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ABSTRACT

From Warriors to Workers to Warkers: (Y)Utopian Media, Supra-National Self-

Management, and Racialized Brotherhood in the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema

Dragan Batancev, Ph.D.

Concordia University, 2023

In postwar Yugoslavia, the Communist-led People’s Liberation Struggle during World War
IT was constructed as the country’s threefold founding narrative: a resistance to the occupiers, a
civil war against the collaborationists, and a revolution. Yugoslavia’s was the second
independent socialist revolution and first antifascist revolution in the world. As such, the
revolution was integrated, and continuously re-articulated, in various aspects of Yugoslav
development; most notably, its Marxist doctrine of workers’ self-management and Cold War
non-alignment.

As an assemblage of publications and conference presentations, this dissertation investigates
the intertwining of the history of postwar Yugoslavia, cinema as the main medium of its socialist
modernization, and Revolution as a complex modality of its politics and aesthetics. From
highlighting peasantry as a revolutionary force to critical debates about the supra-, trans-, and
extra-national nature of Yugoslav cinema to racialized, gendered, and increasingly neo-liberal
hierarchies in Yugoslav society, this project concentrates on the country’s often contradictory
entanglement of identity and concrete utopian drive. It simultaneously constitutes material and
intellectual resourcefulness as the linchpin of Yugoslav multi-media culture, particularly rich in

its non-theatrical and useful incarnations.



I begin with conceptualizing the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle as a globally relevant supra-
genre encompassing the cinematic representation of and interrelation between revolutionary
precursors, war, and work in pre-WWII, wartime, and postwar Yugoslav Revolutionary space
and history. In Chapter One, I explore how the 1950s international co-production model and
generic hybridization helped Yugoslav filmmakers challenge the legacy of historical
imperialisms, incorporate the Young Bosnian rebels and Kosovar Albanian national minority
into supra-national socialism, and employ the western partners’ know-how. Chapter Two
considers the 1960s Yugoslav auteurs’ departure from the Soviet role models as reflected in their
complicated quest for a more egalitarian revolution, economic archive-based practices, and
building a long-lasting international film festival community. Chapter Three focuses on the
controversial Croatian filmmaker and diplomat Antun Vrdoljak who questioned Yugoslav
revolutionary emancipation in his early films and contributed to British national devolution
through the 1971 Croatian-British cinematic exchange. Ultimately, this dissertation re-centers
Yugoslav cinema as a socialist alternative to better known and seemingly more coherent film

cultures, such as those in the USA, USSR, and UK.
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INTRODUCTION

The Paris Commune failed because it was not built by peasants. Only revolutions made by peasants turned
out well: Russian, Chinese, ours [i.e. Yugoslav], and Cuban. However, the leaders of these revolutions were
never peasants. They came from the bourgeoisie. Peasants’ reasons for joining a revolution are never
identical to the reasons of the revolutionary leaders. Peasantry is something that goes about, crawls,
tumbling like a devouring amoeba, yet forced to be part of the revolution. Only geniuses like Mao Zedong
and Tito managed the peasantry with due caution. Whereas fanatics, unlike them, despised peasants.!
(Zivojin Pavlovi¢, 1985)

DIMITRY (played by Zlatko Buri¢): I have a joke: ‘Do you know how to tell a communist? It’s someone
who reads Marx and Lenin. And do you know how to tell an anti-communist? It’s someone who understands
Marx and Lenin.” Ha-ha! It’s Ronald Reagan. Funny guy!

THE CAPTAIN (played by Woody Harrelson): ‘Never argue with idiots, they’ll only bring you down to
their level and beat you with experience.” Mark Twain.

DIMITRY: Ronald Reagan, he said also, ‘Socialism works only in heaven where they don’t need it, and in
hell where they already have it.’

THE CAPTAIN: ‘Growth for the sake of growth is the ideology of a cancer cell.’ ... That’s Edward Abbey.

DIMITRY:: ‘The problem with socialism is that you eventually run out of other people’s money.” Margaret
Thatcher.

THE CAPTAIN: You’re going to like this one: ‘The last capitalist we hang will be the one who sold us the
rope.” Karl Marx.

DIMITRY: Oh, shit! Okay, okay... Okay. A classic: ‘The most powerful single force in the world today is
man’s eternal desire to be free and independent.” Kennedy.

THE CAPTAIN: ‘Freedom in capitalist society always remains about the same as it was in ancient Greece.
Freedom for slave owners.’

DIMITRY: I know: Vladimir Lenin! School. (chuckles) Russian capitalist and an American communist.
THE CAPTAIN: On a two-hundred-and-fifty million dollar luxury yacht.

(Triangle of Sadness, 2022, Ruben Ostlund)

! Unless otherwise stipulated, all translations in this dissertation are author’s.



I was a rather withdrawn kid, without brothers or sisters, often alone, and in the ‘90s there was no Internet
or computers, nor was there much talk about mental health, so I guess the only exit was talking to myself.
Dialogue, that is. The essence of theatre. At the same time, I’'m not coming from a particularly affluent
family, so I couldn’t go to music school, horse riding classes, or French courses. Perhaps I could’ve become
a renowned cellist, like Jacqueline du Pré. I don’t know. Reading and writing cost nothing. I have no talent
for painting and I don’t have developed work habits for law studies. Kids from the working class are the
real punks (pankeri). Inherently inscribed in them is the gift of laziness, which is the first line of defense
against the capitalist hell. And voila, I’ve become a dramaturge. Success through inertia.

(Vedrana Klepica, 2020)°

2 Gvozdenovié¢ 2020.



Flashback Montage: Preface

The year is 1993. I'm a kid growing up in Belgrade, the capital of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, the so-called Third Yugoslavia, that comprises two republics, Serbia and
Montenegro. Her predecessor and my birth country, the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, also known as the Second Yugoslavia/socialist Yugoslavia, is dying a protracted and
agonizing death. Wars are raging in former Yugoslav republics, Croatia and Bosnia &
Herzegovina. The Battle of Vukovar is over, the Siege of Sarajevo in full swing.

Every evening, my family watches TV news: mutilated corpses, tears, tanks, buildings
looking like the surface of the Moon, camouflage uniforms, greasy beards, grenade launchers,
burned vehicles, traumatized children, puddles of blood on the streets. We watch Croatian
nationalist politicians: Martin Spegelj, Luka Bebi¢, Sime Podan, and the “star” of the last
chapter of my dissertation, Antun Vrdoljak. And Boutros Boutros-Ghali, on repeat. Every
evening.

Third Yugoslavia is governed by the regime of Slobodan MiloSevi¢, a one-time banker
close to US business circles, then the leader of the Serbian Communists who rode the wave of
Serbian nationalism in the late 1980s and, together with the leaders of other Yugoslav republics,
began burying the Second Yugoslavia.

Because of Milosevi¢’s regime’s involvement in the Yugoslav Wars, adamantly denied
by the regime itself in the state-run Serbian media, the United Nations Security Council imposed
a long-lasting international embargo on Third Yugoslavia. Nobody seems to understand, in that
wider world on TV, what a crime international embargo is. Why do we all have to suffer? Why

can’t they just stop wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina? I don’t understand why the



“international community” does not get rid of MiloSevi¢. Help overthrow him in a military coup,
or something. Put him in prison, as they would eight years later.

As a result of the embargo, Third Yugoslavia is experiencing a historic hyperinflation,
comparable to the hyperinflations in Weimar Germany, early postwar Hungary, and
contemporary Argentina. Virtually every day, the state prints worthless banknotes. When adults
receive their monthly salaries, the next day they can’t buy a matchbox with that money. Many
people smuggle gasoline into the country and then sell it in plastic bottles on the street.

Food is scarce. Very scarce. Store shelves empty. One morning my father went to the
store to buy a loaf of rationed bread, but by the time he got there, there was none. He came back
home, desperate and ashamed: he could barely look my mother in the eye. Fortunately, there was
still some stale bread that my mother could mix with a bit of milk to feed my younger brother
and me before sending us to school, her stomach in knots.

One day my mother sends me to the store to buy bread. It’s the last throws of winter. An
empty street. I pass by a black-and-white stray dog. Suddenly, he jumps and almost bites my leg.
I scream and he walks away. I didn’t tell my parents about the incident, or entertain a thought
that the dog could have been rabid. There was hardly any food for people, let alone dogs.

Through my family apartment’s window, I observe pensioners rummaging through the
waste disposal containers, looking for scraps of food. This recurring image makes me think about
the children of these starving elderly people: is it possible that none of them has children living
in Belgrade or Serbia that could somehow help them?

I like going through my family photo albums. One day I find a black-and-white photo of
my mom, her family, and a young Black man who rented an adapted apartment in their family

home. She says that his name was Winston and that he came to Yugoslavia from his homeland,



Tanzania, to study as part of the Non-Aligned Movement’s academic exchange. My mom thinks
that Winston left to fight in the Uganda-Tanzania War. Her family never heard back from him.

I like watching movies and TV shows on Serbian TV channels. There is no new content
because of the embargo, but I am absorbed by the broadcasting cycles of Billy Wilder and Alfred
Hitchcock, Humphrey Bogart and James Cagney. I like Barbara Stanwyck’s demeanor. I’'m
slightly intimidated by Gloria Swanson as Norma Desmond.

On Sunday mornings, after the broadcast of the state TV network’s news show about the
Yugoslav Army, I like to watch old Partisan movies and TV shows. My favorite, with its iconic
theme® composed by a jazz musician Milivoje ‘Mié¢a Coltrane’ Markovié¢ who was allegedly
inspired by Isaac Hayes’s even more iconic theme from the blaxploitation classic Shaft (1971,
Gordon Parks), is the show about the audacious and a bit outlandish Belgrade resistance fighters
during WWII, Otpisani/The Outcasts aka The Written Off (1974-1975, Aleksandar Dordevi¢).

My father and I often talk about the history of socialist Yugoslavia and chess. He is proud
that [ am already playing chess better than him. My father has little reason to like the
Communists who governed socialist Yugoslavia. At the same time, he is more than ready to
admit that the overall social standard in the socialist era was much, much higher than in our post-
socialist presence. In the socialist era, he briefly served as president of a small communal chess
club. This was a time when various state institutions and self-managed enterprises invested a lot
of money into Yugoslav sports in general and chess in particular. Chess was an important sport
for the Yugoslavs enchanted with its cerebral beauty and war-like symbolism, especially on
those occasions when Yugoslavia could shine in the Cold War arena heavily dominated by the

Soviet chess culture. My father and I often talk about the brilliant, if controversial US player,

3 “Milivoje Mi¢a Markovi¢ - Otpisani” 2012.



Robert ‘Bobby’ Fischer, who just a year ago, in 1992, broke the UN sports sanctions by playing
a rematch against Boris Spassky in Yugoslavia. This happened 20 years after their World Chess
Championship match in Reykjavik, one of the biggest Cold War sports spectacles. Fischer was
the star of the famous team match USSR vs. the Rest of the World, hosted by Belgrade in 1970.
After the 1992 rematch, the United States issued a warrant for Fischer’s arrest and he never
returned to his homeland.

We also talk about another chess idol of my father’s, Viktor Korchnoy, who defected from
the USSR after the Soviet chess federation decided that a younger generation of players, led by
Anatoly Karpov, was to restore the glory of the Soviet chess in the wake of Fischer’s 1972
triumph. My father admires Korchnoy for his defiance and the tenacity with which he took on
the Soviet establishment, making a great comeback against Karpov in their match in 1978. One
of Korchnoy’s friends and seconds, Serbian screen-writer Branislav ‘Brana’ Crnéevi¢, published
a book about him in Zagreb in 1981. (Later, Crn¢evi¢ will become a good friend of Slobodan
Milosevi¢ and an advocate of the innocence of Radovan Karadzi¢ before the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia.) Sometimes I’m not sure whether the Cold War
world was small, or socialist Yugoslavia was big.

In 1993, I still don’t know that six years later, like most citizens of Third Yugoslavia, I will
be bombed for 77 days by one of the most powerful military alliances in the history of
humankind, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; supported and, indeed, spearheaded by US
President Bill Clinton’s administration.

Many, many Kosovar Albanians will have endured much worse trials and tribulations than

mine, both before and during the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia.



Still, I will be a witness to NATO’s contribution to the “balkanization” of the post-socialist
Balkans. Among other things, I will observe how NATO cynically treated their civilian victims,
including a 3-year old Milica Raki¢ and the workers of Radio Television of Serbia, as “collateral
damage.”

Throughout the nightmarish 1990s, the socialist Yugoslav Revolution will remain in the
background of my life, though never completely suppressed.

The street I live on is named after Vladimir Rolovi¢, a Yugoslav revolutionary and diplomat,
high ranking officer of the notorious State Security Administration (UDBA) and former head of
the infamous Goli Otok political prison (a Yugoslav gulag island, if not exactly a Gulag
Archipelago). In April 1971, Rolovié, then Yugoslav Ambassador to Sweden, was attacked and
mortally wounded in the embassy in Stockholm by two members of an UstasSa terrorist
organization, the Croatian National Resistance.

I also often traverse with my parents the best known Belgrade boulevard, the Boulevard
of Revolution, which leads from the Federal Assembly in downtown to the semi-rural suburbs.

Or, is it the other way around?



Establishing Shot: (Film) Historical Context of the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle
Foreword: This sub-chapter is a revised and translated version of the article “Jugoslovenski
Revolucionarni Ciklus kao izazov teoriji filmskog zZanra” [ “Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle as a
Challenge for the Film Genre Theory’] submitted for publication in the journal Hrvatski filmski
ljetopis /Croatian Film Chronicles/ in fall 2022. It serves as an entry point into the topic of this
dissertation: the intertwining of the history of postwar Yugoslavia, cinema as the central medium
of its socialist modernization, and Revolution as a complex modality of the country’s politics and
aesthetics. Building upon Ranko Muniti¢’s theorization of Yugoslav film about revolution, the
sub-chapter looks at what I call the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle as transcending traditional
film genre divisions and capturing the continuity of the Yugoslav Revolution in the pre-WWII,
WWII, and postwar eras. After relating the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle to Masha Salazkina’s
topoi of world socialist cinema and indicating the Cycle’s link between war and work, the sub-
chapter proposes various ways in which the Cycle could be associated with global revolutionary
cinemas.
As the bulk of this manuscript-based dissertation consists of the analyses of the made and
unmade Yugoslav films about revolution, this sub-chapter establishes the main parameters of
understanding the Cycle as a supra-genre to which these films belong. The sub-chapter thus
opens the way for the subsequent outline of the research questions, literature review, and other

components of the dissertation introduction.

Introduction
In the preface to his book Zivjet ¢e ovaj narod: jugoslavenski film o revoluciji [These People

Will Live: Yugoslav Film about Revolution], published in Zagreb in 1974, film critic and



theoretician Ranko Muniti¢ writes that the book stems from his essay “Od Slavice do Neretve”
[“From Slavica to The Battle of Neretva’], published in the Zagrebian film journal Filmska
kultura in 1969. The editor of the journal, Stevo Ostoji¢, had commissioned Muniti¢’s essay* to
mark the 50" anniversary of the Komunisti¢ka partija Jugoslavije (KPJ, Communist Party of
Yugoslavia), renamed into Savez komunista Jugoslavije (SKJ, League of Communists of
Yugoslavia) in 1952. Muniti¢’s essay was dedicated to the genre of films about the NOB
(Narodnooslobodilacka borba, People’s Liberation Struggle), the Yugoslav Communist-led
armed struggle against the Nazi-fascist occupation in World War II. Between writing the essay
and the book, Muniti¢ had encountered a methodological problem in the films that “examine and
evaluate the significance of that period [i.e. NOB] through the prism of today’s experience”
(1974, 5), which led him to conclude that the genre terms such as “the NOB film” and “Yugoslav
war film” were inadequate and limited. Muniti¢ was interested in whether Yugoslav films about
the postwar era, also known as films on “contemporary themes” (Goulding 2002, xii), pursued
the spirit of the socialist revolution which, together with the resistance to the occupiers and the
civil war against the collaborationists, manifested the threefold nature of the Yugoslav
Communist mythology of WWII (Wachtel 1998, 133). This is how Muniti¢ started thinking
about a broader category “jugoslavenski film o revoluciji” (Yugoslav film about revolution)
encompassing the NOB films and numerous (related) films on contemporary themes.

In his book, Muniti¢ argues that the Yugoslav film about revolution does not constitute “a
uniform film genre” due to the existence of a large number of “different stylistic and

dramaturgical prototypes,” such as the “drama of [the stream of] consciousness,” psychological

* Muniti¢ also contributed to the 1977 volume Rat, revolucija, ekran [War, Revolution, Screen],
dedicated to Yugoslav film about war and revolution, edited by Ostoji¢ and later translated in English,
French, and Russian.
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drama, “epic spectacle,” thriller, action film, comedy, etc. It is also impossible, Muniti¢
continues, to cohere Yugoslav films about revolution around “a common problematic” (1974, 6).
For instance, Kota 905/Point 905 (1960, directed by Mate Relja) focuses on “the seemingly
uncertain fate of its protagonist,” Balada o trobenti in oblaku/Ballad about a Trumpet and a
Cloud (1961, France Stiglic) “attempts to analyze the integrity of human conscience and
consciousness,” while Tri/Three (1965, Aleksandar Petrovic) “uses a purely meditative platform
to search for the principles of human nature which would resist even the hopelessness of the
existential apocalypse.” Lastly, Muniti¢ concludes, it seems hard to identify a common thematic
denominator connecting Pohod/The Trek (1968, Dorde Kadijevi¢), Uzavreli grad/Boom Town
(1961, Veljko Bulaji¢), and Ponedjeljak ili utorak/Monday or Tuesday (1966, Vatroslav Mimica)
as films about the liberation war, industrialization, and the postwar Yugoslav intellectual
respectively.

In a longer section, crucial for this dissertation, Muniti¢ writes that the NOB is “historically
and poetically inextricable from what followed, not only because what followed was an organic
continuation of the [liberation] struggle in other domains, but also because the meaning, that is,
the spirit of the [revolutionary] movement remained the same” in “a broader revolutionary
movement and advancement once exercised by a gun and a bomb, yesterday by a pickaxe and a
bulldozer, today by social and economic self-management reform.” The protagonists of
Yugoslav films about revolution are the “agents and children of Revolucija [the Revolution]
which has been singular and unique regardless of different forms of its dialectic materialization.”
Yugoslav Revolution “is not only the legacy, but also the soul of a people, not only a heroic
evocation, but also an indispensable intellectual stage of the cognition of oneself and one’s

world,” while its “diversity, practical infiniteness, and poetic broadness” make the Yugoslav film
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about revolution “the most complete and mature form of the socialist film that emerged in this
country.” For Muniti¢, “[f]ilm inspired by [the NOB] is only one component of ciklus [the
cycle]® about the revolution,” which should include “everything that is directly or indirectly—
but fundamentally—related to the thematic and notional continuity of the revolution, with its
historical, philosophical, and humanistic dimensions” (1974, 7).

The cited passage reflects Muniti¢’s conceptualization of supra-national Yugoslav cinema,
his personal investment into the cinematic vision of the Yugoslav Revolution,® and clever use of
Marxist hermeneutics. Following the dissolution of socialist Yugoslavia, Muniti¢ abandoned his
earlier views about Yugoslav cinema and revolution by writing about the “Serbian century of
film” (1999) and the Partisan film (partizanski film) which he somewhat pejoratively labeled as
“partizanac” (2005, 261-270). Muniti¢’s revisionism could be explained by his conformist
position in post-socialist Belgrade which was marked by the resentment towards Yugoslav
Revolution, although this does not justify his contribution to the national(ist) dismemberment of
Yugoslav cinema deftly criticized by Jovanovi¢ (2012).” Muniti¢’s case, far from unique in
(post-)Yugoslav context, shows that people and times may change, but texts remain open to new

readings and interpretations.

> Although Muniti¢ does not elaborate on his use of the term “cycle” as a category broader than genre, it
seems plausible that he borrowed it from literary theory and history. For example, with regards to the
national mythology of the 1389 Battle of Kosovo, Serbian epic poetry recognizes 3 cycles of epic poems:
pre-Kosovo, Kosovo, and post-Kosovo. There are, of course, well-known literary cycles in other cultures
as well, such as The Ring of the Nibelung, the epic cycle about the Trojan War, and the Arthurian cycle, in
addition to contemporary literary cycles centered on their protogonists, such as Arthur Conan Doyle’s
cycle about Sherlock Holmes.

® Muniti¢ was a volunteer assistant director on Prometej s otoka Visevice/Prometheus from the Island of
Visevica (1964, Vatroslav Mimica) and the screenwriting collaborator on Okupacija u 26
slika/Occupation in 26 Pictures (1978, Lordan Zafranovic).

" For a more refined understanding of the paradigm of national cinema, see the notion of “national
belonging” in White 2004.
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Through a critical revalorization of Muniti¢’s theorization of Yugoslav film about
revolution, this sub-chapter formulates the supra-generic Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle (YRC, I
will explain further down the reasons behind the capitalization) as one of the most original
contributions Yugoslav cinema made to world film culture. In so doing, I aim to complement and
deepen the literature about the Yugoslav war film (Coli¢ 1984) and Partisan film and culture
(JakiSa and Gili¢ 2015) which, without denying its existence, does not pay the Yugoslav

Revolution the attention it deserves.

From Warriors to Workers

Yugoslav Revolution is an ambiguous phenomenon. It is significant as the second
independent and effective socialist revolution, after the October Revolution and before the
Chinese and Cuban Revolutions; in addition, the Yugoslav Revolution was the first effective
antifascist revolution, one that was very much shaped by the experience of the Yugoslav
Communist participants in the antifascist struggle in the Spanish Civil War (see, for example,
Pavlakovi¢ 2016). The revolution was built into the foundations of the Second Yugoslavia and
its culture, from the constitutional preambles and monuments to the revolution,® to the names of
streets and institutions (e.g. Museum of the Revolution of Nations and Nationalities in Belgrade),
to rituals of revolutionary mobility (Bakovi¢ 2021), to the constant flow of books about the
revolution and revolutionaries.” Revolutionary legitimacy helped socialist Yugoslavia resist both
Nazi-fascism and Stalinism, develop self-management as an original and comprehensive Marxist

doctrine, and participate in the establishment and work of the anticolonialist Non-Aligned

8 See: www.spomenikdatabase.org
° For example, Jakopovi¢ 1976; Jeli¢ 1979; Cali¢ 1982; Vranicki 1985; Sretenovié¢ 2020.
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Movement (NAM). In a manner close to Muniti¢’s organicist articulation of the Revolution, Gal
Kirn (2019) elucidates the revolutionary independence and continuity of the Yugoslav Partisans,
postwar self-managed workers, and the proponents of non-alignment as a potential bulwark
against capitalist exploitation and statist violence. Thus is reaffirmed one of Muniti¢’s central
arguments about the representation of work in Yugoslav films on contemporary themes as a
reflection of the representation of war in the NOB films (for more about the cyclical coupling of
war and work, see the below segment about world socialist cinema).

On the other hand, in the post-socialist era, Yugoslav revolution has become a neglected,
still under-researched, misunderstood and frequently resented and hated phenomenon.!® Such a
negative perception of the revolution was enhanced by the failure of the leading Yugoslav
revolutionary generation to develop “market socialism,” with elements of neo-liberal capitalism,
as a path towards the realization of the revolutionary utopia, especially after 1965 economic
reform which resulted in rising social inequality and the first wave of unemployed Yugoslavs
migrating to the west as “guest workers.”!! An equally important factor in the undermining of
the revolutionary project have been anticommunism and nationalisms, particularly in their
historical revisionism inspired by the broader critique of the Yugoslav Communist revolutionary

terror.

10" An interesting counterpoint to this trend can be found in the documentaries Pejzazi otpora/Landscapes
of Resistance (2021, Marta Popivoda) and Muzej revolucije/Museum of Revolution (2021, Srdan Keca),
directed by filmmakers born towards the end of socialist Yugoslavia who treat some aspects of the legacy
of Yugoslav Revolution as a much needed alternative to the plight of the post-Yugoslav “transition”
towards corrupted neo-liberal quasi-democracies.

" Of course, the failure of Yugoslav socialism was not mitigated by the effects and results of the Cold
War, or the fact that Yugoslavia, as a relatively small country, could not have combined elements of
socialism and capitalism in the same scope, or with the same set of global consequences, like China a few
decades later.
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Comprehending the significance of the Revolution for postwar Yugoslavia is inseparable
from understanding the function of film as the first important socialist medium. Similarly to the
Soviet Union, socialist Yugoslavia developed in parallel with its cinema. In his 1971 address to
the League of Film Workers of Yugoslavia, film director Aleksandar Petrovi¢ argued that
Yugoslav cinema was created as a result of the “revolutionary changes” that established the
postwar film culture as an organized structure, independent from the largely individual film
initiatives in the interwar Yugoslav monarchy (Sudar 2013, 18). In 1987, Petrovi¢ noticed that a
comprehensive history of Yugoslav cinema would reflect the history of Yugoslav society as a
whole (3). Petrovi¢’s statements are all the more important given his affiliation with Yugoslav
modernist'? filmmakers, largely known as belonging to the Yugoslav New Film (jugoslovenski
novi film), who gained recognition in the 1960s by clashing with the aesthetics and the
revolutionary experience of the previous generation of Yugoslav filmmakers. Yugoslav
modernist auteurs were, for the most part, children and passive witnesses during WWII,
remembering the war and revolutionary violence with much less pathos and piety than their older
colleagues. However, that does not mean that Yugoslav modernists were mere liberal dissidents,
as they are often misleadingly portrayed (e.g. Goulding 2002 and Schober 2013). Writing about
the conformism and relative apoliticism of an even younger generation of Yugoslav filmmakers,

the Prague Group,!® Ivan Velisavljevié¢ (2013, 16) notes that Yugoslav modernists (Dusan

12 Reaching its heyday in the 1960s in various parts of the world, modernist cinema was a heterogenous
body of cinematic work characterized by narrative elements such as the alienation of the abstract
individual, the role of chance, and open endings; generic conventions such as wandering/travel, mental
journey, and the closed-situation drama; and the general proclivity towards stylistic minimalism and/or
experimentation and self-reflexivity (for more about cinematic modernism, particularly European, see
Kovacs 2007).

'3 Named after the Prague film academy FAMU attended by Goran Markovi¢, Goran Paskaljevi¢, Lordan
Zafranovi¢, Srdan Karanovi¢, Rajko Grli¢, Vilko Filag, Zivko Zalar, Predrag Popovi¢, and, a bit later,
Emir Kusturica.
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Makavejev, Zivoj in Pavlovié, Aleksandar Petrovi¢, Zelimir Zilnik, Bahrudin ‘Bato’ Cengié,
Vatroslav Mimica, and others) were, despite all their ideological deflections, “leftists, whose
criticism was a consequence of their discontent with the direction of Yugoslav socialism after the
revolution—hence their films frequently deal with revolutionary thematics, disappointment with
communist ideals, relationship with Stalinism, etc.” The modernists were actually pursuing their
own, new revolution, which they closed in on during the 1968 student protests in Belgrade. The
next section shows that even before they entered professional arena, some Yugoslav modernists,
in concert with their older colleagues, were already pondering the cinematic magnitude of the
revolution.

Both Liberation and Revolution

Yugoslav film about revolution was not just a product of a single film critic’s
inventiveness,'* but also Yugoslav filmmakers’ preoccupation with the polymorphous nature of
WWII in the occupied Yugoslavia. This is vividly illustrated by the minutes of the meeting
organized by the Yugoslav Association of Film Producers in December 1960 in Belgrade. The
focus of the meeting was screenplays about the NOB in the run-up to the 20" anniversary of the
beginning of the People’s Liberation Struggle, as well as a more analytical overview of 47 NOB
films produced since 1947. The meeting gathered a significant number of “film workers,” i.e.
filmmakers, of different generations from various Yugoslav republics. The majority of the older

filmmakers in attendance participated, in one way or another, in the NOB and revolution, while

14 In addition to Muniti¢, other Yugoslav critics wrote about the convergence of Yugoslav cinema and
revolution. For examples, see the dissertation section “From Supra- and Extra-Nation to Post-Revolution:
Late 1960s Critical Debates about the Nature of Yugoslav Cinema.”
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younger filmmakers, such as Dusan Makavejev and Aleksandar Petrovi¢, had a vivid memory of
the same historical turbulences. '

In one of the first presentations, historian and screenwriter Slavko Goldstein from Zagreb
praised his Belgrade collaborator and the chairman of the meeting, director Zivorad Mitrovié,
whose popular action-driven Partisan Westerns Esalon doktora M./Doctor M.’s Echelone (1955)
and Kapetan Lesi/Captain Lesi (1960) had reinvigorated the public interest in the NOB films.
Goldstein noted that the Americans created the Western, Russians created the film about
revolution, while Yugoslavs could use the genre of the NOB film to create “our own film style”
(Stenografske beleske... 1960, 1I/1). This idea was supported by Vjekoslav Afri¢, the director of
the first Yugoslav feature and NOB film, Slavica (1947).

The discussion quickly turned to the necessity of connecting the NOB genre with a broader
understanding of the Yugoslav Revolution. Director Jovan Zivanovié¢ seconded the presentation
of his younger colleague, Dusan Makavejev, who argued that the NOB film should not be treated
as the war film, but as the film about revolution which should represent “the roots of what is
happening in our country,” that is, the beginnings of the ongoing Revolution (“Stenografske
beleske...” 1960, IV/1). An unnamed discussant concurred with Makavejev’s thesis that there
should be a strong organic connection between the NOB films and films on contemporary
themes, for “in the films about [the NOB] we must feel that the struggle was led in the name of

the upcoming world, while ... contemporary films [should] speak about the world that came to

be and exists today...” (IV/4). The same discussant suggested that the pre-WWII history of

!5 Importantly, Petrovi¢ did join the Yugoslav Partisans in 1944, when he was only 15 years old, and
fought against the German occupiers and their collaborators for six months. Ingrained in his memory was
“the river Sava covered with corpses of Serbs, Jews, Gypsies, communists of all nationalities, murdered
in the Independent State of Croatia and intentionally thrown in to float downriver, often with little boards
around their necks ‘explaining’ the reasons for their execution” (Sudar 2013, 23).
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Yugoslav people could be adapted for the screen to underline the historical continuity of
Yugoslav Revolution, adding his support for the screen-writer Frida Filipovi¢’s critique of the
representation of women in the NOB films as either “biological units obstructing the struggle” or
“a warm lyrical wave softening the brutality of war” (V/2).

The issue of the purpose of the NOB films had stimulated the Slovenian screen-writer
Vitomil Zupan to speak about the revolutionary spiritedness which moved the Partisans to
sacrifice their lives for the bright postwar future “even if they did not believe, like Japanese
kamikaze or Mohammedans, that they will go to heaven postmortem” (“Stenografske beleske...”
1960, 17). Makavejev quipped that in 1955 there were more former Partisans than at the end of
the war, alluding to the lucrative privileges that came with the title of war veteran. He added that
the year 1941 was seared in his childhood memory with images of people sitting in downtown
Belgrade taverns, while dead patriots and members of the resistance movement hanged on the
lamp posts.

After Makavejev’s war reminiscences, the discussion turned to the educational function of
the film about the NOB and revolution, also discussed by Muniti¢ (1974, 30). Aleksandar
Petrovi¢ criticized the revolutionary mythology of the early postwar films as narrowly centered
on the conflict between the Partisans and the German occupiers. According to Petrovi¢, the film
Daleko je sunce/The Sun is Far Away (1953, Rado§ Novakovi¢) had brought new thematic
horizons, mostly under the influence of French existentialism, which were then imitated by a
great number of subjectivist dramas about the NOB. However, Yugoslav moviegoers found these
more psychologically nuanced films too arcane and instead embraced the more entertaining war
action films such as those directed by Mitrovi¢. In a typical modernist manner, Petrovi¢

concluded that producing crowd-pleasing films should not limit the artistic ambitions of
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Yugoslav filmmakers (“Stenografske beleske...” 1960, IV/1). Slovenian director Jane Kav¢ic
responded to Petrovi¢’s presentation by noting that psychological war films were tailored for a
niche audience preferring a more cerebral content, whereas action war films were more suitable
for the young moviegoers (27).

In one of the most interesting presentations at the 1960 meeting, the aforementioned Rados
Novakovi¢ advocated for a distinction between the NOB film and the war film genre in general
as well as the connection between the NOB films and the films “reflecting the changes produced
as a direct consequence of the victory of our revolution” (Novakovi¢ 1979, 14). Allowing that
Yugoslav filmmakers tended to repeat shabby plotlines, Novakovi¢ nevertheless deemed
superficial the viewpoint of the renowned French film historian Georges Sadoul who thought
that too many war films had been produced in Yugoslavia. For Novakovi¢, WWII conflicts were

more obviously than is usually the case, the extension of our revolutionary struggle, started much earlier
and then continued with an increasing intensity during the war. In a word, the war events in Yugoslavia
were simultaneously fateful political and social changes, in such a significant and revolutionary scope that
it is hard to find a point of comparison among other peoples, at least European. With a caveat: while in
many countries the end of the war meant the cessation of a certain kind of politics and a certain tendency
of social development, in our country, on the contrary, the victory enabled an even more consistent
implementation of the revolutionary postulates that drove [our] struggle (14).

Novakovi¢’s last remark was most likely referred to those Eastern European states where
socialism was established as a result of the Soviet liberation, rather than the victory of an
autochthonous revolutionary movement. Novakovi¢ criticized the propensity of some Yugoslav
filmmakers, influenced by “certain western philosophers,” to depict Partisans so pessimistically
as to render them essentially non-revolutionary. Without questioning the market logic behind the
viewers’ preference for Yugoslav comedies, Novakovi¢ advised that the NOB film be supported

as an authentic Yugoslav genre which could represent the country abroad. In the same breath, he

called for the raising of the production standards, particularly in the wake of speculations that
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some NOB films had been produced because the genre’s political and social significance
promised a preferential treatment by Yugoslav film critics (15-16). In sum, Makavejev’s and
Novakovi¢’s presentations foreran Muniti¢’s elaboration of the Yugoslav film about revolution
as well as the comparative value of this supra-genre on the international stage, to be discussed in

the following section.

From the revolution to the Revolution

In the Soviet Union, the legacy of the October Revolution and the Russian Civil War was
captured in the historical-revolutionary genre (McTopuKO-peBOTIONMOHHBIHN xaHp). The Soviet
film encyclopedia, (Karaganov/Kaparanos 1987, 155-156), constitutes the historical-
revolutionary film in a wide range from the newsreels of the Revolutionary era to topical
documentaries (e.g. The Fall of the Romanov Dynasty, 1927, Esfir Shub, and Three Songs about
Lenin, 1934, Dziga Vertov) and revolutionary spectacles such as Mother (1926, Vsevolod
Pudovkin), October (1928, Sergey Eisenstein), and Arsenal (1929, Oleksandr Dovzhenko), to
Socialist realist biopics Chapaev (1934, the Vasilyev brothers) and Shchors (1939, Oleksandr
Dovzhenko and Yuliya Solntseva) and postwar productions such as The Communist (1958, Yuliy
Raizman), The Flight (1971, Aleksandr Alov and Vladimir Naumov), and Lenin in Paris (1981,
Sergey Yutkevich and Leonid Eidlin). Film historian Naum Kleiman (2017) holds that the theme
of the revolution crucially shaped the revolutionary cinematic language of the Soviet avant-
garde: for instance, Sergey Eisenstein abandoned the detective and melodramatic storylines in
Strike (1925) in favor of emphasizing the people as a creative historical force. In the early 1930s,
Kleiman adds, the historical-revolutionary film dispensed with its proclivity for formal

experimentation which means that, due to its contamination with other genres (e.g. biopic and
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adventure film) and return to the classical narrative structure, we should talk about the historical-
revolutionary theme rather than the genre. A similar way of thinking about the historical-
revolutionary theme exists in the literature about the Soviet visual art (Orlova/OpioBa 1964).

To tease out the distinction between the Soviet historical-revolutionary genre and what I
call the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle, an offspring of Muniti¢’s theorization of the Yugoslav
film about revolution, it is first necessary to comment on Muniti¢’s use of capitalization.
Namely, in both Russian and Serbo-Croatian, in phrases denoting historical revolutions, the word
“revolution” is usually written with the lower case lettering: for example, the October Revolution
is written as “Oktobarska revolucija” (Serbo-Croatian) and “OkTts0pbcKast peBotonus”
(Russian). When Muniti¢ uses the capitalization, i.e. “Revolucija”, he distinguishes between the
“revolucija” as a relatively brief process of the Yugoslav Communist revolutionary ascension to
power at the end of WWII, and the “Revolucija” which encompasses both the wartime
“revolucija” and postwar Yugoslav revolutionary development through re-construction, self-
management, and socio-political and cultural reforms. When extrapolated to the Yugoslav film
about revolution as a supra-generic category, i.e. “ciklus” (cycle), Muniti¢’s understanding of
“Revolucija” feeds into the organic unity of the representation of war in the NOB films and the
representation of work in the films on contemporary themes/postwar period. In Yugoslav films
on contemporary themes, then, work becomes—to paraphrase Carl von Clauzewitz’s famous
analogy between politics and war—the continuation of war by other means. Following in the
footsteps of the above examined 1960 meeting of Yugoslav film workers, especially the
observations about the necessity of connecting the revolution to its pre- and post-revolutionary

temporalities, I supplement Muniti¢’s theorization by including the films about the pre-
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revolutionary history into the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle (YRC) as linking the prewar,
wartime, and postwar continuity of the Yugoslav Revolution.

Hence the crucial difference between the Soviet historical-revolutionary film and the
YRC is the temporal and phenomenological framework of the cinematic grounding of the
October “revolution” and the Yugoslav “Revolution.” On the one hand, Soviet films such as
Grigoriy Kozintsev’s and Leonid Trauberg’s The Union of the Great Cause (1927) and The New
Babylon (1929), about the 1825 Decembrist revolt and the 1871 Paris Commune respectively,
outline the historical predecessors of the 1917 revolution in a manner corresponding to the below
mentioned films of the YRC about the historical predecessors of the Yugoslav revolution. On the
other hand, the majority of Soviet historical-revolutionary films focus on the 1917-1923 period,
thus treating the October “revolution” as a brief and finished process which, as consequential as
it had been for the subsequent Soviet decades, still belonged to the past. The relegation of the
revolution to the past is also implied through the use of the attribute “historical” in the name of
the historical-revolutionary genre. By contrast, not only does the YRC extend the duration of the
revolutionary transformation of Yugoslav society to the postwar decades, but it also ties that
transformation to the revolutionary processes and ideas of re-construction and self-management.
This is why the word “Revolutionary” in the phrase “Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle” needs to be
capitalized in Serbo-Croatian as well (Jugoslovenski Revolucionarni Ciklus). The long duration
and continuity of the Yugoslav Revolution in the country’s cinema can thus be expressed as an

equation:

pre-war (revolutionary predecessors) + (revolutionary) war + (postwar revolutionary) work = Revolution
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Needless to say, we should not minimize the importance of the historical-revolutionary film for
the YRC, discernible in the influence of the Soviet montage on the “Serbian cutting” (Vucicevié¢
1998, 37-38), not to mention the underexamined impact of the Soviet genre on the early postwar
Yugoslav films.

The YRC should also be considered against the backdrop of the more recent research on the
socialist film, an entity mentioned by Muniti¢ as well. In World Socialist Cinema: Alliances,
Affinities and Solidarities in the Global Cold War (2023), Masha Salazkina studies the
collaboration of international filmmakers and the films screened at the Tashkent Festival of
African and Asian Cinema, established in 1968 and expanded in 1976 to Latin American cinema.
In the heterogenous formation “world socialist cinema” that amalgamates the Cold War-era films
of socialist orientation produced in the Second and Third Worlds, Salazkina identifies three
encompassing “topoi:” industrial modernity, which is understood as the driving force of socialist
development; cultural heritage (includes ethnographic films, adaptations of literary classics, and
historical epics); and armed struggle (includes films about wars, revolutions, resistance to the
occupier). The importance of Salazkina’s topoi lies in overcoming narrow genre classifications
and interweaving national film cultures with internationalist tendencies in world socialist cinema,
in addition to recognizing the dialectical entwinement of the topoi. Put differently, world
socialist cinema postulates the significance of armed struggle not only for achieving the state
independence and national emancipation, but also for the economic progress through industrial
modernity which, in turn, becomes the point of departure for a brighter economic future and the
coveted military security. In this constellation, the films about the cultural heritage tend to re-

construct the past that engendered overall socialist progress.
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Salazkina’s topoi could be easily detected in the YRC, which underlines the integration of
the Cycle in the world socialist cinema. To illustrate my point, I will use the filmographies of
Veljko Bulaji¢ and Vatroslav Mimica, two directors who, after participating in the NOB and the
revolution, worked across Yugoslavia and occupied official positions in socialist Croatia. Among
their films about the armed struggle, such as Kozara (1962), Kaja, ubit ¢u te!/Kaya, I'll Kill You!
(1967), Bitka na Neretvi/The Battle of Neretva (1969) and Maxeooncku denom 00 nexkorom/The
Macedonian Part of Hell (1971),'¢ a special place is occupied by Prometheus from the Island of
Visevica (1964) as a film about the long duration of the Yugoslav Revolution. Alongside Happy
End (1959) and Rat/War (1960) as films about nuclear danger, Bulaji¢ and Mimica tackled the
cultural heritage of the revolutionary antecedents in Atentat u Sarajevu/The Day that Shook the
World (1975), Seljacka buna/Anno Domini 1573/The 1573 Peasant Revolt (1975),'7 Covjek
koga treba ubiti/The Man to Destroy (1979), and Posljednji podvig diverzanta Oblaka/The Last
Mission of Demolitions Man Cloud (1978).'* In addition to Uzavreli grad/Boom Town (1961),
an emblematic film about industrial modernity, Bulaji¢ directed Viak bez voznog reda/Train
Without a Timetable (1959) and Obecana zemlja/The Promised Land (1986) about the
revolutionary “colonization” of Vojvodina with peasants from the poorer parts of Yugoslavia.

Filming the reconstruction of a city hit by an earthquake in Skoplje ‘63 (1964), Bulaji¢

16 Mimica thought that “the most important achievement of this film* was the visual “treatment of the
masses through close-ups,” which was “the somewhat forgotten experience of the early Soviet [historical-
revolutionary] film” (Stojanovi¢ 1976, 27).

17 During WWII, Mimica fought in the Partisan unit “Matija Gubec,” named after the leader of the 16™
century peasant revolt which Mimica considered a “revolution” that preceded the socialist “Revolution.”
Mimica situated the peasant revolt in the “unceasing revolutinary turmoil” which delivered first tangible
results after moving from rural to urban environments in the English Revolution and the French
Revolution (Stojanovi¢ 1976, 29).

'8 The film stands out as a refined portrayal of the geo-historical scope of the Yugoslav Revolution, from
its links to the Spanish Civil War to the suppression of the memory of the Revolution in the gentrified late
socialist Zagreb.



24

contributed to the documentary about solidarity as another common form of the socialist cinema.
This partial overview of Bulaji¢ and Mimica’s filmographies adds to the thesis about the organic
continuity of the pre-revolutionary history, war, and work in the YRC.

Before moving onto the theoretical conceptualization of film cycles and their difference
from the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle, I want to mention another telling example of the
interrelationship between the world socialist cinema and the YRC. Salazkina makes note of
socialist films about dams as symbols of industrial modernity: documentaries A Village Smiles
(1971, S. Sukhdev, India) and Film Essay on the Eufrates Dam (1970, Omar Amiralay, Syria)
and Soviet-Egyptian co-productions about the building of the Aswan High dam, The People on
the Nile (1968) and One Day, the Nile (1972), directed by Youssef Chahine. The Yugoslav
context supplies a parallel in the opus of Hajrudin Krvavac, a former Partisan who—even after
serving a sentence in the Goli Otok prison established primarily for the incarceration of
Yugoslav Stalinists after the 1948 Tito-Stalin Split—espoused his loyalty to the revolutionary
ideals in popular Partisan Westerns Valter brani Sarajevo/Walter Defends Sarajevo (1972) and
Most/The Bridge (1969) and numerous documentaries about the postwar modernization,
including films about the Bosnian-Herzegovinian hydropower plants, such as Kako se rada
hidroelektrana (1970), Sistem hidroelektrana na Trebisnjici (1971), Hidorelektrana Rama

(1975), HE Capljina (1983).

From the cycles to the Cycle

In the academic literature on film genres, there is a consistent interest in film cycles which,
for example, Zo€ Wallin (2019, 1) defines as “groups of similar films that are produced,

circulated, and consumed in a concentrated time period. As a result of this identifiable life span,
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cycles hold a traceable outline of initiation, increase, and decline.” Hollywood film cycles, which
emerged under that name in the late 1920s studio system, appear truly diverse, e.g. the girl
reporter pictures,'® anti-prejudice pictures,?® biblical epics,?! beach party pictures,?* etc. A
particularly interesting cycle is formed by the films about the 1969-1971 revolutionary youth
rebellion: “Studios such as MGM, which invested heavily in these films hoped that these
productions would finally bring the young people to the box office in large enough numbers to
reverse the industry’s economic downward spiral” (Bodrogkhozy 2002, 38). In contrast to
Amanda Ann Klein’s focus on the narrative analysis of the low-budget exploitation cycles
(2011), Zoé Wallin follows Richard Nowell (2010) in his interest in the industrial dynamics of
film cycles which depend on the viewers’ demand and the distributors’ strategies as much as on
the producers’ decision-making. In general, the US-American researchers avoid the trans- and a-
historical implications of the fixating and universalizing concept of genre, opting instead for the
more focused optics of the film cycles which oftentimes consolidate films of various genres.
The likeness and distinctiveness between the Hollywood cycles and the Yugoslav
Revolutionary Cycle can also be considered through the vocabulary definitions of the polysemic

23 and “revolution.”®* The link between cycle and revolution is most obvious in

terms “cycle
astronomy where cycle denotes “the period in which an astronomical phenomenon repeats in the

same sequence” (e.g. the lunar phase), while revolution signifies “the trip of an astronomical

1 For example, Front Page Woman (1935, Michael Curtiz), Smart Blonde (1937, Frank McDonald), His
Girl Friday (1940, Howard Hawks).

20 Crossfire (1947, Edward Dmytryk), Intruder in the Dust (1949, Clarence Brown), Storm Warning
(1951, Stuart Heisler), etc.

2 Samson and Delilah (1949, Cecil B. DeMille), The Ten Commandments (1956, Cecil B. DeMille),
Ben-Hur (1959, William Wyler), etc.

22 Beach Party (1963, William Asher), Don’t Make Waves (1967, Alexander Mackendrick), The Sweet
Ride (1968, Harvey Hart), etc.

2 www.enciklopedija.hr/natuknica.aspx?id=11847

24 www.enciklopedija.hr/natuknica.aspx?id=52629
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body (satellite, planet, star) around a central astronomical object (planet, star, galactic center).”
The astronomical definition of revolution is distinct from the now dominant meaning of
revolution as a radical and/or sudden transformation typical for political and social revolution, as
the astronomical revolution ends with the return of the astronomical body to its initial position
within the circular spatial structure and, thus, represents the absence of change. According to the
sociologist Todor Kulji¢ (2018, 271), it was Nicolaus Copernicus who established the dominant
modern meaning of revolution as he “began the overturn of theology by the telescope.” Kulji¢
argues that, following the Copernican heliocentric revolution and the 17" century English
Revolution, the new understanding of revolution as primarily social and political phenomenon
engendered theories about cyclical, spiral, and irreversible post-revolutionary temporalities.
Kulji¢ posits that it is still too early to resolve the contemporary dilemma of the 20" century
European social revolutions as either irreversible or, given the 1990s restoration of capitalism in
Eastern Europe, cyclical upheavals, “[i]f the historical advancement is not understood as linear
and short-term, but as a long-term spiral of periods of unevenly sequenced socioeconomic
breakthroughs, stagnations, and progress” (271). Therefore, Muniti¢’s usage of the term “cycle”
seems justified, not only due to its overcoming of generic boundaries and its emphasis on the
cyclical historical link of war-work, but also because of the impression that the Yugoslav
Revolution ended with the retreat, rather than the definitive defeat, of socialism and the “return”
to capitalism. Finally, if the US film cycle determines a phenomenon with a relatively brief life
span, then the long duration of the Yugoslav Revolution in the pre-WWII, WWII, and postwar
period, should be distinguished in the name of its cinematic formation as the Cycle.

It should be emphasized that the notion of the film cycle appears in postcolonial Algeria as

well, albeit in a different form than in Hollywood. This is important because of the Yugoslav



27

influence on Algeria through the Non-Aligned Movement and individuals such as Tito’s personal
cameraman Stevan Labudovi¢ who filmed the Algerian Revolution, the fifth independent world
socialist revolution, and trained Algerian filmmakers (Adusi/Hadouchi 2016). In a 1970
interview, Ahmed Rachedi, the head of the Algerian monopoly state production organization
ONCIC from 1967-1973, talked about the film cycles in a way arguably shaped by the Yugoslav
ideology of liberation and revolution as well as its cinematic representation:

The first years of our cinema have been dedicated to the illustration of our liberation struggle, which has
been heroic. That allowed film makers to acquire a revolutionary conscience. It was a stage and not an
end. We will make more films about the liberation struggle. One day we will begin a cycle of social films.
But given the stage we are at, every Algerian filmmaker must begin by making a film about the war
(Armes 2006, 81).

In addition to the Soviet historical-revolutionary genre and the Algerian cycle(s), the YRC
could be compared to other international cinematic corpuses about revolution. This would be a
valuable contribution to the pertinent literature about various revolutionary cinemas®> which
usually investigates films: 1) produced in brief revolutionary periods, 2) thematizing a
temporally limited process of the revolutionary rise to power; or 3) presenting a distinctive,
revolutionary approach to film production, distribution, and exhibition (e.g. Third Cinema).
Among these titles, special attention deserves the study of revolutionary cycles as discrete phases
of the postwar history of Chinese cinema (Wang 2014) which fuse the “17 years” (1949-1966)
and the Cultural Revolution into an era of an intense public debate about the directions of the
Chinese revolutionary transformation. Another important counterpart to the YRC could be found

in the Vietnamese revolutionary cinema that features a number of already discussed features,

from resisting (the French and US) colonialism and imperialism to building a socialist society.

25 For example, MacBean 1975; Gabriel 1983; Buchsbaum 2003; Chanan 2004; Pick 2010; Chan 2019;
Lord et al. 2021.
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Man-Fung Yip (2019) recognizes a number of other traits of the Vietnamese revolutionary
cinema to be related to the Yugoslav revolutionary cinema: experimentation with market-
oriented film production, utilization of film as the medium par excellence of socialist
modernization, the influence of Soviet cinema, thematization of the betrayed revolutionary
potential of the peasant guerrilas/partisans, iconic representation of the landscape, etc.

Two more qualities of the YRC that deserve to be singled out are its formal and interpretive
pluralisms. Muniti¢ persuasively demonstrates that, in addition to feature fiction films as the
most dominant form of the YRC, we must take into account short films and documentaries about
revolution such as Majka, sin, unuk, unuka/Mother, Son, Grandson, Granddaughter (1965,
Mladomir ‘Puri$a’ Pordevi¢) and Krsto Skanata’s oeuvre. Building upon Muniti¢’s remark about
the “diversity, practical infiniteness, and poetic broadness” of the Yugoslav film about
revolution, I argue that the YRC should include even those audiovisual works where the
Yugoslav Revolution appears as “just” a background narrative motif. Likewise, the YRC must
encompass a plethora of non-theatrical films and TV films and series about the war, self-
management, and other aspects of the Yugoslav Revolution. Variegated productions such as
Kuda idemo ne pitajte/Where We 're Going Don’t Ask (1966, Tom Gotovac), Sumorna jesen/The
Grim Fall (1969, Zvonimir Bajsi¢), Jagos i Ugljesa/Jagos and Ugljesa (1976, Bahrudin ‘Bato’
Cengi¢), Papirna/The Paper Factory (1978, Aleksandar Jevdevi¢) and Bolji Zivot/Better Life
(1987-1991, Mihailo Vukobratovi¢ and others) more or less directly paint the attempt of
creating, and/or the historical twilight of, various aspects of the Yugoslav revolutionary utopia.

In the light of the innovative study Cinema by Other Means (Levi 2012),%° it is obvious that

26 Writing “a tale of the multiple states or conditions of cinema, of a range of extraordinary, radical
experiments not only with but also ‘around’ and even without film,” Levi focuses on “the extent to which
the separation of film and cinema—but also the multiple modalities of their imaginative re-alignment—
had, in fact, already been practiced throughout the era of cinematographic normativity; during those
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hybrid texts such as the 1933 Marxist-Surrealist epic poem for children Podvizi druzine “Pet
petlica” (English translation The Fine Feats of the ‘Five Cockerels’ Gang published in 2022),
written by one of the early postwar Yugoslav film officials, Aleksandar Vuco, and accompanied
by Dusan Mati¢’s photocollage illustrations and captions, deserve to be integrated into the YRC.
The same applies to the rich production of “useful cinema” (Wasson and Acland 2011) in

Yugoslavia, including the output of the INA’s?’

military film studio Zastava Film which could
be productively connected to Alice Lovejoy’s thoughtful study of Czechoslovak Army Film
studio (2015).

In a broad range of different perspectives on the Yugoslav Revolution, Muniti¢ foregrounds
critical films about the revolutionary violence (e.g. Zaseda/The Ambush, 1969, Zivojin Pavlovi¢)
and self-managerial dilemmas (Licem u lice/Face to Face, 1963, Branko Bauer). Critical films
can be found in the historical-revolutionary genre as well (Commissar, 1967, Aleksandr
Askoldov), but their presence in the YRC is so strong that Muniti¢ considers even Kad cujes
zvona/When You Hear the Bells (1969) and U gori raste zelen bor/The Pine Tree in the Mountain
(1971) as films about revolution. Today, though, these films, directed by Antun Vrdoljak and
emphasizing inter-confessional as well as inter- and intra-ethnic conflicts in WWII, seem more
like a contestation of the revolution. In essence, the YRC is a rather flexible collection absorbing
even films about the counterrevolution in the occupied Yugoslavia (Covek iz hrastove sume/The

Man from the Oak Forest, 1964, Miodrag ‘Mic¢a’ Popovi¢; Praznik/The Holiday, 1967, Porde

Kadijevi¢) which only bolsters the complexity of the Cycle.

(scarcely past) ‘pre-digital’ days when film was still widely accepted as the material-technological
foundation of the phenomenon that is the cinema” (2012, xiii).
27 Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija (Yugoslav People’s Army).
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The Ongoing Revolution, and Where is America in All That?

Writing about the stability and durability of film genres, Nikica Gili¢ (2016, 48) notes that
the effort that various institutions (production companies, media, distributors) invest into the
genre classification remains futile if the viewers do not recognize a particular genre as such. On
the one hand, Gili¢’s observation draws our attention to the Yugoslav film about revolution as a
product of more or less elitist obsessions of film producers, critics, and scholars. Further research
could demonstrate whether or not film viewers could recognize Yugoslav films about revolution
as such. Lest we forget: a lot of time may pass between the first examples of a genre and its
discursive formation, as in the case of the Western. Genres may also be discovered, as in the case
of the “process genre” which represents labor processes (Skvirsky 2020).

On the other hand, the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle exposes the limited imagination of the
concept of film genre and its primarily consumer-oriented classifications that, for example, direct
viewers towards comedy or horror depending on their need for laughter or a scare. To be fair,
film genres have played an important role in shaping global film cultures and facilitating the
cross-fertilization of seemingly distant cinematic traditions. Nevertheless, the YRC shows that
we can think about film beyond specialized genres to connect, in the given case, the
representation of war, work, and the historical roots of the long duration of the Yugoslav
Revolution. What is more, bearing in mind its relatively modest yearly output, Yugoslav cinema
developed a high degree of mutualism whereby a large share of its production in different forms
and genres was more or less directly devoted to the Revolution, while the YRC simultaneously
reflected and projected the past, present, and future of socialist Yugoslavia. This kind of
symbiosis between the (supra-)national cinema and its central thematic preoccupation is

particularly important as a distinctive feature of marginalized film cultures struggling for their
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place on a world stage still dominated by Hollywood. A good example of this symbiosis is
Lebanese national cinema that has primarily focused on the representation of the Lebanese Civil
War and its consequences (Khatib 2008).

The YRC could also be juxtaposed to the cinemas of nation-states that have the experience
of non-socialist revolutions. In this context, the most salient point of comparison would be the
United States of America, the country that based so much of its historical identity on the
Founding Fathers as the leaders of the American Revolution, yet failed to produce a significant
body of cinematic work about the Revolution itself. Most films and TV shows about the
American Revolution(ary War) are focused on more or less celebratory biographies of the
revolutionaries, adventurous depictions of the revolutionary feats, and similarly fashioned topical
documentaries.?® The two best known films on the subject—a British-US co-production
Revolution (1985, Hugh Hudson, starring Al Pacino) and the anti-British The Patriot (2000,
Roland Emmerich, starring Mel Gibson)—employ a symptomatic figure of the reluctant
revolutionary protagonist, who avoids any involvement in the revolution until absorbed by its
centripetal force.? In contrast to the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle which is centered on and
fascinated by the Yugoslav Revolution as—at the very least, an attempt at—a profound social/
Revolution, the cinema produced by and in the US has been curiously uninterested in a deeper

exploration of the American Revolution. Is the US cinema, perhaps, anxious that exposing the

28 For instance, Daniel Boone (1936, David Howard), Drums Along the Mohawk (1939, John Ford), Sons
of Liberty (1939, Michael Curtiz), The Howards of Virginia (1940, Frank Lloyd), John Paul Jones (1959,
John Farrow), 1776 (1972, Peter H. Hunt), Bicentennial Minutes (1974-1976), A More Perfect Union
(1989, Peter N. Johnson), The Crossing (2000, Robert Harmon), National Treasure (2004, Jon
Turteltaub), John Adams (2008, Tom Hooper), Turn: Washington’s Spies (2014-2017), and Hamilton
(2020, Thomas Kail). A notoriously racist director D. W. Graffith made two films about the American
Revolution: The Heart of a Hero (1916) and America (1924).

2 1 would like to thank my charming wife Mason, an expert in American Studies, for a number of the
following observations and for writing this footnote.
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American Revolution as a political revolution—that is, a revolution that rejected British
colonialism in order to continue the politics of multifarious exploitation and elimination of
women, Native Americans, Black People, and others—would undermine the very foundation of
the (predominantly white) US-American (settler) identity?*° Is the US cinema reluctant to show
that the American Revolution was not a revolution at all, especially in comparison to the Black
Power Revolution that was stifled by Richard Nixon’s presidential administration?®! What is the
relationship of the US culture, including cinema and media studies, towards the rich history of
the Black Power Revolutionary Cinema, as compellingly examined in the documentary Is That
Black Enough for You?!? (2022, Elvis Mitchell)? Answering these questions would require a
separate study, but in this context I want to highlight a telling discrepancy between the cinematic
underrepresentation of the American Revolution and the relative overrepresentation of the
Vietnam War, better known as the Resistance War against America in Vietnam itself. The
Vietnam War film is an important sub-genre of the US war film, one that conveniently helped
the US to present itself, through the figure of the traumatized US soldier, as a war victim rather
than an imperialist superpower. In his short essay about the excess of Apocalypse Now (1979),
Jean Baudrillard reproached Francis Ford Coppola’s film as “the extension of the [Vietnam] war

[by] other means,* the pinnacle of this failed war, and its apotheosis” (1994, 59, italics added).

3% The eminent African-American Marxist historian Gerald Horne (2014) convincingly argues that the
1776 rebellion of the white American colonists was a “counter-revolution” that aimed to oppose the
abolition of slavery by the British colonial metropole. See also Horne’s book The Counter-Revolution of
1836: Texas Slavery & Jim Crow and the Roots of U. S. Fascism (2022).

31 Here I refer to a question as old as the study of revolutions itself: has any historical revolution—and
they can be as diverse as the French, October, Mexican, Yugoslav, Egyptian, Iranian, and many, many
others—been a true revolution? In addition to the aforementioned books by Gerald Horne, the
revolutionarity of the American Revolution within the global revolutionary framework is productively
contested by the Scottish Marxist historian Neil Davidson in his book How Revolutionary Were the
Bourgeois Revolutions? (2012).

32 Importantly, this dissertation will explore the significance of the cultural and political production by
other means in the context of Yugoslav cinema and Yugoslav Revolution, albeit in a material context
fundamentally different than that of the production of Apocalypse Now (with an important exception of
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In short, US cinema—with Hollywood as its major exponent—has yet to produce a corpus about
the American Revolution that could be, in terms of sheer cultural impact, compared to Vietnam
War films such as: Hearts and Minds (1974, Peter Davis), Apocalypse Now, Platoon (1986,
Oliver Stone), The Deer Hunter (1978, Michael Cimino), Casualties of War (1989, Brian De
Palma), First Blood (1982, Ted KotchefY), Born on the Fourth of July (1989, Oliver Stone), Full
Metal Jacket (1987, Stanley Kubrick), Good Morning, Vietnam (1987, Barry Levinson),
Hamburger Hill (1987, John Irvin), Da 5 Bloods (2020, Spike Lee), and many others.

To conclude, the briefly sketched comparisons between the YRC and other international
cinemas that came into existence during and/or addressed revolutionary phenomenon should
contribute to one of the central aims of this dissertation: showing that revolutionary cinema and
cinema about revolution is not just a tool of propaganda for the revolutionary regime, but an
indispensable epistemological tool for studies of revolutions, socialist and non-socialist alike. If
further comparative research of various global revolutionary cinemas maintains a critical
distance towards both criticizers and apologists of revolution—as this dissertation aspires to do
in the case of Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema—then we will get a step closer to the recognition

and affirmation of the international significance of the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cycle.

the Yugoslav war spectacles such as The Battle of Neretva): where Coppola employed material excess to
suppress numerous US-American failures in the Vietnam War, Yugoslav culture used “other means” to
overcome various material shortages and perceived deficiencies.
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Close-Up: Research Questions and Chapter Breakdown

Socialist Yugoslavia? Again?!

Why should we care about the history of a country that ceased to exist more than 30 years
ago? After an entire library’s worth has been published about it, a significant part in English to
boot?

What else could we possible learn from all those Yugoslavs, Albanians, Aromanians,
Bulgarians, Bunjevci, Croats, Czechs, Goranci, Hungarians, Italians, Jews, Macedonians,
Montenegrins, Muslims, Roma, Romanians, Russians, Rusyns, Serbs, Slovaks, Slovenians,
Sokei, Turks, Ukrainians, and others that once lived together in 6 Yugoslav republics (Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia), and 2 provinces
(Vojvodina and Kosovo & Metohija)?

Relative to the first part of the dissertation introduction which focused on the connection
between the representation of war in the NOB films and representation of work in Yugoslav
films on contemporary themes, the rest of this dissertation privileges the perspective and effects
of the NOB films and film projects about the antecedents of the Yugoslav Revolution. But, this
does not mean that the centrality of labor to Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema will be neglected.
The NOB and revolution involved plenty of work, from sabotaging the enemies’ infrastructure to
nursing the wounded Partisans to finding, producing and preparing food to securing shelters for
orphans and refugees, and so on and so forth. Likewise, in postwar Yugoslav society, and cinema
as its key cultural component, work was arguably conceived as war by other means, from
industrialization as war against underdevelopment, to electrification as war against literal and
cultural darkness, to urbanization as war against rural backwardness and housing shortage, etc.

Furthermore, as we will see, Yugoslavia’s postwar self-managed factories and other enterprises
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came to be organized as Partisan units by other means in the Cold War context in which the non-
aligned Yugoslavia could never be quite certain that it would not be attacked, occupied, and
dismembered again. Even the work of Yugoslav “film workers” developing Yugoslav cinema
was often colored by discourses of struggle and conflict, internal and external alike.

There are, of course, other reasons to focus on the NOB/Partisan film in this dissertation.
Proportionally speaking, of all European countries occupied by the Axis powers, Yugoslavia had
the largest victorious resistance movement. The People’s Liberation Army and Partisan
Detachments of Yugoslavia, initially consisting of members, allies, and sympathizers of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia, gradually gained a wide popular support, especially after being
recognized and supported by the Allies at the Tehran Conference. The integrity of the movement
better known as the Partisans, led by Josip Broz Tito, proved crucial in securing worldwide
recognition and respect for postwar Yugoslavia, particularly in its pursuit of Cold War “third
way” politics. In addition to resistance to the occupiers and socialist revolution, during WWII a
particularly fierce civil war was fought between the Partisans on one side, and a wide range of
(para)military nationalist forces on the other. Those counted amongst the latter sooner or later
became Axis collaborators: the royalist Jugoslovenska vojska u otadzbini (JVuO, Yugoslav
Army in the Fatherland, aka Chetniks), Serbian State Guard and United Militant Labor
Organization (aka Zbor), the Croatian Home Guard (aka domobrani) and the “national
revolutionaries” Ustasas, the Kosovar Albanian Balli and Vulnetari, and the 13™ Waffen
Mountain Division of the SS Handschar (1% Croatian), to name just the most notorious.>*

Unsurprisingly, socialist Yugoslavia developed a multifaceted war remembrance culture with the

33 Mark Biondich’s The Balkans: Revolution, War, and Political Violence since 1878 (2011) provides a
broad geo-historical overview, including the regional history of WWII. For the Yugoslav-centered history
of WWII, consult Tomasevich 2002.
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declared goal of teaching younger Yugoslav generations the legacy of the WWII freedom fight
and protecting the formative idea of brotherhood and unity of Yugoslav nations:

During the war and until the 1948 split with Stalin, brotherhood was generally understood to refer to the
‘fraternal struggle’ of the various nations of Yugoslavia to free themselves from fascist invaders and internal
traitors. But this brotherly struggle was always seen as having been subsumed by an essential unity that
derived, in theory, from the partisans’ shared belief in communist ideals and the fact that they worked under
the umbrella of Tito’s party (even if ties had frequently been quite tenuous during the war). The story of the
war in this interpretation was, one might say, the postwar Yugoslav creation myth (Wachtel 1998, 133,
italics added).

As the most emblematic Yugoslav genre, the NOB/Partisan film was one of the central
pillars of the country’s war remembrance culture: “Between 1947 and 1990, there were 890
feature length films, out of which 250 were on the theme of the National War of Liberation”
(Muniti¢ in Sudar 2013, 97). Virtually all central studios and smaller production units in all
Yugoslav republics and provinces had produced an abundance of NOB films which, defying
many preconceptions of socialist cinema, display a striking diversity of war representations—
from war spectacles to generic hybrids to art films. Concurrent with their commemoration of
WWII, the NOB films presented a platform for playing out the many tensions of postwar society,
in particular the national issues reflected in the debate about “organic Yugoslavism” (the idea
that nations in the federalist Yugoslavia should keep their right to nationhood and self-
determination) and “integral Yugoslavism” (the idea that there should be a more or less unified
Yugoslav supra-nation) (Ramet 2005).

Instead of the more common chapter-based dissertation format, this dissertation adopts a
manuscript-based format and assembles a collection of relevant articles, book chapters, and
conference presentations that I have published, submitted for publication, and prepared for
submission since the beginning of my PhD studies. Mea culpa for any and all repetitions and

reiterations that inevitably migrate from one chapter and section to another. For the most part,
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repetitions and reiterations are due to the required concision of individual texts which, in turn,
necessitates reminding the reader of the crucial contextual elements of the history of socialist
Yugoslavia and its cinema. Given its manuscript-based format, the current dissertation does not
aim to supply a comprehensive history of Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema. Rather, it seeks to
answer a number of questions that extend over its chapters and sections, cross-pollinate one
another, and appear in a more or less pronounced form throughout the text.

As mentioned in the foreword to the first sub-section of the introduction, this dissertation
explores the intertwining of the history of post-war Yugoslavia, cinema as the central medium of
its socialist modernization, and Revolution as a complex modality of the country’s politics and
aesthetics. The following set of research questions motivates my research:

a) What was the role of the Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema in the country’s identity-, nation-,
and state-building? More specifically, in what ways did cinema contribute to or question the
formation of (supra-)national identities in socialist Yugoslavia? How and for what purposes did
Yugoslav filmmakers invoke or subvert the origins, manifestations, and consequences of
revolutionary violence and Revolutionary transformation as part of identity formation?

b) Bearing in mind that postwar Yugoslavia was a socialist state with a more or less market-
driven economy, what role did its cinematic culture play in addressing the extraordinary
achievements and multifarious contradictions of self-management as an integral component of its
Revolution? What was the significance of various individual, group, and institutional players
(including film critics, public intellectuals, politicians, government agencies, war veteran
associations, film trade organizations, and moviegoers) in the articulation of the Yugoslav
Revolutionary Cinema, construction of the war and revolutionary remembrance, and reflection of

the postwar socialist development and crises?
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c) What was the trans-national impact of Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema in terms of its position
on the global film festival circuit, agency in cultural diplomacy, and tendency towards
multifaceted hybridization with international film cultures? Did it upset or reinforce Cold War
cultural and political relations? And what was the import of the interaction between Yugoslav
film and other media and arts such as television, music, and literature?

This dissertation consists of 3 chapters divided into 10 sections. Its central timeframe covers
the period from 1945 to 1972, including important events and processes observed from a
diachronic viewpoint, such as the introduction of self-management in the wake of the Tito-Stalin
Split, the 1961 establishment of the Non-Aligned Movement (co-founded by Yugoslavia as its
only European member state), the 1965 Yugoslav economic reform, the 1966 fall of Aleksandar
Rankovi¢ as the proponent of centralized Yugoslavia, 1968 student protests, and the Croatian
Spring (1967-1971). The mid-1960s, in particular, mark the beginning of intense debates and
developments transforming socioeconomic and national relations within Yugoslavia, thus
mirroring the growth of Yugoslav cinema and its increased international visibility as well as
disputes over its supra-national character.

Chapter 1 examines examples of resistance to and adaptations of historical imperialisms
as the foundational quality of Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema. The chapter concentrates on the
1950s and early 1960s as the period of intense development of Yugoslav socialism in general
and Yugoslav cinema in particular. In the first three postwar years, Yugoslavia was widely
considered as one of the most reliable and resolute member states of the socialist Eastern Bloc.
In 1948, however, the long-brewing conflict between the Yugoslav leadership and Stalin came to
a head due to Yugoslav independent revolutionary politics which refused to follow the political

and economic diktat from Moscow, and did not hesitate to challenge the military primacy of its
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former western Allies (e.g. over Yugoslav pretensions on the Italian city Trieste and Yugoslav
involvement in the Greek Civil War). Although Yugoslavia attempted to smooth out its relations
with the Soviet Union as the leading socialist state, Stalin decided to eject the country out of the
Eastern Bloc, thus making an example of its recalcitrant communist government. Until Stalin’s
death in 1953, Yugoslavia had to dread a Soviet-led military invasion. This is why the Yugoslav
leader turned to the west for much needed economic aid and diplomatic support amidst the
intense international isolation.

The United States in particular became interested in propping up Yugoslavia as an
independent socialist state to be followed by the Soviet “satellites” in the Eastern Bloc. However,
this does not mean that Yugoslavia turned into a mere western or US satellite: for example, in
1957, Tito’s regime formally recognized East Germany, much to the chagrin of West Germany
and its allies.

In parallel, balancing between the Cold War capitalist and socialist camps and assisting
global anticolonialist movements, from diplomatic support to military and cultural exports, the
Yugoslav leader Tito formulated the agenda of international “peaceful co-existence” and,
together with Jawaharlal Nehru (India) and Gamal Abdel Nasser (Egypt), co-founded the Non-
Aligned Movement in 1961: “Nasser, like other political leaders from Asia, Africa, and Latin
America, viewed Tito as an outstanding role model because the struggle against colonial rule
was also part of Yugoslav history, as [Yugoslav people] had freed themselves from [the Austro-
Hungarian and Ottoman as well as the Axis powers’] imperial rule in an earlier era” (Calic 2019,
188). The NAM fought for “disarmament, the abolishment of nuclear weapons,

decolonialization, and a more just New International Economic Order” (188).
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The early 1950s saw Yugoslavia expressing its independence through the idea of self-
management which, in contrast to Soviet statism, sought to develop a direct workers’ democracy
within their factories and enterprises and, gradually, in other segments of Yugoslav society.
Although Yugoslav Communist elite and the growing managerial class continued to assert their
authority and expertise in navigating the country through the Cold War, the working class was
highly motivated to participate in Yugoslavia’s rapid development and, when necessary, oppose
the elites through strikes. Thanks to the broad social ¢élan and successful Yugoslav maneuvering
between and cooperation with the Cold War blocs and the non-aligned world, by the early 1960s,
Yugoslavia transformed from an underdeveloped, predominantly agrarian, and war-torn country
into an increasingly industrialized and urbanized state and, indeed, a veritable “economic
miracle” studied throughout the globe. The overall standard of living of an average Yugoslav
citizen rose exponentially, including access to free healthcare and education, leisure, and
growing gender equality.

By the mid-1960s, in terms of internal national policy, the concept of “Yugoslav socialist
patriotism” seemed to prevail and, instead of creating a Yugoslav supra-nation, strove towards
developing and affirming all, including previously marginalized, Yugoslav nations (narodi) and
nationalities (narodnosti).>* The sense of unity of Yugoslav nations and nationalities, workers

and peasants alike, was fostered and emphasized.

3% “Magyars [that is, ethnic Hungarians], Albanians, and eight other groups were officially recognized as
nationalities (narodnosti). Although they were also represented in the political bodies, they had a different
status than the constituent peoples [nations] of Yugoslavia. The right to self-determination was argued to
have already been fulfilled for the [Kosovar Albanians] through the existence of Albania and for the
Magyars through Hungary. Therefore, they were not given their own republics and the right to secession.
Minorities without national homelands, such as the Roma, Jews, and the Vlachs, were considered to be
ethnic groups. They also enjoyed special protective rights. The optimistic expectation was that ethnic
differences would disappear of their own accord as socialism progressed” (Calic 2019, 169).
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Yet, there were certain pressure points in the Yugoslav success story, perhaps most visible in
the country’s traditionally Muslim population as an important element for Yugoslavia’s standing
among the Muslim countries in the NAM. On one hand, Bosnia-Herzegovina enjoyed a special
status among Yugoslav republics insofar as it came to recognize the Muslim (today better known
as Bosniak) nation as one of the constitutive nations of the republic. The process of the
Muslim/Bosniak emancipation was accompanied by the modernizing and secularizing
development of Bosnia-Herzegovina as a stronghold of the WWII Partisan resistance and a
multinational encapsulation of Yugoslavia. On the other hand, until the mid-1960s, Kosovar
Albanian calls for national autonomy within Serbia were met by police control under the aegis of
the most powerful Serbian politician, Aleksandar Rankovi¢. The perceived “backwardness” of
Kosovo as a region was matched by depopulation of Yugoslav rural areas, in large part driven by
the growing living standard and employment opportunities in the cities and towns.

In the first two decades of socialist Yugoslavia, especially until the rise of television in the
early 1960s, cinema was the key new medium to register and reflect its progress. In addition to
building a film theater network and diversifying production formats, Yugoslav cinema paid
special attention to the NOB/Partisan film as its authentic genre, with films about
industrialization and urban life eventually coming to the fore. In general, the 1950s have been
viewed as the period during which Yugoslav filmmakers learned the film craft through practice
as the first local film schools were established towards the end of the decade. Filmmakers from
larger cultural centers, such as Belgrade and Zagreb, worked in and helped in building film
production in smaller and less developed parts of Yugoslavia. The domination of Soviet cinema

in early postwar Yugoslav movie theaters gave way to the popularity of Hollywood and
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European productions. Utilizing its colorful locales, political independence, and relatively low
production costs, Yugoslavia began to attract international co-productions.

In the dissertation Section 1, I survey the 16-year long efforts of the production company
Bosna Film from Sarajevo to co-produce a film about the 1914 Sarajevo Assassination that
triggered the Great War. From 1952 to 1968, Bosna Film negotiated with various international
partners—from Hollywood, Austria, West Germany, Italy, and other parts of Europe—in an
attempt to make a film that would present the Young Bosnian assassins as opponents of the
Austro-Hungarian imperialist and colonialist occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the
antecedents of the socialist Yugoslav revolution. The objective of the section is to reconstruct the
ways in which Bosna Film aimed to learn through trial and error how to overcome
underdevelopment and reconcile its self-managed business model with socialist memory culture
and state-building in the Cold War context. Section 2 interrogates how a Belgrade filmmaker
Zivorad Mitrovi¢ adapted the genre of Hollywood Westerns, as the expression of the white
settler colonialism and a tool of the US-American cultural imperialism, in his Partisan Western
Captain Lesi (1960). Mitrovi¢’s film sought to integrate the Kosovar Albanian national minority
into the essentially supra-national revolutionary Yugoslavism by condemning the Ottoman and,
less directly, Serbian imperialisms in Kosovo. In contrast to Bosna Film’s rejection of
commercialization, Mitrovi¢ embraced Hollywood role models and West German co-production
support to produce a popular, if culturally appropriating, movie about the Yugoslav revolution.

Chapter 2 considers the critique of Yugoslav revolutionary mythology in the cinematic
output and cultural labor of the Belgrade auteurs of Yugoslav New Film that emerged in the
second half of the 1960s, in parallel with Yugoslavia’s shift towards market socialism and

political decentralization and liberalization. Following the “economic miracle” period of
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Yugoslav developmentalism, the early 1960s brought some of the first indicators of relative
stagnation which, in turn, spurred a public debate about the future direction of Yugoslav
socialism. The more developed northeast republics and provinces (Slovenia, Croatia, and
Vojvodina), led by a younger generation of “liberal” Communist politicians and local managerial
class, argued that their profit-driven economies had to be prioritized if Yugoslavia was to benefit
from its inclusion into the world economy. By contrast, the less developed Yugoslav republics
and provinces, led by the majority of the older revolutionary generation of Yugoslav politicians,
maintained that the centralized federal apparatus should continue to re-distribute the revenue
from the more developed regions and allocate investments into their economies: “By this point,
both the rich and poor republics were constantly leveling accusations at each other. The former
accused the latter of parasitism and mismanagement, and the latter the former of neglect and
exploitation” (Calic 2019, 216).

The elites of the more developed parts of Yugoslavia ultimately prevailed in the 1965
economic reform when the federal government “removed state controls on production, prices,
and wages and ended state investments and subsidies. From now on, the Yugoslav system was to
function according to the laws of capitalism,” or, as it came to be known, “market socialism”
(Calic 2019, 214). The following year, in 1966, the push for liberalization affected Yugoslav
politics as well. The aforementioned Aleksandar Rankovi¢ was forced to resign over accusations
of illegal surveillance of Yugoslav politicians, including Tito himself. As the main proponent of
centralized Yugoslav government, Rankovi¢ was the last obstacle to greater independence and
particularism of the liberal Communist elites within individual Yugoslav republics and regions.

The 1965 economic reform turned out to be an unsuccessful experiment that produced

inflation, growing social inequalities, and staggering unemployment. The latter problem was
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mitigated by allowing the unemployed Yugoslav workers to look for work abroad, mostly in
Western Europe, but it was generally perceived as the failure of the Communist regime’s
policies. Domestic problems overshadowed the golden age of postwar Yugoslav diplomacy as
reflected in its continued pivotal role in the NAM and successful balancing between the Cold
War blocs. Yugoslavia supported the Algerian Revolution and sided with the Soviet Union in
supporting the Arabs in the Six-Day War and the Yom Kippur War, but condemned the Soviet-
led crushing of the Prague Spring as a social movement that followed the Yugoslav liberal
Communist model.

In addition to market socialism, the post-1965 period corresponded with the ascension of the
Yugoslav New Film, an art/auteurist cinematic variation of the contemporaneous new wave
movements spreading from France to Eastern Europe (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary) to
Japan. Fighting for an opportunity to switch from amateur to professional filmmaking, prominent
representatives of the Yugoslav New Film, such as Belgrade auteurs Zivojin Pavlovi¢ and Dusan
Makavejev, tactically reproached the aesthetics of the older generation of Yugoslav filmmakers

9% <6

as “false,” “propagandistic,” and, what is particularly ironic, “dilettantish.” Concurrently,
Yugoslav New Film ironically commented on the work of their youthly idols—the Soviet film
avant-garde—and, most importantly, criticized the Yugoslav revolutionary elite for their
historical legacy of violence, postwar privileges, and putative betrayal of socialist ideals. In this
regard, Yugoslav New Film tended to align with the principles of the younger, and more liberal,
political and managerial classes, though these classes could come under the filmmakers’ scrutiny
as well. Generally speaking, the representatives of Yugoslav New Film worked from within the

cultural establishment and aimed at improving the country’s revolutionary socialism through

various forms of “social critique.”
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“Social critique” was the buzzword of the cultural and social trends in late 1960s
Yugoslavia, reaching their apex in the week-long 1968 student protests in Belgrade and other
parts of Yugoslavia. Part of the global 1968 revolutionary movements, the Belgrade student
protests urged the Communist regime to alleviate the consequences of the 1965 economic reform
and restore a more egalitarian social program. In a clever tactical maneuver, Yugoslav leader
Tito used his charisma and admitted that students were right in criticizing the misguided
measures of his regime. Tito thus bought enough time to respond to mounting internal and
external pressures, resolve the most salient economic problems, and neutralize the political and
intellectual opposition, including Yugoslav New Film, in the early 1970s.

In a nutshell, Tito’s regime welcomed and tolerated liberal tendencies in post-1965
Yugoslavia as a form of domestic and international promotion of the country’s innovative
socialism as more humanistic than its Soviet counterpart. To this end, the regime established
international cultural festivals and programs in Yugoslavia and applauded the awards bestowed
to critical and polemical Yugoslav films on the international festival circuit. The latter
phenomenon epitomized the period: international festivals, primarily in the west, embraced
Yugoslav films as a signal of greater liberty in a socialist country; the Yugoslav regime benefited
from the international perception of its benevolence towards social critique; and Yugoslav
auteurs essentially used international festivals as a platform for placing their product, thereby
emulating the post-1965 Yugoslav economy’s attempt to entrench itself on the global stage.
However, as soon as the ethos of social critique undermined the authority of the Communist
government, Tito’s regime made a conservative turn and quashed dissent, albeit less violently

than in the early postwar years.
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In Section 3, I scrutinize Zivojin Pavlovié’s feature Zaseda/The Ambush (1969) in
relation to his engagement in the 1968 Belgrade student protest as a “failed” revolution.
Pavlovi¢’s exposure of the lust for power within the Communist bureaucracy and the Yugoslav
revolutionary terror during and after WWII are juxtaposed to his admiration for and prejudice
against peasants as a revolutionary force. While Pavlovi¢ and his producer DuSan Perkovi¢ used
the accolades won at the international film festivals to legitimate their provocative productions,
my analysis shows that Pavlovi¢ remained attached to Yugoslav revolutionary idealism despite
his subjection to censorship and persecution.

After Pavlovi¢’s rejection of Sergey Eisenstein’s revolutionary aesthetics in The Ambush,
Section 4 compares how Pavlovi¢’s peer, Dusan Makavejev, learned from Eisenstein and, even
more so, Dziga Vertov how to turn the shortage of film stock into the fundamental tenet of his
collage cinema. My study shows that the archival impulse helped Vertov to cut down budgetary
expenditures and integrate film stock into the plethora of material resources that were part of the
construction of the Soviet revolutionary utopia. Makavejev, in turn, borrowed profusely from the
global film historical archive to master budgetary limitations, transform the film viewer into the
ultimate editor, and playfully challenge the growing contradictions of the Yugoslav Revolution.
The chapter ends with Section 5 about the history of the Belgrade International Film Festival
FEST, which was established in 1971 with the goal of resuscitating moviegoing in the Yugoslav
capital and promote the non-aligned country as a meeting point between the Cold War blocs. 1
spotlight the contribution of Yugoslav New Film, including Makavejev and Pavlovi¢, to
advancing revolutionary ideas and political provocations at the first FEST, to be followed by the

festival’s progressive decline after Tito’s death.
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Chapter 3 deals with the same period as Chapter 2, the late 1960s and early 1970s, but
instead of filmmakers from Belgrade and Serbia, it focuses on a filmmaker from Croatia, the
second largest Yugoslav republic. In the post-1965 wave of decentralization and liberalization of
Yugoslavia, Croatia had the most pronouncedly liberal Communist leadership. Economically,
they wanted to stop the re-distribution of parts of Croatian income into other parts of Yugoslavia
and, instead, invest it into the Croatian economy; politically, they wanted more autonomy from
the federal decision-making in Belgrade; culturally, they wanted to promote Croatian national
identity and, in particular, relieve postwar Croatia of the atrocious legacy of the UstasSa regime
that governed the Independent State of Croatia during WWIL. Crucially, although Croatian
liberal Communists espoused a civic nationalism that sought to integrate Serbs as the largest
national minority in Croatia, they also tended to join forces with various Croatian nationalists.
This alliance led to the liberal-nationalist period known as the Croatian Spring (1967-1971).
Whereas the Croatian liberal Communists never repudiated socialism as the dominant political
model, at the peak of the Croatian Spring there were numerous signs of rejection of the Yugoslav
Revolution as a hegemonic historical project that thwarted Croatian national ambitions.

The Croatian Spring had significant implications for the international positioning of
Yugoslavia as a whole. After the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968 to
suppress the Prague Spring, which was led by local liberal Communists and inspired by
independent socialisms in Yugoslavia and Romania, the hard-line Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev
often suggested that liberal trends, including the Croatian Spring, put socialism in Yugoslavia in
danger. Such comments put Tito’s regime on the years-long alert for a Soviet-led invasion,

thereby repeating the Yugoslav experience in the wake of the 1948 Tito-Stalin Split. Just like 20
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years prior, Tito relied on the support of the US-UK coalition to deter the Soviet military
intervention.

In the interest of the “Free World,” the US and UK generally encouraged all forms of
liberalism, including liberal nationalism, in socialist Yugoslavia. However, the Anglo-American
coalition ultimately backed away from further liberalization and potential destabilization of
Tito’s regime because Yugoslavia was an indispensable neutral zone in the Cold War. The UK’s
stance vis-a-vis socialist Yugoslavia was particularly fraught ever since the Conservative British
Prime Minister Winston Churchill pragmatically supported the Partisans as the most reliable
resistance movement in the occupied Yugoslavia and thus paved the way for Tito’s rise to power.
Subsequent decades saw Great Britain underpinning Tito as a counterweight to Soviet
domination, while turning a blind eye to Yugoslavia’s anticolonialism. The British principled
support of the liberal-nationalist tenets of the Croatian Spring came with its own share of
ambiguity as it coincided with the onset of the etho-nationalist violence of the Troubles.

Tito’s aforementioned conservative turn and his quashing of political and intellectual
opposition in the early 1970s included the ousting of the Croatian liberal Communists, followed
by the same treatment of their peers in other Yugoslav republics. However, the defeat of the
liberal Communists did not bring a defeat of their political ideas as they were essentially
incorporated into the new Yugoslav constitution, adopted in 1974. The constitution practically
confederalized Yugoslavia by assigning state-like prerogatives to its republics and provinces.
While it was not the main cause of Yugoslavia’s implosion in the early 1990s, the constitution
definitely served as the Pandora’s box of its centrifugal nationalisms in the 1980s. To counteract
the negative repercussions of market socialism, the 1974 constitution introduced a more

bureaucratic state-wide economic model, but the series of international economic turmoils,
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compounded by Yugoslavia’s stagnating economy and debt crisis, pushed the country towards its
self-disintegrating trajectory after Tito’s death.

The third and final chapter of this dissertation revolves around the (post-)socialist
Croatian filmmaker, cultural diplomat, and nationalist politician Antun Vrdoljak and his active
participation in the Croatian Spring. First, in Section 6, I dissect the late 1960s critical debates
about the nature of Yugoslav cinema, starting from the 1968 polemic between film critics Ranko
Muniti¢, who argued that the country’s cinema was a more or less coherent supra-national
cinema, and Slobodan Novakovi¢ who argued that Yugoslav cinema was a collection of
national/republican (that is, Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian, Bosnian-Herzegovinian, etc.) cinemas.
Re-assessing the Muniti¢-Novakovi¢ polemic against the backdrop of flourishing nationalisms
and rising economic inequalities caused by market socialism, I point out that certain Yugoslav
critics conceptualized Yugoslav cinema as an extra-national, i.e. revolutionary and socialist,
cinema. I close the section by discussing the 1969 debate between Yugoslav cineastes and the
Italian Marxist film scholar Guido Aristarco in which the former spoke about Yugoslav cinema
as “post-revolutionary.”

Section 7 zeroes in on the 1971 Croatian-British cinematic exchange co-organized by
Vrdoljak as an advocate of Croatian national cinema and Ken Wlaschin, a US-expatriate-turned-
UK-film-curator and long-term program director of the London Film Festival and National Film
Theatre. On the one hand, I investigate how Wlaschin employed Croatian cinema to advocate for
the creation of differentiated national cinemas within Great Britain (that is, English, Scottish,
Welsh, and Northern Irish cinemas) as an economically rational response to the subordination of
British cinema to Hollywood productions. On the other hand, I posit that the inferiority complex

surrounding Vrdoljak’s focus on theatrical film as the nucleus of Croatian cinema could have
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been productively problematized if the said nucleus was instead located in the Croatian non-
theatrical short animation and useful cinema, both relatively superior to their British
counterparts. This, of course, would have had other profound implications for the
conceptualization of Croatian national cinema, seeing as Croatian animation, unlike Vrdoljak,
promoted and celebrated Yugoslav revolutionary socialism.

Section 8, a revised conference presentation titled “Peasants, Vampires, and Partisans:
British Cultural and Political Racialization of the Balkans and Yugoslavia,” complements the
picture of British imperialism as painted in Section 7 and outlines the importance of Winston
Churchill’s pragmatic backing of Yugoslav Partisans as the most useful resistance movement in
the WWII Balkans. Another conference presentation, Section 9, examines the contradictory
formulation of Croatian national cinema in the English-language Almanac of Croatian Film
1966-1970, published by the the Association of Film Workers of Croatia for the 1971 Croatian-
British cinematic exchange, and compares it to the topical writings about Croatian national
cinema in the post-socialist era.

Finally, Section 10 elaborates on Vrdoljak’s films Kad cujes zvona/When You Hear the
Bells (1969) and U gori raste zelen bor/The Pine Tree in the Mountain (1971) as his contestation
of Yugoslav revolutionary mythology. Drawing on the political sustenance of two
revolutionaries and military generals turned Croatian nationalist dissidents, Ivan Sibl and Franjo
Tudman, Vrdoljak made films about WWII as a bloody civil war which failed to bring about the
promised revolutionary utopia to Serb and Croat peasants. Reflecting on the international success
of When You Hear the Bells and the intricate depiction of intercommunal rural violence in

Vrdoljak’s films, the section considers the filmmaker’s nationalist views as mobilizing his
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promotion of Croatian national cinema and, a few decades later, Croatian nation-state
independence.

This dissertation introduction is strategically designed as a scaffolding. As such, when
removed after reading, it should ideally open additional vistas on the complex building called
Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema. Therefore my ambition in the remainder of the introduction is
not to detail each and every segment of the subsequent chapters and sections. To illustrate my
point, if the chapters mostly focus on the relationship between Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema
on the one side and the cinemas of the United States of America, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, and United Kingdom of Great Britain & Northern Ireland on the other, the remainder
of the introduction foregrounds various aspects of Yugoslavia’s relations with the west in general
and the US in particular as, arguably, the most prominent differentia specifica of Yugoslav
socialism and its cinema. While I will specifically expand on the Yugoslav-British context in
Chapter 3, throughout the entire dissertation I bring out relevant points of connection between
socialist Yugoslavia and Soviet Union and their cinematic cultures.® In terms of the internal
context of Yugoslav culture and politics, the rest of the introduction narrows in on the material
and intellectual role played by the most developed Yugoslav republic, Slovenia, in order to
amplify my chapters and sections about the film culture in and across Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Croatia, and Serbia (including Kosovo & Metohija as Serbia’s increasingly autonomous province
in the socialist period). In order to continue to flesh out the complexity of the Yugoslav
Revolutionary Cinema, the introduction makes use of political economy, studies of nationalism,

political and cultural histories, and history of ideas as helpful and salient tools for unpacking the

35 In so doing, 1 do not mean to exhaust all links between the first and second socialist revolutionary
societies.
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rest of the dissertation. In addition, I draw on studies of ethnicity, race, and gender to shed light
on the blind spots of my object of study.

Also, there are a number of other statements, events and processes that affected and
molded, in one way or another, this dissertation since the beginning of its assemblance. I will list
some here in no particular order.

More than ever after the end of the Cold War, words like socialism and revolution have
again become part of the mainstream Anglophone political discourse and imaginary, in large part
due to the popular movements around Bernie Sanders and Jeremy Corbyn and the realization of
many US millennials that, most likely, they will have lived shorter and more precarious lives
than, say, their baby boomer compatriots.

On August 11-12, 2017, the Unite the Right rally took place in Charlottesville, Virginia.
The rally gathered the neo-fascists, neo-Nazis, neo-Confederates, Klansmen, white nationalists,
alt-right, and far-right militias. An American of likely Croatian descent, Peter Cvjetanovic, has
become the viral poster boy of the rally’s tiki torch march (Simon 2017). The rally was met by a
counter-protest in opposition to the Unite the Right’s overt white supremacist ideology. US
President Donald Trump stated that there were “very fine people on both sides.”

In early 2023, the flags of socialist Yugoslavia were seen waving at mass antifascist
rallies in Florence, Italy, mere months after the leader of the right-wing Brothers of Italy, Giorgia

Meloni, became the first female prime minister in Italian history.

36

www.reddit.com/r/RevolutionaryUnity/comments/1 1 8f2hu/massive_antifascist demonstration_in_florenc
e/?utm_source=share&utm medium=ios_app&utm_name=iossmf;
www.reddit.com/r/RevolutionaryUnity/comments/1 18wozg/firenzi_antifascisti_massive_antifascist/?utm
_source=share&utm_medium=ios_app&utm_name=iossmf.
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On March 15, 2019, a white supremacist terrorist attack on two mosques in Christchurch,
New Zealand, took 51 lives and left 40 people injured. The shooter, Brenton Harrison Tarrant
from Australia, described himself in his manifesto as an ethno-natonalist, an eco-fascist, and a
“kebab removalist” in an inciting reference to the genocide of Bosnian Muslims during the
Bosnian War (Coalson 2019). Tarrant also cited Anders Behring Breivik, the Norwegian far-
right terrorist who killed 77 people in two attacks in 2011. In his own manifesto, Breivik
attacked the “cultural Marxism” of the Frankfurt School, while supporting the Scorpions, a
criminal Serbian paramilitary unit active in the Yugoslav Wars, and referencing Srda Trifkovi¢, a
Serb American intellectual, politician, and foreign affairs editor of the paleoconservative
magazine Chronicles.

In 2021, Elke Kahr, a politician of the Communist Party of Austria (KPO), was elected
mayor of the second-largest Austrian city, Graz. Much like the Austrian capital, Vienna, Graz
has a significant portion of ex-Yugoslav citizens and labor migrants.

The events of the January 6 United States Capitol attack showed that the possibility of
revolution- and civil war-adjacent mass violence in the US should not be entirely discarded in
the years to come.

In February 2022, while I was teaching an undergraduate course titled Aspects of National
Cinemas: Contemporary Russian Cinema at Concordia University, Vladimir Putin used “de-
Nazification” as a justification for further Russian invasion of Ukraine. At the same time, he
insisted that Ukraine was a creation of the Bolshevik revolution and its leader Vladimir Lenin.

In brief, this is a temporal context in which, I feel and think, we should revisit Yugoslav
Revolutionary Cinema to see what exactly in its historical entanglement of socialist revolution,

mass wartime violence and speedy postwar development, (supra- and extra-)nationalism, anti-
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imperialism and anticolonialism, as well as antifascism and racialization, could arouse our

interest and/or concern today.

Panorama: Yugoslav Supra-National Cinema

My research aims at responding to and, indeed, updating one of the most influential works in
contemporary humanities and social sciences, Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities
(2006 [1983]), precisely because its lasting significance lies in studying the phenomenon of
modern nations through history of revolutions and media, two notions central to this dissertation.
Famously, Anderson starts his book by asking why states with pronouncedly Marxist
governments, such as China, Vietnam, and Cambodia, waged wars against each other along
national lines. These wars presented a conundrum given that Marxism, in its many shapes and
forms, purported to privilege the revolutionary interests of working people over nationalism. In
1983, Anderson asked with a good deal of (unitended) historical foreshadowing that would
explode in the Balkans not even a decade after the publication of his book: “Who can be
confident that Yugoslavia and Albania will not one day come to blows?”” (2). If he only knew
that Yugoslavia had a much more powerful enemy in its own, domestic nationalisms than in
Hoxhaist Albania.

Anderson argues that nationhood started emerging as a consequence of, and following
from, the French and Spanish-American Revolutions, accompanied by the Industrial Revolution.
He associates the birth of modern nations to three interrelated factors: decline of the divinely-
ordained legitimacy of monarchical dynasties; spread of mass vernacular literacy; and the
emergence of print capitalism. Whether concerned with the monarch’s body and figure, written

vernacular, or printed media, all three factors are fundamentally mediatic in nature. To be sure,
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Anderson (2006, 54) acknowledges the “much underestimated and understudied” import of non-
printed media, such as radio, for national movements in the Vietnamese and Indonesian
revolutions. Anderson, however, was more attracted to printed media because of his backward-
looking perspective interested in the past origins of nations and nationalism, concomitantly
privileging the cognitive framework of capitalist modernity.

But, what happens if we turn to a more recent past and adopt a more future-oriented
perspective of the progress-driven socialist societies to expand our understanding of the
intertwinement of nationhood and media? This dissertation argues that we need to shift away
from the bourgeois revolutions in the 18" and 19" centuries and re-consider the epistemological
threshold provided by the first effective socialist revolutions, the 1917 October revolution and
the Yugoslav revolution. First, these socialist revolutions resulted in the creation of Soviet and
Yugoslav supra-national cultural identities, soon to be addressed in greater detail. Second,
although geo-historical predecessors of the Soviet Union and socialist Yugoslavia—the Russian
Empire and the interwar Yugoslav kingdom respectively—had had a considerable print culture,
in both of these monarchies it had been largely inaccessible to huge swaths of their populations.’’
Both Soviet and socialist Yugoslav governments saw an opportunity to employ cinema as a new
medium of their revolutionary projects, a medium that they could use to address their citizens
while simultaneously conducting mass literacy campaigns. Therefore, in the Soviet and socialist
Yugoslav cases, instead of Andersonian print capitalism, we need to talk about what I call

audiovisual socialism.>®

37 Mentioning “a long tradition of producing graphic novels in socialist Yugoslavia for didactic and
educational purposes,” Piskur and Balmazovi¢ (2023, 174) note that “in 1948 the rate of illiteracy among
the Yugoslav population aged ten and over was 35 per cent.”

3% Anne Norton (1993, 9) suggests that the “Declaration [of Independence] spoke the [American] nation
into being.” I argue by analogy that cinema shot into being Soviet and socialist Yugoslav supra-national
cultures.
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Additionally, as Veljko Vujaci¢ argues in his book Nationalism, Myth, and the State in
Russia and Serbia: Antecedents of the Dissolution of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (2015),
the “Soviet Union and Yugoslavia were the only two countries that fully implemented the system
of ethnoterritorial federalism” (10). Both socialist states sought to limit the hegemonic impulses
of their largest nations, Russians and Serbs respectively, and promote the cultural, educational,
and linguistic autonomies of smaller nations and ethnicities. Soviet and Yugoslav policies of
economic redistribution and investment into the less developed ethnoterritorial units within their
federal systems resulted in the greater upward social mobility of ethnic middle classes. While
both Soviet and Yugoslav political elites guaranteed the right to national self-determination,
neither expected that this right would contribute to the dissolution of the first socialist states.

There were important differences between Soviet and Yugoslav federalisms though. One of
the Yugoslav republics, Bosnia-Herzegovina, had no titular nationality. Instead, over time, Serbs,
Croats, and Muslims were recognized as the three constitutive nations of the republic, with the
aim of inhibiting Serbian and Croatian nationalist pretensions on Bosnian-Herzegovinian
territory. Unlike the Soviet Union, “where union republics were legal carriers of the right to self-
determination, the Yugoslav constitution left unanswered the question of whether that right
pertained to republics or ‘nations/peoples’” (Vujaci¢ 2015, 13). The third distinction was related
to “personal nationality:” “In the Soviet Union, the internal passport system turned ethnicity into
an ascriptive trait on the individual level, thus serving as a basis for implementing preferential
treatment in education and cadre selection. By contrast, in Yugoslavia personal nationality was
self-declared on census forms and thus a matter of subjective choice” (13). Last, but not least,

In sharp contrast to the overlap between Soviet and Russian institutions in the USSR and the residual status
of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic (RSFSR) as the territory left over when national and
autonomous republics had been carved out from union territory, Yugoslav communists extended federalism
to Serbia ... to prevent Serbs from becoming a Staatsvolk on the Soviet-Russian pattern. The creation of



57

two autonomous provinces in Serbia, Vojvodina [with a significant Hungarian minority] and Kosovo
[dominated by Kosovar Albanians], served the same purpose (Vujaci¢ 2015, 14).

In other words, in contrast to the Soviet Union, where “Soviet Russia” had been conceived as the
center and source of the revolutionary transformation of other Soviet republics, in postwar
Yugoslavia Serbia was treated as yet another federalized unit. Although Serbs had been the most
dominant nation in the Partisan units across wartime Serbia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina; in
the postwar period, they were perceived by the Communist regime as a potentially hegemonic
and disintegrative national factor. Concomitantly, for a long time the Serb cadres dominated the
JNA and Yugoslav police structures. Serbs were given the status of a constituent nation within
Croatia, while the same status was granted to Croats in Vojvodina. Yet, the fact remains that,
except Serbia, no other Yugoslav republic had autonomous provinces with increasingly
republican prerogatives, even if such a status could have been awarded to the regions with a
specific historical identity, such as Istria and Dalmatia in Croatia (Vujacié 2015, 236).%

Another point of reference for the long evolution of the nationality policy of Yugoslav
Communists had been their main internal enemy: the interwar Yugoslav monarchy. Yugoslav
Communists developed their concept of Yugoslavism in response to the processes in and state-
building programs of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenians (from 1918 to 1929),
renamed into the Kingdom of Yugoslavia (1929-1941). Ruled by the Karadordevi¢ dynasty from

(133

Serbia, the interwar Yugoslavia at first treated Serbs, Croats, and Slovenians as “‘tribes’

3% Another distinction between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia was in the official language policies.
Whereas Russian became the medium of cultural Russification of the smaller Soviet republics, in
Yugoslavia Serbo-Croatian (or Croato-Serbian) language aimed to unite Yugoslav people on a more
dualistic linguistic platform. To be sure, I do not wish to extol Yugoslavia in this regard (see Section 3 for
the Serbo-Croatian linguistic conflicts). Rather, it is important to note that in the Soviet Union there was
no attempt to emulate the Yugoslav model and create, say, a Russo-Ukrainian (or Ukrainian-Russian)
official language.
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[plemena] of a single ‘trinominal nation’ [troimeni narod]” (Nielsen 2014, 27). Interwar
advocates of “unitary Yugoslavism” argued that the South Slavs “constitute an ethnic whole”
without being a single nation, whereas supporters of “integral Yugoslavism” held that a single
Yugoslav nation was to be created by obliterating the distinctions between Yugoslav nations via
national homogenization. Alternatively, proponents of “federalist Yugoslavism,” including
Yugoslav Communists, acknowledged “the political and cultural particularity of Serbs, Croats,
and Slovenians” (17).*° In postwar Yugoslavia, the Communist regime came to recognize the
existence and distinctiveness of smaller Yugoslav nations (such as Montenegrins, Macedonians,
Muslims) while generally suppressing excessive Croatian nationalism. Under the influence of the
below mentioned chief Yugoslav ideologue, Edvard Kardelj, the Communist government
eventually abandoned the idea of creating a single Yugoslav nation due to the already completed
formation of numerous nations in socialist Yugoslavia (Jovi¢ 2009, 80). How did, then, all these
national and supra-national ideas inform postwar Yugoslav cinema? Before answering that
question, I will briefly chart the various ways in which cinema came to be adopted as the vehicle
of socialist Yugoslav development.

Commenting on the “embeddedness of cinema in the [state-planned] movement of
industrial modernization” in the early postwar Yugoslavia, Hrvoje Turkovi¢ (2011) notes that
“cinefication”—the building of a “technically equipped statewide film theater network”—was
accompanied by the construction of production studios and diversification of production via the

creation of companies specialized for: live-action feature films; short films (documentary and

4 Importantly, as per Vujacic¢ (2015, 222), the flexibility of the Communists’ interwar national program
was on full display in its modifications “from the initial endorsement of a unitary Yugoslav nation (1919-
21) to the recognition that Serbs, Croats, and Slovenians constituted three distinct nations (early 1920s);
the open espousal of the ‘national liberation movements of oppressed nations’ (1926-35); a conditional
reversal to Yugoslav patriotism during the Popular Front period (1935-39); and renewed attacks on
‘Western imperialism’ after the Stalin-Hitler Pact (1939-1941).”
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live-action); educational and children’s films; newsreels; animation, and so on (109-110). The
newly established extended system of Narodna tehnika (People’s Technique) spurred the
development of children and adults’ amateur cinema, alongside the auto-moto associations and
societies for aeromodelling, amateur radio, amateur photography, gliding, kayaking, and the like,
“with a growing number of regional [film] clubs and school chapters or, indeed, school [film]
clubs” (110).

Socialist Yugoslav cinema sprung out of the rich wartime and revolutionary Partisan
“counter-archive” that included and combined music, poetry, theatre performances, posters,
photography, and cinema. In his extensive study of the counter-archive, Gal Kirn (2020) relies
on Pavle Levi’s concept of “cinema by other means” to tease out multimedia forms such as

29 ¢¢

Partisan “film documents,” “film cases,” “sounds of resistance as the first film inscription,”
candid camera, film as a combination of photo exhibition and literary script as well as design and
poetry, and “photo exhibitions with filmic effect.” Kirn not only reconstructs the media
contribution of numerous female Partisans united in the AFZ (Antifasisti¢ki front Zena,
Women’s Antifascist Front) but also shows that many Partisans (Zorz Skrigin and Rados
Novakovi¢ to name just a few) made their first filmmaking steps during WWII and then went on
to become prominent filmmakers and cultural officials in postwar Yugoslavia.*!

Another strong incentive for socialist Yugoslavia to adopt film as its central medium was
that it could claim to be the cinematic “ground zero” of the region’s cultural realm due to the

modest and mostly documentary, if otherwise valuable, early cinematic output before WWI;

interwar exhibition “colonized” by the European and Hollywood productions; and film culture in

41 See also studies of Yugoslav Partisan photography (Konjiku$i¢ 2022) and Partisan art and cultural
politics (Habjan and Kirn 2016; Mileti¢ and Radovanovi¢ 2017).



60

the absence of film production*

in the interwar Yugoslavia whose royal regime showed little
interest in cinema in general. On ideological grounds, the postwar Yugoslav productivist ethos
excluded films such as the first Croatian talkie Lisinski (1944, Oktavijan Mileti¢) and the first
Serbian talkie Nevinost bez zastite/Innocence Unprotected (1943, Dragoljub Aleksi¢), which
were both produced during the occupation.

Socialist Yugoslavia advanced the significance of film in one of its most remarkable
cultural events, the Festival jugoslovenskog filma (FJF, Festival of Yugoslav Film), which was
held annually in the Croatian coastal town of Pula (hence often referred to as the Pula film
festival). Established in 1954, the FJF vacillated throughout its history between screening all
Yugoslav features completed between the two festival editions and selection-based
programming. The festival benefited from the grandeur of its central venue, an open-air cinema
in the Pula Arena (ancient Roman amphitheatre built between 27 BC and AD 68), as well as
Pula’s vibrant Adriatic setting that attracted numerous guests from the entire Yugoslavia and
abroad. Pula was also close to Tito’s summer residence on the Brijuni Islands, which meant that
the Yugoslav leader, an avid movie buff in his own right, often attended the festival, or
previewed the selection, and thus unofficially influenced the festival jury.

The FJF was one of the oldest film festivals in the world and—together with the Karlovy
Vary International Film Festival (founded in 1946) and the international Beogradski festival

dokumentarnog i kratkometraznog filma (Belgrade Festival of Documentary and Short Film,

established in 1960 as the FJF’s offspring)—one of the few film festivals in the Eastern Bloc

2 1 borrow this concept from Enrique Fibla Gutierrez’s PhD dissertation (2019) about noncommercial
film cultures in interwar Spain. In the interwar Yugoslav context, the concept covers the range from short
films produced by Mihajlo Popovi¢ and Stevan Miskovi¢ (both active as postwar cinematographers and
informal mentors to younger socialist Yugoslav filmmakers) to Bosko Tokin’s film criticism to avant-
garde experiments with “cinema by other means” (Levi 2012).
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until the early 1960s (Moine 2018, 34-35). In contrast to the older festivals (e.g. Venice, Cannes,
and Edinburgh), which had been designed as international events, the FJF arguably became the
first supra-national film festival in the world. This, however, does not mean that the festival
imposed an artificially uniformed notion of Yugoslav supra-nation, or that it aimed at abolishing
national cultures existing within the Yugoslav federation. On the contrary, the FJF supported the
development of the republican film centers (located mostly in the capitals of Yugoslav republics,
but also gradually including film production in smaller cities such as Novi Sad and Split). As
Yugoslavia moved towards cultural decentralization/devolution, especially since the mid-1960s,
a public debate had developed around the existence of national/republican cinemas within
Yugoslav cinema (see Chapter 3), but the FJF nevertheless kept its Yugoslav designation.
Moreover, the FJF contributed to the international perception of the cinema produced in
Yugoslavia as Yugoslav cinema, rather than a collection of national/republican (e.g. Serbian,
Croatian, Bosnian-Herzegovinian, etc) cinemas, the only notable exception being the
international promotion of Croatian national cinema in the 1971 Croatian-British cinematic
exchange, to be analyzed in Section 7.

More problematically, Yugoslav cinema has tended to be effaced and “dismembered” in
the post-socialist period. In his critique of anti-Yugoslav and antisocialist revisionism, NebojSa
Jovanovi¢ (2012) condemns the practice of “cinematic delimitation” according to which each
post-Yugoslav state should appropriate a number of films produced in Yugoslavia for the new
national canon. Jovanovi¢ concurs with Dina Iordanova that in the case of both Yugoslav and
British cinemas, the nation signifies not ethnicity, but the state. He criticizes the “ethno-national
dictum” tied to the paradigm that “postulates the socialist Yugoslavia as a totalitarian state in

which a dogmatic and corrupt regime tyrannized its subjects” by setting up a gap between the
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ruthless State and the subversive Artist: “[ A]nything that Artist does could be acknowledged as
politically subversive, while nothing that non-Artist does can suffice to be recognized as critical
and relevant.” Jovanovi¢ likewise lambastes international scholars who deliberately exclude
“subversive” Yugoslav filmmakers from what they perceive as propagandistic film movements.
Jovanovi¢ does not exculpate the Yugoslav government from shelving problematic films or
persecuting provocative directors, but points to the fact that many of the subversive filmmakers
continued to work despite their oppositional views. This, in turn, means that Yugoslav cinema,
like Yugoslav society at large, was more pluralistic and oftentimes driven by market
considerations rather than ideological demands: “[t]he power was administered via a complex net
of agencies and institutions, which neither necessarily shared the same goals nor interpreted the
ideological principles in the same way.”** Jovanovi¢’s emphasis on the envelopment of ideology
and market considerations provides an ideal segue into the following discussion of Yugoslav

self-management.

Low-Budget: Political Economy of Yugoslav Self-Management

The spirit of the official Yugoslav postwar doctrine, self-management (samoupravljanje),
organically grew out of the Yugoslav resistance to Hitler and Stalin, first in the NOB and then
throughout the fallout from the 1948 Tito-Stalin Split. The latter marked the first instance of
“heresy” in the international Communist movement that, despite all efforts of the Yugoslav
regime to account for its independent politics, eventually resulted in the “excommunication” of
Yugoslavia from the Eastern Bloc due to “Yugoslavia’s involvement in the Greek Civil War, its

federation project with Bulgaria and its influence in Albania, as well as ... the existence of the

# See also Tomislav Sakié’s arguments about the coherence of Yugoslav cinema in Section 6.
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Yugoslav Army and civil bureaucracy of Yugoslavia, which had been created not by the
emissaries from Moscow but by the Yugoslav Communists themselves during the [NOB] and
were therefore considered unreliable by Moscow” (Jakovina and Previsic¢ 2020, 8).

After Yugoslavia lost over 10% of its population and experienced practically apocalyptic
material devastation in WWII, the well-trained and reinvigorated Communist-led NOP
(Narodnooslobodilacki pokret, People’s Liberation Movement) pursued its own small-scale
“permanent revolution” by making territorial claims against practically all of Yugoslavia’s
neighbors. Confronted with the fierce opposition of both the Soviets and the US-UK coalition,
Yugoslavia had to abandon its “regional imperialism” (Dragi$i¢ 2020, 37) and switch to building
its own ““socialism in one country.” It should be noted that, while Yugoslav early Cold War
foreign policy displayed certain imperialist features, it was very much based on the idea of
building a broad socialist Balkan Federation—the idea having taken root among the Balkan
leftists even before WWI—as the most effective bulwark against the imperialism of the “great
powers.” After it was forced to jettison its wider regional ambitions, Yugoslavia had to prepare
for a long and exhausting struggle to survive between the Cold War blocs, leaning more towards
the west by signing the Balkan Pact with the two NATO members, Greece and Turkey, in 1953.
The Tito-Stalin Split had far-reaching global repercussions, particularly for Mao Zedong who
depended on Stalin’s aid in the final stage of the Chinese Communist Revolution. Constantly
fending off accusations that he was the “Asian Tito,” Mao became increasingly frustrated with
the Chinese dependence on the “big brother” in Moscow, ultimately following Tito and doing
“what Stalin feared the most. He took China away from the Soviet Union” (Stopi¢ and Yunxiao

2020, 248).
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The complex process of Yugoslav reorientation towards self-management in the complicated
Cold War landscape is captured in Susan L. Woodward’s seminal history of Yugoslav political
economy, Socialist Unemployment (1995). Woodward detects a tension between the necessity of
the speedy postwar development of the Yugoslav economy on the one hand, and the exigency of
financing the JNA as a guarantor of state security. Yugoslavia was thus seriously disadvantaged
in comparison to predominantly social-democratic states such as Austria and Sweden that
maintained military neutrality and thereby effectively wrote their military expenditures off, while
carving up their niche in the global economy.

Woodward meticulously reconstructs how the postwar Yugoslav socio-economic order
was torn between two organizational models that originated in the Partisan warfare of the NOB:
the “liberal/Slovenian” and the “developmentalist/Foca” models. The two models mirrored
considerable differences between Yugoslavia’s more developed northwest and less developed
southeast that existed in the pre-WWII and bled into the postwar periods. During WWII, the
higher level of development in Slovenia allowed the local Liberation Front (consisting of
Christian Socialists, Liberals, and Communists) to create a “self-government” on the liberated
territory based on “regional economic self-sufficiency and thus autonomy in economic policy”
(Woodward 1995, 58-59). Conversely, the Fo¢a model represented “impoverished, supply-
deficit, and heavily embattled regions, where the constant threat of starvation among the rising
numbers of landless, poor, orphans, and refugees competed with the demands of an army for
food, supplies, and sanctuary” (60), forcing local liberation committees to resort to austerity and
often sensitive measures of redistribution.

Oscillating between the needs of its unevenly developed regions, Woodward argues,

socialist Yugoslavia was constrained by the demands of the western states as its main economic
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partners and had to constantly adjust to the Cold War dynamics. International governments and
global economic institutions applied economic policies which developed sub-imperial relations
within Yugoslavia, instead of turning the country into the Balkan sub-empire as contemplated by
Yugoslav political elite in the early postwar period.** To briefly illustrate, by maintaining its
status as the most developed republic in socialist Yugoslavia, Slovenia was able to achieve
almost full employment: while on the one hand Slovenia fought against the brain drain into
neighboring Austria, on the other it “imported” and exploited an Albanian workforce from the
“underdeveloped” Kosovo, thus contributing to the Third-Worldization of the province.*> After
a significant rise of the Yugoslav gross domestic product from 1957 to 1961, when the country
raced with Japan for the top global ranking in this category (Panti¢ 2021), the more developed
republics such as Slovenia and Croatia started asking to retain their income (primarily, the
foreign currency from exports and tourism) and prevent it from redistribution by the federal
Yugoslav authorities for investment into the development of regions such as Kosovo. These
initiatives eventually resulted in the abolition of the Federal Investment Fund in 1963 and the
transfer of its jurisdictions to individual republican governments and, increasingly, their banking
sectors.

Speaking from a more ideological perspective, self-management was introduced in 1950
to oppose Stalinist statism and aimed at realizing the Marxist-Leninist idea of the “withering

state” via “debureaucratization through workers’ councils; decentralization of management,

* The concept of sub-empire has gained considerable traction not only in historical, but also in
contemporary geo-economic analyses, especially in the case of the BRICS states (Brazil, Russia, India,
China, and South Africa). For example, see Bond et al. (2021). While sub-imperial positioning helps the
BRICS to contest the economic superiority of the west, it also allows the exploitation of smaller and
poorer states by the BRICS.

4 In 1988, Slovenian GDP per capita was double Yugoslavia’s, but almost 8 times higher than the
Kosovar GDP per capita (Panti¢ 2021).
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politics, and culture; and democratization of all aspects of life” (Calic 2019, 179). Initially
developed by one of the Party’s chief ideologues (soon-to-become the best known Yugoslav
dissident), Milovan Dilas (from Montenegro), as well as the economic mastermind Boris Kidri¢
(from Slovenia), self-management went back to the workers’ councils from the early Soviet era
in an attempt to forge a direct workers’ democracy.

After Kidri¢’s premature death and Dilas’s fall from grace (to some extent prompted by
the fruits of his intellectual cooperation with the Welsh Labour politician Aneurin Bevan), it was
one of Tito’s closest collaborators, Edvard Kardelj, who took up the mantle of the ideological
development of self-management, most notably with regards to the national question. As a
political scientist Dejan Jovi¢ remarks in his sophisticated history of Kardelj’s political ideas and
their (often unintended) consequences, Yugoslavia: A State that Withered Away (2009), the
Croat-Slovenian Tito and Slovenian Kardelj opposed the interwar integral Yugoslavism that
strove to create a unified Yugoslav nation.

Both Tito and Kardelj saw integral Yugoslavism as an instrument of the Great Serbian
bourgeoisie, centered around King Aleksandar I Karadordevi¢, that “exploited the working class
as a bourgeoisie and concomitantly exploited the small Yugoslav nations for the sake of the
Great Serbian ideology” (Jovi¢ 2009, 56). Well before the royal Yugoslav regime recognized the
ethnic distinctiveness of Croats and Slovenians, the Tito-led KPJ established the Communist
Party of Slovenia (in 1936) and the Communist Party of Croatia (1937), thus raising the banner
of the “national-liberation movement” and creating Communist parties in the other Yugoslav

republics after WWIL*® During the war, in addition to national liberation, the multifarious

4 Here lies another difference between the national policies of socialist Yugoslavia and the Soviet
Union: until the very end of the USSR, the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic, as the largest
territorial and administrative entity of the Union, did not have its own Communist Party. While this fact
certainly served to keep the lid on Russian nationalism, it also indicated the enmeshment of Russian
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liberation program of the Comunist-led Partisans entailed liberation from the foreign imperialism
and capitalist exploitation, as well as from state violence. In the words of one of the most
prominent Yugoslav economists, during the NOB “nobody considered dying for the state
ownership and the Party monopoly [on power]. Actually, such an idea would be deemed
grotesque by the participants in the revolution” (Horvat 1989, 9).

After Yugoslavia weathered the storm of the early Cold War and became—relatively
speaking—one of the most developed socialist states by the early 1960s, Kardelj started arguing
that Yugoslavia needed to further its national goals in the spirit of self-management. He posited
that “Yugoslavia had helped [its nations] to reach the level at which they wanted to have their
own nation-states, staying in Yugoslavia as long and only as long as it suited their common
interests,” concluding later, in 1970, that these interests were “the common defense policy,” “the
revolutionary transformation of the country,” and “a common market area” (Jovi¢ 2009, 62).
This does not mean that Kardelj was a Slovenian separatist though, as he “referred to American
policy toward Vietnam as a good example of what would happen to small independent states
after the potential disintegration of Yugoslavia” (64). Nor was Kardelj a mere advocate for
nation-states as such, because “republics and provinces [in Yugoslavia] were also ‘withering
away,’ [so] their leaders often complained about too much ‘localism’ and ‘logic of self-
sufficiency’” (80).

Kardelj gained more ground to implement his ideas after the momentous 1966 ousting of
Aleksandar Rankovi¢, the Vice President of Yugoslavia, its former interior minister, and the

highest ranking SK1J official from the largest Yugoslav republic, Serbia. Favored by the Soviets

nationhood and the broader Soviet project, from the Soviet overpowering of Ukrainian People’s Republic
and the Red Army invasion of Georgia to Stalin’s resort to Russian Orthodoxy as an affective tool in the
Great Patriotic War.
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as the potential successor to the aging Tito, Rankovi¢ was perceived as the proponent of a
centralized and strong Yugoslav state apparatus. After Rankovi¢’s fall, Kardelj’s policy of
decentralization received support from both Tito, who wanted to resolve the national question
once and for all, and a younger generation of liberal-minded Communist leaders within the
Yugoslav republics. In 1969, Kardelj proclaimed that socialist Yugoslavia was “a self-managing
community of working people, nations, and nationalities” (Jovi¢ 2009, 78), rather than just a
federation or confederation. Moreover, socialist Yugoslavia was on the road to develop “‘a
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society without a state, classes, or parties’ (73) and thereby finally overcome its main historical
antagonists, the interwar Yugoslav monarchy and the statist Soviet Union. As “the idea of a
Yugoslav nation was condemned as ‘great-state, nationalistic, unrealistic, and profoundly
harmful and reactionary,” people who wanted to declare themselves as ethnic Yugoslavs could in
the 1971 census register only as ‘undeclared/Yugoslavs,’ not as a separate ethnic group” (79).
The process of the withering away of the state was to be supervised by the SKJ and
unfold over the course of several generations, but it “was relentles. And it began with the
revolution itself” (Jovi¢ 2009, 78). Kardelj’s vision of Yugoslavia as “a self-managing
community of working people, nations, and nationalities™ thus circled back to the Yugoslav
Partisan liberation struggle and its revolutionary self-management as the main source of
ideological inspiration. With the eclipse of the revolutionary generation, however, Kardelj’s
ideas became open to multiple interpretations and manipulations: “when Yugoslavia collapsed in
the late 1980s, all of its republics (with the possible exception of Slovenia) collapsed too: various

regions and even municipalities went their own ways and rebelled just as the republics as a

whole rebelled against the federation” (80).%’

47 See also Hilde Katrine Haug’s Creating Socialist Yugoslavia: Tito, Communist Leadership and the
National Question (2012).
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What was the economic foundation of self-management, initially envisioned by Kardel;j’s
Slovenian peer Kidric? As Rade Panti¢ writes in his essay “From Culture during ‘Socialism’ to
Socialist Culture” (2018), in contrast to the capitalist “treat[ment of] the labour power as a
production cost” that ought to be reduced, in Kidri¢’s planned economic model, “that part of the
[relative surplus] value which has been alienated from the worker is fixed, increasing the labour
productivity ... [and] the worker’s income.” In turn, “the tendency of workers to increase their
own income to the detriment of the investments ... is channeled by the existence of a central plan
and its investment funds” (207), such as the aforementioned Federal Investment Fund.

Panti¢ argues that the Yugoslav shift to a more capitalist “market socialism,” especially
after the pivotal 1965 economic reform, was a consequence of the class struggle between the
bureaucracy (i.e. the political class) and technocracy “made up of non-productive workers, such
as directors, managers, work supervisors, the marketing sector, etc.” Particularly influential in
the export-oriented western Yugoslav republics, the technocracy viewed economic policy
“through the narrow lens of the interests of their own enterprise and advocated for the abolition
of the portion of value which went to the central planning authorities, for a generalization of
market relations and for the political decentralization of the state.” Panti¢ adds that the “working
class failed to make use of this conflict between two fractions of the ruling class to further
strengthen their power,” aligning for the most part with the technocrats and viewing the planning
bureaucracy as “a parasite eating its way through a portion of their income” (2018, 207-208).%®
Drawing on Samir Amin’s dependency theory and Catherine Samary’s theorization of postwar
Yugoslavia as a “post-capitalist” rather than just a socialist society, Panti¢ (2021) places the

same onus on the capitalist tendencies of Yugoslav technocracy in his empirical investigation of

8 For a more elaborate overview of Yugoslav self-management practices, see Musié¢ 2011. For a
comparative microhistory of two self-managed factories in socialist Serbia and Slovenia, see Musi¢ 2021.
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how socialist Yugoslavia strove to overcome the peripheral position of the interwar Yugoslav
kingdom in the global economy and how the collapse of socialism resulted in the restoration of
the peripheral status of the post-Yugoslav region. Likewise, Gal Kirn (2010) links the self-
managerial ideas of Yugoslav technocracy to the beginning of the post-Fordist era and the rise of
neo-liberalism.

Initially replicating the model of a self-sustaining wartime Partisan unit, individual self-
managed enterprises became the nuclei of the military doctrine of opstenarodna odbrana i
drustvena samozastita (all-people’s defense and social self-protection), adopted in 1969 to
prevent the Warsaw Pact’s invasion of Yugoslavia after the 1968 crushing of the Prague Spring.
The new doctrine “reintroduced universal conscription and obligatory military-training courses
in high schools and universities. Firms and local governments ... were obliged to maintain
stockpiles of necessities and weapons and to require persons employed in the public sector to
undergo regular, active training in the reserves” (Woodward 1995, 276). However, after the 1965
reform effected growing inflation and economic instability, workers in self-managed enterprises
were much less willing to adopt the Partisan war logic in their everyday work, opting instead for
the protection of their workplace privileges and moratoriums on hiring new workforce.

This refusal to “recruit” new workers was, as Susan Woodward contends, a culmination
of the very flexible approach to employment in postwar Yugoslavia, which alternated between
allowing unemployed workers—mainly from the less developed rural areas—to migrate from
one workplace to another, and, when economically necessary, offering more steady employment.
In this regard, Yugoslavia differed from other socialist countries whose governments committed

to full employment. To mitigate the post-1965 economic crisis, marked by the growing number
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of workers’ strikes,* the Yugoslav government allowed its unemployed workers to look for jobs
in countries such as West Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and Sweden (as well as Canada and
the US). Moreover, the Communist regime encouraged labor migrants’ remittances as a boost to
the Yugoslav living standard and focused on maintaining the migrants’ attachment—at least
emotional—to their socialist homeland. Nevertheless, the labor and brain drain had a profound
impact on the Yugoslav public perception of the Partisan-cum-self-management project,
strikingly captured at the end of the short documentary Revolucija koja tece/The Ongoing
Revolution (1971, Jovan Jovanovic) in a brief rant of an embittered former Partisan and
participant of the Battle of Sutjeska:

In 1943, in the encirclement at Sutjeska, ... if somebody from a troop, a batallion, or a brigade, | mean, if a
fighter said: “Yes, comrades, it’s true that we’re going to get out of this encirclement, defeat these Germans,
drive them out of our country, come out on top as winners, and build a socialist self-managed society, but
after 25 ... years, these ranks, these troops, these batallions will give people, or their sons and daughters,
who will go to Germany or the western world to make a living,” rest assured that that fighter would not get
just a bullet in his forehead, but a fusillade.

Similarly critical and pessimistic projections of Yugoslav labor migrants, best known as
“guest workers” (gastarbajteri), or the Yugoslav “seventh republic” as they were frequently
called, were present in other films. To give just one example, the short documentary Specijalni
viakovi/Special Trains (1972, Krsto Papi¢) “focused on the journey of [Yugoslav] migrants who
had signed up for work abroad at the employment offices, through their arrival in Munich,”
where “German power manifested in ways reminiscent of the Nazis, as illustrated in a
humiliating scene where a German doctor issues verbal orders to a worker clad only in his

underwear, to establish his fitness for employment” (Le Normand 2021, 70).%°

# Workers’ strikes and protests were represented in Yugoslav films even before 1965. See Boom Town
(1961) and Face to Face (1963).
59 For the West German perception of Yugoslav “guest workers” and other migrants, see Molnar 2018.
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Accordingly, problems of rising unemployment and inequality in Yugoslavia were
increasingly brought into relation with its economy’s shift towards capitalism, a process
officially denied by the country’s bureaucracy that, due to its privileges, came to be labelled as
the “red bourgeoisie.” In the volume The Cultural Life of Capitalism in Yugoslavia:
(Post)Socialism and Its Other, its editors conceive of cultural capitalism in which “culture is
seen as the determining location of heterogeneous, malleable capitalism in locally specific, yet
transnationally reverberating ways” (Jelaca et al. 2017, 8). The volume contains perceptive
analyses of the “masochism” of postwar Yugoslav peasants who migrated to cities in search of
work, but remained emotionally attached to their villages, as suggested by the lauded Yugoslav
crime film Ritam zlocina/Rhythm of a Crime (1981, Zoran Tadi¢) (Juki¢ 2017); and of gendered
framings of the figures of male miners (celebrated for their labor feats, but socially marginalized)
and female folk singers (judged for their alleged “loose morals,” often left without state-
sponsored access to healthcare and social care, and viewed with suspicion for raking in cash
from their gigs) (Petrovi¢ and Hofman 2017). The most pertinent chapter of the volume for my
dissertation is Gal Kirn’s examination of the classic film on contemporary themes, Kad budem
mrtav i beo/When I am Dead and Gone (1967), directed by the protagonist of the dissertation’s
Section 3, Zivojin Pavlovi¢.

Emphasizing that Yugoslav art, including cinema, started addressing the contradictions of
the country’s market socialism before its politicians and philosophers, Kirn (2017) notes that
Pavlovi¢’s road movie about a provincial tone-deaf male singer Jimmy the Boat—with
references to A bout de souffle/Breathless (1960, Jean-Luc Godard)—displays a spectrum of
precarity, from labor and housing shortages, to informal and seasonal labor, to the “immaterial”

labor of cultural managers and journalists, to settings such as hotel rooms, collective rooms for
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seasonal workers, and bars (147-148). Pavlovi¢’s film targeted Yugoslav bureaucracy for their
“cynical attitude” about the unemployment, “as it was supposed to be only ‘short-term” and
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perceived as a ‘voluntary choice’” (149). Kirn points out that Jimmy the Boat’s seemingly
senseless death at the hands of a corrupt manager actually came after Jimmy’s rebellion and
standing up “for himself and consequently for others” (154), thus anticipating the reflection of
the 1968 student rebellion in Pavlovi¢’s critique of revolutionary mythology in The Ambush.

Rade Panti¢, however, complicates the seemingly unproblematic stance of Yugoslav New
Film’s social critique by going back to the inauguration of Yugoslav socialist modernism in
Miroslav Krleza’s repudiation of Socialist Realism in 1952. Panti¢ (2018) argues that in Krleza’s
new formulation of artistic autonomy, the “problem of the emancipation of the working class and
the building of socialist culture is replaced with the problem of the original cultural contribution
the Yugoslav peoples can make to the development of a universal European culture ... [and
integration] into the post-war Euro-American modernization narrative and politics of
recognition” (211). As a result, “diverse political fractions” in the self-managed Yugoslavia
harnessed “the cultural sphere to impose their hegemony, just as various groups of artists and
cultural workers used them to denounce colleagues and to build their own careers,” while
nurturing “the illusion of the existence of a struggle for opinion and of a plurality of individual
styles” and effectively “preventing an alliance between cultural workers and the working class”
(214-215).

The auteurs of the Yugoslav New Film were thus more inclined to criticize the older,
generally more pro-Soviet Yugoslav bureaucracy, rather than the pro-western technocracy. The

auteurs’ emergence on the post-1965 world festival circuit corresponded with the intensified

efforts of liberal technocracy to anchor Yugoslav economy to international, preferably lucrative
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western, markets. In fact, both producers and directors associated with the Yugoslav New Film
followed the liberal economic logic by using international festivals to promote their provocative
art films to both Cold War blocs and then sell these films to international distributors. This
business strategy was in part dictated by the ascension of television in Yugoslavia as the medium
that dwindled moviegoing, as well as typical auteurist condescension towards Yugoslav popular
film as “kitsch.”

Yugoslav New Film auteurs’ preoccupation with the personal, sometimes even solipsist,
perspective and selthood fit well with Yugoslav cinema being the vanguard of self-management
economics and the precarization of Yugoslav artists®! and filmmakers. Film director Jovan
Zivanovi¢ claims that it was Edvard Kardelj who allowed the establishment of smaller
production companies in the early 1950s, after Zivanovié¢ himself invoked a newly adopted law
on small enterprises. The first accomplishments of the Serbian production company UFUS (co-
founded by Zivanovi¢), such as the Austro-Yugoslav co-production Die letzte briicke/Poslednji
most/The Last Bridge (1954, Helmut Kautner), paved the way for the opening of similar
production units in other Yugoslav republics (Miloradovi¢ 2010, 90-91).

Yugoslavia thus paralleled the trajectory of Eastern European socialist states in which
larger film studios led by dramaturgs gradually gave way to smaller project-based units run by
producers and directors (for a comparison with modes of production in Poland, Czechoslovakia,
GDR, and Hungary, see Szczepanik 2013). However, unlike their Eastern European colleagues,
Yugoslav filmmakers had to grapple with the domination of international cinema, especially
Hollywood, in domestic film theaters since the mid-1950s (occasionally, as in the case of

Zivorad Mitrovi¢’s popular Partisan Westerns, Yugoslav filmmakers were able to learn from and

51 See Katja Praznik’s Art Work: Invisible Labour and the Legacy of Yugoslav Socialism (2021).
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capitalize on their greater exposure to foreign film products). At the same time, the “above-the-
line” filmmakers (directors, cinematographers, screenwriters) in Yugoslavia were turned into
freelancers (Kirn 2017, 148-149) and were encouraged to work for multiple companies and in
various parts of the federation, not to mention international co-productions. But, precisely
because of their flexible and precarious status, rare were the examples of filmmakers who did not
hold other jobs, usually in academia, media, and cultural and political institutions. While box
office failures were not automatically treated as career-ending moments, a sink-or-swim
mentality was developed whereby Yugoslav filmmakers were expected to look for various
sources of financing (including, for example, municipalities, enterprises, and the army), and
generally maintain a frugal and responsible approach to filmmaking. Notions of self-interest and
personal accountability were part and parcel not only of self-management, but also of the wider
gradual ascent of neo-liberalism that penetrated Yugoslavia through western influences on its
politics, economy, and culture. The main source of neo-liberal tendencies in Yugoslavia was the

United States of America, thus warranting a closer look at the role of the US in Yugoslav history.

American Shot: US Influence on Yugoslavia and Socialist Neo-liberalism

There would be no Yugoslavias without the decisive impact of the United States of America.
This seemingly bombastic statement does not mean that I intend to contest the agency and
primacy of Yugoslav people and nations in the creation and destruction of different iterations of
Yugoslavia. Nor do I wish to minimize the influence of countries other than the US in this

context.’? At the same time, however, this dissertation aims to show how various countries,

52 For instance, a recently published monograph (Baliki¢ 2022) explores the role of French and British
intellectuals, including historians Wickham Steed and Robert Seton-Watson, in the creation of First
Yugoslavia.
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especially empires such as the US, were heavily invested in the existence and nature of socialist
Yugoslavia and consequently interacted with and shaped its history and culture.

Consider, for instance, the crucial influence of US President Woodrow Wilson on the
creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenians at the Paris Peace Conference (1919-
1920). After illuminating the Western European racialization of Eastern Europe in his Inventing
Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization on the Mind of the Enlightenment (1994), historian
Larry Wolff details in his more recent book, Woodrow Wilson and the Reimagining of Eastern
Europe (2020), how President Wilson navigated the complicated process of the post-World War
I constitution of new states such as Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia that rose out of the
ruins of German, Russian, Austro-Hungarian, and Ottoman empires. Wilson was influenced by
Mihajlo Pupin, “a Serbian American scientist who not only made important contributions to the
technology of long-distance telephone communications but also advised the American peace
delegation on Serbian matters [as intimately linked to the creation of interwar Yugoslavia], in
this case contributing to the long-distance operations performed in Paris upon the map of Eastern
Europe” (Wolff 2020, 144). Pupin was not the only Serb American scientist who hailed from the
Austro-Hungarian Empire to make revolutionary advancements in the US, and by extension
global, media and technology. The other scientist was less politically active than Pupin, but still
aware of his roots: his name was Nikola Tesla. Both Pupin and Tesla came to the US as part of
the massive late-19'" century immigrant wave from Southeastern Europe (Brunnbauer 2016).

Woodrow Wilson’s preoccupation with the political future of Eastern Europe was tied to
his concern that the mostly Slavic peoples of the region would be absorbed by the Soviet
Bolsheviks if their national needs were not properly met. At the same time, we should take into

account that Wilson’s paternalism towards (the not-quite-white) Eastern Europeans was racially
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motivated.®> This was understood by contemporaneous Eastern European political activists as
well. For instance, Polish national leader Ignacy Jan Paderewski wrote to Wilson after the US
entered WWI in October 1917: “You are the foster-father of the chiefless land” (Wolff 2020, 1).
As the US President, Woodrow Wilson also marked his name in film history by making the
racist spectacle The Birth of a Nation (1915, D. W. Griftith) the first film to be screened in the
White House.

Wilson was not the last US president to show interest in the fate of the Yugoslav people.
For example, after World War I, US aid prevented famine in the newly established socialist
Yugoslavia as it worked hard to rise from the ashes of the wartime devastation. My father, born
in 1944 in then still occupied Vojvodina, often recounted to me the amazement of his peasant
parents when they received powdered milk and eggs from the US. My father’s family, like
millions of other grateful Yugoslavs, referred to the aid as “[Harry] Truman’s eggs.”

The US empire should obviously not be idealized. After all, it sponsored socialist
Yugoslavia as a not-quite-socialist state, one that was supposed to inspire the Eastern Bloc states
to liberalize their economies and political systems and experiment with capitalism. Interestingly,
the US support of Yugoslav Communists during WWII and until the Tito-Stalin split was not a
foregone conclusion. For example, Twentieth Century Fox produced the feature Chetniks! The
Fighting Guerrillas (1943, Louis King) which supported the conservative royalist JVuO
(Jugoslovenska vojska u otadzbini, Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland), aka the Chetniks, as the

resistance movement in the occupied Yugoslavia. Based on exploits of the Chetnik leader,

33 Even so, Wilson’s recognition of political subjectivity of Eastern Europeans came as an improvement
in comparison to one of his presidential predecessors, Theodore Roosevelt. In 1903, the Austro-
Hungarian ambassador to the US reported on his discussion of the Austro-Hungarian colonialist
occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina with President Roosevelt: “I think he wonders whether and how
the methods that we applied in our occupied provinces could be useful in the Philippines” (Hajdarpasic
2015, 178).
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General Dragoljub ‘Draza’ Mihailovi¢, Chetniks! was pulled out of circulation after Mihailovi¢
was sentenced to death for war crimes and collaborationism and executed by the Yugoslav
Communist government in 1946.

The US influence on Yugoslavia after the Tito-Stalin split was both fundamental and
comprehensive, leading the historian Tvrtko Jakovina (2002) to label the Yugoslav brand of
socialism as a “socialism [based] on the American wheat.” The US presence in Yugoslavia was
especially palpable in the cultural sphere as the socialist state opened itself to all sorts of
exchanges with and imports from the western superpower. The dissertation Section 2 draws on
Radina Vuceti¢’s (2018) notion of “Coca-Cola socialism” in her study of the 1960s
Americanization of Yugoslavia as a process involving the ever-growing popularity of US
products ranging from jazz to jeans to Warhol to Hollywood Westerns.

In addition to Vuceti¢’s research, this dissertation benefits from Carla Konta’s book-
length investigation of US public diplomacy in socialist Yugoslavia from 1950-1970 (2020).
Focusing on the operations of the US government agencies such as the USIS (United States
Information Service) in their Belgrade and Zagreb branches, Konta examines various examples
of US soft power, including the effects of “Croatian cultural leaders” becoming “assiduous
visitors of USIS from the 1950s onwards” (2020, 32). One of the biggest Americanophiles
among Croatian cultural leaders was the film director Krsto Papi¢ whom I reference as directly
involved in the 1971 Croatian-British cinematic exchange. Konta’s book, then, further elucidates
the concerted effort of the US and the UK to mould the non-aligned Yugoslavia in accordance
with their Cold War interests. In this respect, the US policy towards Yugoslavia was fashioned
by one of the most prominent American diplomats and policymakers of the entire Cold War era:

George F. Kennan.
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A one-time US ambassador to the Soviet Union, Kennan developed a strategy of
containment of the Soviet Union, arguing that the US must poke into the Soviet supremacy over
the Eastern Bloc by stimulating and deepening divides between the Kremlin and recalcitrant
socialist states such as Yugoslavia and China. In May 1961, Kennan was appointed by President
John Kennedy as the US ambassador to Yugoslavia, where he stayed until July 1963. Both
Yugoslav leader Tito and his generally pro-western minister of foreign affairs, Koca Popovic,
remained suspicious of Kennan’s diplomatic agility which rested on a threefold objective:

to assist Yugoslav national independence; to ‘exert an influence’ over its ‘present and future leadership’ by
pushing its institutions ‘along more democratically representative and humanistic lines,” with increasing
ties to the West; and to extract ‘maximum benefit’ from its significant role as ‘a disturbing influence upon
the political and ideological unity of the Soviet-dominated international Communist movement.” Indeed,
Yugoslavia remained a model for the 1956 Budapest uprising and the 1968 Prague Spring (Konta 2020,
171).

Kennan’s views of socialist Yugoslavia informed the international policy of one of the most
consequential US Cold Warriors, Richard Nixon, who makes a cameo appearance in Chapter 3,
devoted to the liberal nationalism of the Croatian Spring. In 1970, President Nixon paid an
official visit to Tito in Belgrade to send the message that Yugoslavia had US support and that
Washington would not allow a Soviet-led invasion of Yugoslavia. Nixon provided the same kind
of diplomatic support to another Communist leader and Tito’s friend who was also concerned
about the Soviet-led aggression, the Romanian Nicolae Ceausescu. To secure Yugoslavia’s non-
alignment, Nixon seemed more than happy to provide yet another tranche of loans for the
struggling Yugoslav economy and tolerate Tito’s occasional diplomatic cheekiness. The latter
included the Yugoslav leader’s lighting up a Cohiba cigar, a gift from Fidel Castro, in the Oval
Office in late 1971, a month before Tito ended the Croatian Spring.

Communist leaders like Tito and Ceausescu were particularly important to US foreign

policy before Nixon’s biggest diplomatic breakthrough, his 1972 visit to China, which provided



80

a geopolitical alternative for Mao’s regime after the 1960s peak of the Sino-Soviet split and
opened the door for the adoption and adaptation of neo-liberalism during Deng Xiaoping’s
“reform and opening” era. It is hardly a coincidence, then, that it was the 1971 Nixon Shock that,
while aiming to stabilize the US economy at the time, arguably contributed to the blossoming of
financialization and other pernicious aspects of contemporary neo-liberalism. In the global
constellation that started to emerge during Nixon’s presidency, neo-liberal tendencies in
countries such as Yugoslavia and Romania, with a total population of less than 40 million
people, took a back seat to the gradual introduction of neo-liberalism in socialist China. This
became even more evident in the 1980s when, following Tito’s death, Yugoslavia entered a
turbulent decade of austerity and “stabilization” dictated by the Washington Consensus,>* while
Ceausescu paralyzed the Romanian economy to pay off the country’s external debt before being
executed in 1989 for his dictatorial crimes. Bearing all this in mind, it is advisable to take a
closer look at the cross-polination between Yugoslav self-management, socialist neo-liberalism
modeled by influences from the west in general and the US in particular, and a market-driven
economy as particularly relevant for Yugoslav Revolutionary Cinema.

According to the book Markets in the Name of Socialism: The Left-Wing Origins of
Neoliberalism, written by the economic historian Johanna Bockman (2011, 4), “neoliberalism
avidly supports all of the following:

1. competitive markets
2. smaller, authoritarian states
3. hierarchical firms, management, and owners

4. capitalism

54 See Ana Podvr$i¢’s online lecture in English (2023).
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Someone who supports only one of these elements, even competitive markets but not the others,
is not necessarily neoliberal.” Building on the case studies of Yugoslav self-management and
Hungarian “goulash communism,” Bockman maps out how socialist economists actively
participated in the formulation and implementation of neo-liberal ideas and policies in a
transnational expert dialogue underpinned by neoclassical economic theory, while Yugoslavia
acted as a founding member of the World Bank.

Yugoslav and Hungarian entanglements with, and contributions to, the history of neo-
liberalism are unsurprising, as Hungary and most of Yugoslavia (today’s Slovenia, Croatia,
Vojvodina, coastal parts of Montenegro, and, from 1878, Bosnia & Herzegovina) had been part
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and, consequently, the same market of ideas. According to
Quinn Slobodian’s cogent book Globalists: The End of Empire and the Birth of Neoliberalism, it
was the profound frustration with the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (and other
empires that vanished at the end of WWI) that led members of the Austrian School, including
Ludwig von Mises and an Austrian soldier in WWI, Friedrich von Hayek, to develop neo-liberal
theory in the US. Slobodian (2018) shows that, far from popular beliefs about their staunchly
anti-statist orientation, the Austrian founding fathers of neo-liberalism sought to weaponize
certain state prerogatives to foster “what they called the meta-economic or extra-economic
conditions for safeguarding capitalism at the scale of the entire world” (2). In doing so, Austrian
neo-liberals identified decolonization as the main enemy of their vision of globalism, so they
fought for the “encasement [of global capital], not liberation [of the colonized people]” (5).
Alongside von Mises and von Hayek we must add the Austrian-Japanese aristocrat, Richard von

Coudenhove-Kalergi, as one of the main intellectual architects of what became the European
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Union, to fully appreciate the upper-class elitist, neo-liberal, and neo-colonialist strain of the
EU.»

In addition to the shared history of neo-liberalism, there are, of course, other points of
connection and tension between the Austro-Hungarian Empire, socialist Yugoslavia, and the
European Union. Born in the Dual Monarchy, Josip Broz Tito fought for the Empire on the
Serbian Front and the Eastern Front in WWI before getting captured and joining the October
revolution. British historian A. J. P. Taylor called Tito “the last Habsburg” precisely because of
his effort to resolve multinational frictions inherited from the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman
empires and interwar Yugoslav kingdom, which led some scholars to argue that the
disintegration of socialist Yugoslavia was part of the broader historical “fall of empires” (Jovi¢
2009, 30-31). Furthermore, interwar revolutionary ideas of leading Yugoslav Communists, most
notably Kardelj’s, were less informed by the Comintern than by “the revisionism of the
Austromarxists,” including “constitutional recognition of the nationality issue, the alliance with
peasant and middle groups, and commitment to the smallholders’ right to land ownership”
(Woodward 1995, 48-49). The above discussion of Kardelj’s post-statist ideas as a driving force
of Yugoslav market socialism and 1960s liberalization provide a linchpin for a comparison, if
asymmetric, with the role of the state and supra-national organizations in the “free market