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maroevic

254

krleza versus
mestrovic

During his entire working lifetime,

which was exceptionally long, Krleza
showed special interest, to say it mildly, for
Ilvan Mestrovic and his work. On various
occasions, he felt motivated to note down
or say publicly a thing or two about his atti-
tude towards the great sculptor. Beginning
with his early “Croatian Literary Lie” from
1919 — where Mestrovi¢’s name served as
one of the crucial symptoms of the cultural
and political climatel — to the semi-official
interviews given in the last years of his life
— where he tended to recapitulate some of
the reasons for his earlier statements and
add new elements? — one could find at least
some twenty texts in which he touched or
mentioned Mestrovié or, even more frequent-
ly, spilled sulphur on Mestrovi¢'s interpreters
and trabants.

Krleza's attitude towards Mestrovi¢ was
far from homogeneous; on the contrary, it
was extremely complex, full of oscillations
and amplitudes. It would be exaggerated to
say that it was a traumatic attitude, although
the appearance of the sculpture of the
Vidovdan Temple most probably became
one of Krleza's youthful fixations, towards
which he felt evident sympathies, which
soon, however, turned into convinced rejec-
tion. Mestrovié¢ was not an artist of Krleza's
“blood group” and could even less serve him
as a “lighthouse” (in the Baudelairean sense
— unlike, for example, Brueghel, Goya, or
Grosz), but the writer's unmistakeable intui-
tion told him that the sculptor was confronted
with a problem that was preoccupying him

as well: how to express the specificity of a
small Balkanian people, how to make up for
that famous time-lag with respect to Europe,
how to compensate the disadvantages of the
environment and perhaps even turn them
into advantages and virtues. As an example
of a relative world-wide success and a “ful-
filled destiny” after World War |, MesStrovic¢
had become a challenge to his entire milieu
and thereby also a measure for its possibili-
ties. That could certainly not escape Krleza's
attention, since he was attracted by almost
all social topics, in particular collective fash-
ions and obsessions. However, the reasons
of attraction and repulsion were far deeper
than that and the ambiguous “embrace” of
the two distinguished men developed with
time into a relationship between two real
lifestyle antipodes.3

According to the testimony from a yet
unpublished interview, in case of Krleza,
Mestrovi¢’s art played a significant role in
breaking away from the illusions of early
youth, motivating him to disentangle himself
from the sentimental bonds with certain
type of literary tradition, represented by
(in his intimate boyish pantheon) Senoa,
Tomic¢, Zagorka, -alski, Kumici¢, and similar
writers: “He tore it down, suddenly and all
together: Ivan Mestrovi¢. He opened mind-
boggling verticals leading into the infin-
ity of spiteful monumentality.”# The author
evoked the same subversive significance
of Mestrovié¢’s sculpture more precisely in
a diary notice from 1942: “About how
we daydreamed of Ivan Mestrovi¢ (around



krleza prema
mestrovicu

Za Citava svog, iznimno dugog, rad-

nog i Zivotnog vijeka Krleza je, blago
reCeno, pokazivao posebno zanimanje za
djelo Ivana Mestrovica. U najrazlicitijim
prilikama osjetio se motiviranim da zabiljezi
ili javno izre€e ponesto o tome svom odnosu
prema velikom kiparu. Pofevsi od davne
“Hrvatske knjizevne lazi” iz 1919 — gdje
mu je Mestreviéevo ime posluzilo kao jedan
od glavnih simptoma kulturno-politicke
klimel — pa do polusluzbenih razgovora iz
posljednjih godina Zivota — kada rado reka-
pitulira neke razloge ranijih sudova i dodaje
nove elemente2 — mogli bismo naci barem
dvadeset tekstova u kojima je dodirnuo i
spomenuo Mestrovica ili, jo$ ¢e$ée, okrznuo
Mestroviceve tumace i trabante.

Krlezin odnos prema Mestroviéu nije
nimalo jednoznacan; StoviSe, iznimno je
sloZen i pokazuje prilicnih oscilacija i ampli-
tuda. Pretjerano bi bilo re¢i da je taj odnos
traumatiCan premda je pojava skulpture
Vidovdanskog hrama predstavljala, po svemu
sudedi, jednu od Krlezinih mladenackih
fiksacija i evidentnih simpatija, koje su se
medutim, ubrzo prometnule u uvjereno odbi-
janje. Mestrovi¢ nije umjetnik Krlezine “krvne
grupe”, i to manje mu je mogao posluZiti
kao “svjetionik” (u baudelaireovskom smislu
— za razliku, recimo, od Brueghela, Goye ili
Grosza), ali je knjizevnik nepogreSivom intu-
icijom osjetio da se kipar bavi problemom
koji je i njega naroCito zaokupljao: kako
izraziti specificnosti maloga balkanskog nar-
oda, kako nadoknaditi famozno zaostajanje
za Evropom, kako kompenzirati nedostatke

ambijenta i pretvoriti ih ¢ak u wvrlinu i
prednost. Kao primjer relativnog uspjeha
u svjetskim razmjerima i kao “ostvarena
sudbina” Mestrovi¢ je nakon prvog svjetskog
rata postao izazovom Citavoj sredini, a time i
mjerom njezinih moguénosti. Veé kao takav
nije mogao izmaknuti Krlezinoj paznji, jer
su njega priviadile gotovo sve drustvene
teme a pogotovo kolektivne mode i opsesije.
Medutim, razlozi atrakcije i repulzije bili su
¢ak znatno dublji, i dvosmisleni “zagrljaj”
dvojice velikana razvio se s vremenom u
odnos pravih Zivotnih antipoda.3

Prema svjedoCanstvu jo$ jednoga
objavljenog razgovora, u Krlezinu slucaju
Mestrovicevo je djelo odigralo bitnu ulogu
pri raskidu s iluzijama najranije mladosti,
potaknuvsi ga na oslobadanje od sen-
timentalnih spona stanovitog tipa hrvat-
ske knjizevne predaje, kakvu (u intimnom
dje¢atkom panteonu) predstavljahu Senoa,
Tomi¢, Zagorka, -alski, Kumicic i njima sli¢-
ni: “Sve je to porusio veoma surovo, izne-
nada i odjednom: Ivan Mestrovié. On nam
je otvorio vratolomne vertikale u nedogled
prkosne monumentalnosti.”4 Odredenije je
sam pisac evocirao isto prevratni¢ko znacen-
je Mestroviéeve skulpture u dnevnickom
zapisu iz 1942. godine: “O tome kako
smo mi (oko 1910-1912) mastali o Ivanu
Mestroviéu nije re€eno nista stvarno, jer
nema takve fantazije koja bi mogla danas
pojmiti hermeti¢ki smisao naSih slobodar-
skih nadahnuca u vezi s njegovim imenom.
Pojava Mestroviéeve skulpture za nas bila
je divlji pokli¢ za slobodom. Vjerujuéi da su
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1910-1912) nothing real has been said,
since today there is no fantasy that could
grasp the hermetic meaning of our libertar-
ian inspirations related to his name. For
us, the appearance of Mestrovic's sculpture
was like a wild cry for freedom. Since we
believed that Austria’s days were numbered,
Mestrovié’s motto ‘Against the Unheroic
Times' meant for us the uncompromising
negation of everything that we believed was
withering away.”®

In order to understand such big and
heavy words, one should know that Krleza
was at the same time making the pas-
sage from the narrow, exclusively Croatian
national feeling towards Yugoslav “national-
ism”, wishing and anticipating a federation
of related nations that would be able to do
away with the hated foreign rule, which
symbolized all that was past, gone, and old.
In that naive, youthful faith, the discovery of
Mestrovi¢ served as the main support and
fare, while the power of the artist's expres-
sion was understood as granting immunity
against all regional, confessional, and tra-
ditional limitations. But all limitless loy-
alty and enthusiasm are soon betrayed and
Krleza found himself cheated. Therefore, he
did not hesitate to deal very harshly with his
“seducer” and spare no weapon in his arse-
nal of mocking and satirical invectives (if
truth be told, it was at first in his notebook
and somewhat later in his writings intended
for publication).

The first crack, as it seems, was open in
1914, at the Biennale of Venice. Namely,
all that Krleza had known until then about
Mestrovié¢'s work had probably been based
exclusively on reproductions - adorned,
moreover, by exalted explanations and sur-
rounded by an aura of his own fictions and
daydreams. The very first encounter with
reality in a way marked the end of this myth
and sobered him up from his infatuation with
Mestrovié.6 In this respect, the somewhat
longer note from a retrospective distance
is very telling: “Mestrovi¢ appeared before
us like a Herakles, but there, in Venice |
had already experienced a revelation of the
Heraklean myth at Bourdelle’s hand; and
the shock was so strong that, some minutes
later, | was bitterly disappointed with my
first encounter with the Vidovdan Temple.
These were two shocks, a positive and a
negative one, and when | finally managed
to find my way among all those Venetian
pavilions and flags and swayed towards
Mestrovié’'s Widows, it all ended with a
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bitter disappointment. A month or two
later, when | brought the manuscript of my
‘Zarathustra and the Young Man'’ to the edi-
tor of ‘Savremenik’, | told him the sad story
of my first encounter with Mestrovié¢ and he
began to persuade me to write a report on
my experience, which |, however, refused
to do. Those were already the first days of
war (1914)."7

Krleza did not go public with his experi-
ence of disappointment with Mestrovic, just
as he had not published any testimony of
his infatuation. After all, he was still very
young and new in writing, inclined towards
strong emotions and sudden changes of
mood. However, when he entered the liter-
ary world in a grand manner immediately
after World War |, he also scratched at his
Mestrovié-complex in order to define more
precisely his own aesthetical and social
programme. By dealing with certain aspects
of Mestrovi¢’s opus, he made an account of
his own past (which had been rather short,
but extremely dynamic), doing away with
his illusions and errors, for which he was
now blaming the sculptor as a symbolic
scapegoat that he could “have his revenge
with.”

In the meantime, the ideology of
Yugoslav spirit had been transformed from
the revolutionary yeast into an almost offi-
cial dogma. The Vidovdan Temple was no
longer viewed as a promise and perspective,
but rather as the definite realization of cen-
tennial longings. Therefore, the celebration
of the myth of Vidovdan was imposed as
orthodoxy, in which Mestrovi¢ was appoint-
ed the high priest, ministered by numerous
literary personalities and panegyrists, from
Vojnovi¢ and Kosor to Milo$ Gjuri¢ and
Ljubomir Mici¢, not to mention Strajnic¢
and “ur¢in. Among the propagandists of
Vidovdan spirit, there were good acquaint-
ances of Krleza's, such as Vladimir “erina,
his schoolmate, and Milan Marjanovi¢, the
first editor who had accepted his texts, his
companion from the circle of anti-Austrian,
“Yugo-spirited” youth.

More than anything, Krleza was enraged
with the regime manipulation and instru-
mentalization of the “Kosovo cycle”. How
was he to accept the twisted and reduction-
ist interpretation of something that had half
a decade before seemed to him a crucial
means of assertion of national identity: “In
those years of 1912-1913, Mestrovic's
cliché of nationalist idea began to smoke
in my head and there we were, two Croats

on an elite Budapest dance, who sat there
for a long time, debating on the issue. He
insisted on his principle that for us as a
people, it would be best to disappear. |
countered his national and political nihilism
with Mestrovi¢ and his ‘geniality’. In that
Budapest night, no other argument occurred
to me apart from Mestrovi¢'s geniality and
Mestrovi¢'s geniality was a rather serious
political slogan at the time.”8

And while his collocutor from the pre-
vious lines, the emblematic Doctor (and
a ‘“Croatian renegade”), would acknowl-
edge Mestrovi¢ after the foundation of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
and suddenly praise his role without any
scruples, should we wonder that Krleza was
becoming ever more ironical and sarcastic
about such conversions of “taste” For the
general mood, indicative words are those
that the writer placed into the Doctor’s
mouth: “Our race will conquer all obstacles!
There is some sort of ‘subjective intuition of
that mystical sense of reality’ and, as you
can see, Mestrovi¢ has foreseen Yugoslavia
with his colossal vision! Mestrovié is a
genius!”9

It was also symptomatic, and Krleza did
not hesitate to make that malicious observa-
tion, that the same creature carried “from
1919 onwards photographs of Mestrovic's
heroes around all his fine quarters in
Belgrade.” For, as he further explained,
“those Mestrovi¢'s heroes are hanging in
his Belgrade drawing room like a parlour
statehood decoration. The same goes for
Mestrovié's King Peter the Triumphant, a
photograph belonging to the Association for
the Transfer of Foreigners”.10

In the context of the royalist apothe-
osis of the “Vidovdan Cycle”, it is utterly
understandable that Krleza not only had
to withdraw his allegiance to Mestrovic¢'s
patent of national myth, but also develop
considerable polemical activity against those
who glorified and sustained that mytho-
mania, although some personalities once
dear to him were among them (or perhaps
precisely because he had formerly stood
close to some of those enthusiasts, who
were not always calculating). Just as Krleza
wrote about Ljubo Babi¢ that he was “per-
manently unnerved by Mestrovié,”11 the
same could be said about the author of
that formulation. It is beyond debate that
Krleza was in continuous opposition to this
“Mestrovic's phrase-laden romanticism”12 or
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irritated by the painter’s “royalist phrasing”,



dani Austrije odbrojani, MesStrovicevo geslo
‘Nejunackom vremenu uprkos' za nas je
znactilo beskompromisnu negaciju svega u
$to smo bili uvjereni da je na samrti.”®

Da bi se razumijele ovako velike i teske
rijeci, treba znati da Krleza istodobno prelazi
put od uzeg i iskljudivo hrvatskog nacion-
alnog osjecanja prema jugoslavenskom
“nacionalizmu”, te prizeljkuje i sluti federaci-
ju bliskih naroda koja ¢e biti kadra raskrstiti i
s omrazenom tudinskom vlaséu, $to simbol-
izira sve proslo, bivSe i staro. U toj naivnoj
mladenackoj vjeri otkrice Mestroviéa sluzi
mu Cak kao glavna podrSka i popudbina, a
snagu njegova izraza smatra cjepivom protiv
svih regionalnih, konfesionalnih i tradicij-
skih ogranicenja. Ali bezrezervna predanost
i odu$evljenje bivaju vrlo brzo iznevjereni,
i Krleza se osjetio prevarenim. Stoga nede
nimalo oklijevati da surovo obracuna sa
svojim “zavodnikom”, pa ¢e neStedimice
istresti na nj Citav arsenal svojih podrugljivih
i sarkasti¢nih invektiva (istina, najprije na
papiru svoje biljeznice a nesto kasnije u
spisima namijenjenima javnosti).

Do pukotine, ¢ini se, dolazi 1914. na
venecijanskom bijenalu. Naime, sve se dotad
KrleZino poznavanje MeStrovicevih radova
temeljito, valjda, isklju¢ivo na reproduk-
cijama - iskiéenima, k tome, uznositim
didaskalijama i okruzenima aurom vlastitih
fikcija i snatrenja. Vec prvi susret sa zbiljom
oznacio je svojevrstan kraj mita i otreznjenje
od zanosa za Mestroviéa.6 Rjecit je u tom
smislu ovec¢i navod s retrospektivne dis-
tance: “Mestrovi¢ se pojavio pred nama kao
Heraklo, a ja sam, eto, u Veneciji dozivio
jedinstveno objavljenje heraklovskog mitosa
od Bourdelleove ruke, sa tako jakim Sokom
da me je nekoliko minuta kasnije moj prvi
susret sa Vidovdanskim hramom grdno
razoCarao. Bila su to dva $oka, u pozitivnom
i negativnom smislu, i dok sam se izmedu
onih venecijanskih paviljona i barjaka kon-
acno snasao i tako dolutao do MeStrovidevih
Udovica, sve je svrsSilo s gorkim razocaran-
jem. Mjesec-dva kasnije, kad sam uredniku
‘Savremenika’ donio svoj rukopis ‘Zaratustra
i mladi¢’, ispriCao sam mu tuznu pri¢u o
svome prvom susretu s Mestrovicem, a on
me je nagovarao da napiSem reportazu o
svom dozZivljaju, $to sam medutim odbio.
To je ved bilo za prvih dana rata (1914). "7

Krleza nije objelodanio svoje iskustvo
razoCaranja MesStroviéem kao Sto nije dotad
bio posvjedoCio ni svoje zanose njime.
Uostalom, bio je jo§ vrlo mlad i knjizevni
poCetnik, sklon jakim afektima i naglim

mijenama raspolozenja. Kad je, medutim,
odmah nakon (prvoga) svjetskog rata na
velika vrata uSao u knjizevnost, zagrebao
je i po vlastitom Mestrovié-kompleksu da
preciznije odredi svoj estetiCki i socijalni
program. ObraCunavajuéi s nekim aspekti-
ma Mestrovideva opusa pravio je i saldo
svoje (dotad razmjerno kratke ali nadasve
dinami€ne) proslosti, razratunavao s iluzi-
jama i zabludama za koje je u kiparu nasao
simboli¢na krivca i stoga mu se mogao
“osvecivati”.

U meduvremenu se ideologija jugo-
slavenstva od revolucionarnog kvasca
pretvorila u gotovo sluzbenu dogmu. U
Vidovdanski hram vise se nije gledalo kao u
obedanije i perspektivu nego kao u definitivhu
realizaciju stoljetnih teznji. Stoga je orto-
doksno nametnuto slavljenje vidovdanskog
mita, pri ¢emu je Mestrovi¢ postao velikim
svecenikom, a kod sluzbe su mu asistirali
brojni literati i panegiricari, od Vojnovica i
Kosora do Milo$a Gjuri¢a i Ljubomira Micica,
da o Strajnicu i “uréinu ne govorimo. Medu
propagatorima vidovdanstva nasli su se i
dobri Krlezini znanci poput Vladimira “erine,
kolege iz razreda, i Milana Marjanoviéa,
prvog urednika koji je prihvatio njegove
tekstove i suputnika iz kruga protuaustrijske,
“jugoslavenstvujuée” omladine.

Krleza se ponajmanje mogao pomiriti s
rezimskom manipulacijom i instrumentaliza-
cijom “kosovskog ciklusa”. Kako da prihvati
iskrivljeno i reducirano znacenje necega Sto
mu se joS prije pola desetljeca Cinilo bitnom
afirmacijom narodnog identiteta: “Meni se u
to doba, 1912-1913, poceo u glavi pusiti
Mestrovidev kliSej nacionalisticke ideje, i
dva Hrvata na jednom pestanskom elitnom
plesu, mi smo jo§ dugo razgovarali o tom
pitanju. On je stajao na principu da je za nas
kao narod najbolje da nestanemo. Njegov
nacionalpoliticki nihilizam ja sam pobi-
jao Mestroviéem i njegovom ‘genijalnoséu’.
Nikakav drugi argumenat osim Mestroviéeve
genijalnosti nije mi te peStanske nodi pao na
pamet, a MeStrovideva genijalnost spadala
je doista u ozbiljne politicke parole onih
dana.”8

| dok sugovornik iz prethodnih redaka,
amblemati¢ni Doktor (i “hrvatski odrod”),
nakon osnivanja Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i
Slovenaca bez skrupula prihvaéa Mestrovica
i hvali njegovu ulogu, treba li se Cuditi da
Krleza postaje sve ironi¢niji i zajedljiviji
prema takvim konverzijama “ukusa”. Za
raspoloZenje duhova indikativne su rijeci Sto
ih pisac stavlja u usta navedenom Doktoru:

“Nasa rasa pobijedit ¢e sve zapreke! Postoji
neka ‘subjektivna intuicija misticnoga
Cuvstva realnosti’ i, vidite, MeStrovi¢ je
svojim kolosalnim predvidanjem prorekao
Jugoslaviju! Mestrovi¢ je genijalan!®

Simptomati¢no je takoder, i Krleza se
ne libi zlobno napomenuti, da ista kreatura
nosi “od 1919 fotografije MeStroviéevih
junaka po svim svojim beogradskim meb-
liranim sobama”. Jer, tumaci dalje pisac,
“ti MeStrovicevi junaci vise u njegovom
beogradskom salonu kao salonski drza-
votvorni ukras. Isto tako i MeStrovicev Kralj
Petar Pobjednik, fotografija Drustva za
Promet Stranaca”.10

U kontekstu rojalistitke apoteoze
“Vidovdanskog ciklusa” sasvim je shvatljivo
da KrleZza ne samo odri¢e svoj pristanak na
Mestroviéev patent nacionalnog mita nego
i razvija znatnu polemicku aktivnost protiv
onih koji tu mitomaniju slave i podrzavaju,
makar medu njima ima i neko¢ mu bliskih
osoba (ili, pogotovo stoga jer je bio bli-
zak nekima od tih ne uvijek proracunatih
— zanesenjaka). Kao sto je Krleza napisao
za Ljubu Babiéa da ga “trajno nervira
Mestrovi¢”,11 sli¢no bismo mogli ponoviti i
za samog autora te formulacije. Najmanje
je sporno da je Krleza kontinuirano u oporbi
prema “Mestrovicevom frazerskom roman-
tizmu”,12 ili da je iritiran njegovom “rojal-
istitkom frazom”, odnosno “rojalistickom
megalomanijom u sjeni Vidovdanskog
misterija”.13 Najvehementniji je izraz tog
stava ve¢ spomenuta “Hrvatska knjizevna
laz”, u kojoj nalazimo i ovakve pasuse:
“Neimari novog, mramornog Vidovdanskog
Misterija obnemogli su beletristi... Svi nasi
(vojnovidevski i meStrovicevski) proroci...
in artibus kreéu se pod znamenom Sancta
Mediocritas. Uvjereni principijelno da pred-
stavljaju naprednu negaciju naseg knjizev-
nog neokatolicizma... oni sami propovi-
jedaju isto tako jezuitsku emfazu i bijesne
gestove Mestroviéevog Srde Zlopoglede. Ova
njihova galerija deseteratkog Malocchija sa
preblagim Marcima i MiloSima, ovo nepoet-
sko polulikovno a poluskulptorsko drustvo
zida, u na8oj najnovijoj knjizevnoj vari-
janti, Kosovski Hram, kao simbol anateme
Svega Sto treba da nestane pred naletom
ovih, isto tako sredovjecnih furioznih utvara,
ni po ¢emu progresivnijin od Angelusa
i Zdravomarije. Propovijedajuéi novu,
borbenu, takozvanu Vidovdansku Etiku,
zvekece se rojalistiCkim macevima i mamu-
zama... Sve su to lazi i sve su to fraze!... i
ova najmodernija Vidovdanska Arhitektura
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that is, by his “royalist megalomania in the
shadow of Vidovdan mystery.”13 The most
vehement expression of that attitude was
the afore-mentioned “Croatian Literary Lie,”
in which one encounters passages like the
following: “The masters of the new, marble
Vidovdan Mystery are impotent fiction writ-
ers... All our (Vojnovician and Mestrovician)
prophets... in artibus walk around under the
sign of Sancta Mediocritas. Convinced in
principle that they represent the progressive
negation of our literary neo-Catholicism...
they preach the same Jesuit pathos and
the raving gestures of MeStrovi¢’s Srda
Zlopogleda. This gallery of theirs, full of
decasyllabic Malocchio with ultra-mild
Markos and Miloses, this unpoetic, half-
painting and half-sculpting society, is con-
structing, in our most recent literary version,
a Kosovo Temple as a symbol of the anath-
ema of all-that-should-disappear before the
onslaught of these equally middle-aged,
furious phantasms, which are in no way
more progressive than Angelus and Hail
Mary. By preaching this new warrior ethics,
the so-called Ethics of Vidovdan, they clank
their royalist swords and spurs... It is all lies,
all empty phrases!... and this hypermodern
Vidovdan Architecture made of plaster, and
this shrieking and yelling like at a literary
marketplace, our folk masses are perfectly
indifferent to all this... So let us not fool our-
selves with poisons that evaporate from the
literary tomb under our feet. We are neither
dead mummies nor empty heads, we are
no resurrected phantasms of the dead, who
believe in the dogmas of religious traditions,
and we shall not stylise a decorative lie
into a MeStrovi¢’s Sphinx, before which our
literary mob kneels today, paying respects
to her by burning incense and prostrating
themselves in decasyllables.”14

Doubtlessly Krleza never articulated
more openly or more passionately what in
fact disturbed him in MesStrovié¢’s project
than he did in the above-quoted pamphlet.
Obviously, he was protesting against all
that (by no means naive) croaking and
saluting around the idea and its (even
more calculating) grovelling to the ideology
of the Karadordevi¢ dynasty, rather than
against the very features of Mestrovié's
sculpture. He expressed similar thoughts
with small modifications on numerous occa-
sions, almost always when he needed
to render metaphorically the emptiness of
the cultural programme of the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia, since there was no doubt for
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him that Mestrovicianism was identical with
royalist glitter and gilding. Thus, he wrote
in his essay on Fran Supilo from 1928: |
do not know what kind of brain one would
need in order to persist in all these lies and
blood and still recite in decasyllables how
Mestrovié's plaster figures symbolize the
realization of Vidovdan religion!”15 Further
on, in the same text, he used the attitude
towards the Vidovdan Temple in order to
praise Supilo’s moral integrity: “He could not
recite to Croatian soldiers around Russian
prisoner camps how our problems would be
solved by the plaster stucco of MeStrovié's
sculptures, so it was only logical that he
should leave the Yugoslav Committee and
remain isolated and alone.”16 And in his
essay on Stjepan Radi¢ in Belgrade, Krleza
could not help but include two pierc-
ing observations, in which he identified
Mestrovi¢ with the regime.17

How little Krleza was changing on the
issue of the Vidovdan Temple (not only in
his attitude, but also in his tone), two pas-
sages, chronologically very distant from each
other, will clearly show. The first is from his
“Bygone Days”, from 1916: “One should
write a history in order to explain how such
hallucinating stupidities are constructed, like
believing that Mestrovi¢’s Vidovdan Temple
is something that can help us in this cultural
and political shipwreck.”4 The second quo-
tation is from 1952, from a text “On Some
Problems of Encyclopaedia”, and begins
with the same “categorical imperative”:
“One should pay special attention... In this
analysis, one should concentrate especially
on all the variants of this counter-revolu-
tionary, Western-European consciousness,
which has had such a fatal influence on
the development of our ‘nationalisms’... (for
example:)... German romanticism creates
an entire ridiculous cosmogony out of the
political megalomania of the Dinaric race, a
cosmogony that in MesStrovi¢’s Secessionist
version becomes an outright caricature.”19

Indeed, in discussing the Kosovo cycle,
Krleza never abandoned the image of cari-
cature. It suffices to recall his definition of
his own “broader” national awakening on
the ruins of Austro-Hungarian Monarchy:
“We were Yugoslav in the strict sense of the
word, i.e. in the cultural sense, i.e. each
of us dragged along the plaster stallion of
Kraljevi¢ Marko on a rope for purposes of
representation, both of sculptor MeStrovi¢
and of our people.”20 Or the even more
sarcastic and intolerant formulations from

another text, approximately about the same
period: “They used to copy A. G. Mato$ and
today they are raving about the ‘Yugo-myth’
and that related to lvan Mestrovi¢ and his
Kraljevic Marko. If there is a symbol for
this drunken Phariseeism, it is that neo-
Mycenic idiot of ours on Mestrovié’'s horse,
first a bully-man and then, one day, when
he becomes a ferryman, he will collect
the tribute in his own land, for nothing is
more cruel than gentrified mob!”21 That
is what remained of the epic Marko (and
his equally celebrated horse), for which
Niccoldo Tommaseo had stated a whole
century before (prophetic, or?!) that “every
deed of his and every word is a genuine
sculpture.”22

Nevertheless, as soon as he left the
royalist shell of the Vidovdan Temple, Krleza
could find different words for the sculptor:
“The only result of the Croatian Secession
in visual arts remains until today (1935)
Mestrovié's sculpture.”23

To be sure, Krleza had a rather negative
opinion on the entire European Secession,
which he reasserted on numerous occasions.
According to his constatation, MeStrovi¢ had
“toppled down into the Secession in his
earliest youth”.24 But in this case, the nega-
tive judgment is outspokenly relativized: an
acknowledgment of Mestrovic¢'s early phase,
though with all possible qualifications, can
be found in Krleza's text on Auguste Rodin,
published in 1963: “In our circumstances,
the Rodin elements in the eclectic opus of
Ivan Mestrovi¢ are more durable than any-
thing else in his opus that had been influ-
enced by the Viennese ‘Modernism’, which
likewise would have never given that entire
gallery of Mestrovié's sculptures without
Rodin as their model.”25

If we leave aside the polemic fervour
and most of these entirely justified (how-
ever giganticized in themselves) invectives
against the conception and the figures of
the Vidovdan Temple, we shall encoun-
ter the true assets of Krleza's opinion on
Mestrovié’'s Kosovo cycle in the quickly
noticed and wittily formulated parallels with
the work of Franz Metzner, especially the
Leipzig monument of the Battle of the
Nations. Jelena Uskokovié¢ has recently
“brought back into circulation” those state-
ments, and with a reason, corroborating and
sustaining, with new arguments and a clear
analytic procedure, Krleza's conviction of the
strict dependence of Mestrovié’s “national
phase” on the art of Viennese circles, in



od gipsa, i ova cika i galama knjizevnog
vaSara, jer se sve to nase narodne mase
savrseno nista ne tice... Ne obmanjujmo se
dakle otrovima koji se isparuju iz knjizevne
grobnice pod nas$im nogama. Nismo ni
mrtve mumije ni prazne glave, nismo mi
uskrsle mrtvacke utvare vjerujuée u dogme
religioznih tradicija i ne¢emo mi da stilizira-
mo jednu dekorativnu laz u MeStrovidevu
Sfingu, pred kojom danas na$ knjizevni
plebs kleci, paledi tamjan i metaniSuéi joj u
desetercima.”14

Sigurno je da Krleza nije nikad otvoreni-
je i strastvenije izrazio Sto ga zapravo smeta
u Mestroviéevu projektu nego Sto je ucinio
u navedenom pamfletu. Ocigledno, pobunio
se viSe protiv (nimalo naivnog) kreket-
anja i talambasanja oko ideje i njezinog (jo$
intencionalnijeg) slizavanja s ideologijom
karadordevicevske dinastije, negoli protiv
samih kiparskih svojstava MeStroviceva
rada. Sli¢ne je misli varirao u bezbroj
navrata, gotovo uvijek kad mu je trebalo
metaforiCki izraziti ispraznost kulturnog pro-
grama Kraljevine Jugoslavije, jer da se
meStrovicijanizam poistovijecuje s rojalis-
tickim glancom i pozlatom za Krlezu nije
bilo nikakve sumnje. Primjerice, u eseju
o Franu Supilu iz 1928. stoji: “Ne znam
kakva bi pamet bila potrebna, da Covjek
stoji u ovakvim lazima i u ovakvoj krvi, pak
da deklamira o desetercu i o tome kako
Mestrovideve figure od gipsa znale real-
izaciju vidovdanske religije!"15 U nastavku
istog teksta odnosom prema Vidovdanskom
hramu odreduje se ¢ak moralna postojanost
Supilova: “on nije mogao deklamirati hrvat-
skim vojnicima po ruskim zarobljeni¢kim
logorima kako dée naSe probleme rijeSiti
sadrena Stukatura MeStrovicevih kipova, i
tako je logi¢no istupio iz Jugoslavenskog
odbora i ostao osamljen i sam”.16 Ni esgj
o Stjepanu Radi¢u u Beogradu nije mogao
proé¢i bez dva bockava spomena identi-
fikacije Mestrovica s rezimom.17

Koliko se Krleza malo mijenjao u prob-
lematici Vidovdanskog hrama (ne samo
u gledistima nego i u intonaciji), pokazat
ée dva navoda, medusobno vrlo udaljena.
Prvi je iz “Davnih dana”, i to iz 1916.
godine: “Trebalo bi napisati povijest da se
objasni kako dolazi do takvih halucinantnih
gluposti, da se vijeruje, kako je MesStroviéev
Vidovdanski Hram neSto $to nam moze
pomodi u ovom kulturnom i politickom brod-
olomu.”18 Drugi je citat iz 1952. iz teksta “o
nekim problemima enciklopedije” i zapocinje
istim “kategori¢kim imperativom”: “Trebalo

bi posvetiti naroCitu paznju... Trebalo bi
kod te analize obratiti izvanrednu pozornost
svim varijantama te kontrarevolucionarne
zapadnoevropske svijesti, koja je tako kobno
djelovala na razvoj nasih ‘nacionalizama’...
(primjerice:)... njemacka romantika stvara
od politicke megalomanije dinaroida Citavu
jednu komiénu kozmogoniju, koja u sece-
sionisti¢koj varijanti MeStrovi¢evoj postaje
karikaturom.”19

Doista, u raspravljanju o Kosovskom cik-
lusu Krlezu nikako nije napustao smisao za
karikaturu. Dovoljno se sjetiti njegove definic-
ije vlastita “Sireg” nacionalnog osvjestavanja
na ruSevinama Austro-Ugarske Monarhije:
“Bili smo Jugoslaveni u uzem smislu, tj.
u tzv. kulturnom smislu tj. svaki je od nas
vukao za sobom na $pagi sadrenoga Sarca
Marka Kraljeviéa u reprezentativne svrhe,
kipara Mestrovica i naSega naroda.”20 |li
jos jetkije, netrpeljivije formulacije u jednom
drugom tekstu o gotovo istom razdoblju:
“Prepisivali su A. G. M.-a, a danas bun-
caju o ‘Jugomitosu’, i to na temu lIvana
Mestroviéa i njegova Kraljevica Marka. Ako
postoji simbol za ovu nasu polupijanu
tartiferiju, to je taj na$ neomikenski glupan
na Mestroviéevom konju, siledZija, a onda,
kad jednoga dana postane skeledzija, ubirat
¢e namet na vilajet, jer nista nije surovije
od pogospodene raje!”21 Na $to li se sveo
epski Marko (i njegov niSta manje proslav-
lieni konj), za kojega je prije Citavog stoljeca
Niccold Tommaseo bio ustvrdio (prorocki,
nema $ta?!) kako je “svaki njegov ¢in i svaka
njegova rije¢ prava skulptura.”22

Ipak, ¢im se udalji od rojalisticke
ljuSture Vidovdanskog hrama, pisac zna za
kipara pronaci i drukgijih rijeci: “Jedini liko-
vni rezultat hrvatske secesije ostaje danas
(1935) Mestroviceva skulptura.”23

Da se razumijemo, Krleza ima o Citavoj
secesiji kao evropskom stilu priliéno nega-
tivno misljenje, potvrdeno u bezbroj navrata.
Prema njegovoj konstataciji i Mestrovic¢
se “U svojoj najranijoj mladosti strovalio
u secesiju”.24 Ali negativni sud u ovom
je sluéaju izrazito relativiziran: priznavan-
je rane Mestroviceve faze, iako sa svim
mogucim ogradama, mozemo procitati
u tekstu o Augustu Rodinu, objavljenom
1963. godine: “U na8im relacijama, ono Sto
je u eklektickom opusu lvana Mestrovica
rodinsko, od trajnije je grade od svega Sto
je nastalo u tom istom djelu pod utjecajem
becke ‘Moderne’, koja isto tako ne bi bila
dala &itavu galeriju MeStrovicevih kipova,
bez rodinskog uzora.”25

Ostavimo li po strani polemicki Zzar i
vedinu sasvim opravdanih (ma koliko, sa
svoje strane, takoder gigantiziranih) invek-
tiva na koncepciju i likove Vidovdanskog
hrama, pravu aktivu Krlezinih sudova o
Mestrovicevu Kosovskom ciklusu naci ¢emo
u rano uoenim i duhovito sroenim parale-
lama s djelom Franza Metznera, posebno
s lajpciSkim spomenikom bitke naroda.
Sasvim je opravdano Jelena Uskokovié
nedavno “vratila u opticaj” te piSceve tvrd-
nje, te novim argumentima i jasnim anal-
itiCkim postupkom potkrijepila i podrza-
la Krlezino uvjerenje o strogoj zavisnosti
Mestroviéeve “nacionalne faze” od tokova
beckoga likovnog kruga, a posebno od
Metznerova rada ostvarenog u raznim sredi-
nama, ukljucujuci i Be¢ u vrijeme dok je na$
kipar ondje boravio.26

Najranije i najodredenije Krleza se poza-
bavio relacijom Mestrovic—Metzner 1914.
godine, odmah nakon spomenutog doZivl-
jaja Vidovdanskog hrama na venecijanskom
bijenalu. Sastajuéi se s grupom uvjerenih
propagatora jugoslavizma i rasnog mesijan-
stva, pisac dolazi na ideju da im podmetne
Metznerove snimke umjesto Mestrovicevih i
polucuje ocekivani rezultat, odnosno, izazi-
va njihov upravo refleksni zanos pred tim
(Metznerovim) kipovima, kao da je rije¢
o objavljenju naSega nacionalnog duha i
rasne inspiracije. Na svoj je nacin zabavno,
iako i gorko i smijeSno istodobno, proci-
tati karakteristike $to ih Krleza navodi da su
izreCene za kavanskim stolom kao atributi
Mestroviceva genija (a u povodu Metznera):
“Lujo i Zofka, Buro i Juro unisono: patos,
melankolija, emfaza bola, gréeviti zamah,
volja za rasnom pobjedom, arhaizirani ili-
rski praslavenski tipovi, rasna dinamika,
duboka bol nad vjekovnim porazima, vjera
U nacionalno uskrsnudée, rasna genijalna
inspiracija, prkos potlacene juznoslovjenske
rase obasjane Lazarskim nimbusom, kos-
ovsko mlijeko (a to je upravo ono mlijeko
koje mi Zagorci nismo sisali), misterij ove
tragedije, koja znamenuje nase politiCko i
kulturno Uskrsnude itd., itd.”27

Misao o bitnom Metznerovu utjecaju
na Mestrovica Krleza, medutim, nije u to
vrijeme objavio. | zapis iz 1916. takoder nije
mogao biti poznat suvremenicima, premda
u njemu fiksira sli¢cne dojmove: “Nikako mi
ne ide u glavu ovaj mestrovicevski sistem:
kako se boriti protiv germanskog utjecaja
(upravo supremacije) sa protuturskim sim-
bolima, koji nijesu drugo nego parafraza
pangermanske romantike a la Metzner."28
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particular Metzner's work created in various
environments, including Vienna at the time
when Mestrovi¢ was staying there.26

The earliest and most definite among
Krleza's attempts to characterize the rela-
tionship between Mestrovié and Metzner
is that from 1914, immediately after the
afore-mentioned experience of the Vidovdan
Temple at the Biennale of Venice. At a meet-
ing with a group of convinced propagators
of Yugoslav spirit and racial Messianism,
Krleza came to the idea of substituting pho-
tographs of Metzner's sculpture for those
of Mestrovié¢'s and he achieved the expect-
ed result, that of provoking their outright
and automatic enthusiasm about those
(Metzner's) figures, since they believing
them to be a revelation of our national spirit
and racial inspiration. It is amusing in its
own way, although bitter and ridiculous at
the same time, to read about the character-
istics that were uttered at that coffee table
as attributes of Mestrovic's genius (though
actually referring to Metzner): “Lujo and
Zofka, Puro and Juro, in unison: pathos,
melancholy, emphasis on pain, convulsive
momentum, will for racial victory, archai-
cized lllyrian ancient Slavic types, racial
dynamics, deep suffering over the centuries
of defeat, faith in national resurrection,
racial, ingenious inspiration, obstinacy of
the suppressed South-Slavic race illuminat-
ed by Lazar's nimbus, the mother's milk of
Kosovo (which is precisely that sort of milk
which we, people from Zagorje, have never
sucked), mystery of this tragedy, which sig-
nified our political and cultural Resurrection,
etc. etc.”27

However, at that time Krleza did not
publish his thoughts on Metzner's crucial
influence on Mestrovié. His note from 1916
could not have been known to his contem-
poraries, although he expressed a similar
opinion there: “lI can never understand
this Mestrovidian system: how it is pos-
sible to fight against German influence (or
rather, supremacy) with anti-Turkish sym-
bols, which are nothing more than a para-
phrase of pan-Germanic romanticism a la
Metzner.”28 He went public more decidedly
with his thesis on the imitation of Metzner
in 1919 and then again in 1921, in his
essay on Petar Dobrovié: “Feudal Turkish
decasyllable, Metzner and the Secession,
that was supposed to be our folk art, and
all this has resulted in nothing in fifteen
years. Mestrovi¢ followed his eclecticism
into gothic and further on, while everything
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else just evaporated. Much ado about noth-
ing!”29 But by then Mosa Pijade had already
written a systematic text on the same issue,
which Krleza had greeted with enthusiasm
and reviewed in his journal “Plamen”.30

The pinnacle of Krleza's treatment of
Mestrovié and a sort of “boiling point” was
certainly the essay published in “Knjizevnik”
No. 3 from 1928 and known under a some-
what later title: “Ivan MesStrovi¢ Believes in
God”. All those latent ideas, which had been
only said or written down as side notes,
were now exposed in public, in a moment
of crucial show-down, the real settling of
accounts between fiction and reality. In this
text, Krleza repeated many of his above-
quoted opinions, but also added a number
of new arguments in favour of his deter-
mined negative verdict. From the viewpoint
of a convinced fighter for social justice and
the materialist interpretation of all phenom-
ena (with the purpose of changing them),
it was understandable that the stumbling
stone should be seen in Mestrovi¢'s (also
otherwise unconcealed and unrestrained)
mysticism.

Perhaps Krleza might have been toler-
ant about mere religious inspiration; he
would have simply considered it unmodern
— in his own words — and a sort of pri-
vate affair of the artist. But he could not
forgive Mestrovi¢ his symbiosis of a typically
Secessionist metaphysics and affected spir-
itualism on the one side and the unscrupu-
lous mystification of the national myth and
the creation of a cultic alibi for an utterly
repressive state formation on the other.
Besides, he rightfully warned of the incom-
patibility of Western-European cultural tra-
dition (Gothic and Catholicism) with the
Orthodox and Byzantine substrate of Kosovo
beliefs (which basically excluded sculptural
presentation).

Even though not sparing certain sculp-
tures, Krleza devoted his most destructive
dose of sarcasm to the Pythian interpreta-
tions of the sculptor by his literary satellites.
The fact that the “Remembrance” was
renamed into “Vukosava of Milo§ Obili¢” in
the artist's atelier, according to Vojnovi¢'s
reading of the “Death of the Mother of
Jugovici”, offered to Krleza an opportunity
for an outright avalanche of irony and a
whole series of grotesque and paradoxical
conclusions: “So that is how it happened! A
nameless female torso was transformed into
Vukosava, Vukosava into the widow cycles,
the widow cycles into the Vidovdan Temple,

and the Vidovdan Temple, according to the
principles of Vidovdan Mystery, into the
— Vidovdan Constitution. A trivial cause
with enormous consequences. A single
word gave birth to an avalanche, a single
Secessionist phrase to religious system, the
Vidovdan Mystery, the sevenfold tribute,
Marjanovic's Initiations of Marko type, and
so Mestrovié, in his beginnings, instead of
leading, was led into Vidovdan! There is
no doubt that he has never reflected on the
whole too much, which is evident from his
essays and the religious and reflexive medi-
tations that he has written in the past ten to
fifteen years.”31

Mocking the consequences of Mestrovié’s
verbal fervour and naivety, Krleza made
it clear that he was not opposed to the
essence of the sculptor's talent, and per-
haps he even wanted to convince the artist
himself that he had the right and the duty
of artistic autonomy, aside of all ecclesiasti-
cal sponsorship, monarchist pompousness,
and belletristic babbling. For Krleza not only
once again sentimentally reminded of the
sculptor’s role in his own spiritual develop-
ment and growth (“since we have spent a
good part of our political childhood in the
shadow of the aesthetic symbolism of Ivan
Mestrovi¢ and since he used to fascinate our
generation with his theories”32) — but also
explicitly acknowledged MeStrovic's role of
“the greatest Croatian talent in visual arts
until today”.33 Moreover, he did not hesitate
to pay him due respects in the same text
and write some lines of praise such as he
had probably never dedicated to any artis-
tic opus (although he must have felt more
friendly understanding and poetic solidarity
towards some).

Today, we can have our reserves regard-
ing the way in which Krleza constructed
his “ontology” of sculpture on the basis of
Mestrovié. However, it is obvious that he
had no reserves towards some aspects of
the artist's work and that he considered
them almost the same kind of pure “revela-
tion of essence” as his polemic adversaries
considered him a “revelation of the national
spirit.” In any case, Krleza substituted their
obscure, ‘self-interested and utterly con-
fused religious motivation with lay and pro-
fane faith into the substantiality of sculpture
and the necessity of sublimating sensual
impulses. Perhaps Krleza's synthesis of aes-
thetic idealism and materialism is nowhere
as tangible as here; but although this com-
bination may seem impossible and problem-



Decidirano s tezom o imitaciji Metznera
Krleza izlazi 1919. pa 1921. u eseju o
Petru Dobrovicu: “Feudalnoturski deseterac,
Metzner i secesija, to je trebala biti narodna
umjetnost, i od svega u petnaest godina
nista. Mestrovi¢ je poSao svojim eklekti-
cizmom u gotiku i dalje, a ostalo se sve
rasplinulo. Mnogo vike ni za $to!"29 Ali tada
je veé postojao sustavni tekst MoSe Pijade
o istoj problematici, $to ga je upravo Krleza
zdusno pozdravio i prikazao u svom ¢asopisu
“Plamen”.30

Apogej KrleZina bavljenja MeStrovidevim
i svojevrsna “toCka usijanja” svakako je esej
objavljen u “Knjizevniku” br. 3 iz 1928. i
poznat pod nesto kasnijim naslovom “lvan
Mestrovi¢ vjeruje u Boga”. Sve ono latent-
no, dotad samo usmeno receno ili uzgred
zapisano, izlazi u tom trenutku pred javnost,
i to je Cas bitnog obraCuna, pravog svodenja
raCuna izmedu fikcije i zbilie. U tom je
tekstu Krleza ponovio mnoga od gledista
koja smo veé naveli, ali je pridodao i mnogo
novih razloga za odlu¢an negativni sud. Iz
aspekta uvjerenog borca za socijalnu pravdu
i materijalisticko tumacenje svih fenomena
(u svrhu njihova mijenjanja) razumljivo da
je kamen smutnje u Mestrovicevu (i inace
neskrivenom i neskrivanom) misticizmu.

Mozda bi Krleza i bio tolerantan prema
pukoj religioznoj inspiraciji; smatrao bi je,
jednostavno, nesuvremenom — kako i piSe
— te na svoj nacin privatnom umijetnikovom
brigom. Ali on Mestroviéu ne moze opros-
titi simbiozu tipi¢no secesijske metafizike i
afektiranog spiritualizma s beskrupuluznom
mistifikacijom nacionalnog mita i stvaranjem
kultnog alibija za sasvim represivnu drzavnu
tvorevinu. Osim toga, s pravom upozorava
na nesklapanost zapadnoevropske kulturne
tradicije (gotike i katolicizma) s pravoslavn-
im, bizantskim, supstratom kosovskog vijer-
ovanja (koje prakticki iskljuCuje skulpturalno
oblikovanje).

Ne Stededi, dakako, ni neke kipove,
najrazorniju dozu sarkazma Krleza pos-
vecuje Kkiparevim pitijskim tumacenjima i
interpretacijama njegovih literarnih satel-
ita. Podatak da je “Sjecanje” okrsteno
“Yukosavom MiloSa Obiliéa” na sugestiju
Vojnoviéeva Citanja “Smrti majke Jugovic¢a”
u umjetnikovu ateljeu pruza Krlezi priliku za
Citav ironi¢ki rafal i pravu seriju grotesknih i
paradoksalnih izvoda: “Dakle, tako je to bilo!
Qd torza jednog bezimenog zenskog lika nas-
tala je Vukosava, od Vukosave ciklusi udovi-
ca, od ciklusa udovica Vidovdanski Hram,
a od Vidovdanskog Hrama po principima

Vidovdanskog Misterija — Vidovdanski
Ustav. Neznatan razlog, ogromne posljedice.
Od jedne rije¢i nastala je lavina, od jedne
secesionisticke fraze religiozni sistemi,
Vidovdanski Misterij, sedmerostruki porez,
Marjanoviceve Inicijacije tipa Marko, i tako
Mestrovi¢ u svome pocetku, mjesto da vodi,
on se povodi u vidovdansko! Da o svemu
tome nije bas nikada preduboko razmisljao,
nema sumnje, rjeito govore njegovi pis-
meni sastavci i njegove religioznomisaone
meditacije za posljednjih deset-petnaest
godina.”3!

Rugajuci se posljedicama kipareve ver-
balne zanesenosti i lakomislenosti, Krleza
bi htio da se shvati kako on nije protivan
srzi kipareva dara, a mozda ¢ak i da samog
autora uvjeri u pravo i obvezu umijetnicke
autonomije, mimo crkvenog mecenatizma,
monarhisti¢kog pompijerizma i beletristiCkog
trabunjanja. Jer Krleza ne samo da jo$
jedanput sentimentalno podsje¢a na ulogu
kipareva djela u vlastitom duhovnom raz-
voju i sazrijevanju (“pos$to smo u sjeni estet-
skog simbolizma lvana Mestrovica prozivjeli
dobar dio naSeg politickog djetinjstva, i
posto je on svojim teorijama fascinirao nase
pokoljenje”32) — nego i eksplicitno priznaje
Mestroviéu ulogu “naseg do danas najveceg
likovnog talenta”.33 Stovide, ne oklijeva
odati mu duzno postovanje i u istom tekstu
ispisati pohvalne retke kakve valjda nije pos-
vetio ni jednom opusu (premda je za mnoge
druge imao, jamacno, viSe prijateljskog
razumijevanja i poeticke solidarnosti).

Mozemo mi danas i imati ponekih rez-
ervi prema nacinu kako Krleza u povodu
Mestroviéeva konstituira svoju “ontologiju”
kiparstva. Ocigledno je, medutim, da on
nikakvih rezervi prema nekim aspektima
kipareva djela nema i da ih smatra gotovo
isto toliko Cistim “objavljenjem biti” koliko
su se njegovim polemickim sugovornicima
ostali aspekti Cinili “objavljenjem narodnog
duha”. U svakom slucaju, Krleza zamjen-
juje njihovu mutnu ‘koristoljubivu i sasvim
ispremijesanu) religioznu motivaciju lai¢kom
i profanom vjerom u tvarnost skulpture i u
nuznost sublimiranja senzualnih poticaja.
Mozda se ni na kojem drugom mjestu ne
vidi plasti¢nije KrleZina sinteza estetickog
idealizma i materijalizma; ali dok se na
razini ideja ta sprega Cini nemogucom i
aporijskom, na razini kreativnog kreda ona
je vrlo produktivna i sluzi barem kao pro-
tuotrov vulgarnog determinizma i isprazne
metafizike. Hvaleéi “lakoc¢u i nagon nad-
arena ¢ovjeka” pisac brani i kipara i sebe

sama od svih ideoloSkih presezanja i zlopo-
raba, dolazili oni zdesna ili slijeva— kako
je, uostalom, dokazao i u svim kasnijim
slavnim polemi¢kim istupima.

Svakako treba navesti u cjelini jedan od
tih afrmativnih pasusa, jer je paradigmatic¢an
za Krlezina shvacanja: “U raznim fazama
svoga razvoja, U momentima Ciste i neoskvr-
nute inspiracije, MeStrovi¢ je davao svojim
djelima mirne i jasne definicije kiparst-
va, kao trodimenzionalnog okamenjivanja
materijalnih pojava u prostoru. Mnogim svo-
jim djelima on je dokazao kako to kiparsko
utjelovljenje tjelesnog ne moZe imati i nema
druge svrhe nego da se prolazno zaustavi, da
se pokretno okameni i da se tjelesno utjelovi
u materiji, da se jedan tjelesni oblik objekti-
vira u svom prolaznom stanju... u mnogim
njegovim kipovima problematika je kiparst-
va zatvorena jednostavnos$éu formule kojom
se konstatira da su dvaput dva Cetiri.”34

Nepotrebno je, medutim, navoditi Citave
stranice opisa i tumacenja, na kojima egzem-
plificira tezu odabirom skulpture “Sjecanje”
(s inkriminiranim naslovom “Torzo Vukosave
MiloSa Obilica”). Nepotrebno, jer tu samo
parafrazira istu misao i po- zivajuci se
na Hildebrandtove kategorije prostornos-
ti i prirodnosti zapravo komponira svo-
jevrsnu “pjesmu u prozi” i slaze hvalospjev
Kiparu — makar i “krivovirna pravca”.
Nemimoilazan je, ipak, ¢vrst i logi¢an zak-
lju€ak: “U tome kipu nema jo$ niCeg speku-
lativnog, ni dekorativnog. Sve ono ornamen-
talno, stilizirano prenagomilavanje motiva
i izvjestatenih tema, sve ono namjesteno
transcendentalno, tzv. religiozno i rasno,
kosovsko, vidovdansko i vidovito neukusno,
¢ulno ekstati€no i ratno propagandisti¢no,
Sto se u okviru Mestroviéeve, politickim i
umjetnickim obratima bogate karijere kas-
nije pretvorilo u propagandistiCku retoriku,
u ovome kipu jo$ nije bilo ni program, ni
agitatorski plakat, ni naivna politika. To
je bila lirski tiha i uzviSena melankolija u
poCetku stvaranja, mramor Cist, neoskvrnut
i klasi¢no jednostavan!”35

Ne smije nas, stoga, Cuditi Krlezina
Zestina kojom napada sve ono §to prati
Mestrovicev drustveni uspjeh. Naime, on je
uvjeren da brani jezgru njegova senzibiliteta i
od autorovih prenemaganija i od egzegetickih
pretjerivanja i od politickog manipuliranja.
Na tragu njegovih formulacija i nama de
se Ciniti smijeSnom pretenzija Milosa -uriéa
da u Vidovdanskom hramu vidi “Gesta Dei
per Jugoslavenos” ili zahtjev Lorda Roberta
Cecila da Njemacka “najprije proizvede
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atic on the level of ideas, on that of a creative
credo it may be very productive and serve at
least as an antidote against vulgar determin-
ism and empty metaphysics. By praising
the “lightness and instinct of a gifted man,”
KrleZza defended both Mestrovi¢ and himself
from all ideological trespasses and abuses,
regardless of whether they were coming
from left of from right — as he proved, after
all, in his later, famous polemic activity.

One of such assertive passages should
certainly be quoted in full, since it is para-
digmatic for Krleza's viewpoint: “In vari-
ous phases of his development, in the
moments of pure and un inviolate inspira-
tion, Mestrovi¢ gave to his work serene and
clear definitions of sculpture as three-dimen-
sional petrification of material phenomena
in space. In a number of his pieces, he has
proved that this sculptural incarnation of the
material cannot have and does not have any
other purpose but to stop the transient, to
petrify the mobile, and to fix the corporeal
in the matter, to objectify a physical form
in its transitory condition... in a number of
his sculptures, the issue of sculpting art has
been enclosed in a formula that is as simple
as that of two and two making four.”34

Nevertheless, it is needless to add long
pages of descriptions and interpretations,
by which Krleza exemplified his hypoth-
esis on the statue of “Remembrance” (with
the incriminating second title of “Torso of
Vukosava, Wife of Milo$ Obili¢”). Needless,
since he was only paraphrasing the same
idea and, referring to Hildebrandt's cat-
egories of spatiality and naturality, actually
composed a sort of “poem in prose” and
wrote a panegyric to the sculptor — even if
one of “heretic orientation”. The inevitable,
firm, and logical conclusion is though: “In
that statue, there is yet nothing speculative,
nothing decorative. All that is ornamental, all
that stylised amassing of motifs and artificial
themes, all that affectedly transcendental,
the so-called religious and racial, Kosovian,
Vidovdanian, and prophetically tasteless,
sensuously ecstatic and martially propagan-
distic, that would later, in Mestrovié’s career,
rich with political and artistic shifts, be
transformed into propagandist rhetoric, was
in this statue still neither a programme, nor
an agitating banner or naive politics. It was
lyrically quiet and sublime melancholy in the
beginning of creation, marble pure, immacu-
late, and classically simple!”35

Therefore, one should not wonder at the
vehemence with which Krleza was attacking
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everything that accompanied Mestrovic's
social success. He was convinced that he
was defending the core of the sculptor's
sensibility, both from Mestrovi¢’s own affec-
tations and from the exegetic exaggerations
and political manipulations. Following his
formulations, one may agree how ridiculous
was the ambition of Milo$ -uri¢ to see “Gesta
Dei per Jugoslavenos” in the Vidovdan
Temple or the demand of Lord Robert Cecil
that Germany should “first produce an art-
ist of Mestrovi¢'s format before asking of
Britain to discuss its demands.”36 And let
us remember that this was referring to an
artist that was an entirely typical “product
of Viennese coffee-shop speculation”37 and
a disciple of Franz Metzner that “subjected
himself to the influence of his teacher and
constructed his Vidovdan Temple as a
counterpart of the Leipzig monument to the
Battle of the Nations.”38

Krleza also wanted to “protect” the
sculptor from his characteristic mysticism.
He preventively mocked the idea of the
“expectation of the Messiah,” by which
Mestrovié¢ had “infected” his milieu.39 He
decisively rejected the “tons of mud and
masses of bronze canons” that Mestrovi¢
had moulded “in search of a modernist
formula of shallow, ‘racial’ messianism and
utterly unserious, pseudo-religious rheto-
ric.”40 He parodied the Biblical style of those
who wrote: “lvan MeStrovic is Johanaan and
Messiah must come, it is the Avenging Rage
of Kraljevié¢ Marko.”4l Through the mouth
of his “Diderotian prattler”, Mister Pomidor,
he persiflaged Mestrovi¢'s transcendental
conjectures: “I do not understand much of
all this. But it seems to me that it must be
as deep as those similar philosophems of
Ivan Mestrovié, who is diligently quoting you
(i.e. Count Coudenhove-Kalergi, Pomidor's
collocutor - remark by T. M.) in the prefaces
to his unimaginably profoundly conceived
catalogues.”#2 Eventually, he bagatelized
the depiction of Domagoj’s Archers, a piece
that Mestrovi¢ had doubtlessly made “while
he was flirting with the clerical notion of
martial Domagojhood.”43

On the basis of all that, one may
conclude that animosities were stronger
than sympathies, but the truth is actually
opposite. What Krleza was bothered about
with Mestrovi¢ was his “Cyclop-like stagger
between tastelessness and megalomania”44
and it seems that he basically wanted to use
his critical explication in order to purify the
opus that attracted him, so that it may shine

in its true greatness. We do not mean to
deal with their personal relationship and we
have no sufficient data for that. However,
we should mention Krleza recalling that he
“had been in Mestrovié’s mercy before he
wrote that political and cultural pamphlet,
in which he accused him of being a serv-
ant of the regime.”45 This means that they
first approached one another with mutual
respect, even until as late as 1928, which
may also explain the fact that Mestrovi¢, at
Krleza's suggestion, modelled the (later lost)
statue of Lenin, presented in “Knjizevna
Republika” in 1926 and donated to the
“persuader”.

After the pamphlet, their relations cer-
tainly became cooler and were subsequently
interrupted. However, Krleza's interest for
Mestrovié did not cease. Perhaps it may
even be said that, with time, that positive
aspect of the sculptor's opus was growing
in Krleza’s mind and reached its pinnacle
in the (unsigned, but later authorized) ency-
clopaedia article from 1964: “In the first
five decades of this century, there is not so
much scupturally perfectly treated marble or
bronze world-wide that some of MeStrovic's
sculptures may not be compared with the
best artistic creations of the period."46
His evaluation from 1952, uttered at the
meeting of the editorial board of Yugoslav
Encyclopaedia, was equally categorically
positive: “It is proposed that, among the
visual artists, only Ivan Mestrovi¢ should
get three columns and nobody else.”47 It
is entirely accidental, but also highly sig-
nificant and full of symbolism, that Krleza's
office at the Lexicography Institute was
located on Strossmayer's Square, so that he
could see Mestrovi¢'s statue of Strossmayer
from his window."48

I

Beside essays and articles, pamphlets
and polemics, diaries and autobiographic
notes, prefaces and encyclopaedia items
— an overview of which has been offered
in this text — one can find certain refer-
ences to Mestrovi¢’s personality even in
Krleza's “purely” literary works of prose. For
example, Puba Vlahovi¢, the protagonist
of the short story “The Three Cavaliers of
Miss Melanie”, expresses himself extreme-
ly emphatically: “MeStrovi¢ represents the
flaming tongue in this fire of ours.”49 Of
course, this character represents Zagreb
intellectuals from the time “when Croatian
modernism was on its deathbed,” while



jednog umjetnika kao $to je Mestrovié, a tek
onda ¢e Velika Britanija mo¢i da diskutira o
germanskim zahtjevima”.36 A rijec je, sjeca-
mo se, o umjetniku koji je upravo tipi¢an
“produkt beckokavanske spekulativnosti”37 i
dak Franza Metznera koji “podlijeze utjecaju
svoga ucitelja i, kao pandan spomeniku
Leipziske Bitke Naroda, konstruira svoj
Vidovdanski Hram”.38

Krleza bi htio “zastititi” samog kipara i
od svojstvenog mu misticizma. Profilakticki
se ruga ideji “oCekivanja Mesije” kojom
je Mestrovié “zarazio” sredinu.39 Odlucno
odbacuje “tone blata i mase bron¢anih
topova” §to ih je MeStrovi¢ izmijesio “u
trazenju modernisticke formule plitkog
‘rasnog’ mesijanizma i sasvim neozbiljne
prividnoreligiozne retorike”.40 Parodira bib-
lijski stil onih koji piSu: Ivan Mestrovi¢ je
Johanaan, a Mesija ima da dode, to je
Osvetnicki Gnjev Kraljevica Marka”.41 Na
usta svojega “diderotskog brbljavca”, gospo-
dina Pomidora, persiflira MesStroviceva tran-
scendentalna nagadanja: “Od svega toga ne
razumijem mnogo. Ali izgleda mi da je to
svakako duboko kao sli¢ni filozofemi Ivana
Mestroviéa koji vas (tj. grofa Coudenhove-
Kalergija, Pomidorova sugovornika - nap.
T. M.) marljivo prepri¢ava u predgovorima
svojih  nevjerojatno duboko zamisljenih
kataloga."42 Napokon, bagatelizira prikaz
Domagojevih strijelaca, MeStrovicevo djelo
nastalo, izvan svake sumnje, u trenutku
“kada koketira sa klerikalnim pojmom bojo-
vne domagojevstine”.43

Na temelju navedenoga moglo bi se
zakljuciti da su animoziteti jaci od sim-
patija, a istina je zapravo obratna. Krlezu
kod Mestrovica smeta “kiklopski hod izmedu
neukusa i ogromnosti”,44 pa on kao da zeli
kritickom eksplikacijom prodistiti djelo koje
ga priviaCi kako bi ono zasjalo u zbiljskoj
veli¢ini. Njihovim osobnim odnosima ne
kanimo se baviti, a nemamo ni potrebnih
podataka. Ipak, vazno je Krlezino pris-
jecanje kako je “bio u MeStrovi¢evoj milosti
sve dok nije protiv njega napisao politi¢ko-
kulturni pamflet optuzujuci ga kao slugu
rezZima”.45 To znaCi da su se susretali s
medusobnim postovanjem, sve do 1928. a
time se jedino moze objasniti i ¢injenica da
Mestrovi¢, po Krlezinoj sugestiji, modelira
(kasnije zagubljeni) kip Lenjina objavljen
u “Knjizevnoj republici” 1926. godine i
darovan “nagovaracu”.

Nakon pamfleta dolazi, svakako, do
ohladenja pa i prekida. Ali Krlezino zani-
manje za MeStrovica ne prestaje. Mozda

Cak s vremenom u pisevoj svijesti raste
onaj pozitivni dio kipareva opusa, da bi
kulminirao u (nepotpisanom, ali kasnije
autoriziranom) enciklopedijskom ¢lanku iz
1964. godine: “Za prvih pet decenija ovoga
stoljeéa u svjetskim razmjerima nema tako
mnogo Kiparski savréeno obradenog mramo-
ra ni bronce, da se nekoliko Mestrovicevih
kipova iz dana$nje retrospektive ne bi moglo
mjeriti s najsretnijim likovnim ostvarenjima
tog razdoblja.”46 QOdlu¢no afirmativan vec
je isud iz 1952, izreCen na sjednici redak-
cije Enciklopedije Jugoslavije: “Predlaze
se, da od likovnih umjetnika 3 stupca
dobije samo Ivan Mestrovié i nitko drugi.”47
Sasvim je slucajno, ali ipak vrlo znakovito i
puno simbolike, da je Krlezina radna soba
u Leksikografskom zavodu smjeStena na
Strossmayerovu trgu te da ba$ “s njego-
va prozora pogled pada na Mestrovidev
spomenik Strossmayeru”.48

I

Osim eseja i Clanaka, pamfleta i
polemika, dnevnika i memoarskih zapisa,
predgovora i enciklopedijskih jedinica — Sto
smo ih panoramski prikazali u naSem tek-
stu — stanovite reference na MeStrovicevu
pojavu nalaze se i u Krlezinim “Cisto” literar-
nim proznim ostvarenjima. Primjerice, Puba
Vlahovié¢, protagonist pripovijetke “Tri kava-
lira gospodice Melanije”, izrazava se krajnje
emfatiCki: “MeStrovié predstavlja vatren jezik
ovog naseg pozara.”49 Naravno, taj lik rep-
rezentira zagrebaCku inteligenciju iz vreme-
na “kad je umirala hrvatska Moderna”,
a na drugom mijestu istog dijela Citava je
epoha odredena upravo spomenom istog
kipara, “kad je naSao onu slavnu herojsku
formulu iz gipsa te sa svojim takozvanim
voluntarizmom modelirao svu nemogucu
konfuziju nasih kavana i nasih mozgova”.50

U jednoj duzoj i sustavnijoj radnji nasto-
jali smo osvijetliti razli¢ite reflekse fenomena
Mestrovi¢ u suvremenoj mu proznoj produk-
ciji. Neporecivim paralelizmima sa Zzivot-
opisom darovitog djeCaka iz Dalmatinske
zagore i uspjeSnog izlagaCa na bjelosvjet-
skim salonima bilo je lako dokazati da
je samo Mestrovié mogao posluziti kao
model nekih klju¢nih likova iz novela Milana
Begovica, Nikole AndrijaSevica i Antuna
Matasoviéa. U svim tim radovima, rekli
smo, kipar je gotovo nadljudski eksponiran i
predstavljen kao “junak svojega doba”.51 Sa
sasvim drukgijim predznakom, tim prozama
treba priklju¢iti mnoge stranice KrleZina
romana “Banket u blitvi”.

Nema nikakve dvojbe da je “Banket u
blitvi” transpozicija politicke zbilje dvade-
setih i tridesetih godina, te da su mnoge
karabaltiCke asocijacije zapravo aluzije na
balkanski prostor. Roman je ocigledno pisan
“s kljutem”, i njegovi Citatelji i komenta-
tori trudili su se, prema vlastitu iskustvu,
“prepoznati” predloSke za pojedine tipove i
situacije. Od homofonog Beauregarda, kao
centra modi, pa do romanti¢ne budnice
“Jo$ nam Blitva ni propala, dok mi zivimo”
dovoljno je elemenata koji ne ostavljaju
nikakve sumnje o pravoj ambijentalnoj pod-
lozi djela. U iskrivljenu ogledalu blatvijsko-
blitvanskih relacija paraboliéno se prela-
maju neke od konstanti srpsko-hrvatskih
odnosa, u figuri diktatora Barutanskog i u
osobama iz njegova okruzja odjeknut ce
razliita svojstva nosilaca $estojanuarske
i vidovdanske politicke presije. Ali to nas
u ovom kontekstu manje zanima, premda
uvjetuje i sam prikaz amblemati¢ne osob-
nosti kipara Romana Rajevskog, o kojemu
moramo nesto odredenije redi.

Mnoge od situacija iz “Banketa u Blitvi”
“posudene” su iz kronike politickih pri-
lika Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca.
Dakako, nije rije¢ o pukoj transpoziciji
nego o sustavnoj kontaminaciji, pri ¢emu
se “uzori” pretapaju i gube. Medutim, lik
Romana Rajevskog “kalkiran” je direktno
po Mestrovicu, odnosno po najoficijelnijim
aspektima njegova drzavotvornog statusa.
Jer nema presedana u evropskim razmijeri-
ma da bi neki kipar tako personificirao
naciju, rasu i drzavu kakav je bio slucaj s
Mestroviéem. A takav je i Rajevski. Krlezu je
morala ipak zabavljati (nakon sto je rascistio
s vlastitim ogorenjem) ideja da u opisu
djelatnosti i ugleda Romana Rajevskog “pod-
metne” Sto vise mestrovicijanskih atributa.
Da je Rajevski tek “travestirani” Mestrovié,
osjeca se ve¢ od prvog spomena u uvod-
nom poglavlju, odnosno prologu “o blitvin-
skom pitanju kroz vjekove”: “... blitvinska
epopeja kretala se u oblacima blitvinske
Wallhale, a ta romanti¢na ‘historiografska’
opera traje jo$ danas u heroiziranim liko-
vima najveceg, i u evropskom inostranstvu i
u objema Amerikama podjednako slavljenog
slikara, kipara i politickog ideologa Romana
Rajevskog”.52

Dok je za fantomatsko slikarstvo Filipa
Latinovicza bilo lako pokazati kako je
slozeno od razli¢itih komponenti, nadahnu-
tih Zivotom i djelom tako divergentnih osob-
nosti poput Babica i Hegedusi¢a, Juneka
i Kraljevi¢a,53 za imaginarno kiparsko
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elsewhere in the same short story, the entire
epoch is defined precisely by mentioning the
same sculptor, namely “when he found that
famous heroic formula made of plaster and
modelled, with his so-called voluntarism, all
that impossible confusion in our cafeterias
and in our brains.”50

In a longer and more systematic study,
we have sought to illustrate various echoes
of the Mestrovic phenomenon in his con-
temporary prose production. By means of
undeniable parallelisms with the biography
of a gifted boy from Dalmatinska Zagora
and a successful exhibitor in fancy salons,
it was easy to prove that only MeStrovié
could have stood model for some of the
crucial characters in short stories by Milan
Begovi¢, Nikola Andrijasevi¢, and Antun
Matasovié. In all these pieces, as we have
said, the sculptor is celebrated as almost
supra-human and presented as the “hero of
his time.”51 With entirely different connota-
tions, this prose should be complemented
by numerous pages from Krleza's novel “The
Banquet in Blitva”.

There is no doubt whatseoever that “The
Banquet in Blitva” is a transposition of the
political reality in the 1920s and 1930s,
and that many Karabaltic associations are
actually allusions to the Balkan region. The
novel was evidently written “with a key”
and its readers and interpreters sought to
“recognize”, each according to his own
experience, models for individual charac-
ters and situations. From the homophone
Beauregard as the centre of power to the
romantic réveille “Our Blitva is not dying is
long as we live”, there are enough elements
that leave no doubt about the true ambiental
background of the novel. In the twisted mir-
ror of Blatvian-Blitvan relations, some of the
constant traits of Croatian-Serbian relations
are shining through in a parabolic way,
while in the figure of dictator Barutanski and
the characters from his surrounding, various
features of the carriers of the political pres-
sure of January 6 and Vidovdan have found
their echo. But this is what interests us less
in this context, though it influences the very
presentation of the emblematic personality
of whom we must say something more par-
ticular: sculptor Roman Rajevski.

Many of the situations from “The
Banquet in Blitva” were “borrowed” from
the chronicle of political situation in the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.
Of course, it is not a simple transposition,
but rather a systematic contamination, in
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which the “models” merge and vanish.
However, the character of Roman Rajevski
was “moulded” directly after MeStrovic,
that is, after the most official aspects of his
status of a statehood promoter. For it was
unprecedented in European conditions that
a sculptor would personify the nation, race,
and state to such an extent as Mestrovic¢ did.
And Rajevski was the same. Krleza must
have been amused (after he had done with
his own bitterness) by the idea of “imput-
ing” as many of Mestrovi¢'s attributes in the
description of the activities and reputation
of Roman Rajevski. The fact that Rajevski
is just a “transvested” Mestrovi¢ is felt from
the very first mention in the introductory
chapter, which is a prologue “on the Blitvan
issue throughout the centuries”: “... The
Blitvan saga has taken place in the clouds
of Blitvan Wallhala and that romantic ‘histo-
riographic’ opera still lives in the heroicized
characters of the greatest painter, sculptor,
and political ideologist, celebrated equally
in Europe and in both Americas - Roman
Rajevski”.52

While the phantomatic painting of Filip
Latinowicz was easily shown as composed
of various components, inspired by life
and work of equally divergent personali-
ties such as Babi¢ and Hegedusi¢, Junek
and Kraljevié,®3 in case of the imaginary
sculptor Roman Rajevski only Mestrovic¢
could come into consideration as a model.
To this purpose, it suffices to read a few
characteristic passages from the novel and
compare them with the above-mentioned
Krleza's judgments or situations linked with
Mestrovié. For example: “| read the other
day in the ‘Tigdende’ that Rajevski actually
represented a ‘synthesis of the Blitvan folk
myth’! He is, says ‘Tigdende’, ‘the Messiah,
the Prophet, and the Victor, a synthesis of
the Blitvan people’! He is the incarnation
of the Blitvan soul! The guardian angel of
the Blitvan race!”54 Or: “What attention has
Rajevski attracted abroad? Attention as an
‘artist’? As a painter? A sculptor? No! He
was received abroad as a politician, not a
painter. He was the representative of Blitva
in Paris... "55 Especially the passage written
in English (and translated in a footnote), an
example of couloir gossip on a Transatlantic
steamliner and an example of the celeb-
rity craze that was rising around Rajevski:
“He is a personal friend of the dictator of
Blitwania, of the coronel Barutansky, who
delivered the Karabaltics from the red hell.
Yes! Morgan, Rockefeller and many others

want to have their portraits done by him.
He is a religious sculptor! He is a friend of
bishop Armstrong! He is not only an artist
but also a prophet! In fact he is the first man
who presented to Europe a young unknown
interesting karabaltic race!"56

How unimaginable the character of
Rajevski would be without Mestrovié as
its yeast is also evident from some typical
details, which agree and “rhyme” so well
with Krleza’s visions of the sculptor’s social
role. It is indicative that Rajevski is also
caught between two religions, the more
“state-oriented” one accepting his otherwise
rather unorthodox aspects with benevo-
lence: “... and those so-called Protestant
church dignitaries, who admire Rajevski’s
Counter-Reformation, that is, the allegedly
hundred-percent Catholic angels.”s7 It is
a special curiosity to come across the fol-
lowing question, a decade after Krleza's
pamphlet on Mestrovié’s religious bigotry
was issued: “But why do you bother me
so much about whether Rajevski believes
in God or not? What do you need that for?
Are you also one of those who have claimed
recently that Rajevski has no talent?”"58
Certainly, the sacral compositions of Roman
Rajevski, such as that of the Assumption of
the Virgin, made in oak wood, do not fall far
from Mestrovié's tree. Some lines from the
description will easily prove it: “Rajevski is a
routiner, that is true, but this has been done
by a steady hand of a master! Look at this
John the Apostle, how dramatically he is
broken in his waist, how well his left elbow
hangs down along his thigh, it gives that
kind of obligatory suspension to the whole
silhouette and that was needed to intensify
the sense of depression and sadness... It
is an academic example of perfection, look
how a single graphically expressed move-
ment can dominate the entire composition,
how it can become the so-called composi-
tional dominant!”59

Certain links and parallels could also
be established on the plot level, although
one should not exaggerate with the “iden-
tification” of side characters, such as the
sculptor's model-maker and sponger Olaf
Knutson or his envious rival, academic
painter and connoisseur Vanini-Schiavone.
The idea of “our Quattrocento... with five
hundred years of delay” is also close to our
milieu, since it inevitably evokes memories
of Strossmayer’s sponsoring actions, which
Krleza nicknamed “badly painted Tuscany.”
The horseman’s statue of the ruler or the



stvaralastvo Romana Rajevskog kao poticaj
dolazi u obzir iskljucivo Mestrovi¢. Dovoljno
je u tu svrhu procitati nekoliko karakteris-
ticnih ulomaka iz romana i usporediti ih
s ve¢ ovdje navedenim Krlezinim sudovi-
ma ili situacijama vezanim uz Mestroviéa.
Primjerice: ““itao sam neki dan u ‘Tigdende’,
da Rajevski predstavlja zapravo ‘sintezu
blitvinskog narodnog mitosa’! On je, kaze
‘Tigdende’: ‘Mesija, Prorok i Pobjednik i
blitvinska narodna sinteza’! On je utjelov-
lienje blitvinske duse! Andeo Cuvar blitvin-
ske rase!”54 lli: “Kakvu je paznju pobu-
dio Rajevski u inostranstvu? Paznju kao
‘umjetnik’? Kao slikar? Kao kipar? Ne! On
je primljen u inostranstvu kao politi¢ar, a
ne kao slikar. On je bio predstavnik Blitve
u Parizu... "55 A naroCito pasus napisan
na engleskom (i preveden u fusnoti), kao
uzorak kuloarskog govorkanja na transatlan-
skom parobordu i primjer reklamne hajke
Sto se dizala u povodu Rajevskoga: “On je
licni prijatelj diktatora Blitvanije pukovnika
Barutanskog, koji je oslobodio Karabaltik od
crvenog pakla! Da! Morgan, Rockefeller, svi
se daju portretirati od njega! On je religiozni
skuptor! Prijatelj biskupa Armstronga! On
nije samo umijetnik, on je i prorok! On je
de facto prvi, koji je Evropi prikazao jednu
mladu, nepoznatu, zanimljivu karabalticku
rasu!”s6

Koliko je figura Rajevskog nezamisliva
bez Mestroviceva kvasca vidi se i iz tipi¢nih
detalja, koji tako dobro prianjaju i “rimuju”
se s Krlezinim vizurama kipareve drustvene
uloge. Indikativno je da je i Rajevski stav-
lien u procijep dviju religija, od kojih
ona “drzavnija” s blagonaklono$¢u prima
njegove inaCe neortodoksne, aspekte: “A
oni nekakvi protestantski crkveni dostojan-
stvenici, koji se dive Rajevskovim proture-
formatorskim, navodno sto posto katolickim
andelima”.57 Pogotovo je kuriozno, dekadu
nakon Krlezina pamfleta o MeStrovicevoj
religioznoj zadrtosti, nai¢i na pitanje: “A
Sto vi mene toliko gnjavite, da li Rajevski
vieruje u Boga ili ne? Sto ¢e vam to? Ili zar
i vi spadate u one ljude, koji u posljednje
vrijeme tvrde, da Rajevski nema dara?”58
Naravno, ni sakralne kompozicije Romana
Rajevskog, poput Uza$¢a BlaZene Djevice u
orahovini, ne padaju daleko od MesStroviceva
stabla. Nekoliko naznaka iz opisa to ée lako
potvrditi: “Rajevski je rutiner, to je istina, ali
to je sigurnom, majstorskom rukom radeno!
Kako je samo ovaj lvan Apostol dramski
slomljen u pasu, kako mu lijevi lakat dobro
visi priljubljen uz bok, to daje Citavom obrisu

onaj potrebni prijelom u crtezu, a to je bilo
potrebno, da se pojata dojam depresije i
Zalosti... Akademski primjer savrSenstva
kako jedna reljefno izrazena kretnja moze
zavladati ¢itavom kompozicijom, kako moze
postati takozvanom kompozicionom domi-
nantom!”59

Stanovite veze i paralelizmi mogli bi
se uspostavljati i na razini sizea, premda
ne bi trebalo pretjerivati s “identifikacijom”
sporednih likova poput kipareva modela-
tora i priSipetlje Olafa Knutsona ili zavidnog
konkurenta akademika, slikara i conais-
seura Vanini-Schiavonea. Bliska je naSoj
sredini i ideja “naSeg Quattrocenta... sa
petstogodiSnjim zakaSnjenjem” jer neizb-
jezno izaziva spomen na Strossmayerove
mecenatske akcije, Sto ih je isti Krleza
okrstio kao “nafarbanu Toskanu”. Konjanicki
kip vladara ili personifikacije Blitve u
obli¢ju Palade Atene takoder su moguce
reference na zemlju koja je zbog obilja
majesteticne skulpturalne grade nazivana i
“Kiposlavijom”.

Ipak, klju¢no je mjesto romana i razlog
KrleZzina snaznog emocionalnog angaz-
mana poistovjecivanje amblema i zbilje:
“Barutanski i Rajevski predstavljaju jednu te
istu pojavu, jedan te isti pojam podjednako:
danasnju zbrkanu beauregardsku Blitvu! To
su samo dva simbola Blitve! Ako vas Zdere
Blitva kao moralno pitanje, kako mozete biti
tako nehajno lijeni spram Rajevskoga?”60
Demistifikacija, stoga, ide do kraja: “Jer
Rajevski u inozemstvu, Rajevski u inozem-
noj Stampi, Rajevski u predgovorima svojih
kataloga pred inozemnom publikom, to
je prije svega propaganda za blitvinsko
poduzece gospodina Barutanskoga!”61 Kao
kruna svega, najostriji sardoni¢ni ugriz ili
coup de grace svim estetickim iluzijama:
“Ljudi se ne klanjaju Rajevskome kao umjet-
niku (jer ljude uopce umijetnost kao takva
ne zanima), nego zato S$to misle da de
preko toga naSega narodnog blitvinskog
genija potpisati povoljne trgovaCke ugovore
s Beauregardom.”62

Bududi da je Krleza svoj odnos prema
Mestrovicu otvoreno izrazio u nizu dis-
kurzivnih tekstova, nije mu trebao roman
kao alibi za intuitivno, indirektno i manje
odgovorno iskazivanje. Isti se pisac nije
libio jasno formulirati ni svoj odnos prema
diktatorskom rezimu Kraljevine Jugoslavije,
nego je objavio na desetke ¢lanaka u kojima
razotkriva njegove urodene slabosti. Priliku
“kuvertiranog” pisanja, kakvu mu je pruzila
koncepcija romana “Banket u Blitvi”, isko-

ristio je, medutim, za sustavno povezivanje
i za definitivan saldo sviju laZi i kulisa jed-
noga groteskno konstruiranog poretka. Stoga
ovim romanom nije o slucaju Mestrovié
rekao nista teze i inkriminiranije negoli u
pamfletima, niti je definirao nesto Sto se
inale ne bi bio usudio reci, ali je organski
zaokruzio i na svoj nacin uopcio sve ono
Sto ga je u kiparevoj reprezentativnoj karijeri
smetalo i $to je umjetnika samog ometalo u
postizanju najviSega. Sre¢om svoj “dossier
Mestrovi¢” KrleZa nije zaklju¢io negativnom
presudom.

I

Krleza je s paznjom pratio rad mnogih
likovnih umijetnika i s razumijevanjem pisao
o razli¢itim problemima slikarstva i kiparst-
va. Tim aspektima njegova djela posveéene
su takoder ve¢ neke studije, analize i inter-
pretacije,63 a iz njih proizlazi da je Krleza
imao naroCita sluha za ekspresionisticku
poetiku i za neke historicisticke i konstruk-
tivisticke tendencije. Zato je logi¢no da je
nastojao afirmirati i Dobrovida i Babica,
i HegeduSiéa i Becica i AugustinCica i
MiSea. MeStrovic ga nije mogao “privuci”
ni stilskim ni drustvenim afinitetima vec
ga je opsjeo uglavnom per negationem. Ali
taj put suprotstavljanja i odbijanja bio je za
Krlezu evidentno “pravi”, pa nije slucajno
da je piSudi o svim ovdje nabrojenim umjet-
nicima morao makar jednom spomenuti i
Mestrovica.

Mestrovi¢ za Krlezu, ipak, nije tek “zao
duh” iz Aleksandrove boce, nego i kipar
istinske snage i moguceg ugleda. Izruguje
se, istina, tvrdnji kako je Mestrovié “nasa
legitimacija pred Evropom”,64 ali bi i sam,
u nekoj “prociséenoj” verziji, zelio ba$ s
pomodu Mestrovica dokazati Evropi da i
mi konja za trku imamo. Svjestan njegove
modi, vidi u Mestroviéu sintezu individual-
nog i kolektivnog, premda ne na temeljima
koji njega zanimaju. Dok MeStrovi¢ kon-
taminira srednjovjekovlje i suvremenost na
podlozi dinastija i manastira, Krleza tezi
integraciji puckog i laickog senzibiliteta, $to
se u ovim nasSim stranama stolje¢ima vrlo
malo mijenjao, upravo od srednjovjekovnih
dana. Glavni je razlog spora i suprotnosti
Krlezina plebejska i populisticka alternativa
Mestrovicevu dvorskom i udvorickom men-
talitetu.

Ni u raspravama ni u romanu Krleza
ne moze mimoici klasni karakter konf-
likta. Egzemplarno je u tom smislu sve€ano
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personification of Blitva in the shape of
Palais Athens are other possible references
to the country that was, owing to its abun-
dance of majestic sculptural material, once
called “Statueslavia”.

Still, the crucial point of the novel and the
reason for Krleza's strong emotional engage-
ment was the identity of emblems and real-
ity: “Barutanski and Rajevski represent one
and the same phenomenon, one and the
same idea: the confused Beauregard Blitva
of our days! They are merely two symbols
of Blitva! If Blitva is eating you as a moral
question, how can you be so indifferent and
inert towards Rajevski?"60 Thus, the demys-
tification goes all the way through: “Because
Rajevski abroad, Rajevski in foreign press,
Rajevski in prefaces to his catalogues,
standing before the foreign audience, that is
primarily propaganda for the Blitvan enter-
prise of Mister Barutanski!”®l The crown
of everything is the fiercest sardonic bite
or coup de grace against all aesthetic illu-
sions: “People do not bow before Rajevski
as an artist (for people are barely interested
in art as such), but because they think
that, through this national Blitvan genius,
they will sign profitable trade contracts with
Beauregard.”62

Since Krleza had already expressed his
attitude towards MeStrovi¢ in a number of
discursive texts, he did not need a novel
as an alibi for intuitive, indirect, and less
responsible statements. He did not hesitate
to formulate clearly his opinion on dictator-
ship in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia and pub-
lished dozens of essays in which he revealed
its inherent weaknesses. Nevertheless, he
used the opportunity of “encrypted” writing,
offered by the conception of “The Banquet
in Blitva,” to interlace systematically the
most various threads of omnipresent social
evil and to establish a definite account of
all lies and disguises of a grotesquely con-
strued social order. Therefore, in this novel
he neither said anything heavier or more
incriminating about Mestrovi¢’'s case than
he had done in his pamphlets, nor did he
define anything that he would have hesi-
tated to say in a different way, but he did
round up into an organic whole and genera-
lized in his way all that disturbed him in

1 Plamen, 1 January 1919, reprint in: Eseji [Essays] VI, Zora,

Zagreh, 1967.

2 S, Ferrari, Ultimo incontro con Krleza, Nuova rivista Europea,

VI/1982. The interview took place on 15 May 1980.
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the sculptor’s representative career and that
obstructed Mestrovié¢ himself in reaching the
top. Fortunately, he did not conclude his
“dossier Mestrovi¢” with a negative verdict.

]

Krleza observed the work of numerous
visual artists with attention and wrote with
much understanding on various problems
of painting and sculpture. Several studies,
analyses, and interpretations have been
dedicated to these aspects of his work,63
which have established that Krleza was
especially receptive to expressionist poet-
ics and some historicist and constructivist
tendencies. Therefore, it is only logical that
he would rather accentuate the work of
Dobrovié¢ and Babié¢, Hegedusi¢ and Becic,
Augustin¢i¢ and MiSe. Mestrovi¢ could not
“attract” him neither with his stylistic nor
with his social affinities and was preoc-
cupying him mostly per negationem. But
this path of opposition and rejection was
evidently “the right one” for Krleza and it
is no wonder that, writing about all the
afore-mentioned artists, he at least had to
mention MeStrovic.

However, Mestrovi¢ was for Krleza more
than just an “evil spirit” from Alexander's
bottle; he was a sculptor of genuine power
and potential reputation. To be sure, he
mocked the statement that MeStrovic was
“our legitimization before Europe,”64 but he
would also have liked, in some “purified”
version, to show to Europe, precisely with
Mestrovié, that our country also had some-
thing to boast with. Aware of MeStrovic's
power, he saw in him a synthesis of the
individual and the collective, although not
on the basis such as would have interested
him personally. While Mestrovi¢ was merg-
ing the Middle Ages with the present on the
basis of dynasties and monasteries, Krleza
strove to achieve an integration of popular
and lay sensibilities, which had changed
very little in this region for the past centu-
ries, in fact since the medieval period. The
main reason of the conflict and the opposi-
tion was Krleza's plebeian and populist spirit
as an alternative to MeStrovic's royalist and
courtly mentality.

Neither in his essays nor in his novel
could Krleza avoid the class aspect of the
conflict. In this respect, an exemplary epi-
sode was the festive journey of sculptor
Rajevski to America, which was accompa-
nied by pomp and propaganda, while the
belowdecks of the same ship contained
masses of poor people forced to emigrate
and do the basest work. Krleza's conclu-
sions are undoubtedly and decidedly biased
in favour of the humiliated and oppressed,
of peasants and the mob: “Our art, especial-
ly our glorification of the so-called sublime,
metaphysical call of our Blitvan race, this
racial messianism of ours, all that is nothing
more but decorative plaster in a situation
that needs no plaster decoration whatsover,
but bread.”65 His texts and judgments on
Mestrovié are a good example of his non-
dogmatic way of thinking. Radical in his
negation of superficial qualities, he was
equally decided in his positive affirmation of
the core and the essence. In fact, in many
respects he was actually continuing Matos’s
critical line of evaluation of Mestrovié's
work, for his predecessor had also admired
that “truly great artist,” but rejected at the
same time the “panegyric superlatives” of
his interpreters.66 Thus, Krleza's dethroniza-
tion of Mestrovi¢ equalled his apotheosis on
a more appropriate and more profane level.

This dialectic assessment of Mestrovi¢'s
activity had and would have for long an
anthological significance in our local circum-
stances, not only for its rarely non-sectarian
tolerance, but also for its openness, which
transcends all political pragmatism. Both
Mestrovi¢ and KrleZa had a goal before their
eyes, which was to create something that
would become a symbol of the ambience
and the milieu, as well as a proof of living at
an inappropriate moment in an uncomfort-
able space. In a way, both achieved what
they wanted,6” but Krleza had the advan-
tage (of a longer life and a broader horizon)
of explicitly stating it for the sculptor, offer-
ing at the same time certain parameters and
criteria according to which he wished to be
recognized and acknowledged himself. x

PRIJEVOD: Marina Miladinov

3 |. Zidi¢, Miroslav Krleza i hrvatski likovni umjetnici [M. K. and

Croatian visual artists], Covjek i prostor, 3-4/82.

4 P. Matvejevi¢, Razgovori s Miroslavom KrleZom [Interviews

with M. K.J, Naprijed, Zagreb, 1969, p. 68. S. Lasic, KrleZa,



putovanje kipara Rajevskog u Ameriku,
popradeno pompom i propagandom, dok
u potpalublju istog broda stoje siromasi
prinuzdeni na iseljavanje i rad najnize vrste.
PisCev zakljuCak neporecivo je pristran, i
odlu¢an, na strani ponizenih i ugnjetenih,
kumeka i raje: “NasSa umjetnost, specijalno
nasSe velitanje takozvanog viSeg, metafiz-
itkog poziva naSe blitvinske rase, ovaj
na$ rasni mesijanizam, sve to nije nista
drugo nego dekorativha sadra u jednome
stanju, koje uopce ne treba sadrenih deko-
racija nego kruha.”65 Tekstovi i sudovi
o Mestrovicu primjer su KrleZzina nedog-

matskog mislienja. Radikalan u negaciji
nekih povrSnih svojstava, pisac je jednako
decidiran u afirmaciji jezgre i srzi. Po mnogo
¢emu zapravo nastavlja MatoSevu kriticku
liniju vrednovanja Mestroviceva djela, jer
se i prethodnik divi “doista velikom stvar-
aocu” ali odbacuje “panegiri¢ki superlativ”
njegovih tumaca.6é Stoga je Krlezina detro-
nizacija Mestroviéa ravna apoteozi na nekoj
primjerenijoj i profanijoj razini.

Dijalekticka procjena kipareve aktive
ima i imat ¢e u nas jo$ dugo antologijsko
znadenje, ne samo po rijetkoj nesektaskoj
toleranciji nego i po otvorenosti koja tran-

scendira svaki politicki pragmatizam. |
Mestroviéu i KrlezZi lebdio je pred ogima cilj
ostvarivanja djela koje bi moglo biti znakom
ambijenta i sredine, te dokazom postojanja
u neprikladnom vremenu i neudobnom
prostoru. Obojica su na svoj nacin zeljeno
postigli,67 a pisac je imao povlasticu (duzeg
Zivota i Sireg videnja) da to dospije za kipara
i izri¢ito ustvrditi, nudeéi nam usput i neka
mijerila i kriterije prema kojima bi zelio i sam
biti prepoznat i priznat. x

Zivot umjetnosti, 33/34, 1982.

1 Plamen, 1. 11919, prema Eseji, VI, Zora, Zagreb 1967.

2 S, Ferrari, Ultimo incontro con KrleZa, Nuova rivista Europea,
VI/1982. Rije¢ je o razgovoru vodenom 15. V 1980.

3 |, Zidi¢, Miroslav Krleza i hrvatski likovni umietnici, Covjek i
prostor, 3-4/82.

4 P, Matvejevic, Razgovori s Miroslavom Krlezom, Naprijed,
Zagreb 1969, str. 68. S. Lasi¢ u knjizi KrleZa, kronologija
Zivota i rada, GZH, Zagreb 1982, str. 70, zakljucuje da se
spomenuto KrleZino sudbonosno upoznavanje Mestrovicevih
djela zbilo ve¢ 1906. godine, u njegovu cetvrtom razredu
gimnazije.

5 Fragmenti iz dnevnika godine 1942, Forum, Zagreb XI/1972,
br. 12, str. 334-5.

6 3. Lasi¢, nav. dj. str. 115.

7 Kao u biljesci 5.

8 0 nasoj inteligenciji, u Deset krvavih godina i drugi politicki
eseji, Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, str. 64.

9 Ibidem, str. 56.

10 bidem.

11 Davni dani, godina 1916, Zora, Zagreb 1956, str. 146.

12 August Cesarec, u Eseji, Ill, Zora, Zagreb 1963, str. 408.

13 Uvodna rije¢ za tasopis CDanas 1952«, u Eseji, VI Zora,
Zagreb 1967, str. 217.

14 Hrvatska knjizevna laz, prema Eseji, VI, Zora, Zagreb 1967,
str. 109-111.

15 Slom Frana Supila, u Deset krvavih godina i drugi eseji,
Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, str. 135-6.

16 |bidem, str. 136.

17 Ibidem, str. 184 i 196.

18 Kao u biljesci 1.

19 0 nekim problemima Enciklopedije, u Eseji, V, Zora, Zagreb
1968, str. 136-7.

20 |zlet u Rusiju, Zagreb 1926, str. 36.

21 |za kulisa godine 1918, u Djetinjstvo i drugi zapisi, Zora,
Zagreb 1972, str. 152.

22 . Tommaseo, Canti popolari illyrici, Milano 1913, str. 159.

23 Europa danas, Zora, Zagreb 1972, str. 308.

24 Marginalije uz slike Petra Dobrovica, Eseji, Ill, Zora, Zagreb

1963, str. 210.

25 August Rodin, Forum, Zagreb, 1/1963, br. 2, str. 408.

26 ). Uskokovi¢, Monumentalizam kao struja hrvatske Moderne i
Mirko Racki, Zivot umjetnosti, 29-30/1980, passim.

27 Davni dani, zapisi iz 1914-1921, Zora, Zagreb 1956,
str. 133-4.

28 |bidem, str. 160.

29 Kao u biljesci 24.

30 Tekst M. Pijade, Ivan Mestrovic i teznje za stilom u nasoj
umetnosti, tiskan je u beogradskim ilustrovanim novostima
i Slobodnoj reci 1919, a pretiskan u knjizi M. Pijade, O
umetnosti, SKZ, Beograd 1964, i Srpska likovna kritika
(priredio L. Trifunovi¢), SKZ, Beograd 1967. Krlezina
recenzija objavljena je u Plamenu br. 12/1919, vidi i esej 0
Mosi S. Pijade u Deset krvavih godina i drugi politicki eseji,
Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, str. 235, kao i KrleZin ¢lanak o
istoj osobi u Obzoru, 22. 1l 1926.

31 |van Mestrovic vjeruje u Boga, u Eppur si muove — politicki
eseji, Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, str. 113.

32 |bidem, str. 98.

33 |bidem, str. 114.

34 |bidem, str. 112.

35 |bidem, str. 106.

36 |bidem, str. 101-2.

37 Ibidem, str. 112.

38 |bidem, str. 108.

39 Zapisi iz godine 1917, u Djetinstvo i drugi zapisi, Zora, Zagreb
1972, str. 111.

40 Kao u biljesci 37.

41 Kao u biljesci 11, str. 183.

42 Razgovor o materijalizmu, u Europa danas, Zora, Zagreb 1972,
str. 235.

43 |z hrvatske kulturne historije, Eseji, Ill, Zora, Zagreb 1963,
str. 365.

440 Kranjcevicevoj lirici, ibidem, str. 29.

45 S, Ferrari, nav. dj. str. 110.

46 Encilklopedija likovnih umjetnosti, JLZ, Zagreb 1964, svezak 3.

47 Govor na drugoj sjednici Plenuma centralne redakcije

267



kronologija Zivota i rada [KrleZa, chronology of his life and
work], GZH, Zagreb, 1982, p. 70, concludes that the above-
mentioned fatal encounter with Mestrovic’s work took place
as early as 1906, when he was in the fourth grade of
secondary school.

5 Fragmenti iz dnevnika godine 1942 [Fragments from the diary,
19421, Forum, Zagreb XI/1972, No. 12, pp. 334-5.

6 S, Lasic, op. cit., p. 115.

7 Asinn.5.

8 0 nasoj inteligenciji [On our intellectuals], in: Deset krvavih
godina i drugi politicki eseji [Ten bloody years and other
political essays], Oslobodenje, Sarajevo, 1973, p. 64.

9 Ibidem, p. 56.

10 bidem.

11 Davni dani [Bygone days], the year of 1916, Zora, Zagreb,
1956, p. 146.

12 August Cesarec, in: Eseji [Essays] Ill, Zora, Zagreb, 1963,

p. 408.

13 |Jyodna rijec za ¢asopis CDanas 1952« [Introduction to the
journal], in Eseji [Essays] VI, Zora, Zagreb, 1967, p. 217.

14 Hrvatska knjizevna lazZ [Croatian literary lie], reprint in: Esgji
[Essays] VI, Zora, Zagreb, 1967, pp. 109-111.

15 Slom Frana Supila [The fall of Fran Supilo], in: Deset krvavih
godina i drugi eseji [Ten bloody years and other political
essays], Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, pp. 135-6.

16 |bidem, p. 136.

17 Ibidem, pp. 184 and 196.

18 Asinn. 11.

19 (0 nekim problemima Enciklopedije [On some problems of
encyclopaedial, in: Eseji [Essays] V, Zora, Zagreb, 1968,
pp. 136-7.

20 |zlet u Rusiju [Trip to Russial, Zagreb, 1926, p. 36.

21 |za kulisa godine 1918 [Behind the stage in 1918], in:
Djetinjstvo i drugi zapisi [Childhood and other writings], Zora,
Zagreb, 1972, p. 152.

22 N. Tommaseo, Canti popolari illyrici, Milan, 1913, p. 159.

23 Europa danas [Europe todayl, Zora, Zagreb, 1972, p. 308.

24 Marginalije uz slike Petra Dobrovica [Marginal remarks on
paintings by P. D.], Eseji [Essays] Ill, Zora, Zagreb, 1963,

p. 210.

25 August Rodin, Forum, Zagreb, 11/1963, No. 2, p. 408.

26 ). Uskokovi¢, Monumentalizam kao struja hrvatske Moderne
i Mirko Racki [Monumentalism as a current in Croatian
modernism and M. R.J, Zivot umjetnosti, 29-30/1980, passim.

27 Davni dani, zapisi iz 1914-1921 [Bygone days, notes from
1914-1921], Zora, Zagreb 1956, pp. 133-4.

28 |bidem, p. 160.

29 Asinn. 24.

30 Text by M. Pijade on Ivan Mestrovic i teznje za stilom u nasoj
umetnosti [I. M. and stylistic tendencies in our art] was printed
in Belgrade illustrated newspaper and Slobodna Re¢ in 1919,
then reprinted in: M. Pijade, O umetnosti [On art], SKZ,
Belgrade, 1964; and Srpska likovna kritika [Serbian art
criticism] (ed. by L. Trifunovic), SKZ, Belgrade, 1967. Krleza's
review was published in Plamen No. 12/1919, cf. his essay on
Mosa S. Pijade in Deset krvavih godina i drugi politicki eseji
[Ten bloody years and other political essays], Oslobodenie,
Sarajevo, 1973, p. 235, as well as Krleza's article on the same
person in Obzor, 22 February 1926.

268

31 |van Mestrovic vjeruje u Boga [I. M. believes in God], in: Eppur
si muove — politicki eseji [Eppur si muove D political essays],
Oslobodenje, Sarajevo, 1973, p. 113.

32 |bidem, p. 98.

33 |bidem, p. 114.

34 |bidem, p. 112.

35 |bidem, p. 106.

36 |bidem, pp. 101-2.

37 |bidem, p. 112.

38 |bidem, p. 108.

39 Zapisi iz godine 1917 [Writings from 19171, in: Djetinstvo i
drugi zapisi [Childhood and other writings], Zora, Zagreb, 1972,
p. 111.

40 As in n. 37.

41 Asinn. 11, p. 183.

42 Razgovor o materijalizmu [Talking about materialisml,
in: Europa danas [Europe today], Zora, Zagreb, 1972, p. 235.

43 |z hrvatske kulturne historije [From Croatian cultural history],
in: Eseji [Essays] IIl, Zora, Zagreb, 1963, p. 365.

44 0 Kranjcevicevoj lirici [On Kranjgevic's poetry], ibidem, p. 29.

45 S Ferrari, op.cit., p. 110.

46 Enciklopedija likovnih umjetnosti [Encyclopaedia of visual
artsl, JLZ, Zagreb, 1964, vol. 3.

47 Govor na drugoj sjednici Plenuma centralne redakcije
Enciklopedije Jugoslavije [Speech on the second session of the
Plenary of the central editorial, Encyclopaedia of Yugoslavial,
in: Eseji [Essays] VI, Zora, Zagreh, 1967, p. 274.

48 S Lasic, op.cit., p. 355.

49 Tri kavalira gospodice Melanije [The three cavaliers of Miss
Melaniel, Matica Hrvatska, Zagreb, 1920.

50 |bidem, p. 54.

51 T. Maroevié, Kipar kao junak svojega doba [Sculptor as
the hero of our time], in: Likovna umjetnost u hrvatskoj
knjizevnosti [Visual arts in Croatian literature], dissertation,
Lagreh, 1976.

52 Banket u Blitvi [The banquet in Blitval XX, I-II, Oslobodenie,
Sarajevo, 1973, p. 17.

53 T. Maroevic, Slikarstvo Filipa Latinovicza [Painting of Filip
Latinowiczl, Zbornik Il programa Radio Zagreba, 2/1978.

54 Banket u Blitvi [The banquet in Blitval, ed. as in n. 52, p. 137.

55 |bidem, p. 132.

56 |bidem, p. 141.

57 |bidem, pp. 134-5.

58 |bidem, p. 152.

59 |bidem, pp. 152 and 154.

60 |bidem, p. 136.

61 |bidem, p. 133.

62 |bidem, p. 134.

63 R. Ivancevi¢, 0 Babicevu stilu i KrleZi [On Babic’s style and
Krlezal, Zivot umjetnosti, 29-30/1980, pp. 27-34; V.
Malekovic, Slikarstvo — velik izazov [Painting - a great
challengel, Viesnik, 4 January 1982, p. 12; I. Zidic, op. cit.

64 Asinn. 11, p. 148.

65 Banket u Blitvi [The banquet in Blitval, ed. as in n. 52, p. 142.

66 A. G. Matos, Mestrovi¢ (1910), in: Sabrana djela [Collected
works] XI, JAZU, Zagreb, 1974, pp. 79-84.

67 |. Zidic, op. cit.



Enciklopedije Jugoslavije, u Eseji, VI, Zora, Zagreb 1967,
str. 274.

48 3, Lasi¢, nav. dj., str. 355.

49 Tri kavalira gospodice Melanije, Matica Hrvatska, Zagreb
1920.

50 Ibidem, str. 54.

51 T, Maroevié, Kipar kao junak svojega doba, u Likovna

umjetnost u hrvatskoj knjizevnosti (disertacija), Zagreb 1976.

52 Banket u Blitvi, XX I-II, Oslobodenje, Sarajevo 1973, str. 17.

53 T. Maroevié, Slikarstvo Filipa Latinovicza, Zbornk Il programa
Radio Zagreba, 2/1978.

54 Banket u Blitvi, nav. izd. str. 137.

55 |bidem, str. 132.

56 |bidem, str. 141.

57 |bidem, str. 134-5.

58 |bidem, str. 152.

59 |bidem, str. 152 i 154.

60 |bidem, str. 136.

61 |bidem, str. 133.

62 |bidem, str. 134.

63 R. Ivancevic, 0 Babicevu stilu i Krlezi, Zivot umjetnosti,
29-30/1980, str. 27-34, V. Malekovic, Slikarstvo — velik
izazov, Viesnik, 4. 11982, str. 12; 1. Zidi¢, nav. dj.

64 Kao u biljesci 11, str. 148.

65 Banket u blitvi, nav. izd, str. 142.

66 A, G. Matos, Mestrovi¢, (1910), u Sabrana djela, XI, JAZU,
Zagreb 1974, str. 79-84.

67 |. Zidic, nav. d.

269



