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PAPERS

Art-historical Research of El Greco’s
Painting Christ in Prayer from

the National Gallery in the 20th
Century

PAVEL STEPANEK

6

Owing to increased popular interest in exhibitions and more generally to an
improvement in communication after the fall of the Iron Curtain, many of the paintings
owned by the National Gallery in Prague could be exhibited abroad, among other
artworks whose presence helped specify a number of aspects of the works at hand. This
article investigates the changes in expert opinion concerning a painting that arrived in
Bohemia in 1870. From its acquisition by the National Gallery and the publication of a
brochure by Vincenc Kramar in 1938, it became the object of formal and technological
scrutiny. The article examines the views of individual art historians, both local and
foreign, who have written about the painting, and surveys their contributions in relation

to theme, form and dating.

Keywords

El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague,
20th century art-historical research, Toledo, dating
around 1590, new restoration
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The fact that El Greco’s Prague painting
Christ in Prayer / Chest of Christ was
featured at the Madrid exhibition El
Greco: identidad y transformacion (El Greco:
Identity and Transformation), held by the
Thyssen-Bornemisza Museum in 1999,
first in Madrid and later in Rome, Athens
and Vienna,' once again highlighted the
significance of our small, not wholly typical
but all the same underappreciated signed
painting by El Greco, and also called for a
more general reflection on the problematic
of the El Greco’s Prague painting. It was
not simply another anthological exhibition
of El Greco’s art but conceptually perhaps
the most important survey of his early work
on Crete, his development in Venice and
Rome and rise to legendary status in the
Spanish city of Toledo, between 1560 and
1614; it thus offered an occasion to reflect
on the classification of our Prague painting
among the general context of El Greco’s
artistic oeuvre,? as its acquisition stood at
the end of a process inspired by the Prague
‘Grecomania’ of the early 20th century.

In fact, this was the first presentation of
El Greco in Spain that paid attention to the
artist’s Greek roots by featuring the work



1 El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Callery Prague, O 11879, post restoration, diffused daylight.
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2 El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague, O 11879, label on canvas

stretcher, likely an inventory record made during the relocation of the property or
estate of Maria Luisa de Parma (1751, Parma-1819, Rome).

3 El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague, O 11879, wax
seal of Charles IV of Spain and Maria Luisa de Parma.

of figures such as Michail Damaskinés and
Georgios Klontzas as well as other, largely
anonymous Cretan painters, uncovering El
Greco's formative environment. A thorough
chronological arrangement of the body

of El Greco’s works on display, beginning
with the icon of St. Lucas Painting an Icon of
the Madonna from roughly 1560, gave depth
to his personality, based on a Byzantine
heritage and its gradual assimilation, begun
at Crete, through Western graphics and

his subsequent Ttalian, especially Venetian
and Roman experience (the Modena Triptych
from the late 1560s), represented by lesser
known works currently scattered around
the world.

From his Spanish period, the curators
chose especially those of El Greco’s
paintings that demonstrated his continuous
artistic transformation and simultaneously
his major breakthroughs, such as the
Immaculate Conception from the Chruch
of St. Leocadia in Toledo, his View of
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Toledo from the Metropolitan Museum in
New York or his Adoration of the Shepherds
from the Romanian National Museum in
Bucharest. This transformation was also
emphasised by a selection of works whose
subject matter and composition found
repetition throughout the artist’s life, such
as the Annunciation or Christ Driving the
Money Changers from the Temple (also at the
National Gallery of Art in Washington,
D.C., and the Church of St. Ginés in
Madrid, painted in 1610-1614), allowing

a reconstruction of El Greco's stylistic
development from the earliest Ttalian
experiments up to his mature period, when
his painting acquired the distinctly Spanish
character that spellbound generations of
artists one century ago.

The first monographic exhibition of
El Greco’s work was held at the Prado
in 1902. Curiously enough, this was the
largest exhibition of the work of this
Hispanicized Cretan master to date,
comprising 21 paintings owned by the
organising institution and 63 paintings from
private collections, although it featured all
sorts of works that did not face up to the
exhibition’s critical reception or to stricter
later research. The exhibition was followed
by a number of others, especially the 1908
Autumn Salon in Paris, organised by Maxim
Dethomas, the brother-in-law of El Greco's
most noteworthy contemporary collector,
Zuloaga.

The aim of that exhibition - to present
El Greco as a forerunner of avant-garde
painting - was achieved perfectly. Among
painters, it roused the sort of Grecomania
mentioned above;* in Czech artistic
circles, El Greco’s influence found salient
expression especially in its formative stage
and in general throughout the Cubo-
Expressivist period. This Grecomania was
also largely due to contemporary essayistic
publications, especially Barrés’ Greco or
The Secret of Toledo.> Characteristically, the
author dedicated his book to Baron Robert
de Montesquieu, one of El Greco’s earliest
apologists, and thereby underscored his
adherence to the Romantic trend. It is no
coincidence that Barrés’ most representative
portrait (in fact, one set against the
background of Toledo) was painted
precisely by Ignacio Zuloaga.°

This phenomenon is, of course, not
uniquely Czech but also found reflection
in France (Paris) and Germany, although
the international reception has only been
paid systematic attention quite recently.’
Two further notable exhibitions were held
much later; the first, in Paris, was organised
by the journal Gazette des Beaux Arts in



1937, the second took place in Bordeaux in
1953 under the title Domenico Theotocopuli
dit Le Greco. De la Créte a Toléde par Venise.
Other exhibitions were largely anthological
in character, e.g. in Ghent in 1966 and in
Tokyo in 1986.8

Let us first look at the history of the
Prague painting. Compared to other
paintings owned by the National Gallery,
El Greco’s Chest of Christ (or Christ in Prayer,
Head of Christ, oil on canvas, 61 x 46 cm,

O 11879) doubtless enjoyed much more
attention from the local and foreign
literature, but unfortunately this attention
only engendered adequate research quite
recently.® (Fig. 1)

The painting arrived at the National
Gallery from Konopisté on 1 December
1937, where it had been previously owned
by the Central Directorate of National
Farms and Woodlands, classified as n.
18.398, since 1926; it was transferred here
from the chateau in Brandys nad Labem
from the property of the last Grand Duke
of Tuscany, Leopold II.*° The acquisition
of this painting evoked a positive reaction
among reviewers in Prague.® It was likely
purchased in Paris at an auction of the
collections of Baron D. in 1870 (n. 27);
he had acquired it in an auction of the
collections of Countess de Quinto in 1862.
Based on this most recent trace known to
date, we may conclude that the painting
only left Spain in the 19th century.

By analysis of a label attached to the
stretcher, likely a record from an inventory
completed after the painting’s restoration, it
has been ascertained to carry a description
written during the relocation of the
property or estate of Maria Luisa de Parma
(1751, Parma-1819, Rome), whose coat of
arms contains a seal that also appears on
the stretcher. The painting is classified as
item n. 55, (Fig. 2-3)with an approximate
measurement and a note stating it portrays
Christ condemned to the cross. (Maria
Luisa came from the House of Bourbon-
Anjou; her marriage with Charles, Prince
of Asturias, in 1765 brought together the
two kindred branches of the House of
Bourbon. Her spouse was her biological
cousin, King Charles IV. They resided in
Parma and Naples, Maria Luisa became
Queen of Spain after Charles succeeded to
the throne on 14 December 1788, but their
rule was interrupted by the Napoleonic
Wars in 1808). These two latter dates likely
delimit the provenance of the seal and
inscription. The wax seal, featuring the
royal crown on top and the Order of the
Golden Fleece on the bottom, indicates the
highest, royal status of its owner. It was an

4 El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague, O 11879, detail of signature:
Aoprvikog @eoTokoToUNOG £TToiel, before restoration, diffused daylight.

Italian interpretation of the marriage of the
royal pair, who ruled over Spain from 1788
until their deposition by Napoleon in 1808
(followed by five years of rule by the House
of Bonaparte). The seal in fact combines
two coats of arms - the monarch is
represented by the symbol on the observer’s
left (the seal’s right side), while the other
side of the seal features the symbol of Maria
Luisa of Parma.

Identification and translation of label
by Prof. Ladislav Daniel; Mrs. Almudena
Pérez de Tudela Gabaldén and Dr. Valentin
Moreno Gallego, associates from the Agency
of Royal Heritage (Patrimonio Nacional),
have also helped this interpretation.

It was stolen from the National Gallery on
20 October 1972 and returned after several
years from Vienna, along with two other
paintings (Hals, Tintoretto), and restored
and reintroduced in 1976.%

The authorship of this painting has
never been disputed; it is identified
unambiguously by a Greek signature
(Domenicos Teotocopulos epoiei) and confirmed
by an indubitably high degree of artistic
quality. (Fig. 4)

The painting’s composition is rather
simple: a slanting but raised narrow
head of Christ, set on a long neck and
prolonged in a pointed beard and long
hair, falling in curls on his shoulder, raises
a tearful gaze to the heavens. The reddish
garment, ochre-yellow skin, yellow halo
and brownish-yellow background lend the
artwork a distinctly warm colour scheme.
Christ’s head is placed at the intersection of
the diagonals, indicated by his shoulders,
and inscribed in a rectangular halo,
underscoring its symmetry.

In terms of elongation, the figure
approaches El Greco’s signature late types
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while still somewhat beholding to reality.
As Gregorio Maraiién has convincingly
demonstrated in his masterful comparative
anthropological study (using the example of
the small village of Nuncio Nuevo nearby
Toledo), these heads are in fact portraits

of the villagers and inhabitants from the
Toledo province, whose long and slender
body type has not seen much change since
El Greco’s lifetime, as the stratum of the
population that belonged to the military
and state administration was mobile, often
changed and did not mingle with the rest,
while the clergy had no physical heritage
at all; in terms of spirituality, he adverted
especially to the influence of the mystical
atmosphere largely inspired by St. Theresa.

The figure of Christ is decorporealized
through a peculiar light that seems
to emanate from the halo behind his
head. The reddish garment maintains
its physicality and a shade of the
Venetian colour scheme in the manner of
Tintoretto. The strong layers of colour
on the figure’s forehead are mostly
concentrated on the left, and the whole
wide mass emphasises the forehead’s
contours below the hairline. The watery
appearance of the eyes was achieved with
touches of pure white, applied in part on
the black pupil as well as where the white
of the cornea is most suppressed.” These
colours were also applied on the root of
the nose. The mouth is defined by a deep,
dark outline. The colour effect, as Kramar
observed prior to the modern restoration,
“is partly due to a brownish bole underlayer,
which at times shows through or affects the
upper, mostly subtle layer of colour.” The effect
was also achieved by virtue of painting
technique, “spreading a sophisticated thin layer
of paint across the surface so that the traces of
the individual bristles on the brush are visible,
and ample use of colour. Especially the garment
is produced by a sort of collision of swirling and
fragmented coloured lights.”

El Greco’s Prague painting entered the
art historical literature relatively recently,
in a somewhat amateur but nevertheless
interesting paper by Professor J. Landsman
from Brandys,” who took note of its
ascetic features and visionary quality. In
the foreign literature, it was first published
jointly by Legendre and Hartmann.

Their dating of 1592-96 was accepted by
other authors.” The exceptionally strict

but not entirely precise Wethey,?® who
believed the painting was created with the
involvement of a workshop, dated it to
1590-95 and classified it as an unusual work
in his chapter on the Life of Christ and

the Madonna. Frati* merely accepted and
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summarized earlier claims made by foreign
researchers, although her contribution lies

especially in providing a formal analysis we
will discuss later on.

In the Czech Republic, the inner
dynamism of the Prague painting and its
classification among El Greco’s oeuvre has
been partly addressed by V. Kraméi?? and
J. Cibulka.? (Fig. 5)

Kraméf was mainly interested in the
painting’s formal aspects and emphasised
the ‘modern character’ of El Greco's
style, whereas Cibulka tried his hand at a
psychological analysis that placed the work
in the artist’s broader oeuvre. According
to Kramaf,>* our Christ is an example
of El Greco’s mature style, although
not developed in all its consequences.

He further rightly observed that the
painting still shows traces of physical
plasticity and formal aestheticism. He
nevertheless deemed the style of this
painting significantly spiritualised and

the “surface painting to be very subtle.”

He also highlights the significance of an
otherwise inconspicuous aureole, forming
a cross, and a glow given off by the arms
of the cross transitioning into a sort of
square; it is part of this antagonism of

the two diagonals, formed by the position
of Christ’s shoulders and head with the
halo.” Kramar here - according to Daniel*
- in a study that is “strongly coloured by

his almost unconscious but constant interest

in the roots of modern painting ... goes so far

ad hoc as to combine the impulses of the two
Spanish painters, El Greco and Goya, on the
‘Tmpressionist generation’: one impulse was
supplied in the beginning to the Impressionists -
including Cézanne - by Goya, especially through
his influence on E. Manet, and the other impulse
was received by P. Cézanne from El Greco, when
he developed his post-impressionist techniques.”
Although this Christ is not representative
of El Greco’s mature style, he considers the
painting a highly valuable and characteristic
example of his spiritualised, sophisticated
style of painting. Precisely this aspect

of painting technique was emphasised

by Cibulka;? in his view, El Greco here
achieved an insufficient degree of his
typically indescribable, emotive effect but
simultaneously allowed a radiant colour
scheme to shine through the glow of
mellow lighting. In treating the issue of
date, Cibulka noted that a similar slant of
the head, gaze, expression and a still-plastic
construction of the head can be seen on the
Toledan nobleman above St. Augustine on
Greco’s Burial of the Count of Orgaz, created
in 1586. He also observed that the rendition
of light and shadow on the gown points to



the early 1590s. According to the slightly
more recent opinion of Ladislav Kesner, the
Prague El Greco “to a certain extent allows one
to experience the purely spiritual character of the
art of this exalted religious visionary.” 2

Without being familiar with Cibulka’s
opinion or the Prague original, prominent
Spanish art historian Camén Aznar wrote
a somewhat overstated yet relatively apt
psychologising analysis in which he derives
the thematic inspiration of the Prague
painting from the Expolio, which also
served as the basis for the halffigure of
St. Francis, but mostly connects it with the
iconographic type of a group of paintings
depicting Christ as he embraces the Cross,
calling it ‘Jesus’ gaze’ - “because never has there
been anything painted in art that was more direct,
more spiritual than these pupils, in which emerges
the whole of Jesus’ divinity. Tt seems as though
this head exhales a dolorous gaze that reaches the
love of God the Father. This expression contdins
something of the agonizing ecstasy of martyrdom
and simultaneously of cosmic joy, the institution
of eternal glory.”* Camén thought El Greco
returned in the Prague painting® to his
own passionate and illuminating manner of
portrayal, which lines up with the tradition
surrounding his work. Camén’s arguments
were accepted by José M. Moreno Galvéan,*
who likewise stressed El Greco’s “feverishly
ecstatic and visionary style.” G. Reimann® drew
a link between the Prague painting and the
Apostles series (1587), noting a resemblance
in the construction of a backlit head.

The most thorough summary of the
existing knowledge about the Prague
painting was provided by José Gudiol,*
who built on a thorough and so far
unsurpassed formal analysis of El Greco’s
oeuvre in general as well as our canvas
in particular. He extended the painting’s
assumed date to 1587-1597 and related it
in terms of style, besides the Expolio, to
somewhat different artworks (e.g. Mary
Magdalene from Kansas City), while clearly
emphasising the painting’s devotional
character. He justified this extension by the
fact that the works classified in the artist’s
third creative period (1579-1586) - from
St. Maurice in Escorial to The Burial of the
Count of Orgaz - see El Greco returning to
the system he had previously relied on in
Ttaly: producing devotional paintings in
stock, intended for eventual customers. As
a matter of fact, El Greco retained several
models and examples until his death - a
sort of sample book or catalogue - for
Toledan customers, with the help of which
his workshop could produce new versions
on commission, nowadays complicating
the issue of an accurate dating. The Prague

Head of Christ, intended as a household
devotional painting, is a simplified version
of Christ’s head from the Expolio. The
author takes note of similarities in terms
of construction, expression and character
given the presence of necessary differences
dictated by the theme (similarly to how
this is the case with the other versions

of Mary Magdalene in Montevideo and
Paradas). Gudiol observed that “a bright,
luminous halo separates the head from the dark
background. This moderate-sized painting from
the collections of Prague’s National Gallery
testifies to the technical subtleties and finesse

that formed the basis of El Greco’s plainness

and simplicity. The painter applied ‘sfregatura’
on the right side of the tunic, and strong layers
of white paste on the forehead, especially on the
left. He highlighted the contour of the forehead
with a wide stripe of impasto, running up to the
hairline. He expressed the watery glow of the eyes
using white applied in part onto the black pupil
and partly on the dimmer white of the eye. Paste
was applied energetically on the root of the nose,
between the eyes. A deep, black line marks the
middle contour of the mouth where the lips meet.
The sparse beard features wholly disjointed and
apparently purposeless white spots”34 on the left
by the temple. These methods, quite far
from the ‘pointillism’ or ‘optic method’ of
some 19th-century painters, have essentially
the same basis. Their purpose is to animate
the whole and to heighten the efficacy

of the image by relying on unacademical
painting techniques. Rembrandt would
constantly resort to such techniques in the

5 Cover of Vincenc
Kramér, Greco and Goya
in the National Collection
of Old Art, Prague 1938.
Library of the National
Gallery Prague.
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6 El Greco,

Head of Christ

(currently at
Museo San
Telmo, San

Sebastian, Spain).

Reproduced
in: Zeitschrift
fur bildende

Kunst 1921, 56,

pp. 55-60.

7 El Greco,

Head of Christ

(currently at
McNay Art
Institute, San

Antonio, Texas,
USA). Reproduced

in: Zeitschrift
fur bildende

Kunst 1921, 56,

pp. 55-60.
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17th century, giving mellow backgrounds
the character of a ‘fluid’ atmosphere that
reflects his figures. Neither the Baroque
Dutchman nor the Hispanicized Greek
master from late 16th century, however,
abandoned traditional methods of depiction
and only used these techniques to the end
of achieving a higher degree of vibrancy in
their paintings.

Finally, Ladislav Daniel summarised that
the dynamic animation and psychological
characterisation of the face, associated with
the appearance of El Greco’s son Jorge
Manuel Theotocépulos, transformed the
original, rigid type of a Christ-Pantocrator
into a present, vulnerable Christ-man
engaging in inner dialogue with God,
mouthing affectionate prayer on the limit of
ecstasy.”

Most of the authors addressed the issue
of dating in view of the existence of two
slightly different versions, which the expert
community knew earlier than our painting.
Kramaf based his claims on Legendre and
Hartmann, who accepted the dating of both
versions to 1590-96 formulated by Mayer.3
The first of these two variants, currently at
Museo San Telmo in San Sebastian, differs
in certain subtle details, especially the
vertical asymmetry of the eyes, details on
the ears, beard and curls of the hair, and
finally the left shoulder. (Fig. 6)

Here, the halo behind Christ’s head is
somewhat dimmer, whereas the shadows
are deeper and darker. However, the
painting suffered by having been overly
cleaned (the hair is now limited to a
brownish-red underlayer, the tunic is flat
pink). It was dated to the same period as
the painting from Prague, to which it forms
the closest counterpart. Mayer’s dating,
too, tends to coincide with the broadest
assumed period for the Prague painting.¥
Like the previous version, the second
version at the McNay Art Museum in San
Antonio suffered by an outright drastic
round of cleaning, and the upper layers
have been lost entirely. (Fig. 7)

The hair here encompasses the head in
more massive, less delicate strands, the
beard splits into two and the remaining
facial hair is rendered with more
accuracy, and this fits the more detailed
compositional section which the chest is
part of. This impastoed painting is usually
cited in connection with El Greco's earlier
works.3

Jaromir Neumann adds that “the unusual
placement of the signature close to the face, such
as we also find it on El Greco’s portraits and
similarly conceived individual figures, corresponds
to the fact that El Greco tried to capture the



features of Christ’s ‘true’ appearance in his face,
in the manner of “vera efigies”. The signature,
rendered similarly to his iconic inscriptions, must
have confirmed the verisimilitude of the ‘portrait’,
but simultaneously also the authenticity of the
version, which could afterwards serve as a basis
for workshop replicas.” He also states that the
somewhat unusual imperfect form of the
verb in the signature (was making rather
than made) signifies that El Greco “thereby
joined the Apellan tradition (...) and also the
view that an artwork is always begun and never
completed. This conception, contrasting the view
of his teacher Titian, corresponded to El Greco’s
common practice of creating numerous replicas
of his painting, of which each seemed to be a
provisional stage in an effort for a better rendition
of a prototype and the ultimate idea contained
therein rather than a definitively final result of a
completed creative process.” Recent study has
shown that the signature gradually came to
occupy an integral position in El Greco’ s
compositions.4°

In any case, our painting, marked (in
contrast to the variants) with a signature,
can be considered the highest quality
exemplar of the three known versions,
although the sequence of their production
is not entirely clear due to the use of
the abovementioned sample book.# Of a
remarkable number of preserved artworks
- over 700 in total - only a few can be
classified chronologically, and even then
merely with a rough approximation. That is
our case, too. From Gudiol’s and Wethey’s
classification, it follows that the Texas
painting was created before the Prague
painting, but the quality of the Prague
painting is generally considered superior,
and Frati*? therefore considers it to be a
prototype (it is the only version reproduced
and is listed first among the three). We may
assume that the date of production around
1590 will continue to be most readily
accepted. Given these characteristics,
the abovementioned exhibition El Greco:
Identity and Transformation in Madrid paired
the Prague Christ with the more colourful
but extremely similar St. James the Younger
(Apostle’s Head) from the Museum of Fine
Arts (Szépmivészeti Mizeum) in Budapest.

Similarly, the yellows emerging from the
dark on the robe and skin of our El Greco
resemble the colour scheme of St. Mary
Magdalene from the same collection.

During his first Toledan period, when El
Greco finally extricated himself from the
influence of Ttalianising morphology and
thinking with his Burial of the Count of Orgaz,
the artist painted portraits and above all
religious images, both variations on earlier
motifs as well as new compositions, largely

inspired by the subject matter of Christ’s
suffering, such as Christ Taking Leave of His
Mother, Christ Carrying the Cross, Expolio (The
Disrobing), The Crucifixion, or Pietd. These
works precisely suggest a transformation in
El Greco’s thinking under the influence of
the Spanish environment, from an eclectic
mannerism of the Venetian and Roman
type to deeply passionate art, beginning
with the Burial.

El Greco’s artistic transformation paved
the way from a general crisis characterised
by an inability to elaborate life principles
precisely by restating the problem of man,
viewed, of course, through a Baroque
sensitivity of a religious cast.®? El Greco
opposes cold utilitarianism devoid of
emotional import with a moral sensitivity
based on traditional Christian principles.
For El Greco, passion never assumes the
plain forms we sometimes encounter
in Baroque art, and our painting is no
exception in this regard; it maintains a
sophisticated complexity of the intellectual
atmosphere of the late Renaissance - neo-
Platonic, that is - that gave birth to this
pupil of Tintoretto and Titian.

In our Christ in Prayer / Chest of Christ, the
painter does not shy from any of the artistic
problems typical of the late Renaissance:
the relation between natural form and its
artistic rendition, where he defends the
artist’s right to deform reality (Baroque,
in contrast, is necessarily a tendency to
expressive naturalism). He also does not

8 El Greco,
Head of Christ,
copy by Vladimir
Gebauer (?) after
the painting at the
National Gallery
Prague, 1965.
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9 El Greco,
Christ in Prayer,
National Gallery
Prague, O 11879,
before restoration,
infrared
reflectography.

10 El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague, O 11879, before
restoration, X-ray spectroscopy.
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simplify the spatial construction of the
image by attenuating the space with scenery
or strongly reflective lighting, which would
allow him to paint the illuminated central
scene against a dark background. The
narratively indifferent figure of Christ (the
theme is not a narrative, dramatic scene;
Christ is rather set before the spectator as
a sort problem) protrudes in the empty
space, illuminated by an unreal light,*
which almost seems to compose the pale,
long, delicate face ridden with a complex
expression of feverish elation (the opposite
would be a Baroque unequivocality of
emotion).

Frati was perhaps most accurate in her
description of El Greco’s light. In her
view, El Greco’s lighting surpassed its
Venetian roots by illuminating figures
without emanating from a specific source,
or without the scene being illuminated
solely by diffusive light. Like in Byzantine
painting, in El Greco, the light originates
from many different sources without
imitating natural illumination. As El
Greco continued developing as an artist,
his paintings featured increasingly more
sources of illumination, shedding light on
different sections of the image, and the
result carries a very hallucinatory quality
precisely for its uneven and arbitrary
lighting.®

Finally, let us mention the most recent
summary of the problematic at the
exhibition of the Thyssen-Bornemisza
Museum in Madrid. In an analysis of
the existing literature, the author of the
catalogue entry, José Alvarez Lopera,* drew
attention to a number of notable issues,
among them that the iconographic type,
relatively rare in El Greco’s oeuvre, is a
sort of pendant to the Mater Dolorosa from
the Berlin Museum. Despite the presence
of differences in technique between the
two other known versions of each of these
paintings, similarities in expression and
format as well as the fact that the head on
each faces in a different direction suggest it
cannot be ruled out these were conceived
in pair.

In any event, the Prague painting can
also be related to an inventory of El Greco's
property from 1614, specifically the entry
Una cabeza de un cristo (sicl). The title used
by Camoén and Wethey for paintings of
this type (Christ’s Ecstasy) is not entirely
justified and mostly accords with earlier
views about the artist’s work. Despite a
mystical expression, Christ’s position and
gaze suggest more determination and
submission (awareness of one’s task) than
mystical rapture, resembling the Expolio



or Christ Carrying the Cross in half-figure.

In addition, like on El Greco’s the latest
paintings, where Christ is portrayed as

a Redeemer conferring blessing, Jesus’
head is framed by a rectangular halo. One
detail in particular is especially telling
here, namely his hair, falling on his right
shoulder in a long wave. It resembles

the hair on the painting of the Penitent
Magdalene from Kansas City. This masterful
detail reminds Alvarez Lopera of El Greco'’s
critique of Michelangelo, when he claimed
the latter was incapable of portraying or
rendering hair...# In comparison to the
abovementioned two versions, Alvarez
Lopera gives clear preference to the Prague
painting, which he therefore also chose for
the exhibition.

A change of the painting’s title to Christ
in Prayer and postponement of the dating to
ca. 1595-97 fully accords with the current
results of formal and historical analysis. In
general, it may be observed that the isolated
figure, imperative, dense with strong
expressive intensity, becomes, without
resorting to contemporary or geographic
references, a symbolic image, a sort of icon
capable of polarizing piety.

In this way, El Greco creates the final
offshoot, an echo of the Renaissance,
while simultaneously identifying with
the spiritual climate of a country that
occasioned a turn in the contemporary
world during the mid-16th century: the
Catholic reformation of the Council of
Trent, represented in Spanish painting by
the art of the mystically-attuned Luis de
Morales, who inspired a wave of copyism
in Bohemia, proto-Baroque sculptor Alonso
Berruguete, and the modest to abstract
geometric architect Juan de Herrera,
designer of the Escorial, a building that
influenced the blueprint of dozens of
prominent structures around Europe,
including in Bohemia and Moravia.*®

Appendix
Prior to restoration, conservators
thoroughly examined the painting to
determine its technical condition, which
then served to specify the restoration's
conception and methodology. A further
purpose of the examination was to describe
the painting technique used and to place
the work in the context of El Greco’s
oeuvre. The examination was mostly
based on non-invasive methods, such
as radiography, infrared reflectography,
UV luminescence photography,
macrophotography, etc.

The painting displays numerous defects.
A large crack, filled and retouched, can

11  El Greco, Christ in Prayer, National Gallery Prague, O 11879, detail of head, post
restoration, diffused daylight.

be observed in the background. More
extensive imperfections can be found at
the bottom edge of the canvas, on Christ’s
tunic. The small spots of missing paint are
likely due to 19th century restoration. The
painting was stolen in 1972 and cut out

of its decorative frame. However, by this
time, the painting no longer had its original
edges, and only few sections especially in
the background have sustained damage.
Fortunately, the face has been preserved in
very good condition.

The present restoration was necessary
because the varnish had darkened
considerably, distorting the original palette
of El Greco’s work. The yellow filter
produced by the old varnish suppressed
the original tonal vibration between warm
and cool colour tones. The visually inferior
state of the painting was also due to rather
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darkened and tonally distorted retouching.
The level of adhesion of the layers of
colour to the ground was satisfactory. The
restoration largely focused on visually
rehabilitating the work’s original qualities.
This demanding task was entrusted to
Rafael Alonso, restorer emeritus from the
Museo del Prado in Madrid, who restored
most of El Greco’s paintings held in
Spanish collections. The restorer gradually
and carefully thinned out the darkened
layers of varnish, uncovering the painting’s
original tonality, while preserving a fine
patina to reflect its age of more than

four hundred years. Individual defects
were subsequently treated with reversible
materials.

(Restoration Department of the National Gallery
Prague, according to Rafael Alonso’s restoration report
from 2018, restoration documents deposited at the
Archive of the Restoration Department NGP)

This paper was written thanks to the support
of the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports,
grant IGA_FF_2015_025 Od stiedovéku po dnesck.
Studie o uméni v éeskych zemich (From the Middle

Ages to Today. Study on Art in the Czech Lands).

Notes

1 José Alvarez Lopera, El Greco: identidad

y transformacion. Creta. Italia. Espafia. Museo
Thyssen-Bornemisza, Madrid, 3 January-16 May
1999 (Rome, 2 June-19 September 1999, and
Athens, 18 October 1999-17 January 2000).
Cat. ed. José Alvarez Lopera, the exhibition’s
curator, here provides a summary of views
previously published in a short work titled La
construccion de un pintor. Un siglo de biisquedas e
intepretaciones sobre el Greco (pp. 25-56). Another
author, Nicos Hadjinicolau, studied nationalist
tendencies of all kinds in judging the artist’s
work (El Greco revestido de ideologias nacionalistas,
Pp- 54-84), Lionello Puppi summarised the views
on El Greco’s work in Italy and its correlation
with Italian art (El Greco en Tialia y el arte italiano,
pp- 97-118), while his Spanish period was
analysed by José Manuel Pita Andrade (El
Greco en Espafia, pp. 153-174), El Greco’s artistic
thinking - from the Eyes of the Soul to the
Eyes of Reason - was the subject of a study
by Fernando Marias (El pensamiento artistico de
El Greco: de los ojos del alma a los ojos de la razon,
pp. 153-174), and finally, the delicate issue

of mysticism was treated with sophistication
in a study dedicated to the mind’s ascent to
God - El Greco’s religious iconography and
the spiritual reform in Spain by David Davies
(La ascension de la mente hacia Dios. La iconografia
religiosa del Greco y la reforma espiritual en Espaiia,
pp. 175-201). A fuller appreciation of the value
of this painting was i.a. the aim of Ladislav
Daniel in ‘Between the Pantocrator and the
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Man: Addenda to the Italian Influences in El
Greco’s Work’. In: El Greco in Italy and Falian Art.
Proceedings of the International Symposium. Rethymno,
Crete, 22-24 September 1995. University of Crete,
Rethymno, 1999, pp. 243-246. See also Miguel
Moran Turina. El Greco. ‘Nuevas Miradas’,
Descubrir el Arte I, i. 1, marzo 1999, pp. 30-39;
José Alvarez Lopera, ‘El Greco: identidad y
transformacién’. Descubrir el Arte, 1, i. 1, marzo
1999, pp. 22-27. - El Greco de Toledo. Museo del
Prado, Madrid, 1 April-8 June 1982, National
Gallery, Washington, 3 July-6 September 1982,
Dallas Museum of Fine Arts, Dallas (Texas),

12 December 1982-6 February 1983. Articles
reconstructing ‘Greco’s Toledo’ were also
published at the time. See J. Carter Brown, ‘The
Genius of El Greco’, National Geographic, Vol. 161,
i. 6, June 1982, pp. 736-744; Louise E. Levathes,
‘Toledo - El Greco’s Spain Lives On’, National
Geographic, Vol. 161, i. 6, June 1982, pp. 726-753.
- Among reviews, see e.g. J. A. Alvarez Reyes,
‘El Greco, un viaje de ida y vuelta’, El Periddico del
Arte, febrero de 1999, i. 19, p. 7, il., pointed out
especially that from among the eighty collected
paintings, only the Toledan period was mature,
the others merely amounted to study material.

2 Unfortunately, our painting was not
borrowed for the Vienna exhibition. For
professional reviews, see Jaromir Adamec, ‘El
Greco 1541-1614', Ateliér, 2001, i. 13, p. 8; Pavel
Kalina, ‘Umeéni, penize a teorie. Videriska vystava
El Greca’, Tijden, i. 28, pp. 64-65, il.; Peter Kovag,
‘Videti pFedstavuje jeden ze skvostt El Greka'.
Prdvo, 23. 6. 2001, p. 13; Vaclav Sokol, ‘El Greco
ve Vidni’, Katolicky tijdenik, 2001, i. 43, p. 7.

3 On this theme, see Pavel Stépéanek, ‘La
,Grecomania® Checa: El Greco en el arte
moderno checo a principios del s. XX'. XTI
Jornadas de Arte. El arte espaiiol fuera de Espaiia.
Biblioteca de Historia del Arte. Acta del
Simposio Internacional Arte Espariol fuera de
Espaiia. Instituto de Historia del CSIC. Madrid
2003, pp. 469-482. This theme would deserve a
book of its own.

4 On this term, see Jordi Gonzilez Llacer,

El Greco y su influencia en los albores de la
modernidad, Galeria Antigvaria XV, 1997, &. 148,
Pp. 42-47, review of an exhibition at Museu
Nacional D’'Art de Catalunya.

5 Ertl, ‘El Greco ¢ili tajemstvi Toleda’, Volné
sméry, 1910, p. 174, comments (mentions) the
book by Maurice Barrés, Greco ou le secret de
Toléde, Paris 1912 (Nouvelle édition augmentée de
quelques pages inédites avec seize reproductions
hors texte), a copy of which was also owned by
V. Kramiaf, who thought it was a “poetic evocation
of the secret of Toledo” (Vincenc Kramar, ‘Domenico
Theotocépuli El Greco’, ed. K. Srp, Uméni 1990,
i. 6, pp. 511-519, cit. on p. 516). The book was
published in many editions.

6 See Alvarez Lopera (fn. 1), img. 2, from

the Musée Lorrain in Nancy, likely inspired by



Barres’ chapter En face de Tolede, le Greco me donne
le secret de Tolede. Note especially his footnote on
p. 108, where he claims that even in October
1902, Barrés was the first visitor of the year who
wanted to see El Greco’s work in the Church of
St. John the Baptist.

7 A model situation for an analysis of

the influences in Germany was produced

by Veronika Schréder in her study El Greco

im friithen deutschen Expressionismus. Von der
Kunstgeschichte als Stilgeschichte zur Kunstgeschichte
als Geistesgeschichte, Frankfurt: Peter Lang 1998.
Also, G. McLeim-Smith - Maria del Carmen
Garrido - Sarah L. Fischer, ‘A Note on Reading
El Greco’s Revisions: A Group of Paintings of
the Holy Family’, in: Studies in the History of Art,
vol. 18, National Gallery of Art, Washington,

S. 67.

8 El Greco, 1541-1614, Musée des Beaux Arts,
Ghent; El Greco Exhibition, The National Museum
of Western Art 1986, Tokyo. On the 450th
anniversary of El Greco’s birth, an exhibition
was also held on Crete - Heraklion, Basilica of
St. Mark, 1990; see El Greco in Italy and Ttalian Art,
Athens 1995.

9 This part of the article is based on a so far
unpublished Master’s thesis, defended in 1973;
prof. Pavel Preiss recommended it as a doctoral
thesis. See Pavel St&panek, Spanélskd malba

a plastika ve sbirkdch Ndrodni galerie v Praze, FFKU,
1973, 369 p., manuscript. Passages on El Greco:
chap. IL., pp. 47-53, 212-214, 279-282, cat. n. 8.
See here for all details including bibliography
and provenance; the work was later used by

J. Neumann, T¥i obrazy / Tintoretto, El Greco, Frans
Hals, Sbirka starého evropského umeéni, (edition
Malé katalogy), National Gallery Prague, April
1977; also Ndrodni galerie v Praze. Staré evropské
uméni, Réunion des Musées Nationaux, Prague
1992, p. 52 (entry by Ladislav Daniel); Jiff Kotaltk
et al., Ndrodni galerie v Praze. The results were
briefly mentioned in the exhibition catalogue:
Pavel Stépéanek, Spanélské uméni 14.-16. stoleti

% Ceskoslovenskyjch sbirek, Prague, Central Bohemian
Gallery, December 1984-January 1985, and in the
short article El Greco en Praga, Vida Checoslovaca
(Prague), 1984, i. 4, p. 29, il.; El Greco’s painting
technique is also partly addressed in - El Greco,
Obrazy Zvéstovani. p§ (P. St&panek) - annk
(Antonin Novik) (rev.): Ma. C. Garrido, Estudio
técnico de cuatro Anunciaciones de El Greco,
Boletin del Museo del Prado (Madrid), VIII, i. 23,
1987, pp. 85-108, Technologia Artis (Prague), 1990,
i. 1, p. 80.

10 Prof. Landsman (sic), El Greco: Hlava
Kristova. Okresni Jednota muzejni v Brandyse
nad Labem v€nuje svym pfatelim a znamym

I. roéenku, Brandys 1926, pp. 12-13. It appears
he was the first to urge the Chest of Christ be
transferred to the National Gallery, where the
painting was finally obtained by a loan on

8 December 1937 (Vincenc Kramdi: od starijch

mistrii k Picassovi, National Gallery Prague -
Collection of Modern and Contemporary Art,
Trade Fair Palace 13 Oct 2000-28 Jan 2001, p. 37):
see also J. L., ‘Grectv obraz v Brandyse nad
Labem’, Ndrodni osvobozeni, III, 25. 2. 1926, i. 56,
P- 3. A copy of the Prague painting is currently
exhibited at the castle.

11 Anon., ‘Benedetto da Majano, El Greco,
Goya und Heinrich Fissli in der Staatlichen
Sammlung alter Kunst in Prag’, Prager Presse
XVIII, 1938, i. 62, p. 8, and L. Kreitner, ‘Die
Neuordnung der Staatssamlung alter Kunst’,
Prager Presse XVIII, 1938, i. 185, p. 10, on the new
installation of the Gallery in the City Library
and on additions to the collection. On the
principles of Kraméi’s acquisition policy, see
Lada Hubatova-Vackova, ‘Sonda do Kramarovy
akviziéni politiky’, in: Kramd# 2000 (fn. 10),

p. 170. Kramaf sometimes received offers to
purchase El Greco’s paintings but did not
respond to them, likely because of the price,

e.g. from the Berlin gallerist Fletchheim, p. 171,
or through the mediation of painter Emil Filla,
who informed him of a price of 25 000 USD

(p. 236). In 1934 and at the recommendation of
V. Nebesky, Kramaf received Rolf de Maré, a
Greco and Picasso collector from Paris (p. 243).
12 On the theft, see e.g. ‘Obraz od El Greca byl
jediny v republice’, Lidovd demokracie, 24. X. 1972,
this is the most informative among those that
were published in the daily press. On the new
installation, see ‘El Greco: Poprsi Krista’, Price,
12. 7. 1977. For a summary, see Sbératelstvi, Prague
1983, pp. 111-112, ed. Jifi Cirkl.

13 Gregorio Maraiién, El Greco y Toledo,
Madrid, 1956, p. 229 (2014 edition). Marafién
also summarises a number of other, equally
interesting observations by doctors, psychiatrists
and psychologists about El Greco’s work.

In the opinion of this doctor and historian,

p- 234, Greco’s models did include a number of
psychopaths, but this was not a decisive factor.
He also disproves the often-alleged astigmatism
or other visual impairments, which were
supposed to have influenced his sight - see

e.g. a recent echo of this view in: ‘Maji maliti
Spatné oci?’ Vijtvarnd prdce, 1970, i. 21, p. 6, in
which the Canadian ophthalmologist Wheeler
expresses the opinion that the characteristic
styles of certain painters, especially El Greco,
are due to ocular conditions. He observes that
El Greco’s slender figures acquired normal
proportions after the use of an astigmatic lens

at a 15° angle of the axis. See also ‘Mé&l El Greco
vadny zrak?’ Véda a technika mldde%i, 1974, pp. 687,
694. All of these pieces are based on a scientific
article written by Spanish doctor Germéan
Béritens, titled ‘Porqué El Greco pinté como
pinté’, Por Esos mundos, Madrid 1912, cited in
Barrés 1912 (fn. 5), pp. 175-176.

14 One need only compare El Greco’s painting
with Tintoretto’s portrait of an unknown man at
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the National Gallery (inv. n. DO 201, borrowed
from the Prague Castle in 1922), which was
stolen at the same time. After the painting was
cleaned in 1977, these connections came into
even sharper focus.

15 It is likely no coincidence that a detail of
Christ’s eyes, together with Picasso’s eyes from
his Prague Autoporirait, found their way onto a
large poster (billboard) in 1996 as an advertising
campaign to gain a largest possible audience for
the 200th anniversary of the National Gallery.
See k& (Peter Kovag), ‘Velci anonymové se
pfedstavuji’, Prdvo, 21. II. 1997; the poster was
designed by TypoDesignClub 96, Milan Jaros.
16 KramaF, Domenico (fn. 5), p. 517. All
quotations in this paper follow the Czech
editions of the works cited.

17 Landsman, (fn. 10), ibid. In the same year,
an anonymous review of a critical and illustrated
list of El Greco’ s work was published in Prager
Presse VI, 24. 6. 1926, i. 172, p. 6, later followed
by Jaromir Peéirka’s review: ‘Von Greco bis Goya
(rev.): Hugo Kehrer, Spanische Kunst von Greco
bis Goya’, Prager Presse VI, 22. 12. 1926, i. 350,

p- 6. Until the end of the 1920s, roughly two
reports of articles on El Greco were published
each year, e.g. one about the dedication of an

El Greco portrait by Bredius Museum in the
Hague, Prager Presse VII, 17. V1. 1927, i. 165, p. 6,
or ‘Der Junge Greco’, Prager Presse VII, 12. VIL.
1927, i. 172, p. 6, informing of the publication

of the monograph La jeunesse du peintre Greco by
J. R. Willumsen. Last but not least, we must
also mention new discoveries of Greco’s works,
e.g. the large altarpiece of Christ Carrying the Cross
in Sevilla - see ‘Ein unbekanntes Werk Greco’s’,
Prager Presse VIII, 15. 8. 1928, i. 226, p. 6, or

the sculptures and figures of Virgin Mary that
form a unity with the altarpiece at the church

in the Spanish village of Talaverilla - see ‘Eine
Plastik des Greco entdeckt’, Prager Presse IX, 28.
7. 1929, i. 203, p. 10; on the contents of the issue
of Pantheon that deals with El Greco’s unknown
works - see Prager Presse X, 1930, i. 113, p. 8. The
1930s saw the publication of a large number of
reviews with information and observations about
the then already historical process of inspiration
by El Greco’s painting in the work of Czech
artists. For example, one review of a book by
Meier-Graefe in Prager Presse X1, 31. 1. 1931, i. 31,
p- 8, criticises the title for having provided an
incorrect explanation of Greco’s colour scheme.
That the Czech public was well-informed is
attested by Reme (rev.): ‘Jean Cassou, Le Gréco’,
Paris 1931, Prager Presse XII, 12. 2. 1932, i. 43, p. 7.
Several published articles also addressed specific
creative problems or individual artworks - see
e.g. Jaroslav Kolman, ‘Pohfeb hrabéte z Orgazu’,
Dilo XX1V, 1932, pp. 18-20. Current views are
summarised in Francisco Calvo Serraller, El
entierro del conde de Orgaz, Madrid 1999.

18 Maurice Legendre - A. Hartmann, Domenico
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Theotocopuli, dit El Greco, Paris 1937, image on

p- 285. The date is only given under the image,
not in the text itself.

19 Vladimir Novotny, El Greco, Prague 1936,
img. 1 (the Prague painting was then still at the
chiteau in Konopist&; Novotny reproduces it
but does not comment on it); Vincenc Kramafr,
Greco a Goya ve Stdtni sbirce starého uméni, Prague
1938 - this text also appears in: Vincenc Kramér,
‘O Grecové Kristu’, Svétogzor XXXVIII, 1938,

Pp- 540-541; Josef Cibulka, Greco, Prague: Orbis,
1941, pp. 9-20, img. VIII.; José Camén Aznar,
Dominico Greco, Madrid 1950, v. 114, 1970 reissue;
Juan Antonio Gaya Nufio, La pintura espadiola fuera
de Espafia, Madrid 1958, v. 1925.

20 Harold E. Wethey, El Greco and his School. 11.
Princeton 1962, p. 37. This scientific catalogue
only includes a basic photograph. As the author
has informed me in a personal letter, he was
only familiar with the Prague painting from a
photograph.

21 See Tiziana Frati - Xavier de Salas, La obra
pictérica completa de El Greco, Barcelona - Madrid
1970, n. 78a, p. 105, img. 78a.

22 Kraméf, Greco a Goya (fn. 19), pp. 3-5.

23 Cibulka, Greco (fn. 19), pp. 19-20.

24 Kraméf, Greco a Goya (in. 19), p. 5.

25 Kraméf, Domenico (fn. 5), p. 517.

26 Ladislav Daniel, in: Krama¥ 2000 (fn. 10),
p- 176, repr. on p. 150.

27 Cibulka (fn. 19), p. 20.

28 Ladislav Kesner, Ndrodni galerie v Praze.
Sbirky ve Sternberském paldci, Prague 1961, p. 27.
29 José Camoén Aznar, Pintura del XVI, Madrid
1970, pp. 550-552; he knew the Prague painting
from a reproduction made by the National
Gallery, which I personally delivered to him at
the time. Paul Claudel captured the exaltedness
of the gaze on El Greco's figures with essayistic
eloquence in his I (Eil écoute, Paris 1964, p. 102;
writing about the portrait of Captain Julidn
Romero with Saint Julian, where the knight's
head is portrayed in a similar, although more
animated position, he observes: “Greco’s knight
clad in white, held up by his black protector, decided to
reach heaven taking the easiest way: by nothing but his
fervent, impassioned eyes.”

30 Camon, Pintura (fn. 29), ibid., also refers to
another version in an unspecified collection in
Madrid, but he does not mention either of the
paintings from San Sebstidn or the McNay Art
Museum in Texas. As the San Sebastian painting
comes from the collection of a certain Errazu

in Paris, we may assume that Camén means the
latter painting and only identifies it according to
earlier data.

31 Ji#i Kotalik, Galeria Nacional de Praga,
Madrid, Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro, México
1970 (coll. with P. Stépének and J. Ma. Moreno
Galvan). A Portuguese edition was also
published.

32 Reimann, El Greco, Leipzig 1966, pp. 40-41.



See also K. Horky, ‘Toledskych dvanict apostol®’,
Lidovd demokracie, 1 April 1956.

33 José Gudiol, El Greco (Doménikos
Theotocpulos, 1541-1614, Barcelona 1971,

pp- 152-153, img. 129 identified as Head of Christ.
The Czech edition of this so far one the most
thorough works was published in 1976.

34 Gudiol, El Greco (fn. 33); because the author
has not seen the Prague painting personally

and only knows it from reproductions and
photographs, he judges its colour scheme -
perhaps under these reproductions’ influence

- to be somewhat darker (he considers dark
brown hair to be black; the whites are contained
and mixed with yellow, etc. The background is
also not completely dark, as the reproduction
might have one assume). The most recent round
of cleaning brightened up the painting’s overall
colour scheme.

35 Daniel, in: Kramar 2000 (fn. 10), ibid.

36 August Liebmann Mayer, ‘Einige Gemilde
und eine Zeichnung von Greco’, Zeitschrift fiir
Bildende Kunst 56, 1921, pp. 55-60, provides a
date of 1580-1596. At the time, one painting
was still part of Errazu’s collection in Paris

(now in San Sebastian), the other was owned by
Vallin (now at the McNay Art Museum in San
Antonio). Shortly afterwards, Mayer summarised
his findings in a book titled El Greco. Eine
Einfiihrung..., Minchen 1916, which was later
published in an expanded edition as Dominico
Theotocopuli. El Greco. Kritischen und illustriertes
Verzeichnis des Gesamtwerks, Miinchen 1926.

37 Frati (fn. 21), p. 105, n. 78c; summarises
the existing datings: Soehner’s (1590-93) and
Wethey’s (fn. 20), II., p. 37, n. 49 (1590-95).

38 Frati (fn. 21), p. 105, n. 78b; Wethey (fn. 20),
p- 37, n. 48, dates the painting to 1580-1585

on the basis of the presence of “heavy pastes”.
Gudiol, El Greco 1971 (fn. 33), p. 102, places it
before St. Maurice, to 1579-1586.

39 Jaromir Neumann, T# obrazy / Tintoretto,

El Greco, Frans Hals. Sbirka starého evropského
uméni, (edition Malé katalogy), National Gallery
Prague, April 1977, n.p.

40 1999 Madrid exhibition, reception: Cambio
16, Madrid, in Czech: 100+1, 1999, i. 13, p. 47
(whole text on pp. 46-48).

41 Gudiol was of the opinion that both

versions were simply painted differently (in
personal communication). Some time ago, a
miniature version of the Head of Christ from
1590-95, sized 7 x 5 cm, signed Domenicos
Theotocopulos epoiese on the backside like the
Prague painting, appeared in auction at the store
of Jean Max Cassel - 15 Quai Voltaire, 75 007
Paris; for a review, see The Burlington Magazine,
May 1988, s. VII. (Head of Christ).

42 Frati (fn. 21), n. 78a.

43 This transformation was identified in the
penetrating and still valid, seminal study by
Max Dvofik, ‘O Grecovi a manyrismu’, Dilo
XXII, 1929-30, pp. 44-47, 52-54, 62-64; Id., ‘El
Greco a manyrismus’, in: Italské uméni od renesance
k baroku, Prague 1946, pp. 285-306, trans.: Jan
Krofta, pp. 289-305, which elucidated Greco’s
relation to Mannerism.

44 Frati (fn. 21), p. 8. On the subject of form,
see also A. Prater, ‘Zur Bildform Greco’s’, Alte
und Moderne Kunst 156, 1979, pp. 1-11.

45 See also Karl Ipser, El Greco, der Maler

des christlichen Weltbildes, Braunschweig-Berlin
1960, p. 369; Stephanie Brown, Religious painting,
Phaidon London 1979, illustration on (back)
Ccover.

46 ]. Alvarez Lopera, El Greco (fn. 1),

cat. n. 48, p. 389.

47 On the relationship of El Greco to
Michelangelo, see Fr. X. Salas - Fr. J. Sdnchez
Cantén, Miguel Angel y el Greco, Madrid, Real
Academia de San Fernando, 1967, p. 80.

48 The issue has only been touched upon
cursorily by some of our art historians,

e.g. R. Svacha, ‘Santiniho projekt klastera

v Plasich’, Uméni, 1983, 2, p. 177; Jifi Kroupa,
‘Premonstratsky klaster Louka - chram
Salamount@v?’, in: Premonstrdtsky kldster v Louce.
Déjiny - uméleckd vjzdoba - ikonologie, District
Office in Znojmo 1997, pp. 62-83, and also

M. Horyna, J. Pavli¢ek and Vaclav Burian,

a.0.; in Poland, this subject has already been
addressed in greater detail in a Master’s thesis by
Matgorzata Wyrzykowska, ‘Escorial jako wzorzec
ideowy i architektoniczny zatozen klasztornych
na terenie monarchii habsburskiej’, in: Dziela

i interpretacje. Vol. VI, Wroctaw 2000, pp. 9-56.

Translated by Benjamin Ziak
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PAPERS

Ecole de Paris and Czech Artists in

Interwar Paris’

A situation report on the Parisian art scene
with a focus on Galerie Berthe Weill

ANNA PRAVDOVA

In talking about Czech artists in interwar Paris, we nowadays tend to think of figures
such as Frantisek Kupka, Josef Sima and Toyen. An art-loving Parisian from the 1920s
would in the first instance have thought of Georges Kars, Othon Coubine and Francois-
Zdenek Eberl. Their names regularly appeared at fine art exhibitions and on the pages
of contemporary art magazines, they were the subjects of monographic studies and
collectors purchased their work at large. One of the galleries that most frequently
exhibited their work was Galerie Berthe Weill.

Keywords International contact between avantgarde

School of Paris, in'terwar F"fjris, exhilv)itions, galleries, Jir{ artists and movements in Paris and Prague,

Kars, Otakar Kubin, Frantisek-Zdenék Eberl such as Devétsil or the surrealist group, has
already received quite thorough scholarly
attention. In contrast, the body of Czech
actors within the loose community of
artists resident in Paris commonly known
as the School of Paris, who represented
less innovative artistic movements but
were nonetheless active participants in the
artistic commotion of Paris’ Montmartre or
Montparnasse, has not been systematically
treated to date. Yet these were painters
who occupied a stable position on Paris’
artistic scene, they were featured and
even held solo exhibitions in prominent
galleries, their work regularly appeared at
art salons, they were frequently treated by
contemporary art magazines, they were
the subjects of monographic studies and
collectors purchased their art at large. At
the forefront of this body of artists was
Georg Kars, FrantiSek-Zden&k Eberl and
Otakar Kubin alias Othon Coubine.

The term ‘Ecole de Paris’ assumes
different meanings according to context,
and its contours in the literature are
very fluid. In most cases, it describes a
cosmopolitan community of artists working
in Paris before World War I, in the interwar
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- 1 1 Catalogue to Otakar
Kubin’s exhibition at
Galerie Berthe Weill, Paris,

period or shortly after World War II. The
designation ‘School of Paris’ was first

applied in 1925 by the French fine art critic
André Warnod in the magazine Comoedia,
who used it to describe an informal
collective of French and foreign modern
artists whose work helped shape the French
capital’s reputation as an art hub. He placed
its roots in 1904, when Pablo Picasso settled
in Montmartre’s Bateau-Lavoir. However,
the term was soon applied especially

to artists who had arrived in Paris from
abroad. So, at the Venice Biennale in 1928,
the French Pavilion displayed the work

of French artists, while the Palazzo delle
Esposizione presented the so-called ‘School
of Paris’, i.e. artists working in Paris who
were of non-French origin. This distinction
roused polemical reactions and critics were
affronted by the idea that French art should
be grouped according to nationality rather
than aesthetic quality. Others have, to the
contrary, utilized it in xenophobic attacks
on ‘immigrant’ artists responsible for
spoiling refined French taste. Eventually,
the name became accustomed as a label

for the cosmopolitan community of artists
in interwar Paris who moved in specific
Parisian districts (Montmartre and later
Montparnasse), held exhibitions in specific
galleries and roused the interest of specific
critics and art magazines. Despite certain
formal similarities between the work

of these artists, the name by no means
indicates a concrete artistic movement,

nor does it define any particular common
objective. The artists it was applied to

do not share a common nationality or
ethnicity, and especially not Jewish descent,
as the literature has sometimes ventured.
‘School’ should only be understood as

an umbrella term devoid of reference

to a common theoretical foundation or
connection to a certain master or model,
though in its earlier phase it was certainly
influenced by Pablo Picasso. Quite to the
contrary, it is typical for blending styles and
a certain stylistic hybridity, due precisely

to the cosmopolitan environment in which
these artworks emerged, allowed by the
aura of interwar Paris as a modern art
centre. However, there is no question the
social context in which these artists lived
and worked generated cognate themes in
their work: characteristic subjects included
portraits of their contemporaries, dressed
plainly or in different sorts of costumes,
urban landscapes, images of street life in
the poor districts of Paris, mannequins,
prostitutes, cabarets, views of studios,

cafés and so on - in short, ordinary life in
interwar Paris.

Exposition
de
Peintures et Dessins

L' 0. COUBINE

DU 7 AU 20 JUIN 1920
da 10 heures & 18 heures

Galerie B. Weeill

50, Rue Taithout
PARIS

Realistic depiction predominated over
abstraction. The period following World
War I was characterised in the case of
many modern painters by a so-called ‘retour
a lordre’ (return to order), i.e. realistic
depiction, whose objective need not have
been traditional mimesis but which differed
from abstraction by involving a clearly
identifiable subject matter. ‘Retour 4 l'ordre’
gained currency in Europe and especially
in France as a term describing the post-
war return precisely to these traditional
demands on art. It was a response to
uncertainty and the cataclysms of world
conflict, and for several modern artists had
become a symbol of current sensibilities
after 1917. Tts various tendencies are
generally classified as modern realisms,
specifically by the terms Neoclassicism,
civilism, social civilism or social realism.
Oftentimes, realistic form also served
to visualise the sphere of subjective
imagination or dreams.

In some cases among Czech artists, a
return to traditional formal devices had
peculiar features associated with an effort
to institute a national style for the recently
established democratic Czechoslovak
Republic. This, however, did not apply
to the artists we are dealing with here.
The latter settled in France before the war
broke out and did not feel bound by this
particular obligation for the simple reason
that they did not live there. Nevertheless,
a strong connection between Czech art
and France is characteristic of this period.
The bond formed even prior to World
War I to counterbalance the geo-politically
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2 Otakar Kubin
(Coubine), Lacemakers
from Haute-Loire, 1919,
oil on canvas, unknown
location.

conditioned influence of Germany, now

of course bolstered by the fact that

France was the first country to recognize
Czechoslovakia as an independent state,
whose foundations were laid during the war
by its future leadership precisely in Paris.
This opened a new chapter in Czech-French
relations in terms of both fine art and
culture in general.

Mind that artists of Czech origin within
the School of Paris - Jifi Kars, Otakar
Kubin, Frantisek Zden€&k Eberl - did not
form a homogenous group either. All these
artists had in common was that their work
appeared at exhibitions presenting artists
from Montparnasse, alongside typical
representatives of the ‘School of Paris’, such
as Amedée Modigliani, Jules Pascin, Foujita,
Chaim Soutine and others. Reproductions
of their works were published in the same
magazines (Art et les Artistes, Art Vivant,
Amour de l'art, Cahier d’art,...), their work was
scrutinised by the same art critics - Florent
Fels, Maurice Raynal, Arséne Alexandre,
as well as André Warnod - and they met
at the same galleries. They also shared a
common language and ties to the Czech
environment, and all claimed Czechoslovak
nationality, which they would indicate in
applications to art salons; other than that,
they met rather sporadically.

Their art gained traction on the Paris
scene for aligning with the expectations
of contemporary fine art criticism (unlike
the work of e.g. Frantiek Kupka, who also
lived in Paris, and those artists with which
we might have so assumed considering
our current knowledge of the value of
their art). In talking about Czech artists in
interwar Paris, we nowadays tend to think
of figures such as Franti§ek Kupka, Josef
Sima and Toyen. An art-loving Parisian
from the 1920s would in the first instance
have thought of Kars, Eberl and Coubine
(Kubin’s new name after he assumed French
citizenship in 1925). These were names that
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regularly appeared at fine art exhibitions
and on the pages of contemporary art
magazines.

The present article focuses on one of the
galleries that regularly put their artwork on
display. Besides Bernheim-Jeune, Barreiro,
Povolozki and other institutions, this was
above all Galerie Berthe Weill, named after
its owner. The gallery, whose significance
in the history of art and artistic commotion
has not been sufficiently acknowledged
even in France, merits our attention for
several reasons. As a matter of fact, Berthe
Weill claims several firsts: she was the first
woman to open a gallery in Paris (proudly
giving it her own name at a time when
women were still side-lined) and to engage
on the art market. She was also the very
first dealer who sold Pablo Picasso’s art
during his first visit to Paris at the World
Exhibition in 1900. Last but not least, she
was one of the first gallerists to exhibit the
artwork of male and female artists ‘on par’.

At the foot of Montmartre, on the former
street of the Cabaret du Chat Noir that
gained fame through the brush of Toulouse
Lautrec, Berthe Weill (1865-1951) opened
an antique store in 1897. Four years later,
she converted it into a gallery that mostly
focused on living artists. Weill initially
paid most attention to drawing and every
other exhibition was devoted to works on
paper, but after several years, she desisted
from this rule. It may have been thanks
to this early specialisation that Frantisek
Kupka was among the first artists to exhibit
here: at the turn of 1903-1904, his work
was featured at an exhibition titled simply
‘Drawings, Watercolours, Pastels’.? Berthe
Weill’s earliest exhibitions focused on
lithographs and original drawings intended
for illustrated magazines, so she would
have probably displayed some of Kupka's
drawings for L'Asiette au beurre. Despite
being among the first gallerists to showcase
Henri Matisse, Pablo Picasso, Raoul Dufy
and many other artists who had yet to rise
to fame but who would in time steer the
course of modern art, of the Czech artists
resident in Prague, she tended to focus on
those who were more traditionally-inclined
- namely Othon Coubine, Georges Kars
and Francois-Zden€k Eberl - in the period
immediately following World War I.

In November 1919, Weill opened a new
‘art literature bookshop’ on Rue Taitbout,
moving from Montmartre to the more
prestigious districts neighbouring the Paris
Opera. During the opening presentation at
her new address, Weill held an exhibition
titled Noir & Blanc (Black & White), which
featured the work of Otakar Kubin. It hung



3 Otakar Kubin (Coubine), Shepherd, (1922), oil on canvas, National Gallery Prague.

side by side with the artwork of André
Derain, Raoul Dufy, Othon Friesz, Galanis,
Albert Marquet, Henri Matisse, Pablo
Picasso, André Utter, Suzanne Valadon,

Van Dongen, Maurice Vlaminck and others.

In her memoirs, she recalls the exhibition
was highly successful.? She had been told
of Kubin by gallerist and art dealer Adolf

Basler, Kubin's long-time promoter.

One year later, Weill held a solo
exhibition for Kubin at the gallery,
featuring thirty drawings and forty
paintings. These included the canvas
Lacemakers from Haute-Loire from 1919,
which captivated critics at the 1920 Salon
of Independents. It was one Kubin’s first
post-war paintings in which he turned to
Classical style. Kubin was the first Czech
artist to venture into Neoclassicism, and he
developed it continuously and thoroughly
in his work. However, his Neoclassicism
was peculiar in the Czech context, on the
one hand because the painter had lived
through World War T and all of the 1920s
and 1930s in France, and on the other
because a return to traditional painting,
which in terms of Kubin’s career followed
a notably progressive Expressionist period,

was his response not merely to the horrors
of war but also to suffering and pain caused
by a personal loss in the family.

Kubin already decided to move to France
in 1912, having visited the country several
times prior to the war (in 1905 and 1908),
when his art was strongly influenced by
Vincent van Gogh and Paul Gauguin.

His leap from pre-war Expressionism to
Neoclassicism was radical. Kubin himself
reportedly said: “The war split my life and
my art into two.”

Though Kubin often spent time outside
Paris after the war, he earned a relatively
prominent reputation in France. From
1920, his work was basically displayed year
in and year out, be it at solo shows or at
one of the collective exhibitions organised
by Berthe Weill and other galleries in
Paris. In addition, he regularly took part
at Parisian salons, especially the Salon des
Indépendents and Salon des Tuileries,
and saw the publication of a number of
articles about his art and even several
shorter monographs. French criticism
often compared him to Corot in his effort
for accurate drawing and a certain poetic
atmosphere of his landscapes. His works
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4 Otakar Kubin (Coubine), Seated Nude, (1926), oil on canvas, National Gallery Prague.

were sought by art connoisseurs, and
contemporary criticism styled him a master
of the line (‘maitre de la ligne’). During this
period, Kubin also returned to sculpture,
which is what he studied originally, and
presented his sculptural artworks at several
Parisian salons.

Bulletin of the National Gallery Prague XXIX/2019

During the 1920s, Kubin was financially
supported by the Stein siblings, Gertrude
and Leo, known patrons of the most
progressive artists of their time. It is quite
likely they met their future protégés at
Galerie Berthe Weill. Besides well-known
figures such as Picasso, Matisse, Vallotton,




their collections also included several
dozens of canvases produced by Otakar
Kubin. Leo Stein, himself a painter, was
a personal friend of Kubin, and this is
attested by a body of correspondence
archived at Yale University.

From 1920, Berthe Weill also regularly
showcased the artwork of Ji¥i Kars, which,
as the gallerist recollects, she knew much
earlier than the painter himself: “Regarding
Kars, who is my good friend, I have one
recollection that illustrates the modesty of
this highly-talented artist: for more than
twenty years, I had frequently seen him
at the gallery at each of my exhibitions as
a regular visitor; he never approached me
and I never suspected he was a painter.
All the same, I would always notice him
and think to myself: ‘Will he talk? He
won't!’ He aroused my curiosity. I only
learned of him when I was in Rue Laffitte,
once a friend told me about him and I
replied: ‘What now? He is a painter? [...].
What, that’s Kars?”> This was in the early
1920s, and the two became friends soon
afterwards.

Kars already resided in France since
1908, at Rue Caulaincourt on Montmartre,
exactly where FrantiSek Kupka had lived
several years earlier. It is here that the
artist also met his future wife Nora and
formed important friendships. These
included e.g. the poets Max Jacob and
Guillaume Apollinaire, critics and writers
André Warnod, André Salmon and Francis
Carco. He was next-door neighbour of
the ‘accursed trinity’ - Suzanne Valadon,
Maurice Utrillo and André Utter. They
soon became close friends. Kars painted
a portrait of Utrillo in 1928, and Suzanne
Valadon wrote an introduction to the
catalogue accompanying his exhibition at
Galerie Berthe Weill in 1931.

Kars held a number of exhibitions in
Paris throughout the 1920s: in 1922, he was
featured along with another Czech painter,
Jan Matulka, at Galerie Povolozki; Kars’
drawings were showed the same year at
Galerie de la Licorne, and in the late 1920s
and onwards he mostly had exhibitions at
Galerie Berthe Weill. His first solo show
in this gallery was only held in 1928. The
introduction to his catalogue was written by
then acclaimed critic Maurice Raynal, who
had studied Czech art already in his first
monograph on Kubin and while selecting
artworks for an exhibition of Czech
modernism held in Paris in 1924. Another
gallery where Kars regularly returned
was Galerie Bernier, the preferred venue
of André Derain, Raoul Dufz, Maurice
Vlaminck, Othon Friesz and Suzanne
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Valadon, but also of Czech painter Julie
Mezerova.

Kars’ artwork also frequently appeared
in print. Besides the magazine Amour de
Part, which often wrote about Kars, he was
also an object of interest for Art Vivant.
The latter published a long article in its
November 1929 issue - an interview by
Nino Frank with Jiff Kars, and when the
magazine organised an exhibition at the
Pigalle Theatre in 1930, Kars was chosen
to represent Czech art. Art Vivant also
regularly surveyed Kars’ contributions at
the Salon des Tuileries and Autumn Salon
and would always reproduce one or more of
his featured works. A monograph on Kars
was also published in Paris as part of an
edition of monographic studies dedicated to
Jewish artists in 1930.

Frantidek Zdené&k Eberl (1887-1962) was
introduced at Galerie Berthe Weill with
a monographic exhibition held in 1922.

25 year-old Eberl arrived in Paris in 1912.
Like his fellow compatriots, he settled

on Montmartre and painted the dregs

of Parisian society, especially its female
characters, prostitutes, etc. He painted
poverty, passion, sensual women, gamblers.
His work is often compared to the world
portrayed in the novels of Francis Carco,
Galtier-Boissiére or Pierre Mac-Orlan. His
art captures the contemporary atmosphere
of the many alleyways and cafés in lowly
Parisian districts.

During World War I, Eberl volunteered
into the French army. From 1913, he
regularly took part at the Autumn Salon,
the Salon des Indépendents and Salon
des Tuileries. At the 1925 Autumn Salon,
he showed his compositionally innovative
Chess Players, reproduced in Art Vivant later
that year. Like Kars and Kubin, Eber] was
also among the circle of artists surrounding
Galerie Berthe Weill, who held two solo
exhibitions for him in the 1920s; André
Warnod wrote an introduction to the latter,
held in 1926. The publishing house of the
Revue Littéraire et Artistique printed a short
study about Eberl by Georges Turpin,
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5 5 Postcard sent by Jiri

Kars to Berthe Weill,
Prague 1930, private
archive.

25



6 Georg Kars, Woman
with a Parrot, 1926, oil on
canvas, National Gallery
Prague.

who had also written about Kupka. A
second larger study was dedicated to him
by J. D. Maublanc in his book Perspectives,
published in Paris in 1931.

The most extensive exhibition of
Eberl’s artwork took place in 1929 at
Galerie Bernheim-Jeune, one of the most
prestigious galleries in Paris. It featured
about fifty paintings, among those also
Eberl’s Passage de Clichy, an often-cited and
reproduced work. He also showed several
portraits, including a portrait of Stefan
Osusky, then Czechoslovak ambassador in
France. Besides ordinary life in Paris, Eberl
also painted the Cote d’Azur and rented a
studio in Monaco, where he fled in 1940
to join the local resistance. Just as Eberl
had his Parisian admirers and many private

Bulletin of the National Gallery Prague XXIX/2019

collectors bought his art, he also had his
critics, who reproached him with a lack of
imagination, originality and lyricism. Most,
however, concurred about the authenticity
of Eberl’s work.

All three artists also regularly appeared
at thematic collective exhibitions organised
at Berthe Weill’s gallery from 1924. At the
end of each year, its walls were filled top
to bottom with works produced by artists
regularly featured here, on a theme Berthe
Weill announced in advance. Most of the
time, they would create paintings specially
for the occasion. The first edition was
themed ‘flowers’ and greatly appraised by
Weill: “Only a few artists are absent and
everyone can give free rein to their fantasy...
enormous success! ... Good sales!” It was



joined by Kubin, Kars as well as Eberl,
and with them also 65 other artists, among
whom were Georges Braque, Marc Chagall,
André Derain, Raoul Dufy, André Lhote,
Jules Pascin, Suzanne Valadon, Maurice de
Vlaminck, Maurice Utrillo. Berthe Weill
was apparently fond of flowers, as the
earliest editions of this annual exhibition
always involved a slight variation on the
theme: in 1925, these were ‘live flowers’
(Coubine, Kars and Eberl), while one year
later the theme was ‘flowery windows’,
followed by ‘flowers in plen air’ and ‘fruit
flowers’. Unfortunately, we are not familiar
with the particular works the Czech artists
chose for these presentations; with Eberl
and Kars, these were likely occasional
drawings, as the subject was not among

their ordinary repertoire. The openings of
these exhibitions were cultural events one
could not afford missing out on.

Berthe Weill was popular among artists
and formed a sort of circle of artistic family.
One proof of this is a banquet organised
in her honour by a group of approximately
thirty artists and critics, among them
Florent Fels and Louis Vauxcelles, the
spouses Kars, Suzanne Valadon, André
Utter, Marc Chagall, Henry de Waroquier,
Marcel Gromaire and others. Her memoirs
described it as a very friendly informal
soirée where artists who started out at her
gallery expressed their gratitude for Weill
devoting time to them when they were
still little-known.” These artists were all
well aware that single women in France

7 Frantisek Zdenék
Eberl, Woman with
a Cat, ca. 1929, oil
on canvas, National
Gallery Prague.
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did not have an easy time in the early 20th
century, let alone those who wanted to do
business by themselves. That is perhaps
why Berthe Weill, in contrast to her male
contemporaries, never really earned much
money with her activities as a gallerist but
rather constantly struggled with financial
hardship. Ultimately, Weill closed her
gallery in 1939.

Notes

1 This article was written in pursuance of the
grant project GACR n. 18-02051S: ECOLE DE
PARIS: Artists from Bohemia and the so-called
School of Paris 1918-1938.

2 The exhibition took place from 10 December
1903 until 10 January 1904 and was titled
Exposition de Dessins, Aquarelles, Pastels par MM.
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Tt featured Abel Faivre, Bac, Chéret, Forain,
Gottlob, Guillaume, Kupka, Roubille, Félix
Vallotton and Jean Veber. See Pierre Sanchez,
Les Galeries. Les Expositions de la Galerie Berthe Weill
(1901-1942) et de la Galerie Devambez (1907-1926).
Repertoire des artistes et liste des euvres II, Echelle
de Jacob, Dijon 2009, p. 8; Marianne Le Morvan,
Berthe Weill (1865-1951). La petite galeriste des grands
artistes, L'Ecarlate, Orléans 2011, pp. 8 & 303.

3 Berthe Weill, Pan ! dans Uil !... ou trente ans
dans les coulisses de la peinture contemporaine 1900~
1930, Paris 2009, p. 132. For more on Berthe
WEeill, see Marianne Le Morvan (fn. 2).

4 Kubin is cited by Jiff Siblik in: Id., Otakar
Kubin - Coubine. Maliiské dilo, Prague 2000.

5 Berthe Weill, Pan ! dans loeil ! (in. 3), p. 143.

6 Tbid., p. 158.

7 Thid., p. 166.

Translated by Benjamin Ziak



MATERIALIA

Forgotten Sculptor Vladimir Astl
and His Inspirations

MARTINA BEZOUSKOVA

In certain periods of his life, Czech sculptor Vladimir Astl was considered an established
social realist artist, and his work from 1905-1910, so far relatively overlooked, represents
an interesting supplement to then contemporary sculpture production. With a
transformation of social circumstances and aesthetic sensibilities, the turn of the 19th
and 20th centuries raised interest in social themes, which became the subject of the
First Workers’ Exhibition (1902) in a deliberate strategy to achieve the highest possible
turnout. An interest in working people can also be found in the work of Vladimir Astl.
However, despite his ambition and desire for recognition, the artist never belonged to
the main circle of the younger, post-Myslbek generation of sculptors. This article aims
to demonstrate the connections that shaped Astl’s art and elucidate Astl’s role within
the context of Czech sculpture in general. Earlier inspirations Astl sought in the work of
Maxmilian Svabinsky or Hanu3 Schwaiger aided him in creating the realistic sculpture
Old Woman (1905), an admiration for the work of Ladislav Saloun is noticeable in his
carefully modelled work Thirst (1905), while his Portrait of Two Boys (1908) joins the
tradition of archetypal children’s portraiture.

Keywords “I passed my final exams excellently,

\Slclu('ftufeASgCi;"r?al'iSt ;e”‘;e”giesr 19;“ century, but the report card only said I had passed”

J- 3/. Il\T)ZIbij soac?zilsisar\:], gtcatiaornsa’oJfatr;e éi’oss Czech SCUIptor Vladimir Astl (1876-1960)
recounted of the unjust beginnings of his
career as a sculptor.? Its outcomes are as
difficult to gauge and equally contradictory
as the quote itself. The expressive force of
Astl's socially empathetic art was deemed to
align with socialist ideology after 1948, and
the sculptor enjoyed the greatest accolades
in his career from the 1950s throughout the
1970s. His work, with a focus on portraying
simple people, was first praised highly in an
article by Jiff Magin, the earliest published
piece to treat of Astl’s art in the context
of contemporary Czech production. Soon
afterwards, his works were presented to
the public at exhibitions,* and some have
been purchased by the National Gallery in
Prague. At the end of his life, the sculptor
received 3000 K¢ in financial support from
the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences to
further sustain his work, and in 1959, Astl
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1 Vladimir Astl, Thirst,
1905, dark patinated
bronze, h. 105 cm,
National Gallery Prague,
P 2454,
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2 Vladimir Astl, Old
Woman (Pleading
Woman), 1905, bronze,
h. 107 cm.

was named a Merited artist.* Despite these
sporadic successes, placing Astl’s art in
the context of Czech sculpture remains a
difficult task, especially because few of his
original artworks have been preserved.

In 1956, the sculptor wrote a brief
autobiography that lists the greatest
obstacles he encountered on his way to
artistic success. Whether the self-reflections
of this unappreciated sculptor-genius
correspond to reality can certainly be
questioned, but there is no question Astl's
pivotal works from 1905-1910 represent
high-quality examples of the production of
the post-Myslbek generation of sculptors at
the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries.

Vladimir Astl was raised in a middle-class
family that was not too keen on motivating
him in matters related to art. Vladimir’s
father Robert Astl was a respected post

official who foresaw his son’s career
in public administration. In his youth,
Vladimir Astl did not express himself

creatively, but one of his diary entries reads:

“I liked to play with building sets and I would
dig in the sand and dirt and was always busy
making things.” Astl’s autobiography also
records some of the artist’s recollections
about his school years, testifying to an avid
interest in human physiognomy as well

as various materials and their malleability.
In the end, mere coincidence spurred
Astl’s decision to become a sculptor. A
disdain for white-collar work drove him to
search for other professional alternatives.
Reportedly, one day Astl was walking past
the front window of a bookshop and saw a
pamphlet titled What an Ungraduated Student
Can Do, which he bought immediately.
Following the book’s instructions, he
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applied to the School of Applied Arts in
Prague to the studio of Stanislav Sucharda,
which, however, only made for a brief
stay.® Astl was convinced his unfavourable
relationship with Professor Sucharda
resulted in an unjust evaluation of his
work. Frustrated with the approach of his
teacher, he instead joined the studio of
sculptor Ladislav Saloun, who earned Astl’s
admiration for his modelling abilities in
the fields of decorative and free-standing
sculpture. Under Saloun’s guidance, he
honed his sculpting technique and his
studies eventually resulted in a work

titled Old Man after Work (ca. 1898), now
only known from a reproduction in the
periodical Zlatd Praha.” His presence in
Saloun’s studio was probably short-lived,
but it fundamentally shaped the sculptural
richness that characterises Astl’s pivotal
works from 1905-1910: Thirst, Old Woman,
Portrait of Two Boys, all currently part of the
collections at the National Gallery.

Astl's new objective on his academic path
was to transfer to the Prague Academy,
particularly to the special school of Josef
Viclav Myslbek, whom he considered a
‘sculptor-genius’.® At the time, Myslbek’s
studio was populated by promising young
sculpting talents (Bohumil Kafka, Viclav
Anto§, Ludvik Herzl, Josef Kalvoda,
Ladislav Kofranek, Jan Stursa, Karl
Wilfert, Quido Kocian, and others), who
later, under the influence of the Baroque,
strong naturalism and expressive style,
elaborated ‘Myslbekian’ foundations in all
of the directions characteristic of late 19th
century’s stylistic pluralism.?

In his own words, Astl was on good terms
with Myslbek, considered him an authority
and respected the critical judgements that
the master made on his work. However,
being able to compare Myslbek’s teaching
records with Astl's recollections yields
interesting discoveries. Vladimir Astl was
often absent from class, especially when
the subjects were animals or drapery,

i.e. themes that were not related to his
interest in human physiognomy. Myslbek
mostly graded Astl as a mediocre student,
with assessments such as ‘worked on his
compositions’, ‘worked rather slow’ or ‘lazy’.*

After finishing his studies under
Myslbek, Vladimir Astl entered the second
competition for the Prague memorial of
Master Jan Hus (1900) - to little success™ -
and showed barely any interest in societal
activity.*? Despite this, he was able to
produce several expressively powerful
works that later charmed Ji#f Ma3in to the
extent he felt compelled briefly to treat of
the sculptor and his work in an article titled
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Eighty Years of Sculptor Astl (1956). Ma3in
praised Astl’s pivotal works Thirst (1905)
and Old Woman (1905), both now owned
by the National Gallery, and linked their
production with the contemporary socio-
political situation, as the echoes of the first
Russian revolution had begun reaching
our territory.® Ji¥i Magin was fond of the
strong social accent of Astl’s art and its
continuity with Belgian sculptor Constantin
Meunier, whose artwork mirrored then
contemporary society.** The secondary
literature abounds with analogies between
Meunier and Vladimir Astl.” But these
analogies only have limited application,

as Meunier’s working class sculptures
combine academism with elements of
heroization, starkly differentiating him from
Astl’s sensitive naturalist style in terms

of both form and content. It is very likely
that Jifi Magin, fascinated by the fate of
this Czech sculptor, tried to attach Astl’s
art to the oeuvre of Constantin Meunier,
whose valorisation of the working class
was consonant with socialist ideology.

By emphasising its social aspects, Ma3in
helped promote Astl’'s work; however, he
did not discern its true features, which
bespeak a strong adherence to the Czech
tradition. In his art, Astl often resorted

to traditional, time-proven sculpting
patterns, having likely absorbed them
from reproductions in contemporary
periodicals.*

The mature phase of Astl’s sculpting style
is represented by three particular works,
all currently owned by the National Gallery
Prague. In all three cases, the sculptures are
based on the artist’s own visual experience
and a personal approach to the chosen
subject matter. The masterful sculpture
Old Woman (sometimes called Pleading
Woman, 1905) is a naturalistic rendition of
a female figure with raised, clasped hands
indicating a gesture of humility rather
than begging. The woman carries a heavy
cloak thrown over her small, stooping
shoulders, and her sunken, furrowed face
evokes empathy. Astl explained the work’s
inspiration in his diaries: “The origins of the
Old Woman were interesting from the outset.
Through the half-open door of my studio, I saw a
pair of clasped hands begging for bread. An old
lady walked inside. Her old, scuffed, gout-twisted
hands told of her hard life as a laundrywoman.

I asked her to pose for me, and she was glad to
oblige. I made this work with love and affection,
s0 in a somewhat short time, it was finished.

I treated the old lady to food and some pay.
After 1 finished my work, the lady assured me
she had never felt as much at ease as she did at
my studio!” Astl channelled this moving



recollection along with knowledge of local
artistic production, drawing inspiration
from Czech painting in his rendition of an
old female figure. His sources included the
art of Jakub Schikaneder,” but especially
Max Svabinsky’s Green Old Woman (1900)
as well as Hanu§ Schwaiger’s Old Woman
from Antwerp (1890s), portraying ordinary
types amid a wave of social-realist
tendencies that left its marks on European
art in the last third of the 19th century.
Whereas painters personally transmitted
these social subjects into Czech art, often
having studied in Paris or Germany, in
sculpture, all international contact was
dependent on exhibitions in Prague. The
First Workers’ Exhibition (1902) presented
artistic imports from France and Belgium
with an unbalanced selection of socially-
oriented art. Late 19th century social-realist
tendencies did not rally Czech sculptors

to the extent of forming a coherent
movement but mostly found expression

in short chapters of the individual artists’
work. Most sculptures with a social accent
of local provenance evoked no response
whatsoever, some served as a springboard
for Otto Gutfreund’s civil art in the 1920s
and 1930s, others were seen as forerunners
to proletarian art by the socialist ideology
of the 1950s to 1970s.

Astl's later Portrait of Two Boys, also
called Karel and Tonda, was created in
1908, and this is attested by a decorative
inscription ‘In memory of Y-1908’ with
the author’s signature on the sizeable
sculpture’s carved plinth. This rendition
of two young boys follows the trend of
portraying children subjects, which saw
resurgence during the latter half of the
18th century. Abroad, the influence that
promoted viewing children as artistic

3 Maxmilian Svabinsky,
Green Old Woman,

pen, ink, green paper,
650 x 570 mm, National
Gallery Prague, K 42599.
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subjects was largely due to the publication
of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Emile (1762) as
well as an increased interest head studies,
whose traits were still mostly idealised

as they had been during Antiquity. Astl
abided by a traditional scheme also applied,
for instance, by S. Sucharda (Portraits of
Children, ca. 1902)* or B. Kafka (Portrait

of the Sisters Urban, 1903). In all of these
cases, the subjects are two figures of the
same sex placed close by each other, which
lends the portrait a degree of emotion and
intimacy, attributes that are also typical of
Astl’s art. Another work in the category of
children’s portraits would be Astl’s Portrait
of a Girl (1910), which likewise serves as a
rich display of the artist’s surface moulding
abilities.

Thirst (1905) ranks at the peak of Astl’s
oeuvre in terms of bodily rendition and
inventiveness. According to Jifi Magin,
Vladimir Astl began working on this
sculpture in life-sized format, but the
costs of production compelled downsizing
the work to 112 cm.* As a matter of fact,
around the time the sculpture was created,
the sculptor had been long struggling with
financial difficulties and was apparently
even in danger of losing his studio in
Liboc.?* Ma3in observed that the model
who posed for this sculpture was a
locksmith, although Astl’s autobiography in
no way attests to this; rather, it records the
degree of deliberation the sculptor devoted
to this subject: “I do and I always have loved
nature, and that is why on my paths as a student
I always took interest in the landscape and the
people working in it - there was life, harmony,
and it all formed a unity. One hot day, I sat down
on a meadow by the river and watched the reapers
toil as they were scything the grass, whereupon
one of the reapers walked down to the river to
quench his thirst. He drew a hat-full of water and
gulped it down heartily and said: ‘Lord, was I
thirsty,” and he poured the remaining water from
his hat and was pleased, when he placed it on his
head, that it was cool from inside and out. The
incident made such a strong impression on me
that T could make it out from memory after years
and so I created the sculpture Thirst.”” The
sculptor accurately captured the moment
when the tired man took hold of his hat
filled with water and was about to drink
up its contents to quench his thirst. The
reaper’s body is tense throughout, and the
sculpture’s expressive power is focused in
the upper half of the torso. The simplicity
of this subject matter and the masterful
quality of the rendition have led to Thirst
becoming a frequently exhibited work and
an iconic example of Czech social-realist
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sculpture from the turn of the 19th and
20th centuries.?

Several exemplars of the same subject
have been preserved. One signed sculpture
titled Thirst, rendered in bronze, is owned
by the National Gallery (inv. no. P 2454),
while a sandstone version is currently at the
East Bohemian Gallery in Pardubice (inv.
no. P 39).2 One of Astl’s living descendants
owns a miniature, unsigned plaster version
of the sculpture.? It is, once again, difficult
to miss Astl’s talent for portraiture, which
also motivated his acceptance to the School
of Applied Arts (copy of a head). Thirst is an
original rendition of a socially sympathetic
subject matter that relied on skills Astl
acquired under Myslbek and Saloun, but
the manner of execution is an instance of
the artist’s creativity par excellence.

Among the works of Czech social-realist
sculpture, certain equivalents can be found
in the oeuvre of Ladislav Saloun, who
produced the sculpture At Rest, picturing a
seated worker, in 1889. The resting man is
seated on a tall levelled plinth, with one leg
casually resting on a lower step, propping
up his weary head with the other and
holding a stick in his hand. Saloun later
also created a solitary figure titled Man of
Labour (also called From Day to Day, 1900),
which sees him move from naturalistic
portrayal to expressive figuration. Its rough
contours and contorted facial features
reflect the effort necessary for lifting the
boulder which the workman holds in his
arms. The sculpture is a realistic depiction
of active labour, suggested by the man’s
solid stance and slight backward bent of
his body. Saloun demonstrates excellent
sculpting finesse and an emphasis on
dynamic movement in several other of his
artworks (Heavy Thoughts, Boy with Flowers),
but when compared with Thirst, one cannot
but notice the intimate and emotive tone of
Astl’s sculpture.

Around 1908, while Vladimir Astl was
in peak form as a social-realist artist, the
following remark appears in his diaries:
“Because the public have not been fond of the
social inspiration of my sculptures, financial
need compelled me to accept a commission
for church art.”> At the time, the Provost
Brewery that formerly functioned in
Prague’s district of Dejvice was converted
into a children’s day-care adjoining
St. Wenceslaus’ Chapter. Vladimir Astl was
commissioned for the sculptural interior
decoration; this is confirmed by a record
of holy sites compiled by Antonin Podlaha,
without citing the particular details of the
commission.?



4 Vladimir Astl, Portrait of Two Boys - Karel and Tonda, 1908, bronze, h. 54 cm, National Gallery Prague, P 2612.

According to the archives of the Order of
Sisters by the Church of St. Wenceslaus,
these were depictions of the individual
Stations of the Cross, which were set into
the walls before the chapter’s sanctification
on 28 September 1909.7

None of the terracotta reliefs features
a visible signature, but the hammer of
one of the men portrayed nailing Christ’s
body to the cross appears to be inscribed
with a pair of barely legible initials -

‘V. A" - perhaps indicating Vladimir Astl’s
authorship.

Each image is characterised by precise
attention to differentiating the stances,
gestures and forceful expressions of the
portrayed figures, but their bodies are
considerably elongated to borderline
deformed. Most of the standing male
figures have disproportionately large feet
with respect to the rest of the torso, which
is partly due to their placement by the very
edge of the relief, whose frame is slightly
skewed. The sculptor likely failed fully to
execute perspective or the spatial plan.

5 Stanislav Sucharda, Portrait of Children, 1900, plaster. Photo Archive
of the National Gallery in Prague.
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6 Bohumil Kafka, Portrait of the Sisters Urban, 1903, bronze, h. 51 cm, National Gallery Prague, P 716.

7 Vladimir Astl (?),
Station of the Cross XI.
Jesus is Nailed to the
Cross, c. 1908, terracotta,
St. Wenceslaus’ Church,
Prague-Dejvice. Photo
author.
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Astl made up for these shortcomings with
interesting images from the social sphere,
wherein one finds a distant analogy with
the work of Ladislav Saloun. For instance,
the scene where Christ is nailed to the
cross features figures of working men
skilfully wielding hammers. One cannot
but note the obvious discrepancy between
the quality of the rendition of working men
and the markedly inferior rendition of the
remaining staffage, and especially of other
figures that are much more significant
considering the commission’s nature.

In this connection, we also wish to
highlight Astl’'s commercially successful
portrait of Master Jan Hus (1915). The
memorial plaque, created in collaboration
with architect Pavel Janak, was produced
to commemorate the 500th anniversary of
the burning of this Bohemian preacher.?
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8 Vladimir Astl / Pavel Janak, Anniversary Plaque with a
Portrait of Master Jan Hus, c. 1915. In: Kostnickéa jednota:
Husovo album, Prague 1924, unpag.

Around 1915, it was fixed onto the wall

on the back of St. Climent’s Church in
Prague, where it has survived to this day.
Other plaques symbolically or culturally
related to the life of Master Jan Hus were
commissioned and mounted on the facades
of church buildings or memorial sites in
the same period. Casts of divergent quality
were, for instance, placed on the memorial
stone in Sob&hrdy, above the portal of

the Evangelical parish church in Lib¢ice,
and one exemplar was meant to adorn the
original parish house in Led&ice. The same
plaque was also discovered on the Hus
House in Volyné& or at Hradisté u Nasavrk.®
A simple signed variant of the bronze cast
without the textual inscription is owned by
a private collector.

As we have already mentioned, Astl’s art
often followed earlier, traditional examples.
Like elsewhere, Astl also drew on an iconic
model in designing his plaque of Master Jan
Hus, which he based on the graphic portrait
on the'tttle page Of Ag”cozq’s freatise (1537). The 10 Stanislav Sucharda, Krok, plaque, 1900, bronze, 5.5 x 4.9 cm,
analogies here are especially Hus’ sharp National Gallery Prague, P 5439.
facial features, the profile of the nose and
a conspicuous pointed beard. The latter is
somewhat more elongated on the graphic
original, but it clearly corresponds to the
rendition on Astl’s plaque. Hus’ appearance
also reflects contemporary debate about
whether the preacher’s face was bearded or
not, an issue contested in the latter half of
the 19th century. Astl sided with artists who
portrayed Master Jan Hus with a beard,
probably following the title page as well as
Sucharda’s example (distant resemblance
with the plaques of Praotec Cech and Krok>°)
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rather than under the influence of these
discussion, which he likely took no interest
in.3

As is apparent from the portrait of
Master Jan Hus and the terracotta Stations
of the Cross, Astl soon turned away from
socially oriented sculptures and engaged
with restoration work and less important
commissions that earned him a living. The
reason why Astl never enjoyed any major
career successes as a sculptor was likely
due to his lack of compositional creativity,
as he often resorted to traditional, time-
proven sculpting patterns. Nevertheless,
archival entries attest that the sculptor
diligently studied his subjects, which
found reflection in his meticulous portraits
and renditions of human figures. Astl’s
pivotal works from 1905-1908, with their
naturalism, are the culmination of an
artistic movement characterised by social-
realist tendencies, demonstrating the
richness of the Czech sculptural tradition at
the turn of the 19th and 20th century.
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Translated by Benjamin Ziak
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An Egg through the Window:
Rediscovering Ulo Sooster in the
National Gallery Prague
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Window, a little-known surrealist painting in the collection of the National Gallery
Prague, was created by Soviet-Estonian artist Ulo Sooster in the mid-1960s. While taking
the form of a trompe l'oeil window, the author argues that the work can also be read

as a metaphorical view onto the nonconformist art scene in Moscow in the early Cold
War. This essay takes a detailed look through the layers of paint to explore the life of
the artist: from his youth in Tartu, followed by his imprisonment in the Gulag, to his
later confrontation with Khrushchev at the height of the “Thaw”. It also brings together
archival material, personal recollections and correspondence with other national
museums to reveal the mystery of how and why Window found its home in Prague.

Keywords

Ulo Sooster, painting, Soviet art, Estonian art, dissident
art, Moscow nonconformism, surrealism, abstraction,
socialist realism
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I remember being struck by the romantic
life story of Ulo Sooster when I first
heard of it. The charismatic painter,
transported to Moscow from his native
Estonia, a survivor of the infamous Gulag,
a leading member of the nonconformist art
movement, dead at merely forty-six years of
age. So the sight of Sooster’s name on a list
of paintings in the National Gallery Prague
- as I familiarised myself with the collection
after joining as curator of modern and
contemporary art - immediately piqued my
interest. Keen to discover more about his
painting and its journey to Prague, I began
my investigation. Along the way, I would
discover an artist even more intriguing than
I had realised, and a neglected work that
holds in its mysterious layers the turbulent
tale of art in communist-era Europe.
Window was painted by Sooster in 1964,
as evidenced by the date and his distinctive
looping signature in bright red paint in the
bottom right-hand corner of the cardboard
rectangle. (Fig. 1) When viewing this
medium-sized oil painting on the racks in
the depository at the Trade Fair Palace, the
first thing that caught my attention was the
gleaming egg at its centre. The egg was the



1 Ulo Sooster, Window [Okno], 1964. Qil on cardboard, 50 x 70.5 cm. National Gallery Prague.

main recurring motif in Sooster’s work from
the late 1950s onwards, and here was the
National Gallery’s own version, resplendent
in bright white, appearing to shine like
an oval sun into the subterranean storage
room. In Sooster’s window, the egg/sun
fusion is enhanced by its setting against
the background of a blue sky. This at once
reminded me of his passion for surrealism,
as well as evoking the sky that so often
symbolised a utopian future in the paintings
of socialist realism, the official art style
that dominated creative production in the
USSR throughout Sooster’s adult life. The
trompe loeil effect of the window, a favourite
of Sooster and further testament to his
reputation as “the first Moscow surrealist
of the ‘60s”,* was also striking on first sight,
drawing me in and as if inviting me to delve
further into the riddle how this egg came to
find its home in the Czech Republic.
Having removed the frame from the
vertical rack and laid it flat, other alluring
aspects of the painting leapt out at me.
The construction of the window from
overlapping rectangles appears to owe a
debt to the geometric abstraction of Dutch
pioneer, Piet Mondrian. But instead of
Mondrian’s preference for primary colours,
Sooster has chosen a far more muted
palette. What at a distance mingles into a
muddy grey, on closer inspection separates
out into a rich web of colour, ranging 2 Ulo Sooster, detail of Window.
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3 Ulo Sooster, Fear [Hirm],
1954. Qil on canvas, 34 x 21 cm.
Tartu Art Museum.

4 Ulo Sooster, Self-Portrait with Prison Camp Background [Autoportree vangilaagri
taustal], 1958. Oil on cardboard, 34 x 49.7 cm. Tartu Art Museum.

5 Ulo Sooster and

llya Kabakov in their
studio, Moscow, 1960s.
Photographer unknown.
Tartu Art Museum.
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from oak green and aubergine purple,

to baby pink, piercing yellow and sharp
white. The egg itself is also revealed to
hold unexpected colour, with the blanched
shell intersected by delicate strands of red,
giving the impression of pulsating veins
that hint at life within. (Fig. 2) The surface
is also disrupted by the indentation of
fingerprints, presumably those of Sooster
himself. As well as evoking the presence
of the artist, this mottled effect suggests
that this egg might crack at any moment -
a sudden sign of menace against the idyllic
blue sky.

This juxtaposition of joy and fear
defined Sooster’s own life as much as his
art. His tragically early death marked the
end of a tempestuous, adventurous and
quintessentially “bohemian” existence. Ulo
Sooster was born in 1924 on the island of
Hiiumaa in the Baltic Sea, during a brief
period of Estonian independence. In a
convoluted history that is so common in
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
during the Second World War, Estonia
was annexed by the USSR in August 1940,
becoming the Estonian Soviet Socialist
Republic, before being occupied by Nazi
Germany the following summer. After
being “liberated” by Soviet troops in 1944,
the Estonian SSR became one of the jewels
of the “voluntary union”, and would remain
so until it could reclaim independence and
be rechristened as the Republic of Estonia
in 1991. Despite the turmoil of the war
years, during which he was briefly forced
to work as a paramedic in the German army
(a fact he managed to keep hidden after
the return of Soviet rule), Sooster began
training as a painter and illustrator at the
Higher Art School Pallas in Tartu. But
before long, he would become one of the
victims of Stalin’s resurgent paranoia after
the end of what was known in the USSR as
the Great Patriotic War.

The Soviet authorities had already
eliminated all independent artist groups
in the Baltics in 1940, as part of an
aggressive purge of the intelligentsia.

After reoccupation, a ruthless process

of Sovietisation attempted to impose
Stalinist ideology on all areas of life in the
so-called “Soviet West”. Socialist realism
was introduced as the only acceptable
form of art, and adherence was enforced
by local branches of the Artists’ Union.
Less a monolithic artistic style than an
ideological concept that encompassed

all cultural production, the tenets of
socialist realism required that artists
produce didactic works, clearly accessible
to the proletariat, that encouraged



6 René Magritte, Variation of Sadness [Variante de la tristesse], 1957. Qil on canvas, 50 x 60 cm. Kerry Stokes Collection, Perth.
© René Magritte, OOA-S 2019.

them to labour for the achievement of
communism. Since Tartu had been the
centre of Estonian artistic life from the
early twentieth century, when its artists
were strongly influenced by the School of
Paris, the city’s creative community came
under particular suspicion. Individuals
were compelled to publicly denounce their
modernist past and pledge commitment
to the new artistic doctrine, while the art
school in Tartu was steadily taken over by
teachers and students sent from Russia,
as well as incognito KGB officers. Already
in 1945, two of Sooster’s classmates,
Varmo Pirk and Herman Aunapuu,

were sent to the Gulag, the notorious
network of prison camps that dotted
some of the most inhospitable terrain

in the Soviet Union. As the persecution
of Estonian intellectuals intensified in
1948, Sooster and five of his fellow art
students were put under observation by
the secret police. The following year,

the group was arrested, charged with
participation in various farfetched anti-
Soviet activies, and sentenced to ten years

of hard labour.2

Transported to distant Kazakhstan,
Sooster would spend the next six years
in the coal mining complex of Karaganda
Corrective Labour Camp. Also incarcerated
in “KarLag”, British woman Flora Leipman
later recounted that the camp’s population
of slave labourers were “dying like flies”.?
Despite this suffering, Sooster found
unexpected camaraderie and inspiration
in his remote confinement, referring to it
as his “second university”.4 Having studied
at the French lycée in Tartu, Sooster was
able to converse with Russian scientists
and philosophers who had received their
education in Western Europe, spurring his
lifelong intellectual curiosity. It was also
among his fellow inmates that Sooster met
his future wife, Lidia Serh, a Jewish-Russian
stage designer who had been imprisoned as
a suspected American spy. In 1954, Sooster
was appointed the prison camp artist, once
again giving him access to art materials.
Prior to his arrest, his paintings are mainly
impressionist in style, with clear references
to the landscapes and portraits of Monet,
Cézanne and Van Gogh. Yet, ironically,
it was in the Gulag that Sooster found
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7 Demonstration of action painting by Harry Colman, Moscow, 1957.
Photograph by Lola Liivat. Courtesy Lola Liivat and Kadi Talvoja.

‘1

8 Crowds viewing Cathedral by Jackson Pollock at the American
National Exhibition, Moscow, 1959. Photograph by F. Goess. Downtown
Gallery records, 1824-1974, bulk 1926-1969, Archives of American Art,
Smithsonian Institution.

the freedom to develop his own creative
style. Over the remaining two years of his
incarceration, he created a series of self-
portraits in an increasingly expressionist
style, depicting himself in his blue prison
overalls and often wearing a cap or holding
a pipe. Mostly Sooster portrayed himself
with a forlorn expression but, on the
occasion of his thirtieth birthday, he broke
with this pattern to paint himself grimacing
at the viewer with his mouth agape, titling
the painting Fear (Hirm). (Fig. 3)

Against the odds, Sooster survived his
internment and was released in March 1956,
as part of the process of de-Stalinisation
after the death of the dictator three years
earlier. Sooster’s experiences in KarLag
would, however, haunt him for the rest
of his life, with scenes of prison life
recurring in his work. (Fig. 4) Moreover,
Sooster’s homecoming in Estonia would
be shortlived. Prevented from joining the
Artists’ Union and unable to find work, he
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instead turned to the hometown of his new
wife. The Soosters arrived in Moscow in
October 1956, at a time of profound change
in the city’s artistic life. That same month,
impressionist and post-impressionist
paintings, confined to museum basements
for the past decade, went back on display;
while the opening of a retrospective of
Pablo Picasso at the Pushkin State Museum
of Fine Arts was a landmark moment
during the period known as “Khrushchev’s
Thaw”. Earlier in 1956, the return of

the USSR to participation in the Venice
Biennale, after a twenty-two year hiatus,
was yet another sign of the tentative
liberalisation of Soviet society under new
leader, Nikita Khrushchev.

Despite speaking broken Russian, Sooster
quickly found himself at the centre of
Moscow’s burgeoning dissident art scene.
Along with new friends including Tlya
Kabakov, Viktor Pivovarov and Erik Bulatov,
he would establish a career as an illustrator
of children’s and popular science books
and cartoon films. This enabled him to
join the Artists’ Union and to gain access
to art materials that he could use for his
own clandestine creative projects. From
1960, Sooster shared a studio with Kabakov
on the now-famous Sretensky Boulevard.
(Fig. 5) The street gave its name to the
group of nonconformist artists who worked
there, many of whom had trained in the
studio of Eli Beliutin. Founded in 1948,
Beliutin’s private art school, New Reality
(Novaya real’nost’), became a centre for
young artists who rejected the demands
of socialist realism, such as Pivovaroy,
Vladimir Yankilevsky, Ernst Neizvestny
and Boris Zhutovsky. The Sretensky
Boulevard Group was also closely aligned
with the Lianozovo Group, likewise formed
in the mid-1950s by artists who shared a
commitment to experimentation, rather
than a common style. At the same time,
Sooster’s basement apartment became
a meeting space and artistic salon for
nonconformist artists.

While settling in Moscow, Sooster read
voraciously and his knowledge of Western
art was expanded by books sent from an
aunt living in Sweden. In particular, he was
drawn to the surrealists, whose work he was
aware of from his time as an art student
in Tartu. According to art historian Eha
Komissarov, “Sooster was fascinated with
the playfulness of the surreal manner of
narration, and with the ingenious method
of transplanting the meanings”.> Attracted
above all to the semiotic fantasies of
Belgian painter, René Magritte, Sooster was
inspired in 1959 to create his first surrealist



compositions. From then on, he developed
a lexicon of recurring object-symbols which
contained metaphorical meaning, weaving
them together in his dreamlike visions. The
egg, along with the fish and the juniper tree
(memories from his youth by the coast in
Estonia), emerged as his favourite symbols,
with Sooster repeatedly commenting, “The
egg is the symbol of life. The egg is birth".
Due to his interest in philosophy and
psychology, Sooster was no doubt drawn to
the form of the egg as a signifier for a wide
array of profound and conflicting themes:
new life and opportunities as well as
unfulfilled desire and unrealised potential;
nurturing and protection juxtaposed with
fragility and vulnerability; the giving of

life mirrored by a retreat from life. Sooster
was notably influenced in his fascination
with the egg by Magritte, who featured the
object repeatedly in his work. In Magritte’s
paintings of the 1930s, the egg was shown
encaged as if a songbird in Elective Affinities
(Les affinités électives), or as the catalyst

for the artist’s psychic experience in
Clairvoyance (La Clairvoyance); while in a later
work of 1957, Variation of Sadness (Variante de
la tristesse), Magritte preempted Sooster’s
Window by showing two eggs against a sky
in a trompe loeil setting. (Fig. 6) The egg was
also a recurring symbol within the work of
Salvador Dali, another important influence
on the development of Sooster’s practice,
most famously in Metamorphosis of Narcissus
(Métamorphose de Narcisse) of 1937, and
Geopoliticus Child Watching the Birth of the New
Man of 1943.

The year after Sooster arrived in Moscow,
the sixth World Festival of Youth and
Students opened in Moscow. In another
watershed moment of Khrushchev’s o .
Thaw, this citywide event included a 9 Jackson Pollock, Cathedral, 1947. Enamel and al‘umlmum paint on

canvas, 181.61 x 89.06 cm. Dallas Museum of Art, gift of Mr. and Mrs.
display of international art that contained Bernard J. Reis, 1950.87. © Jackson Pollock, OOA-S 2019.
exhibits by artists from fifty-two countries,
including examples of Western modernism.
Live demonstrations of action painting
and illustrated lectures on abstract
expressionism delivered by little-known
American artist Harry Colman provoked
intense interest among Russian visitors.
(Fig. 7) This event is also known to have
had a direct and lasting impact on the work
of nonconformist artists: Sooster’s great
friend, Yuri Sobolev, as well as leading
members of the Lianozovo Group, Lidiya
Masterkova and Vladimir Nemukhin, and
Estonian painter Lola Liivat, all turned to
abstraction in response to seeing Colman's
demonstration.” Two years later, in the
summer of 1959, the American National
Exhibition in Moscow brought major :
examples of US avant-garde art to the USSR 10 Ulo Sooster, detail of Window.
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Ulo Sooster, Eye in the Egg [Silm munas], 1962. Oil on paper, 75 x 109.5 cm. Tartu Art Museum.

46

for the first time. The most talked-about
aspect of the art display was its collection
of abstract paintings, including Jackson
Pollock’s monumental canvas, Cathedral,

an example of his much-discussed “drip”
painting style. (Fig. 8) No doubt influenced
by my research interest in American-Soviet
artistic relations during the early Cold War,
I had been reminded of Pollock’s painting
while viewing Sooster’s Window in the
National Gallery depository for the first
time. Contemplating the rectangles of the
“window frame”, formed from a dense mesh
of threaded colours that shared the same
palette as Cathedral, had immediately led
me to wonder if Sooster had seen Pollock’s
painting in Moscow and might be paying
tribute to the first drip painting to cross the
“iron curtain”. (Fig. 9) With further reading
into Sooster’s life, my suspicions were
vindicated. It is indeed known that Sooster
visited both the exhibition of student art in
1957 and the American National Exhibition
two summers later. His interest in the
latter show was such that he individually
reviewed fifty of the exhibited works in
letters to his friends in Estonia, while

also noting that he had himself begun to
experiment with creating totally abstract
pictures.® The woodland colours may also
have served a dual purpose in Sooster’s
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mind, as an abstract rendering of the forest
theme than had developed from the symbol
of the juniper.

Noticing the parallels between Cathedral
and Window had at once conjured up in
my mind the image of Sooster painting the
work, as I wondered whether he had built
up the layers in the manner of a traditional
easel painting, or mirrored Pollock’s
practice of placing the canvas on the floor
and pouring the paint from above. Looking
intently at the texture failed to give up this
secret, but did reveal what appear to be
scraps of cardboard locked within the thick
layers of paint. (Fig. 10) This again evokes
Pollock’s habit of incorporating foreign
objects into his paintings, often detritus
from his Long Island studio and the butts
of cigarettes that he chain-smoked while
working. A preoccupation with collage
and assemblage using found objects was
at the time also common among Sooster’s
artistic circle in Tartu, who he continued
to visit and correspond with often. Tlya
Kabakov has provided insight into Sooster’s
process, describing how the Estonian
produced his reliefs “with a sculptor’s
knife from colored paste ... while it is still
‘raw’ putting into it little spheres, pieces
of red glass, fragments of ceramics”.? Lidia
Sooster similarly recalled how her husband



“manipulated paints, embossed paste, wood
glue, fish glue, epoxy, he manipulated
burnt bronze, which looked like antique
copper, and squeezed nitro-enamel paints
from a tube. He glued to the drawing ready-
made painted squares, wings, tails, circles,
sprayed paint to shade something, liked

to scrape a picture with a needle and an
awl”.’> As well as sharing a spontaneous,
performative way of working, Pollock’s
fascination with Jungian psychoanalysis and
the subconscious also no doubt appealed
to Sooster, providing guidance for the
synthesis of abstraction and surrealism

that had become his primary theoretical
concern. The fact that Cathedral was shown
in Moscow three years after Pollock had
died in his mid-forties, crashing his car
while drunk, would prove to be another
tragic parallel between the artists when a
decade later Sooster’s life was likewise cut
short.

The advance of abstract painting into the
Soviet capital in the late 1950s led its artists
to anticipate that an end to state control
over artistic production was imminent.
Encouraged by the prospect, the Moscow
Section of the Artists’ Union planned the
showcase New Reality in 1962 at the city’s
famous Manege exhibition hall. Named
after Eli Beliutin’s art school, the display
featured socialist realism alongside new
work that proudly showed the influence
of Western trends. Beliutin’s students
were invited to contribute, along with
members of the Sretensky Boulevard
Group, including Sobolev, Yankilevsky
and Neizvestny. Sooster was represented
through his provocative Eye in the Egg (Silm
munds), a painting in which the artist again
combined his favourite symbol with a
trompe l'oeil effect. Here the egg/eye creates
the perception of infinite distance through
the sequence of consecutive oval forms. In
a cold, metallic grey, this eye appears less
man than machine, an ever-seeing aperture
that gives a disquieting sense of constant
surveillance. (Fig. 11)

Sooster was one of thirteen
nonconformist artists who were eagerly
in attendance when Khrushchev visited
the exhibition on 1 December, hoping
to witness official acceptance of their
vision for art after the Stalinist repression.
However, their hopes were to be dashed.
As Khrushchev toured the galleries with
a crowd of Soviet bureaucrats, he became
incensed by the dramatic deviations from
socialist realism and reacted with expletive-
laden tirades. Each of the artists was forced
to account for their work and then publicly
mocked and threatened with arrest and
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12 Ulo Sooster in his studio, holding Old Tallinn [Vana Tallinn],
Moscow, 1960s. Photographer unknown. Tartu Art Museum.

deportation by the increasingly antagonistic
group. When Sooster began to defend his
painting, his heavy Estonian accent appears
to have confused Khrushchev into silence.
Instead, it was his Politburo colleague
Alexander Shelepin, recently chairman of
the KGB, who turned art critic to give his
opinion on Sooster’s work. In a surprisingly
perceptive analysis, Shelepin accused the
picture of showing “an idea, hostile to
us, that our knowledge is only a shell,
and inside there is something completely
different”.™ After his visit, the New Reality
exhibition was shut down on Khrushchev’s
order, with the politician declaring,
“Gentlemen, we are declaring war on you”."?
In the aftermath, the government launched
a renewed campaign against formalism and
abstraction, effectively marking the end of
the Thaw.

Although Sooster evaded arrest on
this occasion, his confrontation with
Khrushchev had a profound effect on
the rest of his life. As commissions for
work dried up, the artist found himself
impoverished, with the new leadership
of Leonid Brezhnev only hastening the
return of cultural repression. It was in this
tumultuous period that Sooster painted
Window. The physicality of the work,
constructed on cardboard, is perhaps
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13 Ulo Sooster, View of the Sea from Windows [Vaade merele akendest], 1968. Oil
on plywood, 53.8 x 77.5 cm. Tartu Art Museum.

further evidence of his struggle to create,
with materials scarce and canvases

largely out of reach for someone officially
registered as an illustrator. Yet despite

its production at a moment of crisis in

the artist’s life, it is my belief that this
work marks the achievement of Sooster’s
creative ambition. Even while awaiting

his fate in a prison cell in Tartu, the night
after his arrest, fellow painter Lembit
Saarts remembers: “We were up all night
talking mainly of art, about how to start
anew when we returned. We talked about
what art should be like. We thought it

out and called it Dynamic Static.”3 After
establishing himself in Moscow, Sooster
continued to work tirelessly to familiarise
himself with new styles, work them into his
practice, and find ways to bring them into
combination with other creative trends. It is
for this reason that art historian Francisco
Martinez classifies Sooster as “a liminal
being ... one that cannot be easily placed
into a single category, one who challenges
the cultural networks of social classification
by representing a hybrid coexistence of
opposites”.* Sobolev likewise recalled in
later life:

In order to “mend” the gaps in his time, Sooster
... suggested (or, to be more correct, demanded)
that we should restore, in a compressed way,
the whole chain of development of art of the last
thirty years: the principles of deformation of
cubism and expressionism, the spatial inventions
of Picasso, Braque, De Chirico, and Morandi,
the abstractions of Mondrian and Pollock, the
surrealism of Max Ernst and René Magritte,
the poetics of Klee and Miré ... Tt was like a
sophisticated theater performance. We wore holes
in our trousers sitting in libraries, studying
monographs and journals about the drama
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of art and the great masters of the twentieth
century.”

Eha Komissarov has contended that
his attempts ultimately ended in failure,
and that “Sooster’s investigative creative
method actually assaulted the notion of
originality, but failed to come up with a
useful alternative. He was a perfect type of
a breakthrough period artist who existed
at the boundary of the old and the new”.
Yet the connections in Window revealed
above show that, rather than simply
appropriating, Sooster was bringing into
unison all the styles jostling for attention
in Europe at mid-century. Part surrealism,
part geometric abstraction, socialist realism
and abstract expressionism, in a single
work, Sooster overcame the assumption
that these styles were contradictory or even
antithetical. Thus, the enigmatic Window
not only chronicles Sooster’s own artistic
trajectory and the creative milieu in which
he and his contemporaries lived, but also
provides a record of wider tensions in
contemporary art: between figuration and
abstraction, reality and fantasy, official and
unofficial. Through the trompe loeil opening,
it is as though the viewer is journeying
backwards in time through the cultural
trends that in turn dominated the four
decades of Sooster’s lifetime, with the egg
symbolising the birth of modern art and,
perhaps, of the artist himself.

The National Gallery’s records mention
Sooster’s work as being part of a wider
series entitled Windows (Okna). Yet since
the painting has remained in storage since
its inclusion in an exhibition of Moscow
nonconformist art in Brno in 1988, the
connection to other examples of Sooster’s
oeuvre has been overlooked in recent
retrospectives. Thanks to the present
study, the National Gallery’s Window can
now be returned to its rightful place as
one of three works in the “picture within
a picture” series that Sooster created in
the last decade of his life. In particular, it
bears a striking resemblance to another
painting that Sooster created in 1964,
entitled Old Tullinn (Vana Tallinn). (Fig. 12)
Now held in a private collection, this
window has an identical structure, with the
same entanglement of pastoral colours and
collage elements embedded in the paint.
But this window looks out onto St. Olaf’s
Church in Tallinn: perhaps indicating
homesickness or nostalgia on the part of
the artist, but nonetheless a realistic view
through a window, in comparison to the
fantastical vision of an egg floating in the
sky. A later work in the series, View of the
Sea from Windows (Vaade merele akendest) from



14 René Magritte, The Secret Life [La vie secréte], 1928. Qil on canvas, 57.2 x 75.9 x 2.9 cm. Cleveland Museum of Art, bequest of
Lockwood Thompson 1992.298. © René Magritte, OOA-S 2019.

1968, is in the collection of the Tartu Art
Museum, the depository for most of the
artist’s paintings and drawings. (Fig. 13) In
this painting, there are two windows onto
a seascape, with waves appearing to flood
through the opening, towards the viewer.
Instead of the overlapping rectangles, a
play of perspective that creates a sense of
both physical and temporal distance, here
the trompe loeil effect is more simplistic.
Rather than formed from a mass of painted
dribbles that recall Pollock’s drip technique,
these windows are framed by a single,
flat layer of turquoise paint applied in a
stucco effect, a more naturalistic rendering
of a window in a seaside building than a
magical peephole onto another world.
Liisa Kaljula, head of the painting
collection at the Art Museum of Estonia,
traces the image of “the hole in the
concrete wall” to the psychological
reverberations of Sooster’s confinement
in the Gulag. She also suggests that the
impasto technique used in these paintings,
but not evident in the work of other
Moscow nonconformists, was an example
of Sooster’s ongoing artistic exchange with
friends in Tartu, especially Ellinor Aiki.”
The window paintings have also been

previously discussed by other art historians,
who have recognised the importance of the
series in Sooster’s career. Eha Komissarov
has written that Sooster’s windows were
part of his surrealist play on the contrasts
between familiarity and distance, the
personal and universal, internal and
external.’® Eda Sepp meanwhile says that
Sooster used the window as a motif for a
view into a different space, noting that the
series inspired the younger Estonian artist
Juri Arrak to adopt the theme into his own
pictures.” In doing so, he was the latest

in a sequence of artists who transmitted

a single theme across the decades. While
Sooster appropriated from Magritte, who
produced a host of trompe loeil paintings of
windows, doors and backdrops opening
onto blue skies, the Belgian artist’s work
itself appears to borrow from earlier
paintings by Dali, such as Girl at a Window.
(Figs. 14-15)

However, before Sooster had created his
third painting in the series, the National
Gallery’s Window had begun its journey
to Prague. Here the story of the painting
becomes inextricably tied to that of its
new owner. The work was gifted to the
National Gallery in 1970, along with two
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collage paintings by Yankilevsky, also dated
to 1964.%° The donor, Dr. Dusan Koneény,
was an important figure in the Prague art
scene during the 1960s and 1970s, holding
a series of influential roles, including as
senior lecturer in art history and theory
at the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences,
board director of the Union of Czech
Artists and Editor-in-Chief of the union’s
magazine Visual Culture (Vijtvarnd kultura).
In his brief letter of donation, Koneény
noted that the three paintings had been
given to him by the artists, without further
elaboration.” Thanks to archival records
and the recollections of Sooster’s friends
and family, the details of the painting’s
acquisition can be expanded upon.
Koneé&ny’s interest in the work of Russian
artists dates from the 1950s, when he had
been a student in Moscow. Returning
frequently to the city after his relocation to
Prague, Koneény became acquainted with
the underground art scene, about which he
wrote a number of books and articles. He is
known to have visited Sooster’s workshop,
as well as attending the regular Tuesday
night gatherings in the artist’s apartment on
Krasin Street. Indeed, such was Koneény’s
status among the Sretensky Boulevard
Group that he is credited with giving them
their collective name, although Viktor
Pivovarov has recalled that this honour
instead went to another Czech art theorist
who championed the work of the Moscow
15 Salvador Dali, Girl at a Windgw [Figura en una finesfra], 1925. Oil on papier nonconformist artists in the 1970s: Jind¥ich
maché, 105 x 74.5 cm. Museo Nacional Centro de Arte Reina Sofia, Madrid. X ..
© Salvador Dali, OOA-S 2019. Chalupecky.?? Sooster’s apparent decision
to gift Window to Koneény, at a moment of
financial hardship, is testament to the close
friendship that developed between artist
and collector. This bond is also evidenced
on the cardboard back of the painting,
where Sooster has dedicated the work to
its new owner with the words “parimate
soovidega” (“with best wishes” in Estonian).
(Fig. 16) Koneény would later commemorate
Sooster by writing his obituary in the
Czech journal Fine Art (Vijtvarné uméni). Tt is
known that from the mid-1960s, the artist
risked selling works to foreign visitors,
which in turn led them to appear in
exhibitions in Poland, Italy and Germany.
One such exhibition of nonconformist
drawings and collages by Sooster and seven
other members of his Moscow circle -
16 Ulo Sooster, detail of inscription on the back of Window. including Yankilevsky, Soboley, Neizvestny,
Zhutovsky and Anatoly Brusilovsky - was
curated by Koneény at the Club of Friends
of Fine Arts (Klub pfatel vytvarného
uméni) in Usti nad Orlici in September
1965. However, further opportunities for
displays of such work in Czechoslovakia
were lost with the invasion of the country
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by the Warsaw Pact forces. In an ironic
twist, when Soviet tanks entered Prague’s
Old Town Square on 21 August 1968, they
were parked beneath a banner advertising
an exhibition of Soviet revolutionary
graphics at the National Gallery’s Kinsky
Palace, on loan from the State Tretyakov
Gallery in Moscow and curated by
Koneény. This exhibition foreshadowed the
displays of officially sanctioned art from
socialist countries that would dominate
the National Gallery’s public programmes
during the years of occupation. However,
Koneény's donations in 1970 were part of
a surprisingly high number of avant-garde
works that entered the gallery’s collection
soon after the invasion, suggesting that
curators and collectors worked together to
preserve atrisk artworks and to amass what
they could of modernist styles before the
anticipated return of cultural suppression.
The timing of the arrival of Window at
the National Gallery is also significant
for another reason. Two months before
Koneény wrote his letter of donation, on
25 October 1970, Sooster suffered a fatal

stroke in his studio on Sretensky Boulevard.

In the years preceding, the crumbling
representation of the egg perhaps
provides a visual metaphor for the artist’s
own deteriorating health, as well as the
shattering of creative freedom in countries
within the Soviet sphere. While the egg

at the centre of Window appears ready

to crack, in the following years it would
become increasingly damaged (Fractured

T - 17 Ulo Sooster, Egg

with Growths [Kasvudega
muna], 1969. Etching

on paper, 13 x 21 cm
(image); 48.5 x 33.5 cm
(sheet). Tartu Art
Museum.

Egg, 1967), cancerous (Egg with Growths,
1969) (Fig. 17) and dissected (Egg Divided into
Four, 1968-70). Finally, in a sketch found
by Brusilovsky only after Sooster’s death,
the egg was shown broken into pieces,
with a dead chick tumbling from its centre
- an image thought to symbolise a broken
heart.? Yet through works such as Window,
Sooster’s memory lives on, as imperishable
as the egg that rests on his grave in Tallinn.
(Fig. 18)

The author wishes to express special thanks
to Ulo’s son, Tennopent Sooster, as well as
Liisa Kaljula and Anu Allas at Kumu, the Art
Museum of Estonia, for their detective work,
words of advice and generosity in sharing research
materials.
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18 The funeral of Ulo
Sooster, Metsakalmistu,
Tallinn, 1970s.
Photographer unknown.
Courtesy the estate of the
artist. The original copper
egg was stolen from

the grave in 2000 and
replaced with a marble
version.
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REPORTS

An Unknown Model by Ferdinand
Maximilian Brokof in the
Collections of the National Gallery

Prague?
TOMAS HLADIK

While for years superb three-dimensional sketches by Matthias Bernhard Braun have
been shown in the permanent exhibitions of Baroque art in the Czech lands in St
George’s Convent and in Schwarzenberg Palace, similarly authentic materials from

the preparatory stage of the sculptural work of Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, Braun’s
greatest artistic rival, have long been missing from the National Gallery’s exhibitions.
Recently the National Gallery was able to acquire two remarkable model carvings of

St John of Nepomuk from a private collection in Prague. Based on its style and form,

it is now very probably possible to link to these carvings a wooden modelletto of The
Virgin Mary and the Infant Jesus in the Clouds, which has to now eluded the attention of

scholarship.

Keywords Permanent exhibitions of Baroque art in
National Gallery Prague, Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, the Czech lands in St GCOI‘gC’S Convent
The Virgin Mary and Infant Jesus, preparatory stage .

mo del' & Y Jesus, prep y stage at Prague Castle and in Schwarzenberg

Palace at Hrad&any have to date always
included visually very striking three-
dimensional sketches created by Matthias
Bernhard Braun. By contrast, similarly
authentic materials produced during the
‘preparatory stage’ of the sculptural work
of Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, Braun’s
artistic contemporary and biggest domestic
competitor, have been long and painfully
absent from these same exhibitions.' Not
long ago the opportunity arose to acquire
from a private collection in Prague two
model carvings that are of good quality and
are also remarkable Prague-related artefacts
on the subject of St John of Nepomuk,
and that were created over the interval of
some years by the owner of a prosperous
Prague workshop, Johann Brokof, and his
younger son, Ferdinand Maximilian.? Based
on distinctive stylistic features and the
brilliant treatment of form, it is now very
probably possible to link another work to
these two carvings, namely a small carving
depicting The Virgin Mary and the Infant Jesus
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1 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof (?), The Virgin Mary and the Infant Jesus in the Clouds, circa 1730, National Gallery in Prague - view from the
right. Photo: National Gallery in Prague (David Stecker - Jan Divig).
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2 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof (?), The Virgin Mary and the Infant 3 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof (?), The Virgin Mary and the Infant

Jesus in the Clouds, circa 1730, National Gallery in Prague - view from the Jesus in the Clouds, circa 1730, National Gallery in Prague - view

front. Photo: National Gallery in Prague (David Stecker - Jan Divig). from the rear. Photo: National Gallery in Prague (David Stecker - Jan
Divis).

in the Clouds, which to now has eluded the to the left. The Virgin Mary is looking up

attention of scholars. at the Child and embracing him with her
In this work the figure of the Virgin left arm, holding his body against hers

Mary is seated on a strong and thoroughly with her right hand, which is supported

moulded base of clouds shaped in a by a small gathering of drapery. Large

diagonally upward direction and set confidently moulded shapes form the

on another, this time smaller group of base of the clouds beneath the two figures

horizontally carved clouds attached by and a separate lower section of clouds

a wooden peg to a low wooden plinth. underneath is rendered in a similar fagshion

Traces of the chalk foundation found using a woodcutting knife (Fig. 1). The

in the deeper recesses of the sculpting figural group itself is conceived in a highly

of the figural group and the base of the realistic manner, with a complex, generous

clouds indicate that in the past this was composition of voluminous shapes

an entirely polychrome carving; there is rendered in a wholly natural fashion and

also some minor damage to the linden with artistic mastery, which is evident in the

wood in the work.* The upper half of the intricate helix formed by the firm body of

Mother of God's body is twisted to the left the Virgin Mary and the relaxed posture of

to face the Infant Jesus, who in a loose the Infant Jesus. The expressively effective

contrapposto and with his weight on his drapery is also sculpted wholly realistically

left leg is standing on Mary’s left thigh. and with a natural voluminous quality

He has his right hand on Mary’s shoulder and weight, and a compositional aspect,

and embraces her around the neck, and without any superfluous woodcarving

with his head he is gazing downward and finesses aimed at stylistic effects (Figs. 2-3).
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4 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, Descent from the Cross, after 1724, model for the altar group of the provost Church
of Ss Peter and Paul in MéInik, Germany, private collection. Photo: German Popp.

The drapery here is thus an obvious
counterpoint to the grandly sculpted
Biblical robes of other well-known figures
by Brokof, where the robes not only

serve to underscore the volume of the
figures’, in most cases, robust bodies

but are always naturally inspired by the
action and link and bind the figural group
within a plastically and un-picturesquely
logical cohesive whole.” The composition
employed in the sculpture ‘sensitively and
serenely expresses the intimate relationship between
mother and child, without drama or psychological
escalation or an aestheticising appeal’. Tt is this
note of serene expressiveness, the amply
laid out and thoroughly modelled drapery,
and the overall realistic conception of

the sculpture that make The Virgin Mary
with the Infant Jesus reminiscent of some of
the later work of Ferdinand Maximilian
Brokof, which is apparent even in some

of this piece’s sculptural details. The
distinctively typified features of Mary’s face

have a close analogy in the female heads
Brokof was creating in the 1730s, crowning
examples of which are the stucco sculpture
The Lady Mary of Calvary in Duchcov, the
polychromed woodcarving St Ludmila in
the property of the National Gallery in
Prague, or the figure of the same saint
from the main altar of the Augustinian
Church of St Thomas in the Lesser Town
district in Prague.” Another of the artist’s
characteristic motifs is the rendering

of Mary’s feet in strapped sandals. By
contrast, the small elongated figure of the
Infant Jesus, with a large head, rich locks
of wavy hair, and a soft face, comes across
as somewhat stylistically more sophisticated
and more rococo than others, and yet we
can see in it, too, a distant precursor to
the master’s later work, specifically in the
movable little putti he created before 1720
that decorate the overdoors in the interior
of the Electors’ Chapel in the Cathedral of
St John the Baptist in Wroctaw.®

Bulletin of the National Gallery Prague XXI1X/2019 57



The recently published carving The Virgin
Mary and the Infant Jesus is without question
the work of a very experienced artist and
equally a sculptural work of exceptional
value for the compositional surety with
which the firm bond between Mary and
the Infant Jesus is perfectly expressed in a
precisely balanced arrangement of matter.
The fact that the sculptural outcome we
have at hand is a fully three-dimensional
work, evidence of which is the mastery with
which even the reverse sides of the figural
group and the cloud pedestal are carved,
would suggest that the carving as a whole
was meant for a very specific and most
likely monumental stone sculpture that was
destined to be placed in some open space.
The minute traces of the chalk foundation
that were discovered indicate that, rather
than a sculptural bozzetto created for some
unknown Marian sculpture, as Pavel
Preiss believed in his day,® what we have
in this case is in all likelihood another
of the original models created by Brokof
that are repeatedly referred to in archival
sources. However, we unfortunately know
nothing of any final product in the form
of a stone Marian sculpture, which may
have disappeared without a trace in earlier
times or may ultimately never have been
made, as it was not uncommon for that
to occur, usually for financial reasons.
Regardless, the newly published carving
in the collection of the National Gallery
in Prague, which originated around the
year 1730, can probably be deemed a very
welcome addition, of very high artistic
quality, to the collections of models by
Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof that we
know of to date.*® Along with the modelletto
for the altar group Descent from the Cross
(Fig. 4), installed sometime after 1724 inside
the provost church in Mé&lnik,* which it
was very recently possible to identify in a
private collection in Germany,*? the Prague
carving may thus also represent another
superb example of patently meticulous
preparatory work by Prague’s famous
master of sculpture. Modern research has
offered persuasive evidence that just as we
know in the case of Matthias Braun from
early reports and rare surviving materials
systematic preparatory work with models
was standard practice in Brokof’s workshop.
We may expect then that in all likelihood
there were whole series of models created
for those monumental sculptures and
sculptural groups that Brokof’s workshops
produced with unquestionable artistic
and financial success to adorn some of
the empty pillars of Charles Bridge in
Prague.® As The Virgin Mary and the Infant
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Jesus in Prague’s National Gallery and The
Descent from the Cross in a private German
collection both show, it can be legitimately
hoped that in the future there may be more
additions of currently unknown work to the
as yet not very large collection of model
sculptures by Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof.

Notes

1 The gallery’s collection of baroque sculpture
is likewise lacking any authentic sketches or
models by Johann Georg Bendl, the most
important figure in 17th-century Czech
sculpture.

2 Johann Brokof, St John of Nepomuk, circa
1682, linden wood with traces of the original
polychrome, h. 38.5 cm, inv. no. P 9796. -
Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, St John of Nepomuk
Giving Alms, circa 1725, linden wood with restored
polychrome from a later date, h. 19.7 cm, inv.
no. P 9797. Both carvings were purchased in
2012. Cf. most recently Tomas Hladik, Sochatskd
dilna obdobi baroka ve stiedni Evropé. Od ndvrhu

k provedeni, Narodni galerie v Praze, 2016, p. 85,
168, footnote 243, fig. 65 on p. 88 (Johann
Brokof), p. 93, 169, footnote 253, fig. 72 on p. 94
(Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof).

3 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof (?), The Virgin
Mary and the Infant Jesus in the Clouds, circa 1730,
linden wood with traces of chalk foundation,

h. 26.3 cm, w. 17.1 cm, d. 12.7 cm (figural group);
h. 7.3 em, w. 17.3 cm, d. 12.5 cm (lower section
of the cloud pedestal); h. 2.2 cm, w. 16.3 cm,

d. 15.3 cm (lower wooden base), inv. no. P 8407,
wooden base with a more recent addition. The
peg connecting the diagonal cloud section and
the lower cloud base is from the early modern
era; the older peg, just adjacent to it, is broken.
The carving was bought in 1988 in an antique
shop on Vinohradska Street in Prague 2, and
was registered in the collections of the National
Gallery in Prague under accessions no. 13/89,

as the work of a Prague woodcarver from the
second quarter of the 18th century.

4 TJesus’s left arm and the tips of the toes on
his right foot are missing, as are the index and
little fingers on the left hand of Mary and part
of the rim of her robe, and the linden wood is
cracked in many places. On the rear side of the
figural group, on the base of clouds beneath
Mary’s feet, there are a number of openings for
screws and wooden pegs, which are also found
on the bottom section of clouds and on the base
plinth. Mary’s right arm was detached in the
process of some earlier repairs and then carefully
reattached.

5 Oldfich J. Blazitek, Ferdinand Brokof, Prague
1986, p. 73.

6 Cfi. a note by Mojmir Horyna dated 4 April
1990 on the registration card (P 8407) stored in
the Collection of Old Masters of the National
Gallery in Prague.



7 BlaziCek (cit. in footnote 5), pp. 66, 133,

cat. no. 43, fig. 122 (The Lady Mary in the Calvary
in Duchcov), pp. 69, 139, cat. no. 48 (St Ludmila
in the National Gallery in Prague), pp. 70, 143,
cat. no. 51, fig. 139 (St Ludmila in the Church of
St Thomas in Prague).

8 Ibidem, pp. 64, 125-126, cat. no. 36, figs. 106,
110-113: ‘The confident and almost rococo playfulness
of the geniuses is here rather inadvertent, determined by
the subject matter.’

9 Cfi. the typewritten expert report

prof. PhDr. Pavel Preiss, CSc., wrote for the
committee for the purchase of antiquities dated
1 December 1988, in the Collection of Old
Masters of the National Gallery in Prague.

10 The question of the author’s identity will
only be definitively resolved if we have the good
fortune to discover the final sculpture itself.

11 Blazigek (cit. in footnote 5), pp. 65, 130,
cat. no. 40, figs. 120-121.

12 Cf. Tom43 Hladik, Neznamé modelletto
Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa na pagijové
téma (An unknown modelletto by Ferdinand
Maximilian Brokof on the subject of the
Passion), in: Zuzana Macurova (ed.), Sbornik

k 70. narozeninam prof. PhDr. Lubomira
Slavi¢ka, CSc., Masarykova univerzita v Brné
(forthcoming).

13 Ci. BlaziCek (cit. in footnote 5), pp. 89,
95-100, cat. no. 2-4, 8-12, figs. 1-7, 10-32; most
recently, Toma§ Hladik, Sochafska vyzdoba
(Sculptural decoration), in: Karliv most, Ottovo
nakladatelstvi 2010, pp. 194-199, 204-206,
355-358, footnotes 76-111, pp. 360-361, footnotes
140-156; idem (cit. in footnote 2), pp. 85, 93, 169,
footnotes 246-255, figs. 67, 68 on pp. 90, 91.

Translated by Robin Cassling
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ARCHIVE

Ninety Years after the Relocation of
the Picture Gallery of the Society of
Patriotic Friends of the Arts from
the Rudolfinum Building

LUCIE VECERNIKOVA

60

The Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts, the forerunner of the National Gallery

in Prague, was faced with a fundamental problem from its very beginning: acquiring
suitable premises for its Picture Gallery. Its artworks were exhibited successively in

the Czernin and Sternberg Palaces in Hrad¢any, and then in the Portheim House in
Spalena Street and the unsuitable Sternberg Palace in the Lesser Town. It was thus only
a question of time before the Society decided to construct its own exhibition building.
In 1873 the Czech Savings Bank (Bohmische Sparkasse) donated half a million guilders
for the construction of the Rudolfinum, which was completed in 1884. In the same year
the Picture Gallery was transferred there, becoming the only gallery in Prague that was
accessible to the public free of charge.

After the foundation of the Czechoslovak state, representative premises were needed
for the newly established National Assembly, and the choice fell on the Rudolfinum.
The rooms there were thus shared between the two institutions from 1919 onwards.

The Picture Gallery gradually had to give up its rooms, and in compensation was given
mostly unsuitable provisional premises. A plan to construct a new State Gallery came
to nothing, and disputes between the National Assembly delegates and the leadership
of the Picture Gallery started to escalate. The state therefore bought a house for the
Picture Gallery in PStrossova Street in 1928. However, the Society did not agree with
this solution and regarded the proposed building as unsuitable. This standpoint was
supported by the press and by the Director of the Picture Gallery, Vincenc Kraméar, and
eventually the move did not take place. Instead the Municipal Council of the City of
Prague proposed that the collection be moved to the new Municipal Library, and this
did in fact take place a year later.

The article is based mainly on archive sources kept in the Archive of the National
Gallery in Prague in the collection The Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts, and focuses
on developments in the years 1919-1929. In addition to reconstructing the course of
events, it also contains direct quotations from the sources, contemporary photographs,
and reproductions of selected archive material.

Keywords The Society of Patriotic Friends of
Picture Gallery of the Society of Patriotic Friends of the the Arts (SPFA), the forerunner of the
Arts, National Assembly, Rudolfinum, Municipal Library

National Gallery in Prague, was founded
on 5 February 1796. Its Picture Gallery
was established two months later. From
the very beginning, however, the Society
was faced with a fundamental problem:
acquiring suitable premises for exhibiting
its artworks.

in Prague
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At first, the public was able to view the
collection in the “Small Gallery” of the
Czernin Palace, which was made available
free of charge by its owner Jan Rudolf
Czernin of Chudenice (1757-1845). In 1809,
however, these premises had to be vacated,
as they were going to be used as a military
hospital. The paintings were deposited in
the Sternberg Palace in the Lesser Town
and in the Martinic Palace in Loretdnski
Street. Shortly after this the Society decided
to construct a new building in Klarov, but
eventually instead it made use of an offer
by Leopold I of Sternberg (1776-1858)
and bought his palace in Hrad¢any. The
artworks were exhibited there until 1871,
when the low number of visitors forced
the management of the Picture Gallery
to relocate to the centre of Prague, to the
Portheim House! in Spilena Street. Because
of the limited space available there this was
only a provisional solution, and only five
years later the collection was moved again.
It found a new refuge temporarily in the
Sternberg Palace in the Lesser Town.

During this period, however, the Society
was planning to construct its own building,
which would satisfy all requirements.
Repeated problems with the purchase of
land next to the Vltava were eventually
resolved by a generous gift from the Czech
Savings Bank (B6hmische Sparkasse), which
decided to mark the 50th anniversary
of its foundation by investing half a
million guilders into the construction of a
representative building. This was intended
to be used both for musical productions
and for the permanent exhibition of
works of fine art.? In 1885 an exhibition
was opened for the people of Prague on
the first and second floors of the new
Rudolfinum building, which was planned
and organised by the Superintendent of the
Picture Gallery, Viktor Barvitius (1834-1902).
Thanks to the experience he had acquired
in galleries abroad, the exhibition copied
modern Central European trends, and
remained almost unaltered up until 1917.
As a result of the foundation of the state of
Czechoslovakia, a number of innovations
took place in the Picture Gallery. In
addition to changes in the composition of
its committee,? the influence of the state on
the way it was run increased.*

The search for a new building for the
National Assembly

After the establishment of the National
Assembly, the supreme representative and
legislative body of the new Czechoslovak
state, which commenced its activities on
14 November 1918,° it was necessary to
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1 Contract between the Czech Savings Bank and the SPFA on renting rooms in
the Rudolfinum, 1884, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague, Society of Patriotic

Friends of the Arts collection, 34 x 21 cm.
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2 Barvitius’ notes on an exhibition in the Dresden Gallery, 1883, Archive
of the National Gallery in Prague, Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts
collection,17 x 21 cm.

4
od

=i }--
,,E_,___L--E_.__.

i

3]

RN W AN
1200 G--—:--.:.-.—U:: :_:
Aol DO DR -
.'—:--‘..- I'“l -- o
B = "o M
= dA g v 4 ¥ g bn—
=T R B

ol
B

it
.

[

&
y
-I
i
-
r.

T’E-i""

&

=
-

u: -_--Iff-

[l

BBl
hf
ﬂ-
‘-15.5{

i
E
1

3 Ground plan of the Rudolfinum before the building alterations (raised ground
floor), undated, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague, Society of Patriotic Friends

of the Arts collection, 87 x 56 cm.

62 | Bulletin of the National Gallery Prague XX1X/2019

J.-n-.-_ifﬂ? i ...i:rudx. J;ﬂlﬁ 1577 ?"*-‘Iri

find suitable premises for its sessions.
Initially, the building of the Assembly of
the Kingdom of Bohemia (the Thun Palace)
was used as the provisional seat of the new
Assembly, but it did not meet the needs of
the parliament.® The Presidium, together
with experts, had the task of searching
for a new building that would be suitable.
Among the buildings that were considered
were the Vladislav Hall in Prague Castle,
the National House in Vinohrady, the
Municipal House, and the Straka Academy
building. However, eventually the only
one which fulfilled the requirements was
the Rudolfinum, also known as the House
of Artists.” Even here it was necessary to
carry out building alterations. The plans
were drawn up by the architect Vaclav
Rostlapil (1856-1930) and the work was
to be completed by 1 January 1920.® The
people of Prague were not happy that the
concert hall would have to be closed as
it would now be used for sessions of the
Assembly.® In spite of all this, it was only
intended as a provisional solution, and it
was planned that a completely new building
for the Assembly would be constructed
within the next five to ten years.® A
considerable number of cultural institutions
were opposed to the decision to move the
National Assembly to the Rudolfinum,
including the Czech Society of Antiquaries,
the Manes Fine Arts Association, the Union
of Creative Artists, the Old Prague Club, the
Hollar Association of Czech Graphic Artists,
and the Archaeological Commission. Their
representatives submitted a protest, because
in their view the move would threaten the
artwork collections in the Rudolfinum.
Part of the exhibited works (about 300
to 400 paintings and sculptures) would
have to be kept in a depository for at least
eight to ten years, while others would be
returned to the original owners, which
would complicate their reinstallation in
the future.” The teaching staff at the Arts
Faculty of Charles University also supported
the Picture Gallery. The campaign to
support the retention of the collections
in the House of Artists was initiated by
the art historian and teacher Karel Chytil
(1857-1934).*2

The matter was discussed at a meeting of
the SPFA committee in April 1919. Although
eventually a compromise was reached
and the building was divided between
the Picture Gallery and the National
Assembly, many still feared that eventually
the deputies would take over the entire
building for themselves.”



4 Northern sectional drawing of the Rudolfinum after a design by Josef Zitek and Josef Schulz, undated, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague,
Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts collection, 49 x 89 cm.

Changes in the Picture Gallery
The Picture Gallery had to give up one
large hall and five smaller ones (including
the restoration workshop) out of the
original number of six large halls and
fourteen smaller ones, in other words
about one third of the area it had used
for its exhibitions.* The management of
the Gallery was well aware of the state the
collection was in: many paintings needed
restoring, and the overall organisation of
the exhibits did not meet contemporary
academic or artistic requirements.” The
conception for a new exhibition, which
had been under discussion since 1917,
had to be fundamentally modified. One
of the visions was to restrict it solely to
works by old masters, as this was the most
important part of the whole collection. A
temporary form of installation was created,
with the expectation that a definitive one
would be displayed after the parliamentary
deputies had moved out of the building as
anticipated, within ten years at the latest.”
The works that were no longer exhibited
had to be moved to a depository. One
possibility was the storage areas in the
basement or the gallery in the House
of Artists itself. But neither of these
areas offered suitable conditions, mainly

because of the fluctuating temperature and

humidity. Consideration was also given

to hanging paintings from the ceiling in
dry rooms or depositing them somewhere
outside the Rudolfinum building.*

Eventually it was decided to transfer the
entire modern art section to the summer
refectory of Strahov Monastery, which was
procured for this purpose by the Provincial
Political Administration. However, the
decision was criticised from the beginning
by the Director of the Picture Gallery
himself, Vincenc Kraméar (1877-1960).

In his view, these premises did not have
sufficient capacity nor appropriate climatic
conditions.” For this and other reasons,
some of the large canvases had to remain
in the gallery in the House of Artists,

and the collection of watercolours and
pastels was only deposited in the refectory
provisionally.

The main priority for the next few years
was to be the restoration of the most
severely damaged items and the creation
of a new conception for the collection.
(The nucleus of the collection consisted
of Bohemian art from the Gothic to
the Baroque periods and 17th-century
Netherlandish painting.) In future, the
Picture Gallery should contain primarily
works by old masters, and it was planned
to purchase other works to add to the
collection.?
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The beginning of disputes between the
Picture Gallery and the National Assembly
The first sign of the disagreements that
were to come could be seen as early as
1921, when the Chamber of Deputies first
expressed the need for additional premises
and asked the Picture Gallery for one room
on the first floor of the Rudolfinum: “If you
transfer this room to us, you would help us
in our situation of great difficulty, and for
a lengthy period to come you would keep
the other rooms in the Rudolfinum, which
you will be free to use for your purposes....
And you will gain our support for your
events in the future.” At a meeting of the
SPFA committee it was decided that this
room on the corner of the building, where
a collection of paintings by Grund was
exhibited, would be handed over to the
deputies. At the same time the committee
did not neglect to emphasise that this
further reduction of the exhibition space
would mean considerable complications
for the “orderly and academic rationale for
exhibiting the collection”. Furthermore, no
adequate substitute for the requisitioned
premises, guaranteed by the law,? had yet
been provided, except for the unsuitable
refectory in Strahov Monastery. And in
addition the Society had to resolve the lack
of a restoration workshop, which it had also
lost when it had transferred the rooms to
the National Assembly; all restoration work
now had to be carried out in the office of
the Director. In future the Society expected
a guarantee that it would not be requested
to hand over any further premises, because
any reduction in the number of exhibition
halls would mean that the whole Gallery
would have to be closed.?

The precarious situation of the Picture
Gallery could have been resolved by the
intended construction of a new State
Picture Gallery, the plans for which were
to have been prepared by the Ministry for
Education and National Culture, headed
by the historian Josef Susta (1874-1945), in
the autumn of 1921. The management of
the Picture Gallery was supposed to submit
supporting material and information about
the exhibition space that was required.
However, in September it received an
official communication that the building
would be too expensive and there was
insufficient money to carry out the project.?

Disputes between the deputies and the
management of the Picture Gallery slowly
began to escalate as the promised substitute
premises failed to materialise. The biggest
concern for the Gallery was the paintings
stored in unsuitable conditions in Strahov
Monastery, which were threatened by
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permanent damage. Other problems arose
in the Rudolfinum itself. The technical

state of the building was getting worse,

and because of uncertainty over the future
ownership of the building its current owner,
the Czech Savings Bank, only carried out
the most essential repairs. Water leaked
into several halls through glass roofs and
ceilings, posing a real threat to the artworks.
According to a report by the SPFA, fairly
extensive repairs carried out in 1920 were
insufficient, because “ever since then it has
been an increasingly frequent occurrence
that pieces of cracked roofing slabs have
fallen on the glass panels underneath and
broken them, thus constituting a threat to
the items stored below and to the lives of
visitors”.? We can only speculate whether
this was a reflection of the true state of
affairs or an appeal for speedy intervention.
In April 1922 things got to the stage where
the building had to be closed and the
Ministry of Public Works undertook repairs,
which it entrusted to the Provincial Political
Administration and the Superintendent’s
Office of the Rudolfinum.”

A substitute for the “Grund Hall” and
new premises instead of the refectory still
failed to materialise. In early 1923, the
SPFA committee decided to take active
steps to resolve the situation. It invited
the President of the National Assembly,
Frantisek Tomasek (1869-1938), to discuss
the current situation. Tomések agreed
to talk with the Prime Minister and the
Minister of Education and National Culture
to get them to bring their influence to bear
on the Provincial Political Administration
so that it would provide premises in
compensation for those that had been
requisitioned. In addition, two rooms in
the Foreign Trade building and a room
in the corner of the basement of the
House of Artists were promised to the
Picture Gallery. Part of the gallery in
the Rudolfinum would be available as a
restoration workshop from September
of that year after alterations had been
carried out. However, virtually no progress
was made in resolving the question of
the unsuitable refectory; it was merely
agreed that alterations should be made to
improve the climatic conditions. Because of
insufficient finances, all that would be done
would be to put gratings in the windows,
which would make it easier to air the
premises more thoroughly. Eventually even
these steps were not implemented and the
whole question of the refectory remained
unresolved.?

Although the most recent repairs to
the House of Artists had taken place
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5 Exhibition rooms in the Rudolfinum. 64th annual exhibition of the Czech Fine Arts League, 1903, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague,

Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts collection, 7.5 x 14 cm.

in 1922, only two years later the SPFA
complained again about the poor state of
the building: “Rain leaked more or less
seriously into several halls... and even into
the gallery - and several roofing slabs fell
down once more.” The administration of
the Rudolfinum promised to rectify the
situation, and the building was therefore
once again closed for several weeks. “All
the paintings were taken down and cleaned.
The glass ceilings were dismantled and
washed, very many panes were replaced,
and the iron framework was painted. At
the same time the old heating system was
removed and central heating was installed
starting on 2 July. ... Lobbying the Ministry
of Public Works for the exhibition halls to
be heated as well was unsuccessful” During
the course of the year the old heating and
ventilation vents were bricked up, the
walls were repaired where they had been
damaged by damp, and a water supply was
installed in the restoration workshop.?
Other requests raised by the management
of the Picture Gallery with the Presidium
of the Parliament were the adaptation of
part of the gallery for use as an office;
the creation of a carpentry workshop;
the installation of electric lighting in the
Director’s office, two exhibition halls, and
a staircase; the installation of a gas supply
in the workshops; and the installation
of telephone lines and electric bells, and
curtains for the windows, in the cabinets,
Director’s office, general office, and

restoration workshop. The only request
which met with a positive response was the
creation of an office in the gallery. For the
other points to be fulfilled, Parliament laid
down the condition that the SPFA and the
Czech Fine Arts League (CFAL) would have
to hand over to it the rooms they had used
up until then for their offices, for which
they would obtain substitute premises in
the Foreign Trade building. All the building
work and alterations were successfully
completed by the beginning of 1925.%

Continuing problems

No further major changes took place until
1927, when a short report was published in
the daily newspaper Prager Presse, saying that
the Picture Gallery would be relocated.*
The Secretary of the Chamber of Deputies
informed the management of the Picture
Gallery that the Ministry of Education

and National Culture had been given the
task of looking for suitable premises. The
choice fell on the Lobkowicz Palace, whose
interiors would have to be radically adapted
for the purposes of the Picture Gallery, at
considerable cost. Apart from this, there
were other arguments against this site:
even here there was not room for the entire
collection, and fears were expressed about
safeguarding the building. The relocation
was eventually postponed, one of the
reasons being the laying of the foundation
stone for a new State Gallery in the Kampa
district of Prague that same year.?* The press
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6 Cartoon of Hodza’s
State Gallery in Lidové
noviny newspaper, 1928,
Archive of the National
Gallery in Prague, Modern
Gallery collection,
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now also began to draw attention to the
difficult situation of the Picture Gallery to

a greater extent. A report on the conditions
in the Strahov refectory informed the
public that “all the paintings will soon be
destroyed unless they are moved elsewhere.
It is so damp in the refectory that water is
literally pouring down the walls, and as a
result the paintings are already coming off
their frames...””

On 14 July the Director of the Picture
Gallery, Vincenc Krama¥, was summoned
to meet the Minister of Education and
National Culture, Milan HodZa (1878-1944).
The Minister informed him that the Picture
Gallery would have to vacate its premises
in the Rudolfinum without delay so they
could be used by the National Assembly.
Instead, a house had been bought for the
Picture Gallery at number 12 PStrossova
Street, which had originally belonged to the
Hop Growers’ Association. After examining
the building, Kramaf found it to be
totally unsuitable: there was a high risk of
burglary and fire, there were four shops on
the ground floor and private apartments on
the top floor, and above all, the rooms were
not large enough for the exhibition itself.*

Eventually the situation was resolved
quite differently. In August 1928 the
Municipal Council of the Capital City of
Prague decided that rooms would be set
aside for the Picture Gallery on the third
floor of the library that had just been built
on Marianské namésti, until such time as
the State Gallery would be finished, but
for a maximum of four years. And this
in spite of the fact that “the presidium of
the Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts
had several times been given assurances
that no attempt would be made to reduce
the number of rooms it used or to move
it out of them...” The move was to be
completed in October of the same year.
The management of the Picture Gallery
was prepared to accept this situation, but
only if certain conditions it laid down were
fulfilled: the move would be postponed
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until May, or ideally September, of the
following year; all the requested rooms
would have to be provided (2-3 offices, a
room for keeping the collection of drawings
and engravings in, a study room, a store
room, and restoration and carpentry
workshops - both supplied with electricity,
gas, and water); the adaptation of the
interiors of the rooms should be carried out
at the expense of the Ministry of Education
and National Culture; the same should
apply to the financing of the lighting and
heating of the rooms, the costs of moving
the Picture Gallery, the insurance of the
collections and their surveillance to guard
against burglary and fire; and above all
the construction of the new State Gallery
must be guaranteed. The problem of the
collection of modern art deposited in
Strahov Monastery remained unresolved;
even in the Municipal Library there would
not be enough room for it.»

In December 1928 the Ministry negotiated
a contract with the City of Prague for the
rent of the premises in the library. The
annual rent was to be 350,000 crowns and
the contract was signed for a period of
five years.* The relocation of the Picture
Gallery was to start in February of the
following year.” The acquisitions hall, the
Director’s office, and the gallery were all
to be vacated and in return the request
was made for two large office rooms
on the ground floor of the Chamber of
Deputies and a restoration workshop with
storage space (the former offices of the
Czech Fine Arts League). The section of
paintings and sculptures from the 17th
to the 20th centuries (apart from Dutch
and Flemish paintings from the 17th to
the 18th centuries) was to be moved into
the premises in the Municipal Library,
together with the items deposited in the
refectory and the Foreign Trade building.
The Netherlandish section and the section
of old Czech and German masters were to
remain in the five halls and eight cabinets
in the House of Artists.*



The relocation into the Municipal
Library building
In response, however, the Ministry rejected
this position adopted by the Society: “The
Presidium cannot go back on its original
request for the entire building to be
vacated exclusively for the purposes of the
Parliament... This would help neither the
Parliament nor the Picture Gallery, and the
resulting position would again be the cause
of further dissatisfaction and administrative
problems in the future.” The Picture
Gallery had on its side the leading artistic
associations and the Czech Academy of
Science and the Arts, which at a meeting on
26 February 1929 discussed “these requests
and found them to be fully justified”,
because “the Gallery in the Rudolfinum had
already made so many sacrifices to meet
political needs...”*

On 6 April 1929 the Ministry sent a
letter to the Society calling on it to vacate
all the premises without delay at the
beginning of the following month and
informing it that the planned adaptations
to the Municipal Library would be carried
out only as far as budget restrictions
permitted. The situation escalated with
the resignation of the President of the
Society, Jan Krémaf (1877-1950), who did
not want to take responsibility for further
developments under these conditions.
The press immediately reacted by coming
out in his support. Nevertheless, this did
not lead to any change in the Ministry’s
position. In May the Director of the Picture
Gallery Kramaf met with the Minister,

Antonin Stefanek (1877-1964), to try to
resolve the situation. The sum of 5 million
crowns was promised to the Picture Gallery
for adaptations to the library, but this
amount was taken from the budget for
the construction of the State Gallery, the
implementation of which was nevertheless
promised for the following 5 to 6 years. At
the same time the annual state subsidy for
the SPFA was to be increased.*

Both sides agreed on a compromise,
and on the basis of a letter from Minister
Stéfanek the Picture Gallery had to start
moving on 19 July 1929, in spite of the fact
that the premises in the Municipal Library
had still not been adapted. And according
to a report by the SPFA committee, this
was still the situation even 10 months later:
“The adaptation of these rooms and above
all the regulation of the temperature... have
not been carried out, and so it has so far
not been possible to install the collection
and open it up to the public.” The blame
for this lay in a delay in approving the
amount that had been requested, which
did not take place until 30 December
of the same year. Work on adapting the
interiors started at the end of January: the
restoration workshop and storehouse were
set up, the telephone and signal lines were
connected, and all the halls were divided
up by wooden partitions into more than
50 cubicles. In addition the glass ceilings
in the exhibition halls were substantially
altered, the halls were equipped with
ventilation and humidifiers, and the
built-in walls were impregnated against fire.
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8 Enamelled notice of the Picture Gallery of the SPFA, undated, Archive
of the National Gallery in Prague, Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts
collection, 25 x 38 cm.

The city authorities also changed all the
windows in the cabinets that had defective
ventilation for new ones, equipped them
with gratings, and replaced heaters that
were too large by smaller ones.*

The necessary adaptations were
completed in the spring of 1931 and it
was now possible to start hanging the
paintings. They were arranged according
to the school they belonged to, the painter,
and the period and region they came from.
The collection acquired a clearer layout
than had been the case in the Rudolfinum,
where there had been insufficient space
for such detailed classification. The
Picture Gallery reopened without any great
ceremony at 11 o’clock on 29 November
1931, in the presence of 584 visitors,
including the Minister of Education and
National Culture Ivan Dérer (1884-1973).4*

In the years that followed regular lectures
were organised for the public in the
Municipal Library and several important
exhibitions were staged there (for example,
installations devoted to Franti§ek Tkadlik,
the Manes family, Karel Skréta, and
Bohemian Baroque drawing).®

In 1947 the National Gallery once again
acquired the use of the Sternberg Palace in
Hradéany, which until then had been used
by the Czechoslovak Army, specifically by
the Castle Guard. As the years passed it
acquired further palaces and buildings,
but it continued to use the premises in the
Municipal Library until October 1992, when
the Prague City Gallery became the new
tenant.

During more than ten years of disputes
and struggles over the new exhibition
premises of the Picture Gallery, the
institution underwent major changes. The
exhibition displayed in the Rudolfinum,
with its outdated concept based on
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19th-century principles, began to be
transformed into a modern installation.

A well-equipped restoration workshop,
accompanying programmes, research
activity, and an acquisition programme
(gradually built up by Vincenc Kramaf right
till the end of his period in office) were all
integral features of this changing approach.
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Translated by Peter Stephens
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STUDIE

Umeleckohistoricky priazkum
El Grecova obrazu Modlici se Kristus
z Narodni galerie ve 20. stoleti

PAVEL STEPANEK

70

Diky zvySenému vystavnimu ruchu a viibec moznostem komunikace po padu Zelezné
opony dostalo se fadé obrazii ve sbirce Narodni galerie v Praze mozZnosti vystaveni

v zahrani¢i mezi obrazy, jejichZ pritomnost pomohla upi‘esnit fadu aspektd prislusného
dila. Tento élanek sleduje zmény nazort na obraz, ktery se do Cech dostal v roce 1870.
Od ziskani tohoto obrazu Narodni galerii a publikace brozury Vincence Kraméaie v roce
1938 se stal pfedmétem zkoumani formalniho i technologického. Clanek se zaméruje na
vyli¢eni nazorid jednotlivich historiki uméni, domacich i zahraniénich, ktefi se obrazu
vénovali, a sleduje jejich mySlenkovy piinos ohledné tematiky, formy a datace.

Klicova slova

El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, Narodni galerie v Praze,
uméleckohistoricky prazkum 20. stol., Toledo, datace
kolem 1590, nové restaurovani
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Zaclenéni El Grecova prazského obrazu
Modliciho se Krista / Poprsi Krista do mad-
ridské vystavy El Greco: identidad y trans-
formacion, tj. El Greco, totognost a proména,
kterou usporadalo Thyssen-Bornemiszovo
muzeum v roce 1999 nejprve v Madridu,
pak v Rim&, Aténich a Vidni,* poukézalo
opétovné na vyznam naseho drobného,

ne zcela typického, ale soufasné jesté
stile nedocenéného signovaného obrazu
El Grecova, a vyvolalo potfebu vyjadFit se
rovnéz na okraj problematiky prazského
El Greca. Nebyla to jen dal3i antologic-

k4 vystava El Grecova dila, ale také z¥ej-
pocatki jeho tvorby na Krété, rozmachu
v Benstkach a Rimé a vzriistu k bezmezné
velikosti ve §panélském Toledu, vymezena
daty 1560-1614; poskytla tudiZ pfileZitost
k zamyslen{ nad zafazenim naseho praz-
ského obrazu do kontextu El Grecova dila,?
protoZe samo jeho ziskéni stoji na konci
procesu, ktery vyplynul z prazské grecoma-
nie pocétku stoleti.?

Poprvé ve Spanélsku byl totiz autor
predstaven i ve svém Feckém kontextu
zastoupenim dily umélct, jako byli Michail
Damaskinés a Georgios Klontzas spolu
s dal3fmi, pfevaZn€ anonymnimi krétskymi



malifi, coz dovolilo posoudit vychodisko, ve
kterém zacal El Greco pracovat. Diisledné
chronologické uspofadani El Grecova dila
od ikony znézornujici Sv. Lukdse, jak maluje
ikonu Madony, asi z roku 1560, dovolilo
prohloubit jeho identitu, zaloZenou na
byzantském dé&dictvi a jeho postupné asimi-
laci zapocdaté jiz na Krét€ prostfednictvim
zapadnich grafik a naslednou zku3enosti
italskou (Modensky triptych z konce 60. let),
zejména benatskou a ¥fimskou, reprezento-
vanou méné€ znamymi dily, rozptylenymi
dnes po celém svété.

Ze 3panélské etapy byly vybriny zejména
takové obrazy, které ukazovaly kontinuitu
transformace a souasné zasadni zlomy,
jako napft. obraz Immaculaty z kostela
sv. Leok4die z Toleda, Pohled na Toledo
z Metropolitniho muzea v New Yorku ¢
Klanéni pastyii z ramunského Narodniho
muzea v Bukuresti. Tato transformace byla
zdtiraznéna také vybranymi dily, jejichz
namét i kompozice se opakovaly v pri-
béhu jeho zivota, napft. Zvéstovdni a Vyhndni
kupcii % chrdmu (mj. z Narodni galerie
ve Washingtonu a z kostela sv. Ginése
v Madridu, z let 1610-1614), dovolujici
rekonstruovat stylisticky vyvoj od prvnich
italskych pokusii az po kone¢nou fazi, kde
jeho malba nabyla definitivni §panélskou
povahu, ktera tak podmanila generace
malif pred sto lety.

Prvni monograficki vystava El Grecova
se konala v Pradu v roce 1902. Kupodivu
to byla i doposud nejvét3i vystava tohoto
podpanéliténého krétského mistra, pro-
toze se tehdy seslo 21 obrazt z pofada-
jici instituce a 63 ze soukromych sbirek,

i kdyZ mezi nimi byly lecjaké price, které
pred kritickfym soudem samotné vystavy &i
pred pfisn&jsim vyzkumem pozd&jsi doby
neobstély. Poté nasledovala ¥ada dalsich
vystav, pfedeviim na Podzimnim salonu

v Pafizi v roce 1908, uspofadani Maximem
Dethomasem, $vagrem nejvétstho dobového
El Grecova sbératele Zuloagy.

Zamér tehdejsi vystavy, pfedstavit
El Greca jako pfedchiidce avantgardni
malby, vy3el dokonale. Vyvolala totiz mezi
mali¥i pfimo shora uvedenou grecoménii;*
mezi Eeskymi se El Grectv vliv projevoval
pfedeviim v obdobi jejich poéiteéni for-
mace a vieobecné& po celé kuboexpresivni
obdobi. Velky vijznam v utvafeni grecoma-
nie sehraly i dobové esejistické publikace,
predevsim Barrésova kniha Greco ¢ili tajemstoi
Toleda.’ Je charakteristické, Ze autor ji v€no-
val hrabé&ti Robertovi de Montesquiou, jed-
nomu z prvnich apologetikti El Grecovych,
¢im# zdtraznil svou navaznost na roman-
ticky trend. Neni oviem néhoda, Ze nej-
reprezenta¢né€jsi portrét Barréstiv nama-

loval (na pozadi Toleda) pravé Ignacio
Zuloaga.®

Neni to pochopiteln€ jev pouze Eesky,
ale i francouzsky (pafizsky) a némecky,

i kdyZ tento mezindrodni ohlas byl analy-
zovan teprve nedavno.” Dalsi dv€ vyznamné
vystavy prob&hly daleko pozdé&ji, a to opé-
tovn€ v Pafizi; tato prvni byla organizovana
Casopisem Gazette des Beaux Arts v roce 1937
a druhd se konala v Bordeaux 1953 pod
nazvem Domenico Theotocopuli dit Le Greco.

De la Créte a Tolede par Venise. Ostatni mély
spi8 rdz pouze antologicky, nap¥. v Gentu
1966 a v Tokiu 1986.

Podivejme se vSak nejprve na historii
prazského obrazu. El Grecovo Poprsi Krista
(resp. Modlici se Kristus, Hlava Kristova, olej
na platng, 61 x 46 cm, O 11879) se beze-
sporu té&3ilo - ve srovnani s jinymi obrazy
NG - velké pozornosti domici i zahraniéni
literatury, aviak tento zdjem se bohuZel
pravé u nas donedévna neprojevoval pii-
slu§nym badanim.°

Obraz pfeSel do Narodni galerie dne
1. 12. 1937 z Konopist&, kde byl veden
v majetku Ustiedniho Feditelstvi statnich
statkdl a lesd pod €. 18.398 od r. 1926;
sem byl pfeveden ze zdmku v Brandyse
n. L. z majetku posledntho velkovévody
toskanského Leopolda II.*° Samo zafazeni
obrazu vyvolalo pozitivni reakci prazskych
recenzentd.®* Zakoupen byl zfejmé& v PafiZi
v drazbé sbirky barona D. roku 1870 (€. 27),
ktery jej ziskal v drazbé& sbirky hrabénky de
Quinto roku 1862.

Prizkumem nilepky na slepém ramu,
pravdépodobné zidznamu z inventury,
provedenym po skondeni restaurace obrazu
se doslo k zavéru, Ze 5lo pravdépodobné
o identifikaci obrazu pfi st€hovini majetku
nebo zavéti Marie Luisy Parmské (1751,
Parma-1819, Rim), jejiZ erb obsahuje pedet,
nalepend vedle na slepém rdmu. Obraz je
identifikovan napisem s ¢&. 55, s pfibliznymi
rozméry a konstatovanim, Ze zobrazuje
Krista odsouzeného na k#iz. (Marie Luisa
pochiézela z rodu Bourbon-Anjou; svat-
bou s Karlem, princem asturskym r. 1765,
se sblizily ob& piibuzné vétve bourbon-
ské. Manzelem byl jeji vlastni bratranec
kral Karel IV. Sidlili v Parmé&, v Neapoli,
provdanou $panélskou krilovnou se stala
14. prosince 1788, kdy pfevzali vladu ve
Spanélsku, ale jejich vladnuti bylo preru-
§eno napoleonskymi vilkami r. 1808). Tato
posledni dvé data pravdépodobng uréuji
dobu vzniku peceti i ndpisu. Voskova pedet,
v niz dominuje nahote krilovski koruna,
dole pak Rad zlatého rouna, uréuje nej-
vy$3i - kralovsky stuperi jejiho majitele.
Vznikla jako italské interpretace spojeni
kralovského paru, ktery vladl ve Spanélsku
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od roku 1788 aZ do sesazeni Napoleonem
roku 1808 (pak vladli po dobu péti let
Bonapartové). PeCet spojuje dva erby, pfi-
¢em? titula¥ triinu je zastoupen erbem po
levé stravé pozorovatele (prava strana erbu),
druhou stranu zaujimé erb Marie Luisy
Parmské.

Cetba a preklad stitku prof. Ladislav
Daniel; s vykladem pomohli pracovnici
feditelstvi kralovskych sbirek (Patrimonio
Nacional) Almudena Pérez de Tudela
Gabaldén a Dr. Valentin Moreno Gallego.

Z této prozatim posledni stopy lze
usuzovat, Ze obraz opustil Spanélsko a
v 19. stoleti. Z N4rodni galerie byl ukraden
20. 10. 1972 a pak po nékolika letech navra-
cen z Vidné spolu s dal§imi dv€éma obrazy
(Hals, Tintoretto), zrestaurovin a znovu
vystaven roku 1976.%2

Autorstvi tohoto obrazu nevzbuzovalo
nikdy pochybnosti; jednoznaéné€ je uréeno
feckou signaturou (Domenicos Teotocopulos
epoiei) a dotvrzeno navic nepochybnou vyso-
kou kvalitou.

Kompozice je prosta: na stranu naklo-
néna, ale pfitom vzhiru pozdviZzend dzka
hlava Kristova, nasazena na vysokém krku
a prodlouZen4 3picatou bradkou i dlouhymi
vlasy, splyvajicimi v kadefich na ramena,
vzhlizi upfenym pohledem zvlhlych oéi
k nebi. Cervenavy odév, okrové Zluti plet,
zlutd svatozaf a hnédozluté pozadi udavaji
celku osobity teply kolorit. Hlava je umis-
té€na do priseciku diagonil, naznalenych
rameny, a vepsina do kosoétverce svatozafe,
jez podtrhuje jeji symetri¢nost.

Postava se blizi protdhlosti nejcharakte-
avSak jest& stile se pFidrzuje reality. Jak
ukdzal pfesv€déivé Gregorio Marafién ve
svém mistrovském antropologickém srov-
névacim studiu (na piikladu malé obce
Nuncio Nuevo v sousedstvi Toleda), tyto
hlavy jsou vlastng€ portréty venkovanii
a obyvatel toledské provincie, jejichz pro-
tdhlé a hubené typy se od El Grecovy doby
dodnes nezménily, protoze vrstva obyvatel
patfici vojenské a stitni spravé byla jen pfe-
chodni, ¢asto se ménila a nesrostla s ostat-
nimi a kné&zska vrstva pak neméla fyzickou
d&di¢nost.” V duchovnim smyslu Maraiién
poukazal zejména na vlivy mystického
ovzdusi vyvolaného pFedevsim sv. Terezou.

K odhmotnéni postavy piispiva zvlastni
osvétleni, jakoby vystupujici ze svatozare
za hlavou. Cervenavé roucho si jesté zacho-
vava hmotnost i odstin benitského kolo-
ritu tintorettovského razeni.** Silné vrstvy
barevné pasty na €ele jsou soustFedény
ponejvice vlevo, a celd Sirok4d masa zvyraz-
fiuje obrysy Cela v mistech, kde zaéinaji
vlasy. Vlhka svételnost oéi je dosaZena
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dotyky bezmaéla €isté b&loby, poloZené
zC4sti na erné zorni¢ce a v mistech nej-
vice tlumené bé&loby rohovky.” Tyto pasty
jsou nasazeny rovnéz na koreni nosu. Usta
vyznatuje hlubok4 temna linie. Barevny
Gdin, jak postihl uz Kram4r jesté pred
novodobou restauraci, ,je zédsti podminén
hnédavym bolusoviim podkladem, jenz misty
prosvitd nebo ovliviiuje vrchni barevnou, vétsinou
subtilni vrstou”. Pfi€inila se o to i rukopisné
technika, ,roxtirajici rafinované slabé nanesenou
barvu po ploe, takze stopy jednotlivijch $tétin
$tétce jsou patrny a hojné pougivdni barev. Zvldsté
Sat je vytvoten jakoby srdzkou roxvifenyjch a roz-
tristénijch barevnych svétel.“*

Do uméleckohistorické literatury vesel
prazsky obraz El Grectiv pomé&rné pozdg,

v ponékud amatérské, ale nicméné zajimavé
stati brandyského profesora J. Landsmana,”
ktery jiz vystihl jeho asketické rysy a vizio-
nafsky pohled. V zahrani¢ni literatufe

jej poprvé publikuji spole¢né Legendre

a Hartmann.* Jejich dataci do let 1592-96
prebiraji dali autofi.* Mimoradné piisny,
ale ne zcela pfesny Wethey,? podle n€hoz
obraz vznikl ve spoluprici s dilnou, jej
datuje 1590-95 a Fadi jej jako zvlastni do
kapitoly vénované Zivotu Krista a Madony.
Fratiova® jen prebird a shrnuje pfedesla
konstatovani zahrani¢nich autort, i kdyz
prispiva zejména formalnim rozborem, ke
kterému se jesté dostaneme.

S charakteristikou vnitfntho dynamismu
prazského obrazu a jeho zafazenim do
El Grecova dila se u nés ¢aste¢né vyrovnali
V. Kramai# a J. Cibulka.?

Kramif se zajimal pFedeviim o formalni
vystavbu obrazu a zdiraziioval pfitom
ymodernost” jeho malby, zatimco Cibulka
se pokusil o psychologickou analyzu a zasa-
dil jej do irstho panoramatu El Grecova
dila. Podle Kramafe* piedstavuje nas
Kristus uZ rozvinuty styl El Grecty, i kdyz
nikoliv do poslednich disledkdt. Dale
spravné€ konstatuje, Ze doposud nezmizely
vSechny stopy hmotné plasticity a tvarového
esteticismu. Pfesto povazuje sloh tohoto
obrazu za siln€ zduchovnély a ,malbu v plose
velmi subtilni“. Zdtraziiuje také vyznam jinak
nendpadné aureoly tvofici kifZ a vyzaFova-
nim ramen kifZe pfechazejici takika ve ¢tve-
rec; je zapojena do tohoto konfliktu dvou
ahlopficek, vytvofenych pozici Kristovych
ramen a hlavy v€etné svatozafe.”” Kramaf
tu - podle Danielova nazoru? - zachazi ve
své studii, ,silné zabarvené jeho téméF pod-
védomym trvaliym zdjmem o kofeny moderniho
mali¥stvi... ad hoc dokonce tak daleko, %e kombi-
nuje impulsy obou Spanélskjch malifi, El Greca
a Goyi, viici ,impresionistické generaci®: jeden
impuls udélil Goya impresionistiim - véetné
Cézanna - na poédtku, piedevsim prostiednic-



toim vlivu na E. Maneta, a druhy impuls prijal
P. Cézanne od El Greca, kdy% rozvijel postimpre-
sionistické postupy.“ Ackoliv Kristus nepfed-
stavuje vrcholny El Grectiv sloh, poklada
obraz za velmi hodnotnou a charakteris-
tickou ukazku jeho duchovniho, malifsky
rafinovaného slohu. Pravé tuto mali¥skou
stranku zdtraziiuje Cibulka;? podle n€ho
v obraze El Greco dosahl mélo prostfedky
nepopsateln€ dojimavé ptisobivosti, ale
zaroveni dal zaz4fit jasnému kolorismu

v z4¥i mé&kce se rozlévajiciho svétla. Pfi
FeSeni problému datace pfipomnél Cibulka,
ze podobny sklon hlavy, pohled, podobny
vyraz i plastickou dosud modelaci hlavy ma
toledsky 3lechtic nad svatym Augustinem
na obraze Poh#eb hrabéte Orgaze, vzniklém

v roce 1580. Zaroven viak vypozoroval, Ze
svételné podini Satu ukazuje uz k zaatku
devadesitych let. Také podle o néco poz-
dgjstho nézoru Ladislava Kesnera prazsky
El Grectiv obraz ,dovoluje do uréité miry
poznat ryze spiritualistickou povahu uméni tohoto
exaltovaného ndbogenského viziondre”.?

AniZ by znal Cibulkv nézor a prazsky
original, pfedni §panélsky historik umeéni
Camoén Aznar v pon€kud nadsazeném,
a¢ pomé&rné vystizném psychologizujicim
pojeti odvozuje tematicky zaklad prazského
obrazu rovnéz z Expolia, z n€hoz vychazi
napf. i sv. FrantiSek v polopostavé, aviak
klade jej spise do souvislosti s ikonogra-
fickym typem skupiny obrazi Krista obji-
majiciho kiiZz a nazyva jej ,, Jezisiv pohled...

- protoze v uméni nebylo namalovdno nic priméj-
$tho, nic duchovnéjsiho nez tyto zornicky, z nich%
se vynotuje veskerd bozskost JeziSe. Zdd se, Ze tato
hlava vydechuje bolestny pohled, s nimz dosahuje
ldsky Boha Otce. V tomto vijrazu je néco % bolestné
extaze mucednictvi a soucasné kosmického $tésti,
instituce vécné slavy.“* Podle Camoéna se El
Greco v prazském obraze® vraci ke svému
zpusobu vasnivé vzrudujicimu a osvétluji-
cimu véci ve shod€ s tradici charakterizujici
jeho malbu. Caménovu argumentaci pfebira
i José M. Moreno Galvan,* ktery rovnéz
zdtraziiuje ,jeho horecnaté vzrusené a vizionds-
ské poddni“. G. Reimann* p¥ipomina v sou-
vislosti s prazskym obrazem série Apostoldtii
(1587), jimz se blizi vystavbou zezadu
prosvétlené hlavy.

Nejdtslednéji shrnul dosavadni znalosti
o praZském obraze José Gudiol,* stave-
jici na dokonalém a doposud nejproni-
kav€jsim formalnim rozboru jak celého
El Grecova dila, tak nageho platna. Rozsifil
hranici jeho datovani na léta 1587 az 1597
a stylisticky je vztahuje, kromé& Expolia,

k pon€kud jinym pracim (nap¥. Magdalena
v Kansas City), avSak pfitom konstatuje
jednoznaéné& devocionalni charakter tohoto
obrazu. Odtvodiiuje zminéné rozsiFeni

tim, Ze v dilech datovatelnych do t¥eti etapy
(1579-1586) - od Sv. Mofice v Escorialu po
Pohteb hrabéte Orgaze - se El Greco vratil

k systému, ktery pouZival v Italii: k malbé&
devocionélnich obrazti, vyrdb&nych do
zasoby a urenych ndhodnému zijemci.

El Greco si totiZ ponechal aZ do své smrti
né&kolik modeld a ukizek - jakysi vzornik -
pro toledské zdkazniky, podle nichZ dilna
zhotovovala dal3i verze na zakizku, coz
dnes znesnadiiuje pfesnou dataci. Prazska
Hlava Krista, malovana jako obraz pro
soukromou devoci, je zjednodusenou verzi
hlavy Kristovy z Expolia. Autor tu shled4va
podobnost modelace, vjrazu a charakteru
v ramci nutnych rozdilt danych tématem
(podobné jako je tomu v pfipadé dalsich
verzi Magdaleny v Montevideu a v Paradas).
Gudiol shledal, Ze ,o0d tmavého pozadi oddéluje
hlavu jasnd, svitivd svatozd¥. Tento nevelky obraz
e sbirek pragské Ndrodni galerie je dokladem
toho, % jakyjch technickyjch jemnosti a fines
vyriistala El Grecova jednoduchost a prostota.

Na tunice na pravé strané uplatnil mali¥ sfrega-
turu, na éele, hlavné vlevo, silné ndnosy bilé pasty.
Obrys Cela zdiiraznil Sirokym pastoznim pruhem,
vedoucim az% k mistu, kde zaéinaji vlasy. Vihkou
zd¥i 0¢i vyjddril pomoci béloby nanesené zédsti

na Cernou zornicku a zédsti na méné svétlé oéni
bélmo. U korene nosu, mezi oéima, je pasta ener-
gicky natlacena. Tmavd hlubokd ¢dra vyznacuje
stiredni linii dist tam, kde se stykaji rty. V #idkém
vousu p¥i nasazeni bradky jsou zcela nesouvislé

a zddnlivé nezdiivodnitelné bilé tecky a skorny,
které pozorujeme i na Cernyich vlasech“3* vlevo
ve vysi spanku. Tyto prost¥edky, velice
vzdilené ,pointilismu” i ,,optické metod&*
nékterych malift 19. stoleti, maji v podstaté
tyz zaklad. Jejich t¢elem je oZivit celek

a neakademickymi technickymi postupy
zvysit iinnost obrazu. K takovym ,dsko-
ktim*“ se v 17. stoleti soustavné uchyloval
Rembrandt, ktery s jejich pomoci daval
mé&kkym pozadim charakter ,plynulé” atmo-
sféry, od niz se odréZeji jeho postavy. Ani
Holandan z doby baroka, ani po§pané&lstény
Rek z konce 16. stoleti viak neopoustéli
normalni zobrazovaci zptisoby a pouZivali
t&chto prostfedkd jen k tomu, aby zvysili
Zivotnost svych obrazi.

Ladislav Daniel pak mohl jest€ shrnout,
Ze pohybové oZiveni a psychologicka
charakteristika tvéafe, spojovana s podo-
bou El Grecova syna Jorge Manuela
Theotocépuli, &ini z plivodné strnulého
typu Krista-Pantokratora, nyni pfitomného,
zranitelného Krista-¢lov€ka pfi vnitinim
dialogu s Bohem v dojaté modlitbé na hra-
nici extaze.»

Problém datace fesila vétsina autorts
v souvislosti s existenci dvou nepatrné
odlidnych verzi, které byly odbornikiim
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znamy dffve neZ nas obraz. Kramar
vychdzi z Legendra a Hartmanna, ktefi
prevzali dataci obou verzi do let 1590-96
od Mayera.*® Prvni z variant, v Museu San
Telmo v San Sebastianu, se odliuje nepatr-
nymi detaily, pfedevsim vyskovou asymetrii
o¢i, detaily na usich, vousech a kadefich
vlasti a kone¢né& na levém rameni.

Zife za hlavou je tu ponékud slabsi, stiny
jsou hlubsi a tmavsi. Utrpé&la viak pfilisnym
oCisténim (vlasy jsou omezeny jen na hné-
docerveny podklad, tunika je plose razova).
Datovén je tento obraz soucasné s praz-
skym, jemuz tvoii nejblizsi prot&jsek. Také
Mayerem naznalend datace byva shodna
s maximalnim ¢asovym rozpétim prazského
obrazu.” Podobné jako pfedchozi i druha
verze v McNayové€ Institutu v San Antoniu
utrpéla pfimo drastickym o¢isténim, takze
svrchni vrstvy jsou ztraceny.

Vlasy zde obepinaji hlavu v mohutnéj-
§ich, méné citlivych a hmotné&jsich prame-
nech, bradka se rozdvojuje a ostatni vousy
jsou podany podrobnéji, jak ostatné odpo-
vida detailn&jimu kompozi¢nimu vyseku,
v ném? je toto poprsi provedeno. Pastézni
malba je obvykle uvidéna v souvislost
s rané&jSimi pracemi.*®

Jaromir Neumann poznamenéva navic,
ze ,nezvyklé umisténi signatury v blizkosti todfe,
s jakim se setkdvdme také na El Grecovijch
portrétech a podobné pojatjch samostatnyjch
postavdch, koresponduje s okolnosti, %e v Kristové
todfi se El Greco snagil zachytit rysy jeho ,pravé’
podoby na zpiisob ,vera efigies’. Podpis pojaty
podobné jako ndpisy na ikondch mél asi storzovat
spravnost ,portrétniho‘ zndzornéni, ale soucasné
i autenticnost verze, jex mohla byt vijchodiskem
dilenskijch replik.“ Konstatuje zaroven, ze
méné obvykly tvar imperfekta v podpisu
(délal, nikoliv udé&lal) znamen4, Ze El Greco
»Se jim pripojil k apellovské tradici epoiei - epoiese
(...) a soucasné k ndzoru, %e umélecké dilo je
véci vidy znovu zapocinanou a nikdy neskonce-
nou. Toto pojeti, protikladné ndzoru jeho uéitele
Tiziana, odpovidalo El Grecové praxi vytodiet
detné repliky svjch dél, = nich% katdd se jevila
jen priichodnim stadiem provdzejicim dsili o lepsi
postigeni prototypu a idedlni predstavy v ném
obsazené, a nikoliv definitioné uzavienym vysled-
kem dovrseného tviiréiho procesu.“* Nov&jsi
badani prokizalo, Ze podpis se postupné
u El Greca stava soudésti mali¥ské kompo-
zice.*°

V kazdém piipad€ lze povaZovat nas
obraz, oznageny (na rozdil od obou variant)
signaturou, za nejkvalitn€j3{ ze t¥f znamych
verzi, i kdyZ z dvodt pouzivini zming-
nych vzornikd neni zcela jasné pofadi,

v némz vznikly.# V obdivuhodném mnoz-
stvi zachovanych dé&l - vice nez 700 - lze
v fad€ pFipadi urcit jen velmi p¥iblizné
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zafazeni. A to je i na§ p¥ipad. Z Gudiolova
i Wetheyova ¢lenéni vyplyva, Ze texasky
obraz vznikl pFed praZskym, aviak kvalita
prazského obrazu je uznévana vieobecné

a Fratiova*? jej povaZzuje naopak za prototyp
(jako jediny je reprodukovin a uvidén na
prvnim misté ze t¥f zndmych verzi). Lze

jen pfedpoklidat, Ze datum vzniku kolem
roku 1590 bude nadile nejpfijatelngjsi. Ve
smyslu shora uvedenych charakteristik se
mimofFadné zafazoval na shora vzpomenuté
madridské vystav€ El Greco, identita a transfor-
mace k prazskému Kristovi i sice barevnéjsi,
ale pfesto mimotadné& podobny Sv. Jakub

ml. (Hlava apostola) z budapestského

Muzea vytvarnych uméni (Szépmiivészeti
Muzeum).

Podobné z temna vystupujici Zluté na
plasti a inkarnatu naseho El Greca pfipo-
minaji barevné feseni sv. Maii Magdaleny
z téze sbirky.

V prvnim obdobi toledském, kdy se
El Greco Pohibem hrabéte Orgaze vymanil
z italizujiciho tvaroslovi a mysleni, maloval
kromé& portrétti vesmé&s nibozenské obrazy,
jak variace na star$i naméty, tak nové kom-
pozice, vesmés téZici z namétt Kristova
utrpent, jako Louéeni, Kristus nesouci kiiz,
Expolio (Svlékani roucha), Ukfigovany nebo
Pieta. Pravé v t&€chto dilech je naznaéen pfe-
rod El Grecova mysleni pod vlivem $panél-
ského prostiedi od eklektického manyrismu
benatského a fimského smérem k hluboce
prociténym pracim, poé¢inaje Pohibem.

El Greciiv pferod ukizal cestu z obecné
krize domy3leni Zivotnich principt do
konce pravé novym zdtraznénim proble-
matiky ¢lov&ka, vidéné oviem nibozenskou
formou jiz barokniho cit&ni.# Proti chlad-
nému utilitarismu bez citového obsahu
stavi El Greco citéni moralni zodpovéd-
nosti zaloZené na kiestanskych principech.
Vzniceni citu u El Greca nenabyva nikdy,
ani v nafem obraze, prostych forem, jak
se s nimi nékdy setkdvime v baroknim
uméni, ale zachovava rafinovanou sloZitost
myslenkové atmosféry pozdni renesance -
neoplatonické - ze které jako Tintoretttv
a Tiziantv Zak vychazi.

V naSem obraze Modlici se Kristus/Poprsi
Krista neustupuje mali¥ pfed zadnym
z vytvarnych problémt pozdni renesance:
vztahu pfirodni formy k jejimu umeélec-
kému prepisu, kde héji pravo umeélce
na deformaci skute¢nosti (baroko proti
tomu znamend v nutném smyslu pravé
naopak piiklon k expresivnimu naturali-
smu). Nezjednodusuje si ani prostorovou
vystavbu obrazu zmél&enim prostoru néja-
kou kulisou nebo reflektorickym vyraznym
osvétlenim, které by umozriovalo ponechat
tmavé pozadi proti osvétlené hlavni scéné.



Dégjove indiferentni postava Krista (nejde
o d&jovou, divadelni scénu; Kristus je zde
stavén pred divika spife jako problém)
¢ni do prazdného prostoru, prosvétleného
neskuteénym svétlem,* z n€hoz jako by
byla vytvofena i bled4, protdhla, kiehce
propracovand tvar se sloZitym vyjrazem
horeéného vzrudeni (protikladem je barokni
citova jednoznagnost).

Snad nejlépe vystihla obecn€ povahu
El Grecova svétla Fratiova. Dle této autorky
El Greco piekonal v osvétleni benatské
vychodisko tim, Ze svétlo osvétluje postavy,
aniZ by vychézelo z uréitého zdroje, nebo
aniz by scéna byla osvétlena jen difuz-
nim svétlem. Jako v byzantské malbé jde
i u El Greca o svétlo s velkym poétem
zdrojii, aniz by oviem napodobovalo pfi-
rodni osvétleni. Jak oviem El Greco pokra-
¢uje ve svém uméleckém vyvoji, objevuje se
stile v&t3i podet zdroju svétla, které osvét-
luji nestejné &asti, a celek vyzniva velmi
halucina¢né pravé pro své nerovnomé&rné
a libovolné osvétleni.®

Na z4vér nechavam posledni shrnuti pro-
blematiky na madridské vystavé v Thyssen-
-Bornemiszov€ muzeu. Autor katalogového
hesla José Alvarez Lopera* tu upozornil
v analyze dosavadni literatury na nékolik
zdvaznych vé&ci, mj. Ze tento ikonograficky
typ, v El Grecové tvorb& pomé&rné vzacny,
predstavuje jakysi pendant Madon& Mater
Dolorosa z Berlinského muzea. Pfes exis-
tujici technické odlignosti mezi dal3imi
dvéma zndmymi verzemi kazdého z téchto
namétd, vyrazové a formatové podobnosti
a skute¢nost, Ze kazdy z nich sméfuje
hlavou na jinou stranu, zptisobuji, Ze nelze
vylougit ani moZnost, Ze byly koncipovany
jako péarové.

V kazdém piipadé€ lze ale prazsky obraz
vztahovat k inventé¥i El Grecova majetku
z roku 1614, Una cabeza de un cristo (sic!).
Nazev pouZity Caménem a Wetheyem pro
obrazy tohoto typu (Kristova extdze) neni
zcela odévodnitelny a odpovida spise star-
§im nizoriim na malifovo dilo. Pfes mys-
ticky vyraz pozice i pohled Kristliv nazna-
¢uji vice determinace a odevzdani (v€domi
svého poslani) nez mystického vytrzeni,
&mz se blizi vice Expoliu nebo Kristu obji-
majicimu kfiz v poloviéni postav€. Kromé
toho, podobné jako v poslednich obrazech,
v nich? je Kristus znédzornén jako Zehnajici
Spasitel, je hlava JeZiova rimovéana koso-
&tverenou svatozaii. Vymluvny je tu jeden
detail, jeho vlasy/hfiva padajici ve dlouhé
vIn€ na pravé rameno. Je srovnatelna s vlasy
na obrazu Kajici se Magdaleny z Kansas City.
Tento mistrny detail Alvarezu Loperovi
pFipomina vytku, kterou u3té&dril El Greco
Michelangelovi, Ze neumi portrétovat ani

provést vlasy...#” Ve srovnani s obéma shora
komentovanymi verzemi Alvarez Lopera
davé jednoznaéné pfednost prazskému
obrazu, ktery proto vybral na vystavu.

Zména titulu obrazu ve prospéch
Modliciho se Krista a posunuti datace do
doby kolem 1590 plné& postihuje soudasné
moznosti formalni i historické analyzy.

V obecné roviné lze shrnout, Ze izolovana
postava, imperativni, plné vyrazné expre-
sivn{ intenzity se stdva, aniZ by se uchylo-
vala k dobovym nebo prostorovym realiim,
symbolickym obrazem, jakymsi druhem
ikony, schopnym polarizovat zboZnost. Je
oviem nutno pfijmout dataci restauritora
obrazu, znalce El Grecovy techniky, bezpro-
stfedné po roce 1590.

El Greco takto vytvaii posledni vyhonek
vyznéni renesance, ale pfitom se ztotoz-
fiuje s duchovnim klimatem zemé, ktera
od poloviny 16. stoleti pFipravila obrat
v souasném svété: katolickou reformaci
tridentského koncilu, jiz zt&lestiuje ve
§panélském malifstvi mysticky ladény Luis
de Morales, doznav3i kopistickych ohlast
u nés, v sochafstvi protobarokni Alonso
Berruguete a v architektufe dsporny, az
abstraktn& geometricky Juan de Herrera,
stavitel Escorialu, ovliviiujici pojeti desitek
vyznamnych staveb v Evropé, véetn& Cech
a Moravy.*8

Apendix

Pfed restaurovanim byl proveden rozsahly
prizkum zamé&feny na poznani stavu obra-
zu, na jehoZ zdklad€ bylo mozno stanovit
koncepci a metodiku restauratorského
zasahu. Vedle toho mél priizkum za cil
popsat pouZitou techniku malby a zacle-
nit obraz do kontextu malifského vyvoje
El Grecovych dél. Prizkum byl zaloZen
zejména na neinvazivnich prizkumovych
metodach jako radiografie, infralervena
reflektografie, fotografie UV luminiscence,
makrofotografie atp.

Obraz nese fadu poskozeni z minulé
doby. Jednim z vétdich defektd je tmelena
a retuSovand trhlina v pozadi obrazu.
Rozsahlej3i defekty se dale nachazeji p¥i
spodni strané& dila v oblasti Kristovy tuniky.
Dal3imi defekty jsou drobné vypadky
malby, vzniklé b&hem restaurovéani pravdé-
podobné& v 19. stoleti. Pi krddezi obrazu
v roce 1972 byl obraz vyfiznut z ozdobného
ramu. V této dobé& v3ak obraz jiz nemél
ptvodni okraje, a tak doslo k poskozeni
jen né&kolika malo mist zejména v pozadi.
Obli¢ejova partie se nastésti zachovala ve
velmi dobrém stavu.

Soudasny restauratorsky zdsah byl vynu-
cen zna¢né ztmavlym lakem, ktery vyrazn&
zkresloval originélni kolorit El Grecovy
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malby. Zluty filtr starého laku zcela potla-
¢oval ptivodni tonélni vibraci mezi teplymi
a studenymi tény. Na vizudlné neuspo-
kojivém stavu obrazu se dale podilely
zna¢né ztmavlé a barevn€ zménéné retuse.
Adheze barevnych vrstev k podkladu viak
byla uspokojujici. Restauratorsky zésah se
tak tykal pfedevsim vizualni rehabilitace
ptvodnich kvalit dila. Tento naroény tkol
byl svéfen renomovanému emeritnimu
restauratorovi Rafaelu Alonsovi z madrid-
ského Museo del Prado, ktery restauroval
vétsinu El Grecovych maleb ve §panélskych
sbirkach. Restaurator postupné citlivé
zten€il ztmavlé lakové souvrstvi, tak aby
vyznéla originalni tonalita malby, ale p¥itom
byla zachovana jemn4 patina, pFiznavajici
dilu vic jak &tyFsetleté stafi. Jednotlivé
defekty byly nasledné zceleny reversibilni
retusi.

Pi{spé&vek vznikl za podpory MSMT, grant
IGA_FF_2015_025 (Od stfedovéku po dnesek. Studie
0 uméni v Ceskych zemich).

Pozndmky

1 José Alvarez Lopera, El Greco: identidad

y transformacion. Creta. Italia. Espafia, Museo
Thyssen-Bornemisza, Madrid, 3. 1.-16. 5. 1999
(Rim, 2. 6.-19. 9. 1999, a Atény, 18. 10. 1999~

17. 1. 2000). Kat. ed. José Alvarez Lopera,
komisaf vystavy, zde podavad sumarné diive
publikované nazory v koncizni stati nazvané

La construccion de un pintor. Un siglo de biisquedas e
intepretaciones sobre el Greco (s. 25-56). Dal3i autor,
Nicos Hadjinicolau, prostudoval nacionalistické
tendence vieho druhu v posuzovani malifovy
tvorby (El Greco revestido de ideologias nacionalistas,
s. 54-84), Lionello Puppi shrnul nizory na
tvorbu El Greca v Italii a jeho souvztaznosti

s italskym umé&nim (El Greco en Italia y €l arte
italiano, s. 97-118), zatimco $panélskou etapu
podrobil rozboru José Manuel Pita Andrade

(El Greco en Espaiia, s. 153-174), umélecké
mysleni El Grecovo - od o&i duse k oéim
rozumu - bylo pfedmétem studie Fernanda
Mariase (El pensamiento artistico de El Greco: de

los ojos del alma a los ojos de la razon, s. 153-174),

a kone¢né& ozehavou otizku mysticismu pojednal
zasv€cené ve studii vénované vzestupu mysli

k Bohu - nibozenské ikonografii El Grecové

a duchovni reformé ve Spané&lsku David Davies
(La ascension de la mente hacia Dios. La iconografia
religiosa del Greco y la reforma espiritual en Espaiia,
s. 175-201). O docenéni vyznamu obrazu usiloval
mj. i pfispévek: Ladislav Daniel, Between the
Pantocrator and the Man: Addenda to the Italian
Influences in El Greco’s Work, in: El Greco in
Ttaly and Ttalian Art. Proceedings of the International
Symposium. Rethymno, Crete, 22-24 September
1995. University of Crete, Rethymno, 1999,

S. 243-246. Viz téz Miguel Moran Turina.
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El Greco. Nuevas Miradas, Descubrir el Arte 1,

¢. 1, marzo 1999, s. 30-39; José Alvarez Lopera,
El Greco: identidad y transformacién. Tamtéz,
s. 22-27. - El Greco de Toledo. Museo del Prado,
Madrid, 1. 4.-8. 6. 1982, National Gallery,
Washington, 3. 7.-6. 9. 1982, Dallas Museum of
Fine Arts, Dallas (Texas), 12. 12. 1982-6. 2. 1983.
Tehdy také vznikly reportédze rekonstruujici
»,Grecovo Toledo“. Viz J. Carter Brown, The
Genius of El Greco, National Geographic, Vol. 161,
¢. 6, june 1982, s. 736-744; Louise E. Levathes,
Toledo - El Greco's Spain Lives On, National
Geographic, Vol. 161, &. 6, june 1982, s. 726-753. -
Mezi recenzemi viz napf. J. A. Alvarez Reyes,
El Greco, un viaje de ida y vuelta, El Periddico

del Arte, febrero de 1999, €. 19, s. 7, il., poukazal
zejména na skute¢nost, Ze z bezmala osmdesiti
shromézdénych obrazi byla jeding etapa
toledska vrcholnd, ostatni pfedstavovaly pouze
studijni materiél.

2 Bohuzel na videtiskou vystavu na3 obraz

uz nebyl zaptjéen. Z profesionalnich recenzi
viz Jaromir Adamec, El Greco 1541-1614, Ateliér,
2001, €. 13, s. 8; Pavel Kalina, Uméni, penize

a teorie. Videriska vystava El Greca, Tyden, €. 28,
s. 64-65, il.; Peter Kovag, Vider predstavuje jeden
ze skvostl El Greka, Prdvo, 23. 6. 2001, s. 13;
Viclav Sokol, El Greco ve Vidni, Katolicky tijdenik,
2001, &. 43, s. 7.

3 K tomuto ndmétu viz Pavel Stépanek,

La ,Grecomania” Checa: El Greco en el arte
moderno checo a principios del s. XX. XI
Jornadas de Arte. El arte espaiiol fuera de Espaiia.
Biblioteca de Historia del Arte. Acta del
Simposio Internacional Arte Espariol fuera

de Espana. Instituto de Historia del CSIC,
Madrid 2003, s. 469-482. Tento ndmét vyda na
samostatnou knihu.

4 K terminu viz Jordi Gonzalez Llacer,

El Greco y su influencia en los albores de la
modernidad, Galeria Antigvaria XV, 1997, &. 148,
S. 42-47, recenze vystavy v Museu Nacional D’Art
de Catalunya.

5 V. Ertl, El Greco ¢&ili tajemstvi Toleda, Volné
sméry, 1910, s. 174, komentuje knihu Maurice
Barrés, Greco ou le secret de Tolede, Paris 1912
(Nouvelle édition augmentée de quelques

pages inédites avec seize reproductions hors
texte), kterou mél ve svém majetku také

V. Krami¥, jenZ ji povazoval za ,bdsnickou evokaci
toledského tajemstvi* (Vincenc Kramaf¥, Domenico
Theotocépuli El Greco, ed. K. Srp, Uméni 1990,
¢. 6, s. 511-519, cit. ze s. 516). Tato kniha vy3la
v mnoha vydanich.

6 K tomu viz Alvarez Lopera (pozn. 1), obr. 2,
z Lotrinského muzea (Musée Lorrain) v Nancy,
zfejmé inspirovan Barrésovou kapitolou En

face de Toléde, le Greco me donne le secret de Toléde.
Zajimavi je jeho poznidmka na s. 108, Ze jesté

v fijnu 1902 byl Barrés prvnim navstévnikem
roku, ktery chtél vidét El Grecovo dilo v kostele
sv. Jana Kititele.



7 Modelovou situaci pro studium vlivii

v Némecku vytvofila svou studii Veronika
Schréderova, El Greco im Friihen deutschen
Expressionismus. Von der Kunstgeschichte als
Stilgeschichte zur Kunstgeschichte als Geistesgeschichte,
Frankfurt: Peter Lang 1998. Déle G. McLeim-
-Smith - Maria del Carmen Garrido -

Sarah L. Fischer, A Note on Reading El

Greco's Revisions: A Group of Paintings of

the Holy Family, in: Studies in the History of Art,
vol. 18, National Gallery of Art, Washington,

S. 67.

8 El Greco, 1541-1614, Musée des Beaux Arts,
Gent, a déle El Greco Exhibition, The National
Museum of Western Art 1986, Tokio. Také pfi
piilezitosti 450. vyroé&i narozeni El Greca byla
uspofadéana vystava na Krété - Heracleion,
Bazilika sv. Marka, 1990; viz El Greco in Ttaly and
Ttalian Art, Athény 1995.

9 Tato &4st stati vychédzi z textu zatim v celku
nepublikované diplomové prace, obhijené

v r. 1973; prof. Pavel Preiss ji doporuéil jako
rigorézni. Viz Pavel Stépanek, Spanélskd malba

a plastika ve sbirkdch Ndrodni galerie v Praze, FF UK,
1973, 369 str., rukopis. Pasiz o El Grecovi,

kap. IL., s. 47-53, 212-214, 279-282, &. kat. 8. Zde
jsou uvedeny viechny dal3i podrobnosti véetné
literatury a provenience; z této prace Eerpal
pozdgji i J. Neumann, T¥i obrazy / Tintoretto,

El Greco, Frans Hals, Sbirka starého, evropského
uméni, (edice Malé katalogy), Narodni galerie
v Praze, duben 1977; déale Ndrodni galerie v Praze.
Staré evropské uméni, Réunion des Musées
Nationaux, Praha 1992, s. 52 (autor hesla
Ladislav Daniel); Ji#f Kotalik a kol., Ndrodni
galerie v Praze. V n&kolika vétach jsou vysledky
publikovany v katalogu vystavy: Pavel Sté€panek,
Spanélské umeni 14.-16. stoleti % éeskoslovenskijch
sbirek, Praha, Stfedoéeska galerie, prosinec
1984-anor 1985, a ve stru¢ném ¢&lanecku El
Greco en Praga, Vida Checoslovaca (Praha), 1984,
¢. 4, s. 29, il.; okrajové se dotyka techniky El
Grecovy malby - El Greco, Obrazy Zvé&stovani.
p$ (P. Stépanek) - annk (Antonin Novak) (rec.):
Ma. C. Garrido, Estudio técnico de cuatro
Anunciaciones de El Greco, Boletin del Museo

del Prado (Madrid), VIII, ¢. 23, 1987, s. 85-108,
Technologia Artis (Praha), 1990, €. 1, s. 80.

10 Prof. Landsman (sic), El Greco: Hlava
Kristova. Okresni Jednota muzejni v Brandjse
nad Labem v€nuje svym pfateldm a znamym

I. ro¢enku, Brandys 1926, s. 12-13. Zd4

se, Ze i on je vlastn€ autorem prvni vyzvy

k pFemisténi Kristova poprsi do Narodni galerie,
kam byl nakonec obraz ziskan zaptjckou dne
8. 12. 1937 (Vincenc Kramdf: od starjch mistrii

k Picassovi, Narodni galerie v Praze - Sbirka
moderniho a sou¢asného uméni, Veletrzni palac
13. 10. 2000-28. 1. 2001, s. 37): déle viz J. L.,
Grectiv obraz v Brandyse nad Labem, Ndrodni
osvobozeni, 111, 25. 2. 1926, €. 56, s. 3. Dnes je
na zdmku umisténa kopie prazského obrazu.

Dal3i kopie jsou v soukromych sbirkich, jako
napf. obr. 5.

11 Anonym, Benedetto da Majano, El Greco,
Goya und Heinrich Fissli in der Staatlichen
Sammlung alter Kunst in Prag, Prager Presse
XVIII, 1938, ¢. 62, s. 8, a L. Kreitner, Die
Neuordnung der Staatssamlung alter Kunst,
Prager Presse XVIII, 1938, €. 185, s. 10,

o nové instalaci Galerie v Mé&stské knihovné&

a o doplnéni sbirek. K principtim Kramafovy
akvizi¢ni politiky viz Lada Hubatovi-Vackova,
Sonda do Kramafovy akvizi¢ni politiky, in:
Vincenc Kramdf: od starjch mistrii 2000 (pozn. 10),
s. 170. Kramaf dostdval obéas nabidky ke

koupi El Grecovych obrazi, ale zFejmé&
vzhledem k cendm na né& nereagoval, napf. od
berlinského galeristy Fletchheima, s. 171,

popf. prostfednictvim Fillovym, jemuZ oznamuje
cenu 25000 USD (s. 236). V r. 1934 pfijal Kramar
na doporuceni V. Nebeského shératele Grecova
i Picassova z PafiZe Rolfa de Maré (s. 243).

12 O kradezi viz napf. -pm, Obraz od El Greca
byl jediny v republice, Lidovd demokracie,

24. X. 1972, z fady zprav v dennim tisku je tato
nejobsaznéjsi. O nové instalaci -pht, El Greco:
Poprsi Krista, Prdce, 12. 7. 1977. Shrnuti viz
Sbératelstvi, Praha 1983, s. 111-112, ed. Jif{ Cirkl.
13 Gregorio Maraiién, El Greco y Toledo, Madrid,
1956, s. 229 (reedice 2014). Marafén shrnuje

i fadu dal3ich, neméné& zajimavych niazort
1ékaft, psychiatrii a psychologti na El Grecovo
dilo. Podle nazoru tohoto 1ékafe a historika,

s. 234, byla sice mezi Grecovymi modely fada
psychopati, ale to nebylo rozhodujici. Vyvraci
i ob&as zdiraziiovany astigmatismus &i jiné
oéni choroby, které mé&ly ddajné& ovlivnit jeho
vid&ni - viz nap¥. pozdni ohlas tohoto nazoru:
Maji mali¥i Spatné o&i? Vijtvarnd prdce, 1970,

¢. 21, s. 6, v niz kanadsky o¢ni 1ékaf Wheeler
vyslovuje nazor, ze charakteristicky styl
nékterych malifd, zejména El Greca, vznikl

z jejich o&ni vady. Informuje, Ze El Grecovy
uzké podobizny nabyly normalnich rozmért
pfi pouziti astigmatické Eocky pfi 15° sklonu
osy. Viz i ¢lanek MEl El Greco vadny zrak? Véda
a technika mlddezi, 1974, s. 687, 694. Viechny tyto
uvahy vychazeji z v€decké studie §panélského
lékafe Dr. Germana Béritense, Porqué El Greco
pint6 como pint6, Por Esos mundos, Madrid 1912,
cit. Barrés 1912 (pozn. 5), s. 175-176.

14 Stadi srovnat El Grectiv obraz

s Tintorettovym portrétem neznidmého muze

v NG (€. inv. DO 201, zaptjéen z Prazského
hradu r. 1922), ktery byl ukraden souéasné

s nim. Po o¢&isténi obrazu v r. 1977 se tyto
souvislosti projevily jesté patrnéji.

15 Ziejmé& ne nahodou se detail Kristovych
o¢i ocitl, spolu s o¢ima Picassov§yma z jeho
prazského Autoportrétu na obiim plakatu
(bilboardu) v r. 1996 jako propagaé¢ni akce

k pfipoutani pozornosti nejsir§tho obecenstva pfi
prileZitosti 200. vyroéi zaloZeni Narodni galerie
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v Praze. Viz k¢ (Peter Kovag), Velci anonymové
se pfredstavuji, Prdvo, 21. II. 1997; autorem je
TypoDesignClub 96, Milan Jaros.

16 V. Kramér, Domenico (pozn. 5), s. 517.

17 Landsman (viz pozn. 10), ibid. V témz roce
se objevila je3t€ anonymni recenze kritického

a ilustrovaného seznamu jeho dila v Prager Presse
VI, 24. 6. 1926, €. 172, s. 6, a jedté o néco pozdéEji
recenze Jaromira Pedirky, Von Greco bis Goya
(rec.): Hugo Kehrer, Spanische Kunst von Greco
bis Goya, Prager Presse VI, 22. 12. 1926, &. 350,

s. 6. AZ do konce 20. let se budou objevovat
obecné o El Grecovi zhruba dvé€ zpravy &
¢lanky roéng, jako napf. o v€novani portrétu

od El Greca Dem Bredinsmuseum im Haag,
Prager Presse VII, 17. V1. 1927, €. 165, s. 6, ¢i Der
Junge Greco, Prager Presse VII, 12. VII. 1927,

&. 172, s. 6, informujici o vydani monografie

La jeunesse du peintre Greco od J. R. Willumsena.
Na neposlednim misté stoji pak nalezy novych
Grecovych dél, nap¥. velkého oltdfniho obrazu
Krista s kiizem v Seville - viz Ein unbekanntes
Werk Greco’s, Prager Presse VIII, 15. 8. 1928,

&. 226, s. 6, nebo sochy P. Marie, tvofici souéast
olta¥niho obrazu v kostele ve vesniéce Talaverilla
ve Spanélsku - viz Eine Plastik des Greco
entdeckt, Prager Presse IX, 28. 7. 1929, &. 203,

s. 10, popf. o obsahu &isla asopisu Pantheon,
jednajiciho o neznamych dilech El Grecovych -
viz Prager Presse X, 1930, €. 113, s. 8. Ve 30. letech
se st¥idaji recenze s informacemi a pfipominkami
tehdy jiz historického procesu inspirace El
Grecovym dilem v tvorbé éeskych umélct.

Napf. recenze knihy Meiera-Graefeho v Prager
Presse X1, 31. 1. 1931, €. 31, s. 8, kritizuje tuto
knihu s tim, Ze obsahuje mylny vyklad Grecova
koloritu. O informovanosti &eské vefejnosti
svédéi Reme (rec.): Jean Cassou, Le Gréco, Paris
1931, Prager Presse XII, 12. 2. 1932, €. 43, 5. 7.
Ob¢as se objevuji ¢lanky vénované nékterému
dil¢imu problému ¢&i jednotlivému dilu - viz
napf. Jaroslav Kolman, Poh¥eb hrabéte z Orgazu,
Dilo XX1V, 1932, s. 18-20. Dne$ni nézory shrnuje
Francisco Calvo Serraller, En entierro del conde de
Orgaz, Madrid 1999.

18 Maurice Legendre - A. Hartmann, Domenico
Theotocopuli, dit El Greco, Paris 1937, obr. na s. 285.
Datace je uvedena pouze pod reprodukei, nikoliv
vV textu.

19 Vladimir Novotny, El Greco, Praha 1936,

obr. 1 (prazsky obraz byl tehdy jesté na zamku

v Konopisti; Novotny ho reprodukuje, ale zvl4st
nekomentuje); Vincenc Kramaf, Greco a Goya

ve Stdtni sbirce starého uméni, Praha 1938 - tento
text se objevuje téZ ve stati: Vincenc Kramér,

O Grecové Kristu, Svétozor XXXVIII, 1938,

s. 540-541; Josef Cibulka, Greco, Praha: Orbis,
1941, s. 9-20, obr. VIII; José Camén Aznar,
Dominico Greco, Madrid 1950, €. 114, nové vydani
1970; Juan Antonio Gaya Nufio, La pintura
espaiiola fuera de Espafia, Madrid 1958, €. 1925.

20 Harold E. Wethey, El Greco and his School.
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II. Princeton 1962, s. 37. V&decky katalog se
omezuje na zdkladni faktografii. Jak mi sdélil
autor v osobnim dopise, prazsky obraz znal jen
podle fotografie.

21 Viz Tiziana Frati - Xavier de Salas, La obra
pictorica completa de El Greco, Barcelona - Madrid
1970, &. 78a, s. 105, obr. 78a.

22 Kramar, Greco a Goya (pozn. 19), s. 3-5.
23 Cibulka, Greco (pozn. 19), s. 19-20.

24 Kramar, Greco a Goya (pozn. 19), s. 5.

25 Kramar, Domenico (pozn. 5), s. 517.

26 Ladislav Daniel, in: Kraméf 2000 (pozn. 10),
s. 176, repr. s. 150.

27 Cibulka (pozn. 19), s. 20.

28 Ladislav Kesner, Ndrodni galerie v Praze.
Sbirky ve Sternberském paldci, Praha 1961, s. 27.
29 José Camoén Aznar, Pintura del XVI,

Madrid 1970, s. 550-552; prazsky obraz znal

z reprodukce NG, kterou jsem mu v oné

dobé& osobné pfivezl. Exaltovanost pohledu

El Grecovych postav vystihl s esejistickou
vymluvnosti Paul Claudel, L (Eil écoute, Paris
1964, s. 102; kdyZ piSe o portrétu kapitana
Julidna Romera se sv. Julidnem, kde hlava
rytifova je zobrazena v podobné, a¢ hybnégjsi
poloze: , Greciiv rytif v bilém, podpirdn svym éernijm
ochrdncem, rozhodl se jiti do nebe nejprostsi cestou:
nicim jingm neg sviyma vroucima, horlivyma oéima.*
30 Camén, Pintura (pozn. 29), tamtéz,

se zmifiuje je3té o dalii variant& v blize
nejmenované madridské sbirce, ale neuvadi
pfitom obraz v San Sebastidnu ani v McNayové
dstavu v Texasu. ProtoZe sansebastidnsky
pochézi ze sbirky Errazu z PafiZe, lze se
domnivat, Ze Camé6n mé na mysli pravé tento
obraz a uvadi jej podle star§ich udajt.

31 Ji#f Kotalik, Galeria Nacional de Praga,
Madrid, Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro, México
1970 (spoluprace P. St&€panek a J. Ma. Moreno
Galvan). Existuje téZ portugalska edice.

32 G. Reimann, El Greco, Leipzig 1966,

S. 40-41. Viz téZz K. Horky, Toledskych dvanict
apostold, Lidovd demokracie, 1. 4. 1956.

33 José Gudiol, El Greco (Doménikos
Theotocopulos, 1541-1614, Barcelona 1971,

$. 152-153, obr. 129 jako Hlava Kristova. Ceské
vydani této doposud jedné z nejiplné&jsich praci
je z r. 1976.

34 Gudiol, El Greco (pozn. 33); jelikoZ autor
nezné prazsky obraz z autopsie, ale jen

z reprodukci a fotografii, posuzuje barevnou
gkalu snad pod jejich vlivem jako ponékud
tmavsi (tmavé hnédé vlasy povazuje za Gerné;
béloby jsou obsazeny a michany se Zluti apod.
Stejné& tak pozadi neni naprosto temné, jak
vyplyvé z reprodukce). Dnedni oéisténi celou
malbu prosvétlilo.

35 L. Daniel, in: Kram4f 2000 (pozn. 10), ibid.
36 August Liebmann Mayer, Einige Gemilde
und eine Zeichnung von Greco, Zeitschrift fiir
Bildende Kunst 56, 1921, s. 55-60, uvadi dataci
1580-1596. V té dobé& byl jeden obraz jesté ve



sbirce Errazu v PafiZi (dnes San Sebastian),
druhy pak ve Vallinov€ sbirce (dnes McNaytv
umélecky tstav v San Antonio). Kritce nato
Mayer shrnul své badéani v knize El Greco. Eine
Einfiihrung..., Minchen 1916, kterd se pak objevila
v roz3ifené verzi Dominico Theotocopuli. El Greco.
Kritischen und illustriertes Verzeichnis des Gesamtwerks,
Miinchen 1926.

37 Frati (pozn. 21), s. 105, &. 78¢c, shrnuje
dosavadni datace: Soehnerovu (1590-93)

a Wetheyovu (pozn. 20), I1., s. 37, &. 49 (1590-95).
38 Frati (pozn. 21), s. 105, &. 78b; Wethey
(pozn. 20), s. 37, &. 48, datuje obraz do let 1580-
1585 na zakladé ,t&€zkych past“. Gudiol, El Greco
1971 (pozn. 33), s. 102, jej klade pfed sv. Mofice
do let 1579-1586.

39 Jaromir Neumann, T¥i obrazy / Tintoretto,
El Greco, Frans Hals. Sbirka starého evropského
uméni, (edice Malé katalogy), Narodni galerie

v Praze, duben 1977, nestr.

40 Vystava v Madridu 1999, ohlas: Cambio 16,
Madrid, ¢esky 100+1, 1999, &. 13, s. 47 (celek
46-48).

41 Sam Gudiol pak zastaval nazor, Ze ob&
verze jsou prosté jinak malované (v osobni
konzultaci). Pfed ¢asem se objevila v drazbé&
mala verze - miniatura - hlavy Krista, 7 x 5 cm,
z let 1590-95, signovana na reversu Domenicos
Theotocopulos epoiese, tedy jako na prazském
obraze, v obchod€& Jeana Maxe Cassela - ¢. 15,
Quai Voltaire, 75007 Paris; viz recenzi The
Burlington Magazine, May 1988, s. VIIL. (Head of
Crist).

42 Frati (pozn. 21), €. 78a.

43 Tento pFerod vystihl ve své pronikavé

a stale platné studii zdsadniho vyznamu Max
Dvofak, O Grecovi a manyrismu, Dilo XXII,
1929-30, s. 44-47, 52-54, 62-64; tyz, El Greco

a manyrismus, in: Italské uméni od renesance

k baroku, Praha 1946, s. 285-306, pfeklad Jan
Krofta, s. 289-305, ktera vyjasnila Grectiv pomér
k manyrismu.

44 Frati (pozn. 21), s. 8. K tématu formy viz téz
A. Prater, Zur Bildform Greco’s, Alte und Moderne
Kunst 156, 1979, s. 1-11.

45 Z dal3i literatury jesté Karl Ipser, El Greco,
der Maler des christlichen Weltbildes, Braunschweig
- Berlin 1960, s. 369; Stephanie Brown, Religious
painting, Phaidon, London 1979, ilustrace na
(zadni) obalce.

46 . Alvarez Lopera, El Greco (pozn. 1),

¢. kat. 48, s. 389.

47 Ke vztahu El Greca k Michelangelovi viz
Fr. X. Salas - Fr. J. Sanchez Cantén, Miguel
Angel y el Greco, Madrid, Real Academia de San
Fernando, 1967, 80 str.

48 Zatimco u nis se této otazky dotkli

jen letmo n&ktefi nasi historici uméni,

nap¥. R. Svicha, Santiniho projekt klastera

v Plasich, Uméni, 1983, 2, s. 177; Jifi Kroupa,
Premonstratsky klaster Louka - chram
Salamountv?, in: Premonstrdtsky kldster v Louce.

Déjiny - uméleckd vijzdoba - ikonologie, Okresni
difad Znojmo 1997, s. 62-83, a ddle M. Horyna,
J. PavliCek, Véiclav Burian ad., v Polsku byl tento
namét uz zpracovan podrobnéji v diplomové
praci Malgorzata Wyrzykowska, Escorial jako
wzorzec ideowy i architektoniczny zalozen
klasztornych na terenie monarchii habsburskiej,
in: Dgiela i interpretacje. Tom VI, Wroclaw 2000,
s. 9-56.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. ¢. 11879.
Stav po restaurovani, denni rozptylené osvétleni.

2 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. ¢. 11879.
Stitek na slepém ramu, pravdépodobné zaznam

z inventury, stéhovani majetku nebo zavéti Marie Luisy
Parmské (1751, Parma-1819, Ivil’m).

3 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. & 11879.
Voskové pecet Karla IV. Bourbonského a Marie Louisy
Parmské.

4 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. ¢ 11879.
Detail signatury Aopnvikog ©@€oTokOTTOUAOG ETTOiEl, Stav

pred restaurovanim, denni rozptylené osvétleni.

5 Obalka knihy Vincenc Kramar, Greco a Goya ve

Statni sbirce starého uméni, Praha, 1938. Knihovna NGP.

6 El Greco, Hlava Krista (dnes Museo San Telmo,
San Sebastian, Spanélsko). Reprofoto: Zeitschrift fiir
bildende Kunst, 1921/56 (1921), s. 55-60.

7 El Greco, Hlava Krista (dnes McNay Art Institut,
San Antonio, Texas, USA). Reprofoto: Zeitschrift fiir
bildende Kunst, 1921/56 (1921), s. 55-60.

8 El Greco, Hlava Krista. Kopie podle obrazu z NGP,
od Vladimira Gebauera (?) z roku 1965.

9 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. ¢ 11879.
Stav pred restaurovanim, infracervena reflektografie.

10 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. & 11879.
Stav pred restaurovanim, rentgenovy snimek.

11 El Greco, Modlici se Kristus, NGP, inv. ¢. 11879,
Detail hlavy. Stav po restaurovani, denni rozptylené
osvétleni.
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STUDIE

Ecole de Paris a ¢esti umélci

v mezivaleéné Parizi'

Situacni zprava z parizského uméleckého
provozu s dirazem na galerii Berthe Weillové

ANNA PRAVDOVA

80

Rekne-li se éesti umélci v mezivaleéné Paiizi, kazdému se dnes vybavi predeviim jména

Ny

Frantisek Kupka, Josef Sima a Toyen. Reklo-li se totéZ uménimilovnému PariZanovi dva-
catych let, vybavil si v prvé ¥adé jména Georges Kars, Othon Coubine a Francois Zden¢k
Eberl. Pravé tato jména se pravidelné objevovala na vytvarnych salonech, v galeriich a na
strankach dobovych ¢asopisii, vychazely o nich monografické studie a sbératelé naku-
povali jejich dila. Jednou z galerii, které nejcastéji vystavovaly jejich dila, byla Galerie

Berthe Weill.

Klicova slova

Parizska Skola, mezivéle¢na Pariz, vystavy, galerie, Jirf

Kars, Otakar Kubin, FrantiSek Zdenék Eberl
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Mezinarodni kontakty mezi Parizi
a Prahou avantgardnich umélct a hnuti,
jako byl Devétsil ¢&i surrealisticka skupi-
na, jsou jiz dosti podrobn€ zmapované.
Naproti tomu podil aktért ¢eského pivodu
na volném spoleéenstvi umélctl usazenych
v PafiZi, zvaném Pafizska skola, pfedstavu-
jicich mén€ inovativni sméry a pfitom se
aktivn€ podilejicich na pafizském umélec-
kém Zivot€ Montmartru & Montparnassu,
dosud komplexnéji zpracovin neni. Pfitom
pravé tito malifi méli své pevné misto na
pafizské umeélecké scéng, zastupovaly je
vyznamné galerie, mé&li v nich i samostatné
vystavy, jejich dila se pravideln& objevo-
vala na vytvarnych salonech, kontinuélné
se o nich psalo v dobovém tisku, vycha-
zely o nich monografické studie a sbéra-
telé nakupovali jejich dila. Pfedni misto
mezi nimi zaujimali Georg Kars, Frantisek
Zden&k Eberl a Otakar Kubin alias Othon
Coubine.

Termin ,Ecole de Paris* je pouzivan
v riznych kontextech riizné a jeho kontury
jsou v literatufe velice prostupné. Ve vétsing
pfipadi se jim oznaéuje kosmopolitni spo-
le€enstvi umeélct tvoficich v Pafizi v obdobi
pred prvni svétovou vilkou, v mezivile¢ném
obdobi ¢&i tésné& po druhé svétové vilce.
Pojmenovani ,pafizska §kola“ poprvé pouzil
francouzsky vytvarny kritik André Warnod



v roce 1925 v Easopise Comoedia a oznagil
jim neformalni uskupeni francouzskych

i zahrani¢nich modernich umélct, ktef
svou tvorbou pfispéli k umé&leckému
renomé francouzského hlavniho mésta.
Jeho zalétek spatfoval v roce 1904, kdy

se Pablo Picasso usadil v Bateau-Lavoir na
Montmartru. Velice rychle se ale toto ozna-
¢eni zadalo vztahovat pfedeviim na umeélce,
ktefi pfisli do PafiZe ze zahrani¢i. Na
Benatském biendle v roce 1928 tak na jedné
strang& francouzsky pavilon zastupoval
tvorbu francouzskych umélcti, a na druhé
tzv. ,Palazzo del esposizione” pfedstavil
tvorbu zéstupcti ,pafizské skoly“, tedy
nefrancouzskych umélct tvoficich v Pafizi.
Toto d€leni vyvolalo polemické reakce a kri-
tici se pohor3ovali nad tim, Ze francouz-
ské umeéni je otizkou etnického pivodu,
nikoliv pouze estetickou zileZitosti. N&ktefi
jej naopak vyuzivali ke xenofobnim dtoktim
na ,pfivandrovalé” umeélce kazici vyt¥ibeny
francouzsky vkus. Postupné se ale toto
oznadeni vzilo pfedevsim pro kosmopo-
litni umeéleckou komunitu mezivaileéné
Pafize, pohybujici se v jistych pafizskych
Etvrtich (Montmartre a pak Montparnasse),
vystavujici v ur€itych galeriich a budici
zajem jistého okruhu kritik a vytvarnych
Casopist. Pfes urtité formalni podobnosti
v tvorbé€ jednotlivych umélct oviem toto
pojmenovéani v Zidném piipad€ neoznaduje
né&jaky konkrétni umé&lecky styl ani nevyme-
zuje spole¢né cile. Umélce s nim spojované
nepoji ani narodnost & etnickd piislus-
nost, a zejména ne zidovské kofeny, jak
byva nékdy v literatufe uvid&no. Oznadeni
gkola je tedy v tomto piipad& nutno cha-
pat pouze jako zastFe3ujici kategorii bez
jakékoliv konotace na spoleény teoreticky
zaklad & vazby na uréitého mistra &i vzor,
pfestoze v jeji rané fazi je nesporny vliv
Pabla Picassa. Naopak je pro ni charakteri-
stické mi3eni styla i jista stylova hybridita,
zplsobend pravé onim kosmopolitnim
prostfedim, v némz dila vznikala, umoz-
nénym aurou mezivaleéné PafiZe jakoZto
uméleckého centra modernich uméleckych
proudt. Nesporné v3ak je, Ze spoletensky
kontext, v némz tito umélci Zili a tvofFili,

v jejich tvorbé& generoval pfibuzni témata:
k charakteristickym ndmé&ttm patfily por-
tréty jejich sou€asnikd, v civilu & v riznych
kostymech, méstské krajiny, vyjevy z pou-
li¢niho zivota chudinskych &tvrti Pafize,
modelky, prostitutky, kabarety, pohledy do
ateliérdi, kavarny aj. - tedy soudoby Zzivot
mezivaletné PafiZe.

Realisticka zobrazeni rozhodné& pfevazo-
vala nad abstrakci. Obdobi po prvni svétové
vilce se vyznatovalo u fady modernich
malift tzv. ,navratem k fadu®, tedy k realis-

tickému zobrazeni, jehoZ cilem v¥ak nemu-
sela nutn€ byt tradi¢ni mimeze, ale jeZ se
odlifovalo od abstrakce €itelnym pojme-
novanim tématu. Pojem Retour 4 lordre se
ujal v evropském uméni a hlavné ve Francii
pro povaleény navrat pravé k t€émto, tradici
osvédéenym nérokiim na umeéni. Byl reakci
na nejistotu a kataklyzma prvni svétové
valky a pro né€které modernistické umélce
se stal po roce 1917 symbolem aktudlni
citlivosti. Jeho rozmanité tendence byvaji

v celku oznadoviny jako moderni realismy,
specifikované& potom pojmy neoklasicismus,
primitivismus, civilismus, socialn{ civilis-
mus €i socidlni realismus. Mnohdy realis-
ticka forma slouzila i k vizualizaci subjek-
tivni sféry predstav &i snéni.

Navrat k tradi¢nim formalnim prost¥ed-
ktim mél v éeském uméni v né&kterych
pfipadech sva specifika, spojena se snahou
o vytvofeni nirodniho stylu nové€ vzniklého
demokratického Ceskoslovenska. To se vak
netyka umélci, kterymi se zde zabyvime.
Ti se usidlili ve Francii jiz pfed vilkou
a tento zavazek viiéi své rodné zemi nepoci-
tovali, protoze v novém staté nezili.

Siln4 vazba éeského umeéni na Francii
je v8ak pro toto obdobi charakteristicka.
Vytvofila se jiz pfed prvni svétovou val-
kou jako protiviha geopoliticky podminé-
nému némeckému vlivu, nyni je oviem o to
siln&jsi, Ze to byla pravé Francie, kterd prvni
uznala Ceskoslovensko jako nezavisly stat,
jehoz vznik pfipravovali béhem prvni své-
tové valky jeho budouci hlavni pfedstavitelé
praveé v Pafizi. Oteviela se zde tedy nova
kapitola esko-francouzskych vztahi jak ve
vytvarném uméni, tak v kultufe viibec.

Je v3ak t¥eba pfipomenout, Ze ani umélci
ptvodem z Cech - Jiff Kars, Otakar Kubin,
FrantiSek Zden&k Eberl - v rimci pa¥izské
§koly nepfedstavuji Zddnou homogenni
skupinu. Spole¢né maiji to, Ze se jejich dila
vyskytovala na vystavich prezentujicich
produkci montparnasskych umélct vedle
typickych pFestaviteld ,pafizské skoly*,
jakymi byli nap¥. Amedée Modigliani, Jules
Pascin, Foujita, Chaim Soutine a dalsi.
Reprodukece jejich d&l se objevovaly v tychz
Casopisech (Art et les Artistes, Art Vivant,
Amour de Vart, Cahier d’art), psali o nich
tiz umé&leéti kritici - Florent Fels, Maurice
Raynal, Arséne Alexandre, véetné samého
Andrého Warnoda, setkévali se v tychz
galeriich. Navic je spojovalo stejné jazykové
zédzemi a vazby na eské prostiedi, viichni
se také hlisili k eskoslovenské narodnosti,
kterou uvadéli na p¥ihlaskich na vytvarné
salony; mezi sebou se v3ak stykali spise
sporadicky.

Jejich tvorba se dokédzala v pafizském
prostfedi prosadit, protozZe nebyla vyrazné
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odlidna od toho, co odekavala tehdejsi
vytvarna kritika (na rozdil napiiklad od
tvorby v PafiZi téz zijictho Franti§ka Kupky
a téch umeélcd, u kterych bychom to pred-
pokladali p¥i dnesni znalosti hodnoty jejich
dila a uznani mnohem vic). Rekne-li se
Gesti umélci v mezivileéné Pafizi, kazdému
se dnes vybavi pfedevdim jména FrantiSek
Kupka, Josef Sima a Toyen. Reklo-li se
totéZ uménimilovnému Pa¥iZzanovi dvaca-
tych let, vybavil si v prvé fadé jména Kars,
Eberl a Coubine (tak si Kubin zmé&nil své
jméno, kdyz v roce 1925 pfijal francouzské
obéanstvi). Pravé tato jména se pravidelné
objevovala na vytvarnych pF¥ehlidkich a na
strankdch dobovych €asopist.

V této studii se zamé&¥ime na jednu
z galerii, v nichz se jejich dila pravidelné
vyskytovala. Vedle galerii Bernheim-Jeune,
Barreiro, Povolozki aj. to byla v prvé fadé
Galerie Berthe Weill, nesouci jméno své
majitelky. Tato galerie, jejiz vyznam je stile
v rimci d&jin uméni a uméleckého provozu,
a to i ve Francii, nedocenén, si zaslouZzi
nai pozornost z n€kolika dtvodi.

Berthe Weillové totiZ nélezi hned né&kolik
prvenstvi: byla prvni Zenou, ktera si ote-
viela v Pafizi svou galerii (kterou v dobg,
kdy spoleéenské postaveni Zen bylo stéle
jest€ druhotadé, hrdé pojmenovala svym
jménem) a vénovala se obchodu s umé&nim.
Byla také viibec prvni, kdo v PafiZi prodal
prace Pabla Picassa pfi jeho prvni navstéveé
mekky uméni béhem Své&tové vystavy v roce
1900. Jako jedna z prvnich téz vystavovala
sparitn&“ muze umélce i Zeny umélkyné.

Berthe Weillova (1865-1951) si na dpati
Montmartru, v téZe ulici, kde se dfive
nachédzel Cabaret du Chat Noir, prosluly
mimo jiné diky 3t&tci Toulouse Lautreca,
oteviela nejprve v roce 1897 staroZitnictvi,
které o ¢tyti roky pozdégji proménila v gale-
rii zamé&fenou predeviim na Zijici umeélce.
Zpo&atku vE€novala velky prostor kresbé
a kazda druh4 vystava byla vénovana pra-
cim na papife. Toto pravidlo ale po né&ko-
lika letech opustila. Prav€ jemu ale mozna
vdé&éil Frantiek Kupka za to, Ze patfil
k prvnim vystavujicim v této galerii: na pfe-
lomu let 1903-1904 byly jeho prace sou&asti
vystavy nazvané prosté: Kresby, akvarely,
pastely.2 Berthe Weillova zad¢inala totiz tim,
Ze vystavovala jak litografie, tak originalni
kresby uréené ilustrovanym ¢asopistim.

Od Kupky tedy pravdépodobné vystavila
nékteré jeho kresby pro L'Assiette au beurre.
Byla to ale jedina prezentace d€l budouciho
prikopnika abstraktni tvorby v této galerii.
Pfestoze patfila viibec k prvnim galeristiim,
ktefi vystavovali Henriho Matisse, Pabla
Picassa, Raoula Dufyho a ¥adu dalsich,
tehdy jest€ mélo uznivanych autort, kte¥i
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psali d&jiny moderniho uméni, z ¢eskych
umélct Zijicich v Pa¥izi ukazovala spise
ty tradi¢né orientované, jimiz byli pravé
Othon Coubine, Georges Kars ¢i Frangois
Zdengk Eberl, a to v obdobi po prvni své-
tové vialce.

V listopadu 1919 otevi‘ela nové ,umélecké
knihkupectvi“ v ulici Taitbout, ¢imz se
z Montmartru pfesunula k prestizné&jsim
¢tvrtim v blizkosti pafizské Opery. Tam
hned v Gvodni prezentaci uspofadané na
nové adrese ukazala priace Otakara Kubina
v rimci vystavy nazvané Noir & Blanc
(Cerna & Bil4). Byly zde v sousedstvi dél
Andrého Deraina, Raoula Dufyho, Othona
Friesze, Galanise, Alberta Marqueta,
Henriho Matisse, Pabla Picassa, André
Uttera, Suzanne Valadonové, Van Dongena,
Maurice Vlamincka a dal3ich. Ve svych
pamétech si poznamenala, Ze vystava skli-
dila velky tspéch.’ Kubina ji dohodil gale-
rista a obchodnik s umé&nim Adolf Basler,
ktery se propagaci jeho dila dlouhodobég
vénoval.

Hned nasledujici rok uspofiddala Weillova
Kubinovi ve své galerii samostatnou vystavu
(obr. 1), na niZ ukizala na tficet kreseb
a Ctyficet obrazli. Bylo mezi nimi i platno
Krajkdiky z Haute-Loire (obr. 2) z roku 1919,
které vzbudilo pozornost kritiky na Salonu
nezavislych v roce 1920. Byl to jeden z prv-
nich obrazt, které Kubin po vélce namalo-
val a v nichZ se obraci ke klasickému stylu.
Kubin byl totiZ prvnim ¢eskym umélcem,
ktery se k neoklasicismu pfiklonil a ve svém
dile jej dlouhodobé& dtsledng realizoval.
Jeho neoklasicismus byl viak v éeském
kontextu specificky jednak proto, Ze mali¥
prozil prvni svétovou vilku i celd dvacata
a tficatd 1éta ve Francii, a jednak i proto, Ze
névrat k tradi¢éni malbég, nasledujici v jeho
tvorbé& po velmi progresivnim expresioni-
stickém obdobi, je u n€ho spojen nejen
s reakci na vileéné bé&snéni, ale také na
utrpeni a bolest zptisobené osobni rodin-
nou tragédii.

Kubin se do Francie rozhodl pfestéhovat
natrvalo jesté pfed vélkou, v roce 1912,
poté co tam jiz n&kolikrit pobyval pied-
tim (v roce 1905 a 1908), kdy jeho tvorbu
siln& poznamenal vliv Vincenta van Gogha
a Paula Gauguina. Jeho skok od pfedvale¢-
nych expresionistickjch dé&l k neoklasici-
smu byl radikdlni. S4m Kubin o tom prohla-
sil: ,Valka rozdéglila mij zivot a mé uméni
na dvé &asti.“

PfestoZe z osobnich dévodt Kubin po
vélce Casto pobyval mimo Pafiz, dosidhl
ve Francii relativin€ velkého renomé. Od
roku 1920 vystavoval v PafiZi v podstaté
kazdoro¢né sva dila at uz na samostatné
vystave, ¢i v ramci nékteré z kolektivnich



vystav organizovanych Berthe Weillovou

i dal3fmi pafizskymi galeriemi. Vedle toho
se pravidelné& t¢astnil pafiZskych salont,
pfedevsim Salonu nezévislych a Salonu
des Tuileries, a vy3la o ném fada ¢lankd,

a dokonce i né€kolik mengich monografii.
Francouzska kritika ho ¢asto pfirovnavala
ke Corotovi v jeho snaze po pFesné kresbé
a uréitém poetickém nddechu jeho krajin.
Jeho kresby vyhledavali milovnici uméni
a dobovou kritikou byl oznafovin za mistra
linie (maitre de la ligne). Tehdy se Kubin
také vratil k sochafstvi, které ptivodné
studoval, a svi sochafski dila nékolikrat
vystavil na pafizskych salonech.

Ve dvacitych letech Kubina finan&né
podporovali sourozenci Steinovi, Gertruda
a Leo, ktef{ se proslavili podporou nejpro-
gresivné&jsich umeélct své doby. Své budouci
oblibence poznali nejprve pravé v galerii
Berthy Weillové. Jejich sbirka vedle zna-
mych jmen jako Picasso, Matisse, Vallotton
obsahovala i n&kolik desitek platen Otakara
Kubina. Leo Stein, kterj sim maloval, se
s Kubinem osobné pfatelil, jak o tom sv&déi
jejich vzdjemna korespondence, ulozena
v archivu Yale University (obr. 3-4).

Od roku 1920 Berthe Weillova také pra-
videln& uvadéla prace Jifiho Karse, které,
jak vzpomind ve svych pamétech, znala
o mnoho dfive neZz samotného malife:
,Pokud jde o Karse, ktery je mym dobrym
pfitelem, vybavuje se mi vzpominka, ktera
ukazuje skromnost tohoto umélce s vel-
kym talentem: vice nez dvacet let jsem ho
vidala v galerii na kazdé z mych vystav jako
navstévnika; nikdy mne neoslovil a vitbec
jsem netusila, Ze také maluje. Pfesto jsem
si ho pokazdé vsimla a fikala si: ,Promluvi?
Nepromluvil' Vzbuzoval ve mné zvédavost.
Poznala jsem ho, aZz kdyZ jsem byla v ulici
Lafitte, kdyZ mi o ném fikal jeden pfitel a ja
mu odvétila: ,Coze? On maluje? [...].CoZe,
to je Kars?*“’ Bylo to podatkem dvacitych
let, a tak se stali p¥ateli (obr. 5).

Zil na Montmartru, v ulici Caulaincourt,
kde né&kolik let p¥ed nim bydlel Frantisek
Kupka. Zde také potkal svou budouci Zenu
Noru a navazal cennd pratelstvi. Patfili

k nim nap¥. basnici Max Jacob a Guillaume
Appollinaire, kritici a spisovatelé André
Warnod, André Salmon & Francis Carco.
Bydlel pfimo v sousedstvi ,prokleté tro-
jice* - Suzanne Valadonové, Maurice
Utrilla a Andrého Uttera. Stali se z nich
blizci pfatelé. V roce 1923 Kars namaloval
Utrillawv portrét, Suzanne Valadonova mu
zase napsala pfedmluvu do katalogu jeho
vystavy v galerii Berthe Weill v roce 1931.

Vystav mél Kars v Pafizi ve dvacatych
letech celou Fadu: v roce 1922 vystavoval

spolu s dal3im malifem &eského ptivodu
Janem Matulkou v galerii Povolozki,
Karsovy kresby byly téhoz roku k vidéni

v Galerie de la Licorne, koncem dvacétych
let a v dal3ich letech vystavoval pFedevsim
v galerii Berthe Weillové. Jeho prvni samo-
statnd vystava v této galerii se ale konala
aZ v roce 1928. Pfedmluvu do katalogu

mu tehdy napsal uznévany kritik Maurice
Raynal, ktery se zabyval ¢eskjym uménim
jiz ve své prvni monografii o Kubinovi

a pak pfi vybirdni dél na vystavu ¢eského
moderniho uméni, ktera se konala v PafiZi
v roce 1924. Dal3i galerii, do které se Kars
pravidelné& vracel, byla Galerie Bernier, kde
vystavovali pfedeviim André Derain, Raoul
Dufy, Maurice Vlaminck, Othon Friesz

a Suzanne Valadonovi, ale také napiiklad
¢eskd malitka Julie Mezerova.

Karsova dila se také pravidelné& objevo-
vala v tisku. Vedle ¢asopisu Amour de lart,
ktery se o mali¥i pravidelné zmirioval, se
o n&ho zajimal také ¢asopis Art Vivant.

Tam v srpnovém ¢isle roku 1929 vy3el
dlouhy ¢lanek - interview Nino Franka

s Jifim Karsem - a kdyZ v roce 1930 tento
Casopis pofadal vystavu v divadle Pigalle,
Gcastnil se ji z Eeskych maliFa pravé Jifi
Kars. Art Vivant také pravidelng sledoval
Karsovu déast na Salonu des Tuileries a na
Podzimnim salonu a reprodukoval vzdy
jedno nebo vice z jeho vystavenych dél.

V roce 1930 také vysla v PafiZi v ramci edice
monografii zidovskych umé&lct jeho mono-
grafie (obr. 6).

Frantiska Zderika Eberla (1887-1962)
uvedla Berthe Weillova ve své galerii v roce
1922 rovnou monografickou vystavou.
Pé&tadvacetilety Eberl pfijel do PafiZe v roce
1912. Usadil se téz na Montmartru a malo-
val pafizskou spodinu, pFedeviim jeji Zen-
ské postavy, prostitutky apod. Zobrazoval
chudobu, v43ng, smyslné Zeny, hrace. Jeho
obrazy byvaji srovnévainy se svétem romant
Francise Carca, Galtier-Boissiéra, p¥ipadné
Pierre Mac-Orlana. Jeho dila vystihuji dobo-
vou atmosféru uli¢ek a kavaren pafizskych
lidovych &tvrti.

Za prvni svétové vilky vstoupil Eberl
jako dobrovolnik do francouzské armady.
Od roku 1913 se ziéastrioval pravidelné jak
Podzimniho salonu, tak Salonu Nezavislych
i Salonu des Tuileries. Na Podzimnim
salonu v roce 1925 vystavil kompozi¢né
zajimavé Hrdée Sachu, jejichz reprodukce
byla otist&na v Art Vivant z téhoz roku.
Podobn¢ jako Kars a Kubin, patfil i Eberl
k okruhu umélct galerie Berthe Weillové,
kterd mu uspofidala ve dvacatych letech
hned dv€ samostatné vystavy; k té druhé,
konané v roce 1926, mu napsal ivod André
Warnod.
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Nakladatelstvi asopisu Revue Littéraire et
Artistique vydalo o Eberlovi malou studii
z pera Georgese Turpina, ktery psal také
o Kupkovi. Druhou vét3i studii mu vénoval
J. D. Maublanc v knize Perspectives, ktera
vysla v PafiZi v roce 1931.

Nejvétsi vystava jeho d€l se viak konala
v roce 1929 v Bernheim-Jeune, jedné z nej-
prestizné&jsich pafizskych galerii. Vystavil
tam kolem padesati obraz®, mimo jiné
i Passage de Clichy, jeden z Easto citovanych
a reprodukovanych Eberlovych obrazi.
Pfedved! tam i n€kolik portrétti, mezi
nimi portrét Stefana Osuského, tehdejsiho
Geskoslovenského vyslance ve Francii.
Vedle pafizského Zivota maloval Eber]
také Azurové pobfezi a pofidil si ateliér
v Monaku, kam také v roce 1940 uprchl,
aby ptsobil v tamnim odboji. Stejné jako
mél v PafiZi své obdivovatele a mnozi
soukromi sbé&ratelé kupovali jeho dila, mé&l
i své odptirce, ktefi mu vytykali nedostatek
népaditosti, originality a lyrismu. Vét§ina
se ale shodla na autenti¢nosti jeho dila
(obr. 7).

Vsichni t¥i mali¥i se také pravideln&
Géastnili tematickych kolektivnich vystav,
které Berthe Weillova ve své galerii zavedla
od roku 1924. Vzdy na konci roku jeji stény
zaplnila shora dolt obrazy od umé&lca, kteti
u ni pravidelng vystavovali na téma, které
vzdy pFedem vyhlasila. Malifi podle ngj vét-
inou vytvofili obrazy pravé pro tuto pfilezi-
tost. Prvnim z nich byly kvétiny. Hned prvni
ro¢nik si galeristka zhodnotila pochvalné:
yJen mélo umélct chybi a fantazie kaz-
dého se volng rozviji... ispéch je obrovsky!
Dobry prode;j!“® Uéastnili se ji Kubin, Kars
i Eberl a spolu s nimi daldich 65 umélct,
napiiklad Georges Braque, Marc Chagall,
André Derain, Raoul Dufy, André Lhote,
Jules Pascin, Suzanne Valadonovi, Maurice
de Vlaminck, Maurice Utrillo. Kvé&tiny méla
Berthe Weillova v oblibé&, protoZe prvni ro¢-
niky varirovala toto téma, vZdy s drobnou
odchylkou: koncem roku 1925 to byly ,zivé
kvéty“ (Coubine, Kars i Eberl), o rok pozd&ji
srozkvetla okna®, pak ,kvétiny v plenéru” ¢&i
,Kvéty a ovoce”. Kterd konkrétni dila esti
umeélci na té&chto piehlidkach prezentovali,
bohuzZel nevime, v pfipadé Eberla a Karse to
byly zfejmé piileZitostné kresby, jelikoZ tato
témata nepatfila do okruhu jejich obvyklého
zajmu. VernisaZ téchto prehlidek ale byla
vzdy kulturni udalosti, pfi niz jist€ necht&li
chybét.

Berthe Weillova byla obecn& u umélct
oblibenj a vytvofila kolem sebe jakousi
umé&leckou rodinu. Svédé o tom i banket,
ktery na jeji pocest v roce 1926 uspofadalo
kolem tficeti umé&lct a kritik®i, mezi nimi
Florent Fels a Louis Vauxcelles, manzelé
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Karsovi, Suzanne Valadonovi, André Utter,
Marc Chagall, Henry de Waroquier, Marcel
Gromaire a daldi. Ve svych pamé&tech jej
popisuje jako velmi pFatelsky neformalni
veéirek, na némz ji umélci, ktef u ni zadi-
nali, vyjadrili vd€k za to, Ze se jim vé&no-
vala v dobg, kdy byli jesté zcela nezndmi.”
VEdéli totiz, Ze to na zaéatku stoleti svo-
bodné Zeny ve Francii nemély snadné,
natoz ty, které chtély samy podnikat.
Mozni i proto Berthe Weillovi, na rozdil
od svych muZskych proté&jska, ¢innosti
své galerie nijak nezbohatla, ale naopak se
neustéle potykala s finanénimi problémy.
Cinnost své galerie ukondila v roce 1939.

Pozndmky

1 Text vznikl v rdmci fedeni grantového
projektu GACR ¢&. 18-02051S: ECOLE DE PARIS:
Vytvarni umélci z Cech a tzv. patizska skola
1918-1938.

2 Vystava se konala od 10. 12. 1903 do

10. 1. 1904 a jmenovala se Exposition de
Dessins, Aquarelles, Pastels par MM. Byli na

ni zastoupeni Abel Faivre, Bac, Chéret, Forain,
Gottlob, Guillaume, Kupka, Roubille, Félix
Vallotton a Jean Veber. Viz Pierre Sanchez, Les
Guleries. Les Expositions de la Galerie Berthe Weill
(1901-1942) et de la Galerie Devambez (1907-1926).
Repertoire des artistes et liste des euvres II, Echelle
de Jacob, Dijon 2009, s. 8; Marianne Le Morvan,
Berthe Weill (1865-1951). La petite galeriste des grands
artistes, L'Ecarlate, Orléans 2011, s. 8 a 303.

3 Berthe Weill, Pan! dans Uceil! ou trente ans dans
les coulisses de la peinture contemporaine 1900-1930,
Paris 2009, s. 132. Vice o Berthe Weillové téz in:
Marianne Le Morvan (pozn. 2).

4 Xubina cituje Jifi Siblik in: idem, Otakar
Kubin - Coubine. Mali¥ské dilo, Praha 2000.

5 Berthe Weill, Pan! dans loeil! (pozn. 3), s. 143.
6 Ibidem, s. 158.

7 Ibidem, s. 166.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Katalog k vystavé Otakara Kubina v galerii Berthe
Weill v Pafizi v roce 1920.

2 Otakar Kubin (Coubine), Krajkdrky z Haute-Loire,
1919, olej, platno, lokalizace nezndma.

3 Otakar Kubin (Coubine), Pastyr, (1922), olej, platno,
Nérodni galerie Praha.

4 Otakar Kubin (Coubine), Sedici akt, (1926), olej,
platno, Narodnf galerie Praha.

5 Pohlednice zaslana Jifim Karsem Berthe Weillové,
Praha 1930, soukromy archiv.

6 Georg Kars, Zena s papouskem, 1926, olej, platno,
Néarodni galerie Praha.

7  Frantitek Zdené&k Eberl, Zena s ko¢kou, kolem 1929,
olej, platno, Narodni galerie Praha.



MATERIALIE

Zapomenuty sochar Vladimir Astl
a jeho inspira¢ni podnéty

MARTINA BEZOUSKOVA

Cesky socha¥ Vladimir Astl byl v jistych etapach svého Zivota povaZovéan za etablovaného
umélce sociadlniho Zanru a jeho dilo z let 1905-1910, dosud pomérné opomijené, tvori

v této souvislosti zajimavy dovétek k dobové sochairské produkci. PFelom 19. a 20. stoleti
prinesl s proménou spolecenskych podminek a vSeobecného estetického citéni i socialni
témata, jez se dokonce stala na Prvni délnické vystavé (1902) cilenou strategii k dosazeni
vysoké navstévnosti. Zajem o Zivot pracujicich lidi se promitl také do tvorby Vladimira
Astla. T pres své ambice a touhu po uznani se ovSem sochar nedostal do hlavniho okruhu
mladsi, postmyslbekovské sochai'ské generace. Tento ¢lanek si proto klade za cil ukazat
néavaznosti, z nichz Astlovo dilo vzeslo, a prinést objasnéni Astlovy tlohy v kontextu
&eského sochaistvi obecné. Starsi vzory hledané v tvorbé Maxmiliana Svabinského nebo
Hanus$e Schwaigera navedly Vladimira Astla ke vzniku realisticky provedené plastiky
Stard %ena (1905), obdiv k tvorbé Ladislava Salouna se nezapie v peélivé modelovaném
dile Zizeii (1905), zatimco Dvojportrét hochii (1908) navazuje na archetypalni znazornéni
détskych podobizen.

Klicovd slova wKlauzury jsem udélal vijborné a na
soch}antvf, socialni tendence, 19. stoleti, VIadimir Astl, vysve’dc“em’ jsem dostal dobmu, “«1 podal Eesk;’f
Stanislav Sucharda, Jan Hus, |. V. Myslbek, socialismus, . . . .
Ki{ovh cesta sochaf Vladimir Astl (1876-1960) svédectvi
o nespravedlivych pocatcich své sochai-
ské kariéry.? Jeji vysledky jsou pfitom
tézko zhodnotitelné a stejné rozporuplné
jako obsah samotné citace. Vyrazova sila
Astlovych socidln€ orientovanych plastik
byla po roce 1948 shleddna vyhovujici
socialistické ideologii a socha¥ se v pade-
satych az sedmdesatych letech dockal
nejvét§ich uznéni ve své kariéfe. Jeho dilo,
zamé&Fené na znizornéni prostych lidi, bylo
nejprve vychvileno v ¢ldnku Jiftho Magina,
zabyvajicim se poprvé Astlovou tvorbou
v kontextu dobové produkce. Nésledné
byla sochafova dila prezentovana vefejnosti
na vystavich® a n€ktera z nich zakoupena
do sbirky Narodni galerie. Sochafi byla
déle na sklonku Zivota pfidé€lena Akademit
vé&d finan¢ni podpora ve vysi 3000 K& na
dalsi tvorbu a v roce 1959 byl Astl jmeno-
van zaslouZilym umélcem.* I pFes tyto diléi
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uspéchy vsak zustavd zhodnoceni Astlovy
tvorby v kontextu ¢eského sochafstvi
nesnadnym tkolem, a to zejména z divodu
nizkého poé¢tu dochovanych dél.

Sochaf sepsal v roce 1956 stru¢nou
autobiografii, v niZz zminil osudové pfe-
kazky na své cest€ za tviréim tsp&chem.

O tom, zda sebereflexe zneuznaného
socha¥ského génia odpovidala realitg, l1ze
polemizovat, Astlova st€Zejni dila z let
1905-1910 oviem bezesporu reprezentuji
kvalitni piiklady dobové sochaiské pro-
dukce postmyslbekovské generace pFelomu
19. a 20. stoleti.

Vladimir Astl vyrostl v zdzemi méstanské
rodiny, kterd ho umélecky pf#ili§ nemotivo-
vala. Vladimiriiv otec Robert Astl byl viZe-
nym oficidlem po3tovniho dfadu a svému
synovi preduréil profesni drahu v admini-
strativnim sektoru. Sam Vladimir Astl se
v mladi vytvarné neprojevoval, aviak ve
svych zapiscich poznamenal: ,Rdd jsem stavél
stavebnice a v pisku a hliné se mazal a potdd néco
kutil.> Ve své autobiografii p¥ibliZzil dalsi
vzpominky z obdobi $kolnich lavic, které
dokladaji jeho utkvély zdjem o lidskou
fyziognomii, ¢ o materidly a jejich tvarnost.
K rozhodnut{ stat se sochafem nakonec
Vladimiru Astlovi dopomohla nihoda.
Nechut k dfednickému mistu jej motivovala
k hledani profesnich alternativ. Jednoho
dne se pry Vladimir Astl prochéizel kolem
knihkupectvi a ve vyloze zahlédl broZzuru
s ndzvem Co miige délat nedostudovavsi student,
kterou si okamzit& zakoupil. Podle navod-
nych rad obsaZenych v knize se ptihlasil
na Uméleckoprimyslovou $kolu do ate-
liéru Stanislava Suchardy, kde ale ztistal
jen velmi kratkou dobu.° Astl byl pfesvéd-
Zen, Ze se §patné vztahy s profesorem
Suchardou odrazely v nespravedlivé klasifi-
kaci. Zklamén pfistupem svého ucitele, pie-
$el do ateliéru sochaie Ladislava Salouna,
kterého obdivoval pro jeho modelaéni
schopnosti v odvétvi dekorativni i volné
plastiky. Pod Salounovym vedenim tii-
bil socha¥sky vyraz a studium mu vyneslo
dilo Stary muz po prdci (c. 1898), dnes zndmé
pouze z reprodukce v periodiku Zlatd
Praha.” Jeho piisobeni v Salounové ateliéru
zFejmé& nebylo dlouhé, ale zdsadnim zpu-
sobem pFeduréilo modelaéni malebnost,
ktera charakterizuje Astlova stéZejni dila
z let 1905-1910 Zixeri, Stard %ena, Dvojportrét
hochii, vSechna dnes soudasti sbirky N4arodni
galerie.

Novym Astlovym cilem na jeho studijni
cesté byl pfestup na prazskou Akademii do
speciilni skoly Josefa Viclava Myslbeka,
kterého vnimal jako ,sochatského génia“.®
Myslbekuv ateliér byl v té dob€ plny nadégj-
nych sochait mladé generace (Bohumil
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Kafka, Viclav Antos, Ludvik Herzl, Josef
Kalvoda, Ladislav Kofranek, Jan Stursa,
Karl Wilfert, Quido Kociin ad.), ktefi poz-
d&ji, ovlivnéni barokem, silnym naturalis-
mem a expresivitou, rozvijeli myslbekovské
zaklady do vSech hrani¢nich mezi stylové
plurality konce stoleti.’

Podle vlastnich slov vychéizel Astl
s Myslbekem dobfte, ctil jej jako autoritu
a uznaval korektury, které mistr smérem
k jeho pracim vznéasel. MoZnost srov-
nani Myslbekovych uéitelskych zdpist
s Astlovymi vzpominkami nicméné& p¥inasi
zajimava zjisténi. Vladimir Astl pomé&rné
Casto chybél, zvlasté pokud se sochala
zvifata nebo draperie, tedy témata ne p¥ilis
blizké jeho zajmu o lidskou fyziognomii.
Myslbekem byl Astl hodnocen spise jako
prumérny zak slovy ,pracoval na svijch kompo-
zicich®, ,pracoval ponékud liknavé“ Gi ,lenoch“.*

Po dokonéeni studii u Myslbeka se
Vladimir Astl nepfili§ Gsp&sné zucastnil
druhé soutéze na prazsky pomnik Mistra
Jana Husa (1900)" a byl pasivni, co se
spolkové aktivity tyce.'? Pfesto za sebou
zanechal né&ktera vyrazove silna dila,
ktera okouzlila Jifiho Masina natolik, Ze
se sochafov€ osobnosti a tvorbé kratce
vénoval v ¢lanku Osmdesdt let sochaie Astla
(1956). Masin s obdivem zminil Astlova
stéZejni dila Zizesi (1905) a Stard %ena (1905),
obé& dnes ve sbirkdch Narodni galerie,
a daval jejich vznik do souvislosti s dobo-
vou politicko-spole¢enskou situaci, kdy do
nagich zemi pfiSel ohlas prvni ruské revo-
luce. Pravé Jiff Masin vyzdvihl u Astlovy
tvorby silny socidlni akcent s ndvaznosti na
belgického sochafe Constantina Meuniera,
jehoz dilo se stalo dobovou reflexi spo-
le¢nosti.* V sekundarni literatufe existuji
Casté zminky o analogiich mezi dilem
Meuniera a Vladimira Astla.”” N4vaznost
je oviem platné jen omezenym zptisobem,
nebot Meunierovy délnické plastiky kom-
binuji akademismus s prvky heroizace
namétu, éimz se po formalni i ideové
strance fundamentilng odlisuji od Astlova
citového naturalistického pojeti. Je vysoce
pravd&podobné, Ze se Jifi Masin, fascinovin
zivotnim osudem &eského sochafe, pokusil
Astlovu tvorbu propojit s dilem Constantina
Meuniera, jehoZ tvorba zaloZena na oslavé
dé€lnictva odpovidala socialistické ideo-
logii. Zdtraznénim socidlntho rozméru
Magin dopomohl k prosazeni Astlova dila,
nevystihl v§ak jeho pravou podstatu, ktera
prozrazuje silnou fixaci na ¢eskou tradici.
Sochaf se ¢asto pfi volb& kompozice uchy-
loval k vyuZiti jiZz osv€d¢eného sochaiského
schématu, které si zfejmé& osvojil prostied-
nictvim reprodukci v dobovych periodi-

kach.



Po striance vyrazové predstavuji modela¢ni
vrchol Astlovy tvorby tfi plastiky nachaze-
jici se ve sbirce Narodni galerie. V jejich
piipad€ vychézel sochaf pii vybéru motivu
z vlastni vizudlni zkuSenosti a osobniho pii-
stupu k vybranému nadmétu. Bravurni plas-
tika Stard Zena (téZ nazyvana Prosici Zena,
1905) zpracovava naturalistickym zptisobem
motiv Zeny, jejiz sepnuté ruce se vypinaji
do prostoru v gestu spife pokorném, nez
Zebrajicim. T&zky plast ma Zena pfehozen
pfes utla shrbend ramena a jeji propadla
vras€ita tvaf vzbuzuje v divikovi empatii.
Vytvoreni dila ozfejmil Astl ve svych zapis-
cich: , Pivod sochy Stard %ena byl zajimavy hned
poédtkem. Pootevfenymi v atelieru dveimi zahlédl
jsem sepnuté ruce, které prosily o chleba. Do
atelieru vesla stard babicka. Jeji staré, odiené ruce,
dnou zkroucené, vyprdvély o jejim tégkém %ivoté
pradleny. Pozddal jsem i, aby mé byla modelem,

i mile rdda vyhovéla. Této prdci vénoval jsem se
velikou ldskou a citem, tak %e pomérné v krdtké
dobé jsem dilo dokoncil. Babicku jsem pohos-

til a odménil. Po dokonéeni prdce babicka mne
ujistila, Ze nikdy v %ivoté si tak neodpoéinula jako
u mne!* Emotivni vzpominku socha¥ doplnil
znalosti d&l domaci produkce a pro ztvar-
néni svého ndmétu stafeny prevzal inspiraci
z Geského maliFstvi. Jedna se o prace Jakuba
Schikanedera,” ale pFedevsim o Zelenou
babiéku Maxe Svabinského (1900) nebo téz
Stafenu z Antwerp od HanuSe Schwaigera
(90. 1éta 19. stoleti), zachycujici lidové typy
v ramci viny socidlnich tendenct, ktera

v posledni tfetin€ 19. stoleti poznamenala
evropské uméni. Zatimco v mali¥stvi byly
socidlni naméty preniseny do eského
prostfedi samotnymi umélci, kte¥ ¢asto
absolvovali studijni pobyt v PafiZi nebo
Némecku, v socha¥stvi byl mezinarodni
kontakt odk4dzan na prazZskou vystavni ¢in-
nost. Umélecké importy z Francie a Belgie
se misily s nedéislednou prezentaci socialné
orientovaného uméni v pojeti Proni délnické
vystavy (1902). Socidlni tendence pFelomu
stoleti tudiz nesbliZily ¢eské sochafe nato-
lik, aby doslo k vytvofeni koherentniho
hnuti, zpravidla se jedna o kratké kapi-

toly v tvorbé jednotlivych autort. Vétsina
plastik se socidlnim akcentem, které vznikly
v Cechéch, ztstala bez dalsi odezvy, n&které
z nich poslouzily jako odrazovy mustek pro
gutfreundovsky civilismus dvacatych a ti-
catych letech 20. stoleti, jiné se v obdobi
padesitych az sedmdesatych let staly

z pohledu socialistické ideologie nositeli tra-
dice a pfedstupném proletaiského uméni.

Pozdgj3i Dvojporirét déti, téz zvany Karel
a Tonda, vznikl v roce 1908, jak doklada
ozdobny napis Na paméi R-1908 se signa-
turou autora na osekané soklové desce,
tvofici sou¢ast rozmérného dila. Zpodobeni

chlapcti navazuje na trend zobrazovani
détskych portrétd, ktery byl oZiven po
poloving 18. stoleti. Vliv na p¥erod vni-
maéni déti jako umeéleckych ndmé&tt mél

v zahraniéi predevsim spis Emile (1762)
Jeana-Jacquese Rousseaua, ale také rozvoj
studif hlav, jejichZ rysy byly stéile z velké
Casti idealizované po vzoru antiky. Astl se
pfidrzel klasického schématu, aplikovaného
téz S. Suchardou (Podobizny déti, ca 1902)*
nebo B. Kafkou (Podobizna sester Urbanovijch,
1903). U v8ech zminénych piikladi se jedna
o dvé postavy stejného pohlavi v t&€sné
vazbé€ vedle sebe, coZ znazornéni dodava
na citovosti a intimité&, charakteristikami
typickymi také pro Astlovu préaci. Do kate-
gorie dé&tskych portrétd lze zaradit Astlovo
dilo Podobizna dévédtka (1910), které ukazuje
malebnost povrchové modelace, s jakou
sochaf hmotu zpracoval.

K vrcholtim Astlovy tvorby z hlediska
invence a modelovani lidského téla patii
socha Zizei (1905). Podle slov Jiftho Magina
zagal Vladimir Astl modelovat plastiku
v Zivotni velikosti, ale cenou materidlu byl
zfejmé& pfinucen k vytvoFeni dila s maxi-
malni vy§kou 112 cm.” Pravdou zlstava, Ze
socha¥ se v dobé& vzniku této plastiky poty-
kal s dlouhodobymi finanénimi problémy
a dokonce mu hrozila ztrata jeho libockého
ateliéru. Podle Masinova zjisténi stal
sochafovi modelem zameénik, Astlova auto-
biografie tuto skute&nost nijak nedoklada,
spiSe podava svédectvi, jak sochaf o vybra-
ném motivu premyslel. , Mél jsem a mdm rdd
prirodu, a proto na mych studentskyjch cestdch
vzdy mne zaujaly nejen krajiny, ale i pracujici lidé
v ni, byl v tom Zivot, byla to harmonie a tvofilo
to celek. Byl horky den, unaven usedl jsem na
louce vedle potoka a pozoroval dfinu Zenci, kteft
kosili trdvu, v t¢ choili prisel k poticku jeden ze
Zencii uhasit %izeri. Nabral si plng klobouk vody
a pil z ného plnimi dousky a fekl: to jsem mél
Zizeri a vylil zbytek vody % klobouku a liboval si,
kdy% si ho posadil na hlavu, Ze je uvnit i zevné
ochlazen. Ta p¥ikoda mne velmi zaujala tako-
vym dojmem, %e se mi po letech vybavila znova
% paméti a vytvofil jsem sochu Zizern.“ Socha¥
vystizn€ zachytil moment, kdy unaveny
mu# uchopil klobouk naplnény vodou
a chystal se z n&j napit, aby uhasil spalujici
Zizeti. Celé t€lo Zence se nachézi ve svalo-
vém napéti, vyrazova sila plastiky je kon-
centrovana do horni poloviny téla. Prostota
zvoleného namétu a bravurnost provedent
zptisobily, Ze se Zizeri stala asto vystavova-
nym dilem a ikonickou plastikou éeského
socidlniho sochaf¥stvi pfelomu 19. a 20. sto-
leti.2

V soudasné dobé€ existuje vice exem-
plara stejného ndmétu. Signovand socha
Zizeii provedend v bronzu patii do sbirky
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Niarodni galerie (P 2454), piskovcovy exem-
plaf¥ se nachazi ve Vychododeské galerii

v Pardubicich (P 39).? U jednoho z Zijicich
Astlovych potomk lze spatfit redukovanou
sadrovou verzi sochy, kterd neni signo-
véna.?* Opét si pfitom nelze nev§imnout
Astlova talentu pro portrétni zobrazeni, na
jehoz zakladé& byl také pfijat ke studiu na
Uméleckopriimyslové skole (kopie hlavy).
Socha Zizeri je originadlnim zachycenim
socidlné citéného ndmétu, jehoz modelace
vychéazi z poznatkt ziskanych u Myslbeka
a Salouna, samo provedeni nicméné zastu-
puje Astlovu vlastni invenci v maximalni
mozné mife.

Ekvivalent v oblasti ¢eské socialni plas-
tiky 1ze najit ve vybranych dilech Ladislava
Salouna, ktery jiZ v roce 1889 vytvoril
sochu Ve choili oddechu, predstavujici sedi-
ciho délnika. Odpoéivajici muZ je usazen
na vysokém odstupiiovaném soklu, jednu
nohu ma ledabyle opfenou o niZsi stupi-
nek, o druhou si podpird znavenou hlavu,
v ruce drzi hal. Modelace byla éasteéné
provedena v duchu dobového naturalismu,
jeji celkové kompoziéni vyznéni nicméné
pisobi velmi modernim, az nad€asovym
dojmem. Saloun dale vytvofil solitérni
postavu s nadzvem Mug prdce (t€Z nazev
Ode dne ke dni, 1900), u niZ se naturalis-
tické pojeti posouvd smérem k expresivité.
Hruba modelace a zkfivené obli¢ejové rysy
koresponduji s ndmahou vynaloZenou na
zvednuti balvanu, jenz spo¢iva v dé&lni-
kovych rukou. Plastika podava realistické
zobrazeni pracovniho nasazeni, kterému
odpovida stabilni postoj muze i mirné
zaklonéni jeho t&la. Saloun predvedl bra-
vurni modelaéni finesu povrchu a dtraz na
pohybovou linku i v dal3ich dilech (Tégké
myslénky, Hoch s kvéty), jejichz srovnani
s plastikou Zizeii ukazuje intimni pojeti
Astlovy price.

Vladimir Astl byl kolem roku 1908 na
vrcholu socidlné orientované tvorby a do
své autobiografie poznamenal nasledujici:
» JelikoZ socidlni linie mych plastik verejnosti se
nezamlouvala, byl jsem nucen existenéné prijmout
nabidku na cirkevni uméni.“> V této dob€ byl
byvaly probostsky pivovar, ktery staval
v Praze-Dejvicich, pfemé&nén na détskou
opatrovnu s kapli sv. Viclava. Sochafskou
vyzdobou interiéru kaple byl pové¥en
Vladimir Astl, jak doklada soupis pamat-
nych mist sepsany Antoninem Podlahou,
kde v3ak neni zminéno, co pfesné bylo
pfedmétem zakizky.?¢

Podle archivnich dokumentt fadovych
sester p¥i kostele sv. Viclava se jedna
o zastaveni kiizové cesty, které byly do
stén umistény pred vysv€cenim kaple dne

P

28. z4¥1 1909.7 Soubor terakotovych reliéfti
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neni viditeln€ signovan, nicmén€ na kladivu
jednoho ze zobrazenych muzd, ktery pii-
biji t€lo Krista na kiiZ, se zdaji byt vyryty
§patné Citelné inicidly V. A., snad poukazu-
jici na autorstvi Vladimira Astla.

Pro kazdy vyjev je charakteristickd pre-
cizni price s rozlisenim postoji, gest
a vyraznymi grimasami zobrazovanych
postay, jejichz téla jsou znaéné& protihla,
az deformovand. VE&tina stojicich muz-
skych postav ma chodidla nedmérné velika
ve srovnani se zbytkem trupu, coz je ¢as-
te¢né€ zptisobeno umisténim postav aZ na
samy kraj reliéfu, jehoZ ordmovani je mirné
zkosené. Sochaf zfejmé plné nezvladl
perspektivni zkratku ani prostorové feseni.
Tuto slabinu vyrovnal zajimavymi niméty
ze socialni sféry, vzdalenymi analogiemi
s dilem Ladislava Salouna. Ve vyjevu
s pfibijenim Krista na kfiz jsou kupiikladu
zndzornény postavy muzi, ktefi se mis-
trn€ ohanéji kladivem. Nelze si neviim-
nout na prvni pohled viditelného rozporu
mezi modelaci postav pracujicich muza
a vyrazn€ méné& kvalitnim provedenim
nejen zbylé stafdze, ale pFedeviim vzhle-
dem k povaze zakizky vyznamové daleko

V této souvislosti je zapotfebi poukézat
na komer¢né dspé&snou rovinu Astlovy
tvorby, kterou zastupuje znédzorné&ni Mistra
Jana Husa (1915). Pamé&tni deska vznikla
u piilezitosti oslavy 500. vyro¢i upileni &es-
kého kazatele ve spoluprici s architektem
Pavlem Jandkem.? Kolem roku 1915 byla
zasazena do zdi zdvéru kostela sv. Klimenta
v Praze, kde se dochovala dodnes. V téze
dobé byly pofizeny a osazeny daldi desky
na fasddy cirkevnich staveb & na pamé&tni
mista, kterd jsou symbolicky nebo kulturné
spjata s ptisobenim Mistra Jana Husa.
Odlitky rtiznych kvalit byly napiiklad
umistény na pamétni kimen v Sob&hrdech,
nad portal evangelického farniho kos-
tela v Libéicich u Prahy, jeden exemplaf
byl uréen k vyzdobé& piivodniho farniho
domu v Led¢icich. Stejna deska byla také
shleddna na Husové domé& ve Volyni ¢
v Hradisti u Nasavrk.? Jednoduch4 sig-
novand varianta bronzového odlitku bez
pismové slozky se nachazi v soukromém
vlastnictvi.

Jak jiZ bylo zminé&no, Astlovo dilo ¢asto
vychazi ze star3ich, jiZz osvédéenych vzort.
Reflexe ikonografického pfedobrazu prova-
zela také vizuédlni rimec znédzornéni Mistra
Jana Husa, odvozeného z grafické pied-
lohy titulniho listu ze spisu Agricolova (1537).
Analogické jsou zejména Husovy ostfe
Fezané rysy, profil nosu a vyrazné zakon-
&eni vousaté brady. Ta je v pFipadé& grafické
pfedlohy vice protahl4, aviak jednoznaéné



odpovidajici pojeti na Astlové desce. Vzhled
vousatého Husa zaroveti také koresponduje
s dobovymi diskusemi, zda byla kazatelova
brada holj, ¢ nikoliv, které probihaly ve
druhé polovin€ 19. stoleti. Socha¥ Astl se
pfipojil k umélctim, ktefi zobrazili Mistra
Jana Husa vousatého, spie na zdkladé titul-
niho listu a po Suchardov€ vzoru (vzdalend
analogie s plaketami Praotce Cecha a Kroka®)
nez vlivem diskusi, které jej pravdépodobné
prili§ nezajimaly.®

Jak je patrno z portréini desky Mistra Jana
Husa a terakotovych zastaveni kfizové cesty,
Astl se velmi brzy odklonil od socidlng
ladénych plastik k provadéni restaurator-
skych a mén€ vyznamnych zakazek, jeZ
mu zajistovaly Zivobyti. Divodem jeho
kariérniho netspéchu byl pravdépodobné
nedostatek tvréi invence, nebot se ¢asto
uchyloval k vyuziti jiZ osv€déeného sché-
matu nebo pfedlohy. Zminky v archivnich
dokumentech pfFitom dokladaji, Ze sochaf
své ndméty detailn€ studoval, coZ se pro-
mitad do precizntho znazornéni portrétt
a lidské postavy. Astlova stéZejni dila z let
1905-1908 svym naturalismem zavriujf
proud socialnich tendenci a ukazuji mode-
laéni malebnost pfelomu 19. a 20. stoleti
v éeském sochafstvi.
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5 Archiv NG v Praze, fond Varia, pf. . 274,
kart. 9, Autobiografie sochafe J. Vladimira Astla,
rukopis 1956, s. 1.

6 V letech 1895-1896 Zikem v ateliéru
Stanislava Suchardy; Archiv NG v Praze, fond
Varia, pF. €. 274, kart. 9, Autobiografie sochare
J. Vladimira Astla, rukopis 1956, s. 2.

7 Zlatd Praha XV, &. 44, 1898, s. 525. Jednai se

o detailné propracovany vysoky reliéf zachycujici
postavu star§iho muZe s rukama zaloZenyma

na prsou, kterého Jifi Masin ve svém &lanku
oznaéil za sladovnického d€lnika. Takovému
urdeni oviem nenasvédéuje zadny atribut. Reliéf
byl z neznamych pfi¢in znifen jesté za Astlova
Zivota, nezachoval se ani v Zddném pracovnim
odlitku.

8 V roce 1898 mlady Astl slozil usp&sné
pfijimaci zkousku do Myslbekovy specialni
gkoly, pfi niz mél pfedvést zvladnuti kopie

antické hlavy v materidlu. V ateliéru ptsobil

aZ do roku 1900/1901; Archiv NG v Praze, fond
Varia, pF. €. 274, kart. 9, Autobiografie sochare
J. Vladimira Astla, rukopis 1956, s. 2.

9 Oproti Myslbekovym zaznamtm uvadi

Astl v autobiografii jesté Jaroslava Krepéika.
Astl navitévoval Myslbekav ateliér od 1.
semestru r. 1898; Archiv NG v Praze, fond

Josef Vaclav Myslbek, pf. €. 1008, inv. €. 195,
kart. 5, Seznamy studentt na Akademii umé&ni
a v Myslbekov€ specidlni §kole sochafské,
1896-1918; Archiv NG v Praze, fond Josef Vaclav
Myslbek, pf. €. 1008, inv. &. 196, kart. 5, Vykazy
dochéazky studenttt Myslbekovy specidlni skoly
sochaiské, 1900-1917.

10 Ibidem.

11 Astltv navrh pomniku Mistra Jana Husa
nakonec zadné ocenéni neziskal, byl nicméné
zakoupen spolkem Kostnické jednoty v Praze.
Pravdépodobné se jedné o jeden z prvnich
samostatnych projektt vytvofenych Vladimirem
Astlem, ktery je bud jednim z anonymnich
navrhi k pomniku ulozenych v Archivu
hlavniho mé&sta Prahy, nebo je jeho original
uschovén ve sbirkiach Kostnické jednoty, zatim
se oviem nepodafilo jej definitivné ztotoZnit

s Zzddnym navrhem.

12 Tméno sice figurovalo na &lenskych
seznamech mnoha spolkd - Umé&lecké besedy,
Syndikéatu nebo Svazu &eskoslovenskych
vytvarnych umélct, aktivné se viak zapojil
pouze do vystav pofddanych v ramci Jednoty
vytvarnych umélca.

13 Jifi Magin, Osmdesat let sochafe Astla,
Vijtoarné uméni VI, 1956, s. 326; jednd se o dila

P 2454 (Zizei) a P 4441 (Stard %ena, bronz)/ P 2356
(Stard %ena, sadra).

14 V roce 1906 mél v Praze monografickou
vystavu belgicky malif a socha¥ Constantin
Meunier. Do té doby pfedstavil své dilo v ramci
vystav Krasoumné jednoty konanych v letech
1901-1903.

15 Ivana Jondkova, Sochafi a proletdsi, in:
Roman Prahl (ed.), Na okraji davu: Uméni a socidlni
otdzka v 19. stoleti (kat. vyst.), Plzeti 2014, s. 69-79;
Heslo M], 3. 2. 2, in: Vit Vlnas, Obrazdrna

v Cechdch 1796-1918. Vijstava k 200. zalogeni
Ndrodni galerie v Praze (kat. vyst.), Praha 1996,

s. 211.

16 Tuto skuteénost dokladaji i dalsi plastiky,
které nebyly v textu zmin&ny - reliéf usmivajici
se divky z Lomnice nad Popelkou je odvozen z dél
Chodka a Slovacka Stanislava Suchardy.

17 De&kuji za konzultaci prof. Petru Wittlichovi.
18 Reprodukce viz Volné sméry VI, 1902, €. 5,

s. 125.

19 Sadrova verze v soukromém vlastnictvi,

V. 48,5 cm (véetn& podstavce).

20 Liboc, &p. 254.

21 Archiv NG v Praze, fond Varia, pf¥. &. 274,
kart. 9, Autobiografie sochate J. Vladimira Astla,
rukopis 1956, s. 5.
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22 Krasoumni jednota 1905, &. kat. 795 (sédra,
sal JUV), Praha 1949/1950, &. kat. 302; GHMP
2013.

23 Prevedeno Administrativni dohodou

¢. j. 3652/59 podle smérnice ministerstva skolstvi
a kultury ze dne 3. dubna 1957.

24 S odkazem na detailni zpracovani téla
zobrazeného muze a motiv vétve na zemi lze
¥ici, Ze se patrné jedna o model &i skicu, nikoliv
pouze o zmen3enou verzi.

25 Archiv NG v Praze, fond Varia, pf. €. 274,
kart. 9, Autobiografie sochafe J. Vladimira Astla,
rukopis 1956, s. 4.

26 Antonin Podlaha, Posvdtnd mista krdlovstoi
Ceského: Déjiny a popsdni chramii, kapli, posvdtnijch
soch, kldsterdi i jinjch pomniki katolické viry

a ndboznosti v krdlovstoi Ceském, fada 1., dil V.,
Praha 1911, s. 145. - Pivodné& pouze kaple

sv. Véclava, posléze pfestavéna a zv&tiena, dnes
kostel sv. Vaclava.

27 Z dobovych fotografii vyplyva, Ze reliéfy se
ptivodné nachizely na bo&nich st&€nach kaple ve
zna¢né vysce, zatimco po zdsadni rekonstrukci
v 1. 1965 byly zfejmé preneseny nize, do trovné
oci.

28 Kompozice pamétni desky je pomyslné
rozdé&lena do t¥ horizontalnich péast, nejvyse

je pfepsana citace z Husova dila, poté

nisleduje portrétni stéra s pfipisem Mistr

Jan Hus 1415-1915 a jednoduché zobrazeni
kalicha. Ve spodnim pésu lze najit vénovéani
SVATE PAMETI OTCE CESKE REFORMACE
VDECNI EVANGELICI. P¥ipad4 v tivahu, Ze

tato horizontalné uspofadana kompozice vysla

z trojstupriového uspotadani, v nejvy3si stéFe by
se hypoteticky nachizela pravda (viz pozn. 29),
kterd miiZze byt vnimana jako svaté (Svata
Pravda), v prostfednim pasu muéednik a myslitel
Hus a spodni pés je prostfednictvim nipisu
vyc¢lenén evangelikiim, tedy lidem, ktefi uctivaji
Husovu pamitku.

29 Zakazka poukazuje na vyznam pravdy
podle Husova dila Vyklad Viery, Desatera

a Pitefe, jak doklada ozdobny népis, podesténym
tryvkem: HLEDE] PRAVDY, SLYS PRAVDU, UC
SE PRAVDE, MILUJ PRAVDU, PRAV PRAVDU,
DRZ PRAVDU, BRAN PRAVDY AZ DO SMRTL.
30 Reprodukee viz Volné sméry X, 1906, &. 1,

s. 28.

31 K problematice vizuédlniho typu Husa

se vyjadfovali zejména historikové. Frantisek
Mencik kupiikladu poznamenal, Ze Hus
vousatou bradu mél, naopak Zikmund Winter se
pfiklonil k teorii, Ze kazatel si bradku nepéstoval,
ale mozna mu narostla b&éhem pobytu v zalafi.
Winter poukazal také na skuteénost, ze vichni
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knézi se za doby Husova Zivota povinné holili,
o temZ sv€d¢i miniatury a desky ze 14. stoleti.
Na zavér Winter nezapomnél dodat, Ze pfi
samotném procesu upaleni Jan Hus jist& vousy
nemél, nebot by se o nich zminily prameny

a pfirovnaly by Husa k druhému Jeronymovi

s hofici bradkou. Také svédek Husova upaleni
pisaf Ulrich von Richenthal ve svém spise
nedolozil, Ze by byl Hustiv obli¢ej rimovéan
vousy. Richenthalova Kronika je ilustroviana
né&kolika iluminacemi, z nichZ ani na jedné
neni Hus zpodoben jako vousaty. K dobovym
spekulacim se pridali také V. V. Stech

a K. B. Madl, podle nichz lze vysledovat tradici
umeéleckého zobrazovani vousatého Husa aZ
do 16. stoleti k Hansi Holbeinovi ml., z jehoz
dila sice neztstal Zaddny konkrétni piiklad, do
dnedni doby se nicméné& dochoval dfevoryt
Tobidse Stimmera z roku 1587, jehoZ inspiraénim
zdrojem byla podle Médla pravé stari
Holbeinova rytina vytvofena ve tficatych letech
16. stoleti. Ze stejné doby pochéazi podobizna
Mistra Jana Husa z titulniho listu Agricolova
spisu jako pfimy vzor pro pojeti Husova portrétu
od Vladimira Astla.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Viadimir Astl, Zizeri, 1905, bronz tmavé patinovany,
v. 105 cm, Nérodni galerie Praha, P 2454.

2 Vladimir Astl, Prosici Zena (Stard Zena), 1905, bronz,
v. 107 cm, Nérodni galerie Praha, P 4441.

3 Maxmilian §vabinsky, Zelend babicka, 1900, pero,
tus, papir zeleny, 650 x 570 mm, Narodni galerie Praha,
K 42599.

4 Vladimir Astl, Dvojportrét hochd - Karel a Tonda,
1908, patinovany bronz, v. 54 cm, Narodni galerie Praha,
P 2612.

5 Stanislav Sucharda, Podobizna déti, 1900, sadra,
fotografie, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

6 Bohumil Kafka, Podobizna déti Urbanovych, 1903,
bronz, v. 51 cm, Narodni galerie Praha, P 716.

7 Vladimir Astl (?), Zastaveni Krizové cesty XI. Pan
JeZis pribit na kriZ, ca 1908, terakota, kostel sv. Véclava,
Praha-Dejvice. Foto: autorka textu.

8 Vladimir Astl / Pavel Janak, Jubilejni deska
s portrétem Mistra Jana Husa, ca 1915. Reprofoto:
Kostnickd jednota: Husovo album, Praha 1924, nepag.

9 Georgius Agricola, Tragedia Johannis Huss, 1537,
titulni list s portrétem Mistra Jana Husa. Reprofoto:

V. V. Stech, M. Jan Hus ve vytvarném uméni, Praha 1924,
s. 20.

10 Stanislav Sucharda, Krok, plaketa, 1900, bronz,
5,5 x 4,9 cm, Nérodni galerie Praha, P 5439.



MATERIALIE

Vejce vidéné oknem:
znovuobjevovani Ula Soostera
v Narodni galerii Praha

JULIA TATIANA BAILEY

Neprili§ znamy surrealisticky obraz ze sbirky Narodni galerie Praha s nazvem Okno
vznikl v poloviné Sedesatych let 20. stoleti a jeho autorem je sovétsko-estonsky umélec
Ulo Sooster. Jedna se o iluzivni malbu, ale my se v nasledujicim textu pokusime vysvét-
lit, Ze ji 1ze chapat také jakoZto metaforicky pohled na nonkonformni uméleckou scénu
v Moskvé, ktera se zformovala na pocatku studené valky. Pod vlastni malbou nalezneme
umeélciv Zivot - od mladi straveného v Tartu pres v€znéni v gulagu aZ po konfrontaci

s Chrusc¢ovem v dobé vrcholiciho ,tani“. Mimoto predstavime archivni materialy, osobni
vzpominky a korespondenci s jinymi nirodnimi muzei, které nAim pomohou rozlustit
zahadu, jak se tento obraz ocitl v Praze.

Kii¢ovd slova Vzpominam si, Ze kdyZ jsem se poprvé
U{Io' Sooste'r, obvraF, sovétské l'Jmém’, estonské umeéni, seznamila se Zivotnim pfibéhem Ula
d|$|den'tske umeéni, moskevsky nan?nformsmus, Soostera. nesmirné na mne zapﬁsobil jeho
surrealismus, abstrakce, socialisticky realismus ’
romanticky osud. Charismaticky malif,
ktery pFesidlil z rodného Estonska do
Moskvy, muz, ktery pFeZil pobyt v nechval-
né znimém gulagu, pfedni ¢len nonkon-
formniho umé&leckého hnuti, ktery zemf#el
v pouhych Sestaltyficeti letech. Neni proto
divu, Ze kdyZ jsem si po néstupu na misto
kuritorky moderniho a sou¢asného uméni
prazské Néarodni galerie prochizela soupis
dél tamni sbirky a narazila jsem na jeho
jméno, okam#Zit€ jsem zpozornéla. Touzila
jsem se dozv&dét vic jak o obraze samém,
tak o tom, jak se dostal do prazské sbirky,
a tak jsem se pustila do pétrani. Brzy jsem
zjistila, Ze Ulo Sooster je jesté zajimavéjsi
umélec, nez jsem tusila, a Ze ze zdhadnych
vrstev jeho nedocenéné tvorby mtzeme
vy¢ist pohnutou zpravu o stavu uméni
v éfe komunistické Evropy.

Obraz Okno vznikl v roce 1964, jak
doklada datum i autortiv osobity zaku-
laceny podpis vyvedeny jasné ¢ervenou
barvou v pravém dolnim rohu (obr. 1).
Kdyz jsem si tuto stfedné velkou olejo-
malbu prohliZela v depozitafi Veletrzniho
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paldce, prvni v&ci, kterd mé zaujala, bylo
zafivé vejce trinici uprostied. Vejce se

v Soosterové tvorb& zacalo objevovat na
konci padesétych let a od té doby pfedsta-
vovalo motiv, k némuz se stile vracel, a ja
méla zni¢ehonic pfed o¢ima jeho prazskou
oslniv€ bilou verzi, svitici v podzemnim
skladu jako ovalné slunce. Takové splynuti
vejce se sluncem ostatné podtrhuje modra
obloha na pozadi Soosterova okna. Hned
mi vytanulo na mysli, Ze Sooster milo-

val surrealismus a Ze obloha na malbach
ve stylu socialistického realismu, ktery

v Sovétském svazu dominoval umélecké
tvorbé& po cely umélctv produktivni Zivot,
¢asto symbolizovala utopickou budouc-
nost. Na prvni pohled mé& upoutala také
iluzivnost okna vyvolavajici dojem t¥iroz-
mé&rného prostoru, trompe l'eil, Soostertv
oblibeny trik a dal3i stvrzeni jeho povésti
Sproniho moskevského surrealisty Sedesdtych let*,
ktery jako by mé vabil ke vstupu a pobizel
k rozlusténi hadanky, jak se ocitl v Ceské
republice.*

KdyZ jsem zardmovanou malbu sundala
ze stojanu a polozila, objevila jsem dalsi
atraktivni prvky. Skladba okna ze vzijemné
se pfekryvajicich obdélnikdl je patrné inspi-
rovana geometrickou abstrakei holandského
prukopnika Pieta Mondriana. Ale zatimco
Mondrian daval pFednost zdkladnim bar-
vam, Sooster volil mnohem tlumenéjsi
barevnou skalu. To, co se zdalky jevi jako
hnédoseds, se pfi bliz§im zkoumani rozvine
do bohaté sit€ barev, od sedozelené a tmavé
fialové po bledg rizovou, jedovaté zlutou
a jasné& bilou. A neéekané se vybarvi i samo
vejce: vybé&lenou skofdpku k¥izuji Gervené
vlasec¢nice jako pulzujici cévy svédéici
o zivot€ pod povrchem (obr. 2). Mimoto
naruduji hladkost skofapky otlaky zpiiso-
bené dotyky prsti, zfejmé Soosterovych.
Vysledny dojem evokuje umélcovu pii-
tomnost a sou€asné naznacuje, Ze se vejce
muZe co nevidét rozbit - na pozadi idy-
licky modré oblohy vyvstava bezprostfedni
hrozba.

Tato kombinace radosti a strachu byla
pfiznaéna jak pro Soosterovo uméni, tak
pro jeho zZivot. Umélcova pfed¢asné smrt
pouze zavriila jeho divokou, dobrodruznou
a vysostné ,bohémskou Zivotni cestu. Ulo
Sooster se narodil v roce 1924, v kratkém
obdobi estonské nezavislosti, na baltském
ostrov€ Hiiumaa. Estonské dé&jiny si co
do dgjinnych zvrath nezadaji s d&jinami
ostatnich zemi st¥edni a vychodni Evropy:
v srpnu 1940 Estonsko anektoval Sovétsky
svaz, ale nové vzniklou sovétskou socia-
listickou republiku v 1ét& nasledujiciho
roku okupovalo nacistické Némecko. Po
»0svobozeni* sovétskymi vojsky v roce
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1944 se Estonska SSR stala jednim z kle-
notil ,dobrovolného svazu*, jimz ztstala
aZ do roku 1991, kdy znovu ziskala neza-
vislost a pfejmenovala se na Estonskou
republiku. V bouflivych valeénych letech
byl Sooster kratkodobé pFinucen pracovat
jako zachrana¥ v némecké armadé (coz se
mu po néavratu sovétské nadvlady podafilo
ututlat), ale pfesto zacal studovat malifstvi
a ilustraci na vy33i umélecké kole Pallas

v Tartu. Zanedlouho po skonéeni Velké
vlastenecké vilky, jak Sovéti Fikali svému
tazeni proti nacistickému Némecku, se
oviem zafadil mezi obé&ti Stalinovy paranoie
z lokéalniho patriotismu.

Uz v roce 1940 se sovétské drady v ramci
tvrdych Eistek v Ffadach inteligence postaraly
o likvidaci v8ech nezavislych umé&leckych
skupin v Pobalti a po znovuobsazeni zemé&
zahajily nemilosrdnou sovétizaci s cilem
prosadit stalinskou ideologii ve viech
oblastech Zivota tzv. sovétského zipadu. Za
jediny pfijatelny umélecky smér byl prohla-
Sen socialisticky realismus a mistni poboc&ky
umé&leckych svazt kontrolovaly, zda jeho
zamé&ry umeélci Fadné& napliiuji. Spise nez
o vlastni umé&lecky styl se oviem jednalo
o ideologicky koncept, ktery zahrnoval
veSkerou uméleckou tvorbu - podle zésad
socialistického realismu mé&li umélci vytva-
Fet snadno srozumitelna didakticka dila
podnécujici proletariat k usilovné prici, jez
povede k dosazeni komunismu. Umélecka
komunita v Tartu ptisobila obzvlast pode-
zFele, protoze mé&sto bylo od po¢atku
20. stoleti centrem estonského vytvarnic-
tvi a tamni umélci se vyrazng inspirovali
pafizskou skolou. Nékteti byli pfinuceni
vefejné odsoudit vlastni modernistickou
minulost a pfisahat v&rnost nové umé-
lecké doktring, a skola vytvarného uméni
v Tartu se postupné plnila uéiteli a stu-
denty - a tajnymi agenty KGB - vyslanymi
z Ruska. Uz v roce 1945 skon¢ili v jednom
z gulagt, jimiz byly poseté nehostinné
oblasti Sov&tského svazu, Soosterovi spolu-
Zaci Varmo Pirk a Herman Aunapuu. V roce
1948 perzekuce estonskych intelektualt
jesté zesilila a Soostera spolu s dal3imi p&ti
studenty vytvarného umeéni zagala sledovat
tajnéd policie. Nasledujiciho roku je viechny
pozatykali, obvinili ze smy3lené protiso-
vétské ¢innosti a odsoudili k deseti letim
v pracovnim tabofe.?

Soostera pfevezli do napravného tibora
Karaganda ve vzdilenéném Kazachstinu,
kde stravil nésledujicich Sest let praci
v uhelném dole. Do téhoZ zafizeni zavieli
také Floru Leipmanovou z Britanie, kterd
pozdégji popisovala, Ze zotro€eni vézni
spadali jako mouchy“.? Navzdory utrpeni tu
ale Sooster nasel ne¢ekanou sounaleZitost



i podnéty a zpétné& o svém pobytu v odleh-
lém lagru hovofil jako o ,druhé univerzité“.+
Protoze v Tartu studoval na francouzském
lyceu, mohl si povidat s ruskymi védci

a filozofy, ktefi absolvovali $koly v zdpadni
Evropé, a dale si rozsifovat intelektualni
obzory. V ,KarLagu“ se také seznimil se
svou Zenou Lidii Serhovou, scénografkou
zidovsko-ruského ptivodu, kterou uvéznili
jako tidajnou americkou Spionku. V roce
1954 byl Sooster oficidlné jmenovéan taboro-
vym umélcem, tudiz ziskal p¥istup k vytvar-
nym pot¥ebdm. Pfed uv€znénim maloval
pfedevsim impresionistické obrazy, o¢ividné
inspirované Monetovymi, Cézannovymi

a van Goghovymi krajinomalbami a por-
tréty. Teprve v gulagu v¥ak paradoxné nagel
svobodu, kterd mu umoznila rozvinout
vlastni autorsky styl. BEhem p#istich dvou
let v€znéni namaloval cyklus autoportréti,
které se stéle vice pfiklané&ly k expresio-
nismu; na téchto obrazech je obleen

v modrém vézeriském munduru, ¢asto ma
na hlavé &epici nebo drzi v ruce dymku.
Vétsinou se tvafi nedtastné, ale u pfile-
zitosti svych tficatych narozenin udélal
vyjimku a z portrétu Strach (Hirm) se na

nés $klebi jeho naklon&na hlava s dokofan
otevienou pusou (obr. 3).

Navzdory viem protivenstvim Sooster
podminky v ldgru piezil a dockal se pro-
pusténi v bfeznu roku 1956, t¥i roky po
Stalinov& smrti, kterd spustila proces
oCistovani spole¢nosti od stalinského kultu.
Zku3enost z Karagandy ho nicméné bude
pronasledovat po zbytek Zivota a vied-
nodenni scény z gulagu se stanou jed-
nim z jeho nejéast&jsich naméta (obr. 4).

Z tabora se Sooster vritil do Estonska, ale
dlouho se tam nezdrzel: v situaci, kdy ho

v jeho domovském mé&sté odmitli pFijmout
za lena Svazu vytvarnych umélcd, ¢imz
mu znemoznili pracovat, se rozhodl odjet
do domoviny své Zeny. Manzelé pfijeli do
Moskvy v #ijnu 1956, v obdobi, kdy zdejsi
umélecka scéna prodélévala zdsadni zmény.
Jesté v tomtéZ mésici se do muzejnich sala
vratily impresionistické a postimpresio-
nistické obrazy, které pfedchozich deset

let neopustily suterénni sklady; zahajeni
retrospektivni vystavy Pabla Picassa ve
Statnim muzeu A. S. Puskina se pak stalo
pfelomovym okamzikem Chrus¢ovova
»tani“. Znamenim, Ze se sov&tskd spole-
nost pod vedenim Nikity Chru$¢ova zagina
opatrné liberalizovat, byl ostatn& uz navrat
na benétské bienile, jehoz se Sovétsky svaz
poslednich dvaadvacet let nedéastnil.

Pfestoze Sooster mluvil pouze ldmanou
rustinou, brzy se ocitl uprostfed moskevské
bujné se rozrustajici disidentské umélecké
scény. Spoletn€ s novymi prateli, véetné

Ilji Kabakova, Viktora Pivovarova a Erika
Bulatova, zagal pracovat jako ilustritor
knih pro déti, populdrné védecké litera-
tury a kreslenych film#. Z tohoto titulu
byl pfijat do Svazu vytvarnych umélct

a mohl si nérokovat piistup k vytvarnym
potfebam, které potom potaji vyuzival pro
vlastni tviiréi projekty. Od roku 1960 sdilel
ateliér s Kabakovem na dnes proslulém
Sreténském bulviru (obr. 5). Pravé podle
této ulice byla pojmenovana skupina non-
konformnich umeélct, z nichz mnozi prosli
ulednickymi 1éty v ateliéru Elije B&ljutina.
Béljutinova soukrom4d umélecka skola Novd
realita (Novaja redlnost) byla zaloZena v roce
1948 a stala se mistem, kam pfFichéazeli
mladi umélci odmitajici pozadavky socia-
listického realismu, jako byli Pivovarov,
Vladimir Jankilevskij, Ernst N&izvé&stnyj
nebo Boris Zutovskij. Skupina Sreténsky
bulvar byla tizce provizana s dalsi skolou,
ktera vznikla v polovin& padesétych let,
tzv. Lianozovskou skupinou, zaloZenou
umélci, ktefi projevovali v&tsi zdjem o expe-
rimentovéani nez o tradi¢ni styl. Soostertiv
suterénni byt v té dobé& zacal slouzit jako
umé&lecky salon, kde se setkdvali nonkon-
formni umeélci.

Zatimco si Sooster zvykal na Moskvu,
etl jednu knihu za druhou, a protoze jeho
teta Zila ve Svédsku a mohla mu knihy
posilat, brzy si udélal jest& lepsi prehled
o zdpadnim uméni, nez jaky mé&l doposud.
Pfitahovali ho zejména surrealisté, o jejichz
dile se doslechl jako student umélecké
gkoly v Tartu. Podle historicky uméni Ehy
Komissarovové ,Soostera fascinovala hravost
surrealistické narace a neotielij zpiisob presouvdni
vyznami“.’ Obzvlast ho zajimala sémioticka
predstavivost belgického mali¥e Reného
Magritta, jejiZ vliv ho v roce 1959 inspiro-
val k prvnim surrealistickjm kompozicim.
Pocinaje timto okamZikem si za¢al vytvaFet
lexikon objekti-symbolt s metaforickym
vyznamem, které pak opakovan€ splétal
do svych snovych vizi. Jeho nejoblibenéj-
§im symbolem se stalo vejce spolu s rybou
a jalovcem (vzpominky z détstvi straveného
pfi estonském pobieZi); Sooster opakované
prohlagoval: , Vejce je symbolem Zivota. Vejce je
zrozeni.“® Vzhledem k jeho z&jmu o filozo-
fii a psychologii vejce nepochybné vnimal
jakoZto znak 3iroké palety zdsadnich a pro-
tichtidnych témat: nového Zivota a pfileZi-
tosti, ale i nenaplnéné touhy a neuskuteé-
néného potencialu, péce a ochrany, které se
poji s kiehkosti a zranitelnosti, daru Zivota,
jenz ma svij protipél ve smrti. V tomto
ohledu byl o¢ividné ovlivnén Magrittem,

v jehoz tvorbé se vejce také objevuje opa-
kované. Ve tficatych letech Magritte nama-
loval mimo jiné vejce uzaméené v kleci jako
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ptacek (Spriznéni volbou / Les affinités électives)
nebo vejce, které je katalyzatorem umélcovy
zkuSenosti s nadpfirozenem (Jasnovidnost
/ La Clairvoyance) a v roce 1957 svou ilu-
zivni Variaci na smutek (Variante de la tristesse)
predbé&hl Soostera, kdyz do popfedi pred
oblohu umistil dvé vejce (obr. 6). Vajitko
predstavovalo opakujici se symbol také
u Salvadora Daliho, dal3tho z umélci, ktefi
vyznamné ovlivnili Soosterovu uméleckou
praxi, zejména svou Metamorfézou Narcise
(Métamorphose de Narcisse) z roku 1937 nebo
obrazem Geopolitické dité sleduje zrozeni nového
¢loveka (Geopoliticus Child Watching the Birth of
the New Man) z roku 1943.

Po roce od Soosterova piijezdu se
v Moskvé konal 3esty Svétovy festival
mladeZe a studentstva, ktery se uka-
zal byt daldim pfelomovym okamzikem
Chrugéovova tani. Soudéasti udilosti,
probihajici po celém mé&sté, byla i mezi-
nérodni vystava, kterd pfedstavila dila
umélct z dvaapadesati zemi vEetn& uka-
zek zdpadniho modernismu. Velky zdjem
ruskych navstévnik vzbudil mélo znamy
americky umélec Harry Colman, ktery
pfimo pfedvadél akéni malbu a pfedna-
Sel o abstraktnim expresionismu (obr. 7).
Cela udilost méla pfimy a dlouhodoby
dopad na préaci nonkonformnich umélci:
v reakci na Colmanovy nézorné ukazky se
k abstrakci pfiklonil Jurij Sobolev, ktery
byl velkym Soosterovym pfitelem, stejné
jako pfedni ¢lenové Lianozovské skupiny
Lydia Mastérkova a Vladimir Nemuchin
nebo estonskd malitka Lola Liivat.” O dva
roky pozdé&ji, v 1ét&€ 1959, byla v Sovétském
svazu poprvé k vidéni velka dila americké
avantgardy, kdyZz Moskva hostila Americkou
nérodni vystavu. Jeji nejdiskutovanéjsi
Casti se stala sbirka abstraktnich obrazil
véetné& Katedrdly (Cathedral), monumental-
niho obrazu Jacksona Pollocka, ktery vznikl
za pouZiti jeho osobité mali¥ské techniky
spocivajici v kapéni i rozstfikovani barvy
po platné, pro niZ se vzil termin ,dripping”
(obr. 8). Nepochybné pod vlivem mého
zaujatého pétrini po americko-sovétskych
kontaktech béhem studené vilky se mi
pravé tenhle Pollocktiv obraz vybavil, kdyz
jsem v depozitafi Narodni galerie narazila
na Soosterovo Okno. KdyZ jsem si prohli-
zela obdélnikovy ,,okenni ram* tvofeny
hustou siti barevnych Zilek tychz odstind,
jaké nalezneme u Katedrdly, okamzité mé&
napadlo, Ze Sooster mohl vidét Pollockiiv
obraz na moskevské vystavé a rozhodl
se, ze prvnimu ,drippingu®, ktery p¥eko-
nal Zeleznou oponu, vzda hold vlastnim
dilem (obr. 9). Dalsi studium Soosterova
Zivota moje tudeni potvrdilo. Dodetla
jsem se, Ze Sooster skute¢né& navstivil jak
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vystavu studentského uméni v roce 1957,
tak Americkou nirodni vystavu v roce
1959, kterd ho zaujala natolik, Ze v dopi-
sech estonskym prateltim analyzoval
celkem padesat vystavenych obrazi a sou-
Casné€ uvedl, Ze sam zadal experimento-
vat s abstrakci.® Je moZné, Ze lesni barvy
Soosterovi poslouZily k dvojimu déelu
a krom€& odkazu na Pollockdv obraz byly
abstraktnim zpracovinim ndmétu lesa,
ktery se vyvinul ze symbolu jalovce.

Jakmile jsem si uv€domila paralelu mezi
Katedrdlou a Oknem, zkouSela jsem si pred-
stavit Soostera pii praci a kladla si otazku,
zda vytvafel jednotlivé vrstvy obrazu
tradi¢ni metodou zav&sné malby, nebo po
Pollockové vzoru polozil platno na pod-
lahu a barvu po ném rozléval. Definitivni
odpovéd mi neposkytlo ani blizsi zkou-
mani struktury obrazu, ale prozradilo mi
alesponi to, Ze mezi silnymi vrstvami barvy
vé&zi kousky kartonového papiru (obr. 10).
Zde se znovu nabizi inspirace Pollockem,
ktery mé&l ve zvyku zakomponovavat do
svych obrazt cizi objekty, naptiklad drt
z longislandského ateliéru nebo nedopalky
cigaret (Pollock pfi praci koufil prakticky
neustale). KolaZe a asambliZe z nalezenych
predmétt byly tou dobou v mddé& také mezi
lidmi ze Soosterova uméleckého okruhu
v Tartu, s nimiz si ¢asto psal a i nadile je
navstévoval. Do jeho tviréi metody nahlédl
Tlja Kabakov, ktery popisuje, jak Sooster
vytvaii reliéfy ,sochaiskym nogem z pasty...
dokud je jesté ,syrovd’, vklddd do ni kulicky,
ilomky cerveného skla, keramické stéipky“. °
Lidia Soosterova zase vzpominala, jak jeji
muz ,zpracovdval bareoné vrstoy, reliéfni pastu,
lepidlo na dievo, rybi klih, epoxid, jak zachd-
zel s opdlenym brongem, ktery vypadal jako
starozitnd méd, a vymackdval = tuby nitrdtové
emailové barvy. Lepil na ndcrtek pfedem ptipra-
vené barevné étoerce, kiidélka, ocdsky, krouzky,
rogstiikoval barvu, kdy% potieboval néco vysti-
novat, a rdd ryl do obrazu jehlou nebo Sidlem.“*
Kromé spontinniho, performativniho pii-
stupu k tvorb& se mu bezpochyby zamlou-
vala také Pollockova fascinace jungovskou
psychoanaljzou a podvédomim, kterd mu
dopomohla k syntéze abstrakce a surrea-
lismu, coZ bylo nejzasadné&jsi teoretické
téma, jimZ se zabyval. Dalsi, tragickou
spojitost mezi Pollockem a Soosterem lze
spatfovat ve skute¢nosti, Ze tfi roky pted-
tim nez Katedrdla doputovala do Moskvy,
se Pollock ve v€ku pouhych &tyfiadtyFiceti
zabil v aut&, kdyz ridil v opilosti, a o deset
let pozdéji byl, jako tragicka paralela mezi
témito umélci, ukonéen také Soostertiv
Zivot.

Bylo-li v druhé polovin& padesatych let
mozné, aby se v sovétském hlavnim mésté



uskuteénila vystava s abstraktnimi obrazy,
mnozi umélci pfedpokladali, Ze se blizi
konec statntho dozoru nad uméleckou
produkci. Moskevskd odnoZ Svazu vytvar-
nych umélctl, povzbuzena témito nadé&j-
nymi vyhlidkami, pfipravovala na rok 1962
vystavu Novd realita, kterd se méla konat ve
slavné vystavni sini ManéZ. Vystava nesla
jméno Bé&ljutinovy umeélecké skoly a vedle
dél ve stylu socialistického realismu pre-
zentovala také dila, ktera se oteviené hlésila
k inspiraci zdpadnimi trendy. Organizatofi
vyzvali k G¢asti Béljutinovy studenty i ¢leny
skupiny Sreténsky bulvér, vEetné Soboleva,
Jankilevského a N&izvéstného. Soosterovu
tvorbu zastupoval provokativni obraz Oko
ve vejci (Silm munas), kde umélec opé&t pouzil
svilj oblibeny symbol a opticky trik trompe
Peil. V tomto p¥ipad€ vejce/oko vytvari
dojem nekone¢né vzdalenosti pomoci sledu
ovélnych tvart. Chladné, kovové edivé
oko ptisobi, jako by patfilo spis stroji nez
¢lovéku, a pfi pohledu na $térbinu, jiz na
nas bez pfestani hledi, mame znepokojivy
pocit, Ze jsme pod neustdlym dozorem
(obr. 11).

Sooster patfil k tfinacti nonkonformnim
umé&lctim, ktefi byli u toho, kdyz si prv-
niho prosince pfisel prohlédnout vystavu
sam Chrus¢ov, a dychtivé oekavali, Ze
Stalintiv nastupce pfi této piilezitosti ofi-
ciadlng posvéti jejich uméleckou vizi. Brzy
se oviem ukazalo, Ze si délali liché nadégje.
Kdyz Chru3¢ov prochéizel vystavou obklo-
pen hloutkem sovétskych byrokratt, zagal
se rozhof¢ovat nad zjevnymi odchylkami
od socialistického realismu a neubranil
se vybuchtim progpikovanym sprostymi
kletbami. Skupina kolem Chru3¢ova se
dostavala do varu a umélci byli pfinuceni,
aby se jeden za druhym zodpovidali ze své
tvorby. Museli &elit vefejnému zesm&3néni
a bylo jim vyhroZovino zatéenim a depor-
taci. Kdyz se do obhajoby svého dila
pustil Sooster, jeho silny estonsky prizvuk
Chrus¢ova patrng zasko¢il natolik, Ze ztratil
Fe€. Role samozvaného kritika uméni se
proto ujal jeho kolega z politbyra Alexandr
Selepin, ktery byl neddvno jmenovan $éfem
KGB. V pifekvapiv€ pronikavé analyze pak
prohlasil, Ze Soostertiv obraz vyjadfuje
Jhepidtelskou ideu, %e nase pozndni neni nicim
vic ne% skofdpkou, v niz se skrjod néco iiplné
jiného“.* Kazdopadné Chruscov dal vystavu
zaviit a své rozhodnuti doprovodil poznim-
kou: ,, Pdnové, vyhlasujeme vdm vdllu.“2
Niésledné vlada obnovila kampaii proti for-
malismu a abstrakci, ¢im#Z v podstaté pfed-
znamenala konec chrus€ovovského tani.

Sooster se sice tentokrat vyhnul zat&ent,
ale jeho stfet s Chrus¢ovem mél vazné
nasledky, které pocitoval po zbytek zZivota.

ProtoZe prestal dostévat zakazky, ocitl se na
mizing; navic s nastupem Leonida Breznéva
zaCalo na kulturni front& dale pfituhovat.
Praveé v této dobé& Sooster namaloval svoje
Okno. Zivelnost tohoto dila, olejomalby na
lepence, lze povaZovat za dal3i doklad jeho
tviaréiho zapasu v obdobi, kdy mé&li umélci
nouzi o material, a pro n€koho, kdo byl ve
Svazu vytvarnych umélct evidovan jako ilu-
strator, bylo témé&f nemozné, aby se dostal
k platnu. Pfesto se domnivim, Ze nehledé
na okolnosti vzniku a Soosterovu Zivotni
krizi pfedstavuje Okno naplnéni jeho
tvlréich ambic. Malif Lembit Saarts vzpo-
mind na veder straveny v cele v Tartu, kde
Sooster den po svém zatleni ¢ekal na dal3i
vyvoj: ,Ziistali jsme vzhiiru celou noc a povidali
si hlavné o uméni, o tom, jak zacneme nanovo, az
nds pusti. Bavili jsme se o tom, jak by mélo uméni
vypadat. Po dlouhém zvatovdni nds napadl vijraz
dynamickd statiénost.“ Sooster se zabydloval
v Moskvé, ale dil pokradoval v nednavné
praci a seznamoval se s novymi sméry,
zkousel je uplatiiovat ve své praxi a hledal
cesty, jak je kombinovat s jinymi tvir-
¢imi trendy. To je také divod, pro¢ o ném
historik uméni Francisco Martinez hovoii
jako o ,hraniéni bytosti..., kterou nelze snadno
zatadit do jedné kategorie, kterd zpochybiiuje
kulturni sité spolecenské klasifikace zobrazovdnim
hybridni koexistence protikladii“.** Také Sobolev
pozdé&ji vzpominal: , Sooster chtél ,zastupo-
vat’ mezery vzniklé za jeho Zivota, a proto...
navrhl (i spis§ pozadoval), abychom strucné
grekonstruovali celij Fetézec uméleckého vijvoje za
poslednich tiicet let: kubisticky a expresionisticky
princip deformace, prostorové vyndlezy Picassa,
Braquea, De Chirica a Morandiho, Mondrianovy
a Pollockovy abstrakce, surrealismus Maxe Ernsta
a Reného Magritta, Kleeovu a Miréovu poetiku...
Pripominalo to sofistikované divadelni predsta-
veni. Vyseddvali jsme v knihovndch a studovali
monografie a odborné éasopisy o vijvoji v uméni
a velkyich mistrech 20. stoleti tak vytroale, a% jsme
si proSoupali kalhoty.“>

Eha Komissarovova pfiznéava, ze Sooste-
rovy pokusy skonéily netispéchem a Ze
jeho ,investigativoni toiiréi metoda ve skutecnosti
podkopdvala piedstavu o origindlni podstaté
dila, ani% nabizela %ivotaschopnou alternativu.
Sooster dokonale ztélestioval roli umélce pielo-
mové doby, ktery se pohybuje na hranici starého
a nového.“** Vyse zminéné prvky, jichz si
mutZeme poviimnout na jeho Okné, oviem
dokazuji, Ze Sooster nesel pouze cestou
apropriace, ale pokousel se skloubit riizné
styly, které v Evropé& poloviny 20. stoleti
soupefily o pozornost publika. V jediném
dile dokazal zkombinovat surrealismus,
geometrickou abstrakci, socialisticky realis-
mus a abstraktni expresionismus, a vyvratit
tak domnénku, Ze tyto sméry stoji ve vza-
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jemné opozici a jejich slouéeni je nemys-
litelné. Enigmatické Okno tudiz zachycuje
Soosterovu uméleckou trajektorii a tviréi
prostfedi, v némz Zil on i jeho vrstevnici,
a soufasné predstavuje zpravu o vieobec-
ném napé&ti panujicim ve svét€ soutasného
umeéni: o napé&ti mezi figuraci a abstrakei,
realitou a fantazii, oficidlnim a neoficial-
nim. Skrze trompe Uil se divak vraci v ¢ase
a prochéazi kulturnimi trendy, které domi-
novaly ¢tyfem dekddam Soosterova Zivota;
vejce tu symbolizuje zrod moderniho
uméni a snad i samotného umélce.

Ze zaznam® Nérodni galerie vyplyva, Ze
Soostertiv obraz byl souéasti §irsiho cyklu
s nazvem Okna. Ale protoZe od posledni
prezentace na brnénské vystavé moskev-
ského nonkonformismu, kterd probé&hla
v roce 1988, Okno neopustilo depozitaF,
retrospektivy z doby neddvno minulé
jeho spojeni s dal§imi Soosterovymi dily
opomijeji. Zasluhou této studie mtze
byt Okno ze sbirek Narodni galerie znovu
po pravu zafazeno mezi tfi dila z cyklu
,0brazil v obraze®, ktery Sooster namaloval
v poslednim desetileti svého zZivota. Okno
z prvniho dila tohoto cyklu nese nizev
Stary Tallinn (Vana Tallinn) - obraz je nyni
soutasti soukromé sbirky. Patrn& pochazi
z roku 1962, alespori tak lze usuzovat podle
fotografie, na niz jej Sooster drzi v rukou -
nabizi vyhled na kostel sv. Olafa v Tallinnu
(obr. 12). Posledni obraz cyklu, Pohled
oknem na move (Vaade merele akendest) z roku
1968, ma v drzeni Muzeum vytvarného
uméni v Tartu, kde je pfechovivina vétsina
z umélcovych obrazii a kreseb (obr. 13).
Liisa Kaljula, vedouci sbirky obraztt Muzea
vytvarného uméni Estonska, se domnivi, ze
»otvor v betonové zdi“ je psychologickou
odezvou na Soosterovo véznéni v gulagu.
Mimoto predpoklada, ze technika impasto
(nanadeni silnych vrstev barvy), kterou
Sooster pouzil pro tento cyklus, ale u ostat-
nich moskevskych nonkonformistt se nevy-
skytuje, je jednim z dtikazt o Soosterové
pokragujicim kontaktu s umeélci z Tartu,
zejména s Ellinor Aiki.” Dalsi dva obrazy
z cyklu Okna v minulosti analyzovaly jiné
historicky uméni, p¥i¢em# konstatovaly, Ze
tento cyklus byl pro Soosterovu uméleckou
drdhu velmi dilezity. Eha Komissarovova
iké, Ze Soosterova okna jsou souéésti jeho
surrealistickych hratek s kontrastem mezi
dtvérné€ znamym a vzdalenym, osobnim
a obecnym, vnitfnim a vné&jsim.*® A Eda
Seppovi zase tvrdi, Ze Sooster pouZiva
okno jako prihled do jiného prostoru,

a poznamenévi, ze cyklus inspiroval Jiiriho
Arrak, estonského umélce mladsi generace,
pro né&jz je okno rovnéz daleZitym moti-
vem." Stal se tak zatim poslednim z fady
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umélct, kteff tento ndmét udrzuji pii Zivoté
jiz n&kolik desetileti. Sooster jej prevzal
od Magritta, autora star3i fady iluzivnich
maleb oken, dveii a pozadi s vihledem na
modrou oblohu, ale Magritte sim patrné
odkazuje na jesté starsi obrazy Salvadora
Daliho, jako je Divka u okna (obr. 14-15).
Nez ale Sooster namaloval sviij tfeti obraz
cyklu, Okno zapocalo svou cestu do Prahy.
V tuto chvili se osud dila st4va jest& vetsi
zahadou a neoddélitelné se poji s osudem
nového vlastnika. Nirodni galerie dostala
Soostertiv obraz darem v roce 1970 spolu
se dvéma koldZemi od Jankilevského,
které se datuji do roku 1964.2° Darcem byl
dr. Dugan Koneény, dilezitd a vlivna osob-
nost na prazské scén€ v Sedesatych a sedm-
desatych letech, ptisobici jako docent
v Ustavu d&jin a teorie uméni CSAV, feditel
predstavenstva Svazu Ceskych vytvarnych
umélct a §éfredaktor Easopisu Vijtvarnd
kultura. Kone¢ny v darovaci listiné bez
dalgich zpfesiiujicich informaci uvedl, Ze
mu v3echna t¥i dila v€novali jejich autofi.®
Diky archivnim z4dznam®m a vzpominkim
Soosterovych pfitel a ¢lenti rodiny zname
pak i bliZ51 okolnosti provazejici akvizici
obrazu. Zijem Kone¢ného o dilo ruskych
umélct se datuje od padesatych let 20. sto-
leti, kdy studoval v Moskvé. Po navratu do
Prahy se do Moskvy &asto vracel a sezna-
mil se zde s undergroundovou uméleckou
scénou, o niz napsal fadu knih a ¢lankd.
Je znamo, Ze navstévoval pravidelné tterni
setkdni v umélcove€ byt& na Krasinské t¥idg.
Uvnitf skupiny Sreténsky bulvar zaujimal
Koneény vskutku takovou pozici, Ze mu
byva pfipisovano i autorstvi jejtho nézvu,
tfebaZe Viktor Pivovarov uvadél, Ze se o néj
zaslouzil jiny Cesky teoretik uméni, ktery
v sedmdesatych letech 20. stoleti prosazo-
val tvorbu moskevskych nekonformnich
umélct, JindFich Chalupecky.? Soosterovo
jasné rozhodnuti v&novat v obdobi finan-
¢nich t&€zkosti Okno Konetnému svedei
o tom, Ze se mezi umélcem a sbératelem
vyvinulo dzké pfatelstvi. Tuto vazbu potvr-
zuje i to, Ze Sooster na rubovou stranu
Okna pfipsal novému majiteli vénovéani
»parimate soovidega“ (estonsky ,s pfanim
vieho nejlepsiho*) (obr. 16). Koneény
pozdégji Soostera pfipomnél nekrologem
v Casopise Vijtvarné uméni. Je znadmo, zZe
umélec byl od poloviny Sedesatych let
ochotny riskovat a prodéavat své dila cizin-
ctm. Ta se potom vynofila tu na vystavé
v Polsku, tu v Itilii nebo Némecku. Jednu
takovou vystavu nonkonformnich kre-
seb a kolazi od Soostera a sedmi dal3ich
umélct z jeho moskevského okruhu, véetné
Jankilevského, Soboleva, N&izvéstného,
Zutovského a Anatola Brusilovského, uspo-



¥adal Koneény v z4if 1965 v Klubu piatel
vytvarného uméni v Usti nad Orlici. Dalsi
prilezitosti vystavovat v Ceskoslovensku
dila tohoto typu pfekazila invaze vojsk
VarSavského paktu. Je ironif osudu, Ze
kdyz 21. srpna 1968 vjely sovétské tanky
na Staromé&stské namésti, zastavily se pod
poutafem zvoucim na vystavu sovétské
revoluéni grafiky v palaci Kinskych, spra-
vovaném Narodni galerif - vystavu slo-
zenou ze zapujcek z Tretjakovské statni
galerie v Moskv€ a uspofddanou kuritorem
Kone&nym. Tato vystava jiz ohlagovala
pfehlidky oficialn& schvalovaného uméni
ze socialistickych zemi, které mély po
dobu okupace ovladnout vefejné programy
Narodni galerie. Av3ak jesté v roce 1970
byly Kone&ného donace souéasti piekva-
piveé velké skupiny avantgardnich dél, které
se po invazi do galerijnich sbirek dostaly.
Sv&d&i o tom, Ze kuratofi a sbé&ratelé spo-
le¢n€& napfteli sily, aby zachranili ohrozena
umé&lecka dila a shromazdili co nejvice
doklad@t modernistickych styld jesté pred
ofekavanym znovunastolenim kulturniho
atlaku.

Nacasovani pfijeti Okna do Narodni gale-
rie je signifikantni je3t& z jiného davodu.
Dva mésice pfedtim, nez Koneény dne
25. fijna 1970 sepsal darovaci dopis Narodni
galerii, postihla Soostera v jeho ateliéru
na Sreténském bulviru mozkova piihoda.
Zobrazovini praskajictho vejce z prede-
8lych let 1ze chapat jako metaforu umél-
cova vlastniho chétrajiciho zdravi i drceni
tvréi svobody v sovétském bloku. Zatimco
vejce z obrazu Okno vypada, Ze co nevidét
praskne, s postupem let je stile posko-
zen&j3i (Rozpraskané vejce, 1967), zhoubné
(Vybujelé vejce, 1969) (obr. 17) nebo rozfezané
(Vejce rozdélené do étyf, 1968-70). Nakonec -
na jedné Soosterové skice, kterou po jeho
smrti objevil Brusilovskij - vidime vejce
zcela roztfist€né s mrtvym kufetem upro-
st¥ed, obraz symbolizujici zlomené srdce.?
Ale prostfednictvim takovych obrazi,
jakym je Okno, Zije Ulo Sooster dal a dal
zustava stejné neznititelny jako vejce
na jeho ndhrobku v Tallinnu (obr. 18).

Autorka by rada vyjadfila zvlastni
pod&kovéani Ulovu synovi Tennopentu
Soosterovi, déle Liise Kaljulové a Anu
Allasové z Kumu, Estonského umeéleckého
muzea, za jejich detektivni prici, rady a vel-
korysé sdileni vysledkt vlastniho vyzkumu.
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4  Vtorym universitetom*, cit. in: Natal'ia
Sinel'nikova, Nonkonformisty, Virtual'naja
galareja, Moskva 2009, s. 399.
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Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Ulo Sooster, Okno/Window, z cyklu Okna,/Windows,
1964, olej na lepence, 50 x 70,5 cm, Néarodni galerie
Praha.

2 Ulo Sooster, detail obrazu Okno/Window.

3 Ulo Sooster, Strach/Hirm, 1954, olej na platng,
34 x 21 cm, Tartu Art Museum.

4 Ulo Sooster, Autoportrét na pozadi vézeriského
tabora / Autoportree vangilaagri taustal, 1958, olej na
lepence, 34 x 49,7 cm, Tartu Art Museum.

5 Fotografie Ula Soostera a Ilji Kabakova,
Tartu Art Museum. https://www.muis.ee/en_GB/
museaalview/3195550

6 René Magritte, Variace na smutek / Variante de
la tristesse, 1957, olej na platné, 50 x 60 cm, Centre
Pompidou, Paris.

7 Nézornéa ukazka akéni malby s Harrym Colmanem.
Foto: Lola Liivat. S laskavym svolenim Kadi Talvoja.

8 Navstévnici si prohlizeji Katedrdl/u Jacksona Pollocka
(1947) na Americké narodnf vystavé, Moskva 1959.

Foto: F. Goess. Archiv Downtown Gallery, 1824-1974,
slozka 1926-1969, Archives of American Art, Smithsonian
Institution.

9 Jackson Pollock, Katedrdla / Cathedral, 1947,
email a aluminium na platné, 181,61 x 89,06 cm. Dallas
Museum of Art, dar manZeld Reisovych, 1950.87.

© Jackson Pollock, OOA-S 2019.

10 Ulo Sooster, detail obrazu Okno / Window.



11 Ulo Sooster, Oko ve vejci / Silm munas, 1962, olej
na papire, 75 x 109,5 cm, Tartu Art Museum.

12 Fotografie zachycujici Ula Soostera v jeho ateliéru
s obrazem Stary Tallinn / Vana Tallinn, 1962, Tartu Art
Museum.

13 Ulo Sooster, Pohled oknem na more / Vaade merele
akendest, 1968, olej na preklizce, 53,8 x 77,5 cm, Tartu
Art Museum.

14 René Magritte, Tajny Zivot, 1928, olej na platné,
57,2 x 75,9 x 2,9 cm, Cleveland Museum of Art, dar
Lockwooda Thompsona, 1992.298. © René Magritte,
OOA-S 2019.

15 Salvador Dali, Divka u okna / Girl at a Window,
1925, olej na papirmasi, 105 x 74,5 cm, Museo Nacional
Centro de Arte Reina Sofia, Madrid. © Salvador Dali,
Fundacié Gala-Salvador Dali, Figueres, 2016.

16 Detail poznamky na zadni strané obrazu Okno od
Ula Soostera, 1964, Narodni galerie Praha.

17 Ulo Sooster, Wbujelé vejce / Kasvudega muna,
1969, lept na papire, 13 x 21 cm (obraz); 48,5 x 33,5 cm
(arch), Tartu Art Museum.

18 Pohteb Ulo Soostera, Metsakalmistu, Tallinn,

70. léta. Fotograf neznamy. S laskavym svolenim spravct
pozUstalosti autora. PGvodni médéné srdce bylo z hrobu
v r. 2000 zcizeno a poté nahrazeno mramorovou kopii.

Prelogila Martina Neradovd
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ZPRAVY

Neznamy model Ferdinanda
Maxmiliana Brokota ve sbirkach
Narodni galerie Praha?

TOMAS HLADIK

100

Zatimco v ramci dlouhodobych expozic barokniho uméni v Cechach v klasteie sv. JiFi

a ve Schwarzenberském palaci byly po 1éta prezentovany znamenité trojrozmérné skici

z ruky MatyaSe Bernarda Brauna, podobné autentické doklady z tzv. pFipravné faze
sochai‘ské prace Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa, Braunova nejvétsiho uméleckého
konkurenta, v expozicich Narodni galerie dlouho chybély. Teprve nedavno se z prazské
soukromé sbirky podarilo ziskat dvé pozoruhodné brokofovské modelové fezby sv. Jana
Nepomuckého. Nyni je mozné na zakladé stylové-formalnich divodia k nim velmi pravdé-

vox

podobné pripojit také dfevéné modelletto Panny Marie s JeZiskem, které doposud uni-

kalo pozornosti odborného badani.

Klicova slova
Narodni galerie v Praze, Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof,
Panna Marie s JeziSkem, pripravna faze, model
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V ramci dosavadnich dlouhodobych
expozic barokntho uméni v Cechich
v klastefe sv. Jiff na PraZzském hrad€ a ve
Schwarzenberském palaci na Hrad¢anech
byly vZdy prezentovany také vytvarné
velmi ptisobivé trojrozmérné skici z ruky
Maty4se Bernarda Brauna. Naopak podob-
né autentické doklady z tzv. pfipravné faze
sochaiské price Ferdinanda Maxmilidna
Brokofa, Braunova umeéleckého souputnika
a nejvétsitho domactho konkurenta, ve stej-
nych expozicich dlouho bolestné schazely.
Teprve neddvno se podafilo z prazské sou-
kromé sbirky ziskat dv& kvalitni modelové
Fezby a soufasn€ také pozoruhodné pragen-
sie na namét sv. Jana Nepomuckého, potizené
v odstupu let majitelem prosperujici praz-
ské dilny Janem Brokofem a jeho mlad3im
synem Ferdinandem Maxmilidnem.? Na
zaklad& vyhranénych stylovych znaki
a brilantniho formalniho zpracovani je dnes
mozné k uvedené dvojici velmi pravdépo-
dobné€ pfipojit rovnéz nevelkou fezbu Panny
Marie s Jeziskem na oblacich, ktera doposud
unikala pozornosti odborného badéni.?
Postava Panny Marie sedi na vyrazné,
sumarn€ modelované oblaéné podnoZi,
vyvedené diagonalné do vysky a usazené na



dal3i, tentokrit mensi formé& horizontaln&
Fezanych oblakd, jeZ je éepem upevnéna
na nizké drevéné zikladné. Fragmenty
kiidového podkladu v hloubkich mode-
lace jak figuralni skupiny, tak také oblaé-
nych podnozi dokladaji, Ze celd fezba

byla v minulosti polychromovana; zaroven
utrpéla drobna poskozeni materidlu lipo-
vého dfeva.* Matka BoZi se horni polovinou
svého té&la obraci doleva k Jeziskovi, ktery
ve volném kontrapostu se zatizenou levou
nohou stoji na stehné Mariiny levé nohy.
Pravou ruckou, poloZenou na levém rameni
Panny Marie, ji objima kolem krku a odklo-
nénou hlavou shlizi vlevo doléi. Matka
Bozi pohliZi na JeZiska, objima ho levou
rukou a jeho trup pfidrzuje svou pravici
podloZenou nevelkou nafasenou rouskou.
Oblaéna podnoZ, kterd nese obé& postavy, je
modelovdna s naprostou jistotou ve velkych
tvarech a stejnym zptisobem je fezbafskym
noZem vypracovana také oddélend spodni
partie oblakt (obr. 1). Samotnj figurilni
skupina je koncipovana vyrazn€ realisticky,
ve slozité, velkorysé skladbé& objemi, poda-
nych s naprostou pfirozenosti a vytvarné
suverénnim zptsobem, jak ukazuje slo-
Zitd roubovice pevného téla Panny Marie

i uvolnény postoj Jeziska. Také vyrazové
aéinna draperie je modelovéina zcela
realisticky, v pfirozené objemovosti, tizi

a skladebnosti, bez zbyte¢nych stylizaénich
Fezbétskych fines (obr. 2-3). Pfedstavuje tak
zFetelny pandan k velkoryse formovanym
biblickym rouchtim jinych zndmych postav
Brokofovych, kterd nejenom podtrhuji
objemy jejich vétsinou robustnich tél, ale
jsou vzdy pfirozené motivovana dé&jem, vazi
a spojuji figurdlni celek v plastické a nema-
lebné logické souvislosti.’ UZitd kompozice
pojednévané fezby ,citlivé a klidné vyjadfuje
intimni vztah matky a ditéte, bex dramatismu

a psychologického vyhroceni a estetizujici libi-
vosti“.¢ Pravé pro tuto klidnou vyrazovou
notu, velkoryse rozvrZenou a hluboce
promodelovanou draperii i celkové rea-
listické pojeti pfipomene Panna Marie

s Jeziskem n€které pozdni prace Ferdinanda
Maxmilidna Brokofa, a to i nékterymi
modela¢nimi detaily. Vyhranéna typika
Mariiny tva¥e mé blizké obdoby v umeélco-
vych Zenskych hlavich z tfetiho desetileti
18. stoleti, jaké korunuji naptiklad stuko-
vanou skulpturu Panny Marie z Kalvdrie

v Duchcové, anebo polychromovanou
Fezbu sv. Ludmily z majetku Narodni galerie
v Praze & figuru téze svétice z hlavniho
olta¥e augustinidnského chrimu sv. Tomage
na Malé Stran€ v Praze.” Autorsky piiznad-
nym motivem jsou rovnéz Mariiny nohy

v paskovych opancich. Protdhla postavicka

oy

Jeziska s rozmé&rnou hlavou a bohatymi

loknami zvlnénych vlast i jemnou tvaii
pusobi naproti tomu slohové ponékud
pokrodileji, vice rokokové, a pFece také k ni
nalezneme vzdélené pFedstupné v mistrové
pozdni tvorbé, a to v hybnych postavi¢kiach
putti z doby po roce 1720, jez zdobi supra-
porty v interiéru kurfiftské kaple katedraly
sv. Jana Kititele ve Vratislavi.®

Nové€ publikovana fezba Panny Marie
s Jeziskem pfedstavuje nesporné& praci velmi
zkuSeného umélce a soucasné sochafské
dilo mimo¥adné hodnoty pro kompoziéni
jistotu, s niz je dokonale vyjadiena pevna
vazba Marie a malého JeZiska v pfesné
vyvaZeném rozvrzeni hmot. Skute¢nost,
Ze se jedna o plné trojrozmérny plasticky
vysledek, jak doklada i suverénni fezbai-
ské vypracovani rubovych stran figuralni
skupiny i obla¢nych podnoZi, by nasvéd-
¢ovala tomu, Ze cela Fezba cilila ke zcela
uréité, nejspise monumentilni kamenné
skulptufe uréené na né&jaké volné prostran-
stvi. Ndlezy nepatrnych fragmentd kiido-
vého podkladu pak ukazuji, Ze spise nez
o sochafské bozzetto pro nezndmé marian-
ské sousosi, jak se svého ¢asu domnival
Pavel Preiss,® jedna se v tomto konkrét-
nim p¥ipad€ zfejmé& o dalsi z originalnich
Brokofovych model#, o nichz se opakované
hovofi v archivnich pramenech. Jeho finilni
vysledek v podob& maridnského kamen-
ného sousodi nam viak bohuZel znidm neni;
ten mohl v mladsich dobach zaniknout
beze stop, anebo k jeho skuteéné realizaci
nakonec nedoslo, jak se to nezfidka sta-
valo vé&t3inou hlavné z finanénich davodu.
At tak & tak, nové publikovani Fezba
z fondt Narodni galerie v Praze, jejiz vznik
muzeme klast do doby kolem roku 1730, by
mohla vitanym zptsobem rozsifit soubor
doposud znidmych modelt Ferdinanda
Maxmilidna Brokofa o dal3i, a to umé&lecky
vysoce kvalitni ¢lanek.® Spolu s modellettem
pro oltani skupinu Snéti z kfize (obr. 4),
instalovanou n€kdy po roce 1724 v interié-
ru probostského kostela v Mélnice," jez
se zcela neddvno podafilo identifikovat
v soukromé sbirce v Némecku,** by tak
prazska fezba predstavovala dal3i zname-
nity piiklad evidentné& peclivé pFipravné
prace proslulého prazského socha¥ského
mistra. Moderni badani pfesvéd¢ivé dolo-
zilo, Ze tak jako v pfipadé Matyase Brauna
je na podkladé€ starych zprav i vzacné
zachovaného materidlu z¥ejmé, Ze sou-
stavnid modelova pfiprava byla v Brokofové
ateliéru zcela b&Znou praxi. Patrné dplnou
Fadu modeltt musime pfedpokladat u téch
monumentélnich soch a sousosi, jimiz
brokofovska dilna s nespornym uméleckym
i ekonomickym tsp&chem ozdobila n&které
volné pilife prazského Karlova mostu.” Jak
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dokladaji Panna Marie s Jeziskem z prazské
Niarodni galerie, stejné& jako Snéti z kiize

z némecké soukromé sbirky, 1ze opravnéné
doufat, Ze i v budoucnu bude mozné dosa-
vadni nepfili§ poéetnou kolekci modelovych
soch Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa dopl-
nit o dal3i doposud neznamy ¢lanek.

Pozndmky

1 Podobné chybi v galerijnim fondu barokniho
sochafstvi autentické skici nebo modely Jana
Jifiho Bendla, nejvétsi osobnosti domaci plastiky
17. stoleti.

2 Jan Brokof, Sv. Jan Nepomucky, kolem 1682,
lipové dfevo s fragmenty ptivodni polychromie,
v. 38,5 cm, inv. &. P 9796. - Ferdinand Maxmilidn
Brokof, Sv. Jan Nepomuckyj jako almuznik,

kolem 1725, lipové dfevo s obnovenou mladsi
polychromii, v. 19,7 cm, inv. &. P 9797. Obé& Fezby
byly zakoupeny v roce 2012. Srov. naposledy
Tomas Hladik, Socharskd dilna obdobi baroka ve
stfedni Evropé. Od ndvrhu k provedeni, Narodni
galerie v Praze, 2016, s. 85, 168, pozn. 243,

obr. 65 na s. 88 (Jan Brokof), s. 93, 169,

pozn. 253, obr. 72 na s. 94 (Ferdinand Maxmilidn
Brokof).

3 Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof ?, P Marie

s Jegiskem na oblacich, kolem 1730, lipové d¥evo

s fragmenty k¥idového podkladu, v. 26,3 cm,

§. 17,1 cm, hl. 12,7 cm (figuralni skupina);

V. 7,3 cm, §. 17,3 cm, hl. 12,5 cm (spodni oblaéna
podnoz); v. 2,2 cm, §. 16,3 cm, hl. 15,3 cm

(dolni d¥evéna zikladna), inv. &. P 8407, dfevéni
zékladna je mladsim dopliikem. Cepovy spoj
diagonalni oblaéné podnoze a spodniho

oblaku je novodoby, star3i mensi &ep v jeho
t&sném sousedstvi je ulomen. Rezba byla
zakoupena v roce 1988 v prodejné StaroZitnosti,
Vinohradska ul., Praha 2, a zapsina do fonda
Narodni galerie v Praze pod pf. €. 13/89, a to jako
préace prazského Fezbafe 2. &tvrtiny 18. stoleti.

4 Schiagzeji leva paZe Jeziska a dva konce prstil
na jeho pravé noze, ukazovaéek a mali¢ek na
levé ruce P. Marie, ¢4st lemu jeji rousky, na

fad& mist je lipové dfevo prasklé. Na zadni
strané figuralni skupiny, na oblaéné podnozi
pod nohama P. Marie, stejné jako na spodni
Casti oblaktl i dolni zédkladny je Fada otvorti

po Sroubech a dfevénych &epech. Pravad Mariina
paze byla pfi nékteré mladsi opravé oddélena

a znovu pec¢livé pfisazena.

5 Oldfich J. Blazi¢ek, Ferdinand Brokof, Praha
19862, s. 73.
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6 Srov. zdpis Mojmira Horyny ze dne 4. 4. 1990
na evidené¢ni karté (P 8407) uloZené ve Sbirce
starého umén{ Néarodni galerie v Praze.

7 BlaziCek (cit. v pozn. 5), s. 66, 133, &. kat. 43,
obr. 122 (P. Marie Bolestnd v Duchcové), s. 69, 139,
¢. kat. 48 (Sv. Ludmila v Narodni galerii v Praze),
s. 70, 143, &. kat. 51, obr. 139 (Sv. Ludmila

v kostele sv. Toma3e v Praze).

8 TIbidem, s. 64, 125-126, &. kat. 36, obr. 106,
110-113: ,, Jistd a% rokokovd hravost géniii je tu spis
mimodéénd, dand tematicky.“

9 Srov. strojopisny posudek prof. PhDr. Pavla
Preisse, CSc., pro komisi pro vykup starozitnosti
ze dne 1. 12. 1988, uloZeny ve Sbirce starého
uméni Néarodni galerie v Praze.

10 Otazku autorského uréeni by pomohl

s definitivni platnosti zodpové&dét teprve $tastny
nalez finalni realizace.

11 Blazicek (cit. v pozn. 5), s. 65, 130,

&. kat. 40, obr. 120-121.

12 Srov. Tom4s Hladik, Neznamé modelletto
Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa na pagijové
téma, in: Zuzana Macurovi (ed.), Sbornik

k 70. narozeninam prof. PhDr. Lubomira
Slavi¢ka, CSc., Masarykova univerzita v Brné

(v tisku).

13 Srov. BlazZigek (cit. v pozn. 5), s. 89, 95-100,
¢. kat. 2-4, 8-12, obr. 1-7, 10-32; naposledy
Tom3a3 Hladik, Sochafska vyzdoba, in: Karliv
most, Ottovo nakladatelstvi 20102, s. 194-199,
204-206, 355-358, pozn. 76-111, s. 360-361,
pozn. 140-156; idem (cit. v pozn. 2), s. 85, 93,
169, pozn. 246 -255, obr. 67, 68 na s. 90, 91.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof (?), Panna Marie
s Jeziskem na oblacich, kolem 1730, Narodni galerie
Praha - pohled zprava.

2 Ferdinand Maxmilian Brokof (?), Panna Marie
s Jeziskem na oblacich, kolem 1730, Narodni galerie
Praha - frontalni pohled.

3 Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof (?), Panna Marie
s JeZiskem na oblacich, kolem 1730, Narodni galerie
Praha - pohled na zadnf stranu.

4 Ferdinand Maxmilign Brokof, Snéti z kriZe, po

r. 1724, model pro oltarni skupinu probostského kostela
sv. Petra a Pavla v Mélnice, Némecko, soukromé sbirka.
Foto: German Popp.



ARCHIV

Devadesat let od vystéhovani
Obrazarny Spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych pratel uméni

z budovy Rudolfina

LUCIE VECERNIKOVA

Spolec¢nost vlasteneckych pratel uméni, piedchiidkyné Narodni galerie v Praze, se od
samého pocatku potykala se zisadnim problémem: ziskat adekvatni prostory pro svoji
Obrazarnu. Postupné byla umélecka dila vystavovana v Cerninském a Sternberském
palaci na Hrad¢éanech, poté v Portheimové domé ve Spalené ulici a v nevyhovujicim
Sternberském palaci na Malé Strané. Bylo tedy jen otazkou €asu, kdy se Spoleénost
rozhodne ke stavbé nové vystavni budovy. Roku 1873 ji Sporitelna ¢eska (Bohmische
Sparkasse) vénovala pil milionu zlatjch na stavbu Rudolfina, které bylo dokon¢eno

v roce 1884. Téhoz roku doslo k prest€éhovani Obrazarny, jez se stala jedinou vefejnou
a bezplatné piistupnou galerii v Praze.

Po vzniku Ceskoslovenska se hledaly reprezentativni prostory pro nové vzniknuvsi
Narodni shromazdéni, pFi¢emz bylo vybrano pravé Rudolfinum. O jeho prostory se tak
nové od roku 1919 délily dvé instituce. Obrazarna postupné pfichazela o své mistnosti
a nahradou ziskavala vét§inou nevyhovujici provizoria. Vystavbu nové Statni galerie se
nedafrilo realizovat a spory mezi poslanci a vedenim Obrazarny zacaly eskalovat. Stat
proto pro Obrazarnu v roce 1928 zakoupil diim v PStrossové ulici. Spole¢nost s timto
postupem ovSem nesouhlasila a oznacila navrhovanou budovu za nevhodnou. Jeji
stanovisko podpofril tisk i Feditel Obrazarny Vincenc Kramar a presun nakonec nebyl
realizovan. Misto toho Méstska rada hlavniho mésta Prahy navrhla, Ze by sbirka mohla
byt prest€hovana do nové Méstské knihovny, k ¢emuz doslo o rok pozdé&ji.

Studie vychazi piedevsim z archivnich prament uloZenych v Archivu Narodni galerie
v Praze ve fondu Spolecnost vlasteneckijch pidtel uméni a zamétuje se na vyvoj v letech
1919-1929. Kromé& rekonstrukce sledu udalosti zahrnuje i pfimé citace pramenti a dobové
fotografie a reprodukce vybranych archivalii.

Klicova slova Spolec¢nost vlasteneckych pratel uméni
OF)razér,na Spol{evénvos'ti vIaster_weckych E)Féte! umém’, (dale SVPU), pfedchﬁdkyné Narodni ga]eﬂe
\l?lz;rrzjgl shromazdéni, Rudolfinum, Méstska knihovna v Praze, byla zaloZena 5. Gnora 1796. ]eji
Obrazirna vznikla jiZz o dva mésice pozdé-
ji. Od samého poditku se ale Spole¢nost
potykala se zdsadnim problémem: ziskat
adekvitni prostory pro vystaveni umélec-
kych del.
Zprvu vefejnost mohla sbirku spatfit
v tzv. Malé galerii Cerninského palace, ktery
bezplatné poskytl jeho majitel Jan Rudolf
Czernin z Chudenic (1757-1845). Roku 1809
ale musely byt prostory opustény a nové
zagaly slouZit jako vojensky lazaret. Obrazy
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byly nisledné& deponovany ve Sternberském
paléci na Malé Stran€ a Martinickém palaci
v Loretdnské ulici. PfestoZe se kratce

nato Spole¢nost rozhodla pro stavbu

nové budovy na Klarov€, nakonec vyuzila
nabidky Leopolda I. ze Sternberka (1776 az
1858) a zakoupila jeho paldc na Hradéanech.
Zde byla umélecka dila vystavovana aZ do
roku 1871. Mala navstévnost expozic donu-
tila vedeni Obrazarny k dalsimu st€hovéni
do centra Prahy, do tzv. Portheimova domu*
ve Spélené ulici. Kvili omezenym prosto-
ram se jednalo pouze o provizorni FeSeni

a uz o pét let pozdé&ji se sbirka pfesouvala
znovu. Nové tito¢isté nalezla do€asné ve
Sternberském palici na Malé Strané.

Vedle toho se vSak Spole¢nost chystala

postavit vlastni budovu, ktera by vyho-
vovala viem poZadavkim. Opakované
problémy s koupi pozemkd kolem Vltavy
nakonec vyfesil §t€dry dar Spofitelny Ceské
(Bohmische Sparkasse), ktera se rozhodla
pfi pfilezitosti svého padesatiletého vyrodi
zaloZeni investovat ptl milionu zlatych
do stavby reprezentativni budovy. Ta méla
slouzit jak k hudebni produkci, tak i ke
stilé vystav€ vytvarného uméni.2 V roce
1885 se PraZantm pfedstavila v prvnim
a druhém pat¥e novostavby Rudolfina
expozice, jejimZ autorem byl inspektor
Obrazarny Viktor Barvitius (1834-1902).
Diky jeho zkuSenostem ziskanym v zahra-
ni¢nich galeriich kopirovala moderni
stfedoevropské trendy a v témé&f nezmé-
néné podobé& vydrzela aZ do roku 1917.
V dasledku vzniku Ceskoslovenska doslo
v Obrazarné€ k né€kolika inovacim. Kromé&
zmény sloZeni jejiho vyboru® byl posilen
i vliv statu na jeji chod.*

Hledani nové budovy pro Narodni
shromazdéni

Po ustaveni Narodniho shromazdéni,
nejvyssiho zastupitelského a zdkonodar-
ného organu nového stitniho uskupent,
jez za€alo svou ¢innost 14. listopadu 1918,
bylo t¥eba najit vhodné prostory pro

jeho zasedani. Prozatimnim sidlem se

stala budova Snému Krélovstvi ¢eského -
Thunovsky paldc, kterd vSak potfebam
parlamentu neodpovidala.® Pfedsednictvo
spolu se znalci mé&lo za tkol vytipovat novy
objekt. Mezi jinymi se uvazovalo napiiklad
o Vladislavském sile na Prazském hradg,
Néirodnim domé na Vinohradech, Obecnim
domé nebo budové Strakovy akademie.
Nicméné€ poZadavkim nakonec vyhovoval
pouze Diim uméleii, Rudolfinum.” I v ném
ale bylo tfeba provést stavebni tpravy. Ty
navrhl architekt Vaclav Rostlapil (1856-1930)
a skonceny mély byt k 1. lednu 1920.8

K nelibosti PraZan® musela byt uzaviena
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koncertni sifi, jeZ méla nové slouZit k zase-
dani snémovny.® Pfesto se jednalo o feSeni
provizorni, stile se poéitalo s vystavbou
zcela nové budovy v néasledujicich péti az
deseti letech.®

Proti rozhodnuti pfestéhovat Narodni
shromézdéni do Rudolfina se posta-
vila zna¢na ¢4ast kulturnich instituct:
Spole¢nost pfatel starozitnosti éeskych,
Spolek vytvarnych umélct Manes, Jednota
vytvarnych umélct, Klub za starou Prahu,
Sdruzeni éeskych umélci grafikt Hollar,
Archeologické komise a dal3i. Jejich
zastupci podali protest, nebot by podle
nich doslo k ohrozeni uméleckych sbirek
v Rudolfinu. Cast vystavovanych dél (asi
300 aZ 400 obrazl a soch) by musela byt
deponovina miniméln& na dobu 8-10 let,
dal3i by byla vracena ptvodnim majiteltim,
coz by komplikovalo budouci reinstalaci.*
Za Obrazarnu se postavil i profesorsky
sbor Filozofické fakulty Univerzity Karlovy.
Iniciativu za podporu setrvani sbirek
v Domé umélct vyvolal historik uméni
a pedagog Karel Chytil (1857-1934).12

Zilezitost byla projednévina na dubnové
vyborové schiizi SVPU roku 1919. P¥estoze
nakonec doslo ke kompromisu a rozdé-
leni budovy mezi Obrazirnu a Narodni
shromazdéni, stile panovaly obavy, Ze si
poslanci nakonec pro sebe zaberou cely
objekt.?

Zmeény v Obrazarné
Obrazarna piisla celkem o jeden velky sal
a p&t mensich sini (v€etné& restauratorské
dilny) z ptivodniho poétu 3esti salt a ¢tr-
nécti sini, ¢ili asi o jednu tfetinu vystavnich
prostor.* Vedeni galerie si velmi dob¥e uvé-
domovalo, v jakém stavu se sbirka nachazi:
mnoho obrazt potfebovalo zasah restau-
ratort a celkové uspofadani neodpovidalo
védeckym ani uméleckym pozadavkiim
doby.* Koncept nové expozice, o niz se
jednalo uz od roku 1917, musel byt upra-
ven. Jednou z vizi bylo omezit se pouze na
staré uméni jakoZto nejvyznamné&jsi ¢ast
celé sbirky. Byla vytvofena do¢asni podoba
instalace s tim, Ze definitivni bude reali-
zovéana aZ po vyst€hovani poslancd, jak se
predpokliadalo, nejpozdéji do deseti let.”
Nevystavena dila méla byt deponovana.
Jednu z variant pfedstavovalo skladisté
v suterénu ¢i lodzie p¥fimo v Domé& umélct.
Ani v jednom prostoru oviem nebyly
vyhovujici podminky, pfedev§im se jed-
nalo o nestilou teplotu a vlhkost. Dale se
uvazovalo o rozvéSeni obrazl aZ ke stropu
v suchych prostorach ¢ uskladnéni zcela
mimo budovu Rudolfina.’® Nakonec bylo
rozhodnuto o pfesunuti celého moderniho
oddgleni do letniho refektare Strahovského



klastera, jejz pro tyto udely zajistila Zemska
sprava politickd. Rozhodnuti ale jiz od
podatku kritizoval sdm Feditel Obrazirny
Vincenc Kramar¥ (1877-1960). Prostor podle
né&j nedostacoval kapacitou ani klimatickymi
podminkami. I proto musela zGstat ¢ast
velkych platen v lodZii v Domé& umélct,
soubor akvarelt a pastelti byl v refektari
sloZen pouze provizornég.

Bé&hem nisledujicich let mé&lo byt hlavni
prioritou restaurovat nejvice poskozené
kusy a vytvofit novy koncept sbirky (jadro
predstavovalo ¢eské uméni od gotiky po
baroko a nizozemska malba 17. stoleti).
Nové se v Obrazarn€ méla soust¥edit
predevsim dila starych mistrt, poéitalo se
i s nakupem dalgich dél, kterd by soubor
doplnila.®

Zacatek sport mezi Obrazarnou

a Narodnim shromazdénim

Pocitek budoucich rozport nastal uz v roce
1921, kdy poslanecka snémovna poprvé
vyjadfila potfebu dalgich prostor a poza-
dovala na Obrazirné jeden pokoj v prvnim
patie Rudolfina: ,Kdybyste ndm tento pokoj
odevzdali, vypomohli byste ndm v nejvoétsi tisni

a pro delsi budoucnost byste uchrdnili ostatni mist-
nosti, které racte v Rudolfinu miti pro své ddéely...
a ziskdte si nasi podporu pro budouci své akce.”
Vybor SVPU se na schtizi usnesl, Ze tato
rohova mistnost, kde byla vystavovéina sbir-
ka Grundovych obrazii, bude poslancim
postoupena. Zaroven ale neopomenul zda-
raznit, Ze toto dal3i zmen3eni vystavni plo-
chy velmi komplikuje ,#ddné a védecké =dii-
vodnéni vystaveni sbirky“. TaktéZ jest€ nebyla
poskytnuta zdkonem?? zaru¢end adekvatni
ndhrada za zabrané prostory, kromé& nevy-
hovujiciho refektare ve Strahovském kl4s-
tefe. A navic musi Spole¢nost fesit absenci
restauratorské dilny (vSechny zdsahy muse-
ly byt nové provadény v kancelafi feditele),
o kterou taktéz pfisla v dsledku st€hovani.
Do budoucna odekévala zaruku, Ze zadné
dal3i prostory po ni jiz nebudou vyzado-
vany, protoze jakékoli zmengeni poctu
vystavnich sini by znamenalo uzavieni celé
galerie.?

Trn z paty mohla Obrazirné vytrhnout
zamyslena vystavba nové statni obrazarny,*
jejiz navrh planovalo pfipravit ministerstvo
Skolstvi a narodni osvéty v &ele s histori-
kem Josefem Sustou (1874-1945) na podzim
roku 1921. Reditelstvi Obrazarny mélo
dodat podklady a informace o pozadované
vystavni ploge. Nicméné jesté v prab&hu
zafi bylo oficidln€ sdéleno, Ze stavba by
byla prili§ nakladné a na jeji realizaci nent
dostatek penéz.”

Spory mezi poslanci a vedenim Obrazarny
zaCaly pomalu eskalovat, protoze slibovana

naprava stale nepfichdzela. Nejvétsi starosti
délaly zastupctim Obrazarny nevhodné
uskladnéné obrazy ve Strahovském klas-
tefe, u nichZ hrozilo trvalé poskozeni. Dalsi
problémy se vyskytly pfimo v Rudolfinu.
Technicky stav budovy se zhor3oval a jeji
dosavadni majitel, Spofitelna ¢eska, pro-
vadél kvili nejasnym budoucim majet-
kovym pomériim jen nejnutné&jsi opravy.
Sklenénymi stfechami a stropy zatékalo do
né&kolika sini, coZ znamenalo re4lné ohro-
zeni uméleckych dél. Rozsihlejsi opravy
provedené roku 1920 podle zprivy SVPU
nebyly dostate¢né, protoze se ,stdvalo pravé
od t¢ doby stdle Castéji, Ze spadlé kusy praskljch
desek stiesnich rozbijely spodni sklenéné desky,
ohrozujice tak dole uloZené predméty i Zivoty
ndv$téoniki.? Nakolik byly vyse uvedené
skuteénosti odrazem pravdy, ¢i apelem

k rychlému zdsahu, miZeme pouze spe-
kulovat. V dubnu 1922 dosla situace tak
daleko, Ze budova se musela uzavrit a mini-
sterstvo vefejnych praci se ujalo opray,
jimiZ povéfilo Zemskou spravu politickou
a inspektorat Rudolfina.”

Néhrada za tzv. Grundovu siii ani nové
prostory namisto refektare stile nepficha-
zely. Proto se na zafatku roku 1923 vybor
SVPU rozhodl pro aktivni feeni. Pozval
proto pfedsedu Narodniho shromazdéni
FrantiSka Tomagka (1869-1938), aby s nim
probrali stavajici situaci. Ten souhlasil,

Ze bude jednat s ministerskym pFedsedou

a ministrem 3kolstvi a nirodni osvéty, aby ti
zapusobili na Zemskou sprivu politickou,

a ona zjednala népravu. Kromé& toho byly
Obrazarné pfislibeny dva pokoje v budové
pro zahraniéni obchod a rohovi suterénni
mistnost v Domé& umélct. Cast lodzie
mohla po dpravich od z4¥ téhoZ roku
slouZit jako restauratorsk4 dilna. ReSeni
ohledné& nevyhovujiciho refektafe se viak
témé&f neposunulo, pouze mély prob&hnout
upravy ke zlep3eni klimatickych podminek
pro uskladnéné obrazy. Kvtli nedostatku
financi mé&lo dojit pouze k zam¥iZovani
oken, coz by umoznilo dikladné&jsi v&trani
prostor. Nakonec ani tyto kroky nebyly
realizovany a celd zileZitost kolem refektére
zlstala nedofeSena.?

Pfestoze posledni opravy v Domé& umélct
probé&hly v roce 1922, uZ o dva roky pozdé&ji
si SVPU stéZuje na Spatny stav budovy:

2 Zatékalo vice méné silné do nékolika sini... ba

i loggie - a nékolik desek stropnich opét spadlo.”
Sprava Rudolfina slibila zjednat népravu,
proto bylo opét na nékolik tydnt uzavieno.
»VSechny obrazy byly sejmuty a ¢istény. Sklenéné
stropy byly rozebrdny, umyty a velmi éetné tabule
nahrageny, Zeleznd konstrukce natiena. Soucasné
zruseno staré vytdpéni a pocinajic 2. Cervencem
zavedeno dstiedni topeni... Intervence u minis-

Bulletin of the National Gallery Prague XXI1X/2019

105



terstoa vefejnyjch pract, aby bylo vytdpéni prove-
deno 16 ve vijstavnich sinich, byla bezvysledna.”
V prib&hu roku byly jesté zazdény staré
vytapéci a vétraci otvory, opraveny vlhkem
poskozené zdi a do restauritorské dilny
zaveden vodovod.”

Dal3i pozadavky na pfedsednictvo parla-
mentu, které Feditelstvi Obrazarny vzneslo,
byly dprava ¢asti lodZie pro dcely kan-
celafe, zfizeni truhlarské dilny, zavedeni
elektrického osvétleni do feditelny, dvou
vystavnich sinf a na schodist€, doplnéni ply-
nového vedeni do dilen, telefonniho spo-
jeni, elektrickych zvonkd a pofizeni ziclon
do oken kabinet#, Feditelny, kancelare
a restauratorské dilny. Jediné zaleZitost, jeZ
méla byt vyFizena kladng, bylo zfizeni kan-
celére v lodzii. Pro splnéni ostatnich boda
si parlament stanovil podminku, ze SVPU,
respektive Krasoumni jednota (dale KJ),
mu za to musi pFfedat své dosavadni tfedni
mistnosti, za n€Z mély dostat ndhradou
prostory v budové pro zahraniéni obchod.
Viechny stavebni tpravy byly zddrné
dokonéeny na poéatku roku 1925.%

Pokracujici problémy
A% do roku 1927 nedoslo k Zadnym vétsim
zménam. Poté byla v deniku Prager Presse
uvedena kratk4 zprava o prest€hovéani
Obrazéirny.* Tajemnik poslanecké snémov-
ny sdélil feditelstvi Obrazarny, Ze minister-
stvo 8kolstvi a narodni osvéty bylo pové-
feno hleddnim vhodnych prostor. Vybran
byl Lobkovicky paldc, jehoZz interiéry by
musely byt pro téely Obrazarny radikalné
a nakladn€ upraveny. Dal3im argumentem
proti tomuto feSeni bylo, Ze ani sem by se
celd sbirka nevesla, zaroveri panovaly obavy
ohledné zabezpedeni budovy. St€hovani
tak bylo nakonec odloZeno, mimo jiné
i z dtivodu poloZeni zakladniho kamene
nové Statni galerie téhoZ roku na Kampég.*
Na neuté&Senou situaci zafal ve v€tsi mire
upozoriiovat i tisk. Zprava o podminkich
ve strahovském refektéafi vefejnosti sd&lova-
la, Ze ,vSecky obrazy budou co nejdive xniceny,
nebudou-li ddny jinam. V refektdri je totis takové
vlhko, %e se voda se stén do slova leje a ndsledkem
toho iz rdmy odpaddvaji...“>

Dne 14. ¢ervence byl feditel Obrazarny
Vincenc Kraméf povoldan k ministru gkol-
stvi a ndrodni osvéty Milanu HodZovi
(1878-1944). Ten mu sdé€lil, Ze je tfeba
bezodkladné uvolnit prostory Rudolfina
Néarodnimu shromaZdéni. Pro Obrazarnu
byl misto toho zakoupen ¢inZovni dim
v P§trossove ulici ép. 12, néleZejici ptivodné
Chmelafské spole¢nosti. Po prohlédnuti
prostor je Kramar shledal zcela nevyhovu-
jicimi: vysoké riziko vloupéni ¢ poZaru,
étyfi obchody v pfizemi, soukromé byty
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v nejvy$sim patfe a pfedevsim nedostateéné
velké prostory pro samotnou expozici.*

Nakonec byla situace vyfeSena zcela
jinak. V srpnu 1928 rozhodla M&stsk4 rada
hlavniho mésta Prahy, aby se pro Obrazarnu
vy¢lenily saly ve tfetim pat¥e prav€ dosta-
vované knihovny na Maridnském naméstf,
kde by setrvala do doby, nez bude zfizena
Statni galerie, nejdéle v3ak na &tyfi roky.
A to i pfestoze ,nékolikrdte bylo ddno presidiu
Spoleénosti vlasteneckyjch pidtel uméni ujisténi,
%e nebude usilovdno o jeji vyklizeni ani o ztenceni
mistnosti ji ugivanych...“ St€hovini mélo byt
dokonéeno v fijnu téhoZ roku. Reditelstvi
Obrazéarny bylo ochotno na danou situa-
ci pfistoupit, ale jen za splnéni vlastnich
podminek: stéhovani by bylo odloZeno az
na kvéten, ideadln€ viak v z4#f nasledujictho
roku, musi byt zajistény viechny pozado-
vané mistnosti (2-3 kancelafe, mistnost pro
uloZeni sbirky kreseb a rytin v€etn€ stu-
dovny, skladi3tg, restauritorska a truhlarska
dilna - obé€ s elektrickym proudem, plynem
a vodovodem), provedena vnit¥ni dprava
mistnosti na nédklady ministerstva §kolstvi
a ndrodni osvéty, stejné jako financovani
osvétleni a vytdpéni mistnosti, st€hovéani
Obrazirny, pojisténi a hlidani sbirek proti
vloupani a pozéru, a pfedevsim musi byt
garantovina stavba nové Stitni galerie.
Nedo¥eSenym problémem ztstivala stile
sbirka modernitho uméni deponovana ve
Strahovském klastefe, pro niz by se ani
v Mé&stské knihovné nenasel dostatek
mista.®

V prosinci roku 1928 sjednalo minister-
stvo smlouvu s prazskou obci o prondjmu
prostor v knihovné. Roéni ndjemné mé&lo
¢init 350000 K¢ a byt uzavieno na dobu
péti let.’¢ St€hovani Obrazarny by zapocalo
v tnoru nésledujiciho roku.” Vyklizen
mél byt sal prirastkd, feditelskd kancela¥
a lodzie, nahradou za to poZzadovany dva
vE&ts1 kancelarské pokoje v pFizemi posla-
necké sn€movny a restauritorska dilna se
skladi§t€m. Do prostor mé&stské knihovny
by se pfestéhovalo oddéleni malby a plas-
tiky 17.-20. stoleti (mimo holandskou
a vlaimskou malbu 17.-18. stoleti) a depo-
zita z refektafe a budovy pro zahraniéni
obchod. Nizozemské oddéleni a oddéleni
starych Ceskych a némeckych mistr by
bylo ponechano v dosavadnich péti sinich
a osmi kabinetech Domu umélci.?®

Stéhovani do budovy Méstské knihovny
K tomuto stanovisku Spole¢nosti se

ale ministerstvo postavilo odmitavé:
»Predsednictvo nemiiZe ustoupiti od svého piivod-
niho pozadavku uvolnéni celé budovy pro dcely
vylucné snémovni... nebylo by pomogeno ani
snémovné ani obrazdrné a stav jim ziskany by



byl v budoucnosti zase pficinou dalsich nespo-
kojenosti a administrativnich obtiZi.* Na strané
Obrazéarny stéla vyznamna umélecka sdru-
Zeni i Ceska akademie v&d a uméni, ktera
jednala na své schtizi 26. tnora 1929 ,0 uve-
denyjch pozadavcich a shledala je zcela oprdvné-
nijch, protoze ,Rudolfinskd galerie p¥inesla ji%
politickiym potiebdm tolik obéti...*>

Dne 6. dubna 1929 ministerstvo vyzvalo
dopisem Spole¢nost k neprodlenému
uvolnéni viech prostor na zafatku nésledu-
jictho mésice a upozornilo ji, Ze planované
dpravy v Méstské knihovné budou prove-
deny pouze v mezich rozpoétu. Situace
vygradovala rezignaci pfedsedy Spole¢nosti
Jana Krémife (1877-1950), ktery nechtél za
danych pomérd pfevzit zodpovédnost za
dal3i vyvoj véci, na coz vzapéti zareagoval
tisk a podpofil jej. Nicméné ke zméné sta-
noviska nedoslo. V kvétnu se se3el feditel
Obrazirny Kramaf s ministrem Antoninem
Stefankem (1877-1964), aby zileZitost dote-
gili. Obrazarn€ byla pfislibena ¢astka pét
milion® na adaptaci knihovny, oviem tato
suma byla sebréna z rozpoctu pro stavbu
Statni galerie, jejiz realizace byla pfesto pifi-
slibena v néasledujicich 5-6 letech. Zaroven
se mé&la zvysit ro¢ni stitni subvence pro
SVPU.#°

Ob¢ strany se shodly na kompromisu a na
zéklad€ dopisu ministra Stefanka se musela
Obrazéarna 19. éervence 1929 za&it st€ho-
vat, aCkoliv mistnosti v Mé&stské knihovné
nebyly stéle upraveny. A podle zpravy
vyboru SVPU tato situace trvala i deset
mésich poté: ,Adaptace téchto mistnosti a pre-
devsim regulace temperatury... provedeny nejsou,
takze nebylo dosud mogno instalovat sbirku
a gpfistupnit ji obecenstou.” Divodem bylo
zpozd&né schvileni pozadované &astky,
k némuz doslo az 30. prosince téhoz roku.
Na tpravich interiért se zagalo pracovat
na konci ledna: byla z¥izena restauratorska
dilna, skladistg, rozvedeno telefonni a sig-
nalové vedeni a viechny sin& rozélenény
dfevénymi pFickami na vice nez 50 kéji.

Dile byly podstatné vylepseny sklenéné
stropy ve vystavnich silech, sin€ vybaveny
vétranim i zvlh&ovadi vzduchu, vestavéné
stény impregnovéany proti ohni. Mé&sto
vymeénilo také viechna okna kabinetd s vad-
nym vétranim za nova, opatfilo je miiZemi
a prili§ velka topni télesa byla nahrazena
men§imi.#

S pfislusnymi adaptacemi se skoncilo na
jaF¥e roku 1931 a mohlo zagit rozvéSovani
obrazt. Ty byly fazeny podle pfislusnosti
k jednotlivym §kolam, podle mistrt a ¢aso-
vych a teritoridlnich zékonitosti. Sbirka
nabyla pfehledn€jstho rdzu, nez tomu bylo
v Rudolfinu, kde chybél prostor pro tak
detailni ¢lenéni. Do galerie se vratila nazpé&t
i tvorba 19. stoleti. Obrazirna se bez velké
pompy znovu oteviela 29. listopadu 1931
o0 11. hodiné dopoledni za p¥itomnosti
584 navstévnikid véetné ministra Skolstvi
a narodni osvéty Ivana Dérera (1884-1973).42

V nésledujicich letech dochézelo k pota-
déani pravidelnych p¥ednasek pro vetej-
nost a uskutecnily se i nékteré zasadni
vystavy (napf. instalace v€nované Frantisku
Tkadlikovi, rodin& Manesi, Karlu Skrétovi
¢i Ceské barokni kresbég&).+

V roce 1947 Nérodni galerie ziskala opét
Sternbersky paldc na Hrad¢anech, ktery do
té doby vyuZivala Ceskoslovenska arméda,
respektive hradnf strdz. V priib&hu let byly
uzivany dalsi palace a budovy, nicmén€ pro-
story v Mé&stské knihovn€ obyvala galerie
aZ do fijna roku 1992, kdy se novym néjem-
cem stala Galerie hlavniho mé&sta Prahy.

B&hem vice neZ deseti let sporii a bojl
o nové vystavni prostory pro sbirky pro-

§la tato instituce velkymi zménami. Ze
zastarale koncipované expozice podle
zdsad 19. stoleti umisténé v Rudolfinu se
zalala utvifet moderni galerie. Vybavena
restauritorska dilna, doprovodné pro-
gramy, v€decka ¢innost i akvizi¢éni program
(postupné budovany Vincencem Kramé¥em
az do konce jeho funkéniho obdobi) byly
nedilnou soudasti nastupujicich zmén.
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Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Smlouva mezi Sporitelnou ceskou a SVPU

0 prondjmu mistnosti v Rudolfinu, 1884, 34 x 21 cm,
Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond Spole¢nost
vlasteneckych pratel uméni.

2 Barvitiovy pozndmky k expozici v dréZzdanské galerii,
1883, 17 x 21 cm, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond
Spoleénost vlasteneckych pratel uméni.

3 Pddorys Rudolfina pred stavebnimi dpravami
(zvySené prizemi), nedatovano, 87 x 56 cm, Archiv
Narodni galerie v Praze, fond Spole¢nost vlasteneckych
pratel uméni.

4 Severni rez Rudolfinem podle ndvrhu Josefa Zitka
a Josefa Schulze, nedatovano, 49 x 89 cm, Archiv
Nérodni galerie v Praze, fond Spole¢nost vlasteneckych
pratel uméni.

5 VWstavni prostory Rudolfina. 64. vyroéni vystava
Krasoumné jednoty, 1903, 7,5 x 14 cm, Archiv N&rodni
galerie v Praze, fond Spolec¢nost vlasteneckych pratel
umeéni, .

6 Karikatura HodZovy Stdtni galerie z Lidovych novin,
1928, 7 x 21 cm, Archiv Nérodni galerie v Praze, fond
Moderni galerie.

7 Expozice v Rudolfinu, 1928, 16 x 23 cm, Archiv
Néarodni galerie v Praze, fond Spoleénost vlasteneckych
pratel uméni.

8 Smaltovand cedule Obrazdrny SVPU, nedatovano,
25 x 38 c¢cm, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond
Spolecnost vlasteneckych pratel uméni.
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Pozndmky

1 JiZ neexistujici ddm ve Spalené ulici na misté
dnegnich &p. 83-84.

2V nové oteviené budove sidlila jesté& kromé&
Obrazarny Prazska konzervatof (od roku 1884)

a Umeéleckoprimyslové muzeum (od roku 1885).
V3echny tfi instituce mé&ly se Spofitelnou ¢eskou
uzavienou smlouvu o bezplatném prondjmu
prostor.

3 Archiv Nérodni galerie v Praze (dile ANG),
SVPU, 1796-1953 (1996), kart. 134, inv. &. 107.

4 Uprava stanov umoznila v&tsi vliv zastupctt
statu v organech SVPU, napf. novy predseda

byl zvolen na zdklad€ vladniho doporuéeni.

K dgjinam Obrazarny Spole¢nosti vlasteneckych
pratel uméni podrobnéji napf. Vit Vlnas (ed.),
Obrazdrna v Cechdch 1796-1918, Praha 1996; Alena
Janatkova - Vit Vlnas, Pragskd ndrodni galerie

v protektordtu Cechy a Morava, Praha 2013, s. 63-72.
5 Roéenka Ndrodniho shromdzdéni republiky
ceskoslovenské, Praha 1919, s. 45.

6 Ibidem, s. 63-64.

7 Zérovei méli mit poslanci k dispozici

i sousedni Akademické gymnazium, kde by
sidlily pfedev§im poslanecké kluby a pracovni
vybory. Ob& budovy by byly nov& propojeny
chodbou v 1. patfe.

8 Roéenka Ndrodniho shromdzdéni republiky
éeskoslovenské, Praha 1919, s. 64-65; Venkov. Orgdn
Ceské strany agrdrni, 11. 11. 1919, s. 3.

9  Venkov. Orgdn Ceské strany agrdrni, 11. 11. 1919,
s. 3.

10 Cech. Politicky tijdennik katolicky, 19. 4. 1919,
s. 6; Venkov. Orgdn Ceské strany agrdrni, 11. 11. 1919,
s. 3. K problematice budoucnosti Obrazarny
napf. Vincenc Kraméa¥, Pfipad Obrazdrny
Spolecnosti vlasteneckijch pidtel uméni v Cechdch,
Praha 1928; Vincenc Kramaf, O obrazech

a galeriich, Praha 1983, s. 367-394; Karel Chytil,

O Nirodni galerii, Ndrodni listy LXII, &. 105,

16. 4. 1922, s. 9. Otazkou planované novostavby
statni galerie se velmi podrobné& zabyval tisk
(ANG, Moderni galerie, 1901-1942 (1968), Kniha
vystfizka €. 2 - Musea), z novéjich praci napf.
Klara Brihova, Praha nepostavend: vltavské bichy
jako urbanistické téma moderni metropole, Praha 2017;
Kléara Brithova, Pragské vize: fantastické stavby, které
nikdy nevznikly, Praha 2018; dile i Moderni galerie
tenkrdt. 1902-1942, Praha 1992.



11 Venkov. Orgdn Ceské strany agrdrni, 27. 4. 1919,
s. 7.

12 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. &. 27.

13 Ibidem. Daldi prameny k otdzce Narodniho
shroméizdéni a Rudolfina: Narodni archiv,
Ministerstvo Skolstof, Praha, (1911) 1918-1949 (1950),
inv. &. 837, 1464.

14 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. ¢. 27.

15 Ibidem, kart. 135, inv. &. 109.

16 S navrhem pfisel pfedseda SVPU Erwein
Nostitz-Rieneck ml. (1863-1931) v &ervnu 1917.
Vice Vit Vlnas, Vincenc Kramaf jako feditel
vefejné galerie, Vincenc Kramdr. Od starych mistrii
k Picassovi, Praha 2000, s. 164.

17 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. &. 27. Mimo
Rudolfinum byla deponovéna sbirka kresby,
nejvyznamné&jsi dila z kolekce obrazt z 19. sto-
leti byla zaptjéena do Moderni galerie.

18 Ibidem.

19 Podrobni méFeni vlhkosti v ném provedl
tyzik Frantidek Zaviska (1879-1946), ktery zjistil
vysoké hodnoty a doporuéil zde skladovat
pouze olejové malby, a to jedt€ po omezenou
dobu. Prostor by i tak musel byt permanentné
vysouen elektrickym ventildtorem a kamny.

20 ANG, SVPU, kart. 135, inv. &. 109.

21 TIbidem.

22 C. 332/1919 Sb., Zdkon o zabirdni budov neb
jejich édsti pro iéely vefejné.

23 ANG, SVPU, kart. 135, inv. &. 110.

24 Po dobu vystavby nové budovy by se sbirka
presunula do budovy U¥adu pro zahrani¢ni
obchod vedle Rudolfina.

25 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. &. 27. Nové byla
soutéZ na stavbu galerie vypsina roku 1923, v niz
zvitézil navrh Josefa Gocara (1880-1945).

26 Ibidem, kart. 39, inv. &. 360.

27 TIbidem.

28 Ibidem, kart. 24, inv. ¢. 40.

29 [Ibidem.

30 Ibidem.

31 Prager Presse, 12. 3. 1927, s. 5.

32 Ziarovern byla vypsina soutéz na

novou budovu parlamentu, jejiz stavba se
predpokliddala odhadem v nasledujicich

10-20 letech.

33  Ndrodni politika, 28. 6. 1927, s. 6.

34 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. &. 27. Za Kra-
mafe se postavila i Siroka kulturni obec, jak
informovalo Prdvo lidu (5. 8. 1928): AVU v Praze,
Ceska technika v Brng, Klub &eskych skladatelt
v Praze, Literarni skupina v Praze, Sdruzeni
architektt v Praze, Spolek éeskych spisovatelti
Maj v Praze, SVU Ménes v Praze, Statni
konzervatof hudby v Praze, Syndikat geskych

a slovenskych spisovateld a hudebnich skladateld
v Praze, Umeélecko-priimyslové muzeum v Praze,
Umélecko-priimyslova 8kola v Praze, Vytvarny
odbor Umélecké besedy v Praze, Klub architektd
v Praze, P¥itomnost sdruzeni pro souasnou
hudbu v Praze.

35 Ibidem, kart. 142, inv. ¢. 117. Podrobné&

o viech podminkéch st€hovani Vincenc KraméF,
Pripad Obrazdrny Spolecnosti vlasteneckjch ptdtel
uméni v Cechdch, Praha 1928.

36 Opis najemni smlouvy: ANG, Stdini

sbirka starého uméni, (1900) 1937-1941 (1995),

prir. €. AA 1382.

37 ANG, SVPU, kart. 78, inv. &. 27.

38 Ibidem, kart. 142, inv. &. 117.

39 Ibidem, kart. 143, inv. &. 118.

40 Ibidem, kart. 78, inv. ¢

41 TIbidem, kart. 24, inv. &. 40.
42 Tbidem.

43 Alena Janatkova - Vit Vlnas, Pragskd ndrodni
galerie v protektordtu Cechy a Morava, Praha 2013,

s. 68.

o
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