova), kooptirajući i sama bijenala.5 Ona ne samo da su izgubila svoje emancipatorske komponente 
nego su, zbog sve većih uvezivanja privatnog i javnog, preterane dominacije tržišnih odnosa celokupnim sistemom 
umetnosti i polarizacijom globalnog bogatstva, postala važna mesta širenja kulturne hegemonije na relaciji centar-
periferija (sever-jug), globalizacije i tržišta. Situacija značajno izmenjenog institucionalnog pejzaža polja umetnosti, 
celokupnog društveno-političkog uređenja i načina komunikacije učinila je ideju oživljavanja prošlih iskustava samo 
delimično smislenom i mogućom. Uspostavljanje jednog novog Bijenala mladih zahtevalo je potpuno novi pristup 
organizaciji i produkciji koji neće biti realizacija „još jedne u nizu dosadnih mastodontskih izložbi”6, jednokratni 
događaj koji reprodukuje hijerarhizovane odnose moći i eksploataciju nego će ponuditi jedan potpuno novi okvir za 
samoorganizaciju mladih umetnika u pogledu sopstvene umetničke institucije i produkcije, kontinuirane edukacije i 
opšteg procesa samoosnaživanja mladih, ali i celokupne umetničke zajednice. 

ULUS-ovo Bijenale mladih je tako, od samog početka, zamišljeno kao alternativa dominantnim odnosima koji 
se reflektuju i na svet umetnosti, demontaži i prevazilaženju ustaljenih hijerarhijskih obrazaca, kompetitivnosti 
i klijentilističkih odnosa unutar proizvodnje umetnosti i kulture. Fokus platforme je stoga na neafirmisanim 
umetnicima, kustosima, arhitektama i menadžerima u kulturi koji zajedno kreiraju sopstveno polje delovanja, što 
uključuje ne samo produkciju i izvođenje umetničkih radova, već i izgradnju diskursa i distribuciju znanja. Na ovaj 
način, moglo bi se reći da se centralna misija Bijenala mladih sastoji u težnji da se institucija umetnosti osnaži u 
izlagačkom, organizacionom, promotivnom i interpretativnom smislu, a ne da bude zavisna od delovanja kustosa 
i kritičara, bilo inostranih, bilo domaćih, i raspoloživih tema i konteksta izlaganja. Bijenale mladih je postavljeno 
tako da promoviše nepokolebljive egalitarne principe, saradnju, zajedništvo, otvorenost i emancipatorsku ulogu i 
funkciju umetnosti u društvu danas. U situaciji istorijski značajno izmenjenog pejzaža polja umetnosti i okoštalog 
sveopšteg društvenog okvira postsocijalističkih zemalja i zemalja perifernog kapitalizma, ovaj pokušaj je pionirski, 
a, u datim okvirima, verovatno i samo delimično ostvariv.

Sa fokusom na proces edukacije i samoosnaživanja, a ne na puku reprezentaciju, Bijenale mladih, tako, počinje 
inicijativom, razvija se kao dugotrajni jednogodišnji proces produkcije, razmene i diskusije - Javne pripreme u sklopu 
kojih se organizuju kustoske i edukativne radionice, a zatvara se reprezentativnim događajem – samom izložbom. 

Izgradnja Bijenala mladih započeta je tokom jula i avgusta 2020. godine Javnim pripremama u kojima je učestvovalo 
oko 80 mladih umetnika okupljenih na osnovu javnog poziva koji je uputilo Udruženje. U sklopu Javnih priprema, 
održane su radionice i predavanja istaknutih stručnjaka u polju savremene umetnosti (vidljivi i široj javnosti putem 

5    Stevan Vuković, u svom izlaganju, naročito je istakao značaj 1989. godine za promenu paradigme bijenala umetnosti istaknuvši činjenicu 
da je, upravo te godine i u godinama koje su usledile, došlo do buma bijenala umetnosti širom sveta. (Izvor: Fusnota 1)
6    Iz kustoskog teksta najave Bijenala mladih. Izvor: www.ulus.bijenalemladih.com (pristupljeno: 17.05.2021,11h)  

emitovanja na YouTube kanalu ULUS-a), kao i istraživanja kulturne scene i institucionalne infrastrukture, što je 
imalo za cilj osnaživanje grupe mladih umetnika da u narednoj fazi projekta pokrenu sopstvenu manifestaciju – 
novo Bijenale mladih. Izuzetno veliki odziv mladih za učešće u Javnim pripremama ukazao je na jaku potrebu novih 
umetnika za kreiranjem drugačijih prostora razmene i javnog delovanja od onih koje nudi postojeći institucionalni okvir. 
Iako je jedna od najvažnijih snaga ove inicijative zainteresovanost mladih za kolektivnu praksu i samoorganizovano 
delovanje, čitav proces se odvijao u otežanim okolnostima, uslovljenim pandemijskom krizom i izostankom podrške 
iz javnih izvora finansiranja. Dok je u 2020. konkurs Sekretarijata za kulturu Grada Beograda otkazan, a Ministarstvo 
kulture i informisanja Republike Srbije nije prepoznalo značaj ove inicijative, te nije finansijski podržalo projekat 
(istovremeno usmeravajući značajna sredstva ka finansiranju komercijalnih privatnih galerija), u toku 2021. godine 
projekat je skromnim sredstvima podržalo samo MKI, dok Grad Beograd nije. Takva raspodela javnih sredstava 
reflektuje kulturnu politiku, pre svega Grada Beograda, koja stvarajući kontrolisan prostor umetničkog delovanja ne 
ostavlja mesta za nove aktere i inicijative.  

Iako je u toku obe faze Javnih priprema vršena intenzivna komunikacija sa evropskim (Sala D’Art Jove, Barselona, 
Španija), regionalnim (Institut za savremenu umjetnost Crne Gore, Podgorica, Crna Gora, Fakultet za stvari koje 
se ne mogu naučiti, Skoplje, Severna Makedonija, Akademija vizuelnih umetnosti, ‒ AVA, Ljubljana, Slovenija) i 
lokalnim (Dom kulture Studentski grad, Arhitektonski fakultet u Beogradu, Galerija savremene umetnosti u Nišu, 
Beogradska tvrđava - Kalemegdan) partnerima, Bijenale mladih je zbog odsustva snažnije sistemske podrške, u 
biti, zadržalo lokalni karakter u organizacionom pogledu.

Kustoske radionice bile su naredna faza razvoja Bijenala u kojoj je producirano ili koproducirano 40 novih radova 
mladih umetnika u saradnji sa kustoskinjama (Teodorom Jeremić, Jovanom Trifuljesko i Senkom Latinović). 
Kustoskinjeje selektovao Umetnički savet ULUS-a putem javnog poziva i sa organizacionim timom koji je u tom 
trenutku bio sastavljen od 35 mladih protagonista koji su se međusobno podržavali i pomagali. Radionice su 
organizovane na lokacijama buduće izložbe, kao i na otvorenom7.  

Kao što je rekao Iv Klain: „Slike su pepeo moje umetnosti”, tako i ovde možemo reći da je sama izložba, koja je 
došla na kraju ovog dugog procesa pripreme i kolektivne artikulacije, samo „pepeo” jednog dubljeg zahvata u scenu 
sa trajnijim posledicama. 29. jula 2021, u večernjim časovima, nakon gotovo dvogodišnje pripreme, otvoreno je 
prvo Bijenale mladih, međunarodna izložba savremene umetnosti mladih na kojoj je predstavljeno 118 umetnika 
uzrasta do 35 godina starosti, čiji su radovi izloženi na više lokacija u Beogradu (Umetnički paviljon „Cvijeta Zuzorić”, 
Galerija ULUS, Dom kulture Studentski grad, Rimski bunar, Vojni bunker, Veliki barutni magacin (Barutana), Amam 
(Planetarijum), Sahat kula, Kula Nebojša, Centar za tekst i sliku Footnote, Vojni Muzej, Kulturni centar Magacin) i 
nizu javnih prostora u Gradu. Tokom ceremonije otvaranja na Donjem Kalemegdanu, platou ispred Planetarijuma, 
upriličeni su piknik i žurka za sve učesnike, organizatore i nekoliko hiljada posetilaca. Događaj je trajao do kasnih 
večernjih časova, a organizovan je u saradnji sa Kišobranom. Izložbu je pratio obiman celomesečni prateći 
program koji je podrazumevao različite umetničke izvedbe, koncerte, radionice, predstave i slično. 

Tema izložbe ZAJEDNIČKI JEZIK – LANGUAGE IN COMMON, rezultat je sinergije različitih koncepata svih 
uključenih u ovaj projekat. Tri zasebna kustoska pristupa (IZOLACIJA, UDISAJ i POST, POST...) nastala su na 
osnovu uvida u organizacionu strukturu i misiju Bijenala mladih, a potom su tokom Javnih priprema II zajednički 

7    Detaljnije o kustoskim radionicama može se videti na strani 37 ovog kataloga.
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sjedinjena u jedinstvenu celinu. Selektovane teme izložbe odnosile su se na refleksiju permanentnog kriznog 
stanja u savremenom društvu i polju umetnosti, sagledanog kroz ideološku transformaciju rada (u umetnosti i 
drugim oblastima društvenog delovanja), javnog prostora i javnog interesa, kao i zdravstveno-ekoloških posledica 
koje imaju uticaja na savremeni svet.8  

Edukativni program za mlade umetnike – Raspričavanje usledio je posle same izložbe i predstavlja deo 
parakustoskih aktivnosti, odnosno pratećeg programa izložbe. Održan je tokom novembra 2021. u Beogradu, 
uživo u Domu kulture Studentski grad i putem interneta. Kroz diskurzivni program, publika i učesnici Bijenala bolje 
su se upoznali sa temama pokrenutim u okviru istraživačko-izložbenog procesa, kroz ključni pojam zajedništva: 
uspostavljanje zajedništva kroz zajednički jezik mladih (vizuelni i diskurzivni), zamišljanje horizonta zajedničke 
budućnosti, koji počiva na inkluziji, prihvatanju i dobrobiti svih članova zajednice, propitivanje mogućnosti 
kolektivnog rada i samoorganizacije, ekonomskih odnosa u polju umetnosti i specifikuma umetnosti u današnjem 
digitalnom svetu. Kroz niz javnih razgovora i gostovanje istaknutih sagovornika, kustosko-organizacioni tim i 
umetnici - učesnici izložbe, u razgovoru sa publikom, pokušali su da dođu do odgovora na probleme mladih u 
savremenom trenutku i prodube sopstvena znanja o pokrenutim temama, ali i da evaluiraju organizaciju samog 
Bijenala9.  Zaključci i kritičke opservacije ovih razgovora uključeni su u ovaj katalog10, kao i u polazišne ideje 
organizacije narednog Bijenala, planiranog za 2023. godinu. 

Završiću ovaj sažeti prikaz nadom da će u godinama koje slede otvorenost mladih za učenje, solidarnost i zajednički 
rad nastaviti da se približava misiji Bijenala u pogledu kreiranja novog prostora za rad mladih protagonista u polju 
kulture i umetnosti, a da će sama platforma postati društveno učinkovitija i zadobiti veću podršku društva. 

8    Detaljnije o konceptu izložbe može se videti na stranama 38-41 ovog kataloga.
9    Detaljnije o programu Raspričavanje može se videti na strani 196-199 ovog kataloga.  
10  Videti stranu 202-207 ovog kataloga.
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A very small number of young creators who graduate from art academies and colleges, in the years that follow, 
manage to profile themselves as artists. Forced to fend for themselves as non-established creators in order to 
secure their existence, many leave the field of art and find employment in some other, more or less related, field 
of work. When they finish schools, which are relatively traditionally oriented and without direction towards realizing 
a wider social function of an artists and art, young protagonists in the field of culture completely lack structures by 
way of which it would be possible to bridge the gap that arises at the transition from the end of studies to entering 
the workforce. This transition in regards to the age of an artist in a local context, as compared to the countries 
of Western and Central Europe, comes quite late, and is mostly possible only to those select individuals whose 
economic and family circumstances are such that this gap can be amortized. The conditions in which young artists 
create have worsened even further due to the systemic deregulation of work in the field of culture and the influx of 
private capital, which is why their work is increasingly shaped by market-competitive relations.

The initiative to launch the Youth Biennial, under the auspices of the Association of Fine Artists of Serbia (ULUS), 
as a cultural framework in which visual artists unite their work, started from an idea of attempting to bridge the 
aforementioned gap and creating a new collective platform for the work of young protagonists in the field of culture, 
which will be based on a different system of values, fair distribution and collective self-organization. This idea was 
based on historically known positive experiences of systemic support for the work of young artists in the local 
context, such as the tradition of the organization of the Youth Biennial exhibitions (Biennial of Young Yugoslav 
artists in Rijeka (1960–1991)1 and the Yugoslav Youth Art Biennial in Vršac (1994‒2004)) to which various support 
systems for young artists were closely tied to. For example, the “Moša Pijade” Foundation for the development of 
Fine Arts (1956‒1971) and the Permanent fund for the development of creativity for young artists of fine and applied 
arts (1972‒1992), both known to the public as the Youth Fund, provided monthly scholarships to young artists to 
continue their work in the arts a for a number of years after the end of their art studies, as well as financial rewards 
for the purchase of works as is the case with the most prominent ones (Biennial in Rijeka). Scholarships were 
analogous to the minimum personal income and young artists would in turn donate part of their annual production 
to the public collection. To which the purchased works would belong.2 The collection of the Permanent fund for the 
development of creativity for young artists of fine and applied arts was once entrusted to ULUS for safekeeping and 
today it represents the most important collection which is at the disposal of the Association.3

1    "In the second half of the 20th century, contemporary art Biennials played a significant role in the function of decolonization of the art 
world, that is, the "provincialization" of Europe and America. Special mention should be paid here to the Youth Biennial in Paris, which was 
founded in 1959 and the Biennial of Young Artists of Europe and the Mediterranean, with a rotating venue, founded in Torino in 1984, which 
are still active, but have, from the beginning, a clearly defined international character. In contrast to these Biennials, the Biennial of Young 
Yugoslav Artists in Rijeka (1960–1991), which was founded only one year after the Paris Biennial, did not focus on international artistic 
production, but was rather aimed at the local, Yugoslav cultural space." Stevan Vuković, abstract for the Biennial lecture of young YU artists in 
Rijeka, 1960‒1991. and the Yugoslav Youth Art Biennial in Vršac, 1994‒2004, available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_-fLH6L6k78 
(accessed: 17.05.2021, 11h)
2    See: Moša and We - On the occasion of the fifteenth anniversary of the "Moša Pijade", Foundation for the Advancement of Fine Arts, 
Editorial Board of the Foundation for the Advancement of Fine Arts "Moša Pijade", Belgrade Publishing and Graphic Institute, 1975.
3    In parallel with the launch of the Youth Biennial, ULUS has started in the last two years the organization and digitalization of the Collection 
of the Youth Fund, which will be presented to the public at the end of 2022 at an exhibition in the ULUS Gallery  as well as being 
available on the internet.
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The new Yugoslav Youth Art Biennial in Vršac, which was launched a few years after the closure of the one in Rijeka 
(1991),4 functioned as a non-governmental organization that was financed with funds of the local governments, 
foreign funds and the economy. Although significantly different from its predecessor in Rijeka, the Biennial in Vršac 
continued the tradition of providing support to young artists in terms of the production of new works, but, unlike the 
first, it was not aimed exclusively at the local but also at the international cultural space.

It should be noted that the Biennials, which were founded in the second half of the 20th century, were primarily 
imagined as “places of freedom” for the activities of independent artists and curators, i.e. a place of works and 
projects which fit into the framework of clearly articulated value criteria, and as such are an alternative to the 
museum installations and art fairs. Demands of the state and the art market were becoming stronger over time 
(today we are witnessing a kind of boom in private galleries and fairs), co-opting the Biennials themselves.5 They 
not only lost their emancipatory components but have, due to the ever-increasing integration of the private and 
public spheres, and the excessive domination of market relations over the entire system of art and the polarization 
of global wealth, become important places for the spread of cultural hegemony, in the relation of the center to 
the periphery (north-south), globalization and the market. The situation of a significantly changed institutional 
landscape of the field of art, the entire socio-political system and the way of communication made the idea of ​​
reviving past experiences only partially meaningful and possible. The establishment of a new Youth Biennial 
required a completely new approach to organization and production which would not be the realization of “one 
more in a series of boring mastodon exhibitions”,6 a one-time event which reproduces hierarchical relations of 
power and exploitation, but will rather offer a completely new framework for the self-organization of young artists 
in terms of their own artistic institutions and productions, a continuous education and  a general process of self-
empowerment of young people, but also of the entire artistic community.

ULUS’s Youth Biennial was then, from the very beginning, conceived as an alternative to the dominant relationships 
that are reflect in the world of art, dismantling and overcoming established hierarchical patterns, competitiveness 
and clientelistic relations within art production and culture. The focus of the platform is therefore on the non-
established artists, curators, architects and managers in culture who create their own field of action together, which 
includes not only the production and performance of art works, but also the construction of discourse and the 
distribution of knowledge. In this way, it could be said that the central mission of the Youth Biennial consists of an 
aspiration to empower the institution of art in the exhibition, organizational, promotional and interpretative sense, 
and not to be dependent on the actions of curators and critics, whether foreign or domestic, and the available topics 
and contexts of presentation. The Youth Biennial is set up in such a way so as to promote unyielding egalitarian 
principles, cooperation, togetherness, openness and the emancipatory role and function of art in society today. 
In the situation of a historically significantly altered landscape of the field of art and an ossified general social 
framework of post-socialist countries and countries of peripheral capitalism, this attempt is pioneering, and, within 
the given framework, probably only partially realizable.

4   "An interesting coincidence is that in the same year (1989), the last successful Youth Biennial of Yugoslav artists was held in Rijeka, 
because the next one (1991) was opened on the day when the war in Slovenia started and  was marked by a symbolic protest against the 
war (the paintings were facing the wall, the sculptures were covered with a canvas, and the video projections turned off)". From the abstract 
for Stevan Vuković's lecture (Source: Footnote 1).
5    Stevan Vuković, in his presentation, particularly emphasized the importance of 1989 for the change of the paradigm of art Biennials, 
pointing out the fact that, precisely in that year and in the years that followed, there was a boom in Art Biennials around the world 
(Source: Footnote 1).
6    From the curatorial text of the Youth Biennial announcement. Source: www.ulus.bijenalemladih.com (accessed: 17.05.2021, 11h)

Focusing on the process of education and self-empowerment, and not on mere representation, the Youth Biennial, 
thus, starts with an initiative, develops as a long-term one-year process of production, exchange and discussion 
‒ Public Preparations, as part of which, curatorial and educational workshops are organized, and closes with a 
representative event - the exhibition itself.

The construction of the Youth Biennial was started during July and August of 2020 with the Public Preparations 
in which about 80 young artists participated based on a public open call which was sent by the Association. 
As part of the Public Preparations, workshops and lectures by renowned experts in the field of contemporary 
art were held (available to the general public via the YouTube channel of ULUS), as well as investigations 
into the cultural scene and the institutional infrastructure, which had the goal of empowering a group of young 
artists to start their own event in the next phase of the project - the new Youth Biennial. The exceptionally large 
response of young people to participate in the Public preparations, pointed out the strong urge of new artists to 
create different spaces of exchange and public action to the one offered by the existing institutional framework. 
Even though one of the most important strengths of this initiative is the interest of young people in collective 
practice and self-organized action, the whole process took place under difficult circumstances, conditioned by 
the pandemic crisis and the lack of support from public sources of funding. While in 2020 the competition of the 
Secretariat for Culture of the City of Belgrade was cancelled, and the Ministry of Culture and Information of The 
Republic of Serbia did not recognize the importance of this initiative and did not financially support the project 
(while at the same time directing significant funds towards the financing of commercial private galleries), during 
2021, only the MKI supported the project with modest funds, while the City of Belgrade did not. Such distribution 
of public funds reflects the cultural policy, primarily of the City of Belgrade, which, while creating a controlled 
space of artistic action, leaves no room for new actors and initiatives.

Even though during both of the phases of the Public Preparations an intensive communication took place with 
European (Sala D’Art Jove, Barcelona, ​​Spain), regional (Institute for Contemporary Art of Montenegro, Podgorica, 
Montenegro, Faculty of Things which Cannot be Taught, Skopje, North Macedonia, Academy of Visual Arts, ‒ AVA, 
Ljubljana, Slovenia) and local (Students’ City Cultural Center, Faculty of Architecture in Belgrade, Contemporary 
Art Gallery in Nis, Belgrade Fortress ‒ Kalemegdan) partners, the Youth Biennial, due to the absence of a stronger 
systemic support, in essence, kept its local character in the organizational aspect.

The curatorial workshops were the next phase of the development of the Biennial in which 40 new works by young 
artists were produced or co-produced in cooperation with curators (Teodora Jeremić, Jovana Trifuljesko and Senka 
Latinović). The curators were selected by the Arts Council ULUS through an open call and with the organizational 
team that at that time was composed of 35 young protagonists who supported and helped each other. Workshops 
were organized at the locations of the future exhibition, as well as outdoors.7 

As Yves Klein said: “Pictures are the ashes of my art”, so here we can say that the very exhibition, which came 
at the end of this long process of preparation and collective articulation,  is only “ashes” of a deeper undertaking 
in the scene with more permanent consequences. On July 29, 2021, in the evening hours, after almost two years 
of preparation, the first Youth Biennial was opened, an international exhibition of contemporary art by young 
people, where 118 artists ages ranging all the way up to 35 were presented, whose works are exhibited in several 
locations in Belgrade (the “Cvijeta Zuzorić” Art Pavilion, ULUS Gallery, Student’s City Cultural Center, the Roman 
Well, the Military Bunker, The Great Gunpowder Storage (Barutana), Amam (Planetarium), the Clock Tower, the 

7    More details about curatorial workshops can be seen on page 37 of this catalog.
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Nebojša Tower, the Footnote Center for Text and Image, Military Museum, The Magacin Cultural Center) and 
a number of public spaces in the City. During the opening ceremony on Donji Kalemegdan, the plateau in front 
of the Planetarium, a picnic and a party were arranged for all the participants, organizers and several thousand 
visitors. The event lasted until the late evening hours, and was organized in cooperation with Umbrella. The 
exhibition was accompanied by an extensive all-month exhibition side program which included various artistic 
performances, concerts, workshops, performances and the like.

The theme of the exhibition A LANGUAGE IN COMMON is the result of the synergy of different concepts from 
everyone involved in this project. Three separate curatorial approaches (ISOLATION, BREATH and POST, POST...) 
were created based on insights into the organizational structure and mission of the Youth Biennial, and then during 
the Public Preparations II, they were united into a unique whole. The selected themes of the exhibition were related 
to the reflection of the situation of a permanent crisis in contemporary society and the field of art, viewed through 
the ideological transformation of the work (in the arts and other areas of social activity), the public space and the 
public interest, as well as health-related and environmental consequences that impact the contemporary world.8

The educational program for young artists - Aftertalks came after the actual exhibition itself and is part of 
the para-curatorial activities, i.e. the side program of the exhibition. It was held during November of 2021 in 
Belgrade, live in the Student’s City Cultural Center and via the Internet. Through the discursive program, the 
audience and participants of the Biennial became better acquainted with the topics raised as part of the research-
exhibition process, through the key notion of togetherness: establishing togetherness through a language in 
common of young people (visual and discursive), imagining the horizon of a joint future, which rests upon the 
inclusion, acceptance and well-being of all members of the community, questioning the possibility of a collective 
work and self-organization, economic relations in the field of art and the specifics of art in today’s digital world. 
Through a series of public conversations and guest appearances by prominent interlocutors, the curatorial 
and organizational team and the artists - participants of the exhibition, in engaging in a conversation with the 
audience, tried to find answers to the problems of young people in the contemporary moment and deepen 
their own knowledge about the topics raised, but also to evaluate the organization of the Biennial itself.9 The 
conclusions and critical observations of these conversations are included in this catalog10, as well as the starting 
ideas for the organization of the next Biennial, planned for 2023.

I will conclude this summary with the hope that in the years to come, the openness of young people when it comes 
to learning, solidarity and joint work  will continue to approach the mission of the Biennial in terms of creating a new 
space for the work of young protagonists in the field of culture and art, and that the platform itself will become more 
socially effective and gain greater support from society.

8    More details about the concept of the exhibition can be seen on pages 42-45 of this catalog.
9    More details about the After talks program can be found on page 196-199 of this catalog.
10  See page 208-213 of this catalog.
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Program Javnih priprema (I) se sastojao od četiri celine osmišljene tako da pomognu artikulaciju prostora 
za umetničku praksu mladih, koja će biti prepoznata i društveno učinkovita. To su bili: istraživački procesi i 
radionice na temu mapiranja umetničke scene, predavanja o kustoskim praksama i organizaciji umetničkih 
izložbi, zatim programska celina na temu umetničkog rada, praktične radionice koje iniciraju mladi umetnici 
shodno svojim potrebama i završni program u okviru kojeg je tematizovana koncepcija novog Bijenala mladih. 
Osnovni izazov koji su već na prvim susretima učesnici ovog programa prepoznali je konstruisanje drugačijeg 
iskustva od onog koji nude politička i ekonomska stvarnost. Ova smernica u daljem određenju pravca 
kolektivnog delovanja proizašla je iz prvog radioničarskog bloka koji je podrazumevao aktivno upoznavanje sa 
institucionalizovanom umetničkom praksom. Kroz obilaske, istraživanja na terenu, intervjue aktera u kulturi, 
mladi su prezentovali način rada tri tipa sektora, izložbenih i produkcionih prostora u polju kulture: javnih 
ustanova kulture (Dom omladine Beograda, Studentski kulturni centar, Dom kulture Studentski grad, Prodajna 
galerija Beograd, Muzej savremene umetnosti Beograd), privatnih organizacija i inicijativa u kulturi (Umetnički 
prostor U10, Bioskop Balkan, Galerija Novembar, Galerija Štab i Galerija Rima), kao i organizacija civilnog 
društva (Kulturni centar Magacin/Praksa, Kvaka 22, Muzej Trudbenik i Matrijaršija). Učesnici programa su 
ispitivali zakone koji definišu polje umetnosti, a u tome su imali pomoć kritičara, kustosa i teoretičara umetnosti 
Stevana Vukovića, sociološkinje i kulturne radnice Ksenije Đurović i Danila Prnjata. 
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U cilju boljeg razumevanja konteksta u kojima su nastajale domaće institucionalne platforme za mapiranje produkcije 
mladih umetnika, kustos i teoretičar Stevan Vuković i producentkinja Nada Grozdanić predstavili su dve studije 
slučaja jugoslovenskih bijenala mladih, sagledanih kroz proces globalne bijenalizacije sveta umetnosti. O iskustvu 
osmišljavanja i vođenja izložbi velikog formata u različitim geopolitičkim uslovima rada i institucionalnim okvirima, 
mogućnostima za kreiranje kritičkog prostora i razumevanju epistemološkog karaktera umetničke prakse govorili su 
Jelena Vesić, nezavisna kustoskinja, istoričarka i teoretičarka umetnosti, Branislav Dimitrijević, kritičar, kustos i 
profesor istorije i teorije umetnosti, te nezavisni kustosi i kritičari Maja Ćirić i Dejan Vasić. 

Na osnovu serije predavanja i razgovora sa Mirjanom Bobom Stojadinović, Majom Lalić i Marijanom Cvetković, 
kulturnim radnicama sa iskustvom u prikupljanju sredstava, promociji i organizaciji velikih kulturnih događaja, 
učesnici su imali prilike da razmene iskustva i razrade organizacione planove buduće manifestacije Bijenala mladih. 

U okviru poslednje celine programa Javnih priprema (I), učesnici su dobili mogućnost da se upoznaju sa temom 
rada u umetnosti kroz direktnu razmenu sa Aleksandrijom Ajduković i Isidorom Ilić, predstavnicama radnih grupa 
ULUS-a za fer prakse i samostalne umetnike, da prisustvuju predavanju profesorke teorije medija i filozofkinje Divne 
Vuksanović o mogućnosti da se kroz umetnost kreiraju nova mesta utopijskih narativa, ali i radionici samoorganizacije 
sa pozorišnom režiserkom, psihološkinjom i profesorkom psihodrame i psihologije umetnosti Irenom Ristić.  

Poslednja radionica u sklopu Javnih priprema (I) obuhvatila je analizu stanja i mogućnosti za konkretne korake ka 
organizaciji buduće izložbe. U Galeriji ULUS i Umetničkom paviljonu “Cvijeta Zuzorić” završnog dana projekta, 
održana je prezentacija projekta na kojoj je grupa mladih predstavila javnosti predlog jedinstvene organizacije 
Bijenala mladih na kojoj su intezivno radili. Celokupan poduhvat promišljanja mogućih formi i značenja novog 
Bijenala mladih mogao se pratiti na YouTube kanalu ULUS-a, kao i na privremenoj izložbi dokumentacije 
radnog procesa u Umetničkom paviljonu „Cvijeta Zuzorić“ koja je bila otvorena za publiku završnih dana rada 
na projektu, krajem avgusta 2020. Rezultat ovog dvomesečnog intezivnog programa sumiran je u dokumentu 
pod nazivom Organizaciona struktura i misija Bijenala mladih, koji su sastavili učesnici i učesnice Javnih 
priprema (I), a usvojili Umetnički savet i Upravni odbor ULUS-a. Ovaj temeljni dokument dao je osnovne 
smernice i strukturu novog ULUS-ovog Bijenala mladih.1 

Budući da rad u timovima koji su horizontalno organizovani zahteva stalno preispitivanje postignutih rezultata i 
daljeg usmerenja, tokom januara i februara 2021. godine organizovan je dodatni program Javnih priprema (II) s 
namerom rada na reorganizaciji snaga i integraciji novih članova i članica tima. Program nastavka Javnih priprema 
organizovan je u sedam sesija koje je organizovala grupa mladih koja je do tada radila na pripremi Bijenala, uz 
podršku mentora i mentorki iz ranije faze projekta, koji su aktivni u polju promišljanja horizontalnog organizovanja, 
savremenih kustoskih i izlagačkih praksi i produkcije u polju umetnosti: Stevana Vukovića, Irene Ristić, Maje Lalić, 
Maje Ćirić, Marijane Cvetković, ali i novih mentora-eksperata u pogledu osmišljavanja arhitekture izložbe, profesora 
Pavla Stamenkovića i Petra Cigića i produkcije u umetnosti, umetnika i producenta Sanjina Ćorovića. Za potrebe 
najuže organizacije izložbe Bijenala formirana je grupa od 30-ak mladih do 35 godina koji deluju u polju kulture i 
umetnosti, prevashodno studentkinje i studenti likovnih i primenjenih umetnosti, menadžmenta u kulturi, arhitekture, 
teorije i istorije umetnosti. Organizacioni tim Bijenala mladih sastavljen je od onih u aktivnom članstvu i onih koji 
su povremeno angažovani, a tesno je sarađivao sa koordinatorima projekta, odnosno sa Umetničkim savetom 
i producentom programa ULUS-a. Veliki deo mladih koji su okupljeni u Organizacioni tim Bijenala konkuriše za 
prijem u članstvo u Udruženju, a inkubacija mladih u Udruženje jedan je od značajnih rezultata ovog projekta. 

1    Dokument se može videti na strani 28-34 ovog kataloga. 
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The Public Preparations (I) consisted of four units designed to aid/help in the the articulation of space for the artistic 
practice of young people, which will be recognized and socially effective. They were: research processes and 
workshops on the topic of art scene mapping, lectures on curatorial practices and the organization of art exhibitions, 
followed by a program unit on the topic of artworks, practical workshops initiated by young artists according to their 
needs and a final program which addresses the conception of the new Youth Biennial. The main challenge that 
participants of this program already recognized in the first meetings is the construction of a different experience than 
the one offered by the political and economic reality. This guideline, in the further determination of the direction of 
collective action, came out of the first workshop block, which involved active acquaintance with the institutionalized 
artistic practice. Through tours, field research and interviews of actors in culture, young people presented the 
way in which three types of sectors of exhibition and production spaces in the field of culture operated: public 
cultural institutions (Belgrade Youth Center, Student Cultural Center, Student’s City Cultural Center, Belgrade Sales 
Gallery and the Belgrade Museum of Contemporary Art), private organizations and initiatives in culture (U10 Art 
Space, Balkan Cinema, Novembar Gallery, STAB Gallery and RIMA Gallery), as well as civil society organizations 
(Magacin/Praksa Cultural Center, Kvaka 22, Trudbenik Museum and Matrijarsija). The participants of the program 
examined the laws that define the field of art, and to do this they had the help of critic, curator and art theorist 
Stevan Vuković, sociologist and cultural worker Ksenija Đurović and Danilo Prnjat.

In order to better understand the context in which the domestic institutional platforms for mapping the production 
of young artists were created, curator and theorist Stevan Vuković and producer Nada Grozdanić presented 
two case studies of Yugoslav Youth Biennials, viewed through the process of global biennialization of the art 
world. Jelena Vesić, independent curator, art historian and theorist, Branislav Dimitrijević, critic, curator and 
professor of art history and theory, and independent curators and critics Maja Ćirić and Dejan Vasić talked about 
the experience of designing and managing large-format exhibitions in different geopolitical working conditions 
and institutional frameworks as well as the opportunities for creation of a critical space and understanding of the 
epistemological character of artistic practice.

Based on a series of lectures and conversations with Mirjana Boba Stojadinović, Maja Lalić and Marijana 
Cvetković, cultural workers with experience in fundraising, promotion and organization of large-scale cultural 
events, participants had the opportunity to exchange experiences and develop organizational plans for future 
manifestations of the Youth Biennial.

As part of the last unit of the Public Preparations (I) program, participants had the opportunity to get to know the 
topic of working in the artistic sphere through a direct exchange with Aleksandrija Ajduković and Isidora Ilić, 
representatives of ULUS working groups for fair practices and independent artists, to attend the lecture by the 
professor of media theory and philosopher Divna Vuksanović on the possibility of creating new spaces of utopian 
narratives through art, but also the self-organization workshops with a theater director, psychologist and professor 
of psychodrama and psychology of art Irena Ristić.

The last workshop as part of Public Preparations (I) included an analysis of the state and possibility for taking concrete 
steps towards the organization of a future exhibition. In the ULUS Gallery and the “Cvijeta Zuzorić” Art Pavilion 
on the final day of the project, a presentation of the project was held where a group of young people presented 
to the public the proposal of the unique organization of the Youth Biennial, on which they worked intensively. The 
entire enterprise of thinking through possible forms and meanings of the new Youth Biennial could be followed on 
the ULUS YouTube channel, as well as at the temporary exhibition of work-process documentation in The “Cvijeta 
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Zuzorić” Art Pavilion, which was open to the public on the final days of working on project, at the end of August 
2020. The result of this two-month intensive program is summarized in in the document entitled the Organizational 
Structure and Mission of the Youth Biennial, which was constructed by the participants of Public Preparations (I), 
and adopted by the Artistic Council and the Board of Directors of ULUS. This thorough document provided the basic 
guidelines and structure of the new ULUS Youth Biennial.1

Given that working in horizontally organized teams requires constant reexamination of the achieved results and 
further direction, an additional program of Public preparations (II) was organized during January and February 
2021, with the intention of working on the reorganization of forces and the integration of new team members. The 
program of continuing Public Preparations was organized in seven sessions which were in turn organized by a 
group of young people who until then had worked on the preparation of the Biennial, with the support of mentors 
from an earlier phase of the project, who are active in the field of thinking through the horizontal organization, 
contemporary curatorial and exhibition practices and productions in the field of art, these are:  Stevan Vuković, Irena 
Ristić, Maja Lalić, Maja Ćirić, Marijana Cvetković, but also new mentors and experts in designing the architecture of 
the exhibition, professor Pavle Stamenković and Petar Cigić and the productions in art of the artist and producer 
Sanjin Ćorović. For the purposes of organizing the Biennial exhibition in the narrowest sense, a group was formed 
of around 30 young people aged 35 and under who work in the field of culture and art, these are primarily students 
of fine and applied arts, cultural  management, architecture and the theory and history of art. The organizational 
team of the Youth Bienniale is composed of those who have an active membership and those who are occasionally 
engaged, but have worked closely with the project coordinators, that is, with the Arts Council and the producer of 
the ULUS program. A large part of the young people who comprise the Organizational Team of the Biennial is in the 
process of applying for admission into the membership in the Association, and the incubation of young people into 
the Association is one of the significant results of this project. 

Team of the Youth Bienniale is composed of those who have an active membership and those who are occasionally 
engaged, but have worked closely with the project coordinators, that is, with the Arts Council and the producer of 
the ULUS program. A large part of the young people who comprise the Organizational Team of the Biennial is in the 
process of applying for admission into the membership in the Association, and the incubation of young people into 
the Association is one of the significant results of this project.

1    The Document may be viewed on the 28-34 page of this catalog.
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Deluje kao čista arogancija, kao jedna pretenzija bez pokrića, povremeno karakteristična za Beograd: da baš u 
godini nakon prvih sleganja pandemije grad koji je u prethodnom periodu pretrpeo i institucionalnu devastaciju 
scene savremene umetnosti istupi sa dva bijenala u jednom dahu. Prošlo je više od pet godina finansijskog ubijanja 
nezavisne scene, čemu je sledila politička aproprijacija Muzeja savremene umetnosti od stane vlasti i izvlašćivanje 
iz struke brojnih kritičara, kustosa, pa i samog Muzeja savremene umetnosti kao prostora za izlaganje i refleksiju.

U slučaju Bijenala mladih i Beogradskog bijenala (Oktobarskog salona), jednog pored (ili naspram) drugog, radi se 
o dve različite vizije i prakse savremene umetnosti – jedne koja deluje u pravcu stvaranja ponovne koherentnosti na 
sceni i druge koja nastavlja procese atomizacije i razvlašćivanja. Susret dva Bijenala u Beogradu, tokom još jednog 
dugog koronaškog leta, predstavljao je u simboličnom smislu borbu stavova na terenu.

Dok bi se Bijenale mladih mogao staviti pod okrilje krilatice “Nema povratka u normalnost” koja je ujedinila glasove 
progresivnih politika tokom vremena pandemije, Oktobarski salon je govorio iz neutralizujuće , univerzalne i sterilne 
perspektive moći velike izložbe, kao da se u međuvremenu ništa, pa ni pandemija, nije dogodilo.

Unutar političke ekonomije umetnosti koju su vodili donatori, uglavnom Ministarstvo kulture i Grad, Beogradski bijenale i 
Bijenale mladih stavljeni su u odnos “centra” i “periferije”. Bijenale mladih se, na izvesan način odvijalo u senci neuporedivo 
finansijski i institucionalno snažnijeg Oktobarskog Salona, noseći se sa teškim produkcionim i institucionalnim uslovima, 
ali i uprkos tome, proizvodeći složen i promišljeno izveden izlagačko–samoobrazovni program.

Čitavo Bijenale je izvedeno uz pomoć sredstava dobijenih na dva konkursa Ministarstva kulture (650 000 dinara), 
izvesne pomoći u štampi i malim donacijama kroz besplatne usluge. Ideja tima Bijenala je bila da što više umetnica i 
umetnika dobije šansu da izlaže. Od 249 prijave, odabrano je 123 učesnika. Oko 15 osoba je radilo u organizacionom 
timu, na 8 izložbenih prostora i nekolicini javnih prostora Beograda i Tvrđave. Pod temom zajedništva stvarani su novi 
i drugačiji odnosi zasnovani na modelu kooperativa i fer praksama. Poziv za priključenje timu Bijenala mladih je bio 
neprekidno otvoren a ljudi su se uključivali i iz njega izlazili tokom trajanja projekta u skladu sa idejom participacije i 
samo-obrazovanja na terenu. Umetnički radovi su uključivali performanse, predstave, koncerte i radionice.

Kustoskinje izložbe, Senka Latinović, Teodora Jeremić i Jovana Trifuljesko, u kriznom trenutku su odlučile da 
se odreknu svojih honorara, jer je preusmeravanje tog mikro-budžeta na produkciju Bijenala bio jedini način 
da se izložba realizuje. Nekoliko dana pred otvaranje je eskalirala kriza u okviru udruženja umetnika, kada su 
administraciju obnovljenog ULUS-a nasilno preuzele konzervativne snage, što je rezultiralo i blokiranjem računa. 
“Tim Bijenala mladih je ove godine udario u plafon samoeksploatacije” – svedoče kustoskinje i dodaju kako je “rad 
u takvim uslovima demorališući, izuzetno prekaran, neminovno amaterski i pun šumova”.

Pogledajmo šta su zaključili kritičari i kustosi poredeći ova dva Bijenala.

 “Ne mora nužno svako Bijenale da ima tematsku koherenciju i dobro sprovedenu postavku, 
ako proizilazi iz istraživačkog rada na terenu koji rezultira komparativnim pregledom aktuelnih umetničkih praksi 
na globalnoj sceni i u sredini gde se izložba postavlja (…) Bijenale mladih je kustoska izložba nastala kroz veoma 
kompleksan istraživački i debatni proces, sa budžetom od svega jedan posto budžeta Beogradskog bijenala, ali sa 

215



velikim ljudskim resursima koji su maksimalno efikasno investirani, za razliku od budžeta Oktobarskog salona, koji 
je uglavnom preliven na račune komercijalnih galerija od kojih su pozajmljivani ili iznajmljivani radovi.”1

 “Naš primarni cilj koji je tim Bijenala mladih uspostavio tokom Javnih priprema, bilo je da 
negujemo lokalnu scenu i kreiramo izlagačku platformu za naše mlade umetnike koji su ovom prilikom bili pozvani 
da se pridruže kolektivnom procesu. Iako je izložba bila internacionalnog karaktera, na kustoskim radionicama i u 
produkcijskom smislu prioritet je dat potrebama lokalnih umetnika. Takođe, želeli smo da probudimo prostore na 
kojima se ne viđa savremena umetnost. (…) Oktobarski salon/Beogradski bijenale je skoro potpuno dislociran u 
odnosu na lokalni kontekst u kome se nalazi. Izložba Sanjari je mogla da se odvija bilo gde u istoj ovakvoj postavci i ne 
bi bilo razlike. Bijenale mladih i Oktobarski salon su ove godine jednostavno govorili dijametralno suprotnim jezikom”.2

 “Kada je datum Salona pomeren poslednji put, to nam se učinilo kao problem – prvo, mogućnosti 
za pozajmicu opreme su nam bile znatno sužene, jer je Oktobarski salon u tom smislu svim institucijama bio prioritet. 
Drugo, smatrali smo da su dva bijenala u istom trenutku previše za Beograd i da će to uticati na posećenost Bijenala 
mladih. Ipak, čini se da je ovogodišnji Oktobarski salon izneverio očekivanja publike, pa čak i izazvao neku vrstu 
tihog bojkota. Ključni problemi koje sam uvidela su: distanca, arogancija i elitizam kustosa, ignorisanje domaće 
i regionalne umetničke produkcije, netransparentnost u trošenju sredstava i konačno nekomunikativnost velikog 
broja radova sa publikom. Bijenale mladih je, bez obzira na nedostatke, ipak uspeo da započne nešto novo, što tek 
treba da se ispravlja, nadograđuje, poboljšava i ojačava u narednim godinama”.3

 “Beogradski bijenale je trebalo da se završi pre početka Bijenala mladih, međutim, kako 
su se bijenala ipak preklopila novonastala situacija mi je postala dodatno interesantna jer smo u istom trenutku 
u gradu imali dva apsolutna antipoda, dva modela prema kojima funkcioniše ovdašnja umetnost. S jedne 
strane je nešto eksperimentalno, nedovršeno, uvek nedovoljno podržano, transparentno u pogledu finansijske 
nestabilnosti, organsko, fokusirano na lokalni kontekst i umetnike, realno, blisko. S druge, je nešto isplanirano do 
detalja, produkcijski savršeno izvedeno, netransparentno u pogledu trošenja izuzetno velikih sredstava, artificijelno 
(pristupom kustosa, ali i načinom na koji je još pre nekoliko godina od Oktobarskog salona postalo Beogradsko 
bijenale), sa malo ili nimalo veze sa lokalnim kontekstom, distancirano. Dva polariteta na ovdašnjoj umetničkoj 
sceni koja su primetna i inače, mnogo šire od ova dva bijenala”. 4

Velike izložbe (ili -ijenalni tip izložbi) koje u epohi savremenosti zovemo bijenala upravo su umetničke forme koje 
se razvijaju na istorijskoj podlozi reprezentacija imperijalne moći i kolonijalne modernosti (ili možda tamne strane 
modernosti, kako bi to rekao Minjolo); njihova funkcija je da zasene javnost. Matrica svih -ijenalnih izložbi kao formi 
spektakla jeste londonska Velika izložba u Kristalnoj palati (1851) koja je predstavljala svet(skost) industrijske 

1    Stevan Vuković: Uvozne sanjarije iz druge ruke, AICA Serbia serijal “#KritikaJePrisutna2021: Izložbe i okolnosti kulturnog rada u Srbiji – 
leto i jesen 2021”. Videti: www.aicaserbia.org/likovni-kriticari-o-oktobarskom-salonu-2021 (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)
2    Intervju: Bijenale mladih – verujemo u snagu umetničkih i kustoskih kolektiva, intervju vodio Lav Mrenović, MANEK, Magazin nezavisne 
kulture, br. 10, ur: Vida Knežević, decembar 2021, str. 76.
3    Isto, str. 77.
4    Isto, str. 76.

revolucije i dominaciju viktorijanske Britanije u tom svetu, izložba koja se u popularnim prezentacijama danas 
(npr. Wikipedia) predstavlja uglavnom svojim numeričkim superiornostima: 92 000 m2 novoizgrađenog izlagačkog 
prostora, tri puta višeg od katedrale Svetog Pavla u Londonu, 14 000 izložaka, poseta od 6 miliona ljudi… Od 
“kvalitativnih” indikatora, često se navodi da su izložbu posetili i značajni intelektualaci tog doba koji su u svom radu 
reflektovali novu industrijsku paradigmu – Čarls Darvin, Karl Marks, Čarls Dikens, Luis Kerol ili Majkl Faradej – a 
prvo svetsko industrijsko bezalkoholno piće, Šveps, bio je zvanični sponzor događaja.

Za razliku od današnje kvantifikacije pratilaca na info kanalima kao hladne činjenice dominantnog sistema vrednosti, 
tadašnji konzervativci su se i dalje plašili brojeva, izražavajući bojazan da tolike mase posetioca mogu da se 
pretvore u “revolucionarnu gomilu”.

U novijoj istoriji umetnosti ova i slične Velike Izložbe i njihove kritičke transformacije u savremenim kustoskim 
pristupima Bijenalima često su razmatrane na jedan sasvim drugi način – kroz pojmove i prakse (de)kolonijalnosti i 
različitih formi “odučavanja od imperijalnog mišljenja”. Traženje drugačijih modela se intenzivira sa porastom broja 
bijenala u svetu i porastom uniformizacije formata velike izložbe savremene umetnosti. Primeri ovakvih praksi su 
brojni i divergentni. Manifesta 6 u Nikoziji (2006) su umesto izložbe predložili školu po ugledu na (neo)avangardne 
projekte umetničkog obrazovanja kao što su Black Mountain koledž ili Bauhaus, gde bi, umesto da budu selektori 
umetničkih radova, kustosi bili voditelji kurseva. Takođe, jedan od centralnih događaja izložbe dokumenta 12 bilo je 
izlaganje, povezivanje i javna debata protagonista preko 70 umetničkih i teorijskih časopisa širom sveta.

U pravcu “odučavanja od imperijalnog mišljenja” velike izložbe su samo-subvertirane iznutra otvaranjem prostora i 
infrastrukture za susretanje protagonista savremenih aktivističkih borbi, čega bi primer bilo Bijenale u Berlinu (2012) 
pod nazivom Zaboravi strah (Forget Fear) Artura Žmijevskog i Joane Varše. Pored toga, monumentalnost velikih 
izložbi je amortizovana prevođenjem na performativni format događaja, susreta i diskusija – Contour Biennial 9 
(2019) u Belgiji pod naslovom Koltan kao Pamuk (Coltan as Cotton) kustoskinje Nataše Petrešin Bašelez.

Kada su u pitanju subverzije i produktivna reosmišljavanja velikih izložbi, možda je najuporedivije sa ovdašnjim Bijenalom 
mladih upravo Off Bijenale5 u Budimpešti, koje je od veoma podfinansirane grassroots inicijative “garažnog tipa”, zasnovane 
na volonterskom radu i često na samo-eksploataciji, postalo najveći kulturni događaj u Budimpešti i jedna od nainteresantnijih 
- bijenalnih izložbi u regionu, koja pritom otvoreno stoji naspram desnog populizma trenutnog režima u Mađarskoj. Off 
bijenale je i u svojoj razvijenoj fazi ovogodišnjeg izdanja pod nazivom Udahni (Inhale) zadržalo principe fer praksi i saradnji 
na kojima je ustanovljeno, kao i organske veze sa lokalnom scenom. Da citiram kustoskinju Eni Flečer, svojevremeno 
učesnicu diskusionog programa šestog Bijenala mladih u Vršcu (2004), “Nema pozicije bez lokacije”. Ili, drugim rečima, 
fenomen bijenalizacije, standardizacije i neutralizacije velikih izložbi savremene umetnosti, što je slučaj i sa bijenalizacijom 
Oktobarskog salona, naročito njegovog prošlogodišnjeg izdanja, čini svaku izložbu istom, pa samim tim i nebitnom.

U uvodnom tekstu projekta Kritika je prisutna Ana Sladojević predlaže da se ukine dihotomija arbitrirajućeg centra 
i provincijalizovane periferije i da se “u sopstvenom kontekstu uspostavi autentičan horizont nade ili stremljenja u 
vidu vrednosti koje se primenjuju u svakom koraku rada”. Sladojević predlaže da se sa homogenizujućeg termina 
periferije, čiji je smisao upravo potvrda centra, pređe na promišljanje decentriranosti. Deluje kao da je Off Bijenale 
u Budimpešti ovakvu poziciju već uključilo u svoj program i podvuklo je samim nazivom u duhu nomen est omen.

5    Videti: https://archive.offBiennial.hu/en/2021.html (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)
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Šta nam Bijenale mladih u Beogradu poručuje o današnjem smislu velikih izložbi savremene umetnosti?

Jednom kada se nađete u Cvijeti Zuzorić, sadašnjem sedištu Udruženja umetnika ULUS i prostoru pred stečajem, 
čemu je doprineo i nedavni požar, odmah vam je jasno da nije u pitanju jedna od onih velikih izložbi koja će vam 
se prikazati kao “svetsko čudo”. Niti je u pitanju izložba koja će iznedriti novu generaciju onih šest superuspešnih 
imena iz SKC-a koja će se liturgijski ponavljati u korpusima istorija savremene umetnosti. Takođe, nije u pitanju ni 
umorna forma rutinske grupne izložbe koja vrti priručne sadržaje u području izabranog kritičkog termina ili pregleda 
scene. Dakle, ništa od toga. U pitanju je napor, entuzijazam i eksperiment; nije važno da li će se to čitati na površini 
izložbe, ali Bijenale mladih 2021. je posledica strukturiranog i kontigentnog radnog procesa koji se odnosi na 
edukaciju mladih umetnika i kustosa, na arhiv izložbe Bijenala mladih (Riječki i Vršački period), javne programe, 
radionice, susrete mladih i uspostavljanje organizacije Bijenala. Izložba Zajednički jezik je pokazala da je moguće 
raditi na velikoj izložbi tako da ona ne bude sama sebi cilj, već da, sasvim suprotno, bude pokretač jednog šireg 
društvenog delovanja i akcije solidarnosti u umetnosti.

Pojam i koncept Javnih priprema svojevremeno sam predložila Umetničkom savetu ULUS-a, u početnom raspisu 
koncepta projekta 2019/20.6  Ovaj koncept proističe iz iskustva projekta Javne pripreme Bijenala mladih kustoskinja 
Airi Truisberg i Rael Artel u Talinu, 2006, u kojima sam svojevremeno učestvovala kao predavačica i voditeljka 
radionica. Predložila sam da se u kontekstu ponovne instalacije Bijenala mladih u Beogradu ovaj pojam misli kroz 
praksu rada na konceptualizaciji i realizaciji izložbe koju izvode sami umetnici i umetnice i koji su samim tim u 
mogućnosti da menjaju format izložbe prema sopstvenim potrebama. Tako je aktuelne Javne pripreme u potpunosti 
osmislio i prilagodio konkretnim okolnostima i potrebama organizacioni tim Bijenala, primenivši ga  u najboljem 
mogućem smislu organskog kreiranja izložbe koja misli svoju sadašnjost, prošlost i budućnost.

Bijenale mladih je kroz samu temu “portage za zajedničkim jezikom” težilo da prikaže pozicije generacije umetnika koja 
živi u komunikacijskim i medijskim balonima (media bubbles), u okruženju u kojem izlaganje vestima, zabavi, društvenim 
medijima i ostalim ekranima “realnostu” prikazuje jednu zatvorenu ideološku ili kulturnu perspektivu koja isključuje druge 
tačke gledišta, druge svetove. Ove filtrirane balone (samoperpetuirane i digitalno perpetuirane) u kojima danas živimo 
internet aktivista Eli Parizer naziva odzvanjajućom sobom (echo chamber), ili u duhu našeg jezika možda bolje reći 
sobom sa ogledalima.7  Ono što je u nečijem filtriranom balonu zavisi od toga ko je i čime se bavi; mi ne vidimo i nikada 
nećemo znati za ono što nije prošlo kroz filter, ono što je odstranjeno iz našeg polja vizije i saznanja.

Bijenale mladih je osmišljeno kao otvoreni susret u kojem se obavlja potraga za zajedničkim jezikom kako bi se 
“zajedno mapirali problemi, brige i šumovi savremenog društva i istražili horizonti i prostori budućnosti”. Tim Bijenala 
poziva “sve one koji žele da budu saučesnici, partneri, zaverenici, graditelji novog jezika, učesnici, koautori” i 
zajednički jezik proglašava “mestom slobode”. Zajednički jezik u tom smislu ne predstavlja reprezentativni govor, 
formu unifikacije ili potrage za jednoglasjem, već radije proces traženja zajedničkog u različitim jezicima. To traženje 
je, kao i svako drugo, ispunjeno pitanjima, pogodcima i promašajima.

6     Tada sam bila u funkciji komesarke radne grupe Bijenala mladih koju je inicirao Umetnički savet ULUS-a. Kasnije je, sa početkom realizacije 
Bijenala, sa programom Javnih priprema, formiran tim Bijenala mladih. Inicijativa o ponovnom osnivanju Bijenala mladih u Beogradu postoji 
još od sredine 2000ih godina i od gašenja projekta Bijenala mladih u Vršcu, i prenosi se sa generacije na generaciju kustosa i umetnika. Prvi 
i odlučan korak u ostvarenju ove inicijative je povukao Umetnički savet ULUS-a 2020.	
7    Eli Pariser: Beware online ‘filter bubbles’, TED2011 konferencija, mart 2011. Videti: www.ted.com/talks/eli_pariser_beware_online_filter_
bubbles (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)

“Da li se nova generacija razume i snalazi u fragementisanosti koja je evidentna, da li se najmlađa generacija 
umetnika međusobno dovoljno čuje, povezuje, sporazumeva, u haosu i kakofoniji koji ih okružuju i zajedničkom 
prostoru i vremenu koje deli a koje nazivamo savremeni trenutak“.8 

Kustoskinje Bijenala mladih 2021 postavile su tri podteme koje rezoniraju sa današnjim stanjem života mladih 
umetnika, formiranih u digitalnom okruženju i odaljenih od svih velikih narativa XX veka, upravo onih narativa 
istorije i modernosti koji su tokom prethodne dekade snažno okupirali umetničku scenu.

Jovana Trifuljesko polazi od termina IZOLACIJA kao pokušaja prenošenja situacije pandemije na jedno šire (i 
deljeno) iskustvo usamljenosti, klaustrofobije i krize, bez obzira na to što smo samo jedan klik udaljeni od voljenih 
ljudi ili željenih sadržaja. Trifuljesko poziva na pokretanje stvarnog dijaloga koji prilazi problemima od stvarnog 
početka: “Hajde da definišemo ograničene prostore u kojima mislimo, stvaramo i živimo i da zajedno istražimo 
problematiku institucija, ideologija, društva i generacije”.

Termin UDISAJ Teodore Jeremić otvara prostor ekološkim temama i borbama i ukazuje na političku ekonomiju 
zajedničkog disanja i života nasuprot opštem zaganjenju: Kako disati slobodno? Čime i kako adresirati sva ona 
pitanja koja ne imenujemo ali koja su tu negde “u vazduhu”?. „U vazduhu sve nestaje, isparava, iščezava, svi ga 
udišemo istovremeno, on je prostor koji nastanjujemo, razmenjujemo, uzimamo za sebe i konzumiramo, u kom se 
susrećemo i koegzistiramo u zajedničkom sistemu.”

POST, POST –  termin koji predlaže Senka Latinović pita se o svim težinama konceptualizacije i iskustva života i delovanja pod 
prefiksom “post-“ koji se sve češće čuje: post-pandemija, post-mladost, post-istina, post-ljudsko … “Da li postoji jedan zajednički 
smer, neki određeni pravac koji se ukazuje na horizontu, šta je glavna tema – mislim da takvo pitanje više nije relevantno. 
Društvo, umetnost, svakodnevica, naše ličnosti su postale toliko fragmentirane, da je nemoguće očekivati okupljanje oko jedne 
ideje koja će biti pečat generacije. Previše je gorućih problema u svetu, informacija koje primamo, ludila koje svakodnevno 
procesuiramo. Takvi su i odgovori – mnogobrojni, haotični, cinični, naivni, nejasni, duhoviti, strogo formalni, dirljivi, surovo 
realni, magijsko-ritualni, neurotični… Sve su to refleksije različitih načina borbe i preživljavanja u današnjem svetu.” 9

Prvo ULUS-ovo Bijenale mladih, rezultat je sinergije različitih koncepata svih uključenih u ovaj projekat: nekoliko 
zasebnih kustoskih pristupa, od kojih su svi nastali na osnovu uvida u “Organizacionu strukturu i misiju Bijenala 
mladih“ (dokument u čijem je sastavljaju učestvovalo oko 100 mladih aktera u polju umetnosti) tokom pripremnog 
perioda rada na Bijenalu (Javne pripreme I) i njihovog sjedinjenja u jedinstvenu formu, tokom druge faze 
organizaciono-pripremnog procesa (Javne pripreme II) u toku koje je uobličen finalni koncept same izložbe. 

Međutim, da li je moguće govoriti o nekim dominantnim tokovima i značajnim promenama u polju umetnosti, i kako 
ih mapirati u projekatu koji ne govori u ime neke pojedinačne promene, nego se uspostavlja pluralno i pokušava da 
progovori zajedničkim jezikom koji će biti kolektivno razumljiv?

8    Intervju: Bijenale mladih – verujemo u snagu umetničkih i kustoskih kolektiva, intervju vodio Lav Mrenović, MANEK, Magazin nezavisne 
kulture, br. 10, ur: Vida Knežević, decembar 2021, str. 69.	

9    Isto.	
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Promena jezika mladih umetnika na ovogodišnjem Bijenalu evidentna je u ostvarenjima novih radova kroz složene sisteme 
komunikacije jednog novog kolektiva u nastajanju (Organizacioni tim), kroz samoorganizaciju i zajednički rad. Primera radi, 
jedna mlada umetnica, koja je do sada radila samo autoportrete, tokom procesa produkcije novih radova u sklopu Bijenala, 
došla je do novog koncepta – izrade kolektivnog portreta. Takođe je reč o novoj etici rada kao političkom gestu u umetnosti. 
U tehnički lošim uslovima, budući da je izložba rađena sa malim budžetom i u otežanim okolnostima, jedan mladi umetnik 
je pristao da promeni svoj video rad, konceptualizujući ga kroz uslove njegove finalne realizacije (projektor loše rezolucije), 
kako bi svom kolegi obezbedio bolji projektor, jer je sam procenio da rad tog kolege zahteva bolji kvalitet reprodukovane slike. 
Umetničkih gestova solidarnosti i kolektivnosti, tokom dugog rada na realizaciji Bijenala bilo zaista bezbroj, a oni nisu tako česti 
danas u eri duboko individualističkih uverenja i u velikoj meri privatizovanog polja umetnosti. Upravo je u tim gestovima, po 
mom mišljenju, sadržana najradikalnija promena same umetnosti, ako o tome uopšte možemo da govorimo u ovim terminima.

Institucija Bijenala mladih je kreirana u jugoslovenskom kontekstu sa izložbom Jugoslovenski bijenale mladih u Rjeci 
(1960-1991), da bi zatim, sa nepromenjenim naslovom bila prenesena u Vršac (1994-2004) aktivnošću produkciono-
umetničkog para Nade i Živka Grozdanića. Prilikom nove instalacije Bijenala u Beogradu 2021. unutar programa 
Javnih priprema otpočeta je istorizacija i arhivizacija izložbe koja se u nedovršenom ili otvorenom vidu može naći na 
linku Arhiva Bijenala mladih.10  Među ostalim materijalima tu je i snimak poslednjeg Jugoslovenskog Bijenala mladih u 
Rijeci 1991. koji nam sa tridesetogodišnje distance daje uvide u protok savremene umetnosti u regionu.11

Ako je površina izložbe u Modernoj galeriji u Rijeci bila debeli sloj boja i terakota, površina treće iteracije izložbe 
u Beogradu je plastika i ekran.

Istorija Bijenala mladih u Vršcu je narativizovana kroz predavanje Nade Grozdanić realizovano u okviru edukativnog 
programa Javnih priprema, zajedno sa predavanjima Irene Ristić, Isidore Ilić, Branislava Dimitrijevića, Mirjane 
Bobe Stojadinović, Stevana Vukovića, Dejana Vasića, Jelene Vesić, Marijane Cvetković, Divne Vuksanović i Maje 
Lalić, od kojih su sva bila posvećena savremenoj umetnosti, izlagačkoj praksi i načinima kolektivnog rada.12

Po svedočenju Nade Grozdanić, početkom turbulentnih devedesetih godina ona se seli sa suprugom sa Hvara u 
Vršac, gde neposredno otpočinje akciju osnivanja Bijenala mladih po ugledu na riječku izložbu. Iako se Bijenale 
osniva u vreme rata, velike političke krize, sloma privrede i nezapamćene inflacije – Statut je potpisan 1993. godine 
tokom koje je vrednost dinara sunovratno padala u toku dana i sata – lokalne vlasti, tada SPS (Socijalistička 
partija Srbije), dale su podršku inicijativi uprkos opozicionih stremljenja inicijatora projekta, razumevajući važnost 
ovakve umetničke manifestacije za grad Vršac. Bijenale mladih su takođe inicijalno podržali i nekadašnji privredni 
giganti Hemofarm, Vršačka Pivara, Vršački Vinogradi, Vojvođanska banka, ali i republičke vlasti. Kako navodi Nada 
Grozdanić, osnivanje NVO Centar za kulturu “Konkordija“ zasnivalo se na politici decentralizacije i tada popularnim 
modelom pokretanja Bijenala u manjim sredinama koje onda posledično postaju važne ukrsnice umetničkih puteva 
i trendova. Bijenale se u tom smislu poziva na jaku umetničku tradiciju samog grada – od Jovana Sterije Popovića 
do Paje Jovanovića i niza savremenih autora koji su se pridružili projektu. Usled pokidanih intra-jugoslovenskih 

10    Videti: https://bijenalemladih.ulus.rs/en/arhiv-bijenala-mladih  (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)	
11    Videti: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-EgdLvFsgI0  (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)	
12    Videti: https://bijenalemladih.ulus.rs/javne-pripreme-2020  (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)

kulturnih veza i privremenog zatišja svih institucija na lokalnoj sceni tog vremena nema većih izložbi, tako da upravo 
vršački Bijenale mladih pionirski pokreće sezonu povratka na umetničku normalnost.

Nada Grozdanić takođe ističe kao važan pred-korak osnivanju Bijenala okupljanje likovnih kritičara oko centra 
“Konkordija“ putem saradnje na časopisu Košava, koji je Centar prethodno pokrenuo, i koji je doprineo stvaranju 
jednog šireg interesnog kruga oko projekta Bijenala mladih. 

Struktura Bijenala je napravljena u skladu sa tranzicionom profesionalizacijom sveta umetnosti tokom devedesetih. 
Nada i Živko Grozdanić su vodili tehničku i organizacionu infrastrukturu, a svake godine je među kritičarima i 
istoričarima umetnosti biran Umetnički direktor koji je postavljao temu izložbe i tražio među mlađim kolegama tri 
selektora/selektorke sa kojima bi formirao kustoski tim. Umetnici su obično odgovarali na Otvoreni poziv, čemu je 
sledila selekcija radova, ali je proces selekcije varirao – od učešća po pozivu, do učešća po konkursu. Izložba je bila 
predviđena za mlade umetnike i studente umetnosti, pa je granica „mladosti“ varirala u propozicijama sa gornjim 
ograničenjem na 25 ili 30 godina, kasnije na 35 godina. Centralna izložba je bila okružena pratećim tematskim 
izložbama ili međunarodnim programima, a svako Bijenale su pratili i diskurzivni događaji: simpozijumi, paneli, 
radionice i publikacije. Izložba je uglavnom bila lokalnog karaktera sa sporadičnim međunarodnim učešćima, 
odnosno bila je „internacionalna u indirektnom smislu“, kako je taj format definisala Nada Grozdanić. Rad umetničkog 
direktora i kustosa je simbolički honorisan, dok su se umetnici, pored izlaganja i često pokrivene cele produkcije 
rada, takmičili za Grand Prix Bijenala mladih – nagradu novčanog karaktera.

Prve dve izložbe Bijenala mladih, 1994. i 1996. poverene su novosadskom kritičaru Savi Stepanovu koji je izložbu 
protivstavio „kvazi-kulturnoj sceni“ nacionalne provenijencije, obojenoj „kvazi-istoricizmom i kvazi-tradicionalizmom“ 
i postavljenoj na tron Miloševićevske Srbije. Stepanov je otvorio prostor umetnosti ka ličnim pričama i ponovnom 
okretanju formi.13  Tako je na konferenciji prvog vršačkog Bijenala raspravljano o tezi Modernizam nakon 
postmodernizma profesora Miška Šuvakovića i Ješe Denegrija, a na drugom Bijenalu je lansirana prva generacija 
tada mladih kustosa i kritičara: Stevan Vuković, Aleksandra Estela Bjelica, Zoran Erić i Jadranka Tolić.

Prvo izdanje vršačkog Bijenala mladih na leto 1994. koincidiralo je s mojim povratkom sa trogodišnje emigracije 
u Češkoj, Norveškoj i Velikoj Britaniji. Pošto je konačno u državi koja se i dalje zvala Jugoslavija (a što je bio 
poseban cinizam) proglašena amnestija za sve koji se nisu odazvali vojnom pozivu, odnosno učešću u ratu na 
strani velikosrpske agresije, i ja sam se obreo ponovo u Srbiji i to zaslugom Dejana Sretenovića koji je dobio priliku 
da osnuje Centar za savremenu umetnost te je Branku Anđelković i mene pozvao da mu se pridružimo u osnivanju 

13     “U jednoj postavci kojom kao da je inventarisano pluralističko stanje u umetnosti stvaranoj tokom devedesetih godina, bilo je i novog 
formalizma, i neokonstruktivizma, i obnovljenog minimalizma i (neo)ekspresionizma, i nove figure, i nove apstrakcije, i “rimejka” koncep-
tualizma, i umetnosti akcije i performansa… Sve je to u prepunoj Konkordiji (i izvan ovog jedinstvenog galerijskog zdanja) odražavalo 
atmosferu koja je vladala u tom sasvim specifičnom trenutku jugoslovenske stvarnosti: u hermetički zatvorenoj zemlji, u okružju opšteg 
osećanja epohalne krize i skoro egzistencijalne neperspektivnosti, pod snažnim ehom zaglušujućih detonacija sa ratišta, u zemlji u kojoj je 
destrukcija dostigla i pokazala svoj najviši fizički stadijum, bilo je potrebno dokazivati sopstvenu stvaralačku moć, ali je isto tako je bilo po-
trebno “čuvati” dignitet, čistotu i autonomnost umetnosti kao specifične delatnosti ljudskog duha, a njenim ostvarenjima dokazivati smisao 
življenja i postojanja.” S. Stepanov, katalog Bijenala mladih, Vršac 1994, katalog, str 8.  Videti: https://bijenalemladih.ulus.rs/wp-content/
uploads/2021/03/Katalog-II-Jugoslovenskog-likovnog-bijenala-mladih-1996.pdf (pristupljeno 30.12.2021,10h)	
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te nove organizacije. Od Dejana smo prvi put i čuli da se u Vršcu sprema prvo Bijenale mladih, po uzoru na ono 
riječko koje se sada nalazilo u drugoj državi, i s one strane nišana.
Ono što ponajviše pamtim oko tog povratka je jedan poseban osećaj mobilizacije umetničke i kritičarske scene 
povodom najavljene manifestacije u Vršcu iza koje su stajali Živko i Nada Grozdanić, i koji su uspeli nešto danas zbilja 
neobično. Delovalo je kao da će taj događaj biti od presudnog značaja za scenu, da se sprema nešto što će maltene 
odlučiti dalji pravac umetnosti, dakle jedan osećaj koji je iz današnje perspektive teško preneti, a i zamisliti. Ne znam 
šta bi se to danas moglo dogoditi na umetničkoj sceni a da stekne toliku auru i zahukta stavove o umetnosti.

Ono što je nas, tada mlade umetničke kritičare, posebno preokupiralo bila je najavljena debata na temu Šuvakovićeve 
i Denegrijeve u to vreme zdušno promovisane prolegomene za obnovu modernističkog diskursa i modernističke 
umetničke prakse koja po mišljenju ovih protagonista stupila (ili treba da stupi) posle epohe osamdesetih, tada 
identifikovane kao epohe postmodernizma. Dakle tada izrečena krilatica “Modernizam posle postmodernizma” 
bila je krupna tačka sporenja, i oni koji su joj se suprotstavljali, a to su u prvom redu tada bili Sretenović i Lidija 
Merenik, oštrili su se da uđu u debatu. Nisam tada ni bio skroz svestan da je Šuvakovićeva krilatica bila preuzeta iz 
jednog teksta Tomaža Brejca još s kraja sedamdesetih, što dodatno dezavuiše tezu da se radilo o nekoj urgentnoj 
teorijskoj debati za tu 1994. godinu, ali sam bio svestan da mi je ta debata nekako odudarala od stanja stvari u 
savremenoj umetnosti, kao i da mi se tadašnja umetnička scena u Srbiji – sa izuzetkom Škarta, Saše Markovića i 
nekih aktivnosti Darke Radosavljević kao kustoskinje i kritičarke – tada činila izopštenom iz sveta i vremena. 

Odnosno, ta debata nije pripadala ni nekim evropskim umetničkim pomeranjima u tom trenutku, a ni nekoj lokalnoj 
specifičnosti umetničke scene koja deluje u uslovima rata i izolacije. (I dan danas je fascinatno koliko je, osim već 
navedenih i još nekolicine izuzetaka, rat za umetničku scenu u Srbiji bio neki neželjeni višak, nešto što nam uvek 
drugi rade, nešto što sa umetnošću mnogo veze nema osim što otežava autonomni status umetnika.)

Kad sada pomislim na to, ovo sve jeste i bio neki poslednji iskaz našeg ubeđenja da umetnost ipak ima svoju 
autonomiju i da se u okviru nje mora raspraviti njeno sopstveno stanje stvari u odnosu na heteronomiju političkog, 
društvenog, ekonomskog i kulturnog prevrata koji se od tada događao. Otuda ipak moram reći da je ta vrsta 
predanosti, upornosti, skoncentrisanosti, volje da se ukrste stavovi, da se pitanjima teorije umetnosti da izuzetan, 
pa i presudan značaj, možda upravo ono što nam danas najviše nedostaje.

Treće Bijenale mladih umetnika 1998., čija je Umetnička direktorka bila Lidija Merenik, a selektori Nenad Radić, 
Jelena Vesić i Ivan Jović, bilo je tematsko i bavilo se fenomenom milenijumske bube (Milenia bug). Naslov Objava 
broja 46486800 je odbrojavao broj sekundi od otvaranja Bijenala mladih do početka novog Milenijuma, vršeći time 
subverzivnu identifikaciju sa globalnom panikom odbrojavanja vremena do očekivanog bug-a kada će sve te nule u 
rađanju novog leta 2000. pobrkati binarnu logiku sveže uposlenih algoritama i sve svetske berze će pasti, a možda 
i poneki avion – atmosfera “kraja sveta” uporediva sa srednjevekovnim proročanstvima o nadolazećoj Apokalipsi.
Umetnički direktor četvrtog Bijenala mladih u Vršcu 2000. godine je bio Slavko Timotijević čiji je eksperimentalni 
koncept bio uperen protiv kanona konkursa i selekcije, tako da je na izložbi učestvovalo oko 200 umetnika, i lokalnih 
i međunarodnih, čiji su radovi postavljeni i mišljeni “horizontalno“, jedan pored drugog. Za naslov Bijenala je uzeta 
sintagma S leve na desnu stranu – s desne na levu, što je naziv rada konceptualnog umetnika Raše Todosijevića. 

Peti bijenale je kurirao Jovan Čekić pod temom Kodovi vremena, kroz koju je odbio da se povinuje kanonu mladosti, 
novog, svežeg, potencijalnog, nečeg što obećava, i umesto toga postavio tezu o “zauvek mladim umetnicima“. Na 

ovoj izložbi su po pozivu učestvovali umetnici svih generacija, a neki od njih su se i poigrali sa doslovnošću starosti 
i mladosti, kao što je to npr. Todosijević koji je tom prilikom kupio sebi grobno mesto u Vršcu.

Bijenale mladih u Vršcu je ugašen sa dolaskom Radikalne stranke na vlast u opštini Vršac koja dalje nije imala 
interesa za savremenu umetnost kao oblik oživljavanja grada (možda nisu morali da “spaljuju knjige” i nepovratno 
obrišu veb sajt i digitalnu arhivu Bijenala koja se nalazila u Opštini Vršac). Kako svedoči Nada Grozdanić, nije 
stvorena nova generacija na lokalu koja bi na sebe preuzela nastavak tehničke organizacije Bijenala kako bi to 
zahtevao određeni „biološki ritam“ života i rada. Za nju je period vršačke iteracije Bijenala predstavljao vreme 
entuzijazma i ljubavi spram umetnosti u kojem su mnogi nesebično radili za umetničke ciljeve i smatrali da takvo 
(samo-)ulaganje ima smisla.

Takođe, za razliku od horizontalnosti i kolektivističkog principa nove instalacije Bijenala mladih u Beogradu, Nada 
Grozdanić u svom izlaganju na Javnim pripremama ističe nužnost “harizmatskog vođe koji je sposoban da iznese 
stvari od početka do kraja, da ubedi sve oko sebe u važnost jednog ovakvog projekta i ostvari podršku kako među 
kritičarima i umetnicima, tako i među finansijerima”. Za nju je ta ličnost u vršačkom periodu izložbe bio njen suprug 
i partner u Centru za kulturu “Konkordija” – Živko Grozdanić Gera.

Ratovi na teritoriji Jugoslavije, kao i veze ili razvezivanja Bijenala mladih u Vršcu sa svojevremenim riječkim 
Jugoslovenskim Bijenalom mladih, retko se spominju i diskutuju u okviru izložbe. Detaljnija analiza politika umetnosti 
i rata iznesena je jedino na seminaru Pop Vision kao pratećem programu Drugog jugosovenskog Bijenala mladih u 
Vršcu 1996, u izlaganju Branislave Anđelković koja analizira film Lepa sela lepo gore Srđana Dragojevića; izlaganje 
je objavljeno u istoimenoj publikaciji 1996.14 Taj fenomenen odstupanja pred traumatičnom realnošću ratova i zločina 
Ješa Denegri i Miško Šuvaković zovu “modernizam posle postmodernizma”, Lidija Merenik koristi termin “aktivni 
eskapizam”, a Goran Đorđević “beli kič”.

Bijenale mladih je tokom čitave svoje istorije održavao edukativne programe i podržavo znanje i proces umetničkog mišljenja. 
Dok je tokom Bijenala u Vršcu, proizvodnja znanja bila realizovana kao konvencionalni prateći program izložbe, Bijenale mladih u 
Beogradu je obrnulo redosled, koristeći se formama samo-obrazovanja i samo-organizacije u procesu izvođenja izložbe.

Budžet izložbe u Vršcu bio je znatno veći od prve beogradske iteracije Bijenala mladih. Obično je predstavljano oko 
40/50 mladih umetnika i umetnica, osim na poslednjem bijenalu 2004. godine, koji je bio nešto brojniji i razgranatiji 
po učešćima, formatu i programima, i koji je ujedno bio i jedna od prvih, u punom smislu internacionalnih izložbi 
savremene umetnosti u Srbiji nakon ratova devedesetih, pre nego što je sezonu internacionalizacije Oktobarskog 
Salona sproveo Rene Blok sa izložbom Umetnost, život i pometnja (Art, Life & Confusion) 2006. godine.
Bijenale u Vršcu 2004. godine (Još uvek) Bez naziva predstavilo je niz značajnih umetničkih radova, i obezbedilo 
produkciju novih radova većem broju mladih umetnika i umetnica aktivnih u lokalnom kontekstu. To poslednje 
jugoslovensko Bijenale mladih u Vršcu, kako je u katalogu izložbe pisao Svebor Midžić,15  tadašnji umetnički 
direktor, nije bilo niti jugoslovensko, niti sasvim bijenale, niti je nužno predstavljalo mlade umetnike. Kustoski tim u 
sastavu Siniša Mitrović, Jelena Vesić i Ana Nikitović je odbio da izložbu označi prepoznatljivim nazivom, kritikujući 

14    Branislava Anđelković, Lepa sela lepo gore: Popularni diskursi rata, Pop Vision, Vršac, 1996, str. 118-138.	
15    Svebor Midžić, Jugoslovenski bijenale mladih 2004. Vršac, (Još uvek) Bez naziva/ Untitled (as yet), katalog projekta, ur. Jelena Vesić, 
Siniša Mitrović, Svebor Midžić, Ana Nikitović, Centar za savremenu umetnost, Beograd, str. 7-10.	
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totalitet kustoskog pristupa i artificijelnu tematizaciju umetničkog rada iz jednog centra moći. Anti-naslov (Još uvek) 
Bez naziva je označavao određenu otvorenost izložbe spram govora pojedinačnog umetničkog rada. Centralna 
tema diskusije bio je odnos umetnika i kustosa.
U svojoj tadašnjoj recenziji izložbe Bijenala u Vršcu 2004  kritičar Branislav Dimitrijević je nazvao odnos izlagačkog sjaja i 
produkcione prekarnosti Operom u Džungli, kako je i glasio naslov njegovog teksta objavljenog u nedeljniku Vreme.16   Tada, 
upravo kao i sada, ono što se na lokalnoj sceni vrti kao ključni termin na vodenici je “uplivisanje na medjunarodnu umetničku 
scenu”, što Dimitrijević uz humorističku intonaciju opisuje kao “ceđenje drenovine” do poslednjeg (kustoskog) daha.

Kontinuitet održavanja (Jugoslovenskog) bijenala mladih (umetnika) nekima može delovati kao nategnuto pitanje, 
a nekima kao nepobitna činjenica. Upravo zbog toga je važno razmotriti i pitanja diskontinuiteta bijenala mladih, 
održavanog u Rijeci (1960–1991) i Vršcu (1994–2004) i novouspostavljenom u Beogradu (2021). Potrebno je uzeti 
u obzir događaje, okolnosti i uslove koji su uticali na trajanje tih pauza, na oblike ponovnog aktiviranja bijenala, pa 
i na njegovo samoodređenje u odnosu prema (sistemu) umetnosti i društvenoj situaciji.

Pitanje kontinuiteta eksplicitno se postavlja u tekstovima koji okružuju poslednju vršačku (2004) i prvu beogradsku 
(2021) manifestaciju koja u nazivu nosi pomenute termine. U oba slučaja koncepti kustosa i kustoskinja zasnovani 
su na problemu jezika. Umetnički direktor i kustoski tim vršačkog bijenala 2004. – Svebor Midžić, Jelena Vesić, 
Siniša Mitrović i Ana Nikitović – raščlanjuje sintagmu “Jugoslovenski bijenale mladih” i pokušava da u dubljim i 
možda neočekivanim značenjskim slojevima pronađe opravdanje za njenu upotrebu unutar istorijske etape u kojoj 
sva tri pojma vape za kritičkom interpretacijom i refleksijom diskontinuiteta imena. Vršački bijenale 2004 (Još uvek) 
Bez naziva postavlja jezik izlaganja u službu preispitivanja svega postojećeg, pa i same uloge kustosa i umetnika, 
kao i formata internacionalnih bijenalnih izložbi. U slučaju Bijenala mladih 2021. godine, u izmenjenim okolnostima 
politike, života i umetnosti, principima realizacije projekta ali i nanovo posloženim društvenim urgentnostima, jezik 
se povlači sa meta pozicije u samo središte pitanja subjektivacije kolektivnog mi okupljenog u udruženom radu.

Kao i sam projekat, naziv Bijenala mladih 2021. Zajednički jezik situira se kako dijahronijski prema sopstvenom 
kontinuitetu tako i u sinhronijskom odnosu nasuprot sekvenci koju čine nazivi tri izdanja Oktobarskog salona od 
trenutka kada je transformisan u Beogradski bijenale: Ljubavni zanos (2016), Čudo kakofonije (2018) i Sanjari 
(2021). Naspram statusa kvo mnoštva “umetničkih jezika” sanjara koji u ljubavnom zanosu doprinose čudu 
kakofonije postavlja se drugačija mogućnost — potraga za zajedničkim jezikom. Od toga gde su granice pomenutog 
kolektivnog mi i koliko je pretpostavljeni zajednički jezik oštar, zavisi mnogo štošta, pa i kontinuitet bijenala mladih.
Tekst je prvi put objavljen 16. januara 2022. na portalu AICA Serbia u okviru serijala #KritikaJePrisutna2021 u 
okviru kojeg su predstavljeni kritički pregledi Bijenala mladih kroz dijaloški i kolaborativni metod rada i iznošenje 
uporednih stavova u ovom novom kritičkom kolažu.

16     Branislav Dimitrijević, Opera u džungli, Vreme br. 707, 21. jul. 2004. Videti: www.vreme.com/kultura/opera-u-dzungli  (pristupljeno 
30.12.2021,10h)
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It seems like pure arrogance, like a pretension without foundation, occasionally characteristic of Belgrade: That 
exactly in the year after the first signs of the pandemic settling down, the city, that has in the previous period 
suffered the institutional devastation of the contemporary art scene, steps forward with two Biennials in one breath. 
It’s been more than five years of the financial killing of the independent scene, followed by the political appropriation 
of the Museum of Contemporary Art by the government and the expropriation of numerous critics, curators, and 
even the Museum of Contemporary Art itself as a space for presentation and reflection. 

In the case of the Youth Biennial and the Belgrade Biennial (October Salon), one next to (or against) the other, 
one sees two different visions and practices of contemporary art - one which acts in the direction of creating a 
renewed coherence on the stage, and another that continues the processes of atomization and dispossession. 
The meeting of two Biennials in Belgrade, during another long Corona summer, represented, in a symbolic 
sense, the struggle of opinions in the field. 

While the Youth Biennial could be put under the umbrella of the slogan “There is no return to normality” which 
united the voices of progressive policies during the time of the pandemic, the October Salon spoke from the 
neutralizing, universal and sterile perspective of the power of a large-scale exhibition, as if in the meanwhile, 
nothing, not even a pandemic, happened. 

Within the political economy of art which was led by donors, mainly the Ministry of Culture and the City, the 
Belgrade Biennial and the Youth Biennial were placed in the relationship of a “center” and the “periphery”. The 
Youth Biennial took place, in a certain way, in the shadow of the incomparably financially and institutionally 
stronger October Salon, while dealing with the difficult production and institutional conditions. But even despite 
that, managing to produce a complex and thoughtfully executed exhibitive and self-educational program.

The entire Biennial was carried out with the help of funds received from two grants of the Ministry of culture 
(650,000 RSD), certain help in the press and small donations through free services. The idea of ​​the Biennial 
team was to give as many artists as possible a chance to exhibit their works. From 249 applications, 123 
participants were selected. About 15 people worked in the organizational team, on 8 exhibition spaces and 
several public spaces in Belgrade and the Fortress. Under the topic of togetherness, new and different 
relationships based on the cooperative model and fair practices were created. The call for joining the Youth 
Biennial team was continuously open, and people joined and exited it during the duration of the project in 
accordance with the idea of ​​participation and self-education in the field. The artworks included performances, 
plays, concerts and workshops. 

Exhibition curators, Senka Latinović, Teodora Jeremić and Jovana Trifuljesko, in a moment of crisis, decided to waive 
their fees, as the redirection of that micro-budget to the production of the Biennial was the only way to make sure the 
exhibition takes place. A few days before the opening, the crisis within the association of artists escalated, when the 
administration of the renewed ULUS was violently taken over by conservative forces, which resulted in the account 
being blocked. “The team of the Youth Biennial this year hit the wall of self-exploitation” - testify the curators and add 
how “working in such conditions is demoralizing, extremely precarious, inevitably amateurish and full of noises”.

Let’s take a look at what the critics and curators concluded while comparing these two Biennials. 
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 “It is not necessary for every Biennial to have a thematic coherence and a well-implemented 
setup, if it arises from the investigative field-work that results in a comparative review of current artistic practices 
on the global stage and in the environment where the exhibition takes place (…) The Youth Biennial is a curatorial 
exhibition created through a very complex research and debate process, with a budget comprising only one percent 
of the overall Belgrade Biennial budget, but with large-scale human resources that have been invested as efficiently 
as possible, as opposed to the budget of the October Salon, which was mostly transferred to the accounts of 
commercial galleries from which works were borrowed or rented.”1

 “Our primary goal, which the Youth Biennial team established during the Public Preparations, 
was to nurture the local scene and create an exhibition platform for our young artists who were, on this occasion, 
invited to join the collective process. Even though the exhibition was of an international character, in curatorial 
workshops and in terms of production, priority was given to the needs of local artists. Furthermore, we wanted to 
awaken the spaces where you don’t see contemporary art. (…) The October Salon/Belgrade Biennial is almost 
completely dislocated in relation to the local context in which it is located. The Dreamers exhibition could have taken 
place anywhere in the same arrangement as this one and there would be no difference. The Youth Biennial and the 
October Salon this year simply spoke a diametrically opposed language”.2

 “When the date of the Salon was moved for the last time, it seemed to us to be a problem 
- first, our possibilities for borrowing equipment were significantly reduced, because the October Salon, in this 
sense, was a priority for all the institutions. Second, we thought that two Biennials at the same time were simply 
too much for Belgrade and that it would affect the attendance of the Youth Biennial. However, it appears that this 
year’s October Salon failed to meet the public’s expectations and even caused a kind of silent boycott. The key 
problems I saw were: distance, arrogance and elitism of the curators, ignoring domestic and regional art production, 
non-transparency in spending funds and finally the non-communicative nature of a large number of works with the 
public. The Youth Biennial has, regardless of its shortcomings, still managed to start something new, which will yet 
need to be corrected, upgraded, improved and strengthened in the coming years”.3

 “The Belgrade Biennial should have ended before the start of the Youth Biennial, however, as 
the Biennials overlapped, the newly created situation became additionally interesting to me, because we had two 
absolute antipodes occurring at the same moment in the city, two models according to which local art operates. On 
the one hand, we have something experimental, unfinished, never supported enough, transparent in the sense of 
financial instability, organic, focused on a local context and artists, real, close. On the other hand, something that 
is planned out to the last detail, perfectly executed in a production-sense, non-transparent in terms of spending 
extremely large quantities of resources, artificial (in the sense of the curatorial approach, but also in the way that 
the October Salon became the Belgrade Biennial a few years ago), with little or no connection to the local context, 
distanced. Two polarities on the local art scene that are noticeable and otherwise, much wider than these two biennials”.4

1    Stevan Vuković: Imported Second-Hand Daydreams, AICA Serbia Series “#KritikaJePrisutna2021: Exhibitions and Circumstances of 
Cultural Work in Serbia – Summer and Fall 2021”, 30.12.2021.
2    Interview: The Youth Biennial – We Believe in the Power of Art and Curatorial Collectives, interview chaired by Lav Mrenović, MANEK, 
Independent Culture Magazine, nr. 10, ed. Vida Knezevic, December 2021, pg. 76.
3    Ibid. pg. 77.
4    Ibid. pg. 76.

 

The great exhibitions (or the -iennale type of exhibitions) which in the epoch of Modernity we call Biennials are 
exactly the kind of art forms which develop on the historical background of representations of imperial power and 
colonial modernity (or perhaps the dark sides of modernity, as Mignolo would say); their function is to overshadow 
the public. The matrix of all -iennale exhibitions as a form of spectacle is London’s Great Exhibition in the Crystal 
Palace (1851) which represented the world(liness) of the Industrial Revolution and the dominance of Victorian 
Britain in that world, the exhibition that in popular representations today (e.g. Wikipedia) represents mostly with its 
numerical superiorities: 92,000 m2 of newly built exhibition space, three times higher than the cathedral St. Paul’s 
in London, 14,000 exhibits, visited by 6 million people... Based on “qualitative” indicators, it is often stated that 
the exhibition was also visited by important intellectuals of that era who in their works reflected the new industrial 
paradigm - Charles Darwin, Karl Marx, Charles Dickens, Lewis Carroll or Michael Faraday - and the world’s first 
industrial soft drink, Schweppes, was the official sponsor of the event. 

Unlike today’s quantification of followers on info channels as cold facts of a dominant value system, the conservatives of 
the time were still afraid of numbers, expressing a fear that such masses of visitors could turn into a “revolutionary crowd”.

In the newer art history, this and similar Great Exhibitions and their critical transformations in contemporary curatorial 
approaches to Biennials are often considered in a completely different way - through concepts and practices of (de)
colonization and various forms of “unlearning of the imperial mindset”. The search for different models intensifies 
with the increase in the number of Biennials in the world and with the increase in the uniformization of the format 
of a great exhibition of contemporary art. Examples of such practices are numerous and divergent. Manifesta 6 in 
Nicosia (2006) have proposed a school based on (neo)avant-garde art education projects such as Black Mountain 
College or Bauhaus, instead of an exhibition, whereby, instead of being selectors of works of art, curators would be 
course leaders. Also, one of the central events of the exhibition of Documenta 12 was the exposition, connection 
and public debate of the protagonists of over 70 artistic and theoretical magazines across the world.

In the direction of “unlearning the imperial mindset”, great exhibitions are self-subverted from within by opening up a space 
and infrastructure for meeting the protagonists of contemporary activist struggles, an example of which would be the 
Biennial in Berlin (2012) called Forget Fear  by Arthur Zmijewski and Joanna Warsza. Apart from that, the monumentality 
of great exhibitions is amortized by the transition to the performative format of events, meetings and discussions – 
Contour Biennial 9 (2019) in Belgium under the title Coltan as Cotton curated by Natasa Petresin Bachelez.

When it comes to subversions and productive reimaginings of great exhibitions, maybe the one that is most 
comparable to the local Youth Biennial is the Off Biennial5 5 in Budapest, which, from a very underfunded “garage 
type” grassroots initiative, based on volunteer work and often on self-exploitation, became the biggest cultural 
event in Budapest and one of the of the most interesting –iennale exhibitions in the region, which stands openly 
against the populism of the political right of the current regime in Hungary. The Off Biennial has also in its already 
developed phase of this year’s edition titled Inhale retained the principles of fair practice and cooperation, on which 
it was established, as well as the organic connections with the local scene. To quote the curator Annie Fletcher, 
once a participant in the discussion program of the sixth Youth Biennial in Vršac (2004), “There is no position 
without location”. Or, in other words, the phenomenon of biennialization, standardization and neutralization of great 

5    See: https://archive.offBiennial.hu/en/2021.html (accessed: 30.12.2021, 10pm)
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exhibitions of contemporary art, which is also the case with the biennalization of the The October Salon, especially 
its last year’s edition, makes every exhibition the same, and therefore irrelevant.

In the introductory text of the project Criticism is Present, Ana Sladojevic suggests to abolish the dichotomy of the 
arbitrating center and the provincialized periphery and that “in one’s own context, an authentic horizon of hope 
or aspiration in the form of values ​​that apply in every step of the work be established”. Sladojevic proposes that 
instead of the homogenizing term of the periphery, whose meaning is precisely the confirmation of the center, we 
move on to the consideration of decentering. It appears as if the Off Biennial in Budapest had already included this 
position in its program and underlined it in its very name, in the spirit of nomen est omen. 

What does the Youth Biennial in Belgrade tell us about today’s meaning of great contemporary art exhibitions?

Once you find yourself at the Cvijeta Zuzorić Art Pavilion, the current headquarters of the Association of Artists 
ULUS and a space facing bankruptcy, to which the recent fire also contributed, it is immediately clear to you that it is 
not one of those great exhibitions that will be presented to you as a “wonder of the world”. Nor is it an exhibition that 
will give birth to a new generation of those six hyper-successful names from SKC who will be liturgically repeated in 
the corpus of contemporary art history. Furthermore, it’s not about either the tired form of a routine group exhibition 
that spins handy contents in the area of ​​the chosen critical term or scene review. So, none of that. It’s about effort, 
enthusiasm and experiment; it doesn’t matter if it will be read on the surface of the exhibition, but the Youth Biennial 
2021 is the consequence of a structured and contingent work process related to the education of young artists 
and curators, to the archives of the Youth Bienniale exhibition (of the Rijeka and Vršac period), public programs, 
workshops, meetings of young people and the establishment of the organization of the Biennial. The exhibition A 
Language in Common has shown that it is possible to work on a large exhibition so that it is not an end in itself, but 
that, quite the opposite, be the initiator of a broader social engagement and action of solidarity in art.

I once proposed the term and concept of Public Preparations to the Artistic Council of ULUS, in the initial open call 
for the 2019/20 project concept.6 This concept stems from the experience of the Public Preparations project of the 
Youth Biennial curators Airi Triisberg and Rael Artel in Tallinn, 2006, where I once participated as a lecturer and 
workshop leader. I proposed that in the context of the re-installation of the Youth Biennial in Belgrade, this term is 
thought through the practice of working on the conceptualization and realization of the exhibition performed by the 
artists themselves and who are then able to change the format of the exhibition according to their specific needs. 

And so, the organizational team of the Biennial completely designed and adapted the current Public Preparations 
to fit the specific circumstances and needs, applying it in the best possible sense of an organic creation of an 
exhibition that thinks about its present, past and future. 

The Youth Biennial sought to show through the very theme of a “search for a common language” the positions of 
the generation of artists who live in communication and media bubbles, in an environment where exposure to news, 
entertainment, social media and other screens of “reality” showcases a closed ideological or cultural perspective 
which excludes other points of view and other worlds. These filter bubbles (which are self- and digitally perpetuated) 

6    At that time, I was a commissioner of the Youth Biennial working group initiated by the Art Council of ULUS.
Later, with the beginning of the realization of the Biennial, with the program of Public Preparations, the team of the Youth Biennial was 
formed. The initiative to re-establish the Youth Biennial in Belgrade has existed since the mid-2000s and since its closure of the Youth Bi-
ennial project in Vršac, and is passed down from generation to generation of curators and artists. The first and decisive step in the realiza-
tion of this initiative was taken by the Art Council of ULUS in 2020.

in which we live today, are referred to as echo chambers, according to internet activist Eli Pariser, or in the spirit 
of the Serbian language, perhaps a better name for them would be rooms with mirrors.7 What exists in one’s filter 
bubble depends on who one is and what one does; we don’t see and will never know about what has not passed 
through the filter, what has been removed from our field of vision and knowledge.

The Youth Biennial is designed as an open meeting where the search for a language in common is carried out so 
as to be able to “map out the problems, concerns and noises of contemporary society and investigate horizons 
and spaces of the future together”. The Biennial team invites “all those who want to be accomplices, partners, 
conspirators, builders of a new language, participants, co-authors” and proclaims a language in common as “a 
place of freedom”. In this sense, a language in common does not stand for a representative speech, a form of 
unification or the search for unanimity, but rather a process of seeking the common in the different languages. That 
search, like any other, is filled with questions, hits and misses. 

“Does the new generation understand and deal with the fragmentation that is evident? Does the youngest generation 
of artists listen to each other enough, connect, agree, in the chaos and the cacophony that surrounds them and the 
common space and time they share and that we call the contemporary moment.”8 

The curators of the 2021 Youth Biennial have arranged three sub-topics that resonate with the contemporary state 
of life of young artists, formed in a digital environment and distant from all of the great narratives of the 20th century, 
precisely those narratives of history and modernity that strongly occupied the art scene of the previous decade.

Jovana Trifuljesko starts from the term ISOLATION as an attempt to convey the situation of the pandemic to a 
wider (and shared) experience of loneliness, claustrophobia and crisis, regardless of the fact that we are only one 
click away from our loved ones or from our desired content. Trifuljesko invites us to start a real dialogue which 
approaches the problems from the actual beginning: “Let’s define the limited spaces in which we think, create and 
live and to explore the problems of institutions, ideologies, societies and generations together”.

The term INHALATION by Teodora Jeremic opens up space for talking about ecological topics and struggles and 
points to the political economy of shared breathing and living as opposed to the general pollution: How to breathe 
freely? How and by which means to address all those questions that we do not name but which are there somewhere 
“up in the air?” “In the air, everything disappears, evaporates, disappears, we all breathe it at the same time, it is the 
space which we inhabit, exchange, take for ourselves and consume, in which we meet and coexist in a joint system.”

POST, POST - the term proposed by Senka Latinovic asks about all the difficulties of conceptualizations 
and experiences of life as well as about acting under the prefix “post-”, which is heard more and more 
often: post-pandemic, post-youth, post-truth, post-human... “Is there a direction in common, some specific 
direction which one can see on the horizon, what is the main theme - I think that such a question is no 
longer relevant. Society, art, everyday life, our personalities have become fragmented to such an extent, 
that it is impossible to expect people to gather around a single idea that will be a stamp of a generation. 
There are too many pressing problems in the world, the information we receive, the madness which we 
process daily. Such are the answers - numerous, chaotic, cynical, naive, vague, witty, strictly formal, 

7    Eli Pariser: Beware online ‘filter bubbles”, TED2011 Conference, March, 2011.
See: www.ted.com/talks/eli_pariser_beware_online_filter_bubbles  (accessed: 30.12.2021,10pm)
8    Interview: Youth Biennial – we believe in the power of art and curatorial workshops, Interview led by Lav Mrenović, MANEK, Independ-
ent Culture Magazine, Nr.10, Ed. Vida Knezevic, December 2021, pg. 69.
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touching, harshly realistic, magical-ritual, neurotic... All they are reflections of different ways of fighting 
and surviving in today’s world”.9

The first ULUS Youth Biennial is the result of the synergy of different concepts of everyone involved in this project: 
several separate curatorial approaches, all of which were based on the insight into the “Organizational Structure 
and Mission of the Youth Biennial” (a document in which around a 100 young actors in the field of art participated) 
during the preparatory period of working on the Biennial (Public Preparations I) and their unification into a unique 
form, during the second phase of the organizational- and preparatory process (Public Preparations II) during the 
course of which the final concept of the exhibition itself was shaped. 

However, is it possible to talk about some dominant currents and significant changes in the field of art, and how to 
map them onto a project which does not speak in the name of some individual change, but establishes itself as a 
plurality and tries to speak a language in common which would be collectively understood?

The change in the language of young artists at this year’s Biennial is evident in the establishment of new works through 
complex systems of communication of a new emergent collective (the Organizational Team), through self-organization 
and teamwork. For example, a young artist, who until now has only done self-portraits during the process of the 
production of new artworks as part of the Biennial, came up with a new concept - making a collective portrait. It is also 
about the new ethics of work as a political gesture in art. In technically poor conditions, seeing as the exhibition was 
made with a small budget and in difficult circumstances, a young artist agreed to change his video art, conceptualizing 
it through the conditions of its final realization (a poor resolution projector), in order to secure his colleague with a 
better projector, as he himself assessed that the artwork of that colleague required a better quality of the reproduced 
image. There were truly innumerable artistic gestures of solidarity and collectivity during the long working time on the 
realization of the Biennial, and they are not as common today in an era of deeply individualistic beliefs and in the, to a 
large degree, privatized field of art. It is precisely in those gestures, in my opinion, that the most radical change of art 
itself is contained, if we can even speak about that in these terms at all.

The institution of the Youth Biennial was created in the Yugoslav context with the Yugoslav exhibition called the 
Youth Biennial in Rijeka (1960-1991), which was then, with an unchanged title, transferred to Vršac (1994-2004) and 
with the activity of the art-producing couple Nada and Živko Grozdanić. During the new installation of the Biennial 
in Belgrade in 2021 under the program of Public Preparations the historization and archivization of the exhibition, 
which in its unfinished or open form can be found by following the link at the Archive of the Youth Biennial, had 
begun.10 Among the other materials there is also a recording of the last Yugoslav Youth Biennial in Rijeka in 1991, 
which offers us insights into the flow of contemporary art in the region from a 30-year-old distance.11

9      Ibid.
10    See: https://bijenalemladih.ulus.rs/en/arhiv-bijenala-mladih  (accessed: 30.12.2021,10pm)
11    See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-EgdLvFsgI0  (accessed: 30.12.2021,10pm)

If the surface of the exhibition in the Modern Gallery in Rijeka was a thick layer of paint and terracotta, the surface 
of the third iteration of the exhibition in Belgrade is plastic and a screen.

The history of the Youth Biennial in Vršac is narrated through a lecture by Nada Grozdanić realized within the 
framework of the educational program of Public Preparations, together with the lectures of Irena Ristić, Isidora Ilić, 
Branislav Dimitrijević, Mirjana Boba Stojadinović, Stevan Vuković, Dejan Vasić, Jelena Vesić, Marijana Cvetković, 
Divna Vuksanović and Maja Lalić, of which all were dedicated to contemporary art, exhibition practice and ways of 
working collectively.12

According to Nada Grozdanić’s testimony, at the beginning of the turbulent nineties, she moved with her husband 
from Hvar to Vršac, where she immediately begins the action of founding the Youth Biennial based on the example 
of the exhibition in Rijeka. Although the Biennial was founded during the wartime, a great political crisis, an 
economic collapse and unprecedented inflation - the Statute was signed in 1993, during which the value of the 
dinar fell sharply throughout the day and even the hour - the local authorities at the time, the SPS (Socialist Party 
of Serbia), supported the initiative despite the oppositional strivings of the project’s initiators, understanding the 
importance of this kind of artistic event for the city of Vršac. The Youth Biennials were also initially supported by the 
former economic giants Hemofarm, Vršačka Pivara, Vršački Vinogradi, Vojvođanska banka, but also the republican 
authorities. According to Nada Grozdanić, The establishment of the NGO Center for Culture “Konkordija” was 
based on the policy of decentralization and the then popular model of starting the Biennial in smaller communities, 
which then subsequently become important crossroads of artistic paths and trends. In this sense, the Biennial has a 
strong artistic tradition of the city itself - from Jovan Steria Popović to Paja Jovanović and a number of contemporary 
authors who joined the project. Because of the torn intra-Yugoslavian cultural ties and the temporary lull of all 
institutions operating on the local scene at that time, there were no major exhibitions, so it was the Vrsac Youth 
Biennial that pioneered the season of returning to artistic normality.

Nada Grozdanić also emphasizes the gathering of art critics around the “Konkordija” Center as an important pre-step to 
the founding of the Biennial which happened through a collaboration on the Košava magazine, which the Center previously 
launched, and which contributed to the creation of a wider circle of interest around the project of the Youth Biennial.

The structure of the Biennial was created in accordance with the transitional professionalization of the world of art 
during the nineties. Nada and Živko Grozdanić headed the technical and organizational infrastructure, and every 
year an art director was chosen among art critics and historians, who set the theme of the exhibition and looked 
for three of his younger colleagues to be selectors with whom he would form a curatorial team. Artists usually 
responded to the open call, followed by the selection of works, but the selection process varied - from participation 
based on the open call, to participation based on a competition. The exhibition was intended for young artists and 
students of art, so the limit of “youth” varied in propositions with an upper limit of 25 or 30 years, all the way up 
to the age of 35. The central exhibition was surrounded by accompanying thematic exhibitions or international 
programs, and each Biennial was accompanied by discursive events: symposia, panel discussions, workshops 
and publications. The exhibition was mainly of a local character with sporadic international participations, that is, 
it was “international in an indirect sense of the word”, as Nada Grozdanić defined that format. The work of the art 
director and curator is symbolically honored, while the artists, in addition to the exhibition, and the often covered 
entire production of work, competed for the Grand Prix of the Youth Biennial - a monetary award.

12    See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-EgdLvFsgI0  (accessed: 30.12.2021,10pm)
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The first two exhibitions of the Youth Biennial, in 1994 and 1996, were entrusted to the Novi Sad critic Sava 
Stepanov, who contrasted the exhibition with a “quasi-cultural scene” of national provenance, colored by “quasi-
historicism and quasi-traditionalism” and placed on the throne of Milosevic’s Serbia. Stepanov opened up the space 
of art towards personal stories and a return to form.13 And so, at the conference of the first Vrsac Biennial, the topic 
of Modernism after Postmodernism by professors Miško Šuvaković and Ješa Denegri was discussed, and at the 
second Biennial, the first generation of then young curators and critics was launched: Stevan Vuković, Aleksandra 
Estela Bjelica, Zoran Erić and Jadranka Tolić.

The first edition of the Vrsac Youth Biennial in the summer of 1994 coincided with my return from a three-year 
emigration in the Czech Republic, Norway and Great Britain. After finally in the state that was still called Yugoslavia 
(and which was a special kind of cynicism) an amnesty was declared for all those who did not respond to military 
service, that is, participation in the war on the side of the aggression of Greater Serbia, and I happened to find 
myself again in Serbia owing to Dejan Sretenović, who got the opportunity to found the Center for Contemporary 
Art, and he invited Branka Anđelković and me to join him in founding that new organization. We heard from Dejan 
for the first time that the first Youth Biennial is being prepared in Vršac, following the example of the one in Rijeka, 
which was now in another country, and starring down the barrel of a gun. 

What I remember most about that return is a special feeling of mobilization of the artistic and critical scene when the 
event in Vršac was announced, organized by Živko and Nada Grozdanić, and who succeeded in doing something 
which is nowadays really unusual. It seemed as if that event would be of crucial importance for the scene, that 
something was brewing which will basically decide the further direction of art, so a feeling that is difficult to convey 
or imagine from today’s perspective. I don’t know what could happen on the art scene today and gain such an aura 
and stirs such attitudes about art.

What particularly preoccupied us, then young art critics, was the announced debate on the topic of Šuvaković’s 
and Denegri’s enthusiastically promoted prolegomena for the renewal of the modernist discourse and modernist 
artistic practices which, in the opinion of these protagonists, entered (or should enter) after the epoch the eighties, 
then identified as the epoch of postmodernism. So, the catchphrase “Modernism after Postmodernism” was a major 
point of contention, and those who opposed it, and it was primarily Sretenović and Lidija Merenik on the frontlines, 
tried to get into the debate. I was not even aware at the time that Šuvaković’s catchphrase was taken from a text 
by Tomaž Brejc from the end of the seventies, which further disavows the thesis that it was about some urgent 
theoretical debate for the year 1994, but I was aware that, to me, this debate somehow deviated from the state of 

13     "In one installation, that seemed to inventory the pluralistic state of art created during the nineties, there was also new formalism, and 
neoconstructivism, and a renewed minimalism and (neo)expressionism, and new figures, and new abstractions, and a "remake" of con-
ceptualism, and action art and performance art... All of this, in the crowded Konkordija (and beyond this unique gallery building) reflected 
the atmosphere which ruled at that very specific moment of Yugoslav reality: in a hermetically sealed country, in an environment of general 
feeling of an epochal crisis and almost existential lack of perspective, under the strong echo of deafening detonations from the battlefield, 
in a country where destruction reached and showed its highest physical stage, it was necessary to prove one’s own creative power, but it 
was also necessary to "protect" the dignity, purity and autonomy of art as a specific activity of the human spirit, and with its achievements, 
to prove the meaning of life and existence." S. Stepanov, Catalog of the Youth Biennial, Vršac 1994, Catalog, pg. 8.
See: https://bijenalemladih.ulus.rs/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Katalog-II-Jugoslovenskog-likovnog-bijenala- mladih-1996.pdf

affairs in contemporary art, as well as that the art scene in Serbia at that time – with with the exception of Škarto, 
Saša Marković and some activities of Darka Radosavljević as a curator and critic – then seemed to me to be 
ostracized from the world and time. That is, that debate did not belong to either any European artistic movements 
at that moment, nor any local specificity of the art scene that operates in the conditions of war and isolation. (To this 
day, it is fascinating how much, apart from those already mentioned and a few other exceptions, the war for the art 
scene in Serbia was some unwanted surplus, something that is always done to us by others, something that doesn’t 
have a lot to do with art apart from making the autonomous status of the artist difficult.)

When I think about it now, all of this was some kind of a final expression of our conviction that art still has its own autonomy 
and that within the framework of this autonomy, its own state of affairs must be discussed, in relation to the heteronomy of 
the political, social, economic and cultural upheaval that has been taking place since then. That’s why I have to say that 
it is that kind of dedication, persistence, concentration, willingness to pit opinions against each other, to give exceptional, 
or even crucial importance to questions of the theory of art, perhaps precisely what we lack the most today.

The Third Biennial of Young Artists in 1998, whose Artistic Director was Lidija Merenik, and selectors Nenad 
Radić, Jelena Vesić and Ivan Jović, was thematic and addressed the phenomenon of the Millenium Bug. The title 
Publication of the number 46486800 counted down the number of seconds from the opening of the Youth Biennial 
to the beginning of the new Millennium, and thus carrying out a subversive identification with the global panic of 
counting down time until the expected bug when all of those zeroes will, in the birth of the new summer of 2000, 
confuse the binary logic of the newly-employed algorithms and all of the world stock markets will crash, and maybe 
even an airplane here or there - the atmosphere of the “end of the world” comparable to medieval prophecies about 
the approaching Apocalypse.

The artistic director of the fourth Youth Biennial in Vršac in 2000 was Slavko Timotijević whose experimental 
concept was directed against the canon of competitions and selections, so that about 200 artists, both local and 
international, participated in the exhibition, whose works were placed and considered “horizontally”, one next to the 
other. The title of the Biennial was taken from the phrase From the left, to the right side – from the right to the left, 
which is the title of conceptual artist Raša Todosijević’s work.

The fifth Biennial was curated by Jovan Čekić under the theme of Codes of Time, through which he refused to 
comply with the canon of youth, the new, the fresh, the potential, something promising, and instead put forward a 
thesis about “forever young artists”. Artists of all generations participated in this invitation-only exhibition, and some 
of them played with the literalness of youth and age, like, for example, Todosijević, who used the occasion to buy 
himself a burial place in Vršac.

The Youth Biennial in Vršac was shut down with the arrival of the Radical Party to power in the municipality of 
Vršac which had no further interest in contemporary art as a form of revitalizing the city (perhaps they did not have 
to “burn books” and irreversibly delete the website and the digital archive of the Biennial which was located in the 
Municipality of Vršac). As Nada Grozdanić testifies, a new generation was not created locally that would take upon 
itself the continuation of the technical organization of the Biennial as required by a certain “biological rhythm” of life 
and work. For her, the period of the Vrsac iteration of the Biennial represented a time of enthusiasm and love for art 
during which many selflessly worked for the artistic goals and considered that such (self-)investment makes sense.

Also, as opposed to the horizontality and the collectivist principle of the new installation of the Youth Biennial in 
Belgrade, Nada Grozdanić in her exposition at the Public Preparations emphasizes the necessity of “a charismatic 
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leader who is capable of presenting things from the beginning to the end, and to convince everyone around him of the 
importance of such a project and achieve support both among critics and artists, as well as financiers”. For her, that person 
in the Vrsac period of the exhibition was her husband and partner in the Culture Center “Konkordija” - Živko Grozdanić Gera. 

Wars on the territory of Yugoslavia, as well as connections or disconnections of the Youth Biennial in Vršac with the 
former Yugoslav Youth Biennial in Rijeka, are rarely mentioned and discussed within the framework of the exhibition. 
A more detailed analysis of the politics of art and war was only delivered at the Pop Vision seminar, as the side 
program of the Second Yugoslav Youth Biennial in Vršac in 1996, in the exposition by Branislava Anđelković, who 
analyzes the film Lepa sela lepo gore by Srđan Dragojević; the exposition was published in the publication of the 
same name in 1996.14 That phenomenon of departing from the traumatic reality of wars and crimes Ješa Denegri 
and Miško Šuvaković call “modernism after postmodernism”, Lidija Merenik uses the term “active escapism”, and 
Goran Đorđević “white kitsch”.

Throughout its entire history, the Youth Biennial has held educational programs and supported knowledge and 
the process of artistic thinking. While during the Biennial in Vršac, the production of knowledge was realized as a 
conventional side program of the exhibition, the Youth Bienale in Belgrade flipped the script, using forms of self-
education and self-organization in the process of carrying out the exhibition.

The budget of the exhibition in Vršac was significantly larger than the first iteration of the Youth Biennial in Belgrade. 
Usually around 40/50 young artists were represented, except at the last Biennial in 2004, which was somewhat 
more numerous and more branched out in terms of participation, format and programs, and which was, at the same 
time, one of the first, in the complete sense, of international exhibitions of contemporary art in Serbia after the wars 
of the nineties, before the internationalization season of The October Salon was conducted by René Block with the 
exhibition Art, Life & Confusion in 2006.

The Biennial in Vršac in 2004 (Still) Untitled presented a series of important artistic works, and ensured the production 
of new works for a large number of young artists active in the local context. That last Yugoslav Youth Biennial in 
Vršac, as Svebor Midžić wrote in the catalog of the exhibition,15 the artistic director at the time, was neither Yugoslav, 
nor quite a Biennial, nor did it necessarily represent young artists. The curatorial team composed of Siniša Mitrović, 
Jelena Vesić and Ana Nikitović, refused to mark the exhibition with a recognizable name, criticizing the totality of the 
curatorial approach and the artificial thematization of artistic works from one specific center of power. The Anti-Title 
(Still) Untitled signified a certain openness of the exhibition towards the speech of an individual work of art. The 
central theme of the discussion was the relationship between the artist and the curator.

In his review of the 2004 Biennial exhibition in Vršac at the time, the critic Branislav Dimitrijević called the relationship 
between the splendor of the exhibition and the precarity of the production an Opera in the Jungle, which was also 
the title of his text published in the weekly magazine Vreme.16 Then, just as now, what has been the key term on the 
local scene is “Influences on the international art scene”, which Dimitrijević describes, with a humorous intonation 
as a “Squeezing out Dogwood” until the last (curator’s) breath.

14    Branislava Anđelković, Lepa sela lepo gore: Popular War Discourses, Pop Vision, Vršac, 1996, pg. 118-138.
15    Svebor Midžić, Yugoslav Youth Biennial, 2004. Vršac, (Still) Untitled, Project catalog, eds. Jelena Vesić, Siniša Mitrović, Svebor 
Midžić, Ana Nikitović, Center for Contemporary Art, Belgrade, pg. 7-10.
16    Branislav Dimitrijević, An Opera in the Jungle, Vreme, Nr. 707, July 21st, 2004. See: www.vreme.com/kultura/opera-u-dzungli  (ac-
cessed: 30.12.2021,10pm)

The continuity of maintaining the (Yugoslav) (Artist) Youth Biennial may seem to some like a stretch, and to some 
as an undeniable fact. This is precisely why it is important to also consider the questions of the discontinuity 
of the Youth Biennials held in Rijeka (1960–1991) and Vršac (1994–2004) and newly established in Belgrade 
(2021). It is necessary to take into account the events, circumstances and conditions that influenced the duration 
of those pauses, the forms of reactivating the Biennial, and also its self-determination in relation to the (system) 
of art and the social situation.

The question of continuity is explicitly raised in the texts which surround the last event in Vrsac (2004) and the first one 
in Belgrade (2021), the latter of which, bears the mentioned terms in its name. In both cases, the curator’s concepts 
are based on the problem of language. The Art director and curatorial team of the Vršac Biennial 2004 – Svebor 
Midžić, Jelena Vesić, Siniša Mitrović and Ana Nikitović – breaks down the phrase “Yugoslav Youth Biennial” and tries 
to find a justification for its use, in deeper and perhaps unexpected layers of meaning, within a historical stage in which 
all three concepts cry out for critical interpretation and reflection of the discontinuity of Names. The Biennial in Vršac, 
2004 (Still) Untitled presents the language of presentation as being in service of questioning everything which exists, 
even the very roles of curators and artists, as well as the format of the international Biennial exhibitions. In the case of 
the Youth Biennial in 2021, in the changed circumstances of politics, life and art, principles of realization of the project, 
but also the newly arranged social urgencies, language retreats from the meta position to the very core of questions 
regarding the subjectivations of those collective we, gathered in mutual work.

Like the project itself, the name of the Youth Biennial 2021. A Language in Common, is situated both diachronically 
in relation to its own continuity as well as in a synchronic relationship in relation to the sequence formed by the 
names of the three editions of the October Salon from of the moment when it was transformed into the Belgrade 
Biennial: The Fervor of Love (2016), The Miracle of Cacophony (2018) and Dreamers (2021). In opposition to 
the status quo of many “artistic languages” of dreamers, who in their fervor of love contribute to the miracle of 
cacophony, a different possibility arises — the search for a language in common. Many things depend on where the 
borders of the mentioned collective we are from and how sharp the assumed language in common is, including the 
continuity of the Youth Biennial.

This text was first published on January 16, 2022 on the AICA Serbia portal as part of the series #KritikaJePrisutna2021, 
under the framework of which, critical reviews of the Youth Biennial are presented through a dialogical and 
collaborative method of work and the presenting of comparative views in this new critical collage.
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