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Introduction: Is every country too 
small for big ideas?1

Publication “(Re)positioning the region of Southeast Europe through culture” 
stems from the research conducted by the Creative Europe Desk Serbia within 
its Forum in 2017, the topic of which was exactly regional cooperation. Cre-
ative Europe Forum 2018 shifts its focus on celebrating European cultural 
heritage, at the same time being related to the Republic of Bulgaria presiding 
over the Council of the European Union and dealing with EU integration of 
the Western Balkans. Due to this, an important segment of the CE Forum 2018 
deals with regional cooperation in the field of culture, and also cooperation of 
the region with the European Union.

Bearing in mind the initiative of presiding over the EU Council has a clear 
political dimension, the debates during CE Forum 2018 will support future 
reflections on the implementation of cultural strategy of the European Union. 
Our ambition is for the results presented in the publication “(Re)positioning 
the region of Southeast Europe through culture” to become a relevant segment 
in the implementation process of cultural strategy.

The research was conducted in order to define recommendations for the de-
velopment of the region of Southeast Europe through culture. The aim was to 
analyse the presence of regional artists in relevant international manifesta-
tions, the most important projects and initiatives from the domain of regional 
cooperation, strategic documents and legal frameworks of regional coopera-
tion, and content of promotional touristic campaigns. The latter is especially 
important in the context of choosing content and the manner in which we 
present the region in the European and the international frameworks. The re-
search indicates the state of regional cooperation and referential, successful, 
but also problematic points in existing practices.

A set of problematic questions is related to the reputation the region of South-
east Europe has associated with instability, disorganized systems, wars and 
corruption. Thus, 75% of respondents of the online questionnaire believes 
Europe has a prominently negative image of the region. In addition, Europe-
an perception of the region can be seen through processes of “exoticisation”. 
Probably the most picturesque marker of “otherness” is count Dracula who is 
“perceived” through the region as a symbol of a dark and dangerous space. 
However, only 24 cultural professionals out of 184 believe exoticisation and 
orientalisation are essential traits of the region’s perception.

When it comes to presenting the region by actors from Southeast Europe 
themselves, i.e. the content actors are choosing to present, content related to 
cultural heritage is still predominant, while potentials and accomplishments 
of contemporary culture are marginalised. This distinction is also directly re-
lated to the insufficiently developed “art tourism” relying precisely on con-
temporary creativity and also connected with tourism based on promoting 
lifestyles, popular culture or customs.

1 Excerpt taken from a response of a cultural professional from Serbia who 
replied to the question on the importance of regional cooperation with “Be-
cause all countries are too small for big ideas”.
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On the other hand, when it comes to the positive image of the region, the larg-
est number of respondents believes region is known for competencies and 
creativity of cultural professionals followed by cultural diversity (multi-eth-
nicity and multi-confessionality) and contemporary art. A smaller number 
of respondents believe the region is recognisable for its food, impetus of life, 
tourism and nature.

The second set of problematic questions is related to financial instability and 
uncertainty of (continuous) regional project funding. Certainly, the pull-back 
of international funds, such as the Swiss Programme for Culture, negatively 
influenced not only financing on the national but also on the regional level. 
In this respect, great expectations of cultural professionals regards the newly 
formed regional fund in Tirana are justified. However, what is lacking the 
most is continuous funding of regional projects on the national level as unam-
biguous, strategic choice of regional countries. Together with conflicting inter-
pretation of history and unequal treatment of conflicts, according to by far the 
largest number of respondents, lack of interest on the part of decision makers 
is the reason for the weak regional connectedness; financial problems are far 
less important or they are vividly illustrating the primary problem; also, in 
relation to this is the lack of mechanisms for co-funding of projects (i.e. instru-
ments of financial support) participating in the Creative Europe programme 
in some regional countries.

The Council of Ministers of Culture of Southeast Europe potentials remain in-
sufficiently utilised, which is especially visible if we compare the work of this 
initiative with the functioning of the Visegrad group or with the Nordic Coun-
cil the Council of Ministers of Culture of Southeast Europe was modelled after. 
The Nordic Council is using a shared budget for quite some time to improve 
the cultural system of Nordic countries and it remains an important instru-
ment in positioning artists and other cultural professionals on the interna-
tional level. Its contribution is visible in developing the Nordic unity and the 
recognisability of the Nordic region. 

An encouraging fact is that 97% of respondents believe stronger regional 
connectedness would significantly contribute to the developing of individual 
countries and  better positioning of the region in Europe and the world, out of 
which as many as 81% believe this is even a condition for better positioning 
of the region. Moreover, 73% of respondents believe partnerships and co-pro-
ductions based on shared topics, dialogue and mutual understanding, but also 
improving knowledge and skills through mobility, networking and capacity 
strengthening are the most meaningful development strategies of the region.

The importance of the Creative Europe programme is unambiguous in this 
context, both for the development of the cultural system in individual coun-
tries and for the region as a whole. The essential concepts of the Creative 
Europe programme are precisely strengthening capacities, mobility, part-
nerships and co-operations, coproduction assuming the “philosophy” of Eu-
ropean cooperation – joint, non-hierarchical work on content with Europe-
an character and importance. Therefore, the programme also envisages the 
participation and cooperation of organisations wanting to leave their comfort 
zone of the everyday, the familiar, and the usual activities of organisations 
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and institutions, which precisely means improving knowledge and acquiring 
new skills. Creative Europe offers a constructive framework for dealing with 
shared topics of territories, the region and Europe through dialogue and mu-
tual understanding, which is very important for our region. Due to this, Cre-
ative Europe represents a much more important cooperation platform than 
the mere possibility of securing financial support, which is, of course, also 
very important for high quality realisation of projects and artistic ideas of 
authors varied in profile.

Connecting and cooperation are keywords not only in understanding the 
principle of European unity, but also the contemporary moment. Hence, it is 
necessary to further strengthen capacities of actors so they could find their 
position in new development processes and tendencies. The Creative Europe 
programme was precisely designed to enable such opportunities for all organ-
isations in the field of culture.

Dimitrije Tadić

Head of the Creative Europe Desk Serbia
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CREATIVE EUROPE FORUM 2017, 
Creative Europe Desk Serbia 
(Re)positioning of the South Eastern European  

region through culture

18th-21st April 2017

Belgrade Youth Centre, European Centre for Culture and Debate Grad, Ilija 
M. Kolarac Foundation, Gallery Zvono, Aeroklub, French Cultural Centre in 
Belgrade, EU Info Centre in Belgrade.

1. Topic of the Creative Europe Forum: macro and micro regional 

European cooperation

Forum Creative Europe 2017 is an international conference of the Creative 
Europe Desk Serbia dedicated to promoting the Creative Europe programme 
and the topic of regional cooperation as a strategy of European cultural 
development. The topic of the Forum will be covered on two levels: 
cooperation of the region and the territories in Europe on the macro and 
the micro level; cooperation and repositioning of countries of South Eastern 
Europe. The programme participants include experts and representatives of 
Creative Europe Desks from Serbia, Greece, Montenegro, Romania, Albania, 
Croatia, Cyprus, Macedonia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Moldova, Hungary, and also France and Lithuania.

2. Joint debates on (re)positioning of South Eastern Europe

Apart from the topic of European regional cooperation, participants of the 
Forum should recognise the strengths and peculiarities of the cultural and 
creative sector of the region, answer how can the region develop its cultural 
recognisability, whether it can use the good and bad experiences of other 
European regions such as the Scandinavian, Baltic or Central European one, 
what are the best opportunities for the development of South Eastern Europe 
and what is the place of the Creative Europe programme in this process. 

3. Presentation of the research (Re)positioning of the South Eastern 

European region through culture

With the aim of joint defining of recommendations for the development of 
the South Eastern Europe region within the Forum, Creative Europe Desk 
Serbia conducted the research (Re)positioning of the South Eastern European 
region through culture. The research was carried out in all countries of the 
region and it mapped and analysed: the presence of artists from the region 
in relevant international manifestations, most important projects and 
initiatives of regional cooperation, strategic documents and legal framework 
of regional cooperation, content of tourist promotional campaigns of South 
Eastern Europe countries. The research also includes surveying cultural 
professionals with the topic of strategic directions of development of South 
Eastern Europe region through culture.  
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4. Promotion of successful stories and help in applying to the 

Creative Europe programme

Apart from debates, within the Forum there will be: project presentations 
of organisations from Serbia that won support of the Creative Europe 
programme, training on applying for the programme, training for cultural 
professionals conducted by a group of leading French experts, legal and 
accounting advice sessions. 

5. Four accompanying programmes: youth, cultural heritage, 
European  Capitals of Culture and Forum français

Four accompanying programmes will be organised as a part of the Forum: 
the programme for young and future cultural professionals (in cooperation 
with the University of Arts in Belgrade), the programme  – dissonant heritage 
and regional cooperation (cooperation with the organisation Europa Nostra 
Serbia), European Capitals of Culture (in cooperation with Creative Europe 
Desk Greece, Creative Europe Desk Cyprus, and Foundation Novi Sad 2021) 
and Forumfrançais(in cooperation with the French Institute and Relais 
culture Europe, Paris). 

Forum français consists of exhibitions and concerts of contemporary authors 
from France and Serbia which will take place in several relevant artistic 
spaces in Belgrade, but also speeches of French cultural professionals who 
will present their experiences in working in the cultural sector of France. 
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Cultural cooperation of the region 
of Southeast Europe: survey of the 
Creative Europe Desk Serbia 
Nina Mihaljinac

Even though micro and macro regional cooperation is an important topic in 
the EU, there wasn’t much discussion about connecting Southeast Europe in 
domestic frameworks, and one of the reasons is certainly the proximity of 
the turbulent past. However, cultural cooperation, art projects and different 
forms of exchange – are not only taking place at large among countries of 
Southeast Europe1, but they can also be the platform for establishing better 
and stronger connections. The data on participation in the Creative Europe 
programme shows that in the majority of supported projects where one 
country participates – also at least another regional country does, and the 
frequent reason for this is direct relationship and ongoing cooperation 
which is deepened through Creative Europe. Serbia, for example, has a 
large number of European cooperation projects including Slovenia, and 
the most translations were done from Serbian into Bulgarian. The overall 
contemporary dance scene in the region was established and it operates 
largely due to regional connections and financial support of the EU (and 
example is the project Nomad Dance Academy). This all means cultural 
professionals are encouraging neighbours to get involved in international 
currents and they are naturally developing cooperation, offering support, 
exchanging knowledge and information. Regional cooperation is also 
an important factor in financial empowerment of the cultural sector. For 
example, tourismologists claim there is no sense in creating a touristic 
offer for each individual regional country, but rather that a unique brand 
should be created and that touristic products of the entire region should 
be advertised, especially for tourists coming from very remote destinations 
like China. 

In order to examine the situation more thoroughly and respond to the 
question of whether regional connecting in culture is a chance for further 
development of Southeast Europe, Creative Europe Desk Serbia conducted 
a survey entitled (Re)positioning the region of Southeast Europe through 
culture in 2017 on the occasion of the Creative Europe Forum 2017. 

The survey was conducted in all countries of the region utilising several 
methods: a cabinet research of strategic documents and regional cooperation 
projects; a survey filled in by 400 cultural professionals from the entire 
region; in depth interviews with regional experts. The survey mapped 
and analysed: the presence of regional artists in relevant international 
manifestations, the most important projects and initiatives of regional 

1 In the research, the notion Southeast Europe is related to the following countries:  
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Montenegro, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia, 
Romania, Slovenia, Serbia. We excluded Moldova because a very small number of 
replies to the survey was received and a large number of cooperation projects was not 
found. In other words, even though it is a part of the region, Moldova is not present in 
the processes of cultural regional cooperation.
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cooperation, strategic documents and the legal framework of regional 
cooperation, and the content of touristic promotional campaigns of countries 
in Southeast Europe. The survey and interviews were primarily dedicated 
to researching attitudes of cultural professionals on the topic of strategic 
directions of Southeast European region’s development. Even though we 
sent the survey to a large number of addresses of cultural institutions and 
organisations in the region, with eager help of colleagues from regional 
Creative Europe Desks, the largest number of replies still came from Serbia.

The survey has shown that legal frameworks of cooperation are determined 
and it confirmed the need to initiate this topic. According to the received 
data, 96% of surveyed cultural professionals from Southeast Europe 
believes regional cooperation would significantly contribute to faster and 
better development of all individual regional countries. Moreover, 75% of 
research participants believes the region of Southeast Europe has a negative 
image in the remainder of Europe.

Therefore, the results are telling that cultural employees in countries of 
Southeast Europe do see an interest in associating and strategic repositioning 
in Europe and beyond, and this publication offers a modest contribution 
and a potential starting point in achieving this aim. It is important that this 
is emerging at the moment Bulgaria has overtaken the presiding function 
over the Council of the European Union and started the discussion on the 
topic of repositioning the Western Balkans and developing new intercultural 
relations.
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Cultural Cooperation of the 
Southeast Europe Region: Research 
of the Creative Europe Desk Serbia
Regional and cross-border cooperation in cultural fields  
- mapping of existing initiatives 

Anica Tucakov

In the beginning of 1980s, international cultural cooperation became a 
political priority of the global community. During these years significant 
changes and improvements took place in the fields of science and technol-
ogy and the United Nations realised how new achievements, such as dig-
ital information and communication technologies significantly improved 
people’s quality of life. Hence, UNESCO, as the most important promoter of 
international cultural cooperation, defined sub-regional, regional, inter-re-
gional and international cooperation and understanding as preconditions 
for the creation of a climate of respect, trust and dialogue between nations.

International cultural cooperation was also promoted during the World 
Decade for Cultural Development, 1988-1997, which was concluded by the 
adoption of the Action Plan for Cultural Policies (Stockholm, 1998.). On this 
occasion Raymond Weber, at the time a representative of the Council of Eu-
rope, stated that cultural policy, i.e. strategy should be an instrument in 
the service of international cultural cooperation, rather than the opposite1. 
During this decade, mostly due to the development and reach of communi-
cation technologies (which enabled the creation of new cultural networks 
and raised capacities of cultural organisations for coproduction), interna-
tional cultural cooperation lost the hierarchical, bilateral, state character it 
had so far and increasingly became the question of horizontal cooperation 
of numerous, diverse and equal actors. In this period, during 1996/97, Eu-
ropean Union also implemented its first programmes for the development 
of culture through cooperation – Kaleidoscope for arts, Ariane for books 
and literature and Raphael for cultural heritage. Today, these programmes 
together with the programme MEDIA, which started as early as 1990, were 
unified under Creative Europe – a programme which will support Europe-
an cooperation in the fields of culture and the media until 2020, but also 
through cooperation based on transversal questions equally related to cul-
ture and audio-visual professions.

During the realisation of the European Agenda for Culture (2007), it was 
stated that Creative Europe should contribute to accomplishing the goals 
which at the same time make up the flexible framework for existing and 
future activities in the field of cultural development in the EU. These goals 
are: a) promoting cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue; b) promot-
ing culture as a catalyst of creativity, which, in the context of the Lisbon 
Strategy and the Europe 2020 Strategy, possesses special importance for eco-
nomic growth, employment and competitiveness; and c) promoting culture 
as a vital element in foreign policy, i.e. international relations of the Euro-
pean Union.

1 Final report: Intergovernmental Conference on Cultural Policies for Development, 
Stockholm, 1998, p. 30
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Apart from UNESCO, Council of Europe and European Union, as organisa-
tions encouraging international cultural cooperation due to different rea-
sons, the countries themselves, as well as some regions, have structures, 
such as administration and cultural centres, and they are allocating bud-
gets for international cooperation. Also, numerous foundations support the 
realisation of cross-border projects, and a very important role is assumed 
by international, European and regional associations gathering artists and 
cultural professionals and advocating for their interests throughout the 
world. 

Even though cultural cooperation should be observed through all these 
frameworks, the aims of this research is related to the European Union pro-
gramme – Creative Europe. The first aim was to determine what the visibil-
ity of Southeast Europe2 was like in Europe, and the second was to discover 
to what extent and in what ways artists and professionals in this region 
use the resources of Creative Europe (information, budget, participatory 
model of programme management and related platforms such as the Euro-
pean Culture Forum and More Europe) with the goal of intensifying inter-
national cooperation and strengthening their regional identity. Answers to 
this question were sought in fields of literature, music and cinematography 
which were researched on the bases of: a) membership and participation of 
regional cultural actors in important European (and international) organi-
sations and initiatives; b) partner relationships non-regional cultural actors 
establish with regional actors; and c) connections established between or-
ganisations within the region. In collecting, measuring and analysing the 
data on these subjects, applied methods included interviewing (six experts 
from three researched fields); mapping important organisations and initia-
tives in Europe in given fields and participation of regional organisations in 
them; mapping the most important regional organisations and initiatives 
in the same fields; and also methods of statistic and quantitative analysis of 
characteristics which from 2014 to 2017 received support of Creative Europe 
(the level of participation of the region in the programme; actors from the 
region and partners in projects coordinated by non-regional organisations 
– the number, organisational types and location; connections created with-
in the region; financial means). The results of the research should inform 
Creative Europe desks in the region on how the remaining resources of this 
programme, which is half way through realisation, can be utilised for bet-
ter visibility of Eastern Europe in Europe and intensifying regional cultural 
cooperation.

Sources of the data, information and knowledge taken into consideration 
were literature; experts in researched fields; Education, Audiovisual and 
Culture Executive Agency of the EU; Eurostat; significant international, Eu-
ropean, regional and national associations and initiatives in the fields of lit-
erature, music and cinematography; the Budapest Observatory for Cultural 
Policies; Compendium of European Cultural Policies; regional initiatives of 
the general type such as the Pact for the Stability of Southeast Europe and 
the Southeast Europe Cooperation Process, but also profiled web portals (Ci-
neuropa, Publishing Perspectives and the like). The research was conduct-
ed during the period between February and July 2017 without aspirations 
towards theoretic bases and explaining phenomena. The result should pri-
marily be seen as the current image of the condition of cross-border cul-

2 For the requirements of this research, the region of Southeast Europe is defined in such 
a manner that it encompasses ten countries, Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Romania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia, Bulgaria, Albania and Greece.
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tural cooperation with the region and within it, precisely in the fields of 
literature, music and cinematography, and it should be of use to Creative 
Europe desks in the region in the decision-making process on their further 
activities related to realisation of programme aims.

Since quantitative results of this research have significant limitations, 
due to the fact they are predominantly based on experiences of cultural 
actors from Serbia, it is necessary to re-examine and complete them from 
the perspectives of artists and cultural professionals from other regional 
countries. Still, a more thorough research on the visibility of the region in 
Europe would certainly demand special attention and specific methods that 
should be developed for these needs. The report is organised in three sec-
tions, so results related to cross-border cooperation in the fields of literature 
or music or cinematography can be observed individually. Preceding all of 
this, in order to avoid repetition of Creative Europe terminology explana-
tions, the introductory chapter offers a short overview of this programme 
and previous participation of cultural actors from Southeast Europe in it.

Overview of the Creative Europe Programme

Creative Europe has three programme lines or sub-programmes support-
ing cross-border cooperation in Europe and cooperation between member 
states of the European Union with countries outside of the Union. The first 
line, Culture, supports projects of European cooperation, literary trans-
lations, networks and platforms. The second sub-programme, MEDIA, is 
completely dedicated to developing the European audio-visual industry 
and supports projects of video game development (which are not discussed 
here), programming TV content (with the aim of increasing the part of Euro-
pean content in the programme), creating easier access to the market for au-
dio-visual products and services, audio-visual festivals, raising capacities, 
online distribution, developing coproduction and audience development. 
The third programme line is dedicated to solving transversal questions 
equally related to culture and to audio-visual professions. Even though this 
sub-programme is currently funding projects of Syrian refugees’ integra-
tion (and other neighbouring war-struck countries) into European societies, 
with this sub-programme the Commission intended to contribute to solv-
ing funding problems for micro, small and medium enterprises in culture 
and the media which is highly risky because the market success of cultural 
goods, such as books, films or music compositions is hard to predict. This is 
why the Commission, in cooperation with the European Investment Fund 
(EIF), established the Cultural and Creative Sectors Guarantee Facility 
which will, on the one hand, make access to loans and investments easier to 
micro, small and medium enterprises, and on the other hand, help financers 
make an easier and better risk assessment of investing in the development 
of such enterprises.

From 2014 until 2017, Creative Europe financed the realisation of 1525 
cross-border projects. Sub-programme Culture supported 574 projects, 
sub-programme MEDIA 939 projects, while the sub-programme of transver-
sal questions funded 12 projects concerned with refugee integration. With-
in the sub-programme Culture, 290 projects of European cooperation, 184 
projects of literary translation, 87 projects of European networks and 13 
projects of European platforms were subsidised. The sub-programme ME-
DIA funded 84 projects of video game development, 183 projects for high-
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er quality TV programme, 196 projects of easier access to the audio-visual 
market, 185 festivals, 171 projects of human resource development in the 
European audio-visual industry, 57 projects of online distribution develop-
ment, 19 projects of encouraging coproduction and 44 projects of audience 
development of the European film and other audio-visual content.

Cultural actors from Southeast Europe coordinated 218 (14%) projects which 
received support of the Creative Europe from 2014 to 2017. Among these are 
39 (13%) projects of European cooperation, 100 (54%) projects of literary 
translation, 2 European networks (2%) and 3 (23%) European platforms 
which together amount to 25% of all projects financed within the Culture 
sub-programme; then 2 (2%) projects of video-game development, 6 (3%) 
projects of TV content programming, 13 (7%) projects of creating easier ac-
cess to the film market, 37 (20%) projects of film festivals, 9 (5%) projects 
of human resource development in cinematography, 1 (2%) project of on-
line distribution development of audio-visual content, 1 (5%) project of co-
production development and 4 (9%) projects of film audience development 
which together amount to 8% of all projects funded by the MEDIA sub-pro-
gramme; and last, but not least, 1  project in the function of integrating Near 
East refugees into European societies which amounts to 8% of the total of 12 
such projects.

Statistical data based on the number of transnational cooperation projects, 
i.e. Creative Europe per capita, indicate that initiatives of Slovenian organ-
isations are the second in Europe, right behind Iceland. Observed in this 
way, France, where cultural actors coordinated the largest number of proj-
ect (253) from 2014 to 2017, is in the last, fourth group of countries. A better 
position than the one occupied by the French is also enjoyed by citizens of 
Macedonia and Croatia.

Table 1: Overview of countries with the largest number of transnational cooperation projects 
of the Creative Europe programme
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Table 2: Number of projects outside and within the region funded from 2014 to 2017 by the 
Culture sub-programme of the Creative Europe programme

Table 3: Number of projects outside and within the region funded by the MEDIA sub-
programme from 2014 to 2017
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Table 4: Number of projects outside and within the region financed by the programme for 
transversal questions from 2014 to 2017

Table 5: Number of projects funded by the Culture sub-programme in regional countries from 
2014 to 2017

Table 6: Number of projects funded by the Culture sub-programme in regional countries from 
2014 to 2017
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Table 7: Number of projects funded by the MEDIA sub-programme in regional countries from 
2014 to 2017

Table 8: Overview of regional countries as partners in Creative Europe projects
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Table 9: Overview of partner countries in regional projects with headquarters outside of the 
region

Within the Creative Europe programme, regional organisations did not es-
tablish partnerships with organisations from Moldova and Switzerland so 
far.

Table 10: Overview of partner countries in regional projects with headquarters in the region
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Project coordinators in Southeast Europe most frequently chose organisa-
tions from Croatia, Serbia and Greece and the least frequently from Monte-
negro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia out of all regional countries.

Out of 1525 projects which received support of Creative Europe until 2017, 
493 (32%) projects had at least one partner, while the rest of them, all having 
a distinct cross-border dimension, were realised without partners (these 
are projects such as literary translations, networks, platforms and all types 
of projects supported by the MEDIA sub-programme). 

In projects realised in partnerships, organisations from Southeast Europe 
were the first partner of choice in 66 (13%) instances. Among these were 
mostly organisations from Romania and Croatia (15 times each). Organisa-
tions from Slovenia were the first partner of choice eleven times, Greece 
ten, Serbia seven, Bulgaria five, Bosnia and Herzegovina three times and 
Macedonia once. Organisations from Albania and Montenegro were not in 
this group of partners which makes them, together with Moldavia, unique 
in Europe (including Georgia and Turkey). 

As for coordinators of the 66 projects, 21 of them are from the region and 45 
came from outside of the region. Among regional coordinators there is the 
largest number of Slovenian organisations (8) which predominantly coop-
erated with Serbian organisations. Coordinators from outside of the region 
mostly consisted of Italian organisations (13) and they primarily wanted to 
cooperate with Romanian organisations.

Moreover, the most desirable partners in Creative Europe projects were or-
ganisations From France which were the partner of choice 59 times, Italy 
(38) and Germany (37). The most desirable partners for organisations from 
our region were also organisations from the United Kingdom and Spain (28 
times each), Poland (25), Belgium (23), the Netherlands (21) and Denmark. 
Organisations from the remaining twenty one countries were desirable 
partners to the same extent organisations from Southeast Europe were.

Depending on what would be considered a measure of success in cross-bor-
der cooperation, the number of certain project types of regional organi-
sations should grow until 2020. If it would be expected for the number of 
cross-border cooperation projects to be proportionate to the number of 
inhabitants of Southeast Europe (9%), regional organisations should apply 
and receive a Creative Europe grant for another 8 projects of European net-
works, 6 projects for video game development, 10 projects of TV content pro-
gramming, 5 projects of easier access to the audio-visual market, 6 projects 
of human resource development in cinematography, 4 projects of online 
distribution development and 1 project of coproduction development, for 
the current number of European cooperation projects, literary translation, 
European platforms, film festivals, film audience development and refugee 
integration to be satisfactory.
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN FIELDS OF BOOKS, 
LITERATURE AND PUBLISHING
The media like the web portal Publishing Perspectives follow the development 
of publishing around the globe with equal attention, including Southeast 
Europe. News from the region are not numerous, but it can be read how 
Romanian publisher Editorial Art, in cooperation with the German Klett, is 
preparing new attractive study books and educational material based on digital 
technologies; how Bulgarian foundation Next Page prepared six children 
books written by authors from the Balkans and translated into Arabic for the 
Frankfurt Fair; how the National Library in Belgrade established a partnership 
with the Book Centre in Sharjah and how in 2010 Geopoetika, with the support 
of the Ministry of Culture translated a series of its books into English in order 
to offer them to foreign publishers. And these would be almost all news from 
ten or more countries of Southeast Europe. Promotion of Athens as the Global 
Capital of Book 2019 hasn’t started yet, hence, based on the reporting of this 
media, one is left with the impression that in this part of the world only 
Turkey has a relatively current agenda about publishing development worth 
the media coverage and increased attention of the expert public. Even though 
it is not among the ten regional countries cross-border cooperation was 
researched in, Turkey, as an example of good practices in internationalising 
literature and publishing cannot be avoided. During the past fifteen years, it 
developed and applied all modern instruments and measures which lead it to 
the position of a regional leader in publishing. The first of such instruments is 
TEDA – a programme for cross-border promotion of Turkish literature – which 
from 2005 when it was introduced to 2011 funded 50 foreign publishers, i.e. 
translation of 552 literary works from Turkish into 40 languages. Apart from 
investments into Book Fair in Istanbul (which exists for almost fifty years) and 
electronic publishing, agencies like Kalem and Anatolialit appeared in Turkey 
as new actors on the market, representing Turkish authors by organising their 
guest appearances and tours abroad, hosting literary festivals and constantly 
informing foreign publishers about new titles of their clients.

In the region of Southeast Europe, excluding Slovenia and Greece, it appears 
countries still don’t have systematic approaches to internationalising literature 
and publishing. The efforts of Slovenian and Greek professionals were 
recognised by the most important international associations of publishers, 
librarians and book retailers, so in the name of UNESCO they proclaimed 
Ljubljana the Global Capital of Books in 2010 and Athens in 2019. The fact 
that two very different cities in Southeast Europe were chosen among as few 
as twelve in the current world book map, can be a sufficient motive to other 
cities in the region to proclaim this UNESCO title the standard of quality of 
literary life which can realistically be filled, sustained and raised.
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Book fairs in Europe

Frankfurt, London and Bologna are informal global book capitals each year due 
to international book fairs taking place there. As the biggest stock markets of 
copyrights, these fairs represent the axis of European publishing industry which 
is the leading in the world – six out of ten publishers globally are European, and 
some of them are owners of the best American companies. Still, the Federation 
of European Publishers (FEP) published their first comprehensive study of 
publishing in Europe only in 2017, creating the impression that the European 
Commission is only starting to realise European Union should keep the leading 
position in this area. This is why FEP has several interesting development 
projects. One of them, Aldus, strives to connect all book fairs in Europe. Due 
to this project supported by Creative Europe, the Federation published a 
publication presenting twelve fairs. Among them are also the Bookfest in 
Romania, and also the international book fairs in Sofia and Thessaloniki, 
however, Book Fair in Belgrade is not included even though publishers in 
Serbia claim it is the most important and the largest one in Southeast Europe. 
Still, Aldus also doesn’t include the Book Fair in Paris, the Zagreb Interliber, 
or numerous other renowned European fairs. Since this network will certainly 
expand, some thought should be given to what the differences between regional 
fairs are, and also what makes them different from fairs outside of the region, 
because Aldus precisely strives to emphasise this.

The aim of Aldus is to encourage mobility and dialogue between publishers, 
which is a prerequisite for translation and circulation of literary works. The 
second aim of the network is supporting publishers in their experimenting 
with new forms of using fairs for the creation of closer and more productive 
relationships with audiences. Coordinator of the network is the Association 
of Italian Publishers which is among the most active European associations.

Aldus presents fairs briefly, marking their character as professional or 
general, offering information about promoters, capacity of exhibition spaces, 
number of investors and visitors, data related to B2B dimension, space 
for foreign investors, and programmes of meetings and conferences for 
professionals. Out of the book fairs from Southeast Europe —being led by 
unclear professional logic — they mention the International Book Fair in Sofia 
and a similar model of operation is pursued by the Book Fair in Thessaloniki 
within which the European Festival of Young Writers and the International 
Festival of Literature and Translation were taking place earlier. However, 
under the burden of several years long crisis in Greece, this manifestation 
loses its importance almost entirely.

The Frankfurt Fair, as the biggest global stock market of copyrights, is 
undoubtedly the most important one. It has representative offices in New 
York, New Delhi, Moscow and Beijing. To be a guest-country of this Fair 
means to be the centre of attention of the global literary community and the 
publishing industry. Out of the Southeast European countries, so far Greece 
(2006) and Bulgaria (2007) presented themselves, and Slovenia will be a guest 
in 2020. Bulgaria performed under the slogan “Cyrillic – the new script of the 
European Union” where they also launched a catalogue of several dozen fonts 
of Bulgarian Cyrillic Script for various purposes (from diploma calligraphy to 
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computer records). On another note, Greece is the only country in the region 
whose book market is among 35 national markets which were presented 
on the website of this most important business fair, even though the Greek 
publishing sector has been stagnating under the blows of the economic crisis 
in the country for years. As the Frankfurt Fair transcends national, and even 
European importance, Leipzig hosts another international fair central for the 
German speaking area. From the experience of Serbia, which was a guest of 
the Leipzig Fair in 2011, it can be noticed how important fair presentations 
of national literature and publishing are. For three years, the duration of 
preparations for the performance, delegations of German publishers and 
journalists visited Serbia. Many publishers, from the smallest to the biggest ones, 
who were interested in contemporary Serbian literature, published more than 
forty books of Serbian writers on the occasion of the 2011 fair. Unfortunately, 
with changes in the Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic of 
Serbia, which was the sponsor of the performance, political will for further 
cooperation was lost, as well as for the design of similar performances at fairs 
in Bologna, Torino, Paris, Gothenburg and London which are as important for 
other linguistic areas as the Leipzig Fair is for the German-speaking one. Thus, 
it became obvious that Serbia, like other countries of the Western Balkans, 
lacks a national book centre which would, among other things, maintain and 
develop good relations with foreign publishers. Such a centre still doesn’t 
exist in Croatia either, but the Ministry of Culture is performing this function 
successfully for a number of years.

Cooperation in the field of librarianship

In the socio-cultural context of the literary system, libraries are given the least 
attention today, whereas this is not only the case in the region, but also in the 
whole of Europe.

In cross-border an international cooperation of libraries, the most important 
European organisations are the European Bureau of Library Information 
and Documentation Associations (EBLIDA) and the National Authorities for 
Public Libraries in Europe (NAPLE). They enable librarians to meet each 
other, exchange information, participate in existing projects and initiate new 
ones. With the exception of library associations in Macedonia and Albania, 
associations from the remaining eight countries of Southeast Europe are 
members of ELBIDA, and the most active among them are associations from 
Croatia, Greece and Bulgaria. The situation is significantly different when 
it comes to associating national authorities concerned with libraries, so the 
members of NAPLE are only institutions from Slovenia, Croatia, Romania and 
Greece. Ministries of culture or central libraries in other regional countries 
are not members of this organisation probably due to the fact that it exists for 
only fifteen years, however, this is precisely the reason why the participation 
of Croatian and Greek institutions in the executive board of NAPLE can be 
considered an indicator of their agility and interest in developing librarianship 
in the region and in Europe in general.

Festivals

Apart from libraries and publishers hosting the largest number of literary 
events and manifestations, festivals are the most important promoters of 
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foreign authors and their creativity. Festivals are for writers what book 
fairs are for publishers. In Southeast Europe there are several important 
festivals such as the one by the Association Krokodil or the Belgrade Festival 
of European Literature which introduce new writers into the cultural life 
of the region each year. These festivals are typical in that they are usually 
organised by small, independent organisations relying on the good will of 
donators (to whom culture is most commonly not a priority) and which each 
year face the question of sustainability of projects. Since donators the least 
frequently give money for operational expenses (renting a work space and 
salaries), festival organisers cannot keep associates, raise their capacities 
and thus improve the quality of the programme. This is why partnerships 
between independent organisations and public cultural institutions, which 
would make the realisation of festival significantly easier and contribute to 
their longer existence through their infrastructure, should be publically and 
specifically supported.

When it comes to the development of European literature festivals, a clear 
trend indicator is embodied in the platform Literary Europe Live (LEuL). 
This project of the Welsh initiative Literature Across Frontiers (University 
of Aberystwyth) connects sixteen organisations and festivals among which 
there are also associations of Slovenian and Croatian writers, as well as 
Kulturtreger (Booksa). In their quality assurance of the programme, members 
of the Literary Europe Live announced “10 new voices from Europe” at the 
London Book Fair in 2016. These are writers, poets and translators promoted 
by the LEuL and among them are RumenaBužarovska, short story writer 
and a translator from Macedonia, AnjaGolob, a poet, writer, translator and a 
dramaturge from Slovenia and Zoran Pilić, novel and short story writer from 
Croatia.

Even though festivals are opportunities where publishers can meet several 
foreign authors and see in what way and which audience accepts them, in 
choosing a foreign title to publish they mostly rely on reading the original 
work and reading a sample of the translated text. Important parameters are 
also opinion of an expert advisor, displaying of the book in foreign press, 
personal recommendation, a suggestion by a foreign publisher, reading 
the book translation, recommendation by an agent, translator or a national 
agency for literary exchange, bestseller lists abroad and the performance of 
the author at a literary manifestation or in the media. As languages spoken in 
our region are not among languages predominantly spoken in the world, it can 
be expected that the editor reads the book original, hence it is very important 
sample translation of literary texts exist. This is one of the core tasks done by 
national agencies, offices and centres for cross-border promotion of literature. 
Languages spoken in the region are not among languages causing relative 
trouble for foreign publishers. Such languages are primarily Russian and the 
Japanese language, followed by Czech, Greek, Danish, Swedish, Arabic and 
Chinese. When translating literature written in these languages, publishers 
usually face problems such as finding a reliable translator, assessing the 
quality of the works, profitability, securing translation funds, assessment of 
reliability of translation, editing translation, and so on.

Encouraging translation of national literature into foreign languages is in 
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a lesser number of cases the function of ministries of culture (in the Czech 
Republic, Turkey, Serbia, Croatia and Malta), and more frequently it is a 
task of the mentioned public institutions and independent (arm’s length) 
organisations funded by governments due to their expertise and objectivity. 

At the Frankfurt Fair, a new European Network for Literary Translations 
(ENLIT) was recently launched and it connects 22 organisations from 19 
countries out of which many were already mentioned. Among them are also 
the Traduki programme and the National Book Centre in Sofia.

Due to the European Union Prize for Literature which has been awarded since 
2009, each year one to four writers from the region (depending on how many 
regional countries there were in the group of countries nominating authors in 
a specific year1) receives this prize and substantial publicity. Priority is given 
to unknown writers, with the condition of being a citizen of the country nom-
inating them, having two to four published literary works, and also that the 
work they are nominated for had been published eighteen months prior to the 
awarding of the prize as a maximum. So far, this prize was awarded to 107 Eu-
ropean writers out of which 27 (25%) were from the region: Mila Pavićević, Răz-
van Rădulescu, Nataša Kramberger, GoceSmilevski, Kalin Terziyski, Kostas 
Hatziantoniou, Andrej Nikolaidis, Jelena Lengold, Lada Žigo, Faruk Šehić, Io-
ana Pârvulescu, Gabriela Babnik, Ben Blushi, Milen Ruskov, Makis Tsitas,  
Ognjen Spahić, Uglješa Šajtinac, Luka Bekavac, Tanja Stupar-Trifunović, Clau-
diu M. Florian, Jasmin B. Frelih, Rudi Erebara, Ina Vultchanova, Kallia Papa-
daki, Aleksandar Bečanović and Darko Tuševljaković.

Literary creativity in Southeast Europe is visible outside of its borders largely 
due to the Traduki programme as well, funding translations from languages 
spoken in the region into German and vice versa, but also translations from 
one language spoken in the region into another one. This foundation has a 
residency programme for writers, i.e. a network “writers’ residency” in the 
region. Traduki strives to intensify literary communication between Balkan 
countries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo*, 
Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia and Slovenia) and countries within 
the German-speaking area (Austria, Germany, Lichtenstein and Switzerland). 
This programme represents an initiative of the German and Austrian 
ministries of foreign affairs lead by Kulturkontakt in Vienna. 

An important promoter of literary creativity in the region is also the Forum of 
Slavic Cultures gathering 13 Slavic countries (approximately 300 million Slavs) 
and currently realising the project “One Hundred Slavic Novels”. The Forum 
aspires to improve the mobility of artists and cultural workers who speak 
Slavic languages and so far their projects were mostly related to literature, 
linguistics, translation, ethnography, museology, folklore studies, education, 
theatre and music.

1 Each year one third of European countries nominate their candidates for the prize, 
so throughout three years all countries have equal rights. Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, 
Montenegro and Serbia are in one of three groups together with the Czech Republic, 
Iceland, Latvia, Lichtenstein, Malta, the Netherlands, Turkey and Great Britain. The 
second group is comprised of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Romania, Slovenia and Mace-
donia together with Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Luxem-
bourg and Spain. Croatia is in the third group together with Austria, France, Hungary, 
Ireland, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Sweden.



260

Cross-border cooperation in Southeast Europe on development projects 
of books, literature and publishing which received support of the Creative 
Europe programme until 20172

Activities of libraries, literary creators, translators and publishers were 
predominant in 211 (37%) projects which until 2017 received support of 
the Creative Europe programme, i.e. the sub-programme Culture3. Out of 
these 211, 184 (87%) were projects of literary translation, 23 (11%) projects of 
European cooperation, 3 (1.4%) European platforms and one (0.5%) project 
of European networks. Publishers and other organisations in Southeast 
Europe coordinated as many as 100 projects of literary translation (54% of 
all such projects in Europe), 6 projects of European cooperation4 (26%) and 
two projects of European platforms (67%, whereas it was one platform for 
promotion of poetry, E-merging Creativity which was funded for two years 
in a row).

Table 12: Number of projects in the fields of books, literature and publishing which received 
support of the Creative Europe  programme until 2017 (total, outside and within the region)

Within 17 projects of European cooperation organisations outside of the 
region established 90 partnerships out of which 17 (19%) were with cultural 
actors from Southeast Europe. In comparison to Romanian organisations 
which were partners in 8 instances5, actors from Serbia, Slovenia, Macedonia, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria and Montenegro were partners much less 

2 Information on projects which received support of Creative Europe are based on the 
overview published by the European Commission at https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/
creative-europe/projects/ce-projects-compendium/   
(last accessed on 30.09.2017.)

3 Apart from projects of literary translation and projects supported by the sub-pro-
gramme MEDIA, where activities are clearly defined and related solely to translation 
and film, all other projects are frequently realised through various and numerous 
activities, hence, only the abstract of the project allows determining which activity is 
more dominant. For example creative writing as an activity exists in twelve regional 
projects, however, it is predominant in only five of them.

4 The Project Our Little Library of the Cultural Artistic Society Sodobnost International 
from Ljubljana received funding twice.

5 Asociatia editorilor din Romania from Bucharest was a partner in two projects – “Turn 
on Literature: How can libraries best introduce new digital literature to the public?” 
coordinated by the library from Roskilde (Denmark) and“European Bookfairs’ net-
work”coordinated by Associazione Italiana editori from Milano.
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frequently (one to three times), and no partner relations were established 
with organisations from Albania, Croatia and Greece.

Coordinators were mostly universities (3), non-governmental organisations 
(3) and local public institutions (3). They mostly came from Italy (5), Spain (3), 
France (2) and Austria (2). Their partners of choice from Southeast Europe 
were predominantly libraries (4), non-governmental organisations (4) and 
theatres (36). 

Less than 30% of coordinators and less than half of their regional partners 
were from capital cities. Most of them were from Melk (Austria), Diepenbeek 
(Belgium), Roskilde, San Sebastian, Valencia, Sen Claude, Viterbo (Italy), Milano, 
Bologna, Niemen (the Netherlands), Stavanger (Norway) and Aberystwyth 
(the United Kingdom), and their partners from smaller cities in our region 
were from RâmnicuVâlcea, Bistrica, Ploiesti, Târgu Mureș, Novi Sad, Maribor, 
Bitola, VelikoTrnovo and Cetinje. 

Table 13: Cultural actors from Southeast Europe as partners in development projects related to 
books, literature and publishing coordinated by organisations outside of the region

Somewhat less than 70 publishers from 20 countries outside of the region 
received the total of 84 subsidies for literary translation. As for translation 
from languages spoken in Southeast Europe, it can be seen from projects that 
foreign publishers predominantly translated from Slovenian and Croatian. 
To a lesser extent, literature was translated from Romanian, Bosnian and 
Bulgarian. Other languages were also translated, but at a marginal rate. 
Publishers interested in authors from our region most frequently were from 
Spain or Hungary (Sextopiso, Rayoverde, Typotex, Jelenkor etc.). They usually 
chose titles written by awardees of the European Union Prize for Literature, 
but they also translated well known authors such as David Albahari, Slobodan 
Tišma and Goran Stefanovski. 

6 BecauseClaudia di Giacomo e Roberta Scaglionefrom Rome are realising their project 
Fabulamundi. Playwriting Europe - Crossing generationsconcerned with creating new 
drama texts in cooperation with three theatres in the region – Teatrul Odeon from 
Bucharest, Teatrul Nacional from Târgu Mureșand the Royal Theatre Zetski Dom from 
Cetinje.
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Table 14: Number of literary translation projects coordinated by publishers outside of the 
region

Since projects of European networks or European platforms are not required 
to be realised in a partnership in order to receive support of the Creative 
Europe programme, Eurozine from Vienna and the University of Aberystwyth 
realised their projects Eurozine: Network of European Cultural Journals and 
Literary Europe Live (a platform that was already described) independently. 

As for the regional projects, four European cooperation projects were 
coordinated by Slovenian organisations and two by organisations from 
Albania and Croatia. Leaders of these projects were artistic associations 
(2), non-governmental organisations (2) and one private publishing house. 
Coordinators established partnerships with the total of 16 organisations - 9 
outside of the region and 7 within the region. Partner organisations were 
artistic associations (9), non-governmental organisations (4) and limited 
liability companies (3). 

Apart from ZaložbaGoga which coordinated the platform for presenting 
writers creating in post-conflict societies, coming from Novo Mesto, other 
coordinators were from capital cities of the region (Zagreb, Ljubljana and 
Tirana). As for the partners outside of the regions, two thirds of them were 
from capital cities (Berlin, Warsaw, Vilnius and Riga), while the remaining 
three partners were from Pozzuoli, Saue (Estonia) and Galway (Ireland). 
Among the regional partners, five organisations were from capital cities 
(Zagreb, Belgrade and Skopje) and two were from Novi Sad and Zaprešić. 
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Table 15: Projects of European cooperation in the fields of books, literature and publishing 
coordinated by organisations in the region on average had three partners out of which one was 
from the region (2:1) 

Table 16: Cross-border development projects of books, literature and publishing coordinated 
by regional organisations with regional partners

Table 17: Number of literary translation projects coordinated by regional publishers
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These projects were coordinated by 69 publishers out of which 60 were from 
capital cities and 9 (13%) from Medvode, Rus, Zaprešić, Smederevo, Zrenjanin, 
Novo Mesto, Maribor, Dob and Brezovica near Ljubljana. 

Approximately a half of the projects included translated literary works from 
one regional language into another. The exact number of translations cannot 
be easily determined because in descriptions of many projects it is just stated 
that these are authors from the Balkans, that they are from the Danube 
region or post-communist countries or that they are winners of the European 
Union Prize for Literature. Based on the information that was given, it can be 
concluded that in the period from 2014 to 2017, most translations were done 
on works of Croatian, Romanian, Serbian and Slovenian literature. Translation 
was done to a lesser extent on works of authors from Greece, Macedonia and 
Bulgaria, and the least to those from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro 
and Albania.

As for publishers who chose titles of authors from the region, they were 
mostly from Bulgaria and Serbia, and much less frequently from Croatia, 
Slovenia, Albania and Macedonia.7 Publishers from Romania and Greece had 
one project each where they didn’t translate works of regional authors and 
publishers from Bosnia and Montenegro had no projects of literary translation 
which until 2017 received support of the Creative Europe programme.

Two projects of Slovenian publishers were different to all other projects. The 
project of BeletrinaStories that can change the world included translation of 
not only four global classics into Slovenian but also translation of Slovenian 
authors’ work (Vojnović, Babnik) into English. In this way Beletrina wanted 
to contribute to the establishment of a two-way relationship between the so 
called small and big languages. With the second project, LitteraeSlovenicae: 
Small literature in major languages, the Association of Slovenian Writers 
wanted to enable access to Slovenian literature and culture to the global 
public, thus the chosen literary works and books which dealt with the topics 
of Slovenian cultural life and books about Slovenian culture were translated 
not only into English but also into all major languages in the European Union.

Eight publishers received funds two years in a row for voluminous projects 
which could not be realised for the duration of a single year8. Another seventeen 
publishers received funds two or three times for literary translation, however, 
for different titles9. All of them together can currently be considered to be the 
most active publishers of European literature in Southeast Europe.

7 For example, Macedonian publishers had three projects of literary exchange in the 
region, and Bulgarian and Serbian ones eleven each.

8 V.B.Z. from Zagreb forAround Europe in 30 books; Zavet from Belgrade for Contempo-
rary European Literature: Kaleidoscopic view; Ili-iliNenad and Igor from Skopje for 
Europeana; Colibri OOD from Sofia forL’identité européenne à travers 10 oeuvres de 
fiction traduitesen bulgare; Paradox from Sofia for Thinking literature - social, cultural 
and human responsibility of writing; Publishing Ljevak from Zagreb for EUROPEA; 
Beletrina from Ljubljana for Stories that can change the world; and Mladinska knjiga 
from Ljubljana for Tell me your story.

9 Clio and Dereta from Belgrade; Heliksfrom Smederevo; Sezam books from Zrenjanin; 
Cankarjeva založba and Sodobnost International from Ljubljana; Gotengrup and the 
Publishing Centre Tri from Skopje; Geialibris, Icuand Persey from Sofia; Botimepegi 
SHPK, Fan noli and Shtepiabotuesedituria from Tirana; Ocean more and Vuković&Run-
jić from Zagreb; and Fraktura from Zaprešić.
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As for the projects of European platforms, Beletrina received funds twice for 
the project E-merging creativity dedicated to the promotion of poetry. This is a 
pan-European initiative connecting festivals, poets, the audience, editors and 
publishers through a digital platform.

Finally, European literary organisations also partnered due to integration 
of Near East refugees into European societies. The Danish Library Roskilde 
kommune in cooperation with three partners among which is also the Library 
of Veria in Greece realised the project A Million Stories. In our region Izvori, 
a limited liability company from Zagreb realised the project Story time - 
connecting people with the power of art in partnership with a non-governmental 
organisation from Austria, a limited liability company from Germany, a 
gallery from Slovenia a and a limited liability company from Slovenia. Except 
for the partner from Berlin, other organisations were bit from capital cities, 
but rather from the cities of Graz, Slovenj Gradec and Maribor.

VOICES INSTEAD OF A CONCLUSION

The only way to make the displayed factual data come alive is to introduce 
voices of direct participants in this process. Such voices can emphasise 
and confirm the importance of specific topics we spoke about, or introduce 
completely new, so far intact fields. Thus, based on the discussion with 
GojkoBožović, the Editor of the Publishing House Arhipelag from Belgrade, 
we can position questions of importance of personal relations in regional or 
wider international cooperation, the quality of which can bridge the apparent 
weakness of international communication, even in spaces where the same 
language is spoken. On the other hand, as a present and a directly interested 
actor on the domestic and the international scene in the field of publishing, 
Mr Božović reminded of the importance of a series of open questions related 
to festivals and book fairs.

This confirmation of the position of festivals in the publishing system is 
especially important when we speak about the need for increased visibility 
of festivals focussed on writers and poets such as the Kikinda Short Festival, 
Belgrade Festival of Poetry and Books, Festival of Short European Stories in 
Zagreb, Festival of International Literature in Zageb, Fabula in Ljubljana, etc. 
As opposed to these, commercialisation of book fairs in the region is leading to 
loss of programme orientation. In a wider European context we can monitor 
the positioning processes of some fairs, including the Frankfurt Fair known 
as the most important stock market of copyrights and as such known today 
as the most important book fair in the world. The Leipzig Fair is the most 
important one within the German-speaking area, the Paris Fair within the 
French-speaking area, and Goteborg Fair for Scandinavia, the Torino Fair for 
that part of the world, etc.  

In this context certainly, the position of the Belgrade Book Fair should be 
commented, which by its programme, concept and organisation strived to be 
the most important one in Southeast Europe. Unfortunately, the impression 
is that due to the weak programme concept, the Belgrade Fair is losing this 
importance and turning into a book shopping centre with discounted pricing. 
Namely, the book market in Serbia is not functional and thus publishers are 
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making one third of the annual sales revenue at the Belgrade Fair. Regardless, 
the Book Fair is much more important for distributors and book shops in 
comparison to publishers. The Belgrade Fair would have to impose itself as 
an important place for regional publishers through its programme profiling 
and a series of programme content that has been lost in the past few years. 
For a time, the Thessaloniki Book Fair attempted being competitive with the 
Belgrade Fair, however, due to certain circumstance this did not happen, 
while the Istanbul Fair, regardless of its capacities has the issue of the 
geographic location. Among other regional fairs, we should emphasise the 
newer ones - Podgorica and Herceg Novi. In Bosnia there are organisational 
attempts in Sarajevo and Banja Luka; Interliber in Zagreb is dedicated to 
Croatian publishers; the Pula Book Fair is of very high quality programme-
wise, however it lacks a more specific market dimension. 

One of the key spaces in the book system belongs to book shops, i.e. the lack of 
their systematic development because it is inadmissible that in many places 
with over 50000 inhabitants there are no book shops. The issues related to 
book shops are numerous, however it is important to state them because 
the character of book shops does not support all publishers. Book shops are 
frequently exhibition salons of certain publishers and they don’t support the 
diversity of publishers and books. And book shops should not be shops only, 
but rather cultural spaces as well.

The question of systematic support of the state undoubtedly occupies the very 
top by significance. There we can speak about the existence of scholarships 
for writers, about competitions of support to contemporary creativity and 
capital editions. Traduki, which was already discussed, has a wide support 
network (ministries of culture of Serbia, Croatia, the Slovakian Book Agency). 
Writers’ Residences exist in Novo Mesto, Split, Belgrade, Sarajevo, Skopje, and 
Podgorica where based on annual competitions stays of up to a month are 
awarded. However, there is no regional base, connectedness, nor relevant 
magazines. In the lack of such elements, for the majority of the world we 
represent insufficiently solid partners economically, constantly on the verge of 
conflict escalation. This space lacks institutional roundedness (a Book Centre), 
because where there are such institutions the results are the best.

In the past period Europe lost a lot in the economic, and now in the safety 
context. However, it will never lose its cultural importance and regional 
countries, which should enrich the European cultural values should be aware 
of this. However, we immediately encounter a problem there because almost 
no country in the region established a consensus around core values. 

Our cultures are not visible enough because initiatives related to our 
presentation are short term in character. Each year the strategy changes, the 
concept (of values), the institutional framework, hence systematic work on 
a presentation model is impossible. And these are processes built during 10 
or 20 years. Even though there was a utopian idea about a joint performance 
of the Balkans at the Frankfurt Book Fair, meanwhile in 2006 Greece had an 
excellent performance as a guest of honour. Then Bulgaria in 2007 by entering 
the EU and the concept of Cyrillic – the New Script of the EU. At that moment 
they published a catalogue with several dozen fonts of Bulgarian Cyrillic. 
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However, there has to be continuity and stability of the state support. Thus, 
Serbia in 2011 organised an extraordinary performance in Leipzig. On this 
occasion more positive texts about Serbia were published in German press 
than in the past 20 years. However, work was being done on this for three years 
(under patronage of the Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic 
of Serbia). This was followed by visits of delegations of German publishers to 
Serbia, and 40 books written by Serbian authors (from smaller to the biggest 
German publishers) were published this year in German. Therefore, such 
decisions could not be realised without understanding and support of the 
political elite as in the case of Slovenia. The work of contemporary writers 
in Slovenia was translated into all important global languages. Although it is 
clear our countries cannot compete economically with the most developed 
countries in the world and in Europe, it is very certain that we are very 
equal regards cultural creativity. Slovenia recognised this immediately and 
succeeded in imposing the modernity of its culture, so they are not expected 
to write about topics characteristic for the region. It is expected from Western 
Balkans writer to write about international hatred, the 90s wars or the 
dissolution of Yugoslavia. As soon as they leave these topics, writers from 
these countries are no longer interesting. The works of Marija Todorova 
Imaginarni Balkan or Izmišljanje Ruritanije by Vesna Goldsforti, contribute to 
this exoticisation of this space which many, unfortunately accept. This is the 
image of the Balkans which the only allowed one and this is the key challenge 
countries in the region should work together or individually on – in order to 
show we do have relevant cultures with a wide array of authors, genres, topics 
and that we are self-aware, modern cultures that have something to say. A 
writer has to be very self-aware and familiar with contemporary currents in 
order not to simply answer the set expectations voluntarily.

We can contribute to Europe through our authentic voices which are not in 
line with expectations. We should reply with modernism, rather than ethno-
identification.

As a contribution to the impartiality of the regional approach we are adding 
the voice of Andrea Lešić-Thomas from Sarajevo:

In Bosnia and Herzegovina which, in fact, does not function as a unified state, 
and where on the state level there is no support to the development of culture, 
and especially not some sort of a state strategy of this development, almost 
all important cultural, and even literary processes are happening due to the 
enthusiasm of individuals and their personal contacts and support networks. 
Among the regionally important literary happenings of this type, I would 
say three are especially important: regional literary festival Cum granosalis 
and the award “Meša Selimović”awarded at the event for the best novel pu 
published on the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Croatia 
and Serbia (from  2001 until today), which were created and are taking place 
under the patronage of the Tuzla Mayor Jasmin Imamović; literary magazine 
Sarajevske sveske, with its redaction including important regional authors 
from Slovenia to Kosovo (and the activity of which should be re-established 
because it depended on the persistence and strength of Vojka Smiljanić Đikić, 
its Founder and Chief Editor, who passed away a few years ago); also, since 
two years ago, the festival Bookstan organised by the Sarajevo bookshop and 
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publishing house “Buybook”, which is again the product of personal contacts 
and enthusiasm of its owners Goran Samardžić and Damir Uzunović. Sarajevo 
and Tuzla thus represent some of the central points of regional cooperation, 
albeit largely informal and extra institutional. Magazines and festival created 
under such circumstances have extraordinary energy, gather around them 
people eager for discussion and exchange of opinions and experiences from 
the entire region, and therefore have a special charm; however, precisely 
due to the fact they depend on personal enthusiasm and contacts of people 
leading them they are vulnerable and their long term sustainability is very 
questionable. On the other hand, by their mere existence, these two festivals 
and one magazine indicate the fact that there is hunger for real cooperation 
and conversation on the regional level, outside of the logic of the cultural 
market and European strategies of cultural exchange. 
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF 
CINEMATOGRAPHY
Almost the entire sub-programme MEDIA of Creative Europe is dedicated to 
the development of European cinematography. Among projects which until 
2017 received funds from the sub-programme Culture, film activities exist 
in 99 instances, whereas they are predominant to the extent that it can be 
said the project deals with cinematography development only in seven cas-
es – six of European cooperation and one of European networks.1 Among 
these seven projects there are no projects of organisations from Southeast 
Europe. Coordinators of 6 projects of European cooperation, which all came 
from outside of the region, established the total of 30 partnerships out of 
which 3 (10%) are with organisations from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia 
and Greece. One project of European networks, EFA Rise 2: The rise of the 
community, is being realised independently, i.e. without partners, by the As-
sociation of Festivals in Brussels.

Projects of film development funded by the Culture sub-programme until 2017

Coordinators of film and video development projects outside of the region

1 Information on projects which received support of Creative Europe are based on the 
overview published by the European Commission at https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/
creative-europe/projects/ce-projects-compendium/  (last accessed on 30.09.2017.)
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The sub-programme MEDIA supported 855 cinematography development 
projects from 2014 to 2017. Among them there were 44 projects of film audi-
ence development, out of which regional organisations coordinated 4 (9%), 
171 projects of raising capacity, out of which regional organisations coor-
dinated 9 (5%), 19 projects of coproduction encouragement out of which re-
gional organisations coordinated 1 (5%), 185 projects of film festivals out of 
which regional organisations coordinated 37 (20%), 196 projects of easier 
access to market, out of which regional organisations coordinated 13 (7%), 
57 projects of online distribution development, out of which regional organ-
isations coordinated 1 (2%) and 183 projects of programming film and TV 
content, out of which regional organisations coordinated 6 (3%). 

Projects of European cinematography development which received support of the MEDIA sub-
programme from 2014 to 2017

In 784 projects realised outside of the region, 370 coordinators (each on av-
erage had at least two projects) the total of 684 partnership relationships 
were established, out of which 33 (5%) with actors from Southeast Europe. 
The most connections were established with producers and other film or-
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ganisations from Romania (13) and Croatia (9). Organisations from Greece 
were partners in 4 instances, from Slovenia and Bulgaria 3 instances respec-
tively, from Serbia once, while producers and film institutions from Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia and Albania were not partners 
in any of the projects. Regional actors mostly participated in audience devel-
opment projects (24 partnerships out of which 10 with organisations from 
Romania and 7 with organisations from Croatia) while their participation 
in other projects is negligible.

Organisations outside of the region also had two projects transversal in 
character which, in their endeavours to integrate Syrian refugees into Euro-
pean societies, rely on the film language and techniques. Their coordinators 
established 10 partnerships which did not include regional organisations.

Regional organisations were coordinators of 73 (8%) projects which received 
funds from the sub-programme MEDIA. The average grant amounted to 
62,380 Euros, which is more than a half less compared to the average grant 
awarded by this sub-programme (151,710 Euros; excluding video game de-
velopment projects which are not discussed here). 

Coordinators of six projects of support to TV programming are organisa-
tions from Bulgaria (2 projects) and Greece (2), Romania (1) and Serbia (1). 
In these projects, coordinators had at most three partners each so Agitpop 
from Sofia in cooperation with Filmtank (Hamburg), Danish Documenta-
ry Production APS (Copenhagen) and Endorfilm (Prague) is conducting the 
project The Cars We Draw Into Capitalism. Agitpop realised their second 
project, Palace For The People, in cooperation with ICON Production (Bu-
charest) and Filmtank (Hamburg). Olga Iosif Abazoglou, a film producer 
from Athens, in cooperation with Les films du tambour de soie (Marseilles) 
and Lux fugit film (Brussels), realised the project Grèce, L’Histoire derrière 
la faillite. Anemon Astiki mi serdoskopiki etaireia gia tin paragogi kai syllogi 
polymesikonergon, also a film producer from Athens, as well in cooperation 
with Les films du tambour de soie (Marseilles) realised the project Dolphin 
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Man. Elefant film from Bucharest in cooperation wtih Kolectiv film (also 
from Bucharest) realised the project Cabbage, Potatoes and other Demons. 
Dribbling pictures from Belgrade realises a participatory film project In 
Praise of Nothing independently, i.e. without partners. 

As for the projects enabling easier access to market for producers and dis-
tributors, four regional organisations had 13 such projects so far. Coordi-
nators realised them independently, i.e. without partners, whereas all proj-
ects have a pronounced regional dimension. The average amount of funds 
awarded for this type of projects was 86,085 Euros. Obala Art Centar from 
Sarajevo received funds three times for CineLink – a platform for develop-
ment and funding of carefully selected feature films from Southeast Europe 
suitable for coproduction. Art Fest from Sofia received funds three times for 
Sofia Meetings – a part of the programme of the International film festival in 
Sofia dedicated to concluding coproduction agreements. The Film Festival 
in Thessaloniki received funds four times for similar programmes - Agora 
Film Market and Thessaloniki International Doc Market – which, apart from 
(co)producers from Southeast and Central Europe include (co)producers 
from Mediterranean countries. The international festival of documentary 
film BELDOCS from Belgrade received a grant twice for Beldocs Market ded-
icated to market development for European documentary film in the West-
ern Balkans. 

These same actors are also coordinators of film festival projects. Obala Art 
Centar received funds three times for the realisation of the Sarajevo Film 
Festival. Art Fest received a grant twice for the realisation of the festival 
in Sofia. International Film festivals of feature and documentary films in 
Thessaloniki received a grant twice. Moreover, in Greece, the Creative Team 
for the development of audio-visual communication of youth from Athens 
received funds twice, while the Platform for Organisation of Cultural Events 
and promotion of urban culture, also from Athens, received funds once. In 
Serbia BELDOCS and the Festival of the European Film on Palić received one 
grant each. Five coordinators from Croatia received 9 grants for the reali-
sation of fil festivals (three grants for the World Festival of Animated Film – 
ANIMAFEST in Zagreb, two for the Zagreb Film Festival and one grant each 
for the Motovun Film Festival, AVVANTURA festival in Zadar and ZAGREB-
DOX). Association for the Promotion of Documentary Film MAKEDOKS from 
Skopje received a grant twice for MakeDox - Creative Documentary Film 
Festival, and the Macedonian Association of Film Professionals received 
one grant for the festival “Braća Manaki”. In Romania four organisations 
(Asociata pentru promovarea filmului Romanesc, Fundatia Astra film, Aso-
ciatia Culturala Metropolis and Societatea culturala Next) received the total 
of eight grants for the realisation of film festivals (Transylvania interna-
tional Film Festival, Astra Film Festival (documentary film), Kinodiseea 
Children’s International Film Festival and for the Next International Film 
Festival). In Slovenia the Društvo za oživljavanje zgobde 2 koluta received 
a grant twice for the Animateka International Animated Film Festival, and 
Otok, institute for the development of film culture from Ljubljana and Can-
karjev dom received one grant each for the Kino OtokIsola Cinema and the 
Ljubljana International Film Festival. The average grant for the projects of 
film festivals in the region was 43,054 Euros.
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Projects of raising capacities were realised without partner organisations, 
however, they all had a regional dimension. Balkan Documentary Film 
Center from Sofia received a grant three times for the training programme 
BDC Discoveries. The same number of grants was awarded to Faktum for Za-
grebDox Pro and Mesogiako institouto kinimatografou from Athens for MFI 
Script 2 Film Workshops. The average grant for these projects amounted to 
63,000 Euros. 

Online distribution of films in the region was supported owing to only one 
project of the company Cutaway from Skopje – Cut A Way on-line and off-line: 
new digital forms of film distribution in the Balkans. Coordinator is realising 
this project in partnership with Radar ltd for information technology and 
media from Karlovac (HR) and Domi argon, organiser of the film festival in 
Tirana. Creative Europe supported this project with 58,000 Euros.

As for the projects supporting coproduction of films in Europe, only the Oba-
la Art Centar used the opportunity and received a grant of 240,000 Euros 
for the development of the project Sarajevo City of Film Fund – a production 
scheme of the Sarajevo Film Festival for the production of short films which 
are a result of cooperation between young film creators from 12 countries 
of Southeast Europe. Until 2013 this fund supported the production of 25 
short films on average with 14,000 Euros each. Since then the fund also sup-
ported the production and distribution of feature films which are a result 
of cooperation between producers from Southeast Europe, the remainder of 
Europe and countries which are not among participants of Eurimages and 
the MEDIA sub-programme.

When it comes to developing film audience development, Film Festival in 
Thessaloniki received a grant twice for the project European Films for Inno-
vative Audience Development which was both times realised in cooperation 
with partners from Lođ (Spoleczna academia nauk) and Budapest (Later-
namagica). Also, Altcine from Athens, one of the most important regional 
initiatives in the field of cinematography, received a grant for the project 
Cine Caravan: Culture_City_Cinema which they realised in cooperation with 
partners from Bucharest (Asociatia institutul cultural Balcanic), Split (the 
Balkan Cultural Circle) and Tirana (Adriapol). Asociata pentru promovare 
a filmulu I Romanesc from Bucharest had the most partners which realised 
the project Operation kino in cooperation with Viesoji Istaiga Kino Pavasaris 
from Vilnius, Obala Art Centar from Sarajevo, Art Fest from Sofia, and the 
Festival of Mediterranean Film from Split. The average grant for projects of 
audience development amounted to 127,463 Euros.

Hence, only 10 out of 73 projects coordinated by organisations within the 
region were realised in partnership. These were projects of programming 
TV content (5), audience development (4) and online distribution (1). 
Coordinators of these projects were from Greece (5), Bulgaria (2), Romania (2) 
and Macedonia. Their partners outside of the region were more frequently 
from France, Germany, Poland and Hungary (twice) and less frequently 
from Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark and Lithuania (once). Regional 
partners were less frequent and they were from Romania (3 partnerships), 
Croatia (3), Albania (2), Bosnia and Herzegovina (1) and Bulgaria (1).
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Cooperation in the field of cinematography

Cooperation in the field of cinematography is developed the most in the area 
of former Yugoslavia. The central event is the Sarajevo Film Festival, and 
apart from this, important regional festivals are the Sofia Film Festival and 
the Transylvania International Film Festival in Cluj. 

Since 2005 there is the idea of creating a regional film fund modelled after 
Eurimages of the Council of Europe, however it is not being realised due to 
frequent changes of directors and management boards of film centres, and 
also due to instable diplomatic relations in the region.

Apart from festivals important regional initiatives are the SEE Cinema Net-
work (Athens), AltCine (offering data on 13 thousand professionals from the 
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Balkans and 1300 film organisations; this database does not contain all na-
tional film centres in the region), CENTEAST (Alliance of Central and East-
ern European Film Festivals) promoting Eastern European films in Warsaw 
(Warsaw Screenengs), Moscow (Red Square Screenings) and Beijing; Scrip-
tEast; MeetPoint; Meet the scriptwriters; First Films First (Sofia, Cluj, Bel-
grade and Bitola); Balkan Documentary Center (Sofia) and Film New Europe.

SEE Cinema Network (Athens) gathers 11 regional countries and supports 
the development of national cinematography through support of develop-
ment of feature film coproduction and (in part) production of short films. 
The aspiration of the network is for the programme of Balkan films to ex-
ist on every significant festival and they are establishing cooperation with 
other regional initiatives (including Southern Mediterranean). Since 2000 5 
films were recorded (main producers were from Romania, Macedonia, Al-
bania, Serbia and Bulgaria) and 3 more are being produced (from Bulgaria, 
Cyprus and Greece and Macedonia). During 2016 representatives of Alba-
nia, Bulgaria, Macedonia, Greece, Romania and Serbia agreed cross-bor-
der distribution of national production and regional coproduction should 
be supported, and also that the fund supporting distribution in the region 
should be established.

Since regional cinematography is still fighting for a spot in the most devel-
oped European and global markets (in Serbia, for example, only two compa-
nies are registered for selling films on the global market), and significant in-
vestments into the development of the regional market cannot be expected. 
Still, market development in culture is a priority of the EU, and it is directly 
related to nurturing and promotion of cultural diversity, so regional affin-
ities that exist (newer Serbian comedies are being watched in Bulgaria, the 
Romanian and Greek new wave; youth, as advanced users of web content 
have their subcultures; there is a large number of European culture festi-
vals with their own audience, etc.) could develop into distribution support 
programmes because this, apart from recognising the specific position of 
youth, certainly is the most developed cinematographic practice in the re-
gion. 

Apart from the new Romanian, and to some extent Greek film which now 
have been noticed on the global scene, Southeast Europe is known in the 
remainder of Europe (in academic circles) by the film heritage (global au-
thors), socialist and communist films (dictionary entries: Yugoslavian film, 
Eastern European film) and (in public) by as just a few directors such as 
Danis Tanović and Emir Kusturica. 

Among candidates (51) for European Film Awards (European Film Acade-
my) in 2017, just 4 films were from the region (from Romania, Bulgaria, Ser-
bia, Macedonia, Croatia and Slovenia recorded in coproduction with Germa-
ny, France, Denmark, Russia and the Czech Republic). Somewhat indicative 
data on the reach of the regional market is those related to the presence of 
films on the largest international festivals (Berlin has a programme section 
for Southeast Europe). Among of the 45 “emerging” authors at the Toronto 
International Film Festival (Discovery), only two were selected from the re-
gion (Ilian Metev and Ivana Mladenović). Out of the six films the sales of 
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which on the North American market and the promotion on the Sundance 
Film Festival (2016) was supported by the European Film Promotion (Film 
Sales Support), one was from the region (a film by Mirjana Karanović “Do-
bra žena” in coproduction of Serbia, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina). It 
is interesting to mention the LUX award of the European Parliament, which 
exists since 2007 for a film which deserves to be the “centre of the European 
public debate”. The selection of 10 films (2017), included on Bulgarian-Greek 
coproduction, and Bulgaria secured their place in two more coproduction 
instances. The Parliament is publishing pedagogical tools for the reception 
of each awarded film in schools. There is a catalogue of selected films where 
the presence of the regional films can be monitored2. Also, the Europa Cine-
mas Label, awarded by displayers to one of the films displayed in one of the 
A category festivals (Cannes, Berlin, Karlovy Vary and Venice). From 2004 to 
2016 it was not awarded to a regional film producer. Other indicators of the 
position of domestic producers in foreign markets are attested to by the data 
from the Producers on the Move from 2017, where five (out of 25) producers 
from Southeast Europe are featured. Among the 93 world sales companies 
gathered by the European Film Promotion3, there is only one company from 
Greece (along with 37 from France, 13 from Germany, 8 from Italy and the 
remaining 9 countries which at most have 3 companies like Austria). 

Due to the support of Eurimages and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
France, the influence of Europa Cinemas MEDIA4 is spread to Eastern Eu-
ropean countries, the Balkans, Russia and Turkey. That is, the total of 41 
countries, 654 cities, 1,088 cinemas, 2,684 cinema screens. As for the prizes 
awarded by the network since 2002, Kino Europa from Zagreb was award-
ed for the best cinema programme (2016), and Mirsad Purivatra from B&H 
(2015) and Stefan Kitanov from Bulgaria (2012) were awarded for an entre-
preneurial endeavour. Innovative display practices are especially awarded 
engaging the young film audience (Best Young Audience Activities) so in this 
field in the region awardees include the Greek (Cine Paradisos, Korydallos) 
and Slovenians (Kinodvor, Ljubljana). 

Out of approximately 140 independent distributors of European films5, only 
8 come from Southeast Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Romania and 
Serbia; and 2 film distributors in Croatia and Serbia. The main partners of 
Europa Distribution are Muso6, Distrify Media and The Film Agency from Ma-
drid7, 16 festivals and organisations (among which are the EU MEDIA pro-
gramme and the Sofia Film Festival); Cineuropa, Fred Film Radio,Film New 
Europe; and EAVE for trainings. 

Europa International8 has the total of 46 members from 15 European coun-
tries among which Soul Food from Serbia is the only regional one. Within 
Cine-regio (44 regional European funds) there are no members from South-
east Europe. This group of funds is interesting because it is focussed on 
2 http://www.luxprize.eu/content/view-films-catalogue, p. 125
3 http://www.efp-online.com/en/
4 http://www.europa-cinemas.org/en/Networking-Activities/Digital-Cinema
5 The Association of Independent Distributors was established in 2006. Over 140 leading 

independent distributors are representing 28 mostly European countries. Association 
Europa Distribution is the voice of European film distributors, a cooperation network 
and a think tank. http://www.europa-distribution.org/about/ (25 08 20179 

6 https://www.muso.com/
7 http://thefilmagency.eu/partners/
8 http://www.europa-international.org/members/ (25 08 2017)
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somewhat different topics (environmental protection in the film industry, 
animated content, film diversity, research on film audience). European Film 
Agency Directors (EFAD) has members from Bulgaria, Croatia (Hrvoje Hrib-
ar9), Greece, Romania and Slovenia (the total of 32 members). EFAD is con-
cerned with consequences of the new European regulation (digital content, 
“geo-blocking”) in cultural diversity and they are advocating the adoption 
of a uniform strategy of promotion and distribution of European film on the 
international market.

The field related to displaying films on European TV stations emphasis the 
presence of less titles, but more broadcast instances, mostly in off-prime 
time slots, whereas mostly newer titles are being displayed, and less than a 
third of broadcast films are European; films with greater circulation were 
French, British, German and Austrian.10

Since film distribution is taking place on a single digital market today, pro-
ducers in Europe are starting to connect with publishers of other content 
(especially text and video games, since films, TV series and music are rel-
atively well connected types of content). Observing films in the content in-
dustry the development of which is directly related to the development of 
hardware of information-communication technologies, is a relatively new 
practice in the world, hence the reception is unexplored. One of 8 8 VoD 
companies is the Bulgarian Netcinema.bg, while the other ones are covering 
vast linguistic areas.

In major European film media, both Southeast Europe and the Balkans have 
a relatively good presence. On Cineuropa11 for “South East Europe” there 
is 20 results12. On the same portal “Balkan” is present in 525 results (314 
news, 52 interviews, 44 filmographies, 43 films in the Cineuropa database, 
36 films and personalities in focus, 11 events including the festivals in Sa-
rajevo, Thessaloniki, Sofia, etc.). Out of 46 film schools represented on Ci-
neuropa, there are only two schools from Bulgaria and Greece, and NAFTA 
(Sofia) is presented through video material as well. 

Fred Film Radio13 represents a comprehensive media initiative (registered 
in England), with 29 channels and 25 languages (including Romanian, Slo-
vak, Croatian, Bulgarian and Greek). This radio also started a project for 
dissemination of film literacy in schools. Project participants include 6 
schools from Croatia and Romania respectively (and the remaining ones are 
from Italy, Germany, Iceland, Spain, Great Britain and France). As for short 
films, the sales catalogue of KurzFilmAgentur from Hamburg (including Eu-
ropean Film Promotion) there is currently 244 films out of which 7 are from 
the region14. 

9 www.efads.eu/common-positions/the-efads-praise-hrvoje-hribar-contribution-to-cro-
atian-and-european-film-as-director-of-the-croatian-audiovisual-centre.html

10 Among 125 channels in 17 EU countries encompassed by the research, 11 are from the 
region (7 Romanian and 4 Slovenian channels). Analysed seasons were 2011-2012 and 
2014-2015.

11 http://www.cineuropa.org/s.aspx?t=search&l=en&tid=0&risID=649949&-
fromP=&sz=7#cm

12 “European Union” 657 results, “Baltic” 557, “Central Europe” 178, “Northern Europe” 
99.

13 http://www.fred.fm/
14  3 from Bulgaria, 1 from Croatia, 2 from Romania and 1 from Macedonia and Serbia, 

Short Film Sales https://shortfilmsales.com/en/films
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Cinematography of the region is visible in the rest of Europe and the world 
due to thematic festivals as well, such as the CinEast in Luxembourg, goEast 
(Festival of Central and Eastern European Film), BUZZ CEE (Buzău, Roma-
nia) or the Warsaw Film Festival in Karlovy Vary.

Concluding remarks

Since producers, distributors, associations and other film organisations 
from Southeast Europe so far did not use the possibility of receiving financial 
support from the sub-programme Culture, they should be explained what 
it is that the projects of European cooperation, networks or platforms in 
the field of cinematography supported by this programme differ by in 
comparison to types of projects supported by the sub-programme MEDIA. 
Organisations from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Greece which 
were partners to organisation outside of the region in projects of European 
cooperation in the field of cinematography should share their experiences 
related to participation in such projects with others in the region in order 
to inform them about specific activities that received support of the sub-
programme Culture while being concerned with the film. 

If it would be expected for the number of cross-border cooperation projects 
to be proportionate to the number of inhabitants of Southeast Europe (9%), 
regional organisations should apply and receive grants of Creative Europe 
for 10 more projects of TV content programming, 5 projects of easier access 
to the audio-visual market, 6 projects of human resource development in 
cinematography, 4 development projects of online distribution and 1 project 
of coproduction development, while the current number of film festival and 
audience development projects would be satisfactory.

Organisations from Romania and Croatia which were most frequently 
partners to coordinators outside of the region should share their experiences 
with others in the region, especially with producers, distributors, 
associations and other film organisations in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro, Macedonia and Albania since there did not form partnerships 
in projects which received support of the sub-programme MEDIA so far.

Everyone in the region should be presented the most successful projects 
outside of the region of all types except for the development of film audience 
since regional organisations mostly participated in such projects so far.

Companies such as Filmtank from Hamburg and Les films du tambour de 
soie from Marseilles which were partners to producers from our region 
twice each in projects of TV content programming could speak about their 
experiences.

Hence, the total of 10 out of 73 projects coordinated by regional organisations 
were realised in a partnership. These were projects of TV content 
programming (5), audience development (4) and online distribution (1). 
Coordinators of these projects were from Greece (5), Bulgaria (2), Romania 
(2) and Macedonia. Their partners outside of the region mostly came from 
France, Germany, Poland and Hungary (twice) and less frequently from 
Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark and Lithuania (once). There was less 
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regional partners and they were from Romania (3 partnerships), Croatia (3), 
Albania (2), Bosnia and Herzegovina (1) and Bulgaria (1).

Moultitramp Prontaxions Astiki mi Kerdoskopiki Etairia is an organisation 
that was a partner for the Italian organisation Flyer Communication SRL 
on the project LPM - Live Performers Meeting. This was a cooperation of 13 
partners from 12 countries (Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Turkey and the 
United Kingdom).

Civil Association Tuzlanska amica Tuzla was also a partner to an Italian 
organisation Fondazione Unipolis on the project Artists@Work. Creativity 
for Justice and Fairness in Europe, with five partners from Italy, France and 
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Magnetic Field B from Belgrade was a partner to the Spanish organisation 
Fundacion la Laboral Centro de Arte y Creacion Industrial on the project 
European Network for Contemporary Audiovisual Creation, with six partners 
from five European countries (Spain, France, Serbia, Germany and Austria) 
and 4 partners from Switzerland, Canada and Mexico. 
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF MUSIC
Cross-border cooperation in the field of music in projects which 
received support of Creative Europe until 2017

Music activities were present in 118 projects which received support of the 
Creative Europe programme, i.e. the sub-programme Culture, however they 
are predominant in only 50. Out of these 50 projects there were 34 projects 
of European cooperation, 12 European networks and 4 European platforms. 
Organisations from Southeast Europe coordinated 3 projects of European 
cooperation (9% of such projects in Europe), hence it is evident the region 
did not have any European networks or platforms projects.

Projects in the field of music which received support of the Creative Europe programme from 
2014 to 2017

In projects of European coordination coordinated by organisations outside 
of the region, 167 partnership relationships were established, out of which 
20 (12%) were with organisations from Southeast Europe. In these projects 
the ratio of partners outside of the region and the ones from the region was 
on average 5 to 1. Opera Europa from Brussels, as the coordinator of the 
project Opera Vision, managed to gather as many as 28 partners from 16 
countries, including Croatia (Croatian National Theatre, Zagreb) and Greece 
(Ethniki lyriki skini, Athens). 
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Coordinators of cross-border cooperation projects in the field of music outside of the region

In projects of European cooperation coordinated by organisations outside 
of the region, partners from Southeast Europe were mostly organisations 
from Greece, Slovenia, Croatia and Bulgaria. Organisations from Romania, 
Montenegro, Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina participated to a lesser 
extent and organisations from Albania and Macedonia did not establish 
partnerships with coordinators outside of the region. Organisations from 
the region were predominantly partners with coordinators from France 
and Italy.
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Among project coordinators outside of the region (41) there was the 
largest number of non-governmental, non-profit organisations such as the 
European Music Council (12), followed by orchestras (7), festivals (4) and 
artistic associations (4). A half of coordinators came from European capital 
cities while the rest of them were from Bonn, Klosterneuburg (AT), Clermont-
Ferrand, Neerpelt (BE), Seville, Toulouse, Cologne, Nant, Gothenburg, Pantin 
(FR), Forlì, Woodstock (UK), Amiens, Enschede (NL), Vesoul (FR), Bolzano, 
Issy les Moulineaux (FR), Nant and Ambronay (FR). Partners from Southeast 
Europe were mostly orchestras (4), non-governmental organisations (4) 
and universities (3). Apart from two organisations from Thessaloniki 
(Aristotelio Panepistimio Thessalonikis and Thessaloniki Concert Hall), all 
partners from Southeast Europe came from capital cities.

It is evident that all projects of European networks and platforms were 
initiated and coordinated by organisations from just a few most developed 
countries – Belgium, France, Germany, Switzerland and Austria.

Two projects concerned with refugee integration and realised through music 
activities - The sound routes and Orpheus XXI: Music for Life and Dignity – 
were realised by coordinators from Spain and France in cooperation with 
eight partners among which there are no regional organisations. 

In projects coordinated by regional organisations, music activities are 
present in 14 instances, however they are predominant to the extent that 
it can be said the project is concerned with music in only three instances. 
All three projects are still ongoing and their coordinators are organisations 
from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Greece and Serbia. Thus, the Centre for 
Education and Culture from Čapljina, in cooperation with the institution 
Gallus from Ljubljana and the association “Sve ostalo je glazba” from 
Dubrovnik, leads the project International Classical Music Masterclasses 
Ardea. The second project Interfaces Ariona Hellas from Athens is being 
realised in cooperation with one regional partner (CREMAC from Romania1) 
and as many as seven other European cities (the European University 
from Nicosia; the Klangforum orchestra from Vienna; ICTUS and Q-O2 
from Brussels; institute IRCAM from Paris2; the Centre for Art and Media 
Technology from Karlsruhe3; and the University De Montfort from Lester). 
This project lasting for three years received one of the fifty so far largest 
grants from the Creative Europe programme amounting to 1,864,756 Euros, 
which is 3.5 times more than the average grant for projects of European 
cooperation and 15.5 times more than the average grant for projects of the 
same type being realised in the region.4 In Serbia, the Musicology Institute 
SASA is coordinating the project Quantum Music realising it in partnership 
with three regional centres (the Centre for New Art and the Centre for the 
Promotion of Science from Belgrade and the Centre for Urban Culture Kino 
Šiška from Ljubljana) and one outside of the region - Statens scenekunstskole 
from Copenhagen. 

1 Comunitatea din Romania a electroacusticii si a muzicii asistate de computer - CREM-
AC

2 Institut de recherche et de coordination acoustique musique - IRCAM
3 Zentrum fur Kunst und Medientechnologie Karlsruhe Stiftung des Offentlichen Rechts
4 Out of all regional actors, the only other project that received a grant among the 50 

largest ones is Kibla from Maribor with Risk Change, which is not from the field of 
music.



284

Guidelines and international experiences

It is a fact that now only organisations from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Greece and Serbia have European cooperation projects and that these are 
at the same time the only projects of regional organisations in the field 
of music. Still, European cooperation projects or of exceptionally good 
quality. If the number of partnerships would be a value in itself, the project 
Interfaces being realised by Ariona Hellas from Athens in cooperation 
with universities, orchestras and institutes outside of the region should 
be considered an example of good practice when it comes to cross-border 
cooperation in the field of music. 

So far, in the region there are no projects related to music networks or 
platforms. If such projects would be expected to be as numerous as European 
cooperation projects, which is 9% out of the toal number of such European 
projects, regional organisations should coordinate at least one more project 
of European networks. On the other hand, if the total participation of the 
region of 25% would be taken into consideration as a measure of possibilities 
in projects which received support of the Culture sub-programme, cultural 
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actors in the region should coordinate 5 more European cooperation 
projects, 3 projects of European networks and one project of European 
platforms. Certainly, the expert public in the region should be informed 
about the importance of music networks in cooperation and professional 
development of all professions dealing with musical heritage, creativity and 
production, and also the importance of platforms in presenting music being 
created in Southeast Europe to other parts of the world.

So, for example, Liveurope is an initiative for support to concert halls striving 
to recognise and promote new European artists. The platform practically 
functions as a mark of quality “Liveurope” being awarded to concert halls 
dedicated to preserving European diversity. The aim of the platform is to 
encourage programming helping young authors and performers reach new 
audiences throughout Europe. Established in 2014, Liveurope platform is 
the first European initiative of this type and its coordinator is the famous 
concert hall Ancienne Belgique in Brussels. The 13 members also include 
Kino Šiška in Ljubljana. Members are chosen based on their dedication to 
promoting European talents, and also based on professional infrastructure 
and international reputation. Liveurope received support of Creative Europe 
with the total amount of a million Euros from 2014 to 2016.5

Since organisations in Albania and Macedonia conducting or concerned 
with music activities did not establish any partnerships in projects of 
organisations outside of the region, they should be directed to becoming 
members and participating in the work of important European and 
international associations and networks of authors, performers and 
professionals, and offered support in presentations on European 
manifestations like festivals, competitions and the like.

Since regional organisations were most frequently partners to coordinators 
from France and Italy, this coordination should certainly be nurtured and 
deepened. Apart from this, they should be directed towards cooperation 
with organisations from Belgium, German and the United Kingdom which, 
together with the already mentioned organisations from France and Italy, 
so far initiated the largest number of projects in the field of music.

Orchestras, associations, schools and other music organisations active 
outside of capital cities in the region should be especially informed 
and encouraged for cross-border cooperation. The project of the Centre 
for Education and Culture from Čapljina, International Classical Music 
Masterclasses Ardea, can be taken as an example of good practice.

Music organisation in the region so far do not participate in projects of Near 
East refugee integration into European societies. 

Numerous European countries, and when it comes to Nordic countries 
regions as well, have their export agencies for music (Nordic Music Export 
connect five Nordic agencies cooperating in projects such as the Nordic music 
list). Over twenty such agencies (offices, centres and the like) networked in 
European Music Export Exchange with the aim of enhancing the circulation 
of European music repertoires. Icelandair and Mr Destiny founded the brand 
Iceland Airwaves.

5 http://liveurope.eu/who-we-are-and-what-we-do
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It is also interesting to present Living Composers Project, a database of life and 
work of contemporary composers. This database was created in 2000 and it 
is still developing. The founder and editor of the database is Dan Albertson. 
This database contains composers from Albania (3), Bulgaria (15), Greece 
(53), Croatia (7), Romania (34), Kosovo (2), Macedonia (6), Montenegro (1), 
Serbia (13), and Slovenia (13). The database doesn’t contain any important 
Serbian composers and many of the ones with profiles have dual citizenship 
(so they are less visible as regional authors).6And in the catalogue of the best 
known publisher of classical music Naxos, in the category world music from 
the region there is only the disc of Winter Kolednica (Carols) from Slovenia.7

It appears that the best known authors and publishers from the region, such 
as Stefan Milenković and Nemanja Radulović don’t have issues in finding 
a publisher. Decca, a company of Universal Music published a disc by 
Nemanja Radulović, and the Italian Dynamic a disc by Stefan Milenković. 
With their ensemble Double Sens, Nemanja Radulović recorded “5 Seasons”, 
a composition which is a combination of Vivaldi’s Four Seasons and the 
new composition of Aleksandar Sedlar “Spring in Japan”8. Other recent 
recordings are the “Paganini Fantasy” from 2013 and the “Journey East” 
from 2014. Composers such as Živković9, are also visible on the European 
and the global music scene.

It would be advisable to present the development of the best known publisher 
of classical music Naxos (Klaus Heymann), which is closely connected to 
Central and Eastern Europe. Klaus Heymann was successful (1978-1986) 
in Southeast Asia, and after this he continued working in Europe because 
he wanted to record and publish the European repertoire and because 
he already had good business relations with Hungaroton and the Slovak 
Opus from Czechoslovakia. Still, in Hungary and Czechoslovakia of the 
time he was unable to find a sufficient number of qualified producers and 
engineers, so they came from Western Europe in order for him to achieve the 
technical and artistic quality in accordance with international standards. 
Local producers and engineers learned the craft in this way. All published 
recording were accompanied by sheet music material which was initially in 
English and later on in German and French as well. Due to this the expert 
public especially valued Naxos, because the repertoire was not duplicated. 
Nevertheless, Naxos only in 1994 succeeded in covering all important global 
markets with their published recordings, so they moved their production to 
Northern America (75% of production). 

It is a fact that today in Central and Eastern Europe you can hire orchestras 
for commercial recording and rent recording studios (Prague Studios, 
Budapest Orchestra, etc.) which is not the case in our region.

On business potentials of the music industry, it is interesting to consult the 
EU Industrial R&D Investment Scoreboard from 2015 which demonstrates the 
ratio of investment into research and development and the net sales revenue 
is the largest in the music industry (16.9%) in comparison with the ten 
6 http://www.composers21.com/
7 https://www.naxos.com/catalogue/item.asp?item_code=76053-2
8 The recording is dedicated to tsunami victims in Japan in 2011.
9 https://zivkovic.eu/biography/
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other industries such as pharmacology (14.4%), software industry (10.1%), 
technical hardware and equipment (8%) etc. From the report on global 
music industry it can be found out that in 2016 the music industry in Europe 
witnessed a 4% growth, which is somewhat more than the 3.7% growth in 
2017. Europe remains a region characterised by abundant diversity and 
a region where markets adapt to web or streaming formats to varying 
extents. In Sweden, for example, online sales of music generates 69% of total 
sales revenue, and the percentage of online sales grew for almost 10% in 
2016, as compared to 2015. As opposed to Sweden, Germany, which is the 
fourth global market by size, revenue generated by selling physical copies 
comprised 52% of total sales revenue. Online sales of music grew by 73% in 
Germany in 2016 when compared to 2015. In Europe, as one of the global 
regions, music sales revenue comprised 45.5% of total revenue in 2016.

Reflecting on music creativity in Serbia 

Serbian music, artistic and popular developed in the Yugoslavian 
contexts for more than seventy years (1918-1991). These were different 
social contexts shaped by the idea of Yugoslavianship which conditioned 
a complex, dynamic relation between national continuities and state 
discontinuities in the space which always considered itself a part of the 
European cultural space. In accordance with the core social functions, folk, 
church and traditional music were built differently and preserved their 
identities from artistic music which continued on the Western European 
development currents. As for musicology topics, the predominant ones are 
concerned with discussions about our music which is between the East and 
the West, migration, i.e. leaving the country, the Balkans and the Balkan 
music, development politics of music and the like.

Regards the necessary long term systematic solutions, continuity is of key 
importance, and also the fact that the National Council for Culture has to 
get a supra-ministerial spot, whose analysis and expert remarks should to a 
larger or a smaller extent be considered and adopted as advice by the state 
administration. Due to this, insights into contemporary music creativity 
from the Report of this cultural instance should also be published.

This report states that music represents a socially neglected field, with a 
lack of care of music culture or the idea about the need to promote the state 
through high music culture, without a developed stimulation system. Thus, 
in the field of music creativity the only reward is Stevan Mokranjac. Serbia is 
also one of the rare countries in Europe where there is no system of ordering 
new works, neither by the state, nor by the institutions (the Opera, the 
Philharmonic Orchestra...). Promotions are published arbitrarily, without 
set priorities, so there are no materials, CDs which could be presented to the 
picky international market. Care of preserving and presenting the national 
artistic music is one of the most important activities of European countries 
in the field of culture, and this task is done by centres for national music that 
exist in all European countries. In Serbia there is no place where Serbian 
music, creativity and performance is archived, preserved, registered, copied 
and presented in a planned, systematic manner. Even though it is not lagging 
behind European music, our music does not exist in European frameworks, 
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so its presence is completely unsatisfactory. The music culture dramatically 
lacks strategy and priorities, especially in times of economic and all other 
crises where we currently are. Music education does not produce young 
listeners, and there are no halls dedicated to concerts. The programmes of 
the largest Serbian orchestras and national operas the existence of Serbian 
contemporary music is still inadmissibly small. This is also the case with 
radio programmes broadcasting music only of the lowest taste. The public 
service includes artistic music content occasionally, in unpopular time slots.

VOICES INSTEAD OF A CONCLUSION 

The insights presented within this overview certainly differ depending on 
the typology of the source dossier. Any deliberation aiming for conclusions 
of the wider framework must include the type of life dynamics which can 
only come from the voice of an active actor of the contemporary music scene, 
in this case Ivana Stefanović, Kornel Šeper and Dejan Ubović. Presented be-
low are the problem frameworks within which their attitudes on regional 
cooperation in culture operate.

Ivana Stefanovic, 
composer, Belgrade, Serbia

Today, contemporary music encounters two major limitations. Primarily, 
from a planetary perspective music lost interest of the wider cultural pub-
lic, while on the other side a great span of genres was created – from con-
temporary, academic artistic music to popular genres. This span is so wide 
that audience got lost in it and artistic music became the least necessary. 
And it is precisely this artistic music which is the only motor of artistic im-
provement because experiences from the academic part are pouring into 
other music forms, i.e. because the experience of artistic music is adopted by 
other genres. This is precisely why contemporary music creativity, and also 
contemporary architecture and conceptual painting must have a wide so-
cial and state support. Here the presence of the state must be strong. Hence, 
the regional countries, in the sense of cooperation, should create a dynamic 
difference between what is commercial cooperation and what makes this 
other type of cooperation based on contemporary artistic expression. 

Unfortunately, regional cooperation in the field of music seldom happens 
and it is on a very low level. Even though there is personal communication 
based on contacts and knowledge from former Yugoslavia, there are not 
enough new insights in the past two and a half decades. The lack of mobility 
is certainly one of the burning issues, but also the fact that the majority of 
this international and regional cooperation is taking place based on person-
al initiatives which later do not receive a systematic dimension and support. 
Regional and international cooperation must be institutionalised because 
so far these are more incidents wrapped into celebrations, dates and occa-
sionally politically infused events. Out of the festivals I would highlight the 
Enescu Festival in Bucharest as the most relevant European festival. The 
Zagreb Biennale is also very close to the position of an A category festival.

The lack of media and magazines covering contemporary music represents 
a very important question that should be answered. Today we only have 
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the on-line Novi zvuk (in English), and Muzički talas, and also the magazine 
Mokranjac published in Negotin. The question of establishing a database is 
extremely important and its creation was started on several occasions but it 
was never finished. Next, there is also the open question of forming a Music 
Information Centre. However, there were certain attempts at establishing 
it, including the project of the Music Centre Isidora Žebeljan and Borislav 
Čičovački. 

The question of infrastructure is much more important than the question 
of funds. Institutions on the budget, such as the Philharmonic orchestra, 
radio services and others, must have the obligation of recording, broadcast-
ing and performing domestic and regional music, and this is the minimum 
required to preserve domestic creativity. When the Law on Culture was be-
ing written, the National Council instated public institutions should accept 
the obligation to encourage contemporary creativity, however none of this 
entered the law. I believe the “humorous” competition published by the Bel-
grade Philharmonic Orchestra in 2008 for the best work “Why I don’t like 
contemporary Serbian artistic music?” should be responded to by an obli-
gation of performing contemporary domestic art pieces. Abroad, the Phil-
harmonic orchestra does not have to present the domestic music creativity 
by the “Drina March” when we have so many anthological pieces. The re-
sponse of the regionally connected artistic scene would be the promotion of 
contemporary music creativity and securing the right of financial dignity 
of contemporary music creators and performers. Regional projects which 
would retrieve this kind of dignity would be very useful. Thus means con-
temporary music has to get back on air. It has to be heard. Because today 
music has been reduced to a back noise. It no longer has the function of 
something that thinks. On the other hand, music has the direct power of 
communication functioning on the basis of some other frequencies.

In Croatia the system is set in a much better manner where the creative basis 
is comprised of the synergy between the Croatian Association of Composers 
and ZAMP (Service for Protection of Music Copyrights), which is very close 
to the source of funds and where there is a system of paying for authored 
works. Moreover, the impression is that music activities in inland Croatia 
are much bigger than here in cities such as Varaždin, Split, and Osjek. In 
Serbia, regardless of the great need of cities outside of Belgrade and Novi 
Sad, there is no adequate answer.

The focus of contemporary creativity must be on firm, original talent shap-
ing, however, equally importantly, it is on audience education. They start 
with music from the second year. We lost this war. IN ten years there will be 
nobody who understands what they are listening, if they even come to lis-
ten. The buildings are worth much if there is no educated audience because 
the audience should be nurtured the way it was always nurtured. There are 
valuable examples in this context - Kolarac has a nice project called “How to 
listen to music?” lead by Mirjana Lazarević. On the last BEMUS there was a 
concert of Vere Milanković’s music, intended for children. Children need to 
be sensitised for music. Music needs to be approached, maybe more so that 
other arts and we have to enable this approach.

Certain initiative and activities empower the faith in virility of our contem-
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porary music scene. There is also the Composers’ Review, followed by the 
BUNT festival (Belgrade Artistic New Theory) lead by Ljubiša Jovanović, as 
a protest against the very bad position of music, affirming the high quality 
of domestic music and performers. Performers need to get an opportunity to 
go out on stage, competitions need to be held and the music system needs to 
have competent management and decision makers. Apart from music quali-
ty, during this period performers need to perfect a series of tiresome project 
management skills which set them apart from their core profession. The 
predominant system of volunteerism the majority of participants of con-
temporary artistic scene is left to, also makes the possibility of establishing 
a healthy artistic system harder. Therefore, someone who wants to organise 
a concert, they sit at home, practice and practice, barely makes it and gets 
the concert and in the end they don’t get a penny.

There is very few concerts even though they still exist, however, there are 
no media broadcasters any longer. We, the composers, are few in numbers, 
however we are waiting for months for something to be broadcast, because 
programme concepts are changing. By the way, SOKOJ, like all other associ-
ations of the type, has a Fund for Cultural Donations and allocates a signif-
icant amount of funds (though competitions), where approximately 70% of 
funds are awarded to projects concerned with artistic music. This is practi-
cally equal to the amount allocated by the Ministry of Culture for projects in 
music. Hence, the entire music creativity rests on two glass spikes.

As for the visibility of Serbia (and the region) in the rest of Europe and the 
world, there is several “brands” in the “Đoković package”, such as Bregov-
ić.  Nemanja Radulović is quite a big brand followed by Stefan Milenković. 
In contemporary creativity there are several names now which make big 
breakthroughs such as Aleksandra Vrbalova in America, Marko Nikodije-
vić, Đuro Živković, whose works are currently performed by the Concert 
Gebau from Amsterdam, by Milica Đorđević. These are all people who are 
above all self-aware, they wanted to prove themselves and they succeeded. 
Their position is stable and they entered the global currents of the music art.

Kornel Šeper 
Head of the club “Močvara” and member of the Association for the 
Development of Culture „URK”, Zagreb, Croatia

In terms of cooperation with regional organisations, we had experience with 
the organisation Škart from Belgrade and the Foundation for Youth Culture 
and Creativity “Danilo Kiš” from Subotica. With Škart, i.e. their project 
“Pesničenje”we did a project of writer exchange whereas writers they gather 
came to Močvara and presented their work together with writers from 
Zagreb. In the past five years we successfully realised the project “Subotica 
Express” with the Foundation “Danilo Kiš”. Our cooperation started in 2012 
when they invited us to present our work in Subotica. The project “Subotica 
Express”was created out of this and it also assumed artist mobility –using a 
van, we sent a music band, writers, and film and strip artists to Subotica and 
vice versa, they would send someone to be a guest of our club. Recently, the 
structure of Foundation’s personnel was almost completely altered through 
political manoeuvres to the detriment of the programme, so we intend to 
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continue the project with the same people, but a different partner. Also, 
together with our partners, the Multimedia Institute at the Human Rights 
Film Festival we cooperated with Slobodna zona from Belgrade.

We didn’t have any other direct co-operations, even though contacts were 
made and we know a lot of colleagues from Macedonia, Slovenia and Serbia. 
I believe the interest is there, it’s just that there are no clear opportunities 
to financially support this. And this would be our greatest problem when 
we think about regional cooperation: how do we finance all of this? It is a 
problem for us to bring regional performers because this doesn’t pay off, 
not in the sense of direct revenue, but it is too expensive to organise this 
at the very beginning in order to cover the basic expenses. The situation is 
similar with Croatian performers from remote cities, so, for example, due to 
big expenses it is hard to bring a band from Dubrovnik to Zagreb without a 
more solid financial support. On the other hand, regional performers often 
have a status in their country, and they quite unrealistically expect this 
here as well, where they are yet to create an audience and where currently 
there are so many events that some high quality bands easily go unnoticed. 
This is why it is hard to harmonise mutual interests which results either 
in loss of organisers’ money or in not event responding to the concert due 
to high risk. Apart from this, now this is in fact different than it used to be 
fifteen years ago when first bands from Serbia started coming to perform in 
Zagreb, when this was a sort of hype due to the precious war when this was 
not possible. Is I was to speak about cooperation with Serbia, mostly band 
from Belgrade are coming. It is seldom possible here to see a band from 
another Serbian cities, however, the situation is similar with bands from 
other Croatian cities, and they are somehow marginalised. A long time ago, 
for example, the famous festival YURM had the approach of giving everyone 
an opportunity, and the audience was frequently surprised by the quality 
of a band from a smaller city of Yugoslavia of the time. Today, among the 
regional clubs and festivals relevant on the European level, I would mention 
the Ljubljana based club Kino Šiška and the festivals INmusic, Superuho, 
Exit...

Cooperation with other countries - Albania, Kosovo, B&H, Slovenia, 
Romania, and Bulgaria is weak or non-existent, and in the case of Albania 
and Kosovo* it’s not there because no one knows what is going on there, 
as if these were countries from another continent.We sometimes bring a 
band from Macedonia or Bulgaria, but these are lonely examples because 
the bands are on a tour and then the costs are lower.

Dejan Ubović
Art Director, European Centre for Culture and Debate “Grad”, 
Belgrade, Serbia

Regional cooperation in the field of contemporary music, primarily taking 
into consideration here the genres represented in KC Grad (and similar 
centres in the region), and these are pop-rock, electronic music and jazz with 
all their alterations and fusions, is on a very low level or completely non-
existent outside of the boundaries of personal, i.e. independent initiatives.
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The causes of this, i.e. problems can be found on two levels. Primarily, 
the lack of systematic support, even if this was in the sense of a regional 
mobility fund which would at least a little ease the unfavourable economic 
calculation. Simply, the story of financial sustainability is unrealistic 
because covering expenses from tickets is by far insufficient.

On the other hand, the media situation is also very bad. The mainstream 
media, at least when it comes to Serbia, but this is no different anywhere 
in the region, almost completely excluded this type of content (for example, 
the national service RTS deals with contemporary music in one show once 
a week). Rare portals dealing with electronic music stopped functioning at 
one point because this was about enthusiasm.

When it comes to festivals, some of them programmatically support the 
regional scene and in doing so they invite young emerging bands and 
performers (Demo fest Banja Luka for example, and even a dinosaur of this 
type, worn by time, the Zaječar gitarijada), while some, such as the Exit 
festival (which is realistically taking over monopoly over festivals – Serbia, 
Croatia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Romania) are more using 
regional performers to fill in the programme, all under the motto of some 
sort of a sincere support to the domestic scene.
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF 
THEATRICAL CREATIVITY
Anica Tucakov

The presence and cooperation of Southeast European countries in 
the field of theatrical creativity, based on projects of collaborative 
cooperation supported by the Creative Europe programme from 
2014 to 2017

The tendency to factually observe the cooperation between countries of 
Southeast Europe in the field of theatrical creativity based on available 
data about the results of Creative Europe programme competitions from 
the field of European cooperation, unavoidably imposes the limitation in 
drawing solid conclusions. Namely, the interpretation potential of this data 
can partly present the image of the existing cooperation between regional 
countries or the level of participation in European projects, however, these 
mostly speak about the readiness and training of regional organisations 
to participate in such projects. Regardless of limitations, this kind of 
analysis must assume, still, the presence of most frequently recurring 
topics, countries and organisations, certainly can represent and important 
orientation for further deliberations of promoted cooperation models and 
thematic frameworks.

For the purposes of the present research, we were guided by results of the 
Creative Europe competitions for projects of European cooperation in the 
field of theatre between 2014 and 2017.

In the period between 2014 and 2017, the total of 285 projects of European 
cooperation of the Creative Europe programme were supported (big and 
small projects). Relative to this number we observed the total number of 
projects dedicated to theatrical creativity, i.e. contemporary dance and 
visual arts.

Graph 1: The total number of supported projects from all fields, in comparison to the number of 
approved projects from the field of theatrical creativity, contemporary dance and visual arts
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However, if we take a look at the ratio of the total number of projects dedicated 
to contemporary theatre in comparison to the number of projects where 
countries from the region of Southeast Europe participated, we cannot be 
dissatisfied (30 in comparison to 50 total supported projects dedicated to 
contemporary theatre).

Graph 2: The ratio of the total number of projects dedicated to theatrical creativity in 
comparison to the number of projects where countries from the region of Southeast Europe 
participated, based on results of European cooperation projects competition of the Creative 
Europe programme 2014-2017

In reviewing the projects supported in this period, out of all countries of 
Southeast Europe, Romania and Slovenia are clearly distinguished by the 
number of participations in projects of European cooperation, but also by 
the number of projects where organisations from these countries were 
project leaders or coordinators.

Table 1: Participation of organisations from Southeast European countries in projects of 
European cooperation within the Creative Europe programme in the period from 2014-2017 in 
the field of theatrical creativity
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Slovenia was a project leader in three instances with organisations 
which coordinated projects “Generation to Generation”1, “Puppet Nomad 
Academy”2 and “Young Theatre”3. Then, the example of Greece should be 
mentioned which was the coordinator of the projects “Phone home”4 and 
“Cultural Luggage”5, and Romania of the project “Tele-Encounter”6.

Table 2: List of countries coordinators of European cooperation projects where countries from 
Southeast Europe participated in the field of theatrical creativity

When mentioning projects based on puppeteer creativity, it is interesting to 
emphasise an important part of projects dedicated to this field is noticeable, 
and also the fact regional countries exist in this kind of projects, bearing 
in mind the important tradition of this form of theatrical expression in 
countries of Southeast Europe. Apart from the mentioned project we should 
also include “All Strings Attached: Pioneers of European Puppetry behind 
the Scenes”7, and “Numeric’s Art Puppetry”8.

Moreover, based on the overview of supported projects we can notice a big 
number of projects dedicated to younger audience and creators, such as 
the  mentioned project “Young Theatre”, the very interesting project “Small 
size, performing arts for early years” gathering organisations from as many 
as 15 countries or the “International young makers in action”. With the 
focus on youth and based on the number of supported projects, the topic 
that received significant attention was audience development, such as in 
the “Senses (The sensory theatre)”9,“Audience Blending by Arts Europe”10, 
“Cathexis: Innovating Theatre as Event; Spectator as Researcher”11 or “Atlas 

1 http://www.glej.si/programi/g2g/
2 http://www.mini-teater.si/en/articles/1302/puppet-nomad-academy
3 http://www.young-theatre.com/
4 www.phonehome.eu
5 http://aeroplio.gr/european-projects/
6 http://www.tele-encounters.com/
7 http://www.allstringsattached.eu/
8 www.lgl.si
9 http://www.sensesproject.eu/
10 http://www.dezeyp.be/
11 http://www.elapse.eu/copie-de-cathexis
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of transitions: New geographies for a cross-cultural Europe”12,  and also 
inclusive strategies which were a part of the basis of numerous projects, 
among others in “Un label – New Ground for Inclusive Performing Arts”13 or 
the question of the relationship towards the migrant crisis in projects such 
as “Voices of Solidarity”14 or “Promised Lands – Metropolis”15. Certainly, a 
proportionate number of projects in the field of theatrical creativity is still 
devoted to the development of innovative and experimental expressions, 
such as in “Instant Mix: Theatre Lab Founding Project”16 or “European 
Theatre Lab: Drama goes digital”17, exploring the presence of the digital in 
theatre and it is located on the nexus of questions related to contemporary 
expression, audience and new technologies, and also the project “Tele-
Encounter”. An interdisciplinarydimension is certainly also present 
in numerous other projects which, in fact, comprise the largest part of 
supported cooperation projects. Actually, the scene event represents every 
pre-designed and prepared event performed live in front of an audience, but 
also every media mediated “social drama”. This wide area of “performing” 
certainly makes the identification of projects essentially based on theatrical 
expression harder, hence a large portion was on the nexus of several fields, 
especially between contemporary visual and theatrical activity due to 
performance as a modern expression in the field of visual creativity.  Due 
to this, in making this choice we were led by projects primarily including 
realisation of theatrical pieces, while cooperation instances solely based on 
seminars, conferences and workshops, without a final theatrical piece were 
not included.

So for example a project dedicated to work conditions and big existential 
questions such as the balance between work and happiness should be 
highlighted – “A Manual on Work and Happiness”18, which also includes 
working with the community, workshops and seminars, but also production 
and work on a drama text. One should keep in mind that the final aim of 
financial support should include production and work (theatre, art, music, 
dance, painting, etc.).  

Hence, apart from the mentioned topics which are being strongly supported 
based on current guidelines, the presence of a project such as “EU Collective 
Plays”19, which is based on direct cooperation of drama writers in creating 
works (nine new theatrical pieces were created during the project), with 
previously mentioned segments of the theatre system (audience development, 
new technologies, research projects, etc.), is at the core of drama creativity. 
The focus of this project, thus, encourages the return to basics of the theatre 
system because one should start from the drama text.

Organisations and individuals from these countries are very familiar with 
applying procedures, they respond appropriately to given topics. Even 
though independent organisations are predominant, being focussed on 

12 http://www.atlasoftransitions.eu/
13 http://un-label.eu/en/works/about-un-label/
14 http://artreach.biz/voices-of-solidarity-2018-european-project/
15 http://www.fondazionemilano.eu/metropolis/
16 http://www.instantmix.eu/
17 https://www.europeantheatrelab.eu/
18 http://amanualonworkandhappiness.eu/
19 http://www.eucollectiveplays.eu/



297

project-based work for a long time, which assumes continuous monitoring 
of competitions and applying, the number of institutions getting involved 
in these currents is also noticeable. At the same time what is indicative is 
the lack of big names (professionals) from this field in the region, leading 
institutions and festivals. Even though this can indicate funding stability 
of state institutions and bigger festivals, this is not the case because today 
the struggle for each theatrical production and festival is obvious. This 
fact draws attention and we believe it should be given attention in ensuing 
application cycles.

However, what should certainly be at the centre of any kind of financial 
structure concerned with theatrical creativity are theatrical plays. 
Theatrical creativity always had enormous importance in shaping the 
society, all the way since ceremonies and rituals which represented the key 
connective tissue of the society. Hence, finally, we believe that instead of 
concluding guidelines it is the most useful to recall the conclusions of Hans-
Thies Lehmann20, that in today’s social circumstances theatre is no longer 
neither an institution of self-comprehension of an antique polis, nor an 
enlightenment national theatre from 18th century, and it isn’t a propaganda 
instrument of 20th century predetermined by class. All political functions 
performed by the theatre earlier were meanwhile overtaken by other 
media. Hence, contemporary theatre today cannot fulfil its role neither in 
narrative arguments concerned with daily political topics, nor in scene 
representations of politics or the politically subordinate. Not even in the so 
called intercultural theatre. In the age of an information technology society, 
the stake of contemporary theatre is based on straightforwardness and 
affective perception training.

Visibility of the region of Southeast Europe in the field of 
contemporary theatre art

„…Will the Balkans ever open its slumbering eyes,

and behold its enormous cultural capacity, if it swings as a whole...“

(Isidora Sekulić, Balkan, 1940)

Answering the call from the Desk Creative Europe Serbia to present the 
current topography of cultural cooperation between regional countries 
(the introductory part of colleague Jovičić states in detail the 10 countries 
encompassed by this research) can at first seem to be a simple task, because 
all of us, both as human beings and as communities are inevitably directed 
towards one another. Especially in the context of changeable social, 
economic and political relations in the modern world. That is, the question 
was – How do you approach the obvious? How to speak about advantages 
and benefits of cooperation, networking, shared production models without 
falling into the trap of set (and current) bureaucratic tasks. Probably 
the only possible option is – through constant repeating of the obvious, 
however, in unexpected manners. By repeatedly pointing to the obvious 

20 Hans-Thies Lehmann, Posdramsko kazalište, CDU i TkH, Zagreb- Beograd. 2004, p. 327-
345, cited in Irena Šentevska “The Swinging 90s”, Orion Art 2016, p.43
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with new examples, new evidence and new approaches. Because, with every 
repetition, a new spark is created.

In the following material, indeed, many comments and conclusions will be 
repeated. However, each time this will be done from a new angle, different 
fields, social and institutional positions, and creativity models.

The image of the contemporary overview of regional cooperation and its 
visibility within the regional, but also European and global contexts is 
based, for the requirements of this text, by taking into consideration the 
following parameters: social and historical context of regional cooperation 
(theatre projects, actors, institutions); regional theatres; festivals (regional 
and the presence of regional productions in foreign festivals); the presence of 
regional professionals in Europe (directors, scenographers, actors, costume 
designers…); participation of individual plays in regular repertoires of 
foreign theatres; market standards; financial infrastructure; expected 
thematic frameworks of plays from the region; media presence.

Social and historical context of regional cooperation in the 
theatre 

At the beginning of presenting the cooperation model in the region of 
Southeast Europe, we inevitably have to go more than 20 years back in the 
past, and in this war-torn period burdened by civilisation, social, family 
and individual breakdowns search for an answer on how to respond to bad 
times, violence, insecurity, intimidation and manipulation. How to regain 
dignity and the feeling of belonging to people, society, and the region? 
Hence, we will start with a short recall of the beginnings of cooperation 
between countries in the area of former Yugoslavia.

Even though the topic of visibility of contemporary artistic production 
present in the media, and for some time presence on social networks, are 
taken as an unavoidable factor in determining not only visibility but also 
as a factual material evidence that something actually happened, then we 
would doubt the data that the first play from Belgrade performed on the 
territory of one of the former Yugoslavian state was “Oleanna” by Davida 
Mamet. The play of Atelje 212, translated and directed by Vida Ognjenović, 
was performed in 1995 in the Slovenian National Theatre in Maribor, 
Slovenia, while wars in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina were still 
ongoing, due to which media hesitation ensued. Three years after this, in 
Ljubljana, in Cankarjev Dom, a play of the Yugoslavian Drama Theatre “Bure 
baruta” by Dejan Dukovski directed bySlobodan Unkovski was performed21. 

These were the beginnings of rebuilding of cultural cooperation between 
confronted regional countries. They were followed by Sarajevo theatre 
being a guest in Belgrade22, and return visits of Belgrade to Sarajevo23, and 

21 The Belgrade daily newspapers Naša Borba, in the text Actors applauded to the audi-
ence, emphasized that the “ensemble of YDT is the first Yugoslavian “expedition” that 
didn’t have to go the longer way through Hungary to reach Slovenia, but instead they 
went across Croatia“.

22 In December 1997 the Camera Theatre 55 visited Atelje 212 with Strindberg’s “Miss 
Juliette” directed by Faruk Lončarević.

23 Atelje 212 returned this visit with the play “Art”, based on the text of Yasmina Reza 
and directed byAlisa Stojanović.
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Atelje 212 was also the first theatre to visit Croatia in 2000, then Rijeka at the 
Croatian National Theatre Ivan pl. Zajc24.

Remembering the beginnings of coopeation within theatrical creativity 
in the region during the 90s seem appropriate because it attests to how 
culture offers a response to social (in)conveniences, media and political 
manipulation and how it can repeatedly remind us of answers that should 
be given in every other time as well.

Among the spectators of the play “Na čijoj strani” was Rade Šerbedžija, 
spouse of Lenka Udovički, director of this play, who greeted this event by 
saying – “In Rijeka a special festivity in the theatre took place. This was not 
only a confirmation of a terrific play, fantastic acting shown by Ljuba Tadić, 
Pera Božović, Petar Kralj and other actors, but also an additional applause 
to these artists as support for a new life which should happen in this area.”

However, regardless of all the mentioned visits and other ones which 
during the same period happened in all directions, an impression of a 
special weight is left by the “exchange” of visits of two national theatres, in 
Sarajevo and Belgrade in 2001. From this year until today, visits are regular. 
Judging by the statements that followed, regional cooperation meant a lot 
both to participants and to the audience, because these were, primarily, 
healing gestures of good will.

The established practice was also followed by international, regional 
support of regional countries, hence, at the meeting of the Council of 
Ministers of Culture of Southeast Europe in Zagreb in 2008, the Declaration 
on regional cultural cooperation was adopted, confirming the strengthening 
of intercultural dialogue and cooperation in the field of culture in the 
region, with the aim of contributing to peace and prosperity of Southeast 
Europe. This made the cooperation that was happening at large in practice 
official. Thus, the result of cooperation between the Belgrade Drama 
Theatre and the Sarajevo festival MESS is represented by the Competition 
for contemporary domestic drama text in Bosnian and Serbian. The first 
winner of the competition was the text “Ćeif” by Mirza Fehimović. In 
accordance with the concluded cooperation agreement, the awarded text 
was realized in the Belgrade Drama Theatre, and its premiere took place on 
MESS. “Ćeif” was directed by Egon Savin in 2007 and the play became one of 
the most awarded plays of Serbian actors25. 

For the past ten years or so, regional theatrical projects are not so rare and 
they are very desirable, partly due to the need to exchange knowledge and 
skills, and partly due to joining assets. For example, one of the most watched 
and most successful plays of the Yugoslavian Drama Theatre was (until the 
death of Đuza Stojiljković) “Elijahova stolica” directed by Boris Liješević 
based on the text of a Croatian writer Igor Štiks, which was realized in 2010 
as a coproduction of Belgrade base YDT and the Sarajevo festival MESS. The 
Belgrade Drama Theatre and the Satire theatre Kerempuh signed a protocol 

24 With plays “Porodične priče” by Biljana Srbljanović and directed by Jagoš Marković 
and “Taking sides” by Ronalda Harwood and directed byLenka Udovički.

25 After the premiere at MESS, the director of this festival Dino Mustafić stated that “Ćeif” 
opened “a new dimension of our relations” because  the Bosnian reality is spoken about by 
Serbian actors
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encompassing exchange of plays, but also joint projects. On the festival Grad 
teatar Budva in Montenegro theatrical productions are being realized due 
to cooperation of even several theatres and regional centres. A series of 
plays created through regional cooperation is exhaustive and is no longer 
an exception today.

Aegis of Yugoslavian heritage

At the beginning og the second decade of this century a topic that became 
interesting and eagerly explored was ‒ Yugoslavian heritage. Authors 
of plays dealt with questions of whether Yugoslavian heritage was just 
the object of memory or a valid part of identity, whether the relationship 
to it was just (Yugo) nostalgia or whether there was a critical attitude 
towards it. Under the aegis of this topic several plays also opened the 
questions concerned with painful past and what was not being said. 
An obvious example of this topic are plays “Rođeni u YU” [Born in Yu} 
by the Yugoslavian Drama Theatre (a group of authors headed by Boža 
Koprivica, directed by Dino Mustafić) and “Hipermnezija”, a play created 
in coproduction between the Heartefact Fund and the Bitef Theatre 
(dramaturge Filip Vujošević, directed by Selma Spahić). Both were based 
on experience of the actors and are documentary in character. 

Lately, several theatrical projects had the topic of Kosovo which was also 
the focus of the play “Romeo i Julija” directed by Predrag Miki Manojlović. 
This play was created in coproduction between the Belgrade Workshop 
of Integration and the Priština based Qendra Multimedia, and it features 
actors from Belgrade and Priština acting in Serbian and Albanian with no 
translation offered.

Regional theatre festivals

The word festival comes from the Latin word festum, denoting the time of 
celebration, feast, seasonal programme, a time of cheerfulness. Today this 
term is, of course, much more complex with multiple meanings, pointing to 
different artistic and professional visions, places where identities of cities 
and regions are confirmed and internationalised. Due to this, the questions 
of producing these festivals, the manner of their presentation, focus, 
contextualization within the wider social-political framework appear as 
very important  even when it comes to the existence of theatre festivals 
in Southeast Europe, because these are the places offering space for high 
quality and serious public debate, promoting intellectuals as important 
social figures (driven out of the public scene or decided to step down) acting 
as platforms of alternative patterns of thought and discussion.

Among many festival there are few of those with clear artistic and intellectual 
profiling who are striving to reflect the turbulent social experiences in 
this period. We are here talking about them in the context of visibility of 
theatrical creativity in Southeast Europe.

We are starting the overview with BITEF26, because the history of BITEF 
can also be called the history of contemporary theatre. As early as since the 

26 https://festival.bitef.rs/
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revolutionary 60s and 70s, spectators could see some of the bravest scene 
experiments which lead to the destruction of the dramatic form but also 
the presentation of the classical Oriental theatre. During 80s and 90s of the 
20th century, Bitef presented the farthest reaches of postmodern theatre 
and dance. Even in the time of political and economic crisis and embargo, 
Bitef managed to promote the highest cultural values and bring some of the 
biggest names on the global performing scene to Belgrade. In the first decade 
of 20th century Bitef displayed new and innovative reaches of the global 
mainstream, plays of post-dramatic and non-verbal scene expression, and 
also the ones realized with the aid of new technologies, thus opening the 
doors to virtual reality of the cyber theatre. BITEF, certainly, transcends the 
borders of being an important regional festival and it represents one of the 
most important theatre festival globally.

Furthermore, one of the most important regional festivals is the iDESIRÉ 
Central Station festival27, by the Kosztolányi Dezső theatre (after 
Kosztolányi’s nickname – Desire) which had been organized since 2009 in 
Subotica (Serbia). Participating countries include Hungary, Serbia, Slovenia, 
Croatia, Bulgaria, Romania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, France, Macedonia 
and Montenegro.

Festival Desiré Central Station bears the mark of EFFE – Europe for Festivals, 
Festivals for Europe28 for years 2015-2016. According to the evaluation on 
their blog, this is one of the four most important and the highest quality 
international festivals in our country together with “Sterijino pozorje” in 
Novi Sad, the Yugoslavian Theatre Festival in Užice and BITEF in Belgrade.

In words of András Urbán, the director of this festival, the organizational 
team strives to present contemporary theatres of modern, alternative 
or experimental. “The festival should be a very European story and the 
selection criteria of plays was human existence from the aspect of European 
existence. This does not have to mean that only projects from Europe will be 
here, however we value finding this European identity.”

27 http://desirefestival.eu/
28 http://www.effe.eu/
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The International Theatre and Film Festival MESS29(Bosnia and 
Herzegovina) was founded in 1960 under the name of “Festival of Small and 
Experimental Scenes of Yugoslavia “, which is where the abbreviation the 
festival is known for today comes from.30 On the occasion of its 48th run in 
2008, the festival changed its concept and split into several programmes 
with the aim of creating a recognizable identity in the European cultural 
space, with sections dedicated to plays from other continents, a programme 
based on most interesting theatrical accomplishments of the shared cultural 
space of Central, Southeast and in part South and East Europe, and through 
Future MESS they continued the tradition of the “Festival of Small and 
Experimental scenes of Yugoslavia” by bringing innovative, young theatre 
authors representing the future of the theatre.

The Yugoslavian Theatre Festival31 inUžice (Serbia), exists since 1996 and 
it includes plays coming from Croatia, Montenegro, Slovenia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Serbia, but also Theatrical Meetings in Brčko (Bosnia and 
Herzegovina).

The Festival ”Grad teatar”32 is a cultural manifestation taking place 
during the summer months in Budva (Montenegro). Since its establishment 
in 1987, this festival is turning parts of the core of the old city into a scene in 
the open where both visitors and random passers-by become participants of 
the artistic act. The festival, envisaged as an intersection of contemporary 
accomplishments primarily of all things theatre, but also painting, music 
and literary creativity, is visited by 15,000 people approximately every year.

Through innovative approaches, the theatrical accomplishments realized 
in coproduction with this festival are recognized as plays which changed 
the currents of the theatrical life of the region. Careful selection of guest 
programmes is based on choosing the best projects of classical theatre, but 
also the theatre inclined towards new theatrical tendencies.

For a long time now, Romania and Bulgaria have been strongly positioned 
on the regional, European and global cultural map as countries with very 
powerful and interesting festivals increasing in number. In this paper we 
are listing the festivals with prominent regional components. 

29 https://www.mess.ba/
30 The festival was established at the initiative of Jurislav Korenić, one of the most prom-

inent theatrical directors from this area in the 20th century, and it is a part of the order 
of the oldest festivals of Eastern and Southeast Europe. It is envisaged as a summit 
of Yugoslavian theatres and it was held each year in Sarajevo with a refined sense of 
experiment and innovation in theatre. The operation of the Festival of Small and Exper-
imental Scenes of Yugoslavia ceased when war in Bosnia and Herzegovina started. The 
direction, headed by one of the most important theatre directors of Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Haris Pašović, renamed the festival into International Theatre and Film Festival 
MESS Sarajevo which organised the first film festival in Sarajevo under siege in 1993 
named After the End of the World, a predecessor of today’s Sarajevo Film Festival.

31 http://www.jpf.uzickopozoriste.rs/
32 http://www.gradteatar.me/
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Euroregional Theatre Festival Timisoara TESZT33(Romania) exists since 
2008 with a focus on the most recent theatrical works in the region. Due 
to specific geographic position on the demarcation line between Romania, 
Hungary and Serbia, the proximity of Arad, Novi Sad, Subotica and Szeged 
which are all recognized as top cultural centres, the festival strives to 
additionally encourage cooperation between theatres in the region and 
enable fruitful meetings and successful exchange. As the name of the 
festival suggests, the regional component is at the core of the concept of 
TESZT, but also promotion of experimental theatre and contemporary 
theatrical expression.

The international theatre festival in Varna34(Bulgaria) is a leading 
international theatre even in Bulgaria which is taking place every year 
during the beginning of June in this coastal town of the Black Sea. The 
festival is organized by the foundation ViaFest, and it is supported by the 
Ministry of Culture and the city management of Varna in cooperation 
with the Bulgarian Theatre Association, Association of Actors, etc. The 
festival exists from 25 years already during which it presented more than 
600 productions in 37 countries, and each year this festival is visited by 
approximately 10,000 people. Two years ago, the festival in Varna received 
the certificate of the platform Europe for Festivals – Festivals for Europe of 
the European Association of Festivals. 

The International Theatre Meetings (MITEM)35, taking place in Budapest 
(Hungary), are preparing their fifth edition with participants from Serbia, 
Croatia, Slovenia, Romania, but also Belgium, Estonia, Russia, Germany, 
Italy and others.

Since 1993 the International Theatre Festival in the small town of Sibiu36is 
taking place in Romania.During the past years the festival presented plays 
from 68 countries. The programme orientation of the festival is each year 
based on the slogan directing the selection of plays.

Each year in the region in August, the Dubrovnik Summer Games 
(Croatia)37 are taking place, established as early as 1950. The concept of 
unifying the unique ambient of Renaissance and Baroque Dubrovnik, the 
Rector’s Palace, the Sponza Palace, the Summer House in Gruž, with current 
theatrical and music accomplishment, expanded the original concept based 
on works of Marin Držić, Ivan Gundulić, Ivo Vojnović, Shakespeare, Mollier, 
Goldoni, the Greek tragedians. Contemporary theatrical expression was, in 
fact, conditioned by the poetics of scene spaces.

The National Drama Theatre of Slovenia from Ljubljana,was established 
in 2014 by the Drama Festival38, the first occurrence of which was solemnly 
opened by the performance Marina Abramović or How I Lost My Way to 
Antigone. Festival participants include plays from Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia 
and the Permanent Slovenian Theatre in Trieste.

33 http://www.teszt.ro/
34 http://viafest.org/varna/en/about/
35 http://www.mitem.hu/en
36 http://www.sibfest.ro/sibiu-international-theatre-festival.html#
37 http://www.dubrovnik-festival.hr/
38 http://www.drama.si/o-drami/drama_festival
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The International Festival of Contemporary Drama39(Hungary), as the 
name suggests, is based solely on contemporary drama works of authors from 
Hungary and other countries. The festival exists since 1997, it is biannual 
in character, and it includes complementary programmes of theatrical 
workshops, an international book fair on theatre, a reading programme of 
contemporary drama, and a seminar the focus of which is translating drama 
works. With participation of a large number of renowned guests, numerous 
plays had their performing precisely on this festival. What is important for 
the topic of this text is the fact the festival established cooperation with two 
regional theatre festivals and enabled the visit to festivals Desiré Central 
Station in Subotica and the International Theatre Festival Interferences 
in Cluj (Romania). In this way the audience and experts can gain a better 
insight into theatrical tendencies of the region. 

The mentioned International Theatre Festival Interferences40 from Cluj 
exists since 2014 and it is based on presenting the newest Europea theatri-
cal tendencies. In the light of current events, migration, dramatic change 
of social structure of Europe, the festival asks questions about the identi-
ty of Europeans and Europe, differences and similarities, about “us” and 
“them”. With the presence of a large number of theatres from the region, the 
festival gathers productions from 14 countries in 13 languages. Also, with-
in the increasingly visible activity of the Romanian theatre, the example 
of the European Theatre Festival Eurothalia in Timisoara41 should be 
mentioned, which is, as the name suggests, dedicated to contemporary 
expression of theatrical productions from the entire Europe.

Regional theatres

Maybe better than anything else, the appearance of regional theatres attests 
to the strength of regional cooperation within the programmatic and the 
repertoire framework, however it offers us the most information on efficient 
and fresh production and financial infrastructure.

Such an example is the PANDUR.THEATERS42, an international theatre 
organisations which was founded in 2002 by Tomaž Pandur and the 
dramaturge Livia Pandur. This non-institutional theatre network produces 
international projects in cooperation with theatres, theatre festivals and 
other coproduction partners. By combining different forms of artistic 
expression into a unique scene language, Pandur.theaters gathers artists 
from different part of the world into an international and multicultural 
theatrical workshop, announcing a potential theatre model for the new 
millennium which questions the existing mental and emotional patterns.

The Theatre Ulysses43 from Brioni (Croatia), was established by the actor 
and director Rade Šerbedžija and the writer Borislav Vujčić. It was solemnly 
opened by the famous British theatre actor Vanessa Redgrave in 2001. The 
first play was Shakespeare’s “King Lear”, directed by Lenka Udovički, with 

39 http://www.dramafestival.hu/home_1
40 http://www.interferences-huntheater.ro/
41 https://www.eurothalia.ro/en/
42 http://www.pandurtheaters.com/
43 http://www.ulysses.hr/en/
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Rade Šerbedžija in a leading role. Several locations within the Austro-
Hungarian naval fortress Minor in the Smalle Brijun served as a natural 
decor. This theatre gathers artists from Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Serbia, the United Kingdom, USA and Ukraine. Since 2002, the 
role of the producer was taken over by Duško Ljuština. With his support the 
theatre expanded their activity and grew into a regional landmark. 

Presence of theatre projects from the region on international festivals

Even though festivals in Avignon and Edinburgh represent the most 
important European theatre manifestations, a series of European festivals 
with special attention given to productions from countries of Southeast 
Europe are also important for this region.

Wiener Festwochen44 represents a Festival week in Vienna which exists 
from 1950 with the aim of integrating the city and the country with the 
international community in the field of theatre. Throughout history, the 
festival programmatically strived to follow cultural and social-political 
currents and changes, so today it is positioned as a multidisciplinary artistic 
festival showing great interest for productions coming from regional 
countries. Thus, so far the guests also included Oliver Frljić, Borut Šeparović, 
Atelje with the play of Tomi Janezič (based on Milena Marković’s text) 
“Šuma blista”, a play of Oliver Frljić “Turbofolk” (2010), his first and most 
important play and “Mrzim istinu” (2013), then the play of Borut Šeparović 
“Generacija” ‘91 – ‘95”, and Goran Stefanovski with “Hotel Europa” (2010). 
In other words, plays carrying the history and space of our region within 
them.

Internationale Maifestspiele Wiesbaden45(Germany), is a Festival of new 
European dramatists (NEW PLAYS FROM EUROPE), and the most important 
international festival for contemporary drama works where works by 
authors from 41 European countries were presented, including works of 
Biljana Srbljanović, Serbia (“Beogradska trilogija”), Oliver Frljić, Croatia 
(“Zoran Đinđić”), Dušan Spasojević, Serbia (“Odumiranje”) and others. 
The biannual theatre festival is organized by the Hessisches Staatstheater 
Wiesbaden.

The International Festival Divadelna Nitra46 represents the largest theatre 
festival in Slovakia, known for its European context. Since 1992, during the 
end of September each year this festival presents new theatrical productions 
from Europe which are innovative and experimental in scene character, 
new names with a series of accompanying workshops and programmes 
offering a space to present regional cultural co-productions. This festival 
also presents regional authors such as Bobo Jelčić (Zagreb Youth Theatre), 
Radu Afrim (Romania), Sebastian Horvat, Matjaž Pograjc (Slovenian Youth 
Theatre Ljubljana), Anja Suša (Belgrade) and others. 

Finally, the region is recognizable by individual arrangements of profes-
sionals from the field invited regularly by the most important European the-
atre to participate within their productions. A special emphasis here should 

44 http://www.festwochen.at/
45 http://www.staatstheater-wiesbaden.de/
46 http://www.nitrafest.sk/home/
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go to European careers of creators such as Oliver Frljić, a theatrical director 
from Croatia, Biljana Srbljanović, a drama playwright from Serbia, Jeton 
Neziraj, a drama playwright and director, the Head of the Qendra Multi-
media from Priština, Borut Šeparović from Croatia, Anja Suša, a director 
from Serbia, Miloš Lolić, a director from Serbia, Aleksandar Denić, a scenog-
rapher who has been winning awards for the best theatre scenography in 
Germany for several years, Aleksandar Popovski, design collective NUMEN 
from Croatia realizing innovative scenography solutions throughout the re-
gion, but also Europe, Ivan Dobchev, Kokan Mladenović and others. 

Due to a conversation with Boris Liješević, a well-known theatre director 
doing plays in Belgrade, Novi Sad, Montenegro, Zagreb and other regional 
cities, we were able to support some of the existing deliberations included 
in the previously presented analysis. Thus, regional cooperation from the 
point of view of a direct actor of this kind of theatrical co-productions is 
especially welcomed in the light of successful financial and production 
model which not only enables the realization of individual theatrical 
plays, but also promotion and possibilities of performing plays in different 
environments co-producers originate from (theatres and festivals). With a 
production basis as wide as possible, plays are also more visible not only 
in the cities of co-producers, but also on the international theatre stage, As 
for the important question of answering the topics which are expected to 
be presented by authors from the region of Southeast Europe, we received 
an affirmative answer, based on the need of the audience to see something 
authentic coming from this area. This does not inevitably have to be based 
on questions of transition, post-war processes, and emigration of youth 
and so on, however the authenticity of voices must be emphasised in order 
to spark interest of the audience in other centres. “Because we also, when 
we go to see a play from Azerbaijan want to see something we cannot see 
in a theatre in Berlin or Vienna”, as Boris Liješević concluded. Finally, the 
question of dignity of authors from this area, related to market conditions 
of their arrangements in foreign theatre, as opposed to examples from other 
fields, does not demonstrate a different treatment of professionals from this 
region in comparison to professionals coming from Western Europe. Namely, 
foreign institutions invite domestic playwrights, directors, scenographers 
and costume designers to participate in their theatrical productions based 
on the standards of institutions themselves.

Instead of a conclusion we will remind of the role of theatre which to a 
society, as a symbolic strategy, inspires self-awareness and awareness of 
its treatment of others. The partial shedding of light on the complexity of 
position and challenges faced by theatrical creativity in a wider social-
political contexts, we believe can be useful in further development of 
financial-organisational mechanisms to improve theatrical creativity of the 
region of Southeast Europe and its presence on the European and the global 
scene.
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF 
VISUAL ARTS
Anica Tucakov

Presence and cooperation of countries from Southeast Europe in the 
field of visual arts based on European cooperation projects supported  
by the Creative Europe programme from 2014 to 2017

Statistically presenting the presence of projects from the field of visual arts 
is not an easy task today due to the prominently interdisciplinary character 
of these projects including a large number of contemporary artistic expres-
sions and with strong influence of various social and methodological ap-
proaches such as anthropology, urbanism, architecture, design, and others. 
Using the example of the Europe Comics project we can also observe the is-
sue of comic book treatment in this project, which has been representing an 
important discipline for a long time in the field of contemporary visual lan-
guage, but in this case the project is included in the framework of publish-
ing and literary creativity. Within these borderline situations the most fre-
quent decision was to include the project into the corpus of activities of con-
temporary visual creativity. Hence, due to this situation, the largest number 
of projects in this analysis also statistically belongs to contemporary visual 
creativity, uniting all mentioned approaches, fields and expressions. 

Only when selecting projects for the requirements of this overview, al-
though they include organisations from the field of visual creativity, care 
was taken they did not belong to the domain of classical institutionalised 
visual expression, i.e. that they were not based on cultural heritage, and 
also that they were not predominantly concerned with archaeology or ar-
chiving. However, certain projects which could also at the same time belong 
to the field of theatrical creativity, contemporary dance or visual arts (such 
as working with the audience, inclusive projects or interdisciplinary festi-
vals) were mostly, due to their inter-sector nature, encompassed by projects 
of visual creativity, as the widest notion. Finally, clear profiling of organisa-
tions included in these projects, based on contemporary visual culture, also 
influenced their choice.

Regardless, in the described period, out of 285 total supported projects in 
the field of European cooperation (projects of bigger and smaller extent), 
based on the described parameters, 142 projects total were based on produc-
tions concerned with contemporary visual expression, or they used in their 
predominant thematic frameworks (such as youth audience development, 
education, community empowerment, etc.), a predominantly contemporary 
visual expression in the field of contemporary theatrical creativity and the 
field of contemporary dance. Out of the 142 projects, 77 belong to the field 
of contemporary visual production, 50 to theatrical creativity and 24 to the 
field of contemporary dance.
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Projects encompassed by the widely understood notion of contemporary vi-
sual production represent more than a half of total supported production in 
all three mentioned fields supported in Creative Europe competitions and 
the sub-programme Culture in the field of European cooperation. Howev-
er, also in relation to the total number of approved projects dedicated to 
the field of contemporary visual creativity, approximately 56% belongs to 
projects where organisations and institutions from countries of Southeast 
Europe participated.

Graph 1: Ratio of the total number of projects dedicated to visual arts in comparison to the 
number of projects with participant countries from Southeast Europe, based on the results of 
the Creative Europe programme 2014-2017 competition for projects of European cooperation

Bearing in mind the big number of leaders, i.e. project coordinators within 
small and big cooperation in this field coming from the region (the total 
of 11), this number of projects enables a more reliable systematisation and 
categorisation of existing problematic frameworks. Moreover, in observing 
the countries from which organisations participated in cooperation proj-
ects supported through the Creative Europe programme, we can see that 
Slovenia and Croatia occupy a predominantly leading position in the field of 
visual arts by presence and activities1.

If we first present projects where leaders were organisations coming from 
Croatia, we can see the Association “Što, kako i za koga”2 from Zagreb leads 
two projects: the first being “This Is Tomorrow. Back To Basics: Forms and 
Actions in the Future”, realised in cooperation with Tensta Konsthall from 
Stockholm, Sweden and the Latvian Centre for Contemporary Art from Riga, 
Latvia, on the topic of sustainability of work of artistic institutions, centre 
and organisations. This two year project was concluded in 2016. And the 
second one is concerned with refugees and migrants – “They Were, Those 
People, A Kind of Solution”, organised in cooperation with the Centre for 
Peace Studies from Zagreb, Tensta Konsthall from Sweden and the Europe-
an Institute for Progressive Cultural Policies from Vienna. The endangered 
status of operation of cultural actors and institutions and the question 
of migrants are central topics the work of other countries is dedicated to in 
this period, and they can be recognised as an acute problem that should be 
answered and given attention to.

1 As opposed to results from the same period concerned with contemporary theatrical 
creativity where the leading position is occupied by Romania followed by Slovenia, 
Croatia, etc.

2 http://www.whw.hr/whw/index.html
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On the topic of migrants projects such as “Images and Words of refugee 
routes” should be mentioned as well, the leader of which is the Association 
Urban from Bosnia and Herzegovina, and among whose partners are asso-
ciations from Croatia, Italy, Spain, and also the “New Mappings of Europe”, 
based on the same topic, the leader of which is the Modern Gallery3 from 
Slovenia, and their partners include the Yugoslavian History Museum from 
Serbia, Teesside University from the United Kingdom and Akademie der Bil-
denden Kunste Wien from Austria. 

The project “Artists@Work. Creativity for Justice and Fairness in Europe”4 
also attests to the mentioned interdisciplinary dimension and the inter-
twining of different artistic fields, and it includes organisations from 3 
countries, among which there are the ones from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
but also three different artistic languages – comic books, photography and 
audio-visual creativity, with an emphasis on the development of new digital 
technologies as online platforms for the exchange of knowledge, work and 
methodological approaches.

Table 1: Participation of countries from Southeast Europe in European cooperation projects in 
the field of visual arts within the Creative Europe programmes in the period 2014-2017

However, definitely the largest number of projects from this wide area be-
longs to the corpus of cooperation based on the topics of architectonic and 
urban identities. These are: “Artecitya. Envisioning the City of Tomorrow”5, 
the result of cooperation between partners from seven countries, including 
MoTA Museum of Transitory Art from Ljubljana, and TIF HELEXPO from 
Thessaloniki. Also “Human Cities Challenging the City Scale”6, with par-
ticipants from 11 countries, including the Urbanism Institute of the Repub-
lic of Slovenia and the Belgrade Design Week. “Augmented City, the Space 
for Digital Creative Citizenship”7 is a project based on the question of revit-

3 http://mg-lj.si
4 http://www.artists-work.eu/project
5 http://artecitya.eu/
6 http://humancities.eu/about/
7 http://augmentedcity.info/
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alising different urban structures through the use of digital technologies 
and realisation of new models of cooperation between professionals from 
this field. The four years long architecture and urbanism project “Shared 
Cities: Creative Momentum”8 included participatory and interdisciplinary 
practices in this field, connecting experts from Belgrade, Berlin, Bratisla-
va, Prague, Katowice and Warsaw, the coordinator of which is the Goethe 
Institut from Germany. Finally, “Future DiverCities”9 is an incubator of new 
practices encouraging contemporary creativity in different urban contexts. 
Carrier of the projects is SuperAct from the United Kingdom, and one of the 
project participants is also Kontejner/Biro of Contemporary Artistic Prac-
tice10 from Zagreb.

Digital platforms and networking represent the second big thematic 
area, including the project “Masters and Servers: Networked Culture in the 
Post-Digital Age”11, the leader of which is the Aksioma Institut12 from Lju-
bljana. The same institution is a coordinator of another project of a similar 
profile – “State Machines”13 the topic of which is social and corporate con-
trol through current digital platforms. “European Digital Art and Science 
Network”14, also belongs to this circle of projects, with project leader being 
Ars Electronica from Linz and participants from 7 countries, including the 
Centre for the Promotion of Science from Serbia and the Gallery Kapelica 
from Slovenia. We should also mention projects “Networked Encounter”, 
“European Network for Contemporary Audiovisual Creation”15 whose par-
ticipants include the Resonate festival, Magnetic Field B from Serbia, MoTA, 
Museum of Transitory Art from Slovenia and Onassis Cultural Centre from 
Greece, and also the “European Art-Science-Technology Network for Digital 
Creativity”16, whose participants include the Association Ljudmila Labora-
tory for Science and Arts from Slovenia. 

8 https://www.sharedcities.eu/
9 http://futuredivercities.eu/
10  http://www.kontejner.org/
11  http://www.mastersandservers.org/
12  http://aksioma.org/
13  http://www.statemachines.eu/
14  https://www.aec.at/artandscience/en/
15  http://encac.eu/
16  http://www.eastn.eu/
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Table 2: List of countries coordinators of projects within European cooperation in the field of 
visual arts the participants of which include countries from Southeast Europe

Audience development, as another widely present topic is deal with by 
projects such as the “Wider Audience in Visual and Performing Arts” or the 
field of human rights present in the project “Women Equal Share Presence 
in the Arts and Creative Industries”. Research projects are also present in 
large numbers and these are predominantly workshops, seminars, train-
ings and conferences such as “People’s Smart Sculptures”, “In public in Par-
ticular”, “Understanding Territoriality, Identity and Possession” and other 
similar initiatives.

However, the number of projects based on productions is proportionate-
ly small in comparison to the form of contemporary visual expression. 
Hence, projects “Spectrum 14/15”17, i.e. “Spectrum 16”18 should be mentioned 
as positive and representative examples or “LuCity”19 which have the aim of 
production and promotion of works from the field of light installations or 
“Ceramics and its dimensions”, the participants of which include the Muse-
um of Contemporary Art from Serbia together with six more partner muse-
ums and the State Museum Porcelanikon from Selb, Germany as the coor-
dinator of the project. While the centre of attention of the project “Shared 
Art Exhibitions”20 is the practical part of visual creativity – digitalisation of 
works and their accessibility to audiences around the world.

As opposed to other fields, the presence of leading institutions such as mu-
seums is notably bigger in the domain of visual creativity (the Museum of 
Applied Art, the Museum of Contemporary Art of Vojvodina, the Museum of 
Contemporary Art Zagreb, the Museum of Contemporary Art from Frank-
furt on Maine, the Centre Pompidu and others), and also universities, insti-

17 http://www.spectrum14-15.org/
18 http://www.spectrum16.org/en/home/
19 Leader of the project is the organisation “Hiša! društvo za ljudi in prostore” from Lju-

bljana.
20 http://sharedart.eu/en/homepage/
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tutes and even traditional visual associations such as the Croatian Associ-
ation of Visual Artists, so there are serious arguments the Creative Europe 
programme succeeded in animating institutions which most frequently do 
not display such a kind of agility and mobility of activities and that institu-
tions possess organisational and application capacities for this kind of com-
petitions.

On the other hand, we believe it is necessary to devote greater attention 
to the production of contemporary visual works. Meetings, exchange of 
experiences and opinions on seminars, conferences and debates are a ne-
cessity of the contemporary artistic system. The availability of information 
through networks and digital platform is also useful for artists. However, 
more than anything, artists need systematic support in producing works. 
The inbalance between projects concerned with seminars and conferences 
in comparison to the ones focussed on production itself is the fact we rec-
ommend for strategic analysis in preparing the next cycles of the Creative 
Europe programme.  

Visibility of the region of Southeast Europe in the field of con-
temporary visual arts

International exhibitions and collections

Eastern European culture and Southeast European art are causing various 
forms of defining for more than two decades, both in the sense of the inter-
disciplinary exhibitions and in the sense of the theory. Namel, the attempt 
of typologising ideas of contemporary visual culture of countries from this 
region is faced with a series of difficulties accompanying every reduction of 
phenomena of this complexity to just a few concepts. However, for the needs 
of this short overview, we were lead by different planes of presentation of 
visual creativity: within important visual projects, i.e. through identifying 
dominant narratives  which lead the concepts of these exhibitions; exam-
ples of big collections based on visual creativity from this region and mod-
els of their historisation and institutionalisation.   

Long-term crisis of great artistic histories of modern Europe is certainly 
also reflected in the past few decades through questions related to inter-
pretation and (mis)use of visual arts’ central currents in Southeast Europe. 

As in this paper we are speaking about a larger number of countries encom-
passing certain “sub-regions” (countries of former Yugoslavia, Romania, 
Bulgaria, etc.), we are aware these processes started already in 1989 and 
they were continues into the next decade with the end of the civil war in 
former Yugoslavia. What was immediately recognisable were inclinations 
of curators to fit all scenes of visual arts both of individual countries and of 
the region understood in the wider sense into the great artistic current of 
Western Europe.

The basic instrument of these intentions were exhibitions were emphasis 
was on similarities, parallel artistic processes, or where, on the other hand, 
light was shed on the local and regional contexts and peculiarities of artistic 
practices of individual countries and regions, which mostly corresponded 
with set thematic frameworks expected from this area.
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We are primarily speaking about exhibitions as exponents of core value 
mechanisms and narrative currents because in the system of visual arts 
exhibitions are “places of exchange in political economy of art, where they 
create, sustain and occasionally deconstruct meanings”21. We addressed 
the West through exhibitions, but we also strived to re-examine the exist-
ing value systems, define referential systems and continue the interrupted 
continuity. Exhibitions were means of integrating into contemporary Eu-
ropean society. It is clear exhibitions were means to overcome interrupted 
communication. However, we will try to answer in this text to what was 
communicated and whether this communication was successful. Namely, 
exhibitions became paradigms of new agitprop representation of the widest 
public awakening.

Finally, we are also speaking about the visibility of visual creativity of the 
region due to the fact that in this period, in lack of a developed system of con-
temporary visual arts and institutional basis, individuals – curators took a 
series of tasks and obligations to themselves, which are conducted in other 
environments by a series of advisors and organisations and in this way they 
built a very influential position within the existing situation22. Thus, a very 
small number of people gained control over the identification space of the 
collectively imaginary society of this region and its presentation as a legit-
imate parameter.

Representation of contemporary visual art of Southeast European countries 
can thus be tracked through recognition of dominant narratives based on 
which large international exhibitions dedicated to visual creativity of this 
region were designed and organised in the past two decades. Based on this 
we can also more easily identify core issues in the field of the existing visual 
production system, but also presentation model.

The first place is occupied by the predominant curator matrix of blending 
into the great tradition of Western European art. I.e. here we encounter the 
phenomenon of “self-colonisation”, the practice of adopting foreign models 
and values and, in that, colonising one’s own identity. The topic of self=col-
onisation stems from the end of 20th century, so for example, it can be rec-
ognised in the exhibition “Body and the East”, organised in 1998 in the Mod-
ern Gallery in Ljubljana. However, post-colonial topics encompass a very 
wide area, from self-colonisation and neo-colonialism, to the relationship 
of the centre and the periphery, the construct of the Other, to geo-political 
hierarchy and position, etc.  It is important to emphasise that an important 
part of these exhibitions highlighted the emancipation role of peculiarity 
of Socialist Modernis, i.e. the parallel existence and development of parallel 
modernisms as an answer to indisputability of the set canons of contempo-
rary art in Southeast Europe. Thus through time we can identify a signifi-
cant number of artists and their works frequently presented in this type of 
exhibitions. 

This need to re-examine different modernisms is also present in the exhibi-
tion “Living Art – on the Edge of Europe” from 2006, organised at the Kröller-

21 Bruce W. Ferguson, Reesa Greenberg, Sandy Nairne, “Thinking About Exhibitions”, 
Routledge, 1996.

22 Thus the new regime of authorship, according to Boris Groys, is now shared between 
the artist and the curator, gallerist and financer.
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Müller Museum in Otterlo (the Netherlands), where works of Katalin Ladik, 
Bálint Szombathya, Slavko Matković, Julije Knifer, Dimitrije Bašičević Man-
gelos (group Gorgon), etc. were presented.

In striving to overcome the usual post-colonial narratives, on the other hand 
there are also contextualising exhibition projects which precisely address 
specific questions in works of artists from this region: questions of social ac-
tivism of transitional situations, political engagement, peculiarities of col-
lective and personal histories, re-examined heritage of the core of European 
artistic avant-garde, etc. Unfortunately, these tendencies influenced the ar-
tificial construction of expected typical images of regional countries which 
started conditioning the works of entire generations of creators which re-
sponded to set demands of the established exotic region canon. However, 
this follower repetitiveness secured a suitable cover to ambitious creators 
whose activity demonstrated all weakness, passivity, confusion and deep 
crisis of an important part of contemporary visual scene, and also the obvi-
ous fatigue of artistic strategies.

The fact that an important part of artists responded to these demands is of 
no wonder, because since 2000 the number of collections, events, biennales, 
research institutes and projects concerned with presentation and historisa-
tion of art from Southeast Europe exponentially grew, while being initiated 
and supported by deciding financial structures – international foundations 
and cultural centres. 

On the other hand, there are also clearly self-aware exhibition initiatives 
directly wanting to re-examine these issues and attempts of historisation 
of contemporary artistic production of the region. Thus, the Slovenian art 
group “Irwin” in 2001 initiated one of the most successful exhibition proj-
ects concerned with historisation of art from this part of Europe, at the ex-
hibition “East Art Map: A (Re)Construction of the History of Contemporary 
Art in Eastern Europe”23. Even though its name contains only the phrase of 
Art in Eastern Europe, the project certainly encompassed a large number of 
artists from this region (Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Albania, Bulgaria, 
Romania, Croatia, etc.), with the aim of identifying an artistically referen-
tial value system and emphasising the need for a thorough study con-
cerned with development and complexity of art in Eastern Europe, and 
also its placement into a wider context. After this (2005) the project grew 
into “Eastern Europe Museum” in the Karl Ernst Osthaus Museum in Hagen 
(Germany), identifying the need for an institutional value reply of this part 
of Europe to the paradigm of museum institutions such as the Museum of 
Modern Art from New York.

Believing that this exhibition precisely diagnoses the core of the issue in 
presentation of Southeast, but also East and Central Europe, we are also con-
veying the implications of the IRWIN group that in Eastern Europe (also 
known as former communist European countries, Eastern and Central Eu-
rope, New Europe and the like) as a rule there are no transparent structures 
where events, artefacts and artists of importance for art history are organ-
ised in a referential system accepted and respected outside of the borders 
of the country in question. Instead, we encounter systems which are closed 
23  http://www.eastartmap.org/
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within national borders and which are mostly based on arguments adjusted 
to the local needs. Occasionally, these systems are even duplicated, so apart 
from “official” art histories there are also entire clusters of stories and leg-
ends about art and artists which oppose the official artistic world.

However, written records about these others are few in number and frag-
mented, while comparisons with art and artists present in the West are very 
rare. 

A system segmented to this extent primarily prevents any serious possibil-
ity to understand art created in the age of socialism as a whole. Moreover, 
this system represents a huge problem for artists who, apart from lacking 
any kind of firm support for their activities, are also forced to move be-
tween poles of the local and the international artistic system. Finally, this 
blocks communication between artists, critics and theoreticians from these 
countries. Thus, art of Eastern Europe demands a thorough study which 
will present its development, explain its complexity and place it in a wider 
context. Therefore, it is very difficult, if not impossible to be oriented in this 
area.

Hence, certainly another exhibition exemplary in this context should be 
mentioned - “Interrupted Histories” from 2006, organised in the Modern 
Gallery in Ljubljana which put emphasis on small and temporal histories as 
opposed to massive historical currents.

Another recognisable thematic framework of big exhibition settings is con-
cerned with the processes of European integration and exhibitions which 
were particularly present during 2004 and 2007 when Romania and Bul-
garia entered the European Union with exhibitions dedicated to presenting 
artists from these countries. An example is the exhibition “Plus Two—Con-
temporary Art from Bulgaria and Romania” organised in the MKM centre 
for modern and contemporary art in Duisburg (Germany) where works of 
Pravdoljub Ivanov, Kiril Prashkov, Nedko Solakov, Marius Berce, Dumitru 
Gorza, Romana Raus and other artists from Bulgaria and Romania were pre-
sented24.  These are exhibitions presenting the expected topics of passage, 
borders, i.e. removing borders, walls. Also, together with presenting the di-
versity of characteristic creative practices, the idea of cultural and political 
identity of Europe was insisted on, e.g. at the exhibition “@EUROPE EXISTS” 
(2003), held in Thessaloniki, followed by “Breakthrough: Perspectives on 
Art from the Ten New Member States”, the Hague (2004), “Instant Europe 
- Photography and Video from the New Europe”, “Passariano – Codroipo”, 
Udine,(2004), “Passage Europe: Realities, references”, St. Etienne (2004), 
“The Image of Europe”, Brussels (2004), “The New Ten: Contemporary Art 
from the 10 New Member Nations of the EU”, Duisburg, Vienna, Mannheim, 
(2004), “The New Europe. Culture of Mixing and Politics of Representation”, 
Vienna (2005), “Central: New Art from New Europe”, Vienna (2005), Sofia 
(2006), etc.

The most visible international exhibitions dedicated to works of artists 
from this region in this period were “Blood and Honey: Future’s in the Bal-

24 http://www.museum-kueppersmuehle.de/en/



316

kans”, by curator Harold Szeemann25, “In the Gorges of the Balkans: A Re-
port, by curator Rene Block”26, and “In Search of Balkania” by Peter Weibel27, 
(Austria and Germany in 2002 and 2003). Judging by the names of curators 
it is obvious these are very influential global curators. However, local and 
international success of the project named “International laser summit of 
cheap graphics”28, was initiated and over the years realised by the artistic 
group Turbosutra from Belgrade which gathered a large number of visual 
artists from various disciplines in this spring time manifestation, hence, 
its ensuing international success, which included works of artists from 
these countries, represents one of the most positive examples of local initia-
tive, which pierced through all inter-state walls and presented the quality 
and authenticity of regional visual creativity in the best possible manner 
through its authentic concept, beauty of the exhibition, professional produc-
tion standards and amazing presentation of high quality works.

Finally, we should certainly emphasise that in the context of historisation, 
as opposed to exhibition projects, collections play a bigger role in institu-
tionalising art and creating more stable narratives, hence, bigger attention 
should be paid to them, which certainly transcends the framework of this 
text. Hence, we will only state that in the field of contemporary visual art 
of Southeast Europe, one of the most important collections is certainly the 
“Kontakt, Art collection of the Erste Bank Group”29, founded in 2004 with 
collection strategy exploring production in Central, Eastern and Southeast 
Europe with a special emphasis on contemporary artistic discourses and 
critical theory, as conceptual support to the art positions the roots of which 
belong to a specific locality and context. On the other hand, as opposed to 
the collection founded by a bank from the West, “ArtEast 2000+ collection”, 
stemming from the 90s of the 20th century, is an initiative of the Modern 
Gallery from Ljubljana. Today, the collection is located in the Museum of 
Contemporary Art Metelkova in Ljubljana30. Traditionally very important 
collections of central regional museums of contemporary art should also be 
mentioned, such as collections of the Museum of Contemporary Art of Vojvo-
dina, Museum of Contemporary Art of Belgrade and others.

The nature of this short overview, unavoidably conditions its fragmentation 
and limited reach. However, in the light of previously initiated questions 
and stated facts, we believe it is important to emphasise the quality of con-

25 Where works of 74 artists from Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgar-
ia, Croatia, Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, Turkey, Serbian and 
Montenegro were presented. http://sammlung-essl.at/jart/prj3/essl/main.
jart?content-id=1366790541558&rel=en&article_id=1367496238933&event_
id=1367496241149&reserve-mode=active

26 With works of 88 artists from 12 countries of the region.
 http://archiv.fridericianum-kassel.de/ausst/ausst-balkan.html
27 https://www.museum-joanneum.at/en/neue-galerie-graz/exhibitions/exhibitions/

events/event/2244/in-search-of-balkania-2
28 This manifestation was first organized in 2009 with the topic of “Art in the Age of 

Recession”. The second Laser summit of cheap graphics took place in 2010 under the 
slogan “Art by Force”, and the third one in 2011 with the topic “Art until the End”. As a 
consequence of the first two laser summits publications “Art by Force” and “Art until 
the End” appeared where all works from the first two summits were presented. During 
the next years the Laser summit of cheap graphics visited many European cities such 
as Berlin, Vienna, Basel, Amsterdam, Zagreb, etc. 

29 http://www.kontakt-collection.net
30 http://www.mg-lj.si/en/collections/1245/arteast-2000-international-collection/
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temporary visual production of regional societies and its highest possible 
visibility requires investing into stable artistic systems.

The obvious collapse of artistic and social system, chaos in production and 
presentation conditions, general instability, work principle based on inter-
est collectives, and the inability of the artists to become involved in social 
economy and in that define their own artistic position, call for specific mea-
sures which go from formulating a reliable educational system (not only the 
one concerned with professional training of creators, gallerists, critics, art 
historians and producers, but also with mandatory presence of contempo-
rary visual culture for children from primary school onwards through all 
education phases), to an efficient answer to the central problem of produc-
tion and presentation, which includes institutional enablement, i.e. the ex-
istence and modernisation of institutions and galleries in general, and also 
creating a functional system of the regional art market, concluding with 
the questions of high quality mediation and work with the audience. The 
questions of an efficient artistic system certainly cannot be resolved hierar-
chically, by identifying priority areas, but instead through parallel work on 
all mentioned segments comprising the structure of contemporary visual 
arts scene.

Finally, if we are trying to summarise the recognised problems of the con-
temporary visual scene in regional countries, we should certainly empha-
sise the question of existing stereotypes related to regional visual art (con-
structed within the framework of big exhibition settings with the intention 
of creating a distance from still “insufficiently developed” participants in 
European culture); then the assumption of production stability through 
existence of several years long financial mechanisms and structures; de-
velopment of regional artistic market; the question of unequal position of 
regional participants in international projects; the problem of an efficient 
media strategy and educational system; and after decades of negligence and 
struggles, responding to the existing lethargy of visual art scene represen-
tatives while also influencing their mobilisation.
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REGIONAL AND CROSS-BORDER 
COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF 
CONTEMPORARY DANCE
Anica Tucakov

Presence and cooperation of countries from Southeast Europe in 
the field of contemporary dance, based on projects of European 
cooperation supported by the Creative Europe programme from 
2014 to 2017

Actors of the contemporary dance scene who came of age during the in 
depth change of the social contract and the place of cultural production in it, 
are representatives of the part of the so called independent art scene which 
very quickly and successfully adjusted to new production models which 
appeared during the end of the nineties of the twentieth century and kept 
developing until today. In creating the concept of the scene and the work of 
individual organisations in socially unstable circumstances on inexistent 
foundations of the discipline of contemporary dance itself, participants of 
this scene are maybe the best representatives of the situation where a col-
lapse of strict professional categorisation between an artists, creators, or-
ganisers, producers, promoters and critics took place. This scene potentially 
most clearly attests to the disappearance of disciplinary categorisations and 
the manner of art’s survival and also to experiments and innovations not 
only in the field of theoretic deliberations, but also in the practical, pro-
duction and performing fields. Hence, as such a specific field of work, best 
reflecting the state of contemporary artistic scene, projects from the field of 
contemporary dance also most clearly emphasise key problems of contem-
porary artistic practice generally in the region and the manners of chang-
ing the social paradigms in power.

Contemporary dance, as a collective play, also offers information on shap-
ing techniques of the society, values influencing the practices being shaped 
in that particular way, the results of parallel effects of these practices and 
the search for alternative forms of thought and gestures through categories 
of corporeality and movement, but also ways of (self)organisation.

*****
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Table 1: Participation of organisations from Southeast European countries in projects 
of European cooperation in the field of contemporary dance within the Creative Europe 
programme in the period 2014-2017

Considering that we are speaking about the total of 14 projects, we have the 
possibility to present them all briefly, and in this the central topics of this 
field. Namely, topics of audience development, inclusion, and migrations 
predominantly represent the bases of projects encompassed in the field of 
contemporary dance, where there is also the dominant interdisciplinary 
approach and a wide platform of activities. Thus, active audience is also 
the topic of the project “Be SpectActive”1, the leader of which is the Italian 
festival from Sanselpolcro “Comune di Sansepolcro - Kilowatt Festival” and 
it gathers organisations from eight countries, while its programme is most-
ly based on dance performances, residency programmes, workshops and 
conferences.

However, the question of education is a possible and key key question when 
it comes to contemporary dance in countries from Southeast Europe, which 
is also attested to through the responses to questionnaires distributed by 
the Desk Creative Europe Serbia, but also based on statements of profession-
als from this field, interviews and materials which were available regards 
the question of contemporary dance. Thus, education is the centre of atten-
tion of organisers and partners of the project “DNA - Departure and Arriv-
als”2, initiated and lead by the Belgian organisation PARTS gathering 13 Eu-
ropean organisations and institutions from eleven countries, also including 
“Stanica – Contemporary Dance Service”3from Belgrade and the Hellenic 
Festival4from Athens. Technology as educational material in the service of 
performing arts is also a topic of the project “Virtual Sets: Creating and pro-
moting virtual sets for the performing arts”with four co-produced perform-
ing works and participation of students and professionals from this field. 
With the leader beingLiberaAccademia di Belle ArtifromBrescia, Italy, the 
project gathers organisations from four countries, including two organisa-
tions from Serbia (Faculty of Management from Novi Sad and the organisa-
tion Kultura Nova).

1  http://www.bespectactive.eu/
2  http://departuresandarrivals.eu/
3  http://www.dancestation.org/stanica/
4  http://greekfestival.gr/gr/home
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However, the majority of projects is dedicated to empowering contempo-
rary dance scenes, such as the project “APAP – Advancing performing arts 
projects”5, gathering eleven organisations, including the Student Centre 
from Zagreb, and also the project “Dance on, Pass on, Move on”6, the focus 
of which is on mature performers, dancers, choreographers (the project is 
lead by the organisation Diehl+RitterGug (Haftungsbeschrankt) from Ger-
many with partners from eight countries including also the Nomad Dance 
Academy from Slovenia and the Belgrade Dance Festival. An interesting ex-
ample is also the project “Vertical Dance Forum”7led by the organisationRe-
touramontfrom France, the partners of which also include the Artistic Or-
ganisation Histeria Nova from Croatia. This group of projects also includes 
“Performing Gender – Dance Makes Differences”8, with participation of 
“MestoZensk, DrustvoZaPromocijoZensk V Kulturi” from Slovenia, and also 
the “New forms in Mixdoor Performing Arts Practices”9, combining perfor-
mance, workshops and trainings, the participants of which also include the 
Institute for Movement and Dance from Croatia.

The topics of migrations and inclusion into society are dealt with by projects 
“Bite my Skype”, dedicated to working with children through workshops of 
contemporary dance (the leader is The Flying Gorillas from the United King-
dom with 5 partners including Fundatia Philadelphia Transylvania from 
Romania), and also “Moving beyond Inclusion”10also led by an organisation 
from the United Kingdom, Candoco Dance Company, the partners of which 
also include the already mentioned Institute for Movement and Dance from 
Croatia. This organisation is also participating in the project “Migrant bod-
ies moving barriers”11which is directly based on the question of including 
migrants and refugees through dance projects (coordinator is the Italian 
Centre for Contemporary Scene “Comune di Bassano del Grappa”).

However, contemporary dance expression is at the centre of projects such as 
“Shapers” led by dance company “Ex Nihilo” from Marseilles, where Associ-
ation “Zvrk” from Sarajevo is participating as a partner.

Even though countries of origin of coordinators and project leaders are al-
most completely equal, a continuous presence of organisations from Italy, 
Slovenia, the United Kingdom, and France is noticeable, with Slovenia as the 
only representative of this region and leader of the project concerned with 
the “Exodes Festival”12.

5 http://www.apapnet.eu/
6 http://dance-on.net/en/startpageblock/d-a-n-c-e-o-n-p-a-s-s-o-n-d-r-e-a-m-o-n/
7 https://verticaldanceforum.com/
8 http://www.performinggender.eu/
9 http://www.mixdoor.org/
10 http://www.movingbeyondinclusion.eu/about.html
11 http://www.migrantbodies.eu/
12 http://exodos-festival.si/
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Table 2: List of countries coordinators in projects of European cooperation in the field of 
theatrical creativity where countries from the region participated

Table 3: Ratio of the total number of projects dedicated to contemporary dance in comparison 
to the number of projects where countries from Southeast Europe participated, based on 
the results of the competition for projects of European cooperation of the Creative Europe 
programme 2014-2017
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Visibility of the region of Southeast Europe in the field of con-
temporary performing arts

Regional cooperation and platforms

In the attempt to systematise the mentioned creativity fields, first it would 
be useful to recall the perplexities following the very notion of contempo-
rary dance which came into use during the end of nineties and the begin-
ning of 2000s in the region. While within institutions the notion of dance is 
still predominant, or the independent dance scene, which is actually what 
we are speaking about here, the notion of contemporary dance is defined in 
relation to the notions of contemporary art and postmodernism, rather than 
the historical categories of ballet and modern dance.

Hence, even though contemporary dance represents the youngest discipline 
among the ones presented here, vitality and agility of actors of this scene is 
a model to representatives of numerous other fields. Like the large part of 
systems of contemporary visual arts, organisations of contemporary dance 
are also not operating in conditions of stable artistic and institutional bas-
es, representability and protection. Due to this contemporary dance was 
among the first ones to build its own propositions of social contract through 
self-initiative and operate through new transitional production models. 
This is why, as opposed to contemporary dance or contemporary visual arts, 
theatrical creativity represented by traditional institutions of repertoire 
theatres did not conduct organisational and structural changes in accor-
dance with the new work conditions. And this is also why in these non-in-
stitutional and self-organised fields is where acute questions and problems 
are most easily recognised –the ones concerned with production, reception 
or participation.

Moreover, this general overview of the state contemporary dance scene is in 
provides an interesting fact that the activity of its representatives is dispro-
portionately hugely present under the general cultural image of the region, 
considering that this scene is so intensely active in conditions where stable 
systemic infrastructures do not exist.Regardless of convincingly reliable, 
creative, and organisationally and socially aware capacities, the potency of 
this segment of contemporary creativity can be lost if there is no working on 
creating a serious institutional, educational and financial structure.

Considering the predominance of educational self-organisation, we should 
recall the core problem of contemporary dance lies in the non-existence of 
higher education institutions. Taking the example of Serbia, except for the 
secondary ballet school LujoDavičo, there are no higher education institu-
tions offering education for dancers. Also, the mentioned secondary ballet 
school itself established a Department for Contemporary Dance as late as 
2003. This is why such a large number of projects from the field of contem-
porary dance is dedicated to educational initiatives, transfer of knowledge 
and other educational practices. On the crossroads between the initial part 
of the cycle, i.e. educational institutions on the one hand and performing 
models and institutions on the end of this cycle, contemporary dance, par-
adoxically, is marked by live performing and activity practices, but not ex-



324

pert professional competence based on established patterns of education 
which are secured through the academic and university systems.

This is why the development of contemporary dance in this region is closely 
related with the tendencies existing in Western Europe, because there is 
where the largest part of dancers and choreographers gained academic ed-
ucation and professional experience.

The presence of the contemporary dance scene, on the example of Serbia, is 
based solely on activity of self-organised organisations the leading repre-
sentative of which is Stanica – Contemporary Dance Centre13from Belgrade 
having a key role for the existence of the scene and its regional and Euro-
pean visibility as “the first and only organisation founded by all actors of 
contemporary dance scene with the aim to strengthen the contemporary 
dance scene in Serbia, structure it and make it visible and recognisable on 
the local and the international levels”. Together with the Stanica, another 
visible representative of dance in Serbia is the BitefDance Company14, and 
the Forum for New Dance15, of the Ensemble of Contemporary Dance active 
within the Ballet of the Serbian National Theatre in Novi Sad, where there 
are examples of cooperation between choreographers from the indepen-
dent scene and dancers.

Hence, it is no wonder there are no strategic documents from the field of 
cultural policy in certain countries which would offer systematic solutions 
for this field. Judging by the example of contemporary dance it is quite clear 
the initiative and energy of individuals and groups sets the expression of 
contemporary dance at the centre of regional cultural situation precisely on 
the non-institutional level through cooperation of alternative organisations 
and individuals.

Conditioned by being active in very complex conditions, organisations ded-
icated themselves to cooperation models through networks and platforms 
with the aim of improving regional cooperation. The existence of Balkan 
Express Network, Balkan Dance Network andClubture16 should certain-
ly be mentioned. In one of the meetings it was established dancers need a 
more developed cooperation, so the “Balkan Dance Network”17was founded 
in 2005 with the aim to promote and develop artistic and educational as-
pects of contemporary dance, influence professionalization and general im-
provement of this field in the region. The establishment of the Balkan Dance 
Network was heavily influenced by the “Balkan Express Network”18, which 
connected organisations and individuals from the region with the aim of 
strengthening the relations and cooperation between performers. In2002a 

13 http://www.dancestation.org/station/
14 http://teatar.bitef.rs/bitef-dance-company/
15 https://www.snp.org.rs/?tag=forum-za-novi-ples
16 There are initiatives to replace the use of the term networking with collaborative 

platform (Ivana Ivković, at the Balkan Mediterranean Reflection meeting in Ljubljana 
2007), with the explanation that networks as a format no longer have any purpose or 
aim, while collaborative platforms are inclined towards aims. Networks enable easier 
flow of information, exchange of experiences between organisations and individuals, 
however, without strict contractual relationships. Advocates of this definition of the 
notions direct to the moment when such an exchange becomes a collaborative platform 
which leads to cooperation.

17 http://www.balkandancenetwork.org/
18 https://balkanexpresss.wordpress.com/
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Satellite Meeting was organised in Ljubljana answering the problems of 
lack of mobility in the region and the lack of information and communi-
cation. The response to this was the establishment of the Balkan Express 
Network with the aid of IETM. Today this network connects operators of 
contemporary performing scene, but also other fields from Southeast Eu-
rope interested in cooperation.

The “Nomad Dance Academy”19 represented the next step, as an example 
of a collaborative platform based on exchange of professional and pro-
grammatic experiences, managerial knowledge with the aim of improving 
contemporary dance in the region. Professionals gathered around this plat-
form recognised the following needs of the scene as acute: the system of 
higher education in this field; sustainable system and infrastructure for the 
period of 10 years; a strong dance community; development of quality of 
contemporary dance in the region; a strong Balkan dance scene; reform of 
cultural policy; affirmation of contemporary dance; stable organisations; 
professionalization of contemporary dance; regional market; better work 
conditions and others.  

In the period from 2005 to 2010 the partners of the “Nomad Dance Academy” 
were “Stanica – Contemporary Dance Service” from Serbia, “Lokomotiva – 
Centre for New Initiatives in Arts and Culture”20from Macedonia, “Tanzelar-
ija”21from Bosnia and Herzegovina, “Brain Store Project”22from Bulgaria, 
“Dance Center Tala”23from Croatia, “Fico Balet”24from Slovenia. In organis-
ing workshops and events, travel and accommodation expenses were cov-
ered by the organiser, mobility of participants and pedagogues was enabled 
and the website was established. The platform is operating horizontally and 
informally and it is based on energy and enthusiasm of individuals, which 
is actually, a trait of any other segment of contemporary artistic activity. 
However, the importance of the “Nomad Dance Academy” is biggest in the 
field of educational programme, with the concept related to the needs of 
each country and organisational capacities of local organisations, respond-
ing to the needs of professional expertise in this field.

Since education is a keyword for the field of contemporary dance, we will 
devote a more detailed presentation to the “Nomad Dance Academy” pro-
gramme, reflecting the specificity, liveliness and needs for new models of 
work and production. Thus, the educational programme encompasses sub-
jects such as “Body Work” (dance techniques); “Creative Means”, “Theory”, 
“Dramaturgy”, “Interdisciplinarity”, “Productionknow-how”, “Final Work”, 
but also “Internal Evaluation” and “External Evaluation”, which are hard to 
find in typical university programmes.

The aim of the Nomad Dance Academy is introducing systematic procedures 
in creating a strong, recognisable and unique scene of contemporary dance 
in the region.

19 http://www.nomaddanceacademy.org/
20 http:// www.lokomotiva.org.mk/
21 http://www.tanzelarija.org/
22 http://www.brainstoreproject.com/
23 http:// www.tala.hr/
24 http://www.ficobalet.org/
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“Clubtura”25 from Zagreb also represents an important project created as 
a response to the centralisation of cultural production in Croatia. This is 
a network of independent cultural organisations (more than 80) from nu-
merous countries formed in 2002 and based on programmatic exchange, 
decentralisation of cultural production and greater visibility of the inde-
pendent contemporary dance scene. However, since 2004, the Association 
Udrugastarted gathering organisations of independent culture from former 
Yugoslavia which jointly initiated a pilot project and then the long term 
project Regional Initiative Clubtura26. In the period from 2005 to 2007 a pro-
grammatic exchange and cooperation in the region was realised through 
an informal platform where twelve organisations in eight different projects 
participated, with 33 realised public regional events in different countries. 
Unfortunately, despite great energy and enthusiasm, it was impossible to 
financially support this programme.

Namely, support to regional cooperation was not among the priorities of 
regional countries, and international funds and institutions turned their 
focus to other areas in the world. 

Based on this short overview it is hard to identify reasons that led to the 
development of networks and platforms, as a response to the bilateral model 
of cooperation usually established between states and institutions. These 
new cooperation models offered new, effective, dynamic and multi-layered 
exchange models.

Even though there are international institutions such as the Pact for Sta-
bility of Southeast Europe, which should strengthen regional cooperation, 
based on the abundance of strategic documents available on the website of 
this organisation, it is not clear on which postulates should culture be inte-
grated into the plan of the Pact for Stability. In reviewing guest projects of 
certain plays and other few activities in the field of culture, it is noticeable 
the exchange occasionally supported by this organisation is sporadic and 
non-systematic in character. 

Hence, it should be emphasised which international institutions directly re-
sponded to the question of cultural cooperation in the region and the develop-
ment of inclusive policies in this field. These were the European Cultural Foun-
dation27, which established the Balkan Incentive Fund supporting regional 
projects, followed by the Swiss Programme for Culture and KulturKontakt. 
From 2012 to 2016 this role was assumed by the organisation Artangle, the 
focus of which was on developing regional cooperation (programme orienta-
tion successor of the Swiss Programme for Culture for the Western Balkans). 
From 2016 the Balkan Arts and Culture Fund (BAC), jointly funded by the 
European Cultural Fund and the Swiss Development Centre (SDC), is obligat-
ed only to finalise already initiated projects supported by ArtAngle.  This is 
why the opening of the European Commission Programme for Culture and 

25 http://www.clubture.org/
26 Through different meetings, joint work and exchange of programmes, more than one 

hundred organisations from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Slovenia 
and Serbia are connected.

27 http://www.eurocult.org/we-support-cultural-cooperation/balkan-incen-
tive-fund-for-culture/
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the Media had a great influence in the development of regional cooperation.

The reasons for cooperation are so obvious that sometimes it appears men-
tioning them is excessive. However, when these reasons are coming from 
actors themselves it is possible they direct our attention to practical and 
direct facts which could be useful in improving the development of pro-
grammes supporting this cooperation. Thus, cooperation of performers 
from the region reduces production expenses (travel expenses) and enables 
easier realisation of projects. Creating a shared image of artistic identity 
of a region is possible because it is based on similar aesthetic and artistic 
sensibilities facing similar economic obstacles and social circumstances. In 
having shared problems it is easier to reach shared solutions. Finally, re-
gional countries represent such small environments that only by creating 
a shared framework it is possible they act with relevant professional refer-
ences. Among regional cooperation instances in the field of contemporary 
dance, collaborative projects established by Maska from Ljubljana, Frak-
cija from Zagreb, TkH (TeorijekojaHoda) from Belgrade andTemplum from 
Skopje should certainly be emphasised in shared publishing, critical and 
theoretic initiatives.

However, priorities which can most certainly be identified in the field of 
contemporary dance in the region are: the question of education, produc-
tion support, presentation of accomplishments from the regional contempo-
rary dance field and theoretic and critical treatment.

Projects we mentioned in this short overview, such as the Nomad Dance 
Academy, Balkan Dance Platform, Clubtura, activity of Stanica – Contem-
porary Dance Service, and also magazines such as Maska, TeorijakojaHoda 
and Frakcija, precisely answer these questions.
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Importance of Culture for the 
Development of Tourism
Kristina Kujundžić

Our lives have gone through immense changes in the last century. A large 
part of the change has itself been driven by the economic exploitation of 
culture. In late 1970’stourism set a milestone when we started to explore 
culture and its assets for tourism products more deeply. Today tourism is 
one of the sectors that fully relyon culture as a driver of attractiveness and 
competitiveness.

Tourism is one of the fastest growing economic sectors in the world1. Last 
year marked the seventh consecutive year of growth for European tourism, 
a modest but welcome 2% increase compared to last year (*in the SEE region 
Bulgaria with +16%and Serbia with +13% saw a robust growth). Prospects 
remain positive with tourist flows to Europe expected to increase by around 
3% in 20172.

International tourist arrivals are expected to grow by 3.3% a year between 
2010 and 2030, with arrivals in emerging destinations growing faster than 
those in advanced economies. 

Europe remains the largest tourism market worldwide, taking the total of 
41% of international tourism receipts, with growth concentrated mainly in 
Southern and Mediterranean Europe, including South-East Europe (SEE)3. 

According to the Organisation for Economic Development and Co-operation 
(OECD) study on the economic importance of culture indicated that in 
several major economies, the value ofcultural industries is between 3% 
and 6% of the total economy. In the case of the Europa Nostra4 that figure is 
more than 50%. The United Nation World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO)
estimates that cultural tourism accounts for 40%.

The European Union (EU) recognises the importance of culture as a part of 
the European tourism experience and as an element that can enhance the 
profile of Europe as a global destination.Thus, the European Commission 
(EC) supports cultural tourism as a means of underpinning the “unity in 
diversity“of the European Union population. 

Where does culture meet tourism the most? The answer isin creativity.

In a certainway, both culture and tourism shift around creativity – cultureby 
its concept while tourism by necessity to create new demands-products. The 
relation between culture and tourism is marked with quite some tensions 
but also has a positive effect on innovation, enhances the image, contributes 
to social cohesion and last but not least creates jobs.

1 UNWTO (United Nation World Tourism Organisation), 2015
2 ETC (European Travel Commission), 2017
3 OECD (Organisation for Economic Development and Co-operation), 2015
4 Europa Nostra, 2005
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However, “thinking outside of the box” and a long-term visionon culture-
tourism match is missing. 

The European Travel Commission (ETC)survey of cultural tourism policy 
makers in Europe concluded that “...cultural tourism in Europe is traditional 
rather than innovative [...]it was agreed that the traditional cities for cultural 
tourism in Europe are not innovative enough, resulting in a loss of market 
share in favour of relatively new destinations and cities with innovative 
products.”

Various dimensions of culture can beutilised in the context of tourism, 
though each has its own standing independent of its mobilisation for 
economic purposes.Nevertheless, from the touristic perspective, the easiest 
way is to build on historic buildings and heritagesites (and in the same case 
on objets d’art). Much of tourism is centredon these material expressions of 
culture and toward easy solutions.

This approach informed the compilation of the Cultural Tourism Inventory 
for Europe in the 1980’s. While a broader view of culture in tourism 
emerged in the 2000’s which included performing arts, crafts, cultural 
events, architecture and design, and more recently creative activities and 
intangible heritage.

The table below indicates that the creative tourism with its time, cultural 
and consumption focus is the most comprehensive form of tourism that can 
provide the switch.

The characteristics of heritage, cultural and creative tourism5

Form of 

tourism 

Primary time 

focus

Primary cultural 

focus 

Primary form 

ofConsummation

heritage tourism

cultural tourism

creative tourism

past

past & present

past, present 

&future

high & folk culture

high & popular 

culture

high, popular & 

mass culture

Products

products & 

processes

experiences 

&transformations

5 Richardson, 2001
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On the other hand, the ETC report on „City Tourism and Culture“distinguishes 
between an inner and outer circle of cultural tourism:

•	 The inner circle represents the primary elements of cultural tourism 
which can be divided into:

a. heritage tourism– cultural heritage related to artefacts of the 
past and 

b. arts tourism – related to contemporary cultural production 
such as the performing and visual arts, contemporary 
architecture, literature, etc.

•	 The outer circle represents the secondary elements of cultural 
tourismwhich can be divided into:

a. lifestyle – elements such as beliefs, cuisine, traditions, 
folklore, etc. and 

b. creative industries – fashion design, web and graphic design, 
film, media and  entertainment, etc.

Accordingly, apart from including physical heritage,it would be of utmost 
importance in different approachesto include intangible heritage and 
contemporary creativityin the touristic offer, but also lifestyles, everyday 
culture and customs of the people the tourists visit.

On the other hand, recognition of the centrality of culture, at the international 
level is not always matched at the sub-regional, national or regional scales. 
This requires a significant degree of political will on the part of individual 
states and an empowerment of levels down to the local communities. 

The abovementioned points were also confirmed by the tourism 
modelsanalysed in South-East Europe (SEE). The role and position of 
culture in tourism of selected South-East European countries – Croatia, 
Hungary, Serbia and Slovenia were analysed. While best practices from 
Germany, Finland and France are taken to emphasise further possibilities 
(presentation on analysed models is available in Annex 1).

The SEE region, from the stand point of offer, has some prerequisites for 
the development of creative tourism and cultural-tourism products yet 
there is still room for improvement in many areas. A lack of inter-sector 
cooperation and inter-disciplinaryapproach, a limited empowerment of 
key stakeholders and a relatively modest skill set accompanied with low 
investments into cultural tourism products are among the top challenges 
preventing the countries of South-East Europe from reaching their full 
potential and improved position at the highly competitive tourism market.

The findings show that it is not enough to have culture, it should also be 
made accessible to visitors alike through appropriate themes, narratives 
and utmost of contemporary interpretation. The product based approach 
used by National Tourism Organisations (NTOs) in charge of marketing 
countries tourism potential to „cultural tourists“ in most of the cases ig-
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nores the fact that the visitor has little or no knowledge of the local culture, 
and is unlikely to be impressed simply by cultural diversity.

The challenge to overcome is also that the destinations often try and market 
their culture in general – offering a wide range of products, when many 
„cultural tourists“ are interested in much more specific experiences.

„Cultural tourists“ are seekers of experiences in performing arts, visual arts 
and crafts, museums, cultural centres, interpretative centres, cultural in-
dustries, cultural events, etc.This group of travellers are motivated to learn 
about heritage (both tangible and intangible including folklore) – however, 
they are also looking for innovative interpretation and meaningful person-
al experience. 

Yet tourist audience, including „cultural tourists“,still tends to be treated 
both by tourism and cultural actorsas a single target group when the real-
ity is that tourists are likely to be just as varied in their tastes as the local 
audience. 

The analyses of the selected countries’ best practices show that the promo-
tion should be concentrated around theme and time-specific products (like 
arts events, or programmesoffering the chance to develop travellers’cre-
ative potential through active participation in programmessuch aslearning 
experiences, summer schools, workshops, etc). Apart from this, ‘clustering’ 
experiences isa way to attract travel to an area, and tell the story of a (wider) 
geographic area or of a people.

In the SEE region, promotion of tourism andcultural attractions is still not 
reaching its full potential as there is no adequate brand development/recog-
nition, cultural programmes do not give a wide range of experiences from 
consumption to creative participation and the joint market destinations by 
creatingcultural packages and linksto other types of tourism are still miss-
ing. 

The second tension in the SEE region noticed in the analysed examples comes 
from the fact that many cultural institutions currently derive relatively 
little direct economic benefit from tourists when compared with tourism 
suppliers.Unequal distribution ofeconomic benefits endangersculture 
and heritage stakeholders to be motivated to develop innovative solutions, 
theme and time-specific products and position themselves within the 
tourism arena.

Among the issues that have to be addressed to overcome the challengesare:

a) inter-sector cooperation and integration of cultural strategies into 
national/local tourism and development strategies;

b) new administrative arrangements, including forms of public-
private and public-civil partnerships between cultural and tourism 
operators; 

c) additional funding opportunities for culture and schemes for more 
equal distribution of benefits between cultural and tourism actors;
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d) empowering the culturalsector to offer new perspectives, develop 
innovative tourism products and provide a distinctive cultural offer;

e) build capacity of tourism operators to support process-based 
definitions of culture, and be sensitisedfor innovation, and new 
forms of arts, etc.;

f) continue to strengthen conditions for the development of cultural 
tourism by integrating promotion programmes, adapting legislation, 
coordinating the existing products/initiatives and encouraging new 
ones, developing cooperation with local authorities, undertaking 
systematic market research in the field of culture and tourism, 
and obtaining results and use them to correct the existing steps of 
development of cultural-tourism products;

g) systematically raise the level of awareness and knowledge of local 
people to new cultural and tourism projects.

The tourist potential of South-East European countries cultural assetshas 
been recognised and there isevidence of the demand for cultural products 
among tourists. Yet the best practices show that the experiences must be of 
high quality, highly distinctive, and highly creative. It is also necessary to 
use cultural assets in a sustainable manner which would increase the rev-
enue due to the increase of a number of visitors. It is inevitable to critically 
evaluate products and initiatives that have been carried out so far, as well 
as to evaluate inter and intra-sector cooperation, sinceit is essential that all 
stakeholders actively cooperate as equal partners in all processes that are 
related to successful cultural tourism product development. Consequent-
ly, thinking in and with culture will allow the South-East Europe region 
to thinkoutside of the box and gain a more significant share in the tourism 
market.

Annex 1: Presentation of models’ analyses
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The views of cultural professionals 
on the needs of the development of 
regional cooperation: survey results
Country of origin:

Your position:

 

Serbia

Montenegro
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Do you think regional networking of South Eastern Europe would 
significantly contribute to a faster and better development of 
individual countries of the region and their better positioning in 
Europe and the world?

Do you think that this networking is a CONDITION for better 
positioning?

In your opinion, what is the most important strategy of development of 
the South Eastern Europe region?
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Please explain why:

- “Direct contacts and discussions and exchange of ideas at all academic 
levels affect the development of awareness and improve all relationships.” 
Jelena Atanasijević, Serbia

- “In the current political environment it is not realistic to expect 
stability, reliability and persistence in potential agreements about closer 
cooperation between cultural institutions and organisations in countries 
of the region. Internationalisation, as a desirable notion in practice should 
be a consequence of specific activities and not its starting point. Therefore, 
the idea imposed as the only reality is the exchange of experts, mobility of 
cultures, insisting on professionalism and realising individual larger joint 
projects between institutions from countries in the region and individuals 
who would gradually contribute to strengthening of mutual cooperation 
and awareness about its necessity and need. This model, compared to the 
offered models, could be the only one to offer continuity of cooperation 
between the countries of the region.” Cultural professional, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

- “In my opinion art and culture are very difficult to sustain without the 
market. Therefore, I think that market development and expanding the 
audience should be one of the key strategies of development.”Nikola Pecić, 
Serbia

- “I think partnerships and co-productions would be an important strategy 
in order to enhance the development of S-E Europe. This strategy would help 
the region attain a more powerful presence on an international scale. By 
encouraging communication between smaller cultural communities, new 
artistic approaches could emerge.” Anamaria Guguian, Romania

- “Dialogue and understanding through partnerships and co-productions 
is an important strategy that leads to further important strategies as 
mentioned above.” Cultural professional, Albania

-  “Dialogue is missing and it is the most important thing in the region. The 
region is disconnected in the political sense. Culture is the best resort for 
improving communication.” Cultural professional, Serbia

- “If cultures open through internationalisation, they will spontaneously 
connect and exchange with each other, because internationalism is how 
culture exists and it does not exclude diversity (individual specifics), but, on 
the contrary, encourages it by greater exposure and visibility that impels 
self-determination in the wide field of the international scene.” Cultural 
professional, Kosovo*

- “Because all countries are too small for big ideas.” Cultural professional, 
Serbia

- “Partnerships give better results, expand visibility and stimulate growth.” 
Employee of a public cultural institution, Serbia

- “There are natural resources, hospitality, and tourism is a generator of the 
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development of other sectors.” Cultural professional, Greece

- “Art needs market (readers, spectators, audience). Each country is too small 
to have sufficient audiences and consumers which could provide survival of 
art and creators.” Independent artist, Serbia

- “At this moment, there’s an obvious need for mobility, networking of 
professionals, as the first step in establishing confidence as a condition 
for serious partnerships in bigger projects and co-productions.” Milica 
Petronijević, Serbia

In your opinion, what is the thing that the region of South Eastern 
Europe is primarily recognised by in Europe?  

Positive image Number of answers

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCES 
AND CREATIVITY OF 
EMPLOYEES IN CULTURE 42

CULTURAL HERITAGE

History, religions, folclore 38

CULTURAL DIVERSITY

(multiculturalism, diversity of 
religions, multi-ethnicity …) 25

CONTEMPORARY ART AND 
ARTISTS 

Art

Music

Film

Visual arts

Independent scene

20

5 

8

4

2

1

FOOD AND JOY 15

EXPERIENCE OF SOCIALISM 
AND COMMUNISM 13

TOURISM 13

NATURE 13

CREATIVE INDUSTRIES 3
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Negative image Number of answers

WAR AND CONFLICT

War

Politics

Conflicts

History

68

41

11

19

7

UNDERDEVELOPMENT AND 
INSTABILITY

Financial underdevelopment

Poverty

Political and financial instability

Stagnation 

(Unsuccessful) transition

Low life standard

61

 
21

19

10

3

5

2

SOCIAL TENSIONS AND PROBLEMS

Human qualities

Differences and divisions (cultural, 
ethnic, national)

Lack of professionals

Corruption

Immigration (braindrain)

Criminal

31

13

11

9

7

6

1

ORIENTALIZATION OF SOUTHEAST 
EUROPE

Image (Balkanization, Between East and 
West, periphery)

Not recognized as equal

Far, unexplored

24

12

7

5
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Do you think the region of South Eastern Europe has a positive or a 
negative image in Europe?

If your answer is negative, please state in what way and through which 
channels could this image be changed and improved:  

- “First we need to establish better relations within the region – which can 
be hard enough as all the parties involved need to be motivated to achieve 
the change.” Marko Bratuš, Slovenia

- “Culture, collaborations, co-creation, resources, support and infrastructure 
given to the independent sector.” Cosmin Manolescu, Romania

- “Promoting unique cultural values, local tradition and legacy.” Employee 
of a public cultural institution, Serbia

- “Bigger investments in culture and its international promotion.” Cultural 
professional, Albania

- “I think the image is neither positive nor negative; it depends on the 
context.” Cultural professional, Montenegro

- “We have to change the approach and stop imitating Western theatres. 
We have to build a bridge to eastern theatres and create original shapes.” 
Cultural professional, Bulgaria

- “The image is negative because it is seen through the ethical optics of the 
West, which is basically related to working ethics.” Independent artist, 
Serbia

- “The SEE should strive to affirm its value system as equally valuable to 
the Western one – valuable in its own right, not compared to the Western 
paradigm. Europe is NOT only its Western part, but also its Southern and 
Eastern part. In this sense, Europe is profoundly culturally plural. The 
SEE cultural space should strive to develop its authentic idiom of reflection 
and creative expression, grounded in its particular and unique (shared) 
identity.” Independent artist, Serbia

- “This image can be improved through exporting of quality and creativity, 
which can be found in our underground and contemporary culture and 
through increasing professionalism, knowledge and ethics in our public 
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institutions – self-development.” Maša Jelić, Serbia

- “Recent history. By stopping the ghettoization through projecting the image 
of ‘SEE’. There is no such a thing as ‘SEE’.” Cultural professional, Montenegro

- “Cultural diplomacy – “smart” choice and presentation at big exhibitions on 
Biennials, Festivals, Art-Fairs. Promo campaign through cultural tourism, 
etc.” Cultural professional, Serbia

Are there uniform common strengths of the cultural sector in South 
Eastern Europe? If so, what do you think these are?

Do you know of some organisations, programmes or projects which can 
contribute to the development of the region (what opportunities are 
there)?

- “Bridges to the Balkans.” Thibaut Boudaud, France

- “Balkan Museum Network (capacity building for museum and heritage 
professionals; small grants; sharing).” Aida Vezić, Bosnia and Herzegovina

- “Creative Europe projects: Future Architecture Platform, Innova Museums, 
Trans Europe Halles, Balkan Design Network.” Bekim Rakmu, Kosovo*

- “Declaration of a Common Language”, Snežana Skoko, Serbia

- “ICCROM, ICOM, ICCM, MOSAICON.” Vesna Crnoglavac, Serbia

- “IPA funds give us many opportunities to work together with EU countries 
to promote and improve regional cooperation in all fields.”Cultural 
entrepreneur, Montenegro

- “European Cultural Foundation, Erste Foundation, Konrad Adenauer 
Stiftung, EEA Grants - Norway Grants, regional projects of strong cultural/
public institutions such as Goethe Institut and Institut Francais, Creative 
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Europe Desks.”, Romania

- “Creative Europe and other EU co-funded cultural programmes that are 
cross-border or multinational.”, Cultural professional, Macedonia

- “Balkan PEN Network, DokuFest, Multimedia Centre, Kooperativa Network, 
DoCoMoMo, VivaVostok, Cultural Heritage without Borders.” Ares Shporta, 
Kosovo*

- “Regional Youth Cooperation Office (RYCO) is one of the organisations whose 
role is to contribute to reconciliation, mobility, youth exchange, cultural 
exchange, informal education, etc.” Cultural professional, Montenegro

- “I always think that educational institutions are leading in this field. 
They should train pupils and students to think and act that way.” Cultural 
professional, Serbia

- “Balkan Documentary Centre, Cinelink, Zagreb Dox Pro, When East 
Meets West. In Serbia great platforms used to be BITEF, BELEF, FEST, but 
investments in culture are small, and rare. The Film Centre Serbia is 
growing, and it is making good connections with the region at the moment. 
The same is with Beldocs Industry Program, and FEST is giving its best. 
Association of Serbian Film Producers and Association of Documentary 
Filmmakers of Serbia are growing, too. However, culture needs financial 
and long-lasting support, clear culture policies and strategic development.” 
Jovana Nikolić, Serbia

- “There are a few bright examples in the region: Balkan Design Network. 
Mikser House, Belgrade and Public Room, Skopje, are two models of self-
sustainable social innovation and cultural venues in the region. The models 
of operation are novelty not only in region but also within the European 
framework.” Cultural entrepreneur, Macedonia

In your opinion, what is the greatest obstacle to networking and 
development of the region in the cultural sector?

global political circumstances

conflicting interpretations of history and
other conflicts

disinterest of governments

disinterest of professionals

other: financial issues

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
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Do you think cultural projects are (self-)exoticising the countries of 
South Eastern Europe?

If you have something to add to the topic of developing regional 
cooperation in South Eastern Europe, please state it here:  

“Regional development should have one aim: to enable equality of these 
national cultures in the international framework.” Jelena Kovačević, Serbia

“The governments in the region are not supporting cultural projects as much 
as they could and should when it comes to networking, cultural cooperation, 
which also leads then to disinterest of professionals as it is often extremely 
challenging to find funding for cross-border and transnational mobility 
and cooperation in the region, it is frowned upon by mainstream media and 
the public opinion is not positive as a result.”Mirna Zagar, Croatia

“Make love not war.” Researcher, FYROM

“Supporting the programmes which investigate new models of understanding 
the issues that can connect the region, there are a lot of them: history, music, 
crafts, bad policies, corruption, the feeling of not belonging etc.”Dragan Ilić, 
Serbia

“Please, keep contributing in any way you can. Thanks.” Cultural 
professional, Serbia

“More recognition of the civil society cultural organisations by state 
institutions and much more institutional and financial support given to 
these organisations as strategic bottom-up policies.”Ivana Milovanović, 
Serbia

“The cooperation should move on, parallel to the ...”global problems” that 
exist. After all, serving civilisation is a much better way to support the 
claim for peace.”Andreas Athinaios, Greece
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“Regional cultural cooperation can only develop properly with long-term 
projects and long-term peace and economic prosperity. Humans and 
governments tend to operate with short term goals in mind.”Sergiu Vasilov, 
Romania

“In South Eastern Europe there are different cultural and educational 
parameters that function as obstacles instead of bridges. We, the 
professionals, must first open our aspects to different opinions and practices 
in order to develop a deeper network.”Angelopoulos Thasos, Greece

“As I have previously indicated to exchange experiences and create new 
approaches that we could offer to European countries, because we have the 
knowledge and experience, and not just those. I’m angry that we always 
think the others know better than we do. I have learned from European 
experts that they highly value their work and know how to charge for 
they workvery well – this is something that we lack chronically.”Marijana 
Ivanešić, Croatia

“Seeking self-reflection and reflection, a non-delusional self-definition 
of Southern Europe and/or the Balkans, its culture, arts, society, without 
romanticising or belittling it compared to the supposed EU-values.”Rita 
Sebestyen, Romania

“Perhaps networking is the answer to many challenges South Eastern 
Europe faces, because this will contribute to the exchange of views, 
knowledge and finally to a better and more unified operation of the whole 
Europe.”FaidraKalafati, Greece

“I believe that the unemployment and emigration is destroying the 
demographic base of South Eastern Europe. Post-war syndromes continue for 
25 years after the war. Also there is an image problem. I believe the answer 
is local ecologic and sustainable development and participative democracy 
and active citizenship. A local base integrating communication-branding-
marketing strategy could get positive effects on this table.”DenizYoldas, 
Turkey

“Southeast Europe has insufficient funding and support mechanisms on 
national levels which prevent the local scenes from developing; partly these 
issues are solved on the informal level, through the cooperation between 
individuals and institutions; however, it relies on self-initiation and 
volunteer activities which are not sustainable in the long run. I would like 
to see a supranational development agency and/or foundation which would 
be independent and free of ideological, political and economic positions of 
the national governments.”MihaColner, Slovenia

“This is a good beginning, but the strategy has to be structured in a manner 
involving more subjects and the outcome has to be practical, concrete and 
operational.” Haris Pašović, Bosnia and Herzegovina
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“For me South Eastern Europe is a rather vague term that I never considered 
as an entity before, in the sense that I tend to see the former-Yugoslavia as 
its own region and the Aegean sea as another due to the historical context.“ 
Cultural entrepreneur, Greece

“Hope to hear from SEE soon!”Silvia Bianco, Italy

“Cooperation would be possible only on the basis of mutual interest 
and recognition. It is to be directed to the present and to the future.” 
PenkaAngelova, Bulgaria
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Creative Europe Forum 2017 - 
Transcripts of the panel discussions 
Topic 1:  
(Re)positioning the Region of Southeast Europe through 
Culture

Creative Europe – priorities and connecting: Public meeting of 
the Creative Europe Desks

Aida Kalender, Creative Europe Desk Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bianca Floarea, Creative Europe Desk Romania
Gábor Mondik, Creative Europe Desk Hungary
Milena Ražnatović, Creative Europe Desk Montenegro

Moderator: Dimitrije Tadić, Creative Europe Desk Serbia

Presentation of research on regional culture cooperation results, 

Anica Tucakov, Kristina Kujundžić and Svetlana Jovičić, the 
research team

Dimitrije Tadić: Hello everyone and thank you very much for being 
here today with us regardless of the very cold weather. Last night for the 
opening heavy rains were forecast at seven, just when we were supposed 
to leave our homes to make it until eight to Kolarac, however, everything 
went well. We are very pleased with the number of people in the audience, 
even today, so thank you again for that. This discussion was intended to 
be quite informal. We have with us our colleagues from the regional desks 
to whom we dearly thank for their presence. Our idea was to start a joint 
initiative of cooperation between the desks around key questions of the 
region, because desks can also have an active role in the development of the 
cultural system in the region. We want to thank our colleague Gábor from 
Hungary for his desire to join us. Even though we actually don’t know what 
the term “region” denotes geographically or politically, which countries it 
encompasses precisely, there are intensive connections with Hungary and a 
“side view” can be important for us. 

So, before we start, three colleagues of ours are here, whom we asked to 
help us realise this conference with the topic of regional cooperation in 
culture. Therefore, our ambition, our aim is to conducting as the desk on 
the national level the main programme of the European Union for culture, 
called Creative Europe, speak about it and discuss in what way we, the 
managers of these national offices, can contribute to the development of 
regional cooperation. We believe this is a very important and current topic. 
Therefore, we will speak about this and primarily focus on the current 
state of regional cooperation in our region. After the conference we want 
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to publish recommendations and conclusions we reached during its course. 
Kristina Kujundžić, Svetlana Jovičić and Anica Tucakov will help us do this 
since they also helped us conduct a survey before the 18th of April and we 
will start with this today, in what way are we presenting ourselves to the 
rest of Europe and the world, which festivals and projects where we are 
presenting ourselves are relevant in Europe. So, we tried to map who the 
artists, cultural professionals present in Europe are, how we are perceived 
outside of the region and what topics we choose to present ourselves with 
are. Anica and Svetlana will primarily speak about cultural heritage, so, 
all artistic fields, and Kristina will speak about cultural heritage through 
a specific prism, through tourism. We will also speak about potential 
recommendations, that is, what are the things we can do for ourselves. 

The next topic we want to deal with is regional cooperation in Europe, the so 
called micro and macro regional cooperation. By saying this what we mean 
is cooperation between regions, like our region, or the Baltic region, or the 
Nordic, or the Central European and the remainder of Europe. However, 
this also relates to the micro European cooperation and in what way small 
organisational units on the national level cooperate between each other 
or with other larger regions. We will also speak about examples of good 
practice we mapped as something that can be inspirational and important, 
but we also want to speak both about the successes and good things, and 
about problems. The latter might be more important so we could through 
this critical approach become even more constructive in suggestions for the 
development of regional cooperation.

Now, I would kindly ask Svetlana to start her presentation, followed by 
Anica and Kristina.

Svetlana Jovičić: I wanted to speak in English, however, since I see very 
few of you have headphones on, I will speak in Serbian. It is really great 
you organised interpretation, since that is always a comfort pleasant to us 
all. But you know, I was thinking about which language I should prepare 
this presentation in, and how we from Southeast Europe communicate 
in English. Then I thought if it would be possible and if we should expect 
in e.g. fifteen years to have this kind of a meeting and speak in one of the 
languages of Southeast Europe. So there’s that, this would be a real victory, 
for us to start communicating in one of the languages spoken in the region. 
As far as the research on regional cultural cooperation is concerned, I did 
research in three fields. These are film, literature and music. Anica then 
researched cooperation in the field of dance, visual arts and the theatre, 
and Kristina, as Dimitrije said, researched how countries of the region are 
presenting themselves in the rest of Europe and the world through their 
touristic offers.

First, I wanted to share with you just a few findings stemming from the 
research. Primarily, I believe it is necessary that we make a strategic 
differentiation between three very important organisations. These are 
the United Nations, then the Council of Europe and the European Union. 
In the cultural respect, all three organisations have, how should I say this, 
different approaches, different policies and different expectations. As far 
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the UNESCO and the United Nations are concerned, what they are doing and 
encouraging is international cooperation, but also identifying, protecting 
and promoting cultural diversity, that is cultural varieties. And there is an 
important document there, the convention concerning the protection and 
promotion of cultural expression diversity. 

The second organisation, the Council of Europe, they are focussed on human 
rights, and in that on the right to culture, right to art, right to participate in 
the cultural life, the right to, you know, the benefit from scientific research, 
and so on. There also we have an important document and that is the 
European Convention on Human Rights from 1953.

On the other hand, European Union is a political and primarily economic 
organisation. You know how European Union was created, through the 
Treaty of Rome concerning coal and steel, and so on. So this was started 
due to some very practical things like economic cooperation and then it 
expanded and reached culture eventually. There also we have an important 
document called the European Agenda for Culture in a Globalising World 
from 2007. We here are specifically speaking about the policy of the 
European Union, since the Creative Europe programme is a programme of 
the European Union. The priorities of the European Union with regard to 
culture are primarily cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue. What is 
important here is that these are two points, when it comes to the European 
Union, primarily in the field of international relations. It is how Europe 
presents itself to the rest of the world through culture and art.

Now, I really cannot simplify the matter so much to say that we should 
continue being the most competitive in the world, however, for the European 
Union culture has a very important role in foreign policy. And finally, 
European Union has an interest when it comes to economic development.  

The question of culture is the question of sovereignty of each European and 
other states, so culture in the sense of art and heritage remains something 
which is not left over, but something that European Union does not meddle 
with. This is truly the question of identity, tradition, values and so on, 
and there the European Union indeed does not intervene. However, what 
they are interested in, as you can see, is the promotion of culture as the 
catalyst and conductor of creativity within the Lisbon Strategy that relates 
to economic growth and increase of the number of vacancies. Therefore, in 
that sense, my conclusion is that the European Union will be focussed, or that 
it would want to primarily support the development of creative industries, 
and that artistic creativity and heritage should be something that is in the 
domain of sovereign states. You know that there is this story about creative 
industries…I would say that that is already passé today. Today you can hear 
discussions about industries of consciousness, for example, industries of 
content, and so on, however, industries of consciousness are in my opinion 
the greatest hit now and they practically relate to creative industries. 

Now, what would be good, and mind you, this is something in the domain of 
the European Union and its cultural policy, is that we listen to what scientists 
have to say, that is that we engage our scientific communities so they could 
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try to tell us what is the contribution of the region of Southeast Europe to 
cultural diversity not only of Europe, but also of the world. What kind of 
dialogues, that is, between which societies, cultural operators, artists and 
so on are being realised. As these connection are being created where they 
are the most intense, and where they do not exist they should be encouraged. 
Thus, I would suggest, I’m not sure to whom exactly, but I think it would be 
good if we organised one or two scientific conferences where there would 
be discussions on these three topics so we could reach recommendations for 
the policy of cultural development in the region. I recently read several text 
on the topic “Tito in Africa, images of solidarity”, that is “representations of 
solidarity”. I was truly surprised, mind you, we all live in societies marked 
by political transition, changed which are by no means pleasant and so on. I 
am thirty nine and my generation, we don’t have personal memories of Tito. 
And the, how do I say this, we don’t know anything, and people who belong 
to, for example, the generation of my parents and so on, they were rapid in 
forgetting the entire period, because it turned out the entire idea failed and 
then we moved to something else. So, in the texts I read I saw, for example, 
that Tito was the first to establish diplomatic relations with Ethiopia in 1952 
and that he went to Africa for 169 times and the media of the time in Africa 
represented him as the first white man who came to help, rather than take 
something. It appears to me, for example, I cannot say Serbia that inherited 
the heritage of Yugoslavia, but simply ex-Yu counties should be aware of this 
that we have exquisite diplomatic relations with African countries. Well 
maybe not currently, but this existed in the past, and maybe we are, you 
know, maybe our role in the foreign policy of Europe is to represent African 
cultures, to encourage intercultural dialogue between Southeast Europe 
and Africa, and so on. Hence, I believe there’s a need for a conference where 
we could re-examine these different roles of culture in the European Union 
and that we could then potentially have some more practical and more 
specific guidelines for the future. 

This is, I believe, the most complex story when it comes to cultural 
cooperation and development of the region. As fat as cooperation within 
Southeast Europe is concerned, there are some common patters, due to 
shared historical courses and language. This Southeast region of Europe is 
characterised by close ties and cultural cooperation between, for example, 
Romania and Bulgaria, then the specific case of Greece which was not 
considered a part of the Balkans until recently, and now the Westerners 
again see it as a part of the Balkans. Therefore, the Balkans are really not a 
geographic notion, but rather a mental one, conceptual and abstract. Then 
we also have a specific case of Albania. Moreover, we have the specific 
case of Kosovo and the former Yugoslavian republics cooperating together, 
primarily because this is about a common, well I cannot say common, but 
when it comes to cultures, they speak languages which insignificantly differ 
from each other. 

As far as literature and publishing are concerned, I only have a few results 
there so far, however, I intend to continue this research in the following 
period. Hence, what I think the Creative Europe programme should be proud 
of and boast about is the fact that numerous publishers in the region are 
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living off of the Creative Europe programme and also through the grants 
they receive for literary translations. So, in this sense, if this programme 
didn’t exist, literature would suffer for sure and there would be far less 
works offered. Therefore, what the point is, and what publishers told me is 
that support is needed for the festivals in the region that have the capacity, 
meaning not only the festivals whose organisers want to, but the ones whose 
organisers have the capacity to develop these festival in a manner where 
they would have a strong regional and international, that is European 
dimension. These literary festivals are places where researchers can hear 
someone for the first time, where literary writers present themselves. Then, 
I for example asked what the difference was between festivals and fairs, 
since as you know, we have a fair, I don’t know, in Frankfurt, and then the 
Belgrade Fair is the most significant regional fair, and a writer and the owner 
of a publishing house, a man who is very active in the domestic PEN centre 
said: “Fairs are largely oriented towards business deal making, trade, and 
so on”. This means these are more business-oriented events, while festivals 
are what is called art, festivals truly bring something that has the highest 
artistic value, which is, for example, not so important in fairs. At fairs it 
is important that you have a popular writer, that you have a star writer, 
that you have formatted publications, and so on. Hence, a conclusion is that 
regardless of us suffering due to the proliferation of festivals, publishers 
still say this means the most to them when it comes to discovering new 
authors and so on.

Moreover, as far as literature and publishing are concerned, what is 
interesting is that one German foundation is actually doing phenomenal 
work in the region. I am speaking about the Traduki Foundation, and as 
you can see, they are dealing with translations from Southeast Europe into 
other languages, but also with translating literature from other languages 
into languages of Southeast Europe and within Southeast Europe they are 
encouraging cooperation. So, the Traduki Foundation has the so called 
“houses for writers”. Now, as far as translators are concerned, I just want to 
say that the “house for writers” cannot literally be translated into English, 
rather we speak about writers-residents, therefore writers in residence. 
And as you can see, this is a European network for literature encouraging 
literary communication between the Balkan region and the countries where 
German is spoken. Here, you have a list of countries where these residences 
for writers are being offered. As you can see, it is a lot of centres. This is one 
of the most important platforms and the network of these residence centres, 
and as you can see the initiative is coming from Germany. They recognise 
their own interest in this and it is something that, I can only shortly say, that 
these residential programmes assume that an artist spend a month in the 
residence centre, and meet other artists from that community during the 
month, try to write something, even though a month is in principle a short 
time for writing, however it is good for learning.

My main finding is that civil associations and nongovernmental 
organisations are the most dynamic actors when it comes to promoting 
and developing literature and publishing. However, the biggest problem 
there is that organisations such as Krokodil in Belgrade, or I don’t know, 
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various other festival and organisations managed by nongovernmental 
organisations, they all have a very big problem to survive because it costs 
a lot for them to rent a space, paying the bills costs a lot and it is very hard 
for them to have some sort of regular income in terms of salaries. Hence, 
these organisations which are truly visible and very active with their 
project, and I am speaking about the entire region, they are truly barely 
surviving. My conclusion is that means should be especially allocated 
through the Creative Europe programme, and projects assuming civil-
public partnerships should be funded. A representative of Krokodil, she for 
example had an idea and suggested, for example, that one public institution 
should adopt one organisation of the civil society, because institutions have 
that kind of stability, but it does not possess the initiative, they are not 
flexible, they do not have to follow the situation, so they are not informed. 
On the other hand, civil society organisations, that is citizen’s unions have 
all these characteristics, they are very dynamic, modern, and so on, but they 
do not have the security institutions have. So, that was a cute conclusion 
that one institution should adopt one nongovernmental organisation. 
Another initiative in the domain of literature and publishing is called 
the Declaration on the Common Language, I suppose you heard about it, it 
was recently published, and there was a lot of discussion about this in the 
media. Even some ministers of culture reacted. But, what this is about, this 
“Languages and nationalisms”, this declaration actually strives to, in way, 
not to suppress, but to criticise segregation between people and societies 
based on a language we perfectly understand each other on obviously when 
it comes to some countries of southeast, i.e. former Yugoslavia. In this region 
only Macedonia and Slovenia do not speak a language which is very similar. 
So, it is a declaration signed by eight thousand people so far, and something 
that has only just begun, so we will see what this will turn out to be in the 
future. 

As far as film is concerned, we can be proud with Romanian and Greek film. 
This is the so called new wave in global cinematography, and these are truly 
positive examples, especially Romanian film and what happened there, and 
I think we can learn a lot from them about how to have such successful films 
in other countries of the region. What is also a fact is that the development 
of film and cinematography in our region was hindered by these very 
frequent political shifts which assume changes in the management boards, 
for example in the national film centres, changes of directors, and so on. 
So, this is something disrupting long term plans at the moment, plans 
of long term cooperation. As for film, I believe this is mostly due to film 
requiring much more organisation and cooperation to be realised, because 
we are speaking about very big budgets in comparison to literary creativity 
and in comparison to music creativity. If we are speaking about films that 
should represent us on festival and in cinemas in the world, we really need 
serious monetary assets there for production and this is why I believe film 
makers are for now organised the best, they cooperate the most, which is 
attested to by the number of regional organisations. As you can see, there 
is the Southeast European Cinema Network, with headquarters in Athens. 
Then there is Altcine, also a Greek initiative. Altcine is a sort of the IMDB 
for the Balkans, meaning that it is a database where all data about all films 
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recorded in the region are kept. Then there is the initiative First films first, 
which comes from the Goethe Institute in Belgrade, but this programme 
relates to the entire region of Southeast Europe and its aim is actually 
that young people reach their first film as soon as possible. What is very 
interesting is that they meet regularly, speak with each other, not only film 
directors, but also producers, and then they create joint projects, and so on. 
Meet the scriptwriters is also a regional initiative; the point is that for every 
script writer there is a profile on the Internet stating what they are doing, 
what they like to write about, what their interests are, and so on. Both First 
films first and Meet the scriptwriters are new initiatives. Then there is the 
Balkan Documentary Centre, created by Martička Božilova, and, if nothing 
else, I supposed you heard about her. As you can see, at the end we have this 
alliance, i.e. the Association of Film Festivals in Central and Eastern Europe. 
Therefore, there is plenty of initiatives which are regional. The main events 
in the region are the Sarajevo Film Festival, Sofia Film Festival Meetings 
and Transylvania (International Film Festival). 

For a very long time there is the idea about a regional film fund, modelled 
after Euroimage. There is no cooperation between educational institutions, 
where people are educated for film. The third thing is that the middle 
generation is very well connected when it comes to producing films, 
however they in a way also represent a barrier that young people cannot 
overcome. And finally, the problem is distribution, which should definitely 
be stimulated within the region.

And this is the last slide that I have. So, as far as music is concerned, i.e. 
artistic music, what lacks are databases though which people could find out 
who composers or music performers are in other countries of the region. 
We lack the media which would broadcast relevant information on what 
is happening in countries of the region. And finally, what people would 
appreciate is if there were funds available through Creative Europe for the 
mobility of people. So there it is, I went as fast as I could in the end. This is 
it. You are welcome.

Dimitrije Tadić: Thank you Svetlana. Anica, please.

Anica Tucakov: My presentation will be more dishevelled in comparison 
to Svetlana’s. I thought it would be nice to start with this photo from the 
theatrical play Metamorfoze, based on Ovidius’s Metamorphoses, which is 
even today on the repertoire of the Yugoslav Drama Theatre. I think this is a 
nice illustration of the topic we are speaking about today. By chance, it really 
unifies the three disciplines I studies in my research, that is the theatre, 
modern dance and visual arts, through the illustration of this impressive 
scenography. I don’t know if you can see it well, but the scenography is 
actually made of scotch tape. At the beginning of the play, the stage is empty. 
We can only see five vertical rods with the help of which actors build this 
impressive scenography during the play and map, in a way, the relations 
that exist between them, between the characters, between individual 
myths, because in Metamorphoses we go from one myth to the other. In this 
way, actors are marking these relations between each other and creating the 
final structure, what we would also want to realise now. There is another 
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reason why I decided this would be a suitable illustration. Namely, this is 
the result, well almost, of one regional cooperation. In all honesty, this was 
a production of the Yugoslav Drama Theatre, a very important theatrical 
institution, not only of our city, but also beyond. However, the director of 
the play is Aleksandar Popovski, from Macedonia, who was recently again 
a guest as the director of the play “Hamlet” in this theatre. Then, all this 
scenography was designed and envisaged by a designer from Zagreb, Sven 
Jonke, with his Numen Studio. And this is why I believe this is a very nice 
illustration of what we are striving to present right now. Finally, what I 
believe to be very important as well is the fact that this play is taking place 
in a theatre bearing the name the Yugoslav Drama Theatre. We have other 
cultural institutions bearing in their name, and rightfully so, the word 
Yugoslavia, such as the Cinemateque of Yugoslavia, then the International 
Yugoslav Theatrical Festival in Užice, which, among other things, attest to 
the close ties that exist between countries in this region, and which are 
“living” this connectedness. The scenes from this play will keep following 
us as I speak about the theatre in the first part. 

Namely, I was again trying to follow the visibility of regional cooperation 
both within the region, but also in the international context, by following 
the historical ties existing between these countries. It is unnecessary, 
of course, to speak about how for a big portion of XX century, most of the 
countries of this region were one country and that we are naturally directed 
towards one another. However, Ceca spoke about these connections in the 
previous discussion in contemplating the issue of regional cooperation, 
but bearing in mind the current context as well. What is really important 
within theatre, not only based on research, but also attested to by people I 
spoke with because the set work principle of working on the research also 
assumed interviewing active directors, actors, scenographers, and so on, is 
the importance of the regionally set production model. Regional cooperation 
is very important when we speak about financial sustainability of this kind 
of endeavours, because, like the field of film for example, these are truly 
financially very demanding projects. If there was no such cooperation, it 
is doubtful if many plays could be realised at all. At the same time, since 
the core topic is visibility, we have more producers, from more countries 
meaning that this play will not be shown only within one country, on the 
stage of the host or the main organisers, but also in countries all coproduces 
come from, and in that it will be more visible on the internat ional scene. 
Then, the principle according to which we also strived to monitor visibility 
of regional coproduction and the presence of plays from the region on the 
international scene, was following the repertoire of important festivals 
in Europe and institutional exchange of programmes. Several festivals 
are distinguished there. Of course, we all know that the most well-known 
theatrical festivals take place in Avignon or Edinburgh, but for this part of 
the world, i.e. Europe, there is great importance in the Wiener Festwochen, 
Austrian, which is dedicating great attention precisely to plays from this 
region, then the festival in Wiesbaden, dedicated to new pieces from 
Europe. Also, NITRA from Slovakia is a very important festival when we 
speak about the theatre, and certainly no less important and influential is 
Bitef from Belgrade. 



355

In the context of the international presence of theatrical accomplishments 
from the field of theatre, one of the interesting questions was — are some 
kind of topics expected from us in the theatre, dealing with “expected” 
thematic clusters, and how we should respond to such tendencies, which is 
what we spoke about with professionals from this field. In the questionnaire 
distributed by the Creative Europe Desk to its members, we came across 
some very interesting responses and wanted to react to this, because when 
the question on how this region is perceived was asked, a great majority 
replied: war, post-war trauma, transition, cheap labour, social issues, and 
so on. This question is very delicate, I would say, because on the one hand I 
was getting this kind of argumentative replies from people who, reinforcing 
the justification of this kind of expectations, stated: “Yes, but we also, when 
we go and see a play from Georgia, we want to feel the spirit of that place 
and time, and not something we can see in Berlin and Vienna”. So there 
isn’t really a simple answer to all these questions — should we respond to 
this kind of expectations, to submit to them or should we fight this kind 
of stereotypes, while still, on the other hand, preserving a specific spirit 
of time and space. Certainly, like in many other fields and all other cases, 
artistic quality and integrity establish the core criterion of this issue.

When we say visibility, certainly, we immediately have to think about the 
media. The media represent a big issue in each of individual countries 
of the region in relation to the space dedicated to art and culture and the 
manner of dealing with these topics. The form of media processing and 
presentation represents one of the key questions when we are speaking 
about regional cooperation and production, i.e. coproduction. I listed several 
encouraging examples here, however “Zarez” from Croatia is distinguished 
as an example of exceptionally high quality and a successful example of 
a magazine dedicated to culture and social questions. Unfortunately, its 
future is uncertain, the same as with the majority of magazines dedicated to 
art and culture. With a serious online edition, even today one can find in the 
archive exceptionally good, analytical texts that our public and audience 
needs, which through honest and serious approach show respect both for 
culture and the audience. Initiatives for such a kind of media are more 
than welcome. However, one of the key questions in relation to the topic of 
regional visibility is precisely the lack of adequate media processing and 
analysis of artistic achievements and phenomena.

A very important field of visibility of artistic production from the region, 
especially in the field of theatre, represents presence and engagement of 
professionals from this field in foreign theatrical houses — directors, 
scenographers, drama writers, i.e. the positioning of their works on 
international theatre stages. The listed examples might be the most important 
ones from Oliver Frljić, Biljana Srbljanović, Jeton Neziraj, to Aleksandar 
Denić, who as a scenographer truly accomplishes extraordinary successes 
in the German theatre, then Dino Mustafić, Miloš Slović, Aleksandar 
Popovski. Finally, visibility was also analysed from the angle of existence of 
regional theatres, i.e. theatrical networks and regional theatrical festivals. 
Unfortunately, one of very important players in the regional theatre, but 
also in Europe, Tomaž Pandur, passed away last year. However, apart from 
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important theatrical plays, he also left us as heritage the informal, non-
institutional theatrical network Pandur, whose founder he was. There are 
also, the Ulysses theatre from Brijuni, and as far as festivals are concerned 
we will mention MESS Sarajevo, then the festival taking place in Varna, 
Bulgaria. I just discussed with my colleague from Romania how, indeed, a 
large number of festivals appeared in Romania as well, international and 
regional in nature. As an example I would list the festivals in Timisoara, Cluj 
and Bucharest, of course. A festival that cannot be missed in this sense is the 
Desire Central from Subotica, led by András Urban, theatrical director and 
the Director of Kosztolányi Dezső Thatre in Subotica. Regional theatrical 
festivals now also take the role of coproducers.

Some of the topics overlap, for some I believe they are specific for certain 
fields, and on the other hand, I saw some topics appear in several fields. This 
is why I would like to suggest the issue of expected topics — war, exodus, etc, 
for visual arts as one of the key questions. Here, I also tried to reflect on the 
question of visibility of the region through organisation of most important 
exhibitions from the field of visual arts of this region in the international 
context. Naturally, this region is mostly inclined towards presenting in 
Austria and Germany, and you can see examples of such exhibitions here. 
The system of visual arts in the majority of countries of the region does not 
have strong footing. We are aware that today within the visual system — 
from the educational segment, to galleries, museum, mediators, the media, 
the art market all the way to the audience —all these segments individually 
face very serious problems. This is why frequently one person — usually the 
curator or the leader of an exhibition project — gets a lot of obligations they 
have to realise, and hence, they receive a lot of responsibility, but also a lot 
of power to realise specific projects. In this way, the question of visibility 
becomes very interesting when we speak about the manner of historisation 
and museisation of artistic production from this region. Because, with very 
important international exhibitions, collections are what remains. For this 
reason, it is very important to research the character of existing collections 
from the region of Southeast Europe (such as the collection of the Erste 
Foundation), their character, visibility in comparison to individual artists 
and their work, but also visibility in relation to the core funding bodies and 
mechanisms based on which visual arts are being funded in this region.

The artistic market represents another one of the important questions. And 
in this context there is also the problem of unequal treatment of professionals 
from our region from this field, which might be very specific for the field of 
visual arts. For the most part, this problem arises from the lack of one, not 
only strong, but also any kind of artistic market and arranged conditions of 
professional engagement on the work market in this field.

I didn’t comment yet on the slide with the illustration of Wostok work. It 
says — Barbarians Unite! It can certainly be applied both to this discussion 
and to the topic of stereotypes about this region that exist in the West. This 
is a work that was exhibited on the Laser Summit of cheap graphics. This 
was truly a great manifestation that presented contemporary production of 
visual artists from this area in an innovative, exciting and good way... And I 
will only state two more sentence at the end since Dimitrije is signalling me 
I should bring my presentation to a close.
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Contemporary dance is the youngest discipline from the ones I am speaking 
about, however it is very well organised in questions of networking, which 
Ceca spoke about. This networking lacks in some other fields, but here it is 
very present. The visibility of actors of contemporary dance scene is followed 
through presence in official institutions or in independent associations and 
ensembles, and also through identifying regional initiatives and platforms 
— such as the projects Balkan Express, Balkan Dance Platform, Nomad 
Dance Academy, etc. In short — priorities in the field of contemporary 
dance are education, a topic often approached by participants through their 
projects, production support, and theoretic and critical reflection, which 
was discussed earlier.

In concluding this short address I will also just state topics that I recognised 
as the most important ones for all three fields we discussed: reacting 
to existing stereotypes; the existence of sustainable, several years long 
financial and production schemes, which is one of the topics most frequently 
mentioned in replies to the questionnaire designed by the Creative Europe 
Desk; education; defining work conditions on the work market in the field 
of culture; working on a media strategy. Finally, I believe there is a certain 
kind of lethargy today among people who make up the artistic and cultural 
system of this region, and so I believe one of the key questions is mobilisation 
of all actors of cultural life in the region.

Kristina Kujundžić: I would like now to make a step forward into the space 
equally belonging to the sector of culture and the sector of tourism. Namely, 
one of the aims of this process was an overview of culture in the function 
of tourism, that is, what all the ways are that culture can be used to develop 
the touristic product. What Dimitrije outlined in his introduction, that we 
will reflect on cultural heritage in the function of developing a touristic 
product is something I actually tried to avoid — due to the simple reason that 
heritage is what tourism uses most easily,  and even with the step forward 
that exists towards immaterial cultural heritage, tourism most frequently 
builds the touristic product on tradition, folklore, i.e. heritage — and 
very infrequently or rarely does it reflect exactly on the things Anica and 
Svetlana mentioned, on the contemporary aspect — on contemporary art, 
the period we live in and generally that entire cultural context of Europe. 

Through several slides I will try to approximate certain tendencies to you 
and to reflect on several good examples. This does not mean there isn’t more 
of such examples, however I believe these are still somehow in the minority 
when compared to what is commonplace. 

Svetlana said that European Union probably wants us to be the first, and 
that this is exactly the slogan European Travel Commission (ETC) is using 
to promote Europe as a tourist destination: Europe - destination number one. 
And this position is something Europe really wants to sustain. This has been 
in progress for seven years now. Europe truly is destination number one, 
and in spite of all the problems and challenges that surfaced during the past 
few years, there was growth, more specifically growth amounting to 2% on 
the entire European level when it comes to tourism, and this growth was 
precisely the highest in countries of Southeast Europe: Bulgaria reached 
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the growth of 16% and Serbia 13%, which is the second and the third place 
respectively, right behind Iceland. This growth can also be explained by 
these challenges faced by the leading European destinations, but also the 
need of the tourist industry for constantly new destinations and tourists in 
search of perpetually new experiences and adventures, etc.

European Union uses a somewhat modified slogan “Europe: Wonder is all 
around”. And this is a small step forward, as Svetlana said, towards the 
fact that we are actually speaking about the economic aspect, but we are 
also, in a way speaking about this unity in diversity. Therefore, this attempt 
to create or revive identity not only on the European level, but also that 
there are some macro regional or micro regional identities, what Dimitrije 
spoke about, and what will certainly be discussed later in this event. There 
are different instruments through which Europe and the European Union 
actually support the development of cultural tourism, even though this is 
probably one of the most vital branches which contributes to the GDP of all 
countries significantly. However, it is important to differentiate between 
two terms, one being cultural tourism where the contribution of cultural 
tourism to overall tourism industry is estimated to be between 40% and 
even as much as 50%, and what is denoted by the term cultural industry. 
Cultural industries are more clearly delineated, however the tourism 
sector uses them less frequently exactly due to this, and you can see that 
the percentage of contribution to the industry is significantly lower when 
compared to the overall cultural tourism.

Cultural tourism encompasses a very wide spectrum of activities and 
products. What research has shown is that tourism knows two sub-circles 
of cultural tourism: the inner circle encompassing cultural heritage and 
art — contemporary art, architecture, literature and the like. On the other 
hand the wider circle encompasses what is called lifestyle, or the thing 
used increasingly frequently in tourism such as the term encompassing 
the experiencing of the spirit of a place, the way of living of the locals, 
creative industries (related to entrepreneurship, mostly small and medium 
entrepreneurs, and therefore including film, design, and the like).

However, what is it exactly that puts tourism and culture in a conflict? 
This is gain in the wider sense of the word, i.e. the profit generated and its 
uneven distribution between the sector of tourism and the sector of culture. 
Actually, what tourism generates through its own activities, it returns very 
little of it to culture. Such a relationship does not encourage cultural actors 
to participate in the competition on a very competitive market and to deal 
with developing new and interesting products that could be the basis for the 
touristic product. There is the least amount of creative tourism, even though 
it is the most comprehensive because it combines the past and the present 
times and it also projects the possible forms of the future.

These examples don’t have the goal of comparing them, they are rather a 
selection of examples from Southeast Europe and the countries from other 
regions of Europe which have successful strategies or which are trying to 
keep pace with a demanding sector like tourism is.

Out of the Southeast European countries, examples of Croatia, Hungary, 



359

Slovenia and Serbia were analysed, and in addition Germany, Finland and 
France were chosen.

This is the example of Croatia where once you open the website of the Croatian 
National Touristic Association, you immediately encounter a reference to 
UNESCO and the global heritage. In further analysis of the statistics it is 
noticeable that Croatian generates 2.1 million visitors annually through 
175 museums on its territory. That is, out of tourists visiting Croatia, 69%, 
which a very high number, participate or become a part of the audience in 
some of the cultural events. You will see that, of course, the largest number 
of those, sort of, classical cultural spots, however the percentage of people 
who go to museums, galleries and festivals is not negligible. Of course, the 
musical events and thematic routes are also present, and approximately, 
even though a half of them relate to what is only cultural heritage, they 
yield 30%. Croatia obviously recognised the need and offered contemporary 
art to tourism. Of course, since here the accent is on positive examples 
and practices, this is not particularly distinguishable but it is interesting 
to take a look, to still, when we speak about cultural heritage as such and 
about the part of cultural heritage which is immaterial cultural heritage, 
this is mostly folklore and traditional art. So unfortunately, for now this 
only a small segment of what could actually be used, however, this small 
segment is very important because it implies openness and readiness to 
be recognised and the potential of contemporary art and culture, and I am 
sure that these high numbers and percentages encourage further positive 
development, also under the condition that the presented statistic must 
be taken conditionally in a way, since Croatia is a “destination of the sea 
and the sun”, as it is called in tourism, and that many of these visitors and 
tourists actually do not come with the intent to visit cultural events and 
offer, rather they come to the locations by chance and then they become 
visitors and audience. The amount of money invested by the state in the 
development of the mentioned segments of tourism is not negligible either. 
As you will see, this is over 5 million euros in the period from 2005 to 2009, 
where, through the establishment of the Office for Cultural Tourism within 
the National Board over 1000 projects were actually supported. Here you 
can also see the distribution, i.e. the type of supported projects. The lack 
of this procedure is that the supported projects weren’t evaluated after the 
realisation and their sustainability is questionable. 

Hungary is another example I wanted to present to you because Hungary is 
a destination largely focussing on the development of spa tourism and not 
so much artistic manifestations and production, even though, as Anica and 
Svetlana said, there is a lot included in the cultural offer. However, when 
you take a look at the website of the national tourism organisation, which 
is now in transition, it is very interesting that you will find a really classic 
form where all changes and tourism oriented culture, and also a type of 
entrepreneurship that is in power in Hungary, are not visible or visible to 
a small extent. This is confuted by rare but in that even more interesting 
initiatives of the private sector, i.e. the small and medium enterprises that 
recognised the potential of culture so in the offer you can find concerts 
of classical music in combination with contemporary interpretation, 
contemporary arts and music, architecture and music, and the like.
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When it comes to Slovenia, presentation of culture on the tourism website 
is in numbers and you will see statistical data: the number of libraries, 
museums, concert halls, and the like. And when you take a look at the offer 
itself, you will see that the entire offer is actually directed towards this 
static and classic perception of culture. What makes a difference though 
is that there is a type of thematic direction and moderate but still present 
proclivity to offer applied culture to tourists — in the form of interactive 
routes.

Yes, I am moving onto Serbia… Serbia as a destination is close to Slovenia 
and Hungary, and these are actually competitive markets, however, what 
is interesting about Serbia is that the need to connect different aspects of 
culture into cultural routes was recognised. Even though cultural routes 
are a form of the classic approach to creating the touristic offer, what makes 
this process exciting is this upgrade. Namely, Serbia relied on comparative 
advantages of neighbouring countries and made a step forward by 
upgrading cultural routes on its territory and secured them specific cultural 
products and actually lead tourists to stay longer than in the countries of the 
region. Also, the concept of campaigns Serbia had is interesting where they 
related to this lifestyle which is basically focussed on urban environments, 
but also on some of the creative potentials, and presenting the independent 
scene and relying on manifestations which are actually in the domain of 
renowned manifestations in the region, etc.

I will then reflect on the example of Germany in addition, and merely touch 
or skip over the examples of Finland and France, but you will have the 
opportunity to read the details about these countries in the text on this topic 
and also in later materials of the conference. The reason why I wanted to 
show you the website of the German touristic organisation is that the entire 
territory is treated through the prism of contemporary art. There is this 
contemplation of the presentation based on statistics and the permanent 
analysis of needs and habits of domestic tourists, tourists from Europe, 
and tourists coming from the third, the so called, overseas destinations. 
Therefore, it is very interesting to analyse in more detail what are the 
things Germany chose to present to Europe and in what way it is positioned 
in comparison to other, more competitive tourist destinations, and on the 
other hand, in what way this is done when it comes to overseas destinations 
(take a look at the example “free museums and galleries in Europe”). 

As far as Finland is concerned, due to the limitation in time, I suggest you at 
least take a look at what the programme of celebrating 100 years of Finland 
looks like. It is very interesting how many different programmes are 
dedicated to contemporary creativity of Finland, and on the other hand, how 
much France, as the number one touristic destination in Europe, is classical 
in interpreting art, and how maybe this sentence from the beginning is 
correct, that Europe will actually lose the market share or position number 
one on the global market if this tendency of relying on the already proven 
(and outdated) models of interpretations, creating the offer continues, etc.

In conclusion, I would still emphasise that there is a readiness both of the 
sector of tourism and the sector of culture for inter-sector cooperation, 
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and also there is a shared need for new narratives, interpretation and 
presentation. I believe the space of approximation of the sector of culture 
and tourism is primarily in mutuality and in joint work — joint creativity. 
Thank you for your attention.

Dimitrije Tadić: Thanks a lot. I was speeding things up because we need 
some more time for our talks, between the desks. We will, of course, as I said 
at the beginning publish all results of the research realised during the year, 
and especially what you three were doing. So there will be more time to deal 
with this, and since this is very important we want to devote a lot of attention 
to it. In the following part of this panel I would like to discuss with you what 
desks are doing and in what way we can contribute to improving regional 
cooperation. Throughout the year we are organising various events, like 
trainings for project writing, presentations, and seminars and so on, and 
through some events we strive to initiate various topics. For us, the Forum, 
already traditionally organised for the third year in a row, primarily has the 
function of initiating new topics which are simply wider than what the work 
of the desks is focussed on. Last year the topic was international cooperation, 
where we also conducted a research on how the cooperation is developing 
and at what level European cooperation is in Serbia, what the capacities of 
our organisations are for European cooperation, what the weaknesses are 
and so on. This year our topic is regional cooperation. The first question for 
all of you is: to what extent actually without the politisation that we can 
understand, Aida, Milena and me because we belonged to the same state, 
this is less important for Gábor and Bianca, so without that politisation, to 
what extent do you think we are aware of our own interests concerning 
regional cooperation and to what extent do you think decision makers on 
various levels are aware of this? So, Aida, maybe you go first.

Aida Kalender: I am Aida Kelnder and I come from the Creative Europe 
Desk Bosnia and Herzegovina. This desk was established somewhat less 
than two years ago. We are actually only now, after an intense tour of the 
entire country and the presentation of this programme, speaking with 
cultural workers, we might have good insight into the state in the field, and 
also through talks with representatives of politics, the ministries and so 
on. Also, we have a feeling of what their priorities are. To remind anyone 
who doesn’t know this, and it’s probable the majority of the present do, one 
of the key things promoted by Creative Europe is precisely international 
cooperation, cultural cooperation in projects and almost every call for 
projects asks you to have two more countries as a minimum, two partners 
from two different countries, and it is desirable to have even more. Thus 
actually, in a way, and exactly due to this request now, both cultural 
workers and cultural organisations are “obliged” to cooperate, they don’t 
have a choice if they want to participate and receive funds from the Creative 
Europe programme. I believe it is not accidental the fact that what is 
insisted on is cultural cooperation because only the greatest are capable of 
cooperation. This is why cooperation is perceived in some kind of everyday 
interaction, like “something we will do on the go”, however, it turns out that 
no one, or just the odd ones have the capacity for cooperation. Truly, all 
compliments go to the Creative Europe Desk Serbia and Dimitrije who has 
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been advocating this idea of cooperation and organising this cooperation 
in the region for years. What should be potentially advocated is some way 
of establishing a specific fund, specific means, precisely for the persons 
who would deal with cooperation as employees of cultural organisations. 
This cannot be your side job while you are creating a programme, putting 
a budget together, and so on. Cooperation, networking, connecting, truly 
demand time and complete dedication and require constant meetings on 
the field, constant contacting and coordination. We heard from the first 
presentation that comrade Tito visited Africa for 169 times, I believe. This 
is exactly it. In order to achieve regional cooperation, you have to come to 
Belgrade for 169 times. I hope not so many times (laughter), but really it 
is about the numbers, so numbers here truly matter. However, in order to 
get this cooperation, go to meetings, logistics, coordination and facilitation, 
you need some funds. So it might make sense to speak with ministers, all 
politicians sitting on some kind of funds, to potentially allocate some small 
funds for this precisely. Unfortunately, this kind of work is not visible, it 
is very hard, strenuous, you need persistence, and it is very boring but 
extremely important. So, I immediately started with advocating ideas 
(laughter). What could truly enable us to meet more frequently, to develop 
our ideas and operationalise them is exactly the existence of such a kind of 
a fund for cooperation.

Dimitrije Tadić: Milena, what do you say? From your experience with 
decision makers, in what way do they see and treat this regional cooperation?

Milena Ražnatović: First of all hi everyone, I am Milena Ražnatović from 
the Ministry of Culture of Montenegro and the Desk Creative Europe. 
Formally, the fact that regional cooperation is certainly recognised through 
all programmes, laws, strategies and this is truly so, and I personally believe 
that in the perception of us as public officers, as the ones making decisions, 
regional cooperation is indeed a priority. Based on my short experience, 
and I have joined this story only recently, I believe that organisations and 
institutions are primarily focussed on regional cooperation, due to the 
shared tradition, history, past and the like. When we speak about Creative 
Europe we always direct users that they have to network, to look for 
partners. They always recognise some regional organisation or institution 
akin to them and this is maybe a primary focus, and only later do they refer 
to international partners in the wider sense. Still, I believe there is a certain 
lethargy, at least with our organisations and institutions which rely on the 
belief that the opportunity will come by itself and not that we should be 
directly looking for it. Hence, maybe this fund and generally European funds 
are not sufficiently used here. Since November, we have a new government 
and one of the core priorities are international funds, European funds, 
cultural funds, because we all know the situation is such that there isn’t 
enough money in culture and that European funds formally really offer the 
means, however, a way should be found to receive them actually. It is simply 
like this. Here we have another problem, limitation in work force, lack of 
people, and lack of knowledge. Basically, we are facing huge work generally 
as the cultural sector, and we as the desk are personally striving to first teach 
ourselves and gain the necessary knowledge, and later as soon as possible 



363

to promote the programmes Creative Europe and Europe for Citizens and 
all other cultural programmes in order for this to come to life eventually. 
Really, until now, apart from some sporadic cases and successful stories, 
we don’t have very tangible results, but I would say again, in relation to the 
fact that we are in this for a very short period of time, I believe we can only 
become more successful. I would like to use this opportunity to honestly 
thank you for the organisation and the invitation. 

Dimitrije Tadić: Likewise. Bianca, how are things in Romania? How is 
generally regional cooperation perceived?

Bianca Floarea: Good afternoon and thank you very much for inviting 
me, Dimitrije, and thank you for the overview that the researchers did. 
It’s a very solid base for our discussion. I think in Romania, there is a 
new interest for regional cooperation with Southeast European countries, 
however it should be taken more seriously in practice, and should be more 
committed. I think it’s rather bilateral interest in very many cases, as we 
have some instruments for cross-border cooperation, and we have Romania 
- Serbia, Romania - Moldova, Romania - Hungary instruments, so we can 
cooperate easily in this way. However, I think there is a need to design 
more multilateral cooperation models and involve several countries at the 
same time, and from this point of view, maybe just to remind you or raise 
your awareness on the fact that there is a new programme called “Danube 
Transnational Programme 2014-2020”, which relates to all the countries 
which we are talking about here, as well as others, and I think this is a good 
instrument which we can all use, even for cultural projects, to network and 
cooperate between us. So I think strategically, in official documents, there is 
an interest, but it should be emphasized and it should be greater.

What I think is important is that us, as Creative Europe desks, have a 
privileged position in the sense that we are generally based in public 
authorities and ministries of culture, but we are also very much connected 
to the sector of cultural operators, both public and civil society actors. So 
I think in this context, we can bring people together. We have very many 
times, all of us in the network, designed events like this, which is a great 
opportunity to meet people from across the region, to speak and discuss 
projects, to network with professionals, with researchers, with policy 
makers. Very many times we have done longer events, of two or three days, 
where we invite operators from neighbouring countries to discuss project 
ideas. I think this should be done more, and I encourage you to participate 
whenever you hear about a Creative Europe desk event at regional level. 
I think this is a very, very good start.  I think there is a willingness in the 
sector, from practitioners’ side, to participate, to cooperate. I don’t think 
this willingness lacks. However, we always ask ourselves: how do we get 
the money to meet? I think there should be some policies in this respect or 
some small size funding opportunities, something called seed money, where 
people can receive small grants just to travel, to meet, so to have a sort of 
preparation of future projects in the region, but also beyond the region. I 
think this could be a very useful instrument that national public authorities 
could design. In some countries there are such instruments, in Germany, 
for instance. In the region I think not so much, or maybe none. This could 
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be very useful for people to use in order to meet and set the basis for such 
projects. 

Gábor Mondik: First of all, thank you very much for having me here 
Dimitrije, although I am somehow an outsider because Hungary is not part 
of the region we are talking about today. But as a person from a neighbouring 
country I just want to emphasize that regional cooperation is really 
important. If an organisation is new to international cooperation I think it is 
really natural that first it will cooperate with its neighbours, with countries 
that have the same history, have the same values and after that, as a next step 
it can cooperate with others, with broader regions, with countries that are 
further, that are in different regions. From the perspective of the European 
Commission, it is more interesting not to cooperate with neighbours, e.g. 
with the Southern region, with the Baltic countries, or with the Western 
European countries, but from the perspective of Eastern Europe, I think 
you need to begin somewhere, so you need to find organizations from your 
region.

There is also one thing that I would like to comment on, that one of you 
said: the literature sector is very strong in this region. If you look at the 
Creative Europe results regarding literary translation, usually the most 
successful countries in literary translation projects are Slovenia, Bulgaria 
and Hungary, and last year Serbia was the most successful country and also 
Albania won a lot of projects. All in all I just want to tell you that we can 
be successful, and I said “we” on purpose! Our countries can be successful 
but you need somewhere to start and that is why regional cooperation is so 
important. Thank you!

Dimitrije Tadić: I have always been jealous of the Nordic Council since they 
have this institutionalised regional cooperation. So, they are also recognised 
as a region conditionally speaking, or unconditionally, with troublesome 
past of the same kind we have in our region, however, even so, they recognise 
their own and shared interest. Not only do they cooperate within and outside 
of institutions but they also formed a council, the Nordic Council, which 
deals with solving problems that exist in the region and that are shared, 
and currently the Nordic Council is dealing with solving these issues. So this 
is something very, very simple. One of the problems I saw in Sweden and 
Finland, and I was surprised because I truly came with a different prejudice, 
is that they feel geographically and historically marginal in relation to the 
continent, that they actually have a sort of a problem with this. And every 
meeting, and there were many, started by people apologising because it is 
so cold in their country, while at that moment it was colder in Belgrade than 
in Stockholm. They even have fund used to support artist mobility which is 
how they solve one of the recognised problems, because mobility was not 
going so well. Then they founded, for example, Iaspis and HIAP which were 
highly known residential centres in Stockholm and Helsinki. So, I am saying 
again, they solved the mapped problem in a very simple way. 

So, Aida, from your experience, you are coming from the civil sector, and 
now you are institutionalised through the Desk. From your experience, and 
Anica and Svetlana spoke about this, how much do you see that sometimes 
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it appears that the civil sector is more active in regional cooperation, even 
though there is cooperation between institutions. We also mentioned YDT. 
What is the situation in your country? 

Aida Kalender: I am still not institutionalised. I really doubt I will ever be 
as long as I live (laughter).

Dimitrije Tadić: I am joking. I meant it in a positive way. 

Aida Kalender: Maybe it should be mentioned to the colleagues who don’t 
know this – the truth is that most of the desks operate within ministries of 
culture in their countries of origin. Bosnia and Herzegovina is a specific 
example which does not have its own ministry of culture on the state level, 
and for a long time it did not have a desk either, so the initiative came from 
the civil sector that the desk must be formed. There were also political 
combinations and attempts to create the desk as a para-political body, 
comprised of political representatives, in accordance with a political model. 
My organisation tried to explain to the public and the most important 
stakeholders that this is a technical body which should as soon as possible 
and in the simplest possible way help the cultural sector to join this very 
complicated process of applying for the Creative Europe programme. And 
a wonder happened, our Ministry of Civil Affairs published a public call 
where they were looking for a consortium, organisation or institution that 
would perform the function of the desk and my organisation, Akcija, together 
with the organisation Vizart from Banja Luka got this job for three years. I 
must say we have the freedom and flexibility in our work and execution of 
our obligations that are identical for all desks in Europe, which is great, and 
we are really trying to do our work as professionally as possible.

As for the civil sector, someone mentioned that the position of this sector 
within the Creative Europe programme is unenviable, regardless of the fact 
that they are very creative and active and that they have a lot of ideas. As 
you know, it is necessary to allocate funds to co-fund projects amounting to 
from 40% to 50% from the total value of a project, which is almost completely 
impossible for the civil sector. The majority of civil society organisation 
persist from one project to another and they don’t have any reserves that 
could be invested in this co-financing, and on the other hand, the public 
sector which could display a part of their budgetary assets as their own 
partaking in the project, is almost entirely disinterested in participating 
in these programmes because this is additional work for them for the same 
salary. Therefore, we are also now in a really inconvenient position that 
we practically have to beg, to lobby within public institutions of culture 
for them to apply for the Creative Europe projects. Our endeavours don’t 
resonate in the public sector at all, and on the other hand we have great 
ideas, exquisite initiatives from the civil sector that cannot be realised do 
to the nonexistence of funds for co-financing. What I noticed after this year 
and a half of our desk’s operation, especially after the last year’s call for 
projects of support to integration of refugees is that the programme really 
does favour big players who can guarantee successful delivery of projects. 
Actually, it is in a way…I don’t know, maybe you will correct me if I am 
wrong. 
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Dimitrije Tadić: I will, there are civil society organisations participating 
in the programme. 

Aida Kalender: That was my impression. No matter how great the ideas 
coming from “small” countries were, the quality of partnerships established, 
the experience and results are with “big players”, seasoned partnerships. 
Exactly due to this fact about the importance of powerful reforms and the 
seriousness of their coordination, this idea of yours about founding a sort of 
a platform, a council, on the level of Southeast Europe and its formalisation 
— therefore it should be a separate registered body which can later apply 
to projects while also offering a platform of 300 organisation and a very 
developed network of partnerships and communication — this really 
appears to me to be a great idea which could radically change our position 
in cultural cooperation programmes. Maybe not immediately, but long term 
this would be a good move. Because, as it can be assumed, after 2020 when 
this programme ends, there will be a new one and this is why I believe that 
already now we should initiate a specific operationalisation of this idea. 
Maybe the next meeting should be a completely operational one where 
we would see where this council would be registered, in which country, 
what its status would be, if it would be a nongovernmental organisation, 
foundation, and so on.

Dimitrije Tadić: Just briefly, Milena and Bianca, what is your experience or 
what is your opinion, is the civil sector more active maybe, or not, than the 
public sector?

Milena Ražnatović: Basically, in the context of Creative Europe and similar 
funds, from our experience the civil sector is more active, in the sense of 
regional cooperation and generally. Probably these specific organisations 
that are active and have behind them trainings, certain experiences, 
contacts, networks of partnerships, simply have the basis and infrastructure 
to, sort of, invest the effort and endeavour to go into the application process. 
Without institutions and local self-governments there is still a certain 
amount of resistance against anything that is not common, usual. I wouldn’t 
say that this is the fear of the amount of work, but simply a fear that it will 
not be realised and that it will not be successful. In essence, there is always a 
lack of funds from trainings and seminars. Generally I am very optimistic, 
but now when I started speaking about this, I realise the situation is not so 
great. The fact is that institutional cooperation is more successful through 
IPA funds that through the Creative Europe programme. The only thing I 
can say from this position is that we are really trying to meet everyone half 
way and to promote the programme and competitions as much as possible. I 
repeat the conclusion is that the civil sector is more active. We will see.

Bianca Floarea: I think it’s a bit different in our case. Well, back in the 
former programme “Culture 2007-2013”, there were equal numbers of civil 
society organizations and public organizations, but now we see a growth of 
interest when it comes to public organizations. This is because whenever 
they want to apply with a project, or to be a partner in a project, they plan one 
year in advance, they ask for extra money for that project from the ministry 
or from the local authority, so in this way they ensure that if they win the 
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project, they will have extra money. Of course, this doesn’t always work, but 
this is a safety net for them so that they can ensure the co-funding which 
is needed for cooperation projects. On the other hand, it’s true that NGO-s 
are much more active, much more dynamic. There is the National Cultural 
Fund in Romania, which is opened to both public and private organizations, 
and some of those organizations which are involved in Creative Europe 
projects also applied for this fund to cover their co-financing. Of course, it’s 
a call for proposals, so it’s a competition, they don’t give automatic grants, 
which is more difficult. In the past, luckily we had a co-funding mechanism 
which meant that whenever a project with a Romanian partner got selected, 
that partner got almost the entire amount of money that they had to give 
in the project. This stopped in 2013, if I’m not mistaken, but we are trying 
to bring it back to life. This would definitely ensure more participation in 
the programme, especially from NGO-s, because it’s the same everywhere: 
NGO-s are project-based, and they lack money to provide for co-funding. 
But for the moment, I think public organizations are a bit more interested 
and they are much more able to cover the co-funding than civil society 
organizations. But we’ll see, we’re only half way through the programme.

Dimitrije Tadić: And now finally I would just kindly ask you, because 
Creative Europe is not a regional programme, we are speaking about 
European cooperation there. Anica spoke about dance where we have the 
example of Stanica from Belgrade, this small organisation dealing with 
contemporary dance, specifically in the intermedial, liminal form that 
connects performance and visual art and so on. We are speaking about a 
specific, contemporary art from. They already joined forces in the previous 
programme, on the regional level, realising that this is actually the only 
way to survive on the national level, because on the national level, even in 
the far better organised and richer countries, this type of scene, this type 
of dance is in a really difficult state. Therefore, there you can clearly see 
that Creative Europe, as well as the previous programme Culture 2007-
2013 were used as platforms, not for development but indeed for survival. 
Maybe the idea to address all the ministries of culture in the region and 
some foundations offering money with recommendations and conclusions 
from the conference is too ambitious. Another fund was just established in 
Tirana.

To what extent can we as desks, and how much can Creative Europe 
contribute to regional cooperation? Let’s finish with this.

Aida Kalender: I think we should definitely think about the format of 
the cooperation networks, whether they will be tied to a specific artistic 
discipline or if they will in a way be technical bodies, some sort of desks 
of regional cultural cooperation. Therefore, some contact points that will 
associate cultural professionals and in a way enable their joint acting in 
a wider territory. Definitely, despite these problems we mentioned, I still 
believe that the Creative Europe programme and our participation in it is 
truly a major chance for the cultural sector in all of our little states. We 
should use the positive potential of this programme to really do as much 
as we can. The desks are doing their job, and our job description is daily 
informing of cultural and creative organisations about different calls for 



368

projects, but another step should be made and we should try to capitalise 
that knowledge of ours after 2020, and also the network and to somehow 
better position ourselves in this European territory where the competition 
is really huge, where the largest states have the biggest percentage of 
successful projects, and so on. So, anyhow, the mere fact that we are now 
connected through the system of the desks should be facilitate to potentially 
see each other more often and to also bring this idea of a regional council to 
realisation. 

Milena Ražnatović: We would certainly support this idea. I am already 
looking forward to the potential letter we will receive from you and gladly 
process it. I believe our role can and should be great and important, just 
because that every time when a topic is current, I first think of asking 
some of you who are territorially closest to us, and I think this is a good 
precondition, our personal connectedness, and certainly these kinds 
of events and conferences and conclusions that stem from them are the 
platform and precondition for further regional cooperation. We can later 
connect people whom we meet at events like this with organisations and 
cultural institutions that would apply for the funds. In essence, I believe our 
role is important and that it should by all means be improved. 

Bianca Floarea: I think I would just strengthen what my colleagues have 
already said. We don’t have a lobby or an advocacy task or mission, we 
are much more technical: we offer technical assistance to organizations 
who aren’t familiar with the programme. However, I think we can create 
contexts where practitioners, policy makers and funders can meet. And 
again, like my colleagues said, events like this one are wonderful, because 
first of all they last a bit longer. We tried in Romania something similar 
to this Forum, but it was one day long and we realized it was not enough 
for people to start really speaking to each other. So I think such an event 
which focuses both on policy aspects, on networking and exchange of 
practices, but also on funding is very important. And what we also do, I 
think Dimitrije told you, we inform cultural organizations about alternative 
funding, so not just about Creative Europe, but about other European funds 
or national, local, regional funds. So, this kind of forum, where we can 
discuss how to use several funding instruments to fund our projects, is very 
useful, I think. So this is kind of our role in encouraging cooperation. But 
not just regional cooperation, of course. Also that macro, wider cooperation 
is very important because Creative Europe is not for regional cooperation 
specifically, although this can be an important dimension.

Dimitrije Tadić: Gábor, do you have some ideas?

Gábor Mondik: I just want to say that I wish you luck and hard work in 
establishing strong regional cooperation, because it is not only in your best 
interest to have a strong region, but I think it is also in our best interest as a 
neighbouring country and as a member of a neighbouring region.

Dimitrije Tadić: Thank you very much. We went over the allotted time a 
bit. I would like to remind you to approach colleagues during the breaks 
and use the opportunity to establish partnerships with organisations and 



369

institutions from their countries. They can help you in the process of finding 
partners you are interested in. Thank you very much once again, we will 
take a short break now and then continue.
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Panel 1: Experts in the field of 
cultural policy

Aida Kalender, Association Akcija, Bosnia and Herzegovina

Davor Mišković, Drugo more, Croatia

Milena Dragićević Šešić, University of Arts in Belgrade, Faculty of 
Dramatic Arts, Serbia

Vesna Čopič, University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Social Sciences,  
Slovenia

Moderator: Nina Mihaljinac, Project Manager, Culture Desk Serbia

Nina Mihaljinac: Thanks to everyone present and thanks to participants of 
the panel, especially the ones who travelled to Belgrade so we could discuss 
the shared topic of regional cooperation. Participants of the panel are 
professor Vesna Čopič from the University of Ljubljana, Milena Dragićević-
Šešić, professor of cultural policy from the University of Belgrade and Aida 
Kalender, who spoke during the previous panel. She is the coordinator 
of the Desk Bosnia and Herzegovina and also the coordinator of the 
activist organisation Akcija Sarajevo, so the independent cultural scene. 
And also Davor Mišković from Croatia, he is the founder of organisation 
Drugo More, which also deals with questions of cultural policy and the 
independent cultural scene in Croatia. Davor was also the coordinator of 
Clubture, a network which is something like ICSS in Serbia, so an umbrella 
organisation of the civil society in Croatia. Violeta Simjanovska couldn’t 
attend unfortunately.

In the previous Forum Creative Europe 2016 we organised a series of 
expert working tables by fields: visual arts, literature, creative industries 
and so on, with the idea of strategically contemplating the development 
of international cultural cooperation in Serbia. One of the dominant 
conclusions was that the priority of international cooperation in Serbia 
should be regional cooperation and regional connecting. So we decided to 
dedicate this forum to this topic and try to respond to the question of whether 
regional cooperation is feasible, whether it is necessary and whether the 
Creative Europe programme is a platform for this or not. I was thinking if I 
should say this out loud, so I decided I should. Currently student protests are 
taking place in Belgrade and one of the banners is “We don’t want to be cheap 
labour”. Also, on the Internet articles are being shared saying that without 
a single regional market which would enable economic development we 
cannot believe in a particularly positive future of the region. Bearing this 
in mind, I would ask the question: Is regional cooperation in the field of 
culture a utopian idea or is it possible and necessary for the sake of a better 
future? 

Maybe it would be best if we use segments of research on regional cooperation 
we used in preparing the Forum. So, there was the Google survey on the topic 
of regional cooperation in culture, filled in by 300 professionals working 
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in culture from all countries of Southeast Europe. The first question asked 
was “Do you believe connecting Southeast Europe would contribute to the 
development of individual countries”, and the second question was “Do 
you think this cooperation is a condition for the development of individual 
countries”. For the first question, 96% of respondents said yes, and for the 
second question as many as 80% said they agreed that regional connecting is 
a condition for development. So yes, this would be the first thing interesting 
to be discussed. Maybe let’s start with professor Čopič.

Vesna Čopič: Firstly, thank you for the invitation. I’m always glad to 
come to Belgrade. Precisely when I was young I did not come. Then we 
lived in Yugoslavia. I don’t know how that country could have believed 
in brotherhood and unity while young people could not come and travel 
throughout Yugoslavia. For the past 20 years I am much more frequently 
here and I’m glad this is the case. Here I always have to kindly ask for the 
same thing. Somehow it does not seem decent to me to speaking in English 
in Belgrade, which is what I always do on all international conferences, 
however, I am then asking you to allow me to use your language because I 
lack 25 years, I don’t know how to say this, of the local language.

Aida Kalender: Our language.

Vesna Čopič: Ok. So I will try in Serbian. The first question… I think 
the region, as far as Slovenia is concerned, my feeling is that regional 
cooperation is more desirable now, after 25 years than it was in the 90s. And 
this is connected, I think, with our Slovenian experience as well. That is, 
we Slovenians have a big problem. When they ask us who we are, we know 
very well who we are not. We aren’t Italians, we aren’t Austrians, we aren’t 
from the Balkans, and then the question of who we are emerges. And then 
we have difficulties. And these difficulties can be seen in our cultural policy 
as far as international cooperation is concerned. When these integration 
processes took place, the Euro-Atlantic ones, it was clear prior to joining 
the European Union that we had to focus our international activities on 
European countries. And we tried to do this. Already at the beginning of 
2000 I realised this is not a sufficiently strong impulse, but rather we said 
that each year when some countries of European Union are presiding the 
community, then they are also in the focus of cultural cooperation. This 
wasn’t a very strong cultural policy and it already appeared to me that 
maybe, if we are not to look so much towards the Balkans then we have to 
go for Central Europe and the Visegrád Group, and I don’t if you are aware 
that we somehow didn’t accept this either or consciously decided on this. 
Afterwards we cooperated without a clear policy, but everything went well 
because this cooperation went down a usual path, through different cultural 
organisations, individuals, especially the civil society, non-governmental 
organisations, and they were all directed towards what is called Southeast 
Europe. This is horrible for me. It is there, and it has to be called like this, 
this is politically correct.

Aida Kalender: This changes every once in a while.

Vesna Čopič: Yes, this changes. So I believe cooperation could be something 
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desirable in these times, but I think it should not be based on some shared 
values, specificities, things like that, but rather… Aida, I very much agree, 
you in Bosnia and Herzegovina, as in this area, everything must be formal 
and then it goes. If it is essential, then these values, these differences, 
and then it is politics and it cannot be allowed. So I think these questions 
disturbed me in a way. I said these are increasingly geared towards the 
problematic shades of this territory. It should be more directed towards 
technical orientation. And what is this? Problems, interests, and then it 
should be observed what the strengths are that could be used to overcome 
this, and build from that level in order for regional cooperation to have an 
easier future.

Nina Mihaljinac: A question in this survey was what the shared strengths 
of the region are we should work on through cultural projects. 31% of 
professionals said exactly the opposite of what you said, that we should deal 
with past and cultural identities and these topics, i.e. phenomena specific 
for the region, and these are multiculturalism and multi-ethnicity. What 
would you say, why do you have this attitude?

Vesna Čopič: I’m absolutely certain the past is the key, however this past 
should not be continued, but instead we would have to do what we haven’t 
in the past 25 years. We never valorised the positive heritage of our unity of 
the time, nor of the political system and self-government, and these things 
were left without any critical reflection which really, if we did it, even 
today we could draw some strengths from it for future cooperation. This 
never happened. I understand this part of responses in the sense that we 
could find cultural heritage which is still alive and which is all around us, 
however, again more in the technical sense than in the sense of common 
values, insisting on an ideology.

Nina Mihaljinac: Maybe in this sense of creating and promoting this 
positive history. As an expression, positive history? Professor?

Milena Dragićević Šešić: I’m glad Vesna started with the fact that we 
didn’t know each other in socialist Yugoslavia, and unfortunately, this is 
almost completely correct with the exception of people from Belgrade who 
are the only ones who travelled everywhere and the only ones who showed 
interest for what was happening in Ljubljana and Skopje (still not so much 
for happenings in Titograd, and no interest for happenings in Priština).  No, 
really. We, the Belgrade students, regularly went to the Pula Festival, we 
went to Dubrovnik, while our colleagues from Zagreb or Ljubljana didn’t 
come to Belgrade, save for some exceptions (Močnik, or Žižek came to tell us 
about Hitchcock in the SCC), and even less so to Macedonia, Kosovo, and so 
on. So, we had separate cultural policies and the only ones cooperating in 
old Yugoslavia were the civil society (through youth press in the eighties), 
and the Association of Cultural Educational Communities of Yugoslavia 
(through their conferences and magazines). Hence, it weren’t the ministries 
of culture, they had no relations. Projects of inter-republic cultural 
cooperation were occasionally, approximately every five years, politically 
encouraged, the same way the discussion on this topic is organised now 
while no republic ministry of culture being truly interested. So I lead 
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students once to an excursion across Yugoslavia, precisely when I became 
an assistant, on the very first year - 1979. At the moment you become an 
assistant you are very ambitious and you go with students everywhere, you 
conduct different researches and you also take students to an excursion 
across Yugoslavia, Banja Luka, Zagreb, Ljubljana, Piran, Split, Sarajevo, 
Tuzla and back home, so a round trip. This was a fantastic experience but 
at the same time very exhausting. Nobody wanted to finance this ever. So 
we did it once and never again. Now, each year I go with students of master 
studies somewhere “abroad”, in the region. This year’s generation was 
lucky so we went twice, once to Sarajevo and once to Zagreb and they were 
all delighted. And to all of them this was a new experience and those who 
hosted us were also delighted that there are people in Belgrade dealing with 
interesting actions in culture and so on.

The myth of Yugoslavian cooperation is just a myth, because if it wasn’t 
there wouldn’t have been a need to form KPGT, if Yugoslavian cooperation 
truly existed. The public sector cooperated somewhat through festivals, 
but this cannot be called cooperation: at the Pula Festival all of us from 
the film world meet, at the Dubrovnik Festival all of us from the theatre 
world meet, at the MESS as well, at the Sterijino Pozorje Festival as well. So 
the points where we met existed, but not points of true cooperation. Even 
cultural-educational communities were called the Association of Cultural 
Educational Communities, so it wasn’t a single organisation, but instead an 
association of independent cultural-educational organisations of Serbia, 
Croatia. Everyone had their individual magazine. Why was it like this? Well 
probably due to what Vesna was speaking about, because it was evident that 
culture as much as it was connecting it was also setting apart. It has sensitive 
questions. So it could be better if we skipped them, maybe it is better if we 
don’t speak about them. However, I would be an advocate for both types of 
cooperation.  And for this technical cooperation I see as expert cooperation 
on the level of research, the level of contemplating cultural policies, 
and in this sense I would support Vesna’s thesis that we lack observing 
the contribution of cultural policies developed in socialist Yugoslavia 
through self-governed cultural interest communities, but also through 
what fascinates me and what I consider to be fantastic: the contribution of 
temporary and permanent working communities of artists and cultural 
workers. In 1981 I personally established a working community of artists 
and cultural workers, “Znaci kulture”, and we worked on various projects. 
From cultural tourism in Budva to projects related to working culture and, 
since a topic mentioned is: “we don’t want to work for no wages”, and so 
on, we then dealt with workers, not only their wages but primarily the way 
of living of people working in factories, we wanted to help them achieve 
a better cultural life – a better quality of life. The civil society of the time 
also dealt with this, so different organisations of cultural workers. There is 
not a single text on this today. I tried googling it, in order to cite someone’s 
analysis of cultural policy through SICs (Self-governed Interest Community) 
in text which had to be brief, and so on, and I managed to find only one 
Croatian text on healthcare policies, so SICs of healthcare, in English, of 
course, because this is the only way you can cite something.
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Anyway, I think apart from technical cooperation we also need to work on 
the essential, meaningful cooperation. This is where the old Yugoslavia 
broke down, because discussion on problems never existed. Each problem 
was pushed under the rug and we went on and named everything that was 
great, lovely and gorgeous. We have to speak about the past dividing us, and 
the present dividing us, and to get to know each other much better. So, it’s 
no wonder we know Kosovo, or Albanian artists from Kosovo much better 
today than we knew them in old Yugoslavia when they simply weren’t on 
our cultural map. Perhaps, we know many more cultural workers today, 
and also cultural institutions from Macedonia or Croatia than we knew 
then. At the time we only knew what was pompous, what suited the image 
Yugoslavia of the time wanted to create about itself as a modern country.

So, it appears to me we have to deal with questions dividing us, questions 
bringing us into conflict, and these are the questions related to history. I 
don’t think we should deal with positive history only, but rather the opposite, 
what Jochen Gerz and numerous German artists call the negative past. We, 
artists, cultural workers, researchers, we have to face the negative past of 
each of our societies, rather than neglecting it or look at the positive only. 
What Jochen Gerz has been doing his entire life through artistic project 
with students dealing with fascism, dealing with nazism actually, racism, 
and so on I think this is a big deal. We don’t even deal with what is not so 
hard or disputable.

Here, for example, the relationship towards the Romani in all former 
Yugoslavian countries is a negative past, but we never said or wrote this. 
It’s not the fact that Germans executed Porajmos on the Romani during 
the Second World War, but rather because we failed to emancipate this 
community through Yugoslavian socialism, and because we always lived 
with fake data that the enrolment into the first grade of the primary school is 
100%. The enrolment into the first grade was never 100% because the Roma 
didn’t enrol in primary school, especially the nomadic Romani people in 
Kosovo, Bosnia and so on. However, we lived in illusions and loved living in 
illusions. And today we should face this since socialist Yugoslavia failed to 
create Romani intellectuals, and in the ten years of exile in Germany during 
the nineties, the later deported Roma from Kosovo managed to integrate, 
their children didn’t only finish primary schools but also secondary schools, 
in a completely foreign language, the language of the country they just came 
in. Then the same Romani were deported by Germany back to Serbia (2003), 
and children aged 16 who don’t speak Serbian (they speak Romani and 
German) are again nowhere. They were also a hostage of our pro-European 
policy, because no one was capable of refusing Germans and saying: “You 
cannot deport people who were raised there because we are a democratic 
country and they are Roma from Kosovo, but you are not returning them 
to Kosovo, you are returning them to Serbia. They don’t have houses here, 
nowhere to live, they don’t speak the language”. This is recent past, but the 
previous treatment of the Roma is our shared past, and this negative past 
also connect us.

Nina Mihaljinac: Ok, then there remains the question of whether you think 
priority of regional cooperation is primarily solving the internal question of 
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the negative past, or whether the interest of regional cooperation would be 
empowerment in the context of the international, in the context of Europe 
and the international community? Or is this…

Milena Dragićević Šešić: Both. I wouldn’t separate this because I think both 
are our priorities. I think we don’t know how to use opportunities offered 
by European integration. I will give the example of a project unrelated to 
Creative Europe, but similar. This is Horizon 2020, a programme of support 
to scientific research. After 5-6 years of the duration of this programme, 
European Union notices there are no carriers of the programme from 
the area of former Eastern Europe and the Balkans. They designed a 
programme where, by nature of it, we, the Polish, the Hungarians should 
have appeared… This was a project on dissident in Eastern Europe. Hence, 
a specific programmatic line. We didn’t appear as project leaders. Project 
leaders on the competition were the English, the French, and the German 
and so on, and it was won by a German university with a consortium 
excluding others from Eastern Europe. What I want to say. This was a topic 
where we could’ve joined regionally and act towards Europe. We didn’t. 
So we are missing a lot of these things and this is why I wouldn’t separate 
technical from essential cooperation, I think this is all important. 

Today we should speak about the delegate system and self-government. We 
shouldn’t idealise it, this had both positive and negative sides, but this can 
be only researched by us and only we can understand what was positive in 
this system. For example, since this is current, I will say what was positive 
in this system. (And there is a lot of negative, of course). The positive thing 
was that there was less partocracy than today. This means the following: 
at the Faculty of Dramatic Arts, I as someone who wasn’t a member of the 
Party could be delegated into councils of various cultural institutions and 
into the SIC of culture.  Today when you take a look at how state and city 
committees are formed, etcetera, how culture is managed in general, you 
see it’s about partocracy, that there is no room for expert opinion except for 
it to be abused. It would be very important to shed light on this delegation 
system related to SICs from this side as well. Of course, it had a lot of flaws, it 
was ruling of a single party behind it incessantly pulling strings. We are not 
speaking about the space of freedom, but rather precisely some mechanism 
of cultural policy out of which some could be applied even today.

Nina Mihaljinac: Davor?

Vesna Čopič: Can I just reply to this? I don’t understand this issue with 
partocracy here in Serbia. But do you know what is happening with the same 
question in Slovenia? In Slovenia we have a partocratic ignoring of culture. 
In Slovenia culture became an internal question of the cultural sector 
itself, and now funds are decreasing, and the political agenda almost has 
no cultural questions at all. So this is very interesting how things developed 
differently. And, for example, when we take a look at the Slovenian cultural-
political situation, it is in a frozen state for 25 years where only some relations 
are being reproduced and where we reached, I would call it, a generational 
apartheid, where in the public sector we have an absolutely intact state and 
new generations are excluded from everything. So then I pondered how this 
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went in the self-government system based on agreement, consensus. How 
did this go? And I have to tell you it went on because the self-government 
system had an internal motor which was called the Central Committee of the 
Association of Communists of Slovenia. Who decided to build the Cankar’s 
Home? This is the largest infrastructure we have in Slovenia. This was 
not made by self-governed cultural communities. This was decided by the 
Central Committee. All great things happened when there was a working 
driving force. Now, 25 years ago this driving force disappeared, and instead 
of it there are the small players who came to this new system, with rents and 
priorities and they turned it all upside down. So we don’t have a partocracy, 
we have all the different commissions comprised of experts, however, the 
result I can notice is organized irresponsibility. Due to this system, politics 
obtained an alibi that they should not deal with culture, separate questions 
and the sector as such. They left this over to people who are delegated by a 
self-government system with all these commissions, and in essence they can 
do very little because the public sector is protected and the small amount of 
money remaining can be dissolved into atoms and then you have nothing. 
And as far as the international cooperation is concerned, you can see results 
here. All the money in the public sector is now spent on wages and running 
costs, and, for example, the establishment of international cooperation 
which was always planned and with public institutions this establishment 
is gone. When you take a look at the budget of the Ministry of culture, this 
item is also dissolved now. Hence, when we heard in the previous panel 
that we could obtain some special funds, this is really the key, not only in 
regional development but also in development of other actors.

Nina Mihaljinac: What is the situation like in Croatia when it comes to 
international cooperation? Is regional coonecting mentioned in this context?

Davor Mišković: I think I might not be the best person to reply what the 
situation is like in Croatia, because… I mean, I can say what my impression 
is. A priority of Croatian cultural policy is maintaining the existing system 
and everything in function of maintaining the existing system. I assume 
this is not much different in other post-Yugoslavian countries. This is 
the situation. International cooperation is here like an appendage of this 
maintenance, because it is still ok for something international to happen, 
for Croatian artist to go somewhere abroad. This is, I would say, on this 
level. The same goes to regional cooperation. However, only in Croatia, I 
believe, out of all post-Yugoslavian countries, there are some funds truly 
dedicated to regional cooperation, and these are funds that went through 
the National Foundation for the Development of the Social Society and the 
Foundation Kultura Nova. Hence, these are two foundation funded from 
lottery funds and they had a regional cooperation programme, and they 
defined the region as more or less the post-Yugoslavian region.

This is also an interesting question, that we don’t know at all which region 
we’re speaking about, whether this is Southeast Europe, the Balkans, post-
Yugoslavia, I don’t know. We somehow never seem to define this on our own 
and face what this region is. I think this is the issue Milena and Vesna spoke 
about, revolving around this shared past, heritage and so on. When we 
speak about regional cooperation, the first question is: What is cooperation 
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in culture actually? What does it mean when 90% of people say “we want 
regional cooperation”? What does this mean in reality? What is cooperation 
in culture? As far as I see, this is an exchange of cultural products, co-
production, a joint production, a critical reflection of what was produced. 
These are some of the elements, and we don’t have all of the mentioned in the 
national boundaries, let alone regional. Not in a single one of these countries. 
I am sure, for example, that in Zagreb they have no idea what is going on in 
culture in Pula, except maybe in film, because there is a big festival there. I 
don’t know to what extent you in Belgrade know what is happening in culture 
in Vranje or in Niš. Hence, this is an existing problem, because we actually 
don’t have a shared cultural space, i.e. we do, but it exists only in some areas 
of culture. In order to speak about this cooperation at all, we would have to 
primarily think about a share or a single, I don’t know how I should call it, 
cultural space, where topics shared by everyone open. I’m sure that in this 
space of post-Yugoslavia, i.e. Southeast  Europe, that is the Balkans, I don’t 
know, it changes, there is a series of these topics which were common for 
us all, which are familiar to us, and that because of this this cooperation is 
natural. Kids from Rijeka will listen to Milica Todorović and Marčelo, but 
they won’t listen to a Bulgarian rapper or a Romanian singer. The thing is 
that this shared cultural space exists in some field of culture. I see there are 
banners here announcing Kandžija and Elemental, so this exchange exists. 
In the film as well. Especially when all films lately are coproduced. This 
cooperation is present, it is very present. We organised a programme and 
brought Stevan Filipović to speak with high school students in Rijeka. The 
film “Šišanje” turned out to be an absolute hit, everyone knows about it, 
everyone knows dialogues from this movie by heart. This cultural product 
influences the formation of younger generations. I know kids who are now 
15-16 years old. This cultural space exists in film and I would say it’s present 
in music. What would cooperation mean here? It appears to me there’s a 
complete lack of reflection.

The media are actually a confusion point there because they don’t actually 
follow culture at all. There are no magazines. There are a few portals 
which occasionally publish something, but this is all very fragmentary, 
and we essentially don’t have this single cultural space. I would say that 
cooperation in general, the international one actually, exists through some 
niches. We have some shared interests. Someone is dealing with dance and 
they were mentioned earlier, and in this niche there is cooperation of people 
from Zagreb, Belgrade and Ljubljana. This axis is always central while the 
rest of us are excluded if we aren’t at the sea, and then we get away with 
this. This central axis always communicates.  In dance, people from Zagreb 
know what is in Belgrade, and in Belgrade they know what is in Zagreb and 
Ljubljana and so on, ant this is functioning though these niches and I don’t 
see anything dramatically problematic. I would say there is cooperation to 
the extent there’s a need for this cooperation. This is it, I don’t know if I 
replied to this question. And there’s no money, yes, this is important.

Nina Mihaljiac: Creative Europe is programme designed to connect the 
European cultural space. It is key here that Creative Europe is actually a 
fund, so money exists to be invested in connecting and cooperation. For the 
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region of Southeast Europe there is no such fund or a central committee 
or any political or financial decision. What is your opinion, primarily 
when it comes to geographic defining of cooperation? Should cooperation 
be developed between countries of former Yugoslavia or beyond, within 
the region of Southeast Europe which also encompasses Greece, Romania, 
Bulgaria and Albania? What form of cooperation has more of a chance when 
it comes to funding possibilities and better, more intense connecting? It 
seems needs exist, but funds are lacking.

Davor Mišković: I agree with you, there is some interest and it is different 
for each area. On the dance scene I would say it certainly also expands to 
Romania and Bulgaria, Ivo Dimčev and I don’t know who else, who are 
strong players on this scene and that it is natural they converge to a shared 
cultural space. In some other areas this is not so. I would say this depends, 
because I said cultural production is organised in niches today, there is no 
single cultural… It was always like this. Today this is prominent, so we can 
speak about it. When we say culture, this is some abstract notion which 
doesn’t mean anything in reality, at least to me. I don’t know what culture 
would be, except for a series of cultural activities we can separate which 
together constitute this abstraction. But let’s not go there.

As for what you asked about funding this, I think there’s a practical moment 
there. Regardless of someone’s interest for cooperation, we are facing some 
practical issues. In my opinion, applying with a project for Creative Europe 
with only organisations from post-Yugoslavia is risky, I wouldn’t do this. 
Simply, I don’t know, because these Macedonians won’t receive money for 
matching, Kosovo God forbid, in Serbia it’s somewhat better, Bosnians the 
same, how would I say this, the partners are weak. This doesn’t pay off, 
it is simply a practical risk. We are all functioning through this logic, i.e. 
practical decision making, but it’s better to have a partner from Austria 
or Germany where I know this is all, how would I say this, peachy, all 
arranged, the money is there, leaking, as opposed to all of these countries. 
This is not only true for our space, it’s also the case for Moldova, actually 
also Hungary, Romania. These are all unstable countries in the sense of 
the financial framework they can offer. Western Europe is no longer all 
blooming roses either. For example, I received info from Kibla that their 
partner from Amsterdam went bankrupt. There’s always this risk, but the 
risk is bigger in these areas. This is why I believe our chance, when we speak 
about practical applications for Creative Europe funds, are one, two maybe 
three organisations from this area if it’s a larger project (joined) with some 
organisations from Europe which are financially more stable, and they 
should, if possible, lead the project because they are more stable and that’s 
it.

Milena Dragićević Šešić: I would add that on the cultural level, it appears 
you are right, it really depends on the domain. I would state the following: 
some countries of former Yugoslavia, such as Slovenia and Croatia lived 
much longer under Austro-Hungary or Italy then they did within Yugoslavia. 
Likewise, we and Macedonians lived under the Ottoman Empire for so many 
centuries. In many anthropological topics related to lifestyle, and so on, to 
us partners from Bulgaria and parts of Romania are much more important, 
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since Romanians were also divided like we were, to Central Europe and 
the Balkans. Simply, I see this is really functioning well, for example in 
anthropology. For some things like architecture, our main partners there 
are the Czechs for example, there we educated ourselves (Dobrović), or 
the Viennese. Even this Orthodox Christian architecture here, take for 
example the Church of Aleksandar Nevski, it was done by a Vienna student 
Jelisaveta Načić. In various domains these contact points are different and 
in this sense it appears to be hard to isolate the region to post-Yugoslavia or 
only the Balkans or only the Central Europe, because partners are stronger 
there, they have better financial possibilities. I think the “region” should be 
determined in accordance with the logic, content, topic and idea of a project. 
Then again, we should be aware that, unfortunately, in Western Europe 
there is a better know-how, even on topics which should primarily be ours, 
for example Byzantology. When the Metropolitan Museum hosted the three 
famous exhibitions on the Byzantine Empire, 80% of experts were foreign 
experts, a bit of Greek and Russian ones, and from the Serbian area only 
one expert, the rest of them were museum directors to whom organisers of 
the exhibition thank for museum loans. I want to say that in some domains 
it is logical to cooperate, even for our topics, with Western Europe, because 
there is a type of knowledge which is codified there and researches are 
being stimulated.

Nina Mihaljinac: Aida, from the point of view of the Creative Europe 
programme, 37% of survey respondents said cooperation in the region should 
include transfer of knowledge and skills and mobility of professionals, 
which is in line with priorities of the Creative Europe programme. 35% said 
we should work on partner projects and co-productions dealing with shared 
topics and solving the question of the shared past. As little as 11% said we 
should work on developing the single market, and Creative Europe also puts 
emphasis on economic development and the development of knowledge and 
skills which will contribute to the developing of creative industries. Hence, 
there is a gap between the needs expressed by cultural professionals and 
what Creative Europe is proposing.

Aida Kalender: We touched on this in the previous panel. What my 
impression is after almost two years at the Desk, everyone enthusiastically 
accepted the fact that we joined, they were reluctant, of course, to sign this 
memorandum on joining Creative Europe and then they were reluctant to 
establish the Desk, because it was also ideologically planned, in accordance 
with the ethnic key. We as a small organisation active in advocating different 
policies and changes barely managed to convey the message that the Desk 
is actually a technical body which should aid professionals in easier access 
to this complicated bureaucratic procedure. Actually, when after some time 
you attend trainings in Brussels and see results of all these calls, you realise 
that actually this is not what it seems at the first glance. Starting positions 
of all organisations are not exactly the same. The biggest amount of funds 
definitely goes to the biggest countries, so France, Germany, the UK, and 
Italy and so on. In this sense it appears that our organisations, as much as 
they desire cultural cooperation and want to cooperation, their chances 
are really not equal. This was clear to me after this call for integration of 
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refugees, because the region, the geographic territory where refugees are is 
precisely our region, and projects were won by organisations from Western 
Europe in order to coordinate this in our area. It was immediately clear that 
there is a preference of Creative Europe, due to very pragmatic reasons, to 
decrease their administration, to work with safe permanent partners who 
have networks and are stable, as Davor said. 

What is interesting for us in the local context and it’s concerned with the 
national cultural policy, are these programmes, Creative Europe and the 
European Capital of Culture, the only tools we can use to make any change in 
this petrified cultural system in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where everything 
is divided and left on the side. The situation is the same in Slovenia, 
absolutely nobody has an interest in dealing with this anymore. These are 
the only programmes igniting a sparkle in eyes of politicians who maybe 
see a chance for themselves in this to win the next elections. This is the case 
with one of our campaigns for creating cultural strategies on the local, city 
level in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the cantonal level. As a reminder, in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina we don’t have a ministry of culture on the state 
level, but rather culture is lowered to lower levels, the entity levels, and in 
the federation entity to the level of cantons, ten cantons. Of course, almost 
none of these levels are doing their job. The fist important thing in cultural 
policy is that you at least chart this strategy of yours for the next ten years, 
to see what you should do. Absolutely nobody was interested to do this until 
a year ago when we came with the story on how Bosnian cities can apply for 
the European Capital of Culture, and that one of the basic conditions for this 
is creating a ten year cultural strategy. Everyone absolutely cling to this and 
now of course some mayors are putting this in their political strategy.

Of course, there’s a lot of dangers for this entire process, but the only 
party interested in changing cultural policy and international cultural 
cooperation in our context is the civil sector which truly sees an opportunity 
in this to potentially change the situation in culture. Another note is how 
our politicians saw Creative Europe. Our minister of culture in canton 
Sarajevo though Creative Europe is where you call Brussels and say: “I 
need 200,000 euros”, and they send this to you the next day through express 
mail. This is truly so, it is not exaggerated, he really thought this is how the 
entire programme works. When we explained to him this programme is 
designed so it demands local participation, so 40-50% of co-funding and that 
it’s mandatory for public institutions to apply, not only the civil sector, what 
he did slightly reminds of banana republics, but he practically gathered all 
public institutions under the canton and ordered them to apply for a project 
of cultural cooperation last year. And really everyone applied. Everyone 
came to us for consultations, they had great ideas. I would certainly never 
see these people if the minister hadn’t ordered them to apply. So, definitely 
these international programmes can serve as a type of tool to disrupt cultural 
policies on the national level if you use them carefully and thoughtfully. Of 
course, the whole story on these programmes has its critical side, but we are 
trying to use it as a bait somehow.

Nina Mihaljinac: When it comes to project topics, one of the conclusions 
of working groups within the last Forum was, and you just mentioned this 
professor, that socialism and self-government is something that is our 
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experience that we can critically analyse and show its positive sides, and 
which can potentially be useful for contemporary Europe, and perhaps 
the world. This would be the first question, in the context of this turmoil, 
anti-capitalism, and the Occupy movement and so on. Should socialism be 
a topic, should we as Desks recommend dealing with this heritage or not, 
in the context of Creative Europe, or in some other context? This is the first 
question. The second question is: can you imagine partner cooperation 
between museums of contemporary art in the region or national museums 
or history museums? 

Milena Dragićević Šešić: I think this type of cooperation already existed. 
There was the famous exhibition about the Balkans of the 19th century by 
history museums in the wider region, I think Slovenia was represented 
by the museum in Celje, and the History Museum of Serbia participated, 
Macedonia, then Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey. Turkey was the first to jump 
out. We can imagine…

Nina Mihaljinac: What I mean is can you see successful cooperation?

Milena Dragićević Šešić: Curators in the beginning cooperated well, but the 
moment politics interferes, i.e. when museum directors who see themselves 
as political figures saw what was intended to be exhibited, this is where the 
story ends. The first ones to leave the project were the Turks because all 
other museums presented them in a negative manner. And it’s well known 
what the 19th century was like, liberationist for most of us in the Balkans, 
and losing for the Turks. Then Bulgarians left because Macedonians 
presented Goce Delčev as one of their own, and then the Greeks left 
because Macedonians didn’t want to go by the name of FYROM but rather 
as Macedonia, and so on. In the end Slovenians and Serbs were left. They 
don’t have a direct border, they cooperate well, great, and the 19th century 
was very different for them, with a very nice contact point, Jernej Kopitar 
and Vuk Karadžić, so idyllic. I’m joking, we can imagine numerous topics, 
but it seems the Desk should promote, believe it or not, this economic topic 
– money and culture in socialism. Now paradoxically, how much private 
money do you think was in culture in the age of socialism, and how much of 
the shared, public money? You wouldn’t believe but the economic analysis 
conducted by Vojo Marković from the Association of Cultural-Educational 
Communities of Yugoslavia from 1987 shows that 80% of private money 
was in culture, on the market of the socialist Yugoslavia. What does this 
tell us? It tells us we were rich enough to buy tickets, to buy books, to be 
subscribed to magazines, to go to the theatre and so on. When you calculate 
all of this, and Voja Marković speaks about the total money in circulation, 
it showed that this money was four times greater than the money shared by 
self-governed interest communities.

The problem of why cultural workers won’t even think about the cultural 
market today is the fact that we are so miserable today that everyone simply 
knows they won’t be able to persevere on the market, even if it would be a 
shared regional market. Even now when this book, Kulturne veze na Balkanu 
(publisher Drugo more, Rijeka), could reach all parts of the region and be 
distributed usually, it has to cost at least 15 euros. I don’t know how many 
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people are ready to give 15 euros for a book. I see that students, even though 
I teach them ethics, and how photocopying kills books, they still think a 
photocopy is cheaper than buying a book. Simply, on the cultural market 
even we, the professionals are not participating much, primarily because 
we are expecting free tickets for premieres, free books, and so on. The 
cultural market doesn’t exist, and even if we managed to expand it, I don’t 
know how much we would get by this.

But maybe we should still contemplate this economic topic, and there the 
united mind of the entire region could potentially do something. I’m not 
sure what or how, but it seems to me that this is something we are really 
falling out of all currents of the world and Europe. Simply, free culture is 
predominant, and I thank Davor Mišković for the a very useful book on 
cultural connections in the Balkans he gave me, and we, the Faculty of 
Dramatic Arts are going around and giving away books and magazines. 
For example, a few days ago we were called for the book Culture and 
sustainability in times of crisis, this is by the way the book many order from 
us, and then we send it freely because we don’t have a way of establishing 
these payment currents, and we don’t believe we should open the entire 
dimension of sales because of the five or six book someone would buy. This is 
what the problem is. How do you establish distribution houses? How do you 
create organisations, agencies which would take this job over from cultural 
actors or cultural institutions? Maybe this would pay off to them only, and 
it wouldn’t pay off to each individual cultural institution or publisher to 
invest in marketing just a single product of theirs.

Vesna Čopič: I believe this discussion has shown that the current topics 
in this region are not topics which are current in the Creative Europe 
programme funding. We have to state this clearly. I believe this was not 
sufficiently emphasized until now, that Creative Europe is directed only to 
increasing new work positions and that it is absolutely in the economy and 
the work market. However, topics we opened here which were also presented 
in your survey, such as the transfer of knowledge, mobility, networking of 
professionals and thing like this, and this is absolutely out of the question 
as far as funding from the Creative Europe programme is concerned. What 
we would have to do is expand and go to other international sources. For 
example, the Danube macro region was mentioned today. This is a safe 
thing that we should work on to a much larger extent because there is also 
more interests of the European Union. Likewise, I believe there are all these 
structural funds, IPA funds, all these other things. I think the public sector 
would have to become a very strong player, but what for? This was already 
done in Slovenia. Do you know why? In Slovenia public cultural institutions 
are frozen for new employment for 13 years already. On the other hand, 
all those who play the violin are public officers in our country. This means 
the average age of a cultural employee increased to 47, 48 years. This is 
connected to the generational apartheid I mentioned, exclusion of the young 
generation. If public institutions want to hire now, this is only possible 
through financial sources they receive from all these other programmes. 
And now this is the practice in our country which has been a positive 
practice in the past few years, and I believe many more work positions were 
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created which would usually be connected with all these different projects. 
The same goes to Horizon 2020.

I would add another thing. The Lisbon strategy was mentioned. It is no 
longer valid, now we have Europe 2020. There is no culture there any longer, 
and neither are there creative industries. We have to be aware of this and 
look for some other possibilities in order to obtain new financial sources 
for the cultural sector. Here I believe public institutions are still a strong 
player and what you said Aida, public institutions are stronger than non-
governmental organisations. For me, the idea was that public institutions 
would have to become godmothers of non-governmental organisations and 
the public infrastructure would have to be absolutely important because 
this is a guarantee of stability, this is not our enemy, it is our guarantee of 
stability, it is just that this could change so public institutions could become 
public infrastructures. Through this we could then organise better regards 
these capacities for applying to these different international funds and 
programmes, and not only for Creative Europe.

Nina Mihaljinac: I would just add that exchange of knowledge and 
experiences, mobility and networking are precisely priorities of the 
Creative Europe programme, and this can be clearly seen in supported 
projects developing new knowledge, transnational connecting and raising 
capacities of institutions and organisations, which are the realistic needs of 
the cultural sector in Europe. Are there any other ideas, comments?

Aida Kalender: I think this civil-public partnership is one of the most 
important things we should deal with in the following period, precisely for 
the sake of saving this civil sector which truly managed to do something, 
and in Croatia it perhaps did the most. But a case of a bad minister who 
for six months annuls these results happens. We really have to create this 
safety net for the civil sector so it wouldn’t have to reinvent itself every two 
or three years, because this is really an unbearable situation. For example, 
I’m working in one such organisation which is in the project market, and 
this life is unbearable. One constantly, from time to time, reaches the 
dilemma of whether you should continue or quit. For us the only solution 
is initiating negotiations with the public sector. These negotiations are 
very slow, the resistance to change is huge. However, a successful example 
from our experience is working with the National Museum of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in Sarajevo where we as a small organisation are sticking to 
this big institution and somehow we used all of our skills, knowledge of 
media and communication, advocacy, campaigning to help them open again. 
They really recognised, even told us on several occasions how surprised 
they were that a group of four young girls can do so much without millions 
they request from the state all the time as budget. This is definitely one of 
our focusses in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and what would be good, I agree 
with Vesna’s approach, the so called technical approach, we have to create 
some kind of incentives, some carrots which would attract both the public 
and the civil sector to cooperate. Something like a new fund for cooperation 
between the public and the civil sector on the state level, where small funds 
would be allocated for this cooperation, and probably, after a few years we 
would succeed in accomplishing truly important and real partnerships 
which are not just fake partnerships for the duration of the fund.
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As far as this suggesting topics to potential partners is concerned, I think 
this is not our mandate, and that we even must not do this. We cannot 
interfere in the idea of project applications. But, what my organisation is 
also doing is trying to observe all positive practices of the socialist past. 
We currently have a project of mapping cultural centres in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina where we are conducting interviews with actors of the time 
when cultural centres were functioning. This project has the capability 
of being conducted regionally, because cultural centres existed across the 
entire former Yugoslavia, and also in other regions. This is about a model of 
cultural policy, a democratisation of culture which somehow touched all of 
us for a long time. I definitely see an opportunity to cooperate here, because 
we really have a similar past of industrialisation, employing workers, big 
industrial complexes which ceased to operate. You have the population of 
tens of thousands works who still keep this memory of this past. Recently, 
I mentioned this to Davor earlier, while speaking with people from Zenica, 
and Zenica is the first city of Bosnia and Herzegovina to announce their 
candidacy for the European Capital of Culture, which is very good and 
appealing that this is not Sarajevo, and all of us from the scene want to help 
them make the application as good as possible, but a colleague from Zenica 
said that in Zenica there are still thousands of workers who are still waiting 
for an invitation to go back to work to the Zenica steel mill. No one notified 
them socialism failed. This is both funny and sad, and I think as long as 
these people live, as long as we carry this past, it is really important to 
explore these topics, to deal with them, if only just to create archives, open, 
public archives that someone else will know how to use better, someone 
who has a better temporal and spatial distance. 

Nina Mihaljinac: So, it could be said that your and Davor’s conclusion is 
that until the cultural system consolidates on the state level, there will be 
no great opportunities of developing regional cooperation. Or even a need.

Davor Mišković: No, I believe there is a need. This need is always related 
to some interests which, I don’t want to repeat what I said, develop through 
various niches. However, what I would just go back to, related to this question 
you asked, is what Milena spoke about, this new economy which is actually 
an important aspect of cultural activities, people buying books, cards, 
paintings, all sorts of things. I think this in a way noticeably decreased, 
not to say it failed. Simply, this is a big issue these cultures are facing, and 
regional connecting would certainly help there. Creating the single market, 
and so on. But I’m not sure to what extent. I think one of the reasons this is 
happening is the incredible number of administrative obstacles not only 
in front of regional connecting but also generally in conducting activities. 
For selling a book and organisation which is not a trading association, in 
principle has to possess a registration of the so called industrial activity, 
it has to keep double accounting records, to pay an accountant twice, to 
sell fifty books, which is insane. Then, I shouldn’t even mention having a 
hospitality activity. This is a set of laws unrelated to culture, where you 
are actually prevented… For example in Croatia, theatres can conduct 
hospitality activities, but museums cannot. Why this is so, nobody knows. 
When they wrote the law, this guy said: “Come on, put it in a theatre, come 
on”, and ok, this passed. We don’t have a discussion in the parliament.
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Vesna Čopič: Everyone knows of theatre bars.

Davor Mišković: Yes that’s right, exactly. And nobody knows about museum 
shops, for example.

Nina Mihaljinac: I have a question. If we would develop the market and 
the cultural product, do you have an idea of what this product would be 
and what would its brand be? Should a universal brand be developed? Now 
I’m speaking from the point of view of content. For example, folk heritage, 
ethno heritage. Are you thinking about a thematic focus, or should this not 
go in this direction when it comes to international positioning?

Milena Dragićević Šešić: It cannot, this can maybe only be possible in 
popular culture, but then again there we’re not speaking about art, but 
rather about popular culture where branding can have significance. Just 
as Korean pop was branded as K-pop, or Taiwanese cuisine, and so on. 
However, both were done with great help from countries of South Korean 
and Taiwan. Cool Japan was led by Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
Regionally, I think our art is recognised as being different and distinct, but 
not sufficiently for it to have such achievement in markets as it has in some 
cultural manifestations, biennales, triennials, and quadrennials and so on. 
In this sense I think we lack greater cooperation in the domain of curator 
practices which could recognise different and not a single one, I would 
absolutely be against something single and universal, but instead solid and 
good curator practices which could define different tendencies and trends, 
what artist are doing, through dialogue. It’s not even they would have to map, 
but simply recognise areas and create a type of programmes they would 
go abroad with. I have to say this type, to use another problematic term, 
cultural diplomacy in this country, and in the entire region, there’s nobody 
to lead it, because everyone is minding only the national. Even when we saw 
the few touristic presentations, it was evident to what extent everyone was 
nationally inclined. Even though this is completely clear about Serbia, that 
our touristic product cannot be Serbia only, it has to be the Balkans, I admit 
this can be different for Croatia – it is already well positioned tourism-wise 
on its own. Serbia needs to present itself in a wider context, because for 
a Japanese person to go to the voyage only for Serbia, or even a Chinese 
person who are now our most numerous tourists, we would have to develop 
a much richer and more complex cultural tourism. We lack this kind of 
regional connecting in business precisely. As for regional cultural tourism, 
I think we should maybe lead the way and there are many reasons to create 
connections between different Balkan countries, including Turkey, and 
others.

Davor Mišković: As far as this question is concerned, I think we shouldn’t 
have any illusions there, because the global book market is kept by a few 
companies. In music these are three companies, and in film it’s not much 
different. As far visual art are concerned, there is a ruffled situation there, 
20 museums and 30 galleries in the world are dictating the market, and I 
think there is no way an organisation from the Balkans, with whatever help 
from a state, can enter there. There is no economic power that can back this 
up. I think we should understand we ale like little villagers selling produce 
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on a market, I don’t know, three decent apples and this is it it, and there we 
should focus if we are to speak about the market, and forget what is global. 
What rules here is, I don’t know what you have in Serbia, Spar or Lidl. That’s 
the logic. We don’t have a chance there. What has a chance is as a type of 
a market where books are published, where these books are read, tickets 
for the theatre are being sold, as well as concerts, plays, and so on, and 
that this can be important income. However, this is a question of a social 
transformation cultural sector cannot exert an influence on. This is poverty, 
impoverishing citizens, and I would say a total idiotisation of the media. 
Our societies are increasingly becoming idiocracies, like in the movie. 
The unbelievable level of public discussion is so lowered in the media and 
generally in politics that this is, I don’t know why people, anyone would be 
encouraged to read anything. There’s simply no need. You watch a 3-minute 
You Tube video and you’re an expert. This is the general social atmosphere. 
I think this is one of the main reasons why people are emigrating from this 
area. They simply cannot endure this social atmosphere. I wouldn’t even 
say this is primary, but it is seeking one’s fortune and this type of ignorant 
atmosphere is becoming really unbearable.

Nina Mihaljinac: Are there any questions or comments from the audience? 
Or are you completely satisfied with everything that was said? Thank you. I 
think it was interesting and it left a lot of topics to think about. The topic will 
continue on the next panel dealing with successful examples of regional 
cooperation projects, initiatives and co-productions.
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Panel 2: Success stories: successful 
examples, projects and regional co-
productions

Maja Lalić, Mikser, Belgrade, Serbia

Milica Pekić, Kooperativa, Belgrade, Serbia

Vesna Milosavljević, SEEcult.org, Belgrade, Serbia

Moderator: Milan Đorđević, project manager, Culture Desk Serbia

Milan Đorđević: Good afternoon everyone. My name is Milan Đorđević. I 
work as a project manager at the Creative Europe Desk Serbia. Today we spoke 
about regional and transnational, European cooperation, whether we should 
first improve cooperation in the region and in what way, which topics could 
give momentum to cooperation and in what way and whether the Creative 
Europe programme can be a platform for this. This panel is directed towards 
presenting successful examples of regional cooperation projects. Today we 
will speak with Maja Lalić from the organisation Mikser, Milica Pekić as a 
representative of the platform for culture Kooperativa and Vesna Milosavljević 
as a representative of the organisation SEEcult.org and an informal network 
of portals in the region inSEEcp. I suppose the majority of the present people 
at least heard about the projects we will speak about, but I would ask you, the 
ones who didn’t, to briefly introduce yourselves. For all of you in the audience I 
would kindly ask you at the beginning to use the opportunity to ask questions, 
to let us know at any moment if you have a question or a comment. We will 
allocate some time at the end for this, however, since we are now already late 
with starting in accordance with the agenda, I invite you to participate in the 
discussion. Vesna, please.

Vesna Milosavljević: Hello. I am Vesna Milosavljević, one of the founders 
of the civil association SEEcult.org whose core project is a cultural portal for 
Southeast Europe, SEEcult.org. The portal was initiated in 2003, and apart from 
this, bearing in mind that it is very hard to find funds for such a non-profit 
media production concerned with culture in the region, we are developing 
various other projects which partly have the result of media production, but 
they are also offline, in the physical space. These projects are mostly, for the 
largest part, all regional. We will talk about this later.

Milica Pekić: I am Milica Pekić, an art historian active on the independent 
cultural scene of Serbia since 2003 when the Kiosk platform for contemporary 
art was founded, however, I am here today to present a regional platform 
for culture Kooperativa, which is a network of organisations of independent 
culture from the countries of former Yugoslavia. When we say the region, 
we are referring to former Yugoslavia. This organisation, as a legal body, is 
registered as a network in Croatia whose founders are 24 organisations from 
all countries of former Yugoslavia. I am the President of the executive board 
of this regional network, so I believe the most relevant topic is to speak about 
Kooperativa, what its goals are, what its activities are and where we are 
currently on the road to achieving these goals.



390

Maja Lalić: Hi everyone. I am Maja Lalić, founder of the organisation Mikser 
since 2002. Today I will primarily speak about the initiative of Mikser that 
started in 2006 as an attempt to map the local talent scene from the field of 
design, which first started as a ghost project and then evolved into Young 
Balkan designers, and then again evolved into a small project Balkan Design 
Network, which is why I am here today, to discuss cooperation which is just 
simply crowned by a European project, and the result is actually several years 
long cooperation and exchange with three organisations from the region. 
These are the Macedonian Public Room, Association of Croatian Designers and 
Mikser from Serbia, which is now actually expanding to a much wider circle 
of organisations from the entire region, with or without projects. This will 
probably be our point today in the discussion.

Milan Đorđević: Firstly, it seems logical to me, the question arises of what 
is motivating regional partnerships we will speak about today? The research 
on regional cooperation in culture conducted by the Creative Europe Desk 
Serbia, with convincing 96% of replies, recognised regional networking as 
an important contribution to regional cooperation, and the main strategies 
recognised for this were partnerships and co-productions, development of 
knowledge and skills, mobility of professionals and networking in projects. 
Maybe we could start with the question of which strategies are your projects, 
in particular Kooperativa, the Balkan Design Network and inSEEcp, i.e. SEEcult 
applying in terms of regional cooperation?

Milica Pekić: Kooperativa stemmed from, to call it like this, a bottom-up 
initiative that was started, developed and formulated by actors of independent 
cultural scenes of all countries of former Yugoslavia, and which in a way 
organically stemmed from our mutual cooperation of individual organisations 
because we had associated projects where several organisations from several 
countries of the region cooperated. Thus, we met each other and I can say 
we also developed some sort of a relationship of trust and familiarity and we 
started discussing what our shared interests were, what our shared problems 
were. So in 2004, when we had the first regional meeting as an attempt of 
forming some sort of a network in the region, this attempt lasted for several 
years. Until we found the model and what our topics were and what was of 
interest to us and what we wanted to achieve, we came to registering as a 
network in 2012, whose founders were 24 organisations from all countries 
of former Yugoslavia. Among these organisations there are also national 
networks of independent cultural scenes that were formed until that moment. 

Therefore, Association Independent Cultural Scene of Serbia is one of the 
founders, Clubture as a national network of the independent culture in Croatia 
is one of the founders, and Association of Independent Culture from Slovenia 
is also one of the founders. Meanwhile a national network in Macedonia was 
also founded which is called Jadro, and the founders of this network were 
also founders of Kooperativa, so we included them in the membership of 
Kooperativa additionally. Individual organisations and national networks 
are founders. We wanted to avoid being a representative network of 
representative networks, because these national networks are usually some 
kind of representation of the sector in this field; rather, we included both 
networks and individual organisations which simply participated in the 
process of planning and ageing on what Kooperativa should be.
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So what is the idea of Kooperativa? We reached defining our goals in 
accordance with the conditions we are working in, and we realised a large 
number of funds which were directed to funding regional cooperation was 
removed from this region and that these funds are gradually decreasing and 
that we have increasing troubles in reaching some funds that can enable 
exactly this co-production, exchange, mobility of artists or whatever this 
regional cooperation encompasses. We mapped regional cooperation and 
we actually realised there is a vast number of regional projects and these are 
mostly being realised within countries of former Yugoslavia, that this is what 
cooperation is. Then we concluded that in fact we should work on forming 
a stable financial instrument that is able, long term, to aid cooperation 
between independent cultural scenes, i.e. the civil sector in culture in all 
countries. Even though this is not strictly limited to the civil sector, the civil 
sector can also cooperate with institutions and other cultural actors within 
this envisaged regional cooperation, as we defined them. The aim is forming a 
singular fund for regional cooperation that wold be financed by governments 
of countries in the region. This is an ambitious goal, but it gives us a certain 
stability in funding cooperation and co-productions which currently depends 
on priorities of foreign funds or changes in guidelines of European funds and 
other funds active in the region, and their number is decreasing. 

On the other hand, these foreign funds have some financial instruments for 
aiding regional cooperation and they do not suit the needs of actors in the 
region. The usually impose certain conditions, you need a partner from here 
and from there, and somehow we are all adjusting out projects, they are not 
the image of the needs actors have and the realistic state of production in 
the region. This is why we became active and we are proposing a model of 
the financial instrument which will answer the needs of cultural actors in the 
region and which will not be distributed through some expert mechanism 
of commissions, but rather by actors themselves. This means that actors 
producing cultural content will make decisions on how the assets should be 
distributed, which simply means, technically, to simplify this, that the fund 
that would be established, the decision about the distribution of this fund, i.e. 
which projects would be funded through this fund should rest on all those 
applying for this fund. This is a complex methodology, however, it is not so, it 
appears to be complex but this is applicable.

We already had the first pilot of exchange and cooperation and we succeeded 
in securing the first funds from the National Association for the Development 
of the Civil Society in Croatia, which supported this initiative of Kooperativa, 
and we received a small amount of funds for the first pilot programme within 
which 12 projects were supported and over 50 organisations participated, I 
believe coming from more or less all countries of former Yugoslavia. With one 
modest fund, we still succeeded and through this pilot we even applied this 
method of decision making, tested it, and now, what our further aim is, we are 
continuously working on this, we even dealt with researching what these inter-
state funds, shared by several countries look like. You have the Višegrad Fund, 
then the Nordic Fund where several countries are financing and investing 
in a single fund used for regional cooperation, and based on these examples 
existing in the world, we don’t have to invent anything, there are different 
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mechanisms within which countries are participating in a single fund, and we 
created a model of such a fund. We had support by Croatia and the Croatian 
Ministry of Culture for some time. Now we need to regain this support since 
we lost it meanwhile. The political establishment changed, and then with each 
new government and with each new minister the process starts again. What is 
very important for us is to continue. This process is actually very slow because 
you have to convince at least three governments to finance this and to sign 
a long term agreement on financing, i.e. on forming such a fund. Of course, 
legal frameworks are also different in each country, the legal frameworks on 
how this fund can be registered. Essentially, our goal is creating this stable 
financial instrument and we are in constant negotiation with all ministries, 
more or less, depending on the climate, but we are generally in dialogue with 
all decision makers in this matter in the region of former Yugoslavia. This 
is the ultimate aim, however, meanwhile, with the funds we had access to, 
because we also applied for foreign funds, we formed an instrument called 
REG Lab, i.e. Action Lab. This is a financial instrument for small financial aid 
to organisations from the entire region, because we actually recognised that 
all organisations, or networks or the independent sector as such, are facing 
similar problems in their countries of origin, and some countries have more 
experience in achieving certain aims, like for example the struggle for public 
spaces, more transparent distribution of public budgets, and so on. With 
these mechanism some countries made little progress in these processes and 
actually this exchange of knowledge, experiences, and methods is one of 
important fields of action of Kooperativa. We have built each other’s capacities 
iin the process of forming national networks and in the process of advocating 
interests of independent culture, and so on. We learned from each other and 
formed this small instrument so we can help each other in urgent situations, 
whether this is about the process of forming or fighting for a space, advocating 
civil-public partnerships or whatever the current topic is, and this fund is still 
active. It is very small but efficient. These are briefly the core topics and fields 
of activity of Kooperativa.

Milan Đorđević: Vesna, during the previous panel we discussed the media 
coverage of events, projects, activities of the regional scenes, that the media a 
big stumbling rock and that they are not following culture or that they do it in 
a fragmentary manner. Some important portals were also mentioned which 
should follow this Eurozine, Southeast Europe, and so on. What is the strategy 
of activity of SEEcult.org as one of the leading portals or maybe the only one? 

Vesna Milosavljević: When we founded the portal in 2003, the time of the 
Internet was still in development, you connected through dial-up, and you 
could upload only texts. Simply put, we didn’t even want to try to create a 
national portal because this assumed that if we were already creating some 
sort of media production on the Internet that has no limitations, we have all 
that shared linguistic space and cultural ties. We were also interested in this, 
which was mentioned by professor Dragićević Šešič, people used to travel 
to an exhibition in Zagreb, and what is happening now with this spiritual 
circle of people that we knew still cooperates, that it also cooperated during 
the wars. Then we actually wanted to somehow make up for this lack, not 
only in Serbian media, but also in the regional media, after this decade of 
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isolation and broken connections, to try to somehow offer in one place to 
the regional public the possibility to receive some information about what is 
happening, through our choice. In doing this, we did not only want to focus 
on independent scenes, because we saw at that point, we believe, significant 
cooperation between the civil and the public sector already started, however, 
as someone already said, that not even people in Serbia, nor in Belgrade 
knew what they were doing, let alone in the region. However, we designed 
a robust project that included redactions throughout the region, translations 
into English, because we believe that this is actually some repositioning of the 
region in the European context, that media production in English is important. 

I think that now already everyone in the region knows, there are social 
networks, because the manner of using the Internet changed drastically in 
the past thirteen, fourteen years since we started, but there is no image of 
some information about various high quality, and completely accorded with 
some European level of production, various projects of cooperation which 
are essentially invisible. Then, of course, a European image of us is boiled 
down to some stereotypes, and this can eventually influence cooperation 
because the organisations working Europe don’t really have sufficient trust in 
organisations coming from our area. I think this is a big problem that remains.

Of course, at the time we could not find funds for something like this, and 
then we wanted to discover with whom we could cooperate in the region, if 
it was potentially possible, because we knew portals already existed which 
were nationally directed in the remaining countries, or they were focussed 
only on the independent scene or on specific artistic fields. Then we met at 
an event, organised some regional conferences here for several times, also 
workshops, and we tried to learn if it was really possible to truly have some 
sort of joint production that would be translated into English, however, as 
it is probably in other fields, everyone is interested to somehow keep their 
own identity and develop their own project. This is very hard to connect, and 
then we realised, we founded an informal network of cultural portals in the 
region. This network resulted in several years long cooperation with five, six 
portals, some of them disappeared from this initial network, which was to 
us, to SEEcult extremely important because we couldn’t have survived with 
support we are receiving at competitions of the Ministry of Culture or the city.  

Therefore, participating in all these regional projects supported by various 
foundations that supported regional production before they left, or for 
example Creative Europe and Culture 2007-2013, was very important, and 
among other things, this made not to give up, because we are always o the 
edge, because this is very hard work. Our editorial board is small and the need 
to distribute this information grew in the meantime, so we are getting 400, 
500 emails daily, people are calling us. We are not copy-pasting information 
from the programme, rather we are writing it, compiling it consciously, 
which is not really in accordance with certain trends on the Internet, where 
you should write briefly in the Twitter form. We are intentionally putting in 
more, because now our archive has more than 300.000 texts, and these are 
both announcements and  reports from this kind of conferences and we are 
trying to cover regional events and not to write about events where people 
from the region participate the way the media usually do. I don’t know, if in 
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Serbia, at the Pula festival someone wins an award for, say, makeup, they will 
emphasise here in the media that she got it, and somewhere in the bottom 
they will say who won the Golden Arena, and vice versa, the same happens 
in Croatia. All these countries and some mainstream media somehow support 
national isolation essentially. You have various happenings, concerts for 
example, taking place. For example, Nick Cave will perform in Belgrade and 
Ljubljana. Here they will say the biggest star is in Belgrade, there they will say 
in Ljubljana, and maybe someone from Macedonia cannot come to Belgrade, 
but they would come to Ljubljana. 

Secondly, for scene actors themselves,, we saw this at the very beginning, it is 
not only important to know what they are currently doing, but also what some 
of their cooperation partners will be doing, because people can simply realise 
like that, even though they don’t have any direct experience of cooperating 
with someone, indirectly they can learn about some possibilities that can be 
useful for them in the future. I would just add, since we didn’t have money 
for marketing and to penetrate the wider public, from the very beginning we 
thought we should not sign the texts, but rather to sign them with SEEcult.org, 
because this is the name of our association and the address of the portal so 
the mass media could simply take this in the entire region, we cannot control 
or follow this anymore. In a way, this is how people heard about us even 
beyond this area, so this remained as a type of, I don’t know, our little brand 
which paid off in a way. I don’t know, we can later speak about this specific 
cooperation with portals.

Milan Đorđević: Maja, Balkan Design Network is strategically inclined 
towards supporting development, improving competitiveness and promoting 
the design of authors from the Balkans. It is interesting that this is one of the 
rare projects within Creative Europe that solely has a regional partnership, 
and at that of countries of former Yugoslavia. What brought points to the 
project? And is this where the answer to a question from the previous panel 
today is, where we discussed whether cooperation between countries of 
former Yugoslavia should first be developed, followed by the wider regional 
area? 

Maja Lalić: The entire story truly unfolded organically. During it, we learned 
and evolved together, of course, from early beginnings which, I must say, 
started primarily through interaction of these bottom-up festivals that 
developed in the region as a sincere need to make up for something the usual 
strategy could not satisfy. We are also here within the Forum, and we are 
proving that regional cooperation is truly an organic need that is somehow 
forcefully divided into lots and that simply, like the law of connected dishes, this 
capillary cooperation is asking for its own way, almost instinctively. So in the 
beginning we actually established first relations with these brother festivals, 
visiting each other, learning from each other, helping initiate numerous young 
festivals in Bosnia and in Tirana. Thus, this network grew and a group was 
formed, and I am certain it is the same case in Kooperativa, simply a network 
of friends sharing their values, and the sacrifices of denouncing are absolutely 
evident there. This strengthened our mutual trust, because in the beginning 
of these stories, people sold their cars so they could realise an exhibition or to 
take it to another destination. For us who for a time frowned upon diving into 
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the administrative waters of European projects, this came in a very critical 
moment when all those personal resources of sort threatened to question the 
sense of further struggles. In this sense it was fruitful and many projects I saw 
lately, which were actually just crowned with these projects, are so convincing. 
This is visible in the evaluation you receive, because essentially, they have 
been in progress for several years and this is only support, the way it should 
generally be, to reward the effort that already exists. 

I want to go back to the point of the project. The project is very much 
concerned with young talents, where when we speak about design, it is truly 
an amalgam of many disciplines. It has artistic elements, but as such it is not 
self-sufficient, but rather there has to be someone who will engage with this 
work and place it somewhere. It is actually added value to some use object or 
service. Hence, actually these are some child illnesses which are, we see this 
in the region as well, because then we simply learned from each other, no one 
came to sober you up and tell you: “What is just an exhibition for? You have 
to have an additional step forward”. These exhibitions were very important, 
because through exhibitions, gatherings and precisely through this mapping 
of talents, a certain vision was spread, and we could notice that Croatia is far 
ahead in the field of industrial design, that we are not positioned as badly as 
we though, that Macedonia needed some kind of help and a stimulant. Simply, 
a solidary circle was being created, because to learn was the original interest, 
to network and to see to what extent we can accelerate certain processes and 
help that in this environment, if Croats are god at something, they could help 
Macedonians to somehow speed up the steps and lessen the differences. So 
for a solid number of years, we’ve spent time with talents, working on their 
visibility, organising workshops, exchanging experts, making up for what is 
seriously lacking in the educational system when it comes to industrial design, 
service design, and so on.

Then, a phase came about naturally when we left that anger towards domestic 
manufacturers not engaging  young persons, which rather copy various 
solutions from abroad, mostly from Italy, and then we realised that in fact the 
truth is in fact always half way through, and that these manufacturers are also 
some abandoned sort  that has its own vision. Then, for some time we dealt 
with them a lot, and this is exactly where the step forward in the form from 
the Young Balkan designers platform towards the Balkan Design Network 
happened, where we realised that design will not be improved only by the 
creative side, but also that this system of work and mistakes must come from 
practice. Then we perfected the entire educational programme with additional 
practical modules. This is still not complete professional cooperation, however 
it is a very important bond. A young person can often have idealistic scenarios, 
and very rarely will they choose to live in Kraljevo. I am using precisely 
Kraljevo because there is factory there doing a lot of export, under some 
Belgian name, and meanwhile they perfected the technology and the quality 
for 15 years so they could compete in such demanding markets. To some 
extent, we actually directed ourselves towards raising awareness and helping 
such small production stories on the edge, because they always broke due to 
not receiving sufficient aid from the state. By the way, in other countries, this 
is regulated by certain strategies and a set of stimulating measures in order 
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to engage author design from your area. In such a manner, this story of ours 
slowly started entering some more serious waters and we started learning 
about all these problems. Only then did we realise what this front can do 
jointly. Because we fantasised about a policy, sort of, about some influences on 
politics, what Kooperativa is doing in a way, but we lacked a very important 
element. So we are now in a phase that with this great increasing membership, 
now there is also this shared understanding by small manufacturers in sharing 
responsibility and in that the design scene has to be built through joint forces. 
Hence, a third phase would actually be a research which has been initiated to 
some extent, it is currently dealing with mapping design in practice, but in a 
more permanent instance, it should cause a basis of shared regional strategy 
for design that would then diverge towards a national one, in accordance with 
laws and other conditions, into more detailed ones. This is the idea.

Milan Đorđević: Thank you Maja. Vesna, the inSEEcp network is connecting 
several portals from Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
Macedonia. Is cooperation in the region being established only around 
shared challenges and weaknesses, and what would be the greatest shared ad 
individual strengths in these partnerships?

Vesna Milosavljević: Well, it all depends, of course on cultural policies. I 
believe that truly these countries in the region are essentially showing that 
political elites are not aware of the importance of culture. Maybe this simply 
does not suit someone and so on. We worked with BIRN for three years on a 
project dealing with educating young journalists to write analytical texts about 
cultural policies, and this resulted in sixty, seventy serious comprehensive 
analytical texts about all countries in the region apart from Slovenia which I 
believe was not included. We organised three or four big regional conferences 
about all of this and there it turned out these are essentially similar problems, 
the lack of awareness, the inexistence of funding, not abiding by the laws that 
were adopted  due to European integration which are actually just letters 
on paper. So what applies to culture also applies to the non-profit media 
production we belong to, whereas this field is even less regulated. Maybe the 
situation is the best in Croatia, however, now during the term of the minister 
Zlatko Hasanbegović a lot collapsed there, as well. There isn’t even a positive 
example in the region. As far as we are concerned, we can obtain some small 
funds at the competition of the ministry. In the previous two years we applied 
both for the media and at the competition for culture, with a completely 
different kind of production. We are trying then, for example, to have the 
criticism section from the very beginning, to speak about the fact that artistic 
criticism is lacking and so on, but truly, it is very debatable to engage some 
young students who never wrote anything, or something like that, maybe 
to publish through some volunteer work in the lack of some landmark and 
expert texts, and on the other hand, it is very hard, almost impossible to find 
funds for something like this. 

Then through this cooperation with Kontrapunkt from Zagreb, Books, the 
Centre from Contemporary Art Ljubljana, sometimes these are portals and 
sometimes organisations that have some sort of media production which is 
in accordance with our orientation, we developed several projects. Criticize 
This! was funded for two, three years by Culture 2007-2013, and this included 
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educating young critics in the fields of visual arts, performing art and literature, 
a mentored regional production so young critics from Zagreb came here to 
watch a play, in order for this not to be from the same angle, but instead more 
liberated than it would be if it was written by someone from here who knows 
some actor or director. So we are trying through these projects to have a sort 
of an analytical media production, or a critical one that we couldn’t afford in 
no way if it wasn’t for regional cooperation. The rest of the portals are in a 
similar situation.

And I am displeased with the media, the media lost cultural sections. Look 
at which newspapers have that, this is now called show business or, I don’t 
know, a style, or whatever, and rare are the ones who kept a cultural section. 
Among public services, RTS is trying something, but this is insufficient and 
incomparable, not only culture, but also educational programme, dramatic 
programme, compared to what once was in former Yugoslavia.  Certainly, 
an influence was exerted by the media of the time which paid much more 
attention to culture. I am now in an unenviable position to defend the position 
of the media because I am also shocked by this. It happens that we have in the 
newspapers and when sometimes some written media come to an exhibition, 
they will more commonly publish who was there, what happened last night, 
which celebrities attended, and not what was taking place. Then we also have 
some PR agencies being engaged by various, sometimes even serious festivals, 
in the past this was BITEF, to place information for the media which do not 
attend the opening. The media then receive photos of some stars, they take a 
photo in front of the panel with some trivial, rudimentary information that 
mean nothing. And the organisations themselves, I must say this, due to the 
financial crisis and the inability to finance in the real sense their production, a 
project, the way it should be financed comprehensively, to allocate some funds 
for PR and media representation. Since they don’t receive sufficient funds, 
they are devoid of this and then somehow this is done in an incompetent, 
low quality level, to an insufficient degree. So the media, even if they receive 
information, this might not be published. For media presentation, and 
individually for organisations in the regional sense, when you have regional 
projects, it happens we receive this or sometimes various organisations call 
us simply for evaluation, for reports it is necessary to know this even though 
these are projects that have audiences, but if it is not in the media, then they 
don’t have anything to send to the donors as a proof of media interest. Then 
sometimes they ask us to take a look at a project, and then you have to read the 
project language and make an information out of it, this is really something 
that is rarely done by anyone. Or it happens that they forget their partners, 
this happens also, and they highlight only themselves thinking that they are 
addressing only the public in their own country, which is also silly, because if 
you are already certainly positioning your project on the Internet, Facebook 
and such, on social networks, then you should keep that regional aspect and 
respect everyone participating in it, however important it truly is for everyone 
to keep, to impose yourself In a way, to stay prominent in order to survive in 
this entire forest and noise on the media and the cultural scenes.

Milan Đorđević: Thank you, Vesna. Milica, being led by this research, one of 
the most important questions was what the thing is the region of Southeast 
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Europe is primarily recognisable by. Ranked replies, the ones which were the 
most frequent tell us that this is cultural heritage and multiculturality, followed 
by underdevelopment and conflict, knowledge and skills of individuals and 
successful individuals and project. What would you emphasises as the main 
distinguishable trait in terms of topics or projects?

Milica Pekić: Here we are again reaching generalisations, however, the fact is 
that we are also reaching advantages. When Kooperativa is performing, and I 
am now again speaking from the aspect of this network within which there is 
a vast number of active organisations, SEEcult is also one of the members of 
Kooperativa, large organisations which exist for a long time, which persevered 
on the scene, which realised a large number of programmes, produced a 
large number of content and participated in international programmes and 
international projects, which have a network and partners on the international 
level. These are the actors Kooperativa consists of, so this production is diverse. 
And this independent cultural scene encompasses music and dance and 
publishing and visual arts and multimedia, contemporary creativity. Now what 
we did as Kooperativa, when we got included in some European initiatives, 
like for examples Culture Action Europe, this is a European network on the 
European level advocating for topics concerning cultural production, funding 
culture on the European level, and so on. What we recognised as a specificity 
of this region, that is our experience, is this experience in fighting for and 
mechanism, advocating and proposing changes which are institutional, i.e. 
systematic in nature. These changes were not implemented in these countries 
of course, but we do have a very developed know-how, probably based 
on the Yugoslavian experience and this socialist experience where some 
mechanisms that existed at the time are now improved and adapted to new 
conditions and they are actually very current. So topics like fighting for public 
goods, establishing so co-management participation of citizens in decision 
making, including citizens in the process of distributing public goods, public 
wealth, public budget, and so on, are topics where expertise is well-developed 
in countries of former Yugoslavia. Even tactics in advocating for certain 
processes which are recognised as negative trends, transitional, and some 
semi-criminal trends in all countries of former Yugoslavia in managing public 
goods are actually well developed in this area. Now we don’t know what the 
root of this is, but it is not impossible that this specific historical experience we 
are all sharing in this space contributed to the development of these methods.

We can see that topics we recognised here as vital ones, and these are the 
topics of reforming institutions, what kind of institutions we want, how users 
can manager resources they are using, how to include citizens in decision 
making, were developed using certain methods in the region. Mostly, these 
experiences are exchanged and we are learning from each other and build 
each other’s capacities, but if these tactics and models developed here, which 
are being advocated for, were developed as for example the model of a civil-
public partnership, the example of which is the Centre for culture and youth 
Pogon Jedinstvo in Zagreb, where the City of Zagreb together with police of 
independent culture and youth is forming a joint institution. So, it’s not about 
a private-public partnership, but instead this is a civil-public partnership 
which is even regulated by law and recognised in the state of Serbia and many 
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other states in the region, however, it is not applied. Some new models, but 
also tactics of fighting where citizens are animated to confront these negative 
trends going towards shared goods being usurped by monetary interests or 
interests of individuals, while in fact being developed and relevant on the 
European level as well. Hence, now, we as Kooperativa are going and speaking 
about topics current for us or about struggles Kooperativa is supporting 
through its members or where we are participating in one way or another, 
like for example the struggle for the space of Magacin in Belgrade, for 
independent culture, and then other struggles also happening in the entire 
region, and these topics, in fact, became current in many European countries. 
These are examples how on some things we, and when I say we I mean the 
entire region of former Yugoslavia, how we opposed some bad tendencies 
in society that we evaluated were bad, or how we fought and what kind of 
models of new institutions or new mechanisms we developed. These were 
proven to be relevant and of interest even for many other countries in Europe 
facing similar problems and developing their own methods. Then what was 
developed here actually turns out to be a good example. Again, I am sating, 
this was implemented on a very small sample, this process of advocating for 
it, intervention within the system is very slow, and this intervention within 
the system in each individual state is much more efficient if it is represented 
by a front from the region, if we are not addressing the Ministry of Culture 
just as the association Independent Scene of Serbia, but rather as an entire 
regional network within which there is such a large number of actors, which 
has greater reputation and weight backing it. If we are jointly representing an 
interest, even if it is a particular interest of an association from Serbia, it will 
be easier to achieve it. An example is Macedonia where their national network 
advocated for a space. They then succeeded and Kooperativa attended several 
meetings with the Municipality of Downtown in Skopje, where we advocated 
for establishing a mixed institution of civil-public partnership within the 
Municipality of Downtown that would be founded by the Municipality, in this 
case not the City of Skopje but the Municipality of Downtown, which is the 
central municipality in Skopje, together with their association of independent 
culture Jadro. So these struggles are parallel, they happen simultaneously, 
but they are much more efficient if a wider front is representing them in 
comparison to being limited to the national boundaries.

Milan Đorđević: In terms of ideas and topics initiating cooperation, today we 
discussed to some length self-exoticisation through projects, the difference 
between the spirits of the space, whether we call it the Balkans or Eastern 
Europe, or imposed stereotypes that we are selecting as topics of projects we 
present ourselves with. How do you see this? Whether and to what extent does 
this exist?

Milica Pekić: I think this was much more prevalent earlier, when funds 
directed production in this direction. Simply, these priorities defined by 
foreign funds, we are all trying to fit into them, to do what we are supposed to, 
but to terminologically fit into what is said there.

Milan Đorđević: Yes, every fund has its own priorities, focus and criteria, 
but it seems to me that mere appropriation of ideas in the largest number of 
instances does not lead to success.
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Milica Pekić: I think this situation is changing. We all went through a shifting 
period. Firstly, independent scenes as such, as actors in culture, appear around 
the nineties, and then there was the struggle for us to be recognised as relevant 
actors and to secure work conditions. We are still on this path, we are far from 
those, let’s say, normal conditions, not some luxuriant conditions, but rather 
just normal working conditions. However, it seems to me that we as a scene, 
again I am speaking about the independent cultural scene, I think we have 
been persevering in the region for a large number of years. Experience goes 
along with this, and with it some knowledge, and with it some capacities, so I 
think self-exoticisation and orientalisation of the Balkans and what the West 
wants, how they want to see us, so this is how we are presenting ourselves, 
there was probably a phase when this period was more intense, more visible 
in regional production in all countries of former Yugoslavia. However, I think 
that we are alone now, in a process of self-emancipation, we emerged from 
this corpus of topics or principles of production and we turned towards topics 
we see as much more relevant in the society. Again, these are not some topics 
relevant only for this region, but they are also globally relevant and they 
appear as current topics in many countries, and it seems that we here also 
have very developed, specific topics, we have a lot of experience because we 
are engaging in certain confrontations we learn from and within which we 
are developing, so I think we overcame this period of self-exoticisation and 
this can be seen in production itself.

Milan Đorđević: Maja, based on experiences in cooperation projects, in 
what way and whether we can use Creative Europe as support to regional 
cooperation, to empower regional initiatives and coproduction?

Maja Lalić: In our case it was absolutely so. I am saying that on our exhausting 
path this came as a parachute at that moment. However, what some other 
indicators are showing, I just came back from London where we were on a 
workshop of the global British Council, which presents 2018 as their global 
strategy, that the Balkans are actually in focus for the next four years. It 
unfortunately does not include Croatia to my surprise. It does include 
Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Kosovo as 
an independent entity and deals with the idea of how to stimulate as many 
cooperation instances in the region as possible. But here, as Milica said, this 
is a tailored image that does not fit the reality. Even in our case, our natural 
habitat was cooperating with Austria, and Bulgaria, as a natural ambient. 
The whole idea was actually to create awareness of all the existing resources 
which are usually, and we know this on the example of Scandinavian design, 
a direct information for authentic design itself and a manuscript of an entire 
area where all these educational programmes and practices of ours are 
directing to unburden the young person of this complex that you must look 
up to some western iconography. We were actually raised, all of us coming 
from the fields of design and architecture, with this mantra that this is not 
sufficiently developed in our area and that this is some sort of a legacy of 
developed countries. We have fantastic examples, the entire South America or 
some other examples, where there is much more directly closed bond between 
some heritage and where in a smart and relaxed manner, liberated from all 
these historical burdens, a completely new interpretation is in the making, 
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modernisation of all these local characteristics. Today, this really represents 
an advantage, that through design you can, among other things, be a sort of an 
ambassador of the territory you are coming from, and in this case this is really 
a wide strip from Austria to Turkey. So this is exactly the question. Who is 
tailoring these project? Who is creating these strategies of what West Balkans 
will actually mean in the moment when you have a programme that would 
not support your cooperation with Croatia or Slovenia?

Milica Pekić: I just want to add, these are stereotypes, and this is why 
Kooperativa defined this model, i.e. format of the fund in such a way in order 
to avoid any imposing or instrumentalisation of cultural production due to 
the agenda of any financer. Whether the financer is a country or some foreign 
fund or the European Union. Even there we have, through this Culture Action 
Europe, we also have a dialogue with decision makers on the European level. 
These guidelines are always somehow directed in a way that the West Balkans 
is one thing, and tomorrow it is another one, in no way should you say countries 
of former Yugoslavia. Region as such is a notion so widely used, the region, the 
region, but who is the region? When you say the region, you are then actually 
defining a territory that has no definition which is politically speaking a 
linguistic manipulation that creates the space for political manipulation. In 
this sense, we defined this fund, its methodology of decision-making within 
this fund and the mechanism as a financial instrument in a manner where 
it cannot depend on the needs of nobody else but those producing the 
programme in the region. They are defining what priorities are in this circle 
of fund distribution.

Maja Lalić: I just want to reply to this remark of Vesna’s, whether culture 
is recognised. I was surprised in this explanation, at that particular event 
example, the summit that will happen in 2018 where it is actually a state event 
on a very high level, where participants will actually include prime ministers 
or statesmen of high rank, and where one of the key topics is actually 
security. It turns out that this is some tool for simulating stability in a specific 
geographical area which is now obviously detected as potentially risky. 
Certainly, all these organisations that received funding at one moment bridged 
some critical spots, with more or less complications, to bring their essence 
to purpose, because they can accomplish their project in its originality, but 
certainly related to connecting these national strategies from within in a way, 
this region itself should define what it needs and then lobby on the European 
level, this would be something approved of and it would much better answer 
the real needs.

Milan Đorđević: Thank you. If anyone has questions, please ask.

A person from the audience: Hello, I have a question for Maja about the 
British Council and the exit of the UK from the EU. British Council is obviously 
very ambitious when it comes to this region, so my conclusion is they will 
organise a meeting next year and this is not a small thing.

Maja Lalić: No, no, this is backed up by the idea that we are interesting as a 
part of the European puzzle.

A person from the audience: Yes, but not as a member of the European Union. 
Are we interesting as an entrance hall or more interesting than members?
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Maja Lalić: I agree, these were my thoughts as well.

A person from the audience: I suppose and everyone, I am thinking out loud. 
If this is the case, then we will have at least two strategies for the European 
area. What are we going to do with these two strategies? Milica, you said 
what is the favourite topic already. Who are the people writing programme 
frameworks, who are giving us frameworks and saying: “Now this is my aim 
in an organisation, and now this is cool?” I am speaking about funds outside 
of the European Union.

Milica Pekić: I think, as an art historian, that I can confirm culture is always 
an instrument for implementing some other policies. Now, it is a question of 
capacity. What is the consequence of museum of Belgrade not working for 
fifteen years? If we think there are no consequences, we are badly mistaken. 
This is strategic wiping of a continent and memory and some processes, 
disabling and preventing these processes. On the other hand, culture is such 
a lively field that finds its space and some channels of its own where it will 
lead, through which it will continue operation and changing and confronting. 
However, I am saying that whenever we speak about the official cultural 
policies, whether it is about the European Union, or Great Briatin, we can 
analyse what the role of the British Council is. The policy of the British Council 
in the past twenty years has changed so much, they are now presenting 
themselves as a sort of an NGO. This is not a cultural centre, the way the 
French cultural centre is, or any other cultural centre as a type of a diplomatic 
instrument of a specific state through which culture is promoted, as well as 
cooperation of that country with another one. They now have a completely 
different philosophy. I don’t know if you had the chance to cooperate with 
them or to even get familiar with what this institution was doing in the past ten 
years, five years to say definitely. They entered a field of NGO activity where 
they are searching for partners for fundraising from others. If you want to 
ask them to financially support a guest from the UK to come to Serbia, forget 
about it, this doesn’t exist as an option any more generally in the activity of 
the British Council. And this is very interesting, this British Council is in itself 
like an institution demonstrating the policy of the UK. This is outsourcing, 
like Great Britain, where there were great political transformation during 
the past seven, eight years, going in the direction of putting everything on 
the market, so British Council is also an actor on a market. Whether it is an 
actor struggling, that is competing to receive European funds, the British 
Council is now one. Like Kiosk, British Council is in Serbia, which is a paradox. 
Probably the British government has some strategic line of conducting its 
policy in the context of Brexit and new situations Britain is in, so then they are 
instrumentalising the British Council for this purpose, “Righ, let’s put security 
here, and then Western Balkans without Croatia”. This is completely senseless.

You asked a question, how we separated into all these different interests, 
strategies and policies of some states surrounding us or states we depend on 
in one way or another. Now that is the question the state of Serbia will ask. 
It is interesting to observe how Serbia will define its cultural needs through 
this strategy for culture. This was announced, so let’s start from there, and we 
will then see what the interests of Britain or the European Union are towards 
Serbia, and how then, within all these interests, confronted or not, culture 
swims and produces freely. This is what it should be like.
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A person from the audience: The tactic should be created bottom up and 
not vice versa. I am under the impression that we are just suffering the 
consequences as a part of the community responsible for, quotation marks, 
others’ trade.

Milica Pekić: It is questionable how much experience we have in this bottom 
up approach. This bottom up is used all the time, this is again a linguistic 
manipulation. It is always used in terminology, and in the European Union, 
even in our area, but the question is how applicable this actually is. We are 
observing this from the other side, as a self-organised sector developing 
through activity in the domain of self-organisation and struggles to improve 
work conditions, and so on. The model Kooperativa made was created by 
actors on the scene who sat down and jointly agreed what this model should 
look like in order to adapt to the needs of production of those who are 
producing the cultural product, those who are creating exhibitions, artists, 
dancers, choreographers, etc., writers, independent media covering culture. 
We created one such model. Now, the process of our intervention in the system 
depends on various conditions, but among other things on our capacities to 
intervene in the system. And we are learning, we are not so perfect so nobody 
understands us, but rather we are also learning and developing some tactics 
and possibilities to fight that we, as someone who is a direct user of public 
funds and a direct stakeholder of some cultural policies, become included in 
the process and intervene in the process. You see, we are the ones producing, 
you cannot write for us what we should do, but instead we should tell you 
what our needs are and what is the nature of the things we are producing.

A person from the audience: However, the opposite will happen, because the 
ministry will focus on this strategy of cultural policy which is already being 
written, for I don’t know, fifteen years. The previous establishment was writing 
this strategy as well. But I am not speaking about British Council specifically. 
British Council realised two projects already in the Museum of Contemporary 
Art. Can you know what kind of a relationship assuming the British Council 
comes with a finished project and you are actually just a delivery venue that 
will…

Milica Pekić: You mean rent-a-space? You are just not renting but giving it for 
free. Is that what you want to say?

A person from the audience: You don’t even have the possibility or right to 
impose…

Milica Pekić: No, you do actually have the possibility and right to do whatever 
you want, it is a matter of your own decision, your management.

A person from the audience: Yes, but the British Council comes and set their 
conditions and they say: “We work like this”. You can accept or say that you 
don’t want to work.

Milica Pekić: That’s right.

A person from the audience: However the majority of us say: “We accept this 
cooperation”. Then in this situation you are just a rent-a-space.
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Milica Pekić: Now, this is where we reach the key issue, the majority of us 
say this. What should we do with the strategy for culture? When the strategy 
for culture is out, I think the Association Independent Cultural Scene of 
Serbia will bring this question up in the public. First we need to know who is 
writing the strategy. Who is behind the strategy, with what kind of experience, 
what knowledge? With what kind of references is someone approaching the 
creation of such a document? Based on which research? As the Association 
Independent Cultural Scene of Serbia we received a plea to deliver our own 
suggestions or our advice or some points we believe are very important to be 
included in the strategy. Based on this, we concluded the Ministry probably 
contacted several different actors. Not several, but rather they contacted 
the sector in general and asked for input from the sector in creating this 
document. We as the Association Independent Cultural Scene of Serbia sent 
a very well developed, comprehensive and big document on five, six pages, 
suggesting, articulating verbally and in evert other way the points we consider 
to be of serious importance for the independent sector in Serbia, and that we 
believe have to be included in the text of the strategy. Among our members we 
have experts who wrote strategies and participated in various bodies creating 
these strategies, so our sector possesses both the capacity and the knowledge, 
and we volunteered to sit down and write it, what the recommendations are 
concerning our sector. At the introductory meeting between the Association 
Independent Cultural Scene of Serbia and the new minister we asked to 
see what is going on with the process of creating this strategy. We stated 
that we sent our suggestions upon their invitation and that we demand a 
public debate, that we are asking after the text is published there must be 
consultations with all interested parties, which also assumes the civil sector 
and institutions founded by the state, cities and the local self-governments, 
and profitable organisations, i.e. companies active in the cultural field. We 
are actors in cultural production and we are all interested in this document, 
and as far as we understood, they contacted the entire sector and asked for 
input. Now, we are interested, once this text is compiled, we believe it is very 
important to go to a public debate around it, to see what actually entered the 
text from our suggestions.

Vesna Milosavljević: That should be a legal norm and procedure.

Milica Pekić: We were said that as soon as the text is published, there will be 
a public debate, not only in Belgrade, but also in various cities in Serbia. The 
only thing left unknown is who is writing this text. But, we believe once it is 
published we will find out who are the team behind the writing of this text, 
and then we will see if they received recommendations. This is a space, we 
shouldn’t accept there just because we always accept everything, but rather 
we will insist. And not only us, all actors in the cultural field should insist 
on things they suggested and sent as their propositions for some segments of 
this texts that they believe should be included. We will see what this will look 
like, but we do have all the right. We can start raising awareness of what our 
civil rights and responsibilities are. If we are not exercising our rights, this 
initiates a series of consequences in the domain of responsibility. We cannot 
only complain: “There, these have and these haven’t”, and what have we done 
and did we ask for anything at all? We didn’t. This frequently happens in these 
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public situations, but fine, we are all working in very specific circumstances 
influencing our energy. We are entering struggles which are not direct. We 
are all already burdened by producing the so called everyday content we are 
working on, sustaining our individual organisations, so any additional thing is 
an intense effort, and this should be understood. However, I believe it is high 
time we started exercising our rights, creating a space for our participation in 
all these processes.

Milan Đorđević: We have more questions from the audience.

A person from the audience: I would just go back to the story about what 
region we are cooperating with is exactly. Depending on who is funding which 
programme, in the same manner the region will be defined as the region of 
Southeast Europe or the region of the Western Balkans or the region of former 
Yugoslavian states. In the political moment when Brussels, or someone else…

Vesna Milosavljević: No, there isn’t, there never was a region of former 
Yugoslavian states, we should make that clear. This has never been used since 
the wars until this very day. 

A person from the audience: The fact is that in some projections and 
strategies, when it is being determined what kind of connecting will be used, 
whether Southeast Europe or the Western Balkans, and then give or take 
Slovenia, Croatia and so on, so I think, unfortunately, when it comes to actors, 
it sounds ugly, rigid, to external actors, so I think there will always be, in a way, 
this limiting factor, whether they see us as Southeast Europe or as Western 
Balkans, or as the area of former Yugoslavia. I don’t know to what extent you 
feel this in practical matters, I would love to know that. Do you, when you 
apply for money, when you speak with someone in these projects, do you feel 
that now it cannot be Croatia because it is no longer Western Balkans, or it 
cannot be Romania because it never was Western Balkans? It can be Albania, 
and Albania was never our space, but we want Albania because we perceive 
Albania as Western Balkans. I think even outside of culture this was really 
insisted on. You mentioned security, stability, and so on. I’m afraid that his will 
be one of the limiting conditions for cultural cooperation for some more time. 

The second thing I wanted to ask you, since the topic of this panel was 
successful examples and so on, as far as I understood, what is common for 
this entire space, let’s call it whatever, Western Balkans or Southeast Europe, 
it has five, six basic things we are all working against, we are all struggling. It 
is only the question of funds. The question of space. Everywhere we have very 
specifically spaces we want to use that we don’t who owns them and what is 
their purpose, who are their owners and what will happen with them. Are 
there examples how to formulate requests, or what would you say, how to 
reach these spaces and funds? Thirdly, what you spoke about, this struggle for 
media attention and audience. You are completely right, the cultural offer is so 
big that truly the media have to somehow be inclined towards understanding 
why it is important. For example, before the Forum Creative Europe, journalists 
writing cultural columns should have been invited and told: “We want to tell 
you why it is important that you come and hear what we have to say”. I think 
this is in a way a justification why the media support is not sufficient in this 
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Forum. In the part where you spoke about the wider scene, it is simply not the 
idea to just criticise, but rather generally coming from this criticism, knowing 
how the media act today, you should make another step, if it is important to 
meet them and tell them: “Hold on, let us explain”, so they would not rely 
on PR messaging and the like. And finally, what you mentioned on design, I 
believe this would likewise be very interesting, I think this should be pointed 
out. Again, it is the question of positioning on the market. As long as this is 
possible, we should give an example of how a story about beautiful ideas and 
talents can be shown as something that also has a commercial, market side.

Milica Pekić: Here, let’s borrow an example from this story. Young producers 
who have to do the so called loan works, and this is producing for Ikea, no 
matter how much they can earn and how big the frustration is, if there is at 
least a small visionary behind it, they are dissatisfied because in reality they 
are not contributing to this local ambient in any way. However, out of this 
initial resignation and anger, why don’t they reach for these fantastic talents 
and resources, when you get to know their issues you realise how intense their 
efforts are in everyday life, expenses, frequent lack of any kind of stimuli by the 
state, and so on. Then simply in time, whether you want it or not, specifically 
a role of yours crystallises of being some sort of a catalyst bringing something 
that is a burden to this small company, to host a designer, for them to be their 
financial burden, to deal with them, to lead them through everything. It is 
literally an effort. Then we are actually babysitting, we do a great part of work, 
such as, among other things, exhibiting in some international manifestations 
where you get a fantastic market test. Back in the day, we had cooperation with 
SIEPA, an organisation that no longer exists, and in the moment we realised 
that creative production can also become an object of their interest, because 
they mostly dealt with distribution and placement of goods, I don’t know, 
Serbian cured meat products on the Munich Food Fair, they didn’t understand 
they could present creativity and design as well, as some sort of value coming 
from this geographical area. Anyhow, actually there is a need and now already 
models of these small incubators could be created, i.e. some sort of catalyst 
models helping to bridge the things that lack resources currently, and on a 
higher level to actually influence certain policies and that they are actually 
connecting this young person, a designer, from a small local production and 
in general the responsible bodies of the state itself to make a triangle creating 
a sustainable story for the benefit of all three sides. 

As far as defining the region is concerned, as you said, artistic production is 
facing this from the very beginning, when this is about the majority of funds 
that were active here. They changed every two, three years which countries 
can participate in these competitions, how many partners should be there, 
and in doing so they, sort of, always imposed conditions, that is, they directed 
production. Should we finish? 

Milan Đorđević: We have several more minutes.

Milica Pekić: This is exactly one of the reasons why we actually established this 
funding model in the manner we did, so it does not depend on them. Of course, 
we haven’t realised it yet. It will be a great endeavour to accomplish this. I am 
saying ambitious, because somehow it should be secured and advocated that 
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the states in the region should from their budgets, now I am speaking about 
the region of former Yugoslavia, this network is currently operating in this 
domain, even if it is just three states, I think that already with three states you 
can form a stable fund that can finance regional cooperation. Not, of course, 
in all domains, but just in order that such an instrument becomes available.

Maja Lalić: To become a model for some other relations.

Milica Pekić: Maybe it should become a model. For now we only had one 
state participating and we signed a three-year agreement, but with the 
change in ministers this agreement changed. So it is still unstable. But this 
is a very ambitious endeavour which would actually minimise this type of 
interventions by different interests not originating from actors themselves, 
that is, those producing cultural content. This would be a mechanism to bridge 
that.

Vesna Milosavljević: I would just add related to this. We are witnessing that 
here different political decisions are adopted in the process of European 
integration, depending on what is envisaged by these chapters. For culture 
this chapter was opened and closed. Unfortunately, it does not exist, culture is 
not a field for which European Union has some special regulations. Together 
with education. Education was given greater attention, but for culture it could 
not have been greater. There it is only recorded if the country participates in 
the Creative Europe programme, whether they are respecting the most basic 
international conventions. Of course I want Kooperativa to succeed in this, but 
I think this will be a very hard task because simply, in this process of European 
integration for the Western Balkans, the rest which is not in the European 
Union, there is no such directive. I believe that then our ministries of culture 
would think about it, and while they are under no such pressure, they will 
follow.

Maja Lalić: I would just add that our initiative started as Young Serbian 
Designers and at the moment on the first international gathering when we 
received a fantastic turn up from all former Yugoslavian states and started 
networking this is where actually organically Bulgarians were very active in 
connecting. We naturally immediately raised the bar and during the following 
year already we created the Young Balkan Designers with the idea that each 
of the countries should contact their agency for help, support and promotion 
in these public performances, and at that moment we all lost support of our 
national institutions. This was then a brace-yourselves moment, and for the 
next three years this was pure enthusiasm and solidarity of these organisation 
which then continued doing numerous projects on the local level, but there 
wasn’t enough awareness so that the bodies would connect on their own, 
which would in my opinion be incredibly progressive at the time, and it would 
give numerous results until now. Because, when you look at the Scandinavian 
scene, just using design as an example, as a young person I was disappointed 
when I realised that this was actually a part of a supranational strategy of 
a number of Scandinavian countries followed by legislature and stimuli, an 
entire front united in showing Scandinavian design to the world through 
cultural, business, economic, all possible points of view, design that was 
either Dutch not Swedish, but Scandinavian as we know it today. During some 
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romantic years I expected that that should be given, however, it was a subject 
of a regional strategy.

Milan Đorđević: Please, just a short question because we are running out of 
time.

A person from the audience: Thank you for an interesting conversation and 
thanks to the Creative Europe Desk Serbia for initiating meetings within this 
conference. I wish you all that your ambitious ideas come to fruition. Politics 
are completely reflected on the cultural plane, and unfortunately, we cannot 
escape this. All this strategies that exist on the political level are absolutely 
reflected on the cultural level. This region of the Western Balkans is now 
obviously dependent as such, and there are, as Maja said on the conference, 
Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia, Albania, Macedonia, and of course, Kosovo, 
no matter how anyone is treating it. Anyhow, we are now in this moment 
obviously mapped as the Western Balkans in this composition and I’m afraid 
that now we will have to keep moving in this framework, no matter the fact we 
want to establish cooperation on the wider plan as well. Of course, there’s the 
Southeast region also. This can all be monitored on all these existing initiatives, 
and now this new Balkan fund created in Tirana should start operating. What 
Milica is saying about it, that ministries of culture are included, I’m afraid they 
will conduct the political agenda and these funds will be created solely on the 
basis of political strategies. What we as creatives can do is to always find a 
way to push creative things into the frameworks. This is mostly about funding. 
When we could work and create without money, that would be another story, 
but this is not the case today.

Also, I thank you for bringing up the national strategy. This is really important 
and the most we can now do is on this national level. I think this is really 
important, to gather around various national questions and try to establish 
what is important, what matters. The lady also mentioned the media — this 
is utterly important. And it is completely incomprehensible that this Forum 
Creative Europe, as one of the important cultural events in our county, is not 
present on a very high level and not covered more by the bigger media which 
are writing about some cultural events. So, these are some important things 
due to which we have to meet here, because if cannot influence what kind of 
policy European Union has towards all of us, and the United Kingdom, we can 
organise on the national level and create some strategies and see what is going 
on with us, and try in such a joint way to find some definitions of our own, our 
segments, to try and push on a higher level.

Milan Đorđević: Thank you. Our time is already up. Vesna, you wanted to ask 
something, just be brief please.

Vesna Čopić (from the audience): I will be brief. The things I like here. You 
are thinking about your own money. Regional cooperation without regional, 
your own goals, it cannot happen if you don’t have a donor. You cannot apply 
all the time just for some international funds, because then you have to adapt 
to their goals. Look at the strategy of the British Council they are preparing and 
compare it to what will be in Serbia, the national strategy, and you will notice 
a big difference. Which one? In national strategies, for example the Slovenian 
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one, it is a shopping list. They know if they ask you, the entire sector, then all 
they are getting is a shopping list. And then you will all be satisfied. In Slovenia 
we had three such strategies. None were discussed in the parliament. And you 
know what the result is? Nothing. Because if you have a shopping list, this is 
not a relevant and credible strategy. If you take a look at the aims of the British 
Council, you will see they have clear priorities, and then the next ones. And 
what we are doing with strategies, they only have value on paper. Because of 
this, yes, a public debate. But in the end, if you all find yourselves in such a 
strategy, that will be nothing in the end.

Milan Đorđević: Thank you all for the conversation. So, as you can see in the 
programme, the next part of the conference will include a panel on translation, 
languages and regional cooperation.



410



411

TOPIC 2: LANGUAGE, POLITICS AND 
THE SINGLE BOOK MARKET
Round table: Strategies of the single book market development

Andrea Lešić-Thomas, University of Sarajevo,  
Faculty of Philosophy, Bosnia and Herzegovina

Enes Halilović, Sent and Eckermann, Novi Pazar, Serbia

Emeše Rajšli, Publishing Institute Forum, Novi Sad, Serbia

Ana Pejović, Association Krokodil, Belgrade, Serbia

Andrej Lovšin, Literary Network Traduki (Berlin), Ljubljana,  
Slovenia

Moderator: Mladen Vesković,  
Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic of Serbia

Mladen Vesković: Hi everyone, it is in order to respect the relative time, 
so let’s start with today’s discussion. By the way, the entire context of this 
Forum is not only a word on publishing  and literature and translation, 
but also other spheres of creative industries, repositioning the region of 
Southeast Europe, i.r. the capability or incapability of its better positioning 
in the European context, i.e. better cooperation within the region, hence, 
its better recognisability and a more active role in the European context 
and the exchange of cultural heritage. The ensuing discussion will be  
dedicated, as I just said, to publishing, books, translation and capability, 
that is incapability, and I think that one of the better moments can be if we 
at least list or define as clearly as possible the issues faced by publishers in 
former Yugoslavian states, on the one hand the ones sharing a language, 
though this time weaved among borders, and on the other hand people as 
well, i.e. our citizens who use different languages, however, who live in 
different countries by chance, and then these comparative perspectives can 
be useful in understanding the problems and potentially their solving. On 
another note, I myself participated, like many of my correspondents here 
at this table, and I believe you in the audience as well, in a series of similar 
talks where we most frequently reached noting a number of problems, but 
in the large majority of cases there weren’t or there still aren’t adequate 
ways of solving them, i.e. ways to make cross-border cooperation more 
dynamic, primarily in the sphere of publishing, which would undoubtedly 
enable publishers, whether in Serbia or in other former Yugoslavian states 
where Serbian or Serbo-Croatian is spoken, or when speakers want this, to 
have as big turnover as possible, i.e. that the average circulation of books, 
especially of good, high-quality fiction, be sold in numbers larger than 300, 
400 or 500 copies, and very frequently these 300 to 400 copies are being sold 
for several years. Hence, in the economic sense, this is about a professional 
activity which doesn’t pay off, and maybe, bearing in mind the number of 
speakers I could become significantly better. Or, if on the other hand we 
take a look at examples from not so far abroad, for example from Germany, 
Austria, Switzerland, so countries sharing the same language, however, 



412

with very streamlined book market inside that enables them to have a 
much better, more dynamic cooperation, and of course, larger circulations, 
recognisability and at that a relative success of publishers. Again, on the 
other hand, we will hear some things about this today as well. 

So let’s start. On my right hand side, unfortunately due to the brevity of 
time we didn’t manage to announce our dear colleague from the Publishing 
Institute Forum in Novi Sad, the Editor Emeše Rajšli, who will tell us 
what it looks like when a publisher publishes books in Hungarian and in 
Serbian in Serbia, in what way do the books published by Forum have, 
what is their lifecycle in Serbia, what it is like in Hungary and in what 
manner can reception in this sphere of publishing be tracked. On my left 
hand side is my dear colleague Andrej Lovšin, who is an associate of the 
Literary Network Traduki, almost since its very beginning, so Andrej will 
give us his work perspective, considering the fact that the Literary Network 
Traduki, as all of you here probably know, connects, i.e. works on exchange 
and making the cooperation between countries of Southeast Europe and the 
German speaking countries dynamic and vice versa, but also on making the 
cooperation within the region more dynamic.  Hence, Andrej as the person 
following numerous competitions realised by Traduki in the past decade can 
tell us how this looks from the Berlin perspective, this cooperation or lack 
of it, or all the things one can see by looking at the competition applications 
coming from all countries of Southeast Europe. There is also my dear 
colleague Andrea Lešić, a professor at the Faculty of Philosophy in Sarajevo, 
teaching comparative literature and an author herself. I believe it is exactly 
the unusual multitude of perspectives Sarajevo and Bosnia and Herzegovina 
offer in themselves, in similarity and sameness, and in their difference on 
the other hand, that can offer us the perspective from her very department 
at last. What it looks like when on one department you have three national 
literatures belonging to a single corpus, and what the potential contact 
points are, but unfortunately also potential lines emerging in teaching 
practice, but also in everyday cultural life as potentially problematic, and 
what the ways are they could potentially be fixed. Afterwards, somewhat 
further, our respected colleague and friend, Enes Halilović, a writer, poet, 
publisher, editor of one of our most important literary magazines, Sent, 
which transcends the borders of Serbia and very actively participates in 
regional cultural exchange. Likewise, Enes has been running literary 
workshops for the past several years, and he himself participated in some of 
them so he can again give us this perspective of problems or advantages you 
can see if you live and work in Novi Pazar. How this looks on this tripoint in 
the context of micro-regional and macro-regional cooperation. And finally, 
our colleague Ana from Association Krokodil, one of editors of both the large 
and small Krokodil. Krokodil is recognisable by residency programmes 
and festival programmes for quite a few years. To be frank, Krokodil is not 
just inclined towards regional cooperation, but on the other hand, regional 
cooperation has an important item, an important element in a festival being 
done both for adults and for children and in residency programmes. On the 
other hand, I believe Ana can very well contextualise how it looks like when 
a festival with regional ambitions is included to a larger or a smaller extent 
in the wider European cooperation, and what the problems are faced on this 
occasion both on the micro plan and on the macro plan.
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I prepared several questions for my correspondents, so I would ask them to 
simply each give their view of things, i.e. questions, and in the end, of course, 
if they consider something from their work or life perspective, professional 
perspective, to be particularly interesting or particularly neuralgic or a 
good, positive experience to share it with us. Of course, I would ask you, 
since in the audience there are people who are professionals in this field and 
who very much understand what I’m speaking about, so I believe they can 
give a significant contribution to this discussion through their questions or 
observations. So let’s start from Vojvodina. What is your perspective of the 
current state in regional cooperation in the field of publishing and books, of 
course with a special accent on creativity of the Hungarian community in 
Vojvodina, in Serbia, and how this looks in comparison to the central point? 
How do these things appear, i.e. how well are they functioning or maybe 
not, and to what extent is this border a firm barrier or perhaps not?

Emeše Rajšli: Kindest regards to everyone. The Forum is celebrating 60 
years of existence this year and we can say it is an old institution. We are 
in a very specific situation as far as our work is concerned for two reasons. 
One reason is that we are publishing books primarily in Hungarian, so 
80% of our books are published in Hungarian, and our readers are mostly 
across the border. This somewhat determines how and what we will do 
with our books. The second thing influencing our work is that we are the 
only publishing house in Serbia which is a public institute. Our founder is 
in part the Province, in part the National Council of Hungarians and the 
Hungarian national minority. This also assumes we are forced to participate 
in some political games, like at the previous round table where there were 
discussions about politics influencing our everyday work and that we have 
to adjust to some interests which are not really cultural interests. A problem 
for us is for example, if we start from the problem that we are a public 
institute, the ones who designed and wrote the law we are functioning and 
working by, they didn’t foresee public institutes should do export and import 
of books. Hence, this is a problem for us, it is simply ridiculous and I think 
I’m now complaining about things which are really ridiculous. However, 
for example the international book fair in Budapest starts tomorrow where 
we wanted to take the books we want to show in a legal way, books that went 
out of print last week, and this is simply physically impossible. So now each 
of our colleagues has 20 copies in their cars, so we will carry this across the 
border somehow and we hope this will not be banned at the border. This 
everyday work is very interesting from this aspect.

Mladen Vesković: Excuse me. Can we then conclude that even though 
there are, on the one hand, high quality preconditions for our work, that 
actually when it comes to distributing the books you are creating there 
is a problem? A part of your readers is in Vojvodina, in Serbia, but then 
again a significantly bigger part is in Hungary and there is a certain barrier 
stemming from the form.

Emeše Rajšli: We unfortunately have very small circulation, and now 
what you just said, that it would be desirable that this is bigger, for example 
400, 500 copies, this is unlikely achievable in this manner. Certainly, our 
publishing is inclined towards Hungary. Budapest is still that focal point 
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enabling reception of our publications, and our readers are generally across 
the border. On the other hand, the Forum is publishing very significant work, 
we have a programme we call Knjigobus (Bookbus), so we are trying to bring 
a book in the remote villages where Hungarians still live in Vojvodina. This 
programme of ours is financially supported by the republic, but it is also 
supported by some Hungarian funds. We are not only a direct budget user, 
but we also have significant donations from Hungary, so these are various 
funds we are applying for and trying to secure our everyday operations in 
this way.

Mladen Vesković: For now, we located one problem on the northern border. 
Thank you, Emeše, we will continue later with the second question. Andrej, 
please. How, for example, does the state of this regional cooperation look 
when you or your colleagues in the headquarters of Traduki in Berlin receive 
requests for co-funding publishing translation, literary manifestations and 
periodic publciations? How then does this look, how much of it is there, and 
which direction do these applications predominantly go in?

Andrej Lovšin: Good afternoon. Thank you for asking. I will either way 
just briefly say what Traduki is and what it does. This is a literary network 
primarily encompassing cultural institutions from Austria, Germany, 
Switzerland and ministries of culture from Southeast Europe. Jointly, 
through a shared fund three things are then financed. One of them is 
translation from German into languages of Southeast Europe, vice versa, 
and between these languages. Apart from this, writers in residence 
programmes are being funded, and also different festivals and literary 
manifestations and discussions connected with these countries. I think the 
situation is very good currently. I think there are many more applications 
for translation, writers in residence and festivals than when we started 
working which was in 2008. This cooperation is increasing.  I think authors 
very frequently perform on festivals outside of their countries. I spoke 
with Enes and he said he met Marko Sošić at a festival in Romania. I know 
Adisa Bašić from Sarajevo, and we also met in Romania. So there is a lot of 
festivals where exchange takes place. As far as translation is concerned, I 
also believe, in the beginning the majority of translation was being done 
from German, and it was maybe the ratio of three to one, and now this has 
maybe flattened to the ratio of two to one. Translation between languages 
is gradually increasing. I would by no means state now that this is all due 
to Traduki. There are also numerous other programmes, including the 
programme of the European Union for translation. I think everything is 
going in the right direction, I believe the only thing which is not good is why 
we are there, and this is the exchange of books written in Croatian, why 
these books are not available and cannot be bought and read in Serbia, and 
vice versa. Here I can for example say what the attitude of main funders of 
Traduki is, which are German institutions. They are wondering why they 
would have to fund two translations because one can be fully understood. 
We are speaking about expert books, philosophy or something of the kind, 
and it is unthinkable for them to fund this twice. I know there are slight 
differences, but this is all comprehensible. This is a problem that can be 
noticed with our funders. Maybe here today we can see how to fix this.
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Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Andrej. Andrea, from your work perspective 
how can we define the current state in regional cooperation when it comes 
to publishing and book selling? How does this look?

Andrea Lešić Thomas: Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, generally 
have everything we spoke about during the sessions this morning, this 
feeling that culture is generally on the margins, that is frequently has no 
support from the state, that very frequently the isn’t sufficient exchange 
within countries, that people from Belgrade don’t always know what is 
happening in Vranje and so on, i.e. that capitals frequently don’t follow what 
is going on in provinces. However, what an additional problem in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina is is that we actually don’t have anything cohesively 
functioning on the state level, apart from two things. One of them is the 
chaos of the market. Due to this market chaos you can find today in Sarajevo 
books from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Serbia, simply because 
there are publishing houses which often have their own book stores which 
are more connected with Croatia or more connected with Serbia. So, when I 
know I need a book from Belgrade, there are three book stores which appear 
to be branches of a Banja Luka based network of book distribution where 
I can order whatever I want from Belgrade. Likewise, I have a bookstore 
where I can go and order whatever I want from Croatia. Frequently I cannot 
find what the local publishing production is in these book stores, but rather 
I have to search for another book store to do this. In this sense, this market 
chaos in Bosnia and Herzegovina, especially due to the lack of a strong 
domestic publishing network, and this is then an additional chaos, then 
we simply patch it by importing books also because our authors often have 
publishers outside of Bosnia and Herzegovina. I just saw here now in this 
book store, in this building at least three or four of my colleagues who have 
publishers in Belgrade, the same way I myself had a publisher in Belgrade. 
In this sense, there is this market chaos, there is the fact we don’t actually 
have any clear network nor distribution, nor publishing, but then this 
simply resulted in more or less everything being available to us. And also, 
if you consider these Internet book stores. A lot of my students for example 
know it is better for them to buy translations of Serbian publishers because 
they are cheaper than the Croatian ones. I also noticed they are very aware 
of which publishing houses exist in the region and they know where they 
should go for each of their needs. This is one thing, so the market chaos.

The second thing are individual enthusiasm. It turned out that in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina there are several points, several focal points acting as 
centres of regional cooperation. One of them is for example the festival 
Cum grano salis in Tuzla, and the Meša Selimović Award in Tuzla which 
is regional. Every year in September people from the region gather there, 
and the entire thing is functioning precisely on the regional level and 
this is something Tuzla is very proud of. The second focal point related to 
literature is the magazine Sarajevo Notebooks, which is now actually dying 
since its main editor Vojka Smiljanić-Đikić passed away, and who actually 
carried the entire thing on her eighty years old back. Sarajevo Notebooks 
truly gathered, from Slovenia to Kosovo, authors and the editorial team, 
however, it was obviously necessary that there is some Vojka at the centre of 
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it. Recently, during the end of the previous year, we received an invitation 
from the director of Mediacentar within which Sarajevo Notebooks were 
operating, to try and create final issue, to see what next, and as far as I’m 
aware, from the entire editorial team, only Tatjana Rosić from Belgrade and 
myself answered, and it seems the rest of them simply decided that since 
there is no Vojka any longer, Sarajevo Notebooks don’t exist. So yes, there 
are some focal points, but they really depend on individual enthusiasm and 
individual power of people willing to push this. There, this would be it. Do 
you have any more questions?

Mladen Vesković: Later, later. Thank you. Enes?

Enes Halilović: Good afternoon dear friends, respected audience. I am 
editing this literary magazine, Sent, whereas it 43rd issue was recently 
published and also on the Internet the Eckermann as a web magazine 
being published once every two months. There is approximately twenty 
articles in each issue and it is available online. Needless to say, these are 
magazines open to all nations and languages, and what not. For me it is also 
important to say that they are open to all generations and poetics, because 
this diversity is sometimes more important for literature, in my opinion, 
than this other national, or whatever. What disturbs me is a verse by Li 
Tai Pe who 1200 years ago wrote: “Poets were always on the stairways of 
the rich”. If he said this then, what should we say today? Because people 
today, writers, editors, publishers, numerous editors, translators, there 
is an entire army of translators, for example in Serbia, and high quality 
ones, they are constantly turned to some donators asking for something and 
explaining, and in addition they constantly have to persuade them in the 
quality of what they are asking for, they have to explain. The language of 
these projects itself is very heavy, because a person has to be really stupid to 
write a good project. It’s all simplified, evaluation something, what not. It’s a 
completely artificial language. I think a sane person has an issue explaining 
this.

The second thing, there is a very big problem in the power of international 
cultural organisations being depersonalised. You mostly address them 
through email, you get a yes or no reply through email, and what not. You 
have no contact with persons, no feedback, no recommendations on what 
and how to address whom. The third thing, since, as you know, we are mostly 
inclined towards various European funds, and Europe itself has reached a 
big turning point. 2016 will be recorded in history as the year when Europe 
had less of a turnover than Asia, for the first time ever, first time since 
statistics have been introduced. So Europe itself will ponder tomorrow, 
maybe in 10 or 20 years what the percentage is, how it will preserve its 
cultural peculiarities, what it will do. The second thing, we are not typical 
European, because we are, relatively speaking, coming from small nations 
and small languages, and as you know, these so called big languages, they 
are the instruments of big empires. So here is well, the situation is not the 
same for some publisher in Argentina who can hope for economic logistics 
and a publisher in Serbia printing some kind of history, and the question is 
whether in Serbia there is a thousand readers who will buy some history or 
philosophy book, or I don’t know what. Also, there is this limitless freedom 



417

of the Internet, which is like a Leviathan, as a philosopher says, and it is a 
question how much it influences the market, not only through purchasing 
via electronic book stores, but also now there is a lot of books available 
on the Internet, and this is how magazines are being destroyed. This all 
unregulated. The second thing, our book store market is unregulated. If 
you go to the majority of Belgrade book stores, the predominant thing are 
detective novels or some kind of TV hosts writing about their love troubles. 
I think 80% of shop windows in Belgrade have these books of these TV hosts. 
We simply don’t have the possibility to influence this. Maybe we don’t have 
the right, maybe the law of the market is stronger than the law of culture or 
the logic of culture. 

There is also another big problem in these newly established Balkan 
countries, and these are national councils. Here, the colleague said they 
work within the national council, and this is good if they have support of 
the Hungarian national council. However, this law on national minorities 
from 2003, it disrupted some things. Theoretically it established something 
good, but in practice it disturbed it, because there are national councils in 
Serbia and they receive money based on the size of that community. But 
the question now is, how this money is being spent. Specifically, as far as 
I know, during the thirteen years some of these council receive more than 
four million euros. This is money where projects can be realised without 
having to notify anyone in Europe that you are writing something, or 
whatever. However, this mostly goes to folklore, for some potentially bad 
intentions, but some of it also goes for good ones, I’m sure. When it comes to 
regional projects, I didn’t ever witness the Bulgarian council supporting a 
good book from Bulgaria and presenting it, approximating it to us. This is 
mostly left to the publishers. I don’t see these councils improved anything. 
The second thing, even then, in 2003, I advocated against this law at the 
public debate, and I will say now that I advocate against this law, let’s 
hope someone abolishes this. If it is bad, of course. Why aren’t there these 
national councils in France, Germany, Belgium, or United States? Simply, 
artists there are directed toward either market or foundations. I think here 
as well, they somewhat confused these cultural officials because they are 
not funding the right things at all, and the state is giving a lot of money, 
and it is praiseworthy how much money goes there. The only question is 
where this money ends up. I think donators themselves are also wandering 
because we are in a specific time when European countries are harmonizing 
their legal orders with the legal order of the European Union. Hence, they 
are renouncing a part of the sovereignty in favour of an international 
organisation, and at the same time big corporations believe they are now 
carriers of sovereignty. You can very frequently see in the news: “China 
banned Twitter for three days”, for example. And people thing this is first 
class endangerment of human rights and freedoms. Whose state is this, the 
people of China or Twitter? We are at an intersection when we have these 
international corporations, huge companies which don’t give anything for 
culture and don’t give any money for this. We also have countries which 
are somewhat lawless. We also have international organisations in search 
for themselves and the so called depersonalised donators who also set 
conditions. When you see a competition to apply for, it says competition but 
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the conditions are such and such. There are no unconditional competitions. 
This reminds me of the Borges inscription to Maria Kodama, when he wrote: 
“The one who gives never renounces what is being given”. So the question is 
whether these conditions of various donators are good and fair. 

And another thing. Apart from this magazine I teach lessons of creative 
writing in Novi Pazar, Tutin and Vranje. I addressed several donators with 
the request to support this. The children attending my classes are achieving 
success. I’m not saying they are successful because of me, but rather because 
of themselves. However, I couldn’t find support for something noble like 
this, for someone to cover the fuel, to fund an excursion for these children, 
for them to go and see a museum, to come to Belgrade, for example to a 
theatre and watch a good play. I have children from Tutin who speak two 
foreign languages, for example. They never came to Belgrade to visit the 
zoo. Simply, these are poor children. I even had a recommendation from the 
cultural advisor of Angela Merkel who gave a recommendation to a German 
organisation to support this small project of mine, however, I didn’t get the 
funds to do something for these children through this recommendation. I 
want to say, the most constant inflow of funds for this magazine of ours 
comes from the Ministry of Culture, but there also, as we can see, there is a 
decreasing amount of money available. It is very hard, and out of some sort 
of revanchism, to name it like this, I decided to form this Eckermann, to be 
there on the Internet, because it is cheapest there, we don’t have mailing 
expenses, we publish what we publish, this is read a lot and we are keeping 
track of the statistics. Now we can see there is a lot of readers abroad.

So there, we are in great wandering and it’s only the matter of time when 
magazines will grow tired, and the question is what the state is in publishing 
houses. I believe it’s a lot harder for them, because they have to sell, and 
today selling a good book is certainly not easy. My feeling is actually that 
the projects which survive the next five or ten years will approximately 
know where they stand in the ensuing decades. I believe this to be true 
for publishing houses, magazines and festivals as well, gathering very 
important people, offering a chance for people to meet, discuss, because 
we are so distant now, we don’t know each other anymore. To be frank, I 
have the privilege of travelling a lot, meeting new people, meeting writers, 
however this is decreasing. This became very distant. This approximation 
did somewhat take place after 2000, but my impression is, and I’m not 
claiming this is correct, but I have the impression and an impression can 
be misleading, that we are now wandering and I don’t know where we 
will end up. You see, individual sacrifices are big. This lady Vojka, whom 
I personally knew, who for years created not a Yugoslavian magazine, but 
rather a European, global magazine, she was a person who has this personal 
motive for connecting people. She was the wife of the famous translator 
from Finnish, Osman Đikić, and the former Yugoslavian ambassador. It is 
questionable whether today, when people are struggling for food and to earn 
something, you can find a person willing to sacrifice their time to dedicate 
themselves so much to something which will not make them rich. Still, 
culture, publishing, connecting, reading, it’s still demanding this personal 
sacrifice. Personal sacrifice. It is questionable how many people there will 
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be in the future willing to sacrifice their own, or their families’ time to 
deal with other people, to address the with some words, to say something to 
them or to hear something from them. I think it’s very hard, I think we are 
wandering and none of us know what will come out of this time, where we’ll 
end up. Apologies if I’m a bit pessimistic. The only thing I would consider 
to be comforting is that I remember Thomas Bernhard and he said all 
donations for culture should be cancelled and then everyone will make do 
for what and how they can. Maybe this would be the so called natural state 
when we would return to the natural state. Whoever is willing to fund, to 
sacrifice themselves, to fight, these projects will persevere. Thank you.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Enes. Ana, are you more optimistic than 
Enes?

Ana Pejović: After these faith statements… Good afternoon.

Enes Halilović: Did I exaggerate?

Ana Pejović: No you didn’t, no, no. I’m always glad when even a single 
speaker on this kind of a gathering has a somewhat different narrative, a 
more literary narrative than others, because are always speaking about 
projects. In 2002, I stated working at the publishing house Rende, the fist 
book was published and I eagerly anticipated it, it was Vedrana Rudan, 
“Uho, grlo, nož”. I was 22 at the time and I believed that this was an excess 
and that the house I worked in for six years won’t live of books which will 
be published in Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro 
with four different cover pages, and the same content inside. Fifteen years 
later, here we are, sitting here and the situation didn’t change significantly. 
In the meantime I worked in another publishing house that had an attempt 
of establishing a regional network. It’s called VBZ. I have to say I left this 
second house very disappointed by the inability to change the situation 
on the book market through good intentions, and it appears to me good 
practices and good work. There are several problems and it appears to me 
a problem is the lack of institutional cooperation, but when we are strictly 
speaking about publishing, there are numerous problems and they are 
predominantly financially conditioned. For example, when you import 
books from Croatia or Bosnia to Serbia, you have to pay VAT for the import 
of this book, regardless of the fact you haven’t sold it in Serbia yet, and 
it is questionable whether you will sell it at all. We know that in Serbia 
publishing is left on its own and it lives on its own funds, and the small 
amount of money received from the donators, mostly directed towards 
translation, and the majority of people simply, most of the publishers were 
unable, not to mention the difference in price between Croatian and Serbian 
books, and Bosnia which is, I think, somewhere in the middle. I think this is 
why the situation is the way it is and we still have four or three books with 
the same content and different covers. The only authors from this area who 
succeeded in overcoming this, and they are writing in other languages, such 
as Aleksandar Hemon and Alen Mešković, who when they translate from 
English, i.e. Danish, they have their central Bosnian translator. In the case 
of Hemon, this is Irena Žlof. Then this book gets published with the Bosnian 
translation, in three different countries, so in Serbia, Bosnia and Croatia 
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you are reading the same translation of Aleksandar Hemon, however, again 
from three different publishing houses. I think the situation would have to 
be very much arranged in the sense of the market in order for us to be able 
to equally perform as publishers in Serbia, Bosnia and in Croatia. As I said, 
Croatia significantly collapsed and we unfortunately don’t have anyone 
there, regrettably, for the past few years as far as support to publishers is 
concerned. At the time I started working, they were an example for us as a 
country investing in their publishing, but on the other hand, this came back 
as a boomerang since they pre-purchased books that weren’t yet published, 
and hence, the price of books slowly increased because publishers realised 
that whichever price they set the ministry will buy some 200, 300 initial 
copies, based on which then you could create the entire calculation of 
the book price, and so we reached that you insert, for example if the total 
number of copies is 1000 and the ministry purchases 200 or 300, you could 
cover all expenses and then anything additional you sell is actually revenue 
for the publishing house, a guarantee of further business. This is why we 
reached the situation of books in Croatia costing 25, 30, 35 Euros, and when 
they are available in Belgrade the sales are really low because our people 
are poor for the Serbia prices, let alone Croatian ones.

On the other hand, I cannot speak about the experience of Croatia in 
importing Serbian books, I mean there are other things there which are 
not strictly conditioned by the market, and again Bosnia, as Andrea said 
is actually a chaos where everything is permitted. So you can but both 
Serbian and Croatian books. For a very long time foreign publishers signed 
agreements when you but a book, e.g. to translate it from English, and in the 
agreement there was “the Serbian language for the entire world”, and our 
publishers used this and then freely sold these books in Bosnia and Croatia. 
For the past five, six years this has been regulated, so agreements are 
limited to a territory and a language, so Serbian on the territory of Serbia, 
Montenegrin on the territory of Montenegro. This relatively arranges the 
markets in Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Croatia with regards to foreign 
perspectives. 

I think extra-institutional cooperation, at least as far as festivals and the 
contact between authors are concerned, is fairly good. It could be improved. 
Festivals are predominantly independent, then they depend on donators a 
lot, what Enes spoke about so inspirationally. However, institutionally there 
has to be much more work on this cooperation and the potential German 
example, i.e. the example of the German-speaking countries, to see the 
benefits of this to jointly present the literature of the region at foreign fairs 
or foreign book markets. We did this for several times as an association. 
I believe foreign investors perceive us as a golden goose, because, “Oh 
great, we can present authors from four different countries with a single 
organiser, they will deal with this all. Then we will just get a Montenegrin, 
Serbian, Bosnian and Croatian authors all in one”.  I think, from their 
perspective they absolutely don’t care in this sense. They are glad there are 
initiatives which in a way connect the literature of a common language, but 
I think we ourselves have to become aware of this and stop looking at each 
other through these national pens, but rather to speak about high quality 
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literature coming from the BCSM area or whatever. I see the question of 
naming languages causes a lot of different problems in various countries. In 
principle, I think we should all push in the direction of promoting literature 
in the common language because as such, if we speak of international 
cooperation, I think we have possibilities and some opportunities of 
achieving the reputation Yugoslavian literature had in the period after 
WWII all the way to the 90s wars.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Ana. My next question would be, from right 
to left… In your everyday or yearly, monthly scope of work, if we could 
speak about percentages, because this is very difficult, but maybe at least in 
principle, what part of cooperation goes to contacts with regional partners, 
and what part to what we would call internal market in economics, or a 
wider European market? In the case of the Forum, to what extent, although 
you just said the ration is approximately 20% to 80%, but let’s say you as a 
publisher have contacts or maybe an exchange of publications with home 
communities, maybe in Romania, Croatia, next to Hungary and the internal 
market in Serbia? And to what extent is wider cooperation directed to what 
is published in Serbian in Serbia, published by the Forum in profiling your 
work?

Emeše Rajšli: Our mission we received from the founders is to publish 
literature of Vojvodina Hungarians. This is one thing, and practically for 
each of our books in Hungarian the author is in some way connected with 
Vojvodina. As far as foreign connections are concerned it is just related to 
our desire to sell and distribute there.

Mladen Vesković: And are you accomplishing this? This is interesting. Or 
are you?

Emeše Rajšli: Well, we are. The Forum is one of the more important 
Hungarian publishers, partly because it exists for 60 years, and partly 
because, regardless of my previous lamentation, we are still operating 
continuously. Due to these Hungarian competitions we are participating 
in our books can be found in Hungarian libraries in Hungary. Reviews 
of our books are being written in Hungarian cultural press. We lost some 
connections with Hungarian nationals in Croatia and Slovenia. This is one 
of our missions, to try and establish this again. We have some connections 
with Romania and Slovakia. Again, this is all through Budapest. For 
example, with Slovakia in particular, there is a publishing house that 
has a branch both in Bratislava and in Budapest so through them we are 
present in Slovakia as well. The 15%, 20% of books we publish in Serbian 
are again all translations from Hungarian and these are usually works of 
contemporary Hungarian literature. Here we are trying to find partners 
among Serbian publishing houses so we could somehow achieve a bigger 
circulation, a better placement. The Forum is a very small institute for it to 
be markedly present in the Serbian market.

Mladen Vesković: But it could be as a potential reservoir of readers.

Emeše Rajšli: Well it could be. We are always had an aim, on the one had. 
We really accomplished this connection between Hungarian and South 
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Slavic literature, and literature in general. For example, I am the editor of 
this edition of translations from South Slavic languages. Our fourth book 
just came out, we have big plans, and we applied for your support, on this 
competition. And not only in the ministry but also in some Hungarian funds, 
and international ones as well, of course. We have young translators who 
are ready to work. I hope we are somehow present here in the cultural life. 
In itself, the Forum as a publisher is actually an integral part of Creative 
Europe, in that it operates in Serbia, publishes books in Hungarian, also 
publishes translations both from Hungarian into Serbian and vice versa. 
We can truly play the role of a mediator.

Mladen Vesković: This can turn up to be a good example where this regional 
cooperation appears as a great potential which is not completely facilitated 
in the case of the Forum, in neither of the directions, but it is undoubtable.

Emeše Rajšli: Yes. Just briefly, I wanted to reply to the question Enes asked, 
about the national councils. I actually see this as a great burden for us, since 
we have to adapt to these everyday political interests, which is not in our 
best interest, but still we have to somehow. These Hungarian parties are 
now fiercely fighting over this council.

Enes Halilović: This is power.

Emeše Rajšli: Well yes, and now the scales pretty much tipped in this 
direction in the Hungarian National Council. It is hard to manage in this 
situation, and still say decent. This is why this is a burden for us, how to 
achieve a plan of ours and on the go make sure we are in good relations with 
the national council which is our founder.

Enes Halilović: Correct, but if I can naturally continue this topic. It is good 
that the state is giving a big amount of money for these national councils, 
this is not small. It goes by the numbers, so the biggest amount is received 
by Hungarians, followed by Bosniaks. The most endangered ones are the 
smaller minorities, e.g. Slovaks, because the price of printing their books is 
also 500 euros. And they have a less numerous audience to buy the book. This 
is another absurdity. 500 years ago a man was transcribing a voluminous 
book and his whole life passed, this is how expensive it was to produce a 
book. Today you have this book for 1 euro on the Internet and half a euro 
to buy it. It is good that the book is cheap, but again how do you produce it? 
It all costs money, you need people, professionals to work on these projects, 
to connect, to meet each other. You probably have several employed people 
who are working constantly. You yourself probably execute things there.

Emeše Rajšli: We have less of them than needed. But yes, we have a ban on 
employing until the end of the year, like everyone. Everyone apart from us 
employs, I can see this around me in Novi Sad. They just don’t allow us to 
employ, I don’t know, I have a secretary who retired. It is a bit ridiculous, 
but it’s like this.

Enes Halilović: I generally have a good impression I would like to share 
with you and I wouldn’t like to bother you. When I go to a festival, when I 
meet some foreign writers and so on, they are all interested in publishing 
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something in Serbia, Bosnia or Croatia, and they ask which websites, 
where the books are, do you have a contact of a publisher, a translator. It is 
probably the Yugoslavian heritage that made us as people who were born in 
Yugoslavia very curious, so we read a lot, and had many translated books, 
more than countries of a similar size. We are interesting as a place where 
foreign culture is distributed, but we are not skilled enough to organise and 
do it. I would like to ask you, since we have with us all educated people, is it 
possible to create an action or an initiative of a single market when it comes 
to books? We in Serbia cannot defend the book from VAT. Right, Mladen?

Mladen Vesković: Not yet.

Enes Halilović: Not yet. Is it possible to create a shared book market in the 
situation when we have only a part of the region in European Union, and 
they have their laws which are older than laws on books we would jointly 
adopt? The question is what we can jointly do on distributing books, and 
if not books, if this is hard, than joint representation, travelling festivals, 
mutual familiarising. I think this would be very useful, because culture 
is exactly communication of one sending something to another they are 
addressing, and the other one wanting to hear it. Thank you.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Enes. I will respond to what I know at least a 
bit later, to some of your questions. I would now like to ask Andrea to what 
extent in her everyday work, both scientific and authorship, if we could 
somehow express this numerically or geometrically, do contacts and scope 
of cooperation go to what is regional cooperation? In your case this would 
be Podrinje, a bit wider, central Bosnia, what is around it, a part of Serbia 
and a part of Croatia. And what part of scientific cooperation goes to what 
is the widest European context where what your faculty and students are 
doing and what authors from Sarajevo, i.e. Bosnia, are doing, this exchange 
of gifts Enes was speaking about? Because there is, in my opinion, a 
certain tendency which is actually very contrasted, that numerous authors 
or institutions from former Yugoslavian states who almost through a 
predetermined desire of emancipation of Yugoslavian heritage persistently 
want to eliminate this first regional cooperation, wanting to immediately 
jump onto this European or global modality of cooperation. Now, when we 
would measure it by some ponders, or whatever, to what extent is this so in 
your work experience, and to what extent it isn’t, i.e. to what extent can one 
escape immediate surroundings even if they want to? Of course, this is not 
natural or possible geographically, in the cultural sense.

Andrea Lešić Thomas: I have to provide a context on what my experience 
is. Mladen and I namely know each other from studies, I came from Sarajevo 
to Belgrade to study in 1991, in 1994 I went to England and then in 2007 
I returned to Sarajevo. So a fair part of my growing up, intellectual and 
otherwise was in Great Britain, and to me, when I came back to Sarajevo, 
this was Alice in Wonderland, completely incomprehensible practices are 
happening, including this structural chaos. However, what my experience 
is since I came back is that I don’t believe my personal work experience 
wouldn’t be different if Yugoslavia didn’t dissolve. In this sense I absolutely, 
now when I was at conferences, I have academic connections from Ljubljana 
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to Podgorica, I only don’t have contacts in Kosovo, everything else I was there. 
In most of these conferences I spoke in English. A lot of these conferences 
were, I’m trying to remember if I spoke somewhere outside of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, even in Sarajevo at a conference I spoke in English. So this is a 
part of it for example. However, there is another thing there.

You are absolutely right there are different currents of how much someone 
is willing to cooperate and who is willing to talk with whom and where. This 
is paradigmatic for me, it was a few years ago when Al Jazeera, the Balkan 
one, they created I think it was a series of documentary programmes on 
high schoolers in Mostar, which one of these divided Bosnian cities. There, a 
girl, I think it was a girl, going to high school, said something I believe to be 
paradigmatic for the entire post-Yugoslavian region, and this is that Mostar 
is a divided city, but not the way people think it is divided, so not an Eastern 
and a Western one, i.e. Croatian and Bosnian or Bosniak, but rather it is 
divided to people living in just one part of the city and people living in both 
sides of the Neretva river. I think this is generally the case with all of us. 
Among us there are the ones who go wherever we are invited and we invite 
people who are interesting from anywhere, and we communicate with 
people who use a common language with us, and there are people who will 
simply not do this. So there are these two parallel worlds, whereas I think 
these two worlds are always a nationalist world and an anti-nationalist 
world, leftist. For example, there is group of people working on my faculty 
who are very nationalistically inclined, who organise conferences I was 
never invited to, but where half of the faculty from Zadar attends, who are 
again very rightist. And there I think this right option communicates among 
themselves very nicely, like we would. However, these are parallel worlds 
and there almost no contact between them. I don’t think there’s no contact 
between countries, but rather there’s no contact between people who want 
and don’t want to communicate. I don’t know if this is the answer 

Mladen Vesković: For the most part. I will skip Enes and ask Ana. What 
is your experience on this? To what extent in working on the festival, and 
in this previous publishing experience, is a part of business cooperation, 
i.e. editorial conception, based on cooperation with regional authors, and to 
what extent with European or global? To the extent you can choose it.

Ana Pejović: Here, for example, literary network Traduki has an excellent 
network Writers in residence Andrej said something about. There is 
currently seven of us. Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, Serbia, Kosovo, Albania, 
Macedonia. Every year each of us has an open competition for regional 
writers who will be guests in the Writers in residence. We have four positions 
for regional writers every year and between 50 and 60 people apply. Out of 
50 to 60 people, 20 come from Croatia, 15 from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
and the remaining number of 25 is from other countries. Out of the 20 from 
Croatia and 15 from Bosnia and Herzegovina, you can immediately pick 
15. It is truly very complicated in such a choice of applications to choose 
people who wold have the most benefits from a one month stay. Regional 
cooperation, I believe, occupies more than 50% of time in our field of work. It 
is in part personal, so cooperation with individuals, editors, writers and the 
like, but also cooperation with organisations similar to us, and cooperation 
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with some of the institutions in the mentioned countries. It appears to me, 
as far as the region is concerned, and Traduki has been trying to overcome 
this for years, that we are still moving within these four central countries, 
and sometimes we remember Slovenia and Macedonia. And Hungary, 
Romania, Bulgaria, Kosovo and Albania are rarely in our minds. A part of 
this is the question of a common language and I think the situation could 
be additionally improved here. Recently, one of the authors from Kosovo 
told me they wanted to isolate themselves from the Yugoslavian experience 
for a long time, due to understandable reasons, but then they realised they 
don’t belong to anything in the literature and cultural sense, since Albania 
itself, to which they are naturally very close, is struggling with the Balkan 
identity, Illyrian, European, communist heritage and the like, and that she 
only recently, and this is one of the greatest compliments I ever received, 
managed to realise through a residence she was in that actually their 
natural field is precisely, as they say rejon, and we say region. Hence, I think 
in the following period we will also be dedicated to expanding our own 
views and expanding of what the region actually represents in our heads. A 
part of this will have to rely on the question of translation. So I hope in the 
next period there will be increased communication between countries we 
are surrounded by, the ones speaking different languages. Enes mentioned 
this, it frequently happens to us for Bulgarian authors that they are much 
more familiar with the post-Yugoslavian literature than us, even us who 
strictly work in the sphere of literature, in comparison to our familiarity 
with Bulgarian or Romanian literature. These experiences are the same 
and different, and I think we can learn a lot from this and I’m glad our 
colleague from the Forum is present and that from their example we can 
also have some takeaways about the manner in which a smaller community 
is emerging from a bigger community, and this is how the Forum is present 
on the book market in Hungary.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Ana. Our time is slowly running out, and 
before we summarise, in order for that not to be the last formal thing, are 
there maybe any questions for participants in this conversation by the 
audience? Ok, there aren’t. Please.

Ana Pejović: we are cooperating a lot with the PEN centre from Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and we never cooperated with the PEN centre from Serbia, so 
this also speaks something about the situation. Also, we cooperated a lot 
with the Serbian National Council in Croatia. The Ministry of Culture of the 
Republic of Croatia funded our projects on several occasions. Our ministry, 
naturally. The house you work in, primarily because of you. This is what I 
spoke about, a lot of things rely on individuals, and Andrea said this nicely 
for the late Vojka, and this is that even when it’s institutional cooperation, it 
primarily relies on personal communication rather than communication of 
an association with an institution. I think this speaks volumes about the pre-
modern age our countries are still in, and our institutions, organisations, 
and I’m speaking both about the independent and the institutional sectors. 
Of course, there was also the Slovenian Book Agency, there is a lot of them 
abroad, these institutions we cooperated with, and then also the German 
Academy of Language and Literature as potentially the most respectable 



426

institution we cooperated with. So it seems to me this disharmony between 
local institutions and foreign institutions we cooperate with speaks about 
the chaotic state in culture. I don’t even thing the situation is much better 
than it is in Bosnia, except maybe when strictly speaking about publishing.

Mladen Vesković: Maybe we should wrap up somehow…

Emeše Rajšli: If I may. We spoke here about some cultural strategy, so now 
I have an example that so far it appears we are unable to initiate and push 
for. The international festival of books starts tomorrow in Budapest where 
the organiser looked for us, our publishing house, to be the mediators in it 
and help find a partner in Serbia, because next year, in 2018, Serbia will be 
the honourable guest of the fair. Until last week neither we nor people in the 
ministry couldn’t find anyone who would say: “Let’s explore this, let’s start”. 
This is one such opportunity where Serbia could be presented. For example, 
last year the guest of honour was Slovakia. More than 30 works were 
translated from Slovak last year. A huge number of books were published 
and there were programmes as well, it is not just about the four days of the 
fair, but generally for the entire year Slovakia was the centre of attention of 
Hungarian culture. I think this should certainly be used, but if I’m correct, 
this is not even known in Serbia, the existence of this possibility.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you. Andrej I would ask you for some concluding 
remarks. If you have them.

Andrej Lovšin: I do. The title of this Forum is repositioning the region and 
I think this region should really send positive news out into the world, and 
I think a more intense cultural cooperation in the field of literature would 
really be good news. By the way, in German media I follow and I’ve been 
in Berlin for four years, if there isn’t a strong crisis Serbia, Croatia and 
Slovenia are not so much in the newspapers. Europe, Germany, they are 
all now looking for some good news, at least in the Balkans. If Ukraine is 
going in the right direction. Turkey is going somewhere. I think now is a 
good opportunity to better position the region. Now everyone is waiting for 
a signal, any signal. If there is interest, if there are some possibilities, go 
for it. I think now would be a good moment. For example, Ana, Krokodil 
and Traduki are jointly working on this performance at the book fair in 
Belgrade in October, where Germany, Austria, Switzerland and Lichtenstein 
will be jointly presented, the literature of these four countries, and why 
wouldn’t we try to present the literature of this region which is a brand, in 
Frankfurt or something like this. It would be good to try this. I don’t know 
if this is realistic.

Mladen Vesković: This is a grand idea, but it is worthy of all attention. It’s 
not unachievable.

Andrej Lovšin: There, this would be my input.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you, Andre. Andrea?

Andrea Lešić Thomas: My core conclusion is that it would be very good for 
what already exists as personal networks of very meaningful cooperation, 
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and I’m saying this academically and among literary writers as well, I know 
this is the case, we should maybe try finding ways of making this permanent, 
of supporting it institutionally so that it has a perspective which will not 
depend on this ending when one of the people pass away. I think this is 
the message related to Sarajevo Notebooks and Vojka. Simply, we shouldn’t 
relax and believe that this person is doing this and let’s gather around this 
person, because this should be done by some sort of institutions. Now, who 
would establish them and who would fund them? It would be ideal if this 
was being done on an inter-governmental level, but we’ll see, this is still a 
thing of the future.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you. Enes?

Enes Halilović: Thank you. I’m very please I heard impressions and data 
from my colleagues. I support what the respected professor Lešić said, that 
these contacts should be intensified. Since Mladen is working at the ministry, 
he can suggest, or we can create an initiative to establish a ministerial 
conference where these ministers dealing with education or culture, or 
some officials in charge of this who are a part of the executive government, 
would sit together at the same table and that simultaneously there is 20-30 
cultural actors there. However, again this shouldn’t be only people dealing 
with publishing and festivals, but also the academic community where 
there are people running faculty departments, and to discover how to create 
joint projects which would potentially be jointly funded. But this shouldn’t 
only rely on some international, European institutions. Why? Because if an 
international organisation wanted this it would have created this not only 
for the Balkans, but also for our internal strengths. Why am I saying this? 
Not in vain. I was terrified by a piece of information the other day which 
I will share with you now. Dejan Tiago Stanković gave me an interview 
and he is our translator living and working in Lisbon. He told me that a 
student in Portugal when they go to primary schools and finish high school, 
during the 12 years of education they don’t have any mandatory literature 
included, a book they have to read. They can complete 12 years of primary 
and secondary education while practically being culturally illiterate. They 
are getting literate like this, they can calculate, write, and sign and so on. 
So where is the European Commission or the European Parliament to adopt 
a conclusion that children in Portugal have to read books? No, we have to 
realise our culture is our problem, our choice. We either want it or we don’t. 
Just like an individual wants to read books or study a language, the same 
goes for cities.

If we are creating something shared, there should be a shared fund, rather 
than depending on someone, writing letters to someone and that someone 
approves this or doesn’t approve it. They can always say: “We gave this much 
money for healthcare, and we gave for incubators”. It will always be the 
case the one giving finds something more important. I’m not against giving 
funds for incubators for a city, on the contrary, but I think funds should 
be given for getting to know each other as well. However, the question is 
again, to be frank, I’m a bit of a pessimist, the question is again to what 
extent it suits various internal and external centres of power that we get to 
know each other, to cooperate well. In 1935, America initiated a project and 
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hired 40,000 artists, painters, actors and writers in various cities, and this 
project of mass production of artworks lasted for seven years. In 1942 it was 
cancelled by the American President because he considered this project was 
capable of leading to communism. The question is to what extent centres 
of power and centres of financial power need freedom to exist. Thank you.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you very much Enes. Ana?

Ana Pejović: I agree with Andrea regards the idea of joint representation 
of post-Yugoslavian literature. I would really like if from this performance 
at the book fair, presenting over 20 writers from four German-speaking 
countries, we draw some conclusions on how to perceive a single market 
and in what way we could not only jointly present to foreign countries, but 
also help one another somehow in achieving our goals, promoting culture 
and literature as such. It seems to me, Enes’s words on mandatory and non-
mandatory literature are the future awaiting us as well, but I also think 
there’s no space for us to sit and wait to see what the ministry of education 
will adopt as lists of mandatory literature, but rather we have to put in our 
best effort and work on promoting good values, both institutionally and 
extra-institutionally. There, let’s finish on a positive note.

Mladen Vesković: Thank you Ana. Thanks, of course to all my correspondents 
today. My feeling is that there is at least a few more questions left 
insufficiently interpreted, but simply, our time is running out. I hope there 
will be more opportunities to speak in this number or greater ones. Thank 
you for your attention.
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TOPIC 3: REGIONAL COOPERATION; 
INTERNATIONALISATION AND 
STRATEGY OF POSITIONING IN 
EUROPE AND THE GLOBAL SOCIETY 
Regional cooperation in the field of museums and cultural 
heritage: key topics, potentials and challenges

Milica Tanasijević, South East European Heritage Network, Belgrade 

Tatjana Cvetićanin, Balkan Museum Network, Belgrade 

Goranka Horjan, ICOM SEE, Zagreb, Croatia 

Mirjana Slavković, Museum of Yugoslavia, Belgrade 

Moderator: Višnja Kisić, Europa Nostra Serbia, Belgrade

Višnja Kisić: Hi everyone and thank you for deciding to spend this 
afternoon listening about and discussing regional cooperation in the field 
of cultural heritage. Today, we have four guests with us, representatives of 
four important actors when it comes to cooperation in the field of heritage 
in the post-Yugoslavian area, and beyond. We have Gorjanka Horjan, 
President of ICOM SEE; Tatjana Cvetićanin, member of the executive board 
of the Balkan Museum Network; Milica Tanasijević, General Secretary of 
South East European Heritage Network; and Mirjana Slavković, curator and 
international cooperation coordinator of the Museum of Yugoslavia.  Our 
aim today is to merge their experiences and perspectives and speak about 
what the current key topics and contact points of regional cooperation are, 
and, of course, what are the further potentials in developing cooperation 
and strengthening the regional voice of the profession in this field. Dear 
Gorjanka, would you start with a short introduction on regional cooperation 
through ICOM SEE?

Goranka Horjan: ICOM SEE is responsible for professional cooperation in 
the museum sector, taking place through national committees and regional 
alliances such as ICOM South East Europe now, a network witnessing 
over ten years of operation. During this timeframe, truly a lot of steps 
forward were made, not only in establishing inter-museum cooperation 
of ten countries members of the network, but also in accomplishing a goal 
which was related to improving the state of cultural heritage in the entire 
region. After the initial meeting and regional conference “State of cultural 
and natural heritage in the Balkans”, held in Kladovo in 2006, numerous 
museums declared the problems they were facing, and it could be seen in a 
way that all these problems were truly infrastructural, professional, staff 
related, so all aspects of operation were included. We decided to approach 
solving these shared projects where capacities would be increased, as well 
as knowledge, capabilities, but also investments in regional museums. 
Some of them attempted this with more success, and some of them less so, 
however, during the ten years we still reached some advancements, maybe 
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not equally in all member countries, but this last, third regional conference 
held last year in December in Belgrade showed obvious progress. 

What ICOM South East Europe now actually wants in the following period is 
to continue these endeavours to improve conditions in museums, especially 
bearing in mind the bad state in storage spaces, depos. A great endeavour 
and effort has been invested there already, and we are continuing the 
projects we call RE-ORG depo or storage. We are working with the support of 
ICOM and ICCROM, so professional international organisations that possess 
great experience in improving and in a strategic approach to organising 
depos, from small steps forward in existing depos all the way to planning 
and constructing bigger preservation spaces. This can, for example, be 
taken into consideration as investment with the aid of EU fuds. I have to say 
that investing in depos includes very big investments and demanding ones, 
and maybe it will be possible to solve this for Croatia, as far as Zagreb is 
concerned, through integrated investment, and I believe this will be solved 
differently in other countries. However, I do believe this is one of the key 
projects.

Apart from these strategic and long-lasting projects, we are also involved 
in activities where we want to emphasise the importance of heritage. 
Likewise, this is one of the aims of Europa Nostra, so we want to join in this 
united way the European heritage alliance and the marking of European 
year of cultural heritage which will be 2018. It is really important that 
somehow, with joint forces, we try and lobby for a better position of culture 
in Europe, which, we have to say, has been secondary after the crisis, and it 
started being observed through the entrepreneurial lens, which eventually 
puts focus on purely one area that especially museums have in heritage 
institutions which brings numerous troubles. The next we are doing as 
an alliance are small cooperation projects where we strive to deal with 
the painful questions. These are projects such as examining the role of 
eco-museums. So in November in Belgrade there is a conference planned 
on the topic. Then the role of education in museums, so our colleagues 
in Banja Luka will also organise in June a three-day meeting of museum 
pedagogics. Then, in Zagreb there will be a seminar on how to create a good 
policy of collecting and in some way encourage museums to adopt plans 
of exchanging collections in strategic postulates, and we will have several 
topics now in May, September and November. Also, it should be said that 
colleagues, numerous museum workers, want cooperation in the field of 
promoting intangible heritage, where this area has a lot to say, there are 
many entries onto the UNESCO list of intangible heritage, and I believe we 
have to use this opportunity to become leaders, because we managed to 
preserve certain traditional expressions that belong to this circle. 

I also want to mention another project ICOM SEE will conduct in cooperation 
with the international committee of ICOM for regional museums and it deals 
with the topic of immigration, i.e. immigrants who are becoming citizens 
of our cities. The focus here is precisely the so called Balkan route, i.t. we 
want to detect if there is at all a connection of regional and city museums in 
documenting this phenomenon we are facing for the past several years and 
how this is conducted, what the experiences are, whether there are positive 
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examples. So, for all those who are interested, we will invite you during 
2017 when we want to collect personal data, and have a questionnaire in 
the first phase in order to try later, maybe on a sort of a workshop, to more 
specifically touch on the question which actually initiates other numerous 
moves we encounter, such as jams on borders, and the like. I think this is 
certainly something museums have to try to answer. 

So, this cooperation can be diverse, we also have a web page and we planned 
to continue with our newsletter, where there will be opportunities to 
present projects, and what we detected during the meeting today with our 
colleagues from the ICOM network of Serbia as a good attempt is to create 
a regional platform where exhibitions fit for exchange could be displayed. 
So, for examples, we know that every museum in the region can present 
something. This would be a project that should potentially be designed for 
this year 2018. We hope there will be interested parties and that we will 
be able to find a technical solution for this. There, I wouldn’t go further for 
now, thank you.

Višnja Kisić: This was an excellent introduction for the presentation of the 
Balkan Museum Network, which worked on a joint exhibition for the past 
two, three years, and before this we did travelling joint exhibitions in the 
entire region. Balkan Museum Network functions on different principles 
than ICOM of South East Europe, but the members of the network are also 
museums from the region.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Thank you, Višnja. Can we start the presentation?

Višnja Kisić: Yes.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Balkan Museum Network is truly a point of regional 
cooperation and it was created exactly due to cooperation and for 
cooperation. Our very motto, “Smarter, stronger, better together”, and the 
starting point “Join us to connect” are things pointing exactly to this. You 
will be able to learn what the values and aims of the network are, but just to 
say briefly that in 2006 we started a story on joint cooperation of countries 
of what was then the Western Balkans, as they liked it politically in the 
headlines, so we defined ourselves like this then, the Western Balkans, 
created as an agreement on shared needs and problems of museums in 
the region. From this initiative in 2006 until today, 11 years later, we grew 
into an independent organisation primarily dedicated to professional 
development, strengthening individual and institutional capacities, and a 
serious transformation of Balkan museums into something we consider to be 
important, which is open, democratic and relevant social subjects ad actors, 
and all due to and using project-based cooperation. The starting point, I said, 
were these shared needs, these were primarily also shared difficulties and 
it was, what I consider to be the most important, this recognition that only 
when while working together can museums have a considerably greater 
potential for change. The Balkan Museum Network has created and still is 
creating cooperation opportunities.

This was a long time ago, a great exhibition of eleven institutions was open at 
the same time. The simultaneous exhibition was called “Life and Love”, and 
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we continued through other various projects, but the basis of everything, 
and this is what we believe is truly important, is integrative, active learning 
based on experience through different joint projects. All programmes are 
created based on needs and problems notices by the network members 
themselves as essential. These are museum professionals, but not only 
museum professionals. It seems to us that precisely this bottom up approach 
by the core actors in the project makes the activities of the Balkan Museum 
Network relevant for the region. The topics are not imposed on us, we are 
choosing them ourselves, and it is exactly the way we are functioning and 
getting institutions to meet, and what was always interesting to me is that 
as an independent network we are gathering state institutions, a number 
of non-governmental organisation and a lot of individual members who all 
want to create a better society through heritage.

To initiate this entire process, and this is something we must not forget, we 
have to know which region we are located in and in what way the region is 
burdened by different things, but primarily by experiences we had of recent 
conflicts and the war. We were created with the aid of the international 
community, primarily Cultural heritage without borders, which recognises 
cooperation and cooperation development as the main spot of overcoming 
conflicts and the moment of expanding, sort of, peace in the region. In 2006, 
actors which were included had a very limited opportunity for cooperation, 
and the appearance of Cultural heritage without borders was important in 
initiating this international meeting and starting and finding a spaces where 
we could openly talk and communicate, primarily us, the professionals, 
about a variety of experiences and the diverse attitudes we had in relation 
to what was the most painful and the greatest obstacle at the moment, 
and these were various conflicts, dissonant heritage, which is something 
Višnja can tell us more about. Simply, all programmes and all projects we 
developed were directed towards changing museums, but we believed 
these museum changes cannot happen by changing the entire institution, 
this is impossible, but rather, through changing each individual employee, 
everyone working in the museum, but also by changing the manner in 
which museums treat the community they are in, their primary audience, 
and the manner in which they bring in new audience. Therefore, two 
main areas of activity were opening museums, availability and inclusion, 
based on the social model of inclusion and the other important segment for 
museums, and heritage in general, is interpretation and overcoming what 
we currently have in museums, which is a lot of information, rather than 
interpretation. I repeat, in everything we do, and we are mostly working on 
the social model of inclusion and interpretations, we use learning, personal 
and professional, in order to achieve both the basis for cooperation and 
the manner in which people through active experiential learning change 
themselves, and then slowly all their institutions as well.

Our activities are different, you see them here as well, but the main one is 
the conference we call Meet, See, Do. It took place five times until today, and 
this is a conference based on the core idea of a museum open for everyone 
and with presenting new tendencies and practices which disappeared in 
needs of museums and needs of the community, but the conference does not 
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host only lectures, rather, the main axis are the workshops, i.e. practical 
solutions offered to conference attendees, simple and applicable knowledge 
that can open a space to them to solve certain problems they have in their 
museums. The other important thing for Meet, See, Do is that we now 
created a space there for meetings of museum professionals and all parties 
interested in heritage of the Balkan region, but indeed, I would say, it is a 
safe place, an open space. For example, places where conferences took place, 
from Novi Sad to Priština, which all of us here can realise what it looked 
like and how complicated this can be shows precisely the openness I am 
referring to. What I am constantly repeating is that we cannot forget that 
in the region which is still burdened by recent conflicts, political situations, 
but as much as we were tied to reconciliation processes at the beginning, 
we are now, to the same extent, becoming a displaying place, and this is the 
second segment of what I believe is important for the region, that there is 
great knowledge in the region and experts can be found here as well, and 
that we don’t have the need to have some European experts come over due 
to a cooperation project. The network is truly trying to organise various 
things. For some of these we are slowly achieving that museum professionals 
included be the change they want to see. What we are unsuccessful in is 
what we will speak about in difficulties and problems, and this is the last 
part, to truly become a strong collective voice. For heritage this is what we 
are, but I am not sure to what extent we are this for museum professionals 
yet. I this is what awaits us in the future.

Višnja Kisić: Thank you. There is a lot of questions opening up now here, 
and it is good that we come back to some of them later. The South East 
Europe Heritage Network was created with the same idea, with the same 
encouragement of “Cultural heritage without borders”, approximately 
at the same time, just focussed on the non-governmental sector and non-
governmental organisations which at the moment even had a bigger desire 
for cooperation, and less obstacles in cooperation. What is the situation like 
today? What is the heritage of this network and what does the South East 
Europe Heritage Network do?

Milica Tanasijević: The heritage network has a lot of similarities with 
the Balkan Museum Network which was also created from a need. The 
founding year is the same, 2006. The initiative came from within the non-
governmental sector which had the need to create a network and accomplish 
cooperation which was not simple at the moment, or later. So, again Cultural 
heritage without borders was the one to initiate the meeting of non-
governmental organisations, twelve at the time from our region popularly 
called the Western Balkans. However, later the number of members 
increased and today it amounts to approximately 30. Not all members are 
still active, unfortunately, because the fields of work and interest changed, 
but regardless of this the network is getting new members, so in the past 
year and a half we gained five, that is, eight new members form the non-
governmental sector dealing with cultural heritage. What is very interesting 
for me when it comes to members of this network is that the field of work 
in heritage itself is very wide, so there are members dealing with projects, 
you all know them, such as regional camps organised by Cultural heritage 
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without borders, and so on. There are very strong and stable members, that 
are all stable, and then there are members which are less familiar and as 
I wanted to say, this field of work is very wide, from crafts to restoration 
and conservation. The network witnessed both highs and lows during the 
11 years, but it persevered, again due to the need and desire of the non-
governmental sector to become empowered and be even stronger in mutual 
cooperation and communication.

What the network is mostly doing currently is spreading information on all 
things that could potentially be of interest to members from this field, so 
they can expand their knowledge, information on conferences, workshops 
and so on. What we are doing on the yearly level is that each year members 
meet, and there is this annual meeting where experiences are exchanged, 
what has happened in the previous year, which proved to be very useful and 
effective for members, because somehow this reconnects them, regardless 
of them being connected through our mailing list, website, and so on, but 
personal contact is very important for them. From my personal experience, 
I think this is very good, due them having similar problems because the 
region has similar problems politically. Then they understand each other 
much more easily when they are together and new ideas for new cooperation 
and projects happen.

Višnja Kisić: It is interesting that, as opposed to museum members, the 
members of this network deal with various forms of heritage – many of them 
deal with immovable cultural heritage, some of them deal with documenting 
and documenting practices. On the one hand, it is hard to find the common 
denominator that can be interesting for all members of the network, and on 
the other hand this diversity is a great strength of the network because all 
members support each other through different knowledge.

Milica Tanasijević: Yes, that’s right, and I also think their different fields 
of activity can connect them in the same projects because you can find….
only English words come to my mind. Since they are dealing with different 
aspects, this opens a greater chance in certain cooperation projects, and a 
possibility.

Višnja Kisić: What might be interesting – when we speak about regional 
exchange of knowledge and the question of whether we should bring 
experts from abroad to learn about new achievements and practices – is 
that a platform for the exchange of good projects, i.e. good practices was 
developed. This is similar to what ICOM SEE is doing when it comes to 
possible exchange of exhibitions and travelling exhibitions. In the South 
East Europe Heritage Network the idea is that you don’t have to reinvent and 
initiate some projects that had good results, but rather, they become a sort 
of a database, methodology, and knowledge base that can be exchanged. 
I think it would be good if we moved on to Mirjana’s presentation, who 
will, from the perspective of the Museum of Yugoslavia, speak about how 
and why they are thinking about regional cooperation and what are the 
direction they are going in.

Mirjana Slavković: First of all, I would like to thank you in the name of 
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all my colleagues for this invitation. It was a little bit unusual to be in the 
company of networks as an institution, we received the invitation to present 
ourselves, and I will speak in the name of our Director, Neda Knežević who 
is travelling, and I want to say at the beginning that I also have Katarina 
Živanović and Marija Đorgović beside me, who also have this “title” of 
international cooperation coordinator, but, in fact, most of our colleagues 
deal with international cooperation on various levels. The Museum of 
Yugoslavia exists since ‘96 (from 1996 to 2017 under the name Museum of 
Yugoslav History). During the first years international cooperation was 
more realised through big guest exhibitions, so these were the Chinese 
bronze, Scandinavian design, and so on. Since some time around 2008 there 
were attempts to tie the programme focus with the name of the museum, 
and since then through different activities we strived to deal with history of 
Yugoslavia, political, social, cultural history and so on. The very name of the 
institution undoubtedly points to what is today called regional cooperation.

Here we immediately come to, although now might not be a proper occasion 
to speak about this, but we immediately come to the story of Yugoslavian 
heritage and what kind of identities successor states are now building. 
Basically, more or less we can find a common denominator, and this is the 
fact that this part of our shared history is mostly perceived by political elites 
as undesirable heritage. We are all building new national identities, so in 
relation to this, we probably prefer dealing with national histories, and not 
a period that connects us. In our opinion this is the main challenge, but 
still in other countries we are encountering colleagues who are interested 
in cooperation and it appears we are succeeding, and it’s not only that it 
appears, but indeed numerous projects were realised. We can discuss 
cooperation projects at length, but I tried to select a few big ones that were 
realised in the previous few years, and then I will list what we are doing this 
year, so we don’t spend a lot of time there.

The project New Old Museum was initiated in 2009. Actually the museum 
published a call for regional experts who are interested in being included 
in our work on the permanent exhibition. This started with one conference, 
and there were numerous young experts present. Later this sparked a group 
working on the exhibition itself, and we received an exhibition which 
didn’t become the permanent exhibition later on, however, I think this was 
a very interesting experiment and a very good practice at the moment, and 
a good move of the museum which has only just positioned itself, which 
was building its team, its capacities, it was still developing. Also, there was 
the Recorded memories project which stemmed from the initiative of the 
Goethe Institute, gathering around twenty artists from 11 countries of the 
region which took place in the museum, but there were also projects we 
initiated ourselves through different types of contacts. In time, it appears, 
we managed to position ourselves so people recognise and recommend us, 
and then networking goes much easier. We also worked with contemporary 
artists, we worked with different artists on some kind of re-contextualisation 
and a new interpretation of our photo-archive and the collection of photo 
albums. These were the exhibitions “Travelling Communiqué” and “Plameni 
pozdravi”. I wouldn’t go into individual projects now.
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During 2017, all exhibitions we are planning and what we did so far are 
actually projects of international cooperation. I think the Museum of 
Yugoslavia actually doesn’t have another possible way of functioning and 
this is clear. There are Jugo, moja Jugo - gastarbajterske price (Yugoslavia, my 
dear Yugoslavia – gastarbeiter stories), where we had very good cooperation 
with the Museum of Contemporary Art from Zagreb, with local museums, 
several experts from Austria and Germany. What is very important here 
is the exhibition we didn’t produce, however, it is very important for us 
that it took place in the Museum and these are Lessons from ‘91, a project of 
photo-association of Croatia, Slovenia and Serbia aided by the Association 
Organ vida, which in fact presents war photography from the nineties, with 
autographs of authors the way the way they are giving them to agencies, 
and in fact this tells the story about what happened with these photos later, 
as the cover pages in newspapers were very frequently subtitled in a very 
different context. Moreover, there is the exhibition Tito in Africa we are yet 
to work on during the end of the year and which we are realising within 
the international project Socialism goes global of the University of Exeter 
with the topic of connections between the countries of the Second and the 
Third World during the Cold War. In Rijeka, the exhibition The Return to the 
Moon, done by our curators in cooperation with curators from the Maritime 
Museum from Rijeka. Currently, the museum is involved in four projects 
funded by various European funds. We have the Heroes we love within 
Creative Europe which we are completing now. There is also the project 
Visual Archive of Yugoslavia we realised in cooperation with Switzerland, 
with the University of Basel, programme SCOPES supporting scientific 
cooperation, and based on this we received good digitalisation equipment, 
significantly increased the fund and we received, among other things, the 
legacy of photographer Stevan Kragujević who worked for the newspapers 
Politika his entire work career. We are becoming a place people trust and 
decide to entrust their legacy for safekeeping. There is also the project 
financed by Horizon 2020 Meaningful participation, about games and 
playing in museums, and also the project Contemporary European applied 
history within Erasmus which is at its beginning. This is now a very brief 
version, I don’t know if there is a need to go further, this is an introduction of 
sorts. We can further talk about challenges and how the team will manage.

Višnja Kisić: Yes, thank you. It appears we could further reflect on three 
topics and within these on some possibilities, challenges and cooperation. 
The question of Yugoslavian heritage and shared past, and related to this 
conflicts in the Balkans and the process of reconciliation, museisation 
of Yugoslavia and Yugoslavian heritage. What is the position of this in 
organisations such as ICOM South East Europe which is striving to have a 
much wider view and has wider membership than any of these networks 
or the History Museum of Yugoslavia? The second question is for Gorjanka, 
since she mentioned that economic discourses are increasingly entering the 
domain of culture and cultural heritage on the European level. What are 
the opportunities for museums and organisations in the field of cultural 
heritage, and what are the challenges and possible traps of embracing this 
entrepreneurial, economic narrative the politicians are demanding and 
asking of us, along with policies which should be based on measurable facts, 
the data?
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Goranka Horjan: After the economic crisis, in work evaluations in 
institutions and in culture in general, some other criteria started being 
applied that our expert community wasn’t accustomed to, or isn’t 
accustomed to yet. So, in a way, on the one hand, there is an attempt to prove 
that investments in museums and culture are not a mere expense, but rather 
something that pays off, and on the other hand when you translate all of this 
into the language of numbers and when mathematical calculations show 
some results, and this is especially visible when you are working on big 
infrastructural projects so you are obligated to produce feasibility studies 
with analyses of costs and benefits, then we also, as a profession, have to 
face the fact that numbers are not our allies. When we speak about financial 
returns, direct returns, certainly the heritage sector is not something where 
investment is going to prove as paying off, and I think museums should 
avoid participating in debates on this level. 

The places where museums contribute to society, and each contribution 
to society has its measurable economic effect, though this is not easily 
measured, is what we should insist on. When we speak about economic 
effects, they are truly big, but not in the direct sense of having revenue from 
museum destinations, from ticket sales, on workshops or some services 
museum can sometimes offer. It should be said that these are effects 
which for example contribute to the development of the destination, an 
increased number of visitors when we speak about tourism. On the other 
hand, investing in museum buildings, certain urban and rural areas are 
being revitalised, and then an increase in real estate occurs, an increase 
in products and services in the area, of commercial services, any kind of 
investments and construction investment, and there’s an entire series of 
benefits that come parallel with this. What emerges as a problem is when 
museums actually in a way start making profits through their building 
which might not be attractively arranged, so they actually stop museum 
activities in the museum and this initiates space renting for celebrity events, 
marriage ceremonies, promotions of anything, from washing machines to 
computers and TVs, and you easily enter a story when these profits entering 
the museum become the main motive why you will rent your space for this 
purpose each evening, and you will not try to have exhibitions, pedagogical 
workshops, to work on programmes for socially disadvantaged groups, 
and the like. This is where really there is a responsibility of those working 
in museums in order for them to know how to evaluate and balance this 
approach to one thing or another. I think what we should certainly have 
in mind is that in addressing authorities such as founders, the Ministry of 
Culture, City or Municipality or whoever, this language of numbers cannot 
be dominant, i.e. you should always emphasise all those social effects a 
museum has in education, in forming citizens as responsible and worthy 
people who will later contribute to the entire community, rather than boil it 
down to counting visitors who entered the museum.

Višnja Kisić: This is an important topic. Europa Nostra conducted a 
comprehensive research two years ago, with several more European 
partners and universities, attempting to map different case studies and 
different researches dealing precisely with the influence of heritage, not 
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only in European development, but also in the social, ecologic and cultural 
ones. This resulted in a publication entitled Cultural heritage counts for 
Europe, bringing a very optimistic image of what heritage can do. When you 
read this report, it appears as if heritage can do almost anything. And it can, 
it just depends under which conditions, at what price and with what kind of 
compromises in this context. What we are working on now as Europa Nostra 
Serbia is translating a short report, a summary report of approximately 
forty pages to Serbian and organising a conference in June where we will 
deal with what the data and this document means for this region which is 
significantly different in the political, economic and social sense than, for 
example, Great Britain where all these sorts of researches and projects are 
dominant. How should we as a sector use this lobbying without falling into 
a trap? 

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Višnja prepared us a bit. There was a question, what the 
shared topics and trend could be when we speak about regional cooperation. 
I actually think that, since we witnessed and we all travelled in the region, 
there are numerous examples how heritage is actually changing in various 
ways, so I think that a good joint project could actually be precisely what I 
like to call “I count”. Truly, cultural heritage counts for Southeast Europe as 
well. I would go back to Yugoslavia. This is not the only topic, and it should 
not be the only topic, and we mustn’t forget this, to forget the region of 
Southeast Europe also includes Greece and Bulgaria and if we want serious 
regional cooperation, we cannot enclose ourselves into this singular story of 
ours, the Yugoslavian one, and thus exclude Albania, Bulgaria, Greece and 
Romania. However, the manner in which we treat historical heritage, the 
manner of presenting heritage, the manner we interpret is a part of what 
could be a very important story, because everyone has this kid of something 
that is problematic, that puts them in a conflict with their neighbours, 
something creating a problem in the region, and in that respect these are 
important stories. I think it is very important to start from the region, rather 
than in some kind of interpretation, whether the topic is the Yugoslavian 
one, or if it is about some other topic related to the interpretation of the 
dissonant, problematic and shared heritage, it mustn’t happen that in this 
regional cooperation leading partners are the ones coming outside of the 
region. We have such cooperation examples which, from my perspective, 
didn’t end well precisely due to the fact they weren’t led by people from the 
region, but they rather just participated as someone who was there to make 
the numbers.

Višnja Kisić: I think we have this kind of examples, for example, recently 
the nomination of Stećci was included in the UNESCO list of global cultural 
heritage, which is a shared, regional nomination, again of very sensitive 
heritage in terms of interpretation, from the medieval period. There is also 
the example of the exhibition “Imagining the Balkans” which included 
the entire South East Europe, however, interestingly, in all these project 
donator policies play a major role in who can participate and who cannot. 
Then, an interesting situation within this project was that Turkey, as a great 
colonial force nations liberated themselves from at the moment it was being 
interpreted, during the 19th century, participated in the project and in the 
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end left the project because they couldn’t find an acceptable narrative… 
Somehow, this negative image of Ottoman heritage in the Balkans is so 
dominant that they could not find a place in this story. At the same time, 
Austria or Hungary didn’t participate as the second colonial force which 
was at that moment an important factor in the Balkans because today in 
donator policies Austria and Hungary are Central Europe or Europe. The 
Balkan Museum Network had the same problem for a long time.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Regional cooperation was only related to programmers 
the Swedish government was funding at the time. The Swedish government 
chose what was called the Western Balkans in the Western Balkans. Since 
we registered in 2007, i.e. we successfully registered in 2015, so we had nine 
years of very interesting experiences, and at the moment we registered as 
independent, this moment of defining who and in what manner stopped, 
and this is the moment when Greece started being involved, and now we 
have a completely different image and new dynamics, and this is very 
important. I am going back to the question of donators for non-governmental 
organisations. Target groups are very important for us and this is one of the 
issues, because it is absolutely known who, how much, in what way and 
where from someone can receive funds. This is the problem of the region — 
there is a very small number of donators and there is a very small number 
of competitions where we can participate as leading partners. We always 
have to have someone else. It mostly happens that in a cooperation leading 
partners are someone else, lie in Horizon as well, and it is the same in other 
places, and this can also create an obstacle and a problem.

Višnja Kisić: An important topic currently is the big challenge of maintaining 
the non-governmental sector in this region, where the idea of heritage being 
a dominant question of institutions is still valid, that the biggest support 
goes there, and that the potential or encouragement that existed during 
the 2000s, where there was big support by international donators now no 
longer exists. What does this mean now for network members and what are 
cooperation possibilities of institutional and extra-institutional actors? This 
is also a question for Mira, because the History Museum of Yugoslavia is a 
point cooperating with both artists and non-governmental organisations. 
But yes, Milica, you go first. 

Milica Tanasijević: The non-governmental sector doesn’t have a very 
good reputation in our region. Regardless, funds are very limited so in the 
majority of countries the ministries of culture define the fund in advance 
and allocate it to institutions, so there is almost nothing left for the non-
governmental sector. However, there are cooperation projects between 
the non-governmental sector and institutions, so it’s not like you cannot 
do anything. Moreover, as you said, this issue of foreign funds moving to 
some other fields and other regions, this is a problem, however, I think 
that regardless of all these difficulties, the non-governmental sector, for 
example organisations members of our network, I believe that some of 
them have such good reputations, they are so full of knowledge and experts 
that I truly don’t think their work will be left unnoticed and they won’t be 
able to continue their work due to all problems this region has for the non-
governmental sector.
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Višnja Kisić: I think that is ok. Now really, what I am interested in from 
Mira’s perspective, but also yours, is what the potentials for cooperation 
are not only like we just levelled and separated them. Some of them are 
dealing with cooperation in the region of South East Europe between 
museums, museum institutions, the Balkan Museum Network again with 
cooperation between museums, with now individual membership and the 
discrete entry of other actors, SEE Heritage Network now reigns over the 
non-governmental sector. How do we overlap these stories, not only on the 
level of the networks, but also on the level of individual actors?

Tatjana Cvetićanin: I would just like to add something. For example, as 
far as these projects are concerned, it was proven in the past two years 
that the network is a truly important factor because in numerous projects 
it is precisely required that the partner is a network. Not an individual 
organisation, but a network. Apart from the network being able to empower 
its members in this way and leave some projects to them, it can also stand 
out. I just wanted to say this.

Mirjana Slavković: I certainly agree. Sometimes it seems to me that we 
have cooperated more with independent organisations, especially at the 
beginning and that it was easier to bring a group of artists or organise a 
cooperation with them, because sometimes institutions have this moment 
of caution and carefully listening for the political situation and also auto-
censoring… And in the media politicians frequently play this card of a 
strenuous situation. We have a specific example of cooperating with an 
institutions where this institution did not receive support for this project, 
even though we did research two years in advance, we did the research 
jointly, and the exhibition was supposed to take place both here and there, 
and in the end simply it was politically arranged, I don’t know how, and 
the exhibition didn’t happen in the other place. This is an example, but it is 
possible that non-governmental organisations are already somehow used 
to this stigma. I remember some of our limitations and dilemmas whether 
now when all these ridiculous affair are happening, with chocolate bars, 
in the media this is “inflated” in such a manner, whether we will receive 
support for a project of regional cooperation. Simply, these things do not 
play the right role. Apart from institutions, we frequently cooperate with 
non-governmental organisations, and this is good because we have some 
capacities and knowledge a smaller organisation doesn’t, however, they 
have contacts, some other skills we lack. It is certainly good to take an 
additional step forward and to potentially form a network and to join the 
existing ones. I believe that for some administration, organisation it would 
even be easier to work in this way.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: We are truly a network, and it is not easier.

Mirjana Slavković: No, no, I don’t think you are not, but why are these two 
networks? Why is it not a single network or why are they not overlapping? 
Why is it important whether you are a museum or a non-governmental 
organisation? Essentially we are doing similar things and there is a lot to be 
learnt and changed there.
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Tatjana Cvetićanin: I would go back to the non-governmental sector. They 
are more mobile, we simply have more space for institutional connecting on 
various levels in the entire region, but they are simply slower. In this sense, 
it is much easier, and they are more mobile in general, but with institutions 
as well connecting very much depends on individuals, and there we cannot 
possibly speak about the entire institution being ready to cooperate, but 
rather there is always someone there, a singular core willing to develop 
any kind of international, cross-border and all other projects. Now, these 
individuals gathered in non-governmental organisations are simply even 
more mobile since they don’t have procedural things behind them. But there 
is cooperation. What is sad is that these cooperation projects in cultural 
heritage are much less visible than cooperation projects in theatrical plays 
or creative industries. They are longer, more complicated, less efficient, but 
they exist.

Višnja Kisić: Yes, this is another question. This has been for a long time a 
question for the South East Europe Heritage Network: how not only to stay 
there for your members as a network and to build capacity of your members, 
but also to be the voice of cultural heritage in the public and send some 
messages and information which are a bit different than the ones being 
promoted in the media in the moments when the situation is being inflated? 
How to promote cultural heritage, not only as an individual museum or 
an individual non-governmental organisation within your programmes, 
because everyone is doing this, but rather as a network, as the region?

Goranka Horjan: This is very difficult. The media today have a policy 
of publishing that you cannot influence as a sector. What is important to 
them is what will sell them a larger number of copies on the market, so 
when we speak about exhibitions, they are interested in a context out of 
which they will both take out of in a distorted way and interpret something 
that will bring them readers. But it doesn’t even have to be this situation. I 
am following what is being written in our newspapers, the ones with the 
biggest circulation in Croatia, how much space this news is receiving. If you 
did anything good, in any museum on any topic, you will get some small 
articles, but if you imported an exhibition, a third-class traveling exhibition 
of Giacometti, Picasso, Tiepolo, out of the blue there are two pages on it, and 
what is good in this entire context is that the main thing is what the amount 
of insurance is you paid to bring this exhibition here. Here you actually 
see a really different structure of journalists today as opposed to what you 
had twenty, thirty years ago. This is written by freelancers who might not 
be familiar with the sector and then their point is to write what they think 
citizens are interested in. I don’t know who is being so happy about this, but 
obviously someone is reading this.

Milica Tanasijević: These are really some sort of digital media, you are 
completely right, we can give up on a general level the classical ones. There 
are always examples, though. It seems to me that museums individually and 
as networks succeed in communicating through different profiles on social 
networks, and you can distribute these small stories without an effort. For 
example, this channel where minutes are very expensive, you cannot do 
anything there, unless you are placing some similar sort of information.
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Goranka Horjan: Yes, but the problem is that the information circulates 
in a specific circle following you. In this way you also build support, and 
if you don’t reach citizens, you are unimportant, both media-wise and in 
real space. Hence, you importance in the society is evaluated on this, this 
is the way you build support for museum project. If you are invisible, there 
is simply no financial support by any funder, because you simply don’t 
exist, and neither does what you will make and invest an effort in. Actually, 
even in the sector itself people are not sufficiently engaged, apart from 
individuals, which is what we spoke about and emphasised significantly. It 
is not the institution that is doing something, it is the people inside it. So an 
institution is comprised of people, and people are mostly capital, and if they 
are inert and disinterested to work for their museum, project or cooperation 
with other, then it is simply hard to have good results there.

Višnja Kisić: Maybe now you should get involved as well, especially with a 
focus on what some potential cooperation fields we should pay attention to 
are, what challenges we should talk about are, but also try to change them. 
Especially now in the context of creating a small information database 
regards what we spoke about here, it is important that we have different 
perspectives and your different experiences.

Smiljana Novičić (from the audience): My name is Smiljana Novičić from 
the Touristic Organisation of Serbia. Firstly, it is a pleasure and I thank you 
for the invitation. I am very glad colleagues from the governmental and 
the non-governmental sectors are cooperating. Even though my question 
is not directly related to what you talked about, in a way it is, because 
we are also dealing with promoting tourism in Serbia, where cultural-
historical heritage, museums, intangible and tangible, it is all included in 
the touristic offer. There are also colleagues from museums we have very 
good cooperation with. Of course, the question doesn’t have anything to 
do with what you talked about, however simply in Serbia, it appears to 
me, even though I’m an art historian by education, from the position of 
promoting tourism it appears to me that the connection and cooperation 
between cultural institutions and touristic institutions is very weak. What 
are the possibilities to work on this, for the museum institutions to realise 
the possibility of promoting and the higher quality of their life through 
tourism? We all travel and we all know that museum live off of tourism 
globally, and here this just doesn’t happen. What are the chances to transfer 
the experiences from the region, from Croatia, Romania, wherever from to 
museums here and for the working hours of museums to cease ending at 
5 p.m., but rather on some days at 8 or 10 p.m., I don’t know when on the 
weekends, for websites to exist in English?

Tatjana Cvetićanin: I feel insulted (laughter). We are working very hard in 
this field in Serbia.

Smiljana Novičić: No, no, let me tell you, I know this. I just want to tell you. 
I always defend museums since I somehow take it personally and people 
attack museum workers and I always defend them. But you know, when 
you are supposed to five a website for the promotion of tourism, and the 
museum doesn’t have a website in English, this is where it ends. I want to 
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know whether within the cooperation you spoke about, and regards the 
topic of projects, joint exhibitions, and so on, and I liked what you said for 
interpretations this should be done to, is there such a type of exchange, on 
this basic level?

Tatjana Cvetićanin: I will now reply in her stead, six months ago, nine 
months, when ICOM’s meeting took place on Zlatibor… Two years ago? Ok. 
A publication was published and in this publication you can see several 
countries from the region cooperating in this field. Museums are very much 
involved. The basic problem is that we understand the question of a tourist 
as: “A man from Pančevo arrived to Belgrade and he is not a tourist for us”. 
If you have a country where people don’t travel much, and in our country 
people don’t travel much, or if you have a country where people from one 
country have a problem entering another country because they need a visa 
and they wonder how they will arrive, this also creates a certain issue. If we 
organise a congress in Priština, and people from Bosnia and Herzegovina 
travel via Montenegro and Macedonia in order to enter there, we have an 
issue with these open touristic paths. I believe a few more things need to 
settle down, but a lot of museums here in Belgrade and outside of Belgrade 
have working hour different than from nine to five. They are much more 
open. This is not ideal, but in comparison to ten years ago, this changed.

Goranka Horjan: Here, if I may, since I worked on this a lot in my previous 
institution which was the third most visited museum in Croatia. The first 
are the Dubrovnik walls, Dubrovnik museums, and the second one is the 
Pula Arena. We were, therefore, the third, with the Museum of Krapina 
Neandethals. We were open every day, morning to evening, from 9 a.m. 
until 8 p.m. The Museum of Krapina Neanderthals was visited by 150,000 
people during the first year, whereas three touristic agencies received 
support from the Ministry of Tourism to lead organised groups down the 
Neanderthal paths, and we signed an agreement with them for two more 
locations. From these three tourist agencies, with the Neanderthal path 
programmes, no person arrived to the museum. Not even one. Because 
touristic organisation which are the main tour operators in the country 
don’t take tourists to museum. And this is simple. The tourist sector never 
does, the operational part, I am not speaking about tourism communities or 
the ministry of tourism who are regularly on every meeting when we speak 
about cultural tourism, but those who should operationally bring people 
to a museum, they are not there. And I’m asking you, do you have a single 
group in Belgrade, now at this very moment, which has interest in visiting 
a museum? In that case everyone will certainly keep their museums open 
from 6 to 8, 9 and 10, if an interested group comes and pays the entry to 
this museum. They simply don’t exist. I came to Zagreb and experienced a 
cultural shock when I saw that all those tourists mentioned lately, the 25% 
increase in tourist visits to the capital, but not to museums, because they 
don’t go to museums. These famous Chinese and Korean tourists who come, 
at 7.30 they are rushing by the museum, by the theatre and they are going 
to the quick overview of the Upper City, and then they bolt to Plac then they 
have rest time at a hotel and then they go to Plitvice. No one has museum 
guides. Maybe some poor soul that stumbles upon the museum on their 
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own, and this is then called a tourist visit, but the tourism sector didn’t do 
absolutely anything to attract people to the museums.

Smiljana Novičić: On several occasions, we initiated meetings and invited 
tourist agencies to accept our annual topics of promoting this or that which 
was about the topic of cultural-historical heritage, to include their offers, 
and then they start this, and after a month or two none of this is on the 
websites or anywhere else. At least on the websites it doesn’t hurt, it can be 
there.

Goranka Horjan: We have the museum open up to 22 hours, I said this 
during the Days of Croatian Tourism, where there were also discussions on 
the working hours of museums. I said: “Well, dear colleague, we are open. 
You should just bring the people”. I gave her my number and we invited a TV 
crew for everyone to see when the tourists you brought will enter my open 
museum. Not a single one entered. This a fairy tale being told without being 
based on any real indicators at all.

Višnja Kisić: Yes, I think this is often a monologue we are having in culture, 
about the potential of cultural tourism.

Nikola Krstović (from the audience): In many questions, especially when 
it comes to funding cultural tourism, these are not dialogues. Regards this 
now superior position of all others in relation to the question of heritage, 
i.e. people dealing with culture of heritage in museums, this is typical. 
This is not personal, but I also have to say, I live in Zlatibor, a touristic 
centre functioning in such a manner that touristic agencies charge only a 
percentage to people who bring guests on their own. So touristic agencies, 
and there is thirty of them in Zlatibor, none of them doesn’t have even a 
single problem for any touristic or natural location in Zlatibor. People make 
do on their own. The tourist organisation in Zlatibor wasn’t present at the 
mentioned ICOM at all. They left the organisation of the touristic seminar to 
the museum. This is a completely trivial relationship where this philosophy 
is adopted: “we need to grow just below 25% and this automatically means 
everything is done”. No, guides are horrible. Tourism as it is is of horrible 
quality and museums are far above what is being served to the horrible, 
primitive “sandwich-tourism”. This is no longer the role of museums and 
the cultural offer, this is the role of touristic workers, to raise their level of 
treating tourists. This is definitely so.

If we are to speak about the entire Balkans, I am speaking starting from 
Dubrovnik which is the highlight of everything we can imagine, all the way 
to smaller environments in general, I definitely believe the problem is not 
in the cultural offer or in the manner cultural officials feel and sympathise 
with what we did speak about in the offer, because almost all of them are 
tourists and they understand what it means to travel, but rather it is in the 
manner how superficially, in my opinion, the tourism profession is treating 
tourists who also have these demands. I apologise for expressing this very 
emotionally, but this is truly the case. And these questions cannot be asked 
any more, to be honest. These are the questions we should ask the other side.

Višnja Kisić: But there is no other side.



445

A person from the audience: You just said the words “touristic institutions”. 
Which ones? Which are the touristic institutions? Touristic Organisation of 
Serbia and Belgrade?

Milica Tanasijević: Touristic organisations and touristic agencies.

A person from the audience: This is another question. And I am very 
disturbed by it and I experience millions of nervous breakdowns, and this 
is: we receive subventions, culture is not bringing us any revenue, it has 
no effect. Absolutely all official analyses, scientific and professional show 
that this is an absurdity, that it is a fact. To me, the question that arises is 
what this agriculture is from. What kind of agriculture are we awarding 
subventions? It’s not only we are paying for it, we are also awarding it 
subventions. What are we doing with these companies in Serbia?

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Snow fell and raspberries were destroyed.

A person from the audience: No, I just explained it’s not this at all. What 
are we doing with these twenty or however many public companies there 
are in Serbia? This also exists in Croatia, in Bosnia, it exists in Montenegro, 
wherever. And it is always culture on the stage having political authority 
which asks this question: what are you doing? This is the first question, 
what exactly you are doing. Nothing.

Nikola Krstović: The problem actually is the fact we are having the integrity 
of our profession scattered to all possible sides.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: This is exactly what I thought, since Višnja asked what 
we thought was important we did and what would be important to exist that 
nobody is dealing with in the region. My reply to this question was precisely 
that I have an issue with the Balkan Museum Network, regardless of me 
being its President, because we still don’t have enough strength, and I think 
the moment has come for us as precisely an umbrella institution to deal 
with this position of professionals and in general the position of culture, 
and to be an advocacy, to advocate for some our rights and recognition. We 
are very much scattered and I just realised the Balkan Museum Network 
can be ICOM, we can be someone who should deal with this representation 
of museum heritage in front of decision makers. This is what I believe would 
be important that we do. This is one of our goals and then we are reaching 
situations when people are contacting us, they lost their jobs, bad things 
happen, issues with projects, their projects are being stolen and renamed. 
You know, a variety of things. New laws are in the making and they didn’t 
consult anyone. It’s not just that we still don’t have a good reaction, and I 
think regional cooperation would potentially place us in a better position.

Višnja Kisić: We have in the audience some of the colleagues from the 
Institute for the Preservation of Cultural Monuments who were seldom a 
part of this story, because cooperation in the field of immovable heritage 
predominantly took place through ministries of culture and through 
institutes as institutions, and in fact everyone was working from their own 
country. Regional cooperation and regional projects were never established.
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A person from the audience: I have just one statement. It appears to me that 
museums are really in big trouble, but this regional cooperation is still more 
advanced in comparison to regional cooperation when it comes to services 
dealing with immovable cultural heritage. Actually, there is no cooperation, 
not only in places where we could methodologically improve our work, 
research, projects, but also there is no cooperation even in places where it 
is necessary. We now have a situation that the project of reconstructing the 
postament of the Monument of Gratitude to France was completed and that 
we didn’t realise any sort of cooperation with the Museum of Ivan Meštrović 
in Split which actually also possesses the castings. This is made completely 
arbitrarily, without a deeper analysis, let alone cooperation.

Some of you even mentioned this, within institutions there are cores of 
people who have personal inititative to start some sort of cooperation. Two or 
three years ago I had the opportunity to meet a colleague from Split dealing 
with conservation, and by chance we met at the promotion of conservation 
in Srudenica, and at the invitation I received a call to participate in 
conservation works on the church of the Holy Mary in Pag. However, I didn’t 
get an approval from my institution, and just so you know, I work in the 
Institute for the Preservation of Cultural Monuments of the City of Belgrade 
as an architectonic observer. I did not receive understanding nor approval 
to go on this trip. Of course, I went individually in the end.

Višnja Kisić: I think these are stories that are happening to the Balkan 
Museum Network decreasingly less frequently now.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: We have members of the executive board who cannot 
attend the meeting of the cultural board because the director is now 
showing the desire or will to let them do it. Since we had the last meeting 
on the 15th, when it was a holiday, then the man came on 15th and returned 
on 16th. Simply, it happens. People are not all equally eager, but this is not 
preventing us. You can come and be our member.

Višnja Kisić: What is interesting is that cooperation happened when for 
example UNESCO insisted, and this is when it comes to Stećci, the new 
nomination. This is again perceived as another star in the national register.

A person from the audience: The initiative, unfortunately, is not coming 
from institutions themselves. This initiative appears when it is allowed, like 
in the case you just mentioned.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: What about ICOM?

A person from the audience: Here, I will say it, two months ago members 
of the national committee of ICOM, even members of the expert board of 
the national committee of ICOM, but also, I believe, our non-governmental 
organisations gave an impulse in the field of immovable cultural heritage. 
We are so closed that I still cannot see where this issue is.

Milica Tanasijević: Sorry to interrupt. I think as far as this cooperation 
is concerned, the non-governmental sector is still more mobile and they 
are cooperating more than institutions. I know examples where precisely 
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people coming from members of the network worked on the same project 
and they dealt with immovable heritage. So, the situation is not so dramatic. 
I think the non-governmental sector, as Tanja said, truly is a bit more mobile.

Višnja Kisić: I just think that what we have as the image is non-
governmental organisations cooperating for sustainability, for interest, 
and many of them are both more mobile and more active regionally. This is 
direction in accordance with donator policies, but also in accordance with 
sensibility, many individuals who recognise this within institutions are 
doing the same thing and putting in an effort. When these individuals are 
heading institutions, then the situation is ideal and we can say institutional 
cooperation exists there. However, when we take a look at the level of the 
ministry of culture, what sometimes are either implicit or explicit policies, 
regional cooperation is not a priority. Not even decentralisation is a 
priority, nor cooperation between museums or between institutions within 
a country. What we turn to is our own institution and then Europe most 
frequently. With the exception of China, Dubai and so on.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: Bilateral cooperation works. I am contemplating 
just now how, ok, you don’t have to work on a monument shared with 
other preservation institutions from the region, but you can jointly train 
yourselves and through this create a space for some projects, but this is 
obviously not your problem, this is also a problem of others, of Macedonia. 
This is what is happening. However, then we go back to individuals and 
your individual initiative and operating through a different space.

Višnja Kisić: And how big your annual leave is.

A person from the audience: If you are mentioning legal regulations of 
services for the preservation of immovable cultural heritage, they brought 
us to administrative services dealing with everything but what is essential.

Biljana Đorđević (from the audience): Legal regulation in the field of 
preservation of culture heritage from 1994 is completely obsolete. The 
practice has gone far. By the way, I am Biljana Đorđević from the National 
Museum, President of the seminar committee of ICOM and member of the 
ICOM South East Europe board. Hence, I’m speaking from three positions, 
and all three of them include all of this. Legal regulation is one of our 
biggest problems, a crucial problem. I would just emphasise that one of the 
fields of heritage, intangible heritage, doesn’t exist in laws of the Republic of 
Serbia. Serbia ratified the Convention on Safeguarding Intangible Heritage 
in 2010. The state wasn’t capable during the seven years… Yes, by the way, I 
am a member of the national committee for intangible heritage, so I am also 
pushing this. I think this is really important, because in the end, intangible 
heritage is what is at the core of both movable and immovable heritage, 
and it has to be completely integrated and connected. These are things 
where we could maybe precisely through joint action exert an influence 
on the ministry of culture, for them to deal with this burning issue that 
they are very aware of and that they’ve been preparing for in however 
many attempts for xy years. Tanja participated in preparing some laws, 
laws on heritage and laws on museums. All goes to waste with the coming 
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of new establishment in the ministry. It happens all the time with us, no 
government stays for four years. Hence, this essentially prevents us from 
functioning in the manner the complete safeguarding of cultural heritage, 
including its presentation should function.

Goranka Horjan: Croatia recently adopted a law on museums, which will 
now go into amendments, it has six rule books. Since I will be in the new 
gathering, I had a meeting with the State Secretary two days ago, and what I 
was trying to say is to try and deregulate this sector in any way possible. What 
we did to ourselves due to the desire for everything to be in accordance with 
the law is too horrible. This petrified into, I can freely say, an absurd theatre 
where norms are being prescribed, where unreachable standards are being 
prescribed, so all actors in this story are operating illegally. Starting from 
the ministry itself which prescribed standards which it cannot fund as the 
founder, because they have no means to do this. I think that a flexibility of 
sorts is certainly necessary, and it should be prescribed what is the most 
essential and leave to the profession and expert organisations the part 
related to the functioning of the sector in order for this to be improved from 
our best practice without the need to change the law. Numerous countries 
don’t even have any laws on this and they are doing fine. What happened 
to us, apart from all this legislation, as you said, so in order to follow this 
legislation, administrative support is required. Then 50 people there are 
keeping records for museums, statistics, what not, but the issue is just that 
no one reads this, it is not being analysed and conclusion and moves are 
not being drawn in order to improve the state of the profession through 
what we are writing every year. This is where the core issue is, the entire 
administration being its own purpose.

A person from the audience: You are obviously the opposite extreme. With 
us some things don’t exist in laws at all, it’s completely obsolete. You’ve 
gone into the opposite extreme, and obviously we should both find some 
golden mean and then it will be operational. Of course, this exchange of 
experiences on all this also plays a major role and it’s very important. But, 
let’s go back to museums and tourism and this regional conference held two 
years ago on Zlatibor, organised precisely because we believed it wasn’t 
good for tourism and culture to treat each other as service users. You are 
treating us as someone offering services you need, and we are treating 
you as someone who will bring the tourists. The moment has come to start 
doing some things together, to initiate joint action, because at the end we 
are all on a shared mission. Your colleague was present, from the Touristic 
Organisation of Serbia, and on this occasion she notified us that next year a 
conference will be organised in Belgrade by the Touristic Organisation, so 
we will then participate as guests or participants. We found out about the 
conference from the media.

Smiljana Novičić: We didn’t organise this, believe me. We wanted to, but…

Biljana Đorđević: But the conference took place and you participated in it. 
So, you are right, when you go to a museum’s website, and it doesn’t have 
the website in English, this is not good, and the sentence “this is where it 
ends”, is wrong. We have to cooperate in a much more constructive manner, 
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so when you come across this, you call the museum and say: “Hey, we have 
foreign tourists we would like to bring to the museum, but you know, you 
don’t have a website in English. Let’s try together, we will help you, since 
we are translating something into English all the time because we have to 
due to the foreign tourists. We will help you with this. We will help you 
create content on the website the way we know tourists like to see and read 
it so that it’s familiar to them”. Hence, a much closer cooperation must exist 
there. This is why I think there’s no room for criticism from either side. Only 
constructive suggestions can be considered, and I just gave one.

And another thing. For the third year in a row, a manifestation will be held in 
May in Belgrade entitled Museums of Serbia: 10 days, 10 museums, free entry 
for everyone entering museums who are participants of this manifestation, 
from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. We didn’t receive support from you, even though we 
notified you about this, and last year you were participants of the private 
organisation Museum Night who charge entry on the evening.

Smiljana Novičić: It’s not nice to call names like this, I have to admit. At 
that, since the beginning of the manifestation 10 museums from 10 to 10 and 
so on, every year we publish the info about this on our website and this is 
everything we are usually doing on this topic.

Biljana Đorđević: That’s another reason to jointly go into something that 
will be, I don’t know, some sort of a new way of, a usual way of cooperation 
where we will cooperate when it comes to this manifestation and when it 
comes to the other 355 days in the year, and create offers for tourists in 
the manner we are able to, considering our current capacities and in the 
manner you believe would be appealing to tourists depending on how 
much time these tourists have, because this is charged by the hours. But for 
example, since today the central office is in the Museum of Vuk and Dositej, 
I go there more frequently than usual, and I encounter groups of tourists all 
the time who don’t enter the museum, but rather they are being told in front 
of the museum what there is inside it, just in order not to pay the ticket in the 
museum. They show them the alphabet written in the Cyrillic script, and 
these people kind of were there, they saw the building of the Museum of Vuk 
and Dositej from the outside, no one went inside, no one bought the ticket.

Višnja Kisić: It appears to me the topic is very important, and it would be 
great to repeatedly organise stories regards this. What also appears to me 
from some experience, because we did numerous workshops around Serbia 
precisely with the intention for all actors in culture and tourism to be 
there, the missing link are always tourist agencies, and not local tourism 
organisations. The public sector is there, but we don’t have the commercial 
actors who are really bringing people here. This is something that should be 
worked on definitely, I think both Croatia and Slovenia are examples we can 
learn from. Or not? Ok.

Nikola Krstović: Money is not important, but they like to feel as guides 
very much. They very much like to guide groups outside of touristic 
organisations, they organise themselves, they take bikes, guide people on 
roller skates, go skiing, and this is the hit for the past two years. People from 
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Zlatibor assume this function themselves, they overtake the function from 
the agencies. They don’t have any trust, not in the Touristic Organisation 
as an institutions, but rather in the organisation of tourism. This is very 
interesting for me.

Višnja Kisić: I think it’s important to go back to regional cooperation. 
Tourism did truly emerge as one of the potential points, not only of studying 
and exchange, but also joint offer that just never happens in the region.

Smiljana Novičić: This is regional cooperation. All further destinations 
only treat us as the region, no one from Japan wants to come Serbia or 
Croatia only. They only want us as the region.

Višnja Kisić: I’m just looking at the time, and trying to see if we went over 
the time. I think that anyone wanting to stay and talk, should say so. I will 
certainly stay and I think more people will stay, but I would like to allow 
people who planned to leave on time to be able to do so. 

I think there are topics that emerged as very important. One of them is how we 
as the entire sector of heritage, so not only museums and non-governmental 
organisations, intangible heritage, immovable heritage, archives and 
libraries, are separately building networks and support systems, but also 
how we are cooperating within the more widely understood profession of 
heritage. The second topic are legal frameworks preventing us one way or 
another and the question on how to abandon this state of mind where the 
legal framework is like the Bible, and somehow practices are not moving 
forward because everyone who doesn’t want to work say the legal framework 
is the problem. The ones who do, we see they sure can, in different fields. 
The third is, of course, the question of shared heritage, but also the heritage 
we don’t agree on at all, not just from the period of Yugoslavia, but also all 
previous periods, of course.

Mirjana Slavković: And what you mentioned at some point, what I think 
would be great for the end. There was a question on how we should measure 
the performance through cultural-economic indicators. We had attempts of 
cooperating with tourist guides, and they don’t have 5 minutes of their time 
available. It is very important to work on this. After several attempts we 
organised guides for tourist guides and succeeded in establishing constant 
communication with them. Several years ago I listened to the lecture 
of Professor Pierre Luigi Sacco who initiated a serious study in Sienna I 
believe, as the capital of culture, about how culture actually influences the 
quality of life, elongates the life span, in an attempt to determine a practical, 
quantitative, even medicinal measure. Maybe we should simply go back to 
what culture is for. Everything is measured in numbers. You shouldn’t fall 
into this trap of completely moving into this language, but rather it should 
be clearly presented why it is important for children to come to museums.

Višnja Kisić: Precisely. I think it is important, and this is an invitation to 
the conference which will take place on 15th and 16th June in Belgrade, and 
which truly faces this and recognises that we have to speak about heritage 
in different languages, on different sides, within different professions. 
Someone will revolve around heritage and high-quality aging, elongated 
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life, the other will speak about intercultural dialogue and some of them 
about the question of cohesiveness in communities. So, many political 
priorities which do not speak about us explicitly, but we can implicitly relate 
to them implicitly, bearing in mind the entire time what we are primarily 
doing, rather than falling into the trap of servicing all other priorities and 
all other social problems. This is also a call for another long-term debate 
and contemplation and inspiration since there will be lecturers who 
worked on this report, who conducted research with the idea to initiate the 
question of how to conduct research, how to create indicators which are not 
merely economic indicators, how to conduct qualitative research which can 
afterwards be used for the advocating processes, but also creating policies 
and future practices, and how not to forget in this process why we started 
working on this in the first place.

A person from the audience: Excuse me Višnja, what was the name of the 
conference? 

Višnja Kisić: The name of the conference will precisely be Cultural heritage 
counts for Southeast Europe. We are still finalising the programme, so in 
fact some of our organisations will be invited, some as partners and some 
as speakers. I think it is important that this is a joint front of different 
organisations and networks dealing with cultural heritage, and this voice 
should be strong and clear enough with the start in those two days, but with 
a real idea to continue this.

Tatjana Cvetićanin: The numbers are important, but it sounds completely 
different when you say “I earned” or “we educated 55.302 children”. It is about 
this kind of numbers, not just money. “This and that many grandfathers 
and grandmothers passed through our museum”. This would be a nice joint 
project for everyone.

Višnja Kisić: Yes, I believe it would have an important potential. What is 
interesting, Europa Nostra on the European level in the ensuing three-
year plan as a network, starting from 2018 until 2020, also has the focus of 
Southeast Europe as one of the priorities, so it is important to use this. We 
will try to be the point, not only in Serbia, but also in the region, but I think 
that everyone here now, within this panel, and all present institutions and 
organisation are natural partners for such a type of cooperation. There, we 
started a bit late and we are ending a lot late. Thank you for your attention. 
We will try to transcribe this discussion soon and draw short conclusions 
we can continue from.
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Support of the Creative Europe 
programme to cooperation within 
the region of Southeast Europe
Milan Đorđević

Regional cultural cooperation, and primarily cooperation in the South-
eastern part of Europe, which is the central topic of this publication, was 
presented in previous chapters through mapping initiatives and questioning 
attitudes of cultural employees, and discussions between experts and leaders 
of cooperation projects. There a hint of different perception of belonging to 
the region can be notices, i.e. in what way a country is repositioned in wider 
geographic frameworks through culture and artistic regional cooperation. 

This short chapter will offer an overview of some manners in which 
Creative Europe can contribute to improving connectedness within a region, 
specifically on the example of countries included in the research which we 
can consider a part of Southeast Europe. Hence, there is a question in what 
ways, as a programme promoting transnational cooperation, it responds to 
the challenge of connecting countries of lower production capacities and 
the region repeatedly striving for stronger cultural connections.

Cultural cooperation of organisations belonging to the same region is not the 
focus of this programme. Still, in terms of questions we are contemplating 
here, it is important to mention the programme is based on the idea of offering 
equal chances for success to all participants, taking into consideration 
the limited production capacities of certain countries or regions, and also 
the specificities of small geographic or linguistic areas. Simultaneously 
with the instruments of pre-accession of the European Union intended for 
regional and cross-border cooperation (IPA), Creative Europe programme 
precisely strives to create a sustainable framework for equal inclusion of 
non-member countries of the EU. In the research about the contribution 
of the EU programme for culture to the process of EU integration in the 
Balkans conducted by Klaske Vos1, the shift from the pre-accession to the 
mainstream programmes of the EU is described as strengthening the EU 
integration course of candidate countries.

This topic was initiated by the results of the competition European 
cooperation projects where there was a noticeable large number of projects 
regional in character2, the participants of which include institutions and 
organisations from countries of Southeast Europe since 2014. In comparison 
to other European regions, from the establishment of the programme in 
2014 until 2017, only one project3 was supported the participants of which 
are exclusively Central European and neighbouring countries: the Czech 

1 The research European integration through ‘soft conditionality’. The contribution of 
culture to EU enlargement in Southeast Europe, conducted by Klaske Vos 

2 The regional character of projects is determined on the basis of partnerships included, 
while taking into consideration all partners belonging to the same European region, 
and also projects which apart from regional also have at most one partner outside of 
the region.

3 The project Festival of Art and Independent Games LAG.
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Republic, Slovakia and Poland4.  

As already mentioned, among regional partners the largest numbers belong 
to the countries of the Western Balkans.

Overview of European cooperation projects regional in character supported 
from 2014 to 2017 with core and associated partners. 

4 In this case only projects with exclusively regional partnerships were considered. If 
projects with the maximum of one partner outside of the region being observed would 
be considered, the situation changes insignificantly: in the Baltic region 2 projects 
(Baltic Light Chain and The Hanseatic Way: a Musical Journey Through a Shared Past), 
in the Nordic region 1 project (Moving Classics-Network for New Music).

# 

Project name 

Origin countries of partner organisations 

Regional partners 
Partners from other 

countries 
Associated partners 
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leader 
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Strategic contemplating of the manner in which regional partnerships are 
established, and also adequate defining of topics and aims of the project can 
largely influence the success of the project in receiving financial support. It 
is possible to recognise two strategies of establishing regional partnerships 
in projects proposed to be supported by the Creative Europe programme: 

Projects operating by the missing piece principle:

These are European cooperation projects having the aim of strengthening 
competitiveness, connecting cultural actors and promoting artistic 
production of a region in European frameworks. 

A successful example of such a regional endeavour is the project Balkan 
Design Network which for the first time answered the questions: what 
are the traits of contemporary Balkan design and what are the paths of 
positioning local artists in the frameworks of European practices? Three 
organisations: the Croatian Design Association, Mikser from Serbia and 
Javna soba from Macedonia are conducting research of the regional applied 
arts scene and production capacities, and based on the local case studies 
they are creating a strategy of support to contemporary design in the region. 
There are no associated partners coming from outside of the region in the 
project, however in applying the documents state:

Partnership includes organisations from Croatia, Serbia and Macedonia who 
are geographic neighbours, whereas the countries hosting them who will also 
directly participate in specific activities are: Austria, Germany, Bulgaria, 
Albania, Turkey and Hungary. Within the public call for young Balkan 
designers, idea workshops, prototype workshops, and the Young Balkan 
Designers tour artists from Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Romania, 
Kosovo* and Greece will be invited to participate.5

Apart from this project, in the period from 2014 to 2017 in the region of 

5  Competition application of the Balkan Design Network.
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Southeast Europe other projects being led by this principle were also 
supported: International Classical Music Masterclasses – ARDEA, Reading 
Balkans, Young@Opera. The project ARDEA has the aim of strengthening 
professional capacities of European musicians through training and 
education with special inclination towards contributing to career 
development and employing young musicians, but also the development of 
young audiences. It is of special importance for the project to enable artists 
coming from once war-torn areas of primarily Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
followed by Croatia and Slovenia to become included in further transnational, 
European co-operations. The project has no associated partners, however, 
an organisation from Germany participated in preparing the competition 
application as an expert group.

The other two projects Reading Balkans and Young@Opera differ in that 
they have associated partners in countries which don’t belong to the region 
of Southeast Europe. Reading Balkans will offer a platform for writers 
coming from different (post)conflict regions of Europe, and with the help of 
a literary agent it will attempt to improve the promotion and translation of 
their works into other languages. On the shared digital platform partners 
will promote Southeast Europe as a region of exquisite literary creativity. 
Young@Opera, on the other hand, brings contemporary opera performers, 
dramaturges and other artists into the region who, as participants or 
mentors, will be engaged in creating opera, festival programme in open air 
in fourteen cities of the region. Through open calls young opera performers 
from the region will be included in project activities and through personal 
artistic contributions they will influence the change in perceiving opera 
as a “heavy”, “complicated” and “outdated” art form. In this way, for the 
first time cooperation between those dealing with opera in countries of 
Southeast Europe and other territories will be established.

Projects operating by the principle region+1: 

The second type of regional projects are those which have one country 
outside of the region among partners. In the period from 2014 to 2017 a total 
of 14 projects were supported: CU TENDA – Stories, Images and Sounds on the 
Move [Living memory of southeastern Europe], Sharing the Wor(l)d, Aesthetic 
Education expanded, Echoes from invisible landscapes, Quantum Music, 
Readers of the Future, Young Theatre, (Re)Discovering Europe, Heroes We 
Love.Ideology, Identity and Socialist Art in New Europe, ARCHEST, EU.T.ER.
PE, Performing the Museum and Digital Stories of Small Historic Towns. 
Italy and Poland were most frequently the countries with which the region 
cooperated in these projects.

Since this is about territorially close countries, the topics are mostly inclined 
towards contemporary contemplation of shared heritage (primarily 
Socialism), strengthening competitiveness and raising capacities, but also 
the connection between art and science, digital technologies and cultural 
tourism development. Apart from Socialist experiences, organisations are 
also dealing with other peculiarities of shared history such as ancient and 
Roman heritage, folk songs and musical tradition, or the conflict period 
from the recent past. In relation to countries partners are coming from, 
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patterns and directions of knowledge and experience transfer can be 
noticed – expert groups from the Western countries participate in project 
writing, sometimes this country is among the project partners, and when it 
comes to the circulation of art works the direction is always the same – the 
largest amount of work is being done on improving the visibility of domestic 
artists in other European countries. 

All regional countries participate in the programme from the very 
beginning, and they were also successful in the previous programme 
Culture 2007-2013. From the experience of working on project ideas with 
organisations from Serbia so far, when finding partners is being deliberated 
organisations frequently think within the regional boundaries. The core 
reason is certainly shared history, but it can also be the fear of entering the 
international waters. To some extent there is the belief that the leadership 
role is better left to a partner organisation from the European Union. 
The transnational character of the projects contributes to international 
competitiveness, meetings, better understanding and intercultural 
dialogue, easing circulation and all other forms of cooperation. Therefore, 
it would be important in the ensuing period to debate and contemplate on 
the topics important for the region, not only on the level of the regional, but 
also of European transnational projects.
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Strategic Documents on Regional 
Cooperation in Countries of 
Southeast Europe
Ana Fotev

Through observation of key international cooperation programmes in 
culture and relevant national documents presented on official Internet 
pages of the ministries of culture of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro, Greece, FYR Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia and 
Serbia, it was concluded the foundations of regional cooperation in 
Southeast Europe1 are primarily bilateral agreements, but also programmes, 
conventions, and multilateral cooperation agreements not directed solely 
towards the SEE region, within which, however, regional cooperation is 
taking place to some extent. Examples of such initiatives are the UNESCO, 
followed by the Council of Europe and European Union programmes such 
as Creative Europe, and also succeeding programmes of the Southeast 
Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme 2007-2013, and others. 
The initiatives started primarily by the region itself with an inclination to 
be as independent from outside partners as possible (however, still with 
their support) are the South-East Europe Cooperation Process, followed by 
the Regional Cooperation Council which was formed with it, and also the 
Council of Ministers of Culture of South-East Europe.

In mapping the regional cooperation documents in SEE the sources 
available on the Internet were used: official presentations of regional 
countries’ ministries of culture, but also ministries of foreign affairs, 
depending on their jurisdiction. Also, Internet presentations of regional 
organisations, initiatives and programmes were used. Some of the 
organisations, programmes and initiatives do not have a web page at all2, 
or they once had it but they are no longer active3, which was an additional 
limitation. Frequently, systematised databases and documents were not 
available, but rather, information on documents were mentioned in public 
announcements.

Regional Cultural Cooperation within National Strategies

National bodies responsible for cultural international cooperation differ 
depending on the state in question. These are most frequently ministries 
of culture or ministries of culture in cooperation with ministries of foreign 
affairs. However, based on the platform Compendium of Cultural Policies 
and presentations of the mentioned countries4, it can be concluded the most 
1 In further text SEE.
2 An example of this is the South-East Europe Cooperation Process or the Council of Min-

isters of Culture of South-East Europe, whose website was under construction during 
this research.

3 An example of this is the Internet presentation of the Task Force on Culture and Society 
of the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC TFCS) - www.tfcs.rcc.int, which was accessed 
on several occasions between February and 10th April 2018.

4 On the official presentation of the Compendium, Cultural Policies and Trends in Eu-
rope, there are the compendia of Croatia, Greece, the Republic of Macedonia, Moldova, 
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active channels of regional cultural cooperation are direct cooperation 
instances between artists, i.e. artistic and cultural organisations. 

In reviewing the national documents and the legal framework available 
on official web sites of the mentioned countries’ ministries of culture, 
documents dealing with cultural regional cooperation are also national 
strategies and drafts of strategies for the development of culture5, through 
chapters dedicated to international cooperation. Working on strengthening 
regional cooperation is mentioned in these strategic documents by the 
following countries: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, FYR Macedonia, 
Moldova, Romania, Slovenia and Serbia, while Albania and Montenegro 
do not mention this, and Greece has no strategy. Some of them point out 
in these documents which region they perceive themselves belonging 
to, so Croatia, for example, primarily wants to present itself as a Central 
European and a Mediterranean country6, Moldova predominantly insists 
on intensifying cooperation with countries from the regions of CIS, the 
Black Sea and South Caucasus7, Slovenia mentions improving cooperation 
within the SEE region8, while Serbia primarily mentions cooperation with 
countries of former Yugoslavia9.

National strategies and strategy drafts:

Albania: Draft of the Constitutional National Strategy for Development and 
Integration 2015-2020, the Republic of Albania, Council of Ministers, March 
2016.

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Strategy of Cultural Policy of BiH, Council of 
Ministers of BiH, Ministry of Civil Affairs, Sarajevo, July 2008.

Montenegro: Proposition of the Cultural Development Programme 2016-
2020, Ministry of Culture of Montenegro, Cetinje, March 2016.

Croatia: Strategic Plan of the Ministry of Culture 2016-2018, Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Croatia, revised, March 2016.

Serbia and Slovenia, while the compendia of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
Romania are designated as “forthcoming”, and Montenegro doesn’t have one at all, 
http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/countries-profiles-download.php, last accessed on 
2nd April 2018.

5 According to the available data on the official presentations of ministries of culture, 
the countries which possess approved national strategies on culture are Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Croatia, FYR Macedonia, Moldova, and Slovenia, while Montenegro, Ser-
bia and Romania have drafts or propositions, Albania is dealing with cultural policy 
within the Constitutional National Strategy (draft), and Greece doesn’t have a national 
strategic document, or it is not available via the Internet.

6 Strategic plan of the Ministry of Culture, 2016-2018, revised, Zagreb, March, 2016, p.11 
(in Croatian)

7 Culture Development Strategy «CULTURE 2020» http://old.mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/
culture_development_strategy_of_moldova_eng.pdf 

8  National Programme for Culture 2020 of the Republic of Slovenia, p.136 http://www.
mk.gov.si/fileadmin/mk.gov.si/pageuploads/Ministrstvo/Zakonodaja/Predpisi_v_prip-
ravi/2013/NPK_2014-2017/Summary_NPK_2014-2017_AN.pdf 

9 Proposition of the Cultural Development Strategy of the Republic of Serbia 2017-2027, 
p.49

 http://www.kultura.gov.rs/docs/dokumenti/predlog-strategije-razvoja-kulture-repub-
like-srbije-od-2017--do-2027-/-predlog-strategije-razvoja-kulture-republike-srbije-od-
2017--do-2027-.pdf (in Serbian)
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FYR Macedonia: Strategic Plan of the Ministry of Culture for 2018-2020, 
Ministry of Culture, Skopje, January 2018.

Moldova: Culture Development Strategy — CULTURE 2020.

Romania: Strategy for Culture and National Heritage 2016-2022, Ministry 
of Culture.

Slovenia: National Programme for Culture 2014-2017, Ministry of Culture.

Serbia: Proposition of the Cultural Development Strategy of the Republic of 
Serbia 2017-2027, 2017.

Bilateral Agreements in the Field of Culture between Regional 
Countries

Apart from national cultural strategies indicating priorities of regional 
countries’ cultural policies and, hence, the question of regional cultural 
cooperation, the key legal documents defining it are bilateral agreements. 
Below is the schematic overview of “connectedness” of countries through 
bilateral agreements:

Albania:

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement between the Council of Ministers of BiH and the Council 
of Ministers of the Republic of Albania on Cooperation in the Fields 
of Education and Science, 2003. 

- Greece 
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Albania 
and the Republic of Greece on Cooperation in the Field of Education, 
Science and Culture, 1998. 

- Croatia
Cooperation Programme in the Field of Culture between the 
Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia and the Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Albania, for the period 2016-2019, signed 
in 2016.

- Romania
Cultural Exchange Programme between the Ministry of Culture 
and Youth of the Republic of Albania and the Ministry of Culture 
and Religious Affairs of Romania, for the period 2004-2006, 2004.

- Slovenia
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Slovenia 
and the Republic of Albania on Cooperation in the Field of 
Education, Culture and Science, 1994.

- Serbia
Agreement on Scientific, Educational and Cultural Cooperation 
between SFRY and NSR Albania, signed in 1988.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina:

- Albania
Agreement between the Council of Ministers of BiH and the Council 
of Ministers of the Republic of Albania on Cooperation in the Fields 
of Education and Science, signed in 2003.

- Montenegro
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Montenegro in the Field of 
Culture, signed in 2008.

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of 
BiH and the Government of the Republic of Greece in the Field of 
Culture, Education and Science, 2003.

- Croatia
Agreement between the Council of Ministers of BiH and the 
Government of the Republic of Croatia on Cultural, Educational and 
Sports Cooperation, 2002. 
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the Field of Tourism, 2017.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Macedonia in the Field of 
Culture, signed in 2003.

- Moldova
Draft of the Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of 
Ministers of BiH and the Government of the Republic of Moldova in 
the Fields of Education, Culture, Science and Innovation (in January 
2008 the Presidency of BiH adopted the decision on initiating the 
procedure for negotiations on concluding the Agreement).

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Ministry of Culture and 
Religious Affair of Romania and the Council of Ministers of Bih in 
the Field of Culture, 2010.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 2002.

- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
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Republic of Serbia and the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the Fields of Culture, Education and Sports, signed 
in 2010.
Memorandum on Cultural exchange of the Ministry of Culture and 
Information of the Republic of Serbia and the Ministry of Education 
and Culture of the Republic of Srpska, 2014.

Montenegro:

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Montenegro in the Field of 
Culture, August 2008.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Macedonia and the Government of the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia in the Fields of Culture, Education and Sports, 1998. 

- Romania
Cultural Exchange Programme the Ministry of Culture of Romania 
and the Ministry of Culture of Montenegro, 2014.

- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Culture between the 
Government of the Republic of Serbia and the Government of 
Montenegro, 2008.

Greece:

- Albania
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Albania and 
the Republic of Greece on Cooperation in the Fields of Education, 
Science and Culture - November 1998.

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Treaty between the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
and the Government of the Hellenic Republic on Cultural, 
Educational and Scientific Cooperation - 09.06.2003/22.12.2003/25.0
5.2005  

- Croatia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, March 1995.

- Moldova
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Moldova and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
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Culture, Education and Science, June 2007.

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of Romania 
and the Government of Greece in the Fields of Education, Science 
and Culture, November 1995.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Slovenia and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 1994. 

- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation between FNRY and the Kingdom of 
Greece in the Fields of Science and Culture, 1959;
Cooperation Programme in the Fields of Education and Culture 
between the Federal Government of FR Yugoslavia and the 
Government of Greece for the period 2002-2004, 2002.

Croatia:

- Albania
Cooperation Programme in the Field of Culture between the 
Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia and The Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Albania, for the period 2016-2019, 2016.

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement between the Council of Ministers of BiH and the 
Government of the Republic of Croatia on Cultural, Educational and 
Sport Cooperation, signed in 2002.
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the Field of Tourism, 2017. 

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, March 1995.
Cooperation Programme in the Fields of Culture, Education and 
Science between the Government of the Republic of Croatia and the 
Government of Greece, for the years 2017-2019, 2017.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Croatia 
and the Government of the Republic of Macedonia on Cultural and 
Educational Cooperation, 1995.
Cooperation Programme in the Field of Culture between the 
Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia and The Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Macedonia for years 2016-2019, 2016.
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- Moldova
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Moldova 
in the Field of Culture, 2006.

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of Romania in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 1993.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia 
in the Fields of Culture and Education, 1994.

- Serbia
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Croatia 
and the Federal Government of the Republic of FR Yugoslavia on 
Cultural and Educational Cooperation, 2002.

FYR Macedonia:

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement between the Council of Ministers of BiH and the 
Government of the Republic of Macedonia on Cooperation in the 
Field of Culture, signed in 2003.

- Montenegro
Agreement on Cooperation  between the Government of the 
Republic of Macedonia and the Government of FR Yugoslavia in the 
Fields of Culture, Education and Sports, 1998.

- Croatia
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Croatia 
and the Government of the Republic of Macedonia on Cultural and 
Educational Cooperation, 1995.
Cooperation Programme in the Field of Culture between the 
Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia and the Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Macedonia for the years 2016-2019, 2016.

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of Romania 
and the Government of the Republic of Macedonia in the Fields of 
Education, Science, Culture, Media and Youth, 2013.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Macedonia and the Government of the Republic of 
Slovenia in the Fields of Culture, Education and Science, 1993.
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- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Macedonia and the Federal Government of FR 
Yugoslavia in the Fields of Culture, Education and Science, 1998.
Cooperation Programme between the Ministry of Culture and 
Information of the Republic of Serbia and the Ministry of Culture of 
the Republic of Macedonia for the period of 2015 – 2019, 2015.

Moldova:

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Draft of the Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of 
Ministers of BiH and the Government of the Republic of Moldova in 
the Fields of Education, Culture, Science and Innovation (in January 
2008 the Presidency of BiH adopted the decision on initiating the 
procedure for negotiations on concluding the Agreement).

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Moldova and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 2007.

- Croatia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Moldova 
in the Field of Culture, 2006.

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Ministry of Culture of 
the Republic of Moldova and the Ministry of Culture and National 
Heritage, 2011. Agreement between the Government of the Republic 
of Moldova and the Government of Romania on Establishment and 
Operation of the Romanian Cultural Centre “Mihai Eminescu”, 2011.

- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Moldova and the Council of Ministers of Serbia and 
Montenegro in the Fields of Education and Culture, 2005.

Romania:

- Albania
Cultural Exchange Programme between the Ministry of Culture 
and Youth of the Republic of Albania and the Ministry of Culture 
and Religious Affairs of Romania for the period of 2004-2006, 2004.

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement on Cooperation between the Ministry of Culture and 
Religious Affairs of Romania and the Council of Ministers of BiH in 
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the Field of Culture, 2010.

- Montenegro
Cultural Exchange Programme between the Ministry of Culture of 
Romania and the Ministry of Culture Montenegro, 2014.

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of Romania 
and the Government of Greece in the Fields of Education, Science 
and Culture, November 1995.

- Croatia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of Romania in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 1993.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of Romania 
and the Government of the Republic of Macedonia in the Fields of 
Education, Science, Culture, Media and Youth, 2013.

- Moldova
Agreement on Cooperation between the Ministry of Culture of 
the Republic of Moldova and the Ministry of Culture and National 
Heritage, 2011. Agreement between the Government of the Republic 
of Moldova and the Government of Romania on Establishment and 
Operation of the Romanian Cultural Centre “Mihai Eminescu”, 2011.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Romania and the Government of the Republic of 
Slovenia in the Fields of Education, Culture, Sports, and Science, 
1994.

- Serbia
Agreement on Cultural Cooperation between the Government of 
FNRY and the Government of the Romanian National Republic, 
1956.
Programme of Cultural-Educational Cooperation for 1998-
2000.1998. The Programme shall be applied until a new one is 
signed.

Slovenia:

- Albania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 2002.

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
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Agreement on Cooperation between the Council of Ministers of BiH 
and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 2002.

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Slovenia and the Government of Greece in the Fields of 
Culture, Education and Science, 1994.

- Croatia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia 
in the Fields of Culture and Education, 1994.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Macedonia and the Government of the Republic of 
Slovenia in the Fields of Culture, Education and Science, 1993.

- Romania
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Romania and the Government of the Republic of 
Slovenia in the Fields of Education, Culture, Sports and Science, 
1994.

- Serbia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of FR 
Yugoslavia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in the 
Fields of Culture and Education, 2001.
Programme of Cultural-Educational Cooperation for 2002-2005. At 
the proposition of the Slovenian party, effect extended until a new 
agreement is signed.

Serbia:

- Albania
Agreement on Scientific, Educational and Cultural Exchange 
between SFRY and NSR Albania, 1988.

- Bosnia and Herzegovina
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Serbia and the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the Fields of Culture, Education and Sports, signed 
in 2010.
Memorandum on Cultural Cooperation between the Ministry of 
Culture and Information of the Republic of Serbia and the Ministry 
of Education and  Culture of the Republic of Srpska, 2014.

- Montenegro
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Agreement on Cooperation in the Field of Culture between the 
Government of the Republic of Serbia and the Government of 
Montenegro, 2008.

- Greece
Agreement on Cooperation between FNRY and the Kingdom of 
Greece in the Fields of Science and Culture, 1959.
Programme of Cooperation in the Fields of Education and Culture 
between the Federal Government of SR of Yugoslavia and the 
Government of Greece for the period of 2002-2004, 2002.

- Croatia
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Croatia 
and the Federal Government of SR of Yugoslavia on Cultural and 
Educational Cooperation, 2002.

- FYR Macedonia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the FYR 
Macedonia and the Federal Government of SR of Yugoslavian the 
Fields of Culture, Education and Science, 1998.
Programme on Cooperation between the Ministry of Culture and 
Information of the Republic of Serbia and the Ministry of Culture of 
the Republic of Macedonia for the period of 2015-2019, 2015.

- Moldova
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of the 
Republic of Moldova and the Council of Ministers of Serbia and 
Montenegro in the Fields of Education and Culture, 2005.

- Romania
Agreement on Cultural Cooperation between the Government of 
FNRY and the Government of the Romanian National Republic, 
1956.
Programme of Cultural-Educational Cooperation for 1998-2000, 
1998. Programme shall be in effect until the signing of a new one.

- Slovenia
Agreement on Cooperation between the Government of SR of 
Yugoslavia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in the 
Fields of Culture and Education, 2001.
Programme of Cultural-Educational Cooperation for 2002-2005. At 
the proposition of the Slovenian party, effect extended until a new 
agreement is signed.

Multilateral Cooperation in the Field of Culture
The following chapters list documents dealing with cultural 
cooperation of the SEE region to some extent through presenting 
initiatives, programmes and organisations within which they were 
adopted, more specifically: multilateral cooperation instances in 
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the field of culture within the region and multilateral cooperation 
instances between the countries of the region within the European, 
i.e. international organisations, programmes and initiatives.

3.1 Within the region
Council of Ministers of Culture of South-East Europe 

Established: 2005
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Montenegro, Greece, Croatia, FYR Macedonia, Romania, Serbia, 
Slovenia and Turkey, while Austria has the status of a permanent 
observer.  
Official Internet presentation: www.comocosee.org  
Documents:

- Mostar Declaration concerning the enhancement of cultural 
heritage for the stabilisation and sustainable development of the 
region, Mostar, Bosnia and Herzegovina, July 2004.

- Action Plan for the Implementation of the Mostar Declaration, 
Mostar, Bosnia and Herzegovina, July 2004. 

- The Charter, Copenhagen, the Kingdom of Denmark, March 2005.

- The Venice Declaration, Venice, Italy 2005.

- Ohrid Declaration concerning the enhancement of cultural heritage 
for the integration and sustainable development of the region, 
Ohrid, FYR Macedonia, November 2006.

- Zadar Declaration concerning the enhancement of cultural heritage 
for the integration and sustainable development of the region, 
Zadar, Croatia, September 2007.

- Bucharest Declaration concerning the enhancement of cultural 
heritage for the promotion of dialogue, integration and sustainable 
development, Bucharest, Romania, 2008.

- The Prijepolje Message on the Shared Will to Protect and Enhance 
Cultural Diversity, Prijepolje, Serbia, September 2009.

- Cetinje Declaration, Cetinje, Montenegro, April 2010.

- Action Plan for the Implementation of the Cetinje Declaration, 
Cetinje, Montenegro, April 2010.

- Appendix to the Charter, Bucharest, Romania, April 2011.

- Bucharest Declaration, Bucharest, Romania, April 2011.

- Belgrade Declaration, Belgrade, Serbia, June 2011.

- Belgrade Declaration, Belgrade, Serbia, April 2012. 

- Joint Declaration on “Intangible cultural heritage and sustainable 
development”, signed in Sofia, Bulgaria, October 2012.
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- Declaration on promoting cultural heritage for dialogue, Brdo pri 
Kranju, Slovenia, April 2013.

- Ohrid Regional Strategy for Cultural Cooperation in Southeast 
Europe, Ohrid, FYR Macedonia, June 2014.

- The Second Appendix to the Charter, Ohrid, FYR Macedonia, June 
2014.

- Joint Declaration of Ministers of Culture of South-East Europe on 
“Protection and Sustainable Management of Cultural Heritage”, 
Istanbul, Turkey, February 2016.

- Tirana Declaration, Tirana, Albania, February 2017.

Regional Cooperation Council (RCC)10

Established: 2008
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Montenegro, Croatia, Greece, Kosovo*, FYR Macedonia, Moldova, 
Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, Turkey.
Official Internet presentation: www.rcc.int  
Documents:

- SEE 2020 – Jobs and Prosperity in a European Perspective Strategy, 
adopted at the Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in 
Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, November 2013.

- The Strategy and Work Programme 2017-2019, ‘Changing with the 
Region’, of the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC), adopted at the 
annual meeting of RCC, Pravec, Bulgaria, May 2016.

- SEE 2020 Programme Document 2017-2019, adopted in Sarajevo, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, March 2017.

- Regional Cooperation Council – The Strategy and Work Programme 
2014–2016, adopted in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, April 
2014.

- Regional Cooperation Council – The Strategy and Work Programme 
2011–2013, adopted in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, June 2011.

10 RCC was established as a continuation of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe 
1999-2000. In 2010, RCC formed the RCC Task Force on Culture and Society - RCC TFCS, 
in charge of intensifying cooperation in the SEE region in the field of culture. The body 
doesn’t have headquarters, it has no status of a legal entity, and the official Internet 
page www.tfcs.rcc.int is inactive. The last news on activities of RCC TFCS on the website 
of RCC is from 2015, predominantly in the form of announcements for the public. RCC 
realised the Ljubljana Process II – Rehabilitation of our shared heritage, supported by 
the European Commission and the Council of Europe.
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South-East European Cooperation Process (SEECP)11 
Established: 1996
Countries included:  Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Montenegro, Greece, Croatia, FYR Macedonia, Moldova, Romania, 
Serbia, Slovenia, Turkey and Kosovo.*
Official Internet presentation: /
Documents:

- The Charter of Good Neighbourly Relations, Stability, Security and 
Cooperation in Southeast Europe, Bucharest, Romania, 2000.

- The Annex of the Charter of Good Neighbourly Relations, Stability, 
Security and Cooperation in Southeast Europe, adopted in 2000 in 
Bucharest, on the Summit of the Cooperation Process, signed in 
Zagreb, Croatia, May 2007. 

3.2 Region and Europe / the world

Western Balkans Fund12 
Established: 2015
Countries included: Albania, Montenegro, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Kosovo*, FYR Macedonia, Serbia.
Official Internet presentation: www.westernbalkansfund.org 
Documents:

- Joint Declaration of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of V4 countries

- Agreement on the Establishment of the Western Balkans Fund, 
2015.

- Joint Statement, Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 
Western Balkans 6, Durres, Albania, March 2016.

- Statement of H.E. Mr Ditmir Bushati, Conference of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs, Bled, Slovenia, September 2015.

- Statement of H.E. Mr Ivica Dačić, Conference of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs, Bled, Slovenia, September 2015.

- The First Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Western 
Balkans Fund, Bled, Slovenia, September 2015.

- Joint Statement, Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 
Western Balkans Fund, in Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
March 2018.

11 “At the SEECP Summit held in Zagreb on 11 May 2007, it was decided to establish func-
tional relations between the SEECP and the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC), while 
the SEECP continued to play its role as a Forum for Political Dialogue and Direction of 
Cooperation between the Participating States, the RCC Secretariat, based in Sarajevo, 
became an operational support to the SEECP.” http://www.mfa.gov.rs/en/foreign-policy/
eu/regional-initiatives/seecp , accessed on 24. 04..2018.

12 Founded by the Visegrád Group.
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Organisation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)

Established: 1992
Countries included: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, 
Georgia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Turkey, Ukraine
Official Internet presentation: www.bsec-organization.org   
Documents:

- Joint Declaration of the Ministers in Charge of Culture and 
Tourism of the Member States of the Organization of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation, 2016.

- Statement of the Ministers of Culture of the Member States of 
the Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation, 2007.

- Plan of Action of the BSEC Working Group on Culture for the period 
from 1st January 2017 to 30th December 2018.

Council of Europe 

Cultural Routes of the Council of Europe 
Established: 1987
Countries included: Member states of the Council of Europe: 
Albania, Andorra*13, Austria*, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina*, Bulgaria*, Montenegro*,  The Czech Republic*, 
Denmark, Estonia, Finland*, France*, Georgia* , Greece*, The 
Netherlands,  Croatia*, Iceland, Ireland, Italy*, Armenia*, Cyprus*, 
Latvia, Lichtenstein, Lithuania*, Luxembourg*, Hungary*, Malta, 
Moldova, Monaco*, Germany* Norway*, Poland*, Portugal*, FYR 
Macedonia, Romania*, the Russian Federation*, San Marino*, 
Serbia*, Slovakia*, Slovenia*, Spain*, Sweden, Switzerland*, 
Turkey*, Ukraine, the United Kingdom. Non-member states of the 
Council of Europe: Algeria, Belarus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Canada, 
Cuba, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Panama, Syria, the Holy See, 
Turkey
Official Internet presentation: www.coe.int/en/web/cultural-
routes/about
Documents: 

- The Santiago de Compostela Declaration, Spain, October 1987.

- Resolution CM/Res(2013)66 confirming the establishment of the 
Enlarged Partial Agreement on Cultural Routes (EPA), December 
2013.

- The Vilnius Map of Cultural Routes of the Council of Europe, 
Vilnius, Lithuania, October 2016.

- Declaration by the Committee of Ministers on the 30th anniversary 
of the Cultural Routes of the Council of Europe (1987-2017), in Lucca, 
Italy, September 2017.

- Lucca Map - 30th anniversary of the Cultural Routes Council of 

13 The asterisk marks member countries of the Enlarged Partial Agreement on the Cul-
tural Routes Programme.
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Europe (1987-2017) in Lucca, Italy, September 2017.

European Union
Creative Europe 2014 - 202014

Established: 2014
Countries included: EU members, EFTA members, Albania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Georgia, Armenia, Moldova, FYR 
Macedonia, Serbia, Tunisia, Ukraine.
Official Internet presentation: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/
creative-europe/ 
Documents:

- Committee Staff Working Document: IMPACT ASSESSMENT, 
accompanied by the document Regulation of the European 
Parliament and the Council establishing a Creative Europe 
Framework Programme {COM(2011) 785 final} {SEC(2011) 1400 
final}, Brussels, Belgium, November 2011.

- Regulation (EU) no. 1295/2013 of the European Parliament and the 
Council of 11th Decmber 2013, on establishing the Creative Europe 
Programme (2014 to 2020) and repealing Decisions No 1718/2006/EC, 
No 1855/2006/EC and No 1041/2009/EC

 

EU Strategy for the Western Balkans
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro, Kosovo*, FYR Macedonia, Serbia.
Official Internet presentation: /
Documents: 

- Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, 
the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Regions: A credible enlargement perspective 
for and enhanced EU engagement with the Western Balkans in 
Strasbourg, France, February 2018.

- Factsheet of the new leading initiative for supporting the 
transformation of the Western Balkans.

14 The Creative Europe Programme is a continuation of the Programme Culture 2007-
2013.
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EU Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region 2014-2020 
(EUSAIR)15

Established: 2014
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Greece, Italy, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia.
Official Internet presentation www.adriatic-ionian.eu
Documents:

- Commission Staff Working Document – Action Plan, accompanied 
by the document Report from the Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, European Economic and Social Committee 
and the Committee of the Regions, within the EU Strategy for the 
Adriatic-Ionian Region, on the implementation of macro-regional 
strategies of the European Union in Brussels, Belgium, December 
2016.

- Commission Staff Working Document, additional supporting 
document accompanying the document Communication of the 
Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, European 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, 
concerning the EU Strategy for the Adriatic-Ionian Region, Brussels, 
Belgium, June 2014.

- Conclusions of the Council on the EU Strategy for the Adriatic-
Ionian Region (EUSAIR), meeting of the General Affairs Council, 
Brussels, Belgium, September 2014.

- Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the 
Council, European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee 
of the Regions on the added value of macro-regional strategies, 
Brussels, Belgium, June 2013.

- Report from the Commission to the European Parliament, the 
Council, European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee 
of the Regions on the implementation of macro-regional strategies, 
Brussels, Belgium, December 2016.

- Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, 
the Council, European Economic and Social Committee, the 
Committee of the Regions on the EU Strategy for the Adriatic-Ionian 
Cooperation, Brussels, Belgium, June 2014.

- Conclusions of the Council on the EU Strategy for the Adriatic-
Ionian Region (EUSAIR), meeting of the General Affairs Council, 
Brussels, Belgium, September 2014.

15 Strategy of the European Union for the Adriatic and the Ionian Region 2014-2020, the 
Balkan-Mediterranean Programme 2014-2020 and the EU Strategy for the Danube 
Region 2014-2020 were preceded by the South East Europe Transnational Cooperation 
Programme 2007-2013. The programme participants included the total of 16 countries, 
out of which 14 were entire countries: Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, the Republic of Macedonia, Greece, Hungary, Serbia, Mon-
tenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia and the Republic of Moldova. In 2 countries only certain 
regions participated: Italy and Ukraine.  Source: http://www.southeast-europe.net/en/
about_see/programme_presentation/index, last accessed on 21.3.2018.
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Balkan-Mediterranean Programme 2014-2020 (BalkanMed)
Established: 2014
Countries included: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Albania, FYR 
Macedonia
Official Internet presentation www.interreg-balkanmed.eu  
Documents: 

- Cooperation programmes within the goal of European Territorial 
Cooperation, February 2017.

- Public overview of the Balkan-Mediterranean Transnational 
Cooperation Programme 2014 – 2020, 

- Communication Strategy of the Balkan-Mediterranean 
Transnational Cooperation Programme 2014 – 2020, adopted by the 
Monitoring Committee, Corfu, Greece, November 2015.

- Report on the implementation of the goal of European Territorial 
Cooperation, May 2016.

- Report on the implementation of the goal of European Territorial 
Cooperation, June 2017.

EU Strategy for the Danube Region 2014-2020 (EUSDR)
Established: 2014
Countries included:  EU member states: Austria, Bulgaria, 
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Romania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia. Candidate countries: Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro, Serbia; neighbouring countries: Moldova, Ukraine
Official Internet presentation www.danube-region.eu 
Documents:

- Communication from the European Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, European Economic and Social Committee 
and the Committee of the Regions, within the EU Strategy for the 
Danube Region, Brussels, Belgium, December 2010.

- Commission Staff Working Document – Action Plan, accompanying 
document to the Communication from the European Commission 
to the European Parliament, the Council, European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, within the EU 
Strategy for the Danube Region, in Brussels, 2010.

- Report from the European Commission to the European Parliament, 
the Council, European Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions, within the EU Strategy for the Danube 
Region, Brussels, April 2013.

- Commission Staff Working Document, an accompanying document 
to the Report from the European Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, European Economic and Social Committee 
and the Committee of the Regions on the implementation of the 
macro-regional strategies of the EU, Brussels, Belgium, December 
2016.
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Central European Initiative (CEI)
Established: 1989
Countries included: Albania, Austria, Belarus, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, 
FYR Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, 
Slovakia, Slovenia and Ukraine.
Official Internet presentation: www.cei.int 
Documents:

- CEI Action Plan 2018-2020

- CEI Guidelines and Rulebook, 2008.

- Programme tasks of the CEI networks of focal points, 2008.

Adriatic-Ionian Initiative (AII)16

Established: 2000
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia i Hercegovina, Croatia, 
Greece, Italy, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia.
Official Internet presentation 
www.aii-ps.org 
Documents:

- Joint Statement of the IV Round Table on Culture, Education and 
Inter-university Cooperation, Split, Croatia, May 2001.

- Joint Statement of the Round Table on Culture, Split, Croatia, April 
2008. 

- Joint Statement of the Round Table on Tourism, Culture and Inter-
university Cooperation, Athens, Greece, October 2008.

China 16+1 / China and CEEC countries 
Established: 2012
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
FYR Macedonia, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, 
Slovenia.
Official Internet presentation: www.china-ceec.org 
Documents:

- Guidelines for Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern 
European Countries, Riga, Latvia, November 2016.

- Guidelines for Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern 
European Countries, Suzhou, China, November 2015.

- The Medium-Term Agenda for Cooperation between China and 
Central and Eastern European Countries, Suzhou, China, November 
2015.

16 The last report on the official Internet presentation of AII concerning culture are from 
2010. Source: http://www.aii-ps.org/activities/sustainable-tourism-and-culture/cul-
ture, accessed on 27. 2. 2018. 
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- Guidelines for Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern 
European Countries, Belgrade, the Republic of Serbia, December 
2014.

- Guidelines for Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern 
European Countries, Bucharest, Romania, November 2013.

- Twelve Measures of China for Promoting Friendly Cooperation with 
Central and Eastern European Countries, April 2012.

UNESCO

UNESCO office in Venice17

Established: 1972
Countries included: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
Montenegro, Greece, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Malta, FYR Macedonia, 
Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, Serbia, Turkey, Kosovo*.
Official Internet presentation: www.unesco.org/new/en/venice/
about-this-office/ 
Document:

- Mid-term Strategy 2014-2021 (37 C/4), Paris, France, February 2014.

SEE Heads of State and Government Summit
- Declaration “Dialogue among Civilisations”, Ohrid, FYR Macedonia, 

2003.

- Declaration on Inter-Religious and Inter-Ethnic Dialogue in SEE, 
Tirana, Albania, 2004.

- Declaration on Cultural Corridors in SEE – “Shared past and 
heritage – key to future partnership”, Varna, Bulgaria, 2005.

- Declaration “Communication of Heritage”, Opatija, Croatia, 2006.

- Declaration “Cultural diversity - a bridge between cultural 
heritage and the culture of the future”, Bucharest, Romania, 2007.

- Declaration on Intercultural Encounters on Maritime, River and 
Lake Routes of Southeast Europe, Athens, Greece, 2008.

- Declaration on Managing Cultural Heritage Diversity and its 
Promotion for Tourism, Cetinje, Montenegro, 2009.

- Declaration on Music as a Metaphor of Cultural Dialogue in SEE, 
Istanbul, Turkey, 2010.

- Declaration on Contemporary Art and Reconciliation in SEE, 
Viminacium, Serbia, 2011.

- Declaration on Religious, Cultural and Historical Heritage as a 
Foundation for More Intensive Cooperation amongst States, Mostar, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2012.

17 The UNESCO office in Venice nurtures cooperation, contributes to raising capacities 
and developing science and culture with a special emphasis on Southeast Europe and 
the Mediterranean.
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Through the analysis of initiatives, programmes, projects, funding 
sources and other forms of establishing and supporting cultural 
cooperation of the region, which have been reported on for the past 
three years by the portal for culture of Southeast Europe - SEECULT, 
a frequency chart was created of the names for the region this 
chapter is about:
The Balkans  23.08%

Southeast Europe  21.89%

The region  19.53%

Western Balkans  9.47

ex-Yugoslavia  8.88%

Yugoslavia  5.33%

Central-Eastern Europe  2.37%

BCMS languages  1.78%

Central Europe  1.78%

Slavs  1.18%

Mediterranean  0.59%

ex-SFRY  0.59%

The Adriatic-Ionian region  1.18%

The Alps-Adriatic region  0.59%

The Adriatic  0.59%

The Balkan-Mediterranean region  0.59%

The Danube basin  0.59%

Sources:
Compendia:
Compendium, Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe, http://www.
culturalpolicies.net/web/countries-profiles-download.php, last 
accessed on 2nd April 2018.
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of Croatia, December 2014, pp. 8-12
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of Greece, October 2013, p.
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of Republic of Moldova, p. 
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of FYR Macedonia, August 2015, pp. 9-12
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of Slovenia, December 2014, pp. 16-24
- International Cultural Cooperation, in Compendium Country 
profile of Serbia, February 2015, pp. 15-24
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National strategies:

Albania
Constitutional National Strategy For Development and Integration 
2015-2020, draft, March 2016, The Republic of Albania, The Council 
of Ministries
http://www.kultura.gov.al/al/programi/konsultimi-strategjise-
kombetare-per-zhvillim-dhe-integrim-2015-2020 
http://www.kultura.gov.al/files/userfiles/SKZHI_draft_per_
konsultim_Tematik-_Investimi_ne_kapitalin_njerzor.pdf, last 
accessed on 13.3.2018.
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Strategy of Cultural Policy of BiH, Council of Ministers of BiH, 
Ministry of Civil Affairs, Sarajevo, July 2008, https://www.fmks.gov.
ba/kultura/legislativa/bih/32.pdf   last accessed on 20.2.2018.

Montenegro
Proposition of the Cultural Development Programme 2016-2020, 
Ministry of Culture of Montenegro, Cetinje, March 2016  
http://www.mku.gov.me/biblioteka/strategije last accessed on  
3.3.2018.

Croatia
Strategic Plan of the Ministry of Culture 2016-2018, Ministry of 
Culture of the Republic of Croatia, revised, March 2016
http://www.min-kulture.hr/userdocsimages/Dokumenti/
strateski%20plan/Web_Revidiran_Strate%C5%A1ki%20plan%20
Ministarstva%20kulture%202016%20-2018.pdf last accessed on 
24.2.2018.

FYR Macedonia
Strategic Plan of the Ministry of Culture for 2018-2020, Ministry of 
Culture, Skopje, January 2018
http://www.kultura.gov.mk/index.php/odnosi-so-javnost/
soopstenija/3480-------2018-2020- last accessed on 13.3.2018.

Moldova
Culture Development Strategy «CULTURE 2020»
http://old.mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/culture_development_
strategy_of_moldova_eng.pdf last accessed on 09.3.2018.

Romania
Strategy for Culture and National Heritage 2016-2022, Ministry of 
Culture
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http://www.cultura.ro/sites/default/files/inline-files/_SCPN%20
2016-2022inavizare.pdf last accessed on 11.3.2018.

Slovenia
National Programme for Culture 2014-2017, Ministry of Culture
http://www.mk.gov.si/fileadmin/mk.gov.si/pageuploads/
Ministrstvo/Drugo/novice/NET.NPK.pdf last accessed on 4.3.2018.

Serbia
Proposition of the Cultural Development Strategy of the Republic of 
Serbia 2017-2027, 2017
http://www.kultura.gov.rs/docs/dokumenti/predlog-strategije-
razvoja-kulture-republike-srbije-od-2017--do-2027-/-predlog-
strategije-razvoja-kulture-republike-srbije-od-2017--do-2027-.pdf  
last accessed on 17.2.2018.

Internet presentations of Ministries of Culture, last accessed in 
April 2018:
- Ministry of Culture of Albania http://www.kultura.gov.al/ 
- Federal Ministry of Culture and Sports of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
https://www.fmks.gov.ba 
- Ministry of Culture of Montenegro http://www.mku.gov.me/
ministarstvo 
- Ministry of Culture of Greece https://www.culture.gr
- Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia http://www.mku.
gov.me/ministarstvo 
- Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Macedonia http://www.
kultura.gov.mk 
- Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Moldova http://old.mc.gov.
md/en 
- Ministry of Culture and National Identity Romania http://www.
cultura.ro 
- Ministry of Culture of Slovenia http://www.mk.gov.si 
- Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic of Serbia 
http://www.kultura.gov.rs
Other Internet presentations, accessed in the period February – 
April 2018:
- Council of Ministers of Culture of Southeast Europe http://
comocosee.org/ 
- Regional Cooperation Council https://www.rcc.int/ 
- Western Balkans Fund  http://westernbalkansfund.org/ 
- Visegrád Group http://www.visegradgroup.eu/
- Visegrád Fund  https://www.visegradfund.org 
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- Organisation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)  http://
www.bsec-organization.org/ 
- Southeast Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme 2007-
2013 http://www.southeast-europe.net/en/about_see/programme_
presentation/index 
- EU Strategy for the Adriatic-Ionian Region 2014-2020 (EUSAIR) 
http://www.adriatic-ionian.eu
- Balkan-Mediterranean Programme 2014-2020 (BalkanMed) http://
www.interreg-balkanmed.eu
- EU Strategy for the Danube Region 2014-2020 (EUSDR) http://www.
danube-region.eu/ 
- Adriatic-Ionian Initiative (AII) http://www.aii-ps.org/
- China 16+1 / China and CEEC countries http://www.china-ceec.org/
eng/ 
- UNESCO https://en.unesco.org/ 
- UNESCO Venice office http://www.unesco.org/new/en/venice 
- SEEcult http://www.seecult.org/ 
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ABOUT CREATIVE EUROPE DESK 
SERBIA
Creative Europe Desk Serbia is an implementation body of the Creative 
Europe programme, formed within the Ministry of Culture and Information of 
the Republic of Serbia. The task of the Desk is to support cultural institutions 
and civil society organizations in Serbia which would like to participate in 
the Creative Europe programme. Creative Europe Desk Serbia implements 
the sub-programme Culture, which is part of the Creative Europe programme. 
By signing the agreement on participation in Creative Europe, each country 
has committed to establish an implementation body (of the Creative Europe 
programme), which operates at the national level. The Republic of Serbia 
signed the agreement in Brussels on June the 19th, 2014.

In order to increase the number of participants from Serbia, Creative Europe 
Desk Serbia will continuously organise seminars and training programmes to 
transfer knowledge related to the bidding procedure and financial support; give 
presentations of previously successful projects of organizations from Serbia 
as well as from the region and Europe; organise conferences on important 
issues of regional and international cooperation (the state and potential of 
the cultural system in Serbia, existing national and European cultural policy 
instruments which develop international cooperation, European cultural 
networks, modern concepts of international cooperation, etc.), as well as on 
topics in the field of cultural policy and management related to the priorities 
of Creative Europe (mobility of professionals in the field of culture, building 
audiences, creative industries and modern business models, etc.); organize 
training in cultural institutions through direct work with employees; and 
promote the importance of inter-sectoral cooperation.

www.kreativnaevropa.rs 
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