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SLOBODAN CRTEZ U NOVIJOJ I SAVREMENO] SRPSKOJ ARHITEKTURI

Apstrakt:

Iako predstavlja autentican izraz stvaralacke fantazije 1 prikazivacke
vestine, slobodan arhitektonski crtez nije pravovremeno prepoznat u srpskoj
likovnoj kulturi. Predugo u senci javno vidljivijeg 1 priznatijeg tehnickog crteza,
namenjenog kolektivnim utilitarnim potrebama, ravnopravan status je stekao tek
krajem pedesetih godina proslog veka. Od tada pa naovamo, niz uglednih srpskih
neimara, uz projektovanje, gradenje 1 istrazivanje graditeljske bastine, pasionirano
izlaze tematski raznorodne slobodnorucne crteze. Izabrane spontano ili osmisljene
planski, zastupljene teme svedoce o neiscrpnom fondu autorskih inspiracija.

Klucne rect:

slobodnorucni crtez, umetnost, arhitektura, Srbija, casopis CrteZi



Alecksandar Kadijevi¢

Uvod

Uprkos ¢injenici da od antickih vremena predstavlja pokretacki izraz
celokupnog arhitektonskog stvaralastva, rukom sacinjen crtez na tradicionalnim
podlogama se ubrzano povlac¢i pred crtanjem mehanickim pomagalima 1
elektronskim grafickim dizajnom.! Funkcionalno se moze odeliti na slobodni,
usmeren ka individualnim likovnim istrazivanjima, 1 projeklantski, korisc¢en pri
izradi pripremnih idejnih skica. Budu¢i da se primerenost slobodnog crtanja u eri
digitalnih tehnologija sve ¢esé¢e dovodi u pitanje, celishodno je osvrnuti se na njegov
kontinuitet u novijoj 1 savremenoj srpskoj arhitekturi.

Slobodnoruc¢ni arhitektonski crtez se kroz istoriju razvijao u razliciim
pojavnim vidovima, shodno nameni, tematici, autorskoj stilistici, tehnici podloge
1 kori$¢enog pribora. (Maldini 2004, 211; Schank Smith 2005; Cing 2006, 29-36;
Glaser 2008) Iako predstavlja autentican izraz stvaralacke fantazije 1 prikazivacke
vestine, nije pravovremeno prepoznat u srpskoj likovnoj kulturi. Predugo u senci
javno vidljivijeg 1 priznatijeg tehnickog crteza, namenjenog kolektivnim utilitarnim
potrebama, ravnopravan status je stekao tek krajem pedesetih godina proslog
veka. Od tada pa naovamo, niz uglednih srpskih neimara, uz projektovanje,
gradenje 1 istrazivanje graditeljske bastine, pasionirano izlaze tematski raznorodne
slobodnorucne crteze. Izabrane spontano ili osmisljene planski, zastupljene teme
svedoce o neiscrpnom fondu autorskih inspiracija.

Geneza i tipologija slobodnog crtanja u Srbiji

Uvedeno jos 1839. godine kao predmet studija arhitekture u povoju,
crtanje se postepeno, osim u nastavi procesa projektovanja, razvilo 1 kao pripremno,
tehnicko, ornamentsko, topografsko i slobodno, zahvaljujuéi specijalizovanim
predavacima — Atanasiju Nikoli¢u, Pordu Milovanovi¢u, Petru Ranosovi¢u, Mihi
Marinkovi¢u, Borivoju Radenkovi¢u, Konstantinu Hakmanu, Milivoju Trickovicu,
Andreju Papkovu, Milanu Zlokovi¢u 1 Svetislavu Strali, da bi se posle Drugog
svetskog rata tematski razgranalo u nastavi Prvoslava Karamatijevi¢a, Branka
Krstica, Grigorija Samojlova, Branislava Milenkovica, Aleksandra Radojevica,
Porda Petrovica, Fedora Soretica 1 DuSana Stanisavljevica (predmeti Crtanje i
akvarelisanje, Arhitektonsko crtanje, Vizuelne komunikacije, Vizuelna istrazivanja
1 Arhitektonska grafika). (Paxouesmh 1996; Jlasosuh m Mako 2016) Crtacko
umece je doslo do izrazaja 1 u prezentacijama srednjovekovne, folklorne 1 novije

1 Crtanje je definisano kao vestina, proces ili tehnika predstavljanja predmeta, prizora ili ideje
povlacenjem linija na podlozi. Za razliku od tehnickog crtanja sa mehanickim pomagalima,
crtanje slobodnom rukom se pretezno koristi za primarnu vizuelizaciju ideja 1 utisaka. (Maldini
2004, 211) Najcesce se praktikuje kao linearno i konturno, a ponekad ukljucuje i sencenje.
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graditeljske bastine, zahvaljujudi istrazivac¢ima koji su crtezima ispunjavali terenske
sveske i nau¢ne radove.?

Proistekli iz nesputanog nadahnuca, najces¢e u jednom ,,dahu®, liseni
ogranicenja svojstvenih tehnickom crtanju, slobodnorucni crtezi predstavljaju
dragoceno svedocanstvo o likovnim afinitetima 1 prikazivackom umecu svojih tvoraca.
Za vecinu arhitekata crtez je vise od vezbe 1 igre — introspektivni modus vivends, nacin
komunikacije sa sobom 1 drugima. U njima se suptilno preispituju dijalekticke
konsekvence umetnickog rada, zavisne od talenta 1 intelektualnog potencijala.

Za razliku od generacije posleratnih arhitekata koji su slobodan crtez
uzdigli kao ravnopravnu stru¢nu disciplinu, raniji nosioci graditeljske struke u Srbiji
tragove crtackog umeca su prevashodno ostavljali na studentskim 1 konkursnim
nacrtima, kao 1 skicama koje prethode idejnim projektima. Uz crtacki, mnogi su
iskazali 1 slikarski dar, uspesno se baveci akvarelom, temperom, pastelom, uljanim
slikarstvom, grafickim dizajnom, ilustracijom i unutrasnjom dekoracijom,?® dok su se
pojedini afirmisali i na polju fasadne, figuralne i apstraktne spomenicke skulpture.*

Li¢ne crtacke zabeleske domacih arhitekata 1 stranaca koji su u srpskoj
kulturi ostavili stvaralacki trag nisu potpunije ocuvane, a ni zbirno muzeoloski
prezentovane, bududi da je vecina autorskih zaostavstina rasuta 1 parcijalno istrazena.
(Kagujesuh 2001; Tomesa 2016) U dokumentacionim arhivima visokoskolskih
ustanova na kojima su edukovane generacije srpskih arhitekata, izdvajaju se crtezi
ciriskog studenta Konstantina Jovanoviéa (1849-1923), nastali tokom ekskurzija po
Italiji, (Kireyr 2007; Banymmuh 2013, 22-27) kao i budimpestanski crtezi Dragise
Brasovana (1887-1965). (Ignjatovi¢ 2004) Studentski crtezi ruskih arhitekata koji
su emigrirali u Jugoslaviju nakon revolucionarnih previranja u domovini 1917.
godine sacuvani su u arhivima visokoskolskih ustanova Sankt Peterburga 1 Moskve.
Akvarelisani crtezi iz krimskog razdoblja ruskog akademika Nikolaja Krasnova
(1864—1939), koji je pozni period stvaranja proveo u jugoslovenskoj emigraciji,
predstavljaju remek-dela u toj tehnici. (T'xauyx et al. 2014, 25-74) Istrazivanjem
arhivske grade 1 porodi¢nih zaostavstina Momira Korunovica (1883-1969),
Aleksandra Deroka (1894-1988), Grigorjja Samojlova (1904-1989), Milana

2 U tome su prednjacili Mihajlo Valtrovi¢, Dragutin Milutinovi¢, Petar Popovi¢, Milan Mini¢,
Kosta J. Jovanovi¢, Zarko Tati¢, Aleksandar Deroko, Branislav Koji¢, Durde Bogkovi¢, Jovan
Neskovi¢, Zoran B. Petrovi¢, Vojislav Kora¢, Porde Simonovi¢, Porde Mitrovi¢, Dobroslav
St. Pavlovi¢, Ranko Findrik, Anka Stojakovi¢, Milka Canak Medi¢, Mirko Kovacevi¢ 1 Zoran
Jakovljevi¢. (3npasxosuh 1968; Kangujesnh 1995)

3 U razliciim slikarskim tehnikama uspesno su se iskazali Konstantin Jovanovi¢, Dragutin Inkiostri,
Branko Tanazevi¢, Milan Mini¢, Branislav Koji¢, Nikolaj Vasiljev; Nikolaj Krasnov; Ivan Rik,
Samuilo Sumbul, Nikola Dobrovi¢, Dorde Tabakovi¢, Branko Krsti¢, Branko Popovi¢, Bratislav
Stojanovi¢, Grigorije Samoijlov, Aleksandar Medvedev, Milorad Macura, Aljosa Josi¢, Leonid Sejka,
Ivo Kurtovi¢, Sinisa Vukovi¢, Branislav Milenkovi¢, Dorde Petrovi¢, Zoran Petrovi¢, Aleksandar
Radojevi¢, Stojan Maksimovi¢, Ranko Radovi¢, Slobodan Masi¢, Milorad Jevti¢, Slobodan Maldini,
Slobodan Dragovi¢, Bozidar Jankovi¢, Mirjana Jankovi¢, Petar Milovanovi¢ i Stevan Micic.

4 Ivan Mestrovi¢, Nikolaj Krasnov, Roman Verhovskoj, Vasilij Androsov, Petar Popovi¢, Branko
Kirsti¢, Bogdan Bogdanovi¢, Svetislav Licina 1 Aleksandar Doki¢.
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Zlokovica (1898-1965), Petra (1899-1991) 1 Branka Krsti¢a (1902-1978), otkriven
je niz slobodnoruc¢nih crteza, nevezanih za prioritetne graditeljske poduhvate,
koji neposredno svedoce o afinitetima tih svestranih stvaralaca. (Manesuh 1989;
Josanosuh 1991; Kagujesuh 1996; ‘Byphesuh 1996; IIpocen 2006)

Mnogim autorima je svakodnevno crtanje predstavljalo svojevrsni li¢ni
dnevnik, ispunjen promenljivim raspolozenjima, oscilacjama duha i umetnicke
koncentracije. Uz to, putujuéi po svetu, crtacki su opisivali zatecene gradevine i
predele, uglavnom istoriografski skromno osvetljene. Vecina njih je nastala i situ u
vidu brzog kroki crteza, da bi se kasnije razradivala po se¢anju ili uz pomo¢ fotografija.

U pocetku izlagan povremeno, a potom ces¢e 1 masovnije, slobodnorucni
crtez je privukao paznju $ire javnosti. S vremenom su zabelezeni 1 pokusaji njegove
teorijske popularizacije, usmerene ka akademskim i intelektualnim krugovima.” Tako
posmatran kao sekundaran izraz opseznih autorskih opusa, izazvao je simpatije,
pokazujuci da arhitekti nisu samo ,,tehnicari koji racionalno osmisljavaju prostorne
strukture ve¢ 1 nadahnuti umetnici, sposobni da se likovno izrazavaju.

Uveliko priznati u primarnim profesionalnim usmerenjima, kao $to su
projektovanje, urbanizam, konstrukterstvo, univerzitetska nastava, istoriografska,
konzervatorska 1 kriticarsko-teorijska delatnost, ugledni arhitekti posleratnog
razdoblja — Nikola Dobrovi¢, Grigorije Samojlov, Milan Zlokovi¢, Porde Tabakovic,
Mate Bajlon, Branko Maksimovi¢, Aleksandar Deroko, Predrag Zrni¢, Branko Bon,
Jovan Kruni¢, Aleksej Brki¢, Bogdan Bogdanovi¢, Ratomir Bogojevi¢, Ivo Kurtovic,
Mihajlo Mitrovi¢, Ugljesa Bogunovi¢, Slobodan Janji¢, Dorde Petrovi¢, Dejan
Nasti¢, Zoran Petrovi¢, Svetislav Licina, Milan Mitrovi¢, Branislav Milenkovié, Jovan
Neskovi¢, Aleksandar Radojevi¢, Slobodan Nenadovi¢, Branislav Vulovi¢, Milan
Palisaski, Branislav Jovin, Bozidar Petrovi¢, Predrag Risti¢, Milica Jaksi¢, Ranko
Radovi¢, Milan Lojanica, Mirko Kovacevi¢, Zoran Jakovljevi¢, Bozidar Jankovi¢,
Darko 1 Milenija Marusi¢, Mario Jobst, Slobodan Rajovi¢, Spasoje Kruni¢, Ljubisa
Foli¢, Porde Bobi¢, Mirjana Luki¢, Mustafa Musi¢, Branislav Mitrovi¢, Slobodan
Maldini, Dejan Ec¢imovi¢, Petar Arsi¢, Predrag Jani¢, Sasa Budevac, Ksenija
Bulatovic¢ 1 drugi, (Mauesuh 2008; Gavrilovi¢ 1 Stojanovi¢ 2014; Crojanosuh 2016)
nastojali su da se kroz izlozbe 1 publikacije uporedo predstave kao daroviti crtaci.
Ono $§to 1h dodatno povezuje jeste duboka naklonost prema graditeljskom nasledu,
koju su, osim na uzestrucnom planu, iskazivali 1 serijjama crteza.

Slobodan crtez ih je, uz slikarstvo, grafiku, dizajn namestaja 1 scenografiju
najvise privlacio kao alternativni medij u kome su mogli da se likovno izrazavaju,
a ponekad 1 da beleze inicijalne ideje o buducéim arhitektonskim projektima

5  Pogotovo su dragoceni iskazi vodec¢ih protagonista slobodnog crtanja, poput Radojevicevog:
,,Arhitektonski crtez kroz igru prati inventivne procese 1 registruje tu organsku povezanost
reprezentujuci nam sintezu utilitarnih 1 simbolickih sadrzaja. Zahvaljujuéi tom sadejstvu stvaraju
se 1 neocekivane kombinacije, ¢itav svet razumljivih znacenja 1 estetski prihvatljivih oblika. U toj
svrhovitosti igre, kada se 1 protivrecni elementi spajaju u celinu, tada 1 nemoguce postaje moguce.*
(Manesuh u I'aBpunosuh 2016, 21) Osim specijalizovanih skripata i priru¢nika Arhitektonskog
fakulteta namenjenih nastavi crtanja, videti i: Bogdanovi¢ 1978; borganosuh 1981; Gavrilovic,
Stojanovi¢ 2014; Kosau 2017.
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(poput prvobitne zamisli beogradske palate ,,Albanija® Branka Bona, pretocene u
crtez na salveti jo§ krajem tridesetih godina proslog veka).® Kao plodovi likovnih
eksperimenata 1 opustaju¢th improvizacija, crtezi su autorima davali snagu da
istraju u primarnim oblastima preuredenja prostorne sredine.

Sastavljen od linije, mrlje, crtica i tacaka, kao i njithovog medusobnog
kombinovanja, sa ciljem da se kontrastima volumena, svetla 1 senke od linearnog
dosegne plasticki izraz, slobodnorucni crtez je prepoznatljivo upotpunio opuse
generacija arhitekata. Najcesce su izlagali panoramske crteze balkanskih 1 evropskih
gradova, sakralnih spomenika, mostova i prirodnih lepota za koje su se intimno
vezivali (zavicajni pejzazi, duhovni medasi, predeli spajanja, divljenja i nadahnuca),
kao 1 prikaze sopstvenih i popularnih svetskih gradevina. Ponekad su crtali portrete
uglednih savremenika, iskazujuéi respekt, ali i dar za vizuelnu ekspresiju.’

Nastali na razliciim podlogama (papir, drvo, platno, staklo), koris¢enjem
raznovrsnog tehnickog pribora (grafit, mastilo, ugljen, sepija, tus, cetka, pero,
pastel, kreda, flomaster, hemijska olovka), monohromatski 1 visebojni crtezi su
arhitekte u javnosti predstavili kao pasionirane tumace graditeljske bastine, narocito
one koja nije dobijala potpuniju istoriografsku paznju. Najce$¢e su rehabilitovali
zaboravljeni svet anonimnog narodnog neimarstva, prikazujuci ga u nostalgi¢cnom i
paradigmaticnom svetlu.

Odabrani ambijenti su za autore imali posebnu emotivnu 1 intelektualnu
tezinu. Dok su na mnogim crtezima dominirale obuhvatne arhitektonske celine
(prirodni pejzazi, gradske vedute, panorame, manastirski kompleksi 1 orijentalne
carsjje), na drugima su prikazane pojedinacne gradevine, njihovi konstruktivni i
dekorativni detalji.

Za razliku od propisanih metoda tehnickog crtanja, slobodni ateljerski i
putopisni crtezi nemaju ogranicenja u pogledu razmere 1 prikazivackog plasmana
(ortogonalna projekeija). U njima nema ni preciznog kotiranja, dosledno izvedenih
preseka 1 perspektiva. Njihova unutrasnja ekspresija pociva na masti i subjektivnoj
hijerarhiji oblika Svaki od njih osim speciﬁénog estetskog ustrojstva odaéilje
konzumentima i boljim poznavaocima autorove hcnostl. Odlikuje ih spontano
odreden poredak mera i odnosa, ¢esto nevezan za realno stanje prikazanih celina
(predstavljene predimenzionirano, umanjeno i stilizovano, u obrisima ili celovito).?

Kao pokazatelji umetnickog talenta 1 sklonosti ka posebnim temama,
slobodnorucni crtezi svedoce o individualnom doZivljaju razlicitih vizuelnih
fenomena. Cak i prikazivacki precizniji crtezi kulturnih spomenika, namenjeni
naucnim i edukativnim potrebama, umnogome imaju prepoznatljiv autorski pecat,
lisen tehnicke suvoparnosti.

6 Prema secanju arh. Ranka Bona, sina arh. Branka Bona, koautora palate ,,Albanija“ (iz dokumentacije
dr A. Kadijevica).

7 Uz Grigorija Samojlova i Zorana Jakovljevia, u toj oblasti se izdvojio Milorad H. Jevti¢
monografijom portretnih karikatura (Jesruh 1995).

8  To ne vazi za ilustrativni i edukativni crtez, na kome su gradevine precizno pozicionirane u ambijentu.

1
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Uloga casopisa Crtezi

Pokrenut 1956. kao strucni
godisnjak, na inicijativu uglednog
slikara  Prvoslava Karamatijevica
(1902-1963), Aleksandra Deroka
1 mladih saradnika beogradskog
Arhitektonskog  fakulteta, Casopis
Crtezi je objavljivao crteze nastavnika
1 talentovanih studenata. (Slika 1)
U pocetku izdavan kao samostalna
publikacija  koju  su  uredivali
Aleksandar Deroko, Zoran Petrovi¢
(1925-2000), Branislav Milenkovi¢

— (1926) 1 Dprde Petrovi¢ (1927—2007),
— od 1960. je postao dodatak <bornika
Arhitektonskog fakulteta. Postojao je do
1965. godine kada je izasla deseta

sveska sa crtezima arh. Deroka.

U uvodniku prvih bro-

Slika 1. Naslovna strana casopisa Criezi (br. 4, jeva, napomenuto je da éasopis
Beograd 1959) »objavljuje priloge clanova nastav-
nickog  kolektiva  Arhitektonskog
fakulteta koji ucestvuju u gajenju
likovne umetnosti kroz crteze®, kao
1 da ,,nema arhitekture kao umetno-
sti niti razvijanja umetnickog smisla
za nju — bez dobrog crtanja®. Ista-
knuto je da su ga pokrenuli slikari-
amateri iz nastavnickog kolegijuma,
ukljucujuci 1 studente zeljne ,vas-
pitnih novina“. U prvom broju je
objavljen efektan crtez ljudske figure
u pokretu Prvoslava Karamatijevi-
¢a, na kome je sa nekoliko sigurnih
poteza docaran utisak zivosti 1 kre-
tanja. Uz to, na Cesto publikovanim
Derokovim crtezima uocljiva je po-
djednaka udubljenost u obradu svih
Slika 2. Aleksandar Deroko, Bijelo Polje (Crtezi 5, detalja unutar dinamicne celine.
Beograd 1960) <Shka 2)
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Uz pokretace 1 urednike, u ¢asopisu su objavljivali fakultetski saradnici, kao
i polaznici osnovnih, magistarskih i doktorskih studija.” Preovladivali su putopisni
1 istrazivacki crtezi (futuristickog 1 vizionarskog karaktera), portreti 1 karikature
savremenika, aktovi, mrtve prirode, kao 1 znamenite istorijske celine. Povremeno
su objavljivana 1 slikarska dela. (Tpu¢ymosuh 1961) Redovnoscu 1 kvalitetom
sadrzaja, Casopis je usmerio generacije graditelja ka spontanom crtanju, udaljenom
od tehnickih Sablona i formalnih ogranicenja svojstvenim njihovim primarnim
stru¢nim poduhvatima.

Estetika i tematika slobodnih crteza

U praksi srpskog slobodnog arhitektonskog crtanja, izdvajaju se dva
dominantna estetska pristupa. lako tematski objedinjena, sustinski se razlikuju
po metodologiji prikazivanja. Prvi, popularniji objektivisticki ogranak, prikazivacki
se fokusira na gradevine i njihove vizuelne karakteristike. Teme prikazuje
arhitektoni¢no 1 shematizovano, ne potenciraju¢i njthov dublji autorski dozivljaj.
Objekti se prikazuju staticno, pravilno pozicionirani u prostoru, dok se njihovi
kompozicioni akcenti brizljivo razraduju. Prikazivacka ekspresija je pasivna ili
sasvim obuzdana.

Unutar drugog, slobodnijeg 1 spontanijeg subjektivistickog pristupa,
podjednako proisteklog iz autorskih istrazivanja, situacija je obrnuta jer se umesto
na temu, naglasak stavlja na njen unutrasnji dozivljaj, docaran originalnim likovnim
sredstvima. Dozivljaj je vazniji od prikazanog objekta, izrazavajudi se nesputano
1 inventivno. Umesto staticne shematicnosti, u tumacenju predmeta preovladuje
kompozicioni dinamizam. On vise nije precizno, a ni zaokruzeno prikazan, svodeci
se na tematsku bazu vizuelnih eksperimenata. Objekti su prikazani mastovito kroz
obrise 1 siluete, bez jasnog prostornog odredenja, utopljeni u nekonvencionalan
ekspresivan prizor, blizak slikarskom nac¢inu izrazavanja.

U tematskom smislu, putopisni crtez kvantitativno preovladuje u novijoj
srpskoj arhitekturi. Utemeljio ga je becki arhitekta Konstantin Jovanovi¢ (1849-1923),
slededi srednjoevropsku tradiciju perceptivne personalne geografije. (Bamymuh 2013,
42-48) Kroz spontane kroki crteze, belezio je vizuelne utiske o odabranim zdanjima 1
pejzazima, da bi ith potom, uz pomoc¢ fotografija, razradivao kao sugestivne akvarele
u romanti¢nom 1 orijentalistickom stilu (graditeljsko naslede Ciriha, pejzazi Slovacke,
Austrije, Madarske, Hrvatske 1 Italije, osmansko naslede Balkana i1 panorame
Beograda). Meduratno razdoblje je, uz analiticki crtez esteticara arhitekture
Milutina Borisavljevi¢a (1899-1970), (bopucasssesuh, 1998) obelezio ve¢ pomenuti

9 Petar Anagnosti, Dejan Nasti¢, Milan Lojanica, Dusan Ljubojevi¢, Predrag Zrni¢, Aleksandar
Radojevi¢, Milan Mitrovi¢, Mihajlo Naslas, Dorde Ili¢, Slobodan Nenadovi¢, Momc¢ilo Pavlovi¢,
Velizar Mihi¢, Milivoje Gruji¢, Srboljub Pavlovié¢, Svetislav Li¢ina, Zoran Jakovljevi¢ 1 drugi.
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Slika 3. Mihajlo Mitrovi¢, Trijumfalna kapija u Parizu,
1990 (Arhitektura @ urbanizam 3, Beograd 1996, 1)

Slika 4. Branislav Milenkovi¢, Saborna crkva i savsko
priobalje u Beogradu 1995 (B. Milenkovi¢, Zapisi:
»Mesto nje mjesto”, Beograd 2015, 3)

Slika 5. Branislav Milenkovi¢, Dubrovnik (B. Milenkovié,
Dubrovnik 1950, Beograd 2014, 3)
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ruski emigrant, arhitckta 1 slikar
Grigorije Samojlov, koji je tehnicki
odnegovano prikazivao enterijere,
fasade 1 perspektive  sopstvenih
objekata. (IIpocer 2006) Delimicno
zastupljen u radu Nikole Dobrovica
(1897-1967) pocetkom dvadesetih
godina, (Perovi¢ i Kruni¢ 1998, 22)
putopisni crtez je znatnije oziveo tek
posle Drugog svetskog rata u delu
Mihajla  Mitrovica  (1922-2018),
koji je uglavnom monohromatski
predstavljao  gradevine 1 svetske
ambijente (najces¢e Pariz, Veneciju
1 simbolicke ,kapije®). (Mitrovic
1996; Kadijevi¢ 1999) Na njegovim
pitoresknim  crtezima preovladuju
arhitektonicne graficke improvizacije
ilustrativnog  karaktera. Gradevine
su predstavljene tankim linjjama i
potezima, sa razradenim detaljima.
(Slika 3)

Branislav Milenkovi¢ poten-
cira jednobojne 1 visebojne prikaze
regionalnog nasleda u istancanom
sivom koloritu (Dubrovnik, Kastel,
Trogir, Mostar, Boka Kotorska, ov-
carsko-kablarski manastiri, Ohrid,
Prizren, Beograd, Svilajnac, Sveta
Gora Atonska), negujuci Sire poteze
1 graficki ritam. (Milenkovi¢ 2010;
Milenkovi¢ 2014; Milenkovi¢ 2015)
Oslanja se na kroki crtez sacinjen
grafimom olovkom $irokog preseka,
ali 1 tehnikom tusa 1 pera. (Slike 4-6)
Istinski inventivan i likovno nadaren,
prednost daje prikazivackoj ekspresi-
ji umesto arhitektonicnoj deskripciji,
isticuét svetlosne 1 crno-bele kon-
traste. Aleksandar Radojevi¢ (1934)
takode stavlja tematski naglasak na
Svetu Goru, prikazujuéi povremeno 1
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Slika 6. Branislav Milenkovi¢, Zapadna kapija
Beograda (B. Milenkovi¢, Sapisi: ,,Mesto nie
mjesto”, Beograd 2015, 13)

kosovsko-metohijsku 1 crnogorsku bastinu.
Njegovi crtezi su disciplinovano precizni 1
prikazivacki ilustrativni. (Slika 7) Umetnute
ljudske figure podreduje prikazanoj arhitek-
turi. Opredeljen za staticni prizor, izbegava
kontraste 1 slobodu grafickog izraza u korist
odnegovane deskripcije. Crteze shvata kao
dokumente stanja na terenu, dajuci pred-
nost analizi nad dozivljagjem. (Pamojesuh
2003; Pamojesuh 2006; Pamojesuh 20009;
Mamnesuh u I'aspunosuh 2016)
Jednostavni  potezi,  sugestivne
konture 1 monohromatska slikovitost odlikuju
etnografske i slobodne arhitektonske crteze
Zorana Petrovica (Pariz, Hvar, Sveta Gora,
Boka Kotorska, gradovi Kosova 1 Metohije,
Knez Mihailova ulica u Beogradu i dr),
Derokovog 1 Kojicevog ucenika. (ITerposuh
1981; Ilerposuh 1994; Ilerposuh 1996;
Byneruh u bauh, 1997; baduh 2011; Babi¢
1 AnteSevi¢ 2017) U pocetku slobodnije
predstavljajuci istorijske ambijente, (Slika

Slika 7. Aleksandar Radojevi¢, Palata Pima u
Kotoru (A. Radojevi¢, Zapisi ¢ crtezi u prolazu,
Podgorica 2009, 41)

Slika 8. Zoran Petrovi¢, Monmartr, Pariz
(Crtezi 6, Beograd 1961)
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8) kasnije je potencirao crtez kao
etnografski dokument, obuzdavajuci
leprsavost 1 lakocu slobodnoru¢nog
poteza. (Slike 9-10) Ipak, na
aksonometrijskim 1 perspektivnim
crtezima uspevao je da raznovrsnim
tretiranjem  linjje 1 upotrebom
rastera nadgradi ilustrativni izraz, ne
narusavajuci primarnost dokumenta.
(Dudi¢ 1997, 184) Kao strucnjak
za kadriranje, veoma je ubedljiv u
ilustrovanju nasleda kombinovanjem
razlicitth tehnika (najceSce pera 1
olovke, cetke 1 akvarela), suvereno ga
Slika 9: Zoran Petr({\'i(‘, Konak u Su\'.in('u (N. Vuleti¢, pozicionirajuéi u prostoru. Insistirao
G. Bull)n", ur., Seoska ¢ x}‘am g}fz(/.s‘k(z naselja u delu Jorana B. J e na morfolo gUl i dekorativnosti
Petrovica, Beograd 1997, 130) . . . c e e
prikazanih gradevina, negujudi ¢istotu
1 funkcionalnost izraza. Istancanim
ose¢ajem za linjju i povrsinu, kao
1 za svetlo-tamne odnose, postizao
je jasnocu 1 zaokruZenost prizora,
tezeCl ,trajnom* dozivljaju nasleda,
1zbacujudi manje znacajno.

Osim istrazivackih futuristi-
cko-vizionarskih crteza, Dorde Pe-
trovi¢ je takode predstavljao slojeve
istorijskog nasleda (opusi teoreticara
proporcija, narodnih neimara u Jugo-
slaviji 1 Bugarskoj, prikazi monumen-
talnih katedrala u Firenci, Strazburu,
Slika 10, Zoran Petrovi¢, Panorama Prizrena (N, Parizu 1 hramova Venecije), (KOBa‘iI
\"ulclic’, G. Bab_ilc'. ur., Seoska 1 ;/_(1;‘(1 g;'{\zz/ska naselja u delu 2017) Momcilo Pavlovié je prikazivao
Lorana B. Petrovica, Beograd 1997, 138) . . .

i znamenitostt Koventrija 1 Londona,
a Dusan Ljubojevi¢ Beca. Svetislav
Lic¢ina je objavljivao crteze Dubrovnika, (Slika 11) Deroko Bijelog Polja i Rovinja,
Samojlov Ohrida, Velizar Mihi¢ Pariza, Slobodan Nenadovi¢ Hilandara, Ohrida 1
ostrva Raba (objektivisticka linija prozeta blagim emocionalnim nabojem). Petar Mi-
lovanovi¢ je publikovao crteze istorijskih gradevina Geteborga. (bojosuh 2003, 134)
Uz Milenkovic¢a, Stevan Mi¢i¢ (1951) najpotpunije je prevazisao shematizam arhitek-
tonicne prezentacije. Prikazani objekti mu sluze kao polaziste za nadahnute graficke
eksperimente (a ne obrnuto, kao kod vecine srpskih graditelja). (Slika 12) Potencira
duhovno uzburkane pejzaze, misticnu stranu nasleda, a jos uspesnije organske forme.
(Mapkosuh 2015) Istancan izraz neguje i Spasoje Kruni¢ (1939).
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Sopstvene gradevine, kao 1 dela
istaknutih savremenika, u formi vise ili
manje razradenih crteza, predstavljali su
Milorad Macura, Ratomir Bogojevi¢,
Aleksej  Brki¢, Bogdan Bogdanovic,
Mihajlo  Mitrovi¢, Zoran  Petrovi¢,
Branislav Milenkovi¢, Bozidar Petrovic,
Milenjja 1 Darko Marusi¢, Milan
Rakocevi¢, Branislav Mitrovi¢, Milorad
Jevti¢i Predrag Janji¢. Nesputane analiticke
crtacke refleksije, sa ciljem preuredenja
postojeceg urbanog dizajna, kvalitativno
su unapredili akademici Milan Lojanica 1
Branislav Mitrovi¢. Istrazivacku varjjantu
slobodnog crteza su kroz analiticki,
istoriografsko-pedagoski 1 umetnicki rad
razradili Branislav  Koji¢, Aleksandar
Deroko, Milan  Zlokovi¢, Bogdan
Nestorovi¢, Purde Boskovi¢, Ratomir
Bogojevi¢, Branislav Milenkovi¢, Dorde
Petrovi¢, Zoran Petrovic 1 Aleksandar
Radojevi¢, prikazujuci spomenike
sakralnog 1 narodnog neimarstva sa Sireg
balkanskog prostora. Bogdan Bogdanovi¢
(1922-2010), naklonjen transistorijskom
univerzalizmu, afirmisao  je  mitski
heuristicki  crtez, beleze¢i metamorfoze
arhitektonskth 1 ,,metaarhitektonskih®
pojava. (borgasosuh 1981; Pucruh
2011; Kosau 2017, 170-174) Akcenat
je stavljao na izmaStane i izvedene
nekropole, arhitektonske elemente 1
fragmente. (Slika 13) Kao utemeljitelji
postmodernih  ideja  u  srpskom
graditeljstvu, clanovi grupe ,MEC*
su osamdesetih godina proslog veka
upravo insistirali na crtezu kao
glavnom izrazajnom sredstvu. (Kovenc
V¢ 2002, 82-83; Stevanovi¢ 2018)
Istrazivanjem opusa srpskih neimara
novijeg doba evidentiran je 1 ve¢i broj
crteza lisenih naziva, objavljivanih u
casopisu CirfeZi 1 brojnim promotivnim 7
pubhkacijama‘ Slikzl 12. Stevan .A\_li(‘ié. (:}f,)lubnc 2010 (I. R; A\rlilrl\'o\'i(,".

Arhutekta Stevan Micié. OPUS 40, Beograd 2015, 95).

Slika 11. Svetislav Licina, Dubrovnik 1954 (Crtezz 5,
Beograd 1960)
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Slika 13. Bogdan Bogdanovi¢, Mauzolej u Cacku (Mauzolej borbe 1 pobede protomajstora Bogdana
] . .
Bogdanovica, tematski broj, Gradac 41, Cacak 1981, 39)
o
Zakljucak

Kvalitativno neujednaceni 1 tematski raznorodni, slobodnorucni crtezi
su znacajno obogatili opuse srpskih arhitekata novijeg 1 savremenog doba. Sa
istoriografskog stanoviSta su veoma dragoceni jer produbljuju sliku o njihovim
temeljnim interesovanjima, unutrasnjim dilemama 1 sistemima vrednosti, decenijama
razvijanim 1 upotpunjavanim. Budu¢i da vecina autora u crtezima nije uspela da
prevazide prikazivacku shematicnost, stavljajuéi naglasak na temu umesto na njen
umetnicki dozivljaj, oni trajno svedoce o meri njihovog likovnog talenta, koliko 1 Zelji
za iskazivanjem u alternativnim medijima. Mogu se posmatrati celovito kroz opstu
razvojnu tipologiju, ali 1 kao upecatljivi izrazi individualnih autorskih nadahnuca.

LITERATURA

Babi¢, Goran. Tragom proslosti: arhitektonsko i etnografsko istraZivanje Sar planine u delu Zorana B.
Petrovica 1 BoZidara Petrovica. Beograd: Arhitektonski fakultet, 2011.

Babi¢, Goran 1 Nebojsa Antesevic. ,,Crtezi graditeljskog 1 kulturnog naslijeda otoka Hvara
arhitekta Zorana B. Petrovi¢a, 1963—1965.“ Prostor 54 (2017): 372-387.

Borpanosuh, borman. ,, ITosparak rpudona. llprauka xeypucruuxa urpa mo moueny Jlynca
Kapona.” I'paday 41(1981): 5-12.

Bogdanovi¢, Bogdan. ,,Crtezom prema sintezi.” u Treci simpozijum o sintezi umetnosti, Vrnjacka
Banja: Kulturnopropagandni centar, 1978, (bez paginacije).

Bojosuh, Bpauxo (yp.). [lpuua o nama. Cnomenuya. Ynusepsumem y beozpady. Apxumerxmorncru
parymem. Ienepaywa 1958/1959. Beorpay: Apxurexrorcku daxysrer, 2003.

Bopucasssesuh, Munyrun. Sramnu npecex u dpyeu eceu (npup. 3. Manesuh). Beorpay;
Cprcka kmxeBHa 3aupyra, 1998.

Banymwh, anujena. Koncmarmun Josanosuh — apxumexma senuxoz gopmama. beorpan: Mysej
rpaga beorpaza, 2013.



SLOBODAN CRTEZ U NOVIFOF I SAVREMENQF SRPSKOF ARHITEKTURI

Byneruh, Hanexna n T'opan babuh (yp.). Ceocxa u cmapa epadcka nacema y deny 3opana b.
Iemposufia. beorpaxn: Eraorpadcku mysej, 1997.

Gavrilovi¢, Srdan 1 Marko Stojanovic (ur.). Arhitektura na marginama 2014: crteZi arhitekata nastal
na marginama u procesu projektovanja. Beograd: Dom arhitekata, Kolektiv za integraciju
prostora 1 arhitekturu, Arhitektura plus, 2014 (bez paginacije).

Glaser, Milton. Drawing is Thinking New York: The Overlook Press, 2008.

Hynuh, Hukona. ,,O uprexy 3opana Ilerposuha.” y Byneruh, Hanexna u baduh, I'opan
(yp.), Ceocxa u cmapa zpadcra nacema y deny Jopana b. Ilemposufia. beorpay: Ernorpadckn
mysej, 1997: 183-185.

Byphesuh, Mapuna. [lemap u bparnro Kpemuh. beorpan: PemyGaumukn 3aBoy 3a samrury
cnoMmeHuka kyarype, Mysej nayke u rexuuxe, BUI'3, 1996.

3apaskosull, Ban. ,,Apxurexrn Hayununu.” Cmapunap XIX (1968): 281-285.

Ignjatovi¢, Aleksandar. Arhutektonski pocect Dragise Brasovana 1906-1919. Beograd: Zaduzbina
Andrejevié, 2004.

Jesruh, X. Mutopan. Bedpa cmpana medase. beorpay: Anrepa, 1995.

Josawnosuh, 3opan. Axexcarndap Jeporo. beorpayy: PemyGnmuku 3aBoj 3a 3aIITUTy CIIOMEHUKA
kysrrype, 1991.

Kanujesuh, Asexcanmap. ,,ApXuUTeKTH HAYUYHHLIHM Yy HOBH]O] CPIICKO] apXUTCKTYpH.
Pnozucmon 2 (1993): 131-139.

Kanujesuh, Anexcanmap. Mosup Kopynosuh. Beorpan: Penybmmukm sasoy sa samrTury
criomenwuka xynrype, Mysej Hayke u rexauke, BI'3, 1996.

Kadijevi¢, Aleksandar. Mihgjlo Mutrovic. Projekty, graditeliski Zivot, ideje. Beograd: S. Masi¢ 1
Muzej nauke 1 tehnike — muzej arhitekture, 1998.

Kanujesuh, Anexcannap. ,,3Hauaj 3aocraBmTHHA apXUTEKATA 32 UCTOPUOrPAdH]y CPIICKOT
rpajure/serBa U caryx0y samrrure.” Hacaefe 111 (2001): 211-215.

Kieyr, Uan.,,Cxune n uprexn Koncrantuna Josanosuha ca myrosama mo Mranmju.*
Inacnux JIKC 31 (2007): 138-139.

Kosau, Biagumup. Apxumexmorncru ypmexc y ucmpanusauxom pady ‘hopla Ilemposulia. Ilepuod
1971-1989 (moxropcka pucepraumja). beorpas: Apxurexroncku ¢paxysrrer, 2017.
Kovenc Vuji¢ (ur). Anamariyja, 50 beogradskih arhitekata (rodenih posle 1945). Beograd: Akademska

misao, 2002.

Jlasosuh, 3opan u Mako Bramumup (yp.). 170 auurocmu 3a 170 z0dura sucoxowroscxe Hacmase
y obnacmu apxumerxmype y Cpowu. Beorpay: Apxurexrorcku daxysrer, 2016.

Maldini, Slobodan. Enciklopedya arhitekture, tom 1. Beograd: Slobodan Maldini, 2004.

Masesuh, 3opan. Apxumexm Musrarn Snoxosuhi. beorpan: Macruryr 3a mcropujy ymerHOCTH,
Mysej caBpemene ymeraocru, 1989.

Masesuh, 3opas (pen.). Jexcuron neumapa. beorpan: I'paljesnncka xmwura, 2008.

Manesuh, 3opan u I'aspunosuh Cphan. Asrexcandap Padojesuli 1934, apxumerxma. beorpan;
Mysej Aconmjanmje cprickux apxurekara, 2016.

Mapxosuh, P. Usan. Apxumexma Cmesan Muhuh. OITYC 40, beorpan: Hocuje crynuo, 2015.

Milenkovi¢, Branislav. Izmedu dve arhutektonske GORE. Beograd: Eparhijska radionica za
umetnicko projektovanje 1 oblikovanje, 2010.

Milenkovi¢, Branislav. Dubrovnik 1950. Beograd: Eparhijska radionica za umetnicko
projektovanje 1 oblikovanje, 2014.



Alecksandar Kadijevi¢

Milenkovi¢, Branislav. Zapisi: ,,Mesto vide mjesto . Beograd: Eparhijska radionica za umetnicko
projektovanje 1 oblikovanje, 2015.

Murposuh, Muxajino. ,,Jprexu xanuja.* Apxumexmypa u ypéanusan 3 (1996): 1, 10, 34, 40,
56, 70.

Perovi¢, Milos R. 1 Spasoje Krunic. Nikola Dobrovic. Esej, projektz, kritike. Beograd: Arhitektonski
fakultet, Muzej arhitekture, 1998.

Ilerposuh, 3opan. Manacmupu Cseeme Iope. Ilpumruna: Y uusepsurer y Ipumruan, 1994.

Ilerposuh, 3opan. Yapuwje u cmapa zpadera jeszpa Kocosa u Memoxwje. beorpay: Perrybimuxu
3aBOJ, 32 3ALITUTY CIIOMEHUKA KyaType, 1996.

ITerposuh, 3opan. Tpazapyhu sa apxumexmypon. beorpay: Apxnrexrorcku daxysrer, 1981.

IIpocen, Munan. Apxumexma I puzopuje Camojnos. beorpay: Mysej Hayke u rexauke, ['anepuja
Hayke u Texauke CAHY, 2006.

Pagnojesuh, Anexcannap. Csemozopcxe nymme Genewre — Xunandap. 36opuux IMC, beorpan
2003.

Pagnojesuh, Anexcanmap. Xodouawhe no ITopu Amocxoy. 360puux Al paxysrera, bamaryka
2006.

Radojevi¢, Aleksandar. Zapusi ¢ ertezi u prolazu. Podgorica: Media system, 2009.

Pakouesnh, Munas (yp.). Bucoxowroncrxa nacmasa apxumerxmype y Cpowu 1846-1971. beorpax:
Apxwnrexrorcku daxysrer, 1996.

Pucruh, Wsan. ,borman bormanosuh: Yxmeru Hewmmap.” y Ramanoz usnombe y oxeupy
beozpadexe unmeprnayuonanme nedesse apxumexmype beorpan: Mysej rpana beorpama, 2011
(6e3 maruHanwje).

Smith Schank, Kendra. Architects’ Drawings. Oxford; Routledge Architectural Press, 2005.
Stevanovi¢, Vladimir (ur. i prir.). Dgan Ecimovic: Dokumenta. Beograd: Orion Art, 2017.
Crojanosuh, Mapxo. Joxne cmo cmuznu? Hanowoa cruya u ypmexwa y apxumexmypu. beorpa,

2016.

Txauyxk, O. I1., et al. Apxumerxmop H. Epacros: ussecmunii u neussecmuvi. Axsapesu u gomozpaguu.
Cum¢eponons: H.Opianna, 2014.

Tomesa, Cuexana. ,,Ponn apxurexrype u rpaguresberBa Myseja Hayke M TEXHHKE y
Beorpany — mosrasuinre 3a Hay4HO MCTPAXUBALC U 3ALITUTY IPagUATe/bCKOr Hacaeha.

Inacnux JIKC 40, beorpax 2016, 18-28.
Tpudynosuh, Jlasap. ,,M3nmox6a Ha ApxurexronckoM pakyrery.” Ifpmexcu 6 (1961): 3.
éing, Frensis D. K. Vizuelni recnik arhitekture. Beograd: Gradevinska knjiga, 2006.

20



SLOBODAN CRTEZ U NOVIFOF I SAVREMENQF SRPSKOF ARHITEKTURI

Aleksandar Kadjijevi¢
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FREE DRAWING IN NEW AND CONTEMPORARY
SERBIAN ARCHITECTURE

Summary:

Although it represents an authentic expression of creative fantasy and
display skills, free architectural drawing is not timely recognized in Serbian art
culture. For too long in the shadow of a more visible and more recognizable
technical drawing, intended for collective utilitarian needs, it gained equal status
only in the late fifties of the last century. From that time onwards, a number of
prominent Serbian nonimars, with the design, construction and research of the
architectural heritage, passionately presents free-hand drawings of various topics.
Selected spontancously or thoughtfully planned, they testify about an inexhaustible
fund of authorial inspirations.
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Co¢uja Mepenux
Punosopcku Ppaxynrer, Y Husepsurer y beorpamy

OJABPAHA ITMCMA N3 SAOCTABIITHUHE JbY BOMUWPA MUIINRLA.
IMETPOB, KJIEK Y KAHIIMHCKH! ITUIILY MULIURY !

Ancmpaxm:

3aocrasurruaa Jbybommupa Munwmha xoja ce manasu y Onebemny apxuBcke
n nokymenrapae rpalje Haponsor myseja y beorpajy canpxn usyserHo sHauajHy
encrosiapay rpalyy. Ty ce Hanase mucma xoja je Munuh nobujao on HajBaxHHjUX
U H3JyTHUQJHUjUX JomMahmxX M CTPAHMX YMETHHKA asaHrapje, ¢ororpaduje,
[TO3MBHULIE 3a W3JI0X0e, karanosu, npocrnekrr, Munuhese Genemke... ITucma B.
Kangunckor, M. Ilerposa u J. Kieka HajsHauajHuja cy cBemodaHCcTBA Koja Cce
Hayase y saocrasuwuan Jbybommupa Munuha. Ona na Hajbo/bH HAUMH IPHUKA3Y]Y
ujeje 3€HUTU3MA M aBAHTAPJHOI YACOMUCA JeHum, UUjU je TUIABHU HJIEATOP U
ocanBau 6mo Munuh. [lomohy oBux mucama orkpmBaMo kako je GpyHKIMOHHCATA
mBUxoBa MeljycobHA capajma, aad W HEITO O HUXOBUM JIMYHOCTUMA U
kapakrepnma, Hapoumto Munuha, xoju je GHO HM3y3eTHO TEIIKe WU Nym/bHUBC
mapasu. maBau Qokyc oBor pama OM, CXOZHO HABCICHOM, OMIA AHAIN3A OCAM
onmabpanux mucama u3 Munuhese saocraBIITHHE, AJIM U KpaTak CIIOMEH Paja Ha
JIUTUTAIHO] 00pajiyi OBe enucToapHe rpale.

Kyune peuu:

Jbybomup Munwuh, Senum, sennrtusam, aBanrapja, npemucka, Bacuiyj
Kanmuackn, Muxaunio Ilerpos, Jo Kiex

1 Hanomena: OBaj paJi, U3BOPHO NOJ|, HASUBOM SHauqj duzumasnusayiye y cmpyunoj obpadu dorxymenmayuje
Ha npuntepy odabpare enucmonapre zpalje us saocmaswmure Jhybomupa Muyuha Odermersa sa apxuscry u
doxysermapny zpafjy Hapooroz myseja y beozpady je Hemro nsmermenu usBagax (06uma oxo jegse tpehure)
XaOWINTAIMOHOT Pagia 32 CTPYUHO 3BaE:C KYCTOC, IIHCAHOT y Ieproy jyHH HoBeMmbOap 2018.
3axsaspyjem jp Becun Kpysan, np Anu borganosrh u merropku np brsanu ‘Bophesuh koje
Cy MU CAaBETHMA U CKCIICPTU3AMA IIOMOIJIC Y UCTPAXKUBARGY U HACTAHKY OBOI PAJIA.
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Ogememe 3a apxuBcKy u gokymeHrtapy rpally Hapommor wmyseja y
bBeorpamy mocenyje je JUHCTBEHY U IparoneHy s0upky mucama koja je Munuh Toxom
KMBOTA TPUMA0 OJ CBOJUX CAPAJHHUKA y O0jaBJbHBAMGY UACOIMCA, MMPUIMTAIHUKA H
CUMIIATH3CPA 3CHUTHCTHUKOD IIOKPETA, KA0 X MHOTHX ABAHIAPITHUX YMCTHHKA U
HampeJHUX uHTeNekTyataua npse nososuHe 20. Bexa. IIpmopurernm samarax
y CTpyuHOj 0bpaiyl OBC HPEmMCKe OHO je Ja ce OHA KJIACHQUKYje, CHCTEMATH3Y]C,
esugienTHpa u jmrutamusyje.’ Crora gurmranmsoBame emmcTosnapHe rpahie us3
saocrasurruae Jbybomupa Murmha npemcraspa mpuMep IOSHTHBHE IIPAKCE Y
OuyBamy JOKYMCHTapHE rpalje, OpPUIMHAJIHOI ManUpHOI MaTCPHjasia BHUCOKOL
MPUOPUTETA Y IOCTYIIKY IUIMTAIMA3ALM]E U 3aIITUTE OJ OomTehera MPUIMKOM
¢usmuke Mauumyanyuje. OcuM TOra, MUIUBCEA CaM Ia IIPEIHCKA MOXE U Tpeba ma
Oylic jaBHO HOCTYIIHA UCTPAKHBAUMMA YMCTHOCTH ABAHTAPIC HAUCIHO, a IOCCOHO
vaconmca Jenum, Te xuBora u jesa Jbybomupa Munwmha, 3a xoje mocroju BeJamMko
HMHTCPECOBAKLE Y CTPYUHNM U HAYUHUM KPYTOBHMA HE CaMO y peruoHy Beh u mmpe.

Hemnocpenan mosojy 3a mucame OBOr pajia JIEKH y UHECHUIM Jla CaM,
Ha BOJIOHTepckoj mpakcu y Ogeibery 3a apxMBCKYy MU JIOKyMeHTapHy rpal)y
Hapoguor myseja y beorpany, xao samyxeme uMaia, usMel)y ocraor, u pam Ha
IUrdTaIu3anuju enucronapue rpalje ns saocrasmrude Jbydbomupa Munuha. Osa
rpalja Huje y mormnyHocTH 00paljeHa, OJHOCHO JUIHTANN30BAHA HU IIyOJIMKOBAHA,
cTora je Moj paJi 3aMHIUBCH KaO MPUMEP U MPEJIOr IUTMTANH3alMje MHCaHe
rpalje, xpo3 wuHTepecaHTHe u wnHIukatuBHe mnpumepe Murnuhese npenmcke,
TauHHje, IIHCaMa Koja Cy meMy ynyhusana.

Jby6omup Muuuh u Fenum

Jby6omup Munuh (Commue, JacrpebGapcko, 16. HOBeMOBap 1895. —
Kauapeso xog Ilanuesa, 14. jya 1971) 6uo je xmrkeBHUK, TyOIUINACTA, YPETHUK
UACOMMCA U KEHUra, KPUTHUAP M Teopernuap aBaHrapge. ['okom tpehe menenwmje
20. Bexa mOCBETHO c¢ apUPMALUU 3¢HUMUSMA — TIPBOT U3BOPHO JYTOCJIOBCHCKOT
aBaHrapIHOr mokpera — u ypeljuBamy uacommca Jewum, KOjU je IPABOBPEMEHO
[IPATHO ¥ aKTUBHO YUECTBOBAO Y KpeHpamy MeljyHapoIHUX aBaHIapJHUX TOKOBA.
(Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 51) Yacommc IJenum, mHTCpHAIIMOHATHA PEBHjA 32
YMETHOCT M KYyIATypy (ykymHO 43 6poja), nsnasuo je y 3arpeby (1921-1923) u
Beorpany (1924-1926). Ilpsu 6poj usamao je y ¢ebpyapy 1921. u, xao riacuio
€BPOIICKE aBaHrapJe, MPEJCTAB/HAO € YIOPHINTE MHEIOBAEKA HCHOI YPEJIHHUKA
Jby6ommpa Mummha.? Fherosa myeja Bogmba 6uma je jja ce mocye TpayMaTHIHIX

2 Kao mwrycrpanuja y 0BOM pajiy je U3JI0KEH METOJOJIOMIKY IIOCTYIIAK CTPyUHe 00pajie ojjabpannx
npuMepa, Te JparoucHe CHuCToJapHe rpalje, oJIHOCHO QopMupara MeTamnojaraka — y OBOM
CJIyuajy Tpenuca 1 mpeBoJia T¢ TPYIIE THCamMa.

3 Hcre rogune Munph je mokpenyo u enunmjy Sewum, y oxBupy koje je objasisen Manugecm
senumusma (1921), uuju cy ayropu Jby6omup Munuh, Msan I'os u Borko Toxun.
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MCKYCTaBa M KaTaCTPOGAIHUX IIOCIIEIULA
IIpBor ceerckor para Ha MapruHama
CPeIH0EBPOIICKOr U GAJIKAHCKOT [TOAPYyUja
Kperpa HOBa, JPYIITBCHO aHraXOBaHA
YMCTHOCT, a CBCT YUHHHA 6OJLI/IM "
XyMAHUJUM MECTOM 32 XHBOT.

Y OCHOBH HICOJIOTH]C 3CHHUTHU-
CTHUKOI IIOKPETA M Iporpama 4acoIlu-
ca crajana je, ¢ jemHE CTpaHe, adupma-
L{ja U3BOPHHUX KYJITypa U YMETHOCTH
bankana u Mcrokxa yonmre, a ¢ jgpyre,
Heramuja KyJITyPOJIOIIKE IPEBJIACTH 3a-
nagHoeBporcke nusminsanuje. Jomm-
HAHTAH je KPUTUYKHU [PUCTYI U CYIIPOT-
CTAB/bAGC TPATUIUOHAIHOM CXBATAILY
o HagMohm s3amamHe KyJaType. 3CHHUTH-
CTH Cy IUICOUPANH 3a ,,0aJKaHU3ALN]JY
Espone® u mosu basnkan, HOBY OaykaH-
CKY KYJITYPY M YMETHOCT. Hocwunam osor Muxawmno C. Ilerpos, Ilopmpem Jb.
KyaTypHOT MOgena 6uo je bapbapoze- Muyuha, 1924, 3Ienum ©6poj 25, 1924,
nuje, mosu wosex Banxama. (Golubovié i HjSBi)I).: Jururanaa Haponna 6ubnmorexa
Suboti¢ 1983, 46, 166) Cpbuje

Yaconuc IJenum je TOKOM IIECT
rOJMHA M3JIAXCHa, CBe 10 3abpane 43. Opoja y meuembpy 1926. rogumue, MCHA0
1 pasBHja0 CBOj BHU3YCJIHM HACHTHUTCT y CKIALy CA aKTYCJHHM ICIIABAIHMA
HA TAJAIlb0j CBPOIICKO] M CBETCKO] YMCTHHUKO] cueHW. Y paHoj ¢pasu, To je
eKCIIPECHOHM3aM, TIOTOM KyOusam, $pyTypusam u Jagansam, ga Ou o] jeJaHacCTor
Opoja YACOIMHUC y IOTIIYHOCTH IIPUXBATHO KOHCTPYKTUBU3AM U [1A0 IO JOMHUHALI]Y
ujeja M UJeosIoruje pyckux asaHrapyuux ymernuka.! Bemuku 6poj momahmx u
CTPAHMX YMETHHMKA U KEbIDKEBHHKA, Mel)y xojuma ce ucruay Buiko I'eman, Bunko
Doperuh Buc, Bjepa bunep, Jocun Cajen alias Jo Kinex, Mapujar Muxkar, Jlparan
Anexcurh, Muxanio C. ITerpos, Joan bujennh, bomxo Toxun, Pacrko Ilerposuh,
Munom pmancku, Cranucinas Bunasep u Iyman Maruh, capahusamu cy y
pany Ha wacommcy Senum. HajmocmemHmju 3acTynHHIM 3CHUTH3MA OCTAIH CY,
ocum Jbybomupa Munuha, meros 6par bpanko Be Ilosmancku n cynpyra Anymka
alias Huna-Haj. HMaTepHAIMOHATHOM KAPAKTEPY X KOCMOIIOJIUTCKOM IyXy
3CHUTHCTHUKOL IVIACHJIA JOMPHUHEJA Cy JOEJIa JIMKOBHUX yYMETHHKA, APXHTEKATa

4 Op ragma, wIyCTpaTUBHE IPUIIOre UMHE PePEepeHTHA JIMKOBHA M ApXUTEKTOHCKA OCTBAPCH-A
YMETHHKA CKJIOHHX AaIlCTpakuuju u KoHCTpykTwBusmy (Bacmmmy Kampunckn, Amexcammap
Apxunenxo, Jlasap En Jlucnoxn, Kasnvmnp Mamesnu, Anexcangap Pomuenko, Biagumup
Tarun, Jlacno Moxoss-Haly, JIajomr Kamak, Kapea Tajre, Jlync Jlososuk, Josed Ierepc, Teo
san Jys6ypr, Epux Mennesncon, Anond Jloc, Jocun Cajen alias Jo Kuex u nip.)
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¥ KEIKEBHMKA CBETCKOT Tuiaca.’ Pempojykumje HUXOBUX YMETHUUKHX Jeia |
[IPOrPAMCKU TEKCTOBU O0JABIbEHH CY Y UACOIIUCY JeHum.

Wpneje pyckux aBaHrapIHUX yMeTHHKA Owjie Cy mpecylHe 3a pOPMATHO U
CaJPKUHCKO OOJIMKOBAHE YACOINCA, KA0 U aPTUKYJIALU]y 3CHUTU3MA 3peiie pase.
Yruiaj pyckux ymerHHKa, nmoceGHo Bacwimja Kampgurckor, Bumpus je y pany
Muxamna C. Ilerposa. Ilerpos je mpsu mpesoguo sesma Kanmuuckor. Ympaso
j€ TO IPEeCymHO YTHULANO Ja C€ CPICKA YMETHHK OKPCHC KOHCTPYKTHBHU3MY U
ancrpakuuju. Jopan bujemuh ce Taxolje y jeJHOM TPEHYTKY OKPEHYO AICTPAKTHOM
excripecnornsMmy. On je Gopasmo Tpu Meceua y bepnuny un Jpespeny 1921.
POJIMHE, IJE jeé UMAO MPWJIHKE Jja BUIM Heka ox Hajbospux nena KawpuHckor m
HeMaukux ekcnpecuonucra Ppanna Mapka u Makca [lexmrrajua. bujenuh y Tom
riepuogty crBapa ciuke Ancmpaxmmu npedeo, Ilnanuncxu npedeo, bopéa dana u nohu, ox,
KOJUX j€ MOCJIe Eha PEIpPOayKOBaHa y jgeceToM 6pojy Senuma. OBa cimka Hatasmia
ce y xoneximju JbyGommpa Murmha cse j1o mipest merosy cmpr 1971.° (Golubovié
1 Suboti¢ 1983, 88)

Bpxynar capanme ca pycKuM YMCTHHAIIIMA aBAHIAPC IPEICTAB/bA JBOOPO]
(17/18) pesuje 3enum, 138. ,,Pycka cBecka™ objasibeHa y geuemopy 1922, y kojem cy
Jlasap Ei Jlucunxu n Miba Epenbypr objasunu sajeqanuxu texer nocseher pyckoj
HoBOj ymerHOCcTH. (Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 130) 3a kOHCTPYKTHBUCTHYUKY JU3ajH
osor mBoOpoja saciyxad je En Jlucunku, xoju je mao Hampr 3a HACJIOBHY CTPAHY
usseyieH u3 meropux [IPOYH pagosa.’ Buo je To jesiHo 01 TPBUX MOUTUBHUX 1
CBCOOYXBATHHX IIPCACTAB/bAIA PYCKC ABAHTAPJC Y CBETY.

Haxon npenacka pegmakuumje Senuma y beorpanm 1924. rommme, msmasu
ocMoOpoj  26-33, koju je wmmao ¢$opMmy KadeHjapa, (YHKIMOHAJIHUCTHUKH
KOHLUIMPAH Tpauukyl OU3ajH U TUIOrpadcka PEIIeEhd, KA0 M HOBH JIOTOTHII
(ex-libris) xoju je mmsajampao Jo Kirex. 3a pagnose Jocuda Jo Kiexa ce moxe
pehu na cy mpeacTaBbad PANUKAIHY HHOBALM]Y Y JyTOCIOBEHCKO] YMETHOCTH
TOI BPEMECHA, MOCEOHO Yy JIOMEHY KOMIIOSHIMOHHX CKJIOIIOBA MOHYMEHTAJHOT
KapakTepa, yak 1 Kajua ce pajuuio o maauM popmaruma. (Golubovic 1 Suboti¢ 1983,
56) Iberopa Meujcku XeTeporeHa oCTBapera Jaja Cy Ievar JIPyroj, CHHTETUYHO)]
dasu seHnTH3MA, OOCICKCHO] CHAXHAM YTHIAJCM KOHCTPYKTHBU3MA, 324 PA3JIUKY
OJl IPBOOUTHUX EKCIPECHMOHUCTUUKUX HJIEja Yy KOJUMA CE HAPOUYUTO HCTHULIAO

5 TIlopey seh nmomenyrux u: PoGep u Coma Henone, Ila6no Iluxaco, Mapx Hlaran, Misa
Epen6ypr, Biragnvmup Majakoscku, Anexcangap biok, Besmvup Xie6mukos, Ceprej Jecemun,
Maxcnm T'opxu, bopuc Ilacreprax, Pummumo Tomaso Mapunern, Payn Xayceman, Kypr
Isurepc, Banrep I'pormjyc, I'eopr I'poc, Eron llmre u muorn npyru.

6  Cimka bopéa dana u Hohu manac ce Hajasu y cTanmHoj mocTasiu Myseja caBpemMeHe yMETHOCTH Y
Beorpaumy.

7 IIPOYH je wumenumja Esr Jlucmoxor. Cymrusckn, TO je Heros TPOJUMEH3HOHAIHN
CKCICPUMCHT Ca M3PA3UTO JBOJUMCHSHOHANHUM cympemarusmoM. En Jlucumuoxu Hukaza
Huje 063HaHMO npaso 3Haucwtse peun [IPOYH, anu ce nmpernocraspa ga je peu ckpahennma
(ca pycxor) sa Ilpojexar sa adupmanmjy mose xyarype. On je IIPOYH ne¢uuumcao xao
TAuKy OJ] KOje CC Ca LPTEXa MPEJIA3H y APXUTEKTYPY, OJHOCHO O JBOJMMCH3MOHAJIHOL Ka
TPOJIMMCHSHOHAIHOM IIPEJIMETY.
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Muxauno C. Ilerpos. (Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 57) Toxom 1925/26. ocehao
ce 3aMoOp y TpadpuukoM OOJIHMKOBAMKY UACONMCA U THIIOIPAQCKMM pEIIEHHUMA,
a y mocyiensmuM OpojeBrMa KOopHIINEH je MPETeXHO JOKYMCHTAPHU MaTCpHjal
(mrcma, ToJIEMUKeE, CYJICKM CITUCH, TaMQJIETH, JIEIH, mapoJe, ¢ororpaduje UTH.) y
MJTyCTPATUBHE CBPXE.

IMocnensu, 43. 6poj uacormca Senum objaBibeH je v menembpy 1926.
rogyHe, HAKOH uera je Ympasa rpaga beorpama salpaHmia HBeroso majbe
H3JIAXEEsE, 3 AICJIALMOHY Cy I TOAUrao onTyXHuiy nmporus Munpha xao riassor
ypenauka. OCHOBHEH pasyior 60 je MICOJIOIIKK HCIPUXBAT/BGMB wiaHak mp M.
Pacunosa (BepoBarno Munuha) ,,.3eHuTnsam kpo3 npusmy Mapkcusma’, KOjuM je,
HABOJHO, IIMPEHA KOMYHHCTHUKA IpONaraHpga, a rpaljaHu mocpesHO MO3UBAHH
Ha PYLICH-E AKTYEJHOI JPYIITBEHOI IOpeTKa o y3opy Ha Pycky pesosynumjy.
(Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 22) Jby6omup Munuh je 15. menembpa 1926. romune
Hanyctuo beorpan u, npexo Pujexe u Tpcra, orumrao y Ilapus, rue je macrasno
KILIDKCBHE paj, o0jassbyjyhu pomane Ha $panmyckoMm jesuxy. Ilocre mecer ronuna
M3TCHAHCTBA, Bpatuo ce y beorpan, rae je 1940. o6jasuo ,.Mauudecr cpbujancrsa’
Y KEBFDKEBHO-TTOJINTHUKOM uaconucy Cpéujarcmeo, uuju je GUO YPEIHUK U JJUPEKTOP.
ITocne mpsor u jemuror 6poja waconuca Cpoujarcmso, TOTOBO Ja CACBUM IIPECTaje
Jla yUECTBY]€ Y KEbMKEBHOM M yMeTHHUKOM %uBoTy beorpana. (Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢
1983, 165)

WMaxo mHa MapruHm yMeTHHUKMX 30mBarba, Muruh je ocrao y KoHTaxTy
ca BEJIMKHAM OpOjeM HHTEJEKTyasana, Iucala ¥ yMETHHKA U3 HHOCTPAHCTBA,
ca KojuMa je Bonuo JuHamMuuHy npernucky. sKusehw y cupomamrsy mocBeTvo
ce uspaju ,,0ubsmoduiackux cBesaka™ KymaHuxX Ha rucaho] mMammeM, udja je
mpobJsieMaTuka OMIA YCMECPCHA HA CBOKALM]Y XCPOJCKE IPOILIOCTH, YIJICHA H
yCIexa Koje je 3¢HUTH3aM MMaO Y MHOCTPAHCTBY, a HEIPU3HABAIC Y IIOMOBHHU.
(Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 165—166) Jbybomup Muwmh yMpo je y crapaukoMm goMy
y Kauapesy 14. jyna 1971. rogune ox ynase mryha. Caxpamsen je Ha 6eorpaickom
Hosowm rpobimy, mopeg, cynpyre Anyrmxke.

Ha ocnoBy ananmse opjie npejjoueHe MPENUCKE U JPYIUX HE3a00MIIA3HUX
gerajba u3 MunuheBor aBaHrapIMCTHUKOD JEJIOBAFbA, MOXE CE MHOIO TOra
CasHATH U O HEMY Kao ocobu. Y TOM IOINICHy, mucMa Koja mobuja on Muxamia
ITerposa, Jocupa Jo Kiexa u Bacmmmja Kanpuuckor He rosope camo o THM
ymeTHHIMMA, Beh QyHKImoHMIY U xao ornenanta Munuhese jimunocTn.

ITucma opmabpana 3a OBy npmimky cy mucMa Tpojune, Moryhe
HAJyTULAJHUJUX U HAIUIOJHUJUX ayTopa KOJU Cy y HEKOM TPEHyTKy capaljuBaiiu
ca, MHAUE TCIIKUM 32 capaiwy u mpeknM, Mumuhem: Bacmnmmja Kamnuuckor,
Jocuda Jo Kirexa m Muxanna C. Ilerposa, Tpojurie mapagurMaTckux yMETHHKA
3a passoj] Jenuma v pamukamasanujy crasosa camor Mumnuha.® (UomyGosuh u

Cy6oruh 2008, 55)

8 . Cy6oruh kaxe: ,Ilapagurmarnuxkn ymeraniu Senuma cy Muxawmno C. Ilerpos, Jocun Cajen
— Jo Kuex, Anexcanmap Apxunenko, Bacuuj Kangnackn, Bioaguvup Tarmua. Osa neropuna
YMETHHUKA MOIJIA O CC CMATPATH CTBAPAOLMMA HAjyXe BC3AHMM 32 UJICjC 3CHUTH3MA.
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Bacunj Kamguncku je crBapaiar XOju UMHK BHIJBHBUM PYCKE YTHIAjC
PAJMKAIHAX YMETHUUKHX HJICja Ca JaKUM yIUMBoM Ha Jenum. Fberosa ymerHmuka
JAcJa U IIPOTrpaMCKH TCKCTOBHU CYHITHHCKH CYy yTHIAJIN Ha apTHKyﬂaHij ITIOETHUKE
3CHUTH3MA U, KA0 TAKBHU, OMIIH 00]JaBJbUBAHU Y UACOIIUCY JeHUM.

Jocudp Kinex m Muxamno C. Ilerpos cy nmBa HajucTakHyTHja ayropa ca
JYrOCJIOBEHCKOr TepeHa Koju ¢y capahjuBanu ca Munuhewm, a xoju ¢y u momuuje
OCTBAPUJIM MMIIO3AHTHC YMCTHHUKE OITyCe.

IImcma maBemenmx ymernuka ymyhema Jbybommpy Mumuhy y speme
mpoOJIEMCKE AKTYEJHOCTH 3CHUTH3MA IIPBOPA3PEIAH Cy HM3BOP 3a PA3yMEBALE
KOMYHHUKAIH]CKOI' MOJIEJIA, YCIIOCTABJbakha JIMUHUX KOHTAKaTa U MPOodeCHOHAIHE
capalme, T€ HAUMHA HCHOI' (YHKUIMOHHCAFa U TNPUPOJE HUXOBUX OJHOCA.
YmpaBo 3aTO 0Ba IIHCMa IIPCACTAB/bA]y TEXKUINTE CKCIUIMKAnyje oBor paga. Ocum
pedepeHTHIX yKasuBarba HA CapKaj U MOJTEKCT OBUX IHCAaMa, OJabpaHu y30pIn
IDOCHAYXHIM CYy Ka0 IPHUMEP CTPYYHE OOpane W IUTHTAJH3ALN]C CIHCTOJIAPHE
rpalje. Haxasocr, yssparnma Munuhesa mmcma cy HemoCTymHA, Tako Ja He
MOXEMO Jja CTBOPHMO IIOTIYHY PEKOHCTPYKIM]Y JHjaJIora, MK MOJIEMUKE, u3Mel)y
unp. Munwmha u Ilerposa.

IMerpos mume Murnuhy’

Muxauno C. Ilerpos (beorpamn,
1902-beorpan, 1983) jeman je og
Haj3HAUAJHUjUX JjoMahmx ymeTHHKa Koju
je capahuBao ca Jbybomupom Munmhem
UM ABAHIAPIHUM  YACOIMCOM  Jenum,
HAPOUUTO Y EHENOBOj HPBOj $asu TOKOM
1921. rogure. ITucao je moesujy, jmkoBHE
KPUTHKE, OABUO CC IPAPUUKUM [IU32JHOM.
Hagpaxayhe je mamao wusriena Hajupe y
neny Kanguuckor. Ympaso je Ilerpos
mpBu  mpeBojguo Tekcrose KanpmHckor
HA CPICKH je3WK, IOTO he CBe uMaTH
BEJIMKU YTHIA] HA EHEIOB IIOTOEH PAL.
B & P Bt Rl | § Ilerpos je y wacomucy 3enum o06jaBro
r 3 : penpoaykumje cBojux rpaduxa: y 6. 6pojy
(Aymonopmpem n Ppazmenam nawux zpexosa),
y 8. 6pojy (Junoneys), y 9. 6pojy (raxolje
Surnoneym), y 10. 6pojy (Puman), y 12.
opojy (Juroneysn), y 13. 6pojy (Senum).
(Golubovi¢, Suboti¢ 1983, 146) Ayrop je

Muxaumno C. Ilerpos, Aymonopmpem, 1921,
Senum opoj 6, 1921, ussop: Hururanna
Haponna 6ubmnuorexa Cpbuje

9  Ha usBecanm mecruma, pykonuc Muxania Ilerposa je remko unribus.
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Muxauno C. Ilerpos, Jlunoneys, 1921, Muxaunno C. Ilerpos, Puman, 1921,
Senum 6poj 8, 1921, wmssop: HHururanza Sernum 6poj 10, 1921, ussop: Hurnramna
Haponna 6ubmmorexa Cpbuje Hapopna 6ubnmorexa Cpbuje

cBegieHOr, reomerpusosanor noprpera Jbybomupa Mummha, koju je mramman Ha
HACJIOBHO] crpaHu karasora Meljynapodre usnoncbe nose ymemrocmu (Senum Op. 25,
1924, namac usryosmen). (losnybosuh u Cyboruh 2008, 358)

Tpu Ilerposisesa paga cy cauysana y Munuhesoj sdéupnu. Cauysaso je u
uexosuko nucama Muxawmna C. Ilerposa JbyGomupy Munuhy, unja ce remaruka
OJHOCH HA YACOIIMC JeHUM.

Y 36upuum uprexa u rpa¢uka jyrocaoseHckux ayropa Hapogsor myseja y
Beorpany mamasu ce mexosuko llerpobpeBrx mesa HacTaNIUX y mEPUOLY H3JIACKA
uacoruca Jenum. To cy: Komnosuywja, 1922, axsapes u Tym Ha mamupy, y Kojoj
ce sy yrunaj Kaujmuckor, Senumy y novacm, 1922, munopes,'0 Ilopmpem Bpanrxa
Be Homarncroz, 1924, yrmwen ua nanupy, Lopmpem Jbybomupa Muyuha, 1924, yrmen
Ha marmpy, Senumosa usnowba 1924, 1924, xomax (mmaxar),!! nox je y 36upum
Jyrociosencko ciukaperso 20. Bexa csmka [lpedeo, 1921, yipe ma mmaray. Ha
cranHoj nocrasuyr Hapoguor myseja y beorpajny mamase ce wermpu jsema M.
[Terposa: I1pedeo, 1921, Iopmpem Jbybomupa Muyuhia, 1924, Sernumy y nouacm, 1922.
u Senumosa usnomba 1924, 192412

10 IToxnon ayropa Hapoumnom mysejy y beorpaay.

11 Ilnakar je ca KOJIAXHpPAHHUM JIEJIOBAMA, TIPEY3ETUM U3 KaTAJIOra MOMEHYTE U3JI0X6e, HajpaHuji
kosax y Hamoj ymerHoctu. (Il'ony6osuh n CyGoruh 2008, 358)

12 Csa ocranma nmasemena mena M. Ilerposa, ocum cimke [lpedeo, mpumanajy 3aoCTaBIITHHE
Jby6omupa Munuha.
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ITpso mucmo Muxanna Ilerposa
IIpexymano nucmo:
Beorpaun 26. X 1923.

Y BaXxeHUu IOCIIOJIAHE,

Bame

[MCMO, a MOroToBy TOH Bamera nmcma, koje MM je JaHac JOHea
mourra Buuie je Hero uymad. Ompocrure mwro hy Bam onrosopuru Ha
oxbojan 1 HeGapabCKK HAUMH HA OHO IITO OM CBAKHM CEM MEHE CXBATHO
ka0 HenpucrojHoct ca Bame crpane. Onpocrure! A ja cam Bam Ha
cBe TO orpocTtro jep Bac jjo6po pasymem u jep mu je— npusHahy— xao
JIa je 1o Tora Mopajo gohmu.

IIpe cera, 3a mracose o kxojuma rosopure pehm hy ommax ma cy
HerauHu. Anm Huje Hama (Bama u Moja) kpuBHIA J1a JbY U OBJEe MHOT'e
CTBApH MOIPELIHO TyMaue. JeIMHO U3 TOra CXBaTakha MOI'Y CE U3BECHE
ocobe MPeJCTABUTH HEHEIIPUJATEIHCKO PACIIONIOKEHE KOje CaM aKo ce
HC BapaM HCTJIE Y OPYIITBY MAHUPECTOBAO IIPEMA YPCIHUKY, 3AIIPABO
npema uosexy Jbybomupy Munmhy, Ha HaunH x0ju 61 K20 Ia caM pat
Y HAPOUMTO XeJbaH OOHOBUTH HEKaJaIllbe Bese ca uctuM. He, moje
M CJIMKAPCKE M YOIINTC YMETHHUKE (peun!) amMOunmje HE My BHIIC
3a THM JIJa M€ CTOKA UMTa ¥ ryega kao 6opua. Moxma jeilnHO uMam
cynporHa occhama xan me xoju moraljaj HamyTu (Croacure Ilyrese!).
Omnga caMm y peBoJITy TOJIMKO JIaieko (3HaTe My Gopmy, Haxasocr!) ma
OMX yak M y3eo ped IpeMa HUTKOBUMA.

Jaxie, xao mrTo BHmHTE, ja CaM Ce MOMHPHO Ca THUM Ja j€ OKO
MCHE CBC caMma XyJba, aHan$pabeT M CBAKAKBH aMOPAJHHU |[HEUMTKO |
—u hyrum. 3aro Mu je %xao ma cre momMohy pasHHX BecTw OmIH Y
MoryhHOCTH Jia IPOJIYXHUTE CBOj CTAPX TOH IIpeMa MEHH. Y OCTAIIOM-
noTpebHO je crapoMe sHauewy pehu kojy jauy u Texy, sap me. Hero
ocrasumo to! Ila ce Mm xal roy CpeTHEMO y HCTOM MecTy Tpeba
MHOro 0DOCTpaHMX XpraBa, a Bama TBpmorsmasocr (He XxeaumMm Ia
Bpehjam jep 3a To mHehy ma umam passoral) ¥ MOj IOHOC CBE TO TECIIKO
IO JIHOCH.

Mehyrum, mro ce THUE MOJUX HEHEIPHUJATEIHCKUX PACITOIOXCHA
npema Bama, oHmM siexxe Ha uyJHO] OCHOBH Tj. mpema Bama kao
uoBeKy (kaJ) He Bpeljare), W MOTIIOMOTHYTH Cy jako, BPJIO jaKO
nojioxajeM y xoju Bac je cpenmuna crasmina. Jyboko cam ysepen na
Bu Taj monoxaj Hu kao mucan, a jomr Marme YOBEK, HE 3aCJIyXyjeTe
n mMaHudecryjyhu npu csakxoj nebatu o Bama TakBo pacmosioxerse
(Bu: ¢ mranom!) MOryIM Cy HEKOJU CXBATUTH Y MEHHU IIOI'PEIIHO
OHO, INTO CBAaKYM YOBCK—JOBeK—MOpa Ha MOj HAUMH U JCOUHO TAKO
TpETHUPATH.
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Mory ma sappmum. Kao mro Bumure — cTBapM 3a KOje CTC MMAIN
MaTepyjasa Ja MH [MUIIETe OHO IIHMCMO CTOj€ CACBHM CYIPOTHO. A ma
Cy cTajajie gpyraunje — BepyjeM [HEUMTKO| ja 6ux MMao Kypaku OUTH
uenocpenad. Iomryje Bac

Mux. C. Ilerpos

I1. C. Ona ,,uyHa OCHOBA® OJHOCH Ce Ha HAIlle JAHAIIE JIPXaABEe U
HUje HUIITA HAPOUUTO.

OBo0 HCMO je BAXHO X MHIUKATUBHO 32 pasyMeBame Munuhese inunocTu,
MOXJa Buie HO IleTpoBibeBe, yKOIMKO HCTPAKUMO HCTOPH]Y CYKoDa OBE JBOJHULIC.
Ha mouerxy capanse, 1921. rogune, Mumuh je o Ilerposy nucao: ,.Bpiao mnan u
Bpso a¢pupmarmsan. Hama HoBa Bpemuoct. T'peda je camo ocerurn.” (l'osrybosuh
n Cy6oruh 2008, 357) Meljytum, Ha OCHOBY OBOTI MUCMA 3AK/BYUYjEMO IIA CYy CC Y
McljyBpeMeHy MOMIHUHKM OGHOCH IOKBAPHJIM, A j¢ IIOCTOjA0, aKO HE OTBOPCHH,
oHO JyiareHTHH cyk0b n3mely Mumuha u Ilerposa. OcHoBa cykoba HajBepoBaTHH]jC
ce HAJA3U y PA3IHUNTOCTH HAPABHU, AJIU U IIPUCTYIIA YMCTHOCTH OBC IBOJULIC JAKUX
smuHOCTH U ayropa. Ilerpos, ciobomapckor jyxa v ONyIITEHU]U, TOJCPAHTHH]H,
34 CBAKOIHCBHM JKHMBOT CBAKAKO PALMOHAIHUJH KU IPAKTUUHHU]U, HE IIPUXBATA
AIICOJIYTHY HICHTUPUKALHM]Y ca IOKPeTOM SJenum, Te camuMm teM, 1922, romune,
on0Hja MoCJIyurHoCT ayropurapHoM Bohu, Munuhy. Jom jeman pasmor mpexuma
capagse y oBoM mepuojy je IlerpoBibeBo yuemhe y npyrum aBaHrap HAM
mokperuMma, xoje Munuh Huje yBaxasao (ump. xoj Hparana Anexcuha y Jadu,
kojy Munwmh npso xBasu, a kacuuje npespe). [lepuom oxm 1922, no 1923/1924.
je mepuoy kpuse y omHocuma Ilerposa m Munuha, ma u nucMo oJi3Bama THUM
TOHOM Kpuse y capanmy u komyHukanuju. Oceha ce u mosa peBONITHPAHOCTH
ImpemMa OKPYXerwy U cTamy y apymrsy. To ce HapouuTo orsesa y Jiesry y Kome
kaxe: ,,Jlakye, kao mro BuIUTE, ja caM ce MOMUPHO CA THUM Ja je OKO MCHE CBE
cama xyJspa, aHandader”. Moxa tnme craspajyhn no sHara Munuhy na 6u 1 on
(Munwmh) Tpebaio ma 6yme Mame mwrax u npek. Ilerpos uspaxasa xamese mrTo je,
HA OCHOBY HCKHUX CTAPHUX IVIACHHA O BeMy, Mumnuh n najse ocrao mpu IeJIMMHYHO
umenoBosbHOM craBy. Mnax, Ilerpos mMa pasymesama 3a taxas Mumnuhes cras u
kako cam nue: ,,Meljyrum, mro ce Trye MOjUX HEHEIPUJATEIHCKUAX PACIOTIOXCHA
npema Bama, oHEM Jiexxe Ha uyJIHO] OCHOBH Tj. pema Bama xao yoBeky (kam He
Bpeljare), ¥ MOTIIOMOTHYTH CY jako, BPJIO JaKO IMOJIOX3AjeM y Koju Bac je cpemuna
crasmwia. Jlyboxo cam ysepen gma Bu Taj mostoxaj HM kao mmcam, a jom Mambe
4uoBeK, He 3aciayxyjere.” IleTpoB Ha 0OBOM MeCTy IOKkasyje OIPOMHY J03Yy JbYJICKOD
pasymeBarba 1 Tojepanumje. JacHo My je pma je Munuh urHopucan y jaBHOCTH,
HCIIOXCJbAH, UMCTH AYTCAJHCP KOJH KMBHM K CTBapa HA MApruHAMa IPYIITBA
— JNEJIMMHYHO CBOJOM BOJBOM H 300r CBOJUX PHUIHIHHUX CTABOBA, OIOH]AHCM
CBAKOI KOMIIPOMHUCA, ACIUMUYHO BOJEOM TOI MCTOI IPYLITBA. JeIHAKO KPUTHUKK
PACIIOJIOKEH TpEMa IMOJIMTUUKO] M JPYymTBEHO] curyauuju y KpasseBnHm Tux
roguHa (mro he moxasaTd U CBOJUM MOTOEUM ICJIHUMA H3 TPUICCCTHUX, A U U3
nenecerux), Ilerpos MupHO U Ges excueca mpuma Te Hemuile unmseHHIE. 1o ce
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He 6u mornmo pehm 3a oropuenor Mummha, umju he xpurmuxm, BpcHO nmcaH,
o3nojeljeHn M maHac HamAIEKO UyBeHM Kputmuku maméuer ,Xsana ti, Cpbujo
nenal“!® w3 1925. rommme craBuTH jeNHY OJ 3aKJBYUHMX Tauaka HE CaMoO Ha
Senum Beh M Ha HBETOBO JEJIOBAGC Y APYIITBY. 3anymuhiiec My y JIHIE cBA Bpara
IPYLITBA KOj¢ TAKO OpyTayHO U OeckoMmpoMucHo xpurukyje. IIpeocrano je camo
HAIYIITARC 3¢MJbC.

Haxanocr, vucy mam jocrynan Hu MunuheBo MHHIUjIHO HHCMO, HU
meros oarosop Ha IlerpossbeBo mucmo, Tako ga ce He Moxe crehn KoMILIeTHA
cmmka o moraljajuMa KOJH Cy HOBEJIH IO IIOCTCICHHUX CYKODA M PASHIAXKCERA Y
MHLIUBCEY, Koju he nmak yop3o 6uru gesumuuso npesasuljenn. Ibuxosn ogaoCH
he ce mompasuru nouerxkom 1924. romune, xanma Senum mpenasu us beorpanma y
3arpeb, (Golubovi¢ 1 Suboti¢ 1983, 146) amn, kako hemo mame BumeTH, HUKAIA
mehe moBpaTWTH OPHUCHY YMETHHUKY, ABAHTAPOUCTHUKY BC3AHOCT U 3HATHY
GJIMCKOCT cTaBoBa kao y paHoM nepuogy (1921), xana je Ilerpos 6uo miana 3sesma
Senuma v xajia je ypaguo CBOja, 3a IMOJMOBE JyIOCJIOBEHCKE aBAHIAPJE, HAJBAKHH]A
nena —, ymuoteyme’, ! yrmyuyjyhu Ty u majnosnaruju, Aymonopmpem ¢ ny.nom.

Jpyro nucmo Muxanina IlTerposa:
IIpexymamo nucmo:

IToxera 22-1 —24.
ITomrroBanu rocrioune,

Omnpocrure mro
caM HaXaJIOCT U3 TOTAJHOI HEMO3HABama |[HeunTko| mpehyrao ca
IIICMEHUM OAroBOpoM Ha Bame mpso mucMo onH. mosus Ha yuemthe
[Py MHTEpHAL,. H3JI0XO0HW. BenwM mumcMeHHMM OJroBOpoM jep cam
yemeno usjasuo r. Be Ilosanckom ma Mu je maxanocr 6uno Hemoryhe
Olla3BaTH Ce IO3MBY M3 IIPOCTOI pasjiora: ojasHa Beh He Mory na
n3aljeM 13 OKBHpA CIIMKAba 32 Iap IIUICIIA.
3axBasian cam Bam Ha m3nox6u u monuMm Bac ma npumure yBeperme
Ia Me je Bam mosuB Jja yuecTByjeM Kpaj HEKOJIMLIMHE €BPOIJbaHA
HCOOHMUHO MOYACTBOBAO. BesIMM HEKONMIIMHE CBPOIUbAHA M MUCIIMM
HA OHC KOjC CaM KMMAo NpHIuKe BumeTd Hekan y lamepuju 3enwmra
y 3arpeby ¥ IOPHIMKOM OHE KOMOHMHOBAaHE MoOje IoceTe [HeUHUTKO|.
WNuaue-ma jja nsnaxem ca ceuma MoryhuM u camra-0yaure yBepeHu
Jla MH, KaJ, OMX HMMAO IITOroJ, 3a KakBy H3JI0OXOy-JPYIITBO OHHUX

13 Eso camo jemmor cimkosuror xpaher omromka: ,,He samepu, Cpbujo: ja He mory ma srackam
TBOjO] YMHIIJBEHO] JICTIOTH, KA0 TBOJU TPHUITY3M M TIEIMKAHH. Ja HE yMEM Ja My3e€M CTEOHE
IpXaBe. Ja HECAaM TBO] CTPBHHAp HU TBOj CHCABall. Ja caM CaMO IICCHHK, CJIOOONAH U HOB.
C10601HO MUCIMTH — IIPBU je yCJIOB KyJIType. Ja 3HaM, ja BUAMM: CBE IITO TE JAHAC CAUMEHABA
— Jytax je — Opsorutera Jjrax v mogsaa. T cu mocrana Enmopano csux espornckux ckopojesuha.
Tsoje nHO je rumrko, TBOjU rpecu cy myboxu. Mu xohemo ma mpomybumo TBOje KOpHTO, jEp
TEILIKO Ce IUIOBH aKO je JHO ImTKo.  Senum 6p. 36, okrobap 1925.

14 TI'paduke y rexunum mybopesa JMHOIEYMA KAO TOIJIOTE.
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CMKapa JyroCcJIOBEHCKUX KojuMa Oucre takolje mocianu mosus (P S,y
1031BYy MeHH!) GHJIO JJaJIeKO BHIIE HEKOI [HEUHUTKO| HErO Me JPYLITBO
OHMX Ca KOJUMa y IHOCJICIEC BPEME BEIIaM CBOja-ILJIATHA.

Pexao cam!

WNuaue Bac monmMm jja My yunHMTE JIBe JoOpoTe:

cpmauno nosgpasure Be Ilospanckor xome He mumem Ha [HEUHTKO]
jep jomr Hucam mucao I'aBpu xora 6u To [HeunTko| jep ra MOJIUM

¥ MOLIAJBATE MU KaTaJIor u3jnox6e ka Oyjie OTBOpeHa.

Hagam ce ma me vehere onburu 1 Mosium Bac ja xpaj cBora Munubesa
IIPUMHUTE YBEPCELC MOTA MIOIITOBAbA.

Mux. C. Ilerpos

ITucmo og 22. jamyapa 1924. mucano je y mepuojy xajja cy ce OJHOCH
[Terposa n Munuha nomaso Hopmausosamm win ,,ororiniu . Te roguae [lerpos
pamu moprpere Munuha n Ilospanckor, musaju 3a 77 camopbuya M TIOMCHYTH
mrakar (kosraxsu) sa Meljynaponny mnsnox6y. Mnax Huje y moTmyHOCTH OTIIHCAH,
HUTH je OH CAM 3ayBCK OTIHCAO capanmsy ca Senumom. Ilume Munuhy ma my je
3aXBaJIAH LITO T'a TIO3UBA JIA yuecTByje Ha 3eHnToBOj MeljyHaposHOoj nsnoxou 1924,
TOJVHE, AJIH, CYWITHHCKH, OA0Mja Ja H3JIaXe, U3, KAKO PA3yMEMO E-CTOBC PCUH,
(QUHAHCH]CKUX pasjora, OJJHOCHO jep ,ojaBHa Beh He Mory na usaljeMm u3 oxBupa
cJIMKarba 3a rmap numnesia’, nokymasajyhu ga oGjacHu Ja pagy 3a ONCTAHAK U MOJTY
ersucrennmjy.!” Onpasjame Halasu Uy TBPJIE-H Jia ,,Hema uacrmpanmy™. Jame,
y JbybasHOM TOHY, moryhe um marponmsyjyhem, ma He pasmyrn Munuha, mume
KaKO je BPJIO 3aXBaJlaH M MOuYacTBOBaH mTo ra je Munuh nmossao ja yuecrsyje u
H3JIAXE CBOja JieJia Ha 3CHUTOBO] U3JI0X0OM, Ka0 U JIa je PaHujec NMao MPUJIKMKE J1a
BHJIU JCJIA CBPOIICKUX YMCTHHKA KOja Cy Omiaa y 3eHUTOBO] rajgepuju y 3arpeoy.
Wsmely pemosa cxsaramo ma Ilerpos kxakxo-taxo mokymasa ma ce ocaMocTaIn
K0 YMCTHHUK KOjU j€ M3allla0 U3 IIOKPETa, ajd HE CaMO Ja je OTBOPCH 32 Iajby
capanmy (mos cBojuM ycyoBuMma) Beh m ma cy My moOpo mosHara JgelaBarba Ha
[I0JbY aBaHrapAe (Koja CIO3HAje YIPKOC ToMe mTo Huje Onusak Munuhy). Ann ma
Kpajy MHIIe ,,IPIMUATE YBEPCEHC MOId MIOMITOBAaba™, KA0 TAUKY HA OBO IIPCTEXKHO
(GOpMAIHO U ca MUHUMYMOM €MOLHja IIUCAHO ITHCMO.

Tpehe nucmo Muxania ITerposa:
IIpexynano nucmo:

IToxera 11— II —24.
ITourrosanu I'. Munuhy,
WurepecanTHa je cTBap ma caM mpBo ja 610 HepasyMybHB, a cana Bu
UUHUTE I/ICTO! HO aKO M€ B HUCTC OHJA pasyMcJid, 1 TO Y HC3HATHUM
cutHHIAMa-ja Bac mobpo pasymem.

15 To je makolje jeman oy esemenara cykoba jsa ymerHuka, mro tepigu u Mpuaa CyGoruh.
(T'omy6osuh u Cy6oruh 2008, 358)
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Tomuko n— basta!

bruo cam Beh 3abopasmo jja cam Hekam, y 3arpeby, MOKyIIao Ja
HaurHuUM Bamr moprper. Axo cam ce KaJroJ muera M CETHO-YBEK MU
ce unHMIO Ja je oH yHumreH. Meljytum y 25 6p. 3ennra xora jyue
[IPUMHX, U3HEHAJUIO M€ KaJ| caM Haumao Ha cBoje mMe. UygiHo.
Moxna jomr u ca jegao XM!-kako 6u To By y ciamunoj mpruinnm
pexsn. Jom me Bume uynm Heka camka 6p. 101 Besama 3a moje (?)
nme. Mucium ja je wmmak tpebano (ysumam Bame obuuaje) ma me
IIPETXOIHO O OBUM cTBapuMma obasecture. Upakaxo Bac mosmm ma mu
jaBuTe IITO MOJPOOCHU]E O LEJIO] CTBAPH KA0 U O TOME KOja j¢ 1 KaKkBa
Ta camka-ako je moja. Hamao cam ce ma he sa oBom nommpxom mohu
1 KAKBO IIMCMO KA0 O0jAIlIbCE-C-HO €BO mpolje M JaHaImma IIOMmTa a
nrcMa Hema!

Bpoj mu ce csuhja-HapounTo Heka Mmecra n3 Bamera Hexa ce me
3abopasu. Mma y Tome muooro m muoro ucruue! A Kannuackn me
npujaTHo 06panosao. Mmak xosoc! Mmare nu ra y 6oju?

OuekyjeM pasjauimerbe U [HEUUTKO| OHMX HEPA3yMJBHUBUX MECTA.
Wuaue Bac smmuno pasymem.

ITosppas-Ilerpos

P. S. Hexka ce r. [lospancku unax jasu u momase oHO mTo je obehao.
ITorpebro My je mHeobumuno-umao cam Bamr seh. A mamam ce ma y
obchanoj Hyje xao oru Mockosru. 3amro? —Ho jep je To Ilomanckmy,
a MeHe 6ap He Ou Tpebao ja 3abopasu!

MIIerpos

P S. S. Momum Bac-6ymure mobpu ma Me M3BECTHTC INTA CTAjC
ncupranu Tabak (€3 xapTuje) y IITAMIAPUJH KOja INTAMIIA 3CHHUT.
Ilorpe6ro 6u 6mio 3a oso. Kysnrypry [Heumrko] (jaka [HeumTKO]
nHaue mel)y oBum mkembaprumal), koja Ou XTeya Jja [HEUUTKO| y
CBOJO] €JIMLIMJH HEKOje OJpKaHa IIpeJJaBarba 3a HAPOJI.

Y oBoM mmemy u3 gebpyapa 1924, romume, monoso mpumchyjemo memro
ourrpujy peropuky Ilerposa. OnHocn mokasyjy ,urpy* romno-xmansor: Ilerpos
ce TPyAM Jia cauyBa CBOj MHTerpurer, a ca MunuheM je Temko KOMyHHUIUPATH,
OH pany Hck/byunBo 1o csoMe. llerpos je sauylen mro je y 25. 6pojy Senuma
o0jaBjbeHA PENPOJIYKIIMja CJIHUKE y3 KOJy C€ CIHOMHESE HEIOBO MMe. Y IIATAEbY
je Mumuhes moprper xoju je Ilerpos ypanuo y 3arpeby u xoju je mpukasaH Ha
3ennToBoj usnoxdu. Beh cmo mamomenym ga cy ce, HaKOH msjacka 25. Opoja
Senuma 'y $ebpyapy 1924. rommme, mo ampmia, kama je ofpXaHa 3CHHUTOBA
meljynaponaa wusinox6a y beorpany, ommocn wmsmel)y Ilerposa m Mumuha
rionpasmwin. Meljyrum, BugHO je HerojoBamse [lerpoBa — 3amro Huje obaBemrrer
paHmje u cii. Y Opkoc oBUM Hecyrinacunama, Ilerposy ce csulja HoBH 6poj Senuma,
roceGHO perpomyknuja jgeaa Kannguackor, 3a xojy nmura Munuha na ju je nma y
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60ju. IleTpos ce oumrnenHo Tpysm ma 3aiapxu KyproasHu ojgHoc ca Mwunwmhewm,
merge nosinalyyjyhu u xsanehwu, merye meromyjyhu. Msriena xao ja ce Ilerpos
kosieba xoje peun ma ynorpebu ma 6um ce mpehamsmu cykob yMamuo, a He Hajee
IIPOIINPHO.

Ha xpajy, u3 cBa tpu mucma je jacuo ma llerpos Bume Hukama He MoXxe
npuhu Senumy n Munuhy ca OHUM MIAJAAUKUM ITOJIETOM M IIOBEPEHEM Ca
KojuM je npummao 1921. ronune, He BUIe MOCHE, UMHU CE€, IYHO YBPEIA U TEMIKUX
peun xoje je om Munwmha nmpumwmo. Ysmpxan je, u Ha ¢uua HaumH Munwhy
CIIOUMTAaBA MPE3UP KOJU OBAj I'aju IpPeMa MHOIMM JyTOCJIOBEHCKHAM YMETHHUIMMA.
Y jemnoj kpahoj murpecuju, Heka Oyne TO3BOJHCHO A IIOMCHEMO IA CY CAPALELY
ca Munuhewm, Beh y mpsoj passojuoj ¢pasu Senuma, Hanycrmiu (Moryhe u ma cy
orepann?) Munom Ipmancku, Pacrko Ilerposuh, mano xacuuje u Josan bujenuh
(mperxommo, 1921. rommme, ClaBBEH KAO jeJMHM aBaHrapJHU ciukap),® a y
jenuoMm tpenytky u Msan I'osr u Bomwko Toxmn, y3 Munuha, Bonehe simunocrn
JYTOCJIOBCHCKE aBaHrapmac ngsameceTux u Jenuma. Taxohe, Munmh Huxanma aHuje
MMao JICIIC PEUM 32 MHOIC YMCTHHKC WU Y Jenumy UX UAK U3BPraBa KPUTHUIIH,
ako He u pynuay: ,,CGasa Hlymanosuh je xmamaH, npopauyHar, IECKPUITHBAH,
wenanusnayanas, Cube Mmmmunh mvurupa Mapu .HopcheH;17 Hacracujesuh
je momoron, a Hobposuh — mmuaamuuno ersanrupan.” (l'oxybosuh u Cybormh
2008, 50-51) Oryma u Ilerposibesa ysupxkaHocT, jep HATH je OUO CIIPpEMaH HUTH
j€ KeJICO Ia HA CIMUAH PASUKAHO-HCIATOPCKY U HUXMIMCTHUKY HAUNH FOBOPU U
IIUIIE O CBOJUM KOJIEraMa YMETHHLIAMA.

Omnpaspana npernocraska je ga je Mumnuh on mouerka mokpera u paga Ha
JACOIUCY JeHum UMa0 HETOJICPAHTAH CTaB mpeMa capannunuma. To je morspleno
U JEIHUM OJ] HCIOBUX 3aBPIIHUX TEKCTOBA ,JlereHnma o MpTBOM MOKpPETY WU
n3Mel)y 3eHUTH3MA U aHTH3EHUTH3MA', Ca CJIOTAHOM ,,KO HHUJe 34 3€HUTHU3AM Taj
je mporus 3eHuTH3MA™ (y mocsensseM, 43. 6pojy). (LonyGosuh n Cyboruh 2008,
62) OBakBa UCK/LYUHBOCT moseimhe ra O FOTOBO MOTIIYHOT I'yOHTKA CApafHUKA,
ciebeHUKa U IIpHjaTesba Mo Talewny Jenuma, mocye 1925, rogune.

Ksnex nume Munuhy!'®

3a pasinuky og Ilerposa, koju je obesexxno pany (,eKCIpeCHOHUCTHUKY )
dasy Jenuma, Jocun Cajen (Kpanunua, 1904 — 3arped, 1987), y seautusmy sHan
kao Jocud Jo Kiexk, Hocmman je uenrpanue (,,3pene’) pase Fenuma (1923-1925).
Y beorpag je momao 1923. m omMax ce YK/BYUHO Y 3CHUTHCTHUKH IIOKPCT.

16 HWnak, Comka 6p. 9 (bopéa dana u nohu) ocrahe y Muuuhesoj xosexuuju 5o xpaja Herosor
xwusora. Jlanac ce Hamasu y Mysejy caspemene ymersocru y beorpany.

17 3a morspuy e rese Senum objaBibyje PENPOLYKUM]y E-eroBe cauke /e ymxe.

18 Ha usBecunm mecrnma, pykomuc Jocuda Kirexa je Temko unribus.
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Ox je cama, a me Ilerpos, Ta Besmka Muaza Hajla ca kojoM Tpeba pauyHaTH.
Wsnarao je wa wmeljyHapomuum wusmoxbama IJenuma (beorpanm, bykypemrr,
bunedesnn, Mocksa). Iberose pamose — xosaxe, $OTO-MOHTAXKE, APXUTEKTOHCKE
HaIpTe, aKBapeJie, TEMIIEpPE, CKUIE 3a MO30PHUIIHE KOCTUME U 3aBecy, Lprexe/
peximame — Senum je objaBipmBao Ha cBojuM crpanunama. Kiek je mcro Tako
pazno rpaduuKky M TUIOTPAPCKY ONpPEMy U MIIYCTPALUjc IIOjJCIUHUX JFeHumosux
nzpama. (I'omybosuh u Cyboruh 2008, 56-57) Cajcnos/Kiexkos seHnTucrruku
YMETHUUKH ¥ MYJITHIUCIUTIIMHAPHE Y oryc obesiexen je mojMoM xoju je Mummh
O0ZMAaX YCBOJHO Kao CHUMOOJI 3CHUTHCTHUKE ,,cuHTe3¢ ymerHOCTH : [TADAMA
(ckpahenuna, Hemauku: PApier-FArben-MAlerei), a Ha cprckom jesuxy APBOC
(APruja-bOja-Cimka). KiexoBa gena ykasyjy Ha IIMPOKA MHTCPECOBAEA jEP CY
pahena y nyxy mamansma, pyTypusma, Kao U €KCIIPECHOHU3MA, KOHCTPYKTUBH3MA
U arncTpakuyje.

Ws saocrasmrune Jbybommnpa Munmha nsnsajajy ce gsa mucMa Jocuda
Kieka, xoja ce oHOCE HA BUXOBY CapaJiiby y JeHumy, Ka0 U HA Pasjiore HBHXOBOT
cykoba. Y 3b6upum uprexa u rpaduka jyrocyaoseHckux ayropa Hapommor
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Jocud Kiex, Rocmunwu sa Senumucmuuxo no-
sopuwme, 1923, Senum 6poj 24, 1923, us-
Bop: Hururanna Haponna Oubinorexa
Cpbuje

Jocud Kiex, Pexnane, 1924, Senum 6poj
34, 1924, wussop: Hururanaa Hapomma
o= N
6ubsmorexa Cpouje

19  Chyxno ce THIIOMOHTaXOM, MOHTaXOM Qororpaduje m ciosa, QororpadpujoM M TEKCTOM,
gororpadpujom u dororpapujom, kao u Ppororpadujom, uprexxom u Gojom. (L'osybosuh u

Cy6oruh 2008, 56-57)
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myseja y beorpany Hamasu ce HEKOJIHMKO
KiexoBux mena Hacrammx y mepuony
n3nacka uvaconmca Jenum. To cy: Senum
— senumusam, 1923, xosax, manwup, Ty,
uetka W nepo Ha narwmpy; Muromboper,
1923, xomax, manup Ha manupy; Pexrame,
1923, akBapesn un Tym Ha manupy; Hesepo
soja, 1924, xomax, manup Ha MIAIHpPY;
Jbydu ¢y youye, 1924, xonax, manup, TyII
u uerka Ha manupy; Haypm sa Senumeym
1, 1924, oyioBka, MACTHJIO, TYII M UCTKA
va mnamwmpy; Haypm 3a  Senumeym 11,
1924, osioBka, Tym u ueTka Ha MAIUPY;
Konempyrywja  sa  gabpury, 1924, tym u
yeTKa HA MANUPy KAMIMPAHOM HA IAIUD;
Tomosume — cmydenmuma, 1924, mnnakar,
wramra;  Cumempuje y  npocmopy, 1924,
KOJIAX, Mamup Ha namupy; Koxcmpyrywa
56, 1924, xonax, nanup Ha nanupy; Buza
Senum, 1924-1925, axsapen na mamumpy;
Ilnaxame, 1925, akBapen u Tyl Ha aUpy;
Bo umga senumusma, 1925. (xoayrop Jb.

Jocudp Kunex, Haypm sa Senumeym, 1924,
Senum ©poj 35, 1924, nssop: Hururanxa

~

Hapojaa 6ubiamorexa Cpouje

Muunwmh), konmax, manup Ha mamupy. Ha cramnoj mocrasuu Hapomsor myseja y
Beorpany nanasze ce nmpa nena J. Knexa: Pexrame, 1922. v Haypm sa Senumeyn 1,

1924.%0

IIpeo Knexoro mucmo:
ITpexynano mucmo:
Postovani gospodine,

Ja ve¢ gotovo mesec dana, dnevno pokusavam, da napisem taj list u

kojem bih trebao da se opravdam.

Nisam ga nikad dovr$io zato jer sam siguran o tome da se ni Casa
nisam ogresio o sam zenitizam, koji lezi sigurno 1 ¢vrsto u meni, 1
kojega se necu 1 ne mogu odreéi. Samo volja za realizaciju zenit.
balk. arhitekture 1 slikarstva vodila me na tehniku (to nije za mene
bilo lako, 1 bilo je pod, stenovitim uslovima) a krivo me se onda zato
nazivali karijeristom. Ako sam odlucio da radim med onim ljudi, koji

to jesu.

Tako sam imao, kroz ovo zadnje vreme, mnogo da preturim, progutam
1 stradavam, jer jesvaki covek osetio duznost da me zamori, ja znam

20 Csa ocrasa Hasejena jgeia J. Kiexka npunanajy saocrasmruan Jbybomupa Munuha.
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1 sam si necu oprostiti to da vam se nisam javljao, maker sam u isto
vreme radio zenit. slike 1 mislio na vas.
Sasvim poslednji slucajni na$ susret, sasvim me razocarao. Svejedno,
ne verujem gosp. Micicu, da ste vi 1 nacas posumnjali u mene.
Primite mnogo srda¢nih pozdrava od sasvim vaseg zenitiste.
Josif Klek
Zagreb, 24. X1 1923.

Y osom mnwmcmy u3 HoBemOpa 1923, rommme, Kiex, tama neser-
HACCTOTOOUINIGAK, OUHIICHHO ce mpaspa Mumuhy s6or merosux onryxom 3a
HesojanHocT Serumy.”! OH TIOKOPHO MCTHUE CBOjY OJIAHOCT 3CHUTU3MY U H>EIOBO]
nueju, xoje ce Hukana Hehe ogpehu’: ,,Sasvim poslednji slucajni nas susret, sasvim
me razocarao. Svejedno, ne verujem gosp. Mici¢u, da ste vi 1 nacas posumnjali u
mene.

Taxohe, Kinex criomume paji Ha JIMKOBHMM JieIMMa KOja Cy IPOXeTa
nnejom seHutusMa. Mako ra mekn (Moxyga n cam Munwuh, mro n3 mucma Huje
IOBOJBHO JACHO) CMATPajy KapWUjepHUCTOM, OH C¢ IIPCBUIIC HE 06asHpe HA TO jep
je ,,BOJbA 3a PCAIM3ALMJOM 3CHUT. DAJIK. APXUTEKType' OHO ImTO ra mokpehe Ha
pan. Cebu mehe ompocruty mro ce Huje jaBpao Munuhy, mako je y ucro To
BpeMe panuo seHurucTruke cauke. V3 osor muema umumrasamo Kiexosy Bepy y
3CHUTH3AM U OJAHOCT 3¢HUTHUCTUYKAM HICjaMa, KA0 U MIOLITOBAEC U YBAXKABALE
npema Murnuhy, spiritus movensu oBor aBarrapmsor nokpera. OBIe ¢y 1 0ZAHOCT U
M3BCCHA IIOKOPHOCT y TOHY mucMa (kao u xog Ilerposa) y Mupossybusoj ¢yHkuju
— cauyBaru no0pe oxHoce ca Muruhesum ayropurerom Ge3 003Hpa HA HETOBE
HACHane ¥ ,,OTIHCUBAKA" AyTOpa, HE Pas/byTHTH ra. 3a pasauky ox llerposa,
Kirex ce romnuje mosmpasspa Ha xpajy nucma: ,,Primite mnogo srdacnih pozdrava
od sasvim vaseg zenitiste®. Y 3Hau€HYy: HALITA CE HHUJC IPOMCHUIIO, Ja CAM U JaJbe
3EHUTHUCTA, HEMATE PA3JIOTra 3a JbYTHY.

Jpyro Kiexoso mucmo:
IIpexynano nucmo:

8. decembar 1923.
Vilo postovani gospodine.
Ja sam primio Vase pismo, na kojem Vam mnogo zahvaljujem. Ono
me je dosta obradovalo, jer ja ga nisam uzeo sasvim onako strogo kako
bih ga mogao uzeti. Ali postoji nesto, sto mi se ve¢ desilo nekoliko
puta, najcesée sa g Poljanskim rede s Vama g Mici¢u. Hteo bih da
Vam to bezuvetno saopstim. Meni je tako Cesto naglasio, kako je, do¢i
do glasa, ili dati se zapaziti, moguce jedino u Zenitu 1 preko Zenita.

21 Munuh My BepoBaTHO 3aMepa capaiy C IPYyrUM YMETHULMMA U3BaH Jenuma Ny uCpobaBare
HE3EHUTUCTUUKUX YMETHUUKUX WM aPXUTEKTOHCKAX KOHLEMaTa.
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Zato, jer se slicno 1z Vaseg celog lista da razumeti, ja sam se pobojao,
da me niste mozda sasvim krivo uzeli.

Nikako necu, da i na ¢as mislite, kako sam ja zenitist, jer mislim kroz
njega Sto postiél. Ili da sam, $to je jo§ gore, pokusao negde nesto
drugo, pa uvidevsi da ne ide, da sam se vratio Zenitu. Ne nikako. Vi
¢ete to mozda nazvati naivnoséu ako kazem da mi nije stalo ni do
kakve slave. I znam da mi je sve to jos tako receno daleko i da moram
jo§ mnogo mnogo raditi. Uopste mogu najiskrenije da kazem, kako
nisam ni nacas pomisljao na bilo kakvu dobit u Zenitu. (mislim dobit
materijalnu narav).

Ako me Vi g. Mici¢u smatrate neozbiljnim zenitistom, onda znam, da
vi za to imate razloga, pa stoga imate 1 pravo.

Jednoga se ali [HeunTko] 1 ne mogu odreci. Da radim zenit. slike. Tako
ja ¢u raditi (za mene je to ponovo [Heuntko] jedina potreba) 1 bit ¢u
Vam mnogo zahvalan ako ¢ete hteti videti 1 [meuntko]| moje slike kao
1 do sada.

Da g Mikac sa [meumrtko| zenitizma u [HeumTko|] mnogo me je
obradovalo. Molim Vas, prenesite mu moj pozdrav.

Ja ¢u nekoje ispite poloziti na tehnol. pre Bozi¢a. Kako imam jos 1
pisanije da predam, bit ¢u narednih tjedan dana veoma zaposlen.
Onda mi dolaze ferije (I maj) u kojima bih hteo jos mnoge zen. slike
da ostvarim. Hteo bih takoder da pokusam odrzati predavanje o zenit.
slikarstvu ovde u dem. stud. klubu, na Sto se ve¢ celu godinu spremam
al se ne usudujem. Raduje [meumrxo] ili imam ve¢ [Heumrtko]| Cu u
najskorije vreme. Mnogo 1 srdacno Vas pozdravlja Vas Klek.

ITucmo ox 24. HoBemOpa 1923. rojuHe ounrienHo Huje OHUIIO JTOBOJHHO
na pasysepu Munuha (a usrinena vu Ilossanckor) y omanocr Joa Kieka. Ilpasa je
LITEeTA IITO, Y OBUX Iap Heje/ba usMelly nsa mucma, Hemamo Munumhes ogrosop,
QN je M3BCCHO N4 je OH HCCMHUPCH KM BCPOBATHO IIOCTAB/bA HOBA (HCIIpHjaTHA)
muraba Kiteky. 3aro on ybp3o nonoso nuiue, 8. jenembpa 1923, y jour cHaxaMjeM
TOHY IpaBJama Y MOKYLIdja MHPOJbYOMBOI YMETHHUKOI caxuBora. bpanm ce:
,Uopste mogu najiskrenije da kazem, kako nisam ni nacas pomisljao na bilo kakvu
dobit u Zenitu. (mislim dobit materijalnu narav).” Kiex ce ciayxu ysepaBamuma
(xao ma ce saxyumse): ,Jednoga se [...] 1 ne mogu odreéi. Da radim zenit. slike.*
Ilpasna ce: nma obasese Ha gpakysrTery, mma He CTKE na ce 6asu ymerHomhy. Kao
KOHAUaH JIOKA3 OJAHOCTH, OH IIPHUIIPEMA MPEJABAE O JeHumy 1 IUIAHUPA JAJbH
pan Ha seHHTHCTHUKMM cjaukama. Omer CpIaYHM MO3IPABH Y OBOM H3PA3UTO
MupospyouBoM mucMy: ,,Mnogo 1 srdacno Vas pozdravlja Vas Klek.*

Ha xpajy, Jo Kitex, npasum nmerom Jocud Cajeit, ocTBapHo je, 10 COIICTBEHOM
CaspeBamy M OKOHUABY capamese ca JSenumom u Senuma camor (1925), samcra
OpwbaHTHY Kapujepy kao apxurekra nocte 1929. romune. buo je sanocier y Omgjery
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3a PEryJIallMOHy OCHOBY Ipajia 3arpeba Ha IOCJIOBAMA T€HEPAJIHOI yPOAHHUCTUUKOT
IaHa. bro je mpojexTaHT MOIEPHUCTHUKOr JyrocJoBeHCKOr maBuboHA HA (semcexg)
wsnoncbu 'y 1lapusy 1937, sa xoju je marpaljen smarHom MemamboMm Grand Prix oBe
IIPECTIDKHE U II0 MHOTMM IIOJIMTHUKAM ¥ YMCTHHUKAM OJJIMKAaMa uCTopujcke (Bemcke
usnonmcbe. Joduruuk je n Oppena nermje uactu Qpanmycke Brage. (l'osybosuh u
Cy6oruh 2008, 329-330) Munuh je tama 6uo manexo. Cajer Buie Huje MOpao Ja ce
mpapJja 1 OpaHM 3a yCIexe IMOCTUrHyTe usBaH Senuma. Melyyrum, Senum je merosom
YMETHUUKOM K APXUTCKTOHCKOM (POPMHUPARY NOIPHUHEO U KPO3 XHUBOTHO HCKYCTBO
M KPO3 HEOIPAHMUCHY KPEATHBHOCT, KOja CE CBAKAKO MOpaIa OIPA3UTH HA FHCrOBa
MOTOHA YCIICIUIHA APXUTEKTOHCKA U JPYrd OCTBAPCH:A.

Kannuncku muimme Munuhy

Bacwmj Kanmuackn (Mocksa, 1866. — Heju va Cenn, 1944) jeman je on
Haj3HAUAJHUJUX TIPEJICTABHMKA arcTpakTHe ymerHOCTH y cgety. llIkomosan y Mocksu
u Munxeny, on y panoj ¢asu Cosjercke pesonyuuje Jlewunosor nepuona, no 1924,
roJiiHe, Tpey3uMa BHile BaxHuX (yHKupja: ox 1919. mo 1921. 6uo je mmpexrop
Myseja cimukapceke xyarype y Mocksy; wian 1130 — Hapogsor xomecapujara
[IPOCBETC; MOTIPEICCIHUK AKAIEMHje YMCTHUUKMX Hayka y Mocksu u np. Moxna

jé HAj3HAMCHUTHjA HEIOBa  II€JArONIKA
- aktuBHocT y  mkomu  BXY'TEMAC
(Brra  yMETHMUKO-TEXHUUKA  PAIUOHULIA),
> (T'omy6osuh un Cy6oruh 2008, 327) xoja

je, Ka0 HOBAa PCBOJIYLMOHAPHA TBOPCBHHA,
gactasia 1918, rommme Ha TeMesbnMa

satBopere llkone ciuxapersa, Bajapcrsa u

apxurexrype. Kamnuscku 36or mporpamckor

cykoba € JIPYTEM  PEBOJIYLIHOHAPHHM
yMeTHHUIMMa, Ipe cBera MabeBuuew,

Hamymra 1 oy Koy u Pycujy. Oz 1922.

roguHe je y mkosm bayxayc y Bajmapy, ruoe
_ he xao memaror u mpcar BHmIC TpakTata o
] ymerrocru (O dyxosrom y ymemmocmu, 1auxa

u suHuja Ha nospuuru, Jlyxosna xapmonuja
ymemmocmut, Eceu o ymemmocmu u_ymemnuyuma)
PAIUTH CBE DOK IIKOJIY HE 3aTBOPC HALIUCTH
1933. romune.
Ca  Senumom wu Mummhem je
capaljuBao m jommcuBao ce u3 Bajmapa.
Bacuiny Kannuucku, Axsapen, Senum 6poj CBOjI/IM TCOpI/IjCKI/IM U JIMKOBHUM JI€JIUMA
25, 1924, wmspop: Jururanua Hapoyna  ocrBapuo je Besmku yruiaj Ha JbyGommpa

~

6udsimorexa Cpouje Muha, jok je u cam capaljuBao y pamy
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Ha uvacormcy Jerum. Ha ocHoBy mmcama xoja je Kangurckn cmao Munuhy, a xoja cy
cauyBana y saocrasmruau Jbybomupa Mumpha, casHajemo Herro o 10j capamsu. Y
IPWIOTY Ce Hajla3e IBa IMCMA, jeJJHO IHCAHO Ha (PAHIIYCKOM, IPYro HA HEMAUKOM
JE3HKy, Ka0 U JOIMCHULIA HA HEMAUKOM JE3HKY.

Y 36upuu nprexa u rpaduka crpaHux ayropa Hapojgsor myseja y
beorpamy mamase ce mpa nesna Bacmimmja Kampunckor nHacrama y mepuomy
nsiacka vaconuca 3enum. To cy: Violet, 1923, nurorpaduja y 6oju, u Orange, 1923,
smrorpaduja y 6oju. Ha crannoj mocraun Hapogsor myseja y beorpany nanase
ce npa yena Kanguuckor: Buny na Punzeny, 1901, yibe na xaprony u Violet, 1923.%2

IIpso muemo Kannpumckor:

IIpexynano mucmo:

Weimar 1. I 24.

Sudstr. 3

Monsieur Lioubomir Mitzitch, Belgrade.

Monsieur,

Je vous remercie aussi que la redaction du ,,Zenit* de votre invitation
de prendre part a votre exposition internationalle.

Malheuresement ¢a m’est impossible d’envoyer des tableaux a cause des
frais du transport. Mais j’ai donné ordre a mon représentant, Mr. Karl
Nierendorf, Berlin — Kéln, de vous envoyer 4 aquarelles et 2 de mes
derniéres lithographies. Les aquarelles sont: 1. No 54, 1923 — 60 doll. 2.
No 70, 1923 =75 dol., No 92, 1923 — 60 dol., No 97, 1923 — 100 dol. Les
lithographies: 1.,,Violet™ 1923, 2. ,Orange®™ 1923 imprimées a l’atelier
typographique de ,,Staatl. Bauhaus a Weimar sous mes instructions
personelles — chaqu’une a nombre de 50 exemplaires numerotée et
signées. Prix: ,,Violet™ a 3 dollars americains, ,,Orange® a 5 dollars.??
,,Bréves indications®: né a Moscou 1866, étudié a 'université de Moscou,
Part al’académie de Munich, professeur a I'école des Beaux arts de Moscou,
¢lu 1920 comme professeur de l'université de Moscou (section d’art
nouveau), vice-praesident de I’,,academie des sciences d’art® de Moscou.
Ier vice-praesident honoré de ,Museum of modern art® — ,Société
anonyme* de New York, maitre (professeur) de ,,Staatliches Bauhaus* de
Weimar. Auteur des livres: ,,Uber das Geistige in der Kunst®, Munich,
3tme édition 1912, ,,Klange®, Munich 1913, , Kandinsky®, monographie,
Berlin, 1913, , Kanguackuin®, monographie, Moscou 1918, édition du
,,Der Blaue Reiter”, Munich, 2™ édition 1916, album graphique ,,Kleine
Welten®, Berlin 1922, traduction anglaise de ,,Geistiges™ — ,,Spiritual
harmonie of art™, London 1914, ,,Om Konstaren®, brochure, Stockholm
1916, des articles dans des journaux d’art etc.

22 Hena B. Kanguuckor Violet u Orange npunapajy saocrasmrunau Jbybomupa Murpha.
23 Au cas de vente Mr K. N. pourra vous envoyer sur désir des duplicats des lithographies.
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Vous choisissez ce que vous aurez besoin. Je vous prie de me faire
savolr d’arrivée de mes travaux.

Recevez, Monsieur, I'expression de mes meilleurs sentiments.
Kandinsky

ITpesoy mucma:

Vajmar 1 1 24.
Stdstr. 3
Gospodin Ljubomir Mici¢, Beograd
Gospodine,
Zahvaljujem Vama i redakciji ,,Zenita” za Vas poziv da ucestvujem na
Vasoj medunarodnoj izlozbi.
Nazalost, nemoguce je poslati slike zbog transportnih troskova. Al
porucio sam da Vam moj zastupnik, gosp. Karl Nierendorf, Berlin —
Keln, posalje 4 akvarela i 2 moje poslednje litografije. Akvareli su: 1. No
54, 1923 — 60 dolara, 2. No 70, 1923 — 75 dol., No 92, 1923 — 60 dol.,
No 97, 1923 — 100 dol. Litografije: 1. ,,Violet™ 1923, 2. ,Orange® 1923,
Stampane su u tipografskom ateljeu Staatl. Bauhaus u Vajmaru po mojim
licnim instrukcijama — svaka u tirazu od 50 primeraka, numerisane i
popisane. Cena: ,,Violet* po 3 americka dolara, ,,Orange® po 5 dolara.?*
,,JKratka beleska®: roden u Moskvi 1866, studirao na Moskovskom
univerzitetu, umetnost — na Minhenskoj akademiji, profesor na
Umetnickoj skoli u Moskvi, izabran 1920. za profesora Moskovskog
univerziteta (odsek nove umetnosti), potpredsednik ,Akademije
umetnickih nauka® u Moskvi. Prvi pocasni potpredsednik ,,Museum
of modern art™ — ,,Société anonyme“-a u Njujorku, majstor (profesor)
motaatliches Bauhaus“-a u Vajmaru.
Autor knjiga ,,Uber das Geistige in der Kunst®, Minhen, 3. izdanje,
1912, ,Klinge®, Minhen 1913, ,Kandinsky®, monografija, Berlin,
1913, ,, Kanmuuckun®, monografija, Moskva, 1918, izdanje ,,Der Blaue
Rieter“-a, Minhen, 2. izdanje, 1916, graficki album ,,Kleine Welten®,
Berlin, 1922, engleski prevod ,,Geistiges*-a — ,,Spiritual harmonie of
art, London, 1914, ,,On Konstnaren®“, brosura, Stokholm, 1916,
clanci u umetnickim novinama itd.
Vi izaberite ono $to Vam je potrebno. Molim Vas da mi potvrdite
prispece mojih radova.
Primite, Gospodine, izraze mojih osobitih osec¢anja.

Kandinsky

3a oo mucmo Bacwnmja Kampmuckor om 1. jamyapa 1924, morso 6u
ce cinobojgHo pehm 5a je jesHO OJ] HAJBAKHHUJUX Y LIEJIOKYITHO] 3a0CTABIITHHH

24 U slucaju prodaje, ako biste Zeleli, gosp. K. N. mogao bi da Vam posalje duplikate litografija.
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Jbybommupa Munwmha. Ilpe cBera jep y memy Kannmuucku cromumse 3eHUTOBY
melyynapogny usnox0y us 1924. rogune u 3axBasbyje ce Ha IO3UBY KOJU MY je
yrytro Munuh. Mnax, 360r Tpomkosa TpaHCIOPTA IPUXBATA N2 [TOIIAJBE IPaduke,
aynu He u camke. 1o je m yumHmo mpeko csor sacrynHuka Kapma Hupennopda.
OBo mucMo campxu jenHy ol peTkux ayrobuorpadekux Oesexaka Kammuuckor,
IOe ce HaBOJLE TATYM M MECTO EErOBOT poljersa, rhe je CTyOupao U IperaBao, Kao
n kure koje je Hanucao. (lonybosuh u Cy6oruh 2008, 327)

ITucmo je mormyno ciryxbeno. Y memy, Kampuwacku mucraHmppano
mpencraBba cebe kpos caxery Ouorpadujy m Oubimorpadujy, a (Goxycupax
j€ TOTOBO HCKJBYYMBO Ha TEXHWUKE CTBAPU TPAHCIOPTA M IICHE paloBa, ca
OPCTIIOCTABKOM JId CE OHHM MOy MPOJATH. 3a pasiuky 0J, CIOXCHHX OJHOCA
ITerposa u Kiexa ca Munuhewm, Koju ce jacHO BHJE y BLUXOBUM MPEIHCKAMA, OBJE
HEMA HHU TAKBHUX OJHOCA HM TaKBHX TOHOBA, Oymyhu ma ce Munuh u Kannuucku
He mo3Hajy JsmuHo. Takofje, Munuh je cama maj xoju ce, rOTOBO MOKOPHO,
IpUKIamka OJIyKaMa Besukor ymerHuka. Jla je Tako Bumu ce m3 unmeHwuie Ja
je Munuh Beh y Senumy 6p. 5 objasuo reker o KanpmuckoMm, ncrnuyhu ra xao
HAJyTHUAJHH]CT yMETHIKA MOJICPHOT noba. Y 36. u 37. 6p0Jy Senuma mybuKoBaH
je wranak Kanmmurckor ,,AncrpakTHa yMeTHOCT™, KOJU je HAMEHCKH IIMCAH 3a

Senum. (I'ony6osuh u Cyboruh 2008, 327)

Jpyro mucmo Bacunuja Kangunackor:

ITpexynano nucmo:

Weimar 171 24.
Sudstr. 3.

Sehr geehrter Herr Mitzitsch,

ich danke Thnen bestens fiir Thren Brief und fir die Zusendung Ihrer
Zeitschrift, die mich sehr interessiert hat. Vielleicht miien und kénnen
hauptsachlich dir Slaven die ganze heutige Kunstlage vollkommen
verstchen — diese auf den ersten Blick sonderhafte Mischung vom
Inneren und AuBeren. Da Sie von der ,,Seele” in Threm Artikel iiber
mich sprechen (mit Miihe, aber doch habe ich ihn gut verstanden), so
nehme ich an, dafl wir uns im Inneren verstehen kénnen. Ich werde
Thnen einmal dartiber etwas ausfiihrlicher schreiben, was Sie vielleicht
fur den ,,Zenit™ brauchen kénnen. Am nahersten stehen nur, Slaven,
in dieser Bezichung scheinbar die Deutschen und am wenigstens
die Iranzozen. Ich weill nicht, wieweit Sie das ,junge Deutschlang
kennen®. Dal3 Sie statt N°54 das N°58 erhalten haben, hat vielleicht
den Grund, dafl mein Vertreter die N°54 verhauft hat. Die Preise der
Lythos bleiben, wie ich Thnen mitteilte, 3 und 5 Dollar, d. h. 12 M.
60 f und 21 Mark (Goldmark). Ich kann nicht gut in verschiedenen
Landern verschiedene Preise machen. Wenn aber ein Fall kommen
wilrde, dal jemand nicht so viel zahlen kann, aber doch einen nicht
zu geringen Preis bietet, so teilen es mir bitte mit — vielleicht werde ich
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eine Ausnahme machen kénnen — besonders wenn das eine Galerie
oder eine offene Sammlung ist. Wann méchten Sie meinen kurzen
Artikel fur N°25 haben?

Mit herzlichem Grul3

Kandinsky

IIpesou mucma:

Vajmar 17 I 24.

Sudstr. 3

Postovani gospodine Micicu,

Zahvaljujem Vam na pismu i na slanju VaSeg casopisa koji me je
veoma inspirisao.

Mozda uglavnom Sloveni moraju 1 mogu da u potpunosti razumeju
celokupno danasnje stanje umetnosti — ovaj na prvi pogled cudan spoj
unutarnjeg 1 spoljasnjeg. Buduci da u Vasem tekstu koji se odnosi na mene
pricate o ,,dusi” (uspeo sam, mada sa mukom, da ga dobro razumem),
pretpostavljam da se mozemo razumeti kada je re¢ o unutarnjem. Jednom
¢u Vam o tome nesto detaljnije pisati, $to biste mozda mogli da objavite u
Zenitu. Najblize nama, Slovenima, u ovom odnosu stoje ocigledno Nemci,
a najdalje Irancuzi. Ne znam dokle ste dosli sa ,,Das junge Deutschland®.
Razlog sto ste umesto broja 54 dobili broj 58 mozda lezi u tome da je
moj predstavnik (izdavac) rasprodao broj 54. Cena je ostala, kao $to sam
Vam rekao, 3 1 5 dolara, odnosno 12 maraka 60 pfeninga i 21 marka
(zlatna marka). Ne mogu dobro da formiram cene u razliciim zemljama.
Ukoliko bude bilo slucaja da neko ne moze toliko da plati, ali mu se ne
nudi za nizu cenu, molim Vas da mi kaZete — mozda mogu da nacinim
1izuzetak, narocito ako je rec o galeriji ili vecoj kolekciji.

Kada zelite da dobijete moj kratki tekst za broj 25?

Sa srda¢nim pozdravom,

Kandinski

lomyrua 1924, je ounryienHo yJjapHa 3a IOCJIOBHY IIPEMHCKY M T'OTOBO
cacsum mocnosHe omuoce Kanmuackor m Munuha. OBo npyro mmcmo mucaHo je
Beh JjBe Hexesbe HakoH npsor. Ty je BulybuB Hewmro omyureHuju Ton Kanguackor
y PasMHIL/BAKAMA O YMETHOCTH M BEPOBATHO je oxroop Ha Munuheso mucmo,
KOje je, MOIJIO OM Ce MPeTHOCTABUTH, OKPEHYTO CACBHM E-EIOBUM Te3aMa O HajaMohu
CJIOBCHCKE M OaJIkaHCKE KyJAType HaJI samanHoM, rue kaxe: ,,Mozda uglavnom
Sloveni moraju 1 mogu da u potpunosti razumeju celokupno danasnje stanje umetnosti
— ovaj na prvi pogled ¢udan spoj unutarnjeg i spoljasnjeg®. Meljyrum, ,,Najblize
nama, Slovenima, u ovom odnosu stoje ocigledno Nemci, a najdalje Francuzi.®
Criomumse Jiynry U yHyTapes€ JOBEKOBO ocehamse, U3 uera ce MOXeE 3aKJbyUHTH Ja
Cy TH UMHHOLIM OJI BEJIMKC BOXHOCTHU 32 pasyMeBame ojpeljeHor ymerHuukor mesa
¥ moriena Ha cBer oko cebe (mro KannuHcku U jecte M3HEO Y CBOM PAHM)CM CITHCY
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O dyxosrom y ymemnocmu). 3atnm ce HGaBU TEXHUUKUM W TIOCJIOBHUM ITUTAFGHUMA, OIIET
gucrtaHippad u 6e3 emonmje. HaBomu na je rpemkomM Munpmhy mocnar 6poj 58
uaconuca Das junge Deutschland ymecro 6poja 54, m na je TO BEpOBATHO 3aTO LITO
je Tpaxenn 6poj pacupogar. Llena je ucra. He moxe 3a cBaky semiby ma ompelyyje
nocebny teny. MHrepecyje ce 1o xama tpeda Jia 3aBpIIN CBOj WIAHAK 32 JeHum.
IIpema HemTO Majgo HPUCHH]EM TOHY IPBOr JEJd OBOI IIMCMA, PEKIIO
6u ce ma ce ToxkoM jamyapa 1924. Bommma xwmsa mpenwmcka usmchy Mumnuha u
Kanguackor. Ho Kanguuckn unak ocraje y3jpkaH W He yIymTa ce IMPEeBHLIE Y
objaurmaBare CBOjUX cTaBosa (Moryhe u 3aro mro cy pasinuunty on Munuhesux).

Tpehe mucmo/ nonucunna Kanguuckor:

IIpexynana nonucenna:

Kandinsky

Weimar, Sudstr. 3.

Weimar 20 IIT 24.

Sehr geehrter Herr Mitzizsch,

wirden Sie so gut sein, meine Aquarelle nach Schlu meiner
Ausstellung, umgehendan mich absenden zu laBen. Ich habe wenig
Arbeiten und brauche diese fiir weitere Ausstellungen. Ich wurde
Ihnen sehr dankbar sein. Es tut mir sehr leid, daf3 ich nicht dem besten
Willen den Artikel fiir den ,,Zenit” nicht fertigmachen konnte. Ich
habe vieles schon frither versprochene noch nicht erledigt, da ich mit
der Zeit ungliicklicher Weise sehr knapp bin. Besonders diese ganze
Zeit hatte ich tiber alle Grenzen zu tun gehabt. Berichten Sie mir bitte
uber den Ablauf der Ausstellung!

Mit vielen Griilen

Kandinsky

Y oxBHUpPY pasIIcJHUIC, HAIIKCAO j¢ U

Vielen Dank fur Thre Karte, die ich eben erhielt.

IIpeBoy jonmcHue:

Vajmar, 20 III 24

Postovani gospodine Micicu,

Da L biste bili tako dobri da mi nakon zavrietka izlozbe odmah
posaljete moje akvarele nazad. Imam malo radova 1 ovi mi trebaju za
dalje izlozbe. Bio bih Vam veoma zahvalan. Veoma mi je Zao da nisam
bio najbolje volje kako bih mogao da zavrsim tekst za Zenit. Imam
ve¢ puno ranije obecanog §to nisam obavio, tako da nazalost nisam
imao dovoljno vremena. Narocito sam tokom ovog vremena morao da
radim preko svake granice. Izvestite me, molim Vas, o izlozbi.

Sa puno pozdrava,

Kandinski
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Oga cTporo nmocyioBHa pasrileJHULA je BDXYHCKH IT0Ka3aTesb y3JpPKaHOCTH
MaHupa u obpahama Bacumuja Kannuuckor (HajsepoBaTHHje IOCJIE TPOMECEUHE
mmpenucke, jep je pasmiegauna nucana 20. mapra): ,,Da li biste bili tako dobri da mi
nakon zavrsetka izlozbe odmah posaljete moje akvarele nazad. Imam malo radova
1 ovi mi trebaju za dalje izlozbe. Bio bih Vam veoma zahvalan.” 3syun xao xmaman
TYII 32 HEMparMaTuvHor uueanucty Mumuha.

Pasryienania, koja 61 mompasymeBasa 4ecTo HeKe CpIAUHe MO3IPABE HIIN
Mam€ IIOCJIOBAH TOH, OBJIE j€ YIOTPeO/beHA TAKTHUKHY, KA0 TeJierpaM, moryhe ma ce
n3berne ommmpauja popma mucma. OHa je, Ha Kpajy, Jobap nmpuMep Koju ykasyje
KAKO Ha KapakTep MPEIUCKe Tako U HA PA3JIMUUTOCT KapaKTepa U eMOLMOHAIHUX
6uha nBojuIlc YMETHHKA: JeJaH y3npXaH, cabpaH, ITOCJIOBAH, BEOMa JbYDA3HOT
rpajasckor omnxoljema ca merasbuMma (M GAHAC CABPEMCHOT) POKyca HA OHU3HUC U
COIICTBEHU MAPKCTHHT; IPYIH 3aHCCCE-AK, IPCIYH eMOLMja KOj¢ HE KOHTPOJIHIIC,
1ax, UCK/byunB. KaHIuHCKOr HUCY IpeTepaHo BOJICIM PYCKH PEBOJYLMOHAPHU
YMETHUIM (MOXJa 300T TOCIOJICKOT Japxkama u mopekna).” O Te MmaHupe
3agpxaBa U ca ersarrupannM Munuhem koju yBoljemem Kanmmuckor y Senum
XKCEJIH Ja HANpaBU PABHOTEXY ,usMel)y mormema ymyheHor ¢ jemHe crpame
3anayy, roe KanguHcku XHMBH B CTBapa CBOJY alCTPaKLHjy, a C JPyre CTpaHe
Hcroky — omaxiie o moruye. [...] Kanguackor HasuBa arncoimyTHuM cTBapaoueM u
aroCcTOJIOM MHCTHUHE UoBeKOBe crBapanauke gyme! — Mocksa! Mocksa! Hama cy
cpua okpenyra xa Mcroky! ... TBoja nyma u Hama je gyma ... Pycujo!” (losry6osuh
n Cyboruh 2008, 59) OBaj yckink Huje Haumao Ha IWIONHO Tie ko4 Kannuuckor.
Mmao je mocse gpyraunje MUIBEHE O YMETHOCTH, O CeOH, O TPXXUILIHO] BPEJJHOCTH
CBOJUX IIEJIA Uy CKJIAJY C TUM Jasbe IPAHO U IPAHIUO3HO U3TPATHUO CBOJY CBETCKY

Kapujepy.
3axibyuax

Opx ykynHO 268 mmcama Koja caM JUTHTAIN30Baja, ogabpaia caM ocaMm
mpucaMa, UYMju Cy ayTOpH HAJBAXHHU]C M HAJIPOLYKTUBHU)C JIMUHOCTH HE CAMO
peruonanue (Ilerpos, Kiek) Beh u meljyHapomue ymeTHHUKE aBaHrapIHE CLCHCE
(KanpuHckn) xoje cy mmase XuBy KomyHuKauujy ca Munmhem u xoje cy, momyr
Kannuuckor, nmasne yTuiaja Ha HEroBo aBaHrapJHo jesosame. Haxamocr, He
[IOCTOJH WM j¢ HCIOCTYIIHA Y3BPATHA IIPCIMCKA, KOja OM OBC IOUTHTAIM30BAHC
KOMYHUKALF]C YUMHHJIA JAJICKO WHTEPECAHTHUJUM, a 3a HAyKy JParoleHUM
y pasymeBamy ,penomena Munuh®“. Ha ocnHoBy oBux omabpanux mnpumepa,
yBulja ce 3HAUA] U yIJIe) KOJU Cy SeHum, Ka0 U HEIOB WJIEJHU TBOPAL, U IJIABHH
ypenuuk Jbybomup Munuh yxusanmun melyy nomahuMm 1 HHOCTPAHUM YMCTHHUKHAM
kpyrosuma. Takolje, umrajyhm oBa mmcma, casHajeMO M KAKBH Cy OJHOCH

25 Ei Jlucuugu o Kasgusckom rosopu: ,,Pycrju taxo crpan wosex™. (I'osry6osuh, CyGoruh 2008, 59)
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sraganmu usMelly Munuha u ocranux JIMKOBHUX YMCTHHKA U CApaIHUKA JeHuma,
orkpuBajyhu Ia je HOIasuiao OO MOBPEMECHUX PasMHUPHULA U CYKODAa MHUILBCHA,
QJIM U JIA j€ BbUXO0BA Capaiba QYHKIIMOHUCAIA YIIPKOC TOME.

MeljyTum, CymITHHCKY OKOCHHUIY pajia, He 3aHeMapyjyhu sHauaj Senuma
u Munpha, yuHe KOHLENT M METOJ, JUIHTAJIN3ALM]e KyJarypHor Hacsela, omer
Kao TPeJJIOr O HEONXOJHOCTH yOp3aBama Jururanusanuje y gomeny Jlururanne
XyMaHHUCTHKE, ¥ 0BOM ciydajy Jlururanse ucropuje ymernocrw. 20

JururanusanyjoMm U HaUUMOHAJHA OamTHHA OHMBA OTKPHUBCHA CBETY H
rocraje ,,CBOjeBpCHA JIMYHA KaprTa' HJEHTHUTeTa jejHe yMmerHomly u muejama
forare BHIICBCKOBHE KyJIType. Y TOM IOLJICHY, UMb OATUTAIA3ANMC j¢ TAICKO
030MJPHHJU O, IIOJMOBA IOMYJIApU3ALMjC U YIOTPeOe TUTHTAIN30BAHUX [IOHATAKA
3a morpebe Mysejcke WM IOKOJICKEe mpeseHTauwje, enykapuje u ci. Ona 6u
MopaJsia Ja IpeACTaB/ba IPUOPUTCT Y CTBAPALY CBCTA ITAPAJICJIHOT ,,AHAJIOTHOM
aHAJOrHO] OamrTuuy, 30upkaMa u apredakTUMa Koje Tpeda SAIUTUTHUTH O
mpomanama. 1'aj mapajesHM CBET je NUTMTAJIHU CBET XYMAHUCTHKE, HAYUHUX
HCTPaXWBaha W JApyradydja ,JIMuHa Kapra' OAlITUHCKOI HICHTUTETA OJ OHE
(aHAJIOrHE) Y3 KOJy CMO TPAJIMLMOHAIIHO BE3aHU M HA FhO] LMIKOJIOBAHM.

Jururanusanmja nmucama us saocrasmruHe JbyGommpa Mumnumha, xoja
ce Hayasu y Ogebersy 3a apxuBcky u gokymenraphy rpalyy Hapommor myseja
y beorpany, mpencrasma mobap mpumep u cmeprHuiuy 3a Oyumyhe momyxsare.
Jururanmsanuja omoryhasa 6oseu ysug y rpalyy, 6psky u Jrakiy JJOCTYITHOCT, QJIH 1
omoryhasa BCHY 3aIITUTY OJ] CIIOJBHUX YTHUIAja U npeTepaHor kopumhesa. Ocum
HACTOPHYAPA YMETHOCTH, JUTUTAJIM30BAHA mucMa u3 3aocrasuruHe Jbybommpa
Munwuha y 6ysyhaoctu he 6utn jocrynHa ¥ 3anHTEpeCOBAHO) IyOJINIH, KOja ce
oyTeM IUX VIO3H3je ca uaconucoM Senum u MurumheM kao HBEroBHM IVIABHHM
nueatopoM u ypenHukoM. Taxolje, umrajyhu oBa mumcma casHaje ce u mocra
TOra O F-ETOBOM OJHOCY M KOMYHMKAILU]U C JPYIMM aBAHIAPJHUM YMETHHUIMMA,
momahuM U cTpaHuM, KOju cy capaljuBaju ¢ BUM U umja Cy [IeJIa U TCKCTOBU OMIN
00]aB/bUBAHU U PCIIPOLYKOBAHU Y JeHUMY.

26 Pan je samumueeH Kao NpHUMEP IOCTyama ,KOpak IO KOPak™ y OCHOBHMM HadeanMa
JUTATAIN3AMjE apXUBCKe rpafje, JoKyMeHTaluje ¥ ManupHaTOr MaTepHjaia, ¥ JUTATATA3AIH]e
HAYEHO: a) ojabup, 6) MporeHa crarma MaTepujaia ycjes] PykoBama (kao 1 mporueHa norpebe
3a JUTATAIN3ALMjOM), B) ojpeljuBarse mpropurera (Miam, y OBOM ciydajy, 300D BaKHUJUX
npuMepa), I) NOpUOpeMa OPUIMHANA 34 JUTHTAINA3ALM]y, JI) OMNHCHBAEC U O0jaIlEbCHC
opuruHaia (Iperuc, IpeBoJ, CkeH opuruHana). Jlapame Ha yBUJ IUIHTAIM30BAHUX OPUTHHATIA
3a caja je ONpAaHHUEHO CaMO Ha OBaj pai. Y He Tako ganekoj OyunyhHocrn, y mormynocTH
JIMIATAIN30BAHA [IPEIUCKa, ca oarosapajyhum meranogauuma, nybJIMKOBAHUM OPUIMHAINAMA,
[IPENUCUMA U IPEBOJUMA, JaTa HA YBAJ, HAYUHO] MJIM YaK HajlIMpPO] JABHOCTH, MOIJIA O 3HATHO
OJIAKIIATH HCTPAKUBAA JeHUma Kao aBAHTAPIHOI IOKPETA IO3HATOr M mpuxsaheHOr Ha
eBpoIIcKkoM HKBOY Oamruae aBanrapie. Hapasno, xpo3s Taj nmpumep n cnMOOIMUIKH yKasyjemo
Ha BPCIHOCT OUIHTAIN30BAHOr Hacjuela HauesHo, 300r Tora mro omoryhyje He camo yopsame
HAyUYHOUCTPAXUBAUKOL Pajid, HE CAMO IITO WITHTH OPUTHHAJIC O JAJbCT OlTehuBarba IPUIMKOM
pykosarsa Beh m orBapa HOoBe MOryhHOCTH carieljaBarba, aHAJIM3C U UCTOPU]CKOYMCTHUUKHX
WJIM TEOPU)CKUX MHTEepPHpeTannja GalTuHe.

47



Cog¢uja Meperux

JINTEPATYPA

bojxosuh, Cnahana. ,,Mysejcka moxymeHTanuja — IUIATAIA3ANM]A U HOCTYITHOCT — HA
mpumepy HMcropujckor myseja Cpbuje”. v Omsopenu npucmyn sysejcroj doxysenmayuju
v Cpowu;  uckycmea, usasosu u nomenywasnu. beorpay: IlentpamHm wuHCTHTYT 32
koHsepsanujy, 2016.

Golubovi¢ Vidosava 1 Irina Suboti¢. Zenit ¢ avangarda °20-ih godina [Zenit and the Avant-garde
of the Twenties]. Beograd: Narodni muzej Beograd, Institut za knjizevnost 1 umetnost,
1983.

Tony6osuh, Buyocasa u Upuna CyGoruh. Senum 1921-1926. 3arpe6, beorpan: Haponua
6udsmorexa Cpbuje, Mucruryr 3a xmmwkesHoct u ymernocr, CKJI ITpocsjera, 2008.

Tony6osuh, B. u C. Tyrmesuh (yp.). Cpnexa asanzapia y nepuoduyu, 360pHUK panosa.
Beorpag, 1996.

Denegri, Jesa. Modernizam/avangarda — Ogledi o meduratnom modernizmu 1 istoryskim avangardama u
Jugoslovenskom umetnickom prostoru. Beograd: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2012.

Kpysmau, Becua. Jasap Tpupynosuh — npomazonucm u anmazonucm jedne enoxe. beorpam:
Haponnu mysej y beorpany, 2009.

Mawno-3ucu, ‘Bophe. ,,Cro gBazecer roguna mocrojama U JBaJCCET MOCICPATHAX IOJMHA
Haponnor myseja y beorpany.* Toduwrar zpada beozpada 11-12 (1965).

Maroevi¢, Ivo. Uvod u muzeologyu. Zagreb: Zavod za informacijske studije Odsjeka za
informacijske znanosti, Filozofski fakultet Sveucilista u Zagrebu, 1993.

ITonosuh, Bragumup u Hexna Jespemosuh. Hapodru mysef y beozpady 1844—1994, Beorpay;:
Haponuu mysej y beorpany, 1994.

Suboti¢, Irina. ,Pregled zaostavstine Ljubomira Micic¢a.” Ljetopis Srpskog kulturnog drustva
wProsjeta®, svezak XX (2015): 240-244.

Pacmxo Ilemposuh Ilpenucka. npupenpna u xomenrape Hamucana P. Iysearuh. Beorpamn,

2003.

Temmh, Tojxo. Cpnexa xrumesna asanzapia (1902—1954) xroumesnoucmopujcku  xormexcm.
Beorpau 2009.

JUI'NTAJIHU N3BOPU

http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/CI/CIl/pdf/mow/
digitization_guidelines_for_web.pdf
http://digitalna.nb.rs/sf/NBS/casopisi_pretrazivi_po_datumu/Zenit
http://dh101.humanities.ucla.edu/?page_id=13
http://www.getty.edu/foundation/initiatives/ current/dah/index.html

www.unesco.org/new/en/communication-and-information/access-to-knowledge/
preservation-of-documentary-heritage/digital-heritage/ concept-of-digital-heritage /

48



OJJABPAHA ITHCMA U3 SAOCTABLUITHHE JbYbOMHPA MUIJHRA. [IETPOB, KJIEK...

Sofija Merenik
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade

SELECTED LETTERS FROM THE LEGACY OF LJUBOMIR MICIC.
PETROV, KLEK AND KANDINSKY WRITE TO MICIC

Summary:

The legacy of Ljubomir Micié¢, which is kept in the Department for
archival and documentary material in the National Museum in Belgrade, contains
particularly imporant epistolary material. It includes letters that Mici¢ received
from the most important and most influential local and international avant-garde
artists, photographs, exhibition invitations, catalogues, booklets, Mici¢’s notes...
Letters from W. Kandinsky, M. Petrov and J. Klek present the most significant
testimonies in the legacy of Ljubomir Mici¢. They demonstrate ideas of zenithism
and the avant-garde magazine Zenith, which main ideator and founder was Micic,
in the best manner. These letters expose how their collaboration functioned, as well
as their personalities and characters, and especially Mici¢’s personality, who was
rather difficult and capricious by nature. The main focus of this article, following
the above mentioned, is the analysis of selected letters from Mici¢’s legacy as well a
mention about the work in digital processing of this epistolary material.
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IZLAGACKA POLITIKA GRUPE ZIVOT

Apstrakt:

U tekstu se analizira kljutni segment delatnosti umetnicke grupe Zivot
tokom tridesetih godina proslog veka u Kraljevini Jugoslaviji. Osnovana sa ciljem
da propagira socijalnu umetnost 1 podize nivo drustvene svesti, grupa je pronalazila
nacine da kroz umetnost dopre do marginalizovanih slojeva drustva 1 ukaze na
postojece socijalne nepravde. Istovremeno, njena delatnost 1 napredna misao bile
su obojene politickom ideologijom Komunisticke partije Jugoslavije, $to ih ¢ini
kontroverznim 1 potencijalno ,,opasnim® u oc¢ima vlasti, stoga je njithovo delovanje
iz ilegale imalo uticaja 1 na njihovu umetnicku, izlagacku politiku, koja je bila njihov
jedini legalni vid borbe.

Kljucne rect:

Grupa {wot, socijalna umetnost, grafika, angazovana umetnost
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Osnivanje i delatnost grupe Zivof, koja je bila stoZer socijalne umetnosti
tridesetih godina proslog veka u Beogradu, predstavljaju kontroverznu prekretnicu
u umetnosti Kraljevine Jugoslavije. Iako cesto osporavana zbog svog politicki
opredeljenog sadrzaja, socijalna umetnost grupe Zivot ponudila je na umetnicko
sceni jedan drugaciji pristup, odricudi se gotovo svega individualnog zarad visih
ciljeva kolektiva, odnosno drustva u prvom planu. Menjajuci time 1 ulogu umetnika,
grupa je svoju umetnost podredila politickim idealima KPJ, ¢vrsto verujuci da
samo takva umetnost, koja nije ravnodusna u odnosu na aktuelna zbivanja van
sopstvenog mikrokosmosa, moze imati vrednost. Isticuci u prvi plan ono $to do sada
nije bilo deo tematskog repertoara i interesovanja umetnika, grupa se suprotstavila
larpurlartistickim teznjama u nacionalnoj umetnosti 1 pokusala da pronade put do
novog sloja publike.

Delovanje iz ilegale, izostanak samostalne grupne izlozbe i jasno definisanog
programa grupe, otezavaju sagledavanje principa funkcionisanja ovog umetnickog
kolektiva, oformljenog 1934. godine. U svom manifestu, glavni ideolog grupe Mirko
Kujaci¢ razmatra ulogu umetnosti kroz istoriju 1 zauzima stav spram tradicije, Ciste
umetnosti, ,vecne lepote“... Negira ideju lart pour lart zarad prosvecene 1 klasno
osveséene lart pour Iidée koja treba da bude aktivni ucesnik 1 kriticar drustva, a ne
njegov nemi posmatra¢. Okupljeni oko Kujati¢evog manifesta, ¢lanovi Zivota su se u
manjoj ili ve¢oj meri pridrzavali njegovih nacela, stoga individualizam umetnickog
izraza nije u potpunosti zrtvovan zarad radikalnih ideja kolektiva.

Umetnicka grupa Zivol osnovana je 1934. godine, njeno jezgro ¢inili su
mladi umetnici Mirko Kujaci¢, Porde Andrejevi¢ Kun, Radojica Zivanovié¢ Noe... a
grupi su tokom njenog postojanja prilazili 1 mnogi drugi umetnici, $ire¢i tako krug
njenog delovanja. Medutim, nastupajuci bez jasno oformljenog programa i ¢lanstva,
naizgled jasni okviri njene ideologije Cesto su se stapalii gubili u trazenjima i razlicitim
individualnim poetikama mladih umetnika. Zbog toga, kada se govori o izlagackoj
politici grupe Zivol, moze se postaviti pitanje da li je ona uopste postojala? Tokom
svog postojanja, od 1934. do 1942. godine, grupa nije imala nijednu samostalnu
izlozbu, njeni ¢lanovi ili pristalice nisu nikada u potpunom, a ni u istom sastavu,
izlagali na proleénim 1ili jesenjim izlozbama u Umetnickom paviljonu ,,Cvijeta
Zuzori¢®. Kada se ¢inilo da ¢e ipak doc¢i do pomaka 1 organizovanog zajednickog
istupanja, izazvanog bojkotom ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢“, grupa je odlucila da se ipak
povuce 1 na neki nacin bojkotuje 1 Prvu izlozbu nezavisnih. Prevelika heterogenost
grupe 1 odsustvo jasnog programa, koji Manifest Mirka Kujaciéa iz 1932. godine
nije mogao da nadomesti, otezavaju jasno sagledavanje njenog delovanja. Zora
Milovanovi¢ Simi¢ navodi da je grupa ,,imala napisan ideoloski program. Naravno
ne Stampan. Nazalost sve je to propalo u Drugom svetskom ratu u stanu Porda
Kuna.” (Munosanosuh Cumuh 1959, 645) Sadrzaj tog programa (ukoliko je on
zaista postojao) ostace enigma, kao 1 to kako su ga pojedini ¢lanovi grupe tumacili
1 postovali. Pored Kujaci¢evog Manifesta, jos jedan (ne)zvanic¢ni program grupe bio
je program KP]J.
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Naspram ovako (ne)organizovanog delovanja grupe Zivot, stoje programski
jasno definisani 1 kroz organizovane samostalne izlozbe iskazani umetnicki zivot 1
ideologija zagrebacke grupe Zemlja. lako ¢esto pominjana kao uzor! i podstrek za
osnivanje beogradske grupe Zivot, Zemlja je ipak negovala jednu posve drugaciju
ideologiju, §to je postalo evidentno i ¢lanovima grupe Zivot nakon sastanka u
Beogradu 1935. godine, kada su se ujedno 1 {emfasi predstavili beogradskoj publici
svojom $estom samostalnom izlozbom.? Tako takode socijalno orijentisana, Jemla
nije slepo sledila teze usvojene na kongresu u Harkovu,® uz to, nije se odricala
forme 1 put do svoje publike nije trazila neposrednim izrazavanjem u meri u kojoj
su to ¢inili pripadnici grupe Zivot.

Politika je uvek oblikovala uslove, zakone 1 slobode savremenog zivota, ali
je pitanje u kojoj meri je umetnost do socijalnog realizma toga bila svesna. Stvarao
se utisak da je umetnost uvek bila iznad dnevnopolitickih problema, u svojoj biti
apoliticna 1 okrenuta ka nekim visim, Cistijim temama. Kada je dnevna politika
pocela da utice na umetnike 1 da ih c¢ak ugrozava, umetnost 1 politika vise nisu
mogle da se ignorisu 1 izbegavaju, njihovo stapanje je postalo neizbezno, poput
retkog fenomena 1 gotovo $okantno, a u stvari se radilo samo o povratku drustveno
osves¢ene uloge umetnosti. Stoga je svojevrsni sudar svetova kulminirao upravo u
datom istorijskom trenutku, a likovno polje je postalo jedini legalan nacin borbe
1 putokaz napredne misli. Socijalna umetnost Cetvrte decenije razvijala se kao
neposredni odraz teske drustvene 1 ekonomske situacije koja je posebno pogadala
mlade umetnike, za vecéinu je pristup socijalnoj umetnosti bio logi¢na posledica
neposrednih iskustava 1 licnog polozaja. (Proti¢ 1973, 135) Dogada;j koji se smatra
pocetnim impulsom socijalnog slikarstva u Srbiji jeste samostalna izlozba Mirka
Kujaci¢a, odrzana 1932. godine, na kojoj je, pored toga Sto je izlozio uramljenu
radnicku cokulu, odeven u radnicko odelo procitao svoj manifest u kome
razmatra ulogu umetnosti kroz istoriju 1 zauzima oStar stav spram tradicije 1 Ciste
umetnosti, zarad umetnosti klasno osvesc¢ene ,,buntovne palete” (Kyjauuh 1932).
Ovu izlozbu BoZica Cosi¢ opisuje kao ,jedan od najznacajnijih likovnih dogadaja
decenije.” (Cosi¢ 1969, 28) Izlozba je ujedno bila Kujacic¢ev licni 1 teorijski raskid sa
umetnoscu larpurlartizma i zajedno sa manifestom bila je uvod u osnivanje grupe

1 U svom Mamyfestu iz 1932. godine Mirko Kujaci¢ istice Lemfju kao kolektiv koji je opredeljenjem
ka socijalnom slikarstvu postavio osnove za kretanje umetnickih intencija kod nas.

2 Na ovoj izlozbi izlagali su ¢lanovi grupe Zemfja: Krsto Hegedusi¢, Edo Kovacevi¢, Drago Ibler,
Lavoslav Horvat, Stjepan Plani¢, Mladen Kauzlari¢ i gosti. Opsirnije u: Rriticka retrospektiwa
wRemlja®, 1971,

3 Razlicita tumacenja harkovskih postulata dovela su do tzv. ,,sukoba na knjizevnoj levici®. Sukob
je zapocet napadom na nadrealiste, da bi svoj vrhunac doziveo 1933. godine kada je Miroslav
Krleza u predgovoru za Podravske motive Krste Hegedusica izneo stavove u kojima se zalaze
za socijalnu umetnost koja nece biti opterecena politickim idejama, $to je bilo u suprotnosti
sa tezama usvojenim u Harkovu. Odgovor na iznete Krlezine stavove stigao je od Bogomira
Hermana u ¢lanku Quo vadis KrleZa? nakon c¢ega je doslo do polarizacije medu levicarima, pa i
medu umetnicima predstavnicima socijalne umetnosti na dve glavne struje olicene u grupama
Zivot i Zemlja. Vise o sukobu na knjizevnoj levici u: Lasi¢1970.
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Zivot, u kojoj je Kujadic¢ bio jedan od osnivaca i glavni teoreti¢ar. Iako je Kujaci¢eva
izlozba bila inicijalna kapisla koja je pokrenula stvari 1 dovela do formiranja grupe,
na Sirem planu, duhovne, drustvene 1 politicke okolnosti su ve¢ pripremale tle
za zacetak socijalnih tendencija u umetnosti i njihovu naizgled neizbeznu sponu
sa polititkom. Prihvatanjem programa KPJ] i teza usvojenih na Medunarodnoj
konferenciji proleterskih i1 revolucionarnih pisaca u Harkovu 1930. godine, grupa
Zivot preuzela je ulogu aktivnog ucesnika i kriticara drustva. Kao neposredni
umetnicki ¢inioci za razvoj kriticke misli u umetnosti grupe Zivot mogu se smatrati
umetnici nadrealizma, zenitizma, nemackog ili francuskog ekspresionizma, kao 1
delatnost grupe Jemfja. Fuzija svih tih uticaja rezultirala je umetnoscu koja je zbog
svoje politicke opredeljenosti Cesto 1 olako osporavana, ali koja je svojim sadrzajem 1
borbenom istrajnoscu bila nosilac vere u neophodnost drustvene promene.

,[...] Nas nekolicina smo osnovali grupu Zivet, koja je ¢inila *pandan’
grupi {emlja, u Zagrebu; mi smo bili pokretaci ili organizatori poznate
1izlozbe zvanih ’bojkotasa’ 1 dosta drugih tz. naprednih aktivnosti. To
je, razume se, mnoge dovelo 1 u ’Glavnjacu’, pa sam je 1 ja iskusio —
jedno tri put.” (Kyjaunh 1974, 2)

Pocetkom cetvrte decenije, hotel Moskva bio je steciste levicara, naprednih
intelektualaca, knjizevnika 1 omladine, ,borbeni $tab“ moderne umetnosti, prema
Mirku Kujaci¢u. Nova umetnost je tada tek bila u zacetku 1 mnogima, a posebno
mladima, sve to jo§ uvek nije bilo jasno, ali su imali svest o onome §ta se zeli i Sta
se hoce. Formiran je po druzenju jedinstven kolektiv koji se bavio pitanjima zZivota
sa socijalnog gledista. (herxosuh 1991, 91-92) Umetnici poput Mirka Kujacica,
Josipa Bepa Benkoviéa, Noe Zivanovi¢a, Porda Andrejeviéa Kuna, ve¢ su se isticali
u okviru pokreta socijalne umetnosti. Bepo Benkovi¢ je bio idejna snaga pokreta i
koordinator Partijom odreden za grupu Zivot, bez obzira na to, grupa nije nastala
tako brzo. Njeno jezgro i zacetak su vezani za kruzok slikara koji su se prvobitno
okupljali u hotelu Moskva, da bi potom svoje sastanke odrzavali u ateljeima u
Gospodar Jevremovoj, njima vise nisu prisustvovali samo umetnici ve¢ 1 profesori
Univerziteta, pesnici, knjizevnici, muzicari. (herxosurh 1991, 93-94)

Radikalizacija ideja i stavova zacetih u hotelu Moskva usledila je, prema
svedocenju Purda Teodorovica koje je zabelezio Vjekoslav Cetkovi¢, kada je iz
izazova 1 protesta prema drustvu Mirko Kujaci¢ dosao na ideju da otvori kafanu
Gusarski brod. Prostor koji je prvobitno bio namenjen za umetnicki atelje rekonstruisan
je 1 adaptiran u kafanu koja je uredena 1 oslikana tako da podse¢a na gusarski
brod. (herxosuh 1991, 94) Razgovori iz Moskve nastavili su se sada jos odlu¢nije 1
doslednije, te se upravo u katani Gusarski brod rodila ideja o osnivanju grupe koja ¢e
se putem umetnosti 1 drustvenopolitickog rada boriti za prava coveka 1 bolji zivot
slikara, kao 1 o slikarstvu koje treba da odrazava zivot 1 stvarnost, baveci se covekom
1 njegovom sudbinom. Berakovi¢, Teodorovi¢ 1 Benkovi¢ radili su kao kelneri,
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odeveni u kostime prodavali su vino, a Kujaci¢ je bio kapetan broda, medutim,
njihov gusarski san je ubrzo okoncan zbog raskida ugovora sa vlasnikom zgrade
arhitektom Lazi¢em. (Anorum 1933, 9) O Gusarskom brodu Kujaci¢ je 1974. godine
govorio u anketi Dragoslava Adamovic¢a: ,,Gusarski brod je, takode, bio izraz bunta
1 moje boemske prirode, a 1 nacin da se, koliko toliko, obezbedi egzistencijal...]
Sve to nema veze sa umetnoscu, ali je kao protest nesto znacilo, ukazivalo je na
ponizavajudi polozaj umetnika koji nisu hteli da budu drzavni slikari i vajarif...]*
(Amamosuh 1982, 186)

Prema svedocenju Durda Teodorovica koje belezi Bozica Cosi¢, 1934.
godine Teodorovi¢ je po povratku iz vojske bio bez novca 1 obezbedene egzistencije,
cesto je odlazio u atelje svog prijatelja Piperskog da bi razgovarali o polozaju
umetnika u tadasnjem drustvu. Jednom prilikom Piperski ga je pozvao da pode na
sastanak u atelje Mirka Kujaci¢a kod Kaleni¢ pijace. Sastanku su prisustvovali jos
Dorde Andrejevi¢ Kun, Dragan Baja Berakovi¢, Zivanovié¢ Noe, Kujaci¢ i Piperski.
Razgovaralo se o potrebi stvaranja nove borbene umetnosti, koja bi bila sposobna
da se bori protiv postojeceg stanja kako u umetnosti, tako 1 u drustvu. Nije postojao
pisani program, svako je izlagao svoje glediste, a kao osnov su im sluzile Kujaci¢eve
ideje izre¢ene u Manifestu. Na tom sastanku osnovana je grupa Zivot u koju su usli
pomenuti umetnici, sa sastanka su otisli sa zadatkom da razgovaraju sa drugim
slikarima koji bi prishi grupi, da stvaraju i izlazu dela socijalne sadrzine na izlozbama
koje je priredivala ,,Cvijeta Zuzori¢®. (Cosié 1969, 29) Pored clanova koji su ¢inili
zvanicno jezgro grupe, njoj su prilazili 1 mnogi drugi umetnici 1 intelektualci koji su
bili isto politicki orjjentisani 1 privrzeni Komunistickoj partiji.

Sa formiranjem grupe i razvojem socijalne umetnosti dolazi 1 do uspona
1 popularizacije grafike kao tehnike kod nas. Kada se govori o srpskoj grafici,
uvek se naglasava njen zakasneli ulazak u podrucje medija koris¢enih u tadasnjoj
umetnickoj praksi, razlozi za to nalaze se prevashodno u okolnostima socioloskog
karaktera. Grafika se kao medjj javlja, a potom prirodno i razvija, u sredinama u
kojima joj uslove za to omogucava kontekst urbanizovane kulture, u Srbiji pocetkom
veka takvi uslovi su se tek stvarali i brojni umetnici koji su ovladali grafikom tokom
skolovanja u inostranstvu, po povratku u Srbiju nisu nailazili na dovoljnu motivaciju
da se kroz tu tehniku izrazavaju. (Denegri 1977, 43—44) Tek uz razvoj socijalne
tematike, grafika je dozivela procvat u Srbiji, o grafici kao izrazajnom sredstvu nove
generacije naprednih umetnika pisao je i Mirko Kujaci¢ koji za glavne odlike istice
brzinu 1 snagu utiska, njenu neposrednost, autenticnost, jednostavnost, navodeci da
je grafika umetnost progresivne drustvene klase. (M. K. 1935, 6) Grafika kao medjj
je pogodovala socijalnoj tematici, odsustvo boje 1 snazan crno-beli kontrast stavljali
su akcenat na temu, koja je u ovom slucaju uzela primat u odnosu na formu 1
postala nosilac dela.

U vreme kada se grupa Zivot osniva, dolazi i do prvih znacajnijih izlagackih
istupanja njenih ¢lanova. Na Progj grafickey 1zlozbi 1934. godine, odrzanoj u Paviljonu
»Cvijeta Zuzori¢®™, posebno su se istakla dela socjjalne grafike Kuna 1 Kujacica koji
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izlaze grafike iz mape Ribari. Grafika kao tehnika je tek od te izlozbe pocela da se
afirmise kod nas, ¢emu je doprinela 1 pozitivha ocena izlozbe od strane kritike, a
posebno su zapazeni mladi umetnici kao nosioci novog poleta. (herxosuh 1991,
113-117) Kun se jos kao mladi¢ uclanio u radnicki pokret, medutim, njegova
politicka opredeljenost nije se mesala sa njegovom umetnoscéu, sa ovom izlozbom
dolazi do preokreta i on se kao umetnik svesno udaljava od koncepcije intimizma i
Ciste umetnosti 1 okre¢e angazovanom realizmu. (Kpayr 1979, 413) Mihailo Petrov
povodom Proe graficke izloZbe daje ocenu vecine izlozenih dela, ocigledno 1 uverljivo
pokazuje daleko tesnju i neposredniju vezu umetnickih teznji i zivotne stvarnosti
nego $to je to do ove izlozbe postignuto na ostalim poljima likovne oblasti. (Ilerpos
1934, 8) Todor Manojlovi¢ isti¢e doprinos mlade generacije: ,,[...] Oseca se smeli
polet, snazno nadiranje mladih — koji ispisuju svoje listice sa mastom, senzibilitetom
1 snaznim individualnim potezom.® (Manojnosuh 1934, 317-318) Nakon uspeha
Proe graficke 1zloZbe, planirana je 1 druga za narednu godinu, medutim, udruzenje
»Cvijeta Zuzori¢™ je prekrsilo prvobitni ugovor o ceni prostorija za izlaganje 1
podize cenu toliko da Udruzenje likovnih umetnika ne moze da je prihvati. Iako je
izlozba vec¢ uveliko bila pripremljena od strane Udruzenja, ona nije odrzana kao sto
je planirano 1935. godine, ve¢ tek 1937. godine kada je ,,Cvijeta Zuzori¢® prodirila
izlozbu na jugoslovenski nivo. (herxosuh 1991, 118-119) Na Druge grafickej izloZbi
nije preovladala tematika socijalne umetnosti, a izostalo je 1 prisustvo ¢lanova grupe
Zivot, od kojih se neki medutim pojavljuju na Osmoj jesenjoj izlo2bi, 1935. godine,
na kojoj ponovo socijalna tematika i grafika uzimaju primat, ali po prvi put na
ovoj izlozbi vide se napori naprednih umetnika da stvaraju u sloZenoj tehnici ulja
1 tako se suprotstave larpurlartistima svoje sredine delima inspirisanim naprednim
shvatanjima kako umetnosti tako i druitva. (Zivanovi¢ 1936, 101) Kujacié¢ izlaze
pet svojih drvoreza iz ciklusa Bezvredna zemlja, a Dorde Andrejevi¢ Kun izlaze pet
drvoreza pod nazivom Iz Borskog rudnika. Radovi oba umetnika ticu se polozaja
radnika 1 seljaka u odnosu na proces proizvodnje kapitala. 7reca izloZba jugoslovenske
grafike odrzana je 1938. godine 1 okupila je po prvi put umetnike iz svih krajeva
Jugoslavije, medu kojima su se posebno istakli Slovenci, $to brojnos¢u $to vidnim
uticajima nemackog ekspresionizma. Na ovoj izlozbi se prvi put izlazu 1 dela
primenjene grafike 1 crtezi koji su se pored grafike pokazali posebno znacajnim
za socjjalnu umetnost. I na ovoj izlozbi izostali su ¢lanovi Udruzenja likovnih
umetnika, koji zbog sukoba sa ,,CGvijetom Zuzori¢* nisu hteli da prekinu bojkot ovog
udruzenja, izostali su 1 predstavnici zagrebacke Jembe, kao 1 Kujaci¢ 1 Andrejevié
Kun koji su bili van zemlje, zbog cega je krajnji utisak o izlozbi ostao nepotpun.
(Rerxosuh 1991, 121-125)

Grupa Zivol je sa bojkotom ,.Cvijete Zuzori¢“ pocela 1934. godine
apstinencijom umetnika, jos tada su otvoreno ulazili i u $iru drustveno-ekonomsku
socjjalnu problematiku 1 u sve pore aktivnosti, a sada se njithova akcija Siri
organizovano i masovno kroz koriS¢enje Stampanih medija. (Munnopanosuh
Cumuh 1959, 638) Bojkot je poceo impulsivno, iniciran grupom <ot 1 naprednim
umetnicima, a ubrzo je stekao brojne pristalice 1 poprimio mnogo $iri kontekst. Iako
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se o samom sukobu izmedu Udruzenja umetnika 1 ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢™ danas ne zna
dovoljno, nezadovoljstvo umetnika radom ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢“ je bilo prisutno duze
vreme, no eskaliralo je bojkotom Druge graficke izloZbe, potom je bojkotovana 1 Deveta
Jesemja 1zloZba 1936. godine. Dvadeset 1 sedam umetnika potpisalo je memorandum
povodom bojkota Devele jesenje izlozbe, nakon Sto je materijalna situacija i borba za
egzistenciju mnogih umetnika i njthovih porodica dovedena u pitanje, dok je ,,Cvijeta
Zuzori¢* samo povecavala svoje prihode naustrb umetnika. (herxosuh 1991, 130)
Izneta je 1 Rezolucya tridesetorice u kojoj su opisani teski uslovi rada 1 polozaj umetnika
u odnosu na Paviljon.* Vanredna godi$nja skupstina Udruzenja likovnih umetnika
sazvana je 26. oktobra 1936. godine na kojoj je njen tadasnji predsednik Sreten
Stojanovi¢ pokusao da osujeti namere mladih umetnika 1 stane na stranu ,,Cvijete
Zuzori¢®. Bududi da je ,,Cvijeta Zuzori¢® odbila sve zahteve Udruzenja, time je
prekinula 1 svaki odnos izmedu Paviljona 1 Udruzenja umetnika koje je formirano na
novim osnovama. Rezoluciji je prethodio proglas® dvadeset devetorice umetnika koji
su bojkotovali jesenju izlozbu u kome isticu: ,,Niko nam ne moze prebaciti $to taj za
nas samoubilacki kurs prekidamo dok se baza tih odnosa ne promeni. Mi u principu
nismo protiv postojanja jednog Udruzenja prijatelja umetnosti, kao sto u principu
nismo ni protiv jedne Jesenje izlozbe beogradskih umetnika. Bas naprotiv... Ali smo
protiv ovakvog postojanja, odnosno ovakve prakse. (HM3jasa 6eozpadcrux ymemrura
1936, 6) Rezolucya je obiman tekst koji po prvi put u nasoj umetnosti postavlja
znac¢ajna pitanja za egzistenciju umetnika 1 ukazuje na izvitoperenu sliku koju
drustvo ima o umetnicima. Rezolucya se u prvom delu bavi ekonomskim polozajem
umetnika, a u drugom iznosi zahteve pred Udruzenje prijatelja umetnosti. U Rezolucy
se detaljnom analizom ekonomskog poslovanja Paviljona detektuje potlaceni polozaj
umetnika, medu kojima uocavaju tri kategorije: oni koji su materijalno obezbedeni,
delimicno obezbedeni 1 potpuno neobezbedeni umetnici. Losu materijalnu situaciju
dovode u vezu sa umetnickom produkcijom 1 nemoguénoscu izlaganja u Paviljonu:
. Takvo stanje se ve¢ manifestuje na izlozbama gde je priliv mladih snaga sve slabiji,
Sto je odraz te ekonomske uslovljenosti a nikako nedostatka talenta — dakle, kvalitet
umetnosti odrazava zivotni standard umetnika.* (Anonmm 1936, 2) U pokretu protiv
Cvijete Zuzori¢“ glavnu ulogu imala je grupa Zivot, koja je zbog ilegalnosti svog
delovanja, proizasle iz bliske veze sa komunistickim pokretom, ostala anonimni
akter zbivanja, ime grupe nije se pojavljivalo u javnosti niti u medijskim napisima.
Pojavljuju se isklju¢ivo imena pojedinaca ili ,legalni* nazivi kolektiva: Bokotasi,
Nezavisni 1li ponegde realisti. (Knezevi¢ 2017, 100)

Sa tzv. Bokotasima poistovetilo se citavo Udruzenje umetnika, novo
udruzenje suprotstavilo se starom koje se identifikovalo sa radom ,Cvijete
Zuzori¢®, a mesto sekretara Udruzenja preuzeo je Mirko Kujaci¢ koji poziciju
,»Cvijete Zuzori¢® opisuje kao diktatorsku, poredeci njen odnos prema umetnicima

4 Rezoluciju su u ime trideset beogradskih umetnika potpisali: Ivo Seremet, Stevan Bodnarov,
Dragan Berakovi¢, Dorde Andrejevi¢ Kun, Mirko Kujaci¢, Anton Huter, Vera Cohadzi¢, Mihajlo
Tomié.

5  Proglas su u ime 29 umetnika potpisali Stevan Bodnarov, Dragan Berakovi¢, Dorde Andrejevi¢
Kun, Ivo Seremet i Zivorad Mihailovi¢.
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kao prema marionetama. Do bojkota je doslo jer su umetnici resili da preuzmu
svoju sudbinu u svoje ruke 1 da se samoorganizuju, probudila se kolektivna svest 1
borbeni duh koji su vodili ove umetnike nezadovoljne sistemom u kome su se nasli.
Bojkot je odjeknuo ne samo u umetnickim krugovima ve¢ i mnogo sire, javnost se
zainteresovala za sukob koji je doveo u pitanje ugled ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢®. Ipak, mnogi
afirmisani umetnici stali su uz ,,Cvijetu Zuzori¢* — Toma Rosandi¢, Ivan Radovic,
Petar Lubarda, Vasa Pomorisac... (Rerxosuh 1991, 135) Na ¢elu novog Udruzenja
umetnika nasao se Vinko Grdan. On je zajedno sa sekretarom Mirkom Kujacicem,
u cilju resavanja spora, poveo pregovore sa ,,Cvijetom Zuzori¢* o uces¢u umetnika
na Drugoj grafickoj 1zloZbi. Postiguti dogovor podrazumevao je besplatno izlaganje
umetnika 1 besplatne izlozbe za posetioce, medutim, uoc¢i samog zasedanja zirija
povodom otvaranja Druge graficke izloZbe, upravi Udruzenja umetnika dostavljeno je
resenje ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢® u kome se istice da nema nikakvog pomena o sporazumu.
To je rezultiralo bojktom Druge graficke izloZbe, cime je dodatno uc¢vrséena solidarnost
beogradskih umetnika 1 staleska svest. (herxosuh 1991, 139-140)

Uprkos tome $to su se nalazili na istoj strani 1 borili za zajednicki cilj,
ispostavilo se da tzv. bojkotasi 1 clanovi Udruzenja umetnika nisu toliko jedinstveni
u svom stavu 1 da ova spontano organizovana skupina umetnika ne moze da
prevazide medusobne razlike. Jezgro bojkotasa ¢inili su ¢lanovi grupe Zivot i njihovi
simpatizeri, koji su se od samog pocetka zalagali za to da se njithova akcija prosiri
na sve umetnike 1 na sva pitanja koja tangiraju umetnicki stalez 1 samu umetnost.
Nasuprot tome, umetnici kruga slikara Jevremove ulice,® predvodeni Ivom
Seremetom, nisu bili za to da treba ukljuciti ba§ sve umetnike koji su voljni da
ucestvuju u poboljsanju ekonomskog polozaja umetnika, ve¢ da se treba ograditi od
masovne akcije. Tako su oni bili ti koji su prvi prisli bgjkotasima, solidarisali se sa njima
1 trazili saradnju. Bojkotasi su u okviru Udruzenja delovali takticno 1 osmisljeno, bez
obzira na spor koji je izbio sa umetnicima Jevremove ulice, oni su bili svesni faktora
masovnosti 1 sa podrskom Udruzenja umetnika ucinili su korak napred osnivanjem
Nezavisnog salona. Sa tim u planu oni bojkotuju Devetu jesenju izlozbu 1 daju primer
aktivnog delovanja naprednih umetnika. Proa izloZba Nezavismih otvorena je na
Tehnickom fakultetu, medutim, uoci samog otvaranja dolazi do rascepa u krilu
levo orijentisanih umetnika i to bas u trenutku kada je trebalo da akcija bojkotasa
uzme karakter opiteg pokreta, §to je bila tendencija grupe Zivot. Iz teksta koji su
uputili predstavnici grupe Zivol umetnicima iz Jevremove ulice, da se zakljuéiti da
je grupa Zivot udinila temeljne pripreme u angaZzovanju i podsticanju umetnika
da bojkotuju Devetu jesenju izloZbu odazivajuci se 1 solidariSuci se sa umetnicima
Jevremove ulice. ,,U momentu kada ste dosli k nama, trazeci nasu saradnju mi smo,
radeci cak protivu svojih trenutnih interesa, oberucke prihvatili vasu akciju 1 jos u
tom trenutku sa nase strane istakli da ona moze biti plodna samo ako bude nosena

6  Slikare Jevremove ulice ¢inila je grupa umetnika: Ivo Seremet, Mihailo Tomi, Zivojin Vlajnié,
Stevan Bg)dnarox’, Svetolik Luki¢, Desa Jovanovié, Ante Abramovi¢, Vera Cohadzi¢, Mihailo
Vukoti¢, Sana Lukic¢ i dr.
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voljom 1 solidarnoséu svih zainteresovanih umetnika 1 sve$¢u o stvarnim potrebama
umetnickog staleza[...] Mi ne shvatamo, ili ako hocete vrlo dobro shvatamo zasto se
vi ogradujete od jedne tako siroke 1 jedino efikasne akcije. Smatramo da je vas stav
pogresan 1 lisen potrebne Sirine u shvatanjima za vodenje jedne zdrave umetnicke
politike.* (Kyjauuh, Aunpejesuh Kyu u bepaxosuh 1936, 11)

Za razliku od umetnika Jevremove ulice, grupa Zivot je bila kategori¢nija
1 nepokolebljiva u svojim principima, za njih nije imalo smisla ogranicavati pokret
u trenutku kada on treba da postane masovna snaga u borbi za prava umetnika.
Ovo razmimoilazenje u stavovima dovelo je do toga da su ¢lanovi grupe Zivot
odbili svaku dalju saradnju sa umetnicima Jevremove ulice dok ne prihvate jedino
opravdano glediste 1 u zakljucku svog pisma dodali: ,bilo bi najbolje uzdrzati se
u ovom trenutku od izlaganja 1 sacekati da se situacija rascisti, da se organizuju
potrebne snage za jednu takvu, zaista dalekosezno znacajnu izlozbu®. (Kyjauwuh,
Amngpejesuh Kyn u bepaxosuh 1936, 11)

U svom odgovoru, umetnici kruga Jevremove ulice priblizavaju svoje
misljenje stavu grupe Zivot i slazu se sa odlukom o odlaganju izlozbe dok situacija
ne sazri. Ipak, Proa nezavisna izlozba je otvorena, a na njoj nisu izlagali samo bojkotasi,
odnosno grupa Zivot. Ceo pokret i njegov evolutivni tok karakteri§u previranja,
polemike, sukobi misljenja. Proa nezavisna izloZba je otvorena u senci takvih odnosa
27. novembra 1936. godine, na Tehnickom fakultetu, a zatvorena je kao Prva
1zloZba Nezavismih umetnika, $to je samo primer elasticnosti mladih okupljenih u $iri
zajednicki front. (Rerkosuh 1991, 143-144) Zivanovi¢ Noe je negativno ocenio
izlozbu, kriterijume i selekciju radova istakavsi posebno: ,Moglo se ocekivati vise
postovanja od strane umetnika prema umetnickoj publici, prema umetnosti, prema
samome sebi 1, najzad, prema akciji u kojoj su 1 organizatori te izlozbe angazovani.*
(Zivanovi¢ 1937, 90) Time je jasno stao na stranu svojih kolega iz tabora bojkotasa,
koji su bojkotovali 1 ovu izlozbu zbog neslaganja oko toga u kom pravcu pokret
treba da ide. Izlozba na kojoj su izlagala trideset cetiri umetnika privukla je veliko
interesovanje javnosti 1 razlic¢itth drustvenih sfera, deo publike na otvaranju Cinili
su ¢ak 1 radnici iz fabrika, $to do sada nije bio slucaj, a njithovo prisustvo ¢e postati
karakteristicno 1 za ostale izlozbe Nezavisnih.

Uspeh prve izlozbe 1 entuzijazam velikog broja mladih umetnika koji su
pokazali sklonosti ka socijalnoj tematici, vodili su ka organizovanju Druge izlozbe
nezavisnih 23. maja 1937. godine u Inzinjerskom domu, ovoga puta izlazu i Kujacic,
Zivanovié, Berakovi¢... ,,Na§ najveéi poduhvat bila je izlozba u Domu inZenjera
— izlozba bojkotasa. Nismo mi sebe tako nazvali, ve¢ javnost: svi oni umetnici
koji su bojkotovali one u¢male, oficijelne izlozbe.” (Amamosuh 1982, 186) Nakon
§to su izgladeni nesporazumi oko Prve izlozbe, grupa Zivot je zadrzala vodecu
inicijativu unutar pokreta Nezavisnih, koordinise 1 objedinjuje rad uglavnom prema
sugestijama Partije, prodiru¢i u niz institucija i organizacija u kojima su nailazili
na podrsku 1 razumevanje. Ova izlozba bila je manifest levicarske ideologije jer je
na njoj preovladala tema polozaja radnika u odnosu na cksploatacije kapitalizma
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1 videla se prava slika drustvenog poretka, a pored umetnika izlagali su 1 radnici.
(Rerxosuh 1991, 153-154) Radnici kao publika, ali i kao izlagac¢i znacajna su
novina, njithovo prisustvo na nekoj umetnickoj izlozbi u ,,Gvijeti Zuzori¢* bilo je
potpuno nezamislivo, a sada su oni prisutni u izlagackom prostoru, u trenutku kada
su oni 1 njithov polozaj glavna tematska preokupacija mladih umetnika, o njima se
radi sada 1 ovde. Vladao je stav da radnickoj klasi treba pribliziti umetnost, pogotovo
tematikom koja im je bila toliko bliska, dolazili su u velikim grupama i popunjavali
ankete, upitnike iz kojih je trebalo da se utvrdi odnos narodnih masa prema
umetnosti, znacenje, mesto 1 uloga umetnosti u svakodnevnom zivotu. Nazalost, o
ovim anketama 1 njihovim rezultatima danas se ne zna nista, pretpostavka je da su
bile sakrivene u Kujacicevom ateljeu. Zanimljiva je izvedba plakata za Drugu 1zloZbu
Nezavisnih umetnika, likovno reSenje uradio je Dorde Andrejevi¢c Kun, predstavljen
je torzo Miloske Venere sa mrtvom prirodom uz tekst: ,,Prvi put umetnici istupaju
pred javnost sa jednom velikom izlozbom bez posrednika.” (herxosuh 1991, 155—
158) Time jasno referise na odnos koji su nekada imali dok su izlagali pod pravilima
»Cvijete Zuzori¢® 1 naglasava ih kao posrednike, $to za jedno udruzenje koje u
svom nazivu nosi naslov ,,Prijatelji umetnosti* svakako ne zvuci pogodno. Na ovoj
izlozbi izlagali su umetnici iz svih krajeva Jugoslavije, broj ucesnika se konstantno
povecavao da se ni pred samo otvaranje nije znao konacan broj izlagaca, na kraju
njihov broj bio je 78, a izlozeno je 138 dela. Na ovoj izlozbi socijalni umetnici
predstavljali su srz izlozbe, socijalna tematika dostize svoj vrhunac, i to ne samo u
delima grupe Zivot ve¢ i kod umetnika van grupe, a izloZena su neka od najznacajniji
dela nase socijalne umetnosti: Hleb (1937) Dragana Berakovica, Maka (1937) Porda
Andrejevica Kuna, Drugovi éitaju novine (1937) Mirka Kujacica, Pred vratima (1937)
Vinka Grdana... (herxosuh 1991, 156-157)

Paralelno sa Drugom izlozbom Nezavisnih umetnika, odrzava se 1 Deveta prolecna
1zlozba v ,,Cvijeti Zuzori¢™ na kojoj takode dominiraju dela socijalne umetnosti.
Bora Baruh, Arpad Balaz, Milan Konjovi¢ izlazu dela socijalne umetnosti ¢ime
potvrduju da je to bila jedna dominantna tema 1 preokupacija umetnika, u skladu
sa duhom vremena. (herxosuh 1991, 158-159)

Treci salon Nezavisnih umetnika odrzan je krajem 1937. i pocetkom 1938.
godine u korist fonda za podizanje Umetnicke kolonije ,,Dura Jaksic®, sto je
oznacilo pocetak programa Udruzenja umetnika ¢iji je cilj bio da se popravi
materjjalni 1 stvaralacki polozaj umetnika. Pura Jaksi¢ je simboli¢no izabran kao
umetnik koji se takode za svog zivota borio za egzistenciju 1 ziveo u materijalnoj
bedi. Kolonija je ocenjena kao ,,tekovina ogromnog znacaja‘“ i ulozeni su ogromni
napori kako bi ona $to pre bila realizovana, medutim, do toga nije doslo, usled
nedostatka sredstava kolonija nije mogla biti podignuta a rat je presekao sve nade
o njenom osnivanju. Treca izlozba takode je privukla veliki broj izlagaca medu
kojima su bili istaknuti ¢lanovi grupe Zivot, Zivanovi¢ Noe, Berakovi¢ i Kujacié koji
izlaze tri platna. Tematski 1 duhovno, socijalno i dalje preovladava, sa evidentnim
porastom predstava mrtvih priroda, sto Cetkovi¢ pripisuje karakteristicnim za
slikare koji su u dilemi izmedu coveka, pejzaza 1 prirode 1 vidi mrtvu prirodu kao
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stadijum preko kojeg se prilazi slozenijim zadacima. (herxosuh 1991, 161-162)
U vreme odrzavanja Trece izlozbe formirano je organizaciono jezgro pokreta koje
se od prvog bojkota pa nadalje polako uoblicavalo i formiralo, pri ¢emu je u zizi
pokreta Nezavisnih do pocetka rata ostao veliki broj umetnika, od kojith ¢e mnogi
oti¢i u Pariz nakon Treée izlozbe 1 neée se pojaviti na Celortoj i Petoj izlozbi Nezavisnih
umetnika. Prvi sastanci bojkotasa su bili javni, medutim, kada je bojkotaski pokret
prerastao u pokret Nezavisnih 1 kada je vlastima postalo jasno da se medu njima
nalazi srz komunista 1 najnaprednijih ljudi, policija je tezila da konstantno prati
njihov rad 1 da ga paralise. Sastanci Nezavisnih odrzavani su u kafani Akademije
nauka (danas Galerija SANU), a kada su poceli da ih prate, presli su u ilegalu 1
sastajali se po ateljeima, najcesce u Jevremovoj ulici. (herxosuh 1991, 163-165)
Cetorti salon Nezavisnih otvoren je 25. decembra 1938. godine na Pravnom
fakultetu. Na ovoj izlozbi primetno je osipanje ¢lanova zbog odlaska veceg broja
umetnika u Pariz, izostao je katalog (Sto ¢e biti slucaj 1 sa Petom 1 Sestom izlozbom),
Kun se ponovo predstavio socijalnim delom, grafikama i uljima, dok je Berakovi¢
izlozio naslikano cvecée, dakle, ne socijalnu sliku. Peta izlozba Salona Nezavisnih
umetnika otvorena je 14. aprila 1939. godine u neadekvatnim prostorijama Saveza
sokola, izlozba je otvorena bez govora 1 pompe, od jezgra grupe Zivot izlagao je
samo Zivanovi¢ Noe. Poslednji Sesti salon Nezavisnih umetnika prireden je u Paviljonu
Zaduzbine Nikole Spasica kao sajam slika Nezavisnih umetnika pod nazivom Salon
slika Nezavisnih umetnika. 1 ova izlozba je pozitivno ocenjena 1 kao 1 sve prethodne
privukla je paznju javnosti, medutim, ovde je ve¢ evidentno duh socijalne umetnosti
iS¢ezao. Iako su socijalne tendencije bile u osnovi pokreta Nezavisnih, one nisu
bile jedina alternativa, svaka njihova izlozba bila je proprac¢ena Sirokim spektrom
aktivnosti. Javna 1 umetnicka delatnost Salona prestaje sa Drugim svetskim ratom, ali
se kasnije umetnicka akcija totalno poistovecuje sa drustvenopolitickom. Napredni
umetnici aktivno se ukljucuju u otpor prema okupatoru, Kun odlazi na $panski
front, a potom 1 na robiju u Bile¢u, Bora Baruh u Parizu rukovodi komitetom za
pomo¢ Spanskom frontu, Vladeta Piperski postaje komesar Valjevsko-sabackog
odreda, veliki broj umetnika se pridruzuje partizanima. (herxosuh 1991, 166-172)

Prema svedocenju Ante Abramovica, koje zapisuje Cetkovi¢, izlozbe
nisu bile jedina aktivnost bojkotasa. Bojkotasi su bili partijski ljudi 1 simpatizeri
Partije. Nije bilo samo pitanje izlaganja u okviru pokreta Nezavisnih umetnika.
Isto tako, znacajan je bio 1 politicki trenutak; zapravo da se angazuju 1 okupe nove
snage, napredni ljudi, umetnici — stvaraoci 1 da krenu novim putem koji je Partija
usmeravala, a ne onim koji je programirala ,,Cvijeta Zuzori¢“. Postojao je 1 drugi
cilj, a ne samo bojkot, kao §to se misli. U stvari, to je bio bojkot rada ,,Cvijete
Zuzori¢®, ali pozadina citave stvari je bila politicka: okupljanje naprednih ljudi koji
¢e dvojako dejstvovati, putem umetnosti 1 akcije. (herxosuh 1991, 164)

Uloga politike u krojenju drustvene stvarnosti je uvek bila neupitna,
medutim, ona nikada nije istupila tako ocigledno, gotovo ogoljeno i, uslovno
receno, narusila ili uzdrmala postulate umetnosti. Situacija se dodatno komplikuje
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kolektivnim istupanjem u cilju snaznijeg nastupa 1 proboja ideje. Medutim, problem
svakog kolektiva lezi u tome $to njegovo ideolosko jedinstvo nikada nije trajno,
ideje koje zastupaju zajednicke su svim ¢lanovima samo u odredenom trenutku,
stoga su odnosi unutar samog kolektiva ¢esto promenljivi. Iz tog ugla posmatrano,
problemi unutar grupe Zivot i njenih ¢lanova su visestruki i oni poticu pre svega od
nedostatka zvanicnog programa koji Kujaci¢ev manifest nije mogao u potpunosti
da nadomesti, a potom leze 1 u prevelikoj heterogenosti grupe zbog cega se likovna
produkcija njenih clanova nije uvek poklapala sa idejama socijalne umetnosti, sto
slabi jacinu celokupnog kolektiva 1 slabi ideje koje zastupa.

O zvani¢nom prekidu ili raspadu grupe Zivot nema konkretnih podataka,
kao ni o njenom nastanku. Bozica Cosi¢ navodi da je poslednji sastanak grupe
odrzan 1940. godine, neposredno posle Trinaeste jesenje izlozbe, na kome se
diskutovalo o izloZenim delima i kritikovani su Purde Teodorovi¢ i Zivanovié¢ Noe
zbog formalizma. Ubrzo potom uhapsen je Kun, pa Mosa Pijade, sto je negde
oznacilo i kraj grupe. Vreme vise nije davalo mogucnosti da se slika i diskutuje o
umetnosti. (Gosi¢ 1969, 34)

Kada se sagleda period od oko Sest godina, tokom kojih je postojala
grupa Zivot, evidentno je da nedostaje mnogo fragmenata da bi mogla da se sklopi
potpunija slika o njthovom delovanju. Izostanak samostalne grupne izlozbe je mozda
1 opravdan ako se uzme u obzir njihova povezanost sa Partijom 1 konstantan rad iz
ilegale, samostalna izlozba bi im donela 1 negativhu paznju vlasti, te je izlaganje
kroz izlozbe heterogenih i nepredvidivih sastava bila sigurnija varijanta, odnosno ne
toliko ocigledna. Postojao je snazan ideoloski (i politicki) utemeljen okvir kroz koji
su oni istupali 1 borili se ,,buntovnom paletom® za prava umetnika 1 radnika. Iako je
njithova povezanost sa politikom nesto $to im se najvise osporava, to ipak ne moze
da umanji znacaj njihovih napora da deluju prvenstveno likovnim putem i da kroz
umetnost pokusaju da uticu na $ire narodne mase 1 da je priblize ljudima. Umetnici
su prepoznali istorijski trenutak u kome umetnost ne treba da ignorise, ve¢ da odigra
klju¢nu ulogu u opstoj drustvenoj borbi protiv kapitalizma, kao njthovo najsnaznije
oruzje, a crno-beli odnos povrsina bio je ipak najjasniji prikaz te stvarnosti koja je
bila upravo takva, ili crna, ili bela.

Izlagacka politika nije postojala u smislu da oni nisu imali konkretan plan
zajednickog ili samostalnog izlaganja, naprotiv, svako je imao slobodu da izlaze
kada pozeli 1 §ta pozeli — dokle god je u pitanju socijalno utemeljeno delo. Mozda
najbolji primer toga je Zivanovi¢ Noe, ¢ji radovi jednostavno nikako nisu bili
socijalni u pravom smislu. On je vise ideoloski 1 teoretski bio uz grupu nego sto je
to ¢inio kroz dela koja je izlagao. Ali, kroz organizovanje Salona Nezavisnih uocavaju
se obrisi organizovanog istupanja i pokusaja kreiranja drugacije izlagacke politike
od strane ¢lanova grupe Zivot koja je bila tvorac Salona, njegove forme i izlagackog
aparata. Bojkotom ,,Cvijete Zuzori¢* oni su svoju borbu izmestili van likovnog polja
1 usmerili svoj aktivizam ka jednoj vrsti institucionalne kritike. Taj bojkot oznacio
je prekid jedne izlagacke prakse i1 predstavio prekretnicu u samoorganizovanju
umetnika, ujedno 1 zacetak jedne nove, liberalnije, izlagacke politike.
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Apstrakt:

Stvaralastvo zena arhitekata u Beogradu izmedu dva svetska rata predstavlja
nedovoljno istrazenu oblast u domacoj istoriografiji. U prilog tome svedoc¢i 1 do sada
u potpunosti nepoznato stvaralaitvo Katarine Markovié-Sajinovié, koja je medu
prvim Zenama arhitektama u Beogradu otvorila samostalni privatni biro. Iako
su se 1 druge zene arhitekte bavile privatnom praksom, opus Katarine Markovi¢-
-Sajinovi¢, koji se sastoji od do sada identifikovanih 15 stambenih objektata, ¢ini je
do tada najproduktivnijom zenom arhitektom u domenu privatne prakse. Ovaj rad
zato predstavlja prvi pokusaj osvetljavanja do sada gotovo u potpunosti nepoznatog
zivota 1 rada arhitekte Markovié—Sajinovic’, kao 1 valorizacije njene stambene
arhitekture.

Kljucne rei:

Katarina Markovié—Sajinovié, arhitektura, Beograd, zena arhitekta
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Tako je Divna Duri¢ Zamolo jo§ u osmoj deceniji dvadesetog veka
pokrenula prikupljanje grade 1 istrazivanje stvaralastva zena arhitekata na prostoru
Beograda, Srbije i Jugoslavije, brojne autorke su do danas ostale gotovo nepoznate
istoriografiji. Medu njima je i Katarina Markovié-Sajinovi¢, jedna od prvih Zena
arhitekata koje su se aktivno bavile privatnom praksom. Iako brojne, Zene arhitekte
su tokom meduratnog perioda mahom bile zaposlene u drzavnoj sluzbi. Najveci
broj njih je radio u Ministarstvu gradevina 1 Opstini grada Beograda. Retke su
bile Zene koje su se uspesno bavile privatnom praksom. Danica Koji¢ (1899-1975),
zajedno sa suprugom Branislavom Koji¢em (1899-1987), presla je iz Ministarstva
gradevina u domen projektovanja za privatne investitore, medutim, njeno autorstvo
pod okriljem stvaralastva bracnog para Koji¢ je do danas ostalo nedovoljno
razjasnjeno. (Tomesa 1996, 109-121) Osim Danice Koji¢, tokom cetvrte decenije
su se u domenu privatne prakse istakle Ana Svejkar (1895-?) (Mapkosuh 1939,
3; Mapxosuh et al. 2014, 5,17),! Desanka Manojlovi¢ (Bypuh-3amono 1996, 9,
60), Darinka Ivkovi¢-Mihailovi¢ (Mapxosuh 1939, 43; ‘Bypuh-3amono 1996, 9,
55),2 Desanka Mihailovi¢ (Bypuh-3amono 1996, 9, 59) i Radmila Vukiéevié-Sarap
(1897-?) (Mapxosuh 1939, 18; 'Bypuh-3amono 1996, 9, 57; Ilyraux 2015, 47).
Medutim, navedene autorke izvele su svega jedan do dva projekta tokom svoje
karijere. Tzuzetak jedino ¢ine Ana Svejkar, koja je bila produktivna, ali je veéina
njenth reSenja bila skromnog karaktera, poput prizemnih porodi¢nih kuca, 1
Desanka Mihailovi¢, za koju se tvrdilo da ima opus od 12 izvedenih, ali jo§ uvek
neidentifikovanih gradevina (Bypuh-3amoso 1996, 59). Nasuprot tome, u periodu
od 1937. do 1941. godine Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ je projektovala i izvela 15
stambenih zgrada, $to je svakako ¢ini najproduktivnijom Zenom arhitektom do tada
1 svojevrsnom pionirkom privatne prakse.

Katarina Sajinovié¢ (udata Markovi¢) rodena je 31. oktobra 1896. godine
u Pozarevcu. Diplomirala je arhitekturu na Tehnickom fakultetu Beogradskog
univerziteta u februaru 1928. godine (Mapxosuh 1939, 42; 'DBypuh-3amoso
1996, 12). Prema secanju arhitekte Vojina Simica (1895-1988) iz 1976. godine,
Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ je bila sluzbenik Arhitektonskog odeljenja Ministarstva
gradevina, kao 1 vecina zena arhitekata u meduratnom periodu. (Bypuh-3amono
1996, 56) Njeno ime se takode moze na¢i medu pripravnicima Ministarstva
gradevine 1 kategorije devete grupe u Vesniku Ministarstva gradevina Kraljevine Jugoslavye iz
1930. godine. (Anonnm 1930, 67-69) Bila je udata za Ugljesu Markovica, poreznika
Beogradske poreske uprave.® Nije poznato da li su imali potomstvo. U Beogradu je

1 Ana Svejkar je projektovala nekoliko stambenih objekata u Beogradu, od kojih se isti¢u kuéa u
Tomasa Jeza 14 (1932) 1 stambena zgrada u Novopazarskoj 24 (1933); Crucax jmma xojuma cy
nsjare rpaljeBHHCKE JI03BOJIC 32 3MJARC HOBUX 3rpaja wiun omiyke IIpercemnmka ommrruae
rpaga beorpana sa passe pamose y meceny cenrem6py ox 1 mo 30 1933. roy., beozpadcre
onwmurcre Hosure, 41, 1933, 475.

2 Darinka Ivkovi¢-Mihailovi¢ projektovala je nekoliko stambenih zgrada, od kojih se isticu objekti
u Brace Nedi¢ 29 (1938-1939) i Deligradskoj 19 (1939).

3 Crnmcak smmia xoja cy npumsbeHa 3a wianose beorpajcke ommrrusne y nepuomy og 28. IX o 12.
X 1935. 1., beozpadcre onuwmuncre nosure 50 (1935), 658.
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stanovala u Novopazarskoj 24 od 1937. godine, gde je ujedno bio i njen projektantski
biro, da bi zatim od 1940. godine stanovala u sopstvenoj zgradi u Jove Ili¢a 32, dok
joj se projektantski biro nalazio u Ivana Daje 9, na drugom spratu. (Bypuh-3amoso
1996, 56)* Bila je ¢lanica Inzenjerske komore i Kluba arhitekata. (Amommm 1937,
6; ‘bypuh-3amoso 1996, 75) Prema svedocenju njenih koleginica Seke Petkovié-
-Petrovi¢ i Desanke Jovanovi¢, Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ je posle Drugog svetskog
rata radila u Pozarevcu (Bypuh-3amono 1996, 56), ali joj se kasnije gubi svaki trag 1
postoji osnovana sumnja da je otisla u inostranstvo, gde je i preminula.’

Interesantan je i podatak da je Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ 1937. godine
tuzila arhitektu Aleksandra Sckulica (1898-1981) za plagyat. U dnevnom listu Pravda
objavljena je vest da je Katarina Markovié¢-Sajinovié ucestvovala na konkursu za
Beogradsko sajmiste 1 primetila da je izvedeno resenje centralne kule veoma slicno
njenom konkursnom radu. Tom prilikom je oformljena stru¢na komisija koja je utvrdila
da je tuzba gospode Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ neosnovana. U clanku je napomenuto da je
Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovié jedna od svega tri Zene arhitekte u Jugoslaviji (Anormm
1937a, 3; Anonnm 1937b, 6). Iako je ova izjava bila neistinita, moguce je tumaciti je
u kontekstu uspesnog samostalnog projektovanja 1 privatne prakse.

Projektantska aktivnost Katarine Markovié-Sajinovié¢ moze se redovno pratiti
u spiskovima odobrenih planova u Beogradskim opstinskim novinama od 1937. do 1940.
godine. Prva zgrada koju je samostalno izradila bila je za doktora Ivana Nestoro-
vica, nacelnika Ministarstva
finansija. Gradevina je pro-
jektovana 1 izvedena 1937.
godine 1 smestena je na uglu
ulica Vojvode Brane i Dalma-
tinske, sa pogledom na pijace-
tu 1 Ruzveltovu ulicu. (Slika 1)
Za razliku od njenih buducih
projekata, stambeno-poslovna
zgrada doktora Nestorovica
odise duhom umerenog aka-
demizma, $to se svakako moze
pripisati 1 ukusu narucioca.
Izuzetno povoljan polozaj pla-

. L . ; Slika 1. Stambena zgrada doktora Ivana Nestorovica,
ca iskoris¢en je dobro, iako Vojvod

e Brane 1, 1937. (fotografija autora)

4 Na fascikli projektne dokumentacije iz 1939. godine nalazi se pecat njenog projektantskog
biroa sa adresom Novopazarska 24: IAB, OGB, TD, {-VIII-116-1939. Zatim se na projektnoj
dokumentaciji iz 1941. godine pojavljuje pecat sa adresom Kotorska 9/1I (danas Ivana Daje):
IAB, OGB, TD, f-I-25-1941. Za adresu stanovanja u Jove Ilica 32 zakljucujemo na osnovu
¢injenice da je ona projektovala zgradu, dok je njen suprug bio oznacen kao investitor.

5 O stvaralaitvu Katarine Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ u PoZareveu Istorijski arhiv Pozarevea nije bio u
mogucnosti da pruzi bilo kakve podatke za potrebe ovog istrazivanja. Kako ne postoji umrlica
Katarine Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ na teritoriji Srbije, moze se pretpostaviti da je umrla u inostranstvu.
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ovim projektom Katarina Markovié¢-Sajinovi¢ nije pokazala u vecoj meri smelost u
projektovanju. Fasada je komponovana simetricno, sa glavnim proceljem i dve bocne
fasade. Centralni rizalit procelja je blago isturen 1 flankiran udvojenim jonskim lezena-
ma, koje nisu bile predvidene projektom.® Centralni rizalit je takode visinski istaknut
u zoni potkrovlja. Ulaz je centralno pozicioniran 1 uokviren stilizovano rustifikovanim
vestackim kamenom. Ulazna vrata su dvokrilna, od kovanog gvozda 1 zastakljena, bez
nadsvetla, $to ukazuje na odsustvo visokog prizemlja u elevaciji. Stepeniste u ulaznom
holu je mermerno, dok su zidovi oblozeni u visini od 1,20 m vestackim Stukomerme-
rom sa preovladujuéom bojom porfira. Stuko dekoracija je bila u skladu sa eksterije-
rom — dekorativna stuko polja na zidovima, dok je tavanica bila stilizovano kasetirana,
a svetiljka od kovanog gvozda. Prizemlje je bilo rezervisano za lokale 1 jedan stan koji
je gledao na Dalmatinsku ulicu, dok su gornji spratovi bili predvideni za stanovanje.
Za razliku od uobicajene prakse, drugi sprat je bio rezervisan za porodicu Nestorovic,
$to je vidljivo na osnovu posebnog inkorporiranja ordinacije uz prostor stanovanja. Te
prostorije nisu promenile funkciju 1 danas se koriste za potrebe stomatoloske ordinacije.
Zona potkrovlja je bila rezervisana za tavanske prostorije za pranje, susenje 1 peglanje
vesa, a tri krovne terase su takode mogle da sluze za suncanje stanara.

Godine 1938. Katarina Markovié-Sajinovié projektovala je stambenu zgradu
za Etelku 1 Aranku Mandil u Ulici patrijarha Varnave 32, koja ¢e najaviti njeno
napustanje akademske tradicije 1 postavljanje temelja njene autorske arhitekture.
Gradevina se sastojala od suterena, visokog prizemlja, dva sprata i tavana. Malu
povrdinu placa Katarina Markovié-Sajinovié je povoljno redila uvodenjem dva
bocna krila ka unutrasnjem dvoristu za pomocne prostorije i jednim centralnim
za stepenisnu vertikalu. Osnova u obliku ¢irilickog slova ,,S“ bice cesto koris¢ena
u njenom stvaralastvu kod objekata uzidanih u blok. Visoko prizemlje bilo je
rezervisano za dva simetricno pozicionirana stana, dok su se na spratovima nalazili
po jedan dvosoban i jedan jednosoban stan.” Iznad dvokrilnih vrata od belog metala
1 stakla smesteno je kvadratno nadsvetlo, koje je izdvojeno 1 pozicionirano u zoni
visokog prizemlja. Naglasena vertikalnost 1 dominantna pozicija portala predstavlja
svakako snazan motiv na moderno komponovanoj fasadi. Horizontalni nizovi od
tri trokrilna prozorska otvora uokvireni su ispustima od vestackog kamena. Sokl je
izveden od bosiranog vestackog kamena, kao 1 ram portala, koji je dekorisan sitnim
horizontalnim zlebovima. Ovaj vid uokviravanja portala 1 prozorskih otvora cesto
je koris¢en u beogradskoj stambenoj arhitekturi krajem cetvrte decenije dvadesetog
veka, posebno u stvaralastvu Momcila Belobrka (1905-1980) (Byxoruh 1996) 1
Miladina Prljevi¢a (1899-1973) (Mapxosuh 2013).

Iste godine Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovié je projektovala stambenu zgradu
za Tadiju 1 Jelenu Ognjanovi¢ u Ulici Mite Cenica 1. U pitanju je slobodnostojeca
gradevina sa podrumom, prizemljem 1 spratom. Ulaz je bio skrivenog tipa, tacnije
boc¢no pozicioniran. (ITyraux 2015, 44) U prizemlju i na spratu su se nalazili po
jedan dvosobni 1 jedan jednosobni stan. Prvobitno resenje procelja podrazumevalo

6 IAB, OGB, TD, £I1I-12-1937
7 IAB, OGB, TD, £XVI-8-1938
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je vizuelno kvadratno uokviravanje prozora u prizemlju 1 na spratu vestackim
kamenom, sa meduspratnim kasetiranim parapetom 1 naglasenim poljima izmedu
prozora. Ovo reSenje moze se uporediti sa stvaralastvom tada takode aktuelnog
projektanta Dragoljuba Vuksica 1 sa njegovim zgradama u Marka Oreskovic¢a 2 i
Dalmatinskoj 100, obe iz 1934. godine.? Medutim, druga izvedena verzija projekta
prikazuje fasadu u potpunosti liSenu svakog vida dekoracije. Losovska plosnost
fasada kontrastirana je jedino rusticnim niskim kamenim soklom i lodom na bocnoj
fasadi. Danas je fasada izmenjena, a loda zastakljena.

Godina 1939. bila je svakako najplodnija u stvaralastvu Katarine Markovi¢-
-Sajinovi¢. Te godine projektovala je i izvela ¢ak deset stambenih zgrada. Prva u nizu
je zgrada Ljubice Dordevi¢ u Novopazarskoj 27. Gradevina je bila uzidana u stambeni
blok 1 sastojala se od podruma, visokog prizemlja, sprata i mansarde. U prizemlju su
se nalazila dva jednosobna stana, dok su na spratu bili smesteni jedan dvosobni 1 je-
dan jednosobni stan. Ovo je mahom ponovljeno resenje zgrade iz Patrijarha Varnave.
Osnova se blago razlikovala u tome $to je stepenisni trakt bio pomeren i prislonjen uz
levo dvoriino krilo. Katarina Markovié-Sajinovi¢ je na ovom projektu uvela balkone
koji su izlazili iz kuhinje i taj princip ¢e 1 na kasnijim projektima ponoviti. Uz balko-
ne su uvedeni 1 liftovi za baca- "
nje dubreta, jedno inovativno
1 retko videno resenje u stam- y
benoj arhitekturi. Dizajn ulaz- i ' E %
nog portala, hola i kompletno i {"\-:H
pozicioniranje prostorne orga-
nizacije u velikoj meri se osla-
njalo na njen prethodni proje-
kat u Ulici patrijarha Varnave = | 1
32. Ulazni dvokrilni portal se - 1 ,
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kvadratnim nadsvetlom koje * B
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ku od gradevine u Patrijarha r|-|_ (" _1"—
Varnave, ovde je sokl nizak, | e T P T e e
ali je takode u pitanju bosirani Tt s betimdios
vestacki kamen. Iznad ulaza, u I i Al 2]
zoni prvog sprata projektovan PRCAAS N
je balkon. U zoni mansarde su

bila pozicionirana tri okulusa
iznad kojih se nalazio stilizovani

Slika 2. Projekat procelja stambene zgrade Ljubice
Dordevi¢, Novopazarska 27, 1939. (IAB, OGB, TD,
f-XVI-11-1939)

8 IAB, OGB, TD, -XI-17-1934, {-VIII-7-1934
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Slika 3. Stambena zgrada ILjubomira

Stojanovic¢a, Stojana Protica 28, 1939.
(fotografija autora)

krovni venac. Ispred centralnog okulusa bio
je postavljen jarbol kao dekorativni kredo
modernizma. (Slika 2) U drugoj verziji pro-
jekta bilo je predvideno da se zgrada sastoji
od tri sprata,” §to ¢e se tek kasnije i ostvariti
nadgradnjom koja je trajno narusila origi-
nalni kvalitet eksterijera.

Projekat stambene zgrade
Ljubomira Stojanovica u Ulici Stojana
Protica 28 wu velikoj meri je potvrdio
arhitektonski senzibilitet Katarine
Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢. 1 na ovoj gradevini
projektovan je dvokrilni ulaz sa visokim
nadsvetlom koji dopire do zone visokog
prizemlja. Portal je dodatno naglasen
masivnim ramom od vestackog kamena. Za
razliku od prethodnih resenja, bosirani sokl
od vestackog kamena je na ovoj gradevini
podignut do visine nadsvetla. Iri okulusa
ispod krajnje stilizovanog krovnog venca
nalaze se 1 na ovoj fasadi, dok su prozorski
otvori takode karakteristicno horizontalno
uokvireni trakama od vestackog kamena.
(Slika 3) Gradevina se sastoji od podruma,
prizemlja, dva sprata i mansarde. Prostorna
organizacija stanova je identicno resena
kao 1 na prethodna dva primera zgrada
uzidanih u blok,'? $to pokazuje tendenciju
arhitekte ka tipologizaciji.

Iste godine Katarina Markovi¢-
-Sajinovi¢ je dobila priliku da za Avrama
Boskovica projektuje poslovno-stambenu

zgradu na uglu Cvijiceve 1 Bistricke ulice. U prizemlju su bila smestena cetiri lokala.
Prva dva sprata imala su po dva jednosobna stana, dok je tre¢i sprat zauzimao
trosobni stan sa terasom. Na osnovu reprezentativnosti moze se zakljuciti da je
taj stan bio projektovan za investitora. Deo krova je bio rezervisan za terasu.'!
Preovladujuce kubicna struktura gradevine ozivljena je komponovanjem fasade u
duhu , modernizovanog renesansa“, kako je arhitekta Jovanka Bondzi¢-Katerini¢
(1887-1966) nazivala ovaj manir.!> Ugao je naglajen samo zasedenim ulazom

9  IAB, OGB, TD, £XVI-11-1939
10 IAB, OGB, TD, £VIII-116-1939
11 IAB, OGB, TD, £XIII-238-1939

12 AJ, Fond Ministarstva gradevina, {-62-1485
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lokala u prizemlju koji drzi masivni stub. Stilizovani krovni venac je 1 na ovom
resenju, kao 1 jarbol koji ga nadvisuje na fasadi iz Cvijiceve ulice. Prozorski otvori
diskretno su uokvireni vestackim kamenom. Ulaz je pozicioniran bocno iz Bistricke
ulice 1 neupadljivo je dizajniran, za razliku od veéine prethodnih resenja. Ulazni hol
je izveden u teracu koji aludira na crvenu stazu, $to je koloristicki ukomponovano sa
crvenim vedtackim §tuko mermerom na zidovima. Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovié je
1941. godine izradila projekat dozidivanja jednog krila iz Bistricke ulice, Sto nikada
nije izvedeno. '

U neposrednoj blizini, na adresi Cvijieva 117, Katarina Markovié-
-Sajinovié¢ je iste godine projektovala stambenu zgradu za Dragomira Petrovica.
Gradevina se sastojala od podruma, prizemlja, tri sprata 1 potkrovlja. U prizemlju
je desni stan bio rezervisan za portira zgrade, dok su ostali stanovi na spratovima
bili namenjeni za izdavanje. Na svakom spratu se nalazio po jedan dvosoban
1 jedan trosoban stan. U potkrovlju je pored jednog manjeg stana bio prostor za
pranje, peglanje i susenje rublja.'* Fasada je reSena simetri¢no, sa blago isturenim
centralnim rizalitom, dok su bocna
dva bila naglasena balkonima. Ovakvo
resenje bilo je veoma cCesto u stambenoj
arhitekturi Beograda cetvrte decenije
dvadesetog veka, posebno u stvaralastvu
Pure Borosica (1900-1965) 1 Jovana
Bjelovica (1903-1977). (Ilpocen 2005)
Medutim, Katarina Markovié-Sajinovi¢ i
na ovoj gradevini ostavlja svoj pecat u vidu
reSenja ulaznog portala, koriste¢i ponovo
naglaseno vertikalni dvokrilni ulaz sa
kvadratnim nadsvetlom. Ulaz je dodatno
uokviren masivnim duplim ramom od
vestackog mermera i vestackog bosiranog
kamena pored kojeg je postavljen
diskretni jarbol. Sokl je akademski resen
sa stilizovanim rusticnim blokovima. Za
razliku od ranijih ostvarenja, krovni venac
je na ovoj zgradi u potpunosti klasican, $to
odudara od moderno resenih elemenata
fasade, poput balkona 1 ulaza. (Slika 4)
Isti manir je prisutan i u dizajnu ulaznog
hola, gde je svedeno resenje vestackog
crvenog 1 crnog mermera ha zidovima u
kontrastu sa Stuko dekoracijom tavanice.

Slika 4. Stambena zgrada Dragomira

Petrovica, Cvijiceva 117, 1939. (fotografija
autora)

13 IAB, OGB, TD, £-XIII-238-1939
14 IAB, OGB, TD, £XI-12-1939
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Medutim, eklekticna priroda ovog projekta u potpunosti odrazava tadasnje
tendencije u arhitekturi Beograda.

Stambena zgrada Boska 1 Anice Milakov u Vele Nigrinove 5 moze se svrstati u
grupaciju stambenih zgrada koje je Katarina Markovié-Sajinovi¢ projektovala u duhu
moderne arhitekture. Fasada je obradena u maniru tipicnog beogradskog modernizma,
sa elementima akademske tradicije poput stilizovanog krovnog venca ispod kojeg je
smesten dekorativni jarbol. Meduprozorska polja su ispunjena dijamantskim kvaderima
od vestackog kamena. Portal je resen u skladu sa dosadasnjim autorkinim opusom,
kao dvokrilni ulaz od belog metala sa staklenim poljima i kvadratnim nadsvetlom,
koje ovog puta doseze do visine prizemlja, kao 1 sokl od vestackog kamena. Na ovom
ostvarenju ulaz nije narocito naglasen, ali je autorka imala priliku da dizajnira 1 ogradu
sa kapijom. Zgrada se sastoji od suterena, visokog prizemlja, sprata 1 mansarde koja
je skrivena sa procelja. U suterenu je pored podrumskih prostorija 1 vesernice bio
projektovan 1 jedan stan. U zoni visokog prizemlja smestena su dva manja dvosobna
stana, dok su na spratu dva stana neznanto vece kvadrature. Reprezentativne prostorije
okrenute su ka ulici, dok su pomoc¢ne smestene u dvorisna krila. Medutim, Katarina
Markovié-Sajinovié je kao i na zgradi u Novopazarskoj 27 projektovala balkone sa

dvorisne strane koji su bili povezani sa
kuhinjom.!"”

RAEL-U-EMIRE Medu uspes$nije  kompo-
novanim slobodnostoje¢im grade-

; H“\, vinama moze se svrstati stambena

:r' LYo ey zgrada u Ulici Milosa Zecevica 8
e . - koju je Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovic
o1 "-"|—|:' projektovala tokom 1939. godine za

Radivoja Sreckovica, staresinu VIII
kvarta Beogradske opstine. Grade-
vina se sastojala od podruma, prize-
el b S R mlja 1 dva sprata. Na ovom projektu

EE RS el autorka je uvela inovaciju u svom
=3 tretiranju fasade i strukture. Proce-
e lje je dinamizovano stepenasto po-
- zicloniranim rizalitima, od kojih je
=] najuvuceniji levi stepenisni trakt sa
: ulazom, dok je desni najistureniji i
ilLl 1 ~ dodatno istaknut horizontalnim 1
= = vertikalnim fugama, kao 1 diskretnim
krovnim vencem. Ugao naglasenog

rizalita istiCe se vertikalnim nizom

Slika 5. Projekat procelja stambene zgrade prozora kOji ﬂankiraju ugao. (Slika
Radivoja Sreckovica, Vlade Zecevica 8, 1939. 5) Nasuprot dotadasnjim autorkinim
IAB, OGB, TD, {~XV-5-1939) reSenjima, na ovoj zgradi sokl je nizi

15 IAB, OGB, TD, £2XIV-16-1939
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1 manje naglasen. Medutim, na ovoj fasadi autorka je uvela boju, ton terakote koji
se javlja na vestackom kamenu na fasadi. Taj ton ¢e Katarina Markovié-Sajinovié
koristiti 1 na budu¢im projektima. Ovakav sistem komponovanja fasade bio je ka-
rakteristican za brojne ve¢ pomenute beogradske arhitekte koji su stvarali tokom ce-
tvrte decenije dvadesetog veka. U prizemlju je projektovan reprezentativan stan za
sopstvenika sa radnom sobom, salonom, trpezarijom, spava¢om sobom 1 pomo¢nim
prostorijama. Na spratovima su bili stanovi za izdavanje, po jedan dvosoban i jedan
jednosoban stan.!® Danasnji izgled zgrade je neprepoznatljiv, nadzidana su tri spra-
ta, stepenovanje rizalita je uklonjeno i fasada je kompletno izmenjena.

Slican pristup komponovanju Katarina Markovié-Sajinovié je primenila 1
na stambenoj zgradi u Debarskoj 16 za Jovana Sankova Nemeta. Gradevina se
sastoji od suterena, prizemlja 1 sprata.
U suterenu su bili smesteni podrumi,
skloni$te 1 stan za nastojnika, dok su u
prizemlju i na spratu bila po dva stana,
jedan jednosoban i jedan dvosoban.!?
I ovaj objckat je slobodnostojeci, s tim
da je ulaz ovde pozicioniran desno, dok
je centralni rizalit najistureniji. On je
takode naglasen rusticnim soklom, bo¢nim
balkonom na prvom spratu, horizontalnim
1 vertikalnim fugama, ugaonim prozorima
1 krovnim vencem. Moze se primetiti da
je autorka na ovom ostvarenju obratila
posebnu paznju na dizajn detalja, poput
zaobljene masivne ograde od vestackog
kamena uz ulazne stepenice, a zatim
1 drvenih ulaznih vrata sa okulusom 1
dekorativnom  romboidnom  resetkom.
(Slika 6) I na ovom projektu preovladuju
crvenkasti tonovi, od sokla 1 svih detalja
od vestackog kamena, ulaznog stepenista i
konac¢no na rukohvatu zidanog gelendera.

Poslednja u nizu slobodnostoje-
¢ih gradevina iz 1939. godine je stambena
zgrada projektovana za Milorada Stefa-
novica u Ulici Radoja Domanovica 12.18  Slika 6. Ulaz u stambenu zgradu Jovana
Objekat se sastojao od suterena, prizemlja Sankova Nemeta, Debarska 16, 1939
i sprata. Ulaz je bo¢no pozicioniran, dok ([otogralija autora)

16 IAB, OGB, TD, X V-5-1939
17 IAB, OGB, TD, £XXVI-24-1939
18 CHI/ICB.K Jmna KOjI/IMa Cy nu3nare FpabCBI/IHCKC JJO3BOJIC 3a 3UITAEKC HOBUX 3rpaq1a N O,H,JTYKC

IIpercennuka omuruse rpaga beorpana sa pasue pamose y meceny jyny 1939. ron., beozpadere
onwmuncre nosure 36-37 (1939), 404.
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je procelje izvedeno po istom
principu postavljanja isturenog

MBTALA C AMLA rizalita. Meduprozorska polja
ovog puta su ispunjena izduze-

= -*{I"' nim dijamantskim kvaderima
il - koji su stvorili rebrasti efekat.

Prvi sprat je naglasen jednim za-
obljenim balkonom smestenim
izmedu dva rizalita. Nasuprot
klasicnom krovnom vencu, sokl
je u potpunosti plosan. Posebno
inovativan detalj predstavlja jar-
bol koji nije resen klasicno, ve¢ u
vidu Sipke uvijene pri dnu, koja
prolazi kroz ispuste na uglu fasa-
de. Zgrada je nadzidana 1 fasada
je bojena, ukljucujuéi i vestacki
kamen, ali na osnovu iskustva 1
izbora boja moze se pretpostaviti
da su preovladivali tonovi terako-
te.

Slika 7. Projekat procelja kuce l\lihujlar N(‘l’ll(‘lzt, Posebno mesto uprojekta-
\"‘4jzn‘;l Doke Jovanovica 16, 1939. (IAB, OGB, TD, nhtskom opusu Katarine Markovié-
f-XXIX-24-1939) Sajinovié¢ zauzima kuéa Mihajla
Nemeta u Ulici vajara Poke Jovanovica 16 iz 1939. godine. Na ovom projektu
autorka se oprobala u projektovanju u duhu nacionalnog stila, moguce pod uticajem
investitora. Elementi folklorizma prisutni su u vidu naglasenog cetvorovodnog krova
sa isturenom strehom, ulaznog arkadnog trema i nizovima polukruzno zavrsenih
prozora 1 loda. (Slika 7) Kuca se sastoji od suterena, prizemlja 1 sprata. U suterenu su
bili jedan mali jednosobni stan, podrumske prostorije, ambulanta, perionica 1 skloniste.
Prizemlje je zauzimao luksuzni stan za vlasnika u koji se ulazilo preko trema, dok je
ulaz za stan na spratu bio sa bo¢ne strane kuce.!¥ Danas se u ovoj gradevini nalazi
hotel ,,Villa Mistique®.

Iste godine Katarina Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ projektovala je jo§ jednu
skromniju stambenu zgradu koja do danas nije sacuvana. To je zgrada Milosa
1 Mileve Kalu$evi¢ u Ulici kapetana Popovi¢a 20 na Banovom brdu. Objekat je
imao suteren, prizemlje i sprat, sa bo¢no pozicioniranim ulazom. Prizemlje i sprat
su imali po jedan stan istog rasporeda. Autorka je 1 na ovom projektu predvidela
terase na koje se izlazi iz kuhinja. Gradevina je bila skromno, ali skladno resena, sa

19 IAB, OGB, TD, f-XXIX-24-1939
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odlikama modernizma, poput
okulusa sa  jarbolom u
zoni  stepeniSnog  trakta
1 dijamantskim
meduprozorskim poljima.?’

Posle izuzetno pro-
duktivne godine, prema dosa-
dasnjim saznanjima Katarina
Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢  projekto-
vala je jo§ svega dve stambene
zgrade. Prva je zgrada koju je
arhitekta projektovala za svog
supruga 1 sebe u Ulici Jove
Ilica 32. U pitanju je uglov-
nica, ovog puta naglasena
zaobljenim uglom sa trokril-
nim prozorima. Gradevina se
sastojala od suterena, visokog Slika 8. Osnova stana koji je Katarina Markovic-
Sajinovi¢ projektovala za supruga 1 sebe, Jove Ilica 32,

1940. (IAB, OGB, TD, -11-2-1940)

prizemlja i sprata. U suterenu
su bili veSernica 1 skloniste. U
visokom prizemlju se nalazio
jedan vedi 1 jedan manji stan za izdavanje. Ceo prvi sprat zauzimao je jedan cetvo-
rosobni stan sa terasom i pomocnim prostorijama. Sudeci po reprezentativnosti, taj
stan je autorka projektovala za sopstvene potrebe. (Slika 8) Citavu povrsinu krova
je zauzimala terasa, §to je bila retkost u tada$njoj stambenoj arhitekturi.?! Afinitet
Katarine Markovi¢-Sajinovi¢ prema modernizmu najbolje se moZe oéitati na ovom
projektu koji je izradila za sebe. Iako su brojni elementi koje je koristila vidljivi 1 na
njenim drugim ostvarenjima, poput jarbola na uglu, zastakljenog dvokrilnog ulaza
od belog metala 1 detalja od vestackog kamena, opsti utisak je da je autorka imala
daleko vec¢u slobodu da projektuje bez akademskih detalja, kao $to je cesto koris¢eni
klasi¢ni krovni venac. Ovde je on u potpunosti izostao i zavrsetak elevacije je nagla-
$en samo sa dve trake od vestackog kamena. Zgrada je danas delimi¢no nadzidana
1 originalni izgled fasade je narusen izmenama.

Druga gradevina koju je Katarina Markovié-Sajinovié projektovala 1940.
godine predstavlja veliki iskorak u njenom dotadasnjem stvaralastvu. U pitanju je
stambena zgrada koju je projektovala za Jovana Sankova Nemeta u Dravskoj 10.
Objekat se sastojao od suterena, visokog prizemlja, sprata 1 mansarde. Interesantno
je da preovladuju mali stanovi, jednosobni ili garsonjere,?” §to nije bio cest slucaj
u tadasnjoj stambenoj arhitekturi. Medutim, ono $to izdvaja ovu gradevinu u

20 IAB, OGB, TD, £XIV-11-1939
91 IAB, OGB, TD, £-11-2-1940
22 IAB, OGB, TD, £-1-25-1941
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Slika 9. Projekat procelja stambene zgrade
Jovana Sankova Nemeta, Dravska 10,
1940-1941. (IAB, OGB, TD, £1-25-1941)

opusu Katarine Markovi¢-Sajinovié, ali
1 na tadasnjoj arhitektonskoj sceni, jeste
tretman cksterjjera 1 izuzetno inventivno
komponovanje fasada. Iako su zastupljeni Slika 10. Detalj nise za ogrev 1 balkona na
neki do tada cesti elementi u autorkinom stambenoj zgradi Jovana Sankova Nemeta,
stvarala$tvu, poput terakota boje vestackog Dravska 10, 1940-1941. (fotografija autora)
kamena 1 stepenovanja masa, stilska

kompleksnost 1 obilje inovativnih detalja su dominantni. U zoni suterena smesten
je glavni motiv procelja — slepa nisa za ogrev iznad koje je smesten balkon. Nisa je
posebno dekorisana rusti¢cnim kamenjem, a balkon sa dve lunete ispunjene resetkom
od ¢eramide, kojom je prekrivena i zatalasana ograda. Dijagonalno od nise, na
prvom spratu nalazi se jedan manji balkon na kome se ponavlja slican motiv, ovog
puta okulus sa resetkom od ¢eramide. Svi natprozornici su naglaseni nizom od
¢eramide. Odredena polja oko prozora sastoje se od fugiranih kvadratnih zona.
Ostali balkoni su takode originalno reseni uvodenjem nizova traka od vestackog
kamena. (Slike 9 1 10) Ograda je takode projektovana u istom maniru. Zgrada
je zavrSena 1941. godine i predstavlja poslednje poznato ostvarenje Katarine
Markovi¢-Sajinovié.

Dekorativni elementi koje je Katarina Markovié-gajinovié primenila na
ovom projektu odudaraju od njenog dotadasnjeg opusa. To se moze pripisati uticaju
investitora, posebno ako se uporedi sa zgradom koju je iste godine projektovala za
sebe, gde preovladuje arhitektura modernizma. Redak motiv lucne nise za ogrev do
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sada je detektovan samo na jos$ jednom stambenom objektu u neposrednoj blizini,
u Kajmakcalanskoj 19, koju je projektovao inzenjer Valerijan Markovi¢ 1939.
godine.?? Ovaj jos uvek u istoriografiji nedovoljno definisan manir pojavio se tokom
cetvrte decenije dvadesetog veka u rezidencijalnoj arhitekturi Beograda. Karakterise
ga obilata upotreba ¢eramide kao osnovnog elementa dekoracije, upotreba rusticnih
kamenih blokova nasumic¢no rasporedenih na fasadi. Na osnovu elemenata koje ga
defini$u odaje utisak odaljavanja od istovremeno dominantnog modernizma. Moze
se pretpostaviti da je uticaj investitora bio izrazen kod ovih primera.

Prema svedotenju koleginica, Katarina Markovié-Sajinovi¢ se posle
Drugog svetskog rata vratila u rodni Pozarevac. Nije poznato da li je 1 tamo radila,
s obzirom na to da je ve¢ bila u Sestoj deceniji zivota. Medutim, na osnovu njenog
kratkotrajnog, ali izuzetno plodnog projektantskog opusa moze se zakljuciti da
njena arhitektura tokom cetvrte decenije dvadesetog veka nije zaostajala za tada
aktuelnim tendencijama na projektantskoj sceni Beograda. Katarina Markovié-
-Sajinovi¢ projektovala je funkcionalne gradevine, u duhu tadagnje arhitekture, ali sa
nekoliko prepoznatljivih resenja shodno njihovoj tipologiji. Prostorna organizacija
nije odstupala od uobic¢ajenog pristupa komponovanju takozvanog beogradskog
stana. (Ilyraux 2012, 153-166) Na osnovu njenog do sada poznatog opusa moze
se zakljuciti da je njena arhitektura s vremenom dobijala na kvalitetu, da je
formirala li¢ni pecat 1 bila stilski 1 kompoziciono zrelija. Senzibilitet ka modernom
arhitektonskom re¢niku dosao je do punog izraza na stambenim zgradama u
Patrijarha Varnave 32, Stojana Protica 28, Novopazarskoj 27, Vele Nigrinove 5
1 Jove Ilica 32. Od prvog samostalnog ostvarenja u duhu akademizma, Katarina
Markovié-Sajinovié se postepeno okretala modernom manirizmu, sve do li¢ne
neoromanticarske eklektike olicene u stambenoj zgradi u Dravskoj 10. Nazalost,
njen projektantski razvoj prekinuo je Drugi svetski rat 1 postavlja se pitanje u kom bi
se praveu arhitektura Katarine Markovié-Sajinovié¢ dalje razvijala.
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CRTACEV UGOVOR!
NEOBICNA PRICA O UMETNIKU
BRANISLAVU BRANKOVU (1929-2006)

Apstrakt:

Tekst je nastao kao naknadna reakcija na donaciju koju je somborski muzej
primio 14. avgusta 2017. godine, a koja je ukljucivala 80 crteza, 30 pastela 1 jednu
skulpturu malo poznatog somborskog umetnika Branislava Brankova (Sombor,
1929-2006). Letimi¢nim istrazivanjem ustanovljeno je da se cak 91 Brankovljev
crtez nalazi u Kabinetu grafike Centra Zorz Pompidu u Parizu, o ¢emu niko, pa
ni pokojni umetnik, nista nije znao. Ovo je pokusaj rekonstrukcije Brankovljevog
zivota 1 rada koji je doveo do toga da mu se radovi cuvaju u jednoj od najprestiznijih
muzejskih kuca na svetu.

Kljucne reét:

Branislav Brankov, Bobur, crtez, strah

1 Ovaj rad je preradeni i skraceni tekst iz kataloga izlozbe u Gradskom muzeju Sombor, 23.
novembar — 23. decembar 2018. godine. Naslov je inspirisan istoimenim filmom (7he Draughtsman’s
Contract) britanskog reditelja Pitera Grinaveja (Peter Greenaway).

81



Cedomir Janici¢

Umesto da je izloZen divliim Zivoltinjama, strmam hticama,
nabwalim vodama, danasnyi covek je prepusten svopim psihickim elementarnim silama.
(K. G. Jung, O postgganju licnostr)

Uvod

U Gradskom muzeju Sombor, 14. avgusta 2017. godine potpisan je
ugovor o poklonu izmedu Marije Vasadi (Vasagyi Maria) 1 direktora somborskog
muzeja Branimira Masulovi¢a. Marija Vasadi je poklonila muzeju deo umetnicke
zaostavstine svog pokojnog supruga, somborskog umetnika Branislava Brankova
(1929-2006) koja sadrzi osamdeset crteza (od najranijih skica, preko citavog puta
njegovog umetnickog razvoja, do poslednjih radova), trideset radova u pastelu,
jednu gipsanu skulpturu (portret Pavla Velenrajtera, arheologa i bivseg kustosa
somborskog muzeja) 1 prate¢u dokumentaciju (katalozi izlozbi, fotografije, novinski
1 drugi ¢lanci 1 napisi).

Na poklon je odreagovano? sa dozom kurtoazne zahvalnosti, uopstenih
ocena 1 ,opravdavanja“ umetnikovom ranijom vezom s muzejom (Brankov je jedno
kra¢e vreme radio u somborskom muzeju, a 1 bista kustosa Velenrajtera bila je
odista prijatno iznenadenje).

Medutim, u nesredenoj dokumentarnoj ostavstini primetili smo jedno ime
koje nas je posebno zainteresovalo. Ono se pojavljivalo u neformalnim prilikama
(novogodisnje Cestitke 1 krace poruke), ali 1 u jednoj pisanoj zahvalnosti na poklonu.
To je bio Zan Kasu (Jean Cassou), prvi poratni direktor Nacionalnog muzeja
moderne umetnosti u Parizu. Bilo nam je poznato da je Brankov u dva navrata
nakratko posecéivao Pariz. U svojim telegrafski kratkim biografijama, u katalozima
izlozbi, nije propustao da istakne kako je 1962. godine bio u Parizu na poziv
Anjes Amber (Agnés Humbert).? Anjes Amber je saradivala s Kasuom i pariskim

2 http://wwwseecult.org/vest/poklon-zaostavstine-brankova-gradskom-muzeju-sombor

3 Zan Kasu (Jean Cassou), 18971986, pisac, pesnik, umetnicki kriticar, glavni kustos i direktor
Nacionalnog muzeja moderne umetnosti u Parizu 1940. i od 1945. do 1965. godine. Za vreme
Drugog svetskog rata istaknuti ¢lan Pokreta otpora. Podrzavao je Jugoslaviju u vreme Informbiroa
(napisao knjigu Cetrdesetosma) zajedno s francuskim intelektualcima poput Sartra, Luja Dalmasa,
Zan Mari Domenaka i dr. Za vreme njegove uprave dolo je do orgomnog povecanja dela u
kolekcijama muzeja. Pisao je o licnostima 1 pojavama u jugoslovenskoj umetnosti: Lubardi,
naivnoj umetnosti i dr. Bio je predsednik Drustva Francuska—Jugoslavija.
Anjes Amber (Agnes Humbert), 1894/6-1963, istoricarka umetnosti, etnoloskinja, ¢lan Pokreta
otpora, uhapsena 1941, u logoru provela cetiri godine. Posle rata radila je kao kustoskinja
Nacionalnog muzeja moderne umetnosti u Parizu. Prvi put je posetila Jugoslaviju 1938. Posle
Rezolucije Informbiroa dola je 1949. u Jugoslaviju i po povratku napisala je knjigu Sta sam
videla @ cula u Jugoslavyi. Bila je generalni sekretar Drustva Francuska—Jugoslavija. Posetila je u
vie navrata razne krajeve Jugoslavije. Godine 1952. organizuje izlozbu francuskog slikarstva u
Beogradu. Pisala je o savremenoj umetnosti u Francuskoj i o nekim od jugoslovenskih umetnika.
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Skrinsot veb stranice Centra Zorz Pompidu s rezultatima pretrage po imenu

muzejom, a Irma Lang je u svom tekstu o Brankovu iz 1977. (Lang 1977, 106)
spomenula kako je Brankov tvrdio da je cuvena istoricarka umetnosti i ¢lan Pokreta
otpora bila u Somboru i tom prilikom otkupila jedan njegov crtez.

Rutinska provera na sajtu Bobura i mejl koji smo dobili od Mase Danijel
(Macha Daniel), kustoskinje Grafickog kabineta Centra Pompidu (Attachée de
conservation, Cabinet d'art graphique, Centre Pompidou), uveliko su uticali na nas
nezainteresovani, kurtoazni ton. Veliki Bobur u svojim zbirkama ¢uva devedeset i jedan
crtez Branislava Brankova! U pitanju su njegovi raniji radovi, izmedu 1959. 1 1961.
godine. Oznaka ,,D* pored inventarskog broja oznacava stariju donaciju, dok je nacin
nabavke oznacen kao ,,anonimna donacija®. Nikakvih blizih tragova (datuma kada je
izvrsena donacija, uslovi, razlozi donacije 1 sl.) sam Kabinet nema. Ljubaznoséu Mase
Danijel, dobili smo PDF dokument s kataloskim podacima o crtezima.

Nazalost, o svemu ovome niko, pa ni sam Brankov, niSta nije znao.
Razvijajuci se u pretezno lokalnoj klimi 1 bivajuéi sasvim skrajnut c¢ak 1 u svom
gradu, Brankov je tiho 1 neprimetno nastavio da radi u relativnoj anonimnosti sve
do svoje smrti 2006. godine. Poslednjih godina bio je sasvim nepokretan. Godinu
dana posle smrti, 2007, priredena je izlozba njegovih radova u Galeriji Kulturnog
centra ,,LLaza Kosti¢® u Somboru 1 u Galeriji SULUV u Novom Sadu.

Opus od preko 2.000 crteza Branislava Brankova, (bio je sasvim dobar
skulptor, a bavio se slikarstvom 1 pastelom), nalazi se uglavnom kod njegovih
naslednika. Njegova dela, osim Gradskog muzeja Sombor, Kabineta grafike Centra
Zorz Pompidu u Parizu, i privatnog vlasnidtva, ¢uvaju jo§ i: Muzej savremene
umetnosti u Beogradu, Gradski muzej Senta, Kulturni centar Apatin, Savremena
galerija Subotica...
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Crtaé izbliza!

Branislav Brankov roden je 2. novembra 1929. godine u Somboru, od
oca Svetislava, ¢inovnika, 1 majke Zorke, rodene Beljanski, domacice. Imao je
mladeg brata Borislava, takode samoukog slikara. Tragedija pogada porodicu u
jesen 1944. godine kada OZNA odvodi oca Svetislava 1 o njemu se nikada nista
vise nije doznalo. Kasnijim uvidom potvrdeno je da je Svetislav ve¢ u novembru
likvidiran bez sudenja kao saradnik okupatora.” Kao gimnazijalac, 1947. godine,
Branislav Brankov prvi put se okuSava u umetnosti 1 radi skulpture Slepr muzicar 1
Cigamin, pod uticajem monografije o Rodenu iz porodi¢ne biblioteke. Iste godine
napusta gimnaziju. Posle jednog konkursa za javnu skulpturu, krajem cetrdesetih,
dospeva u Majstorsku radionicu Tome Rosandi¢a, gde su ve¢ ucili mladi vajari:
Jovan Soldatovi¢, Ana Besli¢, Olga Janci¢ i drugi. Brankov je primljen da ostane
u radionici, ali porodi¢ne okolnosti, rana Zenidba® i rodenje kéeri opredeljuju ga
za povratak u Sombor. U njegov zivot tada ulazi najznacajniji somborski umetnik
Milan Konjovi¢. Konjovi¢ ga je posetio 1 video pomenute skulpture kao i vajarski
Autoportret velikih dimenzija. Slavni slikar mu je izdejstvovao atelje u zgradi Foto-kino
kluba 1 novcanu socijalnu pomo¢ od Narodnog odbora sreza Sombor. Drugi atelje u
koji je ubrzo presao bio je u danasnjoj zgradi somborskog Istorijskog arhiva. U tom
periodu, u pitanju je prva polovina pedesetih godina proslog veka, nastaju Zenski
akt, Glava Mestrovica, Laza Kostic, Ramenko Gagréin, Avram Mrazovié 1 druge skulpture,
uglavnom narudzbine lokalnih skola 1 uprave. Pre 1955. godine, boravi s kéerkom
u Beogradu u pokusaju da nastavi rad na skulpturi, ali se ubrzo ponovo vraca kudi.
Prva samostalna izlozba, na kojoj je izlozio skulpture, otvorena je 4. oktobra 1957. u
foajeu Narodnog pozorista u Somboru. Izlozbu je otvorio Milan Konjovi¢. Uprkos
lepom prijemu 1 kritikama, odmah posle izlozbe ostao je bez ateljea. Konjovi¢ mu
nalazi posao u Gradskom muzeju na mestu preparatora, iako Brankov nije imao
potrebne kvalifikacije.” Od 1959. pocinje ozbiljnije da se bavi crtezom, radovi
nastali 1959. 1 1960. tesno su vezani za skulpturu. Tada nastaju realisticke studije
stabla (bodosa) 1 anatomske studije snaznih tovarnih konja, koje je, kao i bodos,
svakodnevno gledao na ulicama Sombora. U nadrealistickim sklopovima pojavljuju

4 Najpotpunija obavestenja o Brankovu dobili smo iz teksta: Irma Lang, Skkarski lik Branislava
Brankova, Homern, Combop, suma 1977, 103-107. Irma Lang je imala prilike da na osnovu
neposrednog razgovora s Brankovim, uvida u sakupljenu dokumentaciju i, sto je najvaznije,
pregleda tada brizljivo sistematizovanog fonda njegovih dela, napise kraci, ali veoma informativni
tekst o najvaznijim detaljima Brankovljevog Zivota i rada. Redove o umetnikovoj biografiji
napisali smo uglavnom koriste¢i samo taj tekst.

5  http://www.otvorenaknjiga.komisijal 944.mpravde.gov.rs/cr/okrug/05/80381/5101.htm.
(pristupljeno 22. jula 2018)

6  Brankov se Zenio tri puta: Perkom Raskovié, s kojom je dobio tri kéeri (Melaniju, Maju i Leonidu),
Martom Slocer i Marijom Vasadi.

7 U muzeju je ostao od 1959. do 1962, a od 1963. do kraja 1975. godine radio je u Likovnoj jeseni
kao nekvalifikovani radnik. Posle toga je ziveo kao slobodan umetnik do penzionisanja 1985.
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se detalji ljudskih 1 zivotinjskih tela u
ilustrativnoj, narativnoj postavci, sa
podredenim likovnim dozivljajem.
Druga samostalna izlozba odrzana
je 1960. godine u Maloj galeriji u
Somboru. Izlozio je 34 crteza iz
1959. koji, za razliku od naredne
faze, imaju svoje opisne, literarno
motivisane nazive (Diogen, Radanje
Venere, Orgya konja, Patologya, Lvezdana
nebesa 1 dr.). Ucestvovao je u koloniji
u Backoj Topoli od 1958. do 1960.
Pristupio je grupi vojvodanskih
umetnika Slikarska kolonija koju
su c¢inili: Jozef Ac, Jozef Benes,
(Acs Jozsef, Benes Jozsef), Branislav
Brankov 1 Petar Mojak; ideolog
grupe bio je mladi, prerano
preminuli istoricar umetnosti Rade
Predi¢. Izlozba grupe odrzana je
1960. u Novom Sadu. U predgovoru
za katalog Rade Predi¢ uporedio
je ovu grupu s beogradskom
Medialom u smislu svog c¢vrstog
idejnog i kreativnog jedinstva. Sama
grupa nije dugo potrajala, ali siroko
postavljen program, zasnovan na
strahu od atomskog rata 1 opste
dehumanizacije, ostao je osnov

Branislav  Brankov, Fantasticno  bice, (crtez),

b bl \ /2
pocetak 60-ih godina 20. veka, Fotografija: Pavle
Karabasil

na kom su se clanovi jo§ zadugo druzili ostav$i verni njegovim nacelima. Godine
1961. pristupa somborskoj Likovnoj grupi kojoj su pripadali: Mileta Vitorovi¢, Ivan
Jakobci¢, Dusan Masi¢, Vladimir Spasi¢, Eugen Kocis, Zoran Stosi¢, Pavle Blesic,
Borislav 1 Branislav Brankov. Cilj ove heterogene grupe bio je zajednicko izlaganje
bez ozbiljnijih pokusaja programskog usaglasavanja. Grupa je imala uticaj na sirenje
likovne kulture na lokalnom terenu, a bila je zgodna 1 kao stalna, spremna likovna
reprezentacija za bilateralne susrete Sombora s drugim gradovima u okvirima
kulturne saradnje u zemlji i inostranstvu. Iste godine ucestvovao je u komisiji sreske
Kulturno-prosvetne zajednice koja je donela odluku o osnivanju manifestacije
Likovna jesen.? Verovatno pod uticajem Jozefa Aca, Milana Konjoviéa i opsteg

8  Ucestvovao je 1 kao clan komisije KPZ za otkup likovnih dela. Tokom svog rada u Likovnoj
jeseni, budu¢i da ova ustanova nije imala strucno lice sve do kraja sedamdesetih, kada dolazi
istoricarka umetnosti Ljubica Dujmovi¢ Kosovac, Brankov je kao nekvalifikovani radnik radio na
izlozbenim postavkama, ¢ak je i vr$io odabir radova i pripremao izlozbe iz fonda Likovna jesen.
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duhovnog strujanja tog vremena,
1961. 1 1962. godine, pocinje da se
bavi negiranjem forme i priblizava
se enformelu. Tih godina, prema
njegovim recima, Anjes Amber
posecuje Sombor 1 otkupljuje od
njegajedan crtezipoziva ga da poseti
Pariz. Godine 1962. mesec dana
boravi u Parizu kod Konjoviceve 1
Hercegove (Herceg Janos) poznanice
Melanije Belanji. Ostvaruje kontakt
s galerjjom L Puan Kardenal (Le
Point Cardinal, 1961, osnivac Zan
Ig /Jean Hugues/), koja je isprva
izlagala grafike 1 ilustracije za knjige
umetnika kao $to su Pikaso, Maks
Ernst i dr, ali do saradnje nije doslo.
Nakon Pariza uocava se oslobadanje
crteza od insistiranja na volumenu.
Primetno je bogatstvo poteza 1 §irina
zamaha, nastaju crtezi upuceniji
na vecu paznju prema ozbiljnijem
kompozicionom resavanju problema
na celom formatu. Samostalno
_ ) _ ~je izlagao 1962. u Domu JNA u
Bl'é}lllhl&l\'v .Bl'illll{(.)\'. ”3(/,:/)‘//1'//(" “/u/‘m('.“ (crtez), Ljubljani. Godine 1963. dodeljena
pocetak 60-ith godina 20. veka, Fotografija: Pavle .

mu je Otkupna nagrada Moderne

galerije u Beogradu (potonjeg

Muzeja  savremene  umetnosti)
na Prvom trijenalu savremenog jugoslovenskog crteza, manifestacije u sklopu
somborske Likovne jeseni. Neuspesno je nudio svoje crteze pariskoj galeriji ,,Mona
Liza®“. Galerjja je bila specijalizovana za promociju naive, a u nju su dolazili i
najuticajniji nadrealisti. Samostalno je izlagao 1965. u Somboru, a potom je
ucestvovao na somborskom Drugom trijenalu crteza 1966. Naredne, 1967, $alje
svoje radove, u pomalo misterioznom paketu, Zanu Kasuu. Krajem $ezdesetih,
Brankov otpocinje seriju crteza pod nazivom Had. Odlazi po drugi put u Pariz sa
tadainjom suprugom Martom Slocer (u svim katalozima spominje se 1971. godina,
medutim, u ostavstini su pronadene dve vozne karte do Pariza iz 1970. godine).
Ostao je tamo ponovo svega mesec dana, najverovatnije je pokusao da uspostavi
saradnju s upravo otvorenom galerjjom Iurstenberg (Furstenberg) ¢iji vlasnici,
porodica Argije (Argillet), tada rade s grafickim izdanjima nekih od najznacajnijih
umetnika nadrealizma (De Kiritko, Hans Belmer, Dali). Ucestvovao je na Cetvrtom
trijenalu crteza u Somboru 1972. Ciklus od 50 crteza pod nazivom Had prvi put

Karabasil
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je prikazao 1974. na samostalnoj izlozbi u Subotici, a zatim u Apatinu 1 1975. u
Zrenjaninu. Iste godine izlaze u Kopenhagenu u Galeriji Alijans (Galerie Alliance)
do koje dolazi, po svoj prilici, preko saradnje s Udruzenjem danskih umetnika
(umetnickih krugova) (Sammenslutningen af Danske Runstcirkler). U Danskoj uspeva da
proda izvestan broj svojih crteza, sudeci prema jednom pismu na nemackom koje
mu nepoznati posiljalac iz Danske upucuje 30. maja 1975. Njegove radove pohvalio
je danski umetnik Ricard Mortensen (Richard Mortensen), poznat jugoslovenskoj
publici po brojnim izlozbama $irom zemlje Sezdesetih godina (Beograd, Zagreb,
Ljubljana, Split, Skoplje itd.). Pocetkom 1976. Brankov otvara samostalnu izlozbu
crteza iz ciklusa Had u muzeju Kunj Domoko$ (Kuny Domokos) u zamku Tata, u
Madarskoj. Polovinom decenije pocinje da se ozbiljnije bavi slikarstvom 1 intenzivnije
radi pastelom. Godine 1977. u Salonu Likovna jesen prikazao je pastele 1 crteze
na samostalnoj izlozbi, a 1978. ucestvovao je na svom poslednjem somborskom
trijenalu. Brankov prestaje ambicioznije da se bavi crteZom pocetkom osamdesetih.
U toj decenijt bi¢e mu organizovana jos jedna samostalna izlozba, 1982. u Likovnoj
jeseni, (pasteli 1 ulja), a nekoliko puta ¢e izlagati sa umetnicima iz ULUV-a (izlagace
samo ulja na platnu). Polovinom dekade ostvario je skromnu penziju i ozenio se
treci, poslednji put. Nacet boles¢u sve rede radi da bi se, pocetkom dvehiljaditih,
kroz jednu malu, rezigniranu, potresnu seriju skica, beleski 1 studija, jo$ jednom
vratio svojim crtackim preokupacijama. Umro je 2006. u Somboru. Godine 2007,
posthumno mu je priredena izlozba u somborskom Kulturnom centru ,,lLaza

Kosti¢* 1 novosadskoj Galeriji SULUV.

Crtacev ugovor

Lato Branislav Brankov stvara svoja cudovista, istovremeno s predanim entuzyjazmom i nekom
wskonskom smirenoséu. Da bi th unistio. Da bt otvorio Siroke prostore za svetlost 1 Cistotu.

(Tibor Vener)

U poratnoj, porusenoj Jugoslaviji punoj oziljaka od ratnih strahota, pod
uticajem Konjovicevog odnosa prema umetnosti kao zadatku ravnom zivotu 1
velikog maestrovog podsticaja da se otisne tim putem, uznapredovalim evropskim
interesovanjem za umetnost destrukcije 1 fantastike, otopljavanjem politicke atmosfere
u Jugoslaviji (narocito posle Sedmog kongresa SKJ, 1958), hladnoratovskim ratnim
igrama s kulturom kao glavnim orudem, vlastitim strahom 1 nesigurno$cu u sredini 1
zemlji gde se osec¢ao kao autsajder sa stalnom pretnjom ispastanja zbog svog porekla,
Brankov se pojavljuje kao zvezda kojoj nije bilo sudeno dugo da blista. Sudbina
se vrlo naglo 1 okrutno poigrala s njim. Ve¢ posle svoje prve izlozbe ostao je bez
ateljea, skulpture su mu bile prebacene u neki magacin odakle su se s vremenom
ko zna gde izgubile. (Gari¢ 14. 6. 2007, 11) Nije se osecao slikarem, verovatno
nije imao novca za boje 1 pribor, bio je nezaposleni suprug 1 otac troje male dece,
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ziveo je u malom, drzavnom stanu,
nije imao nista. Crtez je, verovatno,
bio iznudeno resenje, Brankov se
dugo posle predstavljao kao vajar 1
slikar. Nije nam poznato da se ikada
potpisao kao crtac.

Ipak, kao 1 njegov slavni
ucitelj] 1 mentor Milan Konjovi¢,
Brankov se nikada nije prepustio
sirenski zavodljivim ,,psihickim stihi-
jama“ koje nije mogao da kontrolise
ili da ih ne vodi prema zZeljenom re-
zultatu u okvirima kultivisane likov-
nosti. Pouke u Majstorskoj radionici
Tome Rosandica, ¢itanje umetnickih
monografija, upornost 1 posvecenost
u stalnom napredovanju, bile su od
kljutnog znacaja za Brankova na
pocetku njegove transformacije iz
skulptora u crtaca. Mnogi njegovi
crtezi iz rane faze polazili su od ele-
menata klasicne studije po modelu,
brizljivo prostudirane anatomije pri-
meraka iz flore 1 faune, uvezbavanja
izrazajnih mogucnosti linije 1 svetlo-
-tamnog kao glavnih gradivnih oso-
bina crteza.

Slika 4. Branislav Brankov, Oblaci, (crtez), pocetak
60-1h godina 20. veka, Fotografija: Pavle Karabasil

Preciznim vodenjem, ove pouke su se pretvarale u celine koje su postepeno
gubile svoj studijski karakter, te su postajale poeticki zaokruzena, mala gotova dela
solidne crtacke pismenosti 1 zanimljive crtaceve maste. U tom periodu Brankov je
redovno potpisivao svoje radove ili je stavljao paraf, retko kad s godinom. Posle ¢e
se sve rede potpisivati, pogotovu na pastelima, sugerisuci slobodu prilikom izbora
orjjentacije na svojim radovima.

Tek posto je savladao osnovni rukopis, Brankov je mogao da se prepusti
poigravanjima, kombinovanjima, prvo jednostavnijim, pa sve slozenijim, do monu-
mentalnih formi-sistema s mnostvom mikrocelina od sasvim kratkih poteza orga-
nizovanih u slozene mreze 1 zasi¢ene Srafure, preko konturnih linja, definisanih 1
otvorenih povrsina, nedovr$enog ili napregnutog volumena, sve do Cistog dozivljaja
snazne emocije, osnove crtacevog bica, njegove nepatvorene srzi — iskonskog straha.
Isprva, to su vise programske celine ilustrativnog karaktera i nadrealistickog pore-
kla, isprobavanja u laboratoriji organskih ukrstanja kojima se stvarao neki novi pos-
tmoderni Prometej, novi (pod)covek ¢iji zivotinjski 1 vegetativni delovi ne svedoce o
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njegovoj integrisanosti u prirodu, ve¢ o cudovi$noj supermutaciji koja je obuzela sav
zivi svet. Ovaj proces, dakako, dolazio je iz same umetnikove licnosti. To je primeti-
la 1 kritika. Dobro poznavanje ljudske 1 zivotinjske anatomije koja preoblikovanjem
i prekomponovanjem ne gubi osnovne kvalitete 1 znacaj, Janez Mesesnel povezuje s
unutarnjom anatomgom, nekom vrstom umetnikovog lajtmotiva. (Mesesnel 1962) Ani-
malizovanje humanog Predrag Vukadinovi¢ vidi kao tipi¢cno modernu ambivalenci-
ju savremenog coveka, a moralnu dimenziju kao krajnji smisao umetnosti Branisla-
va Brankova. (Vukadinovi¢ 1960, 5)

Pocetkom Sezdesetih, Brankov se upoznao s tada najmodernijim
stryjanjima enformela, najverovatnije preko Jozefa Aca, Konjovica, 2. Likovne
jeseni 1 dr. Prijateljstvo s Acom, s kojim je vrlo kratko pripadao grupi Slikarska
kolonija, a koji je medu prvima u Vojvodini presao u ,,polje apstraktnog slikarstva
materije sa simbolickim konotacijama®, mozda je ohrabrila Brankova da se oproba
u podvrsti enformela koja nije poricala prirodu, ve¢ je dopustala 1 cuvala ,,daleku
referencijalnost sa nekim konkretnim pojavama. (Denegri 2002, 53)

Brankov razlaze formu u niz asocijativnih efekata koje zadrzavaju svoj
skulptorski izraz u o$trim, ponegde 1 geometrijski orijentisanim partijama unutar
veoma guste Srafure. Istovremeno, u njegovom rukopisu javlja se 1 jedan meksi
pristup, nebularne povrsine iz kojih povremeno iskrsavaju asocijacije na delove
tela, krosnju drveca, zivotinjske ekstremitete, a ta umeksavanja prate usitnjavanje
poteza 1 njihova zasi¢ena gustina koja zatvara put belinama 1 njihovom uticaju
na prostorne mogucnosti kompozicije. Enformel je mozda lose kontrolisani naziv
za ove tendencije, ali slicne nedoumice susreCemo 1 u osobinama beogradskog
enformela u kome je ,sacuvana, ¢ak negovana izvesna gradnja slike u jeziku koji
inace Cesto podrazumeva procese razgradnje.” (Denegri 2013, 274)

Posle svoje prve posete Parizu, 1962, Brankov je pristupio apstrahovanju
od forme kombinovanjem slobodnijeg duzeg poteza na ivici gesta 1 kratkih crtica
¢ijim je uguséavanjem i razredivanjem dobio osnovni ton dinamike na, ovog puta,
¢itavom formatu umesto samo na jednom njegovom delu. Aluzija na predmet se
u jednom trenutku gotovo u potpunosti izgubila. Ve¢i deo ovih pokusaja nalazi
se u Boburu kao deo pokusaja da se crtacev ugovor sa svetom ostvari sa mozda
najaktuelnijim i najzahtevnijim svojim susretom.

Ipak, njegovo opredeljenje za figuru i tematsko podruc¢je fantastike,
mutiraju¢e anatomske hibride i njihovu voluminoznost koja se, u meduvremenu do
kraja Sezdesetih, transformisala, zahvaljujué¢i epizodi s enformelom, od ilustracije
prema izrazitijim likovnim resenjima, ostaju njegova trajna preokupacija. Njegovu
drugu samostalnu izlozbu 1965. ispratio je Jozef Ac¢ s nekoliko veoma preciznih
zapazanja: ,,Na crtezima Brankova radi se o ljudima koje su natprirodne sile
prigrlile ili odbacile. Njegovi crtezi nisu svesne alegorije, ve¢ simboli jedne
aberacije. Osnovni dozivljaj je blud sa zivotinjama, barokizirana erotika, bioloski
haos, nesposobnost za dobrotu 1 Cistotu. Svet svojih dozivljaja on izrazava klasicnim
sredstvima, sa delikatnom igrom svetla—senke ublazujuéi time mucnu snagu 1

’

savremenost dozivljaja.” (A(cs) 4. 11T 1965)
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Brankov komunicira s poslednjim zapadnoevropskim znatnim izlivom
iracionalnog, u gotickim gargojlima (,,vodorigama®) i, uopste, gotskim prodorom u
modernu umetnost u obliku organskog pandemonijuma suprotnog tehnicizmu ili
u drugoj, ponesto estetizovanoj, ekstaticnosti baroknih ornamentalnih proliferacija.
Njegov eros je tanatican, penusav u bezbrojnim smrtima gde se ekstaza mesa
s umiru¢im ropcem, gde su krik seksualnog vrhunca, smrtni gr¢ 1 prosvetljenje
jedan isti gest duboko prozivljen iz srzi ljudske nadrazene nervature u kojoj je duh
istovremeno napregnut i nemoéan, kao u zatvorenoj boci.

Krajem Sezdesetih, Brankov otpocinje seriju crteza pod nazivom Had.
U pitanju je njegov najambiciozniji ciklus koji objedinjuje sve prethodne faze,
izvlacedi iz svake ono najbolje: gustinu prizora, anatomske hibride, Sirinu poteza i
ponovo izraziti volumen ne vise skulptorski orijentisan, ve¢ postignut Cisto crtackim
sredstvima za Cisto crtacke ciljeve, ali 1 karakteristicne sitne crtice koje uguscuje,
ukrs$ta 1 razreduje prema rasporedu masa na formatu, bez obzira da li se radilo
o inicijalnoj studijskoj vezbi, skici, namerno nedovrsenom crtezu, gotovom delu
ili grafickoj kontroli nadahnuca koje iznenada nastaje, ali se brzo 1 gasi. Teme su
napregnuti oblici ljudskih 1 zivotinjskih tela, eflorescencija koja se namah pretvara
u okamenjene strukture, strahotna bica c¢ija gargojlska ¢utnja moze vrlo lako da se
pretvori u najdirektniju pretnju.

Radi u velikim serjjama, tako da se ciklus Had od pedeset radova bez
tesko¢e moze pomesati s drugim, brojnim crtezima na istu temu 1 nastalim istim
postupkom. Radi olovkom 1 tusem, na pojedinim mestima laviranjem postize
slikarski efekat, iako se dosledno pridrzava linije kao osnovnog i jedinog sredstva
izrazavanja. Velicina formata retko prelazi 50x30 cm, crtezi se pojavljuju pocesce
1 s jedne 1 s druge strane lista (recto, verso), tip hartije na kojoj radi se razlikuje, od
tankog papira za beleske, preko bankposta, kartona, crtace hartije iz decjih blokova,
do hamera.

Brankov, ohrabren drugim svojim boravkom u Parizu 1 s velikim
oc¢ekivanjima ovaj ciklus je prikazao prvo u zemlji (Subotica, Apatin, Zrenjanin),
a zatim 1 u inostranstvu (Kopenhagen, Tata). Napokon se ucinilo da su psiholoski
sadrzaji 1 formalno-tehnicka umesnost pronasli put ka jedinstvenom izrazu. Crtez
je kod Brankova progovorio umetnickim jezikom. Crtac je postao umetnik. Irma
Lang je u katalogu izlozbe u Subotici 1 Zrenjaninu primetila da, uz visok stepen
tehnicke savr$enosti, ,,u srediStu njegove umetnosti je covek, problem nastajanja,
radanja zivota, nadraséivanje iskonsko animalnog, a, istovremeno, strah od
nepoznatog 1 fatalnog, tj. smrti, ¢ine srz i sugestivhu snagu njegove umetnosti. Iz
grcevitih spletova ljudskih 1 zivotinjskih telesa, izbijaju dusevni konflikti, unutrasnja
nemoc 1 borba oslobadajuc¢ih snaga ¢ovekove svesti 1 nesvesti.” (Lang 1974)

Apatinski slikar koji je u slicnom aranzmanu kao 1 Brankov izlagao 1974.
u Danskoj zapaza, osim prebogatog repertoara izrazavanja: povrsine, valera, linije,
igre svetlo-tamnog 1 ckspresije, jo§ 1 destruktivni potencijal paklenih asocijacija:
~Pokidani ili nestvarno razmesteni ljudski udovi predstavljaju posledicu udesa posle
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kog ljudsko telo postaje bezobli¢cna
masa [...] Savremeni ¢ovek je stvon'o
pakao u kome se sam naao.’
(Curkovi¢ 1974)

Iskustva poetske fantasti-
ke 1 nekih ogranaka nove figuracije
ila su mu u prilog u smislu aktuel-
nosti premda se grcevito drzao cr-
tackog postupka kojim je osujetio
vecu paznju na svoj rad. Sredinom
sedamdesetth pocinje ozbiljnije da
slika 1 radi pastelima, ali 1 dalje svu
energiju poklanja crtezu. Uporedo
s ciklusom Had, tokom osme dece-
nije, nastaju rascvetavajuce forme s
karakteristicnim tamnim akcentima
koje sugerisu jedan poseban odnos
prema zivim organizmima predlazu-
¢1, umesto radanja ili raspadanja, i
jedno 1 drugo: hibrid, stanje najblize
mutaciji koja objedinjuje smrt 1 ra-
danje. Ova mutacija dozivljava svoj
vrhunac u nemustoj ekstazi liSenoj
krika oslobadanja, tragicno zaro-
bljenoj u beznadeznim Supljinama,
crnim  pukotinama  deformisanih
oblika. Radovi iz ove velike serije
variraju od umeksanih, lirskih prizo-
ra barSunastih kros$nji ili razredenih
oblaka na laganom vetru, preko ras-

Branislav  Brankov, Iz «ciklisa Had, (crtez),
pocetak 70-ih godina 20. veka, Fotografija: Petar
Radojevi¢

cvetavanja neke nepoznate flore u kojoj su se desile strahotne genetske infiltracije,
do brutalnog rasprskavanja koje nije konacno unistenje nego nasilje novog rada-
nja, beskrajnog ponavljanja mucenja 1 ckstaze. Teme naviru iz istorije umetnosti:
Rodenova Viata pakla, Mikelandelovi Robovi, Leonardovi andeli 1 univerzalni ljudi,
ravnodusni robovi zarobljeni u matematicke proporcije; zatim poigravanja s for-
mom 1 ukrétanjima raznih tipova linearnosti zarad novih i nepredvidenih sklopova
1 celina 1, napokon 1z Jednog nepresusnog tematskog 1zvora — straha. Vise puta su
1 krltlcarl 1 njegovi poznanici naglasavah da se neceg bojao, da je neprekldno imao
veoma uplasen pogled.? Strah u njegovom Zivotu, kao i u radovima, nije bila phobia,
poseban oblik neke plasnje, neugodnost koja remeti ravnodusni tok svakodnevice

9  ,Njegov pakao gori u plamenu straha. ’Bojim se smrti’, kaze i crta to ose¢anje straha®. Tibor
Wehner, Branislav Brankov Grafikusmiivész kidllitdsa, Tata, Kuny Domokos Mazeum (na madarskom
1 engleskom jeziku). ,,Pocetnicki vajarski rad, autoportret. Uzasnuto lice mladi¢a, ukoceni 1
prestravljeni pogled u svet... Uzasnut pogled je i danas vidan u njegovim crtezima, samo $to je
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Branislav  Brankov, Razbyene forme, (crtez),
pocetak 80-ih godina 20. veka, Fotografija: Petar
Radojevic¢

neuroticnim aritmijama, ve¢ je to
bio jedan nepatvoreni forror, bezdan
totalnog uzasa koji je izvirao iz naj-
dublje no¢i prasvesti prizvan teskim
traumama toga vremena. Stabilnost
crtaceve koncentracije morala je da
racuna na razgovetne elaboracije tih
teskih fantazama na ivici patologi-

jC 10

Suhozid isprepletenih, C¢vr-
sto spojenih struktura uvlaci posma-
traca u taj anaerobni svet bez ikak-
ve milosti. U tom svetu otkrivamo
neprozirnost znaka 1 neprobojnost
njegove mase. Ali ni u jednom mo-
mentu, bez obzira na svu okamenje-
nu strahotu prizora, mi ne vidimo
nikakav svesni ili pak nesvesni poku-
saj bilo kakvog nasilja ili poziva na
destrukciju kao odgovor na politic-
ke, socijalne ili egzistencijalne pri-
tiske. U njegovom delu nema niceg
»drustveno odgovornog®. Njegova
aktuelnost se ne pojavljuje upariva-
njima naseg i njegovog konteksta, ili
nekakvim povesnim delanjem, vec
temeljnim propitivanjem sadrzaja
nase arhetipske evidencije koja du-
blje od svakog traga covecje volje

ravnodusno pluta u slepom 1 gluvom svemiru s ostalom tvari s kojom deli isti oka-
menjeni oc¢aj. Traumatizmi, fantazmi s njihovom teskobom ostaju deo jednog du-
boko licnog utiska kome se mozemo pribliziti samo uvazavanjem njegovog pravog
izvora: ,,Nema vise ‘uspomene putovanja’ ve¢ ‘impresije putovanja’. I to u etimolos-
kom znacenju: utisnuti, istaknuti znak, impresija kao mesto utiska (dojma, osecaja).
Pariska skola (ili ono $to se pod tim imenom podrazumeva) da bi osujetila nasilje
implicira jedan ’apstraktni impresionizam’ koji se ideoloski izgraduje iz impresio-
nizma i njegove garniture.” (Fournet 1988,198)

od naivnog decaka koji se ¢udi i gr¢i vremenom postao rafinovan umetnik, umetnik koji — zna®.
P(redrag). Vukadinovi¢, Pateticni svet, Combopcke unosune, ComGop, 12. 2. 1960, 5.

10 ,,Svaki misi¢, svaki njegov deo, tetiva, zglob, polozaj noge ili vrata zrac¢e nadljudskom snagom.
Ali ova snaga, ova zbijena energija, ne sadrzi u sebi opasnost ili pretnju. Ova surova energija nije
napetost pantera spremnog na skok. Ova snaga je mirna, ona sumorno ¢uti. M. B. ,Suptilna
izrazajnost”, povodom izlozbe Branislava Brankova u umetnickoj galeriji KPC Sombor 1965.
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Uporan u izboru crteza, Brankov je propustio da se u drugim, eventualno
cak 1 proSirenim medijima, oproba i iskora¢i prema umetnicki i komercijalno
unosnijim resenjima. Pokusaji sa slikarstvom stigli su prekasno i nisu doneli nista
novo, uglavnom su to bila pastozna resenja s ogranicenim tematskim registrom
na mrtvu prirodu 1 pejzaz, s ponekim zanimljivim autoportretom. S druge strane,
njegov pastel je zaista veoma dobar, podloga je crtez s mnostvom poteza 1 dugim
izuvijanim energetskim linjjama ili vrlo uspelo resenim povr$inama, ali ovog puta
sve se dopunjuje svezim impulsima bogato bojenih partija, zanimljivim piktoralnim
celinama koje se oslanjaju na iskustvo crteza, ali koje donose nove ritmove 1 veze
ukazujudi na crtacev razvijen ose¢aj za boju bez obzira da li se radilo o figuraciji
ili karakteristicnim ,,maglinama®. Na izlozbi iz 1977. s pravom je primeceno kako
Brankovljev crtez dobija nove moguénosti i priliku za dalju afirmaciju. (Skori¢
1977, 10) Ali kao 1 crtez, pastel je, nazalost, takode bio 1 ostao jedna beznadezno
marginalna likovna disciplina.

Brankov je propustio da iskoristi brojne i lako dostupne obrazovne
aranzmane za odrasle koji bi ga oslobodili mucne stigme neskolovanosti. Njegova
istorijskoumetnicka, likovna 1 opstekulturna sprema nije bila na niskom nivou,
mnogo 1 redovno je citao, imao je razvijen ukus, ali za to su znali samo njegovi
malobrojni postovaoci 1 jo§ malobrojniji prijatelji. On se, nazalost, 1 u crtezu
razvijao mimo glavnih, ¢ak i mimo vaznijih sporednih tokova. Brankov, ako se
1zuzme somborsko Trijenale, nije ucestvovao ni na jednoj manifestaciji posvecenoj
crtezu. Nema ga na priznatoj rijeckoj Medunarodnoj izlozbi crteza, nema ga ni
na Zagrebackoj izlozbi jugoslavenskog crteza, Kabineta grafike Jugoslavenske
akademije znanosti i umjetnosti.!! Nema ga ni na medunarodnim manifestacijama
kakve su Medunarodno bijenale crteza u Klivlendu, SAD, Medunarodno trijenale
crteza u Vroclavu, Poljska 1 dr. Izostanak na rijeckoj smotri posebno ostaje
neobjasnjiv. buduéi da su kriterijjumi, prema recima samih organizatora, bili
usmereni na kvalitet, a ne na iskustvo, obrazovanje ili nagrade. (Glavoci¢ 2009, 16)

Sacuvano je pismo Borisa Vizintina, direktora rijecke Moderne galerije
iz 1969. u kom objasnjava Brankovu kako ¢e o jugoslovenskoj selekciji naredne,
1970. godine na 2. Medunarodnoj izlozbi crteza odlucivati ziri iz Rijeke, Beograda,
Zagreba 1 Ljubljane, 1 da se njemu ¢ini da Brankov ima velike $anse da se pojavi
na izlozbi. Ziri nije odabrao ne samo Brankova nego nikoga iz Vojvodine. Kasnije
¢e jugoslovenske selekcije s ove smotre biti predstavljane svetu kao drzavna
reprezentacija u crtezu. Recimo, jugoslovenska selekcija s XI rijeckog bijenala
predstavljena je u Muzeju moderne umetnosti u Tampereu u Finskoj 1989. godine
sa 101 crtezom 53 jugoslovenska autora. Ista selekcija predstavljena je na Prvom
festivalu crteza u Gran paleu (Grand Palais) 1 Kulturnom informativnom centru u

Parizu. (Glavoci¢ 2009, 40)

11 Zanimljivo da se njegov brat Borislav pojavio na 3. Zagrebackoj izlozbi jugoslavenskog crteza
1971. Tom prilikom Likovna jesen otkupila je njegov rad.
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Brankovljev mentor, podrzavalac 1 neretko sponzor Milan Konjovi¢ je od
slicnog vitalistickog materijala (strasti, zemlje, nadahnuca, vizije 1 sl.) stvorio od
sebe mit 1, opet, sebe kao glavnog zreca tog mita. Ovaj mit je bio opsteprihvacen
1 stoga $to je hranio ono $to je Lazar Trifunovi¢ nazvao citiraju¢i Eriha Froma:
grupna narcisoidnost jednog narastaja Cije je samopouzdanje bilo u uzlaznoj putanji
ohrabreno vlastitom zeljom da sebi 1 svetu izgleda neposredno, prostosrdacno, ali 1
moderno 1 snazno. (Trifunovi¢ 1978, 93)

Brankov, razume se, nije mogao da, poput Konjovica, nacini zlatni kavez
samoobozavanja, ne samo S$to ni izbliza nije bio toliki talenat, nego 1 zbog toga sto
je program njegove generacije bio u nekoj nejasnoj deklaraciji humanizma opste
prakse bez konkretnog cilja, sa mnogo unakrsnih, ¢esto protivurecnih uopstavanja.
Brankov nije mogao da pripada nikakvom pokretu iako je uspevao da zadrzi
postovanje 1 naklonost svojih kolega-umetnika. Iskrene pobude 1 duboko osecanje da
sa svetom u kom zive (1 sa njima u tom svetu!) nesto nije u redu i da oni odista zele
nesto da promene, a da, pritom, ne prave od pobune modu i razlog za destrukciju,
pokusao je da izrazi ideolog grupe Slikarska kolonija, mladi Rade Predi¢, jos 1960.
godine:

»Zajednicka idejna platforma njihovog grupisanja je danasnja
psiholoska nestabilnost duhova, egzistencijalna nesigurnost, strah
od masinske dehumanizacije coveka, strah od postepenog njegovog
uniStenja putem atomskog zracenja 1ili definitivnog eksplozivnog
razaranja, strah od zaborava, od racionalizma 1 uske specijalizacije u
kojoj se gube individualnosti. I, naravno, traze se resenja, trazi se makar
jedan moguc izlaz. Zato je trenutno moguc samo revolt, ne sirealisticki,
konvencionalan ili nihilisticki apsurdan, ve¢ duboko humani umetnicki
revolt protiv prete¢e antihumanizacije sve vise automatizovanog
drustvenog progresa, revolt uperen ne protiv civilizacije 1 njenog
prosperiteta, nego naprotiv izreCen u ime njene humanizacije.” (Irma

Lang 1977, 103)

Poslednji crtezi Branislava Brankova simbolizuju poraz slicnih pokusaja
da se na polju bezbrojnih ideoloskih stranputica ne zaluta 1 ne pogresi. Njegov
program nije pripadao ni revoluciji ni evoluciji. Nije verovao ni u sile drustva ni u
one prirodne.

Bio je neupotrebljiv za epohalna pitanja. Naprosto je sebe opisao rec¢ima:
»Moja veoma senzualna priroda doprinosi, svakako, da se pojedini elementi tako
cesto srecu u mojim crtezima 1 da se kao lajtmotiv pojavljuju 1 ponavljaju u njima.
Medutim, sve je to rezultat vizija koje me neodoljivo privlace, u koje ponirem,
tonem. Kad radim, neosetno odlutam u jedan imaginarni svet.*!?

12 Iz razgovora sa somborskim slikarem Bratislavom Savovi¢em.

94



CRTACEV UGOVOR. NEOBICNA PRICA O UMETNIKU BRANISLAVU BRANKOVU (1929-2006)

Revolt za, umesto revolta protiv, doveo ga je na kraju ponovo do gustih
Srafura drvenim bojicama, zguzvanih linjja kao od tanke zice, jednog sablasnog
svetal® izvan ovog sveta koji ga je neprekidno plasio celog zivota. Resenje za svoje
strahove Brankov nije mogao pronaéi na ovom svetu bez obzira na sva umetnicka,
programska, ideoloska, komercijalna 1 druga pomagala. Nije uspeo da ostvari
nijedno trajnije prijateljstvo, bio je progonjen, $to od opipljivih $to od onih drugth,
ne manje stvarnih, demona. U dementnom stanju, poslednjih godina zivota,
komunicirao je sa svojim unutrasnjim organima. Srce, pluca, bubrezi, slobodno su
Setali njegovim malim stanom 1 on je s njima veoma prisno razgovarao. Odnekud
se pojavila 1 iscrpljena prikaza omiljene Brankovljeve Zivotinje, konja. On vise nije
¢utao u svojoj potmuloj snazi, ve¢ je ocajnicki pokusavao da olaksa sebi ispustanjem
smrtnog ropca. Jos$ jedan tuzni autoportret, kao da je nesto pokusao da kaze a to
nesto je brzo pobeglo, jos jedan, poslednji, pogled na ovaj svet...

Za njim su napokon ostale sve strahote.
Crtacev post factum

Brankov je prestao ozbiljnije da se bavi crtezom pocetkom osamdesetih,
najverovatnije posle odbijanja selektora da njegov rad uvrste u izbor Medunarodnog
trijenala crteza u Vroclavu u Poljskoj 1981. godine.!* To je period obnovljenog
interesovanja za crtanje, prave ekspanzie crteza, Sto je pokazala americka
selekeija na Bijenalu u Veneciji 1980. godine pod nazivom: Drawings: The pluralist
Decade. (Denegri 1998, 512) Izvan svih tokova uznapredovalih teorijskih ambicija
»projektovanja®, problematizovanja, eksplikovanja, generacijskih, trendovskih,
decenijskih 1 drugih promisljanja, Brankov je polako napustao crtez prihvatajuci
obicnu, slabo motivisanu Stafelajnu sliku, ponegde jos uvek odlican pastel, prosecnu
temperu, 1 mirno se predao anonimnosti 1 proseku.

Nemamo nikakav dokaz da je znao da ima devedeset 1 jedno svoje delo u
Centru Zorz Pompidu u Parizu, vi$e nego mnogi umetnici koji su svoju reputaciju
izgradili na vezama bas s tim bodrijarovskim simulakrumom. U dokumentarnoj
ostav§tini pronadeno je zvanicno pismo komercijalnog direktora Nacionalnog
udruzenja francuskih zeleznica od 7. avgusta 1967. u kom obavestavaju Brankova
da je njegov paket, poslat 11. maja na adresu Nacionalnog muzeja moderne
umetnosti u Parizu, predat predstavniku tog muzeja (Kasu je otisao u penziju 1965).
U istom dopisu ga obavestavaju da je naknadnom proverom utvrdeno da je paket

13 Taj unheimlichkeit, sablasnost, ,iskrsava svaki put kad se brisu granice izmedu uobrazilje i
stvarnosti®, iz: Sara Kofman, Grafematika i psihoalaniza, y: Filozofsko citanje Frojda, prir. Obrad Savi¢,
Istrazivacko-izdavacki Centar SSO Srbije, Beograd, 1988, 515.

14 Podatak o odbijanju dobijen je ljubaznos¢u gospodina Przemeka Pintala (Przemek Pintal),
programskog direktora Trijenala crteza u Vroclavu.
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uredno predat na kuénu adresu Zana Kasua. U dokumentaciji je takode pronadena
fotografija Kasuovog nedatovanog pisma napisanog pisacom masinom i rukom
potpisanog u kom se zahvaljuje na stock de dessins. Da 1i je taj stock zapravo ono
§to se nalazi u Boburu 1 da Ii je bio veéi od brojke 90 1 zasto je usao u zbirku kao
anonimna donacija — ne znamo. Kasu je umro 1986, deo njegove ostavsitine je
pripao muzeju, ali oznaka ,,D* iza inventarskog broja Brankovljevih crteza ukazuje,
po recima kustosa Kabineta grafike, na stariju donaciju. Nije sacuvano njegovo
pismo francuskoj zeleznici u kom (se) pita Sta je bilo s njegovim paketom. Nije
sacuvano ni ono na koje je morao odgovoriti Kasuu, njegovim ljubaznim re¢ima
zahvalnosti. Sta su crta¢ i pisac mislili o tom stock de dessins® Da li je pre toga Anjes
Amber ve¢ bila ukljucila onaj jedan njegov crtez u kolekciju Nacionalnog muzeja
moderne umetnosti? U Kasuovo vreme zbirke tog muzeja znacajno su narasle,
izmedu ostalog, mozda 1 zato $to se Pariz ocajnicki borio da povrati poziciju svetske
prestonice kulture. Nije im bilo lako u sendvicu izmedu dve supersile, za naklonost
francuske inteligencije tada su se borili svi.

Jedan crtac se nasao na obodu tih vetrova, dovoljno da ga ponesu, makar
za kratko vreme, iznad tla na kom mu se ¢inilo da moze samo da puzi. Njegov zivot
1 delo ostali su u stihijama istorije poratnog sveta, stthijama licnih, bolnih iskustava
usamljenosti 1 straha i pokusaja da se izbavi od njih neprimetno kucajudi na vrata, a
imajudi pod miskom samo skicenblok 1 jednu istro$enu tesarsku olovku.
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“FINDING A BODY”: PERFORMANCE
AS PRACTICE AND THEORY
IN THE WORK OF BARBARA T. SMITH

Summary:

This paper analyzes the performative practice of Barbara T. Smith as well as
the artist’s theoretical preoccupation with performance as it relates to her experience
as a woman and female artist during the 1960s and 70s. Drawing from the material
of Smith’s personal archive housed at the Getty Research Institute, the paper will
present key elements of her performative practice and discuss her relationship to the
Second Generation of Feminism. It will detail Smith’s interrogation of performance
for negotiating her own femininity, sexuality, as well as physical and emotional
relationships. Smith’s archive also reveals the artist’s early analytical occupation
with performance art. In questioning this novel discipline with regards to its politics,
products, but also its boundaries, Smith proves an extraordinary awareness for the
complexity and idiosyncrasies of performance art and an unusual responsibility as
an artist in questioning, theorizing, and communicating it.
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Urt is of essence, not ideals. It comes from fulfilling needs, not roles.”
Barbara T Smith

In 1968, Barbara T. Smith made the difficult decision to devote her entire
life to her artistic practice. Smith, who was born in Pasadena, California (1931),
had had a long-standing interest in art, having studied painting, art history, and
religion at Pomona College. As a married mother of three, however, art had always
had a secondary place in her life with sketches and paintings produced in the few
undisturbed minutes domestic life granted in a small bedroom converted into a
studio in her home. All this, and much more, would change when Smith and her
husband filed for divorce after 16 years of marriage after which Smith’s creative
production changed forever. Performance became her main vehicle to engage with
issues concerning her own body and sexuality, sensuality, and her professional and
personal relationships. As she states: “Though the impulses started earlier, my real
performances began in the year when I got divorced and represented my way of
finding a new beginning in life. To establish a sense of being and identity when
I felt T had none.”” The radical shift that her divorce, the loss of custody over
her children, and the difficult transition into becoming a single woman and self-
sustaining artist marked, is probably nowhere clearer than when immersing oneself
in Smith’s notes, her diaries, drawings and sketches. Photorealistic portraits, object
studies, and pastel-colored interior designs are suddenly replaced by expressive
investigations into the human body and its sexuality, experimental collages, quick
studies accompanied by snippets of research and personal thoughts, performance
ideas and scores, but especially pages over pages of written interrogations into art
and its place in Smith’s life.

Barbara T. Smith’s archive, housed at the Getty Research Institute in Los
Angeles, contains many avenues for following Smith’s evolution into a political
artist and specifically for understanding her choice of performance as her primary
medium, in which she would over the years produce countless innovative works that
put her at the forefront of this nascent form of art. Her notes, scores, and sketches
allow for a much more comprehensive understanding of her artistic creations, her
motivation and inspirations, especially with regards to her time-specific works. In
addition, journal entries, correspondence, or research files serve as highly instructive
sources for tracing Smith’s thought process as it relates to women’s place in society
and the Second Wave of Feminism, which impacted the social, political, and cultural
fabric during which Smith started to produce performance. For this concurrence as
well as for Smith’s use of her own body in her work and her interrogation into the
emotionality and physicality of male-female relationships, Smith is often aligned
with the Feminist art movement by scholars and curators. Yet, her standpoints,

1 Barbara T. Smith papers, diary entry, 1970-71, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 8, Los
Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

2 Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara 'I. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
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actions, and most importantly her work elude standard classifications as “Feminist”,
and her archive shows her relationship to Feminism remaining ambivalent. While
an analysis of Smith’s relation to the “mainstream” Feminism of the 1960s and
70s, and especially her investigations into her own female reality can contribute to a
more nuanced understanding of Feminist thought and its idiosyncratic nature, it is
foremost her extensive theoretical preoccupation with the medium of performance
that establishes Smith as a political artist. If we consider a contemporary and
inclusive understanding of Feminism as an intervention into existing narratives and
common beliefs that perpetuate patriarchal systems of historization and knowledge
production, then Smith’s interrogation of the ethics, economies, responsibilities,
and possibilities of performance art as well as its challenges for artist and audience,

offers us alternatives to the canonical
and often generalizing discourses
that have shaped our understanding
of both Feminism and Performance
art to date.

Smith’s decision to leave
her traditional life and dedicate
her life completely to art becomes
understandable when considering
the absolute interconnectedness with
which art and life present themselves
to her. To Smith, art amounts
to nothing else but a “reality
defining endeavor [...]”% with her
work emerging out of her very
emotional and physical existence.
Her performances are, as she states,
“a response to social situations
relating to my place in the world.
Instead of being an observer in and
of life I was responding with my
experiences, feelings and retorts to
life in the sense of living it.”* (fig. 1)
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. Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated
script page, 1977, Los Angeles, Getty Research
Institute (2014.M.14), Box 169, folder 1.

3 Barbara T. Smith, typed note, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 169, folder 16,

Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

4 Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute. Attesting to the strong interrelation in which
art and life present themselves to Smith is also the artist’s definition of performance art as works
of art that contain actual events instead of mere symbolical manifestations. In an interview with
the author, Smith reiterated: “T'hat was another criteria, a criteria of performance to me, and it
was that there had to be something literal happening, the person is actually peeing, or the person
is actually eating until they are stuffed.”, Interview with the author, March 21*, 2018.
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The inspirations and ideas behind
her works therefore remain as
varied and diverse as the challenges
she faces as a female artist in a
patriarchal society, whose traditional
gender roles she had decided to
negate. Her 1975 performance 4
Week in the Life, for example, grew out
of Smith struggling with a mounting
feeling of loneliness and isolation.

The piece consisted of an auction
and up for bid were a variety of
exchanges and interactions with
the artist, listed together with the
means provided and the minimum
bid. The offers ranged from a bus
ride together, starting with meeting
at a preselected stop and then ride
the line to the end station and back
(minimum bid $3), to recording
one’s day, described as: “On a
preselected day each will make a
record in detail of the going-ons,
events and feelings of that day and
mail this to the other. Zero time
will be spent together and sole
communication will be the original confirmation of the choice of day” (minimum
bid $4). Other items included a joint Merry-go-round ride, reading to each other,
a sauna bath, create a meal together, or breakfast in bed. The highest item up for
auction was for the artist to spend an entire week living with the buyer for $70, the
details of which were regulated in an eight-point contract. As her records show, all
but one of the items were auctioned off. ° (fig. 2)

Iig. 2. Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated
auction list for A Week in the Life of, 1975, Los
Angeles, Getty Research Institute (2014.M.14),
Box 167, folder 16.

Smith considered A Week in the Life of to be one of her most successful pieces
at the time, writing that she “managed to use art (performance) and the auction form
to enlarge my sphere of people and break out of an isolated situation personally.”®
Her intention to offer interaction and exchange with her up for bidding seems to
be not without risk. Who would guarantee that the bidding party would stick with
exactly what is offered in the contracts and not cross any physical or psychological

5  Barbara T. Smith, typed auction item, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 167, folder 6,
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

6  Barbara T Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
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boundaries, especially since some of
the auction items included rather
intimate settings? Much like in
her seminal performance Feed Me
(1973), Smith appears to passively
give herself up to be acted on by
others, a notion that resulted in the
misconception of the artist playing
into the objectification of women
by making herself available to the
“use” by men. In Feed Me, Smith had
installed herself in the bathroom
of the Museum of Conceptual Art,
San Francisco, for an entire night,
naked on a mattress, with a variety
of utensils available for interactive
enjoyment such as wine, body oils,
food, or marijuana. An audio tape
was playing with Smith’s voice
demanding “Feed Me!” in a constant
loop. Visitors, most of them male,
entered the space one by one and
interacted with the artist. Smith
agreed to be “fed,” however, only
if she agreed to accept what was

“FINDING A BODY”
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Fig. 3. Barbara . Smith, typed and annotated
script page, 1977, Los Angeles, Getty Research
(2014.M.14), folder 1.

Institute 30x 169,

offered to her, thus maintaining control of the space and actively interfering with the
masculine-connoted notion of the female nude as “passive” object.” The concept of
control is also relevant in A4 Week in the Life of with the artist critically reflecting on it

with regards to her relationship to men. The performance, Smith wrote,

“provided

the larger group of people in a risky context, but hidden in that piece was my real
desire to somehow control and yet paradoxically not control how I meet a man.
[...].” A Week in the Life of was a way for the artist to explore her dialogue with men in
a way that allowed her to establish the parameters and find a way to “reveal myself
in a way that allows for my own vulnerability and value.”® (fig. 3)

Similarly, Smith’s 1977/78 two-part work Ordinary Life pt. 1 and pt. 2,
performed in Los Angeles and San Francisco, respectively, served as an interrogation
into her relationships with men and especially into her own psyche and emotions
as affected by them. In the months prior to these performances, her life, “had

7 For this discussion see also Sandra Esslinger’s review of The 21* Century Odyssey Part II: The
Performances of Barbara ‘I. Smith at Pomona College Museum of Art in X-TRA Online, http://x-
traonline.org/article/ the-21st-century-odyssey-part-ii-the-performances-of-barbara-t-smith /st

8  Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara 'I. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
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Fig. 5. n. a., negative of performance
photograph of Ordinary Life pt. 1, 1977,
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute
(2014.M.14), Box 124, folder 13.

Fig. 4. Barbara T. Smith, drawing of .
o S o P become out of touch with real values,
performance setup for Ordinary Life pt. 1,

1977, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute bo?dermg on the dark 51de,i’9 with Fhe
(2014.M.14), Box 169, folder 2. artist experiencing several discomforting
\ ' situations created by encounters with men.

The artist utilized her performances to
express her distress and as an attempt to create transformational moments that
would allow her to return her life to a normal, or at least bearable state. For Smith,
the pieces were about “to teach how I like to be/live. To say what I want, since
the culture has been so vocal about what they want of me. To get mad at men for
taking advantage of me, ignoring me, using me, underestimating me, not appreciate
me, they being crude or distant.”!'? (fig. 3) Ordinary Life pt. 1 consisted of a three-
part ritual titled “You cannot solve an existential question in ordinary life,” “You
are trying to do it all alone,” and “Success will be yours if you separate business
from pleasure,” all key statements in the quandary her life had become. The last
part involved the narration of a dream involving artist Robert Irwin, after which
Smith opened the piece out into a dialogue with the audience and left. Ordinary Life
pt. 1 also featured a character dubbed by Smith the “mute, dumb, savage.” This
character, played in the performance by Cheri Gaulke, was discernible only by its
shadow behind a veil and through moans and sighs it emitted. The “mute, dumb,
savage”, unable to speak and hidden in plain sight, embodied the artist’s emotional

9  Barbara T Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

10  Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
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landscape at times of extreme exhaustion
and being confounded by the muddle her
life had become.!! (figs. 4, 5)

Ordinary Life pt. 2 started with the
artist attempting to pin huge black and white
images of herself’ onto the walls, a difficult
endeavor symbolizing her struggle to regain
her own body territory by surrounding
herself with images of her own body and
face. (fig. 6) In addition, Smith frantically
ripped junks of paper from a roll on which
she scribbled whatever cogent statements
came to her mind and tried to affix the
notes to the walls as well. The harrowing
state of mind that triggered Smith to create
Ordinary Life pt. 1 and 2 becomes palpable
in her notes: “The process of introjection
and projection, in an attempt to find a body
[...] Find my sense, my place. Abandoned,
lost, wandering on the streets. [...]. Ecstasy,
illumination, the sublime, earthy battles
and lovers. Who am I, where am I to go?
Fragmentation nothing safe.”!? (fig. 1)
When the artist had just about reached
her limit in Ordinary Life pt. 2, three women
entered the space, approached Smith, held
and comforted her before helping her in
pinning the texts onto the wall with her
images. Ultimately, colorful ribbons were
released from the ceiling with which the
women decorated themselves, ending
the strenuous procedure with a joint
celebration. (fig. 7) At last, so Smith, she
accepted female help and support in her
work. 13

Smith’s  subtle and
artistic interrogations into her own life
and the emotional and physical exchange

complex

11 Interview with the author, March 21, 2018.
12
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Fig. 6. Barbara T. Smith,
performance announcement for Ordinary
Life pt. 2, 1978, Los Angeles, Getty Research
Institute (2014.M.14), Box 169, folder 1.

Xeroxed

Fig. 7. n.
photograph of Ordinary Life pt. 2, 1978,
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute
(2014.M.14), Box 124, folder 14.

a., negative of performance

Barbara 'T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box

169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

13 Email from the artist, October 22, 2018.
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between men and women, together with the fact that she maintained personal
and professional relationships with men and male peers, at times proved difficult
for other, more explicit feminists and feminist artists. As she recounts, Smith
maintained personal relationships with men as well as frequent collaborations with
male peers.!* As she recounts: “And nothing, no one liked what I was doing. So
the artists I found myself around were all men. And when I first met Suzanne
[Lacy], she says: you are doing these pieces just for men, and I said, yeah, well
they are the ones that have to learn, they are the ones that have to change. I didn’t
understand why she was doing them for women.”!> As works such as A Week in the
Life of or Ordinary Life pt. 1 and pt. 2 show, Smith’s artistic motivation was indeed not
of a purely political, but more of a transformational and spiritual nature, with the
artist attempting to regain her life, territory, and presence in the world through her
art. By means of her work Smith endeavored to re-integrate “a broken psyche,”
which the artist experienced as a consequence of the patriarchal social structure
surrounding her.'® The complexity of Smith’s relation with the Second Wave of
Feminism, which in its early iterations struck her at times as “too prescriptive,”
was addressed by the artist in a 1977 conversation at the Women’s Building in Los
Angeles. Smith considered the impact of the Women’s Movement on her artistic
practice a “double edged sword.” Where she saw the benefit of having a “body
of people who’ve had similar experiences, to have support, to learn about my own
self as a woman, [and] find loving friends who I care about,” she also experienced
it as limiting for her artistic practice: “And [...] they’re telling me this this, and this.
That I have to belong to that, and I have to do this. And I say how can I refuse
because my god, I believe in what they’re saying and I have to help them. Or I
have to be part of it. [...] I've gotten a lot out of it. But at the other end I went
backwards, in terms of career [...] And for women there’s double dues. There’s
the due of having to make it in the world and the dues of having to incorporate
the whole women’s message, because you can’t really talk with any sense without
knowing it.”!7

While the highly personal and idiosyncratic nature of Smith’s
performances distinguishes them from a more general feminist agenda aimed at
a critique of women’s place in society, cultural attitudes, or stercotypization, her

14 Smith was close friends and sometimes collaborated for example with Paul McCarthy, Allan
Kaprow, or Kim Jones. Together with Chris Burden and Nancy Buchanan she also founded
the infamous F-Space Gallery at UC Irvine, which would become a hub for experimental and
performance art in Los Angeles in the 1970s and hosting performances such as Burden’s Shoot
(1971).

15 Interview with the author, March 21*, 2018.

16 Email from the artist, October 22" 2018.

17 Transcript of a dialogue between Arlene Raven, Linda Burnham, Barbara T. Smith, and Cheri
Gaulke, 1981, p. 28, Woman’s Building records, box 4, folder 13, Washington, Archives of
American Art, Smithsonian Institution.
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practice constitutes at the same time another crucial facet of feminist art, one
that emphasizes a subjective reality within the larger cause. In addition, Smith’s
unwavering dedication to using her own body as a vehicle for her art, not only
in order to investigate into her own physical and emotional existence, but also to
mend the Cartesian split of intellect and body, is where the artist feels her works to
speak in particular for women. Yet this dedication, which often pushed Smith to the
point of exhaustion, also remained the main point of contestation for her friends
and other artists: “I get the message that my friends worry about me, want me to
stop risking myself publicly in destructive ways. The message is ‘Go home’, even
from women, and ‘stay locked in.’!® (fig. 3)

Smith had been doing an incredible amount of performances in the years
leading up to Ordinary Life, sometimes up to eight per year. As much as performing
and creating works of art was at the core of her existence, she also felt it was taking
a toll on her. As the artist recounts, the demanding nature of performance art,
however, not only affected herself, but was a rather common issue amongst the
first-generation performance artists such as Nancy Buchanan, Paul McCarthy,
Chris Burden, or Vito Acconci, with many of whom Smith had close professional
relationships. All of these artists, sooner or later, felt the urge to step back and
create a critical and necessary distance between themselves and their work. Where
Acconci decided to perform in hiding (Seedbed, 1972), McCarthy would soon start
to introduce props and masks (Grand Pop, 1977) and later remove himself entirely
from his work (Human Object, 1982). Smith had contemplated this solution as well,
but: “There was no real difference from how my life was experienced and the work.
It provoked from me a total desire to be free of it but the rigors of the art world
demanded consistency. [...] The question I was asking inherently was in regard to
the nature of art and the artist. If I create from inside the experience, art is one
thing. If I stand outside it as manipulator it’s another. The pain I felt was all too
real. I wanted in every way to avoid it but something quite merciless was driving
me. [...].”!Y Smith remained determined to use her own physical presence in her
works but was also highly conscious about the stress and exhaustion this way of
working caused her. It was only her explorations into Buddhism and meditation
that made it possible for her to continue her work.?’

In addition to the physical and psychological strain performance art put
on its creators, they were also aware of the criticism their work received from the

18 Barbara T. Smith, typed and annotated script, 1977, Barbara 'I. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box
169, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

19 Barbara 'I. Smith, script to Full Jar/Empty Jar, p. 1, 1974. Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14,
box 165, folder 14, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

20 Email from the artist, October 22", 2018. The influence of Buddhism, Zen meditation, and
yoga can be seen clearly in several of Smith’s works such as Pure Food (1973) or The Vigil (1978), a
collaboration with Suzanne Lacy.
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audience, who was exposed to and often incorporated into these novel experimental
and radical forms of artistic expression. What these shared concerns prompted
was an increasing discussion of performance art by the artists themselves, a critical
reflection of the medium’s responsibilities, its boundaries, messages, but also its
economic value. Was there a line that couldn’t and shouldn’t be crossed? How
far was art able to go? And, from a purely rational point of view, what exactly
is performance art, what are its products, what is it that the artist produces
economically?

With these questions, that Smith frequently addresses in her writings,
the artist proves an early and outstanding awareness of the difficult nature of
performance art. In her own works, for example, With Love from A to B (1977), a
collaboration with Nancy Buchanan, Smith carefully evaluated the messages she
sent. The performance, initially staged for the David Ross Talk Show at the College
Art Association’s convention at the Biltmore Hotel in Los Angeles, was a satirical
enactment of a courting attempt not met with reciprocity, played by the artists’
hands. It ended with Smith’s character, the unsuccessful courter, committing suicide
out of pain over the unreturned affection. In the initial performance, Smith took a
razor blade and cut her finger to symbolize the death. The artist, however, became
increasingly disturbed by what she felt was violent imagery and in particular by
the message she felt the work was sending, which alluded to suicide as a solution
to unrequited love. What might initially seem small, a tiny cut in a finger, was
analyzed by Smith for all its symbolic value and the possible statement being sent
to the audience: “Unpredictably this small piece became my realization of personal
responsibility and the significance of symbols.” The act of physically harming
herself, and be it on the smallest scale, was an act that to Smith “made clear [...]
at once the difference between chance and will; intent and risk.” Despite many
of her previous performances such as Feed Me or A Week in the Life of containing
elements of risk in the possibilities of unpremeditated interaction, Smith draws a
firm line between “allowing a situation to be open to chance and one for which
there is no chance at all.”?! Also, despite rigorously placing it at the center of her
performances, Smith insists: “the body is sacrosanct.”?? Smith’s discomfort with her
act of violence against her own body ultimately prompted her to reperform With
Love from A to B without the final death and ordering that the original version “never
to be shown separately from Version II”” or without an explanatory text Smith had
written about her relationship with the piece.?

21 Barbara T. Smith, typed note, 1977, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 169, folder 16,
Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

22 Barbara T. Smith, typed note, 1977, Barbara 'I. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 169, folder 4, Los
Angeles, Getty Research Institute.

23 Barbara T. Smith, typed note, 1977, Barbara 'I. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 169, folder 4, Los
Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
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But also other artist’s works were taken into consideration by Smith such
as John Duncan’s Scare (1976), where the artist knocked on people’s doors at night,
disguised with a mask and fired blank bullets at them, or Kim Jones’ negotiation of his
experience of the Vietnam War in Rat Piece (1976), which included the killing of live
rats.”* Witnessing these harrowing works, their risky nature, and their strong impact on
the audience, the question of the boundaries and moral obligations of performance art
became even more urgent for Smith. As a result, she proposed a variety of initiatives to
tackle the issue in conversation with other artists and from a theoretical point of view.
Among other things, in 1978, Smith, together with her friend and collaborator Nancy
Buchanan, proposed to the Los Angeles Institute of Contemporary Art (LAICA) to
edit a journal issue dedicated solely to the investigation of performance art: “Rather
than being a collection of descriptions of individual pieces [...], we foresee this issue
as an attempt to examine the many provocative questions raised by Performance Art.
In general, we will request contributors to place their subjects in historical frameworks
and include projections of possible future directions.”” Shortly later, she organized
a panel dedicated to the “Ethics and Economies of Performance Art” at LAICA
where she, together with other performance artists such as Lynn Hershman Leeson,
Paul McCarthy, Cheri Gaulke, Allan Kaprow, or Kim Jones, addressed questions
surrounding the medium and its idiosyncratic challenges. Among the questions Smith
noted for the panel were:

“How do you survive economically?”

“Is pay to be considered different than [for]| other art [...]?”

“Is there anything to sell” What?”

“If [performance] is wholly different from other art forms should it
survive differently? Preciousness.”

Smith also inquired into the very ideological essence of performance art,
asking: “Is it: political, revolutionary, or a service.”?%

24 A later performance by Duncan, Blind Date (1980) brought these questions to the forefront again.
Blind Date was an audio recording of the artist having sexual intercourse with a female corpse,
played to a horrified audience in Los Angeles. As Smith recalls, the performance highly concerned
her and many of her peers. Debating how to best react and make clear their concerns, the artists
ultimately decided to shun it and not react to it at all (Interview with the author, March 21*%,
2018). Linda Burnham, the editor of High Performance Magazine equally refused to publish an
account of the piece. See also Stiles 1998, 227-329.

25 Barbara T. Smith, handwritten note to Ethics and Economies of Performance Art panel, 1978,
Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 171, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research Institute.
Smith also names her work as a volunteer at the Pasadena Art Museum in the 1960s and her
function as chair of the Performance committee as having triggered her theoretical investigations
into the medium. Email from the artist, October 22", 2018.

26 Barbara T. Smith, handwritten note to Ethics and Economies of Performance Art panel,
1978, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 171, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research
Institute.
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With these questions, Smith intervenes with the very foundational impetus
behind early performance works, which were often created against the financial
and ideological parameters of the commercial art world in that they refused to
produce something that could be sold, bought, or exhibited. However, as Smith’s
notes show, the reality of being a performance artist therefore presented itself
rather difficult. Her preoccupation with questions about financial support and
sustenance testify to the double-burden that Smith faced during the period of
the 1960s and 1970s in that she not only created ephemeral work, which did not
provide her with financial stability, but also because as a woman she faced a much
harder standing in the art world than her male colleagues. Possibly owing to this
situation amongst a growing force of declared Feminist performers around her,
Smith was also interested in exploring the relation of Feminist performance art to
these questions and asked, among other things: “Is Feminist Performance art to
be supported differently than other capitalist art?” She adds: “Rights of passage,
shock, ordeal.”?’

In another note, in which the structure of the panel seems to have already
formed further, we read Smith’s philosophical answers to the question of “What are
we selling?” She writes: “Self’ + right to unusual indicative behavior. The image of
the artist. Vitality. Humor of the unexpected.” Building on the recent discussions
with her fellow artists and their development, she also ponders: “Why are artists
changing? Vito, me, Chris.”

Under the segment “Ethics”, she prompts artists to explain when and
how they came to performance art and also asks: “Experience with your work [...]
it’s ethical implications on you/others. Your intention. Theorize on the right or
wrongness,” encouraging artists to investigate into their motivation, but also their
work’s impact and effect on themselves and their audience. Based on her thoughts
and discussions on performances that she felt crossed a moral boundary such as
Duncan’s or Jones’” work, she goes on to ponder: “Is there any internal monitoring
which we need. No one wants jail or censorship.” Ultimately, investigating into the
deeper meanings of performative practice, she notes “to practice: 1. Civil disruption
— revolution. 2. Manipulation. 3. Coercion. 4. Imagery [??] 5. Shock.” At the
bottom of the page, she concludes: “Art is not an easy chair. Total commitment is
when nothing from the outside gets in.”?® (fig. 8)

Barbara 'T. Smith’s investigations into performance art can be seen within
larger endeavors of early female and feminist performers to analyze the medium
and document their work and, by doing so, to create a legacy of their contributions

27 Barbara 'T. Smith, handwritten note to Ethics and Economies of Performance Art panel,
1978, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 171, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research
Institute.

28 Barbara 'T. Smith, handwritten note to Ethics and Economies of Performance Art panel,
1978, Barbara T. Smith papers, 2014.M.14, box 171, folder 1, Los Angeles, Getty Research
Institute.



for the future. The fund appeal letter
for Womanspace gallery in Los Angeles,
for example, stated that the gallery not
only aimed at making “manifest what
women’s art is all about”, but also to
“house [women’s artists’] archives, slides
of their work, their biographies, as well
as slides of biographies of women in the
past” in order to preserve women’s place
in art history.”’ The notes to an exhibition
mitially called We do not paint show (later
changed to Performances) at Womanspace in
1974 reveals the organizer’s awareness of
the difficulty that specifically performance
art poses in that regard: “A month of
happenings, performances, bodyworks,
events, video and wall documentation
of past performances. The exhibition
committee sees this exhibition as a
landmark in history as this is the first
extensive show by women of work of this
nature. The exhibit will serve to educate
the public on this often obscured area and
provide an enriched context for performing
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artists. The rationale for the documentation is to begin to build an archive of work
in this genre. This will permit us to begin to formulate definitions of performance,
to explore interrelationships between the works, and make women’s contribution
in this area manifest.”® These theoretical and analytical endeavors, however,
have yet to find their way into art historical scholarship as they, like so many other
crucial aspects of performance art, remain buried in archival holdings. This is yet
another testimony to the importance of artists’ archives, which only recently start
to receive the scholarly attention they deserve.?! Foregrounding archival material
and documentation has become particularly important in feminist scholarship and

See Wilding 1977. Similarly, the Woman’s Building devoted a segment of their activities to
establishing a slide show with documentation of performances staged at the institute’s galleries

Handwritten exhibition description, Womanspace Gallery records, box 1, folder 46, Washington,

29

since its opening in 1973.
30

Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution.
31

Amelia Jones remains the main protagonist in arguing for the importance of artists’ archives,
especially in the realm of performance. See, for example Jones 1997, 11-18. Worth mentioning
in the discourse of performance art documentation is also Phelan 2012, especially Amelia Jones’
chapter on “Lost Bodies: Early 1970s Los Angeles Performance Art in History”: 115-184; see
also Jones 2012, especially Rebecca Schneider’s essay “Performance Remains”: 137-50. See also
Gunhild and Rune 2013; Lambert-Beatty 2007, 94-102; Auslander 2006, 1-10; O’Dell 1997,
73-81; Buscher 2009; Foerschner and Rivenc 2018, 167-189.



Anja Foerschner

curating as it interferes with art history as it has been written in numerous ways such
as by negating the fetish of the finished artwork, which remains what is studied and
exhibited, or by foregrounding the multi-layered processuality of artmaking. The
case of performance art is no exception with the physical enactment of a piece
(and possibly its visual documentation in film, video, or photographs) continuing
to be the preferred modus for accessing and “understanding” performance
whereas documentary material in the form of notes, drawings, scores, or sketches
remains regarded as secondary. Amelia Jones has poignantly observed that this still
dominant classification stems from a “tendency to think of the archive as something
final and fixed, something with ‘dead’ pieces of past performances,” whereas
the artist’s body is aligned with the “living, ‘authentic’, filled with meaning, fully
‘present’.” (Steinhduser, Macdonald 2010, 11-18)32 Yet, as Barbara T. Smith’s
archive shows, an artist’s papers, drawings, notes, sketches, research etc. constitute
in themselves a “kind of material embodiment” that has to be regarded as inherent
to an artist’s practice, especially in the realm of time-based work. (Jones 2012, 117)
Smith’s archive is an invaluable resource for the reconstruction, interpretation, and
contextualization of her ephemeral work, thus allowing for an important female
artist to be inscribed into art history, or maybe for the representation of the artist
as it happened so far in art historical discourse, to be broadened and complexified
when previously unknown or understudied aspects of her work are taken into
consideration.?? In Smith’s case, her archive allows for deeper investigations into her
relation to Feminism and for understanding Feminist thought as the idiosyncratic
and personal issue that it 1s. Smith’s documentary material provides us with access
to her artistic motivation and creative process and helps us understand the meaning
of her work for her subjective reality and against its respective social and cultural
climate instead of having to “invent” it retrospectively. (Jones 1997, 12)

In particular, Smith’s investigations into performance art reveal an
astonishing awareness of the problematics and challenges of the medium, both for
herself, but also for the larger art world and its audience. In critically interrogating
the medium’s moral boundaries, resonance, and economic implications, Smith

Peggy Phelan in her Unmarked: The Politics of FPerformance. London: Routledge, 1993 has famously
argued entirely against the possibility and necessity of performance documentation.

32 Jones also identifies the audience’s need for the notion of “presence” and ‘authenticity’ as
underlying this prioritization of the visual.

33 Given Barbara T. Smith’s significance for the postwar art scene, especially the realm of
performance, her work, with very few examples such as her Xerox books, for which the artist
photocopied parts of her body, or her Feed Me performance, remains grossly underrepresented
in scholarship and exhibitions. Publications and exhibitions include Klein 1999, 24-35; Noble
2018; Montano 2014; McCarthy 2013. A complete list of Smith’s exhibitions can be found
on her gallery’s website, The BOX LA: https://www.theboxla.com/artist.php?id=4614, esp.
“Who Are WE? Where Are We Going? What Are We Here For?/The Woman with the Mole,”
exhibition New Gallery of the 18" Street Arts Complex, Santa Monica, May 14— June 28,
1994; The 21" Century Odyssey Part II: The Performances of Barbara T Smith. Exhibition organized by
Rebecca McGrew-Yule and Jennie Klein, edited by Marjorie Harth. Claremont, CA: Pomona
College Museum of Art, 2005; McCarthy and Smith 2007.
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provides an carly theorization of a nascent and complicated form of art, one that has
been (and continues to be) first and foremost connected to the notion of immediacy,
liveness, and the body/embodiment. Her writings emphasize the medium’s practical
and material components, shifting the focus from ephemerality and corporeality that
dominates the interpretation of performance art, to its theoretical infrastructure,
thus balancing out our currently still one-sided understanding. In addition, Smith
continuously tests and questions the value of performance to negotiate her personal
situation as a female and her emotional and physical relationships to men, thus
complicating our understanding of the medium and its relationship to Feminism.
Her works and writings thus give us an opportunity to rethink entrenched beliefs
and narratives regarding performance and Feminist art and to critically reevaluate
by whom and how they have been written. This can ultimately help us challenge the
“historically bound, biased, and limited constructions of disciplinary knowledge,”
(Steinhduser, Macdonald 2010, 1) which in itself amounts to nothing else than a
Feminist intervention into art history.
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“FINDING A BODY”’: PERFORMANS KAO PRAKSA I TEORIJA
U DELU BARBARE T. SMIT

Apstrak:

Rad analizira performativnu praksu Barbare T. Smit 1 autorkino teorijsko
istrazivanje performansa u kontekstu njenog iskustva zene i umetnice tokom 1960-
th 1 1970-ih godina. Oslanjajuci se na materijal iz licnog arhiva umetnice, koji se
nalazi u Istrazivackom institutu Geti, u radu su predstavljeni klju¢ni elementi njene
performativne prakse 1 njena veza sa drugom generacijom feminizma. Posebna
paznja je posvecena ispitivanju performansa kao polju ispitivanja zZenstvenosti,
seksualnosti, ali 1 fizickih 1 emotivnih odnosa. Arhiv Barbare T. Smit otkriva
umetnicino analiticko bavljenje umetnoséu performansa. Propitujuéi novu disciplinu
1 njene politike, proizvode, kao 1 ogranicenja, Smitova pokazuje izvanrednu svest
o kompleksnosti 1 idiosinkraziji umetnosti performansa 1 neobicnu odgovornost u
umetnickom ispitivanju, teorijskom promisljanju 1 artikulisanju performansa.

Kljucne reét:

performans, feministicka umetnost, Barbara T. Smit, arhiv umetnika
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NEW SPACES, NEW IMAGES.
THE EIGHTIES THROUGH THE PRISM OF EVENTS,
EXHIBITIONS AND DISCOURSES!

Summary:

In the final decade of Yugoslavia, characterized by social change, economic
and political crisis, new spaces of art helped shape the art discourse of the period.
Due to the economic situation and social changes, artists sought alternative ways of
working under new conditions and making contact with their audience as well as
with potential buyers. They gathered around various spaces that became catalysts
of new artistic and social phenomena and nodes of cultural and political activities.
Artists and curators collaborated on the local, republican level as well as on the

1 The article was originally published in Slovenian as a chapter in the publication Eighties: Slovenia
and Yugoslavia Through the Prism of Events, Exhibitions, and Discourses (Osemdeseta: Slovenyja in Jugoslavya
skozi prizmo dogodkov, razstav in diskurzoy, Moderna galerija, Ljubljana, 2018) edited by Igor Spanjol
(translated from Slovenian to English by Antonia Todi¢). It was written as a synopsis of the
rescarch done for the exhibition co-curated by the authors of the article in the Museum of
Modern Art, Ljubljana (Moderna galerija Ljubljana). The exhibition called New Spaces, New
Images. The 1980s through the Prism of Events, Exhibitions, and Discourses — Part 1 (Nove prostors, nove
podobe. Osemdeseta skozi prizmo dogodkov, razstav in diskurzov — 1. del, 14. oktober 2016 — 1. januar 2017,
Moderna galerija Ljubljana) was part of an extensive project entitled THE EIGHTIES, which
constituted part of the five-year program The Uses of Art — the Legacy of 1848 and 1989, organized
by the museum confederation L’Internationale. It was supported by the Ministry of Culture of the
Republic of Slovenia and the Culture Programme of the European Union. You can find more
information on the web site: http://www.mg-lj.si/en/exhibitions/1835/the-eighties/ We would
like to thank the museum director Zdenka Badovinac, book editor Igor Spanjol and Moderna
galerija Ljubljana for kindly allowing us to re-publish this text in English and to use the gallery
photo material.
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federal level. International connections intensified and study trips abroad became
more frequent. At the same time, relations between the center and the periphery
grew looser. In addition to established institutions, new art spaces and institutions
influenced the art discourse. New themes and approaches in artistic production,
previously considered marginal, took center stage. The article New Spaces, New
Images. The Fighties through the Prism of Events, Exhibitions and Discourses
gives an insight into the vivacious 1980s art scene in Slovenia, through the cross-
section of the major exhibitions, events, and art spaces of the time.

Key words:

Slovenian art, 1980’s, exhibitions, art events, self-organization of artists,
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“There 1s no dominant style, no dominant discourse, no dominant hermeneutics, we are living
in the Babylon of languages and gestures, expressions and data, beliefs and convictions —
such would be the impression of someone who found oneself, unprepared and with no prior
knowledge, in the current system of art.” TomaZ Brejc describing his view on the art of the
aghties in 1988. (Breje 2000, 145)

A presentation of the art of a certain decade demands that something
that organically traverses and evolves without regard to given time limitations
is put into rigid temporal frames. It is that much harder to chronologically
delimit the “babylonic” eighties — a decade of paradoxes, eclecticism, continuity,
transformations, transitions and breaks — and to discuss them separately from
previous and subsequent years. The decade that began with the death of
President Josip Broz Tito was the decade of the disintegration of the state, the
beginning of the end of the socialist idea and way of life. The eighties were the
years of political and economic crisis and of social change in all spheres of life,
which brought about different ways of (selfjorganization, youth subculture, and
civil society movements.

An introduction into the new decade was the great exhibition Slovenian Art
1945-19781n 1979 as an all-encompassing conclusion to the previous period, which
was co-organized by the Museum of Modern Art (Moderna galerija, Ljubljana)
and the Architecture Museum Ljubljana. With the goal of cataloguing and with
its specific selection of art from the chosen period, the exhibition provided a well-
rounded insight into the art of modernism, thus symbolically paving the path for
a new chapter. Its importance was further emphasised by the extensive discussions
about the selection of exhibited works, which divided the professional public. What
was especially controversial was the exclusion of postmodern art, figural art and
most of the representatives of the younger generation.” With this exhibition, the
new Rihard Jakopi¢ Fine Art Gallery was opened.After this overview of post-war
artistic production, the Museum of Modern Art invited young artists to participate
through a public invitation. The response was huge and at the Exhibition of Young
Slovenian Artists (Born afier 1945), which took place in 1980 at the Rihard Jakopi¢
Fine Art Gallery, as many as one hundred and two artists participated. Due to
reasons of spatial organization, the exhibition was divided into two parts: the first
one was devoted to works with a more figural art background, while the second
part presented non-figural and abstract tendencies. The critics labelled the state of
young art circa 1980 as eclectic and the presented works were subjected to several
harsh critical responses, especially the decision that anyone could exhibit whatever

2 Besides the discussions in Slovenian media, the controversy echoed across Yugoslavia. Some of
them were translated and published in the magazine Sinteza 47-49 (1979/198). The same issue
also published a note written by the Slovene Art History Society and the Slovenian Association
of Art Ciritics towards the end of the exhibition.

3 At the Rihard Jakopi¢ Fine Art Gallery, a special part of the exhibition was put up, which
presented architecture, urbanism, industrial design, visual design and photography for the first
time in such an ambitious scope side by side with painting, sculpture and printing
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they wanted. The polemics around the exhibition of Slovenian fine art influenced
the new set-up of the permanent collection in the Museum of Modern Art in 1980,
which was complemented with the works of artists born after 1945 in January
1981. (Rogina 2002, 173)

The collective Grupa 69, which had been active since 1969 and had often
faced accusations of monopolism and elitism, had its last exhibition in 1980 at the
Rihard Jakopi¢ Fine Art Gallery in Ljubljana. In a last attempt for its revival, the
exhibition catalogue was even published as a supplement to the weekly newspaper
Teleks, nonetheless Grupa 69 did not live to see the new times. On the other hand,
1980 was the year when the group Laibach was founded in Trbovlje in June, while
Dejan Knez and his colleagues tried to organize the exhibition The Alternative to
Slovenian Culture in the Delavski dom Trbovlje Cultural Centre. The exhibition was
never realized, as it was prohibited by the local authorities. (Mizerit 2015)

In the seventies, a plan for the cultural development of Slovenia 1976-1980
was accepted, with increased funds mostly in favour of investments. There were
many investments into local cultural centres that also organized exhibitions and
were supposed to bring culture closer to the people. (Copi¢ and Tomc 1997, 123)
The construction of Cankarjev dom Cultural Centre in Ljubljana, the temple of
Slovenian culture, began in 1978. It was one of the biggest state investments besides
the University Medical Centre. (Repe and Kerec 2017, 13) It hosted its first events
already in 1980, and in 1984, the construction work for its biggest Gallus Hall was
finished as well. By 1990, it had already hosted more than 7.000 events with more
than 3 million guests attending. (Erjavec and Grzini¢ 1991, 28) Cankarjev dom
greatly influenced the appearance of culture in Slovenia, as it had an important
role as the congressional centre and the central institution of established culture
and art. Besides its own production, it also hosted some of the more provocative
works and multimedia events, including the Video Biennial CD since 1983.

The International Centre of Graphic Arts (MGLC) was separated from
the Museum of Modern Art at the end of 1986 and started operating in the
renovated Tivoli Castle the following year. (Skrjanec 1993, 57-58) Zoran Krzi$nik,
who had left his several-years-long position as the director of Museum of Modern
Art, became its director and Jure Mikuz assumed the leadership of the latter.
(Rogina 2002, 175) During this time, Museum of Modern Art organized important
retrospective exhibitions, including those of Emerik Bernard, Herman Gvardjancic,
Bojan Gorenc and the overview exhibition of young artists Experience of the Object,
which was curated by Zdenka Badovinac in 1989.

At the end of the decade, in 1989, there were 111 galleries and exhibition
spaces in Slovenia. (éopié and Tomc 1997, 181) Parallel to the national and
municipal institutions, there were also smaller galleries, centres and exhibition halls,
which provided important contributions to the cultural landscape. In the eighties
in Ljubljana, besides the regular commercial galleries like Mladinska knjiga, ARS
and Labirint, there were various occasional professionally or semi-professionally
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led exhibition spaces: Bezigrad Gallery, ZDSLU Gallery, Lek Factory Gallery,
Commerce Gallery, Krka Factory Gallery, Smelt Gallery, Ljubljanska banka
Gallery, Arkade Gallery, Emonska Vrata Gallery and others. Among them, there
were also galleries belonging to business companies, which played an increasingly
important role on the art scene, both by investing in their own collections of art and
with financial support for various cultural events. Galleries and other institutions
cooperated with one another intensively, either within Slovenia or with other
Yugoslav republics, in the co-organization of exhibitions, by hosting foreign or
transferring their own production.

Culture and art had been opened to mass culture. They permeated various
spaces, newspapers and popular media, the interiors of bars and restaurants, clubs,
banks and hotels, as well as industrial sites. The medium of television also greatly
characterized the period. On TV, it was possible to watch many educational and
informational shows from the fields of art and culture.

These new spaces of art helped shape the art discourse of the period,
leaning on various characteristics of the era. The first one is the pervasive tendency
towards decentralization, which manifested as the development of cultural and
exhibition centres across Slovenia. New and existing biennial and triennial events,
their continuity, as well as their changed way of working, mirrored the cultural and
economic climate of the new decade. Although operating in their local environments,
most of them established astonishingly active cooperation with individual Yugoslav
republics, or were integrated into international networks, thus contributing to
the strong links of artists and curators with creatives from across the world. And
finally, there was another important chapter in the eighties — the new forms of (self)
organization and the work of artists, such as permanent labour communities and
other alternative spaces, which functioned parallel to the established institutional
models. These new spaces were what became the catalyst of new artistic and social
phenomena and the nodes of cultural and political activities.

Decentralization and the Development of Regional Art Centres

An important part of the agenda of cultural politics was to balance the
cultural events in the centre and on the periphery by promoting the development
of regional cultural and art centres. This reflected on several levels. The Society of
Slovenian Artists was transformed into the Association of Societies of Slovenian
artists in 1982 and it consisted of regional societies. A more important role of the
individual centres was also encouraged by new exhibition centres and biennial
and triennial events, whose role had changed throughout the years. Some were
established as an encouragement to the exhibitions of local artists, others as a
way of connecting with artists and curators from other Yugoslav republics, but a
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great majority connected the
Slovenian art scene with the
lively developments abroad,
invited foreign guests to
Slovenia  and  established
networks on a global scale.

The first episode
of The Yugoslavian Bienmial of
Small-Scale Sculpture took place
m 1973 in Murska Sobota.
Sculptors from all the republics
participated,  invitated by
the biennial’s secretariat, the
general secretary of which was
Aleksander Bassin. Besides the
Jth VYugoslav Biennial of = Small-Scale Sculpture, Gallery of — sculptures, artists” drawings and
Cultural Center Misko Kranjec, Murska Sobota, 7 June the accompanying exhibitions
— 7 August 1985. Photo: The Murska Sobota Gallery by foreign guests were also

Archive on view. At the beginning of

the eighties, the Biennial of
Small-Scale Sculpture moved to new spaces when a working unit of the Gallery of the
Misko Kranjec Cultural Centre began to operate. The biennial was conceptualized
ambitiously and included purchase prices, in which various companies participated,
and selection was transferred to other cities in Yugoslavia (Banja Luka, Sarajevo,
Belgrade, Novi Sad), as well as Ingolstadt in Germany. After the opening of
Cankarjev dom, a selection of works was hosted in Ljubljana as well.

By continuously organizing the Biennial of Small-Scale Sculpture, and with
new events and an active cultural scene, Murska Sobota was a unique and lively
centre in the eighties. Among other things, a specific form of artistic collection was
born there, which is at the same time a public park, the so-called Mura Sculpture Park.
Leading companies of the Slovenian economy had been forming and expanding
their own artistic collections since the sixties onwards. One of the most important
was the collection of paintings and sculptures from Slovenian contemporary art,
which was created through purchases and commissions by the Mura Fashion
Factory in Murska Sobota from the beginning of the eighties onwards.* Mura was
a key motor for the economic development of the Pomurje Region, and at the same
time an important sponsor of various cultural events in the region. In the early
eighties, it supported the authorial project by the art historian Stane Bernik, who

4 The entire Mura collection is presented in the catalogue Murina umetniska zbirka (ed. Janez
Balazic, Murska Sobota 1989), while the Pomurje Museum Murska Sobota published a smaller
publication about the Mura Sculpture Park, Murin park skulptur by Janez Balazic in 2012,
containing a brief history of the park and a list of the sculptures.
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proposed the placement of
selected works by Slovenian
sculptors  —  Janez Boljka,
Dragica  Cadez  Lapajne,
Peter Cerne, Tone Demsar,
Janez Lenassi, Mojca Smerdu,
Slavko Tihec, DuSan Trsar
and Lujo Vodopivec — onto
the new factory premises at
Plese. Nine monumental,
mostly bronze sculptures were
placed onto the green areas in
between the factory buildings,
based on careful landscape-
architecture plans. They thus i Viea International Symposwum of Sculptors, Kostanjevica
became, as public goods, a na Krki, 1984. Photo: Archive of Gallery Bozidar Jakac,
part of the everyday life for Kostanjevica na Krki

the factory workers.

Concerning international networking, a still very important project was
the Forma Viva International Symposium of Sculptors, which was started already at the
beginning of the sixties as a working site and open-air gallery. Its initiators were
Janez Lenassi and Jakob Savinsek, who attended a similar sculpting symposium in
St. Margarethen in Burgenland. (Milovanovi¢ 2011) Forma Viva was founded as
a state institution in 1961, first at two sites, in the park areas besides the former
Cistercian monastery in Kostanjevica na Krki, where the working material was
wood, and in Secca at Portoroz, where stone was used. Later, two urban locations
were added, Ravne na Koroskem with iron sculptures and Maribor with sculptures
made in concrete. In the eighties, Forma viva was given new foundations. The
younger generation of artists determined its new image, while organizational
changes also influenced the selection and spatial placement of the sculptures. At
the same time, the eighties saw the last echo of this locally and internationally
extremely important event, which came to a halt at most sites at the end of the
decade due to financial and organizational issues.

The International Bienmal of Industrial Design — BIO, founded in 1964,
remained a key event in the field of design in the eighties as well. Industrial and
graphic design in the changing economic landscape were becoming an increasingly
influential part of exhibitions. The Designers Society of Slovenia (DOS) and the
Architecture Museum ILjubljana at organized exhibitions at various exhibition
centres. On Igriska Street in Ljubljana, an Information and Documentation Centre
for Design (IDCO) was operating, founded at the Chamber of Commerce and
Industry of Slovenia (GZS), which had its own exhibition spaces.
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BIO, however, still represented the most influential event, which was
hosted in new exhibition spaces at the beginning of the eighties, first at the Rihard
Jakopic¢ Fine Art Gallery, and from 1984 onwards in the foyer and reception hall of
Cankarjev dom as well. Despite its apparent success, the new working conditions,
which were determined by the increasingly difficult organizational and financial
complications, can be seen in both the selection and the set-ups. (Bernik 1984, 99—
110) The catalogues of the biennial point to another characteristic of the decade.
The changed economic conditions and consequently financial issues of the biennial
required more complex policies of advertising, as well as further market expansion.
The need for a different functioning on the market directed the industry towards
the use of design in various ways, such as investing in the re-design of products and
in a more complex development of their own trademarks. The leading companies
encouraged constantly new forms of products, as well as a refreshed visual
design and expanded advertising techniques, which included TV ads besides the
innovatively conceptualized printed media, or small promotional materials, such as
badges, stickers and puzzles. These techniques can be seen primarily in the textile
and clothing industry (Almira Knitting Industry, Vrhnika Leather Industry), headed
by Mura and its action the “Muralists” in cooperation with Studio marketing
Delo; in the furniture industry (Stol Kamnik and Meblo from Nova Gorica), at the
companies Elan, Steklarna Rogaska or Paloma. (Repe and Kerec 2017, 109) All
this was usually strongly represented at the biennials and often awarded.

Similar mechanisms were used by other social organizations, both cultural
institutions and important political events, with comprehensive advertising in the
public space. Larger events, such as Party Congresses, generally had their own
comprehensive visual identities already from the mid-seventies onwards, which was
usually publicly affirmed by the selection of materials in design exhibitions. (Pozar
2015, 146-153) Industrial and graphic design was reinforced towards the end of
the eighties by new generations of designers. The generation of extremely active
designers, who mostly came from the Ljubljana School of Architecture, such as
Peter Skalar, Janez Suhadolc, Judita Skalar, Miljenko Licul, Ranko Novak, Evita
Lukez, Matjaz Vipotnik, Jani Bavcer, Nino Kovacevi¢, Janez Kozelj and others,
were joined in the second half of the decade by the first graduates of the new
study course for design. The Department of Design was established in 1984 at the
Ljubljana Academy of Fine Arts.

The Art Pavilion in Slovenj Gradec initiated the Carnthian Art Biennial in
1985. Members of the Slovenian Fine Artists Society who lived or worked in the
Koroska region, or were in any way connected to it, were invited to participate.
Participation was also possible through a public tender, in which an expert
jury selected the works. The second biennial in 1987 was dedicated to the 30™
anniversary of the Art Pavilion Slovenj Gradec.

In 1980, the Yugoslav Trienmal Ecology and Art — ERO was established, which
tried to examine innovatively how artists think about the relation of society towards
the environment. The beginning of the triennial coincided with the establishment
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of a new exhibition space in Maribor, the Rotovz Exhibition Salon, where the
triennial took place. With the help of art critics from across Yugoslavia, Rotovz
established a triennial inter-republican event on the topic of ecology, which was
becoming a more and more current issue. The triennial’s aim was thus to “express
ecological issues in an artistically immanent way as much possible, as well as the
issue of the culture of human existence in the broadest material and spiritual way.”
(Gabrsek-Prosenc 1989, 35) The first two EKOs were not limited content-wise, but
due to the wish to achieve unity, the central topic of the third triennial in 1988 was
water. The third EKO was also expanded spatially, onto the ground floor of the
Maribor Art Gallery. Works of different art genres were exhibited at the events,
as well as works by established names in art, dealing with the relationship between
humans and nature through paintings and graphics, photographs, sculptures,
videos, performances or architectural plans.

Despite both the scruples regarding the misconception of the relationship
between art and ecology, and the conceptual vagueness, about which one can read
in the reports from the time, the event was successful and attended well, both by
the artists and by the broader public. (Gabrsek-Prosenc 1989, 35; Suboti¢ 1984,
183—187) It provided a new experimental form of exhibiting and with the choice of
a current topic it actively entered the field of current social issues.

New biennial events were represented well in the Piran Coastal Galleries,
where the international painting event Ex-tempore and the International Biennial
of Combined Photography Kostabona had old traditions already. In a few years, the
Coastal Galleries founded even more events with a continuous character: in 1979,
the International Biennial of Tapestry, in 1980, the International Ceramics Biennial
and in 1983, the international seminar Piran Days of Architecture. The International
Tapestry Bienmal focused on a medium that saw a revival in the eighties. In the 1960s,
various weaving factories across Yugoslavia increasingly produced unique decorative
textiles, which were mostly based on the works of painters and graphic designs,
and were used to adorn large public, business and representational spaces. In the
eighties, the tapestry gained a new momentum in the form of furnishings in hotels
and banks, as well as in newly established cultural institutions. For the opening of
Cankarjev dom, its great reception hall was covered in tapestry; it was created by
the company Dekorativna based on the designs by Slovenian painters Janez Bernik,
Lojze Spacal, Valentin Oman, Joze Ciuha and Vladimir Makuc. With the wish for
federal connections, artists from other Yugoslav republics were also invited, such as
Jagoda Bui¢, Etelko Tobolko, Mersad Berber, Milutin Kosi¢ and Dim¢e Nikolow.

In the cighties, the tapestry experienced a radical transformation with the use
of new materials and experiments — it came off the walls and became an autonomous
plastic body in space. The Piran Biennial followed this development as well. Classical wall
tapestries from the first biennial were soon joined by spatial experiments, in such great
numbers, even, that only authors of spatial tapestries were invited to the third biennial.
As a novelty, the organizers wanted to separate them from the classical two-dimensional
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tapestry. The leading
experimental group, usually
called simply “the Slavic
current”, was comprised mostly
of Yugoslav and Polish artists,
among them  Magdalena
Abakanowicz and the already
mentioned  Jagoda  Buid,
while a well-known Slovenian
representative was Eta Sadar-
Breznik with her woven spatial
objects, made of in situ woven
belts and aluminium carriers.
(Gabrsek-Prosenc 1984, 164)
ta Sadar Breznik, Spatial tapestry, 1981, cotton/viscose,  The biennial of tapestry was
originally exhibited in the 3rd International Biennial of extremely successful and well-
Tapestry, Coastal Galleries Piran, July - August 195(33 visited event that followed the
and recently included in the exhibition New Spaces, New
Images. The 1980s through the Prism of Events, Exhibitions, and
])z‘s;m,():s\f.y Part 1 f"l\hTseum of Ai(/)del‘ll A;\I‘L 14 (7)(‘1;)})61“ an(,i hOSted, the most repowned
2016 l_Ianuzu‘yQ()U, curators Asta Vrecko, Martina 2T0StS, which was mnoticed by

Malesic) Photo: Dejan Habicht, Museum of Modern Art, established art critics as well.
Ljubljana (Medved 1981, 11)

development of a medium

The Rise of New Art

In Slovenian painting, the transition from the seventies to the eighties was
a time of fresh impetus, and Slovenian art underwent a similar turn to that of
European and American of the period, where the new artistic current, the so-called
New Painting (Nuova Immagine, Neoexpressionism, Neue Wilde, Bad Painting,
New Image Painting) had arisen. This new artistic direction meant the prevalence
of figural art and a certain break with the previous currents in art.

Several interrelated factors played a role in the establishment of the
new artistic language. Slovenian artists were relatively well-informed about the
developments around the world. An important factor as also the role of artists’
study visits abroad, especially in the United States of America. In 1980, Matjaz
Pocivavsek and Joze Slak departed to New York, just as Lujo Vodopivec and Tugo
Suénik returned from there. Besides the study visits abroad, exhibitions taking place
nearby were also important. The travelling exhibition on American art and culture
of the seventies, which was on view in Belgrade and Zagreb, came to the Museum
of Modern Art in Ljubljana in the autumn of 1979, but in a smaller presentation
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entitled American painting of the seventies. It showed the works from the collection
of the New Museum in New York, and the co-author of the exhibition was the
important curator and critic Marcia Tucker. In general, the exhibition was well
received, although a segment of the critics believed that the information Slovenians
received about the lively developments in contemporary American painting was
imperfect. (Brejc 1979, 13) In the opinion of Igor Zabel, it was possible to see
certain examples of the new image. (Zabel 2003, 22) What was crucial for Slovenian
painters in 1980 was the section at the Venice biennial Aperto 80, which had been
organized by the Italian art critic, curator and the founder of the Transavantgarde
Achille Bonito Oliva.

The first works that may be classified as Transavantgarde or New Image
Painting appeared in 1980. (Brejc 200, 278) An important contribution to the
establishment of new art in Yugoslavia was that of the Piran Coastal Galleries (Piran
City Gallery, Loza Gallery, Meduza Gallery), thanks to their exhibition programme
and their artistic leader, curator and art critic Andrej Medved, who received a
scholarship in 1980 to study contemporary painting in Rome, where he met Bonito
Oliva. On Medved’s initiative, they prepared the exhibition Podobe — Immagini,
New Italian and Yugoslavian painting in the Meduza Gallery in Koper at the end of
1981. There were fifteen artists at the exhibition, the second generation of Italian
Transavantgarde was presented, as well as the first Yugoslavian Transavantgarde,
which had, in Medved’s opinion, “grown in the genesis of its own tradition and
1s now secking contact with the European and American new painting.” (Medved
1981)° Accompanying the exhibition, there was a lecture by Achille Bonito Oliva
explaining the works of the first Italian painters of the new current, while members
of the younger generation were represented at the exhibition in Koper. At the same
time, there was an exhibition in the Loza Gallery, New Painting: The Eighties. Examples
Jrom  Contemporary Croatian Painting, where there were thirteen artists, selected by
Zvonko Makovi¢, and in the Piran City Gallery, there was Tomaz Brejc’s exhibition
Young Slovenian Artists of the New Generation. The exhibition Podobe — Immagini was
also hosted at the Likovni salon Gallery in Celje, while a selection from all three
exhibitions was on view at the Rihard Jakopi¢ Art Gallery in Ljubljana in 1982.

A few months before the exhibitions on the Coast, Tomaz Brejc prepared
the exhibition Young Slovenian artists at the Salon of the Museum of Contemporary
Art in Belgrade. When he was invited to move the exhibition to the Coastal
Galleries, he published a letter in the catalogue, in which he wrote that the
exhibition as it was in Belgrade is no longer possible, and that during the Belgrade
exhibition he realised that it was “very hard for a single critic to occupy such an
extraordinary position in relation to the artists, that there are different causes that
render such a position quite difficult.”® Brejc otherwise supported the “progressive

5 The Yugoslavian artists at the exhibition were: Nina Ivanci¢, Metka Krasovec, Zivko Marusic,
Joze Slak, Andraz Salamun, Joso Vrkié.

6  The artists participating in the exhibition Young Slovenian Artists of the New Generation were:
Emerik Bernard, Lojze éemaiar, Milan Eri¢, Bojan Gorenec, France Gruden, Metka Krasovec,
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gallery policies on the Coast” and invited fourteen artists to participate in the
exhibition, although he left the decision about what they would exhibit in their
own hands completely.

The Coastal Galleries with Medved and Tomaz Brejc’s Belgrade exhibition
were the first to highlight the appearance of New Painting in Slovenian art. The
two crucial New Painting theorists, however, did not share quite the same views on
this artistic phenomenon. To Medved, the new painting meant a radical break with
the art of the seventies, (Medved 2003, 66—71) while the starting point of Brejc was
that modernism remained a part of the artists’ consciousness, but with their focus
on the future. (Zabel 2004, 10-11) In the catalogue for the Belgrade exhibition
(the text was reprinted for the catalogue of the exhibition in Piran), Tomaz Brejc
provided a chronology of the events from the beginning of the seventies onwards
that had influenced his selection.

These exhibitions were followed by a multitude of group and individual
exhibitions across Slovenia, which consolidated the triumphant march of the New
Image across the galleries in the early eighties. The Coastal Galleries established
themselves as one of the most profiled regional galleries in Yugoslavia, which
carried out publishing activities beside their extensive exhibition work. Their
success was also the consequence of personal contacts that Medved nurtured with
leading art critics, artists and gallerists from Rome, Modena, New York, Vienna,
Cologne, Zirich and elsewhere. Through them, he wanted to promote Slovenian
authors abroad, and he managed to bring key artists of the new wave to the Coast.
An example of this was the exhibition European and American Drawing in 1982, where
as many as seventy painters participated.

The new painting quickly spread to other institutions as well, for example
the Mala galerija Gallery in Ljubljana, which was managed by the Museum of
Modern Art. The latter simultaneously complemented its permanent collection
with works of the new art, which it purchased from artists or directly at exhibitions.
(Pogacnik-Grobelsek 1987) Artists of the New Image were also the members of
TDS Equrna, where they exhibited their works regularly. In 1985, Jesa Denegri
organized an important exhibition at the Equrna Gallery with the title 4 Painting is a
Ruin being Built. In his opinion. the two common explanations of this turn in the art
of the eighties — understood either as a “return to the painting” and an influence of
the international markets, or as a consequence of criticism — are both inadequate,
as they do not consider the problem-oriented questions that were posed by the new
artists, and parallelly by those artists who had previous experience. (Denegri 1985)

The New Image was received with an interest and the media followed the
developments without restraint. As Brejc wrote, the worst critics were actually the
artists themselves. (Brejc 1983) The key Yugoslavian artists of this current were
representatives at the biennial in Paris, the Venice Biennial and other international

DuéanvMandi(:, Zivko Marusic, Matjaz Pocivavsek, Duba Sambolec, Joze Slak, Andraz Salamun,
Tugo Susnik, Andrej Trobentar, Savo Valentinci¢ and Lujo Vodopivec. (Brejc 1981)
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events. Medved was the selector of the Yugoslav Pavilion at the Venice Biennial
in 1986, where he introduced Emerik Bernard, Zvezdana Fia, Nina Ivanci¢, Mile
Prodanovi¢ and Lujo Vodopivec. (Koscevi¢ 1988, 189) A day after the opening,
Achille Bonito Oliva held a lecture as well. In the mid-cighties, the Coastal Galleries
also presented the idea for the collection Contemporary Slovenian Art After 1976.
The collection did not come to life without diatribes and reproach, which referred
mainly to its national character and the lack of connection with the art of the
Coastal region, as well as its narrow time scope, but in the end, it was to become one
of the key collections of the new art. Medved, who provided the initiative, argued
that the selection of the time scope was due to the milestone exhibition by Tomaz
Brejc, Tomo Podgornik, AndraZ Salamun, Tugo Susnik in 1976 at the Museum of Modern
Art in Ljubljana. This was the exhibition that had pointed to the appearance of a
new generation of artists.

Postmodernism in Architecture and Ple¢nik’s Exhibition at the
Centre Pompidou in Paris

For Slovenian architecture, the most important, most characteristic event
and the one with the largest
response was the great ex-
hibition about the architect
Joze Plecnik at the Centre de
Création Industrielle in the
Centre Georges Pompidou in
Paris from March 12 to May
26, 1986. This event was the
pinnacle of the renewed in-
terest in Plec¢nik, the rediscov-
ery of the “forgotten” Ple¢nik
in the eighties, which coin-
cided with the appearance of
postmodernism in Slovenian
architecture. The postmod-
ernist tendencies were becom-
ing clearly pronounced at the
end of the seventies, more
so in the developing theory
particularly of younger art- Photos from the exhibition of Joze Plecnik, originally in
ists than in the postmodernist Centre 1’(:)rﬂpid()u i.n _l’.aris, 1986, lmnsli?rr('d to Ijubljnn:}>
hall A of the Exhibition and Convention Centre, 1986.
Photo: Damjan Gale, Damjan Gale Archive

aesthetics of their works. As
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Natasa Koselj has already stated, the most important contributions of this genera-
tion were not in the architecture that was built, but in their theoretical and philo-
sophical foundations. (Koselj 2003, 217) Most of the theory was hosted at the nu-
merous activities of the working group from the circle around the Architects” Bulletin
— ab magazine, the magazine of the Slovenian Architects’ Society, in their writing,
exhibitions and the events and discussions they organized. Skimming through the
pages of the magazine, the key fields of interest of the period can be discerned,
related to ideas such as tradition, continuity, identity, heritage, origin. There were
not many presentations of contemporary production, most of the space was devot-
ed to studies of older architects, local architecture, urban architecture, the original
elements of architecture. One of the more active writers of the generation, Ale§
Vodopivec, wrote in the following note the key postulates of the new architectural
thought: “Right now, we are standing at the other end; that of today. In the belief
that the essence of architecture is primarily within the historical development of
the architectural profession itself. [...] It is about the search for the architectural
within architecture. The original. To return to the origins of architecture, however,
means to (re)think architecture from the standpoint of the city-form, or better — to
ask in what way architecture can once again become the thought within the city’s
narrative.” (Vodopivec 1980, 3)

Similar shifts in the fields of interests could be seen at the international
seminar Pian Days of Architecture, an event that took place from 1983 onwards,
organized by the Piran Coastal Galleries and the Architects’ Society Ljubljana, which
was of great importance as a means of connecting Slovenian architects with those
from abroad. Each year, the Piran Days were focused on a specific topic that echoed
the prevailing theoretical constant. The titles of the first meetings were “Architecture
in Context”, “Continuity in Architecture” and “Identity in Architecture”, which
were very meaningful exactly in their reference to postmodernist theory. (Koselj
2003, 226) The shifts in architectural though, which questioned the postulates of
modernism and aimed to renew the foundations of architecture, also encouraged
an increased interest in the contemporaries of modernism, who had not renounced
the traditional architectural forms and principles, but instead used them in their
architectural work by means of reinterpretation. It is in this context that the revived
interest in Ple¢nik should be understood, amongst both Slovenian and foreign
architects at the beginning of the eighties. Contrary to the Slovenian architectural
public, where Plecnik had been present more or less constantly, for Austrian and
German, as well as English researchers, he presented quite a revelation. With the
help of Luciano Semerani, Plecnik was also discovered by Venetian architectural
circles ({1 ritorno del mito, 1983). In Ljubljana in July 1983, there was an international
symposium in Cankarjev dom, “Ple¢nik’s Days”, which was attended by several
Slovenian and foreign experts.” However, Ple¢nik was not a welcome topic merely

7 The contributions from the symposium were collected in journal Sinteza, 65-68, in 1985, edited

by Stane Bernik.
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for studying, but also for the most diverse interpretations. At the same time, in
Ljubljana, Zagreb and Venice, there was a photographic exhibition Columns of
Plecnik by Damjan Gale, one of the most active architectural photographers of the
time and the main documentarian of contemporary architectural production.

The increased interest in Plecnik at home as well as abroad reached a peak
with the great Parisian exhibition. The author of the exhibition was architect Boris
Podrecca,® the commissariat was comprised of the then director of CCI Frangois
Burkhardt, otherwise a connoisseur of Plecnik’s work, and the art historians
Damjan Preloviek and Lojze Gostisa, while Peter Krec¢i¢ (Architecture Museum
Ljubljana) also participated in the execution of the exhibition. The exhibition was
not simply a classical presentation of the architect’s work. As the author of the
set-up, Podrecca in fact had a very difficult job indeed — he had to place Ple¢nik’s
classicism into the industrial interior of the Centre. He created a space within the
space. He framed the exhibition grounds with the replicas of the Triple Bridge and
the Gregorc¢i¢ Monument made of wood at a scale of 1: 1. With this scale and the
materials, he imbued the space with a different character, which only then enabled
the visitor to enter the visual world of Ple¢nik’s architecture and experience the
real dimensions of his micro-urbanist interventions. Only when the space had been
directed in this way, he placed walls with presentation panels, chairs and models
inside. The successful, resounding exhibition with high attendance travelled to all
lager European and American cities. The Slovenian public saw it in Ljubljana, in
Hall A at the Ljubljana Exhibition and Convention Centre at the end of 1986
(20 November 1986—4 January 1987). Janez Suhadolc and Evita Lukez designed
the visual identity of the exhibition, from posters to postcards. In the nineties, the
Parisian exhibition (in a reduced form) became the permanent Ple¢nik exhibition in
the new spaces of the Architecture Museum Ljubljana at Fuzine Castle.

The Social Status of Artists and New Forms of Organizing

When researching the social status of artists, cultural workers and
institutions, reports of their unresolved status and inadequate financing are bound
to arise. The share of funds intended for culture and social activities, though, was
increasing constantly in the period from 1978 to 1989 (from 4,1 to 6,1 percent), and
at the same time, the number of art students was also rising — it tripled from 1979 to
1989. (Copié 1997, 67, 78) At the beginning of the eighties, most of the artists from
all fields were employed in various organizations, where they performed artistic or

8  The architect Boris Podrecca is one of those authors that had substantially marked some the key
interiors of the eighties, which still represent the most successful examples of postmodernism
in Slovenia: the bar and bistro Platana and the Dessa Gallery in Ljubljana, as well as the St.
Donatus Gallery in Piran.
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some other kind of work related to their profession (e.g. teachers in schools and at
the academy etc.), while their creative work took place during their “free” time. The
reasons for this were different. The aforementioned organizations required their
specific knowledge, some individuals refused to subject themselves to the artistic
profession alone, or their work in art did not meet their existential needs. “The
Analysis of Certain Elements of the Socioeconomic Status of Independent Artists
in the Socialist Republic of Slovenia”, which was conducted by the Republican
Committee for Culture and Science in Ljubljana in 1981, reported that there were
around 400 artists, who were not employed and survived solely on artistic work, in
all fields of art at the beginning of the eighties. The far and away largest share of the
self-employed worked in art (a full half) — in 1984, there were 405 persons registered
as self-employed (both those who paid their own social security contributions and
those who had them covered by the state), and 1169 in 1989. Between the years
1975 and 1989, the number of students studying for artistic professions also rose by
thirty percent. (Copic and Tomc 1997, 234-235) At that time, fine artists concluded
that in no other form of art the artistic result is regarded an object and commodity
to such a high degree as in the case of fine arts. Most of them were members of
professional societies, through which they were able to exert their rights, and of the
trade union of autonomous workers in the field of culture. Thus, the Association
of Fine Artists regularly called attention to the alarming conditions of work of
the independent artists. A permanent point on the daily agenda was the fight for
studios; although their number had been increasing in Ljubljana, at least, there
were also issues beyond their lack, namely organizational issues concerning their
allocation. The position of young artists was especially difficult. Young artists, who
usually had to perform labour that was not central to their work, therefore had less
time for art, and at the same time, they often worked in inappropriate conditions,
which could also affect the quality of their work. Artists sustained themselves by
selling their works, and occasionally participated in designing the artistic equipment
for public buildings. At the beginning of 1980, the Republican Committee for
Culture launched an initiative for the introduction of a law that would legally bind
investors of public buildings to assign a part of the investment funds for artistic
equipment, but because there was no appropriate legal basis for the solution to this
issue, they decided to try and resolve it by means of a social agreement.

The beginning of the eighties brought changes in the legal area as well.
Since 1974, legal regulation had managed the field of culture in such a way that
cultural activities were declared activities of particular social importance and were
regulated by special laws for individual areas (e.g. for cultural-artistic activities).
Municipal cultural societies and the Cultural Community of Slovenia usually
carried out the redistribution of public funds, while a part was directed through
the Students Association and the League of Communist Youth of Slovenia.
(Praznik 2016, 109, 111) In 1978, a proposal for the Law on Independent Artists
came out. It triggered a widespread debate among all those concerned and was in
harmonization for two years. Under the name The Law on Independent Cultural
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Workers it was published in the Official Gazette on 12 March 1982. It was supposed
to regulate the equalization of the socio-economic position of independent artists
from the perspective of equal participation in self-managing interest groups. The
connection between artists and cultural associations was supposed to protect them
from the exploitation of their work, to link them with workers in organizations and
render them equal. It was supposed to consolidate the social security of independent
artists, at the same time providing basic conditions for their creative work and the
development of their activities. With this law, cultural communities were supposed
to become much more a social space to manage the socio-economic status of
independent cultural workers and enable them the direct and equal assertion of
their interests. The Law on independent cultural workers included not only the so-
called artistic professions, but also determined which other cultural activities can be
performed independently as well.

A significant novelty was the definition 35 of a legal institute of temporary
and permanent labour communities (Irajna delovna skupnost abbreviated in
Slovene as TDS), which could be founded by independent cultural workers, allowing
them to “ensure the conditions for their artistic or cultural work, organize this work
or ensure the accessibility of their works and services to users.” This was a novelty
in Yugoslavia, as the legislation of other republics did not enable independent
artists such a way of organizing. In the first four years of the law’s existence, ten
permanent labour communities were established for various activities, and only one
of them ceased to work in that period. (Jagec 1986, 75)

In November 1980, about 40 artists met for the first time, among whom
almost none were employed, with the wish to establish a cooperative of visual artists.
They believed it would be easier for them to solve their existential issues together. As
two key problems, they stressed the lack of suitable spaces for exhibiting the current
production of the younger and middle generations of fine artists, and the lack of
opportunities to sell their works. In Ljubljana, there were two commercial galleries,
ARS and Labirint, where smaller exhibitions were organized, but the artists did not
consider them appropriate for the sale of their works, especially those of a larger
format. In the ARS Gallery, which had two units in Ljubljana, antiques, books, art
supplies and decorative products were also on sale. In the Labirint Gallery, which
specialised in art only, the space was reduced due to the construction of Cankarjev
dom, so that it focused on the sale of smaller-format paintings and prints. To solve
these issues, artists often organized exhibitions in their own studios. Lujo Vodopivec
even arranged the Tivoli Gallery in his studio in 1980, where he hosted various
exhibitions of young artists. The artists founding the cooperative got in touch with art
historians and gallerists Marjeta Marinci¢c and Taja Vidmar-Brejc, who had already
worked together in the Labirint Gallery, while the latter was also the artistic leader of
SKUC and, among other things, had helped in obtaining its new space at Stari trg.

However, between the first meeting and the official registration, there were
many complications. The registration of the cooperative was unsuccessful, as the
legal form was not appropriate for creative artists. At the same time, the Law on
Independent Cultural Workers was adopted, defining the possibility of founding
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labour communities. The Permanent Labour Community of Independent Cultural Workers
Ljubljana (TDS) was instituted at the founding meeting on 20 September 1982. At
the beginning, it counted 46 members, independent cultural workers, who “joined
their work or works and funds within it, in order to ensure the conditions for their
artistic and cultural work, organize that work and ensure the accessibility of their
works and services to the users.” The founding members were:
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Todorce Atanasov
Emerik Bernard
Jiri Bezlaj

Milena Branisel;
Jakov Brdar
Bojan Brecelj
Dragica Cadez.
Lojze Cemazar
Zvonko Coh

. Milan Eri¢

. Tomaz Gorjup

. Fred Gruden

. Herman Gvardjancic¢
. Zdenko Huzjan

. Lado Jaksa

. Sergej Kapus

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32

Dusan Kirbis
Metka Krasovec
Igor Kregar

Tone Lapajne
Lojze Logar
Janos Miklavc
Zivko Marugi¢
Iztok Osojnik
Dusan Pirih-Hup
Matjaz Pocivavsek
Tomo Podgornik
Marko Pogacnik
Marija Rus

Eta Sadar-Breznik

. Joze Slak

Opening the new gallery space Equrna, The Permanent

Labour Community of Independent Cultural Workers

Ljubljana, 27 November

Gallery Archive
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1984. Photo: The Equrna

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.

Darko Slavec
Andraz Salamun
Iztok Smajs
Tugo Susnik
Velo Tasovski
Andrej Trobentar
Pavle Ucakar
Janko Testen
Miha Vipotnik
Jernej Vilfan
Lujo Vodopivec
Alenka Vogelnik
Zare Vrezec
Cveto Zlate

Dubravka Sambolec

The statute also de-
fined the Equrna Gallery
unit, which was the estab-
lished name for the perma-
nent labour community. The
reason that the TDS was
officially named ILjubljana
were difficulties during the
registration, when the word
Equrna could not be used be-
cause the letter Q) is not part
of the Slovenian alphabet.
The programme of the TDS
Equrna had been conceived
ambitiously from the very
beginning. Besides prepar-
ing exhibitions, its activities



also included the organiza-
tion of lectures, seminars,
art colonies and study trips,
the execution of art projects
and multimedia actions and
other forms of conveying art
to the broadest circle of peo-
ple. An important part of its
activities, defined already in
the Founding Act, was advis-
ing and selling the artwork
and services by its members,
as well as the sale and lending
of art products, video pro-
duction and other materials
from the field of art.

Equrna began
its commercial exhibition
activities in the summer of
1981, and until it attained its
own spaces, it was hosted by
various venues. For example,
its members were presented
in the atrium of the Ljubljana
Magistrate, they organized
commercial exhibitions by
their members in the Slon
Hotel, and they organized
larger exhibitions in Murska
Sobota and the Ljubljana
City Gallery in 1983. The
search for an appropriate
space for their activities had
begun quite a while before
the official registration, but it
took a lot of time, requests,
inventiveness and lobbying
before they were given
their own gallery. They had
previously expressed interest
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Recording of the TV show from the exhibition Genius
Loci, Trije slikarji iz Kopra (Three Painters from Koper),
Equrna Gallery, 18 September — 8 October 1986. Photo:
The Equrna Gallery Archive

TR

Art works, originally exhibited in different exhibitions in
Equrna gallery and later included in the exhibition called
New Spaces, New Images. The 1980s through the Prism of Events,
Extubitions, and Discourses — Part 1 (Museum of Modern Art
14 October 2016 — 1 January 2017, curators Asta Vrecko,
Martina Malesic) Photo: Dejan Habicht, Museum of
Modern Art, Ljubljana

in various locations, both at the Trg francoske revolucije (French Revolution
Square) and on the Stari trg (Old Square). They had no success in obtaining them,
so at the end they registered in the apartment building on Dvorzak Street where
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Taja Vidmar-Brejc was living. In 1984, they managed to obtain exhibition space on
Gregorciceva 3, which were previously used as a storehouse and needed extensive
renovation. For several months, the members of the TDS Equrna, together with the
gallerists, renovated and arranged them. They were helped through sponsorships by
the companies Helios, JUB, Iskra, Lesnina, Slovenijales. In exchange for paints and
other material necessaries, the members of TDS Equrna often gave sponsors works
of art, sometimes they were even paying workers with paintings. New exhibition
space opened on 27 November 1984 with a group exhibition.

An important aspect of the functioning of TDS Equrna was consulting
private collectors about purchasing works and companies about furnishing their
business spaces, hotels and restaurants. For their functioning, the cooperation with
companies was crucial, as they not only purchased works but also sponsored the
activities of the gallery. The most intensive cooperation was that with the company
Iskra Delta, Production of computer systems and engineering, which supported
the work of TDS Equrna as a sponsor from the very beginning. At the specialised
computer event Informatika-Interbiro in the context of the Zagreb Fair, Iskra Delta
included in their presentation an exhibition, where painters Zarko Vrezec (1982)
and Darko Slavec (1983) were presented. As a result of long-term cooperation, they
also signed a self~-managing agreement with the Iskra company:.

In less than a decade, the TDS Equrna managed to organize around one
hundred exhibitions and to present themselves at important art fairs in Basel and
Los Angeles. Members of Equrna exhibited at the largest events, such as the Venice
Biennial, the Biennial of Youth
in Paris, the Biennial in Sao
Paulo, Intart, the Ljubljana
Biennial of Graphic Arts,
the Young Artists Biennial in
Rijeka and others.

The fruitful
cooperation with art critics
and theorists and the skilful
managing of the gallery
contributed to the fact that
its  activiies  introduced
new discourses about art
and new approaches to the
popularisation of works of art
on the Slovenian art scene.

Architects and
designers faced similar

Exhibition The 100th issue of AB magazine, Dessa
Gallery, September 1989. Photo: Damjan Gale, DESSA pro.blems to those of the fine
Archive artists. DESSA was founded
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as a Permanent Labour Community of Independent Cultural Workers — Architects in 1982,
to provide its members, independent architects, a social status and facilitate their
operations with a shared administration. Until then, as members of the Society of
Architects Slovenia (DAS) they could work as independent artists, but they were not
authorized to sign plans, which meant that they could only project smaller things
that were not conditioned by building permits. At the same time, there were not
many state jobs for young architects due to the economic crisis. The solution in
the form of permanent labour communities was therefore more than welcome. (ed.
Cajnko and Hrausky 2014, 12—19) The labour community of independent architects,
shortened as DESSA, was founded on 10 June 1982. From the very beginning, the
representative of the council of the working community was Andrej Hrausky, who
also led their exhibition activities together with Majda Cajnko.

The founding members of DESSA were:

1. Ivan Sraj 15. Maja Stembal 28. Dusan Kramberger

2. Borut Delak 16. Dubravka Savi¢ 29. Bogomir Motoh

3. Dusan Kajzer 17. Borut Malnar 30. Darinka Motoh-

4. Majda Cajnko 18. Andrej Gorsic Cernila

5. Milena Skrl 19. Marko Rener 31. Vinko Torkar

6. Marinka Skrilec 20. Jana Gojanovic- 32. Goran Arh

7. Andrej Hrausky Purger 33. Vanda Mikluz

8. Edi Berk 21. Ivan Bergant 34. Damjan Gale

9. Miro Benuli¢ 22. Izidor Simci¢ 35. Anina Logar

10. Mojca Svigelj 23. Stanislava 36. Katarina Pirkmajer
Cernigoj Pustoslemsek Desman

11. Irena Cernié 24. Jasna Lempl 37. Andrej Nolda

12. Trena Jesse 25. Stefan Séek 38. Iztok Rus

13. Mika Berli¢ 26. Alenka Sfiligoj

14. Sonja Kolar 27. Dalija Tansek

In the beginning, DESSA did not have its own gallery and organized its
first overview exhibition of the works of its members in the sister organization
Equrna. Among the first exhibitions, there were also the photograph exhibitions
of Damjan Gale The Photography of Architecture in 1986 at the Arkade exhibition
spaces in Ljubljana and Columns of Plecnik, co-organized with AML in 1982, which
travelled across Europe. DESSA obtained its own architectural gallery only in 1989.

At first, the gallery was intended for the education of Slovenian architects
through lectures, excursions and exhibitions about what was being built abroad.
An important role in this was that of the international seminar Piran Days of
Architecture. Besides the educational purposes, the wish for their own gallery
space had grown out of the circumstances, which did not enable young architects
to exhibit their work, despite the fact that this was an important part in keeping
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their status of independent cultural workers. Architectural exhibitions were linked
primarily to two institutions, the Architects’ Society Slovenia and the Architecture
Museum Ljubljana. The latter had been operating in Ple¢nik’s House on Karunova
Street in Ljubljana since its founding in 1972. Their exhibitions were hosted at the
Rihard Jakopi¢ Art Gallery and in the City Museum, Cankarjev dom, the galleries
Arkade, IDCO and Emonska vrata in Ljubljana, as well as elsewhere in Slovenia.
The Architecture Museum Ljubljana organized historical exhibitions, however, of
contemporary production, it presented mostly the already established personas
in architecture. One of the most important exhibitions was the exhibition of the
architect Milan Miheli¢ in 1980 at the Rihard Jakopi¢ Art Gallery, which was done
in cooperation with Stane Bernik and attained a huge success. It travelled all the
way from Sarajevo and Belgrade to Wroclaw and Ciudad de Mexico. The museum
was also active in promoting contemporary design within BIO and with exhibitions
of individual designers, such as the designer from Stol company, Branko Ursic, in
1982 at the Likovni salon Gallery Celje.

Architect Boris Podrecca designed the project of the adaptation of ground-
floor spaces on Zidovska Street 4 in Ljubljana into a gallery and Matej Vozli¢ drew
the plans. They renovated the gallery, as in the case of Equrna, mostly on their own,
as much as they could. It opened its doors in April 1989. The first visual identity
of DESSA was designed by Ranko Novak, who also designed invitations, posters
and catalogues for most of the exhibitions in their early years. In the DESSA
Gallery, especially in the eighties, the exhibitions of foreign architects were key;
Slovenians’ exhibitions were rare, as exhibiting contemporary architecture was not
an existing practice, but also because there were little architectural realizations due
to the economic situation. However, they wrote and discussed extensively during
the time about the ontological issues in architecture, especially in the circle of the
magazine 1he Architect’s Bulletin (ab). It was the group of architects, joined around
the ab magazine, which directed the architectural discourse in Slovenian space with
its strongest activities in the field of theory, writings, exhibitions and organization of
discussions. It is therefore not surprising that the exhibitions that emphasised theory
were more frequent at the time. One of the largest exhibitions in DESSA was thus
not an exhibition of architectural production, but the exhibition The 100" Issue of
ab Magazine in 1989, in which various activities, organized by the editorial board,
were presented alongside the magazine covers. Among the more important and very
characteristic of the time of its formation was the exhibition architecture + word at the
Rihard Jakopic¢ Art Gallery in 1981, which juxtaposed the architectural drawing and
plan with the writings on architecture and thus exhibited them as equally important.’

The Student Cultural and Art Centre — SKUC was founded at the beginning of the
seventies, and it was comprised of various redactions or sections (such as art, theatre,
film, music, dance). In June 1978, SKUC obtained its own spaces on Stari trg 21
in Ljubljana, which meant a decisive turn in its activities. Art institutions had been

9  The catalogue of the exhibition that travelled to larger Yugoslavian cities, was published as a
special issue of the ab journal in June 1981.
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inaccessible to younger generations and the new space meant a welcome contribution
to the diversity of artistic life. (Grzini¢ 1988, 2) Taja Vidmar-Brejc became the
redactor of the SKUC art section, succeeded by Dusan Mandic in 1980. In 1982, the
posmon of redactor was filled by Marina Grzini¢ and Barbara Bor¢i¢. The change
in leadership also meant a change in the exhibition policy of the gallery. In its initial
period, most of the names of the new image painting were presented in SKUC, some
of whom later relocated to Equrna, but remained connected to SKUC.

After the other redactions of SKUC to Kersnikova Street in Ljubljana in
1983 and 1984, the spaces on Stari trg were intended mainly for the art redaction,
which came to life as the SKUC Gallery. The SKUC Society often had spatial and
financial issues, and the art redaction also worked on limited funds, but this did not
stop the creative élan and the enthusiasm of its co-workers. In this period, SKUC
Gallery was the central cultural and alternative exhibition space in Ljubljana. Artists
from Slovenia, from other republics of Yugoslavia and from abroad organized
monographic and group exhibitions and projects in the gallery. With this, it became
the hub for young artists and theorists and the venue for alternative and subcultural
production. In the SKUC Gallery, unconventional exhibitions found their place, as
did opposition to the institutional culture, the new understanding of fine art, new
media and art practices (e.g. graffiti painting), as well as multimedia projects, not
just in fine art, but also in the fields of fashion, architecture and photography. The
gallery’s activities were complemented by the publishing of posters, publications,
music and video cassettes, both independently and within the production of
the SKUC Gallery Izdaja Publishing from 1981 onwards. They _published the
multipurpose catalogue VIKS — the independent newsletter of the SKUC-Forum.
Marina Grzini¢, with the support of Stane Bernik, published in 1987 — as a special
pubhcatlon of the journal Sinteze — the catalogue gKUC Gallery Ljubljana 1978-1987,
in which she presented chronologically the contents and the activities of the gallery.
Along with the catalogue, a 120-minute cassette Artistic Video Bank: projects of the
SKUC Gallery was published, which was prepared by Marina Grzini¢ and BoZo
Zadravec and shows the 44 projects between the years 1983 and 1988.1°

In 1985, there were several different projects and texts that discussed the
phenomena of new art of the eighties. One of those was New Tendencies in Art and
Mass Culture °80. Tt was organized by SKUC and included an exhibition, video-
projections, lectures by Rastko Moc¢nik, Tine Hribar, Dimitrij Rupel and Niko
Grafenauer, and the third number of the VIKS newsletter was devoted to it. In
the opinion of Igor Zabel, in the mid-eighties, the possibility arose to understand
alternative and so-called high culture as one singe field; he considered as one of
those attempts the exhibition by Tomislav Vignjevi¢, who was still a student of
art history at the time, which he organized within the aforementioned project in
SKUC. (Zabel 2004, 19) At the exhibition New Tendencies in Art and Mass Culture,
artists from different generations and currents appeared: Janez Bernik, who was

10 Video banka: Galerya SKUC: 1983-1988. Authors: Marina Grzini¢, BoZo Zadravec, animation:
Milan Eri¢, Zvonko Coh, production: Galerija SKUC, sponsor: Sreten Zivojinovi¢, Video Studio
Trippo.
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considered one of the most established artists, representatives of new painting and
sculpture — Emerik Bernard, Metka Krasovec, Tugo Suénik, Andraz Salamun,
Duba Sambolec and Joze Slak —, as well as the collectives IRWIN and Laibach.

Towards the end of the eighties, the social and political situation had
already changed considerably. The relations within the system of art also changed
considerably. Many novelties from the beginning of the decade faded away, the
alternative at the end of the eighties had become intertwined with the prevailing
discourses of culture and art, and this intertwinement created a plural art scene in
the last decade of socialist Yugoslavia.
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NOVI PROSTORI, NOVE SLIKE.
OSAMDESETE KROZ PRIZMU DOGADAJA,
I1ZLOZBI I DISKURSA

Apstrakt:

Tokom poslednje decenije postojanja Jugoslavije, koju su odlikovale drustvene
promene, ekonomska 1 politicka kriza, novi umetnicki prostori su doprineli oblikovanju
diskursa umetnosti ovog perioda. Zbog ekonomske situacije 1 socijalnih transformacija,
umetnici su trazili alternativne nacine rada u novim uslovima, ostvaruju¢i kontakt sa
publikom, kao 1 sa potencijalnim kupcima. Oni su se okupljali oko razlicitih prostora
koji su postali katalizatori novih umetnickih 1 drustvenih fenomena i ¢vorista kulturnih
1 politickih aktivnosti. Umetnici 1 kustosi su saradivali na lokalnom i republickom
nivou, kao 1 na federalnom nivou. Medunarodne veze su intenzivirane, a studijski
boravci u inostranstvu su postali sve ces¢a praksa. U isto vreme su odnosi izmedu
centra 1 periferije postajali slabiji. Uz etablirane institucije, novi umetnicki prostori 1
institucije su uticali na diskurs umetnosti. Nove teme 1 pristupi umetnickoj produketij,
koji su prethodno smatrani marginalnim, zauzeli su centralno mesto. Ovaj prilog daje
uvid u dinami¢nu umetnicku scenu osamdesetih godina dvadesetog veka u Sloveniji iz
perspektive velikih izlozbi, dogadaja 1 umetnickih prostora ovog perioda.
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umetnicki dogadaji, samoorganizacija umetnika, decentralizacija
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PETAR LUBARDA I SOCIJALISTICKI REALIZAM

Apstrakt:

U vedini nase istoriografske grade vrijeme ,socijalistickog realizma® na
prostoru Jugoslavije smjesta se u period neposredno poslije Drugog svjetskog rata:
1945-1950. U svim sferama institucionalnog uredenja drzave, i drustvenog Zivota
uopste, Jugoslavija, razumljivo, u ovom periodu slijedi iskustvo Sovjetskog Saveza,
kao prve zemlje socijalizma. Iako je u umjetnosti i knjizevnosti, kao uzoran, preuzet
sovjetski model ,socjjalistickog realizma®, kao specifican izraz ,,0bjektivnoga®,
spoznaJno nuznosnog sraza Umjetnosti 1 Revolucge u Jugoslovensklm prilikama
ovyj je doktrinarni umjetnicki stil neosporno imao 1 neke sasvim specificne odlike.
Ovaj tekst se prevashodno bavi anatomijom jednog konkretnog umjetnickog iskustva
u datim istorijskim okolnostima. Upravo umjetnicko iskustvo Petra Lubarde, poslije
rata jednog od najistaknutijih jugoslovenskih umjetnika ukazuje na nemoguénost da
wiskustvo® ¢ini se primjerenim jer upucuje ne samo na konkretno umjetmcko djelo
ve¢ 1 na ono $to to djelo prati — medu ostalim 1 umjetnikova razmisljanja u povodu
onovremenih aktuelnih istorijskih tema: estetickih, ideoloskih, politickih, socijalnih.
U tekstu se posebno analizira izvjesna, stalno prisutna dvgmost u Lubardinom
odnosu prema ideolosko-politickim nalozima u estetskom polju, u periodu 1945~
1950. Lubarda se koleba, pokusava da se snade u datim okolnostima, osjeca pritisak
moc¢ne ideoloske agitpropovske partijske masinerije, dijelom, vjerovatno, i kroz
kriticke primjedbe koje njegovim slikama upucuju ondasnji ideoloski zreci. Katkad,
taj pritisak ostavlja trag kako u pocetnim diskusijama na strukovnim forumima na
kojima Lubarda od pocetka ucestvuje tako 1 u usiljenom formalnom obrascu u
najranijim njegovim slikama iz ovog perioda, poput slika Patnje naroda (1944—45),
ili Sjecanje na 1941. godinu (1947). S druge pak strane, ociti dug spram aktuelnih
ideolosko-politickih naloga, vidljiv prije svega u izboru ,tematike slike, Lubardu
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ne ometa u potrazi za novom koncepcijom umjetnosti. Taj je napor vidljiv vecé
rano, na slici Iz borbe (poznatoj i pod nazivom Bombas), iz 1945, a osobito u kasnijim
slikama Ustanak (nekada i pod nazivom juris), Vagonet 1 Mot sa Primorja, sve iz 1948.
S jedne strane, tjelesni kod figura sa ovih slika upucuje na ,,mobilnost®, na ,tijela
u akeiji“, na borbeni 1 radni polet graditelja epohe, dok se, s druge, na polju cisto
plastickih sredstava, u slike djelimi¢no zavlace 1 sabirgju postupci koji postepeno vode ka
artikulaciji novog slikarskog jezika: ukidanju doslovnih iluzionistickih mehanizama
prenosenja motiva putem sve vecih deformacija, pa i nadrealizacije prirodnih oblika;
potom, skracivanje iluzivnoga prostora u slici, sve do njene potpune plosnosti i,
najzad, invencija specificne, zidu podobne, materijalne grade slike.

Kljucne ryect:

socjjalisticki realizam, umjetnost, Petar Lubarda, ideologija, kritika
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»Mozda je tesko verovati — reci ¢e Petar Lubarda u jednom razgovoru krajem
pedesetih godina — ali ja sam sebe nasao kao slikara tek poslije rata.” (3agpuma
1958) To je zapravo bila tek jedna od niza njegovih poratnih izjava koje su upucivale
na bar dva znacajna stava u procesu autorefleksije, odnosno razumijevanja vlastitog
slikarskog puta: da je, najprije, cijelo predratno razdoblje shvac¢eno kao procesualno
iskustvo ,,nalazenja sebe kao slikara®, koje je, sljedstveno logickim implikacijama
Lubardinog iskaza, ostalo bez krajnje satisfakcije i, drugo, da se to ,nalazenje®
desilo ,,tek poslije rata®. Na stranu $to ova autorefleksija otvara mogucénost dodatnih
upita u vezi sa svojom ,,naknadnos¢u®, sa ¢injenicom da ona nista ne govori o tome
kako je Lubarda dozivljavao svoju slikarsku aktivnost upravo u vrijeme kada se ona
odvijala, niti o tome imamo sacuvanih onovrementh svjedocanstava, ona ipak upucuje
na neku svijest o razlici, na ,,otkrice®, ,spoznaju”, ,saznanje da je, tek nakon rata,
najzad sebe ,nasao kao slikara®. I mada sama izjava ne precizira elemente ovog
razlikovanja, ovog momenta samootkri¢a, na osnovu povijesti, na osnovu geneze
Lubardinog stvaralastva tokom poratnog razdoblja, znamo da se ovo razlikovange,
ovo konacno slikarsko samopronalazenje, odnosi na otkri¢e novog slikarskog jezika.
A ono, ovo otkrice, nije se desilo odmah nakon rata, ve¢ kroz jedan uzbudljivi,
dramaticni proces, tokom neckoliko poratnih godina, u sasvim novim socijalnim,
politickim, kulturnim 1 ukupnim drustvenim okolnostima.

Tako ne znamo ta¢an datum Lubardinog povratka iz logora u Italiji!, znamo
da je ve¢ u jesen 1943. na Cetinju (3agpuma 1958), a da je 1944. u Beogradu,
kada, zajedno sa jednim brojem afirmisanih ,,predratnih® umjetnika, krajem godine
ucestvuje 1 na prvoj izlozbi koju je, u tek oslobodenom Beogradu, organizovalo
novoformirano Udruzenje likovnih umjetnika Srbije?. Izlozba je zapravo bila poklon
umjetnika ranjenicima sa Sremskog fronta ali, svakako, 1 objava, znak solidarnosti
umjetnika sa NOB 1 ,,pruzena ruka® novoj stvarnosti. Ne bez patosa, autenticnog
poratnog ,revolucionarnog® zargona, ova poletna solidarnost bila je iskazana 1 u
skromnom katalogu izlozbe: ,,Umetnici daju ono §to mogu — svoja dela. Oni su
srecni §to na ovaj nacin mogu da ukazu paznju ranjenicima. Sreéni su $to Im se
pruza prilika da bar malo obraduju svoje oslobodioce. Sre¢ni su §to ovim svojim
delom ukazuju ljubav i zahvalnost slavnoj deci Jugoslavije 1 Sovjetskog Saveza.*
(Pordevi¢ 1969, 70)

U prikazu izlozbe koji je napisao Sreten Mari¢, ovaj ,,polet” umjetnika nije
bio ni od kakve pomoci — i izlozba sama i izloZeni radovi bili su predmet ideoloske
osude: ,,Uvek ona ista nasa izlozba u Paviljonu, malo neuspelija ili uspelija, bez
odredenog datuma, spokojna izvan svih vremena i1 dogadaja. Niceg po cemu
bi je formalno ili sadrzajno vezali za nesto Sto se izvan tih zidova zbivalo, [...]

1 Po svoj prilici, to se desilo negdje neposredno prije, ili odmah poslije kapitulacije Italije 8.
septembra 1943.

2 Medu 77 ucesnika bili su i: Bijeli¢, Milunovi¢, Radovi¢, Tabakovi¢, Zora Petrovi¢, Gvozdenovi¢,
Ljubica Soki¢, Aralica, Ijuba Ivanovi¢, Paja Jovanovi¢, Licenoski, Lubarda, Rosandi¢, Stjovi¢,
Sreten Stojanovic.
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niceg (osim 2—3 karikature) po cemu biste se dosetili da je ovo izlozba iz godine
1944. u prestonici zemlje koja se godinama zlopatila pod najgroznijim domacim
1 stranim diktaturama 1 tek skoro, u nadljudskim naporima i borbama izvojevala
slobodu.* Ili jo§ preciznije u identifikaciji onog $to je, po Maricevom misljenju, bilo
za osudu: ,, To je stil lirske nijanse 1 formalisticke konstrukcije, beskompromisno
nepodoban, po svojoj sustini, da izrazi ma kakav sadrzaj. Plenerizam, sezanovski
kolorizam, pikasovski crtezi, sve elementi modernog gradanskog slikarstva, jesu
sredstva likovnog izraza koja skoro neminovno vode izobli¢avanju objekta ili sizea,
njegovom potcinjavanju lirskom, unutrasnjem dozivljaju ciste forme. To je stil u
osnovi ravnodusan prema sadrzaju.* (Mapuh 1945)

Tako je ,socijalisticki realizam® u Jugoslaviji de jure uspostavljen tek 1948, na
V kongresu KPJ, neposredno nakon sukoba sa Sovjetskim Savezom 1 Rezolucije 1B,
moze se reci da je Maricev clanak, pisan na samom pocetku 1945. godine, u nasoj
istoriografskoj literaturi sagledavan kao rani indikator da je de facto pocela kratka
epoha ovoga ,stila® u nasoj zemlji, da slijedi vrijeme potpune ideoloske dominacije
1 u sferi umjetnosti 1 kulture, sasvim u skladu sa ovom dominacijom u podrucju
totaliteta javne drustvene sfere. Ovu sudbinu Mari¢evog ¢lanka nece promijeniti ni
vrlo suptilna, dragocjena preciziranja, pa 1 izvjesna rehabilitacija njegovih znacenja
izvan krute povezanosti sa doktrinarno shvacenom ideologijom socrealizma koje
donosi jedno novije kriticko Citanje ovoga teksta. (bomxosuh 2012) Maricev ¢lanak
je sadrzao kljucne polazne elemente koje ¢e kritika iz ovog razdoblja koristiti u
svom repertoaru: najprije, osudu predratnog ,formalizma®, odnosno svakog vida
umjetnickog samopovjestvovanja, kao jedne od temeljnih vrijednosti modernistickog
umjetnickog iskustva, sa identifikacijom svih njegovih vidova i njegovih nosilaca,
potom ideju neophodnosti da se, preko propisanog sizea, ideoloski zamisljeni
idealizovani ,,narativni kod* usredist 1 nasilno ugura kao jedini, ,,prirodan‘ 1 ,,zakonit*
oblik povjestvovanja u umjetnosti, ¢ime je suspendovana praksa koja podrazumijeva
bilo kakvu autonomiju znaka 1, najzad, tekst je bez sumnje najavio hipostazu ideoloski
pravovjerne kritike kao presuditeljskog nosioca umjetnickog zivota.> Dakako, model
ove socrealisticke kritike, kao uostalom 1 model umjetnickog zivota u ¢jelini, u okviru
kojeg bi ,socijalisticki realizam® bio propisana i obavezuju¢a umjetnicka forma,
preuzet je iz iskustva Sovjetskog Saveza. I kao $to je ovo sovjetsko iskustvo imalo
sopstvenu genezu, od peredviznjika sa kraja XIX vijeka, preko udruzenja AHRR-a,
kao svojevrsnog naslednika ,peredviznjika® u postrevolucionarnim uslovima,
formiranog 1922, koje objavljuje novi stil ,herojskog realizma®, do niza dogadaja
1 odluka iz ranih tridesetth godina koji dovode do uspostavljanja ,socijalistickog
realizma“ kao jedinog dozvoljenog stila u socijalistickom drustvu?, tako se i uredivanje

3 ,Sasocrealizmom se, dakle, u srpskoj kulturi prvi put pojavio kriticar koji — snabdeven mandatom
odredenog centra — umetnika zeli da vodi i kontrolise. I pretvori u pukog ’tehnicara znanja’,
zanatliju (otuda zalaganje za ’majstorstvo’ i postovanje individualnih °zakona’) koji ¢e izvrsiti
ideolosku porudzbinu®. (ITporuh 1992, 290)

4 I Medunarodna konferencija revolucionarnih pisaca u Moskvi 1927; Il Medunarodna konferencija
revolucionarnih pisaca u Harkovu, 1930; Dekret o reorganizaciji literarno-umjetnickih
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naseg poratnog umjetnickog zivota direktno oslanjalo 1 na predratna iskustva i
polemike na knjizevno-umjetnickoj ljevici. Nazalost, 1 iz tog iskustva, preuzeto je ono
Sto je naginjalo ideoloskoj striktnosti, dogmatici, ilustrativnosti 1 populizmu, a ne ono
sto je u okviru ljevice bilo liberalno i otvoreno za povezivanja naprednih socijalnih
ideja sa modernistickim umjetnickim iskustvom. Umjesto ideja c¢ije su olicenje
predstavljali predratni polemicki stavovi Miroslava Krleze 1 Marka Ristica, novo
vrijeme bira zestoke ideoloske Zrece, poput Jovana Popoviéa ili Radovana Zogovi¢a®,
a 1iznad svih njih, stojala je naravno svemocna Partija, kao apsolutni gospodar Istine,
u ime koje su grmjeli njeni apostoli, poput Milovana Dilasa. (buac 1948, 243—-294)

Tekst Sretena Maric¢a najavio je dakle ulazak u novo vrijeme dominacije
striktne partijske politike u oblasti kulture 1 umjetnosti u javnoj sferi 1 odbacivanja
mogucénosti da se, na tragu predratnih ideja Krleze 1 njegovih istomisljenika, even-
tualno povezu umjetnost 1 revolucija. Umjetnici su shvatili poruke Maric¢evog teksta.
Medu njima 1 Petar Lubarda.

Njegova pozicija u predratnim sporovima oko ideja ,,socijalne umjetnosti,
a pogotovo oko sukoba na knjizevno-umjetnickoj ljevici, nije sasvim prozirna,
tac¢nije Lubarda nije u prvim redovima umjetnika 1 intelektualaca koji se oko ovih
pitanja spore, no, ipak, on nije ostao sasvim imun kako na probleme socijalne
stvarnosti, o ¢emu bez sumnje svjedoce 1 neke njegove predratne slike, na kojima su
prikazani ljudi sa dna ondasnje socijalne ljestvice, radnici, seljaci, marginalci®, tako
1 u odnosu prema aktuelnim epohalnim istorijskim dogadajima, poput $panskog
gradanskog rata, gdje su njegove simpatije ocito bile na strani republikanaca.” O
njegovoj bliskosti sa idejama umjetnicke ljevice tokom tridesetih godina u Jugoslaviji
mozemo slutiti 1 na osnovu jedne izjave Krsta Hegedusica, date povodom Lubardine
smrti: ,,[...] Mene za Lubardu vezu uspomene jos iz onih ranih ’zemaljskih’ dana.
Lubarda je bio lijevo orijentiran i pristalica 'zemljaskih nastojanja’. Sa grupom
mladih beogradskih slikara (V. Avakumovi¢, M. Kujaci¢, Zivanovié-Noje, D.
Jovanovi¢, M. Stevanovi¢ 1 D. Berakovi¢) on je namjeravao osnovati beogradsko
krilo "Zemlje’. Policijski rezim to je sprijecio.” (Ha secm o ymemnurosoj copmu 1974) S
druge strane, znamo da se Lubarda od 1938. prikljucuje Drustvu srpskih umjetnika
Lada, tada ve¢ pomalo salonskom, na brizi o ,nacionalnoj tradiciji“ temeljenom
udruzenju, svakako udaljenom od onovremenih idejnih problema na umjetnickoj
ljevici. Ukoliko je, dakle, 1 postojalo, Lubardino predratno ,ljevicarstvo® bilo je
prije utemeljeno na njegovom opstem, prirodnom osjecanju za pravdu 1 na njemu
zasnovanoj socijalnoj solidarnosti sa onima koji su na bilo koji nacin ugrozeni u

organizacija iz 1932; Prvi kongres sovjetskih pisaca u Moskvi 1934; Vidjeti, primjerice: Valkenier
1977; Flaker 1984; Trifunovi¢ 1957; Trifunovi¢ 1973; Dordevi¢ 1969; Merenik 2001.

5  Osim Popoviéa i Zogovi¢a, medu ove ideoloske zrece svakako treba ubrojiti 1 O. Bihalji-
-Merina, Elija Fincija, Grgu Gamulina, Branka Sotru, i pored njihove kasnije transformacije i
prilagodavanja liberalnijem partijskom kursu prema umjetnosti 1 umjetnickom Zivotu.

6 O ovome svjedoce slike Rikiridzija, Invalid, Nosac, BojadZija, iz 1934, niz portreta seljaka i radnika iz
1936. 1 1937, Djecak sa lade iz 1936, Prodavac pomorandzi i Aso iz Ulcinja iz 1937.

7 Slika Bombardovanje San Sebastyana, iz 1937.
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nepravednom svijetu, nego na nekoj ideolosko-partijskoj doktrini. Stoga je njemu
zaista mogla da bude bliza pozicija zagrebacke Jemlje nego beogradskog udruzenja
Lwot, a posebno zbog zemljaske otvorenosti prema slobodi umjetnicke forme.

U svakom slucaju, odmah poslije rata, ovoj slobodi objavljen je kraj. Kao
1 svi umjetnici toga vremena i Lubarda je dyelom 1 sam bio zrtva ove objave. Ali
njegovu poziciju u ovom razdoblju nije moguce razumjeti jednoznacno. S jedne
strane, uprkos packama koje je od kriticara-zreca dobijao, ne samo za predratni
wformalizam® nego 1 za nepotpunost 1 ,,greske” u poratnom slikarstvu, koje je zaista
ilo u susret novim zahtjevima, on je, bez sumnje, etablirani umjetnik: profesor
na beogradskoj Likovnoj akademiji®, istaknuti ¢lan odgovarajué¢ih birokratsko-
-institucionalnih foruma®, obavezni u¢esnik na reprezentativnim izlozbama.! S druge
strane, 1 ¢injenica da je, kao 1 u slucaju vecine drugih umjetnika, njegova slikarska
produkcija u ovom dvogodisnjem (1945-1947) periodu relativno ogranicena, da je
broj radova neobi¢no mali, pogotovo za izrazitog radoholika kakav je bio Lubarda,
1 ¢injenica da su ovi radovi po svojoj jezickoj strukturi disparatni, govore o tome da
se umjetnik zapravo koleba, da je nesiguran u odabiru puta kojim bi slika trebalo da
ide u susret ideoloskom premrezavanju estetike, netom objavljenim zahtjevima da
se 1 u simbolickoj ravni da odgovarajuca reprezentacija ,,nove stvarnosti.

O ovom kolebanju, ne samo Lubardinom, svjedoce 1 dragocjeni dokumenti
iz Arhiva Jugoslavije u Beogradu. Za ovu priliku, iz stenografskih biljeski, izdvoji¢u
neka mjesta iz zanimljivih Lubardinih diskusija, uz neophodnu ogradu koja
podrazumijeva da diskusija ima puni smisao tek kada se sagledava u kontekstu,
dakle u ,,dramaturgiji“ koju iscrtavaju sve diskusije na ovim znacajnim poslijeratnim
strukovnim forumima jugoslovenskih umjetnika.

Prvi put, Lubarda znacajnije uzima rije¢ na Il plenumu uprave Saveza
likovnih umjetnika Jugoslavije, odrzanom 11.112. aprila 1949. On najprije podrzava
Tartalju, u vezi sa stavom da kod nas, u Jugoslaviji, nije bilo ,,formalizma® (pri cemu
se pod pojmom ,,formalizam* ovdje podrazumijevala apstrakcija u ruskoj umjetnosti
— Tartalja pominje ,.konstruktivan® nacin izrazavanja, tj. konstruktivizam), isticuci
kako kod nas ,formalizam nikad nije dobio jakog korena®, jer ,,mi nismo imali
uslova da se formalizam kod nas razvije.* Potom slijede recenice u kojima Lubarda
prvi put pominje ,socijalisticki realizam*: ,Mi se stalno spoticemo o to §ta je
formalizam 1 $ta treba da bude socijalisticki realizam. Jedni postavljaju to pitanje, a
imamo drugove koji se opiru tome pitanju. Teoretski se postavlja dobro, ali u praksi

8  Imenovan 1945. u zvanje vanrednog profesora, razrijesen duznosti 1946, kada je premjesten
u Crnu Goru, 1 postavljen najprije za ¢inovnika Ministarstva prosvete, a potom imenovan za
direktora novoformirane Umjetnic¢ke $kole na Cetinju. Vidi: Odluka Pretsjednistva NR CG,
personalno odjeljenje, br. 2588, Cetinje, 11. IX 1946, i br. 5578, Cetinje, 4. aprila 1947. Drzavni
arhiv Crne Gore.

9 U ULUS-u, ULUCG-u i SLUJ-u.

10 Najznacajnije su u tom pogledu, u periodu 1945-1950, izlozbe: Slkarstvo ¢ vajarstvo naroda Jugoslavie
XIX 1 XX vijeka (1946-1948) 1 XXV medunarodni byenale u Venecyyi (1950).
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ne bih rekao da ispada dobro. Treba dati definiciju $ta je socijalisticki realizam, ali
ne mislim samo teorijski, nego $ta je on i prakticki i tehni¢ki.“!! Lubarda ne dira,
ili se ne usuduje da dira, u teoriju, 1 po njemu je ona ,,postavljena dobro®, silna je
energija u tom pravcu usmjerena, javni je kulturni prostor prezasi¢en njome, ali
umjetnik prizeljkuje definiciju, koje jo§ uvijek nema, o tome $ta je u prakticnom
smislu socijalisticki realizam, tj. kako bi neko umjetnicko djelo trebalo da se izvede
a da relacija sadrzina—forma bude jednoznacna — ,.definicije®, naime, sluze tome.
Mozda prizeljkujuéi upravo takvu definiciju, Lubarda, agonu skloni crnogorski
brdanin, u nastavku, u susret Petogodisnjem planu (!), ,.koji se zavrsava 1951 ima
krajnje zanimljiv predlog — ,,da uc¢inimo jednu utakmicu ovakve vrste: utakmicu u
znaku ko ¢e najbolje, najrealnije prikazati nasu stvarnost, kako objektivno, tako 1
u umetnickom kvalitetu... Ovako konkretan zadatak naterao bi ljude da izvrse tu
unutrasnju revoluciju i da je prikazu.“!? Nesto kasnije, u raspravi koja se povodom
ovoga rasplamsala, pri cemu veéina govornika misli da je ideja o takmicenju dobra,
Lubarda govori kako se ,kod nas [...] pojavljuje potreba kompozicije® 1 kako je
ona ,,diktovana stvarnos¢u®. Kompozicija po njemu ne treba da li¢i ni na Kurbea,
ni na Delakroa, niti je treba praviti kao $to ju je pravio Ticijan, buduéi da se nase
drustvo nalazi ,,u jednom dijalektickom razvoju®, odnosno ,,u jednom istorijskom
trenutku®, pa je, upravo sukladno tome, ,treba [...] praviti onako kako diktuje
stvarnost.” Slijedi potom jos jedno vazno, ideolosko reklo bi se, razlikovanje. Ako
se, primjera radi, pravi kompozicija sa temom jednog ,minera®, taj miner, radeci
,»u kapitalistickoj zemlji®, drzeéi masinu 1 busedi neku stjenu, to je, prema Lubardi,
»kao da se pravi reklama za masinu busilicu.” Za razliku od ovog minera koji radi
u bezdusnom kapitalizmu, nas miner ,,ima lik ponosit, on ne samo da busi jedan
komad stene, nego on krece citavo jedno brdo.* Isticu¢i kako je to tako upravo zbog
toga Sto se odvija u ,;socijalistickoj sredini, Lubarda, ne bez egzaltacije, kojom ocito
zeli da naglasi epski polet zamisljene slike, postavlja, 1 sebi 1 drugima, pitanje: ,,1 koji
je to realizam koji ¢e prikazati takav silovit polet nase omladine®, zaklju¢ujuéi da
je u prikazivanju takvih scena iz socijalisticke izgradnje neophodno da se istakne
poetski momenat, ,,duh koji pokrece 1 volja koja pokrece narod da stvara buduci
bolji Zivot®, izvodeci na kraju ovog izlaganja sljede¢i zakljucak: ,.Ja mislim da ono
§to je najbolje 1 najkonstruktivnije u nauci slikarstva upotrebimo kao sredstvo za ove
mogucnosti. Ako izbacimo poeziju iz umetnosti, onda je ostavljamo bez krila, bez
poleta.!3 Usput, zanimljivom sintagmom ,,nauka slikarstva“, kao da je i nesvjesno
opravdao sopstveni stav o potrebi da se ,socijalisticki realizam® definise, jer su,
dakako, definicije svojstvenije svijetu nauke nego svijetu umjetnosti. Lubarda ovdje
jos ne zna za kanonski tekst Jovana Popovica Idenost daje krila talentima, jer prvi broj
casopisa Umetnost, inace predviden programom rada SLU]J-a, pojavice se kasnije,
iste godine, pa 1 ne sluti da ¢e ovaj borbeni zrec socijalistickog realizma, polazeci od

11 AJ 317-80-(189-190)
12 AJ 317-80-190
13 AJ 317-80-(192-193)
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Petar Lubarda, Izgradnja pruge (Vagonet) 1948, ulje na platnu, 208,5 x 258,5 cm, Narodni muzej
Crne Gore — Cetinje

srodne ideje, od potrebe da u nekoj kompoziciji, iznutra, isijava elanom ispunjeni
lik novog ¢ovjeka u novom vremenu, sasje¢i i njegova, Lubardina ,krila®, tvrdeci
kako u nasoj tadasnjoj umjetnosti ,,Cesto umesto elana vidimo pognute figure bez
lica“ 1 kako su ,,Cesto [...] figure okrenute ledima, da im se ne bi moralo videti lice.*
(Popovi¢ 1949, 9) Iako Popovi¢ poimenice ne spominje Lubardu, jasno je da ovdje
aludira upravo na njegovu sliku Vagonet.

Prikraju diskusije o ,,takmicenju‘ koje je sam predlozio, Lubarda ima potrebu
da se ogradi — kada je, naime, predlozio ideju o takmicenju u slavu Petogodisnjeg
plana, nije mislio ,,na nagrade®, ve¢ je mislio ,,da bi to bila revija o tome o ¢cemu
mi stalno govorimo, o socijalistickom realizmu, o nacinu izrazavanja, o tome kako
da se najbolje izrazi nasa stvarnost.“!* I na samom kraju, Lubarda u povodu
takmicenja istice vaznost kolektivnog pregnuca umjetnika, njihovog povezivanja sa
Sirom zajednicom 1 njenim institucijama ne samo po osnovu partijske pripadnosti
vec 1 §ire , frontovske orjjentacije, jer je njemu ,,dobar frontovac isto tako blizak kao

14 AJ 317-80-198
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1 dobar partijac”, dodajuci da se u okviru ovog poduhvata, tj. takmicenja, ,,logicno
[...] treba pozabaviti 1 sa politickom izgradnjom®, ne zaboravljajuéi da naglasi 1
vaznost kolektivnhoga pregnuca: ,,Nikada se jedan umetnik nije stvorio bez saradnje
mnos$tva umetnika. Potrebno je mnostvo umetnika da bi se dao karakter jednog
vremena. Tako je bilo u svim procesima dru$tvenim, pa je tako i u umetnosti.“!?
Posebno pregnuce, tek da se ne zaboravi vaznost ,,istorijskoga vremena®, priziva i
zavr$na recenica: ,,Mozemo u okviru ovoga da se obavezemo da drzimo izvesna
gisto politicka predavanja. 1

Od zavrsetka II plenuma SLU]J-a do pocetka II kongresa SLUJ-a, odrzanog
u Beogradu 6. 1 7. maja 1950. proslo je ta¢no godinu 1 24 dana. Lubardina
wutakmica®, bar u neckoj institucionalizovanoj, javnoj formi, nije se odrzala, a po
svoj prilici utisavala je 1 potreba da se drze ,,Cisto politicka predavanja® u okviru
umjetnickih strukovnih aktivnosti. Za ovo relativno kratko vrijeme u Jugoslaviji je
otpoceo nepovratni proces drustvene tranzicije, koji je podrazumijevao znacajnu
sistemsku liberalizaciju politike, ckonomije 1 kulture u zemlji. Najava ove
liberalizacije dosla je, najprije, iz sfere politike, kroz pristupnu besjedu Edvarda
Kardelja u Slovenackoj akademiji nauka i umetnosti, izgovorenu 12. decembra
1949. Krajem istoga mjeseca odrzan je i III plenum CK KP]J na kojem je, izmedu
ostalog, uopsteno omeksan partijski stav prema kulturi (Merenik 2001, 50), a jos 1
prije znamenitog govora na III kongresu knjizevnika Jugoslavije u Ljubljani 1952,
Miroslav Krleza u diskusiji na II kongresu ove strukovne organizacije (26-29. XI
1949), ne dovodedi jo§ uvijek u pitanje lenjinski princip o ,partijnosti knjizevnoga
stvaranja®, ima potrebu da istakne ,,nonkomformizam naseg vlastitog elementa“!’,

kao 1 potrebu za oslobadanjem ,,0d Sematizovane lijeve kominformisticke fraze.*
(Krleza 1950, 17)

Ovo povijesno omeksavanje partijske politike ,,propovijedanja, nadziranja
1 kaznjavanja“, osjeca se i u stenogramskim biljeskama sa II kongresa SLU]J-a.
Relaksiran je, ocito, 1 Petar Lubarda. On sada ,nema neku narocitu temu® i
samo bi ,rekao nesto generalno o slikarstvu.“!® No, prije nego $to ¢e reéi nesto
wgeneralno o slikarstvu® Lubarda priznaje kako ,,mi cesto govorimo 1 kad se
sastajemo pojedinacno 1 u veéim grupama o socijalistickom realizmu danas, koji
je aktuelan ne samo kod nas nego i u citavom svetu®, i dodaje kako se, ocito pri
ovim susretima, cCesto postavljaju ovakva pitanja: ,Sta je to, koji je to belaj taj
socjjalisticki realizam? Kakvi su to bauct 1 $ta je to taj formalizam? I uvek ove

15 AJ 317-80-201

16 AJ 317-80—-202

17 Kileza je, ocito, ve¢ od januara 1949. uveliko posvecen radu na kapitalnoj izlozbi Srednjovjekovna
umyjetnost naroda jJugoslavije u Parizu, izlozbi na kojoj je Evropi prezentovan svojevrsni plaidoyer pro
domo, kao znak duboke utemeljenosti nove drzave i na svojoj sopstvenoj duhovnoj tradiciji, o kojoj
1 u diskusiji na pomenutom kongresu nasiroko govori. (Krleza 1950, 15)

18 AJ 317-80-328
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re¢i preskacu jedna drugu.“!? Slijedi i veoma indikativan odgovor: ,,Po mome
uverenju 1 ubedenju ja to ne bi nazvao ’socijalisticki realizam’ ja bih to bolje nazvao
ovakvim izrazom ’socijalisticka umetnost’. A ako je socijalisticka, a sigurno da
jeste, ako joj je baza 1 shvatanje materijalisticko, realisticko 1 sama ¢e ta umetnost
biti takva.“% 1 izrazi ,belaj i ,,bauk® upucuju na ovaj relaksiraniji odnos prema
»zahtjevima dana“, a terminoloska inovacija, pomjeranje od standardizovanog
izraza ,socijalisticki realizam® ka izrazu ,socijalisticka umjetnost®, zapravo je
dalekometna: ona kao da naslu¢uje ekstenziju kasnijih terminoloskih preciziranja
u izrazima kao $to su ,;socijalisticki estetizam®, ,,socijalisticki modernizam® itd. Da
li pod uticajem krlezijanskog plaidoyer-a pro domo iznesenog ve¢ i na pomenutom
IT kongresu knjizevnika, ili pod uticajem ogromnog uspjcha izlozbe Srednjovjekovne
umjetnosti naroda Jugoslavije u Palati Sajo u Parizu, ¢iji je komesar, predsjednik
Organizacionog odbora 1 pisac predgovora upravo Krleza, a koja je jos u toku dok
se redaju govornici na ovom II kongresu SLU]J-a, svejedno, Lubarda ima potrebu
da 1 sam istakne kako je na$ narod ,,od svog dolaska na Balkan®, iako je bio ,,pod
raznim uticajima, kulturnim i istorijskim®, u sferi kulture 1 umjetnosti uzdigao
sopstvene vrijednosti, poput, primjerice, nasih fresaka, koje su, prema Lubardinoj
ocjeni ,,na mnogo visem likovnom stepenu i idejno nego li ¢ak sama renesansa.‘?!
Ovim putem Lubarda udara i dalje, isticu¢i kako se slikarstvo u Jugoslaviji, ,.kod
jugoslovenskih naroda nije [...] izgubilo pored svih invazija 1 navala®, a u vezi sa
izlozbom, kako je imenuje Lubarda, ,,Dva veka slikarstva jugoslovenskih naroda‘“??
da smo vidjeli ,,da kroz sve te muke 1 borbu za nezavisnost imamo jedan kontinuitet,
jednu tradiciju.“%® A ovaj tradicijski niz Lubarda uvezuje navodedi primjere fresaka
u Dalmaciji u Hrvatskoj, éeéljarove slike, Duru Jaksica i Nadezdu Petrovi¢, a ,,u
novije doba® Kraljevi¢a 1 Raci¢a u Zagrebu, 1 slovenacki impresionizam, koji je ,,u
to doba bio izraz 1 teznja jednog nacionalnog osecanja za slobodu®, a kojem se,
istice govornik, moze naci neka ,,podudarnost sa slovenackim narodnim vezom i sa
magnicastim (vjerovatno: ,maglicastim“ — primjedba P. C) planinama®, dodajuci
kako se uvijek ,,treba drzati korena® jednako kao $to treba ,logicno [...] nauciti onaj
najvazniji uzor®, u datom slucaju ,,8kolu® francuskog impresionizma, jer iako je ona
francuska ,,ona je isto tako i naga, jer je opstecovecanska.“?* Ipak, Lubarda se na
kraju izlaganja retoricki pita: ,,Sta je to §to bi nas umetnike povezalo sa osecanjima
onih ljudi koji grade 1 izgraduju socijalizam?* U potrazi za odgovorom, on najprije
istice kako ,,socijalizam nije tako glatka stvar®, kako zahtijeva ,,mnogo sati rada,
mnogo muka, kako napora ruku tako 1 mozga® i, postavljajuéi pitanja ,gdje su

19 AJ 317-80-329

20 AJ 317-80-(329-330)

21 AJ 317-80-330

22 Radi se o ve¢ pomenutoj izlozbi Slikarstvo i vajarstvo naroda Jugoslavije XIX ¢ XX veka (160 ucesnika i
oko 400 eksponata), prikazanoj u Beogradu, Zagrebu 1 Ljubljani u prvoj polovini 1947, a potom
u Moskvi, Lenjingradu, Bratislavi, Pragu, Var§avi, Krakovu 1 Budimpesti, tokom 1947-1948.

23 AJ 317-80-330
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sjedinjene ove sile koje daju umetniku podstrek za kreaciju? Gde je to? Je li to u
realizmu? Je li to u formalizmu?* odgovara kako se ,,mi necemo mnogo koristiti
od svih tih rijeci®, jer ,,ako pogledamo [...] staro slikarstvo, pa 1 novo — pogledajmo
recimo Van Goga — vide¢emo da nema radnika, da nema gradanina koji nece
voleti Van Gogove suncokrete®. A zasto je Van Gog to tako naslikao 1 $ta ga je
pobudilo? Pa zato §to ga je pobudila ,,ona misao koju je covek imao jos od pecine,
ona ljubav da preda drugome jedan lik svojih osecaja.” Bio je ovo metodicki uvod
u zavr$no retoricko pitanje-odgovor: ,,U socijalizmu koji je najlepsi osecaj? Najljepsi
osjecaj (je) taj ogromni zajednicki napor. Umetnik se pod najveé¢im tesko¢ama bori
da da generacijama i docnijim pokoljenjima svoj najlepsi oseéaj.“> Lubardi, kao
1izrazitom bastiniku epske tradicije, sigurno je bliska ova kolektivisticka ,,mi“ ideja,
ona je karakteristicna za cijelo njegovo poratno slikarstvo, bilo da je, kratko, i ne
u svim slucajevima, naslonjena na elan i1 polet kojim upravljaju parole, nalozi i
ocekivanja dana, bilo da izvire iz Sire epske tradicije, ponajvise narodne poezije, 1
razlic¢itih oblika usmenih predanja, bilo da sanja ,let u kosmos® i prenosi ,,Stafetu
ljudskog razuma®, ili pak odgoneta neprozirnosti i tajne zodijackih znakova.

Lubarda je bio posljednji govornik prvog dana Kongresa. Prvi govornik
sljede¢eg dana Vilim Svec¢njak, u smislu krlezijanskog plaidoyer-a pro domo, nastavlja
tamo gdje je Lubarda stao. Svec¢njak, istina, najprije upucuje na znacaj Kongresa
u smislu uocavanja vaznosti ,,najsire, najslobodnije 1 najsmelije kritike 1 diskusije a
u cilju stvaranja umetnosti epohe nase socijalisticke izgradnje®, koja ¢e uz likovnu
praksu pomodi ,,da se oslobodimo kalupa 1 graza shema 1 dogmi koje su sputavale
nase likovno stvaranje, a likovne umetnike dovodile do zabune i dezorijentacije. %%
A potom slijedi 1 neskriveno krlezijanski osvrt ,,na nasu proslost™ koji ¢e pokazati
»~da se osnovica sveg naseg stvaralastva pa 1 naseg samoodrzanja nalazi u nasem
nonkonformalizmu®, kao $to ¢e 1 ,,marksisticka analiza nase istorije” pokazati ,,da
se nasi narodi nisu dali svladati 1 podrediti uticajima civilizacija jacih naroda® i
da su ,,u svim svojim zivotnim manifestacijama i formama dali i ocuvali biljeg
originalnog 1 autohtonog stvaralastva.” Zato nasi kulturni spomenici, materijalni 1
nematerijalni, ,,od prvog dana nase balkanske istorije cuvaju ,,svoj jezik, svoj govor,
svoje pismo, njegujuci 1 odrzavajudi svoje obicaje, svoje pesme, ukrase 1 ornamente,
afirmirajuéi i razvijajuéi originalni karakter svoje umetnosti.“?’ Sve¢njak potom
odaje eksplicitno postovanje svom duhovnom inspiratoru ¢itajuci veoma dugi citat
iz navedene Krlezine diskusije.?®

Karakter Lubardinih najranijih radova iz ovog poratnog vremena upucuje
na zakljucak kako ovo ideolosko premrezavanje estetike za njega uopste nije bilo
jednostavno 1 kako se njegova dotadasnja umjetnicka uvjerenja nespretno uguravaju
u neku vrstu imaginarne prokrustove postelje koju umjetnik, paradoksalno, u izna-
lasku ,,tacke sraza® sa pravovjernim ideoloskim ocekivanjima, sam sebi sagraduje.

25 AJ 317-80- (332-333)
26 AJ 317-80-(333-334)
97 AJ 317-80-335
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Petar Lubarda, Patje naroda, 194445, ulje

na platnu, 244 x 157 cm, Muzej savremene
umetnosti, Beograd

Slike Patnje naroda (1944—45) i Sjecanje
na 1941. godinu (1947), iz vremena za
koje je 1 u slucaju drugih umjetnika
karakteristicna ratna tematika??, oci-
to su radene prema nekim odabra-
nim uzorima iz ,velike umjetnicke
prolosti®’. Kao da su, u pomanjka-
nju neke ,,posebne kombinacije*3!,
upravo ovi uzori bili neka vrsta spa-
sonosnog formalnog vela kojim su
bili obavijeni novi narativni sadrzaj,
pribavljaju¢i im ,wvisoki“ umjetnic-
ki legitimitet. Ali obje slike, koje su
ocito imale intenciju da kroz prizor
obavijen sablasnim hladom prigusene
bijele svjetlosti na neki nacin sublimi-
raju kolektivne ratne traume, slikane
su u jednom usiljenom simbolickom
kljucu, uvodeéi u sliku, prvi put u
Lubardinom stvaralastvu na takav
nacin, dramati¢ni mizanscen, princip
pateticne wscenacye, instalacye 1 teatrali-
zacye prizora. Isti ovaj patos vidljiv je
1 na slici Bombas (1945), u kompozi-
ciji herojske piramidalne scene, koja
u mnogo cemu ,citira”“ znamenite
istorijske uzore®?, ali je, u isto vrije-
me, upravo ova slika na samoj granici
koja, kako primjecuje Lidija Mere-

nik, ve¢ najavljuje mogucnost odvajanja problema materije slike, u njenom drugom
planu, od problema njene retoricke sadrzine, u prvom. (Merenik 2001, 62)

Uprkos nespornoj sadrzinskoj pravovjernosti, nijedna od ovih slika, medutim,
nije postedena ozbiljnih kritickih primjedbi od strane poletnih kriticara nove epohe.
Priroda 1 smisao ovih primjedbi raskrivaju poziciju novog subjekta, centralne

29 Ve¢ Dragoslav Dordevi¢ utvrduje kako je do 1947. godine ,preovladavala [...] uglavnom ratna
tematika, posle nje teme iz obnove 1 izgradnje.” (Pordevi¢ 1969, 71)

30  Bihalji-Merin upravo navodi El Greka, kao uzor koji Lubarda slijedi u slici Patnje naroda (Mepun
1945, 2), a M. B. Proti¢ u svom predgovoru za katalog velike retrospektive ,,Lubarda u Muzeju
savremene umetnosti‘ Beograd, takode istice ,,elgrekovski komponovano Sjecanje na 1941, (Proti¢

1967)

31 Lubardin izraz, vezan za njegova razmi$ljanja o umjetnosti nastaloj u zarobljenickom logoru.

(ITeposuh 1974, 455)

32 Ezen Delakroa, Sloboda vodi narod, 1830, Muzej Luvr, Pariz.
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Petar Lubarda, Sjecanje na 1941, 1947, ulje na platnu 83 x 104 cm, privatno vlasnistvo, Vicentije

Petrovi¢ Beograd

figure u ondasnjem ,,umjetnickom sistemu® — figure kriticara ideologa i cenzora.
U tekstu posveéenom prvoj izlozbi likovnih umjetnika Srbije nakon oslobodenja,
Bihalji-Merin znacajan prostor posve¢uje Lubardinoj slici Patnje naroda. On najprije
veli kako Lubarda ,,pokusava da resi problem jedinstva forme 1 sadrzine jednom
velikom kompozicijom* 1 kako se ova njegova slika ,nalazi u sredistu paznje®.
Odaju¢i mu priznanje za volju i rijeSenost da ,komponuje teme danasnjice®, da
»daje 1 neko oblikovanje tragicnog i herojskog nasih dana®, da ,,pokazuje kako se
moze pristupiti velikom novom zadatku, kako se moze crpsti sa izvora secanja na
tragicne 1 herojske godine®, Bihalji-Merin ne propusta da ukaze kako se Lubarda
,Jo$ bori sa problemima oblikovanja® i da mnoga mjesta na platnu ,,izgledaju jos
kao da nisu dovrsena: nebo i zemlja, ¢ovek 1 priroda, jos$ nisu potpuno srasli i ne ¢ine
celinu®, dodajudi, na kraju, kako ¢e ,,mati 1 zena koja oplakuje mrtve ostati urezana
u secanju.* (Mepun 1943, 2) U nesto kasnijem tekstu iz iste godine, Jovan Popovic,
ne imenujuéi Lubardu 1 njegovo djelo, ocito aludira na istu sliku, spocitavajuci
joj ,,misticizam® 1 ,netipicnost™: , Druga opasna tema na kojoj se umetnik lako
moze okliznuti jeste tema patnji 1 stradanja naroda. Pitanje je kako ¢e umetnik
tu temu obraditi. Ako prikaze samo procesije ‘stradalnika’ u nekom misticnom
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svetlu prikaz nece biti istinit pa cak
1 da je tehnicki uspeo. Stradanje
nasth naroda nije bilo pasivno,
bezizgledno, zivotinjsko, odnosno
pasivnost 1 bezizglednost nisu bile
nimalo tipicne.” (Ilomosuh 1945)
Da je 1 sama kritika nesigurna
u zasnivanju ,objektivnosti™ 1
iskljucivanju ,,subjektivne® procjene
svjedoce razlicite ocjene Lubardine
slike Iz borbe (poznata i kao Bombas
1 Juris). Najprije, Bihalji-Merin je
pun hvale, isticu¢i kako je taj rad
,U centru zapazanja“ na izlozbi i
kako je u pitanju ,monumentalno
postavljena slika koja impresivno
prica o [...] epizodi velike borbe®, te
da je ,jaka slikarska snaga povezala
[...] plavetnilo munjevitog neba sa
covekom 1 zemljom* 1 da nam ona
»ukazuje na to da se nasi umetnici
spremaju na velike kompozicije koje
¢e modi da prikazu veliku tematiku
narodne borbe. (buxamu-Mepun
1946, 130) A tri godine kasnije, u Lapisima 1z 1949. Grga Gamulin, piSuci o istoj
slici, kod njega imenovanoj Juris, istice najprije kako je ,lice ranjenog borca koji
se dize u freneziji borbe [...] najbolje naslikano lice kod nas nakon Oslobodenja®,
kao 1 to da se ,.cijela koloristicka koncepcija te slike, u onim nijansama otrovnog
Lubardinog zelenila, mogla |[...] sretno prilagoditi njenoj sadrzajnosti. Sve je
zavitlano, ispunjeno mrznjom i ognjenim parama, a ranjenikovo lice unosi se
bijesnom odlucnosti u neprijatelja, u daljinu.” Ali, u ostalim likovima kompozicije,
nastavlja Gamulin lekciju, ,.slikar nije izdrzao visinu tog patosa: neuvjerljiva figura
borca u sredini najmanje je prikladna da bude osovina, koja drzi u ravnotezi oblike
1 mase, nerazradeni lik partizanke nije iza$ao iz okvira retorike, a nerazgovijetni 1
sumarno oznaceni leSevi u prednjem planu jos vise narusavaju dojam konzistentne
vizuelne realnosti. (Gamulin 1949, 831-832)

Primjedbe su, vidjeli smo, upucene kako na ,sadrzinu® tako i na ,formu®
djela, dva njegova kljucna aspekta cije ,prirodno objedinjavanje trazi i ocekuje
ondasnja kritika. Ali iako se u nizu radova koji su nastali nakon odlaska u Crnu
Goru 1946. Lubarda ,sklonio* u prividnu sadrzinsku ,neutralnost”, slikajuci
crnogorske pejzaze, ni tada ozbiljni prigovori nijesu izostali, s tim $to su ovog puta
bili usmjereni na kritiku formalnih elemenata slike 1 tek na osnovu njih na izostanak
wsadrzinske objektivnosti™ u predstavljanju ,realnosti. U istom tekstu, u Zapisima
1z 1949, Gamulin pise: ,,Ali osnovni problem Lubardina slikarstva ostaje boja, onaj

Petar Lubarda, Juns, 1945, ulje na platnu, 200 x

156 cm, Narodni muzej Crne Gore — Cetinje
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Petar Lubarda, Sjecanje na 1941, 1947, ulje na platnu 83 x 104 cm, privatno vlasnistvo, Vicentije
Petrovi¢ Beograd

njegov nerealni, apstraktni kolorit gustih zelenih 1 maslinastih tonaliteta, kojima on u
sumarnim $irokim namazima modelira nedefinirane oblike, a iz kojeg kao da se uvijek
isparuje neko nadnaravno, fantomatsko osjecanje zivota. Dovoljno je vidjeti njegove
crnogorske pejzaze iz 1947. pa da u svoj ostrini iskrsne pitanje: koliko ¢e daleko u
smislu dostizanja realisticke pojavnosti Lubarda mo¢i do¢i s ovom tako odredenom,
subjektivnom, iznad realnosti uvijek toliko uzdignutom paletom? Ima u tim naslikanim
crnogorskim planinama neke mistike, nekog upornog trazenja sadrzajnosti s one
strane realnosti’, koje, kao 1 u slucaju Tartaglie, dovodi u pitanje moguénost pozitivne
evolucije ovog tako dovrsenog 1 izgradenog stila. I upravo zato ¢e borbu protiv tog
‘misticnog’ zakrzljavanja Lubardine umjetnosti trebati povesti prvenstveno na planu
sadrzajnosti, na planu uzdizanja umjetnicke spoznaje do jasnih vidokruga svijesti. U
tim vidokruzima pred svjetlosc¢u zivotne istine, nestat ¢e sve sablasti $to se jos gnijezde
1 skrivaju iza ovih platna, a u samom koloritu javit ¢e se mozda 1 boje, u kojima ce se
osjetiti 1 nesto od naseg danasnjeg zivota.” (Gamulin 1949, 832)

Tako je Lubardino djelo tokom ovog prvog poratnog razdoblja kolebljivo,
1ako on ,luta® izmedu ,,misticke svjetlosti sjecanja na ratne dogadaje, prizora poratne
izgradnje 1 turobnih crnogorskih pejzaza, iako je jezicki repertoar nekoherentan, tesko
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Petar Lubarda, Rompozicija (Motw) sa primorja, 1950, ulje na platnu, 243 x 305 cm, Narodni
muzej Crne Gore — Cetinje

je redi da su njegov stvaralacki ritam neposredno odredivali ovi ideologizirani kriticki
prigovori 1 zahtjevi. I mada postoji izvjesna sjenka sumnje u povodu nacina na koji
Lubarda promislja svoju umjetnicku poziciju u kontekstu novih socijalnih okolnost,
o ¢emu mozemo da slutimo i na osnovu jedne biljeske M. B. Proti¢a u Nojevoj barci®®,
mogli bismo rec¢i da on, iako svakako osjeca njthov pritisak, ne drzi bas mnogo do
ovih primjedbi, da nastoji da 1 u ovim okolnostima traga za nekim novim izrazom, za
onom ,,istinom slikarstva® koja ga muci od najranijih dana.

Da je to doista tako govore upravo neke nove slike, nastale po povratku
u Crnu Goru, poput Ustanka ili Vagoneta (obje iz 1948), koje su, uprkos tome
Sto tematizuju heroiku minulog rata, odnosno poratne izgradnje, daleko od
jednoznacnoga robovanja socrealistickim nalozima. S onu stranu ,tematske®

33 ,/Zbunila me je te nodi (na veceri koju su Petar 1 Vera Lubarda priredili u ¢ast Anjes Amber,
komesara izlozbe ,,Savremena francuska umjetnost” u Umjetnickom paviljonu u Beogradu, 1952
— primjedba P. C.) i jedna Milova i Petrova ispovest: da su, za vreme socrealizma, ponekad i
sami pomisljali kako su se kao modernisti otisnuli u maglu — toliko je posle 1945. govor protiv
Pariza, Zapada i modernizma bio sugestivan i nesavladiv. Zbunila jer sam verovao u njihovu
¢vrstu ubedenost. (IIporuh 1992, 349)
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Petar Lubarda, Zvetva orsidba, 1949, ulje na platnu, 151 x 197 cm, Narodni muzej Crne
Gore — Cetinje

pravovjernosti’*, a u slucaju Ustanka i izvjesne plakatsko-propagandisticke,
agitacijske prirode slike, oba rada 1 karakterom slikarske povrsine, 1 njenom teskom
materjalnom krecnom gradom, utemeljuju proces artikulacije slike kao elementa
zidne strukture, a zajedno sa istovremenim pejzazima iz okoline Cetinja ukazuju
na uzdizanje znacaja cisto slikarskih sredstava, koja se uprezu u otvorene procese
automimetickih postupaka. U isto vrijeme, formalna invencija koja grupu figura
u obje slike tretira kao jedinstveni korpus, sa dinamicnim, zatvorenim obrisom,
koji se u Ustanku naslanja na ogromnu stijensku plocu cija forma najavljuje
izdvojene ,,nosace® prizora na slikama iz pedesetih godina, kao elemente specifi¢ne
topografske artikulacije predstavnog polja, ovi radovi su okrenuti buduénosti 1
najavljuju potpuno nove koncepcije slike.

U nekoliko izjava iz pedesetih 1 Sezdesetih godina sam Lubarda ponavljace

kako je za njega li¢no ovaj period bio ,vrlo znacajan®, pa ,mozda i presudan,

34 Osim navedenih, krugu tematski ,,pravovjernih® slika iz ovog perioda pripadaju, svaka na svoj
nacin, i slike Kompozicija (Motiv) 1z primorja (1948), kao velika freska — prizor iz narodnog Zivota i
Zetva-vrsidba (1949), kao slika iz narodnog Zivota, ali i kolektivnog radnog elana.

35  Majcroposuh 1955, 11; Cranuh 1967.
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poricuéi da je na njega bilo ko vrsio nekakav pritisak, ,,jer to bi bilo monstruozno*3,

1 otkrivaju¢i da je tadasnje ,forsiranje kompozicije 1 velikog formata“ ono sto je
njemu ,,potpuno odgovaralo®. (Majcroposuh 1955, 11) Iz njegovih izjava saznajemo
1 da se nije slagao ,,sa metodom®, da je smatrao ,,da je potreban jaci izraz 1 dublja
sinteza® (Majcroposuh 1935, 11), kao i1 da je ovo forsiranje on razumijevao 1
kao aktuelnu drustvenu potrebu da se veliki formati integrisu sa arhitekturom
javnih prostora: ,,potrebni su ve¢i formati koji odgovaraju zidnim povr§inama, a
njih ¢emo nalaziti u savremenim drustvenim prostorijama, u fabrikama ili na
ulicama® (Cranuh 1967), jer ,kao $to mozemo da vidimo reklame, zasto da ne
vidimo slike®. (Cranuh 1967) Na osnovu ovih izjava mozemo zakljuciti kako je 1
za Lubardu ve¢ tada umjetnost misljena i kao funkcionalna, integralna, sustinska
potreba nove drustvene epohe. I zapravo to su za Lubardu 1 njegovo stvaralastvo
bili glavni ucinci ovog kratkog razdoblja: osvajanje ideje monumentalnog formata,
nova, posna 1 teska materija slike u kojoj svjetlost vise nema reflektujucu funkeiju,
koja hrani iluzivne formalne mehanizme transfera trodimenzionalne realnosti u
dvodimenzionalnu datost slike, ve¢ se pojavljuje kao samoemitujuce svojstvo same
slikarske materije, kao 1 misao o aktivnoj drustvenoj funkciji umjetnosti, o karakteru
umjetnosti u socijalizmu 1, mozda, osnovu za uvjerenje da se ,,grckom formom ne
moze [...] odraziti socijalizam.*3’

Iako je, nakon niza dogadaja koji tome idu u susret, zvanicno, na VI
kongresu KP]J, detroniran 1952, ,,socrealizam® je u samom djelu nasih najznacajnijih
umjetnika de facto trajao mnogo krace 1, kako smo vidjeli, ne bez mnogih unutrasnjih
protivrjecnosti, koje impliciraju da ovu epohu nije obiljezio nikakav jedinstveni
1 u sigurnosti jezickih formi usidreni ,stil“, ve¢ se zapravo radilo o nekoj vrsti
ideoloski rigidne, ali uz svu tu rigidnost i sav retoricki polet nesigurne, plutajuce
kulturne klime, o kratkotrajnom ,,duhu vremena®. Uprkos tome S$to je Lubardin
odnos prema novom drustvu u osnovi bio pozitivan, $to je on ocito nastojao da
razvija ideje koje bi mogle da aktivno povezu i autonomno misljenu umjetnost
sa novonastaju¢im drustvom, u ocima jednog od tadasnjih ideoloskih zreca Grge
Gamulina, 1 on je identifikovan kao predratni ,,desni formalist (Gamulin 1949,
824-825), 1 kao takav;, zajedno sa Ivanom Tabakovicem 1 Milom Milunovi¢em
sklonjen sa beogradske Akademije likovnih umjetnosti, gdje je bio izabran u zvanje
vanrednog profesora. I dok je Tabakovi¢ ,,samo® pomjeren na ocito manje znacajnu
Akademiju primijenjenih umjetnosti, Milunovi¢ 1 Lubarda su sluzbeno premjesteni

36 Byxosuh, Cuauma u Kanop, Momo 1967. Tako ova Lubardina izjava zvuci vrlo odlu¢no, ne
treba zaboraviti naprijed navedenu napomenu Miodraga Proti¢a, o tome kako su mu 1 Milunovi¢
i Lubarda tokom jedne ispovijesti priznali da su ,,ponekad i sami pomisljali kako su se kao
modernisti otisnuli u maglu®.

37 ,,Grckom formom ne moze se odraziti socijalizam. Ta forma je dosla kao sustina shvatanja epohe
a ne kao necija volja. Nesto $to mi ne¢emo ne znaci da nije 1 u pravu. Zemlja koja je u stanju
da najbolje osec¢a zvuk vremena mislim da je nasa zemlja. Nasa umetnost je otisla daleko, nisam
samo ja u pitanju ili nekoliko desetina drugth, bez kolektivnog ose¢anja ne bi bilo ni tih drugih
niti mene. Jednim takvim zajednickim naporom moguce je stvoriti umetnicki ekvivalent nase
sredine 1 naseg vremena.” (Majcroposuh 1955, 11)
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u Crnu Goru (Proti¢ 1992, 257) sa namjerom, a zapravo vise pod izgovorom, da
tamo porade na osnivanju novih umjetnickih institucija i organizacija. Ova ,.kazna®
imala je izvjesno ideolosko ,,pokri¢e i iz ugla ideoloske pravovjernosti i legi(n)
timnosti bila je ,pravedna“. Sam Lubarda, naime, otkrio je kasnije da mu nije
bilo blisko ideolosko nadziranje nad umjetnoscu: ,,Ono §to stvarno nisam mogao
da primim to je onaj deo $to smo posle toga nazvali birokratskim. Ona presija na
umetnike — kako on treba da radi 1 stvara. Bez obzira na sve situacije umetnost
mora da ima svoj sopstveni jezik, svoju sopstvenu autonomiju.” (Crannh 1967)
Izmedu izjave u kojoj se porice da je bilo ko na njega vrsio pritisak, ,jer bi to bilo
monstruozno®, 1 ove potonje, ocito postoji 1zvjesna kolizija. No ona se, istinoljupcu
Petru Lubardi, moze oprostiti: vjerovatno je tacno, kako je 1 sam rekao, da na njega
nije vrien pritisak neposredno, ali je zato ,,presija na umetnike — kako on treba da radi
1 stvara® ocito postojala.

U jednoj izjavi, datoj za Ljubljanski dnevnik 1959, Lubarda je ustvrdio kako
se njegov ,,pravi razvoj desava [...] posljednjih godina® 1 kako ,.glavni prelom datira
u 1949/50 godinu®. (Petar Lubarda nas je obiskal 1959) Ovo autorovo preciziranje
vremena ,,glavnog preloma® u sopstvenom poslijeratnom stvaralastvu, u principu,
moze se uzeti kao zasnovano i ta¢no. No upravo izraz ,,glavni prelom® na neki nacin
implicira da su osim ,glavnog®™ postojali, ako ne ,prelomi”, onda svakako necka
konkretna radna iskustva, neko sabiranje, koje je ka ovom ,,prelomu vodilo. Moze se
reci da se sva ova radna iskustva, u kojima su ve¢ od 1947. godine ispoljena autorova
ispipavanja mogucnosti zasnivanja nekog novog slikarskog jezika, svakako odnose
1 na kolebanja u vezi sa nametanjem socijalistickog realizma kao obavezujuceg
wstila® u prvim poslijeratnim godinama. Naime, 1 u slikama koje se mogu citati 1
kao ,,socrealisticke®, u kojima je vidljivo da Lubarda nesumnjivo nastoji da donekle
ide u susret ideoloskim ocekivanjima 1 doktrinarnim estetskim nalozima, prije svega
u tematskom smislu, u najmanju ruku je jednako vidljivo 1 sabiranje upravo onih
postupaka koji vode ka artikulaciji novog slikarskog jezika: ukidanje iluzionistickih
mehanizama prenoSenja motiva putem sve vecih deformacija prirodnih oblika;
potom, skra¢ivanje iluzivnoga prostora u slici, sve do njene potpune plosnosti i,
najzad, invencija specificne, zidu podobne, materijalne grade slike.
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BETWEEN THE SPECTRE OF FORMALISM
AND THE TROUBLE OF SOCIALIST REALISM:
PETAR LUBARDA AND SOCIALIST REALISM

Summary:

The majority of our historiography places the time of “socialist realism”
in Yugoslavia in the period immediately after the Second World War: 1945-1950.
During this time, in all areas of the institutional organisation of the state, as well as
in the life of society in general, Yugoslavia understandably followed the experiences
of the Soviet Union, as the first socialist country. Although the Soviet model of
“socialist realism”, as a particular expression of the “objective”, cognitively inevitable
clash of Art and the Revolution, was taken as a template in art and literature,
this doctrinaire artistic style inarguably had some quite specific characteristics in
the Yugoslav context. This text deals mostly with the anatomy of an individual
artistic experience in the given historic circumstances. And it is precisely the artistic
experience of Petar Lubarda, one of the most prominent Yugoslav artists after the
war, which shows the impossibility of treating this short period of “socialist realism”
in Yugoslavia monolithically. The term “experience” seems appropriate because it
points not only to a concrete oeuvre, but also to what accompanies it — including
the artist’s thoughts on the relevant topics of his day: esthetical, ideological,
political and social. The text analyses in particular a certain always present dualiy in
Lubarda’s attitude to the ideological and political imperatives bearing on the field
of aesthetics between 1945 and 1950. Lubarda vacillates, tries to find his bearings in
the given circumstances, and feels the pressure of the powerful ideological agitprop
machinery of the Party, probably in part through the critical remarks directed at
his paintings by the ideological high priests of the time. On occasion, this pressure
would leave a trace both in the initial discussions at professional fora at which
Lubarda took part from the very beginning and in the forced formal framework of
his earliest paintings from the period, such as The Sufferings of a People (1944—45) or
Remembrance of 1941 (1947). On the other hand, the obvious indebtedness to current
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ideological and political orders, primarily visible in the choice of the “subjects”
of the paintings, did not hinder Lubarda in his search for a new concept of art.
His efforts in this direction can be seen already early on, in the painting Scene_from
Combat (also known as The Bomber), from 1945, and more clearly in later paintings
such as The Uprising (sometimes also known as Assaull), Boxcar and Seaside Motif, all
from 1948. On the one hand, the physical encoding of the figures in these paintings
points to “mobility”, to “bodies in action”, to the martial and work enthusiasm of
the builders of an epoch; on the other, turning to the field of purely plastic means,
procedures creep into and gather in the paintings to gradually lead to the articulation
of a new language of painting This language included the abolition of literal
illusionist mechanisms of rendering a motif through the increasing deformation of
natural forms, even to the point of surrealism; the shortening of illusive space in
the paintings, up to and including their total flatness; and, finally, the invention of a
specific, wall-like material structure for the paintings.
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FOOD PHOTOGRAPHY, ANXIETY, AND DESIRE!

Food photography is a widely viewed but little studied field of visual culture
and this brief essay offers a welcome opportunity to revisit a topic I broached
fifteen years ago in the photo journal Exposure and more recently in Panorama.
(Lovell 2001, 19-24; Lovell 2017) By the term “food photography,” I mean
commercially-produced photographs and photo essays that contain mini-narratives
that appear in the editorial matter of popular food magazines, such as Bon Appetit
(and many cookbooks), as distinct from both advertisements for food products
and from photographs of food by art photographers.? Analyzing the rhetorics of
food photography in popular magazines we can begin to understand the genre as
a genre, identify the audience for these images, and investigate some provocative
bleed over from the worlds of technology and fine art into this enduring form of
popular culture.

The visual rhetorics incorporated into these images trigger (in different
ways) both physical appetite and social appetite, and their mechanisms for doing so
appear to have remained constant in recent decades despite new competition from
expansive digital venues. They incorporate power relations, aesthetic pleasure, and
voyeurism. But food aesthetics are neither universal nor isolated; they echo (and
feed) the cultural and political contexts in which they circulate so we can see change
over time within underlying sameness.

In Landscape Theory, James Elkins reminds us that “Painting . . . has a
recurring set of critical problems, including fictive space, the picture plane, the
position and nature of the beholder, and notions of realism and representation.”
(Elkins 2008, 70) What interested me initially about food photography was working

1 This article has been originally published as: Margaretta M. Lovell, “Food Photography, Anxiety,
and Desire,” in ““T'he Gustatory Turn in American Art,” Panorama: Journal of the Association of
Historians of American Art 3, no. 2 (Fall 2017), https://doi.org/10.24926/24716839.1609. It is
reprinted here with the permission of the author and the publisher of Panorama: Journal of the
Assoctation of Historians of American Art.

2 TFor an assemblage of photographs of food by art photographers, see Bright 2017.

167



Margaretta M. Lovell

out its paradigmatic “critical problems” and narrative conventions, and linking them
to real world events on the one hand, and, on the other, to the readers whose deeply
engaged viewing was everywhere implied. I am interested in how the photographer,
managing the “critical problems of photography,” positions the viewer, how she or
he constructs a narrative, and how the visual image triggers desire and abates anxiety.

Food photography encourages us to see plated food as chromatically rich
sculpture, as a key protagonist in social narratives, and uniquely, it allows us to
examine gendered looking. Circulation figures make it clear that the implied gaze is
female: 73 percent of the subscribers to “America’s #1 food magazine,” Bon Appetit,
for instance, are women.3

Within this context, it is useful to consider Janice Radway’s classic
Reading the Romance (1984, 1991) in which she does a remarkable reader-response
analysis of romance novels as a literary genre, learning about the predicaments
of the women who read them and the utility of their highly-keyed fictional plots
in helping women negotiate the disappointing reality of suburban lives. She
alerts us to the “utopian longing” of those who “appropriate and use the mass-
produced art of our culture . . . to imagine a more perfect social state as a way
of countering despair.” (Radway 1984, 1991, 222) While food photography is a
visual rather than a literary genre, its overwhelmingly female audience and many
of the operations of its conventions in terms of personal empowerment resonate
with Radway’s romance novels and her findings. My working assumption is that
magazine editors—necessarily motivated to deliver readers’ eyes to advertisers’
content on nearby pages—are especially alert to the ways social assumptions touch
the real lives, fears, and fantasy aspirations of women in middle America. While
the subject is food, the basic fact of appetite is entwined with complex webs of
desire, displacement, suppression, and substitution.

In reviewing my initial analysis of the visual culture of food against current
practice I found that remarkably little has changed in the way food is presented
in these popular magazines, in the conventions of the individual photograph, or
the linking of sequences of images into photo essays that read as narratives of
place, of companionship, and of taste. After reviewing these enduring conventions,
I will also consider the changes that have occurred in the way food is contextualized
in these magazines and cookbooks today, specifically how this type of professional
commercial image making has responded to culture shifts, to new technologies, and
social practices.

My initial question asked why the photo “Herbed Angel Hair’—that I
propose 1s characteristic of late twentieth— and early twenty-first-century food
photography—looks the way it does (fig. 1). What technical, rhetorical, psychological,
and social considerations are embedded in, or suppressed by, this image? Its most self-

3 See https://prezi.com/ohv3ten kprkg/bon-appetit/ (accessed July 17, 2017); and “Bon Appetite
Magazine Social Metrics,” at http://justmediakits.com/mediakit/1363-bon_appetit.html (accessed
July 17, 2017), lists under “Demographics/Readers,” no figures simply the word “Women.”
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evident characteristic is the almost
one to one relationship between the
image and the plate. This is a sharp-
focus portrait taken under hot lights
at life scale, rendering the slippery
contours of entangled pasta,
bright highlights on the silver fork,
and subtle craquelure of the gilt
lacquer wooden plate exceptionally
vivid. Warm tones predominate
and a leitmotif of spirals that echo
through the circular plate, entwined
pasta, a curl of orange peel, and
rococo CG— and S-scrolls on the fork.
These visual rhymes dictate the logic
of the image and unite disparate
materials—gilded wood, steamy
pasta, silver cutlery, and peeled
orange—and disparate allusions—
to ancient China, modern Italy, and
to aristocratic eighteenth-century ligure 1. Angelo Caggiano, “Herbed Angel Hair”
France. The image is a symphony Pn"r:(w/[r)//k Low Fat (ﬁ/m/([fzg: Marianne Sauvion, food
. . . . stylist, ed., Jean Rogers (Emmaus, Penn., Rodale Press,
about interesting variants on circles,
gyres, and spirals, about the present
which exists in relation to both the
immediate narrative of an elegant dinner with an implied companion, and the
longer historic narratives of culture contact and cultural appropriation of distant
places and regimes. The eye of the lens, and thus the eye of the viewer, is directly
overhead. This is the view of the eater, a fact reinforced by the curl of pasta on
the fork signaling that, temporally speaking, this image records the critical moment
before a first bite has been taken, the moment of maximum anticipation and
desire. The photographer controls the scope and range of the viewer’s attention by
selective focus, for instance, in “Herbed Angel Hair” the dark mat under the plate
1s evident only as a rough warm slightly out-of-focus ground plane, an object of less
than tertiary interest.

In architectural terms we can speak of the overhead view as a “plan,” the
end-on view of, for instance, a sandwich as an “elevation” and the oblique assembly
of several related plates as a “perspectival view.” Of these, the plan and elevation
are the most powerful as the most suggestive of immediate eating. With scale,
visual rhyme, selective focus, and calculated point of view, the photographer (in
collaboration with cooks, food stylists, decorative arts specialists, and editors) controls
the viewer’s gaze, and of course the gaze is not neutral.* As theorized by Laura

4 Tor a primer on food styling, see Carafoli 1992.
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Mulvey and others, the gaze in
film and most other pictorial art
forms is gendered male, an I-t
power relationship. (Mulvey 1975,
14-28; Kaplan 1983, 23-35; Snow
1989, 30-41; Rose 1986, 225-33)
That the gaze in food photography
is gendered female gives us an
unusually raw instance of the
empowered gazer seemingly on the
brink of consuming the object of
her attention. But like Radway’s
romances, the fantasy proffered is
exactly that—a fiction that women
experience vividly but vicariously,
one that does not compromise
the social self. Food, for American
women, of course, is dangerous, a
realm in which physically indulging
one kind of appetite and pleasure
risks  diminishing the physical
desirability of the self in the view
of others’ appetite and pleasure.
Figure 2. l{(nnu]()\lln_us, "IlunclL\?no]?g llj(‘H)(,hn’ngvc;l‘\_" In other words, food photography
Gourmet (July 1998), 87, Gourmet Studios © Condé Nast. echoes the paradox many American

women face and negotiate daily:
a “utopian longing” (to use Radway’s term) for indulgence, and anxiety about
indulging too much.

Food photographs in the editorial pages of food magazines (and travel
magazines as these are as focused on food as on sights), are usually contained within
two to six page stories, and those narratives have a characteristic structure. “Lunch
Among the Hydrangeas” that appeared in Gourmet in July 1998, for instance, begins
with an establishing shot: a distinctive shingled Nantucket building, a garden, and
a table on which lunch awaits (fig. 2). The vehicle is the picture, the world on
offer is deeply desirable but also one seemingly within reach. Physically situated
in culturally recognizable settings, the central idea of these pictorial narratives is
profoundly social as well as gustatory. The table is set for four; it is always an even
number. Food magazines understand humans to exist in pairs and to socialize in
multiples of pairs. An odd number of chairs and place settings would invite the
viewer to imagine distracting subplots and potentially suggest social discomfort.
While the table settings promise companionship and conversation, these images
tend to be devoid of human actors. It is the viewer’s role to fill that void and
vicariously engage in a desirable life (often indicated architecturally) with a soul
mate or a set of companions (usually indicated in place settings). It is characteristic
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that the title of this image points to the meal and to a desirable physical place, in
this case the garden of an island summer home in which hydrangeas bloom. But
the implied ideal companions who complete the picture—people to vacation, sail,
eat, have sex with—is left to the viewer to conjure. So in one sense these images are
very literal and descriptive, and in another, they elide much.

Beyond the establishing shot that provides a desirable architectural and
landscape setting, these photo essays always include—indeed foreground—portraits of
specific dishes in minute, usually full-scale detail. In “Lunch Among the Hydrangeas,”
this 1s a full-page gorgeous photo ‘bleed’ of the luncheon that has been plated in this
garden (fig. 3). The viewer’s experience is carefully orchestrated—the photographer
has used a very shallow depth of field; this selective focus keeps one’s eye on the
food. Even the fork—critically poised on the edge of the plate—is beyond the range
of sharp focus. And note the use of color opposites. The orange of the prosciutto
vibrates against the blue of the plate, and the red of the fig interior vibrates against
the green of the arugula leaves. What these colors do to each other was called by its
discoverer in 1839, Michel Eugeéne Chevreul, a French textile administrator, the Law
of Simultaneous Contrast. (Chevreul
1860) In short, orange will always
appear more vivid if next to blue;
green will be brighter next to red;
and purple will brighten yellow. This
optical effect has become a mainstay
strategy of food photographers.
The vividness of this image is, then,
a result of hot lights, sharp focus,
shallow depth of field, and large
scale as well as this vibrant color
contrast. The intent is to encourage
the viewer to taste the dish with her
eyes. The viewer is in a position of
power over the as yet untasted food,
a player in the narrative on the point
of realizing her desire of consuming
the object of her gaze in the
company of ideal companions. What
is going on here with the establishing
shot and the following close-ups is
the splicing of two related narratives
of desire: food desire and desire for
a summer place where an ideal self
with ideal companions converse

3. Romulo Yanes, “Lunch

Figure 3.

Among the

and consume a beautiful meal that
appears without labor.

ydrangeas: Fresh Fig, Prosciutto, Arugula Salad with
Hydrangeas: Fresh Fig, P tto, Arugula Salad witl
Parmesan Shavings,” Gourmet (July 1998), 88, Gourmet
S5 8 P

Studios © Condé Nast.
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One of the major
developments in the last decade is
the tendency of food magazines to
print the text of recipes next to, or
even onto, the photos rather than
in the back pages. In “Grilled Flap
Steak and Asparagus with Béarnaise
Butter” from Fine Cooking (June/July
2016), for instance, the serving plate
is offered at life scale, the point of
view is overhead, the focus is selective
and precise, the red of the beef
amplifies the glistening green of the
asparagus—all of this is familiar—
but next to the dish, a long column
of text disrupts the fantasy (fig. 4).
In the imperative voice, the reader
is instructed to achieve this culinary
offering rather than linger in the
fantasy of 1its eternal perfection.
No doubt in response to readers’
Figure 4. Scott Phillips, “Steak Asparagus,” in Jennifer affirmations that they did not want
Armentrout, “Meet Your New Favorite Steak,” Food tO jUSt see the food, they actually
Stylist, Ronne Day, 50-57 in Fine Cooking (June/July  wanted to make it, and to do so with
2016), 55, courtesy of The Taunton Press, Inc. the immediacy of the photograph in

sight instead of having to ferret out
the recipes in the ignominious back pages, this shift in graphic presentation disrupts
the temporally specific perfected moment of the pictorially offered meal. Some
food magazines, such as Epicurious, have resolved this problem by placing buoyant
tull-scale photo bleeds on one side of the open two-page spread while the recipes
appear in tidy sans serif type on a crisp, spare white opposing page—a pairing of
two kinds of visual experience that are designed not to compete with one another.”
Martha Stewart Living provides two other strategies that keep the photographs clear
of intrusive text but near cooking instructions: in the November 2016 issue, for
instance, following six pages of full-scale thematically linked elaborate pies, two
dense but elegantly designed pages give pictorial directions for their achievement.
(November Everyday Food 2016, 77-86; A Round of Applause 2016, 90-97) Secondly,
at the center of the magazine, four photographs of disparate dishes are printed
on heavy card stock with the recipe for each dish printed on the back; the sheet
is perforated for separation from the magazine and into index card-size personal
recipe files.

5 See, for instance the Spring 2016 issue of Fpicurious, although it should be mentioned that the
editors retreated from this clearly expensive design for the Fall 2016 issue. Saveur keeps the full
bleeds in many photo essays.
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Food magazines always provide instructions, recipes, and menus in some
form to help the reader achieve the pictured meal as well as visually consume
it, if desired. But the necessary labor of food preparation (planning, shopping,
pealing, shucking, chopping, blanching, boiling, braising, etc.) is only gestured at,
and the implied agricultural labor (harrowing, planting, weeding, picking, drying,
winnowing, threshing, milling, breeding, feeding, castrating, butchering, etc.) is
invisible. Even more suppressed are the facts of the biological food cycle.

The food photograph captures a particular moment in the food cycle—
the moment when hunger and the desire for ideal sociability are about to meet
satisfaction. It can provide satisfaction for the eye and the mind; it can provide
calorie-free aesthetic pleasure. In postponing appetite satisfaction, it also keeps
desire eternally at the point of critical and pleasurable anticipation. At the same
time, it vigorously suppresses the food cycle narrative.

The moment of presentation of prepared dishes at the table is the
perfected and most critical part of this larger biological narrative. Artfully
prepared food pictured on the cusp of consumption is fixed at one moment in a
narrative that is unpictured, but which we cannot not know. Food makes a journey
from disorder (in the field) to order (at the table), back to disorder (in digestion
of food eaten). All signs of inedible parts and all signs of labor and violence
are strictly edited out. The agricultural product is now food and it is presented
to the viewer of the photo to maximize desire. At the table, food is consumed
and it reenters the realm of disorder and therefore behavior taboos underline
the fact and the meaning of this counter-narrative, the biological food cycle. We
also have related language taboos. We never see pig or swine on the menu—these
are Anglo-Saxon words and when the Anglo-Saxon King Harold was defeated
in 1066 by Norman-I'rench William the Conqueror, Anglo-Saxon words were
demoted to the barnyard and the peasantry while the IFrench word pork was
used at the table and by aristocrats. Similarly we eat beef from the Irench boeuf
rather than cow or cattle—Old English terms that remain barnyard, not menu,
words for the same thing, Similarly, food critics speak in the semiabstractions and
metaphors of palate and taste; they do not mention tongue, teeth or chewing,
even lips as these crucial instruments of eating are suggestive of dismemberment
and the beginning of digestion.

Postmodern food, like postmodern architecture, displays quirky, unexpected
combinations of textures and materials; its visual quotations are witty. It eschews
the geometric precision of modernism (as in a perfect cylindrical cake) and tends
to be presented in gravity-defying vertical assemblages. It does not lie passively
on the plate but stands erect, defying both gravity and our expectations. More
important, it teases that critical border I have been insisting on between the raw
and the cooked, the inedible and the edible, the disordered and ordered. In “Three-
legged Chicken with Soft Boiled Egg,” that appeared in Art Culinaire in the winter
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1998/99 issue, three drumsticks are
trussed together to form a kind of
pedestal or platform for a soft-boiled
egg (fig. 5). The eating implement
here is not just lying provocatively
on the plate like that rococo fork in
“Herbed Angel Hair,” it is visibly
“digging in” to the egg, causing it
to “bleed” over the parent chicken.
This is a rare but interesting instance
in which food presentation begins
to self-consciously press its own
conventions. Needless to say, such
culinary experiments are infrequent
in magazines aimed at middlebrow
householders.

Food in editorial food
photography is never branded. That
is the province of the advertisements
on adjacent pages. Food pictured
Figure 5. Franz Mitterer and Ciara T. O’Shea, “Three- in the COIltC‘Xt. of brand-pushlng
legged Chicken with Soft Boiled Egg,” Norman Van follows very different rules than
Aken, cook, Art Culinaire Magazine/ Winter 1998/99). 50, those discussed above. The project
Reprinted with permission of Art Culinaire Magazine. in advertising is to associate pleasure

with a package and a commodity
name. The strategies often involve putting the food in motion (bursting, pouring,
splashing) and almost always include beautiful people, portrayed by professional
models, in the scene. We are positioned as viewers of the action, not eaters. Without
thinking, one can instantly recognize the different rhetorical devices and never
confuse editorial photo essays with advertisements, even though the latter are often
deliberately keyed to the former.

If the introduction of written-out matter-of-fact how-to recipes directly
onto the field of the dramatic photograph as seen in “Steak Asparagus” is the first
important development in recent food photography, the occasional introduction of
human actors is the second (fig. 4). Figures tend, however, to be ordinary people
rather than beautiful actors—most often restauranteurs, cooks, fishmongers, wine-
making peasants, baristas, and others whose livelihood involves food, and who the
viewer can read as service providers. Recently, food photographs have introduced
hands, signaling seemingly more informal photo shoots among actively gregarious
young diners, such as those seen in “Photographing the Pizza” in the March 2016
Bon Appétit (fig. 6). (Stabile 2016, 48-49)° At first blush, this image, suggestive of hip

6 See also the opening page of Stabile 2016, 48-49.
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single twenty-somethings, seems an
odd photograph to feature on the
contents page of this food magazine
given that the readership of Bon
Appéut 1s 73 percent female, 60
percent married, and in terms of
age, pushing fifty But clearly this
is an editorial bid by Bon Appétit to
stir interest among millennials. Blue
fingernail polish, allover tattoos, and,
well, pizza do not fit neatly into the
fantasy meals and companions of the
established readership demographic
of the magazine.” The project is
clearly an attempt to expand that
demographic to include younger
adults. Of course, the real subject of
this image in which ten pizzas and
five hands compete for our attention,
is  the iPhone; a professional
photographer alludes to and mimics
the novel ubiquity of amateur 4 1
food photography for social media by
circulation. Until the development of T —

the Smartphone in 2007, taking food Figure 6. “Photographing the Pizza,” in “Instagramming
photographs involved specialized Your Food Is an Artform,” Bon Appétit 61, no. 3 (March
lenses as well as tripodsJ photo hghtsj 2()16 t, © Peden & Munk/Trunk Archive.

and a crew of food stylists and

others. But now, the artwork that is food—both at home and restaurant meals—can
be easily captured and shared. Snapshot food photography has become part of self-
presentation, daily posts, and competitive likes on social media. However, as another
page in this issue makes clear, the conventions of Instagram photography follow
those long established by the professionals including the overhead “plan” view, the
absence of bite marks, and the preference for foods that exhibit color opposites to
“make my meal kind of ‘pop up.” (You Got the ‘Gram, Right? 2016, 77) The object for
many is to post photos that receive lots of attention (countable hits), not to share
recipes or even the social occasion so obliquely recorded.

One wonders why in this digital age with so much food information and
imagery circulating online, these magazines continue to prosper. One answer is
suggested by the metrics publicized by Saveur whose readers’ household income is
7 See Duckor 2016, 96-194, esp. 99, which features a similar faux snapshot by photographer Linda

Pugliese of an iphone photo being taken of a much more upscale meal by young businessmen

about to enjoy expensive bottles of wine and overflowing plates of pork in Tuscany.
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reportedly $158,942 (by comparison, Bon Appétit’s subscribers are reported to have
a $91,879 median household income).? Saveur reports in its 2017 Media Kit that
while many more individuals look at Saveur online where one can scroll through
small-scale photos and access recipes, the average time online viewers spent is just
six minutes, likely in pursuit of a specific recipe.? By contrast they report that their
hardcopy subscribers spend an average of ninety-five minutes with each issue and
so clearly these readers have more opportunity to savor the photo essays, and their
advertisers have more opportunity to catch the interest of those who dwell on every
page. Such disparity between viewer categories suggests that hard copy subscribers
are not just looking for cooking information. Their slow experience of luscious full
page bleeds on the highest-quality coated paper, of photo essays that encourage
the viewer to imaginatively inhabit a different, more upscale, exotic, interesting
place, indicate that the reading experience of well-crafted food magazines with all
the conventions of food photography in full operation, is akin to that of Radway’s
readers of romance fiction. It is a kind of entertainment that helps them manage
the here and now by providing access to a radically alternative kind of imaginative
experience.

Beyond the text and picture layout and the acknowledgment and embrace
of the importance of amateur smartphone food photography, recent trends in food
magazines include updated ideas about the relationships between food and earth
and the body. Some photo essays, for instance, evidence consciousness of finite
resources although, interestingly, most locavore oriented essays concern non-United
States sites where eating local produce is presented as a key aspect of traditional
foodways rather than as an ethical decision to reduce greenhouse gases produced
by long-distance transport of food items in this country.!? Similarly, food magazine
editors take for granted that their readers are well read in serious food journalism
concerning the relationships between agriculture, fast foods, the American diet,
and health. They assume that, in particular, subscribers are acquainted with the
prizewinning books by Michael Pollan, a professor at the University of California,
Berkeley, and will enjoy references to and spoofs of his research and wisdom.!!
There 1s a quiet note, in other words, in these recent issues suggesting that personal
food choices may help save the planet and improve health as well as provide radiant
visual experiences.

But much remains unchanged. Interestingly, what people busy with their
1Phones do not do 1s make candid shots of their friends eating, or competitive selfies

8  http://www.bonniercorp.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SAV17_MediaKit.pdf, (accessed
July 12, 2017); https://prezi.com/ohv3ten kprkg/bon-appetit/ (accessed July 17, 2017).

9  http://www.bonniercorp.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SAV17_MediaKit.pdf  (accessed
July 12, 2017).

10 See, for instance, Prior 2016, 78-79.

11 See, for instance, Schott 2016, 75.
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actually biting into or chewing—,
that 1is, actually enjoying—their
food. Indeed, showing the actual
consumption of food remains so-
mehow unpicturable and unappeti-
zing. Why, one wonders, is the pho-
tograph of a beautiful actress with
a handsomely presented meal at an
upscale white-tablecloth restaurant
actually eating, included by the New
York Times in a “sampler of memo-

& o i

.

rable images from the year in cultu- Figure 7. Jesse Dittmar, “Actress Kate McKinnon,
re” (ﬁg 7);) What singles this pictu— '\\ho Starred in '(,l'n)\lvl)ux‘l(:]\‘_ (n‘;ll)lllng S()l]}l\,‘ l‘,u_mjh

. in August—Or Is it Grabbing Her?,” New York Times,
re out for a December 31 gathenng December 31, 2016, “Arts Section: In the Moment:
of Singlﬂar phOtOgraphS from 2016 A Sampler of Memorable Images from the Y ear in
is that it captures exactly the mo- Culture,” C1, Reprinted with permission of Redux

ment in the food cycle that people, ctures

especially women, worry the most

about. Despite the strong desire for sociability and food demonstrated by the
existence, management, and wholesale embrace of the food photography genre
as practiced by American food magazines, those who create these photo essays
know that their female viewers are reluctant to be seen, or to imagine themselves
being seen “stuffing one’s face.” Eating is an ordinary activity that raises anxiety
in women who, generally, from childhood, are schooled in the “double conscio-
usness” of not only being conscious of inhabiting a self, but also hyperconscious
of inhabiting a body being watched and judged. The case of Kate McKinnon
being photographed eating noodles in public skims that borderline and captures
taboo picturing where the viewer’s social anxiety begets comedy, for McKinnon is
a comedienne. The photograph is “memorable . . . from the year in culture” not
because it shows anything remarkable, but because it pictures the wrong moment
for picturing. It is as though McKinnon has upended the rhetorics and conven-
tions so eloquently exhibited in “Herbed Angel Hair” (fig. 1). Our only available
responses are disgust or amusement.

Food photography, and the food and travel magazines that package it for a
ready audience, is useful. It serves up an ever-various but predictable set of images
ready to transport its target reader to a place outside the home, hair salon, commuter
bus, or dentist’s office in which it is read. Its plot is always the same—beautiful food
enjoyed in sociable and interesting contexts—where the labor of meal production
and the facts of the biological food cycle are carefully suppressed. Only secondarily
about the pleasures of cooking, what these photographs and photo essays underline
1s yearning for ideal companionship, leisure, and aesthetic experience.
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Summary:

The article deals with the art historical reception of expressionism in
Slovenia in three canonical art history publications: Slovensko ekspresionisticno slikarstvo
in grafika: Duhovno usmerjena umetnost dvagsetih let dvagsetega stoletja (Slovene Expressionist
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(2018) published by Galerija Bozidar Jakac and written by an international group
of researchers.

The idea, what, when, how, why, and even where, Slovene expressionism
occurs, 1s quite diverse in the three key monographs on Slovene expressionism. The
abstraction, selection and construction procedures, which are the method for the
creation of each individual art historical text, turn out to be are dependent on
many extrinsic and intrinsic circumstances.

The article concludes that expressionism in 1979 was viewed through the
researcher’s personal view of the world, in 1986 it served as a subbase of national
art, and in 2018 it is placed in the fragile network of international connections,
which is fused on the outskirts of the centres of the world of art.
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By 1979, when Milcek Komelj published Slovensko ekspresionisticno slikarstoo
in grafika: Duhovno usmerjena umetnost dvajsetih let dvajsetega stoletja, Slovenian art history
had not yet embarked on a comprehensive study of expressionist art in Slovenia.!
Even though expressionism was the first period in Slovenian art followed by
professional art critics (Komelj 1979, 35), it would take four decades before the
first comprehensive research into this segment of the historical avant-garde was
undertaken. And yet, expressionism was the sole movement among a host of avant-
garde movements, which came to the fore in Slovenia following impressionism
(constructivism, futurism, etc.), to be canonised as “more than a significant episode
and less than a significant chapter of impressionism.” (Sijanec 1961, 58) In the
1980s, the canonisation of expressionism continued, the movement “reaching far
and wide, producing both near and far-flung echoes.” (Krzisnik 1986, 4) Komelj,
the key researcher of this movement, who delved into expressionism and its authors
in a number of publications and articles, wrote in 1986 that “we should [...] ask
ourselves whether expressionism is nevertheless one of the big chapters in Slovenian
painting [...], the source of key outlooks for 20th century art and in some places an
extreme spiritual derivation of impressionism.” (Komelj 1979, 7)

It would be far-fetched to claim today that Slovene expressionism was the
starting point for 20th century art; however, it remains an important chapter in
art history, spurring more research than other historical avant-garde movements.
This research, on the other hand, turns out to be quite diverse, both in terms of
the research subject and dating, as well as the research methods, findings, and
assessments. When reviewing three canonical publications, which each individually
deal with Slovene expressionism,? we can detect transformations in methods, aims,
and the assessment of Slovene art history. These are the already mentioned 1979
work by Komelj, a mammoth, almost 500-page Ekspresionizem in nova stvarnost na
Slovenskem 1920-1930 catalogue, published by the Museum of Modern Art in
Ljubljana and the recently published and likewise extensive 235-page Obrazi
ekspresionizma / odtisi duha catalogue, published this year by the Bozidar Jakac Gallery
in Kostanjevica na Krki.

The different approaches of these publications only show how historicising
art is far from being neutral. The body of work of an art historian builds up a
system, which influences the understanding, experience, and further research
into individual art work. Their work must first and foremost begin with the
understanding that access to a complete and authentic past is unattainable. The
story is always created with the help of a corpus of texts® belonging to the
researched society, by following traces, which are at least partially dependent on the

1 The first examines expressionism together with social realism; the scope of expressionism is
unclear, as Komelj in 1979 expands the realms of expressionism to also include works with diverse
influences of expressionism, art nouveau, and symbolism. It is only the 2018 publication that
explains how the works of Slovene authors includes diverse expressionistic and other influences.

2 The word “text” is used to denote not only written work, but also visual and other sources.

3 Later also in Ors. See: Stele 1966.
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complex and subtle process of preservation and destruction. And even these traces,
according to American literary theorist Louis A. Montrose, succumb to future
interpretations, when used as documents on which historians base their texts, which
we call histories and which by their very nature, but always in an incomplete way,

make up the History they grant access to through their narratives and rhetorical
forms. (Montrose 1989, 20)

Historicisation is the individual act of an expert, which involves the process
of searching, gathering, sorting, and interpreting artwork with the help of historical,
biographical, reception, technical and other data or theories. Igor Zabel writes the
following on the historicisation of artistic movements:

“These kinds of selection and codification processes are naturally far
from random. The process of establishing and ‘disciplining’ knowledge
1s a highly-specialised process. [...] However, this in no way implies that
historicisation is also ‘objective’. Art history can only be established
indirectly, through a network of concepts, terms, and links between
them. This network, of course, cannot be a perfect reflection of things
as they ‘really’” happened; rather, it is based, as we’ve already said, on the
processes of abstracting, selection, and construction.” (Zabel 2003, 315)

Reception of Slovene Expressionism up to 1979

The first Nestor of Slovene art history, Izidor Cankar, drew attention to the
work of Fran Tratnik as early as 1914, but was generally opposed to expressionism
and contemporary art. How could he have been otherwise, when it was based on
the exotic? In his article K@ je umetnostno pomembno? Eno metodicno vprasame (What
is Artistically Significant? One Methodical Question), he wrote the following:
“Michelangelo is clearly a more important artist than a black negro.” (Cankar
1922, 38) At the same time and in the same publication, another doyen, France
Stele, also wrote art criticism, preferring the art of the Kralj brothers and later
MaleSev and coining the term “lyrical expressionism” to describe the work of Jakac.
Stele supported expressionism, especially the kind with ties to the Church. (Copi¢
1986, 99) For him, expressionism was still the lyrical opposite of impressionism,
now showing its internal content, while Fran Sijanec, as already stated, later in
1966 saw it as a noteworthy episode. In addition to him, the movement would get
occasional critical support from Anton Vodnik, Rajko Lozar, and France Mesesnel,
who especially valued Pilon, as well as from a few others. Above all, the pre-war
period and the first wave of art criticism “approved of the freedom of artistic
expression; however, it was unable to follow exploration, which ventured too far
from traditional forms.” (Copic¢ 1986, 100)
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Spelca Copié also points out that Slovene writers on expressionism never
or only rarely went into formal analyses, which applies to the two publications from
1979 and 1986. “Perhaps it was easier for the critics and theorists; in any case,
it seemed more principled talking about spirituality as being too materialistic for
Slovene expressionism.” (éopié 1986, 99)

In 1951, the Museum of Modern Art in Ljubljana prepared a 70th
anniversary retrospective exhibition on Fran Tratnik, but there was hardly anything
written about his expressionist work created during his time in Germany. In 1970,
Tomaz Brejc wrote a graduate thesis O ekspresionizmu v upodabljajoli umetnosti v knjigi
Hermanna Bahra (On Expressionism in the Visual Arts in Hermann Bahr’s Book)
and Vesna Perko wrote hers on Nande and Drago Vidmar and that’s where the
topic stayed, even though in the 1960s and 70s, expressionism was the subject of
research in music and literature.

Expressionism in 1979: the Spiritual Art of the 1920s

In 1979, Slovenians finally got an overview of expressionism in the fine
arts, even though it encompassed only painting and the graphic arts. The main
aim pursued by Komelj in the paper was: “not so much looking for Slovene
expressionism’s formal bases or solving concrete problems, but rather establishing its
key and common features.” (Komelj 1979, 6) Komelj was therefore mainly interested
in what sets Slovene expressionism apart. He wrote that it has its own, Slovene
characteristics and “can be interpreted as an internally well-founded, independent,
and complete phenomenon stemming from Slovene spiritual life after World War I,
regardless of foreign influences.” (Komelj 1979, 6) He found it significant to point
out how expressionism “is not an epigonic phenomenon, but rather a product of its
own possibilities and spiritual foundations.” (Komelj 1979, 16).

He mentions the Kralj brothers, Veno Pilon, and Bozidar Jakac as being the
key figures of the movement, while others — the Vidmar brothers, Spacapan, Cargo
Males, Stiplovsek and Gorjup — are only partially expressionists. Elsewhere, he also
cites Fran Tratnik, the last works by Grohar, and Jakopi¢’s colour expressionism.
However, despite focusing his attention mainly on the Kralj brothers, Pilon, and
Jakac, he was aware that research into expressionism was far from over: “We would
likewise do well to more clearly define the role of other painters, which will only
be possible once the work of these painters has been reviewed in equal measure,
and round off the overall picture by including contemporary sculpture.” (Komelj
1979, 131)

Komelj provides clear dates for expressionism, dividing it into separate
periods. The first artwork was created between 1919 and 1920; the Kralj
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brothers continue working in the vein of the movement the longest, while other
artists quickly segue into realism. Expressionism ends in 1928, the most prolific
period being between 1919 and 1925. He goes on to divide this period into early
expressionism (1919-1921), notable for the fin de siécle elements in the work by the
brothers Kralj and the influence of German expressionism in the case of Pilon and
the Vidmar brothers. The most representative work 1s created between 1922 and
1923, while between 1924 and 1928, expressionism starts to transition into social
realism. During this period, Tone Kralj concentrates on ecclesiastic art.

While Komelj does raise the question of intertwined art genres in
expressionism, he only goes as far as to link it to literature. He writes about the
“intellectual approach” to artistic expression, most probably meaning the narrative
tendencies of expressionist art in Slovenia. He goes on to identify the following
fundamental features of expressionism:

— a lyrical component, e.g. “lyricism as a typically Slovene emotional
state” (Komelj 1979, 15);

—  poor opportunities for development;

— form giving way to content.

However, he goes on to stress the following:

— lyricism and intellectualism possess a heterogeneous eclectic form,
“since [expressionism] has its roots in communicating ideas and relies
heterogeneous influences” (Komelj 1979, 128);

— adiverse collection of styles, and

—  both religious and social motifs.

True to his word, he only fleetingly talks about the relationship between
Slovene expressionism and the wider world. He naturally mentions Prague as the
place artists spend their formative years, as well as the influence Munch’s exhibitions
had on Jakac and the importance of German influences on Pilon’s work, but quickly
goes back to underlying the independent origins of the style. He writes: “Slovene
expressionism is not a style, but rather a creative principle focused on expressing
spiritual and intellectual, as well as emotional, content.” (Komelj 1979, 126)

For Komelj, the heart of expressionism lies solely in Central Slovenia,
which is why he consistently relegates the Vidmar brothers and a few other artists
to the sidelines and claims the Littoral authors “have little to no influence in
Central Slovenia.” (Komelj 1979, 9) He views expressionism as all the “spiritually
oriented art of the 1920s,” regardless of the formal characteristics of the artwork.
(Komelj 1979, 10) This allows him to expand expressionism to include symbolist,
art nouveau, and social realist work, since his criteria include “the innate spiritual
pursuits of its creators.” (Komelj 1979, 13) Furthermore, he is only interested in
expressionism from the point of view of content.
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Expressionism in 1986: the Foundation of National Art

Researching expressionism was a popular endeavour on the Slovene
academic scene of the 1980s. In 1983, the Faculty of Arts hosted a symposium
called The Period of Expressionism in the Slovene Language, Literature, and Culture and the
Kostanjevica Monastery opened a permanent exhibition showcasing work by France
Kralj. In 1986, literary historian Lado Kralj published a scientific publication titled
Ekspresionizem, while the Museum of Modern Art in Ljubljana simultaneously put
together a detailed exhibition on expressionism, publishing fundamental research
on the style as part of an extensive catalogue. The project, which took the form of
a short-lived exhibition (from 10 October to 21 December 1986), was prepared by
a number of experts.*

As Assistant Professor at the Faculty of Arts, Komelj published the first
article in the Ekspresionizem in nova stvarnost na Slovenskem catalogue under the title
Slovensko ekspresionisticno  slikarstvo, rsba in grafika (Slovene Expressionist Painting,
Drawing, and Graphic Arts) where he substantially revised his 1979 opinions. The
foundations of Slovene expressionism now included:

- Internalising the vastness of life;
- New dimensions of form;
- Expressive colours,

while the artwork is centred around the artist’s disillusionment with
civilisation and conceptual, Christian, and social engagement (Komelj 1986,
7-8). This time around, Komelj expanded the relevant scope of the movement,
including the erstwhile often overlooked question of form, as well as an interest in
expressionist colour, something he already predicted in 1979.

He also changed the historical time-frame:

— up to 1921, when expressionism “originates” in art nouveau and
symbolism;

— 1922-1923, its heyday;

— 1924-1930, when it starts flowing into social realism and losing
influence (Komelj 1986, 9).

Where before Komelj championed the idea of a single central location in
Central Slovenia, he now identified two nuclei, a Central Slovenian and Littoral
one. While still insisting that the central authors were Kralj, Pilon, and Jakac, he
nevertheless expands the list of other artists. He added Ivan Kos, a resident of
Maribor who studied in Prague between 1919 and 1924, and Stane Cuderman,

4 Janez Bernik, Tomaz Brejc, Spclca éopié, Iztok Durjava, Maja Finzgar, Meta Gabrsek Prosenc,
Jana Intihar Ferjan, Alenka Klemenc, Iranc Kokalj, Mil¢ek Komelj, Igor Kranjc, Zoran Krzisnik,
Jure Mikuz, Ivan Sedej, Melita Stele Mozina and Marko Vuk.
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who likewise studied in Prague. He also included France Zupan and even Avgust
CernlgOJ probably because of the 1925 exhibition at the Jakopic¢ Pavilion where he
revealed the individual phases that would lead him to constructivism.

In addition to literature, a fundamental mode of expression he in 1979
likened to painting, the graphic arts, and drawing, Komelj this time also drew
parallels with music, the theatre, and film music, which finally lent credence to the
notion that expressionism was a movement bringing together and mixing various
artistic genres, not just painting and literature, although this pairing has special
significance in Slovenia.

In the article, Komelj gives only a brief outline of the contacts between
Slovenia and other countries, but draws clear conclusions about the moderation
and heterogeneity of expressionism and its ties to tradition. And yet he continues to
list the elements of Slovene expressionism: melancholy, poetics, reflection, and mild
emotions, which he assumes apply to the entire movement. This, however, cannot be
true, since we need only look at the opus of the Vidmar brothers, Cargo and Pilon.
He concludes by saying that Slovene expressionism is closely linked to tradition
and “its humanistic vision, its spiritual renewal of man, its emphasised content.
In this regard, Slovene expressionism is the radicalization and rebirth of older
tendencies, most notably the fulfilment of the romantic era and the continuation of
symbolism.” (Komelj 1986, 36)

The next chapter in the catalogue is by Brejc. In the article, he convincingly
classifies Jakopic’s late work as expressionist and explains the unfavourable opinions
expressed by Jama and Sternen. The article by Mark Vuk, who dedicated his entire
life to studying the art of the Littoral, highlights the region Komelj identifies as
the second centre of Slovene expressionism. He describes the historical and artistic
context and comes to the conclusion that “there was hardly a conscious decision
to go in the direction of expressionism, the kind expressed, for example, by the
members of the Youth Club,” the first traces going back to before World War I. (Vuk
1986 14) The article contributes another important finding, namely the importance
of Gorica for expressionism, wholly different from Slovene constructivism and its
ties to Trieste.

Ivan Sedej explores ties between Slovene folk art and expressionism. He
concludes that interest in assessing folk art was on the rise in the 1920s and 30s,
helped in part by policies aimed at encouraging themes exploring ties to land and
celebrating farming as the mythic basis for what it means to be Slovene, a calculated
effort to counter the growing numbers of the proletariat. Sedej talks about “the
intuitive discovery of new urban folklore” (Sedej 1986, 61) in works by the brothers
Kralj, Cargo and Pilon. The paper contributed by Iztok Durjava, which centres
on social realism, mentions expressionism only indirectly, but notes the relief felt
by the critics once the art world once again established “an artistic compromise
with bourgeois society in one of the phases of its development.” (Durjava 1986, 64)
Spelca Coplc agrees: “Even these slight changes required significant effort on the

187



Petja Gratenauer

part of artists and their audiences, which is why there was a kind of elation in the
air once the tide of expressionism started to subside.” (Copic 1986, 100)

éopié expanded research done into expressionism in 1986 by also including
sculptors: Ivan Napotnik, Lojze Dolinar, Tine Kos, the Kralj brothers, and — to
a lesser degree — Nikolaj Pirnat, Peter Loboda, IFrance Gorse and Karla Bulovec
Mrak. Once the canon was expanded to finally include a woman, it is worth
asking ourselves about the nature of the relationship between women’s rights and
expressionism. This is a topic, which the experts refuse to touch to this very day, since
the third examined work, Obrazi ekspresionizma / odtisi duha, does not even attempt
to broach the subject of the role of women in expressionism. In fact, the artwork
by the only female sculptor was not even included in the exhibition. A quick search
through the COBISS library database using the keyword “expressionism” reveals
461 hits in Slovene. Among these, only one deals with women and even that one is
mainly an analysis of female representations.” There have been a couple of well-
researched writings on Bulovec Mrak in the last couple of years. It is therefore an
even greater shame that the 2018 exhibition failed to present her in the contextual
framework of expressionism.

Expressionism in 2018: a Vertical Research Model

Obrazi ekspresionizma / odtist duha is comprehensive catalogue. It was published
this year by the Bozidar Jakac Gallery in Kostanjevica and edited by Robert
Simonisek. In the foreword, the gallery’s director, Goran Milovanovi¢, explains that
one of the reasons why the exhibition has its origins in the Kostanjevica Gallery
is because it houses the donations of Bozidar Jakac and Tone Kralj, as well as the
legacy of Joze Gorjup and (since 1983) France Kralj. The latter’s opus recently
expanded significantly when the artist’s son, Zlat Kralj, donated 50 artworks (30
paintings, 20 reliefs, and 10 sculptures) from his father’s various creative periods to
the Gallery.

The exhibition showcases works by Czech and German authors along
Slovene ones. The selection of Czech and German artists depended on the
collections housed by the two participating institutions — GASK from Kutna Hora
and the IFA (Institute for Foreign Cultural Relations), as did partially the selection
of Slovene ones. Some works were given on loan by institutions in Dresden,
Regensburg, and Zagreb (Milovanovi¢ 2018, 6). The exhibition, however, had
less luck with obtaining works by Austrian authors, especially Oskar Kokoschka,
and Edvard Munch, which had a profound impact on Prague expressionism and

5 Namely the graduate thesis of Marija Vogric, Podoba Zenske v shkah in grafikah slovenskega
ekspresionizma (The Image of the Woman in Paintings and Prints Under Slovene Expressionism)
(Filozofska fakulteta, 1990). Nace Sumi was the thesis advisor.
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consequently on the Slovene movement, since both Kralj brothers, Pilon, and Jakac
all studied in the Czech capital at the start of the 1920s. In 1924 and 1927, Ljubljana
also hosted exhibitions of works by Czech artists, while Slovene contemporary art
was exhibited in Prague in 1926 (Drury 2018, 10).

Both forewords clearly show a different approach to research, one nicely
summed up by Maria Rakusanova in her article Lkspresionizem kot transkulturnz fenomen
srednge Evrope (Expressionism as the Transcultural Phenomenon of Central Europe),
while Robert Simonisek provides a similar overview for Slovenia in his article.
Rakusanova presents the methodology she uses as her model, one created at the
mitiative of art historian Piotr Piotrowski: transnational horizontal research, which
1s not always done in relation to the centre. This clearly contrasts with the vertical
model most often favoured by traditional art history for researching national art
history. Whenever it conducted transnational research, it most often did so on the
basis of a relationship between the influential centre and the influenced periphery
— and not, for example, on the basis of a relationship between diverse Central
European peripheries. This, however, is the only reasonable approach when faced
with an exceptionally international transit hub like Prague was in the past. The
model is also useful in the Slovene context, since the previous two analyses involved
research conducted almost exclusively within national borders, the links with other
countries being mainly ignored.

An outside scientific look at Slovene expressionist authors is especially
interesting, because Slovenes in the 1920s supposedly “knew how to take advantage
of the support the emperor provided for individual national cultures and understood
the advantages in forming a political union with the Cisleithanian part of Austria-
Hungary, as opposed to other Balkan countries.”® (Mansbach 1998, 205) The
analysis of Czech expressionism brings us back to 1919, the year Pilon, the Kralj
brothers, and Jakac left to study in Prague. Jakac studied with August Bromse, who
cultivated a “specific, anachronistically articulated expressiveness.” (Simonisek
2018, 68) His most important students at the graphic arts school banded together
and formed the Pilgrims, a group which, for Jakac, played the “role of natural
intermediaries for incentives coming from German lands.” (Simonisek 2018, 70)
The author likewise points to a paper by Simonisck in which he describes how
coming face to face with works by Edvard Munch in Prague was probably an even
more important determining factor.

As part of this research project, Simonisek, who also edited the catalogue,
provides a fundamental analysis of Slovene lands. The exhibition examines the
work of Jakac, the Kralj brothers, the Vidmar brothers, Males, Pilon, Stiplovsek,
Tratnik and a few others — here, we must once again point out the neglect in not
mentioning any female authors.

6 The author herself, who nonetheless quotes the text and considers it to be a good description of
events, draws attention to its overgeneralizations.

189



Petja Gratenauer

SimoniSek supplements the present research, which finally takes a
comparative approach and looks beyond the Slovene border, with a paper called
Slovenct v srednjeevropski zgodbi o ekspresionizmu (Slovenes and Their Role in the Central
European Story of Expressionism). He first transports us to Prague, back to the first
quarter of the 20th century when the Czech capital was still the central study
destination for Slovene artists. He then wastes no time in reminding us that
expressionism is an international phenomenon, “even if a number of critics and art
historians concentrated on finding the national characteristics of individual artists.”
(Simonisek 2018, 26) The view insisting that Slovene expressionism was a backyard
phenomenon have finally been put to rest. It is horizontal research that, for example,
shows how many of the characteristics of Slovene expressionism, attributed to the
movement as late as 1979 and 1986, are not indigenous to Slovenia, but rather
shared among a number of peripheries that came into contact with expressionism
in one way or another.

Simonisek provides a new time-line for Slovene expressionism, putting the
extreme reach of the movement to 1925 and separating it from social realism, art
nouveau, and even symbolism at the other end of the scale in 1919. He agrees
with Komelj’s thesis on the close ties between fine art and literature in Slovene
expressionism, which was mainly based on personal contacts and the exchange of
ideas (Simonisek 2018, 26). In the following few paragraphs, he goes on to describe
certain complex exchanges between Slovene expressionists, Vienna, Prague, and
Germany. He then pivots to providing arguments for fundamental expressionist
themes used by Slovene artists:

— The traumatic consequences of defeated idealism following World
War I

— Local folk art instead of the exotic (the only venture into the exotic
was done by Jakac when he visited Tunisia) (Simonisek 2018, 34);

—  The city 1s mainly present during the Prague period, while locally, it is
only ever depicted as the residence of the working class;

— Radical deviations in the local environment are swiftly punished,
expressionism is moderate.

Simonisek comes to the conclusion that Slovene expressionists internalized
various expressionist currents, especially the ones developed by the Most Group.’
These impulses were “indirect and focused on the Central European space. Scattered
and torn between home and the conservative gallery environment, Slovene artists
identified with elements inherent to expressionism; when they came home, they
more or less critically adapted them to the milieu and their own subjective ideas.”

(Simonisek 2018, 44).

7 One of the chapters in the publication, written by Janina Dahlmanns, analyses the Group.
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1979-2018 Transformations

The idea of what, when, how, why, and even when things happened to
Slovene expressionists takes on quite varying natures in the three key canonical
publications on Slovene expressionism. It turns out that when it comes to
“abstracting, selection, and construction procedures” (Zabel 2003, 315), they
depend on a number of extrinsic and intrinsic circumstances in which the work of
art history was completed.

The 1979 publication, which started out as a master’s thesis, the main
research subject is the “spiritually oriented art of the 1920s.” The exhibition
catalogue from 1986, prepared by a research team as part of a central national
Institution, revises this subject and separates expressionism from social realism, the
aim of the exhibition being to turn expressionism into a major chapter in Slovene
art history. In 2018, the subject itself is not clearly defined, as if the meaning of
expressionism were self-evident, and the aim of the project changes to conducting
research outside national borders, relying on a horizontal model of connections
between places and participants in the art world.

The research method did not change significantly. It still involves collecting,
selecting, constructing, and abstracting sources and creating narratives; only the
resource database is slightly different each time. The 1986 research project is based
on the one from 1979, which was dedicated to expressionist painting and graphic
arts. It was expanded by adding research into expressionist sculpture, expressionism
in the Littoral Region, and the traces of ethnology in Slovene expressionism and
expressionism in architecture. The latest research project is based on both. It takes
the core set of questions about Slovene expressionism and filters out all the national
characteristics, instead also focusing on data that allows it to begin establishing the
history of Slovene expressionist art on the premise that it is a part of a Central
European network of expressionist art. It delves into painting, drawing, graphic arts
and sculpture.

Interpretations of expressionism, answers to the question: “Why is
something they way it is?”, are fundamentally different depending on the research
aims. In 1979, Slovene expressionism seems like one big lyrical, poetical ball of
spirituality. Forward to 1986 and it becomes the foundation for 20th century
Slovene art. In 2018, it becomes part of international networks, not unlike Slovenia
and its membership in the EUL

At first, there aren’t all that many Slovene expressionists. In 1986, the list
gets considerably longer (for the first time, sculpture and architecture are also taken
into account, while the number of painters and graphic artists also goes up). In 2018,
the selection depends on concrete circumstances (the artwork housed by the Bozidar
Jakac Gallery) and opts for authors already considered canon, which are showcased
side by side with German and Czech works of art, leaving the periphery behind.
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Each of the research projects gives a different time-line for expressionism.
In 1979, it is defined as the period between 1919 and 1928, while in 1986, it
becomes the period between 1919 and 1930. 2018 decides to place it between 1919
and 1925. Once again, the final result depends on whether we define expressionism
as art with spiritual dimensions, the creator of a whole canon in Slovene art, or as
being part of a transnational network of artists according to the Piotrowski method.

Where can we place Slovene expressionism? The 1979 study concluded
its only home is Central Slovenia, Novo mesto, and Ljubljana; everything else was
deemed irrelevant. It mentions that the artists studied abroad, yet the fact is largely
ignored, as are any international connections. In 1986, Slovene expressionism
expanded to include two centres: Central Slovenia and the Littoral Region. While
links to abroad were recognised, they were not given much attention. The 2018
makes no mention of a national, geographically-defined centre; it does, however,
draw attention to the Slovene artists who spent time abroad, as well as to the rare
individuals bringing expressionist ideas to Slovenia from other countries when
visiting Ljubljana to exhibit their work.

What can we conclude about expressionism in Slovenia based on these
different research findings? Despite the fact that we no longer search for national
spirit, instead realising it is always just an image, and despite understanding that
expressionism cannot simply be defined as a creative principle oriented toward
spirituality, the 2018 study would still have been impossible without the two studies
from 1979 and 1986. And yet it seems like research into expressionism in Slovenia
is far from over, since the opuses of some of the representatives of the movement
have yet to be analysed. Each of the analysed publications added a new layer of
meaning to Slovene expressionism, shining a light from another angle, even though
none of them could be said to have avoided the traps and pitfalls of their time,
including those in 2018 when they mainly involve project work done by galleries and
museums, their international collaboration, and the requirement to exit national
borders, which can be traced to research funding schemes. If expressionism in
1979 was seen as altogether separate from the rest of the world, later becoming
the foundation for a whole new national art in 1986, 2018 gives it a whole new
international dimension, describing it as part of a fragile network of ties made in a
distant time, on the edge of the art world centres.
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RECEPCIJA EKSPRESIONIZMA U SLOVENAéKOJ ISTORIJI UMETNOSTI:
TRANSFORMACIJE 1979-2018

Apstrakt:

Tekst se bavi umetnicko-istorijskom recepcijom ekspresionizma u Sloveniji
razmatrajuéi tri kanonske publikacije: Slovensko ekspresionisticno shikarstvo i grafika:
Duhovno usmerjena umetnost dvajsetih let dvajsetega stoletia (Slovenacko ekspresionisitcko
slikarstvo 1 grafika: duhovno usmerena umetnost dvadesetih godina dvadesetog
veka, 1979) autora dr Milceka Komelja, Fkspresionizem mn nova stoarnost na Slovenskem
1920~1950 (Ekspresionizam 1 socjalni realizam u Sloveniji /9201930, 1986) koju je
izdala Moderna galerija u Ljubljani, a priredila grupa slovenackih istrazivaca 1 Obrazi
ekspresionizma / odtist duha (Lica ekspresionizma / otisci duha, 2018) koju je objavila
Galerija Bozidar Jakac, a koju je napisala grupa internacionalnih istrazivaca.

Ideja o tome kada, kako, zbog Cega 1 gde se slovenacki ekspresionizam javio je
veoma razlicito predstavljena u tri kljutne monografije o ovom fenomenu. Apstrakcija,
izbor 1 konstrukcija procedura, koje su metod za stvaranje pojedinacnih istorijsko-
-umetnickih tekstova, ispostavljaju se zavisnim od viSe unutrasnjih 1 spoljnih okolnosti.

Tekst zakljucuje da je ckspresionizam 1979. godine posmatran iz licne
perspektive istrazivaca, da je 1986. godine sluzio kao temelj za stvaranje nacionalne
umetnost, te da je 2018. godine postavljen unutar krhke mreze medunarodnih veza
1 fokusira se na periferije umetnickih centara.

Kljucne reci:
ekspresionizam, istorija umetnosti, horizontalno istrazivanje u istoriji
umetnosti, vizuelna umetnost, slikarstvo, grafika, skulptura
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IDENTITET(I) U SAVREMENOQO]J] UMETNOSTI
TELO, RASA, ROD I SEKSUALNOST

Apstrakt:

Pitanje identiteta postalo je jedno od vode¢ih u nau¢nom diskursu tokom
poslednje decenije dvadesetog veka, da bi tokom prve decenije dvadeset prvog veka
1zaslo iz okvira nau¢nih razmatranja 1 ozbiljnije postalo interesovanje svakodnevice.
U kontekstu savremenosti preispitivanje identiteta egzistira paralelno u teorijskim 1
estetskim istrazivanjima, zbog ¢ega ¢e ovaj tekst biti baziran na shvatanju, tumacenju
1 politikama reprezentacije razlicitih identiteta u savremenoj teoriji i umetnosti kroz
kratke studije slu¢aja cetiri autora — ORLAN, Ejmi Serald (4my Sherald), Kehind
Vajli (Kelunde Wiley) 1 Boris Sribar. Poseban fokus je na onim najcesce razmatranim
segmentima identiteta — telo, rasa, rod 1 pitanja seksualnosti.

Kljucne reci:

Identitet, savremena umetnost, telo, rasa, rod, seksualnost
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Postkolonijalisticka 1 postmodernisticka okupiranost razlikama uslovila je
preispitivanje identiteta, osobenosti, sopstva, politike tela, roda 1 seksualnosti i otvorila
novi prostor njthovom istrazivanju. Pitanje identiteta postalo je jedno od vodecéih
teorijskih 1 estetskih preokupacija tokom poslednje tri decenije dvadesetog veka
(West 2004, 205). U istoriju umetnosti, najpre, ulazi kroz feminizam 1 pitanja rodnih
politika sa esejom Linde Noklin (Linda Nochlin) Zasto nie bilo velikih umetnica? (Why
Have There Been No Great Women Artists?) iz 1971. godine, a nakon toga problematicno
pitanje politike 1 definicije identiteta intenzivirano je kroz brojne studije koje su sa
razlicitth metodoloskih pozicija preispitivale ovaj problem, da bi tokom devedesetih
godina interesovanje za identitet dozivelo vrhunac. Ne cudi da se u okolnostima
postkolonijalnog, liberalno-demokratskog sveta, u novoj ,kulturnoj i drustvenoj
mnostvenosti (Smit 2014, 26) javila potreba za uspostavljanjem (samo)identifikacije,
a narocito za bavljenjem onim identitetima koje su prethodne drustvene 1 politicke
ideologije zanemarivale, diskriminisale ili kojima su upravljale (najpre se misli na
rasne 1 seksualne drugosti, pa 1 preispitivanje rodnih pozicija unutar falocentricnog
patrijarhalnog sistema). Tokom devedesetih godina dvadesetog veka izlaze brojne
studije koje se bave definisanjem identiteta, ali 1 pokusajem razumevanja njegove
heterogenosti 1 raznorodnosti, poput studija Ricarda Dzenkinsa (Richard Fenkins,
Soctal Identity), Antonija Smita (Anthony D. Smith, National Identity), Stjuarta Hola (Stuart
Hall, Questions of Cultural Identity), Dzudit Batler (Fudith Butler, Gender Trouble) 1 mnogih
drugih. Ono oko ceka se vecina teorija identiteta slaze jeste da je identitet jedno
osetljivo 1 kompleksno pitanje, on se odnosi na Citav niz stvorenja, stvari 1 supstanci
(Jenkins 2004, 2), a proces (samo)identifikacije uvek je nedovrSen, nepotpun, u
stalnoj fazi artikulacije, zasivanja, nadodredivanja (Hall 2001, 217) — od Lakanovih
(Facques Lacan) teza o nepotpunosti subjekta, preko Dzeklin Rouz (Facqueline Rose)
1 tvrdnje da je identitet nesto $to se nikada ne moze dostiéi, pa do Batlerove koja
govorl o performativnosti rodnog identiteta. Prema recima Stjuarta Hola 1 sam
termin identitet je nepodoban za koris¢enje jer ne oznacava svu kompleksnost koju
ovaj fenomen sa sobom nosi. Isto tako, Hol ne nudi nikakvu alternativu, tvrdeci
da nema drugih adekvatnih termina, ostavljaju¢i ovaj kojeg bi uvek trebalo da
zamislimo precrtanog (Hall 2001, 215-216).

Pitanje identiteta u istoriji moderne umetnosti postaje svesno postavljeno
Disanovim (Marcel Duchamp) (auto)portretom Roze Selavi (Rose Sélavy) iz 1920.
godine, da bi dreg strategija postala sve Cesc¢a praksa (Frida Kalo /Frida Kahlo/,
Endi Vorhol /Andy Warhol/, Robert Mejpltorp /Robert Mapplethrope/), a u
savremenoj umetnosti metod ,,preuzimanja uloga®, osim §to je portretno slikarstvo
ucinio ponovo aktuelnim (West 2004, 206), intenzivirao je pitanje o tome koliko je
identitet u vezi sa subjektom, a koliko u vezi sa ulogama koje subjekt preuzima u
okviru odredenih diskurzivnih praksi. Osim kroz portretno slikarstvo, kao najcesci
medij ispitivanja problematike identiteta u savremenoj umetnosti, aktuelni su i
drugi modernisticki 1 postmodernisticki umetnicki postupci analize odredenog
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fenomena, ali 1 kroz relacionu estetiku on postaje saglediv pojam. Te razlicite
umetnicke prakse ujedno su dokaz o tvrdnji da savremenost nema problem sa
istorijom (umetnosti), ve¢ zapravo koristi njenu refleksiju kako bi odgovorila na
pitanje Sta znacl ziveti u sadasnjosti (Smit 2014, 41). Ona ne pravi otklon, nije
nulta tacka koja ponistava prethodno, kao $to je to slucaj sa modernistickim i
postmodernistickim tendencijama. Naprotiv, vrlo cesto referise 1 citira ne samo
medije ve¢ 1 zanrove kroz koje postavlja problem zivljenja sa vremenom, u
vremenu, izvan vremena.

Telo

Kako tvrdi francuski filozof Merlo-Ponti (Maurice Merleau-Ponty) ,.Covek
jeste telo®, telo je jedan od prvih temelja identiteta, ono je nasa tacka u kojoj se
dodirujemo sa svetom 1 nije prost objekt nego ,,grupisanje prozivljenih znacenja“
(Lloyuc 2004, 823). Zensko telo je u patrijarhalnoj kulturi bilo objekat nadzora,
kontrole, prisile, manipulacije, ali i pod pritiskom narastajuce kapitalisticke ideje
o doslovnoj kupovini identiteta, new look politici kozmeticke 1 estetske industije
(Adamovi¢ i Maskalan 2011, 50). Jednu postfeministicku kritiku pozicije Zenskog
tela ponudila je francuska umetnica Orlan, koja kroz svoje performanse preispituje
drustveno prihvatljivu/pozeljnu estetiku. Tokom devedesetih Orlan snima svoje
plasticne operacije, kojih je ukupno bilo devet, a ovu seriju performansa nazvala
je Ultimationo remek delo — Reinkarnacgja svete Orlan. Z.a nju je sopstveno telo medij,
a ona kao autor ima potpunu kontrolu oblikovanja, ¢ime je zelela da redefinise
ustaljen kanon aktivnog muskarca, stvaraoca, 1 pasivne zene, muze. S druge strane,
estetski zahtevi su takode izlazili iz okvira nametnute estetike, ¢ime je ugrozila 1
politiku gledanja, u kojoj je pasivan zenski pogled podreden aktivnom muskom
koji projektuje svoje fantazije na zenski lik (Mulvey 1999, 80). Stvarajuci jednu
masku, van okvira pozeljne zapadnjacke lepote, Orlan potcrtava iskarikiranost
estetike u hipercivilizovanom, globalnom, kapitalistickom svetu u kojem ta maska
»dehumanizuje obli¢je 1 doslovno postaje samo lice”. Njena osnovna ideja bila
je sli¢nost sa Mona Lizom, Boti¢elijevom (Sandro Botticelli) Venerom, Zeromovom
(Jean-Léon Gérdme) Psihom 1 Buseovom (Frangois Boucher) Evropom. Tom , maskom®,
¢iji estetski standardi ostaju u okvirima ,lepog®, ponudila je novi model izgleda
kao otpor nametnutim standardima lepote, ali 1 kao sredstvo demaskiranja
hegemonije u savremenom svetu. U estetskim operacijama je nasla nacin kako
industrijskim, komercijalnim i korporacijskim kapitalistickim interesima oduzeti
pravo odredivanja lepote i njenih kriterijjuma (Adamovi¢ 1 Maskalan 2011, 63).
Ona zeli biti lepa, ali pritom Zeli da njena lepota bude proizvod njene slobodne
volje, umetnickog nadahnuca 1 angazmana. Orlanina maska ili ,,drugo lice” tako
postaje Drugost sopstvenom, ali 1 Drugost estetskoj normi epohe, kroz koju postaje
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saglediv problem vlastitog identiteta. Na neophodnost Drugog u procesima
samospoznaje upucuje ve¢ Lakan u teoriji razvojne faze Ega (faza ogledala), u
¢ijem je procesu formiranja integrisanog dozivljavanja sopstva prisutnost majke
u odrazu ogledala neminovna. S druge strane, u odbijanju konformizma Orlan
vidi mogucnost izgradnje zenskog identiteta koji nece biti fiksiran, ve¢ na tragu
onth postmodernistickih 1 savremenih teorijja koje podrazumevaju identitetsku
promenljivost, potragu, nedovrienost (Adamovi¢ 1 Maskalan 2011, 63-64). Svaki
od performansa zapocinjao je Citanjem eseja La robe lakanovske psihoanaliticarke
Ezeni Luman Lusoni (Eugénie Lemoine-Lucciont), u kojem autorka upucuje na $izmu
imedu onoga S$to jesmo 1 onoga Sto imamo, koji poput platonsko hris¢anske
filozofije istice binarizam prirode i sistema, a Orlanine estetske intervencije
pomazu ostvarivanju harmonije stanja duha 1 telesne slike. Kako Lusoni upucuje,
odeca c¢ini nase telo takvim da se ono moze kulturoloski sagledati, artikulisuci ga
kao formu koja nesto znaci (Haye i Wilson 1999, 2)%. U tom kontekstu, postavlja
se pitanje koliko je kulturolosko citanje Orlanine nove ,haljine® napravilo otklon
od onoga sto kritikuje, a u kojoj meri ga potvrduje.

Rasa

Definicija rase, zajedno sa svojim modelima reprezentacije, pojavljuje se,
razvija, menja i neizostavan je deo uspostavljanja modernosti koja je, u fukoovskom
smislu diskurs kulture, politicke 1 institucionalne kontrole i potcinjavanja, u
skladu sa pojavom evrocentrizma 1 evropske dominacije nastale kroz imperijalno
osvajanje 1 vladavinu (Smalls 2004, 7). Globalna, postistorijska umetnost, kako
savremenu odreduju Hans Belting (Hans Belting) 1 Artur Danto (Arthur Coleman
Danto), 1 njena ideja liminalnosti otvorila je mnogo veci prostor umetnosti rasnih
drugih, naroc¢ito umetnost 1 Sirenje uticaja afroamericke kulture. Savremena
umetnost crnackih autora 1 autorki takode preispituje identitet kroz politiku
preuzimanja uloga. U ovom slucaju to preuzimanje uloga odnosi se na citatnost
istorije zapadne (bele) umetnosti u njithovim radovima, koja moze biti shvacena
kao Fosterova (Hal Foster) ,,slika-ekran® Cije znacenje je u posredovanju onoga koji
opaza 1 njegovog traumatskog dozivljaja spoljasnjeg sveta (Aranacoray-Kanmajep
2004, 359).

Kada je na svecanoj ceremoniji otkrivanja portreta, dvanaestog februara
2018. godine, prikazan portret Misel Obame (Michelle Obama), afroamericke
umetnice Ejmi Serald, Obama je izjavila da razmilja o svim onim ,,obojenim*
zenama koje ¢e po prvi put imati priliku da u Nacionalnoj galeriji u Vasingtonu
ugledaju nekog ko izgleda kao oni. Osecaj nesigurnosti afroamerickog pojedinca

8  Citirano prema Eugénie Lemoine-Luccioni, La robe, Paris: Seuil 1983, 147.
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koji je proizvela nemogucnost identifikacije sa kolektivnim u okvirima muzejskih
institucija, pa 1 zapadne istorije umetnosti nacelno, bio je razlog zbog kojeg su
1 Kert Dzejms Marsal (Rerry James Marshall) 1 Kehind Vajli, koji je 1zveo portret
Baraka Obame (Barack Obama), slikali gotovo iskljuc¢ivo crnacku populaciju. Na
pitanje zasto uglavnom slika Afroamerikance, Vajli je odgovorio da je oduvek bio
inspirisan velitkom Marsalovom slikom berbernice iz Narodnog muzeja umetnosti
u Los Andelesu, ali ga je isto tako plasilo odsustvo crnih ljudi na drugim slikama
u muzejskoj postavci zbog cega je odlucio da u svojoj umetnosti prikazuje one koji
izgledaju kao 1 on. Ako se vratimo na portret prve ,,crne dame® iz Nacionalne
galerije u Vasingtonu, uoci¢emo idejne veze sa fotografijom engleske princeze
Margaret (Margaret Rose), rodene sestre kraljice Elizabete 11 (Elizabeth Alexandra
Mary), koju je uradio Sesil Biton (Cecil Beaton). Izvesno je da nije re¢ o direktnom
citatu, ali ono §to povezuje ova dva primera jesu konteksti 1 efekti koje proizvode
ove reprezentacije. Misel Obama je prilikom portretisanja pozirala u haljini
americke kreatorke Misel Smit (Michelle Smith), vlasnice modnog brenda AMilly, 1
predstavlja prvi portret crne zene koji postaje deo kolekcije vladarskih portreta
Nacionalne galerije u Vasingtonu. Portret princeze Margaret izveo je cuveni
engleski modni fotograf, ilustrator 1 dizajner Sesil Biton, na kojem se po prvi
put rusi kraljevski kanon 1 dekorum reprezentacije. Naime, skandal je izazvala
¢injenica da je princeza za svoj dvadeset prvi rodendan ispred Bitonovog objektiva
sedela u haljini koju je za nju uradio Kristijan Dior. To je bilo prvi put da je
neko od clanova kraljevske porodice obukao nesto $to je nastalo van krojackog
dvorskog ateljea ili van ateljea dizajnera Normana Hartnela (Norman Hartnell) koji
je bio zaduzen za princezin izgled (Behlen 2016, 58). Ono Sto je zajednicko ovim
portretima jeste ideja promene, rusenja barijere, preispitivanje identiteta, njegove
pozicije 1 reprezentacije. Medutim, problem citatnosti zapadne istorije umetnosti
uocljivije je 1 direktnije u radovima Kehinda Vajla. U seriji vitraza Oplakivanje iz
2016. godine, Vajli inkorporira crno telo u teme 1z hris¢anske istorije, ostajuci
dosledan ne samo mediju ve¢ i ikonografiji. Isto tako, portrete afroamerickih
selebritija radi kao reminiscencije na portrete evropskih vladara — portret Ajs
Tia (Ice T) jeste citat Engrovog (Fean Auguste Dominique Ingres) portreta Napoleona
Bonaparte (Napoléon Bonaparte) iz 1806. godine, dok portret Majkla Dzeksona
(Michael Jackson) nastaje po uzoru na Rubensov (Pefer Paul Rubens) konjanicki portret
Filipa IT od Spanije (Felipe I de Habsburgo). Ovo su samo neki od primera na kojima
se Vajli sluzi evropskim kulturnim nasledem. Kultura se, kao demijurg ljudske
stvarnosti, moze posmatrati kao jedan od vrlo snaznih temelja identiteta, ali 1 kao
okosnica identitetskih razlika (Stankovi¢ Pejnovi¢ 2010, 136). U pokusaju vlastitog
pozicioniranja u odnosu na Drugo, Vajli se u svojevrsnom gestu autokolonizacije
sluzi onim sto Frojd (Sigmunt Freud) naziva ,,prisila ponavljanja® (Kricli 2003, 419),
potvrdujuci Fosterovu tezu o tome da slika nastaje kao proizvod procesa gledanja
drugog, odnosno da je identifikacija oblikovanje prema drugom, utemeljena u
fantaziji, projekeiji 1 idealizaciji (Hall 2001, 217).
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Rod i seksualnost

Rod kao druétveni konstrukt 0 ,,muékosti“ 1 ,,zenskosti® predstavlja jedan
taj koji je vekovima upravljao pogledima na svet, modelima ponasanja, pozicijama
modi, a cija je stabilna struktura dovedena u pitanje u kapitalnom delu Dzudit
Batler Nevolja s rodom iz 1990. godine. Rod, paralelno sa sve brojnijim feministickim
1 kvir studijama, postaje veoma dominantna tema savremene umetnosti. Kao
primer interesovanja za tematiku rodnog identiteta, seksualnosti i tabu tema bice
1nterpret1ran rad Borisa Sribara koji se cesto bavi dgalogom izmedu privatnog 1
javnog, intimnog i kolektivnog, zadiru¢i u pitanja rodne i seksualne identifikacije
1 odnosa zajednice prema ovim temama. Izlozbom Muska stvar, koja pripada
domenu relacione estetike, realizovanom pocetkom februara 2010. godine u galeriji
Remont, Sribar ispituje vlastiti stav, ali i stav publike prema pitanjima rodne (samo)
identifikacije, kao 1 problem (ne)stabilne muskosti, polazeéi od najranijih iskustava
iz detinjstva (Ratkovi¢). Na izlozbi je predstavljeno 13 fotografija i 160 ¢okoladnih
skulptura penisa izlivenih po autorovom kalupu. Na crno-belim fotografijama
prikazana je pubicna regija 13 muskaraca sa skrivenim penisima, pritisnutim
izmedu butina. Kako se, prema psihoanalizi, culom vida najpre prepoznaju polne
razlike (Garb), ove Sribarove fotografije stvaraju neprijatnu dvojbu u procesu
prepoznavanja rodnog identiteta portretisanih. Ideja je materijalizacija decacke
znatizelje o tome kako je izgledati kao devojcica u kojoj, kroz blagu homoerotsku
igru, drugovi jedan drugom pokazuju kastrirani penis (Ratkovi¢). Medutim, ono
na §ta upucuju ove Sribarove fotografije utemeljeno je u teoriji o performativnosti
roda, ali iznad toga upucuju na cinjenicu da je 1 polnost konstituisana kulturno
slozenim oznaciteljskim lancem (Batler 2001, 124). Takode, pokre¢u Lakanovu
tezu o ,manju“ koje odreduje muski polozaj unutar heteroseksualne matrice
(Batler 2001, 90), a koji u ovom slucaju postaje nestabilan. Ta nestabilnost
»~muskosti” nastaje ustanovljavanjem viSe razlicitth modela muskosti u javnom
diskursu pocetkom dvadeset prvog veka, odnosno cinjenica da vise ne postojt opéti
model ,,muskosti* koji bi kao u epohi hegemonog modela stizao do svakog, ¢ime
je muskarcima otezan proces traganja za identitetom (Smale 2011, 276). S druge
strane, Sribar ukazuje i na biseksualnu prirodu ¢oveka, kao i na Platonovu tezu
(Platon 1983, 54-60), a potom 1 Polikletov kanon androgin koji je umetnicki pol par
ekselans, jer mesa musko 1 Zensko 1 dovodi ih u ravnotezu (Eko 2004, 345). Drugi
deo izlozbe, odnosno ¢okoladni penisi, zapravo su falusi. Naime, kalupom doslovno
»odvojeni® od autorovog penisa postaju falusi — simboli moci odvojeni od organa,
kako kaze Batlerova. Ona Lakanovoj seksistickoj tezi o ,imanju® suprotstavlja
tezu o ,.biti“ falus, odnosno govori o moguénosti preuzimanja te moci (Batler
2001, 121). Sribar svojim ¢okoladnim falusima zapravo nudi ,.deo koji nedostaje®,
redefinisuci heteroseksualne norme, praveci zanimljivu javnu igru oralnog uzivanja
u konzumaciji modi.
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Zakljucak

Identitet, kao fenomen koji u velikoj meri utice na meduljudske odnose,
pokazao se kao dominantno polje istrazivanja savremene umetnosti. Globalizacija 1
nove drustvene okolnosti savremenosti ubrzale su 1 umnozile procese pozicioniranja
vlastitog Ja u odnosu na Drugo, 1 to ne samo drugo koje je projekcija ega, vec i veliko
Drugo kao olicenje radikalne drugosti. Upravo ove cetiri studije slucaja primeri su
medijski 1 formalno razli¢itith umetnickih praksi koje su povezane problematizovanjem
tela kao jednog od temelja identiteta 1 kao mesta reprezentovanja rasnih 1 rodnih
pozicija, a kroz koje postaje saglediva kompleksnost 1 heterogenost fenomena udentitet.
Ujedno potcrtavaju 1 njegovu neraskidivu vezu sa reprezentacijom ¢iji su modeli
oznaceni 1 uslovljeni odredenim identitetima. Telo kao ,spoljni omotac® 1 opste
mesto interesovanja francuske umetnice Orlan trpelo je promene kroz autorkine
brojne umetnicke projekte. Njen je identitet bio u procesu stvaranja, kreiranja,
na tragu ,uspostavljanja®, koji u potpunosti odgovara teorijjama o nedostiznosti i
nepotpunosti identiteta. Problem rase u istoriji umetnosti, prikazan kroz radove
Kechinda Vajla i Ejmi Serald koji se koriste tradicionalnim (evropskim) likovnim
medijem — uljem na platnu, akcentuje neophodnost potrebe za uspostavljanjem
kolektivne identifikacije, kao 1 neophodnost Drugog u procesima samoidentifikacije.
Rodni identitet u savremenoj umetnosti i teoriji postaje tacka preispitivanja uticaja
drustvenih konstrukcija na percipiranje sopstva. Kao identitetski temelj koji je
oduvek upravljao pozicijama modi, rod biva doslovno odvojen, kao i u Sribarovom
radu, od onoga $to ga ,uslovljava® — od pola, dobijajuci performativan karakter.
Ideja interakcije i dijaloga sa publikom kojom se Sribar sluzi mozda je i najbolje
sredstvo u pokusaju da se odgovori na kolektivno pitanje problema drustvenih
konstrukcija. Kompleksnom mrezom pojmova i1 znacenja, slika i identitet postaju
medusobno uslovljeni. Razumevanje strukture slike znac¢i razumevanje svakog
segmenta identiteta onoga koji sliku konstituise.
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IDENTITY(ES) IN CONTEMPORARY ART
BODY, RACE, GENDER AND SEXUALITY

Summary:

The question of identity became one of the leading questions in scientific
discourse during the last decade of the twentieth century, and during the first decade
of the twenty-first century came out of the scientific boundaries and more seriously
became a daily interest. In the context of contemporaneity, reconsideration of
identity exists at the same time in theoretic and aesthetic researches, therefore this
text will be based on understanding, interpretation and the politics of representation
of different identities in contemporary theory and art, through short case studies
of four authors (ORLAN, Amy Sherald, Kehinde Wiley, and Boris Sribar). The
special focus will be on the most considerated segments of identity — body, race,
gender, and the questions of sexuality.
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PUNKTUMI - ZBIRKA INOSTRANE UMJETNOSTI
MUZEJA SAVREMENE UMJETNOSTI REPUBLIKE SRPSKE

Monografska publikacija pod nazivom

: :: :: :::‘.‘.‘ Punktumi — Zbirka inostrane umyetnostt Muzeja savremene
LTI umyjetnostt Republike Stpske objavljena je prilikom prvog
aasBgsgdeeg® janog izlaganja Zbirke kao samostalne cjeline
saeb o8 saoe koja obuhvata djela stranith umjetnika. Autorka

&8 & eae glavnograspravnog teksta je prof. dr Lidija Merenik
8 & 8 884 koja je svojom stru¢nom i nau¢nom elaboracijom
omogudila prvu valorizaciju ove po mnogo ¢emu
a® @ ®g e heterogene zbirke, kao 1 neophodnu selekciju 1 izbor
&% % 88 6® &8 §d rcprezentativne grupacije radova koji ¢ine izlozbu.
S80S 888888 Pripemi izlosbe i monografske publikacije koja je
: : m :‘ prati prethodila je sistematska obrada Zbirke, kao 1
&8989 e ® e %4 zahtevan rad na prikupljanju podataka o djelima i
® 1 autorima koje je prikupila i obradila visa kustoskinja

Zana Vuki¢evi¢, autorka biografija umjetnika.
Izlozba ,,Punktumi — Zbirka inostrane umjetnosti® priredena je u Muzeju
savremene umjetnosti Republike Srpske u Banjoj Luci tokom perioda od 22. aprila
do 30. avgusta, a povodom obiljezavanja 2018. godine, koju je Evropska komisija
proglasila godinom evropskog kulturnog nasljeda isticuci slogan ,,Nasa bastina —
gdje se proslost susrece sa budu¢noséu®, ukazujuci na bogatu i raznovrsnu kulturnu
bastinu Evrope 1 teznju da se poveze sa danasnjim vremenom. Iako je rije¢ o
zbircl koja obuhvata vise od 360 umjetnickih dijela, za ovu priliku izabrano je sto
umjetnickh djela 1 osamdeset autora iz sedamnaest evropskih zemalja (Austrije,
Belgije, Bugarske, Velike Britanije, Gruzije, Italije, Irske, Madarske, Norveske,
Njemacke, Poljske, Rusije, Turske, Francuske, Ceske, Svajcarske i Spanije). U zbirci
se nalaze djela znacajnih evropskih autora cije je djelovanje obiljezilo evropsku
umjetnicku scenu druge polovine dvadesetog vijeka. Izdvajajuéi samo neka imena
kao $to su: Oto Pine (Otto Piene), Ginter Iker (Giinther Uecker) 1 Hajnc Mak (Heinz
Mack) iz grupe ,,ZERO%, Fridensrajh Hundertvaser (Friedensreich Hundertwasser),
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Hans Hartung (Hans Hartung), Pjer Alesinski (Pierre Alechinsky), Stenli Vilijam Hejter
(Stanley William Hayter), Zan Mesazije (Jean Messagier), Cao Vu—Ki (Zao Wou—Ki), Soici
Hasegava (Shoichi Hasegawa), Jase Tabuci (Yasse Tabuchi), Antonio Virduco (Antonino
Virduzzo) ukazuje se na bogatu evropsku bastinu, ali 1 zaostavstinu koja je danas
snazan podsticaj za bududi razvoj Muzeja savremene umjetnosti Republike Srpske.
Nazalost ova vrijedna zbirka do sada nije imala priliku da adekvatno
bude predstavljena, zbog cega je ostala gotovo nepoznata $iroj javnosti. Zato je
osmisljen poseban izlozbeni projekat kojim bi se ukazalo na znacaj Zbirke inostrane
umjetnosti, inicirajuéi ujedno 1 promociju evropske kulturne bastine koju ¢uva ova
institucija. To je bila 1 prilika da ova vrijedna djela dobiju struc¢nu revalorizaciju,
neophodnu konzervatorsko-restauratorsku zastitu, ali 1 savremenu muzeolosku
prezentaciju kulturne bastine koja ¢e u Muzeju inicirati drugaciju komunikaciju sa
publikom, podsticudi je da istrazuje bogatu 1 raznovrsnu kulturnu bastinu Evrope.

Godina evropske kulturne bastine bila je snazan podsticaj za predstavljanje
vrijedne zbirke inostrane umjetnosti koja se ¢uva u Muzeju savremene umjetnosti
Republike Srpske, ali 1 vazan trenutak koji je omogucio da se prisjetimo ,,Akcije
solidarnosti* koja je okupila brojne umjetnike iz Evrope 1 svijeta da svojim djelima
pomognu obnovu nastradalog grada nakon katastrofalnog zemljotresa koji je
zadesio Banja Luku 1969. godine. ,,Akcijom solidarnosti®, koja je trajala od 1969.
do 1975. godine, u Banja Luku je pristiglo vise od sedamsto pedeset umjetnickih
djela sa prostora bivse Jugoslavije, Evrope 1 svijeta, $to je pruzilo znacajan temelj
za osnivanje institucije, omogucujuci pocetni fundus koji danas ¢ini jezgro Muzeja.
(Tomwmh 1981) Formiranje Zbirke inostrane umjetnosti podstaknuto ,,Akcijom
solidarnosti* dodatno je obogaéeno 1 poklonom sa VII Jesenjeg salona, znacajne
bijenalne manifestacije pokrenute 1962. godine, koja je u svom sedmom sazivu
omogucila 1] internacionalni salon. (Tomwuh 1981) Odrzan je 1975. godine, a okupio
je veliki broj evropskih 1 svjetskih slikara, graficara i1 vajara, prvenstveno autora
¢ije je stvaralastvo vezano za Pariz, povezujudi tako umjetnike iz Kine, Japana i1
drugih krajeva svijeta sa evropskim kulturnim nasljedem. Zahvaljuju¢i poklonima
internacionalnih ucesnika Salona, koji su se pridruzili ,,Akciji solidarnosti®, u
kolekciji Muzeja sacuvana su brojna djela istaknutih umjetnika, koja po svojoj
raznolikosti predstavljaju pravi izazov i za iskusnog istrazivaca i naucnika.

Autorski tekst profesorke Merenik otkriva iscrpnu analizu koja je dovela
do pronalazenja novih podataka koji su pomogli da se cjelokupna zbirka sagleda
u kontekstu evropskih umjetnickih pojava 1 pravaca poslije 1945. godine, koji su
¢inili vodece evropske umjetnicke tokove u hladnoratovsko doba. Uzimajuéi u obzir
politicki 1 ideoloski kontekst vremena u kome su djela nastala, brojnost umjetnickih
pojava 1 njithovu geografsku raznolikost, autorka istice umjetnicki tok koji se
moze pratiti od anikonicke linije — postenformelnih tendencija, lirske i gestualne
apstrakcije, do neoavangardnih tendencija S$ezdesetih, disidentske umjetnosti,
opticke 1 kineticke umjetnosti, do primjera ikonicke struje — figuracije pedesetih i
sezdesetih, kao 1 primjera ,,meke* soc-umjetnosti koja nastaje 1 tokom sedamdesetih
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u nekim kulturama iza ,gvozdene zavjese®. (Mepenux 2018, 16) Kao poseban
raritet Zbirke izdvaja se luminokineticki rad grupe <ero, poklon njemacke vlade
1975. godine, nakon koga je uslijedila 1 donacija umjetnika koji su bili vezani za
parisku umjetnicku scenu, u ¢ijoj umjetnosti preovladuju enformel, lirska apstrakeija
1 gestualno slikarstvo, 1 to radova Nijemca Hansa Hartunga, Kineza Cao Vu—
Kjja, Britanca Vilijama Hejtera, Japanaca Hasegave 1 Tabucija, Belgijanca Pijera
Alesinskog, kao 1 drugih autora koji ¢ine reprezentativno jezgro Zbirke.

U svom tekstu autorka istice i ¢injenicu da se ove godine obiljezava i pola
vijeka od prelomne 1968. godine — mitskog doba velikih ideala, zanosa, trazenja
politicke, rasne, rodne 1 drustvene pravde, antiratnih pokreta 1 velikih prevrata u
umjetnosti. (Mepenux 2018, 16) Vrijeme koje je uslijedilo donijelo je razocaranje,
kao 1 marginalizaciju njegovih najznacajnijih nosilaca, dok su nam simboli¢ne
predstave, uz uspon nckonvencionalnih umjetnickih i1 izvanumjetnickih sredstava
u umjetnosti, trajno ostale. U Zbirci su vidljiva djela koja govore o pomjeranju i
prosirenju umjetnickog polja, vizuelna istrazivanja i programska umjetnost, kao 1
djelatnost grupe Jero, madarske IPARTERV neoavangarde, vodeéih protagonista ovog
vremena koji su zaokruzeni radom Zagrfjqj italijanskog umjetnika Franka Andelija iz
1968. godine. Ovaj rad je na neki nacin 1 objedinjujudi jer nam govori o drustvenoj
odgovornostl 1 angazovanosti umjetnosti u izvanumjetnickim, prvenstveno zivotnim
pitanjima, koja su nagnala sve ove umjetnike da svojom odlukom i poklonom
postanu dio ove interesantne zbirke, bazirane na solidarnosti 1 socijalnoj koheziji
— osnovnim evropskim vrijednostima koje propagiraju pomo¢ ugrozenima kroz
saradnju 1 podrsku.
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autorska prava, odnosno ovlas¢enje da ilustraciju objavi u okviru svoga rada.

Parametri za oblikovanje teksta

*  Osnovni tekst oblikuje se latinicnim fontom Times New Roman,
velicina 12, prored 1,5.

*  Tekst se poravnava uz levu marginu, a za isticanje naslova i eventualnih
podnaslova u tekstu koristi se opcija bold.

*  Navodnici se koriste prema pravilu: ,,tekst™.

» Citiranje unutar citata navodi se prema pravilu: ,, ‘tekst” .

e Nazivi umetnickih radova, ¢asopisa, izlozbi, publikacija, filmova 1 sl
navode se kurziwom (u zagradi se navodi izvorni naslov ukoliko navodi
prevod stranog termina).

* Reci pozajmljene iz stranih jezika navode se kurzivom.

* Fusnote i napomene uz tekst, koris¢ena literatura i izvori navode se
fontom Times New Roman, velicine 10, prored 1,0. Spisak koris¢ene
literature (referenci) navodi se na kraju rada po abecednom ili azbu¢nom



redu prezimena autora. Ukoliko se navodi vise bibliografskih jedinica
istog autora koje imaju istu godinu izdanja, one se dodatno oznacavaju
malim pocetnim slovima abecede.

Pravila citiranja i navodenja literature

Literatura 1 izvori citiraju se 1 navode na jeziku 1 pismu kojim su napisani
postujuci format The Chicago Manual of Style. Detaljno o ovom nacinu citiranja na:

http://www.chicagomanualofstyle.org/tools_citationguide.html

Citiranje se vr$i unutar teksta. U okviru teksta se unutar zagrada navodi
prezime autora i godina izdanja odgovarajuce bibliografske jedinice bez zapeta
izmedu prezimena autora i1 godine, a prema potrebi se navodi i1 broj stranice koji
se odvaja zapetom, kao u sledeéim primerima: (Merenik 2010), odnosno (Merenik
2010, 24) ili (enerpu u Yynuh 2005, 5-9) ili (Foster et al. 2004, 101-108).

Fusnote (napomene) koje se navode na dnu odgovarajuce strane teksta
treba da sadrze manje vazne detalje, dopunska objasnjenja, naznake o koris¢enim
izvorima 1 gradi, ali ne predstavljaju zamenu za citiranu literaturu. Nacin citiranja
autora u fusnoti isti je kao nacin citiranja u tekstu.

Nacin citiranja u spisku literature na kraju rada
Monografske publikacije 1 izlozbeni katalozi

Primeri za knjige sa jednim autorom, odnosno urednikom:
Merenik, Lidija. Umetnost i vlast. Srpsko slikarstvo 1945—1968. Beograd: Filozofski fakultet 1
Fondacija Vujici¢ kolekcije, 2010.

éupié, Simona (ed.). The JFK culture: art, film, lterature and media. Belgrade: Faculty of
Philosophy, American corner, 2013.

Primeri za knjige sa dva ili tri autora:

Hewnerpu, Jema n Cumona Uynuh. [lemap Jobposuli y mpudecemunt. Yyemnur u coywasnro
oxpyacerse. beorpan: Mysej caspemene ymerrocru, 2005.

Harrison, Charles, Francis Frascina and Gill Perry. Primativism, Cubism, Abstraction: The Early
Twentieth Century. New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1993.

Primeri za knjige sa Cetiri ili vise autora:

Foster, Hal et al. Art since 1900: modernism, antimodernism, postmodernism. London: Thames &
Hudson, 2004.



Poglavlja 1 tekstovi objavljeni u knjigama i zbornicima radova

Primer:

Mepenuxk, Jlupuja. , Jlasexko ox pasysmaHe TOMUJIC! YMETHHKOBO IIPUBATHO Yy
XUIICPIIOJUTH30BAHOM JYTOCIOBCHCKOM ApyIuTBy mocue 19435.“ y Ipusammnu wcusom xod

Cpoa y deadecemont sexy, yp. Munan Pucrosuh, 706-730. beorpau: Clio, 2007.
Tekstovi objavljeni u ¢asopisima

Primer:

éupié, Simona. ,,Evropa i/ili nacionalni identitet: Paviljon Kraljevine Srbije na Svetskoj
izlozbi 1900. 1 njegove posledice.” Zbornik Seminara za studije moderne umetnosti Filozofskog
Jakulteta Unwerziteta u Beogradu 3/4 (2008): 107-127.

Tekstovi objavljeni u novinama i popularnoj periodici

Primer:
ITerposuh, Pactxo. , Ilposchua msmoxba jyrocmoserckux ymernuxa. Iloaumura, 11. 5.
1931.
e Uz arhivske izvore se¢ navode signature fondova i naziv arhiva u
kojima se izvori nalaze.
e Za izvore sa interneta navodi s¢ URL adresa 1 datum poslednjeg
pristupa veb stranici u zagradama.

Tlustracije koje prate tekst predaju se u jpg ili tff formatu, rezolucije 300
dpi ili vise, realne velicine 10 x 15 cm elektronskom postom kao prilog ili preko
veb-servisa za transfer podataka, poput www.wetransfer.com ili www.dropbox.com.

Mesto 1ilustracija u tekstu je potrebno obeleziti odgovarajuéim brojem
ilustracije u zagradama. Ilustracije je potrebno oznaciti na sledeé¢i nacin u naslovu
fajla: broj ilustracije (tako da odgovara broju navedenom unutar teksta), ime autora,
naziv ilustracije, godina, autor ilustracije/fotografije, izvor ilustracije.
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