


































   

                             

                  To my father, unswerving socialist.
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Architectural Heritage of Yugoslav-Socialist Character: Ideology, Memory and Identity studies the ability of architecture to represent political 
and cultural endeavors and developments in the period from 1945 until 1990 in territories which formed the Socialist Federative Republic of 
Yugoslavia1 and, after its dissolution, were reconstructed as independent states.  

The thesis is divided into two parts: the fi rst part analyzes how architecture, as a discourse per se and an ideological apparatus, was used for 
representation of Yugoslav socialist identity. The second part studies how the deconstruction of given identity, and its consequent dismissal in the 
process of re-construction of national identities, has led to the negation of the memory of the given period what ultimately infl uenced the level of 
preservation of heritage of representative character found in territories which previously formed the SFRY.2

The hypothesis upon which the research is built, stating that the architectural signifi cance of heritage of representative nature built in the socialist 
period and found in Yugoslav successor countries is dependent on (the assessment of) its cultural, social and historical character, has emerged 
from the perception of the second part of the problem. However, the larger part of the analysis is devoted to the study of how circumstances, during 
which given architectural works were built infl uenced the nature and character of the heritage in question. 
Therefore, a starting point is the study of the development of concepts, adoption of projects and plans and construction of following three categories 
of buildings and spaces:

I) Governmental buildings of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia (LCY)3 commissioned by the State or the governments of six Yugoslav 

1  Yugoslavia, as the state constructed upon socialist system which existed from 1943 to 1990, changed several names during its existence: from the proclamation of the State in 1943 
until the declaration of the State on 29 November 1945 and the adoption of the fi rst constitution in 1946 it was named Democratic Federal Yugoslavia (DFY); from 1946 until the adoption of the 
third constitution in 1963 the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia (FPRY); and fi nally from 1963 until the State’s dissolution in 1990 the Socialist Federative Republic Yugoslavia (SFRY). 
Therefore, throughout the thesis different references on Yugoslavia can be noted with the acronym SFRY most commonly applied.

2  The study strives not to mark the character of the countries and societies formed after Yugoslavia’s dissolution, rather, it endeavors to apply neutral terms when jointly referring seven states 
formed in the period 1990 – 2000: the Republic of Slovenia, the Republic of Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Republic of Serbia, Montenegro, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and 
the Republic of Kosovo*. Nevertheless, the author is aware of the fact that from time to time marked terms were used which might have emphasized the political over the geographical character 
of the referred territories.  
* Designation for Kosovo is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence.

3  After the Sixth Congress of The Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY) in 1952 the name was changed to the League of Communist of Yugoslavia (LCY). 
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republics and two autonomous provinces: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, FYROM and Vojvodina and Kosovo.  
II) Institutions of educational-ideological character such as: historical-ideological museums, representing the history of Yugoslavia, life of Josip 
Broz Tito4 and events, tragedies and victories of Yugoslav Partisans during the Second World War (i.e. the National Liberation War5), as well as 
memorial centers/homes as spaces for social and ideological-educational activities in smaller urban environments.
III) Memorials and memorial sites built from 1945 to 1990 in order to commemorate tragic events and celebrate the Partisan achievements during 
the National Liberation War. The memorials and memorial sites of interest for the analysis are the ones with accentuated architectural and spatial 
character although the development of memorial discourse will be analyzed through the presentation and explanation of development of sculptural 
language ˗ from classical to modern. However, since a large number of memorials and memorial sites were erected and developed throughout the 
period, the delimitation of items of interest for the analysis is made on three criteria: aesthetic value, cultural signifi cance and potential of item as 
heritage. This means that smaller memorial items, such as sculptures of Partisans, heroes and other prominent individuals are omitted from the 
analysis, as well as busts, fountains, reliefs and plates, either because they do not comply with the fi rst criteria, or because of  their referential 
strictness they cannot be decontextualized, thus neither transformed or revitalized. 

Chronological organization of the fi rst part of the study is conditioned by the thesis objectives in terms of analyzing how political and social 
occurrences in the SFRY in the period 1945-1990 infl uenced architectural developments in construction of above listed representative buildings and 
spaces. The chronological framework is divided according to signifi cant fl uctuations of ideological endeavors, changes of legislative framework or 
crucial political occurrences which impacted social and cultural context. Accordingly, the fi rst part of the analysis is divided into fi ve time-periods:
I) 1918 – 1941: The introductory subchapter on emerging of modernist architecture in the Interwar period on territories which consequently formed 
the SFRY; 

4  Josip Broz Tito was the military leader of the Partisans during the Second World War, the chief ideological fi gure and the main political authority in SFRY from the moment of State’s 
proclamation until his death on 4 May, 1980. Furthermore, Tito was proclaimed the Marshal and lifetime leader of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia and the President of the State. 

5  The period of resistance of Yugoslav peoples against the Axis Power forces in the post-WWII period was referred as the National Liberation War by Yugoslav political authorities. The 
Partisan forces fought the Nazi and Fascist regimes and their collaborators (both interior and exterior, i.e. the Kingdom of Yugoslavia’s rulers and the Independent State of Croatia’s military groups 
Chetniks and Ustashe) in the process of establishing the new society through social and political revolution and transformation of social principles. The period was interpreted as an act of liberation 
of Yugoslav peoples from foreign occupiers and interior traitors and named accordingly. 
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II) 1945 – 1949: The subchapter discusses the socialist realist style among ‘Yugoslav architects’.6  The investigation begins with the end of the 
World War II and adoption of the socialism as an offi cial ideological discourse and thus representative instrument of DFY, while the delimitation 
of the period is made from the political confl ict between Tito and Joseph Stalin which marked the end of the era of austere socialism in Yugoslavia 
and accordingly ended the given debate. 
III) 1950 – 1955: Strengthening of modernist discourse marked so called ‘Informbiro Period’, an epoch of confrontation with the USSR. The crisis 
ended with Stalin’s death in 1953 and consequent loosing of political and cultural tensions between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union. 
IV) 1956 – 1965: In 1963 Yugoslav government adopted the new Constitution and in 1965 a new economic reform meant to overcome the existing 
economic crisis. Both events prejudiced the state of construction industry and had their repercussions on architectural activities in terms of erection 
of representative emblems of governmental, ideological or commemorative character.
V) 1966 – 1974: In 1974 the Constitution was yet again reformed. Major changes which led to further decentralization of the State’s administrative 
apparatus were refl ected not only in the domain of architecture of governmental character but also in the process of ideological indoctrination of 
Yugoslav people which, in architecture, called for erection of buildings and spaces of educational-ideological and cultural-memorial character.  
VI) 1975 – 1980: In the period which in political and social terms marked the adoption of ‘The 1974 Constitution’ and severe economic crisis, 
architecture in Yugoslavia denoted the discourse of postmodernism which was discussed among and practiced by ‘Yugoslav architects’. 
VII) 1981 – 1990: With Tito’s death in 1980 Yugoslavia entered a period of decline. The decay in architectural terms meant stagnation both in 
creative and constructive terms visible in quality and number of works of representative character constructed in this period. The year 1990, a 
moment from which Yugoslavia, as a state and a concept, ceased to exist closes the subchapter and the chapter altogether.

The second part of the analysis is not conduced in a chronological manner, but in a critical and hermeneutical way. The analysis of architectural 
works presented in the fi rst chapter, now perceived as architectural heritage but as well as cultural and social legacy, begins with the analysis of 
history of policies on protection of architectural (cultural) heritage and continues with an analysis of the concept of heritage in the modern society 

6  Terms such as ‘Yugoslav architecture’ or ‘Yugoslav architects’ are given entre quotation marks in the text since, as the analysis will demonstrate, there was no common direction 
which Yugoslav architects followed in the given period which would permit us to speak about an architectural discourse that was consciously and deliberately built upon the same premises. As 
many different visions, creative approaches and discourses were practiced in socially and culturally still different territories, the author of the text considers that although many characteristics of 
architecture produced in the period 1945-1990 on territories which formed the SFRY would permit us to denominate it as Yugoslav, there are still other features which permit us to differentiate 
Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Montenegrin and Macedonian schools among the same.
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from cultural, social and aesthetical point of the view. 

The new contribution of the thesis in terms of perception of heritage as culturally and socially predetermined concept is given through approaching 
it through the concepts of memory and cultural identity. Both concepts are presented theoretically and discussed conceptually, but also practically 
applied in terms of analysis of heritage of representative character built in the period 1945-1990 and found on former Yugoslav territories. The 
analysis is conducted with the objective to perceive how the transformation in ‘collective frameworks of memory’, that is, a twist in reconstruction 
of cultural identities in countries which have emerged upon Yugoslavia’s dissolution, has infl uenced ‘collective memory’ of those societies and 
consequently the condition of architectural heritage of representative character found in the given territories. 

Finally, an insight on protection mechanisms and level of preservation of the given heritage and modalities for architectural and cultural revitalization 
of given governmental, museological, cultural and memorial buildings and spaces closes the research on construction, destruction and preservation 
of architectural legacy of representative character built in socialist period in territories which eventually formed the political, social and cultural 
community known as the SFRY.
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The research on ideological character of architectural works of representative character built in SFR Yugoslavia in the period from 1945 until 1990 and on 
symbolical nature of the same works, now referred as heritage, strives to achieve several objectives.  

The fi rst objective of the part of the research dedicated to studying the process of construction of one architectural discourse is to reveal what might be considered 
as ¨socialist¨ in an architecture of governmental and memorial character built in SFR Yugoslavia from 1945 until 1990. The research studies how historical, 
political and social circumstances and developments in socialist Yugoslavia infl uenced on the architectural discourse and practice and if and how might they 
refl ected on aesthetic and spatial features of works of governmental and memorial character. 

Socialist societies tended to boost specifi c architectural projects through grandiose urbanization, industrialization and housing ventures. In this case, the thesis 
studies a change of “socialist character¨´ of the memorial centers, as the particular typology that emerged in Yugoslavia, in accordance with social changes within 
the society and ideological changes of the ideology. The objective of such a study is to confi rm that architecture is a product of social strivings in a particular 
moment and perceive how fl uctuations in the society might infl uence on architectural thought and architectural practice. 

Similarly, the objective of the study of the governmental buildings is to perceive how political endeavors, in particularly those whose aim was Yugoslavization 
of the Yugoslav society, could infl uence on architectural discourse in globally and development of architectural projects in particularly.  

Ultimately, the thesis studies a typology of memorials and memorial complexes as architectural works of unique character with the objective to perceive 
how memorial discourse was developed through the time. Therefore, the study endeavors to defi ne modes for memorials classifi cation. while it searches for 
characteristics that, on one hand, might distinguish Yugoslav memorials from memorials built at the same moment in other socialist societies, and on other, 
evaluate them through comparison with similar structures built in Western, capitalist countries.

The fi nal goal behind of these tree objectives is to assess cultural, social and historical character of representative architecture built in SFR Yugoslavia from 1945 
until 1990, so that in continuation the hypothesis stating that the architectural signifi cance of heritage of representative nature built in the socialist period and 
found in Yugoslav successor countries is dependent on (the assessment of) its cultural, social and historical character, could be verifi ed on the example of works 
presented in the fi rst part of the study.

In order to reach the ultimate objective of the thesis: validate the hypothesis; the research revises theories on heritage protection, valorization, and revitalization. The aim 
of this part of the study is to give new guidelines on valorization and revitalization of the heritage built in the socialist period in the countries which formed SFR Yugoslavia. 
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Following the endeavor to confi rm the hypothesis and with the objective to perceive how a concept of heritage is susceptible to cultural and political employments, 
the research approaches theories collective memory conception and cultural identity (re)construction. This part of the study strives to enlighten how post-
socialist, post-Yugoslav strategies on (re)construction of national identities in the states formed after the dissolution of Yugoslavia have prejudiced processes 
on valorization of heritage in question, with an objective to clarify if and how the process of memorial re/de-contextualization and re/de-conceptualization has 
infl uenced on perception of architectural and artistic features heritage of representative character built in SFR Yugoslavia from 1945 till 1990. 

Finally, the research endeavors to connect theories on cultural identity construction with modalities to build heritage revitalization. The aim of this part of the 
study is to answer the question on how different perceptions on cultural identity might be related with diverse objectives of the revitalization process. From this 
relation, emerge two closing objectives of the research: to perceive how different approaches to cultural identity construction relate with different approaches 
on heritage revitalization, and to assay a given hypothesis on the case of the heritage built between 1945 and 1990 found in countries that once formed SFRY. 
Finally, the ultimate objective of the thesis is to identify if and how change of signifi cance and symbolism of architectural works of representative character built 
during the socialist period in SFRY could prejudice valuation of their architectural and spatial features and to confi rm if, after all, the architectural signifi cance 
of heritage of representative nature built in the socialist period and found in Yugoslav successor countries is dependent on (the assessment of) its cultural, social 
and historical character.

Once confi rming the hypothesis, to the research remains to essay propose new approaches and methods to valorization, protection, and revitalization of 
representative architecture built in between 1945 and 1990 in countries which once formed SFR Yugoslavia, with an aim to return social and cultural signifi cance 
to works here presented. 
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But if the country is gone, collective memory will disappear too. 
If the items that have been surrounding us have disappeared,

 The memories of everyday life that we have lived will disappear too. 
The memory of the former country is prohibited. 

And, one day, when the prohibition ceases, 
Everybody will forget in the meantime. 

There will no longer be anything to remember – I say.
Everybody will remember something that was not there – says Mira.

- Dubravka Ugrešić, “The Museum of Unconditional Surrender”
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Architecture is closely related to the social conditions from which it arises, it is a time stamp. What is architecture, that is the society, 
and vice versa.1

- Nikola Dobrović, architect

1   ŠEGVIĆ, ALJOŠA: “Salon arhitekture – Muzej primjenjene umjetnosti Beograd: Inicijativna akcija unapređenja i odbrane jugoslavenskog arhitektonskog stvaralastva” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 257, 1974. P. 
19.
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Since the beginning of time architecture is used to demonstrate power, serve political and cultural endeavors or to transmit ideological messages. 
Throughout the centuries, architecture was a tool for expressing religious believes, an instrument for expansion of conceptual theories and was used 
by those in power to shape the reality of societies. 

Egyptian pyramids were not just an ode to the Gods, but primarily an ode to pharaohs’ immortality; ancient Romans made outstanding efforts in 
erecting public buildings to praise imperators and impress other empires with the power of the Roman Empire. Gothic architecture was marked 
by the power of the Christian Church; in the Renaissance art was a potent tool for spreading the infl uence of wealthy families; the Baroque was a 
symbol of imperialism and colonialism, while the concept of Modernism emerged with the development of democratic principles. 

In other words, as Deyan Sudjic noticed: “Architecture has been shaped by the ego and by the fear of death, as well as by political and religious 
impulses. And in turn [it] serves to give them shape and form. Trying to make sense of the world without acknowledging architecture’s psychological 
impact on it is to miss a fundamental aspect of its nature.”2 

In these terms, the analysis of architecture in the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, a political and cultural community that existed from 
1943 until 1990, by re-approaching architecture as a social product, leaves behind the avant-garde interpretation of ‘architecture for architecture’s 
sake’ and understanding of architecture as a “some sort of metaphysical ideal.”3 Re-contextualization of architecture through analysis of its 
ideological potential on representation of the Yugoslav socialist society has as an objective to overcome the anxiety to discuss architecture as a 
politically conditioned discipline by perceiving how artistic, spatial, formalistic, structural and engineering features of architecture are dependent 
on the social and cultural context. 

Under the same premises the analysis dissociates from the postmodernist defl ection when evaluating architecture’s social and political capacities. 

2  SUDJIC, DEYAN: The Edifi ce Complex: How the Rich and Powerful Shape the World. London: Penguin Books, 2006. P. 7.

3  JACKSON, ANTHONY: Reconstructing Architecture for the Twenty-First Century: An Inquiry into the Architect’s World. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1995. P. 164.  
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The dissociation originates from the refl ection that processes of postmodernization and globalization have at the same time divided and united 
different realities which led to creation of compounded identities, whereas the postmodernist request for a return to the historical reference ended 
modernist utopian dream of creating a coherent society. Instead, simultaneous sounds of different voices created a kind of postmodern schizophrenia 
in which, since the society has no strength to achieve a cohesive, harmonious and homogenized vision on the world, it becomes more and more 
defragmented and consequently detached from the reality. As the reality becomes more dissonant and fragile and the society resists disengaging, the 
role of architecture in empowering social engagement through offering an imaginative and creative vision on the world’s future becomes uncertain.

Therefore, the thesis departs from the premise that in order to enable re-socialization of people within urban environment, architecture has to 
reclaim its cultural role while it is being re-approached as “essentially an epiphenomenon, dependent on socio-economic, political and technological 
process that reconfi rms the hegemony of culture and helps to assure its continuity.”4

This premise has resulted from endeavors of contemporary architectural theorists and critics to ‘revise’, re-contextualize and re-historicize 
architecture and re-approach it as political, social, economic and cultural tool while studying buildings and spaces as places for perpetuation of 
governmental, public, military, fi nancial, business, commercial, industrial, religious, educational, cultural and memorial practices through which 
solidary, sustainable, peace-building, democratic, totalitarian, repressive and national discourses are employed and spread. Architecture, in such 
a way, is no longer perceived just as a discipline as it is assessed as a discourse, an ideology per se (this thesis will be clarifi ed in the analysis) 
eventually used by power-apparatuses for constructing and controlling social reality. 

However, this kind of stance is not new - as suggested, politics from ancient times have conditioned the use of space. In the Eurocentric perspective, 
the mere meaning of the word ‘politics’ insinuates such a connection. ‘The politics’ originates from the Ancient Greek word ‘polis’ (πόλις) meaning 
a city. As ancient cites were developed around ‘agora’ (Αγορά – from “αγείρειν”: ‘to gather together’, translated as: market, trade, purchase, 
meeting, assembly, speech, eloquence, victuals), the word ‘politics’ might be interpreted as an ideology and a philosophy of living. If politics is a 
way of inhabiting the city, then architecture, as a discipline that tends to give shape and color to the city, defi nes the modes of inhabitation. Thus, 
architecture can no longer be perceived as mere aesthetical pursuit, but as individually and socially reasoned activity taken with the objective to 

4  HAYS, MICHAEL K.: “Critical Architecture: Between Culture and Form” in Perspecta, Vol. 24, 1984. P. 16.
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physically represent metaphysical ideas on the way and purpose of being. 

This observation qualifi es us to approach built heritage as a physical legacy on philosophical ideas of society(es) in one determined period of its 
(their) existence. That is how we read history from spatial and architectural remains. In such a way, orthogonal schemes of Roman colonies and 
cities, their roads, aqueducts, forum, horreum, triumphal arches and victory columns enable us to visualize Roman ideas of inhabiting, creating 
and governing and disclose the viewpoint on the substance of being in the Roman Empire. In the same manner medieval architecture, its basilicas, 
churches, castles and fortifi cations tell a story of the role religion had in infl uencing the Middle Ages societal beliefs, as well as the styles of the 
Renaissance, the Baroque, the Modernism, etc. depict life philosophies of the society(es) in those particular moments. 

If we assume that the concept of politics is embodied in the concept of place, then, and in terms of the analysis, we can accept Jose Maria Montaner’s 
and Zaida Muxi’s thesis that: “Political action through architecture has always existed (even though there are professionals who deny such a 
relationship and make politics default). If politics is the social organization of the group that develops within the space, depending from where it 
acts in the creation of that space, it would be integrating or segregating, inclusive or exclusive, it is governed by the desire for the redistribution of 
quality of life or it depends on the perpetuation of exclusion and domination of powers. That is why architecture is always political.”5 

Accordingly, in the analysis of ideological nature of architecture in socialist Yugoslavia, architecture is approached both as a product of political 
circumstances and as a tool for managing the social policies. The thesis, conducted in order to perceive if architecture has  power to emphasize 
the change (of perception) within one society and culture, hence aims more than solely to note on which level an ideology might infl uence spatial 
developments and architectural designs, as it endeavors to demonstrate and explain how sociopolitical interpretation of architecture eventually 
infl uences assessment and appraisal of aesthetic, conceptual and spatial qualities of architectural work designed in a particular society in one 
specifi c cultural moment. The above-presented objective is interconnected with the analysis of architecture of representative character built in order 
to illustrate the cultural identity of the socialist Yugoslav society. 

Works of representative character here analyzed, built in the period 1945-1990 in territories of former SFRY, reveal how architecture strived to 

5  MONTANER, JOSEP MARIA; MUXI, ZAIDA: Arquitectura y politica. Barcelona: Editorial Gustavo Gili, SL, 2011. Pp. 65 – 66.
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be liberated of the context in which it was produced while simultaneously the system attempted to employ architecture in order to physically 
illustrate the creation of a new social and cultural framework. Using architecture for sociopolitical objectives resulted in disregard of architectural 
and spatial achievements from the socialist period in post-socialist ex-Yugoslav societies. The reasons of indifference are complex, however, it 
could be assumed that the discomfort comes from three sources: fi rst, since the re-construction of post-Yugoslav states was conducted with an urge 
to merge with the capitalist society, the socialist system was negatively assessed and thus everything belonging to the past ended being ‘marked’ 
as uncomfortable. Secondly, the differentiation among Yugoslav successor states was achieved through strengthening of collective identities over 
nationalistic, ethnical and religious agendas, which made diffi cult appropriating the common, socialist legacy as heritage of national signifi cance; 
and fi nally, the postmodernist negative evaluation of the modernist strive to create an uniform reality furthermore infl uenced the negative assessment 
of heritage from the socialist period. This way the immovable heritage of representative character, built on territories of former Yugoslavia between 
1945 and 1990, ended being devoid of cultural signifi cance which eventually resulted in a loss of its architectural value and its consequent 
degradation and destruction. 

The analysis thus attempts to answer the question why architectural works built between 1945 and 1990 on territories that formed SFRY are left 
on the margins of contemporary architectural and cultural interest. Yet, in order to be able to answer the given question the fi rst thing that has to be 
considered is if architecture can be (is) used as a tool for conveying specifi c ideological visions for social consolidation and if the answer is positive, 
then to perceive how such a task is conduced, i.e. by what mechanisms might architecture infl uence social activity(es).
Therefore, the real question is, if in a particular social and economic system, such as socialism, political authorities use architecture with an aim to 
determine public and productive relations within the society; can that use infl uence architecture - in terms of manipulation with its characteristics 
and signifi cances. In that context, this analysis is more interested in revealing how endeavors to socially determine functional programs and 
ideologically defi ne the symbolic nature of architecture have affected concepts and designs of works of representative character.

With that objective the analysis focuses on reviewing architectural works of governmental and memorial character built in between 1945 and 1990 
in order to represent Yugoslav socialist identity. However, in order to be able to approach the subject, the analysis fi rst has to be contextualized in 
a theoretical framework within which it operates. 
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The theoretical basis for the analysis is to be found in the position of Manfredo Tafuri  (1935–1994), Italian architect, theoretician and critic who 
opposed aesthetical formalism and argued that throughout the history multiple constrains have infl uenced architecture and thus the development 
of different architectural styles and discourses has to be historically re-approached, which implies political, social, economic and ideological 
contextualization of architecture and architectural oeuvre. Tafuri’s considerations on which the analysis relies are given in the book “Theories and 
History of Architecture” (1968).6 In defi ning the standpoint of the need for a critical perception and analyzing architecture Tafuri departed from 
the rejection of the modernistic concept of a ‘pure critic’ (Tafuri, p. 13), a study of architecture based only upon aesthetical and functional merits. 
As Tafuri discarded the ‘anti-historical’ position, he conducted a historical study of architecture across the modern era in order to confi rm the 
importance of social contextualization of modernism when approaching the study of its artistic and formal qualities. Tafuri thus argued that there 
was no ‘tabula rasa’ moment in the history of modernism, as the modern movement was not anti-historically oriented. On the contrary, what Tafuri 
perceived was that it was exactly the relationship towards history from which modernist architectural positions emerged.  

“Has modern art not presented itself, from the very beginning, in the European avant-garde movements, as a true challenge to history? Has it not 
tried to destroy not only history, but even itself as a historical object? Dada and De Stijl are not all that antithetical if seen from this very particular 
point of view. But this is not all. The gap between Louis Kahn’s myth of Order, with his hermetic delving into the material offered by history so 
as to dehistorify, to the extreme, architectural planning; and the neoplastic mysticism tending to resolve oppositions and contrasts in a messianic 
appeasement is not as crucial as it may fi rst appear when we compare works like the Salk laboratories and the Schroder house. The traditional 
antihistoricism of the avant-garde fi nds, then, a kind of confi rmation in the very experiences that are trying to overcome it. And there is a reason. 
‘Myth is against history’, Barthes tells us, and myths carry on their mystifi cation by hiding the artifi cial (and the ideological artifi ciality) behind the 
mask of a fake ‘naturalism’. If we accept these premises, then the present moment, so totally bent on avoiding, through new myths, the commitment 
of understanding the present, cannot help turning even the researches that, with renewed vigor and rigor, try to plan a systematic and objective 
reading of the world, of things, of history, and of human conventions into fashion and myth” (Tafuri, p. 19).

Tafuri’s historical re-contextualization of modernism had as an objective to observe how diverse signifi cations infl uenced the formation of modernist 
objectivity. With that intent Tafuri forms the theory of ‘objective criticism’ which aims to perceive all possible signifi cations of an architectural 

6  TAFURI, MANFREDO: Teorías e historia de la arquitectura: Hacia una nueva concepcion del espacio arquitectonico. Barcelona: Editorial Laia, 1977. 



26

work in order to enable creation of new interpretations out of an infi nite number of messages conceived within the open system of artistic expression 
through an interdisciplinary approach (Tafuri, p. 177).

Therefore, Tafuri argued that since “we are forced to recognize in history not a large deposit of coded values, but a huge collection of utopias, 
failures, betrayals” (Tafuri, p. 279) and since in architecture, as an ideology, “a worldview that strives to construct the human environment” (Tafuri, 
p. 257), is contained, the aim of ‘objective criticism’ would be to “highlight, to unmask the current mythologies, even those most advanced, while 
asking along to propose new myths, without a reference to consistency” (Tafuri, p. 255).  

Even though ‘objective criticism’ endeavors to investigate architectural works in relation to social context, it does not tend to impose the perception 
that architecture is more of ideological than aesthetic substance, as it in no case discards the importance of typological and artistic study of 
architecture since the aim of ‘objective criticism’ is to deconstruct and reconstruct relationships between architecture and urbanism, on the one 
side, and the society as both their manufacturer and consumer, on the other. Tafuri’s ‘objective criticism’ thus examines a ‘representative’ nature 
of architecture, as it researches “various socio-cultural structures that [are] being a part of the architectural language; the symbolic systems, the 
problems of knowledge, social behavior, the changes introduced by certain demands of architects’ proposals, the laws of vision, the technical 
conditions and their inherent meanings (…) the interactions that reciprocally employ various systems” (Tafuri, p. 258). The interdisciplinary nature 
of ‘critical objectivism’ strives to fi nally bring us to “individuate with accuracy and objectivity the mechanism, the communication potential, the 
mystifi cations and the values of the context in which is conducted the act of projection (design)” (Tafuri, p. 282). 

This is Tafuri’s most important contribution in terms of denotation of the theoretical framework in which the analysis is conducted. Consequently, 
remaining studies that have infl uenced theoretical positioning of the analysis are as well situated in a Tafurian context, as they also tend to evaluate 
the infl uence political and social realities have on architecture in terms of discipline and architectural work as an object. 

Several studies have infl uenced the formation of positions upon which the fi rst part of the analysis rests upon: Fredric Jameson’s studies on 
architecture, ideology and history, Georges Batalle’s contribution which perceives architecture as a social tool, Umberto Eco’s paper on semiotics 
of architecture, Gilles Deleuze’s insight on means of controlling the society and Jacques Derrida’s search for an architectural metaphoric, nearly 
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entire Michael Foucault’s opus and his valuable studies on the use and creation of space in relation to power exercises, Ignasi de Sola-Morales’ 
book on differences and topographies of contemporary architecture, Lawrence J. Vale’s and Michael Z. Wise’s insights on the use of architecture 
in the process of construction of national identities as well as Jack Masey’s and Conway Lloyd Morgan’s case study on the use of architecture in 
the Cold War confrontations. All of these contributions were engaged throughout the analysis, however, in regards to formulation of propositions 
and determination of the outline in which the subject of ideological in architecture is researched, two studies that were of the utmost relevance for 
establishing the theoretical framework of the thesis need to be highlighted. 

The fi rst is Deyan Sudjic’s complex research on demonstration of power through erection of diverse edifi ce projects presented in “The Edifi ce 
Complex: How the Rich and Powerful Shape the World.”7 In this book Sudjic gave an insight on the role of politicians and politics in the process 
of creation of the world not just in conceptual, politic, social and economic terms, but also in that tangible, architectural and spatial domain. There, 
Sudjic, by acknowledging that architecture is in the same time a politically constrained activity, as well as an instrument used to physically illustrate 
sociopolitical concepts, underlined Tafuri’s position on the necessity for re-contextualizing architecture in social and cultural terms and perceiving 
it, as Sudjic does with his analysis, as an ideologically predisposed activity. 

“Unlike science and technology, which have conventionally been presented as being free of ideological connotations, architecture is both practical 
tool and expressive language, capable of carrying highly specifi c messages. Yet the diffi culty in establishing precise political meanings of buildings, 
and the elusive nature of the political content of architecture, has led today’s generation of architects to claim that their work is autonomous, or 
neutral, or else to believe that if there is such a thing as overtly ‘political’ architecture, it is confi ned to an isolated ghetto, no more representative 
of the concerns of high-culture architecture than a shopping mall or a Las Vegas casino” (Sudjic, p.7). 

Within the given position Sudjic analyzed how architecture as “the most visible expression of cultural and civic values” (Sudjic, p. 279), as an 
instrument for exercising individual or collective power, was employed in “an attempt to construct a particular view of the world” (Sudjic, p. 222). 
The comprehensive analysis of the relation between political power exercise and architectural developments was given with the insight on the 
correlation between Hitler’s ideological viewpoints and Albert Speer’s visions for the re-construction of Berlin; Stalin’s plans for the re-construction 

7  SUDJIC, DEYAN: The Edifi ce Complex: How the Rich and Powerful Shape the World. London: Penguin Books, 2006. 
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of Moscow; England, Scotland, Yugoslavia and Australia’s search for a national identity through architecture; study cases of the Olympic Games 
project in Beijing; the project on the spatial development of La Defense in Paris, architectural design of the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao; the 
design of the Cathedral of Our Lady of the Angels; the LACMA project, etc. Eventually, Sudjic’s extensive and insightful analysis concluded with 
the revelation that: “The appeal of architecture to those who aspire to political power lies in the way that it is an expression of will. To design a 
building, or to have a building designed, is to suggest that this is the world as I want it. This is the perfect room from which to run a state, a business 
empire, a city, a family. It is the way to create a physical version of an idea, or an emotion. It is the way to construct reality as we wish it to be, 
rather than it is” (Sudjic, p. 222). 

Analyzing how ideas driven by political power infl uenced the processes of psychical representation of ideological ideas through architectural and 
spatial construction in different social circumstances and different moments of the modern existence, Sudjic moreover analyzed the role which 
architects, like Speer, Mies, Phillip Johnson, Le Corbusier, Koohlaas, Herzog&Meuron, Moneo, etc. played in objectifi cation of such ideas. In those 
terms Sudjic’s analysis gains signifi cance as it discloses that exchange of power through architecture is a two-sided process, since architects as well 
gain prestige and supremacy through participating in grandiose public projects. This fi nding reveals how architecture might operate as an ideology, 
and not merely be operated by it. 

Regarding the analysis of ploys with and within architecture in the socialist Yugoslavia, several specifi c Sudjic’s observations were of particular 
signifi cance for the development of this research. First, Sudjic’s confi rmation that architecture might play an important role in confi rmation of 
the statehood, with his statement that: “Architecture plays a powerful part in the manufacture of national iconography. It creates the landmarks 
that defi ne national identity;” (Sudjic, p. 134) elucidated as: “Architecture in its role as nation builder can be understood as a species of military 
uniform, a powerful way of signaling allegiances and aspirations, of rallying your own side, and intimidating the perceived enemy. Uniforms, like 
buildings, are ostensibly shaped by practical, functional considerations, but are actually designed to convey some extremely specifi c emotional 
messages,” (Sudjic, p. 130) is inwrought in the premise that representative architecture in Yugoslavia strived to convey ideological, symbolical 
and emotional messages. Although Sudjic suggested that in contemporary times, defi ned by globalization and technological change, it might be 
diffi cult to manufacture a cultural identity through architecture (Sudjic, p. 154 – 155) the period in question was more than susceptible to such a 
process and therefore Sudjic’s observation theoretically strengthens the analysis of the role architecture had in the process of creation of Yugoslav 
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socialist identity. 

As the research will indicate, Yugoslav identity was constructed as much as through the origination of massive urbanism projects inasmuch through 
the guidance of specifi c representative architectural programmes that implied construction of governmental, monumental and memorial symbols. 
Nevertheless, if in the period 1945-1990 architectural projects were employed in the process of illustrating Yugoslav socialist identity, then the 
post-socialist deconstruction of that identity can be observed through the prism of the destruction of modernist and postmodernist heritage from 
the given period. 

As both processes indicate that architecture has a symbolist, ideological nature, Sudjic’s revelation on how symbols are used in the course of 
creation of architectural archetypes enables further development of the thesis: “We recognize a church as a church because we have seen one before: 
they have a steeple or a cross. Within the subset of Christian churches, we can recognize an Orthodox church – it has a dome, and has done so for a 
thousand years. We recognize a minaret as the sign of a mosque, which is also very likely to have a dome. And these archetypes are so familiar that 
those who design churches or mosques can enjoy a wide latitude in interpreting them while still being understood. We recognize an offi ce building: 
it stacks up repetitive fl oors on top of another. Telling a hotel from hospital is not so clear cut. Both have a porte cochère, though one is for taxis, 
the other for ambulances, a difference that provides a useful clue.” (Sudjic, p. 49) 

Still, Sudjic underlines that since architecture does not project an “inherent meaning at all” there cannot be such thing as totalitarian or democratic 
building, Nazi or socialist architecture (Sudjic, p. 6), and therefore: “It is much more diffi cult to address the question of what makes us understand a 
building as fascist, or democratic or Stalinist. The hammer and sickle as an architectural motif removes any doubt, but it is hardly subtle, or capable 
of expressing many nuances” (Sudjic, p. 49 – 50).

This implies that ideologically marked architectural works can be and are erected both in totalitarian and democratic societies ˗ hence, the White 
House and the Ceausescu’s Palace, or cultural centers and malls, from Sudjic’s perspective play the same role in creating a specifi c political and 
social ambience. Consequently, the assessment of ideological signifi cance of an architectural work or architectural production altogether depends 
on the position of those who make such assessment, implying that the denotation of architectural production between 1945 and 1990 as ‘socialist’, 
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‘communist’ or ‘eastern’ in Yugoslavia and other ex-socialist/communist countries is created under the ideological position of Western theoretical 
and historical paradigms. This Sudjic’s position is of crucial importance for the analysis as it strives to demonstrate the risk of denoting architecture 
built in socialist societies as ‘socialist architecture’ only because it was ideologically guided and modifi ed in functional and programmatic terms. In 
that context, the task of the analysis is very clear: to demystify mistaken perceptions of representative architecture produced in the socialist period 
on territories which formed SFR Yugoslavia by revealing precisely how its symbolic nature was ideologically and socially conditioned and how its 
assessment as heritage is culturally conditioned. 

This means that the analysis endeavors to reveal how architects who designed the most emblematic buildings constructed in the period 1945-1990 
heard political and cultural voices that called for illustration of social particularities through architecture. Similarly, the intention is to demonstrate 
how the political storm which occurred in the beginning of the 1990s and resulted not only with the change of the social system, but moreover 
in violent and destructive warfare, infl uenced the evaluation of the heritage in question. Hence, the objective of the thesis is to clarify how an 
architectural work might transmit ideological and political ideas in order to demystify how architectural production in Yugoslavia between 1945 
and 1990 was infl uenced by postulates of socialism. In that sense, it will be demonstrated that this infl uence, as Sudjic stated, must not be searched 
‘in material or style’ of architectural works, but in the functional singularity of their programme and memorial and representative nature of their 
character which eventually had some implications on designs and concepts. In the same manner, the endeavor to fi nd a solution to still present 
degradation, destruction and neglecting of representative architectural heritage built in the socialist period departs from the premise that assets in 
question have lost their cultural and social signifi cance, but not their architectural value, and thus the answer to the problem of revitalization of 
heritage in question has to be approached from the basis of recuperation of its social importance. 

Lastly, as Sudjic’s noted that not only politically engaged architects work on construction of representative buildings (Sudjic, p. 24) implies that 
the analysis of the character of ‘Yugoslav architecture’ does not aim to confront modernists and conservative viewpoints and ideas in order to fi nd a 
ratio to which extent ‘Yugoslav architecture’ was progressive or regressive. On the contrary, the focus of the analysis is precisely to deconstruct the 
deterministic viewpoints on ‘Yugoslav architecture’ and architectural heritage from the socialist period. Hence, the objective is to re-contextualize 
the socialist realism, within the historical momentum of the modernist jump-off, which in Yugoslavia occurred within specifi c social and political 
circumstances. Therefore, socialist realism is reviewed from the perspective of a search of identity and character of ‘Yugoslav architecture’. Since 
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this search is characteristic for postmodernist architectural thought, the study departs from the premise that socialist realism should not be and 
cannot be approached as regressive, ‘degenerating’ nor lees valuable architectural discourse, as it should be perceived in the context where, since 
architecture, as an ideology per se, operates in circular scheme, its character was conditioned by the circular nature of architecture.  
Finally, Sudjic’s observation that: “Buildings last a long time, but their political role may only be relevant at the moment of their initial creation. 
It is a moment of relevance that may come again in quite a different context” (Sudjic, p. 324) is of crucial importance for approaching the 
hypothesis which presumes that the symbolical nature and signifi cance of architecture fl uctuates as political, social and cultural context changes 
which ultimately infl uences the process of assessment of the value of architectural heritage. This, in terms of the assessment of signifi cance of 
representative heritage built in the socialist period on territories of the former Yugoslavia, means that the evaluation of its aesthetic and spatial value 
is dependent on (the assessment of) its cultural, social and historical character.

The second signifi cant reading that infl uenced this analysis was Neil Leach’s paper titled “Architecture or Revolution”8 which approached the 
question of a political purpose of architecture and in particular a possibility to originate social change through architecture. In examining the capacity 
of architecture to be an initiator of social (r)evolution, Leach revised the modernist aspirations to enhance social progress through architecture 
in Eastern and Central European countries at the beginning of the 20th century. By already in the start rejecting the possibility of changing the 
world through architecture, Leach questioned the capability of architecture to infl uence political behavior and argued that architecture can only be 
politicized by association and thus employed in the process of construction of society’s image. 

Therefore, Leach asserts: “Architecture is deeply embedded within economic and other structures of power, and its capacity to operate as a critical 
force of change is therefore compromised. The architect, furthermore, is no free agent and can act only vicariously on behalf of the client. If any 
authorial position is sought, we should perhaps look to the client rather that to the architect. At the same time, architecture has its own special 
signifi cance as the most public of all the arts, and the one that may most acutely infl uences to the social. This distinguishes architecture from 
other arts, in that its capacity to act autonomously – in Marcuse’s terms – as a critical commentary on the realm of the real, is compromised by its 
instantiation within the realm of the real. The very presence of architecture gives it a social impact, so that any ‘negativity’, any critical capacity 
within architecture, is all but cancelled by the ‘positivity’ of its presence. The very physicality of architecture always threatens to install a new status 

8  LEACH, NEIL: “Architecture or Revolution” in Architecture and Revolution: Contemporary Perspectives on Central and Eastern Europe, Ed. by Neil Leach. London: Routledge, 1999. Pp. 112 – 126.
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quo, and undermines its capacity to be ‘subversive’” (Leach, p. 116). 
Thus, while Leach argued that architecture is politically and ideologically conditioned, he considered that architecture is more susceptible to be 
employed as an ideological apparatus than as an ideology per se since he questioned architecture’s power to originate a social change. Still, same 
as Sudjic, he insisted that ideological or political nature of architecture cannot be searched in aesthetics of the building’s physical structure, as he 
insisted that: “A distinction must be made, however, between the act of building itself and subsequent semantic ‘readings’ of that building.” (Leach, 
p. 117). Hence, Leach is determined “that there is nothing inheritably political about any building or any style of architecture. It is a question rather 
of what political associations a building might have. Buildings (…) would have no inherent politics, if by ‘politics’ we infer a capacity to infl uence 
the social. Rather, a building may facilitate – to a greater or lesser extent – the practice of those politics through its very physical form.” (Leach, p. 
121). Consequently, by rejecting the “belief that architectural form is in and of itself political” (Leach, p. 6), Leach as well dismissed any possibility 
of a semantic denoting of an architectural style or discourse as ‘totalitarian’, ‘democratic’, ‘capitalist’ or ‘socialist’.

For Leach, the impossibility of a building to be symbolically denoted comes from the unpredictability of the process of creation of meaning, where 
both positions of the producer and the recipient infl uence the meaning’s denotation. Accordingly, Leach underlines how the fragileness of the social 
framework in which the meaning is conceived might infl uence its connotation and concludes that the symbolical in architecture is of associative 
nature:  “Here we must recognize that political content in architecture must be seen as associative. Architecture can only be imbued with political 
content through a process of ‘mapping’. Architecture achieves its political – and hence equality is gendered – status through semantic associations, 
which exist within a temporal framework and are inherently unstable. These semantic associations depend on an historical memory within the 
collective imagination. Once this memory fades the semantic associations will be lost, and the building may be appropriated according to new 
ideological imperatives” (Leach, p. 118). 

This argument was of the utmost importance when approaching representative architectural opus from the socialist period in former Yugoslav 
territories as heritage. From the given position originates the main objective of the second part of the analysis, which is to reveal how the change 
within the ‘collective framework’ and ‘collective memory’ has infl uenced  symbolic signifi cation of architectural heritage from the socialist period, 
and how eventually that signifi cation infl uenced the valorization of its aesthetical, conceptual and spatial values. Moreover, by approaching the 
problem at the level of architecture of representative character built in Yugoslavia in the period 1945–1990, the analysis intents to review theoretical 
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positions on creation of value and signifi cance of heritage, particularly heritage built in the second half of the 20th century. 
The above-presented objectives will be discussed throughout the thesis. To begin, the fi rst question can be raised and analyzed - can there be 
established a connection between architecture as a discourse, an individually carried out universal thought, and an ideology as a set of opinions 
and beliefs on public matters? If such a relationship can be established, then what are the implications of ideological employment, i.e. political and 
social use of architecture, in terms of defi nition of architectural programs, functions, designs, forms, and aesthetics? If, on the other hand, such a 
relation cannot be established, the process of evaluation of architectural heritage should be relieved of ideological and symbolical conjectures.

In order to analyze the ideological potential of architecture a new theoretical framework is developed. By the same, on the one hand, architecture 
is theorized as an ideological apparatus, while on the other, its capacity to operate as an ideology per se is discussed. The establishment of such a 
theoretical framework was conducted through utilization of Althusser’s and Foucault’s position on ways on constructing ideological discourses and 
modes of operation of ideologies.
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If architecture is an ideology per se, then, what in architecture can be considered ideological? The point to begin with is Louis Althusser’s9 defi nition 
of ideology as “the imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence,” i.e. as “the system of ideas and representations which 
dominate the mind of a man or a social group.” As such: “Ideology is conceived as a pure illusion, a pure dream, i.e. as nothingness. All its reality 
is external to it. Ideology is thus thought as an imaginary construction whose status is exactly like the theoretical status of the dream among writers 
before Freud. For these writers, the dream was the purely imaginary, i.e. null, result of ‘day’s residues’, presented in an arbitrary arrangement 
and order, sometimes even ‘inverted’, in other words, in disorder. For them, the dream was the imaginary, it was empty, null and arbitrarily stuck 
together (bricolé), once the eyes had closed, from the residues of the only full and positive reality, the reality of the day. This is exactly the status 
of philosophy and ideology” (Althusser, p. 23 - 25).

Besides being abstract, ideologies, according to Althusser, are omnipresent, trans-historical, immutable throughout history and internal since they 
operate in the Omni-historical reality. However, “ideology has a material existence” which is manifested through practice(s), actions and rituals 
of ideological apparatuses through which ideological discourses are established and promoted in order to achieve social and/or political objectives 
(Althusser, p. 10 - 28).

In these terms, architecture might be approached as an ideological apparatus, i.e. practice through which ideological endeavors are carried out. If 
architecture is considered as an architectural apparatus, then the ideological nature of architecture is hidden in its symbolic features. The origin 
of the need to give symbolical nature to architecture emanates from the human desire to leave a physical trace on its existence, whereas humans 
perceive architecture as means of inscribing their spiritual and philosophical ideas on how to inhabit the world. Thus, each time we build we are 
transmitting an already existing idea, even if the idea seems to represent some new, improved concept. This leads to the supposition that architecture, 
as a discipline, is inseparable from architecture as the history of building and that accordingly, architecture might be approached as a material ritual 
based upon perpetuation of human creative visual ideas, beliefs and concepts. This leads to the conclusion that architecture is also an omnipresent 
trans-historical ideology per se. 

9  ALTHUSSER, LOUIS: “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses” in Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, Monthly Review Press, 1971.  
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Then again, postmodern philosophy surpasses Althusser’s understanding of ideology. Postmodern thought on discursive nature of ideology is 
revealed in Michael Foucault’s research on the relation between perpetuation of power and employment of knowledge(s), whereas Foucault 
introduced a new standpoint on ways of operating ideological practices, consequently giving a new perspective on using architecture as an ideology 
per se. In “Truth and Power”10 Foucault perceived the term ‘ideology’ as an obstacle, since: “The notion of ideology appears to me to be diffi cult to 
make use of, for three reasons. The fi rst is that, like it or not, it always stands in virtual opposition to something else which is supposed to count as 
truth (…) The second drawback is that the concept of ideology refers, I think necessarily, to something of the order of a subject. Thirdly, ideology 
stands in a secondary position relative to something which functions as its infrastructure, as its material, economic determinant, etc.” (Foucault, p. 
118). 

Consequently, Foucault superposed the concept of truth to the concept of ideology and hence advocated that: “It is necessary to think of the 
political problems (…) not in terms of ‘science’ and ‘ideology’, but in terms of ‘truth’ and ‘power’.” Therefore, when considering relations between 
knowledge, power and discourse of truth Foucault noticed that knowledge(s) is (are) adopted as a discourse of truth and used by ‘discursive regime’ 
in order to exercise power over and within social structures. There, the truth as “the ensemble of rules according to which the true and the false are 
separated and specifi c effects of power attached to the true” ceases to exist as a metaphysical concept, but it is presented as a constructed notion 
whose objective is to regulate relations within the society, where Foucault implicitly emphasizes “that it’s not a matter of a battle ‘on behalf’ of the 
truth, but of a battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays.” (Foucault, p. 110 - 132). 

From this notion it follows that the truth as a discourse does not exist outside the power, but what is more “it is produced only by virtue of multiple 
forms of constraint” while “it induces regular effects of power.” Hence, the truth becomes ‘a regime’ characterized by fi ve features: “‘Truth’ is 
centered on the form of scientifi c discourse and the institutions which produce it; it is subject of constant economic and political incitement (…); it 
is the object, under diverse forms, of immense diffusion and consumption (circulating through apparatuses of education and information (…)); it is 
produced and transmitted under the control, dominant if not exclusive, of a few great political and economic apparatuses (university, army, writing, 
media); lastly, it is the issue of a whole political debate and social confrontation (‘ideological’ struggles) (Foucault, p. 131 – 132).. 

10  FOUCAULT, MICHAEL: “Truth and Power” in Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews & Other Writings 1972 – 1977, Ed. by Colin Gordon. New York: Pantheon Books, 1980.
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According to Foucault, the power, as means of employing the truth, is not generated outside the society by some kind of a higher authority, but on 
the contrary, it is produced and reproduced within the society through “social production and social service.” Thus, a state, as one form of a higher 
authority “only operates on the basis of other, already existing power relations” by using “a whole series of [existing] power networks that invest 
the body, sexuality, the family, kinship, knowledge, technology and so forth,” while its functioning “consists in the codifi cation of a whole number 
of power relations which render its function possible” (Foucault, p. 122 - 125). 

At the end Foucault, by approaching the subject of truth genealogically and stating that “without having to make reference to a subject which is 
either transcendental in relation to the fi eld of events or runs in its empty sameness throughout the course of history” accepts Althusser’s thesis on 
immutability of what Althusser perceived as ideologies, and Foucault as truth(s). In other words, Foucault confi rmed that there could be no ‘change 
of content’ nor a change of theoretical form of/within knowledge(s) and discourses. Hence, what we perceive as ‘transformations’ in ‘orders of 
knowledge’ is only a product of their use by “the regime, the politics and the scientifi c statement” (Foucault, p. 112 – 117).

If architecture is perceived as an ideology per se, i.e. in Foucault terms as one of the truths, a knowledge or a discourse, we should be aware of its 
malleability and manipulability, since, as Foucault concluded on the nature of immutability of truths, changes in their order are merely a product 
of endeavor of different political, social and/or cultural regimes to deploy the truth for purposes of ‘disciplining’ the society and re-producing the 
order of relationships within it. Thus, architecture, as a truth on ways of inhabiting the world, knowledge of design, engineering, planning and art, 
as a discourse which transmits ideas and values, can be, and, is maneuvered and employed by power structures with the objective to materialize 
their ideas on how social reality should be constructed. In conclusion: Foucault’s observations permit us to discuss architecture not just as a simple 
discipline but as a perplexed ‘architectural discourse’.

There are not many analyses on how architectural discourses have been used for construction of social realities. However, two positions singled out 
here support the given thesis that architecture has to be simultaneously approached as an ideological apparatus and architectural discourse. There, 
the fi rst position is contributed to Aleksandar Ignjatović, who analyzed how architectural discourse was used in the process of conceptualization 
of Yugoslavia in ideological and political terms in the period 1904-1941. The insight in the research brought through the doctoral dissertation11 

11  IGNJATOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: Jugoslovenski identitet u arhitekturi između 1904 – 1941 godine. PhD diss., University of Belgrade: Faculty of Architecture, 2005. 
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and following publication titled “Yugoslavhood in Architecture 1904 – 1941” will be given later, as it is here singled out only because, in the 
comprehensive study on how different ideological positions on creation of Yugoslavia as a state that should have politically and culturally united 
South Slavic peoples employed architecture in a process of achieving their objective(s), Aleksandar Ignjatović departed from contemplation of 
“architecture – as practice and as discipline, [which] always works through a system of cultural identifi cations and represents socially sanctioned 
form of representation and construction of knowledge, that is one of the legitimate discourses of ideology.” (Ignjatović, p. 3). 

The ambivalence of Ignjatović’s position is followed by Demetri Porphyrois12, who as well discussed that architecture might operate both as an 
ideological tool and an ideology per se:  “Architectural discourse, in that sense, is totally transparent to ideology. Its status as ideology derives 
from the fact that it refl ects the manner in which the agents of an architectural culture live the relations between architecture as production and 
architecture as institution (institution here is defi ned as a system of norms or rules that is socially sanctioned). This means that, in the last instance, 
architectural discourse as ideology is related to everyday experience of production systems and of institutions without being thereby reduced to a 
theory of subjective consciousness. Thus architecture as ideology has a social function to insert the agents of an architectural culture into practical 
and aesthetic activities that support or subvert (in varying degrees) the hegemonical power.” (Porphyrois, p. 16). 

Moreover, Porphyrois acknowledged that practice of symbolization of architecture, i.e. establishment of norms upon which architectural discourse 
operates and designation of norms for evaluation of cultural value of architectural styles and works, is a multilayered process in which different 
referential codes juxtapose: “In that sense, architecture as ideology comprises not merely scattered elements of building knowledge and notions 
of design, but also the whole process of symbolization, mythical transposition, taste, style, and fashion. Reality, therefore, gives to architecture a 
set of rules and productive techniques while, in its turn, architecture gives back to reality an imaginary coherence that makes reality appear natural 
and eternal.” (Porphyrois, p. 16). 

Architecture as an ideology, like other ideologies, strives to impose itself as a discourse as it tends to revise and improve social conditions in such a 
way that enforces architectural image of the world. In those terms, as already remarked, even “the modern polemicist Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, 
Bruno Taut and Ernst May all fi rmly believed in the twenties that architecture could serve as an agent of social redemption [and that] with the 

12  PORPHYROIS, DEMETRI: “On Critical History” in Architecture, Criticism, Ideology, Ed. by Joan Ockman. New Jersey: Princeton Architectural Press, 1985. Pp. 16 – 21.
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implementation of measures of economy, effi ciency, and technical innovation, architecture could be produced cheaply, become available to all, and 
thus improve social conditions.”13 

Considering given theoretical considerations, the thesis departs from the two premises: fi rst, architecture in the period 1945-1990 was employed as 
an ideological apparatus in the process of development and dispersion of ideologies of Yugoslavhood and socialism. And secondly, the analysis of 
‘confrontation’ of modernist discourse and socialist ideologist position is based upon the premise that architecture can be considered as an ideology 
per se, where ‘ideological’ in architecture, accordingly to Foucault’s thesis, is defi ned as omnipresent, trans-historical discourse, knowledge(s) 
on design, construction and inhabiting the world. In these terms, modernist architectural discourse with its trans-historical nature confronted 
historically conditioned political and social nature of socialism as an economic and social ideology, whereas since it (seems that) architecture, as 
a discourse, cannot change ideology, as a system, the endeavor to introduce the vague concept of socialist realism within Yugoslav architectural 
practice raised the debate among ‘Yugoslav architects’. Nevertheless, the struggle to use architecture for socialist ideological endeavors collided 
with an urge of architecture as independent knowledge to free itself from any constrains. In those terms, the analysis intents to reveal how such a 
collision refl ected on functional programing and eventual development of architectural designs for buildings and spaces of representative character 
constructed on territories of the former SFR Yugoslavia in the period 1945-1990. 

In order to approach the particular subject of the creation of architectural ideological reality within the SFR Yugoslavia, yet another digression 
has to be made, since conceptualization of Yugoslavia in cultural and political terms was a complex process conceived at the beginning of the 20th 
century. Thus, the process of ‘Yugoslavisation’, i.e. national identifi cation with the idea of Yugoslavia from the end of the 19th century is to be 
shortly introduced in order to enable a differentiation between the two concepts of Yugoslavia as a cultural community and political structure: the 
prewar, monarchist, capitalist and bourgeois Kingdom and the postwar, federative, socialist and workers State. The complex history of the nascence 
of Yugoslavia is told in the following subchapter through the story of appearance of modernist discourse in Yugoslav territories.

13  MCLEOD, MARY: “Introduction” in Architecture, Criticism, Ideology, Ed. by Joan Ockman. New Jersey: Princeton Architectural Press, 1985. P. 8.
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Yugoslavia was more than ‘just’ a territorial and political place that existed in a given period of time. Yugoslavia was a cultural concept, representing 
the endeavor to gather cultural traditions, beliefs and visions of the South Slavic peoples with a desire to construct one South Slavic nation. 

The idea of creating Yugoslavia, a state of South Slavic peoples, evolved throughout the 19th and 20th century in accordance with historical and 
political restructuring of Yugoslav territories. Although “today, the name Yugoslavia, unless it is marked by another determinant, usually refers to 
a socialist federative state created in 1943 and disappeared in 1991”,14 conceptually the idea of Yugoslavia was related to the exercise of nationalist 
discourses through the 19th century, where prominent and infl uential public fi gures in the Southeast part of Europe, such as linguists Dositej 
Obradović, Vuk Stefanović Karadžić, Ljudevit Gaj, Valentin Vodnik, Jerinej Kopitar, historians Paul Ritter Vitezović, Jovan Rajić, Franjo Rački, 
Josip Juraj Strossmayer, ethnologist Natko Nodilo or biologists and geographers15 called for cultural consolidation of South Slavic peoples with 
adoption of one national agenda. Hence, the political process of consolidation of Yugoslav peoples in one state, which was completed somewhat 
later, at the beginning of the 20th century was carried in parallel with the complex process of construction of Yugoslav cultural identity.

While analyzing the subject of use of the idea of Yugoslavhood, i.e. creation of Yugoslav cultural identity through architecture between the end 
of 19th century and the beginning of the Second World War Aleksandar Ignjatović observed that the concept of Yugoslavhood was approached 
through three theories (Ignjatović, p. 5). The fi rst was the primordial paradigm16 (Ignjatović, p. 17) whose starting and main point was “that the 
Yugoslavhood is authentic, genuine and autochthon structure which has its historical, cultural and biological dimension” (Ignjatović, p. 40); the 
second was the syncretistic paradigm which departed from the standpoint that “Yugoslavhood is a fusion of national, historical and cultural tradition 
of constitutive Yugoslav ‘tribes’”; while the third paradigm, the universalist one, “functioned as opposed to the global system of generalizations 
within the dominant positivist concept of culture” (Ignjatović, p. 17). 

14  PETROVIĆ, TANJA: Yuropa. Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade: Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 186.

15  IGNJATOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: Jugoslovenski identitet u arhitekturi između 1904 – 1941 godine. PhD Diss., University of Belgrade: Faculty of Architecture, 2005. P. 5.

16  Ignjatović defi nes identity as a paradigm, while coopting Thomas Kuhn’s defi nition of paradigm as “the scientifi c community and a set of beliefs, knowledge (pl.), techniques and methods which the community 
shares”. 
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These three paradigms originated through employment of ideologies of Yugoslavhood, where by ‘ideologies’ Ignjatović assumed the truths of 
generating Yugoslavhood as an identity. Ignjatović noticed that ideologies of Yugoslavhood were created in order to emphasize national and ethnical 
particularities of Yugoslav identity(es). Accordingly, he singled out four main ideological constellations directing and controlling discourses on 
Yugoslavhood while noticing that “the (different) ideologies of Yugoslavhood had different roles in different circumstances” (Ignjatović, p. 5).

First ideology singled out by Ignjatović is one of “the integral Yugoslavhood or the ethnic Unitarianism” that “denied any ethnic particularities 
of South Slavs and insisted on single Yugoslav racial (ethnical, e.g.) type” (Ignjatović, p. 51 – 52). On the contrary, ‘Yugoslav nationalism’ “is a 
doctrine which implies a united national and ethnical community of Yugoslavs, but accepts the cultural differences of some particular groups, that is 
‘tribes’, and interprets them as a result of independent historical development of certain parts of supposedly unifi ed Yugoslav peoples.” (Ignjatović, 
p. 54). It is important to point out that the second ideology, while accepting distinctiveness of different ethnical and national groups, at the same 
time “aspired to gradually ‘create and build the content and tradition of Yugoslavhood, so that fi nally, as by some natural organic ‘outgrow’ from the 
tribes, will get to the integral Yugoslavhood with clean Yugoslav content and traditions.’” (Ignjatović, p. 54).  ‘The realistic Yugoslavhood’ was the 
third ideology distinguished by Ignjatović. By his assertion: “The core of its doctrine was the belief that cultural and (…) ethnic differences between 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenians have to be accepted, but that these groups in no case can be considered as separate nations. The main reason for it was 
the need to eliminate the legal continuity of certain historical territories which subsequently were included in Yugoslavia (…)” (Ignjatović, p. 56). 
Contrary to the previous concept, “the idea of real Yugoslavhood (…) did not close eyes in front of the great differences in the spheres of culture, 
economy and politics which, as a result of independent historical development existed between the Yugoslav ‘tribes’ and thus “these differences 
become the main mean in the process of the construction of Yugoslav national identity, for which it was presumed to be a synthesis of different 
ethnic cultures” (Ignjatović, p. 56 – 57). Finally, Ignjatović suggested that the ideology of ‘minimal Yugoslavhood’ had a special role in the process 
of creation of Yugoslav cultural identity, as the ideology of ‘minimal Yugoslavhood’ “unlike the others, is not pan-ethnic, national ideology, since 
primarily refers to Yugoslavhood as a framework for state and political identity.” (Ignjatović, p. 58 – 59). The ideology of minimal Yugoslavhood 
presents the view on Yugoslavhood as a simple sum of ‘three national components’: Serbism, Croatianism and Slavdom, each of which in itself 
possesses all national attributes. Thus, ‘minimal Yugoslavhood’ was developing and promoting “the essential idea that particular national interests 
can be exercised only within the framework of Yugoslavian state, an idea that was initiated by the belief in the necessity of the existence of a 
common Yugoslav political front.” (Ignjatović, 59).
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In the process of achieving the objective of creating Yugoslavia as an independent state which would culturally unite all South Slavic peoples, all 
four ideologies had a different role throughout different periods: the ideology of ‘integral Yugoslavhood’ played a crucial role in the beginning 
of conceptualization of the idea when there was a necessity to urge for a cultural homogenization of Yugoslav ‘tribes’, while in practical terms of 
political materialization of the idea the concepts of ‘Yugoslav nationalism’ and ‘realistic Yugoslavhood’ were the most important ones.

Materialization of the idea on gathering South Slavic peoples in one Yugoslav state became possible due to political circumstances in the region. 
First, the weakening of the Ottoman Empire led to the awakening of Serbian nationalist agenda. As the Kingdom of Russia supported the Serbian 
plea, Western political fi gures (Austria, England and France) called for independence of all Balkan territories. 

Untangling of the political ‘Gordian Knot’ on restructuration of Balkan territories began with the Congress of Berlin in 1878 where, among 
other territorial reorganizations, Serbia and Montenegro were granted independence, whilst Bosnia and Herzegovina, another territory eventually 
included in the Yugoslav political community, by the Agreement, was given to governance to the Austro-Hungarian authorities, while Macedonia 
was left under the Ottoman procuration. Whilst Bosnian and Herzegovinian territory was offi cially annexed by the Austro-Hungarian Empire 
in 1908, the Ottoman Empire lost other part of its territories in the Balkan Wars (1912–1913), whereas disputes over Macedonian territories by 
Bulgarian, Serbian and Geek states resulted with the division of Macedonia, with its largest part being seized and governed by Serbian authorities.  

At the end of the 19th century, with the weakening of political power of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Croatians and Slovenians also pleaded for 
independence. In Slovenia the call for a political national autonomy gained force in 1860, as a strong industrial progress led to empowerment of 
cultural national endeavors that invigorated the movement at the end of the century. Simultaneously, the political struggle of Croats against Austrian 
centralism and Hungarian hegemony was constant at the end of the 19th century. Hence, movements as the Croatian National Revival (1830-1848) 
and the Revolution (1848) not only requested for a unifi cation of all Croatian territories (Dalmatia, Croatia and Slavonia) within the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, but fi nally advocated the idea of their independence. Consequently, the National Movement, founded in 1903, only amplifi ed 
the existing nationalist narrative while it agitated for an annexation of Croatia to the joint South Slavic state.

Plead for independence and sovereignty of the South Slavic nations resulted with the emergence of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in 
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1918 (in 1929 the Kingdom was renamed the Kingdom of Yugoslavia), that is after the disintegration of Austro-Hungarian Empire and after the 
First World War. 

“The emergence of Yugoslav state (…) was the decisive importance for the development and shaping of Yugoslav identity (…). State institutions, 
institutionalized forms of representation of knowledge, ideologies and practices – celebrations, ceremonies and rituals which impose the common 
culture are, actually, the key sustainability of nation and national identity. State, however, does not necessarily create the nation, but certainly does 
support it in synergism with the cultural processes which it regulates, deregulates and marks with a corresponding system of values through several 
dominant forms: the construction and imposition of a range of institutions (political institutions, army, universities etc.), processes of political 
and cultural socialization (political parties, different scientifi c and cultural organizations, societies and associations) and, ultimately, through the 
symbolical systems.” (Ignjatović, p. 45). Architecture, as one such representative system, i.e. an ideological apparatus, also played a signifi cant role 
in cultural processes of the interwar period. 

The complexity of political and cultural belongings of territories eventually unifi ed in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia to different social and cultural 
frameworks, over the centuries, created a condition where Yugoslavia became more than a place i.e. it became a concept in which religions, 
ethnicities, nations and cultures, and fi nally different architectural discourses meet. The process of interleaving of diverse cultures throughout 
Yugoslav territories, their juxtaposition and ‘opposition’, eventually led to the creation of heterogeneous architectural heritage in different corners 
of the Yugoslav region. Thus, Yugoslavia, in terms of pre-First World War architectural practices, has to be studied as the place where Western 
architectural traditions interleaved and overlapped with aesthetics of Byzantine and Ottoman styles. Traces of those different heritages infl uenced 
the course of development of architectural tendencies at end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century, whereas the appearance of modernism 
culturally represented an opportunity to consolidate diversifi ed architectural practices.

The introduction of new, modern thought in Slovenia began with return of Jože Plečnik, Vienna student and Otto Wagner’s apprentice, from Prague. 
Plečnik’s particular view on Secessionism not only characterizes his architectural discourse but eventually marks interwar Slovenian architecture. 
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Plečnik’s work in Slovenia includes the involvement on Ljubljana’s 
re-design17 and design of several architecturally distinguished works18  
in which Plečnik interpreted classical discourses through abstract 
semantics and use of modern materials: steel, concrete and glass 
(Fig. 1).19 Secessionist ideas were also present in work of another two 
prominent Slovenian architectural fi gures of the interwar period: Max 
Fabiani and Ivan Vurnik. Max (Maks) Fabiani, also Otto Wagner’s 
student and Karl König’s assistant, left a trace on Slovenian architectural 
history with several Secessionist designs in Ljubljana and Gorica20 
while Vurnik, on the other hand, is known for the elaboration of the 
spatial plan of Ljubljana’s re-construction after the earthquake in 1895, 
developed in collaboration with Camillo Sitte. Since Secessionism 
was the prevailing style in Slovenia, modernist discourse, in terms of 
the International Style, was not as potent in Slovenia as in Croatia. However, functional spatial schemes symbolize Ivan Vurnik’s projects for 
swimming pools the ‘Obla Gorica’ (1932-1933) and   the ‘Kranj’ in Ptuj (1938) and the hotel ‘Gajski dvor’ (1934) in Radovljice.  

The eclectic return was present in Croatia as well as in other parts of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The Secessionist discourse in Croatia is 
17  Plečnik’s spatial ideas regarding Ljubljana’s development are perceivable on projects for the reconstruction of Šentjakobski square (1926-1938), the Trnovo Bridge and Gradaščica embankments (1928-1932), 
the Three Bridges on the river Ljubljanica (1929-1932), the Cobbler’s Bridge (1931-1932) and the Sluice Gates (1933-1939).

18  See Plečnik’s designs for the Central stadium at Bežigrad (1923-1939), the St. Francis Church (1924-1931), the Mutual Insurance Building (1928-1939), the National and University Library in Ljubljana (1930-
1941) (Fig.1), the Peglezen building (1932-1934), the All Saints Garden – Ljubljana funerary complex (1938-1940), the Open Door Market (1939-1942), the Ursuline High School – Plečnik Gymnasium (1939-1947) and 
the Baraga’s Seminary (1936-1955), all in Ljubljana.

6  Fig. 1: Jože Plečnik - The National and Univeristy Library in Ljubljana (1930-1941). Source: Republika Slovenija, Ministrstvo za kulturo, Register nepremične kulturne dediščine, INDOK center fototeka, 
Archive No. 373; Author: Miran Kambič; Year 2001. Available at: http://giskd2s.situla.org/rkd/OpisSlika.asp?Esd=373 (Accessed  September 02,2016)

7  On Fabiani’s work in Ljubljana see designs for: the Prešern Square with Prešern’s monument (1906, designed on Ivan Zajec’s idea), the St. Jacob Rectory (1906), projects for residential buildings of the Krisper 
House (1901), the Hribar House (1903), the Bramberg Palace (1907),  the Kleinmayer House within Slovenian Square design plan (1907) and the Mladika Palace in Ljubljana (1907) - now Slovenian Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs building; and regarding Fabiani’s projects in Gorica see: the project for the Castle (1919) within the development of Gorica reconstruction plan (1921), design for Sacre Coeur Church (1920 – 1956), and projects 
for individual houses: the Villa Bigot (1921) and the Pellegrini House (1922).  

Fig. 1: Jože Plečnik - The National and University Library in Ljubljana (1930-1941)
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mostly perceivable in works of Vjekoslav Bastl and Rudolf 
Lubinski. These two architects not only successfully implemented 
Secessionism, but also with their architectural sensibility and 
theoretical contribution had paved a way for the introduction 
of modernist discourse in Croatia. Lubinsky and Bastl, together 
with Stjepan Podhorsky established the Club of Croatian 
Architects (1905–1912) advocating the idea that “the individuals 
and society (should) become bearers of architecture in a new, 
practical sense.”21 This modernist attitude was refl ected in works 
of progressive Croatian architects of the period: Edo Šen, Ćiril 
Metod Iveković, Hugo Ehrlich, Dionis Sunko and last, but not the 
least, Viktor Kovačić. 

Viktor Kovačić, educated in Graz and Vienna, Wagner’s student 
and Loos’ associate, was one of the most important advocates for 
enhancement of modernism in Croatia. Kovačić´s article titled 
“Modernist Architecture” (1900) 22 with the statement that: “Architecture is like life, and as such has to be individual and modern” and that thus 
Croatian architectural circles should embrace “a new, contemporary architecture, while emphasizing the need for respect for tradition although 
opposing conservationism” (Kovačić, p. 6 – 7) is an essential declaration of the awakening of modernist thought in Croatia. In terms of practice, 
Kovačić himself developed functional, rational and modern personal style which denotes his projects for individual and residential houses.23 Still, 
even though Kovačić’s opus designates housing projects, within it the distinction can be made between two non-residential designs that illustrate 
the evolution of Kovačić’s architectural discourse: the fi rst is the design for the St. Blaise Church (1908-1909), a “monumental central-cross church 
8 GALOVIĆ, KREŠIMIR: “Klub Hrvatskih arhitekata” in Vijenac, No. 172, November 5, 2000.  Available at: http://www.matica.hr/vijenac/172/Klub%20hrvatskih%20arhitekata/ (Accessed May 17, 2014)

9 KOVAČIĆ, VIKTOR: “Moderna arhitektura – Esej prvi put objavljen u časopisu ‘Život’ 1900” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 3 – 4, 1996 . Pp. 6 - 7.

10 See Kovačić’s projects for: the Frangeš House (1910-1911), the Lustig House (1910), the Vrbanić House (1911), the Franck House (1912-1913), the Ćepulić House (1913-1914), the Breyer House (1914), the 
Frölich House (1919-1920), the residential building ‘Slavex’ (1920) and the commercial-residential building ‘Eksplotacija d.d.’ (1922-1923), all in Zagreb.

Fig. 2: Viktor Kovačić - The Stock Excange building in Zagreb (1921-1927)
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as a sign of Mediterranean in the north Croatian landscape“24 and the other is the design for the Stock Exchange building (1921–1927)25 (Fig. 2)26 
which “is a refl ection of pronounced spatial thinking (…) while it (…) has all features of architecture he advocated: practicality, materialization 
logic, rational construction and duality of context and signifi cances.”27 

In just few years after Kovačić’s declaration of the need to leave behind historicisms and eclecticisms, modernist discourse was not only accepted, 
but abundantly embraced by a number of Croatian architects, such as Kovačić’s contemporaries Edo Šen and Hugo Ehrlich, whereas the fi rst 
designed the valuable building of the City Saving Bank in Zagreb (1934), while Ehrlich individually projected the residential building in Gundulića 
Street 34 (1932), and together with Milovan Kovačević designed one of their most signifi cant bequests: the edifi ce of the Technical faculty in 
Zagreb, today the Faculty of Architecture in Kačićeva Street (1937-1940).28

Their successors Drago Ibler, Drago Galić, Stjepan Planić, Ernst Weissmann, Zdenko Strižić, Josip Pičman, Zlatko Neumann, Vladimir Potočnjak, 
Stjepan Gomboš, etc. led the modernist discourse in Croatia during the 1930s to its peak. Drago Ibler, Le Corbusier’s apprentice and Peolzig’s 
associate, ‘L’Espirt Nouveau’ member, was one of the main advocates of International Style in Croatia. Ibler, devoted to ideas of functionalism, was 
one of the funders of association ‘the Earth’ (Zemlja), another important gathering for Croatian architects. ‘The Earth’, from foundation in 1929 
until prohibition in 1935, gathered prominent socialist and left oriented painters, sculptors and architects29 who publicly declared their commitment 

11  RADOVIĆ-MAHEČIĆ, DARIJA: “Viktor Kovačić” in Hrvatski bibliografski leksikon. Zagreb: Leksikografski zavod Miroslav Krleža, 2009. Available at: http://hbl.lzmk.hr/clanak.aspx?id=260 (Accessed 
May 19, 2014)

12  The building was fi nished upon Hugo Erlich’s and Alfred Albini’s project which included the design of the Grammy Hall, the Courthouse, the hall for the Stock Market Council’s meetings, small circular hall 
and the Library. 

13  Fig. 2: Viktor Kovačić - The Stock Exchange building in Zagreb (1921-1927). Source: Republika Hrvatska, Ministarstvo kulture, Registar kulturnih dobara, Fototeka Registra kulturnih dobara, Archive No. 
1027. Available at: http://www.min-kulture.hr/resize_kulturno_dobro.aspx?fi lename=1027burza.jpg&width=500 (Accessed  September 02,2016)

14  Ibid.

15  GALOVIĆ, KREŠIMIR: “Modernistički duh tridesetih” in Vijenac, No. 196, September 6, 2001.  Available at: http://www.matica.hr/vijenac/196/Modernisti%C4%8Dki%20duh%20tridesetih/ (Accessed 
May 25, 2014)

16  To ‘The Earth’ group, besides Ibler and Krsto Hegedušić, who were group founders, belonged some of most prominent names of Croatian fi ne arts:  Antun Augustinčić, Marijan Detoni, Ivan Generalić, Vinko 
Grdan, Željko Hegedušić, Lavoslav Horvat, Leo Junek, Mladen Kauzlarić, Edo Kovačević, Branka Kristijanović.Hegedušić, Frano Kršinić, Omer Mujadžić, Stjepan  Planić, Oton Postružnik, Vanja Radauš, Kamilo 
Ružička, Vilim Svečnjak, Ivan Tabaković, Đuro Riljak, Ernest Tomašević, Kamilo Tompa i Fedor Vaić. The group, until its prohibition, had fi ve exhibitions in Zagreb, one in Belgrade, Paris and Sofi a on which all of the 
group members presented their works upon the idea of socially engaged art. 
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to the modernist thought in the Manifest by stating: “We have to live the 
life of our time. We have to create in the spirit of our time. Modern life 
is permeated with social ideas and collective issues are dominant. Artist 
cannot break away from volition of new society and stand outside the 
collective. Because the art is an expression of an inkling on the world. 
Because art and life are one.”30 

What was declared in the Manifest Ibler thoroughly followed in practice, 
demonstrated by his designs from the interwar period, such as those 
for the two villas in Zagreb: Villa Bauer (1931-1933), an “example for 
interpretation of Le Corbusier’s fi ve essential determinants” (Fig. 3)31 and 
the Villa Beer (1932-1933), Ibler’s “fi nest villa of international style”, 
the District Labor Insurance buildings in Mostar (1930) and Skoplje 

(1931-1932, with Drago Galić), “the highpoint of Ibler’s oeuvres and balance of local and universal”, the Wooden House Filipčić in Zagreb (1936-
1937, with Drago Galić), “an example of genius loci” and Hackney Building Markulin, also in Zagreb (1936-1937), “the masterpiece of Croatian 
architecture”.32

Very soon, Croatian architecture thrived in using modernist ideas, whereas almost entire architectural scene in Croatia was practicing the International 
style before the eve of the Second World War. Drago Galić, who collaborated with Ibler on several projects, delivered several very modernist 
projects, as those for the Villa Jakšić (1935) and Hotel ‘Splendid’ (1935-1938) in Dubrovnik, or the ones for his own house and studio (1933-1940) 
in Zagreb and the hotel in Niška Banja in Serbia (1939-1940). Correspondingly, Stjepan Planić’s modernist designs for several individual houses 
30  Manifest grupe Zemlja. Katalog izložbe Udruženja umjetnika Zemlja, Salon Ulrich, Zagreb, 1929.  (ZIDIĆ, IGOR; KOVAČEVIĆ, EDO: Katalog izložbe Kritička retrospektiva Zemlja, 6. Zagrebački salon, 
Zagreb, 1971.

31  Fig. 3: Drago Ibler - Villa Bauer in Zagreb (1931-1933). Source: PLEŠTINA, LENKO: “Lectures: Housing I”, 2013-2014”, P. 81. Available at: http://lenkoplestina.com/data/predavanja/01.%20predavanje%20
1.X,2013%20-%20UVOD.pdf (Accessed September 02, 2016)

32 Manifest grupe Zemlja. Katalog izložbe Udruženja umjetnika Zemlja, Salon Ulrich, Zagreb, 1929.  (ZIDIĆ, IGOR; KOVAČEVIĆ, EDO: Katalog izložbe Kritička retrospektiva Zemlja, 6. Zagrebački salon, 
Zagreb, 1971.

Fig. 3: Drago Ibler - Villa Bauer in Zagreb (1931-1933)
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and villas and residential buildings33 in Zagreb, Zdenko Strižić’s work on modernization in the sphere of urban regulation,34 and Josip Pičman’s 
advocating of functionalism,35 Zlatko Neumann’s “radical purist-constructivist design”36 in housing and Vladimir Potočnjak’s development of 
functional schemes and designs for residential and public buildings,37 contributed to the advancement of modernist discourse not only in Croatian 
architecture, but in Croatian society altogether. 

All stated architects together with many others, such as Mladen Kauzlarić, Bela Auer, Alfred Albini, Stjepan Hribar, Vladimir Turina, Lavoslav 
Horvat, Alfed Albini, Stanko Kliska, Juraj Denzler, Kazimir Ostrogović, Marijan Haberle, Milovan Kovačević, Zvonimir Vrkljan, etc. left a splendor 
of modernist legacy in Croatia, pointing out that, in Croatia, modernism was indeed more than an architectural discourse, as it became an attitude 
which advocates a more vivid, innovative and progressive lifestyle. 

The transformation of lifestyle through architecture was also very vivid in Bosnia and Herzegovina, even though not in such scale as in Croatia. 
Contrary to Slovenia and Croatia, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Ottoman legacy was an important model on which modernist ideas of simplicity, 
clarity and functionality relied upon. The fi rst modernist building in Bosnia and Herzegovina was constructed in Sarajevo in 1927 and designed 
by Dušan Smiljanić and Helen Baldasar who, together with their colleagues from Prague Technical School - Jahiel Finci, Leon Kabiljo, Isidor 
Rajs and Mate Bylon, projected a number of modernist edifi ces throughout Sarajevo. Some of the best examples of inter-war modernism in 

33  See Planić’s project for individual houses: the Villa Belaj (1936), the round layout of the Villa Fuhrmann (1936) and the Villa Cuvaj (1936), and residential and business buildings: the residential building for 
Ice-work (1931), the residential building Mokrović (1932), the wooden building of Pupils’ Home in Sljeme (1934), the Mountaineers’ Home on Kalink (1934), the Tomislav Home (1936) and the Institute for the Blind in 
Nazorova Street (1940). 

34  Zdenko Strižič developed several important urban regulation projects of that period, not only in Croatia, but as well on other Yugoslav territories, such as: the regulation projects for Firule District in Split (1929, 
with Josip Pičman), Vrhovec District (1933) and Trešnjevka (1935) in Zagreb, the city of Sušak’s spatial plan of (1940), as well as spatial projects for the Railroad District (1934) in Sarajevo (Bosnia and Herzegovina) 
and Novi Sad’s (Serbia) urban plan (1940).

35  Pičman’s realized projects are those of the Mountain House in Suho (1928), the individual residential house in Zvonimirova Street (1931), the residential building in Gajeva Street (1933), the Agronomy and 
Dairy Pavilion of Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry (1932-1935) in Zagreb, and the Main Post-offi ce building project (1938) in Belgrade.

36  On work of Zlatko Neumann see: “Neumann, Zlatko” in Hrvatska Enciklopedija. Zagreb: Leksikografski zavod Miroslav Krleža, 2011 – 2014. Available at: http://www.enciklopedija.hr/Natuknica.
aspx?ID=43536 (Accessed May 27, 2014)

37  On work of Vladimir Potočnjak see: “Potočnjak, Vladmir” in Hrvatska Enciklopedija. Zagreb: Leksikografski zavod Miroslav Krleža, 2011 – 2014. Available at: http://www.enciklopedija.hr/Natuknica.
aspx?ID=49774 (Accessed May 27, 2014)
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Sarajevo are Baldasar’s project for the Red Cross Building (1928–
1929) designed in accordance with principles of the Czech Modern,38 
Smiljanić’s designs for the Headquarters of the Muslim Cultural and 
Educational Society “Gajret” (1936) and the Hospital Jezero (1938), 
Mate Baylon (Bajlon) emblematic design in Adolf Loos’s spirit39 
for the Elementary School building in Nemanjina, i.e. Ćemaluša 
Street (1930–1931) and Jahiel Finci and Leon Kabiljo design for the 
residential building with steel and glass façade in the Obala Street 
(1929 or 1939).

Nonetheless, the work of brothers Kadić, Muhamed and Reuf, 
maybe contributed the most to the progress of modernist discourse 
in Sarajevo and Bosnia and Herzegovina since the brothers Kadić 
“as protagonists of progressive rationalist architectural discourse, 
in accordance with the principles of logical analysis of spatial 
concept and clarity of spatial-plastic composition, in relatively short period of time have achieved the results of lasting value.”40 Their designs 
are distinguished not only with an emblematic consistency of functional schemes, but also with rational simplicity. Most important realizations 
of brothers Kadić from the interwar period are projects for the Waqf Eokardži Sulejman building and the Residential Skyscraper (1939) and the 
Retirement Fond’s administrative-residential building (1940) (Fig. 4)41 all in Sarajevo. The latest, owing to the functional and rational plan of 
the interior in which administrative and residential sections are horizontally separated and the aesthetics of the exterior characterized with the 
minimalistic red-tiled façade on the corner ‘decorated’ with semicircular niche from which extend accentuated, lengthy balconies, can be singled 

38  MILOŠEVIĆ, PREDRAG: Sarajevo 1918 – 1941 in “Arhitektura u Kraljevini Jugoslaviji.” Foča: Prosvjeta, 1997. P. 170.

39  Other Bajlon’s signifi cant contributions are projects for the City Saving Bank headquarters (1929 - 1932, Sarajevo) and Dane Cvitković’s residential building (1932, Sarajevo).

40  ŠTRAUS, IVAN: “Muhamed Kadić: Potpuni nemar i ravnodušnost”, Oslobođenje, Sarajevo, April 20, 2006. Available at: http://www.a4a.info/ArticleView.asp?article_id=949 (Accessed October 5, 2014)

41  Fig. 4: Muhamed and Reuf Kadić - Retirement Fond’s building in Sarajevo. Author: Nina Stevanović, 2016.

Fig. 4: Muhamed and Reuf Kadić - Retirement Fond’s building in Sarajevo (1940)
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out as “the most important interwar realization of modernism in the Bosnian ambience.”42

The modernist stimulus in Bosnia and Herzegovina was ultimately intensifi ed with the arrival of Dušan Grabrijan from Slovenia and Juraj Neidhardt, 
Peter Behrens’ student and Le Corbusier’s apprentice from Croatia. Grabrijan and Neidhardt’s endeavor to develop a characteristic Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian modernist discourse which would rely on the traditional, Ottoman aesthetics and concepts, guided the course of development of 
architecture in Bosnia and Herzegovina in the postwar period.43 

In Serbia, the receiving of modernist ideas, even though following concurrently as it was the case with other countries of the region, had occurred 
under different circumstances, since for modernist discourse to be introduced Secessionism had to gradually overmatch Serbian national architectural 
style, which emerged as Serbian architects throughout the 19th century embraced the Byzantine style and the academic, neo-historic classicist 
discourses. The leading advocate of modernism in Serbia was ‘The Group of Architects of the Modernist Direction’ (Grupa arhitekata modernog 
pravca), founded by Branislav Kojić, Dušan Babić and Milan Zloković. Zloković, together with Dragiša Brašovan, who joined the group later, was 
the main protagonist of the interwar modernism in Serbia. 

The architectural expression of Milan Zloković, well-educated, open-minded and cosmopolitan architect, who studied in Graz (1916–1918), 
Belgrade (1919–1921) and Paris (1921–1923), evolved from a national-classical to modernist discourse, since although his fi rst works44 were 
designed in spirit of Serbian national architectural style, Zloković soon enough completely rejected academic discipline in favor of modernistic 
postulates. That is perceivable in his designs for the ‘Opel’ Building (1930–1931, Belgrade) and the Hotel ‘Žica’ (1931–1932, Mataruška Banja), 
works distinguished because of “the authentic character of the author’s study of geometric forms, proportional analysis, applied materials and 

42  ŠTRAUS, IVAN: “Muhamed Kadić: Potpuni nemar i ravnodušnost”, Oslobođenje, Sarajevo, April 20, 2006. Available at: http://www.a4a.info/ArticleView.asp?article_id=949 (Accessed October 5, 2014)

43  Juraj Neidhardt’s projects from interwar period can be discerned in the line of thinking of Grabijan-Neidhardt tandem: the project for the Pavilion and Summer Theatre at Ilidža (1938, Sarajevo), the Workers’ 
Village project (1938, Zenica), the design for the Residential Houses in Ilijaš (1940, Sarajevo), and the Mining School project (1941, Zenica).

44  First part of Zloković’s opus includes projects for the Duplex House in Rankeova Street (1926, Belgrade), the Šojat House in Kralja Milutina Streeet (1926 – 1927, Belgrade), the monumental project for the 
St. Sava Church (1927 – 1928, Belgrade), the project for the Kolarčev People’s University building (1928, Belgrade), the plan for Zamborski House (1928 – 1929, Begrade), the Marine Museum project (1928, Split) and 
the Mortgage Bank building project (1928 – 1931, Sarajevo). 
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construction, all in new forms of organization of space in the spirit of 
modern architecture postulates.”45 

Zloković’s masterpiece design for the University Children’s Hospital 
(1933–1940, Belgrade) (Fig. 5)46, modeled upon Alvar Alto’s 
Sanatorium for Tuberculosis in Finland, confi rms that transition was 
more than completed as the building, which characterizes a visible 
framework structure in the attic and sequences of terraces in the front 
of the rooms (Panić, p. 55 – 56) became one of the inter-war modernists 
gems of Serbian architecture. 

Nevertheless, Dragiša Brašovan could be named as a pioneer47 of 
modernism in Serbia. Even Brašovan’s fi rst works,48 after his return 
to Serbia from Budapest in 1918, although conceived more in the 
neo-historic style, reveal some modernist characteristics. Brašovan’s 
international acknowledgments, as his projects for the Yugoslav Pavilion 

at the Barcelona International Exhibition in 1929, designed in simple, formalistic scheme enclosed with minimalist horizontally pronounced façade 
made from black and white wooden strips, and the Yugoslav Pavilion at the Triennale di Milano 1931, “with completely purifi ed plan and clean 
no-ornamental façade”49 were praised for being modern, provided him with an opportunity to exercise the modernist discourse in Serbia as well. 
Hence, what he had proven on the international scene, Brašovan applied in the local framework. In the period 1931-1935, Brašovan designed 
45  PANIĆ, VANJA: “Public buildings of architect Milan Zloković – affi rmation of modern architecture in Serbia” in Serbian Architectural Journal, No.2, 2010, Belgrade. P. 48. 

46  Fig. 5: Milan Zloković - The University Children’s Hospital in Belgrade (1933-1940). Source: Zavod za zaštitu spomenika kulture grada Beograda, Katalog nepokretnih dobara na području grada Beograda.    
Available at: http://beogradskonasledje.rs/kd/zavod/savski_venac/univerzitetska_decija_klinika.html (Accessed September 02, 2016)

47  See: KADIJEVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: Dragiša Brašovan (1887-1965) - klasik jugoslovenske arhitekture dvadesetog veka. Beograd: YU-Beograd: Moment, Beograd, 1989. 

48  Brašovan fi rst works include projects for the Genčić House (1927), the Škarka House (1927) and the Nikola Tesla Museum (1932), all in Belgrade.

49  MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Novija srpska arhitektura” in Srpska arhitektura 1900 – 1970. Muzej savremene umetnosti, Beograd, 1972. P. 24.

Fig. 5: Milan Zloković - The University Children’s Hospital in Belgrade (1933-1940)
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certain number of buildings in spirit of the International style, from 
which the design for Workers Association building (1931, Novi Sad) 
stands out. However, Brašovan’s most signifi cant works were realized 
in the period 1935-1940 (Manević, p. 25) when he designed the 
Banovina building, i.e. the Executive Council of Vojvodina building 
(1939, Novi Sad), the Air Force Command building (1939, Zemun) 
and fi nally the National Printing Institution, i.e. the BIGZ building 
(1934-1941, Belgrade) (Fig. 6)50. The latest edifi ce, with a functionalist 
rationalistic concept and a pure, brutalist façade, became one of the 
landmarks of Belgrade’s inter-war modernism. 

“Together with Baršovan and Zloković, a series of Serbian architects, 
members of the younger generation, built in a modernistic manner. In 
the middle and the end of the fourth decade modernism is reality just 
as much as academism and secession used to be;”51 as it was practiced 
by the number of Serbian architects, such as Branislav Marinković, 
Dragan Gudović, Miladin Prljević, Momčilo Belobrk, Svetomir Lazić, 
Vojislav Simić. From a number of modernist works in Serbia, the 
ones that could be singled out are the project for the fi rst skyscraper 

in Serbia, the “Albania” Palace (1938–1940, Miladin Prljević, Šorše Lazarević, Branko Bon, Milan Grakalić), which with its large rhythmical 
windows, parted business ground and fi rst fl oor and purist façade, became one of the dominating buildings in Belgrade as well as the impressive 

50  Fig. 6: Dragiša Brašovan - National Printing Institution building in Belgrade (1934 - 1941). Source: “Zgrada državne štamparije” in Katalog nepokretnih kulturnih dobara na području 
grada Beograda, Službeni list grada Beograda, No. 26/92. Available at: http://beogradskonasledje.rs/kd/zavod/savski_venac/zgrada_drzavne_stamparije.html (Accessed May 23, 2016).

51  MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Novija srpska arhitektura” in Srpska arhitektura 1900 – 1970. Muzej savremene umetnosti, Beograd, 1972. P. 25.

Fig. 6: Dragiša Brašovan - National Printing Institution building  in Belgrade (1934-
1941)
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opus of Momčilo Belobrk’s twenty eight residential buildings all over Belgrade.52 

On the other hand, modernist ideas were not as strongly prompted ‘outside’ the Kingdom - in Macedonia and Montenegro. As Croatian and Serbian 
architects designed almost all of a few modernistic buildings in Skopje during the interwar period, it can be argued that, in Macedonia, the overture 
of the Architectural Faculty in Skopje in the postwar period market the beginning of blossoming of modernism. Similarly, in Montenegro, mostly 
Croatian architects designed several modernist villas and private houses on Montenegrin Adriatic Coast. 

In accordance to the above presented, it could be concluded that before the Second World War modernist discourse emerged in almost all territories 
of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. As Ignjatović’ observed, reasons of embracement of modernist thought might be found in its neutral character which 
was adjuvant for the process of legitimization of national discourses on Yugoslavhood. Still, after this not so short introduction on developments in 
practicing  modernism on Yugoslav territories, it could be assessed that international connections, primarily educational ones, whereas the number 
of ‘Yugoslav architects’ were educated at technical and architectural schools of Vienna, Prague, Berlin, Paris, Budapest, etc., subsequently worked 
in offi ces of prominent architects, such as Wagner, Poelzig, Behrens, Loos and Le Corbusier, and contributed to the promotion of modernist ideas 
within ‘Yugoslav architectural environment’. 

On the other hand, the heritage of inter-war modernism in territories of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia points out that, in terms of relevance, these 
works have to be considered comparatively to the modernist heritage of the Western Europe. However, if in the West the call for practicing 
modernist discourse - aesthetically simple, functionally better organized and technically and materially optimally constructed - was buttressed 
with the call for architecture to contribute to the overall progress of the society, embracing of modernist discourse on territories of the Kingdom of 
Yugoslavia during the interwar period had no such social agenda. This observation can be confi rmed with an insight on the character of buildings 
built during the interwar period in Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia - those were mostly private houses and villas, or private 
residential, commercial and offi ce buildings. Moreover, as agendas for employment of  modernist discourse for improving the living conditions 
within Yugoslav societies mostly remained on the level of mere theoretical refl ections that had not been carried out in practice, we are permitted to 
conclude that the interwar modernism in Yugoslavia was of bourgeois character. Therefore, it can be concluded that, as interwar architects embraced 
52  From Belobrk’s extensive residential opus the projects for the Vila in Kaćanski Street (1933, Belgrade), the residential building in Dositejeva Street (1937, Belgrade), the residential building in Svetogorska 
Street (1938, Belgrade) and the residential building in Gavrilo Princip Street (1940, Belgrade) can be singled out.
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progressive ideas only in architectural and technological, but not in social terms, and even thought modernism played an important cultural role in 
the process of strengthening of Yugoslav identity, it had almost no impact on social terms as it did not lead to the improvement of living conditions 
nor to the transformation of the lifestyle of Yugoslav peoples.
 
Hence, it was in the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia where modernism, as an ideology per se, an omnipresent transcendent discourse, 
gained a social role. Still, the endeavor to maintain the nature of modernist discourse as an ideology per se which strives to improve social conditions 
through architecture confl icted with the attempt to use it as an ideological apparatus, as it was used to represent the construction of Yugoslav identity 
upon the ideology of socialism, marked the period 1945-1990.
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The Democratic Federal Yugoslavia, later renamed to the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia emerged during the full course of the Second 
World War which the fragile concept of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia did not manage to survive. 

The political and ideological frailty of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, whose short existence was marked by constant power struggles between 
Serbian and Croatian representatives, culminated when the Kingdom confronted the challenge of taking a position towards the global political 
situation on the eve of the Second World War. The Kingdom’s signing of the Tripartite pact with Axis Powers on 25 March 1941 resulted with the 
discontentment of the peoples who overthrew Prince Paul on 27 March, ultimately giving the Axis Forces’ reason to invade the Kingdom on 6 April 
1941. As Yugoslav peoples united in the struggle against the Fascist and Nazi regime, their communion and the request to return the power to the 
people were main ideological aspects behind the creation of socialist Yugoslavia. 

The model of the new Yugoslav state, eventually constituted in 1943, departed from the idea on strengthening the concept of Yugoslavhood upon 
ideas of antifascism, which called for consolidation of Yugoslav peoples in liberation of Yugoslav territories, and ‘brotherhood and unity’ through 
which creation of a political and social ‘Yugo-national’ framework in which different Yugoslav nations and ethnicities would peacefully and 
comfortably coexist was encouraged. The new Yugoslav state was built upon these two ideas and since members of the Socialist Labor Party of 
Yugoslavia (Communists)53 were major advocates of such model, the project of re-uniting Yugoslav peoples was conducted through the ideology of 
socialism. Moreover, since, at the beginning of the National Liberation War, primarily the members of the Communist Party formed the Partisans 
53  The Communist Party was founded with consolidation of different socialist parties that existed in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Serbia and Montenegro on the ‘Congress of 
Unifi cation’, held in April 1919 in Belgrade. On the Second Congress the Party, held in April 1920 in Vukovar, the Party, offi cially named the ‘Socialist Labor Party of Yugoslavia’ (Communists), 
joined the Comintern. The Party legally operated until the Kingdom’s government on 29–30 December 1920 issued a decree on prohibition of communist, and thus the Party’s activities. With the 
death of the Kingdom the Party, named the Communist Party of Yugoslavia from 1952, not just regained its legality, but became the main ideological and only political organization on the territory 
of SFRY.
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(the antifascist, people’s army) as leaders or mere soldiers, the Partisans’ victories in the liberation of occupied Yugoslav territories bolstered the 
ideological programme on constructing a socialist Yugoslav state. 

The state of the Democratic Federal Yugoslavia, offi cially declared on 29 November 1943 by the Anti-Fascist Council for the People’s Liberation 
of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ), the representative political body of People’s Liberation Front, i.e. the Partisans, was proclaimed to be a democratic federal 
organization of equal nations: Slovenian, Croatian, Serbian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Montenegrin and Macedonian, with no determination on 
the form of government (monarchy or republic), nor the social-economic system (socialism, communism or capitalism) to which the State leans 
towards. The rule of the State was left in the hands of a provisional executive body: the National Committee for Liberation and Josip Broz Tito who 
was declared the State’s Prime Minister while he was at the same time affi rmed as the Partisan’s Marshal and the leader of the League of Communist 
of Yugoslavia. 

The triple role of Tito as political, military and ideological leader in the circumstances where both political body of the Communist Party and the 
Partisans, through AVNOJ, were built into the State’s foundations, indicates the character of the future sociopolitical system. This three-ply, in 
architectural terms, as it will be demonstrated, is of great importance, as political strivings of the Communist Party on campaigning for socialism 
meddled with the endeavor to build socialism upon the military antifascist achievements of the Partisans, whereas the later enabled binding of 
Yugoslav peoples upon the idea of brotherhood and unity.  

When on 17 June 1944, Josip Broz Tito met Ivan Šubašić, the Prime Minister of the exile royalist government, the Democratic Federal Yugoslavia 
gained legitimacy as King Peter II recognized its political and governmental bodies. Thus, on 29 November 1945, the Kingdom was defi nitively 
and formally abolished as Yugoslavia was declared to be a republic: the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia (FPRY). By the Constitution, 
the new Yugoslavia was organized as the state in which “the federal government and the governments of six republics and two provinces (with 
limited autonomy) shared power and authority.”54 Since the State, as stated in the fi rst Constitution55 strived to guarantee “equality and national 

54  CURTIS, E. GLENN: “Introduction” in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Government Printing 
Offi ce, 1992. P. XIII.

55  Constitution of the Federal Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia (FPR Yugoslavia), adopted in Belgrade on 31 January 1946. 
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freedom to all the people of FPR Yugoslavia and its Peoples Republics” (I Part, I Chapter, Article 10) as well as the “right on cultural development 
and free use of languages of national minorities” (I Part, I Chapter, Article 13), socialist authorities had to balance between a requisite for a 
stronger homogenization of Yugoslav peoples upon further centralization of State’s establishments and an effort to preserve diversity by creating a 
framework which would appreciate national and ethnical liberties. 

The complex political framework was refl ected in the architectural domain, whereas efforts on construction of Yugoslav representative emblems 
that would accommodate highest governmental and ideological bodies and illustrate Yugoslavia supranational socialist character mixed with the 
effort to retain particularities of nations and ethnicities of the six republics. Interweaving of these two processes - where from the end of World 
War II until 1965 the fi rst process held supremacy over the second, while the second process marked the period from 1965 until the dissolution 
of Yugoslavia - demonstrates how different ideologies of Yugoslavhood were used in the process of the re-construction of Yugoslav identity on 
socialist, multinational, multiethnic and antifascist principles. 

Hence, it might be considered that socialist Yugoslavia was, in the beginning, developed on ideologies of ‘realistic’ or eventually ‘nationalist’ 
Yugoslavhood, whereas the integral doctrine and consequently primordial paradigms were employed only in times of  crisis when it was necessary 
to achieve stronger consolidation and homogenization of Yugoslav peoples. The ‘realistic’ and ‘nationalist’ concepts, based upon the syncretistic 
paradigm, which understood Yugoslavhood as a synthesis of different ethnicities, nations, cultural traditions and social backgrounds, were most 
appropriate for the new political system’s conception of Yugoslavia as the Federal State. These paradigms, synthetized in the plea for ‘brotherhood 
and unity,’ became the basis upon which Yugoslav socialist identity was constructed. The third concept of ‘minimal Yugoslavhood’ was applied 
for Yugoslavia’s positioning towards the past as well as for the denotation of Yugoslavia’s foreign status, whereas, in that context, the universalist 
paradigm, upon which this ideological discourse was based (going beyond Ignjatović’s context), played an important role in differentiation between 
‘present socialist Yugoslav identity’ and ‘former capitalist Yugoslav reality’. 

Nevertheless, one more process preconditioned the course of construction of postwar Yugoslav identity to the largest extent: the introduction of 
socialist ideology. In the period right after the end of the Second World War the FPR Yugoslavia followed the austere road of socialism. While in 
theory it was declared that in Yugoslavia “all power comes from the people and belongs to the people” (I Part, I Chapter, Article 6), in practice the 
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State was a one-party political system organized around the League of Communist of Yugoslavia. 

Besides political outcomes of commitment to the ideas of socialism, in practical and economic domain, this commitment should have resulted with 
an economy in which “means of production (…) were of nationwide assets, that is, assets in the hands of state, or assets of people’s cooperative 
associations, or assets of private and legal entities” (I Part, I Chapter, Article 14), while all the goods should have owned and controlled by the 
State. The politics of austere socialism, through which the State was considered for the governing institution which “gives direction to economic 
life and development (…) while exercising general control over the private sector of the economy” (I Part, I Chapter, Article 15) was followed in 
the fi rst years of FPR Yugoslavia’s existence. The austere socialism at the beginning of the 1950s was replaced with the policy of self-management 
substituted with a very lookalike capitalist system in the last years of the State’s existence. 

In terms of cultural dispersion, the socialist beliefs were to be a cohesive factor among different Yugoslav nations, ethnicities, religions and 
traditions. The ideological role of socialism in the cultural bonding of Yugoslav peoples can be read from Josip Broz Tito’s statement on the 
occasion of referring to the IV Congress of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia in 1952: “There are also certain misconceptions about the 
function of culture and education in the process of rapprochement of nation and nationalities. It is often forgotten that the process of connection and 
bonding, growing out of the aspirations and interests of the people and from the very nature of cultural and educational activities, does not deny, but 
implies the existence of national characteristics in the cultural production of each nation.”56 This endeavor posed before the Yugoslav community 
a request for search of ‘socialist content’ in culture, which, in Tito’s words implied that: “In the fi eld of culture and education various bureaucratic 
tendencies should be vigorously combated, wither towards unitarism and uniformity, either towards closing into ‘own frameworks’ which, in 
fact, restrict and hinder cultural development of people and their deeper connection. [Thus,] we must fi ght for a socialist communist content and 
ideological orientation of cultural production within each nation.”57

The alliance with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics marked the fi rst years of commitment to socialism in political, economic and cultural 
terms. The alliance not only had repercussions on internal politics and economic, but had a profound infl uence on culture as well, and accordingly 

56  “U povodu smrti druga Tita” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 324 - 325, Zagreb, 1980. P. 4.

57  Ibid. P. 4.
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architecture, since it was in an ambit of austere socialist spirit and political and cultural alliance with the Soviet Union that Yugoslav authorities 
tried to approach widespread problems of underdevelopment, poverty and devastation.58





The endeavor to develop the society and improve the lifestyle of Yugoslav people resulted with rapid industrialization of means of production 
and pursuit for an overall modernization of the society. In the above mentioned urbanist sphere these strives resulted with a rapid construction of 
new industrial and fast development existing urban areas, whereas in the postwar period the development construction technology conditioned the 
spirit of socialist economic austerity. On the other hand, the devotion to the socialist discipline refl ected on architectural practice as mostly large 
state architectural and urbanism institutes and offi ces were authorized to develop spatial plans and public architectural designs. The focus of these 
grand public enterprises in the period 1945- 1949 was urbanization of existing and development of new urban centers, with an accent on industrial 
zones. Accordingly, the architectural focus was on design and construction of dwellings in capitals and smaller towns and as a result, only the most 
important projects of representative character were conceived and carried out in this period.  

Information on architectural developments in Yugoslavia from the earliest period was published in several publications on construction, engineering 
and architecture, such as ‘Tehnika’ (Technology), the review on technological realizations in Yugoslavia and the world published from the end of 
the Second World War, or architectural reviews ‘Arhitektura’, (Architecture), the fi rst number was published in 1947 and ‘Čovjek i prostor’ (Man 
and Space) fi rst issued in 1954. 

First numbers of the ‘Arhitektura’ review offer, besides valuable information on the course of development of architecture in Yugoslavia, an insight 

58  According to the data presented in the study Yugoslavia, a Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Government 
Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 124: “Before World War II, Yugoslavia was one of Europe’s most underdeveloped countries. The eradication of feudalism after World War I left over 75 percent of the 
population living in poverty and dependent on small, ineffi cient peasant farms (…) The German invasion of Yugoslavia and the subsequent partition of the country among Germany, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, and Italy destroyed all semblance of normal economic life (…) The communications network was sabotaged, and over half the railroads and rolling stock was demolished (…) The most 
devastating blow to Yugoslavia fell on its people: over 11 percent of the prewar population was killed; another 25 percent was left homeless.”



62

on fi erce cultural-architectural debate led on the subject of stylistic and symbolic interpretation of “deep ideological substantiality of socialist 
society,”59 whereas the debate, to a great extent, originated from the fi rst grand competition on the state level: the competition for the design of 
the Federal Executive Council Palace, the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee edifi ce and the ‘Representative Hotel’ in New 
Belgrade. The competition, organized in 1947, besides being the main architectural event, was also the main political statement given on means of 
conception and construction of Yugoslav national identity. In accordance with Lawrence Vale’s observation that: “The search for national identity in 
parliamentary architecture is, (therefore), closely related to the political structure of the state. Although there may be some well-intentioned search 
for a unifying national symbol, normally the choice of symbol, if examined, reveals other, structural social, and economic tensions;”60 the fi rst grand 
Yugoslav competition illustrates several political endeavors and consequent social processes. 

It was in the above-explained intense political, diffi cult economic, but nevertheless motivating social conditions that the project on construction 
of these three most representative national emblems was conceived. The enthusiastic project was framed within grandiose plans of construction of 
New Belgrade, not planned as Belgrade’s city area or settlement, but a new capital of the SFR Yugoslavia. Spatial proposal on the development of 
New Belgrade, together with architectural plan of erecting two most signifi cant governmental edifi ces, had as the objective to physically illustrate 
the nature of Yugoslav society.

The extensive proposal on the development of New Belgrade was the most impressive illustration of ideological, somewhat idealistic plans on 
construction of Yugoslav society by spatial, infrastructural and architectural means. The construction of New Belgrade (Fig.7)61 , a city that was to 
be developed on the left bank of the Sava river opposite to the ‘old’ Belgrade as a new capital and epicenter of the State (being the Serbian capital 
it was not convenient to rebrand it to fi t the image of the new State), by words of the FNRY’s Minister of Construction Vlado Zečević, during 
the opening ceremony of New Belgrade’s construction: “has enormous historical opportunity and signifi cance for all the peoples of Yugoslavia, 
because New 

59  MUTNJAKOVIC, ANDRIJA: “Prilog teorijskoj analizi problematike arhitektonskog oblikovanja” in Arhitektura, No. 1 - 2, Zagreb, 1950. P. 7.  

60  VALE, J. LAWRENCE: Architecture, Power, and National Identity. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992. P. 49.

61  Fig. 7: Model of New Belgrade’s spatial plan devloped under the supervision of Nikola Dobrović in 1948. Source: VRBANIĆ, VIDO: “Urbanistički plan Novog Beograda” in Arhitektura, 
No. 1 - 4, Zagreb, 1951. P. 129.
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Belgrade should be a model for the new Yugoslavia”62 (Fig. 7).

In these terms, as Ljiljana Blagojević noticed, the project of development of New Belgrade was a political, ideological and historical build a new 
Yugoslavia upon a tabula rasa plane: “In accordance with changed socio-political conditions after the Second World War, the status of Belgrade 
has changed too – a historic city on the ridge, the capital of former monarchy, now needed to become a new, different Belgrade, capital of a new 

62  “Govor ministra građevina FNRJ Vlade Zečevića na svečanosti otvorenja radova na izgradnji Novog Beograda” in Arhitektura, No. 8 – 10, March – April 1948, P. 7 – 8.

Fig. 7: Model of New Belgrade’s spatial plan devloped under the supervision of Nikola Dobrović in 1948.



64

republic. This change is perceivable as a decisive factor in establishment of the new city and that, exactly, on location of Bežanjska polja, which 
was a place absolutely clear of history; that is absolutely clear space where never in history an urban structure was formed. Only in such a place, 
without urban history of the city, could directly and liberally supra-historical reality of construction of new capital of ‘people’s democracy’, later 
socialism, be established. In ideological, and consequently, a technical sense, this implied self-referential start of planning, as confi rmed by the 
words of Nikola Dobrović: “The plan of New Belgrade is projected on a plain paper without the substrate and in the scale 1:5000.”63

Since with such politically charged forethought the plan for development of New Belgrade was conceived and within it, the construction of two 
most signifi cant and emblematic national institutions, no wonder that the competition call for construction of the Federal Executive Council Palace 
and the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building was accompanied with a national debate on stylistic and social features 
of architecture which would successfully illustrate the identity of the new Yugoslav socialist society. 

The debate was both challenging and revealing, since it confronted the perception that architecture as an ideological apparatus should facilitate the 
fulfi llment of socialist agenda and the perception that architecture is an ideology per se and thus the progress of modernist discourse should not be 
conditioned in any way. Therefore, the debate turned into theoretical-practical argument between the advocates that (maybe) socialist realism was 
an adequate style for illustration of new Yugoslav identity and the supporters of modernism who advocated that socialist agenda is convenient with 
the modernist belief that only through progressive and radical architectural thinking might a “great [spiritual] battle for the new forms (modalities) 
of life be gained.”64 Hence, behind the debate on aesthetic defi nition of ‘Yugoslav architectural discourse’ hid an encounter of two viewpoints on 
how Yugoslavia as historical-political territory and cultural place should had been defi ned. Nonetheless, in order to understand the character of the 
debate fi rst we need to try to defi ne socialist realism, both as a cultural concept and aesthetic and architectural style. 

Socialist realism, which, as it will be revealed, existed in Yugoslavia only for a short period of time, was an outcome of several issues existing in 
Soviet architectural circles at the time. Since these issues had risen in non-architectural circles and were more related to political and ideological 

63  BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: Novi Beograd: Osporeni modernizam. Belgrade: Zavod za udžbenike: Arhitektonski fakultet Univerziteta: Zavod za zaštitu spomenika, 2007. P. 58.

64  MIES VAN DER ROHE, LUDWIG. “Vorwort zum amtlichen Katalog der Stuttgarter Werkbund-Ausstellung Die Wohnung” in Mies van der Rohe. Das kunstlose Wort. Gedanken zu 
Baukunst. Berlin: Wolf Jobst Siedler Gmbh, 1986, P. 319. Citation taken from: KRACAUER, SIGFRIED: Escritos sobre arquitectura, Ed. by Daniele Pisani. Barcelona: Mudito&Co, 2011. P. 38 
– 39.
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power struggle, the result was an aesthetically vague style originating from ideological politicking of cultural elusiveness and social unsustainability 
of supremacism and constructivism. The dismissal of these artistic movements was based on three premises: fi rst, it was estimated that their 
‘fantastical’ and ‘experimental’ nature had modest utilitarian potentials; the second problem was more of ideological nature, since they were 
precluded because their so called ‘capitalist character’ prejudiced the capacity to meet socialist ideological needs; and third, it was estimated that 
the aesthetics of these styles was too elitist, and thus, as ‘tedious’, would be incomprehensible to the proletarian class which was the core interest of 
socialist authorities. As the proletarian class, in the process of migration from villages to cities, needed landmarks which they could identify with, 
authorities worked on creation of an ambience in which the working class would ‘feel comfortable’. However, this endeavor was more political 
than socially reasoned since in its core hid the aim to convert an eventual deed into the sense of gratitude of the working people to the authorities 
that made possible for them to come to cities which provide a pleasant place for them and at the same time celebrate authorities’ accomplishments 
and eventual rule for life.65 

Thus, the Soviet authorities, both ideological and cultural, conceived a new style which had a social agenda to homogenize the proletariat around its 
symbolical character. The new style, in conceptual and aesthetical terms should had been modest and understandable to the proletarian population. 
In other words, the ideological objective of socialist realism was the following: “The new economic and spiritual order of the fi rst socialist state 
in the world has presented new requests before art. The Soviet art is faced with the task to represent a character of a new man, the man as creator, 
for whom work has become a matter of honor, pride and heroism; to represent heroic struggle of Soviet people for the blossoming of their socialist 
motherland; to represent the country in which a wide space for national development is provided, in which a culture, national in form and socialist 
by content, is created. To all these tasks only the realist art which strives to represent life in motion and progress, which reveals what is growing in 
today’s reality and what would bloom in the future could respond. Such a method of realist creativity in our country was named socialist realism;”66 
while, in the practical domain, as socialist realism had to be functionally applicable on various types of structures, it was to be technically and 
structurally economical: “Soviet architecture must strive to create buildings technically perfect, economical, comfortable and beautiful, refl ecting 

65  See: OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR: “Arhitektura SSSR 1917 – 1947” in Arhitektura, No. 4-6, December 1947 – January 1948. Pp. 3 – 8.

66  KOLI; N. J.: Realism of Soviet Architecture. Belgrade: Biblioteka za kulturnu saradnju Jugoslavije sa SSSR, 1947. Citation taken from: OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR. “Arhitektura SSSR 
1917 – 1947” in Arhitektura, No. 4-6, December 1947 – January 1948. Pp. 3 – 8.
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the joy of socialist life and the scope of ideas and aspirations of our epoch.”67

This was the starting hypothesis, but the reality was different - it was not quite clear precisely what socialist realism was supposed to be in 
appearance, style and content. It was to be ‘national by form’, but its origins were classical architectural discourses and not traditional Russian 
architecture, apparently because of its ‘monarchist character’. And if it was to be ‘socialist in content’, how precisely ‘the socialist content’ was to 
be differentiated from ‘the capitalist’ in characterization of an edifi ce or a space? 
  
As a result, the only known feature of socialist realism was that it was to be opposite of modernism, since: “Diametrically opposed social systems 
form diametrically opposing architectural forms, because artistic expression, and therefore the architectural design as well, is in direct relation and 
dependence on social reality of its time and its changes.”68 The vagueness in defi ning aesthetic and substantial characteristics of socialist realism 
resulted with the appearance of distinct interpretations of the style, not only within the Soviet architectural society, but other Eastern European, and 
thus Yugoslav as well. 

The questions on nature, aesthetic character and questionable need for acceptance of socialist realism by ‘Yugoslav architects’ produced the 
debate which began already in the fi rst issue of the ‘Arhitektura’ review. The debate, encouraged by the competition call on the construction of the 
Federative Executive Palace and the League of Communists of Yugoslavia Central Committee building, was initiated by Andrija Mohorovičić, a 
respected Croatian theorist and professor, whose article titled “The Theoretical Analysis of Architectural Design”69 not only marked the fi rst number 
of review, but other issues from the period. In the article Mohorovičić discarded any possibility of an architectural aberration, static perception of 

67  “The Rules of Alliance of Soviet Architects received at the Congress in 1937”, Citation taken from: OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR: “Arhitektura SSSR 1917 – 1947” in Arhitektura, No. 
4-6, December 1947 – January 1948. Pp. 3 – 8. 
On socialist realism see: STOJANOVIĆ, BRANISLAV: “O socijalističkoj arhitekturi” in Arhitektura, No. 4-6, December 1947 – January 1948. Pp. 14 – 15; “Povodom petog kongresa komunističke 
partije Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura, No. 8-10, March – April - May 1948. Pp. 3 – 6. SIMONOV, G. A.: “Najznačajniji zadaci sovjetskih arhitekata” in Arhitektura, No. 8-10, March – April - May 
1948. Pp. 63 – 67. “Stvaralački problemi arhitekture SSSR” in Arhitektura, No. 11 - 12, Jun – July 1948. Pp. 56 – 61. ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Zablude i kriza buržuaske arhitekture” in Arhitektura, 
No. 13 - 17, 1948. Pp. 126 – 129. 

68  “Napomene redakcije uz članak B. Maksimovića: Ka diskusiji o aktuelnim problemima naše arhitekture” in Arhitektura, No. 8 - 10, March – April - May 1948. Pp. 76 – 78

69  MOHOROVIČIĆ, ANDRIJA: “Teorijska analiza arhitektonskog oblikovanja” in Arhitektura, No. 1 - 2, August 1947. Pp. 6– 8.
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architecture which results with recovery of past achieved values and thus eclecticism with its decorativeness. With this elimination Mohorovičić 
denoted socialist realist style as eclectic by nature, whereas, according to Mohorovičić, reasons for negative perception toward the same can be 
found in the fact that architecture, as the evermore progressive discipline, has to refl ect objective conditions of life and thus should be functional 
both in the technical and social domain in the most modern manner. However, Mohorovičić was not as tenacious in opposing socialist realism as 
he had discarded the so called ‘narrow formalistic approach’ by which functional and structural features of a space have precedence over aesthetic 
nature of an architectural design. Therefore, by introducing the term ‘aesthetically purport functionalism’ Mohorovičić actually advocated that 
‘Yugoslav architecture’ should follow modernist principles, whilst, by arguing that modernism can also refl ect social relations of socialism, he 
strived to give it a socialist character: “Therefore, we can argue that architecture, under conditions of changed relations in the structure of the human 
society, has to change its basic qualitative value as well; which means that the solution of the same problem in architecture cannot be achieved in the 
same way under different social structures (…) It can be concluded that in a particular social structure architecture must unconditionally meet the 
general requirements of mechanical functionalism, where in terms of qualitative affi rmation of the mechanical functionalism it, at the same time, 
contributes with its specifi c content” (Mohorovičić, p. 7). 

Mohorovičić’s point of view was argued by Serbian architect and academician Branko Maksumović, who, responding to the article,70 resolutely 
argued that ‘Yugoslav architecture’ should absolutely abandon the mechanical, simplifi ed and vacuous, and, in his words, moreover decadent, 
bourgeois and capitalist functionalist discourse, and thus defer to socialist realism which “with forms of new buildings and urban spaces will 
awaken joy and pride in people.” (Maksumović, p. 73). Maksumović departed from the position that architecture is not an ideology per se, but an 
ideological apparatus which should be employed for fulfi llment of Yugoslav socialist strategies. But as Maksumović had resented  Mohorovičić’s 
“apolitical and non-dialectical observation of architecture”71 he had acknowledged that if modernist discourse was ‘folklorized’, i.e. visually 
adjusted to the traditional taste of proletarian masses, it might as well meet the endeavors of Yugoslav authorities to illustrate construction of 
Yugoslav socialist society by architectural means: “Modern architectural activity (…) can suitably develop, upgrade and enrich, not by deleting 
the past, not through the negation of everything that does not belong to the present, but rather with critical adoption and development of what was 
positive and progressive in works of the past, rejecting of what it has gone through, what would pull back architecture and hamper its development - 

70  MAKSUMOVIĆ, BRANKO: “Ka diskusiji o aktuelnim problemima naše arhitekture” in Arhitektura, No. 8 - 10, March – April - May 1948. Pp. 73 – 75. 

71  “Napomene redakcije uz članak B. Maksimovića: Ka diskusiji o aktuelnim problemima naše arhitekture” in Arhitektura, No. 8 - 10, March – April - May 1948. Pp. 76 – 78. 
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that what is the refl ection of the old social order.” (Maksumović, p. 75). This Maksumović’s observation gives us an indication that socialist realism, 
in terms of searching the ways for re-historisation and re-contextualization of modernism might be perceived as one of postmodernist architectural 
narratives, as it was conceived precisely in order to return a historical and social character to architecture. 

In the ambient of dispute between advocates of modernist discourse and socialist realist style the fi rst grand architectural national competition 
was held: the competition on the design of buildings of the Federal Executive Council Palace, the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central 
Committee and the Representative Hotel ‘Yugoslavia’. The competition on design of these three buildings has to be studied in the context in which 
their construction emanated from the endeavor to physically illustrate the creation of new Yugoslav society by erection of future State’s most 
powerful symbols in a process of “demonstration of power and a search for legitimacy.”72 Therefore, as the competition was a practical refl ection 
of theoretical debate, outcomes of the competition, with interesting and exciting mixture of typologies, styles and concepts presented within 
competition proposals, illustrate different thoughts on how Yugoslavhood and socialism should have been denoted by architectural means, i.e. how  
socialist Yugoslavia should have been represented in architecture. 

The fi rst prize for the design of the Federal Executive Council Palace was awarded to the project proposal submitted by Croatian architect Vladimir 
Potočnjak in collaboration with Neumann, Ulrich Perak, whilst three second and fi ve third prizes were awarded to stylistically and conceptually 
prominent diversifi ed projects. The diversity of ideas, visible from the insight into awarded project proposals73 enables us to notice how ideas spread 
- from combination of socialist realist ‘aesthetics’ with modernist principles in Potočnjak’s project, to classical or modernist interpretations among 
the second prized proposals, towards a mixture of approaches, discourses and styles in repurchased projects.  

Analysis of three second prized project proposals reveals how perplex were the perceptions and positions on how Yugoslavhood and socialism 
should have been represented in architecture. In that contest, the fi rst proposal, submitted by Croatian group of architects Neven Šegvić, Drago 

72  VALE, J. LAWRENCE: Architecture, Power, and National Identity. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992. P. 51.

73  Besides four project rewarded with the fi rst and three second awards, fi ve projects were awarded with the third prize while four projects were nominated for a repurchase. The names of 
authors of third prized projects: Bauer, Žujević, Domljenović and Radovani; Kazimir and B. Oštrogović and Marasović; Ravnikar; Belobrk, Đokić, Savković and Stojkov; Petričić, Pujić, Bajlon, 
Bombardeli, Hercer, Tadić, Čirković and Maksumović; as well as those of repurchased projects: Ivan and Nada Vitić and Katunarić; Prljević, Krstić, Radovanović and Marinković; Zloković; and 
Strižić; reveal how most prominent architects from all Yugoslav territories participated at the competition.
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Galić, Bon Branko and Frölich with sculptor Augustinčić Antun and painter Frano Šimunović (Fig. 8)74, in a purely socialist realist way conceived 
the Palace as a classical temple. In the proposal the Palace was designed as a monumental pyramidal building placed on the platform at the end of 
the ceremonial courtyard which was to be enclosed with a huge portico with caryatides from the front side and a horizontally accentuated buildings 
interpreted in minimalist, purist language from lateral sides. 

On the other hand, the project proposal of Serbian architects Milorad Macura, Jožef Kortus, Petar Agnosti, Ilić75 and Ružica Galić (Fig. 9)76 was very 
modernist, both in structural composition and architectural presentation, as a massive horizontal structure, fragmented on tri-partite components 
74 Fig. 8: Neven Šegvić’s, Drago Galić’s, Branko Bon’s, Frölich’s, Antun Augustinčić’s andr Frano Šimunović’s proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace awarded with the sec-
ond prize. Source: MACURA, MILORAD: “Problematika naše arhitekture u svjetlosti konkursa za zgradu pretsedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. P. 7.

75  Ilić’s name is not indicated in results of the competition published in the article: “Rezultati natječaja za zgrade CKKPJ, Pretsjedništva Vlade FNRJ i reprezentativnog hotela u Beogradu” 
in Arhitektura, No. 1 – 2, August, 1947. P. 60. However, the name is here given since it was mentioned by Macura in the article commenting the competition’s outcomes: MACURA, MILORAD: 
“Problematika naše arhitektureu svjetlu konkursa za zgradu Predsjedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. Pp. 3 – 17.
76 Fig. 9: Milorad Macura’s, Jožef Kortus’s, Petar Agnosti’s, Ilić’s and Ružica Galić’s proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace awarded with the second prize. Source: MACU-
RA, MILORAD: “Problematika naše arhitekture u svjetlosti konkursa za zgradu pretsedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. P. 10.

Fig. 8: Neven Šegvić’s, Drago Galić’s, Branko Bon’s, Frölich’s, Antun Augustinčić’s and Frano Šimunović’s proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace awarded with 
the second prize. 
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separated by emphasized perpendicular elements and extended with lateral annexes, where two independent erections broke the symmetry of 
the structure giving it a more playful character, on the contrary to the previous example, demonstrates an endeavor to approach representative 
architecture with an interpretation of Le Corbusier’s principles, whilst, the proposal of Croatian architects Marijan Haberle, Milan Tomičić, Juraj 
Bertol, Mila Poleti and Galina Feldt (Fig. 10)77, was on the middle line, same as the design awarded with the fi rst prize. 

The selection of Vladimir Potočnjak’s design by the competition jury, whose members were never revealed,78 clearly demonstrates the position which, 
not only the jury, but overall architectural community and the Yugoslav society had taken regarding the subject of Yugoslav alignment in cultural 
terms. Hence, the position of the middle-way approach which the Yugoslav society was taking in terms of cultural positioning toward the East or the 
West is revealed in the jury’s praise of Potočnjak’s project exactly because it managed to subjoin monumental features of socialist realism to the spatial 
qualities of modernism: “New forms [interpreted] by inherited principles are given. In the absence of new canons in architectural aesthetic, we have 
to use the old ones, while adapting to our spirits the [their] material form. This solution we can perceive in all architectural structures of value from 

77 Fig. 10: Marijan Haberle’s, Milan Tomičić’s, Juraj Bertol’s, Mila Poleti’s and Galina Feldt’s proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace awarded with the second prize. Source: 
MACURA, MILORAD: “Problematika naše arhitekture u svjetlosti konkursa za zgradu pretsedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. P. 10.

78          KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: Land of the In-Between: Modern Architecture and the State in Socialist Yugoslavia, 1945 – 65. PhD diss. Austin: University of Texas, 2009. P. 149.

Fig. 9: Milorad Macura’s, Jožef Kortus’s, Petar Agnosti’s, Ilić’s and Ružica Galić’s proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace awarded with the second prize. 
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transitional periods. Such a structure 
also has the assembly of the 
Presidency of the Government, [and] 
that is its role in the development of 
our architecture.”79 (Fig. 11)80.
If the debate on the way of 
representation of Yugoslav socialist 
identity was led with the objective 
to establish how to illustrate its 
symbolic nature by aesthetic means, 
Potočnjak’s proposal had indeed 
illustrated how Yugoslav authorities 
intended to modernize the society by 
means of socialist ideology. 

The space of the Federal Executive 
Palace, the immense edifi ce with 
70 000 m² surface, was developed 
on functionalist terms, whereas its 

exterior was conceived in socialist realist style. The design of the building, composed as the ‘H’ shaped assembly with accentuated annex added to 
the central structure, combined the modernist concept with socialist realist aesthetics in an attempt to give the building monumental appearance. 
Modernism in spatial terms is perceivable in a simple and functionally developed main structure, whereas the design of lateral spaces as slightly 
winding might be assessed as an attempt to provide the space with a sense of monumentality. Even though a curvature enabled opening of 

79  MACURA, MILORAD: “Problematika naše arhitektureu svjetlu konkursa za zgradu Predsjedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. P. 6.
80  Fig. 11: First prize awarded proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace of architect Vladimir Potočnjak in collaboration with Neumann, Ulrich Perak. Source: MACURA, 
MILORAD: “Problematika naše arhitekture u svjetlosti konkursa za zgradu pretsedništva vlade FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 3, October 1947. P. 3.

Fig. 10: Marijan Haberle’s, Milan Tomičić’s, Juraj Bertol’s, Mila Poleti’s and Galina Feldt’s proposal for the Federal Execu-
tive Council Palace awarded with the second prize. 



72

the space toward front-end park and nearby Danube, aesthetically, 
it gave the building more of a monumental character which fi nally 
infl uenced its classical visual appearance. The central section was 
placed opposite to the main structure, and it contained ceremonial 
hall and lounges, conference hall and President’s and fi rst Vice 
President’s workspaces. Since the socialist realist appearance of the 
main building was emphasized with horizontal rows of windows on 
the façade, the central annex was designed more in the modernist 
manner although the fi nal decoration of its façade had compromised 
the modernist aspect of the composition.

The immense national undertaking of construction of the Palace and 
the nearby Hotel Yugoslavia had begun soon after the competition 
ended. The project of construction of these two buildings was 
conducted through a massive youth work drive81 which, in the period 
between 1947 and 1951, employed approximately 143 000 young 
people.82 Nevertheless, the construction stopped in 1949, only to be 
restarted again in 1955 when, by the decision of the special Federal 
Commission,83 Potočnjak’s project was altered by Serbian architect 

Mihajlo Janković. Janković kept the original design of the main structure while altering the central annex which now became simpler, both in terms 
of conceptualization of space and design of the façade. But then again, while Janković’s alteration 

81  Youth work drives were one of the main means of infrastructural and high-rise projects implementation. Just in the period 1947-1952 approximately millions of young people worked on 
some seventy different reconstruction projects on different levels. Data taken from: SELINIĆ, SLOBODAN: “Omladina gradi Jugoslaviju - Savezne omladinske radne akcije u Jugoslaviji 1946 – 
1963 godine” in Arhiv, Vol. 6, No. 1 - 2, 2005. Pp. 87 – 100.
82  SELINIĆ, SLOBODAN: “Omladina gradi Jugoslaviju - Savezne omladinske radne akcije u Jugoslaviji 1946 – 1963 godine” in Arhiv, Vol 6, No. 1 - 2, 2005. P. 88. 
83  ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Stvaralačke komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. Pp. 5 - 40.

Fig. 11: First prize awarded proposal for the Federal Executive Council Palace of 
architect Vladimir Potočnjak in collaboration with Neumann, Ulrich Perak. 



73

Fig. 12: The Federal Executive Council Palace with Mihajlo Janković’s changes to the design. 
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‘modernized’ the project, the addition of transversal bridges from the annex to lateral spaces and small lateral ‘galleries’ on both sides of the 
building jeopardized the structural clarity of the original project and building’s monumental character (Fig. 12)84.

Changes to the original design can be read not only as an architectural, but as well as ideological statement, since they collide with the total change 
in political, social and cultural ambit triggered by Tito’s confrontation with Stalin and subsequent Yugoslav split with the communist politics of 
the Soviet Union. In these terms, since the construction of the Federal Executive Council Palace was eventually completed in 1961 and the Palace 
was opened on the occasion of accommodating the First conference of the Non-Aligned Movement Heads of States assembly,85 the fi nal phase of 
the process of construction of this most important national institutional emblem reveals the intent of the Yugoslav government to make a transition 
from austere socialism to the policy of non-alignment which would position Yugoslavia between the East and the West. Finally, as Vale observed  
“The project, whether seen as a success or a debacle, becomes associated with that regime politically and perhaps iconographically;”86 eventual 
consequences of the inability of socialist authorities to give a defi nite appearance to its most symbolic edifi ce had consequences on the state of 
preservation of the Federal Executive Building after Yugoslavia’s dissolution in the 1990s.

In the case of other aspects of the competition, the Representative Hotel, symbolically named ‘Yugoslavia’, was built in 1969 based on the fi rst 
prized project of Croatian architects Mladen Kauzlarić, Lavoslav Horvat and Kazimir Ostrogović, while the intent of erection of the League of 
Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee was somewhat more complicated. 

None of project proposals on design of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building were awarded fi rst prize. Even though 
the building was constructed somewhat later based on a completely different project from a different competition, it is important to look into three 
second prized proposals, since the Central Committee building was apparently perceived to be ideologically even more signifi cant than the Federal 
Executive Palace: “The building of our Party will be the embodiment of its persistent struggle, continuous truthful leadership and dedication in 
National Liberation War, in the reconstruction of the country, in construction of socialism in the Republic of Yugoslavia. A large and beautiful 

84  Fig. 12: The Federal Executive Council Palace with Mihajlo Janković’s changes to the design. Source: MIŠIĆ, BILJANA: “Palata Saveznog Izvršnog Veća u Novom Beogradu” in 
Spomeničko Nasleđe, No. 8, 2007. P. 135.

85  BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: Novi Beograd: Osporeni modernizam. Belgrade: Zavod za udžbenike: Arhitektonski fakultet Univerziteta & Zavod za zaštitu spomenika, 2007. P. 163.

86  VALE, J. LAWRENCE: Architecture, Power, and National Identity. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992. P. 51.
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building and the life within, as a guideline, as the sun, would shine 
clean and bright and warm with its power not only to peoples of 
Yugoslavia, but moreover to all the peoples of the Balkans and 
Europe, it should be visible and noticeable from a great distance, 
like the powerful and persuasive voice of the League of Communist 
of Yugoslavia was and is heard to vast distances.”87 
Besides those high expectations of the building’s symbolism, 
signifi cance and monumental character, the competition did not 
give the participants many guidelines on building’s structural and 
compositional features. Thus, the majority of participants followed 
the only clue that was offered: if the building should “be visible and 
noticeable from a great distance”, it should be designed in a form of 
a tower structure. However, as the tower was designed in different 
ways, different interpretations of the symbolic importance of the 
League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee’s as an 

institution were given.88 This difference in interpretations is noticeable in three second prized proposals, whereas those were shared among authors 
from the Technical Faculty of Ljubljana under the leadership of professor architect Edvard Ravnikar, architects from the Urban Development 
Institute of the Planning Commission of People’s Republic of Serbia: Dobrović, Marinković, Jeftenović, Minčić, Mandić and Mirković, and group 
of Croatian authors: architects Neven Šegvić, Drago Galić, Branko Bon, sculptor Antun Augustinčić and painter Frano Šimunović. 

From three project proposals, Ravnikar’s design conceived the building, both in composition and in design, in a very classical way. By Ravnikar’s 
proposal, the building, placed in the courtyard, was composed of the tower structure with rhythmically developed façade and two lower annexes 

87  From the speech of the FNRY’s Minister of Construction Vlado Zečević on the New Belgrade construction opening ceremony in 1948. See: “Govor ministra građevina FNRJ Vlade 
Zečevića na svečanosti otvorenja radova na izgradnji Novog Beograda” in Arhitektura, No. 8 – 10, March – April 1948, Pp. 7 – 8.

88  Beside three second awards, jury has awarded fi ve third prizes and nominated ten projects for repurchase. For more information on the results of the competition and names of awarded 
authors see: “Rezultati natječaja za zgrade CKKPJ, Pretsjedništva vlade FNRJ i reprezentativnog hotela u Beogradu” in Arhitektura, No. 1 - 2, August 1947. P. 60.

Fig. 13: Edvad Ravnikar’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Com-
mittee’s building, awarder with the second prize. 
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whose entrance was exceedingly accented with columns (Fig. 
13)89. Contrary to Ravnikar’s design, the project of Nikola 
Dobrović and associates: Marinković, Jeftanović, Minić, Mandić 
and Mirković, was conceived in a modernist manner which is 
exposed in a functionalist design and jagged horizontal structure 
(Fig. 14)90, while the design of Šegvić, Galić and Bon, although 
modernist in composition, and monumental in expression, did not 
manage to effectively compound these two components in one 
whole, as Potočnjak succeeded with the design for the Federal 
Executive Palace (Fig. 15)91. 

Therefore, since none of the designs managed to adequately illustrate the identity of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia, the institution 
which balanced to represent itself as a modern, open public organization, while in reality it was a controlled and powerful political institution, the 
competition results were dismissed and the short contest was called upon.9293 The short competition was convoked upon instructions apparently 
given by Josip Broz who, in Edvard Ravnikar words, provided guidelines for the adjustment of project proposals obtained and awarded during 
the open competition: “With his interest and direct interventions, this negative side of the competition was to a great extent improved by Marshal 
Tito and adopted by some of its participants after the completion of the competition. Marshal formulated his view on all those questions and gave 
suggestions for future work plans for those large and compulsory construction tasks. In the conversation, Marshal mostly stuck up to the problems 
of the plans for the CC building, its internal organization and design of the exterior. He had found the greatest shortcoming of the competition: none 

89  Fig. 13: Edvad Ravnikar’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee’s building, awarder with the second prize. Source: ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Stvarlačke 
komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. P. 23.
90  Fig. 14: Nikola Dobrović’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee’s building, awarder with the second prize. Source: ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Stvarlačke 
komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. P. 31.
91  Fig. 15: Šegvić’s, Galić’s and Bon’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee’s building, awarder with the second prize. Source: ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “St-
varlačke komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. P. 32.

92  ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Stvaralačke komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. P. 5 - 40.

93  To the short contest were invited all rewarded authors from the open competition, whereas only Dobrović did not accept the invitation to participate. 

Fig. 14: Nikola Dobrović’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central 
Committee’s building, awarder with the second prize. 
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of the plans suffi ciently refl ect through its design the forms of political 
and social situation of the new Yugoslavia and the role of the Party within 
it. All proposed plans could easily serve to other erection objectives as 
the unique role of the Party is not delivered by design. We cannot look 
and slavishly imitate the remaining forms from the previous period, and 
even less the current fashion experiments, which are transient. We need 
to create a powerful, live form, which would be unique only for the new 
Yugoslavia. Marshall’s thoughts have clearly expressed the depth of the 
problem. The building must be the main accent of the location at the end 
of the left bank of the river Sava in the axis of the Danube. The very 
composition in its plan and design of the exterior has to refl ect all dynamics 
that characterize this leading institution. It has to articulate it in a noble 
material. Overall expression is elemental. Sculptural form of the central, 
monumental part has to be supported by broad, low-developed structure of 
the administrative part of the building. Both parts should emphasize each 
other, rise and create ancient and evermore new, powerful experience of 

architectural composition. The central part of the building should arise as the stern of the boat which beats its way through the waves. At the same 
time Marshall Tito drew attention to the architectural elements of the Greek pillar, on its perfection and eternal beauty. How could those elements 
be properly used today, how could the eternal formal values, that would never become obsolete, be expressed with them.”94 

Even though Tito’s alleged interference had seemingly resolved the dilemma about eventual characteristics of design of the building of the League 
of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee and content and appearance of ‘Yugoslav architecture’, the idea of the building’s design had still 
not emerged, thus the project was abandoned for several years until in 1965 a new competition call for completely new premises was convoked. 

94  RAVNIKAR, EDVARD: “Maršal Tito našim arhitektom” in Novi Svet, Vol. 2, No. 5 - 6, 1947. P. 363. 

Fig. 15: Šegvić’s, Galić’s and Bon’s proposal for League of Communist of Yugo-
slavia Central Committee’s building, awarder with the second prize. 



78



Besides the national competition on the design of the Federal Executive Council Palace, the building of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia 
Central Committee and the Representative Hotel ‘Yugoslavia’, the subnational competition on the design of the People’s Assembly of People’s 
Republic of Slovenia edifi ce in Ljubljana was also convoked in this period. 

Although the process of erection of governmental edifi ces on level of the republics has nothing to do with the endeavor to symbolically represent 
the idea of Yugoslavhood and polices of ‘brotherhood and unity’ by architectural means, the competitions and projects on levels of the republics are 
signifi cant as they illustrate the change in political organization of the SFR Yugoslavia, whereas the centralist concept later substituted decentralizing 
endeavors which strived to provide mechanisms for the protection of subnational, ethnical and religious particularities. 

In that sense, it is very symbolical that Slovenia, later alleged to be ‘least Yugoslav of all Yugoslav nations’, was the fi rst to convoke two competitions 
on erection of buildings which should have accommodated two of its most infl uential governmental and political bodies: the People’s Assembly of 
the People’s Republic of Slovenia building and the building of National Administration in Ljubljana.

The fi rst concept for the design of the People’s Assembly of Peoples Republic of Slovenia edifi ce was given by Jože Plečnik, who, after a 
conversation with Ferdo Kozak, the President of the Assembly at the time, proposed a design which combined classical monumentality with 
constructivist idealism. Since Plečnik considered the Assembly to be the most signifi cant Slovenian institution, he envisioned the building as a 
cylindrical structure covered with exalted spirally-cone-shaped cupola rising to hundred-twenty meters. The entire concept presented the idea on 
creation of a kind of ‘Slovenian Acropolis’, since the building, baptized as a national ‘Cathedral of Freedom’ (Fig. 16)95, planned to be situated 
at the top of the Castle Hill over Ljubljana, was to be approached by monumental staircase which should lead to the courtyard enclosed with 
classically colonnaded façade with the structure placed inside.96

95  Fig. 16: Reconstruction of Plečnik’s drawing for the “Cathedral of Freedom”. Source: Exhibition “Pod skupno streho: moderne javne zgradbe v Sloveniji” set in the Museum of Archi-
tecture and Design of Slovenia from25. 4. till 15. 9. 2013. Available at: http://www.mgml.si/images/iman/gallery_pz.5870.jpg (Accessed November 7, 2016). 

96  KREČIĆ, PETER: Plečnik, the Complete Works. New York: Whitney Library of Design, 1993. P. 371.
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The bold Plečnik’s idea was never realized since the project was not accepted by 
Slovenian authorities. As written records of the project’s dismissal do not exist, we might 
only speculate on the reasons. Thus, we might depart from the thesis that the project was 
rejected due to its over-classical design. On the other hand, Michael Z. Wise asserted 
that the design was dismissed because of its ideological character as “such a grandiose 
structure would have alarmed the federalist leader Marshal Tito.”97 If Wise’s thesis is 
put in the context of development of New Belgrade and construction of main national 
emblems, it might be considered that Plečnik’s monumental design for the building 
which was to accommodate the subnational institution and thus should have been of 
lesser signifi cance, might have not be welcomed with the approval not particularly by 
Tito, but by Yugoslav central political authorities altogether. In the same tone, Wise’s 
argument that: “They [Yugoslav, i.e. Slovenian authorities] knew they could not afford 
to build something like that;”98 put in the context of austere socialist economy, might 
also be a probable reason for the proposal’s dismissal. Still, the detail that the building 
was to be located on the top of the Castle Hill, which would call for the demolition of 
Ljubljana Castle, a medieval fortress from the 15th century, not only should be taken 
in consideration, but should be given more importance when assessing reasons for the 
dismissal of Plečnik’s concept.99 

While Plečnik’s proposal was dismissed, the open competition on the design of the 
People’s Assembly was called. The competition, held in 1947, likewise the national competition on design of the Federal Executive Palace and the 

97  WISE, Z. MICHAEL: “The Designs of Slovenia’s Jože Plečnik: An Idiosyncratic Architect” in New York Times, October 16, 1993. 

98  Lev Kreft’s, the Vice President of the fi rst independent Slovenian National Assembly’s (1992–1996) comment in the article: WISE, Z. MICHAEL: “The Designs of Slovenia’s Jože 
Plečnik: An Idiosyncratic Architect” in New York Times, October 16, 1993. 

99  It is noteworthy to remark that Plečnik’s proposal became the brand of Slovenia’s independence. Plečnik’s design was printed on the fi rst Slovenian stamp and graved on Slovenian Euro 
coin, while models and prints of the design can be bought as popular souvenir symbolizing Slovenia and Slovenian identity.

Fig. 16: Plečnik’s drawing of the “Cathedral of Freedom”.
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League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building,  did not provide clear instructions to participants of project proposal requirements, 
eventually resulting with no fi rst prize awarded. Still, the competition for the design of the People’s Assembly building, similarly as the above 
mentioned one, reveals different positions on formal and stylistic characteristics of architecture in Yugoslavia in the end of the 1940s.

As Dušan Grabrijan, Slovenian architectural theorist who reviewed conceptual designs well observed, project proposals for the Slovenian People’s 
Assembly could be grouped into categories of functionally, monumentally and spatially conceived designs,100 whereas different approaches reveal 
different perceptions on the direction Slovenian, i.e. ‘Yugoslav architecture’ should take. In that sense, it is more than indicative that in this case 
as well, the jury, in the atmosphere of its own hesitancy, awarded two second and one third prize to project proposals which approached the 
design in three absolutely different manners: the project of Edvard Ravnikar’s and Juraj Neidhardt’s proposals were, by Grabrijan, characterized 
as spatial ones (Fig. 17)101, while third prized project of Vlado Antolić, Franjo Bahovec and Božo Tušek could be put in a group of functionalist 
designs. However, two second prized projects can be aesthetical discerned, as Ravnikar’s project was more classical in conception of the space 
and architectural design, while Neidhardt’s project was clearly in line with modernist discourse, since Neidhardt thoroughly appropriated the ideas 
of the International style while he interpreted La Ville Savoye at its best. Ultimately, neither of these designs was used for the Slovenian People’s 

100  GRABRIJAN, DUŠAN: “Natečaj za Ljudsko skupščino Ljudske Republike Slovenije u Ljubljani” in Arhitektura, No. 7, 1948. Pp. 3 – 13.
101  Fig. 17: Second prize awarded designs for the Slovenian People’s Assambly: On the left Edvard Ravnikar’s and on the right Juraj Neidhardt’s proposal. Source: GRABRIJAN, 
DUŠAN: “Natečaj za Ljudsko skupščino Ljudske Republike Slovenije u Ljubljani” in Arhitektura, No. 7, 1948. Pp. 9 and 13.

Fig. 17: Second prize awarded designs for the Slovenian People’s Assambly: On the left Edvard Ravnikar’s and on the right Juraj Neidhardt’s proposal.
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Assembly. Once again, new competition was convoked in the next couple of years, when both 
objectives of the construction and the discourse for the expression of those objectives had 
changed.  

Besides the competition call on the design of the Slovenian People’s Assembly, in this period in 
Slovenia one more building of the governmental character was built: the Building of National 
Administration in Ljubljana (1949, Stanko Rohrman). The building, placed in the middle of 
the street sequence, is a noteworthy example which demonstrates how administrative edifi ce 
can be differentiated from the surrounding residential sequence. The visibility of building’s 
constructive elements on the façade, with concrete pillars arranged in the grid vertically 
accentuated the edifi ce, while their termination on (fl at) roof in form of the bend, colliding with 
the high of next-by residential building, visually integrated the building into, but at the same 
time singled it out from, the sequence. 
In accordance with the character of the building only the central - entrance area was horizontally 
emphasized with extraction of the niche, in the middle section, left indented. This play of 
highlighted and dragged elements in such a way emphasized the character of the building 
without compromising the unity of the street sequence (Fig. 18)102.  



The fi rst competition on construction of a museum of representative-ideological character was 
convoked in 1949103. The competition for the National Military Museum, together with unrealized national project on construction of the Modern 

102  Fig. 18: Th e Building of National Administration in Ljubljana by Stanko Rohrman, 1949. Source: “Administrativna zgradba v Ljubljani” in Arhitekt, No. 2, 1952. P. 11.

103  Results of the competition were published on January 14, 1950. Source: OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR: “Povodom natječaja za Vojni muzej u Beogradu” in Arhitektura, No. 3 – 4, 1950. 
P. 4.

Fig. 18: The Building of National Administration in 
Ljubljana



82

Gallery104 and subnational projects for the Museum of Arts of Serbia and the Museum of Croatian Antiquities, was the fi rst postwar competition 
of museological character, and moreover, only the second endeavor to construct a museum in Yugoslav territories from the beginning of the 20th 
century.105 In that sense, although the project was never realized, an insight into the call for the design of the National Military Museum is signifi cant 
as it reveals how the typology was developing, while simultaneously enables to establish a chronology of developments in the erection of museums 
created with an intention to promote a socialism through exhibiting human, socialist and multinational character of the National Liberal War. 

The National Military Museum was to have a dual ideological role: through the confi rmation of common military history of Yugoslav peoples it was 
to confi rm a historical nature of Yugoslav identity, while the part of the exhibition dedicated to the role of the Partisans in the National Liberation 
War should have promoted the antifascist character of Yugoslav socialism. Hence, the Museum’s design should functionally met the needs of 
complex exhibition programme divided into six segments: the military organization of Slaves of the 9th century, the military organization from 9th 
until 12th century, Feudalism 12th–16th century, late Feudalism 16th–18th century, military organization of the capitalist period 1918–1941 and the 
history of the National Liberation War. 

In organization of museum’s space the participants had to confront an entirely new and specifi c problematic of the military museum, and undetermined 
and imprecise programme what might result with vague outcomes and the fi rst prized not being awarded. In this, as in the cases of competition calls 
for design of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee and the People’s Assembly of People’s Republic of Slovenia, the reason 
for jury’s resolution to award three equally worth prizes, while suggesting four works to be redeemed, was an assertion that “none of submitted 
works has mastered the complexity of the theme of military museum and none of submitted works has come to the result which could be used as 
basis for formulation of a defi nitive preliminary design” (Ostrogović, p. 3).

Still, if project proposals are approached from the perspective of the debate on the character of ‘Yugoslav postwar architecture’ it might be 

104  The competition for the Modern Gallery in Belgrade was convoked in 1949 with the fi rst prize awarded to the project proposal of Croatian architects Edvard Ravnikar i Veljko Kauzlarić. 
However, Ravnikar’s and Kauzlarić’s project was never realized, and eventually, the Museum on Contemporary Art was built in 1965, upon Ivan Antić’s and Ivanka Raspopović’s design, awarded 
with the fi rst prize on the new open competition held in 1959. 

105  Only one competition for the museum building construction was convoked before the Second World War in Yugoslav territories, and was never transformed into a realized project. See: 
OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR: “Povodom natječaja za Vojni muzej u Beogradu” in Arhitektura, No. 3 – 4, 1950. P. 4.
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perceived that the unfortunate results of the competition also emanated from an impossibility to defi ne if in Yugoslavia architecture, as an ideology 
per se, was more important than the endeavor to employ architecture as an ideological apparatus. Consequently, in this case too, spatial and 
stylistic characteristics of awarded designs were quite disparate. The fi rst of awarded projects, developed by a group of Belgrade architects Ivo 
Kurtović, Đorđe Stefanović and Milutin Kopša, departed from the concept based on the organization of museum space around an inner courtyard. 
The organizational scheme resulted with le Corbusierian building whose entrance was placed in a grounded two fl oor structure, while the rest of 
the square-ring was elevated on pillars, with ground fl oor left passable through. The modernist endeavor, positively assessed in terms of spatial 
organization and elaboration of details by the jury, however was not prized in terms of achievement of coherence of the whole and illustration 
of representative character of the building, made clear with jury’s statement that: “The building in no way expresses its purpose as its overall 
composition gives the impression of smaller, residential building” (Ostrogović, p. 7). 
On the other hand, the project of Croatian architects Marijan Haberle and Galina Feld departed from the idea on pavilion organization of the space. 

Fig. 19: Awarded designs for the National Military Museum: On the left Ivo Kurtović’s, Đorđe Stefanović’s and Milutin Kopša’s, on the top right Marijan Haberle’s and Gali-
na Feld’s and on the bottom right Vera Čirković’s, Jovan Ranković’s and Nikola Šercer’s proposal.
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By Haberle and Feld’s proposal the entrance to the building, given from the access plaza, to the left was developed into exhibition pavilions, 
whereas the right pavilion was to contain a conference hall, library, depots and the offi ces. The spatial scheme organized in this way, was framed 
with a socialist modernist façade in appearance. However, the contrast of rhythmically arranged glass wall surfaces to full wall surfaces, apparently 
to be materialized in stone, resulted in a seemingly rigid scheme, whereas the socialist appearance was even more highlighted with the elevation of 
one of the pavilions on a sequence of the main building and erection of high decorative column on whose top a monument was to be placed. 

Finally, the project of Serbian architects Vera Čirković, Jovan Ranković and Nikola Šercer conceived the museum as a two piece assembly 
composed of rectangular and square structures. The building, placed on a spacious access plaza, was to be approached through a rectangular edifi ce 
which, besides an entrance area, on the ground fl oor was to contain a conference hall and temporary exhibition hall, whilst offi ce areas were to be 
placed on the fi rst fl oor. The entrance building was connected with an exhibition area which was situated in a cubic structure that was to be elevated 
on the sequence of columns closed by the glass facade what eventually would even more stress the opposition of two forms. Thus, even though the 
design was modern in appearance, it was very classical in organization of the space, what in a way limited the architectural potential of the project. 
Nevertheless, it is discernable that also in the case of the competition on the design of the National Military Museum, the uncertainties on how to 
illustrate the symbolic nature of representative architecture resulted with failure of authors to orientate in spatial and architectural terms, which 
resulted in the dismissal of the competition results (Fig. 19)106. 

If aesthetic characteristics of representative architectural works built in the period 1945-1949 were ambiguous, the clarity of sculptural discourse 
was more than obvious: commemoration of signifi cant events from the National Liberation War was possible through a single manner ̠  the classical 
one. Thus, the highlighted classical tone of fi rst postwar memorials aesthetics utterly denotes them as works delivered in the socialist realist style. 

106 Fig. 19: Awarded designs for the National Military Museum: On the left Ivo Kurtović’s, Đorđe Stefanović’s and Milutin Kopša’s, on the top right Marijan Haberle’s and Galina Feld’s 
and on the bottom right Vera Čirković’s, Jovan Ranković’s and Nikola Šercer’s proposal. Source: OSTROGOVIĆ, KAZIMIR: “Povodom natječaja za Vojni muzej u Beogradu” in Arhitektura, 
No. 3 – 4, 1950. Pp. 6, 10 and 14.
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First memorials commemorating battles, sacrifi ces and victories of antifascist forces in Yugoslav territories during the Second World War were 
mostly smaller, sculptural artworks. Augustin Augustinčić, prominent Croatian sculptor’s statuette depicting Josip Broz Tito as Marshal, erected in 
1946 and placed in front of Tito’s birth house in Kumrovec, to be later scattered, as a copy, across the country,107 is the most representative from 
more noticeable sculptures erected in this period. 

Thus, as the erection of classical memorials characterizes this period, the erection of the fi rst imposing memorial, the Monument of Gratitude to the 
Red Army, built in the year 1947 in Batina on “the site where the heroic Red Army units have broken through the front”,108 illustrates aesthetical 
and ideological tendencies of the period. 

The Batina Battle, which took place on 11-19 November 1944, was a fi erce encounter of the Partisans and Red Army units with Axis forces. The 
objective of the Batina Battle was the liberation of Baranja, an eastern Croatian region in order to enable the Soviet Army to cross over Danube and 
liberate Hungary. Since during the operation, which ended with the victory of the Partisan and Red Army forces, 1297 Red Army’s soldiers were 
killed, their death were commemorated in 1947 with erection of  the   fi rst post-Second World War memorial on the Yugoslav soil: The Monument 
of Gratitude, popularly called ‘the Monument of Victory’.

The Monument was designed by Antun Augustinčić, while the architectural and spatial arrangement around the Monument was the work of Drago 
Galić. The Monument, composed of three units: “the group in the head which represents the Red Army soldiers in attack; the pillar in a form of the 
fi fe-pointed star, in the center surrounded with fi ve sculptures, on whose top the fi gure of the Victory is placed; and the stone base with two large 
reliefs,” with “fi gures conceived in wide swings, all in the motion, restless and combat” and the simple and classical design of the pillar, base and 

107  The sculpture was modeled upon Antun Augustinčić’s depiction of Tito, created on the occasion of the fi rst Anti-Fascist Council for the People’s Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNOJ) 
meeting in Jajce in November 1943. As the original Augustinčić’s sculpture was lost, in 1946 several copies were made and placed in Kumrovec (Tito’s birthplace), Belgrade and Ljubljana. 
Afterwards number of copies of the same sculpture were made and placed all over Yugoslavia.

108  “Spomenik majstora-kipara Antuna Augustinčića Crvenoarmejcima palim u borbama kod Batine Skele” in Arhitektura, No. 4 – 6, December 1947 – January 1948. Pp. 17 – 19.
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the access plateau, was to represent “all those great feelings, gratitude 
and love that our peoples have toward the brotherly Soviet army”109 (Fig. 
20)110

As the outpouring of love to the Soviet comrades dwindled as the Soviet 
regime, and consequently the Soviet Army, in a brief moment, from the 
main social role model became the main political enemy, ‘the Monument 
of Victory’ has remained the most notable praise to Soviets in Yugoslav 
territory, leaving far behind aesthetically more simple and ideologically 
less signifi cant memorials to the Red Army in Maurska Sobota (1945, 
architect unknown) and Beli Manastir (year and architect unknown). 

109  Ibid. Pp. 17 – 19.
110  Fig. 20: Antun Augustinčić’s Monument of Gratitude to the Red Army at Batina. Source: “Spomenik majstora-kipara Antuna Augustinčića Crvenoarmejcima palim u borbama kod 
Batine Skele” in Arhitektura, No. 4 – 6, December 1947 – January 1948. P. 17 and 19.

Fig. 20: Antun Augustinčić’s Monument of 
Gratitude to the Red Army at Batina. 
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The discussion on characteristics of ‘Yugoslav architecture’ continued for the next couple of years. Intense wavering regarding the appearance 
and content of the discourse which would enable approaching Yugoslav working class by architectural means sparked a fi erce discussion between 
Andro Vid Mihičić (1896–1992), Croatian art historian and poet, and Andrija Mutnjaković (1929–), young architect from Drago Ibler’s class and 
perspective architectural theorist. The debate began in 1955 issue of architectural magazine ‘Čovjek i prostor’ with Mihičić’s article in which he, 
through the critique of jury’s tendencies within the Croatian Association of Artists exhibition on the tenth anniversary of liberation of Zagreb111, 
addressed the subject of the expressive power of memorial architecture. As he reacted to jury’s modernist affi nities, Mihičić opinioned that the 
Yugoslav (sculptural) art does not represent aesthetic taste of Yugoslav people: “Art, which in the history of all nations was always expressing artist’s 
deepest and emotionally most dominant vitally, as representing and being the most reliable mantissa on most sensitive collective social aspirations 
and oscillations, has remained, in our case, imperceptible of historical efforts, movements and achievements of the people. We have indeed, erected 
hundreds of statues and monuments, but a few artifacts. The reasons for this are manifold. I bring out to the forefront the following three: fi rst, 
we have too many ‘artists’. Secondly, our artists, real and unreal, with all possible means, while struggling to survive, that is [struggling] for the 
purchase, live too little with volition, consciousness and pulse of the people. Thirdly, our artists, still burdened with centennial heritage of inferiority 
complex, rather than creating by themselves and creating beauty with joy, spontaneously, boldly, as people achieve their future, are fi ltering the 
misery of their skepticism. They are pandering to creations of the Western artists, which had emanated numb and jaded of sensitivity of their 
decadent, perverse, culturally hypertrophied and often degenerated fellows citizens with the most eclectic creations of their schizophrenic fantasy, 
imitations of culture and civilization of the bottommost African anthropophagi and the miserable copies and variants of Neolithic anachronism. 
I do not represent ‘ždanovština’.112And I’m fully aware of the futility of any art, which is directed either from above or from under, if the artist is 
not ideologically and emotionally merged with the client, respective leader; but, if an artist is a social being and therefore a social factor, and if is 
asking people to take him, his aspirations and needs into account, pretending to hand over in his arms the banner of a cultural leader, then that artist 
has to be closer to the soul, mind, taste and the mentality of its people” (Mihičić, p.7).

111  MIHIČIĆ, ANDRO VID: “Nekoliko misli i konstatacija uz izložbu ULUH-a o desetogodišnjici oslobođenja Zagreba” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 33, 1955. Pp. 7 - 8.

112  ‘Ždanovština’, as Andrej Ždanov’s political and ideological indoctrination of Soviet culture in the 1950’s which promoted socialist realism in its most simplistic, outermost and dogmatic 
incidence. 



88

Mihičić deliberation on representative nature of architecture in accordance with folk visual tenets and social needs discovers how, in the given 
moment, a breach between the contemporary artistic tendencies and ability of Yugoslav people to comprehend and adopt new cultural tendencies 
existed. This Mihičić’s observation gives an apprehension of socialist realism as the style constructed upon traditional, folks artistic achievements.  

Mihičić’s position was ardently protested by Mutnjaković who in the article “The Socialist Rococo”113 published in the same issue of ‘Čovjek i 
prostor’ straightforwardly rejected any possibility of eclectic interpretations in ‘Yugoslav arts’. In the article, written on the subject of product 
design within the large Yugoslav enterprise that fabricated ceramic products - ‘Jugokeramika’, Mutnjaković analyzed global course of development 
within ‘Yugoslav arts, crafts and design’. Hence, as in the article Mutnjaković rejected any form of ornate, variegated, folk decoration, he also 
repudiated eclectic and neoclassical interpretations in arts and architecture. Mutnjaković’s position was based on the thesis that: “A man, who 
would propagate capitalist ethical principles would be considered for a reactionary. A man, who would propagate feudal ethical principles, would 
be undertaken for crazy. And what an attitude we should take towards those who propagate, and even implement, feudal aesthetic principles?” 
(Mutnjaković, p. 6). In other words, Mutnjaković pointed out that ornate decorations were product of particular artistic expression which emanated 
in specifi c social and cultural conditions within European societies in the determined moment(s) and these conditions had passed as the societies 
changed in the last century(es), the practicing of styles of the past epochs cannot be advocated. 

If art is a product of social conditions in a determined moment, ‘Yugoslav arts’ should abandon any glance of return to neoclassical styles, since the 
main premise of Yugoslav socialist ideology was precisely that the past has to be abandoned in order for a new concept of future to be exposed. For 
that reason Mutnjaković disagreed with Mihičić’s opinion that the artistic discourse which strives to represent Yugoslav socialist identity should 
emanate from traditions, since: “It is true that products of our industry must be marketable; it is true that goods of this sort are favorably received 
by the substantial number of consumers; it is true that [aesthetic of] mass industrial goods have to be adjusted to the taste of the majority. All of this 
is true and all of it is upright from the point of the mercantile morality. But there is another morality, social morality of the revolutionary epoch in 
which we live, the morality which crashed one bygone social order and which keeps a constant and persistent struggle against the temporal relapse 
in economic, political, social, conceptual, and even cultural and aesthetic terms (…). Because the construction of new factory does not mean only 
material gain for the country, does not only mean improvement of material life conditions. The new factory means, or should mean, the upbringing 

113  MUTNJAKOVIĆ, ANDRIJA: “Socijalistički rokoko” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 33, 1955. P. 6.
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of our people in terms of expansion of their spiritual horizons, in terms of reeducation of people weighted with the taste of the past, or even bygone 
social epoch, in terms of formation of one modern and healthy perception on social issues”114 (Mutnjaković, p. 6).

Mutnjaković continued in the same tone in the article subsequently published in the same magazine.115 There, even though Mutnjaković agreed 
with Mihičić that “Art has always been, and as such only can be, artist’s subjective experience of the objective reality, and since the artist as an 
individual is a subject of some collective, psychically included in the general psyche of the given epoch, therefore his subjective experience in 
substance illustrates a ‘subjective’ experience of the whole collective towards the objective reality;” (Mutnjaković, p.7) Mutnjaković disagreed 
with Mihičić that “manners of foreign art movement and foreign artists (...)” can be a source which “refl ects the soul of our people” and thus 
he absolutely discarded the possibility that “the manners of artistic understanding of ca. 100 years ago can refl ect revolutionary activities in the 
past ca. 10 years” (Mutnjaković, p. 7) and thus dismissed the idea that expressive techniques of past styles can express present (revolutionary) 
efforts, goals and achievement of (Yugoslav) socialist society. Furthermore, Mutnjaković asserted that return to past artistic stylistics would mean 
return to the past social, ideological, philosophical and ethical rhetoric and thus would negate all achieved between the past until the present 
moment. By indicating the absurdity of appealing to the past times and thus obsolete artistic styles, Mutnjaković discarded the presumption that 
the representativeness of socialist realist style lies in its aesthetic nature. Thus, regarding the subject of achieving the representative in memorial 
discourse, whilst Mutnjaković agreed with Mihičić’s that “We [Yugoslavia] have, indeed, erected, hundreds of statues and monuments, but a few 
artifacts;” (Mutnjaković, p.7) he perceived that causes of the omission are completely opposite. By Mutnjaković, “For reasons why among those 
hundreds of erected monuments there is too little art, we must seek just on the opposite side from the one to which referred Mr. Mihičić; we have 
to look for them in their [monuments’] overload with the reality, in their overload with shovels, spades, grenades, rifl es, machine guns, light 
machine guns, cannons, tanks and planes, in their theatrical pompous gestures, in their laconic unpersuasive cries, in their miserable narration, 
in their sterile naturalism, in their non-inventiveness and emptiness of association (…). This conjuncture and non-artistic engaging with the 
subject of our revolution and our social reality, this superfi cial operation with various objects (bombs and olive branches), which with its banal, 
generally adopted symbolism should express all the greatness, depth, heroism, self-sacrifi ce, nationality, solidarity, class awareness, conceptuality 
and humanity, human pain, tragedy and enthusiasm of the revolution and one upswing, this superfi cial, narrative and declarative engagement into 

114  MUTNJAKOVIĆ, ANDRIJA: “Socijalistički rokoko” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 33, 1955. P. 6.

115  MUTNJAKOVIĆ, ANDRIJA: “Nekoliko konstatacija i pitanja uz misli i konstatacije A. V. Mihičića” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 35, 1955. P. 7.
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the problematic, this expression of the reality, and not of human(ity), exactly that and only that has led to the fact that ‘exists hundreds of statues 
and monuments, but a few artifacts’, has led to the crisis of creation where we have to search for the exit from it. What should be the way out – is 
debatable” (Mutnjaković, p. 7).

With this observation Mutnjaković left a possibility that modernist discourse may also illustrate the construction of identity of the new Yugoslavia 
in a proper way, as it, in aesthetical and social terms, complies with practical and symbolical (ideological) necessities of the socialist ideology. The 
discussion between Mihičić and Mutnjaković can be considered for the closure of the theoretical debate on defi nition of the representative nature 
of ‘Yugoslav architecture’ since from this moment the idea that socialist realist style might be most appropriate discourse for transmitting a visual 
message on construction of Yugoslavia as the socialist state, was no longer advocated.

Reasons behind the abandonment of socialist realism are double-natured. The fi rst cause was a strong tradition in practicing modernist architectural 
discourse in Yugoslav territories dating back to the interwar period. The second reason was more of a political and ideological nature, whereas the 
change of the course in Yugoslav international politics that followed did not only have immense political and ideological consequences, but also 
great cultural importance.

Worsening relations between Tito and Stalin in 1948 led to ‘the Yugoslav - Soviet split’, also known as ‘Tito - Stalin schism’. Ideological, but as 
well practical disagreements regarding the question of precedence of leadership and disputes about subjects in the domain of international affairs 
resulted with ‘the Resolution on the Expulsion of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia from the Cominform’ (Communist Information Bureau), 
the international communist network. In Yugoslavia, the Resolution caused political tensions which led to so called ‘Informbiro Period’ (Crisis), a 
period of repression and persecution of pro-Soviet, or proclaimed to be pro-Soviet supporters, which lasted from 1948 to 1955.

The ‘leadership confrontation’ had important foreign political and economic consequences, as Yugoslavia, from the end of 1948 began to re-
approach the West, while simultaneously in the time of the Cold War Yugoslav leadership strived to retain the neutral position as Yugoslavia 
declared to belong to the Non-Aligned Movement. In terms of internal politics, the crisis resulted with a reform of socialist ideology and political 
restructurings, such as state’s government decentralization and market liberalization, led through institution of so called ‘self-management economic 
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system’, whereas the later was of high importance in economic terms, not merely because people (workers) gained more power in management of 
state’s enterprises and companies, but also because such an initiative facilitated a fi nancial re-structuring of Yugoslav economy. 

Nevertheless, the Informbiro Period was more than signifi cant in social and cultural terms, as the ideological and political vicissitude facilitated 
a ‘turnover’ in the domain of propaganda, media, literature and arts. In architecture, the ideological upheaval resulted in defi nitive dismissal of 
theoretically problematic and practically barely applicable concept of socialist realism. If still in 1948 March/AprilMay and June/July issues of the 
‘Arhitektura’ review several articles116 discussed the Soviet architecture and if the ‘bourgeois and capitalist’ formalistic discourse was still at times 
negatively assessed, results of the upheaval were already perceivable in the August/December issue in which, in ideological statement, The Second 
Congress of Yugoslav Technicians and Engineers condemned “the defamatory campaign that is being directed against our country, our people, the 
Communist Party and its leadership”117 and offered ‘absolute support’ to Josip Broz Tito and the Central Committee of the League of Communist 
of Yugoslavia. 

And as Neven Šegvić, editor of the magazine, in the same issue of ‘Arhitektura’ characterized Le Corbusier’s effort to approach architecture from 
new theoretical position as a failure, since in Šegvić’s words “it is not possible to base the architectural doctrine on the results of the wide range 
of speculative processes,”118 and as the next year’s issue introduced the Picture Post’s article on negative assessment of Le Corbusier’s Marseille’s 
Unité d’Habitation, 119 the perception changed very soon, which can be noticed in Vladimir Turina’s appraisal of the same edifi ce in the article 
published in ‘Arhitektura’ 1953120 issue on occasion of introducing Le Corbusier’s exhibition in Yugoslavia, the fi rst international architectural 
exhibition held in Yugoslavia after the Second World War. However, even though in following years skepticism on Unité d’Habitation was still 

116  See: SIMONOV, G.A: „Najznačajniji zadaci sovjetskih arhitekata“ in Arhitektura, No 8 – 10, March/April/Maz 1948, Pp. 63 – 67; or excerpts from the discussion on creative problems 
in USSR’s architecture published in the article: „Stvaralački problemi arhitekture SSSR“ in Arhitektura, No. 11 – 12, Jun/July 1948. Pp. 57 – 61.

117  „Centralnom komitetu Komunističke partije Jugoslavije“ in Arhitektura, No. 13 - 17, 1948. P. 3.

118  ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Zablude i kriza buržuaske arhitekture” in Arhitektura, No. 13 - 17, 1948 P. 130.

119  “Ormarski stanovi – ‘Marseilleski’ projekat Le Corbusiera” in Arhitektura, No. 25 - 27, 1949. Pp. 75 – 76.

120  TURINA, VLADIMIR: “Modulor Le Corbusiera i marseilleski eksperiment” in Arhitektura No. 2, 1953. Pp. 39 – 41.
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noticeable at times, as in Mirko Miličić’s article “Polemical Excerpts on Le Corbusier’s Unité d’Habitation”121 or Branko Petrović’s article “I was a 
Visitor Number 81562. Marseilles - Unité d’Habitation: Concretism and Maschinism in Residential Culture”122 published in ‘Čovjek i prostor’ 1954 
and 1955 issues, not only that Le Corbusier’s work was endorsed and discussed, but moreover became publicly recognized as “by the second half 
of the 1950s, virtually every major city had at least one recognizably Corbusian building.”123 Simultaneously, works of other prominent modernist 
architects were gradually publicized ˗ the article on work of Walter Gropius was published in 1950, as well as one on Kay Fisker’s work; Frank 
Lloyd Wright was approached in 1952, until eventually in 1952 Loos, Wright and Le Corbusier were praised as pioneers of modern architecture.124 
No constrains to the endorsement of modernist discourse and optimism emanating from the same resulted with a revision of interwar modernist 
references on Yugoslav territories, as it was undertaken in the extensive article titled “Creative Components of FNRY Architecture”, written by 
Neven Šegvić and published in 1950.125 

The revision of ‘Yugoslav’ interwar modernist achievements contributed to the development of one specifi c approach on practicing modernism 
in the Yugoslav ambience which advocated local interpretation of modernist paradigm(s). This position was endorsed by Dušan Grabrijan (1899–
1952), Slovenian architect and theorist, who advocated that modernist discourse in Yugoslavia should be approached from the position, which later 
Kenneth Frampton defi ned as ‘critical regionalism’,126 i.e. that local particularities should be nurtured by Yugoslav modernists. In other words, 
Grabrijan argued that local traditional architectural accomplishes should be critically and creatively interpreted by modern aesthetical and technical 
means as he advocated the position that modernist discourse should be assimilated to local, cultural, climatic, traditional and visual singularities. 

121  MILIČIĆ, MIRKO: “Polemički izvatci o Le Corbusierevoj Unite d’Habitation” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 15, 1954. P. 8. 

122  PETROVIĆ, BRANKO: “Bio sam posjetilac broj 81562: Marseilles - Unité d’Habitation: Betonizam i mašinizam u stambenoj kulturi” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 44, 1955. P. 3.

123  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR:  Land of the In-Between: Modern Architecture and the State in Socialist Yugoslavia, 1945 – 65. PhD Diss. Austin: University of Texas, 2009. P. 201.

124           At the same time, the urge for confi rmation of Yugoslav international orientation was demonstrated through participation of Yugoslav architects at the meeting of the Executive Committee 
of the International Union of Architects in Morocco and Congress for construction researches in London and confi rmed with the Yugoslav Association of Architectural Associations members’ 
offi cial visit to the Royal British Institute of Architects. 

125  ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Stvaralačke komponente arhitekture FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1950. Pp. 5 - 40.

126  FRAMPTON, KENNETH: “Towards a Critical Regionalism: Six Points for an Architecture of Resistance” in Postmodern Culture, Ed. by Hall Foster. London: Pluto Press, 1983. Pp. 
16 – 30. 



93

What Grabrijan theoretically argued, various ‘Yugoslav architects’ practiced in following years, such as Juraj Neidhardt, who collaborated with 
Grabrijan on creation of a particular Bosnian and Herzegovinian modernist discourse on the basis of interpretation of particularities of the Ottoman 
heritage, or Zlatko Ugljen, Marko Mušič, Grega Košak, Julije de Luca, Boris Magaš, Neven Šegvić, Slobodan Jovandić, etc. whose modernist 
position refereed to diversify Yugoslav architectural heritage. For these reasons, works of these, and as well many other ‘Yugoslav architects’ 
should be studied having in mind Wright, Wagner, Aalto, etc. reference but moreover Plečnik, Kovačić, Kadić brothers, Baršovan, etc. infl uence. In 
other words, modernist discourse on Yugoslav territories built between 1945 and 1990 has to be evaluated through the prism of continuity as much 
as in regards to the developments on the international Western architectural scene in the second half of the 20th century. 
Other theoretical contribution which enables better understanding of courses of architectural developments in the SFR Yugoslavia is given in Nikola 
Dobrović’s article titled “Contemporary Architecture and Small Nations”127 in which Dobrović categorically and arguably advocated embracement 
of modernist contributions in development of spatially functional and structurally optimal designed systems. In the article Dobrović deliberated 
modernist discourse of ideological bourgeoisie connotations by pointing out that the need to enhance Yugoslav social progress in technical and 
structural terms could be fulfi lled by embracing modernist discourse: “Contemporary architecture is not the result of wellbeing achieved in the past, 
but one of means of reclaiming new ways of the economy. Modern architecture is not a matter of fashion or taste, but it is a very powerful tool for 
resolving economic-technical, social, administrative and all cultural needs of the community.” (Dobrović, p. 31).

For that reason Dobrović defi nitely and strictly discarded all eclectic, historical and retrograde architectural discourses which “losses from 
eclecticism and false decorativeness start at the very beginning of designer’s work, do not stop even during the construction; while new buildings 
can be only regarded as outdated and unfi t to facilitate the modern life;” (Dobrović, p. 31) in favor of social potentials of the modernist discourse: 
“It is certain (…) that in answering contemporary problems (…) modern architecture incomparably surpass the potentials of eclectic styles” 
(Dobrović, p. 31). Not only that Dobrović persistently depreciated socialist realist tendencies, but moreover referential interpretations of modernist 
discourse in regards to traditional and local particularities: “Unfortunately, very little is done in our society in terms of theoretical clarifi cation of 
contemporary architecture (...) We often related on some mystic infl uence of certain taken and unreliable, and apparently worthless formulas, such 
as: ‘architecture should be socialist in content, national in form’, on misrepresentation of universal and local heritage, always in traditional sense, on 
concept of architecture as an expression of art and engineering, where art was always considered in a traditional sense and in three-name unity with 

127  DOBROVIĆ, NIKOLA: “Savremena arhitektura i mali narodi” in Arhitektura, No. 3, 1952. Pp. 31 and 48.
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painting and sculpture, while engineering, on the other hand, sometimes has been exaggerated (…) without being supported by domestic industry.” 
(Dobrović, p. 31).
Finally, while he discarded the argument that modernist discourse should be perceived from perspective of local traditions, Dobrović offered 
a profound socialist reading of economic potentials of modernist discourse as he pointed out economic benefi ts of contemporary architectural 
methods and constructive techniques such as economy of modern facilities, economic benefi ts of contemporary construction processes and fi nally 
the overall performance, durability and suitability of modern structures, and in that way potentiated and appraised its aesthetic and spatial features. 

These theoretical contributions, together with the changes within organizational schemes of architectural offi ces as these were no longer organized 
under the State’s competence,128 stimulated the independence of architectural practice and consequently encouraged the ingenuity of ‘Yugoslav 
architects’, who eventually defi nitely abolished any glance on practicing socialist realist style. That ‘Yugoslav architects’ no longer felt obligated 
to architecturally-ideologically align was confi rmed in 1953 statement by Croatian Association of Architects who declared that: “We are clear that 
what was necessary and inevitable in between 1945–1948, today might be (…) unnecessary, survived and harmful.”129



Milorad Macura’s project for the Military Institute of Geography building in Belgrade, designed in 1954, already illustrates the change of course 
for achieving representativeness in design of buildings of governmental and institutional character. Macura, who presented the most modernist 
proposal at the competition for the Federal Executive Council Palace, remained his resolve when designing this military institution. The building, 
built upon the foundations of the previously initiated construction, was designed according to the model of Le Corbusier’s Unité d’Habitation: 
“The original design, created in 1946, envisioned a symmetrical building consisting of two parallel wings, one concave and one straight; by the 
time the construction was interrupted two years later, only the reinforced concrete skeleton of the fi rst two levels was fi nished. Macura’s redesign 
completed the existing two fl oors, but then treated them as a pedestal for a scaled-down version of the Unité, complete with a simplifi ed Corbusian 

128  See: “Prijedlog za reorganizaciju projektantske službe” in Arhitektura, No. 9 – 10, 1950. P. 67; “Godišnja skupština društava arhitekata FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 1, 1952. P. 43.; 
“Skupština Savjeta društava arhitekata FNRJ” in Arhitektura, No. 2, 1952. P. 49.

129  “Godišnja skupština Društva arhitekata Hrvatske” in Arhitektura, No. 1, 1953. P. 57. 
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roofs-cape and massive tapering pilots (Fig. 22)130. The fact that the 
pilots occurred mid-way through the high of the building and that there 
was really no open ground-fl oor did not obscure the clear reference to 
the Unité.”131

Although Macura purposely and deliberately interpreted Unité, 
his interpretation went beyond simple reading of Le Corbusier’s 
architecture since, as it was observed by Aleksej Brkić, Serbian architect 
and theorist, Macura’s proper interpretation of Le Corbusier’s concepts 
assumed: “Specifi cally, in this building Macura was ‘confronted with 
the idea of infrastructural decomposition and that way has broken with 
conventional modernist matrix. In addition, as the main quality of the 
building Brkić cites a particular and powerful ‘spatial potency’, which 
was regulated in two ways, by two exposures of functionality of space 

and two ostensibly contradictory modes of expression.’ By describing Macura’s work, Brkić strongly opposes ‘the superfi cial analyses’ which 
considered it as ‘Corbusierian replica’ and considers that the author ‘did not remain on architecture which is exhausted with functional quality and 
proportional quantity,’ but that his architecture ‘has escaped from pattern and departed from the respective class.’”132

Hence, Macura’s design of the Military Institute of Geography building (Fig. 21)133 by Zoran Manević, Serbian architectural theorist and critic, in 
accordance with the above reasoning, should be singled out as ‘capital’ in terms of illustrating an architectural turnover within Serbian and Yugoslav 

130 Fig 22: The Military Institute of Geography fl oor-plan. Spurce: JANKOVA GRUJIĆ, MARE. “Zgrada Vojnografskog instituta u Beogradu” in Nasleđe (Belgrade), No. 10, 2012. P. 142.

131  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: Land of the In-Between: Modern Architecture and the State in Socialist Yugoslavia, 1945 – 65. PhD Diss. Austin: University of Texas, 2009. P. 202.

132  BRKIĆ, ALEKSEJ. “Znakovi u kamenu: Srpska moderna arhitektura 1930 – 1980.” Belgrade: Arhitektonski fakultet u Beogradu, 1992. Pp. 128 - 130. Citation taken from: JANKOVA 
GRUJIĆ, MARE. “Zgrada Vojnografskog instituta u Beogradu” in Nasleđe (Belgrade), No. 10, 2012. P. 145. 
133  Fig. 21: Th e Military Institute of Geographz in Belgrade (Milorad Macura, 1954). Spurce: JANKOVA GRUJIĆ, MARE. “Zgrada Vojnografskog instituta u Beogradu” in 
Nasleđe, No. 10, 2012. P. 151.

Fig. 21: Th e Military Institute of Geography in Belgrade (Milorad Macura, 1954)
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architectural practice: “No matter how naïve [seems] today Macura’s 
study on Le Corbusier, the study of the main façade of the Military 
Institute of Geography was the fi rst, and in context of Macura’s 
generation, almost the only serious interpretation of one particular, 
and at time progressive architectural expression. The proportions of 
the whole and boxes framed with sun-breakers, and then the general 
composition in which two debilitated verticals hold the balance of 
elements on the roof, conceived quite freely and quite facetious; 
in all that there is something of Marseilles’ blocks, yet Macura’s 
interpretation is independent, personal and conscious.” 134

If we consider Macura’s design of the Military Institute of Geography 
building of Yugoslavia as an illustration of utter compliance with 
modernist postulates, the analysis of design of the Slovenian People’s 
Assembly building in Ljubljana, delivered in the same year, reveals 
that modernist discourse was read somewhat differently. 

The new project on construction of the Slovenian People’s Assembly building was initiated in 1954. Contrary to Plečnik’s proposal, the new 
project placed the Assembly on a less provocative location, at the north side of the Revolution Square. The Revolution Square, designed by Edvard 
Ravnikar, was a huge plaza which was to become a new focal point of the city.135 Thus, although the Assembly was relocated from the top of the 
Castle Hill to the Revolution Square, there were no indices that its importance had changed.

134  MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Anketa o poslijeratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. Pp. 32 – 33.

135  GRABAR, NIKA: Arhitektura parlamenta po načrtih Vinka Glanza. Ljubljana: Državni zbor, 2012. Pp. 1 – 26. Available at: http://fotogalerija.dz-rs.si/datoteke/Publikacije/
Raziskovalni_projekti/Grabar__Nika_-_2012.pdf (Accesed January 20, 2014)

Fig. 22: Th e Military Institute of Geography fl oor plan. 
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The Slovenian People’s Assembly 
building was erected from the project 
of Vinko Glanz, Montenegrin-
Slovenian architect, Plečnik’s student 
and apparently one of members 
of the jury of the fi rst competition 
on the design of the Assembly136 
(Grabar, p. 12). The building, with 
the west façade facing the seat of the 
Central Committee of the League 
of Communist of Slovenia, at that 
time located within the old Banovina 
Savings edifi ce (1897), was thought 
upon functionalist principles, but “the 
proportionality of the building mass, 

emphasis of entrance, fragmentation of the façade on the ground fl oor and central part, the emphasis on the windows rhythms and placement of 
trees within the architectural composition” (Grabar, p. 4) resulted with a somewhat stodgy socialist realist appearance. Additionally, accentuation 
of the main entrance with a robust ornamental and sculptural relief, in order to represent socialist nature of the assembly (Grabar, p. 9), converted 
the building into scenery for socialist rituals (Grabar, p. 10). Hence, the design of Slovenian People’s Assembly building, which in the present 
accommodates the National Assembly of the independent Slovenian State, in a way reveals that it was not easy to abandon the representative, stuffy 
and descriptive techniques in achieving representative character of governmental architectural symbols (Fig. 22)137. 

The process of design and construction of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building, on the other hand, can be understood as an 

136 Ibid. Pp. 1 – 26.
137 Fig. 23: Vinko Glanz’s project for the Slovenian People’s Assembly in Ljubljana (1954). Spurce: GRABAR, NIKA: Arhitektura parlamenta po načrtih Vinka Glanza. Ljubljana: 
Državni zbor, 2012. P. 7. Available at: http://fotogalerija.dz-rs.si/datoteke/Publikacije/Raziskovalni_projekti/Grabar__Nika_-_2012.pdf (Accesed January 20, 2014). 

Fig. 23: Vinko Glanz’s project for the Slovenian People’s Assembly in Ljubljana (1954)
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illustration on turbulent and complex Bosnian and Herzegovinian history during the 20th 
century. As the process was extended through the twenty-fi ve year period, what resulted 
with signifi cant changes in the design of the edifi ce, the construction of Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian Executive Council building also illustrates constant political and social 
vicissitudes within Bosnia and Herzegovina, and thus within Yugoslav socialist society.  
The competition on the conceptual design of the Executive Council building was 
held within the competition on the spatial regulation of the Marijin Dvor district, 
convoked in 1954. The concept on the regulation of Marijin Dvor district and 
consequently the design of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building 
were developed upon Dušan Grabrijan’s and Juraj Neidhardt’s endeavor to interpret 
modernist discourse from the local, traditional perspective (Fig. 24)138. Accordingly, 
Grabrijan and Neidhardt conducted an extensive conceptual and theoretical research 
on Bosnian and Herzegovinian architectural traditions and Ottoman heritage. Results 
of the research, presented in the book “Architecture of Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
the Way to Modernity”139 with specifi c Le Corbusier’s foreword, were materialized in 
Neidhardt’s fi rst prized project on the spatial development of the Marijin Dvor district 
and the architectural design of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building.  

By the project, Marijin Dvor district was developed with the idea to transpose an urban 
matrix of the old Sarajevo’s Ottoman center ‘Baščaršija’ in a modern urban condition. 
In accordance to the transposition’s premises, the plan of the spatial development of 
Marijin Dvor district was conceptualized on the basis of a modernist reading of the 
Ottoman division of the urban space into the ‘Charshya’, business and the ‘Mahala’, 

138  Fig. 24: Juraj Neidhardt’s sketch on the modern interpretation of Sarajevo’s traditional urban matrix. Source: NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: ““Predah na Marindvoru: Sugestije za arh. urb. 
rješenje kompleksa Marindvor” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 176, November 1967. P. 7.

139  GRABRIJAN, DUŠAN; NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: Arhitektura Bosne i put u savremeno. Ljubljana, Državna založba Slovenije (Ciril Vidmar), 1957.

Fig. 24: Juraj Neidhardt’s sketch on the modern interpretation of 
Sarajevo’s traditional urban matrix. 



99

the residential area, as suggested: “Marindvor, as the Republic’s 
response to cultural accent of the old center, becomes administrative 
– political, social and cultural center of the city. Around this core, on 
the slopes of ‘Crni Vrh’ would residential areas be built (…) [while] 
(…) the business center already formed along Titova Street (…) is 
expected to continue developing from Titova Street to Marindvor.”140 

Hence, Marijin Dvor district was supposed to become new 
administrative and business focal point that would connect the 
historic center, composed of Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian 
quarters, with new residential and industrial zones of Novo Sarajevo 

and Novi Grad. Hence, location of the Executive Council building within Marijin Dvor was an indication of symbolical position which the building 
should occupy in the society (Fig. 25)141. 

The building’s design was conceived with very symbolical intentions. Design objectives were to “synthesize emotional factors of the East and 
the structural of the West in creation of spatial potency,”142 and in such a way through local, traditional reading of spatial, functional and aesthetic 
features of the modernist discourse approximate it to the people. Or, by Neidhardt’s and Grabrijan’s words, the building was designed upon the 
principle of integration of modern architectural attainments and traditional architectural practices: “Why should old architectural principles be 
retained? Utilization of architectural inheritance is only temporary. We are in the transition of capitalism into socialism, and we fi nd it necessary to 
build new things by utilizing old principles. But we are fi rmly convinced that the day is not far when man will demand entirely new architecture 
which will be a mirror, as it were, of socialism. It is true that the technology will sooner or later master climate, as well as continents, and architecture 

140  NEIDHARDT, JURAJ; ČELIĆ, DŽEMAL: “Rješenje Marindvora i Narodne Skupštine” in Naše Starine, No. 3, 1956. P. 95.
141  Fig. 25: Marijin Dvor district spatial plan by Juraj Neidhardt. Source: NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: ““Predah na Marindvoru: Sugestije za arh. urb. rješenje kompleksa Marindvor” in Čovjek i 
prostor, No. 176, November 1967. P. 6.

142  “Urbanističko rješenje Marijin Dvora i Narodne skupštine” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 34, 1955. P. 8.

Fig. 25: Marijin Dvor district spatial plan by Juraj Neidhardt
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will have to draw upon experiences of many peoples. Thus Bosnia, too, must contribute with experiences it has, to making of a new architecture.”143 

Consequently, the Executive Council building project illustrates Grabrijan and Neidhardt’s endeavor to develop a new approach on the 
conceptualization of modernist discourse in Bosnian and Herzegovinian, and as well as in the Yugoslav context (Fig. 26)144. The approach, based 

on the contemporary reading of traditional, local spatial and architectural achievements, by Grabrijan and Nedhardt was emanating from an 
understanding that: “Modern architecture which draws upon old experiences cannot lead to disharmony. We do not see why an architect of today, 
before building a house, should not glance to the neighbor on the left and that to the right, and up to the green trees and the sun. We do not see why 
he should not draw upon the tradition and its positive values as well as on mechanization and modern technology. He should make an attempt to 
bring about fusion of the Orient with the modern way of life. We must make use of the tradition; we must cling to our tradition, for only a continuous 
development leads to a new social ethics and new thought” (Grabrian, Neidhardt, p. 318). 

143  GRABRIJAN, DUŠAN, NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: Arhitektura Bosne i hercegovine i put u suvremeno. Ljubljana: Državna založba Slovenije (Ciril Vidmar), 1957. P. 17.
144  Fig. 26: Juraj Neidhardt’s 1955 compeition proposal for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building and the photomontage of the spatial design of the Manifestation 
Plaza with the Executive Council building on the left. Source: Photo 1: “Marindvorski kompleks i njegova urbanizacija” in Arhitektura, No. 4 - 6, 1960. P. 71; Photo 2: NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: 
““Predah na Marindvoru: Sugestije za arh. urb. rješenje kompleksa Marindvor” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 176, November 1967. P. 5. 

Fig. 26: Juraj Neidhardt’s 1955 compeition proposal for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building and the photomontage of the spatial design of the Manifes-
tation Plaza with the Executive Council building on the left . 
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Following the given endeavor, the design of the building, by 
Nedihartd’s words, was based on modern interpretation of 
spatial and aesthetic features of a traditional Bosnian Ottoman 
house.145 Neidhardt’s clarifi cation is more than visible on 
the fi rst sketches of the building whereas with the form of 
the longitudinal structure is based upon the interpretation of 
‘doksat’, a fragmented porch of a traditional Ottoman house, 
while the spatial scheme of the composition shares similitudes 
with the spatial scheme of the Bosnian Ottoman house. Still, 
composition of the spatial scheme seems to share more 
similitudes with the spatial scheme of an Ottoman mosque. 
There, defi nitive positioning of the tower-structure, a vertical 
accent of the composition, on the left, even though Neidhardt 
in the fi rst design positioned the tower on the right side of the 
building, coincides with mosque minaret positioning. In the 
same manner the design of the tower-structure resembles the 
design of the Sarajevo’s Clock Tower, a tower constructed in 
the Ottoman period (17th century) within the courtyard of the 

Gazi Husrev-beg Mosque in Sarajevo (1530, Ajem Esir Ali), while the fi nal design of the lower structure, with the roof’s covering in form of a shell, 
might also be read as an interpretation of a mosque’s dome. Similarly, the organization of the access plateau might derivate from the organizational 
scheme of a mosque courtyard. And even a representation of old medieval tombstones ‘stećci’ on the forecourt of the courtyard’s wall with a relief 
(Dušan Džamonja’s design), whilst being very symbolic in terms of referring to the data that Bosnian and Herzegovinian statehood originates from 
the Medieval Period, from the compositional viewpoint it can be paralleled with an Ottoman positioning of graveyards of eminent citizens within 

145  NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: “Baština i novo na relaciji staro – novo” in Arhitektura, No. 116, 1972. Pp. I – X; NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: “Pravo na život” in Arhitektura, No. 146 – 147, 1973. 
Pp. 21 – 28.

Fig. 27: Juraj Neidhardt’s 1967 sketch for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council 
building. 
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a mosque courtyard.
On the other hand, in representative terms, it is very symbolic that the process of construction of the symbol of Bosnian and Herzegovinian (sub)
national identity was prolonged over a period of twenty-fi ve years. The long process of building’s construction might refl ect political powerlessness 
in harmonizing Bosnia and Herzegovina’s ethnical and religious multi-identities into one, all-encompassing Bosnian and Herzegovinian cultural 
identity. Since it had been diffi cult to assemble political visions on Bosnian and Herzegovinian constitutionality, it was diffi cult to give face to the 
most emblematic edifi ce which should represent the identity of this politically most complex Yugoslav republic. Having in mind that a complex 
process of political self-confi rmation was hiding behind the construction of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building, no wonder 
that, when fi nally constructed in 1980, the building had lost most of its most daring, symbolical and modern features (Fig. 27)146.  





If Museums are “one of the most powerful weapons for people’s enlightenment” and if we understand them as: “memorials of time and circumstances 
[which] should not be lifeless witnesses of the present or the past, but (…) [objects which] with their permanent values deepen and fertilize the 
knowledge within observer and enrich it with new knowledge”147, then museums constructed with a purpose to present war achievements in order 
to spread ideological visions and endorse particular social ideas are no more mere scientifi c-research institutions, but spaces that assist ideological 
indoctrination through education and exhibition. 

Sarajevo, withal, was the fi rst to open an ideological-historical museum. The museum recollecting Gavrilo Princip and ‘Mlada Bosna’ organization 
was ideologically interpreting events which led to the beginning of the First World War. According to socialist interpretation, Franz Ferdinand’s 
assassination was appraised as a positive episode which enabled processes that led to liberation of Yugoslav peoples’ and construction of Yugoslav 
state.148 Although the exhibition did not require construction of a new edifi ce, the participation of Juraj Neidhardt in design of the interior space in 

146  Fig. 27: Juraj Neidhardt’s 1967 sketch for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building. NEIDHARDT, JURAJ: “Predah na Marindvoru: Sugestije za arh. urb. rješenje 
kompleksa Marindvor” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 176, November 1967. P. 8.

147  TKALČIĆ, VLADIMIR: “Na putovima socijalističke muzeologije” in Arhitektura, No. 9 – 10, 1950. Pp. 57 – 60.

148  Gavrilo Princip (1894 – 1918) was a Bosnian Serb who assassinated the Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife Sophie. Princip was member of the group ‘Mlada Bosna’, organization 
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which the exhibition was set leads us to denote this project as the fi rst ideologically stimulated museological architectural project. 

A year after Belgrade convoked the competition on design of the Belgrade City Museum,149 while in a year the fi rst exhibition of socialistically 
ideologically interpreting recalling the National Liberation War, the Partisans and the antifascist movement was opened in Zagreb.  

The fi rst Yugoslav museum which treated the subject of the National Liberation War, i.e. events during World War II, the Museum of the National 
Revolution, was opened within the Art Pavilion in Zagreb (1933 - 1938, Ivan Meštrović, Harald Bilini, Lavoslav Horvat).150 As the Art Pavilion’s 
interior needed to be adjusted to meet the needs of this particular exhibition, a project on its redesign was carried out. Since the new function 
was perceived to be superior to existing division of interior space, the project was ‘very radical’151 in reorganizing the space, since “The architect 
[Vjenceslav Richter], before all, has totally altered old interior space. With interpolation of the new gallery under the former one and connection 
of these galleries with new interior staircase, and with a completely new solution on the problem of illumination, a space was created which had 
almost no connection with the old one.”152 The exposition, comprised of the Partisans’ weapons and tools, photo documentation, drawings, notes 
from meetings, constitutional acts, war maps and propaganda posters from the National Liberation thus absorbed the interior of the Art Pavilion by 
imposing a new discourse upon eclectic neoclassical style.



The erection of memorial artifacts, sculptures, structures and buildings and organization of memorial sites in the beginning of the 1950s outgrew 
into a national spiritual movement, whereas reasons behind encouragement and promotion of commemoration of events, tragedies and victories 

which advocated Bosnian and Herzegovinian independency from the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

149  The jury has awarded two equal prizes to the projects of architect Ratimir Begović and architects Bregovac and Vjencslav Richter. The data taken from: “Rezultat natječaja za izradu 
idejne skice za zgradu Muzeja grada Beograda” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 18, 1954. P. 8.

150  The Art Pavilion in Zagreb, a classical structure constructed around a prefabricated iron skeleton, was built for the purposes of the Millennium Exhibition in Budapest in 1896, from where 
it was transported to Zagreb once the Exhibition fi nished. 

151  “Pred otvorenje Muzeja Narodne revolucije u Zagrebu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 29 -30, 1955. P. 1.

152  Ibid. P. 1. 
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from the Second World War, i.e. National Liberation War are versatile.
If the subject is approached upon Michael de Certeau’s argument that “the principal feature of memory is ‘that it comes from somewhere else, it 
is outside of itself, it moves things about’, and when it ceases to be capable of this alteration, when it becomes fi xed to particular objects, then it 
is in decay;”153 erection of memorials which commemorated victims killed by the Nazi and the Fascist regimes and celebrated Partisan victories, 
can be perceived as a step in enabling individual alleviation and forgetting through collective remembering. The commemorative task of Yugoslav 
memorials thus was completed at very beginning of their erection, as with that deed were ‘satisfi ed’, as Certeau’s termed it, three functions for the 
living: “First they should acknowledge the importance of death and destruction that constituted the sacrifi cial act. Acknowledgment (…) is also an 
acceptance that the violence and suffering took place and will not be forgotten. Secondly, this acceptance of violence takes place in a context where 
it is claimed that something has been gained instead, which is effectively the transformation of a sense of collective loss into an object of devotion 
and passion. Thirdly, the dead are deifi ed as part of that devotional logic in the sense that they become embodied in the idea of the collective. It is 
the role of living to recognize the debt and express a willingness to reciprocate.”154 

From the ideological point of view, the process of erection of memorials and development of memorial sites commemorating events from the 
National Liberation War through embodying tragedies in collective Yugoslav soul, thus should enhance social cohesion among Yugoslav peoples 
so in that way Yugoslav socialist authorities would, as resistance initiators and leaders and people’s soul mates, strengthen their power positions. In 
accordance with the above, studying of memorials and memorial sites erected in Yugoslavia in the period 1945-1990 has to be conducted through 
aesthetical evaluation of their value, as well as through assessment of ideological nature of the whole process of their design, construction and 
erection. 

The fi rst memorials erected almost right after the Second World War were both places for commemoration and sites where political indoctrination 
of Yugoslav masses was conducted. As time passed, commemorative artifi ces and places began to lose the memorial character as “their capacity 
to turn traumatic individual deaths into acts of national celebration and heroic assertions of collective value” (Rowlands, p. 130) was growing, 

153  The citation taken from: FORTY, ADRIAN: “Introduction” in The Art of Forgetting, Ed. by Adrian Forty & Susanne Küchler. Oxford & New York: Berg, 1999. P. 7.

154  The citation taken from: ROWLANDS, MICHAEL. ”Remembering to Forget: Sublimation as Sacrifi ce in War Memorials” in The Art of Forgetting, Ed. by Adrian Forty & Susanne 
Küchler. Oxford & New York: Berg, 1999. P. 144.
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whereas eventually their ideological purpose ultimately became prevalent. Moreover, as a vibrant sacrifi cial ambience characterizes many Yugoslav 
memorials and memorial sites, since they are dedicated to commemorating victims of massive killings and massacres, such an ambience was used 
to generate a ‘socialist religion’ of sorts.  Since religious conviction(s) were not very positively assessed by Yugoslav socialist government although 
individual religious rights were respected, those places had de facto became a substitute to places of religious character as they were conceived 
as a kind of atheist sanctuaries. Moreover, since not many sites and edifi ces of religious character were constructed in this period, devotion for 
erection of memorial sculptures and buildings and development of sites might have been conducted with an intention to recompense missing 
spiritual, religious and dogmatic guidance. Thus, memorials and memorial sites became altars before which large services of national ideological, 
i.e. spiritual enlightenment took place.155    

Regarding memorials erected in this initial period, from architectural aesthetic perspective, and in the context of social and political ambient which 
marked the period after ‘Tito – Stalin split’, most of items were designed in a tedious classical architectural commemorative discourse of cenotaphs, 
combat or victory sculptures and reliefs, and modest memorial parks.156   

Still, political changes that led to the change in cultural ambit challenged the approaches on design of memorials and memorial sites. The change was 
insinuated by Jovan Krunić’s article on memorials-designs, published in 1953 issue of ‘Arhitektura’157 in which Krunić called for an interdisciplinary 
consolidation of architects, sculptors and urbanists in approaching design of, by his words, these ‘complex artifacts’, as he advocated leaving 
behind traditional approaches on sculptural and architectural design of memorials and memorial sites: “Today we can already ask the question of 

155  The data on number of memorials is based upon research of documental and photographic sources on memorials of larger scale and signifi cant artistic nature, for which there was 
available information on authorship and the period of construction.  For that reason, the data does not include memorial items of less artistic value or symbolic importance, such as plaques, 
busts, smaller cenotaphs and memorials and sculptures of heroes. For the same reason, the list does not represent the overall number of erected memorials, buildings and sites in the period, since 
only information with confi rmed authorship, year of construction and eventual photograph was taken into consideration. Therefore, the overall number of here presented statues and sculptures, 
monuments and memorials, buildings and mausoleums, graveyards, parks, complexes, buildings and places, which by personal archive counts approximately 293 items for the complete period 
1945-1990 in reality must be immense. If, the information that approximately 15000 memorial items* of different scale, style, symbolism, is taken into account, importance and value were placed 
all over Yugoslavia through years, the scale and importance of memorial undertaking becomes evident.
* Data taken from  MILENKOVIĆ, DRAGI: “Nesporazumi oko savremenih spomenika kulture” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 10, 1961. P. 3.

156  From 33 items erected in the period 1950 – 1955, only three memorial erections can be distinguish for their singular architectural and spatial design. 

157  KRUNIĆ, JOVAN: “Naši spomenici” in Arhitektura, No. 4, 1953. Pp. 41 – 42.
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expressiveness of a mere sculpture [representing] the subject of people’s uprising. It may be that already today stereotyped expression of one literal 
dynamics is outdated: emphasized movement, raising the hand, one literal striving, as one superfi cial decoration that often was not suitable for the 
purpose, while, moreover, has vulgarized it.”158

Krunić’s call for modern approach in design of commemorative structures, buildings and sites complies with incipience of three signifi cant memorial 
projects: Bogdan Bogdanović’s design for the Memorial to Jewish Victims in Belgrade (1951–1952) and Edvard Ravnikar’s projects on design of 
the Hostages Burial Site at Draga Valley (1952–1953) and the Kampor Memorial Park at Island of Rab (1953–1988). 

Bogdan Bogdanović was one of most prominent Yugoslav architectural fi gures. He demonstrated quite versatility in architectural, sculptural, 
spatial, theorist and philosophical domain with his contributions signifi cantly enhancing architectural profession. Bogdanović, who studied at the 
Faculty of Architecture in Belgrade, during the Second World War joined Yugoslav Partisan Movement and after the War and graduation in 1950 
was appointed teaching assistant (1953) and eventually professor (1964) at the Faculty of Architecture in Belgrade. Soon afterwards he was elected 
for the president of the Yugoslav Union of Architects (1964), the Dean of the Faculty of Architecture (1970), corresponding member of the Serbian 
Academy of Sciences and Arts (1970) and fi nally the Mayor of Belgrade (1982). Eventually, his leftist political views made him oppose nationalist 
politics of 1990 what consequently expelled him to exile in 1993. 

The Memorial to Jewish Victims in Belgrade (Fig. 28)159, placed within the Sephardic’s Cemetery at ‘Novo Groblje’ graveyard in Belgrade, 
was Bogdanović’s fi rst memorial project. “Invited to participate in a limited competition for a monument to the local Jewish victims of the war, 
Bogdanović began studying the metaphysics of Judaism and for the fi rst time discovered a method that allowed him to articulate his long-standing 
fascination with Surrealist art.160 Metaphysics, mythology and symbolism – all inherently related to commemoration – opened a window into the 
collective subconscious and further (…) Surrealism, allowing the movement’s methods to achieve a rare instance of architectural articulation.”161

158 Ibid.  P. 41.
159 Fig. 28: The Memorial to the Jewish Victims in Belgrade (Bogdan Bogdanović, 1951 - 1952). Source: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Con-
dition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 5 

160 Bogdanović described the events that led to his design for the Jewish Memorial in his autobiography: BOGDANOVIĆ, BOGDAN: Ukleti neimar. Feral tribune, Split, 2001. Pp. 93 – 95.

161 KULIĆ, VLADIMIR. PARKER, TIMOTHY: Sanctioning Modernism: Architecture and the Making Postwar Identities. Austin: University of Texas Press, 2014. P. 53. 
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The surrealist language of the Memorial to Jewish Victims is 
refl ected in “abstract architectural forms and archetypal funerary 
symbols.”162 The Memorial to Jewish Victims is quite simple in 
spatial organization, as it consists from only few elements: ashlar 
with a stone pot, processional passage, gate and a sculpture of a 
Menorah. The Memorial is approached by the processional passage, 
‘dromos’163, whose beginning is marked with an ashlar on which a 
stone pot is placed. The passage, surrounded with two walls engraved 
with memorial plaques, in a continuance passes through ‘heavenly 
gates’ which with their form “perhaps also (are) evoking the Biblical 
Tablets of Stone that Moses received at Mt. Sinai164 and in only few 
meters ends with “an iron sculpture of a Menorah.”165 

The simplicity of the Memorial’s spatial scheme compensated 
Bogdanović’s particular archaic referential discourse which 

illustrates surrealist dreamy associations in classical aesthetics. The juxtapositions of times and memories is achieved through a combination of 
elements, materials, textures and details in design of four elements from which the Memorial is composed, such as the passage paved with old 
Jewish gravestones, the gate decorated with “a Star of David and the Hebrew abbreviation of a quote from Samuel I (25:29)”166 from the front side, 

162  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR; MRDULJAŠ, MAROJE: THALER, WOLFGANG: Modernism In-Between: The Mediatory Architecture of Socialist Yugoslavia. Berlin: jovis Verlag GmbH, 2012. 
P. 223.

163  Ibid. P. 223.

164  Ibid. P. 223.

165 LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for 
Conservation, 2013. P. 4. 

166  Ibid. P. 4.

Fig. 28: Th e Memorial to Jewish Victims in Belgrade (Bogdan Boganović, 1951 - 1952)
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and with “an image of hands performing the Priesting Blessing (Nesiat Kapayim) and a Levite pitcher” at the rear side, and “capitals and cornices 
dug out of the rubble of Belgrade’s destroyed buildings” incorporated in the structure of the walls.167 

The design of the Memorial to Jewish Victims in Belgrade discloses Bogdanović’s singular idiosyncratic language, whereas, by his words, an 
abstract philosophy behind his aesthetics was inspired by dualist thinking on a struggle between the good and the evil and the desire to interpret 
one through another in order to deliver the message that life and death are oppositions originating from the same source.168 Another singularity 
of Bogdanović’s language originates from his passion for craftsmanship, traditional materials and construction techniques and his sensibility 
toward vernacular and archaic, which, as Ljiljana Blagojević’s observed, denotes Bogdanović as kind of postmodernist vanguard.169 Nevertheless, 
Bogdanović, as will be confi rmed in continuance through presentation of his numerous projects, was unquestionably (one of) main Yugoslav 
authorities in domain of memorial architecture, as his particular aesthetic discourse not only denoted his memorial works, but moreover infl uenced 
the development of Yugoslav ‘socialist’ memorial discourse altogether. 

For the same reason, equally important are Edvard Ravnikar’s projects for the Hostages Burial Site at Draga Valley and the Memorial Complex 
Kampor at the Island of Rab, both designed in the period 1952-1953. Edvard Ravnikar, who we came to know as a participant sharing the third prize 
award on the competition for the Central Committee building of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia, was Viennese and Plečnik’s student, Le 
Corbusier’s associate in the 1930s and at that time a professor at Faculty of Architecture of Ljubljana (1946–1980). 

The Draga Hostages Burial Site, Ravnikar’s fi rst spatial memorial project, was to be located in Begunje, a Slovenian city in which during the 
Second World War Nazi Gestapo held twelve thousands hundred and thirty-four and executed approximately eight hundred ninety-four hostages, 
on a specifi c place of the execution of one hundred and sixty-one person. Singularity of Ravnikar’s design for the Draga Hostages Burial Site 
is that it was determined not only by the commemorative and ideological nature of the event, but moreover by characteristics of the landscape 

167  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR; MRDULJAŠ, MAROJE, THALER, WOLFGAN Modernism In-Between: The Mediatory Architecture of Socialist Yugoslavia. Berlin: jovis Verlag GmbH, 2012. 
P. 223.
168  MIRLESSE, ALEXANDRE: “Interview with Bogdan Bogdanović” in Notre Europe: Thinking a United Europe/Penser l’unité européene, February 19, 2008. Available at: http://www.
delorsinstitute.eu/011-1514-Interview-with-Bogdan-Bogdanovic-architect-former-mayor-of-Belgrade.html (Accessed October 13, 2015)

169  BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: “Postmodernism in Belgrade Architecture: Between Cultural Modernity and Societal Modernization” in Spatium, No. 14, 2011. Pp. 23 – 29.
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in which the event took place. In order to not to distort the 
harmony of the landscape Ravnikar merely separated the 
memorial site from the background by enclosing it with a stone 
drywall, a traditional constructive element characteristic for the 
area. In the enclosed site, whose entrance is accentuated with 
a concrete monument, Ravnikar’s placed triangular platforms 
which either form groups or are set in lines, in accordance 
with spatial characteristics of the site. On the other hand, with 
such alienation of platforms, which singly represent tombs, 
Ravnikar’s symbolically interpreted hostages’ killings, whether 
they were executed individually or in groups (Fig. 29)170. 

However, the simplicity of horizontal organization of the 
Memorial was compromised with placement of the monument 
to the National Liberation War in form of a triangular obelisk at 
the entrance and a bronze sculpture of a hostage, work of Boris 
Kalin, within the site. The sculpture, which depicts a man who 
spreads his arms as wings highlights a symbolic nature of the 

site, so unpretentiously delivered by the Ravnikar’s design. 

Ravnikar’s intention to merge history with natural ambience further was elaborated in the design for the Memorial Complex Kampor at the Island 
of Rab. The Memorial Complex Kampor was erected on the location of a Fascist concentration camp. The camp, operating between July 1942 and 
September 1943, imprisoned approximately seven thousand civilians from nearby Slovenian and Croatian areas and among them approximately two 

170  Fig. 29: The Draga Hostages Burial Site in Begunje (Edvard Ravnikar, 1952 - 1953). Source: B.M: “Nekaj misli o spoemenikih NOB” in Arhitekt, No. 2, 1960. P. 32.

Fig. 29: Th e Draga Hostages Burial Site in Begunje (Edvard Ravnikar, 1952 - 1953)
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thousand and seven hundred Jews. The signing of the Armistice of Cassibile171 on 
3 September 1943 was followed with and upraise within the camp. Upraise, which 
occurred on 13 September 1943, resulted with escape of approximately two hundred 
Jews, who later joined the Partisans. As Jewish prisoners escaped, whose number 
eventually increased to one thousand seven hundred and fi fty people, participated 
in liberation of Rab and surrounding areas, their brave venture and contribution in 
liberation of occupied territories, on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the 
Camp’s liberation, was commemorated with the initiative to open the Memorial 
Complex in which the location of the camp and burial places of killed prisoners 
would be marked. 

The Memorial Complex Kampor’s main characteristic is inscription of history into 
the landscape from which that same history arose. Kampor’s design characterized 
several dichotomies, coming from an opposing character of events that there took 
place: bad and good, black and white, tragedy and heroism, light and shadow, private 
and public, local and universal, past and present. These dualisms are reconciled 
with Ravnikar’s mediatory architecture through which, by balancing archaic and 
modern, vernacular and monumental (Curtis, p. 38), natural and artifi cial, stillness 
and movement, a unique ambient in which emotional states oscillate between silent 
sorrow and strong longing for happiness of the better world were created. 

The creation of the Complex, by assessment of William J. R. Curtis, who in the 
paper “Abstraction and Representation: The Memorial Complex at Kampor, on the 

171  The Armistice of Cassibile was a peace agreement signed between the Kingdom of Italy and the Allied Forces.

Fig. 30: Th e spatial plan of the Memorial Complex Kampor in Rab 
(Edvard Ravnikar, 1953 - 1988)
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Island of Rab (1952 – 3) by Edvard Ravnikar”172 minutely studied Complex’s spatial organization (Fig. 30)173, design and symbolical attributes, 
was approached through modernist interpretation of necropolis’ scheme or on a basis of “a possible interpretation of Dalmatian town plan with its 
gates, central street, squares and stone walls.” (Curtis, p. 40) The transposition and translation of universal archaic codes and symbols in modern, 
abstract language was based upon Ravnikar’s correlation of “Le Corbusier, Vienna, Italian Rationalism, abstract painting, German aesthetics and 
social ethos of emancipation” (Curtis, p. 44). 

In creation of such an ambiance Ravnikar worked with “basic and essential architectural ideas: walls, openings, platforms, slabs, a procession, 
controlled views. It also meant using light, shade, proportion, material and scale to conjure an emotional reaction in the observe” and “basic types 
such as the platform, the ceremonial gateway or the ritual space with columns, [which] are here transformed.” (Curtis, p. 36) With lining up and 
permeation of basic elements delivered in minimalistic aesthetics Ravnikar created ‘a movement’ which became “central to the concept” (Curtis, 
p. 36) as with the design Ravnikar managed to move the memory through the landscape.

The Complex, surrounded by walls, is approached through the perforated iron doors which, by Curtis, “have a markedly fortifi ed appearance, not 
unlike a bunker” (Curtis, p. 34), and thus, at the mere entrance, a visitor is being reminded of the ambient of a concentration camp. When the door 
is passed, visitor is brought to the entrance plateau delimited with stone walls built of local stone upon traditional constructive method. The walls, 
in their core walled with roughly processed stone with edges precisely hewn, direct the view toward “a massive stone cylinder on a receding base, 
an object vaguely suggesting an Antique funerary urn” which “contains samples of soil gathered from the points of origin of prisoners buried in the 
cemetery” (Curtis, p. 36). Approaching the urn, the view is opened to burial places and a distant obelisk. Next to the urn, on the left, two halved 
classical columns are placed with coat of arms of Croatia and Slovenia engraved on their face and reverse. Behind the columns a low stone bench 
is cornered in the wall opening. Through this zigzag walkway between entrance elements Ravnikar leads a visitor to a place where the processional 
passage begins, which Curtis nominated as a “promenade architecturale”, “ancient ‘sacred way, or even a river: a latter-day version, perhaps, of the 
River Styx” (Curtis, p. 36 and 38). The processional passage passes along rows of burial places marked by low gravestones. On the point where 

172  CURTIS, WILLIAM, J. R.: “Abstraction and Representation: The Memorial Complex at Kampor, on the Island of Rab (1952 – 3) by Edvard Ravnikar” in Edvard Ravnikar: Architect 
and Teacher, Ed. by Aleš Vodopivec & Rok Žnidaršić. Vienna: Springer Verlag, 2010
173  Fig. 30: The spatial plan of the Memorial Complex Kampor in Rab (Edvard Ravnikar, 1953 - 1988). Source: “The Rab Memorial Complex, Kampor, Island of Rab, Croatia” in Edvard 
Ravnikar: Architect and Teacher, Ed. by Aleš Vodopivec & Rok Žnidaršić. Vienna: Springer Verlag, 2010. P. 104.
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the passage changes direction Ravnikar created the main plateau, 
intended to serve the commemorative events. The plateau is marked 
by high obelisk which joins with horizon, thus pointing out to the sky 
to which the souls of the death have risen (Fig. 31)174.

The oscillation between death and life becomes more emphasized 
further down a path, where, as Curtis explained: “This feeling for 
ritualistic structure is given full expression in the curved ‘shelter’ 
covered by a parabolic stone vault discovered further down the path 
to the left. Offi cially known as the ‘Museum’ (Fig. 32)175, this building 
suggests a vaguely defi ned sacral function. As on the entry platform, 
a change in direction is engendered by a controlled meander, this time 
between walls - not the only time at Rab where one recalls an ancient 
labyrinth. One descends to a slightly lower level by means of steps. 
The vaulted, parabolic structure is a tour-de-force, with its slender 
facets of dressed stone, its polygonal ribs and its angled legs lifting 
the structure free of the ground. It reads as a graceful, curved plane 

fl oating in space. It is in fact held together without mortar. The angled ribs do the main structural work, the stone facets of the arches being clipped 
together by means of lead clamps. Lateral stability is assured by three steel cables which cut through the roof transversally and are covered by 
stone caps where they protrude at the edges of the roof (...). The light creeps in from the side and bathes the underside of the pale, amber colored 
stone. The curve is fl atter than would be the case with a traditional masonry vault. The resulting space is calm and serene: it is made for meditation” 
(Curtis, p. 42 – 43).

174 Fig. 31: Perspective of the Memorial Complex Kampor at Rab. Source: CURTIS, WILLIAM, J. R.: “Abstraction and Representation: The Memorial Complex at Kampor, on the Island of 
Rab (1952 – 3) by Edvard Ravnikar” in Edvard Ravnikar: Architect and Teacher, Ed. by Aleš Vodopivec & Rok Žnidaršić. Vienna: Springer Verlag, 2010. P. 33. 
175 Fig. 32: The exterior and the interior of the “Museum’s” structure in the Memorial Complex Kampor. Source: “Th e Rab Memorial Complex, Kampor, Island of Rab, Croatia” in Edvard 
Ravnikar: Architect and Teacher, Ed. by Aleš Vodopivec & Rok Žnidaršić. Vienna: Springer Verlag, 2010. Pp. 116 and 119.

Fig. 31: Perspective of the Memorial Complex Kampor at Rab
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The large mosaic, painted on the slightly curved forefront stonewall of the Museum, work of Marij Pregelj, depictures skeletons of two prisoners, 
one enchained and other with a bowed head, in front of colorful images of animals and houses, and in such a way accentuates the dichotomous 
nature of the event, tragic and victorious.

On the opposite of the mosaic two stone troughs are placed, which by Curtis: “Initially (…) contained relics from the concentration camp such as 
a whip used on the prisoners by the prison guards. But in this case there is the suggestion of ‘a sort of altar which does not belong to any religion’. 
In fact, the two cylindrical stone receptacles on slender bases evoke baptismal fonts Ravnikar’s allusion on “a new beginning, a baptism of the new 
society, a resurrection after a period of disaster and despair” (Curtis, p. 43). 

Fig. 32: The exterior and the interior of the “Museum’s” structure in the Memorial Complex Kampor
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“When one continues further down the path towards the end of the complex one comes across a curious, curved collective grave next to a long low 
stone structure with angled ends.” These two abstract, simple, but yet powerful forms are created “upon the idea of a fl at burial mound, not unlike 
an ancient Egyptian ‘mastaba” and eventually are “evoking the feeling of hidden human presences.” As the passage descends, through the opening 
in the wall a view on the see and the horizon is given. With this fi nal element, Ravnikar underlined the message that liberty is more worthy than 
sad feelings (Curtis, p. 46).

The concept of salvation is precisely what connotes a religious aspect of Yugoslav memorials. The message that ‘liberty was worth the sacrifi ce’ 
was not only ideologically, but also spiritually enlightened. And in reverse ˗ the spiritual enlightenment served for the homogenization of Yugoslav 
peoples, as those were to gather around the common sacrifi ce. As time passed by and individual memory of individual sacrifi ces and losses was 
disappearing, collective reminiscence was gaining importance. For that reason, in the forthcoming period, a number of projects of memorials and 
memorial sites was hurriedly increasing as political and economic progress gave the government an opportunity to offer people new places for 
spiritual solace. 

In that sense, the signifi cance of Bogdanović and Ravnikar’s designs for the Memorial to Jewish Victims, the Draga Hostages Burial Site and the 
Memorial Complex Kampor is immense, as from that moment memorials on the National Liberation War, i.e. World War II events, losses, tragedies 
and victories were no longer conceived as static elements. If memory was to become symbolical, ritual and metaphysical substitute for religion, we 
no longer talk about preservation of memory, but about its construction, what in terms of architectural and spatial design of memorial sculptures, 
buildings and sites signifi es that accent was transferred from depiction and storytelling of the events to creation of the ambience and ‘memorial 
experience’.
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The period from 1956 until 1965 was a period of stability and progress of the Yugoslav state in economic, social and cultural terms. The policy of 
non-alignment marked the epoch that began with Stalin’s death in 1953 and consequent ‘reconciliation’ with the Soviet authorities. In international 
terms this meant an openness of the state borders both towards the West and the East, and especially the South where the affi liation to the Non-
Aligned Movement (1961), whose foundation was, among others, initiated by Yugoslav authorities, enabled an economic expansion of Yugoslavia 
to Asian and African countries. In this way Yugoslavia succeeded in “maintaining friendly relations with all states, regardless of their political and 
economic systems,” (Sudetic, p. 55) what, despite modest internal economic developments enabled certain economic progress in the beginning 
of the 1960s. However, the period of prosperity did not last long, as already in 1962 Yugoslavia entered recession. In order to forestall the effects 
of recession “between 1964 and 1967, the assembly reduced the role of the state in economic management and created the legislative foundation 
of marked socialism” (Sudetic, p. 51), an economic approach which introduced worker-managed enterprises. The self-management policy was 
induced in ‘The 1963 Constitution’ and it became more than mere economic reform since, through creation of “local councils on education and 
culture, social welfare, public health, and political administration” (Sudetic, p. 51), the reform seized the overall social sphere. The approach, 
followed by ‘the Economic Reform of 1965’ however, strengthened economic performances while at the same time slightly reducing investments 
in the constructional domain.  

Economic reforms followed the political ones. ‘The 1963 Constitution’ introduced new package of reforms which were based upon the idea of 
further centralization of statehood powers in order to respond to the appearing regional and national outvoting and confl icts. However, “Other 
provisions of the new Constitution increased decentralization instead of reducing it. Tito retained his position as the President of the Federation 
but renounced his state position as the President of the Federal Executive Council, a change that further separated party and state functions. 
The 1963 Constitution also introduced the concept of rotation, [while] other notable provisions extended human and civil rights and established 
constitutionally guaranteed court procedures.” (Curtis, p. 174).  
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In architectural domain, decentralization of political power refl ected on the process of representativeness through construction of governmental 
buildings, whereas endeavors to recuperate and straighten subnational, i.e. ethnical political and cultural identities resulted with increase of 
constructed governmental buildings accommodating institutions of the republics. At the same time, an effort was made to fulfi ll plans on erecting 
three main representational symbols of Yugoslav socialist identity, since shortly after the completion of construction of the Federal Executive 
Council Palace the fi nal design for the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building was adopted. As in 1963 the project of 
the construction of the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building in Belgrade was accepted, the process on construction of Yugoslav governmental 
emblems was defi nitively closed, since from 1965 erected state’s governmental buildings no longer had representative character. Simultaneously, 
the dream to convert New Belgrade into the capital of new, socialist Yugoslavia was abandoned and new spatial developments reduced the new 
capital to a new modernist residential settlement in Belgrade’s suburb.176 

At the same time the memorial programme continued being used for homogenization of Yugoslav peoples and nations. During the period 1956–1965 
three of most prominent names of Yugoslav memorial architecture: Bogdan Bogdanović, Miodrag Živković and Dušan Džamonja, together with 
their no less noticeable colleagues of all profi les: architects, sculptors, urbanists of different national and ethnical background: Anutn Augustinčić, 
Belizar Bahorić, Zdenko Kalacio, Kosta Angeli Radovani, Vojin Bakić, Ante Gržetić, Frano Kršinić, Drago Tršar, Mirko Ostoja, Vanja Radauš, Ivan 
Sabolić, Đorđe Andrejević Kun, Drago Đurović, Aleksandar Zarin, Sreten Stojanović, Svetislav Ličina, Prvoslav Janković, Ranko Radović, Jovan 
Slodatović, Vojin Stojić, Aleksandar Zarin, Jordan Grabuloski, Borka Avramova, Jakob Savinšek, Slavko Tihec, Bogoljub Krupjel, Janez Boljka, 
Zdenko Kalin, Stojan Batič, Janez Lenasi, etc. have designed more than sixty grand memorials and memorial sites all over Yugoslav territories. 
Similarly, exhibition projects for commemoration of the Revolution, the National Liberation War, the Partisans and Marshal Tito’s achievements 
resulted with fi rst designs and constructions of museums of ideological character. 

The modernist discourse was prevailing in design of representative buildings and sites. The confi rmation that modernist discourse complies with 
Yugoslav socialist representational needs was given by Josip Broz Tito’s allocution on the occasion of the fi fteenth anniversary of opening of 
manufactory ‘Ivo Lola Ribar’ in Belgrade in 1963, whereas by stating: “We must build and create something new. We should go somewhat bolder 
and more contemporary forward and already now design the capital of our whole community, so it could in every aspect be modern, beautiful, 

176  See: BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: Novi Beograd – Osporeni modernizam. Belgrade: Zavod za udžbenike: Arhitektonski fakultet Univerziteta & Zavod za zaštitu spomenika, 2007. 
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healthy, and functionally good (…). I am for the modern way of construction of houses and apartments. It is understood that we should broaden 
as much as the quilt is long, especially when it is winter. But, it could be built both better and cheaper.”177 Tito arguably and manifestly advocated 
modernist approach in the implementation of the socialist program. Thus, during the period 1965–1974 architecture and construction became 
means which should confi rmed that Yugoslavia was on the road of modernization while its authorities strived to use the process for people’s 
homogenization around the idea of achieving progress by joint forces. 



The search for an appropriate design for the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building, later named the Socio-Political 
Organizations Palace, after the dismissal of the 1947 competition proposals and subsequent modifi ed entries, was continued with the convocation 
of short competition in 1959 which resulted with awarding the assignment to the architectural offi ce ‘Stadion’ and the team lead by Mihailo 
Janković,178 the architect who in the meantime redesigned the project for the Federal Executive Council Palace. The building, which by the 
propositions of the competition, was to be placed in the nearby location, more to the inland of the previously concerned one, by Janković’s proposal 
was to be composed from the skyscraper, designed upon postulates of the International style: simple spatial grid was brought up with reinforced 
concrete structure and fashioned with a suspended glass façade, and a lower elliptically (UFO) shaped conference hall building. In demonstration 
of a defi nitive commitment to the best achievements of modernist discourse, Janković interpreted Mies van der Rohe’s ideas by resembling his 
designs of high-rise buildings of the Seagram Offi ces and the Lever House in New York in the design of the skyscraper, whilst the design of the 
lower facility resembled Oscar Niemeyer’s ideas for the National Congress of Brazil building in Brasilia179 (Fig. 33)180. However, the lower edifi ce 
disappeared from the design once the main design was developed (Fig. 34)181. Thus, only the skyscraper remained accommodating and representing 

177  “U povodu smrti druga Tita” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 324 - 325, Zagreb, 1980. P. 5.

178          The competition entry, besides Janković, was signed by Dušan Milenkovć and Mirjana Marijanović, as members of the design team within the architectural offi ce ‘Stadion’ from Belgrade. 
In the process of project development, Marijanović no longer participated in the project, while Milan Krstić was introduced as a structural engineer who enhanced the constructive part of the design. 

179  “Zgrada društvenih organizacija u Novom Beogradu – Centralni komitet SKJ” in Arhitektura Urbanizam No. 44, 1967. P. 19.
180 Fig 33: Mihailo Janković’s sketch for the Socio-Political organizations Palace. Source: “Zgrada društvenih organizacija u Novom Beogradu – Centralni komitet SKJ” in Arhitektura 
Urbanizam No. 44, 1967. P. 18.
181 Fig. 34: View on the Socio-Political Organizations building from Lenin’s Boulevard, now Mihajlo Pupin’s Boulevard. Source: “Zgrada društvenih organizacija u Novom Beogradu – 
Centralni komitet SKJ” in Arhitektura Urbanizam No. 44, 1967. P. 19.
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the League of Communist of Yugoslavia, the organization that, 
as the skyscraper itself, only appeared to be a consolidated 
structure. 

The tallest building both in Belgrade and the State,182 by the 
project, was supposed to be coated with a suspended glass 
façade. However, in the process of construction of the Socio-
Political Organizations Palace the structure was developed with 
the grid of aluminum disguised pillars (with reinforced concrete 
core) set in the width of the opening, what in appearance gave 
an illusion of a glass façade.183

Ljiljana Blagojević, in her analysis184 of New Belgrade’s 
modernism, argues that this structural solution was product of 
deliberate thinking on technical and aesthetic performances 

of the building, whereas Blagojević established connection with Alison and Peter Smithson’s  -project for the Economist building in London 
(Blagojević, p. 170 – 171). From this comparison follows Blagojević’s argument that coating of pillars of the Social-Political Organizations 
Palace with aluminum lining is similar to Smithson’s coating of the Economist building’s pillars with aluminum profi les and Portland stone. Since 
Smithson’s technical solution emanated from an attempt to fi nd a solution on maintenance aspects, she departed from an assumption that: “We may 
assume that coating of the pillars with aluminum profi les on CP building, in a completely different way, but in same logical tone, might be perceived 
principally as solution of signifi cance, but at the same time of appearance, maintenance and insulation inconveniences of the cast concrete structure 

182  By Vladimir Kulić, the given statement is attributed to Aleksandar Ranković. Kulić took the quote from: DŽADŽIĆ, TOMA: “Predskazanja: Milić rušio, Kavaja robijao” in NIN, July 
15, 1999. See: KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: Land of the In-Between: Modern Architecture and the State in Socialist Yugoslavia, 1945 – 65. PhD Diss. Austin: University of Texas, 2009. Pp. 282 – 283.

183  TRBOJEVIĆ, RANKO: “Zid-zavesa i njegova primena u Beogradu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 44, 1967, Pp. 3 – 9.

184  BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: Novi Beograd – Osporeni modernizam. Belgrade: Zavod za udžbenike: Arhitektonski fakultet Univerziteta & Zavod za zaštitu spomenika, 2007. Pp. 170

Fig. 33: Mihailo Janković’s sketch for the Socio-Political Organizations Palace
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on the façade” (Blagojević, p. 170 – 171). 

However, if Smithson’s constructive and technical approach resulted from a prior 
refl ection on the building’s aesthetic appearance, which required accentuated concrete 
structure on the façade, there is no argument for establishing such a conclusion 
regarding the constructive solution for the Socio-Political Organizations Palace, since 
we have to have in mind that the original design did not have an intention to expose 
building’s structure, but to cover it with a glass façade. 

Contrary to Blagojević, Vladimir Kulić advocates that a constructive solution of 
the building façade represents discrepancy between imagined society and society’s 
real capacities,185 since the material status of Yugoslav society and the state of 
development of Yugoslav construction industry in that period, by Kulić’s thesis, was 
what prejudiced the incapability to deliver the wished technical design. In support of 
Kulić’s thesis go concerns of Yugoslav architects and engineers, given in number of 
articles published on the subject in ‘Arhitektura’ and ‘Čovjek i prostor’ indicating that 
modest constructive and technological capacities of Yugoslav construction industry 
delimitated their creative potentials. Moreover, as something similar happened, at least 
in the process of construction of Museum of Revolution in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
whereas the provisioned steel frameworks and panels were replaced with wooden ones 
coated with or painted as steel,186 Kulić’s thesis that the constructive solution for the 
Socio-Political Organizations Palace is more a product of technological incompetence 

which illustrates social and ideological discrepancy between a delusional image and real capacities of the State seems to be more accurate than 

185  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: Land of the In-Between: Modern Architecture and the State in Socialist Yugoslavia, 1945 – 65. PhD Diss. Austin: University of Texas, 2009. Pp. 284 – 285.

186  From the author’s interview with Boris Magaš and Edo Šmidihen, Zagreb 2013. 

Fig. 34: View on the Socio-Political Organizations building from 
Lenin’s Boulevard, now Mihajlo Pupin’s Boulevard.
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Blagojević’s assessment. 

Last governmental building of representative character erected in 
this period accommodated another important Yugoslav institution ˗ 
Yugoslav Peoples Army’s head offi ces. The project on construction of 
Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building in Belgrade, one of Yugoslav 
modernist emblems that eventually became a symbol of armed 
confl icts in Yugoslav territories between 1990 and 2000, was initiated 
in 1954. However, the completion of construction in 1963 signalized 
the end of the process of representation of Yugoslav national and 
ideological imaginary through erection of governmental emblems.

As plans for development of the new capital of New Belgrade were 
abandoned, the Army’s General Staff building was to be located in 
the ‘old Belgrade’s’ governmental district, on the crossroad of two 
main streets - Kneza Miloša and Nemanjina Street (Fig. 35)187. In 

accordance to the building’s positioning, Nikola Dobrović developed a unique organizational scheme with creation of void ‘bridging’ two sides of 
Nemanjina Street. Thus, the complex was to be composed of two nine fl oors high structures visually appearing to be symmetrically mirrored (even 
though the right structure, accentuated with the tower, is longer than the left one), located on each side of the street and connected with the void 
appearing among them. The gap created in the middle of the assembly is emphasized with arrangement of the structures in a form of cantilevered 
reversed pyramids, symmetrically counterpoised one to the other. Within the void opens a kind of a passage on whose end, however, no new 
material world is to be found ˗ as the Nemanjina Street continues its dialectical scheme. 

Dobrović elucidated his design in the article “Space in Motion – Bergson’s ‘Dynamic Schemes’ – The New Visual Environment” published in the 

187 Fig. 35: Th e situation plan of the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff  building in Belgrade. Source: DOBROVIĆ, NIKOLA: “Pokrenutost prostora – Bergsonove ‘Dinamičke sheme’ – nova 
likovna sredina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 100, Zagreb, 1960. P. 10.

Fig. 35: Th e situation plan of the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff  building in Belgrade
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100th issue of ‘Čovjek i prostor’188 whereas he clarifi ed how the unique contraposition of structures emanated from his endeavor to create a “new 
spatial environment [which characterizes] brand new architectonics, consciously sculptured with agility of all kinds of plastic elements.” (Dobrović, 
p. 10). In Dobrović’s words, the arrangement of the assembly originates from an effort to put space in a living motion upon Henry Bergson’s ideas. 

Bergson’s theory on ‘dynamics of life’, presented in the book “The Creative Evolution” (1967)189 is based on presumption that life is in constant 
transformation and that the transformation derives from a human natural creative impulse, but that practical necessities of the human body and 
already adopted modes of knowledge challenge the natural strive for evolution. These two diverging tendencies Bergson identifi ed as instinct and 
intelligence, whereas the gap created in between these two opposing pursuits prevents humans to attain the essence of life. In order to bridge such 
human hopelessness Bergson introduced the term intuition, a creative impulse acting as a link between instinct and intelligence that, through the 
process of gaining of true knowledge enables rejoining the essence of life.

Having in mind Bergson’s theory, ‘dynamic scheme’ signifi es a movement, a progress per se achieved through the act of transition from one 
form to another. Accordingly, the moment, as a particle of movement, is not considered as determined, stagnant element, but as a sequence that 
constitutes and thus simultaneously refl ects a totality of the whole. Dobrović interpreted Bergson’s theory to architectural discourse as an intention 
for achieving “a new visual order based upon living motion of plastic elements, indication a completely new kind of architectonic of the space” 
(Dobrović, p. 10) whereas, with an alternation of solid and empty, introduction of the void as a spatial element (while the void is not a disruption 
of the continuity, but quite opposite, a crucial component of the structure which connects static elements and puts them in motion), Dobrović 
intended to create a cinematographic experience of architecture. In such a concept the void should operate as ‘interspace’, a pause (as in music) 
that enables accentuation of physicality of the structure and thus give it ultimate form and meaning. In this endeavor Dobrović’s design strived to 
facilitate a “transition of artistically processed substance into a spatial energy,” (Dobrović, p. 10) whereas the fl ow of energy would be facilitated 
through establishing continuity of the movement in the space-time relation, i.e. a continuity of movement’s duration. As a result, Dobrović no 
longer perceived space as three, but four-dimensional, whereas achieving the fourth dimension was for Dobrović the main task in architecture190 

188  DOBROVIĆ, NIKOLA: “Pokrenutost prostora – Bergsonove ‘Dinamičke sheme’ – nova likovna sredina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 100, Zagreb, 1960. Pp. 10 – 11.

189  BERGSON, HENRI: La evolución creador. Barcelona: Planeta – Agostini, 1985.

190  The theoretical consideration in the article is accompanied with several schemes of the General Staff building on which Dobrović intended to visually explain the concept.
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(Fig. 35)191.

But, as Vladimir Kulić remarked, Dobrović’s self-interpretation of the Army’s General Staff building 
design through application of Bergson’s theory faces several obstacles, since Dobrović “combined 
things that did not exactly belong together in their original contexts” (Kulić, p. 269); what by Kulić’s 
interpretation implies that “It is questionable how correctly Dobrović understood Bergson’s ideas. A 
good example are his references to cinematography. The architect compares space in motion ˗ a chain 
of dynamic connections between solids and voids ˗ with the way a fi lm strip arranges snapshots into 
sequences: ‘The new urbanized person, ‘homo spacious,’ [is] trained to observe and experience the 
city as a color fi lm (macrofi lm) on the cinemascope of urban prospects.’ Obviously, for Dobrović, the 
cinematographic metaphor was a desirable aspect of architecture ˗ so much so that he used it as the 
motto of his text. But Bergson actually argued against the ‘cinematographic character of knowledge’ 
as a mere approximation of reality. It seems that Dobrović and Bergson spoke about completely 
different things: the former about ‘cinematographic perception’ similar to a camera registering its 
own movement through space, the latter about ‘cinematographic cognition’ as a collection of discrete 
‘snapshots’ of reality. The architect probably appropriated only the philosopher’s terminology and 
used it to reiterate completely unrelated ideas about the cinematic quality of fl owing space, which had 
been a commonplace in modern architecture since the 1930s” (Kulić, p. 261).
If Dobrović’s attempt to give conceptual background to his design might be inaccurate in translation 
of Bergson’s theoretical hypothesizes, then his attempt to attach symbolical meaning to the Army’s 
General Staff building is even more fragile. The symbolical interpretation is given in the same article, 
printed in small letters (a short text is placed below the schemes) whereas in the fi rst paragraph of the 
text Dobrović described the symbolic nature of the building: “The Army’s General Staff buildings 
(DSZPNO) are carriers of all essential features of one defi ant and combative people, from the upraising 

191 Fig. 36: Dobrović’s interpretation on application of Begrson’s “dynamic scheme” on the Army’s General Staff  building design. Source: DOBROVIĆ, NIKOLA: “Pokrenutost prostora – 
Bergsonove ‘Dinamičke sheme’ – nova likovna sredina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 100, Zagreb, 1960. P. 10.

Fig. 36: Dobrović’s interpretation on application 
of Begrson’s “dynamic scheme” on the Army’s 
General Staff  building design
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– with organic effl ux from the ground – till the buckling up 
to rugged heights and impassable cliffs. The power, the zest, 
the courage, are embodied in the prance of plastic masses like 
chariots”; while in the second he brings the symbolic content 
to the source: ‘A builder has broken a piece of the mountain in 
which the fi eriest and most fateful battle of to be or not to be 
of the Yugoslav peoples was led, and their visually enriched 
cliffs moved into the center of the capital. An urban symbol 
of Sutjeska was formed on both sides of Nemanjina Street in 
a new spatial ton of ‘artistic Eroica’” (Dobrović, p. 10) (Fig. 
37)192.

In June 1943, the cliffs of the Sutjeska Mountain were the place of a decisive battle between the Partisans and the Axis Powers forces in the 
operation known as ‘the Fifth Offensive’, whereas in resistance to Axis’ attacks the Partisans broke the hoop and thus banished their forces from 
the southeastern Bosnia and Herzegovina. The accomplishment eventually became a nationally celebrated victory, interpreted in stories, poems and 
other works of art, from which most known is the popular blockbuster “The Battle of Sutjeska” (1973, Stipe Delić) in which, alongside national fi lm 
stars, well known international actors and moviemakers also participated: actors Richard Burton (as Josip Broz Tito), Irene Papas, Günter Meisner, 
music composer Mikis Theodorakis and editor Roberto Perpignani). 

Having in mind great ideological signifi cance of the Sutjeska Battle, no wonder that Dobrović wanted to attach symbolical nature to the design 
of the Army’s General Staff building. But, as Kulić again well observed, since symbolical nature was ‘literally’ taped to the interpretation (which 
explained the concept of design of the Army’s General Staff building through postulates of Bergson’s theory) Dobrović’s representative version in 
Yugoslav architectural and theoretical circles was disregarded as unsubstantial, as it was unconditionally endorsed by the general public. (Kulić, 
pp. 255 – 270).

192 Fig. 37: Dobrović’s interpretation of the Army’s General Staff  building’s symbolic nature. Source: DOBROVIĆ, NIKOLA: “Pokrenutost prostora – Bergsonove ‘Dinamičke sheme’ – 
nova likovna sredina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 100, Zagreb, 1960. P. 10.

Fig. 37: Dobrović’s interpretation of the Army’s General Staff  building’s symbolic nature



124

Aside the interpretation, Dobrović’s design for the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building (Fig. 37)193 remains celebrated as one of the greatest 
achievements of Yugoslav modern ‘representative’ architecture. But there, we might consider if Dobrović’s design might be assessed in the 
same time as postmodernist. Such questionability emanates from Dobrović’s referencing to Gothic architecture when explaining “coincidence of 
structural and visual living motion of architectonic” (Dobrović, p. 11). There, Dobrović exampled Gothic architecture as the best illustration of the 
paradigm of a living motion, while he at the same time assessed how “Bergson’s ‘dynamic schemes’” enable conscious overcoming of a limitation 
of Renaissance perspective and Baroque extension of sight, reduced to beforehand predetermined directions of the composition, on linear stringing 
of images and ideas” (Dobrović, p. 11). Hence, Dobrović’s endeavor to put structure in motion can be related to Gothic and Baroque endeavor to 
achieve the same by decoration and ornamentation of exterior and/or interior. In other words, Dobrović’s creation of a void which in essence had no 
structural, but decorative role, might be assessed as his search for a substance of the decorativeness which he perceived as motional by nature. This 
intention perhaps designates Dobrović as postmodernist predecessor since his attempt gives us motive to approach his work as organic in nature 

193 Fig. 37: Yugoslav Army’s General Staff  building in Belgrade (Nikola Dobrović, 1954 - 1963). Source: “Nikola Dobrović u povodu Oktobarske nagrade” in Čovjek i pros-
tor, No. 116, November 1962. P. 1.

Fig. 37: Yugoslav Army’s General Staff  building in Belgrade (Nikola Dobrović, 1954 - 1963)
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while reading it in postmodernist manner.

Nevertheless, the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building remains celebrated as one of the masterpieces of the second half of the 20th century 
architecture on Yugoslav territories altogether, whereas we might consider that with its construction ‘Yugoslav architecture’ reached late modernist/
early postmodernist phase and also closed the period which characterized strong representative and ideological architectonical impulse. Therefore, 
this emblematic edifi ce remains to be, not only architectural heritage of a special value, but a particular ideological legacy denoting completion of 
the process of construction of Yugoslav socialist identity by architectural means.  



Recovering and reconstructing subnational and sub-ethnic identities gained importance as enthusiasm on construction of supranational Yugoslav 
identity was dying out, so in between 1956 and 1965, the search for ethnical and religious political confi rmation was directed towards organization 
of political institutions at the levels of republics. Such endeavor was also refl ected in the architectural domain whereas the construction of two 
institutional buildings in two biggest Yugoslav republics: the Croatian League of Communist Central Committee building in Zagreb and the 
Executive Council of Serbia building in Belgrade illustrated the shift of direction of interior politics. 

Both buildings were built upon approximately same ideological and symbolic premises: to represent Croatian or Serbian national, as ethical and 
religious uniqueness and preserve particularities of their cultural identities through demonstration of their political independency. The above can 
be illustrated with a symbolic reading of the design of Croatian League of Communist Central Committee building, whereas representativeness of 
the building popularly known as ‘Kockica’ (The Little Cube) emanates from the symbolic interpretation of one of the most important symbols of 
Croatian statehood, the coat of arms composed of red and white squares, i.e. cubes. 
Ivan Vitić, who won the fi rst second prize in the competition called in 1961, designed ‘Kockica’ (1963-1968). The building was to be located on 
spatially and architecturally unconstrained terrain on the western part of the left bank of the river Sava, whereas the east side was reserved for the 
Croatian Executive Council building, though never erected. Two buildings, by the regulation plan located within ‘Cvjetno naselje’ (Floral Village), 
a residential neighborhood, were intended to connect the city center with new residential zones of (New) Zagreb. Hence, the design of the Croatian 
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LC Central Committee building was asked to harmonize 
its representative character with a residential atmosphere 
of the neighborhood in which the building was to be 
constructed.194 Regarding the organizational scheme of 
the building the competition suggested that “it should be 
taken care that the building is internally adaptable, i.e. that 
the interior layout can be easily and simply modifi ed with 
lightweight prefabricated partitions” whilst, concerning 
its character, instructing that “the building should be 
designed as a modern, functional building with reinforced 
concrete structure and use of new materials.”195

Ivan Vitić, likewise Boris Čipan and Petar Muličovski196 who were also awarded with the second prize, moved away from offering the well-known 
scheme of horizontal drawn-out form with accented vertical structure by presenting the design which envisioned the building as a ten-store cube 
structure placed on an elongated three-store horizontal pedestal, to which a slanting roofed entrant annex was leaned onto (Fig. 38)197. However, 
the lateral annex was removed in the process of project’s redesign and building’s construction and the entrance area was transferred to a horizontal 
structure, which, in addition, intended to accommodate conference halls, a restaurant, library and administrative premises, utilities and service 
rooms.

The main structure was developed as a concrete grid formed around the reinforced concrete core, whereas a collocation of concrete or steel 

194  “Natječaj za izradu idejnog rješenja zgrade Centralnog komiteta Saveza komunista Hrvatske” in Arhitektura, No. 5 – 6, 1961. P. 26

195   Ibid. P. 27.

196   The second prize was awarded to Macedonian architects Boris Čipan and Petar Muličovski, while the third prize was awarded to a group of Croatian authors: Aleksandar Dragomanović, 
Radovan Nikšić and Edo Šmidihen. 
197  Fig. 38: Ivan Vitić’s design for the Croatian League of Communist Central Committee building. Source: KOŽARIĆ, TOMISLAV; PREMERL, TOMISLAV: “Ivo Vitić uz izložbu APB 
“Vitić” - Zagreb, siječnja 1966” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 159, June 1966. P. 1. 

Fig. 38: Ivan Vitić’s design for the Croatian League of Communist Central Committee building
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columns on exterior walls depended on design of the façade, which was envisioned as glazed curtain wall glass-facade to the north and the south 
and a plain wall with narrow openings, deriving from gaps appearing between wide concrete plates on the east and the west side of the building. 
Correspondingly, the horizontal pedestal was visualized as a ‘sandwich’ of two stressed left-over reinforced concrete slabs enclosed with a glass 
façade with accentuated cantilevered entrance area attached to the pedestal approximately in the middle of the structure. 

In general, the structural composition of two elements, the cube and the horizontal structure, created an overall impression of clear, geometric and 
severe form with “brutalist characteristics.”198 However, the building did not lack representativeness which was more visible in the interior where 
artistic interventions of most prominent Croatian artists of the period: Raul Goldoni, Edo Murtić, Zlatko Prica, Dušan Džamonja, Stevan Luketić 
and Jagoda Buić, strived to interpret signifi cant character of the institution with a modern discourse. In that sense, in the same way as Mies used 
red marble wall both to separate and accentuate separation of space, Goldoni used blue glass walls to functionally divide the entrance area while 
simultaneously emphasizing the integrity of the ensemble, whilst Edo Murtić and Zlatko Prica’s design of the wall mosaic in a purely modernist 
way played with socialist vocabulary. On the other hand, Murtić’s celling fresco and other paintings emphasized the modernist ambience of the 
interior, whilst Jagoda Buić’s tapestry introduced a charm of folk arts and crafts to denote the folk nature of the institution. Finally, Stevan Luketić 
and Dušan Džamonja’s artworks of metal (relief and tapestry), which might emanate from the brutalist character of the building, enclose the circle 
of artistic interpretations of ideological, but as well national character of the institution which ‘Kockica’ accommodated. This diversity of artistic 
interpretations, together with the integrity of Vitić’s architectural concept seems to coincide with, at that time present, sociopolitical dilemmas 
on the re-interpretation of Croatian national identity in determined, Yugoslav socialist context, whilst the symbolical character of ‘Kockica’ has 
infl uenced its later appropriation as Croatian national modernist heritage. 

On the other hand, the Serbian Executive Council building, designed in 1965 and constructed in 1969 on the project of Serbian architect Bogdan 
Ignjatović, is an illustration of ‘socialist-modernist style’,199 since Ignjatović’s insistence on organization of administrative scheme resulted with a 
198  DOROTIĆ, IVAN: “Najvažnija kockica hrvatskog modernizma” in Viz_Kultura, March 5, 2014. Available at: http://vizkultura.hr/najvaznija-kockica-hrvatskog-modernizma (Accessed 
April, 19, 2014)
199  The term „socialist-modernism”  in recent times is used to describe modern architecture constructed in between 1945 and 1990 in Central and Eastern European countries whose 
governmental systems were based on the socialist ideology. The term is legitimated by the institutions such as ICOMOS (See: ICOMOS: “Socialist Modernism”(available at: http://icomos-
isc20c.org/id17.html, (Accessed January 8, 2016) and promoted by heritage preservation platforms such as www.socheritage.com. The use the term under quotation marks in the text seeks 
to point out to its negative connotations which, as Vladimil Kulić noticed, come out “ its need for special qualifi cation, [which] still seems to imply that socialism was not a natural condition 
for development of modernism“ (See: KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: „The scope of socialist modernism: Architecture and state representation in postwar Yugoslavia“ in Sanctioning Modernism: 
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stodgy aesthetics of one of most important Serbian representative edifi ces. 

Ignjatović’s original project envisioned a building composed of four structures, one 
bigger and three smaller. The composition of the building was developed as the fi rst 
smaller edifi ce was leaning to the larger structure at the level of horizontal splitting 
of its façade to two asymmetrically high segments, whilst two other smaller edifi ces, 
designed as low elongated volumes were perpendicularly leaned to the main structure, 
what fi nally formed a two corner block (‘U’) assembly. negative

The main building was designed as an eleven-store concrete and glass hive ‘suspended’ 
on robust vertical concrete frames, whose ground fl oor was partitioned upon placement 
of columns into the grid.200 The smaller front edifi ce took over the same concept of a 
hive, but contrary to the main structure, the accent was given in form of a horizontal 
gridiron on half of the width of the roof what provided contrast between horizontal 
and vertical bordering between the lower and main structure. Other two perpendicular 
edifi ces were designed as standard administrative buildings with rhythmic openings on 
horizontally developed structures (Fig. 39)201.

The design of Serbian Executive Council building, with its enormous superfi cies of 
30 000 m² organized into a kind of human-hives, fl awlessly evokes the perplexity of 

socialist administrative apparatus and illustrates an ideological alienation between imaginary governmental visions and administrative reality of 
the socialist system. The visual appearance of Serbian Executive Council building, together with its perplex spatial scheme, eventually infl uenced 

Architecture and the Making of Postwar Identitites, Ed. by Vladimir Kulić, Timothy Parked & Monica Penick. Austin: Univeristy Texas Press, 2014. P. 38.)

200  The 6 x 6 grid of concrete columns was structurally applied throughout the building. 
201  Fig. 39: Th e Serbian Executive Council Building in Belgrade (Bogdan Ignjatović, 1965). Source: “Administrativna zgrada Izvršnog veća SR Srbije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 53 - 54, 
1968. P. 131.

Fig. 39: Th e Serbian Executive Council Building in Belgrade (Bog-
dan Ignjatović, 1965)
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negative defl ection of citizens as users towards both the socialist approach to systematization of the governing and the architectural perceptions of 
socialism as a system. 

As SFR Yugoslavia’s governmental system was becoming more and more decentralized, an effort to illustrate Yugoslav socialist identity as 
progressive, modern and collective was transferred from fashioning a representative socialist administrative architecture to creating particular 
memorial discourse which, in forthcoming years played an important role in spreading Yugoslav socialist ideology.  



The switch of focus to memorial expressive semantic cannot be observed merely as an ideological endeavor, but has to be approached as an overall 
cultural phenomena. The period between the second half of the 1950s and the fi rst half of the 1960s was an epoch of liberation and blossom of 
intellectual and cultural creativity in Yugoslavia with literary, musical, cinematographic and artistic antifascist discourse emanating in the period. 
Thus, in the literary sphere particular importance was given to ‘war writing’ which told stories about sacrifi ce and struggle of Yugoslav peoples 
in liberation of the homeland during the National Liberation War, whereas simplicity and humanity of writings of Branko Čopić (“Adventures of 
Nikoletina Bursać”, 1956, “The Silent Gunpowder”, 1957 or “The Pioneer Trilogy”, 1957 - 1963), Jure Frančević Pločar (“Cracks”, 1957), Vladan 
Desnica (“Winter Summer-Holidays”, 1967), Dobrica Ćosić (“Far is the Sun”, 1951), Antonije Isaković (“Big Kids”, 1953), etc. awarded these 
authors with special status of ‘pan-Yugoslav writers’ as their literary works gained  massive popularity.

The ‘trend’ was followed in cinematography where, to more than popular category of action movies, the typology historical-action dramas was 
added, describing stories of grand battles and tragedies from the National Liberation War. There fi lms “Nikoletina Bursać” (Branko Bauer, 1964) 
and the Yugoslav blockbuster “Kozara” (Veljko Bulajić, 1962), based upon the story on Partisan and people’s resistance to the “Kozara Offensive” 
(June – August 1942) set up the pattern from which in following years would a specifi c and more than popular Yugoslavian cinematographic genre 
a develop - the Partisan blockbuster fi lm. 

In these circumstances liberation of artistic creativity in design of memorials and memorial sites was emanating from the cultural need to liberate 
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individual creative potential within the collectivity of socialist thought. In these terms, in architecture and sculpture, as in literature and preforming 
arts, or other fi ne arts, a unique ‘style’ was developed - a memorial discourse which, similarly as the new literary form of the Partisan novel in 
literature or the Partisan fi lm in cinematography, is singular not only from ideological, but from conceptual point of view as well. However, even 
as memorial discourse was singular by nature, we can talk about an almost unlimited diversity of expression which emanated from a freedom of 
interpretation of memory which enabled development of various subgenres within the unique memorial genre. The development of subgenres 
emerged both comparatively and successively, what besides the analysis of chronological progress in construction of memorials and memorial sites 
sets the task of comparative analysis on approaches in expression of Yugoslav memorial discourse. 

Principles on approaching the design of commemorative sites from an interdisciplinary point were generated with Bogdan Bogdanović’s project for 
the Memorial to the Jewish Victims and Edvard Ravnikar’s projects for the Draga Hostages Burial Site and the Kampor Memorial Park. In these 
terms, design of memorials and memorial sites was carried out upon the premise that these should be developed architecturally, sculpturally and 
spatially in order to foster an idea of universality of the memorial concept. The need for an interdisciplinary approach arose from the need to enable 
an understanding of complex metaphysical and ethical symbolism and compound symbolic signifi cance of memorial discourse.

On further elaboration of memorial discourse, besides Bogdan Bogdanović and Edvard Ravnikar, also contributed most prominent names of 
Yugoslav artistic and architectural circles who not only designed more than exceptional memorials and memorial sites, but with their designs and 
concepts, experimentations and investigations contributed to overall liberation of architectural and artistic thought. 

But, besides memorials and memorial sites of singular importance which emanates from their unique and complex aesthetic value, the memorial 
endeavor, in this and forthcoming periods, resulted with erection of numerous memorials of lesser aesthetic value. Regardless the quality of 
outcomes of endeavor to commemorate the events from the National Liberation War, the process of commemoration best illustrates the striving 
to socially and culturally employ architecture as an ideological apparatus in service of Yugoslav socialist ideology. Therefore, the analysis seeks 
to recognize different modalities of ideological employment of memory in the process of representation of Yugoslav socialist identity. For these 
reasons, before studying the masterpieces of memorial discourse, a short analysis of Yugoslav memorial discourse evolution is to be given.
available 
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Until 1956, in SFR Yugoslavia altogether, a vast number of varieties of memorials and monuments commemorating events from the National 
Liberation War were constructed. By the information presented in the article “The Misunderstandings On Contemporary Cultural Monuments” 
written by Dragi Mileneković, published in 1961202, upon the data attributable to the ‘List of Monuments of the National Liberation War’203 the 
number of constructed memorials seem to be immense: “Omitting (…) historical memorials, including Partisan cemeteries and cemeteries of 
victims of the fascist terror, if not designed as tombs, ossuaries, mausoleums, according to the List of Monuments of the National Liberation War, 
in total 14402 monuments and memorial items are constructed. Of these, 1204 are ossuaries and mausoleums, 5000 memorial plaques (many of 
those are artistically valuable), 211 memorial fountains (not all artistically signifi cant), 20 memorial buildings, 318 busts (many, as well, without an 
artistic value), 1130 pyramids, obelisks and fi gurative-architectural monuments (with a fair number of those with numerous demerits), 4 memorial 
parks, etc.”204 

The myriad of created items indicates how celebration of achievements and commemoration of tragic events from the National Liberation War 
was converted from a cultural phenomenon into staid ideological programme that strived to create an offi cial interpretation of the past in order 
to gain control over the society in the given present. Having in mind the extent of memorial production in Yugoslavia throughout the years, if 
we are to engage in analysis of designed items, general modus on classifi cation of memorials and memorial sites has to be found. In regards to 
aesthetic signifi cance, spatial distinctiveness and location of memorial items, the analysis offers the following classifi cation of Yugoslav memorials 
commemorating the National Liberation War, events, victories and tragedies: 
I. In regards to aesthetic characteristics of memorials we could divide items in:

 classical memorials
 modern memorials

II. In regards to the form of memorials appearance and dimensions, items can be grouped in:
 memorial sites: complexes, parks and cemeteries;

202  MILENKOVIĆ, DRAGI: “Nesporazumi oko savremenih spomenika kulture” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 10, 1961. P. 3. 

203  The author unfortunatley was not available to access the original List of National Liberation War Monuments. 
204  MILENKOVIĆ, DRAGI: “Nesporazumi oko savremenih spomenika kulture” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 10, 1961. P. 3. 
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 large-scale memorial constructions, sculptures and buildings;
 smaller memorials, sculptures, single human sculptures and statues;
 small memorial items, busts, fountains, reliefs and plates; 

III. And fi nally, in regards to memorials’ location, items could be divided in three categories: 
 memorials placed in cities and villages;
 memorials placed nearby cities and villages;
 memorials located in places of the historical signifi cance. 

Concerning the objectives of the analysis and for the purposes of research’s quality numerous memorials of poor aesthetical value and lesser 
symbolical signifi cance are disregarded. Nevertheless, despite the disregard of a vast number of small memorial items, there still remains a large 
number of valuable memorials constructed throughout Yugoslavia: circa 148 items erected from 1945 until 1990 are discussed in this study.205 
From the overall number of noteworthy memorials, the largest number of items was erected precisely between 1956 and 1965: approximately 60 
memorials. In these terms, in accordance with the fi rst grouping, 29 memorials were designed in classical style, while 31 have a modern appearance. 
Upon the second classifi cation, if disregarding the fourth category of small memorial items, in the period 1956–1965 seven memorial sites and 
six large-scale memorials were constructed, while the remaining 47 items belong to the group of smaller memorials. Finally, regarding the third 
category, the largest number of memorials were constructed within or near large and small urban settlements, whilst only three memorials and 
memorial sites: the Partisan Cemetery in Vojščica, the Memorial to the Brave at Oštra near Čačak and the Memorial to Victims of Fascism in 
Kamenski Vučjak, are located outside populated areas. 

If we analyze memorials and memorials sites upon the fi rst principle of classifi cation, an important conclusion would be reached: between 1965 
and 1974 modernist discourse slowly began to appropriate memorial discourse, whilst an important characteristic of modernist approach is 
interdisciplinarity in conceptualization of memorials and memorial sites design. This leads to another observation regarding the development of 
memorial discourse in the given period: if the second category is observed through the prism of the fi rst, it can be noticed that, while almost all 

205  The number is proceeding from author’s analysis of competition documentation, published articles and registers of Yugoslav National Liberation War protected memorials and monuments 
and following selection of memorials and memorial sites here to be presented. 
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memorial sites were conceptualized in modernist discourse, small items, although here not analyzed, were mostly brought in classical style, whilst 
the group of smaller memorials is aesthetically most diverse. However, as the continuance of the analysis will reveal, as time passed by, the number 
of items designed in classical manner decreased until the classicism in design of memorials and memorial sites absolutely disappeared in the last 
years of Yugoslavia’s existence. 

An insight on how the process of ‘modernization’ of memorial language unrolled can be given through analysis of the group of smaller memorials 
belonging to the group of classical items, whereas by approaching aesthetic characteristic of four groups of sculptures and structures it can be 
observed that:

a) Cenotaphs and obelisks were becoming less classical and more modern in 
design. They were becoming simply designed structures, modern in materialization 
(in concrete or metal), almost without any decoration, only with a single or group 
statue highlighting their celebratory function: the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers 
at Stražica in Pljevlja (1960, Drago Đurović and Mirko Đokić) (Fig. 40)206 and 
the Memorial to the First Proletarian Brigade in Rudo (1961, Bogoljub Krupjel) ;

b) Individual and group statues are approached less in representative, realistic, 
discourse and more illustrate authors’ intent to individually interpret the sensation of 
the suffering: the Memorial to the National Hero Stevan Filipović in Valjevo (1960, 
Vojin Bakić) (Fig. 41)207 – reinterpreted in Opuzen (1978, Miro Vuco and Stjepan 
Gračan), the Memorial to the National Hero Boris Kidrič in Maribor (1960, Zdenko 
Kalin) and the Memorial to the Revolution Partakers in Kamnik (1962, Drago Tršar);

206 Fig. 40: Th e Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Stražica in Pljevlja and the Memorial to the First Proletarian Brigade in Rudo. Source: PALDRMIĆ, DRAGAN: “Spomenik na Stražici”, Mos-
tovi Kulture - blog Dragana Paldrmića: Kultura, umjetnost i nasljeđe Pljevalja”. Available at: https://mostovikulture.wordpress.com/spomenici-kulture/spomenik-na-strazici/ (Accessed January 19, 
2016). 
207 Fig. 41: Th e Memorial to the National Hero Stevan Filipović in Valjevo and the Memorial to the “Pohorski Battalion” at Pohorje”. Source: Photo 1: PRELOG, MILAN: “Dva vida 
spomenika revoluciji” in Arhitektura, No. 1-2, 1961. P. 5; Photo 2: “Spomenici Narodnooslobodilačkoj borbi u Sloveniji” in Arhitektura, No. 1-2, 1961. P. 16.

Fig. 40: Th e Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Stražica in Pljevlja
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Walls are curved, they form and separate spaces, while plaques and panels 
are recumbent, leaning or upending: the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in 
Duga Resa (1956, Fedor Wenzler, Belizar Bahorić), the Memorial to the 
‘Pohorski Battalion’ near Osankarica at Pohorje (1959, Slavko Tihec) and 
the Memorial to Executed Youth in Vataša (1962, Jordan Grabuloski);

c) Portals and ossuaries are still classical in materialization, but their 
design was gradually released of determinate classical features: the 
Memorial to the Partisan Fighter at Gorica Hill in Podgorica (1957, 
Drago Đurović and Vojislav Đokić), the sculpture in the Memorial Park 
‘Čačalica’ in Požarevac (1962, Bratislav Stojanović and Stanislav Mićić) 
and the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Žabljak (1963, Branko Bon).

If smaller memorials represented an important tool for spreading Yugoslav 
socialist ideology, aesthetically design of larger scale memorials and 
memorial complexes in the modernist manner is more signifi cant in terms 

of observing the course of development of Yugoslav memorial discourse. However, the change in approach to aesthetical design of memorials and 
memorial sites infl uenced the change in their symbolic nature, as modernist memorials and sites which seemed as they came from the future or 
outer space,208 were no longer only spreading the collective interpretation of the memory on the Second World War events, but moreover, and more 
importantly, were spreading the message of the arrival of a brighter future. Thus, as Dušan Džamonja, Bogdan Bogdanović, Miodrag Živković, 
Ranko Radović, Vojin Bakić, etc. released Yugoslav creative potential by abstracting memorials’ designs, they relieved memorials of symbolical 
connotations and in such a way liberated the artifact of the burden of remembering. Thus, by breaking the connection between the datum and 
form, modernist memorial discourse enabled manipulation with collective memory in accordance with the ideological needs of Yugoslav socialist 

208  SURTEES, JOSHUA: “Spomeniks: The Second World War Memorials that Look Like Alien Art” in The Guardian, June 18, 2013. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/
artanddesign/photography-blog/2013/jun/18/spomeniks-war-monuments-former-yugoslavia-photography (Accessed January9, 2015). See: KAMPENAERS, JAN: Spomenik, Roma: Roma 
Publications, 2010.

Fig. 41: Th e Memorial to the National Hero Stevan Filipović in Valjevo and the 
Memorial to the “Pohorski Battalion” at Pohorje
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authorities. In such way memory gained power to completely transform what it had created - the society. 

In de-representation of Yugoslav memorial discourse and its liberation from determined classicist schemes several tendencies can be perceived 
Regarding the tendencies in abstractisation of memorials, smaller items brought in modern discourse erected in the period 1956-1965 can be 
divided in three groups: the group of delicate metal futuristic, sharp edged constructions, the group of grandiose stone and concrete memorials, and 
fi nally the group of abstracted stone fi gurines, whereas two minimalist pedestals belong as well.

The metal sculptures of Mirko Ostoja for the Memorial to Ivo Lola Ribar in Suho Polje (1961) and Aleksandar Zarin for the Monument to the 
Resistance in Ada (1961) (Fig. 42)209 are tenuous, but piercing installations which seem to dematerialize the memory, presenting it as a fragile, 
intense social structure. 

In the same manner, but in a different way, works of Dušan Džamonja for the Memorial to December’s Victims in Dubrava, Zagreb (1960–1961) 
and Vojin Bakić for the Memorial to the Partisan poet Ivan Goran Kovačić in Lukovdol210 (1957–1960) (Fig. 42), achieved to transform, in the fi rst 
case, a concept of singular suffering into a collective supra-human emotion, and in the second case, a story of individual bravery into a concept of 
supreme heroism. Both authors would further develop ideas conceived in these two memorials in the forthcoming period, whereas their approach 
to sculptural works as architectural projects would contribute to a complete revolution of Yugoslav sculptural discourse. 

In the group of massive stone and concrete structures/sculptures, collectivization and abstractness of memory was even more insisted 
upon. There, works of Miodrag Živković: the Memorial to the Brave at Oštra, near Čačak (1960), the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers of 
the National Liberation War in Priština (1961) and the Memorial to Executed Pupils in the Memorial Park Kragujevac (1963) stand out 
with the intensity of the form and clarity of the structure,211 whereas designs for the memorial ‘The Wings of Seagull’ (1962, Podgora) by 
209 Fig. 42: Aleksandar Zarin’s Monument to the Resistance in Ada, Vojin Bakić’s Memorial to the Partisan poet Ivan Goran Kovačić in Lukovdol and Dušan Džamonja’s Memorial to 
December’s Victims in Dubrava, Zagreb. Source: Photo 1: “Spomenik otporu” at the web page Skulpture Srbija. Available at: http://www.skulpture-srbija.com/skulpture/spomenik-otporu-823/ 
(Accessed January 19, 2016); Photos 2 and 3: “U čast 25 - godišnjice oslobođenja i socijalističkog razvoja Zagreba - Zagreb grad mladosti ,Vodič kroz izložbu” in Arhitektura, No. 107 - 108, 
1970. P. 180.

210  The same Memorial, only crafted in stone, was located in Zagreb (1964). 

211 Živković’s design for the Memorial to the Executed Pupils in Kragujevac Memorial Park seems to be a diminished version of Živković’s proposal at the competition call for the Kamenski 
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Ranko Radović, ‘Three Fists’ (1963) by Ivan Sabolić in the Memorial Park Bubanj near Niš and the Memorial to Overseas Brigades (1965, Ilirska 
Bistrica) by Janez Lenasi (Fig. 43)212 pushed the endeavor to achieve modern monumentality through stone and concrete crafting even more forward. 
On the other hand, the idea of expressiveness is further elaborated in Janez Boljka’s design for the Memorial to Soldiers of Gorica and Benaš areas 
(1962, Goriška Brda) and the Memorial to Hostages and Fighters (1965, Želah, near Ljubljana) and Jovan Soldatović’s work for the Memorial to 
Executed Patriots (1962, Žablje), whilst Vuko Bombardeli’s concept for the Memorial to Soldiers of the First Split Partisan Unit in Košute (1961) 
seems to be somewhat less ambitious in achieving potent aesthetic expression. 

Vučjak Memorial, as the form of the Memorial in shape of the letter ‘V’ as well as materialization in stone, seem to be transferred from the project proposal which, in dimensions and expression, 
was far more potent than the Kragujevac Memorial. See Živković’s proposal for Kamenski Vučjak Memorial at: “Dva vida spomenika revoluciji” in Arhitektura No. 1 – 2, 1961. P. 4.
212 Fig. 43: Th e Memorial to Overseas brigades at ilirska Bistrica  and the Memorial to Hostages and Fighters at Želah, by Janez Lenasi. Source: Photo 1: SEDEJ, IVAN: “Prostor in tradicija: 
Nekatere prvine plastike kiparja Janeza Lenassija” in Sinteza, No. 5 - 6, 1967. P. 44; Photo 2: ČOPIČ, ŠPELCA: “Povojna spomeniška plastika” in Sinteza, No. 7, 1967. P. 29.

Fig. 42: Aleksandar Zarin’s Monument to the Resistance in Ada, Vojin Bakić’s Memorial to the Partisan poet Ivan Goran Kovačić in Lukovdol and Dušan Džamonja’s Memori-
al to December’s Victims in Dubrava, Zagreb. 
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The aesthetic features of above presented sculptural works reveal new modalities and tendencies in perception of historical events, and thus 
representation of memory of these events. On the other hand, the real artistic contribution of mentioned authors was yet to come as they, similarly 
as Džamonja and Bakić, were further developing their singular aesthetic language in the forthcoming periods. Nevertheless, between 1956 and 
1965, once more, the fi gures of Bogdanović and Ravnikar, together with Zdenko Kolacio and Kosta Angeli Radovani, with their versatile concepts 
and imaginative ideas, enhanced aesthetic and symbolical value of Yugoslav memorial discourse. 

Still, before approaching the analyses of memorial projects of these authors, one particular memorial venture has to be revised, as it was of great 
importance in transformation of social attitude toward memorial projects, while at the same time had an important artistic implication ˗ the utopian 

Fig. 43: Th e Memorial to the Overseas Brigades at Ilirska Bistrica and the Memorial to Hostages and Fighters at Želah, by Janez Lenasi.
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project of erection of the Jajinci Memorial. 

Jajinci, the site near Belgrade where massive executions (it is assumed 
that 80 000 persons were killed on the site) took place during the 
Second World War, became a synonym of sufferings and resistance of 
Belgradians. Thus, unsurprisingly, the competition on the design of the 
Jajinci Memorial, which took place in 1958, was a major event in which 
most prominent architectural and sculptural fi gures of former Yugoslavia 
participated: Bernardo Benardi, Ana Bešlić, Bogdan Bogdanović, Dušan 
Džamonja, Zdenko Kolacio, Mihajlo Mitrović, Kosta Angeli Radovani, 
etc. 

Since the fi rst Jajinci Memorial (1951), a relief designed by sculptor 
Stevan Bodnarov, upon the concept of architect Leon Kabiljo, did not 
express the notion of massiveness, greatness and profundity of sufferings 
and sacrifi ce in satisfactory manner, the competition called for creation 
of memorial of “exceptional signifi cance which talks about the tragedy 
of human misfortunes, the intransigence of human resistance against 
the violence, about the value of human sacrifi ce with eternal and clear 
language;”213 while simultaneously appealed for “the modesty and 
reticence of an author (…) before the content which elaborates.”214 This 
ambiguous task stimulated authors to approach the design of Jajinci 
Memorial interdisciplinary and consequently all project proposals 

213  “Spomenik u Jajincima” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 73, 1958. P. 1.

214  “Spomenik u Jajincima” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 73, 1958. P. 1.

Fig. 44s: Th e fi rst, second and third prize awarded proposals for the Jajinci Memorial
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approached the design of the memorial with intention to reach monumentality through spatial and architectural organization of space that would 
later only be accentuated by placement of sculptural artifact. 

The fi rst prize was given to the project proposal of Zdenko Kolacio and Kosta Angeli Radovani (in collaboration with Zdenko Sila) because of its 
clarity in spatial and architectural terms and monumentality and modernity of the expressive discourse. The project supposed the construction of a 
smaller museum, located on the access plaza accentuated with a slender, monumental obelisk. From that point a visitor was guided to the necropolis, 
to which an emphasis was put on as “a main monumental accent of the whole composition.”215 The central role in the design of the necropolis, 
brought in a purist minimalist aesthetic, was given to design of the specifi c site on which executions took part. The site of executions thus was 
‘strictly isolated’ and especially marked as it was to be enclosed with monumental walls, partly beveled and refi ned with sculptures within niches. 
By uniting an unobtrusive sculptural design and clear architectural lines authors managed “to achieve harmony of architecture and sculpture” and 
to create a space which enables a visitor to “solemnly and movingly pay tribute to the victims.”216

The way of translating the act of commemoration into the process is what distinguished Kolacio’s and Angeli Radovani’s project from other 
competition proposals. Nevertheless, translation of instantaneity of the moment of commemoration into the process, elaborated in the winning 
design more or less effectively can be denoted in other competition proposals as well. The second prize awarded design of Nenad Korica and 
Branko Petrović which converted the process of commemoration into endless pilgrimage to the glory of suffering in a more expressionist manner 
envisioned translation of memory into the process, whereas the third (Bernardo Bernardi, Aleksandar Dragomanović, Dušan Džamonja, Nino Kučan 
an Radovan Nikšić) and the fourth (Branko Berc, Olga Vujović, Miljenko Stančić) prized designs strived to, through presentation of monumental 
aesthetic discourse, “bring together two contents: tragically eerie and victorious creative.”217 Finally, although Mihajlo Mitrović, author of the sixth 
prized proposal, endeavored simultaneously “to preserve and keep the sentiment of tragedy and drama, which the terrain originates with its closed 
isolated authentic form and nevertheless to mark out and raise such the terrain to the rank of monument with the strong and conscious intervention of 

215  Ibid. P. 1.

216  Ibid. P. 1.

217  Ibid.  P. 4.
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the artist;”218 it was Bogdan Bogdanović’s design which more clearly 
and concisely achieved what Mitrović’s attempted to communicate. As 
in design Bogdanović “consciously rejects a symbolism of program’s 
narrative character. He does not use creative elements which would 
represent clearly narrated political program, yet he creates forms which 
stem from the strong emotion toward the eerie, but defi ant death;”219220 
he almost created an utterly abstract memorial whose purpose was to 
introduce a visitor in a particular ambient of spiritual contemplation 
(Fig. 44)221.
It is precisely the idea on abstraction of suffering that singles out the 
specifi c surreal discourse of Bogdanović’s who from 1956 to 1965 
conceived several of his most unique memorial sites: the Memorial 
Necropolis in Sremska Mitrovica (1960), the Barrow of the Undefeated 
in Prilep (1961), the Memorial Park ‘Slobodište’ at the Bagdala Hill, 
near Kruševac (1964) and the Partisan Cemetery in Mostar (1961 – 
1965).

Two main features characterize all of the above Bogdanović’s designs: 
fi rst, it is from the landscape that Bogdanović’s poetic vision of the 
memorial emerges, whereas Bogdanović in way integrates qualities of 

the landscape within the form. For this reason Bogdanović’s works cannot be displaced without the uniqueness of their nature being jeopardized 

218  “Spomenik u Jajincima” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 73, 1958. P. 5.

219 Ibid. P. 5.

220          As neither Kolacio’s and Angeli Radovani’s designs satisfi ed the quest to, as dignifi ed and as monumentally as possible, commemorate main Belgrade execution site, results of the Jajinci 
competition were dismissed, with the new competition call on design of the Jajinci  Memorial being launched again in 1980.
221 Fig. 44: The fi rst, second and third prized proposals for the Jajinci Memorial. Source: “Spomenik u Jajincima” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 73, April 1958. Pp. 1 & 4, 5.

Fig. 45: Th e Memorial Necropolis in Sremska Mitrovica.



141

and destroyed. Secondly, forms of Bogdanović’s structures, although emerging 
from a sense of suffering, actually discard any notion of memory. With forms 
of his structures being what Bogdanović denoted as “contemplative play-
games”222 his memorial cease to exist as memorial as they become kind of 
celebratory monuments which communicate the message that life remains 
to fl ow despite of death. Thus, Bogdanović monuments to life are a kind of 
sculptural materializations of his refl ections on the meaning of life. Even though 
Bogdanović’s sculptural structures might have been created with an attempt to 
commemorate certain historical events, when constructed, they are released from 
any context and content. What then remains is uniqueness of their form which 
achieves a kind of metaphysical quality. 

The fi rst of Bogdanović’s design from the period reveals such a transformation. 
The Sremska Mitrovica Necropolis is located within the Memorial Complex 
which commemorates the death of approximately 12000 people killed on the 
location. The Necropolis, which occupies only a certain part of the park’s 
landscape, is enclosed from one side with high vegetation, while in the direction 
of its elongation vistas to the rest of the complex area are provided. The main 
element with which Bogdanović designed the unique ambient of the Necropolis 

are tumuli - seven of them located on seven execution sites. The tumuli, discretely marked with ‘eternal fl ames’, are arranged around the central 
area of irregular shape, slightly etched in the landscape, inside which three stone cubes are placed. Thus the Necropolis, whose design utterly 
steamed from Bogdanović’s sentiment of the landscape, only discretely transforms the landscape in order to signify its symbolic nature (Fig. 45)223. 

222  BOJIĆ, DRAGO: “Bogdan Bogdanović: Sanjam o svjetu bez spomenika” in Prometej.ba, February, 2007. Available at:  http://www.prometej.ba/clanak/kultura/bogdan-bogdanovic-
sanjam-o-svijetu-bez-spomenika-1411 (Accessed May 3, 2015)
223 Fig 45: Th e Memorial Necropolis in Sremska Mitrovica. Source: LAWLER, ANDREW: Th e Memorial works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Th eir condition and situation as of 2012. MSc. diss. 
Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 17.

Fig. 46: Th e Barow of the Undefeated in Prilep. 
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The approach applied in design of the Sremska Mitrovica Necropolis, although in another manner, was elaborated within the project for the Barrow 
of the Undefeated in Prilep. Approaching the design of the Barrow, which was to celebrate brave deaths of approximately eight hundred soldiers 
in defense of Prilep, “Bogdanović rejected three sites chosen by the city’s authorities for the monument (…) instead choosing a small plateau 
on the town’s periphery” (Lawer, p. 22). Since the monument was supposed to be celebratory, eight fi gural sculptures rise from the landscape in 
order to accentuate it. “The fi gures themselves are supposed to be feminine fi gures, and are styled on Ionic columns, commonly found in Classical 
architecture. These fi gures measure 2.9 meters in height, with the exception of one fi gure, which is considerably larger, at around 5 meters. 
Bogdanović added this fi gure as compromise with the town’s council. They wanted a monument more evocative of victory - he simply added this 
fi gure and claimed it was representative of the Goddess of Victory (although it has been claimed that this is a ‘male’ fi gure (Achleitner et al., 2009, 

Fig. 47: Th e Slobodište Memorial Park near Kruševac
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p.82), performing a dance typical to this region with the female fi gures)” (Lawer, p. 22) (Fig. 47)224. 

One of the fi gurines, more minutely designed and carved, had seemingly escaped from the Barrow of the Undefeated to the Slobodište Memorial 
Park near Kruševac, where several fi gures were developed on the same concept, but in yet another new manner. The overall concept of the Slobodište 
Memorial Park is more similar to the one of the Sremska Mitrovica Necropolis, as the Memorial Park also very subtly and mildly plunges into the 
landscape. While accessing the Slobodište Complex, built with intention to commemorate the massacre of 324 Partisans and citizens on the night 
of 29 June 1943 and the execution of other 1642 victims on the location, a visitor passes through a circular plateau marked with two tumuli, similar 
to ones in Sremska Mitrovica. Passing through ‘the Solar Gate’, a horseshoe stone portal, visitor is led to the valley in which Bogdanović placed a 
group of six wing sculptures, “reminiscent of Bogdanović’s design for the Sephardic Cemetery in Belgrade” (Lawer, p. 27), whilst another group of 
six wings climbing up the clearings shrinks and disappears into the landscape. The rise of the wings from the soil to heaven illustrates Bogdanović’s 
thought that the bond between death and life defi nes human lifespan. And as visitor accesses the center of the site where the central fi gurine of the 
Memorial is placed, which is by some interpretations, an owl-like fi gure, protector of the dead and guardian of souls (Lawer, p. 27), and by other 
a feminine fi gure, they reach the stage of immense vitality as they leave the Slobodište Memorial Park immersed into eternal questioning of one’s 
own purpose of being (Fig. 47)225. 

Although it seems that in the design of the Slobodište Memorial park Bogdanović brought to the culmination his metaphysical ideas, a new concept 
of illustrating his dogmas is brought by the concept on design of the Partisan Cemetery in Mostar. The Partisan Cemetery, placed on the Biskupova 
Glavica Hill near Mostar’s central city area, commemorates the killing of eight hundred ten partisans in that place. The Cemetery is a complex 
architectural assembly which on several instances reinterprets features of local natural and cultural traditions: the complex is designed in stone 
(mostly limestone, the characteristic material of Mostar’s Ottoman architecture), with old roof stone tiles, remaining from ruinous Mostar houses, 
partially incorporated into the design. But the difference to previous Bogdanović’s projects (although departing from the qualities of landscape in 
design of the Partisan Cemetery) is that in this case, the landscape was converted into a canvas on which Bogdanović depicted his ideas. 

224 Fig. 46: Th e Barrow of Undefeated in Prilep. Source: MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Skluptura in arhitektura Bogdana Bogdanovića” in Sinteza, No. 7, 1967. P. 44.
225 Fig. 47: Th e Slobodište Memorial Park near Kruševac. Source: Photo 1: LAWLER, ANDREW: Th e Memorial works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Th eir condition and situation as of 2012. MSc. 
diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 33; Photo 2: “Slobodište” in Katalog spomenika kulture u Srbiji. Available at: http://spomenicikulture.mi.sanu.ac.rs/
spomenik.php?id=946 (Accessed January 19, 2016).
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The Partisan Cemetery (Fig. 48)226 is accessed by two stone-
paved passages which pass next to the entrance gate which ends 
in a circular enclosed area, a kind of ceremonial plateau. Passages, 
winding around the plateau, climb up hill to the fi rst terrace next 
to which a round fountain is placed whose purl merges with the 
sound of the nearby river Neretva. Here, Bogdanović separated 
two ambits, or even eventually two ‘worlds’, - the irrational one, 
world of cultural consciousness and the material world of Mostar’s 
Mediterranean landscape. The separation of ‘two worlds’ is marked 
by the demarcation of the change of parterre into the clearing,227 
whilst the parterre culminates into a stone-wall structure surrounded 
with soldiers’ tombstones, as kind of ‘fortifi cation of the dead’. The 
tombstones, designed as merely stylized fl ower-shaped plates are 
staggered on six terraces, whereas the fi rst terrace also functions as 
a commemorative area, while the last transforms into coulisse for 
commemoration ceremonies. To the coulisse the focal artifact of 
the Bogdanović’s artistry is attached: ‘the cosmological sundial,’ an 
archaic element which seems to amount the time passing between 

the moment of death and moment of rebirth. A ceremonial well, characteristic element of local Islamic culture is located below the sundial. As the 
view is directed from the top of the Cemetery to the city stretching below, a visitor reveals that, once again, Bogdanović played the same tone; one 
singing that the inevitability of death designates the splendor of life (Fig. 48)228. 

226 Fig. 48: The Partisan Cemetery in Mostar. Source: MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Skluptura in arhitektura Bogdana Bogdanovića” in Sinteza, No. 7, 1967. P. 45.

227 MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Spomen groblje u Mostaru” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 168, 1967. P. 6.
228 Fig. 49: The poetical spirit of the Partisan Cemetery in Mostar. Source: “Svedoci revolucije: kamen u mostau i voda u Jasenovcu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 40, 1966. Pp. 9, 11 
and 12.

Fig. 48: Th e Partisan Cemetery in Mostar
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Even though Bogdanović remained solemn in a melancholic approach on illustrating the connection between life and death, his veneration of the 
landscape was shared by Edvard Ravnikar whose approach on the design of the Partisan Cemetery in Vojščica characterizes the interpretation 
of the qualities of local countryside. Ravnikar’s project for the Partisan Cemetery in Vojščica, a site commemorating the death of 305 Partisan 
soldiers during the resistance to the Nazi Offensive in April 1945, might seem underdeveloped if compared with the complexity of Bogdanović’s 
projects. However, as the Vojščica Cemetery was built in 1956, before any of Bogdanović’s designs, the project should not be approached through 
comparison, but in terms of establishing relationships between this and other Ravnikar’s projects, as well as between Ravnikar and Bogdanović’s 
singular memorial discourses. 

Ravnikar began from the same premise as Bogdanović ˗ the qualities of the landscape, which in the case of Ravnikar’s design are only touched 
upon. Here, as in the case of the Draga Burial Site, Ravnikar encloses the area of the Cemetery, but in a way that the Cemetery is not accentuated 
in space, rather it becomes a natural part of the landscape. Architecture of the Vojščica Cemetery is simple, as it is designed as kind of a parish 
cemetery. The entrance to the Cemetery is marked with an informative stone obelisk and triple fl ag holder, which seem to be secluded from the 
concept. The Cemetery’s (tomb)stones, which are envisioned as stylized bullets or helmets, different in size, marked with names and different 

Fig. 49: Th e poetical spirit of the Partisan Cemetery in Mostar. 
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inscriptions, are divided in two groups separated with one solitary 
(tomb)stone positioned exactly opposite to the Cemetery’s entrance 
(Fig. 50)229. 

The simplicity of Ravnikar’s design maybe seems not to have a lot 
in common with Bogdanović’s complex designs, but the connection 
with the landscape and simple illustration of complex historical 
events, similarly as Bogdanović’s designs, offers an unprejudiced, 
simple answer to what the memory might signify.

Contrary to Bogdanović and Ravnikar’s project, Zdenko Kolacio and 
Kosta Angeli Radovani’s design for the Memorial Park Šubićevac 
(1961, Šibenik) differs both in content and conceptualization of 
the message transferred to visitor. Šubićevac, site of executions of 
soldiers, rebels and citizens, is particularly known for the execution 
of Rade Končar, a national hero, and twenty fi ve of his comrades on 

22 May 1942. Since Končar and other executed were tied to concrete columns before being shot, ten of items located on the periphery of the site 
became the main motif of symbolically stimulated design of the Šubićevac Memorial Park for Kolacio and Radovani. 

The Memorial Park Šubićevac is conceived as a public space consisting of a commemorative square, enclosed with the white-stone coulisse wall 
from the street side, decorated with a bronze alto-relievo. A passage, leading from the commemorative area passes along three stone cuboids with 
appropriate inscriptions, was added to the Park in 1978. At the end of the passage is a smaller plaza on whose end a vertical accent in form of 
memorial obelisk is situated. The obelisk, designed by Kosta Angeli Radovani, is a squatty, simple hewn pillar symbolically suggestive of a human 

229 Fig. 50: Th e Partisan Cemetery in Vojščica. Author: Sinkovec, Aleksander. Available at: http://www.vojsko.si/images/fotogalerije/stran_vojscica/vojscica%202%20-%20foto%20aleksand-
er%20sinkovec.JPG (Accessed January 19, 2016). 

Fig. 50: Th e Partisan Cemetery in Vojščica
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fi gure, probably Rade Končar’s, tied to one of the columns (Fig. 51)230. 

The simplistic design of the Šubićevac Memorial Park is very different from Ravnikar’s minimalist discourse and Bogdanović’s spiritualistic 
spaces. On a symbolic level it also transmits different sentiment which seems to be more pursued by the need to depict the memory than Bogdanović 
and Ravnikar’s concepts. On the other hand, the reason of different concept might be found in the detail that the Šubićevac Memorial Park is a 
public space placed in the center of Šibenik city, whereas the urban character of the Memorial, together with a strong historical charge, might have 
infl uenced a more descriptive character of Kolacio and Radovani’s design. Nevertheless with the project for the Šubićevac Memorial Park Zdenko 

230 Fig. 51: The Šubićevac Memorial Park in Šibenik: The memory, interpretation and realization. Source: “Projekt za spomenik narodnom heroju Radi Končaru i ostalim strijeljanim 
borcima NOB-e u Šibeniku” in Arhitektura, No. 1 - 2, 1961. Pp. 28 and 30.

Fig. 51: Th e Šubićevac Memorial Park in Šibenik: Th e memory, interpretation and realization.
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Kolacio and Kosta Angeli Radovani contributed to the design of urban commemorative sites, which in the forthcoming years would be followed 
all-over Yugoslav urban areas. 



In the period 1956–1965 another way for ideological indoctrination and consumption of memory was pushed ˗ the construction of ideological-
historical museums. It was mentioned in the previous subchapter that the fi rst ideologically colored exhibitions and museum exhibitions were 
opened in Sarajevo and Zagreb in already existing museum spaces. But, it is in this period that the construction of museum facilities became 
ideologically predetermined. A denotation of ideological programme behind the construction of historical museums which exhibit artifacts from the 
National Liberation War and spread the story of Partisan war achievements, was revealed with the convocation of national competition on design 
of the Museum of the Revolution of Yugoslav Peoples in 1961.  

The Museum, by competition premises, was to have a multiple function: it was to be an educational establishment, a scientifi c institution and a 
“memorial to the victory of the Yugoslav peoples in fi ghting for national liberation and effectuation of socialist society.”231 In accordance with 
signifi cance of the institution, the Museum was to occupy a very prominent location in New Belgrade’s area: “In accordance with its signifi cance 
and the theme, the location envisioned for construction of the Museum of the Revolution is of very high profi le. This edifi ce is to represent a central 
motif within the urbanist ensemble in between the river Sava and what in the future is to be the lake. In this ensemble, beside LCY CC building 
(League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee) several important institutions are to be located: the Museum of Modern Art, the Art 
Academy, the Ethnographic Museum, the Natural History Museum with the Exhibition Pavilion, as well as large green areas hiding the Art Park.”232

Since Yugoslav grand cultural plans were very fi ckle, although this was to be an essential icon of the Yugoslav cultural status and its socialist 
government ideological endeavors, it was never constructed (only foundations of the building still remain). However, an insight into two second 
prized competition proposals, both by Croatian authors, Vjenceslav Rihter (in collaboration with Božo Antunović) and Vojtjeh Delfi n and Grozdan 

231  “Konkurs za zgradu Muzeja revolucije naroda Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 11 – 12, 1961. P. 56. 

232  Ibid. P. 56.
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Knežević (Fig. 53)233, permits a perception of future tendencies in design of museums of the 
Revolution, but also reveals in which direction the forthcoming progress in the development 
of Yugoslav representative discourse goes.

By jury’s evaluation, the competition proposals could be divided into two groups: one which approached the design from a functional aspect while 
the other approached it from a symbolic instance.234 In that sense, Richter’s project, belonging to the second group, besides being very imaginative 
in conceptualization of the design, was also very bold in structural terms, as the museum was to be staggered within the three fl oors high rectangle 
suspended on massive columns whose top rolls up in a two-compound dynamic polygonal skylight. On the other hand, Delfi n and Knežević created 
stepped and irregular but symmetrical structure whose design emanates from functionalist division of exhibition and administrative spaces, whereas 
a spacious lapidarium and administrative offi ces were to be placed on the fi rst fl oor, sunken into the ground, whilst the exhibition space, as an 
independent assembly, was to be elevated above the main structure. 

233 Fig. 53: Two second prized proposals for the Museum of the Revolution of Yugoslav Peoples in Belgrade: On the left Vjencslav Richter’s and on the right Vojtjeh Delfi n’s and Grozdan 
Knežević’s design. Source: “Natječaj za idejno rješenje zgrade Muzeja revolucije naroda Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura, No. 5 - 6, 1961. Pp. 20 and 22.

234  “Konkurs za zgradu Muzeja revolucije naroda Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 11 – 12, 1961. P. 56.

Fig. 53: Two second prized proposals for the Museum of the Revolution of Yugoslav Peoples in Belgrade: On 
the left Vjencslav Richter’s and on the right Vojtjeh Delfi n’s and Grozdan Knežević’s design.
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Richter’s design, selected for erection, but yet never constructed, together 
with his other designs of exhibition spaces, as those for the Yugoslav 
Pavilion at the 1958 Brussels Expo (1956), where he courageously tended 
to suspend the single rectangular space on a massive central pillar,235 the 
project for the Yugoslav Pavilion at 1963-1964 Triennial in Milan where 
the pavilion space (1961) was formed within the forest of orthogonal and 
horizontal wooden laths (Fig. 53)236, or the project proposal for the 1967 
Montreal World Exhibition, whereas the concept was developed from the 
cutaway of two transparent pyramidal forms,237 marked the liberation of the 
era’s creative potency. 
Nevertheless, the museum which approached the history of events in the 
Second World War through ideological intonation on Jospi Broz Tito’s 
signifi cance in organization, conduction and political and military leadership 
of the resistance was constructed somewhat later. The Museum Complex, 
consisting from the Museum ’25 May’, constructed from the project of 
Milorad Janković in 1962, the Old Museum, built in between 1964-1965 
and projected by Branko Bon and the House of Flowers built in 1975 from 
the project of Stjepan Kralj (Fig. 55)238. From these three buildings, Bon’s 

235 The constructed Pavilion was different from the envisioned, as the cable structure which was to bear the weight of the rectangle was fi rst adopted, but then, because of structural concerns, 
was rejected by the selection commission, so the fi nal design was conceived as the two structures, which permeate, are elevated on thin steel columns.  
236 Fig. 53: Photo 1: Vjencslav Rihter’s designs for the Yugoslav Pavilions at 1958 Brussels Expo and 1963-1964 Triennial in Milan. Source: “Expo 58 Bruxelles: Jugo-
slavenski paviljon” in Arhitektura, No. 1 - 6, 1958. P. 56; Photo 2: “V. Richter: Paviljon na XIII Trijenalu u Milanu” in Arhitektura, No. 90, 1965. P. 41.

237  As on the competition for the Montreal 1967 pavilion, the fi rst prize was awarded to Miroslav Pešić’s project which envisioned the pavilion as the massive structure composed of seven 
equilateral triangular prims, intermittently rotated and retracted and Richter’s design was awarded with the second prize, there was an intense discussion on justifi cation and substantiating of jury’s 
decision. See: MANEVIĆ, ZORAN. “Natječaj za idejno rješenje jugoslavenskog paviljona u Montrealu” in Arhitektura, No. 93 – 94, 1967. Pp. 53 – 54. 
238 Fig. 55: Th e Museum Complex in Belgrade: Th e Museum “25 May” exterior and the interior and the House of Flowers” interior. Source: Josip Broz Tito Memorial Centre Catalogue. Bel-
grade: Josip Broz Memorial Centre, 1991. N.p. 

Fig. 54: Vjencslav Richter’s designs for the Yugoslav Pavilions at 1958 Brussels 
Expo and 1963-1964 Triennial in Milan
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edifi ce was a classical composition developed as a narrow house with brick walls and a hip tile roof, while Kralj’s House of Flowers was conceived 
as modernist fl at roof house developed as two equally sized rooms are placed around the inner courtyard. Still, Janković’s project for the Museum 
‘25 May’, a building which was to accommodate the exhibition of Tito’s ‘25 May’ relays239 is the main feature of the Complex. The Museum, which 
also serves as an entrance to the Complex, is designed as a two storied elongated structure covered with inverted roof on whose top a small fl at 
roofed attic is placed. The ground fl oor of the Museum, placed in the glazed structure indrawn behind rows of columns which carry the fi rst fl oor, 
besides the entrance, accommodated service and offi ce areas, whilst the fi rst fl oor, conceived as a circular space developed around the stairwell, was 
entirely projected for accommodating the exhibition of relays. Still, it is not the organizational scheme that denotes the Museum ‘25 May’ project, 
but the exterior in which the modernist architectural conception, whose main attribute is slanted glazed structure of the fi rst fl oor covered with the 
inverted roof, is complemented, or contrasted with modern, but yet classical, in a way socialist-realist relief on the building’s front façade. The 
relief, representing Partisans and civilians in the resistance, thus mixes modernist way on contouring human silhouette with a known, traditional 

239  25 May  was celebrated as Tito’s birthday in Yugoslavia. On that occassion ‘the Reley of Youth’ was organized, a symoblic reley race of the youth that went from Kumrovec, Tito’s 
birthplace and ended in Belgrade on May 25. The reley was organized for the fi rst time in 1945 and the last in 1988.

Fig. 55: Th e Museum Complex in Belgrade: Th e Museum “25 May” exterior and the interior and the House of Flowers” interior.
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and classical symbolic references which designate silhouettes as civilians or soldiers. In such a way to the Museum which by no means is referential 
in terms of aesthetics, an ideological attribute (which should had denoted is symbolical character) was attached.  

In the period 1956–1965 two museums, smaller in dimensions, but not in terms of architectural signifi cance, were erected in Novi Sad and Sarajevo: 
the Museum of the Revolution of Vojvodina (1959, Ivo Vitić) and the Museum of the Revolution of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Peoples (1959–
1963), Boris Magaš, Edo Šmidihen and Radovan Horvat). The designs for both museums were selected upon open competitions. At the same time 
designs for both edifi ces demonstrate a certain similarity in envisioning the exhibition space as being physically deliberated of any symbolical 
reference or ideological sign. In the case of Bosnian and Herzegovinian museum, this characteristic is of decisive importance, as four of fi ve 
awarded designs, with the exception of the third, were very similar in unifying the Museum’s space in freestanding cube or cubes organized around 
the inner courtyard and connected with long glazed passages. Contrary to this common idea of how the Museum space should fl ow, the third prized 
proposal, although starting from the same premise ˗ the cube with the inner courtyard, with the later covering the structure with the shelled roof, 
might have be exempt from the rule.240  

The project241 on design of the Novi Sad Museum delivered by Ivo Vitić had a similar concept as four awarded designs from the Sarajevo’s Museum 
competition. By Vitić’s design the Museum was to be enclosed in a cube, materialized in concrete panels, elevated on ground fl oor, enclosed with 
brick and glass facade. The cube on the top is covered with narrow glass girdle which retracted to the same depth as the ground fl oor and covered 
with thin concrete panel, which aesthetically gave an impression of a garland. The fi nal impression of Vitić’s design of the exterior gave a sensation 
of levitation of the cube (Fig. 56)242. 

The interior, on the other hand, characterizes a very clear distribution, with the central exhibition area placed in the cube, and the lapidarium 
and administrative offi ces located in the basement and the upper zone. However, since the exhibition of the revolutionary history of Vojvodina’s 
peoples was anticipated as permanent, the design of the interior was elaborated on the premises of that one singular exhibition, what determined the 

240  “Uz natječaj za Muzej narodne revolucije u Sarajevu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 80 – 81, 1958. P. 11.

241  In the Monograph dedicated to Vitić’s oeuvre, this building is not enlisted as the architect gave up the authorship for unknown reasons. 
242  Fig. 56: The Museum of Revolution of Vojvodina in Novi Sad (Ivo Vitić, 1959). Author: Dušan Vasić, 2015.
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ineffi ciency of infrastructural provision within the building whereas 
“the building has no elevator, the cargo entrance is two levels 
below the main exhibition area and the width of the entrances and 
staircases leading to all exhibition spaces determine the size of the 
showpieces.”243 

But, if Ivo Vitić’s project was very daring in the conception of 
Museum’s form, it was the project of Boris Magaš, Edo Šmidihen and 
Radovan Horvat244 for the Sarajevo Museum which arouse overall 
Yugoslav enthusiasm, gaining architectural admirations and citizens’ 
sympathies. 

The museum’s concept is similar to Vitić’s previous one: the white 
cube is fl oating above a long glazed passage connecting the exhibition 
with the administrative area (Fig. 57)245. The entrance to the museum 
is emphasized as the building is elevated on a pedestal, which, while 

detaching the Museum from the surrounding, at the same time accentuates its signifi cance. While in Vitić’s project the cube arises from the ground 
fl oor, contributing to the sensation of cube’s weight, in the case of the Museum in Sarajevo the cube only gently leans on the ground fl oor, which 
is fully retracted, giving an impression of lightness of the cube which seems to absolutely levitate in space. The feeling of lightness, in architect’s 
words,246 was to be emphasized by covering the cube with aluminum plated façade, though, because of the cost effi ciency and technical problems 

243  JANKOV, SONJA: “Muzej savremene umjetnosti u Vitićevoj zgradi” in Pogledaj.to, March 23, 2015. Available at: http://pogledaj.to/arhitektura/muzej-suvremene-umjetnosti-u-
viticevoj-zgradi (Accessed May 9, 2015)

244  The second and the third prizes on the competition for the Museum on the Revolution of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Peoples were awarded to Bosnian architects: Jahiel Finci (in 
collaboration to Lujo Šverer) and Ivan Štraus.
245 Fig. 57: Th e Museum of revolution of Bosnia and Herzegovina: Th e section and the fi rst fl oor plan. Source: Edo Šmidihen’s personal archive. 

246  From author’s interview with Boris Magaš and Edo Šmidihen, Zagreb 2013.

Fig. 56: Th e Museum of Revolution of Vojvodina in Novi Sad (Ivo Vitić, 1959)
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the cube was materialized in white stone. 247  
A feeling of lightness and openness, as the main characteristic of Boris Magaš, Edo Šmidihen and Radovan Horvat’s design, is prolonged in the 
interior of the Museum whose entrance is emphasized with Edo Murtić’s, prominent Croatian artist, stained glass mural (1963). The mural, which 
articulates three main slogans of the Yugoslav socialist ideology: “Better a grave than a slave”; “Death to fascism, freedom to the people” and 
“Foreign we don’t want, ours we don’t give”, contextualizes the modernist discourse into the socialist milieu with a creative interpretation of

Mondran’s compositions in Klee’s coloring (Fig. 58)248. Upon passing the  mural, the exhibition space is accessed by ascending the staircases, 
enclosed with, but detached from the glass façade, while the administration area can be accessed by passing the glazed passage. Finally, the main 
‘building’, the passage and the administrative pavilion enclose the small backyard which served as open exhibition area, displaying the Partisan 
and enemy’s armored vehicles and weapons. The clarity, simplicity, fi neness and delicacy in application of modernist postulates in the design of 
the Museum of the Revolution of Bosnian and Herzegovinian peoples, denotes this asset as one of the fi nest examples of modernist discourse not 

247  The technical incapacity of Yugoslav constructive industry, by the authors’ words, led to the solution in which steel profi les and wall panels in passage and administrative structure in fact 
are ordinary wooden profi les hidden by steel skin and panels masqueraded as steel. 
248  Fig. 58: Th e Museum of Revolution of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s exterior and Edo Murtić’s mural at the Museum’s entrance. Source: Photo 1: Exhibition Catalogue: Muzej Revolucije 
Bosne i Hercegovine Sarajevo. Beograd: Beografski grafi čki zavod. Year uknown. 

Fig. 57: Th e Museum of Revolution of Bosnia and Herzegovina: Th e section and the fi rst fl oor plan. 
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only in Yugoslav, but in Eastern European territories altogether. Moreover, as with this project ends the era marked with many wanderings and 
experiments, but also many exceptional projects and constructions, the project for the Sarajevo Museum best confi rms the thesis that in Yugoslav 
territories architecture as an ideology per se won the battle against those who tended to modify its nature in order to potentiate the use of architecture 
as an ideological instrument. 

Fig. 58: Th e Museum of Revolution of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s exterior and Edo Murtić’s mural at the Museum’s entrance. 
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While the previous period marked the blossoming of creativity and progress of architectural profession, in the late 1960s and early 1970s in 
Yugoslavia, because of the political and social situation within the country, construction industry began to be constrained. The reason of the 
slowdown was a new economic reform, implemented in order to overcome problems that were results of previous restructurings, such as economic 
stagnation, unemployment and increase in prices. The New Economic Reform was introduced in 1965 and while, on the one hand, it eventually led 
to economic stabilization, on the other hand it contributed to a slowdown in the fi eld of construction. 

In addition, discontents and growing nationalist tendencies altogether characterized Yugoslav political sphere in the given period. Whilst 
Tito’s reaction to the 1968 student protests helped avoid violent occurrences, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 ended with fi erce 
demonstrations and numerous incidents all over the country. Since nationalist tendencies were hiding behind these occurrences, Yugoslavia, both 
as a state and a concept, needed profound reform. The reform was given with a most comprehensive rectifi cation of the Constitution, whereas ‘The 
1974 Constitution’ was “designed to enhance party power and limit the infl uence of professional enterprise managers, (…) introduced the complex 
system of indirect elections by delegates representing associated labor, sociopolitical organizations and local citizens in general”250 “protected the 
self-management system from state interference and expanded representation of republics and provinces in all electoral and policy forums,”251 and 
guaranteed greater autonomy to all six republics, as well as two autonomous provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo. 

The effects of political occurrences refl ected on the programme of symbolic representation of Yugoslavhood and socialist identity in architecture. 
Since the State’s governmental apparatus was becoming more decentralized, construction of governmental buildings on level of republics was 
accented. Accordingly, bonding of Yugoslav peoples through construction of Yugoslav identity was pursued through erection of memorials and 
250  SUDETIC, CHARLES: „Historical Setting“ in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US 
Government Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 55. 
251  CURTIS, E. GLENN: “Introduction” in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Government 
Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 177.
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development of memorial sites, whereas memorial complexes came into focus. Finally, in commemoration of the National Liberation War through 
exhibitions, a new typology of a memorial home/center ideologically, but also culturally, began to take over the role of museums.

The memorial home/center (spomen-dom; spomen-centar) functionally combines features of two public, cultural institutions, as at the same time 
it is a museum facility with exhibition and  memorial function, while the other part of  facility serves as educational, recreational, cultural civic 
- cultural center (dom kulture). As institutions, memorial homes/centers, were characteristic for the socialist system, whereas from the urge to 
educate people and the endeavor to spread socialist ideology, the cultural-political-social programme of these singular social institutions emerged. 
The singularity of their programme resulted with a singular architectural typology of these facilities. Even though more than several memorial 
homes/centers were constructed from the end of the Second World War, between 1966 and 1974, the construction momentum converted into a 
particular cultural-ideological programme, whereas almost every city and smaller town ended with having a smaller or larger type of this facility. 

The programme of construction of memorial homes/centers, unlike the programme of construction of memorials and memorial sites was complex 
as these facilities had to fulfi ll complex cultural and social task. There, a cultural-educational function was to be carried through a memorial one, 
whereas the function of ideological programme of homes/centers was not only to invoke people to the institution, but to construct a kind of spiritual 
relation between them, similar to religious one. Therefore, if memorials and memorial sites represent a sort of atheist sanctuaries, the function of 
memorial homes/centers was similar to one that religious institutions, churches and mosques had.  

Since over time many cultural civic centers gained ‘prestigious memorial character’ by mere denomination, in terms of the intents of the thesis, the 
analysis is to present only facilities whose memorial character can be distinguished from the architectural point of view. Therefore, it is possible that 
from the multitude of constructions denominated as memorial homes/centers, a certain facility whose ‘memorial character’ refl ects architectural 
design of the building is incidentally overlooked. Yet, such an omission should in no way affect the overall intention of the analysis which is to 
consider how the specifi c programme of representation of Yugoslav socialist identity was carried through architecture.

Besides the appearance of memorial home/center as new architectural type, the period was marked with anticipation of forthcoming postmodernism. 
Hence, in a wide debate on the role and creative potential of architecture for re-construction of (Yugoslav) society that took place in architectural 



159

circles, a question on refl ection of postmodernist ideas within ‘Yugoslav architecture’ emerged. The question on synergy of architecture and 
ambience occupied minds of Yugoslav architects who emphasized the need to individually approach the interpretation of singularities of local 
climatic, landscape, constructive and material features in order to create unique and regionally (locally) specifi c architecture. 

The question of interpretation of local particularities within modernist discourse gave tone to the discussion on the occasion of the 20th anniversary 
of architectural practice in Yugoslavia.252 The debate, in which many prominent architectural names participated, such as Juraj Neidhardt, Aleksej 
Brkić, Zdenko Kolacio, Zoran Manević, Milorad Pantović, France Rihtar, Vojtjeh Delfi n, Braco Musič, Boris Čipan, was introduced with the 
opening survey of fi ve questions.253 

The fi rst question of the survey was in search for crucial buildings and architects that marked the 20 years of ‘Yugoslav architecture’, the second 
searched for the role of architectural theory and criticism in development of ‘Yugoslav architecture’ and the next one was interested in main 
problems that architecture in Yugoslavia faced in the given moment. However, answers to two questions: “Does the ambition of creation of one 
or more ‘Yugoslav expressions’ in architecture today look like only as a romantic debt to the tradition and simplifi ed look upon the examples of 
architects of Finland, Japan, Mexico, England, etc.?” and “What creators, works and ideas do you consider as the barriers of the most progressive 
tendencies in our architecture at the moment? What is the value of these ideas and works? Which main characteristics should our architecture of 
today and tomorrow have?” provide an interesting insight on how architects, as active participants and creators, assessed the architectural discourse 
in Yugoslavia. 

For Aleksej Brkić Yugoslav architectural discourse was “on an average level of developed countries (…) in other words, on an average of the world 
level”254 whereas averageness, by Brkić, was product of average growth of the country’s economy and in no case resulted from lack of creativity 
and architectural potential. But, although Brkić commended Yugoslav architectural attainment in escaping the trap of pseudo-classical and eclectic 

252  The 47th issue of the review “Arhitektura Urbanizam” (1967) was in whole dedicated to the commemoration of the 20th anniversary of Yugoslav architecture and urbanism. 

253  “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. Pp. 29 – 42.

254  Ibid. P. 29.
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revivals and accomplishment in “bringing out the spirit of architecture from the mire of primitive, half-educated entrepreneurial practices,”255 he 
subjugated modernist, contemporary and functionalist understandings apprising designs that in a way ‘instinctively’ interpreted local particularities.

What vaguely remained in Brkić’s judgment is what the ‘instinctiveness’ that differentiates certain projects is.256 However, the interpretation of 
what Brkić called ‘instinctiveness’ was given by Juraj Neidhardt, who as well departed from the premise of the need of appropriation of modernist 
architectural discourse’s premises in terms of their adaptation to local climatic, material and social particularities. In that sense, Neidhardt stated: 
“The mirror of life that are architecture and urbanism, the art of creation of interior, as well as exterior space. What a magnifi cent task for the 
architect, in past, as well in the present, to build a fi replace to man, apartment, house, village, to people. In an apartment one is born, lives and dies! 
Yet, each race, ethnicity, region, dealt with this same problem diametrically different, depending on the landscape, climate, materials, lifestyles and 
worldviews. The present engineering enables us to give a man of our planet a cosmopolitan type of modern home regardless the place and time. 
That is, without any doubt, our social and societal obligation. However, we wonder if that is all, if that is enough, or it is needed to look for ways 
to make a man happy, to return to him these authentic values, moods, through centuries of his existence organically related to his existence.”257 

Only in that way, by Neidhardt, could symbiosis and synthesis of two lifestyles and cultural viewpoints be reached: the Western, from which, by 
Neidhardt, ‘Yugoslav architecture’ should appropriate technical and constructive achievements and hygiene standards, while the local lifestyle had 
to be refl ected in works of Yugoslav architects: a connection with nature, simplicity and natural fl ow of space and respect of the neighborhood in 
spatial terms. Still, while Neidhardt searched for a way to illustrate singularities of local architectural traditions and landscape qualities through 
modernist architectural discourse, he moreover advocated that when discussing ‘Yugoslav architecture’ it should be taken in consideration that 
different regions of the SFR Yugoslavia have different natural and cultural identities, and so we should not speak about architecture, but architectures. 

The general problem of assessment of architectural practice in Yugoslavia was deliberated in the text of France Rihtar, young Slovenian architect, 

255  “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. P. 30.

256         Miodrag Macura’s design for the residential building, Stefanović’s for the administrative-residential building, Antić’s for residential towers and Bogojević’s for the Press House, all in 
Belgrade, were apprised by Brkić as designs which “instinctively interpret local particularities.” 

257  “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. P. 35.
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who estimated that: “Painful is the cognition that the overall of architectural realizations is in such a big backlog to very rare protruding creations, 
which cannot be called ‘architectural monument’ or ‘virtuosic graphic designs’, but truly modern and progressive created thoughts.”258 With this 
statement Rihtar was seemingly assessing housing architecture as mediocre, whereas in his opinion, more successful realizations were reached 
in the public, touristic and commercial domain. This position was elaborated in Zdenko Kolacio’s evaluation of the successfulness of Yugoslav 
architectural practice. Kolacio, by posing and answering several simple, but yet provocative questions, as: “Has in twenty years period the 
contradiction between our desires, aspirations and achievements disappeared?; Isn’t our architecture behind time?; “What work from this period 
gained some permanent value?; “What have we done to reveal the veil of gray from architectural mediocrity?;”259 annotated on what level of 
development Yugoslav architecture as discipline and theory is. Thus Kolacio observed that “our [Yugoslav] architecture is too stale, too much 
burdened with the conceptions of past”260; whereas, by his opinion Yugoslav construction was outdated since it did not follow the newest scientifi c-
technologic advances in improvement of materials’ features and developments of new structural forms.  Therefore, Kolacio concluded that “Modern 
construction is opposite to primitivism of constructive improvisation. Because of this, the confl ict between the endeavors of irreconcilable initiators 
of the programme(s) on the one, and illiteracy and backwardness on the other hand, results with the uniform color of averageness in milieu from 
which juts out a relatively small percentage of victories with which we are satisfi ed.”261 But even though Kolacio did not single out any particular 
work or project as a one of peculiar value, his observation of the process of assessment and rewarding of architectural works is more than important 
in terms of establishing the relation politics – architecture in Yugoslavia at the given time. By observing the process of selection of works for “the 
‘Borba’ Award for Architecture”262 Kolacio noticed that “too often rewards were given upon the ‘keys’, conscious or unconscious, where a real 
measure of valorization was pushed aside. The ‘keys’ drawn were republican ones, upon cities, gray merits and youthful ambitions, stimulation of 
environment, etc. and in overfl ow of such ‘keys’ (that were not criteria!) many true values were not noticed.”263 By this observation Kolacio not only 

258  “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. P. 39.

259  Ibid. P. 31.

260  Ibid. P. 31.

261  Ibid. P. 31.

262  ‘Borba’ award for Architecture was given for best achievements on the national level and levels of the republics from 1966 until 1989. See: TOLIĆ, INES: “The BORBA for Architecture” 
in Unfi nished Modernizations: Between Utopia and Pragmatism, Ed. by. Maroje Mrduljaš & Vladimir Kulić, Zagreb: UHA/CCA, 2012. Pp. 372 – 391. 

263  “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. P. 31.
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questioned the process of evaluation of architectural achievements in Yugoslavia at the time, but moreover raised the question about ‘Yugoslavness’ 
of ‘Yugoslav architectural discourse’. In these terms, Kolacio’s observation indicates that ‘Yugoslav architecture’ should maybe be observed as 
product of assemblage of similar architectural traditions and common cultural interests, since particularities in works of architects coming from 
different regional architectural backgrounds demonstrate that each architectural community strived to preserve its particularities while contributing 
to a creation of what we just might call ’Yugoslav architectural discourse’. In other words, ‘Yugoslav architecture’ is an assembly of different 
aesthetical, functional, spatial, visions on architecture since Yugoslav architects coopted local ambient, landscape, climatic, etc. qualities within 
their own discourses. Consequently, sum of individual architectural discourses formed regional vocabularies that were subsequently summed into 
Yugoslav architectural discourse. Thus, it could be concluded that what here is denoted as ‘Yugoslav architecture’ is more a product of common 
social and cultural framework, than of deliberate architectural program. 

This conclusion confi rms Zoran Manević’s, architectural historian from Serbia, discussion on evaluating Serbian, or to be more precise Belgrade 
architectural ‘school’. Manević search for features that single out Serbian, i.e. Belgrade architectural ‘school’ from other Yugoslav architectures 
points that ‘Yugoslav architectural discourse’ by mere Yugoslav architects was assessed as an assemblage of different national and local architectural 
contributions which were appropriated as Yugoslav architectural gems only when needed to be singled out. 

Manević’s address was also of importance in terms of periodization of architectural developments in Yugoslavia in the second half of the 20th 
century, whereas his address provides valuable information on appearance of postmodernist thought in the minds of Yugoslav architects.

By Manević, the starting point for evaluation of Serbian architecture is appearance of progressive modernist and international ideas in works of 
Serbian architects, whereas by him, the year 1954 was crucial in terms of deliberation of creative thought in Serbia, which until then was distraught 
by the infl uence of socialist ideological-aesthetical pretensions. Thus, by Manević, a transition from the fi rst to the second period was marked by 
Milorad Macura’s design for the Military Printing Offi ce, delivered in 1954. In these terms, Manević coopts Brkić’s thesis that Macura’s project 
for the residential building in the ‘7 July Street’ marked a new epoch in the development of Serbian architectural discourse. However, while Brkić 
singled out Macura’s work as example of instinctiveness in interpretation of local particularities, Manević assessed that Macura’s design marks 
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trivialization of modernist principles which, by him, were subjected to “primitive interpretations”.264 In that sense, Manević considered that late 
modernism in Serbia characterizes mediocre and qualitatively incoherent discourse. There, as he concludes that: “But then again, in this moment 
as something starts to change, as if some kind of movements can be felt in the air,”265 Manević not only provided data that postmodernism could 
already be felt in the air, but, as some clairvoyant, anticipated that architectural creativity, not only in Belgrade and Serbia, but Yugoslavia altogether 
soon enough was about to ruffl e. 



The arrival of postmodernism might have already been noticed in the fi eld of design of representative governmental edifi ces on the level of the 
state in the given period. The decentralization of governmental functions led to abandonment of the concept on representativeness of socialist 
Yugoslavia’s undivided nation, whereas the new model departed from the idea that Yugoslavia should be represented as multiethnic country, where 
multiethnicity should be denoted on multiples levels: those of the republics, provinces or even local instances. Thus, the process of erection of 
governmental buildings from now on cannot be anymore observed as refl ection of the political endeavor to employ architecture as an ideological 
apparatus serving for construction of Yugoslav nation. This implies that multiplication on the political level led to fragmentation in process of 
representation of Yugoslavhood, and fragmentation is precisely what distinguishes modernism from postmodernism. Therefore, it could be assessed 
that postmodernism already appeared in ‘Yugoslav architecture’, not in aesthetic, but in conceptual terms. Still, postmodernism was not yet 
perceivable in the design of the only the State’s governmental building erected in this period: the Palace of Justice (1962–1973, Belgrade). 

The project for the Palace of Justice was obtained from the open competition held in 1962, whereas the competition jury chose the design of 
Serbian architects Zoran Žunković, Mihailo Živadinović and Božidar Simović for the execution. The project took several years to be fi nished as the 
construction of the building which began in 1969 was fi nished in 1973 (Fig. 59)266. 

264 “Anketa o posleratnom razvoju arhitekture Jugoslavije” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 47, 1967. P. 32.

265  Ibid. P. 32.
266  Fig. 59: Exterior and interior of the Palace of Justice in Belgrade 1969 - 1973, Zoran Žunković, Mihailo Živadinović and Božidar Simović). Source: “Palata pravde u Beogradu” in 
Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 73, 1975. Pp. 25 - 26.
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Fig. 59: Exterior and interior of the Palace of Justice in Belgrade 1969 - 1973, Zoran Žunković, Mihailo Živadinović and Božidar Simović)

The authors envisioned the building in what might be assessed as a standard institutional functionalist discourse: a prism and a cube leaning on 
each other, with slightly sliden ground plans were designed in manner which highlights the horizontalness of the building. The prisms, conceived 
as two concrete blocks framed with lines of windows, were posted on a high platform which indicates that two structures form one complex, 
whilst the platform separates the Palace from the surrounding as it functions as an elevated entrant square.  Functionality characterizes the design 
of the complex, as the longitudinal and vertical development of the prims originates from the functional programme of each building: “In the 
higher cube the administration of judicial institutions is placed: courtrooms, waiting rooms, offi ces, etc. Therefore we have two compositional 
elements with two different contents: vertically, the same programmes, trials or administrations are arranged into cubes, while horizontally same 
institution departments are connected: district court courtrooms with district court administration, municipal court courtrooms with municipal court 
administration. The ground fl oor and the basement are reserved for general and shared services, as well as for the audience.”267 

The endeavor to fulfi ll complex functional necessities of the institution best illustrates representative character of the complex, whereas an interplay 
of vertical and horizontal passages which enable passing from one institution into another, or ascending through the institution very accurately, 
illustrates the complexity of Yugoslav juridical system. Still, the design also reveals how Yugoslav representative intents were becoming less 
ideological and more practical as politics were getting more bureaucratic and administrative than political. Mixing of the process of bureaucratization 

267  “Palata Pravde u Beogradu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 73, 1974. P. 26.
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with the process of decentralization of political powers resulted with this simple design 
being the only executed governmental project on the state level in this period.  

Since the State was becoming less concerned with ideological and more with practical 
subjects, it is not surprising that the biggest and most signifi cant competition from this 
period was held on the level of the one of republics - Macedonia. The competition 
for the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Macedonia building in 
Skopje, held in 1966- 1967 resulted in awarding the fi rst prize to the project proposal 
of Macedonian architect Petar Muličkovski (1929˗).268

Having in mind Kolacio’s assessment of the process of rewarding projects within 
competitions and the criteria for architectural awarding, meanings behind selection of 
Muličkovski’s design elucidate the given thesis. Even though it would be absolutely 
unfair to argue that Muličkovski’s project was not fi rst prized because of its spatial and 
functional, and ultimately architectural qualities; once again the selection of design of 
local author for construction of subnational emblem, in this case a Macedonian author 
for construction of Macedonian emblem, as it was with ‘Kockica’ or the Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian Executive Council building, confi rms Kolacio’s observation that these 
processes might were nationally (as ethnically) preconditioned.

Still, as said, Muličkovski’s design had specifi c architectural qualities which 
distinguished it from other project proposals. Muličkovski conceived the building 
as a complex compounded of six architecturally equally designed, but voluminously 

268  The second prize was awarded to group of Slovenian architects: Marko Mušič, Lojze Drašler, Marjan Mušič, Ivan Pomnih, Jernej Krajger and Tomaž Jeglič, while the third prize was 
given to the project of Croatian authors: Edo Ravnikar, Majda Kregar and Ana Ravnikar. 

Fig. 60: The Central Committe of the League of Communists of 
Macedonia building in Skopje: The model, section and fl oorplan. 
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differentiated cubes within which six administrative units were to be placed: cube with dimensions GF+1 (P+1) was to accommodate the cabinet of 
the political secretary, GF+3 executive offi ces and the control commission, GF+2 administrative-technical services, GF+3 the Municipal Committee 
of the League of Communists of Macedonia and the herald of the news magazine ‘Komunist’, and two equal cubes two auditoriums, one with a 
capacity of one hundred, and second of two-hundred seats. In the interior, six cubes were connected with common areas which in the exterior give the 
impression of a platform which aesthetically emphasizes coherence of the whole, while simultaneously elevates the complex from the surrounding 
(Fig. 60)269. From the simple spatial scheme which emanated from demanding functional multi-institutional programme came the visualization of 
buildings’ exterior(s). Hence, the cubical rhythmicity was highlighted with symmetrical conceptualization of the façades, whereas by contrasting 
windows openings to square cladding panels, Muličkovski achieved an impression of movement of façades, and thus the entire complex. 

If Muličkovski’s design (consequently executed in 1970) can be correlated with then political and social developments not only within the League of 
Communist of Macedonia, but the League of Communist of Yugoslavia in global, where the trust in the Party was shaken with national disturbances 
as “A new generation of younger, more pragmatic leaders began replacing conservative, older party members, and issues of nationalism and 
economic now were debated hotly and openly in the LCY,” 270 then an intent to change  the image of the Party Muličkovski represented with simple 
and unpretentious, but functionally consistent design.
 
If postmodernist fragmentation is not perceivable in the visual aspect of governmental buildings, but only in dispersion of the process of representation 
to the lower levels, modus operandi in terms of conceptualization of memorials and memorial sites maybe more indicates the change in aesthetics in 
postmodernist terms, since a climax to which the ideological process behind the construction of these structures was brought to, carried aesthetical 
diversifi cation of memorial discourse.

269  Fig. 60: The Central Committe of the League of Communists of Macedonia building in Skopje: The model, section and fl oorplan. Source: “Конкурсни проекти на згадата 
Централниоти Комитет на СКМ - Скопје” (“Konkursni proekti na zgradata Centralnoti Komitet na SKM - Skopje” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 43, 1967. Pp. II - III. 
270 CURTIS, GLENN E.: “Political evolution after 1945” in Yugoslavia, a country study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US 
Government Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 174. 



167



If the 1960s in SFR Yugoslavia can be evaluated as years of great progress in achieving social liberties, the turn of the decade marked the call 
forfurther progress in terms of respect of political, national, religious, feminist, (…) and human rights. 

The insight into two social magazines published in this period: ‘Encyclopedia Moderna’ (1966 – 1970) and ‘Komuna: časopis gradova i opština 
Jugoslavije’ (Commune: Journal of Towns and Municipalities of Yugoslavia, 1964 - 1990) demonstrate the deliverance of thought in Yugoslavia, 
as concepts of universality, versatility and progressivity were here debated and agitated for. Thus, as the universal call for a social liberation 
was declared in Yugoslavia similarly as in other advanced, democratic (‘capitalist’) societies, Yugoslav ideological leadership faced the problem 
of fulfi lling social demands posed by different social groups: students, workers, women, etc. Thus, they proposed universal answer to all these 
different calls for developing a society of greater social values - antifascism, as a constant value comprising all values. 
Having in mind that antifascism was the greatest goal for overcoming social disturbances and achieving social homogenization, construction of 
a large number of grandiose memorials and memorial sites emanates from ideological endeavor to affi rm antifascism as a concept which offers 
cultural, spiritual and social comfort. Still, contrary to previous period(s), not only the number of constructed memorials and memorial sites denotes 
this social urge; all the more, it is a predominant model in conception and design of these places that indicates urgency for an ideological alignment. 
Accordingly, the spectacularness and the abstractness of designs demonstrates that architects managed to impose architecture as an ideology per se 
over architecture as a mere tool for spreading socialist thought. 

The analysis of memorials and memorial sites constructed between 1966 and 1974 confi rms the given thesis. When memorials and memorial sites 
are analyzed upon previously established three modalities of classifi cations, from the observation of approximately 36 memorials and memorial 
sites designed in the period 1966–1974, the fi rst attains the data that only four memorials were brought in a classical language: the Tomb of National 
Heroes at Mirogoj in Zagreb (1968, Đuka Kavurić) and the Memorial to Freedom in Donji Miholjac (1968, Stjepan Brlošić) and two works of 
Antun Augustinčić: Memorial to Victims of Fascism in Krapinske Toplice (1973) and the Memorial to Vlado Zečević in Loznica (1973). This 
indicates how modernist discourse conquered the fi eld of memorial ideological representativeness.  
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In these terms, the consideration of memorials and memorial sites 
upon the second classifi cation leads to a similar conclusion. Upon 
the second classifi cation, between 1966 and 1974, seven memorial 
complexes were developed and nine large-scale memorials erected, 
with 16 smaller memorials of more modest size constructed. There, 
when analyzing the development of memorial discourse in the period 
1966–1974 it can be noticed that memorial sites were becoming 
more complex, as items of commemorative signifi cance tended to 
incorporate different types of buildings such as museums, memorial 
centers, restaurants or even small accommodation facilities. In the 
same manner, large-scale memorials were getting more monumental, 
but also more expressive and abstract and they were also accompanied 
by different facilities. 

And fi nally, when memorials and memorial sites are categorized upon 
the third classifi cation, another trend is revealed: contrary to previous   

    period, the most important memorials and memorial sites now conceived 
were being located outside the cities and villages as many items were constructed in places of historical signifi cance. This confi rms the data that 
from the overall number of memorials and memorial sites erected from 1966 until 1974, 17 items are of urban character, eight were placed next 
to urban or rural settlements, while as many as 11 items were located in the hills, mountains or valleys where grand victories and grand sufferings 
took place.   

Although the analysis is interested in designs of architecturally and spatially conceived memorials and memorial sites, the analysis of designs of 
smaller items, which reveals tendency of abstraction of memorial discourse is presented in order to perceive how aesthetics of memorials was 
developing. 

Fig. 61: Jovan Soldatović’s Memorial to Victims of the Raid in Čarug
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Within the group of smaller scale memorials again we fi nd a group of works in metal which demonstrate 
how the propensity to use metal’s piercing nature relates with the intent to emphasize the acrimony of 
events which memorials commemorate. This is perceivable in Nandor Glid’s Ballad of the Hanged in 
Subotica (1967), Jovan Soldatović’s Memorials to Victims of the Raid in Novi Sad (1971) and Čarug 
(1971) (Fig 61)271 and Vlasto Kopač’s Memorial to the Killed in the NLW in Vevčah (1974). 

On the other hand, works in stone, such as Ante Gržetić’s Memorial to Mother and Daughters in 
Topola (1967) (Fig. 62)272 and the Memorial to Killed Partisans in Peć (1971), or Branko Ružić’s 
Memorial to Moša Pijade, prominent communist politician, otherwise a painter and a publicist (1967, 
Belgrade), demonstrate the same tendency to abstract an emotion upon characteristics of stone as a 
material.

And fi nally, the utility of the Memorial to Fallen Citizens of Solin (1968, Fabijan Barišić and Branko 
Kalajdžić) and the Memorial Ossuary in Kićevo (1968, Jordan Grabuloski) contrasts to Bogdan 
Bogdanović’s determined position that memorials should not be utile structures, but expressions of 
sensation of metaphysical omnipresence. 

Bogdanović, who in this period designed the Memorial to the Revolution in Leskovac (1964 – 1971), 
the Memorial Stone Flower in Jasenovac (1966), the Memorial Complex to Fallen Soldiers of the 
Revolution near Štip (1969–1974), the Memorial to Fallen Miners in Kosovska Mitrovica (1973) and 
the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers of the Revolution in Vlasotinec (1973–1975), still remains as one of 
most engaged and signifi cant authors in the domain of memorial design.

271 Fig. 61: Jovan Soldatović’s Memorial to Victims of the Raid in Čarug. Source: “Spomenik NOB-a. Autor: Soldatović Jovan”. Sklupture Srbija. Available at: http://www.skulpture-srbi-
ja.com/skulpture/spomenik-nob-a-666/ (Accessed February 2, 2016).
272 Fig. 62: Ante Grižetić’s Memorial to Mother and Daugters in Topola. Source: “Spomenik NOB-a. Autor: Soldatović Jovan”. Sklupture Srbija. Available at: http://www.skulpture-srbija.
com/skulpture/spomenik-nob-a-666/ (Accessed February 2, 2016).

Fig. 62: Ante Grižetić’s Memorial to Mother and 
Daugthers in Topola
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Fig. 63: The Memorial in Kosovska Mitrovica and the Leskovac Memorial by Bogdan Bogdanović. 

From these fi ve Bogdanović’s works, the Memorial in Kosovska Mitrovica goes beyond Bogdanović’s idea on representation of memory as 
metaphysical knowledge, since through the design of this memorial Bogdanović introduced a new concept into his discourse, as instead of spatially 
developing the site, he designed the Memorial as one large-scale single sculpture. The memorial, dedicated to fallen miners, symbolically tends 
to carry to the surface a tremendous suffering which suggests not only the miners’ sacrifi ce in the War, but also their everyday life struggle as the 
Memorial, designed in form of a big trough or coal pit, standing on top of the hill above Kosovska Mitrovica, inclines over the city’s panorama 
(Fig. 63)273. 

Contrary to the Memorial in Kosovska Mitrovica which is dissimilar in terms of concept and design to previous Bogdanović’s works, two other 

273 Fig. 63: Photo 1: The Memorial in Kosovska Mitrovica. Source: “Mitrovica”. SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/mitrovica 
(Accessed January 2, 2017). Photo 2: POPOVIĆ ZUMA, R. Spomenici Narodnooslobodilačke Borbe i Revolucije SR Srbije 1941-45. Eksport Pres, Belgrade, 1981. P. 66.
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projects further developed Bogdanović’s foregoing memorial concepts and symbolical ideas. 
In the case of the Leskovac Memorial, a known pattern in space organization is carried on 
once again: the Memorial is entered through the wooden gate from which processional path 
leads to the statue surrounded with a group of cenotaphs. The group of cenotaphs is divided 
in two equal parts: one group commemorates the death of seventeen Leskovac’s national 
heroes killed on site, while seventeen other cenotaphs commemorate the fi ghters’ deaths. 
The latter group of ‘stone soldiers’ is overlooked by the ‘Statue of Victory’, described by 
Bogdanović as a ‘Forest Goddess’.274 ‘The Forest Goddess’ is an abstracted female ‘fi gure’ 
topped with a metal crown, earlier accompanied with earrings, which might indicate the 
feminine gender of the sculpture (Lawer, p. 74). The fi gure reminds on other Bogdanović’s 
fi gurines, such as ones in Prilep or the one in Slobodište. Simultaneously, as in Slobodište, 
here as well, Bogdanović created an amphitheatric form which surrounds the statue and 
separates the commemorative from celebratory space (Fig 63). 

The same concept is redeveloped, yet in another language, in the design of the Štip 
Memorial: the site is approached through the gate, in this case materialized in white stone, 
complemented by a stone pillar which points to the ceremonial path, which this time 
ascends to the top of the hill in form of the stairway. On the sideways of the stairway 
white cenotaphs are placed, similar to those in Prilep or Slobodište. The craftsmanship of 
cenotaphs (Fig. 64)275gets more elaborated as they ascend the hill. Twelve items covered 

274  ACLEITNER, F., RISTIĆ I., KOMAC, U., GUIILLEN P., KARGE K., MILANOVIĆ D. and VUKOVIĆ V. Memoria und Utopie in Tito Jugoslawien. Vienna: Architekturzentrum 
Wien, 2009. P. 86. Citation taken from: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire 
International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 74.
275 Fig. 64: Bogdanović’s Memorials in Štip and Vlasotince. Source: Photo 1: “Štip”. SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/stip 
(Accessed January 2, 2016). Photo 2: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire 
International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 146.

Fig. 64: Bogdanović’s Memorials in Štip and Vlasotince. 
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with rounded toppings in form reminiscent to the sundial at the Mostar Cemetery thus delimit the fi rst plateau, whereas other twelve, this time 
crowned with the stone crowns, are placed in the location which offers a vista on the city. 

Vlasotince Memorial, located on the hill nearby the town of Vlasotince, uses the same semantics. Here, the site is organized circularly in form of an 
amphitheater enclosed with irregular granite crafted stones marked with engravings. The amphitheater, formed from three circles of granite seats, 
faces a twelve-meter high stone ‘obelisk’, the ‘Guardian of the Revolution’ (Lawer, p. 141), which rises on the edge of the hill and thus serves as a 
kind of backdrop of the memorial and the memorial’s hallmark overlooking on the town (Fig. 64). 

As these memorial concepts were redeveloped in further Bogdanović’s memorial works, Bogdanović’s design for the Jasenovac Memorial remains 
very singular both from conceptual and aesthetical perspective. 

Jasenovac, the place on the border of Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, was the site of most massive executions in Yugoslavia during the Second 
World War, since the largest concentration camp in this part of the Europe was located there. The Camp, established in 1941 by the Independent 
State of Croatia (NDH) government and operated by Ustasha military formation, consisted of fi ve units: Krapje and Bročica (opened in 1941 and 
closed four months later), Ciglana, Kozara and Stara Gradiška, operating from late 1941 until the end of the War in 1945. Jasenovac Concentration 
Camp was place of detention of hundreds of thousands of Jews, Serbs, Roma, Bosniaks (Muslims) or Croats (as regime opponents), communists, 
partisans and antifascists, with more than 77 000 - 100 000276 and 300 000 – 700 000277 people executed on the location: “Among the victims were: 
between 45,000 and 52,000 Serb residents of the so-called Independent State of Croatia; between 12,000 and 20,000 Jews; between 15,000 and 
20,000 Roma (Gypsies); and between 5,000 and 12,000 ethnic Croats and Muslims, who were political and religious opponents of the regime.”278 
The data on the scale of the crime and precise number of executed are nonexistent since offi cial records and documentations were destroyed in the 
process of dismantling of the camp. The camp was fi nally liberated by the Partisans in May 1945. 
 
The scale of the crime and the character of Jasenovac were frequently used by Yugoslav political authorities to underline the antifascist and human 

276  Holocaust Encyclopedia. “Jasenovac”. Available at: http://www.ushmm.org/wlc/en/article.php?ModuleId=10005449 (Accessed June 27, 2015)
277  Jasenovac Research Institute: What was Jasenovac? Available at: http://www.jasenovac.org/whatwasjasenovac.php (Accessed June 27, 2015)
278  Holocaust Encyclopedia. “Jasenovac”. Available at: http://www.ushmm.org/wlc/en/article.php?ModuleId=10005449 (Accessed June 27, 2015)
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nature of Yugoslav socialism and hence Jasenovac, a synonym of indescribable suffering of Yugoslav peoples, in the post-war period became a 
place of uttermost ideological importance. 

The idea of honoring victims’ sufferings and remembering of tragic events in Jasenovac departed from the premise of preservation of remaining 
buildings and amenities from the camp (such as the Tower, the Stara Gradiška Camp facilities, the Roma cemetery and marking mass graves in 
Krapje, Mlaka and Jablanac) whilst the erection of several memorials in different locations was to emphasize the commemorative prominence of 
the site. 279 

Since Jasenovac Concentration Camp spread over a large area, Jasenovac Memorial Site was to consist of twelve zones which were to cover fi ve 
units of the Camp and mark ten detention and execution sites and two Camp facilities: the tannery and the deportation train.280 Specifi c sites were 
to be marked with smaller memorials, which were eventually erected in different periods and designed by different sculptors, whereas the central 
area of the Memorial Site was to be marked with the Central Memorial and the Museum, as main memorial accents the Complex. 

Regarding the specifi c historical importance and particular ideological signifi cance of Jasenovac Memorial Site, the design was offered to two most 
prominent Yugoslav memorial architects of the time: Zdenko Kolacio and Bogdan Bogdanović.281 These two architects in September 1960 were 
invited by the ‘SUBNOR’ (the War Veterans Organization) Central Committee to design the Central Memorial, whereas the design of the Memorial 
Museum, constructed later, in 1968, was as well subjected to an individual call addressed to Petar Vovk and Đuka Kavurić.

After the ‘individual call’, the project of the Central Memorial was assigned to Bogdan Bogdanović who condensed his thoughts on memorials 
being the metaphysical symbol of human existence altogether within the modest, and yet monumental design of ‘the Flower Memorial’. ‘The 
Flower Memorial’ (built in 1966), the twenty-four meters high (reinforced) concrete sculpture rising from the bottom in which the crypt placed 

279  Jasenovac Memorial Site – JUSP Jasenovac: Jasenovac Concentration Camp Memorials. Available at: http://www.jusp-jasenovac.hr/Default.aspx?sid=6468 (Accessed June 27, 2015)

280  Ibid.

281  In the research of documentation regarding the Jasenovac Central Memorial the information and documentation on Zdenko Kolacio’s proposal for the Central Memorial was not found, 
as thus it was not possible to analyze neither the artistic distinctions of the design, nor other possible facts that led to the selection of Bogdanović’s over Kolacio’s proposal. 
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where remains of the executed are buried, depicts a fl ower blossoming from the ground 
whose petals are transforming to wings (Fig. 65)282, is thus converted into “a sign of eternal 
renewal [since] the edifi ce as a superstructure faces two ways, with the crypt looking 
towards victims, in whom its roots and crown are planted, and a kind of inverse cupola, 
looking towards the light and the sun. Symbolically, towards life and freedom.”283

In addition to designing the Flower Memorial, Bogdanović also took part in the spatial organization of the site. Bogdanović landscaped the 
Memorial’s surrounding as he placed shallow pools in niches at the base of the Flower. Thus the Flower’s refl ection in the pools, in a way 
symbolically illustrates the relation between the underworld and ‘the above-ground’, death and life, the past and the future. Bogdanović had 
moreover designed memorials marking mass graves in Uštica (known for allocating the Roma part of the camp) and Limani (location of the Camp 

282  Fig. 65: The Flower Memorial in Jasenovac. Source: Photo 1: KIŠ, DRAGUTIN: “Pejzažno parkovno uređenje prostora uz memorijalne spomenike narodno oslobodilačke borbe” in 
Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 51. Photos 2 and 3: MANEVIĆ, ZORAN: “Skluptura in arhitektura Bogdana Bogdanovića” in Sinteza, No. 7, 1967. P. 47. 

283  Jasenovac Memorial Site – JUSP Jasenovac: Jasenovac Concentration Camp Memorials. Available at: http://www.jusp-jasenovac.hr/Default.aspx?sid=6468 (Accessed June 27, 2015)

Fig. 65: The Flower Memorial in Jasenovac. 
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III – Brickworks facility and the largest execution site). 

In several years of development of the Jasenovac Memorial Site (1966–1971) a number of architects and sculptors worked on commemoration of 
events and marking locations of executions, whereas Dušan Džamonja designed the Relief Dedicated to Victims of Fascism (1966), Stanko Jančić 
created the monument The Dead Open the Exes of the Living (1967), while Petar Vovk, besides projecting the Memorial Museum, also designed 
the Mlaka Monument (1967). 
However, even though Bogdanović’s design for ‘the Flower Memorial’ infl uenced a change in conceptualization of large-scale single-standing 
memorials, participation of most prominent sculptural and architectural names in development of Jasenovac Memorial Site denoted the phase when 
large-scale single-standing memorials began to be conceived as complex, spatially and architecturally elaborated spaces. 

The system of classifi cation of memorials and memorial sites did not refl ect this change in conceptualization of large-scale memorials, since the 
classifi cation was developed upon the premise that spatial and architectural features are prevalent characteristic of memorial sites as complexes, 
whereas in the case of large scale constructions the focus is put on grandiose sculpture. But, this did not mean that in the fi rst case the site cannot 
include a grandiose sculpture, as it is the case with the Jasenovac Memorial Site, nor that in the second case impressive memorial sculptures were 
not spatially and/or architecturally elaborated.

On these premises designs of three remaining memorial sites developed in the period 1966 - 1974 are analyzed: the Memorial Park ‘Dotrščina’ in 
Zagreb (1968, Vojin Bakić, Josip Seissel), the Memorial Park ‘Kraljevo October’ in Kraljevo (1970, Spasoje Krunić and Dragutin Kovačević), the 
Partisan Cemetery in Livno (1972, Vinko Kragić and Frano Buskareli) and the Partisan Cemetery in Breza near Kolašin (1974, Momčilo Vujisić). 

Besides the Partisan Cemetery in Livno, whose design is quite simple as the memorial site is composed of four types of objects: stone balls, 
triangular, cubic and double pyramid structures placed throughout the site representing gravestones and skewed concrete console rising above the 
commemorative plateau, remaining three memorial sites, beyond spatiality being their central characteristic, share another common feature: their 
designs are determined with unique aesthetics of main memorials within complexes, i.e. aesthetical semantic of authors who designed them. In 
these terms, the Memorial Park Dotrščina is determined with sculptural language of Vojin Bakić as the Partisan Cemetery in Breza with painterly 
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aesthetics of Momčilo Vujisić or, although to a lesser extent since the 
design of the Memorial Park in Kraljevo might be less appealing than 
the designs of two other complexes, refl ects Kovačević and Krunić’s 
architectural discourse. 

By Kovačević and Krunić’s design Kraljevo Memorial Park, built to 
commemorate the killing of approximately 5000 citizens during 14 - 
20 October 1941 on the location known as the Wagon Factory, a space 
consisting of several ensembles was conceived. The fi rst and most 
important are execution areas that are marked with marble cenotaphs 
formed as stumps and engraved with names of killed or inscriptions. 
The cenotaphs are lined up in fi ve rectangles (Fig. 66)284. Since the 
killed were forced to dig out mass graves before being executed and 
buried into the same, rectangles might symbolize the anguish of the 

Fig. 66: The Memorial Park in Kraljevo killed preparing for their own deaths. The executions sites from the 
northern side are enclosed with the amphitheater growing from the nearby hill, from the east fenced with number of trees and on the west delimited 
by two sepulchral hummocks (mounds), whilst on the south border of the Kraljevo Memorial Park, a side from which the memorial area is 
approached, the wagon - symbol of transportation of convicts, dominantly Jews and Roma to the execution site is located.

Contrary to the aesthetics of the Kraljevo Memorial Park, the visual aspect of the Partisan Cemetery in Breza is somewhat more consistent, although 
the commemorative nature of the Breza Partisan Cemetery is not as complex as one of the Kraljevo complex. The Partisan Cemetery in Breza is a 
complex of simple spatial and aesthetical character. The site is approached by ceremonial path leading to the central monument, a circular platform 
marked with growing counterforts, materialized in white marble which denotes aesthetics of the whole complex (Fig. 67)285. The form of the central 
284 Fig. 66: The Memorial Park in Kraljevo. Source: Kraljevo Online web page. Available at: http://www.kraljevo.biz/kraljevacki-oktobar-2015-godine-tuga-i-nezaborav/ (Accessed Janu-
ary 2, 2017). 
285 Fig 67: Th e Partisan Cemetery in Breza, Kolašin. Source: Vesti Online web site. Author: B. Simonović. Available at: http://www.vesti-online.com/Vesti/Ex-YU/490922/Posle-pola-ve-
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monument is repeated in smaller scale on the right side where a 
similar structure developed circularly encloses a possible site of mass 
grave and little above where the same, but smaller structure is placed 
on which the memorial plaque is hooked. Similarly, on the left, the 
smaller element shaped in the form of the three-pointed star, probably 
ceremonial table is positioned. As Vujisić marked the graveyard with 
rows of white tombstones, rectangular lined, shaped as counterforts, 
in same visual form, he demarked the aesthetics of the commemorative 
area of the Cemetery, as primarily visually impressive. In that way 
the design of the Partisan Cemetery Breza differentiates from the 
Kraljevo Memorial Park whose design was more architecturally and 
spatially conceived. The combination of two approaches is what 
characterizes the fi rst phase in design and 

Fig. 67: The Partisan Cemetery in Breza, Kolašin. 
construction of the Memorial Park Dotrščina in Zagreb. 

The Memorial Park Dotrščina was fi rst to be constructed from these three memorial sites. The project for the ‘Dotrščina’ was conceived in 1960 
when Zagreb’s government, more precisely the Institute for Protection of the Monuments of Culture of the City of Zagreb, contracted Vojin Bakić 
and Josip Seissel to develop the project on commemoration of execution of nearly 18 000 citizens of Zagreb in that location.286 The spatial scheme 
of the Memorial Park Dotrščina, covering a large area of nearly hundred and twenty hectares, was developed by Josip Seissel. By Siessel’s scheme 
‘Dotrščina’ was divided in four ensembles: the main entrance area consisting of the commemorative plaza and the museum, the side entrance area, 
opened on the place where convicts began their walk to the execution site, by Siessel’s plans marked with a sculpture, ‘the Valley of the Graves’ 
along which several sculptural works were placed and the north section, the location of several mass graves, on whose uplift the central sculpture,  

ka-otkriveno-ime-palog-partizana (Accessed January 2, 2017)
286  Data taken from the Virtual Museum Dotrščina site: http://dotrscina.hr/ which refers to the data of the Croatian State Archives (Accessed June 27, 2015).
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Fig. 68: Josip Seissel’s spatial plan for the Memorial Park Dotriščina 
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main memorial accent of the Park 
was to be placed287 (Fig. 68)288.

By Seissel’s proposal the fi rst 
ensemble was to be constructed on 
the location of the old fi ring range, 
and it was to be conceived as a 
museum which would serve both as 
an informational and educational 
institution. The museum was to be 

Fig. 69: Drawing of‘the Valley of the Graves’ at the Memorial Park Dotrščina placed in such a way so it would 
connect the entrance plaza on the south with the commemorative plaza on the north. “Passing the porch, that is museum’s ground fl oor, a view is 
opened on several gradually grounded-in terraces. The existing differences in the high of the terrain are used to draw attention to the last terrace on 
which the ossuary was to be placed. On the east, at the lower terrace, the pedestal with the memorial which symbolizes the immensity of the 
sacrifi ce is protruded. In the northern part the cascade of the plazas ends with the green wooden swab, followed by the terrain of the hodiernal fi ring 
range, intended for the park of sculptures (…). From the commemorative square the path leads us to the east, directly to the Valley of the Graves.”289 
The Valley of the Graves, location of a number of mass graves, was to be marked with a sculptures designed by Vojin Bakić who at the time was 
already recognized as one of the most prominent Yugoslav sculptors (Fig. 68)290. Thus, in a number of sculptures Bakić elaborates and condenses 
his unique sculptural discourse that defi nes the aesthetics of the Park. The simplicity and clarity of Bakić’s memorial discourse followed from an 
intent to inscribe the nature of the memory into the landscape whose main feature are picturesque wooden clearings and woodlands.

287 SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 32.
288 Fig 68: Josip Seissel’s spatial plan for the Memorial Park Dotrščina. Source: SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 
1975. P. 35.

289 SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 32.
290 Fig. 69: Drawing of ‘the Valley of the Graves’ at the Memorial Park Dotrščina. Source: SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektu-
ra, No. 155, 1975. P. 32.



180

Fig. 70: Vojin Bakić’s scluptures in the Memorial Park Dotrščina. 

“A memorial to all victims needed to be erected, to dignify and perpetuate this mass graveyard with long-lasting material and marks, which would 
not negate the features of the natural landscape. This ‘eternal’ and precious material is granite and steel. All areas in the Valley of the Graves, in 
which hodiernal are biers, are paved with granite blocks between which grass grids would remain (…) In this refi ned surface graves are marked 
with long narrow slabs of polished granite, slightly raised, with engraved names and appropriate writing (…) Sculptures, markings of particular 
groups of graves, are given in the stainless steel of high gloss. Placed in the landscape on unobtrusive terraces, like crystals, they form the 
composition that intents to create the ambience of respect, a solemn peace. With the sharpness of their form and blooming of the material, the play 
of light and shadow and the dynamics of their form, they communicate with the landscape. This motive is not repeated mechanically, but it is varied 
regarding the position of graves, as well as regarding the grouping of the graves. As a result markings vary not only in form but as well in dimension. 
Thus a visitor would in moving through the valley each time reveal new spatial compositions as sparking of metal markings would create an 
impression of spaciousness and thus suggest the immensity of the sacrifi ce that happened here.”291

The same approach was applied in the development of the northern area whereas mass graves were marked with sculptures with aesthetics similar 

291  SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 34.
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to the central memorial’s one. However, it is the central memorial that denotes the visual character of the Park: “The vertical dominant – obelisk, 
is situated on the uplift of the hill. It rises out of woodlands and is revealed to the remote area of Dubrava, while dominating the whole area of the 
Dotrščina memorial. The design idea for the obelisk emanated from the knowledge that from a multitude of crystals marking graves in the valley 
that are symbols on the resistance of victims’ suffering, self-sacrifi ce and struggle, [one] comes to the victory. From this the idea on convulsive 
ascending form constructed of polished steel resulted. The mutually inclined sides would reject the light, refl ecting the sun, and thus convert the 
pillar into the blazing vertical.”292 

Siessel and Bakic’s concept denotes the fi rst step in the development of the Memorial Park ‘Dotrščina’ as a project on commemoration of tragic 
events in the location that was redeveloped several times, whereas ‘the ‘Dotrščina’ Area’s Integral Spatial Plan’, developed in 1977, represents the 
most comprehensive upgrade of Siessel and Bakić’s project. Nevertheless, simplicity and contemporaneousness of Bakić’s sculptural discourse 
which denote the visual character of the Park (Fig. 70)293, jointly with complexity of Seissel’s spatial scheme, remained the main characteristic of 
Dotrščina Memorial Park, while in global terms, Bakić and Seissel’s interdisciplinary approach contributed to further amplifi cation of memorial 
discourse in terms of development of memorial complexes.

The tendency to approach the designs of memorials from an interdisciplinary perspective is perceivable also in design of large-scale single-standing 
memorials, whereas spatial development of memorials’ surrounding, sculptural abstraction and architectural approach on mere design of structures 
endeavored to emphasis the grandiosity of such memorials. Again, Bakić was among the fi rst to practice this concept for the design of one of the 
most grandiose monuments from the period ˗ the Memorial to the Victory of Slavonia Peoples in Kamenska (1958 - 1968).  In the design of this 
unique memorial besides sculptural and artistic qualities architectural and spatial tendencies can also be perceived. 

The Kamenska Memorial was, by Bakić’s design, envisaged as an immense abstract sculpture in form of fl ying wings, which took almost ten year 
to be constructed and placed on the top of the hill above the Kamenska Village in Croatia. The visual character of the sculpture, materialized in 
stainless steel, in Bakić’s words, emanates from his aesthetic principles: “We started around 1958 when I made fi rst sketches. It was era of my leafy 

292 SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 34.
293 Fig. 70: Vojin Bakić’s scluptures in the Memorial Park Dotrščina. Source: SEISSEL, JOSIP; BAKIĆ, VOJIN: “Memorijalni kompleks Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 
1975. Pp. 33 - 34.
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Fig. 71: The Kamenska Memorial by Vojin Bakić: From the sketch to the construction of the Memorial. 

forms’, recalls Bakić. ‘Those were the years when alarms were raised over Marx and the dragon. I had broken the tradition of the ancient sculpture, 
full volume, and many could not understand that. But I decided to participate in the competition for this memorial because it searched for something 
new and interesting. Because its content was specifi ed. I started to work with architect Josip Seissel on the fi rst proposals. But, nothing we made 
satisfi ed us. And then we decided to try to make something with a more mature form which was already shaped and towards which we had distance, 
which is close to the subject with its expression, and still had the potential to be developed to dimensions of the monument.”294 

294  Vojin Bakić in “Razgovori: Kako smo gradili spomenik u Kamenskoj – dr. sc. Boris Medja” in Novosti iz Muzeja Suvremene umjetnosti Zagreb, 31 January 2014. Available at: http://
www.msu.hr/#/hr/20171/ (Accessed June 27, 2015).
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The demanding Bakić’s sculpture, conceived as very abstracted 
wings materialized in aluminum plates (Fig. 71)295, asked for 
complex technical and structural project which was developed by 
shipbuilding and aviation engineers Boris Medja, Borislav Vajić and 
Frane Tomljenović. The complex constructive scheme developed by 
these engineers took another several years of studies on methods of 
fabrication, until fi nally the thirty meters high memorial raised its 
wings over the Kamenska’s landscape in 1968.  

The attempt to reinterpret the aesthetics of Kamenska Memorial, 
often denoted as “the biggest abstract sculpture in the world,”296 
denotes the design for the Šušnjar Memorial in Sanski Most (1972), 
developed by Petar Krstić, BiH architect, who in the contest with 

Fig. 72: The Šušnjar Memorial in Sanski Most by Petar Krstić. Bogdan Bogdanović and Vanja Radauš (Croatian sculptor) in 1968-
1969 won the closed call on design of this memorial. 

The Šušnjar Memorial, commemorating a particular event of execution of local civilians in 1941 and general sacrifi ce of victims of the fascist terror 
in the region, is placed in the middle of sepulchral mounds and low-slung concrete panels bearing aluminum plaques on which the names of the 
fallen are written. The Memorial, as the central element of the Šušnjar Memorial Complex, is also an abstract sculpture designed as a fi fteen meters 
high obelisk symbolically representing a bullet or a missile, materialized in aluminum plates as the design, in author’s words, tended to “symbolize 

295 Fig. 71: The Kamenska Memorial by Vojin Bakić: From the sketch to the construction of the Memorial. Source: Photo 1: Arhitektura,  No. 1 - 2, 1961. Frontpage; Photo 2: “Monument 
of the Revolutionary Victory of The People of Slavonia during construction”, Exhibition “Vojin Bakić retrospective” (December 6, 2013 - March 2, 2014) in the Museum of the Contemporary 
Art in Zagreb. Available at: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Izgradnja_spomenika_kod_Kamenske.JPG (Accessed January 2, 2017); Photo 3: MERENIK LIDIJA: “Željena ili neželjena 
baština, svuda oko nas / Vojin Bakić (1915-1992): Svjetlonosne forme – Retrospektivna izložba (Muzej savremene umjetnosti Zagreb). Avialable at: http://www.supervizuelna.com/blog-zelje-
na-ili-nezeljena-bastina-svuda-oko-nas-vojin-bakic-1915-1992-svjetlonosne-forme-retrospektivna-izlozba-muzej-suvremene-umjetnosti-zagreb/ (Accessed January 2, 2017) 
296  Nataša Ivančević, curator of the Museum of Contemporary Art in Zagreb in “Razgovori: Kako smo gradili spomenik u Kamenskoj – dr. sc. Boris Medja” in Novosti iz Muzeja 
Suvremene umjetnosti Zagreb, 31 January 2014. Available at: http://www.msu.hr/#/hr/20171/ (Accessed June 27, 2015).
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life and suffering of the people in the area.”297 (Fig. 72)298. However, 
since Krstić did not manage to fully dematerialize the form as Bakić 
had done, the Šušnjar Memorial might be evaluated as an interwoven 
memorial form to be found in between two Bakić’s designs: one for 
the Kamenska and other for the Petrova Gora Memorial. 

Krsitć and Bakić’s memorials, together with Bogdanović’s designs 
for the Memorial in Kosovska Mitrovica and the Flower Memorial 
and Dušan Džamonja’s grandiose sculptural shrines in Podgarić 
and Mrakovica introduce a new approach on creation of large-scale 
memorials in which a strive to monumentalize to the largest extent 
unique aesthetic expression of the authors can be denoted. Such a 
monumentalizing of authors’ singular discourse translated concrete 
events into abstract ideas in a way in which an individual becomes 
collective and memory ceases to exist as mere individual sentiment as 
it becomes collective practice. 

Fig. 73: The Monument to the Revolution in Moslavina at Podgradić by Dušan 
Džamonja This intention is best illustrate by two Dušan Džamonja’s immense 
monuments conceived with an aim to praise the peoples’ rebellion at Podgarić in Moslavina (1967) and at Mrakovica at Kozara (1972). The process 
of abstraction of singular suffering into a global symbol, accomplished with the design for the Memorial to the December Victims in Dubrava is 
here delivered in a grander and more grandiose scale that emphasizes and monumentalizes Džamonja’s singular aesthetics, whereas Džamonja’s 

297 The Decision on designation of the architectural ensemble of ‘the Šušnjar Memorial Complex’ as a National Monument of Bosnia and Herzegovina by the Commission to Preserve 
National Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 1 – 7 July 2003. Available at: http://www.kons.gov.ba/main.php?id_struct=50&lang=4&action=view&id=1832 (Accessed June 29, 2015)
298 Fig. 72: The Šušnjar Memorial in Sanski Most by Petar Krstić.  Source: “Sanski Most”. SpomenikDatabase web site. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdata-
base.org/sanski (Accessed January 2, 2017).
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memorial discourse characterizes the replacement of the singular with the 
massive and a tendency to relate the global with the local. Moreover, 
Džamonja’s unique monumental forms, besides succeeding to symbolize 
a global idea on immensity of human suffering are also describing the 
singularities of local landscape.

The Moslavina Monument celebrates the bravery of people of Podgarić who 
initiated and carried out the resistance in the province of Slavonia. Here, 
Džamonja’s began from the premise that celebration, not commemoration, 
is a sentiment that the Monument should express. The Monument, growing 
from the ground, which hides the memorial ossuary beneath it, is ten meters 
high and twenty meters wide structure materialized in stone, illustrating 
wings, probably of the victory, carrying on stylized sun relief materialized 
in aluminum (Fig 73)299.

On the other hand, the design of the Mrakovica Monument, located within 
the Kozara National Park and dedicated to the resistance of Partisans and 

Fig. 74: The Mrakovica Monument at Kozara. civilians to the Axis Powers’ Offensive between April and July 1942, more 
resembles the one for the Memorial in Dubrava, as it also tends to give universal interpretation on the subject of commemoration of individual tragic 
events. 

The Mrakovica Monument, built on top of the Mrakovica Mountain also seems to draw the energy from Mother Nature as the Monument roots in 
the ground with rays on which the names of the fallen are written. The rays might as well illustrate the density of the enemy’s aggression300 as those 
299 Fig. 73: The Monument to the Revolution in Moslavina at Podgradić by Dušan Džamonja. Source: “Spomenik revoluciji u Moslavini” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 53 - 54, 1968. P. 
82.

300 DŽAMONJA, DUŠAN: “Memorijalni spomenik na Mrakovici – Kozara” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 234, 1972. P. 8.
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are shrunken in form of immense cylindrical obelisk, 
probably symbolizing the victory. The cylindrical form, 
within which a smaller memorial museum is located, is 
sculpturally treated so that protruding and recessed strips 
“rhythmically vibrant into convex and concave, represent a 
counterpoint of life and death; [Whereas] vertical surfaces 
of those elements are accentuated with incrustations so 
that the dimension of the light and sunshine would be 
potentiated”301 (Fig. 74)302.

The monumentality of Džamonja’s designs is exceeded 
only by Milorad Živković’s project for the Memorial to 
the ‘Battle of Sutjeska’ (1971) placed in the Valley of the 
Heroes on top of Tjentište Pit at the Sutjeska Mountain. 
Although Tjentište Memorial as well as ‘Kozara’, has the 
features of a memorial site, since its primary and 

Fig. 75: The Memorial to the “Battle of Sutjeska” at the Tjentište, Sutjeska. 
predominant feature is the sculpture, only later 

accompanied with other erections eventually organized into a memorial complex; these two memorials are assessed to be large-scale single-
standing memorial constructions.

The Tjentište Memorial commemorates the fallen in the Battle of Sutjeska, the fi ght in which the Partisan resistance to the Axis Forces Offensive 
resulted with breaking of enemy’s lines. The battle that took part between 15 May and 15 June, 1943 was celebrated as one of the main accomplishments 

301 Ibid. P. 8.
302 Fig. 74: The Mrakovica Monument at Kozara..Surce: KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “O prostorima, spomenicima, izvorima umjetnosti” in Arhitektura, No. 155, 1975. P. 9.
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of the Partisans during the National Liberation War.303 In the Memorial Complex Tjentište, located within the Sutjeska National Park, besides 
Živković’s Memorial the Memorial Ossuary (constructed, placed beneath the memorial), the Memorial House (constructed in 1971 upon Ranko 
Radović’s project), a memorial museum, youth center, hotel and guest house (newer constructed) and some 79 smaller memorials (from which only 
ones dedicated to national heroes Sava Kovačević, Nurija Pozderc, Veselin Masleša, etc.  were ever built) were to be built.

The Tjentište Memorial, i.e. ‘the Memorial of Victory’ was conceived upon same premises as Džamonja’s Mrakovica Monument - the leading 
idea behind the design is a message that a brave death gives birth to freedom. But besides the same conceptual background, these two monuments 
share yet another feature: their aesthetics emanates from features of the landscape and nature that these memorials inhabit. Živković’s Memorial 
to Victory is created as twenty meters high sculpture symbolizing wings that form the portal through which freedom entered the souls of Yugoslav 
peoples, or two mountains that opened in front of the Partisans as the Red Sea had opened to Moses when he was leading its people to freedom. The 
Memorial, placed on top of the hill, simultaneously dominates the lush greenery of the forest which surrounds it, while, from another perspective, 
it seems to dissolve and merge with distanced rocky mountain tops (Fig. 75)304. With the dissolution of the Memorial into the landscape Živković 
managed to give a sense of naturalness to the tragic historic content. Moreover, Živković achieved that nature enhances the aesthetical features of 
the Memorial, while the form of the Memorial underlines the qualities of the landscape. 

From a number of facilities and sculptures planned to be erected within the Memorial Complex Tjentište only the Memorial Home was eventually 
built. The Memorial Home in Tjentište was built in 1972 from the project of Ranko Radović, one of the most prominent postmodern Montenegrin 
architects. Radović’s unique design of the Memorial Home emanates from singular characteristics of the landscape in which the building is placed 
indicates Radović’s particular architectural sensitivity that respects the natural environment, while in a modern way interprets traditional archetypes. 

The design for the Memorial Home in Tjentište, in Ranko Radović’s words305 was developed upon several principles. The building was intended “to 

303  The Battle of Sutjeska, as well as the Battle of Kozara, or Battle on the River Neretva was an unfailing source for artistic production, whereas three movies, fi lmed upon the stories of 
those three battles: “The Kozara Batlle” (1962, Veljko Bulajić), “The Neretva Battle” (1969, Veljko Bulajić) and “The Sutjeska Battle” (Stipe Delić) have reached the status of blockbusters, or 
better to say national cinematographic treasure and thus serve as a powerful resource for cultural ideological re-confi rmation. 
304  Fig. 75: The Memorial to the “Battle of Sutjeska” at the Tjentište, Sutjeska. Author: Tomislava Banić, 2013. 

305  RADOVIĆ, RANKO: “Spomen-kuća Bitke na Sutjesci” in Arhitektura, No. 158 – 159, 1976. Pp. 65 - 68.
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have a symbolical spatial merit”, refl ected in “stateliness, stillness 
and unobtrusiveness, austerity almost” but as well “the plasticity and 
the richness of the form”. Furthermore, the design was to respect 
“the specifi c natural ambient” as it was not to impose on, but emerge 
from the landscape. Since for Radović, modernism should creatively 
interpret local and traditional accomplishments as “The building 
tradition only can be a stimulus, a spiritual framework, absolutely 
outside the ‘folklorism’, outside repetition of forms;” the building is 
formed through an interplay of hipped roofs whereas “The hipped roof 
is duplicated, grouped, expanded, pervaded, with diverse proportions 
turned into a special architectural assembly. The image of fi nally 
aggregated and compacted houses’ hipped-roofs seems to give certain 
symbolic and spatial results” (Radović, p. 65 – 68) (Fig. 76)306.

In the same way the symbolic interpretation of traditional archetypes 
refl ects in the: “Abolishment of the wall, while keeping just a roof 
which grows from the ground, to convert the roof surfaces and thus 
pick up all an architectural energy from the soil and throw it along the 

Fig. 76: The Memorial Home in Tjentište - The model and the skatch slantwise, sloping roofs to the world and in the world, to the people 
and in the times” (Radović, p. 68). Since the Memorial Home was designed with an intention to enable organization of different cultural and social 
programmes: “The interior space is susceptible to the change of purpose, what has already happened in the course of the work on the project. It is 
to be maximally fl exible, therefore maximally open. It has been designed as a crushed inner shell, with horizontal and slantwise luminaries (both 
artifi cial and daily) and only two supports in the interior of the space”307 (Radović, p. 68 ).

306 Fig. 76: The Memorial Home in Tjentište - The model and the skatch. Source: RADOVIĆ, RANKO: “Spomen-kuća Bitke na Sutjesci” in Arhitektura, No. 158 – 159, 1976. Pp. 67 - 68.

307 The interior of the House was decorated by fresco-paintings (1974) capturing events of the Battle in ‘naive art’ style, painted by Krsto Hegedušić (1901–1975), prominent Croatian painter. 
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The eventual symbolical nature of the Memorial Home as a building 
which houses the memory is illustrated in Radović’s endeavor 
to with “Simplicity and modesty of details, craftsmanship, and 
materialization [illustrate] one general idea of home and space, based 
upon the understanding of historical events that this architecture 
commemorates” (Radović, p. 68 ) (Fig. 77)308.

In accordance with the above listed principles Radović designed the 
building whose structural features denote its visual character. The 
conglomeration of hipped roofs, materialized in shingles resembling 
concrete plates forms building’s structure in the interior gives an 
impression of a homely ambience, while the use of brut concrete 
and reinforced glass simultaneously gives the interior and the 
building a modern character altogether. Radović’s interpretation of 
the local building traditions and respect for characteristics of the 
landscape resulted in a unique project which more than successfully 

Fig. 77: Ambiental integration of the Memorial Home in Tjentište. integrates the modern with traditional, whereas Radović, by 
following Aalto’s architectural energy forestalled Kenneth Frampton’s call for a critical regional deliberation on architecture.

The need to construct a type of inner space within a memorial or memorial site is yet another way in development of memorial discourse. In that 
way memorials are architecturally elaborated either as memorial complexes containing some type of building, or as large-scale memorial sculptures 
converted into architectural structures. One memorial built between 1966 and 1974 illustrates this type of approach on design of memorials: the 
Ilinden Memorial, known as well as the ‘Makedonium’, erected in Kruševo (1974, Jordan Grabuloski and Iskra Grabuloska). 

308 Fig. 77: Ambiental integration of the Memorial Home in Tjentište. Source: RADOVIĆ, RANKO: “Spomen-kuća Bitke na Sutjesci” in Arhitektura, No. 158 – 159, 1976. Pp. 66.
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The Makedonium was built on the occasion of commemoration of the 30th  anniversary of the Antifascist Assembly’s for the National Liberation 
of Macedonia (ASNOM) Second’s Session, held on 2 August, 1944 and the 71st anniversary of the Ilindan Uprising of Macedonian peoples against 
the Ottoman Empire in 1903.309 The Grabuloski’s design of the Makedonium leaves behind all established and adopted trends and patterns in design 
of memorials while introducing an architecturally-sculptural form as a completely new type of memorial structure. 

The Grabuloski’s design was obtained on open competition held in 1969 which seems to have ensued from Josip Broz Tito’s visit to Kruševo on the 
occasion of commemoration of ASNOM’s anniversary on 3 August, 1969. Tito’s visit “besides sending a signal to Yugoslavia’s neighbors regarding 
his regime’s commitment to Macedonia’s identity and heritage”310 endeavored to improve Kruševo’s touristic potentials and thus industrial and 
infrastructural capacities of, at the time, not very developed area. The improvement of touristic potentials was carried out through the idea on 
erection of Makedonium for whose design competition call was opened and was won by Jordan and Iskra Grabuloski. Since the Grabuloski “appear 
to have won the commission on the strength of descriptions rather than blueprints”, the design which pleased the jury “differed from the fi nal 
solution.”311 However, the Grabuloski team delivered the design which conceived a unique type of memorial sculptural-building. The form of the 
Macedonium, which by authors’ words reminds of “a head of a mice,” or by various folk interpretations resembles a heart valve, a virus or even a 
molecular particle, emanated from the authors’ “thought of the monument as looking to the future” as “they saw it as representing a break with – or 
an escape from – the clutches of the past.”312 

The Makedonium, positioned on top of the Grumenja Hill above Kruševo, is approached by a ceremonial passage on which concrete elements, 
banks and gateways are randomly rambled, symbolically illustrating broken particles of chains. The ceremonial passage leads to the memorial crypt 
located at the point of circular expansion of the passage and encircled with concrete walls on which fi fty-eight rounded metal plaques engraved 
with names and data on the Ilinden Uprising are hooked. A little further the ceremonial passage approaches the central plateau which is surrounded 

309         By Keith Brown, the Memorial was to be opened for the seventieth anniversary of Ilinden in 1973. However, as this data is in contrast with round 30th anniversary of ASNOM’s Second 
Session, Brown’s assertion could be further discussed. BROWN, KEITH: “History Stated: The Making of a Monument” in The Past in Question Modern Macedonia and the Uncertainties of 
Nation. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2003. P. 159.

310  Ibid. Pp. 156 - 157. 

311  Ibid. P. 159.

312  Ibid. P. 159.
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by colorful ceramic walls decorated by reliefs designed 
by Macedonian painter Petar Mazev (1927–1993). On 
the central plateau two groups of cylindrical cenotaphs 
are placed. The cenotaphs are lined as empty seats of the 
amphitheater facing toward the main attraction of the 
Memorial - the Makedonium sculpture-building (Fig. 
78)313. 

The Makedonium is entered by a ramp which features 
its alien-ship like character. The form of the sculpture-
building is shaped as a dome from which sixteen 
cylindrical openings emerge: four glassed with window 
glass, four with stained glass and four conceived as roof 

Fig. 78: The Makedonium with its evironment. openings (Fig. 79)314. The sculpture-building is entered 
through a narrow wooden door, from the inside, at the same time highlighted and masqueraded with two strong columns which form the letter ‘M’, 
a symbol of the Macedonian independence. The ambience of the interior comes from the interplay of light coming through openings that, besides 
functioning as interior decorative elements, also have symbolical connotations. The symbolical connotation emerges from decoration of windows, 
whereas those on the ground level are decorated with reliefs symbolically representing endeavors of Macedonian people in fi ghting for the freedom, 
whereas the decoration of upper ones, conceived by yet another prominent Macedonian painter, Borko Lazerski, tends to depict the four seasons, 
while the most upper openings illustrate the four periods of Macedonian history: the Ancient, the Ottoman, the Uprising and the period within SFR 
Yugoslavia. Since the interplay of light and shadow creates and denotes the interior, the mere interior is minimalist in presentation: white surfaces 
of the dome contrast the dark surface of the paved fl oor in whose center the eternal fl ame (shaped as the Macedonian fl ag) is located, whereas 

313 Fig. 78: The Makedonium with its environment. Source: “Kruševo”. SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/krusevo (Accessed 
January 2, 2017). 
314 Fig. 79: The Makedonium’s exteriro and interior. Source: Photos 1 & 2: “Kruševo”. SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/kruse-
vo (Accessed January 2, 2017). 
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Fig. 79: The Makedonium’s exterior and interior. 

opposite the entrance, a kind of an altar was placed under which the fi rst President of the Kruševo Republic was to be buried (Fig. 89).315 
Jordan and Iskra Grabuloski’s project for the Makedonium indicates that museums began to play an increasingly signifi cant role in representation of 
Yugoslav socialist antifascist identity. Persistence on integration of ‘memorial museums’ within memorial sites, together with a number of erected 
memorial centers/homes in the forthcoming period, demonstrates the strengthening of relevance of these facilities as ideological institutions. 
Therefore, even though only one design for a historical-memorial museum was conceived in this period, large number of constructions which 
can be categorized as ‘memorial centers/homes’ indicate the importance which acquired the process of construction of Yugoslav socialist imagery 
through exhibition and presentation of its peoples’ antifascist past.  

315  Nikola Karev, the fi rst President of the Kruševo Republic, was buried in the Makedonium in 1990.
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The period from 1966 to 1974 was very fruitful in terms of creativity and development of institutions with memorial character. Even though 
only one project for a historical-ideological museum was conceived in this period, the progress in construction of memorial centers/homes, as 
new cultural, educational, exhibition and social establishments reveals that the process of ideological education and propaganda was still very 
vibrant. However, focus was transferred from big urban environments to smaller town and village settlements in which most of memorial centers/
homes were constructed. The reason for the switch of focus was very simple: since socialism/communism was ‘working class’ ideology and since 
evidently workers represented the League of Communist of Yugoslavia’s main electorate, prosperity and commodity of new citizens was of main 
interest for Yugoslav political authorities. Thus, a new type of educational, cultural and social institution that would meet social needs of the new 
middle class and at the same time carry out the ideological and sociopolitical programme of the Yugoslav League of Communist and its leadership 
was conceived. In that sense, memorial centers/homes were developed as a specifi c type of institution whose function synthetized the programme 
of museum as supreme cultural institution with social necessities of local communities. The success of such programme synthesis is revealed in a 
number of memorial centers/homes built in this, but in forthcoming periods as well.  

However, memorial centers/homes themselves also have different features and thus can be divided in several subcategories. We can differentiate 
memorial centers/homes in large cities from those in small towns and villages, single memorial centers/homes from memorial centers/homes built 
within a memorial or recreational complexes and memorial centers/homes that had a memorial program from those which only were memorial 
by denomination, whereas the latter, being more recreational and social, than ideological institutions, are omitted from the analysis. Even though 
between 1966 and 1974 construction of memorial centers/homes gained relevance, it was the design for the only museum built in this period that 
that fl ustered Yugoslav architectural community ˗ Ivan Štraus’ project for the Aeronautical Museum at Surčin Airport in Belgrade (1969 – 1989). 

The project for the Aeronautical Museum was obtained on the open competition whereas Štraus’ proposal distinguished from some other sixty 
proposals316 with unique formalistic and stylistic features of the structure. The scheme for the Aeronautical Museum offered by Štraus was very 
advanced since Štraus envisioned that the structure would be developed upon a circular ground fl oor plan built around concrete core and enclosed 

316  RISTIĆ, SNJEŽANA: “Ivan Štraus: Nagrada lista ‘Borba’ za najbolje arhitektonsko ostvarenje u Jugoslaviji u 1989. godini” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 444, 1990. Pp. 6 – 7.
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with a glass façade. This way the interior exhibition area would cross from interior to exterior, what would eventually allow the coalescence of those 
two areas into one. Such way of organized exhibition space would meet the needs of a particular programme whose function is exhibition of specifi c 
type of artifacts ˗ warplanes. Thus, clothing the Museum’s façade with glass curtain allowed Štraus to organize the space in such a way in which 
merging of the interior with the exterior allows the exhibition of aircrafts both inside and outside without jeopardizing the sense of wholeness of 
the exhibition. The same intuition led Štraus to organize the space into a circular scheme which enabled the visitor to approach aircrafts as if they 
were in a hangar. In accordance with the space distribution scheme of other facilities, such as the conference hall, offi ces and service areas, all were 
to be located either in the core or on the ground fl oor, on the outer of the circular exhibition area (Fig. 80)317. 

The design concept was elaborated in 1971 when the building was constructively developed as a circularly detached structure leaning on concrete 
columns, twelve of these with three-fi ngered consoles holding the main exhibition area, while another twelve pre-fabricated pre-stressed consoles 
317  Fig. 80: Ivan Štraus’ design for the Aeronautical Museum in Belgrade. Source: Photo 1: RISTIĆ, SNEŽANA: “Ivan Štraus: Nagrada lista ‘Borba’ za najbolje arhitektonsko ostvarenje 
u Jugoslaviji u 1989. godini” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 444, 1990. P. 6. Photos 2, 3 & 4: RISTIĆ, SNEŽANA: “Muzej kao preokupacija jednog arhitekta” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 396. 1986. P. 20.

Fig. 80: Ivan Štraus’ design for the  Aeronautical Museum in Belgrade. 
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formed an umbrella structure holding the roof318 (Fig. 81)319. The constructive scheme 
developed this way was almost certainly the result of modest technical potentials of 
Yugoslav construction industry at the given moment,320 whereas this way developed 
scheme lessened the originality of the design, as it “in certain way burdened the 
building and took away all that lightness and airiness that were much desirable in the 
design from it.”321 At the same time, the insistence on the circular scheme in some 
respects delimited the functional capacities of the building, since service areas had 
been packed into the already determined scheme.

Štraus’ design for the Yugoslav Aeronautical Museum at Surčin was still far ahead 
of its time, as the project was structurally and materially too complex for Yugoslav 
construction industry, it took twenty years fi nally to be constructed (the building was 
completed and opened in 1989). But Štraus’ clairvoyance also can be measured from 
a global perspective, as when put in context of global contemporary architectural 
history and current tendencies in design of museum or sports facilities and compared 
with projects for the Allianz Arena Stadium in Munich (2011–2005, Herzog & de 
Meuron) or the Centre of the Museum Parc Alésia in Le Pré Haut (2003–2012, Bernard 
Tschumi Architects). His design for the Aeronautical Museum denotes until then yet 
unknown discourse which architecture only was beginning to communicate. 

Nevertheless, since no museum buildings were constructed in this period, memorial 

318  Ibid. P. 7.
319  Fig. 81: The structure and apperance of the Aeronautical Museum in Belgrade. Source: Photo 1 & 2: RISTIĆ, SNEŽANA: “Ivan Štraus: Nagrada lista ‘Borba’ za najbolje arhitektonsko 
ostvarenje u Jugoslaviji u 1989. godini” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 444, 1990. P. 6 - 7.

320  Upon Štraus’s assertion given during the interview with the author on May 5, 2015. 

321  RISTIĆ, SNEŽANA: “Ivan Štraus: Nagrada lista ‘Borba’ za najbolje arhitektonsko ostvarenje u Jugoslaviji u 1989. godini” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 444, 1990. P. 7.

Fig. 81: The  structure and apperance of the Aeronautical Museum in 
Belgrade. 
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centers/homes, opened and erected all over Yugoslavia were converted into most ideologically spread establishments. The category of memorial 
centers/homes was developed within the typology of cultural civic centers. However, in order to facilitate identifying what the singularities that 
distinct presented projects of memorial centers/homes within the typology of the cultural civic centers are, the analysis of nature and features of 
the latter will fi rst be discussed.

Memorial centers/homes in general can be considered as a subcategory of cultural civic centers to which also belonged institutions/facilities 
designated as ‘cultural centers’, ‘civic centers’, ‘youth centers’, ‘youth homes’, ‘workers’ universities’, etc. These institutions/facilities were 
opened and built in order to implement specifi c cultural programme in different social milieus where culture was not only an artistic and intellectual 
product, but also an ideological instrument which should carry a ‘revolutionary, liberating role’ in improving workmen’s lifestyle.322

Therefore, cultural civic centers were institutions/facilities of educational, but also social character whose function was to use culture for spreading 
socialist ideology among the masses (the middle class citizens). Consequently, socialist affi rmation and enrichment of local cultural traditions was 
to demonstrate that fulfi llment of more simple cultural necessities of common people is equally important as the development of more sophisticated 
cultural programmes. In that way Yugoslav authorities intended to send a message on equality of all people, and thus the importance of the working 
class for the socialist government.

Since in Yugoslavia, in conceptual and organizational terms, cultural civic centers were perceived both as a facilities and institutions which 
carry out activities in the fi eld of training, education and culture323 it is hard to establish the number of constructed buildings which functioned 
as cultural civic centers. By the data presented by Jasenka Kodrnja in the article “Institutions for Elementary Diffusion of Culture”,324 published 
in the 158th volume of ‘Arhitektura’ magazine (1976), whose entire issue was dedicated to the subject of architecture of cultural civic centers, by 
the offi cial statistics for the period 1974–1975, only in Croatia, the existence of forty-fi ve different institutions325 named as cultural civic centers 

322  VARGA, LASLO: “Domovi kulture u Samoupravnom konceptu kulture” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 14.

323  KODRNJA, JASENKA: “Ustanove za elementarnu difi ziju kulture” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 25

324  Ibid. Pp. 25-27.

325  By Kodrinja’s data, these facilities were designated as: memorial civic center, memorial center, memorial house, civic center, cultural center, youth center, cultural house, social house, 
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was documented. However, Kodrnja indicated that the overall number of facilities which functioned as cultural civic centers might had even 
been much higher as the precision of offi cial statistics depended on the data given by the local institutions. Therefore, Kodrinja referred to Antun 
Petak’s analysis on the subject of cultural policies in Croatia titled “The Cultural Situation Within Croatian Municipalities and Regions” published 
in 1970,326 by which the number of cultural civic centers, defi ned both as  facility and institution, is quite higher. By Petak’s data, at the given 
moment, six hundred and eleven cultural civic centers existed in Croatia, whereas one hundred and sixty of those were independent institutions, 
eight independent cultural centers, one hundred and fi ve people and seventeen workers’ universities.327 By the same data, from the given number 
of existing cultural civic centers only eighty institutions/facilities existed before World War II, implying that from 1945 to 1970 fi ve hundred and 
seventeen institutions/facilities were opened.

As Kodrnja introduced the data on the number of cultural civic centers in other Yugoslav republics, the idea on what was considered for a 
cultural civic center becomes even more blurred. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, from the information provided by the Bosnian-Herzegovinian Culture 
Convocation,328 “an institution which professionally deals with organization of cultural activities and which is the center of culture; thus [these 
institutions] should be delimited to social and cooperative centers whose primary function is organization of socio-political life, and only then 
cultural;”329 was considered a cultural civic center whereas in accordance to the given defi nition, in Bosnia and Herzegovina (only) 55 cultural civic 
centers existed. On the other hand, from the research of the Institute for the Study of Cultural Development in Belgrade330 cultural civic centers 
were institutions with polyvalent function which provided permanent or temporary cultural activity of any type. With the respect to the Institute for 
the Study of Cultural Development’s remark that institutions of cultural civic centers are consequential for the improvement of the level of cultural 
education in rural areas, the number of facilities considered as cultural civic center in Serbia jumps to 1513.331 
youth house, etc. See:  Ibid.  Pp. 25-27.

326  PETAK, ANTUN: Kulturna situacija općina i regija Hrvatske. Zagreb: IDIS, 1970.

327  People’s and worker’s universities were complex unscientifi c institutions providing different types of educational, cultural, recreational, social and political learning and activities for 
broadest masses. 

328  Kulturni život u opštinama BiH by Bosansko-hercegovački sabor kulture. Sarajevo: Veselin Masleša, 1974.

329  KODRNJA, JASENKA: “Ustanove za elementarnu difi ziju kulture” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 26.

330  Domovi kulture u SRS. Beograd: Zavod za proučavanje kulturnog razvitka, 1969.

331  KODRNJA, JASENKA: “Ustanove za elementarnu difi ziju kulture” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 26.
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Regarding different interpretations of the concept of cultural civic center as an institution and  facility for facilitating the implementation of research 
was adopted position by which “cultural center can only be a popular name and never should it be considered a physical facility, but a spatial media, 
an ambience necessary for organization of social and cultural activities. Subjects of social activities can have cultural, educational, entertaining, 
sport or artistic content or they can be self-governments services and shops. Different conditions would create different variety of programmes and 
ways of their organizing. Many activities can be conducted: meetings, seminars, lectures, occasional performances, theater, cinema, music events, 
exhibitions, sport games, markets, different types of courses, recreational events, dance evenings, banquets and parties, library and reading room, 
children center and hotel, TV studio and many other forms of individual and mass events.”332

In accordance to the above adopted position it could be noted in SFR Yugoslavia cultural civic centers were “a counterweight to traditional centers 
of gathering, primarily churches” and as such were constructed “in parallel to construction of institutions of social importance: kindergartens, 
restaurants, etc., as part of the overall cultural policy based on principle of togetherness and sociability.”333 

Having in mind the variety of functions which cultural civic centers might have had, a memorial center/home should be considered as an institution/
facility whose memorial function was more pronounced than others. The memorial character of memorial centers/homes was constructed through 
the process of commemoration and exhibition of accomplishments of Yugoslav Partisans in the National Liberation War and celebration of antifascist 
policies of Yugoslav socialist leadership. Thus, in memorial centers/homes the principle of togetherness was approached through the implementation 
of cultural programmes which celebrated and promoted the idea of antifascism, whereas the memorial programme of these institutions is what 
distinguishes these buildings from other facilities that belong to the category of cultural civic centers.334 

Disregarding those facilities whose memorial character was merely of denominative nature, we are left with a number of four memorial centers/
homes designed and constructed between 1966 and 1974. But, as the subcategory of memorial centers/homes did not emerge out of nothing in the 

332  PLEŠTINA, LENKO: “Dom kulture – više aktivnost, manje spomenik” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 39. 

333  KODRNJA, JASENKA: “Ustanove za elementarnu difi ziju kulture” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 26.

334  In these terms, ‘youth centers’ would be considered for institutions whose programme was oriented toward young people, ‘civic centers’ those which had emphasized social character, 
‘cultural centers’ those with accentuated cultural program, etc.
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second half of the 1960s, in order to perceive the development of typological characteristics 
of memorial centers/homes as architectural constructions in accordance to the development 
of their functional features, we will both to the future and into the past to get an overall 
picture of the progress in formation of this type of facility.

The fi rst design which signifi cantly infl uenced the architectural development of this type of 
facility can be considered in Marijan Haberle and Minka Jurković’s project for the Memorial 
Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ in Slavonski Brod (1961/1963–1967/1972). “The idea to build the 
Memorial Centre ‘Đuro Salaj’ in Slavonski Brod was conceived several years after the death 
of this well-known revolutionist and workers’ rights supporter (…). The initiative was given 
by Slavonski Brod Municipal Union Council, so in 1959 the District Board of the Socialist 
Alliance of Working People of Yugoslavia (SSRNJ) of the Slavnski Brod District announced 
a short competition between seven elected and well-known architects who developed a 
preliminary architectural design for the Memorial Center.”335 The competition jury awarded 
the fi rst prize to the design of Croatian architects Marijan Haberle and Minka Jurković. The 
construction of the Memorial Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ began in 1961, after the improvement of 
project’s constructive aspects, only to be stopped in 1963, because of the earthquake which 
hit the region of Slavonski Brod in the same year. The construction thus continued in 1969 
and the Memorial Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ was completed in 1972. 

The memorial center was conceived as “a disaggregated complex with spacious and airy 
interior atrium” comprised of “two buildings mutually connected with a smaller ligament at 
the fi rst fl oor (…). The building, in the form of an elongated rectangle, named building ‘A’ 
is entirely formed by spaces intended for cultural events (auditoriums), while the building 

335  HABERLE, MARIJAN: “Spomen-dom ‘Đuro Salaj’ u Slavonskom Brodu” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 80.

Fig. 82: The Memorial Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ in Slavonski Brod
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in the shape of the letter ‘L’, that is, the ‘B’ building, is mainly used for educational and 
social activities”336 (Fig 82)337. Hence, two buildings accommodated the auditorium, 
‘workers’’ university and city library, study centers of Mechanical and Economic 
faculty, language school, school for primary education of workers, etc., what indicates 
that although denominated as memorial, the Memorial Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ did not have 
any memorial room although the memorial function was carried out through the cultural 
and educational programme of the institutions. 

The universal character of memorial centers/homes as facilities which should enable 
conduction of multiple programmes was even more emphasized in the second project 

which was even more avant-garde in surpassing the complex organizational scheme with the building’s design.

The project for the Memorial Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ in Priština (unconstructed) was obtained on the open competition held in 1970. As the Center 
was to be used by young people, the variety of functions should have compiled within the design and thus architects were advised to envision the 
space of the Centre as multifunctional and fl exible. But since propositions of the competition were very lax in determining how to compress the 
multifaceted functional program into the facility, the architects’ capabilities were the only merit in resolving such a complex problem, and thus to 
the spatial, but as well the visual design of the Memorial Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ was approached from an avant-garde postmodernist perspective 
by almost all participants. 
The most eccentric one was the fi rst prized proposal of Croatian architects Ljerka Lulić, Jasna Nosso and Dinko Zlatarić that brought new, 
unconventional vision of design of memorial, and thus cultural civic centers. Dynamic, unusual and vibrant form of the design corresponded 
to the fl exible and fl uctuating content of the facility. The form of the building, conceived as quadrilateral pyramid constructed with steel rods, 
strived to enable the interior fl ow and envision the space as dynamic, energetic, multifunctional and fl uidly and adaptably organized. In terms of 
materialization, the building was conceived as a translucent volume whose visual aspect defi ned the use of modern materials, steel for rods, and 

336 Ibid. P. 81.
337 Fig 82: The Memorial Center ‘Đuro Salaj’ in Slavonski Brod. Source: Photo 1 & 2: HABERLE, MARIJAN: “Spomen-Dom ‘Đuro Salaj’ u Slavonskom Brodu” in in Arhitektura, No. 
158 - 159, 1976. Pp. 78 & 82.

Fig. 83: Ljerka Lulić’s, Jasna Nosso’s and Dinko Zlatarić’s propos-
al for the Memorial Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ in Priština
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large glass surfaces (Fig. 83)338.  

In the same tone was the design of Slovenian architects Marko Mušič i Tomaš Jeglič, 
awarded with the second prize. By Mušič and Jeglič’s design the Center was envisioned 
as a ground fl oor structure, organized within the indented form and composed from 
numerous conjugated strips of volumes. The striped form was structured around the 
main central hall, in exterior visible as a single volume connecting other spaces without 
being visually separated from the whole. In the same manner two main spaces, intended 
for organization of cultural activities and events, were attached to the main hall, as 
well as the grand auditorium which was somewhat drown out of the main structure. 
On the other hand, two more structures, stylistically incorporated in the strip scheme 
were emphasized as large longitudinal reinforced concrete roof rails raised above the 
main volumes and their slighter polygonal roof structures above smaller units (Fig. 
84)339. This is how Mušič and Jeglič transposed the versatility of the programme into 
the polyvalent space whose fragmentation was architecturally illustrated. Moreover, 
as fragmentation and division of a spatial scheme became the propensity of ‘Yugoslav 
postmodernist discourse’ in the late seventies and the early eighties, both Lulić’s, 
Nosso’s, Zlatarić’s, Mušič’s and Jeglič’s designs indicate opening of a new chapter in 
‘Yugoslav architecture’.

The intent to perceive space as fragmented and to use architecture either to further stress or merely visually consolidate spatial fragmentation 
emerged from complex functional programme of cultural civic centers as well as it had emerged in the fi eld of designed touristic complexes. The 
transfer of given intent to the fi eld of design of housing complexes and other facilities, as well as planning of entire (city) settlements, coincides with 

338 Fig. 83: Ljerka Lulić’s, Jasna Nosso’s and Dinko Zlatarić’s proposal for the Memorial Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ in Priština. Source: PASINOVIĆ, ANTOANETA: “Regionalizam 
spomen-arhitekture ili spomeničnost arhitekture u regiji” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976, P. 56.  
339 Fig. 84: Marko Mušič’s and Tomaš Jeglič’s proposal for the Memorial Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ in Priština. Source: PASINOVIĆ, ANTOANETA: “Regionalizam spomen-arhitekture 
ili spomeničnost arhitekture u regiji” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976, P. 60.  

Fig. 84: Marko Mušič’s and Tomaš Jeglič’s proposal for the Memori-
al Center ‘Boro and Ramiz’ in Priština
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postmodern thought on architecture and urbanism as fragmented activities, whereas terms as expressiveness, symbolism, referentiality, diversity, 
partiality, etc. opposed the modernist position that design needs the uttermost to consolidate form, space and function. 

The postmodernization is what designates three of Marko Mušič, Slovenian architect’s, projects of memorial character: the Memorial Center in 
Kolašin (1970–1971), the Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ in Bosanski Šamac (1973–1980) and the House of the Revolution in Nikšić (1976). 
In design of all three buildings Mušič departed from the premise of fragmentation or/and decompression of the structure. Since the interweaving 
of volumes followed from diversifi cation of the function of these facilities, Mušič’s designs managed to communicate this diversifi cation with a 
unique visual character of these buildings. 
This, in the case of the Memorial Center Kolašin (Fig. 85)340 illustrates the design of the building in which Mušič departed from assembling, reiterating 
340 Fig. 85: The Memorial Center in Kolašin. Source: Photo 1: MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Spomen – dom Kolašin” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 96; Photo 2:  “Spominski dom v Ko-
lašinu” in Sinteza, No. 41 - 42, 1978. P. 66.

Fig. 85: The Memorial Center in Kolašin. 
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and alternating units, basic volumes, different in size, 
setting and purpose into one composition. Whether 
“used individually or in a group” accentuated volumes 
of pyramidal forms managed “to maintain the principle 
of local articulation”341 what eventually enabled the 
author to pronounce the idea that the whole was an 
assembly of parts, what illustrated functional diversity 
of memorial center/home as a versatile institution. This 
resulted with the design in which Mušič succeeded 
to construct a physical body that truly represents the 
specifi c character of the institution and thus managed to 
merge two interpretations of memorial center/home as 
an institution which commenced to be signifi ed with the 
architecture of a facility.  

The interior of the building was organized as fl exible, with movable walls allowing different uses of the space. The prevalent space of the centre, 
the main hall (Fig. 86)342, programmed to serve as a meeting place, but also a space for larger events was designed as a large glass-roofed plaza 
while administrative areas were differentiated from spaces of memorial and cultural character. In these terms the latter were accentuated as they 
were placed within large pyramidal volumes, while administrative offi ces were located in longitudinal segments of the building. The functional 
separation of spaces was even more accentuated as large glass surfaces were used for visualization of administrative volumes. Since glass walls by 
“refl ecting the sky and clouds partially dematerialize(d) that [administrative] part of the building,”343 grand brute-concrete volumes dominate the 
visual aspect of the building’s exterior. 

341 MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Spomen – dom Kolašin” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 97.
342 Fig. 85: The  main hall of the Memorial Center in Kolašin. Source: “Spominski dom v Kolašinu” in Sinteza, No. 41 - 42, 1978. P. 65.

343 MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Spomen – dom Kolašin” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 97.

Fig. 86: The main hall of the Memorial Center in Kolašin. 
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The principle of defragmentation and partition between social and administrative spaces is even more evident and in the same time even more 
consistent in Mušič’s design for the Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’. Mušič’s idea here was to deliver “a concept of a large house which 
becomes a small city”344 where, under the same roof, a number of spaces with different functions and ambience would be united (Fig. 87)345. Here 

344 MUŠIČ, MARKO:. “Spomen – dom Mirat Trifunović Učo Bosanski Šamac” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 107.
345 Fig. 87: Mušič’s sketches and model for the Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’. Source: MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Spomen – dom Mirat Trifunović Učo Bosanski Šamac” in 

Fig. 87: Mušič’s sketches and model for the Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ 
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Fig. 88: The Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ : the exterior apperance, the amphitheater and the museum. 

spaces are organized around the main hall, once more conceived as a covered plaza. But here “The spatial units of specifi c group of contents of 
museum, library, educational institution, social organization club, café and shop, are gathered around the hall as houses around a town square. 
Homogenized in design and construction, volumes of these contents represent the basic singular shell for the space which in interior enabled 
differentiation of ambience customized to exact individual functions.”346 (Fig. 88)347. In accordance with Mušič’s concept, on both ends of the main 
hall symmetrically positioned were the multifunctional and sport hall, composed as a singular, clear and more-less regular volumes what enabled 
the concept to gain visual simplicity and functional clarity. Mušič departed from same premises in the materialization of the building as in the case 
of the Memorial Center Kolašin, whereas the use of large glass façades as roof surfaces in areas of fi nely volumes and glass-walls which embrace 
large volumes contrasted to several concrete surfaces covered with ceramic plates, he had further accentuated the interplay between a fragment and 
the whole, a unit and the system, a city and the Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ as an epicenter of city’s cultural and social activities. 

Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 107.

346 MUŠIČ, MARKO:. “Spomen – dom Mirat Trifunović Učo Bosanski Šamac” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 107.
347 Fig. 88: The Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ : the exterior apperance, the amphitheater and the museum. Surce: “Spominski dom MTU (Mitar Trifunović Učo) Bosanski Ša-
mac” in Sinteza, No. 69 - 70 - 71 - 72, 1985. Pp. 105-107. 
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Fig. 89: The House of Revolution in Nikšić.

Finally, Mušič’s last memorial project from this period, the one for the House of Revolution in Nikšić, brings the idea on differentiation between 
two functions to its limits. Here, the utter fragmentation of space resulted in edgy visual design of the building that leans over the city landscape of 
Nikšić with vigorous forms. In the case of the House of Revolution in Nikšić, the plaza is open, not roofed as in previous cases, and it penetrates 
through glass-wall surfaces into the building’s main vestibule from which two functionally divided groups of spaces branch out. The fi rst group is 
“the group of educational-occupational contents [which] is strategically located alongside the main promenade, between the (…) youth club and 
the main auditorium.”348 Spaces of educational and recreation function begin to outspread from with the youth club, which extends over three fl oors, 
with the ground fl oor below the youth club being left open. On the contrary, the café, placed on the second fl oor, descends through the terraces to 
the plaza, same as workshop rooms, such as music and artwork workshops. As the main auditorium, located at the end of the promenade, placed on 

348  MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Dom revolucije Nikšić” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 129.



207

the fi rst fl oor, was interconnected both with the youth club and workshop rooms, it enabled the fl ow of activities throughout the building (Fig. 89)349.

On the opposite side of the building Mušič situated the group of memorial rooms. Since “by its very character and signifi cance that group is the 
strongest magnet for turning pedestrians into the depths of the complex”350 Mušič used the attractive nature of the memorial programme to invite 
visitors into the complex. Once lured to the complex, they pass through the main entrance whose importance is accentuated as its ground fl oor level 
was gradually elevated. Passing the main entrance and memorial walls which “simultaneously are transitory portals and inscriptive and symbolic 
surfaces”351 a visitor is led to the memorial part of the complex. The memorial part of the complex consisted of a memorial aula which was a kind 
of transitory space between memorial and other parts of the building352 and an exhibition space recumbent to the main auditorium. 

With an intention to merge two diverse functions of the House into one singular promenade and facilitate a smooth fl ow of cultural-commemorative-
ideological activities Mušič developed a singular concept of memorial center/home that enables conducting particular programmes of these 
institutions. The socialist policy of cultural emancipation of Yugoslav working class, which departed from the use of traditional social practices 
in formation of programmes of cultural facilities, while selling them as socialist antifascist accomplishments, in architectural terms reached the 
peak with plans for construction of four memorial centers: the Memorial Center in Kumrovec (1972–1974, Ivan Filipčić and Berislav Šerbetić), 
the Memorial Center of the 6th Lika’s Division at Plitvice Lakes National Park (1973, Miroslav Kos, unconstructed), the Memorial Center in Split 
(1973, Slavko Delfi n, Mirko Maretić, Neven Šegvić and Zarko Vincek, unconstructed) and the Memorial Center/the Revolution Home in Šibenik 
(1976, Ivan Juras, Neven Šegvić, Emil Špirić and Ante Vuil, uncostructed). Since the Memorial Center in Kumrovec was only of these which was 
eventually constructed, and as it was the most important of these four projects, the analysis of these four designs is approached in reverse. This 
way conducted analysis will permit perceiving the specifi cities in the development of organizational and design schemes of memorial centers/
homes in the given period, but as well will enable distinguishing main features of the Memorial Home in Kumrovec that single out this building as 
a particular construction of the memorial-cultural character.

349  Fig. 89: The House of Revolution in Nikšić. Source: MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Dom revolucije Nikšić” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P.p 129 - 130.

350  MUŠIČ, MARKO: “Dom revolucije Nikšić” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 131.

351  Ibid. P. 131.

352  Ibid. P. 131.
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There are numerous similarities between three unconstructed projects, besides the fact that all three remained just drawings on paper. The most 
important similarity is that in the design of memorial centers/homes authors abandoned the idea of singular composition as they were developing 
more complex and diversifi ed structures with projects. Thus, as Andrej Uchtyl observed regarding designs for the Split and Šibenik Memorial 
Centers,353 architectural projects refl ected overall modalities in approaching spatial design of cities Split and Šibenik.354 In these terms, the problem 
of integration of cultural/memorial centers/homes in the urban tissue was no longer subject of mere architectural design and compositing, but 
question of spatial development of a facility that tended to epitomize spatial schemes of building’s surroundings and the city at large. 

In accordance with the general idea on design of these two memorial centers/homes, both of the complexes were initially spatially organized an 
only later architecturally designed. Concepts for memorial centers in Split and Šibenik thus tended to transpose the liveliness of the cities, on one 
side, and natural energy, on the other, to enclosed spaces which in that way would gain characteristics of outer space. 

That premise, in case of the Split Memorial Center meant that “In heterogeneity of functions and purposes of the Memorial Center consciously and 
categorically the idea on the hierarchical treatment content – form is abandoned (…). Structuring of the content and appropriate design emanates 
from a total approach, which is conceived by polarization of introvert and extravert actions, events, experiences, aliveness and human confl icts, 
which in fl ows of urban environment have synchronously reached a structure, on principles of polarization and congregation of content and form. 
From this, the methodological approach has resulted in the formula ‘in and out’ (…) with this procedure architectural treatment of hierarchical 
design was avoided and emphasis was given to the action of urban design.”355 
The same premise in the case of the Memorial Center in Plitvice implied that “the core of the design concept (…) consists in creation of a central 
expansion point from which different parts of the building radially spread: on the north side to the memorial tract, on the west to the accommodation 
spaces and on the south to the sports and recreation ensemble. On the basis of considering the outer traffi c, resulted the following interior layout (…) 
[whereas] the building is divided in three basic levels, conditioned with the difference in altitude. According to the confi guration of the terrain, and 
bearing in a mind the need to connect all contents, the building was designed as semicircular with the inner corridor extending northwest (…) [and 

353  UCHTYL, ANDREJ: “Stratifi ciranje projektantskog opusa arhitekta Nevena Šegvića” in Prostor, No. 145, 2003. Pp. 145 – 155.

354  Ibid. P. 152.

355  MARETIĆ, MIRKO; ŠEGVIĆ, NEVEN: “Spomen dom u Splitu” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 102.
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in that way] connecting memorial space, the accommodation in the economic section, as well as the sports-recreation unit with the youth wing.”356

The tendency to approach the design of inner space through interpretation of characteristics and qualities of the exterior was brought to the 
uttermost in Ivan Filipčić and Berislav Šerbetić’s design for the Memorial Center of the National Liberation War Soldiers and Yugoslavia’s Youth 
in Kumrovec as a fragmented complex whose structural qualities emerge from unique characteristics of the landscape.

Kumrovec, a small village in Zagorje, northern Croatia, was the birthplace of Josip Broz Tito. People’s interest for Tito’s life was used for 
strengthening touristic potentials of the Kumrovec region through development of ideological-economic programme that strived to transform 
Kumrovec into popular antifascist and socialist shrine. In accordance with such  programme, the Village of Kumrovec was converted into open 
Ethnological Museum ‘Old Village’ exhibiting vernacular architecture and rural life in Zagorje at the turn of the 20th century, whereas Tito’s birth 
house, a modest old farmhouse from the end of the 19th century was revitalized in 1953 as the Memorial Museum of Tito’s life. As pilgrimages 
began to spread and gain force, the plan was amplifi ed and the wider territory of the Kumrovec Municipality was the focus of the programme. In 
accordance with such an ambitious ideological-touristic programme the plan on construction of facilities was adopted. Such facilities would enable 
massive gatherings of Yugoslav people, workers and youth in Kumrovec which in that way would become main ideological center in Yugoslavia.

In terms of construction of facilities which would convert Kumrovec into a place of utter ideological importance, construction of the Memorial 
Center in Kumrovec was of special signifi cance. The Memorial Center in Kumrovec was perceived for more than an institution or facility, as it was 
considered to be: “a symbol of the human history and to a certain degree history of the worker’s movement in the world”; an illustration “of the 
Croatian Zagorje’s picturesque hills and ambient beauties”; a memorial to “the character and work of comrade Tito”; and an accommodation facility 
which should “serve as hospitality-catering meeting place of Yugoslav youth and the National Liberation War soldiers.”357 

The open competition call for a project that would organize, design and represent all those features of the Memorial Center Kumrovec was called 
in 1971 on initiative of the Executive Committee for the Memorial Center’s Construction and conducted by the Croatian Association of Architects. 

356  KOS, MIROSLAV: “Spomen dom Šeste ličke proleterske divizije na Plitvicama” in Arhitektura, No. 151, 1974. P. 61.

357  “Spomen dom boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 264, 1975. P. 7.



210

The data on the competition discloses that some of the most prominent Croatian and 
Yugoslav architects and sculptors like Antun Augustinčić, Belizar Bahorić, Josip Seissel, 
Srđa Šeferov and Fedor Wenzler were among thirteen members of the competition 
jury,358 while only the president and two member were not professionals, but offi cials, 
indicating that even though the project was of immense political and ideological 
importance, the architectural features of proposals were still the most important ones. 
In terms of spatial and architectural postulates of the competition, the designs should 
had taken in consideration singularities of the landscape characterized with undulating 
terraces and scenery in which hipped, old-houses roof structures dominate. In other 
words, designs should interpret qualities of traditional Zagorje’s architecture as the 
building was expected to be integrated into the landscape.

The persistency on the interpretative approach is noticeable from the jury’s decision to 
award the second and the third prize to project proposals of Lenko Pleštna, although it 
was criticized because of the use of “a foreign language of geometrization in aggregation 

of fragmented motifs of Zagorje’s roofs” in the design of hotel structure and “the insistence on long horizontality of the roof ridge in part of the 
building (…) which diminished the possibility for integration and ingrown [of the building] with peculiarities of the landscape,”359 and Zdravko 
Mahmet and Ratko Rausavljević’s design even though it “insisted too much on a predetermined concept of the form which led to existence of 
irregularities in the ground plan”360 (Fig. 90)361.

As the jury celebrated the project proposal of Ivan Filipčić and Berislav Šerbetić which  “found a middle way to (…) fi t the building so that 

358 “Natječaj za izradu idejnog rješenja Spomen-doma boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 241, 1973. P. 8.

359 Ibid. P. 10.

360        Ibid. P. 10.
361 Fig. 90: Plešina’s and Mahmet’s & Rausavljević’s proposals at the competition for the Memorial Center Kumrovec. Source: Photo 1 & photo 2: “Natječaj za izradu idejnog rješenja 
Spomen-doma boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 241, P. 10

Fig. 90: Plešina’s and Mahmet’s & Rausavljević’s proposals at the 
competition for the Memorial Center Kumrovec 
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in its size, modalities and design would have some characteristics of 
the local region, but in a manner that these elements are understood by 
contemporary views on architecture,”362 i.e. managed to simultaneously 
interpret the qualities of the traditional architectural matrix and integrate a 
new, modern structure into the landscape, we notice how the postmodernist 
thought was used in Filipčić and Šerbetić’s concept, but also how the 
same promoted conceptions which latter would be consisted in the critical 
regionalist standpoint on practicing modern architecture in different natural 
and cultural environments.

Regarding the mere design of the Memorial Center in Kumrovec, Filipčić 
and Šerbetić conceived the building as a radially developed structure 
whose fragmentation ensued from the intent to fulfi ll functional demands 
of the Home’s program, but as well to interpret particularities of the local 
vernacular architecture (Fig. 91)363. The building, placed on top of the 
hill, is radially developed around the interior open plaza that served as 
central gathering and manifestation place. By differentiation in height and 
materialization, the plaza was divided into the ceremonial, amphitheatric 
area and the section in which a café and a patisserie were to be located. 
From the plaza three main units of the Memorial Center spread radially: the 
memorial, the social and the accommodation unit,364 whereas the memorial 

unit was positioned on the north, side so that the south side, which overlooks the nearby Sutla River Valle, could locate the social unit, and the west, 

362 ŠERBETIĆ, BERISLAV: “Spomen-dom boraca Narodnooslobodilačkog rata i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 88. 
363 Fig. 91: First prize awarder proposal for the Memorial Center Kumrovec - authors: Filipčić and Šerbetić. Source: Čovjek i prostor, No. 241, 1973. Frontpage.

364 “Spomen dom boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 264, 1975. P. 10.

Fig. 91: First prize awarder proposal for the Memorial Center Kumrovec - au-
thors: Filipčić and Šerbetić.
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from where the view is given on the Kumrovec settlement, the accommodation unit (Fig. 92)365. Three units were designed as three separated, but 
interconnected fragments with the memorial unit fragment being most pronounced in volume and height. The fragmentation was led further as all 
the units were formed from sections. Thus, the memorial unit was further fragmented into three sections: the fi rst, locating the library, the music 
library and the cinematheque, the second organized as the meeting hall and the third which accommodated administrative facilities, the memorial 
gallery and the salon connected to the foyer, the kitchen and the wine cellar. Upon the same principle was the social unit formed with aggregation 
of the reception and the aperitif-bar, TV salon and hotel management offi ces, restaurant, supermarket, swimming pool and hotel facilities (hotel 
kitchen, wardrobe, etc.), while the third section, the accommodation unit which was connected to these facilities and was more coherent in 
organization (Fig. 93)366. 
The explicit visual sensitivity in materialization of the exterior, which had as an objective to alleviate intonation of spatial fragmentation, denoted 
architecture of the Memorial Center in Kumrovec. Thus, Filipčić and Šerbetić approached the design of exterior with schematic principle whereas 

365 Fig. 92: The exteriror of the Memorial Center Kumrovec. Source: Photos 1 & 3: “Spomen dom boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 264, 1975. 
Pp. 6 . 7. 
366 Fig. 93: The interior of the Memorial Center Kumrovec: The memorial and the social unit. Source: Photo 1: Fig. 92: The exteriror of the Memorial Center Kumrovec. Source: Photos 1 
& 3: “Spomen dom boraca NOR-a i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 264, 1975. P. 10; Photo 2: PASINOVIĆ, ANTOANETA: “Gustoća projekta i rijetkost izvedbe” in 
Čovjek i prostor, No. 264, 1975. P. 17.

Fig. 92: The exteriror of the Memorial Center Kumrovec
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“All units to the height of the plaza, i.e. directly connected to the terrain, are materialized 
in concrete walls in visible brick, wood and glass, and the roof structure in visible wood 
covered with fl at asbestos cement panels in a brown tone.”367 With this orderly approach in 
materialization of the exterior architects managed to give visual qualities to the form that 
enabled building’s integration into the landscape. In such a way the exterior and the interior 
merge, as “interior forms and terrains spaces are in essence the same from the exterior as 
well. Therefore, no form is different inwards or outwards.”368 

With the project for the Memorial Center in Kumrovec ends the process of development of 
complex spatial scheme from which particular architectural concept of memorial center/
home emanates. In the development of spatial and architectural characteristics of a memorial 
center/home type several postmodernist tendencies can be noticed. First, the fragmentation of 
the structure clearly has postmodern intentions, as architects, instead of condensing complex 
functional programme of memorial centers/homes into one or several simple volumes, in 
order to emphasize the functional density of the institution, strived to agglomerate spatially 
indented and architecturally compressed volumes. Secondly, the postmodernist tendency to 
approach space as plural, multilayered, compounded of fragments, ambiguous and diverse 
in meanings and contexts, confi rms the intent to elaborate spaces of memorial centers/
homes as complex, fragmented and diverse in function, aesthetics and signifi cance. Since 
this endeavor is not only perceivable in designs of memorial centers/homes, but as well in 
spatial schemes of tourist complexes, sports and recreation halls, etc. it might be assessed 
that it already becomes a propensity of ‘Yugoslav postmodernist discourse’. And fi nally, the 

postmodern return to the language of expressiveness, symbolism and reference can be assessed through the endeavor of ‘Yugoslav architects’ to 

367  Ibid. P. 10.

368  ŠERBETIĆ, BERISLAV; “Spomen-dom boraca Narodnooslobodilačkog rata i omladine Jugoslavije u Kumrovcu” in Arhitektura, No. 158 - 159, 1976. P. 88.

Fig. 93: The interior of the Memorial Center Kumrovec: The 
memorial and the social unit



214

interpret traditional constructive techniques and forms and local landscape features with the modern, contemporary architectural discourse. 

The promiscuity and affl uence of ideas and concepts seen between 1966 and 1974 continually slowly waned as economic crisis began to pressure 
Yugoslav society and thus also the architectural and constructive practice. At the same time, changes in political sphere led to gradual abandonment 
of the policy on unifi cation of Yugoslav peoples, ethnicities and nationalities under one Yugoslav identity denoted by the ideology of socialism and 
refi ned with the idea of antifascism. In that term, from 1974, Yugoslavia ceased to exist as a concept as the State was reduced to mere federations 
of mutually economically dependent nations and thus its political character no longer permeated the belief of brotherhood and unity of Yugoslav 
peoples. 

The loss of ideological compass resulted with two opposed processes: on the one hand, the strive to preserve the illusion that Yugoslavia is a unique 
political and ideological concept is revealed in the effort to maximally exploit the memory of the Second World War atrocities and accomplishments 
resulting in construction of even greater and more compound memorials and memorial sites and the development of even more functionally complex 
memorial centers/homes; on the other hand, the lack of profound ideological and governmental policy is denoted in the absence of construction 
of any kind of national governmental emblems. Therefore, the fragility and instability of Yugoslavia as the political union and social and cultural 
concept was refl ected in the construction of buildings of representative character built right before Tito’s death - between 1975 and 1980.
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The political situation in Yugoslavia at the end of the 1970s was marked by the adoption of the New Constitution in 1974. The New Constitution 
“tried to refi ne the balance between economic and ethnic diversity on the one hand and the communist ideal of social unity on the other.”369 Although 
‘The 1974 Constitution’ was adopted under the premise of promoting citizens’ and workers’ democracy, “the mechanism actually allowed the 
central party leadership greater control of the Federal Assembly and republic and local assemblies” (Sudetic, p. 54). “The 1974 Constitution, which 
remained in effect until 1990, only partially reversed the extreme decentralization of the early 1970s (…) It added elaborate language protecting 
the socialist self-management system from state interference and expanding representation of republics and provinces in all electoral and policy 
forums. The Constitution called the restructured Federal Assembly the highest expression of the self-management system, (…) [and] accordingly, 
it prescribed a complex electoral procedure for that body” (Sudetic, p. 54). 

Besides bringing changes to the governmental structure, ‘The 1974 Constitution’ also ensured the protection of individual and rights of ethnical and 
national minorities’ as it gave increasing autonomy to provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina. The increase of political rights of autonomies in State’s 
governmental bodies was accompanied with the introduction of policy of consensus among republics and provinces in decision-making of national 
importance and permission of the right for self-determination and secession.370 

Even though Tito, as elected lifelong leader of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia and the State’s President, tried to strengthen mechanisms 
of collective leadership in order to prevent individuals or groups (national, ethnical) to gain excessive power (Sudetic, p. 177), weakening of his 
health caused that he “gradually withdrew from domestic decision-making process [whereas], by 1976 he no longer presided over meetings of the 
Presidium or the State presidency.” (Sudetic, p. 178 – 179). In these circumstances Edvard Kardelj, Tito’s closest associate and chief ideologist, 

369 CURTIS, GLENN E.: „Goverment and politics“ in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Govern-
ment Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 177. 

370 The Constitution of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, February 21, 1974. Articles 5, 5.1.1.1.5 5
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intervened in development of the apparatus of collective leadership as “in 1977 [he] attempted to lay the ideological groundwork for a diversifi ed 
post-Tito political system.” (Sudetic, p. 179). Still, as Kardelj died before Tito, in 1979, future ideological and political stability of Yugoslavia was 
in jeopardy. 

The breakup of Yugoslav political system, on both the ideological and the governmental level, followed the economic crisis whose severity is 
best described in the data that at that time “Yugoslavia’s rate of infl ation was the highest in Europe in 1974” (Goodrich, p. 130). The worsening 
economic situation conditioned “Tito to end the market socialism experiment by putting economic policy making back under party control in 1974” 
(Goodrich, p. 130). The efforts to overcome the economic crisis by “placing even stronger emphasis on output growth, increased spending (…) 
and foreign borrowing;” resulted with “a dramatic rise in foreign indebtedness and infl ation and decline in living standards” (Goodrich, pp. 130 – 
131). The global economic recession of 1979 had thus not only shaken feeble Yugoslav economy, but since political situation within the country 
was as delicate, economic instability was supplemented with political crisis which, after Tito’s death in 1980, led to an overall collapse of Yugoslav 
socialist system.

The decay of Yugoslavia in economic, political and social terms was refl ected in the cultural domain where individual creative potentials compensated 
for the lack of ideological visions. However, since the analysis is focused on the subject of creation of architectural works with representative 
character, it endeavors to understand how the ideological disorientation infl uenced the process of erection of governmental buildings, museums 
and memorial centers/homes and memorials and memorial sites. It can be observed that the inability to envision Yugoslav future infl uenced 
the stagnation in development of representative architectural discourse, refl ected in a number of representative buildings and spaces created 
and constructed between 1975 and 1980 which is signifi cantly lower than the number of items erected in previous periods. This implies that no 
great progress was made in this period in further development of already ‘achieved’ organizational, spatial and aesthetics standards in design of 
architectural works of the representative character. Therefore, the period from 1975 until 1980 is characterized with the elaboration of already 
existing schemes and visual aspects. 



217



The designs for memorial centers/homes best demonstrate the above-clarifi ed tendency in development of architectural representative discourse in 
Yugoslavia in the given period. The schemes of memorial centers/home as educational-ideological institutions of widest social range, in this short 
period of fi ve years, were optimally elaborated, both in terms of functional organization and architectural design.

An insight into the architectural characteristics of several memorial centers/homes built in this period reveals how the memorial function slowly 
began to gain power over other functions which these facilities provided. Thus, the insistence on their memorial nature indicates that in architectural 
terms a transition between the category of memorial centers/homes and museum was made, what resulted with memorial centers/homes gaining 
‘elite’ character, while museums tended to be presented as more popular, open, institutions for the people. 

The given conversion confi rms the analysis of six buildings of ideological-educational character whose designs were conceived between 1975 
and 1980: two for memorial centers/homes, three for museums, from which two were built within two memorial complexes: the Memorial Park 
Dotrščina in Zagreb and the Memorial complex ‘Šumarice’, i.e. ‘Kragujevac Oktober’ in Kragujevac and one project for a facility of special 
character that belongs to both and neither of these two categories. 

Regarding the above given categorization of buildings with ideological-educational function built in the given period, to the group of memorial 
centers/homes belong designs for the Yugoslav Memorial Center ‘Boško Buha’ in Gradina and the Memorial Home of ‘Neretva Battle’ in Jablanica. 
Besides designs for museums in ‘Dotrščina’ and ‘Šumarice’ memorial sites, the period from 1975 and 1980 witnessed the development of only 
Neven Šegvić’s project for the Museum of the Revolution in Rijeka. Finally, the building of special character whose construction was followed with 
great attention, both from architectural and political circles, is the Political School of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia ‘Josip Broz Tito’ in 
Kumrovec. 

The Political School ‘Josip Broz Tito’ in Kumrovec might be considered for a unique institution, probably not only in Yugoslavia, but also in the 
Eastern and Western Europe as well. The plan for construction of the Political School was developed in accordance with the strategy of expansion 
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of Kumrovec’s touristic capacities. Since the ideological indoctrination was to play a crucial role in strengthening of touristic capacities of the 
Kumrovec area, the erection of the Political School as central educational institution for the members of the LCY alluded on the importance of 
such architectural undertaking.

The competition call for the design of the Political School was announced in 1979. Before construction began, the school was placed in the 
Memorial Home in Kumrovec which, as the institution was gaining ideological importance, became insuffi ciently large regarding the capacitive 
needs; thus the open competition was convoked with the intent to obtain the project from which this most important educational-ideological 
establishment would be constructed. 

The Political School’s educational programme assumed one-year courses for approximately one hundred regular and undefi ned number of part-
time students. The programme surmised that approximately forty lecturers and professors would give lectures to students accommodated in the 
school in form of the plenum or/in larger, smaller and individual classes. Objectives of the competition put before architects the task of organizing 
educational spaces, accommodation and recreation facilities, services and administrative offi ces within only one building.371 Yet, the competition 
did not have just architectural, but also a political character, as the competition jury, composed of seventeen members among which engineers and 
architects were mixed with representatives of different political and governmental bodies,372 was searching for design which, besides delivering a 
compact organizational scheme, would best illustrate the specifi c character of the Political School as the most prominent ideological-educational 
in Yugoslavia and beyond.

371  POPOVIĆ, DARKO: “Politička škola SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91, 1983. P. 24.

372  The members of the jury were: Milojko Drulović, Exectutive Secretary of the Presidency of the CC of YLC, as President of the jury and, as his deputy architect prof.  Ante Marinović-
Uzelac; Albert Antolović, Deputy Secretary in the Secretary for Urban Planning, Construction, Housing and Municipal Affairs of Croatia, Vinko Brlek, President of the Assembly of Zagreb 
Communities; prof. Greta Ferušić, architect; architect Ivan Filipčić, as representative of the Croatian Association of Architects; Ivica Kišok, as President of Klanjec Municipality; engineer Bojan 
Klamenčić, Executive Secretary of CC LC of Slovenia; Venceslav Kovačević, member of the Presidency of the CC LC Croatia,;engineer Stanko Manestar, Secretary of the Secretary for Urban 
Planning, Construction, Housing and Municipal Affairs of Croatia; architect Branislav Mindić, the Vice-president of the Executive Committee of the Municipal Assembly of Novi Sad; architect 
prof. Hasimija Skender; architect Aleksandar Smilevski, as representative of the Yugoslav Association of Architects; engineer Jugoslav Todorovski, the Secretary of the Presidency of the City 
Conference of the LC of Skoplje; PhD Dušan Vejnović, the Manager of the Political School of YLC  ‘Josip Broz Tito’ in Kumrovec and engineer Ratko Vujnović, Secretary of the Secretary for 
Urban Planning Municipal Affairs of Serbia. See: “Natječaj za izzradu idejnog rješenja Političke škole SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 319, 1979. P. 31.
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Fig. 94: Danilo Cvjetković’s and Miomir Lužajić’s project for the Political School “Josip Broz Tito” in Kumrovec: the ground fl oor and the fi rst fl oor plan, with the section.

The competition was announced in December 1979, and upon its closure in 15 March 1980 the jury received sixty one project proposals, from 
which four were awarded with four prizes while fi ve more designs were redeemed. 

The fourth prize was given to the project proposal of Slavko and Nevena Brezoska who envisioned the building as a parsed structure composed 
of four volumes with different functions - educational and administrational and a restaurant and accommodation area interconnected through the 
central area. Volumes were designed as identical, what had a negative impact on ground fl oor planes according to the jury, whereas the insistence 
on consistency in the roof design by the jury’s assessment negatively infl uenced cross sections of the volumes.373 On the other hand, two designs 
which shared the second and the third prize, one of architect Milan Vojnović and other of Petar Arsić, conceived the building as a sequentially 
developed structure. In the fi rst case the building is organized along the plot as three different volumes were sequenced one after the other, while in 
the second case it was organized across the plot with identical units sequenced diagonally. Vojnović’s design was overlooked for further elaboration 
as the jury assessed it as overly schematic and disruptive in regards to the landscape, whereas Arsić’s design was disregarded because of shortages 
in functional and compositional domain.374

373  “Iz izvještaja ocjenjivačkog suda o rezultatima jugoslavenskog anonimnog natječaja za izradu idejnog rješenja Političke škole SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, 
No. 331, 1980. P. 8.

374  Ibid. P. 8.
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Fig. 95: The Political School “Josip Broz Tito” in Kumrovec

Finally, the jury selected the project proposal of architects Danilo Cvjetković and Miomir Lužajić for further constructive elaboration and execution. 
While the jury celebrated design’s “architectural features and relatively good organization of the space (…) economy of the building as a whole 
(…) and simplicity of the constructive system,”375 Cvjetković and Lužajić’s design was positively assessed as the jury concluded that: “The design 
meets the required programme fully. The building fi ts well into the confi guration of the terrain as it is placed in parallel with contours (…) while 
the silhouette of the building fi ts very well into the landscape of Kumrovec. The architectural concept characterizes a union of the facility under one 
roof what enabled conciseness of the function and space (…). The architectural design is characterized by interesting volumes which gives a 

375  Ibid. P. 7. 
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prospective of high-quality architectural appearance, [while] the structure is clear and rational”376(Fig. 94)377.

The project intended for the convergence of the school’s activities under one elongated volume differentiated by height. The volume was placed 
parallel to the contours of the terrain, enabling integration of the building into the landscape, whereas the intersection of inclined façade panels with 
the sloping roof aesthetically potentiated absorption of the structure within the landscape (Fig. 95)378. 

Since after a short elaboration, the project met both functional and architectural requirements, it was quickly scheduled for execution, probably to 
hasten its opening before Tito’s eventual death. Nevertheless, Tito did not welcome the opening of the Political School in Kumrovec as this hoped-
for ideological-educational facility was opened in September 1981, more than a year after Tito’s passing away, in the presence of highest Yugoslav 
political leaders and governmental authorities. 

Because of the building of the Political School in Kumrovec being functional for merely ten years, the architectural concept developed for this 
particular type of institution was not further elaborated as its programme, due to political circumstances in Yugoslav society at that moment was 
not brought down to lower levels. Therefore, memorial centers/homes remained main institutions for the implementation of socialist ideological-
educational programme among the widest Yugoslav population. 

From two memorial centers/homes designed in this period, the fi rst awarded project proposal at the competition for the Yugoslav Memorial Center 
‘Boško Buha’ in Gradina (1979, unconstructed) of Croatian architects Vedran Mimica, Veljko Oluić and Tonči Žarnić was of somewhat weaker 
character than the project for the Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle. In the development of ‘Boško Buha’ Memorial Center’s scheme the authors 
departed from the premise of division of the structure by differentiation of its volumes. The building was to be organized in a linearly developed 
ground plan, conditioned by the functional scheme of the center’s programme. Possibly monotonous structure was thus differentiated with variation 

376 “Iz izvještaja ocjenjivačkog suda o rezultatima jugoslavenskog anonimnog natječaja za izradu idejnog rješenja Političke škole SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, 
No. 331, 1980. P. 7. 
377 Fig. 94: Danilo Cvjetković’s and Miomir Lužajić’s project for the Political School “Josip Broz Tito” in Kumrovec: the ground fl oor and the fi rst fl oor plan, with the section.Source: 
“Politička škola SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 - 91, 1983. Pp. 24 - 25.
378 Fig. 95: The Political School “Josip Broz Tito” in Kumrovec. Source: “Politička škola SKJ ‘Josip Broz Tito’ u Kumrovcu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 - 91, 1983. Pp. 22- 23.
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in height and alteration of wall and glass surfaces, what should have enabled successful integration of the building into the landscape, if the project 
ever reached the realization stage.379 

Nevertheless, the project for the Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle in Jablanica (1978), a ‘small’ building in the small town, delivered by 
Bosnian and Herzegovinian architects Branko Tadić and Zdravko Dunđerović, as the winning proposal of the open competition from 1977 stands 
out with simplicity of the functional scheme and unpretentiousness of the architectural design. The Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle, placed 
on the location of great historical, i.e. ideological signifi cance, is also a great example of the juxtaposition of these two typologies as the programme 
of the Memorial Home was developed more on basis of a museum than a memorial center/home institution. 

The idea of commemorating the 25th anniversary of the Battle by constructing the Memorial Home should be put in the context of ideological 
instability of Yugoslav socialist system, whereas the recall of the most glorious accomplishment of the Partisan and Josip Broz Tito endeavored to 
stabilize the structure that began to shake. 

The Home was to be placed in the location where the fi nal stage of resistance to the Axis’ Fourth Offensive took place. The Offensive, which lasted 
from January to March 1943, ordered by the General Staff of the Wehrmacht, intended to destroy the Yugoslav Resistance Movement, i.e. to cut off 
the Partisan operations and approach and dismantle the Communist Party’s Central Committee. The operation began in North Croatia and Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and in March reached the northern part of Herzegovina, the Prozor Basin and the Neretva Valley. At the precise location where the 
Home was to be placed the Partisan ended being surrounded by the Axis Forces, with the river Neretva separating them from other Partisan units in 
east Herzegovina. Among the Partisan soldiers, military offi cers and several League of Communist of Yugoslavia offi cials were approximately four 
thousand wounded soldiers and a number of civilians, what made the operation of Partisan troops’ withdrawal dangerous and tactically challenging. 
Therefore, Tito personally ordered the tactical move which anticipated cutting off main communicational link - the bridge over the river Neretva, in 
order to prevent the unifi cation of Wehrmacht troops with the Italian Royal Army and Chetnik forces and enable the counterattack. The operation took 
place during 1-4 March, with the Partisan destroying the steel bridge and crossing the river during the night through an improvised wooden bridge. 
The result of the operation was the dissipation of Chetnik troops and liberation of four thousand wounded and civilians who gathered around the 

379  “Jugoslavenski memorijalni centar ‘Boško Buha’ u Gradini” in Čovjek i Prostor, No. 323, Zagreb, 1980. Pp. 6 – 10.
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Partisan from the besieged territory. The human character of the Neretva Battle 
gave it a special place in Yugoslav ideological legends, whereas the struggle of 
Partisan troops gained mythical proportions whilst the story celebrated Tito’s 
legendary war tactics and his undisputed human character. 

The Memorial Home was conceived on the premise of integration of the structure 
within the landscape, which in this case also had a historical character. The authors 
departed from the idea to connect two features of the place - commemorative 
and celebratory. The building, when approached from the central manifestation 
plaza, is located on the edge of the canyon, from where vistas on the replica 
of the bridge and bunkers are given. The manifestation plaza, located in the 
gathering place of the Partisan and the wounded during the Battle, was given a 
symbolical character with the simple design of some of its urban elements: the 
eternal fl ame, the small amphitheater, benches, etc. From the manifestation plaza 
the building is accessed through a narrow pathway. The building’s structure, 
formed from several white cubical volumes, through “insisting on voluminosity 
and sculptural aspects”380 of forms, communicates postmodernist tendencies 
with the modernist discourse in the best way. The voluminous fragmentation 
and clarity of the structure in exterior emphasizes the whiteness of the façade, 
whereas the combination of clear forms and white color evocates Richard Meier’s 
designs and architectural ideas (Fig. 96)381. On the other hand, the interior of the 
Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle is organized on the concept by which 

spaces for social activities and offi ces are located near the main road and central plaza, while the memorial museum was situated on the riverside 

380 LEVI, ALEKSANDAR: “Manje je više i obratno” in Arhitektura, No. 168 – 169, Zagreb, 1979. P. 75.
381 Fig. 96: The Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle. Source: Photo 1:  “Spomen-dom Bitke na Neretvi u Jablanici” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 312, 1979. P. 13. & Photo 2: KOLACIO, 
ZDENKO: “Spomenik na Makljenu i spomen-muzej u Jablanici - dva značajna memorijala” in Arhitektura, No. 168 - 169, 1979. P. 77.

Fig. 96: The Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle
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from where the best views ‘on the place of the memory’ 
are given. Thus simple spatial distribution and clarity of the 
architectural design that emanated from the dualist character 
of the Memorial Home enabled engraving of the memory of 
the Battle into the landscape, thus converting the landscape 
into a natural memorial of historical character. 
Even though the Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle 
had more features of a museum than a memorial center/
home, the Museum on the Revolution in Rijeka (1976) is 
considered as the only genuine museum built in this period.

Contrary to the Memorial House in Jablanica, the Museum 
of the Revolution in Rijeka was to be placed within an 
urban context. As the building was to be located in the park 
surrounding the Governor’s Palace, a neoclassical building 
built in 1893, but near the modern ‘off the peg’ residential 
area,382 it was demanded that the building’s design connects 
these two different architectures and ambiences. 

Neven Šegvić achieved it with the design similar to one of the Whitney Museum of American Art,383 384 which, as ‘the original’, distinguishes from 
the neighboring context with singularity of the structures’ volume and aesthetics. Like Brauer, Šegvić also denoted the importance of the content 

382  R. N.: “Muzej narodne revolucije u Rijeci” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 289, Zagreb, 1977. P. 4.

383  The building accommodating the Whitney Museum of American Art in New York form 1966 until 2014 was constructed in 1966 from the design of Marcel Breuer and Hamilton P. Smith 
in 1963. 

384  Observation by Štraus Ivan in ŠTRAUS, IVAN: Architecture of Yugoslavia 1945 – 1990. Sarajevo: Sarajevo Green Design Foundation, 2013. P. 29.

Fig. 97: The Museum of the Revolution in Rijeka: the exterior and the interior of the Museum
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placed inside the building. But whilst the stepped out volume of ‘the original’ might eventually be considered for “somber, heavy or even brutal”385, 
Šegvić’s reduction of structure’s volume and alteration in its materialization, whereas granite was replaced with simplifi ed white-painted façade, 
diminished the effect of the massiveness of the structure.  

“The decision to place the volume on the western corner of the park interpreted with purist architectural language in balanced human scale is the 
greatest quality of this architectural achievement.”386 If Brauer’s intention was to accentuate the corner of the street by incorporating “the form 
and material with identity and weight,”387 Šegvić’s placement of smaller and lighter volume at the corner of the park was in accordance with the 
intention to connect two ambiences, where “the Governor’s Palace stays dominant as the whole of [its] façade is undisturbed by any construction 
(…) With that the building [also] was integrating with existing postwar construction, contributing it with its unimpeachable architectural quality.”388  

The simplicity in design of the volume was transferred to the organization of the spatial disposition of the Museum, whereas the fl oor plan was 
simplifi ed, organized in accordance to the exhibition programme of the facility. The adjustment of Brauer’s concept through opening of the interior 
preconditioned the specifi city of the project’s programme which needed to accommodate larger exhibition pieces in the smaller area, whereas the 
Museum’s areas were stringed vertically, with two galleries organized around the atrium. Hence, the main hall was placed on the fi rst gallery and 
the smaller exhibition area on the second, while the third fl oor accommodated administration offi ces (Fig. 97)389. 

With the approach that departed from the adjustment of the space’s attributes to the needs of the context and programme, Šegvić designed the 
building which, although seems to be ‘just’ an interpretation of the masterpiece of the modern architecture, has singular appeal which refl ects 
Šegvić’s endeavor to reconcile all the interpretations in an edifi ce that would bridge the dual character of the space in which the building was placed.  

385  Whitney Museum of American Art: “The Breuer Building”. Available at: http://whitney.org/About/BreuerBuilding (Accessed July 23, 2015)

386  R. N.: “Muzej narodne revolucije u Rijeci” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 289, Zagreb, 1977. P. 4.
387  JACOBS, KARRIE: “An Ode to Brauer’s Brutalist Whitney as the Museum Relocates to its New Downtown Hub”. Available at: http://www.architectmagazine.com/design/an-ode-to-
breuers-brutalist-whitney-as-the-museum-relocates-to-its-new-downtown-hub_o (Accessed July 23, 2015)

388  R. N.: “Muzej narodne revolucije u Rijeci” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 289, Zagreb, 1977. P. 4.
389  Fig. 97: The Museum of the Revolution in Rijeka: the exterior and the interior of the Museum. Source: R. N: “Muzej narodne revolucije u Rijeci” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 289, 1977. 
Pp. 4-5.
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The endeavor to further elaborate spatial schemes and refi ne aesthetical aspects of memorials and memorial sites is also perceivable in the development 
of memorial discourse. The revelation of data that modernist discourse became not dominant, but the only expressive tool in construction of 
collective memory is provided with an insight into the aesthetic character of memorials and memorial sites erected between 1975 and 1980, whereas 
from 17 items constructed in this period only one memorial has classical features - The Memorial to the Uprising in Paraćin (1977, Slobodan 
Stojanov and Radomir Prokić). 

From the remaining memorial assets, fi ve memorials are of more modest dimensions, whereas the Memorial to the Revolution in Ljubljana (1975, 
Drago Tršar), the Memorial to the National Liberation War in Maribor (1975, Slavko Tihec) and the Memorial to Miners in Labin (1980–1981, 
Dušan Džamonja) are extraordinary examples of abstract sculptural plastic implemented in metal, while the Monument to the Liberation at ‘the 
Pleso Airport’ in Zagreb (1978) the Tombstone for Dušan Petrović Šime in Aranđelovac (1980, Bogdan Bogdanović) used material qualities of 
concrete and stone in a subtle manner to abstract the heavy nature of commemorative events. 

According to the categorization of memorials and memorial sites, the Necropolis of Victims of Fascism in Novi Travnik by Bogdan Bogdanović 
(1975), a memorial formed by twelve twined monoliths on pedestals, portrayed with Bogdanović’s archaic fi gures (resembling the one at the 
Slobodište Memorial Park), the Partisan Cemetery in Komletinci (1976, Zdenko Kolacio and Dušan Džamonja) and Memorial to Freedom at 
Kočani (1977, Gligor Čemerski and Radovan Rađenović) are hard to be categorized, as they represents something in between aggregation of smaller 
memorials and memorial sites. In addition to these three and fi ve above mentioned smaller memorials, three large-scale memorial constructions 
were constructed: the Memorial to the Neretva Battle at Makljen near Prozor (1978, Boško Kućanski), the Memorial to Killed Soldiers and Victims 
of the Fascist Terror in Kavadarci (1976, Petar Muličovski) and the Memorial to Dražgoška Battle in the Village of Dražgoše (1977, Stojan Batič, 
Boris Kobe and Ivo Šubica). 

The Memorial to Killed Soldiers and Victims of the Fascist Terror in Kavadarci (1976), built on the hill upon Kavadarci, is Petar Muličovski’s 
interpretation of an old Macedonian house. The author envisioned the Memorial as sturdy, ‘fl oating’, reverse-pyramidal structure, sustained on a 
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strong pillar, on the bottom enclosed with a wall which forms a kind 
of an inner courtyard (Fig. 98)390. The Memorial, as inverted house, 
is entered through two iron doors that lead to the gallery leaning over 
memorial ossuary in interior decorated with relics illustrating deaths 
of soldiers and twenty marble panels on which the names of three 
hundred twenty-eight soldiers killed during the National Liberation 
War are written. Iron staircases climb from the bottom to the top of 
the Memorial. The staircases, placed in the core of the structure, lead 
to the top of the inverted house whose interior division into two 
fl oors resembles the division of ‘čardak’ - the traditional Ohrid’s 
Ottoman wooden house built on pillars. The monument, materialized 
in thick brute concrete, is surrounded with cubic walls different in 
size that form an amphitheater - Muličovski’s interpretation of an 

Fig. 98: The Kavadarci Memorial outer courtyard of such a traditional Macedonian house.

Contrary to aesthetics of the Kavadarci Memorial which emanated from the author’s endeavor to interpret well known architectural idiom in a 
postmodernist manner, the aesthetic of the Makljen Memorial, commemorating the same tactical ploy and heroic character of the Neretva Battle 
as the Memorial Home in Jablanica, ensues from Kućanski’s endeavor to inscribe symbolic nature of the memory on the Partisan humanity 
into singular Makljen’s landscape. With the form of the Makljen Memorial, erected on the clearing in the front of massive rocks of the Makljen 
Mountain, the author effortlessly and coherently captured the character of the Battle. Twelve meters high reinforced concrete structure covered with 
white stone called “to be noticed, approached and kept in memory”391 as it sturdily and dominantly, but yet somehow naturally and ‘unobtrusively’ 
grew up from the ground in form of a fl owering fi st (Fig. 99)392. Since the Memorial, as a raised fi st, dominated the landscape, it looks as though the 

390 Fig. 98: The Kavadarci Memorial. Source: “Kavadarci”. SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/kavadarci (Accessed January 2, 
2017). 

391 KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Spomenik na Makljenu – osvrt na natječaj” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 287, Zagreb, 1977. P. 13.
392 Fig. 99: The Makljen Memorial. Source: KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Spomenik na Makljenu i Spomen-muzej u Jablanici - dva značajna memorijala” in Arhitektura, No. 168 - 169, 1976. 
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author managed to spread the message that the longing for freedom is in people’s nature.

The design of the third large-scale memorial structure is somewhere in between the concepts of the 
Kavadarci Memorial and the Makljen Memorial. The Memorial to ‘Dražgoška Battle’ in Dražgoše 
was erected on the occasion of commemoration of one of the fi rst major battles between the Axis’ 
Forces and the Partisan that took place in Slovenia in January 1942. Since ‘Dražgoška Battle’ had 
an ambiguous outcome, given that the Axis’ Forces were the winners, whilst the Battle refl ected on 
future Partisan strategies as its course revealed that guerilla warfare might lead to the victory over 
superior enemy; the Memorial was conceived to be both of commemorative and celebrative nature. 
Therefore, the Memorial commemorated the fallen soldiers and victims of Axis’ retaliation, while it 
celebrated Partisan resistance in this and other encounters. 

The Memorial was designed from the project proposal obtained at short competition held in 1975 
in which most prominent Slovenian sculptors: Stojan Batič, Janez Pirinat, Drago Tršar and Tone 
Logondra participated.393 The competition called for design of grandiose memorial which should 

dominate the landscape in which it was to be located, between villages of Dražgoške and Jelovice. At the same time the Memorial was to have an 
ambiguous character, as it should provide peaceful resting place for the remains of the fallen which were to be buried in the memorial ossuary394 
while serving as a celebratory space that could host large number of visitors, particularly on the occasion of the annual event ‘On the Trail of 
Jelovice Partisans’.

The design of Batič, Kobe and Šubica, besides meeting the requirements of the programme, seized different symbolisms of the Battle in the best 
way, while at the same time emphasizing the qualities of the landscape. The Memorial, placed at a picturesque glade, is a clear, dominant modern 

P. 78.

393  PAVLOVIĆ, ANDREJ: “Spomenik Dražgoški bitki” in Loški ragledi, No. 23, 1976. P. 205.

394  Ibid. Pp. 205 – 209.

Fig. 99: The Makljen Memorial. 
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architectural structure whose design emanate from “visual elements of the 
regional architecture”.395 The Memorial, a sculpture building, is open to 
the landscape with the free space within the central structure intended for 
commemorative purposes, while at the same time providing a place for 
the memorial ossuary. The ossuary, decorated with bronze and classical 
sculpture representing the Partisans in resistance is one of two main 
sculptural elements of the Memorial at whose foot, in the niche opened 
due to a slope of the terrain, the mosaic, created by painter Ivo Šubica is 
placed, representing the Battle at the Mošenjska Mountain, which took 
place fi ve days after the one at Dražgoške. 

Contrary to these two decorative elements the Memorial itself was 
conceived as an abstract sculptural-building materialized in brute concrete. 
Batič, Kobe and Šubica’s intention to create an architectural memorial 

refl ects in the design of the structure which was conceived as an open house in whose center is a parlor - commemorative space wherefrom two 
spiral staircases lead to an attic: the viewing platform at the top of the structure, from which through the central opening a bird-eye perspective on 
the memorial ossuary is given and a view on the landscape in which the Battle took place (Fig. 100)396.  

The decorativeness, which in the case of the Memorial to the Dražgoška Battle was only indicated, is the main characteristic of the Memorial to 
Freedom at Kočani. The Memorial at Kočani, like the Makedonium, celebrates the thirst for freedom of Macedonian people(s) from the Ilinden period 
until the Second World War. The Memorial at Kočani shares another feature with the Makedonium: the ambience of the Kočani Memorial denotes 
the decorativeness of its walls, covered with relieves, likewise the Makedonium’s ambience which in the exterior originated from colorfulness of 
walls surrounding ‘the amphitheater of cenotaphs’ and in the interior the decorations of windows with stained glass. 

395 Ibid. P. 211.
396 Fig. 100: The Memorial to the Dražgoška Battle. Source: “Dražgoška” in  SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/drazgose (Ac-
cessed January 2, 2017). 

Fig. 100: The Memorial to the Dražgoška Battle. 
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However, the structure of the Kočani Memorial is more similar to 
one of the Memorial of Dražgoška Batle. Although conveyed in a 
somewhat different style, the Kočani Memorial is also a structure of 
architectural nature. The Memorial, approached by ceremonial path, is 
in this case an open space enclosed by a set of concave concrete walls 
which, placed on platforms, are decorated with graffi ti-like reliefs 
(Fig. 101)397. Reliefs, work of a prominent Macedonian artist Gligor 
Čemerski thus become the main feature of the Memorial. Topper 
relief in the central area of the main exterior wall illustrate different 
moments of Macedonian history, while the Goddess of Liberty with 
tears of happiness and sadness beholding the life of Macedonian 
people is represented beyond it. Inside the Memorial the relief scheme 
is repeated, although illustrating a different story: The Goddess of 
Liberty becomes Nike, spreading her arms as wings, while at the 

bottom of the wall different creatures, invaders, lie defeated. The side walls of the Memorial, also decorated with reliefs, surround the central 
commemorative plaza, on the northern side bounded with the amphitheater. In such a way the Memorial at Kočani is simultaneously conceived 
as a memorial form and a commemorative site, whereas a spatial feature of the Memorial at Kočani, together with a singular artistic expression of 
Gligor Čemerski’s reliefs, is what distinguishes it from other memorials created at the time. 

If the Kočani Memorial can be singled out because of the juxtaposition of architectural and spatial features, it is pure simplicity which singles out 
the Partisan Cemetery in Komletinci as unanticipated unique memorial. 

The Komletinci Cemetery is located at the selvage of the small village of Komletinci, the grassy plain hide the remains of some three thousand 
seven hundred soldiers killed at the Srem-front battles from the end of 1944 until the spring of 1945. By Kolacio’s idea, the Kompletinci Cemetery 

397 Fig. 101: The Kočani Memorial. Source: “Kočani” in  SpomenikDatabase. Author: Donald Niebyl. Available at: http://www.spomenikdatabase.org/kocani (Accessed January 2, 2017). 

Fig. 101: The Kočani Memorial. 
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was developed in a simple and clear spatial composition consisting of a 
concrete covered commemorative plateau, by no means monumental or 
representative, and paved trails which separate burial areas (Fig. 102)398. 
The simple spatial design of the cemetery supplements a simple memorial, 
designed by Dušan Džamonja, in form of the hanging ‘L’, placed on the 
side of the main pathway, as gallows or  lanterns, looms over the center of 
the Cemetery, from one side closed by the row of trees and from another 
with the concrete wall with a modest farm-gate allowing entrance.

The particularity of the modest concept for the Komletinci Cemetery 
lies in the accomplishment to mark the massive graveyard on the border 
of a small village in such appropriate way. This was how Kolacio and 
Džamonja, without erecting grand sculptures and developing complex 
architectural and spatial schemes paid respect to the killed in an earnest 
way. In other words, with simple and unobtrusive design of the Komletinci 

Cemetery, the authors did not diminish the worth of lives taken away, but quite the contrary, the abstinence of glorifi cation precisely underlined the 
worth of the sacrifi ce.

Nevertheless, simple and unpretentious designs of the memorials were a rarity at the time when sculptors and architects competed who will give 
most unique, most grandiose and striking statement on the essentiality of remembering the National Liberation War’s tragedies and victories. For 
that reason Kolacio and Džamonja’s project remained an exception to the rule among numerous motley designs for memorials and memorial sites 
developed between 1975 and 1980. One of the most complex and elaborated memorial undertakings was the project on the construction of the 
‘Šumarice’ Memorial Complex in Kragujevac commemorating events of the so called ‘Kragujevac October’. 

398 Fig. 102: The Memorial Cemetery in Komletinci. Author: Sanja Horvatinčić, 2015.

Fig. 102: The Memorial Cemetery in Komletinci
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‘Kragujevac October’ was for sure one of the most tragic 
episodes from the Second World War in Yugoslavia. The 
events of the  ‘Kragujevac October’ took place during 19-21 
October 1941 when, in retaliation for ten killed and twenty-
six injured Axis solders in the battle for Gornji Milanovac, 
Wehrmacht forces executed at least two thousand seven 
hundred and ninety six civilians from Kragujevac and nearby 
villages in just three days. About sixty six Jews and two 
hundred and seventeen students from Kragujevac’s high and 
primary school(s) were among the killed civilians. 

With the intention to commemorate maybe the biggest 

Fig. 103: Sculptures in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”: the Memorial of Anguish and Spite and the Memorial of the Resistance and the Freedom (Ante Gržetić), 
‘the Cristal Flower’ (Nebojša Delja), ‘the Stone Sleeper’ (Gradimir Bosnić and Jelica Bosnić), ‘the Hundred for One’ (Nandor Glid) and ‘Circles’ (Vojin Bakić)
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civilian tragedy in Yugoslav territories, in 1953, Yugoslav authorities founded 
the Institute of the Memorial Park ‘Kragujevac October’ whose function was 
gathering documentation and commemoration of the tragic event. The Institute, 
besides given historical-educative function was also in charge of transforming 
the ‘Šumarice’ execution area into a memorial site. The spatial design of the 
Memorial Park ‘Kragujevac October’, delivered by Serbian architects Mihailo 
Mitrović and Radivoje Tomić in 1954 – 1955, divided the Complex in three 
units: a museum, mausoleum (not built) and memorials marking thirty execution 
places and burial mounds (from these only ten sites were eventually marked). 
The fi rst memorial placed in the Complex was the Memorial of Anguish and 
Spite (1959, Ante Gržetić) conceived in marble in form of subtle silhouettes of 
a man and woman cuddled in tremor. Besides the Memorial of the Anguish and 
Spite Gižetić also designed the Memorial of the Resistance and the Freedom 
(1966), a bronze fi gure of a wounded prisoner accompanied with tall white-stone 
obelisk whose top was formed of the shape of the letter ‘V’. The same symbolism 

illustrating the victory of life over death, although somewhat more monumentally, repeats the central monument in the Park: the Memorial to the 
Executed Students and Pupils (1963, Miodrag Živković) placed in location of execution of a larger group of students and eighteen of their professors 
(Fig. 102)399. With the sturdy and expressive ‘V’ form of the Memorial to Executed Students and Pupils Živković strived to capture the strength and 
zest of the youth whose broken wings are to be reincarnated through the eternal victory of the good over the bad, as the Memorial, like fl ying bird 
or wings (of an angel), strived to fl y away (Fig. 104)400. 

Besides the central memorial which, in the most salient way, indicated severity of the tragedy, several smaller memorials were erected in order to 
mark precise executions sites. One of these is ‘the Cristal Flower’ (1968, Nebojša Delja), memorial erected in commemoration of deaths of fi fteen 

399 Fig. 103: Sculptures in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”: the Memorial of Anguish and Spite and the Memorial of the Resistance and the Freedom (Ante Gržetić), ‘the Cristal 
Flower’ (Nebojša Delja), ‘the Stone Sleeper’ (Gradimir Bosnić and Jelica Bosnić), ‘the Hundred for One’ (Nandor Glid) and ‘Circles’ (Vojin Bakić). Author: Srđan Lukić, 2016.
400 Fig. 104: The Memorial to the Executed Students and Pupils (Miodrag Živković) in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”. Author: Srđan Lukić, 2016.

Fig. 104: The Memorial to the Executed Students and Pupils (Miodrag 
Živković) in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”
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Roma boys, shoe cleaners, captured on the streets and killed with other adult victims. The aesthetics of ‘the Cristal Flower’ is less clear as it is the 
case with Živković or Gržić’s memorials, as the abstract form of the memorial, a volume composed by vertical stringing of straight blades cut in 
two parts, did not demonstrate the author’s idea of  symbolic depiction of a merely blossomed fl ower pulled out from the ground, since geometrical 
rigidity of the form did not succeed to illustrate the fragility of the fl ower and thus illustrate  helplessness and  innocence of young victims whose 
death the faded fl ower was to represent. 

On the other hand, the Memorial ‘Stone Sleeper’ (1970, Gradimir Bosnić and Jelica Bosnić) was conceived as a memorial space within the memorial 
site, since the Memorial was designed as free-standing space approached by the path on whose end the commemorative space enclosed with a 
‘hedge’ made of concrete blocks and massive white-marble sculptures is formed. The Memorial, which seems to resemble a farmyard rounded with 
haystacks401 commemorates the death of peasants harvested from nearby farms to be executed in retaliation for the killed soldiers. 

Finally, memorials ‘Hundred for One’ (1980, Nandor Glid) and ‘Circles’ (1981, Vojin Bakić) were last items designed by Yugoslav authors and 
erected in the Memorial Park before 1990. The memorial ‘Hundred for One’, sculpted in bronze, commemorates the history behind the tragic 
narrating that the Nazi General Franc Berme gave the order to execute a hundred civilians for each of ten killed, and fi fty civilians for each twenty 
six injured German soldiers.402 Glid conceived the Memorial in form of a tree growing out from interlaced jerked human bodies. While the tremor 
of the bodies condenses at the bottom of the Memorial, the clenched fi sts of the victims form the treetop convey the message on unity, strength and 
resistance. 

On the contrary, Bakić’s ‘Circles’, a memorial contributed to Croatian people, consists of seven unequal, slightly deformed steel discs placed in-
between three mass graves as “their light center”403 whereas the symbolic message behind this singular abstract sculpture tends to communicate that 
crimes as the one in Kragujevac irretrievably deform any glance on peacefulness of human existence.404 
401 Spomen-park Kragujevački oktobar:  “Spomenici u memorijalnom prostoru” Available at: http://www.spomenpark.rs/rs/spomenici-u-memorijalnom-prostoru (Accessed July 25, 2015)
402 By the offi cial data on the number of killed, the number of executed is quite bigger as 2796 civilians were killed instead of 2300 as it was ordered by Breme. Data taken from: 
Memorial park Kragujevac October offi cial website. Available at: http://www.spomenpark.rs/rs/spomenici-u-memorijalnom-prostoru (Accessed July 25, 2015)
403 “Spomen-park Kragujevački oktobar” in Spomenici u memorijalnom prostoru. Available at: http://www.spomenpark.rs/rs/spomenici-u-memorijalnom-prostoru (Accessed July 25, 
2015) 

404  Ibid.
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‘Circles’ encompassed the grand memorial story on Kragujevac’s 
tragedy told with skills of prominent ‘Yugoslav sculptors and 
architects’. However, besides the given memorial several small items 
of more modest quality were placed in the Memorial Park complex: the 
Eternal Flame of Freedom (1978, Dragan Đorđević) as an indispensable 
feature of any memorial complex and  two memorials by unknown 
authors: ‘Fates’, placed in the entrance of the Park, illustrating fi gures 
of three older women who by the old Slavic mythology tended to 
symbolize the bad faith of the killed people and the bronze sculpture 
‘Man Without Illusions’, placed in front of the Memorial Museum, 
whose form strived to express the gravity of the tragedy. Besides these, 
several memorials were erected in the Memorial Park after 1990, such 
as the Memorial ‘Against Evil’ (1991, Miguel Romo), the Memorial to 
Executed Serbs and Jews (1991, Milorad Zorobić) and the Memorial 
to Friendship (1994, Anton Stojku).

However, the Memorial Museum ’21 October’, built in this period 
(1976, Ivan Antić and Ivanka Raspopović) is what markes the Memorial Park’s character. The Museum was built from the project developed by 
Antić and Raspopović in 1967405 who were invited by the Institute to design the facility. The Museum, whose indented ground plan follows the 
sloping of the terrain, was conceived as an assemblage of thirty towers; cubes without openings, symbolizing thirty mass graves of the massacre. 
The lack of windows on the façade epitomizes hopelessness of the killed before the executor, while by providing the illumination of Museum’s 
interior through roof openings the authors possibly wanted to direct visitors’ looks to the sky, as the victims pointed their hoping that the freedom 
is waiting for them at least there above. 

405  The construction of the Museum began in 1971.

Fig. 105: The Memorial Museum in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”
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Putting aside the symbolic interpretations, the Museum’s architecture is very particular as authors’ interpretation of Louis Khan’s design principles 
and laconic architectural discourse resulted with designing of a visually striking and spatially simple organized building. The division of volume 
in thirty fragments has its justifi cation in spatial terms as three groups of spaces are distributed into towers from the central hall. The main 
area, approached from the entrance, is the exhibition space, whereas the second, accommodating the foyer and conference hall and the third, 
accommodating ancillary facilities, lean to the main museum’s area. The exhibition space is divided in two sections: in the fi rst photographed 
documentation is exhibited while the memorial hall on whose walls the names of the victims are inscribed is placed in the second. The metaphorical 
interpretation of the tragedy was also given in the interior whereas suspension of 3 x 3 meters dimensioned cubes materialized in grouted bricks 
hanging from the ceiling symbolize the execution of victims by hanging (Fig. 105)406. 

The fi rmness and simplicity of Ivan Antić and Ivanka Raspopović’s design enabled the creation of a unique ambient which facilitates transferring 
of the feeling of suffering and hopelessness and enables to individualize the process of commemoration. In such a way, the Museum became more 
than a space of exhibitory and ideological character as its architectural body became memorial in a purest sense.

The development of the Šumarice Memorial Park indicates conceptualization of memorial works in two ways, whereas in the fi rst case the emphasis 
was put on setting in motion form and/or space while in the second case the tendency was to further elaborate spatial characteristics of memorials 
and memorial sites.

Examples of the fi rst case are two of Midrag Živković’s works: one for the Memorial Park of the Uprising and the Revolution in Grahovo, near 
Nikšić (1978), where Živković’s intervention was limited to the design of the central memorial, and the other for the Kadinjača Memorial Park near 
Užice (1979, in collaboration with Aleksandar Đokić). 

The Grahovo Memorial Park, located at the hillside of the Umac Hill, is conceived as plexus of paths leading to, between and around two hundred and 
seventy-two cubical memorial headstones engraved with names of fallen soldiers. The headstones are staged around smaller circular commemorative 
plaza and several terraces connected with broadly stairways, which eventually lead to the central memorial placed at the top of the complex. The 

406 Fig. 105: The Memorial Museum in the Memorial Park “Kragujevac October”. Author: Srđan Lukić. Year: 2016.
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design of the central memorial fully relies 
on movement as main means of expression, 
as the memorial becomes a composition of 
movements that strive to catch an impulsive 
nature of the uprising and the revolution. 
The bronze Memorial, seven meters high, 
approached from circular stairways and 
placed on an elevated pedestal, is formed 
around the leading fi gure of the national hero 
Sava Kovačević, one of the most prominent 
Partisan commanders and communist 
leaders who disarmed and defeated the Axis 
column with Grahovo Partisan in 1941. 
Therefore, in the representation of the event, 
carefully sculptured Sava Kovačević’s 

fi gure, stands out from the mass of ‘bodies’ put in movement as they lean on and push forward to Kovačević. The density of the movement captures 
the affl atus of the revolutionary spirit within the unit, while the stillness of the main fi gure demonstrates Kovačević’s fi rmness as the leader. Finally, 
the ramifi cation of the form on the opposite end, constructed as bodies rise in height, in a way conveys a message of the revolution being dispersed 
throughout Yugoslavia (Fig. 106)407. 

The same sense of liveliness is created in the Kadinjača Memorial Park where Živković contributed to the spatial and sculptural design of the 
memorial complex. The Kadinjača Memorial Park commemorates the fallen soldiers of the Workers Battalion of Užice Partisan Unit, who defended 
and liberated the territory of the Republic of Užice in November 1941.408 In the commemoration of the tragic, but also positive events, Živković 

407 Fig. 106: The Memorial Park of the Uprising and the Revolution in Grahovo. Source: Photos 1 & 2: “Spomen park Ustanka i Revolucije, Grahovo, Crna Gora”; Available at: http://
miodrag-zivkovic.com/index.htm (Accessed January 2, 2016)

408 The Republic of Užice was an administrative area governed by the Partisan established in liberated territories around the town of Užice, which existed from July 28 until December 1, 

Fig. 106: The Memorial Park of the Uprising and the Revolution in Grahovo
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Fig. 107: The Kadinjača Memorial Park

approached the site sculpturally, but also spatially, with movement again being main compositional and expressive means in the design of the 
memorial site. 

The Kadinjača Memorial Park consists of several linearly connected and artistically designed areas. The complex is approached from the south 
where at the corner of the complex, seated in slopes of the terrain, the Reception Center is located. The building, designed by Aleksandar Đokić, 
built to accommodate educational, exhibition and service spaces, through the synthesis of the interior with the exterior409 managed to coalesce 
with the landscape thus permitting the memorial to become the Park’s main feature. From the Reception Center a ceremonial path, passing next 
to the Fountain, leads to the fi rst ensemble: the Amphitheater of the Republic of Užice. The aesthetic of the Amphitheater “marks the beginning 

1941.  

409  “Spomenički kompleks Kadinjača, Titovo Užice” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 85, 1980. P. 9.
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of sculptural and spatial composition of Memorial Park”410 reveals Živković’s intention to set the 
form and space in motion. The structure of the Amphitheater is simple as thee open spaces are 
enclosed with simple, sculptural forms in white stone, whereas an obliquity of these forms sets the 
place in movement thus creating a special felling of fl ow and transience. From the Amphitheater, 
the path splits on two rays which connect in front of the Memorial Pyramid placed above the 
Memorial Ossuary erected somewhat earlier in 1952. Modest and archaic form of the existing 
memorial is annulated with strong masses of the nearby Alley of Workers’ Battalion, the fi rst 
monumental encirclement whose dynamically abstracted inclined volumes spreading outwards 
tended to represent the unity of workers fi ghting in the Revolution.411 The same motif and circular 
movable composition are elaborated at the culmination point of the Park - the Plateau of Liberty. 
The Plateau dominates the Memorial Park not by its spatiality or size, but with dynamism in 
which massive forms ‘budge’ and form a circular enclosure around the Plateau. The forms rise and 
descend, incline and move in such a way that they set the Plateau in motion. From the Plateau the 
Central Memorial is approached. The Memorial is a fourteen meters high monument composed 
from several rectangular pylons which form a dynamic structure whose center is sculpturally 
processed with opening through which vistas on the central location of the Battle and the town 
of Užice are given (Fig. 107 and 108)412. The dynamism of the Monument is in accordance with 
the energy Živković produced in order to convey the message that: “The idea expressed by this 

sculptural composition is not death. It is life and freedom, because each stone put in this ground symbolizes the men that came to Kadinjača to stay 
there fi ghting for freedom.”413 Živković’s design for the Kadinjača Memorial Park illustrates the coming of a new era in which Yugoslav architects 
would intend to interpret postmodernist ideas on setting volumes and forms in motion in order to create an illusion of the movement of space. 

410  Ibid. P. 6.

411  Ibid. P. 7.
412  Fig. 107: The Kadinjača Memorial Park; Fig. 108: Josip Broz Tito at the opening of the Kadinjača Memorial Park on September 24, 1979. Source: “Spomenički kompleks Kadinjača, 
Titovo Užice” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 85, 1980. Pp. 7 - 8.

413  Spomenički kompleks Kadinjača, Titovo Užice” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 85, 1980. P. 8.

Fig. 108: Josip Broz Tito at the opening of the 
Kadinjača Memorial Park on September 24, 1979.
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The second approach, whose tendency was amplifi cation of spatial coverage of memorials and memorial sites through the upgrade of their functional 
programme, eventually brought to the adoption of spatial plans for Kumrovec and Dotriščina Memorial Parks. Plans, developed in 1977 by the 
Institute for Urbanism of the Faculty of Architecture in Zagreb under the expertise of professor architect-urbanist Ante Marinović - Uzelac, treated 
those two memorial parks as ‘areas of special purpose’414, i.e.  places of special memorial and natural signifi cance which should had been protected 
under exceptional preservation regimes.415

The spatial plan for the Kumrovec Memorial Park differentiated various functions of the Park - to cherish the memory of Tito’s life and work by 
preserving  his birthplace and the original ambient of the Kumrovec village; to commemorate tragedies and celebrate achievements of the Partisan 
in the Second World War and political, social and economic accomplishments of the Yugoslav society after the War; to spread the Marxist thought 
and the socialist program through the development of Kumrovec as an ideological and political and educational center; to mark archeological and 
historical localities in the area of Kumrovec, and fi nally, to convert Kumrovec into a recreational center for the nearby urban areas. 

In accordance with the ambition for the functional programme of the Memorial Park Kumrovec, by the spatial plan, besides already built facilities, 
such as the Political School and the Memorial Home, the construction of different facilities with memorial character was anticipated. Such facilities 
should have included a presidential residency, a memorial elementary school ‘Marshal Tito’, a museum of Tito’s memories, an art gallery, a 
museum of the Revolution and a cultural civic center and several memorials and monuments commemorating the National Liberation War events. 
Moreover, since the Park was to become center of everyday social activities of Kumrovec’s inhabitants, different public buildings, such as a motel, 
recreational-sports center and polyvalent multimedia hall, amphitheater, post offi ce, department store, restaurant, shops, gas station, bus and 
train station, nursery etc. and several residential units were to be built within or nearby the Park. With the comprehensive functional programme 
conveyed into an ambitious spatial plan, the Memorial Park Kumrovec was to become the epicenter of memorial, ideological and political activities 
in Yugoslavia, but also the social center of the Kumrovec area and nearby Zagreb.416 

414  “Prostorni plan Spomen-parka Kumrovec” and “Prostorni plan Spomen područja Dotršćina u Zagrebu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 297, Zagreb, 1977. Pp. 4 – 10.

415  Kumrovec with its purlieus was declared as Memorial Park by “The Decision to Declare Kumrovec as Memorial Natural Monument and Particulary Protected Area” No. I-84/I-1973, 
adopted by the Assembly of Klanjec Municipality on 6. 7. 1973; whereas the signifi cance of Dotrščina as memorial place was confi rmed by the Decision to Develop the Special Spatial Plan for this 
area No. 01-523/I-1976 , adopted by by the Assembly of Maksimir Municipality on 14. 7. 1976.

416  The Memorial Park Kumrovec is placed nearby Zagreb and next to the highway erstwhile known as “The Brotherhood and Unity Highway” which is connecting four of six ex-
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The spatial plan on development of the Dotrščina Memorial Park was not as ambitious because of two reasons: fi rst, Dotrščina memorial complex 
was ideologically less signifi cant; while its position within Zagreb’s urban tissue did not allow for elaboration of grandiose functional ideas. For 
these reasons the spatial plan for the Dotrščina Memorial concentrated on improving memorial features of the Park, whereas the plan, besides 
integrating already erected memorials into enriched spatial scheme, anticipated construction of the Memorial to Zagreb’s Citizens Killed in the 
National Liberation War in Other Yugoslav Territories and Outside  Yugoslavia, the Memorial to Killed in the October Revolution, the Spanish Civil 
War and the Hungarian Revolution of 1919, the Memorial to Patriots Killed Between 1919 and 1941 and the Memorial to Other Yugoslav Citizens 
Killed in the Defense of Zagreb. 

The ambitious plan on erection of new memorials within the Dotrščina Memorial Park accompanied the proposal on construction of a smaller 
museum at the entrance area built around the commemorative plaza. The open competition for the sculptural and landscape design of Park, 
announced by the Assembly of the Zagreb Municipality by the end of 1977 had an objective to concretize the plan’s drafts. Since the premises of 
the competition were not clearly defi ned,417 only nine authors participated in the competition, whereas from submitted project proposals only seven 
fulfi lled competition requirements. From those seven designs none, by the jury’s opinion, were deserving of the fi rst prize. Consequently, the jury 
granted three awards: one second and two third, whereas two third prizes were given to a group of sculptors, architects and painters: Mladen Galić, 
Ljerka Šibenik, Mirko Bučanić and Nevenka Postružnik and sculptor Zlatko Čular; the second prize was awarded to the project proposal of sculptor 
Stevan Luketić.

Although Luketić’s spatial design was prized for “unity of the spatial composition and artistic expression”418, his project was also discarded from 
further elaboration because of the defi ciency in architectural design of the museum and horticultural elaboration of the Park’s landscape, whereas 
Luketić’s Memorial to Revolutionaries and Patriots Killed in Zagreb between 1919 and 1941 (1981) is the only residuum of the open competition. 

Yugoslav centers: Ljubljana, Zagreb, Belgrade and Skopje.

417  PASINOVIĆ, ANTOANETA: “Žalostan epilog” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 306, Zagreb, 1978. Pp. 15 & 23.

418  “Spomen-park Dotrščina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 306, Zagreb, 1978. P. 14.
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In 1981, the same year in which Luketić’s Memorial was erected, the short competition419 
was announced. Besides authors awarded at the open competition, several prominent 
sculptors were invited: Kosta Angeli Radovani, Vojin Bakić, Dušan Džamonja, Zdenko 
Kolacio, Branko Ružić, Boris Krstulović and architects: Neven Šegvić, Boris Krstulović 
and Ante Vulin.420 

The short competition resulted with designs of several memorials, such as the Memorial 
to Fallen in Zagreb between 1941 and 1945 (1981, Branko Ružić) and the Memorial 
to the Fallen in Liberation of Zagreb (1991, Kosta Angeli Radovani) and the design 
for the Memorial Museum of the Informative Center at the Dotrščina Memorial Park, 
nevertheless never constructed. 

The awarded design for the Museum, characterized with unique architectural simplicity 
and clarity, belonged to Neven Šegvić, architect who designed the Museum of the 
Revolution in Rijeka. By Šegvić’s idea, the Museum, which was to be built in place of a 
shooting range, was imagined as a house of memories, place where the ambient switches 
from intimate to public. The Museum was conceived as “a monumental portal of the 
whole Memorial Area”421 which delimited three ensembles of the entrance area into: the 
monumental entrance plaza, commemorative area and belvedere. Distinction between 
three zones was stressed with differentiation in height and treatment of pavements, 
whereas accent was put on commemorative area separated from the remaining areas 

with a simple spatial intervention in form of a channel marked with steel grid on whose sides names of ten thousand Zagreb’s victims were to be 

419  Ibid. P. 14.

420  KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Spomen-područje ‘Dotrščina’ u Zagrebu” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, Zagreb, 1981. Pp. 2 – 3.

421 “Objekt ‘Memorijalnog muzeja – informativnog centra’ na Spomen-području Dotrščina” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 340 - 341, Zagreb, 1981. P. 13.

Fig. 109: Neven Šegvić’s proposal for the Memorial Museum and 
the Informative Center at the Dotrščina Memorial Park
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engraved. ‘The red thread’ as “an accent of special signifi cance which continuously fl ows and connects all three spaces”422 dictated organization of 
commemorative area on whose southwest side yet another memorial element was to be placed - the Wall of Resistance, a blank canvas anticipated 
to be subjected to different artistic interventions in the same way as the Revolution was a product of collective endeavors,423 whereas a pool, which 
was to be placed inside the area, by the concept enclosed by a wall, might had also been an allegorical element as the wall’s refl ection in the pool 
might be interpreted as the Revolution’s refl ection on the society. 

While the commemorative area was packed with symbolic references, the mere Museum was conceived as a simple, but yet penetrative structure. 
The Museum was conceived as a portal, a structure lifted from the ground by two strong trusses with only the entrance area grounded in such a 
way that it still gave the impression of lacuna as it was to be constructed by thin steel girders and materialized in a glass wall structure. (Fig. 109)424 

Situating the exhibition area into ‘the hovering structure’ allowed Šegvić to create an intimate ambient, while openings on the façade enabling 
visual contact with other memorial elements of the Park simultaneously providing a commemorative collective character. While Šegvić emphasized 
the solemnity of commemorative experience with the zenithal illumination of the exhibition area, he fi nally managed to create an ambience in 
which collective tragic experiences are identifi ed as most intimate.

With the design for the Memorial Museum of the Informative Center Šegvić conceived a new museum scheme which might resulted with a museum 
of unique architectural character. However, as the project was never executed, it cannot be assumed what repercussions Šegvić design might have 
had on evolution of museum concepts.

As memorial authors moved between the strive to accentuate artistic qualities of memorial or memorial site and thus achieve setting forms and 
spaces in motion, or to with further elaboration of functional programmes of memorials and memorial site reach the creation of most complex 
and referential memorial ambiences, it seems that Bogdanović, by remaining devoted to his ideas, was the closest in creating an ambience in 

422  Ibid.  P. 13.

423  Ibid.  P. 13.
424  Fig. 109: Neven Šegvić’s proposal for the Memorial Museum and the Informative Center at the Dotrščina Memorial Park. Source: KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Spomen - područje 
‘Dotrščina’ u Zagredu” in Arhitektura, No. 176 - 177, 1981. P. 7. 
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which vibrations of collective events can be intimately experienced. 
However, collective tendencies refl ected even on Bogdanović’s concepts 
conceived in this period meaning that tendencies in development of 
memorial discourse in the 1970s infl uenced Bogdanović’s concepts, but 
did not affect his aesthetics, paradigms nor metaphysical purport of his 
unique discourse. 

The refl ection of global memorial tendencies on the concept of 
Bogdanović’s memorial sites can be denoted in designs for the ‘Jasikovac’ 
Memorial in Berane (1972 -1977), the Memorial Park of the Battle and 
the Victory in Čačak (1976-1980) and the Memorial Park ‘Dudik’ in 
Vukovar (1978-1980).

The ‘Jasikovac’ Memorial, located on the Jasikovac Hill where in July 
1941 the Axis Forces executed nine Berane’s patriots, is located in “the 

site of minor Ottoman hill fortifi cation”425 which served Bogdanović as a plateau for the Memorial. The Memorial, approached from “a sunken 
arched gateway made of recycled bricks” by circular ceremonial pathway, consists of the “18 meters high conical sculpture, clad in sandstone and 
surrounded by forty cuboidal blocks made of dark Herzegovinian gabbro (…) decorated using carved graffi to technique” (Lawer, p. 147). The 
sculpture, in shape of a bullet cartage, vertically divided in six equal sections, is “lightly decorated with a double-spiral motif and a scalloped half-
sphere, recurring motifs in traditional costume and jewelry dating back to medieval (and possibly earlier) times” (Lawer, p. 147), while cuboidal 
headstones are engraved with apposite text and, by Lawer and Achletiner, “unusually intricate designs (that) are supposed to derive imagery from 

425  ACHLEITNER, F.; RISTIĆ, I.; KOMAC, U.; GULLIEN, P.; KARGE, K.; MILOVANOVIĆ,D. and VUKOVIĆ, V. “Memoria und Utopie in Tito Jugoslawien, Vienna: Architekutrzentrum 
Wien, 2009. P. 114. Citation taken from: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire 
International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 147. 

Fig. 110: The ‘Jasikovac’ Memorial in Berane
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the history of the local Vasojević clan426 (and also to depict elements 
of the Montenegrin national costume)” (Lawer, p. 147) (Fig. 110)427. 

But, it is not the unique decoration that singles out this Bogdanović’s 
design from previous ones; rather, it is the overall concept of the 
Memorial which reveals Bogdanović’s appropriation of some 
propensities in conceptualization of memorial items. Leaving aside 
the unique design for the Jasenovac Memorial, from the moment of 
creation of twelve meters high central sculpture of ‘the Goddess of 
Victory’ within the Memorial of the Revolution in Leskovac (1971), 
through the development of the concept for the Monument in Kosovska 
Mitrovica (1973) and erection of twelve meters high monumental 
block in Vlasotince (1975), Bogdanović’s memorials tend to impose, 
rise above the landscape, instead emerging from and merging with it. 
This tendency, which denoted Yugoslav memorial discourse of the 

1970s is also perceivable in Bogdanović’s designs for the ‘Dudik’ Memorial Park and the Memorial Park of ‘Battle and Victory’ in Čačak.

The ‘Dudik’ Memorial Park was created on location of mass executions of the Partisan and civilians between 1942 and 1943, whereas victims, 
approximately four hundred and forty-fi ve of them, gathered from wider areas and transported to concentration camp placed on the location, were 
executed on the site and buried in nine mass graves in the Dudik area. 

426  ACHLEITNER, F.; RISTIĆ, I.; KOMAC, U.; GULLIEN, P.; KARGE, K.; MILOVANOVIĆ, D. and VUKOVIĆ, V. “Memoria und Utopie in Tito Jugoslawien, Vienna: Architekutrzentrum 
Wien, 2009. P. 114. Citation taken from: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire 
International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 147. 
427 Fig. 110: The ‘Jasikovac’ Memorial in Berane. Source: LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. diss. Leu-
ven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 148.

Fig. 111: The Memorial Park ‘Dudik’ in Vukovar
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In commemoration of tragic events Bogdanović conceived memorial 
site whose aesthetics ensues from further elaboration of elements 
of the Jasikovac Memorial, whereas in the concept for the ‘Dudik’ 
Memorial Park Bogdanović seems to have attempted to dense the 
scheme created in Jasikovac, where the conical sculpture, materialized 
in diorite stone and wooden frame (lawer, p. 156) is repeated fi ve times 
in order to resemble “series of Punic, Hellenistic, Roman and Numidia 
tower-mausoleums that so characteristically, once upon a time, marked 
wide horizons of the Northern Africa.”428 But instead being surrounded 
with ‘simple’ cubical stones, conical mega-structures are here 
accompanied with 27 stone blocks sculpturally processed in form of 
yawls, representing Bogdanović’s interpretation of phantom Porsena’s 
mausoleum and illustration of its invisible labyrinth429 (Fig. 111)430.    

While one might still distinguish recognized Bogdanović’s concept in 
which the landscape and structures permeate in design of the Dudik Memorial Park, in the design for the Memorial Park of ‘Battle and Victory’ in 
Čačak one fi rst notices how grandiose structure imposes over the landscape, eventually endorsing the thesis that Bogdanović’s singular memorial 
discourse was not immune from infl uence. 

The Memorial Park of ‘Battle and Victory’, marking the location of burial of approximately four thousand six hundred and forty two soldiers 
and civilians killed in Čačak and its surroundings between 1941 and 1945, is also located on the top of the hill overlooking Čačak’s urban tissue. 
The Parks’ main feature is a grandiose memorial shaped in a form of “a tripartite ‘megaron’, twelve meters tall, and decorated with six hundred 

428  BUZANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDANOVIĆ, BOGDAN:  “Tri mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91, Belgrade, 1983. P. 17.

429  Ibid.  P. 17.
430  Fig. 111: The Memorial Park ‘Dudik’ in Vukovar. Source: BUŽANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDAN BOGDANOVIĆ: “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 - 91, 1973. P. 16.

Fig. 112: The Memorial park of ‘Battle and Victory’ in Čačak
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and twenty wild beasts derived from numerous world mythologies”431 recalling Ancient Greek temples. 
The temple, approached by a ceremonial path leading along the memorial ossuary designed in form of “a 
four meter tall pyramidal tumuli” and alongside “a domen-like tempietto” (Lawer, p. 162), structured of 
six massive stone blocks, is passable from the inside (Fig. 112)432, whilst both exterior and interior of the 
structure are highly decorated with “fanciful animals, beginning more and more to appear as kind of basket 
for corn, decorated with Gogolj-like demons”433 (Fig. 113)434. 

Even though with the engraving of the Čačak Memorial Bogdanović stayed consistent in interpretation 
of archaic beliefs and traditions with objective to create spaces which provoke thirst for metaphysical 
refl ection in visitors, the overall concept of the Memorial indicates that even Bogdanović succumbed 
to global trends in development of Yugoslav memorial discourse which asked for memorials to be more 
grandiose, more imposing in appearance. But as said in the beginning of analysis of Bogdanović’s memorial 
works constructed between 1975 and 1980, his concepts might had been infl uenced, but his paradigm 
remained the same. 

The insight into the adjustments in Bogdanović’s memorial discourse closes the analysis of memorials and 
memorial sites conceived, designed and built in the period from 1975 to 1980, marked with grandiosity, 
dynamics and complexity. Although memorials and memorial sites continued to be erected and developed 

in the forthcoming period, it could be argued that with the given period ends the phase of ideological indoctrination through the process of 
construction of memory on events from the National Liberation War. In these terms, as ideological postulates began to shake, memorial discourse 

431  RAJIĆ, D; TIMOTIJEVIĆ, M.: Kulturna riznica Čačka: Od praistorije do savremenog doba. Čačak: Narodni Muzej, Beograd, 2008. P. 252. Citation taken from: LAWLER, ANDREW: 
The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanovic: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for Conservation, 2013. P. 162.
432  Fig. 112: The Memorial park of ‘Battle and Victory’ in Čačak. Source: BUŽANČIĆ, VLADO interview with BOGDAN BOGDANOVIĆ: “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, 
No. 90 - 91, 1973. P. 21.

433  BUZANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDANOVIĆ, BOGDAN: “Tri mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91, Belgrade, 1983. P. 17.
434 Fig. 113: A detail of the decorative fi gures of the Memorial park of ‘Battle and Victory’. BUŽANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDAN BOGDANOVIĆ: “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urban-
izam, No. 90 - 91, 1973. P. 21.

Fig. 113: A detail of the decorative fi gures 
of the Memorial park of ‘Battle and Victory’
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in the forthcoming period ceased to progress, as designs of a few memorials and memorial sites conceived between 1981 and 1990 did not bring 
novelty neither in artistic nor in spatial terms. 



The loss of ideological compass is also noticeable in the character of representative architecture of governmental function built in the period from 
1975 and 1980 where the State’s decentralization and national disintegration of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia refl ected on the endeavor 
to illustrate the thriving nature of Yugoslav socialist system. 

The fragility of the State’s governmental apparatus can be perceived in the data that no building of (supra)national character was neither planned, 
nor built in this period, whilst only one representative governmental building on the level of the State was erected in the next ten-year period. On the 
other hand, decentralization of governmental powers did not signifi cantly contribute to the endeavor of the republics to illustrate their sovereignty, 
as the process of construction of subnational governmental infrastructures was also nearing the end, as, until this period, only few republics had not 
built edifi ces to accommodate republic’s governmental institutions or the League of the Communists regional offi ces.

In those terms we might state that the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro435 was the only institutional, governmental and 
political building designed and built on the level of the republics between 1975 and 1980, what would be more or less true, if we disregard that the 
twenty fi ve years long process of erection of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building ended in 1980. 

Since in the long period of twenty fi ve years the original design of the Executive Council building was totally modifi ed, revision of the design reveals 
to which extent the enthusiasm of illustrating the potency of socialism dwindled. Modifi cations of the design for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian 

435  The government, the assembly and the administration of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina were accommodated in the building of the Count Palace the seat of the Count of the 
Danube Bannate, designed by Dragiša Beršovan and built between 1935 and 1940, while the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Vojvodina was never planned.  On the other hand, the 
project proposal for the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Slovenia, developed upon the competition propositions by Miloš Bonče in 1980, and mentioned by Ivan Štraus in “Architecture 
of Yugoslavia 1945 – 1990”, was not to be fund in referential publications or analyses. See: ŠTRAUS, IVAN: Architecture of Yugoslavia 1945 – 1990. Sarajevo: Dobra knjiga Sarajevo, 2013. P. 
162.
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Executive Council building resulted with the edifi ce losing in innovativeness and charm (Fig. 
114)436. The redesigning resulted with the design by which the building was composited of 
a low structure which is set in motion with the higher skyscraper being a steady accent to it. 
But after construction, even ideas of modernism and dynamism were lost as the skyscraper, 
which was constructed with more modest economic resources, covered with Hunter Douglas 
aluminum façade, gained tedious bureaucratic appearance, whilst the structure of the lower 
building after the construction became somewhat squab, with the replacement of the planned 
inverted roof with simple longitudinal attic dome roof structure additionally pressuring and 
squashing the structure, ultimately resulting in constrained motility of the complex. 

The construction of the remaining governmental edifi ce erected in this period, the Building 
of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro in Podgorica (former Titograd) also lingered 
for a long period of ten years, but contrary to the previous example, the concept for this 
edifi ce remained the same. 

The project for the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro, i.e. Central 
Committee of Communist League of Montenegro building was obtained upon the (open) competition held in 1965 on which the project proposal of 
Monenegrin architect Radosav Zeković was awarded the fi rst prize. Even though the project was modifi ed in 1977, shortly before the beginning of 
construction in 1978, the building’s concept had not changed in conceptual or aesthetic terms.437 The building was designed as two-unit structure, 
partitioned with the gallery covered with lantern-turret. The design of the building emanated from the particularities of the terrain and the landscape, 
whereas the location of the building “in the central zone of Titograd on elongated tenderloins next to Morača canyon has conditioned the portico 
and transparent character of the ground fl oor in regards to the river, not only because of the vistas, as much as because of fl ow of the fresh air, so 

436 Fig. 114: The apperance of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building after the completion of the construction. Source: LEVI, ALEKSANDAR: “Arhitektura 70-tih 
godina - Bosna i Hercegovina” in Arhitektura, No. 176 - 177, 1981. P. 21.

437 ZEKOVIĆ, RADOSLAV:  “Centralni komitet SKCK” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 328 – 329, Zagreb, 198. P. 7. 

Fig. 114: The apperance of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian 
Executive Council building after the completion of the
construction
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necessary for the area.”438

The building, completed in 1979, acknowledged as the best 
construction in Montenegro by ‘the Borba Award’, whereas the 
jury recognized author’s “clear and coherent attitude towards 
the primary function, design of the building elements and use 
of available materials, respect for irrefutable qualities of the 
location and its adjustment to new functions.”439 The building is 
developed as a horizontal structure composed of three vertically 
lined forms. With this simple structural composition Zeković 
managed to integrate the building into the urban and natural 
landscape whilst representing the importance of the institution 
accommodated within with highlighting the façade440 (Fig. 
115)441. However, the overstatement in dimensioning columns 
in the open ground fl oor area442 reveals author’s pretension 
to emphasize the prominence of the institution by creating an 
impression of monumentality. In such a way a modernist concept 
gained postmodernist characteristics, which are perceivable 
when comparing the design of the Building of Socio-Political 

438  KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Republička nagrada ‘Borba’ SR Crna Gora, Objekt Društveno-političkih organizacija u Titogradu” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, 1980. P. 76.

439  Ibid.  P. 76.

440  ZEKOVIĆ, RADOSLAV: “Centralni komitet SKCK” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 328 – 329, Zagreb, 198. P. 7.
441  Fig. 115: The Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro. Source: Photos 1 & 2: ZEKOVIĆ, RADOSLAV: “Objekt Društveno-političkih organizacija u Titogradu” in Ar-
hitektura, No. 172 - 173, 1980. P. 76; Photo 3: MILENKOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: “15 godina ‘Borbine’ nagrade - Nagrada ‘Borbe’ za arhitektonska ostvarenja u 1979. godini” in Čovjek i prostor, 
No. 324 - 325, 1980. P. 10.

442  KOLACIO, ZDENKO: “Republička nagrada ‘Borba’ SR Crna Gora, Objekt Društveno-političkih organizacija u Titogradu” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, 1980. P. 76.

Fig. 115: The Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro
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Organizations of Montenegro with Vitić’s design for the ‘Kockica’ or Naidhardt’s original project for the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive 
Council building.

The erection of the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of Montenegro encompasses the process of erection of representative national and 
subnational emblems. Even though two buildings on governmental character were created in the forthcoming period, one accommodating the State’s 
administrative apparatus and other Bosnian and Herzegovinian League of Communist Committee, the process of creation of political-ideological 
imagery which would physically represent Yugoslav or particular national identities, was more or less completed, as the State entered political 
and consequently overall social crisis. But political instability was not refl ected only in the process of construction of institutional emblems, as 
it infl uenced the overall process of creation of Yugoslav socialist imagery. The ideological decay of socialism and strengthening of nationalism 
echoed in representative architecture which ceased to be fertile, as concepts and designs for representative buildings, museums, memorial homes/
centers, memorials and memorial sites continued to elaborate already elaborated ideas without contributing to the further progress of Yugoslav 
representative architectural discourse.  

However, the stagnation in development of representative architecture cannot be merely contributed to ideological fragility and political crisis as 
disintegration of socialist system coincided with postmodernist losing the social role of architecture. Therefore, while Yugoslavia was about to 
break-up, the postmodernist thought of architecture as fragmented and remote activity which deals more with an image than with a concept was 
discussed and deliberated by Yugoslav architects. 

The discussion on postmodernist conceded with commemoration of Tito’s death. The falsity of an ideological devotion of architectural society 
whose members were competing in paying homage to Tito was disclosed as soon as, whilst Yugoslav society was abandoning ideas of socialism 
and embracing Western practices on commercialization and competitiveness, architectural prominence ceased to be reachable through attainment 
of grand public projects. 
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Josip Broz Tito died on 4 May 1980.
Tito’s death was an opportunity to reconsider what role he might had played in the process of conception of grand spatial plans and architectural 
projects developed with the aim to improve the lives of Yugoslav people and at the same time used to illustrate the potency of Yugoslavia as a 
socialist state. Thus, while his death was the occasion to honor his undisputable leadership, various articles in Yugoslav architectural reviews 
discussed his judgments on cultural and thus architectural matters. 

Since the beginning of the analysis of ideological use of architecture in construction and representation of Yugoslav socialist identity, the question 
on the level of involvement of Josip Broz Tito in processes of development of urbanist guidelines and conception of representative lines for 
architectural undertakings remains vague. 

As previously discussed, according to Edvard Ravnikar’s testimony Tito seemed to play a signifi cant role in determination of aesthetics requests 
of the design for the Central Committee building of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia in Belgrade, while, as Blagojević indicated,443 he was 
actively consulted in the process of development of the plan for New Belgrade. However, these examples of Tito’s involvement do not answer the 
question on the scope of his infl uence, and therefore with an intention answer the given question here presented and revised are Tito’s thoughts on 
Yugoslav architecture and urbanism, brought in the article that was published in ‘Čovjek i prostor’ on occasion of commemoration of his death.444 

Having in mind that Tito was a man with many interests among which those of cultural and technical nature were very present, and being aware that 
he endeavored to employ socialist thought in every domain of social life, here given Tito’s observations have to be considered not as c
443  BLAGOJEVIĆ, LJILJANA: Novi Beograd: Osporeni modernizam. Belgrade: Zavod za udžbenike & Arhitektonski fakultet Univerziteta: Zavod za zaštitu spomenika, 2007. 

444  “U povodu smrti druga Tita” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 324 - 325, Zagreb, 1980. Pp. 3 – 9.
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Fig. 116: Josip Broz Tito looks on New Belgrade’s model
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comments on the state of matter of ‘Yugoslav architecture and urbanism’, but as valuable documents that indicate how Tito actually attempted to 
engage in cultural processes in Yugoslavia. 

The largest number of Tito’s observations concern the subject of development of New Belgrade as the new capital of the new Yugoslavia. Tito’s 
discourse, during his meeting with the Association of Yugoslav Urbanists in 1965 indicates how his attempt to involve in the matters concerning 
New Belgrade’s spatial plan(s) development had no real impact in reality as it remained utopian theoretical discourse which had not, almost in any 
way, infl uenced the course of affairs of construction of New Belgrade. 

On the other hand, Tito’s observations give an impression that ‘the greatest son of Yugoslav peoples’ was more than well informed on the latest 
developments in architecture, and above all urbanism, while his comments on the character of New Belgrade reveal Tito’s passion for modern, 
functional and economic cities and architecture. 

Therefore, while commenting the failure of Yugoslav politic leadership and architects to persistently devote to implementation of the original 
plan for New Belgrade (Fig. 116)445: “The plan of the New Belgrade was changed several times. In that respect, I constantly had objections, and I 
still have them. We had begun in New Belgrade to build accordingly to a specifi c plan, but models remained on the table – [it] was not built upon 
them;”446 Tito had not missed an opportunity to offer his point of view on the development of ‘Yugoslav urbanist concepts’ as he advocated the 
embracing of modernist schemes in development of Yugoslav cities: “The most important highway, which goes from the Federal Executive Council 
building to the station, must be a hundred meters wide. And the other one, going to the highway of ‘Brotherhood and Unity’ should be 80 meters 
wide. Because traffi c from all sides will pour to the highway and it is too expensive for us to make junctions everywhere, such as those in Mexico 
or Brazil, which cost a lot, but are truly functional.”447 

Tito criticized modernist principles in terms of housing developments, as he negatively assessed modernist insistence on strict optimal functionality: 

445 Fig. 116: Josip Broz Tito looking on New Belgade’s model. Source: Arhitektura, No. 1 - 4, 1951. P. 3. 

446 “U povodu smrti druga Tita” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 324 - 325, Zagreb, 1980. Pp. 3 – 9.

447  Ibid. Pp. 3 – 9.
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“Where to begin? I will start with I can best see, from Belgrade. A lot of things I do not like in New Belgrade settlements. Many are not well placed. 
I will not talk about our architecture. It is, in my opinion, quite good. Some even admire it, though; when one looks at the building from the inside, 
often there is no reason for admiration, because their interior is not functional. Admittedly, I have not seen much, but they talked to me about it.”448 

There, as Tito offered his admiration for more traditional Howard’s garden city urban scheme: 
“Parks and trees must be everywhere where new houses are built. Thus we should build communications which are functional but where people still 
would not feel like they are on the street, like they do it now when they see around themselves just walls and vehicles moving in the middle of the 
street;” his thoughts reveal the discontent with ‘Yugoslav urbanists’ and architects’’ ineffi ciency in adjusting their programs and creative potentials 
with constructive capacities of SFR Yugoslavia as moderately economic developed country: “The order of construction is also very important and 
regarding that I too have objections on your work. In our case there are [many] cases of demolition and everything costs so much. In Chandigarh, in 
India, however, which is a brand new town, before building houses everything was completed accordingly to plan: sewerage was set, streets were 
paved, highways constructed – and only then houses were built. I think that is very useful.”449

Finally, Tito’s discussion on matters of urbanist and architectural nature still had an ideological character as his ideas on subject of the ‘physical’ 
conception of Yugoslav cities and houses were given from the point of the view of enhancement of Yugoslav socialist and multinational identity: 
“Anyway, in design of settlements the dissimilarity is a very nice thing. But one thing should be clear. We are still a whole, although composed 
of a number of republics and nationalities. And what should be more or less uniquely solved is (the question of) the general appearance of cities, 
functionality of urban solutions, the problem of population in cities, the construction of roads in relation to the number of vehicles, etc.”450

It can be concluded that Tito’s discourse more seems to indicate his intent to use the best urbanist and architectural ideas and practices for achieving 
sociopolitical progress of Yugoslav society. This is revealed in a train thoughts that used architectural language to illustrate how Yugoslavia should 
be developed in order to best fi t the needs of all its peoples, nations, ethnicities, religions, communities and individuals, those who are modern 

448  Ibid. Pp. 3 – 9.

449  Ibid. Pp. 3 – 9.

450  Ibid. Pp. 3 – 9. 
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and those who clung to tradition - peasants, workers and citizens. For that reason it can be assessed that Tito’s role in matters of urbanist and 
architectural nature should be perceived merely as ideologist and utopist, as his words were more formal than practical, more fl ighty than profound, 
and even if ardent, still purely idealistic. 

Therefore, Tito’s role in steering Yugoslav urbanist and architectural practice cannot be evaluated on same premises on which Deyan Sudjic assessed 
Hitler’s or Stalin’s architectural involvement, while it would be groundless to claim that Tito’s politics and his role in determination of positions 
which determined Yugoslav ideological principles did not in any way effect the cultural ambience in which Yugoslav architects created and worked.

This assessment can be confi rmed with an insight on the course of political and social developments after Tito’s demise, whereas even though at the 
end of his life he struggled to strengthen “the collective leadership and prevent a single individual or group from accumulating excessive power”451 
and even thought it seemed that after his death “Yugoslavia’s collective presidency assumed  full control in a smooth transition,“ already in the 
1980s became clear that “Yugoslavia entered a new era [in which] the history of the country had featured division much more prominently than 
unifi cation (…) [as] after Tito the threat of economic and political disharmony again appeared” (Sudetic, p. 55).

Shortly after Josip Broz Tito’s death two concepts on (re)organization of Yugoslavia as a federal state confronted: the centralistic one, pursued 
by Serbian leadership, and the one which called for strengthening of regional autonomies, advocated by Croatian and Slovenian politicians. 
Confrontation between Serbian and Slovenian and Croatian leaders created an ambience of political emergency, while “worsening economic 
conditions” (Sudetic, p. 55) revealed as “in 1982 the new Yugoslav government was faced with a serious economic crisis that included rising 
unemployment, prices and national debt”452 (Curtis, p. 180) contributed to the overall social instability. 

The collapse of the economy was followed with political disturbance instigated by Serbian nationalist and power seizing aspirations, whereas the 
Serbian demand for the repeal of autonomy to Kosovo and Vojvodina in 1984 (Curtis, p. 180) eventually resulted with chauvinist politics indicated 

451 SUDETIC, CHARLES: “Postwar Yugoslavia” in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Govern-
ment Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 55.
452 CURTIS, GLENN E.: “Goverment and politics” in Yugoslavia, A Country Study, Ed. by Glenn E. Curtis. Washington DC: Federal Research Division, Library of Congress. US Govern-
ment Printing Offi ce, 1992. P. 180. 
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in the language of ‘the Serbian Memorandum’, document published in 1986 which basically launched the request for consolidation of all territories 
inhabited by Serbs. Serbian political intentions were responded with constitutional amendments adopted in 1987 that enabled strengthening of 
Yugoslav central government’s power, eventually enabling Serbian authorities to regain control over autonomous provinces and also to exercise 
power over other federal republics. 

That the crisis would be hard to surmount became evident in the late 1980s when Yugoslav government, political leaders and ideologists were 
facing the question on how to solve “the four major political problems: (1) achieving meaningful, nationwide economic reform to save the country 
from economic decay that occurred in the 1980s; (2) fi nding and institutionalizing procedures for compromise among regions with increasingly 
diverse political and economic interests; (3) forging useful political relations with Western nations (…) and making foreign policy adjustments to 
harmonize with new political conditions in Europe; and (4) negating divisive infl uence of the rotation system to ensure selection of national leaders 
competent to focus attention on solving all-Yugoslav issues” (Curtis, p. 221 – 222).

The political, economic and social crisis that eventually led to dissolution of Yugoslavia collided with postmodernization of Yugoslav culture as 
Yugoslav artists began to critically and ironically observe the society. Thus, postmodern criticism and skepticism can be perceived in different 
cultural branches; in music groups gathered around the Croatian-Serbian movement ‘New Wave’ (Novi talas/val), Bosnian ‘New Primitives’ or 
Slovenian ‘Neue Slowenische Kunst’, together with other ‘independent’ music bands very judgmentally and satirically sang about the Yugoslav 
society of 1980s, while in the cinematography Slobodan Šijan’s movies: “Who’s Singin’ Over There?” (‘Ko to tamo peva’, 1980) and “The 
Maraton Family” (‘Maratonci trče počasni krug’, 1982), Dušan Kovačević’s and Božidar Nikolić’s “Balkan Spy” (‘Balkanski špijun’, 1984) and 
Emir Kusturica’s “Do You Remember Dolly Bell?” (‘Sjećaš li se Dolly Bell?’, 1981), “When Father Was Away on Business” (‘Otac na službenom 
putu’, 1985) very openly and intensely criticized the socialist system as they illustrated its and society’s faults. 

As Yugoslav society began to be critically observed, interpreted and understood, visual discourse of postmodernist artists in Yugoslavia became 
more conceptual and abstract in visual arts. In architecture, general criticism towards Yugoslav socialist society collided with a reproach on the 
utopian nature of modernism. In these terms, architecture, as a discourse per se, became more referential, in historical and environmental terms, 
as architects strived to contextualize their works while simultaneously tried to subtract their ideas of any ideological nature. The result of these 
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processes is fragmentation of architecture as a discourse, discipline and practice, which resulted from an absence of clear visions on how to continue 
to employ architecture as an ideological tool and use its potential to straighten Yugoslav society in political and cultural terms. 

The traces of postmodernist thought, as it was indicated, can be noticed in works of ‘Yugoslav architects’ from the end of 1950s onwards, as the 
concepts and aesthetics of Juraj Neidhardt and Dušan Grabrijan, Ranko Radović, Ivan Filipčić and Berislav Šerbetić, Marko Mušič were very 
referential, environmental and deliberated of almost any ideological character. As it was argued, the early appearance of postmodernist thought in 
works of ‘Yugoslav authors’ could have ensued from their endeavor to interpret the aesthetically vague concept of socialist realism, whereas the 
search for formal and aesthetical character of socialist realism ensued with an endeavor to practice modernism within a specifi c cultural, territorial 
and environmental context. 

This assertion enhances observations of Yugoslav architects on the subject of appearance of postmodernist thought in architecture, presented on the 
round table organized by the Association of Croatian Architects in January 1979. The comprehensive and stimulating debate, accordingly published 
in the 1980 issue of the architectural review ‘Arhitektura’453 is a valuable material not only because it enables the perception of positioning of 
’Yugoslav architects’ towards the subject of postmodernism in architecture, but moreover in context of overall evaluation of ‘Yugoslav architectural 
discourse’ within the 20th century architecture.



The discussion on what postmodernism means and should imply for architecture led on pages of the ‘Arhitektura’ review involved many known and 
prominent ‘Yugoslav’ architectural theorists and architects who, as the article reveals, were very confi dent in progressivity of ‘Yugoslav architecture’ 
as they discussed postmodernism as already know well concept to ‘Yugoslav architects’ who, in opinion of many discussants, endeavored to 
appropriate modernism as a distinct discourse which is in harmony with the character of local ambience(s).

Thus, as Žarko Domljan noticed in the editorial foreword, “two important features of postmodernism, in comparison with present architectural 

453  “Postmoderna arhitektura” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, Zagreb, 1980. Pp. 19 – 68; 
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practice: on one hand it is an attempt to re-denote architecture, and on other to re-socialize it;”454 are fully in accordance with socialist endeavor to 
employ architecture for illustrating the character of Yugoslav society. As these endeavors delimited here presented works of architects who strived 
to practice modernism in a particular socially ambience which required accentuation of architecture’s representative nature, it can be assessed that 
postmodernist thought was very present in Yugoslavia in periods prior to the 1980s. 

Domljan’s analysis of postmodernist re-denotation of architecture, which in his opinion implied “the return to historical continuity, return of the 
sign and signifi er, presence of metaphors and symbols, that is, all that from the beginning belonged to architecture, and from what it was deprived 
in functionalism; and the tendency to re-socialize architecture, which by him was understood as a need for “so-called contextualization, i.e. respect 
and maximum integration of environmental elements, either of artifi cial urban, or natural environment. Another level of re-socialization includes 
the human element, i.e. active participation of users in the process of development of architectural work with respect to everything that belongs to 
the human, what they bear inside themselves, their memories, their need for nostalgia, for home, for intimacy of space, security, etc.;”455 has a lot 
in common with the socialist strive to historically, symbolically and socially signify architecture so that it could “refl ect the new social order” and 
awake joy and pride in people.
Andrija Mutnjaković’s text developed in the analysis of the social aspects of Drago Ibler’s work gives arguments for confi rmation of the thesis 
that postmodernism in Yugoslav terms prejudiced an impulse to assimilate modernist discourse. Thus, Mutnjaković’s assertion that ‘Yugoslav 
architecture’ went not hand in hand, but ahead of global developments, as ideas which would be gathered under the concept of postmodernism 
can be perceived in works of ‘Yugoslav architects’ already form the 1930s whereas, as Mutnjaković denoted it, they appeared under the concept 
of ‘our regionalism’ which resulted with particular architectural discourses of “Neidhardt and ‘Earth’, the style of Slovenian school of regional 
architecture  and spatial concepts as example one for ‘Konjić’ in Bosnia456 where even today we tried to build housing development upon the 
concept of regionalism.” In these terms Mutnjaković, by assessing Drago Ibler’s work on postmodernist premises asserted it as socialist realist as 
by Mutnjaković, two of the tendencies had a similar starting point in aesthetical and social terms. 
The position similar to Mutnjaković was argued by Marko Mušič who, by referring to Kovačić and Plečnik as postmodernist precursors in some 

454  “Postmoderna arhitektura, okrugli stol” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, Zagreb, 1980. P. 20.

455  Ibid.  P. 20.

456  Mutnjaković misspelled ‘Konjic’, Herzegovinian town, with ‘Konjić’, as he also mistakenly placed it in Bosnia.
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ways, was of an attitude that: “I think that [today] we can freely say, after a little follow-up of those last thirty years (…) that this time we in 
Yugoslavia were not boondocks in the sense as we once were, but that, de facto, we are participants in the process which is kind of going in parallel 
to world proceedings.”457

Mušič’s thesis that Yugoslavia is ahead of global dynamics in regards to development of postmodernist tendencies in architecture, was developed on 
the premise that in Yugoslavia, architects who worked in the territory might be characterized as ‘architectural periphery’, contrary to architects who 
practiced architecture in ‘main centers of the modernism’ had not lost the connection with the ‘roots’, whereas in these terms early appearance of 
regionalisms in the Yugoslav case emanates the effect of a natural sequence of events: “But to me the interesting question is where these regionalisms 
appeared in Europe. And why they have appeared on its geographical periphery. I think there should be noted that perhaps the periphery has not 
lost roots with the nature and some kind of continuity as much as it was the case with the main, central root of architectural culture in Europe in last 
forty, fi fty years. So I think this should be taken very seriously, especially since it was one of stumbling-blocks of our mutual relations, especially 
on the Zagreb – Ljubljana line.”458

If the thesis can be adopted that the appearance of postmodernist ideas in concepts and aesthetics of ‘Yugoslav architects’ who worked in previous 
decades was socially and culturally conditioned, then the search for ‘Yugoslav architects’ for reference in terms of interpretation of modernist 
discourse in accordance with particularities of local ambience is not just of architectural, but also of social importance. There, if the position that the 
loss of social signifi cance of the architectural programme is what distinguishes postmodernism from modernism can be assumed, the appropriation 
of postmodernist thought in its purest form at the end of the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s has to be reviewed through the prism of profound 
ideological, social, economic and cultural disturbances and transformations which characterized Yugoslav society at the given moment. Therefore, 
it is more than inquiring how postmodernism as indicator of “crisis within economic, social, artistic and allover ideological structures created in the 
omen of industrialism”459 of the Western, capitalist society was manifested in a very different social, socialist context. 

457  “Postmoderna arhitektura, okrugli stol” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, Zagreb, 1980.  P. 22.

458  Ibid.  P. 22.

459  Ibid.  P. 24.
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By Željka Čorak, this manifestation evidently had something to do with the collapse of Yugoslav socialist system, whereas the appropriation of 
postmodernist ideas implied social and ideological transformation of Yugoslav society: “One’s own path to socialism actually is nothing more than 
degradation of one dictatorial code. What thus happens in philosophy, in politics, what generally happens with the belief of the world, in parallel 
happens also in architecture. This parallelism implies a wish for release of specifi c creative forces, be they individual or regional, or the need for 
listening to genie loci and temporis.”460 

Fedor Kritovac further elaborated Čorak’s thesis. Departing from the premise that the defeat of modernism is not of formalistic, but programmatic 
and ideological nature, Kritovac developed the thesis that modernist failure to organize social life on determined living standards was responded 
with postmodernist call to democratize architecture in order to enable fulfi llment of plural interests.461 
Therefore, when put in the Yugoslav context, pluralist thinking in architecture in the late 1980s followed from a social demand for democracy. 
However, as one-party system was not that easy to substitute with the democratic one, postmodernist strive for plurality was also taken with 
precaution, whereas several participants of the debate, as clairvoyants, noticed the hazards of appropriation of such a swaying, diverse and disorderly 
style in cultural ambience which could been characterized as unstable, variable and fragile. 

That discussants’ preoccupation was not unfounded reveals Kritovac’s observation that already at the time postmodernist thought on pluralism and 
diversity denoted the informal ‘do it yourself architecture’ in Yugoslavia. There, Yugoslav citizens, in search for reference and in the endeavor to 
appropriate their (often illegally built) houses, were “competing in [decorating them with] pictographic and ideographic variations of traditional 
and new patterns” such as kitschy constructions of “angled walls of front porches and loggias” and versatile “combinations of colors and materials 
(stone, bricks), garden fences as a kind theater curtains; geometric shapes of simple ornamentals placed over the sun rays (…) various anchors, 
leaves and fl owers of lilies or other fl owers, the initials of the owner, etc.; baroque doorways from the eclectic repertoire of the 19th century, that 
for newly and unfulfi lled bourgeois impulse have great attractive power of representativeness; Venetian lions (…) ambushed alone, in pairs or in 
combination with vases and pots on the houses portals; dwarfs, those smiling and those sad, those with a wheelbarrow, hardworking, or those in 

460  “Postmoderna arhitektura, okrugli stol” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, Zagreb, 1980. P. 29.

461  Ibid.  P. 33.
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pastoral ‘lazy mood.’”462 

The coverage of this informal, but widespread practice in ‘self-construction’ of architectural identity, by Mutnjaković indicated that socialism failed 
to create “a social system which would allow further participant to come out with his wishes and an architectural programme and planning which 
would allow such self-construction.”463 

The failure of socialist system to provide Yugoslav citizens with a sense of identity resulted in “uncritically rapid adoption of ‘postmodern’, 
‘radically eclectic’, or ‘ugly and ordinary’, Ionic or Byzantine, ‘hybrid’ or ‘double-coded [architecture] in whose behind does not hide neither depth 
nor content, neither truly creative work nor true embracement of our being and culture.”464 This, as Ranko Radović well noticed, fi nally resulted in 
creation of superfi cial and artifi cial architecture whose trivial nature, culminating in post-socialist turbo-architecture465 best describes the abyss in 
which Yugoslav and post-Yugoslav societies found themselves.



The decline of Yugoslav society can be denoted in domain of construction of representative architecture of governmental character. There, the plans 
on construction of grandiose the State’s emblems were defi nitely and absolutely abandoned as political and social crisis, but as well subordination to 
new economic demands, pushed architectural practice from aegis of the State to the free market. At the same time, the strive to represent subnational 
identities was conducted in accordance to postmodernist tendencies to reference architecture. This refl ects the designs of only two governmental 
buildings built in this in ten-year period: the building of the Socio Political Organizations in Sarajevo (1979, Vladimir Dobrović) and the New 
Building of the Federal Executive Council in Belgrade, so called ‘SIV 3’ (1975-1980, Ljupko Čurčić).

462  “Postmoderna arhitektura, okrugli stol” in Arhitektura, No. 172 – 173, Zagreb, 1980. P. 38.

463  Ibid. P. 39.

464  Ibid. P. 39.
465  The term ‘turbo-architecture’ is taken from: JOVANOVIĆ WEISS, SRĐAN: “Turbo Architecture” in Atlas of Transformation. Available at: http://monumenttotransformation.org/atlas-
of-transformation/html/t/turbo-architecture/turbo-architecture-srdjan-jovanovic-weiss.html (Accessed August 8, 2015)
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The interior organization of the Socio Political Organizations in Sarajevo building emanates from the investor’s intent to accommodate fi ve 
different institutions within the building. The programme of each institution, which were to share collective spaces: conference halls, restaurant, 
library, garage, etc., demanded in the interior “a layout design in which almost every fl oor has a different fl oor-plan [in order] to allow autonomous 
operation of each of the entity.”466  On the other hand, the design of the building’s exterior resulted from Dobrović’s effort to connect two different 
aesthetics of two quarters: neoclassical and modern, between which the building was to be positioned. 

The design of the building’s exterior, located between the Fine Arts Academy, i.e. former Evangelistic Church (1899, Karlo Paržik), positioned 
on the right, known for its eclectic facade and the Sport and Cultural Center Skenderija (1969, Živorad Janković and Halid Muhasilović),  one 

466  “Objekat Društveno-političkih organizacija u Sarajevu” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 88 – 89, 1982. P. 55.

Fig. 117: The Building of Socio-Political Organizations in Sarajevo
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of fi nest Yugoslav examples of modernist-brutalist 
architecture, was developed on three premises. 
First is the intention to accentuate the corner on 
which the building was to be positioned in such a 
way that “a building by dimensions and it primary 
plastics would be a logical fi nal accent of one 
stylistically heterogeneous outline”467 and in such 
a way draw attention to coherent aesthetics of the 
eclectic sequence of buildings from the Austro-
Hungarian period. Second endeavor was to bridge 
above-mentioned aesthetics and fi nally, the design 
should enable “an appropriate direct contact”468 
with the nearby structure of a small private house 
built in the Pseudo-Moorish style, preserved as a 
valuable asset.

In order to integrate the building in this context and thus connect two opposite dichotomies, Dobrović created an abstracted and yet referentially 
codifi ed structure. There, the building’s riverside façade gives several neoclassical allegories: two robust columns and the full wall are connected 
with the glass façade that on its top is partially covered with a mansard roof. On the other hand, to the main volume on the side facing the 
‘Skenderija’, an irregular cube is immersed, whose aesthetics opposes the one of the main volume, as it is developed in a more modernist manner 
with clean lines and very pure façades. Finally, Dobrović positioned the entrance of the building between those two volumes, as if he wanted to 
commit to memory that he denotes an intermediary role of postmodernism whose style denotes the building both in aesthetical and symbolical way 

467  Ibid. P. 55.

468  Ibid. P. 55.

Fig. 118: The ‘SIV 3’ building in Belgrade
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(Fig. 117)469. 

Although visual aspects of the ‘SIV 3’ building in Belgrade, which was to accommodate remaining federal administrative institutions, are 
postmodernist, its organizational scheme can be assessed as more modernist. The structure is very simple: it consists of two interconnected 
blocks: lower and higher, built around two open inner courtyards. The body of two volumes, on corners expanded with circular towers and niches, 
is constructed in a brute concrete frame with spaces between enclosed with glass surfaces. Such materialization enabled highlighting of the 
massiveness of load-bearing elements, columns, buttresses and beams, while enclosing  the structure with orange-refl ecting glass surfaces gave the 
sense of bouncing to the that assumingly immobile structure. In that way the interchangeability of materials, together with alteration in height and 
perturbation of niches set the building in motion, giving a modernist concept to the outer postmodernist appearance (Fig. 118)470. 



Out of fi ve designs of museums and memorial civic center/homes conceived between 1980 and 1990 none was developed after 1981. Thus, all 
fi ve projects conceived in this period were eventually developed and built in a short one-year period, while from all items conceived just the most 
complex one remained unrealized: the project on spatial organization of the sequence of the Tito’s Street and architectural design for the Museum 
of the Peoples Revolution of Socialist Republic of Slovenia in Ljubljana.

The design for the Museum of the Peoples Revolution of Socialist Republic of Slovenia in Ljubljana proceeded from the open competition held in 
1981 upon which authorities intended to obtain spatial plain on regulation of Ljubljana’s southern zone. The competition assumed construction of 
a new bridge that would connect the zone with city’s center, design of its central area and design of the Museum that should become the focal point 
of the area.

469 Fig. 117: The Building of Socio-Political Organizations in Sarajevo. Source: ŠTRAUS, IVAN: “Arhitektura sedamdesetih godina u Bosni i Hercegovini” in Arhitektura, No. 178 - 179, 
1981. P. 23. 
470 Fig. 118: The ‘SIV 3’ building in Belgrade. Source: “Tradicionalna nagrada ‘Borbe’ za najbolje arhitektonsko ostvarenje u Jugoslaviji 1981. godine” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 86 
- 87, 1981. P. 53.
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Seventy three proposals submitted to the competition moving in different directions reveal plurality of dialects of ‘Yugoslav architectural discourse’ 
of the moment. From the given number of proposals the fi rst prize was awarded to the design that was more than modernist in conceptual and 
aesthetical terms - the one of Slovenian authors Juraj Kobe and Aleš Vodopivec. Their design envisioned the Museum, positioned in the center of 
the parcel, in pure lines and cubic forms, exempt from any decoration or variations of volumes. The simplicity of design, prized by the jury as it 
managed to “reach the requested monumentality and dignity of eternal classic grammar, in the spirit of the time with modern, clean forms” that 
way “proving that architecture, as music, is an abstract art of construction and that in its power is not the expression of direct symbolic or literal 
messages”471 thus reveals that modernist discourse still remained endorsed in conception of representative emblems. 

Nevertheless, as designs for two projects conceived and ultimately built between 1981 and 1990 prized with the ‘Borba award’ as best constructions 
on levels of the republics in 1981 will reveal that the direction in which ‘Yugoslav architectural discourse’ was moving was more that ambivalent. 
These two are projects for the Memorial Centre of ‘Razlovci Uprising’ at Razlovci Village (1976 - 1981, Georgi Konstatinov), awarded as the best 
Macedonian project and the Memorial Complex and the Museum of the Batina Battle (1979 - 1981, Milorad Berbakov), the best realization in 
Serbia in 1981. 

The concept of the Razlovci Memorial Center, built with the aim to commemorate the Razlovci Insurrection that took part in the Ottoman 
Macedonia in 1876, combines modernist functionality with postmodernist expressivity. This nature of the Razlovci Memorial Center characterizes 
the contrast between simple spatial scheme and pronounced aesthetics of the building’s form. The building was functionally organized on a simple 
scheme emanating from the facility’s programme, which was predominantly of memorial character. The simple plan of the building that managed 
to “consolidate contemporary and traditional, functional and symbolical, aesthetic and conceptual”,472 derived from Konstantinov’s belief that: 
“Each building has sprouted in a specifi c environment and thus should refl ect the specifi c conditions that gave it appearance.”473 By the spatial 
plan, the building, placed on the platform and thus approached by staircases, is developed around the central atrium, which was designed to be 
ceremonial and meeting place. The atrium consists of amphitheater, uneven from the ground fl oor, library, placed on the ground fl oor and connected 

471  “Konkurs za urbanističko i arhitektonsko rešenje dela Titove ceste i Muzeja narodne Revolucije SR Slovenije u Ljubljani” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 88 – 89, 1982. P. 70.

472  MILENKOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: “Potvrđene vrednosti – Drugi bijenale makedonske arhitekture u Skoplju” in Arhitektura, No. 184 - 185, 1983. P. 10.

473  KONSTANTINOV, GEORGI in “Наши разговори: Во хармонија со амби ентот (Naši razgovori: Vo harmonia so ambi entot)” in Nova Makedonia, February 7, 1982. P. 1.
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with amphitheater, and administrative spaces positioned in the eastern 
section of the building. 

The simple modernist spatial scheme is visually elaborated in interior 
and exterior, whereas the endeavor to represent the spirit of vernacular 
architecture of the region and interpret the qualities of local landscape 
and unique forms of Razlovci’s rural houses was a departing point in 
Konstantinov’s development of aesthetical concept.

The design of the building, in Konstantinov’s words,474 was inspired 
by old Razlovci’s (Macedonian) houses designs and their red coated 
hipped roofs and chimneys, which were interpreted with “mentally 
purifi ed and materially reduced to the basic expressions volume.”475 
The “ambience structure”476 was developed in such a way in which 
a square ground plan gained pyramidal appearance in the section as 
two house-like forms merged in one pyramidal structure (Fig. 119)477. 
These two forms, while integrated in the interior, visually remained 
separated in the exterior, whereas bevels of roofs divided the building 
in two segments: white ‘modernist’ body and red ‘postmodernist’ 

accent. The division of structure, made by diagonal and transversal incisions, was highlighted with placing of the vertical accent in form of 

474  Ibid. P. 1.

475  MILENKOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: “Plodovi ranijih setvi – Sedamnaesti konkurs ‘Borbe’ za najbolje arhitektonsko delo u 1981 godini” in Arhitektura, No. 180 – 181, 1982. P. 79.

476  “Награда ‘Борбе’ за архитектуру СР Македонија: Нови садржај у старом насељу” (Nagrada ‘Borbe’ za arhitekturu SR Makedonija: Novi sadržaj u starom naselju”) in Kulturen život, 
No. 3, 1982. P. 97.
477  Fig. 119: The Razlovci Memorial Center. Source: “Спомен Дом на Разловечкото Востание – Разловци, Делчево / Георги Константиновски 1981” in www.marh.mk/спомен-дом-
на-разловечкото-востание/ (Accessed January 2, 2016)

Fig. 119: The Razlovci Memorial Center
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chimney-tower in the ‘center’ of discursive crossover. However, the vertical accent is not merely a decorative element as it bears the mezzanine and 
the roof construction. In the same way diagonal and transversal incisions in the structure, in author’s words, were a product of necessity for natural 
light, while the intersection enabled opening of vistas towards nearby landscape and thus permeation of exterior into interior.478 Similarly, leaving 
a visible constructive net of beams in the interior, which ornately represents a kind of alto-relievo of the ceiling, was conditioned by the need to 
relieve pressure of weighted high slant roof wooden construction. 

Besides the attainment in reinterpretation of features of the traditional vernacular architecture and qualities of the local landscape which resulted 
with nonchalant integration of the building into the landscape479  Konstatinov also managed to describe the symbolic nature of the building very 
successfully, as he, in his own words, with a simple language, tended to pronounce grand hopes and enormous voyages of Macedonian people 
on their way to liberty: “The motif of my design was precisely the possibility to express through brutalist style the great sense of patriotism of 
Macedonian people who were willing to lay their lives for liberation from foreign slavery. This resulted not only with expressionist nature of the 
building but also with prevailing red-blood color shed in the name of freedom and the white color of the central part which symbolizes a bright 
future. This expressionist spirit leaves a deep impression on psyche of a visitor.”480

Leaving aside the project for the Memorial Complex and the Museum of the Batina Battle, which together with the above analyzed buildings was 
awarded with 1981 ‘Borba’ award, we will look at the project for the Museum of Revolution in Aranđelovac (1981, Feliks Bajlon), as it had the 
intent to interpret, very unpretentiously, postmodernist thought on the most local level differently from Konstantinov’s project proposal.  

The project for the Aranđelovac Museum is a kind of a scaled version of Konstantinov’s imposing concept, as in design of the building of local, 
‘peripheral’ character, the architect also departed from the intention to interpret local vernacular heritage, while the plan scheme stayed consistent to 
modernist spatial concepts. However, Bajlon did not go as far as Konstantinov, as its referential vocabulary was far more modest: he used ceramists 

478  KONSTANTINOV, GEORGI in the “Наши разговори: Во хармонија со амби ентот” (Naši razgovori: Vo harmonia so ambi entot)” in Nova Makedonia, February 7, 1982. P. 1.

479  “Награда ‘Борбе’ за архитектуру СР Македонија: Нови садржај у старом насељу” (Nagrada ‘Borbe’ za arhitekturu SR Makedonija: Novi sadržaj u starom naselju” in Kulturen život, 
No. 3, 1982. P. 97.

480  KONSTANTINOV, GEORGI in the “Наши разговори: Во хармонија со амби ентот” (Naši razgovori: Vo harmonia so ambi entot)” in Nova Makedonia, February 7, 1982. P. 1.
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for roof covering, braided walls with rustically processed white mortar and brick, dark stained wood for beams and window/door frames, i.e. he 
stayed on rudimentary allegorical level in terms of providing reference to qualities of local architectural vernacular language. On the other hand, 
“architectural treatment of spaces in manners of modern traditions, with pronounced separation of functional units to: exhibition, ancillary and 
administrative spaces”481 might had derived simultaneously from schooled design practice as much as from simple and very well defi ned functional 
programme of the facility. Thus, although it seems that Bajlon’s project did not contribute, neither in design nor in concept, to the enhancement of 
postmodernist discourse, it is important in terms of pointing out how fast postmodernist tendencies were spread to local levels where it was equally 
fast embraced. 





The project for the Memorial Complex and Museum of the Batina Battle at Batina (1979 - 1981, Milorad Berbakov) was one of the last grand 
Yugoslav memorial projects. 

The phase of celebration of Partisans’ achievements and victories and commemoration of sufferings of Yugoslav peoples in the Second World 
War began and ended at the same place - Batina, where the fi rst Yugoslav grandiose memorial, the Monument of Gratitude to the Red Army was 
erected. The Memorial Home to the Batina Battle was constructed nearby Augustinčić’s Monument in 1979. The Memorial Home, designed by 
Srećko Lončarević, was conceived as a structure composed from two exhibition rooms enclosed in a group of cubes covered with inclined pent 
roofs of irregular form and materialized in yellow clay brick. As the surface of 500 m² which was accommodating the permanent exhibition on the 
Batina Battle from 1983 was seemingly not large enough to represent the importance of the event, in 1981, on the opposite bank of the Danube, the 
Museum of the Batina Battle was constructed.  

The Museum, placed on the left bank of the site, at the location where the ‘Batina Operation’ stated, visually contrasts Augustinčić’s monument on 
the right. The design for the Museum was developed after competition held in 1974 where project proposal of Milorad Berbakov, in collaboration 

481  “Muzej revolucije u Aranđelovcu” in Čovjek i prostor, No. 367, 1983. P. 22.
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with Mirijana Berbakov, was awarded the fi rst prize. The project on the Museum was planned in accordance with functional requisites of the 
Memorial Complex and the facility’s functional programme. The building was developed as “a structure of not large ground fl oor, with orthogonal 
basis, including approximately 400 m² area, with inclined roof slopes which create deep eaves around the facility. The building is anchored to the 
ground and carried with stressed reinforced concrete structure, which in the middle of the roof level forms a roof terrace – a belvedere”482 (Fig. 
120)483.

Dynamically developed form of the building which, by the jury’s assessment “by its plastics from a distance reminds of a memorial structure (…) 
which [however] seems forced from a close range”484 appears like forcing the aesthetical paragon which Filipčić and Šerbetić developed with the 

482  “Spomen-kompleks i Muzej bitke na Batini” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91, 1983. P. 32
483   Fig. 119: The Memorial Museum of the Batina Battle: the sketch of the building and the building. Source: “Spomen-kompleks i muzej Bitke na Batini” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 
90 - 91, 1983. P.p. 32 - 33.

484   MILENKOVIĆ, ALEKSANDAR: “Plodovi ranijih setvi – Sedamnaesti konkurs ‘Borbe’ za najbolje arhitektonsko delo u 1981. godini” in Arhitektura, No. 180 – 181, Zagreb: 1982. P. 
78.

Fig. 120: The Memorial Museum of the Batina Battle: the sketch of the building and the building
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project for the Kumrovec Memorial Home, and Konstantinov further elaborated so fl awlessly with the design for the Razlovci Memorial Center.

Besides the Batina memorial venture, which was eventually successfully accomplished, in this period the subject on construction of the Jajinci 
memorial was reopened as the new competition call was launched in 1980. The competition had the objective to receive design which would 
“express the essence, meaning and scale of events which took place in the location between 1941 and 1944”, and at the same time provide 
guidelines for “design of the narrower zone of the Memorial Park in which authentic remains and testimonies of Jajinci sufferings are located.”485 
The accomplishing of the objective should have been achieved with incorporation of different contents that should “encourage every day and every 
time of year attendance (individual, group and massive) and not only on occasion of organized manifestations and anniversaries.”486

As the competition call posed many tasks in front of participating authors, members of the jury had hard time analyzing fi fty eight submitted 
proposals487 in order to award the fi rst prize to Marko Mušič’s design.488 Mušič’s design was built upon the idea on respecting the authenticity of the 
landscape which was to be returned in the original state in order to build a contemporary interpretation of tholos’ archetype489 composed of three 
ensembles: ‘the Authentic Path of Death’, ‘the Island of Death’ and ‘the Amphitheater of Flowers’. The fi rst, ‘the Authentic Path of Death’ was 
conceived as a ceremonial pathway, which passed next to two shallow parallel and was to lead to ‘the Island of Death’, an existing dike on which 
the Museum and the Hall of Memories were to be situated - two exhibition and memorial facilities designed in dynamic postmodernist contours 
with whose aesthetics Mušič tended to illustrate the fl uid nature of life within the collective camp. The symbolic character of loftiness on which the 
Museum and Hall of Memories were to be placed contrasted lowering in the ground the main ceremonial and profane space’s ‘the Amphitheater of 
Flowers’”490 (Fig. 121)491.

485  “Iz programa za idejno rešenje Spomen-parka Jajinci” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 86 – 87, Belgrade: 1981. P. 78.

486  “Iz programa za idejno rešenje Spomen-parka Jajinci” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 86 – 87, Belgrade: 1981. P. 78.

487  HORVATINČIĆ, SANJA: “The History of Impossible Monument: Construction of the Memorial to the Victims of Fascism in Jajinci” in Anali Galerije Antuna Augustinčića, No. 32 – 33; 
34 – 35, 2015. P. 269.

488  Ibid.  P. 269.

489  Hive-like tomb from the Late Bronze Age.

490  “Iz programa za idejno rešenje Spomen-parka Jajinci” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, NO. 86 – 87, Belgrade: 1981. P. 80.
491 Fig. 121: Marko Mušič’s idea for the memorial museum at the Jajinci Memorial Park. Source: “Iz programa za idejno rešenje Spomen-parka Jajinci” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, NO. 86 
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A very conceptual nature of Mušič’s proposal never got the opportunity 
to be further developed as even this time the competition call on 
Jajinci’s design resulted to be a failure. Without any of the proposals 
fi nally executed, the Jajinci memorial project remains the biggest 
failure of Yugoslav attempts to erect buildings and create spaces of 
representative nature. The profundity of the failure of Yugoslav socialist 
authorities to deliver this signifi cant memorial further emphasizes the 
intention to leastwise build some memorial on the site. The mission 
was fi nally fulfi lled when in 1988 a central memorial was erected. The 
memorial was conceived by Vojin Stojić who designed it as a wind 
rose structure tending to represent a fl ying bird.492 The form, posed on 
an obelisk, neither with its formative nor symbolical nature is even 
close to Kolacio and Kosta Angeli Radovani or Mušič’s multilayered, 
thought-out and notable projects. Hence, the fi nal doggedness to erect 

any memorial on the site not only diminishes historical importance of such a signifi cant tragic event, but also calls into question on which premises 
the endeavors of many authors who competed in an attempt to worthily designate the Jajnici site were evaluated. 

Besides these two, sixteen memorials and memorial sites (including the Batina one) were designed and built in this period, while as the most 
noteworthy of these can be considered Vojin Bakić’s Memorial to the Revolution at Petrova Gora. 

The competition call on design of the memorial, commemorating the fascist terror on Kordun, was opened in 1970 upon guidelines of the General 
Spatial Plan for Petrova Gora, developed by Ante Marinović-Uzelac and Bruno Milić, which anticipated the erection of the grand memorial 
sculpture in the center of the Memorial Park. On the given competition Bakić’s proposal was awarded with the second prize, while the fi rst one 
– 87, Belgrade: 1981. P. 78.

492  HORVATINČIĆ, SANJA: “The History of Impossible Monument: Construction of the Memorial to the Victims of Fascism in Jajinci” in Anali Galerije Antuna Augustinčića, No. 32 – 33; 
34 – 35, 2015. P. 270.

Fig. 121: Marko Mušič’s idea for the memorial museum at the Jajinci Memorial Park
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was awarded to Igor Tiš’s design, and third was shared between Stevan Luketić and 
Ivo Vitić. In 1974 the short competition among awarded sculptors and architect was 
called for, whereas Bakić’s, project, now fi rst prized, was selected for construction. 
The construction of the Petrova Gora Memorial eventually began in 1979 and ended 
in 1981. 

This memorial represents the peak of Bakić’s sculptural creativity. In Bakić’s 
words,493 the idea for the memorial emanated from his need to research fanned forms. 
The parallelogram, a basic shape, horizontally cut, bent and enclosed in circle, gave 
birth to a dynamic form consisting of several twisting and fl oating surfaces which, in 
author’s words, symbolize hauling fl ags “developed by the winds of destiny”494 (Fig 
122)495 Since inside the cloak, coated with steel sheet plates, a small museum and 
belvedere were to be accommodated, in front of Bakić and constructive architect 
Branislav Šerbetić, a problem of development of constructive scheme in a way 
which would not jeopardize sculpturalness of the form was posed. 

According to Šerbetić, the optimal relation between form and function was achieved 
when they adjusted the facility to the form: “In the competition work social spaces 
were at the ground fl oor – that was how two elongated rays were conceived – while 
the museum was planned to be on the high part. The programme of the museum 
itself was quite undefi ned (…)  I thought that form certainly must have merely one 
content, as the museum, which should be designed in such a way to provide complete 

493  BAKIĆ, VOJIN in “Spomenik Revoluciji na Petrovoj gori” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, Zagreb, 1981. P. 4.

494  “Spomenik Revoluciji na Petrovoj Gori” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, Zagreb, 1981. P. 4.
495  Fig. 122: Model of the Pertova Gora Memorial. Source: “Spomenik revoluciji na Petrovoj Gori” in Arhitektura, No. 176 - 177, 1981. P. 4.

Fig. 122: Model of the Petrova Gora Memorial
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experience of the sculpture from the inside.”496 Moreover, the development of 
constructive scheme in a manner in which the coat had its negative from the inside 
enabled Bakić to achieve absolutely identical effect in interior as in exterior, where 
a diffraction of the surfaces created special ambience. 

Since constructive system of the Memorial was more than complicated and also 
quite expensive for then Yugoslav construction standards, conceiving the Memorial 
in concrete was estimated as too expensive so structural parts were to be made of 
metal whilst the coat was materialized in steel sheets panels. Therefore, some of 
effects emanating from materialization of the Memorial were product of structural 
necessities, not design preferences. The forty meter high sculpture, from inside 
absolutely closed, accommodated the museum on six levels with exhibition galleries 
being placed on the brims of the building so that “space could be experienced from 
each part as sole, as it is form from the outside,”497 whilst all social spaces were 
allocated to the underground: meeting hall with the foyer, galleries for ethnographic 
collection and ancillary facilities (Fig. 123)498.

The surrounding of the Memorial was designed in the way that it does not interfere 
with the central attraction: the entrance plaza was placed above the Memorial, with 
information and entrances facilities hidden in two sunken, simple structures whose 
glass-wall facades permitted visual contact with the landscape. From the entrance, 
the plaza’s ceremonial path, passing next to the crypt hidden by thick granite plate, 

496  ŠERBETIĆ, BRANISLAV in “Spomenik Revoluciji na Petrovoj gori” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, Zagreb, 1981. P. 4.

497  Ibid. P. 4.
498  Fig. 123: The Petrova Gora Memorial. Source: “Petrova Gora” in Hrvatska Enciklopedija. Available at: http://www.enciklopedija.hr/natuknica.aspx?id=47985 (Accessed January 2, 
2016).

Fig. 123: The Petrova Gora Memorial
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leads to the Memorial, by night lighted with specially designed and allocated illumination. Bakić’s design for the Petrova Gora Memorial represents 
the zenith in conception of large-scale memorials as Bakić, in the best possible manner, succeeded to develop form to the fi nest - in exterior as a 
sculpture, and in interior as a building.  

This, of course, does not mean that works of Živković, Džamonja, Kućanski, Grabulovski, etc. are assessed as less valuable, but only that with 
the design for the Petrova Gora Memorial Bakić achieved to attain what these authors pursued: to unite form with the context and content while 
staying consistent to proper aesthetical discourse. Bakić’s attainment marks the end in development of Yugoslav memorial discourse as remaining 
sculptural works form the period did not even approach what the others enquired and Bakić’s attained. This implies that the analysis of the rest 
of memorials built in this period can be approached purely from aesthetical, but not conceptual and ideological perspective, as none of remaining 
concepts for creation of memorials and development of memorial sites brought anything new in improvement of visual or formal qualities of 
Yugoslav memorial vocabulary. 

If the advance of Yugoslav sculptural memorial discourse ended with Bakić’s project for the Petrova Gora Memorial, than what is left is to analyze 
last developments in organization and development of memorial sites where nothing particularly special ensued almost to the very end. Apparent 
stagnation refl ected even in Bogdanović’s affl atus, as his works at the Memorial Park ‘Popina’ near Trstenik (1978 – 1981) and the Memorial Park 
‘Garavice’ near Bihać (1981) reveal that even Bogdanović started to revise and reinterpret his own concepts.

The Memorial at Popina, commemorating the resistance of Trsteno Partisa unit to the Axis Forces on 13 October, 1941 is the mega structure, in 
Bogdanović’s words created to appear as an old mystical device or an ancient architectural tool,499 whereas by folk interpretation, the Memorial 
simply symbolizes a sniper. The mega-structure is this time partitioned into three elements reduced to basic forms: triangle and circles, all three 
pierced in the center. The eighteen meters high pyramidal form, deriving from the triangle, is placed in the center of the sculpture’s axis while “four 
oculi [are] arrayed on the ideal axis of the cylinder.”500 Four oculi are divided in scale of three to one: three form one structure set on the pedestal 
and positioned fi rst when approaching the Memorial and one is located on the opposite end of the axis with the axial arrangement of forms enabling 

499 ŠERBETIĆ, BRANISLAV in “Spomenik Revoluciji na Petrovoj gori” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, Zagreb, 1981. P. 17.

500 BUZANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDANOVIĆ, BOGDAN in “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91. 1983. P. 15.
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‘penetration’ of cylindrical hollows through each other. (Fig. 124)501.

But, even though the Popina Memorial design might still reveal Bogdanović’s enthusiasm for 
memorial architecture, the project for the Memorial Park Garavice reveals that Bogdanović 
had also ran out of inspiration as seemingly there he had repeated and reinterpreted his own 
ideas and concepts, in particularly the one for the Novi Travnik Memorial. The difference is 
that in the case of Garavice, the Memorial Park consists of fi fteen cubic sculptures, divided 
in two groups: one of thirteen and other of two isolated fi gures (Fig. 125)502. The sculptures 
are shaped from fi ve blocks, whereas the lowest serves as pedestal to fi gures engraved with 
geometric shapes while the topmost of blocks, something more processed, with “a saddle-like 
hollow or indent on one side, and a series of concentric circles on two, which are encircled 
by a teardrop shape, said to symbolize mourning”503 thus assumingly represents the head of 
the fi gure.

And fi nally, with the insight into design of only two memorial complexes developed in this 
period: the Memorial Park Vraca in Sarajevo (1981, Vladimir Dobrović, Alija Kučukalić and 
Aleksandar Maltarić) and the Memorial Park of the Srem Front in Adaševci (1988, Jovan 
Soldatović), the study of development of Yugoslav memorial discourse comes to an end.  

While Bogdanović ceased to pursue “search for dignity of sacral form in the depths of own 

501 Fig. 124: The Memorial at Popina. Source: BUŽANČIĆ, VLADO, BOGDAN BOGDANOVIĆ: “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 - 91, 1973. P. 19.
502 Fig. 125: The Memorial Park Garavice. “Odluka o proglašenju Spomen-parka žrtava fašističkog terora Garavice nacionalnim spomenikom” by Komisija za očuvanje nacionalnih 
spomenika Bosne i Hercegovine. Available at: http://old.kons.gov.ba/main.php?id_struct=6&lang=1&action=view&id=3350 (Accessed January 2, 2016).

503 LAWLER, ANDREW: The Memorial Works of Bogdan Bogdanović: Their Condition and Situation as of 2012. MSc. Diss. Leuven: Raymond Lemaire International Centre for 
Conservation, 2013. P. 175.

Fig. 124: The Memorial at Popina
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and human subconscious”504 projects for the Memorial Park ‘Vraca’ in 
Sarajevo and the Memorial Park of the Srem Front in Adaševci near 
Šid refl ect ambiguous intentions: on one hand, authors’ endeavored 
to develop complex spatial schemes with introduction of even more 
memorial elements, while at the same time they endeavored to reduce 
visual potency of such elaborated memorial sites. 

With the design of the Memorial Park Vraca, also awarded with 1981 
‘Borba’ award as the best architectural work in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Dobrović appended symbolism of events which occurred on the location 
to the historical nature of existing heritage. The Memorial Park, located 
on the top of Vraca Hill, site of execution of Sarajevo’s citizens, was 
developed around the existing ‘blockhouse’ fortress from the Austro-
Hungarian period, type of fort built near important communicational 
roads on Sarajevo’s hills between 1982 and 1904. The fortress, such a 
monument on Sarajevo’s war history, was incorporated into the design 

as facility accommodating the Museum (Fig. 126)505. The Museum, as the Park’s main assembly, might be approached from the north-west by a 
narrow path, passing next to the Josip Broz Tito Memorial, or by the main ceremonial path beginning at the main ceremonial plateau in the center of 
the complex. From the central plateau in whose ‘center’ the Eternal Flame is located, a pyramidal form immersed in shallow pool, the path with one 
prong leads to the Sculpture of the Woman Soldier, work of the sculptor Alija Kučukalić, and the plaque marking the exact execution site, and with 
another through series of wide staircases on whose tops marble blocks engraved with names of 2013 soldiers who died in Sarajevo’s defense are 
placed, to the Memorial Crypt underneath where the remains of national heroes are buried.506 There, from the Memorial Crypt the visitor visually 

504       BUZANČIĆ, VLADO; BOGDANOVIĆ, BOGDAN in “Tri Mauzoleja” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 90 – 91, 1983. P. 19.
505 Fig. 126: The Memorial Park ‘Vraca’: The Museum and the ‘Eternal Flame’ memorial. Source: Photos 1 & 2: Spomen Park Vraca. Direkcija Memorijalnog komplek-
sa i spomen obiljezja “Vraca”, “Ivancici” i “Igman”. Sarajevo. 1985.Pp. 18 - 30.

506 The Crypt was built in 1949 and transferred to the location of Memorial Park Vraca from the Central Park, where the remains of the Sarajevo’s most prominent Partisan and resistant 

Fig. 125: The Memorial Park Garavice
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perceives the Museum and the small memorial to the Partisan who liberated Sarajevo. 

The spatial scheme of the Museum depended on the spatial scheme of the fortifi cation. The two storied two-roomed interior of the fortifi cation is 
approached from two open courtyards on whose walls names of 9091 Sarajevo citizens killed during the National Liberation War were inscribed.  
On the ground fl oor the display “The Testimony on the Battle for Sarajevo”507 was organized in two exhibition rooms while the cinema and meeting 
room were on the upper fl oor. 

fi gures were buried. 

507  “Spomen Park Vraca”. Sarajevo: Direkcija Memorijalnog kompleksa i spomen obiljezja “Vraca”, “Ivancici” i “Igman”, 1985. Unnumbered. 

Fig. 126: The Memorial Park ‘Vraca’: The Museum and the ‘Eternal Flame’ memorial
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Besides the success in integration of different historical and symbolical 
strata, the project for the Vraca Memorial Park singles out with 
synergy of the edifi ce with the nature resulting from in detail designed 
landscape, work of horticultural designer Aleksandar Maltarić. The 
last feature, integration with the nature, is what bonds this with the 
last memorial project fi nalized before the mere end of Yugoslavia: the 
Memorial Park of the Srem Front in Adaševci near Šid. 

The spatial scheme and design for the Memorial Park derived from 
decades long intention to build a worthy memorial to war occurrences 
at the Srem Front, the biggest Yugoslav front at the end of the Second 

World War (between 21 October 1944 and 13 April 1945). In 1974, the intention was realized in form of competition in which Dušan Džamonja’s 
sculpture was awarded fi rst prize. However, Džamonja’s proposal, with sculptural form eventually adopted and in a smaller scale incorporated 
into the design for the Partisan Cemetery in Komletinci, for reasons unknown, was not elaborated into detailed design and therefore it was Jovan 
Soldatović’s project that in 1988 fi nally put to an end to decades-long request for commemoration of sufferings and victories at Srem Front with 
praiseworthy memorial design at the Site of Adaševci.  

The Adaševci Memorial Park consists of four ensembles: the entrance area, with two smaller reception buildings (materialized in brick and glass 
and roofed with interpretation of mansard roof); the Alley of Honor, with names of fi fteen thousand soldiers of Yugoslav, Red and Bulgarian 
armies written onto walls surrounding it; the main memorial area: the basin, fi lled with seventy low retaining walls, materialized in brick; walls 
encircling burial sites, from the back side are covered with hummocks and on the front side engraved with names of units which participated in 
Srem Front battles, while walls placed sideways carry three reliefs illustrating the layout of the Partisan and Axis defensive lines; and fi nally the 
Museum building, of circular ground fl oor, located at the end of the memorial area (Fig. 127)508. The Museum, also materialized in brick in exterior 
and interior, resembles a bunker, as its structure is sunken into the ground, although the top of the building, as kind of a belvedere, is accessible 

508 Fig. 127: The Memorial Park of the Srem Front. Source: Baza nepokretnih kulturnih dobara Republičkog zavoda za zaštitu spomenika kulture - Beograd. Available at: http://www.
spomenici.heritage.gov.rs/lat/nkd/pregled/sremski_front (Accessed January 2, 2016). 

Fig. 127: The Memorial Park of the Srem Front
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through two ramps. The interior of the Museum is organized around an open circular courtyard in whose center the sculpture composed of remains 
of artillery and military waste is placed, while in the semicircular niche plasterboard sculptures and forms accompanied with sound and light effects 
create something like a multimedial memorial. 

The synergy of the edifi ce with landscape, although achieved by different design tools, is what is connecting the project for Vraca and Adaševci 
Memorial Parks. This, it seems, might have been the main characteristic of Yugoslav architectural memorial postmodernist discourse, only if it had 
a chance to continue developing.
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The end of the Cold War and the fall of the Iron Curtain challenged both social and economic Yugoslav concepts, where Yugoslavia lost is 
ideological ground in socialism and its economic position of being between the East and the West. However, it was internal affairs - national, 
ethnical and political issues that led to the dissolution of the country. Serbian nationalistic claims over the territories of Vojvodina and Kosovo 
were the trigger for escalation of the crisis. The situation worsened when Slobodan Milošević, Serbian communist offi cial, later the President of 
Serbia, seized control over, fi rst, the governments of these two provinces, and soon afterwards over Montenegrin government as well. The response 
was fi rst Slovenian, and then Croatian call against hegemony and manipulation with power, what eventually led to the appeal of the national 
consolidation and independence. Thus, both in Slovenia and Croatia different subjects were gathering around the idea of independence. The victory 
of nationalistic parties in 1990s elections in each of Yugoslav republic indicated the possible outcome. The clash between Serbian hegemonic 
politics and Slovenian and Croatian nationalistic response resulted not only with dissolution of the State and proclamation of independence fi rst 
of Slovenia and Croatia (25 June 1991) and then Bosnia and Herzegovina (1 March 1992) from Yugoslavia, but above all, with the devastating 
violence fi rst on the territory of Croatia, and then in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo.

The violence resulted with the loss of between 18 000 and 23 000 lives, 200 000 to 500 000 displaced persons and enormous destruction of 
infrastructure and housing, among which 2423509 heritage buildings, assembles and sites only in Croatia. But the worst outcome of the breakup 
befell Bosnia and Herzegovina where ethnical and religious diversity resulted in opposite political and territorial objectives that led to the fi ercest 
war. Four years long warfare resulted with more than 100 000 casualties and more or less half of the population displaced. Moreover, the outcome of 
the 1992–1995 war was the almost completely destroyed urban infrastructure, where destruction of architectural infrastructure implied iconoclasm 
of heritage of different character: religious, cultural, memorial and modern as well. Finally, the Kosovo War, which lasted from 1998 until 1999 
caused deaths of more than 11 000 persons, displacement of half of Kosovo’s population and complete destruction of Kosovo’s infrastructure 
with partial damage of Serbian infrastructure due to NATO’s air strikes during which several Serbian cities, such as Belgrade, Novi Sad, Subotica, 
Kraljevo, Kragujevac, Niš, etc. were bombed. 

509  SAJLER GRAMAZ, MAJA: “Beskrajna obnova od rata” in Vjesnik, December 21, 1991.
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The process of disintegration of Yugoslavia and disastrous tragic warfare(s) that emerged from it infl uenced negative defl ection towards Yugoslav 
identity and socialist system. The negative standpoint towards both Yugoslavia as a political framework and socialism as ideological discourse 
within which that framework was operative, ultimately led to the complete review of Yugoslav history, where socialism is denoted either as 
totalitarian, demonized, utopian, past (slate) regime or idealized as subjective (personal) reality. Therefore, “Yugoslav experience and memories are 
constrained to the sphere of private, personal and sentimental memories, or reduced to objects of mass popular culture and consumption“ 510 and thus 
are not validated as a legitimate historical, cultural or even political legacy with a constructive role in the process of development of contemporary 
post-socialist post-Yugoslav societies, what ultimately infl uenced the process of valorization and appropriation of built heritage from the period. 

510  PETROVIĆ, TANJA. Yuropa. Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade: Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 189.
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The disintegration of SFR Yugoslavia and the tragic war(s) that ensued had an immense impact on the perception of the architecture produced there 
between 1945 and 1990. The architectural works built during the socialist period continue to be purposely vandalized, neglected, damaged or even 
completely razed, which begs the question, where does this uneasiness about the remnants of this period come from?

In order to answer this question, the problem of destruction of architectural works from the socialist period, such as the ones presented in the fi rst 
chapter – government buildings, memorial centers and memorials – must be be approached through the study of the uneasiness toward socialism 
as a memory and Yugoslavhood as a concept. For this reason, the second part of the research does not intend to give a chronological and spatial 
overview of the process of degradation of each building, but rather to give a semantic and critical reading of the circumstances behind the neglect 
and destruction of works of architecture constructed between 1945 and 1990. 

The second chapter is introduced with the study of the theory of heritage as a historically, culturally and socially conditioned concept. Thus, the fi rst 
subchapter presents the different phases in the development of the heritage preservation policies and reaches the point where the concept of heritage 
is studied from the modern perspective. The study of heritage from the contemporary point of view tends to explain its role in the process of (re)
construction of the collective national identity. Studying the ways in which heritage may be used to achieve different social, political, and cultural 
goals helps understand how post-Yugoslav, post-socialist, pro-national, pro-religious, pro-capitalist and pro-consumer policies have engendered 
uneasiness towards heritage built in the period from 1945 to 1990.

As the research will show, the uneasiness towards the works of architecture built during the socialist period follows from the intent of the new 
societies to (re)construct their respective national identities in opposition to the ideas and concept that were dominant in socialism. In the process 
of identity (re)construction, collective memory also had to be (re)constructed. This why the thesis, in order to fi nd the solution to the problem of 
the recovery of the cultural value of heritage in question, and the best ways of approaching its revitalization in architectural, technical, and practical 
terms, fi rst researches the likelihood of recovery of the positive memories of the period.

By opting for this approach, we recognize the complexity of the problem at hand, as we realize that we cannot discuss the policies and methods 
of preservation and revitalization of one specifi c architectural work of a certain architectural typology without approaching the reasons that render 
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impossible the preservation of the entire body of architecture from that period. 

Nevertheless, after discussing the sources of uneasiness towards the architecture built in the socialist period, the chapter studies the state of condition 
of the buildings and places presented in the fi rst part of the thesis. Still, before looking at the state of condition of heritage in question, the research 
introduces an overview of the legal frameworks of heritage protection in the seven ex-Yugoslav countries. The study of the legal frameworks 
reveals that there are no or almost no legal considerations that preclude the protection and preservation of the heritage in question. However, as the 
study further reveals, only a small number of buildings and spaces of memorial and governmental character built between 1945 and 1990 actually 
are protected as cultural heritage. Moreover, the research reveals that even when declared as cultural heritage and protected under the applicable 
legal framework, architectural works of memorial and governmental character are not spared from further degradation. As the study of the state of 
condition of the buildings indicates, there is only a small difference between the state of condition of governmental buildings, memorial centers, 
and memorials declared, and those not declared as cultural heritage. However, looking into the state of condition of heritage in question reveals that 
there is a difference between the state of condition of different typologies; while memorial centers and memorials are generally in a very poor state 
of condition, it is the the government buildings have suffered the most from unfortunate and inept transformations and revitalizations. 

Finally, the research presents three revitalization concepts: the conservational, the interventionist, and the symbolist approach. Each of these 
approaches is theoretically and conceptually discussed and studied on the example of revitalization of heritage of governmental character. Finally, 
since no item of memorial character has been revitalized as of the conclusion of the research, the thesis examines the issue of revitalization of 
memorial heritage in order to conclude on an abstract note by discussing the potentials of effi cient social, cultural, and architectural revival of the 
works of architecture presented in the fi rst chapter.
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If we have to destroy a monument because of the memories it brings,
 We should tear down the Parthenon as a reminiscent of pagan superstition,

 We should tear down the Alhambra as it represents Mohammedan superstition, 
We should tear down the Coliseum since it is a reminder on atrocious parties 

Where men were eaten by the beasts. 
In a word: We should destroy everything.

Victor Hugo “Actes et Paroles” (1841 – 1851)
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A legacy is not something you can give or take by choice, and there are no certainties in the sticky business of inheritance.
                                                       Zadie Smith “White Teeth”



292



293



The beginning of the disregard of architectural heritage built between 1945 and 1990 can be traced to the beginning of dissolution of Yugoslavia. 
As demonstrated in the fi rst chapter, the unsustainability of Yugoslavia as a concept and state on architectural level resulted with loss of enthusiasm 
for construction of representative buildings and spaces at the beginning of the 1980s. 

The disintegration of Yugoslavia as a political structure, but moreover as a social system, developed from particularities of socialist ideology, self-
management economy, ‘non-alignment’ policies and fi nally values of antifascism and brotherhood and unity, resulted with the change of lifestyle 
associated with the transition to capitalism and consequent change of the system of beliefs, what ultimately led to questioning and revalorization 
of everything related to Yugoslavhood and socialist system: values (egalitarianism, classlessness, antifascism), ideas (‘brotherhood and unity’, 
‘non-alignment’), achievements (during World War II and domestic and foreign policies after the War), social and economic policies and fi nally the 
whole cultural production from the period.

The process of revision of Yugoslav creative mind incudes revalorization of architectural heritage built in the socialist period. Although not as 
hastily and impulsively as literature, cinematography and music, which, because of being socially conditioned individual interpretations, were a 
fertile soil for that kind of ‘experiment’, architectural works are also reevaluated. Still, as the process of revaluation is far more complicated and 
thus prolonged, many valuable architectural works from the period are left to the mercy of time. This symbolical oblivion of architectural practice 
from the period 1945–1990 in ex-Yugoslav territories resulted in abandonment, or even worse, destruction of architectural heritage from the period.  

The revision of historical, social and cultural, i.e. symbolical nature of architecture built in Yugoslav territories between 1945 and 1990 is exactly one 
of main objectives of the analysis. Accordingly, the thesis seeks to investigate how and why architecture, which in the period of its occurrence was 
primary valorized on its stylistic characteristics and its regional and local particularities, fulfi llment of functional needs and level of environmental 
and spatial integration and only then because of its symbolic signifi cance, in the post-socialist period became approached in reverse: symbolic 
nature became its most discernible feature, whereas its stylistic characteristic became relative to it. In those terms modernism is perceived through 
the prism of socialism, and thus the analysis has the objective to indicate the groundlessness of designation of modernist legacy from the period as 
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‘socialist modernism’, ‘Eastern modernism’, etc. In terms of postmodern legacy built at the end of the period, what is of interest for the analysis is its 
transitional nature from which emerges the question to what extent embracing of postmodernist manifesto in 1980 can be related to changes within 
socio-political system in Yugoslavia. Therefore, the analysis of this correlation should enable perception on how appropriation of postmodernism 
relates with socio-political endeavor for reclaiming national and ethnic sovereignties within Yugoslavia and what the process of disintegration 
of Yugoslavia meant for consistency of postmodern architectural discourse in Yugoslav successor countries. As a result, one of objectives of the 
chapter is to confi rm the standpoint that the line of development of architectural discourse within Yugoslavia was in accordance with the worldwide 
20th century architectural timeline.

On the other hand, disintegration of SFR Yugoslavia resulted with de-contextualization of one cultural identity through re-construction of ethnical 
and national particularities within societies that formed Yugoslavia, what brought to the deconstruction of signifi cance of heritage created and built 
in the socialist period. There, ascription of new attributes to modern and postmodern architecture of representative character built in Yugoslav 
territories between 1945 and 1990 resulted in a new perception of that architecture as cultural heritage.

It is diffi cult to trace when and why, in the process of destruction of infrastructure and iconoclasm of heritage, modern heritage also became target of 
degradation. Maybe the destruction of Bakić’s Monument at Kamenska in February 1992 or the shelling of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive 
Council building in August 1992 can be marked as moments in which began condemnation of modern and postmodern heritage as uncomfortable 
and disputed legacy that has no value for the process of the re-construction of post-Yugoslav national societies. But since the timeline is less 
important as the objective of the thesis in this part is qualitative analysis of motives that lie behind the process of disregard of architectural value 
and underestimation of cultural signifi cance of representative heritage built between 1945–1990 in contemporary post-socialist, post-Yugoslav 
post-war societies, the analysis of derogation of the heritage in question will not be approached from chronological perspective, but through the 
analysis of causes and distinction of types and levels of jeopardy to which modern and postmodern heritage form the socialist period is exposed to. 
At the same time, the analysis aims to reveal how the process of creation of memory of socialism and Yugoslavhood is related to the assessment 
of the value of heritage in question and why it is hard to use this heritage in the process of re-construction of cultural identities of new societies. 
Finally, the ultimate objective of the analysis is to approach the answer on how the heritage in question could be revitalized both on architectural 
and symbolical level. 
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But in order to be able to perceive how the perception and assessment of value of representative heritage built in SFR Yugoslavia has changed, it is 
necessary to perceive how the concept of heritage is created and approached in generally. Thus, the concept of heritage in this work is approached 
by the analysis of its three constitutive features: its artistic and architectural uniqueness in terms of design and function, it symbolic value, regarding 
the particularities of cultural identity which the heritage tends to represent and on the idea of memory which is in the essence of the notion of 
heritage. 

The presumption that in evaluation of heritage’s signifi cance all three concepts should have equal importance leads to the assumption that architectural 
signifi cance of architectural heritage of representative nature built in the socialist period in ex-Yugoslav territories is dependent on (the assessment 
of) is cultural, social and historical character. This presumes that in the process of evaluation of representative heritage analyzed in the fi rst chapter 
of the thesis the concepts of cultural identity and memory have supremacy over assessment of its architectural, i.e. aesthetical design, spatial and 
structural singularity. This assumption leads to the hypothesis that in times of turbulent social circumstances which are absent of clear political and 
ideological framework, architectural values of heritage (in question) are frequently underestimated, or estimated with prejudices, ultimately making 
the heritage (in question) susceptible to political and cultural manipulation. Thus, the consideration and negotiation of the values of heritage (in 
question) often serves for revision of cultural identities of societies in which its signifi cance is studied. 

Therefore, in case of Yugoslav successor states, heritage created and built in the period of concomitance of different ethnicities and nationalities 
with its integrating and mutually-shared characteristics became problematic since societies to which it belonged began to separate upon the appeal 
to achieve hegemony of one ethnicity and/or nation within each society: Croats as Catholics in Croatia, Serbs as Orthodoxs in Serbia, Slovenes 
in Slovenia, Montenegrins in Montenegro, with somewhat more complex situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia and Kosovo where 
societies are compounded of Serbs (Orthodoxs), Croats (Catholics) and Bosniaks (Muslims), that is Macedonians (Orthodoxs) and Albanians 
(Muslims) and Serbs (Orthodoxs) and Albanians (Muslims). Since the heritage in question represents the common legacy of all ‘ex-Yugoslav 
people’ it has supranational character, which explains why it cannot be used in the process of self-determination and re-construction of particular 
cultural, as national and ethnical identities. As consequence, architectural heritage (of representative character) built in the period 1945–1990 in 
ex-Yugoslav territories in post-Yugoslav societies is rejected as the relics of the past as it does not have a constructive role in infl uencing present 
architectural, cultural and social developments. Thus, the main objective of the analysis follows from this - to recover the signifi cance of heritage 
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in question in order to enable it to be used as reference and source for further architectural development.

In order to be able to reach the wanted analysis, fi rst, perception and understanding of modern and postmodern works discussed in the previous 
chapter in form of heritage must be enabled, meaning that distinctiveness between architecture, as transcendent, omnipresent discipline and heritage, 
as culturally constructed concept, must be discussed. In these terms, the defi nition of ‘heritage’ and subsequent interpretations and theoretical 
debates over the concept of heritage would be approached fi rst in order to enable understanding of the position on heritage as a material of unique 
artistic character whose intangible connotation is the result of processes of re-construction of cultural identity and creation of memory. Finally, the 
analysis of states of condition in which representative heritage built in ex-Yugoslav territories in the period 1945 – 1990 is found would be given 
in order to enable providing guidelines for enhancement of evaluation mechanisms and improvement of preservation and revitalization practices in 
order to raise awareness of architectural and cultural signifi cance of the heritage in question. 
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The idea of architectural heritage preservation emanated from processes behind the Industrial Revolution where sudden technological and social 
development resulted in comprehensive undertakings that absolutely modernized and changed the way of life. In the architectural domain, those 
processes resulted in appearance of modern discourse whose call for progress seemed to put in jeopardy inherited concepts of living and identifying 
with space. The urge to protect the traditions thus resulted in the fi rst calls for protection of heritage at the end of the 19th century. 

These calls were transformed into fundamentals of the theory of heritage and were later transformed into global cultural policies for protection and 
revitalization of heritage. Therefore, the origins of heritage protection theory can be traced to the end of the 19th century and two crucial publications 
from the period: Eugène-Emmanuel Viollet le Duc’s “Dictionnaire raisonné de l’architeture franςaies du XIe au XVe siècle” (1858 – 1868) and 
John Ruskin’s “The Seven Lamps of Architecture” (1849). Since these two works depart from opposite premises, the collision between Viollet le 
Duc’s and Ruskin’s postulates characterizes the policies of heritage protection and revitalization from its conception to present days. 

In such a way, Viollet le Duc’s learning on architecture’s stylistic integrity put precedence over architectural value of heritage and called for 
preservation of stylistic wholeness of architectural work, thus advocating restoration through historical interpretation of the work’s stylistics 
characteristic. Viollet le Duc fi rst acknowledged that the process of restoration is highly connected with the notion of modernity, as in the ancient 
times replacement and rebuilding had precedence over any kind of restoration. But, in Viollet le Duc’s opinion, the process of restoration did not 
arise from historical objectives, but principally from artistic ones, as it implies recurrence of stylistic coherence to the building. Thus, for Viollet 
le Duc “To restore a building is not to preserve it, to repair it, or to rebuild it; it is to reinstate it in a condition of completeness which would never 
have existed at any given time.”511 For Viollet le Duc, the substitution of ‘original’ elements with the ones of different stylistic characteristics is 
“an anomalie” and therefore it is neither acceptable to restore a “facsimile of that what we fi nd in building” nor “to substitute for later forms those 

511  VIOLLET LE DUC, EUGÈNE: “On Restoration” in On Restoration by E. Viollet-le-Duc and A Notice of his Works in Connection with the Historical Monuments of France, Ed. by 
Charles Wethered. London: Sampson Low, Marston Low and Seeable, 1985. P. 9.
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which must have existed originally.” (Viollet le Duc, p. 12). Therefore, according to Viollet le Duc, the goal of restoration is to achieve “a unity 
of style” (Viollet le Duc, p. 38) what implies hypothetical interpretation of what might be built in terms of historical and stylistic coherency of the 
building, while in structural terms he underlined the importance of improving material and structural condition of the same (Viollet le Duc, p. 46).

Viollet le Duc’s position is contrasted with John Ruskin’s opinion on heritage as a living organism, whereas Ruskin gave precedence to development 
and progress of architectural thought over the need for restoration, whereas by stating that “we may live without her [architecture], and worship 
without her, but we cannot remember without her”512, Ruskin restored cultural and historical role of architectural heritage in terms of preservation 
of memory. In these terms, by Ruskin, the quest on preservation of national architecture(s) is consequence of two important endeavors: to create 
memory of the present by introducing new architectural discourse and “the second, to preserve, as the most precious of inheritances, that of the 
past ages” (Rusin, p. 196). So, for Ruskin, architectural heritage is not important merely for its architectural and artistic singularity, but because of 
its cultural nature and as it is a historical symbol. Since “the greatest glory of a building is not in its stones, nor in its gold. Its glory is in its Age, 
and in that deep sense of voicefulness, of stern watching, of mysterious sympathy, nay, even of approval or condemnation, which we feel in walls 
that have long been washed by the passing waves of humanity” (Ruskin, p. 204); restoration of architectural heritage should aim to preserve the 
character of a building. And the character of a building can be found in its lifetime, on the marks which ages have left on asset’s architectural body, 
in transformations and alterations, as well as in “metaphorical or historical meaning” (Ruskin, p. 196) of a building or a site. For these reasons 
Ruskin rejects Viollet le Duc’s endeavor to achieve stylistic unity of an edifi ce as “false description of the thing destroyed” (Ruskin, p. 201). Thus, 
basically, Ruskin’s position in general advocates no-revitalization in case of endangered or destroyed heritage, since, by Ruskin, the restoration of 
architectural remains cannot lead to the recovery of building’s character, cannot restore lost spirit, building’s old life in which “some mysterious 
suggestion of what it had been and of what it had lost” (Ruskin, p. 217). What remains, by Ruskin, is the preservation of architectural heritage 
which, to him, was the most important aspect. And if building cannot be preserved, in Ruskin’s opinion, the inevitability of destruction should be 
accepted as such; since a fostering of lifetime has precedence over the impossible mission to bring the dead back to life. 

The dichotomy of these two quite opposite standpoints on heritage protection and restoration represented in Viollet le Duc’s and Ruskin’s standpoints 
defi ned the theory of architectural heritage to this day. The ambiguity  was deepened already in the 19th century with inputs from art historians, 

512  RUSKIN, JOHN: “The Lamp of Memory” in Selections from the Works of John Ruskin, Ed. by Chauncey B. Tinker. Charleston: BiblioBazaar, LLC, 2008. P. 195.  
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architects and designers such as William Morris and Aloïs Riegl, whereas the fi rst advocated Ruskin’s position513, while the latter advocated minimal 
intervention with different and singular approach in each case of restoration. Moreover, Riegl contributed to heritage protection and restoration 
policies development with the fi rst categorization of three types of monuments. This classifi cation was initially adopted and later further developed 
within heritage protections documents, charters and declarations.514 

Reigl thus made the difference between deliberate monuments as “a work of men erected for the specifi c purpose of keeping particular human 
deeds or destinies (…) alive and present in the consciousness of future generations;” (Reigel, p. 69) ‘art - historical monuments’ as works of art 
which possess  historical value, whereas by the term ‘historical’ Reigl supposed “all things that once were and are no longer” since “everything that 
once was can never be again, and that everything that once was forms an irreplaceable and inextricable link in a chain of development,” whereas 
the position on irreplaceability implied that “every monument of art is, without exception, a historical monument as well, since it represents a 
particular stage in the development of the fi ne arts for which no entirely equivalent replacement can be found;” (Reigel, p. 70) and fi nally ‘age-value 
monument’ which are representative of the passing of time and thus have commemorative value which has emotional and not merely documentation 
signifi cance. 

Thus, it can be perceived that already in the fi rst writings on heritage protection and revitalization several layers of the value of architectural 
heritage: artistic, historical, temporal (age), commemorative, i.e. symbolic, etc. began to differentiate. However, with the end of World War I, when 
iconoclasm began to gain shape of offi cial political tool, and when the modern discourse began to appear, theoretical works of above mentioned 
theorists, together with writings of other heritage theorists and art historians from the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century were 
transformed into fi rst offi cial legal documents of architectural heritage preservation. 

513  MORRIS, WILLIAM: “The Manifesto of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings” in Historical and Philosophical Issues in the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, Ed. by 
Nicholas Stanley Price, M. Kirby Talley Jr. & Alessandra Melucco Vaccaro. Los Angeles: Getty Conservation Institute, 1966. Pp. 319 – 321.

514  REIGEL, AlOÏS: “The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Essence and Its Development” in Historical and Philosophical Issues in the Conservation of Cultural Heritage, Ed. by 
Nicholas Stanley Price, M. Kirby Talley Jr. & Alessandra Melucco Vaccaro. Los Angeles: Getty Conservation Institute, 1966. Pp. 69 – 83.
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The destruction of urban environments in the First World War resulted with the need to approach reconstruction of architectural heritage from 
perspective of national and global cultural policies. On strengthening of endeavor to protect architecture from the past periods as cultural heritage 
moreover affected gaining reputation of modernist movement and its advocating for abandonment of historical perspective on architecture. Since 
policies adopted by CIAM515, as an organization that talked over the main tasks of modernism, until beginning of the 1930s already indicated the 
modernist strive to use architecture as tool for improvement of human life and instrument of construction of a new society might result with heritage 
destruction on a large scale, architectural historians and heritage preservation pledgers needed to respond to perceived threats. Thus, the response 
was given in form of organizing of The First International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments, which was held in 
Athens in 1931. The event, besides gathering individuals, theorists, architects and art historians interested in heritage protection for the fi rst time, 
moreover consolidated national efforts on heritage protection into an international movement. 

The First International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments produced and adopted the fi rst document on heritage 
protection - ‘The Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic Monuments’ (1931). The Athens Charter, consisting of seven resolutions, balances 
between Viollet le Duc’s and Ruskin’s standpoints on heritage preservation and restoration. The Charter gives precedence to preservation over 
restoration, but rejects Ruskin’s position on the needlessness of restoration in the case of heritage’s decay and destruction. Still, as the Charter 
advocates appreciation of each and every historic and artistic layer of the building, without giving primacy to any style of any given period,516 it 
likewise discards Viollet le Duc’s stance that called for achievement of stylistic unity of heritage through restoration. 

The intent to reconcile different views on heritage’s value and purpose resulted with the attribution of artistic, historic and scientifi c nature to 
historical monuments within the Athena Charter. However, giving equal importance to different natures of heritage set up a diffi cult task of assessing 
heritage’s value(s) before heritage preservation and revitalization professionals. Moreover, the Athena Charter combines different approaches on 
515  CIAM is an acronym for “Congrès internationaux d’architecture modern” ( the International Congresses of Modern Architecture), an organization founded in 1928 and deactivated in 
1959, which through organization of series of congresses that gathered most prominent modernists of the time, was infl uencing modernist policies in architectural, spatial and design domain. 

516  The Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic Monuments, adopted at the First International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monuments in 1931. Chapter I, 
Paragraph 4. 
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heritage revitalization, as it balances between recoveries of the original, authentic appearance of heritage, but at the same time advocates building’s 
structural strengthening and improvement in terms of materialization. Thus, although the Athena Charter encourages the anastylosis, recovery of 
original fragments of the heritage in the restoration, it permits the use of new techniques and materials in process of heritage’s reconstruction as 
long as they were different from the old original elements and materials. 

Finally, the Athena Charter gives the recommendation for protection of heritage’s landscape and urban surrounding, while at the same time 
advocates preservation and rehabilitation of building’s function. These two endeavors stress the social importance of heritage and the need for its 
cultural appropriation indicating that the Charter recognizes that architectural nature of heritage depends on its social signifi cance.

As already mentioned, heritage preservation consciousness relates to the post-war endeavor to recover architectural legacy of European cities 
after its immeasurable destruction during World War I and specially World War II. In that sense, destruction of whole cities as Dresden, Berlin, 
Warsaw, etc. in World War II posed a completely new task in front of heritage preservation and revitalization professionals - to reclaim destroyed 
space through determination of the set of principles for coexistence of the old and the new, i.e. preservation of space’s memories though heritage 
preservation in times of great new urbanist ventures.  

The above mentioned task was answered within ‘The Hague Convention for the Protection of the Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Confl ict’ 
(1954)517 which tried to ensure modalities for reduction of the risk of damage and destruction of cultural heritage in war confl icts and later adopted 
‘The Declaration of Dresden’ (1982) which vindicated restoration of historic centers or whole urban areas destroyed in World War II and other 
armed confl icts. 

The heritage protections policies were further developed within ‘The Venice Charter on Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites’, 
adopted on the Second International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Buildings in 1964. The Venice Charter transformed 
guidelines on heritage preservation presented in the Athens Charter into international standards that were to be followed by national heritage 

517  The Hague Convention of the Protection of the Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Confl ict, adopted by the United Nations Educational, Scientifi c and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) in 1954.
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protection authorities.

Likewise the Athena Charter, the Venice Charter acknowledges the dual nature of architectural heritage. The Venice Charter states that heritage is 
living witnesses of age-old traditions of people and their beliefs and that single architectural works and urban and rural settings are embodiments 
of signifi cant developments of its people.518 As the Venice Charter states that “a monument is inseparable from history to which it bears witness and 
from the setting in which it occurs,”519 it makes us observe that heritage has, beside artistic, historic and scientifi c, also a cultural signifi cance.520 

Although these assertions might be interpreted in terms of preservation of the physical integrity of heritage within certain spatial arrangement, they 
indicate the importance of heritage’s historicism, which results from social and cultural setting in which heritage ‘occurred’ and imply an intellection 
by which, in commemorative nature of heritage, the social context in which an architectural work was produced is represented. Therefore, this 
assertion might imply that the concept of cultural heritage preservation and revitalization is related to the concept of cultural identity defi nition. 
In these terms, endeavors for preservation and revitalization of architectural heritage might be observed through the prism of re-construction of 
cultural identity of some society in the determined period and a manipulation with the same for achieving political and ideological objectives.

Apart from above discussed, the Venice Charter further developed principles on heritage restoration. Insisting on protection of heritage’s artistic and 
historic value, the Venice Charter calls for respecting heritage’s unique nature by disregarding conjectures and false interpretations in restoration. 
In these terms, the Venice Charter, by stating “the valid contributions of all periods to the building of a monument must be respected, since unity of 
style is not the aim of a restoration,”521 absolutely discards Viollet le Duc’s standpoint for reaching the unity of style through restoration. However, 
since the Venice Charter allows the restoration of missing and destroyed parts of heritage through the use of modern techniques, as long as those 
do not detract value of traditional, original elements, a kind of interpretation is still permitted in restoration. 

518  The International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites: The Venice Charter, adopted at the Second International Congress of Architects and 
Technicians of Historic Monuments in 1964. Preamble and the Article 1. 

519  Ibid. Article 7.

520  Ibid. Article 3. 

521  Ibid. Articles 11 and 13.
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The heritage preservation policies were further developed within ‘The Norms of the Quito’522 (1967), which discussed the problematic of heritage 
preservation through the concept of ‘cultural tourism’. The importance of the Quito Norms thus lies in the indication that heritage might be 
perceived as a tool for touristic development, what resulted with adding economic value to its nature. 

The adoption of ‘The World Heritage Convention’ in 1972 by the General Conference of the United Nations Educational, Scientifi c and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO)523 transformed the initiative on preservation of heritage as an artistic, historic, scientifi c, cultural, social and economic 
asset into a global policy which should serve for enhancement of international economic and cultural processes. The adoption of the World 
Heritage Convention followed internationalization and globalization of national heritage protection activities. Thus, introduction of the term 
‘cultural heritage’ by the World Heritage Convention implies the effort to acknowledge an international, i.e. global character of heritage through 
consolidation of its different values: artistic, historic, social, spatial, etc. The introduction of the attribute ‘cultural’ therefore not only tended to 
consolidate national agendas on heritage preservation and revitalization into international policy, but moreover tended to reconcile different natures, 
values and signifi cances of heritage.

Furthermore, the World Heritage Convention approached the question of what ‘cultural heritage’ is. The differentiation of three categories of 
‘cultural heritage’: monuments, groups of buildings, and sites524 permitted establishing national and international inventories of cultural heritage 
assets. The perception of heritage as a cultural asset and establishing of three categories thus enabled perception of the universal value of heritage. 
In these terms, founding of ‘The World Heritage List’ and ‘The List of the World Heritage in Danger’525 is important in terms of increasing heritage’s 
signifi cance and consequently its value, while at the same time implying subordination of national agendas on use of heritage for pursuing politic 
and cultural objectives to international agenda on heritage employment as the globalization resource. Consequently, internationalization of cultural 
heritage only further emphasized its national signifi cance as from this moment states and communities, while promoting the universal character of 

522  Norms of Quito: Final Report of the Meeting on the Preservation and Utilization of Monuments and Sites of Artistic and Historical Value adopted by the International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) in 1967.

523  The Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, adopted at the Seventeenth Session of the General Conference of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientifi c and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) held in Paris from 17 October and 21 November 1972.

524  Ibid. Article 1. 
525  Ibid. Article 11.
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heritage located in their territories, simultaneously strived to enhance its national character. 

In addition to this, heritage was increasingly becoming issued for the purpose of touristic development. ‘The Charter on Cultural Tourism’, adopted 
in 1967, was the fi rst to acknowledge this function of heritage. The perception of heritage as touristic resource is further promoted through ‘The 
Charter for Sustainable Tourism’ (1995)526, ‘The Evora Appeal’ (1997)527 and ‘The International Cultural Tourism Charter’ (1999).528 Although 
all these documents perceive with a positive connotation the employment of heritage for development of touristic capacities of local communities, 
practicing the use of heritage as a tool for deployment of local economies, even more pronounced its agenda as a national asset.

In accordance with the above, it can be perceived that until the beginning of the 1980s, heritage already had to fulfi ll several agendas. Even though 
heritage was still appreciated for being singular work of art and culture, its status became increasingly more dependent on its historical signifi cance, 
or even merely commemorative value reviled in its aged character, giving importance to its social role. Moreover, as the process of cultural heritage 
globalization was progressing, the symbolic character of cultural heritage as ‘memorial relic’ of peoples, regions, nations became more pronounced. 
Therefore, the trend of cultural heritage globalization led to not only the transformation of heritage’s nature, but moreover produced a tension 
within nations as those strived to protect and preserve what was believed to be unique emblems of their cultural identity. Finally, cultural heritage 
became evaluated and estimated as a resource of touristic development of local communities, regions and nations. Giving cultural heritage value 
of an economic asset resulted in the use of heritage for achieving national social objectives, hidden behind the endeavor to sell (cultural) heritage 
as a national touristic product. 

While architecture deeply waded in the era of postmodernity, policies of cultural heritage protection became even more complex and versatile. 
The adoption of ‘The Declaration of Dresden on Reconstruction of Monuments Destroyed by War’529 resulted from the before mentioned need to 
overcome the destruction of buildings, sites and whole cities during World War II. 

526  The Charter for Sustainable Tourism, adopted by the World Conference on Sustainable Tourism in 1995

527  The Evora Appeal, adopted by the Organization of World Heritage Sites in 1997.

528  The International Cultural Tourism Charter on Managing Tourism at Places of Heritage Signifi cance, adopted by the ICOMOS in 1999.

529  The Declaration of Dresden on Reconstruction of Monuments Destroyed by War, adopted by the ICOMOS Symposia in 1982.
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The Declaration of Dresden in some respects overturned established protocols on heritage revitalization as it permits complete restoration not 
just of destroyed buildings, but moreover sites, entire historic areas or even cities. Therefore, by stating that: “The new interest in the intellectual 
acknowledgement of monuments has frequently given rise to the wish to restore a monument by reason of its meaning and impact, in addition to mere 
preservation. The type and scope of restoration have been and continue to be dependent on the signifi cance and specifi c character of the monument, 
on the extent of destruction, and of the cultural and political function attached to it;”530 whereas in the case of “severely damaged monuments (…) 
of great signifi cance”, and as even complete reconstruction of heritage becomes acceptable in an effort to “preserve the original substance of the 
monument,”531 the Declaration of Dresden justifi es the ‘interpretational reconstruction’ as an approach of cultural heritage revitalization. 

In regards to the objectives of the thesis, the importance of the Declaration of Dresden lies in the fact that it acknowledges spiritual signifi cance of 
built heritage. The Declaration of Dresden admits that the reason for reconstruction of heritage might not lie in the need to recover its scientifi c, 
artistic and historic signifi cance, but that it might be guided with political objectives.
The Declaration of Dresden gives cultural heritage the role of a cohesive factor between “peoples and their native lands”532 thus acknowledging 
that heritage revitalization might moreover serve social homogenization. And as social homogenization is driven by the wish to return to people a 
sense of their identity, heritage itself also gains another, symbolical, i.e. ideological attribute. 

The process of detection of versatile nature of cultural heritage through defi nition of its values and principles for its revitalization continued with 
the adoption of ‘The Nara Document on Authenticity’ (1994).533 The Nara Document notifi ed risks which processes of globalization and consequent 
national homogenization pose before heritage protection and thus by developing the concept of heritage’s authenticity intended to give importance 
in preservation of heritage’s different social and cultural layers534: “In a world that is increasingly subject to the forces of globalization and 
homogenization, and in a world in which the search for cultural identity is sometimes pursued through aggressive nationalism and the suppression 

530  Ibid. Articles 8 and 6.

531  Ibid. Article 5. 

532  Ibid. Article 1. 

533  The Nara Document on Authenticity, adopted by the ICOMOS Symposia in 1994.

534  Ibid. Preamble, 2.
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of the cultures of minorities, the essential contribution made by the consideration of authenticity in conservation practice is to clarify and illuminate 
the collective memory of humanity.”535

The call for protection of “diversity of cultures and heritage”536 with the cognition that “cultural heritage diversity exists in time and space, and 
demands respect for other cultures and all aspects of their belief systems”537 the Nara Document reveals that the concept of cultural heritage is 
tightly related to the concept of cultural identity. Furthermore, the Nara Document reveals that the nature of heritage depends on diverse cultural 
characters and contexts in which heritage was created and constructed, but as well is evaluated and preserved.538 This suggests that cultural heritage 
is a cultural construction and that the fragility of its cultural nature makes it susceptible to different interpretations and consequently manipulations. 
Notions given in the Nara Document were enhanced in ‘The Declaration of San Antonio’ (1996),539 which even strongly linked the two concepts: 
cultural heritage and cultural identity, with the fi rst being a representative of the second. In endeavor to confi rm that the singular nature of American 
heritage is product of specifi c circumstances in which that particular heritage was constructed The Declaration of San Antonio stated that: “the 
authenticity of (our) cultural heritage is directly related to our cultural identity.” This implies that language(s), societal structures, economic means, 
spiritual beliefs, values, ideas of different times and different social contributors are all represented in cultural heritage. Thus, by the Declaration 
of San Antonio the main worth of cultural heritage lies in its multicultural (‘pluri-cultural’) character, which, by the Declaration, illustrates the 
dynamic nature of cultural identity of society in which the heritage was created and is evaluated.540

The Declaration of San Antonio not only distinctly correlates the concept of cultural heritage with the concept of cultural identity, but it furthermore 
connects it with the notion of national identity, as the Declaration states that “the cultural identity is the core of community and national life, it is the 

535  Ibid. Preamble, 4.

536  Ibid. Article 5. 

537  Ibid. Article 6.

538  Ibid. Articles 11 and 12. 

539  The Declaration of San Antonio, adopted by the ICOMOS Symposia in 1996.

540  Ibid. Article 1.
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foundation on our cultural heritage and its conservation.”541 But, as the Declaration underlines diversity as the main characteristic of the American 
national identity,542 it once again emphasizes the need for equal assessment of “the values of the majorities and the minorities without imposing a 
hierarchical predominance of any one culture and its values over those of others.”543 

Nonetheless, the Declaration of San Antonio acknowledged another important characteristic of (cultural) heritage: its potential to be manipulated 
for negative purposes: “When taking into account the value of heritage sites as related to cultural identity, the Americas face a global problem of 
cultural homogenization, which tends to dilute and erase local values in favor of those that are being advanced universally, often as stereotyped 
illusions with commercial ends. This weakens the role of heritage sites. While we accept the importance of traditional values as an instrument in 
ethnic and national identity, we reject their use to promote exacerbated nationalism and other confl icting attitudes that would lead our continent 
away from mutual respect and a permanent peace.”544

If the nature of (cultural) heritage is susceptible to manipulation, then the valorization of heritage’s character should be approached with great 
care. The Declaration of San Antonio points out that in the process of valorization of cultural heritage’s history and signifi cance “variations in 
the meaning and values of a site may at times be in confl ict, and while that confl ict needs to be mediated, it may, in fact, enrich the value of the 
heritage site by being the point of convergence of the values of various groups. The history of a site should not be manipulated to enhance the 
dominant values of certain groups over those of others.”545 By the Declaration, the symbolic and representative nature of heritage is embodied in 
its material elements546 as “Over time, heritage sites have come to possess a testimonial value - which may be aesthetic, historic or otherwise - that 
is readily evident to most of society. In addition to the testimonial value, there are less evident documentary values that require an understanding 
of the historic fabric in order to identify their meaning and their message. Since the documentary value responds to evolving questions posed by 

541  Ibid. Article 1.

542  “No nation in the Americas has a single national identity; our diversity makes up the sum of our national identities”. Ibid. Article 1

543  The Declaration of San Antonio, adopted by the ICOMOS Symposia in 1996. Article 1. 

544  Ibid. Article 1.

545  Ibid. Article 2. 

546  Ibid. Article 3. 
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the community over time, it is important that the material evidence, defi ned in terms of design, materials, manufacture, location, and context be 
preserved in order to retain its ability to continue to manifest and convey those concealed values to present and future generations.”547 

Finally, as the Declaration approaches the question of heritage’s revitalization, the concept of cultural heritage becomes related to the concept of 
memory. The document partly opposes standpoint given in the Declaration of Dresden, as it rejects ‘interpretational reconstruction’ of heritage 
with clarifi cation that such an approach cannot “represent the meaning of a site as understood in a given moment.” Thus, by noticing that “some 
national policies indicate that what is lost can only be part of our memory and not our heritage,”548 the document attempted to approach the 
defi nition of intangible, spiritual character of a tangible heritage, whereas by the Declaration of San Antonio intangible value of heritage lies in its 
commemorative nature, in its embodiment of cultural identity of peoples and society: “Beyond the material evidence, heritage sites can carry a deep 
spiritual message that sustains communal life, linking it to the ancestral past. This spiritual meaning is manifested through customs and traditions 
such as settlement patterns, land use practices, and religious beliefs. The role of these intangibles is an inherent part of the cultural heritage, and 
as such, their link to the meaning of the tangible elements of the sites must be carefully identifi ed, evaluated, protected and interpreted. The goal 
of preserving memory and its cultural manifestations must be approached by aiming to enrich human spirituality, beyond the material aspect. 
Historic research and surveys of the physical fabric are not enough to identify the full signifi cance of a heritage site, since only the concerned 
communities that have a stake in the site can contribute to the understanding and expression of the deeper values of the site as an anchor to their 
cultural identity.”549

The theoretical nature of the Declaration of San Antonio was translated into practical guidelines for management with cultural heritage in ‘The 
Burra Charter for Places of Cultural Signifi cance’ (1999).550 Already in the preamble, The Burra Charter acknowledged that “aesthetic, historic, 
scientifi c, social or spiritual” values of heritage, i.e. place, which the Charter defi nes as “site, area, land, landscape, group of buildings, buildings 
or other works of cultural signifi cance” are embodied in the place itself, “its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, records, related places and 

547  The Declaration of San Antonio, adopted by the ICOMOS Symposia in 1996. Article 3.

548  Ibid. Article 3.

549  Ibid. Article 4.

550  The Burra Charter for Places of Cultural Signifi cance, adopted by Australia ICOMOS Charter in 1999.
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related objects.”551 Moreover, the Burra Charter acknowledges that heritage is a “tangible expression of (Australian) identity and experience” and 
as such represents an apparatus for connection of “community and landscape, to the past and to lived experience.”552 Therefore, the management 
of places of cultural signifi cance through their maintenance, preservation, restoration and reconstruction, adaptation, introduction of new work, 
enhancement of use, retaining of associations and meanings, interpretation and managing of change553 should enable conservation of physical 
remains (fabric) and intangible character (meanings) of such a places,554 in order to in that way enable  transmission of characteristics of cultural 
identity from past to future generations.
Revision of documentation on heritage preservation and revitalization reveals that just a century of development of heritage protection policies have 
‘moved far away’ from Viollet le Duc and Ruskin’s ‘simplistic’ questioning on what heritage’s predominant assessment is - its aesthetic value or its 
historical character. The concept of heritage preservation in the present is far more complex since heritage is attributed with multitude of values: 
aesthetic, artistic, historical, temporal, senescent (antiquity), traditional, cultural, social, economic, touristic, memorial, symbolic, etc. Moreover, 
as cultural heritage is perceived not only as a relic of the past, but moreover as an instrument for governing present and future, it cannot longer 
be assessed as ‘a simple object’ but as complex device through which society (re)defi nes its cultural identity and negotiates its position in a world 
defi ned by turbulent globalized times.

Therefore, it appears that the processes of assessment, preservation and revitalization of built heritage, should be reassessed and revised. The 
revision of these processes is given here through the analysis of preservation and revitalization of architectural works of representative character 
built in ex-Yugoslav territories between 1945 and 1990, analyzed and presented in the fi rst chapter. The fi nal objective of such a revision is to enable 
refl ection on if and how the architectural value of built heritage is dependent on (assessment of) its cultural, social and historical character.

551  Ibid. Article 1. 

552  Ibid. Preamble. 

553  Ibid. Articles 16 – 27.

554  Ibid. Articles 1, 3, 14, 15, 24 and 27
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Contemporary analyses of the concept of cultural heritage approach it as changeable category constructed within different social perspectives, 
cultural frameworks and historical circumstances, in other words, from the position that: “The heritage is more than a set of goods, it is a social 
construction. It is society that gives meaning and content to the heritage, recognizing certain buildings, places, objects, costumes and people traces 
of its identity.”555

While developing theoretical postulates for this part of the thesis importance is given to Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge’s analysis of “A 
Geography of Heritage”556 which departs from the position that heritage is a culturally constructed category which acts as means for representation 
of identity, and an economic commodity; which upon its distribution serves to enhance the processes of regional development, regeneration and 
tourism.557 Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge observed that the concept of heritage preservation is a modern construction which emanated from 
the processes of national legitimization and affi rmation. “Heritage is a primary instrument in the ‘discovery’ or creation and subsequent nurturing 
of a national identity. Nationalism, and a representation of the past designated as ‘national heritage’, developed synchronously as the ‘nation’ was 
asserted over communities defi ned by other spatial scales or social relationships.”558

By Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge heritage can be, i.e. is employed in processes of national identifi cation, whereas it can be used to support 
or challenge existing power structures.559 The ‘ideological’ use of heritage by Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge operates “through the idea of 
representation”560, as heritage represents means through which representations are being interpreted, and in such a way constructed and transmitted. 

555  HERNANDEZ MARTINEZ, ASCENSIÓN: “Desde una perspectiva histórica” in Documentos para la Historia de la Restauracion, Ed. by Ascensión Hernández Martinez. Zaragoza: 
Universidad, Departamento del Historia de Arte, 1999, P. 114.

556  GRAHAM, BRIAN; ASHWORTH, G. J.; TUNBRIDGE, J. E.: A Geography of Heritage. London: Arnold, Hodder Headline Group, 2004.

557  Ibid. Pp. 1 – 5.

558  Ibid. P. 12.

559  Ibid. P. 25.

560  Ibid. P. 2. 
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Thus, heritage becomes one of main mechanisms concerned with production and exchange of meaning. On the other hand, by Hall,561 the construction 
and exchange of meanings, through their production and reproduction is the main task of  culture as such,562 whereas  meaning, by Graham, 
Ashworth and Tunbridge “is marked by our identity, and is being produced and exchanged through social interaction in a variety of media; it is also 
being produced through consumption.”563

If the position of Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge on “the conceptualization of heritage as meaning rather than artifact” (Graham, Ashworth, 
Tunbridge, p. 5) and consequent thesis on “heritage as a knowledge, a cultural product and a political resource” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 
18) is adopted as accurate, than the idea on preservation and evaluation of modern built heritage challenges this position. First, the modern movement 
departed from the premise that architecture should be liberated of any meaning and reference. In these terms, even as modern architecture indeed 
had a social and ideological agenda, the postmodern turnover revealed that such an agenda was of utopian character. Since modernist movement 
was not able to carry through the idea on improvement of living conditions and consequent overall change of social relations through architecture, 
heritage of modernism has been emptied of meaning in terms in which Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge study the concept. 

On the other hand, Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge perceive heritage as a social construction, whereas the process of its cultural and social 
signifi cation is “based [up]on the present use of the past in order to project aspects of itself into an imagined future” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, 
p. 2). In these terms, the main characteristic of heritage becomes its representativeness. The representative nature of heritage reveals it as means 
by which the society, through an interpretation of the past, strives to enhance certain vision and idea of the future. In such a process of heritage’s 
meaning signifi cation, coding and decoding “the concept of time has remained central: heritage is a view from the present, either backward to a 
past or forward to a future” whereas “the perspective is (…) shaped by current concerns and predispositions” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 2). 
Thus, if “heritage is that part of the past which we select in the present for contemporary purposes, be they economic, cultural, political or social,” 
(Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 17) if it is a tie that, through legitimization of power positions in the present, bridges the gap between interpreted 
past and the envisioned future(Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 18-19), the idea on the preservation of modern built heritage, and consequently 

561  HALL, STUART: Representation: Cultural Representation and Signifying Practices. London: Sage/Open University, 1997. P. 3. 

562  Ibid. P. 3 

563  GRAHAM, BRIAN; ASHWORTH, G. J.; TUNBRIDGE, J. E.: A Geography of Heritage. London: Arnold, Hodder Headline Group, 2004. P. 3. 
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heritage built in the period of socialism, again infringes the given thesis. 

The modern architecture departed from the premise of interruption of all references and any connections with the past. In the same way, the ideology 
socialism strived to achieve the same. Thus, modern architectural heritage built during the socialist period in Yugoslavia, but also in other former 
communist, socialist societies, should be observed as a gap and not a link, appearing between the past and the present. In these terms architectural 
heritage from the socialist period, even as it “underpins the idea of continuity and its essentially modernist ethos of progressive, evolutionary social 
development”, conveys it in a quite opposite manner as contemporary society perceives the progress and evolution since it has problems delivering 
the message on “the status of antecedence”. Therefore, as it does not manage to “connect the present to the past in an unbroken trajectory” (Graham, 
Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 18) its symbolic signifi cance becomes the void that needs to be bridged if it is wished to preserve its architectural value.

By developing the concept of heritage as cultural and social construction, Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge notice that heritage, through 
discourses of inclusion and exclusion, has an important function in validation and legitimization of an identity approach of the concept of cultural 
identity(Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 18). However, Graham, Ashwort and Tunbridge approach the subject of (cultural) identity construction 
exclusively through the concept of ‘Otherness’ as they noticed how heritage serves as a tool for enhancement of homogenization or an object that 
through embodiment of confl icting beliefs, values and aspirations (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 18) facilitates group(s) exclusion. Thus, 
Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge inseparably and strongly connect the concept of heritage protection and revitalization connected with the process 
of an identity construction. 

But as it will be presented in the rest of the analysis, the problem of cultural identity validation is far more complex than as approached by Graham, 
Ashworth and Tunbridge, since the concept of cultural identity construction can be departed from three positions: essentialist, constructivist and the 
concept of ‘Otherness’, whereas the last can be perceived either as a sub-concept to the constructivist perspective on identity construction, or as an 
independent concept steaming from the same. Thus, different perceptions of cultural identity construction are refl ected within processes of heritage 
protection, degradation and revitalization. Finally, Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge approached the subject of correlation between heritage and 
ideology in terms of role of heritage in supporting or challenging structures of power and dominant ideologies(Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 
25).
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In approaching the question of employment of heritage for dispersal of ideology they noticed that “a ruling elite upon assuming power must capture 
‘cultural capital’ – the ‘accumulated cultural productivity of society and also the criteria of taste for the selection and valuation of such products’ 
(Ashworth, 1944, p. 20) – if it is to legitimate its exercise of power.” In those terms, “because the medium is the message, the same heritage artifacts 
support different ideologies; the object remains but its message changes” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 25.

This theory can be confi rmed in the case of assessment, protection and revitalization of heritage of representative character built in the socialist 
period in ex-Yugoslav territories, whereas conversion of visual and functional aspects of heritage in question had to be carried out in order to 
preserve their architectural value. Thus, preservation of architectural value of heritage (in question) depends on meeting contemporary society’s 
endeavors and necessities. In that sense, the thesis intends to perceive how heritage in question might meet cultural and social necessities of post-
Yugoslav societies and in such a way return heritage to their embrace. 

On the other hand, if architecture, as it has been discussed in the fi rst chapter, is considered for the knowledge, a discourse per se, then we can 
notice the difference that can be established in approaching architecture in the present and the past. This means that architecture, as omnipresent 
and transcendental discourse, imposes itself upon current ideological endeavors. As much as it seems that architecture can and/or is guided and 
manipulated by ideological and social endeavors, still, as pure knowledge, it is independent from ideologies and current social fl ows. In other words, 
architecture, as omnipresent technical, structural, engineering and artistic language, is superior to ideological, political and cultural endeavors.
However, in terms of architecture as legacy this potential disappears. This means that, since heritage’s architectural potential is depending on 
cultural, social and ideological interpretations, in case of heritage, the ideology, as political, social and economic driven system of beliefs, meanings 
and ways of constituting and governing the society(es), seems to gain precedence over architecture as  knowledge and  discourse.  

Finally, Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge’s thesis of heritage as “an economic commodity” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 3) which can be 
“a prime element” in fostering “regional development and regeneration, urban planning and tourism” (Graham, Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 5) and 
“the most important single resource” for development of consumption, tourism and leisure policies of nations’ and local communities’(Graham, 
Ashworth, Tunbridge, p. 20) can be questioned through observing the subject from the point of view of economic potential of representative heritage 
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built in the socialist period in ex-Yugoslav territories. Because of the lesser potential for enhancement of tourism of modern architectural heritage 
(postmodern heritage seems to be quite opposite case), and since aesthetic values of built heritage from the socialist period seem to have been 
jeopardized by its cultural and social insignifi cance, heritage in question seems to have no capital to be commoditized as an economic resource. 
However, as the remainder of the thesis will disclose, only memorials and memorial sites commemorating World War II atrocities and victories 
built in the socialist period in ex-Yugoslav territories reveal the potential to be commoditized as potent economic resources. However, in order for 
memorial assets to achieve that objective, their symbolical content has to be released of ideological burden. Or, on the contrary, their ideological 
importance has to be recovered in order for them to regain their cultural signifi cance.

But, besides the concept of ideology, in which endeavors on cultural signifi cation, political use and manipulation with heritage and its economic 
commodifi cation are contained, the essential concept in approaching the problematic of heritage valorization is the concept of memory. From the 
concept of memory emanates the idea of heritage being used as tool in the process of re-construction of the cultural identity. Moreover, the notion 
of ‘authenticity’, i.e. originality of heritage in aesthetical terms also emanates from the notion of heritage as denominator of memory and instrument 
for collective commemoration. Therefore, in order to enable the analysis into why and how the heritage of representative character built between 
1945 and 1990 in ex-Yugoslav territories is jeopardized because of its memorial nature, we are fi rst to investigate the nature of memory itself. 
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Motives for negligence of heritage of representative character built in the period from 1945 to 1990 in ex-Yugoslav territories regarding the concept 
of memory are twofold: fi rst, the heritage in question might been disregarded because of its socialist and Yugoslav character, which is perceived as 
uncomfortable since new post-socialist, post-Yugoslav societies tend to re-construct their identities through the emphasis of national particularities 
and acceptance of the currents of capitalist ideology; secondly, architectural works in question might be hard to perceive as heritage because of their 
modern nature and thus the qualities of these works in postmodernist evaluation of modernism are sometimes perceived as faults. 

The modernism, in principle, strived to reject tradition and break away from the past. In that sense, modernism disregarded memory as constructive 
element, an instrument from which any new idea could emerge. Since modernism was preoccupied with the future, and not the past, the main 
objective of modernism became the strive for progress that, by modernist thought, was achievable through technical and scientifi c development. 
In that sense, architectural evolution was only possible if architecture was perceived from a new point of view, whereas new aesthetical postulates 
would emerge from technical, structural and material progress achieved in the fi eld of construction. New architectural thought conceived that way 
would thus symbolize procreation of a new society on completely new beliefs. Therefore, Le Corbusier’s statement: “It is the question of building 
which lies at the root of the social unrest of today; architecture or revolution”564 might can be read as a call for revolution within architecture, but 
as well might be understood as a call for use of architecture as an instrument of the revolution, an instrument which would enable social progress 
in the world.  

Thus, in order to enable progress, architecture, as well as the society, had to be liberated from commemorative burdens. Thus, one of the main 
objectives of modernism was forgetting, not commemoration. As in accordance with Ernest Renan’s writing “the essence of a nation is that all the 
individuals share a great many things in common and that they also have forgotten same things”,565 the second half of the 20th century marked the 

564  LE CORBUSIER: Towards a New Architecture. London: Butterworth Architecture, 1989. P. 269.

565  FORTY, ADRIAN: “Introduction” in The Art of Forgetting, Ed. by Adrian Forty and Susanne Küchler. Oxford & New York: Berg, 199. P. 7.
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urge of the Western society to forget its national particularities and traditions in order to be able to forget the atrocities of two world wars, make 
peace among nations and move on to wellbeing, democracy and peace in the world. That was how the progress marked forgetting as a positive 
endeavor, while remembering implied stagnancy, retrogression or even decline.

The endeavor to strip naked societies and globalize their cultural identities disturbed the symbolic order of things, whereas signs were losing their 
meanings and objects their signifi cance, until fi nally both were transformed into bare self-images. Authenticity, in such a new order became, as 
Walter Benjamin noticed, a lost feature of things now produced upon mechanical fabrication of identical order, whereas the signifi cance could no 
longer be found within the object itself, but in the process of its creation and production.566 

For the same objective modernism attempted to discharge architecture of meaning, as it focused only on its artistic and constructive features. But 
in such an attempt architecture ended being emptied of sensation since modernism did not manage to reach the stage where architecture would 
impose its visual potentials on learned ways of visual perception. On the other hand, as modernist efforts of creation of a new reality through 
architecture also ended being just a utopian fantasy, a kind of representative vacuum was created, whereas, as M. Christine Boyer observed: “It 
is modernity that must be criticized for taking a wrong turn, causing societies to lose all connection with the nature of objects and any fascination 
with the transformative quality of things. Stripped of all sensuous associations and devoid of origins, the alienated and reifi ed objects of modernity 
unleashed only the nostalgic desire for experiences and memories that never can be fulfi lled.”567

From this so called ‘zero moment’ of modernism emerges postmodernist endeavor on retrieving of ‘lost identities’. In these terms, not only that 
postmodernism tries to recover lost meanings, signifi cances and symbolisms within/of architecture, but moreover in occasions when the link 
between the past and the present is completely erased, even invents the same. Therefore, the attempt to connect seemingly disconnected realities and 
traditions results in referential, but as well a kind of speculative, synthetic, abstract architectural discourse, which is full of allusions and intentions.

Furthermore, postmodernism, as explained in the fi rst chapter, characterize processes of fragmentation and refraction. The fragmentation is 
consequence of contemporary society’s endeavor to objectivize and globalize the world and make it unambiguous. This objective was responded 

566  BENJAMIN, WALTER: The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction. London: Penguin, 2008.

567  BOYER, M. CHRISTINE: The City of Collective Memory: Its Historical Imagery and Architectural Entertainments. Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1994. P. 192.
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with the search for differences and particularities within different cultural and social frameworks. In such a dystopic world where differences are 
becoming more and more important, search for past references gained importance. But, the memory of the past is vague, and therefore, as Boyer 
observed, tradition and past need to be (re)invented through a series of images of what it was ‘once like’. However, as Boyer well noticed “the 
city’s history was never reproducible or restorable to a ‘once-upon-a-time’ except as a fl attened two-dimensional account or a narration of mythical 
proportion.”568 Therefore, this postmodernist endeavor achieves quite the opposite: in order to recuperate the past it creates false memories and thus 
instead of recuperating it, reinvents it. The past is fabricated through origination of “synthetic memories”569, i.e. invented visual images emptied of 
any true representative and meaningful content. This, in architecture, results with design of synthetic buildings whose abstract forms have lost the 
potency to convey meaning. That was how the postmodernist attempt to originate reference resulted in so called ‘souvenir architecture’ which does 
not have potential to empower the search for lost memories, while having no peculiar, memorial value.

All the above discussed infl uenced the perception and evaluation of modernist heritage in postmodernist times. The heritage of modernism thus 
ends being perceived as a-historical (not in terms of being false, but of belonging to time outside history), anachronous and obtrusive in regards to 
the sense of cultural continuity. So, although many architectural works of modernism have been acknowledged and listed as architectural heritage 
of signifi cance, they are still not appreciated in terms of massive appropriation as it is diffi cult for people to consider them as their cultural heritage. 

In terms of heritage preservation practices, while the urge to preserve heritage from past epochs might be driven by the assessment of its historic, 
cultural, social, etc. signifi cance, preservation of modernist heritage departs from distinguishing mostly architectural masterpieces as items of 
particular importance. Therefore, in case of preservation of modernist heritage a whole range of architectural works of lesser aesthetical value, 
which might be of social and cultural signifi cance, are still not considered as cultural heritage.  However, contemporary heritage protection practices 
slowly move away from protection of emblematic modernist architectural works to the assessment of the value of heritage of ‘lesser’ architectural, 
but higher social value. This change in approach resulted from endeavors and initiatives, such as those of DOCOMOMO and ICOMOS ISC 20C 
Committee570, to promote modernist works as heritage which not only has aesthetic value, but bears the memory on an attempt to completely change 

568  Ibid. P. 187.

569  Ibid. P. 131.

570  DOCOMOMO is an acronym for ‘International Working Party for Documentation and Conservation of Buildings, Sites and Neighborhoods of the Modern Movement’, an 
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people’s lifestyle. 

However, since it seems that values of modernism have vanished, disoriented postmodernist society has diffi culty in keeping alive the memory 
of modernism in terms of operative beliefs, ideas and teachings, what has altogether led to diffi culties in appropriation of modernist heritage. 
Nevertheless, when the given problem is approached from the perspective of assessment of modernist heritage in societies of different cultural 
background (in this case socialist ones) we perceive how value of the heritage in question is doubly questioned: besides the postmodernist opposition 
to modernism, it is evaluated on the post-socialist perception of socialism. In these terms, the memory of socialism makes it furthermore diffi cult 
to approach and assess already labile and jeopardized the concept of modern heritage. 



The intent to perceive how the loss of symbolical and cultural signifi cance infl uenced the state of condition of heritage in question and its aesthetic 
attributes is analyzed here from the point of view of the problem of appropriation of given heritage within ex-Yugoslav societies. As already said, 
the value of heritage can be found in its architectural and spatial features, but as well in contribution of thought, design and concept of cultural 
and social progress. Therefore, the evaluation of heritage’s signifi cance should be approached from perspective of evaluation of its tangible and 
intangible values. This implies that heritage might be signifi cant because its psychical remains represent special worth in artistic and conceptual 
terms or because the work in the given moment embodied the idea of progress. 

The idea of heritage’s symbolic signifi cance here is studied through two theories: the concept of memory and the concept of cultural identity, 
whereas the latter is developed from the fi rst, since it is considered that heritage, as a material artifact, should serve as physical instrument for 
transmission of abstract content - the memory, in order to preserve and re-construct cultural identity.

As discussed in subchapters concerned with heritage preservation policies and Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge’s theory of construction of 

international organization founded in 1988 with the intent to gather and exchange information which would facilitate and enhance the protection of preservation of 20th century heritage. 
ICOMOS ISC 20C Committee is an acronym for ‘ICOMOS International Scientifi c Committee on 20th Century Heritage’, a subdivision of ICOMOS (the International Council on Monuments 
and Sites) dedicated to promotion of identifi cation, conservation and presentation of 20th century heritage places.  
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heritage signifi cance, these two concepts are fundamental for understanding how some (architectural) work becomes heritage. Still, the analysis 
does not disregard the value of heritage as economic commodity and consequently a tool for touristic exploitation. But, as it was clarifi ed in the 
previous subchapter, since the heritage in question has seemingly lost its economic potential, in the remainder of the analysis this impotency would 
be disregarded as the focus is put on discomforts proceeding from symbolical evaluation of heritage in question as ‘socialist’ and ‘Yugoslav’. This 
focusing is in accordance with the thesis’s objective to perceive that the process of evaluation and appropriation of heritage in question in post-
Yugoslav socialites is socially or architecturally determined. 

Hence, the starting point for further consideration is the position that heritage in question is diffi cult to appropriate because it has lost cultural 
signifi cance. In other words, heritage in question cannot, or is hard to be used, in processes of re-construction of cultural identities of Yugoslav 
successor states. However, as the process of the re-construction of cultural identity(es) assumes re-interpretation of traditions, beliefs, characteristics 
and features of society(es) in order to achieve greater cohesion of the same and, as the concept of collective remembrance, to idea of transmission 
of values, beliefs, ideas, traditions is related; those two concepts are correlated in order to enable observation on how this connection infl uences the 
process of heritage evaluation.

In terms of signifi cation of (representative) value of architectural heritage, (collective) memory has a diversiform role: it is a memory of techniques 
of design and construction, contained in its tangible features, while it also denotes symbolical and historical purport of the work, which are contrary 
to the intangible nature. 

Émile Durkheim was the fi rst to identify the concept of collective memory571 while Maurice Halbwachs developed it further.572 Halbwachs’ analysis 
of the characteristics of individual and collective memory remains essential in terms of phenomenological defi nition of the concept and thus the 
analysis of the memory of socialism and Yugoslavia would here be approached from Halbwachs’ theoretical position. 

The memory, either individual or collective, is socially determined, as “it is in society that people normally acquire their memories. [And] It is also 

571  DURKHEIM, ÉMILE: The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. London: George Allen & Unwin LTD, 1964. 

572  HALBWACHS, MAURICE: “The Social Frameworks of Memory” in On Collective Memory, Ed. By Lewis A. Coser. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1992. 
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in society that they recall, recognize, and localize their memories” (Halbwachs, p. 37). Therefore, since “memory depends on social environment” 
(Halbwachs, p. 37) it implies that not only memories are produced within certain social milieu and framework, but also that their recalling depends 
on society’s cultural needs and ideological perceptions. In these terms Halbwachs asserted that there could not be such a thing as an authentic 
collective memory since even individual, i.e. personal memory is socially conditioned. 

This means that personal memory emerges from individual perception of external, thus socially determined reality and therefore “there are no 
perceptions that can be called purely exterior, since when a member of the group perceives an object, he gives it a name and arranges it into a 
specifi c category,” because an individual “conforms to the group’s conventions, which supply his thought as they supply the thought of others” 
(Halbwachs, p. 168). Consequently, every memory is produced within ‘collective perception’ since “there are no perceptions without recollections 
[as well as] there are no recollections which can be said to be purely interior” and “there is hence no memory without perception” (Halbwachs, p. 
168 - 169). Moreover, besides a memory being produced in a determined social context, the act of remembering is only possible within society. For 
that reason every process of remembering and retention conditions society’s current necessities and interests. Thus, even though memory seems to 
emerge from the past, it becomes a matter of socially charged present. 

For those reasons Halbwachs rejected the idea of “past in itself preserved within individual memories” (Halbwachs, p. 173). As every person belongs 
to some social framework, it is in the interplay, the interweaving of personal and group necessities where a memory is constructed, “the individual 
remembers by placing himself in the perspective of the group, but one may also affi rm that the memory of the group realizes and manifests itself 
in individual memories” (Halbwachs, p. 40).

Still, besides pointing out how every memory is socially determined, Halbwachs explained how collective memory is constructed. There he made 
the distinction between ‘social/collective frameworks for memory’ and ‘collective memory’(Halbwachs, p. 38 - 39) whereas by the fi rst he assumed 
a cultural and social framework, both the time and place in which memory is constructed and revoked. On the other hand, collective memory is 
a convenient perception of the past where by Halbwachs “the past cannot be preserved but only reconstructed in accordance with present social 
needs and ideas(Halbwachs, p. 40), while “collective frameworks are, to the contrary, precisely the instruments used by the collective memory to 
reconstruct an image of the past which is in accord, in each epoch, with the predominant thoughts of the society” (Halbwachs, p. 40). Collective 
frameworks may however change upon the need of the society to modify its conventions in order to preserve its internal coherence or facilitate the 
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fl ow of certain cultural and ideological programme with an aim to enable preservation of current social relations or their reversion (Halbwachs, p. 
172 - 173). The theme of ‘manipulation’ with memory has been partially explained in the fi rst chapter on the case of employment of memory of 
World War II and antifascist struggle by Yugoslav authorities with an aim to conduct cultural and social plans on construction and representation 
of Yugoslav socialist identity. 

Thus, we can differentiate between two parameters for valorization of the heritage in question: First, upon Halbwachs’ distinction of collective 
frameworks in which memory is produced and recalled, it could be perceived that the heritage in question, as built in the framework of socialist 
Yugoslavia, is being considered as socialist and Yugoslav. On the other hand, the representative character of heritage in question marks the notion 
of collective memory created in the period of socialism on ideas of brotherhood and unity and antifascism.

In the remainder of the analysis of memory as a socially conditioned creation Halbwachs remarked that memory belongs to “the system of social 
representations” (Halbwachs, p. 42) which defi ne a system of conventions and totalities (Halbwachs, p. 43 - 44). In such a social milieu, or better 
to say, an order of representations, memory serves to defi ne individual’s position within a group and/or a society, and in such a way enables the 
group’s/the society’s cohesion. But memory also has a task to establish and communicate a relation between an individual and the group/the society 
and defi ne position of the group in regards to other groups, either in temporal or spatial terms. In that sense, memory becomes a tool in the process 
of re-construction of individual and cultural identity as “we preserve memories of each epoch in our lives, and these are continually reproduced; 
through them, as by a continual relationship, a sense of our identity is perpetuated” (Halbwachs, p. 47). This means that memory can no longer 
be defi ned as a category established in the past, but becomes a concept grounded in the present. Therefore, in order to confi rm and contribute to 
construction of “present realities” the “illusory appearance of the past” (Halbwachs, p. 49) is originated within/by the memory(Halbwachs, p. 47). 

From that follows that memories cease to exist as passive internal feelings and that they can only exist as operative ideas, practices (in term of 
rituals) and judgments (Halbwachs, p. 176). In these terms society uses memories to construct and transmit their beliefs, principles and ideas and 
from there originates the use of memory as an instrument for homogenization of a group or society. Since, as Halbwachs observed, “society can 
live only if its institutions rest on potent collective beliefs” (Halbwachs, p. 187), memory has the central role in construction and reconstruction 
of collective identities upon transmission and transformation of collective beliefs. Finally, Halbewachs’ observation that “one can escape from a 
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society only by opposing to it another society” (Halbwachs, p. 49) and thus that “society will abandon its ancient beliefs only if it is assured of 
fi nding others” (Halbwachs, p. 187) is more than valuable in terms of approaching the second part of the analysis.

In the process of re-construction of collective identity of the society, memory has a double role: at the same time it affi rms current social and cultural 
practices by enrooting them as traditions and beliefs, while it, as being convoked in the present, transforms the same into ideas and conventions on 
which society operates. Thus, as Halbwachs observed, since “social thought is essentially a memory”, and since “its entire content consists only of 
collective recollections or remembrances” (Halbwachs, p. 189), the present becomes dependent on the past and a memory becomes a teaching, a 
notion, or a symbol taking on a meaning, an element on which society’s system of ideas and practices is built (Halbwachs, p. 188). 

The question of preservation and evaluation of built heritage of representative character constructed in ex-Yugoslav territories in the period 1945-
1990, the processes of remembering and forgetting have a crucial role. Recalling of socialist period within new collective frameworks from 
precisely opposing standpoint, determined with confl icting beliefs, ideas and ideology, has produced an uncomfortable relation towards collective 
memory from the socialist period. Moreover, as heritage in question was built to represent ideological and social endeavors of Yugoslav socialist 
society, the change of one system of social representation with another, more than infl uenced the process of evaluation of the heritage in question.

The conventions and totalities on which cultural identities of societies in the countries that have emerged after Yugoslavia’s dissolution are built, 
thus are based upon the rejection of memory on Yugoslavia and socialism and accordingly collective memories perpetuated during the period. This 
means that the system of beliefs and values on which contemporary Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Kosovar, Montenegrin 
and Macedonian societies operate might not be determined as post-socialist or post-Yugoslav, but even as anti-socialist and anti-Yugoslav. The 
reason for the fi rst antagonism, as Tanja Petrović noticed, is perception of socialism as “inadequate past and exclusively as totalitarian system of 
whose heritage ex socialist societies has to be liberated of.”573 In these terms, socialism is evaluated as a retrogressive system, which, if the idea of 
progress is perceived in terms of a historical fl ow from the past to the present and territorial course from the West to the East, has to be abundantly 
abandoned in order for ex-socialist societies to be assessed as developed. On the other hand, confl icts in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
Kosovo and atrocities left by the same contributed to the negative assessment of Yugoslavia, both as a state and concept. 

573  PETROVIĆ, TANJA: Yuropa: Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade, Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 10. 
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Thus, the societies which once shared same ideas and style of life, had similar political and cultural practices and shared memories and traditions, 
ended being divided as they compete on how to differ among themselves, whereas the pursuit of differences is driven with the need to enable further 
homogenization of their citizens. Therefore, in this process of differentiation, the memory of socialism and idea of Yugoslavhood become inutile, 
as they cannot contribute to the achievement of current ideological and political objectives. 
For these two reasons new societies have rejected the memory of socialism and Yugoslavia, but as well collective memories from the socialist period. 
Moreover, because of ideological rejection of social frameworks of socialism and Yugoslavhood, antifascism and the concept of brotherhood and 
unity also remained being stripped off any cultural signifi cance. The consequence of abandonment of memory of and from the period is the creation 
of a vacuum of sorts, a space between two historical times: pre-socialist/Yugoslav and post-socialist/Yugoslav. This results with denoting individual 
memories of the period as nostalgic, while the collective remembrance of socialism and Yugoslavhood is almost deserted as it only aggregates 
nationalist, ethnic or even fascist responses.

As the societies in ex-Yugoslav territories have been constructed on the principle of opposition to their immediate past and its values, teachings, 
beliefs and symbols, heritage in question, as a physical instrument for perpetuation of ‘social thought’, which Halbwachs essentially denoted as 
memory, is being abandoned or destroyed, depending on the assessment whether it is being evaluated as inutile or is antagonized in process of 
re-construction of cultural identities of new Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Kosovar, Montenegrin and Macedonian 
societies. 
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The comprehensiveness of the concept of cultural identity is refl ected in the fact that it is possible to approach and defi ne other challenging concepts 
interfering in the process of heritage valorization and signifi cation through it, such as symbolic signifi cation or the use of heritage in nationalistic, 
cultural and political agendas. On the other hand, cultural identity is very complex to defi ne since it covers all social aspects of collective existence. 

The concept of cultural identity depends on perpetuation of memory. If the memory is defi ned as “something remembered from the past”574 then 
‘culture’, as a concept which consolidates “ideas, customs, and social behavior of a particular people or society; (where) attitudes and behavior (are) 
characteristic of a particular social group; (and where) the arts and other manifestations of human intellectual achievement regarded collectively”575 
can be considered essentially for memory. Therefore, if the concept of ‘identity’ is defi ned as “characteristic determining who or what a person 
[group, society] or thing is,”576 then cultural identity might be defi ned as a collective memory upon which one determines, or is determined by one’s 
belonging to some cultural category. 

Thus, the question is how (one’s) cultural identity is defi ned. Is it already determined by one’s birth in some cultural category, such as religion, 
nation, race, gender, or is it constructed and changeable in terms of change of category or transformation of category? And if constructed, how then 
is affi liation determined and constrained, both in terms of a particular identity’s designation and determination of its features? 
Modern philosophy and sociology approach these questions from seemingly different, but yet same perspective. Modern philosophy discerns two 
approaches of the defi nition of cultural identity: essentialist and constructivist approach577 within which we can differentiate the third approach, one 
which considers that the identity is constructed through the exclusion based on the principle of ‘Otherness’. On the other hand, modern sociology 

574  Oxford Dictionaries: “Memory”. Available at: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/defi nition/english/memory (Accessed October 28, 2014) 
575  Oxford Dictionaries: “Culture”. Available at: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/defi nition/english/culture (Accessed October 28, 2014) 
576  Oxford Dictionaries: “Identity”. Available at: http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/defi nition/english/identity (Accessed October 28, 2014)

577  LAITIN, DAVID: “Transitions to Democracy and Territorial integrity” in Sustainable Democracy, Ed. by Adam Przeworsky. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. P. 19 – 33.
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defi nes cultural identity through what Manuel Castells’ designates as “three forms and origins of identity building” - legitimizing, project and 
resistance approach.578

The fi rst approach of defi ning cultural identity, the essentialist one, originates form the period of Enlightenment. By essentialist approach cultural 
identity is perceived as a traditional category that has “one clear, authentic set of characteristics” which are shared by all and “which do not alter 
across time.”579 Thus, by the essentialist perspective values, traditions, belongings (to gender, race, religion, ethnicity, and nation), beliefs and 
models of behavior as contents of cultural identity are established and inherited categories. Or, as Stuart Hall explicated: “This fi rst position 
defi nes ‘cultural identity’ in terms of one, shared culture, a sort of collective ‘one true self,’ hiding inside many other, more superfi cial or artifi cially 
imposed ‘selves,’ which people with a shared history and ancestry hold in common. Within the terms of this defi nition, our cultural identities refl ect 
common historical experiences and shared cultural codes which provide us, as ‘one people’, with stable, unchanging and continuous frames of 
reference and meaning, beneath the shifting and vicissitudes of our actual history.”580

David Laitin differentiated the essentialist approach through theory of primordialism, whereas he used the term ‘primordially given’ to name the 
concept, explaining that “the people are born into a particular cultural identities and that their deepest commitments and most strongly held values 
are determined by the inherited identities,”581 while implying that this concept could explain why some identities have precedence over others, 
such as, by Laitin, ethnical identity has over the national one. But even if we could adopt the theory that some identities, or more precisely, some 
identity’s characteristics are predetermined, the explanation why one relates with one characteristic more strongly than with other could be more 
related to the level of fulfi llment of that particular need or its vulnerability in a specifi c moment, than with  simple antecedence of its reality. 

Besides that, there are other questions that arise from the essentialist defi nition of cultural identity. First problem is what Grossberg observed as 

578  CASTELLS, MANUEL: The Power of Identity.  Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1997. P. 7 – 8.

579  WOODWARD, KATHRYN: “Concepts of Identity and Difference” in Identity and Difference, Ed. by Kathryn Woodward. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1997. P. 11.

580  HALL, STUART: “Cultural Identity and Diaspora” in Identity: Community, Culture, Difference, Ed. by Jonathan Rutherford. London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1990. P. 223.

581  LAITIN, DAVID: “Transitions to Democracy and Territorial integrity” in Sustainable Democracy, Ed. by Adam Przeworsky. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. P. 20.
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an endeavor “to discover the ‘authentic’ and ‘original’ content of the identity”582, where, by Hall, the constant change of modern societies, which 
results with constant transformation of time and space, eventually has brought to a fragmentation and dislocation of supposed totality of the identity. 
Thus, in modern times it becomes impossible to encompass a single cultural identity. Even as those so called “essential identity entails (…) have 
played a critical role in the emergence of many of most important social movements of our time – feminist, anti-colonial and anti-racist,” 583 and 
above all class-struggle, Hall reasoned that “No single identity (…) could align all different identities into one, overarching ‘master identity’ on 
which politics could be securely grounded”584 and thus argued that in postmodern times the emphasis should be put on analysis of consequences 
that “discontinuity, fragmentation, rupture and dislocation”585 have on identities, their  representation, transformation and use. 

The second diffi culty with the essentialist approach, by Woodward, is that: “Identity often seems to involve essentialist claims about belongingness 
where, for example, identity is seen as fi xed and unchanging. Sometimes these claims are based on nature; for example, ‘race’ and kinship in some 
versions of ethnicity;” but we must bear in mind that “often the claims are based on an essentialist version of history and of the past, where history 
is constructed or represented as an unchanging truth.”586 

Since history is essentially an interpretation of the past, cultural identity, as a barrier of society’s histories - beliefs, values, ideas, etc., is susceptible 
to interpretation and transformation. This brings us to the constructivist approach, which perceives cultural identity as socially and historically 
constructed category. In other words, by this approach “identity [is] formed in the ‘interaction’ between self and society” while simultaneously it is 
being “formed and modifi ed in a continuous dialogue with the cultural worlds ‘outside’ and the identities which they offer.”587 

582  GROSSBERG, LAWRENCE: “Identity and Cultural Studies: Is That All There Is?” in in Questions of Cultural Identity, Ed. by Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay. London: SAGE Publications 
Ltd, 1996. P. 89.

583  HALL, STUART: “Cultural Identity and Diaspora” in Identity: Community, Culture, Difference, Ed. by Jonathan Rutherford. London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1990. P. 224.

584  HALL, STUART: “The Question of Cultural Identity” in Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies. Ed. by Stuart Hall & David Held. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1996. P. 
601.

585  Ibid. P. 600.

586  WOODWARD, KATHRYN: “Concepts of Identity and Difference” in Identity and Difference, Ed. by Kathryn Woodward. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1997. P. 12. 

587  HALL, STUART “The Question of Cultural Identity” in Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies. Ed. by Stuart Hall & David Held. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc, 1996. P. 
597.
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“Cultural identity, in this second sense, is a matter of ‘becoming’ as well as of ‘being’. It belongs to the future as much as to the past. It is not 
something which already exists, transcending place, time, history and culture. Cultural identities come from somewhere, have histories. But, like 
everything which is historical, they undergo constant transformation. Far from being eternally fi xed in some essentialised past, they are subject to 
the continuous ‘play’ of history, culture and power. Far from being grounded in a mere ‘recovery’ of the past, which is waiting to be found, and 
which, when found, will secure our sense of ourselves into eternity, identities are the names we give to the different ways we are positioned by, and 
position ourselves within, the narratives of the past.”588

Thus the concept of identity deployed here is “strategic and positional one”589, whereas “identity becomes a ‘moveable feast’: formed and transformed 
continuously in relation to the ways we are represented or addressed in the cultural systems which surround us. It is historically, not biologically, 
defi ned.”590 

Since “the identities are constructed within, not outside representation”591, Hall argued that “we need to understand them as produced in specifi c 
historical and institutional sites within specifi c discursive formations and practices, by specifi c enunciative strategies”592 from what follows that 
besides being fl uid and transformable, cultural identities are generated and thus manipulated. Or, in Hall’s words: “Since identity shifts according 
to how the subject is addressed or represented identifi cation is not automatic, but can be won or lost. It has become politicized. This is sometime 
described as a shift from politics of (class) identity to politics of difference.”593 

David Laitin denotes this concept as syncretistic. For Laitin syncretistic are national identities since they are modern construction, therefore, they 

588  HALL, STUART: “Cultural Identity and Diaspora” in Identity: Community, Culture, Difference, Ed. by Jonathan Rutherford. London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1990. P. 225.

589  HALL, STUART:  “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’” in Questions of Cultural Identity, Ed. by Stuart Hall & Paul du Gay. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1996. P. 3.

590  HALL, STUART: “Cultural Identity and Diaspora” in Identity: Community, Culture, Difference, Ed. by Jonathan Rutherford. London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1990. P. 222.

591  Ibid. P. 225.

592  HALL, STUART:  “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’” in Questions of Cultural Identity, Ed. by Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1996. P. 5.

593  HALL, STUART: “The Question of Cultural Identity” in Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies. Ed. by Stuart Hall & David Held. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1996. P. 
601.
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are constantly transformed and manipulated.594 Additionally, as in globalized world national identities seem to lose their importance, the endeavor 
for their strengthening becomes even more pronounced. But contemporary processes as globalization, migration, creation of virtual realities have as 
well infl uenced defragmentation and fl uctuations of identities and have played a crucial role in the process of the break with traditional, constricted 
understanding of cultural self. On the other hand, these social developments pushed forward the discourse on identity as a binding factor of group 
or society and thus have led to strive for social homogenization upon emphasis of certain features of cultural identity. 

Thus, “dislocation”595 of cultural identity outside itself implies that it becomes constructed through ‘the Other’ on the principle of exclusion and 
difference.

“All identities operate through exclusion, through discursive construction of a constitutive outside and production of abjected and marginalized 
subjects, apparently outside the fi eld of the symbolic, the representable – the production of ‘an outside, a domain or intelligible effects’ - which 
then returns to trouble and unsettle the foreclosures which we prematurely call ‘identities’”.596 And since “Throughout their careers, identities 
can function as points of identifi cation and attachment only because of their capacity to exclude, to leave out, to render ‘outside’, abjected”597 the 
identity becomes even more vulnerable and susceptible to social and political manipulations. Hall’s employment of Derrida’s concept by which the 
identity is constructed on exclusion and hierarchy of “two resultant poles”598 results with the scheme of cultural identity construction which operates 
by the formula: us not being them; this not being that. Moreover, Lacau’s argument that “constitution of social identity is an act of power”599 reveals 
that strategies of exclusion play an important role in managing cultural identities in accordance with present ideological aspirations of the societies. 
Thus, not only that extern confl icts among different identities are perpetuated with the objective to exercise power, but also internal ones, with the 

594  LAITIN, DAVID: “Transitions to Democracy and Territorial integrity” in Sustainable Democracy, Ed. by Adam Przeworsky. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. Pp. 20 - 21.

595  HALL, STUART: “The Question of Cultural Identity” in Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies. Ed. by Stuart Hall & David Held. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1996. 
Pp. 599 – 600.

596  WOODWARD, KATHRYN: “Concepts of Identity and Difference” in Identity and Difference, Ed. by Kathryn Woodward. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1997. P. 15. 

597  HALL, STUART:  “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’” in Questions of Cultural Identity, Ed. by Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1996. P. 5.

598  Ibid. P. 5.

599  LACAU, ERNESTO: New Refl ections on the Revolution of Our Time. London: Verso, 1990. P. 33. Citation taken from: HALL, STUART:  “Introduction: Who Needs ‘Identity’” in 
Questions of Cultural Identity, Ed. by Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay. London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 1996. P. 5.
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aim to drive to transformation within/of the particular identity in order to adjust it to societal cultural and political needs.

In order to discuss the modalities of manipulations with cultural identities we have to employ a sociological point of view and Manuel Castells’ 
scheme of cultural identity construction. By Castells, cultural identities are in the fi rst place originated by the dominant institution which legitimizes 
it with an objective “to extend and rationalize their domination vis à vis social actors.”600 The legitimizing identity, by Castells, “generates civil 
society; that is, set of organizations and institutions, as well as series of structured and organized social actors, which reproduce, albeit sometimes in 
confl ictive manner, the identity that rationalizes sources of structural domination” (Castells, p. 40) where by ‘civil society’ Castell implies religious, 
educational, governmental, political, cultural, etc. institutions and frameworks. 

Secondly, “resistance identity [is] generated by those actors whore are in positions/conditions devaluated and/or stigmatized by the logic of 
domination, thus building trenches of resistance and survival on the basis of principles different from, or opposed to, those permeating the institutions 
of society” (Castells, p. 8). Castells designates this modality of collective identity construction as probably the most important one, since “It 
constructs forms of collective resistance against otherwise unbearable oppression, usually on the basis of identities that were, apparently, clearly 
defi ned by history, geography, or biology” (Castells, p. 9).

The third type of projection of identity by Castells begins “when social actors, on the basis of whatever cultural materials are available to them, 
build a new identity that redefi nes their position in society and, by so doing, seek the transformation of overall social structure” (Castells, p. 8). 
According to Castells ‘the project identity’ approach produces subject, where “In this case, the building of identity is a project of a different life 
(…) but expanding toward the transformation of society as the prolongation of this project identity” (Castells, p. 10).

Since identity construction and policies issues “are matter of social context” and thus “must be situated historically” (Castells, p. 10), all historically 
based processes, such as memory construction, or national, ethnical or religious determination can, and have to be preserved from perspective of 
identity construction. In these terms, the process of construction of the value of heritage and the determination of its signifi cance, i.e. determination 
of value of its ‘identity’ and establishing the scope of its ‘authenticity’ is also socially and historically determined process which can be approached 

600  CASTELLS, MANUEL: The Power of Identity. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1997. P. 8.
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on the basis of three different perspectives of cultural identity construction.

               



The concept of ‘authenticity’ was fi rst determined in the Venice Charter which stated that historic monuments should be safeguarded to future 
generations “in the full richness of their authenticity.”601 The connotations of ‘authenticity’ were fully developed in the Nara Document on 
Authenticity which approached the notion on position of cultural diversity. However, here, the concept of ‘authenticity’ is to be approached through 
the concept of identity. To answer the question “What is authentic in heritage?” means to answer the question what is the identity of some heritage, 
what is singular in its value. 

In this instance, we will leave aside architectural, i.e. aesthetic, structural and material singularities of heritage and approach evaluation of the 
authenticity of heritage through assessment of heritage’s cultural, historical and social nature while using three approaches of cultural identity 
construction. The correlation between the positions on the origins of cultural identity and evaluation of heritage’s value should thus answer the 
question on how to fi nd equilibrium between the need to preserve architectural values of heritage and recover its cultural signifi cance in accordance 
with current needs of society in which heritage is assessed. 

Thus, if the identity, i.e. authenticity of heritage, is approached from the essentialist perspective, we speak about the conservationist approach on 
heritage preservation and revitalization. If, on the other hand, we approach the process of denotation of heritage’s signifi cance from the constructivist 
perspective, then it is interpretational approach we are considering. Finally, it the concept of ‘Otherness’ is employed in the process of heritage’s 
evaluation, not only that we have an indication what leads to denegation of heritage’s value and destruction of heritage as a material artifact, but 
moreover we are facilitated to determine how the symbolist approach, as a kind of postmodern vision on heritage protection, assesses heritage’s 
value. 

601  The International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites: The Venice Charter (1964). Preamble.
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When regarded from the historical perspective, conservational approach moves between Viollet le Duc and Ruskin’s positions on architectural 
heritage preservation, whereas, if investigated in terms of Graham, Ashworth and Tunbridge’s theory, the conservational approach would assume 
to give precedence to aesthetic value over cultural signifi cance of the asset. This does not mean that conservational approach does not manipulate 
with (architectural) heritage’s cultural features in the process of its use for achieving social and political objectives. Quite the opposite, since 
the conservational approach departs from the premise that heritage’s identity is unchangeable, the inherited distinction and thus the concept of 
authenticity can be approached only as a static, fi xed category, when the problem of establishing a preliminary point in the process of interpretation 
of heritage’s aesthetic features and values is approached, the space for manipulation with heritage’s signifi cance opens. 
 
If architectural features of an asset are a steady category, whereas if their steadiness emanates from historical originality or artistic creativity, 
preserving them means not only safeguarding their aesthetic value, but as well representing the cultural value and social characteristics of the period 
in which the heritage was built. In these terms, preservation implies the intention to transmit inherited artistic perceptions, but also cultural ideas 
and social standpoints, i.e. the reconstruction of cultural identity through the preservation of heritage’s material remains. This endeavor is related 
with the aim to enable heritage to fulfi ll ideological agenda(s). As result, cultural agendas behind the processes of preservation and revitalization of 
heritage might infl uence the evaluation of heritage’s aesthetic value. Therefore, because of the endeavor to preserve created cultural imagery, the 
conservational approach frequently facilitates the use of heritage for national or supranational cultural and/or ideological purposes.

The subject of preservation of heritage in question discloses another issue related to the conservational approach of heritage preservation. The 
specifi c characteristic of analyzed heritage is its modern nature. The processes of representation of Yugoslav socialist identity infl uenced not only 
functional programmes and design concepts, but even aesthetic characteristics of the heritage in question. However, those spatial, visual, functional 
achievements of modernism were subjected to the postmodernist defragmentation in the process of globalization. There, the transition from one 
social system to another resulted with the abandonment and change of established schemes of life, resulting in the loss of cultural character and 
social purpose of heritage in question, leaving many buildings, sites and whole landscapes and cities built in the socialist period derelict. But the 
recuperation of their cultural role would allude the return to past times and lost life modalities. Thus, their cultural character has to be adjusted 
to new social circumstances and cultural needs. For that reason, the conservational approach seems unsuitable for evaluation and consequently, 
revitalization of the heritage in question. 
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On the other hand, the assessment of heritage’s aesthetic value and cultural signifi cance in the process of its preservation is undoubtedly an 
interpretation per se. Even though it seems that evaluation of heritage’s aesthetic values in the process of its preservation or revitalization is 
delimited on individual interpretation of heritage’s physical features, the symbolic signifi cance of heritage in susceptible to collectively conditioned 
interpretations as the assessment of heritage’s values and signifi cances occurs in a certain ‘collective framework’. Thus, the assessment of heritage’s 
individual features is dependent on collective estimate of its signifi cance.

In these terms, the interventionist approach, ensuing form the constructivist vision on construction of cultural identity as socially and historically 
constrained category, might offer an answer to the problem of approach to preservation and revitalization of the heritage in question. The 
interventionist approach, resulting from the constructivist stance that cultural identity is formed, transformed and manipulated, estimates that 
the character of heritage also undergoes constant transformation and is thus susceptible to different interpretations and readings. The constant 
re-interpretation of heritage’s values and signifi cance occurs in accordance to transformations of societal needs upon new social, philosophical 
and scientifi c achievements. Therefore, the interventionist approach, in order to preserve heritage’s cultural connotation, endorses the creative 
interpretation of its values in the process of heritage preservation and upgrading its features trough revitalization. Therefore, to the interventionist 
approach the individual artist’s vision is set above the task which heritage might have in processes of cultural and national self-affi rmation.
Hence, approaching heritage from the interventionist standpoint supposes superposing architecture over culture. In other words, aesthetic, 
architectural features of heritage have precedence over its social and cultural signifi cance. In that way, architecture, as a discourse per se, might 
again become superior to the concept of heritage preservation as potentiating architectural progress turns out to be more important than preserving 
architectural achievements. From this follows that the objective of heritage preservation, in accordance with the interventionist approach, would be 
interpreting past architectural achievements, represented in heritage’s value, in order to enable further development of architecture as a discipline.   

Regarding the heritage in question that would imply discharging it of ideological burden. But, as revealed in the fi rst chapter, representative 
character, conceptual aspects and functional features of buildings and sites here analyzed originated within a specifi c cultural context defi ned with 
the ideology of socialism and concept of Yugoslavhood. In other words, all here analyzed works: governmental buildings, museums and memorial 
centers/homes, memorials and memorial sites, to larger or smaller extent were assumed to be consumed in a specifi c social, ideological and political 
context. Thus, liberating heritage in question of its representative, i.e. symbolic nature would also mean alternation of its architectural character. 
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This, in itself, is not negative. But, as it will be demonstrated through the presentation of several cases of revitalization of heritage in question, the 
lack of creativity combined with social and political manipulation with the revitalization process may lead to a disappointment in the outcome of 
such an undertaking.

Finally, the preservation of architectural heritage can be approached from the symbolist viewpoint. The symbolist approach however does not have 
strongholds in heritage protection documentation and legislative. Therefore, it can be assessed as a sort of anti-approach on heritage preservation. 
The symbolist ‘approach’ originates from Raskin’s perception of a monument, i.e. a building as a living organism which is born, lives a life and 
dies. Thus, for the symbolist ‘approach’ social factor is supreme to aesthetic and cultural one. But, while Raskin endorsed ‘no action taking’ policy, 
or the so-called ‘negativist position’, the symbolist ‘approach’ does still tend to preserve, architecturally and/or symbolically, the reminiscence of 
a building or a place. However, memory of the past or spirit of a place, by the symbolist position, can also be preserved within a new architectural 
and spatial fi guration.

The symbolist ‘approach’ emanates from the concept of ‘Otherness’, i.e. postmodern position on ‘dislocation’602 of identity in the process of its 
construction. As the position of ‘Otherness’ determines that cultural identity is shaped outside of itself through the processes of exclusion and 
difference, the rejection of ‘Other’ in the course of development of architectural thought is revealed in the modernist strive for progress and the 
postmodernist need for never-ending growth. Hence, the act of ‘dislocation’ can be observed in temporal or spatial terms. The temporal dislocation, 
in terms of the analysis, would imply abandoning positive features of socialism as a system, resulting in consideration of heritage in question as 
uncomfortable. Then again, the spatial dislocation would be related to the subject of postwar national self-determination and the re-construction 
of particularities of cultural identities in each of seven ‘ex-Yugoslav’ countries. This means that heritage in question is abandoned because its 
Yugoslav nature does not disable spatial differentiation of new societies upon the principle of ‘Otherness’. In other words, as the division of national 
particularities and the homogenization of ethnical identities could not be conducted by applying the concept of ‘Otherness’ when regarding the 
heritage in question, it terminates being considered as ‘nobody’s legacy’.

602  HALL, STUART: The Question of Cultural Identity. In: Hall, Stuart Hall & Held, David (ed.) Modernity: An Introduction to Modern Societies. Oxford, Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1996. 
Pp. 599-600.
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The features of these three positions in practical terms are to be closely analyzed in the fi nal part of the chapter through the inquiry on modalities 
and possibility for revitalization of heritage in question. But fi rst, in order to enable the analysis of the state of condition of heritage in question, 
another digression will be made with the insight into documentation and policies in Yugoslav successor states which treat the subject of modern 
heritage preservation.
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The perception of recent architectural works as heritage of cultural value reaches to times of SFR Yugoslavia when, along with the development 
of legislative framework on heritage protection, the fi rst efforts on protection of modern and postmodern works were taken, whereas the accent 
was given to protection of memorials and memorial sites which commemorated the National Liberation War (NLW), i.e. the Second World War. 
On the other hand, the national legal frameworks on built heritage preservation in Yugoslav successor states also derive from Yugoslav legislative 
on preservation of tangible and intangible heritage, which, on the other hand, were grounded in international documents on heritage preservation 
and revitalization. The debate whether works built in the second half of the 20th century should be treated as heritage thus pulls back to the socialist 
period, where the question of preservation of memorials and memorial spaces commemorating the National Liberation War was posed. 

Already in 1945 SFR Yugoslavia adopted the fi rst document on heritage protection. The provisions of ‘The Law on the Protection of Cultural 
Monuments and Natural Rarities’,603 were further elaborated in ‘The Book of Regulations on the Protection of Cultural Monuments and Natural 
Rarities’604 issued the same year, only to be adapted into ‘The General Law on Protection of Cultural Monuments and Natural Rarities’605, in 1946 
and further elaborated through the legislative on the subject, on the level of republics. 

The importance of cultural heritage protection was brought to the highest level as Yugoslav ‘1974 Constitution’ stated that “real estates and other 
objects of special cultural and historical importance as assets of public interest (which) receive special protection and are to be used under the 

603  Zakon o zaštiti spomenika kulture i prirodnih retkosti DFJ, Službeni list DFJ, No. 54, 1945.

604  Pravilnik o zaštiti spomenika kulture i prirodnih retkosti DFJ, Službeni list DFJ, No. 88, 1945.

605  Opšti zakon o zaštiti spomenika kulture i prirodinh retkosti DFJ, Službeni list FNRJ, No. 81, 1946.
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conditions and in a way legitimated by the law.”606 Thus, Yugoslav socialist endeavor to create a society in which religious, ethnical and national 
peculiarities of all Yugoslav peoples would be preserved and cherished as common good resulted with inclusion of the article on cultural heritage’s 
preservation within the highest legal act of the SFR Yugoslavia. 

Efforts to include architectural works of excellence constructed in the second half of the 20th century into cultural heritage preservation legislative 
emerged soon after the fi rst regulations appeared. As already said, the accent was put on evaluation and preservation of memorials and memorial 
sites commemorating the Second World War, i.e. NLW atrocities and victories. 

A number of articles written from 1945 onwards dealt with preservation of National Liberation War memorials. Horvat Adela, in the article on 
registration and conservation of cultural monuments607 remarked that “Regarding archeological and ethnographic NLW memorials, most competent 
for registration of this material are institutions which deal exclusively with that matter (…)”608 assumed that NLW memorials and memorial sites 
have  special historical, cultural and aesthetic which should be protected under the provisions of cultural heritage preservation policies. 

The articles on protection of cultural monuments in Bosnia and Herzegovina, published in scientifi c journal “Naše starine” (Our Antiquities) in 
the 1950s and 1960s provide valuable information on the subject of protection of memorial architecture in Yugoslavia. The article published in the 
fi rst number of the journal609 brings the data that of fi ve-hundred immovable and thirty-fi ve movable assets listed as cultural heritage of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, six buildings and constructions were linked to the memory of NLW.610 However, by the data presented by historian Šefi k Bešlagić in 
the article on subject of protection of NLW heritage in Bosnia and Herzegovina, published in the same journal in 1957, the amount is somewhat 
higher, since Bešlagić gives number of forty NLW assets listed heritage.611  

606  The Constitution of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, February 21, 1974. Part 2, Chapter 1, Article 85. 

607  HORVAT ADELA: “O sistematskoj evidenciji spomenika culture u Hrvatskoj”, Arhitektura, No. 4, 1953. Pp. 43 – 44.
608  HORVAT ADELA: “O sistematskoj evidenciji spomenika culture u Hrvatskoj”, Arhitektura, No. 4, 1953. Pp. 43 – 44.

609  The review “Naše starine” was an annual scientifi c review of the Institute for Protection of Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina, issued from 1953 till 1989 in 16 numbers. 

610  “Zaštita spomenika kulture u Bosni i Hercegovini” in Naše starine, No.1, 1953. Pp. 198 – 213.

611  BEŠLAGIĆ, ŠEFIK: “Problematika zaštite spomenika Narodnooslobodilačkog rata u Bosni i Hercegovini” in Naše starine, No. 4, 1957. Pp. 5 – 16.
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Besides that, Bešlagić in this, and the following article on the same subject, published in the same journal in 1964, brought several more interesting 
data regarding the protection of NLW heritage. Bešlagić observed that Slovenia, already during the War, began collecting and preserving artifacts 
and assets related to NLW. Therefore, as Bešlagić noticed, Slovenia at the time advanced in preservation of NLW heritage, while in other republics 
the process was somewhat slower. Another important information given in Bešlagić’s articles was the data that the task of collection and preservation 
of heritage of NLW was shared among several institutions and organizations:  the Association of Veterans and Yugoslav People’s Army, the Central 
Committee of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia and its local sub-committees, museums of revolution and departments for NLW in local 
museums and fi nally special offi ces for protection of NLW monuments within institutes for protection of cultural heritage. However, the umbrella 
institution on coordination of the initiative on selection, conservation and protection of NLW heritage was ‘The Department for the NLW Museums 
and Memorials,’ established in 1954 within the ‘Management of the Union of the Museum – Conservation Societies of FNRY.’ 

Moreover, in the articles Bešlagić gave certain suggestions on the NLW heritage evaluation and protection procedures. Thus, although in the fi rst 
article Bešlagić advocated that 1919 should be taken for the beginning of the period to which the NLW relates, since the process of organization 
of communist activities and resistance groups reached back further in time. In the next article he ‘tailored’ his suggestion with delimitation of the 
time-limit to the 1941-1945 period. Thus, any movable or immovable asset that relates to the period 1941-1945 and has documentary, memorial or 
artistic character in Bešlagić’s opinion should be considered for NLW heritage. Or, according to the declaration of ‘The Conference on the Problems 
on the Protection of the NLW Monuments’, adopted in 1957: “Toward the goal of creation of necessary unity in understanding and assessing what 
can and should be considered as a NLW monument, it is concluded that as the starting point should always consider the breadth and versatility 
and complexity of the National Liberation War, such as its revolutionary character. Therefore, any document, movable or immovable, which with 
its content, appearance, or anything else speaks and testifi es on any aspect of the revolutionary struggle, activities and efforts, as on their results, 
then any place to which the most important events from any fi eld of the NLW are connected – all it has its proper memorial values. On these 
bases we have to depart in assessing what should be considered as the NLW monument, as well as in practice activity on protection of the NLW 
monuments.”612 

612  BEŠLAGIĆ, ŠEFIK: “Zaštita spomenika Narodnooslobodilačkog rata” in Naše starine, No. 9, 1964. Pp. 5 – 22.
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Bešlagić also provides the data that by the Central Committee of the Alliance of Veterans the classifi cation of NLW heritage613 items were divided 
into ten categories. Although the article did not give data on each of ten categories, it stated that one category included memorials and memorial 
spaces dedicated to commemoration of the NLW built after 1945. These properties, because of their memorial character, but also because of their 
aesthetic qualities,614 were considered as heritage of specifi c historic and cultural value, and as such could have been protected on the level of the 
state or republic and local levels.  

Dragi Milenković’s article615, on the other hand, dealt with the subject of evaluation and preservation precisely of heritage related to the NLW 
crated after 1945. Hence, in the article Milenković differentiated four categories of NLW heritage: “First, historical monuments as they were 
created in the period of the NLW; secondly, artistic monuments created during the War (…); thirdly, marked (conserved, restored and similarly 
settled) historical places and buildings; and fourthly – works of art inspired with the motifs of NLW (...) created after the end of the period, that is 
in time of reconstruction and socialistic construction.”616 Thus, Milenković discarded the assumption that assets regarded as NLW heritage should 
primarily be appraised because of their historical character and cultural value. Moreover, as he despised the tendency of denoting works of poor 
architectural spatial, horticultural, sculptural and artistic value, such as hospitals, parks, schools, fountains, etc. as ‘memorial items’, Milenković 
empathized aesthetic value of assets that could be considered as NLW heritage. Thus, if Bešlagić approached NLW heritage from historical and 
cultural perspective, Milenković approached the subject from the perspective of aesthetic valorization of heritage. 

The protection of heritage built in the second half of the 20th century in Yugoslav territories gained importance as postmodernist tendencies began 
to denote Yugoslav architectural practice. One of the most infl uential architectural theorists and historians at the time - Tomislav Premerl, in the 
article published in 1981,617 was among the fi rst to appeal for valorization, investigation and preservation of modern architecture. Premerl discarded 
the premise that the age of a building or urban environment should determine its signifi cance as heritage and argued the thesis that aesthetic value 

613  Ibid. P. 9.

614  BEŠLAGIĆ, ŠEFIK: “Problematika zaštite spomenika Narodnooslobodilačkog rata u Bosni i Hercegovini” in Naše starine, No. 4, 1957. P. 10.

615  MILENKOVIĆ, DRAGI: “Nesporazumi oko savremenih spomenika kulture” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 10, 1961. Pp. 3 – 6.

616  Ibid. P. 3.

617  PREMERL, TOMISLAV: “Vrednovanje i zaštita novije arhitekture” in Arhitektura, No. 176 – 177, 1981. Pp. 86 – 90.
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should be of precedence when assessing built heritage. For Premerl, aesthetic value of heritage should be approached having in mind ethical and 
cultural postulates of the time in which the building was created and erected. Therefore, Premerl did not neglect historical signifi cance of heritage 
regarding the appraisal of its aesthetic/artistic singularity as he advocated the position that besides particular aesthetic worth of each modernist 
asset in particular, modernist heritage altogether has singular historical and cultural character which refl ects perceptions and understandings that 
denote the 20th century. Thus Premerl determines that since “contemporaneous building in itself includes awareness on protection and preservation 
of all the values of the past, even the recent ones (…) already now should be thought on modalities and technical means for protection of the latest 
architecture.”618

Adopting Premerl’s position that the fi rst criteria in evaluation of heritage in question should be its aesthetic, architectural and spatial characteristics, 
while we keep in mind that its cultural and historical connotation might be (is) in service of achieving political and ideological objectives of 
political leadership that directs process of (re)construction of cultural identities in post-Yugoslav post-socialist societies, we approach the subject of 
protection of heritage in question in seven states: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Kosovo, Montenegro and Macedonia.



The legislative framework of built heritage preservation in ex-Yugoslav countries emanates from Yugoslav legislative on heritage preservation, 
conservation and revitalization while accordingly it was revised upon the advance of global documentation on cultural and built heritage preservation. 
In all seven Yugoslav successive states preservation of cultural heritage is regulated within legal frameworks on state level and then subsequently 
lowered to local levels. 

In the Republic of Slovenia, protection of cultural and natural heritage, announced in the Slovenian Constitution,619 is organized in accordance 

618  Ibid. P. 90. 

619  “Everyone is obliged in accordance to the law to protect natural sites of special interest, rarities, and cultural monuments. The state and local communities shall promote the 
preservation of the natural and cultural heritage.” “The Constitution of the Republic Slovenia”, Offi cial Gazette RS Nos. 33/91-I, 42/97, 66/2000, 24/03, 69/04, 68/06, and 47/13.  Article 73.
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to ‘The Cultural Heritage Protection Act.’620 By the Act, cultural heritage of Slovenia is divided into fi ve groups: registered heritage, national 
treasures, monuments, heritage protection areas and archaeological remains. Thus, in regards to the Law propositions, heritage in question might be 
assessed as registered heritage, national property or tangible monument. The enforcement of the Act is under the jurisdiction of the Institute for the 
Protection of Cultural Heritage of Slovenia, which is divided in two organizational units: the Cultural Heritage Service consisting of seven regional 
offi ces and the Conservation Centre, comprising of the Restoration Centre and the Preventive Archeology Centre.

The task of registration of cultural heritage, by the Act,621 is in jurisdiction of the Ministry of Culture which coordinates the analysis and documentation 
and keeps the data on Slovenian cultural heritage. The Registry of Slovene Cultural Heritage consists of three units: the Registry of Immovable 
Cultural Heritage, the Registry of Movable Cultural Heritage and the Registry of Intangible Heritage. Within the Registry of Immovable Cultural 
Heritage assets are typologically divided into nine categories: archeological sites, buildings, parks and gardens (as architectural-horticultural 
complexes), buildings, parks and gardens (as landscapes), memorial works in the landscape, other facilities and equipment, settlements and their 
parts, cultural landscapes and other; and by the type of the property: archeological heritage, secular architectural heritage, religious architectural 
heritage, religious-secular architectural heritage, memorial heritage, landscape heritage, settlements, cultural landscape and historic landscape; and 
by the affi liation as local and national monuments. 

Preservation of built heritage in the Republic of Croatia as the wealth protected within the Croatian Constitution622 is carried under ‘The Law on 
Protection and Preservation of Cultural Heritage.’623 By the Law, as cultural heritage are considered movable and immovable assets of artistic, 
historical, paleontological, archeological, anthropological and scientifi c signifi cance; archeological sites and zones and landscapes of artistic, 
historical and anthropological value; intangible objects and phenomena and buildings and facilities in which cultural artifacts and documents are 

620  “The Cultural Heritage Protection Act of the Republic of Slovenia”, Offi cial Gazette RS, 16/2008. 

621  Ibid. Articles 65 – 71.

622  “The Constitution of the Republic of Croatia”, National Gazette No. 56/1990, 135/1997, 08/1998, 113/200, 124/2000, 28/2001, 41/2001, 55/2001, 76/2010, 85/2010, 05/2014. Articles 
2 and 52,
623  “The Law on Protection and Preservation of Cultural Heritage of the Republic of Croatia”, National Gazzete, No. 69/1999,  151/2003, 157/2003,  
87/2009, 88/2010, 61/2011 , 25/2012, 136/2012 , 157/2013, 152/2014, 98/2015.  
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preserved, guarded and exhibited.624

Immovable cultural heritage, is by the Law, divided into nine categories: cities, villages, settlements and their parts; buildings or their parts and 
buildings with their surroundings; elements of historical equipment of settlements; areas, places, monuments or memorials related to historical 
events and peoples; archeological sites and zones, including underwater sites and zones; areas and places with ethnological and toponymical 
amenities; landscapes or their parts with characteristic structures evidenting human presence in space; gardens and parks; and technical facilities 
with devices, together other similar buildings.625

By the Croatian Law, Ministry of Culture of Republic of Croatia gives the status of a cultural asset. Cultural properties are listed in the Register 
under the List of the Protected Cultural Properties, while cultural properties of greatest national signifi cance are listed in the List of the Cultural 
Properties of National Signifi cance. Besides these two Lists, Register contains the List of Preventively Protected Assets. 626

With the objective to improve the practice of preservation of cultural heritage, the Law presents the Croatian Council for Cultural Heritage as the 
institution which, among other responsibilities, considers and proposes listing of assets as endangered properties, it also considers and proposes the 
elimination of the same from the lists of immovable cultural properties.627

In the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the legal framework, which provides a consistent background for cultural heritage preservation, through 
some of its provisions partly restricts the designation of modern and postmodern architecture as national heritage. Since the iconoclasm left notable 
repercussions on the state of condition of many valuable, worthy and precious Bosnian and Herzegovinian architectural assets, an important role in 
the post-war period was given to protection and revitalization of built heritage. The importance of heritage preservation and revitalization for the 
process of reconciliation within the Bosnian and Herzegovinian society was confi rmed in the Annex VIII of ‘The General Framework Agreement 

624  Ibid. Article 2. 

625  Ibid. Articles 7 and 8. 

626  Ibid. Articles 10, 12, 13 and 14. 

627  Ibid. Articles 102 and 103
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for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina.’628 The Annex establishes the Commission to Preserve National Monuments as the state body which enforces 
heritage preservation. 

The legislation and procedures concerning the preservation of cultural, historical, and natural heritage in Bosnia and Herzegovina are dispersed 
to different governmental levels.629 On the state level, the Commission to Preserve National Monuments is the main institution which designates 
preservation of assets of national signifi cance. On the level of two entities, the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Republika Srpska, 
procedures for heritage preservation complicate. In the Republika Srpska, the Institute for the Conservation of Cultural, Historical and Natural 
Heritage of the Republika Srpska, is the institution in charge of preservation of heritage of ‘republic’ character, while in the Federation of BiH 
the responsibility is shared between the Federal Institute for the Protection of Monuments630 and institutes functioning on the level of ten cantons. 
However, only mechanisms for heritage preservation established on the level of the state will be discussed here. 

As mentioned above, the Annex VIII of ‘the General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina’ established the structure and 
competencies of the Commission to Preserve National Monuments. Thus, Annex VIII regulated the procedure on designation of assets as national 
monuments by giving the Commission main jurisdiction for evaluation of “petitions for designation of property having cultural, historic, religious 
or ethnic importance as National Monuments.”631 On the other hand, operative procedures for heritage preservation, once it is designated as national 
monument, by the Annex VIII, were lowered to the level of entities: “In any case in which the Commission issues a decision designating property as 
a National Monument, the Entity in whose territory the property is situated (a) shall make every effort to take appropriate legal, scientifi c, technical, 
administrative and fi nancial measures necessary for the protection, conservation, presentation and rehabilitation of the property (…).”632 

Still, since the Annex VIII stipulated that “Five years after this Agreement enters into force, the responsibility for the continued operation of the 
628  “Annex VIII” of The General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Paris, December 19, 1995.  Available at: https://www.osce.org/bih/126173?download=true 
(Accessed January 16, 2016).
629  For a discussion of the complex administrative and political structure of Bosnia and Herzegovina, see: The Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Available at: http://www.servat.
unibe.ch/icl/bk00000_.html (Accessed October 5, 2015).
630  Zavod za zaštitu spomenika FBiH: http://www.fmks.gov.ba/o-ministarstvu/zavod-za-zastitu-spomenika (Accessed October 15, 2015).

631  “Agreement on Commission to Preserve National Monuments”, The General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Paris, December 19, 1995. Article 4. 

632  Ibid. Article 5. 
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Commission shall transfer from the Parties to the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina, unless the Parties otherwise agree. In the latter case, 
the Commission shall continue to operate as provided above;” 633 in 2001 the Presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina adopted the “The Decision of 
BiH Presidency on the Commission to Preserve National Monuments”634 which together with the Amendments to the Decision635, adopted in 2002, 
regulates the organizational scheme and the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

In accordance with the powers vested to it by the Decision, in 2002 the Commission adopted ‘The Criteria for the Designation of Assets as National 
Monuments’636 which regulates the process of evaluation and designation of assets as national monuments. Regarding the age of assets which can be 
considered as national monuments, the Criteria states that the Commission should take into consideration “artifacts originating from the prehistoric 
times to the end of the twentieth century” that are of “historical, artistic and aesthetic, documentary, scientifi c, educational, symbolic, landscape, 
original, unique and representative and integral” value. 637 However, with the adoption of ‘The Decision on the Amendments to the Criteria’638 
in 2003, the Commission stressed the age as the fi rst criteria, i.e. limited the focus to artifacts built “up to the year 1960.”639 The decision was 
legitimated with the justifi cation that: “The Commission to Preserve National Monuments has received a large number of petitions for designation 
of artifacts as national monuments, most of which pertain to artifacts built after World War II and not to those that represent important, aged, and 
endangered heritage. Therefore, the Commission decides, given the fact that several centuries old monuments are endangered, while those for 
which petitions are submitted are not, that during its fi ve year mandate it shall consider only those monuments constructed up to 1960.”640 This, 

633  Ibid. Article 9. 
634  The Decision of BiH Presidency on the Commission to Preserve National Monuments, Presidency of BiH, December 21, 2001. Available at: http://www.kons.gov.ba/Zakonski_okvir/
Odluke_predsjedni%C5%A1tva/Default.aspx?id=5536&langTag=en-US (Accessed October 15, 2015)
635  The Decision on Amendments to the Decision on the Commission to Preserve National Monuments, Presidency of BiH, April 23, 2002. Available at: http://www.kons.gov.ba/Zakonski_
okvir/Odluke_predsjedni%C5%A1tva/Default.aspx?id=5536&langTag=en-US (Accessed October 15, 2015)

636  The Criteria for the Designation of Assets as National Monument, 3 - 9 of September 2002. Available at:  http://www.kons.gov.ba/main.php?id_struct=40&lang=1 (Accessed April 25, 
2013)

637  Ibid. Article 2. 
638  The Decision on Amendments on the Criteria for the Designation of Assets as National Monument, 6 - 12 of May 2003. Available at: http://www.kons.gov.ba/main.php?id_
struct=40&lang=1 (Accessed April 25, 2013)

639  Ibid. Article 1. 

640  Although the timeframe delimitation regulated in “the Decision on Amendments on the Criteria” has been taken for the period of fi ve years, the Decision stays valid even after the 
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altogether, impedes the preservation of heritage in question as memorials of national signifi cance for Bosnia and Herzegovinian society. The list of 
cultural heritage of Bosnia and Herzegovina is maintained by the Commission and divided in three categories: the Provisional list of the National 
Monuments, whereas the assets are divided into the categories of immovable and movable items, the List of National Monuments and the List of 
Endangered Monuments. 

In the Republic of Serbia the care of cultural heritage is taken under ‘The Law on the Cultural Assets of the Republic of Serbia’641. By the Law, 
cultural assets are divided to immovable and movable, whereas as immovable assets are considered cultural monuments, spatial cultural-historical 
ensembles, archeological sites and signifi cant places.642 The immovable properties, by the Law, can be categorized as cultural assets, cultural assets 
of great importance and cultural assets of exceptional signifi cance643, and as such inscribed in the Register of Cultural Assets.644 Moreover, they 
can be protected as assets with prior protection. For assets with prior protection, by the provisions of Law, are considered buildings, sites and parts 
of the buildings with historical or architectural value and monuments and memorials dedicated to signifi cant events and personalities, as well as 
houses in which meritorious and prominent fi gures were born or worked, and  buildings and natural sites related to important historical events.645

The unique provision of the Serbian Law is the possibility to give the status of cultural asset to properties outside Serbia, i.e. that the Law calls for 
protection of cultural assets of Serbian people outside of territories of the Republic of Serbia.646 The status of immovable cultural assets, by the 
Law, is established by the decision of the Government of the Republic of Serbia upon the documentation delivered by the Republic Institute for 
Protection of the Cultural Monuments, whereas the status of the cultural asset can be (re)evaluated by the Constitutional Court of Serbia.647 In the 

expiration of the specifi ed period.

641  “The Law on Cultural Assets of the Republic of Serbia”, Offi cial Gazette of RS, No. 71/1994, 52/2011 and 99/2011.

642  Ibid. Articles 2, 19, 20, 21 and 22. 

643  Ibid. Article 2. 

644  Ibid. Article 6.

645  Ibid. Article 27.

646  Ibid. Article 9.

647  Ibid. Articles 47 and 48.
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case of immovable cultural asset of exceptional signifi cance, the status has to be confi rmed by the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia, 
while the Government of the Republic of Serbia provides the confi rmation of the status of the cultural asset of great importance.648 Both cultural 
assets of exceptional signifi cance and great importance are listed in the Register of Cultural Assets. Different institutions manage the Register, 
regarding the type of protection of assets. There, the Republic Institute manages the Register of immovable cultural assets for the Protection of 
Cultural Monuments.649

In the Republic of Montenegro the preservation of cultural heritage is ensured within two laws: ‘The Law on the Protection of Cultural Assets’650 
and ‘The Law on the Memorials’651. By the Law on Protection of Cultural Assets, for cultural assets can be considered immovable, movable and 
intangible assets of historical, artistic, scientifi c, archeological, architectural, anthropological, technical and social signifi cance,652 whereas as 
immovable cultural assets are considered secular, sacral, memorial works, fortifi cations of infrastructural facilities, group of buildings or sites 
characteristic for interaction of man and nature, cultural-historical buildings, cultural-historical ensembles, sites or areas.653 By the Law, cultural-
historical buildings, as items of architectural, archeological, artistic, technical, paleontological and social signifi cance, can be preserved in whole 
or in parts, as well as infrastructural or industrial facilities, memorials and similar buildings.654

The status of cultural asset is established upon the decision of the Administration for the Protection of Cultural Assets.655 The status of cultural asset 
is given upon the criteria of authenticity and integrity, while considering the degree of preservation and singularity and rarity of the work within 
the framework of its typology, such as the criteria of its historical, artistic, scientifi c, archeological, architectural, anthropologic, technical and 

648  Ibid. Articles 48 and 56.

649  Ibid. Articles 59, 60, 61 and 63.

650  “The Law on Protection of Cultural Assets”, Offi cial Gazette RCG, No. 49/2010.

651  “The Law on Memorials”, Offi cial Gazette RCG, No. 40/2008.

652  “The Law on Protection of Cultural Assets”, Offi cial Gazette RCG, No. 49/2010. Article 2.

653  Ibid. Article 12.

654  Ibid. Article 13.

655  Ibid. Article 7; “The Regulation on the Organization and Functioning of the State Administration”, Offi cial Gazette of RCG, No. 07/2011, 40/2011. Articles 36a and 76b.
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social signifi cance.656 By the provisions of the Law cultural assets are divided into categories of cultural assets of international, national and local 
signifi cance.657 The Register of cultural assets is managed by the Administration for the Protection of the Cultural Assets.658 

On the other hand, the Law on Memorials659 although created in order to regulate the erection of new memorials, also provides mechanisms for 
protection of memorials built to commemorate NLW. The Law on Memorials designates erection and protection of memorials that commemorate 
important events and persons, mass sufferings, fi ghters for freedom and civilian war victims, and cherish human ideals and cultural-historical 
traditions.660 By the provisions of the Law, different objects, structures and buildings can be designated as memorials. Thus, memorials can be items 
as cemeteries, ossuaries, memorials, busts, plaques, houses, homes, museums, as well as public institutions as long as they are named as memorial  
and have such a character.661

Amongst signifi cant events that can be commemorated by the memorials the Law considers important dates of liberation and antifascist struggle of 
Montenegrin people and other peoples that live on Montenegrin territory, while as prominent people of signifi cance for Montenegro, among others, 
can be considered prominent persons from the [National] Liberation War, an uprising or a movement, or persons which distinguished in the fi ght 
against fascism.662 By the provisions of the Law, it is not applicable for memorials that, in accordance with the Law on the Protection of Cultural 
Assets, are considered as cultural monuments.663 Thus, the Law seems to relate to assets of lesser aesthetical and cultural signifi cance. Anyhow, 
by the Law, local governmental bodies in charge of cultural affairs keep registers of memorials on the level of municipalities, while the competent 

656  Ibid. Article 24.

657  Ibid. Articles 33, 34 and 35.

658  Ibid. Article 36.

659  “The Law on Memorials”, Offi cial Gazette RCG, 40/2008. 

660  Ibid. Article 1.

661  Ibid. Article 2. 

662  Articles 4 and 5.

663  Ibid. Article 7.
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body keeps the Central Register.664 

However, the most important provisions of the Law, in regards to the protection of heritage in question, are given in the Articles 31 and 32, which 
state that: “The maintenance of the memorial exerts the subject which erected it (…) If they are charged for the maintenance of the memorial 
ceased to exist or for objective reasons is unable to maintain the memorial, the maintenance is ensured by the municipality. Montenegro provides 
(…) funds for extensive maintenance of the memorial cemeteries and other memorials;” and Articles 38 – 40, which regulate procedures for 
alteration, amendment, relocation, replacement and removal of the memorials. The provisions of the last two articles, which however do not 
regulate the reasons which can call for such procedures, regulate the procedure for separation of memorial from the memorial-building, alteration 
and amendment of the memorial (in accordance with the respect of architectural and artistic authorship), the jurisdictions for memorials relocation, 
replacement and removal, as well as the procedure on storage of removed memorial.

The protection of cultural heritage in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia as well is carried under two laws: ‘The Law on Protection of 
Cultural Heritage’ 665 and ‘The Law on Memorials’ 666. The Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage applies to tangible and intangible, movable 
and immovable assets of archeological, ethnological, historical, artistic, architectural, spatial, landscape, technical, sociological, scientifi c, cultural 
and other values which satisfy cultural, scientifi c, educational, aesthetic, religious, economic and touristic needs of Macedonian citizens and the 
society.667 

To the category of immovable cultural heritage thus belong monuments, as single buildings, works of architecture or civil engineering, or their 
parts, elements and structures; sculptures and memorial structures (objects) commemorating signifi cant events and/or persons; monumental sites, as 
urban, rural and other settlements which are of unique value because of the unity of built heritage with the landscape; and cultural landscapes, i.e. 

664  Ibid. Article 28. 

665  “The Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage”, Offi cial Herald RM, No. 20/2004, 71/2004, 115/2007, 18/2011, 148/2011, 23/2013, 137/2013, 164/2013, 38/2014, 44/2014, 199/2014, 
104/2015, 154/2015.

666  “The Law on Memorials”, Offi cial Herald RM, No. 66/2004, 89/2008 and 152/2015.

667 “The Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage”, Offi cial Herald RM, No. 20/2004, 71/2004, 115/2007, 18/2011, 148/2011, 23/2013, 137/2013, 164/2013, 38/2014, 44/2014, 199/2014, 
104/2015, 154/2015. Articles 2, 3 and 4. 
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areas in which the interaction of man and nature is highlighted, such as sites commemorating battles and other important events, cemeteries, etc.668 
Moreover, under the provision of the Article 32-A of the Law, originals of sculptures and statues, as well as their copies made in the same manner as 
the original which are older than fi fty years, and architectural, scientifi c and engineering drawings, sketches and models, also older than fi fty years, 
are considered as movable national treasure. Cultural heritage, regarding its value, is by the Law divided into three categories: cultural heritage of 
exceptional signifi cance, cultural heritage of great importance and signifi cant cultural heritage. Besides in these three categories, cultural heritage, 
if endangered, might be put under temporal protection.669

The decision on listing of property as cultural heritage of exceptional signifi cance is given by the Directorate for Protection of Cultural Heritage 
upon the proposal of the competent public institution, whereas the decision on the proclamation of property as cultural heritage of great importance 
is given by the Government of FYR of Macedonia upon suggestion of the administration and with the arbitration of the National Council for 
Cultural Heritage. Finally, the Directorate gives the decision on declaration of national treasure.670 The same institutions can bring the decision 
on alteration or the loss of cultural heritage status, upon the irrevocable destruction or loss of importance of the asset under protection.671 Once a 
property is declared as cultural heritage, the management act on its preservation and maintenance has to be adopted within six months from the date 
of enactment of the decision on asset’s protection, and it is to be reevaluated on annual basis. The enforcement of the Law is in the jurisdiction of 
the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage within the Ministry of Culture of the FYR of Macedonia.672 The Directorate consequently 
maintains the National Registry of the Cultural Heritage that is divided into the Registry of the Temporally Protected Assets, the Registry of 
Endangered Cultural Heritage and the Register of the Archeological Sites.673 

As mentioned above, the Law anticipates the establishment of the National Council for Cultural Heritage as advisory and coordinating body within 

668  Ibid.  Articles 12, 13 and 14.

669  Ibid.  Articles 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32.

670  Ibid. Articles 40, 41 and 42a.

671  Ibid. Article 44.

672  Ibid. Article 8.

673  Ibid. Article 45.
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the Government. The National Council has four years term and is presided by the Minister of Culture, while its members are appointed from the ranks 
of distinguished individuals from the fi eld of cultural heritage protection. The National Council gives inputs and guidelines for the advancement of 
protection legislative and practice and among other tasks. It can give opinion on declaration of cultural heritage of exceptional signifi cance, discuss 
controversial issues related to cultural heritage protection and may provide opinion on dislocation, abandonment and demolition of immovable 
cultural heritage of exceptional signifi cance.674

The specifi city of the Macedonian Law is that it anticipates the adoption of the National Strategy for the Protection and Use of the Cultural 
Heritage. The Strategy, which is to be drafted by the Directorate and adopted by the Macedonian National Assembly and harmonized with the 
Spatial Plan of the FYR of Macedonia, is a fi ve-year period strategic document which denotes general objectives and principles for improving 
heritage protection practice. Moreover, the Law anticipates the adoption of the Plan for Management of the Immovable Cultural Heritage, which 
should include measures and activities for protection of cultural heritage in order to forestall factors and risks, enhance potentials and enable its 
sustainable protection and maintenance.675 On the other hand, the Law on Memorials676 regulates erection and maintenance of memorials, if these 
are not declared as cultural heritage and consequently protected under the Law on Protection of Cultural Heritage.677 By the Law, as memorials 
are considered single or group of objects, such as sculptures, statues, plaques, fountains, etc. and monumental works of architectural, sculptural 
and artistic character with historical and aesthetic value, which commemorate individuals and events of importance for FYROM and its people.678 
Besides the provisions that regulate erection of new memorials, the Law regulates procedures of maintenance and protection of existing memorials. 
Thus, Article 16 of the Law might be interpreted in regards to the protection of existing memorials. By the same article, actions that could disrupt 
the integrity of memorial, or its alteration, displacement or removal cannot be taken without the consent of the Parliament and the author of the 
memorial.
 

674  Ibid. Articles 158 and 159.

675  Ibid. Articles 49 and 49a.

676  “The Law on Memorials”, Offi cial Herald RM, No. 66/2004, 89/2008 and 152/2015.

677  Ibid. Article 23.

678  Ibid. Articles 3 and 4.
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Lastly, the protection of cultural heritage in the Republic of Kosovo is an especially delicate task, having in mind confl icts and turbulent political 
and cultural situation that is refl ected on destruction and degradation on number of Kosovo cultural monuments. Thus, the protection of Kosovo’s 
cultural heritage not only has importance in architectural and cultural, but moreover in social terms, as agreements and policies on heritage 
preservation have to be constantly discussed and compromised between Kosovar institutional instances.
Several institutions whose mandate and jurisdictions are regulated by more than a few laws carry the protection of cultural heritage in Kosovo. 
Principally, the protection of cultural heritage is regulated by ‘The Law on Cultural Heritage’679 and planned within ‘The National Strategy for 
Cultural Heritage 2017 - 2027’680. However, several other laws and documents interfere with the subject of heritage protection, such as ‘The Law on 
Special Protective Zones’, ‘The Law on Spatial Planning’, ‘The Law on Protection and Promotion of the Rights of Communities and their Members 
in Kosovo’, The Law on Spatial Planning’, ‘The Law on Construction’ and laws particular cultural zones and assets protection.

The Law on Cultural Heritage protects “architectural, archaeological, movable and spiritual heritage regardless of time of creation and construction, 
type of construction, benefi ciary, creator or implementer of a work” apart from “cultural heritage that relates to or derives from religious confessions 
[which] shall be governed by legislation that defi nes the status of religious communities in Kosovo.”681 Thus, the Law defi nes immovable cultural 
heritage as archeological, architectural heritage and cultural landscapes, whereas to the second group belong ”a) Monuments: Constructions and 
structures distinguished by values of historical, archaeological, artistic, scientifi c, social or technical interest including movable elements as their 
parts; b) Ensemble of buildings: Groups of urban or rural buildings distinguished by values of historical, archaeological, artistic, scientifi c, social 
or technical interest, interrelated with certain topographic units; c) Architectural conservation areas: Areas comprising combined works of human 
hand and nature distinguished by values of historical, archaeological, artistic, scientifi c, social and technical interest; while ‘Cultural landscapes’ 
means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is result of action and interaction of natural and/or human factors; an essential component 

679  “The Cultural Heritage Law”, Offi cial Gazette of the Republic of Kosovo, No. 2006/02-L-88.

680  The main objectives planned with the National Strategy for Cultural Heritage that should be reached in the next ten-year period: advancement of legal and institutional framework; 
integrated approach for towards sustainable development of the cultural heritage; inclusion of cultural heritage into the development plans; promotion of cultural heritage; and education, training 
and active participation in protection of cultural heritage. See: The National Strategy for Cultural Heritage 2017 – 2027. Republic of Kosovo, Government, Ministry of Culture, Youth & Sport. 
Available at: http://www.mkrs-ks.org/repository/docs/eng_strategy_for_heritage.pdf (Accessed January 2, 2017). 

681  Ibid. Article 1, Paragraph 1.3.
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of peoples’ surroundings, an expression of diversity of their shared cultural and natural heritage and a foundation of their identity.”682

By the Law on Cultural Heritage of Kosovo, architectural monuments “shall be preserved in all their compositional elements” with expansion of 
the protective zone to fi fty meters around the monument, whilst  “ensembles and architectural conservation areas under protection may be in rural 
or urban environments. Buildings included in ensembles and such areas are protected externally architectural and technical features.” Furthermore, 
“architectural monuments or buildings within ensembles that have fallen into poor state of repair or are at risk of signifi cant damage can become 
subject to urgent or emergency repair procedure” which should be undertaken and fi nanced by the competent institution, except in the case when the 
property is in poor condition because of owner’s failure to maintain the property, whereas fi nancial costs of rehabilitation works would be recouped 
from the owner. 683

On the other hand, ‘The Law on Special Protective Zones’684, by defi ning ‘special protective zone’ as “an area defi ned by a map, or by defi ned area 
surrounding a monument, building, group of buildings, ensemble, village, or historic town center that is safeguarded from any development or 
activity which could damage its historical, cultural, architectural or archeological context, natural environment or aesthetic visual setting”685 has 
an aim to ensure the protection of Orthodox religious heritage, such as churches and monasteries and cultural sites of signifi cance for Kosovar 
Serbs, as well as other communities. Thus, the objectives of the Law are more of social and political than artistic and architectural nature, as it 
strives to provide peaceful existence in protected zones, enable sustainable development of communities inhabiting them and preserve their unique 
character.686 However, among ‘special protective zones’ declared in Articles 7, 8 and 9 of the Law, properties built in the period of interest, i.e. 
between 1945 and 1990 are not to be found.

The responsibility of enforcement of law(s) on protection of cultural heritage is shared among different institutions. The protection of cultural 
heritage, by the Cultural Heritage Law is delegated to (some) ‘competent institution’. The vagueness in determination of the institution competent 

682  Ibid. Article 2, Paragraphs 2.2. and 2.4.

683  “The Cultural Heritage Law”, Offi cial Gazette of the Republic of Kosovo, No. 2006/02-L-88. . Article 6, Paragraphs 6.3, 6.4, 6.5. and 6.12.

684  “The Law on Special Protective Zones”, Offi cial Gazette of the Republic of Kosovo No. 2008/03-L039 and The Decree of the President of the Republic of Kosovo No. DL-007-2008. 

685  Ibid. Article 2. 

686  Ibid. Articles 1 and 3.
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for the Law enforcement is even more complicated by the process of cultural heritage protection which results in different institutions sharing 
responsibility for the implementation of the Law. Thus, in this case it cannot be confi rmed which competent institution maintains the Inventory of 
Cultural Heritage of Kosovo687, establishes the list of temporary protected properties688 and develops strategic and operative documents for heritage 
protection. However, from the data presented by the Ministry such tasks are in the competence of the Department of Heritage within the Ministry 
of Culture, Youth and Sports, which might be considered as the umbrella institution for the Law enforcement. Still, enforcement of the Law is to 
be supervised by the Kosovo Council for the Cultural Heritage689, an advisory body to the Assembly of Kosovo whose mandate is “to approve 
the List of Cultural Heritage, to identify priority measures for fi nancial support for cultural heritage protection and to evaluate submitted cultural 
heritage-related project proposals.”690 

In conclusion, it could be said that the legislative framework and documentation on cultural heritage protection in Yugoslav successor states 
provides a broad framework for inclusion of 20th century architectural works of value and signifi cance under protective regimes. However, as 
it would be demonstrated in the remainder of the analysis, there are not many immovable properties built in the second half of the 20th century 
which are inducted in registers of protected cultural heritage. The reason for reluctance can be found in the fact that criteria of age and historical 
signifi cance still (might) play a decisive role in heritage evaluation, what makes heritage built in the second half of the 20th century perceived as less 
endangered than architectural heritage from previous epochs. Nevertheless, the level of cultural signifi cance of the heritage in question also plays 
an important role when approaching protection practices, as majority of works investigated in the fi rst chapters which are listed as cultural heritage 
in Yugoslav successor states are included in registers precisely because of their endangered cultural status. 

But then again, unfortunately, even as institutional efforts and nongovernmental projects for protection and re-appropriation of built heritage from 
the socialist period are moving forward, somewhere faster and more successfully, the state of condition of heritage in question demonstrates that 

687  “The Cultural Heritage Law”, Offi cial Gazette of the Republic of Kosovo, No. 2006/02-L-88. . Article 3.

688  By Paragraph 3.6 of the Article 3 of the Cultural Heritage Law, “Objects included on the List of the Cultural Heritage under temporary protection shall be under temporary protection 
for one year.”

689  Ibid. Article 4, Paragraphs 4.3, 4.4, 4.8 and 4.9. and the Constitution of the Republic of Kosovo, Article 142. 

690   Challenges in the Protection of Immovable Tangible Cultural Heritage in Kosovo, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, OSCE – Mission in Kosovo. March 2014. P. 
11.
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the progress is insuffi ciently slow, since processes of degradation and destruction are becoming all the more pronounced and frequent. 



The analysis691 of available692 registers of cultural heritage in Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Kosovo reveals that, in the 
case of heritage in question, but also in the case of evaluation of immovable heritage constructed in the second half of the 20th century altogether, 
assessment of cultural, social and historical character plays an important role in the process of designation of works in question as heritage. It can 
be also noticed that processes of assessment of immovable heritage built in the second half of the 20th century in Slovenia and Croatia are to some 
extant more advanced than in remaining (analyzed) countries. It is also perceivable that the evaluation of architecture built between 1945 and 1990 
in Slovenia and Croatia moves away from the assessment of its cultural and historical signifi cance to the appraisal of architectural and spatial 
accomplishments reached within evaluated works and projects. 

Thus, in case of Slovenia, from eight thousand four hundred and sixteen immovable assets registered as heritage, 5121 items were built in the course 
of 20th century. More precisely, among 315 immovable assets declared for monuments of national signifi cance are 102 buildings and spaces built 
in the 20th century and from that number, 23 belonging to the second half of the century. On the other hand, from one thousand one hundred and 
eighty nine assets protected on the local level, approximately 647 items belong to the period after the year 1945. But even more impressionable is 
the data that more than eighty fi ve percent of these assets are of memorial character, and moreover uttermost majority of them are ones related to 

691  The data presented in the analysis were revised ending with 1 June 2016. Even though eventual mistake in revision of registers of heritage in Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Serbia and Kosovo, might have occurred, since the revision of the same was done manually, because registers’ systems do not provide a tool for selection of assets upon certain data 
(year, author, state of protection, etc.); divergences in number of assets declared for heritage in fi ve analyzed countries, or state of protection of heritage in question, must be put in the context of 
the update of the registers’ status with new assets.

692  The presented analysis is given from the data collected from available information presented in registers of cultural heritage found on the Internet and the data received from competent 
institutions which deal with preservation and protection of heritage in the given countries. However, the information on the state of protection of heritage in question in FYR of Macedonia could 
have not be collected since the Macedonian register of cultural heritage is not publicly available and the competent institution have not responded the author’s request for information. Similarly, 
the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Properties of Montenegro informed the author that the given institution does not keep the register of cultural heritage and that the solicited data can 
be obtained only after profound and detailed systematization of documentation in possession of the given institution. For the given reasons, the data from these two countries were excluded from 
the analysis, what should not affect the reliability of the research. 
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the commemorating the NLW occurrences. 

From assets presented in the fi rst chapter, all except the Memorial to the Fallen at Urh (1955, Zdenko and Boris Kalin), thirty items, are registered 
as heritage. From those, as national heritage are protected nine assets: Jože Plečnik’s ‘Grave of the Fallen’ in Štepanja Vasi in Ljubljana (1950, with 
Tone Rus), the Memorial to the NLW Victims at Trnove in Koleziji in Ljubljana (1951–1954, with Anton Bitenc) and the Memorial to Victims of 
the First and the Second World War in Černa (1953, with Milica Detoni and Vladimira Bratuž); Edvard Ravnikar’s Memorial to the Fallen Soldiers 
and Hostages in Begunje (1949, with Boris Kalin) and the Memorial Cemetery in Draga (1952–1953 with Kalin), the Memorial to the NLW at 
Gričko in Črnomelj (1954–1961, Marko Župančić and Jakob Savinšek), the Memorial to the Pohorski Batallion near Osankarica (1959, Slavko 
Tihec), the Memorial to the Revolution in Ljubljana (1975, Drago Tršar and Vladimir Braco Mušič) and fi nally the Memorial to Dražgoška Battle 
(1977, Stojan Batič).

Remaining assets, sixteen items, including the copy of Augustinčić’s Memorial to Marshal Tito in Ljubljana (1949), are under protection as 
monuments of local signifi cance:  the Slovenian Peoples Assembly, now the Assembly of Republic of Slovenia (1954-1960, Vinko Glanz), the 
Tomb of National Heroes in Ljubljana (1952, Boris Kalin), Jakob Savinšek’s Memorial to ‘Hostage’ at Žablji Vasi in Novo Mesto (1953, with Sveta 
Jovanović) and the Memorial ‘War and Peace’ in Celje (1958), the Memorial Park with Memorial to Hostages and Fighters in Želah, Ljubljana 
(1955–1965, Nikolaj Bežek, Feđa Košir, Tina Demšar, Zdenko Kalin and Janez Boljka), the Cemetery of the Memorial Hospital Jelendol at 
Kočevski Rog (1956, Miloš Lapajne), the Partisan Cemetery ‘Vojščica’ in Vojsko pri Idriji (1956, Edvard Ravnikar, Savin Sever and Milko Kožar), 
Gramozna Pit in Ljubljana (1957, Vinko Glanz and Boris Kalin), Zdenko Kalin’s version of the Memorial to the National Hero Boris Kidrič in 
Ljubljana (1960) and Stojan Batič’s in Maribor (1963), the Memorial to the Fallen Pioneers of NLW in Ljubljana (1962, Boris Kobe), the Memorial 
to the Fighters from Gorica and Beneška Area in Gonjače (1962, Janez Boljka and Marko Šlajmer), Lojze Dolinar’s Monument to the Revolution 
in Kranj (1961), Drago Tršar’s Memorial to the Revolution Participants in Kamnik (1962), Janez Lenasi’s Memorial to the Third Overseas Brigade 
in Ilirska Bistrica (1965) and ultimately the Memorial to NLW in Udin Buršt near Kranj (1982, Vojtah Ravnikar). Remaining assets, fi ve items, 
remain the only registered as heritage: the Memorial to the Uprising in Drežnica, the Memorial to Fallen Fighters in Kvasica (Jakob Savinšek), the 
Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Donji Logatec (Stojan Batič), the Memorial to the Killed in NLW in Vevčah in Ljubljana (Vlasto Kopač) and the 
Memorial to NLW in Maribor (Slavko Tihec). 
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The state of protection of heritage in question in Croatia does not differ very much from one in Slovenia. Still, in Croatia, from 42 assets declared 
as cultural assets of national importance, none belong to the 20th century heritage. On the other hand, from 8977 items permanently protected 
cultural assets, 200 immovable assets were built in the 20th century. From the given number, one 145 are buildings and/or ensembles of modern or 
postmodern character, while fi fty fi ve items are memorial cultural goods (buildings, memorial and cultural-historical ensembles). Moreover, within 
the list of temporary protected cultural assets 13 immovable properties built in the 20th century can be found.

Regarding assets presented in the fi rst chapter found in territory of Croatia, protected as cultural heritage are 25 items: the Administrative Building 
of the Croatian Government, so-called ‘Kockica’ (1968, Ivan Vitić), the original copy of Augustinčić’s Memorial to Marshal Tito in Kumrovec 
(1946, protected within the protection regime for Tito’s Birth house and the Old Kumrovec Village), the Memorial of the Gratitude to the Red 
Army (1945–1947, with the Memorial Ossuary) at Batina, as well as his works for the Memorial to Moše Pijade in Zagreb (1954) and two copies 
of the Memorial ‘Carrying the Wounded’ (1952) in Zagreb and Imotski, the Memorial ‘Shooting of the Hostages’ in Zagreb (1951, Frano Kršinić), 
the Memorial to the Battle at Bolman in Bolman (1951, Nikola Kećanin), the Memorial Ossuary to Vladimir Gortan in Beram (1952, Zdenko 
Kolacio and Zdenko Sila), the Memorial Complex ‘Kampor’ at Rab (1953, Edvard Ravnikar and Vladimir Lakovič), the copy of the Memorial 
to the Upraise in Brezovica forest near Sisak (1954, Frano Kršinić), the Park of the Heroes with the Memorial Ossuary at Trsat in Rijeka (1957, 
Zdenko Kolacio and Zdenko Sila), the Lighthouse ‘Seaman’ and the Memorial to the Unknown Seaman in Split (1957, Ivan Carić, Paško Kuzmanić 
and Andrija Krstulović), the Memorial to the December Victims at Dubrava in Zagreb (1960-1961, Dušan Džamonja), the Memorial to Fighters 
of the First Split Partisan Unit in Košute (1961, Vuko Bombardeli), the Memorial Park ‘Šubićevac’ in Šibenik (1961, Kosta Angeli Radovani and 
Zdenko Kolacio), the Memorial ‘Seal Wings’ in Podgora (1962, Rajko Radović), Bogdanović’s ‘The Stone Flover’ in Jasenovac (1966) and the 
Memorial Park ‘Dudik’ in Vukovar (1978–1980), the Memorial Artifact at the Abez Forest near Vrginmost (1966, Zdenko Kolacio), the Memorial 
Park Dotrščina in Zagreb (1968 and 1981, Vojin Bakić and Stevan Luketić), the Memorial to Freedom in Donji Miholjac (1968, Stjepan Brlošić), 
the Memorial to Liberators of Knin in Knin (1969, Grozdan Knežević and Đorđe Romić), The Partisan Cemetery in Komletinci (1976, Zdenko 
Kolacio and Dušan Džamonja) and fi nally the Petrova Gora Memorial (1981- 1982, Vojin Bakić). 

On the other hand, under temporal protection are just two assets: the NLW Memorial to the Upraise in Moslavina at Tandrićeva Meadow, Caginec, 
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near Ivanić-Grad (Mirko Bračun) and Augustinčić’s Memorial ‘Flag’ at the Cemetery Viktorovac in Sisak. The remaining items, including three 
assets destroyed during or after the Croatian War of Independence 1991-1995: Bakić’s Memorial to the Revolution in Kamenska and ‘Gudovčanin’ 
in Gudovac, near Bjelovar, and Radauš’s ‘The Gallows’ in Gospićki Jasikovac, are not considered for cultural heritage. 

Having in mind that the analysis is based on approaching assets of greatest architectural/aesthetic value and cultural signifi cance of representative 
character and having in mind that majority vast of immovable assets protected as monuments of national or local signifi cance are those whose 
memorial character is prevalent, and that from above presented it can be concluded that the situation is more-less the same in Croatia,  it can be 
concluded that symbolical character of heritage in question plays an important role when its protection is considered. But even more striking is the 
fact that in Croatia, as well as, as it will be demonstrated in continuance, in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia, the state of condition of heritage 
in question put under protection regime does not much differ from the state of condition of unprotected assets. This data leads to the conclusion 
that current heritage preservation policies and mechanisms do not adequately respond to the need to culturally re-appropriate them and in that way 
physically protect the heritage in question.

For that reason, and in order to assist preservation and revitalization of heritage in question it is necessary to search for ways on recuperation of 
lost cultural values and social signifi cances of given heritage. Thereby, in order to enable sustainable and qualitative revitalization of the heritage 
in question its cultural purpose has to be recuperated through retrieval and/or upgrade of its function. The urge to approach the revitalization of 
heritage in question not only architecturally, but interdisciplinary becomes evident when the situation is analyzed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Serbia and Kosovo regarding the state of condition and level of preservation and protection of heritage of representative character built in socialist 
period in territories which formed the SFR Yugoslavia.  

From 818 assets declared for national monuments, and 444 assets listed within the Temporary List of National Monuments of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, merely 17 items were built in the period 1945–1990. Even more indicative is the data that from the number of assets listed as 
temporary protected property, only four assets: the Džidžikovac Residential Complex (1947, Mehmed and Reuf Kadić), the Historic Museum, i.e. 
former Museum of the Revolution, the City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building, i.e. former Socio - Political Organization’s building, 
all in Sarajevo, and the Majdan Worker’s Housing Estate in Vareš (1947–1953, Juraj Neidhardt) are declared as heritage primarily because of 
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their architectural signifi cance. The remaining assets built from 1945 to 1990 which are listed as Bosnian and Herzegovinian national monuments 
are protected because their memorial nature has jeopardized their architectural value. From these, besides ZAVNOBIH’s 2nd Session building in 
Sanski Most, the Memorial Complex ‘25 May’ in Drvar, the Army War Command (AWC) building and the bunker in Konjic (1953 – 1979), the 
Partisan Cemetery in Glavatičevo, Konjic (1955) and the Memorial to Soldiers of the National liberation War in Ilidža near Sarajevo (1961), which 
were not included in the research, all remaining items, nine of those, are assets of memorial character presented in the fi rst chapter: the Park of 
National Heroes with the Memorial Ossuary in Bileća (1955), the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers of Krajina at Šehitluci in Banja Luka (1961, Antun 
Augustinčić), the Partisan Cemetery in Mostar (1961 – 1965, Bogdan Bogdanović), ‘Šušnjar’ Memorial Complex in Sanski Most (1972, Petar 
Krstić), the Necropolis of the Victims of Fascism in Novi Travnik (1975, Bogdan Bogdanović), the Makljen Memorial on the Makljen Mountain 
near Prozor (1978, Boško Kućanski), the Memorial Complex of the Battle for the Wounded on the Neretva River, Jablanica (1978, Branko Tadić 
and Zdravko Dunđerović), the Garavice Park Memorial to the Victims of the Fascist Terror in Bihać (1981, Bogdan Bogdanović) and the ‘Vraca’ 
Memorial Park in Sarajevo (1981, Vladimir Dobrović, Alija Kučukalić and Aleksandar Maltarić). Thus, the data from Bosnia and Herzegovina also 
confi rms above the given thesis that symbolic character has important role when determining work’s potential value as heritage.  

Similarly, regarding the state of condition of heritage in question in Serbia, the information of the Republic Institute for Protection of Cultural 
Monuments693 reveals that in Serbian Register of Cultural Assets 2513 assets are registered, from which 200 monuments have status of exceptional 
signifi cance while 582 monuments are those of great importance.694 From the given number 662 assets were created in the course of the 20th century, 
while one 168 items were either built in the second half of the century or their symbolic character is related to the memory on World War II events 
and persons. 

Regarding works investigated in the fi rst chapter, as monument of exceptional signifi cance are enlisted: Memorial Complex ‘Boško Buha’ in Jabuka 
(1943, Miro Letica and Lj. Čabarkapa), the Memorial ‘4 December’ in Prijepolje, (1953, Lojze Dolinar), the Memorial ‘Partisan Courier’ (1954, 
Stevan Bodnarov) and the Memorial to Tito (1981, Antun Augustinčić) in Stolice near Krupanj, the Memorial ‘Three Fists’ in the Memorial Park 

693  The information, provided to the author upon the request sent to the Republic Institute for Protection of Cultural Monuments on 26 January 2016, dates to 17 March 2016.
694  The provided information differs from one presented at the Ministry of Culture and Informing of the Republic of Serbia’s website by which 2306 immovable assets are registered, 
512 enlisted as monuments of exceptional signifi cance while the number of those of great importance stays the same: 200 items. See:  http://www.kultura.gov.rs/lat/zastita-kulturnog-nasledja/
kulturna-dobra (Accessed December 2, 2015)
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Bubanj (1963, Ivan Sabolić), the Memorial Park ‘Kraljevo October’ in Kraljevo (1970, Dragutin Kovačević and Spasoje Kunić), the Memorial 
Complex ‘Symbolism in the Stone’ in Bela Crkva (1971, Bogdan Bogdanović), the Memorial Complex ‘Kragujevac October’ with accompanying 
memorials and the Memorial Museum (1976), ‘Kadinjača’ Memorial at the Memorial Complex ‘Kadinjača’ near Užice (Miodrag Živković) and the 
Memorial Complex to Srem Front in Adaševci (1988, Jovan Soldatović).

On the other hand, as monuments of great importance eight assets are protected: the Memorial Cemetery in Sremska Mitrovica (1960, Bogdanović), 
the Memorial Ossuary of the Killed Citizens of Jadar in Draginac (1961, Gordanić Balkanski), the Memorial ‘Čačalica’ in Požarevac (1952–
1963–1985, Bratislav Stojanov, Stanislav Mičić and Milorad Tepavac), the Memorial to the Killed Patriots in Žablje (1962, Jovan Soldatović), 
the Memorial Park Slobodište at Bagrala near Kruševac (1964, Bogdanović), the Memorial to the Victims of the Raid in Novi Sad (1971, Jovan 
Soldatović), the Memorial Cemetery within the City Cemetery of Novi Sad (1977–1984, Čedomir Radović, Vojin Dedejevič and Savo Hulagin) 
and ultimately the Memorial Complex to the Srem Front in Adaševci (1988, Jovan Soldatović).

Lastly, while nine assets are evidenced as cultural heritage, two governmental buildings: the Serbia Palace, i.e. former Federal Executive Council 
of Yugoslavia Palace in Belgrade (1947–1961, Vladimir Potočnjak, Mihailo Janković), the Army General Staff building in Belgrade (1963, Nikola 
Dobrović), and seven memorials and memorial sites: the Memorial to the National Heroe Janko Čmelik in Stara Pazova (1949, Stevan Bodnarov), 
the Tomb of National Heroes in Belgrade (1949, Stevan Bodnarov), the Memorial to Killed in Jajnici in Belgrade (1950 – 1988, Stevan Bodnarov 
and Vojin Stojič, the Memorial to the Red Army Soldier in Belgrade (1954, Augustinčić), the Memorial Relief to Belgrade’s Liberators in Belgrade 
(1954, Rade Stanković), the Memorial to Moše Pijade in Belgrade (1967, Branko Ružić) and the Memorial to ‘Mother and Daughters’ in Topola 
(1967, Ante Gižetić), remaining items presented in the research continue being considered as having merit to be protected as cultural heritage. 

Finally, from 175 immovable assets declared for Kosovar cultural heritage, only one item, the High School ‘Sami Frashëri’, was built after the 
Second World War. On the other hand, three assets from the Second World War, because of their historical signifi cance, were declared for cultural 
heritage,695 while only two works presented in the fi rst chapter, i.e. two memorials are protected as heritage of local signifi cance. Therefore, it seems 
that Kosovo’s protection practices have still not entered into the process of valorization of modern and postmodern architecture and thus neither 

695  These are: The House of National Hero Boro Vukmirovic and the House of National hero Ramiz Sadiku in Peja, and the House of Selim Bakia in Gjakova. 
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has the heritage in question. 

Although the presented data indicate that majority of works studied in the fi rst part of the thesis are, mostly because their endangered symbolical 
nature, but also because of their architectural merit, considered (declared) for cultural heritage, as it will be revealed in the continuance of the 
research, the special status does not reduce the risk of their degradation or even destruction. The reason for such situation might be found in the fact 
that such protective endeavors more or less remain at administrative level since the implementation of protection regimes is under jurisdiction of 
local institutions, what eventually results in that the activities of maintenance, preservation, restoration and revitalization depend on the mercy of 
local communities and their interest for re-appropriation of heritage in question. From this it can be concluded that the state of condition of heritage 
of representative character built between 1945 and 1990 in former Yugoslav territories does not depend on the state of its legal protection, but on 
the level of social usefulness and cultural appropriation of given assets. Thus, in regards to the above established categories the state of condition 
of heritage in question is discussed in continuance of the thesis. 
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Immovable heritage built between 1945 and 1990 in territories of former Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia can be found in different states of condition in the present. 
In regards to the state of condition of the heritage in question, four categories can be established:
a) destroyed – completely or partially, damaged and vandalized heritage;
b) neglected, ruinous or abandoned heritage;
c) functional heritage, but in a bad state of condition;
d) functional, preserved and maintained heritage in question;
e) revitalized: reinterpreted, rehabilitated, reconstructed or adapted heritage.

Different types of heritage in question, due to various circumstances and different problems, are found in dissimilar state of condition. Still, 
condition of here-analyzed assets can be assessed as endangered because most of items in question have lost their cultural and social purport as their 
function and social programme has been changed or even lost. The greatest harm in that sense suffered memorials and memorial sites since they 
have been emptied of any symbolical relevance, while in the case of museums and memorial homes/centers changed social necessities and cultural 
aspirations have led either to the change of the function or complete loss of cultural signifi cance what has led either to degradation or alteration of 
their structure and appearance. Finally, assets of governmental and institutional character appear to be best preserved, although the revitalization of 
several properties from this category demonstrates that in order for them to preserve their functionality they had to be transformed, whilst, as the 
transformation was led upon the idea on demonstration of cultural transition, their visual aspect ultimately has changed. 



The complexity of Yugoslav federative governmental system and the particularity of socialist ideology claimed for construction of outsized 
governmental and institutional facilities both on the state level and levels of the republics. These immense administrative spaces in contemporary 
times have to be adapted to more modest institutional needs of the new states while simultaneously their visual aspect quested to be changed upon 
the re-construction of cultural identities in the newly formed countries which called for transformation of their so called ‘socialist appearance’.
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 The social and cultural turnover infl uenced on the level of functional and aesthetical preservation of 14 governmental buildings analyzed in the fi rst 
chapter, which can be found in different states of condition. The difference in level of preservation does not come from the level of legal protection 
of given governmental assets, since fi ve assets declared for cultural/immovable heritage696 can be found in same condition as unprotected items, but 
it is related to the level of preservation of their functional capacity. Accordingly, the state of condition depends whether the governmental heritage 
in question was built for the purpose of meeting the institutional needs of SFR Yugoslavia’s central government or was built to serve the needs of 
six former Yugoslav republics’ institutions. The functional and visual revitalization of the fi rst group of buildings, to which belong assets solely 
found in Belgrade: the Federal Executive Council Palace, the Communist Party Central Committee, i.e. Socio - Political Organizations Palace, the 
Military Institute of Geography, the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building, the Palace of Justice and the New Building of the Federal Executive 
Council in Belgrade, i.e. ‘SIV 3’, hence was/is far more complicated than it is the case with assets belonging to the second group. Thus, as it 
will be demonstrated, the state of condition of governmental assets built to serve institutions of republics can be to some extent evaluated better 
than the state of condition of buildings which were built to accommodate Yugoslav central government. This implies that the Slovenian National 
Assembly, i.e. Peoples Assembly building and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia’s Offi ce for the Communication building, i.e. former 
building of National Administration in Ljubljana, the Croatian Ministry of Sea, Transport and Infrastructure and the Ministry of Tourism building, 
i.e. former building of the Croatian Communist Party Central Committee in Zagreb, the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Parliament and the Council of 
Ministers building, i.e. former Executive Council Building and the City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building, i.e. former Socio-Political 
Organizations building in Sarajevo, the Serbian Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development building, i.e. former building 
of the Executive Council of Serbia in Belgrade, the Macedonian Government Head Quarters building, i.e. the Central Committee of the League 
of Communist of Macedonia building in Skopje, and the Old Building of the Government of Montenegro, i.e. the Building of Socio-Political 
Organizations of Montenegro in Podgorica, were more or less successfully adopted to the new function(s) in the request to meet the needs of new 
administrative bodies of new Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Macedonian and Montenegrin government.

From buildings built to accommodate Yugoslav central government and administrative institutions in the worst condition is Dobrović’s legacy in 
Belgrade, i.e. former Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building. The property, categorized in the fi rst group regarding its state of condition, was 

696  As presented in the previous subchapter, for national heritage are declared: in Slovenia the Slovenian National Assembly, in Croatia the Croatian Ministry of Sea, Transport and 
Infrastructure and the Ministry of Tourism building, i.e. ‘Kockica’ in Zagreb, in Bosnia and Herzegovina the City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building in Sarajevo and in Serbia the 
Palace Serbia and the Yugoslav Army’s General Staff building in Belgrade.
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shattered and hardly damaged (almost destroyed) during NATO’s bombing of Belgrade in the course of Kosovo War in 1999 with no activities on 
its revitalization taken since then (Fig. 128)697. 

Srđan Jovanovic Weiss, in the article titled ‘NATO as Architectural Critic’698, set the thesis that the Yugoslav Army General Staff building, likewise 
other buildings damaged during the NATO bombing, was targeted not only because of its politic, strategic and tactic importance, but moreover 
because of its symbolic nature. By Weiss “NATO (…) branded examples of Serbian post-war modernism as Fascist,” what provides the danger 
that “his architecture, built under pro-Western liberal infl uence, is now in danger of being branded as Fascist, of being remembered in relation to 

697 Fig. 128: The state of condition of the Army’s General Staff building in 2012. Author: Nina Stevanović, 2012.
698 JOVANOVIC WEISS, SRĐAN: “NATO as Architectural Critic” in Cabinet, No. 1, 2000/2001. Available at: http://www.cabinetmagazine.org/issues/1/NATO.php (Accessed November 
11, 2015)

Fig. 128: The state of condition of the Army’s General Staff building in 2012.
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its conditions of destruction.” The thesis originates from Weiss’s deliberation on why the emptied complex, whose strategic value at the moment of 
the attack “was zero”, was bombed “more than a month after the air attacks had started.”699 The answer, by Weiss, is to be found in the building’s 
modernist character and its symbolic nature. The fi rst thesis Weiss corroborates with the data that other strategically important targets, such as the 
White Palace (Beli Dvori), a villa built in the 1930s, at the time occupied by Slobodan Milošević “was considered off-limits as a target because of 
a Rembrandt canvas kept on its fi rst fl oor”700, whereas the second thesis is developed on the premise that modernist architecture was easily selected 
as a target because it was assessed as socialist and thus evaluated as not valuable because of Western cultural preconceptions of socialist learning 
and its material illustrations. Thus, targeting and destroying the Army General Staff building in the NATO air strikes, by Wiess, can illustrate the 
ambiguities within Serbian and ex-Yugoslav societies, but also the world altogether: “The circumstances that made possible to destroy architecture 
born in the struggle against Fascism in the name of global policing of Fascism have yet to be studied (…). This guide juxtaposes the original 
building and the ruin and thereby merges opposite methods of architectural classifi cation, one historically critical and based on the creation of the 
building, and other realistic and post-critical based on its destruction. In case of the Army Headquarters, both methods, however, are relevant. That 
is because the trying to understand future condition of Yugoslavia’s national identity now asks that we think of two voids in relation to each other: 
one created by Nikola Dobrovic within his Army Headquarters and the new one created by NATO’s bombs falling on the building. The answer 
seems like a delayed dilemma on which void to identify with, which void to remember.”701

As result, the Army General Staff building remains left abandoned. Even though being declared for national cultural monument702 over the years 
the complex did not receive any conservation treatment, nor were any plans for its revitalization developed. Although placed in a very prominent 
location in Belgrade’s center the complex was left to the mercy of time until recently. If we depart from Dobrović’s explanation of the conceptual 
idea behind complex’s design as the intent to create the void in space, now the void is really there. The void is now moreover symbolically empty, 
as the complex’s abandonment derives from the incapability of Serbian society to notice that this asset very potently illustrates political and 
ideological drama which marked its latest history (Fig. 129)703. 

699  Ibid.
700  Ibid. 
701  Ibid. 

702  “The Decision on Declaration of the General Staff Building as the National Cultural Monument”, No. 633-8111/2005, Offi cial Gazette of RS, No. 115/2005. 
703  Fig 129: The vacious space of the Army’s General Staff building in Belgrade (2012).Author: Nina Stevanović, 2012.
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Fig. 129: Vacious space of the  Army’s General Staff building in Belgrade (2012)
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From this perspective the impotency to revitalize the building might be analyzed. The complex was converted into the icon on brutality of NATO’s 
bombing and it became the emblem of alleged injustice done to Serbia during the 1990s wars by the international community. Having in mind that 
Serbia emerged from the 1990s wars considered for an aggressor by contiguous countries and a (large) part of international community while from 
its own perspective deemed itself for the war(s) loser since it did not manage to detain secession of other republics and thus had not fulfi lled the 
task of taking control over the given territories, the NATO attacks were used by Serbian authorities to ‘paint with other colors’ Serbian perception 
of war(s) and its/their outcomes. Thus, the NATO attacks enabled self-portraying of the Serbian identity as victimhood and benevolent, but yet full 
of pride and superiority. Therefore, it might be considered that the failure to take any action on complex’s revitalization until the present times is 
connected with the endeavor to employ symbolic power of its deterioration in attempt to depict Serbian cultural identity on the image of a prey.
 
However, as the symbolic nature of the Army General Staff building’s ruin is currently losing exploiting potential and as the endeavor to reconstruct 
Serbian national identity goes in direction of creation of an image of potent and modern society whose political reputation could be recuperated by 
economic means, the symbolic nature of the Army General Staff building becomes forgotten in the very moment of appearance of the possibility to 
exploit the complex’s terrain. The economic potential of the location thus emerged to be more important than architectural excellence and cultural 
signifi cance of the asset declared as Serbian cultural heritage. Thus, in 2015 the complex came in danger of being leveled to the ground in attempt 
to deliver the terrain to potential investors. The attempt to manipulate with the terrain resulted with the appeal of the Serbian Government to delete 
the asset from the Register of the Cultural Assets, initiated by the Ministry of Construction and Urban Planning in 2013.704 

The intent to manipulate with the status of the Army General Staff building provoked a wide debate among professionals and public.705 While 
the attention of the profession was directed to the architectural signifi cance of Dobrović’s design, the attention of the public focused at political 
manipulations behind the process, legal loopholes which enable such manipulation with the status of cultural assets and the corruptive nature of 

704 See: “Generalštab nije kulturno dobro” in B92, February 05, 2013. Available at:  http://www.b92.net/kultura/vesti.php?nav_category=1087&yyyy=2013&mm=02&dd=05&nav_
id=683887 (Accessed November 11, 2015);   MUČIBABIĆ, D.; VUKASOVIĆ, V.: “Zgrada ganaralštaba gubi status kulturnog dobra?” in Politika, February 02, 2013. Available at: http://www.
politika.rs/sr/clanak/247807/Zgrada-Generalstaba-gubi- (Accessed November 11, 2015).
705 See “The communication on Army General Staff building” by Association of Architects Belgrade and DOCOMOMO Serbia ; Available at: http://www.docomomo-serbia.org/cms/
wp-content/uploads/2005/02/Generalstab-_saopstenje-lat.pdf; “Ne rušite Generalštab” Association of Architects of Serbia’s communication, February 14, 2013, Available at: http://dab.rs/
vesti/item/1024-saop%C5%A1tenje-udru%C5%BEenja-arhitekata-srbije-zgrada-general%C5%BEtaba or  “Apel za očuvanje kompleksa Generalštaba” by Academy of Architecture of Serbia, 
February 4, 2013, Available at: http://aas.org.rs/apel-za-ocuvanje-kompleksa-generalstaba/  (All accessed November 11, 2014) 
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Serbian government(s). In that way, the dispute over the protection and preservation of the Army General Staff building moved from the architectural 
range as the endeavor to block the change of asset’s status was converted into a social protest against political manipulations with(in) Serbian 
society. Thus, the symbolical nature of the complex changed once again as it became the symbol of resistance to such governmental manipulations 
and misuses of public property. Moreover, when it was revealed that the request for deleting the property from the Register of Cultural Assets 
emerged on solicitude of an unknown Saudi Arabian investor (to build a hotel and shopping mall on the location), the struggle to retain the status 
of cultural asset of the Army General Staff building and to fi nd a way for its revitalization turned into struggle on fi ghting the attempt to ‘convert’ 
Belgrade into the playground of rich foreign investors.706  

Still, at the end of the year 2016 prime minister of Republic of Serbia revealed that on his initiative on the location of the “complex A” of the Army 
General Staff building will be erected the monument and memorial complex dedicated to Stefan Nemanja, the Grand Prince of the Serbian Grand 
Principality, founder of Nemanjić dynasty and thus the founder of the Serbian Empire. Although the decision was justifi ed by economic reasons, 
words with which the prime minister broadcasted the news on tearing down the Army General Staff building: “We will tear down the Army General 
Staff building in order to build the monument to the one which created Serbian state.” confi rms that the behind the decision to bulldoze the building 
lies  the process of re-construction of the Serbian cultural identity. That the process of cultural identity re-construction plays a crucial role when 
deciding on future of the architectural heritage of  socialist  character proves the detail that conversely to the previous on this occasion were heard 
only a few resentments from the professional and general public. The reason of lack of the professional outcry on plans to wipe off the map the 
building which remains declared for the national monument, might be found in the fact that now the objective is more nationally attractive and 
glorifying.

Although not destroyed, the Federal Executive Council Palace, another powerful symbol of Yugoslavhood and socialism, is not in better cultural 

706  ‘The Belgrade Waterfront’ project is another, even more potent example on manipulation with public terrains in Belgrade. On the project see: The Belgrade Waterfront. 
Available at:  https://www.belgradewaterfront.com/en; On the reactions and critics of the project see: BAKAREC, NEBOJŠA: “Beograd na vodi - kolosalna obmana sa nesagledivim 
posledicama” in Nova Srpska politička misao – časopis za političku teoriju i društvena istraživanja, Febrary 10, 2014. Available at: http://www.nspm.rs/politicki-zivot/beograd-na-
vodi-kolosalna-obmana-sa-nesagledivim-posledicama.html?alphabet=l; “Analiza ugovora Beograda na vodi” in Kolumnista, September 23, 2015. Available at: http://kolumnista.com/
analiza-ugovora-o-izgradnji-beograda-na-vodi; SLAVKOVIĆ, LJUBICA: “Belgrade Waterfront: An Investor’s Vision of National Signifi cance” in Failed Architecture, May 15, 2015. 
Available at: http://www.failedarchitecture.com/belgrade-waterfront; WRIGHT, HERBERT: “Belgrade Waterfront: and unlikely place for Gulf petrodollars to settle” in The Guardian, 
December 10, 2015. Available at: http://www.theguardian.com/cities/2015/dec/10/belgrade-waterfront-gulf-petrodollars-exclusive-waterside-development (All assessed April 4, 2016). 
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position, refl ected in building’s state of condition. In 2013, the building, 
now known as ‘the Palace Serbia’, was declared as Serbian national 
cultural monument,707 because of its immense area of 60000 m² 
intended to accommodate extensive Yugoslav executive government, it 
was found diffi cult to adapt to more modest needs of the contemporary 
Serbian administration. The specifi c architectural concept restricts 
the level of use of building’s spaces from which merely 15000 m² is 
currently in use by three ministries and several other governmental 
offi ces of Serbian government which are currently occupying the 
Palace.708

The impossibility to adapt the Palace to meet the administrative 
needs of the Serbian government led to negligence in terms of its 
maintenance. Even though the Palace’s offi ces were adjusted to 
different administrative needs, the building has not been changed 
neither in the exterior nor in the concept or interior decor. Similarly, 

the building’s structure has not been repaired nor has its facade been restored or modernized in any way (Fig. 130)709. Thus, although it is functional 
and maintained, and is declared to be national heritage, the Palace, which has lost its cultural potency, is being left on the margins of interest of 
Serbian and regional society. Moreover, Palace’s placement on the border of New Belgrade leaves it excluded both from the governmental center, 
which is in the present located in Belgrade’s old city center, as well as the residential zones of New Belgrade. Hereof, the Palace remains a forgotten 
relic of forgotten times, a structure in the present perceived purely as symbolic mark and not in any way as epicenter of Serbian political activities 
707  “Odluka o utvrđivanju Palate saveznog izvršnog veća u Novom Beogradu za spomenik kulture”, Offi cial Gazette of RS, No. 72/2013. 

708  Currently, Serbian Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Ministry of Foreign and Internal Trade and Telecommunications and the Ministry of Youth and Sports are accommodated in the 
Palace, while moving of other ministries, although anticipated in 2013, has not been carried out yet. Besides the three ministries, the Palace also accommodates the Offi ce for Human and 
Minority Rights, the Offi ce for the Cooperation with Churches and Religious Communities and the Serbian Government’s Department for Internet Communication. 
709 Fig. 130: The present condition of the Palace of Serbia (2013). Source: “Palata Srbije postaje spomenik kulture” in Kurir, August 9, 2013. Available at: http://www.kurir.rs/palata-srbi-
je-postaje-spomenik-kulture-clanak-930451 (Accessed September 13, 2016). 

Fig. 130: The present condition of the Palace of Serbia (2013)
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and social gatherings and activities of (New) Belgrade’s citizens. 

States of condition of remnant edifi ces of the Yugoslav state apparatus analyzed in the fi rst chapter: the Military Institute of Geography, the Palace 
of Justice and the New Building of the Federal Executive Council in Belgrade i.e. ‘SIV 3’, likewise demonstrate that governmental heritage from 
socialist period, if not striped of socialist idiom, is in disadvantage when approaching preservation of its architectural merit. Even as all three 
buildings are functional and maintained on daily basis, none of the assets received any fi ner attention in the past. Besides, since all three assets have 
kept ‘socialist’ appearance, they are socially assessed as relict of the past. This eventually results in the inability of cultural appropriation of these 
assets and proper evaluation of their architectural value by the wider public. Therefore, even as these buildings have been functionally adapted to 
administrative needs of the Serbian governmental apparatus, the inability to truly revitalize them reveals a pragmatic failure of the Serbian society 
to re-invent itself and re-construct its identity upon the premise that past achievements only have value if they serve the progress of society in the 
future.  
Similarly, the state of condition of governmental and administrative buildings built to accommodate the administrative apparatus of ex-Yugoslav 
republics’ governments and organs of the League od Communist of Yugoslavia in the republics might likewise be perceived as an illustration on the 
state of political, social and cultural affairs of Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Kosovar, Montenegrin and Macedonian 
societies.  

The argument that Slovenia and Croatia have most advanced in protection of (representative) architecture built in the second half of the 20th century 
is confi rmed by looking into the state of condition of governmental heritage in these two states. Slovenia, as Tanja Petrović noticed, for a long 
period of time, i.e. until Croatia’s joining the European Union, used the memory of the socialist period to politically and economically re-approach 
the Western Balkan countries710 whilst re-constructing its cultural identity upon pro-European social and political paradigms. Thus, in Slovenia, 
immovable heritage from the period 1945-1990 has not been so abused for denoting internal transition and (re)construction of Slovenian cultural 
identity, while it was still used to denote the advanced position of Slovenia as ‘European’ (Union) country vis-à-vis other states of the region.

Petrović’s argument reveals motives behind protection of heritage related to the socialist period in Slovenia. For reasons Petrović induced, the 

710  PETROVIĆ, TANJA: Yuropa: Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade, Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 32.
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symbolic narrative inscribed in the cultural nature of heritage in question did not change in Slovenia as much as it has in other post-Yugoslav 
countries. Consequently, in Slovenia, the heritage in question still manages to serve ideological and political objectives pursued by Slovenian 
society. However, when Slovenian political leaders and the society use the (Western) European narrative for national and cultural self-confi rmation 
in the act of dissociation from other ex-Yugoslav societies, socialism becomes presented as a totalitarian retrogressive system.711 This dislocation 
from socialism enables Slovenian society to position itself above other ex-Yugoslav and Eastern European societies and thus approach them on the 
basis of ‘Otherness’ from the position of “paternalism, triumphalism and complacency.”712 In that way, memory of socialism, and consequently, the 

711  HERZFELD, MICHAEL: “Foreword” in On the Social Life of Postsocialism: Memory, Consumption, Germany, Ed. by. Matti Bunzil. Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University 
Press, 2010. P. vii.  Citation taken from: PETROVIĆ, Tanja. Yuropa: Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade, Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 85.

712  HERZFELD, MICHAEL: “Foreword” in On the Social Life of Postsocialism: Memory, Consumption, Germany, Ed. by Duphne Berduhi. Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana 

Fig. 131: “The Little Cube” in 2015.
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heritage in question, becomes a tool for achieving Slovenian political and cultural objectives. 

The dual character of the heritage in question, its ‘modernist’ and ‘socialist’ nature, are interwoven and interplayed in accordance with the needs 
and objectives of the Slovenian society. However, this opposition of interests enabled the preservation of heritage in question to a good condition. 
Consequently, as in Slovenia almost all assets presented in the fi rst chapter are registered as heritage, and a great number of them protected either 
on national or local level, almost all analyzed properties, whether governmental buildings, museums, memorial centers/homes, memorials or 
memorial sites, are preserved in their original state with more or less no defi lements in their spatial concepts or architectural appearance. Therefore, 
preservation of the original state of appearance of the Slovenian Peoples Assembly713 and the Slovenian Building of National Administration in 
Ljubljana is a product of deliberate effort resulting from the above described roles assigned to the heritage in question. 

Somewhat different situation is with the governmental building in Croatia, i.e. Ivan Vitić’s ‘Kockica’ (the Little Cube). The building, whose 
original function was to meet the needs of the Croatian Communist Party Central Committee, in the present accommodates the Croatian Ministry 
of Sea, Transport and Infrastructure and the Ministry of Tourism.714 Its adaption to the needs of two ministries was carried out with the intent not to 
jeopardize neither building’s interior nor its exterior. However, this indicates that necessary activities, needed to improve the structural condition and 
architectural appearance of the building, have not been carried out. Hence, the edifi ce faces many problems in the present, such as leaking from the 
roof structure and problems with condensation, leaking and damage of the glass façade. Quite contrary to preservation of building’s exterior visual 
appearance (Fig. 131)715 the interior is jeopardized by random adaptations and decor interventions. In addition to the theft of Dušan Džamonja’s 
metal tapestry, without which part of the interior’s charm was laid bare, visual harmony and singularity of the interior was jeopardized by ‘small 
interventions’ and décor’s (re)arrangements, such as placement of a large boat model in front of Goldoni’s blue glass walls, or replacement of the 
original, specially designed furniture with contemporary cheap provisional fi ttings.

University Press, 2010. P. vii. Citation taken from: PETROVIĆ, Tanja. Yuropa: Jugoslovensko nasleđe i politike budućnosti u postjugoslovenskim društvima. Belgrade, Fabrika knjiga, 2012. P. 
126.
713  The Slovenian Peoples Assembly is declared as heritage of local signifi cance. Source: The Register of Immovable Cultural Heritage of the Republic of Slovenia, Available at: http://
giskd2s.situla.org/rkd/Opis.asp?Esd=8825 (Accessed: December 15, 2015).
714  The ‘Kockica’ building, i.e. the Administration Building of the Republic of Croatia’s Government at Prisavlje, is declared as protected cultural asset of Croatia. Source: The Register of 
Cultural Assets of the Republic of Croatia, Available at:  http://www.min-kulture.hr/default.aspx?id=6212&kdId=206604447 (Accessed December 15, 2015) 
715  Fig. 131: “The Little Cube “in 2015. Author: Goran Grobotek, 2015. 
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Nonetheless, in 2014, the Ministry of Sea, Transport and Infrastructure presented the project 
of ‘Kockica’s’ structural revitalization so that the building can meet the requests of sustainable 
energetic effi ciency.716 The insight into plans for ‘Kockica’s’ revitalization, together with the 
analysis of approaches for the revitalization of the BiH Executive Council Building (currently 
the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Parliament and Ministry building) and the transformation of 
Petar Muličkovski’s building for the Council of Ministers and the Central Committee of 
the League of Communists of Macedonia building into the Macedonian Government Head 
Quarters, will be presented at the end of the chapter in the part which analyzed how the 
processes of cultural identity re-construction have infl uenced approaches and modalities of 
architectural revitalization of the heritage in question. 

Finally, the retention of original appearances of Vladimir Dobrović’s work in Sarajevo - the 
Socio Political Organizations, now the City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building 
(Fig. 132)717, Bogdan Ignjatović’s work in Belgrade - the Executive Council of Serbia, i.e. 
the Serbian Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development building and 
Radosav Zeković’s work in Podgorica -  the Building of Socio-Political Organizations of 
Montenegro,  i.e. the Old Montenegrin Government building, in no way means that devolved 
governments and institutions, or societies altogether, have positively assessed these distinctive 
architectural works and appropriated them as their architectural and cultural heritage. 

The listing of the City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building on the Provisional List 

716  “Signed ‘The Contract on Energy Performance’ for energy renovation of the business edifi ce of the Government of Republic of Croatia, popularly known as ‘Kockica’”, August 26, 
2014. Available at: http://www.mppi.hr/default.aspx?id=15094 (Accessed December 15, 2015) 
717 Fig. 132: The City Administration of the City of Sarajevo building (2015). Author: Nina Stevanović, 2016.

Fig. 132: The City Administration of the City of Sarajevo 
building (2016)
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of National Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina718 has in no way contributed to the improvement of its state of condition. On the other hand, 
false sense of protection was given to two remaining edifi ces since those do not even have the status of heritage. Hence, the fact that these buildings 
are still in service and in acceptable condition is essentially the merit of their design, functional and structural correctness, rather than institutional 
and social interest for their architectural appreciation and cultural preservation.



The transition from socialism to capitalism infl uenced the state of condition of museums and memorial centers, built in accordance to Yugoslav 
socialist effort to provide ideological education in order to enable homogenization of Yugoslav peoples and nations. The programmes of these 
facilities, which were created upon the endeavor to use culture for spreading socialist ideology have in the present become obsolete, since in post-
socialist societies of ex-Yugoslav countries culture again became focused on higher educated social strata, as mass media and the Internet come to 
be dominant instruments for indoctrination. For that reason, facilities built in the socialist period with objective to assist cultural education, social 
entertainment and ideological indoctrination, in post-socialist ex-Yugoslav societies have lost their function, what has consequently infl uenced the 
state of architectural condition of these assets. 

Two states of affairs can be distinguished in the course of neglect of heritage of educational-ideological character. In the fi rst case, buildings are 
absolutely emptied, whilst their architectural bodies are left to ravages of time; in the second, the content, i.e. programme of the building altered 
with the change in different ways of infl uencing the assets’ architecture. The fi rst condition applies to memorial centers and homes which mostly 
lost their social role and cultural importance. On the other hand, museums have been adjusted to the needs of new displays which replaced 
Yugoslav socialist revolutionary and ideological exhibitions. In most cases, adaptation of museums’ buildings to new programmes was carried out 
without jeopardizing their exterior visual aspects, whilst the interior distribution and appearance were adopted according to new functional needs. 
Nevertheless, with the change of museums’ purpose also changed their social signifi cance, as new museums are no longer places of massive visits 
and gatherings, but isolated and marginalized spaces without vibrant social impact. Hence, it can be concluded that, although museums have not 

718 “Provisional List of National Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina”, Commission to Preserve National Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Offi cial Gazette of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, No. 33/02. Available at: http://old.kons.gov.ba/main.php?id_struct=165&lang=1 (Accessed May 25, 2015)
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been thoroughly devastated, the change in their social signifi cance has put their architectural integrity in danger. 

From 19 museums and memorial centers presented in the fi rst chapter of the analysis, six  assets have been declared as cultural heritage: in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina - the former Museum of Revolution of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Peoples (in the present the Historical Museum of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in Sarajevo) and the Memorial Home of the Neretva Battle in Jablanica; in Serbia - the Aeronautical Museum at Surčin Aeroport in 
Belgrade and  the Museum of the Batina Battle within the Batina Memorial Complex in Adaševci; in Croatia- the Memorial Center and Political 
School, now named ‘Hotel Zagorje’ in Kumrovec. Nevertheless, listing of these assets as cultural heritage has not improved the state of condition 
of these buildings since all six items, to the present day, continue to be neglected in terms of proper maintenance and structural and architectural 
refurbishment. Thus, four assets, those in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia, although operative, and even though none of them are in the ruinous 

Fig. 133: The Museum of Contemporary Arts of Vojvodina in Novi Sad (2016) and the Museum of Rijeka City (2014).
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state, can be placed into group C according to their level of preservation and state of condition, while remaining two assets, those in Kumrovec, as 
being vacated and in a very bad state, could be place into group B or even A, regarding level of their preservation. The poor state of condition of all 
six properties once again demonstrates that mere listing of an asset as cultural heritage has no true impact if an asset has lost cultural importance 
and  social purpose. 

Remaining museums that once ‘exhibited’ ‘collective memory’ of the Revolution and the National Liberation War, though not declared as cultural 
heritage, regardless of their country of origin and new function, are not in a much better state of condition than the above listed properties. Buildings 
of the Museum of Revolution of Vojvodina, in the present converted to the Museum of Contemporary Arts of Vojvodina, and the Museum of 

Fig. 134: The Museum of Yugoslav History’s main building and the Old Museum (2012)
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Revolution in Rijeka, adapted into the Museum of Rijeka City (Fig. 133)719, both well-functioning and well maintained, have lost their former 
cultural signifi cance and exceptional social status. The state of condition of these two buildings only confi rms the given statement. Although 
Šegvić’s work seems to be better maintained than Vitić’s, the Museum of Rijeka City still faces the problem with moisture, while provisionally 
maintenance works, such as setting up of air-conditioning and other installations on its rare façade, demonstrate how inappropriate adaptations 
can jeopardize heritage’s visual identity. Likewise, inappropriate activities on the exterior and interior have jeopardized already degraded and 
vandalized, very frazzled building of the Museum of Contemporary Arts of Vojvodina.
Finally, the most featured and visited Yugoslav ideological-educational institution, the Museum ‘25 May’ has also undergone several changes as 
it was converted into the Museum of Yugoslav History in 1996. The Museum of Yugoslav History is the only institution preserving, studding and 
exhibiting history and ideologies of Yugoslavhood, i.e. the idea of Yugoslavia as a concept and its realization through the creation of Yugoslav 
political and cultural community(es). Hence, the Museum is not exclusively dedicated to studying and exhibiting history and narrating the story 
of the SFR Yugoslavia, since it also approaches the history of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. However, majority of exhibitions organized by the 
Museum, from the time of its foundation until the present day, were dedicated to the socialist period, while, as it is stated on the Museum’s web-
page, the institution does put special accent to the presentation of Josip Broz Tito’s life and work.720 Nevertheless, the Museum of Yugoslav History 
remains the most signifi cant institution in terms of analysis, preservation and exhibiting the memory on Yugoslavhood in the framework of socialist 
ideology. 

The complex of the Museum of Yugoslav History consists of three buildings. The central part of the complex is the building of the Museum ’25 
May’. This building, which in the past was exhibiting the special collection of Tito’s ‘25 May’ batons, in the present serves as “an entrance and 
exit facility of the [large] memorial complex” in which “Since 1992 (…) thematic exhibitions organized with the showpieces from the Museum of 
Yugoslav History funds and exhibitions and art manifestations which MYH organizes with home and aboard partners are held.”721 

The second facility is ‘the Old Museum’, which in the past exhibited presents given to Tito by heads of states, international and national delegations 

719 Fig. 133: The Museum of Contemporary Arts of Vojvodina in Novi Sad (2016) and the Museum of Rijeka City (2014).. Source: Photo 1: Author: Dušan Vasič, 2016; Photo 2: http://
croinfo.net/forum/index.php?topic=50.1500  (author unknown). (Accesed September 24, 2016). 
720  The presentation on the space of the Museum of Yugoslav HistoryČ http://www.mij.rs/poseta/prostor.html (Accessed January 15, 2016)

721  Ibid. 
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and individuals, in the present functions as ethnographical museum. The conversion of function was not a repercussion of ideological or social 
changes, but is a corollary of quite different circumstance - shortly after Tito’s death, Museum’s fund was slowly and quietly emptied of its most 
valuable assets. Since more assets eventually disappeared in the period of Yugoslavia’s dissolution, during the 1990–2000 wars and the post-war 
transition, currently the ‘Old Museum’ exhibits mostly works of applied arts of Yugoslav peoples and nationalities given to Tito and only some 
valuable presents (Fig. 134)722.

Finally, ‘The Flower House’, Tito’s burial place, is the last facility which forms the complex of the Museum. The building which during Tito’s life 
served as a winter garden, was converted into mausoleum after Tito’s death in 1980 with his remains buried in the crypt placed in the central space 

722  Fig. 134: The Museum of Yugoslav History’s main building and the Old Museum (2012). Author: Nina Stevanović, 2012. 

Fig. 135: “The Flower House” - Josip Broz Tito’s burial place
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of the building. The site of pilgrimage of millions of Yugoslavs until 1990s was after 1995 transformed into a kind of ‘Tito’s Museum’, which 
besides being his resting place, also accommodates the collection of batons previously guarded in the main edifi ce (Fig. 135). 

It could be concluded that the change of function and exhibition programmes of museums, originally built to meet ideological-educational intents 
of Yugoslav socialist government, has infl uenced the state of condition of these assets. It can be also stated that the change of function of these 
buildings, even though new institutions accommodated within might have not have such potent social signifi cance, has helped preserve their 
architectural bodies. 
Memorial centers/homes are in far more delicate condition than museums. All of memorial centers presented in the fi rst chapter have kept their 
original function, but contrary to previous cases, here the degradation of these assets comes precisely from the incapability to adapt these facilities’ 
programmes to new cultural needs and thus convert them into socially necessary and economically sustainable institutions. Thus, when analyzing 
the state of condition of the Memorial center ‘Đuro Salaj’ in Slavonski Brod, Marko Musič’s projects - the Memorial Center in Kolašin, the 
Memorial Center ‘Mitar Trifunović Učo’ in Bosanski Šamac and the House of the Revolution in Nikšić, the Workers Home in Novi Bečej, the 
Memorial Centre of ‘Razlovci Uprising’ at Razlovci Village and the Museum in the Memorial Park Adaševci, it can be noticed that merely the two 
penultimate properties have been properly maintained and can be categorized in group D regarding their state of condition. Since all remaining 
assets are facing some type of degradation or damage, be it architectural, conceptual and spatial, or even structural, and consequently, even if 
functional, when it comes to their condition, they should rather be categorized into group B. As a result, it can be concluded that the poor state of 
condition of these assets is the consequence of changed social circumstances which brought to the disregard of operative potential of these facilities 
and have led to cultural marginalization of these assets.

The biggest impairment can be noticed on facilities in Kumrovec, which for reasons that will be elucidated in the continuance, can be categorized 
into group B, or even A, when regarding their state of condition. The ‘Kumrovec project’ was ideologically the most important and architecturally 
the greatest undertaking following Yugoslav intent to spread ideological and political message of the need to adopt socialist postulates in order to 
reach the state of brotherhood and unity among Yugoslav peoples. The endeavor to halt the collapse of socialism by forcing socialist teaching in 
the 1970s led to designation of Kumrovec as a space of special ideological importance. The construction of the Memorial Center and Yugoslav 
League of Communist’s Political School ‘Josip Broz Tito’ emerged from the above mentioned intents. Thus, the abandonment and consequent 
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Fig. 136: The Memorial Center Kumrovec
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degradation of these assets in contemporary post-socialist post-Yugoslav societies precisely instigates the social uneasiness regarding such past 
nature of theirs.

The Memorial Center (Fig. 136)723, the asset declared as immovable heritage, which was once one of most noticeable cultural institutions, not only 
in the Kumrovec Region or Croatia, but in Yugoslavia altogether, in the present accommodates the Scientifi c-Study Centre Kumrovec, a small 
institution with only twenty employees. Since the Memorial Center Kumrovec was an institution of great ideological importance, the project on 
construction of an edifi ce which would accommodate such facility anticipated construction of a building which would comply with cultural and 
social needs, not only of the Kumrovec Region or nearby Zagreb, but would moreover meet special appetites of the Yugoslav ideological apparatus 
723 Fig. 136: The Memorial Center Kumrovec. Author: Lovro Rumiha. Available at: Photo By <a target=’_blank’ href=’http://www.fl ickr.com/photos/25275646@N05/6159871032/’>Lov-
ro Rumiha</a> via <a href=”http://www.stockpholio.net/” target=”_blank”>StockPholio.net</a>  (Accessed January 2, 2017).

Fig. 137: The exterior and the interior of the Political School in Kumrovec. 
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to spread socialist ideology to the youth from all over the country. For those reasons the Memorial Center was constructed as the facility of immense 
spatial coverage hardly usable in the present, what, as in other cases, has infl uenced its very unfortunate condition. In similar condition is the 
Political School, now named the ‘Hotel Zagorje’ to be found. The ‘Hotel Zagorje’, also declared for cultural heritage, which accommodated special 
units of the Croatian Police and Army during the 1990 - 1995 War and afterwards, from 1993 to 2003, Croatian refugees, is out of function since 
2003, leaving the asset abandoned and consequently completely degraded (Fig. 137)724. 
In 2001 the Croatian government, i.e. the then Ministry of Science and Technology intended to consolidate these two buildings together with Tito’s 
Residency into the Scientifi c-Cultural Center. The Center should have a multifunctional programme in which seminars to state administration and 
juridical offi cials, postgraduate studies, national and international scientifi c and professional conferences, astronomical camps, cultural and art 
festivals, non-governmental organizations’ seminars, and other educational, cultural and recreational activities were planned. When the intent to 
change the function of facilities failed, Croatian government attempted to sell these three assets on several occasions. First, in 2007, the government 
announced the sale of three buildings with the starting price of approximately three million euros per edifi ce.725 After the fi rst attempt to sell assets 
failed, the government opened a new call for their sale in 2010. On the second call, the assets were estimated at a signifi cantly lower price: each 
of facilities was priced at approximately two million euros.726  Finally, the last attempt to sell Kumrovec assets was taken in July 2014 when the 
State Offi ce for State Properties Management (Državni ured za upravljanje državnom imovinom, DUUDI) opened the public call for the sale of a 
hundred state properties, among which were also the Scientifi c-Study Center, ‘Hotel Zagorje’ and Tito’s Residence.727 The project call intended to 
receive suggestions, proposals and concepts for transformation of abandoned properties upon which proposers would gain the right to use and buy 
the given property. By the information provided by the Ministry of Tourism of the Republic of Croatia728, the call was contested with seven hundred 
and fi fty initiatives and proposals. However, investors were mainly focused at properties in Zagreb, Dalmatia and Istria, i.e. properties with touristic 
724 Fig. 137: The exterior and the interior of the Political School in Kumrovec. Source: MANDIĆ, MLADEN: “Strava i užas u Titovoj partijskoj školi - Švicarci bi tamo snimali horor 
fi lm” in Zagorje International.hr, March 12, 2016. Available at: http://www.zagorje-international.hr/index.php/2016/03/15/strava-i-uzas-u-titovoj-partijskoj-skoli-svicarci-bi-tamo-snimali-horor-
fi lm/ (Accessed January 2, 2017).
725  “Prodaje se bivša Politička škola u Kumrovcu” in Nacional, 27. 12. 2007. http://arhiva.nacional.hr/clanak/41235/prodaje-se-bivsa-politicka-skola-u-kumrovcu (Accessed January 15, 
2016).
726  “Prodaje se Politička škola, no niko neće kupiti ‘Tita’”, in 24 sata, 13.8.2010. http://www.24sata.hr/news/prodaje-se-politicka-skola-no-nitko-nece-kupiti-tita-186292 (Accessed 
January 15, 2016).
727  The ‘Project 100’ of the Croatian government’s State Offi ce for the State Properties Management with the list of properties for sale available at: https://imovina.gov.hr/vijesti/akcija-
projekti-100-iskazite-interes-za-drzavnom-imovinom/195 and  https://imovina.gov.hr/UserDocsImages/arhiva/2014/08/Tablica-Projekti-100.pdf (Accessed January 15, 2016). 
728  “Za 100 državnih nekretnina 720 prijedloga, do kraja godine odabir”, available at the web-page of the Ministry of Tourism of the Republic of Croatia, 19. 9. 2014. http://www.mint.hr/
default.aspx?id=16924 (Accessed 15 January, 2016). 
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and industrial potential. Thus, it might be considered that the properties in question, because of their position, as well because of their immense 
surface, were not very interesting for investors. However, since until the present day, the list and presentation of received project proposals is not 
publicly accessible, the above made claim is hard to confi rm since it is hard to determine the success of the project call in terms of sale of former 
Memorial Center and the Political School. Still, since only several months later, in November 2014, ‘DUUDI’ opened a new call for the sale of 
Tito’s Residence,729 it might be assessed that there are reasons to question the success of the project in terms of sale of Kumrovec properties. In 
anticipation of information on the future of these two assets, both remain abandoned and left to the mercy of ,time, detached from society which is 
not interested in occupying these properties nor does it have interest to appropriately and praiseworthy evaluate their architectural value. 



The transition from socialism to capitalism, which enforced the change within cultural identities of post-Yugoslav societies, has most affected 
the state of condition of memorials and memorial spaces. Changes within, what Halbwachs identifi ed as a ‘social/collective framework’ have 
infl uenced construction of ‘collective memory’ on the socialist period. Thus, within remembering socialism and Yugoslavia stirs a collective 
misperception of change of dynamics of social functioning and personal nostalgia of the past, personal histories collected during forty fi ve years of 
living in Yugoslav socialist state. 

The change in collective framework resulted with reinterpretation of memories of the socialist past. The reinterpretation of memories serves the 
objective of conception of a new predominant thought, upon which operate new, former Yugoslav societies. The new ideology thus operates on 
the basis of opposition to the past: Yugoslavhood and brotherhood and unity vs. nationalism, antifascism vs. fascism, classlessness vs. democracy, 
socialism vs. capitalism, etc. Hence, it is on the basis of opposition to the past, i.e. on the basis of ‘Otherness’ that cultural identities of new societies 
are being re-constructed. Their reconstruction results with a cultural discharge that enables homogenization of particular national and ethnical 
groups gathered within national post-Yugoslav states. In other words, in order to enable national and ethnical homogenization, new memories 
that would raise national pride had to be created, while memories of non-national nature had to be forgotten. In that way, cultural oblivion has led 
to social abandonment of memorials and memorial sites dedicated to remembering tragedies and celebrating victories of Yugoslav peoples, the 

729  “Poziv za zakup ‘Rezidencije Kumrovec’”, available at the web-page of the State Offi ce for the State Properties Management, 19. 11. 2014: https://imovina.gov.hr/vijesti/poziv-za-
zakup-rezidencije-kumrovec/232 (Accessed January 15, 2016).
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Partisan and political leaders during the National Liberation War. 

It could be assessed that memorials and memorial sites, as kind of spiritual places in which, through massive gatherings Yugoslav socialist ‘religion’ 
was spread, are in the present time abandoned because new societies recovered their religious identities: Catholic, Orthodox and Muslim upon 
which national identities of given religiously and ethnically homogenous societies are re-constructed: Catholics, i.e. Slovenes in Slovenia and 
Croats in Croatia, Orthodox, i.e. Serbs in Serbia and Montenegrins in Montenegro. Where the reconstruction of national identities could not been 
made on the principle of homogenization, differentially religiously oriented communities confronted once it came to defi ning the character of new 
Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Kosovar and Macedonian state.  

In societies which are not only re-constructed on the principle of religious, ethnical and national homogenization, but which moreover compete in 
underscoring their mutual differences, socialist assets and spaces of supranational laic character, which in the SFR Yugoslavia were used for cultural 

Fig. 138: Tearing down of the Kamenska Memorial 
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and ideological Yugoslavization of peoples, which in such a way were 
to be religiously discharged and yet spiritually stimulated, are not 
being just abandoned, but furthermore have come to be antagonized. 

Antagonizing memorials and memorial sites honoring events and 
persons, tragedies and victories of Yugoslav peoples during the National 
Liberation War also pulls roots from antagonism between religious and 
ethnical groups which led to the 1990–2000 wars in former Yugoslav 
territories. The destruction of memorials and memorial sites whose 
construction was presented in the fi rst chapter of the analysis started 
at the mere beginning of the warfare with destruction of several Vojin 
Bakić’s memorial works in Croatia: ‘The Call to Uprising’ reproduction 
in Bjelovar730 was completely destroyed in 1991, fortunately 
reconstructed in 2010, the Memorial ‘Gudovčanin’ in Gudovec near 
Bjelovar and ‘The Memorial to the Victory of Slavonia Peoples’ in 

Kamenska were destroyed in 1991–1992 (Fig. 138)731,  while the ‘Monument to the National Hero Stevan Filipović’ in Opuzen732 was raised in 
1991 (Fig. 139)733. The degradation of Bakić’s memorial sculptures in Dotrščina Memorial Park from the 1990s onwards, and the postwar continued 
destruction of the Petrova Gora Memorial in Petrovac, demonstrate how the war’s agitations continue to live within Croatian society. 

The antagonism was not focused exclusively to Bakić’s works, but the fact is that Bakić’s memorial opus was most affected. Nevertheless, as 
during the war in Croatia several more memorial works and spaces were either severely degraded and damaged or completely destroyed, it cannot 
730 Two remain copies of the Memorial were placed in Belgrade. 
731 Fig. 138: Tearing down of the Kamenska Memorial. Source: Photo 1: OPAČIĆ, TAMARA: “(ISI)Lovci na baštinu” in Novosti, March 9, 2015. Available at: http://www.portalnovosti.
com/isi-lovci-na-bastinu (Accessed January 2, 2017); Photo 2: KEMPENAERS, JAN: “Spomenik 21” in Spomeniks, Roma Publications, 2016. P. 
732 Other copy of the Memorial was placed in Valjevo.
733 Fig. 139: The void in the place where once used to be the Monument to the National Hero Stevan Filipović (Opuzen). Source: BAKOTIN, JERKO: “Sramna epizoda 
povijesti” in DW, June 22, 2012. Available at: http://www.dw.com/hr/sramna-epizoda-povijesti/a-16041768 (Accessed January 2, 2017). 

Fig. 139: The void in the place where once used to be the Monument to the National 
Hero Stevan Filipović (Opuzen)
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be claimed that Bakić’s work was antagonized with specifi c intent. 
Anyhow, it might be questioned if Bakić’s work was targeted as much 
because of its abstract nature or even perhaps because Bakić was of 
Serbian descent. 

Still, Antun Augustinčić works were also targeted. ‘The Memorial 
to the Victims of Fascism’ in Krapinske Toplice has been altered, as 
to the inscription which originally stated “In honor of victims of the 
fascist terror” the line stating “and the Civil War” was added, whilst 
the Yugoslav fi ve-pointed star was replaced with the Croatian coat of 
arms. Memorials ‘Carrying of Wounded’ in Imotski and Vukovar were 
hardly damaged, while the reproduction of the same in Livno, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina was demolished in 1992 was, as well as Augustinčić’s 
‘Memorial ‘Ours We Don’t Give, Others’ We Don’t Want’’ (‘Tuđe 
nećemo, svoje ne damo’) in Vis (it was destroyed in 1994) (Fig. 140)734. 

No better treatment received Vanja Radauš’s Memorial ‘Gallows’, i.e. 
‘The Memorial to Victims of Fascism’ in Gospićki Jasikovac and the 

‘Memorial to the 1941 Upraise of Croatian Peoples’ in Srb which were torn down in 1993 and 1995, with the latter being reconstructed in 2010. 
Similar fate have had reproductions of ‘The Memorial to the Uprise’ by Frano Kršinić in Sisak and Brezovica, with the fi rst copy destroyed in 1991 
and the second, severely damaged on several occasions.735 ‘The Memorial to the Victims of Fascism’ in Kamenski Vučjak (Zdenko Kolacio, Stevo 
Luketić and Andrija Mutnjaković), ‘The Memorial to Fighters of the First Split Partisan Unit 5’ in Košute (Vuko Bombardeli); ‘The Memorial 
to Liberators of Knin’ in Knin (Grozdan Knežević, Đorđe Romić), were all destroyed during the 1991-1995 War in Croatia. Finally, Bogdan 

734 Fig. 140: The remains of Augustinčić’s Memorial “Ours We Don’t GIve, Others’ We Don’t Want” in Vis. Source: “Izleti s povodom: Visu se valja vracati”, Webpage of Udruga Antifa-
sista Dubrovnik, May 23, 2015. Available at: http://www.uafdu.hr/clanak.php?id=1398 (Accessed January 2, 2017).

735 The copy of the Memorial to the Uprise in Brezovica forest was reconstructed in 2015 

Fig. 140: The remains of Augustinčić’s Memorial “Ours We Don’t GIve, Others’ We 
Don’t Want” in Vis
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Bogdanović’s gems of memorial architecture: the memorial ‘Stone Flower’ in Jasenovac and the Memorial Park ‘Dudik’ in Vukovar, likewise 
were targets of resentment toward socialism, Yugoslavhood and former fellow citizens. Although not destroyed or ruined as above listed assets, 
two of Bogdanović’s solitary works in Croatia were vandalized and damaged during the 1991-1995 War. Nevertheless, the Jasenovac Memorial 
Site received proper attention after the War from the Croatian authorities who reconstructed and structurally reinforced ‘The Stone Flower’ while 
declaring the site as national cultural asset.736 Even though the Jasenovac Memorial Site is still one of most visited commemoration sites in Croatia, 
the change of focus of Croatian society from antifascism to nationalism produced an atmosphere in which the Site and Memorial do not have 
importance they had it in the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia. On the other hand, the ‘Dudik’ Memorial, also declared as cultural asset737 
has almost completely lost its cultural signifi cance, what is noticeable from its poor state of condition (Fig. 141)738. The poor state of condition 

736  “Memorial site Jasenovac” listing in the Register of Cultural Properties of Republic of Croatia, No. Z-3411,; Available at: h  p://www.min-kulture.hr/default.
aspx?id=6212&kdId=254654023 (Accessed January 2, 2016)
737  “Th e Memorial Park Dudik” listing in the Register of Cultural Properties of Republic of Croatia, No. Z-4187,; Available at: h  p://www.min-kulture.hr/default.
aspx?id=6212&kdId=254652752 (Accessed January 2, 2016)
738 Fig. 141: The state of condition of the “Dudik” Memorial in Vukovar in 2013 before and in 2016 after the beginning of the reconstruction. Source: Photo 1: “Traži se obnova 
spomen-parka Dudik” in VizKultura, July 1, 2013. Available at: https://vizkultura.hr/trazi-se-obnova-spomen-parka-dudik/ (Accesed January 2, 2017); Photo 2: MATIĆ, IVAN: “Završena prva 
faza obnove spomenika na Dudiku” in press032, February 11, 2016. Available at: http://press032.com/zavrsena-prva-faza-obnove-spomenika-na-dudiku/ (January 2, 2017).

Fig. 141: The state of condition of the “Dudik” Memorial in Vukovar in 2013 before and in 2016 after the begginig of the reconstruction in 2016
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triggered the initiative to revitalize the Memorial. The initiative is conceived by antifascist and Serbian non-governmental organizations within the 
project ‘Ars Publicae’, while the process of revitalization, or better to say, reconstruction of the Memorial is carried out by the Ministry of Culture 
of the Republic of Croatia. The revitalization, which has begun in 2015, implies reconstruction of stone yawls and conical sculptures’ copper 
toppings, as well as the reconstruction of the Site’s ceremonial path and the amphitheater.739 

739  “Počinje obnova Dudika” in Novosti, December 24, 2014. Available at: http://www.portalnovosti.com/pocinje-obnova-dudika (Accessed January 15, 2016). 

Fig. 142: The history of the decay of the Memorial Park Vraca in Sarajevo: the Park in 2004, 2007, 2008, 2011, 2015 and 2016.
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Remaining memorials in Croatia, regardless of their legal status, are in no better condition than the above presented and discussed assets, as only 
few of them are in good state, while majority of memorials and sites, if not vandalized or degraded in some way, due to cultural abandonment of 
bygone ideals and social non-comfort with own past, are neglected. 
Destruction of memorials and memorial sites continued with 1992-1995 War in Bosnia and Herzegovina is persistent from then onwards. The 
Memorial to the Neretva Battle at Makljen (1978, Boško Kućanski) was blown up in 2000 by unknown fascist vandals, whereas the Partisan 

Fig. 143: Poorly state of condition of Bogdan Bogdanović’s Partisan Cemetery in Mostar (2016).
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Cemetery in Mostar of Bogdan Bogdanović (Fig. 143)740, the ‘Šušnjar’ 
Memorial Complex in Sanski Most of Petar Krstić) and the Memorial 
Park ‘Vraca’ in Sarajevo of Vladimir Dobrović (Fig. 142)741, degraded 
and vandalized on more than several occasions in the post-war period 
and the present, are found almost completely destroyed. Since other 
memorials found in the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina have 
likewise been vandalized now and again, it may be assessed that 
antagonism towards memorials and memorials sites created in the 
socialist period in Bosnian and Herzegovinian case is still present, 
maybe even to a greater extent than in Croatia and other Yugoslav 
successor states. The motive for such attitude lies in the perplexity of 
the reminiscence of socialism and Yugoslavia by three mayor ethnical 
groups which form Bosnian and Herzegovinian society: Bosniaks, 
Croats and Serbs whereas all three ethnical groups, for the same 
reason: in order to re-construct their cultural identities on the basis 
of ‘Otherness’ in regards to two remaining ethnical groups, resort to 

differences between them. In this case they are adverting precisely on dissimilarities from the nearby past, i.e. the period of World War II. In the 
case of Croats (not only in Bosnia and Herzegovina) that implies embracing of the Independent State of Croatia and Ustashas’ nationalist-fascist 
ideology, Serbian (same as previous) evoking of quisling government of Milan Nedić’s during the 1941–1944 period and Chetnics’ extreme and 
fascist military atrocities, and Bosniak’s plaudit of the agency of 13th Waffen Mountain Division of the SS Handschar Division. Moreover, as 
Bosnian and Herzegovinian society is presently organized precisely on ethnical basis and not as a civil society, the political fi gures use policies of 
difference and exclusion to nationalistically charge society in order be able to manipulate with it and in that way maintain reached power relations. 
Thus, memorials and memorial sites, because of their multinational, multiethnic, Yugoslav identity, but as well antifascist and socialist character, 

740 Fig. 143: Poorly state of condition of Bogdan Bogdanović’s Partisan Cemetery in Mostar (2016). Author: Nina Stevanović, 2016.
741 Fig. 142: The history of the decay of the Memorial Park Vraca in Sarajevo: the Park in 2004, 2007, 2008, 2011, 2015 and 2016. Author: Nina Stevanović, 2004, 2007, 2008, 2011, 2015 
and 2016.

Fig. 144: A steadfastness of the Memorial to the ‘Battle of Sutjeska’ 
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in the present are not only being disregarded, but are moreover frequently detested. 

The contempt toward these works of art, architectural and cultural gems and memorial artifacts refl ects the level of degradation of these assets. 
Accordingly, the Memorial to the First Proletarian Brigade in Rudo was degraded with the addition of the Memorial to Fallen Serbs to the original 
Memorial, the Memorial to ‘the Battle of Sutjeska’ (Fig. 144)742 resists the decadence only with its imperishable steadiness,  as well as the Mrakovica 
Memorial in Kozara, whilst Bogdanović’s heritage in Novi Travnik: the Necropolis of the Victims of Fascism in Novi Travnik and near Bihać: the 
Memorial Park ‘Garavice’ near Bihać are also to be found in poor state of condition. Finally, the fact that the antagonism still persists confi rms the 
demolishing of the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Bileća in 2012, motivated by the intent to erect the Monument to Chetniks in the same location 
and razing of the Memorial to the National Liberation War in Široki Brijeg in 2013. 

The similar, if not a same, situation is with the Partisan, antifascist, Yugoslav memorials and memorial sites in Kosovo, where from seven memorials 

742 Fig. 144: The steadfastness of the Memorial to the ‘Battle of Sutjeska’. Author: Tomislava Banić, 2013.

Fig. 145: A dislocation of the Monument of Josip Broz Tito from the Partisan Square in Užice in 1991 to its current location in courtyard of the National Museum.
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erected in Kosovo’s territory, only two are protected as cultural assets on the local level: the Memorial to Fallen Soldiers and the Memorial to 
National Heroes Boro Vukmirović and Ramiz Sadiku in Landovica, while remaining memorials lie forgotten by the society. The antagonism between 
the Albanians and Serbs, together with the rejection of the memory of socialism and Yugoslavhood resulted with the intent to destruct two memorial 
works: Živković’s Memorial to Fallen Soldiers in Priština (1961, Miodrag Živković), which is planned to be raised when the reconstruction of the 
plaza takes place743 and the Memorial to the Killed Partisans in Peć.744 

But even in Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia, countries in which there were no armed confl icts, memorials and memorial sites built in the 
socialist period suffered different levels of degradation and destruction. Although in none of three countries no memorial or memorial site was 
intentionally completely destroyed, social abandonment of these spaces led to their gradual neglect and subsequent degradation. Accordingly, 
the Monument of Josip Broz Tito, placed in the central location of the Partisan Square in Užice, was in 1991 dislocated from the Square to the 
courtyard of the National Museum (Fig. 145)745. The Memorial Ossuary in Kićevo was vandalized and degraded on several occasions similarly as 
the Memorial to Jewish Victims in Belgrade, the Sremska Mitrovica Memorial and the Memorial Park ‘Kraljevo October/14 October’ in Kraljevo.

Finally, the condition of memorials and memorial sites in Slovenia is also correlated to the state of social affairs within Slovenian society. Since 
Slovenian society is quite homogenous, 85- 95%  are Slovenes746 and since the Slovenian War of Independence lasted ‘only’ ten days, as already 
indicated, the attitude towards architecture from socialist period in Slovenia, and consequently memorials and memorial sites, is quite less politically 
and ideologically charged than it is the case with other ex-Yugoslav societies. Consequently, from memorials and memorial sites presented in the 
fi rst part of the analysis erected in Slovenia, none was either (totally) destroyed or heavily damaged, while there was no change of ideological signs 

743  See:  MARI, CRISTINA: „Pogrešno shvatanje o ikonskoj građavini u Prištini istrajava“ in Kosovo 2.0, October 30, 2015. Available at: http://kosovotwopointzero.com/sr/a-monument-
between-brotherhood-and-unity-and-adem-jashari/ (Accessed January 2, 2016)
744  See: “Kompleksi Memorial Ibrahim Rugova Nxit Reagimin e Veteranëve të LANÇ-së” in Gazeta JNK, 11. 3. 2013. Available at: http://kallxo.com/gjnk/kompleksi-memorial-ibrahim-
rugova-nxit-reagimin-e-veteraneve-te-lanc-se/ (Accessed January 16, 2016); “Kosovski partizani ostaju bez spomenika” in E-Novine, 1. 4. 2013. Available at: http://www.e-novine.com/region/
region-kosovo/81687-Kosovski-partizani-ostaju-bez-spomenika.html (Accessed January 2, 2016). 
745 Fig. 145: The dislocation of the Monument of Josip Broz Tito from the Partisan Square in Užice in 1991 to its current location in courtyard of the National Museum. Source: Photo 1 & 
2: STANIMIROVIĆ, M.: “Tito se vraća u Užice” in Vesti online, September 8. 2013. Available at: http://www.vesti-online.com/Vesti/Srbija/342657/Tito-se-vraca-u-Uzice (Accessed January 2, 
2017).
746  By the Index Mundi’s Slovenia’s Demographics Profi le 2014, 83,1% of Slovenian society make Slovenes, while the rest of the 16,9% is composed of Serbs (2%), Croats (1,8%), 
Bosniaks (1,1%) and other or unspecifi ed ethnic groups. Data available at: http://www.indexmundi.com/slovenia/demographics_profi le.html (Accessed January 6, 2016). 
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of their memorial nature. Furthermore, the data that almost all here approached memorial assets are registered as Slovenian cultural heritage and 
a signifi cant number of here not analyzed memorials of lesser architectural and/or cultural value as being well registered and protected, points to 
conclusion that the state of condition of memorial assets in Slovenia might be assessed as far better than in other Yugoslav successor states. 
Nevertheless, since the analysis is concerned with memorial works brought in the modern discourse which belong to the group of memorial sites, 
complexes, parks and cemeteries or to the group of large-scale memorial constructions, sculptures and buildings, the aim of the thesis is not to 
review the state of condition of each work mentioned in the fi rst chapter, but to, through a general revision of the state of condition and analysis of 
origins and motives which led to degradation and destruction of memorial heritage, perceive the possibility for their architectural and consequently 
cultural and social revitalization. For that reason, the previous paragraphs revising the state of condition of memorials and memorial sites merely 
sought to offer an insight on how cultural and social circumstances in post-war, transitional and politically unstable former Yugoslav societies have 
brought to architectural degradation or even destruction of such particular works of art and architectural relics of cultural signifi cance.

In that sense, deviations in the state of condition of heritage in question arise from the changes in estimation of memory on the socialist period and 
reassessment of Yugoslav identity in the processes of re-construction of post-Yugoslav societies. Consequently, the possibility for revitalization 
of memorials and memorial sites (in terms of memorial complexes, parks and cemeteries or large-scale memorial constructions, sculptures and 
buildings), memorial centers/homes and museums and governmental buildings stems from the analysis on how to culturally and socially give a new 
lease on life of heritage of representative character by applying three approaches on architectural revitalization is below elucidated. In conclusion, 
what is left to analyze is how different approaches on heritage’s revitalization in regards to cultural identity transformation can lead to recuperation 
not only of architectural, but moreover of the cultural value of heritage in question.
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In terms of architectural recovery of heritage revitalization the approaches can also be associated with complex cultural position toward the 
assessment of heritage’s identity, i.e. authenticity. The concept of revitalization of architectural heritage departs from the premise on integral 
evaluation of heritage’s aesthetic, functional, social and cultural values and their interpretation in the process of heritage’s reemployment as an 
active factor in meeting society’s contemporary visual, cultural and functional needs. The original meaning of the word ‘revitalization’ implies 
“to give new life or vigor to; to bring back to life, practice or activity; to bring back to a former condition or vigor”748 of an item which is 
subjected to the process. Accordingly, the process of revitalization contains widest practices employed in processes of preservation, conservation 
and rehabilitation of architectural heritage known to contemporary society. In these terms, the concept of revitalization would be superior to 
concepts of rehabilitation and reconstruction which are often being referred to have the same meaning. The concept of ‘rehabilitation’, proceeding 
from the term ‘to rehabilitate’ as “to restore to good condition, operation, or capacity” or “to reinstate the good name of”749, in terms of heritage 
and architecture, refers to the processes which leads to  “extending a building’s life and/or its economic viability; the modifi cation of an existing 
building (through) extending the structure’s useful life through alterations and repairs while preserving its important architectural, historical and 
cultural attributes; modifi cation of a historic building to extend its useful life through alterations and repairs; returning a property to a state of 
utility through repair or alteration which makes possible an effi cient contemporary use; make possible a continuing or compatible contemporary 
use of a historic place or an individual component, through repair, alterations, and/or additions; returning to good condition deteriorated objects, 
structures, neighborhoods, or public facilities;”750 whereas ‘reconstruction’, as “the activity of constructing something again”, even if it can be 
understood as “an interpretation formed by piecing together bits of evidence”751, in heritage conservation terminology means to “return a place a 
known earlier state; re-create a non-existent building on its original site, i.e. re-create an object, building or structure that no longer exists, on the 

748 “Revitalization” in Encyclopedia Britannica. Available at: http://www.britannica.com/bps/thesaurus?query=revitalize (Accessed October 30, 2015)
749  “Rehabilitation” in The Free Dictionary. Available at: http://www.thefreedictionary.com/rehabilitation (Accessed October 30, 2015).
750  LEBLANC, FRANÇOS: “Rehabilitation” in Heritage Conservation Terminology – Defi nition of terms from various sources. April 2009. Available at ICOMOS Website:  
http://ip51.icomos.org/~fl eblanc/documents/terminology/doc_terminology_e.html (Accessed October 30, 2015)
751  “Reconstruction” in The Free Dictionary. Available at: http://www.thefreedictionary.com/reconstruction (Accessed October 30, 2015).
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basis of archaeological, literary and historical evidence; reproduce by new construction the exact form and detail of a vanished building, structure, 
or object, or a part thereof; all actions taken to re-create, in whole or in part, a cultural property, based up on historical, literary, graphic, pictorial, 
archaeological and scientifi c evidence.”752

Consequently, the concept of revitalization, in order to recuperate architectural heritage’s vividness, may include one or both of these practices, 
as well as the procedures of conservation, restoration, recovery, anastylosis, adaptation, modernization, remission, substitution, remodeling, 
interpretation, transformation, etc. Likewise, as in terms of connection between policies on heritage preservation and approaches to cultural identity 
reconstruction, selection of architectural and technical methods to heritage’s revitalization may also reveal social and cultural tendencies of the 
society(es) which tend to revitalize the heritage. 

By the conservational approach heritage’s revitalization should strive for conservation of achieved cultural connotations through retention of 
heritage’s character. Since the conservational approach supervenes from the consideration that aesthetic identity, i.e. the original state of appearance 
of heritage is an unchangeable category whose character was determined in the moment of work’s construction or peak, it strives to assess heritage’s 
authenticity through recovery of its original or most prominent appearance. But, since the recovery often implies ‘supposition’ in interpretation of 
heritage’s originality or what is estimated to be its most signifi cant plan, the diffi culty with the conservative approach on heritage’s revitalization 
comes from a denial of different stages of heritage’s cultural and architectonic evolution. 

This means that the interpretation of ‘originality’ and ‘authenticity’ of heritage is very susceptible to manipulation. Since preserving authenticity 
would imply constraining any possible alteration in heritage’s structure, appearance, function and cultural and social signifi cance from the moment 
of building’s erection, what obviously is impossible to achieve since heritage through the time loses some and gains other features, any proceedings 
taken in order to revitalize heritage on conservational principles indicates the incapability of the society to employ heritage’s values for the progress 
of architecture as a discipline, but also the society itself in cultural and sociopolitical terms. Hence, the conservational struggle to restrain heritage’s 
form, function and role in terms of recovery of ‘originality’ and ‘authenticity’ is superfi cial and futile endeavor motivated and manipulated by 
cultural agendas of sociopolitical authorities which govern the society.

752  LEBLANC, FRANÇOS: “Reconstruction” in Heritage Conservation Terminology – Defi nition of terms from various sources. April 2009. Available at ICOMOS Website:  
http://ip51.icomos.org/~fl eblanc/documents/terminology/doc_terminology_e.html (Accessed October 30, 2015)
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The cultural revitalization of heritage from the socialist period is no exception from the rule. Conserving vanished functions and meanings of 
architectural heritage always means interpretation in terms of selection of cultural qualities of heritage which is being revitalized. In those terms, 
approaching cultural revitalization of socialist heritage from the conservational approach would imply insisting on its socialist character. And that 
means that the architectural signifi cance of heritage built in Yugoslavia in the socialist period would be dependent on affi liation with its cultural, 
social and historical character, what eventually might result with jeopardizing its singular architectural nature. 

Approaching the revitalization of architectural heritage from socialist period from the conservational perspective encounters yet another problem: 
the architectural heritage from socialist period was in many cases constructed from a small budget, what resulted in improvisations in structural 
terms and use of low-grade materials that often failed to meet architects’ visions and ideas. The examples of such circumstances can be found 
throughout different categories of buildings here analyzed, like the Social and Political Organizations building in Belgrade and Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian Executive Council and the Museum of Revolution of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Peoples in Sarajevo, the Museum of Revolution 
of Vojvodina in Novi Sad, the Memorial to the Victory of Slavonia Peoples in Kamenska, etc. 

The experimental material and structural nature of heritage in question was not its exclusive characteristic. Modernism, as a global movement, 
was based on the idea of the use of new materials and invention of innovative structural and constructive concepts. Moreover, one of crucial 
objectives of modernism was to experiment, investigate and deliberate with the image of architecture and architecture as discipline. Accordingly, 
experimental and provisional nature in structural or material terms is in the core of the appeal of modern heritage. Thus, modernism, with its 
extremely experimental nature, sets weighty diffi culties before the theory and practice on heritage preservation and revitalization. 

In these terms, when approaching the revitalization of modern heritage it can be noticed that constant progress in improvement of quality of existing 
and development of new materials, together with development of new methods of heritage (re)construction, such as 3-D printing or bio-repair 
(biotechnology) techniques, challenges the above mentioned conservational perspective of heritage revitalization. The decision to retain or improve 
the original structure or change original materials with new, more durable and improved ones, thus might be crucial in terms of approaching 
authenticity, i.e. identity of modern heritage.
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Besides, every assessment of heritage’s aesthetic value and cultural signifi cance in the process of heritage preservation is an interpretation produced 
upon interpretative vocabulary of the society in a given moment. Thus, the collective framework might, and does, infl uence the way of interpretation 
of heritage’s values and signifi cances in the process of its revitalization. If in the case of architectural revitalization, the interpretation is delimited 
with the criteria of individual creativity in reading of heritage’s physical features in determined collective framework, then the interventionist 
approach, which is related to the constructivist vision on cultural identity being a socially and historically constructed category, might offer 
certain answers on the variety of diffi culties which face preservation and revitalization theory and practice, especially in terms of modern heritage 
revitalization. 

The interventionist approach relies on more ‘progressive’ and ‘aggressive’ methods, such as adaptation, modernization, remission, substitution, 
remodeling, interpretation and transformation in the process of architectural heritage revitalization. But, it does not mean that conservational 
methods are not used as well. These are applied when it is needed to preserve valuable elements and features of an asset when these have not 
been completely destroyed. The difference between the conservational and interpretational approach is precisely in approaching heritage’s lost 
features, whereas the interventionist approach assumes interpretation over restoration, use of contemporary language, materials and structures when 
reconstructing missing parts and elements instead of manufacture of their replicas with the use of bygone traditional materials and forms, in order 
to provide a new, modern and complex reading of  building’s character and identity instead of the pursuit for its lost authentic spirit.

The objective of the interventionist approach thus would be to, through revitalization, contribute to future progress of architecture as a discipline. 
From this stems the appeal for revitalization to be open to new fi ndings on architectural design, construction and materialization, i.e. knowledge 
in the broadest sense. Upon the same premise, in social terms, the objective of the interventionist approach would be to enable transformation and 
upgrade of the character of heritage. This objective emanates from the standpoint that cultural identity attached to heritage is a changeable category, 
which transforms according to contemporary needs of the society in which revitalization takes place. 

Ultimately, the last approach to heritage revitalization would be the symbolist one. However, since this approach does not quite rely on material 
features of heritage, but mainly on its immaterial values (both in architectural and cultural sense), it is a legitimate question to consider if what here 
is denominated as an approach can be deemed as such. As it will be argued, as the symbolist approach after all tends to preserve achievements of 
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architecture as a discipline, even though it does not preserve architecture as an artifact, it should be considered as a way of heritage revitalization.

The symbolist ‘approach’ departs from metaphorical conservation of physical features of heritage, as it strongly encourages revitalization of 
symbolical and spiritual, cultural and historical signifi cance of architecture as a legacy. Thus, as a mode for revitalization of heritage’s signifi cance, 
the symbolist ‘approach’ permits substitutes and changes of traditional remains of endangered heritage with modern elements to the largest extent. 
However, it still strives to preserve the spirit and inherited qualities of the space, so it could be assessed that the symbolist ‘approach’ should be 
considered as a possible way of revitalization of lost heritages’ signifi cance. 

In practical terms and regarding the methods of revitalization, the symbolist ‘approach’ consents with adaptation and modernization on a large 
scale, with extensive substitution of old forms and degraded materials and structures with entirely new elements, as long as they are in line with the 
intention to preserve building’s original meaning, symbolism and spirit. Thus, the symbolist ‘approach’ permits interpretation and transformation 
of spaces and structures to the greatest extent as long as those activities enable recuperation of social function and cultural signifi cance of heritage. 
Thus, although this approach can put heritage in jeopardy if not carefully performed, it has a revitalizing capacity which may contribute to the effort 
to revitalize and give life to architectural achievements represented in built heritage.

The operative features of these three positions in the remainder are to be analyzed through the review of revitalization of three governmental assets 
presented in the fi rst chapter and considered as possible modalities for reintegration of museums, memorial centers/homes and memorials and 
memorial sites in their full capacity to belonging societies. 

 

One of most representative ‘socialist’ emblems, the former Socio Political Organizations Palace, erected to stress the power of the League of 
Communist of Yugoslavia, was revitalized in the 2000s. The revitalization not only changed the visual appearance of the building but it also 
changed its cultural character, as the former symbol of political power was converted into a symbol of the capitalist transition. 

After the dissolution of Yugoslavia the Socio Political Organizations Palace was adapted into an offi ce building which, among other institutions 
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and enterprises accommodated “several radio and TV stations (one of them owned by Milošević’s daughter).”753 Thus, as the communicative target, 
the building, alike the Yugoslav Army General Staff edifi ce, was bombed on two different occasions, leaving the structure heavily damaged754 (Fig. 
146)755.

753  KULIĆ, VLADIMIR: “Refashioning the CK: Transitory Identities of Belgrade’s Tallest Building” in National Exhibition Catalogue of Serbia, 11th International Exhibition of 
Scenography and Theater Architecture, Prague, 2007. Belgrade: YUSTAT, 2007. N.n. 

754  Ibid. 
755  Fig. 146: The building of the Socio Political Organizations during the bombing of Belgrade in 1999 and after its transfromation into a business tower “Ušće”. Source: photo 1: “Dan 
sećanja na NATO bombardovanje” in b92, March 23, 2011. Available at: http://www.b92.net/info/vesti/index.php?yyyy=2011&mm=03&dd=23&nav_id=501398 (Accessed January 2, 2017); 
Photo 2: Ušće Shopping Center’s web page. Available at: http://www.usceshoppingcenter.com/sr/page/1/o-nama (Accessed January 2, 2017). 

Fig. 146: The building of the Socio Political Organizations during the bombing of Belgrade in 1999 and after its transfromation into a business tower “Ušće”.
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The revitalization of the building of Socio Political Organizations, 
which started in 2000 and was completed in 2005, was carried out 
in the atmosphere of change of political course in Serbia, which 
occurred after massive demonstrations leading to the overthrow 
of Slobodan Milošević. The new Serbian government that emerged 
in midst of change of social consciousness, besides endeavoring to 
transform political ambit, strived to improve the economic situation 
in the country as Serbia, at the time, besides the need to face the costs 
of the repairs of infrastructure damaged in the bombing, was facing 
serious economic crisis, which emanated from Milošević’s economic 
malversations and embargos imposed to Serbia and Montenegro by the 
international community throughout the 1990s. 

In accordance to the changes of the political image of Serbia and 
the economic state within it, the building of the Socio-Political 
Organizations, converted into a business tower called ‘Ušće’ 
(Junction)756, was sold to a private investor.757 The conversion of 
the tower was made after it was revitalized on the interventionist 
principle, which remained on the level of consolidation of building’s 
structure, change of the ‘improvised’ glass curtain with a genuine one 
and functional adoption of the building’s interior according to its new 
purpose. The change of the symbolic nature of the building followed 
its architectural adaptation, whereas the building, still the highest in 

756  The name comes from the location of the tower, as it is placed on the riverside where Sava fl ows into Danube. 
757  The Palace was sold to the company ‘MPC Group’ for the price of ten million deutsche marks, i.e. fi ve million euros. See:  STEFANOVIĆ, LJ. NENAD: “Overavanje CK” in Vreme, 
November 21, 2001. Available at: http://www.vreme.com/cms/view.php?id=302824 (Accessed April 4, 2016).

Fig. 147: An ideological change refl ection on the facade of the Socio Political Organi-
zations building.
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Belgrade, converted into a business tower, demonstrates how economic power became preponderant upon what was once thought to be the greatest 
potency of Yugoslav, and thus Serbian society - ideology. As in the same tone nationalism became denoted with the Orthodox religion, the image 
of the tower lighted with a several fl oors high cross (Fig. 147)758, same as it was once lightened with words “Long live Tito!” (Živio Tito!) in the 
period of SFRY, illustrates in the best way such change of the representative nature of the building.

The revitalization of the building continued in 2009 when the annex of ‘The Ušće Shopping Center’, mall of 130 000 m² area surface was added to 
the main structure. The annex not only underlines to which extent Serbian society has changed in the post-socialist period, but it also demonstrates 
to what extent architectural thought in Serbia, in former Yugoslav territories and Eastern Europe altogether, has changed. The annex is thus 
an excellent example of post-socialist understanding of the postmodernist discourse. The building, composed of several volumes with whose 
overlapping is six fl oors high prismatic structure formed, with its colorful and fragmented façade and standardized and uniform mall-interior, 
not only visually collides with the tower (Fig. 145), but moreover, when compared with Jaković’s idea for the smaller, elliptically (UFO) shaped 
conference hall building, best depicts to what extent architecture is dependent of social circumstances, as stereotypical and disenchanting design 
best reveals all incertitude and fragilities of the Serbian society. Hence, it may be assessed that the conversion of what in the socialist period was the 
most representative emblem of the most powerful political and social organization into a business and commercial center best depicts the endeavor 
to change the cultural identity of Serbian (Former Yugoslav, Eastern European) society(es) in the strive to adjust it to the Western political, cultural 
and lifestyle standards.

On the other hand, the revitalization of Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council Building in Sarajevo carried out within the process of 
Sarajevo’s post-war reconstruction, can serve as an example of the use of the process of revitalization of architectural heritage for reaching 
objectives of political and social nature. Hence, the transformation of the Executive Council Building into the Parliament and the BiH Council of 
Ministers building through its architectural revitalization should be discussed from the point of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s postwar transition from 
socialism to democracy.

758 Fig. 147: The ideological change refl ection on the facade of the Socio Political Organizations building. Source: Photo 1: ĐORĐEVIĆ, Aleksandar “Razvoj Beograda i aktualni urban-
istički problemi” in Arhitektura Urbanizam, No. 41 - 42, 1966. P. 6; Photo 2: “Na zgradi CK Komunističke partije u Beogradu zasvetleo krst?!” in SveVesti, January 10, 2008. Available at: http://
www.svevesti.com/a15203-na-zgradi-ck-komunisti%C4%8Dke-partije-u-beogradu-zasvetleo-krst (Accessed January 2, 2016). 
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The Parliament and the BiH Council of Ministers building changed its 
symbolical nature at the very beginning of the 1992–1995 War when 
on 5 April 1992 people gathered in front of the building in ‘The March 
for Peace’. Peaceful demonstrations turned into a battlefi eld between 
supporters and opponents of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s secession from 
the SFR Yugoslavia, whereas six people were killed as the snipers of 
Serb paramilitary forces opened fi re on the crowd from the nearby hotel 
Holiday Inn. The demonstrations, which ended as the crowd stormed 
into the building and during the night held “people’s” parliamentary 
session with the attempt to give a solution to the tense situation (Fig. 
148)759, thus marked the moment of the beginning of the 1992–1995 
War in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This, in a way changed the symbolic 
nature of the building which from being ‘a socialist relict’ became the 
symbol of Bosnian and Herzegovinian strive for independence and 
sovereignty. For the same reason the Parliament and the BiH Council 
of Ministers building, placed on the demarcation line between the two 
warring parties, was shelled, damaged and fi nally completely destroyed 

at the very beginning of the war (Fig. 149)760. 

The project of revitalization of the Parliament and the BiH Council of Ministers building, which began in 1996, was borne on the wings of 
reconstruction of Bosnian and Herzegovinian national identity. The latter process, on the other hand, has been driven by several endeavors: fi rst, to 

759 Fig. 148: The “people’s parliament” gathering on the night of April 5 - 6, 1992 in the main hall of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building. Source: Archive of the 
TVSA. 
760 Fig. 149: The life of the tower of the BiH Council of Ministers building: The tower in 1970’s, the moment of shelling of the building in 1992, the destroyed building in the postwar pe-
riod and the building after its rehabilitation. Source: Photo 1: Sarajevo - Monografi ja. Turisticki Savez Sarajeva. Sarajevo. 1975. N.n.; Photo 2: Author: Mikhail Evstafi ev, Agence France-Presse, 
1992.; Photo 3: “Skupština” in Sarajevo Under Siege 1992 - 1995 web page (author unknown). Available at: http://www.sa92.ba/v1/index.php?x=browse (Accessed January 2, 2016); Photo 4: 
Author: Nina Stevanović, 2015.

Fig. 148: The “people’s parliament” gathering on the night of April 5 - 6, 1992 in the 
main hall of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian Executive Council building
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demonstrate BiH independence in political and cultural terms by differentiation of its symbolic imagery from approximate and similar imageries of 
other former Yugoslav states; secondly, to illustrate that Bosnian and Herzegovinian identity equally represents its subnational, that is ethnical and 
religious constitutes: Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs, i.e. Muslims, Christians and Orthodoxs; and fi nally to demonstrate the transition from socialism 
to capitalism, from one-party to the democratic system.

From these complex political and cultural endeavors the project for the Parliament and the BiH Council of Ministers building’s revitalization was 
conceived. The project strived to adjust building’s representational potential to the above mentioned endeavors on the depiction of Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian national, i.e. cultural identity. Simultaneously, the project intended to structurally improve property’s performances without changing 
its overall concept. The revitalization of the complex began in 1996 with the development of the project on the reconstruction of the Parliament’s 

Fig. 149: A life of the tower of the BiH Council of Ministers building: The tower in 1970’s, the moment of shelling of the building in 1992, the destroyed building in the post-
war period and the building after its rehabilitation.
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building (the lower structure). The project on the Parliament’s reconstruction, 
developed by Hamdija Salihović, Neidhardt’s collaborator on the original project, was 
created upon the idea to restore building’s exterior and upgrade its interior decor. The 
revitalization began with the dome’s reconstruction in the same year and continued with 
redesign of ‘The White Hall’ and ‘The Main Conference Hall’ in 2005, and ‘The Blue 
Hall’ in 2008 (Fig. 150761, 151762 and 152763). The Parliament building revitalization was 
completed with the reconstruction of structure’s façade in 2009. While the façade of the 
Parliament was reconstructed with use of local granite stone and glass panels similar 
to original ones, revitalization of the BiH Council of Ministers building façade, and 
building altogether, initiated in the period 2002–2007, was carried out from a different 
idea. The concept for the revitalization of the Ministry building deployed by Ivan Štraus 
and Tatjana Neidhart (Juraj Neidhart’s daughter), and elaborated by Zvjezdan Turkić, 
was developed around the premise of transformation of building’s exterior as well as 
improvement of its interior. Covering the building with the glass façade and appliance 
of advanced materials both in the exterior and the interior, together with functional 
adaption of fl oor plans schemes in accordance with contemporary needs, characterizes 
the concept for the Ministry building revitalization. Hence, the project strived, by 
improving building’s poor technical and constructive performance, to bring the structure 
closest to the appearance envisioned by the architect. The revitalization of the complex 
was ended in 2010 with the restoration of the original appearance of the entrant plaza 
and the wall-monument designed by Dušan Džamonja. 

761 Fig. 150: The original state of the Main and “the Blue” conference halls of the Parliament building. Source: Photo 1: Parlamentarna skupština Bosne i Hercegovine, Parlamentarna skupština Bosne i Herce-
govine, Sarajevo, 2010. P. 67; Photo 2: SALIHOVIC, HAMDIJA:Arhitektura: Stvaralacka sinteza tradicionalno – savremeno. Arhitektonski fakultet Sarajevo. Sarajevo. 2010. P. 451.

762 Fig. 151: The entrance, the staircase and the Main conference hall of the Parliament BiH building. Source: Photos 1, 2 & 3: Parlamentarna skupština Bosne i Hercegovine, Parlamentarna 
skupština Bosne i Hercegovine, Sarajevo, 2010. P. 161, 149 and 76.

763 Fig. 152: The White and the Blue conference halls after the rehabilitation.. Source: photos 1 & 2: Parlamentarna skupština Bosne i Hercegovine, Parlamentarna skupština Bosne i 
Hercegovine, Sarajevo, 2010. P. 122 and 174.

Fig. 150: An original state of the Main and “the Blue” conference 
halls of the Parliament building.



406

Therefore, it is hard for this revitalization to be assessed as interventionist even though it implied interpretation of Neidhardt’s ideas and vision, 
improvement of technical and structural features of the property, its overall material and functional adaptation and sporadic creative interpretation 
of its architectural characteristics. The discrepancy with intentions of the interventionist approach is revealed in the lack of stronger impulse on 
expression of authors’ engaged in revitalization own creative ideas and representation of society’s contemporary cultural visions and architectural 
achievements. This kind of ‘delimitation’ on the process of the Parliament and the BiH Council of Ministers building revitalization reveals limitations 

Fig. 151: The entrance, the staircase and the Main conference hall of the Parliament BiH building. 
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Fig. 152: The White and the Blue conference halls after the rehabilitation. 

which can be experimented with in the interpretation of national identity in Bosnian and Herzegovinian contemporary society. 

Even more powerful illustration of the relation between modalities of governmental heritage revitalization and the processes of reconstruction of a 
society’s national, i.e. cultural identity is the example on the transformation of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Macedonia 
building in Skopje into the Macedonian Government Head Quarters. The complex, composed of six cubes, designed by Petar Muličkovski 
in modernist functionalist discourse, became one of the targets in the process of Skopje’s redesign, carried out by the Macedonian right-wing 
government. The project ‘Skopje 2014’, which has begun in 2010, has as an objective the alteration of Skopje’s identity. The objective of the 
project thus is to ‘give’ modernist city national appearance through construction of fi fteen new administrative building, designed in classical 
architectural language, transformation of existing modernist heritage into classicist scenography and erection of numerous classicist monuments 
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which should depict important personages and events from the Macedonian history. 764 However, the project does not simply strive to remove 
modernist imagery in order to obliterate memory of the socialist period from Macedonian cultural mind, but through the recall of classicist visual 
aspect it endeavors to create a false historical imagery which should provoke a sense of Macedonian national pride. Since history in itself is an 
interpretation, susceptible to misinterpretations, the whole project might be assessed as nationalistically charged architectural forgery, a political 
project which uses architectural means to fabricate false cultural identity with the objective to homogenize the society in order to enable further 
political and ideological manipulation with the same. 

In accordance with the project’s attentions the transformation of the Macedonian Government Head Quarters building was carried out, the edifi ce 
which in the past accommodated the most important political and ideological institution and which in the present accommodates the highest 
governmental body of Macedonia. The undertaking, carried out without the copyright license from Peter Muličovski,765 focused on alteration of 
building’s exterior appearance, without any improvement of its functional or structural aspects (Fig. 153)766. The pictorial alteration of building’s 
exterior through the alteration of modernist facades of the six cubes into classicist porticoes, best demonstrates how the manipulation with the 
national identity can be carried out by architectural means.767 

764  On Skopje’s transformation see: GRAAN, ANDREW: “Counterfeiting the Nation?: Skopje 2014 and the Politics of National Branding in Macedonia” in Cultural Anthropology, Vol. 
28, No. 1, 2013. Pp. 161 – 179; GEORGIEVSKA-JAKOVLEVA, LORETA: “The Project ‘Skopje 2014’: Between Social Cohesion and Social Disintegration” in Култура/Culture, No. 8, 2014. 
Pp. 43 – 56; KUBIENA, MICHAEL: “Skopje 2014 – Musealizing the City, Re-inventing History?” in The Western Balkans Policy Review, Vol. 2, No. 1, 2012. Pp. 78 – 99; MUHIĆ, MAJA; 
TAKOVSKI, ALEKSANDAR: “Redefi ning National Identity in Macedonia: Analyzing Competing Origin Myths and Interpretations through Hegemonic Representations” in Etnološka tribina 
37, Vol. 44, 2014. Pp. 138 – 152; JANEV, GORAN: “Skopje 2014: Instrumentalizing Heritage for Unexpected Results“ in Debating 20th Century History, published on April 12, 2015, available 
at: http://www.cultures-of-history.uni-jena.de/debating-20th-century-history/macedonia/skopje-2014-instrumentalizing-heritage-for-unexpected-results/ (Accessed December 15, 2015); KJUKA, 
DEANA: “Urban Renewal or Nationalist Kitsch? Skopje 2014 Stirs Controversy” in Radio Free Europe – Radio Liberty, published on December 2, 2013, available at: http://www.rferl.org/
content/skopje-kitsch-renewal-statues/25187521.html (Accessed December 15, 2015). 
765  “Муличкоски не успева да ја задржи ‘Владата’”, 18. 1. 2012., http://daily.mk/makedonija/mulichkovski-ne-uspeva-da-ja-zadrzhi-vladata (Accessed January 7, 2016); Interview – 
Peter Muličkovski, 18. 5. 2013., https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e-oh5cu7jtw (Accessed January 7, 2016); 
766  Fig. 153: The transformation of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Macedonia building in Skopje into the Macedonian Government Head Quarters. Source: 
Photos 1, 2, 3 & 4: Во мај проект, а летово и тендер за менување на ликот на владината зграда”, 22. 3. 2012., http://build.mk/vo-maj-proekt-a-letovo-i-tender-za-menu/ (Accessed January 7, 
2016); 
767  On the project of conversion of the Macedonian Government Head Quarters building see: “И објектот на Владата ќе се обвитка во ‘барок’?”, 12. 1. 2012., http://www.build.
mk/?p=11731 (Accessed January 7, 2016); “Во мај проект, а летово и тендер за менување на ликот на владината зграда”, 22. 3. 2012., http://build.mk/vo-maj-proekt-a-letovo-i-tender-za-
menu/ (Accessed January 7, 2016); “Неокласичниот објект на македонската влада ќе добие и тераси“, 25. 6. 2014., http://www.build.mk/?p=36380 (Accessed January 7, 2016); “Владата 
списка уште 4 милиони евра за реновирање и мебел за само една ‘коцка’”, 19. 12. 2014., http://212.13.64.65/vest/8558/vladata-spiska-ushte-4-milioni-evra-za-renoviranje-i-mebel-za-samo-
edna-kocka (Accessed January 7, 2016); “Фасадата на владата продолжува да црпи пари од буџетот, досега 16 милиони евра”, 20. 12. 2014., http://centarnews.net/mk/index.php/vesti/
makedonija/item/29874 (Accessed January 7, 2016); 
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Finally, plans for the revitalization 
of Ivan Vitić’s ‘Kockica’, i.e. the 
Croatian Ministry of Sea, Transport and 
Infrastructure building in Zagreb, were 
presented in 2014. The revitalization 
project, which is to be carried out in 
order for the building to meet European 
Union standards on sustainable 
energetic effi ciency, does not introduce 
any freshness to lines in revitalization 
of governmental, and representative 
heritage altogether. It is envisaged that 
‘Kockica’s’ modernization should be 
carried out under the restriction of change 
of building’s appearance. Therefore, 
even if, in terms of improvement of 
building’s infrastructural aspects, the 
anticipated replacement of building’s 
glass façade might be assessed as an 
intent to interpretatively approach 
revitalization of the building, the 

restriction lead us to conclude that ‘Kockica’s’ revitalization is more in conservational line when regarding architectural heritage revitalization. 
Still, it is hard to assume that this approach on ‘Kockica’s’ revitalization does have much to do with the wish of Croatian society to preserve and 
cherish ‘socialist and Yugoslav legacy’. Quite the contrary, as discussed on the subject of state of condition of museums and memorials, the Croatian 
society actually faces the diffi culty to integrate the memory of socialism and Yugoslavhood into the nationalist, but pro-European discourse which 

Fig. 153: The transformation of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of Macedonia building in Skopje into 
the Macedonian Government Head Quarters
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tends to follow. Therefore, partial reconstruction of ‘Kockica’ is diffi cult to be taken for an illustration of the process of re-construction of Croatian 
cultural identity and therefore it should be perceived merely as an intent to improve the building’s infrastructural performance. 

Finally, it can be concluded that different approaches and results of processes of revitalization of governmental and institutional building, likewise 
the insight into the state of preservation of this type of edifi ces, to some extent do illustrate political and social occurrences in former Yugoslav 
countries. It could be assessed that the preservation of governmental heritage depends on several aspects: First, the purpose of building of an edifi ce 
is important, as it is more diffi cult to adapt buildings built to meet the enormous capacities of Yugoslav state apparatus to considerably more modest 
necessities new governments. Secondly, as the revitalizations of the Socio Political Organizations building into the Business Tower and Shopping 
Center ‘Ušće’, BiH Executive Council Building into the Parliament and the BiH Council of Ministers Building demonstrated, the transformation 
of building’s function is carried out with intention of erasure of its ‘socialist’ visual aspect. Finally, states of condition of remaining governmental 
properties, in regards to their social assessment as architectural heritage and cultural legacy, validate how the negative defl ection of the socialist 
period upon the endeavor of successor Yugoslav countries to re-construct singularities of their national identities led to neglect of aesthetic value 
of heritage in question, and furthermore the disregard of its social signifi cance.



No museum, memorial center/home, memorial or memorial site built in former Yugoslav territories during the period of socialist government, has 
been revitalized in the full sense of the word. In other words, none of the assets belonging to above listed building types studied in the fi rst chapter 
have been architecturally revitalized in such a way that they were returned to society in their full aesthetic, functional, cultural and social vigor. 

Still, the subchapter which provides an insight into the state of condition of memorials and memorial sites revealed that several memorials and sites 
have been reconstructed after being either degraded or (partially) destroyed. But since the reconstruction did not contribute to cultural and social 
re-appropriation of memorials and memorial sites in question, it is hard to assess these reconstructive undertakings as successful revitalization 
endeavors. Similar situation is with museums and memorial centers/homes which, although adapted to new functions and exhibition programs, i.e. 
culturally and socially returned to the society, have not been architecturally or structurally reconstructed or transformed, what anew hiders the talk 
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about their complete revitalization. As a result, in the case of listed buildings, architectural revitalization can only be discussed as an assumption, 
i.e. it can be considered as a probability, or recommendation, i.e. means by which cultural and social importance may fi nally be returned to the 
heritage in question. 

As discussed in the part of the analysis introducing theoretical consideration on three approaches to architectural heritage revitalization, selection 
of each of these for revitalization of heritage in question would bring different outcomes, not only in terms of renewal of heritage’s aesthetic value, 
but also in terms of recovering of its social function.  In that sense, the conservational approach, which seeks to recuperate heritage’s authentic 
aesthetic appearance and value while endeavoring to retain its cultural position within society, in regards to revitalization of heritage in question, 
i.e. museums, memorial centers/houses, memorials and memorial sites, would imply recuperation of their original social function in societies which 
are in the present far away from the social model in which these assets were constructed. 

Under the premise that aesthetical value of heritage in question is its primary worth and having in mind that the re-construction of cultural identities 
within the new societies has been carried upon the ideas of capitalism and politics of nationalism, it becomes evident that recuperation of lost 
cultural role of heritage in question is not possible if it is revitalized upon principles of conservational approach. The result of revitalization of 
heritage in question upon premises of the conservational approach would be mere restoration of aesthetic condition of assets and not their overall, 
social and cultural revitalization. This implies that, even when reconstructed and restored, these assets would continue being left on margins of 
interest of new societies, to eventually end being evermore separated from it, as they continue to exist as empty objects, kind of museum exhibits 
deprived of any cultural role and signifi cance.  

On the other hand, heritage in question might be used in the process of social bonding between societies and peoples of the region. Still, this would 
be more a question of policies of cultural re-appropriation and protection of heritage in question, which, if established and carried out by a joint 
effort of seven former Yugoslav territories, would not only ensure enhanced preservation of heritage in question, but moreover could result with 
cultural bonding from the effort to respect the common memory and past. Furthermore, such joint effort would lead to more profound reading 
of aesthetic value of heritage in question and thus enable better perception of qualities, contributions and achievements of the architecture of the 
period. In conclusion, such an initiative might result with a proper revitalization of social and cultural signifi cance of heritage in question, since it 
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would imply heritage’s cherishment not only from the aesthetic perspective, but what is more, its reclaim as memorial artifact, architectural legacy 
and a tool for constructive and creative improvement of common cultural policies.  

Nevertheless, such an approach might end up cherishing primarily symbolic nature of heritage in question without enabling the progress of 
architecture as discipline. Insofar it seems that the only real revitalization, the one upon interventionist principles, which would enable interpretation 
of heritage’s architectural qualities and transformation of its cultural character, might meet the objective to empower re-appropriation of museums, 
memorial centers/homes, memorials and memorial sites by societies in which these assets are to be found.

The revitalization of museums, memorial centers/homes, memorials and memorial sites can be carried out only if and when they are re-appropriated 
by the Slovenian, Croatian, Bosnian and Herzegovinian, Serbian, Kosovar, Montenegrin and Macedonian societies as their cultural legacy. Since 
these societies now operate and live upon different cultural and social ideas, the heritage in question, in order to regain its functionality and 
symbolic value, has to be adapted to meet the new needs of these societies. And that is possible only with contemporary reading of the qualities 
of heritage in question in an interpretative and interventionist manner. The interventionist manner in revitalization of given assets however should 
not jeopardize original values and signifi cances of heritage in question. Quite the contrary! In order to enable transformation and adaptation of 
assets to new contemporary needs it is crucial to preserve and respect their authentic values, and thus not contradict, but complement them through 
revitalization. Thus, with the respect of authentic values of heritage in question, it should be adjusted to new social needs, cultural programmes 
and contemporary architectural developments. Only in such a way architectural heritage of representative character built between 1945 and 1990 
in territories which once formed the SFR Yugoslavia can be re-denoted in functional and architectural terms, what would enable inscribing of new 
symbolic attributes and in increasing of its social and cultural signifi cance.

Still, a dose of precaution has to be taken when advocating the interventionist approach to revitalization of heritage in question. Since the objective 
is to preserve architectural uniqueness of heritage in question while upgrading its aesthetic value and amplifying its functional potential in order to 
achieve its cultural and social re-appropriation, the basic requirement for success in revitalization by interventionist approach is that the adaptation, 
remodeling, interpretation and transformation of given heritage is carried out with uttermost artistic and architectural potential and creativity. 
Accordingly, different cultural ‘upgrades’, i.e. inscriptions, additions or transformations considered in the section dealing with the state of condition 
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of investigated items, could in no way be considered as ways of revitalization of heritage in question, since they threaten the basic nature of heritage 
in question. Hence, they can only be evaluated as degradations which jeopardize singular aesthetic, architectural and visual nature of given heritage 
and threaten its symbolic signifi cance. Thus, the revitalization of the heritage in question through the interventionist approach does not in any way 
imply random interventions and upgrades of poor aesthetic quality, but insists into a genuine approach which would empower creative architectural 
intervention in heritage’s re-design and adaption to the upmost technical standards, since only when the heritage in question gets in touch with our 
times it can be returned to all of us in all of its aesthetic and symbolic glory.
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The dynamics of the progress of architecture as a discipline is correlated to the social and cultural programmes of the society. Although modern 
times endeavored to achieve autonomy of artistic and thus architectural thought, it is impossible to separate the artist’s work from the time and 
space in which it is/was created. 

The construction of buildings and spaces of representative character in a country that once united South Slavic peoples under socialist principles on 
governing and living confi rms the given statement. Although architects working in the SFR Yugoslavia, in the period between 1945 and 1990, were 
free to think and practice architecture on their own ideas, their work was still conditioned by socialist political-ideological programme of Yugoslav 
authorities and social-cultural everyday of Yugoslav citizens’ lifestyle. The heritage of representative character best demonstrates how the policies 
of Yugoslavhood and socialist thought prejudiced programmes of construction of such type of architecture.

In that context, as the analysis demonstrated, construction of governmental buildings depended on political movements in the country. In such a 
way the fi rst period, one between 1945 and 1948, focused on erection of Yugoslav representative emblems, such as the Federal Executive Palace 
and the League of Communist of Yugoslavia Central Committee building in Belgrade. As in this period Yugoslav government maintained a close 
relationship with the Soviet Union - what had denoted the austerity of socialism in the given period, the discussion whether the architectural 
identity of the new society should be colored with tones of socialist realism or with abstract and universal colors of modernism developed within 
Yugoslav architectural circles. The discussion, which very fi ercely benefi ted modernism, reached milestone once Tito confronted Stalin in 1948. 
The confrontation resulted with turning Yugoslavia towards the West, what helped modernism becoming socially accepted.

In the following years the idea of creation of common Yugoslav identity began to weaken, what infl uenced the process of erection of governmental 
buildings where the accent was slowly turned to institutions on the level of republics. As Yugoslavia was weakening, construction in the republics 
became predominant with only one building of central government erected in the last days of Yugoslavia. The governmental buildings on the local 
level tended to represent the identity of the nation and therefore Ivan Vitić’s ‘Kockica’ in Zagreb, Juraj Neidhardt’s Executive Council building 
in Sarajevo or Petar Muličkovčki’s the Central Committee building of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia in Skopje, etc., besides being 
architectural works of excellence, also have to be perceived as signs of independence of the given nations (as in terms of Croatian, Bosnian and 
Herzegovinian, Macedonian, etc.) within Yugoslav federal state.
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On the other hand, the process of creation and construction of museums of revolution and history of the Yugoslav struggle for freedom in the 
National Liberation War, i.e. Second World War relates to the antifascist learning on which Yugoslav socialism leaned towards. The objective of 
the exhibitions was not just to present the documentation of the National Liberation War, but to preserve, or better to say, construct the (glorious) 
memory of the achievements of Yugoslav Partisans and their leaders, above all Josip Broz Tito, in harsh times in order to use that memory for the 
homogenization of Yugoslav peoples around the idea of brotherhood and unity. In that sense, museums of revolution were more than educational-
scientifi c institutions, as they had very important roles in spreading socialist ideas by means of remembrance. Therefore, achieving a project to 
design buildings which would accommodate these institutions was of the uppermost prominence, as it was demonstrated in outstanding projects for 
the Museum of the Revolution of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Aeronautical Museum at Surčin Airport in Belgrade. 

Similarly, memorial centers/homes, as facilities of social, educational and memorial function, had the same task, just in smaller communities. One 
of the most important political-ideological projects, one for the development of Kumrovec area, depended precisely on the construction of this type 
of facility: the Memorial Center of Political School of the League of Communist of Yugoslavia in Kumrovec, which made evident to what extent 
Yugoslav authorities gave precedence to this process.

Finally, the large number of erected memorials and opened memorial sites reveals how Yugoslav authorities fed people’s spiritual hunger. These 
places of pilgrimage of millions of Yugoslavs are thus more than mere memorials as those spiritually ‘profane’ artifacts and sites are symbols of one 
society with all its complexity: society which strived to be modern, but was still far from developed, which endeavored to be atheist, but struggled 
to remain religious, a society which embraced socialism in order to help meet the needs of its people whose eyes were fi xed toward the West and 
the capitalist lifestyle.

According to the above, the development of memorial discourse from classical through modern to a kind of futuristic, alien, postmodern structures, 
together with the grow in proportions of memorials and expansion of dimensions of memorial sites, the number of more than a hundred and twenty 
grand scale memorials and complex memorial sites and excellence of works delivered by ‘Yugoslav architects’ in this domain illustrate the spirit 
and soul of Yugoslav society.
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In this part the analysis endeavored to present as many projects and erections as possible, in order to offer a global framework to eventual future 
analyses on the same subject. In that context, the research might have not gathered information on all memorials and memorial sites constructed 
in the period, but it did offer a principle on categorization of this type of erections. Furthermore, it provided an insight on how memorial discourse 
developed and its main features during different phases of development. Still, more precise systematization of this type of erection is to be done, as 
it is necessary to give more attention to studying the category of cultural civic centers and accordingly memorial centers/homes.

Finally, regarding the second part of the analysis, the objective was to point out problems which led to the neglect, degradation or even complete 
destruction of architecture of representative character built in the socialist period in territories which once formed the SFRY. The thesis departed 
from studying the subject of creation of the concept of heritage and its protection. In that sense, this part of the analysis is more conceptual and 
theoretical than the previous one which was based on the chronological analysis of the process of construction of works of representative character 
upon the new theoretical approach on discernment and confrontation of architecture of ideology, discourse per se and architecture as an ideological 
apparatus. Thus, the second chapter approached the problem of preservation and revitalization of heritage of representative character upon studying 
concepts of memory as a collective construction created within a certain collective framework and identity, as inherited, constructed and mirrored 
category. The analysis of these two concepts aims to establish how the relation towards the Yugoslav identity in post-Yugoslav societies and 
memory of socialism in post-socialist culture affected the state of condition of heritage of representative character. 

Architectural heritage preservation and revitalization is a process far more complex which goes beyond simple revalorization of architectural 
attainments of past epochs. In architectural heritage preservation policies cultural endeavors of the society in the given moment are refl ected, while 
in society’s viewpoint towards architectural heritage echoes its present ideological endeavors. Consequently, changes within society’s cultural 
identity and its ideological and political positions towards the present and the future can be read out from architectural heritage preservation policies 
and revitalization methods.

Policies on preservation and modalities for revitalization of the heritage of representative character built in the socialist period and found in territories 
which once formed the SFRY reveal how the changes within the society infl uence signifi cance of the heritage in question. In relations of new 
societies toward the heritage are hidden endeavors, ideologies and processes behind policies on (re)construction of their cultural identities. Since 
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these societies are (re)constructed under policies of nationalism and ideology of capitalism, the homogenization of these societies upon nationalist 
agendas, together with the terrible 1990s wars in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo led to the rejection of the idea of shared Yugoslav 
identity, while the endeavor to adjust new ideological principles and lifestyle resulted with the discomfort towards the memory of socialism. 

Yet another reason for the discomfort towards heritage in question lies in its modernist character. Buildings, sites and architectural artifacts presented 
in the fi rst chapter of the analysis were mostly designed in modernist discourse, with only a number of items brought in postmodernist semantic. 
Since modernist concepts are assessed through postmodern defl ection, the endeavors to reach aesthetic and functional clarity are perceived as 
practices which led to emptying architecture of signifi cation, whilst the idea that the improvement of living standards through architecture could 
lead social wellness is evaluated as utopian. Thus, the heritage in question is moreover neglected because of the association of socialism with 
modernism and vice versa. 
Finally, the observation and analysis of the states of protection, states of condition and attempts of revitalization of heritage in question offer several 
comprehensions. First, states of conditions and models on revitalization of governmental buildings suggests that in order for this type of edifi ces 
to be re-appropriated within new societies, they had to be bared of alleged ‘socialist character’; secondly, the poor state of condition of memorials 
and memorial sites, resulting from oblivion of the memory of the period and memories from the period, together with failures to reconstruct them 
architecturally, but not also revitalize them culturally and socially, point to the conclusion that architectural value of heritage of representative 
character is dependent on its cultural signifi cance, and vice versa. Finally, the insight in how the change in the exhibition programmes of institutions 
of educational-ideological character, i.e. museums of revolution did not lead to the improvement of architectural condition of according facilities, 
while the inability to fi nd an appropriate way to functionally adapt memorial centers/homes to new, changed social needs led to degradation in 
aesthetical terms of these assets, indicates that the possibility for cultural re-appropriation of heritage of representative character may be achieved 
through its architectural revitalization. However, in order to successfully revitalize the heritage in question, principles of interventionist approach, 
which advocates liberty in understanding and calls for creativity in interpretation of heritage’s values, may best suit the quest to give new cultural 
and social lease on life to heritage of representative character built in the socialist period and found in territories which once formed the state called 
the SFR Yugoslavia. 

To conclude: preservation of heritage of representative character built in the period 1945-1990 and found in former Yugoslav territories, i.e. 
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governmental buildings, museums of revolution, memorial centers/homes, memorials and memorial sites as assets of important architectural value 
is possible only if these properties regain cultural signifi cance, i.e. if they are socially re-appropriated. Or in other words: social re-appropriation of 
heritage in question would almost certainly be achieved if it is architecturally revitalized through creative ingenious interpretation of its architectural 
and cultural potentials.
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