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Abstract: In rare anthropological interpretations of the
glass smashing custom in the Balkan Peninsula, it is
written that this could be understood as a manner in
which one informs his/her environment of transiting to

a different state of consciousness. This article analyses,
on one side, the questions encountered while working
on the exhibition “Fragile: Glass Narratives, Broken
Histories” (Public Space With A Roof - Amsterdam and
Skver Magazin - Zajecar, December 2022, Museum of
Applied Art Belgrade), and on the other the possibility

of interpreting socialist history from the fragments
found in the former glass and crystal factory “Kristal-
Zajecar.” The focus is on the discovery of several hundred
rolls of discarded photographic negatives, a key tool of
understanding the glass production in Serbia after World
War Il. In an unusual dialectics, the glass fragments
become ‘readable’ thanks to the survived images of the
past, while the history narrative created by the found
negatives becomes destabilized by this smashed glass.
The theory of photo negatives is fragmentary in the
history of photography and this article is an attempt to
change this. Namely, the potential of negatives to offer
different versions of one recorded moment also offers

a unique possibility to write versions of history not
complying with the official narratives. This way, a new
plane of understanding the new post-socialist ‘'normality’
is created.

Key words: Kristal-Zajecar, glass smashing, photo
negatives, Walter Benjamin, history of photography
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“Every photographic image is a sign, above all, of
someone’s investment in the sending of a message.”
Allan Sekula, On the Invention of Photographic Meaning
(1982)

“This process provides the chemical imprint of matter
in all its new and revolutionary beauty. Matter has
come to voice, and it speaks of itself. The most precise
mechanical act produces something quite magical, just
as it is material, physical and real, and, furthermore,

it is owned by no one. This is not property. It is an art

of ‘luminous values’ in ‘passionate progress’ that no
modern art, no painting, can halt.”

Esther Leslie, Walter Benjamin and the Birth of
Photography (2015)

In a rare study of the popular custom of smashing

of glass at the climax of celebration in the Balkan
Peninsula, ethnologist Ivan Kovacevié (1984) offers a
peculiar interpretation: it is a message that a person
sends to his/her surroundings of one’s transition to a
changed state of consciousness. In the numerous former
socialist glass factories in Serbia, one often found piles
of broken glass in the derelict buildings. If we were to
apply the suggested interpretation to the collective level,
the question arises: what changes of consciousness and
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behaviour might they be signalling about? The aim of this
analysis is to offer possible answers to this question.!

The ultimate dream of every researcher is to come across
a finding that nobody else had discovered before. One
such thing happened to the writer of these lines, quite
suddenly and unexpectedly. On 20 March 2019, during our
regular ‘expeditions’ at “Kristal-Zajecar,” now a derelict
socialist factory giant in eastern Serbia, a photographer
friend and | had decided to check one of the garbage
piles. The discovery in the dark shocked us: hundreds of
discarded celluloid stripes of film negatives were hiding in
the dirt. Treated similarly like the broken pieces of glass
and crystal lying around, our immediate reaction was to
bring those stripes of aborted history to safety, still not
knowing exactly what they contained. As rays of light fell
on them, a parallel universe opened. Hundreds of images
of unfamiliar faces and unusual moments from the
socialist factory came to life. In the words of Allan Sekula

1 The questions addressed in this article were a result of a
research done for the exhibition “Fragile: Glass Narratives,
Broken Histories” by Public Space With A Roof - Amsterdam
and Skver Magazin - Zajecar, that initially took place from 29
December 2022 - 15 January 2023 at the Museum of Applied Art
in Belgrade.

031



032

2. Mukuua Auapejuh, Kpucran, 2021.
2. Mikica Andrejic, Kristal, 2021

(2002: 447), we were confronted “by the appearance of
history itself.” What was to be done?

Before we knew it, this unusual discovery turned us into
guardians, the guardians of a collection we still could
not understand. Before we knew it, the collection forced
us to become researchers of the socialist past, with a
mission to understand what happened there: what made
its previous owners to abandon it, to never turn back?
Before we knew it, the celluloid stripes made us into
digitizers, operators of a new binary machinery that made
identification possible. Nevertheless, with new images
new questions emerged. Who were those people? What
were they doing? What is the point of photographing
factory life? Who took them? Who is their owner? What
kind of an archive is this?

We could have pretended this had nothing to do with
us, we could have pretended this was ancient history.

Nevertheless, if history is, in the words of Roland Barthes

(1981: 64) “the time when we were not born,” it became
clear we would be lying. Being born in the times when
the factory was still open, particular memories started
to emerge, forcing us to admit we must have been
somehow a part of the story that was now starring at

us from the images. A period of our lives we thought we
forgot, a period of our lives we cannot explain even to
ourself. If, following Walter Benjamin (Leslie 2015: 19)
photography is “the site where evidence might be found”

perhaps we could begin this analysis with the attempt of
understanding what kind of evidence fell into our hands
in the first place.

The Dark Side of Photography

This archive-in-becoming consists of several hundreds of
photo negatives - entities that seem able to survive the
level of destruction paper-printed images cannot.? They
have been scratched here and there, luckily not ruined
by animal excrement, and had managed to survive the
rough hands and feet of the ‘vandals’ that came before
us: made of a sturdy enough material, they were able
to survive the passing of time and energy of many. Only
a handful was severely damaged by the debris, which
nevertheless gave the images another layer of abstract
beauty, and another level of possible interpretation.

The archive we had created might seem disorderly:
due to the overwhelming number of negatives and
diverse content in them, it was almost impossible to
fit them into rigid categories. Hence, their ordering

2 The collection can be seen in a digitized form at:
www.skvermagazin.com.
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was made following the principle of chance: as they
came one after another. Very soon, the questions
about the material nature of our finding started

to emerge; with it, first problems as well. Namely,
although being a fundamental part in the process of
developing photographs, the history and theory of photo
negatives is shockingly scarce, almost non-existent.
All focus and fame is for the images developed from
them, obliterating the fact that the writing of light of
photography happens on the negatives. In the words of
Geoffrey Batchen (2020), the author of a rare study on
the topic, “negatives are truly the repressed, dark side
of photography.”

As Batchen (ibid.) points out, Sir John Frederick William
Herschel (1792-1871), a scientist and experimental
photographer who ‘baptized’ the negatives, insisted

on “dividing photography into two... even when they

are physically identical. And the very language used to
make that division, negative and positive, is rhetorically
infused with prejudice. The distinction between them
therefore comes with a disparity in value; it represents a
political as well as a technical hierarchy.” This system of
designation also had a racial component as well. In his
diary, soon after the discovery of photography, Herschel
(ibid.) noted that in a photographic negative, “fair women

are transformed into negresses.” The implications of
this were implanted into photography from its early days,
forever changing the manner in which the negatives were
to be perceived. In 1859, for Oliver Wendell Holmes (ibid.)
the glass negative was “perverse and totally depraved...
as if some magic and diabolic power had wrenched all
things from their properties.” As noticed by Batchen
(ibid.), Holmes made clear that the relationship between
negatives and positives “has moral, metaphysical, and
perhaps even theological implications,” proposing that
“there is a lot more at stake... than a mere transfer of
images.”

Unfairly, we seem to see the negatives, as Batchen

(ibid.) has defined them as “utilitarian tools, redolent
with potential, remaining incomplete entities” while
photographs are “assumed to be entirely whole and
complete, an end product in and of themselves. We treat
those prints as images rather than objects.” Inviting an
inversion of our usual perception, the negatives seem

to testify about the failure of our optical apparatus: not
being trained to see them as images, we prefer to discard
them and focus on their printed versions instead. If one

3 Furthermore, Nicholas Henneman (ibid.), one of the early
photographers, considered the negative not a finished portrait,
but a “negro stage” in the process of producing a photography.
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pays close attention, one might notice that photographs
are made by series of adjustments, manipulations

and interventions in the dark room. Nevertheless, we
continue to fail to see photographs as objects to be
regarded under permanent suspicion, confusing them for
the things depicted in them.

Surprisingly, if we were to look at the very birth of
photography, a different ontology was proposed. For
William Henry Fox Talbot (1800-1877; ibid.), the English
inventor of photography, “a photogenic drawing was
indeed a photograph, whatever the disposition of its
tones. Talbot's first exhibition of photographs, in the
library of the Royal Institution in London on January 25,
1839, consisted of nothing but negatives, some made

in the back of a camera obscura but most made as
contact prints.” Talbot (ibid.) further reminds us that a
photograph “tells us that something was there in some
past moment of space and time, but not exactly what it
looked like. A negative is the primary evidence of that
past presence, and thus, perversely (given its reversal
of “natural” tones), is also photography’s most realist
component.” Nevertheless, as Batchen (ibid.) shows, the
ideology behind photography eventually took a different
turn, with the promoters of the binary structure winning
over, designating the negative as a “secondary entity...
inevitably seen as a mere supplementary vehicle for the
photograph it produces and makes possible.”

In this, one could perhaps identify one of the founding
fears of modernity, that of fear of proliferation, as Michel
Foucault (1998) defined it, or the fear of the instability

of images and meanings produced from the negatives.
We are to pretend there is only one stable version of

an image that can be reproduced, when the truth is far
from it. In Batchen's words (ibid.), “the negative, it turns
out, is a site where all these opposing forces are held in
a state of irresolution, where every potential outcome

is available but none is assured. No wonder, then, that
the negative is so often seen as photography’s most
dangerous element, the element to be feared, controlled,
and, if possible, suppressed.”

If we were to follow Karl Marx or Walter Benjamin in

our analysis, a particular parallel becomes evident: the
prioritization of photographs to negatives points at the
essence of capitalist ideology of concealing the origin of
things, as well as their means of production. As Berthold
Brecht (Leslie: 26) has formulated it, the complexity of
the modern industrial capitalism is a result of “obscured
relations between people, machines, and nature.” From
his side, Victor Burgin (1982: 44) reminds us of the
Marx’'s argument that the belief “common to both factory
owner and factory worker that labour may fairly be
bought for wages is a mystification. The illusion conceals
the fact that, as the value of a commodity depends on
the labour invested in it, the owner is appropriating as
profit what belongs by right to the labourer: profits are
unpaid wages.” According to Paul Wood (Batchen, ibid.},
obscuring the social relations established between men
who produce and exchange things, the money used

in this transaction is given a ‘fantastic’ nature, paving
the ground for commodity fetishism: “The commodity

4. Konekuwja Kpucran - 3ajevap
4. Kristal Collection - Zajecar



becomes a power in society. Rather than a use value for
people it assumes a power over people, becoming a kind
of god to be worshiped, sought after, and possessed.”
The discovery of the negatives, then, seems to reveal
the same mechanism behind photography: by obscuring
the means of its production, the ultimate fetish of
photographs was created.

Batchen (ibid.) further argues that the ideology that
represses negatives in the history of photography is a
direct consequence of the particular type of economy
this new medium had introduced: “They are, after all,
an unwelcome reminder of the act of reproduction.
They speak of photography’s lack of singularity, of its
capacity for multiple copies and therefore for multiple
authorships and divided ownership.” Even more,
“authorship has always been a complicated matter
when it comes to the making of photographs. And this is
especially so because of the collaborative nature of the
medium itself.” The topic of authorship and ownership
over the rights to reproduce images is a discussion that
is still ongoing. As we can see, one of the consequences
of finding those negatives was an interruption of our
usual photoshoots of factory ruins, forcing us to stop
being ‘educated tourists’ in our own town, and turning
us into the archaeologists of the present. Hence, who
was their author? Equally important, who was their
owner?

Proletarians of Creation

By finding the stripes of negatives instead of a selection
of printed photographs, we gained access to the series
of images that would normally be considered as failed.
One could even say that they show a series of attempts
to capture something, from a perfect portrait of a worker
to the promotional images of glass items produced.
What they offered us was a rare entrance into the world
of production that normally stays hidden for everyone
outside the factory gates. Black and white images of
men blowing glass, women engraving the crystal, cooks
posing for their portraits, visits of important people,
images of new trucks, workers” meetings and protests,
celebrations and anniversaries, piles of chemical
material needed for production, football and handball
matches, boxing competitions, travels and excursions.
Images with the flash turned on or mistakenly off, bad
and crooked frames, upside-down images: all to be fixed
in the dark chamber. In the words of Esther Leslie (ibid.,
19] following Benjamin, “photography captures a moment
in time, but what it captures exceeds the intention of the
photographer. (...) A spark of contingency finds its way
onto the photographic image. In this splinter of space
and time, in its margins or previously unseen elements,
history rests, awaiting rediscovery.”

The ruins of the abandoned factory suddenly became

populated, prompting us to constantly compare the past
as seen in the images to the horrors of the present. One
might even conclude that there would be no shock of the
now without this encounter with the past. In Benjamin’s

words (Cadava 2001: 38) “It is not that the past casts its
light on the present or that the present casts its light on
the past; rather, an image is that in which the Then [das
Gewesene] and the Now [das Jetzt] come together into a
constellation like a flash of lightning. In other words, an
image is dialectics at a standstill.”

What became clear is that these images were made by
someone ‘on the inside’: we learned that most socialist
factories used to have their own in-house photographer,
also considered a staff member, being there for various
tasks that had to do with images, from capturing
important moments to producing promotional material.
As it turned out, the office in which we discovered

the negatives was the office and the dark chamber of
the official factory photographer. Nevertheless, we
encountered an obstacle while trying to identify the
single author behind these images. In the interviews
with former workers, we found out some names and
nicknames, but it soon became clear that there were
several ‘proletarians of creation’ (Bernard Edelman in
Sekula: 444) who had passed through the factory in its
long history. This further made it impossible to identify
individual authorship of particular negatives, a fact that
seems to underline the problem this new media had
created from the beginning. In the words of Esther Leslie
(29), “photography is an art of replication, not one of
private possession.”

What were the actual means of production behind

these images? As previously noticed by many, the

meaning of the images depends on their context. Or, as 035
Sekula (445) put it, “Despite the powerful impression

of reality (imparted by the mechanical registration of

a moment of reflected light according to the rules of

normal perspective), photographs, in themselves, are
fragmentary and incomplete utterances. Meaning is

always directed by layout, captions, text, and site and

mode of presentation.”

The search for the answer to the context that produced
them brought us to the library archive and the discovery
of factory newspapers. Soon, many faces gained their
names and puzzling events suddenly became deciphered.
There was no doubt that the majority of the images
featured in the newspaper came from the negatives in
‘our” archive, being only a minor selection of images

we were now able to reproduce. The ones in print

were undoubtedly designated as proper, successful, or
important. As Susan Sontag (2005: 14) argues, “though
an event has come to mean, precisely, something worth
photographing, it is still ideology (in the broadest sense)
that determines what constitutes an event. There can be
no evidence, photographic or otherwise, of an event until
the event itself has been named and characterized.” A
fact that brought us to pose questions about the ideology
behind the factory newspapers and this particular image
production.

We further learned that factory newspapers were a
usual practice in the majority of factories in socialist
Yugoslavia. Furthermore, they were considered one of
the pillars of workers’ self-management on which all
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production was based.* By placing photographers in the
midst of the production process, perhaps we can find an
example of the belief in true political commitment of a
once separate creative class. In Walter Benjamin’s words
(1934), “political commitment, however revolutionary

it may seem, functions in a counter-revolutionary way

so long as the writer experiences his solidarity with the
proletariat only in the mind and not as a producer.”

In the history of photography, the Russian Revolution
brought novelty in the manner in which photography was
used to support the changes that happened on the social
level. This new world depicted in the newly produced
movies and photographs consisted of anonymous

faces: “A social shift in relations of production impelled

a change in modes of reproduction. Effects were felt
beyond Russia’s borders. These new types of human
imaging were not portraits in any conventional sense.
They were not depictions of individuals selling their
personalities or their uniqueness. They were impressions
of anonymous physiognomy. To work with this is the work
of the modern portrait photographer, a photographer of
collectives, masses, types - in short, of modern people.”
(Leslie: 24)

On the other hand, Sekula (448) argues that if an event
has been pictured, it is given a particular significance,
and in turn “history takes on the character of spectacle.”
The danger of this process is that by looking at the
spectacularized images of the past, one might be caught
in an experience that “veers between nostalgia, horror,
and an overriding sense of the exoticism of the past, of
its irretrievable otherness for the viewer in the present”
(loc. cit.), an experience we would most likely have had

if we were to rely only on the images from the factory
newspaper. Nevertheless, this narrative became severely
disturbed by the discovery of the negatives, a series of

4 See more in: “Mika Spiljak o tridesetogodignjici radnicke tampe,”
Staklo-Zajecar, August 1977, p. 5 and “Odrzan sastanak u SSJ o
fabrickoj Stampi,” Staklo-Zajecar, March 1978, p. 2.
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‘failed” images that fought their way to become an equal
registration of the past. The only danger, Sekula warns
us, is in turning those images into aesthetic objects, as
“the very removal of these photographs from their initial
contexts invites aestheticism” (loc. cit.).

Fall Between the Cracks

The thing that surprised us most at the place of
production of the found negatives, the crystal factory, was
that there were still thousands of produced objects left
around thirty years after its closing. Due to negligence
or another similar reason, almost everything was
broken, and with it any hope of those objects being sold
at the newly established capitalist market. The factory
was privatized at the turn of the century, automatically
turning collectively owned tools and means of production
into private property. The former workers were laid off
and forced to seek employment elsewhere, left with a
ruin in place of a factory: a ruin nobody wanted anything
to do with anymore.

Among the found negatives, there were dozens depicting
crystal objects that were once mass-produced here.
Believing that capitalist mass-produced consumerism
was something rejected by communism, the next
question that inevitably came to our minds was what,
then, the difference was between mass-produced objects
in these two opposing systems. The possible answer
was found in one of the articles in the local newspaper,
explaining the ideology behind the decision to produce
crystal. Namely, the aim was to make those once upper-
class objects available to everyone (Todorovi¢, 1975: 21).
As it seems, the crystal glass was to be seen just as a
glass made of crystal. The aura of the fetish was erased.

The incredible amount of broken crystal objects we had
encountered appear to be stuck between the cracks of
the two systems, communism and capitalism, waiting
to be assigned a new value or turned into matter again.
Together with it, the negatives got stuck in the exact
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same crack. Crystal is usually considered to be an almost
unbreakable material, nevertheless it is the material
nature of the negatives that had managed to surpass
even this. While it became impossible to reconstruct the
objects from the broken pieces, the images of the past
remained intact.

The scandal of the found images, following Barthes (82),
was in the fact “that what | see has indeed existed.” We
were forced to see the resurrection of happy workers,
persevering in the experiment of self-management,
living in a system far from perfect but seemingly able to
provide for all their needs. Images that, although black
and white, seem to contain much more colour than the
bleak reality of present-day workers’ rights: all this
making it almost impossible to explain how a world like
that was abandoned.

All we can do is look at those images, waiting for the
Benjaminian “sudden moments of clarification or
illumination” (Cadava ibid. 49) read from the shattered
pieces. In order to be able to read them, we cannot
act as innocent bystanders of history: the us in the
present should recognize the apparition of ourself in
the images of the past as we were once its dream. In
order to understand past experience, one must take
into account the necessity of a distance, due to the fact
that “we experience an event indirectly, through our
mediated and defensive reaction to it. For Benjamin,
what characterizes experience in general, experience
understood in its strict sense as the traversal of a
danger, the passage through a peril - is that it retains
no trace of itself: experience experiences itself as the
vertigo of memory, as an experience whereby what is
experienced is not experienced.” (50)

Eduardo Cadava links this to the Freudian understanding
of trauma and his insistence on the distance between a
traumatic event and our experience of it: “Confronted

by an event that paralyzes us by the magnitude of its
demand, an event that we recognize as a danger, we
fend off the danger through the process of repression:
the danger is in some way inhibited, and its precipitating

cause - in this instance, the blitz itself - is forgotten.”
(51) Nevertheless, this period of latency, the forgetting
that attends the experience of shock, is something we
must take into account when thinking about the past. As
Cathy Caruth argues (ibid., 51-52) “it is not just that the
experience is repeated after its forgetting, but that it is
only in and through its inherent forgetting that it is first
experienced at all.”

In a similar manner, the photographic effect “arrests
time and experience,” evoking “a devastation that
destroys our ability to refer to it.” (52) If one was to be
Benjaminian historical materialist, one must focus on
the hidden within the image, this way rejecting the idea
of history as a mere reproduction of the past: “Effecting
a certain spacing of time, the photograph gives way to
an occurrence: the emergence of history as an image.”
(53] History does not come to us voluntarily. Rather, as
suggested by Benjamin (Cadava ibid. 55) “history in the
strict sense is an image from involuntary memory, an
image which suddenly occurs to the subject of history in
the moment of danger.”

In Benjamin, we find a rare inclusion of negatives into
the theory of photography, defined as an element which
links history to images. Namely, he argues that “the past
has deposited in it images, which one could compare to
those captured by a light-sensitive plate.” (loc. cit.] It is
only in the future that the possibility of interpreting the
past can be realized: “Only the future has developers at
its disposal which are strong enough to allow the image
to come to light in all its details.” (loc. cit.) The legibility
of the image happens only when “possible pasts emerge,
like an image from a photographic negative, to meet

us from future possibilities. This is why every image is
an image from the future, an image of possible, future
pasts.” (56)

The question of future brings us back to the question of
the archive. The archive’s “breakdown of memory is to
say that it begins with forgetfulness, with an amnesia
that ruins its commemorative principle.” (57) The past
cannot be recovered, but the trauma of its loss continues
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to live on in various forms. All we can do is learn to read
the past, “the irretrievable images of the past, in a way
that knows how these images threaten to disappear

as long as we do not recognize ourselves in them - but
ourselves as the ones who, touched by the ruins of
time and history, are no longer simply ourselves.” (60)
Following Sekula (ibid., 445), the archive should be seen
as a “tool-shed, a dormant archive,” where “meaning
exists in a state that is both residual and potential”

and where past uses coexist “with a plenitude of
possibilities.”

As Jacques Derrida (1995) has shown, the archives are
far from being neutral and independent guardians of
the past. The ones who own them are the ones with the
power of their protection but of interpretation as well.
Or, as Sekula defines it, “archives... constitute a territory
of images: the unity of an archive is first and foremost
that imposed by ownership. (... Thus, not only are the
pictures in archives often literally for sale, but their
meanings are up for grabs. New owners are invited, new
interpretations are promised.” (444) As nobody in this
process is innocent, all we can try to practice is to read
archives “from below, from a position of solidarity with
those displaced, deformed, silenced or made invisible by

the machineries of profit and progress.” (451)

As we have learned, the archive of negatives we were
forced to create brought to the surface the inherent
binary structure of photography in which each part
depends from the other, “such a structure means that the
photograph is neither singular nor static but is instead
always in a state of becoming, always in the process of
differing from itself, always in motion. Any history that
arrests this motion by confining itself to a procession of
single photographic prints... also reproduces the politics
of privilege that Derrida has identified. It privileges, in
other words, white over black, male over female, original
over copy, singularity over multiplicity, simplicity over
complexity, illusion over truth.” (Batchen, ibid.)

In the silent cohabitation with the ruins of their past lives,
we might see the signs of the repression of a trauma of
loss experienced by the once socialist workers, patiently
hoping to understand it sometime in the future. Under
the guise of democracy, a completely opposite system

of production of reality was installed as well, one heavily
dependent on the constant production of images. As
noticed by Sontag (ibid., 140), capitalism needs images
“to furnish vast amounts of entertainment in order to



stimulate buying and anesthetize the injuries of class,
race, and sex.” The way in which capitalism uses camera
is “as a spectacle (for masses) and as on object of
surveillance (for rulers)” where “the freedom to consume
a plurality of images and goods is equated with freedom
itself. The narrowing of free political choice to free
economic consumption requires the unlimited production
and consumption of images.” (loc. cit.)

In their ability to weave into people’s lives and begin

to change them, Benjamin saw the “revolutionary
use-value” of images, with a role to play “in further
social unravelling and reconstruction.” (Leslie, ibid.,

30) As this short analysis has showed, the suspicion

of photographs led us right into the examination of
negatives, and in this negative position, of “not accepting
the world as it looks” Sontag argues one finds the
possibility of its understanding: “Strictly speaking, one
never understands anything from a photograph.” (ibid.,
17) When it comes to the images of socialism we were
forced to see, we might close this discussion with the
horrifying effect every photograph has, that coming
from its link to resurrection. In Barthes words, “and the
person or thing photographed is the target, the referent,
a kind of little simulacrum, any eidolon emitted by the
object, which | should like to call the Spectrum of the
Photograph, because this word retains, through its
root, a relation to “spectacle” and adds to it that rather
terrible thing which is there in every photograph: the
return of the dead.” (ibid., 9) Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels were right to claim in their Manifesto of the
Communist Party (1848) that a spectre of communism
haunts Europe. Almost two centuries later, we might
offer an addition: a spectre is indeed haunting Europe

- it is the spectre of communism in images.
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BUTWU HETATUB(AH):
BAYLIU COLIUJANTUIMA
Y ®0TOrPA®CKMM APXMBAMA

Y peTkvM MoKyLuajumMa aHTPOMOOLLIKOr TyMayerba
oburyaja nomsberba CTak/eHMX Yalla y kapaHama Ha
HallWM NPOCTOPMMa roBOpYM Ce 0 MOCTYNKy MHGopMUcara
OKOJIHE 0 Npenacky y n3aMereHo ctake ceecTn. OBaj
pag baBu ce, ca jefHe cTpaHe, aHalM30M NUTarba
HacTanux TOKOM UCTpaXkmBarba 3a nsnoxby lazu
JIOM/bUBO: CTaKJI€HN HapaTUBH, M0JIOM/bEHE UCTOPUjE
(Public Space With A Roof - AMcTepaam 1 Ckeep MarasuH
- 3ajeyvap, ogpxxaHe y Mysejy npymMer-eHe YMeTHOCTH
Beorpap, 29. npeuembap 2022 - 15. janyap 2023) u, ca
Lpyre cTpaHe, MoryiHocTMMa YnTaka U TyMayerba
COLMjaNMCTMYKe NPOLLIOCTM HA OCHOBY pparMeHaTa
npoHaheHux y Hekagawmoj dpabpuum Kpucran - 3ajeyap.
MocebHa naxa nocseheHa je oTKpuhy HEKOAMKO
CTOTUHa posiHn doTorpadCkmx HeraTMBa, CakKpUBEHUX Y
CMeTNINLWTY Hekapallhbe dabpurke KpucTana, bes Kojux

ce pasyMeBahbe Npou3BofHe cTakna 'y Cpbujn HakoH
[Lpyror cBetckor paTta YuHM HeMoryhuM. Kpo3 HeobuuHny
OujanekTuky, parMeHTV cTaksia nocTajy ,.YUT/bnBKN”
3axBasbyjyin NpeXXMBenuM ciimkama 13 NpoLusiocTu, Aok
HapaTuB UcTopuje Kojy npoHaheHn HeraTMBK cTBapajy
nocTaje fectabunnsoBaH 0BOM cpyom of kpuctana. [open,
Tora, UICMOCTaBWJIO Ce fja Cy TeopeTcka pa3MaTpatba
cTaTyca HeraTmBa y uctopuju ¢otorpaduje dparmMmeHTapHa
1 rotoBo HenocTojeha, a Taj NponycT 0Baj pag Xenu

fa ucnpaBu. Hanme, noTeHumMjan HeraTnea fa Npy>u
pasnuuute Bep3nje 3abenexxeHor TpeHyTKa npy>a Ham 1
jeonHcTBEHY MOryRHOCT NMcatba Bep3unja uctopuje Koje
0LCTyNajy of, yCBOjeHMX HapaTuBa, cTBapajyhin HOBO Mosbe
3a pasyMeBatbe npenackay HoBY, MOCTCOLMjaNNCTUYKY
HOPManHocT", 0 KOjoj HaM MoX[a roBope ToHe
npoHaheHor pasbujeHor ctakna.



