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OLION House,
URITULI Sculpture Park, 
BUXTON, 2691., Australia NSW. 
4. mai, 1974.

*
Ülaltoodu on skulptuuri pargi^aadress, rnis tege liku lt esitab  

olionismi I I I  perioodi (arengu) näiteid , kutsutud k ü la lis te le  peale 
vastavat kokkulepet.

Olionism (va lem a  ^ooraparase nimega kreativism) on 1974 juba 2Ö 
aastat eksisteerinud. Ühte ja  te is t  on ilmunud a jak ir jade^ *01ion", 
^Kungla11, "Tulimuld* ja  "Mana" veergudel, samuti ka reas võõrkeelsetes 
( rantsuse, L ati, Leedu, Vene j . t . )  V a ija—annetes, kuid samuti ka in g li  
sekeelsetes. Kuid nende nimetamised jatan praegu kõrvale ja  puhdndan 
se lle  k ir ja  I I I  perioodile .

Alguseks loen 1969, mil elukutselise (korrespondents kunsti-opetaja  
tegevuse aflel huvi keskendus e r it i  nõrga arusaamise, te rv ise , vigj£uste  
ja  haiguste a l l  kannatavatele õp ilaste  eriprobleemide juurde*

eale kunstilisest loomingust^väljakasvava rõõmu ja  kindluse o li  
vaja  laiendada ü ld ist  arusaamist, ümbruse ja  olukordade mõistmist, et 
v a lja  jõuda ’♦KASTIS ELAMISE* k itsast m entaliteedist.

ku ltnnNd n o ^ bleemN 7 i i N dN ahendUS9 leldm is® omaaegse Sumeri kunstid 
kultuuri (1961 saadud sel a la l SEATO Stipendiumi õiguslikkus kui Aus­
t ra a lia  va litsuse  kandidaat) uurimuste op iste le .

kUS U "  m ä ttdm e is fk o n ? ro l i rkf  t ^ ^ T *  ( J u m ^ a J ^ S s o lu u t s e l fU3’sxt melst kontrollim atute nähetega Või juhtumistega;
0 -kokkupuuted LOODUSEGA, kus omame teatud kontro lli-
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OLI ja  O” ning mõtteline TULEB v iitab  se lla l  t ise  olfiinja ...... „ . u n a ö  s e l le lmeie ise  oleme a latasa muutumas Nii \ s e l le le ,  et kõik, samuti ka 
end kutsuda: -  n ä it: B U l l f ^  t ik s im e
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AINUKE VÄÄRTUS — mis jaab on KOGEMUS, mis laiendab meie silm aringi, 
arendab mõtlemist ja  tunnetamist, ning juhib meid SUUREMALE HARMQONIA-le 
koigega(mis kujundab endast ELU, osundab meie endi kujundava osale elus 
ning se lle s t  tulenevale kindlusele, usule ja  optimismile* Samal a ja l / 
näeme, et elu eole ainult moment -  OLEVIK ilma mineviku voi tulevikuta, 
vaid teatud lunem voi pikem aktiivsus, ülesannete ja  väärtustega, kus 
ig a l ühel on OMA OSA.
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dada,
Kui k e lle g il  pole just PRAEGU m illestk i kinni hakata, luua voi kujun* 

s i is  võiks otsida see lähemast voi kaugemast MINEVIKUST,
Allpool on esitatud näide 27. 6. 1939., m illise  paeva tähtsus ja. 

olemus J3n selgunud alj.es o igemh ilja -aegu  ja  sedagi järk-järgukaupa. Oige 
lopp-järgus a lle s  s i i s ,  kui mood. aasta a o r i l l i s  ostsin ^ew Yorgis 
W. Tooming1 a "The Soviet^ Colonization o f Estonia".

1^33 o lin  j ärtu (Jlio^pilaskonna kehalise k astu se  osakonna juhataja  
k .t . organiseerimas Üliõpilaskonna laske-meeskonna osavõttu U liõ p ila s -  
olurapiaadist Monakos, augusti keskpaiku. Toetuse ja  korjanduse toime­
tuleku võimalused o l i  Petseri tuleõnnetus sootuks kesiseks teinud:

Hiigivolikogu koosolek peale JAANIPAEVA -  kus arutati öaksa- 
aesti^ iittekallr, letungi lepingu ra t ifitsee r im ist . Jaanipaeva ja  suvi- 
sese u liooilas-tegevuse ajarutm muutis ja  suunis tegevusekohad ja  
ajad — ilma mingit kontro lli omamata*

0=_ a g ^ -  NOORTE MEESTE huvi re is ida , seigelda, YÕor.id rnAID ja  nende
a in i®esl aaha* ”e2d huvid meid kolki rohkem pin -

gutama, harjutama, treenima ja  kusimusi algatama.

” '"am p f V U! eVi kU* elukutse> 3issekBtkaKxkÄ tuleku probleemid o lid  mit-
S i l S S . ! “ " 11,111M4* ’ l iä a "

- ^ i Ä r - s ^ l ° l a; ^ ^ V ? l i l W r  S^ eelae ^ -k o n d  o l i  tihenemas,
See ? V  e andi? RIIGIKAITSELISE sümboolse t'ahtsuse
INGLISMAA p o l i i t i l i s k o u ls s i1^ 1^  j uhP yatele meestele huvi proovid 
tu lt või oodakult INGLISE

et n5ud muutuVsiit S e o s t e  r5° “ Sa

oiid  6 e“ a i « * -

ei kuulu enam kitsamasse vattevalja^K u id  on^kSitt1^ ? '  M ille  yaatlemine 
omas n iihästi nendele Kui d on kahtlemata selge, et 27.6.
V fV y ® 1 V  J «10 EESTISSE mingi võrdse tä h t tu L ^ k  ̂  ? s t is t  VabASSE MAA- 
arvuline ü liõ p ila ste  grupp omts k u jZ a t a  o t t ! ’ V° r<Uemisi yžikse-

Edgar E. Aavik.



Western representatives produced yet another draft treaty which 
they discussed with Molotov for over two hours. On June 22, TASS 
announced, that "circles close to the Ccmmissariat for Foreign Af­
fairs note that the ‘new’ Anglo-French proposals do not show any 
progress compared with previous ones". That same day Molotov 
received the British and French Ambassadors in the Kremlin. He 
declared the new Western proposals unacceptable, because they 
had not taken into consideration the Soviet demand to express 
clearly the assistance to be rendered to the guaranteed countries 
by the USSR, Britain and France, and had not made a precise list of 
these countries. Molotov insisted on the acceptance in full of his 
proposals of June 2. Bonnet comments: "The adamant attitude of 
Molotov compelled us to comply with the Soviet demands regarding 
Estonia, Latvia and Finland. We proposed that these states should 
be listed, without being consulted, in an Annex to the agreement 
which must be kept secret." 30
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After a hectic exchange of memoranda between Paris and 
London, the British government, on Ju~r 27. declared its readiness 
to assist the Baltic states in case oppression. But, said the 
British, assistance could be rendered cmy if the states in question 
actually put up a defense. In other worcs! tne British continued to 
insist that assistance should be made dependent on the willingness 
of the guaranteed states to accept it. stand was in straight op- 
position to the Soviet demand —  assistance to be effective in any 
way. Again, the French government orde'ed its London Ambassador, 
Corbin, to exert pressure on the E-:tlsh. Qn June 29, Corbin re­
ported to Paris that the British Fore p" Office had given way, and 
had agreed to the listing of all guaranteed states in a secret pro­
tocol. This British concession was v. ritten in the form of a new 
draft treaty. This draft, attempting to meet all Soviet demands, was 
accepted by Molotov on July 2, 1929. Tnjs. after months of bargain­
ing, the Western powers believed they had succeeded in pleasing 
the Kremlin to the fullest. The events justified London’s objections, 
as weif as those of Paris, to making public the names of the guaran­
teed states in the tripartite agreement.-

Notwithstanding its final acceptance of the Western draft, the 
Soviet government saw fit to give yet another performance of its 
character as a moody primadonna. Tv.o days later, on July 4, 
Molotov raised new problems —  Soviet unwillingness to guarantee 
Switzerland and the Netherlands, and ts definition of "indirect ag­
gression". The reason why the Soviets c c not want to be bothered 
with the security of Switzerland and m e  Netherlands, while agree-
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ing to guarantee Belgium, were difficult to perceive. The Kremlin's 
rather vague definition of the formula for indirect aggression in­
cluded “ a case of an internal coup d’etat or a political change favor­
able to the aggressor". According to this formula, a state needed 
but to make a regular change of government to justify Soviet or 
Western intervention.

It did not take France long to bring Britain to accept the final 
Soviet list of countries to be guaranteed without their knowledge —  
Poland, Romania, Turkey, Greece, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and 
Belgium. Britain was made to agree also to the Soviet formula of 
indirect aggression. A stimulus to the expedience of British and 
French diplomacy had perhaps been given by an article written by 
A. A. Zhdanov, member of the Politbureau, considered to be the 
right hand man of Stalin, published in Pravda on June 27, 1939. 
Zhdanov accused the Western powers of having dragged out the 
negotiations for over 75 days and of having invented the problem 
of the Baltic states as "an artificially created stumbling block to 
the negotiations". He ended his article by insinuating,'that the 
Western powers had tried to make Russia seem "unyielding" 
merely to render it easier for them to make a deal with Hitler. The 
arrogance and irony of Zhdanov’s statement is demonstrated by the 
fact that at the time he was making his insinuations, he, as one of 
the Kremlin bigwigs, was fully aware that the Soviet government 
was in the midst of secret negotiations with Hitler’s government; 
of this Britain and France had no inkling.

On July 2, 1939, the Estonian, Latvian and Finnish Ministers in 
London again submitted notes to the British Foreign Office, de­
claring that their countries did not want to be dealt with in the 
planned Triple Alliance.32 Again, the Baltic protest proved to be of no 
avail. They did not prevent the British government from bowing to 
the final demands of Molotov on July 4— inclusion of the Baltic 
states in the treaty and acceptance of the Soviet formula of in­
direct aggression. These British concessions were regarded by the 
French, with justification, as a veritable triumph for their diplomacy. 
The British government gives a list of the concessions it made to 
the Soviet government as follows:

In the course of the negotiations HM Government gave W3y to 
the Soviet government in the following matters. 1) Inclusion of the 
Baltic states in the treaty; 2) Leaving out of the treaty of Switzerland 
and the Netherlands; 3) Inclusion in the treaty of the formula of 
"indirect aggression"; 4) Obligation of the Contracting Parties not 
to conclude separate armistice or peace; 5) The inclusion of the de­
finition of "Indirect aggression" into the treaty itself (not in the 
secret protocol pertaining theieto). On its part the Soviet govern­
ment made no concessions worth mentionlng.33
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