
At the beginning of the past century,
almost pioneering the contemporary art

strategies, a Neoprimitivism theorist from
the Moscow vanguard scene, Alexander
Sevcenko claimed: “There is not a phenom-
enon nor can there be one that is born out
of nothing. There is no idea born; there are
those renewed…” (1913). According to
Sevcenko, art needs “pluralistic” freedom, a
freedom of fragmentary decision and
choice, in order to constantly revive the
vital field of artistic creation. Before the
concept of Suprematism was aesthetically
completed, this attitude had been aimed
against confining art to “new” and “pure”,
wider or proper, “formulas” of a final self-
definition and turned towards the open
activity of individual artistic vitality and its
energy of continuous destruction of any
“dogmatic bonding”. At the very moment
when an artist establishes his final “individ-
ual formula”, when he “finds himself”; he
instantly loses himself, stops “living” his
creative energy to which all means are
accessible.

Sevcenko promoted the value of eternal
renovation of “other” forms, expressions
and media of artistic experience. In this
promotion, we first recognise an early criti-
cism of the Modernist principle of limitation
to a model of originality (as “being born out
of nothing”), as well as its consequences
manifest in its reductive attitude (a search
for the real, higher, pure “truth” of reality
that lies outside the conditioned signs and
systems of the culture). By pointing out the
“inconsistence”, the evasion of every stylis-
tic, ideological and any other self-defining
codification, he headed towards the Post-
Metaphysical culture and its doubt in the
illusions of the “ultimate truth”, the “uni-
versal” and “absolute language” which we-
re used to reinforce the Modernist “uncon-
ditionality of being” (e.g. “matter” and “eco-
nomy” in Marxism, “libido” and “unconscio-
us” in Freudism, “black square” in Supre-
matism that erased all the diversity of
colour and form of the visible world…).

The later process of “rooting out” the
Modernist “revolutionary heritage” in the
creation of “pure realities”, which wandered
around during whole of the 20th century,
revealed a whole new cultural paradigm. Its
centre is occupied by the new “reinforced”
reality, one restructured in the sense of a
“hyper-reality”. This term was first intro-
duced during the 70’s by Italian semioticist
Umberto Eco and French sociologist Jean

PoËetkom proteklog stoljeÊa teoretiËar
neoprimitivizma s moskovske avan-

gardne scene Aleksandar ©evËenko utvrdio
je, gotovo na tragu ovovremenih umjetniË-
kih strategija: “Nema i ne moæe biti pojava
koje se raaju ni iz Ëega. Nema ideja koje
se raaju - postoje one koje se obnavlja-
ju…” (1913.) Stoga je, prema ©evËenku,
umjetnosti potrebna “pluralistiËka” sloboda
kao sloboda fragmentarne odluke i izbora
kako bi se neprekidno obnavljalo vitalno
polje umjetniËkog djelovanja. Prije nego li
je nastao estetski zaokruæen koncept supre-
matizma ovaj je stav bio uperen protiv zat-
varanja umjetnosti u “nove” i “Ëiste”, πire ili
vlastite, “formule” definitivnog samoodre-
enja, a okrenut prema otvorenom djelo-
vanju pojedinaËne umjetniËke vitalnosti te
njenoj energiji neprestanog razaranja
svakog “dogmatskog vezivanja”. Jer, u
trenutku kad umjetnik uspostavi svoju kon-
aËnu “individualnu formulu”, kad “nae
sebe”, u tom je istom trenutku i izgubio
sebe, prestao je “æivjeti” svoju kreativnu
energiju kojoj su sva sredstva dostupna.      

U ©evËenkovu zalaganju za vrijednost
neprekidnog obnavljanja “drugih” oblika,
izraza i medija umjetniËkog iskustva pre-
poznaje se, najprije, veoma rana kritika
modernistiËkog zatvaranja u model original-
nosti (kao “raanja iz niËega”), ali i onih
njegovih posljedica koje se oËituju u reduk-
tivnom stavu (kao traganje za pravom,
viπom i Ëistom “istinom” realnosti πto se
nalazi van uvjetovanih znakova i sistema
kulture). Isticanjem “nekonzistentnosti” ili
izmicanja svakoj stilskoj, ideologijskoj i dru-
goj samoodreujuÊoj kodifikaciji, ovaj je
stav veÊ bio na putu prema post-meta-
fiziËkoj kulturi i njenoj sumnji u iluzije o
“posljednjoj istini”, “univerzalnom” i “apso-
lutnom jeziku” itd., kojima se utvrivala
modernistiËka “bezuvjetnost biÊa” (npr.
“materija” i “ekonomija” u marksizmu,
“libido” i “nesvjesno” u frojdizmu, “crni
kvadrat” u suprematizmu koji je izbrisao
svu raznovrsnost boja i formi vidljivoga
svijeta…). 

Kasniji proces “iskorjenjivanja” mo-
dernistiËkog “revolucionarnog nasljea” u
stvaranju “Ëistih realnosti” koji je krivudao
20. stoljeÊem sve do njegova kraja, posve
je iznio na vidjelo novu kulturnu paradigmu.
U njenom se srediπtu pojavljuje nova,
“pojaËana” realnost ili realnost restrukturi-
rana prema smislu “hiperrealnosti”. Taj
pojam sedamdesetih godina uvode talijan-
ski semiotiËar Umberto Eco i francuski soci-

sonja 
briski
uzelac

umjetnik kao
posttotalitarni
subjekt
artist as a 
post-totalitarian
subject
politiËki govor je 
suprematizam / suprematizam
je politiËki govor

political speech is 
suprematism / suprematism 
is political speech
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olog kulture Jean Baudrillard da bi opisali
paradoksalni proces rekonfiguracije real-
nosti pod traumatiËnim udarom elektron-
skih sredstava masovne komunikacije koji-
ma se poËinje proizvoditi “viπak” realnosti.
Otuda se ona manje pojavljuje kao objekt
prikazivanja, a viπe kao ekstaza realnosti
koja postaje primarnija, vjerodostojnija,
“realnija” realnost od one opaæajne. Me-
utim, sama predodæba realnosti vraÊa se
nanovo u granice kulturne uvjetovanosti,
odnosno u podruËje znakovnosti, u svijet
ponovljivosti, uvjetnih odraza. Doduπe,
hiperrealnost se u “ekstazi komunikacije”
ne javlja samo kao prekomjerna (“hiper”),
nego i kao “pseudorealnost”, oblikovana
tehno-informatiËkom ekspanzijom znakova
ali ne i dubinom njihovih znaËenja. “Kon-
zervativna” kategorija realnosti pretpostav-
lja razlikovanje realnosti od slike, privida,
znakovnog sistema, dok se nova koristi
“eksploatacijom” povrπine znakova za stva-
ranje svjetova simulakruma, svjetova oz-
naËitelja, tragova, dodira… Pritom se refe-
rencija ne ostvaruje putem neposredne pre-
zentacije realnosti (poznatim “pozitivnim”
putevima upuÊivanja na realnost), a niti
putem autoreprezentacije subjekta koji go-
vori o njoj (modernizam), veÊ putem vitalne
energije “lanaca oznaËitelja”, “oznaËitelj-
skih igara”, “traga” drugih znakova u datom
znaku, treperenja viπesmislenosti, treptaja
ironiËke samosvijesti i drugoga. 

Usporedno s tim procesima u zapadnoj
kulturi, u zemljama traumatiziranim sve-
opÊim pretjeranim prisustvom i pritiskom
ideologije takoer se postupno gubila refe-
rentna veza s realnoπÊu. Totalitarna je ide-
ologija svojim neprekidnim djelotvornim
bombardiranjem svijesti ideologemima (kao
nesvjesno aktivnim mehanizmima), pona-
vljanjem varirajuÊih stereotipa, konstruirala
realnost kao ideoloπku himeru u kojoj real-
nost i sama postaje realizam, tj. tekst o
“socijalistiËkoj realnosti” (soc-realizam). U
totalnom znakovnom modeliranju realnosti
zajedno sudjeluju ideosfera, videosfera i
tehnosfera, pri Ëemu je postupak “simu-
lacije” svojom eksploatacijom znakova igrao
kljuËnu ulogu. Tako je “nova” socijalnost,
kao svjesno arbitrarno konstruirana socijal-
nost, planirana iz centra “utemeljivaËa”
(“partija - um, Ëast i savjest naπeg doba”) ili
voena umom “voe” (“oca nacije” i sl.),
postajala praznom apstrakcijom koja
potiskuje i iskljuËuje sadræaje individualnog i
konkretnog, kao i svu raznovrsnost “pred-
metnog”. U takvom modeliranju Ëak i etiËki

Baudrillard, in order to describe the process
of reconfiguration of reality under the trau-
matic shock caused by the mass media
electronic devices that start to produce an
“excess” of reality. Since then, it occurres
less as an object of presentation and more
as an ecstasy of reality that becomes more
primary, more authentic: a reality “more
real” than the one perceived. However, the
very notion of reality returns to the bound-
aries of cultural conditioning, in other
words, to the area of signs, the world of
possible repetition, conditioned reflections,
etc. Although, in the “ecstasy of communi-
cation”, it is not only an excessive (“hyper”),
but also a “pseudoreality”, shaped by the
technologic and informatic sign expansion
but not by the profoundness of the mean-
ing. The “conservative” category of reality
presupposes the differentiation between
reality and a picture, an illusion or a sign
system, while the new one uses “exploita-
tion” of the sign surface for the creation of
worlds of simulations, worlds of designa-
tors, traces, touches… The reference is not
achieved by a direct presentation of reality
(the well known “positive” ways of referring
to reality), nor by the subject’s auto-repre-
sentation during which he talks about it
(Modernism), but by the vital energy of “a
chain of designators”, by “designating
games”, a “trace” of other signs in the given
one, a vibration of multiple sense, a touch
of an ironic self-confidence, etc.

Parallel to these processes in the
Western culture, in the countries trauma-
tised by an excessive, general presence and
pressure of ideology, the reference relation-
ship with the reality has also been gradual-
ly lost. The totalitarian ideology with its
continuous efficient bombarding of con-
sciousness with ideologems (unconsciously
active mechanisms), a repetition of varying
stereotypes, has created reality as an ideo-
logical chimera, where reality itself beco-
mes Realism, i.e. a text on “socialistic real-
ity” (Socio-Realism). Spheres of ideas,
video and technology work together in the
total signal shaping of reality. The process
of “simulation” and its sign exploitation play
the key role. This way the “new” sociality,
a consciously, arbitrarily constructed one,
one that is planned from the centre of the
“founder” (“party: mind, honour and con-
science of our time”) or guided by the mind
of the “leader” (“father of the nation”, etc.),
gradually became an empty abstraction
that pushes out and excludes the contents
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of individual and concrete, all the diversity
of “subjectivity”. Even the ethical terms
such as “honour” or “conscience” become
void of meaning, projected to a “deserted
place”, mixed with all other “freed”, non-
reference signs.

However, as a result of traumatic expe-
rience of a Modernist, informatic or ideolog-
ical origin, a characteristic eclectic approach
of the Post-Modernist art is created. It is an
art that “evenly sows meanings over the
entire textual field” (Mihail Epstein). In the
new cultural reconfiguration, the position of
a work of art moves away from the autono-
my of aesthetic organisation and comes
close to a cultural artefact that participates
in the re-semantization of current reality. Its
aura has completely weakened but, like a
mirror that enters the interior multiplying it
at the same time, it remains as a layer,
appeal, memory, quotation, trace… Throu-
gh the distancing from the autonomous art
disciplines and the corresponding media, an
unstable identity of artistic expression as a
reflection of signs that constitute the reality
(and relativity) of the field of meaning is
established. We recognize this “code” in the
activity of the contemporary artists which
manifests itself as an intervention inserted
into the existing signal order of things (real-
ity of “a finished product”, work of art, con-
crete natural or social situation, urban cul-
ture, ideological or political speech, media
or arquitectonic environment, etc.). Let us
mention the example of our “flux-artist” Ivan
KoæariÊ whose work has shown itself to be
paradigmatic for many younger artists.
Among these we notice Zoran PaveliÊ
(1961), present in the artistic world since
1985 (although he received his diploma at
the Academy of Visual Arts in his mature
years, in 1998), who “arbitrarily” entitled
his first independent exposition The Last

Exhibition (Gallery Miroslav Kraljevic, May
1999). We also find significant the sentence
written on the lateral wall of his installation
Thursday in Dubrovnik (Gallery Otok, June
1999): Enlarge KoæariÊ 200 times. Enlarge
that elusive KoæariÊ as a vital, creative
model who is constantly “loosing” and “find-
ing” his own artistic character.

What is manifest in PaveliÊ’s strategy of
simultaneous relying on the signs of conti-
nuity (Modernism) and discontinuity (Post-
Modernism) is not just some false dilemma
on whether the artist is an unreliable or a
reliable witness of his own time. True,

pojmovi kao “Ëast” ili “savjest” postaju
ispraænjeni od sadræaja, projektirani na neko
“pusto mjesto”, izmijeπani sa svim drugim
“osloboenim”, nereferentnim znakovima.  

No, kao plod traumatiËnog iskustva, bilo
modernistiËkog, informatiËkog ili ideoloπkog
podrijetla, bilo mjeπavine navedenih, nasta-
je karakteristiËni eklektiËki pristup postmo-
derne umjetnosti koja “ravnomjerno sije
znaËenja po cijelom tekstualnom polju”
(Mihail Epstein). U novoj se kulturalnoj re-
konfiguraciji status umjetniËkoga djela sve
viπe odmiËe od autonomije estetskoga ustroj-
stva i sve viπe pribliæava artefactu kulture
koji sudjeluje u resemantizaciji aktualnosti.
Njegova je aura posve oslabjela, ali, poput
ogledala koje ulazi u enterijer istovremeno
ga umnaæajuÊi, ostaje kao sloj, priziv,
sjeÊanje, citat, trag… Labilni se identitet
umjetniËkog izraza kao refleksija znakova
koji konstituiraju realnost (i relativnost)
znaËenjskog polja uspostavlja u odmaku od
autonomnih umjetniËkih disciplina i njima
odgovarajuÊih medija. Taj kôd prepoznaje-
mo u onom djelovanju suvremenih umjetni-
ka  koje se oËituje kao intervencija koju se
unosi u postojeÊi znakovni poredak stvari
(realnost “gotovog proizvoda”, umjetniËkog
djela, konkretne prirodne ili druπtvene
situacije, urbane kulture, ideoloπkog ili poli-
tiËkog govora, medijskog ili arhitektonskog
ambijenta itd.). Spomenimo primjer naπeg
“flux-umjetnika” Ivana KoæariÊa Ëije se
djelovanje pokazalo paradigmatskim za
mnoge mlae umjetnike. Meu njima za-
mjeÊujemo Zorana PaveliÊa (1961.),
prisutnog u umjetniËkom svijetu od 1985.
(premda u svojim zrelijim godinama, 1998.,
stjeËe diplomu na zagrebaËkoj Akademiji
likovnih umjetnosti), koji svojoj prvoj
samostalnoj izloæbi daje “arbitrarni” naslov
Posljednja izloæba (Galerija Miroslav Kra-
ljeviÊ, svibanj 1999.). Takoer je znakovita
ispisana reËenica s boËnog zida njegove
dubrovaËke instalacije »etvrtak (Galerija
Otok, lipanj 1999.): KoæariÊa uveÊati 200
puta. Dakle, tog neuhvatljivog KoæariÊa kao
vitalno-kreativni uzor koji je u neprestanom
“gubljenju” i “nalaæenju” vlastitog umjet-
niËkog lika. 

U sluËaju PaveliÊeve strategije isto-
dobnog oslanjanja na znakove kontinuiteta
(modernizam) i diskontinuiteta (post-mo-
dernizam) ne oËituje se tek laæna dilema je
li umjetnik dvojbeni ili pouzdani svjedok
svoga vremena. Doduπe, indikativni Pave-
liÊev site-specific art (Thomas Crow), insta-
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PaveliÊ’s indicative site-specific art (Thomas
Crow), the installation of the sentence
Political speech is Suprematism “written”
in big black “square” letters in a circle
around the white edge of MeπtroviÊ’s pavil-
ion rotunda, the House of the Croatian
Association of Visual Artists (November,
1999) raised some significantly confusing
questions. Why Suprematism and how can
it be political speech? And, is it the case of
yet another process of Modernist iconoclasm
of an academically “learned” artist? Or sim-
ply a “masqued” political slogan?

This strategy’s appeal, of course, does
not rely on the interpretation of art
(Modernist) that presupposes the absolute
value of its “I” or the undoubtful value of a
work of art that is by its “universal laws”
above the artist’s “I”. Although the energy
of renovation of historical experience recalls
those very interpretations, naming of the
historical, artistic source is a mediator, a
sign of positive/negative, i.e. emotional
/rational identification in the specific mo-
ment of action, with a projection to the
future which lies behind us, in what has
already been (“born”), what is always in the
past and has already begun somewhere.
Zoran PaveliÊ’s intervention, as a discursive
action in an urban space and an interven-
tion on an architectonic monument, does
not take from “Naïve Art” as the “pureness
of view”, nor from the Neoavangard playful-
ness in the public space. It stems from
“academic learning”, a cultural fact clearly
reflected in the critical choice of the place
and manner of installing the statement, as
well as the fascination for the “model” for-
malised in Malevich’s a priori ideal of a
concise painting form of the “black square
on white background” (1913-15).

But let us begin with the sustaining ele-
ment of the statement. The declared skele-
ton and frame of this statement is
Malevich’s term Suprematism. It is one of
the historically most radical vanguard con-
cepts of abstraction, free from all “second-
ary” components of the artistic expression
(portraying “shameless Venuses”, etc.). The
centre of this approach is the idea of art as
universal, almost cosmic, manifestation of
artist’s activity, therefore having a general,
extremely high importance for humanity and
its culture and civilization. Chosen and ele-
vated in this way, artist’s role is the one
whose objective is the spiritual supremacy
of the empire of art, outside the dimensions

lacija reËenice “PolitiËki govor je supremati-
zam”, koja je bila kruæno “ispisana” velikim
crnim “kvadratnim” slovima po bijelom
obodu rotonde MeπtroviÊeva paviljona,
Doma Hrvatskog druπtva likovnih umjetnika
(u studenom 1999.), postavljala je znakovi-
to zbunjujuÊa pitanja. Zaπto suprematizam
i kako on moæe biti politiËki govor? I je li tu
rijeË o joπ jednom postupku modernistiËkog
ikonoklazma akademski “uËenog” umjetnika
ili je to tek “zakamuflirani” politiËki slogan?

Prizivanje iz ove strategije, dakako, ne
oslanja se na shvaÊanje umjetnosti (mo-
dernistiËko) koje pretpostavlja apsolutnu vri-
jednost svoga “ja” ili na nepovredivu vrijed-
nost umjetniËkog djela koje je svojim “uni-
verzalnim zakonima” iznad umjetnikova
“ja”. Premda se energijom obnavljanja po-
vijesnog iskustva upravo prozivaju takva
shvaÊanja, imenovanje povijesno-umjet-
niËkog izvora je posrednik, znak pozitivne
/negativne, odnosno emotivne/racionalne
identifikacije u konkretnom trenutku djelo-
vanja, s projekcijom u buduÊnost koja je iza
nas, dakle u onome πto je veÊ bilo
(“roeno”), πto je uvijek nekada i negdje veÊ
poËelo. Intervencija  Zorana PaveliÊa kao di-
skurzivna akcija u urbanom prostoru i inter-
vencija na arhitektonskom spomeniku,
naime, ne zahvaÊa iz “naive” kao “ËistoÊe
pogleda”, niti iz neoavangardne zaigranosti
u javnom prostoru, nego iz “akademske
uËenosti” kao kulturne Ëinjenice. Sve se to
jasno zrcali, kako u kritiËkom izboru mjesta
i naËina instaliranja iskaza, tako i u fasci-
naciji “uzorom” koji je formaliziran u
MaljeviËevu apriornom idealu saæete
slikarske forme “crnog kvadrata na bijeloj
pozadini” (1913.-1915.). 

No, poimo od noseÊeg elementa
iskaza: deklarirana okosnica i okvir iskaza
MaljeviËev je pojam suprematizma. To je
jedan od povijesno najradikalnijih avangar-
dnih koncepata apstrakcije, oËiπÊen od svih
“sekundarnih” Ëinilaca umjetniËkog iskaza
(prikazivanja “bestidnih Venera” itd.). U sre-
diπtu tog pristupa je misao o umjetnosti kao
univerzalnoj, gotovo kozmiËkoj, manifestaci-
ji djelovanja umjetnika, koje je zbog toga od
opÊeg i izvanredno visokog znaËenja za Ëo-
vjeËanstvo i njegovu kulturu i civilizaciju.
Tako odabrana i uzdignuta umjetniËka uloga
ona je kojoj je samosvrha duhovna supre-
macija carstva umjetnosti, izvan prostora i
vremena, iznad osobnosti individualnog i
partikularnog, fragmentarnog i subjektivnog.
Umjetnik u takvom svom djelovanju postaje
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privilegirani izvrπitelj uzviπenih zahtjeva i
nekih opÊevaæeÊih zakona koji su nepovre-
divi, baπ zbog tih “zacrtanih” granica
“vjeËno postojeÊeg”. U suprematistiËkoj je
projekciji status umjetnika vien negdje na
horizontu izmeu demijurga, samovoljnog
vladaoca i “uzviπenog podanika” s kojega se
reflektira, prenosi i provodi sveopÊa istina,
pa i cjelokupnog ustrojstva kozmosa.
Takvome je statusu i nadahnuÊu sve ljud-
sko strano i sekundarno; sve se osobno, pa
i umjetniËko pojedinaËno “ja”, tek utapa u
sveopÊe jedinstvo, u strukturiranu zatvo-
renost i zaokruæenost suprematistiËkog sis-
tema. To je, na kraju, model organske i
kolektivne kulture, u tradiciji ruske ideje
sabornosti (Nikolaj Berajev); on je, u mno-
gome, suprotan tradiciji evropske humanis-
tiËke kulture individualizma te njegove
otvorene strukturiranosti (otuda ponekad
gotovo militantno odbijanje zapadne tra-
dicije.)  

Aktivna kritiËka recepcija PaveliÊeve
instalacije sigurno nije mogla zanemariti
naglaπene pojmovne implikacije (suprema-
tizma) koje se bitno iscrpljuju u konceptu
samodovoljnosti: one su izravno dovedene
u korelaciju sa sintagmom “politiËki govor”.
Dakako, ne bilo koji, neki neodreeno
opÊeniti, nego konkretni “postkomunistiËki”
politiËki govor, govor moÊi. To nam je su-
gerirano posebnim znakovima, tempiran-
jem trenutka (uoËi parlamentarnih izbora,
od kojih se inaËe oËekivala promjena) i
reprezentativnog mjesta (druπtveno-povijes-
ni i arhitektonsko-urbanistiËki javni punk-
tum), ali i visokoparnim naËinom (“viπkom”
estetike) u instaliranju iskaza, ne bez fasci-
nacije slikarom Crnoga kvadrata. Naime, to
je model govora koji pokazuje homolognu
strukturiranost s opisanim konceptom su-
prematistiËke samodovoljnosti. Pritom su
konceptualne znaËajke koje pokazuju oso-
bitosti totalnog i totalitarnog dominantne: i
u estetskom i u etiËkom  prostoru akcije.
PaveliÊev iskaz dominanatno upuÊuje na
onu dimenziju politiËkoga govora koju
karakterizira manipulativno svojstvo ideolo-
gizacije, ono kojim se proizvodi simulakrum
politiËke realnosti. Primjerice, rituali “ho-
mogenizacije”, kao i ponavljanje drugih po-
litiËkih ideologema, nisu tek “laæna svijest”
o realnosti, nego je sami i stvaraju. Dakle,
ideologemi ne odraæavaju svijet, nego su
simptomi tog istog svijeta koji opisuju, i u
tom su smislu potpuno prispodobivi real-
nosti. Takvim se politiËkim govorom nastoji

of space and time, above the peculiarity of
individual and particular, fragmentary and
subjective. The artist becomes a privileged
executor of sublime demands and some
generally valid laws that are unquestionable
because of these “outlined” borders of the
“eternally existing”. In the Suprematist pro-
jection, the position of the artists is seen
somewhere on the horizon between a semi-
deity, an arbitrary sovereign and an “exalt-
ed subject” which reflects, transmits and
conducts the universal truth, even the en-
tire organisation of cosmos. Everything hu-
man is foreign and secondary to this posi-
tion and inspiration. Everything personal,
even the artist’s individual “I” melts into the
overall union, a structured confinement and
completeness of the Suprematist system.
Finally, it is a model of an organic and col-
lective culture, following the tradition of the
Russian idea of sabornost (Nikolaj Ber-
djajev). It is in many ways contrary to the
tradition of European humanist culture of
individualism and its open structuring (the
source of sometimes almost militant rejec-
tion of the Western tradition.).

The active critical reception of PaveliÊ’s
installation surely could not ignore the
stressed notional implications (Suprema-
tism) essentially exhausted in the concept
of self-sufficiency. They are brought direct-
ly into correlation with the syntagm “politi-
cal speech”. Of course, not any speech, nor
an undeterminably general one, but the
concrete “post-communist” political spe-
ech, also a power speech. This is implied in
a special set of signs; the timing (before the
parliamentary elections that were expected
to produce changes), a representative place
(socio-historical and arquitectonicly urban
public point), as well as the corresponding
manner (“excess” of aesthetic) of install-
ment, not without fascination for the
painter of the Black square. It is the model
of a speech that shows similar structure to
the one in the described concept of
Suprematist self-sufficiency. The conceptu-
al characteristics that show the particulari-
ty of the total and totalitarian are predomi-
nant both in aesthetic and ethic space of
action. PaveliÊ’s statement dominantly
points to the dimension of the political
speech characterized by the manipulating
quality of ideologization, the one that pro-
duces simulation of political reality. For
example, the rituals of “homogenisation”,
as well as the repetition of other political
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ideologems, are not merely a “false con-
sciousness” of reality; they also create it.
Thus, ideologems do not reflect the world
but are symptoms of the same world they
describe, and in that sense they completely
correspond to reality. That kind of political
speech endeavours to cover up every possi-
ble discrepancy between the totalitarian
ideologisation and the fragmentation of
reality. Therefore, every ideology that pre-
tends the wholeness of the “historical truth”

insists on Realism, which presupposes,
according to Epstein, semiotization of the
whole reality, i.e. its “transformation into
text”. In that sense, the function of Realism
is not the exact presentation of reality, but
a means of “processing reality into its sign
and picture”. One could cynically add that
it is analogous to the concept of transform-
ing the “black square” into an icon of the
“new”, the Suprematist perception of the
world that lost all its other (“subjective”)
contents, and gained an ideal measure of
universal, spiritual meaning in the geomet-
ric, square basis of the world.

This is how by destiny’s irony, in one
sensible knot of the transition period,
occurred the “impossible” encounter of the
traces of some great utopias (“white
humanity” of Suprematism) and the rest of
totalitarian ideologies (“Stalinism as a work
of art” / according to Boris Groys); of
course, through the activity of the artist as
a post-totalitarian subject no longer inter-
ested in art as a project of processing the
world, nor in the pure conceptualist play of
ideologems and cultural codes. His work
belongs, as a translation into a state of cul-
tural fragmentarity, to a deeper context of
intuitions in the understanding of contem-

prekriti svaki moguÊi procjep izmeu totali-
tarne ideologizacije i fragmentiranosti real-
nosti. Stoga svaka ideologija koja pretendi-
ra na cjelovitost “povijesne istine” inzistira
na realizmu, πto pretpostavlja, prema
Epsteinu, semiotizaciju cjelokupne realnos-
ti, odnosno “njeno pretvaranje u tekst”. U
tom smislu, funkcija realizma nije toËno
prikazivanje realnosti, veÊ sredstvo “za pre-
radu realnosti u njen znak i sliku”. Moæe se
ciniËno reÊi kako je to analogno konceptu

pretvaranja “crnog kvadrata” u ikonu “no-
vog”, suprematistiËkog osjeÊanja svijeta ko-
ji je izgubio sve svoje druge (“predmetne”)
sadræaje, a dobio idealnu mjeru univerzal-
no-duhovnog znaËenja u geometrijsko-kva-
dratnoj osnovi svijeta. 

Tako je ironijom povijesne sudbine, u
jednom osjetljivom Ëvoru tranzicijskog vre-
mena, doπlo do “nemoguÊeg” susreta trago-
va nekih velikih utopija (“bijelo ËovjeËan-
stvo” suprematizma) i ostataka totalitarnih
ideologija (“staljinizam kaoumjetniËko dje-
lo” / prema Borisu Groysu). Dakako, u akci-
ji umjetnika kao post-totalitarnog subjekta
koega viπe ne zanima ni umjetnost kao pro-
jekt prerade svijeta, a ni Ëista konceptualis-
tiËka igra ideologemima i kulturnim kodo-
vima. Njegov rad pripada, kao prevoenje u
stanje kulturne fragmentarnosti, dubljem
kontekstu intuicija u razumijevanju suvre-
menih procesa dekonstrukcije totalitarnih
diskursa.

To pokazuje PaveliÊevo razumijevanje
vrlo odreene homologne strukturiranosti u
svojstvima samodovoljnosti (politiËki govor
= suprematizam) koji se prenosi i na
oblikovni plan (rijeË je o likovno educira-
nom umjetniku!), a oËituje se u korespo-

sl.4-5: Z. PaveliÊ, PolitiËki govor je suprematizam

/Political speech is Suprematism, 1999.
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denciji volumena urbano-arhitektonskog
toposa bijele rotonde i oblikovno upeËatljive
estetske intervencije ploπnim crnim tekstom
πto se kruæno zatvara… Njegova je insta-
lacija svojom “oznaËiteljskom ekonomijom”
pristajala mjestu, povijesnom veÊ upravo po
otporu totalitarnom govoru i njegovoj poli-
tiËkoj praksi koja je preimenovala Trg ærta-
va faπizma  u Trg hrvatskih velikana. Potom
se krug joπ jednom okrenuo, sa slojevitim
tragovima upisa kulture i njenih diskur-
zivnih formacija, koji je trgu vratio njegovo
ime, ali i saËuvao, u estetskoj i etiËkoj osjet-
ljivosti, jednu umjetniËku punktuaciju.
Upravo takve punktuacije ukazuju na novo
stanje kulture jer zorno otjelotvoruju umjet-
niËke intuicije koje kontekstualno upuÊuju
na uzajamne korelacije znakova kulture, a
ne na apriornu podreenost samodovoljnoj i
viπoj “istini”.  

P.S.  Kad sam veÊ stavila posljednju
toËku na tekst, naiπla sam na neodoljiv citat
Michaela Herra (Dispethes) koji navodi
Mihael Epstein (Postmodernizam, Beograd
1998., str. 97, poznatiji po knjizi After the
Future: The Paradoxes of Postmodernism
and Contemporary Russian Culture, The
University of Massachusetts Press, Amher-
st 1995.), pozivajuÊi se na Cathy Caruth
(Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative,
and History, Baltimore and London, The
Johns Hopkins UP 1996.), koji govori o
sniæenoj osjetljivosti za znaËenje pod utje-
cajem traumatiËnih iskustava, pa ga i
navodim: “…rat je bio potreban da bi se
shvatilo: mi smo odgovorni za sve πto vidi-
mo, kao i za sve πto radimo. TeπkoÊa je u
tome πto mi ne shvaÊamo uvijek ono πto
vidimo ili ne shvaÊamo odmah nego tek
kasnije, moæda poslije nekoliko godina - ali
svejedno, veÊi dio toga ne dopire do svijesti,
nego naprosto i dalje ostaje u oËima.” t

porary processes of deconstruction of the
totalitarian discourse.

It shows PaveliÊ’s understanding of a
very definite, analogous structuring of the
particularities of self-sufficiency (political
speech = Suprematism), also transferred to
the formulating plan (we are dealing with an
artist educated in Visual Arts!) and manifest
in the correspondence between the volume
of the urban, arquitectonic place of the white
rotunda and the formally impressive aesthet-
ic intervention with plane black text, which
closes in a circle… The “designating econo-
my” of his installation suited the place,
already historic by the resistance against the
very totalitarian speech and its political prac-
tice that renamed the Square of the Victims
of Fascism into the Square of the Croatian
Great Men. Then the circle which turned
once again, with layers of cultural inscrip-
tions and its discourse formations, which
gave back the old name to the Square, but
also kept an artistic punctuation in the aes-
thetic and ethical sensibility. Precisely that
kind of punctuations point to the new state
of culture, because they embody well the
artistic intuitions that contextually point to
the mutual correlations between the signs of
culture, and not to an a priori determined
self-sufficient, higher “truth”. 

P.S. After putting the final stop to this
text, I found an irresistible quotation by
Michael Herr (Dispethes) cited by Mihail
Epstein (Postmodernizam, Belgrade, 1998,
pg. 97, better known for the book After the
Future: The Paradoxes of Postmodernism
and Contemporary Russian Culture, The
University of Massachusetts Press,
Amherst, 1995), referring to Cathy Caruth
(Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative
and History, Baltimore and London, The
John Hopkins UP, 1996), which refers to
the lowered sensibility to meaning under
the influence of traumatic experience, so I
add the quotation: “… the war was neces-
sary in order to understand: we are respon-
sible for everything we see, as well as
everything we do. The difficulty lies in the
fact that we do not always understand what
we see, or do not understand it immediate-
ly but only later, maybe after a few years,
and anyway, most of it never reaches the
consciousness, it simply remains in our
eyes.”  l

prijevod / translation: Glorija BlaæanoviÊ
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