
— The art of Zemlja (Earth) has already 

been presented at retrospective exhibi-

tions1 and the interpretation of this pe riod 

of Croatian art has experienced signi fi cant 

changes. The interest for Zemlja has always 

been interdisciplinary: art history and criti-

cism have joined forces with other scholar  ly 

disciplines, such as history and phi lo sophy. 

However, without a unique sys tem of val-

ues, all these attempts could not avoid the 

basic disadvantage of the lack of prin  ci ples 

in the theory of interpretation. In prac tice, 

dominant aesthetic pluralism al lows for the 

application of everything-goes method; thus, 

the significance of Zemlja’s art has been 

interpreted in most various ways. 

Was the aim of this last retrospective of 

Zem lja to clarify the theoretical problem of the 

relationship between the revolutio nary in tent 

of a work of art and its form or to pre sent 

certain period in a documentary man ner? If it 

is the latter case, the exhibition could be sat-

isfied with its external historical meaning, but 

that was not its most important starting point. 

The exhibition did not intend to be merely a 

retrospective, but also a critical assessment, 

which it also was,2 though rather in the inter-

pretation of its historians and critics3 than in 

the choice of material: insignificant and failed 

pieces were not explicitly distinguished from 

significant and accomplished ones. But what 

have we lost on one side, we have gained 

on another: peripheral personalities and facts 

rounded up the impression of a milieu in 

which the art was created.

vladimir 
malekoviÊ

The reasons for a revival of interest in 

Zemlja’s art are not only in its work, but 

also in us, in our times: the issue of the 

artist’s engagement in his art belongs to 

the existential problems of artistic crea-

tion today. Certainly, the artist is always 

engaged, but we are interested in that 

special case when he is not only a servant 

of the “higher purposes, with precise, great 

and sacred duties”  (Kandinsky), but also 

directly obliged to the revolutionary intent of 

the work of art. 

The first distinction that matters to us is 

that between the metaphysical engagement 

in creation and the actual engagement in 

reality, in life, in the undertaken (politi-

cal) idea. The second one compels us to 

distinguish between the notions of revolu-

tionary art and revolution in art. In theory, 

this problem has an interesting genesis, 

especially because of fact that some of the 

most brilliant minds in our country, from 

Cesarec to Krleæa, have tried to solve it from 

the Marxist positions and that such debates 

have significantly intensified the “conflict 

within the Left.” A rather precise answer to 

the question what is revolutionary art was 

offered by B. Arvatov, an almost forgotten 

aesthetician of Lenin’s post-October period. 

According to Arvatov, art is revolutionary if it 

represents the “construction of new forms.”  

Unfortunately, the quoted phrase is only the 

first part of his definition (which is daring 

and future oriented, while in case of Tatlin 

it is also based on his work!), since the 

pragmatist placenta came out with it post 
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“zemlja”:
neki problemi 
interpretacije 
u povodu kritiËke 
retrospektive

— Stvaralaπtvo Zemlje predstavljeno je 

bilo veÊ retrospektivnim izloæbama,1 

a interpretacija tog razdoblja hrvatske umjet-

nosti doæivjela je najveÊe promjene. Interes 

je za Zemlju oduvijek bio viπeznaËan: uz 

povijest umjetnosti i kritiku tu su se angaæi-

rale i neke druge nauËne discipline, kao 

povijest i filozofija. Bez jednoznaËnog vri-

jednosnog sistema svi ti pokuπaji nisu mogli 

izbjeÊi osnovni nedostatak: nenaËelnost u 

teoriji interpretacije. PrevladavajuÊi estetski 

pluralizam dopuπta u praksi primjenu svi-

sve-sva metoda, pa je i znaËaj zemljaπke 

umjetnosti najrazliËitije tumaËen.

Je li cilj ove posljednje retrospektive 

Zemlje bio razjaπnjavanje teoretskog prob-

lema odnosa revolucionarne intencije umjet-

niËkog djela i njegova oblika, ili dokumenti-

rano iznoπenje jednog razdoblja? Ako je o 

ovom posljednjem rijeË, onda se izloæba 

mogla zadovoljiti svojim vanjskim povijesnim 

smislom, ali to nije bilo njeno najvaænije 

polaziπte. Ta izloæba nije htjela biti samo 

retrospektiva, nego i kritiËka prosudba, i ona 

je to bila,2 viπe u interpretaciji svojih pov-

jesnika i kritiËara3 nego u izboru materijala: 

neznaËajna i promaπena djela nisu explicite 

razluËena od znaËajnih i potpunih. Ali, πto 

smo na jednoj strani izgubili, na drugoj se 

iskazuje kao dobitak: periferne liËnosti i 

Ëinjenice zaokruæile su dojam o sredini u 

kojoj je nastajala ta umjetnost. 

Uzroci ponovnog buenja zanimanja za 

zemljaπku umjetnost ne leæe samo u njenim 

djelima nego i u nama, u naπem vremenu: 

pitanje angaæiranja umjetnika umjetniËkim 

djelom jedan je od egzistencijalnih problema 

stvaralaπtva danas. Umjetnik je, naravno, 

uvijek angaæiran, ali nas zanima onaj pose-

ban sluËaj kad on nije samo sluga “viπih 

svrha Ëije su duænosti precizne, velike i 

svete” (Kandinsky), nego kad je obvezan 

konkretno prema revolucionarnoj intenciji 

umjetniËkog djela.

Prva distinkcija koja je za nas vaæna 

jest luËenje metafiziËkog angaæiranja u 

stvaralaπtvu od konkretnog angaæiranja u 

stvarnosti, u æivotu, na poduzetoj (politiËkoj) 

ideji. Druga distinkcija obvezuje nas na 

odvajanje pojma revolucionarne umjetnosti 

od revolucije u umjetnosti. U teoriji taj 

problem ima zanimljivu genezu, posebno 

zbog toga πto su se u njegovu rjeπavanju 

s marksistiËkih pozicija angaæirali u nas 

najsjajniji umovi, od Cesarca do Krleæe, i 

πto su raspre o tome bitno produbile “sukob 

na ljevici”. PriliËno toËan odgovor na pitanje 

πto je revolucionarna umjetnost dao je B. 

Arvatov, gotovo zaboravljeni estetiËar pos-

toktobarskog lenjinskog razdoblja. Prema 

Arvatovu, umjetnost je revolucionarna ako 

predstavlja “graenje novih formi”. Naæalost, 

citirana reËenica samo je prvi dio njegove 

definicije (smjele i okrenute buduÊnosti, a 

u povodu Tatlina i s osloncem na njegovo 

stvaralaπtvo!), jer je post partum iziπla 

pragmatistiËka koπuljica u obliku ideologi-

jskog doËetka: “... uz paralelnu preobrazbu 

druπtvenih formi”.

August Cesarec, jedan od najzainter-

esiranijih promatraËa drame ruske likovne 

avangarde (sluπao je — a takvih je sluπalaca 
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partum in the form of an ideological comple-

tion: “... along with a parallel transformation 

of social forms.” 

August Cesarec, who was one of the 

most interested observers of the drama of 

Russian vanguard in visual arts (some time 

in 1923 he attended a lecture by Malevich 

in Moscow - and there was “at most eight 

to ten” people in the audience!), endorsed 

such art that “sees its revolution precisely 

in leaning upon the revolution of masses.”4 

Leaning on the revolution of masses actually 

meant serving its goals. Instead of being the 

subject of historical processes, art was to 

become their instrument. 

It was the beginning of the involution of 

“Marxist aesthetics” and the introduction into 

art criticism of the “great principles of collec-

tive sensibility, which has made art our need 

in the first place” (A. Cesarec). Obsessed by 

the real world and the collective, our entire 

Left rose against the “aesthetic arbitrariness 

and subjective taste.” More precisely: it was 

necessary to get rid of all emotional acciden-

tality and to reduce it to scientific (Marxist) 

laws of the society. The immanent revolution 

of form in art was neglected in favour of 

accomplishing the social revolution.

Cesarec immediately sensed the dangers 

of such interdependence of revolution art and 

was wisely asking back in 1924: “Does that 

mean that art and revolution are actually 

in contrast?”5 However, since after Harkov 

(1930) all that were politically orthodox con-

sidered the dilemma of Cesarec senseless, 

Zemlja could develop its ideology of form 

reached by the methods of political thinking 

in the gloomy Harkovian climate until as late 

as 1933, the year of Krleæa’s Foreword to 

HegeduπiÊ’s Podravina Motifs. 

In that Foreword, Krleæa observed in the 

context of literature what had been evident 

in the visual practice of Zemlja from its 

be gin nings: although in theory they were 

gi ving advantage to positive and social art 

over the individual and metaphysical one, 

in their practice they had accomplished, if 

they did, only subjectivity and the assertion 

of individuality! But let us turn back to the 

ca se of Cesarec; I believe that his attitude 

leads us to the crucial question of the ideo-

logical character of Zemlja’s art. The entire 

amplitude of events in the young Soviet 

vanguard in art “from Larionov’s primitivism 

to Tatlin’s constructivism” presented itself in 

his imagination as the spasm of searching 

for the beginning and the end, the life and 

death of art, “not only in today’s Russia, but 

in the whole world”; and Cesarec saw the 

way out of all those “directions”, which had 

“brought art to the brink of suicide” in social 

revolution, “which has also placed its original 

demands” before art. Cesarec’s essays on 

this topic, published in Knjiæevna republika 

from 1923-1927 certainly described the 

ba sic determinants of Zemlja’s Program from 

1929. Tatlin’s call to war “against the aesthe-

tic arbitrariness and subjective taste of former 

art” corresponded to HegeduπiÊ’s demand for 

a collective that would “use its art to fore-

word the interests of its society, assisted by 

deserters from old art,” just as the program-

matic protest of Zemlja against “l’art pour 

l’art” had its model in the contrast between 

the (Russian) vanguard and the individual 

and metaphysical art of expressionism. 

Thus, the ideas of European vanguard 

in visual arts did reach the shores of Zemlja, 

but they were running under ground, they 

were “translated”, sometimes very meta-

phorically. For example, it is interesting to 

compare the Marxist interpretations of the 

notion of “social art” in Russia and Croatia 

in the transition period of 1920-1925. 

Whereas for B. Arvatov social art was “the 

art of creating things,” i.e. “the laboratory 

processing of matter with production tasks,” 

the same ideological basis of constructivism 

was transformed on our side into a demand 

for art that will critically process the reality 

with political tasks.

Here we have already entered the histori-

cal level of the problem, where the “external 

arrangement” of Zemlja’s art is becoming 

clearly evident: in our space and time, 

rayonism, suprematism, and constructivism 

were just “pale and transparent mist” on the 

horizon where clouds of terror and dictator-

ship were accumulating and the only way 

out of that absurd reality was the negation of 

the absurd, rather than the mere negation of 

reality in the form of the denial of realism.

What were the echoes of this extra-artis tic 

demand in the art of the unlimited subject?

In case of Zemlja, the task of the political 

(social, engaged) intent of art was an accent 

rather than limitation. Even though “objective 

realism” could serve as a “mould” for ideas to 

be formed according to the intention of party 

theory, the art of Zemlja constantly reveals 

the reaction of subjectivity. There is no stylis-

tic unity in the group; it is only presupposed 

in its programme. From that presupposed 

goal, individual consequences of form are 

developed, each of them according to the 

power of individual creative personalities. 

Zemlja did not develop a characteristic 

style (and it would take us too far away 

from the aim of this paper if we wanted 

to distinguish in detail what was specific, 

incomparable and indubitable rather than 

apocryphal in the expression of Zemlja art-

ists!), but its historical achievement should 

be assessed precisely in its shifting away 

from the instrumentalisation of the creative 

act by emancipating its formal intent.

The gloomy principle of political engage-

ment did not always feel comfortable with 

being thrown into a game of artistic instru-

ments, while the genetic and the descriptive 

analysis of Zemlja reveals its history in this 

respect as a history of experimenting with 

various viewpoints, especially now, in the 

Critical Retrospective, when the movement 

is presented as a whole, in its most complete 

version. Contradictions and even conflicts 

were something natural for an efficient 

movement like that, since it was, beside 

its presupposed unity, enriched by a huge 

amount of unidentified, individual, sublime, 

and spiritual motives. 

What is then the factor of unity in Zem-

lja’s art? We are approaching this question 

after we have denied Zemlja all unity of sty le. 

The existence of Zemlja’s art, and even 

its limited historical significance, is not 

based on something predetermined (such 

as the theory of social realism), but only 

on something individual: the artist and his 

art. It was not only art licences that helped 

Zemlja’s art to avoid becoming the “instru-

ment of the party’s political pragmatism,” but 

rather the inevitable “shining through of the 

individual” (De Sanctis) and the following 

crucial question: “does the one who is paint-

ing have his inner face?”6

The hypothesis about the “most consist-

ent inner correlation” could be sustained 

exclusively on the basis of exterior, non-

artistic reasons. The common (unique) goal 

did not find an appropriate answer in the 

consequences: the supposition about the 

“artistic independence of our people” (Krsto 

HegeduπiÊ) was not realized. Certainly, this 

fact raises the question of the relationship of 

Zemlja towards the tradition and the given 

state of our visual arts.

The “engaged” art of Zemlja and the con-

temporary “formalist” art were mutually per-

meated depended internally on each other. 

Certain features of “bourgeois” and “collec-

tive” art coincided and the process of inte-

gration of their basic formal characteristics 

was most evident from the beginning until 
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bilo “najviπe osam do deset”! — MaljeviËa 

negdje 1923. u Moskvi), zalagao se za 

takvu umjetnost koja “svoju revoluciju vidi 

upravo u tome da se oslanja na revoluciju 

masa”.4 Oslanjati se na revoluciju masa 

znaËilo je, konkretno, sluæiti njenim ciljevi-

ma. Namjesto da bude subjekt povijes-

nog dogaanja, umjetnost je imala postati 

njegovo sredstvo.

Bio je to zaËetak involucije “marksistiËke 

estetike” i uvoenja u kritiku “velikih naËela 

kolektivne prijemljivosti po kojoj je umjetnost 

i postala naπom potrebom” (A. Cesarec). 

Opsesionirani realnim svijetom i kolektivom 

svi su na naπoj ljevici ustali protiv “estetske 

samovolje i subjektivnog ukusa”. Konkretno: 

trebalo je odbaciti emocionalne sluËajnosti, 

svesti ih na nauËne (marksistiËke) druπtvene 

zakonitosti. Imanentna revolucija forme u 

umjetnosti zapostavljena je na raËun ostvar-

enja socijalne revolucije.

Cesarec je iz poËetka osjetio opasnosti 

takve interdependencije revolucije i umjet-

nosti i pitao se, joπ 1924, mudro: “ZnaËi li 

to da su umjetnost i revolucija zapravo kon-

trasti?”5 Meutim, kako je poslije Harkova 

(1930.) za sve pravovjernike dvoumljenje 

nad CesarËevom dilemom postalo bespred-

metno, Zemlja razvija u namrgoenoj 

harkovskoj klimi svoju ideologiju forme 

naene metodama politiËkog miπljenja, 

sve do 1933., do Krleæinog Predgovora 

HegeduπiÊevim Podravskim motivima.

Krleæa je u Predgovoru literarno uoËio 

ono πto je u likovnoj praksi Zemlje bilo veÊ 

od poËetka oËevidno: mada su na rijeËi indi-

vidualnoj i metafiziËkoj umjetnosti suprot-

stavljali pozitivnu i socijalnu umjetnost, 

zemljaπi su u djelu doπli, ako su doπli, samo 

do subjektivnosti i potvrde liËnosti! Ali vra-

timo se joπ jedanput na sluËaj Cesarca; uz 

njegove nazore, mislim, vezano je presudno 

pitanje o ideologijskom karakteru zemljaπke 

umjetnosti. »itava naime amplituda zbivanja 

u mladoj avangardnoj sovjetskoj umjetnosti 

“od primitivizma Larionova do konstruk-

tivizma Tatlinova” prikazala se u njegovoj 

uobrazilji kao traæilaËki grË poËetka i kraja, 

æivota i smrti umjetnosti “ne samo danaπnje 

Rusije nego cijele kugle”, i Cesarec vidi izlaz 

iz svih tih “smjerova” koji “dovedoπe umjet-

nost do samoubojstva” u socijalnoj revoluciji 

“koja ima svoje originalne zahtjeve” i prema 

umjetnosti. CesarËevi napisi o tom pitanju 

u Knjiæevnoj republici 1923.-1927. zasig-

urno su dali osnovne odrednice zemljaπkog 

Programa iz 1929. godine. Tatlinov poziv 

na borbu “protiv estetske samovolje i subjek-

tivnog ukusa prijaπnje umjetnosti” primjeren 

je HegeduπiÊevu zahtjevu za kolektivom 

koji hoÊe da putem “svoje umjetnosti zas-

tupa interese svoga druπtva, potpomagan 

od dezertera stare umjetnosti”, kao πto je 

programski prosvjed Zemlje protiv “lar-pur-

lara” imao svoj predloæak u suprotstavljanju 

(ruske) avangarde individualnoj i metafiziË-

koj umjetnosti ekspresionizma.

Ideje evropske likovne avangarde dopi-

rale su dakle do obala Zemlje, ali su imale 

podzemni tok, bile su “prevedene”, ponekad 

veoma metaforiËno. Zanimljiva je, primjerice, 

usporedba interpretacije pojma “socijalne 

umjetnosti” s marksistiËkih pozicija u Rusiji 

i Hrvatskoj u prijelaznom razdoblju 1920. 

do 1925. Dok je za B. Arvatova socijalna 

umjetnost — “umjetnost stvaranja stvari”, tj. 

“laboratorijsko obraivanje materije s proiz-

vodnim zadaÊama”, na naπoj Êe strani ta 

ideoloπka podnica konstruktivizma biti pret-

vorena u zahtjev za umjetnoπÊu koja kritiËki 

obrauje stvarnost s politiËkim zadacima.

Ovdje se veÊ ukljuËujemo u povijesnu 

razinu problema na kojoj nam se bjelo-

dano ukazuje “vanjsko ustrojstvo” zemljaπke 

umjetnosti: u naπem prostoru i vremenu 

rejonizam, suprematizam ili konstruktivizam 

bili su “blijeda i prozirna magla” na obzorju 

gdje su se gomilali oblaci terora i diktature, 

i jedini je izlaz iz apsurdne stvarnosti bio 

u negaciji apsurda, a ne samo stvarnosti u 

obliku otklona od realizma.

Kako se takav izvanumjetniËki zahtjev 

iskazao na umjetnost neograniËenog subjek ta?

U sluËaju Zemlje zadatak politiËke 

(socijalne, angaæirane) intencije umjetnosti 

djelovao je akcentirajuÊe a ne ograniËava-

juÊe. Iako je “objektivni realizam” mogao biti 

“kalup” za ideje koje je trebalo oblikovati pod 

intencijom partijske teorije, u zemljaπkim 

djelima neprestano zatjeËemo reakciju sub-

jektiviteta. U grupi nema stilskog jedinstva; 

ono se samo programom pretpostavlja. Iz 

tog pretpostavljenog cilja razvijaju se poje-

dine konzekvencije oblikovanja, veÊ prema 

snazi pojedine stvaralaËke liËnosti.

Zemlja nije doπla do sebi svojstvenog 

stila (udaljilo bi nas od svrhe ovog napisa 

da podrobnije razluËujemo πto je u izrazu 

zemljaπa vlasno, neprispodobivo i nepri-

jeporno a πto apokrifno!), ali njeno povijesno 

dostignuÊe treba potvrditi upravo u otklonu 

od instrumentaliziranja stvaralaËkog Ëina 

osamostaljivanjem formalne intencije.

Namrgoeni princip politiËke angaæiran-

osti nije se uvijek ugodno osjeÊao ubaËen 

u igru umjetniËkih sredstava, a genetska 

i deskriptivna analiza Zemlje otkriva nam 

u tom pogledu njenu povijest kao povijest 

iskuπavanja razliËitih glediπta, posebno sada 

u KritiËkoj retrospektivi, kad se cjelina 

pokreta predstavlja u svom najpotpunijem 

izdanju. ProturjeËnosti, pa i sukobi, bili 

su naravni u jednom takvom djelotvornom 

pokretu koji je osim pretpostavljenog jed-

instva cilja bio obogaÊen i najveÊim bro-

jem neidentificiranih individualnih najviπih 

duhovnih podstreka.

©to je, onda, faktor ujedinjenja zemljaπke 

umjetnosti? Na ovo pitanje prelazimo poπto 

smo Zemlji odrekli svojstvo jedinstva stila.

Egzistencija zemljaπke umjetnosti, pa 

ni njeno ograniËeno povijesno znaËenje, 

ne zasniva se na neËem unaprijed danom 

(kao πto je teorija soc-realizma) nego samo 

na neËem pojedinaËnom; na umjetniku i 

umjetniËkom djelu. Nisu samo umjetniËke 

licencije pomogle da zemljaπka umjetnost 

ne postane “instrument partijske politiËke 

pragmatike”, nego je bilo posrijedi ono 

nezaobilazno “prosijavanje individualnog” 

(De Sanctis), kljuËno pitanje: “Ima li onaj 

koji slika svoje unutarnje lice?”6

Teza o “najdosljednijoj unutarnjoj pov-

ezanosti, mogla bi se odræati temeljeÊi svoje 

argumente samo na vanjskim, neumjet-

niËkim uzrocima. ZajedniËki (jedinstveni) 

cilj nije naπao dostojan odgovor u posljedi-

cama: pretpostavka o “likovnoj samostal-

nosti naπeg naroda” (Krsto HegeduπiÊ) nije 

ostvarena. Ovdje se nadaje, naravno, pitanje 

odnosa Zemlje prema tradiciji i prema 

zateËenom stanju naπe likovnosti.

Zemljaπka “angaæirana” i suvremena 

joj “formalistiËka” umjetnost uzajamno se 

proæimaju, unutarnje ovise jedna o drugoj. 

Pojedine se znaËajke “graanske” i “kole-

ktivne” umjetnosti poklapaju, a proces inte-

gracije osnovnih formalnih svojstava bio je 

od poËetka do kraja zemljaπkog razdoblja 

najoËitiji; u rastenju Zemlje postoji tijesna 

veza zakonomjerno uzastopnih stadija raz-

vitka hrvatske moderne umjetnosti.

Svaka povijesna interpretacija Zemlje 

koja je radila na razvrgnuÊu tog prin-

cipa uzajamnosti mogla je dokazati samo 

svoju nemoÊ. Stvoriti umjetnost prema svom 

politiËkom naziranju, to je kao nakana 

unaprijed bilo osueno na propast zbog 

zadrtog solipsizma modernog umjetnika. 

Da bi nastala “nova umjetnost”, trebalo je 

stvoriti novog umjetnika, a to je bila tada, i 

danas je, tlapnja.

Nikakvi prodori interpretacije nikada 

neÊe napipati u tome stilski heterogenom 
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the end of Zemlja’s activity; in its growth, 

there was a close connection between the 

regularly subsequent stages of development 

in Croatian modern art. 

All historical interpretations of Zemlja 

that worked on abolishing this principle of 

mutuality could only prove its impotence. 

To create art according to one’s political 

ideas was doomed to fail as intent from 

the very beginning because of the stubborn 

solipsism of the modern artist. In order to 

create “new art”, it was necessary to create 

the new artist, which was an illusion then 

as it is today.

No breakthroughs in interpretation will 

ever find in this stylistically heterogeneous 

material any justification for promoting one 

correct art, which would convince us that 

“we can posses the world in a completely 

different sense than we used to possess it” 

(C. Fiedler), in an orthodox way. And it is 

precisely that failure of Zemlja that contains 

the historical justification of its effort.

The presupposed goal of the politi-

cal utilitarianism of Zemlja’s art could be 

reached chiefly under the condition that the 

means should coincide with the content of 

presentation and since that efficient creative 

harmony was then, just as it is today, born 

primarily deep within the artist’s personality, 

singularity of style was the only authentic 

answer of the author to these extra-artistic 

demands. Thus, if we search for the specific 

quality of Zemlja’s art from the art-historical 

aspect, we should primarily emphasize the 

phenomenon of the emancipation of the 

formal, which was again, from the point of 

view of space and time, a heretical example, 

observed already then as a dichotomy of 

political and artistic goals. 

Modern criticism viewed that “duality” of 

Zemlja’s art through the slits in Janus’s mask 

and, squinting like that, failed to notice that 

it was precisely Zemlja that approached the 

existential question of modern art, the ques-

tion of the art of revolution and the revolu-

tion of art by seeking and finding original 

solutions (in a broad range from Van Gogh 

to Masserel, from the grotesque to popular 

realism, from B. Taut to B. Arvatov) and 

opening new paths. Much has been written 

and well reasoned on that topic recently, 

especially on the occasion of the three 

afore-mentioned exhibitions. Eventually, 

the following opinion has prevailed: the 

quality of Zemlja’s art is what matters 

rather than what it was supposed to achieve 

socially; thus, its historical merits were 

detached from its artistic accomplishments. 

In such an interpretation of Zemlja’s 

art - in which its specific case was not 

separated from contemporary art as a whole 

- even its former utilitarianism acquired a 

new cultural dimension. 

Zemlja’s program and practice overstep 

the boundaries of visual arts; they comprise 

an entirely new worldview. If we ignore 

the populist, didactic intentionality and 

1 “Angaæirana umjetnost u Jugoslaviji 1919-1969” [Engaged art  
 in Yugoslavia, 1919-1969], Umetnosna galerija, Slovenjgradec,  
 1969.
2 For some general remarks on the issue, see: V. MalekoviÊ, 
 Zemlja na zemlji [Earth (Zemlja) on earth], Vjesnik, 8 June   
 1971.
3 Boæidar Gagro, Zemlja izmeu uzroka i posljedice [Zemlja   
 between cause and consequence], catalogue of the Critical   
 Retrospective of Zemlja, Zagreb, 1971; Igor ZidiÊ, Slikarstvo,  

some other asymptotes (e.g. the School of 

Hlebine) within Zemlja’s programme, it is 

impossible after this exhibition to deny its 

role as the moving spirit behind the revival 

of form and its vanguard position in creating 

the new “setting” for artistic creation. There 

are certain coincidences between Zemlja’s 

reference to the “art of the collective” and the 

modern demand for a divulgation of artistic 

product; both tendencies radicalise the rela-

tionship between art and society! With its 

efforts in the field of industrial design and 

architecture, Zemlja also sought to open the 

perspectives for the artist’s detachment from 

his painting or sculpture by promising the 

possibility of creation in the sphere of pro-

duction, in the sphere of the “original organic 

construction of life.”

The theoretical neglect of Zemlja has 

been justified, among other things, by the 

statement that an objective evaluation of its 

art became possible only after the causes 

and forces that had crucially determined its 

appearance and position in the history of 

Croatian modern art had ceased to operate. 

However, this attitude has a serious flaw: it 

allows for an interpretation of Zemlja as a 

closed, completed process, thus limiting his-

torically its activity. And there is absolutely 

no justification for that. ×

prijevod: Marina Miladinov

 grafika, crteæ [Painting, graphics, drawings], op.cit.
4 August Cesarec, Suvremeni ruski slikari [Contemporary   
 Russian painters], Knjiæevna republika, 1924. Reprint in: 
 “Svjetlost u mraku” [Light in darkness], Stvarnost, Zagreb,   
 1963, pp. 281ff.
5 Op.cit., p. 297.
6 Miroslav Krleæa, Povratak Filipa Latinovicza [The return of Filip  
 Latinowicz], Zora, Zagreb, 1962, p. 191.
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materijalu opravdanje za promaknuÊe jedino 

ispravne umjetnosti, koja Êe nas uvjeriti 

kako “svijet moæemo posjedovati u sasvim 

drugaËijem smislu nego πto smo ga pos-

jedovali prije” (C. Fiedler), pravovjerno. I 

baπ u tom neuspjehu Zemlje leæi povijesno 

opravdanje njenog pokuπaja.

Pretpostavljeni cilj politiËke utilitar-

nosti zemljaπkih djela mogao se ostvariti 

poglavito uz uvjet podudarnosti sredstva 

sa sadræajem prikaza, a kako se ta efika-

sna stvaralaËka harmonija, u ono vrijeme 

kao i danas, raala ponajprije u dubini 

liËnosti umjetnika, singularnost stila bio je 

jedini autentiËni odgovor stvaraoca na te 

vanumjetniËke zahtjeve. Ako dakle traæimo 

specifikum zemljaπke umjetnosti s pov-

ijesno-umjetniËke razine pitanja, onda treba 

najprije istaÊi fenomen osamostaljenja for-

malnog, πto je opet, gledano s prostornog i 

vremenskog stajaliπta, bio heretiËki primjer, 

a uoËen je veÊ bio kao dihotomija izmeu 

politiËkih i umjetniËkih ciljeva.

Suvremena je kritika na tu “dvojnost” 

zemljaπke umjetnosti gledala kroz proreze 

Janusove maske, i u tom πkiljenju promaklo 

joj je kako upravo Zemlja u odgovoru na to 

egzistencijalno pitanje moderne umjetnosti, 

pitanje umjetnosti revolucije i revolucije 

umjetnosti, traæi i nalazi originalna rjeπenja 

(u πirokom rasponu od Van Gogha do 

Masserela, od groteske do puËkog realizma, 

od B. Tauta do B. Arvatova), otvara nove 

putove. U posljednje vrijeme, pogotovo 

u povodu triju ovdje spominjanih izloæa-

ba, o tome je dosta napisano, pametno 

prosueno. KonaËno je prevladalo miπljenje: 

nije toliko vaæno πta se htjelo druπtveno 

postiÊi zemljaπkom umjetnoπÊu, nego kakva 

su joj djela, pa su njene povijesne zas-

luge distingvirane od njezinih umjetniËkih 

dostignuÊa.

U takvoj interpretaciji umjetnosti Zemlje 

— kod Ëega njen posebni sluËaj nije izdvo-

jen iz cjeline umjetnosti odnosnoga vremena 

— Ëak je i njen prijaπnji utilitarizam dobio 

drugu kulturnu dimenziju.

Program i praksa Zemlje prelaze 

ograniËeno podruËje likovnih umjetnosti; 

u njima je sadræan novi odnos prema 

svijetu. Ako zapustimo populistiËku, pros-

vjetiteljsku intencionalnost i neke druge 

asimptote (tzv. Hlebinska πkola) zemljaπkog 

programa, nemoguÊe je nakon ove izloæbe 

1 “Angaæirana umjetnost u Jugoslaviji 1919-1969”, Umetnosna  
 galerija, Slovenjgradec 1969.
2 Neke opÊenitije naznake o tom pitanju: V. MalekoviÊ, Zemlja 
 na zemlji, Vjesnik, 8. lipnja 1971.
3 Boæidar Gagro, Zemlja izmeu uzroka i posljedice, katalog 
 KritiËke retrospektive Zemlje, Zagreb 1971; Igor ZidiÊ,   
 Slikarstvo, grafika, crteæ, n. dj.

zanijekati njenu ulogu pokretaËke snage 

obnove oblika, njenu avangardnu poziciju u 

stvaranju nove “sredine” umjetniËkog djela. 

Izmeu zemljaπkog pozivanja na “umjetnost 

kolektiva” i modernog zahtjeva za divulgaci-

jom umjetniËkog produkta ima podudarnosti; 

obje tendencije radikaliziraju odnos umjet-

nost-druπtvo! Zemlja je, takoer, pokuπavala 

svojim nastojanjima na industrijskom diza-

jnu i arhitekturi otvoriti perspektive otklona 

umjetnikovog od slike ili kipa obeÊavajuÊi 

mu moguÊnosti stvaranja u sferi proizvod-

nje, u sferi “prvobitnog organskog graenja 

æivota”.

Teoretsko zanemarivanje Zemlje oprav-

davalo se izmeu ostalog i tvrdnjom da je 

objektivnije vrednovanje zemljaπke umjet-

nosti bilo moguÊe tek kad su prestali djelova-

ti razlozi i sile koje su bitno odreivale njenu 

pojavu i poloæaj u povijesti hrvatske moderne 

umjetnosti. Takav stav, meutim, ima jedan 

ozbiljan nedostatak: dopuπta interpretaciju 

Zemlje kao zatvorenog, dovrπenog procesa 

i povijesno ograniËuje njeno djelovanje. A 

niπta ne svjedoËi tome u prilog. ×

Æivot umjetnosti, 17, 1972.

4 August Cesarec, Suvremeni ruski slikari, Knjiæevna republika,  
 1924. Pretiskano u knjizi “Svjetlost u mraku”, Stvarnost,   
 Zagreb 1963. str. 281 i d.
5 N. dj., str. 297.
6 Miroslav Krleæa, Povratak Filipa Latinovicza, Zora, Zagreb 1962,  
 str. 191.
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