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Abstract: In his last book, published in 1992, 
Lajos Németh wrote that neo-avant-garde 
art posed an unresolved problem for Hungar-
ian art history. In recent years, when evaluat-
ing research on the neo-avant-garde, art his-
torians have recalled the tasks formulated by 
Németh as ones that have still not been ac-
complished. Although Lajos Németh assigned 
this task to the art historians of the future, his 
statement also conveys a critique of the pre-
sent at the time, as well as of the period lead-
ing up to the political transition. In my study, 
I compare Lajos Németh’s opinion with the 
criticism articulated by Éva Forgács in the 
early 1990s on the neo-avant-garde. I argue 
that, due to the similarity of their perspec-
tives, the art criticism of the period helps to 
concretise Lajos Németh’s general state-
ments about the era. In other words, at-
tempts to circumvent Lajos Németh contrib-
ute to substantiating his inevitability. 
 
 
Methodological questions concerning the in-
terpretation of Hungarian neo-avant-garde 
came to the forefront after the political tran-
sition.1  In his posthumously published book, 
Lajos Németh described the crisis that neo-
avant-garde art caused for Hungarian art his-
tory. By means of the problem formulation 
advanced in Törvény és kétely (Law and Doubt), 
following Hans Belting,2 Németh connects to 

 
1 NÉMETH Lajos, Törvény és kétely (Budapest: 
Gondolat Kiadó, 1992), 108. 
2 Hans BELTING, A művészeti kommentár mint 
a művészettörténet problémája [2002], in A 
művészettörténet vége (Budapest: Atlantisz 
Könyvkiadó, 2006), 43–48. 
3 NÉMETH, Törvény és kétely, 14. 

the notion of the “death of art history” asso-
ciated with the avant-garde.3 Németh ex-
plored whether the art of the period had ac-
tually undergone, or might have undergone, 
changes significant enough to warrant a revi-
sion of interpretative practices. His suspicion 
stemmed from the fact that such a phenom-
enon was atypical in the history of art. He 
concluded that due to the emergence of con-
ceptual artistic practices, both the concept of 
art and art interpretation must be reconsid-
ered in order to prevent art history from be-
coming “merely a descriptive discipline”.4 By 
this, Németh meant that uncovering histori-
cal documents alone is insufficient for art his-
tory writing to function as a “value-based dis-
cipline”.5 Consequently, thinking about the 
interpretative possibilities of neo-avant-garde 
art also entails representing Lajos Németh’s 
position. 

Reconsidering the concepts of art inter-
pretation and the artwork itself was not an 
unexpected theme in Németh’s oeuvre. In the 
preface he wrote to Pierre Francastel’s Művé-
szet és társadalom (Art and Society), a collec-
tion of selected essays originally published in 
1965 and translated into Hungarian in 1972, 
he already reflected on the relationship be-
tween artwork and society in the context of 
interpretation.6 In his volumes published in 

4 Ibid., 213. 
5 Ibid., 17. 
6 NÉMETH Lajos, „Pierre Francastel munkás-
ságáról”, in Pierre FRANCASTEL, Művészet és 
társadalom. Válogatott tanulmányok [1965], 
5–23 (Budapest: Gondolat Kiadó, 1972), 5–23. 
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the 1970s,7 as well as in the 1985 issue of Ars 
Hungarica devoted to art interpretation,8 he 
addressed the same questions that he later 
examined in detail in his final book. In Törvény 
és kétely (Law and Doubt) he drew the follow-
ing conclusions. 1. Due to the “polysemy” of 
artworks, multiple correct readings are possi-
ble.9 2. The meaning of an artwork changes 
over time, and these “changes in meaning 
also belong to the work”.10 3. The hermeneu-
tic approach, replacing the positivist outlook 
aligned with natural-scientific models, leads 
to the increasing significance of the inter-
preter’s role.11 

Lajos Németh primarily dealt monograph-
ically with modern artists who preceded or 
worked in parallel with the neo-avant-garde, 
as neo-avant-garde art was not at the center 
of his research. Nevertheless, through com-
mentaries on artworks and speeches deliv-
ered at exhibition openings, he became in-
volved in the life of neo-avant-garde visual 
art. His opening speech at the exhibition A 
dada Magyarországon (The Dada in Hungary), 
published in the first issue (1983) of the sa-
mizdat journal Aktuális Levél—considered a 
key platform of neo-avant-garde self-defini-
tion—testifies to this involvement.12 Alt-
hough neo-avant-garde art did not occupy a 
central place in his analyses, Németh’s role is 

 
7 NÉMETH Lajos, A művészet sorsfordulója (Bu-
dapest: Gondolat Kiadó, 1970); NÉMETH Lajos, 
Minerva baglya (Budapest: Magvető Kiadó, 
1973). 
8 NÉMETH Lajos, „A műinterpretáció kérdése-
iről”, Ars Hungarica 13, No. 1. (1985): 5–22. 
9 NÉMETH, Törvény és kétely, 225. 
10 Ibid., 213. 
11 Ibod., 233. 
12 NÉMETH Lajos, „Németh Lajos bevezetője A 
dada Magyarországon című kiállítás megnyitó-
ján (ELTE Esztétika és Művészettörténet Tan-
szék, 1982. december 15.)”, Aktuális Levél 1. 
(1983): 12. 
13 RADNÓTI Sándor, „A harcot, amelyet őseink 
vívtak (Németh Lajos: »Szigetet és mentő-
övet!« Életútinterjú 1986”, ed. by BEKE László, 

not negligible when examining the discourse. 
I consider Lajos Németh important to the re-
ception of the neo-avant-garde, as he pur-
sued substantial interpretative work and, 
among his contemporaries, engaged with the 
relationship between art history as a disci-
pline and theory in a particularly distin-
guished way.13 According to Sándor Radnóti, 
among scholars pursuing academic careers at 
the time, Németh was considered “Unikum” 
due to his interest in contemporary art, and 
he also pointed out that Németh’s role was 
unprecedented in that he was recognised 
both by official institutions and by progres-
sive artists.14 
 

The “Stolen Moment”  
of the Neo-Avant-Garde 

 
In Törvény és kétely (Law and Doubt), Németh 
formulated his critique in general terms when 
addressing the challenges posed by contem-
porary art and its interpretation, while simul-
taneously reproaching the critical discourse 
of the time. Although he did not mention spe-
cific examples, due to similarities in perspec-
tive, Németh’s opinion appears valid when 
compared with the phenomena discussed in 
Éva Forgács’s critical writings. In two articles 
written about exhibitions held in 1991,15 

NÉMETH Katalin, PATAKI Gábor, TÍMÁR Árpád. 
MTA Bölcsészettudományi Kutatóközpont 
Művészettörténeti Intézete, MissionArt Galé-
ria, Budapest, 2017.)”, MúzeumCafé No. 61. 
(2017), accessed: 19.12.2025.,  
https://muzeumcafe.hu/hu/harcot-amelyet-
oseink-vivtak-2/. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Hatvanas évek: Új törekvések a magyar 
képzőművészetben: Kiállítás a Magyar 
Nemzeti Galériában, 1991. március 14 – június 
30. Kurátorok: Beke László, Dévényi István, 
Horváth György. Hatvanas évek: Új törek-
vések a magyar képzőművészetben: Kiállítás 
a Magyar Nemzeti Galériában. Kiállítási kata-
lógus. Szerk. Nagy Ildikó. Képzőművészeti Ki-
adó – Magyar Nemzeti Galéria – Ludwig Mú-
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Forgács simultaneously summarised the in-
terpretative difficulties surrounding Hungar-
ian neo-avant-garde art.16 One of these exhi-
bitions was the Hungarian National Gallery’s 
representative exhibition on the art of the 
1960s, whose misguided nature was also ad-
dressed by Péter György.17 The other exhibi-
tion, organised jointly by the István King Mu-
seum and the Csók István Gallery in Székes-
fehérvár, was the first to present Miklós Er-
dély’s oeuvre to the public. 

In the mid-1970s, László Beke identified a 
contradiction in the fact that “the recipient 
(interpreter) critic becomes identical with the 
artist, the interpretation becomes the art-
work itself.”18 Nevertheless, he played a ma-
jor role in both exhibitions mentioned above, 
and his role was criticised for precisely those 
issues he himself had regarded as problem-
atic two and a half decades earlier. Another 
contradiction was articulated a few years af-
ter the turn of the millennium by Zoltán 
Csehy in relation to the death of the avant-
garde: “It is natural nowadays to speak of the 
death of the avant-garde, since it has been 
suffering from a spectacular decline for two 
or three decades, yet internationally signifi-
cant groups continue to embrace its legacy.”19 

 
zeum, Budapest., 1991.; Erdély Miklós (1928–
1986) kiállítása. Rendezte Kovács Péter, Ko-
valovszky Márta, Ladányi József, Sasvári Edit. 
Csók István Képtár – István Király Múzeum, 
Székesfehérvár, 1991. október 26 – decem-
ber 31. Erdély Miklós (1928–1986). Kiállítási 
katalógus. Az István Király Múzeum Közle-
ményei, D. sorozat, No. 207, Székesfehérvár, 
1991. 
16 FORGÁCS Éva, „Egy mítosz természetrajza. 
Erdély Miklós és a neoavantgárd magánya”, 
2000 5, No. 10. (1993): 36–40.; FORGÁCS Éva, 
„Mától kezdve így volt? Hatvanas Évek. (A 
Magyar Nemzeti Galériában rendezett kiál-
lítás katalógusáról)”, BUKSZ 3, No. 2. (1991): 
156–160. 
17 GYÖRGY Péter, „Mostantól fogva ez lesz a 
múlt: Hatvanas évek”, Holmi 3, No. 6. (1991): 
789–800.  

The question of continuity—both between 
the avant-garde and contemporary art, and 
between the historical and neo-avant-garde 
—further prompts a re-evaluation of avant-
garde art and a reconsideration of the very 
definition of art. 

Látlelet & prognózis (Diagnosis & Progno-
sis), published in 2016, brings together inter-
views conducted with artists and art histori-
ans in 1980 and 1984.20 In the preface to the 
volume, Dóra Maurer recalls Lajos Németh’s 
critical view that “artists and their friends” 
tend to write their own history, and she also 
classifies this book among such forms of 
“self-documentation”.21 The conversations 
focus on Hungarian art of the 1960s and 
1970s, as well as on the future; on what art of 
the 1980s might be like. In his review of the 
book, József Mélyi wrote that even nearly two 
decades after the turn of the millennium, the 
basic concepts related to the art of the 1960s 
and 1970s remain unclear, and that this book 
should have been published at the time the 
interviews were carried out.22  From the per-
spective of the present study, Mélyi’s obser-
vation based on the interviews is also im-
portant: namely, that multiple concepts of 
the avant-garde were in use simultaneously, 

18 BEKE László, Az alkotó interpretációtól az in-
terpretáció tagadásáig, in BEKE László, Mű-
leírás és műértelmezés (Budapest: TIT, 1976), 
49. Cited in NÉMETH, Törvény és kétely, 224. 
19 CSEHY Zoltán, „»ha egyszer orgazmusom le-
hetne az irodalomtól«”, in Disputák között. 
Tanulmányok, esszék, kritikák a kortárs (szlo-
vákiai) magyar irodalomról, ed. by H. NAGY Pé-
ter, 187–189 (Somorja–Dunaszerdahely: Fórum 
Kisebbségkutató Intézet–Lilium Aarum Könyv-
kiadó, 2004).  
20 MAURER Dóra, BEKE László, Látlelet & 
prognózis. Új magyar művészet a hatvanas és 
hetvenes években. Beszélgetések és interjúk 
(Budapest: Sumus, 2016). 
21 Ibid., 7–10.  
22 MÉLYI József, „Nem így volt”, Jelenkor 60, 
No. 4. (2017): 512–514., 512. 
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and that Lajos Németh and László Beke offer 
differing interpretations of the avant-garde. 

A similar practice can be observed else-
where as well: evaluations, conclusions, and 
questions concerning the processing of the 
neo-avant-garde are often articulated in re-
views rather than in the art history publica-
tions themselves. Upon the publication of the 
first edition of A neoavantgarde (The Neo-
avant-garde), Miklós Szabolcsi received vehe-
ment reactions due to the omission of the 
Hungarian context and the lack of reflection 
on this omission.23 In his review of József 
Havasréti’s book, Pál Deréky offered a com-
prehensive assessment of the interpretation 
of the neo-avant-garde. While he praised 
Havasréti for his methodology, he reproached 
the entire art-historical discourse for the fact 
that partial studies focusing on individual 
oeuvres or artist groups are not connected to 
one another through a shared interpretative 
framework.24 
From all this arises the question of whether, 
after the “melting” of criticism, its function 
was taken over by another genre, such as the 
review. One of the early—if not the very first—
examples of criticism formulated within the 
genre of the review, yet extending beyond its 
generic boundaries and addressing the dis-
course of neo-avant-garde art in a deeper and 
more general way, can be found in the articles 
written by Éva Forgács in the years immedi-
ately preceding her emigration in 1993. 

In my view, those writings by Éva Forgács 
that were published in the years following the 
political transition are worth treating as a 

 
23 Cf. DERÉKY Pál, A magyar neoavantgárd 
irodalom, in DERÉKY Pál, MÜLLNER András, 
Né/ma? Tanulmányok a magyar neoavantgárd 
köréből, 15–38 (Budapest: Ráció, 2004), 29. 
24 DERÉKY Pál, „Akik a 20. század második fe-
lében újra el akarták törölni életvilág és 
művészet határait (Havasréti József: Alter-
natív regiszterek)”, Jelenkor 51, No. 4. (2008): 
489–492., 490. 
25 See FORGÁCS, „Egy mítosz…”; FORGÁCS, 
„Mától kezdve…”  

coherent whole. Two of her texts are most 
closely related: those addressing the 1991 
retrospective exhibition of Miklós Erdély’s 
oeuvre and the exhibition Hatvanas évek (The 
Sixties) held in the same year.25 I connect ad-
ditional texts to these. Due to her character-
istic interests in the period, her 1990 essay on 
the relationship between literature and visual 
art also belongs here.26 Furthermore, her 
2004 text on the continuity of the avant-
garde is likewise relevant because of its sub-
ject matter.27 On thematic grounds, I also in-
clude two further writings. In Az ellopott pil-
lanat (The Stolen Moment), Forgács argues 
that the artists of the European School did 
not receive, in due time, the reception that art 
requires in order to endure.28  The lack of con-
temporary reception caused a rupture in art-
historical continuity and in the interpretation 
of the works. She described a similar process 
in her 1990 essay Töredék. Irodalom és képző-
művészet kapcsolatáról (Fragment: On the In-
terplay between Literature and the Visual Arts), 
which addressed the progressive textile art of 
the period: while marginality initially facili-
tated the emergence and development of 
radical textile artists, it later rendered their 
activity impossible.29 

Forgács described similar processes in her 
evaluations of the exhibitions of Miklós Er-
dély’s oeuvre and the art of the 1960s. The ex-
pression “stolen moment originally used to 
describe the art of the Európai Iskola, is thus 
also applicable to neo-avant-garde art. This, 
in turn, raises the question of whether the 
void created by the neo-avant-garde’s “stolen 

26 FORGÁCS Éva, „Töredék. Irodalom és képző-
művészet kapcsolatáról”, Jelenkor 33, No. 1. 
(1990): 17–24. 
27 FORGÁCS Éva, „Történeti jelenség-e az 
avantgárd?”, Laokoón, No. 3. (2004): 15–23. 
28 FORGÁCS Éva, „Az ellopott pillanat. Jegyze-
tek az Európai Iskoláról”, Kortárs 29, No. 7. 
(1985): 163–168. 
29 FORGÁCS, „Töredék…”, 22. 
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moment” can be filled by posterity, as sug-
gested by Lajos Németh. 
 

The “Melting” of the Neo-Avant-Garde 
 
The coherence of Éva Forgács’s specific ob-
servations and proposals, as well as her views 
on the reception of the neo-avant-garde that 
have broader applicability, becomes particu-
larly articulate when approached from the 
perspective of Lajos Németh’s programme. 
In connection with the 1991 exhibition of Mi-
klós Erdély’s work, Forgács made a decisive 
statement regarding the reception of the 
neo-avant-garde when she asserted that by 
the early 1970s “art criticism had melted 
away”.30 She explained this development by 
the 1970 defection of Géza Perneczky, who 
had been among the most influential art crit-
ics, and those who remained of them—Éva 
Körner, László Beke, János Frank, Judit Sza-
badi, and Péter Sinkovits—“forgot their 
roles”,  “retuned themselves to the wave-
length of the new art”, and, instead of engag-
ing in interpretation, produced “empathetic 
texts” in which they expressed “the same 
contents” that the artists themselves articu-
lated “in their own forms”.31 In addition to 
such empathetic texts, art critics also sup-
ported the latest artistic practices through 
their participation in individual actions. Ac-
cording to Forgács, the phenomenon reflects 
the relative weakness and lack of established 
tradition in Hungarian art criticism, especially 
in comparison with the field of literary criti-
cism.32 

The “melting” of criticism may also be ex-
plained by what Péter György articulated in 

 
30 FORGÁCS, „Egy mítosz…”, 38. 
31 Ibid. 
32 FORGÁCS, „Töredék…”, 23.; FORGÁCS, „Mától 
kezdve…”, 158. 
33 GYÖRGY Péter, „A hely szelleme”, BUKSZ 
16, No. 4. (2004): 328–335. 
34 NÉMETH Lajos, „A kortárs művészet és a 
társtudományok kihívása”, in NÉMETH, Tör-
vény és kétely, 86–164. 

his review of the volume presenting the his-
tory and documents of the chapel exhibitions 
in Balatonboglár.33 György emphasises that 
making sources and documents publicly 
available is a crucial and necessary step in the 
scholarly engagement with the neo-avant-
garde. Moreover, this practice is not only es-
sential from an art-historical perspective but 
also contributes to the study of the social his-
tory of the Kádár Regime. Since that time, 
art-historical approaches to the period and 
region have often prioritised the documen-
tary significance of sources and the investiga-
tion of past events. Lajos Németh referred to 
this phenomenon as the challenge posed by 
its allied disciplines.34 Representing Németh’s 
position, György supplemented these obser-
vations with the remark that the documenta-
tion of sources cannot substitute for interpre-
tation.35 According to Németh, the concep-
tual turn in art opposed the mode of art inter-
pretation upon which art history as a disci-
pline had been founded. Consequently, he ar-
gued in favour of a combined approach to art 
history and art theory. In contrast, he ob-
served that theoretical approaches had re-
ceded into the background of art-historical 
writing, and that what was lacking was “posi-
tive disturbance,” “being in doubt,” and “the 
act of asking questions”.36 

Lajos Németh himself put the strategy he 
advocated into practice when he raised the 
question of whether the difficult-to-access 
features of new artistic tendencies might also 
have appeared earlier, but were relegated to 
the background due to the rigor of the concept 

35 Cf. HAVASRÉTI József, „Széteső dichotó-
miák. Klaniczay Júlia – Sasvári Edit Törvény-
telen avantgárd című könyvéről”, in HAVAS-
RÉTI József, Széteső dichotómiák. Színterek és 
diskurzusok a magyar neoavantgárdban (Bu-
dapest–Pécs: Gondolat Kiadó–Artpool–PTE 
Kommunikáció- és Média-tudományi Tanszék, 
2009), 77–95. 
36 NÉMETH, Törvény és kétely, 10. 
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of “autonomous art”.37 His argumentation 
culminated in the conclusion that “in the new 
paradigm, the artwork itself must occupy the 
central position”.38 For this reason, he at-
tributed central importance to the develop-
ment of a new strategy of art interpretation. 
Németh argues that the critic’s responsibility 
lies in examining the “contemporary recep-
tion” of artworks, then the “various interpre-
tative proposals based on the receptions of 
different periods,” and finally in “confronting 
the artwork with the perspectives of the pre-
sent.”39 

In an interview published in the catalogue 
of the exhibition Hatvanas évek (The Sixties), 
held in 1991, Németh stated that “manipula-
tive art criticism” had been dominant in the 
1960s.40 He neither defined the term nor pro-
vided examples. Nevertheless, the concrete 
referents of this expression may be inferred 
from Éva Forgács’s writings. In her articles on 
the two exhibitions held in 1991, Forgács ap-
pears to have outlined the characteristics of 
what Németh termed “manipulative art criti-
cism”. 

Forgács’s principal objection to the exhibi-
tion catalogue presenting the art of the 1960s 
was the absence of artwork analyses and ca-
reer overviews; similarly to Lajos Németh, 
she advocated a theoretical approach in order 
to prevent the works from being excluded 
from the discourse.41 She likewise criticised 
the Miklós Erdély retrospective exhibition in 
Székesfehérvár for its lack of analyses focus-
ing on the artworks themselves.42 What par-
ticularly troubled Forgács was that interpret-
ers “pushed aside the concrete works,” since 

 
37 Ibid., 107. 
38 Ibid., 241. 
39 Ibid., 238. 
40 BEKE László, „Beszélgetés Németh Lajossal. 
Kérdező: Beke László. (1990. október 18.)” in 
Hatvanas évek. Új törekvések a magyar 
képzőművészetben kiállítás a Magyar Nemzeti 
Galériában (1991. március 14 – június 30.), ed. 
by BEKE László, NAGY Ildikó, DÉVÉNYI István 
and HORVÁTH György, 67–73 (Budapest: Képző-

Erdély’s works in fact “provoke the debate 
partner”.43  As in the practice of weekly news-
papers and journals, the catalogue’s inter-
preters, instead of entering into a debate with 
the artworks, focused primarily on the con-
texts of their production and on the artist. In 
doing so, they expanded the concept of the 
artwork “from retouching a picture in pyja-
mas to ordering Unicums”.44 Alongside the 
previously discussed “reconstructive” strat-
egy—limited to the uncovering and presenta-
tion of facts—the process of “myth-making” 
likewise fails to bring interpretation closer to 
the artworks themselves.45 

Éva Forgács writes critically about the role 
of László Beke in both of her articles. In rela-
tion to Miklós Erdély, he becomes ensnared in 
the “trap of myth-making,” thereby reinforc-
ing the interpretive framework perpetuated 
by the exhibition,46 while his study on the in-
terrelations of the art of the 1960s, he fails to 
address what is essential.47  Forgács misses 
the consideration of the perspective of pos-
terity in Beke’s account of the 1960s. She also 
notes the absence of an interpretation of 
Hungarian art of the 1960s from the perspec-
tive of international movements.48 This as-
pect appears elsewhere as well in the recep-
tion history of the neo-avant-garde, as dis-
cussed earlier. 
 

The Afterlife of the Neo-Avant-Garde 
 
The “questioning art historian” praised by La-
jos Németh is most fully embodied by Éva 
Forgács in her essay Történeti jelenség-e az 
avantgárd? (Is the Avant-Gard a Historical 

művészeti Kiadó–Magyar Nemzeti Galéria–
Ludwig Múzeum, 1991), 72. 
41 FORGÁCS Éva, „Mától kezdve…”, 158. 
42 FORGÁCS Éva, „Egy mítosz…”, 36. 
43 Ibid., 37. 
44 Ibid., 36. 
45 Ibid.  
46 Ibid. 
47 Ibid., 38. 
48 Ibid., 39. 
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Phenomenon?) In this article, published in 
2004, Forgács reflects on the post-structural-
ist reading she applies in place of artist-cen-
tered interpretations of neo-avant-garde art, 
as well as on the interpretative difficulties 
specific to Hungarian neo-avant-garde art. 
According to Forgács, Western scholarly liter-
ature may not necessarily be applicable to the 
Hungarian neo-avant-garde. The topic was 
revisited by scholars two decades later, who 
explored it with greater depth and nuance.49  
The significance of Forgács’s proposition is 
underscored by the fact that Peter Bürger’s 
controversial Az avantgárd elmélete (Theory 
of the Avant-Garde), originally published in 
1975 and cited by Forgács in the aforemen-
tioned essay, appeared in Hungarian transla-
tion only in 2010, in a version translated by 
Tamás Seregi.50 Further evidence of interest 
in the theoretical approaches referenced by 
Forgács is provided by András Müllner’s 2001 
dissertation entitled Neoavantgárd szövegek 
posztstrukturalista olvasatai (Erdély Miklós) 
(Post-Structuralist Approaches to Neo-Avant-
Garde Texts [Miklós Erdély]),51 Viktória Popo-
vics’s 2013 research on A kritikai elméletek 
művészettörténeti recepciója (The Reception of 
Critical Theories in Art History),52 as well as 
Katalin Timár’s dissertation on the journal Oc-
tober,53 completed in the same year. The lat-
ter was also mentioned by Forgács in her arti-
cle due to the impact of French post-structur-
alist concepts on the American critical scene. 

 
49 MÜLLNER András, „Állapotkommunikáció és 
montázs. (Erdély Miklós: Tavaszi kivégzés)”, 
Apertúra, Spring 2023, accessed: 30.01.2026. 
https://www.apertura.hu/2023/tavasz/mull-
ner-allapotkommunikacio-es-montazs-
erdely-miklos-tavaszi-kivegzes/.  
50 BÜRGER, Peter, Az avantgárd elmélete 
[1974], translated by SEREGI Tamás (Szeged: 
Universitas Kiadó, 2010). 
51 MÜLLNER András, Neoavantgárd szövegek 
posztstrukturalista olvasatai (Erdély Miklós). 
Doctoral dissertation (Szeged: Szegedi Tudo-
mányegyetem, 2001). 

Drawing on this groundwork, Éva Forgács’s 
2004 essay heralds a new period in the recep-
tion of neo-avant-garde art. In the same year, 
the edited volume Né/ma? Tanulmányok a 
magyar neoavantgárd köréből (Silent? Studies 
and perspectives on the Hungarian neo-avant-
garde) was published, bringing together neo-
avant-garde interpretations that had emerged 
in the period following the political transition 
and were characterised by an interdiscipli-
nary approach drawing on both literary and 
art-historical perspectives. What unites these 
interpretative approaches is that they emerged 
in opposition to earlier practices of “interro-
gating” the neo-avant-garde.54 According to 
the editors, “interrogation” refers to the cul-
tural-political environment of the time, and a 
shared feature of the essays in the volume is 
their break with the earlier mode of analysis, 
whose primary method had been the ques-
tioning or interrogation of the artist. How-
ever, giving voice to what was “silent” does 
not apply only to the artist, but also to the in-
terpretative position that had remained silent 
for decades. 

For his thesis on the Socialist Artists’ Group, 
Lajos Németh conducted interviews with the 
artists and found that it was possible to “con-
front their prewar works with their later views 
and with the art that was contemporary at 
the time”.55 This reflects the theoretical prin-
ciples he subsequently articulated concerning 
the role of the interpreter in his posthumously 

52 POPOVICS Viktória, A kritikai elméletek mű-
vészettörténeti recepciója, Kállai Ernő művé-
szettörténészi-műkritikusi ösztöndíj beszámoló, 
2013.  
53 TIMÁR Katalin, October and Semiotics. Az 
October művészetelméleti folyóirat és a szemi-
otika. Doctoral dissertation (Pécs: PTE BTK 
Nyelvtudományi Doktori Iskola Kommuniká-
ció Program, 2016). 
54 DERÉKY and MÜLLNER, Né/ma…, 9. 
55 BEKE László, „Németh Lajos (1929–1991)”, 
in „Emberek és nem frakkok”. A magyar művé-
szettörténet-írás nagy alakjai. Tudománytör-
téneti esszégyűjtemény, ed. by MARKÓJA Csilla, 
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published book. In the case of neo-avant-
garde art, however, the use of interviews 
functioned differently; a matter discussed in 
detail by Éva Forgács. With regard to the neo-
avant-garde, scholarly interest focused on 
what happened, where it happened, and who 
carried it out; as a result, the artist and the 
artist’s opinion became the primary source. 
The issues discussed in this study raise the 
need for further research into the use of inter-
views as sources, along the following ques-
tions. Can interviews serve to highlight the 
functions of criticism that are otherwise ab-
sent or lacking; as they did, for example, in 
Lajos Németh’s thesis? Do the methodolo-
gies of art criticism and literary criticism nec-
essarily differ; as suggested by Zoltán Csehy? 
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