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PAPERS

Chittaprosad’s Linocut Prints at the

National Gallery in Prague:

Understanding Indo-Czech Cultural
Relations in the Postwar Era

SIMONE WILLE

In 1964/65, the National Gallery in Prague acquired 38 works on paper from the Indian
artist Chittaprosad Bhattacharya (1915-1978). The Gallery’s collection of Chittaprosad’s
work provides information about a multifaceted exchange between this Indian artist
and a number of protagonists and institutions in postwar Czechoslovakia (now

Czech Republic). In conjunction with the government-led activities of the newly built
socialist regime and its efforts to establish ties with “friendly” countries of the globally
re-organizing postwar geography, cultural exchange and art-related contacts became a
tool for demonstrating international connectivity.

Related to Chittaprosad’s former alliance with the Communist Party of India (CPI) and
his lifelong left and idealist leanings, the second part of this article engages with Prague-
based Indologist Jaroslav Strnad and Leiden-based historian Sanjukta Sunderason in
exploration of Chittaprosad’s friendly ties with Czechoslovakia and how this is seen in
relation to the prevailing political circumstances of the time.

Keywords In 1964/65, the National Gallery in Prague
Chittaprosad, communism, postwar modernism, acquired 38 works on paper from the Indian
transnational solidarity and friendship, mobility, artist Chittaprosad Bhattacharya (1915-1978).
migration, connectivity, postcolonial geographies, A ; K
transcultural connection Preceding this purchase was the artist’s

first retrospective in Czechoslovakia, held
at Prague’s Hollar Gallery in May 1963. In
India, Chittaprosad (who went by his first
name in his professional life) was a member
of the Communist Party (CPI) and became
quite popular during the Bengal famine of
1943 and 1944 by reporting and illustrating
the tragedy for the CPI's official organ,
People’s War, which later became People’s Age.
He went on to lead his life in dire poverty,
neglected and almost forgotten by the
Indian art world. As a result, Chittaprosad
was unable to connect with any of the
ways that Indian post-partition modernist
art movements positioned themselves
nationally and internationally, but he did
achieve a certain degree of visibility abroad
by tapping into an international network of
solidarity based on socialist ideals.

The collection of his works at the
National Gallery in Prague therefore not

© | Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020



only provides information about how and
what the house collected, but also informs
us about the political and cultural ties
that Czechoslovakia (now Czech Republic)
cultivated with India in the postwar period.
In conjunction with the government-

led activities of the newly built socialist
regime and its efforts to establish ties
with “friendly” countries of the globally
re-organizing postwar geography, cultural
exchange and art-related contacts became
a tool to demonstrate international
connectivity.

This article thus revisits some of the
circumstances that led to personal and
institutional connections that were
instrumental in enabling the circulation
of Chittaprosad’s art in postwar
Czechoslovakia. With reference to an
extended essay that I published with
Stedelijk Studies in 2019, this article will
introduce key individuals who helped
establish Chittaprosad in postwar
Czechoslovakia. Chittaprosad’s participation
in exhibitions around Czechoslovakia,
his regular contributions to the journals
Novy Orient and New Orient Bimonthly, both
published by the Oriental Institute of the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, along
with the personal ties he formed with
Praguers will be looked at here.

The productive dialogical exchange
that developed between individuals in

Chibtabreedpuy 525
1 Chittaprosad, People’s Democratic Front, 1952. Brush, pen and ink on paper, 34.8 x 50.8 cm. Image courtesy: Osianama Research
Center, Archive & Library, India.

Prague and Chittaprosad in Bombay
(Mumbai since 1995) became an important
element in sustaining both the artist’s
post-independence career and his sense

of being in the world. In the the second
half of this article, I discuss Prague-based
Indologist Jaroslav Strnad and Leiden-
based historian Sanjukta Sunderason’s
explorations of Chittaprosad’s friendly
ties with Czechoslovakia in relation to the
global postwar political reconfigurations,
as well as his former alliance with the

CPI and his lifelong leftist and idealist
leanings. This includes an examination

of Czechoslovakia’s political position
during the Cold War and India’s position
in the world as an independent nation,
and the two countries’ bilateral interest
and understanding. Taking into account
Sunderason and Strnad’s respective
academic fields, I reflect on both countries’
cultural and political activity, and assess
where Chittaprosad’s career can be situated
in relation to the transnational histories
of modernism. I will revisit some of the
key aspects addressed in an earlier article
on Chittaprosad that I wrote for Stedelijk
Studies and ask what transnational socialist
solidarity—if it ever existed—meant for
Chittaprosad’s work and career as an
artist. My interest is to probe in what way
Chittaprosad’s postwar work responded to
this framework and and at the same time
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opening up the discussion to the multiple
layers that this encompassed.

Hunger and Freedom
as a Wartime Experience
At the outbreak of World War II,
Chittaprosad was in his early twenties
and as a young graduate he experienced
a very heated political atmosphere. The
British colonizers had dragged India
into the war. During these last years of
colonization, people became increasingly
active, supporting or protesting the war,
or simply demanding that the British “Quit
India”. Having experienced the threat of
Japanese invasion along the Bengal border
influenced Chittaprosad’s decision to join
the Communist Party. From then on, he
became involved with the anti-imperial and
anti-fascist cultural actions carried out by
the left-wing cultural platform of the CPI.
Chittaprosad designed anti-fascist posters
that proclaimed resistance to the Japanese
invasion, which were then displayed along
the border areas of East Bengal (today’s
Bangladesh). His work was soon noticed
by Puran Chand Joshi (1907-1980), then
General Secretary of the CPI, who put
him in service of the party. As a so-called
cultural worker, Chittaprosad contributed
extensively to the party’s organs throughout
India. Like in East Bengal, he often travelled
to document uprisings, peasant movements,
and conferences. At the outbreak of the
tragic Bengal Famine in 1943, PC Joshi sent
him out again to report from the worst-
affected areas as an eyewitness.
Chittaprosad’s iconic reports documenting
the famine, sketched and written during a
tour of one of the districts worst-hit by the
Bengal famine, are composed of instant
drawings of skeletal individuals and families
severely affected by the famine. The Bengal
famine was entirely man-made, a result
of political and economic tensions. At its
core were wartime profiteering and black-
market machinations, along with a general
maladministration. Chittaprosad’s direct
experience with the personal tragedies he
encountered walking around the Midnapore
district were reproduced directly in People’s
War and People’s Age—CPI's official organs—
thereby reaching a large audience across
India. Twenty-two of Chittaprosad’s iconic
sketches along notes from his tour were
famously published in 1944 as Hungry
Bengal: A Tour through the Midnapore District,
by Chittaprosad, in November 1943.> These
seemingly spontaneous drawings are
accompanied with text that personalizes
the victims’ tragedies. A committed CPI
member until 1948, he continued to draw

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020

and paint the economic injustice of the war,
but also used his skill to bring to attention
the armed Telangana movement that began
in 1946. In the final days of the fight for
independence, and in the postwar years, his
propaganda posters that targeted the British,
the congress, the landlord, the warmonger,
and the imperialist, increasingly focused

on the changing balance of power. These
images often exude the strong influence of
Soviet propaganda art in their shared way
of representing a heroic whitewashed reality
where strong and forward-marching human
bodies are shown with tools and weapons
in a quest to conquer the world for the

sake of the working class. While these
works are marked by an articulated moral
authority and a demonstration of humanity,
there also survive a number of works that
are “built up entirely on the language of
sarcastic caricature”.’ These works testify

to the artist’s critical sense of humour and
they also show his talent for observing the
shifting powers and dependencies in local
politics. One of his iconic cartoons therefore
depicts Jawaharlal Nehru accepting money
from the barrel of an American gun while
the deprived, represented by a mother

and child, are reaching out for communist
help—represented by a colossal hand and a
fist (Fig. 1).

While these works clearly speak for the
artist’s commitment and service to the CPI,
Hungry Bengal: A Tour through the Midnapore
District, by Chittaprosad, in November 1943 on
the other hand indicates a more nuanced
and individualist artistic development with
its formal and propagandistic language.
Chittaprosad contributed extensively to the
party’s cultural movement. Following his
disassociation from the party in 1948 due
to a major shift within the CPI, he became
disillusioned with politics and worked from
a small room on the outskirts of Bombay
in the quest of establishing new alliances.
Though his active political engagement had
effectively ended, his belief in humanity
and support for the neglected and the
disadvantaged continued. Around this
time, he responded to the first call of the
communist-led World Peace Movement,
possibly with the work Call for Peace (Fig. 2),
today part of the collection of the National
Gallery in Prague. It is unclear how
Chittaprosad got word of the call but given
PC Joshi’s involvement with the World
Peace Council meetings, and the connection
between the two men when the former
was an active CPI member, a possible link
seems likely. However, from this time on,
Chittaprosad’s work was noticed on the
international scene. Since then, his regional



and national identity was expanded and
would soon be associated with world
socialism, thus successfully portraying
hopes for the future.

Postwar Ideologies,

Alliances and Friendships

While India transitioned into independence,
Czechoslovakia proclaimed a new
constitution after the communist victory

of 1948, replacing bourgeois democracy
with people’s democracy and the country
underwent a major political transformation.
Thereafter, Czechoslovakia experienced
substantial political changes with complete
nationalization and communist control.’
Avant-garde architecture, just like avant-
garde painting and sculpture were rejected
as formalistic. Socialist realism became the
official style. Petr Kratochvil and Toma3
Winter elaborate that socialist realism
“included a whole range of themes, from
historical revolutionary forerunners of the
socialist world to the lives of contemporary
working men and women all the way to
idealized portraits of political leaders and
large-format works proclaiming the firm
bond between Czechoslovakia and the
Soviet Union.”® With the nationalization of
publishing houses and art galleries, works
of art were closely observed for ideological
correctness.

Chittaprosad’s artworks certainly met the
necessary ideological criteria. His former
alliance with the CPI, together with his
Socialist Realist pictorial language must
have been a welcome ingredient in the
decision to promote and support the artist
in Czechoslovakia. But there was more
to it than just political motivation. At the
heart of what connected Chittaprosad with
Czechoslovakia lay personal friendships.
Perhaps the first Czech person to develop
an interest in him was the Indologist
Miloslav Krasa (1920-2004). Krisa, who
was acquainted with India to some degree
having studied at the High School of
Political and Social Sciences in Prague
and then (November 1947-April 1948) at
Allahabad University, may have learned
about Chittaprosad’s work in India.
However, we know of a letter from 1950
that Krasa wrote from Prague to the Indian
artist Ram Kumar (1924-2018) who, at that
time, was living in Paris.” From the letter
we gather that Kumar had gone to Prague
to share both his literary and painterly
work. As if to follow up on a previous
conversation, Krasa reminds Kumar not
to forget to help him find out more about
the “Indian cartoonist Chittaprasad [sic]”
and he adds that he had just viewed “some
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very impressive linocuts” in “a new issue

of a Bengali Literary Magazine.” An actual
encounter between Chittaprosad and

Krasa did not take place until the later
1950s in Bombay, but their collaboration
and correspondence predated it. As early

as 1957, Chittaprosad starts to appear as

a regular contributor to the journal Novy
Orient. The quarterly journal Novy Orient has
been published since 1945 by the Oriental
Institute as a monthly Czech-language
journal informing the general public on
Asian, African, and sometimes South
American countries’ cultural, historical

and contemporary political affairs. In
addition to this, Chittaprosad’s contribution
continued with New Orient Bimonthly, which
came to be published between 1961 and
1975 as a bimonthly English-language
journal by the same institution. The content
of the two journals often overlapped but
the establishment of the English edition
expressed a clear editorial hope to reach a
larger, notably international audience. Krasa
appeared on both journals’ editorial teams,
as did Lubor Héjek (1921-2000), the latter
having established today’s collection of
Asian Art at the National Gallery in Prague
in 1951. The international character of New
Orient Bimonthly is validated by its advisory
editorial team composed of personalities
from around the world, including the
well-known Indian writer Mulk Raj Anand
(1905-2004).

Chittaprosad’s contributions to the two
journals are thus strongly marked by his
pictorial language. Due to his deep bond
with the hopes, suffering and frustrations of
the common people, this language became

2 Chittaprosad, Call for
Peace. Linocut on paper,
30.5 x 29.6 cm. Photo

© The National Gallery in
Prague, 2019.
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increasingly engaged with the plight and
oppression of children. The overall tone of
many of his images therefore changed in
terms of both context and style and became
ever more marked by a turn towards the
traditional, popular, and folkloric. Hence, in
a 1957 edition of Novy Orient, an example of
Chittaprosad’s woodcuts can be sited in this
context, appearing to illustrate the popular
Indian legend of the Two Audacious Brothers
(Fig. 3), retold and paraphrased in Czech
after an Indian folktale by Béla Tiglerova.

It was the precursor for a 1959 commission
to illustrate a book published by Bé&la
Ti8lerova titled Indické Bajky a Pohddky. Its
English translation—by Ruzena Kamath—
appeared ten years later, in 1969 as Indian
Fables and Fairy Tales, also illustrated by
Chittaprosad (Fig. 4).

Along with a Tajik fairy tale translated
into Czech by Vladimir Hobrlant, a 1958
edition of Novy Orient includes an older
work by Chittaprosad on the armed
Telangana movement. There is no apparent
connection between text and image here,
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and from Chittaprosad’s contributions to
the two journals we gather that sometimes
he illustrated texts that were not necessarily
connected with his work. Instead, it seems
that his pictorial language, based on
traditional and folk elements, became a
useful means to convey his message.

Around the same time, his connection
with folklore, tradition, and children
was expanded through his passion for
puppetry. It must be emphasized here that
Chittaprosad’s leaning towards certain
traditional elements, including theatre,
harks back to earlier times. As a former
CPI artist, he was actively involved with
the cultural wing of the party—the Indian
People’s Theatre Association (IPTA). He
placed his skills at the service of the party’s
political agenda, designing sets, costumes,
and theatre posters. His assistance to the
communist party in their mission to bring
culture to the people, villages, and small
towns, was revived in the 1950s when,
with the help of Franti§ek Salaba (dates
unknown), he reconnected with the theatre,
reaching out to the people.

FrantiSek Salaba worked as an assistant to
the trade commissioner of Czechoslovakia
in Bombay between 1954 and 1957. Salaba
and Chittaprosad met at a rehearsal of the
Little Ballet Troupe through its founders,
Shanti and Gul Bardhan, with whom
the artist was friends. He also designed
costumes for them.® While in Bombay,
Salaba organized an exhibition of Czech
toys and puppets, of which Chittaprosad
famously became fond. Salaba gifted him
some puppets, showed him how to animate
them and eventually “presented him an
entire puppet stage”.’ Subsequently,
Chittaprosad founded Khelaghar, a puppet
theatre for which he designed the stage
and puppets, and wrote scripts. His
theatrical activities were strictly reserved for
performances that he carried out exclusively
for the children of his immediate
neighbourhood. In his simple ground-floor
room in Bombay, Andheri, the children
became his new chosen audience. In a letter
that Chittaprosad wrote to Krasa dated
25 March 1959, he is unusually happy and
enthusiastic about his work on Khelaghar
and the fact that the puppets and stage had
taken over his entire one-room apartment.*
Chittaprosad wrote about his room that was
“almost over-crowded by the marionette
characters” and by the many children and
their mothers from the neighbourhood
that attended Friday and Saturday evening
rehearsals of the plays of Khelaghar, the
“first modern puppet theatre in India,” as
he himself referred to it.”> While the artist



proudly recounts his making of marionettes’
heads from empty coconut shells, his joy of
working with the puppets is obvious when
he says that he was “in love with puppetry”
and “in love with the children whose eyes
shine when lights are on [on] the little stage
of my[b] KHELAGHAR "

Chittaprosad’s enthusiasm for puppetry
and his experience in working with
theatre production, from the time of his
work for IPTA and his connection with
a group of Rajasthani village puppeteers
in Delhi in 1955, are directly linked to
the CPI's mediation of folk traditions
towards “progressive” and “clearly socialist
ends.”> The New Delhi-based critic and
curator Geeta Kapur aptly refers to this
as “an indigenous variant of socialism.”*
The ways in which the CPI and artists
like Chittaprosad applied such modalities
in more or less functional terms shall be
discussed below with historian Sanjukta
Sunderason and Indologist Jaroslav Strnad.
What is striking here is the fact that the
artist’s connection to Prague was not
only based on his political orientation
but, above all, it was very strongly linked
with his pictorial language where he
increasingly employed an iconographic mix
that celebrated and referenced traditional
and folk elements. The larger socio-critical
potential underlying Chittaprosad’s work
as it developed in the 1950s—such as
Khelaghar and his work dedicated to the
plight of children in the form of books and
prints—has not been thoroughly studied
and is therefore discussed below. One
aspect that should not be underestimated
here is the fact that Krasa proactively
supported the artist in this regard by
sending him catalogues of, for example,
ancient Mexican art.”

Krisa's support for Chittaprosad was
manifold. From the many letters exchanged
between them over three decades, we can
conclude that the artist received numerous
payments for his contribution to Novy Orient
and New Orient Bimonthly as well as for his
collaboration on the two book projects with
Béla Tislerova. But Krasa was also involved
in arranging Chittaprosad’s visit to Prague, a
plan that dates back to the later 1950s. With
the help of the Czechoslovak Artists’ Union,
several invitations reached the artist in
India, but he never travelled to Prague. In
fact, he never left India for fear of leaving
his belongings behind and not trusting
anyone in his neighbourhood. Krisa’s
plan was to get Chittaprosad to Prague for
Czechoslovakia’s 15th liberation anniversary
where, according to Krasa, many artistic,
cultural, and folk-related activities would be

INDIAN FABLES
AND
FAIRY TALES

BELA TISLEROVA

Translated from the Czech
by Ruzena Kamath

lustrated by Chittaprosad

]

IBH PUBLISHING COMPANY, BOMBAY |

4 Indian Fables and Fairy Tales, Béla Tislerova. With drawings by Chittaprosad,

Bombay: IBH Publishing Company, 1969.

taking place. Krisa also suggested extending
Chittaprosad’s visit into the summer of

that year so that he could experience the
Spartakiade, an occasion “which alone”, in
the words of Krasa, “is something worth
seeing: a Sports and Physical Training
festival without [a] parallel anywhere in the
world” ® “The Artist’s Union”, the letter
goes on, “would like to open an exhibition
of your graphic art and possibly paintings
sometime in the Spring in Praha”, and
Krasa was hoping that Chittaprosad would
be present at the opening.® Chittaprosad'’s
first exhibition in Czechoslovakia eventually
took place at Prague’s Hollar Gallery in
1963 without the artist’s presence. This
exhibition of 72 linocuts, 10 drawings

and 35 photographs then travelled on to
Bratislava.? Shortly after the exhibition,
the National Gallery in Prague acquired

38 works on paper from the artist for their
collection.

A 1974 letter by Chittaprosad to Krasa
survives in which the artist—in ill health
by now—seems to respond to an inquiry
made by Kréasa as to whether Chittaprosad
had or had not received the money from
the National Gallery in Prague. “As of [sic]
the National Galery [sic] money, I cannot
remember now if it came to me years ago
or not. Perhaps some ten or so years ago
I got it. I got some money years ago I do
remember, but not from whom ”*>

The Framework of a Transnational
Friendship

While Krasa's efforts in getting the artist
to Czechoslovakia failed, Krisa's visits to
Chittaprosad in Andheri, along with the
exchange of many letters, nurtured their
friendship and kept it alive. Chittaprosad’s
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5 Typewritten
letter from Krésa to
Chittaprosad, dated
21 January 1974, in

Masaryk Institute and
Archives of the CAS,
archival record Fond
M. Kréasa, box no. 5.

12
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Andhert, [
© January 21, 1974,
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about your so such eye trouble. Hut you are far stronger thanm

Czechoslovak friendships were largely
based on common cultural and ideological
interests and personal appreciation. For
Chittaprosad was very clear about who was
or was not his friend, and counted Krisa,
and above all Salaba, amongst them (Fig. 5).
By believing, supporting and promoting
Chittaprosad, his friends in Czechoslovakia
opened up a productive dialogical exchange
through transnational relationships and
sites of engagement. Here, friendship
and infrastructure are intricately linked
notions that chime in with Leela Gandhi’s
exemplary study on the “politics of
friendships”, where a history of anti-
colonialism is chartered through a series of
immature politics striving for community
beyond normative affiliations to nation,
gender or religion.” In relation to the
many letters that survive in Prague archives
between the marginalised Indian artist and
his supporters in Czechoslovakia, it can
therefore be said that these connections
created “the promise of [an] ideal
community”> for Chittaprosad, especially
confirming his anti-establishment position
that was also critical of artistic modernism.
Chittaprosad’s critique of modernity and
modernism took clear shape after Krasa's
well-meant act of establishing a connection
with the successful Indian artist Magbool
Fida Husain (1915-2011) [Fig. 6, 7].

In Place of a Conclusion

While Krisa may well have intended to
connect the two artists in order to provi-
de the disadvantaged Chittaprosad with
an entry point into the Indian art scene?,
here T would like to emphasise that
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M. F. Husain’s introduction to Chittaprosad
was a deliberate bringing together of two
artists in whose formal artistic vocabulary
and framework of reference Krasa might
have seen similarities. There are certain-

ly parallels in their embrace of elemental
forms along with both their engagement
with folk, rural, and non-modern expe-
riences.?* Yet we know from a letter that
Chittaprosad wrote in 1968 to a Czech
friend in Bombay—RtZena Kamath¥—that
this was a one-time meeting which did not
turn into a friendship or collaboration of
any sort. On the contrary, it was a huge
disappointment for Chittaprosad, who com-
plains about M. F. Husain’s empty promises
of introducing potential buyers to him.
Chittaprosad laments that M. F. Husain had
only made these promises in the presence
of Krésa.?® Chittaprosad further voices his
disillusionment by denouncing art as a com-
modity, and expressing his lack of respect
for artists who produce art for money.** For
Chittaprosad, people like Salaba, Krisa,
Kamath, and his imagined Czechoslovak
community represented reassurance,
because they approved of him as an artist
and valued his concerns. A summary of the
latter can be seen in Pavel Hobl's 1972 film
Konfese (Confession). When Hobl travelled to
India in 1972, he was commissioned to pro-
duce a commercial film for Czechoslovak
Airlines titled Gate to India, which was then
shown at cinemas across Czechoslovakia.
Miloslav Krasa, Hobl’s consultant for his
trip to India, suggested that the filmmaker
meet Chittaprosad. In an interview for a
Czech magazine, the filmmaker tells us how
difficult it was to approach the very shy




6 Photograph by M. Krasa, undated. As inscribed
on the back, we see Chittaprosad in the middle and
M. F. Husain on the right. Photo courtesy of Helena
Bonusovéa and the Krasa family.

artist in the Bombay periphery, and that the
whole shoot had only lasted one hour.* As
a consequence, Hobl included not only the
scenes that he shot at the artist’s home, but
also material that was made available for
him in Prague. He made use of the archive
of Novyj Orient and New Orient Bimonthly

and portrayed some of the graphic works
of the artist from the National Gallery in
Prague’s collection. Hobl's intention was

to portray an artist deeply connected to

the cause of peace and humanity via for-
mal elements and social graphic art and
folk art. In an interview, Hobl states that
Chittaprosad’s work strongly reminds him
of Mexican and Chinese woodcuts.” The
camera thus weaves between images of

the artist’s work and home to scenes from
the historic Bengal famine (probably film
archives) and rural Indian life. More fre-
quently, the camera zooms in on statues of
Indian temples and folkloric festivals and
juxtaposes these images with the puppets
and masks at Chittarposad’s home. It then
connects details of his graphic works with
these external figurative elements. The
film won two awards, one of which was the
World Peace Council prize at the 15th inter-
national documentary film festival DOK in
Leipzig. When Chittaprosad passed away
in November 1978 in Calcutta in the home
of his sister Gouri Chatterjee, Krasa was
instrumental in speedily organizing post-
-mortem exhibitions across Czechoslovakia:
in October 1979, an exhibition was mounted
at Mlada Fronta Gallery in Prague, followed
by an exhibition in Litomé&fice in March
1980. In 1981, a retrospective with works
acquired by the National Gallery in Prague
took place in Brno.

Chittaprosad’s postwar and post-
independence career was largely built on
transnational exchange and support via a
group of individuals and institutions from
Czechoslovakia. This support was built on
solidarity and friendship and is here seen

7 Photograph by M. Krasa, undated. As inscribed on
the back, we see Chittaprosad to the left, Krdsa smoking
a cigarette in the middle, and M. F. Husain on the right.
Photo courtesy of Helena Bonu$ova and the Krasa family.

in close connection with Leela Gandhi’s
explication of friendship in relation to
politics. In the framework of transnational
engagements and friendships, Chittaprosad’s
visual imagination thrived on the modalities
of theatrical, folk, and craft and traditions.
Chittaprosad’s choices, made with regard to
his location and audience, can be seen in
conjunction with his sense of belonging to
his nation and to the world, as seen in his
expanded and imagined geography.

Appendix—Conversation

Wille: As opposed to an imaginary fra-
mework—for Chittaprosad never went

to Prague—I would like to ask Jaroslav
Strnad about the political circumstances
of postwar Czechoslovakia, when Krasa
and Salaba established contact with
Chittaprosad. Jaroslav: given your position
at the Academy of Sciences in Prague, your
insights into the journals Novy Orient/
New Orient Bimonthly, and the fact that
you knew Krasa personally, can you tell us
about these journals’ early missions along
with Krasa’s involvement with the institu-
tion and the journals.

Strrad: Novy Orient was established in

the autumn of 1945 as a Czech-language
counterpart of Archiv Orientdlni, a respec-
table international journal founded by
Czechoslovak Oriental scholars in 1929.

In contrast to Archiv Orientdlni, Novy Orient
turned to a broader educated Czech reader-
ship interested in Oriental civilisations and
cultures, classical as well as modern, and
in developments in the field of politics and
international diplomacy in the postwar era.
At the beginning, the journal also brought
information on economic development in
Asian countries, which were of great inte-
rest to Czech entrepreneurs and companies
expanding their economic activities to
Asian markets. To these readers, the jour-
nal presented itself as the “Cultural and
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Political Review of the Society for Cultural
Relations with the Orient, edited by the
Oriental Institute in Prague”. The profile of
the journal conformed quite closely—as far
as I can see—to the situation on the political
scene in postwar Czechoslovakia: a gradual
slide from formal democracy of the National
Front to the so called “people’s democracy”,
firmly established after the February coup
of 1948. In the first four years of its existen-
ce, one can see a clear shift from balanced
reporting first to leftist and soon to commu-
nist interpretations of current affairs, com-
pletely in line with the Cold War rhetoric.
Articles dealing with classical topics were
more or less spared these tendencies as
their authors, mostly senior scholars, were
not infected by the communist ideology.
This “classical” content, supplemented with
high-quality illustrations, helped maintain

a degree of attractiveness and a sufficient
number of regular subscribers, who were
necessary for its economic survival. But any
reports on contemporary affairs were fully
in line with the official policies.

Miloslav Krasa contributed several
articles to Novyj Orient in the early 1950s,
but until the beginning of 1951 he was not
a member of the editorial board—his name
does not appear in the imprint of issue no.
1/1951—issue, which was the last issue that
included a list of members of the board.
No. 2/1951 shows clear signs of what can
be described as a coup in the editorial
board: the chief editor, Professor Lesny, was
replaced by the communist Old¥ich Fris,
and starting with this number, Fri§ was the
only name that appeared in the imprint,
with all other names deleted and replaced
by the formulation “and the Editorial
Council”. An imprint with new board
member names only appears in no. 7/1952,
and it includes Krasa. Comparison with
the previous list of board members shows
that non-communists were replaced with
party members, or younger “progressively
minded” scholars. Krdsa was not yet
member of the Oriental Institute—he joined
in 1959 after leaving his post at the Ministry
of Culture (my information is incomplete
here, but I was told that he had a relatively
well paid job at the Ministry as the chief of
a section for cultural contacts with Asian
countries; whereas his salary at the Oriental
Institute significantly lower).

In the late 1940s, Krésa began to
contribute to Novy Orient: his first two
articles appeared in no. 3/1947-48 and
were about the life of Indian students and
the origin of the Kashmir conflict. He had
participated at the Madras conference of
the International Student Service (ISS), a
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non-communist youth organization, and
in the first article he describes the current
state of Indian university establishment,
Indian student life, etc. It is a factual
report. In nos. 7-8, which were issued
in the same year, he contributed with an
article on the last days and assassination of
Mahatma Gandhi. At the turn of 1950s he
wrote on Indian theatre and the roots of
Indian nationalism; no. 5, 1949-50 includes
his article “Asian People in the Struggle for
Peace”, which is already full of communist
propagandist jargon and contains little
factual content. Generally, Krasa's 1950s
articles published in Novij Orient have a
strong ideological bias, and are in tune
with the official propagandist line (the
reception of Fu¢ik in India, the working
class movement in India), but others report
in a more neutral way on Indian film and
art (e.g., the Khajuraho temples).

The first woodcuts by Chittaprosad
reproduced in Novy Orient date to 1957
(nos. 1, 5, 9) and accompany translations of
Indian tales by Béla Tislerova and a one-act
play by Balvant Gargi, translated by Milena
Hiibschmannova. It is nearly certain that
Cittaprasad‘s woodcuts were brought to
the pages of Novy Orient by Krasa, then a
section chief in the Ministry of Culture, plus
member of the Novyj Orient editorial board.

The question about the political
circumstances of postwar Czechoslovakia
is a complex one and cannot be fully
answered here. A few basic things have
to be kept in mind: in contrast to other
Central European countries (Austria,
Poland, Hungary, even Slovakia), only
postwar Czechoslovakia experienced a
sharp and genuine turn to the left, with the
communist party enjoying mass support
(in the 1946 election, it won 40 per cent
of the votes in Bohemia and Moravia:
Slovaks complained that Slovakia was in
fact the only country in Europe invaded
by communism from the west). Reasons
for this included the still living memories
of the Great Depression, the Munich
Agreement and the issuing discreditation of
political and diplomatic orientation towards
Western powers, the 1945 liberation by the
Red Army, the forced expulsion of Germans
from Czechoslovakia accompanied with
the deft communist redistribution of the
spoils, and the fear of German retribution
in the event of another sellout by the West,
a danger against which the only perceived
protection was a close alliance with the
Soviet Union—a mix of self-preservation
drive, noble ideas, and the basest motives.
Many young people were swayed by this
muddy current and later had difficult



time retaining a feeling of self-respect and
honesty: the Czechoslovak period of high
Stalinism with its terror, monster trials,
gallows, concentration camps and general
cultural “Gleichschaltung” was one of

the worst in the whole Eastern Bloc. But
many people—and I think Krisa was one

of them—still believed that the socialist/
communist orientation was basically

correct and that the “distortions” and
“deformations” were just symptoms of the
first phase of the revolution: that you can’t
make omelette without breaking eggs. Some
of them had a wake-up call in 1956 with the
Soviet invasion of Hungary (among Indians,
Nirmal Varma, for example), others with the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August
1968. Krisa was able to keep his party card
through the purges of the early 1970s, but
he was a different Krasa by then. I also
believe that he never intentionally harmed
his ideological opponents—in the 1950s he
was also drafted as a secret police informer
and his file is still extant in the archive.
There is not a single denunciation or
information that could do harm to anyone.

Wille: Sanjukta, you have written

about Chittaprosad’s early work for the
Communist Party of India (CPI). Could
you elaborate on what exactly it was that
prompted Chittaprosad’s rejection of

the CPI? Is there a connection between
his dissociation from the party and the
Communist International?

Sunderason: Chittaprosad and the CPI's
formulation of the cultural movement was
a product of the Communist International
and its locational footprints in late-coloni-
al polities. The Seventh World Congress

of the Comintern (1935), for instance, was
extremely important for the communist
movement in India. While the party itself
was underground in the late 1930s, the
documents of the seventh congress were
circulated informally through underground
channels and gave an impetus to imagining
new modalities of resistance combining
anti-fascist and anti-imperialist politics.
Chittaprosad entered the party in the early
1940s through such channels of anti-fasci-
st mobilisations, and as you note, became
an iconic artist of the famine of 1943—
what I have called an “artist-cadre”. The
Comintern of course was dissolved in 1943.
Chittaprosad’s dissociation from the party
is tied to the shifts within the party itself,
brought about by the second party congress
of 1948 held in Calcutta, where the party
General Secretary P. C. Joshi was expelled,
and a new leadership taken over by

B. T. Ranadive. Under Ranadive, the party

took on a more radical political staging,

one that discarded Joshi's more assimilative
politics that had driven the modalities of
the cultural movement. The newly achieved
independence too was declared as “false”

as the party itself had to go underground
under the newly formed Nehruvian gover-
nment. Chittaprosad’s dissociation is tied
to both structural policy shifts within the
party that made the cultural thrust secon-
dary to a more active political radicalism

of the party, and also to personal associa-
tions triggered by Joshi’'s departure. The
dissociation also needs to be read against
the backdrop of a growing Zhdanovism in
the international communist culture, where
a stricter control over cultural produc-

tion and rhetoric would have created rifts
between artists and the party in India too.
Chittaprosad was in fact one of many others
who removed themselves from the party in
1948. He would try time and again in the
early-1950s to seek productive commissions
that would reflect the cultural agenda of the
1940s, but with little party support.

Wille: Jaroslav, from Chittaprosad’s work
as displayed in Novy Orient/New Orient
Bimonthly in the late 1950s and the

early 1960s, to his exhibition in Prague’s
Hollar Gallery in 1963 and subsequent-
ly in Bratislava, onto the two books by
Tislerova that he illustrated. We don’t
know how large his audience was, but
how would you read the fact that it was
primarily his culturally traditional, folk
and popular-oriented imagery that was
shown in Czechoslovakia? Were people in
Czechoslovakia perhaps more receptive to
such imagery?

Strnad: Generally, people here were tired
of the aggressive political propaganda and
cartoons directed against the “imperialist
warmongers and their lackeys” etc.—the
dailies, particularly Rudé Prdvo and a host
of others, were always filled with that. So
that the anti-Nehru cartoon you call ico-
nic would not get a favourable reception
here.?* But certain topics certainly were of
universal concern, despite being exploited
by political propaganda: pacifist move-
ments, exploitation of children, women’s
rights, national emancipation, anti-colonial
struggles. Some well-meaning communists
hoped that by invoking these themes and
topics, they would be able to win over the
non-communist part of the population (and
they knew that it was the silent majority).
But their success was limited. What deve-
loped instead was an opposite and very
unfortunate position: a mistrust, suspici-
on towards everything that was deemed
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8 Chittaprosad, Without
Fairy Tales, undated.
Linocut on paper,

29.7 x 30.6 cm. Photo
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besmeared with communist propaganda—a
stance resulting from a vision distorted by
the black-and-white Cold War presentation
of the world.

And there is another moment worth
mentioning: from 1948 until 1989, the
landlocked country of Czechoslovakia was

further fenced with barbed wire; free travel,

not only to the damned and damnable
West, but to any non-communist part of
the world, was an unattainable dream for
most people. Czechoslovak koruna was
not convertible, and the country suffered
constant lack of hard foreign currency, but
the reasons were not just financial. In the
1950s, only thoroughly vetted comrades
were allowed to travel behind the Iron
Curtain (it was easier to emigrate there

in earlier times, hence, for example, the
necessity of the Berlin Wall). Restrictions
were relaxed a little towards the end of
1950s, mostly for scholars, sportspersons,
and some carefully selected journalists and
artists; but the general population had to
stay at home. Trips to Asia were rare, so
that people were saved the confrontation
with the harsh reality of utter poverty, the
slums—the culture shock many travellers
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and students experience during their first
visit to India even today.

Concerning Chittaprosad’s exhibition
at Hollar and his unrealized visit to
Czechoslovakia, planned and furthered
by Krasa, we have an interesting archival
document—a reply from the Secretariat
of the Central Committee of the Union of
Czechoslovak Fine Artists, dated 11 July
11 1963 which rejects on financial grounds
Kréasa’s offer to pay for Chittaprosad’s air
ticket to Prague. It says: “As is known,
the Union organized, at its own expense,
Chittaprosad’s exhibition at Hollar in May
this year, which turned out economically
unsuccessful 7 Pointing to a lack of
money always made for a legitimate and
unassailable argument. The fact behind this
failure was probably the Czech public’s low
interest in the kind of work Chittaprosad
and Krésa were offering. Perhaps the
content of the exhibition could be
reconstructed from a catalogue, if it exists,
or from Chittaprosad’s works subsequently
bought and owned by the National Gallery
in Prague.

In terms of the general artistic context:
during the 1950s, the official Czechoslovak



line in the arts was the “sorela”—socialist
realism, and artists were asked or directed
to conform. Formalism, structuralism,
surrealism were banned words and any
work, literary or visual, inspired by these
currents was consigned to the underground.
Little wonder then that the community of
artists and art lovers—the kind of people
who frequent exhibitions—showed little

to no interest in Chittaprosad’s work: they
could see a lot of ideologically contaminated
stuff everywhere around. Krisa was an
idealist, a communist who felt genuine
sympathy for a poor progressive artist
suffering for a just cause in his (Krasa’s)
beloved India and being unjustly neglected
there. I believe that the introduction of
Chittaprosad’s work into the Czechoslovak
cultural context was due to purely personal
contacts and the untiring activity of Krasa
and perhaps Salaba and a few others.

Wille: Sanjukta, given Chittaprosad’s
theatrical involvement with Khelaghar,
can we read his work with puppets, and
consequently his work for children as
socio-critical? If so, what is this criticali-
ty constituted of and what is it informed
by? Considering other Indian artists’
investment to paint “for the people”—I am
referring here to M. F. Husain who has
already been mentioned in the article—
and to create modernist paintings that
were craft-based and nation oriented,
where do we position Chittaprosad, whose
work seems to defy an easy description of
artistic modernism, in relation to Indian
post-independence art?

Sunderason: The social address of
Chittaprosad’s puppetry and children’s
book illustrations is something T am deve-
loping in a larger piece I am doing on his
post-1948 works and modes of working,
too. As I note in my book Partisan Aesthetics,
directions and transformations in the work
of communist artists like Chittaprosad in
post-1947 India are marked by the shifts
within the party and its cultural apparatus,
and the resultant difficulties that artists
formerly tied to the party faced. This forced
some of them to take up alternate forms

of articulating a socialist consciousness—
some having to give up “political art” for
teaching, or pursuing more modernist
forms free from the party’s necessities.
Chittaprosad’s turn to puppetry and illustra-
tions come both from a sense of alienation
and fancy: he was working away from any
party patronage or support in the art world
of postcolonial Bombay; and he continued
to be rooted in developing art “for the peo-
ple”, as he himself notes in interviews and

his autobiography manuscript. Khelaghar
seems to have provided him with two reso-
lutions, albeit temporary: an escape from
the gruelling everyday that he negotiated in
his (somewhat self-imposed too) marginali-
sation in a tiny room in suburban Bombay;
and a mode to develop an assimilation of
folk and mythological narratives, popu-

lar forms and the everyday via storytelling.
This is strongly reminiscent of Soviet book
illustrations that were highly visible in post-
colonial India, as well as a strong presence
of East European cultural productions in
the urban calendar of postcolonial metropo-
lises like Bombay.

To me the “social criticality” is constituted
through Chittaprosad’s lineage, the history
he was a part of, and continued to struggle
with as a result of such lineage. As you
rightly note, painting “the people” or even
developing toys was not new; many artists
including Hussain were involved in it,
but political lineages of such art-making
differed.

Chittaprosad was not invested in
modernism, or the nation. That is also
a fundamental difference between his
artistic practice and that of the Nehruvian
national-modern vanguard, of whom
again, M. F. Husain is an architect and
representative.

Wille: Let’s turn to the collection of
38 works that are with the National Gallery
in Prague. A large number of linocuts
form part of the series Without Fairy
Tales—or Angels without Fairy Tales, as it is
perhaps better known—of which the title
page is also at NGP (Fig. 8).

The artist developed this series in
1952. Children are the protagonists
here and their lives are marked by
suffering, disease, and oppression. The
collection was originally dedicated to the
International Conference in Defence of
Children and it was first published by
the Danish UNICEF Committee in 1969.*
Many of these works address the situation
of child labour and child exploitation
and generally portray the situation of
children that endure hardship as well
as physical and emotional cruelty. Little
Acrobats (Fig. 9) renders one such scene,
where in a performative act, children vie
for attention in order to earn some money.
The playfulness of the situation is thus
deceptive. In these images, children are
not seen in playful situations but are,
instead, shown as those who are deprived
of childhood.

The work Street Fight or Little Rebels*
(Fig. 10) dates back to the time of the
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Quit India movement of August 1942

and marks a critical moment in India’s
struggle for independence. The drama
taking place in this image is that of an
approaching military force against a group
of children inscribing Quit India on what
looks like a wall or a panel. The tension

in this work arises by the sheer imbalance
of the situation: the heavily armoured
military car against the innocence of a
group of children inscribing words on

a wall in something reminiscent of a
childlike painterly act. The structure of the
image—the way that architectonics have
been placed to organize the scenario—is
reminiscent of a stage-like setting where
panels are being shifted in order to
prepare for the next scene.

Sanjukta, given what we know about the
artist and his connection with Prague-
based personalities, and assuming that
Krasa and Salaba were involved in making
the selection for the National Gallery in
Prague’s acquisition, what does the choice
of works that are largely related to child
labour and child oppression tell us? While
demonstrating the cultural exchange
between Czechoslovakia and India may
be one of the reasons for acquiring
works by a left-leaning and progressive
Indian artist, the fact that Chittaprosad
was largely neglected in India’s post-
independence art world suggests that the
Czechoslovak support for Chittaprosad
was purely personal and friendship-based.
Sunderason: I think the selection was basi-
cally driven by a recognition—of a voca-
bulary of folk form—the iconography has
striking similarities with a broader socialist
book illustration genre. Selections could
also have been random, based on what the
artist showed to the collectors. Chittaprosad
made these works in the early-1950s, for
the Youth Congress in Vienna and WPC.
We know that these images were not in
circulation, and were published only in the
late 1960s through his friend Erik Stinus,
as Angels without Fairy Tales. T imagine that
these were his prized possessions, particu-
larly as ones where he combines two of his
dear interests—labour and displacements,
and a radical folk-popular form. Childhood
to Chittaprosad, I would argue, becomes
a generative site where both the promises
and the tragedies of a young nation become
active—as contradiction. It is also interes-
ting to note how the portrayal of children
enslaved is a radically different imagination
from a Nehruvian idea of children as the
beacon of the new nation.

I do think the support from
Czechoslovakia is indeed personal,
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friendship driven. This is all the more
important to note because in his letters
too Chittaprosad never mentions getting
entries into the postcolonial government’s
own cultural exchanges with eastern
European countries, neither is there any
trace of a more structured “exchange” in
his works too. So, I would read this more—
in agreement with your own arguments
here—of a friendship-driven dialogue (and
acquisition).

Wille: T have to bring this very engaging
conversation to a closure but before I do
so, I would like to return to something
Jaroslav mentioned earlier in connection
with the Central Committee of the Union
of Czechoslovak Fine Artists. Jaroslav,

you pointed to an archival record where

it is said that the Union was dissatis-

fied with the result of Chittaprosad’s
exhibition in Prague in 1963. I find this
remark very important. Chittaprosad’s
work that is with the National Gallery in
Prague was supported by a small group
of friends, defying market pressure and
possibly neglecting the fact that most
people who knew of Chittaprosad’s work
in Czechoslovakia may not have responded
to it favourably.”* And, Jaroslav, you have
explained to us why this may well have
been the case. Can we therefore conclu-
de—by making a connection to cultural
productions—that there existed a variety
of cultural politics and extensive cultu-
ral networks which enriched the cultural
landscape of postwar Czechoslovakia to an
extent that it enabled discussions about
the meaning of art outside the Western
canon? I am thinking of not only visual
arts but literature, poetry and others, as
represented in Novy Orient/New Orient
Bimonthly. Are we seeing that negotiations
took place between unusual actors and
sites?

Strnad: Certainly, there were people, even
circles of informed persons in postwar
Czechoslovakia, who were qualified to
discuss the meaning of art originating
outside the western canon. But a great deal
of Oriental artistic production available

in Czechoslovak galleries, museums, and
private collections was fully intelligible only
with the knowledge of its cultural and his-
torical context, a really informed discussion
was probably limited to a narrow group of
specialists. But the purely aesthetic appeal
of some of these works was of course a
different matter: you can enjoy a statue of
Buddha from Gandhara without knowing a
lot about its exact historical and religious
context. A purely aesthetic criterion proba-



bly played a decisive role in arousing the
interest of a broader public. Political circles,
on the other hand, were mainly interested
in progressive art and artists—here the
message was more important than mere
aesthetic impression. Today, it seems diffi-
cult to establish without systematic archival
research the extent to which these two
circles intersected. Krasa and Héajek may
have been one such example, but saying
any more would amount to pure speculati-
on, at least on my part.

Wille: Sanjukta, based on what Jaroslav is
saying here, would you be able to assess
how, if at all, the Czechoslovak connection
was beneficial for Chittaprosad’s artistic
reputation in India? The purchase of the
38 works on paper by the National Gallery
in Prague seemed to have contributed next
to nothing in terms of his acknowledge-
ment by the Indian art world. Where do
we locate the Indian left’s postcolonial
cultural position?

Sunderason: It is very important to note,

in my opinion, Chittaprosad’s marginality
in post-colonial India; until in fact a pri-

vate art market-driven salvage in the late
1990s and through the 2000s, which led
up to a major retrospective from the Delhi
Art Gallery (DAG) in 2011. His reputation
in the 1950s-1960s is limited to left-wing
circles, that too among close friends; he
himself does not seem to circulate in the
art circuits of Bombay, in fact he is cynical
of the market-driven art world. As I have
noted in Partisan Aesthetics, Chittaprosad’s
letters to his mother noting his maltre-
atment from Mulk Raj Anand himself
reveals his marginal existence amidst the
circuits of Nehruvian socialism and natio-
nal-modern aesthetic. So his engagement
with Czechoslovakia is in fact a rich field to
explore aesthetic dialogues via friendships
and what can be seen as “alternate internati-
onalisms”—that steer clear (perhaps cons-
ciously too) of nation-state-driven cultural
apparatus or institutional modernisms. It
is a private world, and a melancholic one.
Chittaprosad’s own cynicism, one must
admit, plays a role in this; he seems to
occupy a curious position of both seeking
and refusing recognition. The question of
the postcolonial left is critical here too.
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9 Chittaprosad, Little
Acrobats, undated.
Linocut on paper,

29.4 x 30.5 cm. Photo

© The National Gallery in
Prague, 2019.
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While active in the fields of literature and
theatre, in Indian visual art, the footprints
of a leftist ethic (in particular of the criti-
cal, counter-hegemonic genre Chittaprosad
represented) are meagre, a point I have
discussed in detail elsewhere. During his
lifetime, he continued to be celebrated in
small activist circles in Bengal, not so much
in Bombay where he lived, and since the
1990s, leftist forums like SAHMAT in Delhi
have of course upheld his activist work. You
see these works everywhere now in protest
marches, pop-up activist exhibitions, peo-
ple’s film festivals, and so on. This popular
salvage, one must note, is a decade old.

This article was published with the support of the Grant
for the Long-Term Conceptual Development of the
Research Organization of the Ministry of Culture of the
Czech Republic.
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MATERIALIA

Petr Maixner’s Vlasta—History
Painting between Generations

MARKETA DLABKOVA

The text analyzes the last and largest history painting by Petr Maixner (1831-1884),
focusing on the context of the painting’s origin.' Vlasta, also known under the titles
Vlasta’s Recruitment, The Maidens’ War and The Maidens’ War in Bohemia, originated
in 1880 but its genesis dates back to the 1850s and in fact pervades Maixner’s entire
ocuvre. The creative process is revealed through studies of the time: from the earliest
dating in the late 1850s (NGP) through a study from the 1870s (Gallery of West Bohemia
in Pilsen) all the way to the final canvas which is now owned by the Hofice Municipal
Museum. While the first study shows strong signs of the influence of Josef Manes'’s
work that, on several levels, converged with Maixner’s oeuvre (especially Maixner’s
illustrations and works for illustrated magazines), the final version shows the influence
of Maixner’s travels in Italy and old masters he studied there, also attesting to his
attempts to embrace contemporary trends in European history painting.

Keywords The painting Vlasta, also known as
19th-century painting, history painting, Petr Maixner, Vlasta’s Recruitment, The Maidens’ War and
Josef Manes

The Muaidens’ War in Bohemia, is among

the largest and most ambitious works

by Petr Maixner (1831-1884). A painter

and illustrator, Maixner was a student

of Christian Ruben’s school of history
painting at the Academy of Fine Arts

in Prague, which allowed students to
participate in collective projects and placed
emphasis on compositional invention and
historical realism. In his time, Maixner
was a respected painter whose work was
followed and appreciated by the public;
yet, he met the same fate as many of his
contemporaries, becoming a “forgotten”
artist after the turn of the 20th century.
Although a number of Ruben’s students—
including Maixner—reflected to some
degree the influence of Belgian and French
colourism in history painting, the emerging
generations of artists and theorists largely
saw their works as formally obsolete and
unattractive. Paradoxically, rather than
Maixner’s large history canvases, his minor
works, namely his 1860s illustrations for
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1 Petr Maixner, The Maidens” War, around 1860, oil, canvas, 44.5 x 59 cm, The National Gallery in Prague, inv. no. O 4704.

Cesko-Moravskd kronika [Czech-Moravian
Chronicle] by Karel Vladislav Zap, left the
strongest mark on Czech art, even though
illustration was traditionally the least
respected in the “hierarchy” of art forms.2
Vlasta is dated to 1880 but the roots
of its origin go much deeper, pervading
Maixner’s entire oeuvre. Marie Slavikova
and Hana Volavkovi, whose small
publication entitled Zivot a dilo Petra
Maixnera (The Life and Work of Petr
Maixner, 1934) is the only existing
monograph on Maixner, list several studies
that preceded the final canvas. The earliest
study, dated by Slavikova and Volavkovi to
1852-1854 is a canvas with the dimensions
44.5 x 59 cm, kept at the National Gallery
in Prague under the title The Maidens’ War
(Fig. 1). Another, now missing study is
assumed to have originated after Maixner’s
journey to Italy—it is dated between 1865,
when Maixner returned to Prague, and
1868, when the Kvéty magazine wrote that
“[Maixner] sent his sketch The Maidens’
War to the committee in Vienna and,
as a proof of his successful journey to
Italy, he received a state subsidy for the

execution of the large painting that he
had been working on.”? An oil study with
the dimensions 53 x 65.5 cm, now in the
Gallery of West Bohemia in Pilsen (Fig. 2)
shows the painting’s further evolution.
Slavikova and Volavkova assume 1878
was the terminus ante quem, while Roman
Prahl dates it to 1873.# There are also
two charcoal figural sketches (NGP)’> and
a cartoon for the final canvas dating
presumably to 1875-1876, now in the
collection of the Hofice Museum.
Maixner presented what was to be his last
large painting (184 x 254 c¢m) at the 1880
annual exhibition of Krasoumna jednota
[Fine Arts Union] (Fig. 3). When he died
four years later, Viasta became the largest
painting at his posthumous exhibition
organized by the gallerist Mikul4s
Lehmann. Although Lehmann had colour
prints of the canvas made, he could not
find a buyer for Vlasta. In 1891, the painting
was included in the art show at the Jubilee
Exhibition and it was not until 1897 that
the work was purchased by Maixner’s
native town, Hofice. It is now property of
the Hofice Museum.
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2 Petr Maixner, Viasta, around 1875, oil, canvas, 53 x 65.5 cm, The Gallery of West
Bohemia in Pilsen, inv. no. O 139. © Zapadoceska galerie v Plzni.
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The 30-year-long creative process was
necessarily reflected in both the work’s
overall execution and details. However,
compared to the first study from the
1850s, the final painting’s composition
remained almost identical. The painting’s
centre features a group of women as they
approach the viewer, followed by Vlasta
and her aide on horses. The left side
depicts a riverbank with washerwomen
to whom the passing warriors talk.

On the right is a wooden house with a
family sitting by the door—the father’s
gesture toward the warrior women
suggests disapproval, while the mother
dispassionately nurses her baby; other
family members peep from the veranda
and through the door. While in the first
study, the group of women marches from
right to left, the other versions show
them walking in the opposite direction—
the women come slightly from the left,
increasing the impression of confrontation
between them and the family in the house,
as well as the viewer. This compositional
change dates to the turn of the 1850s and
the 1860s; according to Slavikova, Maixner,
following his departure from Vienna in
1861 and prior to his Italian journey, wrote
to his brother Karel to “send from Prague
the drawing where the procession of
women is again turned from left to right.”°
In the final painting, the whole pictorial
space is seen slightly from above and so
more space is created in the background
for another group of female figures. The
comparison of the study from the 1870s
and the final painting shows only minor
changes—the most visible is the clearing
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of right foreground from where Maixner
removed a crawling child and a cat.

However, when examining the earliest
study it becomes apparent that the overall
character of Maixner’s painterly expression
underwent a significant change. The 1850s
was the decade of Maixner’s entry to
the art world. As a student of Christian
Ruben’s school of history painting, he first
exhibited at the 1851 exhibition of Fine
Arts Union where he presented his Zavis
of Falkenstein and in the following year,
he drew positive attention by exhibiting
St Methodius Converts Boris the Bulgarian
Czar to Christianity (1852), a now missing
painting. Both these paintings found
buyers among the aristocracy, attesting to
Maixner’s successful debut.” Imprisonment
themes were popular among Maixner’s
contemporaries—they offered a (melo)-
dramatic undertone, albeit without
dramatic action. Before the mid-1850s,
such works included Antonin Lhota’s King
Wenceslaus IV in Captivity at the Prague Castle
in 1394, Karl Huguenin's Galilei in Prison
(1854) and Frantisek Cermak’s Dalibor in
Prison (1855).

In addition to Zavis, Maixner also
painted Prince Wenceslaus in Prison at the
Loket Castle (1854). This painting is now
missing but the preserved pencil study®
kept at the National Gallery in Prague
suggests that in his early oeuvre, Maixner
did not simply follow the premises of
academic education but that he also found
inspiration outside the Academy. The
typology of his female figures, the softness
of shapes and the scene’s overall lyricism
betray the influence of Josef Méanes and
the same features can be found in his
study The Maidens’ War. While the young
warriors and washerwomen evoke works
like Manes’s Musica series (after 1855) or
the composition of Oldfich and Bo%ena (1857)
(Fig. 4), the group near the house clearly
refers to Manes’s famous drawing Slovak
Family (Fig. 5), dating to the period between
1854, when the artist returned from his
travels to Slovakia, and 1860, when the
composition was used for the title page of
Ignaz Leopold Kober’s magazine Obecné
listy naucné a zdbavné.°

Although Mines’s work was a key
source of inspiration for the subsequent
generation, artists also took cues from their
contemporaries. There are many instances
of mutual inspiration in both compositions
and themes - for example, Maixner’s
illustrations for Zap’s chronicle were
significantly influenced by Karel Javiirek’s
history paintings.'® If Ménes represented an
enfant terrible of sorts for his contemporaries



3 Petr Maixner, Viasta, 1880, oil, canvas, 184 x 254 cm, Hofice City Museum. © David Stecker.

in terms of his working methods and
communication with his peers, his
illustrations for the Manuscripts made a
great impression even though the first
edition was not a success.” The Manuscripts
then became an essential work of their
time and their influence can be seen in
Maixner but also Karel Svoboda and others.
Maixner and Méanes knew each other quite
well. Later on, they met on a regular basis
while creating magazine illustrations—
between 1868 and 1872, Maixner was the
editor of the illustrated part of Kvéty—and
during the activities of the visual art section
of Uméleckd beseda [Art Club] where, for
example, they took part in the preservation
and renovation of the Holy Cross rotunda
in Prague.'? The closeness of the Muaidens’
War study with the aforementioned works
by Ménes may justify dating it closer to the
year 1860.5

Vlasta’s theme itself is characteristic
of the period—themes from early Czech
history and legends were among the most
popular in the field of history painting.
The Maidens’ War was attractive but also
somewhat risky as it potentially involved
depicting women in combat. This may be
the reason why the whole theme largely

remained reduced to the story of Sarka
and Ctirad, which fits comfortably in the
stories of Czech historical lovers such as
Oldfich and BoZena and Bfetislav and Jitka.
At the 1856 exhibition of the Fine Arts
Union, Maixner presented his variation on
this theme under the title Sdrka Deceives
Ctirad (the same exhibition also included

a canvas by Gustav Kratzmann with the
same title) and he returned to the subject
in subsequent years.* Vlasta, however,
represents a completely different approach
to the popular subject, depicting a genre
scene rather than a particular section of
the legend. Maixner clearly regarded this
work as very important, evident from the
aforementioned letter he sent from Vienna
to his brother Karel, which also suggests
there were further preparatory studies for
the painting.

Maixner’s journey to Italy (1862-1864),
made possible thanks to his successful
painting Refugee Peasants in the Thirty Years’
War (1860)," played a key role in Viasta’s
evolution. The Refugee Peasants represented
the culmination of Maixner’s work at the
time and, aside from showing Ruben’s
influence, it responded to the contemporary
Belgian-French school of history painting.
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4 Josef Ménes, Oldrich and BoZena, 1857, pen drawing, wash, paper, 475 x 550 mm, The Moravian Gallery in Brno, inv. no. B 1861.
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The same influence was already evident in
Maixner’s 1855 painting John of Luxembourg
Arrives in Prague where he used impressive
light effects and colour accents. However,
Maixner’s artistic expression significantly
changed during his Italian journey, which
had been preceded by a two-year sojourn
in Vienna. Joseph Matthias Trenkwald,
based in Vienna at the time, helped
Maixner become familiar with the fresco
technique, leading to Maixner’s first
frescoes in Altlerchenfelder Kirche. In this
period, Maixner also intensively studied old
masters, a preoccupation that continued
during his visits to Venice, Florence and
Rome. He copied works by Raphael,
Titian, Bellini, Reni and Van Dyck, and
painted Italian landscapes. Based on his
correspondence, he was also thinking about
the painting he would make as a result

of his Italian journey—in addition to The
Maidens’ War, he revisited the theme Abbot
Bozetéch Carries the Cross to Rome, a work he
did not finish and exhibit until 1879.
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Maixner returned to Prague in 1865, after
a short stopover in Vienna. Rather then
working on his canvases, he devoted his
full attention to illustrations for Zap’s Czech-
Moravian Chronicle, a project he had begun
in 1860, while also working for illustrated
magazines and creating and restoring wall
paintings. As mentioned above, he sent
a study for The Maidens’ War to Vienna
sometime before 1868 but his work on the
large canvas was not moving ahead. The
study from the Museum of West Bohemia
in Pilsen can likely be dated to the second
half of the 1870s. The comparison with the
studies from the 1850s shows a visible shift
in the artistic approach—in addition to the
above-discussed compositional changes,
the pictorial space is more populated, the
figures are closer to the viewer and to one
another and the foreground now features
bathing girls in addition to the dog-and-cat
scene.

Although the study that Maixner sent
to Vienna is missing, we may assume that



in terms of composition, it was closer to
the final versions than the 1850s canvas
study. I believe that this new version of
Vlasta was inspired by Domenichino’s
The Hunt of Diana (1616) (Fig. 6) in the
Borghese Gallery. This is evident from not
only the newly added bathing children,
one of whom is a precise mirror image
of its model, but also from the garments
worn by some of the warriors, especially
Vlasta herself, as well as the figures in the
background, which add a hunting motif to
the scene, again in correspondence with
Domenichino’s canvas. Mannerist painting
clearly made an impression on Maixner
in this period, attested to also by his
Bogena from 1876 where the dazzling white
body of the beautiful laundress with her
elegant gesture dominates the painting’s
entire vertical plane (a variation on this
figure also appears in Vlasta as the hesitant
washerwoman on the very left). As Hana
Volavkova noted, Maixner improved on
his ability to build compositions while in
Ttaly but “lost his joyful sense for colour.
According to Volavkovi, this was due to
the late influence of the German Nazarenes
active in Ttaly, but the above-discussed
features suggest that Maixner was also
directly influenced by old masters. The
cold palette, detailed execution and theatre-
like flatness of the scene clearly refer to
Domenichino’s Mannerism. The final
painting, unlike the original sketch, lets the
cool light spill evenly throughout the entire
painting.

It is also worth noticing the change
in the depiction of the father sitting in
front of the house. While in the first
study, the figure was influenced by the
aforementioned Slovak Family by Manes,
the final painting (and the study from
the 1870s) depicts the figure differently.
Here, Maixner dresses the father in a
white embroidered caftan with a broad
belt and, quite importantly, changes his
position. Previously sitting in a leisurely
manner with one leg over the other, the
father now presses both legs strongly
against the ground, while his hand raised
toward the procession of women points
down. Rather than mocking curiosity,
the figure now expresses rejection. It is
no longer reminiscent of Méanes’s Slovak
man, resembling instead the father from
Jaroslav Cermédk’s Counter-Reformation (1854)
(Fig. 7). This painting, perceived in its time
as one of the iconic works of Czech history
painting, was first exhibited in Prague in
1858. Later on, in 1873, the Art Club made
a reproduction of it that was given away
as a membership bonus. It is therefore

5 Josef Manes, Slovak Family, late 1850s, pencil, watercolour, paper, 345 x 260 mm,
The National Gallery in Prague, inv. no. K 1161.

possible that the detail with the father in
Maixner’s Vlasta is a reference to the work
of his famous compatriot.

However, unlike Cermak’s Counter-
Reformation, Maixner’s Vlasta earned
somewhat contradictory evaluations.

The first review of what was still a

work in progress can be found in the
aforementioned 1868 biographical text
published in Kvéty. Here, the author states
that although Maixner has yet to become

a fully mature artist, his future seems
promising, as attested to by both the
painting “Refugees in the Thirty Years’ War”
and the unfinished Vlasta: “Whoever [...]
had the opportunity to see his ‘Maidens’
War’, on which he is now working, will be
amazed at the sight of flourishing progress
emanating from the painting. The painting
is the epitome of vibrancy, everything
moves buoyantly and passionately; it is like
the strange war’s musical march captured
on the canvas.”” It is unclear which version
of Vlasta is described here. It may have been
the missing study which Maixner sent to
Vienna.
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6 Domenichino, The Hunt of Diana, 1616, oil, canvas, 225 x 320 cm, Galleria
Borghese, Rome. © Ministero per i Beni e le Attivita Culturali e per il Turismo -
Galleria Borghese.
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Twelve years passed between this
laudatory remark and the finished painting,
and the reviews were becoming somewhat
ambivalent. Some critics presented Maixner
as a successful master painter whose new
works are received with much expectation
and enthusiasm. Vlasta was among the
paintings that were selected for the
exhibition at Zofin in the second round
at the beginning of May 1880 (probably
because the artist was late to finish it).

As early as on May 7, Svétozor published

a short report dedicated exclusively to
Maixner’s painting, which was not a
standard practice.'® Jan Neruda’s brief text
in Humoristické listy was largely positive and
the passage dedicated to Viasta was opened
thus: “We believe that in the coming
period, Czech fine arts will flourish.”*

The most extensive reviews appeared
in Bohemia and Osvéta (the latter review
was authored by Miroslav Tyr3). Both
reviews came to similar conclusions,
appreciating that Maixner does not capture
a particular moment from the Maidens’
War as described in the literature. Yet, the
Bohemia reviewer interprets the work using
literary connotations that are supposed to
help the spectator “read” the painting. In
addition to Héjek’s chronicle, he mentions
the poem Vlasta (1829) by Karel Egon Ebert.
He notes, for example, that Vlasta sits on
her horse as a man, in correspondence
with Héjek’s description. Further on, the
critic identifies the three female figures at
the head of the procession as Stratka in
the middle, Sarka clenching her fist on the
right and Radka “seeking for love” on the
left.?> The painting’s composition, in his
view vibrant, spirited and well organized,
can be compared to fairy-tale paintings by
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Moritz von Schwind. The execution of the
individual figures, on the other hand, is
less successful—Vlasta is dry and soulless
and her empty face lacks “the charm

of suppressed femininity and demonic
power.” The girls in the foreground are
more interesting in the critic’s view as they
present the Slavic type. The children and
animals, on the other hand, are a failure.
Although the palette and composition
betray an experienced eye, the colours are
slightly hard and dry. Despite this criticism,
the reviewer’s general impression from the
painting is positive.

Miroslav Tyr3 offers a very similar
evaluation. He praises the composition but
finds the rest of the painting weak—the
figures are not vivid and natural enough,
the way the girls hold their bows is
unconvincing. The palette is “somewhat
dim and weak” and the colours are
harmonized to the detriment of the overall
impression. Although generally positive,
Tyrs’s judgment is barely a compliment:
“[...] We cannot deny that, in comparison
with the remarkable intellectual poverty
evident in a large part of the artistic
production on display, [the painting]
is rich, diverse and internally coherent
enough, although the overall execution is
far too genre-like.”*

Tyr$ mostly compares Maixner’s Vlasta
with Vaclav Brozik’s Wedding Delegation of
the Bohemain and Hungarian King Ladislaus
to French Court of Charles VII (1878), a work
that was presented at the previous Fine Art
Union exhibition in 1879, illustrating the
evolution history painting had undergone
in the previous decade. Brozik’s work
earned its author the golden medal at the
Paris Salon.?? Although Tyr§ made critical
remarks toward BroZzik’s painting, he
generally valued it higher that Maixner’s
Vlasta, arguing that in Brozik, the clear
and well-organized composition was
complemented with masterly work with
colour and light. The latter qualities, says
Tyr3, are Vlasta’'s weakest points as “the
light is [...] almost evenly distributed
and this is why the whole, despite all
the subdued and grey tones, seems more
colourful and less focused than Brozik’s
‘Delegation’ with its deep colours.”*

In the same year as Brozik’s canvas,
Prague audiences also had a chance
to see a monumental example of the
Ancient-Roman genre, the Living Torches
of Nero (1876) by Henryk Siemiradzki.
Another Polish painter, Jan Matejko, was
also popular in Prague at the end of the
1860s and beyond (e. g., Skarga’s Sermon,
1862-1864; Rejtan, 1866; Union of Lublin,



7 Jaroslav Cermék, Counter-Reformation, 1854, oil, canvas, 135 x 190 cm, The National Gallery in Prague, inv. no. O 4656.

1869) as was the Austrian Gabriel Max
(Martyrdom of St Ludmila, 1864; Female
Martyr on the Cross, known also as St Julia,
1865). While Siemiradzki’s and Matejko’s
style of history painting was characterized
by colourism, realism of both the whole
and details and the monumental, multi-
figural compositions, Max focused on
working with light effects and the figures’
psychology. Works by these artists inspired
not only emerging painters—Maixner’s
Vlasta, too, can be considered as a specific
response to the new artistic trends.

Some of the critics noticed this influence
in Maixner’s posthumous exhibition in
Lehmann’s salon. Both Renéta Tyr3ova
in Svétozor and Karel Chytil in Koéty
begin their reviews with a remark on
the number of studies on display that
take after the Venetian masters; TyrSova
wonders about Maixner’s palette: “It is a
peculiar phenomenon, (...), these copies are
mostly related to master colourists.”? Her
evaluation of Viasta is generally a masterful
example of diplomatic criticism: she writes
that it is one of the best artworks “within
Maixner’s artistic style” and with this in
mind “we cannot criticize the work for
its patchwork, incoherent palette, neither

can we disagree with the rough execution
of textiles and objects and the lack of
vividness in volumes, nor approach it with
the expectation of modern realism.”* In her
view, the painting is not entirely serious, an
undertone softening the contrast between
the family scene and the procession

of women. The scene thus cannot be
perceived as moralizing.

Chytil, too, praises Maixner’s skill in
building compositions and sees Vlasta as
“one of his most successful works in terms
of colour composition.”?¢ Although Chytil
otherwise prefers Maixner’s drawings and
illustrations, he concludes his report on
the exhibition thus: “Maixner undeniably
holds a respected place in the evolution of
our young art. His importance is, I believe,
rightly characterized by the statement
that he stands on the boundary dividing
two artistic generations—he is a mediator
between the old school represented by
Hellich and Kandler and the active group of
younger contemporary masters.”*

In Maixner’s eulogy published in 1884
in Osvéta,?® Tan Neruda writes in a similar
spirit, characterizing Vlasta as “Maixner’s
largest oil painting through which [...] he
wanted to show to the young generation
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that members of the ‘old colourist school’
can proficiently compete with the new
era, using sweet and charming harmony,
rather than great effects.”* Both Chytil
and Neruda place the painting on the
border between two painterly languages,
namely the language of late Nazarenism
and one of the young generation which had
recently presented itself through designs
for the decoration of the National Theatre.
This comparison is quite appropriate
because Maixner was among the artists
who, in 1879, decided to take part in the
competition for the theatre’s curtain and
the fact that he did not succeed against
young students must have been hard for
him to bear. This, too, one must take into
account when looking at his Vlasta.

While Maixner’s contemporary, Karel
Javarek, tirelessly supplied the Fine Arts
Union’s exhibitions with his descriptive
and melodramatic scenes from Czech
history, Maixner decided to approach
the old subject in an innovative manner.
However, the “sweet and charming
harmony” that Neruda writes about had
largely been lost with all the changes to
the final work. The first study, poetic
and Ménes-like, was indeed “sweet and
charming” but these qualities gave way to
narrativeness, the fashionable emphasis on
the diversity of facial types, expressions
and gestures and the richness of costumes.
Because of the modifications to the
composition, the pictorial space lost its
depth and the landscape its moodiness. In
an effort to make his artistic expression
more topical, Maixner accentuated the
conflict in a scene where “nothing is going
on”. The change of the painting’s title is
likely connected with its genre accent,
although it is unclear when it occurred.

In any case, neither The Maidens’ War
nor Vlasta entirely capture the painting’s
character.

Marie Slavikova pointed to yet another
aspect that may have played a role in the
way the painting was perceived in its time,
namely feminism, an increasingly topical
theme at the end of the 19th century.
According to Slavikova, the three women
in the middle of the painting “symbolize
the many-sided approach to the feminist
idea.”° However, literature of the period
does not support this interpretation. Some
reviewers do mention the feminist element,
but their comments are usually humorous,
resonating with both the painting’s genre-
like character and the way illustrated
magazines of the period approached
women'’s rights. Although Svétozor, Zlatd
Praha and other periodicals were interested
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in feminism and strove to offer objective
accounts of it, its visual representation was
largely conservative and deriding.>* Because
the magazines and illustrations in them
targeted a middle-class audience, it is hard
to imagine that Maixner’s intention was to
paint a feminist manifesto.?

If Maixner wanted to manifest something
through Viasta, it was his compositional
and colourist skill. The painting is based
on the combination of a traditional subject
matter with modern invention and artistic
execution inspired by both old masters and
the newest trends. As a result, the final
painting comes across as awkward, as the
above-cited reviews amply illustrate. In
spite of this, or precisely because of this,
the painting is an interesting example of
an artwork balancing between a few mostly
incompatible painterly approaches.
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The Madonna of Hallstatt:
New Findings About Its Acquisition
and Polychromy

VACLAVA ANTUSKOVA — STEPANKA CHLUMSKA - RADKA SEFCU

32

This article arose from the need to provide a broader commentary, both textual

and visual, regarding the conclusions from recent monographic research about the
Madonna of Hallstait (Salzburg, circa 1400, cast stone, the National Gallery in Prague,
inv. no. P 226)—an extraordinarily significant work of Salzburg provenance now in

the collections of the National Gallery in Prague. The Madonna of Hallstatt has been
included in the permanent exhibitions at the National Gallery in Prague (and its
predecessors) since the time it was purchased in the 1920s. Because of its exceptionally
high quality and the materials that were used, it was included in the recent Czech-
Austrian exhibition Beautiful Madonnas # Salxburg. Cast Stone around 1400, which was
focused on artworks made of cast stone—a phenomenon of the so-called Beautiful Style
variation of International Gothic sculpture from the Salzburg region. The exhibition
was organised first at the Mining and Gothic Museum in Leogang, and later at the
National Gallery in Prague (2019-2020). The Madonna is made from cast stone which
was subjected to a petrographic analysis based on the requirements for the exhibition.
This article presents an interdisciplinary perspective built on previous findings and
highlights two main aspects. The first consists of the results of research in the Archive
of the National Gallery in Prague, which document the circumstances surrounding the
acquisition of the artwork and the role the then-Director Vincenc Kramar played in

the purchase of the artwork for the state collections from the Viennese antique dealer
and collector Filip Madl; the second consists of the results and interpretation of the
material research performed on the polychromy. Several chronologically non-consecutive
polychrome layers and plating have been identified on the sculpture as well as traces of
the original polychromy, which provide a hint of the original colour scheme. Technical
questions that have arisen regarding the oldest polychrome layers have also been
beneficial, and we are finding further comparative data to help address these in more
than just other stone sculpture works of Salzburg provenance from the period around
1400. In order to compare and study the workshop context, comparative parallels were
sought in artworks made of the same cast stone material, particularly the sculpture the
Madonna of Bad Aussee (Salzburg, circa 1405, Roman Catholic Parish in Bad Aussee),
which was made in the same workshop environment as the Madonna of Hallstatt.

Keywords Introduction

Madonna of Hallstatt, Vincenc Kramar, collections The exhibition Beautiful Madonnas #

of the‘NatlonaI Gallery in Prague, casF stone, Salzburg. Cast Stone around 1400 opened

material research, polychromy, Beautiful Style K X
at the National Gallery in Prague (NGP)
in December 2019. This was the first
opportunity for the Prague public to see
a significant part of the existing set of
Beautiful Madonnas and Pietas made
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1 Beautiful Madonnas # Salzburg. Cast Stone around 1400, The National Gallery in Prague, December 2019 - April 2020, view of the exhibition
spaces.

from cast stone. More than 20 artworks,
borrowed from prominent private, clerical,
and state collections, were displayed.' The
Austrian collections were supplemented
with loans from Germany (the Bayerisches
Nationalmuseum Munich, the Liebieghaus
Skulpturensammlung in Frankfurt, and
the Germanisches Nationalmuseum
Nuremberg), France (the Louvre in

Paris, and the Museé Anne-de Beaujau

in Moulins) and the Czech Republic

(the National Gallery in Prague, and a
private collection in Prague). The exhibition
was a joint Czech-Austrian project
conceived in 2016 by Ivo Hlobil from the
Institute of Art History of the Academy

of Sciences of the Czech Republic and
Hermann Mayrhofer from the Mining and
Gothic Museum in Leogang (Bergbau-
und Gotikmuseum Leogang). In spring
2019, the exhibition officially opened in
Leogang. This was followed at the end of
the year by the official opening in Prague.
Although the two exhibitions were linked
by a central theme, the almost identical
set of exhibited artworks,? and the same
accompanying catalogue, they each had a
slightly different exhibition concept. The
exhibition in Leogang highlighted the cult
aspect of the artworks, while the Prague
exhibition looked more at attributes and

the typological context. This served as the
basis for the overall installation design at
the National Gallery, which intentionally
offered the exhibition visitors the chance

to appreciate the full sculptural form. Tt
also made it possible to compare individual
details of the artworks and see the extent of
shared ties (Fig. 1).

It is a great pity that the duration of the
exhibition had to be significantly shortened
due to the coronavirus pandemic, which
led to restrictions on the free movement
of individuals and the mandatory closing
of public buildings, including museums
and galleries. Because of this, significantly
fewer visitors saw the exhibition and it was
necessary to cancel a number of planned
accompanying professional activities.’ As
a result, the exhibition project has not yet
been reflected in professional discourse.
However, the topic of cast stone continues
to bring to the table new interdisciplinary
issues. Evidence of this could already be
seen at the time the exhibition catalogue
was being edited, and it is obvious that
there are still many questions regarding
this topic despite the focused interest of
researchers. As far as the material research
aspect is concerned, particularly the
continuing uncertainty associated with
determining the specific technological
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processes and materials used for some
sculptures thought to be of Salzburg
provenance remains an open issue, and
there has also been a varying level of
success in identifying and evaluating the
age and nature of preserved polychrome
decoration.*

The work on the exhibition project
brought new findings. In the case of many
of the artworks included in the exhibition
concept, information from older research
was verified and supplemented, not
only from the art history perspective but
also with regard to material and archive
research. Particularly the findings about
the Madonna of Hallstatt (Salzburg, circa
1400, cast stone, NGP, inv. no. P 226)
were reviewed and supplemented by the
relevant specialised departements of the
National Gallery in Prague.’ The analysis of
the material composition of the stone was
performed externally by the mineralogist
Richard Prikryl, and it is extensively
discussed in the form of a separate study in
the exhibition catalogue.® However, given
the common restricted framework used
for the individual catalogue entries, it was
not possible to provide more information
regarding the material research of the
polychromy, the archive research, or even
any more detailed documentation. Nor was
it possible to present the comparison of
the Madonna of Hallstatt with the Madonna
of Bad Aussee (Salzburg, circa 1405, Roman
Catholic Parish in Bad Aussee), which was
made only after the exhibition was installed
(Fig. 2). For these reasons, the following
text addresses these individual aspects.

The Story of the Acquisition

The Madonna of Hallstatt is the only exam-
ple of Beautiful Style cast stone art in

the National Gallery’s collections. It was
purchased in 1925, but the negotiations
about its possible acquisition which took
place with the then-owner, the antique
dealer and restorer Filip Madl,” were under-
way for quite a long time. From the very
start, the Madonna was offered as a work
very closely associated with the Krumlov
Madonna (Prague, before 1395, marlsto-

ne, Kunsthistorisches Museum Wien -
Kunstkammer, inv. no. KK10156), which is
a key Beautiful Style artwork of Bohemian
provenance. Later research regarding the
typological affinity between the Madonna
of Hallstatt and the Krumloo Madonna confir-
med and expanded the group of sculptures
linked with the Krumlov type. About ten
Madonnas imitating the Krumlov type have
been preserved, and a number of them ori-
ginated in the Salzburg region. The closest
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to the Madonna of Hallstatt is the Madonna of
Bad Aussee, which is believed to have origi-
nated in the same workshop, and then also
a sculpture of the same compositional type
with only slight variations that is now in a
private collection in Bamberg. Other sculp-
tures that are similar to this group include
the Louvre Madonna, the Nuremberg Madonna
(mirror version), and the Colli Madonna
in Frankfurt, which is significantly close
to the Pilsen Madonna (Prague, 1380-1384,
Cathedral of St Bartholomew in Pilsen).?
The Krumlov Madonna entered the annals
of art history at the very start of the 20th
century when it was discovered by two
young researchers (Rudolf Hénigschmid,
Richard Ernst) in a house dating back to the
early 19th century (now no longer standing)
in the Plesivec suburb of Cesky Krumlov.
Photographs documenting its location at
that time were taken by the Krumlov-based
Seidel photo studio. As a result of the
efforts of the Central Committee for
Landmark Preservation in Vienna, the
Madonna was purchased for the State
Gallery in Vienna in 1913. The originally
requested price of 48,000 Krone (K) was
negotiated down to 30,000 Krone. At first,
the Madonna was located in the Lower
Belvedere, but it was later moved to the Art
History Museum. The circumstances
surrounding the purchase of the Krumlov
Madonna were repeatedly published. The
most recent work on the topic, based on
thorough archival research, also clarified a
number of romanticising stories which
accompanied the purchase of this
extraordinary sculpture and were even
mentioned during the purchase of the
Madonna of Hallstatt.* The preserved
correspondence documenting the purchase
of the Madonna of Hallstatt provides clear
evidence of how much the memory of the
unrealised acquisition was still alive in
professional circles. As far as Czech
collections were concerned, the fact that
the acquisition of the Madonna of Hallstatt
was considered to be a sort of
compensation was aptly summarised by
Zden&k Wirth, an official of the Ministry
of Education and National Enlightenment
who was one of the key players in the
purchase. In a letter addressed to Vincenc
Kraméf, the then-director of the Society of
Patriotic Friends (SVPU) of the Arts Picture
Gallery, in August 1942, Wirth wrote: “The
Madonna at Madl’s is a beautiful piece that
simply must be bought. T think we will
obtain an artwork that is an equivalent
replacement for the forfeited Krumlov
Madonna, even though Madl’s Madonna is
younger...” (Fig. 3)."* The purchase of the



Madonna, which was consistently called the
Replica of the Krumlov Madonna, was
completed at a time when Vincenc Kramaf
headed the Society of Patriotic Friends of
the Arts Picture Gallery, the predecessor of
today’s National Gallery in Prague. The

20 years that he held this position (from
1919 to 1939, converted to state ownership
in 1936) were an extraordinary period for
this institution, as has been repeatedly
emphasised in historical and art-historical
research.”? Within the context of the
focused development of the art collections
in the new Czechoslovak state, Vincenc
Kramaf was charged with purchasing works
of old art, and the Ministry of Education
and National Enlightenment released three
million Czechoslovak crowns for this
purpose in 1923.% Kraméf, who was a
prominent art collector himself, made good
use of the numerous contacts he had
amongst both local and foreign collectors
and at well-known auction houses. Some
art owners even approached him directly.
During that particular time frame, thanks to
the financial support of the state combined
with Kram4¥’s abilities and expert
knowledge, it was possible to acquire
artworks that remain cornerstones of the
Collection of Old Masters to this day. As far
as medieval art of Bohemian provenance is
concerned, let us mention at least the
Predella of Roudnice, the Madonna of Strakonice,
the Madonna of Rome, the panel from the
Trebori Altarpiece depicting The Entombment,
and a part of the Epitaph of Jan of Jeier. s
Within this context, it is interesting to note
that more focused attention was not paid to
the set of documents associated with the
purchase of the Madonna of Hallstatt that
have been preserved in the National
Gallery’s archives (the SVPU Fonds) even
though the credit Kramaf deserves for this
purchase has been repeatedly mentioned,
even in professional literature.” The oldest
correspondence is dated May 1924, when
Kramaf, with reference to Dr Kieslinger,*
approached the Viennese antique dealer
Filip Madl with an enquiry regarding the
lowest possible price to start negotiating a
sale. The preserved archive materials?
include more than twenty letters providing
information not only about the acquisition
itself, but also about the practices of that
time and the unchanging nature of some
administrative and social paradigms.

Even now, almost a hundred years later,
much of what we read in the preserved
correspondence seems markedly familiar to
us. Cooperation between Vincenc Kramar
and Zdené&k Wirth was of key importance
for the sale. Another supporter of the

2 The Madonna of Halllstatt and the Madonna of Bad Aussee. Beautiful Madonnas

# Salzburg. Cast Stone around 1400, The National Gallery in Prague, view of the
exhibition spaces.

acquisition of the sculpture was Vaclav
Vilém Stech,® who, like Wirth, was a
member of the staff at the Ministry of
Education and National Enlightenment. We
indirectly learn about him in two passages
of the correspondence. The first time he is
mentioned is when Kraméf pushes for
Stech’s visit to Vienna and an examination
of the sculpture at the owner’s venue;
however, as KramaF later informed Wirth,
the ministry denied the request.” The
second mention is in a letter Wirth wrote to
Kramaf, in which Wirth says that Stech will
be able to evaluate the artwork only
through photographs because he had an
accident and his ability to move was
limited.?® Kramar visited Madl in Vienna in
July 1924. This was preceded by
correspondence about Madl’s proposed
price of 90,000,000 Krone/K

(650,000 Czechoslovak crowns/K¢&), which
Kramér considered to be inordinately high
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3 Letter from Zdenék
Wirth to Vincenc Kramar
dated 23 August 1924,
Archive of the National
Gallery in Prague.

4 Approval for the
purchase of the Madonna
of Hallstatt dated

1 September 1924,
Archive of the National
Gallery in Prague.
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and presented an argument based on a
comparison with the price of the more
important Krumloo Madonna, which was
significantly lower: “...in Beantwortung
Thres w. Schreiben... teile ich mit, dass ich
die von Thnen fiur die Madonna verlangte
Summe von K 90 000 000 (650 000 K¢!) fiir
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unbegriindet hoch halte. Ist ja doch die
Krumauer Madonna, die unvergleichlich
hoher steht, vor dem Kriege sammt dem
Hause, an welchen Sie angebracht war, um
K 34 000 gekauft worden...” ([sic] “...in reply
to your esteemed letter... I would like to
inform you that I consider your proposed
price of K 90,000,000 (K& 650,000!) for the
Madonna to be unjustifiably high.
Ultimately, the Krumlov Madonna, which is
of much greater significance, cost only

K 34,000 before the war together with the
house in which it was found...”). The price
Kramaf stated does not correspond to the
actual price of K 30,000 which was paid for
the Krumlov Madonna and, in addition, it
was not sold together with the house.? The
strength of the currency at that time must
also be taken into consideration, as the two
sales took place under different economic
and political conditions. The purchasing
power of the former Austro-Hungarian
currency was not the same, as it was an
extremely inflationary currency in the
1920s, and Madl pointed out this fact to
Kramér in his reply.?? He also emphasises
that the price already takes into account
any subsequent taxes. Additionally, in his
opinion, the price comparison is not
entirely relevant, as the sculptural quality
of the Krumlov Madonna was hidden under
layers of polychromy and chalk grounds,
which were up to two centimetres thick in
places, and the sculptural details were not
visible. Nevertheless, even despite these
justifications, the proposed price was high.
Vincenc Kramaf was successful in his
negotiations, and the price was reduced to
325,000 K& (650,000,000 K); however, this
was not a low price either, as becomes
evident when it is compared with the
purchase prices of other medieval
Bohemian artworks purchased for the state
collections between 1920 and 1925. The
Ministry of Education and National
Enlightenment approved the purchase for
the agreed price in a letter written by
Zdené&k Wirth and dated 1 September 1924
(Fig. 4). The conclusion of the deal was also
certainly helped by the fact that the
Austrian professional sector was not
emphatically opposed to the export of the
sculpture. Even in his first letters to
Kramé¥, Madl had already mentioned that
the export of the Madonna would most
probably not be difficult, as Viennese
museums had no interest in it since they
already owned the Krumlov Madonna.*

The collection of correspondence
preserved in Archive of the National Gallery
in Prague also includes the decision issued
by the Viennese Landmark Preservation



Office (Bundesdenkmalamt), which Madl
forwarded to Krama¥. This decision was a
response to the artwork owner’s enquiry
from July 1924 regarding the issuance of
an export permit. For the purposes of

identifying the work, it included a reference

to an item published in Belvedere magazine
in 1923, and the sculpture is described as
Madonna and Child, height 116 cm, made
of stone.” The decision states that an
export permit cannot be granted because
the work belongs within the context of
Austrian art and is the subject of local

art history research.? Apparently, Madl
appealed this decision within the required
time frame, as an export permit was
ultimately granted. Meanwhile, the Czech
side was waiting for the export permit, as
evidenced in the correspondence between
Madl and Kram4ar. In October 1924, the
antique dealer laconically mentioned that
he has already been to the office four
times but that the matter had not yet been
resolved.” During the interim period, the
Czech side, with the intervention of the
state in Austria, successfully negotiated a
lower export fee. At that time, Madl had
deposited the Madonna in the Dorotheum
for safekeeping, as is apparent from the
aforementioned October letter.

The acceptance of Madl’s sculpture by
Austrian professional circles was most
probably not as unambiguous as it may
seem from the opinion issued by the
Landmark Preservation Office. Dieter
Grossmann, with reference to Adalbert
Springer, mentions that it was not easy
to find a buyer for the sculpture as,
despite Kieslinger’s expert appraisal, the
sculpture was considered to be a fake
(Filschung).?® This is apparent even in the
letters that have been preserved in the
Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.
Filip Madl repeatedly defended himself
against the accusation that he was selling
a fake and a sculpture made of plaster.
He offered the possibility of obtaining
an independent opinion and continued
to praise the artwork’s sculptural quality.
He himself considered it to be a late work
by the Master of the Krumlov Madonna.
He reacted very emotionally to Kramai’s
request to postpone the signing of the
purchase agreement because of ongoing
doubts about its authenticity and material
composition, which was addressed to
him in Vienna.® On 16 July 1925, Madl
wrote: “..Die Madonna ist echt—bloss die
Menschen sind falsch! Auch Gallilei hat
man verbrannt weil die gelehrten Herrn
nicht glauben wollten daB sich die Erde
dreht...Die Madonna wurde hier vor dem
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5 Madl’s letter to Kramar dated 16 July 1925, Archive of the National Gallery in

Prague.

Verkauf von einem tiichtigen Mineralogen
untersucht und er fand nicht den Gips!...
[sic]” (“The Madonna is real—it is people
who are false! Galilei was also burned

at the stake because scholars did not

want to believe that the Earth rotates...
The Madonna was examined here by a
reliable mineralogist prior to the sale and
he did not find any plaster!”, Fig. 5).%
Subsequently, on 25 July, he sent Kramar
a brief letter, which was much less poetic
and more formal. In it, Madl called upon
Kraméf to initiate appropriate steps against
him if he is convinced that the work is
fake and has relevant proof of the fact.
The way in which the administrative

steps associated with the purchase were
taken seems somewhat disorganised

when compared with today’s standards

for the acquisition of artworks for state
institutions. In the written communications
between Madl and KramaF in 1925,
questions are raised about a purchase for
which a deposit, officially approved by the
Ministry of Education and Enlightenment,
had already been paid in 1924. The work
was recorded as the ministry’s property on
26 June 1925. However, from the preserved
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correspondence, it is apparent that the
Czech side had reason to be concerned
because of the discussions regarding the
material composition of the work and its
authenticity. Thus the completion of the
purchase on the part of the ministry and
Vincenc Kramar was a very far-sighted,
albeit somewhat risky, step for which more
time was needed. The reason behind the
quick payment of the deposit was most
likely an effort to not thwart the sale at
the very beginning. Over the course of
the negotiations, Madl drew attention to
his own financial difficulties and even
listed his debts in the letter he wrote to
Kram4f in July 1924 prior to the latter’s
visit to Vienna and appealed to him to act
quickly in the matter of the Madonna’'s
purchase. He proposed that the director
should send someone to Vienna at his own
discretion who would objectively appraise
the Madonna and, if at all possible, that
the money for the transaction should

be available, as Madl had to pay all of

the interest on his debts by 12 August.
Zdené&k Wirth, who was supervising the
purchase of the Madonna for the Picture
Gallery, was also informed of Madl’s

debts and, in August 1924, he travelled

to Vienna to examine the sculpture and
some other artworks that were for sale.
Wirth subsequently wrote Kramér a

very friendly letter about the works that
were being offered for purchasing for

the gallery’s collections (Fig. 3). In it, he
unambiguously supported the purchase of
the Madonna of Hallstatt and also described
Madl’s financial problems: “Dear friend,
our letters have crossed paths—yours from
21 August and mine from 20 August 1924.
From my letter, you have thus far learned
that T am going to Vienna. Today, I am
back home and am immediately informing
you about things. The Madonna at M4dl's
is a gorgeous piece that must be bought.

I think we will obtain an artwork of equal
value to the forfeited Krumlov Madonna,
even though Madl’s Madonna is younger.
Madl was very dejected about his financial
distress and welcomed me as his saviour.
I promised him that I would inform you
right away, and I think you will not be
against me asking the young woman at the
gallery to immediately wire him 100,000 K&
to the Viennese branch of Zivnostenska
banka so that he can pay his most crucial
debts...”3* As far as this outlaid amount is
concerned, it needs to be added that Otto
Petschek, the owner of the Petschek a spol.
banking house in Prague and a member of
one of the richest entrepreneurial families
in then-Czechoslovakia, supported the
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purchase of the Madonna with a gift of
50,000 K¢&.» News of the purchase also
resounded throughout professional circles.
It was highly praised by, for example,
Antonin Maté&j¢ek in his reflections about
Kramia#'s activities as the head of the
Picture Gallery.* The new acquisition was
included in the concept for the exhibition
of the additions to the Picture Gallery’s
collections from 1919 to 1930, which was
organised in honour of President Thomas
Garrigue Masaryk’s eightieth birthday and
was held in the Municipal (Central) Library
in Prague. In the accompanying catalogue,
Vincenc Kramar attributed the sculpture as
being of Salzburg (?) artisanship from the
beginning of the 15th century, specified
that it had been bought at a Viennese art
shop, and mentioned its iconographic links
to Bohemian Beautiful Style artworks.®

In his complimentary review of the
exhibition, he explained the significance
of the work for the art collections and

also noted the hollows in the sculpture
and the identification of the material

of which it was made: “Of the Czech
sculptures displayed in the first cabinet,
the wooden sculpture of Sigmund needs
to be mentioned..., but mainly the replica
of the Krumlov Madonna, whose links to
the Krumlov original and to Bohemian
Madonnas are explained in the printed
guide to the exhibition. The partially
hollow sculpture evokes the impression
that this artwork is made from artificial
stone, which has been modelled and
chiselled, but it will after all be necessary
to perform an expert analysis, as often
sculptures labelled in this way are often
chiselled from Bohemian marlstone and
due to a lack of knowledge about this type
of stone abroad, they are often considered
to be a work executed in artificial stone...”.3¢
Jan Kvét also expressed a positive opinion
about the purchase when he described

the acquisition of the artwork as being “of
particular significance”.” The sculpture
subsequently became part of a permanent
exhibition and, in the brief accompanying
guide, was consistently labelled as a Replica
of the Krumlov Madonna. Later, however,

it started to be specified as a Variant of

the Krumlov Madonna in the collection’s
records and accompanying catalogues and
was attributed to a follower of the Master
of the Krumlov Madonna.*® The auxiliary
designation of the Madonna of Hallstatt,
referring to the location where it is said
Madl acquired the sculpture, was generally
used by foreign researchers and it was

also consistently used in the most recent
catalogue accompanying the exhibition



Beautiful Madonnas # Salzburg. Cast Stone
around 1400.

As compared to the facts associated with
the acquisition of the artwork, the archive
materials provide much less information
about the condition of the sculpture after
it was transported from Vienna, about
any repairs that were made, or any expert
mineralogical analyses. The Department
of Conservation and Restoration of the
National Gallery in Prague includes
only the protocol from the most recent
restoration carried out by Anna T¥estikova
in 1995, when an unoriginal supplement,
which is mentioned in older literature, was
removed.* It is therefore possible to only
make assumptions about the condition of
the sculpture at the time it was acquired
and immediately afterwards based on the
photographs that were published at the
time. The oldest of these date to 1923, the
newer ones were taken for the publication
accompanying the above-mentioned
exhibition of additions to the Picture
Gallery’s collections that was organised in
1930. It is interesting to note how, at the
time of the acquisition and for a short time
afterwards, the designation of the material
composition of the sculpture oscillated
between plaster, cast stone, and marlstone.
This reflected to a certain extent the
existing level of knowledge regarding cast
stone, which was significantly increased by
Adalbert Springer when he published his
dissertation in 1936.4° Another important
incentive for studying the topic of cast
stone and the Salzburg Beautiful Style
came in the form of two exhibitions
conceived by Dieter Grossman—Beautiful
Madonnas (1965) and Beautiful Pietas
(1970)—as well as reflections about them in
professional literature, including an article
published by Grossman in 1966, in which
he supplemented and provided more detail
about some of his older findings from the
1965 exhibition catalogue. A monumental
exhibition project in Cologne (1978) devoted
to the Parler family was of great significance
for studying the Beautiful Style, and thus
also for the cast stone artworks from
Salzburg.#* Czech researchers (particularly
Albert Kutal and Jaromir Homolka) were
involved in all of the mentioned projects,
either through their reflections or in the
form of direct collaboration.*> However,
the Czech researchers were more interested
in issues associated with the genesis and
propagation of the Beautiful Style, as
well as the extent of the role the Czech
lands played, and not in the technological
issues associated with the Salzburg group
of cast stone sculptures. Over the past

decades, Manfred Koller and his colleagues
have repeatedly focused on the theme of
cast stone and the polychromy of stone
sculptures of Austrian provenance.® He
included the National Gallery in Prague’s
Madonna of Hallstatt in the set of works

he investigated. In addition to defining
the material composition, the information
published in professional literature also
evaluated the extent to which the original
polychromy had been preserved and
addressed the issue of original colour
schemes. However, the polychromy was
analysed solely on the basis of a visual
examination. As a part of the preparations
for the Czech-Austrian exhibition Beautiful
Madonnas, a petrographic analysis of

the cast stone material of the Madonna

of Hallstatt was completed® as well as

an analysis of the paint layers of the
polychromy.

Material Research

The petrographic analysis defined two
main components—gypsum and dolomitic
limestone—and also predicted the possible
presence of some additional components
mixed in, namely potassium feldspar,
albite, muscovite, clay minerals with
potassium, silica, magnesite, and iron
sulphides such as pyrite or marcasite.*
The presence of some of these components
was subsequently proven by the material
analysis performed at the Chemical-
Technological Laboratory of the National
Gallery in Prague, where extensive material
research was carried out, particularly on
the paint layers of the polychromy, and
the technological aspects of the surface
treatment of the cast stone of the Madonna
of Hallstatt were also studied.® The first step
of the research consisted of non-invasive
optical microscopy methods using a USB
microscope, during which the surface

was documented under both visible and
ultraviolet light.** An elemental analysis
was performed using X-ray fluorescence
spectroscopy,* and Raman spectroscopy
was used to perform a structural analysis
directly from the surface of the cast stone
and the polychromy.’® In the second step,
micro-samples were taken.”* These were
used to perform a stratigraphic evaluation
of the individual layers, including the
material of the cast stone, an analysis of
the molecular structure of the pigments
using Raman spectroscopy, an elemental
analysis of the individual constituents of
pigment particles using a scanning electron
microscope with an energy-dispersive
detector, and the identification of organic
substances using infrared spectroscopy.*

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX /2020

39



6 Raman

spectra from the
material of the cast
stone: a) calcium
sulphate dihydrate;
b) magnesite;

¢) hematite;

d) pyrite; €) rutile;
f) carbon black.
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As was the case with the results of
the petrographic analysis, the structural
analysis performed using Raman
spectroscopy directly on stratigraphic
samples in the stone material identified
calcium sulphate dihydrate (CaSO, - 2 H,0,
the structure of which corresponds to the
natural mineral gypsum),” with mixed
in occurrences of magnesite (MgCO,),
hematite (Fe,O,), pyrite (FeS,), rutile (TiO,),

and random grains of carbon black (Fig. 6).

The elemental analysis then revealed
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Wavenumber (cm™)

aluminosilicate minerals corresponding to
the potassium feldspar identified in the
petrographic analysis, as well as isolated
occurrences of lead (Pb) and chlorine (Cl).
The main components—calcium sulphate
dihydrate together with calcium carbonate
or calcium magnesium carbonate, which
has a chemical composition matching
that of dolomitic limestone—were easily
identified even by means of the non-
invasive Raman spectroscopy method
directly on the surface of the cast stone.
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This same method was also used for the
non-invasive comparative research of
the sculptures the Madonna of Bad Aussee
(Salzburg, circa 1405, Roman Catholic
Parish in Bad Aussee), which was made
in the same workshop environment as
the Madonna of Hallstatt, the Madonna of
Leogang (Salzburg [?], 1380s, Bergbau-
und Gotikmuseum Leogang, inv. no. 1),
the Madonna of Breitenau (Vienna or
Salzburg, circa 1380-1390, Museum
des Stiftes Admont), Colli Madonna
(Salzburg, beginning of the 15th century,
Liebieghaus Skulpturensammlung,
Frankfurt, inv. no. 1066), the Salzburg
Madonna of Nuremberg (Salzburg, circa
1420, Germanisches Nationalmuseum,
Nuremberg, inv. no. 2382), and the
Madonna of Radstadt (Salzburg, circa
1430/1435, Capuchin Monastery in Radstadt,
Dommuseum Salzburg, borrowed from the
parish church in Radstadt).*

Based on the structural analysis of
the surface of the cast stone, calcium
sulphate dihydrate was identified as the
primary component in the material of the
Madonna of Bad Aussee in combination with
dolomite (MgCa(CO,),) and silica grains
(SiO,), the material of the Colli Madonna,
where calcium sulphate dihydrate was
mixed with dolomitic limestone (a mix of
calcium carbonate—CaCO;, and dolomite),
and the material of the Salzburg Madonna
of Nuremberg. In addition to calcium and
sulphur, the elemental analysis identified
iron, potassium, silicon, and strontium in
all of the statues (Fig. 7). These elements
correspond to the possible additional
components specified by the petrographic
analysis of the Madonna of Hallstatt.>
The presence of iron compounds affects
the colour of the cast stone, giving it a
reddish hue, and some authors thus use
the adjective “red” or “reddish” to describe

5 10 15
Energy (keV)

the cast stone in their descriptions of the
material. Koller defined strontium sulphate
(SrSO,, the structure of which corresponds
to the natural mineral celestine) as one

of the elements found in cast stone.” In
the case of the Madonna of Radstadt, the
structural analysis identified calcium
sulphate in the form of anhydrite” in
combination with calcium carbonate.”® A
different form of calcium sulphate may
point to different technological processes
used for preparing the sculpture.

In comparison, the Raman spectra
measured on the surface of the Madonna of
Leogang and the Madonna of Breitenau showed
a strongest band of ~1086 cm?, which is
characteristic of calcium carbonate. In
addition to calcium, the elemental analysis
also identified silica, iron, potassium, and
titanium, the compounds of which are
standard constituents of natural stone. The
petrographic analysis of the material of the
Madonna of Leogang points to calcareous
sandstone from Breitenbrunn.® It is
likewise possible to expect that natural
stone was also used for the Madonna of
Breitenau.°

The first step in identifying the materials
in the paint layers of the polychromy and
the metal coating of the Madonna of Hallstatt
was to use mobile Raman spectroscopy
in conjunction with X-ray fluorescence
elemental analysis. The polychromy has not
been preserved in a continuous condition
and a number of repairs are reflected in its
current state. The aim of the research was
to determine the material composition of
the individual layers, to specify the time
sequence of the preserved fragments, and
to formulate a more precise hypothesis
about the original colour scheme.

Based on an interpretation of a visual
study of preserved fragments of the
polychromy, many authors assume that
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8 Colour scheme of

the Madonna of Hallstatt,
hypothetical appearance
of how colour was used.

the Madonna of Hallstatt had the colour
scheme typical for Beautiful Madonna
sculptures: the Virgin Mary and the Christ
Child both with gilded hair, meticulously
executed flesh tones, a white engraved
veil with a gilded edge, a red robe, and a
mantle—white on the outer side and blue
on the reverse—with gilded hems (Fig. 8).**
It has been repeatedly emphasised that
the colour scheme used for Madonnas
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and Pietas made in the Beautiful Style was
not merely a creative aspect accentuating
the sculpted form but that it also carried
specific content underlining the theological
meanings of specific Marian depictions.
White was seen as the symbol of purity and
innocence; it symbolised God’s light and
eternity. These theological interpretations
were renewed to quite a significant degree
by the popularity of the mystic visions



9 Madonna of Hallstatt,
details with visible islands
of polychromy of various
ages; it is particularly

of Bridget of Sweden (1303-1373), who,
in relation to the scene of the Nativity of St 1 A

X A L visible in the details of
Jesus, described seeing the Virgin Mary _ drapery folds, on the
in a white mantle and with golden hair. reverse, etc.
The aesthetic canon for the polychromy
of Beautiful Style sculpted works could
have also been partially influenced by the
contemporary liking of luxury products
made of ivory and its specific colour.® I
we look at the group of cast stone Beautiful
Madonnas of Salzburg provenance studied
by Koller and his colleagues, the use
of white on the Virgin Mary’s mantle
was confirmed for the Madonna from the
Franciscan Monastery in Salzburg, the Madonna
of Bad Aussee, the Madonna of Radstadt, and
the Madonna of Seitenstetten. White was also
confirmed in the case of the marlstone
Beautiful Madonna from Prague acquired
in the 1390s for the church in Altenmarkt
in Pongau. Analyses have proved that the
polychromy on other marlstone Madonnas
of Bohemian provenance also included
a white mantle, which is key for the
attributional and typological context of
Beautiful Style sculpture from the Czech
lands, such as the Krumlov Madonna,®
the Madonna of Tteboii, or the Madonna
of Chlum.** Tt is expected that this is also
the case for the Pilsen Madonna and the
Madonna of Vimperk, which are currently
being studied and restored. A similarly
large group of depictions of the Virgin Mary
with a white mantle may also be amongst
the Beautiful Pietas, such as the Pieta of Seon
which is of Bohemian origin, and also
Kiivdk’s Pieta and the Pieta of Jihlava.®> The
consistency with which the masters of that
time used a specific colour scheme for the
polychromy on their sculptures is evidence
of the legitimacy of the theories about the
“canonical form of polychromy around
the year 1400” and how their contents are
correlated. Tt is however noteworthy that
the connotation of the contents associated
with the Virgin Mary’s white mantle was
not reflected to any great extent in panel
painting. Evidence of this may be found in
Bohemian Beautiful Style Marian paintings,
which followed older reverential prototypes
and retained the symbolism of a blue
mantle as was codified in the Czech lands
during the time of Charles IV.% As far as
the preserved fragments of the polychromy
on the Madonna of Hallstatt are concerned,
it is therefore not surprising to find that
numerous authors saw fragments of a white
mantle in the isolated islands of colour
(Fig. 9). Material analyses have however
proven that, if exact scientific methods are
used, this type of direct conclusion cannot
be reached in a number of cases, as is
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10 Macro-images
from the surface of

the polychromy: a) the

Virgin Mary’s hair;

b) a clasp on the Virgin
Mary's robe; c) edge

of her mantle with
secondary layers of
gilding; d) boundary
between the edge of the
mantle and the robe;
apparently originally
gilding; €) modelling on
the Virgin Mary's veil;

f) surface of the cast
stone with a visible air
bubble.

evidenced in the following analysis of the
paint layers.

The macro-photos documenting the
surface revealed traces of gilding in the
hair of both the Virgin Mary and the Christ
Child, on the clasp on the dress, and along
the edge of the mantle. A red layer is
visible only under the gilded clasp; in all
of the other areas, the ground (mordant)
beneath the gilding is ochre (Fig. 10a, b).
There are two layers visible under the clasp
at the edge of the Virgin Mary’s mantle in
the area of her chest, where the gilding was
redone at a later date on top of an ochre
layer of mordant. Only one layer of gilding
is visible along the edge of the mantle
in the central part of the statue, and this
visually corresponds to the lower layer of
the gilding along the mantle’s edge under
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the clasp (Fig. 10c, d). In addition to the
colour of the fragments of polychromy

and the gilding, it is possible to see subtle
modelling in places, such as in the hair, as
well as traces left behind by the tools that
were used for shaping and smoothing the
surface of the cast stone or for creating

the fine details of the modelling, for
example, the Virgin Mary’s veil and its edge
(Fig. 10€). The macro-photos also show

air bubbles on the surface of the stone
(Fig. 10f). In the case of the Madonna of
Hallstatt, they range in size most frequently
from 0.3 to 1.2 cm (Fig. 11a). Non-

invasive material research subsequently
documented several non-continuous layers
of polychromy and gilding, including traces
of the original polychromy. These findings
were used to define locations where micro-



samples would be taken, which would
make it possible to differentiate in detail
between the material composition of the
original layers and the later overpaintings,
and would also characterise the technical
specifics of how the polychromy was
applied to the surface of cast stone. An
analysis of the samples that were taken
revealed a technical curiosity. On the
Virgin Mary’s head it is possible to identify
a different sequence in the paint layers
and the preparation of the surface of

the cast stone beneath the polychromy.

An additional layer with brownish-ochre
(almost reddish) hue, that comes close

to, or possibly was even meant to imitate,
the actual cast stone material was found
only in the samples taken from the Virgin
Mary’s veil and the flesh tones on her
temple. The composition of this layer is,
however, slightly different and it is more
strongly bound. A combined elemental and
structural analysis of this layer revealed
the presence of calcium carbonate and
calcium-magnesium carbonate (dolomitic
limestone), aluminosilicates, ilmenite
(FeTiO,), isolated occurrences of fluorite
(CaF,), and pigments, or more precisely,
siccatives: red lead (Pb,0,) and massicot
(PbO). This layer, which was found solely
in areas on the Virgin Mary’s head, may
have been used to improve the smoothness
or adhesiveness of the cast stone surface.
This hypothesis is supported by the fact
that it was applied gradually, and, in the
sample taken of the flesh tones, up to three
subsequent layers are identifiable under
ultraviolet light, all of which were applied
“into wet” (Fig. 12).” These steps would
have ensured that the sculpture had a
perfectly smooth surface prior to the time
the paint layers of the polychromy were
applied. In the sample taken from the veil,
this additional layer is separated from the
surface of the stone by a very thin black
layer, apparently impurities. The discovery
of this interlayer may be evidence that
there was a delay between the time the
surface of the cast stone was prepared and
the application of this additional unifying
layer (Fig. 13). The morphology of the
particles in this smoothing layer is slightly
different beneath the flesh tones and
beneath the veil. The use of this technical
procedure was not found in any of the
other fragments of the original polychromy
(the Virgin Mary’s dress and the edge of her
mantle, the plinth). A similar technological
aspect consisting of a strongly bound layer
beneath flesh tones was documented for
the Madonna of Bad Aussee, where Koller
describes that the skin tone layer (lead
white and vermilion) was applied on

11  The Madonna of Hallstatt (a) and the Madonna of Bad Aussee (b), details

of the surface of the cast stone with visible bubbles, view of the backs.

a darkened insulating layer of binding
material (but with no ground).s® Of the
thus-far published results of natural science
research focused on the polychromy on
cast stone sculptures, this is the only
example describing this particular technical
approach. It would undoubtedly be
interesting to gather additional comparative
data regarding these findings and to
confirm whether it may have been a more
generally used workshop process.

The most tracked aspect of the
material analysis was aimed at clarifying
the colour scheme used for the Virgin
Mary’s mantle, which, on the basis of
art-historical hypotheses, was assumed
to have been white on the outer side
and blue on the inner. The research was
significantly more difficult because of the
better-preserved fragments of secondary
layers of polychromy. The XRF elemental
analysis confirmed the presence of a blue
copper pigment, most probably azurite
(2 CuCO, - Cu(OH),), on the lower fold of
the mantle on the left side. Several micro-
samples were subsequently taken from
areas of interest on the inner side of the
mantle. The oldest layers were identified
on only one sample, which proved the use
of azurite for the areas of blue polychromy.
The azurite layer was applied to a red
ground containing an iron oxide earth
pigment, which had been applied directly
to the surface of the cast stone (Fig. 14a).
Azurite was also identified on the inner
side of the Virgin Mary’s mantle in the case
of the Madonna of Bad Aussee.® The process
of identifying repairs and secondary
interventions in the blue polychromy
led to the identification of several stages.
Determining their chronological sequence
is quite complicated. In the case of some
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12 Stratigraphy of the layers of paint in the Virgin Mary’s
flesh tones shown in visible and ultraviolet light, and an
electron microscope image.

of the repairs, a white (whitish ochre)

layer of a secondary ground was applied
below the paint layers, which smoothed
out the surface prior to the application

of the new polychromy. These auxiliary
layers are based on calcium sulphate in
some places, such as at some points in

the Virgin Mary’s red robe and the draped
sections of her blue mantle (Fig. 14b),

or calcium carbonate at other points of

the blue mantle (Fig. 14¢), even though

the subsequent blue layer has the same
composition. It is possible to assume that
apparently an already existing secondary
ground layer was used during the repairs,
which, based on the dating of the pigments
identified in the blue layer, could not have
been made prior to the 18th century. As far
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13 Stratigraphy of the layers of paint on the Virgin Mary’s
veil shown in visible and ultraviolet light, and an electron
microscope image.

as the blue layer on the reverse side of the
mantle is concerned, the analysis identified
a mix of lead white, smalt (ground cobalt
glass), Prussian blue (K[Fe""Fe'(CN),]),
ochre, vermilion, and marginal amounts
of other natural admixtures (Fig. 14).7
The variability identified in the utilised
pigments indicates that there was a greater
number of secondary interventions,

all of which built on the existing blue
colour of the inner side of the mantle.
However, blue also replaced the original
colour scheme even on the outer side

of the mantle. A non-invasive analysis
identified localised areas on the reverse
side of the mantle where ultramarine had
been used for retouching during modern
interventions. However, the examination



100 pm

100 pm

of the micro-samples that were obtained
indicates that the outer side of the mantle
was originally white, as was typical for
Beautiful Madonnas. Apparently, a white
layer consisting of lead white and chalk
(calcium carbonate, Fig. 15) was applied
onto the surface of the cast stone. In the
stratigraphy of the micro-sample, there
are visible, unevenly distributed distinct
white grains of lead white in chalk with a
secondary layer of plaster, in which there
are fragments of a layer of lead white and
more recent retouching. This sequence of
layers has apparently been preserved on
the surface of the mantle in only small
“islands” of polychromy, which, as far as
colour is concerned, have been unified
with the material of the cast stone through
retouching executed using ochre.

The edges of the Virgin Mary’s mantle
were metallised. The metal coating was

applied onto a fairly thick layer of ochre
mordant, in which the analysis confirmed
the presence of yellow and red ochres—
natural earth pigments containing goethite
(FeEOOH), or alternatively hematite (Fe,O,)
or rutile (TiO,)—as well as red lead and
isolated occurrences of carbon black and
calcium sulphate. The very warm nature of
this layer added an overall warm tonality
to the gold leaf applied along the edges. In
the sample taken from under the clasp on
the Virgin Mary’s chest, extensive layers of
repairs are visible, during which the gilding
was twice replaced, each time on top of a
layer of mordant. The first repair used gold
with an addition of silver; the second, gold
with the addition of a mix of silver and
copper (Fig. 16). The composition of the
metal coating used during the repairs was
thus based on the originally intended warm
tonality of the gold along the edges of the

14  Stratigraphy of
the blue polychromy
on the mantle shown in
visible and ultraviolet
light: a) layer of

blue azurite on a red
ground; b) blue layer
of overpainting on a
plaster ground; c) blue
layer of overpainting on
a chalk ground.
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15  Stratigraphy of the layers on the outer side of the
mantle shown in visible and ultraviolet light, and an
electron microscope image.

mantle. There was also some silvering done
during the repairs, but this layer was later
overlaid by one that followed the original
colour scheme. The Virgin Mary’s robe is
red, and the analysis of the original red
layer of the polychromy identified the
presence of a mix of vermilion (HgS), lead
white (2 PbCO, - Pb(OH),), calcium sulphate
and calcium carbonate, with random grains
of carbon black. The red layer on the robe
was applied on top of a very thin layer of
calcium sulphate. The question remains as
to whether this thin layer was a preparatory
ground layer for the polychromy, or if

it was merely the remnants of calcium
sulphate on the surface of the cast stone.
The thickness of the layer indicates that the
second option is more probable.
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16 Stratigraphy of a sample from the edge of the mantle
shown in visible and ultraviolet light, and an electron
microscope image; there are visible layers of gilding.

As was stated previously, the skin
tone layer on the Virgin Mary’s face was
applied directly onto a strongly bound,
brownish ochre (moving towards reddish)
layer, which was apparently applied to
smooth the surface of the cast stone.”
The actual skin tone layer is based on a
mixture of lead white and vermilion with
the presence of some aluminosilicates.”
There are clearly visible areas of extensive
overpainting on the Virgin Mary’s lips,
where the individual layers of overpainting
are separated by either an organic interlayer
or unifying layers that were applied prior
to the application of the secondary layers.
The same sort of unifying secondary
layers are visible beneath the silvering
along the edge of the Virgin Mary’s mantle



beneath the clasp on her chest. Mary’s
veil, also executed with a brownish ochre
(moving towards reddish) smoothing
layer, is silvered and vermilion was used
in the polychromy. The paint layers have
been only fragmentarily preserved in the
stratigraphy, and it is therefore impossible
to determine if this was the original
polychromy. Silvering on the veil of the
Madonna of Bad Aussee has not been proven,
however the existence of gilding has been
identified along the edge of the veil.”

The green polychromy in the area of
the plinth was applied directly to the
cast stone as one single layer (Fig. 17).

It was determined that the green layer
contained a mix of natural green
minerals—malachite (CuCO, - Cu(OH),),
atacamite (Cu,(OH),Cl), and posnjakite
(Cu,(SO,)(OH), - H,0)—together with lead
tin yellow type I (PbSnO,) mixed with
other mineral components—silica,
dolomite, aluminosilicates, and, in isolated
occurrences carbon black.

Infrared spectroscopy confirmed the use
of an oil-based binder in the paint layer
of the plinth. Certain proteins (probably
animal glue) were identified in the sample
taken from the veil, which may have been
used as a binder for the preparatory layers
that were applied on parts of the head. Tt
was impossible to determine binders in the
case of the other samples because of the
presence of the wax and resin that were
used to strengthen the polychromy during
restoration interventions.

Given the assumed workshop context,
basic comparison research was performed
with the polychromy on the Madonna of Bad
Aussee,” which was last restored in the 1940s
(1943, by the restorer Wilhelm Smolka [?]),
as is specified by Dieter Grossmann with
reference to leading conservator Josef
Zykan.” The data from previous research
was published by Manfred Koller.” The
aim of the research at the National Gallery
in Prague was to obtain comparative data
about the polychromy on both the Madonna
of Hallstatt and the Madonna of Bad Aussee
under the same conditions and to therefore
be able to supplement the previous
findings. The research was exclusively non-
invasive and concerned only the surface
of the polychromy, where mainly the
materials used in the overpainting were
determined. The use of non-invasive mobile
Raman spectroscopy identified vermilion
in the polychromy layers on the red robe,
and a combination of Prussian blue and
lead white on the blue mantle. The use of
Prussian blue is unambiguous evidence
that the overpainting was done at a later

17 Stratigraphy of the
layers and the Raman
spectra of the green
polychromy on the
plinth; the following
minerals were identified
in the green layer: a)
malachite, b) atacamite,
and c) posnjakite.
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date. On the basis of the results from

the XRF elemental analysis, it is possible
to assume the presence of red lead and
ochre in the red polychromy, the addition
of smalt in the blue layers, and then in

the white polychromy, zinc white (ZnO)

or possibly also titanium white (TiO,) and
barium sulphate (BaSO,), most likely from
modern restoration interventions. Gold was
identified on the metallised areas.

The results of extensive natural science
research support the art history hypothesis
about the original colour scheme of the
polychromy on the Madonna of Hallstatt,
and also provide information about
the technological methods used for the
polychromy. It was possible to document
that the surface of the cast stone in the
area of the Virgin Mary’s face was treated
with a strongly bound organic layer. The
polychromy on the reverse side of the
mantle was blue, rendered using azurite on
a red ground. The outer side of the mantle
was white and the paint layer was applied
directly onto the surface of the stone. The
same applies to the original red polychromy
on the robe and the green polychromy on
the plinth. The edges of the mantle, and
apparently also the lower hem of the dress,
and the hair of both the Virgin Mary and
the Christ Child were gilded.

Because of the way in which the Madonna
of Hallstatt and the Madonna of Bad Aussee
were installed in close proximity to each
other at the Beautiful Madonna exhibition,
visitors had the unique opportunity to
compare the individual details of the
sculpted form and the differences in the
three-dimensional rendering (Fig. 1, 2).
These differences had already been
precisely measured by Dieter Grossman
at an exhibition organised in Salzburg in
1965, and he determined a difference of
even several centimetres in shapes that
otherwise appeared to be the same.”

It was also very easy to see how the
perception of the whole benefits from

the colour scheme of the polychromy as
well as the extent to which the later paint
layers alter the original details of how the
stone was sculpted (Fig. 18). Nevertheless,
the Madonna of Hallstatt appears to be
rendered in many respects in more detail.
The comparison of it with the Madonna

18 The Madonna of Hallstatt and the Madonna of Bad Aussee, details; comparison Of Bad Aussee also provides clear evidence
of a surface with secondary polychromy with a revealed area of sculptural modelling. of how the interpretation of the shaping
of the folds in the mantle in the Virgin
Mary’s chest area has shifted in the case
of the Madonna of Hallstatt. At the time the
sculpture was being repaired, the colour
scheme was defined incorrectly. As a result,
the fold on the reverse side of the mantle
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20 The Madonna
of Hallstatt and

the Madonna of
Bad Aussee, visible
structure of the
cast stone and

the extent of the
missing material

in the modelling

of the back in the
secondarily modified
Madonna of Bad
Aussee.

SRS
19 The Madonna of Hallstatt and the Madonna of Bad Aussee, detail of the
modelling in the folds along the edge of the mantle; in the case of the Madonna of
Hallstatt, the non-original polychromy does not respect the original modelling of the
robe and mantle.

21 The Madonna

of Hallstatt and the
Madonna of Bad Aussee,
images of the bottom

with visible traces left by
tools; in the case of the
Madonna of Hallstatt,
there is a visible imprint of
a now illegible stamp.

was polychromed in red instead of blue, the repairer to comprehend. The motif of
and thus was visually unified with the the characteristic fold on the edge of Mary’s
area of the robe underneath it (Fig. 19).7 mantle fastened with a fibula, which we
This mistake could have happened only see in the Madonna of Hallstatt, typologically
later, when the typological relationships links a number of Beautiful Madonnas
between the modelling and polychromy of of Bohemian and Austrian provenance,

the mantles of Beautiful Madonnas was no and dates back to the Bohemian Marian
longer well-established and this detail of paintings from the time of Charles IV. The

the mantle may have been more difficult for  particular detail was properly reinstated at
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22 The Madonna of Hallstatt, detail
of the edges of an opening with visible
traces of polychromy; the research
confirmed the presence of secondary
layers in this location.

the time the polychromy on Madonna of Bad

Aussee was restored.

The exhibition also made available
detailed photo-documentation and the
ability to visually compare the material
of the cast stone and how the bottom
and reverse sides had been shaped
(Fig. 20, 21).” The back of the Madonna of
Bad Aussee was later cut, most probably in
association with being adjusted to fit in a
Rococo altar.®° This offers an extraordinary
view of the inner structure of the cast
stone, something that has unfortunately
not been available to us thus far in the case
of full sculptures (refer to the RTG images,
in which it is impossible to determine
the characteristics and distribution of
individual bubbles in the material). As a
result, it is possible to measure the size of
the bubbles and their location. However,
in the case of the Madonna of Bad Aussee,
this does not lead to the identification of
any significant technical characteristics,
because the size of the bubbles and their
distribution is not fundamentally uneven
(Fig. 20b). The photo-documentation also
made it possible to record the density of
incisions (engraving)® as well as the shape
of the tools used for shaping the pleats
in the edges of the Virgin Mary’s veil
for both the Madonna of Hallstatt and the
Madonna of Bad Aussee. Here, however, the
relief is significantly suppressed by the
polychromy (Fig. 23). Any future detailed
research regarding provenance may also
benefit from the documentation of the
bottom of the Madonna of Hallstatt. At the
time the exhibition was being installed, it
was confirmed that the shape and extent of
the indentation is truly unique within the
preserved group of statues (Fig. 22). It also
seems that Grossmann’s comment about a
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23 The Madonna of Hallstatt and the Madonna of Bad
Aussee, detail of the scarf's bend with visible traces of
surface engraving.

possible secondary intervention may still
be relevant. It is probable that the precise
shape of the edges of the base reflected the
way in which the sculpture was mounted.
However, at this point, our knowledge
about the original location of the Madonna
has not advanced. The literature published
thus far refers to Madl's statement that



he obtained the sculpture from an
undesignated chapel in the Hallstatt area.
We believe, however, that even in this
respect research is far from ended. It is
worth noting that, even almost a hundred
years after its discovery, the Madonna of
Hallstatt offers a number of new research
initiatives. Because of its significance, it is
closely linked with other themes associated
with the Beautiful Style, which, thanks to
its extraordinary richness and complexity,
is still very much a current topic amongst
researchers.

This article was published with the support of the
project of the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic:
Mobile device devoted to imaging and analysis of the
layered paintings and polychromy of the works of old art
(DG18P020OVV006).

Notes

1 The exhibition was organised in collaboration
with the Institute of Art History of the
Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic.
The concept was developed by Ivo Hlobil,
Hermann Mayrhofer, Sté€panka Chlumska,
Marius Winzeler; Curators: Hermann Mayrhofer
(Leogang), St&panka Chlumska, Marius Winzeler
(Prague). Exhibition Catalogue: Ivo Hlobil

- Hermann Mayrhofer - Marius Winzeler -
Stépanka Chlumska (eds.), Krdsné Madony ze
Salcburku / Schone Madonnen aus Salzburg. Lity
kdmen kolem 1400 / Gusstein um 1400, Praha 2019.
2 Tt was not possible to borrow the following
two artworks for the Prague exhibition: Saint
Margaret of Vigaun (cat. no. 21, pp. 162-165),
3D-model of the Mariapfarr Madonna (cat. no. 20,
pp. 158-161).

3 The exhibition was scheduled to run from
December 2019 to April 2020 at the Convent of
Saint Agnes of Bohemia. The National Gallery
in Prague’s exhibition venues were closed to
the public from March to May 2020 and it was
not possible to extend the exhibition due to
the circumstances. Additionally, it has thus far
not been possible to reschedule the planned
colloquium on issues associated with the cast
stone used in Central European art production
in the period around 1400.

4  See for example the Madonna of Breitenau
(cat. no. 8, pp. 100-103), the Madonna of Leogang
(cat. no. 3, pp. 82-89), and regarding open
questions about technology, see Ivo Hlobil,
“Salcburské krasné madony z litého umé&lého
kamene?”, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1),

pp. 38-56, esp. pp. 54-56.

5 Currently on display in the permanent
exhibition in the Convent of Saint Agnes of
Bohemia; see: Ji¥i Fajt - Stépanka Chlumska4,
Cechy a stiedni Evropa 1200-1550. Dlouhodobd
expozice Sbirky starého uméni Ndrodni galerie

v Praze v kldstere sv. Anegky Ceské, Praha 2006,

p. 51; cat. no. 54, p. 143. There is an extensive
bibliography for this artwork; Summarised: see:
St&panka Chlumsk4, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note
1), cat. no. 11, pp. 114-122; Jan Klipa - Michaela
Ottovd, in: Olga Kotkova (ed.), The National Gallery
in Prague. German, Austrian, French, Hungarian

and Netherlandish Sculpture 1200-1550. Hlustrated
Summary Catalogue II/2, Prague 2014, cat. no. 21,
pp. 34-35; Selected list: Manfred Koller, “Pouziti
umélého kamene v pozdnim stfedov&ku. P¥ehled
vyvoje odlévacich technik”, Technologia Artis 4,
Praha 1996, pp. 66-69, esp. p. 66; Karl Heinz
Clasen, Der Meister der Schonen Madonnen. Herkunft,
Entfaltung und Umkreis, Berlin - New York 1974, pp.
128-129; Dieter Grossmann, “Schéne Madonnen
1350-1450. Ein Nachbericht zur Ausstellung in
den Salzburgem Domoratorien vom 17. Juni bis
19. September 1965”, Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft
fiir Salzburgem Landeskunde 106, 1966, pp. 71-114,
esp. pp. 88-89; Dieter Grossmann, in: Schine
Madonnen 1350-1450, exhibition catalogue,
Domoratorien Salzburg, Salzburg 1965, cat. no. 17,
pp. 70-71 (with references to older literature);
Albert Kutal, Ceské gotické sochafstvi 1350-1450,
Praha 1962, p. 106; Albert Kutal, “O Mistru
Krumlovské madony. V. Kramérovi k jubileu”,
Uméni 5, 1957, pp. 29-63; Louis Adalbert Springer,
Die bayerisch-osterreichische Steingussplastik der

Wende vom 14. zum 15. Jahrhundert, Diss. Leipzig,
Wiirzburg 1936, pp. 144-145, p. 194; Vincenc
Kramaf, Vijstava obrazii a plastik zakoupenych stdtem
usporddand v budové Ustiedni knihoony hlavniho mésta
Prahy k pocté osmdesdtin presidenta ceskoslovenské
republiky T. G. Masaryka. Praha 1930, item no. 12.
p. 4; Franz Kieslinger, “Mittelalterliche Bildwerke
1220-1400", in: Belvedere 4, 1923, pp. 93-109,

cat. no. 44.

6 Richard Pfikryl - Martin Racek - Jifina
Prikrylova, “Vysledky materidlového prizkumu
littho kamene Madony z Hallstattu ze sbirek
Nérodni galerie v Praze”, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.)
(note 1), pp. 72-77.

7 Archive of the NGP (NGA), Spole¢nost
vlasteneckych pFatel uméni (SVPU / Society of
Patriotic Friends of the Arts) Fonds, inv. no. 113,
box no. 138, box. no. 139, the letterhead paper
Madl used for his correspondence regarding

the sake of the Madonna: “Philipp Madl -
Antiquitdten - Restaurator und Handler,
[address]: Wien XVIII, Wihringerstrasse 99,
obchod: Wien I, Schellinggasse 12, [holiday
home]: Bad Ischl”; Klipa - Ottova (note 5), p. 34 -
the owner was erroneously specified as “Mandl”.
8 More recently with references, Hlobil et al.
(eds.) (note 1), cat. nos. 11, 12, 13, 18, 19. With
regard to the Bamberg Madonna, Grossmann,
Schione Madonnen 1965 (note 5), cat. no. 19,

p- 72. There is extensive literature on the

issue of variations of the Krumlov type: with
references, Ivo Hlobil, “Komentaf k objevu
krasnoslohové Michiganské madony”, Uméni 64,
2016, pp. 256-260; Jifi Fajt, catalogue entry, in:
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Jifi Fajt (ed.), Karl IV. Kaiser von Gottes Gnaden.
Kunst und Reprisentation des Hauses Luxemburg
1310-1437, exhibition catalogue, Miinchen -
Berlin 2006, cat. no. 202 (selected bibliography);
Milena Bartlov4, catalogue entry, in: Reinhard
Pohanka (ed.), Prag um 1400. Der Schéne Stil.
Bohmische Malerei und Plastik in der Gotik,
exhibition catalogue, Historisches Museum

der Stadt Wien, Wien 1990, cat. no. 32,

Pp- 98-99 (selected bibliography); Albert Kutal,
“O mistru krumlovské madony”, Uméni 5, 1957,
pp. 29-63.

9 A commonly voiced misconception is that
the sculpture was sold together with the house.
However, this was convincingly disproved in

a thorough study based on archive sources

by Jifi Zaloha, “Krumlovskd Madona”, in:

Uméni 35, 1987, pp. 260-269. There are different
hypotheses about the commissioning parties

and the sculpture’s original provenance in

Cesky Krumlov; for a summary, see Fajt

(opt. cit. note 8), or more recently Daniela
Rywikovd, “Klaster ¢eskokrumlovskych klarisek
ve stfedov€ku a jeho vizualni kultura”, in: Roman
Lavi¢ka - Daniela Rywikova, Ordo et paupertas.
Ceskolerumlovsky kldster minoritii a klarisek ve
stredovéku v kontextu Fddové zboznosti, kultury a uméni,
Ostrava 2017, pp. 129-152.

10 For a summary of his professional activities,
see Lubomir Slavi¢ek (ed.), Slovnik historikii uméni,
vytvarnych kritiki, teoretikii a publicistii v Ceskyich
zemich a jejich spolupracovnikii x pribuznych obori (asi
1800-2008), Vol. 2, Praha 2016, pp. 1472-1473.
11 Letter dated 23 August 1924, NGA, SVPU
Fonds, inv. no. 113, box no. 138.

12 With additional references see especially:
Ladislav Kesner, Vincenc Kramdf. Zivot v uméni,
exhibition catalogue, Narodni galerie v Praze,
Praha 1992; Olga Uhrovi - Vojtéch Lahoda
(eds.), Vincenc Kramdf. Od starjch mistrii k Picassovi,
exhibition catalogue, Narodni galerie v Praze,
Praha 2000; Helena Déariova, “From Vincenc
Kramar to the 21st Century. The Adventures of
the Collection of Medieval Sculpture held by the
National Gallery in Prague”, Bulletin of the National
Gallery in Prague XXII-XXIII, 2012-2013, pp. 6-22,
101-111; most recently, the study by Toma3
Hladik in this issue.

13 Lada Hubatova-Vackovi, “Sonda do
KraméFovy akvizi¢ni politiky”, in: Uhrova

- Lahoda (eds.) (note 12), pp. 169-172 with
references to additional literature and archive
sources.

14 With detailed references: Lubomir Slavicek,
“Alfred Justitz a Kramafovy akvizice starého
uméni v letech 1923-1924”, Uméni 46, 1998,

pp. 245-262. For more information about

the collection of medieval art of Bohemian
provenance, see Darlova (note 12).

15 1 would like to thank Toma3 Hylmar for

his help with searching the archives of the
National Gallery in Prague. For information
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regarding the contents of the SVPU Fonds,
including references: Lucie Ve&ernikova, Archiv
Ndrodni galerie v Praze. Spole¢nost vlasteneckijch pidtel
uméni. Inventdf. Praha 2017, accessible at: https://
ngprague.cz/o-nas/stranka/archiv. Although

the majority of authors who have studied the
acquisitions obtained by Kramaf briefly mention
the purchase of the Madonna of Hallstatt in the
overall list, they do not look at the circumstances
surrounding the sale in more detail. For
instance, a brief mention of the purchase is
made in Lada Hubatova-Vackovi, “Sonda do
Kramarovy akvizi¢éni politiky”, in: Uhrova -
Lahoda (eds.) (note 12), pp. 169-172, p. 171, but
in the same publication, the list of trips Krama¥
made in 1924 does not include his visit to Madl
in Vienna; comp. with Pavla Sadilkova - Lada
Hubatova-Vackové, “Data”, pp. 213-257; there is
also a brief mention of it in Dariova (note 12),

p. 103, note 56.

16 This is most probably a reference to

Dr Franz Kieslinger of the Kunsthandels-
Aktiengesellschaft, who is mentioned as being
amongst Kramai's contacts by Lada Hubatova-
Vackova (note 15).

17 NGA, SVPU Fonds, inv. no. 113, box

no. 138.

18 Slavitek (ed.) (note 10), pp. 1677-1681.

19 In his letter to Kramaf dated 2 August 1924,
Wirth writes: ,,...Cestu Dra Stecha do Vidné pan
ministr neschvilil, takze ztistal doma. O tom
viem jsem se dovédél, teprve kdyz jsem pfijel

z dovolené, kdy se nedalo nic napraviti. Doufam
v3ak, Ze jste koupil dob¥e...%, (“The minister

did not approve Dr Stech’s trip to Vienna, so

he stayed at home. I only learned of all of this
when I returned from my holiday, and nothing
could be rectified. I hope, however, that you
made a good purchase...”), NGA, SVPU Fonds,
inv. no. 113, box no. 138.

20 Wirth's letter to Kramaf, 2 August 1924.

21 Zaloha (note 9), p. 264.

22 Letter dated 20 May 1924, NGA, SVPU
Fonds, inv. no. 113, box no. 138.

23 With references to the purchase price,
Hubatova-Vackovi (note 15); Datiova (note 12).
24 The letter dated 16 May 1924 is a reply to
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Kramai’s written enquiry regarding the price

of the artwork. Madl set the prices as follows:
“90,000 Goldkronen”. Elsewhere, the price

of the artwork is specified in Austrian paper
crowns, which had a different value to the gold
coins. This has led to the apparently confusing
difference in the specified prices. Regarding

the interest on the Austrian side, he writes:
“Durch den Besitz der ‘Krumauer-Madonna' ist
das Interesse des Wiener - Museums an meiner
Madonna ausgeschaltet und es wiirde somit der
Gemildegalerie in Bohmen die Ausfuhr keine
Schwierigkeiten bereiten.”

25 Reference to Kieslinger (note 5), Fig. 21 and
Fig. 22.



26 ”..dass es nicht in der Lage ist, fiir die
genannte Statue die Ausfuhrbewilligung aus
Oesterreich zu erteilen, da das in Rede stehende
Kunstwerk im hohen MaBe die Aufmerksamkeit
der heimischen kunstwissenschaftichen
Forschung auf sich gezogen hat und seine
Zugehorigkeit zum §sterreischischem
Kunstkreise von fachlicher Seite geltend gemacht
wurde...”, NGA, SVPU Fonds, inv. no. 113, box
no. 138.

27 Letter dated 22 October 1924, NGA, SVPU
Fonds, inv. no. 113, box no. 138.

28 Grosssman, Schone Madonnen 1965 (note 5),
p- 70, refers to Springer (note 5), p. 144,

note 184.

29 NGA, SVPU Fonds, inv. no. 114, box

no. 139; typewritten document with additional
handwritten information dated 30 June 1925.

30 NGA, SVPU Fonds, inv. no. 114, box

no. 139.

31 Madl wrote: “Sehr geehrter Herr Director!
Ich bestitige den Empfang Thres werten Briefes,
dessen Inhalt ich nicht anerkenne. Fiir mich ist
die Madonna nach wie vor echt. Sollten Sie einer
andern Ueberzeugung sein so ersuche ich Sie
den Beweis der Falschheit zu bringen und gegen
mich den Prozess anzustrengen.” (“Dear Director!
I hereby confirm receipt of your esteemed letter,
with whose contents I disagree. In my opinion,
the Madonna is authentic. If you are convinced
otherwise, bring proof that it is a fake and start
proceedings against me.”), NGA, SVPU Fonds,
inv. no. 114, box no. 139.

32 Letter dated 23 August 1924, NGA, SVPU
Fonds, inv. no. 113, box no. 138.

33 Letter dated 1 August 1924, NGA, SVPU
Fonds, inv. no. 113, box no. 138; the sculpture
was recorded under no. 1887, addition no. 3109,
on 26 June 1925.

34 Matéjcek writes: “...Jak pitklady

ukazuji, dosv&dgil dr. V. Kramar pohotovost

a rozhodnost, kdykoliv 8lo o ziskani vnikajiciho
kusu, jemuz hrozila ztrata prodlenim, dovedl
prozirav€ hledati a pétrati po dilech pro

sbirku Zddoucich doma i v Sirokém okruhu
mezinarodniho obchodu uméleckého...”, (“...As
examples have shown, Dr V. Kramar displayed
alacrity and decisiveness whenever it came to the
acquisition of an excellent artwork and there was
the risk that it would be forfeited if there were
any delays; he was able to prudently search and
hunt for artworks it would be desirable to have
at home even amongst the wide circle of the
international art trade...”), in: Antonin Matg&jéek,
“Galerie Spole¢nosti vlasteneckych pratel uméni
v Domé& umélct a jeji feditel”, Volné sméry XII,
1923-1924, p. 106.

35 Kramar (note 5), entry no. 12, p. 4, Kramar
writes: "Tkonograficky kryje se socha, pojata

jiz jako témé&F volna plastika, v hofeni ¢asti

s obrazy tzv. Madony zlatokorunské, jejiz
nejstarsi ukazka, slohové prinaleZejici k epitafu

Jana z Jefeng, je v pokladé svatovitském.

Umély kamen. Salcbursko (?)...”, (“In the

top section, the statue, already conceived as

an almost loose sculpture, iconographically
coincides with paintings of the so-called Zlata
Koruna Madonna, the oldest version of which,
stylistically associated with the Epitaph of Jan of
Jefeti, is in the Treasury of Saint Vitus Cathedral.
Artificial stone. Salzburg region (?).”) Kramar also
discussed the artwork at the popular educational
level in an inspirational text: Vincenc Kramaf,
“Ceské stiedoveké malby z majetku &s. statni
obrazarny”, Ndrodni osvobozeni, 29 March 1930,
nonpaginated.

36 Antonin Maté&jcek (reviewer), “Vystava
obrazt a plastik zakoupenych stitem v letech
1919-1930", Uméni 111, 1930, pp. 223-228, p. 227.
37 Jan Kvét, “Obrazdrna spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych pratel uméni v Praze”, Volné sméry
XXIX, 1932, pp. 118-120.

38 Vincenc Kraméf, Struény priivodce Obrazdrnou
spolecnosti vlasteneckyjch prdtel v Cechdch, catalogue,
Praha 1936, nonpaginated. Here, Kramar
designated the sculpture as the work of a
“Salzburg master (?) from the start of the 15th
century, Replica of the Krumlov Madonna

(in the Viennese Museum of Art History)”.
Jaromir Homolka discusses the designation

of “replica” as an inaccurate simplification in:
Jaromir Homolka - Ladislav Kesner, Ceské uméni
gotické 1320-1400, catalogue, Narodni galerie

v Praze, Praha 1964, p. 81. Another often used
title, Variation of the Krumlov Madonna, was more
recently mentioned by Ladislav Kesner, in:

Jifi Kotalik et. al., Staré éeské uméni, catalogue,
Narodni galerie v Praze, Praha 1988, cat. no. 130,
p- 88, and also Jifi Fajt, in: Fajt - Chlumska (note
5); Klipa - Ottova (note 5) specifies the older
title of Variation of the Krumlov Madonna from

the collection’s records as well as the Madonna

of Hallstatt, which is what is used most often

by foreign researchers. Particularly the work of
Dieter Grossmann was standard-setting in this
respect (see note 5).

39 See Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966
(note 5), p. 89. Manifred Koller also analysed a
sample of cast stone; see Koller (note 5). Petr
Kotlik performed a comparative analysis with
natural stone; see Petr Kotlik, “Zprava o analyze
materidlu”, in: Jiff Fajt - Milena Bartlova, Svétice
s knihou. Nové zakoupené mistrovské dilo gotického
uméni, exhibition catalogue, Narodni galerie

v Praze, Praha 1996, pp. 61-67. The protocols
regarding these interventions are not stored at
the National Gallery in Prague.

40 See Springer (note 5).

41 Grosmann, Schone Madonnen 1965 (note 5);
Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966 (note 5); Stabat
Mater. Maria unter dem Kreuz in der Kunst um 1400,
exhibition catalogue, Salzburger Dom, Salzburg,
1970; Kurt Rossacher, “Technik und Materialien
der Steingussplastik um 1400”, Alte und moderne
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Kunst 79, 1964, pp. 12-16; Kurt Rossacher, “Die
Schone Madonnna - Neue Ergebnisse und
Problematik der Ausstellung in Salzburg”, Alte
und moderne Kunst 10, 1965, pp. 2-5. A concise
summary in Manfred Koller, “Pfirodni versus
umély kdmen v Salcburku kolem roku 14007,

in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1), pp. 58-71; and
also Ivo Hlobil, “Salcburské krisné madony

z litého umélého kamene”, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.),
pp- 38-57; Anton Legner (ed.), Die Parler und

der Schone Stil 1350-1400. Europdische Kunst unter
den Luxemburgern. Ein Handbuch zur Ausstellung

des Schniitgen-Museums in der Kunsthalle Koln,
exhibition catalgue, I-III, K6ln 1978, IV-V, Kéln
1980.

42 Albert Kutal, “K problému krasnych
madon. Poznidmky k vystavé ,Krasné madony*

v Salcburku”, Uméni 14, 1966, pp. 433-460;
Albert Kutal, “Vystava Stabat Mater v Salcburku”,
Uméni 19, 1971, pp. 402-421; Jaromir Homolka,
Studie k poédtkiim umeéni krdsného slohu v Cechdch.

K problematice spolecenské funkce vijtoarného uméni

v predhusitskijich Cechdch, Praha 1976.

43 Summarised in Koller (note 41); selected
list: Manfred Koller, “Zur GuBsteintechnik in
der Spitgotik”, in: Sophie Guillot de Suduiraut
(ed.), Sculptures médiévales allemandes. Conservation
et restauration. Actes du colloque organisé au musée

du Louvre par le service culturel les 6 et 7 décembre
1991, Paris 1993, pp. 79-100; abbreviated in
Czech, untitled: Technologia artis 4 (https//
technologia artis. avu. cz/cech.html); Koller

(op. cit. note 5); Manfred Koller - Hubert
Paschinger - Helmut Richard, “Untersuchungen
zur Guss-Steintechnik der Spatgotik in
Mitteleuropa”, Restauratorenblitter18, 1998,

pp. 85-94; Manfred Koller, “Das Opus Thiemonis
- Kunststeinverwendung in Salzburg im Hoch-
und Spétmittelalter”, Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft
fiir Salzburger Landeskunde 142, 2002, pp. 317-334.
44 Koller (note 5).

45 Prikryl - Racek - Pfikrylova (note 6).

46 Piikryl - Racek - Piikrylovd, p. 72.

47 Viclava Antuskova - Katefina Hrickova -
Radka Sefcl, unpublished laboratory report,

no. 18/173, archive of the Chemical-Technological
Laboratory of the National Gallery in Prague,
2019.

48 Dino-Lite Premier AM4113ZT-FV2W

USB microscope, magnification 50x and

200x, polarised visible light (VIS) and UV

light (A = 375 nm). The obtained images were
processed using the Dino-Capture 2.0 and NIS
Elements D programs.

49 The elemental analysis was performed using
a NITON XL3t GOLDD+ portable XRF device,
the radiation source was a mini-X-ray source with
a silver anode with a maximum voltage of 50 kV;
the diameter of the measured surface was circa

5 mm and the time of one analysis was 120 s.
The contact-free measurements were taken from
a distance of up to circa 0.5 cm.
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50 The measurements were taken using

a Bravo spectrometer with a spectral range

of 3200-170 ¢cm?, laser output of <100 mW,

and a resolution of 10-12 cm?. The analysis

was performed using the Opus and Omnic

9 programs. The spectra were compared with
the spectral library maintained at the Chemical-
Technological Laboratory of the National Gallery
in Prague.

51 The authors would like to thank Anna
Trestikova and Markéta Pavlikova from the
Department of Conservation and Restoration

of the National Gallery in Prague for their
cooperation and taking the micro-samples of the
polychromy.

52 The molecular analysis using Raman
microspectroscopy was performed with a
Thermo Scientific DXR Raman Microscope,
excitation lasers emitting at 532 nm and 780 nm,
with a laser output of 0.5-15 mW, a spectral
range of 3300-50 cm?, and a measurement time
of 60-120 s. The spectra were processed using
the Omnic 9 program and interpreted on the
basis of a comparison with the spectral library
maintained at the Chemical-Technological
Laboratory of the National Gallery in Prague.
The elemental analysis was performed using a
JEOL 6460 LA scanning electron microscope
with an X-ray microanalyser in low-vacuum
mode (35 Pa), and an accelerating voltage of

20 kV. The molecular analysis using infrared
spectroscopy was performed using a Bruker
Optics Alpha spectrometer with a single bounce
diamond ATR accessory, with a spectral range
of 4000-400 cm?, resolution of 4 cm?, and a
total of 64 scans. The measured spectra were
processed using the OPUS and Omnic programs,
and the substances present were identified on
the basis of a comparison with the spectral
library maintained at the Chemical-Technological
Laboratory of the National Gallery in Prague.
53 The natural mineral gypsum was the

base raw material, which, when heated to a
temperature of around 130-150 °C and the
resulting partial dehydration, was transformed
into plaster (calcium sulphate hemihydrate,
CaSO, - % H,0). When preparing cast

stone, plaster was mixed with water and the
rehydration (the binding of the water associated
with the transformation into dihydrate) led to
hardening. The term “plaster” is sometimes
loosely used for both forms of calcium sulphate
(hemihydrate and dihydrate).

54 See Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1), cat. no. 12,
Pp. 123-125; cat. no. 11, pp. 114-122; cat. no. 3,
pp. 82-85; cat. no. 8, pp. 100-103; cat. no. 13,
pp. 126-129; cat. no. 7, pp. 97-99. We would
like to thank the artwork owners and their
representatives for their generous cooperation.
55 Piikryl - Racek - Pfikrylova (note 6), p. 74.
56 Koller (note 5), pp. 66-69.

57 Anhydrite, an anhydrous form of calcium



sulphate (CaSO,), occurs in nature as a mineral
or is produced by heating gypsum to higher
temperatures than in plaster production.
Depending on the chosen temperature, the
structure of the resulting anhydrite varies and
thus its ability to react repeatedly with water also
differs.

58 A question that remains outstanding is
whether there is calcium carbonate both in the
material of the cast stone itself and as a layer in
the polychromy on the surface. It is impossible
to accurately answer this question, or to more
closely specify the technological procedure used
for producing the cast stone, without taking a
micro-sample.

59 Ivo Hlobil, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1),
cat. no. 3, p. 82. Manfred Koller questions the
possibility of mineralogical determination from
the sample that was taken with reference to its
size and the location from which it was taken;
in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1), p. 66. During the
preparations for the exhibition, Ivo Hlobil drew
attention to metal elements in the material of the
sculpture that are visible in the CT images; the
existence of these elements led him to propose
verifying the hypothesis that the compositional
material of the sculpture is cast stone. The
measurements were taken on a bare area of the
stone surface where there was no continuous
polychromy, specifically at the edge of the robe
by the left foot, and on the rear side of the
plinth. The structural analysis performed on
both of the tested areas confirmed the existence
of only calcium carbonate. If the material were
cast stone, its material composition would be
different from the other investigated sculptures.
60 In the catalogue entry for the Madonna

of Breitenau, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (note 1),

cat. no. 8, p. 100, Ivo Hlobil specifies the
material as limestone or artificial cast stone.
Thus far, no material analysis has been
performed. The results of a non-invasive
examination indicate that it is more likely natural
stone.

61 Regarding the colour scheme of Beautiful
Madonnas as perceived at different levels of
interpretation, compare with Jaromir Homolka,
“Stochastic”, in: Emanuel Poche (ed.), Praha
stiedovékd, Praha 1983, pp. 359-489, esp. p. 442,
p- 449; Manfred Koller, “Bildhauer und

Maler: Technologische Beobachtungen zur
Werkstattpraxis um 1400 anhand aktueller
Restaurierungen”, Kunsthistorisches Jahrbuch

Graz 24, 1990, pp. 135-161; Robert Suckale
(ed.), Schone Madonnen am Rhein, exhibition
catalogue, Bonn, LVR-Landesmuseum,

Leipzig 2009; Manfred Koller, “Technika

a sloh polychromie plastik”, Technologia artis 3,
1993, pp. 117-124; Manfred Koller, “Auch
Fassung kleidet! Gefasste Steinskulpturen des
Mittelalters”, in: Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir
Kunst und Denkmalpflege, LXX, 2016, pp. 293-307;

Regarding the interpretation of the white colour
scheme, most recently Elisabeth Sobieczky,
“White in Medieval Sculpture Polychromy -
Iconography, Reception, Restoration”, Zeitschrift
fiir Kunstgeschichte, 82/3, pp. 209-320. Regarding
Bridget of Sweden, see also Pavlina Rychterova,
“Tkonograficky motiv Narozeni Pané& adora¢niho
typu a vidéni Brigity Svédské”, In: Verba in
imaginibus: FrantiSku Smahelovi k 70. narozenindm,
Praha 2004, pp. 97-111.

62 For more recent information regarding the
polychromy of the Pietas, see Michaela Ottova,
“Pieta z Jihlavy - Moznosti a meze dosavadnich
pfistupt ke ,Krasné Piet&“”, in: Jana Hrba¢ova
(ed.), Piety krdsného slohu. Prispévky = mezindrodniho
symposia, Olomouc 2017, pp. 13-25, and regarding
the colour scheme esp. p. 19.

63 Manfred Koller - Giovanna Zehetmaier,
“Die Schéne Madonna aus Altenmarkt”,

in: Legner (ed.) (note 41), p. 408; Manfred
Koller - Giovanna Zehetmaier, “Die Schone
Madonna von Krumau und ihre Restaurierung”,
Restauratorenblitter 18, 1998, pp. 125-130.

64 Regarding the restoration of the Madonna
of Treboti (VEra Fromlova, 1974-1976), see Véra
Fromlova, in: Véra Fromlovd, Restaurdtorské dilo,
exhibition catalogue, Stfedo¢eské galerii v Praze,
Praha 1980, cat. no. 3, nonpaginated; for a
comparison with the results of the restoration
of the Madonna of Chlum (Jiti Tesa¥, 1965-1966),
see Véra Fromlové, “Polychromie kamenné
plastiky v obdobi krasného stylu - okruh Mistra
krumlovské Madony”, Technologia artis 1, 1990,
pp- 85-88; for information regarding the rare
occurrence of a red cloak and the results of the
material research, see Ivo Hlobil, “Cerveny plast
Sternberské madony - unikum &eského krasného
slohu?”, Uméni 64, 2016, pp. 412-418.

65 Published research and restoration results:
Jaromir Surma, “Priizkum a restaurovani
Kiivikovy Piety”, in: Jana Hrbacova, Kfivdkova
Piceta. Restaurovdni 2005/2013-2014, exhibition
catalogue, Muzeum uméni Olomouc, Olomouc
2015, pp. 41-48; Markéta Pavlikova - Lenka
Helfertova - Romana Balcarové, “Prizkum

a restaurovani Piety z kostela sv. Ignace

v Jihlavé”, in: Piety krdsného slohu. Pfispévky

z megindrodniho symposia / Vesperbilder des Schinen
Stils. Beitrige des internationalen Symposiums,
Olomouc 2017, pp. 74-77; Susan Marti - Richard
Né&mec - Marius Winzeler (eds.), Pragskd pieta

v Bernu. Predmét obchodu - modla - muzejni expondt,
Praha 2018; For more recent information
regarding the possible interpretation of the
polychromy of Beautiful Style pietas with
numerous references, see Ottova (note 62),

pp. 13-25, and regarding the colour scheme

esp. p. 19; For a more recent monograph

about the set of pietas, see Ludmila Kvapilova,
Vesperbilder in Bayern von 1380 bis 1430. Zwischen
Import und einheimischer Produktion, Petersberg
2017.
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66 Jaroslav Pedina, “Studie k ikonografii

a typologii obrazu madony s ditétem v ¢eském
deskovém malifstvi kolem poloviny 14. stoleti”,
Uméni 25, 1977, pp. 130-157; Ivo Kotan, “K vyvoji
tzv. svatovitského typu madony”, Uméni 29, 1981,
pp- 193-215; Ivo Ko¥4n, “Zivot nagich gotickych
Madon”, Uméni 37, 1989, pp. 193-220.

67 The layer onto which additional layers
were applied was not sufficiently dried. As

a result, there is no clearly visible boundary
separating these layers. The sequence in which
the individual layers were applied is visible
under fluorescent light, which reveals almost
imperceptible boundaries between the layers.
68 Koller also mentions an oil layer on a
ground of red lead paint beneath the gilding

in the hair. This could, however, be a layer of
mordant beneath the gilding; see Koller, Technika
1993 (note 61), pp. 117-124.

69 Koller, Technika 1993. Azurite was also used
in the layers of the overpainting. Additionally,
the use of azurite, which was the most widely
used blue pigment during the Gothic Period,
was also identified on the blue reverse side of
the cloak on Kfivdk’s Pieta; see Jifina Pfikrylova,
Mikroskopicka analyza polychromie, in:
Hrbéacové (note 65), pp. 62-63. Tt was also
identified in the case of the Pieta of Jihlava; see
Jana Odvarkova, unpublished laboratory report,
no. 09/45, archive of the Chemical-Technological
Laboratory of the National Gallery in Prague,
20009.

70 Prussian blue was first synthesised at the
start of the 18th century and its discovery is
dated to 1704; see Barbara H. Berrie, “Prussian
Blue”, in: Elisabeth West FitzHugh (ed.),

Artists’ Pigments, A Handbook of Their History and
Characteristics, Volume 3, Oxford 1997, pp. 191-217.
71 The use of white ground layers beneath
polychromy or paint layers is characteristic of
the Gothic Period; selected references: Lilian
Svabenick4 - Radka Sefcti - Stépanka Chlumska
- Helena Darova, “Pavod kfidovych sedimentt
na stfedovekych deskovych obrazech a fezbach
na zakladé studia vapnitych nanofosilii”, Férum
konzervdtorii - restaurdtorii, 2017, pp. 48-58; Joyce
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Hill Stoner - Rebecca Anne Rushfield (eds.), The
Conservation of Easel Paintings, New York 2012.

72 A mixture of lead white and vermilion

is often used specifically for flesh tones in
polychromy, which is also evidenced in the case
of the Madonna of Bad Aussee; see Koller, Technika
(note 61).

73 Regarding the identification made on the
basis of an elemental analysis using the X-ray
fluorescence method, see Vaclava Antuskova

- Radka Sefcfi, unpublished laboratory report,
no. 20/43, archive of the Chemical-Technological
Laboratory of the National Gallery in Prague,
2020.

74 Antugkova - Sefcti, unpublished laboratory
report, no. 20/43 (note 74).

75 Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966 (note 5),
p- 89.

76 Koller, Technika 1993 (note 61).

77 Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966

(note 5), pp. 89-90; differences were measured
at 17 control points of the modelling of both
sculptures; the resulting measured differences
were as follows: 0.0; 0.5; 1.0; and 3.0 cm.

78 Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966, p. 89.
79 Here, we would like to thank the artwork
owners for their generosity in allowing us to
obtain photo-documentation, and also our
colleagues from the National Gallery in Prague’s
photography department, headed by David
Stecker, for taking the photos.

80 See Adolf Hahnl, in: Hlobil et. al. (eds.)
(note 1), cat. no. 12, pp. 123-125.

81 For information regarding the term and the
meaning of this motif, see Ivo Hlobil, “Gravierte
Schleier von Madonnen und Vesperbildern. Ein
autochthones Motiv des bhmischen Schénen
Stils und seine religiose Funktion”, Uméni 66,
2018, pp. 1-35; and more recently, “Cesky krasny
sloh v sochafstvi a kult rousky Panny Marie”,

in: Kléra BeneSovska - Katefina Kubinova, Imago
Imagines. Vijtoarné dilo a promény jeho funkci v éeskych
zemich od 10. do proni tietiny 16. stoleti, vol. 1,
Praha 2020, pp. 442-479.

Translated by Veronika Lopaurovd



REPORTS

The Story of the Lost Ragini:
Researching an Indian Painting

ZDENKA KLIMTOVA — RADKA SEFCU - TOMAS TROJEK

The interdisciplinary contribution presents the results of joint research of the Indian
painting Viravar ragini from the circle of Ragamala paintings produced in the

Central Indian Malwa style during the second half of the 17th century. Based on the
analysis of theme and style, the art-historical research revealed extensive overpainting
that replaced the assumed figure of a beautifying woman with the portrait of the
Mughal ruler Humayun. However, thus far, there have been no persuasive arguments
supporting or disproving this hypothesis. The extensive natural material research that
used a broad scale of instrumental methods could clearly support this hypothesis. A
point-specific elemental and structural analysis not only described the basic range of
colours (indigo, vermilion, orpiment, Indian yellow, and mainly calcium carbonate)
but also corroborated a varied composition of arts media in the original painting and
overpainting. The identification of lead white in overpainting was crucial, as it was not
confirmed in the original layers. The advanced mapping techniques based on X-ray
fluorescence spectroscopy made it possible for the first time to look underneath the
surface and depict the original theme—a woman beautifying herself—the lost ragini.
The date of overpainting cannot be reliably determined based on the identified media
because the range of Indian painting arts media changed only very slightly between the
16th and 19th century. While the change of theme and composition as well as its scope
was proved based on multiple arts media, the comparative art historical analysis turned
out to be crucial for considerations about the origin of overpainting.

Keywords Couplet // She asked her husband for a private

Indian painting, Malwa, Ragamala iconography, rendezvous and nicely decorated her body //
Humayun, portrait, genre painting, overpainting,

non-invasive analytical methods, Raman spectroscopy, Now'ls thmkmg ab.out lovemdkmg a?ld s watting
X-ray fluorescence analysis, pigments (staying where she is), thus speaks Viravaravama
/3 /1!

Ragamala Paintings

The artworks falling within ragamala
paintings represent a great contribution
to the more than two hundred Indian
paintings from the 17th-19th centuries in
the collection of the National Gallery in
Prague (NGP).? They include a painting
with the same words in the heading

as on the reverse of the sheet which
unequivocally identify it as Viravar ragini.
Yet paradoxically, instead of the principal
figure—a lovesick woman admiring herself

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX /2020

59



1 Viravar ragini, India, Malwa, 1660-1680, later overpainting, watercolour on paper, 24.1 x 17.3 cm, The National Gallery in Prague,
inv. no. Vm 1907.
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in a mirror as indicated by the inscriptions
and existing iconography—it depicts the
Mughal Emperor Humayun whose maid
holds his (?) portrait before him. The
painting, created in the second half of
the 17th century in the Central Indian
Malwa style (Fig. 1), was purchased for
the NGP collection in 1961, knowing that
it was partially overpainted. The current
level of technological analyses provides an
opportunity to look beneath the surface.
Let us start with the term ragamala
paintings. In traditional Indian music, the
terms ragas and raginis denote the melodic
modes which serve as the basis for musical
improvisation. They are assembled into
systems where the most widespread one

includes six male ragas; to each raga a group

of five female raginis is assigned. Poetry
personified ragas and raginis as Hindu

gods or men, and female figures. The first
known illustrations of ragamala themes
appeared at the end of the 15th century.
As the scenes stabilised and instructed
recipients could identify them, the
accompanying texts for the paintings lost
their importance. The series of loose-leaf
folios in a certain order were bound into
series (albums) called ragamala, “a garland
of ragas”, which became the title of the
entire genre. Ragamala paintings flourished
between the 16th and 19th centuries
especially at the Indian courts, both
Hindu and Muslim, and the court milieu
provided most of the inspiration for the
genre scenes. The character of heroes and
heroines, the situation in which they act
as well as the creation of the atmosphere
by the arrangement of the environment
express the moods of ragas and raginis

just as music and poetry do using their
specific means. The term rasa, also relating
to additional art forms such as dance and
drama, is crucial for the understanding of
Indian aesthetics. Rasa stands for the mood
of the artwork that evokes the relevant
emotional impression in the mind of a
perceptive recipient who is known as a rasik
which can be translated as “an aesthete”.
Natya Shastra® distinguishes eight emotions,
for example fury, heroic, and comic,

while ragamala paintings prefer—yet not
exclusively—sringara rasa that evokes love.

Viravar ragini

Love has three forms here: fulfilled,
expected, and separated.* Viravar ragini®
applies to the second group: it is embodied
by a woman expecting the arrival of her
beloved man (the husband in the Indian
traditional context) who was outside the
home, and she beautifies herself in front

2 Viravar ragini, India, probably Avadh, 1760-1780, watercolour on paper, sheet
31.6 x 21.8 cm, painting 19.5 x 13.3 c¢m, the front side bears an inscription in the
Arabic alphabet ragini bilaval, the reverse side features bildval, The National Gallery
in Prague, inv. no. Vm 1175.

of the mirror. The ragamala iconography
developed over time and many local
variants exist, yet Viravar is one of the
best established ones.® Although the main
figure—the embodiment of Viravar—is
covered by overpainting, the standing
maid figure that was part of the original
painting (originally with the mirror, now
with the portrait) is more crucial for the
identification of ragini as such. For the time
being, a folio featuring the same theme
(Fig. 2) in NGP’s ragamala album (note 2)
will illustrate the basic scene. However,
the album comes from the circle of local
Mughal painting and differs both by the
time of its origin (one century apart) and
primarily by the painting style. In another
variant of the Viravar iconography the
expected man is already present, hiding
and watching the preparations for his
arrival. This type of Viravar ragini is in
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the NGP’s collection represented by the
painting from Jaipur, Rajasthan, from the
second half of the 18th century.’

Malwa is a historic region in central
India occupying the current state of
Madhya Pradesh to the south of Mewar
in Rajasthan.® But in relation to painting,
the term can be understood as an
identification of style rather than a place
of origin.® Although the inclusion of
Malwa paintings in the central Indian
production cannot be disproved, the very
L ' close bonds with neighbouring Rajasthan
make it sometimes very difficult to discern
the Malwa production from the paintings
originating in Mewar which has a much
longer ragamala painting tradition. One of
the earliest surviving ragamala paintings,
Bhairavi ragini, appears to come from
Mewar. Now in the Victoria and Albert
Museum collection in London, it was
made between 1520 and 1540 and features
a woman worshiping the symbol of the
Hindu god Shiva.*® Although it can be
assumed that the Mewar Bhairavi ragini was
created at least a hundred and twenty years
before the painting we examine, they have
some common traits: the inscription on
a yellow base in the upper part, striking
tones of red and yellow, and the dark blue
sky. The silhouette of the seated figure is
similar to the one whose mirror image can
be viewed in the reconstructed figure of the
seated woman underneath the overpainting
(Fig. 13). Black tassels, popular during
the 16th-17th centuries, fulfilled the same
function already in this Mewar painting;
they belong to the repertoire of decoration
motifs for women’s garments and for
interiors.

The scene on the examined painting takes
place with an open view of the palace. The
woman on the left is depicted with a typical
“Malwa” profile with a receding forehead
and protruding central part of her face; her
loose hair is covered with the transparent
3 Humayun, North !ndia, 18th‘century, watercolour on paper, 24.2 x 14.3 cm, YCHOW scarf odhm', the short bodice choh’,
The National Gallery in Prague, inv. no. Vm 327. . . .

and a plain skirt with a yellow centre. She
wears rich black tassels on bangles, rigid
bracelets above her elbows and around her
wrists. The tassels recur on the sides of
the baldachin above although the left one
is partly covered by the overpainting. The
original painting shows a pattern assembled
from groups of four points on the blue part
of the baldachin which is created by the
bandhani technique.” The similar pattern
painted with red pigment on the grey floor
was done as part of the overpainting. The
painter depicted the palace’s roof from the
left and above. The frontally viewed wall
on the left is divided by a window with a
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closed shutter, even though the Malwa style
provides parallels of the similar motif on
the door wings." The niches surrounding
the window remain empty and the only
vessel gives an impression of levitating in
front of the wall.

Although the Malwa region had been
under the Mughal control since the early
1560s, Mughal painting had a minimal
impact on the local artists. The Malwa
style emerged rather late, the earliest
dated paintings being the illustrations for
Rasik Priya by Keshavdas® today found in
multiple collections in the world; the final
folio of the series kept in the National
Museum in New Delhi dates from 1634.
The principal characteristics of the Malwa
style did not change significantly until the
1680s. They retained their striking colours,
preferring the straightforward tones of red,
yellow, and blue as well as the popular
blank areas in the background, a simple
architectural frame, if the scene was set
in one, and the imbalance between the
proportions of figures and architecture. The
concept of the elongated figure of a maid
with a rather small head corresponds to the
second half of the 17th century; the red and
green ornament at the bottom of the palace
wall further indicates this period and shifts
the dating of the Malwa painting most
likely to the 1660s-1680s.%

Viravar Replaced by Humayun
After the overpainting, the second Mughal
emperor Humayun was the new central
figure.'® He neither wears the typical
Central Asian headdress taj-i izzat wrapped
around by a turban band, nor the jacket
with short sleeves that clearly differentiate
his early portraits from other Mughal
rulers,” as beginning in the 18th century
he was often depicted in a robe that was
introduced to the Mughal court during
the rule of his son Akbar.® Another
characteristic feature of Humayun’s early
and late portraits is a long tapered beard
that is found in his portrait from the
second half of the 18th century in NGP’s
collection (Fig. 3). Humayun is most likely
identified by the added inscription on the
right part of the bottom blue band, but
its severe damage hinders its unequivocal
interpretation. Nevertheless, the first three
syllables of the inscription of the Devanagari
script—Humayu—can be used as a clue as
well as the numbers corresponding to the
year 1530 when the ruler succeeded to the
Mughal throne.

It is evident that the author of the
overpainting was not very familiar with
Mughal painting that introduced the

portraits of rulers to the Indian milieu and
that belonged to its crucial themes. The
overpainting misses the common emphasis
on the majesty and the representation. The
painter seated the emperor on a European-
type armchair and added the figure of the
maid to the right; however, she stands
inappropriately close to the emperor and
wears clothes that do not correspond to
the period of the original painting. An
amusing situation was produced where the
woman on the left shows the portrait (prior
to the overpainting a mirror reflecting

the appearance of Viravar) to the ruler,
who, though barefoot, is ready to go
hunting. (The portrait held by the maid
does not necessarily represent Humayun
but perhaps his father and predecessor
Babur [1526-1530] because the face and
arrangement of the turban are slightly
different). In his right hand covered with

a gauntlet, Humayun holds a slim bird

of prey, probably a falcon though the
painting style makes identification difficult.
The hood on the falcon’s head has just a
decorative importance, as it does not cover
the eyes.?® The ruler holds a bow over his
left shoulder; the stick in his hand most
likely is not an arrow but rather another
falconry tool. The portraits of Humayun’s
son Akbar, grandson Jahangir, and other
prominent figures hunting with the bird

of prey appeared in Mughal painting since
the time of Akbar,* yet in this case it was
a later redaction.?® In our case, even the
question suggests whether the artist of

the overpainting was inspired by a pair

of pigeons flying away, the natural prey

of falcons that appear in the original
painting. The motif of flying birds with
the dark sky in the background was rather
common in 17th-century central Indian
painting.

The portraits of Mughal emperors and
their predecessors were popular topics of
the painters from the 16th century to the
disintegration of the Mughal Empire in
1857. The number of portraits of earlier
emperors increased in the 18th century
when the production spread far beyond
the boundaries of the Delhi centre and
they could commemorate the lost glory
of the empire. In the 19th century, the
portraits of rulers were commissioned
by European, mostly British visitors to
India and constituted ideal souvenirs.

It can be assumed that the painter who
transformed the genre painting into the
ruler’s portrait did so in order to satisfy
the demand for such a souvenir. Only

a handful of experts were familiar with
the iconography of ragamala painting at
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4 The border of the surface
mapping using the X-ray

5 Macro photographs
of the paper support
in VIS (a) and UV (b)
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light.

fluorescence analysis.

the time the overpainting was most likely
created. The inscription in the Braj Bhasha
language, using the Devanagari script, did
not hinder the painter from adding a new
tiny inscription at the bottom identifying
the central figure. During the 19th century,
miniature portraits of rulers, their wives
and also architectural monuments painted
on ivory were popular with visitors to
India. The beginnings of the production
of these small watercolours are associated
with Delhi, but they also spread to other
centres, for example Jaipur. Although the
overpainting in question was not produced
by a fine brush of a miniaturist, the
concept of the half-profile portrait of a ruler
wearing historically indifferent clothes is
similar.?
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NGP purchased the painting from
Dr Alexej Zahot (1883-1969) in 1961 along
with three other Indian paintings of later
dates.” The renowned ophthalmologist
was a functionary in international medical
organisations® but he travelled to India as
a young man working as a ship doctor.”
The collection of Naprstek Museum holds
three Indian garments from Alexej Zdhot as
well; the purchase record from 1959% states
that based on the owner’s information
they were purchased during his journey to
Madras (yet it can be assumed that Madras
was not the only place he visited). Records
of his contacts with the Captaincy General
in Trieste date from 1911 and 1912% but no
further information about his travels to
India has been revealed so far.

Scientific Research

The year 2019 launched a scientific
research into the acquisition of informa-
tion about technological aspects of the
given painting technique, the distribution
of pigments, colours, and possibilities for
detection of the secondary interventions
in the painting. An important aspect was
the attempt to elucidate and confirm art
historical research concerning the origin
of the overpainting featuring the Mughal
emperor Humayun as a thematically stated
and iconographically established scene of
a beautifying female figure. The Viravar
ragini painting appeared in the viewfinder
of material research as early as 1994 when
micro samples were taken from the base
and partly from the colour layers (spora-
dic grains of pigments and fibres).>® The
objective of this research project was to
identify the base and the basic pigments
with the help of micro optical and micro
chemical tests. Prior to the start of the
2019 research project, specific principles
were defined that sought to employ the
uttermost considerate procedures to pre-
vent any losses of the colour layers of the
painting. Material research was carried out
in several stages and focused on the appli-
cation of exclusively non-invasive analyti-
cal techniques. During the first stage, the
surface of the painting was documented
with USB microscopes in the visible (VIS),
ultraviolet (A = 375 nm), and infrared (IR)
radiation.” Macro photographs facilitated
the observation of details of technological
aspects of the execution of painting and
metal plating, the morphological characte-
ristics of pigments and colours, and their
behaviour after the excitation by ultraviolet
radiation (fluorescence). Infrared radiation
detected details of the drawing technique.
Subsequently, elemental point-by-point



X-ray fluorescence analysis was carried out
using the portable device NITON XL3t
GOLDD? and a structural analysis using
mobile Raman and infrared spectroscopy.
Raman spectra were obtained by the Bravo
handheld Raman spectrometer equipped
with the dual laser 780-1064 nm with
suppressed fluorescence—Sequentially Shifted
Excitation (SSE).»® The infrared spectrosco-
pe method of structural analysis was
employed on the painting’s surface by

the reflective technique using an ALPHA
spectrometer.* Based on this multi-phase
precisely directed detection of materials on
given areas, the detected components or
elements in the miniature were monitored.
The elemental mapping was carried out by
X-ray fluorescence micro-analyser first in
the area of 8.2 x 12.9 cm (Fig. 4), measu-
red with the escapement 1 mm,” and then
on the metal-plated areas with the micro
escapement 0.075 mm, mapping the areas
of 1.95 x 1.95 mm and 1.95 x 1.35 mm in
order to identify metal-plating materials
and their distribution.? The areal mapping
method documented the distribution of
significant elements in the examined area
of the main scene with the overpainting,
and thus, based on significant elements,
differentiated the overpainting from the
original composition of the painting.

Natural Scientific Research Results—
Discovered Ragini

The miniature painting’s base is made of
paper 24 cm high and 17.3 ¢cm wide and

it was assembled of two parts with the
preserved width. The bottom part with

the main scene is 16.3 cm high while the
upper part measures 8.3 cm; they overlap
by 0.6 cm where the adhesive layer was
applied. Cellulosic fibres of flax were iden-
tified in the paper base (Fig. 5).” In India,
paper was first used in painting beginning
in the late 13th century when it replaced
bases made of palm leaves.?® In general,
paper was prepared by pasting together two
or more thin paper foils. The surface of
the paper was subsequently treated, smo-
othened, polished,* and coated with the
white layer of calcium carbonate.* Infrared
radiation revealed visible black drawing

on this base. The IR image of the whole,#
under the geometricised lines of the simpli-
fied composition framework of architecture,
shows the marked-out space for the main
motif that reveals fragmentarily visible
lines whose size indicate the drawing of
the cushion, perhaps even with tassels
(Figs. 6, 7), on which the woman adoring
herself in the mirror sat. IR macro images
show a significant shift in the rendering of

fine drawing lines portraying the figure of
the maid compared with the more expressi-
vely rendered black lines in the facial parts
of the seated Mughal emperor Humayun
and the female figure standing on the right
(Fig. 8). The differences are striking even in
the drawing of legs of the particular figu-
res (Fig. 9). When comparing the details of
drawing lines, it is obvious that the charac-
teristics of the handstrokes and the use of
media show differences both in the satura-
tion of the black hue and the sharpness of
the drawing lines that indicate a different
tool—a brush. As a result of the overpain-
ting, there is a significant shift even in the
area of the originally depicted mirror in
which the beautifying woman watched her-
self. This detail documents the shift of the
size and conception. The original mirror
with a big frame is covered by the image of
the ruler whose contours interfere with the
original area of the mirror’s frame (Fig. 10).
There is a small shift compared to the
drawing in the depiction of the bird in the
background (Fig. 11), yet it can be ascribed
to the original artist’s intention.

Research using visualisation and
instrumental techniques brought quite
extensive results based on which the
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6 IR image marking out
the outlines of the cushion
drawing.

7 IR macro photography
of the original painting
probably showing the
decoration tassels.
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8 IR macro photographs,
details of faces: the maid
(@), the ruler (b) and the

standing female figure (c).
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use and the scheme of arts media in the
original painting and the overpainting can
be specitied in detail. The colour scheme
appears to be rather straightforward

with the combination of the dark blue
background above white architecture with
a light blue wall and window and the
accentuated red background behind the
main scene in the open view of the palace.
Nevertheless, the material analysis showed
a more sophisticated use of pigments and
delicate nuances in the painting modelling
technique. On the whole, the background
was painted first, followed by architecture,
the figures, the delicate decoration

subtle details (jewellery, earrings) as well
as physiognomy features (for example,
mouth), and gilding.*

Indigo is the primary blue pigment and
was identified by Raman spectroscopy in
the sky (Fig. 12a), the dark circular areas
in the sky, the architecture, the bottom
band of the left part, and on the baldachin.
The plasticity of the baldachin is further
accentuated by the white décor carried out
with calcium carbonate (CaCO,). The white
pigment particles evince variable lustre.
Based on the obtained Raman spectrum,
the use of shell white can be presumed
(Fig. 12b). Calcium carbonate was identified
as the basic white pigment of the gouache
technique in the original painting. By
contrast, lead white (2 PbCO, - Pb(OH),)
is used as the basic pigment on the
assumingly overpainted areas. The areal
distribution of the characteristic elements
of these pigments, calcium (Ca) and
lead (Pb), is unequivocally evidenced by
the maps of the elemental distribution
measured with X-ray fluorescence in the
aerial mapping regime. This analysis
definitely confirmed the change of the
painting’s composition (Fig. 13). The
areal distribution of lead is concentrated
in the upper part of the female figure to
the right, the ruler’s head, the falcon, the
ruler’s image, the armchair, part of the
floor, and the inscription band on the
blue background (Fig. 13a). Neither the
elemental point-by-point analysis nor the
structural analysis provided evidence of
lead, or lead white in any other part. It
is exclusively concentrated in the areas
of the overpainting and its distribution
which unambiguously marks out its scope.
On the contrary, white calcium carbonate
was exclusively ascertained in the original
painting’s composition and attests to
the thematically correct seated figure at
the bottom right. In the place where the
distributed calcium depicts the outlines of
this figure (Fig. 13b), a woman seated on a



large cushion with her right leg bent can
possibly be identified. For example, the line
of the silhouette could be similar in type to
the seated woman in the painting of Bilaval
ragini or Patmanjari ragini (23.2 x 15.9 cm,
India, Malwa, c. 1680).#® The seated figure
of a woman beautifying herself in the
Bilaval ragini scene with a slightly bent right
leg, decorated with a veil and white pearls,
leans against a red cushion. The scene is
set in a green palace interior. The second
painting is a profile depiction of a woman
seated on a cushion with a flower décor
with the red background of the palace
interior. The line contour in the painting in
NGP’s collection indicates that it could be
the first variation of this scene.*

This composition and original intention
of themes also accentuates the distribution
of mercury (Hg, Fig. 13c) that was used in

the form of vermilion (HgS, Fig. 12c) in
the background viewed through the palace
interior. The clearly visible borders of the
vermilion use in the interior’s background
mark the precise boundary of the area with
the seated figure. The figure of the ruler
from waist to head as well as part of the
female figure on the right are painted up
to the red vermilion background unlike
the figure of the maid and the seated
woman who beautified herself. It is evident
that the originally intended composition
relied on the standing maid and the seated
beautifying woman, and the painting of
the background frames these central motif
figures. The small rectangular structure in
the map of mercury between the armchair
legs was most likely painted additionally

in the overpainting, uniting it with the
background. The XRF analysis revealed
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9 Macro photographs
in VIS, UV and IR light,
details of legs: the maid
(@), the standing female
figure (b).
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10 IR macro

photography of the
painting with the ruler,
the visible outlines of the

original size of the mirror
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with the frame.
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11 Macro photographs in VIS and UV light featuring the bird in the
blue background.

the distribution of potassium (K, Fig. 13d)
in the entire area of the ruler’s attire and
part of the armchair. For example, the
overpainting could have used minerals on
the basis of fine clay. Nevertheless, the
structure of materials containing potassium
was not precisely identified.® Tt raises the
question whether the original painting of
the cushion or the clothing of the seated
figure could be used at least fragmentarily
in this part of the green clothes, as
indicated by the detection of orpiment.
The absence of the drawing layout suggests
that the original part of the painting could
be removed prior to overpainting. The
macro photos show a coarser surface of the
painting which is not compactly lustrous,
and it appears that an organic layer with a

lustrous texture was applied on the surface.

The significant damage is visible under
the gilt letters in the blue inscription band
below the painting. In addition to these
pigments that nearly exactly define the
scope of the secondary treatment, further
arts media were identified in the painting.
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Irregular amorphous forms of yellow
colour are visible on part of the maid’s
blue skirt. After its excitation with the
ultraviolet radiation, it exhibits remarkable
fluorescence. This characteristic bright
yellow fluorescence is specific for Indian
yellow.#¢ The yellow colour was extracted
from the cow’s urine where cows were
exclusively fed by mango leaves.® The
colour based on the crystalline mixture of
euxanthic acid salts (magnesium euxanthate
and calcium euxanthate) was imported to
India probably in the 15th century.*® Indian
yellow was commonly available and used
as pigment in India between the 16th and
19th centuries. It was found in Mughal
and Rajput paintings.* The pigment was
also confirmed on the inner skirt, the
choli bodice, the odhni scarf covering the
maid’s figure, and the coat and scarf of the
female figure to the right. Furthermore,
it appears in the fine decoration details
of the maid’s hair (Fig. 14). Based on the
visual assessment of the fluorescence, slight
shifts of the tinges of the used pigments
become evident in the maid and right-side
figure after the excitation with ultraviolet
radiation. Apart from the blue colour of the
maid’s skirt, the pigment was also applied
to the blue surface of the architectural
band in the centre of the scene, dividing
the palace scene from the fagade in the left
part of the depiction. It is further used in
the white architecture details and in the
green areas. Its characteristic fluorescence
is also noticeable in the upper text part
(band) where orpiment (As,S,) was detected
in addition to Indian yellow. A mixture
of yellow pigments of Indian yellow with
orpiment and calcium carbonate constitutes
the base for the black letters in the upper
plan band. The identical combination of
pigments recurs on the maid’s bodice.
Separate orpiment, or rather only with
calcium carbonate, is identified on the
yellow band of the baldachin. As an
auxiliary pigment it is found in the blue
areas of the architecture, the blue window
divided by the shutter, the blue robe of
the maid, and the bottom blue band in the
original left part. Yellow, nearly goldish
crystalline particles of orpiment are visible
distributed on the blue paint’s surface
(Fig. 15). The XRF analysis confirmed
the dominant presence of sulphur and
arsenic as well as calcium and potassium.
The Raman spectra have sharp bands of
202, 292, 309 where the strongest band
is 355 and 383 cm* which is typical of
orpiment (Fig. 12d). The morphology of the
particles and the detected Raman spectra
indicate that natural orpiment was used.*
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spectra and macro
photographs of details
in visible light of the
blue sky (a), white
architecture (b), red
background (c) and
yellow baldachin (d).
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13  XRF maps of the elemental distribution in the painting: lead (a), calcium (b),
mercury (c) and potassium (d). The map with calcium shows a visible silhouette of
the seated figure.

14  Detail of the maid’s head in VIS and UV light, striking fluorescence of Indian
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Based on the results of X-ray fluorescence
analysis, the areas with metal plating
were also documented. Gold applied to
a brownish adhesive layer constitutes
the metal plating of the levitating vessel
in front of the wall. An identical layer
can also be observed in the faults on the
maid’s earrings where it is once again used
underneath gold. On the contrary, gold
powder was used for decoration bands
on the scarfs of the female figures and
small points on the ruler’s turban. The
gold hem of the maid’s scarf is intensified
by the application of Indian yellow in a
nearly translucent colour using the red
background. The gold imitations of beads
around her neck alternate with rows of
white points based on calcium carbonate to
imitate pearls. Although the XRF analysis
did not provide evidence of significant
differences between the composition
of gold in the original painting and the
overpainting (for example, the ruler’s
turban), the macro photographs of the
surface and the measured intensity of gold
radiation during XRF analyses indicate
the different thickness of the layers and
execution (Fig. 16).

In addition to these materials, powder
gold and red lake were used for the
three-dimensionality of the décor in the
overpainting, namely the ruler’s clothes,
the female figure to the right, and the
armchair. The décor on the armchair is
again amplified by white points, yet this
time using lead white, as indicated by the
distribution of lead in the painting. Lead
white applied in this fine detail refers to the
nearly filigree approach to the overpainting
of Emperor Humayun. Powder gold is
further used in the letters at the blue
bottom band; however, the adhesive layer
is formed by a red base. This combination
impressed warm tonality on the goldish
tone of the letters. The metal plating
techniques can be distinguished based on
the adhesive layers. Brown organic adhesive
layer is used in the original painting for the
adhesion of powder gold while in the case
of the letters there is a red base underneath
the golden particles (Fig. 17). The
identification of binders through infrared
spectroscopy uncovered the differences
between the original painting and darkened
areas of the sky and the upper inscription
band. In these areas, bands that are typical
of lipids were detected that do not occur
in the original painting. The spectra show
typical bands ~4251 and 4322 ¢cm® showing
wax. The bands have small arms in the
wavenumbers ~4260 a 4431 cm® also
suggesting the existence of an oil-based



15 Macro photographs of orpiment particles on the blue

band (a) and architecture combined with Indian yellow (b).

binder. Tt is evident that these darkened
areas originated additionally, perhaps

by incautious accidental manipulation,
originally unintended. On the other hand,
no differences in the use of binders in
the original painting and overpainting
were detected. It can be assumed that it
is also the gouache technique. The FTIR
analysis also confirmed differences in the
presence of whites in the original painting—
calcium carbonate and lead white in the
overpainting.

The XRF analysis provided local evidence
of titanium, zinc, and cobalt in the blue
inscription band that are present in the
retouchings probably executed later during
conservation.

Conclusion

Extensive natural scientific research could
for the first time ever unequivocally
confirm the art history hypothesis that
suggested an extensive overpainting, or the
replacement of the figure of the beautifying
woman by the Mughal emperor Humayun.
The results of the material analysis proved
to be crucial because they could unequivo-
cally prove the different use and distribu-
tion of pigments in the painting and over-
painting. The point-by-point elemental and

16  Macro
photographs of gilt
details: decorative shawl
of the maid (a), the
ruler’s turban (b), the
levitating vessel (c).
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17 Detail of letters with the red base on the bottom blue inscription band.
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structural analysis identified indigo, vermi-
lion, orpiment, Indian yellow, and mainly
calcium carbonate in the original layers of
paint. The exact identification of whites
was essential. While calcium carbonate
was exclusively represented in the original
painting, lead white became crucial for

the overpainting. The advanced detection
techniques grounded in X-ray fluorescence
spectroscopy facilitated a look underneath
the surface for the first time to display the
original theme—the beautifying woman,
the lost ragini—based on the distribution of
calcium and lead. The visible outline of the
seated figure based on the elemental dis-
tribution of calcium thus makes visible the
original theme in its entirety.

The determination of the time of the
overpainting based on the identified
materials was difficult because, as suggested
by the published results, the range of
arts materials remains nearly identical.
Vermilion, indigo, orpiment, Indian yellow,
and lead white were commonly used in
painting from the 16th to the early 20th
centuries.” While the change of theme
and composition as well as its scope were
evidenced based on the differences in the
art materials used, when contemplating the
time of the overpainting’s origin—and the
loss of ragini mentioned in the title—the
style of a comparative art historical analysis
was essential; based on it, the uttermost
time of the overpainting’s origin must
be considered and it must be moved to
the first or possibly second decade of the
20th century.
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Notes

1 // doha // ekanta milana pati sau kahyau kari
singara tana syama // kamakeli sumarati rahai kahai
viravaravama // 3 //. Translation, transliteration,
and revision of terms from Indian languages by
Matg&j Stahl.

2 Apart from other paintings, the NGP
collections store a ragamala album comprising

34 sheets from Avadh, North India, from

around 1760-1780, inv. no. Vm 1167-Vm 1200.
Only selected sheets have been published (over
time, the opinion on the determination of the
place of origin changed), see Lubor Héjek, Les
miniatures indiennes écoles locales, Praha 1961, details
of ills. nos. 23-28. - Zdenka Klimtova - Dagmar
Pospisilova, Jsi bytost pozemskd i nebeskd? / Are
you a terrestrial or a celestial being?, Brno 2010,

pp. 18-22.

3 A treatise on dramatic art attributed to
Bharata; its origin is estimated to the beginning
of our era.

4 More in: Ernst Waldschmidt - Rose Leonore
Waldschmidt, Miniatures of Musical Inspiration in
the Collection of the Berlin Museuwm of Indian Art, Part
II, Ragamala-pictures from Northern India and the
Deccan, Berlin 1975, pp. 133-165.

5 In addition to this transcription, this ragini
also uses the following titles: Vilaval, Velavali, and
Bilaval.

6 On the ragalama iconography in detail:
Waldschmidt - Waldschmidt (cit. in note 4). -
Ernst Waldschmidt - Rose Leonore Waldschmidt,
Miniatures of Musical Inspiration in the Collection of
the Berlin Museum of Indian Art. Part I. Ragamala-
pictures from the Western Himalaya promontory,
Wiesbaden 1967. - Klaus Ebeling, Ragamala
Painting, Basel 1973.

7 Vilaval ragini, India, Rajasthan, Jaipur, second
half of the 18th century, paints on paper,

24 x 16.6 cm, inv. no. Vm 3317.

8 Mewar, a historical region in the south of
Rajasthan with the centre in Udaipur.

9 Brijinder Nath Goswamy - Jeremiah P. Losty
- John Seyller, A Secret Garden. Indian Paintings
from the Porret Collection, Ziirich 2014, p. 136.

10 Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. IS.110-
1955, http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O18051/
bhairavi-ragini-painting-unknown/ (12 May 2020).
See, for example, John Guy - Deborah Swallow
(eds.), Arts of India 1550-1900, London 1990,

p- 35.



11 Resist dying technique, a type of tie-dye
textile depicted in Indian painting and also

in Ajanta frescoes of the 6th and 7th century.
More in Veronica Murphy - Rosemary Crill,
Tie-dyed Textiles of India. Tradition and Trade,
London 1991. Bandhani typical patterns are found
on clothes and interiors in the Malwa paintings,
see Lalita ragini, Malwa, c. 1660, Waldschmidt -
Waldschmidt (note 4), p. 225; Lalita ragini, Malwa,
ca. 1650, Amy G. Poster (ed.), Realms of Heroism.
Indian Paintings at the Brooklyn Museum, New York
1994, pp. 188-189.

12 Ci. Dipak raga, Malwa, ca. 1680, Ebeling
(note 6), p. 73.

13 A love poem by Keshavdas from the late
16th century.

14 More in: Poster (ed.), Realms of Heroism,

pp. 182-185. Guy - Swallow 1990 (note 10),

p- 135.

15 Cf. Love Scene, Malwa, 1660-1680, Amy

G. Poster (ed.) 1994 (cit. in note 14), p. 190;
Bangali ragini, Malwa, 1660-1680, Victoria and
Albert Museum, London, inv. no. 1S.44-1961,
http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/0433098/
bangali-ragini-painting-unknown/ (1 April

2020); Lalit ragini, Malwa, c. 1680-1690, The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, inv.

no. 1975.400.1, https://www.metmuseum.org/art/
collection/search/37894?exhibitionId=%7Bf0738
4¢7-2595-4b5¢-81df-ea3282869020%7D&0id=378
94&pkgids=258&pg=0&rpp=20&pos=21&it=*&
offset=20 (30 August 2019). However, in central
Indian painting, the motif appears as early as
the mid-16th century, cf. Dhanasri ragini, Orchha
1640-1650, Museum of Fine Arts Boston, https://
collections.mfa.org/objects/149348 (1 April 2020).
16 Humayun (ruled 1530-1540 and 1555-1556)
was the second emperor of the Mughal dynasty.
Babur, his father and founder of the Mughal
Empire, succeeded to the throne in 1526 after
the defeat of the last Sultan of Delhi, Ibrahim
Lodi. Humayun lost his kingdom after ten years
of his rule, had to flee and spent part of his exile
period in Iran at the court of Shah Tahmasp I
where he encountered Safavid painting. With the
rule of his son and successor Akbar (1556-1605),
the prime period of Mughal art began and
continued during the rule of Akbar’s successors
Jahangir (1605-1627) and Shah Jahan (1627-1657).
17 For example, The Princes of the House of
Timur, Mir Sayyd <Ali, ca. 1550-1555, British
Museum, London, inv. no. 1913,0208,0.1;
Humayun, Bhagvati (?), 1556-1560, British
Museum, London, inv. no. 1920,0917,0.13.41;
Timur, Babur and Humayun, Govardhan,

ca. 1630, Victoria and Albert Museum, London,
inv. no. IM.8-1925, publ. see Guy - Swallow 1990
(note 10), p. 56.

18 With respect to the fact that even the
earliest portraits of Babur were painted
posthumously, they are not characterised - and
to a certain extent this is valid for Humayun

portraits as well - by any typical physiognomy
as is the case of their successors but rather

by the typical clothing, mainly the turban.
Regarding the portrait similarities see: Rolf
Weber, Portrits und historische Darstellungen in der
Miniaturensammlung des Museums fiir Indische Kunst
Berlin, Berlin 1982, pp. 31-38.

19 Cfi. the clothes of the woman with the
mirror in Fig. 2 from the second half of the 18th
century.

20 A falconry hood had a long tradition in
India although it seldom appears in paintings.
For example, in the Mughal painting (Abu’l
Nadiru’l Zaman Hasan, c. 1618) the falconer
hands the bird of prey with a hood to Abdullah
Khan Ozbeg, Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, inv. no. IM.20-1925, http://collections.
vam.ac.uk/item/O405631/abdullah-khan-uzbeg-
painting-hasan-abul-nadirul/ (12 May 2020).

21 Prince with a Falcon, 1600-1605 - from the
period of Akbar’s rule, Los Angeles Museum of
Art, inv. no. M.83.1.4., Pratapaditya Pal, Indian
Puinting. A Catalogue of the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art Collection, Vol. I, Los Angeles 1993,
pp. 224-225.

22 Cf. Portrait of Humayun with a Falcon, Ram
Gopal, ca. 1890, Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, IS.27-1990, http://collections.vam.ac.uk/
item/0430469/emperor-humayun-painting-gopal-
ram/ (12 May 2020).

23 More in: Yuthika Sharma, “Mughal Delhi
On My Lapel. The Charmed Life of the Painted
Ivory Miniature in Delhi, 1827-1880”, in: Supriya
Chaudhuri - Josephine McDonagh - Brian

H. Murray - Rajeswari Sunder Rajan (eds.),
Commodities and Culture in the Colonial World,
London and New York 2018, pp. 15-31.

24 See, for example, Humayun, Delhi, ca. 1850,
Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. 6511870,
http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/0432309/
one-of-twelve-miniatures-depicting-painting-
unknown/ (7 February 2020).

25  Portrait of Maharaja Pratap Singh of Jaipur,
inv. no. Vm 1896; Veneration of Shri Vittal-Natahdji,
inv. no. Vm 1908; Musical Production (the main
male figure also with a falcon), inv. no. Vm 1909.
26 For the 60th birthday of Dr Alexej Zahot,
Casopis lékarii ¢eskijch, 1943, no. 9, p. 250.

27 Oral information.

28 National Museum - Néprstek Museum of
Asian, African and American Cultures, accession
book II, 1956-1961, p. 250.

29 For instance, the National Archives, Police
Headquarters Prague II—general registry,
signature 7/24/14, 26 March 1912.

30 Dorothea Pechova, unpublished laboratory
report 94/21, archives of the Chemical-
Technological Laboratory, NGP, 1994.

31 Using the USB microscope Dino-Lite
Premier AM4113ZT-FV2W and AD4113T-12V,
enlarged 50x, 200x, polarised visible light (VIS),
IR (A = 940 nm) and UV light (A = 375 nm).
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The acquired images were processed in

the programmes Dino-Capture 2.0 and NIS
Elements D.

32 A mini X-ray tube with silver anode; with
the maximum voltage of 50 kV was the source
of radiation. The emitted radiation from the
surface of the painting was detected with the
minimum area of the diameter 3 mm integrated
by a large-volume silicon detector. The measured
area was scanned by an integrated CCD camera.
The period of one analysis was 120 s. The
measurement was contactless from the distance
not exceeding 0.5 cm. In total, 31 XRF spectra
were measured.

33 The measurement was carried out in

the spectrum range of 300-3200 cm* with the
laser performance < 100 mW and resolution

of 10-12 cm™. The programmes Opus and
Omnic 9 were used for evaluation. The spectra
were compared to the library of spectra in the
chemical-technological laboratory of the National
Gallery in Prague. In total 29 spectra were
measured.

34 The measurement was carried out in the
range of 400-8000 cm? with the resolution

of 2 cm?, with the number of 300 scans. The
spectra were evaluated in the programmes Opus
and Omnic 9 and compared to the database of
spectra. In total 9 spectra were measured.

35 The measurements were carried out at

the Faculty of Nuclear Sciences and Physical
Engineering of the Czech Technical University
in Prague using the device for the scanning
X-ray fluorescence analysis. The Amptek
MINI-X X-ray tube with golden anode and non-
filtered X-ray beam tapered by a collimator of
the diameter 1 mm was the source of radiation
for macro scanning. During the measurement,
the acceleration voltage of 30 kV and the
electrical current was set to 0.08 mA. The

SDD semiconductor detector with the sensitive
volume of 25 mm? x 0.5 mm was used for

the detection of the produced characteristic
radiation; the time of measurement of one point
was 1 s.

36 Micro scanning of small details was
carried out by a micro-fusion X-ray tube

with polycapillary focusing optics made by

the American company XOS. During the
measurement, the voltage of 50 kV and the
current of 1 mA were transmitted to this micro-
focus X-ray tube. The diameter of the X-ray tube
beam was smaller than 0.1 mm. The time of
beam was 2 s.

37 See note 30.

38 The earliest Indian miniature paintings
from the 11th century were made on palm
leaves; see Enrico Isacco - Josephine Darrah.
“The Ultraviolet-Infrared Method of Analysis,

a Scientific Approach to the Study of Indian
Miniatures”, Artibus Asiae 53, 1993, no. 3/4,

pp. 470-491.
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39 Olaf Simon, “... wie du hier sehen kannst”.
Kunsttechnologische Untersuchungen und
Restaurierung der indischen Bestande des
Dresdner Kupferstich-Kabinetts, in: Monica
Juneja - Petra Kuhlmann-Hodick (eds.), Miniatur-
Geschichten. Die Sammlung indischer Malerei im
Dresdner Kupferstich-Kabinett, Dresden 2017,

Pp- 95-106, esp. p. 96.

40 The original laboratory report 94/21 from
1994 (cit. in note 30) mentions the use of
gypsum; however, the structural analysis did not
confirm in any part of the painting, see Radka
Sefcti, unpublished laboratory report 94/21 -
appendix 1, Chemical Technological Laboratory
of the National Gallery in Prague, 2020. It seems
that gypsum was not used in the painting at all.
41 The image was made by Klara Veliskova
from the restoration department of National
Gallery in Prague. The imaging was carried out
with the digital camera with the CCD chip Sony
DSC-F717 and filter HOYA infrarot - filter RM 90.
The imaging sensor of the camera is sensitive to
infrared radiation up to 1100 nm.

42 Simon (note 39) states in the painting
technique’s description that after the application
of each layer of paint the painting was polished
on the back of the paper base which caused
smoothening and thickening the pigments in the
layer of paint and resulted in the characteristic
lustrous surface of the miniatures.

43 Two illustrations from the ragamala series:
Bilaval ragini, Patmanjari ragini, watercolour,

gilt, http://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/
ecatalogue/lot.797.html/2015/indian-himalayan-
southeast-asian-art-no9478 (11 May 2020).

44 Can also be compared with the painting

in the collection of the Philadelphia Museum

of Art, Khandita Nayika (?): The Distraught
Heroine, Malwa Region, Madhya Pradesh, India,
c. 1680-1690, 22.5 x 15.4 cm, inv. no. 1994-
148-527, https://www.philamuseum.org/
collections/634-549.html#object/88421

(11 June 2020).

45 Most likely it is not alum (aluminium
potassium sulphate) because the distribution of
sulphur in the area does not correspond to the
distribution of potassium. The elemental analysis
did not detect any other significant element and
the materials on the basis of potassium that are
used on the ruler’s attire are subject to further
examination.

46 Charlotte Martin de Fonjaudran -

Angela Acocella - Gianluca Accorsi - Diego
Tamburini - Giovanni Verri - Amarilli Rava

- Samuel Whittakerm - Francesco Zerbetto

- David Saunders, “Optical and Theoretical
Investigation of Indian Yellow (euxanthic acid
and euxanthone)”, Dyes and Pigments 144, 2017,
PP 234-241.

47 The dye known as piuri (Indian yellow) was
widely available and used also to paint the walls,
doors, and railings in houses. Bengal was stated



as the source of this animal dye, see Indian
Yellow, Bulletin of Miscellaneous Information (Royal
Botanic Gardens, Kew), Vol. 1890, 1890, no. 39,
pp. 45-50. In order to protect the animals, the
production of the dye was discontinued in the
early 20th century because cows that were fed
mango leaves died at the age of two.

48 Norbert S. Baer - Abraham Joel - Robert
L. Feller - Norman Indictor, Indian Yellow, in:
Robert L. Feller (ed.) Artists’ Pigments: A Handbook
of Their History and Characteristics, Vol. 1, National
Gallery of Art, Washington DC, 1986. pp. 17-36.
49 Thoguluva Ravindran - Akhilesh K. Arora
- Show Ramya - R. V. Subba Rao - Baldev

Raj, “Raman spectroscopic study of medieval
Indian art of the 17th century”, Journal of Raman
Spectoscopy 42, 2011, no. 4, pp. 803-807. - Ina
Reiche - Eric R. Britzke - G. Bukalis - Uwe

Reinholz - Hans Peter Weise - Rafael Dedo
Gadebusch, “An External PIXE Study: Mughal
Painting Pigments”, X-Ray Spectrometry 34, 2005,
pp- 42-45.

50 During the production of synthetic
orpiment, Raman spectra reveal visible bands of
an amorphous structure - a wide band of about
340 cm™ and a band of free sulphur - about

471 cm?, see Stephanie Zaleski - Yae Takahashi
- Marco Leona, “Natural and Synthetic Arsenic
Sulphide Pigments in Japanese Woodblock Prints
of the Late Edo Period”, Heritage Science, 2018,
pp. 6-32.

51 Petra Kuhlmann-Hodick (ed.), Indian
Puaintings: The Collection of the Dresden Kupferstich-
Kabinett, Dresden: Sandstein Verlag 2017,

pp- 252-254.
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REPORTS

“You hardly ever paint a landscape

that T would not like to have.”

Leo Stein and Othon Coubine—A Report
on the Friendship Between the Painter

and the Collector’

ANNA PRAVDOVA

76

The siblings Leo and Gertrude Stein were two of the most prominent collectors of
contemporary art in Paris before the First World War. They were among the first to
recognise the significance of the early works of Pablo Picasso, Henri Matisse, and
other modern painters. Their Paris address was the scene of meetings of fundamental
importance, whether of American and European artists, of French painters between
themselves, or of artists and dealers or collectors. Their contribution to modern art

in this respect is undisputed. After they went their separate ways in 1913-1914 and Leo
moved out, Gertrude continued in the same direction, while Leo concentrated on the
more classical work of Auguste Renoir and eventually stopped collecting art altogether.
He did not return to it until the second half of the 1920s, when he discovered the Neo-
Classicist work of the Franco-Czech painter Othon Coubine (Otakar Kubin).

Keywords
Leo Stein, Othon Coubine, interwar Paris,
Neo-Classicism
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Today his sister Gertrude is better known,
but in the first years of their life together
in Paris, at 27 rue de Fleurus, it was mainly
Leo who initiated the purchase of paintings,
received visitors with bravura, and initiated
them into modern art and the Paris artistic
scene.? Alfred Barr Jr., the first director of
the Museum of Modern Art in New York,
even wrote of him that “during two short
years between 1905 and 1907 he was possi-
bly the most discerning connoisseur and
collector of 20th-century painting in the
world”.?

Leo Stein (1872-1947) was the fourth of
five children. His family travelled a great
deal, and during his childhood they lived
in Vienna and in Paris. When Leo was 16
and Gertrude 14, their mother died; two
years later, their father followed her. The
property he left provided his children
with a certain financial independence,
thanks to which not only Leo but also his
older brother Michael and younger sister
Gertrude became well-known collectors of



modern art.4 It was Leo, however, who was
the initiator of this activity.

After studying for a short time in
America, but failing to complete his
studies, Leo, too, travelled widely. In 1900-
1902 he lived in Florence, where he became
thoroughly familiar with the paintings
of the Ttalian Quattrocento. It is there,
perhaps, that we can find the roots of his
later interest in the Neo-Classicist painting
of Othon Coubine. Also in Florence, in the
private collection of two young Americans—
Egisto Fabbri and Charles A. Loeser—he
had the opportunity to see a collection of
paintings by Cézanne, which was probably
his first close encounter with European
modern art.

While in Ttaly, Leo decided that he would
be an artist, and in 1902 he moved to Paris.

There he studied at the Académie Julian
and produced paintings in the style of the
late works of Auguste Renoir.

On the advice of his friend, the art
historian Bernard Berenson, he visited the
art dealer Ambroise Vollard, and in 1903
he bought from him Cézanne’s landscape
The Spring House,” which was probably his
first acquisition. In the years that followed,
although he did not succeed as a painter,
he made a name for himself as a collector
who was one of the first to understand
the significance of Matisse’s and Picasso’s
works. At the same time, he inspired other
collectors, as was later confirmed by Albert
Barnes.

In 1903 his sister Gertrude moved in
with Leo, and the following year they
purchased a total of seven paintings by Paul
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1 Lace Maker, 1920s,
oil, canvas, 73 x 60.3 cm.
Former collection of Leo
Stein, no. 20-10, private
collection.
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Cézanne, Paul Gauguin, Auguste Renoir,
and Maurice Denis from Vollard. In 1905
they acquired their first Picasso and their
first Matisse, and from then onwards their
collection regularly increased to take in the
most modern artworks that were created
in Paris at that time. In order to satisfy
everybody who was interested in viewing
their collection, Leo and Gertrude began
to organise Saturday evening salons in
their house. These were an opportunity for
meetings between European and American
artists, and for French artists to meet each
other; for example, the first time that
Picasso and Matisse met in person was at
the Steins’ house.

In 1913 disagreements arose between the
two siblings, and in 1914 Leo moved out
of the rue de Fleurus. He spent the First
World War in America and did not return
to Europe until 1919. At the age of 49 he
married Eugénie Auzias, and they lived
together alternately in Paris (mostly in the
winter months) and in Settignano in Italy.
During this time, he sold many of the
works from his collection that was stored in
New York, most of them to Albert Barnes,
whom we mentioned above.

The split with Gertrude was caused
not only by personal disputes but also
by their diametrically opposed views on
the development of Picasso’s oeuvre.
While Gertrude was a strong supporter
of Cubism, Leo regarded it as “completely
abhorrent” and openly ridiculed it.° From
being a prophet of modernity he became a
defender of the “old schools”, and instead
of Picassos and Matisses he mainly took
paintings by Renoir with him to Ttaly. At
this time he regarded the pinnacle of visual
art to be Renoir’s Cup of Chocolate (ca.
1912, oil on canvas, 54.3 x 64.8 cm, The
Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pennsylvania),
which depicts a girl sitting with a cup of
chocolate, leaning on a table on which are a
bouquet of flowers and a small jug. He thus
experienced a kind of retour a lordre (return
to order) just before the First World War,
unlike many artists—including Coubine—
who did not adopt this slogan until during
or just after the war. He himself abandoned
his career as an artist and, after a short
period in which he considered working as a
psychoanalyst, devoted himself to writing.
His first article was about Paul Cézanne,
whom he still considered to be “one of
the most important figures in the history
of modern painting”.” He presented his
opinions on art in the book The A-B-C of
Aesthetics, published in New York in 1927.

It was at this time that he came across
the work of Othon Coubine (1883-1969),
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which induced him to take up collecting art
again. According to Stein’s correspondence
with the Paris art dealer Adolphe Basler,
his attention was first caught by paintings
by Coubine which he saw in a Paris art
salon in June 1926.% This must have been
the Salon des Tuileries, to which Coubine
sent a total of six canvases, giving a contact
to Basler instead of his own address.®

The works he exhibited at the salon were
two Provence landscapes, A Portrait of a
Woman, A Bouquet of Flowers, A Still Life,

and A Countryman Sharpening a Scythe.
According to Basler, Stein chose one of the
two landscapes, which he bought through
Basler as an intermediary; in his letter the
art dealer promises to deliver the painting
as soon as the salon has finished, and adds,
“This artist could not dream of any better
recognition of his talent.”

The art dealer and critic Adolphe Basler
(1876-1951) had already been promoting
Coubin’s art in all sorts of different ways
since 1920: he had initiated exhibitions,
written about him in French and foreign
magazines, and arranged commissions for
him to illustrate books. The interest of
someone so well known in Paris art circles
as Leo Stein thus meant for him, too, the
recognition of his efforts over a number of
years.

However, it is very likely that Stein had
already come across Coubine’s work before
this. He was a regular visitor to the Berthe
Weill Gallery, at which an exhibition
was held in 1920 of drawings by Picasso,
Matisse, and Coubine—the three artists
whose oeuvre fascinated him the most
at various periods.’? In June of that year
Weill put on an independent exhibition
of Coubine’s works, at which 30 of his
drawings and 40 of his paintings were to
be seen, and three years later she again
displayed works by him. It would also
have been surprising if Stein had not seen
Coubine’s exhibition at the Barbazanges
Gallery in 1925, when the painter presented
some 60 works from the years 1920-1925,
thus essentially a kind of retrospective of
the Neo-Classicist period of his oeuvre.
Here Leo Stein could have seen paintings
which later became part of his collection.

After this first acquisition of the Provence
landscape from the Salon des Tuileries in
the spring of 1926, Stein then purchased
five more canvases directly from an
exhibition of a large collection of Coubine’s
paintings, drawings, and prints, which was
held at the end of that year by the Briant-
Robert Gallery in collaboration with Basler,
who wrote the foreword to the catalogue.
The invoice sent to Stein by the gallery



2 Seamstress, 1925, oil, canvas, 92.1 x 73 cm. Former collection of Leo Stein, no. 30-2, purchased from Adolph Basler, private collection.

shows that he chose for his collection immediately after this purchase, Leo says,
three landscapes, one bouquet of flowers, “Dear Coubine, for some time now I have
and Girl at a Piano, exhibited under the been thinking that T would like to meet
title of Music Lesson.” In the oldest extant you again, but a friend of mine is leaving
letter from Stein to Coubine, written for America and will take with him part

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020 79




of my book that has been completed [...].
Afterwards I will have more time. My wife
and I would be very pleased if you could
come to dinner the following Sunday [...].
The paintings are in our house and are a
source of great joy to us.”4 As this letter
shows, from the time of the first purchases
a tie of strong friendship developed
between the collector and the painter,
which gradually grew into an extensive
correspondence dealing not only with
business issues, but also personal matters
and artistic questions.

Further acquisitions followed in
December 1927: a landscape from the
Bernheim Jeune Gallery, three paintings
from the Briant-Robert Gallery, and several

other paintings bought directly from Basler.

Leo Stein wrote to the painter about them:
“Dear Coubine, recently I bought some

of your paintings. I started by buying

two or three and finished up with six.

You are really beginning to fill my house,

which was not built for such an influx.
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3 Alpine Foothills Landscape (Simiane), 1925, oil, canvas, 50.8 x 61 cm. Former collection of Leo Stein, no. 12-4, purchased from the
exhibition at Galerie Briant-Robert in December 1926, private collection.

The truth is that you are able to capture
more or less what I see. You are the only
artist I know, apart from Bruce,” who is
able to express the aspects of nature with
a rhythm that goes to the depths, and in
addition you have a quite natural beauty
of material which he lacks. And you are
also more flexible both in observation
and in execution. You hardly ever paint a
landscape that I would not like to have.
They always have content with nature and
a structured picture. In short, you are the
only contemporary artist that I know who
completely satisfies me. [...] Above all,
I am glad that I have found in you that
understanding for a rhythm going to the
depths of the painting. It is very rare [...]
and now that I have found it with such a
wide range of perception, I try to ingratiate
myself with it [...]"10

Coubine’s paintings usually tend to
have more of a shallow pictorial space,
but sometimes the painter divided it into
three planes, as in a veduta, with the



4 Spring in Provence, 1926, oil, canvas, 46.3 x 55.2 cm. Former collection of Leo Stein, no. 10-3, purchased via Adolph Basler from the Salon de
Tuileries 1926, private collection.

most prominent details in the foreground.
Stein evidently had this in mind when

on a number of occasions he expressed

his admiration for Coubine’s feeling for
composition, the “preciseness” of which

he several times compared to the work of
Camille Pissarro: “In his landscapes we find
a sensitivity of drawing and preciseness

of relations that we have not come across
since Pissarro.”"

In February 1928 Stein bought A Bouquet
of Flowers from Bernheim, in March a
landscape, again from Bernheim, and in
November a landscape from Theophile
Briant. In early 1928 he came to the
decision that he would no longer pick up
individual works from various gallery-
owners in this way, and ensured he would
have a regular supply of Coubine’s works
by signing a contract with Adolphe Basler.
The latter already had a contract directly
with Othon Coubine, which, in return
for a regular payment made every two

months over a period of two years, secured
him the right to 804 paintings,'® eight
copperplate engravings, 32 drawings, and
in addition 40% of the fee that Coubine
would receive if he painted for someone
else and 50% of the sale of sculptures.
Basler now, in return for half the sum that
he sent regularly to Coubine, assigned to
Stein half of the output of Coubine that

he had secured, including a share in the
works that Coubine sold himself. Once this
contract was signed—with Stein committing
himself to a period of two years, from 15
February 1928 to 15 February 1930—Basler
and Stein thus had an equal share in
Coubine’s output according to fixed rules.
They took it in turns to have first choice

of Coubine’s current works, and took great
care that they both always had collections
of equal value. Stein sometimes asked
Coubine himself to choose his “share” for
him, a sign of how much they trusted each
other.
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5 A Girl at the Piano, 1926, oil, canvas, 73 x 92.1 cm. Former collection of Leo Stein, no. 30-3, purchased from the exhibition at Galerie
Briant-Robert in December 1926, private collection.

6 Contract
between Adolph
Basler and Leo

Stein concluded on
9 February 1928.
Leo Stein Collection.
Yale Collection of
American Literature,
Beinecke Rare Book
and Manuscript
Library, Yale
University, New
Haven.
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Leo Stein also tried to promote Coubine’s
work in America. He managed to sell a few
paintings to American friends or family
members. In 1928 Basler informed him
that an American art dealer wanted to put
on an exhibition of Coubine’s works in
New York.? Tt was evidently for this reason
that Stein sent 37 canvases by Coubine to
America in 1932.% Later, however, he wrote
to the painter that the situation in the USA
was complicated and the exhibition had
never taken place.

As has already been said, their
relationship was far from being just a
business one. Coubine went to visit Stein
in Settignano, and Stein in turn went to
see the Coubines in Simiane-la-Rotonde in
the south of France. In 1936 he spent more
than a month at Coubine’s house. When
Stein himself once again turned to painting
in 1930, he regularly informed Coubine
about the approaches he adopted and the
progress he made. When they could, they
painted together, from nude models or in
nature, and they planned to share an atelier
in Paris.?



Straightaway in 1926, Leo Stein wrote a
study on Coubine, which was translated by
Basler and published two years later in the
journal L' Amour de l'art.? Stein informed
Coubine about the text as follows: “I have
written an article about you, which Basler
is now bringing into conformity with the
French language [...]. It is written in an
austere tone; I prefer it that way and I think
you do, too. It will probably be published
in English, as well.”?* Tt is a certain type
of formal analysis, in which, however, the
author does not try to adopt an impartial
stance, but admits his subjective view of
the painter’s oeuvre. The study, which takes
up several pages, begins with a criticism
directed at contemporary critics of art:
“Incapable of discerning and perceiving
differences, they regard painting as a
monolithic building, as a large hall without
partitions or compartments.” Here he
takes aim at those who defend the avant-
garde position and have no understanding
for Neo-Classicist art. And, as though
he feels the need to defend the radical
transformation of his own artistic interests,
he continues: “For some time now, I have
only paused for things that have a certain
significance in my eyes. How many
formerly adored idols I now burn today!”

On Coubine himself he says, “I have
not known Coubine’s painting very long.
Within a few years, this artist has attained
a degree of maturity which presages great
work in the future... What fascinates me
the most with Coubine is the fact that he
does not apply paint to canvas at random.
[...] By this I mean that Coubine is always
a master of composition, and this mastery
is evident in the smallest details, while
most of his contemporaries focus on the
overall picture.” Here can clearly be seen
the influence of the method of Giovanni
Morelli® and his connoisseurship directed
at the study of details, with which Leo
became thoroughly familiar during his stay
in Florence,? and which he also discussed
with his friend, Morelli’s pupil Bernard
Berenson. From the technical point of
view, Coubine had a perfect mastery of the
painter’s craft, and painted in delicate azure
layers. He avoided heavy applications of
paint and striking colour contrasts, which
French critics sometimes criticised as being
insufficiently original in execution. Stein,
by contrast, thought highly of this. On
Coubine’s work with colour he added, “His
colouring is temperate and richly nuanced.
If his range is limited, it always has a
perfect harmony of relations.”

Stein further appreciated Coubine’s
“classical feel for objectivity” and “normal”

7 Othon Coubine and
Leo Stein in Simiane-la-
Rotonde, around 1930.
Leo Stein, Journal into
the Self. Being the Letters,
Papers & Journal of Leo
Stein, New York 1950.

8 Othon Coubine and Leo Stein in Simiane-la-Rotonde, around 1930.
Leo Stein Collection, Yale Collection of American Literature, Beinecke
Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Yale University, New Haven.

depiction of reality, devoid of any kind

of deformation or “exaggeration, from
which many artists derive their effects”.
This was an ironical allusion to the
development of Picasso’s Cubism, for
which he had no appreciation. Instead,

he preferred “Coubine’s vision of the
simple human being”. He appreciated
Coubine’s portrayal of a certain idyllic
archetype and his idealisation of rural
people. Unlike the painter’s critics, who
accused him of a certain passivity, he even
perceived a certain tension in Coubine’s
figural compositions: “Let us also admire
that dramatic strength which enlivens
every figural composition by Coubine. It
is true that activity is limited in them, but
the figures are always animated and fully
devoted to what they are doing. They are
satisfied with the gestures of everyday life
such as sewing, playing the piano, playing
pétanque, sharpening scythes, etc. But
they always observe the classical proverb
Age quod agis”¥ Admiration for simplicity
and references to Antiquity, this was all
in keeping with Coubine’s idealisation,
looking back to the values of the past and
manifesting itself in the form of a more
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or less consistent classical artistic style.
However, Coubine’s return to traditional
painting differed from the “return to order”
characteristic of post-war art in that it was
connected not only with a reaction to the
ravages of war, as was the case with most
artists, but also with the suffering and pain
caused by a personal family tragedy, the
death of his son and wife. This is perhaps
the reason why his figural compositions
are devoid of any kind of psychological
tension or individual expression. There
is no inner communication between his
figures, and their psyche is not manifested.
Coubine himself paradoxically referred
to this rejection of subjectivity in terms
of sincerity and justified it in terms of its
comprehensibility: “A painting is first of all
a thought (inspiration) and only afterwards
a piece of craftwork. If the craftwork
does not correspond to my thoughts and
feelings, then I am playing a game; but
I do not consider it interesting to show
my games to the public. I have therefore
withdrawn from all subjective conceptions.
I want to be easily understood, without
making any claim to be classical. I want to
be sincere to myself and to those close to
me."?® Surprisingly, Stein was not concerned
about the lack of expression in Coubine’s
canvases, either, although he took a great
interest in psychology and psychoanalysis,
and based his own theory of art, as set
out in his book The A-B-C of Aesthetics, on
a psychological model of perception. He
evidently believed in Coubine in the same
way as the French critic Robert Rey, who
wrote about an exhibition by the artist in
1926 for the prestigious journal Beaux-Arts,
“This art has no traces of Romanticism or
unease, but a delicate attempt to perceive
correctly and to transmit the intimate
smiles of nature with tact and moderation.
It would not surprise me at all if 50 years
from now Coubine was regarded as one of
the best painters of his time.”* Coubine
himself gradually came round to the view
that figures were disruptive elements for
him, and he concentrated on painting
landscapes from which people were
excluded. These also constituted a large
majority of Stein’s collection. For Stein,
Coubine represented a painter whose
contribution to landscape painting was
the most significant for a long time. In
one letter he even wrote to him, “It is rare
for a painter with such a strong aesthetic
perception as you display to devote
themself to landscape painting.”*°

In 1938, when Leo explained his interest
in Coubine to his cousin Fred Stein, whom
he intended to inherit his art collection in
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America, he said, “When I started with this,
it was for two reasons: firstly, Coubine was
the first artist to interest me after the early
Matisse and Picasso, and secondly, I tried to
create a market for him.”' But he admitted
that 20 years earlier Coubine would
certainly have made a different impression
on him: “It was necessary to go through
Cézanne and Matisse first.”s

Eventually Coubine became the painter
with by far the most works in Leo Stein's
collection. A total of some 50 paintings by
Coubine are known to have figured in the
collection, but there were probably many
more. After Stein’s death in 1947, his wife
left some of them to Coubine himself and
bequeathed others to their domestic help.
The American collection was successfully
preserved almost in its entirety in a private
collection. This first report is intended as
a basis for further detailed treatment of
this so far unresearched chapter of Czech-
French-American relations in the visual arts.

This article was published with the support of the Grant
for the Long-Term Conceptual Development of the
Research Organization of the Ministry of Culture of the
Czech Republic.
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Vincenc Kramar and Interwar
Purchases of Baroque Sculpture for
the Picture Gallery of the Society of
Patriotic Friends of the Arts’

TOMAS HLADIK

Soon after he was appointed the director of the Picture Gallery of the Society of Patriotic
Friends of the Arts, Vincenc Kramai devoted great energy and determination to an
ongoing assembly of pieces for the Gallery’s collection. While Kramai’s many contacts
with both local and international art dealers and collectors of old-master paintings have
been sufficiently explored, his efforts in acquiring Baroque sculptures have generally
remained on the margins. The Picture Gallery’s agenda files suggest that it was not
until the mid-1920s that the collection’s existing, somewhat dismal state was improved
through purchases of what were often large sets of sculptures. Outstanding acquisitions
in this period included the strongly expressive carving of Angels by Severin Tischler,
altar sculptures of St Vitus and St Ludmila from the Prague workshop of Ferdinand
Maximilian Brokof, and the famous bozxetto The Repentant St Peter by Matthias
Bernhard Braun. The Picture Gallery’s inventories and correspondence repeatedly cite
FrantiSek Zmek, a sculptor and restorer from Prague’s Podoli neighbourhood, as the
owner of a remarkable number of high-quality carvings mostly from the 18th century.
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Picture Gallery of the Society of Patriotic Friends of
the Arts, Vincenc Kramér, Baroque sculpture, Matthias
Bernhard Braun, Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof
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Vincenc Kramar aimed to introduce

an active acquisition policy at the Picture
Gallery of the Society of Patriotic Friends
of the Arts (PGSPFA) immediately upon

his appointment in 1919. He saw himself
more as a director of a state gallery than a
mere administrator of the Society’s picture
gallery, a position he held, de jure, up until
1937 when the State Gallery was finally
established. As Vit Vlnas has noted, Kramar
could be quite unscrupulous in his actions:
he refused to make a distinction between
the Society’s principal, the interest from
which was used for acquisitions, and its
core capital which, as a result, “rapidly
diminished”.? While Kramé#'s many
contacts with both local and international
collectors of old-master paintings and art
dealers have been sufficiently explored,?
his efforts in acquiring Baroque sculptures
have generally remained on the margins.
The following text aims to shed light on
this aspect of Kramai’s acquisition policy.
Based on the official agenda of the PGSPFA



1 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof, A Kneeling Moor I, around 1720.

Photo: The National Gallery in Prague.

and the Collection of Old Masters, it is
possible to describe the gradual growth
of the Baroque sculpture collection in the
interwar period, linking it to Kramai’s
various sources, to which he appealed as

the gallery’s director.

I

The PGSPFA's inventories suggest that the
state of the collection was rather unsatisfy-
ing until the mid-20th century due to the
lack of high-quality examples of local and
European 17th and 18th-century sculptu-
re. The Picture Gallery received its first
artworks as early as 1835, thanks to Count
Caspar Sternberg, who donated exquisite
sculptures that used to adorn the Tré6ja
palace interiors.* From then on, however,
there were no consistent acquisitions. It
was only through the gallery’s new director,
with his expertise and persistent activi-

ty that the situation was improved. The
gallery’s agenda files during the Kramar
period, particularly the correspondence
with art dealers and collectors as well

as the Ministry of Culture and National
Enlightenment, inform us that the gallery
did not start purchasing sculptures before

Photo: The National Gallery in Prague.

1923. This was also the year of culmina-
tion of the first phase of acquisitions for
the proposed state collection.> Also in

1923, Volné sméry published an article by
Antonin Maté&j¢ek, who made an interesting
comment on Kramai’s existing acquisition
plan: “[...] In addition to the new direc-
tor’s inventory begun immediately after his
taking office, all of Krama#'s efforts went
to enriching the collection with two main
goals in mind. Aware of the two points in
history when Czech art attained a unique
character—the Gothic and Baroque peri-
ods—he was compelled to magnify the
material from these periods and build fully
characteristic period collections.” Through
continuous purchases mainly from Czech
private collections, Kramaf managed to
transform the existing fragmentary sculptu-
ral collection and significantly augment it
by the end of 1920, although some impor-
tant names were still missing (Johann Georg
Bendl, Matthius Wenzel Jickel, Ignaz
Franz Platzer). Quite importantly, Kramar
“did not hesitate to consider purchasing
anonymous artworks, trusting in his own
critical evaluation of the work’s quality

and its evolutionary value.”” When scou-
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3 Matthias Bernhard Braun - follower, Guardian Angel with the Child Tobias,
around 1740. Photo: The National Gallery in Prague.
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ting for artworks, he relied on a numerous
and diverse circle of collectors which, in
addition to art dealers, included architects,
lawyers and financiers, as well as practising
artists and occasional collectors. Significant
expansion of the Baroque sculptural collec-
tion would not have been possible without
necessary state funds. As recently discussed
by Vlnas, well-informed art dealers and
collectors were often aware of Kramai's
extraordinary relations with the Ministry

of Education and National Enlightenment
regarding both direct and outstanding sub-
sidies “which the gallery regularly received
(albeit without legal claim) from budget
surpluses.”® The correspondence between
the Gallery and the aforementioned circle
of collectors shows that the years 1926 and
1927 were the most fruitful in acquisitions.
This is a paradox, because precisely in this
period, Kramaf had to defend his idea of
the future State Gallery in strong polemics
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concerning the Modern Gallery and its
conception.’

II
The quantitative growth of the collection,
still, was rather slow: for example, throu-
ghout 1923 only seven Baroque sculptures,
none of particularly high quality, were
purchased.’® However, the agenda files
show that two large sculptural sets were
bought in the following year. One of them,
consisting of eleven carvings, was offered
to Kramarf by the famous Prague art collec-
tor and writer, Joe Hloucha.” This way,
the gallery acquired a number of medieval
artworks as well as a pair of polychrome
gilded statuettes Kneeling Moors (Figs. 1-2),*2
later attributed to Ferdinand Maximilian
Brokof (1688-1731).2 In the catalogue of
the 1933 Prague exhibition Baroque Wooden
Sculpture from Prague Collections at the Feigl
Gallery, both sculptures already figu-
re as the State Gallery’s property, albeit
under the confusing title Kneeling Indian
or Indian and with the description “work
related to F. M. Brokof and his statue of
St Francis Xavier on the Charles Bridge.”
In October 1924, the gallery purchased
six medieval and baroque sculptures
from a private collection in Prague. Here,
the owner cites the work’s provenance
in his offer: “2 Gothic [sculptures] from
Borovany, 3 Baroque fragmentary from the
V3enory manor and 1 Late-Baroque from
Mariaschein.”” This set also included a
robust figure of Guardian Angel with the Child
Tobias, a carving by one the anonymous
followers of Matthias Bernhard Braun
(1684-1738) marked by great confidence in
sculpting volumes. Oldfich Jakub Blazi¢ek
once included this sculpture in the per-
manent exhibition of Baroque art at the
St George Convent (Fig. 3).%°

All these carvings were offered by
FrantiSek Zmek, a sculptor and restorer
from Prague-Podoli, whose name regularly
appears in the following years’ inventories
and correspondence. Without exaggeration
we may say that Zmek was Krama#'s main
source of high-quality examples of local
Baroque sculpture that was so painfully
lacking in the gallery’s collection. Kramaf
received Zmek’s contact from Bedfich
Vesely, another owner of many high-quality
Baroque sculptures that also gradually
made their way to the State Gallery’s
collections. At the beginning of August
1924, Vesely, who owned an “art cabinet”
on Chotkova Street, sent the following
urgent message to Kramaf: “If you want to
see several truly beautiful Czech carvings,
please visit Mr. Zmek, a sculptor in



Podoli. T particularly like some of his large
sculptures. He has a buyer for them, but I
told him to wait for you and sell only what
is unsuitable for you [...]."7

Also in 1924, the gallery made one
of its few purchases of sculptures from
abroad. Following lengthy negotiations,
which ended in the autumn of that year,
the gallery made an agreement with
Prof. Heinz Braun, the director of what
was then Museum der bildenden Kiinste
in Wroclaw (Breslau), purchasing two
strongly expressive, life-sized wooden
sculptures of angels for the high price of
1,500 golden Marks. Dr Zden&k Wirth,
section chief of the Ministry of Culture and
National Enlightenment who approved all
the Gallery’s purchases, wrote a letter to
Kram4f in which he recommended him to
buy the sculptures: “You should definitely
buy those angels from Wroclaw if they
are Bohemian.”® According to Professor
Milog Stehlik, both angels were made in
the workshop of Severin Tischler, one of
Matthias Bernhard Braun’s followers. In
February 1926 the Gallery purchased a
high-quality sculpture St Procopius from the
Prague-based architect A. St¥iz. The figure’s
striking gestures and turbulent bodily
dynamics once led Véclav Vilém Stech to
attribute the sculpture to Braun’s nephew
Anton.* In June 1926, the same collector
sold a pair of Kneeling Angels to the Gallery.
The sculptures recently underwent careful
restoration, and in 2009 they were included
in the National Gallery’s exhibition at
the Kinsky manor in Zd4r nad Sazavou.”
Significant acquisitions from this period
also include the stone sculpture Bacchus
(Fig. 4), a work of Braun’s workshop
possibly from the period around 1725,
“which, having wandered erratically around
Prague gardens, found safe harbour in the
public collection.”? Antonin Maté&jéek was
the first to attribute the sculpture to Braun,
whose famous summer palace Na Zderaze
is possibly where the sculpture comes
from.*

11T

In 1927, a key year in our study, the Gallery
was purchasing both individual sculptu-
res and larger sets continuously from the
spring through December. The official
agenda shows that at the beginning of
April, Frantiek Zmek sold eleven 17th and
18th-century carvings to the Gallery.>* This
was also when the collections of today’s
National Gallery were enriched by not only
anonymous sculptures but also polychro-
me carvings of Czech patron saints St Vitus
(Fig. 5) and St Ludmila, which used to be

part of the permanent exhibition Baroque
in Bohemia at the Schwarzenberg Palace,
and attributed by postwar researchers to
the workshop of Ferdinand Maximilian
Brokof.” The lively correspondence
between the Gallery and Zmek reveals
interesting facts about some of the works’
provenance. For example, Zmek bought
the two sculptures of miners in Kutna
Hora, the two Capuchins come from the
Capuchine monastery in Prague and the
seated bishop was purchased in Kolin.
Kramaii’s letter to the Ministry of Culture
and National Enlightenment from 10 May,
1927 suggests that the first five sculptu-
res on the list Zmek had offered to the
Gallery— “Sts Vitus and Ludmila, white coa-
ting, ca. 197 cm tall,” “St Paul and Andrew,
newly gilded, ca. 174 tall” and “1 sketch of
a seated apostle, uncoated, 15 cm tall”?—
were originally property of Budek and Sons
company in Sychrov and Zmek acquired
them during World War I in 1915.% The
latter work is particularly interesting. By
comparing the Gallery’s agenda with ear-
lier art-historical literature, one necessarily
comes to a conclusion that this is Matthias
Bernhard Braun’s famous bozzetto depicting
The Repentant St Peter (Fig. 6).2® In 1933, the
State Gallery lent this bozzetto to what was
then Schlesisches Landesmuseum in Opava
(Troppau) whose director, Edmund Wilhelm
Braun, organized a breakthrough exhibi-
tion of Baroque sculptural sketches and
models.? Before the Opava show, the
sketch was exhibited at the Feigl Gallery
in Prague; the catalogue lists it under the
name “Apostle”. The corresponding entry
in the catalogue of the Prague exhibiti-
on contains a note suggesting that it was
E. W. Braun who attributed the sketch to
Matthias Braun.* This exhibition also fea-
tured another well-known sketch by Braun,
Eagle Stretching Its Wings, on loan from
Frantifek Zmek’s collection.*

In December 1927, Kramar informed
the ministry about the extraordinary
offer from Bedfich Vesely, the art dealer
mentioned above, for ten Baroque
sculptures, of which six were selected to
be purchased for the gallery’s collection.
The ensuing correspondence says that
“Vesely lowered the price from the original
34,000 to 27,000 at which price the set
was finally purchased.”s? The Gallery
thus acquired the expressive carving of
St John the Baptist, once exhibited in the
permanent exhibition Baroque in Bohemia
at the Karlova Koruna chateau in Chlumec
nad Cidlinou, attributed by O. J. Blazi¢ek
to an anonymous disciple of Matthias
Braun.® The purchase agreement with
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4 Matthias Bernhard Braun - workshop, Bacchus, around 1725. Photo: The National Gallery in Prague.
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Vesely included a set of richly polychromed
carvings—two pairs of Angels as well as

St Barbara and St Catherine, completed in the
following year with the last pair of Kneeling
Angels, also from Vesely.* The whole set,
presumably part of the furnishing in an
unknown chateau chapel in the Zatec
region, is “characterized by a strong

sense of bodily volume, but also a refined
fluency and harmony of movements, as
well as a balanced combination of white
and gold. The Early-Rococo sensibility is
also evident in the delicate charm of faces
and gestures.”” Only several days after
successfully concluding this purchase,
Kramaf responded to an exceptional offer
from Prague-based art dealer Prof. Moritz
Miiller, owner of a monumental Baroque
pulpit dating to 1758, possibly made for
the interior of the Late-Gothic Church of
the Assumption of the Virgin in Most. The
pulpit, featuring large gilded relief with
interesting iconography, was the last work
of Matthias Kithnel (+1762), a sculptor

and key holder for the Wallensteins in
Duchcov. Based on the inscription on the
inside of the pulpit,* Kithnel made the
pulpit along with his two sons, who in this
period worked in their father’s workshop.
In the late 1930s, Miiller, who ran an “Art
Company and Auction Hall” on Narodni
tfida in Prague, contacted Kramaf again,
this time offering a terracotta sculpture

of Madonna by the Ttalian sculptor and
modeller Bomboli (Bombeli?). This work,
unusual in both its style and material,
originally adorned the Troja palace chapel.
In the same period, Miiller donated a life-
sized sculpture of St Florian (1690-1700) to
the Gallery.”

In addition to Zmek and Vesely, Kraméi’s
other important partners in his efforts to
enhance the Gallery’s Baroque sculpture
collection included Otto Morawitz, a Prague
art dealer who, between 1926 and 1928,
sold seven Early Baroque and Rococo
carvings to the Gallery.’® The last purchase
(on 17 January, 1928) included carvings of
kneeling patron saints of Franciscan and
Dominican orders, St Francis of Assisi and
St Dominic, which BlaZi¢ek later chose for
the long-term exhibition Czech Baroque Art
in the Convent of St. George and in Karlova
Koruna chateau in Chlumec nad Cidlinou.*

Although the 1927 “acquisition bounty”
was never repeated and the numbers of
newly acquired works rapidly decreased in
the ensuing years, the path Kramaf had
taken as the Picture Gallery’s director and
his achievements in acquiring Baroque
sculptures deserved positive evaluation.

In 1930, Antonin Mat&jcek wrote: “There

is the wooden Brokofian St. Vitus and the
stone Satyr by Braun’s workshop, [...]. In
this respect, the state gallery faces difficult
tasks, but this promising start gives us hope
that they will be successfully fulfilled.”°
However, the Gallery did not succeed in
maintaining its positive 1920s trend. In the
following period, purchases of Baroque
sculptures were rare, occurring only once
every several years. This did not noticeably
change when the Picture Gallery of the
Society of Patriotic Friends of the Arts

was nationalized and the State Collection
of Old Masters was established in 1937. At
the end of this period, the agenda files
mention occasional “donations” of Baroque
sculptures in exchange for so-called export
licences.*

v

At the end, let us once more return to
FrantiSek Zmek, probably the most impor-
tant Prague collector of Baroque sculpture
in the period between the end of World
War I and the end of the first decade of
independent Czechoslovakia. By following
the provenance of Zmek’s Baroque sculptu-
res in the preserved correspondence from
this period, one discovers that his collecti-
ng activities were surprisingly far-reaching.
Although the scope of available information
is rather limited, it is still evident that Zmek
was remarkably well-informed about other
private collections and “treasures” hidden
in barely accessible church vaults. His
collecting interest was not limited to Prague
but extended to sets of artworks stored
outside the capital. This is evident from,
among other sources, Vojt&ch Volavka’s
note in the catalogue of the aforementioned
1933 Prague exhibition: “Based on informa-
tion given by Mr. F. Zmek, both sculptures
[St. Wenceslaus and St. Mary Magdalene],
along with other works, had been kept for
a long time in the storage in the old church
in StéZery near Hradec Kralové, abolished
in 1830. From there, they came to the art
store.”#> The mark “Zmek” or “Zmek, Praha”
can also be found in the collection register
of the Museum of West Bohemia in Pilsen.
The Pilsen register shows that in 1918 and
1919 Zmek sold Baroque sculptures from
his collection to Pilsen’s museum collecti-
ons. In addition to high-quality counterpart
pairs, Kneeling Angels and Sts Catherine and
Barbara,” these sculptures include Ignaz
Franz Platzer’s (1717-1787) larger-than-life-
-sized gilded figures of Bohemian patron
saints St Procopius and St Adalbert which,
according to a period document, origina-
lly adorned the interior of the church of

St Nicholas in Prague’s Old Town.* We
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5 Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof - workshop, St Vitus, around 1725-1730. Photo:
The National Gallery in Prague.
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will probably never know how Zmek, an
experienced collector and practising artisan
endowed with a sensibility for extraordina-
ry artistic qualities in Baroque sculptures,
got to know about these silent witnesses

of the glorious past. He may have refined
his sense for artistic quality when resto-
ring prominent High-Baroque sculptural
monuments in Prague, such as the Marian
column on the Hrad&any Square.® It is also
unclear how he financed his surprisingly
numerous purchases. Preserved evidence
suggests that as well as being aware of the
artworks’ aesthetic qualities, Zmek was able
to accurately assess their monetary value in
the modern times.

A\

The last questions this texts aims to answer
are the following: To what degree were

art critics at the time aware of cultural-

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XxX/2020

historical importance and often high
aesthetic quality of these newly acquired
sculptures? Did Vincenc KramaF, as an
active participant in these acquisitions
reflect on the sculptures in his writings?
When reviewing period reactions to the
Picture Gallery’s new exhibition at the
Rudolfinum (December 1928), we soon
find out that most reviewers, including
such renowned experts as Vojt&ch Volavka,
did not consider the newly acquired
examples of Baroque sculpture worth
mentioning,* The only Baroque sculptural
work that received some attention in the
press is Matthias Kithnel’s 1758 pulpit
from Duchcov.# Similarly, press reviews

of the 1930 Exhibition of the State Old Master
Acquisitions repeatedly mention Giuseppe
Mazza’s sculpture of The Virgin with

Infant Jesus and John the Baptist, while the
sculptures discussed in this text earned
mere general remarks such as: “The great
masters are represented by Braun’s stone
Satyr and several pieces skillfully reflecting
Braun’s and Brokof’s influence "

The situation is similar regarding
Kramé#s art-historical interest in Bohemian
Baroque sculpture. Although he actively
strove to acquire stylistically and artistically
diverse Baroque sculptures, there are
no studies by him that would match his
texts on medieval painting and sculpture
in Bohemia or the newly acquired Dutch
paintings.* The standard Picture Gallery
and State Gallery exhibition guides (Fig. 7)
show that Kraméar did not forget about
the newly purchased Baroque sculptures
such as Bacchus by M. B. Braun, St Vitus by
F. M. Brokof and a pulpit by M. Kithnel*
but he offers no detailed information
about these works. The texts concerning
them are short, at times complemented
with information about the sculptures’
provenance (often rather questionable) that
Kramaf mechanically reprinted from the
official agenda, namely from the original
owners’ written offers.” Vladimir Novotny,
who prepared the secondary permanent
exhibition at the Zbraslav chateau during
the occupation, took basically the same
path, most likely following Krama#s plans
and ideas.”* The exhibition’s accompanying
publications stick to the previous practice,
bringing no change toward a more
consistent art-historical research into the
newly assembled collection. In his 1939
review of the State Collection’s exhibition
of newly acquired artworks, Josef Cibulka
summarized the above-discussed change
in acquisitions during the 1930s, explicitly
mentioning only two sculptures: “If
17th-century sculpture collection failed



to flourish this time, [the Gallery] still
acquired an important work by Matthias
Bernhard Braun [...], the sculpture of

St Jude Thaddaeus [...]. The set of works is
complete with the angel from the Brokoff
circle ..”” Having started with modest
results in the early 1920, acquisitions of
Bohemian Baroque sculpture by the Picture
Gallery and the State Collection of Old
Masters ended in the same vein on the eve
of the occupation—with problematic gifts
and minor gains.

This article was published with the support of the Grant
for the Long-Term Conceptual Development of the
Research Organization of the Ministry of Culture of the
Czech Republic.
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Bernard Braun [1684-1738]. Vijbér fezeb (ex. cat.),
The National Gallery in Prague, 1984, p. 19,

cat. no. 3, Fig. 4; Staré feské uméni (note 11),
p- 143, cat. no. 372, Fig. 372. - For the most
recent discussion see Tom4s Hladik, Socharskd
dilna obdobi baroka ve stiedni Evropé, The National
Gallery in Prague, 2016, p. 81, 168, note 231,
Fig. 52 on p. 78.

29 Cf. Pavel Sopék, E. W. Braun a socha¥stvi
Ceského baroka, in: Barokni uméni v severozdpadnich
Cechdch. Sbhornik % kolokvia uskutecnéného v Muzeu
mésta Usti nad Labem 24. - 25. kvétna 2001,

Usti nad Labem 2003, pp. 120-121. - Idem,
Edmund Wilhelm Braun, Opava 2008 (Acta
historica Universitatis Silesianae Opaviensis

- Supplementa I), pp. 77-80, 148-149, note
290-304. - Tom43 Hladik, Modely Josefa
Winterhaldera star§tho ve sbirkdch Narodni
galerie v Praze, Opuscula historiae artium 62, 2013,
p- 160, 165, note 1.

30 Barokni dfevéni plastika (note 14), p. 10,
cat. no. 33.
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31 Barokni dfevéni plastika, p. 11, cat. no. 38.
- Vojt&ch Volavka, Pfi vystavé barokni dfevéné
plastiky, Uméni VI, 1933, pp. 376-377. - Hladik
(note 29), p. 160, 165, note 3. - This excellent
bozzetto, however, did not find its way to NGP
directly through Zmek but was acquired later on,
in 1950 through V. V. Stech.

32 ANG, OSVPU and SSSU Inventory: OP 1959
- OP 1964; Fonds SVPU, AA 2005, ref. no. 485,
ref. no. 494, ref. no. 505. - Kramir confirmed the
purchase in his letter to the ministry from Jan
10, 1927, ref. no. 505-27. The information about
the lowered price can be found in Krama¥'s letter
from 15 January, 1927.

33 M. B. Braun - disciple, St John the Baptist,
1720-1730, sculpture in the round, roughly
carved on the reverse, lime wood with shellac
coating, h. 42 c¢m, inv. no. P 253. - Cf. ANG,
Inventory of OSVPU and SSU: OP 1954; EC
Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3148 / B. VII. / Ceskij

m. 18. st. Sv Jan K#t. / OP 1954. - Cf. also Barokni
dfevéna plastika (note 14), p. 13, cat. no. 58
(around 1740). - Barok v Cechdch. Vijbér architektury,
plastiky, malby a uméleckych Femesel 17. a 18. stoleti.
Katalog stdlé vjstavy ve stdtnim zdmku Karlova
koruna v Chlumci nad Cidlinou, Prague 1973, p. 105,
cat. no. 172a.

34 The whole set was purchased on

10 December, 1927, or more precisely on

3 January, 1928. - Cf. ANG, OSVPU and SSSU
Inventory: OP 1959 - OP 1964, OP 1966 - OP
1967; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3154 /

10. XII. / 6 soch (od Zatce) éesky m k 1740/0OP

1959 - P 1964; E. C. 3156 / 3.1 / éeskyj m. k 1740
(Zatecko) 2 andélé / OP 1966 - OP 1967; Fonds
SVPU, acquisition no. AA 2006, inv. no. 116,

file 142, Korespondence b&zn4, 1928 (also

Fonds SVPU, AA 2006), ref. no. 15: Krama¥'s
letter to the Ministry of Education and the
ministry’s response letter concerning a loan

of the sculptures to the Picture Gallery, both
from 3 January, 1928; the angels were bought
for 5,000 CZK. - The sculptures were entered
into NGP’s inventory under inv. numbers

P 257 - P 265. - In the same period, Kramar

also purchased a sculptural set with the high
priest of the Jerusalem temple, created around
1500 in the workshop or circle of the Master

of the Kefermarkt Altarpiece. For more on this,
see Helena Dariova, in: Olga Kotkova (ed.), The
National Gallery (note 15), p. 32, no. 18.

35 Cfi. the handwritten note by O. J. Blazi¢ek
on the inventory card inv. no. P 264.

36 The pulpit was purchased on 15 December,
1927. - Cf. ANG, OSVPU and SSSU Inventory:
OP 1965 a-o; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3155 /
15. XII. / M. Kiihnl Kazatelna % mosteckého chrdmu /
OP 1965 a-0; Fonds SVPU, AA 2005, ref. no 506,
ref. no 508. - The pulpit was entered into NGP’s
inventory under inv. no. P 263 /a-f. - For more
about this see OldFich J. Blazigek, Socharstvi
baroku v Cechdch. Plastika 17. a 18. véku, Prague

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020

1958, pp. 218-219, Fig. 257 (relief depicting Christ
among the Doctors).

37 The terracotta was purchased on 28 June,
1937 and the St Florian carving was donated on
18 August of that same year. The sculptures were
entered into NGP’s inventory with inventory
numbers P 346, P 349. - For the most recent
discussion of Bomboli, see Pavel Preiss - Mojmir
Horyna - Pavel Zahradnik, Zdmek Tréja u Prahy.
Déjiny, stavba, plastika a malba, Prague - Litomysl
2000, p. 75, 85, note 65.

38 These included model statuettes of

St Joachim (?) and St Joseph (?), carvings of John,
Matthew, Luke, and Mark the Evangelists, a figure
of St Francis of Assisi, and St Dominic. - C{. ANG,
OSVPU and SSSU Inventory: OP 1944 - OP 1947;
EC Katalog - Dodatky: E.C. 3134/21. IX./Cesky
m. 18st. 2 svétci/OP 1916 - OP 1917; Fond SVPU,
AA 2005, &j. 212: 27. IV. 1927, Zivnostenska
banka, Otto Morawitz, I. Benediktinska 7 for
four statues purchased for the Czechoslovak
State Picture Gallery. In September of the
previous year (21. 9. 1926) the same owner sold
two other Baroque carvings. Cf. ANG, OSVPU
and SSSU Inventory: OP 1916, OP 1917; Fond
SVPU, AA 2004, ref. no. 488. - For the purchase
of the kneeling order patrons from January 1928
cf. ANG, OSVPU and SSSU Inventory: OP 1968
- OP 1969; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E.C. 3157/17.1./
Ceskyj m. Konec 16. st. 2 Klecici mnisi/OP 1968

- OP 1969; Fond SVPU, AA 2006, ref. no. 41,
ref. no. 45 (Kramai’s letters to the supervising
ministry dated 16. 1. 1928): “According to the
seller, these are plastics from RoZmberk ... Price
700 K& - All the works were listed in the NGP
inventory under the inv. numbers P 236, P 237,
P 249-P 252, P 266, P 267.

39 Cf. Barok v Cechich (note 33), p. 63,

cat. no. 22a (St Francis of Assisi). - Staré ¢eské
umeéni (note 11), p. 146, cat. no. 396, Fig. 396

(St Dominic). - Barokni uméni ze sbirek Narodni
galerie v Praze (note 21), p. 20, Fig. no. 21

(St Dominic).

40 Matgjéek (note 22), p. 232. - By St Vitus
Mat€jéek means the larger-than-life-sized
polychrome sculpture from the workshop of
Ferdinand Maximilian Brokof (inv. no. P 240),
Satyr is the above-discussed sandstone sculpture
of Bacchus (inv. no. P 232). Cf. also note 17.

41 For example, on 25 February, 1939

Walter C. Koérner “donated” Winged Angel Head
(inv. no. P 369); on 7 April, 1939 Dr. Teltsch
from Prague Winged Angel Head (inv. no. P 378)
and on 2 June 1939 Dr. Ing. H. Fuchs the
carving of Seated St Benedict (inv. no. P 384). -
For the most recent discussion of this practice
see Vit Vlnas, “Narodni galerie a tzv. dary za
vyvozni povoleni”, in: Alena Janatkova - Vit
Vlnas, Pragskd Ndrodni galerie v protektordtu Cechy
a Morava, The National Gallery in Prague, 2013,
pp. 92-101.

42 Volavka (note 31), p. 373, note 1, Fig. on



P- 372 (St Wenceslaus). - Both sculptures, loaned
to the Prague exhibition from the collection

of R. Mehlschmidt are currently regarded as
works of the sculptor Josef Jifi Jelinek from
Kosmonosy. For more about this see Josef

Jifi Jelinek (1697-1776). Barokni sochaiskd dilna

% Kosmonos (ex. cat.), The National Gallery in
Prague, 1997, pp. 116-117, ex. cat. 66, 67 (entries
authored by Tomas Hladik).

43  Kuneeling Angels, lime wood stripped of the
original polychromy, h. 140 cm, h. 140 cm,

inv. no. 4083, inv. no. 3726; St Catherine,

St Barbara, 1730-1740, lime wood, polychromy,

h. 34 cm, h. 33.5 cm, inv. no. 6853, inv. no. 6854.
44 Ignaz Franz Platzer, St Adalbert, St Procopius,
lime wood, polychromy, gilding, h. 227 cm,

h. 227 cm, inv. no. 10.849, inv. no. 10.850.

45 As a stonemason-restorer, Zmek (along with
the sculptor Jaroslav K¥ep¢ik) took part in the
renovation of the Immaculate Virgin plague column
in Hrad¢any between 1922 and 1923. In 1923,

he collaborated with K¥epéik again, this time

on the renovation of the Holy Trinity column on
Malostranské Square. Bedfich Vesely’s message
to Vincenc Kramaf from 4 August, 1924 suggests
that he also participated in the renovation of

the Church of Our Lady and St Charlemagne at
Karlov. - Cf. Vaclav Wagner, Opravy uméleckych
pamétek v Praze v roce 1923, Za starou Prahu 10,
1924, p. 22. - Vaclav Rybafik, Prazské marianské,
svatotroji¢ni a ostatni svétecké sloupy, Staletd
Praha XXVIII, 2012, no. 1, p. 145. - Katefina
Adamcova - Pavel Zahradnik, Maridnsky sloup na
Hradéanském ndmésti, Prague 2017, p. 231, 232, 237,
note 20.

46 Novi instalace obrazarny Spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych piatel uméni v Praze, Lidové noviny,
Brno, 11. 2. 1928.

47 Tribuna, Prague, 8. 5. 1928, also contains a
photograph of one of the gilded reliefs on the
pulpit’s front wall. The review by the Prague
gallerist Dr. Hugo Feigl published in Prager
Tagblatt on 6 January, 1928 contains no mention
of the sculptures; other reviews make at least a
brief note of the recently acquired paintings by
Johann Kupecky /Kupezky/, Peter Brandl and
Michael Willmann (Tribuna, Prague, 7. 2. 1928).
48 Ceské slovo, Prague, 23. 3. 1930. -
Information in Venkov from 23. 3. 1930 is even
shorter: “[...] and Baroque [sculpture] from the
circle of Braun’s and Brokoff’s workshops.” Other
reviews of this exhibition published on 6 March,
1930 in Ndrodnim osvobozeni, Ndrodni listy, Prager
Presse, Lidové noviny and Ndrodni politika contain
no mention of the newly acquired Baroque
sculptures.

49 We cannot count the polemical article

about the prospective Baroque museum in
Prague, an idea that Kramar was decisively
against. Cf. Vincenc Kramaf, “Budeme zFizovat
zvla3tni barokni museum?”, Volné sméry XXVII,
1929-1930, pp. 184-193.

50 Cf. Stru¢ny privodce obrazirnou (note 21),
no. 156 (St Vitus. E. M. Brokof School), no. 356-358
(Allegorical Statue of Walking Man and two fragments
from the gable of the Clam-Gallas Palace), no. 359
(Satyr. Matthias Braun), no. 361 (St Procopius.
Bohemian Master around 1730), no. 362-363 (Two
Angels. Matthias Braun School around 1730),

no. 366-369 (Two mythological busts. Achilles and
Hector. A Greek Hero. Bohemian Master of the

17th century), no. 370 (Guardian Angel, Bohemian
master of the beginning of the 18th century). In the
introduction, Krama¥ devoted eight lines of

text to Baroque sculpture. The following, 1938
edition of the guide contains basically identical
information. - See also Kurzer Fiihrer durch die
Staatliche Sammlung alter Kunst in Prag, Prague
1039, n0s. 419-421, 422-423, 424-428, 429, 431,
432, 433-434, 435.

51 This is also the case with Kramai’'s
catalogue of the 1930 Prague exhibition.

Ci. Vijstava obrazii a plastik zakoupenijch stdtem
usporddand v budové Ustiedni knihovny hlavniho mésta
Prahy k pocté osmdesdtin presidenta Ceskoslovenské
republiky T. G. Masaryka, Prague 1930, p. 6,

ex. cat. 70-92.

52 Cf. Sexnam obrazii a soch vystavenyich Ndrodni
galerii v odboéce na Zbraslavi, Prague 1940, p. 14,
no. 100, p. 15, no. 112, p. 24, no. 268, p. 25,

no. 279, p. 26, no. 289, 297, p. 34, no. 399-406,
P- 35, no. 409, 410, 412, 413; Verzeichnis der

Bilder und Statuen der Nationalgalerie in Prag in

der Zweigstelle in Konigssaal, Prague 1940, p. 12,
no. 100, p. 13, no. 112, p. 24, no. 268, 279, p. 25,
no. 289, p. 26, no. 297, p. 34, nos. 399-401, p. 35,
nos. 402-406, 410, 412, 413.

53 Cf. Josef Cibulka, Jan Lori3 and Vladimir
Novotny, Vijstava pririistki ve Stdtni sbirce starého
uméni v Praze, Prague 1939 (esp. the reprint in
Uméni), p. 6. - Stdini sbirka starého uméni. Vistava
pFiriistkii 1939, Prague 1939, p. 6, cat. no. 52

(M. B. Braun, St. Jude Thaddaeus), cat. no. 55
(Michal Jan Brokof [circle], Angel). - The famous
Jude Thaddaeus by Braun was acquired from the
Archbishopric Seminary in Prague (13. 3. 1939);
on 14. 3. 2016 it was returned to Prague
Archbishopric and lent on the same day to the
exhibition of Baroque art in the Schwarzenberg
palace (VP 13561). In 2020, it was declared a
heritage monument by the Ministry of Culture
of the Czech Republic (KP 105551, MKCR

ref. no. 2020/15).

Translated by Hana Logan
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ARCHIVE

“Lead the National Gallery out of
isolation...” Jiri Kotalik and the
National Gallery in Prague between
1967 and 1970

TOMAS HYLMAR

98

At the beginning of 1967, the Czech Minister of Education and Culture appointed
Professor Jifi Kotalik as the director of the National Gallery in Prague. Defined by

the period from 1967 to 1970, the text pursues the circumstances of his start in his
new position, the previous activity of the institution, and the forthcoming changes

in the gallery. Shortly after his arrival, Jifi Kotalik initiated a general reorganisation

of the institution while enlivening the exhibition and acquisition activities. As a

result of the structural changes in the gallery, individual collections benefited from
simpler management and competencies, and the Museum of Decorative Arts became
fully independent. The exhibition activity was focused on the intensive collaboration
with Western European countries and so unique collections of foreign artists could

be displayed in Prague. The exhibitions of Czechoslovak art abroad could also be
regarded as successful. New acquisitions mostly enriched the collections of modern and
contemporary art. The system of selection was based on expertise and confrontations
which allowed the National Gallery to acquire many exceptional artworks. The study is
primarily grounded in the documents of the fonds of the National Gallery in Prague
(1945-1990) run by Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.

Keywords “To lead the National Gallery out of
National Gallery in Prague, Jliﬁ' Kotalik, JanAKAr(A)fta, isolation; to make it the top institution of
l\/luse_u_m of Decoratlve Arts in Prague, exhibitions, Czech fine arts culture: to complete the
acquisitions, archives ’
Czech art collections of the past and of
the 20th century; to initiate the purchases
of contemporary artworks; to enable sci-
entists and experts to work and increase
their qualifications”; several items of the
extensive analysis of the National Gallery’s
future activities aptly indicates the intended
direction of its new director Jifi Kotalik
after his appointment. The following brief
study focuses on his first period, 1967-1970,
the period just before the commencement
of normalisation. Because of the extensive
theme, the study primarily concentrates on
the overview of the most significant orga-
nisational changes in the gallery as well as
the institution’s acquisition and exhibition
programmes.’
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The National Gallery Prior
to the Arrival of Jifi Kotalik
Prior to Jif¥i Kotalik’s arrival or, more
precisely, after 1964, the National Gallery
housed seven departments of collections
ensuring scientific and exhibition
activities.? Jan Krofta was the gallery’s
director,® Oldfich Jakub Blazi¢ek led the
Old Masters Department, Jaromir Zemina
was the head of the Department of Modern
Painting, Vaclav Prochizka was the head
of 19th and 20th Century Sculpture Art,
Libuge Jandova led the Department of
Prints, Lubor Héjek ran the Department
of Non-European Nations, Olga Mackova
led the Department of 19th Century
Painting, and the Department of Applied
Arts* was headed by Jarmila Brozova.’
Further sections, such as departments of
restoration, research, and the department
of property rights and registry ensured the
operation of the organisation as well as care
for the collection items. At the end of 1966,
the institution’s staff comprised 274 people,
including 41 experts and six scientists.°

By the end of 1966, the number of
the collection items consisted of about
600 thousand’ artworks belonging to the
National Gallery and nearly 50 thousand
deposited works of art.® The heart of the
collection was based on the State Collection
of Old Masters and Modern Gallery that
were combined in the Bohemian and
Moravian Gallery during the Protectorate
of Bohemia and Moravia and over time
enriched by the property seized by German
authorities during the occupation. Further
acquisitions came from the post-war
confiscations of artworks and from private
collections seized after the communist coup
d’état in 1948.2 Beginning in the late 1950s
and early 1960s, the deposited artworks
were progressively cancelled and registered
under the gallery’s direct administration
which often signified the confiscation of
private property.*©

The gallery mostly acquired new
collection items by transfers, donations,
and bequests. Direct purchases contributed
to the building of collections to a minor
extent. In 1965, two new institutions
emerged that helped to expand the gallery
fonds. The Ministry of Education and
Culture established the Committee for
the Purchase of Antiquities in order to
prevent “the unrequired export of cultural
values and ensure their protection”."* The
committee members evaluated items in
antiquity shops and removed them from
sale.’? At the same time, such removal
meant the purchase of the given item.
Art Centrum, a foreign trade company

The exhibition Henry Moore. Sculptures and Drawings (1924-1964), Prague,
ternberg Palace 1966, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.

B
B
;
S

established by the decision of the Union

of Czechoslovak Fine Artists in 1964 and
confirmed by the regulation in 1965, further
contributed to the acquisition of collection
items.? Art Centrum was in charge of the
export of 20th-century artworks, the import
of artworks regardless of the time of their
origin, and other business services, inter
alia the exchange of objects.

At that time, the National Gallery
administered nine permanent exhibitions,™
prepared about ten exhibitions a year,
and collaborated on approximately
30 exhibitions both in Czechoslovakia and
abroad. For example, in 1966, it launched
an exhibition of Henry Moore in the
Sternberg Palace, the collection of Czech
and French art of the first half of the 20th
century in Paris, selected Czech Baroque art
in Milan, and Czech Gothic art in Brussels
and Rotterdam. (Fig. 1)

In order to obtain a global overview,
it remains important to understand the
situation of the National Gallery premises.
The directorate had its seat in the neglected
Sternberg Palace at Hrad¢any, the Museum
of Decorative Arts was in serious disrepair,
the roof of the Municipal Library was
leaking, and the Kinsky Palace as well as
the Waldstein Riding School and Zbraslav
Castle required repairs. The situation of
repositories in Prague and at the castles in
Lemberk, BeneSov nad Plouénici, Klasterec
nad Oh¥i, and Radi¢ was not ideal either,
many times endangering the collections.

Nevertheless, the attempts to rectify the
situation were already in process. Beginning
in the late 1940s, the gallery strived for new
historical buildings located in the so-called
Hrad&any Compound: the Tuscany Palace,
Treka Palace, two Martinice palaces, and
seven canon houses. Furthermore, the
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Salm Palace ought to be available for the
gallery, specifically for the collections of
the Museum of Decorative Arts.” Yet none
of these intentions were implemented by
1966. Similarly, the construction of the
“Modern Gallery” remained in the planning
stages. This project had been in the works
for more than 30 years. It was enlivened
shortly after the war, first in 1948, and then
_ i I8 in 1951 and 1964; however, all these efforts
JiuunE. were fruitless.
e S In fact, the use of the Convent of
Saint Agnes of Bohemia was considered
by the gallery to deploy its collections
and permanent exhibitions after its
reconstruction was completed. In the mid-
1960s, the possibility of using the Brussels
Pavilion was offered by the National
Committee of Prague for the National
Gallery’s collection of modern art.* But the
gallery did not accept the offer. (Fig. 2)

2 Brussels Pavilion, 1967, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.

The Crisis in the National Gallery

The grave crisis in the National Gallery
from 1964-1966 that resulted in the
dismissal of Director Krofta was preceded
by disputes over the management of the
National Gallery—Museum of Decorative
Arts association. Shortly after this grouping
emerged, the interconnection system of
the institutions became unsustainable.
The gallery applied the principles of
selectiveness and the artistic value,

while the museum emphasised different
viewpoints, especially the historical
documentation value regardless of the
artistic and aesthetic character of artefacts.
When advancing the schematic division

of the collections according to historical
stages, the dispute culminated and in 1964
the Ministry of Education and Culture
cancelled the Museum of Decorative Arts
as an independent institution. It became
one of the National Gallery’s departments.”
Nonetheless, the issue of permanent
exclusion of applied arts remained
unsolved.

The principal problem lay in the general
management of the National Gallery. The
situation escalated to the point that Director
Jan Krofta stood against the majority
of department heads and other expert
employees. The director’s authoritarian
decisions further influenced the scientific
activity, little by little changing the gallery
into a mere office. The Central Committee
of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
became involved in the situation and
requested an internal analysis in 1964.
Towards the end of 1965, the internal
disputes went beyond the institution’s
framework and the gallery became an issue

3 Jifi Kotalik, 1961, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.
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for the wider professional public, especially
the Union of Czechoslovak Fine Artists and
the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences.*®
At that time, the Ministry of Education
and Culture began to search for a suitable
director candidate. However, the nominee
Jaromir Neumann refused. As it proceeds
from the situation report elaborated for the
ministry in 1966, Director Krofta “despite
his diligence and efforts failed to solve
the complex issues related to institution
management. [...] Because of the number
of tasks required, he often failed to discern
the essential and marginal matters, was
distracted by smaller tasks of operational,
organisational, personnel, and salary
matters, etc. [His] lack of confidence in
the professional skills of some employees,
[when] he interfered in details in their work
and changed his intentions [led] to frequent
disputes that resulted in several experts
leaving the institution”.”

As a consequence of the gallery
management style, the artefacts were
in danger. One example is the loan of
artworks to a foreign exhibition when
Jifi Magin from the Academy of Fine Arts
even asked the Minister of Education
and Culture Jifi Hajek? to intervene “in
the case that exceeds all the standards
of general responsibility. Jan Krofta is
about to lend all three masterpieces of
the Master of the TFebori Altarpiece to
the exhibition of Bohemian Gothic art in
Belgium. [...] Lending them to a foreign
exhibition not only defies the common
museology practice all over the world but
also common sense”.?* Eventually, the
gallery’s trade union department as well as
its communist organisation distanced itself
from the director; the latter even requested
an urgent solution of the situation via its
Committee of Ideology of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia. The party’s
Central Committee recommended Professor
Jifi Kotalik to take up the position of the
National Gallery’s director.?? On 31 January
1967, the Minister of Education and Culture
dismissed Jan Krofta from the director’s
position? and appointed Jifi Kotalik as of
1 February 1967.* (Fig. 3)

Ji¥i Kotalik in the National Gallery
Indisputably, Jifi Kotalik appeared to be a
qualified candidate for the director of the
National Gallery in Prague. He was one
of the leading theoreticians, art critics,
and art historians in Czechoslovakia. At
an international level, he was repeatedly
accredited as a representative in various
significant cultural events. He also met
the political requirements, joining the

Communist Party as early as 1946 and in
1963 even becoming the member of the
party’s Committee of Ideology. He was a
long-lasting functionary in the Union of
Czechoslovak Fine Artists, being its board
member from 1964. In 1965 and 1966 he
also became the centre of attention as

the Minister of Education and Culture
appointed him the general commissioner
of the Czechoslovak exhibition at the

Sao Paolo Art Biennale, member of the
Art Centrum Artistic Board, member of
the Ministry of Education and Culture
Collegium, member of the Presidium of
the State Committee for Universities, and
member of the Advisory Committee for
the Organisation of Foreign Exhibitions of
Czech Fine Art.»

Jifi Kotalik commenced his art expert
career as a fine art officer. As a theoretician
of Group 42, he dedicated his studies
and texts published in the catalogues, for
example, to Franti§ek Gross, Kamil Lhotik,
FrantiSek Hudecdek, Jan Smetana, and other
members of the Group. Furthermore, he
drew up texts for exhibitions of Josef Sima,
Arnost Paderlik, Endre Nemes, Jifi John,
and Vladimir Preclik; for many of them
he also worked as an exhibition curator.
Kotalik further contributed to exhibitions
of Czechoslovak art abroad, e.g. in
Germany, Brazil, Mexico, and repeatedly at
the biennales in Venice, ITtaly. Prior to 1966,
Kotalik published several monographs,
inter alia about Vojt&ch Tittelbach, Vaclav
Rabas, Frantidek Jiroudek, and Gustav
Courbet. He dedicated long-standing
extensive research to the oeuvres of Milo3
Jiranek and Antonin Slaviéek.

Additionally, Kotalik’s previous
collaboration with the National Gallery
was not inconsiderable. During the
1960s, he contributed to the exhibition
of contemporary Czechoslovak art. He
was repeatedly invited to help solve
dislocation issues and compile plans for
the scientific, publication, and exhibition
activities of the National Gallery, most
recently for the period 1965-1970.2¢ As a
member of the gallery’s scientific board,
he discussed organisational changes with
Krofta, especially in the departments of
20th-century art. However, Krofta did not
respond to his ‘earnest comments which
were grounded in many years of continuous
interest in this period’.?” His propositions
to change the acquisition policy met with
Krofta’s indifference as well.?®

It is therefore evident that Jifi Kotalik
was aware of the National Gallery’s activity
and problems in the long term. The new
director presented his solutions and
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reforms in his Perspective Plan.?® Although he
had a free hand regarding the concept, he
consulted with the institution’s board on all
important changes. The first meeting of this
collegium on 10 February 1967* showed the
chief goals. The gallery ought to divide into
two main sections to facilitate the gallery’s
management: the section of science and
expertise and the section of economy

and administration. The reorganisation

also applied to the existing departments,
especially the one running the modern art
collection. Modern art, 19th century art,
and sculpture departments were joined

in a single department. Simultaneously,
Kotalik announced the autonomy of the
department of applied arts including the
renewal of the original title of the Museum
of Decorative Arts. He also planned to
increase the contribution of scientific and
expert activities as well as the number of
exhibitions adopted from abroad.

The reorganisation continued until
October 1967 when a new directive
confirmed the establishment of the
merged department of modern art and
methodology that was an umbrella to
the department of regional galleries, the
department of education and promotion,
and the department of research and
documentation.?* Furthermore, the
section for the collection of architecture
ought to be established.? The remaining
departments continued without any
significant changes. Vaclav Prochdzka was
the head of the Department of Modern
Art, Oldfich Jakub BlaZzi¢ek was the head
of the Old Masters Department, Libuge
Jandova was the head of the Collection of
Prints, Lubor Héjek was in charge of the
Museum of Decorative Arts that included
the Collection of Non-European Art,
Mojmir Hamsik headed the Conservation
Department, and Jifi Ma3in was the head of
the Department of Methodology.

Beginning in April 1968, the
independence of the Museum of Decorative
Arts was actively discussed since its direct
incorporation continued to be the ‘source
of troubles’ because of its specific collection
materials and activities.® The official
proposition to exclude the Museum of
Decorative Arts from the National Gallery
was sent to the ministry on 10 December
1968 and approved on 20 May 1969 taking
effect on 1 January 1970.3 On 25 February
1969, Jiff Setlik was appointed the director
of the Museum of Decorative Arts.»

In connection with the delimitation of the
Museum of Decorative Arts, the exclusion
of the Non-European Art Collection was
discussed like many times in the past.
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This “special unit” again remained in the
National Gallery as a separate department
although newly positioned as “a non-
perspective provisional measure”.? At that
time, in March 1969, the term department
and the gallery’s main section were entitled
collections—Collection of Old Masters,
Collection of Modern Art, Collection of
Prints, and Collection of Non-European
Art.>

The year 1970 marked the transition to
the period of normalisation also in the
National Gallery; it became most evident in
the cadres policy. The membership in the
communist party and the political stance
over recent years were existential issues for
the gallery employees. In this connection, it
is important to point out that the political
situation in the National Gallery was rather
liberal, as published even by the official
statement of the Ministry of Education
and Culture when taking into account
the political profile of the employees:
“This viewpoint must be emphasised to
experts, scientists, and artists although the
situation in these fields commands little
hope that the relevant positions could be
occupied by the party’s members.”® In line
with the resolutions and directives of the
Ministry of Culture, the gallery committee
launched interviews with employees
in October 1970. The purpose of the
interviews inter alia was “to implement
coherent system of selection, preparation,
and deployment of cadres in positions
based on the party’s needs”. In practice, it
meant that all head positions ought to be
occupied by qualified personnel; however,
their expertise was based on “political
maturity and class consciousness”. The
objective was to gradually replace all the
heads of departments who had “failed to
meet political expectations” in 1968 and
1969. The committee was comprised
of Jiff Kotalik, Libuse Jandova, Anna
Chroméakové, and Antonin Rougal.+
Altogether, 83 gallery employees underwent
the interviews and the committee also
judged nine persons who were absent.

Following the purges, there were several
changes in the head positions. The deputy
directors Ladislav Kesner* and Miroslav
Slovak* were dismissed. Jifi Ma3in
was appointed Deputy Director for the
Coordination of Scientific, Exhibition,
and Publication Activities and Libus3e
Jandova was named Deputy Director for the
Coordination of Cultural and Promotional
Activities and Cultural and Political
Affairs.#® The Head of the Collection of
20th Century Painting Jaromir Zemina was
replaced by Ludmila Karlikova. Prior to the



purges, namely by 30 April 1970, Oldfich
Jakub Blaziek, Head of the Collection

of Old Masters asked to withdraw.
Subsequently, Jifi Ma3in took over the Old
Masters Collection.

Despite these personnel changes, the
National Gallery compared to other
institutions succeeded to keep an “enviable
situation” in the following years as
subjectively assessed by Ladislav Kesner
many years later: “Over many years, the
National Gallery under the guidance of
Professor Kotalik was the only refuge for
several tens of people providing them
with job possibilities that more or less
corresponded to their qualifications. I
am not aware of, and actually there was
no other central scientific and cultural
institution in Czechoslovakia where
anything similar was possible”.4

National Gallery Workplaces
Shortly after assuming his position, Jifi
Kotalik among other things dealt with the
persisting problem of the gallery buildings.
He also zeroed in on finding a respectable
building for the expanding modern
art collection. Together with Vladimir
Benes, Head of the Technical-Economic
Administration, they drew up the Ideological
Proposal for the Deployment of Collections and
Workplaces in the National Gallery [“Ideovy
navrh na rozmisténi sbirek a pracovist
NG”]% and in October 1967 sent it to
the Minister of Culture and Information
Karel Hoffmann,* high functionaries
of the Czechoslovak Communist Party,
the Union of Architects, the Union of
Czechoslovak Fine Artists, the Office of
the President, the Mayor of the City of
Prague, and many other representatives of
public administration. The proposal still
took into consideration the takeover of the
Tuscany Palace and three canon houses
that ought to be joined with the Sternberg
Palace. The proposal further included
the transfer of the Brussels Pavilion, the
Capuchin Monastery on Loretdanské Square
as well as Villa Kafka and Villa Miller
into the National Gallery’s administration.
The Ministry of Culture and Information
discussed the request and approved it on
12 December 1967.4

Political affairs as well as changes in
the ministerial post complicated further
steps. Minister Hoffmann was replaced
by Miroslav Galuska*® to whom Kotalik
in May 1968 sent a new request for the
solution of the entire situation with the
assignment of the Brussels Pavilion as a
priority.#° In September 1969, the situation
repeated. The adjusted proposal for the

definitive placement of workplaces was sent
to the minister again, this time to Miloslav
Bruzek.>*® There were several significant
changes in the draft. The Convent of Saint
George, the adjacent Mocker House, and
the House of the Pages of the Lords of
Martinice at Hrad¢any were included in the
new draft. On the other hand, the request
for the Tuscany Palace and the canon
houses was dropped.™

All the requests for new buildings for
the National Gallery repeatedly included
the intention to build a “Modern Gallery™.
Since his arrival, Kotalik had a clear goal:
“Prepare and promote the building of a
new gallery in all possible ways”.>* The
issue of finding a place for the Collection
of Modern Art was on the front burner
because the National Committee of the City
of Prague urged the gallery to vacate its
space in the Municipal Library in 1970.5

During 1968, the National Gallery
assigned the project of a new building
to the architects Jiff Go¢ar and Antonin
Cerny. The talks with the ministry resulted
in the promise of finances from the “Fund
of the Republic”.54 In February 1969, the
Ministry of Culture recommended that
the Czechoslovak government discuss the
use of these funds for the new gallery
edifice. However, the Ministry of Finance
blocked the promising source of money and
suggested using the fund for loans for a
new housing development. After they had
been paid off, these finances ought to be
used for a building of national importance,
inter alia the new edifice of the National
Gallery.” But in reality it meant further
postponement of the project and a sad
statement that “not even the following the
five-year-plan could provide any hopes for
the new edifice of the Modern Gallery”.5¢

Acquisition Strategy

Jifi Kotalik’s Perspective Plan also introduced
new visions of the National Gallery’s
acquisition policy. In addition to the
completion of the fundamental collections,
the institution anew preferred modern and
contemporary art.” During the previous
years, the gallery received these artworks
spasmodically and in small numbers.
Similarly, the method of artwork selection
was rather random regarding the names
and works, subject to the choice of curators
who mostly selected paintings and statues
in studios. Many times, the purchased
works did not include the best-quality and
characteristic works of art. There were
plans to radically change this system. The
gallery sought to document contemporary
painting, sculpture, and printmaking on
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typical artworks of the leading personalities
by comparing their multiple works and
taking into account their successful
exhibitions.

The new acquisition plan for the
Collection of 20th Century Art was drawn
up in a detailed non-public report.*® The
text specified acquisition spheres and also
communicated concrete names. In the area
of 20th century Czech art, the National
Gallery mainly focused on the painters
of the most prominent historical and
artistic movements: the founders of Czech
modern art (Bohumil Kubista, Emil Filla,
Antonin Prochézka, Vaclav Spala, Josef
Capek, Jan Zrzavy), protagonists of non-
figurative art (Frantiek Kupka), Surrealists
(Josef Sima, Jindfich Styrsky, Toyen,
Frantiek Janous3ek), artists of the Group
42, Sedm v fijnu [Seven in October] and
the Group RA generation (Kamil Lhotak,
Frantidek Gross, FrantiSek Hude&ek, Jan
Kotik, Jifi Kola¥, Karel Soudek, Viclav
Hejna, Frantidek Jiroudek, Josef Istler,
Véclav Tikal, Bohdan Lacina, Karel Cerny,
Zdeng&k Sklenaf). The National Gallery
aimed to provide an objective overview
of Czechoslovak art production of recent
years by completing the collection of
contemporary art. Among the sought-
after artists were the adherents of the
non-figurative movement (Alois Vitik,
Viclav Bostik), artists continuing with
the Surrealist tradition and imaginative
art (Mikulag Medek, Jaroslav Vozniak,
Bedrfich Dlouhy), representatives of
figurative painting (Jifi John, Josef Jira),
representatives of the New Figuration
movement (Jiff Naceradsky, Otakar Slavik),
and representatives of Constructivism,
geometric abstraction, and new sensibility
(Karel Malich, Hugo Demartini, Zden&k
Sykora).

The basic task of the sculpture collection
to provide an overview of the development
of modern Czech sculpture remained
unchanged. The fundamental works of
the 1920s and 1930s had already been
acquired in previous years. The additional
task was to acquire the collections of Karel
Pokorny, Jan Lauda, Vincenc Makovsky,
Josef Wagner, and Bedfich Stefan. Special
attention was paid to the contemporary art
production of Hana Wichterlova, Ladislav
Zivr, Karel Hladik, and Karel Lidicky.*

Jifi Kotalik can be credited with
the revived interest in contemporary
Slovak art.%® The acquisitions focused
on the painters Endre Nemes, Jakub
Bauernfreund, Ludovit Fulla, Milo3
Bazovsky, Milna Pastéka, and Rudolf
Krivo3. When establishing the Collection
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of Slovak Sculpture, priority was given
to Jozef Kostka, Rudolf Uher, Alexander
Trizuljak, Rudolf Pribi3, Andrej Rudavsky,
Vladimir Kompének, Jozef Jankovig,
Ludwik Korko§ and Vladimir Motovsky.**

The acquisition plan of the National
Gallery further included the names of
foreign artists whose artworks the gallery
preferred. Regarding foreign painters,
priority was given to Juan Gris, Max
Ernst, Salvador Dali, Paul Klee, Wassily
Kandinsky, Antoni Tapies, Jean Dubuffet,
Wols, Alberto Burri, Emilio Vedova, and
Achille Perilli. The acquisition plan did not
disregard artists from socialist countries
either, although it took into consideration
only those hailing from Poland, Yugoslavia,
Hungary, Romania, and the Soviet Union.
Concerning foreign sculpture, the gallery
wanted to focus on the completion of
the French art collection, namely the
representatives of earlier generation of
sculptors who grew into the leading
personalities of European sculpture art,
such as Raymond Duchamp-Villon, Henri
Laurens, and Jacques Lipschitz. The last
faint objective of the gallery was also briefly
outlined: “We believe that our institution
should create a collection of significant
works of art from Eastern European
countries that would complete the image of
global sculpture art, as it is, for example,
documented by the permanent exhibitions
in Middelheim, Oterloo, Duisburg, and
Hannover in the West”.%2

The committees for collecting were the
National Gallery’s most important advisory
bodies for acquisitions. Their decisions
provided recommendations which paintings
and sculptures ought to be purchased. Yet,
the gallery’s director had the last word.
As a system innovation, an independent
purchase committee for contemporary art®
was established in 1967.%¢

While searching for works of art by
the purchase committee, the curators
monitored the artists’ success. Many times,
they would make reservations for paintings
and sculptures directly in exhibition
halls, such as Vaclav Spéla Gallery, Nova
sifi [New Hall] Gallery, and Manes. The
names of curators and commissioners of
these galleries also appeared among the
purchase committee members, namely Eva
Petrovd, JindFich Chalupecky, Lud&k Novik,
Jan K¥iz, Miroslav Chlupaé&, and Miroslav
Mic¢ko. The committee generally compared
multiple works by the same artist, taking
into consideration primarily the artwork’s
quality and not being concerned by other
factors, as aptly described by the committee
member Karel Lidicky: “The National



Gallery should only buy the works of art
that are worthy of being included in the
National Gallery. The purchase of artworks
to mark the anniversary of a specific

artist or even for social reasons should

be the task of the Ministry of Culture and
Information or perhaps the Union”.®

As it proceeds from the minutes and
surviving correspondence, Jifi Kotalik
was very active during the purchase
committee meetings. He would comment
on selected artworks, return them or
request other works including the
documentation material. Rather frequently,
he also personally selected paintings and
sculptures or negotiated their price. In this
process, he used his countless contacts
with artists; he had known many of them
since the 1940s and they were his friends.
Hundreds of remaining personal letters
provide evidence of this fact, as they show
more than formalities. Among prominent
artists who exchanged letters with Jif
Kotalik were Josef Jira, Jan Smetana,
Frantidek Gross, Kamil Lhotéik, Jifi Anderle,
Otto Herbert Hajek, Ota Jane&ek, Jifi Kolaf,
Viéclav Hejna, Endre Nemes, Jaroslav Paur,
Zdenek Seydl, Zdené&k Sklenaf¥, Vladimir
Preclik, Koloman Sokol, Adriena Simotov3,
Vladimir Tesaf, Vaclav Zykmund, and
Vladimir Vasiéek.

Many artists who sold their artworks
to the National Gallery during the given
period of time, faced suspension during
the normalisation period because of their
political opinions and attitudes toward the
new regime. Their artistic activities were
prohibited or curtailed, spied on or even
investigated by State Security (communist
secret police). Under pressure, some of
them resigned from their art production
or lived in seclusion while others broke
through abroad. Among these artists
were Eva Kmentové, Jaroslav Vozniak,
Cestmir Kafka, Oldfich Kulhanek, Bed¥ich
Dlouhy, Alena Kuerové, Véra and Vladimir
Janou3ek, Karel Nepra3, Ale3 Vesely, and
Zbysek Sion. Jiff and Bé&la Kolaf, and
Zbyné&k Sekal emigrated.

In the 1960s, the National Gallery had
very few options to acquire artworks by
eminent foreign artists. The lack of foreign
currency along with the previous minimal
efforts for their acquisition significantly
hindered the purchase in addition to the
lack of contacts for the renowned European
art-selling galleries. As a consequence, the
planning of direct purchases from abroad
was significantly limited. Although the
gallery could make up for the perceptible
gaps in the collection of foreign art through
the exchange of artworks, it primarily

. o
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4 Josef Wagner, Erratic Boulder, 1929, bronze, h. 41 cm, The National Gallery in
Prague, P 5656.

concentrated on the acquisition of Czech
artefacts.”

In his repeated requests at the ministry,
Jifi Kotalik warned against the loss of
the National Gallery’s renown at the
international level. He asked for direct
exchanges of artworks with similar
institutions abroad or for rather radical
sale of paintings and sculptures selected
out of the gallery’s collections. He also
criticised the Art Centrum activities and
the way of using the finances received by
this company. Kotalik suggested direct
use of these foreign exchange finances
to purchase artworks by foreign artists.
He further accentuated many squandered
opportunities to buy these works directly
from running exhibitions.%

In the meantime, the gallery restored the
exchanges of artworks with international
companies and repeatedly demanded the
establishment of a foreign currency bank
account for purchases.® In spite of it, it
managed to buy several works of art from
abroad through exceptional allocated grants
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of crowns convertible into foreign currency
and successful negotiations with artists
who were willing to sell their artwork for
Czechoslovak crowns.

The aforementioned exchanges
of artworks represented an unusual
possibility to acquire hard-to-obtain objects
from abroad to complete the preferred
collections as well as important Czech
artefacts. The initiative came from foreign
companies.” The transaction variants
were dealt with by the gallery curators,
the proposed deal was approved by
purchase committees and the ministry of
culture, and Art Centrum finalised the
factual transaction. The sensitive issue
of exchanges elicited discussions and
polemics; the proposed variants did not
always meet with unanimous consent.

During 1967-1970, the National Gallery
acquired a significant number of prime-
quality artworks. At present, especially
the Collection of Modern Art provides
evidence of an exceptional detached view
and providence of curators when selecting
the acquisitions. Considering the preferred
areas, some of them are introduced
hereinafter. (Fig. 4)

Several exceptional works of art were
acquired for the Collection of Modern
Painting as early as 1967; for example, the
multiple times displayed Head (O 11667) by
Josef Capek from 1915, Antonin Proch4zka’s
Bust of a Girl (O 11570) from the same year,
and Jind¥ich Styrsky’s On a Grave (O 11618).
Two paintings by Jan Zrzavy were other
important acquisitions. The first one,
called Camaret (O 11571), was “a painting of
key importance launching the long list of
Bretagne landscapes”,” and the other one
was Cleopatra I (O 11712) bought directly
from the artist.

In addition to the great paintings
by Antonin Slavi¢ek and Jan Preisler,
the gallery succeeded to buy the Lying
Nude (O 12158) by Emil Filla and Potstejn
Bridge (O 12174) by Viclav Spala from the
estate of the collector Frantiek Miiller.”
Nevertheless, exceptional acquisitions
mainly completed the collection of Group
42: Night Town (O 12162) and Railway Station
with a Windmill (O 12163) by Frantisek
Hudegek, Man—Machine (O 12159), Fences
(O 12160) and Interior (O 12161) by Frantidek
Gross and Weather Station (O 12164) and
Village (O 12165) by Kamil Lhotak.

The expansion of the Group 42
collection continued by purchases until
1970. The curators selected four paintings
by Frantisek Hude&ek for the exhibition
marking his sixtieth birthday in Platyz
Gallery in 1969.” They included Pharaoh’s
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Dancers (O 12147), Head of a Sleeper

(O 12148), Organ in the Mountains (O 12149)
and Perpetual Motion (O 12146). Further
artefacts received from the Group’s member
included the following paintings: Man in
City, City in Man (O 11642) by Bohumir
Matal, What Has Grown Out of the Cup

(O 12433) by Frantisek Gross and Road

(O 12189) by Kamil Lhotdk, where the
artist reserved the latter specifically for the
National Gallery.™

At the first meeting of the Committee
for Contemporary Art held at the end
of 1967, the members recommended
buying two artworks from the outstanding
exhibition of Czechoslovak art organised
in Turin the same year.” The exhibition’s
curator Jaromir Zemina suggested that the
gallery buy the painting Philip (O 11725)
by Stanislav Podhrazsky and Apocalyptic
Grasshopper I (O 11639) by Zbysek Sion
whom Zemina regarded “as one of the
most illustrious young representatives of
structural painting of an imaginative type in
Czechoslovakia”.”

At the exhibition The Beginning of a
Generation” held in the Spéla Gallery in
1968, the curator Eva Petrova presented six
paintings by Véclav Chad in addition to
other artists. The National Gallery chose
Judas (O 12179) and The Crucifixion with the
Red Sun (O 12180). At the solo exhibition
of the New Figuration representative Jif
Naceradsky,” held in the same venue, the
gallery bought July—Escape to the Mountains
(O 12117). The triptych Duke (O 12248) by
Daisa Mrazkova was acquired the similar
way.”® At two exhibitions, again organised
by the Spéla Gallery,® the National Gallery
picked two paintings by Jifi Balcar: Small
Company (O 12105) in 1966, the only
attainable work at that time,® and For
Pepicek cycle (O 12310-0 12312) in 1969.
The acquisition of these paintings was
motivated by concerns that they could fade
from sight and would not be available in
the future.®

The Spring Exhibition 1966% organised in
the Manes Exhibition Hall, the curators
literally secured Frantisek Hudedek’s
Vietnam (O 11635), calling it “one of the
most outstanding exhibits”, and in
1967 the purchase committee approved
its acquisition for the collection. At the
exhibition New Sensitivity,*> the National
Gallery purchased Bé&la KolaFové’'s Blades
on Blades (O 12106) and the artwork called
Structure Aluminium—Red (O 12141) by
Zdené&k Sykora whose art had yet not been
represented in the National Gallery. At the
posthumous exhibition of Richard Fremund
in Ménes,* whose art was not previously



in the gallery collections, his paintings
Golden Candleholder (O 12408) and From Paris
(O 12405) were selected.

The Novi Sini Gallery holding the
exhibition of Véclav Bostik “that the
critics generally regarded as a revealing
exhibition” provided the National Gallery
with Field Forming (O 11693) and Structure
of Field (O 11694). The following year, the
gallery purchased Bostik’s other artworks
Division (O 12319) and Body (O 12320). At
the exhibition of Vladimir Komarek in
the Nova Sifi Gallery®® the painting Door
(O 11698) was presented to the purchase
committee. According to the protocol,
Komairek “as one of the distinctive
representatives of poetic figural painting in
Bohemia and one of the most outstanding
out-of-Prague fine artists needed to be
represented in the Department of Modern
Art of the National Gallery”.%

Participation in the ground-breaking
Exhibition D*° in the Nov4 sifi Gallery was
an important decision-making factor for
the purchase of Gehinnom II (O 12401)
by Robert Piesen. The National Gallery
purchased this ‘typical work of the prime
development period’® from the Kniha
National Enterprise in 1970.

In addition to the National Gallery’s
curators, Director Jiff Kotalik also
propounded paintings to be purchased.

At his recommendation, ten works of Jif
John, ‘the most precious friend’®? whose
art Kotalik long pursued, were presented
to the purchase committee. Eventually, the
committee members selected two paintings,
Field (O 12323) and Yard (O 12322). Similarly,
two out of five Vaclav Tikal’s presented
works were selected, Various Barriers Exist
(O 12313) and St Bartholomew’s Day Massacre
(O 12314). The painter Karel Soulek was
another preferred painter and a long-time
friend of Kotalik. He chose his Lovers cycle
(O 12110-0 12112) for purchase in 1968.

He presented the paintings at the Venice
Biennale when he was the Czechoslovak
exhibition commissioner in 1958.

Kotalik’s long-time friendship with
Josef Sima culminated in an exhibition
organised by the National Gallery and a
unique purchase of five of his paintings
from 1962-1968. On the initiative of Prime
Minister Oldfich Cernik, the National
Gallery was allocated an exceptional
subsidy of eight thousand dollars for an
immediate purchase of Sima’s artworks.
Kotalik selected the works himself on his
special journey to Paris. Following his
consultations with French colleagues and
connoisseurs of Sima’s art, Jean Leymarie,
Monique Faux, and Jean Hughues, Kotalik

chose three new paintings directly from
the artist.”® The Parisian gallery Le Point
Cardinal representing Josef Sima sold five
paintings to the National Gallery: Mad
Queen (O 12290), Aperture (O 12291), Red
Signal of a Shadow (O 12292), Grey Landscape
with a Red Body (O 12293), and Ship of Fields
(O 12294). (Fig. 5)

The selection of acquisitions to expand
the collection of sculpture basically
adhered to the acquisition plan. During
1968-1970, the gallery purchased from
Marie Wagnerova-Kulhankova several
sculptures by Josef Wagner, Professor of
the Academy of Applied Arts in Prague,
who was reckoned the epitome of the
1960s generation, to complement the
missing works from the 1920s and 1930s.
In Wagner’s case, it was a continuation
of the intention to unify the previously
acquired set of his works. The gallery
opted to buy the fired clay relief Raising
of Lazarus (P 5967) and his plaster models
Erratic Boulder (P 5656), Lovers (P 5657),
Clouds (P 5661), Tusk (P 5659), Memory of
Greece (P 5658), Torso on a Pebble (P 5660),
Crucifix (P 5960), St John the Evangelist
(P 5958), Black Christ (P 5961), and Charity
(P 5956) that were cast in bronze shortly
afterwards. The effort to complete the
oeuvre of Otto Gutfreund showed progress
by purchasing one of his early sculptures
entitled Job (P 5642) that had only been lent
to the majority exhibitions in the past. The
acquisition of Prodigal Son (P 5632) by Karel
Lidicky, A Weeping Woman (P 5637) by Karel
Pokorny, Theseus with Cretan Bull (P 5975)
by Emil Filla, Violin (P 5966) by Ladislav
Zivr, and the relief Plastron (P 5957) by yet
unacknowledged Zden&k Dvoiék signified
an important complementation of the
gallery’s collections.

Similarly to painters, the participation of
sculptors in exhibitions home and abroad
played an important role when searching
the fundamental contemporary works of
art for the collection of sculpture. The very
successful first Czechoslovak representation
at the 9th Biennale of European Art in
Middleheim?®* resulted in the purchase
of two participants’ sculptures: Symbol
IV (P 5376) by Jifi Brada¢ek and Sculpture
(P 5377) by Frantisek Pacik.

Shortly after the Paris exhibition of
Czechoslovak sculpture entitled From
Myslbek to the Present, the gallery received
the sculptures Disintegrating Time (P 5595)
by Zdena Fibichova, Totem (P 5631) by Véra
Janougkova, Eva (P 5596) by Eva Kmentovi,
and Bird (P 5604) by Libor David, his
first-ever work in the National Gallery.
Furthermore, Ale3 Vesely presented his
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5 Josef Sima, 1968, e
Archive of the National
Gallery in Prague.

Chair—Usurper (P 5694) in Paris. It formed yielded the following purchases: Head of

a triptych together with Enigma III (P 5695) an Old Man (P 5968) by Ji¥i Bradaéek, Bust

and Enigma IV (P 5696), and the gallery (P 5969) by Eva Kmentova, A Flower Ready

purchased all three works. to Take Off (P 5972) by Vladimir Preclik,
Many contemporary artists participated Fertilisation (P 6037) by Ladislav Zivr, and

in the presentation of Czech sculpture two sculptures by Karel Nepras—The Big

of the 20th century in Charlottenburg One Rebukes the Little One (P 5970) and Figure

Castle in West Berlin.? This exhibition with Filling (P 5971).
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Furthermore, the National Gallery
received works of art from two
extraordinary exhibitions held in Prague.
At the exhibition Smidrové?” in the Spila
Gallery, the National Gallery curators
booked Object 68-A (P 8702) by Bedfich
Dlouhy and Jaroslav Vozniak’s assemblage
Peepholes (P 8749). The Ménes exhibition
New Sensitivity®® yielded two objects—Spatial
Object (P 5592) by Hugo Demartini and Silver
Sculpture (P 5599) by Karel Malich.

The National Gallery also included in
its collection the works by previously
ignored artists whose art the curators and
the acquisition committee regarded as
important. For example, Cestmir Janosek
and his object entitled Outside or Inside
(P 8705), Stanislav Podhrazsky and his
sculptures Legs (P 5965) and Coat (P 5964),
and Arno3t Paderlik with his Queen (P 5636)
and Nude on a Bench (P 5666). Additionally,
the collections of insufficiently represented
outstanding artists were expanded, for
example, by buying the sculptures Flower
Named O (P 6047), Small Door (P 5700), and
Golden Gate (P 5973), all by Zbyné&k Sekal.

In 1968, the director determined to buy
exceptional artworks of two important
artists, Karel Malich’s Black and White
Sculpture (P 5461) and Jifi Kola¥'s spatial
collage Gartenlauben (P 8709). Jifi Kotalik
was the most instrumental in including
the works of his long-standing colleague
from Group 42 in the National Gallery’s
collection; at the end of 1968 he gave
consent to purchase three other objects of
Jifi Kolaf because “there was a danger that
the works would be dispersed abroad”.®®
It was the Nodal Poem I (P 8710), Circles
(P 8711), and The Sign of the Circle 3 (P 8712).

Kotalik’s above-standard relationships
with additional artists are further evidenced
by his collaboration with the sculptor
Vladimir Preclik. Kotalik helped him
with foreign trainings and exhibitions;
together they selected the sculptures for
the biennale in Sao Paolo. In return, Preclik
invited Kotalik to become a patron of the
symposium of sculptors in Hofice where
he was a commissioner.'®® The opinions
of Vladimir Preclik most likely influenced
Jifi Kotalik’s decision to buy artworks from
the symposium for the National Gallery.
Preclik’s letters from Hofice provide an
interesting testimony: “I think that the
collection of sculptures in your gallery
could be expanded because nearly all the
foreigners have drawings with them or
they want, in addition to the symposium
sculpture, create some smaller objects
that could be gained for Czech currency.
[...] I believe that you will choose some

stuff. There is a nice relief by Dalwood,

a small sculpture by Squanci from Ttaly
and Avoscan from France, and extremely
interesting prints by Oda from Japan who is
currently displaying small metal sculptures
in the Spéla Gallery in Prague. Today,
Dinel from Canada started working on a
small object.”®* The purchase committee
that held meetings on 25 November 1968
and 16 June 1969 indeed approved the
purchase of sculptures by Joe Oda (P 5602,
P 5603), Hubert Dalwood (P 5670), Pierre
Roland Dinel (P 5671), Loreno Squanci

(P 5639), and Michael Schoenholz (P 5655),
the participant of the first symposium of
sculptors in Hofice.

Annual purchases of more extensive
collections from various artists, often
bought from running exhibitions, were
characteristic of the acquisitions for the
Collection of Prints and Drawings. For
example, in 1967 Kotalik summoned
the purchase committee' to the jubilee
exhibition of the Association of Czech
Graphic Artists Hollar. The gallery
frequently received prints by transfers from
the Ministry of Culture, yet they often sent
works of varying quality.

Above all, proven artists were sought
after for the collection—Frantisek Tichy,
Josef Vachal, Antonin Pelc, Jaroslav Svab,
Franti§ek Gross, Frantidek Bilek, Bedfich
Piskag, Jind¥ich Styrsky, Emil Filla, and
Vaclav Spala. The contemporary artists
that were selected to present their art
in the National Gallery included inter
alia Vaclav Tikal, Vladimir Boudnik, Jifi
Balcar, Karel Nepras, Nad&zda Pliskova,
Ji¥i Nageradsky, Jiri Anderle, Olga Cechovi,
Jiti John, Adriena Simotova, Vladimir
Tesaf, Kamil Lhotdk, Kv&ta Pacovska,
Zden&k SklenaF, Vaclav Bostik, Josef Istler,
Cestmir Kafka, Old¥ich Kulhanek, Ji¥
John, Marta Jiraskova, Vladimir Preclik,
Vladimir Janou3ek, Véra Janouskovi,
Ladislav Novik, Eva Bednafova, Vladimir
Komairek, Hugo Demartini, Milan Grygar,
Karel Malich, Zden&k Sykora, Adolf Born,
Vladimir Jarcovjak, and Alena Ku&erova.'’

An endeavour to establish a highly
presentable collection of modern Slovak art
in the National Gallery commenced with
the session of the purchase committee on
25 November 1968 where a wider collection
of artworks by Slovak artists was submitted.
The committee chiefly selected sculptures:
Figure (P 5600) by Vladimir Kompének,
Relations (P 5601) by Rudolf Uher, and Small
Ballad (P 5669) by Jozef Kostka. Kostka,
Uher, and the painter Alojz Klimo from
whom the gallery exceptionally purchased
the paintings Squares and Circles IV (O 12307)
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6 The exhibition Surrealism. Principle of Bliss, Prague, Municipal
Library 1968, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.

and Junctions (O 12308), were also Kotalik’s
long-time friends. By the end of 1970,

the Slovak collection was expanded by
several other works, e.g. Kostka's Big Ballad
(P 5711) and the paintings Toilet (O 12454)
by Eugen Nevan, In the Studio (O 12244) by
Rudolf Krivo§, and A-Z (O 12113) by Milo3
Urbasek.

In addition to traditional purchases,
several other significant acquisitions
should be pointed out. With the arrival
of Jifi Kotalik in the gallery, the exchange
of artefacts resumed and the practice
remained until 1971. During 1967-1970,
primarily artworks of Bohemian origin and
Dutch masterpieces were acquired this
way. Epitaph of Jan of Jefei—Seated Madonna
(O 11676) was an extraordinary acquisition.
The panel complemented the other Epitaph
of Jan of Jefeii—St Bartholomew and St Thomas
(O 1268) from 1395, already in the gallery.
Art historians designated its repatriation as
“the most praiseworthy deed”.** The return
of the Master of the Litomé&fice Altarpiece
was a similar issue. The import of the
panel painted on both sides and featuring
the Legend of Saint Catherine (O 12306)
was “the primary collection duty of the
National Gallery”.** Further exchange
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helped complement the art collection of
Jan Kupecky (Johann Kupetzky) with two
paintings, namely Self-Portrait (O 11682) and
Portrait of Countess Gotter (O 11683). As a
compensation for two paintings by Austrian
artists, two works by Petr Brandl returned
to the Czech lands—Saint Andrew (O 12385)
and Saint Bartholomew (O 12386) stolen from
Mélnik Castle in 1969.

Exchanges further supplemented the
collection of Dutch painting with Cornelis
Poelenburg’s Landscape with Nymphs,
Gerbrandt van den Eeckhout’s David and
Bathsheba (O 11684), Jacobus Sibrandi
Mancadan’s Italicising Landscape (O 12368),
and Pieter van Schayenborg’s Still Life with
Fish (O 12428). The acquisition of Edouard
Manet’s Portrait of Antonio Proust (O 11659)
that filled the gap in the French art
collection was a highly discussed business
transaction.®® The exceptional painting by
Oskar Kokoschka Prague from Kramdi’s Villa
(O 12271) was acquired by an exchange
from the collection of Frantisek Miiller.

The Ministry of Culture also transferred
to the National Gallery large collections
of contemporary artists purchased directly
from exhibitions. Kotalik was rather
dissatisfied with this procedure for he
refused to relinquish the selectivity and
insisted on the quality of the transferred
objects as well as the possibility to
reject them. Nevertheless, the artworks
transferred by the ministry also included
paintings by Frantisek Foltyn, Jif{ Hilmar,
Milan Grygar, Andrej Bélocvétoy, Jitka
Vilovi, JiFi Sopek, Frantidek Gross, and
Bedfich Dlouhy as well as sculptures by
Frantisek Stork, Karel Malich, and Peter
Orie3ek.

Works of art were also transferred by
other organisations. In this connection,
two rather unusual transfers should be
highlighted. The gallery requested that
the abstract painting by Frantisek Kupka
Variation on the Blowing Blue (O 12145) be
transferred from the State Library where
it was inappropriately placed in a smoking
room.'” In the second case, the gallery gave
an impulse to transfer Frantiek Muzika’s
In Memoriam (O 12372) from the CKD Praha
enterprise where the local communist
party organisation regarded it as obsolete
and wanted to destroy it in the 1950s.
Fortunately, the cultural officer rescued
it by pasting the portrait of Stalin over it,
taking it out of the factory, and bringing it
to the National Gallery.*® (Fig. 6)



Exhibitions and International
Collaboration

The five-year exhibition plan of the
National Gallery from the end of 1964
anticipated only several bigger exhibitions
per year that, moreover, mostly focused
on traditional themes.’®® With the arrival
of Jifi Kotalik, the original intentions were
significantly altered; from that point on
the acquisitions refocused on modern art
and foreign artists, especially from Western
Europe.

In addition to organising short-
time exhibitions, the National Gallery
accomplished tasks related to the
presentation of its collections via
permanent exhibitions. In 1968, it designed
a new permanent exhibition of the modern
art collection for the Municipal Library.
Compared to the previous presentations,
the greatest difference was based on its
expansion of 20th century European
art and opening a larger exhibition
space to the public. The following year,
permanent galleries of 19th and 20th
century French art and the re-installed
Old Masters Collection opened up in the
Sternberg Palace. Regarding the permanent
exhibitions outside Prague, two new
installations opened in 1968 and 1969—the
sculpture oeuvre of Bohumil Kafka at Pecka
Castle and Czech Baroque art at Chlumec
nad Cidlinou Castle.

Concerning temporary exhibition
projects, the one dedicated to Petr Brandl"°
excelled; its preparation began in 1966
but was postponed until 1969 because
of the events in August 1968. Another
remarkable exhibition My Country: Czech
Painting of the 19th Century™* presented
the traditional 19th century Bohemian
paintings. As part of the celebrations of
the establishment of Czechoslovakia, the
gallery exhibited a representative selection
of paintings entitled 50 Years of Czechoslovak
Painting. " The installation carefully
observed the interconnection of Czech
and Slovak painting and presented ‘all
the fundamental tendencies, groups, and
prominent personalities’." The permanent
exhibition Czech Painting of the 19th and
20th Century that opened in Queen Anne’s
Summer Palace in the jubilee year 1968 was
another outstanding project.'

To arrange foreign projects, Jifi Kotalik
actively benefited from his numerous
previously established contacts. For
example, he represented Czechoslovakia
at the talks of the International Council
of Museums (ICOM) and the International
Association of Art Critics (AICA); he also
prepared displays for great international

art exhibitions, inter alia the Sao Paolo
and Venice biennales. Beginning in 1969,
the requested change of direction towards
the Eastern Bloc could be observed. That
year, the National Gallery drew up for the
Ministry of Culture a concept of future
collaboration between the galleries and
museums in the Soviet Union and other
socialist states. In February and March
1970, Kotalik was invited to the USSR to
discuss joint projects, and the same year
he participated in the conference for the
coordination of exhibitions in socialist
countries in Krakow.™ Yet, some exhibition
activities in the countries of the “capitalist
world” continued even after 1970.

Traditionally, the National Gallery kept
above-standard contacts with France. At the
first meeting of the board on 10 February
1967, Jifi Kotalik decided to hold
exhibitions of his two preferred artists,
Franti§ek Kupka and Josef Sima. However,
they could not be organised without French
partners. Thus, Kotalik as a director first
travelled to Paris in February 1967.

Because of the negative attitude of
the previous gallery leaders towards the
preparation of Kupka’s exhibition, it
proved impossible to launch it in Prague.
Therefore, the travelling exhibition started
in April 1967 in Cologne and continued to
Munich, Vienna, and Amsterdam where it
terminated successfully in 1968. Following
Kotalik’s successful negotiations with
Bernard Dorival from the National Museum
of Modern Art in Paris, Kupka’s art could
also be presented in Prague in March
1968.1¢ The exhibition of Frantisek Kupka's
oeuvre was the highlight of the season that
the National Gallery ‘owed to our culture,
international public, and itself’.*”

Unlike Kupka’s exhibition, the National
Gallery was making efforts to present
the artwork of Josef Sima in Prague™ for
several years. Director Jan Krofta addressed
Sima already in October 1965.7? But Sima
accepted an offer to display his new works
that he simultaneously received from
Jifi Kotalik who at that time represented
the Union of Czechoslovak Fine Artists.
When Kotalik assumed the position of the
National Gallery’s director, no obstacles
could prevent the organisation of an
exhibition that was included in the French-
Czechoslovak cultural agreement. The
curators Jaromir Zemina and Frantisek
Smejkal were behind its preparation
and successfully opened it in May 1968.
Altogether 175 paintings from 1919-1966
were displayed in Prague where most of
Sima’s works after the mid-1950s came from
France. Directors of the leading French
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cultural institutions participated in the
inauguration, e.g. Jean Leymarie, Gaétan
Picon, Blaise Gautier, and Monique Faux.
Sima’s exhibition continued to Paris and
Geneva.

In February 1967, Kotalik led negotiations
in Paris about cooperation for the
exhibition of European Gothic art of the
12th-14th centuries.’* The project was
organised by the European Council that
authorised France with its preparation. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry
of Culture and Information that entrusted
the National Gallery with organisation
approved the Czechoslovak representation.
The preparation council, led by Jaroslav
Pedina, selected 16 exhibits from sculpture,
panel painting and book illumination, and
applied arts of Czech, Moravian, and Slovak
provenance.

During Kotalik’s business trip to Paris
in January 1968, an exhibition entitled
Czechoslovak Sculpture from Myslbek to the
Present was agreed to with the Musée
Rodin.*? For the first time in history, the
exhibition introduced a representative
selection of Czech and Slovak modern
sculpture in France. Eminent figures of
French culture, politicians, critics, and
artists took part in generously organised
social meetings held by the Musée Rodin
director, Cécile Goldscheider. The National
Gallery fully benefited from the friendly
character of the event by negotiating
further exhibitions and gratuitous casting
of Auguste Rodin’s Balzac in bronze
(P 5962).

French art was presented in
Czechoslovakia through the exhibition
Modern French Drawing'®* that the National
Gallery organised in collaboration with the
National Museum of Modern Art in Paris
in June 1967. The following year, Vratislav
Effenberger,'? a Czech literary theoretician
and representative of Surrealism, initiated
an exhibition entitled Principle of Bliss'*
that presented the Paris surrealist group of
artists. The gallery purchased two paintings
and one sculpture from this exhibition—
Jean Claude Silbermann’s From Free Will (O
12100), Adrien Dax’s Emissary (O 12101), and
the sculpture Statue No. 43 (P 5591) by Marta
Pan.

In the spring of 1969, the exhibition
Paris School Current Painting'® introducing
French modern art opened at the Waldstein
Riding School in Prague. It was a collection
of paintings that represented France at
EXPO 1967 in Montreal. The same autumn,
Martial Raysse exhibited and personally
installed his artworks in Prague.'? The
National Gallery purchased the object
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called Dictionary Element (P 8867) at this
exhibition that the gallery organised
together with the artist and the Alexander
Iolas Gallery in Paris.

The presentation of French art in
Czechoslovakia that basically took place
every year culminated with the exhibition
Henri Laurens, Statues and Drawings. Georges
Braque. Pablo Picasso, Prints.*” Historically, it
was the most germane exhibition that the
French party, namely the National Museum
of Modern Art in Paris, Maeght Gallery and
Leiris Gallery, prepared for Czechoslovakia.
Albert Giacometti and Henri Laurens were
among the authors of exhibition catalogue
texts.

Projects organised together with British
institutions elicited an increased public
interest. In September and October 1967,
the Tate Gallery in London organised
Cubist Art from Cgechoslovakia.'*® Based
on the cultural agreement of January
1965, the National Gallery was charged
to organise this exhibition. Nevertheless,
the original concept of the representative
overview of Czechoslovak modern and
contemporary painting and sculpture was
altered to the overview of French and
Czech cubist art. Jirf Kotalik, Ladislav
Kesner, and the Czechoslovak ambassador
in London Miloslav Réizek took part in
the exhibition opening of the first socialist
country’s exhibition in the Tate Gallery. The
exhibition then travelled to Brussels and
Rotterdam. The response was so remarkable
that shortly after the exhibition’s
inauguration the Czech representatives
commenced further collaboration, inter alia
the presentation of Baroque art.'®

The preparations for the exhibition
Baroque Art in Bohemia® began with
personal visits of John Pope-Hennessy,
Director of Victoria and Albert Museum
in London, and Gabriel White, Director
of the Arts Council of Great Britain, in
Prague in April and December 1968.

The exhibition’s curator Oldfich Jakub
Blazitek selected 170 exhibits representing
Bohemian Baroque painting, sculpture,
and handicraft. Launched in London and
continuing in Birmingham, the exhibition
aroused immense response in Great Britain.
In addition to Ladislav Kesner and Pavel
Preiss representing the National Gallery,
Ambassador Miloslav Ruzek was also
invited to the inauguration. His dismissal
shortly before the opening ceremony
affected the overall character of the event,
causing “discontent and disappointment
to the English party, as similar situation
happened twice prior to exhibition
openings in the past”.’!



Concurrently with the Baroque exhibition
in Great Britain, the Ministry of Culture in
Prague together with the British Council
in London and the City Museum and
City Gallery in Birmingham prepared an
exhibition Two Centuries of British Painting:
From Hogarth to Turner.®* The preparations
were accompanied by the uncertainty of
the British party, as documented by the
report of Jaromir Sedlék, the Secretary
of the Czechoslovak Embassy in Great
Britain: “Many paintings come from private
collections and the owners expressed their
worries to lend them to Czechoslovakia,
fearing the unstable political situation”.'s?
Despite these concerns, in May 1969 the
National Gallery successfully introduced an
exceptional collection of British painting of
the past two centuries that included many
remarkable artists. In connection with
the exhibition, the art historian Kenneth
Clark, the sculptor Henry Moore, and the
curator Peter Cannon-Brookes arrived in
Czechoslovakia. In the view of the National
Gallery, the exhibition was the most
significant presentation of foreign art in
1969.134

In addition to the British art exhibition,
the National Gallery included among its
most successful exhibitions of foreign art
in Czechoslovakia the exhibition Modern
American Painting after 1945.> The national
collection of US fine art fulfilled its
international programme and introduced
American art to the global audience.

In collaboration, with the Smithsonian
Institution Washington, it designed an
exhibition to travel throughout several
European countries in 1969. The American
organisers also covered the installation,
transport, and accompanying staff. This
first great exhibition of American art in
Prague since 1947 presented 19 artists from
34 public and private collections.

The National Gallery’s cooperation with
Western Germany and West Berlin resulted
inter alia in two significant exhibition
projects. Since the end of 1965, Jifi Kotalik
and Werner Schmalenbach, Director of the
art collection in Diisseldorf, had discussed
the exhibition of Paul Klee in Prague.
However, the missing diplomatic contacts
between the two countries complicated
Kotalik’s plans. There were two options of
bringing the exhibition to Czechoslovakia.
If the exhibition took place under the
auspices of the Union of Czechoslovak
Artists, it would be an accepted “live artistic
manifestation” while under the auspices
of the National Gallery it would receive
a trouble-free “hallmark of the museum
value”.®® Nevertheless, Kotalik was unable

to negotiate the required reciprocity; the
only solution was to wait until 1967 and
incorporate the exhibition into the planned
events from his position as the National
Gallery’s director. Postponed for the
second time, this time because of the 1968
political events, the exhibition of Paul Klee
materialised in April and May 1969.

A successful display of Czech modern art
took place in West Berlin in June and July
1970.%¢ Tt was organised by the National
Gallery in collaboration with Werner Stein,
Senator for Science and Culture in West
Berlin. The comprehensive collection of
nearly 200 exhibits was compiled from
the collections of the National Gallery
and regional galleries. A great part was
comprised of the art of contemporary
artists who lent them—VIladimir Preclik,
Zdena Fibichovi, Ladislav Zivr, Miloslav
Chlup4g, Eva Kmentova, Stanislav Kolibal,
Karel Nepra3, Zbyné&k Sekal, Olbram
Zoubek, Vladimir Janousek, and Véra
Janougkova.

The National Gallery also facilitated the
preparation of the collection of sculptures
of Czech and Slovak sculptors for the 9th
International Biennale of Contemporary
Sculpture in Middelheim in 1967.%% The
curators capitalised on this exceptional
opportunity to juxtapose contemporary
Czech and Slovak sculpture in a European
context and prepared an extensive
exhibition of sculptures covering the
period from the early 20th century to the
present. The collection of 45 works of
art from 33 artists was compiled by Mark
Macken from the Middleheim Museum of
Sculpture, Jifi Kotalik, and Jifi Ma3in.

Jifi Kotalik’s regular participation in the
Venice biennales yielded contacts with
Ttalian colleagues who were instrumental
in the installation of several successful
exhibitions in Prague. In October 1967, an
exhibition of European figurative painting
Premio Gaetano Marzotto'*® opened which
was organised by the National Gallery and
the eponymous foundation in Rome. At the
beginning of 1969, the exhibition continued
as Premio Marzotto 1968.** Edoardo Soprano,
Kotalik’s colleague and art historian,
contributed to these two exhibitions.

Still in 1967, Jifi Kotalik incorporated
the autobiographic cycle of Renato
Guttuso'? in the exhibition plan. His
exhibition, organised together with Luigi
Toninelli Gallery in Milan, took place
at the beginning of 1968 and presented
paintings and watercolours from 1966.
Since the Waldstein Riding School
was the exhibition’s venue and many
high functionaries participated in its
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inauguration, the event also had a political
dimension.

In collaboration with the Marlborough
Gallery in Rome, the National Gallery
organised an exhibition of the painter
Achilles Perilli in 1969.'4 In connection
with this exhibition, the National Gallery
purchased four paintings from the
Marlborough Gallery—by Lucio Fontana
(O 12424), Piero Dorazio (O 12414), and two
by Achilles Perilli (O 12413, O 12426).

Jifi Kotalik had several years of
experience with the cultural institutions
of the Socialist Federative Republic of
Yugoslavia. In 1965, as part of restoring
the mutual contacts of the two countries
interrupted in 1948, Kotalik held talks not
only with the heads of local museums and
galleries but also directly with fine artists.
Moreover, he established numerous friendly
contacts there, e.g. with Modrag Protig,
Director of Contemporary Art in Belgrade,
Zoran Krzisnik, Director of Modern
Gallery in Ljubljana as well as the painters
Krsto Hegedusi¢, Edo Murti¢, Radomir
Damnjanovié-Damnjan, and the sculptor
Dusan Dzamonja.

Two spheres of interest dominate the
collaboration with Yugoslavia: modern
printmaking and sculpture. The preference
of contemporary printmaking proceeds
from Kotalik’s regular participations
in juries of international printmaking
biennales in Ljubljana. The National
Gallery brought selected artworks from
these shows to Prague from 1967-1970. In
return, it presented the works of Czech and
Slovak printmakers in Belgrade, Skopije,
Sarajevo, Zagreb, and other cities in 1968
and 1969.

Yugoslav sculptures were presented
in Prague through the exhibition of
Contemporary Yugoslav Sculpture*** organised
in collaboration with the Museum of
Contemporary Art in Belgrade. Once again,
Jifi Kotalik was instrumental in it; he
agreed on it during his stay in Belgrade in
1968 with Miodrag Protié¢. Similarly, Kotalik
personally negotiated the exhibition of Ivan
Mestrovié'¥ in the National Gallery during
his visit to Zagreb at the turn of June and
July 1970. The exhibition was launched in
September of the same year.

In connection with the friendly contacts
with Yugoslav artists, the acquisition
activity of the National Gallery should be
highlighted. In 1969, it bought six paintings
by Yugoslav painters Krsto Hegedu3ié
(O 12297), Stojan Celié (O 12626), Miodrag
Protié¢ (O 12625, O 13869), and Radomir
Damnjanovi¢-Damnjan (O 12295, O 12296).
In 1970, the expansion of the Yugoslav
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collection continued with the acquisition of
a painting by Gabrijel Stupica (O 12425) and
a sculpture by Du3an Dzamonja (P 5673).

The National Gallery initiated its
collaboration with Poland in 1967 through
the scheduled “socially-thematic travelling
exhibition” entitled Struggling Art.4° The
exhibition was organised by the National
Gallery and the Polish Ministry of
Education and Culture in Warsaw in March
1967. On the other hand, the exhibition
presenting Jind¥ich Styrsky'# resulted from
the personal contacts of Jifi Kotalik and
Ryszard Stanistawski, Director of Muzeum
Sztuki in Lodz. The discussions started
in autumn 1967 and the exhibition was
scheduled for the following year. The
preparations “that were interrupted by the
unexpected and inauspicious events of
August 1968”48 were renewed in January
1969 and the exhibition opened in March
1969. Based on reciprocity, the National
Gallery could organise an exhibition of the
avant-garde painter Henryk Stazewski.4?

Unlike Poland, preparations with Soviet
Union institutions were characterised
by chaos, short deadlines, unexpected
changes, and dual-track negotiations.
Struggling Art continued to the USSR from
Poland and was exhibited in Leningrad
(June), Tallinn (July and August), and
Moscow (September and October 1967).

In 1968, the Kinsky Palace became the
venue of an exhibition entitled Soviet Art
of the 1920s: Posters, Prints, Books, Designs*°
which was prepared by the culture
ministries of the USSR and CSSR and the
State Tretyakov Gallery in Moscow. For
safety reasons, the exhibition closed down
on 21 August 1968.

At the beginning of 1969, the Ministry of
Culture that requested speedy preparations
and expansion of exhibitions for the Soviet
Union, interfered with the future plans of
the National Gallery. A decision was made
to present the art of Max Svabinsky, known
from previous exhibitions in the USSR, and
“the collection of Czech social printmaking
in the 1920s”.%' The two exhibitions took
place the same year; Max Svabinsky’s art
was displayed in Kiev and the selected
artists presenting Czech social printmaking
were exhibited in Kharkov.?

The National Gallery continued the
presentation of Czech painters the
following year, opening an exhibition From
the Art of Rabas, Sedlaéek, and Rada in
Moscow.™ In return, the Soviet institutions
brought two exhibitions to Prague. The
first one, presenting the oeuvre of Henri
Matisse,™ was prepared by the State
Hermitage Museum in Leningrad and the



Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts in
Moscow. The second one, entitled From the
Earliest History to Our Age,’” was organised
by the Union of Czechoslovak-Soviet
Friendship.

The above projects are just a subjective
selection of exhibitions in which the
National Gallery collaborated during the
given period. Between 1967 and 1970, the
institution established contacts with many
other countries where talks were often
held based on personal contacts or as
part of international cultural agreements.
As a result, the cooperating galleries
and museums could exhibit remarkable
collections of foreign art and solo
exhibitions of artists in Prague.

For example, in collaboration with the
Institute of Modern Art in Nuremberg, the
Municipal Library launched the exhibition
Yoes Klein 1928-1962 in June 1968. In April
1969, the collection of sculptures by Fritz
Wotruba was displayed at the same venue.
This time, the exhibition was prepared
together with the artist and the Museum
of 20th Century in Vienna. The National
Museum in Stockholm and the Swedish
Institute installed the exhibition Carl Hill,
Ernst Josephson, August Strindberg that opened
at Kinsky Palace in May 1969. Among the
special and representative exhibitions were
Old Bulgarian Masters and Modern Belgic Art
from 1969 and 1970.

The National Gallery also prepared
exhibitions abroad. They included
monographic exhibitions, general
exhibitions, and specialised selections for
international projects. The 1967 exhibition
of Norbert Grund held in Vienna aroused
great response among visitors. The
travelling exhibition of Otto Gutfreund’s
art excelled among modern art exhibitions.
His work travelled around Europe from
1965, and because Jifi Kotalik regarded
the sculptor as one of the key figures of
modern European art, he supported his
presentations in foreign countries. In April
1969, Gutfreund’s exhibition was launched
in Vienna and then travelled to Bochum
and Nuremberg.

Further exhibitions mostly presenting
Czechoslovak modern art included Czech
Cubism and Kramdi’s Collection which
opened in 1967 and 1968 in Brussels
and Rotterdam. A great exhibition of
Czechoslovak modern art took place in
May and June 1969 in Rome. In 1970, the
National Gallery displayed Czech art of the
20th century in Geneva and Zurich.

In addition to the above-mentioned
international projects, the National Gallery
participated in other foreign exhibitions. As

7 Expo 70, Osaka, Archive of the National Gallery in Prague.

usual, it contributed to the Czechoslovak
pavilions for world expositions. The
office of the general commissioner for
Czechoslovak participation in Expo 67 in
Montreal authorised the National Gallery
to prepare the exhibits. Despite protests
from both the gallery and relevant experts,
panels by the Master Theodoric from the
Chapel of the Holy Cross at Karl3tejn Castle
were lent to Expo 67%¢ in Canada. When
the situation calmed down and the panels
returned home, they were displayed at the
Sternberg Palace “in order to convince
the public that they returned in excellent
condition”.’s

Following the success of the gallery’s
collection exhibited in Montreal, the
National Gallery was invited to prepare
displays for the world exposition in Osaka,
Japan.”® After the first discussions with
General Commissioner Miroslav Galuska,
the gallery sought to ensure the selection
of artworks from the collection of Baroque
portraits and 19th century portraits, Czech
Art Nouveau, Cubism, and Surrealism.¢°
Eventually, the paintings by Lucas Cranach,
Eugéne Delacroix, and Paul Cézanne along
with Gothic sculptures and artworks by
FrantiSek Kupka, Otto Gutfreund, and
Bohumil Kubista were presented at Expo
70. Contemporary art was represented
by Slovak artists. Jifi Kotalik travelled
to Japan and accentuated the success of
the gallery in his report to the ministry:
“It gave an imposing impression and was
generally appreciated”.’ Nonetheless, the
Czechoslovak public had no information
about the exhibition’s success for political
reasons. (Fig. 7)
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“Because of Modern Art...”

Jifi Kotalik was right when he wrote in
March 1982, in a letter to the painter

Josef Jira discussing his work at the
National Gallery, “I took the position
because of modern art”. Modern art,

its presentation to the public, scientific
findings, popularisation, and acquisitions
pervade the entire period of Kotalik’s stay
at the National Gallery. However, as the
director of the central institution, he could
not focus on a single sphere. Immediately
after his arrival, he developed activities

in many other directions. Apart from the
reorganisation that continued over the
following decades and the operational
issues, he mostly focused on the exhibition
and collecting activities.

Kotalik assumed the position at the most
favourable time. The borders were open
and international delegations were part
of the daily agenda. In return, Czech art
historians and curators gained experience
with foreign exhibitions, bringing it back to
the gallery. Furthermore, the new director
had support in political circles. At the
beginning, the ministry did not interfere in
the leadership and Kotalik gave a very self-
confident and convincing impression.

The acquisition policy showed
unequivocal preference for systematically
complementing the modern art collection
and developing the contemporary art
collection, both Czech and Slovak, as
well as foreign art that fell into oblivion
after the war. The majority of items in
the scheduled agenda were successfully
accomplished. Yet, the systematic
expansion of collections that lay in
expert and confrontation foundations
was associated with the long-term plan to
present these collections to the public in a
respectable gallery edifice. But the erection
of a new building for modern art was
unrealistic. Nevertheless, the institution
used other possibilities to present its
collections to the maximum, preparing new
permanent exhibitions at the Convent of
Saint Agnes of Bohemia and the Convent
of Saint George, and after 1978, the
reconstruction of the Trade Fair Palace for
the National Gallery was scheduled.

The National Gallery established
collaboration with various foreign and
local institutions especially via extensive
exhibition activities. Kotalik’s abundant
contacts from international events and the
active use of the rich gallery collections
enabled him to promote Czech art abroad
and incorporate it in a European context.
The selection of foreign exhibitions for
the National Gallery reveals a definite
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orientation towards Western Europe,

again facilitated by Kotalik’s connections
from previous years. There were relatively
few exhibitions in collaboration with the
Eastern Bloc and most of them had been
agreed on during recent years or they were
projects recommended by the Ministry of
Culture after 1969.

The evaluation of the National Gallery’s
undertakings during the 1970s-1980s
requires objective assessment and research
of all the facts that affected that historical
period. The existing testimonies and
archival sources provide evidence of
maintaining a relatively calm environment
for experts and high quality of organised
exhibitions.

This article was published with the support of the Grant
for the Long-Term Conceptual Development of the
Research Organization of the Ministry of Culture of the
Czech Republic.
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122 Moderni francouzskd kresba, Prague, Kinsky
Palace, 30 June - 8 August 1967.

123 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions,
Principle of Bliss, Correspondence, Vratislav
Effenberger, 4 July 1967, cart. 32.

124  Surrealismus. Princip slasti, Prague, NGP



Municipal Library, 9 April - 19 May 1968. The

exhibition also took place in Brno and Bratislava.
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17 August 1969. More in Maria Orikova,
Vystavy moderntho amerického umenia

v Ceskoslovensku poéas studenej vojny

a ambivalentna agenda, in: SeSity pro uméni, teorii
a pribuzné zény, 2019, no. 26, pp. 45-62.

136 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions, Paul
Klee, obrazy, kresby, akvarely, Correspondence, Jifi
Kotalik, 17 Nov 1965, cart. 33.

137  Paul Klee, obrazy, kresby, akvarely, Prague,
Sternberg Palace, 11 April - 25 May 1969.

138 See note 96.

139 See note 94.

140 Premio Gaetano Marzotto, Prague, Waldstein
Riding School, 20 October - 19 November 1967.
141 Premio Marzotto Europa, Prague, Waldstein
Riding School, 11 January - 2 March 1969.

142 Renato Guttuso, autobiograficky cyklus, Prague,
Waldstein Riding School, 5 February - 10 March
1968. More in Anna Ebenové, Vystavy Renata
Guttusa a promény jeho recepce v socialistickém
Ceskoslovensku, in: Bulletin of the National Gallery
in Prague XXVIII/2018, pp. 230-239.

143 Achille Perilli, prdce z let 1961-1969, Prague,
Municipal Library, 16 June - 26 July 1969.

144  Souéasné jugosldvské sochafstvi, Prague,
Queen Anne’s Summer Palace, 5 July -

14 September 1969.

145 Ivan Mestrovic 1883-1962, Prague

30 September - 29 November 1970.

146 Sztuka walczaca, Warsaw, Zacheta
Narodowa Galerie Sztuki, May-April 1967.

147  Jindsich Styrsky, malarstwo, rysunek, collage,
fotografie, Lodz, 25 March - 4 May 1969. More

in Pavla Rouskova, Sbirka Janiny Ojrzyiiské -
ndhradni instituciondlni rdmec ceského uméni v obdobi
sedmdesdtjch a osmdesdtijch let 20. stoleti (thesis),
VSUP, Praha 2019.

148 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions, Jindfich
Styrsky, malarstwo, rysunek, collage, fotografie,
Correspondence, Jifi Kotalik, 6 Jan 1969, cart. 34.
149 Henryk Stazewski. Prace z let 1967-1969,
Prague, Municipal Library, 3 April - 10 May 1970.
150  Sovétské uméni dvacdtych let, plakdty, grafika,
knihy, ndvrhy, Prague, Kinsky Palace, 10 July -

21 August 1968.

151 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions,
Correspondence, Ministry of Culture, 13 June
1969, cart. 32.

152 Max Svabinsky, kresby a grafika % majetleu
NG, Kiev, 23 September - October 1969. Ceskd
socidlni grafika dvacdtych let 20. stoleti, Kharkov,

25 September - 12 October 1969.

153  Z dila Rabase, Sedldéka a Rady, Moscow,
Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts, May-June
1970.

154 Henri Matisse, Prague, Sternberg Palace,
18 December 1969 - 28 February 1970.

155 Od nejstarsich vékii po nase casy. Vijtvarnd
uméleckd dila ze stdtnich sbirek SSSR, Prague, Prague
Castle Riding School, 12 November - December
1970.

156 Svétovd vijstava 1967, Montreal, 21 April -
17 October 1967. For more information about the
Czechoslovak pavilion at EXPO 67 see Terezie
Nekvindova - Daniela Kramerova (eds.), Automat
na vystavu. Ceskoslovensky pavilon na EXPO 67

v Montrealu, Cheb - Praha 2017.

157 Devét desek karlstejnského cyklu Mistra
Theodorika z EXPO 67, Prague, Sternberg Palace,
12 March - 4 April 1968.

158 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions, Svétovd
vystava 1967, Commission check-up of Theodoric
Panels, 15 Jan 1968, cart. 33.

159 For more see Terezie Nekvindova,

Vijstava versus vijstavnictoi. Ceskoslovenské pavilony
na Expo 1967 v Montrealu a Expo 1970 v Osace
(dissertation), FF UK, Praha 2014.

160 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions, Svétovd
vystava 1970, Minutes from the Meeting of the
General Commissioner of the Czechoslovak
Participation in Expo 70 in Osaka, 21 Oct 1968,
cart. 34.

161 NGP 1965-1970, NGP Exhibitions, Svétovd
vystava 1970, Business Trip Report, Jifi Kotalik,
8-25 March 1970, cart. 34.

Translated by Lucie Kasikovd

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX /2020

121



ARCHIVE

Cenék Gudera (1885-1954):
An Accountant Who Collected Art

LUCIE VECERNIKOVA

After the deaths of Cenék and Marie Gudera, the state assumed control of their property
as the couple had no heirs. The Gudera estate included hundreds of artworks, books,
photographs and written documents associated with artists, all of which are now kept at
the National Gallery in Prague, Museum of Decorative Arts in Prague and the National
Museum. It was not until the Cenék Gudera fonds in the Archive of the National Gallery
in Prague was processed that the story of a long-forgotten Prague accountant and
collector came to light.

Keywords The personal fonds of Cengk Gudera kept

Cenék Gudera, collecting, Archive of the National Gallery in the Archive of the National Gallery in

in Prague Prague (ANG)! has remained practically
unnoticed for many years. There were
several reasons for this. Although the set
of archival documents is diverse and not
overly extensive, no archivist has taken up
the task of inventorying it. Moreover, even
the most qualified experts in Czech art
were likely unfamiliar with the name Cen&k
Gudera. He was not an important sculptor
or painter but an enthusiastic collector
who gathered both artworks and various
ephemera (receipts, cards) written by artists
as well as materials directly associated with
them.

Who was Cen&k Gudera?

When processing archival fonds, it is always
important to become familiar with the
person who amassed the documents. The
archivist usually writes an introductory
study about him or her. In Gudera’s case,
however, it became clear early on that this
would not be an easy task. Because the
usual sources of information are silent, it
was necessary to look into the documents
themselves and explore their origin. How
did Gudera’s collection end up in the
archive? The acquisition documents at

the National Gallery in Prague® show that
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in 1963 and 1964, the Gallery received a
collection of artworks (including archival
documents) from the estate of Marie
Gudera.

Other sources revealed that Marie was
a Prague-based opera singer and the wife
of an accountant named Cené&k Gudera;3
her personal estate is kept in the Prague
City Archives (PCA).* This small fonds,
consisting of a mere one file, has yet
to be processed. It contains interesting
documents from Marie’s life, but almost
half of the documents concern her
husband, Cené&k. This helped shed light on
the fate of the forgotten collector.

Cenék Gudera’s Life (1885-1954)

Cenék Otokar Gudera® was born on

23 March 1889 to the family of Prague-
based glove maker Otto Gudera (*1852) and
his wife Anna Paulova (*1850), a daughter
of a sample maker. He was undoubtedly

a much-desired child as he was born nine
years after his parents’ wedding and his
mother was almost 35.

When Cené&k was six, he began attending
the K. & k. Practice and Exemplary Five-
Grade School in Prague. He was a good
student as evident from his report cards:
he had the highest marks in all subjects
except for physical education. In addition
to providing him with a good education, his
parents also placed emphasis on spiritual
matters. There are two documents showing
that Cen&k was raised Catholic and that
he took part in church rites. The first
document commemorates his first holy
confession in the school church of the Holy
Cross dating to 21 May 1895 and the second
refers to his first communion that took
place one year later.

Following primary school, Cen&k went
to the K. & k. Czech Secondary School in
Prague in Je¢n4 Street where he graduated
from the first year with honours. At the
end of the school year, the parents applied
for his transfer to the K. & k. Czech
Secondary School in Old Town Prague and
the request was approved without further
questioning. His teachers at the new school
included the prominent Czech oriental
scholar, Justin Vaclav Prasek (1853-1924).°
In 1903, Gudera graduated from secondary
school, having successfully passed the
matriculation exam.

His professional career began in 1907
at the age of 22, when he finished a
yearlong course of state accounting at the
K. & k. Czech University in Prague and
passed the exam for both general and state
accounting. In 1909, he was appointed an
interim accounting intern at the Prague city

WP Bt W /973,
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1 Autograph of Mikol&s Ales from the estate of Cenék Gudera, 1913, Archive of

the National Gallery in Prague, fonds Cenék Gudera, inv. no. 6.

revenue office and after a year, he received
a permanent position with a yearly income
of 1200 K.” Two years later, he became an
accounting official of the first rank.

He was not called to active service during
World War I and he continued working as
an accountant clerk. The army officially
released him in December 1920. In this
period, he was promoted to the office of
accounting officer in the city accountancy
department, evident from the document
signed by Karel Baxa, then recently elected
mayor. Gudera’s income allowed him to
rent an apartment in the centre of Prague’s
Old Town in Karolina Svétla Street, which
he shared with his elderly mother.? In
1922, Gudera became the chief accounting
officer and a year later he was appointed
accounting councillor.?

At the beginning of the 1930s, Gudera
was promoted again, becoming the chief
accounting councillor of the city of Prague
with the salary 30,600 K. Soon after, he
was appointed to the accounting director’s
position. We can only speculate whether
it was financial security that led Gudera
to the decision to get married. His bride,
Marie Durst, was born on 3 September
1892 in Prague’s New Town to the Jewish
family of Moritz Durst and his wife Eugenie
Morgenstern. In 1919, Marie decided to
convert to Christianity, a common practice
at the time. She was baptized in the Church
of St Michael, becoming a Protestant.

The wedding took place on 16 June
1934 in the Church of St Giles in Prague’s
Old Town. In this period, Marie was still
performing as an opera singer. We do not
know when she decided to pursue this
career but as early as 1917 in her passport
application, she listed her occupation
as a singer with the place of residence
in Wittenberg, today’s Saxony-Anhalt.®
This must have been a brief stint because
she was back in Prague in December that
same year." A report from the Police
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2 Josef Manes's letter
to Count August Silva-
Tarouca, 1852, Archive
of the National Gallery
in Prague, fonds Josef
Manes, inv. no. 14.
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Headquarters in Prague dated May 1934
reveals the couple’s whereabouts in the
previous years. In Gudera’s case, the
documents only mention that he had been
living on Karolina Svétl4 Street since 1915.
Quite interestingly, Durst’s documents
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suggest that the couple was living in the
same household a year before the wedding.
Both Marie and Cenék were still single in
their 40s and their marriage was childless.
In the summers, the couple regularly
travelled abroad as evident from their



common passport.'? Every year they spent
a month in Seeboden, a town in today’s
Austria on the shores of the Millstétter See.

The outbreak of World War IT marked the
beginning of rough times for the couple.
Like all Czechoslovak citizens, they were
obliged to provide proof of their origin and
so Marie’s Jewish roots came to light as did
the fact that Cenék’s grandfather Andreas
was born in the City of Kardnsebes® in
today’s Romania." As a person of Jewish
origin, Marie was forced to wear the yellow
star with the inscription Jude on it.*

Yet, the Guderas survived the war
unharmed and their collection, too, was
spared. In December 1945, Cenék received
financial compensation “to atone for the
injustice toward the employees of the city
of Prague during the occupation.” As part
of the compensation, Cenék was promoted
to the office of chief accounting director.
Both during and after the war, Gudera
kept in touch with people from art circles,
at least sporadically. This is evident from
preserved New Year’s and birthday cards*
as well as correspondence with the Manes
Association of Fine Arts” in which Gudera
informs the association that as of 1948, he
is no longer the association’s contributing
member because as a pensioner, his current
situation does not allow it.

We have no information about the
Guderas’ lives after the war. Cen&k died
of pneumonia on 8 March 1954, a few
days before his 69th birthday in the
Motol hospital and Marie passed away on
16 August 1962 at the age of 69.

The Guderas’ Collecting Interests

The Guderas were friends with many
Czech artists (they corresponded with Max
Svabinsky, Mikolag Ale§ and others). They
also collected artworks, particularly prints
(xylographs, lithographs, and etchings),
drawings, photographs, old prints and
books.'® After Marie’s death, the collection
was divided between The National Gallery
in Prague, the Museum of Decorative Arts
in Prague and the National Museum in
Prague.

The National Gallery acquired 439 works
for its Collection of Drawings and Prints.
Some of these works date to the 17th-18th
century; the collection contains a set of
prints by Wenzel Hollar. Other older artists
represented in the collection include Johann
Georg Balzer, Antonin Ménes, Josef Vojtéch
Hellich, and Josef Fiithrich. There are also
later works by artists such as Mikola3 Ales,
Karel Svolinsky, Alois Moravec, Frantiek
Tavik Simon, Arno Nauman, Emil Holarek,
Vojt&ch Preissig, Petr Dillinger and Max

3 Autographed photograph of

Karel Javtirek (Z4k & Rachota Studio,
Prague), undated, Archive of the
National Gallery in Prague, fonds Karel
Javarek, inv. no. 49.

Svabinsky. Svabinsky’s prints form the
largest set within the collection, consisting
of almost a hundred items. The National
Gallery in Prague’s Collection of Modern
and Contemporary Art contains only one
artwork from the Gudera estate, the pastel
Portrait of a Girl by Véclav Spala.

Specialized books (largely about the life
and work of Josef Manes) from the Gudera
estate came to the library of the National
Gallery in Prague and the library of the
Museum of Decorative Arts. As evident
from above, the Archive of National Gallery
in Prague took over archival documents
from the collection, while photographs -
a valuable set of portraits of prominent
Czech 19th-century artists - came to The
National Gallery in Prague’s Department of
Documentation.

Based on handover documents,” we
are able to partially reconstruct the set’s
original composition. Only a half of the
portraits have been preserved and it is
unclear when the other half went missing
(24 photographs of the painter Max
Svabinsky present the greatest loss). The
photographs were transferred several times
between the Archive and the Department of
Documentation and in 1995, the inventory
only lists those of the photographs which
are part of today’s Collection of Portrait
Photographs of Artists, Architects and Art
Historians and Karel Javiirek and Josef
Mines’s personal fonds.?® Of the original
62 photographs, only 29 are kept in the
archive. They mostly depict lesser-known
artists. Two of the missing photographs
depicted artists whose identity remains
unknown.

The Cen&k Gudera Fonds

Although the estate of Cen&k Gudera
consists of only 41 inventory numbers,
it is far from uninteresting. Half of

the documents are letters written by a
number of prominent artists, such as
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4 Karel Nejedly's ID from the Painters’ Academy in Prague, 1890-1891, Archive of
the National Gallery in Prague, fonds Cenék Gudera, inv. no. 22.
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5 Photograph of Josef Manes (Jan Maloch Studio,
Prague), 1860s, Archive of the National Gallery in
Prague, fonds Josef Ménes, inv. no. 14.

Gudera’s friends Max Svabinsky and the
Ales family, and others including Vaclav
Brozik, Antonin Chittussi, Vaclav Jansa,
Karel Javiirek, Adolf Liebscher, and
Frantigek Zeniek. The second larger
group of documents, eleven items in total,
contains artists’ autographs (Mikola3 Ales,
Vratislav Hugo Brunner, Ignéc Platzer,
Tomia3 Seidan, and others). There were
originally 15 of them but in 1991, Viktor
Barvitius’s autographs were included in his
own personal fonds.?* Similarly, in Josef
Mines’s case, one receipt, two autographs
and correspondence were transferred to

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XxX/2020

the Josef Manes fonds; the correspondence
included letters to Association of Fine
Artists (1849), Count August Silva-Tarouca
(1852), K. F. Bellmann (1861) and others.*
The last written document removed from
the Gudera fonds was Antonin Machek’s
evaluation of paintings by Karel Skréta in
the Church of St Nicholas.?

The rest of the fonds consists of a diverse
range of items: the obituary of Mikola3
Aled’s wife and the Ales family’s letter of
thanks for the Guderas’ condolences, which
suggests that the families had personal
ties with each other. In addition to his
collecting interest, Gudera was clearly on
friendly terms with some of the artists.
Other documents, on the other hand,
made their way to his collection by chance,
as gifts or purchases. These include for
example the report about the restoration of
the 1879 painting on the high altar of the
Church of St Roch at the Olsany cemetery,
carried out by painter Véclav Kroupa, and
Quido Ménes’s 1856 receipt for a payment
for lithograph titled Vertheidigung der Prager
Briicke gegen die Schweden. Gudera’s collection
contains 19 documents that were issued
before his lifetime and some of the undated
documents likely originated in the second
half of the 19th century. The most valuable
piece - Jan Nowopacky’s 1854 membership
diploma from the Genossenschaft der
bildenden Kunstler Wiens - has been lost.

Even though the Gudera fonds is modest
in scope, the sources it contains can be
used as an additional material for studying
the life and work of artists.

Because the Guderas had no offspring,
their collection was taken over by the state.
The preserved sources shed light on the
life of a middle-class family of Prague art
collectors. They also show us what kinds
of art objects an accountant could afford in
the first half of the 20th century.

This article was published with the support of the Grant
for the Long-Term Conceptual Development of the
Research Organization of the Ministry of Culture of the
Czech Republic.

Notes

1 ANG, Cenék Gudera, 1831-1963.

2 ANG, National Gallery in Prague, 1945-1990,
1958-1964: Korespondence pfijatd - jednotlivci
[Received correspondence], Guderova Marie.
3 This information is somewhat surprising
because in the ANG, Gudera’s name is spelled
Guder. We will likely never find out why his
name was misspelled.

4 PCA, Guderovd Marie, (1810) 1892-1940.

5 If not stated otherwise, all information about
his life comes from the fonds PCA, Guderovd



Marie, (1810) 1892-1940. Because the fonds is
unprocessed, we do not cite particular inventory
numbers.

6 Prasek taught there between 1899 and

1906 and in the school year 1899/1900, he was
Gudera’s classroom teacher. Jarmila Pedkova,
“Pozuistalost J. V. Pragka v Archivu Nérodniho
muzea” [The Estate of J. V. Prasek in the Archive
of the National Museum], Casopis Ndrodniho
muzea 163, 1994, p. 46.

7 In his new position, Gudera had to take the
following oath: “You are taking an oath before
God Almighty, swearing on your honour and
faith that you will be faithful and loyal to His
Majesty Franz Josef I ... Having been appointed
an accounting intern, you commit to devoting
all your strength to the benefit and well being
of the city of Prague, fulfilling your official
duties, respecting the valid laws, rules as well

as municipal resolutions and orders issued

by the board of city elders, the city council or
the mayor, dutifully performing your official
tasks and supporting your superior in office,
while also saving the municipal revenues and
safeguarding classified information.”

8 This information comes from the document
issued by the City of Prague Council Board
concerning the so-called expense subsidy which
was granted to Gudera “for as long as he lived
in the same household with his mother whose
livelihood was largely dependent on him.”

9 In this period, city hall was finishing works
associated with building the Greater Prague, a
project that had originated in the second half

of the 19th century. As an important official,
Gudera took part in the project and like other
participants, he was granted an individual salary
raise.

10 National Archive, Policejni feditelstvi v Praze
[Police Department in Prague], 1941-1950,

sign. G 1184/2. The actual passport cites Marie as
an actress with the place of residence in Vienna.
11 National Archive, Policejni feditelstvi v Praze
[Police Department in Prague], 1941-1950,

sign. G 1184/2.

12 In addition to then common information
about physical appearance (blue eyes and blond
hair), the passport contains their photographs.
In Cenék’s case, there is only one other
photograph taken when he was in his twenties.
Marie appears in photographs attached to the
aforementioned documents from the fonds at the
Police Headquarters in Prague (National Archive,
Policejni feditelstvi v Praze [Police Department in
Prague], 1941-1950.)

13 Record of the marriage of Andreas Gudera
with Anna Frankova: CPA, Sbirka matrik [Registry
Collection], 1584-1937, sign. ZKR O2, pagina 289.
14 That the Gudera family roots reach to

this region is also supported by the surname’s

occurrence in 19th-century Hungary and Slovakia
(the information comes from digitized registry
records available on https://www.familysearch.
org/ [cit. 2020-0213]). However, the name
Gudera also appears in Germany. According

to the statistic of the ministry of interior (as

of 9/2017, now inaccessible to the public), there
are 27 persons (11 men and 16 women) named
Gudera, all of whom may have foreign roots. The
Prague census for 1830 shows there were several
families with this name but their origin was not
further explored.

15 In June 1942, the police were informed by
Viclav Pirchan from Brno that Marie was seen
without her star. The police records contain

her testimony: “I wear the star with the Jude
inscription at all times - it is sewn onto my dress
and coat. I have never gone out in the streets
without it. I admit that I was once carrying a bag
of potatoes from Stragnice and I had it in front
of me, so it is possible that the star was covered.
The following persons can testify that I wear
the star at all times: my husband Cen&k Gudera
and Colonel Pelnaf and his wife, owners of the
building where I live.” National Archive, Policejni
feditelstoi v Praze [Police Department in Prague],
1941-1950, sign. G 1184/2.

16 ANG, Cenék Gudera, 1831-1963, inv. no. 29,
32.

17 PCA, Spolek vijtvarnijch umélcii Mdnes Praha
Manes Association of Fine Arts Prague,
1885-1955 (2003), file 14, inv. no. 994.

18 The name Gudera is not listed in any of
the existing publications about art collecting.
Interest in Czech collectors has recently led to

a number of monographs and studies, such as
those authored by Lubomir Slavi¢ek, Marcela
Rusinko, and Jindfich Chatrny. Publications

that cover the lifetime of Cenék and Marie
Gudera include: Lubomir Slavigek, ,Sobé, uméni,
pratelim®: kapitoly = déjin sbératelstoi v Cechdch a na
Moravé 1650-1939, Brno 2007; Marcela Rusinko,
Snad nesbirdte obrazy?: cesty soukromého sbératelstoi
moderniho uméni v éeskyjch zemich v letech 1948-1965,
Brno 2018.

19 ANG, Ndrodni galerie v Praze, 1945-1990,
manipulation period 1958-1964, Acquisition -
Marie Guderova.

20 Acquisition numbers AA 2055, AA 2065,
AA 2075, AA 2089, AA 2090, AA 2104, AA 2110,
AA 2111, AA 2118, AA 2119, AA 2123, AA 2126
and AA 2139.

21 ANG, Viktor Barvitius, 1864-1902 (1960),
inv. no. 20.

22 These archival documents were given the
acquisition numbers AA 813-819. ANG, Josef
Mdnes, 1848-1871 (1965), inv. no. 1, 11, 14, 16,
18-20, 31, 59.

23 ANG, Varia, 1574-2007, acquisition

no. AA 832.

Translated by Hana Logan
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APPENDIX

Acquisitions and Donations 2019

In keeping with the gallery’s collection development plan, throughout the year 2019
the acquisition pursuits of the National Gallery in Prague focused on artworks of
outstanding gallery quality that merit to be incorporated into the context of its

permanent exhibitions.

The Collection of Old Masters

Karel Skréta (1610-1674)

Death of Princess Drahomira (Fig. 1)

1641

oil on canvas, lunette

136 x 233 cm

provenance: private collection, formerly in
the Lobkowicz Collection, originally in the
Monastery of the Discalced Augustinians at
Zderaz in the New Town of Prague

O 19197

purchased

In 2019, the National Gallery in Prague
obtained a grant from the Ministry of
Culture to purchase a painting that ranks
with the most important works of Early
Baroque painting in Bohemia. The painting
is a Listed Work of Art and the Czech
Government, via NGP, employed the pre-
emptive right to acquire it.

Death of Princess Drahomira was painted

by Karel Skréta (1610-1674), the most
accomplished proponent of Early Baroque
painting in Bohemia. It is part of a

cycle of paintings devoted to the life of

St Wenceslas that Karel Skréta began
painting in 1640 for the Monastery of the
Discalced Augustinians at Zderaz, shortly
after his return from Italy.
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The Collection of Prints and Drawings

Johann Hiebel (1679-1755)

Ora pro nobis - Design for a ceiling
painting in the Mirror Chapel in Prague
Clementinum

(Fig. 2)

1723

red-chalk drawing on paper, unsigned
255 x 440 mm

provenance: Monroe Warshaw, New York
K 68258

purchased

The drawing is an important enrichment
of the little-preserved drawing oeuvre of
Johann Hiebel, a prominent exponent of
Baroque illusionistic fresco painting in the
Bohemian Lands.

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Seated Woman)

1041

tempera on paper

438 x 300 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68262

purchased



1 Karel §kréta, Death of Princess Drahomira, 1641, The National Gallery in Prague.

2 Johann Hiebel, Ora pro nobis, 1723, The National Gallery in Prague.
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3 Zbynék Sekal, Untitled (Blue Self-Portrait), 1957, The National 4 Zbynék Sekal, Untitled (Gallows), 1959, The National Gallery in
Gallery in Prague. Prague.

5 Zbynék Sekal, Grey Drawing, 1979, The National Gallery in Prague. 6 Zbynék Sekal, Untitled, second half of the 1980s,
The National Gallery in Prague.
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Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Untitled (Boy in a crib amidst birch trees)
1946

collage on paper

178 x 132 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68265

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Octopus)

1946

collage on paper

132 x 196 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68267

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Self-Portrait as a Tree

1956

pencil and tempera on paper

316 x 134 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68261

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Untitled (Blue Self-Porirait) (Fig. 3)
1957

tempera on paper

480 x 330 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68264

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Female Bust)

1957

ink and white on paper

414 x 270 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68263

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Gallows) (Fig. 4)

1959

charcoal and tempera on paper
60 x 440 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68269

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Figure)

1960

tempera on paper

590 x 270 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68260

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Que faire?

1976

charcoal on paper

605 x 911 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68270

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Grey Drawing (Fig. 5)

1979

ink wash and pencil on paper
510 x 446 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68271

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Untitled

1981

pencil and wash drawing on paper
510 x 780 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68272

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Untitled (Fig. 6)

Second half of the 1980s

plant impressions and brush drawing on
paper

485 x 315 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68266

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled

January 1992

collage on paper

401 x 306 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68268

purchased
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Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)
Untitled (Two)

Undated

pasteboard on pasteboard, collage
470 x 359 mm

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

K 68269

purchased

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Set of 16 monotypes for Porgy and Bess
1964

provenance: from the artist’s wife
Christine Sekal

R 267501 (120 x 235 mm), R 267502

(250 x 200 mm), R 267503 (260 x 120 mm),
R 267504 (250 x 190 mm), R 267505

(245 x 125 mm), R 267506 (210 x 180 mm),
R 267507 (156 x 115 mm), R 267508

(260 x 190 mm), R 267509 (205 x 177 mm),
R 267510 (206 x 198 mm), R 267511

(242 x 190 mm), R 267512 (260 x 127 mm),
R 267513 (260 x 198 mm), R 267514

(263 x 124 mm), R 267515 (248 x 123 mm),
R 267516 (262 x 199 mm)

purchased

7 Guanyin as the Virgin and
the Child, ca. 1700, The National
Gallery in Prague.

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XxX/2020

The sculptor Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998) is
an artist acknowledged not only for his
sculptures and objects that NGP introduces
to visitors via the artist’s recreated studio
in the Trade Fair Palace. Of equal artistic
merit are his drawings and collages that

so far have not been represented in this
institution’s collections. The gallery
purchased a set of 14 works on paper

from Sekal’s estate and one print album

of monotypes for Porgy and Bess in their
original mounts. The ensemble is a choice
selection of key works that map out the
artistic development of Sekal’s entire
creative output. Represented here are his
early collages from the 1940s influenced
by Surrealism, drawings with existentialist
subjects from the 1950s, reference collages
related to his sculptural work of the 1960s
and independent works from later decades.



The Collection of Asian
and African Art

Guanyin as the Virgin and the Child

(Fig. 7)

China, Dehua workshops, ca. 1700
porcelain decorated with white glaze,
known as Blanc de Chine, remnants of later
polychromy and gilding, height: 44.5 cm
provenance: private collection

Vp 4141

purchased

The sculpture is a rarely preserved example
of the so-called Chine de commande—a high-
quality white porcelain produced

by porcelain workshop in southern

China in the Dehua province that were

commissioned directly by European dealers.

In terms of type, the figurine represents

an intriguing combination of the original
iconography of Guanyin, the Bodhisattva of
Mercy, and the representation of the Virgin
and the Child, which was undoubtedly
commissioned by foreign customers.

Gift of Japanese Zen pictures from the
Kaeru-An Collection

In 2019 NGP received from the Dutch

art collector Felix Hess an outstanding
collection of Japanese Zen ink paintings
and calligraphy (Zenga) dating from the
17th to the 20th centuries, which totals
over 520 works and represents a unique
ensemble of Zen art in Europe. In Zen
painting and calligraphy, ink is not only
an art medium but also is used to mediate
a didactic message. Zenga then serves as a
tool of meditation and enlightenment.

Hakuin Ekaku (1685-1769)
Daruma—Patriarch of Zen Buddhism
(Fig. 8)

Japan, ca. 1750s

hanging scroll, ink on paper

84.5 cm x 24.5 cm

provenance: collection of Felix Hess
K 206

gift

The portrait of the Bodhidharma (Daruma
in Japanese), the founder of Chan (Zen)
Buddhism comes from the outstanding

gift of Felix Hess. The portrait depicts the
Grand Patriarch Bodhidharma meditating in
a cave seated on a grass mat.

8 Hakuin Ekaku,
2 P Daruma, Patriarch of

The National Gallery in
Prague.

YRR )

.

The Collection of Modern
and Contemporary Art

Marian Karel (1944)

Prism (Fig. 9)

1999

glass, steel

40 x 302 x 86.4 cm

provenance: from the artist Marian Karel
P 10025

gift

Daniel Pitin (1977)

The Day of Departure (Fig. 10)

2017

oil, acrylic paint and pasted paper on
canvas

74.5 x 85 cm

provenance: from the artist Daniel Pitin
O 19184

purchased
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9 Marian Karel, Prism, 1999,
The National Gallery in Prague.

10 Daniel Pitin, The Day of Departure, 2017, The National Gallery in Daniel Pitin, Red Cave, 2018, The National Gallery in Prague.
Prague.

12 Daniel Pitin, White
Room [l, 2018, The National
Gallery in Prague.
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13 Jiti Petrbok, There Are Never Enough Palachs 1, 2018,
The National Gallery in Prague.

Daniel Pitin (1977)

Red Cave (Fig. 11)

2018

oil, acrylic paint and pasted paper on
canvas

180 x 200 cm

provenance: Charim Galerie Einzelhandel
a.n.g.

0O 19194

purchased

Daniel Pitin (1977)

White Room II (Fig. 12)

2018

oil and acrylic paint on canvas

82 x 72 cm

provenance: from the artist Daniel Pitin
O 19186

gift

Ji¥i Petrbok (1962)

There Are Never Enough Palachs 1

(Fig. 13)

2018

acrylic paint on canvas

280 x 210 cm

provenance: from the artist Jif{ Petrbok
O 19190

purchased

14 Jiti Petrbok, There Are Never Enough Palachs Il, 2018, The National

Gallery in Prague.

Jiri Petrbok (1962)

There Are Never Enough Palachs II (Fig. 14)
2018

acrylic paint on canvas

280 x 210 cm

provenance: from the artist Ji¥i Petrbok

O 19191

purchased

Jiri Petrbok (1962)

Of Flags—Karlstejn (Fig. 15)

2015

acrylic paint on canvas

210 x 125 cm

provenance: from the artist Jiff Petrbok
O 19188

purchased

Translated by Linda Leffovd
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Jiri Petrbok,
Of Flags—
Karlstejn,
2015,

The National
Gallery in
Prague.
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STUDIE

Linoryty indického umélce
Cittaprasada v Narodni galerii

v Praze

Pokus o porozuméni c¢esko-indickym
kulturnim vztahtim v dobé po druhé
svétové valce

SIMONE WILLE

V letech 1964-1965 ziskala Narodni galerie v Praze tficet osm dél na papifte, jejichz auto-
rem byl indicky umélec Cittaprasid Bhattacarja (1915-1978). Sbirka Cittaprasiadovych
praci v drZzeni Narodni galerie je zdrojem informaci o vicestranné spolupraci indického
umélce s mnoha osobnostmi a institucemi v povaleéném Ceskoslovensku (dnesni Ceské
republice). Kulturni viména a kontakty v uméleckém svété se spolu se statem rizenymi
aktivitami nov€ budovaného socialistického reZimu a jeho snahou navazat blizké vztahy
s ypratelskymi“ zemémi v dobé globalni povale¢né reorganizace izemniho usporadani
staly nastrojem, jak demonstrovat mezinarodni konektivitu.

Cittaprasad byl v jisté dobé& napojen na Komunistickou stranu Indie (KSI) a cely
zivot tihl k levicovym ¢i idealistickym postojiim; v druhé ¢asti tohoto textu se proto
obratime na prazského indologa Jaroslava Strnada a leidenskou historicku Sanjuktu
Sunderasonovou, abychom se dozvédéli vice o Cittaprasadovych piatelskych vazbach
k Ceskoslovensku i o tom, jak byly vnimany vzhledem k tehdej3im prevladajicim
politickym pomérim.

Kli¢ovd slova V letech 1964 aZ 1965 ziskala Narodni
Cittaprasad, ko_muﬁsmus, povalecny onAderni.smus, galerie v Praze tficet osm dél na papi-
nadnér'o'dnf solidarita »ar pfételstvf, moblllta, m|graFe, fe, jejichi autorem byl indick;’f umélec
konektivita, postkolonidlni geografie, transkulturni vztahy o)

Cittaprasad Bhatta¢arja (1915-1978). Této
akvizici pfedchdzela umélcova prvni retro-
spektiva v Ceskoslovensku, kterd prob&hla
v kvétnu 1963 v Galerii Hollar. Cittaprasad
(v umélecké praxi zpravidla nepouzival
pfijmeni) byl ¢lenem Komunistické strany
Indie (KSI) a v letech 1943 aZ 1944 proslul
zpravami a kresbami v&novanymi hladomo-
ru v Bengalsku, které zveFejtioval v oficial-
nim listu KSI People’s War, ktery se pozdé&ji
pfejmenoval na People’s Age. Nasledné ho
Cekal zivot v zoufalé chudobé, kdy se zdilo,
Ze na n&j umeélecky svét Indie prakticky
zapomnél. Ale prestoze se Cittaprasad
nedokazal napojit na zadny z proudd, které
umoznily indickym modernistickjym hnutim
v obdobi po rozdg&leni Indie nalézt misto

v narodnim i mezindrodnim kontextu,
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podafilo se mu vyuzit sité mezinarodni soli-
darity zalozené na socialistickych idealech,
¢imz pFece jen dosahl jisté miry zviditeln&ni
v zahraniéi.

Sbirka jeho dél v Narodni galerii v Praze
je tak zdrojem informaci ohledné tehdejsi
akvizi¢ni politiky galerie a sou¢asné nis
seznamuje s politickymi a kulturnimi vaz-
bami, které Ceskoslovensko (dnesni Ceska
republika) pojily s Indii povaletné éry.
Kulturni vymé&na a kontakty v uméleckém
svEt€ se spolu se stitem Fizenymi aktivitami
nové budovaného socialistického rezimu
a jeho snahou navazat blizké vztahy s ,pfa-
telskymi“ zemé&mi v dobé& globalni pova-
le¢né reorganizace politického uspofadani
staly néstrojem, jak demonstrovat mezina-
rodni konektivitu.

Tato stat si klade za cil pFfezkoumat
okolnosti, které vedly k osobnim i institu-
ciondlnim kontakttim, jez pfipravily padu
pro $ifeni Cittaprasddova uméni v pova-
le¢ném Ceskoslovensku. S odvolanim na
rozsdhlou esej, kterd autorce tohoto textu
vysla v roce 2019 ve Stedelijk Studies,* si
predstavime kli¢ové postavy, které vytvoftily
podminky pro vstup indického umélce na
¢eskoslovenskou kulturni scénu v dobé
po druhé sv&tové vilce. Zminime se také
o Cittaprasadové ti¢asti na vystavach, které
se konaly po celém Ceskoslovensku, o jeho
pravidelnych p¥isp&vcich do ¢asopisu Novy
Orient i anglicky psaného periodika New
Orient Bimonthly, vydavanych Orientdlnim
dstavem CSAV, i o jeho soukromych kontak-
tech s n&kterymi prazskymi osobnostmi.

Produktivni dialogicka vymeéna, ktera se
rozvinula mezi Prahou a Bombaji, tedy
mezi Cittaprasddem a jeho prazskymi
kontakty, se stala prvkem, ktery vyznamné&
prispél k Cittaprasidové schopnosti pokra-
Covat v umélecké kariéfe poté, co Indie
ziskala nezévislost, a udrzet si pozici ve
své&té. Vzhledem k Cittaprasidové nékdej-
§imu napojeni na KSI a jeho celoZivotnim
levicovym tendencim se v druhé &asti
tohoto pojednéni obritime na prazského
indologa Jaroslava Strnada a leidenskou
histori¢ku Sanjuktu Sunderasonovou, aby-
chom se dozvédéli vice o Cittaprasddovych
prételskych vazbach k Ceskoslovensku
i o tom, jak byly vhimany vzhledem
k tehdejsim pfevladajicim politickym
pomérim. Zajmy obou zemi zaloZené
na oboustranném porozuméni budeme
zkoumat s ohledem na politické postaveni
Ceskoslovenska v obdobi studené valky
a na postaveni, které na mapé svéta zaujala
po vyhlaSeni nezavislosti Indie. Spolu se
Sunderasonovou a Strnadem, a s pfihléd-
nutim k jejich akademickym disciplindm,
se zamyslime nad kulturnimi a politickymi
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iniciativami a aktivitami obou zemi a poku-
sime se uréit Cittaprasidovo misto v kon-
textu d&jin nadnarodniho modernismu.
Autorka se rovné€Z hodla odvolat na né&které
ze zékladnich bod# nalrtnutych v jeji
predchozi eseji o Cittaprasadovi otisténé ve
Stedelijk Studies a zabyvat se otdzkou, jaky
méla nadnédrodni socialisticka solidarita
(pfijmeme-li premisu, Ze takova solidarita
existovala) dopad na Cittaprasadovu umé-
leckou drédhu. Cilem je prozkoumat, jakym
zptisobem Cittaprasad ve své povaleéné
tvorbé& tuto skute¢nost reflektoval a jakym
zptsobem podnitil diskuzi o tom, co vie

P

tato solidarita obn4si.

Hlad a svoboda jakoZto valetna zkusenost
V dobé& vypuknuti druhé svétové vilky bylo
Cittaprasadovi ¢tyfiadvacet let a jako mlady
absolvent univerzity zakousel tehdejsi
politicky rozboufenou atmosféru. Indie se
coby britskd kolonie ocitla ve vilce, aniz
o tom mohla sama rozhodnout. V téchto
poslednich letech kolonidlniho obdobi
nartistala ob¢anska angazovanost, at uz se
lidé vyslovovali pro vilku nebo proti ni,
¢i pouze pozadovali, aby Britové ,opus-
tili Indii“ (Quit India). Cittaprasad zaZil
z prvni ruky hrozbu japonské invaze p¥es
bengilskou hranici, a pravé tato zkugenost
jej pfivedla do komunistické strany. Od té
chvile se zac¢al aktivné zapojovat do pro-
tiimperialistické a protifagistické ¢innosti,
kterou vykoniavala levicovéa kulturni platfor-
ma KSI. Cittaprasad navrhoval protifa3istic-
ké plakaty volajici po odporu viéi japonské
invazi, které byly posléze rozvéseny v pfi-
hraniénich oblastech vychodniho Bengalska
(dne3niho Bangladése). Jeho price si brzy
v3iml tehdej3i generalni tajemnik KSI Ptran
Cand D631 (1907-1980), ktery umélce
zapojil do sluzeb stran&. Cittaprasad coby
tzv. kulturni pracovnik hojné& pfispival do
stranickych list@ po celé Indii. Stejné jako
ve vychodnim Bengalsku pak ¢asto vyjizdél
zdokumentovat povstani, rolnickd hnuti
a sjezdy. Na poéatku tragického hladomo-
ru v Bengalsku v roce 1943 ho P. C. Dz6si
vyslal do nejhtife postizenych oblasti, aby
podal zpravu jakoZto o€ity svédek.
Cittaprasiadovy slavné, ikonické repor-
taze dokumentujici hladomor, jejichz
texty a ilustrace vznikaly v prib&hu jeho
putovani po nejvice zasazenych mistech,
sestavaji z nacrtt vychrtlych postav & rodin
trpicich smrtelnou podvyzivou. Hladomor
v Bengalsku byl pfitom dilem ¢lovéka,
vysledkem politickych a hospodaFskych
okolnosti. Hlavnimi pfi¢inami této tragédie
byly spekulace na ¢erném trhu, vile¢né pro-
fitérstvi a vieobecn& pokulhavajici sprava.
Cittaprasad byl p¥i svém pé&§im putovani po



Midnapuru svédkem velkého mnozstvi lid-
ského nestésti a zpravy o této bezprostiedni
zkuenosti zvefejrioval pfimo v oficidlnich
listech KSI People’s War, pozdé&ji People’s Age,
tudiz byl schopen oslovit §iroké publikum
po celé Indii. V roce 1944 vyslo v knizni
podobé& dvaadvacet ikonickych skic z této
cesty doprovazenych umé&lcovymi poznam-
kami pod nédzvem Hungry Bengal: A Tour
Through the Midnapore District, by Chittaprosad,
in November 1943 (Hladové Bengdlsko: putovdni
Midnapurem, Cittaprasdd, listopad 1943).> Tyto
zdanlivé spontanni kresby jsou doplnény
texty, které ukazuji osobni rovinu lidskych
tragédii. Cittaprasad byl aZ do roku 1948
oddanym ¢lenem KSI a v souladu se svou
angazovanosti pokratoval v zobrazovani
hospodéiskych nespravedlnosti ve vile¢né
dobé. Souéasné viak vyuzival vytvarnych
dovednosti k tomu, aby upozornil na ozbro-
jené hnuti v Télangan&. Mnohé z jeho
propagandistickych plakatt namiFenych

P

proti Britim, Kongresu, statkaFtim, valeé-
nym 3tva¢im a imperialistim zadaly v prv-
nich povialeénych letech a poslednich dnech
boje za nezévislost zpochybriovat stavajici
mocenskou rovnovéhu. Plakity z této doby
prozrazuji silny vliv sovétského propagandi-
stického umé&ni a nabizeji prikraslené, hero-
ické obrazy lidskych mas odhodlané& pocho-
dujicich vpfed s naginim a zbran&mi, aby
dobyly svét pro kolektivistickou délnickou
tfidu. Zatimco tato dila vyjadfuji zfejmou
moralni autoritu a pfihldseni se k lidskosti,
dochovala se také fada dé&l, ktera ,sestdvaji
pouze % jazyka sarkastické karikatury“.’ Tato
dila sv&d¢i o umélcové smyslu pro kritiku

a humor a dokladdaji také jeho schopnost
sledovat zmény v mocenském uspotadani

a hierarchii v regionalni politice. Jedna

z jeho nejslavngjsich karikatur tak uka-
zuje, jak DZaviharldl Nehra pfijima penize
z hlavné& americké zbrang, zatimco strada-
jici lid, symbolizovany matkou s ditétem, se
natahuje pro pomoc ke komunistim - sym-
bolizovanym obfi rukou sevienou v pést
(obr. 1).

Pfestoze formélni, propagandisticky jazyk
t&chto dél jasn& hovoii o umé&lcove pfichyl-
nosti ke KSI, v jejichz sluzbach pasobil,
publikace Hungry Bengal naznacuje, Ze
Cittaprasad prochézel komplexnéjsim a oso-
bit&j3im tvaréim vyvojem.

Cittaprasad, az do roku 1948 angaZovany
¢len strany, se vyznamné Géastnil stranic-
kého kulturniho hnuti. Ale po roce 1948,
kdy se vzhledem k zasadnimu vnitrostra-
nickému posunu s KSI rozesel, propadl
deziluzi z politiky, pracoval ve skromném
pokojiku na pfedmésti Bombaje a touzil
navazat nova spojenectvi. S aktivn{ poli-
tickou &innosti tak sice skonéil, ale nepf¥e-

staval v&Fit v lidskost a nutnost poméahat
opomijenym a socidln& znevyhodnénym.
Tou dobou také zareagoval na prvni vyzvu
komunisty fizeného Sv&tového mirového
hnuti, a to patrné dilem Mirovd vyzva / Call
for Peace (obr. 2), které je dnes soudasti
sbirky Narodni galerie. Nevime jistg, jak
se o této vyzvé dozv&dél, ale vzhledem

k tcasti P. C. Dz63tho na schiizich Svétové
rady miru a ke kontakttim, které udrzo-
val s Cittaprasddem v dobé& jeho angazma
v KSI, se 1ze o lectems dohadovat. V té
dobé kazdopadné Cittaprasadovu tvorbu
zaznamenala mezinarodni scéna, coZ
vyvolava otdzku, nakolik se dokdzala jeho
regionédlni a narodni identita promitnout do
girs§tho kontextu, ztotoZtiovaného se svéto-
vym socialismem, a tim dsp&¥né zobrazit
nadégji do budoucna.*

Povalecna ideologie,
spojenectvi a pratelstvi
Zatimco Indie vyhlésila nezévislost,
v Ceskoslovensku byla po vitézstvi komu-
nist v roce 1948 prijata nova ustava,
burzoazni demokracii nahradila demokracie
lidova a zemé& prosla zasadni politickou
transformaci véetn& znarodnéni viech
podniki i Zivnosti a nastoleni komunis-
tické nadvlady.’> Avantgardni architektura,
malifstvi a sochafstvi byly odsouzeny
jako formalistické. Oficidlnim umé&leckym
smé&rem se stal socialisticky realismus.
Dle Petra Kratochvila a Tomase Wintera
zahrnoval socialisticky realismus ,,celou
Skdlu témat od revoluéniho priedvoje socialistic-
kého svéta pres givot tehdejsich pracujicich Zen
a mugii ag po idealizované portréty politickiich
viidcii a velkoformdtovd dila oslavujici peoné
spojenectvi Ceskoslovenska a Sovétského svazu“.’
Znéirodnéni nakladatelskych domt a gale-
rii znamenalo, Ze umé&lecka dila podléhala
pfisné ideologické kontrole.
Cittaprasaddova tvorba vSechna nezbytn
ideologicka kritéria rozhodné& spliiovala.
Lze se domnivat, Ze jeho n&kdej3i angazma
v KSI spolu s jeho socialisticko-realistic-
kym vytvarnym jazykem sehrélo pozitivni
roli pfi rozhodovéni, zda jej propagovat
v Ceskoslovensku. Ale politickd motivace
nebyla jedinym faktorem. Cittaprasada
pojily s Ceskoslovenskem zejména osobni
kontakty. Prvnim Cechem, ktery o néj
projevil zdjem, byl patrné indolog Miloslav
Krasa (1920-2004). Krisa studoval na
Vysoké 3kole politickych a socidlnich véd
v Praze a posléze, od listopadu 1947 do
dubna 1948, na univerzité v Ildhdbadu, kde
ziskal jistou pfedstavu o Indii a moZna se
tam dozvé&dél i o Cittaprasddoveé tvorbé.
S jistotou vime, Ze v roce 1950 Krasa, tou
dobou jiz zpatky v Praze, napsal indickému
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umélci Ramkumairovi (1924-2018), ktery

zil tehdy v Pafizi.” Z dopisu vyplyva, Ze
Ramkumar navstivil Prahu, aby zde pfedsta-
vil své literarni a malifské dilo. Ve zfejmé
navaznosti na pfedchozi konverzaci Krisa
pfipomind Rdmkumérovi, aby nezapomnél
zjistit vice o ,indickém kresli#i Cittaprosddovi
[sic]“ a dodava, ze pravé vidEl ,velmi piiso-
bivé linoryty“ v ,novém éisle jednoho bengdlského
literdrniho éasopisu®.® K osobnimu setkani
Cittaprasada s Krasou doslo teprve v pade-
satych letech v Bombaji, ale existuji dtkazy,
zZe jejich spoluprace a korespondence zapo-
¢ala jiz diive. V roce 1957 je uz Cittaprasad
pravidelnym pfisp&vovatelem asopisu Novij
Orient. Periodikum Noovy Orient je odborné-
-popularizaéni ¢asopis, od roku 1945 vyda-
vany Orientalnim tstavem (ptivodné jed-
nou za mésic) s cilem seznamovat Sirokou
vefejnost s kulturou, dé&jinami a souéasnou
politickou situaci v asijskych, africkych

a prilezitostné& také jihoamerickych zemich.
Mimoto Cittaprasad prispival také do New
Orient Bimonthly, anglicky psaného asopisu,
ktery v letech 1961 az 1975 vychéazel jednou
za dva mésice v témze ustavu. Obsah t&chto
dvou Casopist se Casto prekryval, ale redak-
tofi si od zaloZeni anglické ,verze* o€ividné
slibovali, Ze oslovi 3ir3i, zejména meziné-
rodni publikum. Kréasa ptisobil v redakci
obou &asopist a totéz plati o Luboru
Hajkovi (1921-2000), ktery v roce 1951 zalo-
zil dnedni shirku asijského umé&ni Narodni
galerie v Praze. Mezinarodni povahu New
Orient Bimonthly stvrdil poradni tym sestava-
jici z osobnosti z celého svéta, vEetné zna-
mého indického spisovatele Mulka R4adzi
Ananda (1905-2004).

Cittaprasddovy prispévky do obou perio-
dik jsou silné& poznamenény jeho vytvarnym
jazykem, jenz za¢al krom& nadé&ji, utrpeni
a frustraci oby¢ejného &lovéka, s nimiz byl
Cittaprasad dtikladn& obeznamen, stale
vice reflektovat t&€zky tdél a atlak déti.
PfevaZzujici vyznéni mnoha jeho d¢l se tak
zménilo co do kontextu i stylu a zagalo
se vyznacovat piiklonem k tradicim, lido-
vosti a folkloru. Pfikladem mitize byt ¢islo
Nového Orientu z roku 1957, kde se objevily
Cittaprasddovy drevoryty ilustrujici zna-
mou indickou legendu o Odvdgnyjch bratrech
(obr. 3), kterou do Cestiny volné pFevy-
pravéla Béla Tislerova. Lze usuzovat, Ze
tato spoluprace pfedznamenala nabidku
z roku 1959 ilustrovat knihu Bély Tislerové
s nazvem Indické bajky a pohddky. Anglicka
mutace této publikace nazvana Indian Fables
and Fairy Tules vySla o deset let pozdé&ji
v pfekladu RiZzeny Kamathové, opét opat-
fena Cittaprasddovymi ilustracemi (obr. 4).

Spolu s tddzickou pohéadkou, kterou
do &estiny prelozil Vladimir Hobrlant,
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najdeme v &isle Nového Orientu z roku

1958 Cittaprasddovo star3i dilo tykajici se
ozbrojeného hnuti v Télangané&. V tomto
pripad€ neexistuje mezi textem a ilustraci
zadné zjevné spojeni a na zikladé studia
Cittaprasddovych piispévkt do zmin&nych
Casopist lze fici, Ze jeho dila pfFilezitostné
ilustrovala text, s nimz nutné& pfimo nesou-
visela. Zd3 se, Ze se jeho vytvarny jazyk,
vychiézejici z tradi¢nich a lidovych prvkd,
stal uzite¢nym prostfedkem, jak sd&lovat
konkrétni poselstvi.

Pfiblizné v téZe dobé& obohatil jeho sou-
znéni s lidovosti, tradicemi a d&tmi dal3i
faktor: jeho vagen pro loutkové divadlo. Zde
je tfeba zdiiraznit, Ze Cittaprasadiv kontakt
s jistymi tradiénimi prvky, véetné divadla,
saha hluboko do jeho osobni historie.

V dobg, kdy se umélecky angazoval v KSI,
byl aktivn& zapojen do ¢innosti kulturniho
kiidla strany - Indického lidového diva-
delnitho sdruzeni (Indian People’s Theatre
Association) -, v jehoz ramci navrhoval
divadelni kulisy, kostymy a plakaty v sou-
ladu se stranickou agendou. Tehdy pracoval
ve sluzbach komunistické strany, aby napo-
mohl pfiblizit kulturu lidem na venkové

a v malych mé&stech; v padesatych letech

se pak s pomoci Frantiska Salaby (datum
narozeni a datum dmrti nezjiténo) znovu
zaCal zabyvat divadlem, opé&t se pokou3el
oslovit lid.

Franti¥ek Salaba pisobil v letech 1954
aZ 1957 jako asistent eskoslovenského
obchodniho zmocnénce v Bombaji. Salaba
se s Cittaprasddem seznéamil na zkougce
Malého baletu (Little Ballet Troupe), kde
mu ho predstavili jeji zakladatelé Santi
a Gul Bardhanovi, umeélcovi pfételé, pro
jejichz vystoupeni navrhoval kostymy.® Za
svého bombajského pobytu Salaba zorgani-
zoval vystavu Ceskych hracek a loutek, které
si Cittaprasad skute¢né zamiloval. Salaba
mu nékolik loutek v&noval, ukdzal mu, jak
je vést, a nakonec ,,mu daroval celou loutkovou
scénu“.® Nasledné Cittaprasad zaloZil lout-
kové divadlo Khélghar, pro které navrhoval
loutky, psal scéniéfe a vytvarel scénografii.
Jeho divadelni ¢innost se omezovala ¢&isté
na pFedstaveni pro dé&ti z jeho nejblizsiho
okoli. Pro toto nové obecenstvo, které si
dobrovolng& zvolil, pofddal vystoupeni ve
skromné pfizemni mistnosti na bombaj-
ském pFedmésti Andhéri. V dopise Krasovi
z 25. bfezna 1959 Cittaprasad s nezvyklou
veselosti a entusiasmem 1i¢i svou divadelni
praci a popisuje, jak cely jeho jednopo-
kojovy byt zabiraji loutky a jevidt&." Pie,
zZe je jeho pokoj ,pfeplnény marionetami“

a mnozstvim mistnich déti, které v dopro-
vodu matek pfFichédzeji kazdy patek a sobotu
na zkousky Khélgharu, o n€mz tvrdil, ze je



Spronim modernim loutkoviym divadlem v Tndii“.*?
Hrd€& popisuje, jak vyrabi hlavicky marionet
ze skofapek kokosovych ofechti, a vyroky
typu ,zamiloval jsem se do loutkdfstoi, ,zami-
loval jsem se do déti, jejich% oéi se rozzdi,
jakmile se rozsviti svétla na malém jevisti mého
KHELGHARU* sv&déi o jeho opravdovém
zaujeti.”

Cittaprasadtv zépal pro loutké¥stvi a jeho
zku3enost s praci pro divadelni inscenace
z doby, kdy se dal do sluzeb Indického
lidového divadelniho sdruzeni, spolu se
styky s vesnickymi loutkafi z Rddzasthanu,
s nimiz se setkal v roce 1955 v Dilli,* pfimo
souvisi se snahou KSI vyuzit lidovych
tradic k ,pokrokoviym* a ,zfetelné socialistickym
ciliim“.® Kriti¢ka a kuratorka Gita Kapirova
pusobici v Dilli takové tsili trefn& pojme-
novava jako ,domorodou variantu socialismu“.*®
O tom, jak si s timto tkolem poradili KSI
a umélci, jako byl Cittaprasad, budeme poz-
dg&ji diskutovat v rozhovoru s histori¢kou
Sanjuktou Sunderasonovou a indologem
Jaroslavem Strnadem. Je viak pozoruhodné,
ze umé&lcav kontakt s Prahou nevyplyval
pouze z jeho politické orientace, ale vycha-
zel pfedeviim z jeho vytvarného jazyka,
ktery stéle vice odrazel ikonografickou kom-
binaci oslavujici a odkazujici na tradi¢ni
a lidové prvky. Sirsi spole¢ensko-kriticky
potencial skryty v Cittaprasddové tvorbé
rozvijené v padesatych letech 20. stoleti -
at uz jde o Khélghar, nebo knihy a grafiky
vénované udé€lu indickych dé&ti - nebyl
dosud podroben dikladnému studiu,
a proto bude diskutovan v navazujicim roz-
hovoru. Nelze pfitom podcetiovat skuteé-
nost, Ze Krasa Cittaprasdda v tomto ohledu
aktivn& podporoval a posilal mu nap#iklad
katalogy starého mexického uméni.”

Krasova podpora se rozbihala do né&ko-
lika smé&rt. Z mnoha dopisti, které si
Cittaprasad vymeénil s eskym indologem
v pribé&hu tfi desetileti, 1ze dojit k zavéru,
ze umélec obdrzel fadu plateb za své
piisp&vky do Nového Orientu a New Orient
Bimonthly i za spolupraci na obou knihach
Bély Tislerové. Ale Krasa se angazoval také
v organizovani Cittaprasiddovy cesty do
Prahy, jejiz planovéani zacalo uz koncem
padesatych let. ProstFednictvim Svazu Ces-
koslovenskych umeélcti Cittaprasad obdrzel
nékolik pozvini, ale nakonec se jeho cesta
do Prahy nikdy neuskuteé¢nila. Pravda je
takové, ze umélec nikdy z Indie nevyces-
toval, mimo jiné proto, Ze nevéFil nikomu
ze své &tvrti a obédval se zanechat své véci
bez dozoru. Krasa si pral, aby Cittaprasad
zavital do Prahy u pfileZitosti oslav patnacti
let od osvobozeni Ceskoslovenska, kdy se
podle n&j bude odehrivat mnozstvi umélec-
kych, kulturnich a folklornich akci. Mimoto

navrhoval, aby Cittaprasad zfistal az do léta,
protoze se toho roku konala spartakidda,
udalost, kterd dle jeho nazoru ,stoji za vidéni
sama o sobé: svdtek sportu a fizkultury, jakému
neni rovno na celém svété“.® V dopise se dale
pravi, Ze , Svaz umélcii by rdd zjara usporddal
pragskou vystavu Tvych grafik a mognd i maleb®
a Ze Krasa doufa v umé&lcovu pfitomnost na
vernisaZi.” Nakonec se prvni Cittaprasadova
vystava v Ceskoslovensku konala v roce
1963 v prazské Galerii Hollar - a musela

se obejit bez umélce. Vystava se sklddala

ze 72 linorytd, 10 kreseb a 35 fotografii

a posléze putovala do Bratislavy.?° Vzapéti
zakoupila Narodni galerie v Praze do svych
sbirek tficet osm Cittaprasidovych dél na
papire.”

Dochoval se také dopis z roku 1974, kdy
uz Cittaprasadovi neslouZilo zdravi, v ném#
umélec patrné reaguje na Krastv dotaz, zda
mu pfisly penize z Narodni galerie: , Pokud
jde o penize % Ndrodni galerie, nevzpomindm si,
jestli jsem je pied lety obdrzel nebo ne. MoZnd
mi prisly nékdy pred deseti lety. Vim, Ze jsem
kdysi néjaké penize dostal, ale nevzpomindm si od
koho.“*

Réamec nadnarodniho pratelstvi

Zatimco Krasovo dsili pfimét umélce

k cest& do Ceskoslovenska vyslo naprazd-
no, jeho navstévy u Cittaprasada v Andhéri
spole¢né s ¢ilou korespondenci udrzovaly
jejich pratelstvi p¥i zivoté a dile je prohlu-
bovaly. Porozuméni mezi Cittaprasadem

a jeho ¢eskoslovenskymi p¥ateli pramenilo
do zna¢né miry ze spole¢nych kulturnich
a ideologickych zdjmi a ze vzdjemné tcty.
Cittaprasad daval jasné& najevo, koho pova-
Zuje za pfitele a koho ne, a do prvni skupi-
ny bezpochyby fadil jak Krasu, tak pFede-
vsim Salabu (obr. 5).

Produktivni dialogickd vyména zprostied-
kovana nadnarodni siti byla podminéna
podporou a propagaci Cittaprasidovy
tvorby ze strany jeho &eskoslovenskych
piatel, ktefi v&fili jeho potencidlu. PFatelstvi
tu jde ruku v ruce s infrastrukturou a jejich
uzké propojeni se zd4 potvrzovat modelo-
vou studii Lily Gandhiové na téma ,politiky
pfatelstvi“, v niz jsou dé&jiny antikolonia-
lismu zmapovany jako sled nevyzralych
politik s cilem zalozit spole¢enstvi prekona-
vajici normativni p¥islusnost k narodu, gen-
deru ¢ ndbozenskému vyznéni.? Ve vztahu
k mnoha dopistim, které si marginalizovany
indicky umé&lec vyménil se svymi ¢eskoslo-
venskymi pfiznivci a které se dochovaly
v prazskych archivech, lze proto dovodit,
Ze toto propojeni nabizelo Cittaprasadovi
»PFislib idedlniho spolecenstvi“** a utvrzovalo ho
v jeho odmitavém postoji k establishmentu
i k umé&lecké moderné.
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Cittaprasadav kriticky pohled na moderni
dobu a modernismus vy3el jasn& najevo
zejména poté, co Krasa v dobré vife nava-
zal kontakt s Gsp&nym indickym umé&lcem
Makbilem Fidou Husainem (1915-2011)
(obr. 6, 7).

Misto zavéru

Je mozné, ze Krasa zamyslel propojit vyse
zmin&né umélce, aby znevyhodn&nému
Cittaprasadovi oteviel dvere na indickou
umé&leckou scénu?®, ale na tomto misté se
nabizi upozornit na dal3i mozné vysvétle-
ni: Krasa mohl chtit Cittaprasdda sezndmit
s M. F. Husainem, protoZe v jejich for-
malnim umeéleckém jazyku a referenénim
ramci spatfoval sty¢né body. Pfinejmen3im
plati, Ze forma reprezentace - zejména
pokud jde o €erpéani z lidovych, venkov-
skych tradic a zku3enosti pfedchazejicich
moderni dobé& - je u obou umé&lct obdob-
na.? Z dopisu, ktery v roce 1968 zaslal
Cittaprasad Rtizené Kamathové” (Zijici

v Bombaji) oviem vime, Ze umélci se sesli
pouze jednou a jejich setkdni se nerozvi-
nulo v pfatelstvi ani nevyustilo v jakou-
koli formu spolupréce. Pravé naopak: pro
Cittaprasada skonéilo velkym zklamanim.
V dopise si st€zuje, Ze M. F. Husain nedo-
drzel sviij slib pfedstavit ho potencial-
nim kupctim, ktery mu dal v pfitomnosti
Krasy.?® Zklamani patrné z tohoto dopisu
Cittaprasad déle rozvadi, kdyZ odsuzu-

je uméni coby komoditu a vyslovuje své
opovrzeni umélci, ktefi tvoii pro penize.*
Salaba, Krisa, RtiZzena Kamathovi a &es-
koslovenské spoleéenstvi, které si vysnil,
pro Cittaprasdda predstavovali ujistént,
protoze ho respektovali jako umélce a brali
vazné véci, které on sim povazoval za
dilezité. Cittaprasadovy aktivity shrnuje
Konfese, kratkometrazni film, ktery v roce
1972 nato¢il Pavel Hobl. Ten odjel do Indie
v roce 1972, povéieny tkolem natoéit kratky
reklamnf film pro Ceskoslovenské aerolinie
s nadzvem Brdna do Indie, ktery se posléze
promital v kinech nap#i¢ Ceskoslovenskem.
Hoblovym poradcem po dobu jeho indic-
ké cesty nebyl nikdo jiny nez Miloslav
Krasa, ktery mu navrhl setkdni s mistnim
umélcem - Cittaprasddem. V rozhovoru
pro jeden esky Easopis Hobl li¢i, jak bylo
t&zké pfiblizit se k velmi plachému umél-
ci zijicimu na okraji Bombaje, a uvadi,

Ze celé nat4éeni trvalo pouhou hodinu.*°
Vysledkem bylo, Ze Hobl nepouzil pouze
z&béry, které nato¢il u Cittaprasada doma,
ale také materiél, ktery mé&l k dispozici

v Praze. Zapdtral v archivu Nového Orientu
a New Orient Bimonthly a vybral n&kolik
umélcovych grafik ze sbirky Narodni galerie
v Praze. Hoblovym zamérem bylo nabid-
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nout portrét umélce hluboce oddaného lid-
skosti a mirové myslence, o jejichz prosaze-
ni forméaln& bojuje tvorbou socialni grafiky
a lidového uméni. Ve zmin&ném rozhovoru
Hobl prohlaguje, Ze mu Cittaprasddovo
dilo siln& pfipomind mexické a ¢inské
dfevoryty.** Kamera osciluje mezi zibé-
ry zachycujicimi umélcovu tvorbu spolu
s jeho doméacim zdzemim a zobrazenim
hladomoru v Bengélsku (patrné z filmo-
vych archivl) a Zivota na indickém ven-
kové&. Kamera se ¢asto zamé&Fuje na sochy
z indickych chramu a folklornich festivali,
které prolind s pohledy na loutky a masky
v Cittaprasddové domové. Figurativni prvky
z okolntho své&ta kamera propojuje s detaily
z umé&lcovych grafik. Hobl se za svij film
dockal dvou ocenéni, vEetné vyznamné
ceny Své&tové rady miru na 15. ro¢niku
mezindrodniho dokumentarniho festiva-
lu DOK v Lipsku. Kdyz v listopadu 1978
Cittaprasidd zemfel u své sestry Gauri
Catterdziové v Kalkaté, Krasa neztracel ¢as
a rychle zorganizoval posmrtné vystavy
umélcovy tvorby po celém Ceskoslovensku.
A tak se v fijnu 1979 konala vystava v gale-
rii Mladé Fronty v Praze a po ni, v bfeznu
1980, nasledovala vystava v Litomé&Ficich.
V roce 1981 pak v Brné& probé&hla retrospek-
tiva dé&l vlastnénych Narodni galerii v Praze.
Cittaprasddova umélecké drdha v dobg&
po druhé svétové valce a vyhldseni indické
nezévislosti se do zna¢né miry opirala
o nadnarodni vyménu a podporu ze strany
jedincti i instituci v Ceskoslovensku. Tato
podpora byla zaloZena na solidarit& a p¥a-
telstvi a v této stati je nahlizena podobnym
prizmatem, jakym se Lila Gandhiova diva
na pratelstvi ve vztahu k politice. V ramci
nadnérodni angaZovanosti ¢i pFatelstvi
mohla umeélcova vizuélni pFedstavivost
s isp&chem Cerpat z modalit divadla,
folkloru, femesla a tradice. Vyb&r ptsobisté
a obecenstva lze v Cittaprasddové piipadé
vztahovat k jeho sounéleZitosti s ndirodem
i ke zptisobu, jakym chépal své misto ve
svét€, v némz mu jeho imaginace dovo-
lovala vidét vlastni tvorbu v rozséhlych
geografickych souvislostech.



Dodatek - rozhovor

Wille: Cittaprasad se do Prahy nikdy nepo-
dival, a proto jeho referen¢ni ramec zistal
na drovni predstav. A tak bych chtéla
pozadat Jaroslava Strnada, aby nam pomo-
hl pochopit politickou situaci v povaleé-
ném Ceskoslovensku, v dobég, kdy Krasa se
Salabou navazali kontakt s Cittaprasidem.
Jaroslave, mohl byste vzhledem ke svému
postaveni v prazské Akademii véd a zna-
losti historie ¢asopisti Novy Orient a New
Orient Bimonthly shrnout, co bylo tehdej-
$im poslanim téchto ¢asopisii a jak se na
provozu Akademie véd a vydavani téchto
Casopist podilel Miloslav Krasa, s nimz
jste se osobné znal?

Struad: Novy Orient vznikl na podzim

1945 jako &eskojazyény prot&jsek k Archivu
Orientdlnimu, uznavanému mezinarodni-

mu &asopisu, ktery v roce 1929 zalozili
Eeskoslovensti orientalisté. Na rozdil od
Archivu Orientdlniho se Novy Orient pokou-
3el oslovit 3ir3i vzd&lanou veFejnost se
zajmem o klasické i moderni orient4lni
civilizace a kultury a o vyvoj v politice

a mezindrodni diplomacii v éFe po druhé
sv€tové valce. Zpocatku Casopis pfinasel
také informace o hospodéiském rozvoji
asijskych zemi, které mély velkou hodnotu
pro &eské podnikatele a spoleénosti planuji-
ci expandovat na asijské trhy. Ctena¥tim se
Casopis prezentoval jako ,kulturni a politickd
revue Spolecnosti pro kulturni styky s Orientem,
vyddvand pragskym Orientdlnim tistavem®. Profil
Casopisu se - mohu-li soudit - plné pfizpt-
soboval situaci na politické scén€& povalec-
ného Ceskoslovenska: postupné opousténi
formalni demokracie uvnit¥ Narodni fronty
a piiklon k tzv. lidové demokracii zpeéetény
dnorovym prevratem v roce 1948. Béhem
prvnich &tyf let existence ¢asopisu lze pozo-
rovat zFejmy odklon od vyvéZeného zpra-
vodajstvi, nejprve smérem doleva a brzy
smérem ke komunistickym interpretacim
aktudlnich udalosti, v naprostém souladu
se studenovile¢nickou rétorikou. Clanky na
klasickéd témata byly t&chto tendenci vice-
méné uetfeny, protoze jejich autofi (zpravi-
dla star3i badatelé) nepatfili mezi vyznavace
komunistické ideologie. Tento ,klasicky*
obsah doplnény vysoce kvalitnimi ilustrace-
mi zajistoval ¢asopisu jistou miru atraktivity
a dostatetné mnozstvi pravidelnych &tena-
¥4, ktefi byli nezbytnou podminkou ekono-
mického preziti. Zato pFispévatelé informu-
jici o aktualnich udélostech se dzkostlivé
drzeli stranické linie.

Miloslav Krasa pfFispél do Nového Orientu
nékolika ¢lanky pocitkem padesatych let,
ale jesté na zacitku roku 1951 nebyl ¢&le-
nem redakéni rady - v prvnim &isle roku
1951, které bylo soucasné poslednim &is-

lem, v némz byla uvedena jména ¢lentt
redakce, se jeho jméno neobjevuje. Druhé
&islo z téhoz roku jasné& svéd&i o tom, Ze

v redakéni rad€ prob&hl svého druhu pfe-
vrat: profesora Lesného nahradil ve funkci
§éfredaktora komunista Oldfich Fri§ a podi-
naje timto &islem je v tirdzi uvedeno pouze
jeho jméno, zatimco jména v3ech ostatnich
zlstdvaji zamlCena, ukryta za formulkou
»Spoletné s redakéni radou”. JTména novych
¢lent redakéni rady byla poprvé otisténa
teprve v sedmém ¢isle ¢asopisu z roku
1952; zde jiz Krdsa nechybi. Ze srovnéni

s pfedchozim seznamem ¢&lent redakéni
rady vyplyvé, Ze nekomunisté byli nahra-
zeni straniky nebo mladymi ,pokrokové
smyslejicimi“ badateli. Krasa tou dobou
jedt& nebyl ¢lenem Orientalniho dstavu -
tim se stal teprve v roce 1959, poté co
ode3el z postu na ministerstvu kultury (zde
nemim kompletni informace, nicméné& mi
bylo feéeno, Ze na ministerstvu zastaval
pomé&rné slusné placené misto 3éfa odboru
pro kulturni kontakty s asijskymi zemémi;
v Orientalnim dstavu se jeho p¥ijem
vyrazng snizil).

Do Nowého Orientu zatal Krasa pfispivat
od konce ¢tyficatych let: prvni dva ¢lanky
tykajici se Zivota indickych studentd a pii-
¢in konfliktu v Kagmiru se objevily ve
tfetim Cisle z let 1947-1948. Krasa se zucast-
nil konference nekomunistické mladez-
nické organizace ISS v Madrasu a v ¢lanku
popsal aktuélni situaci ve vedeni indic-
kych univerzit, Zivot indickych studentd
atd. - §lo o dobry piiklad v&cného zpravo-
dajstvi. V sedmém a osmém ¢isle z téhoz
roku najdeme jeho ¢lanek o atentdtu na
Mahitmu Gandhiho a poslednich dnech
jeho Zivota. Na pFelomu &tyficatych a pade-
satych let psal o indickém divadle a o ko¥e-
nech indického nacionalismu; v patém
Cisle z let 1949-1950 byl otistén jeho ¢lanek
Asiaté bojuji za mir, ktery uz se hemzi Zar-
gonem pouZivanym komunistickou propa-
gandou, kdezto faktt nabizi poskrovnu.
Obecné vzato se jeho &lanky z padesatych
let vyznacuji silnou ideologickou pfedpoja-
tosti a odpovidaji oficialni propagandistické
linii (Fué¢iktv ohlas v Indii, indické d&lnické
hnuti), ale jsou mezi nimi i neutrdlng&jsi
stat& na téma indického filmu nebo uméni
(chrdmy v KhadZurdhu).

Prvni reprodukce Cittaprasddovych dievo-
rytl se v Novém Orientu objevily v roce 1957
(€. 1, 5, 9) jako ilustrace k indickym pohad-
kéam, které ptelozila Béla Tislerova, a k jed-
noaktovce Balvanta Gargiho v prekladu
Mileny Hitbschmannové. Je témé&f jisté, ze
Cittaprasddovy dfevoryty se na strankach
Nowého Orientu ocitly zasluhou Miloslava
Krasy, tou dobou sekéniho $éfa na minister-
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stvu kultury a ¢lena redakéni rady Nového
Orientu.

Obévam se, Ze ,pochopeni politické
situace v povale¢ném Ceskoslovensku®,
je natolik slozita otdzka, Ze ji na tomto
misté nelze plné zodpovédét. Pfipomernime
proto pouze nékolik zékladnich faktf: na
rozdil od ostatnich zemi stfedni Evropy
(Rakouska, Polska, Némecka, dokonce
i Slovenska) zaznamenalo povéile¢né
Ceskoslovensko jako jediné ostry a nefalgo-
vany obrat doleva; komunisticka strana se
t&ila masové podpofe (v roce 1946 ziskala
40 procent viech hlast v Cechich a na
Moravé: Slovici si stéZovali, Ze Slovensko
je jedinou evropskou zemi, do niz komuni-
smus vpadl ze zdpadu). Davody pro to byly
nasledujici: dosud zivé vzpominky na vel-
kou hospodaiskou krizi ve tFicatych letech,
mnichovskd dohoda a s ni souvisejici
diskreditace politické a diplomatické orien-
tace na zdpadni mocnosti, osvobozeni zemé&
Rudou armédou v roce 1945, nasilny odsun
Némct z Ceskoslovenska doprovézeny
obratnym tahem komunistt spoéivajicim
v redistribuci kofisti a strach z n&mecké
odplaty v pfipadé dal3i zrady Zapadu,
proti niz - jak to bylo vnimano - muze
Ceskoslovensko ochrénit jeding blizké
spojenectvi se Sovétskym svazem; zkritka
kombinace pudu sebezichovy, uslechtilych
idedld a té nejpfizemné&jsi motivace. Kalné
vody stahly pod hladinu mnoho mladych
lidi, kte¥i se pozd&ji obtizné& vyporadéavali
s problémem sebetcty a upfimnosti k sobg
samym: vyhroceny stalinismus se viemi
svymi hriizami, zinscenovanymi procesy,
popravami, komunistickymi lagry a v3e-
obecnym zglajch3altovanim kultury mél
v Ceskoslovensku horsi podobu nez ve
vEt3in€ ostatnich zemi vychodniho bloku.
Pfesto mnozi lidé - a ja se domnivim, Ze
Krasa k nim patfil - nepfestévali veFit, Ze
socialistickd ¢i komunistickd orientace je
v zdsad€ spravna a Ze ,odchylky” a ,vady
na krise* jsou pouhymi symptomy prvni
faze revoluce - ,kdyz se kaci les, létaji
tiisky“. N&ktefi se probudili v roce 1956,
kdyz Sovétsky svaz vtrhl do Madarska
(z Indt to byl napfiklad spisovatel Nirmal
Varma), ostatni az po sovétské invazi do
Ceskoslovenska v srpnu 1968. Krasa si udr-
Zel stranickou legitimaci navzdory ¢istkim
z pocitku sedmdesatych let, ale tou dobou
uz to byl jiny Krasa. V&fim, Ze svym ideo-
logickym odptircim nikdy zdmérné nesko-
dil - v padesatych letech se stal spolupra-
covnikem StB a jeho slozka je k dispozici
v archivu: neni v ni jedind denunciace nebo
informace, kterd by mohla n€komu uskodit.
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Wille: Sanjukto, piSete o Cittaprasadove
rané praci pro Komunistickou stranu
Indie (KSI). Mohla byste nam vysvétlit, co
ho primélo, aby se s KSI rozesel? Existuje
néjaka souvislost mezi jeho odmitnutim
strany a Komunistickou internacionalou?
Sunderason: Piedstava kulturniho hnuti,
kterou Cittaprasad sdilel s KSI, byla pro-
duktem Komunistické internacionily a jeji-
ho regionélniho vlivu na pozdné koloniéalni
spole¢nosti. Pro komunistické hnuti v Indii
mé&l mimofadny vyjznam napiiklad sedmy
sjezd Kominterny (1935). Zatimco strana
plisobila v poloving tFicatych let v podze-
mi, dokumenty ze sedmého sjezdu se 3ifily
neformélné& nebo prostfednictvim podzemni
sit€ a podné&covaly k pfedstavim o novych
moznostech odporu stojictho jak proti
fagismu, tak proti imperialismu. Cittaprasad
vstoupil do strany v prvni polovinég &tyfica-
tych let, pfivaben protinacistickou mobili-
zaci, a jak vite, jeho zobrazeni hladomoru

z roku 1943 se stalo ikonickou zaleZitosti;
zaCalo se o ném mluvit jako o ,uméleckém
kadru“. V roce 1943 byla oviem také roz-
pudténa Kominterna. Cittaprasddiv odklon
od strany souvisi s vnitini proménou strany
vyvolanou druhym stranickym sjezdem,
ktery se konal v roce 1948 v Kalkaté&.
Generalni tajemnik P. C. DZ63i byl vylou&en
a vidcovskou roli pfevzal B. T. Ranadive.
Pod jeho vedenim se strana radikalizovala

v o2 xvr

a rezignovala na Dz65tho inkluzivné&jsi,
otevien€jsi politiku, kterd byla motorem
modalit kulturniho hnuti. Nové nabyta
nezavislost byla prohldsena za ,falenou®,
protoze strana se za nové€ zformované
Nehrtovy vlady musela uchylit do podze-
mi. Skute¢nost, Ze se Cittaprasad od strany
odpoutal, se vize jak ke zménam ve struk-
turdlni politice uvnit¥ KSI, které odsunuly
kulturni angazma na druhou kolej a up¥ed-
nostnily aktivnéjsi politicky radikalismus,
tak k osobnim vztah@im poznamenanym
Dz65tho odchodem. Mimoto je pfi tva-
héch o této odluce dobré neopomenout
Zdanovstinu silici v tehdej31 mezinirodni
komunistické kultufFe; i v Indii jisté zpt-
soboval pfisné&jsi dohled nad kulturnimi
vystupy a rétorikou Casté&jsi roztrzky mezi
umélci a stranou. Cittaprasad tak zdaleka
nebyl jedingm, kdo dal v roce 1948 stra-
né shohem. Na poc¢atku padesatych let se
znovu a znovu pokousel ziskat produktivni
zakazky, které by odrazely kulturni agendu
let &tyficatych, ale stranické podpory se
nedomohl.

Wille: Jaroslave, koncem padesatych

a pocatkem Sedesatych let 20. stoleti se
Cittaprasidova tvorba objevovala v Novém
Orientu a v New Orient Bimonthly, v roce



1963 se konala vystava jeho dél v praz-

ské Galerii Hollar, ktera posléze putovala
do Bratislavy, a dvé knihy Bély Tislerové
zdobily Cittaprasadovy ilustrace; presto
nevime, jak velké mél obecenstvo. Jak
hodnotite fakt, Ze v Ceskoslovensku byla
predstavena predevsim jeho tradiéni,
folklorni, lidové orientovana tvorba? Je
mozné, Ze lidé v Ceskoslovensku byli viici
tomuto typu obraznosti vstiicnéjsi?
Strnad: Lidé byli vieobecné vzato unaveni
agresivni politickou propagandou a kari-
katurami namifenymi proti ,imperialistic-
kym vileénym 3tva¢tm a jejich lokajam*
atd. - deniky, zejména Rudé Prdvo, ale i fada
jinych, byly takové propagandy plné. Proto
by se karikatura Nehria, kterou jste oznadi-
la za ,ikonickou” u nis nesetkala s vielym
prijetim.’? Ale potom tu byla témata, ktera
politickd propaganda sice zneuzivala, ale
presto zustala univerzalné sdélna: pacifistic-
k& hnuti, vykofistovani dé&ti, Zenska prava,
narodni emancipace, protikoloniélni boj.
Nekteri komunisté v dobré vire doufali, Ze
pokud budou takové témata nastolovat, zis-
kaji si pfizei nekomunistické ¢asti obyva-
telstva (o niz védéli, Ze tvoii tichou vétsinu)
a pretahnou ji na svou stranu. Uspéch této
strategie mé&l oviem svoje meze. Ve skuted-
nosti fada lidi zareagovala pFesné& opa¢né

a narfistala v nich nedtivéra: viechno, éeho
se dotkla nebo co udpinila komunistic-

ké propaganda, budilo podez¥eni - tento
nestastny postoj byl vysledkem &ernobilého
vid&ni svéta, jez bylo produktem studené
valky.

Za zminku stoji také fakt, Ze
Ceskoslovensko, které je uz tak vnitro-
zemskym statem, bylo od roku 1948 do
roku 1989 obehnéno ostnatym dratem
a svoboda pohybu, nikoli pouze vyjezdy
na zavrzenihodny, zkaZeny Zapad, ale do
jakékoli nekomunistické zemé na své&té,
byla pouhym, pro vétsinu lidi neuskuteéni-
telnym snem. Dtivody nebyly jen finanéni
(¢eskoslovenska koruna nebyla volné
sménitelnd a zemé& se potykala s neustdlym
nedostatkem tvrdé mény). V padesatych
letech sméli za Zeleznou oponu vycesto-
vat pouze ditkladné provéfeni soudruzi
(kdysi byla emigrace snadna, proto bylo
nutné vybudovat Berlinskou zed). Od
konce padesatych let byla tato restriktivni
opatfeni pon€kud zmirnéna, pfedeviim
v pfipad€ v&dci, sportovct a peclivé vybra-
nych novinard a umeélct, ale §irsi vefejnost
zlistdvala doma. Cesty do Asie byly vzacné
a lidé tak byli u3et¥eni st¥etu s drsnou
realitou slumt, hrozivé bidy apod. - onoho
ykulturniho 3oku®, ktery mnozi cestovatelé
a studenti zaZivaji pfi prvni navstévé Indie
dodnes.

Ve véci Cittaprasiddovy vystavy
v Hollaru a jeho neuskutetnéné navstévy
v Ceskoslovensku, kterou pléanoval a o kte-
rou se zasazoval Krasa, se v archivu
dochoval zajimavy dokument - odpovéd ze
sekretariatu Ustfedniho vyboru Svazu &es-
koslovenskych vytvarnych umélct z 11. Cer-
vence 1963, vyjadfujici oficidlni odmitavé
stanovisko ke Kriasové navrhu zaplatit
Cittaprasadovi letenku do Prahy. V dopise
stoji: , Jak zndmo, uspotddal Svaz ve vlastni reii
v koétnu t. r. Cittaprasddovu vjstavu v Hollaru,
kterd skoncéila hospoddisky neiispésné. 3
Argumentace poukazujici na nedostatek
penéz byla vzdy legitimni a nenapadnu-
telna. Skuteénym dtvodem odmitnuti byl
patrné maly zdjem ¢eské vefejnosti o ten
typ tvorby, kterou Cittaprasad s Krasou
nabizeli. Obsah vystavy by snad bylo
mozné zrekonstruovat podle vystavniho
katalogu, existuje-li n&jaky, nebo podle
Cittaprasadovych dél, ktera nasledné& zakou-
pila Narodni galerie a dodnes je ma ve
svych sbirkach.

K vieobecnému umeéleckému kontextu:
v padesétych letech byl v Ceskoslovensku
oficidlnim uméleckym smérem socialisticky
realismus, tzv. sorela, a umélci se této
normé& museli podf#idit. Formalismus, struk-
turalismus a surrealismus se fadily mezi
zakézani slova a umeélecka dila, literarni
i vizudlni, t&€mito smé&ry inspirované kon-
Cila v ilegalité. T&zko se divit, Ze v té dob&
umélci a milovnici uméni - tedy lidé, ktefi
chodi na vystavy - jevili o Cittaprasidovo
dilo pouze vlazny z4jem nebo se s nim
zcela mijeli: ideologicky kontaminovanou
tvorbu vidéli vdude kolem. Krasa byl ideali-
sta, komunista, ktery citil upfimné sympa-
tie s chudym pokrokovym umélcem trpicim
pro spravedlivou v&c v jim milované Indii,
aniz se mu dostava jakéhokoli uznéni.
Domnivam se, Ze Cittaprasidova tvorba
pronikla do &eskoslovenského kulturniho
kontextu ¢isté zasluhou osobnich kontaktt
a neutuchajici angaZovanosti Miloslava
Krasy a snad i Franti§ka Salaby a né&kolika
dalsich.

Wille: Sanjukto, kdyZ vezmeme v tivahu
Cittaprasidovu divadelni ¢innost

v Khélgharu, miZeme jeho loutkaistvi

a naslednou tvorbu pro déti chapat jako
socialné kritickou? A pokud ano, v ¢em
tato kritika spociva a kde ma sviij zdroj?
Jini indi¢ti umélci se rozhodli malovat

pro ,lidi“ - zde narazim mimo jiné na

M. F. Husaina, protozZe se o ném zminuji
ve svém ¢lanku -, tvorit modernistické
obrazy, narodné orientované a zalozené na
Femesle. Jaké je tedy Cittaprasidovo misto
v kontextu uméni nezavislé Indie, mame-li
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na paméti, Ze jeho tvorbu nelze bez pro-
blémi onalepkovat jako modernismus?
Sunderason: Sociilnim aspektem
Cittaprasddova loutkafstvi a jeho ilustraci
dé&tskych knih se budu shodou okolnosti
detailng&ji zabyvat v del3im pojednéni na
téma jeho tvorby a umé&leckych postupt
po roce 1948. Jak upozoriiuji ve své knize
Partisan Aesthetics, sm&Fovani a promény
tvorby komunistickych umélct, jako byl
Cittaprasad, v Indii po roce 1947 ovliviiova-
ly zmé&ny uvnit¥ KSI a uvnitf¥ jejiho kul-
turniho aparatu a z nich plynouci potize,
jimZ €elili umélci v minulosti spojovani

se stranou. Né&které z nich to pfimélo,

aby se uchylili k jinym formam artikula-

ce socialistického uv€doméni - néktefi se
vzdali ,politického uméni“ ve prosp&ch
pedagogické €innosti, jini se zacali v&novat
modernégjdim formdm umeéni, které se stra-
nou nemély nic spole¢ného. Cittaprasadiiv
pfiklon k loutkdm a ilustracim se zrodil

z pocitu odcizeni i z jeho zéilib: pracoval
nezavisle na stranickém patronatu a pod-
pote v uméleckém prost¥edi postkolonidlni
Bombaje a i nadéle vychédzel z potFeby tvo-
fit ,pro lid“, jak sdm uvadi v rozhovorech

i v rukopisu svého zivotopisu. Khélghar pro
n&ho predstavoval uskuteénéni dvou, byt
do&asnych predsevzeti: uniknout z ubijejici
viednodennosti, s niZ jakoZto (z&4asti dob-
rovoln€) marginalizovany umeélec bojoval

v malé sv€tni¢ce na pFfedmésti Bombaje,

a najit tvardéi postup, ktery mu umozni vyu-
Zit a zachovat lidové a mytologické narativ-
ni linky, lidové formy a kazdodennost ve
vypravééstvi. Néco takového siln€ pfipomina
sovétské knizni ilustrace, které byly v post-
koloniélni Indii hojné& zastoupeny, stejné
jako nepfehlédnutelnou piitomnost vycho-
doevropské kulturni produkce v kalend4-
Fich postkolonidlnich metropoli jako byla
Bombaj.

,Socialni krititnost“ Cittaprasiddovy
tvorby podle mého vyplyva z jeho ptvodu,
z dé&jin, jejichZ byl souéésti a s nimiz,
vzhledem ke svému ptvodu, nepfestival
bojovat. Jak spravné upozoriiujete, malovat
,1id“ ani vyrabé&t hra¢ky nebylo nic nového;
néco podobného délali mnozi umeélci
véetn& M. F. Husaina - li3ili se ale v politic-
kych vychodiscich. Cittaprasada nezajimal
modernismus ani narod. V tom také spo-
¢iva zdsadni rozdil mezi umé&leckou praxi
Cittaprasidda a nehriovského narodné-
-moderniho pfedvoje, jehoz architektem
a zastupcem byl M. F. Husain.

Wille: Prejdéme ke sbirce osmatticeti dél
ve vlastnictvi Narodni galerie v Praze.
Soucasti cyklu Bez pohddek - nebo Andélé
bex pohddek, coz je patrné znaméjsi
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nazev - je rada linorytd. Narodni galerie
vlastni dokonce i titulni stranu (obr. 8).

Jedna se o cyklus, ktery Cittaprasad
vytvoril v roce 1952. Jeho postavami jsou
déti, jejichz zivot je poznamenan utrpe-
nim, nemocemi a Gtlakem. Sbirka byla
ptivodné urcena Mezinarodni konferenci
na obranu déti a poprvé vysla v roce 1969
pod zastitou danského vyboru UNICEE.*
Mnoha z téchto dél se dotykaji témat
jako détska prace nebo vykotistovani déti
a vétsSinou zobrazuji déti, které musi vedle
chudoby snaset také fyzické a psychické
tyrani. Jeden takovy vyjev zachycuji Mali
akrobaté (obr. 9), linoryt ztvarnujici déti
souperici o pozornost dospélych, aby
si vydélaly par drobnych. Hravost je tu
pouze klamna. Divak pied sebou nevidi
détskou radost ze hry, ale déti, jimz bylo
ukradeno détstvi.

Dilo Pouli¢ni bitka nebo Mali rebelové”
(obr. 10) pochézi ze srpna 1942, kdy se
v Indii prosazovalo hnuti Opustte Indii
(Quit India) pozadujici konec britské kolo-
nizace, a je tak prfipominkou zasadniho
okamziku boje za indickou nezavislost.
Dramaticka situace zde zachycuje vojaky
bliZici se ke skupiné déti, které na zed'
¢i jakysi panel pisi napis Opustte Indii.
Napéti tohoto dila prameni z nesmirné
nevyvazenosti situace, zejména z kontrastu
obrnéného armadniho vozidla a nevin-
nosti déti, jejichz rukopis pripomina dét-
ské malovani. Struktura tohoto obrazu -
zpusob, jakym je obraz usporadan do
scénare - jako by odkazovala k jevistni
scénografii, jejiz kulisy se posunuji, aby
mohla zaéit dalsi scéna.

Sanjukto, jakou vypovidaci hodnotu
ma skute¢nost, Ze dila, ktera zakoupila
Narodni galerie, se vztahuji predevsim
k détské praci a détskému utrpent, ve
svétle toho, co vime o Cittaprasadovi
a jeho kontaktech s prazskymi osob-
nostmi, a za predpokladu, Ze za jejich
akvizici stali Krasa se Salabou? Jednim
z diivodi, pro¢ Narodni galerie projevila
zajem o dila levicového a pokrokového
indického umélce, miize byt demonstrace
kulturni vymény mezi Ceskoslovenskem
a Indii, ale sou¢asné plati, Ze Cittaprasad
byl poté, co Indie vyhlasila nezavislost, na
tamni umélecké scéné v podstaté prehli-
Zen. MiZeme se proto domnivat, Ze Ces-
koslovenska podpora byla €isté projevem
osobniho pratelstvi?
Sunderason: Myslim, Ze vyb&r byl ovlivnén
predevsim tim, Ze se jednalo o povédomy
jazyk lidové formy - ikonografie t&chto dgl
se pozoruhodn€& podobé Zinru socialistic-
ké knizni ilustrace. Je oviem mozné, Ze
byl vybér nahodily, Ze vychézel z toho, co



umélec ukazoval sbératelim. Doty¢na dila
vznikala po¢itkem padesatych let pro sjezd
mlédeze ve Vidni a Svétovou radu miru.
Vime, Ze 3lo o grafiky, které se nedostaly

k 3ir3i vefejnosti a zvefejnény byly teprve
ve druhé poloving Sedesétych let prostied-
nictvim Cittaprasiddova pfitele Erika Stinuse
pod nazvem Andélé bez pohddek (Angels
without Fairy Tules). Pfedpokladam, Ze patfily
mezi umé&lcovy oblibené vytvory, zejména
tam, kde propojuje dvé véci, které byly jeho
srdci nejdraz3i, totiz praci a vysidleni s radi-
kalni folklorné-lidovou formou. Rekla bych,
Ze détstvi se pro Cittaprasada stava tvaréim
mistem, kde oZivaji a vzadjemné kontrastuji
pfisliby i tragédie mladého naroda. Mimoto
je zajimavé pozorovat, jak se zobrazeni
zotroCenych déti radikalné odliduje od neh-
riovské predstavy ditéte jakoZto inspirace
nového néroda.

Skute¢né se domnivim, Ze Eeskosloven-
ska podpora byla zaloZena na osobnich
pfatelstvich. To je dilezité zdaraznit, pro-
toze sam Cittaprasad se ve svych dopisech
nikdy nezmiriuje o tom, Ze by se jakkoli
acastnil kulturni vymény s vychodoevrop-
skymi stity organizované postkolonidlni
vlddou, a ani v jeho dile nenajdeme jedinou
stopu po strukturovanéjdi ,vyméné&“. Proto
bych v z4sad& souhlasila s va3im tvrzenim;
myslim, Ze se jednalo o dialog (a akvizici)
zaloZenou na pratelskych vazbach.

Wille: Nase mimoradné inspirativni kon-
verzace se bohuzel chyli ke konci, ale jesté
mi dovolte, abych se vratila k né€emu, co
Jaroslav zminoval v souvislosti s tistred-
nim vyborem Svazu ¢eskoslovenskych
vytvarnych umélci. Jaroslave, upozornil
jste na archivni zaznam svéd¢ici o tom,

Ze svaz nebyl spokojeny s vysledkem
Cittaprasidovy prazské vystavy z roku
1963. To mi pripada velmi dilezité.
Akvizici Cittaprasadovych dél ze strany
Narodni galerie podporovala mala skupin-
ka umélcovych pratel, ktera se vzeprela
tlaku trhu a nejspis prehliZela skutec-
nost, Ze u vétsiny Cechoslovaki, ktefi se

s Cittaprasidem seznamili, jeho tvorba
prilis nerezonovala.>® UZ jste nam vysvét-
lil, pro¢ tomu tak patrné bylo. MiZeme
proto dojit k zavéru - jestlize tuto sku-
tecnost vztahneme na kulturni produkei
-, Ze zde existovala pesttejsi kulturni
politika a rozsahlé kulturni sité, které
obohacovaly kulturni mapu povale¢ného
Ceskoslovenska do té miry, Ze umoziiovaly
diskuzi o smyslu uméni mimo zapadni
kanon? Nyni mam na mysli nejen vizualni
uméni, ale také literaturu, poezii atd., jak
je prezentovaly ¢asopisy Novy Orient a New
Orient Bimonthly. Moje otazka tudiz zni:

jsme tu svédky vyjednavani mezi neceka-
nymi aktéry a misty?

Strnad: Samoziejmé, Ze i v poviletném
Ceskoslovensku existovaly okruhy dobre
informovanych lidi, ktefi byli kvalifikovani
vést diskuzi o smyslu uméni, jez se zrodilo
mimo zdpadni kanon. Ale velké ¢4sti umé-
lecké produkce Orientu, ktera byla k vidé-
ni v eskoslovenskych galeriich, muzeich

i soukromych sbirkich, bylo mozné plné
porozumét pouze s védomim kulturniho

a historického kontextu, skuteéné pouce-
na diskuze se patrn& omezovala na dazkou
skupinku odbornikt. Jinou vé&ci byla isté
estetickd pusobivost n&kterych dél: napii-
klad socha Buddhy z Gandhiry vas maze
zaujmout, aniZ znate jeji pfesné historické
a nédbozenské konotace. Pravé Cist€ este-
tické kritérium patrn& hralo zasadni roli

v otdzce, zda si dilo ziskalo zdjem 3irstho
publika. Politické kruhy na druhou stra-
nu zajimalo pfedeviim pokrokové uméni
bivost pro né bylo ideové vyznéni. Dnes

je obtizné soudit, do jaké miry se tyto dvé
mnoziny prolinaly, aniz bychom podnikli
systematicky vyzkum v archivech. Krasa

a Hiéjek patrng patfili do obou, ale Fikat
né&co vic uz by byla - alespoii z mé strany -
¢ira spekulace.

Wille: Sanjukto, navaZeme-li na to, co

zde rekl Jaroslav, mohla byste zhodno-
tit, v jakém ohledu byly ¢eskoslovenské
kontakty prospésné ¢i neprospésné pro
Cittaprasidovu uméleckou povést v Indii?
Zda se, Ze akvizice osmatriceti dél na
papire ze strany Narodni galerie mu nijak
nepomohla, aby se etabloval na indic-

ké umélecké scéné... Jaké bylo v té dobé
postaveni indické levice? Jaky méla nazor
na postkolonialni kulturu?

Sunderason: Myslim, Ze je velmi dtleZzité
povsimnout si, jak byl Cittaprasid v post-
koloniélni Indii odsunut stranou; a to aZ
do chvile, kdy ho od konce devadesatych
let paradoxné rehabilitoval soukromy

trh s uménim, coz vedlo k zorganizovani
velké retrospektivy jeho dél, ktera se kona-
la v roce 2011 v Delhi Art Gallery (DAG).

V padesatych a Sedesétych letech byl
znamy jen v levicovych kruzich, a to jesté
pouze mezi blizkymi ptateli; nezda se, Ze
by se pohyboval v bombajskych umélec-
kych kruzich, ostatné se k trhem fizenému
uméleckému svétu stavél velmi cynicky. Jak
uvadim ve své knize Partisan Aesthetics, fakt,
ze byl Cittaprasad v kruzich, kde prevladal
nehrdovsky socialismus a narodné&-moderni
estetika, marginalizovan, vyplyva i z dopi-
s, v nichZ si své matce st€Zuje, jak nep&k-
né se k nému chova sém Mulk R4dZ Anand.
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Jeho kontakty s Ceskoslovenskem mu tudiz
poskytly vybornou pfilezitost vést dialogy

o estetice s pfateli, v ¢em# lze spatfovat
jisty ,alternativni internacionalismus, ktery
se (mozna védomeé) nehlasil k narodné& ori-
entovanému kulturnimu aparatu ani insti-
tucionalnimu modernismu. Cittaprasadtiv
svét je soukromy, melancholicky. Pfiznejme
si, ze roli zde sehrél také jeho cynismus;
jako by se snazil soutasné ziskat i odmitat
uznéni, jakkoli je to kuriézni. Zasadni je

tu i otdzka postkoloniilni levice. Pfestoze
se angazovala na poli literatury, divadla

a indického vizuédlniho uméni, stopy levico-
vé etiky jsou, jak jsem podrobné&ji rozebrala
jinde, velmi skromné (zejména pokud jde

o kriticky, kontra-hegemonicky Zanr, jehoz
zéstupcem byl Cittaprasad). Za svého Zivota
nepfestal byt oslavovan v malém okruhu
bengalskych aktivistt, méné& uz v Bombaji,
kde zil, a od devadesatych let se k jeho
aktivistické praci samozfejmé hlasi levicova
i6ra, jako je SAHMAT v Dilli. Jeho dila jsou
nyni k vidéni pfi viech protestnich pocho-
dech, na aktivistickych vystavach, filmovych
festivalech apod. Nutno podotknout, Ze
této lidové rehabilitace se Cittaprasddovi
dostalo uz pred deseti lety.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vjzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.
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MATERIALIE

Vlasta Petra Maixnera - historicka
malba na hranici generaci

MARKETA DLABKOVA

Text se zaméruje na rozbor a kontext vzniku posledniho a také nejvétsiho historického
platna Petra Maixnera (1831-1884).! Obraz Vlasta, znamy také pod tituly Vlastino verbo-
vdni, Divéi boj &i Divéi boj v Cechdch, vznikl roku 1880, jeho geneze ale po&ina jiz v pade-
satych letech a v podstaté prochazi kontinualné celym Maixnerovym dilem. Proces prace
na dile Ize dokumentovat na zakladé dochovanych studii - od nejstarsi, jez se datuje

do konce padesatych let (NGP), pFes studii z let sedmdesatych (Zapadoceska galerie

v Plzni) aZ po finalni platno, které se v soucasné dobé nachazi v majetku Méstského
muzea Hofice. Zatimco prvni studii dominuje zejména vliv tvorby Josefa Manesa, s niz
se Maixnerova tvorba protina na vice rovinach (zejména pokud jde o ilustrace a praci
pro ilustrované ¢asopisy), finalni verze jiz prozrazuje jak vliv Maixnerovy italské cesty,
spojené se studiem starych mistrd, tak i snahu o vyrovnani se se soudobymi evropskymi
trendy historické malby.

Klicova slova Obraz Vlasta, znamy také pod tituly
malirstvi 19. stoleti, historické malirstvi, Petr Maixner, Vlastino Derbovdni, Divéi 190]' &i Divéi boj
Josef Manes

v Cechdch, patii k nejrozmérnéjsim a také
nejambiciéznéj$im dilim Petra Maixnera
(1831-1884). Tento maliF a ilustrator byl
jednim z zaka skoly historické malby
Christiana Rubena, jez nabidla studentim
prazské Akademie moZznost participovat na
spole¢nych projektech a kladla déiraz na
kompoziéni invenci a historicky realismus.
Maixner patfil ve své dobé k uznavanym
mistriim, jejichz prace byla vefejnosti bed-
livé sledovana a oceriovana; potkal jej viak
stejny osud jako mnoho jeho vrstevnik,
ktefi se po pFelomu 19. a 20. stoleti zaradili
mezi ,zapomenuté” umélce. A¢koliv fada
Rubenovych zékt - véetn€ Maixnera -
reflektovala do jisté miry i vlivy kolorismu
belgické a francouzské historické malby,

v o&ich nastupujicich generaci umélct

i teoretikt se jejich dila vé&tsinou jevila jako
formalné zastarala a neatraktivni. Jistym
paradoxem tak je, Ze z Maixnerovy tvorby
zanechala nejvétsi vliv nikoliv velkd vyprav-
né platna, ale dila nejdrobné&jsi a z hlediska
yhierarchie“ uméleckych oboré nejméng
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vaZena - ilustrace, konkrétné ilustrace
Zapovy Cesko-Moravské kroniky, na nichz
pracoval v Sedesatych letech.2

Vlasta je datovina rokem 1880, geneze
jejtho vzniku je v3ak o mnoho del3i
a v podstat& prochézi kontinualn& celym
Maixnerovym dilem. Marie Slavikova
a Hana Volavkovi, jejichz drobna pub-
likace Zivot a dilo Petra Maixnera (1934) je
dosud jedinym monografickym zpracova-
nim umé&lcovy tvorby, eviduji nékolik studii,
které finalnimu platnu pfedchazely. Jako
nejstarsi datuji do let 1852-1854 platno
o rozmérech 44,5 x 59 cm, jez se nachazi
v Néarodni galerii v Praze pod titulem Divéi
boj (obr. 1). Dal3i, dnes nezvé&stnou studii
mé&l Maixner vytvofit po své italské cest& -
jeji datovani je vymezeno roky 1865, kdy se
definitivn& vratil do Prahy, a 1868, kdy Kuvéty
referovaly o tom, Ze ,[...] zaslal skizzu sbou
,Divéi boj* komisi do Vidné a na diikaz uznaného
prospéchu cesty po Italii obdrzel podporu stdtni
na vyvedeni velkého obrazu toho, jej% v prdci
md“.> Dal3i postup price na obraze doklada
olejova studie o rozmérech 53 x 65,5 cm,
dnes v Zapadocleské galerii v Plzni (obr. 2),
kterou Slavikova a Volavkova datuji rokem
1878, zatimco Roman Prahl ji klade do roku
1873.4 Dochovaly se rovnéz dva uhlové
figurdlni naérty (NGP)° a také karton k final-
nimu platnu, jenz mé&l vzniknout mezi
lety 1875-1876 a nyni se nachazi ve sbirce
Méstského muzea Hofice.

Roku 1880 tedy Maixner predstavil na
vyro¢ni vystavé Krasoumné jednoty finalni
obraz o rozmé&rech 184 x 254 cm, jenz se
mél stéat jeho poslednim velkym platnem
(obr. 3). Kdyz o &tyfi roky pozdé&ji umé-
lec zemfel, tvoFila Vlasta nejvétsi exponét
jeho posmrtné vystavy, kterou uspofidal
Mikulas Lehmann. Galerista vydal rovnéz
barvotiskovou reprodukci platna, to viak
stale nemohlo najit kupce. V roce 1891
byla Viasta zafazena do umélecké expozice
Jubilejni vystavy a teprve roku 1897 dilo
zakoupilo Maixnerovo rodné mésto Hofice.
V majetku zdejdtho Mé&stského muzea se
obraz nachézi dodnes.

Tti desitky let trvajici proces prace na
dile se pfirozené odrazil v jeho pojeti
i detailech. Srovndme-li v3ak prvni studii
z padesatych let se studif z let sedmde-
satych a s findlnim platnem, vidime, Ze
zakladni kompoziéni rozvrh zistal témé&r
shodny. Stfedem obrazu pfich4zi smé-
rem k divdkovi skupina Zen, nasledovana
Vlastou a jeji pobo¢nici jedoucimi na
konich. V levé &asti je zachycen bieh Feky
s pradlenami, na které se obraceji procha-
zejici bojovnice. Napravo pak je dfevéné
staveni, na jehoz zaprazi sedi rodina - otec
se odmitavym gestem vymezuje vaci pri-

vodu divek, matka nezaujaté koji dité, dalsi
¢lenové rodiny vyhliZeji z verandy a ze
dvefi. Podstatnym rozdilem je, Ze zatimco
v prvni studii sméfuje pravod Zen zprava
doleva, v dal3ich verzich je tomu naopak -
pruvod vychizi mirné zleva, &imz se zvy-
$uje moment konfrontace divéi druziny jak
s rodinnou skupinkou u domu, tak i s diva-
kem. Tato kompozi¢ni zména se datuje

jiz do pfelomu padesatych a Sedesatych

let - podle Marie Slavikové Petr Maixner
po svém odjezdu do Vidng, jez byla pted-
stupném jeho italské cesty, roku 1861 zadal
v dopise bratra Karla, ,,aby mu poslal =z Prahy
kresbu, kde se priivod divek obraci znovu % levé
strany ku pravé“. Cely obrazovy prostor je
také ve vysledném dile naklon&n do mir-
ného nadhledu; v zadnim planu tak ziskiva
vice mista dal3i skupinka div¢ich postav. Pfi
srovnéani studie ze sedmdesatych let a final-
niho dila najdeme jiz jen drobné zmény -
nejvyraznéjsi je vycisténi pravého popredi,
kde Maixner odstranil lezouci dit& a ko¢ku.

Pfi pohledu na nejstar$i studii si viak pfe-
deviim viimneme, jakou promé&nou prosel
celkovy charakter Maixnerova mali¥ského
vyjad¥ovani. Padesétd 1éta predstavovala
dekadu, v niz Petr Maixner vstupoval na
umeéleckou scénu. Jako zak $koly histo-
rické malby Christiana Rubena se poprvé
prezentoval na vystavé Krasoumné jed-
noty roku 1851 dilem Zdvis§ % Falkenstejna ve
vézeni, nasledujictho roku na sebe kladné
upozornil dnes nezvéstnym obrazem Svaty
Metodéj obraci bulharského cara Borise na viru
kiestanskou (1852) - dokladem Maixnerova
uispé&sného debutu je skuteénost, ze oba
obrazy na3ly urozené kupce.” Pravé naméty
uvéznéni se v generaci jeho sou¢asnika
t&3ily zvlastni oblibé& - nabizely (melo)-
-dramaticky podtext, ale v&tdinou nikoliv
dramatickou akci. Pfed polovinou padesa-
tych let se datuji napt. dila Krdl Viclav 1V.

v zajeti na Prazském hradé roku 1394 Antonina
Lhoty z roku 1853, Gulilei ve vézeni (1854)
Karla Huguenina ¢&i Dalibor ve vézeni (1855)
Frantiska Cermaka.

Petr Maixner kromé& Zdvise podobné téma
zpracoval také v platné Kralevic Viclav ve
vézeni na Lokti (1854). Tento obraz je dnes
nezvéstny; diky tuzkové studii,® ulozené
v Néarodni galerii v Praze, vSak lze nahléd-
nout, Ze Maixner se ve své rané tvorbé
nefidil pouze premisami akademické vyuky,
ale vnimal i prostFedi mimo Akademii.
Typika Zenskych postav, m&kkost tvart
i celkovy lyrismus vyjevu prozrazuji zfejmy
vliv tvorby Josefa Manesa. Obdobné rysy
najdeme i na studii Divéi boj. Jestlize pfFi
pohledu na postavy mladych bojovnic
a pradlen se miize vybavit napf. Manestv
cyklus Musica (po 1855) & kompozice Oldfich
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a BoZena (1857) (obr. 4), pak pojeti skupiny
u domu zfeteln& odkazuje k Manesové
znamé kresbé& Slovenskd rodina (obr. 5), jez
je datovdna mezi roky 1854, kdy se umélec
vritil z cesty na Slovensko, a 1860, kdy
kompozici pouzil na titulni list ¢asopisu
Obecné listy naucné a zdbavné Ignace Leopolda
Kobera.?

Jak znamo, tvorba Josefa Manesa se stala
jednim z kli¢ovych inspira¢nich zdroji pro
umélce néasledujici generace, aviak umé-
lecka komunikace probihala samoziejmé&

i mezi genera¢nimi vrstevniky. Najdeme
fadu momentd, kdy se umélci navzijem
inspirovali po strince kompozi¢ni i tema-
tické - Petra Maixnera tak nap¥. pfi praci na
ilustracich pro Zapovu kroniku vyznamné
ovlivnila historicka platna Karla Javirka.®®
Jestlize Josef Manes mohl pro své sou-
Casniky predstavovat ur€ité enfant terrible
umélecké scény, pokud 3lo o jeho zptisob
prace i komunikace s okolim, bezesporu
velky dojem zanechaly jeho ilustrace pro
Rukopisy, jez se i pres fakticky netspéch
prvniho vydani" staly zdsadnim dilem své
doby - jejich vliv lze spatfit jak u Maixnera,
tak i napf. u Karla Svobody. Petra Maixnera
pojila s Josefem Ménesem blizka osobni
znamost. Pozdégji se stykali pfi praci pro
ilustrované Casopisy (Maixner byl v letech
1868-1872 redaktorem obrazové &asti

Koéti) i v aktivitdch vytvarného odboru
Umélecké besedy - napt. se spoleéné& podi-
leli na zachrané a obnové rotundy sv. K¥ize
v Praze.'? Pravé pfibuznost studie Divéi boj
s vy$e uvedenymi Ménesovymi dily snad
opraviiuje posunout jeji datovani blize

k roku 1860.

Dobové podminéné je i samotné téma
obrazu - ndméty z nejstargich &eskych dé&jin
a povésti patfily k vjznamné polozce his-
torické malby. Divéi valka byla potencidlné
pfitazliva, ale i uréitym zptisobem ambi-
valentni svou moznosti zobrazit bojujici
zeny. Jeji ztvarnéni patrné proto vétsinou
ztstavalo redukovano na epizodu Sarky
a Ctirada, jez zapadd do skupiny milost-
nych dvojic ¢eské historie, jako jsou OldFich
a BoZena ¢i Bfetislav a Jitka. Petr Maixner
pFedstavil svou variaci tématu pod nazvem
Sdrka prelsti Ctirada na vystavé Krasoumné
jednoty v roce 1856 (téhoz roku a se stej-
nym titulem se zde objevilo také platno
Gustava Kratzmanna) a v dal3ich letech se
k ndmétu opakovang vracel.™ Viasta viak
predstavuje zcela odlisné pojeti zndmé
latky, misto konkrétni epizody podava
Zanrovy vyjev. Zmin&ny dopis, jejz psal
Maixner bratru Karlovi z Vidnég, doklada
kromég existence dal3ich p¥ipravnych studii
k chystanému obrazu i vyznam, jaky malif¥
tomuto dilu pfikladal.
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Zéasadni vliv nejen v genezi Viasty sehrila
Maixnerova cesta do Itélie, jiz absolvoval
v letech 1862-1864 na zikladé& asp&chu
svého platna Sedldci na itéku v tficetileté vdlce
(1860)." Tento obraz piedstavoval vrchol
Maixnerovy dosavadni tvorby a prozrazuje
jak vliv rubenovského gkoleni, tak i ohlasy
soudobé belgicko-francouzské koly histo-
rické malby. Ty se projevuji jiz na obraze
Vjexd Jana Lucemburského do Prahy z roku
1855, na némz Maixner efektn& pracuje
se svétlem a barevnymi akcenty. Ttalska
cesta, jiz pFedchézel dvoulety pobyt ve
Vidni, viak Maixnerovo vytvarné vyjadfo-
vani vyznamnym zplsobem pozménila. Ve
Vidni se diky Josefu Maty4asi Trenkwaldovi
seznamuje s technikou fresky a vytvafi své
prvni freskové realizace v Altlerchenfelder
Kirche. Soutasné se zaéiné intenzivng
v&novat studiu starych mistrd, v em#z
pokracguje i v Itlii, kde navitévuje Benatky,
Florencii a Rim. Kopiruje dila Raffaela,
Tiziana, Belliniho, Reniho & Van Dycka,
maluje také italskou krajinu. Podle kore-
spondence pFemysli i o obraze, jejz by
piedlozil jako vysledek své italské cesty -
kromé& uvazovaného Divéiho boje za&ina pie-
pracovévat ndmét Opat Bogetéch nese do Rima
kiiz, dilo, které viak dokonéil a vystavil az
roku 1879.

Do Prahy se po kratké zastavce ve Vidni
vraci v roce 1865, misto price na platnech
je v3ak pln&€ zamé&stnan jinde - jiz od roku
1860 se vénuje ilustracim pro Zapovu
Cesko-Moravskou kroniku, pracuje v ilustro-
vanych Casopisech, vytvaii a restauruje
nasténné malby. Jak jsme jiz zminili, pfed
rokem 1868 zasila do Vidné studii k Divéimu
boji, praci na velkém platné€ viak odklada.
Nejspise do druhé poloviny sedmdesa-
tych let lze zafadit studii ze Zapadoceské
galerie v Plzni. Pfi jejim srovnani se studii
z padesatych let se zfetelné ukazuje posun
v pojeti dila. Krom¢ jiz zminénych kom-
pozi¢nich zmén doslo zejména k vétsimu
vyplnéni obrazové plochy - postavy jsou
bliz k divakovi i jedna ke druhé, v poptedi
se kromé& psa honiciho ko¢ku objevuji
figury koupajicich se d&v¢at.

Ackoliv studii, kterou zaslal Maixner
do Vidng, neznédme, lze pfedpokladat, Ze
kompozi¢né€ jiz byla bliz3i findlnim verzim
nez platnu z padesétych let. Domnivim
se, Ze vyznamny vliv na pojeti Viasty méla
inspirace Domenichinovym obrazem Dianin
lov (1616) (obr. 6), ktery se nachdzi v Galerii
Borghese. Naznacuji to nejen do kompozice
doplnéné koupajici se déti, z nichz jedno je
téméF presnym zrcadlovym odrazem pted-
lohy, ale i pojeti od&vu né&kterych bojovnic,
zejména Vlasty, a figury v pozadi, které

vvvvv



s Domenichinovym platnem. O tom, jak
manyristickd malba Maixnera v této dobé&
zaujala, sv&déi také jeho Bogena z roku
1876, kde bélostna figura krasné pradleny
s ladnym gestem dominuje celé vertikalni
plo3e obrazu (jeji ohlas ostatn& nalezneme
i u Viasty v postav€ vihajici pradleny zcela
vlevo). Jak podotkla Hana Volavkovi, v Italii
se Maixner zlepSuje v kompozi¢nich doved-
nostech, ,ztrati tam vSak radost z barvy“.*°
Volavkovi to pfiklada spise pozdnimu vlivu
némeckych nazarénti, piisobicich v Italii,
vySe zmin&né rysy viak hovofi i o pfimém
ovlivnéni starymi mistry. Studend barev-
nost, detailnost a divadelni plognost scény
odkazuji nejvice ze vieho pravé k many-
rismu Domenichinova obrazu. Zvl43t& na
finalni verzi se studené svétlo, na rozdil od
pivodni skici, rozléva rovnomérné po celé
plose obrazu.

Za povdimnuti stoji jedté jedna drobna
zmé&na mezi prvni studii a koneénym
dilem, resp. studii ze sedmdesatych let.
Jde o postavu otce sediciho na zdprazi
domu. Zminili jsme vliv Manesovy Slovenské
rodiny, findlni verze v3ak tuto figuru pre-
zentuji pon&kud odli3n&. Maixner na nich
otce obléka do bilého kaftanu s vy3ivkou
a Sirokym péasem a pFedeviim méni jeho
pozici - misto lezérniho sedé&ni s nohou
pfes nohu je nyni zapfen ob&ma nohama
na zemi a ruka ukazujici k privodu Zen
smé&fuje dlani dold. Cela postava tak vice
nez zvédavost a posmé&ch vyjadfuje jedno-
zna¢né odmitani, odepfeni. Daleko spise
nez Manesova Slovika nyni pfipomina
figuru otce z Protireformace (1854) Jaroslava
Cermska (obr. 7). Tento obraz, jenz byl
vnimén jako jedno z ikonickych d&l eské
historické malby, byl v Praze vystaven
poprvé roku 1858, v roce 1873 pak vydala
Umélecka beseda jeho reprodukei jako
¢lenskou prémii. Neni tedy nemozné, Ze
Maixner se timto detailem ptihlasil k dilu
slavného krajana.

Na rozdil od Cermakovy Protireformace se
vSak Maixnerova Vlasta do¢kala ponékud
rozporuplného hodnoceni. Prvni ohlas
teprve vznikajictho dila najdeme v jiZ zmi-
néném Zzivotopisném ¢&lanku, ktery vysel
v Koétech roku 1868. Autor zde konstatuje,
ze afkoliv Maixner jesté neni umé&lecky
hotov, ma p¥ed sebou slibnou budoucnost,
coz doklada jak obraz Nu dtéku v tficetileté
vdlce, tak i rozpracovand Vlasta: ,Kdo [...]
mél prilezitost vidéti jeho ,Divéi boj,* jej% md
v prdci, musi se ag podiviti utéSenému pokroku,
jim% novy obraz dyse. Tu jest cely obraz ucinénd
Zivost, ve se hiyjbe bujarosti a vdsni; obraz ten je
jakoby zachycenym na pldtno hudebnim pochodem
k podivnému tomu boji.“” Otazkou je, kterou
z verzi budouci Vlasty mél autor textu na

mysli. Je mozné, Ze §lo o nezvéstnou studii,
kterou Maixner zaslal do Vidné.

Po dlouhych dvanicti letech, jez uplynuly
od této pochvalné zminky k dokonéeni
obrazu, jiz mé&ly kritiky ponékud ambi-
valentni nddech. Na jedné strané& byl Petr
Maixner prezentovan jako tspé&¥ny mistr,
jehoz nové dilo je pfijimano s otekavinim
a nadSenim. Vlasta patfila k obraziim, které
byly do Zofinské vystavy pfijaty ve druhé
vIné na za¢atku kvétna 1880 (patrné proto,
Ze autor se zdrzel s jejim dohotovenim). Jiz
7. kv&tna pfinesl Svétozor kratkou zpravu
vénovanou exkluzivné pravé jejimu vysta-
veni, coz nebylo standardem.*® Veskrze
pozitivni tén mél i struény Nerudiv text
v Humoristickych listech, jez zminku o Viasté
otevtel v&tou: , Domnivdme se, Ze nyni uz prijde
kvetouci doba éeského uméni vytvarného.“*

Nejobsédhlejsimi referaty se Vlasté vénovala
Bohemia a Miroslav Tyr3 v Osvété. Oba kritici
dosli k podobnym zavértm. Pozitivn& hod-

s

noti, Ze Maixner neli¢i konkrétni, literarné
podlozeny moment z divéi vilky. Recenzent
Bohemie si pfesto neodpusti vlozit do dila
tyto ofekavané literarni konotace, jez
by divikovi umoznily obraz lépe ,&ist*.
Kromé& Hiajkovy kroniky zmifiuje i baseri
Vlasta (1829) Karla Egona Eberta. V3ima si
napf. toho, ze Vlasta sedi na koni jako muz,
coz odpovida Hajkovu li¢eni. T¥i postavy
divek v éele pravodu pak identifikuje jako
Stratku uprost¥ed, vpravo Sarku zatinajici
pé&st a nalevo ,po ldsce tougici“ Radku.?® Na
celém obraze vyzdvihuje kompozici, kterd
je zivotna, duchaplna, dobfe Citelna - pfi-
rovnéva ji k pohadkovym dilim Moritze
von Schwinda. Provedeni jednotlivych
figur jiz dopadéd htife - Vlasta ptsobi suse,
bezdu3e, ve tvrdé a prazdné tvari chybi
#piivab potlacené Zenskosti a démonické sily“.
Zajimavé€ji jsou podle ng&j pojaty divky
v popfedi, pfedstavujici slovansky typus,
zatimco dé&ti a zvifata nejsou povedené.
Atkoliv barevné feseni a kompozice ukazuji
zkugené mali¥ské oko, barva sama je trochu
tvrdd a sucha. I pfes tyto vytky viak uzavira
celkovy dojem z obrazu jako kladny.

Velmi podobng& posuzuje Viastu Miroslav
Tyrs. Kromé zdafilé kompozice shledava
jiz jen slabé stranky - malo Zivotné a pfiro-
zené typy postav, nepiesv€d&ivé zobrazené
zachézeni divek s lukem. Barevny dojem je
podle ng&j ,ponékud mdly a slabovity“, barvy
jsou zharmonizovany na tkor koloristic-
kého piisobenti dila. Jestlize i on hodnoti
obraz jako celek spi3e kladng, vychazi
pfitom z pon&kud nelichotivych premis:
»L...] Nelze upfiti, Ze jest on najmé u porovndni
s tou obdivuhodnou chudobou myslenkovou, kterd
se pfi velké édsti vystavni produkce umélecké jevi,
s diistatek bohatyj, rozmanityj a v sobé spojeny,

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX /2020

153



154

byt i pojimdni cellu celkem az prilis - genrovité
bylo.“

Tyr3 viak predeviim srovnava
Maixnerovu Vlastu s dilem, které bylo pre-
zentovano na predeslé vystavé Krasoumné
jednoty v roce 1879 a zfeteln& doklada,
jakym vyvojem historické maliFstvi proslo.
Tim obrazem je Svatebni poselstvo éeského
a uherského krdle Ladislava k francouzskému
dvoru Karla VII. (1878) Vaclava Brozika, za
néz autor obdrzel zlatou medaili na pafiz-
ském Salonu.?? A¢koliv ani v hodnoceni
Brozikova obrazu se Tyr3 nevyhybal kri-
tickym pFipominkdm, celkov€& vychazi dilo
mladého malife pfi srovnani s Maixnerem
o poznani lépe - jasni a dobfe &itelnd kom-
pozice se u Brozika totiz poji s bravurni
praci s barvou a svétlem. Ty jsou naopak
nejslabgim ¢lankem Vlasty, na niz ,svétlo
jest [...] témé¥ stejnomérné rozptylené, a tim se
vysvétluje, Ze celek prese vSechen lomeny a Sedy
nddech prece pestiejsi a méné soustiedény dojem
¢ini, negli napt. se vSemi svymi sytymi barvami
,Poselstvi* Brogikovo“.>

Téhoz roku jako Brozikovo platno byla
v Praze pfedstavena i monumentalni ukizka
antického Zanru, Zivé pochodné Neronovy
Henryka Siemiradzkého (1876). Pfedeviim
zde v3ak jiz od konce 3edesitych let rezo-
novalo dilo dalsiho polského malife Jana
Matejka (napt. Kdzdni Skargy, 1862-1864;
Rejtan, 1866; Unie lubelskd, 1869) a silny vliv
zaznamenala rovnéz tvorba Gabriela Maxe
(Umuéeni sv. Ludmily, 1864; Mudéednice na kfi%i,
zndma téz jako Sv. Julie, 1865). Zatimco
spoleénymi jmenovateli Siemiradzkého &i
Matejkova sméru historické malby byly
kolorismus, realismus v celku i detailech
a monumentalni mé&¥itko mnohofigural-
nich kompozic, u Maxe hrély st&Zejni roli
prace se svételnymi efekty a soustfedéni na
psychologii postav. Na dila téchto umélct se
pokougdeli reagovat nejen mladi adepti maliF-
stvi - pravé Maixnerovu Viastu mizeme
chapat i jako svébytny pokus o vyrovnani se
s novymi umé&leckymi trendy.

Pov3imli si toho i n&kte#i kritici refe-
rujici o Maixnerov€ posmrtné vystaveé
v Lehmannov€ salonu. Renéta Tyr3ova ve
Svétozoru i Karel Chytil v Kvétech si nejdfive
shodné v8imaji mnozstvi zde vystavenych
studii podle benatskych mistrt; Tyriova
ponékud s podivem (, Jest zjevem zvldstnim,
(...), kopie ty vesmés k mistriim barvy se vzta-
huji“).>* Jeji hodnoceni Vlasty je pak mistrov-
skym projevem diplomaticky zaobalené kri-
tiky, kdyz ji oznacuje za jedno z nejlepsich
d&l v rdmci Maixnerova vytvarného sméru® -

s ohledem na to ,nesmime dilu tomu vyéisti ani
pestrost a nesoudrinost koloritu, ani pfilisnou
povsechnost v provedeni ldtek a predmétii ved-
lejsich, ani nedostate¢nou ivotnost v modellaci,
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aniz s jingmi jesté pogadavky moderniho realismu
k nému pristoupiti“.> Jako prednost uvadi to,
Ze obraz neni zcela vazny, takze kontrast
mezi rodinnou scénou a privodem divek
neni tak ostry a vyjev neptisobi mravoli¢n&.
Také Karel Chytil chvali obecné&
Maixnerovu kompoziéni zruénost a Vlasté
pFiznava status jeho ,,v koloristickém ohledu
jedné % nejzdafilejsich praci“.> Pfestoze jinak
preferuje Maixnerovy kresebné a ilustra¢ni
prace pted platny, uzavira sviij referat
o vystavé vyjadienim, Ze , Maixner zaujimd
nepopiratelné velmi éestné misto v rogvoji naseho
mladého uméni, a dobre, tusim, byl charakte-
risovdn jeho vyznam soudem, %e stoji na roz-
hrani dvoji umélecké generace, jsa prostiednikem
mezi starou Skolou, representovanou Hellichem
a Kandlerem, a éilou skupinou mladsich mistri
soucasnyjch“.¥
V podobném duchu se vyjadril i Jan
Neruda v Maixnerov€ nekrologu v Osvété
1884.%8 Vlastu charakterizuje jako ,nejroz-
mérnéjsi olejovyj obraz Maixneriv, jim% [...]
chtel on mladé generaci dokdzat, Ze clenové ,staré
Skoly koloristické* dovedou s novou dobou zdvodit
zdatné, ne velkymi efekty, ale lahodou, harmonii
luznou“> Chytil i Neruda tak obraz zafa-
zuji na uréitou hranici dvou malifskych
jazykt - ve zkratce mezi pfedstavitele
pozdniho nazarenismu a mladou generaci,
ktera se v té dobé& Cerstvé prezentovala
zejména nivrhy na vyzdobu Narodniho
divadla. Toto srovnéni je na misté - pravé
Petr Maixner byl jednim z umélct, ktefi se
v roce 1879 rozhodli vstoupit do soutéze na
oponu, a jisté nenesl sviij netspéch v kon-
kurenci studentt zcela lehce. I to je t¥eba
mit na paméti p¥i pohledu na Vlastu.
Zatimco Maixnertv generalni souputnik
Karel Javarek v té dobé& netnavné obesilal
vystavy Krasoumné jednoty svymi popis-
nymi a melodramatickymi vyjevy z &eskych
dg&jin, Maixner se rozhodl uchopit staré
téma novym zpusobem. ,Lahoda a luznd
harmonie“, o nichz mluvi Neruda, se viak
v prib&hu zmén, jez se na dile odehraly,
spise vytratily - prav€ manesovska poetié-
nost prvni studie, kterd by mohla dostat
podobné piivlastky, byla nahrazena snahou
o vypravnost, médni diiraz na pestrost
tvaii, vyrazil a gest i bohatstvi kostymu.
Kompoziéni Gpravy maji za dasledek ztratu
hloubky, krajina pozbyva své niladovosti.
Ve snaze o aktualizaci malifského vyrazu
Maixner akcentoval i konfliktnost scény,
na niz se v podstaté ,nic nedg&je“. S zanro-
vosti dila patrné souvisi také zména jeho
nazvu, i kdyz neni zcela jasné, kdy k ni
doslo. Ve skute¢nosti v8ak ani Divéi boj, ani
Vlasta charakter obrazu zcela nevystihuji.
Marie Slavikova poukazala jesté na jeden
aspekt, jenz mohl hrat roli v pojeti a dobo-



vém ¢teni obrazu. Tim je feminismus, ke
konci 19. stoleti stile sklofiovangj3i téma.
Podle Slavikové jsou pravé tfi divky upro-
stfed platna hlavnimi nositelkami jeho
sdéleni, kdyz , symbolizuji mnohostranné pojeti
myslenky feminismu“.3° Pro takovy vyklad viak
v dobovych ohlasech nenajdeme oporu.
Nékteti recenzenti dila feministicky prvek
sice zmifiuji, komentuji jej ale pfevazné
s ur€itou nadsézkou, jez rezonovala jak
s zanrovosti obrazu, tak i s pfistupem
ilustrovanych ¢asopisii k tématu zenskych
prav. Ackoliv se napt. Svétozor ¢i Zlatd Praha
vyjadfovaly k ,Zenské otizce” se zdgjmem
a snahou o objektivitu, zejména v obra-
zové prezentaci tématu pievladal spise
odlehé&eny a konzervativni pfistup.® Jelikoz
cilovym pfijemcem ¢asopisti i v ném repro-
dukovanych uméleckych dél bylo stfedo-
stavovské publikum, tézko si lze pfedstavit,
ze by Maixner obraz zamyslel jako feminis-
ticky manifest.3?

Pokud Vlasta méla byt n&jakym mani-
festem, pak Maixnerovych kompoziénich
a koloristickych dovednosti. Je zalozena
na kombinaci tradi¢niho namé&tu, pojatého
s moderni invenci, a vjtvarného prove-
deni inspirovaného jak starymi mistry, tak
i nejnovéjsimi trendy. Vyslednou rozpadi-
tost finalniho platna vymluvné& dokladaji
vyse zminéné komentife dobové kritiky.
Pfesto - nebo pravé proto - je obraz zaji-
mavym p¥ikladem umeéleckého dila, jez se
pohybuje na hrané ne zcela kompatibilnich
malifskych pfFistupt.
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ZPRAVA

Madona % Hallstattu:
nova zjisténi k akvizici
a pruzkumu polychromie

VACLAVA ANTUSKOVA - STEPANKA CHLUMSKA — RADKA SEFCU

Yoy

Téma prispévku vychazi z potieby Siteji textoveé a obrazové komentovat vysledky nedav-
ného monografického studia Madony %z Hallstattu (Salcburk, kolem 1400, lity kdimen,
Narodni galerie v Praze, inv. ¢. P 226) - mimoradné vyznamného dila salcburské prove-
nience ze sbirek Narodni galerie v Praze (NGP). Madona % Hallstattu je soucasti dlouho-
dobych instalaci Narodni galerie v Praze (a jejich predchiidkyii) od nakupu ve dvacatych
letech 20. stoleti. S ohledem na jeji mimo#adnou kvalitu a material byla jednim ze stéZej-
nich exponatt nedavné cesko-rakouské vystavy Krdasné Madony xe Salcburku. Lityj kdmen
kolem 1400, vénované diltum z litého kamene, fenoménu krasnoslohého sochaistvi salc-
burské oblasti. Vystava byla usporadana v Muzeu hornictvi a gotiky v Leogangu a poté

v Narodni galerii v Praze (2019-2020). Madona je zhotovena z litého kamene, u kterého
bylo provedeno pro potieby probéhlé vystavy petrografické zkoumani. Predkladany
mezioborovy prispévek navazuje na tyto poznatky a akcentuje zejména dva aspekty.
Prvnim jsou vysledky badani v Archivu Narodni galerie v Praze (ANG) v Praze dokumen-
tujici okolnosti akvizice a roli tehdejsiho reditele Vincence Kramarie p¥i nakupu dila do
statnich sbirek od videniského starozitnika a sbératele Filipa Madla, druhym vysledky

a interpretace materidlového priizkumu polychromie. Na so$e 1ze identifikovat néko-

lik ¢asov€ nesouslednych vrstev polychromie a pokoveni, véetné stop originalni poly-
chromie. Ty davaji tusit pivodni rozvrh jeji barevnosti. P¥inosné jsou téz technologické
otazky provedeni nejstarsi vrstvy polychromie, pro néz nachazime dalsi komparacni data
nejen u kamenosocharskych dél salcburské provenience z doby kolem roku 1400. Pro
vzajemné porovnani a studium dilenského kontextu byly hledany srovnavaci paralely

na dilech stejného materialového zakladu litého kamene a zejména pak na sose Madony
% Bad Aussee (Salcburk, kolem 1405, Rimskokatolicka farnost v Bad Aussee), ktera vznikla
ve stejném dilenském prostredi jako Madona % Hallstattu.

Klicova slova Uvodem

Madona z Hallstattu, Vincenc Kramar, sbirky Narodnf AV prosinci roku 2019 byla v Narodni

galerie v Praze, lity kdmen, materidlovy prizkum, .. P .

DR galerii v Praze (NGP) zahéjena vystava

polychromie, krasny sloh T AL
Krdsné Madony ze Salcburku. Lity kdmen
kolem 1400, ktera publiku v Praze popr-
vé umoznila zhlédnout podstatnou &ast
souboru salcburskych krasnoslohych
Madon a Piet z litého kamene. Vystaveny
byly vice nez dvé desitky d&l zaptjéenych
z vyznaénych soukromych, cirkevnich
a statnich sbirek.! Rakouské sbirky dopl-
tiovaly zaptjcky z Né€mecka (Bayerisches
Nationalmuseum Miinchen; Liebieghaus
Skulpturensammlung, Frankfurt nad
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Mohanem; Germanisches Nationalmuseum
Niirnberg), Francie (Louvre, Pafiz; Museé
Anne-de Beaujau, Moulins) a Ceské repub-
liky (N4rodni galerie v Praze; soukroma
sbirka, Praha). Vystava byla rakousko-
-Ceskym projektem; u jejiho zrodu stali

v roce 2016 Ivo Hlobil z Ustavu d&jin uméni
Akademie véd CR a Hermann Mayrhofer

z Muzea hornictvi a gotiky v Leogangu
(Bergbau- und Gotikmuseum Leogang).

Na jafe roku 2019 byla slavnostné zahéje-
na vystava v Leogangu, na sklonku roku
nasledovala vernisaz v Praze. Obé& vystavy
spojovalo ustfedni téma, témé&F shodny
soupis exponatti? a doprovodny katalog,
vystavni koncept se v3ak do jisté miry ligil.
Vystava v Leogangu akcentovala kultovni
rozmér dé&l, vystava v Praze zase atribuéni
a typologické souvislosti, z éehoz vychize-
lo i instalaéni FeSeni, které navitévnikim
zamérné& nabizelo mozZnost vnimani celého
socha¥ského tvaru. Bylo tak mozné dila
navzijem porovnavat v jednotlivych detai-
lech provedeni a ové&fovat miru vzajemnych
vazeb (obr. 1).

Lze jen litovat, Ze termin vystavy byl
podstatné zkracen kvili pandemii koro-
naviru, ktera vyvolala omezeni pohybu
osob a nezbytné uzavieni vefejnych
budov, v€etné muzei a galerii. Vystavu tak
mé&lo moznost zhlédnout podstatné méné
navitévnika a bylo t¥eba zrusit i fadu
zamyslenych doprovodnych odbornych
aktivit.? Vystavni projekt tak prozatim nebyl
v odborné diskusi reflektovan. Téma litého
kamene v3ak stile pfindsi nové meziobo-
rové vyzvy. To ostatn& pfedznamenalo jiz
editovani doprovodného katalogu vystavy,

z n&hoz je patrné, kolik otaznikd toto téma
i pfes soustfedény zdjem badateld stile
provazi. Z oblasti materidlového prizkumu
je to zvlast& pretrvavajici nejistota stano-
veni pfesného technologického postupu

a materidlového uréeni u né&kterych sochaft-
skych dél uvazované salcburské provenien-
ce, stejné tak jako odli3nd mira poznani

a vyhodnoceni stafi a charakteru dochované
polychromie.*

Price na vystavnim projektu pFinesly
nova zjisténi, u fady dél zafazenych do
vystavniho konceptu byly nové ovéfovany
¢i dopliovany poznatky starsiho badani
nejen v oblasti uménovédné, ale také na
poli materidlového a archivniho vyzkumu.
V ramci odbornych pracovist Narodni gale-
rie byla dopliiovana a revidovina zejména
dosavadni zjisténi k Madoné % Hallstattu
(Salcburk, kolem 1400, NGP, inv. &. P 226).5
Analyza materidlového slozeni kamene byla
provedena externé specialistou mineralo-
gem Richardem Pfikrylem a je ob3irn& argu-
mentovéana ve vystavnim katalogu ve formé&
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samostatné studie.® S ohledem na jednotny
ramec rozsahu katalogovych hesel viak
nebylo mozné obsahleji pojednat vyhodno-
ceni materidlového prazkumu polychromie,
reSer3i archivnich prament, ani podrob-
nou dokumentaci a srovnani s Madonou

% Bad Aussee (Salcburk, kolem 1405,
Rimskokatolicks farnost v Bad Aussee),
kterou nabidla az samotn3 instalace vystavy
(obr. 2). Témito diléimi otdzkami se proto
bude zabyvat nisledujici text.

Piibéh akvizice
Madona % Hallstattu je jedinym piikladem
krasnoslohého dila z litého kamene ve
sbirkdch Narodni galerie. Byla zakoupena
v roce 1925, aviak jednani o mozné akvi-
zici s tehdejsim majitelem, starozitnikem,
obchodnikem a restaurdtorem Filipem
Madlem? probihala podstatné déle. Od
pocatku byla Madona nabizena jako dilo
velmi tzce vazané na Madonu krumlovskou
(Praha, pfed 1395, opuka, Kunsthistorisches
Museum Wien - Kunstkammer,
inv. & KK10156), kli¢ové krisnoslohé dilo
bohemikélniho ptvodu. Pozdéjsi badani
typologickou blizkost Madony % Hallstattu
s Madonou krumlovskou potvrdilo a roz3ifi-
lo skupinu soch vazanych na krumlovsky
typ. Napodob Madon krumlovského typu
se dochovalo kolem desitky, fada z nich
pochézi z oblasti Salcburska. K Madoné
% Hallstattu stoji nejblize Madona % Bad
Aussee, u niz je tfeba predpoklddat vznik
v jedné dilng, a drobné varianta téhoz
kompoziéniho typu ze soukromého majet-
ku v Bamberku. Né&kterymi znaky jsou této
skuping blizko rovn&z Madona z Louvru,
Madona % Norimberka (stranov€ pFevracena
varianta) a Madona Colliho z Frankfurtu nad
Mohanem, které se zna¢nou mérou odka-
zuji na Madonu % Plzné (Praha, 1380-1384,
katedréla sv. Bartolomé&je v Plzni).?

Madona krumlovskd byla pro d&jiny uméni
objevena na poéatku prvniho desetileti
20. stoleti dvéma mladymi badateli (Rudolf
Honigschmid a Richard Ernst) na pfedmésti
Ceského Krumlova v dnes jiZ neexistujicim
domku na Plesivci z po¢atku 19. stoleti.
Tehdej3i misto osazeni bylo fotograficky
zdokumentovano snimkem krumlov-
ského fotoateliéru Seidel. Na zdklad&
snah Ustfedni komise pro pamétkovou
pé¢i ve Vidni byla Madona zakoupena
do Statni galerie ve Vidni roku 1913; cena
byla pfi jednéni sniZzena z pozadovanych
48000 K na 30000 K. Zprvu byla Madona
umisténa v Dolnim Belvederu, poté
v Uméleckohistorickém muzeu. Okolnosti
nakupu Madony krumlovské byly opakované
publikovany; posledni price k tématu,
opirajici se o dtikladnou re3ersi archivnich



prament, upfesnila i fadu romantizuji-
cich historek, které ndkup mimotadné
sochy provézely a promitly se i do jednani
o nédkupu hallstattské Madony.® Studium
dochované korespondence dokumentujici
nakup Madony z Hallstattu zfeteln& doklada,
do jaké miry byla vzpominka na nerea-
lizovanou akvizici v odborné obci stéle
Ziva. Ziskani Madony % Hallstattu mélo byt
pro domaéci sbirky jistou formou néhrady,
jak lapidarn& shrnul po navitévé majitele
nabizeného dila ve Vidni jeden z hlavnich
aktért ndkupu, dvorni rada Ministerstva
kolstvi a narodni osvéty Zden&k Wirth'
v dopise adresovaném v srpnu 1924 teh-
dejsimu fediteli Obrazarny vlasteneckych
pratel uméni Vincenci Kramérovi slovy:

- Madonna u Mddla je pickrdsny kus, ktery
koupen byti musi. Myslim, %e ziskdvdme rov-
nocennou ndhradu za ztracenou Krumlovskou
Madonnu, tieba, %¢ Madlova Madonna je
mladsi...[sic!]“ (obr. 3, cely citat viz niZe,

s. 160-161)." Nakup Madony, kterd byla
dtsledné& nazyvana Replikou Krumlovské
madony, byl realizovan v dobg, kdy byl

v Cele Obrazarny vlasteneckych pfatel
uméni, pfedchiidkyni dne3ni Narodni
galerie v Praze, Vincenc Kramaf. Jeho
dvacetileté piisobeni v &ele Obrazarny
(1919-1939), roku 1936 zestatnéné, bylo pro
tuto instituci mimofddnym obdobim, jak
ostatné opakované zdtraznilo i historické
a umé&novédné badani.* V ramci cileného
budovéani uméleckych sbirek mladého
Eeskoslovenského stitu byl Vincenc Kramar
povéfen ndkupem dél starého uméni, na
coz Ministerstvo $kolstvi a narodni osvéty
uvolnilo v roce 1923 ¢astku tfi miliony
korun.® Kraméa¥, sim vyznaény sbératel,
proto vyhledaval zajimavé akvizice, vyuzi-
val své Cetné kontakty na domici i zahra-
niéni sbératele a renomované aukéni domy:.
Nékteti majitelé se na n& dokonce obra-
celi pfimo. Diky finanéni podpofe stitu

a Kramafovym schopnostem a odborné
erudici se tehdy podafilo do sbirek ziskat
dila, ktera jsou dodnes thelnymi kameny
Sbirky starého uméni. Ze stfedovékych dél
bohemikalni provenience pfipometime ales-
pon tzv. Predelu roudnickou, Madonu strako-
nickou, Madonu ¥imskou, desku s Kladenim do
hrobu z Oltdfe Trebotiského, Gast Epitafu Jana
z Jefené.™* V tomto kontextu je zajimavé,

Ze soustfedé&né&jsi pozornosti unikl soubor
dokumentti, které se v archivu Narodni
galerie k nakupu Madony % Hallstattu
dochovaly (fond archivilii SVPU), byt byly
Kramaéfovy zésluhy na tomto ndkupu opa-
kovan& zminé&ny i v odborné literatute.?
Nejstar3i korespondence pochézi z kvétna
roku 1924, kdy se Kramaf s odvolanim na
dr. Kieslingera'¢ obratil na videriského sta-

rozitnika Filipa Madla s dotazem na spodni
hranici ceny k jednani o prodeji. V docho-
vaném konvolutu archivalii” jsou vice nez
dvé desitky pisemnosti, které vypovidaji
nejen o redliich samotné akvizice, ale také
o dobové praxi a neménnosti nékterych
administrativnich a spole¢enskych paradig-
mat. I pfes témé&f stolety odstup ndm tak
mnohé z dochované korespondence pfijde
aZ napadné blizké. Pro realizaci ndkupu
byla kli¢ova souéinnost Vincence Kramaie
se Zdetikem Wirthem. Akvizici podporoval
také Véaclav Vilém Stech', ktery ptisobil
stejné jako Wirth na Ministerstvu kolstvi
a narodni osvéty a o kterém se dozvidime
nepiimo ze dvou pasazi korespondence.

V prvni zmince Kramér usiluje o Stechovu
navstévu Vidné a prohlidku dila u majitele,
ministerstvo ji viak zamitlo, jak Kraméarovi
referoval Wirth. Druha zminka je v dopise
mezi Kraméafem a Wirthem, kdy Wirth
sdéluje, Ze Stech bude moci dilo posou-

dit pouze podle fotografie, nebot je kvali
drazu omezen v pohybu.?® Kramaf Madla
ve Vidni navstivil v Eervenci 1924. N4vstéve
pfedchizela korespondence o Madlové
nabidkové cen& 90000000 K (tedy

650000 K¢), kterou Kramaf povazoval za
neimé&rné vysokou a argumentoval srov-
nanim ceny za vyznamné&jsi Krumlovskou
Madonu, ktera byla podstatng nizsi: ,,... in
Beantwortung Ihres w. Schreiben... teile ich mit,
dass ich die von Ihnen fiir die Madonna verlan-
gte Summe von K 90000000 (650000 K¢!)

fiir unbegriindet hoch halte. Ist ja doch die
Krumauer Madonna, die unvergleichlich hoher
steht, vor dem Kriege sammt dem Hause, an
welchen Sie angebracht war, um K 34000 gekauft
worden...“ (,V odpovédi na Vis ctény dopis...
sdeéluji, %e Vami navrzenou cenu za Madonu
90000000 K (650000 Kél) povaguji za neopod-
statnéné vysokou. Koneéné Madona Krumlovskd,
kterd je podstatné vjznamnéjsi stala pied vdlkou
i s domem, v kterém byla nalezena 34000 K.“).
Cena uvedena Kraméifem neodpovida
skuteéné vysi prodejni ceny 30000 K, navic
socha nebyla prodéna s domem.* Je tfeba
zohlednit i sflu mé&ny v danych letech,
nebot srovnidvime cenu dila v odlignych
hospodafskych a politickjch podminkéch.
Kupni sila tehdejsi mé&ny Rakouska-Uherska
nebyla stejna, jako siln& infla¢ni ména ve
dvacatych letech 20. stoleti, jak ostatn&
upozoriiuje ve své odpovédi Kramérovi
Madl.?? Zdtraziiuje, Ze cena zohlediiuje

i nasledné zdanéni. Dile podle n&j neni
cenové srovnéani zcela relevantni i proto, Ze
pfi ndkupu byly sochaiské kvality Madony
krumlovské zastfeny nanosy polychromie

a kiidovych podkladt, misty &itajici az

dva centimetry, a nebylo tak viditelné
socha¥ské zpracovéani detailu. I pfes tato
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zdtivodnéni byla nabidkova cena vysoka.
Vincenc Kramérf byl v jednani dspé&sny,
podafilo se mu cenu snizit na 325000 K¢
(650000000 K); ani tato cena v3ak nebyla
nizk4, jak sv&d¢&i srovnani s ndkupnimi
cenami stfedov€kych d&l bohemikalni pro-
venience zakoupenych do statnich sbirek
v letech 1920-1925.2 Nékup za sjednanou
cenu Ministerstvo $kolstvi a narodni osvéty
schvililo dopisem Zdetika Wirtha ze dne
1. zafi 1924 (obr. 4). Uzavieni obchodu
jist€ napomohl i fakt, Ze se proti vyvozu
sochy do zahrani¢i nakonec dtrazné
nepostavila rakouska odborna obec. Madl
jiz v prvnich dopisech Kraméfovi zmi-

nil, Ze vyvoz Madony bude nejspise bez
obtizi, nebot z4djem videriského muzea

o ni je s ohledem na vlastnictvi Madony
krumlovské vyloucen.?* V Archivu Narodni
galerie v Praze se v konvolutu korespon-
dence dochovalo i vyjadfeni videriského
pamétkového dfadu (Bundesdenkmalamt),
které reaguje na zddost majitele dila z Cer-
vence 1924 o vydani povoleni k vyvozu,
které preposlal Madl Kraméfovi. Pro iden-
tifikaci dila je v rozhodnuti uveden odkaz
na publikaci v ¢asopisu Belvedere z roku
1923, socha je popsana jako Madona s dité-
tem, vysky 116 cm, zhotovena z kamene.?
V rozhodnuti se uvadi, Ze povoleni

k vyvozu nelze udélit, nebot dilo nélezi
do kontextu rakouského umeéni a je pfed-
métem zdjmu doméciho uménovédného
badani.? Proti tomuto rozhodnuti se nej-
spide Madl v zdkonné lhité odvolal, nebot
povoleni k vyvozu nakonec bylo udéleno;
Ceska strana na vyvozni povoleni ekala,
jak 1ze dovodit z korespondence Madla

s Kraméafem. Starozitnik Madl v fijnu 1924
lakonicky sdé&luje, ze byl na aradé jiz étyfi-
krat, stile v3ak neni vyfizeno?, v mezidobi
Ceskd strana s intervenci statu v Rakousku
Gspé&3né vyjednévala o slevé vyvozniho
poplatku. V té dob& mél Madl Madonu

z bezpe&nostnich divodt deponovanou

v Dorotheu, jak je zfejmé z vyse zminéného
Fijnového listu.

Pfijeti Madlovy sochy v rakouskych
odbornych kruzich nejspise ale nebylo
jednoznaéné& kladné, jak by mohlo z vy3e
uvedeného vyjad¥eni pamatkového dradu
vyplynout. Dieter Grossmann? v odvolani
na Adalberta Springera uvadi, ze nebylo
jednoduché pro dilo najit kupce, nebot
socha byla povazovana i pfes dobrozdani
Kieslingera za falzum (Filschung). To
ostatné vyplyva i z dochovanych dopist
v galerijnim archivu. Filip Madl se opa-
kovang& ohrazoval proti nai€eni, Ze pro-
déva falzum a sochu ze sidry, nabizel
moznost nezivislého posouzeni dila
a vyzdvihoval jeho sochafské kvality. Sam
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Madonu povazoval za pozdni prici Mistra
Krumlovské madony. Emotivni byla reakce
na Kramafovu zadost o odklad lhuty pro
uzavieni kupni smlouvy s odkazem na
pfetrvavajici pochybnosti o pravosti a mate-
ridlu dila adresovana Madlovi do Vidn&.»
Madl 16. éervence 1925 pise: ,,...Die Madonna
ist echt - blos die Menschen sind falsch! Auch
Gallilei hat man verbrannt weil die gelehrten
Herrn nicht glauben wollten da® sich die Erde
dreht...Die Madonna wurde hier vor dem Verkauf
von einem tiichtigen Mineralogen untersucht und
er fand nicht den Gips! [sic!]“ (,,...Madona je
pravd, to lidé jsou falesni! Galilei byl také updlen,
protoze ucenci nechteli véfit, Ze se Zemé otddi...
Madona zde byla pred prodejem zkoumdna
spolehlivgm mineralogem a ten sddru nenalezl!*,
obr. 5).3° Néasledné 25. éervence Kraméarovi
zaslal stru¢ny a podstatné méné& poeticky

a zdvofilostni dopis. Madl jej vyzyva, aby
v piipadg, Ze je o falzu pfesvédéen a ma

o tom relevantni doklad, proti nému zahé-
jil pFisludné kroky.** Postup administrace
nakupu je tak ve srovnani s dne3nimi stan-
dardy administrace akvizic dél pro statni
instituce pon&kud neptehledny. V roce 1925
je v pisemném styku Madla s Kraméarem
zpochybriovan nékup, na ktery byla vypla-
cena zéloha a byl oficidln& odsouhlasen
ministerstvem jiz roku 1924; jako majetek
Ministerstva kolstvi a narodni osvéty bylo
dilo zapsano 26. 6. 1925. Z dochované kore-
spondence je ale zfejmé, ze eské strana
méla s ohledem na diskusi o materidlovém
sloZeni a pravosti dila dtvod k obaviam

a realizace nikupu byla od ministerstva

a Vincence Kramaéfe velmi proziravym, ale
do jisté miry také riskantnim krokem, pro
ktery potfebovala ¢as. Diivodem k rych-
lému vyplaceni zalohy tak byla nejspize
snaha obchod nezmafit jiz v poéatcich.
Madl po celou dobu jednédni upozoriioval
na finanéni tézkosti, své dluhy ostatné
Kramafovi v dopise z Eervence 1924 pied
jeho névstévou Vidné& vypocitaval a apeloval
na rychlé jednani ve vé&ci prodeje Madony.
Navrhoval, aby feditel dle vlastniho uvazeni
poslal do Vidné& n€koho, kdo by Madonu
objektivn€ zhodnotil a pokud lze, aby byly
pfipraveny i penize na nakup, nebot musi
ke 12. srpnu splatit velké droky ze svych
dluhd. O Madlovych dluzich byl zpraven

i Zden&k Wirth, ktery nikup Madony pro
Obrazéarnu dozoroval a sochu si spolu

s dal3imi dily nabizenymi k ndkupu jel

do Vidné& prohlédnout v srpnu roku 1924.
Wirth Kraméfovi poté napsal velmi p¥a-
telsky list tykajici se nabizenych ndkupt
dél do galerijnich sbirek (obr. 3), v némz
jednoznaéné nakup Madony z Hallstattu
podpofil a popsal Madlovy finanéni pro-
blémy: , Mily priteli, nase dopisy se kfizovaly,



Vds$ % 21. srpna a mij z 20. srpna 1924. Z mého
dopisu Jste zatim zvédél, %e jedu do Vidné. Dnes
jsem ji% doma a ddvdm Vdm o tom ihned zprdvu.
I. Madonna u Mddla je pFekrdsny kus, ktery kou-
pen byjti musi. Myslim, Ze ziskdvdme rovnocennou
ndhradu za ztracenou Krumlovskou Madonnu,
tFeba, %e Madlova Madonna je mladsi. Mddl

byl velmi deprimovdn svoji finanéni tisni a uvital
mne jako spasitele. Slibil jsem mu, %e Vim ihned
poddm zprdvu a myslim, Ze proti tomu nic nena-
mitnete, kdy% vyzvu sle¢nu % galerie, aby mu hned
poukdzala do filidlky Zivnostenské banky ve Vidni
100000 K¢ na jeho nejnutnéjsi dluhy... [sicl].“*
K vydané ¢éstce je tfeba dodat, ze nakup
Madony podpofil darem 50000 K& Otto
Petschek, spolumajitel bankovniho domu
Petschek a spol. sidliciho v Praze, ptisludnik
jedné z nejbohat3ich podnikatelskych rodin
tehdejstho Ceskoslovenska.? Nékup rezo-
noval také v odborné obci, velmi pochvalng
se 0 ném zminil nap¥. Antonin Maté&j¢ek

v reflexi Kramérova ptisobeni v Cele
Obrazirny.* Nova akvizice byla zaFazena
do konceptu vystavy pfirtistkit Obrazarny

z let 1919-1930 potadané u piileZitosti
osmdesatych narozenin prezidenta Tomése
Garrigua Masaryka v Méstské (Ustiedni)
knihovné v Praze. V doprovodném katalogu
jej Vincenc Kramaf atribuoval jako salcbur-
skou (?) praci z po&atku 15. stoleti, uvedl
nakup ve videriském uméleckém obchodg

a zminil ikonografické vazby na eska kras-
noslohd dila.” V pochvalné recenzi vystavy
Antonin Maté&j¢ek pise o vyznamu dila

pro sbirkovy fond a v3im4 si rovn&€z dutin

v soSe a urleni jejiho materidlu: ,...Z éeské
plastiky shromdzdéné v kabinetu pronim dluzno
vytknouti dievénou sochu Zikmunda..., hlavné
viak repliku Madony krumlovské, jejis vztahy

k origindlu krumlovskému i k éeskym madondm
vyklddd tistény privodce vistavou. Cstecné dutd
socha budi domnénku, %e tu jde o prdci z umé-
lého kamene modelovanou a tesanou, ne% bude

tu prece potiebi odborné zkousky, kdyz éasto
takto oznacované sochy byvaji tesdny % éeské
opuky a % neznalosti tohoto druhu kamene

v ciziné byvaji pokldddny za prdci v kameni
umélém...“.3° Pochvalné se o ndkupu vyja-
dfil i Jan Kvét, kdyz akvizici dila oznaéil

za ,zoldst vjznamnou.” Socha byla poté
soutasti dlouhodobé expozice, v jejimz
stru¢ném pravodci byla disledné oznaco-
vana jako Replika Krumlovské madony. Pozdé&ji
vSak byla Madona ve sbirkové evidenci

a doprovodnych katalozich uvddéna jako
Varianta Krumlovské madony a atribuovana
jako dilo nasledovnika Mistra Krumlovské
madony?®. Pomocné oznaéeni Madona

% Hallstattu, odkazujici k tradovanému mistu
ziskani dila Madlem, bylo uzivino zpra-
vidla zahrani¢nimi badateli a dtisledné je
uzito i v poslednim katalogovém zpracovani

doproviazejicim vystavu Krdsné Madony ze
Salcburku. Lity kdmen kolem 1400.

Podstatn& méné& nez o okolnostech
akvizice vime z archivnich materidlt
o stavu sochy po pfevozu z Vidné a jejich
opravich ¢i pFipadnych mineralogickych
expertizach. V archivu restauratorského
oddéleni Narodni galerie je uloZen pouze
protokol o nové&jsim restauratorském
zasahu Anny Ttestikové z roku 1995, kdy
byl sejmut neptivodni doplné&k, ktery je
zmifiovan ve star3i literatufe.® Stav dila
v dobé akvizice a bezprostFedné& poté lze
tedy dovozovat pouze z tehdy zvefejné-
nych snimka. Nestar3i pochéazi z roku
1923, mlad3i byly pofizeny do publikace
vy$e zminé&né vystavy piirastkt porddané
roku 1930. Zajimavé je sledovat, jak v dob&
akvizice a nedlouho po ni oscilovalo
hodnoceni materidlového slozeni sochy
mezi sidrou, litym kamenem a opukou.
Do zna¢né miry tato skute¢nost odrizela
miru znalosti problematiky litého kamene,
kterou tehdy zasadné& prohloubil Adalbert
Springer publikaci své disertace v roce
1936.4° Dal3im vyznaénym impulsem pro
studium tématu litého kamene a salc-
burského krasného slohu byly vystavy
Krasnych Madon (1965) a Piet (1970) autor-
sky pfipravené Dietrem Grossmannem
a jejich reflexe v odborné literatufe, véetné
¢lanku jejich autora z roku 1966, v némz
doplnil a upfesnil n&ktera sva starsi
zjidt&ni uvddéni ve vystavnim katalogu
z roku 1965. Zasadni vyznam pro studium
krasného slohu, a tedy i pro salcburska
dila z litého kamene, mé&l monumentalni
vystavni projekt vénovany rodiné Parléfa
v Kolin& nad Rynem (1978).4 Do viech
zmin&nych projektt vstupovalo reflexi
& pfimou spolupraci také éeské badani
(zejména Albert Kutal, Jaromir Homolka).+
Pfedmétem zdjmu Ceskych badatelt viak
byly spise otazky geneze a 3ifeni krasného
slohu a mira iniciaéni role éeskych zemi,
nikoli technologick4 problematika salc-
burského sochafského souboru z litého
kamene. Tématu litého kamene a polych-
romie kamenosochaiskych dél rakouské
provenience se v poslednich desetiletich
opakované vénoval Manfred Koller a jeho
spolupracovnici.® Do souboru zkou-
manych dél zahrnul i galerijni Madonu
% Hallstattu.* Kromé& uréeni materie sochy
byla v odborné literatufe hodnocena i mira
dochovéani ptivodni polychromie a otazky
ptvodni barevnosti. Polychromie viak
byla vyhodnocovana vyhradn& na zakladé
optického zkouméni. V ramci pfiprav
Cesko-rakouské vystavy Krdsné Madony byl
u Madony % Hallstattu zpracovan petrogra-
ficky rozbor vlastni hmoty litého kamene
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a byla provedena analyza barevnych vrstev
polychromie.

Materialovy prizkum
Petrograficky rozbor stanovil dvé hlavni
slozky, sddrovec a dolomiticky vapenec,
a predikoval n&které p¥imé&si, jako jsou dra-
selné zivce, albit, muskovit, jilové mineraly
s draslikem, kFfemen, magnezit a sulfidy
Zeleza pyrit nebo markazit.+® N&které tyto
slozky byly nésledné prokdzany materiilo-
vym rozborem v chemicko-technologické
laboratoti Narodni galerie v Praze, kde
probé&hl rozsahly materidlovy prizkum
zejména barevnych vrstev polychromie
a zaroverti byly sledovany technologické
aspekty tpravy povrchu litého kamene
hallstattské Madony.¥ V prvnim kroku byl
prizkum veden neinvazivné metodami
optické mikroskopie pomoci USB mikro-
skopu, kdy byl povrch dokumentovéan ve
viditelném a ultrafialovém svétle.* Prvkova
analyza byla realizovdna pomoci rentgenové
fluorescenéni spektroskopie* a strukturni
analyza Ramanovou spektroskopii®® pfimo
z povrchu litého kamene a polychromie.
V druhém kroku prob&hl odbé&r mikro-
-vzork®,” na kterych bylo provedeno strati-
grafické posouzeni jednotlivych vrstev, vCet-
né hmoty litého kamene, analyza molekulo-
vé struktury pigmentd metodou Ramanovy
spektroskopie, posouzeni prvkového sloze-
ni ¢4stic pigment? na skenovacim elektro-
novém mikroskopu s energiové-disperznim
detektorem a identifikace organickych latek
metodou infradervené spektroskopie.
Stejné jako petrografickym rozborem
byl strukturni analyzou Ramanovy spekt-
roskopie pfimo na stratigrafiich vzorkt ve
hmoté& kamene identifikovin dominantné
dihydrat siranu vapenatého (CaSO, - 2 H,0,
strukturou odpovida pfirodnimu mine-
ralu sidrovci)® s pfimésemi magnezitu
(MgCOS), hematitu (FezOs), pyritu (FeS,),
rutilu (TiO,) a ojedin&lymi zrny uhlikaté
Cerné (obr. 6). Prvkova analyza pak uka-
zala na hlinitokfemi¢ité mineraly odpo-
vidajici v rdmci petrografického rozboru
Zivem a ojedinéle byla zaznamenéna
pfitomnost olova (Pb) a chloru (Cl). Hlavni
slozky, dihydrét siranu vipenatého spolu
s uhli¢itany vipenatym nebo hofe¢nato-
-vipenatym, které svym chemickym slo-
Zenim odpovidaji dolomitickému vipenci,
byly dobfe detekovany i neinvazivn& pfimo
z povrchu litého kamene metodou mobilni
Ramanovy spektroskopie. Tato metoda
byla rovné&z vyuzita k neinvazivnimu
komparaénimu prazkumu slozeni hmot
na sochach Madony % Bad Aussee (Salcburk,
kolem 1405, Rimskokatolick4 farnost v Bad
Aussee), kterd vznikla ve stejném dilenském
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prostiedi jako Madona % Hallstattu, dale
Madony % Leogangu (Salcburk [?], 80. 1éta
14. stoleti, Bergbau- und Gotikmuseum
Leogang, inv. €. 1), Madony % Breitenau
(Videri nebo Salcburk, kolem 1380-1390,
Museum des Stiftes Admont), Madony
Colliho (Salcburk, poéatek 15. stoleti,
Liebieghaus Skulpturensammlung,
Frankfurt nad Mohanem, inv. &. 1066),
Salcburské madony = Norimberku (Salcburk,
kolem 1420, Germanisches National-
museum, Norimberk, inv. ¢. 2382)
a Madony z Radstadtu (Salcburk, kolem
1430/1435, Kapucinsky klaster v Radstadtu,
Dommuseum Salzburg, zaptijéeno z farniho
kostela v Radstadtu).5

Na ziklad€ strukturni analyzy z povr-
chu litého kamene byl dihydrat siranu
vapenatého jako hlavni slozka potvrzen
v hmot& Madony % Bad Aussee v kombinaci
s dolomitem (MgCa(CO,),) a kfemennymi
zrny (SiO,), Madony Colliho, kde je dihydrat
siranu vipenatého ve smési s dolomitickym
vapencem (smés uhli¢itanu vipenatého,
CaCO,, s dolomitem), a Salcburské madony
% Norimberka. Prvkovou analyzou bylo
u v3ech soch vedle vapniku a siry identi-
fikovano i zelezo, draslik, kfemik a stron-
cium (obr. 7). Tyto prvky odpovidaji pfimé-
sim stanovenym pfi petrografickém rozboru
Madony % Hallstattu.”® Pfitomnost sloucenin
Zeleza ovliviiuje zabarveni litého kamene
do &ervena, n&€ktefi autofi proto v popisu
materie soch p¥imo uZivaji adjektivum ,¢er-
veny ¢&i Gervenavy® lity kdmen. Stroncium
ve formé siranu strontnatého (SrSO,,
strukturou odpovidé pfirodnimu minerélu
celestinu) uréil jako pFimé&s litého kamene
Koller.’® Na Madoné z Radstadtu byl struk-
turni analyzou identifikovan siran vipenaty
ve formé anhydritu” v kombinaci s uhli¢ita-
nem vapenatym.*® Jin forma siranu vépe-
natého mtize ukazovat na rozdilné techno-
logické zpracovani pf¥i pfipravé sochy.

Oproti tomu z povrchu soch Madona
% Leogangu a Madona % Breitenau byla zis-
kédna Ramanova spektra s hlavnim pasem
~1086 cm?, ktery je charakteristicky pro
uhli¢itan vipenaty. Prvkovou analjzou
byl vedle vapniku identifikovan také kie-
mik, Zelezo, draslik nebo titan, jejichz
slou€eniny jsou béznou souéasti pFirod-
niho kamene. Petrograficky rozbor hmoty
Madony % Leogangu ukazuje na vapnity pisko-
vec z Breitenbrunnu.”® Obdobné lze pfed-
pokladat uziti p¥irodniho kamene i u sochy
Madony % Breitenan.®

Prvnim krokem pf#i identifikaci mate-
riald v barevnych vrstvich polychromie
a pokoveni Madony % Hallstattu bylo vyuziti
mobilni Ramanovy spektroskopie spoleéng
s prvkovou rentgen-fluorescenéni analy-



zou. Polychromie neni dochovéna souvisle,
do dnedniho stavu se promita fada oprav.
Cilem priazkumu bylo stanovit materialové
sloZeni jednotlivych vrstev, zpfesnit ¢aso-
vou souslednost dochovanych fragmentt
a upfesnit hypotézy o ptivodni barevnosti.
Rada autortt predpoklada, na zakladé
interpretace vizudlntho studia dochova-
nych fragmentd polychromie, ze Madona
% Hallstattu méla barevnost typickou pro
krasnoslohé sochy Madon® - zlacené vlasy
Jeziska a Panny Marie, minuci6zné& prove-
dené inkarnity, bilou gravirovanou rousku
se zlacenym okrajem, Cerveny 3at a plast
se zlacenymi lemy - na lici bily, na rubu
modry (obr. 8). Opakované bylo u krisno-
slohych Madon a Piet zdtéiraznéno, ze uzita
barevnost nebyla pouze vytvarnym prvkem
rytmizujicim sochafsky tvar, nesla také
specificky obsah, podtrhujici teologické
vyznamy konkrétniho marianského vyobra-
zeni. Bila byla chépana jako symbol &istoty,
neposkvrnénosti, symbolizovala Bozi svétlo
a v&nost. K aktualizaci téchto teologickych
vykladt vyrazné& pfispéla popularita mys-
tickych vidéni Brigity Svédské (1303-1373),
ktera ve scéné& Narozeni Pan& popsala
vidéni Panny Marie v bilém plasti se zla-
tymi vlasy. Esteticky kdnon polychromie
krasnoslohych sochafskych dél mohla do
jisté miry spoluutvaret i tehdejsi obliba
luxusniho zboZi ze slonoviny a jeho spe-
cifickd barevnost.** Vychazime-li z okruhu
krasnoslohych Madon salcburské pro-
venience z litého kamene zkoumanych
Kollerem a jeho spolupracovniky, byla
bila barevnost prizkumem potvrzena na
plasti u Madony z frantiskdnského kldstera
v Salcburku, Madony % Bad Aussee, Madony
% Radstadtu a Madony ze Seitenstetten. Bila
barevnost byla identifikovina rovn&z
v piipad& prazské krasnoslohé opukové
Madony ziskané v 90. letech 14. stoleti do
Altenmarktu v Pongau. Bily plast byl analy-
zami prokdzan na polychromii dal3ich opu-
kovych Madon bohemikalni provenience,
kli¢ovych pro atribuéni a typologicky kon-
text krasnoslohého socharstvi v Cechéch -
Madony % Krumlova®, Madony % TFeboné &i
Madony % Chlumu®4, pfedpokladan je rovnéz
u Madony % Plzné a Madony % Vimperka, které
jsou v souasnosti pfedmétem prizkumu
a restaurovani. Obdobné pocetné skupina
vyobrazeni Panny Marie s bilym plagtém
je i u krasnoslohych Piet; pfipomerime
Pietu ¢eského piivodu ze Seonu, Krivdkovu
a Jiklavskou Pietu.> Diislednost, s jakou
byla uréita barevnost tehdejsimi mistry p¥i
polychromii soch uzivina, svéd&i o oprav-
nénosti teorii ,kanonické podoby polychro-
mie kolem roku 1400 a jejich obsahovych
souvztaznosti. Je viak pozoruhodné, Ze se

obsahové konotace nélezici bilému plasti
Panny Marie nepromitaji ve v&t3{ mife do
deskového malifstvi. Pfikladem mohou byt
krasnoslohé marianské obrazy z Cech, které
v odkaze na star3i uctivané predobrazy
zachovavaji symboliku modrého plastg, jak
byla v Cechéch kodifikovana v karlovském
obdobi.® Vratime-li se k analyze fragmentt
polychromie Madony % Hallstattu, nepiekva-
puje tedy, Ze fada autort v izolovanych ost-
rivcich barevnosti vidéla fragmenty bilého
plasté (obr. 9). Materidlové analyzy viak
prokazuji, Ze k takto pfimo&arym zavériim
exaktnimi metodami v fadé pfipadd nedo-
chézime, jak ukazuje nésledujici rozbor
vysledkidl materidlového prizkumu barev-
nych vrstev.

Provedend makro-fotodokumentace
povrchu ukézala stopy pokoveni na vla-
sech Panny Marie a JeZzika, sponé Satu
a lemu plasté. Pouze pod zlacenim na
sponé je viditelnd Eervena vrstva, na ostat-
nich plochich ma podklad (mordant) pod
zlacenim okrové zabarveni (obr. 10a, b).
Na lemu pla3t&€ na hrudi Panny Marie
pod sponou jsou viditelné dv€ vrstvy, kdy
doslo k pozdg&jsimu piezlaceni na okro-
vou vrstvu mordantu. Na lemu plast& ve
stfedni ¢asti sochy je viditelnd pouze jedna
vrstva zlaceni, kterd vizuiln& odpovida
spodni vrstvé zlaceni na lemu pod sponou
(obr. 10¢, d). Kromé& barevnosti fragmentt
polychromie a zlaceni lze pozorovat jem-
nou modelaci napfiklad v partiich vlasi,
trasologické stopy po niastrojich, které byly
uzity pro opracovani a vyhlazeni povrchu
littho kamene nebo pro vytvofeni jem-
nych detail modelace, napft. v plo3e ¢ na
lemu rousky Panny Marie (obr. 10e). Na
makrosnimecich jsou viditelné i vzduchové
bubliny na povrchu kamene (obr. 10f). Ty
se v pfipad€ Madony % Hallstattu pohybuji
nejcastéji v rozmezi 0,3-1,2 cm (obr. 11a).
Neinvazivni materidlovy prizkum nésledné
dokumentoval n€kolik nesouslednych
vrstev polychromie a pokoveni, véetné stop
originaln{ polychromie. Na zdklad€ téchto
zjisténi byla stanovena mista k odbé&ru
mikro-vzorki, které mély detailné&ji rozlisit
materidlové sloZeni ptivodnich vrstev od
pfemaleb i charakterizovat technologicka
specifika nandseni polychromie na povrch
littho kamene. Vyhodnocenim odebranych
vzorkt byla zji§téna technologicka zvl4st-
nost, na hlavé Panny Marie lze totiZ iden-
tifikovat odlinou souslednost barevnych
vrstev a pfipravy povrchu samotné hmoté
littho kamene pod polychromii. Pouze
na vzorcich z inkarndtu na spanku Panny
Marie a jeji roudce byla na hmot& kamene
zaznamenéna dalsi vrstva bliZici se (snad aZ
imitujici) svym okrové hnédym (do Eervena)
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zabarvenim samotné hmoté litého kamene.
Jeji sloZeni je viak mirn& odlidné a vrstva je
silné&ji pojena. Kombinaci prvkové a struk-
turni analyzy byla v této vrstv€ potvrzena
pfitomnost uhli¢itanu vipenatého a uhli-
¢itanu vapenato-hofeénatého (dolomiticky
vapenec), alumosilikaty, pfimé&s ilmenitu
(FeTiO,), ojedinéle fluorit (CaF,) a pigmenty,
resp. materialy se sikativnimi a¢inky -
minium (Pb,0,) a masikot (PbO). Tato
vrstva, prokdzanéd vyhradné v partiich na
hlavé Panny Marie, mohla mit spiSe cha-
rakter vrstvy upravujici hladkost ¢i adhezi
povrchu litého kamene. Pro tuto hypotézu
sv&d&i, ze byla nanidena postupné a na
vzorku z inkarnétu lze v ultrafialovém
svétle rozpoznat az tfi nasledné vrstvy,
nana3ené tzv. do vlhkého (obr. 12).9 Témito
kroky mohlo dojit k dokonalému vyhla-
zeni povrchu téchto partii pfed nanesenim
barevnych vrstev polychromie. Na vzorku

z rousky je vrstva od kamene oddélena
velice tenkou Eernou vrstvitkou, zfejmé
nedistot. Nilez této mezivrstvy by mohl
sv&dCit o mozném ¢asovém prodleni mezi
pfipravou povrchu litého kamene a apli-
kaci této sjednocujici vrstvy (obr. 13).
Vyrovnavaci vrstvy na inkarnitu a rousce
se mirng& 1i§i morfologii ¢astic. Tento tech-
nologicky postup nebyl na zddné dalsi
ptvodni &asti polychromie sochy dokumen-
tovan (3at a lem pla3t& Panny Marie, sokl).
Obdobny technologicky aspekt siln& pojené
vrstvy pod inkarnity byl dokumentovan

na Madoné z Bad Aussee, kde Koller popi-
suje, Ze vrstva inkarnéatu (olovnata b&loba

s rumélkou) je poloZena na zhnédlé izo-
lagni vrstvé pojidla (av3ak bez podkladu).s®
Podle doposud publikovanych vysledkt
pfirodov&dnych prizkumt soustfedujicich
se na polychromii soch z litého kamene jde
o jediny doposud popsany piiklad tohoto
specifického technologického postupu.
Nepochybné& by bylo zajimavé ziskat

v budoucnu pro tato zjidténi dal3i kompara-
tivni data a potvrdit, zda se jednalo o bé&z-
né&jsi dilensky postup.

Nejsledované&jsim aspektem materidlové
analyzy bylo objasnéni pfedpokladané
barevnosti plasté Panny Marie na zédkladé
umélecko-historickych hypotéz, které pred-
pokladaly bilou barevnost na lici a modrou
na rubu plasté. Prazkum byl vyrazné zkom-
plikovan pravé vyznamné&ji dochovanymi
fragmenty druhotnych vrstev polychromie.
Prvkovou XRF analjzou byl na spodnim
cipu plast& na levé stran& potvrzen modry
mé&dnaty pigment, lze pfedpoklddat azurit
(2 CuCO, - Cu(OH),). Z rubu plasté bylo
nasledné odebrano ze zdjmovych ploch
nékolik mikro-vzorkd. Pouze na jednom
vzorku byly zachyceny nejstar3i vrstvy,
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kdy se prokéazalo uziti modré polychro-
mie tvofené azuritem. Vrstva azuritu byla
polozena na éerveny podklad obsahujici
Zelezitou hlinku, ktery byl nanesen pfimo
na povrch litého kamene (obr. 14a). Azurit
na rubu plasté€ byl rovn&z potvrzen na
Madoné % Bad Aussee.” P¥i identifikaci oprav
a druhotnych zédsaht v modré polychromii
lze rozpoznat né&kolik etap. Jejich zafazeni
z hlediska ¢asové souslednosti je kompli-
kované. V né&kterych opravach byla pod
barevné vrstvy polychromie nanesena bila
(bilo-okrovd) vrstva druhotného podkladu,
ktera sjednotila povrch pFed aplikaci nové
polychromie. Tyto pomocné vrstvy jsou na
bazi siranu vipenatého, napf. v partiich
Cerveného atu Panny Marie nebo v modré
drapérii plasté (obr. 14b), resp. uhliitanu
vapenatého v jinych partiich modrého
plasté (obr. 14c), pfestoze néslednd modra
vrstva mé identické sloZeni. Lze se domni-
vat, ze pii opravé, kterd mohla byt vzhle-
dem k dataci pigment@ pouzitych v modré
vrstv€ provedena nejdfive v 18. stoleti, byla
vyuzita zFejmé jiz existujici druhotné pod-
kladova vrstva. V modré vrstvé rubu plasté
byla identifikovdna smé&s olovnaté bé&loby,
smaltu (draselné sklo s obsahem kobaltu),
pruské modie (K[Fe""Fe"(CN),]), okrii,
rumélky a dalich marginélnich pfirodnich
pFimé&si (obr. 14).7 Variabilita pouZitych
pigmenttl ukazuje na v&t3i polet druhot-
nych zasahil, které navazovaly na stdvajici
modrou barevnost rubu plasté. Modra
v3ak nahradila ptivodni barevny koncept

i na lici plasté. Neinvazivni analyzou byl
lokalné& identifikovdn v zadnich partiich na
lici plasté ultramarin, ktery byl pouzit pfi
novodobych opravich pro retuse. Prizkum
na odebranych mikro-vzorcich nicméné
ukazuje, Ze lic plast& byl pravdépodobné
ptivodné bily, jak je typické pro krasno-
slohé Madony. Na povrch litého kamene
byla zfejmé& aplikovana bild vrstva smési
olovnaté bé&loby a kiidy (uhli¢itan vape-
naty, obr. 15). Na stratigrafii odebraného
mikro-vzorku jsou viditelnd nerovhomé&rné
distribuovana vyrazna bila zrna olovnaté
béloby (2 ]?bCO3 - Pb(OH),) v kiidé s dru-
hotné aplikovanou vrstvou sadry, na které
jsou fragmenty vrstvy s olovnatou b&lobou
a novodobé retuse. Tato posloupnost vrstev
je na plo3e plasté dochovana ziejmé pouze
v malych ,ostrivcich” polychromii, které
jsou barevné& sjednoceny okrovou retusi

s hmotou litého kamene.

Lemy pldsté Panny Marie jsou pokoveny.
Pokoveni je provedeno na pomérné& silnou
vrstvu okrového mordantu, ve kterém byla
analyzou potvrzena pfitomnost Zlutjch
a Cervenych okrdl - pfirodni hlinky s obsa-
hem goethitu (FeOOH), resp. hematitu



(Fe,0,), rutilu (TiO,) - minia, ojedinéle
uhlikaté Eerné a siranu vipenatého. Vrstva
ma velice teply ton, ktery propijéil teplou
tonalitu nanesenému platkovému zlatu na
lemech. Na vzorku z oblasti hrudi Panny
Marie pod sponou jsou viditelné rozsahlé
vrstvy oprav, pfi nichz bylo zlaceni dvakrat
nahrazeno, vzdy pfes vrstvu mordantu.
Pfi prvni opravé pokoveni bylo uzito zlato
s pfimé&si stiibra a pfi druhé zlato s primési
stiibra a mé&di (obr. 16). SloZeni pokoveni
pfi opravich tak vychédzelo z pavodni
zamyslené teplé tonality zlata na lemech
plasté. V ramci oprav bylo provedeno i st¥i-
bfeni, nasledné byla tato vrstva piekryta
vrstvou respektujici ptivodni barevnost.
Sat Panny Marie je &erveny, kde v ptivodni
Eervené vrstv€ polychromie byla proka-
zana smés rumélky (HgS), olovnaté bé&loby,
siranu a uhligitanu védpenatého s ojediné-
lymi zrny uhlikaté ¢erné&. Cerven4 vrstva na
atu je provedena na velice tenkou vrstvu
siranu vapenatého. Je otdzkou, zda tuto
tenkou vrstvu lze chépat jako pFipravnou
podkladovou vrstvu pod polychromii &
zbytky siranu vipenatého na povrchu litého
kamene. Sila vrstvy by naznaéovala spise
druhou variantu.

Jak jiz bylo fe€eno, vrstva inkarnatu
v obliejové partii Panny Marie je nanesena
pfimo na okrové hn&dou (do ervena) silné
pojenou vrstvu, kterd zfejmé& vyrovnivala
povrch litého kamene.” Samotn4 vrstva
ptvodniho inkarnitu je na bazi olovnaté
béloby s rumé&lkou a pfimé&si alumosili-
kéat.” Na rtech Panny Marie jsou zietelng
viditelné rozséhlé premalby, jednotlivé
pfemalby jsou oddé&leny bud organickou
mezivrstvou nebo sjednocujicimi vrstvami
pfed nanesenim druhotnych vrstev. Stejné
sjednocujici druhotné vrstvy jsou vidi-
telné také pod stfibfenim na lemu plasté
Panny Marie na hrudi pod sponou. Mariina
rouska, provedend rovnéz s okrov€ hnédou
(do Eervena) vyrovnévaci vrstvou, je poko-
vena stfibrem a v polychromii byla uzita
rumé&lka. Barevné vrstvy jsou na stratigrafii
zachovany pouze fragmentarng, a tudiz
nelze odvodit, zda jde o piivodni polychro-
mii. St¥ib¥eni na rousce Madony % Bad Aussee
nebylo dolozeno, oviem na lemu rousky
bylo prokézéno zlaceni.”

V partiich soklu byla zelena polychromie
nanesena pfimo na hmotu litého kamene
v jedné vrstve€ (obr. 17). V zelené vrstvé byla
identifikovana smé&s pfFirodnich zelenych
mineralt - malachit (CuCO, - Cu(OH),),
atakamit (Cu,(OH),Cl) a posnjakit (Cu,(SO,)
(OH), - H,0), spolu s olovnato-cini¢itou
zluti typ I (PbSnO,) a mineralnimi pfimé-
semi - kfemenem, dolomitem, alumosili-
kéty a ojedinéle s uhlikatou Eerni.

Pouziti olejového pojiva bylo infrader-
venou spektroskopii potvrzeno v barevné
vrstvé zeleného podstavce. Na vzorku
odebraném z rousky byly identifikovany
proteiny (nejspi3 klih), které mohly byt
poutzity jako pojivo piipravné vrstvy, kterd
byla aplikovéna v partiich hlavy. Uréeni
pojiva u ostatnich vzorkt neumoziiovala
pfitomnost vosku a pryskyfice, které byly
pouzity k upevnéni polychromie pfi restau-
ratorském zasahu.

S ohledem na pFedpoklddany dilensky
kontext byl proveden zikladni srovna-
vaci priizkum polychromie Madony % Bad
Aussee™, kterd byla naposledy restaurovina
ve 40. letech 20. stoleti (1943, restaurator
Wilhelm Smolka [?]), jak uvadi s odvolanim
na vrchntho konzervatora Josefa Zykana
Dieter Grossmann.” Data z pfedchoziho
prizkumu publikoval Manfred Koller.”
Cilem prizkumu v Narodni galerii bylo
ziskat komparagni data o polychromii
Madony % Hallstatu a Madony % Bad Aussee za
stejnych podminek a doplnit tak p¥edchozi
zji§té€ni. Prizkum byl viak vyhradné& nein-
vazivni, z povrchu polychromie, kde byly
identifikovany zejména vytvarné materialy
z pfemaleb. Metodou neinvazivni mobilni
Ramanovy spektroskopie byla identifiko-
vana rumélka ve vrstvach polychromie
na Gerveném 3atu, na modrém plasti pak
kombinace pruské modfe s olovnatou bé&lo-
bou. Pfitomn4 pruskd modf svédé&i jedno-
zna¢né o pozdé&jdi premalbé. Na zakladé
vysledkt prvkové analyzy metodou XRF lze
déle v ¢ervené polychromii predpokladat
minium a okry, v modrych vrstvich i smalt
a na bilych plochach zinkovou (ZnO),
ev. téZ titanovou bélobu (TiO,) a siran bar-
naty (BaSO,) pochazejici zfejmé z novodo-
bych restauragnich zasaht. Na pokovenych
plochich bylo identifikovino zlato.

Vysledky rozsiahlého pfirodovédného
prizkumu podporuji umélecko-historickou
hypotézu o ptivodnim barevném rozlozeni
polychromie Madony % Hallstattu a rovné&z
ukazuji technologicka specifika provedeni
polychromie. V obliéejovych partiich Panny
Marie byla doloZena tprava povrchu litého
kamene silné& pojenou organickou vrstvou.
Polychromie na rubu plasté je modra, pro-
vedena azuritem na Cerveny podklad. Lic
plasté byl bily, naneseny pfimo na povrch
kamene, stejn& jako ptivodni Eervend
polychromie 3atu nebo zelené polychromie
na soklu. Lemy plast&, zfejmé i spodniho
3atu, vlasy Jeziska a Panny Marie byly zla-
ceny.

Navstévnikim vystavy Krdsné Madony
se diky t&sné instalaéni blizkosti Madony
% Hallstattu a Madony % Bad Aussee (obr. 1, 2)
naskytla unikatni moZnost srovnéni jed-
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notlivych detaild provedeni sochafského
tvaru a miry odli§nosti prostorového zpra-
covani, které exaktné& proméfil jiz Dieter
Grosssmann na salcburské vystavé v roce
1965 a konstatoval u n&kterych zdanlivé
shodnych tvart diference v fidu centime-
tra.” Bylo také velmi dobfe patrné, jak

k vnimani celku pfFispivad barevny rozvrh
polychromie a do jaké miry nénosy poz-
dgjsich vrstev zkresluji pavodni detaily
kamenosochafského zpracovani (obr. 18).
Madona % Hallstattu se pfesto v mnoha
ohledech jevi jako detailné&ji propraco-
vana. Srovnani s Madonou % Bad Aussee také
poskytuje jasny ditkaz posunu interpretace
tektoniky zahybového systému plast€ na
hrudi Panny Marie u Madony % Hallstattu.
Pfi opravach sochy byla chybné rozvrzena
barevnost, pfehyb rubu plasté byl misto
modfe polychromovéan &ervené a byl tak
vizuélné& sjednocen s plochou spodntho
3atu (obr. 19).7® K této chyb& mohlo dojit az
tehdy, kdy jiz nebyly typologické souvislosti
modelace a polychromie rouch krasnoslo-
hych Madon zazité a tento detail plasté
mohl byt pro autora opravy polychromie
obtizngji ¢itelny. Motiv charakteristického
pfehnuti okraje Mariina plasté spojeného
agrafou, s kterym se setkdvime u Madony

% Hallstattu, totiz typologicky propojuje fadu
krasnoslohych Madon &eské a rakouské
provenience a sahi az k bohemikalnim
maridnskym obrazim karlovské doby. PFi
opravéach polychromie Madony %z Bad Aussee
byl tento detail obnoven spravné.

Vystava rovnéz nabidla moznost detailni
fotodokumentace™ a optického srovnani
materidlu litého kamene a opracovéni
rubovych a spodnich stran (obr. 20, 21).
Zida Madony z Bad Aussee byla druhotné
sefiznuta, pravdépodobné nivazné na
adjustaci v rokokovém oltaFi®°, nabizi se
tak mimofadny pohled do vnitini struktury
littho kamene, ktery ndm bohuzel zobra-
zovaci metody v pfipad€ plnoplastickych
soch doposud nenabizi (viz snimky RTG,
na kterych nelze stanovit charakter a roz-
loZeni jednotlivych bublin v hmotég). Lze
tak odecist velikost bublin i jejich umis-
t&ni v plo3e. Z tohoto pozorovani viak
u Madony % Bad Aussee nevyplyva zadna
vyznalni technologicka charakteristika,
nebot rozmisténi a velikost bublin neni
v plo3e zédsadné& nerovnomé&rné (obr. 20b).
V ramci fotodokumentace byla také zazna-
menéna hustota vrypil (gravirovani)® a tvar
uzitych néstroj na vrapovéani okraji na
roudce Panny Marie na Madoné % Hallstatu
a u Madony z Bad Aussee. Zde je v3ak reliéf
znalng potlagen polychromii (obr. 23).
Pfipadné budouci detailni provenien&ni
badani maze vyuzit i dokumentaci spodni
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strany Madony % Hallstattu. P¥i instalaci
vystavy bylo potvrzeno, Ze tvar a rozsah
probrani je v dochovaném souboru sku-
teéné raritni (obr. 22) a stale relevantni

se zda byt i Grossmannova poznamka

o mozném druhotném zisahu. Je pravdé-
podobné, Ze presny tvar okraji podstavy
reflektoval zpiisob osazeni. Doposud viak
nepokro¢ila nade znalost ptivodniho umis-
t&ni Madony. Dosavadni literatura se odvo-
lava na Madlovo sdé&leni, Zze sochu ziskal

z neur¢ené kaple z okoli Hallstattu. Vé&fime
viak, Ze ani v tomto bodé& neni bidani zda-
leka u konce. Je pozoruhodné, ze Madona
% Hallstattu nabizi i po témé&f stu letech od
svého objevu fadu novych podnéta. Diky
svému vyznamu je totiZ Gzce provazana

s dal3imi tématy studia krasného slohu,
které je diky mimoFddné bohatosti a kom-
plexnosti stile badatelsky Zivé.

Prispévek vznikl v rdmci projektu Mobilni zarizeni pro
zobrazovdni a analijzu vrstevnaté malby a polychromie
dél starého uméni z Programu na podporu apliko-
vaného vijzkumu a experimentdlniho vijvoje ndrodni

a kulturni identity na léta 2016 a% 2022 (NAKI II)
Ministerstva kultury CR, identifikaéni kéd projektu
DG18P0o20VV0006.

Pozndmky

1 Vystava poradana ve spolupréci s Ustavem
d&jin uméni AV CR, v. v. i. Autof¥i konceptu:
Ivo Hlobil, Hermann Mayrhofer, St&panka
Chlumska, Marius Winzeler; kuratoFi: Hermann
Mayrhofer (Leogang), St&épanka Chlumsks -
Marius Winzeler (Praha). Doprovodny katalog:
Ivo Hlobil - Hermann Mayrhofer - Marius
Winzeler - Stépanka Chlumska (eds.), Krdsné
Madony ze Salcburku / Schone Madonnen aus
Salzburg. Lityj kdmen kolem 1400 / Gusstein um 1400,
Praha 2019.

2 Do Prahy nebylo mozné zaptjéit Sv. Markétu
% Vigaunu (€. kat. 21, s. 162-165), 3D - model
Madony % Mariapfarru (€. kat. 20, s. 158-161).

3 Planovany termin vystavy prosinec 2019 -
duben 2020, Kl4ster sv. Anezky Ceské. Vystavni
prostory byly od bfezna do kvétna 2020 pro
vefejnost uzavieny a s ohledem na okolnosti
nebylo mozné vystavu prodlouzit. Doposud také
nelze uskuteénit zamyslené odborné kolokvium
k otdzkdm spojenym s litym kamenem ve
stfedoevropské produkci v dobé& kolem roku
1400.

4 Viz napf. Madona % Breitenau (€. kat. 8,

s. 100-103), Madona % Leogangu (€. kat. 3,

s. 82-89). - K otevienym technologickym
otazkam Ivo Hlobil, Salcburské krisné madony
z litého umé&lého kamene, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.)
(cit. v pozn. 1), s. 38-56, zvl. s. 54-56.

5 Nyni vystavena v dlouhodobé expozici

v Kl4stere sv. Anezky Ceské, viz: Ji¥ Fajt -
Stépanka Chlumska, Cechy a st¥edni Evropa



1200-1550. Dlouhodobd expozice Sbirky starého
uméni Ndrodni galerie v Praze v kldstere sv. Anezky
Ceské, Praha 2006, s. 51. &. kat. 54, s. 143. -

K dilu obsahl4 bibliografie; shrnuti: Stépanka
Chlumska, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (cit. v pozn. 1),
¢. kat. 11, s. 114-122. - Jan Klipa - Michaela
Ottova, in: Olga Kotkova (ed.), The National
Gallery in Prague. German, Austrian, French,
Hungarian and Netherlandish Sculpture 1200-1550.
Tllustrated Summary Catalogue II/2, Prague 2014,

¢. kat. 21, s. 34-35. - Dale vybé&rov&: Manfred
Koller, Pouziti umé&lého kamene v pozdnim
stfedov€ku. P¥ehled vyvoje odlévacich technik,
Technologia Artis 4, Praha 1996, s. 66-69,

zvl. s. 66. - Karl Heinz Clasen, Der Meister

der Schonen Madonnen. Herkunft, Entfaltung und
Umkreis, Berlin - New York 1974, s. 128-129. -
Dieter Grossmann, Schone Madonnen 1350-
1450. Ein Nachbericht zur Ausstellung in den
Salzburgem Domoratorien vom 17. Juni bis

19. September 1965, Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft
fiir Salzburgem Landeskunde 106, 1966, s. 71-114,
zvl. s. 88-89. - Dieter Grossmann, in: Schine
Madonnen 1350-1450 (kat. vyst.), Domoratorien
Salzburg, Salzburg 1965, ¢. kat. 17, s. 70-71

(s odkazy na starsi literaturu). - Albert Kutal,
Ceské gotické sochafstvi 1350-1450, Praha 1962,

s. 106. - Albert Kutal, O mistru Krumlovské
madony. V. Kramérovi k jubileu, Uméni 5,

1957, s. 29-63. - Louis Adalbert Springer, Die
bayerisch-osterreichische Steingussplastik der Wende
vom 14. zum 15. Jahrhundert, Diss. Leipzig,
Wiirzburg 1936, s. 144-145, 194. - Vincenc
Kramaf, Vijstava obrazii a plastik zakoupenijch
stdtem usporddand v budové Ustedni knihoony
hlavniho mésta Prahy k pocté osmdesdtin presidenta
Ceskoslovenské republiky T. G. Masaryka (kat. vyst.),
Praha 1930, polozka 12, s. 4. - Franz Kieslinger,
Mittelalterliche Bildwerke 1220-1400, Belvedere 4,
1923, s. 93-109, ¢. kat. 44.

6 Richard Pfikryl - Martin Racek - Jifina
Piikrylové, Vysledky materidlového prizkumu
lit¢ho kamene Madony z Hallstattu ze sbirek
Narodni galerie v Praze, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.)
(cit. v pozn. 1), s. 72-77.

7 Archiv NGP (ANG), fond Spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych pfatel uméni (SVPU), inv. &. 113,
karton 138, karton 139, hlavickovy papir
Madlem uZivany pfi korespondenci ve véci
prodeje Madony: Philipp Madl - Antiquitdten -
Restaurator und Handler, bytem: Wien

XVIII, Wihringerstrasse 99, obchod: Wien 1,
Schellinggasse 12, letni byt: Bad Ischl. - Klipa -
Ottova (cit. v pozn. 5), s. 34 - majitel chybné&
uveden jako ,Mandl“.

8 S odkazy nové€ji Hlobil et al. (eds.)

(cit. v pozn. 1), €. kat. 11, 12, 13, 18, 19. -

Ad Madona % Bamberku Grossmann, Schine
Madonnen 1965 (cit v pozn. 5), €. kat. 19, s. 72. -
K problematice variant krumlovského typu
existuje obsahl literatura: s odkazy Ivo Hlobil,
Komentaf k objevu krasnoslohové Michiganské

madony, Uméni 64, 2016, s. 256-260. - Jifi Fajt,
kat. heslo, in: Ji¥i Fajt (ed.), Karl IV. Kaiser

von Gottes Gnaden. Kunst und Représentation

des Hauses Luxemburg 1310-1437 (kat. vyst.),
Miinchen - Berlin 2006, €. kat. 202 (vyb&r
bibliografie). - Milena Bartlova, kat. heslo,

in: Reinhard Pohanka (ed.), Prag um 1400. Der
Schone Stil. Bohmische Malerei und Plastik in der
Gotik (kat. vyst.), Historisches Museum der
Stadt Wien, Wien 1990, &. kat. 32, s. 98-99
(vybér bibliografie). - Albert Kutal, O mistru
Krumlovské madony, Uméni 5, 1957, s. 29-63.

9 Jednim z tradovanych omylt je, Ze socha
byla prodana i s domem. To oviem piesveédEive
vyvratil v dakladné studii zaloZené na archivnich
pramenech Ji#i Zaloha, Krumlovska madona,
Uméni 35, 1987, s. 260-269. O objednavatelich

a ptivodni provenienci v ramci Ceského
Krumlova existuji odliné hypotézy viz

shrnuti Fajt (cit. v pozn. 8), novéji Daniela
Rywikova, Klaster Eeskokrumlovskych klarisek
ve stfedovéku a jeho vizudlni kultura, in:
Roman Lavic¢ka - Daniela Rywikové, Ordo et
paupertas. Ceskokrumlovsky kldster minoritii a klarisek
ve stiedovéku v kontextu Fddové zboznosti, kultury

a uméni, Ostrava 2017, s. 129-152.

10 K odborné &innosti pfehled viz Lubomir
Slavitek (ed.), Slovnik historikii uméni, vgtoarnijch
kritikii, teoretikii a publicistii v éeskych zemich a jejich
spolupracovnikii z pribuznijch oborii (asi 1800-2008),
sv. 2, Praha 2016, s. 1472-1473.

11 Dopis ze dne 23. 8. 1924, ANG, fond SVPU,
inv. ¢. 113, karton 138.

12 S dal3imi odkazy zejména: Ladislav
Kesner, Vincenc Kramdr. Zivot v uméni (kat. vyst.),
Nérodni galerie v Praze, Praha 1992. - Olga
Uhrova - Vojtéch Lahoda (eds.), Vincenc Kramdr.
Od staryjch mistrii k Picassovi (kat. vyst.), Narodni
galerie v Praze, Praha 2000. - Helena Dérlova,
From Vincenc Kramif to the 21th Century.

The Adventures of the Collection of Medieval
Sculpture held by the National Gallery in Prague,
Bulletin of the National Gallery in Pragune XXII-
XXIII, 2012-2013, s. 6-22, 101-111. - Nejnovéji
studie Tomé3e Hladika v tomto &isle.

13 Lada Hubatova-Vackovi, Sonda do
Kramarovy akvizi¢ni politiky, in: Uhrova -
Lahoda (eds.) (cit. v pozn. 12), s. 169-172

s odkazy na dal3i literaturu a archivni prameny.
14 S odkazy podrobn& Lubomir Slavicek,
Alfred Justitz a Kramérovy akvizice starého
umeéni v letech 1923-1924, Uméni 46,

1998, s. 245-262. - Vice ke stfedovékému
bohemikalnimu pamatkovému fondu viz Déatiova
(cit. v pozn. 12).

15 Za pomoc pfi vyhledavani archivélii NGP
dé&kuji Tomasi Hylmarovi. - K inventafi fondu
SVPU s odkazy: Lucie VeCernikova, Archiv
Ndrodni galerie v Praze. Spole¢nost vlasteneckijch
prdtel uméni. Inventdr. Praha 2017, dostupné

na https://ngprague.cz/o-nas/stranka/archiv.
Vétsina autort zabyvajicich se Kramafovymi
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akvizicemi zmifiuje stru¢n& ndkup Madony

z Hallstattu v celkovém vyétu, nezabyva se viak
okolnostmi ndkupu podrobngji. Napiiklad nakup
struéné zmitiuje Lada Hubatova-Vackové, Sonda
do Kramérovy akviziéni politiky, in: Uhrova -
Lahoda (eds.) (cit. v pozn. 12), s. 169-172, s. 171
v téZe publikaci viak ve vy&tu cest v roce 1924
neuvadi Kramarovu cestu za Madlem do Vidng,
srov. Pavla Sadilkovéi - Lada Hubatova-Vackovi,
Data, in: ibidem, s. 213-257. - Stru¢na zminka
rovnéz Darnova (cit. v pozn. 12), s. 103, pozn. 56.
16 Pravdépodobné jde o odkaz na Dr. Franze
Kieslingera z Kunsthandels-Aktiengesellschaft,
v okruhu Kramiafovych kontaktt jej zmifiuje
Lada Hubatovéa-Vackova (cit. v pozn. 15).

17 ANG, fond SVPU, inv. &. 113, karton 138.
18 Slavitek (ed.) (cit. v pozn. 10), s. 1677-1681.
19 Wirth v dopise ze dne 2. 8. 1924 Kramarovi
pise: ,...Cestu Dra Stecha do Vidné pan ministr
neschodlil, takge wiistal doma. O tom vSem jsem se
dovédél, teprve kdys jsem pfijel % dovolené, kdy se
nedalo nic napraviti. Doufdm vak, %e jste koupil
dobre...“, ANG, fond SVPU, inv. &. 113, karton 138.
20 Ibidem.

21 Ziloha (cit. v pozn. 9), s. 264.

22 Dopis ze dne 20. 5. 1924, ANG, fond SVPU,
inv. &. 113, karton 138.

23 S odkazy na nakupni ceny Hubatova-
Vackova (cit. v pozn. 15). - Dafiova

(cit. v pozn. 12).

24 Dopis ze dne 16. 5. 1924 je odpovédi na
Kraméiiv pisemny dotaz na cenu dila. Cenu
Madl stanovil na ,90000 Goldkronen®. Jinde je
prodejni cena dila uvedena v papirové méné
rakouské koruny, kterd méla jinou hodnotu

nez zlaté mince, z této skute¢nosti vyplyva
zdéanliv€ matouci rozdil v éastkach u uvedenych
cen. K zdjmu rakouské strany piSe: , Durch den
Besitz der ,, Krumauer-Madonna“ ist das Interesse des
Wiener - Museums an meiner Madonna ausgeschaltet
und es wiirde somit der Gemdldegalerie in Bohmen die
Ausfuhr keine Schwierigkeiten bereiten.“

25 Odkaz na Kieslinger (cit. v pozn. 5), obr. 21
a 22.

26 ,..dass es nicht in der Lage ist, fiir die genannte
Statue die Ausfuhrbewilligung aus Oesterreich zu
erteilen, da das in Rede stehende Kunstwerk im

hohen MaBe die Aufmersamkeit der heimischen
kunstwissenschaftichen Forschung auf sich gezogen

hat und seine Zugehorigkeit zum osterreischischem
Kunstkreise von fachlicher Seite geltend gemacht wurde.“,
ANG, fond SVPU, inv. &. 113, karton 138.

27 Dopis ze dne 22. fijna 1924, ANG, fond
SVPU, inv. &. 113, karton 138.

28 Grosssman, Schone Madonnen 1965

(cit. v pozn. 5), s. 70 se odvolavd na Springer
(cit. v pozn. 5), s. 144, pozn. 184.

29 ANG, fond SVPU, inv. &. 114, karton 139;
strojopis, ru¢né piipis data 30. 6. 1925.

30 Ibidem.

31 Madl piSe: , Sehr geehrter Herr Director!

Ich bestdtige den Empfang Ihres werten Briefes,
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dessen Inhalt ich nicht anerkenne. Fiir mich ist die
Madonna nach wie vor echt. Sollten Sie einer andern
Ueberzeugung sein so ersuche ich Sie den Beweis der
Falschheit zu bringen und gegen mich den Prozess
anzustrengen.“ (,, Vageny pane fediteli! Potorzuji prijem
Vaseho cténého dopisu, s jeho% obsahem nesouhlasim.
Dle mého je Madona pravd. Pokud jste presvédéen

0 opaku, prineste diikaz o falzifikdtu a zahajte se mnou
fizeni.“), ANG, fond SVPU, inv. &. 114, karton 139.
32 Dopis ze dne 23. 8. 1924, ANG, fond SVPU,
inv. ¢. 113, karton 138.

33 Dopis ze dne 1. 8. 1924, ANG, fond SVPU,
inv. &. 113, karton 138; socha byla dne 26. 6. 1925
zapséna pod Cislem 1887, pFirtistkové &islo 3109.
34 Matgjcek pise: ,,... Jak priklady ukazuji,
dosvéd¢il dr. V. Kramdr pohotovost a rozhodnost,
kdykoliv $lo o ziskdni vynikajiciho kusu, jemuz hrozila
gtrdta prodlenim, dovedl proziravé hledati a pdtrati po
dilech pro sbirku gddoucich doma i v Sirokém okruhu
mezindrodniho obchodu uméleckého...“, in: Antonin
Matgjéek, Galerie Spoleénosti vlasteneckych
pratel uméni v Domé& umélct a jeji feditel, Volné
sméry XII, 1923-1924, s. 106.

35 Kraméf (cit. v pozn. 5), polozka 12, s. 4,
Kramé¥ uvadi: , Tkonograficky kryje se socha, pojatd
ji% jako témér volnd plastika, v hoteni édsti s obrazy
tzv. Madony zlatokorunské, jejiz nejstarsi ukdzka,
slohové ptindlezejici k epitafu Jana = Jefené, je v pokladé
svatovitském. Umely kdmen. Salcbursko (?)...“. Kramaf
se dilu vénoval v popularné nau¢né roviné také
v inspirativnim textu: Vincenc Kramé¥, Ceské
stfedoveéké malby z majetku €s. statni obrazarny,
Ndrodni osvobozeni, 29. 3. 1930, nepag.

36 Antonin Maté&j¢ek (rec.), Vystava obrazil

a plastik zakoupenych stitem v letech 1919-1930,
Uméni 111, 1930, s. 223-228, 5. 227.

37 Jan Kvét, Obrazarna spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych pratel uméni v Praze, Volné sméry
XXIX, 1932, s. 118-120.

38 Vincenc Krama¥, Strucny privodce Obrazdrnou
spolecnosti vlasteneckijch prdtel v Cechdch. Praha 1936,
nepag., zde Kramar uréuje jako: , Solnohradsky
mistr (?) z poédtku 15. stoleti, Replika Krumlovské
madony (ve videriském uméleckohistorickém muzeu).

S oznadenim ,replika“ jako nepfesnym
zjednoduSenim polemizuje Jaromir Homolka,
in: Jaromir Homolka - Ladislav Kesner, Ceské
uméni gotické 1320-1400 (kat.), Narodni galerie

v Praze, Praha 1964, s. 81. Dale Cast&ji uzivan
nazev Varianta Krumlovské madony novéji viz
Ladislav Kesner, in: Jifi Kotalik et. al., Staré
éeské umeni (kat.), Narodni galerie v Praze,

Praha 1988, ¢&. kat. 130, s. 88, déle Jifi Fajt,

in: Fajt - Chlumska (cit. v pozn. 5). - Klipa -
Ottova (cit. v pozn. 5) uvadi star3i ndzev ze
sbirkové evidence Varianta Krumlovské madony

i ndzev Madona z Hallstattu uzivany vét§inové
zahrani¢nim badanim. Normativni v tomto
ohledu byly zejména price Dietra Grossmanna
(viz pozn. 5).

39 Viz Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966

(cit. v pozn. 5), s. 89. Vzorek litého kamene



analyzoval rovnéz Manfred Koller, viz

Koller (cit. v pozn. 5), kompara¢ni analyzu

k pfirodnimu kameni provadél Petr Kotlik, viz
Petr Kotlik, Zprava o analyze materidlu, in:

Jifi Fajt - Milena Bartlova, Svétice s knihou. Nové
zakoupené mistrovské dilo gotického uméni (kat. vyst.),
Narodni galerie v Praze, Praha 1996, s. 61-67;
protokoly k t€mto odbérim v NGP neulozeny.
40 Viz Springer (cit. v pozn. 5).

41 Grosmann, Schine Madonnen 1965

(cit. v pozn. 5). - Grossmann, Schine Madonnen
1966 (cit. v pozn. 5). - Stabat Mater. Maria unter
dem Kreuz in der Kunst um 1400 (kat. vyst.),
Salzburger Dom, Salzburg 1970. - Kurt
Rossacher, Technik und Materialien der
Steingussplastik um 1400, Alte und moderne Kunst
79, 1964, s. 12-16. - Kurt Rossacher, Die Schone
Madonnna - Neue Ergebnisse und Problematik
der Ausstellung in Salzburg, Alte und moderne
Kunst 10, 1965, s. 2-5. - Pfehledné shrnuti
Manfred Koller, P¥irodni versus umély kimen

v Salcburku kolem roku 1400, in: Hlobil et al.
(eds.) (cit. v pozn. 1), s. 58-71. - Dale Ivo Hlobil,
Salcburské krasné madony z litého umélého
kamene, in: ibidem, s. 38-57. - Anton Legner
(ed.), Die Parler und der Schone Stil 1350-1400.
Europdische Kunst unter den Luxemburgern. Ein
Handbuch zur Ausstellung des Schniitgen-Museums in
der Kunsthalle Kéln (kat. vyst.), I-III, K6ln 1978,
IV-V, Kéln 1980.

42 Albert Kutal, K problému krasnych
madon. Poznamky k vystavé ,Krasné madony*
v Salcburku, Uméni 14, 1966, s. 433-460. -
Albert Kutal, Vystava Stabat Mater v Salcburku,
Uméni 19, 1971, s. 402-421. - Jaromir Homolka,
Studie k pocdtkim uméni krdsného slohu v Cechdch.

K problematice spolecenské funkce vijtoarného uméni

v predhusitskijich Cechdch, Praha 1976.

43 Shrnuti viz Koller (cit. v pozn. 41),
vyb&rové: Manfred Koller, Zur GuBsteintechnik
in der Spitgotik, in: Sophie Guillot de Suduiraut
(ed.), Sculptures médiévales allemandes. Conservation
et restauration. Actes du colloque organisé au musée du
Louvre par le service culturel les 6 et 7 décembre 1991,
Paris 1993, s. 79-100; zkracené Eesky bez nazvu:
Technologia artis 4 (http://technologia artis.avu.cz/
czech.html). - Koller (cit. v pozn. 5). - Manfred
Koller - Hubert Paschinger - Helmut Richard,
Untersuchungen zur Guss-Steintechnik der
Spitgotik in Mitteleuropa, Restauratorenblitier 18,
1998, s. 85-94. - Manfred Koller, Das Opus
Thiemonis - Kunststeinverwendung in Salzburg
im Hoch- und Spatmittelalter, Mitteilungen der
Gesellschaft fiir Salzburger Landeskunde 142, 2002,
S. 317-334.

44 Koller (cit. v pozn. 5).

45 Prikryl - Racek - Pfikrylova (cit. v pozn. 6).
46 Ibidem, s. 72.

47 Viclava Antuskova - Katefina Hrickova -
Radka Sefcii, nepublikovani laboratorni zprava
¢. 18/173, archiv chemicko-technologické
laboratore, NGP, 2019.

48 TUSB mikroskop Dino-Lite Premier
AMA4113ZT-FV2W, zvétSeni 50x, 200x,
polarizované viditelné svétlo (VIS) a UV svétlo
(A = 375 nm). Ziskané snimky byly zpracovany
programem Dino-Capture 2.0 a NIS Elements D.
49 Prvkova analyza byla provedena pFenosnym
XRF pfistrojem NITON XL3t GOLDD+, zdroj
zafeni je minirentgenka se stfibrnou anodou

s maximalnim napétim 50 kV, primér méfené
plochy byl cca 5 mm, doba jedné analyzy

120 s. Mé&feni probihalo bezkontaktng ze
vzdalenosti do cca 0,5 cm.

50 MéFeni probihalo spektrometrem Bravo ve
spektralnim rozsahu 3200-170 cm?, s vykonem
laseru < 100 mW a rozlifenim 10-12 cm™.
Vyhodnoceni bylo provedeno pomoci programu
Opus a Omnic 9. Spektra byla porovnéana

s knihovnou spekter chemicko-technologické
laboratofe NGP.

51 Autorky dékuji za spoluprici

Anng Ttestikové a Markété Pavlikové

z restauratorského oddéleni NGP, které provedly
odbé&ry mikro-vzorkt polychromie.

52 Molekulova analyza metodou Ramanovy
mikro-spektroskopie byla provedena na piistroji
DXR Raman Microscopy, Thermo Scientific,
excita¢ni lasery 532 nm a 780 nm, vykon laseru
0,5-15 mW, spektralni rozsah 3300-50 cm?,
doba mé&feni 60-120 s. Spektra byla zpracovana
v programu Omnic 9 a interpretovdna na
zaklad& porovnéni s knihovnou spekter
chemicko-technologické laboratofe NGP.
Prvkové analyza byla provedena rastrovacim
elektronovym mikroskopem s rentgenovym
mikroanalyzatorem JEOL JSM-6460 LA v rezimu
nizkého vakua (35 Pa), urychlovaci napéti 20

kV. Molekulové analyza metodou infragervené
spektroskopie byla realizovana s vyuzitim
spektrometru Alpha, Bruker Optics s ATR
nastavcem s jednoodrazovym diamantovym
krystalem, spektralni rozsah 4000-400 cm*

s rozliSenim 4 cm?, pocet skent 64. Namé&Fena
spektra byla zpracovana v programech

OPUS a Omnic, identifikace pFitomnych

latek byla provedena na zakladé porovnani

s knihovnou spekter chemicko-technologické
laboratofe NGP.

53 Pfirodni sddrovec byl vychozi surovinou,
ktera byla pfi zahfivini na teplotu kolem
130-150 °C &asteénou ztratou navizané vody
pfemé&néna na sadru (hemihydrat siranu
vépenatého, CaSO, - % H,0). P¥i zhotoveni
litého kamene byla sddra smichana s vodou

a op&tovnou hydrataci (navizani vody spojené

s pfemé&nou na dihydrat) doslo k vytvrdnuti.
Termin sadra se nékdy volné& pouziva jako
oznaceni pro ob€& formy (hemihydrat i dihydrat)
siranu vépenatého.

54 Viz Hlobil et al. (eds.) (cit. v pozn. 1),

. kat. 12, s. 123-125; ¢&. kat. 11, s. 114-122;

. kat. 3, s. 82-85; ¢. kat. 8, s. 100-103; ¢. kat. 13,
. 126-129; &. kat. 7, s. 97-99. Nage podé&kovani

» O O
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za vstficnou spolupréci pat¥i majitelim dé&l

a jejich zastupctm.

55 Pfikryl - Racek - Prikrylova (cit. v pozn. 6),
s. 74.

56 Koller (cit. v pozn. 5), s. 66-69.

57 Anhydrit, bezvoda forma siranu vipenatého
(CaSO,), se vyskytuje v piirodé jako mineral nebo
se vyrabi zahfivanim siadrovce na vy3si teploty
nez pfi vyrobé& sadry. Podle zvolené teploty se
ligi struktura vzniklého anhydritu a tim i jeho
schopnost opakovang reagovat s vodou.

58 Je otdzkou, zda uhliitan vipenaty neni jak
v samotné hmoté litého kamene, tak jako vrstva
polychromie na povrchu. Bez odb&ru mikro-
-vzorku neni mozné provést toto upfesnéni ani
bliZze specifikovat technologicky postup vzniku
litého kamene.

59 Ivo Hlobil, in: Hlobil et al. (eds.)

(cit. v pozn. 1), &. kat. 3, s. 82. Manfred Koller
moznosti mineralogického uréeni z odebraného
vzorku zpochybiiuje v odkaze na jeho velikost

a misto odbéru, in: ibidem, s. 66. Ivo Hlobil
bé&hem piiprav vystavy upozornil na kovové
prvky viditelné na né&kolika mistech v hmoté
sochy na snimcich CT, existence téchto prvki jej
vedla k névrhu ové&fit hypotézu, zda materidlem
sochy neni lity kimen. Mé&feni probihalo na
obnazeném povrchu kamene bez souvislé
polychromie v misté cipu 3atu u levé nohy a na
soklu ze zadni strany. Strukturni analyzou byl
na obou méfenych plochéich potvrzen pouze
uhli¢itan véapenaty. Pokud by se jednalo o lity
kédmen, jeho materidlové slozeni by bylo odligné
od ostatnich zkoumanych soch.

60 U katalogového hesla Madona z Breitenau,
in: Hlobil et al. (eds.) (cit. v pozn. 1), & kat. 8,

s. 100, autor hesla Ivo Hlobil uvaddi v materidlové
specifikaci vipenec nebo umély lity kimen.
Doposud nebyla provedena materidlova analyza.
Vysledky neinvazivniho prazkumu ukazuji spise
na pfirodni kdmen.

61 K barevnosti krasnoslohych Madon

z raznych interpreta¢nich rovin srov. Jaromir
Homolka, Sochafstvi, in: Emanuel Poche

(ed.), Praha stfedovékd, Praha 1983, s. 359-489,
zvl. s. 442, 449. - Manfred Koller, Bildhauer
und Maler: Technologische Beobachtungen

zur Werkstattpraxis um 1400 anhand aktueller
Restaurierungen, Kunsthistorisches Jahrbuch

Graz 24, 1990, s. 135-161. - Robert Suckale

(ed.), Schone Madonnen am Rhein (kat. vyst.),
Bonn, LVR-Landesmuseum, Leipzig 2009. -
Manfred Koller, Technika a sloh polychromie
plastik, Technologia artis 3, 1993, s. 117-124. -
Manfred Koller, Auch Fassung kleidet! Gefasste
Steinskulpturen des Mittelalters, Osterreichische
Zeitschrift fiir Kunst und Denkmalpflege LXX, 2016,
s. 293-307. - K interpretaci bilé barevnosti
nejnovéji Elisabeth Sobieczky, White in Medieval
Sculpture Polychromy - Iconography, Reception,
Restoration, Zeitschrift fiir Kunstgeschichte, 82/3,

s. 2909-320. - K Brigit& Svédské rovnéz Pavlina
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Rychterova, Tkonograficky motiv Narozeni

Pané& adoraéniho typu a vidéni Brigity Svédské,
in: Verba in imaginibus: Frantisku Smahelovi

k 70. narozenindm, Praha 2004, s. 97-111.

62 K polychromii Piet novéji viz Michaela
Ottova, Pieta z Jihlavy - MoZnosti a meze
dosavadnich pfistupii ke ,Krasné Piet&*, in:
Jana Hrbacova (ed.), Piety krdsného slohu. Pfispévky
% mezgindrodniho symposia, Olomouc 2017, s. 13-25,
k barevnosti zvl. s. 19.

63 Manfred Koller - Giovanna Zehetmaier,
Die Schéne Madonna aus Altenmarkt, in:
Legner (ed.) (cit. v pozn. 41), s. 408. - Manfred
Koller - Giovanna Zehetmaier, Die Schone
Madonna von Krumau und ihre Restaurierung,
Restauratorenbliitter 18, 1998, s. 125-130.

64 KX restaurovani Madony % Tieboné (Véra
Fromlova, 1974-1976) viz Véra Fromlova, in:
Véra Frimlovd, Restaurdtorské dilo (kat. vyst.),
Stfedoleské galerii v Praze, Praha 1980, ¢. kat. 3,
nepag. - Komparace s vysledky restaurovani
Madony z Chlumu (Ji¥i Tesaf, 1965-1966) Véra
Fromlova, Polychromie kamenné plastiky

v obdobi krasného stylu - okruh Mistra
Krumlovské madony, Technologia artis 1, 1990,

s. 85-88. - K raritnimu vyskytu ¢erveného
plast€ a vysledkim materidlového prazkumu
Ivo Hlobil, Cerveny plast Sternberské madony -
unikum ¢&eského krasného slohu?, Uméni 64,
2016, 5. 412-418.

65 Vysledky restaurovani a prazkumu
publikovany: Jaromir Surma, Prazkum

a restaurovani Kiivakovy Piety, in: Jana
Hrbacova, Krivdkova Pieta. Restaurovdni 2005/2013-
2014 (kat. vyst.), Muzeum uméni Olomouc,
Olomouc 2015, s. 41-48. - Markéta Pavlikova -
Lenka Helfertova - Romana Balcarova, Priizkum
a restaurovani Piety z kostela sv. Ignace v Jihlavg,
in: Piety krdsného slohu. Prispévky = mezindrodniho
symposia / Vesperbilder des Schomen Stils. Beitrige
des internationalen Symposiums, Olomouc 2017,

S. 74-77. - Susan Marti - Richard Némec -
Marius Winzeler (eds.), Pragskd pieta v Bernu.
Piredmét obchodu - modla - muzejni expondt, Praha
2018. - K moznosti interpretace polychromie
krasnoslohych piet s etnymi odkazy novéji
Ottova (cit. v pozn. 62), s. 13-25, k barevnosti
zvl. s. 19. - Soubor piet monograficky novéji
viz Ludmila Kvapilova, Vesperbilder in Bayern von
1380 bis 1430. Zwischen Import und einheimischer
Produktion, Petersberg 2017.

66 Jaroslav Pesina, Studie k ikonografii

a typologii obrazu madony s ditétem v ¢eském
deskovém malifstvi kolem poloviny 14. stoleti,
Uméni 25, 1977, s. 130-157. - Ivo Koféan, K vyvoji
tzv. svatovitského typu madony, Uméni 29, 1981,
s. 193-215. - Ivo Ko¥4n, Zivot nagich gotickych
Madon, Uméni 37, 1989, s. 193-220.

67 Vrstva, na kterou byla nanasena dalsi,
nebyla dostate¢né zaschla. Z tohoto davodu
neni viditelnd jednozna¢na hranice odd€lujici
tyto vrstvy. Posloupnost nana3eni je viditelné ve



fluorescenci, kdy jsou vidét nepatrné hranice
mezi jednotlivymi vrstvami.

68 Koller rovnéz zmifiuje olejovou vrstvu
pod zlacenim na vlasech na miniové Eerveném
podkladu. Je otazkou, zda nejde o vrstvu
mordantu pod zlacenim viz Koller, Technika 1993
(cit. v pozn. 61), s. 117-124.

69 Ibidem. Azurit byl pouZit i ve vrstvich
pfemaleb. Déle byl modry rub plasté

s nejpouzivanéj$im modrym pigmentem

v obdobi gotiky azuritem identifikovin

na Krivdkové Pieté viz Jifina Pfikrylova,
Mikroskopicka analyza polychromie, in:
Hrbacova (cit. v pozn. 65), s. 62-63. Dale na Pieté
% Jiklavy, viz Jana Odvarkové, nepublikovana
laboratorni zprava €. 09/45, archiv chemicko-
-technologické laboratoie, NGP, 2009.

70 Pruskd modf byla prvn€ syntetizovana na
pocdatku 18. stoleti, objevena 1704, viz Barbara
H. Berrie, Prussian Blue, in: Elisabeth West
FitzHugh (ed.), Artists’ Pigments, A Handbook of
Their History and Characteristics, Volume 3, Oxford
1997, s. 191-217.

71 Pro obdobi gotiky je charakteristické uziti
bilych podkladovych vrstev pod polychromii

¢i malbu, vybérové Lilian Svédbenicks - Radka
Sefctl - Stépanka Chlumsks - Helena Détiova,
Puvod kifidovych sedimentt na stfedovékych
deskovych obrazech a fezbach na zédkladé studia
vapnitych nanofosilii, Forum konzervdtorii -
restaurdtorii, 2017, s. 48-58. - Joyce Hill Stoner -
Rebecca Anne Rushfield (eds.), The Conservation of
Easel Paintings, New York 2012.

72 Smés olovnaté b&loby a rumélky je ¢asto
pouzivana prav€ pro polychromii inkarnéta,
doloZena rovnéz na Madoné z Bad Aussee viz
Koller, Technika 1993 (cit. v pozn. 61).

73 Identifikace na zaklad€ prvkové analyzy
metodou rentgenové fluorescence viz Vaclava
Antuskové - Radka Sefcti, nepublikovans
laboratorni zpréava &. 20/43, archiv chemicko-
-technologické laboratore, NGP, 2020.

74 TIbidem.

75 Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966

(cit. v pozn. 5), s. 89.

76 Koller, Technika 1993 (cit. v pozn. 61).

77 Grossmann, Schine Madonnen 1966

(cit. v pozn. 5), s. 89-90, promé&fovany diference
na sedmnécti kontrolnich bodech modelace
obou soch, namé&fena diference v hodnotéach: o;
0,5; 1; 3 cm.

78 TIbidem, s. 89.

79 Na tomto misté bychom radi

podékovali majiteltim dé&l za laskavy souhlas

s fotodokumentaci a kolegiim z fotooddéleni
NGP pod vedenim Davida Steckera za pofizené
snimky.

80 Viz Adolf Hahnl, in: Hlobil et. al. (eds.)
(cit. v pozn. 1), €. kat. 12, s. 123-125.

81 K pojmu a vyznamu tohoto motivu viz

Ivo Hlobil, Gravierte Schleier von Madonnen
und Vesperbildern. Ein autochthones Motiv des

béhmischen Schénen Stils und seine religiose
Funktion, Uméni 66, 2018, s. 1-35. - Nové tyZ,
Cesky krasny sloh v socha¥'stvi a kult rousky
Panny Marie, in: Klara BeneSovska - Katefina
Kubinova, Tmago Imagines. Vijtvarné dilo a promény
jeho funkei v éeskyjch zemich od 10. do proni tFetiny
16. stoleti, sv. 1, Praha 2020, s. 442-479.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Krdasné Madony Salcburk. Lity kamen kolem 1400,
Néarodni galerie v Praze, prosinec 2019 - duben 2020,
pohled do vystavnich prostor.

2  Madona z Hallstattu, Madona z Bad Aussee, Krdsné
Madony Salcburk. Lity kdmen kolem 1400, Narodni
galerie v Praze, prosinec 2019 - duben 2020, pohled do
vystavnich prostor.

3 Dopis Zderika Wirtha Vincenci Kramérovi ze dne
23. 8. 1924, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

4 Schvaleni nakupu Madony z Hallstattu ze dne
1. 9. 1924, Archiv Néarodni galerie v Praze.

5 MadlGv dopis Kramarovi ze dne 16. 7. 1925, Archiv
Narodnfi galerie v Praze.

6 Ramanova spektra z hmoty litého kamene:
a) dihydrat siranu vapenatého; b) magnezit; ¢) hematit;
d) pyrit; e) rutil; f) uhlova cern.

7 XRF spektra z povrchu lit¢ho kamene Madony
z Hallstattu (a) a Madony z Bad Aussee (b).

8 Schéma barevnosti Madony z Hallstattu, hypoteticka
podoba rozvrzeni barevnosti.

9 Madona z Hallstattu, detaily s viditelnymi ostrévky
polychromie rlizného stari, velmi dobre patrné zejména
v detailech zahybd.

10  Makrosnimky z povrchu polychromie: a) vliasy Panny
Marie; b) spona na Satech; c) lem plasté s druhotnymi
vrstvami zlacenf; d) rozhrani lemu plasté a Satu, zrejmé
pavodni zlaceni; €) modelace na rousce Panny Marie;

f) povrch litého kamene s viditelnou vzduchovou
bublinou.

11  Madona z Hallstattu (a), Madona z Bad Aussee
(b), detail povrchu litého kamene s viditelnymi
bublinami, partie zad.

12 Stratigrafie vrstev na inkarnatu Panny Marie
ve viditelném a ultrafialovém svétle a snimek
z elektronového mikroskopu.

13 Stratigrafie vrstev z rousky Panny Marie
ve viditeIném a ultrafialovém svétle a snimek
z elektronového mikroskopu.

14 Stratigrafie z modré polychromie na plasti ve
viditelném a ultrafialovém svétle: a) modra vrstva azuritu
na ¢erveném podkladu; b) modré vrstva premalby

na sadrovém podkladu; ¢) modré vrstva premalby na
kridovém podkladu.

15 Stratigrafie vrstvy z lice plasté ve viditelném
a ultrafialovém svétle a snimek z elektronového
mikroskopu.

16  Stratigrafie vzorku z lemu plasté ve viditelném
a ultrafialovém svétle a snimek z elektronového
mikroskopu. Viditelné vrstvy zlaceni.
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17 Stratigrafie vrstev a Ramanova spektra ze zelené
polychromie na soklu. V zelené vrstvé byl identifikovan
malachit, atakamit a posnjakit.

18 Madona z Hallstattu a Madona z Bad Aussee,
detaily provedeni. Srovnani povrchu s druhotnou
polychromii a s odhalenou socharskou modelaci.

19 Madona z Hallstattu a Madona z Bad Aussee, detail
modelace ohybu okraje plasté. Na Madoné z Hallstattu
neptvodni polychromie nerespektuje pdvodni modelaci
plasté a Satu.

20 Madona z Hallstattu a Madona z Bad Aussee,
viditelna struktura lit¢ho kamene i rozsah chybéjici hmoty
modelace zad u druhotné upravené Madony z Bad
Aussee.

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020

21 Madona z Hallstattu a Madona z Bad Aussee,
snimky spodni strany s viditelnymi stopami po néstrojich.
U Madony z Hallstattu patrny otisk dnes necitelného
razitka.

22 Madona z Hallstattu, detail okraje otvoru
s viditelnymi stopami polychromie. V téchto mistech
prazkum potvrdil druhotné vrstvy.

23  Madona z Hallstattu a Madona z Bad Aussee, detail
modelace rousky s viditelnymi stopami po gravirovani
povrchu.



ZPRAVA

Prib€h ztracené rdgini:
prizkum indické malby

ZDENKA KLIMTOVA — RADKA SEFCU - TOMAS TROJEK

Interdisciplinarni prispévek prezentuje vysledky spole¢ného badani na indické malbé
Virdvar rdgini z okruhu rdgamdlového malifstvi, vytvorené ve druhé poloviné 17. stoleti
ve stfedoindickém malvském stylu. Uméleckohistoricky vyzkum poukazoval na zakladé
namétové a stylové analyzy na rozsahlou premalbu, nahrazujici predpokladanou postavu
kraslici se Zeny portrétem mughalského panovnika Humajtina. Doposud vsak nebyly

k dispozici jednoznacné argumenty, které by tuto hypotézu potvrdily nebo vyvratily.
Rozsahly prirodovédny materidlovy prizkum vyuZivajici Sirokou $kalu instrumentalnich
metod tuto hypotézu mohl jednozna¢né prokazat. Bodova prvkova a strukturni analyza
popsala nejen zakladni barevnou paletu (uziti indiga, rumélky, auripigmentu, indické
Zluti a zejména uhli¢itanu vapenatého), ale potvrdila rovnéz riznorodou skladbu pouzi-
tych vytvarnych material v piivodni malbé a premalbé. V premalbé byla stéZejni identi-
fikace olovnaté béloby, ktera v originalnich vrstvach nebyla potvrzena. Diky pokro¢ilym
mapovacim technikam zaloZenym na rentgenfluorescen¢ni spektroskopii bylo mozno
prvné nahlédnout pod povrch a zobrazit ptivodni namét - kraslici se Zenu - ztrace-

nou rdgini. Ur€eni doby vzniku p¥emalby na zakladé identifikovanych materiali nelze
presné stanovit, nebot paleta vitvarnych materialt v indickém mali¥stvi v pribéhu

16. aZ 19. stoleti se témér neménila. Zatimco tedy na zakladé€ rozdild v pouZiti vytvar-
nych materiald byla prokazana namétova a kompozi¢ni zména a jeji rozsah, pri tvahach
o dobé vzniku premalby se ukazala stéZejni pravé stylova kompara¢ni uméleckohisto-
ricka analyza.

Klicova slova

indickd malba, Malva, ragamélovéa ikonografie, Humajun,
portrét, zanrova malba, premalba, neinvazivni analytické
metody, Ramanova spektroskopie, rentgenfluorescencnf
analyza, pigmenty

Dwojversi // Po%ddala manzela o schiizku

0 samoté a hezky si nazdobila télo // mysli
na milostnou hru a éekd (setrvdvd na misté),
tak pravi Virdvaravama // 3 //.*

Rdgamdlové malirstvi

Mezi vice nez dv€ma sty indickymi malba-
mi ze 17.-19. stoleti ve sbirkdch Néarodni
galerie v Praze (dile NGP) velky podil zau-
jimaji dila tematicky spadajici do okruhu
ragamdlového malifstvi.? Pat¥i mezi n& malba
nadepsané textem uvedenym v zdhlavi,
ktery ji stejn& jako népis na zadni strang
listu jednozna¢né identifikuje jako Virdvar
rdgini. Misto hlavni postavy, jiz ma byt
podle népist a ustilené ikonografie roz-
touzena zena zhlizejici se v zrcadle, viak
paradoxné zaujima postava mughalského
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panovnika Hum3jtna, jemuZ sluzebna
ukazuje jeho (?) portrét. Malba vytvofend ve
druhé poloving 17. stoleti ve stfedoindickém
malvském stylu (obr. 1) byla do sbirek NGP
zakoupena v roce 1961 s védomim, Ze jde

o pozdgjsi ¢aste¢nou pfemalbu. Soudasni
aroven technologickych analyz nabizi moz-
nost nahlédnout pod povrch.

Nejprve k terminu rdgamdlové malifstvi.
Jako rdgy a rdgini se v tradi¢ni indické
hudbé& oznaéuji melodické médy, na jejichz
zaklad& hudebnici improvizuji. Sestavuji
se do systémil, nejroz3itfenéjsi zahrnuje
Sest muzskych rdgii, ke kazdému z nichz je
pfifazena skupina obvykle péti Zenskych
rdgini. Poezie personifikovala rdgy a rdgini
do podob hinduistickych boh@ nebo muzt
a do Zenskych postav. Prvni znamé ilu-
strace rdgamdlovych témat se objevily na
konci 15. stoleti. ProtoZe se scény ustélily
a poucdeni piijemci je dokéazali identifikovat,
pfestaval byt textovy doprovod k malbdam
nezbytné nutny. Série listt sestavené v uréi-
tém potadi se vazaly do alb rdgamadl, ,v&nct
rag“, odtud oznadeni Zanru. Rdgamdlové
mali¥stvi kvetlo mezi 16. a 19. stoletim
zvl4sté v prost¥edi indickych panovnic-
kych dvort, hinduistickych i muslimskych,
a z dvorského prostiedi také pfevazné
Cerpalo inspiraci k Zanrovym vyjevim.
Charakter hrdint a hrdinek, situace, ve
kterych vystupuji, ale i naznaéeni atmosféry
uspofadanim prostfedi vyjadiuji nilady rdgi
a rdgini stejné, jako to jinymi prostfedky ¢ini
hudba a poezie. Pro porozuméni indické
estetice je podstatny termin rasa, vztahujici
se vedle zminénych také k dalsim obortm
umeéni, napiiklad k tanci a dramatickému
umeéni. Rasa vyjadfuje naladéni, které
zdafilé umeélecké dilo obsahujici pfislusnou
emoci vyvolava v mysli vihnimavého piijemce
oznadovaného rasik, coz lze prelozit jako
,€stét*. Ndtjasdstra® rozeznava osm tako-
vych emoci, napfiklad zufivou, hrdinskou
nebo komickou, ale rdgamdlové mali¥stvi
preferuje - tfebaze ne vyluéné - rasu $rngdra
evokujici lasku.

Virdvar ragini

Laska zde m3 tfi podoby: naplnénou,
o¢ekavanou a odlouéenou.* Virdvar rdagini®
patii do druhé skupiny: zt&lestiuje ji Zena
ocekavajici pfichod milého (v kontextu
indické tradice manzela), ktery byl mimo
domov, a krasli se pro néj p¥ed zrcadlem.
Rdgamdlovd ikonografie se vyvijela v ¢ase

a mé fadu lokilnich variant, ale Virdvar
mezi nimi patfi k nejustilen&jsim. T kdyz
hlavni postavu - zt&lesnéni Virdvar - zakry-
véa pfemalba, pro samotnou identifikaci
rdgini je podstatné&jsi postava stojici sluzeb-
né ptivodné se zrcadlem, nyni portrétem,
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ktera je souéasti pivodni malby. K ilustraci
zakladni scény zatim poslouzi list se stej-
nym nimétem (obr. 2) z rdgamdlového alba

v NGP (zminéného v poznamce 2). To v3ak
pochiézi z okruhu lokalniho mughalského
malifstvi a li3i se nejen dobou vzniku mlad-
§i o jedno stoleti, ale pfedevsim malifskym
stylem. V jiné variant& ikonografie Virdvar
je uz ofekavany muz pfitomen a ze skrytu
sleduje pfipravy na sviij navrat. Tento typ
Virdvar rdgini pfedstavuje ve sbirkdch NGP
malba z rddzasthanského Dzajpuru z druhé
poloviny 18. stoleti.”

Milva je historicka oblast v centralni
Indii na dzemi dnedniho svazového statu
Madhjapradése, jizné od radzasthianského
Mévaru.® V souvislosti s malifstvim v3ak
muZe byt termin chipéan spise jako oznadeni
stylu nez oblasti ptivodu.? Ac¢koliv je zafa-
zeni malvskych maleb do okruhu tvorby
centrilni Indie nepochybné, vzhledem k té&s-
nym vazbam se sousednim RidZasthanem
byva v n&kterych pripadech obtizné odli-
git malvskou produkci pravé od maleb
z Méviru, kde ma vedle toho rdgamdlovd
tematika del3i tradici, pokud z repertoaru
namétld vybirdme pravé ji. Pravdépodobné&
z Mévaru pochizi jedna z nejstargich
dochovanych rdgamdlovjch maleb vibec,
Bhairavi rdgini ve sbirkdch Victoria and
Albert Museum v Londyné, vytvofena mezi
lety 1520-1540 a predstavujici Zenu, kterd
uctiva symbol hinduistického boha Sivy.*
Pfestoze lze pFedpoklidat, Ze mévirska
Bhairavi rdgini vznikla nejméné o sto dvacet
let dfive nez nase zkoumana malba, vyka-
zuji spoleéné rysy: v horni ¢4sti napis na
Zlutém podkladu, vyrazné odstiny &ervené
a zluté, temné& modré nebe. Silueta sedici
postavy se podoba té, kterou v zrcadlovém
obraceni uvidime na rekonstrukci postavy
sedici Zeny pod pfemalbou (obr. 13).
Shodnou funkeci uz na této mévarské malbg
maji v 16. a 17. stoleti oblibené erné stfapce
patfici do arzenilu vyzdobnych motivii na
Zenskych odévech i v interiéru.

Scéna na zkoumané malb& se odehrava
v otevieném pritihledu do palace. Zena
vlevo ma typicky ,malvsky* profil s ubi-
hajicim éelem a vystupujici stfedni &asti
obliCeje, rozpusténé vlasy prekryté transpa-
rentnim zlutym Falem édhni, kratky ziva-
tek ¢é6li a nevzorovanou sukni se zlutym
stfedem. Na banglich, masivnich naramcich
nad lokty a na zdpésti, ma zavé3ené bohaté
Cerné st¥apce. Ty se opakuji také nahote
po strandch baldachynu, byt levy stfapec
Castetn€ zakryva pfemalba. Ptivodni malba
ukazuje na modré ¢asti baldachynu vzor
sestaveny ze tvefic te€ek vytvofeny tech-
nikou bdndhdni.* Podobny vzor provedeny
Cervenym barvivem na 3edé ptd€& podlahy



je uz dilem premalby. Stfechu paldce ukazal
malif v pohledu zleva a shora. Frontilné
vidénou zed na levé stran€ ¢leni okno se
zavienou okenici, i kdyZ pro podobny
motiv najdeme v malvském stylu paralely
na dvefnich kiidlech.'? Vyklenky, které
okno obklopuji, ztistavaji prazdné a jedini
nadoba jakoby levitovala pfed zdi.

Ackoliv byla oblast Malvy pod mughal-
skou kontrolou uz od poé¢itku 3edesitych
let 16. stoleti, mughalské malifstvi ovliv-
nilo tamn{ umélce jen minimalng&. Styl,
ktery oznacujeme jako malvsky, se objevil
pomérné pozdég, nejstar§imi datovanymi
malbami jsou ilustrace ke Ké3avdasovu
textu Rasikaprijd® rozptylené mezi fadu
svétovych sbirek; zavére¢ny list v sérii, ve
sbirkdch N4rodniho muzea v Novém Dilli
nese datovani 1634. AZ po osmdesata léta
17. stoleti se zakladni znaky malvského
stylu pfili§ neménily. Zastava vyrazna
barevnost s preferenci pfimocarych odstinii
Cervené, zluté a modré a obliba prazdnych
ploch na pozadi, jednoduchy ramec archi-
tektury, pokud je do néj scéna zasazena,
nebo nerovnoviha mezi proporcemi postav
a architektury. Pojeti protahlé postavy slu-
Zebné s pomé&rné malou hlavou odpovida
druhé poloving 17. stoleti a na toto obdobi
ukazuje také ¢erveno zeleny ornament
v dolni Easti paldcové zdi, ktery datovani
posouva v raimci mélvské malby nejspise do
obdobi 3edesatych az osmdesatych let.

Viravar nahradil Humajin

Novou dstfedni postavou se po pfemalbé
stal druhy mughalsky cisai Huma4jan.*
Nema4 typickou stfedoasijskou pokryvku
hlavy tddse izzat obto¢enou turbanovym
pasem ani kabétec s kratkymi rukavy, které
jeho rané portréty jednozna¢né odlisuji od
jinych mughalskych panovnika,” od 18. sto-
leti se ale stejn& Casto zobrazoval v odévu
zavedeném na mughalském dvofe az v dobé&
vlady jeho syna Akbara.’® Dal3im charak-
teristickym znakem ranych i pozdnich
Huméjanovych portrétd byva delsi za3pi-
Catély vous, jenz ma napiiklad na portrétu
z druhé poloviny 18. stoleti ve sbirkach
NGP (obr. 3). Jako Hum4ajtna postavu

s velkou pravdépodobnosti identifikuje
doplnény napis v pravé ¢asti modrého pasu
dole, ten je v3ak pfili§ poskozeny na to, aby
jej bylo mozno jednozna¢né interpretovat.
Pfesto lze vychédzet z prvnich t#i slabik
napisu v pismu dévandgari - Humdji - a z &is-
lic odpovidajicich roku 1530, kdy panovnik
nastoupil na mughalsky trin.

Je zfejmé, Ze autor pfemalby nebyl p#ilis
obezndmen s mughalskym maliFstvim, které
portréty panovnikt do indického prostredi
uvedlo a k jehoz kmenovym namé&tim

patfily. Vytratil se zde obvykly dtraz na
majestat a reprezentaci. Malif usadil cisafe
na kfeslo evropského typu a vpravo dopl-
nil postavu sluzebné piisobici nepatfi¢né
t&€mnou blizkosti i odévem neodpovidajicim
dobé vytvoFeni ptivodni malby.*? Vznikla
dsmévna situace, kdy Zena vlevo ukazuje
portrét (pFed pfemalbou zrcadlo odrazejici
podobu Virdvar) panovnikovi, sice bosému,
ale pfipravenému vydat se na lov. (Portrét
v rukou sluzebné nemusi pfedstavovat
Huméjana, ale pfipadng jeho otce a pred-
chtidce Babura (1526-1530), protoze tvar

i aranZovani turbanu se mirné& lisi.) Na
pravé pésti v rukavici drzi Humajan 3tih-
1ého dravce, pravdépodobné sokola, nakolik
styl malby identifikaci umoziiuje. Cepitka
na hlavé sokola ma jen dekorativni vjznam,
nekryje o¢i.* P¥es panovnikovo levé rameno
je pfehozeny luk; hulka v ruce nejspis
neni §ipem, ale dal3i sokolnickou pomiic-
kou. Portréty Humajtinova syna Akbara,
vnuka Dzahédngira a dal3ich vyznamnych
postav na lovu s dravcem se v mughalském
malifstvi objevuji uz od Akbarovy doby,*
zde v3ak jde o pozdni redakci.?? V nagem
pfipadé se dokonce vnucuje otizka, zda
autora pfemalby neinspiroval parek odléta-
jicich holub#, pfirozené kofisti sokold. Ti
jsou totiz soutasti ptivodni malby. Motiv
leticich ptakd na pozadi tmavého nebe

byl v malifstvi centralni Indie v 17. stoleti
pomérné rozsifeny.

Portréty mughalskych cisait a jejich
pfedchidct byly oblibenym nidmétem
malift od 16. stoleti po rozpad mughalské
fi%e v roce 1857. Portrétti minulych cisait
pribyva v 18. stoleti, kdy se jejich produkce
rozsifila daleko za hranice centra v Dilli
a kdy mohlo jit o pfipominku za3lé slavy
impéria. V 19. stoleti panovnické portréty
vznikaly na objednavku trhu tvofenou
evropskymi, pfedeviim britskymi navstév-
niky Indie a pfedstavovaly idedlni suvenyry.
Lze pfedpokladat, Ze malif, ktery zdnrovou
malbu zménil v portrét panovnika, pracoval
se zamérem vyjit vst¥ic poptavce a takovou
upominku vytvofit. S ikonografii rdgamdlo-
vého malifstvi byla v dobé& pfedpokladaného
vzniku pfemalby obezndmena jen hrstka
odbornikd. Obsah néapisu nahofe v bradz-
§ting, psany v pismu dévandgari, nepieka-
Zel autorovi v doplnéni nového drobného
néapisu dole s identifikaci dstfedni postavy.
V pribéhu 19. stoleti ziskaly mezi navstév-
niky Indie oblibu miniaturni portréty
panovnikd, jejich manzelek, ale také archi-
tektonickych pamatek, malované na slono-
ving.? Poéatky produkce t&chto drobnych
akvarelovych maleb jsou spjaty s Dilli,
rozsifila se v3ak i do dal3ich center, napfi-
klad do Dzajpuru. Atkoliv nage pFemalba
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neni vytvorena jemnym Stétcem miniatu-
risty, pojeti panovnického portrétu s tvafi
v poloprofilu a v dobové indiferentnim
odévu je podobné.>

Do sbirek NGP byla malba zakoupena
v roce 1961 od MUDr. Alexeje Zahote
(1883-1969) spole¢né s dal3imi tfemi
indickymi malbami nové&jsiho data.”
Renomovany oftalmolog ptsobil jako funk-
cionaf mezinarodnich lékatskych organi-
zaci,? do Indie v3ak cestoval, kdyz v mladi
ptsobil jako lodni 1éka¥.?” Tti indické odé&vy
od Alexeje Zahote jsou také ve sbirkiach
Naprstkova muzea; zdpis k ndkupu z roku
19592 uvadi, Ze podle tidaje majitele byly
zakoupeny na za¢itku stoleti pfi jeho
cesté do Madrasu (lze v¥ak pfedpokladat,
Ze Madrés nebyl jedinym mistem, které
navstivil). Kontakty s kapitanatem pfi-
stavu v Terstu jsou doloZeny v letech 1911
a 1912,% vic se o jeho cestach do Indie
zatim zjistit nepodafilo.

Prirodovédny prizkum

V roce 2019 byl otevien ptirodovédny pri-
zkum akcentujici ziskdni informaci o tech-
nologickych aspektech dané malifské tech-
niky, rozlozeni barevnych pigmentt, barviv
a moznostech rozlideni druhotnych zisaht
v malbé. Dalezitym aspektem byl pokus

o vysvétleni a potvrzeni umé&novédného
badani vzniku pfemalby v podob& mughal-
ského panovnika Huméjina za nimé&tové
dany, ikonograficky ustileny vyjev kraslici
se zenské figury. Malba Virdvar rdgini byla

v hleda¢ku materidlového prizkumu jiz

v roce 1994, kdy byly odebrany mikrovzor-
ky z podlozky a z &asti barevnych vrstev
(ojedinéla zrnitka pigmentd a vldken).3°
Cilem prizkumu bylo identifikovat pod-
lozku a zédkladni pigmenty malby pomoci
mikrooptickych a mikrochemickych zkou-
Sek. Pfed zapocetim prizkumu v roce 2019
byly vyty&eny principy, které si kladly za cil
vyuziti maximalné& Setrnych postupd, aby
nedoslo k Zadnym ztratam barevnych vrs-
tev malby. Materidlovy prizkum probihal

v n&kolika etapich a soustfedil se na vyuziti
vyluéné neinvazivnich analytickych technik.
V prvni fazi byl povrch malby zdokumento-
van pomoci USB mikroskopt ve viditelném
(VIS), ultrafialovém (\ = 375 nm) a v infra-
derveném zafeni (IR).® Pomoci makro-
fotodokumentace byly sledovany detaily
technologickych aspektii provedeni malby
a pokoveni, morfologické znaky pigmentt
a barviv, jejich chovéni po excitaci ultrafia-
lovym z4fenim (fluorescence). Pod IR zafe-
nim byly dokumentovany detaily kresebné
techniky. Nasledn& byla provedena na
zajmovych plochach malby prvkova bodova
rentgenfluorescen¢ni analyza pfenosnym
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piistrojem NITON XL3t GOLDD* a struk-
turni analyza metodou mobilni Ramanovy
a infraervené spektroskopie. Ramanova
spektra byla ziskdna ruénim Ramanovym
spektrometrem Bravo, ktery je vybaven
duédlnim laserem 780-1064 nm s potlagenou
fluorescenci - Sequentially Shifted Excitation
(SSE).» Strukturni analyza metodou infra-
Cervené spektroskopie byla realizovina na
povrchu malby reflexni technikou pomoci
spektrometru ALPHA .* Na zakladé& této
né&kolikafdzové exaktné zaméfené detek-
ce materidlu na zajmovych plochach bylo
pfistoupeno k monitoringu detekovanych
slozek, respektive prvki v plo§e miniatu-
ry. Prvkové mapoviani bylo realizovdno na
rentgenfluorescentnim mikroanalyzitoru
jednak na plo3e 8,2 x 12,9 cm (obr. 4), kde
probihalo méFeni s krokem 1 mm,* a jed-
nak na plochéach pokoveni s mikrokrokem
0,075 mm, kdy byly mapovany plochy

1,95 x 1,95 mm, resp. 1,95 x 1,35 mm pro
identifikaci a rozlozeni material poko-
veni.?** Metodou plosného mapovini bylo
mozno prostorové zdokumentovat rozlo-
Zeni signifikantnich prvkid na celé zajmové
plo3e hlavniho vyjevu s pfemalbou, a roz-
ligit tak na zdkladé signifikantnich prvka
pfemalbu od ptvodni kompozice malby.

Vysledky prirodovédného prizkumu
- nalezena rdgini
Podlozka malby miniatury je papirova

Yo

o vyice 24 cm a §ifce 17,3 cm, vznikla ze
dvou ¢asti pFi zachovani 3itky. Spodni &4st
s hlavnim vyjevem ma vysku 16,3 cm, vrch-
ni ¢4st mé 8,3 cm; navzijem se piekryvaji
v §ifce 0,6 cm, kde byla aplikovina adhezni
vrstva. V papirové podloZce (obr. 5) byla
identifikovana rostlinna celul6zova vlak-

na Inu.” Papir se v Indii za¢ind pouzivat

v malifstvi od konce 13. stoleti a nahrazu-
je podlozky z palmovych listt.?® Papir se
obvykle pfipravoval slepenim dvou a vice
tenkych papirovych {6lii. Nasledné& se
povrch papiru upravoval, vyhlazoval, lestil*
a byla na ng&j nanesena bila vrstva uhliéi-
tanu vépenatého.* Na takto pFipravené
podlozce je v infraferveném zafeni viditel-
né provedeni ¢erné kresby. Na IR snimku
celku* pod geometrizujicimi linkami zjed-
nodudeného kompozi¢niho raimce architek-
tury je vymezena plocha pro hlavni motiv,
v které jsou fragmentarné viditelné linky
rozmérov€ naznacujici vykresleni pol3tafe,
snad i s tfasnémi (obr. 6, 7), na n€mz byla
umisténa sedici zena zhlizejici se v zrcadle.
Na IR makrosnimcich lze pak pozorovat
vyrazny posun v provedeni kresebnych jem-
nych linii vykreslujicich postavu sluzebné
se zrcadlem oproti expresivnéji podanym
Cernym linkdm v obli¢ejovych partiich sedi-



ctho mughalského panovnika Humijina

a stojici Zenské figury vpravo (obr. 8).
Markantng jsou rozdily viditelné i na kresbé
nohou jednotlivych figur (obr. 9). Pfi vza-
jemné komparaci detaild kresebnych linii je
zFejmé, Ze charakteristika rukopisnych tahd
a pouziti média jsou rozdilné jak v sytosti
gerného odstinu, tak v ostrosti provedenych
kresebnych linek, které ukazuji na rozdil-
ny néstroj - §tétec. Diky pfemalbé& doslo

k vjraznému posunu i v partii ptivodné&
vyobrazeného zrcadla, v kterém se zhlize-
la kraslici se Zena. Prav€ na tomto detailu
je patrny zfejmy rozmérovy a koncepéni
posun. Pivodni zrcadlo s velkym rimem je
pfekryto obrazem panovnika, kde jeho kon-
tury zasahuji az do ptavodni plochy rdmu
zrcadla (obr. 10). Drobny posun od kresby
je v malb& ptdka na pozadi (obr. 11), ten lze
v3ak pfisuzovat ptvodnimu autorskému
zaméru.

Priizkum zobrazovacimi a instrumental-
nimi technikami p¥inesl pomé&rné& rozsihlé
vysledky, na jejichz zakladg& lze detailné
specifikovat uziti a schéma vytvarnych
materidlt v piivodni malb& a pfemalbé.
Barevné schéma provedeni se jevi jako
velice pfimoc¢aré v kombinaci tmavého
modrého pozadi nad bilou architekturou
se sv€tle modrou zdi s oknem a akcentuji-
cim ervenym pozadim za hlavni scénou,
kterd se odehrava v otevieném prtahledu do
paldce. Materidlova analyza vSak ukéizala
rafinovan€j3i vyuziti pigmentt a drobné
nuance v malifské modela¢ni technice
provedeni. Celkoveé bylo pojednano nej-
dfive pozadi, nésledné architektura, figury,
drobné zdobné subtilni detaily (Sperky,
naudnice) nebo fyziognomické rysy
(napf. tsta) a zlaceni.**

Hlavnim modrym pigmentem je indigo,
které bylo identifikovino Ramanovou
spektroskopii v malbé& oblohy (obr. 12a),

v tmavych kruhovitych plochich na obloze,
v malbé& architektury a na spodnim péasu

v levé ¢asti a na baldachynu. Plasticita bal-
dachynu je umocnéna provedenym bilym
dekorem s uhli¢itanem vapenatym (CaCO,).
Castice bilého pigmentu na povrchu vyka-
zuji proménlivy lesk. Na zékladé& ziskaného
Ramanova spektra lze usuzovat, ze byla
uZzita muslovéa bé&loba (obr. 12b). Uhli¢itan
vipenaty byl identifikovan jako zakladni
bily pigment kvasové techniky v ptivodni
originélni malb&. Oproti tomu na pfedpo-
kladanych plochach s pfemalbou je uzita
jako zakladni pigment olovnata bé&loba

(2 PbCO, - Pb(OH),). Plognou distribuci
charakteristickych prvkd t&chto pigmentt
vipniku (Ca) a olova (Pb) ukazuji mapy
prvkového slozeni namé&fené metodou
rentgenové fluorescence v rezimu plo3ného

mapovani. Pravé tato analyza prokézala
zménu v kompozici malby (obr. 13). Plo3na
distribuce olova je soustfedéna na malbu
vrchni ¢4sti zenské figury vpravo, na hlavu
panovnika, sokola, obraz panovnika, na
kteslo, na ¢4sti podlahy a na népisovy pas
na modrém pozadi (obr. 13a). Bodovou
prvkovou analjzou ani strukturni analyzou
nebylo prokizino na zadné jiné ¢asti olovo,
resp. olovnata bé&loba. Vyhradng je soustfe-
dé&na v plochich pFemalby a jeji distribuci,
a tim i rozsah tohoto zasahu jednoznaéné&
vymezuje. Oproti tomu bily uhliéitan
vapenaty byl vihradné prokidzan v ptivodni
kompozici malby a potvrzuje i ndmé&tové
spravnou sedici figuru v dolni pravé éasti.
Kde plo3ng distribuovany vapnik obrysové
tuto figuru znazortiuje (obr. 13b), Ize snad
rozpoznat sedici Zzenu na velkém pol3tari
se skréenou pravou nohou. Linie siluety
by mohla byt typové piibuzna k sedici
zen& napiiklad na malb& Bildval rdgini nebo
Patmarid%ari rdgini (23,2 x 15,9 cm, Indie,
Milva, kolem 1680).#* Figura kraslici se
Zeny na vyjevu Bildval rdgini s pokréenou
pravou nohou, ozdobeni zévojem a bilymi
perlami, zde sedi opfena o Gerveny pol3tar.
Scéna je zasazena do zeleného interiéru
paldce. Na druhém vyobrazeni je Zena
z profilu sedici na pol3tafi s kvétinovym
dekorem umisténa do Eerveného pozadi
interiéru paldce. Obrys linie na malbé ze
sbirky NGP naznaguje, Ze by mohlo jit
spise o prvni variaci tohoto vyjevu.

Tento kompoziéni a ptivodni ndmé&tovy
zamé&r akcentuje i rozloZeni rtuti (Hg,
obr. 13c), kterd byla uZita ve formé rumélky
(HgS, obr. 12¢) na pozadi v prithledu
interiéru paldce. Jednozna&nég viditelné
hranice uziti rumé&lky na pozadi interiéru
pFesné ohrani¢uji plochu se sedici figurou.
Postava panovnika od pasu k hlave a ¢ast
zenské figury vpravo jsou namaloviny az
na ¢ervené rumélkové pozadi, na rozdil
od postavy sluzebné a sedici kraslici se
Zeny. Z toho je zFejmé, Ze ptvodni kom-
pozi¢ni intence pocitala pravé pouze se
stojici sluzebnou a sedici kraslici se Zenou
a malba pozadi lemuje tyto figury central-
niho motivu. Drobny obdélnikovy dtvar
na mapé rtuti mezi nohama kesla byl
nejspise domalovan dodateén€ s premal-
bou, aby do3lo k sjednoceni s pozadim. Na
atu panovnika se v pfemalbé& celé plochy
jeho 3atu a na €4sti ki‘esla vykresluje analy-
zou XRF distribuce drasliku (K, obr. 13d).
V pfemalbg tak mohly byt pouzity mine-
raly na béazi napf. jemnych jila. Strukturu
materialt, ve které je draslik obsaZen, se
v3ak nepodafilo pF¥esné identifikovat.*
Je otazkou, zda na &4sti tohoto zeleného
§atu mohla byt aspon fragmentarné& uzita
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ptivodni malba polstafe &i Satu sedici
figury, coz by naznacovala pfitomnost
auripigmentu. Zasadni absence kresebného
rozvrhu spiSe dava tusit, Ze pred pfemal-
bou mohlo dojit k odstranéni ptivodni ¢asti
malby. Na makrosnimcich je povrch malby
hrubsi, neni zcela celistvy a hladky a byla
na néj zFejmé aplikovana i organicka vrstva
s lesklou texturou. Zna¢né pogkozeni je
viditelné pod zlacenym pismem v modrém
napisovém pasku pod malbou. Vedle t&chto
pigmentd, které témé&f exaktn& vymezuji
rozsah druhotného zasahu, byly v malb&
identifikovany i dal3i vytvarné materialy.
Na ¢&asti modré sukné& sluzebné jsou vidi-
telné nepravidelné amorini tvary zlutého
barviva, které ma po excitaci ultrafialovym
zafenim vyraznou fluorescenci. Tato cha-
rakteristickd zafive Zluta fluorescence je
specifickd pro indickou Zlut.* Zluté barvivo
bylo pfipravovino z kravské moce, kdy
byly kravy krmeny vyhradné mangovymi
listy.4 Barvivo zaloZené na krystalické smési
hotetnaté a vipenaté soli kyseliny euxan-
tové bylo do Indie importovano ziejmé
v 15. stoleti.*® Indicka Zlut patfila v indické
malb& mezi bézné dostupna a uzivana
barviva od 16. do 19. stoleti. Byla prokazana
na mughalskych i radzputskych malbach.+
Barvivo bylo rovn&€Z potvrzeno na vnit¥ni
sukni, na zivatku éli, na 3alu édhni pokry-
vajicim figuru sluzebné, i na plasti a 3alu
Zenské figury vpravo. Dile jsou jim pro-
vedeny drobné zdobné detaily ve vlasech
sluzebné (obr. 14). Na z4kladé& vizualniho
posouzeni fluorescence je ziejmé, Ze je zde
mirny posun zabarveni uzitych barviv po
excitaci ultrafialovym zafenim na malbg&
sluzebné a na figufe vpravo. Kromé& modré
malby suknég sluzebné bylo barvivo nane-
seno i na modry povrch architektonického
pasu ve stfedové &asti vyjevu, oddélujiciho
palédcovou scénu od fasady v levé Easti
vyobrazeni. Dile je uZito v detailech bilé
architektury a v zelené malb&. Jeho charak-
teristicka fluorescence je rovné€z markantni
ve vrchni textové ¢asti (pasu), kde vedle
indické zluti byl identifikovan auripig-
ment (As,S,). Podklad pro ¢erné pismo na
pasu ve vrchnim plinu je smés Zlutych
pigmentd indické Zluti s auripigmentem
a uhli¢itanem vapenatym. Stejnd kombi-
nace pigmentt je i na zivatku sluzebné.
Auripigment byl samostatng, resp. pouze
s uhli¢itanem vépenatym, identifikovin na
Zlutém pasu baldachynu. Jako doprovodny
pigment je v modrych plochach architek-
tury, na modré malbé& okna €len&né okenici,
modrém 3atu sluzebné a na spodnim mod-
rém pésu v levé ptivodni ¢asti. Na povrchu
modré malby jsou viditelné distribuovany

2 w2z

zluté, az zlatavé krystalické Eastice auripig-
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mentu (obr. 15). XRF analyzou byla potvr-
zena piitomnost dominantné siry a arsenu,
dale vapniku a drasliku. Na Ramanovych
spektrech jsou ostré pasy 202, 292, 309, nej-
siln&jsi pas 355 a 383 cm? charakteristické
pro auripigment (obr. 12d). Morfologie
Castic a ziskand Ramanova spektra ukazuji
na uziti pfirodniho auripigmentu.*

Na zaklad€ vysledki rentgenové fluo-
rescenéni analyzy byly dokumentovany
i plochy s pokovenim. Pokoveni levitujici
nidoby pfed zdi je provedeno zlatem
na hnédavou adhezni vrstvu. Identickou
vrstvu miizeme pozorovat i v poruchach
na naudnicich sluzebné, kde je uZzita opé&t
pod zlatem. Oproti tomu zdobné pasky na
galech Zenskych figur a drobné punkty na
turbanu panovnika jsou provedeny pras-
kovym zlatem. Zlaty lem 3alu sluzebné je
umocnén nanesenim indické zluti témé&r
v translucentni barv€ vyuzivajici ervené
pozadi. Zlaté imitace kordla kolem krku se
st¥idaji s Fadami bilych teéek na bazi uhli-
Citanu vépenatého napodobujicich perly.
XRF analyza sice neprokdzala markantni
rozdily ve sloZeni zlata na ptivodni malbé
a pfemalbé& (napf. turban panovnika), ale
provedend makrofotodokumentace povrchu
i namé&Fené intenzity zafeni zlata pii XRF
analyzich ukazuji na rozdilnou tloustku
vrstev a provedeni (obr. 16).

Vedle t&chto materialti bylo v pfemalbé
na 3atu panovnika, Zenské postavy vpravo
a na kiesle uzito pro plastické ztvarnéni
dekoru opét praskové zlato a Eervené
rostlinné barvivo. Na kfesle je dekor
umocnén bilymi punkty, tentokrat viak
z olovnaté béloby, jak ukazuje distribuce
olova v malbé&. Olovnata bé&loba aplikovana
v tomto drobném detailu ukazuje témé&r na
filigransky pfistup na pfemalbé& panovnika
Humaéjtna. Praskové zlato je pouZito i na
pismu na spodnim modrém pasu malby,
kde vak adhezni vrstvu tvoii Cerveny
zaklad. Tato kombinace dala zlatavému
ténu pisma teplou tonalitu. Techniky
pokoveni lze rozlisit na zdkladé vlastnich
adheznich vrstev. V pivodni origindlni
malbé je pro adhezi praskového zlata uZita
hnéd4 organicka adhezni vrstva, oproti
tomu na pismu je ¢erveny podklad pod
zlatymi ¢asticemi (obr. 17). Identifikace
pojiv metodou infragervené spektrosko-
pie ukdzala rozdily mezi ptivodni malbou
a ztmavlymi plochami malby v obloze a na
vrchnim napisovém pasku. V téchto plo-
chich na rozdil od originalni malby byly
zaznamendny pasy charakteristické pro
lipidy. Na spektrech jsou typické pasy 4251
a 4322 cm® ukazujici na vosky. Pasy maji
mald raminka v polohdch ~4260 a 4431 cm?,
kterd naznacuji i pfitomnost pojiva na bazi



oleje. Je zFejmé, Ze tyto ztmavlé plochy
vznikly dodate¢nég, zfejmé& neopatrnou
nahodnou manipulaci, a nebyly ptivodni
zamyslenou soudasti malby. Oproti tomu
nebyly zaznameniny rozdily v uziti pojiv na
pivodni malbé& a pfemalbé. Lze usuzovat,
ze jde rovnéz o techniku kvase. FTIR ana-
lyza potvrdila rovnéz rozdilnou pfitomnost
bélob v ptivodni malbg - uhli¢itan vipenaty
a v pfemalbé& - olovnatou bélobu.

XRF analyzou byl prokézin lok4lné& na
modré nipisové pasce v spodni ¢sti titan,
zinek a kobalt, které jsou pfitomny v retu-

Sich z¥ejmé z pozdé&jsich konzervaénich
zasaht.

Zavér

Provedeny rozsahly pfirodovédny prizkum
mohl poprvé jednozna¢né potvrdit umélec-
kohistorickou hypotézu, kterd poukazovala
na rozsahlou pfemalbu respektive zdménu
postavy kraglici se Zeny za mughalského
panovnika Huméjina. Vysledky materidlo-
vé analyzy se ukazaly jako st€Zejni, nebot
mohly jednozna¢né& prokazat rozdilné uziti
a distribuci pigmentd v malb& a v pfemalbég.
Bodovia prvkova a strukturni analyza iden-
tifikovala v ptivodnich barevnych vrstvich
indigo, rumélku, auripigment, indickou zlut
a zejména uhli¢itan vdpenaty. Zasadni byla
exaktni identifikace uzitych bé&lob. Zatimco
v piivodni malbé& byl vyhradng& zastoupen
uhli¢itan vdpenaty, tak v pfemalb€& byla
sté€Zejni identifikace olovnaté béloby. Diky
pokrocilym mapovacim technikdm zaloZe-
nym na rentgenfluorescenéni spektroskopii
bylo nasledn€ mozno poprvé nahlédnout
pod povrch a zobrazit pivodni ndmét -
kraglici se Zenu, ztracenou rdgini. Viditelny
obrys sedici postavy na zaklad€ prvkové
distribuce vapniku tak umoziiuje celistvé
vidét ptvodni ndmét dila.

Uréeni doby vzniku pFemalby na zdkladé
identifikovanych materialt bylo obtiZné,
nebot jak ukazuji doposud publikované
vysledky, paleta vytvarnych materiila je
téméf neménné. BéZné se miizeme v malbé
od 16. az do pocitku 20. stoleti setkat
s rumélkou, indigem, auripigmentem, indic-
kou zluti i olovnatou b&lobou.”™ Zatimco
tedy na zdkladé rozdild v pouziti vytvar-
nych materialt byla prokizana namétova
a kompozi¢ni zména a jeji rozsah, tak pfi
tvahich o dob& vzniku pfemalby - a tedy
také v titulku zminéné ztraty rdgini - byla
dtlezita praveé stylovd kompara¢ni umé-
leckohistorickd analyza, na jejimz zaklad&
je nutno vzit v tvahu i krajni mez doby
vzniku pfemalby a je tfeba ji posunout az
po hranici prvniho, pfipadné druhého dese-
tileti 20. stoleti.

Podé¢kovani

Autofi d€kuji za spoluprici Juraji Slezédkovi
a za cenné rady Viclavé Antuskové, Lubogi
Kousalovi a Jifimu Veselému.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vijzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.

Pozndmky

1 // doha // ékanta milana pati sau kahyau kari
singdra tana sydma // kdmakéli sumarati rahai kahai
virdvaravdma // 3 //. P¥eklad, transliterace a revize
termint z indické jazykové oblasti Matgj Stahl.
2 Mimo jiné je ve sbirkich NGP rdgamdlové
album tvoFené 34 listy ze severoindického
Avadhu, asi 1760-1780, inv. ¢. Vm 1167 -

Vm 1200. Publ. doposud jen vybrané listy
(nahled na uréeni oblasti vzniku se v prith&hu
¢asu ménil), napt. Lubor Hijek, Les miniatures
indiennes écoles locales, Praha 1961, detaily

il. €. 23-28. - Zdenka Klimtova - Dagmar
Pospisilova, Jsi bytost pozemskd Ci nebeskd? /Are you
a tervestrial or a celestial being?, Brno 2010, s. 18-22.
3 Traktat o dramatickém uméni pfipisovany
Bharatovi, doba vzniku se zafazuje pfiblizné do
pocatku na3eho letopoétu.

4 Vice: Ernst Waldschmidt - Rose Leonore
Waldschmidt, Miniatures of Musical Inspiration in
the Collection of the Berlin Museum of Indian Art,
Part I, Ragamala-pictures from Northern India and
the Deccan, Berlin 1975, s. 133-165.

5 Vedle uvedené transkripce se pro tuto rdgini
pouziva také oznaéeni Vildvali, Véldvali, Vildval
nebo Bildvali.

6 K ragamaélové ikonografii podrobné:
Waldschmidt - Waldschmidt (cit. v pozn. 4). -
Ernst Waldschmidt - Rose Leonore Waldschmidt,
Miniatures of Musical Inspiration in the Collection of
the Berlin Museum of Indian Art. Part I. Ragamala-
-pictures from the Western Himalaya promontory,
Wiesbaden 1967. - Klaus Ebeling, Ragamala
Painting, Basel 1973.

7 Vildval rdgini, Indie, RadZasthan, Dzajpur,
druhi polovina 18. stoleti, barvy na papife,

24 x 16,6 cm, inv. ¢. Vm 3317.

8 Mévar, historické tzemi na jihu Radzasthanu
s centrem v Udajpuru.

9 Brijinder Nath Goswamy - Jeremiah

P. Losty - John Seyller, A Secret Garden. Indian
Paintings from the Porret Collection, Zuirich 2014,

s. 136.

10 Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. &. IS.110-
1955, http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O18051/
bhairavi-ragini-painting-unknown/ (12. 5. 2020).
Publ. nap¥. John Guy - Deborah Swallow (eds.),
Arts of India 1550-1900, London 1990, s. 35.

11 Technika vzorovani rezervou, forma
vyvazované batiky, v indickém malifstvi
zachycena i na adZantskych freskach ze

6. a 7. stoleti. Vice Veronica Murphy - Rosemary
Crill, Tie-dyed Textiles of India. Tradition and
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Trade, London 1991. Na malvskych malbach

se vzory typické pro bdndhdni objevuji na
odg&vech i v interiéru, nap¥. Lalita rdgini, Mélva,
kolem 1660, Waldschmidt - Waldschmidt

(cit. v pozn. 4), s. 225; Lalita rdgini, Mélva, kolem
1650, Amy G. Poster (ed.), Realms of Heroism.
Indian Paintings at the Brooklyn Museum, New York
1994, s. 188-189.

12 Srv. napf. Dipak rdga, Malva, kolem 1680,
Ebeling (cit. v pozn. 6), s. 73.

13 Késavdisova milostna basen z konce

16. stoleti.

14 Vice: Poster (ed.) (cit. v pozn. 11),

s. 182-185. - Guy - Swallow (cit. v pozn. 10),

s. 135.

15 Srv. napf. Milostnd scéna, Malva, 1660-1680,
Poster (ed.) (cit. v pozn. 11), s. 190; Bangdli rdgini,
Milva, 1660-1680, Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, inv. &. 1S.441961, http://collections.
vam.ac.uk/item/O433098/bangali-ragini-painting-
-unknown/ (1. 4. 2020); Lalit rdgini, Mélva, asi
1680-1690, The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York, inv. &. 1975.409.1, https://www.
metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/378942exh
ibitionId=%7B{07384¢7-2595-4b5¢-81dfea32828690
20%7D&0id=37894&pkgids=258&pg=0&rpp=20&
pos=21&ft=*&offset=20 (30. 8. 2019). V maliFstvi
centralni Indie se ale motiv objevuje uz kolem
poloviny 16. stoleti, srv. Dhdnasri rdgini, Orcha
1640-1650, Museum of Fine Arts Boston,
https://collections.mfa.org/objects/149348

(1. 4. 2020).

16 Humijun (vladl 1530-1540 a 1555-1556) byl
druhym panovnikem mughalské dynastie. Jeho
otec a zakladatel mughalské fise Babur usedl na
trin roku 1526, kdyz porazil posledniho vladce
dilliského sultanatu Ibrahima Lédiho. Humajin
po deseti letech ztratil vladu, musel uprchnout
a &ast svého exilu stravil v Tronu na dvore $4ha
Tahmaspa I., kde se seznamil se saffjovskym
maliFstvim. Vlddou jeho syna a néstupce Akbara
(1556-1605) za¢ind vrcholna doba mughalského
uméni pokralujici za Akbarovych néstupcii
Dzahéngira (1605-1627) a SdhdZahéna
(1627-1657).

17 Napf. Princové 3 Timirova domu, Mir

Sajjid <Ali, asi 1550-1555, British Museum,
London, inv. & 1913,0208,0.1; Humdjiin,

Bhagvati (?), 1556-1560, British Museum,
London, inv. &. 1920,0917,0. 13. 41; Timiir, Bdbur
a Humdjiin, Goévardhan, kolem 1630, Victoria

and Albert Museum, London, inv. ¢ IM.8-1925,
publ. nap¥. Guy - Swallow (cit. v pozn. 10), s. 56.
18 Vzhledem k tomu, Ze i nejstarsi podobizny
Babura vznikaly posmrtng, necharakterizuje

je - a do jisté miry to plati i pro portréty
Humijuna - ani tak ur¢ita fyziognomie, jak je
tomu v p¥ipad€ jejich nastupct, ale spise typicky
odév, pfedevsim turban. K otdzce podobnosti
portrétt vice: Rolf Weber, Portrits und historische
Darstellungen in der Miniaturensammlung des Museums
fiir Indische Kunst Berlin, Berlin 1982, s. 31-38.
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19 Srv. s odévem Zeny se zrcadlem na obr. 2

z druhé poloviny 18. stoleti.

20 V Indii méla sokolnicka &epitka velkou
tradici, i kdyZ na malbach se objevuje jen
zFidka. Napf¥. na mughalské malb& (Abu'l
Nadiru‘l Zaman Hasan, kolem 1618) podava
sokolnik dravce s &epitkou Abdulldhu Chanu
Uzbekovi, Victoria and Albert Museum, London,
inv. & IM.20-1925, http://collections.vam.ac.uk/
item/O405631/abdullah-khan-uzbeg-painting-
-hasan-abul-nadirul/ (12. 5. 2020).

21 Princ se sokolem, 1600-1605 - z doby
Akbarovy vlady, Los Angeles Museum of Art,
inv. &. M.83. 1. 4., Pratapaditya Pal, Indian
Puainting. A Catalogue of the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art Collection, Vol. I, Los Angeles 1993,
S. 224-225.

22 Srv. Portrét Humdjiina se sokolem, Ram Go6pal,
kolem 1890, Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, 1S.27-1990, http://collections.vam.ac.uk/
item/O430469/emperor-humayun-painting-gopal-
-ram/ (12. 5. 2020).

23 Vice: Yuthika Sharma, Mughal Delhi on
my lapel. The charmed life of the painted ivory
miniature in Delhi, 1827-1880, in: Supriya
Chaudhuri - Josephine McDonagh - Brian

H. Murray - Rajeswari Sunder Rajan (eds.),
Commodities and Culture in the Colonial World,
London - New York 2018, s. 15-31.

24 Srv. nap¥. Humdjin, Dilli, kolem 1850,
Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. &. 6511870,
http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/0432309/
one-of-twelve-miniatures-depicting-painting-
-unknown/ (7. 2. 2020).

25 Portrét Mahdrddsi Pratdpa Singha % DZajpuru,
inv. & Vm 1896; Uctivdni Sri Vittalndthdziho,

inv. ¢. Vm 1908; Hudebni produkce (hlavni muzska
postava také se sokolem), inv. & Vm 19009.

26 K sedesatinim dr. Alexeje Zahove, Casopis
lékatii éeskych, 1943, €. 9, s. 250.

27 Ustni informace.

28 Niarodni muzeum - Néprstkovo muzeum
asijskych, africkych a americkych kultur,
pfirastkova kniha II, 1956-1961, s. 250.

29 Napf. Narodni archiv, Policejni Feditelstvi
Praha II - vieobecni spisovna, signatura 7/24/14,
26. 3. 1912.

30 Dorothea Pechové, nepublikovana
laboratorni zprava 94/21, archiv chemicko-
-technologické laboratofe NGP, 1994.

31 USB mikroskopem Dino-Lite Premier
AM4113ZT-FV2W a AD4113T-I12V, zvétseni 50x,
200x, polarizované viditelné svétlo (VIS), IR

(A = 940 nm) a UV svétlo (A = 375 nm). Ziskané
snimky byly zpracoviny programem Dino-
-Capture 2.0 a NIS Elements D.

32 Zdroj zéFeni byla minirentgenka se
stffbrnou anodou, s maximalnim nap&tim

50 kV. Emitované zafeni z povrchu malby

bylo detekovano s minimalni velikosti plochy

o priméru 3 mm integrovanym velkoobjemovym
kfemikovym detektorem. Plocha méfeni byla



snimana integrovanou CCD kamerou. Doba
jedné analyzy byla 120 s. Mé&Feni probihalo
bezkontaktné ze vzdalenosti do cca 0,5 cm. Bylo
zmé&Feno 31 XRF spekter.

33 Mg&feni probihalo ve spektralnim rozsahu
300-3200 cm? s vykonem laseru < 100 mW

a rozlienim 10-12 cm®. Vyhodnoceni bylo
provedeno pomoci program® Opus a Omnic 9.
Spektra byla porovnana s knihovnou spekter
chemicko-technologické laboratofe NGP. Bylo
naméfeno 29 spekter.

34 Mgfeni probihalo v rozsahu 400-8000 cm?
s rozliSenim 2 cm?, pfi po&tu 300 skend. Spektra
byla vyhodnocena v programu Opus a Omnic 9
a porovnéana s databazi spekter. Bylo namé&feno
9 spekter.

35 Mzgfeni byla provedena na FJFI CVUT

v Praze na aparatufe pro skenovaci rentgenovou
fluorescenéni analyzu. Zdrojem zéafeni pro
makroskenovani byla miniaturni rentgenka
MINI-X firmy Amptek se zlatou anodou

a s nefiltrovanym rentgenovym svazkem
zizenym kolimatorem o priméru 1 mm. P¥i
mé&feni bylo na rentgenku pfivedeno urychlovaci
napéti 30 kV a elektricky proud byl nastaven na
hodnotu 0,08 mA. K detekci produkovaného
charakteristického zafeni byl pouzit
polovodi¢ovy SDD detektor o velikosti citlivého
objemu 25 mm? x 0,5 mm, doba mé&¥eni jednoho
bodu byla 1 s.

36 Mikroskenovani drobnych detailti

bylo provedeno mikrofokusni rentgenkou

s polykapilarni fokusaéni optikou od americké
firmy XOS. Na tuto mikrofokusni rentgenku
bylo pfi méfeni pfivedeno napéti 50 kV a proud
1 mA. Primér budictho svazku rentgenky byl
men3i nez 0,1 mm. Doba mé&Feni jednoho bodu
byla 2 s.

37 Viz Pechovi (cit. v pozn. 30).

38 Nejstar3i miniaturni indické malby

z 11. stoleti jsou provedeny na palmovych
listech viz Enrico Isacco - Josephine Darrah,
The Ultraviolet-Infrared Method of Analysis,

a Scientific Approach to the Study of Indian
Miniatures, Artibus Asiae 53, 1993, &. 3/4,

S. 470-491.

39 Olaf Simon, ,... wie du hier sehen kannst“.
Kunsttechnologische Untersuchungen und
Restaurierung der indischen Bestande des
Dresdner Kupferstich-Kabinetts, in: Monica
Juneja - Petra Kuhlmann-Hodick (eds.), Miniatur-
-Geschichten. Die Sammlung indischer Malerei im
Dresdner Kupferstich-Kabinett, Dresden 2017,

5. 95-106, zejména s. 96.

40 V pivodni laboratorni zpravé 94/21 z roku
1994 (cit. v pozn. 30) je zminé&no uziti sadry,
ktera v3ak nebyla strukturni analyzou na

#4dné ¢asti malby potvrzena viz Radka Sefci,
nepublikovand laboratorni zpréva 94/21 -
dodatek &. 1, archiv chemicko-technologické
laboratofe NGP, 2020. Sadra ziejm& v malb&
viitbec pouzita neni.

41 Snimek pofidila Klara Veliskova

z restauratorského oddéleni NGP. Sniméni bylo
provedeno digitdlnim fotoaparitem s CCD Cipem
Sony DSC-F717 s filtrem HOYA infrarot - filter
RM 90. Snimaci senzor fotoaparatu je citlivy na
infradervené zareni do 1100 nm.

42 Simon (cit. v pozn. 39) uvadi p¥i popisu
techniky malby, Ze po kaZdém naneseni barevné
vrstvy byla malba ze zadni strany papirové
podlozky le3téna, a tim doslo k vyhlazeni

a zhutnéni pigmentt v barvené vrstvé, coz mélo
za nasledek vytvoreni charakteristického lesklého
povrchu miniatur.

43 Dvé ilustrace z rdgamdlového cyklu: Bildval
rdgini, Patmandzari ragini, akvarel, zlacent,
http://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/
ecatalogue/lot.797.html/2015/indian-himalayan-
-southeast-asian-art-n09478 (11. 5. 2020).

44 1ze dale srovnat napf. i s malbou ze sbirek
Philadelphia Museum of Art, Khandita néjika (?):
Rozrusend hrdinka, oblast Malvy, Madhjapradés,
Indie, ca 1680-1690, 22,5 x 15,4 cm, inv. &. 1994-
148-527, https://www.philamuseum.org/
collections/634-549.html#object/88421

(11. 6. 2020).

45 S nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti nejde

o uziti kamence (siran hlinito-draselny), nebot
distribuce siry v plo3e se nekryje s distribuci
drasliku. Prvkovou analyzou nebyl identifikovin
zadny dal3i signifikantni prvek a uZzité materialy
na 3atu panovnika na bazi drasliku jsou
pfedmétem dal3iho zkoumani.

46 Charlotte Martin de Fonjaudran - Angela
Acocella - Gianluca Accorsi - Diego Tamburini -
Giovanni Verri - Amarilli Rava - Samuel
Whittakerm - Francesco Zerbetto - David
Saunders, Optical and theoretical investigation of
Indian yellow (euxanthic acid and euxanthone),
Dyes and Pigments 144, 2017, s. 234-241.

47 Barvivo oznafované jako piuri (indicka
zlut) bylo bézné& dostupné a Siroce uzivané

i k malovéni st&n domt, dvefi a zabradli.

Jako zdroj barviva Zivo¢isného ptivodu bylo
uvadéno Bengalsko, viz Indian Yellow, Bulletin
of Miscellaneous Information (Royal Botanic Gardens,
Kew), Vol. 1890, 1890, &. 39, s. 45-50. Z dtivodu
ochrany zvifat byla vyroba pigmentu ukonéena
na podatku 20. stoleti, nebot kravy Zivené
mangovymi listy umiraly do dvou let.

48 Norbert S. Baer - Abraham Joel -

Robert L. Feller - Norman Indictor, Indian
Yellow, in: Robert L. Feller (ed.), Artists’ Pigments:
A Handbook of Their History and Characteristics,
Vol. 1, National Gallery of Art, Washington DC
1986, s. 17-36.

49 Thoguluva Ravindran - Akhilesh K. Arora -
Show Ramya - R. V. Subba Rao - Baldev Raj,
Raman spectroscopic study of medieval Indian
art of 17th century, Journal of Raman Spectoscopy
42, 2011, &. 4, s. 803-807. - Ina Reiche - Eric

R. Britzke - G. Bukalis - Uwe Reinholz - Hans
Peter Weise - Rafael Dedo Gadebusch, An
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external PIXE study: Mughal painting pigments,
X-Ray Spectrometry 34, 2005, S. 42-45.

50 Pfi vyrobé syntetického auripigmentu
jsou v Ramanovskych spektrech viditelné pasy
amorini struktury - 3iroky pas kolem 340 cm?
a pas volné siry - kolem 471 cm?, viz Stephanie
Zaleski - Yae Takahashi - Marco Leona,
Natural and synthetic arsenic sulfide pigments
in Japanese woodblock prints of the late Edo
period, Heritage Science, 2018, s. 6-32.

51 Petra Kuhlmann-Hodick (ed.), Indian
paintings: the Collection of the Dresden Kupferstich-
-Kabinett, Dresden 2017, s. 252-254.
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Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Virdvar rdagini, Indie, Malva, 1660-1680, pozdé&jsi
premalba, barvy na papire, 24,1 x 17,3 cm, Néarodni
galerie v Praze, inv. ¢. Vm 1907.

2 Viravar rdgini, Indie, pravdépodobné Avadh,
1760-1780, barvy na papire, list 31,6 x 21,8 cm, malba
19,5 x 13,3 cm, na predni strané napis v arabském pismu
ragini bildalval, na zadni strané bilaval, Narodni galerie

v Praze, inv. ¢. Vm 1175.

3 Humdjian, severni Indie, 18. stoleti, barvy na papire,
24,2 x 14,3 cm, Narodni galerie v Praze, inv. ¢. Vm 327.

4 Hranice provedeni plosného mapovani metodou
rentgenové fluorescencni analyzy.

5 Makrofotografie papirové podlozky ve viditelném
a ultrafialovém svétle.

6 IR snimek s vyznac¢enym obrysem kresby polstare.

7 IR makrofotografie pdvodni malby snad ozdobnych
trasni.

8 IR makrofotografie, detaily obli¢ejd postav: sluzebna
(a), panovnik (b) a stojici Zenska postava (c).

9 Makrofotografie ve VIS, UV a IR, detaily nohou:
sluzebna (a), stojici zenska figura (b).

10 IR makrofotografie obrazu s panovnikem, viditelna
kontura pdvodniho rozméru zrcadla s rdmem.

11  Makrofotografie ve VIS a UV ptaka na modrém
pozadi.

12 Ramanova spektra a makrofotografie detaild ve
viditeIném svétle z modré oblohy (a), bilé architektury
(b), ¢erveného pozadi (c), zlutého baldachynu (d).

13  XRF mapy prvkového rozlozeni v malbé: olovo (a),
vapnik (b), rtut (¢) a draslik (d). Na mapé s vapnikem
viditelna silueta sedici figury.

14 Detail hlavy sluzebné ve VIS a UV, vyrazna
fluorescence pouzité indické Zluti.

15 Makrofotografie ¢astic auripigmentu na modré
malbé pasku (a) a architektury v kombinaci s indickou
#lutf (b).

16 Makrofotografie detaild zlaceni: ozdobny $al
sluzebné (a), turban panovnika (b), levitujici nddoba (c).

17 Detail pisma s ¢ervenym podkladem na spodnim
modrém népisovém pasku.



ZPRAVA

»Malokdy namalujete krajinu,

kterou bych nechtél mit.“

Leo Stein a Othon Coubine - zprava
o pratelstvi maliie a sbératele’

ANNA PRAVDOVA

Sourozenci Leo a Gertruda Steinovi patrili k nejvyznamnéjsim sbérateliim soudobého
uméni v pfedvalecné Pafizi. Byli mezi prvnimi, kdo poznali vjznam ranych dél Pabla
Picassa, Henriho Matisse a dal§ich modernich maliii. Jejich parizska adresa se stala
mistem zasadnich setkani, at uz mezi americkymi a evropskymi umélci, francouzskymi
mali¥i mezi sebou, vytvarniki s obchodniky ¢i sbérateli. Jejich prinos modernimu
umeéni je v tomto sméru nesporny. Poté, co se v roce 1913-1914 rozesli a Leo se odstého-
val, v tomto trendu pokracovala Gertruda, zatimco Leo se zaméril na klasictéjsi tvorbu
Augusta Renoira a postupné se sbiranim uméni zcela prestal. Vratil se k nému az

v druhé poloviné dvacatych let, kdy objevil neoklasicistni tvorbu ¢esko-francouzského
malife Othona Coubina (Otakara Kubina).

Yevs

Klicova slova Dnes je znaméjsi jeho sestra Gertruda, ale
Leo Stein! Othon Coubine, mezivale¢na Pariz, v pl'Vl’liCh letech ]'ejich spoleéného Fivota
neoklasicismus v Pafizi, v ulici Fleurus ¢&. 27, to byl hlavné
Leo, kdo inicioval ndkupy obrazt, brilantné
pfijimal navitévy a zasvécoval navstévniky
do moderniho uméni a pafizské vytvar-
né scény.? Alfred Barr, Jr., prvni Feditel
newyorské MoMy, o ném dokonce napsal,
ze ,béhem dvou krdtkych let mezi roky 1905
a 1907 byl pravdépodobné znalcem a sbératelem
malby 20. stoleti s nejoétsi rozliSovaci schopnosti
na svéte“.’

Leo Stein (1872-1947) byl ¢tvrty z péti
sourozenct. Jejich rodina hodnég cesto-
vala, v détstvi zili ve Vidni a v Pafizi. Kdyz
bylo Leovi Sestnict a Gertrudé& &trnéct let,
zemfela jim matka; o dva roky pozdéji
ji nasledoval otec. Poztstalost po ném
poskytla sourozenctim jistou finanéni
nezavislost, diky niZ se spolu s Leem
stali slavnymi sbérateli moderntho uméni
i jeho star3i bratr Michael a mladsi sestra
Gertruda.* Inicidtorem v tomto smé&ru byl
pro né ale Leo.

Po kritkych studiich v Americe,
kterad nedokondéil, také hodné& cestoval.

V letech 1900-1902 Zil ve Florencii, kde
se dtikladné sezndmil s malbou italského
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quattrocenta, a pravé zde snad miZzeme
hledat kofeny jeho pozdg&jsiho zdjmu

o neoklasicistni malbu Othona Coubina.
Zirovei zde ale v soukromé sbirce dvou
mladych Ameri¢ant - Egista Fabbriho

a Charlese A. Loesera - mohl vidét soubor
Cézannovych obrazil, ktery byl pravdé-
podobné jeho prvnim bliz§im setkdnim

s evropskym modernim umé&nim.

V Italii se Leo rozhodl, Ze bude malifem
a v roce 1902 se pfest€éhoval do Pafize. Tam
studoval v Académii Julian a maloval ve
stylu pozdnich dé&l Augusta Renoira.

Na radu svého pfitele, historika uméni
Bernarda Berensona, navstivil obchodnika
s obrazy Ambroise Vollarda a v roce 1903
od né&j koupil Cézannovu krajinu Diim na
jate,’ jez byla pravdépodobné jeho prvni
akvizici. V pfistich letech se sice neprosadil
jako mali¥, ale proslavil se coby sbératel,
ktery jako jeden z prvnich pochopil vyznam
Matissovych a Picassovych dél. Zaroven
byl inspirativni i pro dal3i sbératele, jak to
pozdé&ji potvrdil Albert Barnes.

Roku 1903 se k Leovi pfist€hovala jeho
sestra Gertruda a spoletné v nisledujicim
roce u Vollarda zakoupili celkem sedm
obrazti od Paula Cézanna, Paula Gauguina,
Augusta Renoira a Maurice Denise. V roce
1905 pak ziskali prvniho Picassa a Matisse
a od té doby se jejich sbirka pravidelné
rozristala o to nejmoderné&;jsi, co v tehdejsi
Pafizi v oblasti vytvarného umé&ni vznikalo.
Aby uspokojili viechny zdjemce o prohlidku
jejich sbirky, za¢ali Leo a Gertruda ve svém
domé potadat sobotni vederni salony. Ty
byly pfilezitosti k setkavani mezi evrop-
skymi a americkymi umeélci i francouzskymi
malifi navzijem: napiiklad Picasso a Matisse
se osobné poprvé setkali pravé u Steint.

V roce 1913 zagali mit sourozenci Steinovi
mezi sebou rozpory a v roce 1914 se Leo
z ulice Fleurus odst€hoval. Prvni svéto-
vou vélku prozil v Americe a do Evropy se
vratil az v roce 1919. Ve svych devétaltyfi-
ceti letech se ozenil s Eugénii Auziasovou
a spolu s ni pak zil st¥idav€ v PafiZi (pfe-
vazné v zimnich mésicich) a italském
Settignanu. Tehdy také mnoho dél ze své
sbirky deponované v New Yorku prodal,
vétsinu z nich jiZz zminénému Albertu
Barnesovi.

Rozchod s Gertrudou vedle osobnich
rozepii zptisobil také jejich zcela opaény
nazor na vyvoj Picassovy tvorby. Zatimco
Gertruda kubismu fandila, Leo jej pova-
zoval za ,naprostou hrizu® které se ote-
vien& posmival.® Z proroka modernity se
stal obhdjce ,starych skol“ a misto Picasst
a Matisst si do Itélie vezl pFedevsim
Renoirovy obrazy. Za vrchol vytvarného
uméni tehdy povazoval jeho Hrnek éokolddy
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(kol. 1912, olej, platno, 54,3 x 64,8 cm, The
Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pennsylvania),
zachycujici divku sedici nad hrnkem éoko-
lady, opfenou o stiil, na némz lezi kytice
a stoji dzbéanek. Prozil si tedy jakysi ,retour
a 'ordre (navrat k ¥adu)“ avant la lettre
t&sné& pred vilkou, na rozdil od mnoha
umélct, ktefi - véetn& Coubina - k tomuto
vyrazu dospéli b&hem prvni sv&tové vilky
¢i t&sné po ni. Sdm oviem rezignoval na
vlastni vjtvarnou kariéru a po kratkém
obdobi, kdy uvazoval o praci psychoanaly-
tika, se zam&fil na psani. Jeho prvni &la-
nek se tykal Paula Cézanna, kterého stile
povazoval za jednu ,z nejvyznamnéjsich postav
v déjindch moderniho malifstvi“.” Své nazory na
uméni shrnul v roce 1927 v knize The A-B-C
of Aesthetics, vydané v New Yorku.

K opé&tovnému sbhirdni uméni ho pravé
v této dobé pfivedlo setkani s dilem Othona
Coubina (1883-1969). Podle Steinovy kore-
spondence s pafizskym obchodnikem
Adolphem Baslerem jej nejprve zaujaly
Coubinovy obrazy, které vidél na pafizském
vytvarném salonu v éervnu 1926.%8 Muselo
se tedy jednat o Tuilerijsky salon, na n&jz
Coubine zaslal celkem 3est platen a misto
své adresy uvedl pravé Baslertiv kontakt.?
Vystavil zde dvé provensilské krajiny,
Portrét geny, Kytici, Zdtisi a Venkovana nakle-
pdvajiciho kosu.*® Podle Baslera si zde Stein
vybral jednu ze dvou krajin, kterou jeho
prost¥ednictvim zakoupil; obchodnik mu
v dopise slibuje jeji doruéeni hned po skon-
geni salonu a dodéva: , Tento umélec nemohl
snit o lepsim posvéceni svého talentu.“"

Obchodnik s uménim a kritik Adolphe
Basler (1876-1951) propagoval Coubinovo
uméni jiz od roku 1920, a to nejrizné&jsimi
moznymi zpusoby: inicioval vystavy, psal
o ném do francouzskych i zahraniénich
Casopist, zprostfedkovaval mu ilustrovani
knih. Zdjem osoby tak znamé v paiizském
uméleckém prostredi jako byl Leo Stein
znamenal tedy i pro n&€ho posvéceni jeho
dlouholetych snah.

Stein se ale velmi pravdépodobng
s Coubinovou tvorbou setkal jiz dfive. Byl
pravidelnym navst&€vnikem galerie Berthe
Weillové,* v niZ se v roce 1920 konala
spole¢na vystava Picassovych, Matissovych
a Coubinovych kreseb, tedy tii umélcd,
jejichz tvorba ho v riznych ¢asovych
obdobich zaujimala ze v3ech nejvice.
V éervnu téhoz roku Coubinovi Weillova
pfipravila také samostatnou vystavu, na niz
bylo k vidéni na tficet jeho kreseb a &tyfi-
cet obrazii, a o tfi roky pozdéji mu znovu
dala prostor. Bylo by také prekvapivé,
kdyby Stein nevid&l Coubinovu pfehlidku
v Galerii Barbazanges, kde malif v roce
1925 prezentoval na Sedesat praci z let



1920-1925, tedy v podstaté jakousi retro-
spektivu neoklasicistni polohy své tvorby.
Leo Stein zde mohl vidét obrazy, které se
pozdgji staly soucasti jeho sbirky.

Po prvni akvizici krajiny z Provence
z Tuilerijského salonu na jafe 1926 pak
pofidil je3t& pétici dal3ich platen pfimo
z vystavy velkého souboru Coubinovych
obrazi, kreseb a grafik, jiz koncem téhoz
roku uspofadala Galerie Briant-Robert
ve spoluprici s Baslerem, ktery napsal
pfedmluvu do katalogu. Faktura galerie
adresovana Steinovi doklad4, Ze si pro
svou sbhirku vybral tfi krajiny, jednu kytici
a Divku u piana, vystavenou zde pod nizvem
Lekce hudby.” V nejstarsim dochovaném
dopise Steina Coubinovi mu Leo tésné& po
tomto ndkupu pise: ,,Drahy Coubine, ji% delsi
dobu bych se s Vami rdd znovu setkal, jeden
pritel ovsem odjizdi do Ameriky a vexme s sebou
dokonéenou ¢édst mé knihy [...]. Potom budu mit
vice éasu. Mou Zenu i mne by velmi potésilo,
kdybyste prisli dalsi nedéli na veéefi [...]. Obrazy
jsou u nds a mdme % nich velkou radost.“14
Jak doklad4 tento dopis, mezi sb&ratelem
a malifem se zagalo od prvnich nakupt roz-
vijet silné pratelské pouto, které postupné
prerostlo v bohatou korespondenci fesici
nejen obchodni, ale i osobni zélezitosti
a vytvarné otazky.

Dalsi akvizice nésledovaly v prosinci
1927, a sice jednou krajinou z Galerie
Bernheim Jeune, tfemi obrazy z Galerie
Briant-Robert a n&kolika dal3imi obrazy
pfimo od Baslera. Leo Stein o nich refe-
roval malifi: , Drahy Coubine, neddvno jsem
koupil Vase obrazy. Zacal jsem koupi dvou ¢i
t#i a skonéil jsem u Sesti. Zaéindte opravdu dost
zapliiovat miij diim, ktery nebyl postaven pro
takovy pFisun. Pravdou je, Ze dokdzete zachytit
vice méné to, co vidim. Jste jediny, koho zndm,

s vyjimkon Bruce, kdo dokdze vyjddfit aspekty
prirody rytmem jdoucim do hloubky a vy mdte
navic zcela prirozenou krdsu hmoty, kterd jemu
chybi. A také jste flexibilnéjsi jak v pozorovdni,
tak v provedeni. Mdlokdy namalujete krajinu,
kterou bych nechtél mit. Je v nich vidy obsah

s pfirodou i vystavba obrazu. Zkrdtka jste jeding
soucasny umélec, kterého zndm a ktery mne zcela
uspokojuje. [...]1 Piedevsim mne tési, %e jsem ve
Vs nasel ono porozuméni rytmu jdouciho do
hloubky obrazu. Je to velmi vzdcné [...] a nyni,
kdy% jsem to nasel s tak velkou pestrosti vnimdni,
predchdzim si to [...].“** Coubinovy obrazy se
vétSinou vyznaluji spise mé&lkym obrazo-
vym prostorem, ktery ale n€kdy mali¥ ¢leni
po vzoru vedut do ti{ pland, s vyraznymi
detaily v popfedi. Zfejme& to mél na mysli
Stein, ktery dal vicekrat najevo sviij obdiv
ke Coubinovu smyslu pro kompozici, jehoz
spresnost” n&kolikrit srovnéval s tvorbou
Camille Pissarra: ,V jeho krajindch nachdzime

citlivost kresby a presnost vztahi, s nimiz jsme se
nesetkali od Pissarra.“V

V tanoru 1928 pak u Bernheima koupil
Kuytici, v bfeznu tamtéz krajinu, v listopadu
u Theophila Brianta opé&t krajinu. Zatitkem
roku 1928 ale pfedevsim uéinil zdsadni roz-
hodnuti, Ze uz nadile nebude takto pab&r-
kovat u jednotlivych galeristt a pravidelny
pfisun Coubinovych dél si zajistil smlouvou
s Adolphem Baslerem. Ten jiz mé&l smlouvu
pfimo s Othonem Coubinem, kterd mu
za pravidelny dvoumé&si¢ni plat po dobu
dvou let zajidtovala pravo na osm set Gtyfi
obraz{,** osm mé&dirytt, dvaatficet kreseb
a k tomu ¢étyficet procent z odmény, kterou
Coubine dostane v pfipadég, ze bude malo-
vat pro n&€koho jiného, a padesit procent
z prodeje soch.” Basler tedy za poloviéni
¢astku, jiz posilal pravidelné Coubinovi,
pfenechal Steinovi polovinu z takto zaji3-
t&né Coubinovy produkce véetné podilu
z jejiho prodeje. Od podpisu této smlouvy,
k niz se Stein zavizal na dva roky - od
15. Gnora 1928 do 15. inora 1930 - se tedy
Basler se Steinem dé&lili rovnym dilem podle
pevné stanovenych pravidel. Z Coubinovy
aktuélni tvorby si st¥idavé vzdy jeden
z nich vybiral pFfednostné& a petlivé pFitom
dbali na to, aby méli soubory rovnocenné
hodnoty. Stein ob&as pozidal samotného
Coubina, aby jeho ,pfidé&l“ vybral za né&j,
natolik si vzdjemné davérovali.

Leo Stein se také snazil Coubinovu
tvorbu propagovat v Americe. Par obrazil
se mu podafilo prodat americkym pFatelam
¢i rodiné. V roce 1928 mu Basler vzkézal,
Ze jeden americky obchodnik chce udélat
Coubinovi v New Yorku vystavu.? Zfejmé
za tim Géelem poslal Stein v roce 1932 do
Ameriky sedmatficet Coubinovych platen.*
Pozdgji malifi ale napsal, Ze situace v USA
je komplikovani a k vystavé nikdy nedoslo.

Jak jiz bylo fe€eno, jejich vztah nebyl
zdaleka pouze obchodni. Coubine jezdil
za Steinem do Settignana a Stein zase ke
Coubinovym do Simiane-la-Rotonde v jizni
Francii. V roce 1936 u Coubina stravil vice
nez mésic. Kdyz se kolem roku 1930 Stein
vratil k vlastni malbé&, o svych postupech &i
pokrocich Coubina pravideln& informoval.
Kdyz mohli, tak malovali spole¢nég, podle
aktu & v pfirodg, a planovali, ze budou
v Pafizi sdilet ateliér.??

Hned v roce 1926 napsal Leo Stein
o Coubinovi studii, kterou v Baslerové
prekladu otiskl o dva roky pozdé&ji ¢asopis
L'Amour de l'art. Leo Stein Coubina o textu
informoval slovy: , Napsal jsem o Vis clanek,
ktery nyni Basler uvddi v soulad s francouzskym
jazykem [...]. Je psdn ve strohém ténu, mdm to tak
radéji a domnivdm se, %e vy také. Pravdépodobné

vyjde také v anglictiné.“** Jedna se o jisty druh
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formélni analyzy, v niz se autor oviem
nesnazi tvafit nestrannég, ale pfiznava svij
subjektivni pohled na malifovu tvorbu.
Svou nékolikastrankovou studii za¢ina
vytkou do fad soudobych kritikéi uméni:
»Neschopni rozliSovat a vnimat odlisnosti, pova-
Zuji malitstoi za jednolitou budovu, za velkou halu
bex prepdsek a oddéleni.“ Mifi zde na ty, ktefi
obhajuji avantgardni pozice a pro neokla-
sicistni tvorbu nemaji pochopeni. A jako
by mé&l potfebu obhijit radikalni proménu
svych vlastnich vytvarnych z4jmi, pokra-
Cuje: , Jd se jig delsi dobu zastavuji pouze u véci,
které v myjch oéich maji uréity vyznam. Kolik
dive adorovanych idolii dnes pdlim!“

Pfimo ke Coubinovi pak uvadi: , Coubinovu
malbu nexndm dlouho. Tento umélec dospél
béhem nékolika let ke zralosti, kterd ukazuje
k budoucimu velkému dilu... Co mne u Coubina
zaujimd nejvice je fakt, Ze nenandsi barou na
pldtno ndhodné. [...] Chci tim ¥ici, %¢ Coubine
je vidy mistrem kompozice a toto mistrovstoi je
ziejmé v nejmensich detailech, zatimco vétsina jeho
soucasnikii se zaméfuje na celek.“ Zde je patrny
vliv metody Giovanniho Morelliho® a jeho
connoisseurshipu zamé&¥Feného na studium
detailti, s niz se Leo podrobné& seznamil
bé&hem svého pobytu ve Florencii® a jiz
také rozebiral se svym pfitelem a Morelliho
nasledovnikem Bernardem Berensonem.
Z technického hlediska Coubine dokonale
ovlddal mali¥ské Femeslo a maloval v jem-
nych lazurovych vrstvach. T&€zkym nano-
sim barvy i vyraznym barevnym kontras-
tim se vyhybal, coz mu nékdy francouzska
kritika vy¢itala jako nedostatek originality
provedeni, Stein to ale naopak ocefioval.
K jeho praci s barvou dodéva: , Jeho barevnost
je stiidmd a bohaté nuancovand. Je-li jeho rejstiik
omezeny, je vidy v dokonalé souhve vztahii.“

Dile Stein ocetiuje Coubintiv ,klasicky smysl
pro objektivitu“ a ,normdlni“ zobrazeni sku-
te¢nosti, prosté jakékoliv deformace a ,pre-
hdnéni, z ného% mnozi umélci té%i své efekty”.
Ironicky tu nardzi na vyvoj Picassova kubi-
smu, pro né&jz nemél porozuméni. Oproti
n&mu preferoval , Coubinovu vizi prostého clo-
véka“. Vyhovovalo mu Coubinovo zobrazeni
jistého archetypu idyly a idealizace typu ven-
kovského ¢loveka. Na rozdil od malifovych
kritikd, vyéitajicich mu jistou pasivitu, spat-
foval v jeho figurdlnich kompozicich i uréité
napéti: , Obdivujme té% onu dramatickou silu,
kterd ogivuje kazdou Coubinovu figurdlni kompo-
zici. Aktivita je v nich sice limitovand, ale postavy
jsou vidy akéni a cele odddny své éinnosti. Staéi
jim gesta kagdodenniho Zivota jako $iti, hrani na
piano, hdzeni kouli, brouseni kosy apod. Ale vidy
dodrzuji antické pislovi ,Age quod agis‘.“” Obdiv
prostoty a odkazy k antice, to vie odpovi-
dalo Coubinov€ idealizaci vzhlizejici k hod-
notdm minulosti a projevujici se formou vice
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¢i méné& disledného klasického uméleckého
vyrazu. Od ,navratu k fadu“ charakteris-
tického pro povéle¢né uméni se Coubintiv
névrat k tradi¢ni malbé& ov3em ligil tim, Ze
byl spojen nejen s reakci na vileéné bésnéni,
jako tomu bylo u v&tiny umélct, ale také na
utrpeni a bolest zptisobené osobni rodinnou
tragédii, dmrtim syna a manzelky. Mozna
proto jsou jeho figurilni kompozice prosty
jakéhokoliv psychického napéti & individu-
alniho vyrazu. Mezi jeho postavami nedo-
chazi k vnitini komunikaci, jejich psychika
se neprojevuje. S4m Coubine toto odmitnuti
subjektivity paradoxné pfirovnal k upiim-
nosti a zdavodrioval je srozumitelnosti:
»Obraz je v proni Fadé myslenkou (inspiraci)
a poté ruéni praci. Pokud tato neodpovidd mym
mySlenkdm, mym pocitiim, tak si hraji; nepovazuji
ov§em za zajimavé ukazovat mé hry publiku. Proto
jsem ustoupil od veskerych subjektivnich koncepci.
Chci byt snadno srozumitelnyj, aniz bych si délal
ndrok, na to byt klasicky. Chci byt uptimny k sobé
a ke sviym bliznim.“*® Vyraz v jeho platnech
piekvapiv€ nepostradal ani Stein, ktery se
velice zajimal o psychologii i psychoana-
lyzu, a svou vlastni teorii, kterou rozvedl
v knize The A-B-C of Aesthetics, zakladal na
psychologickém modelu vniméni. V Coubina
ziejmé& véfil podobné jako francouzsky kritik
Robert Rey, ktery o jeho vystavé v roce 1926
napsal do prestizniho ¢asopisu Beaux-Arts:
,, Toto uméni nenese stopy romantismu ¢i neklidu,
ale jemnou snahu sprdvné postiehnout a s taktem
a mirou prevést intimni dsmévy prirody. Nijak by
mne neprekvapilo, kdyby byl Coubine za pade-
sdt let povazovdn za jednoho = nejlepsich maliii
své doby.“* S&m Coubine postupné dospél
k nézoru, Ze postavy jsou pro n€ho spise
rudivymi elementy, a zamé&fil se na malovéani
krajin, z nichz je ¢lov&k vylouéen. Ty také
tvofily velkou vétsinu Steinovy kolekce. Pro
Steina totiz Coubine pfedstavoval malite,
jehoz pf¥inos krajinomalbé je po dlouhé
dob& nejvyraznéjdi. V jednom dopise mu
dokonce napsal: , Je vzdcné, e maliF s tak
silngm estetickiym vnimdnim, jaké prokazujete Vy,
se vénuje krajiné.“*

Kdyz v roce 1938 Leo svilj zdjem
o Coubina vysvétloval svému bratranci
Fredu Steinovi, ktery mé&l po ném soubor
dél v Americe zdé&dit, uvedl: ,Kdyz jsem se
do toho pustil, bylo to % dvojiho zdjmu: za prvé
byl Coubine pronim, kdo mne zajimal po raném
Matissovi a Picassovi, a za druhé jsem se sna-
il pro ného vytvofit trh.“** P¥iznava ale, Ze
o dvacet let dfive by na n&j Coubine jist&
ptsobil jinak: ,Bylo tFeba projit pres Cézanna
a Matisse. “3>

Nakonec se Coubine stal malifem
zastoupenym v jeho sbirce zdaleka nej-
vice. Celkem je zndmo kolem padesati
Coubinovych obrazt ze sbirky Leo Steina,



kterd jich ale pravdépodobng &itala mno-
hem vice. Po Steinové smrti v roce 1947 jich
jeho manzelka ¢éast pfenechala samotnému
Coubinovi a ¢ast odkazala jejich pomocnici
v domécnosti. Americky soubor se podafilo
zachovat témé&f cely pohromadé v soukromé
sbirce. Tato prvni zprava je zdkladem pro
dal3i podrobngj3i zpracovini této dosud
neprobadané kapitoly ¢esko-francouzsko-
-americkych vztaht ve vytvarném umeéni.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vjzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.
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Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Krajkdrka, 20. 1éta 20. stoleti, olej, platno,
73 x 60,3 cm. Byvala sbirka Leo Steina, ¢. 20-10,
soukroma sbirka.

2 Svadlena, 1925, olej, platno, 92,1 x 73 cm. Byvala
sbirka Leo Steina, ¢. 30-2, zakoupeno od Adolpha
Baslera, soukroma sbirka.

3 Krajina z Podalpi (Simiane), 1925, olej, platno,
50,8 x 61 cm. Byvala sbirka Leo Steina, ¢. 12-4,
zakoupeno z vystavy v Galerii Briant-Robert v prosinci
1926, soukroma sbirka.

4 Jaro v Provence, 1926, olej, platno, 46,3 x 55,2 cm.

Byvala sbirka Leo Steina, ¢. 10-3, zakoupeno
prostrednictvim Adolpha Baslera z Tuilerijského salonu
1926, soukroma sbirka.
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5 Divka u piana, 1926, olej, platno, 73 x 92,1 cm.
Byvala sbirka Leo Steina, ¢. 30-3, zakoupeno z vystavy
v Galerii Briant-Robert v prosinci 1926, soukroma sbirka.

6 Smlouva mezi Adolphem Baslerem a Leo Steinem
uzaviend 9. tnora 1928. Leo Stein Collection, Yale
Collection of American Literature, Beinecke Rare Book
and Manuscript Library, Yale University, New Haven.

7 Othon Coubine a Leo Stein v Simiane-la-Rotonde,
kolem 1930. Leo Stein, Journal into the Self. Being the
Letters, Papers & Journal of Leo Stein, New York 1950.

8 Othon Coubine a Leo Stein v Simiane-la-Rotonde,
kolem 1930. Leo Stein Collection, Yale Collection of
American Literature, Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript
Library, Yale University, New Haven.
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Vincenc Kramar a nakupy barokni

plastiky do fond& Obrazarny
Spolec¢nosti vlasteneckych pratel
uméni v mezivaleéném obdobi’

TOMAS HLADIK

Brzy po nastupu do vedeni Obrazarny Spole¢nosti vlasteneckych pratel uméni vénoval
Vincenc Kramar velkou péci i neutuchajici energii soustavnému dopliiovani sbirkovych
fondi. Zatimco jeho ¢etnym kontaktiim s domacimi i zahrani¢nimi sbhérateli obrazi
starych mistrii a s obchodniky uménim byla opakované vénovana patti¢na pozor-

nost, Kraméarovy aktivity na poli akvizic barokni plastiky zistavaly dlouho na okraji
zajmu specialisti. Prochazime-li spisovou agendu Obrazarny, uvédomime si, Ze teprve
v poloving dvacatych let minulého stoleti se nakupy ¢asto vétsich soubori sochatskych
dél podarilo neutéSeny stav celého fondu napravit. K mimoradnym akvizicim tohoto
obdobi patfily siln€ expresivni fezby Andélii od Severina Tischlera, oltaFni sochy Sv. Vita
a Sv. Ludmily z prazské dilny Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa, anebo znamé bozxzetto
Kajiciho se sv. Petra z ruky Matyase Bernarda Brauna. V inventarich i v korespondenci
Obrazarny vystupuje opakované jako vlastnik pozoruhodného poctu kvalitnich sochai-
skych praci zejména z 18. stoleti FrantiSek Zmek, sochar a restaurator z Prahy-Podoli.

Klicovd slova Brzy po svém nastupu do vedeni

Obrazarna Spolecnosti vlasteneckych prétel umént, Obrazarny Spole¢nosti vlasteneckych ptatel

ELZZZTCF:&T:: db,\a/l;oxkn:'“is;ncgar:g'f' Matyas Bernard uméni (OSVPU) v 1ét€ 1919 usiloval Vincenc
Kramaf, ktery se povazoval mnohem vice
za Feditele statni galerie, nez za pouhého
spravce spolkové obrazarny, jimz de iure
dlouho ztistaval, o velmi aktivni akvizié-
ni politiku. Jak pFipomenul Vit Vlnas,
mnohdy si pfitom poéinal bez skrupuli,
jelikoz odmital rozlisovat mezi jistinou
Spole¢nosti, z jejichz drokt se kazdoro¢né
ziskavaly prostFedky na akvizice, a kapi-
tdlovou podstatou, ,kterd se prirozené valem
tenéila“.> Zatimco Kraméafovym mnohadet-
nym kontaktim s domécimi i zahrani¢nimi
sbérateli a obchodniky uménim, stejné jako
Gspé&3né realizovanym nédkuptim obrazt
starych mistrdl (i tehdy moderniho uméni)
byla opakované& vénovina zaslouzena
pozornost,* jeho aktivita na poli akvizic
barokni plastiky ztstévala dlouho na okraji
zajmu specidlniho badéani. Na néasledujicich
fadcich se pokusime uvedené desideratum
Castetn€ napravit. Na podklad€ dostupné
afedni agendy OSVPU a pozdé&ji Statni sbir-
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ky starého uméni je mozné detailné popsat
postupny narist fondu barokni plastiky

v ramci sbirek Obrazarny a poukazat na
jeho rozliéné tuzemské ,zdroje“, na néz se
Vincenc Kramér jako jeji feditel v meziva-
le¢ném obdobi pFimo obracel.

I

Prohlidkou inventait OSVPU brzy zjistime,
Ze stav tohoto sbirkového fondu byl az do
poloviny dvacatych let 20. stoleti neuspo-
kojivy, jelikoz v ném dlouhodob& schazely
kvalitni piiklady tvorby domécich i zahra-
ni¢nich sochafskych mistrt 17. a 18. sto-
leti. Diky Kagparu hrabéti Sternberkovi
byla sice prvni sochatska dila darovana do
Obrazarny uz roku 1835, aviak po ziskani
t&chto znamenitych skulptur zdobicich
kdysi interiéry zdmku Tré6ja,* nenastal
zadny kontinuélni nardst socharského
fondu. Teprve odborny pfistup a neutucha-
jici aktivita nového feditele Obrazéarny pfi-
nesla zZadouci obrat i na tomto odborném
poli. Spisova agenda Obrazarny Kramafovy
éry, zejména korespondence s obchodniky
uménim a sbérateli, stejné jako s nadfi-
zenym Ministerstvem $kolstvi a ndrodni
osvéty nis prehledné informuji o tom, Ze

s nakupy sochatského materidlu se zapoca-
lo teprve v roce 1923, v némz soudasné kul-
minovala prvni etapa akvizi¢ni ¢innosti pro
proponovanou statni shirku.’ Ve stejném
roce byl oti3t&n ve Volngch smérech Elanek
Antonina Maté&jcka, ktery zajimavym zptiso-
bem komentoval Kramaitv dosavadni akvi-
zi¢ni plan: ,[...] Vedle nové inventarizace, ji%
feditel zapocal hned po uvedeni v iifad, neslo se
vechno jeho isili k obohaceni sbirky, pfi éem% mu
tanul na mysli cil dvoji. Védomi, %e se dopracova-
lo ve svém vyvoji éeské uméni dvakrdt charakteru
svébytného, v periodé gotické a barokni, ponouka-
lo k rozhojnéni materidlu % téchto period a vybu-
dovdni skupin, plné charakterizujicich uméleckou
¢innost onéch dob.“ Soustavnymi nakupy
pfedeviim z domacich soukromych sbirek
se Fediteli Obrazarny podafilo na sklonku
dvacatych let zménit dosavadni torzovity
charakter fondu a socha¥sky soubor byl
podstatnym zptisobem rozmnozen, tfeba-
Ze v ném né&ktera vyvojové dulezitd jména

i nadale schazela (Jan Jifi Bendl, Matous
Viclav Jickel, Ignac Franti$ek Platzer).
Soucasné& bylo dulezité, ze Kramar ,nevdhal
rozhodovati se i pro dilo anonymni, spoléhaje na
sviij kriticky odhad kvality prdce a jeji vgvojové
ceny“.” Obracel se pFitom na podéetny a pro-
fesné& pestry sbératelsky okruh, v némz
vedle obchodnikt umé&nim nechybé&li
architekti, pravnici, finané¢nici, stejné jako
aktivni vytvarni umélci € toliko p¥ilezi-
tostni sbératelé barokni plastiky. Vyrazny
nardst barokntho sochafského fondu by
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oviem v takovém rozsahu nebyl mozny,
kdyby schézely tolik potfebné finance.
Nedévno bylo pfipomenuto, Ze vyjime&né
pfizné nadfizeného ministerstva ve véci pfi-
mych dotaci i mimoFadnych subvenci, , které
Obrazdrna dostdvala pravidelné (byt bex prdv-
niho ndroku) % rozpoctovych prebytki,“® si byli
Casto v€domi i dobfe informovani obchod-
nici umé&nim a sbé&ratelé. Korespondence
vedeni Obrazéarny s uvedenym sbé&ratelskym
okruhem ukazuje, Ze nejplodné&jsim obdo-
bim v ndmi sledovaném kontextu byla léta
1926 a 1927. Je to vlastn& paradoxni, proto-
Ze soucasné 5lo o obdobi, v némz Kraméar
musel obhajovat svou pFedstavu budouci
Statni galerie v prudkych polemikach
kolem Moderni galerie.?

II

Kvantitativni nartst fondu byl oviem
hodné& pozvolny: napfiklad cely rok 1923
konéil skromnym vysledkem zisku sedmi
baroknich soch nikterak vysoké vytvarné
kvality.** Aviak hned v nisledujicim roce
jsou ve spisové agend& zaznamenéany
nakupy dvou vé&tsich sochafskych soubori.
Prvni z nich - v celkovém poé&tu jedenac-

ti dfevofezeb - nabidl KramaFovi znamy
prazsky sbé&ratel uméni a spisovatel Joe
Hloucha." Spolu s fadou stfedovekych dél
se tak podafilo ziskat i dvojici polychro-
movanych a zlacenych sosek Kleéicich
mouteninii (obr. 1-2),"2 kterou odborna
literatura pozdé&ji oznacila za autentické
prace Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa
(1688-1731).® Uz jako majetek Statni gale-
rie figuruji obé& sosky v katalogu prazské
vystavy Barokni dievénd plastika % prazského
majetku ve Feiglov€ galerii (1933), oviem pod
matoucim oznaenim Kleéici indidn, respek-
tive Indidn, jako ,prdce blizkd F. M. Brokofovi,
souvisejici se sousosim sv. Frantiska Xaverského
na Karlové mosté“.* V fijnu roku 1924 bylo
opét z jedné prazské sbirky zakoupeno cel-
kem 3est stfedov&kych i baroknich sochai-
skych dél, jejichz ptivodni provenience je
v pisemné nabidce majitele tentokrat strué-
né zmitiovana: , 2 gotické % Borovan, 3 barokni
fragmentdrni ze vSenorského zdmku a 1 pozdné
barokni % Mariascheinu.“> Z této kolekce
také pochézi robustni figura Andéla Strdgce
s malym Tobidsem, modelaéné suverénni
fezba jednoho z neznamych nasledovni-
kt Matyase Bernarda Brauna (1684-1738),
kterou Oldfich Jakub Blazi¢ek kdysi zahr-
nul do barokni expozice v klastefe sv. Jifi
(obr. 3).' Viechny uvedené Fezby nabi-

zel Frantiek Zmek, sochaf a restauritor

z Prahy-Podoli, jehoZ jméno se v nasleduji-
cich letech v inventafich a v korespondenci
pravideln& opakuje. Neni snad pfehna-

né tvrzeni, Ze pravé on se stal jakymsi



Kramafovym ,dvornim“ dodavatelem tolik
postradanych kvalitnich piikladt doma-
ci barokni plastiky. Na Zmeka upozornil
feditele Obrazérny jiny vlastnik fady hod-
notnych sochafskych dé&l z obdobi baroka,
které se rovné&z postupné dafilo ziskavat do
sbirkového fondu. Byl jim Bedfich Vesely,
majitel ,uméleckého kabinetu” v Chotkové
ulici, ktery na poc&atku srpna 1924 odeslal
Kramafovi urgentni vzkaz: , Cheete-li vidéti
nékolik opravdu péknych éeskych Fezeb, racte
navstiviti pana Zmeka, sochafe v Podoli. Hlavné
nékolik velkych soch se mé [sic!] velice libi. Md
na né kupce, ekl jsem mu, aby na Vds pockal
a pak teproe co by se Vam nehodilo, prodal
[..].“7

Jest&€ v prab&hu téhoz roku 1924 se usku-
te¢nil také jeden z mala ndkupt sochai-
skych dél ze zahrani¢i. Po vlekoucich se
jednénich byla na podzim tohoto roku uza-
viena kupni smlouva s prof. Dr. Heinzem
Braunem, feditelem tehdejsiho Museum der
bildenden Kiinste ve Vratislavi (Breslau),
a to na dvé silné& expresivni d¥evorezby
andéla v Zivotni velikosti, pofizené nakonec
za vysokou &astku 1.500,- zlatjch marek.
Za uskutenéni této koupé se v dopise
Kramaétovi pfimlouval jeho tehdejsi nad-
Fizeny, sekéni 3éf Ministerstva skolstvi
a nérodni osvéty Dr. Zden&k Wirth, ktery
ostatn€ viechny nakupy Obrazarny schvalo-
val: , Ty andély z Vratislavé byste mél rozhodné
ziskati, kdy% jsou to bohemika.“** Podle ndzoru
prof. Milo3ge Stehlika vznikli oba and&lé
v dilné Severina Tischlera, dalsiho z vyni-
kajicich Braunovych socha¥skych pokraco-
vateld.’? V inoru 1926 byla od prazského
architekta A. St¥ize zakoupena kvalitni
Fezba Sv. Prokopa, jejiz vyrazna gesta
a prudkai télesna dynamika vedly kdysi
Viclava Viléma Stecha k pfipsani Braunovu
synovci Antoninovi.?° Stejny sbératel pak
jest€ v Cervnu téhoz roku uspél se svou
nabidkou dvojice Kleéicich andélii, v nedavné
dobé peélivé restaurovanych a od jara 2009
vystavenych v detaované expozici Narodni
galerie na zdmku Kinskych ve Zd4ru nad
Sazavou.* K vyznamnym ziskim tohoto
obdobi nélezela rovnéz kamenna skulptura
Bakcha (obr. 4), dilo Braunovy dilny snad
z doby kolem roku 1725, ,které po bludné
pouti po pragskych zahraddch zakotvilo ve sbirce
vefejné“.?> Antonin Maté&jcek jako prvni
myslel v tomto pFipad& na Matyi3e Brauna,
jehoz prosluly letohridek Na Zderaze socha
Bakcha mozna zdobila.?

11T

V nésledujicim roce 1927, ktery se v naem
kontextu ukazuje jako kli¢ovy, probihaly
nakupy jak jednotlivych soch, tak pocet-
négjdich kolekei kontinuilng& od jara do

prosince. Z tfedni agendy je zfejmé, Ze na
pocitku dubna bylo znovu od Frantiska
Zmeka zakoupeno jedenéct dFevorezeb

ze 17. a 18. stoleti.>* Prave tehdy se také

do sbirek dnedni Narodni galerie dosta-

ly nejenom nékteré anonymni sochaiské
préce, ale rovnéz tak i polychromované
Fezby zemskych patronti sv. Vita (obr. 5)

a sv. Ludmily, zndmé z expozice Baroko

v Cechdch ve Schwarzenberském palaci,
které povaletné badani pripsalo dilng&
Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa.” V ¢&ilé
korespondenci se jmenovanym sbératelem
se objevuji zajimavé informace o blizsi
provenienci n€kterych z nabizenych dél.
Tak naptiklad sochy dvou hornikt ziskal
Zmek v Kutné Hofe, postavy dvou kapuci-
ni v kapucinském klaste¥e v Praze a sedici-
ho biskupa v Kolin&. Z Kraméfova dopisu
Ministerstvu $kolstvi a narodni osvéty

z 10. kvétna 1927 se soufasn& dozvidame,
Ze prvnich pét soch z nabizeného sezna-
mu - ,,Sv. Vit a Ludmila, bile nat¥ené, ca. 197
cm. vysoké®, ,Sv. Pavel a Ondfej, nové zlaceny,
ca. 174 vysoké* a , 1 skica sediciho apostola, bez
ndtéru, 15 cm vysokd“* - pochazely z majetku
firmy Bu3ek a synové na Sychrovg, od které
je Zmek ziskal jesté v priab&hu prvni svéto-
vé vilky v roce 1915.7 Pfedevdim posledni
uvedené dilo nas zde eminentné zajima.
Porovninim sbirkové agendy se starsi
odbornou literaturou totiz zjistime, Ze se ve
skute&nosti jedna o proslulé bozzetto z ruky
Matyase Bernarda Brauna na namé&t Kajiciho
se sv. Petra (obr. 6).2° Toto bozzetto bylo uz
jako majetek Statni galerie zaptj¢eno do
tehdejstho Schlesisches Landesmuseum

v Opavé (Troppau), jehoz feditel Edmund
Wilhelm Braun uspofidal roku 1933 objev-
nou vystavni prezentaci baroknich sochaf-
skych skic a model.? Jest€ dfive stejnou
skicu oviem najdeme pod pojmenovanim
»Apostol“ v katalogu uvddéné prazské
vystavy ve Feiglové galerii. Z doprovodné
poznamky u pfisluného katalogového
hesla je zfejmé, Ze autorem dnes obec-

né pfijimaného pfipsani skici Matyasi
Braunovi byl pravé E. W. Braun.® Pfi stejné
pfilezitosti byla navst&vnikim také prvné
predstavena dal3i Braunova znama skica,
Orel rozpinajici kfidla, zaptjcena na vystavu
pravé ze sbirky Frantiska Zmeka.*

Jest& v prab&hu prosince roku 1927
informuje Kramaf nadfizené ministerstvo
o mimofadné nabidce jiZz zmifiovaného
obchodnika umé&nim Bedficha Veselého,

a to deseti baroknich soch, z nichZ si
nakonec vybral Sest kusti. Z nasledné
korespondence se doviddame, Ze ,% poZa-
davku B. Veselého (34.000,-) sni%il proddvajici
cenu na 27.000,-, za kterou soubor nakonec
zakoupen [sicl]“.3? Touto cestou se tak
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do shirek dostala také expresivni fezba
Sv. Jana Kriitele, vystavena kdysi v expozici
Barok v Cechdch na zamku Karlova Koruna
v Chlumci nad Cidlinou a Oldfichem
J. Blazi¢kem pfipsanéa daldimu anonym-
nimu zakovi Matyase Brauna.® Soudasti
domluveného obchodu s Bedfichem
Veselym se tehdy stal také soubor bohaté
polychromovanych fezeb - dvou part andélii
a postav sv. Barbory a sv. Katefiny, ktery byl
v lednu nésledujiciho roku zkompletovan
ziskdnim posledniho péaru Kleéicich andélii
stejného ptivodu.* Celou skupinu, pocha-
zejici tdajné z oltaini vyzdoby nezndmé
zdmecké kaple v okoli Zatce, , charakteri-
zuje vijrazny smysl pro télesny objem, ale také
vybrousend plynulost a souhra pohybii i vyvd-
Zend kombinace béli a zlata. Rané rokové citéni
je zde rovnéz velmi zietelné v kiehkém piivabu
todfi a gest.“” Jen né&kolik dni po Gsp&iném
zavrieni posledn& uvedeného nikupu, stihl
jesté feditel Obrazarny reagovat na mimo-
fadnou nabidku prof. Moritze Miillera
z Prahy, ktery byl vlastnikem monu-
mentalni barokni kazatelny z roku 1758,
pivodné urfené patrné do interiéru pozdné
gotického chramu Nanebevzeti P. Marie
v Mosté. Kazatelna, opatfend rozmé&rnymi
zlacenymi, ikonograficky pozoruhodnymi
reliéfy, byla poslednim dilem Mathiase
Kithnela (t1762), duchcovského valdstejn-
ského kli¢nika a sochafe, a jeho dvou synt,
kteti tou dobou pracovali v jeho dilng,
jak nés o tom zpravuje napis na vnitini
strang& Fe¢nisté.’ Prof. Miiller, jenZ provo-
zoval na Nérodni t¥id&€ v Praze ,Umé&lecky
zavod a aukéni siti“, se na Kramafe obra-
til jesté v druhé poloving tficatych let,
a to s nabidkou terakotové sochy Muadony,
slohov€ i materidlov€ vyluéné price ital-
ského sochafe a modeléra Bomboliho
(Bombeliho?) z vyzdoby kaple trojského
zamku; ve stejné dob& pak do sbirek daro-
val fezbu Sv. Floridna (1690-1700) v Zivotni
velikosti.”

Tretim dalezitym partnerem Fedi-
tele Obrazarny - vedle Frantiska
Zmeka a Bedficha Veselého - pfi jeho
snaze o népravu neutéSeného stavu barok-
niho socha¥ského fondu se stal prazsky
obchodnik umé&nim Otto Morawitz, ktery
v rozpéti let 1926 az 1928 odprodal do
Obrazirny sedm rané& baroknich a roko-
kovych fezeb.?® Pfi poslednim uskuteé-
néném nikupu (17. ledna 1928) se tak do
sbirkového fondu dostaly fezby kle¢icich
fadovych patrond, Sv. Frantiska z Assisi
a Sv. Dominika, které Old¥ich J. BlaZziek
vybral pro dlouhodobé expozice ¢eského
barokniho umeéni v klastefe sv. Jifi, respek-
tive na zdmku Karlova Koruna v Chlumeci
nad Cidlinou.»
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Pfestoze ,akviziéni Zen* z vyjimetného
roku 1927 se vicekrit nepodafilo zopako-
vat a poéty nové ziskanych dé&l v dalsich
letech rapidné klesaly, mohl v roce 1930
Antonin Maté&j¢ek nastoupenou cestu fedi-
tele Obrazarny a jeho dosavadni vysledky
na poli akvizic barokni plastiky hodnotit
pozitivné&: , Je tu dfevény brokofovsky sv. Vit,
kamenny Satyr, dilo Braunovy dilny, [...].

V tomto sméru Cekaji stdtni galerii obtigné ilohy,
v jejichs zddrné vyrieseni ddvd doufat $tastné
uéinény pocdtek.“+° Pozitivni trend z druhé
poloviny dvacétych let se vSak nedafilo
udrzet, a proto v nasledujicim obdobi pfed-
stavuji nakupy baroknich sochaiskych dé&l
pouze ojedinélé piipady, pofizované navic
v odstupu nékolika let. Na této skutetnosti
se nezmé&nilo nic ani po dokonéeni postat-
néni Obrazarny Spoleénosti vlasteneckych
pratel uméni a ustaveni Statni sbirky
starého umé&ni v roce 1937. Na samém
sklonku tohoto obdobi zachycuje spisova
agenda, tfebaZe vyjime¢né, rovnéz n&které
ydary“ baroknich soch za tzv. vjvozni povo-
leni.®

v

Vratme se na zavér jesté jednou k osob&
patrné nejvyznamnéjsiho prazského sbhé-
ratele barokni plastiky v obdobi od konce
prvni svétové valky do zavéru prvni dekady
samostatné republiky. Sledujeme-li v docho-
vané korespondenci z uvedené doby pro-
venienci baroknich plastik, nabizenych
fediteli Obrazarny sochafem Frantiskem
Zmekem, pfekvapi néds giroky akéni

radius jeho sbé&ratelskych aktivit. Mame
sice v tomto ohledu k dispozici jen kusé
informace, ale i z nich je patrné, ze mél
skvély prehled jak o dalsich soukromych
sbirkach, tak o skuteénych ,pokladech®,
skrytych v jinak nepfistupnych kostel-

nich depozitafich. Jeho sbératelsky zédjem
nebyl zfejm& zamé&fen pouze na Prahu
samotnou, ale miFil i k n&kterym mobiliar-
nim fondém deponovanym mimo hlavni
mé&sto. Nasvéd&ovala by tomu kromé jiného
poznamka Vojtécha Volavky v katalogu
uvedené prazské vystavy z roku 1933: ,Podle
sdéleni p. E. Zmeka byly obé [sochy sv. Viclava
a sv. Mafi Magdalény] a k tomu jesté jiné dvé
dlouho ulozeny v depoxitdfi starého kostela ve
Stézerdch u Hradce Krdlové, zruseného roku
1830. Odtud se dostaly do obchodu.“* Oznageni
»Zmek*, respektive ,Zmek, Praha“ najdeme
rovné&z ve sbirkové evidenci Zapadoceského
muzea v Plzni. Z ni vyplyvi, Ze jesté
pfedtim neZ navizal kontakt s Vincencem
Kraméfem, odprodéval v letech 1918 a 1919
do plzeriskych muzejnich sbirek jiné barok-
ni Fezby ze svého majetku. Vedle velmi
kvalitnich prot&jskovych dvojic Kleéicich



adorujici andélii, respektive Sv. Katefiny

a Sv. Barbory® mezi nimi najdeme rovnéz
siln& nadzivotni, zlacené figury zemskych
patront Sv. Prokopa a Sv. Vojtécha od Ignice
Frantigka Platzera (1717-1787), které podle
soudobé zpravy mély zdobit interiér kostela
sv. Mikul4dge na Starém M¢&sté prazském.*
Uz se ale zfejmé& nikdy nedovime, jakymi
cestami se tento zku3eny sbératel i prak-
tikujici umélecky femeslnik, ktery nepo-
stradal vnimavost pro mimotadné vytvarné
kvality barokniho socha¥ského dila, k témto
némym svédkim slavné minulosti vlastné
dostaval. Cit pro neoby&ejnou vytvarnou
kvalitu si mohl tfibit pfi restaurovani
prvofadych socha¥skych pamatek prazské-
ho vrcholného baroka, jakym je napfiklad
maridnsky sloup na Hrad¢anském ndmés-
ti.4 Dal3i otevienou otizkou zlistava,

z jakych zdrojt své piekvapivé podetné
nakupy vlastné financoval. Z dochovanych
prament je naopak z¥ejmé, Ze vedle estetic-
kych kvalit shromazdovanych umeéleckych
dé&l dokézal patrné stejn€ dobte odhadnout
i jejich pekunidrni hodnotu pro moderni

dobu.

A\
Nakonec zbyvéa hledat odpovédi na otaz-
ky, do jaké miry si kulturné-historického
vyznamu a nezfidka i vjraznych estetic-
kych kvalit nové ziskdvanych sochafskych
dél viimala dobova umé&lecka kritika a zda
odpovidajici odbornou reflexi nalezneme
u aktivniho t&astnika popisovanych dé&ja,
Vincence Kramare. Prohlidkou dobového
tisku, reagujiciho na nové uspotfidanou
expozici Obrazirny v Rudolfinu (prosi-
nec 1928), brzy zjistime, Ze v&tdiné recen-
zentd nove ziskané piiklady domaci barok-
ni plastiky nestdly za zminku, a to ani
v pFipadé natolik renomovaného historika
uméni, jakym byl Vojt&ch Volavka.* A tak
jedingm baroknim sochafskym dilem, na
které v dennim tisku narazime, byt i spo-
radicky, ztistavd duchcovska kazatelna
Matthiase Kithnela z roku 1758.47 A velmi
podobné je tomu v pfipadé Zurnalistic-
kych ohlast Vistavy stdtnich ndkupii starého
uméni z roku 1930, které ze sochafskych
akvizic opakované zmifiuji sousosi Panny
Marie s Jeziskem a malyjm Janem Kititelem
od Giuseppa Mazzy, zatimco pro nase
pfipady nachdzime dvé struéné, dosti
poviechné& formulované zminky: ,Z veli-
kych mistrii je tu pak kamenny Satyr Brauniiv
a nékolik kusii, dobe odrdzejicich vlivy Braunovy
a Brokofovy.“4

Velmi podobné je tomu s Kraméafovym
hlub3im odbornym zijmem o domaci
barokni plastiku, jejiz slohové i vytvarné
riznorodé piiklady se jako Feditel aktivné

snazil ziskavat do sbirek Obrazarny. Nelze
jej totiz dolozit Zddnym odbornym pojed-
nanim, srovnatelnym s autorovymi studi-
emi o pamétkich stfedov€kého maliFstvi

i socharstvi v Cechéch & o nové ziskanych
holandskych obrazech.+ Zaroven stan-
dardni préivodce expozicemi Obrazarny

a Statni galerie (obr. 7) dokladaji, Ze pfi
jejich odborné pfipravé sice nezapominal
ani na nové zakoupena barokni sochafska
dila (napfiklad na Bakcha od M. B. Brauna,
Sv. Vita od F. M. Brokofa a kazatelnu od

M. Kiihnela),’® aviak v ivodnich textech
stejnych publikaci o nich zadné blizsi
informace nenajdeme. Nelze ani p¥ehléd-
nout, ze se v téchto pfipadech jedna jen

o naprosto stru¢né idaje, doplné&né ob&as
o ptvodni provenience n&kterych soch
(neziidka i sporné), které Kramaf pouze
mechanicky pfebiral z tfedni agendy,
konkrétn& z pisemnych nabidek péivodnich
vlastnika.>* A vlastné& stejnou cestou se
vydal také Vladimir Novotny, ktery - jisté

v intencich star§ich Kramafovych pred-
stav a plant - pfipravil uz v dobé oku-
pace sekundarni expozici na zamku na
Zbraslavi.’? Ani jeji doprovodné publikace
nepfinaseji Zidnou zménu oproti pred-
chézejici praxi smérem k soustavnéjsimu
odbornému zpracovini nové seskupeného
fondu. Zmitiovanou proménu v dal3ich
nakupech v tficatych letech shrnul Josef
Cibulka v roce 1939 lakonickym konstato-
vanim, otisténym v recenzi vystavy pii-
ristkd Statni sbirky, v niz jmenovit& uvadi
pouhd dvé sochatska dila: , Vyslo-li tentokrdte
naprdzdno sochaiské uméni XVIL. stoleti, je zato
ziskdno vyznamné dilo Matydse Bernarda Brauna
[...], socha sv. Judy Tadedse [...]. Radu soch uza-
vird andél z okruhu Brokoffovy tvorby...“.> S jak
skromnymi vysledky popisovana aktivita
na poli akvizic doméci barokni plastiky do
fond@ Obrazirny a pozdé&ji Statni sbirky
starého uméni pted polovinou dvacatych
let za¢inala, s tak problematickymi dary

a skromnymi zisky na samém prahu oku-
pace také konéi.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vjzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.

Pozndmky

1 Text vznikl v souvislosti s pFipravou
soupisového katalogu Mannerist and baroque
sculpture in Bohemia and Moravia (1550-1800).

Za pomoc pfi studiu spisové agendy OSVPU

a Statni sbirky starého uméni srdeéné& dé&kuji
kolegovi a kolegynim z Archivu Néarodni galerie
v Praze, Mgr. Toma3i Hylmarovi, Mgr. Lucii
Veéernikové a Mgr. Radce Heisslerové.

2 Vit Vlnas, Vincenc Krama#'s Gallery, Its
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Predecessors and Its Successors (Marking the
Bicentenary of the National Gallery in Prague),
Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague V-VI,
1995-1996, s. 7-15, 177-181, zde s. 12. - Idem,
Vincenc Kramar jako feditel vefejné galerie, in:
Vincenc Kramd#. Od starjch mistrii k Picassovi (kat.
vyst.), Narodni galerie v Praze, 2000, s. 164-168.
3 Srv. Ladislav Kesner, Zivot v uméni. Vincenc
Kramdr (1877-1960) (kat. vyst.), Narodni

galerie v Praze, 1992. - Lubomir Slavicek,

Alfred Justitz a Kraméfovy akvizice starého
uméni v letech 1923-1924, Uméni XLVI,

1998, s. 245-262. - Lada Hubatova-Vackova,
Sonda do Kraméafovy akvizi¢ni politiky, in:
Vincenc Kramifr (cit. v pozn. 2), s. 169-172. -
Kraméfovym akvizicim stfedov€ké plastiky se
neddvno podrobné vénovala Helena Dariova,
From Vincenc Kramif to the 21st Century.

The adventures of the collection of medieval
sculpture held by the National Gallery in Prague,
Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXII-
XXIII, 2012-2013, 5. 6-22.

4 Jednalo se o Alegorie ¢yt roénich dob od Paula
Heermanna, kolem 1700, mramor, alabastr,
giallo antico, v. 60 cm, 64 cm, 65 cm, 62 cm,

inv. & P 1 - P 4. Hrabé& Sternberk je nejprve

15. 2. 1815 do Obrazarny zapujéil a 17. fijna 1835
vénoval. Srv. Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze (dile
ANG), Verzeichniss der Kunstwerke, welche sich
in der Gemilde-Gallerie der Privatgesellschaft
patriotischer Kunstfreunde zu Prag

befinden, Praha 1827, s. 81, &. 1268-1271. -

Dale srv. Eike D. Schmidt, Paul Heermann
(1673-1732). Meister der Barockskulptur in Bohmen
und Sachsen. Neue Aspekte seines Schaffens, Miinchen
2005, s. 18-19, pozn. 25-28, obr. 11-14 na s. 20. -
Stafi mist¥i, Old Masters, Alte Meister, Narodni
galerie v Praze, 2019, s. 168, obr. na s. 169.

5 SlaviCek (cit. v pozn. 3), s. 245, 247, 258,
pozn. 2: , Jak neddvno presvédcivé dolozil Vit Vinas,
ve vét$iné pripadii viak neslo o akvizice bezprostiedné
uréené pro obrazdrnu de iure stdle soukromé Spoleénosti
vlasteneckyjch pidtel uméni, ale s podporou tehdejsiho
socidlnédemokratického ministra Skolstoi a ndrodni
osvéty Rudolfa Bechyné v proé fadé o stdtni ndkupy pro
budouci Stdtni galerii, o jejiz konstituovdni ji% tehdy
Kramdr nepokryté a cilevédomé usiloval. “

6 Antonin Matgj¢ek, Galerie Spole&nosti
vlasteneckych pfatel uméni v Domé umélct

a jeji feditel, Volné sméry XXII, 1923-1924, s. 105.
Cituje rovnéz Hubatovi-Vackova (cit. v pozn. 3),
s. 170, pozn. 15. - Sam Kraméar podal vycet ze své
&innosti ve Zprdvé vijboru Spolecnosti vlasteneckyjch
pratel uméni v Cechdch za sprdvni léta 1923-1927,
pfednesené na valné schiizi 23. ervna 1928.

Srv. ANG, fond SVPU, pf. €. AA 1258, s. 19-24.
Z této zpravy cituje Slavitek (cit. v pozn. 3),

s. 258, pozn. 7.

7 Maté&jéek (cit. v pozn. 6), s. 106.

8 Vlnas, Vincenc Kramai’s Gallery

(cit. v pozn. 2), s. 12, 180.

9 Situace pFfiméla Kraméfe k napsani brozury
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Dnesni kulturni reakce a Moderni galerie, Praha
1927. PFetisténo in: Vincenc Kraméar¥, O obrazech
a galeriich, Praha 1983, s. 396-439. Srv. déle
Vlnas, in: Vincenc Kramaf (cit. v pozn. 2), s. 165,
pozn. 8.

10 Jako prvni byly 23. 12. 1923 pofizeny od
bratfi Maxe a Josefa Boha&t v Praze fezby

Sv. Jana Nepomuckého a tFi andélii (dne$ni inv. &isla
P 320 - P 324). V posledni den téhoz roku

se jedté podafilo vykoupit sochy Evangelisty,
Apostola a Mrtvého Krista od Frantiska Adamce
v Praze VII. (inv. ¢. P 194 - P 196). - Srv. ANG,
Spoleénost vlasteneckych pFatel uméni
(1796-1949), Einreichungs-Catalog (dodatky,
diléi seznamy, korespondence), 1796-1934,

pE. & AA 1223/5, inv. €. 420, karton 166 (dile EC
Katalog - Dodatky): E. C. 3081 / 31. XII. 1923 /
5 plastik (Adamec) / plastika / OP 1836 - OP 1840.
K nakupu soch od bratii Boha&t piislusné
doklady v dochované agendé schazeji.

11 Jednalo se v pofadi o druhy z celkem

tf velkych nakupt, které Kramaf po tvrdych
jednénich s majitelem uskute¢nil mezi lety
1923 aZ 1930. Z kolekce zakoupené roku

1924 pochazeji busty Marta a Diany (v dobé&
akvizice oznadované jako ,mytologické poprsi¥,
resp. ,Ares“ a ,Venuse), prace anonymniho
autora z posledni t¥etiny 17. stoleti, které byly
inventovany pod ¢isly OP 1854 (EC 3084,.)

a OP 1855 (EC 3084,)). Do inventa¥e Narodni
galerie v Praze (dile NGP) byly zapsany

s inv. &isly P 209, P 210. - Srv. Staré éeské uméni.
Sbirky Ndrodni galerie v Praze. Jitsky kldster,
Nérodni galerie v Praze, 1988, s. 144, ¢. kat. 382,
383, obr. 382, 383. - Olga Kotkova - Vit Vlnas,
,Piti plnymi dousky Evropu a jeji krasy.“

Staré evropské umeéni ze sbirek Joe Hlouchy

v Narodni galerii v Praze, in: Jifi Kroupa -
Michaela Seferisovd Loudova - Lubomir Koneé&ny
(eds.), Orbis Artium. K jubilew Lubomira Slavicka,
Masarykova univerzita, Brno 2009, s. 782-783,
795, pozn. 125, tabulka na s. 791.

12 ANG, Inventaf Obrazt a plastik
spravovanych Obrazarnou Spoleénosti
vlasteneckych pFatel uméni, pozdé&ji Statni
sbirkou starého uméni v letech 1919-1939

(dale Inventaf OSVPU a SSSU), pf. &. AA 3702:
OP 1852, OP 1853; EC Katalog - Dodatky:

E. C. 3084/18. II. 1924/11 plastik/OP 1845 -

OP 1855. Do inventafe NGP byly fezby zapsiny
s inv. &isly P 209, P 210.

13  Srv. Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof (1688-1731).
Vijbér fezeb (kat. vyst.), Narodni galerie v Praze,
1981, s. 19, &. kat. 15, 16, obr. 16, 17. - OldFich
1. Blaziéek, Ferdinand Brokof, Praha 1986, s. 63,
122, €. kat. 33, obr. 93-95, bar. tab. V. - Staré
Geské uméni (cit. v pozn. 11), s. 144, €. kat. 378,
obr. 378.

14 Barokni dievénd plastika z pragského majetkeu
(kat. vyst.), Galerie Dra Feigla, Praha II.,
Jungmannova t¥ida &. 38, Praha 1933, s. 8-9,

¢. kat. 13, 14.



15 Cely soubor byl zakoupen za 3.000,- K¢,
jak potvrzuje Kramériv dopis ze 7. ¥ijna 1924
Frantitku Zmekovi a déle jeho dopis z téhoz dne
o proplaceni &astky majiteli z Gétu ,Nakupni
fond &sl. statni obrazarny.“ - Srv. ANG, fond
SVPU, pf. & AA 2002, inv. &. 113, karton 138,
Korespondence bé&zna, 1924 (dile fond SVPU,
AA 2002), &. 431, §. 492, . 523, &. 526; EC
Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3097 / 3. 10. / 6 soch
(Zmek) / OP 1868 - OP 1873. - V pfipadech
baroknich soch se jednalo o Archandéla Michaela,
Antického hrdinu, Sv. Floridna a Andéla Strdazného
(dnesni inv. €. P 219 - P 222). Ke stfedovékym
fezbam z Borovan (P. Marie Bolestnd, Sv. Jan
Evangelista, inv. ¢. P 217, P 218) srv. Olga Kotkova
(ed.), The National Gallery in Prague. German,
Austrian, French, Hungarian and Netherlandish
Sculpture. Illustrated Summary Catalogue, The
National Gallery in Prague, 2014, s. 59-60, &. 44
(autorkou hesla Helena Dariova).

16 Matyas Bernard Braun - zak, Andél Strazni
s malym Tobid§em, kolem 1740, lipové dievo

s fragmenty ptvodni k¥idové tpravy, v. 150 cm,
inv. ¢. P 222. - Srv. ANG, Inventar OSVPU

a SSSU: OP 1873. - Dale srv. Staré ¢eské uméni
(cit. v pozn. 11), s. 143, &. kat. 374, obr. 374. -
Viéclav Vanéura, Frantidek Preiss, Uméni XLI,
1993, s. 114, pokladal stejnou Fezbu mylné za
préci dilny Frantiska Preisse z let 1705-1710.

17 ANG, fond SVPU, AA 2002, &j. 431 (psano
tuzkou na rubu navstivenky B. Veselého,
pfiloZené k opisu dopisu V. Kramafe ze dne

4. 8.1924).

18 ANG, fond SVPU, AA 2002, &j. 520: Dopis
z 23. srpna 1924, v némz Wirth s Kramérem
probiral také moznost zakoupeni Varianty
Krumlovské madony (dne3ni inv. &. P 226) ve Vidni,
k némuz v nasledujicim roce skute¢né& doslo.
19 ANG, Inventat OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1865,
OP 1866; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3095 /

4. IX. / Cesky (?) m. 18. stol 2 andélé / OP 1865 -
OP 1866; fond SVPU, AA 2002, §j. 410, &j. 459,
¢j. 505. Do inventafe NGP byly fezby zapsany

s inv. &isly P 214 a P 215. K jejich pfipsani
Severinu Tischlerovi srv. rukopisnou pozniamku
O. J. Blazitka na evidené¢ni kart& (P 214), uloZené

ve Sbirce starého uméni NGP: Dr Stehlik 16. 3. 81.

20 ANG, Inventar OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1898;
fond SVPU, pf. & AA 2004, inv. €. 115, karton
140, korespondence b&zna, 1926 (dale fond
SVPU, AA 2004), ¢. 126 (doklad schéazi). Podle
podaciho deniku za rok 1926 bylo za fezbu
zaplaceno 2.000,- K&. - Srv. déle Véclav Vilém
Stech, Die Barockskulptur in Béhmen, Praha 1959,
s. 128, bar. obr. 6 (Anton Braun?).

21 Matya$ Bernard Braun - smér, Klecici
andélé 1, 11, 1740-1750, lipové drevo s Eastetné
obnovenou ptvodni polychromii, v. 48 cm,

V. 49 cm, inv. &. P 234, P 235. Sogky restaurovala
v letech 2002-2003 a znovu 2005-2006 Véra
Dédi¢ova. Jako prace ¢eského Fezbare ze skoly
Matyéa3e Bernarda Brauna byli Kleéici andélé od

roku 1936 vystaveni v expozici Statni shirky
starého uméni v Ust¥edni (Mé&stské) knihovné. -
Srv. ANG, Inventa¥ OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1913,
OP 1914; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3130 /

28. VI. / M. Braun $kola 2 andilci / OP 1913 -

OP 1914; fond SVPU, AA 2004, ¢j. 357 (dokument
schazi). Ob& sochy byly ziskany za Eastku
2.500,- K¢&. - Srv. dale Struény priivodce obrazdrnou
Spolecnosti vlasteneckijch pidtel uméni v Cechdch,
Praha 1936, ¢. 362, 363; Ndrodni galerie v Praze.
Sbirka starého uméni. Katalog, Praha 1960, s. 32,

¢. 217, 218 (Cesky mistr z druhé &tvrti 18. stoleti);
Barokni uméni ze sbirek Ndrodni galerie v Praze.
Vijbérovy katalog stdlé expozice Ndrodni galerie v Praze
na zdmlku Kinskyjch ve Zddru nad Sdzavou, Narodni
galerie v Praze, 2008, s. 30, obr. na s. 31.

22 Antonin Maté&jcek, Vystava obraza a plastik
zakoupenych statem v letech 1919-1930, Uméni
111, 1930, s. 232.

23 Stejného nizoru byli Véclav Vilém Stech,
Oldfich J. Blaziek a Emanuel Poche. Pro
zahradu architekta Jana Kotéry v Praze na
Ofechovce sochu v moderni dobé opravoval Jan
Stursa. Dne 14. ervna 1926 byla zakoupena

od vdovy po jmenovaném architektovi. -

Srv. Matgjéek (cit. v pozn. 22), s. 232, obr. na

s. 231 (Braunova dilna, Satyr, po r. 1720). - Stech
(cit. v pozn. 20), s. 99, obr. 35. - Emanuel
Poche, Matyds Bernard Braun, sochar ceského
baroka a jeho dilna, Praha 1965, s. 121-122, 139,
pozn. 280, obr. 152 (Kolem 1735, Faun, Pan, snad
Ant. Braun). - Ndrodni galerie v Praze. Sbirka
starého uméni. Seznam vystavenych dél, Praha 1971,
s. 57, €. 411 (Maty4a$ Bernard Braun - dilna,
Bakchant, kolem 1735). - Old¥ich J. Blazi¢ek,
Plastika v prazskych historickych zahradach,
Staletd Praha X, 1980, s. 178 (Antonin Braun

¢i Dominik Braun?). - Emanuel Poche, Matyds
Bernard Braun, socha¥ ceského baroka a jeho dilna,
Praha 1986, s. 260, 305, pozn. 431, obr. 163

na s. 269 (Faun, Bakchus, kolem 1735, dilna

M. B. Brauna).

24 ANG, Inventar OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1931 -
OP 1934, OP 1936 - OP 1941; EC Katalog -
Dodatky: E. C. 3141 / I. IV. / 11 soch (Zmek) /

OP 1931 - OP 1941; fond SVPU, pf. & AA 2005,
inv. &. 116, karton 141, Korespondence bé&zné,
1927 (dale fond SVPU, AA 2005), &. 245. Do
inventafe NGP byly fezby zapsany s inv. €isly

P 238 - P 248. - Stejné pocetny byl soubor
stfedov€kych a baroknich Fezeb, ktery byl
zakoupen uz 18. Gnora 1924 z majetku

Joea Hlouchy. Srv. k tomu nagi pozn. 9. -

Dale srv. ANG, Inventaf OSVPU a SSSU:

OP 1851 - OP 1855; EC Katalog - Dodatky:

E. C. 3084/18. II. 1924/11 plastik/OP 1845 -

OP 1855. Tato dila byla do inventife NGP
zapséna s inv. &isly P 206 - P 210 (pouze barokni
fezby).

25 Srv. Blazi¢ek, Ferdinand Brokof

(cit. v pozn. 13), s. 69, 139, &. kat. 48, obr. 138.
26 Jedni se o dnesni inventarni &isla P 240,
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P 241 (F. M. Brokof); P 238, P 230 (Cesky mistr
druhé poloviny 18. stoleti); P 242 (M. B. Braun).
27 ANG, fond SVPU, AA 2005, . 245: ,Koupé
byla uzaviena na édstku Ké. 15.000 t. j. patndcti tisic,
a tato édstka md byti splacena v lednu 1928.“

28 Matya$ Bernard Braun, Kajici se sv. Petr,
lipové dfevo s 3elakovym natérem, v. 13,5 cm,
inv. ¢. P 242. - Srv. ANG, Inventar OSVPU

a SSSU: OP 1935 (8. IV, 1927/Mujitel: MSNO,
zapiijéeno do odvoldni, p¥. ¢. 3141,). - Srv. dale
Matyds Bernard Braun [1684-1738]. Vijbér fezeb
(kat. vyst.), Narodni galerie v Praze, 1984,

s. 19, &. kat. 3, obr. 4; Staré ¢eské uméni

(cit. v pozn. 11), s. 143, ¢. kat. 372, obr. 372. -
Naposledy Tomas Hladik, Sochaiskd dilna obdobi
baroka ve stfedni Evropé, Narodni galerie v Praze,
2016, s. 81, 168, pozn. 231, obr. 52 na s. 78.

29 Srv. Pavel Sopék, E. W. Braun a sochafstvi
Ceského baroka, in: Barokni uméni v severozdpadnich
Cechdch. Shornik % kolokvia uskutecnéného v Muzeu
mésta Usti nad Labem 24.-25. kvétna 2001, Usti nad
Labem 2003, s. 120-121. - Idem, Edmund Wilhelm
Braun, Opava 2008 (Acta historica Universitatis
Silesianae Opaviensis - Supplementa I), s. 77-80,
148-149, pozn. 290-304. - Tom4a3 Hladik, Modely
Josefa Winterhaldera stardiho ve sbirkdch
Narodni galerie v Praze, Opuscula historiae artium
62, 2013, s. 160, 165, pozn. 1.

30 Barokni d¥evéni plastika (cit. v pozn. 14),
s. 10, ¢. kat. 33.

31 [Ibidem, s. 11, &. kat. 38. - Vojtéch Volavka,
Pfi vystavé barokni dfevéné plastiky, Uméni VI,
1933, s. 376-377. - Hladik (cit. v pozn. 29), s. 160,
165, pozn. 3. - Toto znamenité bozzetto se do
NGP nedostalo oviem z majetku uvedeného
prazského sochafe, nybrz az prostfednictvim
prof. V. V. Stecha v roce 1950.

32 ANG, Inventar OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1959 -
OP 1964; fond SVPU, AA 2005, &. 485, &. 494,
&j. 505. - Zakoupeni souboru potvrzuje Kramaf
ministerstvu dopisem ze dne 10. 12. 1927, &j. 505-
27. O snizeni pozadované &astky prodavajicim se
pise v dopise feditele Obrazarny z 15. 12. 1927.
33 M. B. Braun - zak, Sv. Jan K#titel, 1720-1730,
volné Fezba vzadu suméarné vypracovana,

lipové dfevo s Selakovym nétérem, v. 42 cm,

inv. ¢. P 253. - Srv. ANG, Inventar OSVPU

a SSU: OP 1954; EC Katalog - Dodatky:

E. C. 3148 / B. VIL. / Ceskyj m. 18. st. Sv Jan K#t. /
OP 1954. - Srv. dale Barokni dfevéna plastika
(cit. v pozn. 14), s. 13, €. kat. 58 (Kol. r. 1740). -
Barok v Cechdch. Vijbér architektury, plastiky, malby
a uméleckyich femesel 17. a 18. stoleti. Katalog stdlé
vyjstavy ve stdtnim zdmku Karlova Koruna v Chlumci
nad Cidlinou, Praha 1973, s. 105, ¢. kat. 172a.

34 Cely soubor byl zakoupen 10. 12. 1927,
respektive 3. 1. 1928. - Srv. ANG, Inventaf
OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1959 - OP 1964, OP 1966 -
OP 1967; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3154 /

10. XII. / 6 soch (od Zatce) cesky m k 1740/OP

1959 - P 1964; E. C. 3156 / 3.1 / esky m. k 1740
(Zatecko) 2 andélé / OP 1966 - OP 1967; fond
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SVPU, pf. €. AA 2006, inv. €. 116, karton 142,
Korespondence bé&zna, 1928 (dile fond SVPU,
AA 2006), &. 15: dopis V. Kramare Ministerstvu
gkolstvi a dopis téhoZ ministerstva o zapijéeni
soch do Obrazarny, oba z 3. ledna 1928; za
andgly zaplaceno 5.000,- K&. - Do inventafe
NGP byly sochy zapsany s inv. &isly P 257 -

P 265. - Ve stejném obdobi zakoupil V. Kramé¥
od B. Veselého také figurdlni skupinu

s veleknézem jeruzalémského chramu, vzniklou
kolem roku 1500 v dilné& nebo okruhu Mistra
Kefermarktského oltaFe. Srv. k tomu Helena
Datiova, in: Olga Kotkova (ed.), The National
Gullery (cit. v pozn. 15), s. 32, €. 18.

35 Srv. rukopisnou pozniamku O. J. Blazitka na
evidenéni karté inv. &. P 264.

36 Kazatelna byla zakoupena

15. prosince 1927. - Srv. ANG, Inventar¥ OSVPU
a SSSU: OP 1965 a-o0; EC Katalog - Dodatky:

E. C. 3155 / 15. XII. / M. Kiihnl Kazatelna

% mosteckého chrdmu / OP 1965 a-0; fond SVPU,
AA 2005, ¢j. 506, ¢j. 508. - Do inventafe NGP
byla kazatelna zapsana s inv. &islem P 263 /a-f. -
Srv. k tomu déle Oldrich J. Blazi¢ek, Sochafstvi
baroku v Cechdch. Plastika 17. a 18. véku, Praha
1958, s. 218-219, obr. 257 (reliéf s Kristem mezi
zdkoniky).

37 Terakota byla zakoupena 28. 6. 1937, fezba
svétce byla darovana 18. srpna téhoz roku. Do
inventafe NGP byly zapséany s inv. &isly P 346,
P 349. - K Bombolimu srv. naposledy Pavel
Preiss - Mojmir Horyna - Pavel Zahradnik,
Zdmek Tréja u Prahy. Déjiny, stavba, plastika a malba,
Praha - Litomysl 2000, s. 75, 85, pozn. 65.

38 Jednalo se o modelové sosky sv. Jdachyma
(?) a sv. Josefa (?), Fezby evangelistii Jana, Matouse,
Lukdse a Marka a figury sv. Frantiska % Assisi

a sv. Dominika. - Srv. ANG, Inventaf OSVPU

a SSSU: OP 1944 - OP 1947; EC Katalog -
Dodatky: E. C. 3134/21. IX. / Cesky m.

18. st. 2 svétci / OP 1916 - OP 1917; fond SVPU,
AA 2005, &. 212: 27. IV. 1927, Zivnostenskd
banka, Otto Morawitz, 1. Benediktinskd 7 za 4 sosky
zakoupené pro ésl. st. obrazdrnu. - Uz v zafi
pfedchoziho roku (21. 9. 1926) odprodal stejny
vlastnik jiné dv€ barokni fezby. Srv. ANG,
Inventar OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1916, OP 1917;
fond SVPU, AA 2004, &. 488. - K ndkupu
kle&icich fadovych patronti z ledna roku 1928
srv. ANG, Inventat OSVPU a SSSU: OP 1968 -
OP 1969; EC Katalog - Dodatky: E. C. 3157/17.1.
/ Cesky m. Konec 16. st. 2 Kle&ici mnisi /

OP 1968 - OP 1969; fond SVPU, AA 2006,

&j. 41, §j. 45 (Kramafovy dopisy nadfizenému
ministerstvu z 16. 1. 1928): , Plastiky pochdzeji dle
uddni proddvajiciho z Rogmberka... Cena 700 Ké.“ -
Do inventafe NGP byla viechna dila zapsana

s inv. &isly P 236, P 237, P 249 - P 252, P 266,

P 267.

39 Srv. Barok v Cechéch (cit. v pozn. 33),

s. 63, &. kat. 22a (Sv. Frantisek % Assisi). - Staré
Ceské uméni (cit. v pozn. 11), s. 146, &. kat. 396,



obr. 396 (Sv. Dominik). - Barokni uméni ze sbirek
Narodni galerie v Praze (cit. v pozn. 21), s. 20,
obr. na s. 21 (Sv. Dominik).

40 Matgjcek (cit. v pozn. 22), s. 232. - Sv. Vitem
je my3lena nadZivotni polychromovana fezba

z dilny Ferdinanda Maxmilidna Brokofa

(inv. €. P 240), Satyrem pak pojednavani
piskovcova skulptura Bakcha (inv. &. P 232).

Srv. dale nadi pozn. 17.

41 Napriklad 25. 2. 1939 Walter C. Kérner takto
daroval Oksidlenou hlavu andélicka (inv. &. P 369),
7. 4. 1939 Dr. Teltsch z Prahy Hlavu andéla s kfidly
(inv. & P 378) a 2. 6. 1939 Dr. Ing. H. Fuchs Fezbu
Sediciho sv. Benedikta (inv. ¢. P 384). - K uvedené
praxi srv. naposledy Vit Vlnas, Narodni galerie

a tzv. dary za vyvozni povoleni, in: Alena
Janatkova - Vit Vlnas, Pragskd Ndrodni galerie

v protektordtu Cechy a Morava, Narodni galerie

v Praze, 2013, s. 92-101.

42 Volavka (cit. v pozn. 31), s. 373, pozn. 1,
obr. na s. 372 (Sv. Vidclav). - Ob& uvedené sochy,
zapujené na prazskou vystavu ze sbirky

R. Mehlschmidta, povazuje sou¢asné badani

za prace kosmonoského sochafe Josefa Jifiho
Jelinka. Srv. k tomu Josef Jii Jelinek (1697-1776).
Barokni sochaiskd dilna z Kosmonos (kat. vyst.),
Niarodni galerie v Praze, 1997, s. 116-117,

¢. kat. 66, 67 (autor hesel Tomas Hladik).

43  Klecici adorujici andélé, lipové d¥evo zbavené
ptvodni polychromie, v. 140 cm, v. 140 cm,

inv. &. 4083, inv. &. 3726; Sv. Katefina, Sv. Barbora,
1730-1740, lipové dfevo polychromované,

V. 34 cm, V. 33,5 cm, inv. €. 6853, inv. ¢. 6854.

44 Ignic FrantiSek Platzer, Sv. Vojtéch,

Sv. Prokop, lipové dievo polychromované

a zlacené, v. 227 cm, v. 227 cm, inv. ¢. 10.849,
inv. €. 10.850.

45 Jako kamenikrestaurator se v letech
1922-1923 Frantidek Zmek podilel (spolu

s akad. sochafem Jaroslavem Kiepé&ikem) na
opravé hrad¢anského morového sloupu Panny
Marie Neposkvrnéné a v roce 1923 pracoval znovu
s J. K¥epéikem na opravach sloupu Nejso. Trojice
na Malostranském namé&sti. Z uvadéného vzkazu
Bedricha Veselého Vincenci Kramafovi ze

4. srpna 1924 se navic dovidame, Ze participoval
rovnéz na restaurovani kostela P. Marie

a sv. Karla Velikého na Karlov€. - Srv. Vaclav
Wigner, Opravy umeéleckych pamétek v Praze

v roce 1923, Za starou Prahu 10, 1924, s. 22. -
Viclav Rybaiik, Prazské maridnské, svatotroji¢ni
a ostatni svétecké sloupy, Staletd Praha XXVIII,
2012, &. 1, s. 145. - Katefina Adamcova - Pavel
Zahradnik, Maridnsky sloup na Hradéanském
ndmésti, Praha 2017, s. 231, 232, 237, pozn. 20.

46 Nova instalace obrazarny Spole¢nosti
vlasteneckych pfatel uméni v Praze, Lidové noviny,
Brno, 11. 2. 1928.

47 Tribuna, Praha, 8. 5. 1928, v niZ je otisténa
i fotografie jednoho ze zlacenych reliéfti

z poprsnice kazatelny. - Naopak v obséhlé
recenzi prazského galeristy Dr. Hugo Feigla,

otidt&né v Prager Tagblatt ze 6. ledna 1928,
nenajdeme o pojedniavanych dilech ani zminku,
jinde jsou aspoti zmifiovany nové ziskané obrazy
Jana Kupeckého, Petra Brandla a Michaela
Willmanna (Tribuna, Praha, 7. 2. 1928).

48  Ceské slovo, Praha, 23. 3. 1930. - Jesté
struénéjsi formu ma informace ve Venkové

z 23. 3. 1930: ,,[...] ddle barokového [sochaiského
umeéni] z okruhu dilny Braunovy a Brokoffovy*.

V dal3ich recenzich stejné vystavy, otist&nych ve
stejny den 6. bfezna 1930 v Ndrodnim osvobozent,
Ndrodnich listech, Prager Presse, Lidoviich novindch

a Ndrodni politice, nenajdeme o pojednévanych
novych akvizicich barokni plastiky ani slovo.
49 Nelze za n€ povazovat ani polemickou

stat o schazejicim baroknim muzeu v Praze,
kterouzto myslenku Kramaf rdzné odmitl.

Srv. Vincenc Kramaf, Budeme zfizovat zvlastni
barokni museum?, Volné sméry XXVII, 1929-1930,
s. 184-193.

50 Srv. Struény pravodce obrazirnou

(cit. v pozn. 21), & 156 (Sv. Vit. Skola

F. M. Brokofa), €. 356-358 (Alegorickd socha
Krdcejiciho muze a dva zlomky % atiky Clam-Gallasova
paldce), €. 359 (Satyr. Matyds Braun), €. 361

(Sv. Prokop. Cesky mistr kolem 1730), & 362-363
(Dva andélé. Skola Matydse Brauna kolem 1730),

€. 366-369 (Dvé mythologickd poprsi. Achilles

a Hektor. Anticky hrdina. Cesky mistr % konce

17. stoleti), &. 370 (Andél Strdzny, Cesky mistr

% poédtku 18. stoleti). V ivodnim textu vénuje
Kraméf doméci barokni plastice osm Fadkd
obecngjsiho charakteru. Prakticky totozné
tdaje obsahuje dalsi vydani priivodce z roku
1938. - Dale srv. Kurzer Fithrer durch die Staatliche
Sammlung alter Kunst in Prag, Praha 1939,

&. 419-421, 422-423, 424-428, 429, 431, 432,
433-434, 435.

51 Plati to také v pfipadé Kramafem
koncipovaného katalogu uvedené prazské
vystavy z roku 1930. Srv. Vistava obrazii a plastik
zakoupenijch stdtem uspotidand v budové Ustiedni
knihoony hlavniho mésta Prahy k pocté osmdesdtin
presidenta Ceskoslovenské republiky T. G. Masaryka,
Praha 1930, s. 6, ¢. kat. 70-92.

52 Srv. Seznam obrazii a soch vystavenyjch Ndrodni
galerii v odboéce na Zbraslavi, Praha 1940, s. 14,

&. 100, s. 15, & 112, s. 24, &. 268, s. 25, &. 279,

5. 26, &. 289, 297, s. 34, &. 399-406, s. 35, &. 409,
410, 412, 413; Verzeichnis der Bilder und Statuen

der Nationalgalerie in Prag in der Zweigstelle in
Konigssaal, Praha 1940, s. 12, €. 100, s. 13, &. 112,
5. 24, &. 268, 279, s. 25, &. 289, 5. 26, €. 297, S. 34,
&. 399-401, s. 35, €. 402-406, 410, 412, 413.

53 Srv. Josef Cibulka, Jan Lori3 a Vladimir
Novotny, Vijstava pririistki ve Stdtni sbirce

starého uméni v Praze, Praha 1939 (zvl. otisk ze
sb. Uméni), s. 6. - Stdtni sbirka starého uméni.
Vijstava pririistkii 1939, Praha 1939, s. 6, &. kat. 52
(M. B. Braun, Sv. Juda Tadeds), ¢. kat. 55

(Michal Jan Brokof (okruh), Andél). - Proslula
Braunova socha Judy Tadedse byla ziskana
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z Arcibiskupského seminafe v Praze (13. 3. 1939);
14. 3. 2016 byla vracena Arcibiskupstvi
prazskému, které ji téhoz dne zapijcilo do
expozice barokniho uméni ve Schwarzenberském
paléci (VP 13561). V roce 2020 ji Ministerstvo
kultury Ceské republiky prohlasilo kulturni
pamatkou (KP 105551, MKCR ¢&j. 2020/15).
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Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Ferdinand Maxmilidn Brokof, Klecici mourenin |,
kolem 1720. Foto: Narodni galerie v Praze.

2 Ferdinand Maxmilian Brokof, Kle¢ici mourenin 1,
kolem 1720. Foto: Narodni galerie v Praze.

3 Matyas Bernard Braun - naslednost, Andél Strdzce
s malym Tobidsem, kolem 1740. Foto: Narodni galerie
v Praze.

4 Matyas Bernard Braun - dilna, Bakchus, kolem 1725.
Foto: Narodni galerie v Praze.

5 Ferdinand Maxmilian Brokof - dilna, Svaty Vit, kolem
1725-1730. Foto: Narodni galerie v Praze.

6 Matyas$ Bernard Braun, Kajici se sv. Petr, kolem 1720.
Foto: Narodni galerie v Praze.

7 Expozice Statni sbirky starého uméni (Narodni
galerie) v Méstské knihovné v Praze, instalace barokniho
socharstvi, leden 1933. Archiv Narodnf galerie v Praze,
fond Statni sbirka starého uméni, pr. ¢. AA 2906/10.



ARCHIV

»Vyvést Narodni galerii

7z izolace...“

Jiri Kotalik a Narodni galerie
v letech 1967 az 1970

TOMAS HYLMAR

Na pocatku roku 1967 jmenoval ministr Skolstvi a kultury do ¢ela Narodni galerie

v Praze profesora Jifiho Kotalika. Okolnosti jeho nastupu do funkce, predchozi ¢innost
instituce a nastavajici zmény v galerii pribliZuje text vymezeny sledovanymi roky 1967 az
1970. Jifi Kotalik kratce po svém piichodu zahajil celkovou reorganizaci instituce a zaro-
ven ozivil vystavni i akvizi¢ni ¢innost. Zmény ve strukture galerie prinesly snazsi Fizeni
i kompetence jednotlivim sbirkidm, Uméleckopriimyslové muzeum se dokonce aplné
osamostatnilo. Vystavni ¢innost se zamérila na intenzivni spolupraci se zemémi zapadni
Evropy a v Praze tak mohly byt predstaveny jedineéné soubory praci zahrani¢nich
umélcii. Za Gspésné lze povazovat i vystavy ceskoslovenského uméni v ciziné. Nové pii-
rustky ziskavaly predevsim sbirky moderniho a sou¢asného uméni. Systém vybéru praci
byl nové zaloZen na odbornych a konfronta¢nich zakladech, diky nimz ziskala Narodni
galerie fadu vyjimeénych dél. Studie vychazi predevsim z dokumentid fondu Narodni
galerie v Praze (1945-1990), ktery spravuje Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

Klicova slova » Vyvést Ndrodni galerii % izolace, stdt se

Nérodni galerie v Praze, Jii Kotalik, Jan Krofta, ‘ vrcholnou instituci éeské vytvarné kultury,

Uméleckopriimyslové muzeum, vystavy, akvizice, archiv dobudovat sbt’rky eského uméeni minulosti
i 20. stoleti, zapocit s ndkupy vytvarnych dél
soucasného uméni, umoznit prdci a rist kvalifika-
ce védeckyich a odbornych pracovniki,“ n€kolik
bodt z obsahlého rozboru budouci &in-
nosti Narodni galerie vystizn& naznacuje,
kam chtél jeji novy feditel Jifi Kotalik vést
instituci po svém jmenovani do funkce.
Nasledujici struéné studie pfiblizuje prvni
obdobi jeho ptisobeni vymezené lety 1967
aZ 1970, tedy dobu t&sné& pred nastupem
normalizace. Vzhledem k 3irokému tématu
je zamé&Fena pfedevdim na prehled nejvy-
znamné&jdich organiza¢nich zmé&n v galerii
a na akviziéni a vystavni program instituce.’

Narodni galerie pred prichodem

Jifiho Kotalika

Pfed piichodem Jifiho Kotalika, pfesngji
od roku 1964, Narodni galerie sdruzova-
la celkem sedm sbirkotvornych odbort
zajistujicich védeckou a vystavni ¢innost.2
Celou galerii fidil Jan Krofta,* odbor sta-
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rého uméni vedl Oldfich Jakub BlaZicek,
odbor moderniho maliFstvi Jaromir
Zemina, odbor sochafstvi 19. a 20. stoleti
Viclav Prochizka, grafickou shirku Libu3e
Jandova, odbor umé&ni mimoevropskych
narodd Lubor Héjek, odbor maliFstvi
19. stoleti Olga Mackova a odbor uZité-
ho uméni* Jarmila BroZova.’ Dalsi sekce,
napf. restauratorsky odbor, studijni dtvar,
majetkopravni a eviden¢ni oddéleni, zajis-
tovaly chod organizace a pé¢i o sbirkové
pfedméty. Na konci roku 1966 pracovalo
v instituci celkem 274 zamé&stnanct, z toho
41 odbornych a 3est v€deckych pracovniki.

Podet spravovanych sbirkovych pfedmétt
v Néarodni galerii zahrnoval koncem roku
1966 pfiblizné 600 tisic vlastnich’ a nece-
lych 50 tisic deponovanych dé&l.8 Jadro
sbirky vychazelo ze souborti Statni sbhirky
starého umé&ni a Moderni galerie, slouce-
nych jiZ za protektoratu do Ceskomoravské
zemské galerie, postupné& rozmnozené
o majetek zabaveny b&hem okupace némec-
kymi arady. O dal3i pFirtistky se postaraly
povéleéné zabory umeéleckych pfedméta,
stejné jako soukromé sbirky zajist&€né po
komunistickém pfevratu v roce 1948.° Od
pfelomu 50. a 60. let dochédzelo k postup-
nému rudeni depozit a jejich zdpisu do
pfimé spravy galerie, znamenajici ¢asto
konfiskovini soukromého majetku.*

Galerie ziskdvala nové sbirkové pFfedméty
pfedevsim formou pfevodi, dart a odkazt.
Piimé nakupy se na budovani sbirek podi-
lely jen v mensi mife. V roce 1965 vznikly
dvé& nové instituce poméhajici rozsifovat
galerijni fond. Ministerstvo $kolstvi a kul-
tury zFidilo Komisi pro vykup staroZzitnosti,
aby ,se zabrdnilo nezddoucimu vjvozu kulturnich
hodnot a zajistila se jejich ochrana“.™ Clenové
komise posuzovali pfedméty v prodejnach
staroZzitnosti'? a vyjimali je z prodeje. Vynéti
zaroveri znamenalo ndkup pfedmé&tu. Dalsi
organizaci pomahajici ziskat sbirkové pred-
méty byl podnik zahrani¢niho obchodu
Art Centrum, zaloZeny rozhodnutim Svazu
Ceskoslovenskych vytvarnych umélci v roce
1964 a potvrzeny vyhlaskou v roce 1965.%
Art Centrum zajistovalo vyvoz uméleckych
pfedmétt z 20. stoleti, dovoz praci bez
omezeni doby vzniku a dalsi obchodni
sluzby, mj. i vymény pFedméta.

Niarodni galerie tehdy spravovala devét
stalych expozic,' pfipravovala roéng
okolo deseti zdkladnich vystav a spolupra-
covala pfiblizné na tficeti vystavich jak
v Ceskoslovensku, tak v zahrani¢i. V roce
1966 napt. ve Sternberském palaci uvedla
pfehlidku dila Henryho Moorea, v Pafizi
soubor &eského a francouzského uméni
prvni poloviny 20. stoleti, v Milané& vybér
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Ceského barokniho uméni a v Bruselu
a Rotterdamu Ceské gotické uméni. (obr. 1)

Pro celkovy pfehled zbyva pFipomenout
i situaci objektt vyuzivanych Narodni
galerii. Reditelstvi sidlilo v zanedbaném
Sternberském palaci na Hrad¢anech,
budova Uméleckopriimyslového muzea
byla v havarijnim stavu, do prostor
v Mé&stské lidové knihovné zatékalo, opravy
vyzadovaly i paldc Kinskych, Valdstejnska
jizdarna a zdmek Zbraslav. Ani stavy depo-
zitait v budovach v Praze a na zdmcich
Lemberk, Bene3ov nad Plouénici, Klasterec
nad Ohfi a Radi¢ nebyly ideédlni a nejednou
ohroZovaly i bezpeénost sbirek.

Pokusy o népravu tohoto stavu oviem jiz
probihaly. Od konce 40. let se galerie sna-
zila ziskat nové, vhodn& umisténé pamat-
kové objekty v tzv. hradéanském areédlu.
Jednalo se o Toskansky a Trékovsky palac,
oba Martinické paléce a sedm kanovnickych
domu. Pro galerii, konkrétn& pro sbirky
Umeéleckopriimyslového muzea, mél byt
uvolnén také Salmovsky palac.”” Ani jeden
ze zaméru se ale nepodafilo k roku 1966
realizovat. V planech ztistalo i vybudovani
novostavby tzv. Moderni galerie. Tento pro-
jekt byl repetitivni zaleZitosti uz pfres tficet
let. Oziven byl kratce po vilce, poprvé roku
1948, a potom v letech 1951 a 1964. Vzdy
ovSem bezvysledné.

Fakticky se v3ak fesilo vyuziti Anezského
klastera, kde galerie planovala po ukon&eni
rekonstrukce umistit své sbhirky a expo-
zice. V poloving 60. let byla téZ oteviena
otdzka vyuziti Bruselského pavilonu, ktery
Narodni vybor hlavniho mé&sta Prahy nabidl
Narodni galerii pro sbhirky moderniho
uméni.' Navrh tehdy ale ztistal neakcepto-
van. (obr. 2)

Krize v Narodni galerii

Velké krizi v Narodni galerii, kterd probiha-
la v letech 1964 az 1966 a vedla az k odvo-
lani feditele Krofty, pfedchéizely rozpory
tykajici se fizeni sdruZzeni Narodni gale-

rie - Umé&leckopriimyslové muzeum. Kratce
po vzniku tohoto seskupeni se ukdzalo, ze
systém institucionédlniho propojeni nebu-
de dlouho udrzitelny. Galerie v ¢innosti
uplatiiovala své zasady, napft. vybérovost

a uméleckou hodnotu, muzeum prosazova-
lo odlidna hlediska, pfedevdim historickou
dokumentarni hodnotu bez ohledu na
vytvarny a esteticky charakter. Pfi pro-
sazovani navrhu schematického ¢lené&ni
viech sbirek podle historickych etap spor
vygradoval a zdsahem ministerstva kolstvi
a kultury pfestalo Uméleckoprimyslové
muzeum v roce 1964 existovat jako samo-
statnd instituce a stalo se odborem Narodni



galerie.”” Otazka trvalého vy¢len&ni odboru
uzitého uméni ale zustala.

Zésadni problém v3ak spocival v cel-
kovém fizeni Narodni galerie. Zde se
situace vyhrotila tak, Ze na jedné strané
stal feditel Jan Krofta a na druhé vétsina
vedoucich a ostatnich odbornych pracov-
nikd. Autoritativni rozhodnuti feditele
méla téz vliv na v&deckou €innost a galerie
se postupné promé&riovala v pouhy d¥ad.

O situaci se zadal zajimat Ustfedni vybor
KSC, ktery si vyzadal v roce 1964 interni
rozbor. Koncem roku 1965 ptekracovaly
vnitini neshody ramec instituce a galerie
se stala pfedmétem diskuzi 3ir3i odborné
vefejnosti, zejména Svazu Ceskosloven-
skych vytvarnych umélct a Ceskoslovenské
akademie v&d.*® Uz v této dob& se minister-
stvo 3kolstvi a kultury zaméfilo na hledani
vhodného kandidata na funkei Feditele.
Navrzeny Jaromir Neumann ale odmitl. Ze
situa¢ni zpravy vypracované pro minister-
stvo v roce 1966 vyplynulo, Ze se Kroftovi
»pres osobni pracovitost a snahu nepodafilo
vyresit slogité otdzky Fizeni dstavu. [...] Pro
mnoZstoi ikoli, které vypliyjvaly % jeho funkce,
nedovedl casto rozliSovat mezi zdsadnimi vécmi

a véemi podrugnymi, rozptyloval se v drobnyjch
pracich provozniho, organizacniho, persondlniho,
platového charakteru apod. [Jeho] nediivéra

k odbornym schopnostem nékterjch pracovniki,
[kdy] zasahoval v detailech do jejich prdce, ménil
jejich zdméry [vedla] k éastym sporiim, které

v nékolika pripadech skonéily odchodem odbor-
nijch pracovnikii z iistavu®.

Zpusob fizeni galerie vedl az k ohrozeni
umé&leckych predmétil. Piikladem mtize byt
zaptjcka pfedmétd na zahraniéni vystavu,
kdy TJifi Ma3in z Akademie vytvarnych
uméni dokonce pozadal ministra Skolstvi
a kultury Jiftho Hajka* o zasah ,v pfipadé,
ktery se vymykd jakymkoliv normdm obecné
odpovédnosti. Jan Krofta hodld v souboru vystavy
éeského gotického umeéni vyvéxt do Belgie vsechna
tFi vrcholnd dila Mistra tieboriského oltdre. [...]
Vyvézt je na vystavu do ciziny odporuje nejen
jakgmkoliv muzeologickym zvyklostem na celém
svété, nybrs i pouhému zdravému rozumu®.®

Od feditele se nakonec distancovaly
i Zavodni vybor ROH a Z&vodni organi-
zace KSC, ktera Ideologickou komisi UV
KSC pozidala o neodkladné fegeni situace.
Ustredni vybor KSC doporuéil na misto
Feditele Narodni galerie profesora Jifiho
Kotalika.?? Ministr $kolstvi a kultury Jifi
Hajek ke dni 31. ledna 1967 odvolal Jana
Kroftu z funkce feditele Narodni galerie®
a jmenoval feditelem Jifiho Kotalika s t¢in-
nosti od 1. tinora 1967.24 (obr. 3)

Jifi Kotalik v Narodni galerii

Jifi Kotalik se bezesporu jevil jako vhod-
ny kandidat na feditele Narodni galerie

v Praze. V Ceskoslovensku patfil mezi
pfedni teoretiky, kritiky a historiky uméni.
Na mezinarodni drovni byl opakovang
povéfovan zastupovanim na vyznamnych
akcich v oblasti kultury. Vyhovoval i z poli-
tického hlediska, své ¢lenstvi v KSC zahijil
uZ v roce 1946 a v roce 1963 se dokonce
stal €lenem Ideologické komise UV KSC.
Mnoho let zastdval funkci ve Svazu &esko-
slovenskych vytvarnych umélct, od roku
1964 p¥imo v predsednictvu. Do centra
pozornosti se dostal i v letech 1965 a 1966.
Bé&hem t&chto dvou let jej ministr skolstvi
a kultury jmenoval generdlnim komisafem
&s. expozice na bienile uméni v Sao Paulu,
¢lenem umélecké rady Art Centra, ¢lenem
kolegia ministerstva skolstvi a kultury,
¢lenem pFedsednictva Statniho vyboru

pro vysoké 3koly a €lenem poradni komise
pro pofadani zahraniénich vystav ¢eského
vytvarného uméni.”

Svou odbornou prici Jifi Kotalik zahé-
jil na pozici vytvarného referenta. Jako
teoretik Skupiny 42 své studie a texty do
katalogti vénoval napft. Frantisku Grossovi,
Kamilu Lhotdkovi, Frantisku Hudeckovi,
Janu Smetanovi a dal3§im ¢lentm sdruZeni.
Texty k vystavim napsal téz pro Josefa
Simu, Arnosta Paderlika, Endre Nemese,
Jiftho Johna nebo Vladimira Preclika.

Pro mnohé z nich pracoval i jako kura-
tor vystavy. Podilel se také na expozicich
Ceskoslovenského uméni v cizing, napf.
v N&mecku, Brazilii, Mexiku nebo opa-
kované v Itilii na bienale v Benétkach.
Do roku 1966 Kotalik vydal i n&kolik
monografii, mj. o Vojt&chu Tittelbachovi,
Viclavu Rabasovi, Frantisku Jiroudkovi
nebo Gustavu Courbetovi. Mnoholety
vyzkum vénoval taktéz dilu Milo3e Jiranka
a Antonina Slavi¢ka.

Ani Kotalikova dosavadni spoluprice
s Narodni galerii nebyla zanedbatelna.

V 60. letech se podilel na pFipravich vystav
pfedeviim souéasného Eeskoslovenského
umeéni. Pravidelné byl zvan k feeni dislo-
kagnich otdzek nebo k sestavovani plant
védecké, publikaéni a vystavni ¢innosti
Nérodni galerie, naposledy pro obdobi let
1965 az 1970.2¢ Jako ¢len v&decké rady gale-
rie s Kroftou téz Fesil organiza¢ni zmény,

zejména v oddé&lenich pro uméni 20. stoleti.

Na jeho ,upfimné minéné a lety soustavného

zdjmu o toto iidobi zdiivodnéné pripominky”

Krofta ale nereagoval.” Stejné dopadly

i ndvrhy na zmé&nu akvizi¢ni politiky.2
Je tedy z¥ejmé, Ze Jifi Kotalik ¢innost

i problémy Néarodni galerie vnimal dlou-
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hodobé. Novy feditel své fedeni problémut
a reformy objasnil ve svém Perspektivnim
pldnu.* Prestoze mél koncepené v podstaté
volné ruce, viechny dilezité zmény kon-
zultoval s dstavni radou. Jiz prvni schiize
tohoto kolegia svoland na 10. tnora 19673°
ukéazala hlavni cile. Pro snadné&jsi Fizeni se
galerie méla rozdélit na dva hlavni dtvary:
v&decko-odborny a hospodarsko-spravni.
Reorganizace se tykala i stavajicich odbori,
zejména oddéleni spravujicich sbirky
moderniho uméni. Odbor moderniho
uméni, odbor malby 19. stoleti a odbor
plastiky mély byt slouteny v jeden ttvar.
Kotalik souéasn€ avizoval autonomii
odboru uzitého uméni, véetné& navriceni
ptvodniho nazvu Uméleckoprimyslové
muzeum. Dale se mé&l zvy3it podil védecké
a odborné prace i pocet pfijimanych vystav
ze zahranidi.

Piipravy reorganizace instituce pokraco-
valy do fijna 1967, kdy nova smérnice potvr-
dila z¥izeni sjednoceného odboru moder-
niho uméni a odboru metodického, v jehoz
ramci fungovalo oddg&leni regionalnich gale-
rif, oddéleni vychovy a propagace a studijni
a dokumentaéni ttvar.** Pfipravovalo se téz
zfizeni referatu pro sbirku architektury.
Ostatni dtvary pokracovaly bez zasadnich
zmén. Odbor moderntho uméni #dil Viclav
Prochazka, odbor starého uméni Oldfich
Jakub Blazi¢ek, grafickou sbirku Libuse
Jandova, Uméleckoprimyslové muzeum,
jehoz ¢asti byla i sbirka mimoevropského
uméni, Lubor Hijek, restauratorsky odbor
Mojmir Hamsik a metodicky odbor Jifi
Ma3in.

Od dubna 1968 se zaalo aktivng fesit
osamostatnéni Umé&leckopriimyslového
muzea, jehoz pfimé za&lenéni kvili speci-
fickému sbirkovému materiélu i pracovni
¢innosti ztistalo ,zdrojem potizi“.>* Oficidlni
navrh na vy€lenéni Uméleckoprimyslového
muzea z Narodni galerie byl ode-
slan ministerstvu 10. prosince 1968
a schvalen 20. kvétna 1969 s Géinnosti
od 1. ledna 1970.3 Dne 25. tinora 1969 byl
feditelem Uméleckoprimyslového muzea
jmenovan Jiff Setlik.>

V souvislosti s delimitaci Umé&lecko-
primyslového muzea doslo, jako jiz né&ko-
likrat v minulosti, k Feeni pfipadného
vy¢lenéni sbirek mimoevropského uméni.
Tato ,zvldstni jednotka® zistala ve svazku
Narodni galerie znovu jako samostatné
oddéleni, i kdyz v pozici ,provizoria bez per-
spektiv“.3° V téze dobg, tedy v bfeznu 1969,
zaniklo pojmenovani odbor a hlavni praco-
visté galerie dostala nové oznaceni sbirka -
Shirka starého uméni, Sbirka moderniho
uméni, Graficka sbirka a Sbirka mimoevrop-
ského uméni.”
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Rok 1970 znamenal také pro Narodni
galerii pfechod k normalizaci, projevujici
se zejména v kadrové politice. Clenstvi
v KSC a politicky postoj b&€hem posled-
nich let se staly pro ¢ast pracovnika gale-
rie existen&ni otdzkou. Na tomto misté je
dtlezité pripomenout, Ze v Narodni galerii
pFetrvavala politicky uvolné&né&jsi situace,
jak konstatovalo i oficidlni stanovisko
ministerstva Skolstvi a kultury pfi pfihli-
Zeni k politickému profilu zaméstnanci:

,, Toto hledisko bude tieba zvldst zdirazriovat

u odbornych, védeckych a uméleckych pracov-
niki, i kdy% situace v téchto oborech neskytd
prilis nadéji, ze by prislusnd funkéni mista bylo
mozno obsadit prislusniky strany.“*® Ve smy-
slu vladnich usneseni a smérnic minister-
stva kultury zahjjila v fijnu 1970 galerijni
komise pohovory se zamé&stnanci. U¢elem
pohovort bylo mj. ,realizovat ucelenyj systém
vybéru, pripravy, rozmistovdni kddrii do funkci
podle potfeb strany“. V praxi to znamenalo
obsazeni vedoucich funkeci kvalifikovanymi
lidmi, kdy odbornou zpusobilost ale tvo-
fila ,politickd vyspélost a t¥idni uvédomélost®.
Cilem bylo zajistit postupnou vymé&nu
viech vedoucich pracovniki, ktefi v letech
1968 a 1969 ,politicky zklamali“.>* V komisi
zasedli Jifi Kotalik, Libu3e Jandova, Anna
Chromé&ékova a Antonin Rougal.+° Pohovory
proslo 83 zamé&stnanct galerie, devét osob
hodnotila komise v nepFitomnosti.

Po ukonéeni provérek doslo v Narodni
galerii k nékolika zm&nam ve vedoucich
pozicich. Odvolani z funkce zastupce
Feditele byli Ladislav Kesner* a Miroslav
Slovik.4? Zastupcem feditele pro koordinaci
v&decké, vystavni a publikaéni ¢innosti
se stal Jifi Ma$in, zdstupkyni feditele pro
koordinaci kulturné& propagaéni &innosti
a otdzky kulturné politické povahy Libuge
Jandova.# Vedouciho odboru malby 20. sto-
leti Jaromira Zeminu nahradila Ludmila
Karlikova. Je3t& pred provérkami, konkrétng
k 30. dubnu 1970, podal ziddost o uvolnéni
z funkce vedouciho sbirky starého uméni
Oldrich Jakub Blazigek. Rizeni sbirky nové
prevzal Jifi Magin.

I pfes tato kddrova omezeni se ale
v Nérodni galerii podafilo v nasledujicich
letech, oproti jinym institucim, udrzet ,zdvi-
dénihodny stav“, jak po letech subjektivné
konstatoval pravé Ladislav Kesner: , Ndrodni
galerie pod vedenim profesora Kotalika byla po
dlouhou fadu let jedingm ditocistém pro nékolik
desitek lidi, kterym poskytla pracovni mognosti,
odpovidajici viceméné jejich kvalifikaci. Nezndm,
a nebyl druhy dstiedni védecky a kulturni dstav
u nds, kde by existovalo néco podobného.“+



Pracovisté Narodni galerie

Kritce po nastupu do funkce Fesil Jifi
Kotalik nejen pFetrvavajici problém s gale-
rijnimi objekty. Zamé&f¥il se také na zajidténi
dtistojné budovy pro rozristajici se sbir-

ky moderniho umeéni. Spolu s vedoucim
technicko-hospodiaiské spravy Vladimirem
Benesem vypracovali Ideovy ndvrh na roz-
misténi sbirek a pracovist NG, ktery v fijnu
1967 odeslali k projedndni ministru kultury
a informaci Karlu Hoffmannovi,* vysokym
funkcionaim KSC, Svazu architektfi, Svazu
Eeskoslovenskych vytvarnych umélca,
Kanceléri prezidenta republiky, primatorovi
hlavniho mésta Prahy a mnoha dal3im pied-
stavitelim tehdej3i vefejné spravy. Navrh
stile pocital s prevzetim Toskinského pala-
ce a tfi kanovnickych domt, které mé&ly byt
propojeny se Sternberskym paldcem. Zamér
zahrnoval také prevedeni Bruselského
pavilonu, kapucinského klistera na
Loretanském namé&sti, Kafkovy a Miillerovy
vily do spravy Narodni galerie. Ministerstvo
kultury a informaci zaddost projednalo

a schvalilo 12. prosince 1967.4

Dal3i postup zkomplikovaly politické
udalosti a vymé&ny ministrii. Ministra
Hoffmanna vystiidal Miroslav Galugka,
kterému hned v kvétnu 1968 Kotalik poslal
novou zadost o feseni celkové situace
a o prednostni pfidéleni Bruselského pavi-
lonu.# V z4Fi 1969 se situace opakovala.
Upraveny navrh pro definitivni umisténi
pracovidt byl opét zaslan ministrovi, nyni
uz Miloslavu Brtizkovi.>® V planu doslo
k n&kolika dtlezitym zmé&nam. Nové se
pro galerijni déely poéitalo s vyuzitim
Jirského kl4stera, sousedniho Mockerova
domu a Domu pazat pant z Martinic
na Hrad¢anech. Bylo upusténo od zis-
kéni Toskanského palice a kanovnickych
domt.”

V3emi navrhy na ziskani novych budov
pro Nérodni galerii se opakované prolinal
zamé&r postavit tzv. Moderni galerii. Tento
Kotalikav cil znél od jeho nastupu do
funkce jednozna¢né: , Viemi moznymi zpiisoby
pFipravovat a prosazovat novostavbu galerie. “>
Vyfeseni otdzky umisténi sbirek moderniho
uméni se stalo aktuilné&jsi, protoze Narodni
vybor hlavniho mésta Prahy pozadoval po
galerii, aby v roce 1970 uvolnila prostory
v Méstské knihovné.

B&hem roku 1968 zadala Nirodni galerie
vypracovani projektu novostavby architek-
tim Jiffmu God&arovi a Antoninu Cernému.
Probihajici jednéni s ministerstvem vedla az
k pfislibu financi z tzv. Fondu republiky.>
Ministerstvo kultury doporuéilo v inoru
1969 vlad& CSR projednat vyuziti téchto
prostfedkil pro stavbu nové budovy galerie.
Nadgjné vypadajici zdroj penéz ale zablo-

kovalo ministerstvo financi, které navrhlo
z Fondu republiky poskytnout avéry

k zabezpeéeni bytové vystavby. Po jejich
navriaceni mé&ly byt tyto finance pouzity

k vybudovani stavby celospoletenského
vyznamu, mj. nové budovy pro Narodni
galerii.” Redln& to oviem znamenalo dal3i
odlozeni projektu a smutné konstatovani,
ze ,ani v pristi pétiletce neni nadéje na realizaci
novostavby Moderni galerie“.>®

Akvizicni strategie

Perspektivni pldn Jittho Kotalika pfedsta-

vil i nové vize akvizi¢ni politiky Narodni
galerie. Kromé& dopliiovini zdkladnich
sbirkovych soubort, instituce nové prefe-
rovala moderni a tehdy sou¢asné uméni.”
Tato dila ziskévala galerie v pfedchozich
letech pouze v men3im poétu a narazové.
Dosavadni zptsob vybéru praci byl téz
spide ndhodny ve jménech i dilech, zavisly
na subjektivni volbé& kuratord, ktefi vybi-
rali obrazy a sochy predevdim v ateliérech.
Zakoupeni dila tak Casto nezahrnovala
nejkvalitnéjsi nebo charakteristické prace.
Tento systém se mé&l zasadn& zmé&nit.
Soucasné maliFstvi, sochafstvi i grafickou
tvorbu zamyslela galerie dokumentovat
typickymi dily od pF¥ednich osobnosti vybra-
nych porovnanim vice praci a s pfihlédnu-
tim k dspé&3nosti vystav.

Pro shirky uméni 20. stoleti byl novy akvi-
zi¢ni plan vypracovan v detailni nevefejné
zpravé.’® Text specifikoval okruhy akvizic
a pfinesl téz konkrétni jména. V oblasti
Ceského maliFstvi 20. stoleti se Narodni
galerie méla zamé&fit predeviim na malite
nejvyznamngéjsich historickych a umélec-
kych sméri: zakladatele Eeského moder-
niho uméni (Bohumil Kubista, Emil Filla,
Antonin Prochézka, Vaclav Spala, Josef
Capek, Jan Zrzavy), protagonisty nefigu-
rativni tvorby (Franti$ek Kupka), surrea-
listy (Josef Sima, Jindfich Styrsky, Toyen,
FrantiSek Janou3ek), umé&lce generace
Skupiny 42, Sedm v fijnu a Skupiny RA
(Kamil Lhoték, Frantidek Gross, Frantisek
Hudecek, Jan Kotik, Jifi Kol4r, Karel
Soucek, Vaclav Hejna, Frantidek Jiroudek,
Josef Istler, Vaclav Tikal, Bohdan Lacina,
Karel Cerny, Zdenék Sklen4r). Dopliiovanim
sbirek tehdejsiho souéasného uméni chtéla
Narodni galerie umoznit objektivni pfehled
¢eskoslovenské umélecké tvorby posled-
nich let. Vyhleddvanymi autory se stali
stoupenci nefigurativniho proudu (Alois
Vitik, Vaclav Bostik), umeélci navazujici na
tradici surrealismu a imaginativni tvorbu
(Mikul4s Medek, Jaroslav Vozniak, Bed¥ich
Dlouhy), reprezentanti figurativni malby
(Tifi John, Josef Jira), pfedstavitelé proudu
nova figurace (Jiff Naderadsky, Otakar
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Slavik), zastupci konstruktivismu, geomet-
rické abstrakce nebo nové senzibility (Karel
Malich, Hugo Demartini, Zden&k Sykora).

Z4kladni tkol sochafské sbirky pred-
stavit pfehled vjvoje moderniho &eského
sochafstvi ztistal nezménén. Zisadni
dila 20. a 30. let se podafilo ziskat jiz
v pfedchozich letech. Zbyvalo doplnit
soubory Karla Pokorného, Jana Laudy,
Vincence Makovského, Josefa Wagnera
a Bedrficha Stefana. Zvlastni pozornost nové
ziskala soudoba tvorba Hany Wichterlové,
Ladislava Zivra, Karla Hladika a Karla
Lidického.”

Oziveny zdjem o aktuélni sloven-
ské uméni mizeme pfipsat rozhodnuti
Jifiho Kotalika.s® Akvizice se mély zamé-
Fit na malife Endre Nemese, Jakuba
Bauernfreunda, Lludovita Fullu, Miloge
Bazovského, Milana Pastéku a Rudolfa
Krivo3e. Pfi zakladani sbirky slovenské plas-
tiky dostali pfednost Jozef Kostka, Rudolf
Uher, Alexander Trizuljak, Rudolf Pribi3,
Andrej Rudavsky, Vladimir Kompanek,
Jozef Jankovi¢, Ludwik Korkos a Vladimir
Motovsky.**

V akvizi¢nim plinu Néarodni galerie se
objevila i jména zahrani¢nich umélct,
jejichz dila chté&la galerie ziskat do sbirky
pfednostné. Prioritu ze zahrani¢nich malift
ziskali Juan Gris, Max Ernst, Salvador
Dali, Paul Klee, Vasilij Kandinskij, Antoni
Tapies, Jean Dubuffet, Wols, Alberto
Burri, Emilio Vedova a Achille Perilli.
Akvizi¢ni plan neopomnél ani umélce
ze socialistickych zemi, aviak pouze
z Polska, Jugoslavie, Madarska, Rumunska
a Sovétského svazu. V oblasti zahrani¢niho
sochafstvi se galerie méla soustfedit na
doplnéni souboru francouzského umeéni,

a to o dila pFedstaviteld stardi sochaiské
generace, ktefi vyrostli ve vedouci osob-
nosti evropské plastiky. Jednalo se zejména
o Raymonda Duchamp-Villona, Henriho
Laurense a Jaquesa Lipschitze. Struéné
naznacen byl i posledni nesmély cil gale-
rie: , Domnivdme se, %e by se pravé nds tistav
mél ujmout tikolu vytvofit sbirku zdvagnych dél
z vijchodoevropskych zemi, kterd by svym zpiiso-
bem mohla dopliiovat obraz svétového sochafstvi,
jak jej v zdpadnich zemich dokumentuji napf.
expogice v Middelheimu, v Oterloo, v Duisburgu
a Hannoveru.“*

Nejdtlezit&jsimi poradnimi organy
Narodni galerie pro vybér akvizic byly
komise pro sbirkotvornou ¢innost. Ty svym
rozhodnutim doporucovaly, které obrazy
nebo plastiky by mé&la galerie zakoupit.
Koneéné slovo mél ale Feditel Narodni
galerie. Novinkou v systému se stalo zFizeni
samostatné nikupni komise pro souéasné
uméni,® a to hned v roce 1967.%4
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Pfi vyhledavéani dél do ndkupni komise
kuratofi sledovali Gasp&3nost autort.
Mnohdy rezervovali obrazy nebo sochy
pFimo ve vystavnich sinich. Opakovan&
se objevuje napt. Galerie Vaclava Spaly,
Galerie Nova sifi a Manes. Jména kuritort
a komisai uvedenych galerii nalezneme
i mezi ¢leny ndkupnich komisi, jmenovit&
mj. Evu Petrovou, Jindficha Chalupeckého,
Ludka Novéika, Jana K¥iZe, Miroslava
Chlupéce a Miroslava Mitka. Komise téz
obvykle porovnévala vice praci jednoho
autora. Zohlednit méla p¥edeviim kvalitu
dila a jiné faktory neméla brat v avahu, jak
vystizn€ poznamenal jeji ¢len Karel Lidicky:
»Ndrodni galerie by méla zakupovat pouze dila
hodnd té cti, byt v NG. Zakupovdni dél u prile-
Zitosti vyznamnych vjroéi jakéhokoliv autora ¢i
snad ze socidlnich ditvodii by mélo byt véci minis-
terstoa kultury a informaci nebo snad Svazu.“

Jifi Kotalik, dle zapist z jednani
a z dochované korespondence, vystupoval
pfi zasedani ndkupni komise velmi aktivné.
Vybrana dila pfipominkoval, vracel nebo si
nechal predkladat jiné préce, véetn& dopro-
vodného dokumentaéniho materiélu. Casto
také osobné obrazy a sochy vybiral ¢&i jednal
o cenach. PFitom vyuZival nes€etného
mnoZzstvi vlastnich kontaktd s vytvarniky.

S mnoha z nich se znal uz od 40. let a pat-
fili mezi jeho pFatele. Dokladaji to stovky
dopistt dochovanych v osobni korespon-
denci, které se neomezuji pouze na forma-
lity. Mezi vyznamné osobnosti, jez si s Jifim
Kotalikem dopisovaly, patfili napt. Josef
Jira, Jan Smetana, FrantiSek Gross, Kamil
Lhotak, Jifi Anderle, Otto Herbert Hajek,
Ota Janec&ek, Ji¥i Kola¥, Viclav Hejna,
Endre Nemes, Jaroslav Paur, Zdenek Seydl,
Zden&k Sklenar, Vladimir Preclik, Koloman
Sokol, Adriena Simotova, Vladimir Tesa¥,
Viclav Zykmund nebo Vladimir Vasi¢ek.%

Pro mnoho vytvarnikd, od kterych
Narodni galerie ve sledovanych letech
nakoupila jejich prace, nastala za norma-
lizace kviili politické orientaci a postoji
k rezimu nucena odmlka. Byla jim zne-
moznéna nebo omezena vytvarna ¢innost,
byli sledovéni nebo dokonce vy3etfovani
Stétni bezpe¢nosti. N&kteti pod tlakem
rezignovali na svou umeéleckou tvorbu
nebo se uzavieli do soukromi, dalsim se
podafilo prosadit v zahraniéi. To se tykalo
napf. Evy Kmentové, Jaroslava Vozniaka,
Cestmira Kafky, Old¥icha Kulhénka,
Bedficha Dlouhého, Aleny Ku&erové, Véry
a Vladimira Janouskovych, Karla Neprae,
Ale3e Veselého nebo Zbyska Siona.
Emigrovali Jifi a B&la Kolaf¥ovi i Zbyn&k
Sekal.

V 60. letech neméla Narodni galerie piili3
moznosti ziskat dila v§yznamnych zahra-



ni¢nich umélct. Zdsadnim problémem

pfi ndkupu praci z ciziny byl nedostatek
valut i dosavadni minimélni snaha o jejich
ziskani. Chybély kontakty na renomované
evropské obchodni galerie. Planovani pfi-
mych ndkupi z ciziny ztstalo tedy zna¢né
omezeno. Citelné mezery ve sbhirce zahra-
ni¢niho uméni mohla galerie odstrariovat
formou vymén uméleckych predméti,
zaméfila se ale pFfednostné na ziskani praci
Eeského ptivodu.”

V opakovanych zidostech ministerstvu
Jifi Kotalik varoval pfed ztratou vyznamu
Narodni galerie v mezinarodni roviné&.
Pozadoval umoznéni pfimych vymén
vytvarnych praci s obdobnymi institu-
cemi v zahrani¢i nebo celkem radikalni
odprodeje obrazt a soch vytfidénych
z vlastnich sbirek. Téz zkritizoval ¢innost
podniku Art Centrum a zptsob vyuzi-
véani financi, které tento podnik ziskéval.
Navrhoval bezprostfedni vyuziti t&chto
devizovych prostfedkt k ndkuptim praci
zahrani¢nich autort. Upozornil téZ na
mnohé promarnéné piilezitosti k ndkupu
dél rovnou z probihajicich vystav.*®

Galerie mezitim obnovila vymény umé-
leckych pfedmétt se zahrani¢nimi firmami
a opakovang zadala o zFizeni devizového
avéru pro nikupy.%? Pfesto se ji podafilo
zakoupit né&kolik praci ze zahraniéi, a to
pomoci pfidélenych mimotfadnych dotaci
devizovych korun nebo diky tspésnym jed-
nanim s umélci, ktefi pfistoupili na prodej
za Ceskoslovenské koruny.

Neobvyklou moznosti, jak ziskat ze
zahrani¢i obtizné& dosazitelné predméty
k doplnéni preferovanych sbirkovych sou-
borti a dtlezitd bohemika, byly zminéné
vymény uméleckych pfedmé&ti. Podnéty
pfichéazely od zahrani¢nich firem.” Varianty
transakce Fegili kurétofi galerie, navrzeny
obchod schvalovaly ndkupni komise i mini-
sterstvo kultury a faktické feseni dokonéilo
Art Centrum. Citliva otdzka vymén se neo-
besla bez diskuzi a polemik a ne vzdy se
navrzené varianty setkaly s jednoznanou
shodou néazora.

Niarodni galerie ziskala v letech 1967 az
1970 nezanedbatelné mnozstvi kvalitnich
umé&leckych dél. Zejména ve sbirce moder-
niho uméni se pravé v soutasné dobég
ukazuje neoby&ejny nadhled a proziravost
kurétord pfi vybéru akvizic. S pfihlédnutim
k preferovanym okruhtim jsou dile predsta-
veny né&které z nich. (obr. 4)

Pro shirku moderniho malifstvi se poda-
filo uz v roce 1967 ziskat n&kolik vyjimed-
nych praci. Piikladem mutize byt ¢astokrat
vystavovany obraz Hlava (O 11667) z roku
1915 od Josefa Capka, dale ze stejného roku
obraz Poprsi divky (O 11570) od Antonina

Prochéazky nebo Na hrobé¢ (O 11618) od
Jindficha Styrského. Dtlezitymi akvizicemi
se staly i dva obrazy Jana Zrzavého. Prvnim
byl ,obraz klicového vyznamu, zahajujici celou
velkou fadu bretatiskjch Krajin,“* s ndzvem
Camaret (O 11571), a druhym pfimo od
autora zakoupena Kleopatra T (O 11712).

Z pozustalosti sbératele Frantiska
Miillera’ se galerii podafilo vykoupit
kromé& vyznamnych praci Antonina Slavitka
a Jana Preislera také Legici akt (O 12158)
Emila Filly a Potstejusky most (O 12174)
Véclava Spaly. Vyjime¢né piirtistky ale
doplnily zejména kolekcei ¢lent Skupiny
42. Konkrétné se jednalo o obrazy Mésto
v noci (O 12162) a Nddrazi s vétrngm mljnem
(O 12163) Frantiska Hudecka, Clovék stro-
jek (O 12159), Ohrady (O 12160) a Interiér
(O 12161) Frantiska Grosse a Meteorologickd
stanice (O 12164) a Vesnice (O 12165) Kamila
Lhotéka.

Rozsifovani kolekce Skupiny 42 pokraco-
valo prib&znymi nakupy az do roku 1970.
Ctyfi obrazy Frantiska Hudec¢ka kuratori
vybrali na vystavé k jeho 3edesatym naro-
zenindm v Galerii Platyz v roce 1969.7
Jednalo se o obrazy Faraonovy taneénice
(O 12147), Hlava spdée (O 12148), Varhany na
hordch (O 12149) a Perpetuum mobile (O 12146).
Mezi dal3i ziskané prace ¢lent skupiny
patfily obrazy Clovék ve mésté, mésto v ¢lovéku
(O 11642) Bohumira Matala, Co vyrostlo
% hrnecku (O 12433) Frantiska Grosse nebo
obraz Silnice (O 12189) Kamila Lhotéika,
rezervovany autorem piimo pro Narodni
galerii.™

Je3t&€ na konci roku 1967, na prvni schtzi
komise pro soufasné uméni, ¢lenové
doporudili koupit dvé prace z viznamné
vystavy Ceskoslovenského uméni pofadané
v Turin€ téhoz roku.” Galerie ziskala na
doporudeni kuratora této vystavy Jaromira
Zeminy obraz Filip (O 11725) Stanislava
Podhrazského a Apokalyptickou kobyllu I
(O 11639) Zbyska Siona, kterého Zemina
povazoval ,za jednoho z nejoyznamnéjsich mla-
dijch predstavitelii strukturni malby imaginationi
razby u nds“.”°

Na vystavé Poéditky generace” ve Spalové
galerii v roce 1968 kuratorka Eva Petrova
prezentovala kromég jinych autord i Sest
obrazt malife Vaclava Chada. Do Nérodni
galerie byly vybrany obrazy Jidds (O 12179)
a Ukfigovdni s cervenym sluncem (O 12180).

Z autorské vystavy predstavitele tzv. nové
figurace Jifiho Naleradského” konané
tamtéz zakoupila galerie obraz s nizvem
Cervenec - #iték do hor (O 12117). Obdobné
ziskala i triptych Vévoda (O 12248) Daisy
Mrizkové.” Pfimo ze dvou vystav, opét
ve Spalové galerii,® si Narodni galerie
vyhlédla dva obrazy Jifiho Balcara. V roce
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1966 Malou spoleénost (O 12105), tehdy jediné
dosazitelné dilo,* a v roce 1969 cyklus Pro
Pepicka (O 12310 - O 12312). V obou piipa-
dech z obavy, Ze se tzv. ztrati z dohledu

a nebudou v budoucnu k dispozici.®?

Na Jarni vyjstav€ 1966% v sini Manes
kurétofi doslova zajistili obraz Frantidka
Hudecka Vietnam (O 11635), ,jeden = nejoy-
raznéjsich expondtii viibec*,** a v roce 1967
nakupni komise odsouhlasila jeho ziskani
do sbirky. Z vystavy Novd citlivost® gale-
rie koupila obraz Ost# na ostfi (O 121006)
Bély Kolafové a praci s ndzvem Struktura
hlinik - éervend (O 12141) v Narodni galerii
dosud nezastoupeného Zderika Sykory. Na
posmrtné vystavé téz dosud nezafazeného
Richarda Fremunda v Méanesu®® byly do
sbirek galerie vybrany obrazy Zlaty svicen
(O 12408) a Z Pafize (O 12405).

Z Galerie Nova siti ze souborné vystavy
Viclava Bostika, ,kterd byla kritikou vseo-
becné povazovdna za vijstavu objevnou,“®” byly
vybriny obrazy Tvarujici se pole (O 11693)

a Struktura pole (O 11694). V nésledujicim
roce galerie dokoupila dal3i Bostikova dila,
a to Clenéni (O 12319) a Téleso (O 12320).

Z vystavy Vladimira Komarka v Nové sini®
byl ndkupni komisi Gsp&né& piedlozen
obraz Dvere (O 11698). Komarek mél dle
protokolu ,jako jeden % vjraznijch predstavitelii
poetické figurativni malby v Cechdch a jako jeden
z nejoyznamnéjsich vytvarnikii mimoprazskijch
viibec, prdvo na to, aby byl zastoupen i v Odboru
moderniho uméni NG*.5

Uéast na prelomové Vijstavé D* v Nové
sini se stala dtlezitym faktorem pfi roz-
hodovani o ndkupu obrazu Gehinnom IT
(O 12401) Roberta Piesena. Tuto ,typickou
prdci % vrcholného vijvojového iidobi** Narodni
galerie vykoupila z narodniho podniku
Kniha v roce 1970.

Kromég kuratortt Narodni galerie pted-
kladal obrazy k ndkupu p¥imo feditel
Jifi Kotalik. Na jeho doporuéeni bylo
nakupni komisi v roce 1969 prezento-
vano deset praci, ,pfitele % nejozdcnéjsich“,%?
Jitiho Johna, jehoz dilo Kotalik dlouho-
dobé sledoval. Clenové komise se nakonec
rozhodli pro dva obrazy, Pole (O 12323)

a Dovorek (O 12322). Podobné byly vybriny
dvé z predlozenych péti praci Vaclava
Tikala, a to Jsou riizné bariéry (O 12313)

a Bartoloméjskd noc (O 12314). Dal3im pre-
ferovanym autorem, ktery pat¥il mezi
dlouholeté Kotalikovy pfatele, byl i mali¥
Karel Souéek. Jeho cyklus Milenci (O 12110 -
O 12112) Kotalik vybral pro ndkup v roce
1968. Obrazy predstavil jiz na bienéle

v Beniétkach, kde v roce 1958 piisobil jako
komisaf Eeskoslovenské expozice.

Kotalikovo dlouholeté pFatelstvi
s Josefem Simou bylo zavrieno usporada-
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nou vystavou v Narodni galerii a ojediné-
lym nakupem péti jeho obrazt z let 1962
aZ 1968. Iniciativou tehdejsiho pfedsedy
vlady Oldricha Cernika ziskala N4arodni
galerie mimotadnou dotaci osmi tisic
dolart k okamZitému nakupu Simovych
praci. Vybér obrazt provedl sam Kotalik
pFi mimo¥adné cesté do Pafize. Zde, po
konzultaci s francouzskymi kolegy a znalci
Simova dila Jeanem Leymariem, Monique
Fauxovou a Jeanem Hughuesem, vybral
pFimo u autora tfi obrazy z nové tvorby.”
Od pafizské galerie Le Point Cardinal,
zastupujici Josefa Simu, Narodni galerie
nakonec zakoupila celkem pé&t obrazii

s nazvy Silend krdlovna (O 12290), Priihled

(O 12291), Cerveny signdl stinu (O 12292), Sedd
krajina s éervengm télem (O 12293) a Lod poli
(O 12294). (obr. 5)

Vybér pfFirtistkdl pro rozdifovani sochai-
ské sbirky se v zasadé drzel stanove-
ného akviziéniho planu. Pro doplné&ni
chybé&jicich praci z 20. a 30. let galerie
zakoupila v letech 1968 aZ 1970 od Marie
Wagnerové-Kulhankové n&kolik plastik
Josefa Wagnera, povazovaného jako pro-
fesora Vysoké skoly uméleckopramyslové
v Praze za dtlezity vzor generace 60. let.
Ve Wagnerové piipadé& se jednalo o pokra-
Covani akvizi¢niho zdméru scelovani jeho
doposud ziskaného souboru. Galerie
se rozhodla pro nékup reliéfu z palené
hliny Vzkfiseni Lazara (P 5967) a sddrovych
modelt Bludny balvan (P 5656), Milenci
(P 5657), Oblaka (P 5661), Kel (P 5659),
Vapominka na Recko (P 5658), Torzo na obldzku
(P 5660), Krucifix (P 5960), Sv. Jan Evangelista
(P 5958), Cerny Kristus (P 5961) a Charitas
(P 5956), odlitych krétce na to do bronzu.
Snaha o kompletovani dila Otty Gutireunda
pokroédila ndkupem jedné z ranych plastik
s ndzvem Job (P 5642), kter4 byla dosud pro
vétSinu vystav zaptjovina. Jako vyznamné
doplnéni galerijniho fondu lze poklé-
dat i ziskani Marnotratného syna (P 5632)
Karla Lidického, Plaéici Zeny (P 5637) Karla
Pokorného, Thésea a bijka (P 5975) Emila
Filly, Housli (P 5966) Ladislava Zivra nebo
reliéfu Plastron (P 5957) v této dob& dosud
nedocenéného Zdetika Dvoiidka.

Podobn¢ jako u malift, hrala vjznam-
nou roli p#i hledani zasadnich aktuilnich
praci do sbirky sochafstvi ti¢ast sochaitl
na tuzemskych i zahrani¢nich vystavich.

Z velmi dsp&sného prvniho eskosloven-
ského zastoupeni na IX. bienale evrop-
ského sochafstvi v Middelheimu® byly

do galerie zakoupeny plastiky dvou t&ast-
nikt. Jednalo se o Symbol IV (P 5376) Jifiho
Bradacka a Plastika (P 5377) Frantiska Pacika.

Kritce po skonéeni pafizské prehlidky
Ceskoslovenského sochafstvi s ndzvem Od



Myslbeka k dnesku® ziskala galerie zde pred-
stavené plastiky Sypajici se éas (P 5595) Zdeny
Fibichové, Totem (P 5631) V&ry Janouskové,
Eva (P 5596) Evy Kmentové a Ptdk (P 5604)
ve sbhirkich galerie dosud nezastoupeného
Libora Davida. V PafiZi vystavil svou Zidli
Uzurpdtor (P 5694) také sochai Ale§ Vesely.
Zidle tvotila spolu s Enigmou III (P 5695)

a Enigmou IV (P 5696) triptych, ktery se roz-
hodla galerie od autora koupit cely.

Mnoho sou€asnych autorti se zti¢astnilo
i prezentace ¢eského sochafstvi 20. sto-
leti na zdmku Charlottenburg v tehdejsim
Zéapadnim Berling.”® Z této vystavy byla
zakoupena Hlava starce (P 5968) od Jifiho
Bradéacka, Busta (P 5969) Evy Kmentové,
Koétina pripravend k odletu (P 5972) Vladimira
Preclika, Oplodnéni (P 6037) Ladislava Zivra
a dvé plastiky od Karla Neprase, konkrétné
Vétsi domlowvd mensimu (P 5970) a Figura
s ndplni (P 5971).

Niarodni galerie ziskala pfiristky také
ze dvou vyjime&nych vystav konanych
v Praze. Na vystavé Smidrové”” ve Spalové
galerii kuratofi rezervovali pro Narodni
galerii Objekt 68-A (P 8702) Bedficha Dlou-
hého a asamblaz Kukdtka (P 8749) Jaroslava
Vozniaka, na vystavé Novd citlivost*® v M4-
nesu pak dva objekty - Prostorovy objekt
(P 5592) Huga Demartiniho a St#ibrnou
plastiku (P 5599) Karla Malicha.

Niarodni galerie do svych sbirek pfi-
jala i dila dosud opomijenych autort,
jejichz prace kuratofi i akvizi¢éni komise
povazovala za dtlezita. Jednalo se napf.

o Cestmira Janogka a jeho objekt s ndzvem
Ven nebo dovniti (P 8705), Stanislava Podhraz-
ského a jeho plastiky Nohy (P 5965) a Kabdt
(P 5964) a Arnosta Paderlika s Krdlovnou

(P 5636) a Aktem na lavici (P 5666). Roz3ifeny
byly také soubory nedostate¢né& zastoupe-
nych vyznamnych autort. P¥ikladem miize
byt nakup plastik s nadzvy Rostlina jménem

O (P 6047), Dvitka (P 5700) a Golden Gate

(P 5973) Zbytika Sekala.

V roce 1968 byly rozhodnutim feditele
uskuteénény také mimoiadné nikupy praci
dvou dtlezitych autort. Prvnim byl Karel
Malich s Cernobilou plastikou (P 5461), dru-
hym pak Ji¥i Kolaf s prostorovou kolazi
Gartenlauben (P 8709). Na zarazeni dila
dlouholetého kolegy ze Skupiny 42 Jifiho
Koléa¥e do Narodni galerie mé&l zédjem prave
Jifi Kotalik, ktery je3t& na konci roku
1968 souhlasil se zakoupenim dal3ich t¥i
objektt, protoze ,hrozilo nebezpedi, %e se dila
rozptyli po ciziné“.** Jednalo se o Uzlovou
bdseri 1 (P 8710), Kruhy (P 8711) a Znameni
kruhu 3 (P 8712).

Mimotadné vztahy s nékterymi dal3imi
umélci dokresluje téZ jeho spoluprace se
sochafem Vladimirem Preclikem. Kotalik

Preclikovi pomahal se zahrani¢nimi stiZemi
a vystavami, vybirali spolu t¥eba sochy pro
bienale v Sao Paulu. Preclik zase pfizval
Kotalika, aby se stal patronem socha¥ského
sympozia v Hoficich, jehoz byl komisa-
Fem."*® Nazory Vladimira Preclika zfejmé
ovlivnily i rozhodnuti Jifiho Kotalika
zakoupit n&ktera dila ze sympozia do sbirek
Narodni galerie. Zajimavym sv€dectvim
jsou Preclikovy dopisy z Hofic: , Dal by se,
myslim, roz$iFit sochaisky fundus Tvé galerie,
protozge takika vsichni cizinci maji s sebou bud
kresby, nebo chiéji vedle symposijni plastiky
udélat jesté drobnéjsi véci, které by se daly ziskat
samoziejmé za Ceské platidlo. [...] Vérim, Ze si
nékteré vyberes. Je tu pékny reliéf Dalwoodiiv,
mald plastika od Ttala Squanciho a Francouze
Avoscana, moc zajimavé grafiky Japonce Ody,
kterij nyni také vystavuje ve Spdlovce v Praze
malé kovové plastiky. Dnes také zacal délat malou
véc Dinel z Kanady.“*** Nakupni komise,
probihajici ve dnech 25. listopadu 1968

a 16. éervna 1969, skuteéné odsouhla-

sily zakoupeni plastik Joea Ody (P 5602,

P 5603), Huberta Dalwooda (P 5670), Pierra
Rolanda Dinela (P 5671), Lorena Squanciho
(P 5639) a tcastnika prvniho sochafského
sympozia v Hoficich Michaela Schoenholze
(P 5655).

Akvizice do sbirky grafiky a kresby cha-
rakterizovaly kazdoro¢ni nakupy rozsahlej-
$ich souborti od riznych autort. Casto se
vybiralo z probihajicich vystav. Napiiklad
v roce 1967 Kotalik svolal ndkupni komisi'*?
pfimo na jubilejni vystavu SCUG Hollar.
Grafiky galerie Casto ziskavala i pfevodem
z ministerstva kultury, zde se ale objevovala
dila kolisavé kvality.

Do sbirky byli vyhledavani pfedeviim
osvédéeni autofi, nap¥. Frantiek Tichy,
Josef Vachal, Antonin Pelc, Jaroslav Svab,
Franti§ek Gross, Frantidek Bilek, Bedfich
Piskag, Jind¥ich Styrsky, Emil Filla nebo
Vaclav Spala. Mezi tehdejsi souc¢asné
autory, vybrané pro zastoupeni ve shirce
Narodni galerie, patfili mj. Vaclav Tikal,
Vladimir Boudnik, Jifi Balcar, Karel Nepra3,
Nadé&zda Pliskova, Jifi Naceradsky, Jifi
Anderle, Olga Cechovi, Ji¥i John, Adriena
Simotov4, Vladimir Tesa¥, Kamil Lhotak,
Kvéta Pacovskd, Zden&k Sklena¥, Viclav
Bostik, Josef Istler, Cestmir Kafka, Old¥ich
Kulhének, Ji¥i John, Marta Jiraskovi,
Vladimir Preclik, Vladimir Janousek,

Véra Janouskova, Ladislav Novak, Eva
Bednéfové, Vladimir Komarek, Hugo
Demartini, Milan Grygar, Karel Malich,
Zdeng&k Sykora, Adolf Born, Vladimir
Jarcovjidk nebo Alena Kuéerova.'

Snaha o vybudovani reprezentativni
kolekce moderniho slovenského uméni
v Néarodni galerii za¢ala zaseddnim nakupni
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komise dne 25. listopadu 1968, na kterém
byl pFedstaven 3ir3i soubor praci sloven-
skych vytvarnikii. Komise tehdy vybrala
pfedevsim plastiky. Zakoupeny byly Postava
(P 5600) Vladimira Kompanka, Vztahy

(P 5601) Rudolfa Uhera a Muald balada

(P 5669) Jozefa Kostky. Kostka, Uher a mali¥
Alojz Klimo, od kterého galerie koupila
mimo¥adnym nakupem obrazy Ctverce

a kruhy TV (O 12307) a K¥iZovatky (O 12308),
patfili téz mezi Kotalikovy dlouholeté
pfatele. Do konce roku 1970 byl slovensky
soubor rozsifen uz jen o men3i poéet praci,
napf. o Kostkovu Velkou baladu (P 5711),
obrazy Toaleta (O 12454) Eugena Nevana,

V atelieru (O 12244) Rudolfa Krivose a obraz
s nazvem A-Z (O 12113) Milo3e Urbaska.

Kromé tradi¢nich ndkupt stoji jisté
za zminku pFipomenout n&kolik dalgich
dalezitych akvizic ziskanych jinymi ces-
tami. S pfichodem Jifiho Kotalika do galerie
nastalo obnoveni vimé&n umé&leckych pred-
métd, aktivné vyuzivanych do roku 1971.

V letech 1967 az 1970 byly vyménou zis-
kany pfedeviim bohemika a obrazy holand-
skych mistrti. Mimotfadnou akvizici se stal
Epitaf Jana % Jefené - Sedici Madona (O 11676).
Deska doplnila druhy Epitaf Jana % Jefené -
sv. Bartoloméj a sv. Tomds (O 1268) z roku
1395, ktery se jiz ve sbirkdch galerie nacha-
zel. Jeji repatriaci historici uméni oznaéili
za ,nejoyse zdsluzng ¢in“.** Obdobnou zéle-
Zitosti se stal névrat Mistra litomé&fického
oltafe. Import oboustranné malované
desky s vyjevy z legendy o sv. Katefing

(O 123006) se stal ,proofadou sbératelskou
povinnosti Ndrodni galerie“.**> O dva obrazy
byl viménou doplnén také soubor dila Jana
Kupeckého, konkrétn& o Vlastni podobiznu
(O 11682) a Podobiznu hrabénky Gotterové

(O 11683). Ndhradou za obrazy rakouskych
autorti se vratily do Cech dvé préce Petra
Brandla - Svaty Ondrej (O 12385) a Svaty
Bartoloméj (O 12386), odcizené v roce 1969
ze zamku v Mé&lniku.

Vyménami byla doplnéna kolekce
holandského mali¥stvi o obrazy Cornelise
Poelenburga Krajina s nymfami (O 11581),
Gerbrandta van den Eeckhouta David
a Bat$eba (O 11684), Jacoba Sibrandta
Mancadana Talisujici krajina (O 12368)

a Pietera van Schayenborga Zdtisi s rybami
(O 12428). Diskutovanym obchodem se
stala akvizice obrazu Edouarda Maneta
Podobizna Antonina Prousta (O 11659), kterym
byla vyplnéna mezera ve sbirce francouz-
ského uméni.’*¢ Vyménnou byl téz ziskin
vyjimeény obraz Oskara Kokoschky Pohled
na Prahu od Kramdfovy vily (O 12271) ze
sbirky Frantiska Miillera.

VEtsi soubory praci sou¢asnych autort
nakupovanych pfimo z vystav pravidelné
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pfedévalo Narodni galerii také minister-
stvo kultury. Tento postup se pfili§ neza-
mlouval Kotalikovi, ktery nechtél ustoupit
od vybérovosti a trval na kvalit& prebira-
nych pfedmétd i moznosti je odmitnout.
Mezi pracemi, které p¥evedlo minister-
stvo galerii, nalezneme ale napf¥. obrazy
Frantiska Foltyna, Jifiho Hilmara, Milana
Grygara, Andreje Bé&locvétova, Jitky Valové,
Jitiho Sopka, Frantiska Grosse, Bedficha
Dlouhého nebo plastiky Frantiska Storka,
Karla Malicha a Petera Orie3ka.

Dila pfevadély i jiné organizace. Jako
zajimavost lze uvést dva neobvyklé trans-
fery. Ze Statni knihovny si galerie vyzadala
abstraktni obraz Frantiska Kupky Variace na
vanouci modfe (O 12145), nevhodné umistény
v mistnosti pro kufaky.'” A téz zafidila
prevod obrazu Frantiska Muziky In memo-
riam (O 12372) ze zavodu CKD Praha, ktery
chtéla mistni organizace KSC v 50. letech
znitit pro jeho modernost. Kulturni refe-
rent podniku ale obraz zachranil tim, Ze
ho pfelepil podobiznou Stalina, vynesl
z tovarny a pfedal Narodni galerii.*®
(obr. 6)

Vystavy a mezinarodni spoluprace
Vystavni plan Narodni galerie z konce roku
1964 pfipraveny na nasledujicich pét let
zahrnoval pouze né&kolik vétsich vystav
ro¢nég, navic se vétdinou vénovaly tradiénim
tématim.'* S p¥ichodem Jifiho Kotalika

do instituce doslo v ptivodnich zdmé&rech

k vyraznym zménam, a to, jako v pfipa-

dé& akvizic, k orientaci na moderni uméni

a zahrani¢ni umélce, zejména ze zédpadni
Evropy.

Kromé pofadani kratkodobych vystav
Narodni galerie plnila dkoly vyplivajici ze
statutu pfedev§im zpfistupfiovinim svych
sbirek ve stalych expozicich. V roce 1968
pfipravila novou expozici sbirky moder-
niho uméni v Mé&stské knihovné. Ta se
od pFedchozich lisila rozdifenim souboru
evropského uméni 20. stoleti a zpfistup-
nénim rozséahlejsich vystavnich prostor.

V nisledujicim roce byly ve Sternberském
paléci otevieny stilé expozice francouz-
ského uméni 19. a 20. stoleti a reinstalované
sbirky starého uméni. Z mimoprazskych
expozic se podafilo v letech 1968 a 1969
vybudovat dvé nové stilé instalace - sochaf-
ské dilo Bohumila Kafky na hradé Pecka

a Ceské barokni uméni na zdmku v Chlumci
nad Cidlinou.

Z kratkodobych vystavnich projektt vyni-
kala vystava dila Petra Brandla'° pfipravo-
vani jiz od roku 1966, oviem v souvislosti
s udalostmi srpna 1968 odlozend do roku
1969. Za zminku stoji i vystava Md vlast.
Ceské malifstvi XIX. stoleti, ktera predstavila



klasicka dila Eeského maliFstvi 19. stoleti.
Vyro&i vzniku republiky galerie oslavila
uvedenim reprezentativniho vybé&ru obrazt
s nazvem 50 let éeskoslovenského malifstoi.?
Instalace vystavy tehdy dasledné dbala na
propojeni Eeského a slovenského malitstvi
a prezentovala ,vSechny zdkladni tendence

i skupiny a hlavni osobnosti“.** Z dalgich
projektil jist& stoji za pozornost expozice
Ceského sochafstvi 19. a 20. stoleti otevien4
v jubilejnim roce 1968 v Letohradku kra-
lovny Anny."

Ke sjednédvéni zahrani¢nich projektil
Narodni galerie Jiff Kotalik aktivné vyuzival
svych Cetnych kontaktt z predchozich let.
Tehdy nap¥. zastupoval Ceskoslovensko
na jednénich Mezinarodni rady muzei
(ICOM) a Mezinarodniho sdruZeni vytvar-
nych kritik@ (AICA) nebo pfipravoval
expozice pro velké mezinirodni prehlidky
uméni, mj. pro bienale v Sao Paulu nebo
v Benatkach. Od roku 1969 jiz lze pozo-
rovat nucenou zménu orientace smérem
k zemim vychodniho bloku. V témZe roce
Narodni galerie vypracovala pro minis-
terstvo kultury koncepci dal3i spoluprice
mezi galeriemi a muzei v Sovétském
svazu a v ostatnich socialistickych zemich.
V dnoru a bfeznu 1970 byl Kotalik pozvin
do SSSR k diskuzim o spole¢nych pro-
jektech a je3t& téhoz roku se v Krakové
zud&astnil konference pro koordinaci vystav
v socialistickych zemich.* Vystavni akti-
vity v zemich tzv. kapitalistického svéta ale
doznivaly i po roce 1970.

Nadstandartni vztahy udrzovala Narodni
galerie jiz tradi¢né& s Francii. Na prvni
gremiélni schiizi 10. tinora 1967 Jifi Kotalik
rozhodl realizovat vystavy dvou jemu velmi
blizkych umélct, Frantiska Kupky a Josefa
Simy. Ty oviem neslo usporadat bez fran-
couzskych partnerd. Prvni Kotalikova
zahrani¢ni cesta ve funkci feditele tedy
vedla v inoru 1967 pravé do Pafize.

Vzhledem k negativnimu postoji pFedcho-
ziho galerijniho vedeni k pfipravé Kupkovy
vystavy nebylo uz mozné dosahnout
jejtho zahéjeni v Praze. Putovni vystava
zatala v dubnu 1967 v Kolin& nad Rynem
a dale pokraZovala pfes Mnichov a Videri
do Amsterdamu, kde v anoru roku 1968
skonéila. Po usp&iném Kotalikové jednani
s Bernardem Dorivalem z Nirodniho muzea
moderniho uméni v PafiZi, mohly byt
Kupkovy price pfedstaveny v bfeznu 1968
také v Praze."® Vystava dila Frantiska Kupky
se stala vyjime¢nou udalosti sezény, kterou
Narodni galerie ,u% po léta dlugila nasi kulture,
mezindrodni verejnosti i sama sobé“. 1

Na rozdil od Kupkovy vystavy o uvedeni
dila Josefa Simy v Praze"® Narodni gale-
rie usilovala jiZ n&kolik let. Malife Simu

oslovil feditel Jan Krofta uz v fijnu 1965.1
Sima ovSem prikyvl na nabidku usporidat
vystavu novych praci, kterou mu soucasné
podal TJiFi Kotalik jednajici tehdy jmé-

nem Svazu Eeskoslovenskych vytvarnych
umélct. Po jeho jmenovani do ¢ela Narodni
galerie vystav€ zarazené do francouzsko-
-Ceskoslovenské kulturni dohody jiz nestélo
nic v cest&. Pfipravy pfevzali kuratofi
Jaromir Zemina s Frantiskem Smejkalem,
ktefi ji v kvétnu 1968 dovedli k tspés-
nému otevieni. V Praze bylo pfedstaveno
175 obrazl z let 1919 az 1966, pFi¢emz
prace od poloviny 50. let pochizely vé&tsi-
nou z francouzského majetku. Vernisize se
zudastnili Feditelé pfednich francouzskych
kulturnich instituci, nap¥. Jean Leymarie,
Gaétan Picon, Blaise Gautier a Monique
Fauxové. Simova vystava pokracovala

v Pa¥iZi a Zenevé.

Kotalik se v tinoru 1967 v Pafizi zaéastnil
také jednéni o spolupraci na vystavé evrop-
ského gotického uméni 12. az 14. stoleti.*°
Projekt potadala Evropska rada, ktera jeho
pripravu svérila Francii. Ceskoslovenské
zastoupeni schvilily ministerstvo zahra-
ni¢nich véci a ministerstvo kultury a infor-
maci a povéfily organizaci Narodni galerii.
Pfipravny vybor Ceskoslovenské déasti,
ktery vedl Jaroslav Pegina, vybral 16 expo-
natd z oblasti sochafstvi, deskového a kniz-
niho maliFstvi a uzitého uméni Zeské,
moravské a slovenské provenience.

Pfi Kotalikov€ sluzebni cesté do Pafize
v lednu 1968 byla s Rodinovym muzeem
dohodnuta vystava Ceskoslovenské sochafstvi
od Muyslbeka k dnesku.'* Vystava predvedla ve
Francii viibec poprvé reprezentativni vybér
z Ceské a slovenské moderni socharské
tvorby. Velkoryse pojatjch spolegenskych
setkdni, potfadanych feditelkou Rodinova
muzea Cécile Goldscheiderovou, se ztiéast-
nili vyznamné osobnosti francouzské
kultury, politici, kritici a umélci. PFatelsky
raz celé akce Néarodni galerie plné vyuzila.
Podafilo se ji vyjednat realizaci dal3ich
vystav a zajistit bezplatné odliti sochy Balzac
od Auguste Rodina do bronzu (P 5962).

Francouzské umeéni bylo v Cesko-
slovensku pfedstaveno vystavou Moderni
francouzskd kresba,'** usporddanou Narodni
galerii ve spolupraci s Narodnim muzeem
moderniho uméni v PafiZi jesté v éervnu
roku 1967. Hned nésledujici rok byla z pod-
nétu eského literarniho teoretika a predsta-
vitele surrealismu Vratislava Effenbergera's
pfipravena vystava ¢lent paiizské surrea-
listické skupiny s ndzvem Princip slasti.'>
Z vystavy galerie do svych sbirek zakou-
pila dva obrazy a jednu plastiku. Jednalo
se o obrazy Jeana Claude Silbermanna Ze
svobodné viile (O 12100), Adriena Daxe Emisaf
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(O 12101) a plastiku s ndzvem Socha ¢. 43
(P 5591) autorky Marty Pan.

Na jafe roku 1969 byla ve Valdstejnské
jizdarné& oteviena vystava francouzského
soutasného mali¥stvi s ndzvem Soucasnd
malba Patizské skoly.'* Jednalo se o soubor
obrazti reprezentujici Francii na EXPO
1967 v Montrealu. Na podzim téhoz roku
v Praze vystavil a osobné instaloval své
prace Martial Raysse.?* Z této men3i
vystavy uspofadané ve spoluprici s auto-
rem a s pafizskou Galerii Alexander Tolas
Narodni galerie zakoupila objekt s ndzvem
Slovnikovy proek (P 8867).

V podstaté kazdoro¢ni pfedstavovani fran-
couzského uméni v Ceskoslovensku vyvr-
cholilo vystavou Henri Laurens, sochy a kresby.
Georges Braque. Pablo Picasso, grafika.'”
Jednalo se o do této doby nejvyznamnéjsi
vystavu pripravenou pro Ceskoslovensko
francouzskou stranou, konkrétn& Narodnim
muzeem moderniho uméni v PafiZi, Galerii
Maeght a Galerii Leiris. Do vystavniho
katalogu pfispéli svymi texty mj. Albert
Giacometti a Henri Laurens.

Zvy3eny zajem vefejnosti ziskaly projekty
potradané spoletng s britskymi institucemi.
V z4fi a fijnu roku 1967 se uskuteénila
v londynské Tate Gallery vystava s ndizvem
Cubist Art from Czechoslovakia.'?® Na zakladé&
kulturni dohody z ledna 1965 byla uspo-
Ffadanim této vystavy povéfena Narodni
galerie. Pivodni koncepce reprezentativ-
niho pfehledu eskoslovenského moder-
niho a sou¢asného maliFstvi a sochafstvi
byla oviem postupné pozménéna na
pfehled tvorby francouzskych a éeskych
kubistii. VernisdZze prvni vystavy sociali-
stické zemé v Tate Gallery se zt&astnili
Jifi Kotalik, Ladislav Kesner a velvyslanec
CSSR v Londyné& Miloslav Rtizek. Expozice
pokratovala do Bruselu a Rotterdamu.
Vystava ziskala tak velkou odezvu, Ze uz
kratce po jejim zahéjeni Fesili Eedti zastupci
dal3i spolupréci, mj. prezentaci barokniho
uméni.'*

Na zatitku pfiprav vystavy Baroque Art
in Bohemia™° staly osobni navstévy feditele
Victoria a Albert muzea v Londyné& Johna
Pope-Hennessyho a feditele Rady umé&ni
Velké Britdnie Gabriela Whitea v Praze
v dubnu a prosinci 1968. Kurétor vystavy
Oldfich Jakub Blaziéek vybral 170 expo-
natd, tvoricich reprezentativni prehled
Ceské barokni malby, plastiky a umélec-
kého Femesla. Vystava zahdjena v Londyn&
a pokracujici do Birminghamu dosahla ve
Velké Britdnii op&t mimo¥adného ohlasu.
Slavnostniho zahéijeni, na kterém Néarodni
galerii zastupoval Ladislav Kesner a Pavel
Preiss, se mé&l zu&astnit i velvyslanec
Miloslav Rtazek. Jeho odvolani kratce pred
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vernisazi poznamenalo celkovy riz akce

a zpusobilo ,zneklidnéni a zklamdni na anglické
strané, protoge stejnd véc se ji% stala v minulosti
dvakrdt pred otevfenim vystav®. "

Zéaroven s vystavou baroka ve
Velké Britanii byla v Praze minister-
stvem kultury ve spolupréci s Britskou
radou v Londyné a Mé&stskym muzeem
a Méstskou galerii v Birminghamu pfipra-
vovana i vystava Dvé stoleti britského maliF-
stvi. Od Hogartha k Turnerovi.’s? P¥ipravy
doprovizela nejistota z britské strany,

o které referoval tajemnik ambasady CSSR
ve Velké Britanii Jaromir Sedlék: , Celd
fada obrazii je ze soukromych sbirek a majitelé
se obdvaji je zapiij¢it v domnéni, %e v CSSR je
nestabilni politickd situace.“'* 1 pFes tyto obavy
Narodni galerie v kvétnu 1969 tsp&iné
pFedstavila mimofadny soubor anglic-
kého malifstvi poslednich dvou stoleti,
ktery obsahoval viechna v§yznamné jména
autort. V souvislosti s vystavou navstivili
Ceskoslovensko historik uméni Kenneth
Clark, sochatf Henry Moore a kuritor Peter
Cannon-Brookes. Narodni galerie povazo-
vala vystavu za nejvyznamnéj3i prezentaci
zahrani¢niho uméni v roce 1969.

Obdobng jako vystavenou kolekci brit-
ského uméni zafadila Narodni galerie
mezi nejuspéingjsi prehlidky zahra-
ni¢ntho uméni v CSSR vystavu Moderni
americké malifstoi po roce 1945." Narodni
sbirka vytvarného uméni v USA plnila
svilj mezindrodni program a pfiblizovala
americké uméni publiku po celém svétg.
Spolu s organizaci Smithsonian Institution
Washington pfipravila pro rok 1969 putovni
vystavu po n&€kolika zemich Evropy.
Americka strana téZ hradila instalace, trans-
port i doprovodny personal. Prvni velka
vystava amerického uméni v Praze od roku
1947 predstavila 19 umé&lct z 34 vefejnych
i soukromych sbirek.

Spoluprice Narodni galerie se Zapadnim
Némeckem a Zapadnim Berlinem pfinesla
mimo jiné dva vyznamné vystavni projekty.
Uz od konce roku 1965 JiFi Kotalik jednal
s Feditelem umélecké sbirky v Diisseldorfu
Wernerem Schmalenbachem o vystaveé dila
Paula Kleea v Praze. Chybé&jici diplomatické
styky mezi obéma zemé&mi oviem zkompli-
kovaly jeho plany. Nabizely se jen dvé cesty,
jak privézt vystavu do Ceskoslovenska.
Pokud by vystavu zastitil Svaz &eskoslo-
venskych vytvarnych umeélct, stala by se
akceptovatelnou ,Zivou uméleckou manifestaci®,
v Narodni galerii by zase dostala bezproblé-
movy ,punc muzedlni hodnoty“.* Ani v jed-
nom piipadé& ale Kotalik nedokézal vyjednat
pozadovanou reciprocitu. Nezbylo tedy nez
Cekat na rok 1967, kdy vystavu jako feditel
Narodni galerie zatadil do planovanych



akci. Podruhé odloZen4, tentokrat kvtili
politickym udélostem v roce 1968, vystava
mali¥e Paula Kleea se uskuteénila v dubnu
a kvétnu 1969.7

Uspésné predstaveni eské moderni plas-
tiky probé&hlo v Zdpadnim Berliné v éervnu
a Cervenci 1970.%® Vystavu uspofidala
Narodni galerie spolu s Wernerem Steinem,
sendtorem pro v&du a kulturu v Zapadnim
Berling. P¥ehledny soubor dosahujici skoro
200 exponitl sestavila galerie z vlastnich
sbirek a ze sbirek regionalnich galerii.
Velkou ¢€ast ale tvofila i dila souéasnych
autort z jejich majetku. Své sochy zapijé&ili
napf. Vladimir Preclik, Zdena Fibichova,
Ladislav Zivr, Miloslav Chlupé¢, Eva
Kmentovi, Stanislav Kolibal, Karel Nepra3,
Zbyné&k Sekal, Olbram Zoubek, Vladimir
Janou3ek a Vé&ra Janougkova.

Narodni galerie také zajidtovala pii-
pravu souboru plastik éeskych a slo-
venskych sochaft pro IX. mezindrodni
bienéle soutasného sochafstvi v roce
1967 v Middelheimu.®® Tuto vyjime¢nou
pfilezitost konfrontovat soudobou &eskou
a slovenskou socha¥skou tvorbu v evrop-
ském kontextu kurétofi patfi¢né& vyuzili
a pripravili obsédhlou pFehlidku sochat-
stvi od pocatku 20. stoleti po soucasnost.
Soubor 45 praci od 33 autort vybrali
spole¢n& Mark Macken z Muzea plastik
v Middelheimu, Jifi Kotalik a Jifi Ma3in.

Pravidelna t&ast Jiftho Kotalika na benat-
skych bienile pfinesla vazby na italské
kolegy, diky nim# se v Praze uskute&nilo
nékolik asp&snych vystav. Hned v fijnu
1967 byla oteviena vystava evropského figu-
rativniho malifstvi s ndzvem Premio Gaetano
Marzotto,4° kterou uspofadala Narodni gale-
rie ve spolupréci se stejnojmennou fimskou
nadaci. Na za¢itku roku 1969 méla vystava
své pokratovani s ndzvem Premio Marzotto
1968.' Za ob&ma vystavami stal Kotalikav
kolega historik uméni Edoardo Soprano.

TaktéZ v roce 1967 zafadil Ji¥i Kotalik do
vystavniho planu autobiograficky cyklus
malife Renata Guttusa.'#? Vystava, uspo-
fadana ve spolupraci s milanskou Galerii
Luigi Toninelli, prob&hla zkraje roku 1968
a predvedla soubor maleb a akvareldl z roku
1966. Vzhledem k umisténi ve Valdstejnské
jizdarn€ i t&asti vysokych funkcionaft na
vernisazi ziskala celd akce politicky rozmér.

Ve spoluprici s fimskou Galerii
Marlborough uspofadala v roce 1969
Narodni galerie vystavu malife Achillea
Perilliho.'# V souvislosti s touto vysta-
vou zakoupila Narodni galerie od Galerie
Marlborough do sbirek étyFi obrazy - od
Lucia Fontany (O 12424), Piera Dorazia
(O 12414) a dva od Achillea Perilliho
(O 12413, O 12426).

N¢kolikaleté zkusenosti mél Jifi Kotalik
s kulturnimi institucemi Socialistické
federativni republiky Jugoslavie. V roce
1965, pfi obnovovani vzajemnych kon-
taktdl obou zemi, pferuenych rokem
1948, jednal nejen s predstaviteli zdejsich
muzei a galerii, ale i pfimo s vytvarnymi
umélci. Ziskal zde fadu pfFatel, napf. fedi-
tele Muzea sou¢asného uméni v Bélehradg
Miodraga ProtiCe, Feditele Moderni galerie
v Lublani Zorana Krzisnika nebo malife
Krsta Hegedu3i¢e, Eda Murti¢e, Radomira
Damnjanovi¢e Damnjana a sochafe Duana
Dzamonju.

Ve spoluprici s Jugoslavii dominuji dva
okruhy z4djmu, moderni grafika a sochai-
stvi. Preferovani vystav souéasné grafiky
vychazi z Kotalikovych pravidelnych t¢asti
v porotich mezindrodnich biendle grafické
tvorby v Lublani. Vybéry z téchto pfehlidek
pfivezla Narodni galerie v letech 1967 az
1970 do Prahy. V letech 1968 a 1969 naopak
pfedstavila prace Eeskych a slovenskych gra-
fiké v B&lehradu, Skopiji, Sarajevu, Zahfebu
a dalsich méstech.

Jugoslavska socha¥skd scéna byla v Praze
prezentovéana vystavou Soucasné jugosldvské
sochafstoi,"** uspofadanou ve spolupraci
s Muzeem soucasného uméni v Bélehradg.
Opét se o ni zaslouzil Jifi Kotalik, ktery ji
pfi svém pobytu v Bélehrad& v roce 1968
domluvil s Miodragem Proti¢em. Pravé tak
prehlidku dél Tvana Mestrovi¢e*s v Narodni
galerii vyjednal Kotalik osobng& v Zéhiebu
na pfelomu Eervna a ervence 1970. Vystava
byla zahijena hned v zafi téhoz roku.

V souvislosti s pFatelskymi vazbami na
jugoslavské umeélce lze opét pFipomenout
akviziéni ¢innost Narodni galerie. Ta v roce
1969 zakoupila Zest obrazii jugoslavskych
malitt Krsta Hegedugice (O 12297), Stojana
Celi¢e (O 12626), Miodraga Proti¢e (O 12625,
O 13869) a Radomira Damnjanovice
Damnjana (O 12295, O 12296). V roce 1970
pokratovalo rozsifovini jugoslavského
souboru ziskdnim obrazu malife Gabriela
Stupici (O 12425) a sochy Du3ana DZamonji
(P 5673).

Spolupréci s Polskem Nérodni galerie
zahéjila v roce 1967 planovanou ,socidlné
tematickou putovni vystavou” s ndzvem Uméni
bojujici.*»® Vystavu uspoiadala Narodni gale-
rie spolu s polskym ministerstvem Skolstvi
a kultury ve Var3avé v bfeznu roku 1967.
Zato vystava dila JindFicha Styrského
vzesla z osobnich kontaktt Jiftho Kotalika
a feditele Muzea Sztuki v LodZzi Ryszarda
Stanistawského. Jednéni probihala uz od
podzimu 1967, pfi¢emz se vystava méla
uskuteénit v nasledujicim roce. Pfipravy,
»jez byly preruseny neéekanymi a neblahymi udd-
lostmi srpna 1968%,4® galerie obnovily hned
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v lednu 1969 a jiz v bfeznu téhoz roku
probéhla vernisaz. Reciprocitou ziskala
Narodni galerie vystavu dila avantgardniho
malife Henryka Stazewského.'+

Na rozdil od Polska p¥ipravy vystav
s institucemi v Sovétském svazu provizely
zmatky, kritké terminy, nenadalé zmény
i dvoukolejna jednani. Do SSSR pokratovala
z Polska expozice Uméni bojujici, vystaveni
v Cervnu v Leningradu, v ¢ervenci a srpnu
v Talinu a v z&# a Fijnu 1967 v Moskvé.

V roce 1968 probéhla v palaci Kinskych
vystava s nazvem Sovéiské uméni dvacdtijch let,
plakdty, grafika, knihy, ndvrhy,”° pFipravené
ve spolupraci s ministerstvy kultury SSSR
a CSSR a Tretjakovskou galerii v Moskvé.
Vystava byla z bezpeénostnich dtvodi uza-
viena dne 21. srpna 1968.

Do dalgich galerijnich plant vstoupilo
na zalatku roku 1969 ministerstvo kultury,
které si vyzadalo urychlené p¥ipravy vystav
pro SSSR a roz3iFeni jejich po¢tu. Volba
padla na Maxe Svabinského, znamého jiz
z pfedchozich vystav v SSSR, a na ,soubor
na téma Ceskd socidlni grafika dvacdtych let“.""
ODbg vystavy se uskutecnily jesté téhoz
roku, dilo Maxe Svabinského v Kyjevé
a vybé&r praci autort Ceské socidlni grafiky
v Charkovg. 52

S predstavovinim praci ¢eskych malita
pokratovala Narodni galerie i v nasledu-
jicim roce, kdy v Moskvé oteviela vystavu
Z dila Rabase, Sedldcka a Rady.’ Reciprotné
pfivezly sovétské instituce do Prahy dvé
vystavy. Prvni, dilo Henriho Matisse, pfi-
pravily Statni ErmitdZ v Leningradé a Statni
muzeum vytvarnych uméni A. S. Puskina
v Moskvé, druhou, s ndzvem Od nejstarsich
vékii po nase éasy'> Svaz Ceskoslovensko-
-sovétského pratelstvi.

Vyse predstavené projekty jsou jen
subjektivnim vybérem z vystav, na kterych
Narodni galerie ve sledovaném obdobi
spolupracovala. Instituci se v letech 1967
aZ 1970 podafilo navéizat kontakty s mnoha
dal3imi zemé&mi, pfi¢emz jednéni probi-
hala ¢asto na zdklad€ osobnich vazeb nebo
v ramci kulturnich mezistatnich dohod.
Diky nim pfivezly spolupracujici galerie
a muzea do Prahy dal3i vyznamné sou-
hrnné pfehlidky zahrani¢ni tvorby nebo
monografické vystavy jednotlivych umeélct.

Ve spoluprici s Institutem pro moderni
uméni v Norimberku byla napfiklad
v Mé&stské knihovn€ v gervnu 1968 oteviena
vystava Yves Klein 1928-1962. V dubnu
1969 pak byla tamtéz vystavena kolekce
plastik Fritze Wotruby. Jednalo se tento-
krate o vystavu pfipravenou ve spolupraci
se samotnym autorem umeéleckych dél
a s Muzeem 20. stoleti ve Vidni. Narodni
muzeum ve Stockholmu a Svédsky institut

Bulletin of the National Gallery in Prague XXX/2020

pfipravily vystavu Carl Hill, Ernst Josephson,
August Strindberg otevienou v kvétnu 1969
v paléci Kinskych. Mezi vybé&rové a repre-
zentativni vystavy patfily napf. expozice
Staré bulharské uméni a Moderni belgické uméni
pfedstavené v letech 1969 a 1970.

Narodni galerie pFipravovala téz vystavy
pro zahraniéi. Jednalo se o monogra-
fické vystavy, celkové prehlidky nebo
tuzké vybéry pro mezinidrodni projekty.
Navstévnicky velmi dsp&sna byla vystava
dila Norberta Grunda pfedstavend ve
Vidni v roce 1967. Z vystav moderniho
uméni vynikala putovni vystava dila Otty
Gutfreunda. Jeho dilo cestovalo po Evropé
uz od roku 1965 a i Jiff Kotalik povazoval
sochaf¥e za jednu z kli¢ovych postav moder-
niho evropského umeéni a jeho prezentace
v zahrani¢i podporoval. V dubnu 1969
byla zahgjena Gutfreundova vystava ve
Vidni, odtud pokracovala do Bochumi
a Norimberku.

Mezi dal3i vystavy pfedstavujici pie-
devsim Ceskoslovenské moderni uméni
patiila vystava s nazvem Ceskyj kubismus
a Kraméfova sbirka oteviena v letech 1967
a 1968 v Bruselu a Rotterdamu. Velka
vystava Ceskoslovenského soucasného
uméni probé&hla v kvétnu a ¢ervnu 1969
v Rimé. V roce 1970 p¥ivezla Narodni
galerie ¢eské uméni 20. stoleti do Zenevy
a Curychu.

Kromé jiz vySe zminénych mezinarodnich
projektds Narodni galerie participovala na
dal3ich vyznamnych zahrani¢nich expozi-
cich. Jiz tradi¢né se podilela na p¥ipraviach
Eeskoslovenskych pavilonil pro svétové
vystavy. Kancelaf generdlniho komisate
s. tiéasti na Sv&tové vystav€é v Montrealu
povéfila Narodni galerii pfipravou souboru
exponitil. Do Kanady na EXPO 1967%¢
pfFes protesty z vlastnich ¥ad i nesouhlas
odborné vefejnosti zaptjéila mimo dalsi
dila téz tabulové obrazy Mistra Theodorika
z kaple sv. K¥iZze na Karltejn&. Pro uklid-
néni situace byly desky po navriceni do
republiky vystaveny ve Sternberském
palaci,™” ,aby se vefejnost mohla presvédéit
o jejich vyborném stavu po ndvratu*.'s®

Po dspéchu galerijni kolekce vystavené
v Montrealu byla Narodni galerie pfi-
zvana i k pFipravim expozice pro svétovou
vystavu v japonské Osace.’ Po prvnich jed-
nanich s generdlnim komisafem Miroslavem
Galuskou méla nejprve zajistit vybér praci
ze sbirek baroknich portrétt a portrét
19. stoleti, dale deské secese, kubismu
a surrealismu.’ Nakonec na EXPO 1970
predstavila obrazy Lucase Cranacha,
Eugéna Delacroixe, Paula Cézanna, dale
desku Mistra Theodorika, gotické plastiky
¢i dila Frantiska Kupky, Otty Gutfreunda



a Bohumila Kubity. Sou¢asné uméni bylo
zastoupeno pracemi slovenskych umélci.
Vybrané pfedméty doprovazel do Japonska
sam Jifi Kotalik, ktery aspé&ch galerijni ¢asti
vyzdvihl ve zpravé pro nadfizené minis-
terstvo: , Piisobila impozantné a byla vSeobecné
oceriovdna.“'** Verejnost v Ceskoslovensku

se ale o tspé&chu expozice z politickych
dtivodti nedozvédéla. (obr. 7)

»Kviili modernimu uméni...“

Kdyz Jifi Kotalik o svém ptisobeni

v Narodni galerii napsal v bfeznu roku
1982 mali¥i Josefu Jirovi: ,Sel jsem tam kviili
modernimu uméni,“ mé&l nepochybné& prav-
du. Moderni uméni, jeho prezentovani
vefejnosti, védecké poznani, populariza-

ce a akvizice se prolinaji celym obdobim
Kotalikova ptisobeni v Narodni galerii. Jako
Feditel centrilni instituce se v§ak nemohl
vénovat jen jedné oblasti. Thned po nastupu
rozvinul aktivity v mnoha daldich smérech.
Kromé reorganizace, ktera pfetrvala dalsi
desitky let, a feSeni provoznich zéilezitosti
galerie, to byly pfedeviim vystavni a sbirko-
vé ¢innost.

Kotalik pfiel do funkce v nejpFiznivéjsi
dobé&. Hranice byly otevieny, mezinarodni
delegace si v galerii podavaly dvere. Cesti
historici uméni a kuratofi zase poznavali
expozice v zahranié¢i a pfinaeli poznatky
zpét. Novy Feditel mél téZ podporu v poli-
tickych kruzich. Nadfizené ministerstvo
totiz zpod&atku do vedeni nijak direktivné
nezasahovalo a on sdm pusobil velice sebe-
védomeg a pFesvédéené.

V akviziéni politice 1ze vysledovat jedno-
zna¢né preference k systematickému dopl-
novani sbirek moderniho uméni a budo-
vani sbirek tehdejstho souéasného uméni,
a to jak Ceského, slovenského, tak i od
vilky opomijeného zahrani¢niho uméni.
Nastaveny program se ve vét§in€ bodt ve
sledovanych letech plnit dafilo. Se systema-
tickym a na odbornych a konfronta¢nich
zakladech zaloZenym rozgifovanim sbirek
vSak souvisel i dlouholety plan tyto kolekce
zpfistupnit v diistojné galerijni budové.
Realizace novostavby galerie pro moderni
uméni se oviem ukézala neredlnou.
Instituce ale dok4dzala maximaln€ vyuzit
dal3ich moznosti pro prezentace sbirek.
Pfipravovalo se nap¥. otevieni novych expo-
zic v AneZském a Jifském klastere, od roku
1978 se také chystala pFestavba Veletrzniho
paléce pro tlely Narodni galerie.

Spoluprici s pfibuznymi zahrani¢nimi
i domécimi institucemi N4rodni galerie
navézala pfedevsim rozsahlou vystavni
¢innosti. Kotalikovy ¢etné kontakty z mezi-
narodnich akei i aktivni vyuzivani bohatosti
galerijnich sbirek mu umoznily propagovat

Ceské uméni v cizing a zapojit ho tak do
evropského kontextu. Pfi vyb&ru zahranié-
nich vystav pro Narodni galerii sledujeme
jednoznaénou orientaci na zédpadni Evropu,
ktera byla umoznéna opét diky Kotalikovym
konexim z minulych let. Vystav ve spo-
lupréci s vychodnim blokem probéhlo ve
sledovanych letech relativng malo a vé&t3i-
nou se jednalo o jiz domluvené akce z pFed-
chozich let nebo o projekty od roku 1969
doporugené ministerstvem kultury.
Zhodnoceni ¢innosti Narodni galerie
v nésledujicim obdobi 70. a 80. let si
vyzadé objektivni posouzeni a prostu-
dovéni veskerych skuteénosti, které tuto
dobu ovliviiuji. Z dosud zndmych sv&dectvi
i archivnich pramend lze vysledovat, Ze se
v instituci podafilo udrZet relativng klidné
prostfedi pro odborné zamé&stnance i vyso-
kou troven pofddanych vystav.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vyzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.

Pozndmky

1 Studie je zpracovana v rimci Dlouhodobé
koncepce rozvoje vizkumné organizace Narodni
galerie v Praze (dile NGP) na léta 2019-2023,
Vyzkumna oblast 6 - Zpracovani (inventarizace)
archivniho fondu Narodni galerie v Praze
(1945-1990). Text vychazi priméarng z archivélii
tohoto fondu.

2 Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze (dile ANG),
fond Nérodni galerie (1945-1990), manipulace
1958-1964 (déle NG 1958-1964), Vedeni NG,
Statut Narodni galerie v Praze, 29. 2. 1964,

kart. 1; NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Organiza¢ni
¥ad Narodni galerie v Praze, 18. 2. 1965, kart. 1. -
K ¢éinnosti Narodni galerie ve sledovanych letech
viz Jan Sicha (ed.), S (ne)lidskou tvdril 1938-1989,
Praha 2018. - Tom4a3 Sekyrka, Narodni galerie

v Praze 1963-1967. V sevieni komunismu, ¢i

na Prahu Evropy?, in: Predjari. Ceskoslovensko
1963-1967, Ceské Budé&jovice 2016, s. 39-44. -
Jif1 Kotalik, Ndrodni galerie v Praze I., Praha 1981,
s. 7-33.

3 Jan Krofta byl povéfen vedenim

zajmového seskupeni Narodni galerie -
Uméleckoprimyslové muzeum 1. Eervna 1960.
4 Odbor uzitého uméni, dfive samostatné
Uméleckoprimyslové muzeum, byl do NG
pfi¢lenén rozhodnutim ministerstva $kolstvi

a kultury (déle MSK) od 1. ledna 1959.

5 Bliz3i informace k v&t3in& historikd uméni
uvedenych ve studii viz Lubomir Slaviéek (ed.),
Slovnik historikii uméni, vijtvarnijch kritikii, teoretiki
a publicistii v eskijch zemich a jejich spolupracovnikii
% pribuznijch obori (asi 1800-2008), Praha 2016.

6 NG 1965-1970, Personélni agenda NG,
Seznam pracovnikt NG, 23. 11. 1966, kart. 4.
Mezi védecké pracovniky patfili jmenovité: Jan
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Krofta, Oldfich Jakub Blazi¢ek, Lubor Hijek,
Jarmila BroZové, Dagmar Hejdova a Pavel Preiss.
7 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Statisticky vykaz
za rok 1966, kart. 2.

8 Piedméty svéfené do tschovy riiznymi ufady,
institucemi nebo soukromymi majiteli, déle dila
nevracend v restitucich nebo zaji§tovana od roku
1945 narodnimi vybory, revolu¢nimi gardami,
narodnimi spravami, finanénimi odbory apod.
jako konfiskaty.

9 Viz napi. Marcela Rusinko, Snad nesbirdte
obragy? Cesty soukromého sbératelstvi moderniho uméni
v Ceskyjch zemich v letech 1948-1965, Brno 2018.

10 Vyhlaska ministerstva financi &. 88/59

U.1. o opat¥enich tykajicich se n&kterych véci
uzivanych organizacemi socialistického sektoru
(pfechod vlastnického prava z nesocialistického
vlastnika na &s. stat). VIadni narizeni 81/58 Sbh.

a vyhlagka min. financi & 205/58 U.1. (pfevod
spravy mezi rozpo¢tovymi organizacemi).

11 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice, Komise pro

vykup starozitnosti, Statut komise pro vykup
starozitnosti v prodejnach, Ministerstvo $kolstvi
a kultury, 15. 7. 1965, kart. 26.

12 Napf. Klenoty, oborovy podnik; Kniha,
narodni podnik; Tuzex, podnik zahrani¢niho
obchodu; Triga, podnik mistnitho hospodafstvi

a zahrani¢én& obchodni &innosti; Artia, podnik
zahraniéniho obchodu pro dovoz a vjvoz
kulturnich statka.

13 Zfizovaci listina Art Centra vydana

MS3K 10. 12. 1964, statut Art Centra vydany MSK
10. 5. 1965, vyhlaska ministerstva zahrani¢niho
obchodu &. 40 Sb. z 29. 4. 1965. Viz Daniela
Kramerové, Art Centrum, in: Milena Bartlova -
Jindfich Vybiral, Budovdni stdtu: Reprezentace
Ceskoslovenska v uméni, architektuve a designu, Praha
2015, 5. 343-350.

14 Stilé expozice NG: Sternbersky palac -
sbirka starého uméni a francouzského uméni

19. a 20. stoleti; Valdstejnska jizdarna - Eeské
maliFstvi 19. stoleti rozifované o vystavy
aktualniho uméni; Mé&stska lidova knihovna -
modern{ uméni; Uméleckoprimyslové muzeum -
sbirky uzitého uméni; zdmek Zbraslav - sbirka
Ceského sochafstvi od doby baroka; zamek

v Bene3ové nad Plouénici - orientadlni uméni;
hrad Kost - gotické a renesanéni uméni; zamek
v Klasterci nad Ohif - historicky porceldn; zdmek
Lemberk - historicky nabytek. V paldci Kinskych
probihaly pravidelné kratsi vystavy ze sbirek
grafiky a kresby (vzhledem k citlivosti materidlu).
15 NG 1958-1964, Cinnost NG, Zprava

o Narodni galerii, 1960, kart. 1.

16 NG 1965-1970, Budovy NG, Bruselsky
pavilon, Hlavni mésto Praha, naiméstek
primaétora, 3. 1. 1966, kart. 39.

17 NG 1958-1964, Vedeni NG, Statut Narodni
galerie v Praze, 29. 2. 1964, kart. 1.

18 NG 1965-1970, Personalni agenda NG,
Reditel Jan Krofta, Informace o pritb&éhu Setient
situace v NG, 2. 1. 1967, kart. 4.
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19 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Rozbor &innosti
Narodni galerie, 1966, kart. 2.

20 Jifi Hajek zastaval funkci ministra

gkolstvi a kultury od 10. listopadu 1965 do

8. dubna 1968, od 12. ledna 1967 pouze ministra
kolstvi.

21 NG 1965-1970, Personalni agenda NG,
Reditel Jan Krofta, dopis Ji¥tho Magina,

28. 3. 1966, kart. 4. Jifi Main pracoval v NG
od roku 1946, v letech 1953 aZ 1964 fidil odbor
sochafstvi 19. a 20. stoleti. Vykonaval téz funkeci
zastupce Feditele pro odborné otazky. Do
Narodni galerie se vratil v Eervenci 1967.

22 NG 1965-1970, Personalni agenda NG,
Reditel Jan Krofta, Informace o pritb&hu $etieni
situace v NG, 2. 1. 1967, kart. 4.

23 ANG, fond Narodni galerie (1945-1990),
Osobni spisy, ¥ada I, Krofta Jan, kart. 14. MSK,
20. 1. 1967. Jan Krofta ziistal na vlastni zadost
v galerii jako v&decky pracovnik, oprostén od
administrativnich dkold.

24 ANG, fond Jifi Kotalik (1920-1996),
Doklady, pracovni zileZitosti, MSK, 20. 1. 1967,
kart. 2. Kotalik funkci Feditele Narodni galerie
vykonéval pln€ az od bfezna, do té doby byl
povéfen fizenim Ladislav Kesner.

25 ANG, fond JiFi Kotalik (1920-1996), Doklady,
zivotopisy a dotazniky, 1951-1988, kart. 1.

26 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Plan védecko-
-odborné, publikaéni a vystavni ¢innosti NG
na roky 1965-1970, ¢innosti, MSK, 17. 12. 1964,
kart. 2.

27 NG 1958-1964, Personélni agenda NG,
Reditel Jan Krofta, dopis Jifiho Kotalika,

18. 7. 1963, kart. 9.

28 NG 1958-1964, Personélni agenda NG,
Reditel Jan Krofta, dopis Ji¥tho Kotalika,

19. 11. 1963, kart. 9.

29 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Perspektivni
plan (Hlavni tkoly NG), 1967, kart. 2.

30 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Ustavni rada,
10. 2. 1967, kart. 1.

31 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Rady a smérnice,
Pfedpis ¢. 2, 1. 10. 1967 (Nova organizace
Narodni galerie), kart. 1.

32 NG 1965-1970, Sbirky, odbory a oddéleni
NG, Odbor architektury NG, Zaznam z jednani
piipravné komise, 20. 6. 1967 (Vilém Lorenc),
kart. 7. Cinnost referatu architektury ukonéil
odchod Viléma Lorence z Nérodni galerie

v kvétnu 1968.

33 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Ustavni rada,
26. 4. 1968, kart. 1.

34 Vjynos ministra kultury CSR z 25. 2. 1969
&j. 4042/69 (Véstnik Ministerstva kultury CSR
z 20. 5. 1969).

35 Jiii Setlik piisobil v Narodni galerii uz

v letech 1958 az 1964. Ve funkci feditele
Uméleckopriimyslového muzea vydrzel pouze
do roku 1970, kdy byl pfefazen z politickych
dtvodti mezi technické pracovniky.

36 NG 1965-1970, Shirky, odbory a oddéleni



NG, Sbirka orientdlntho uméni, K situaci nagich
sbirek orientalniho uméni, 1969, kart. 6.

37 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Rady

a smérnice, Piikaz Feditele &. 1/69, 1. 9. 1969,
kart. 1. Shirku starého uméni vedl OldFich
Jakub Blazi¢ek, Sbirku modernitho uméni Viclav
Prochézka, Grafickou sbirku Libuge Jandovi,
Sbirku mimoevropského uméni Lubor Héjek.

V &ervenci roku 1970 byla Sbhirka starého uméni
rozdé&lena na odbor éeského uméni (Jifi Masin)

a odbor starého evropského uméni (Jaromir Sip),
Sbirka moderniho umé&ni na odbor malifstvi

19. stoleti (Olga Mackova), odbor mali¥stvi

20. stoleti (Jaromir Zemina) a odbor plastiky

19. a 20. stoleti (Vaclav Prochazka).

38 NG 1958-1964, Cinnost NG, Zpréva

o Niarodni galerii, 1960, kart. 1.

39 Usneseni piedsednictva UV KSC ke kadrové
a personalni préici ze dne 6. 11. 1970.

40 NG 1965-1970, Personilni agenda NG,
Zprava o prubé&hu a vysledcich pohovort

s pracovniky NG, 16. 11. 1970, kart. 4. Anna
Chrom¢éakova pracovala v majetkopravnim ttvaru
NG. V komisi zasedla za Zavodni organizaci
KSC. Antonin Rousal pracoval v NG do

31. 5. 1970 v oddéleni kddrové evidence. V galerii
ale ziistal zaméstnan na G4ste¢ny tivazek i po
odchodu do dtachodu.

41 Ladislav Kesner byl k 15. prosinci 1970
uvolnén z funkce zastupce feditele a ztistal

v galerii na pozici odborného pracovnika ve
Sbirce starého uméni NG. V roce 1990 byl
rehabilitovan a od 1. srpna 1990 do 1. ledna 1991
byl povéfen fizenim galerie po Jifim Kotalikovi.
42 Miroslav Slovak vykonaval funkci zéstupce
feditele pro otdzky hospodaisko-spravni od

1. kvé&tna 1968. Dne 15. prosince 1970 byl z této
funkce odvolén a povéfen vedenim hospodérsko-
-spravniho dseku. V roce 1973 odedel do
dachodu.

43 NG 1965-1970, Personilni agenda NG,
Zpréva o pritb&hu a vysledcich pohovort

s pracovniky NG, 16. 11. 1970, kart. 4.

44 ANG, fond Jifi Kotalik (1920-1996),
Korespondence osobni, Ladislav Kesner,

26. 4. 1990, kart. 22.

45 NG 1965-1970, Budovy NG, Ideovy navrh
na rozmisténi sbirek a pracovist Narodni galerie,
31. 5. 1967 (vypracoval Vladimir Benes), kart. 35.
46 Karel Hoffmann zastdval funkci ministra
kultury a informaci od 20. ledna 1967 do

6. dubna 1968.

47 NG 1965-1970, Budovy NG,
Korespondence, Kotalik pro ministerstvo kultury
a informaci (dale MKI), 5. 7. 1968, kart. 35.
Schvilenim nového ideového navrhu se rusila
dosavadni koncepce vystavby schvalensa MSK

Vv roce 1962.

48 Miroslav Galugka zastaval funkci ministra
kultury a informaci od 8. dubna 1968 do

10. Gervence 1969. Miroslav Galuska se s Jifim
Kotalikem znali uz z pfedchozich let, Galugka

byl nap¥. generadlnim komisa¥em Eeskoslovenské
Casti na svétové vystavé v Montrealu. Za
normalizace byl perzekvovan. V roce 1990 se stal
predsedou rehabilitaéni komise MK CSR.

49 NG 1965-1970, Budovy, Korespondence,
Kotalik pro MKI, 24. 5. 1968, kart. 35.

50 Miloslav Brizek ptisobil ve funkei

ministra kultury CSR od 10. &ervence 1969 do

8. kvétna 1973.

51 NG 1965-1970, Budovy, Umist&éni

sbirek Narodni galerie, 1. 9. 1969, kart. 35. -
Korespondence, Kotalik pro MKI, 30. 9. 1969,
kart. 35.

52 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Ustavni rada,
10. 2. 1967, kart. 1.

53 NG 1965-1970, Budovy, Navrh na rozmisténi
sbirek a pracovist NG, 3. 10. 1967, kart. 35.
Narodni galerie opustila Mé&stskou knihovnu az
v roce 1993.

54 Vefejnd sbirka, tzv. Fond republiky, byla
zahdjena zkraje roku 1968 k posileni finanénich
i hmotnych rezerv republiky a sesly se v ni
zna¢né prostiedky. V roce 1972 vlada Fond
republiky zrugila a finance pfevedla na vystavbu
Gstavh socidlni péce.

55 NG 1965-1970, Budovy, Novostavba,
Zprava o pfipravé novostavby Moderni galerie,
2. 9. 1969, kart. 39.

56 NG 1965-1970, Vedeni NG, Ustavni rada,
31. 7. 1970, kart. 1. Tzv. 5. pétiletka zahrnovala
roky 1971 az 1975.

57 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Perspektivni
plan (Hlavni tkoly NG), 1967, kart. 2.

58 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Materialy

NG 1968/1 (Poznamky k akvizi¢nimu programu
sbirek a seznam ziski za posledni 1éta),

kart. 13. Zprava byla v tnoru 1968 piedlozena

k pfipominkovani MKI a ¢lentim nakupni
komise pro sou¢asné uméni.

59 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Materialy

NG 1968/1 (Poznamky k akviziénimu programu
sbirek a seznam ziski za posledni 1éta), kart. 13.
60 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Ndkupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 11. 1967, kart. 16.

61 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Materialy

NG 1968/1 (Poznamky k akviziénimu programu
sbirek a seznam ziski za posledni 1éta), kart. 13.
62 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Materialy

NG 1968/1 (Poznamky k akviziénimu programu
sbirek a seznam ziskil za posledni 1éta), kart. 13.
63 Dosavadni komise pro uméni 19. a 20.
stoleti ztistala zachovana. Externi ¢lenové
komise v letech 1967 aZ 1970: Miroslav Mi¢ko,
Viclav Zykmund, Jan Tome3, Vojtéch Volavka,
Lud&k Novik, Marian Vaross, Jan K{iZ, Jindfich
Chalupecky, Karol Vaculik, Petr Wittlich, Miloslav
Holy. Externi ¢lenové komise pro soutasné uméni
v letech 1967 aZ 1970: Vaclav Formanek, Miroslav
Chlupag, Frantidek Jiroudek, Jifi John, Jan K¥iZ,
Lubor Kara, Bohdan Lacina, Karel Lidicky,
Cestmir Kafka, Miroslav Mi¢ko, Eva Petrova,
Viclav Zykmund, Stanislav Kolibal, Véiclav
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Bostik, Miloslav Holy, Miroslav Hejny, Milan
Obritil, Vladimir Preclik, Frantisek Ronovsky.
64 Prvni schiize se konala dne 27. 11. 1967.
65 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Ndkupni
komise NG, Protokol z 25. 11. 1968, kart. 17.
66 ANG, fond Jiri Kotalik (1920-1996),
Korespondence osobni, kart. 15-36.

67 V letech 1963, 1965 a 1966 Narodni galerie
ziskala vymé&nami obrazy Karla Skréty, Martina
Ferdinanda Chvitala a Josefa Ménesa.

68 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Navrh na
zajisténi ndkupt dé€l vytvarného umeéni ze
zahraniéi, 1. 7. 1969, kart. 13.

69 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG,
Korespondence, dopis Jiftho Kotalika MSK,

15. 4. 1969, kart. 13. Vy¢lenéni penéz na nikupy
z ciziny navrhovalo samo ministerstvo financi
uZ v roce 1966. Tehdej3i vedeni Narodni galerie
na nabidku nereagovalo.

70 Jednalo se viceméné o t¥i firmy,
mnichovskou Galerii Lodi (Franz Brutscher

a Silvano Lodi), videriskou Galerii Sanct Lucas
(Robert Herzig) a firmu Bilder-Antiquititen
(He¥man Stépanek) téZ z Vidné.

71 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 6. 1968, kart. 17.

72 FrantiSek Miiller (1890-1951), stavitel

a stavebni podnikatel, sbé&ratel umé&ni.

73 T¥i jubilanti. Hudeéek - Gross - Zivr, Praha,
Galerie Platyz duben 1969.

74 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 3. 4. 1969, kart. 18.

75 Mostra d’arte contemporanea cecoslovacca, Turin,
Castello del Valentino 1967.

76 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Ndkupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 11. 1967, kart. 16.
77 Poédtky generace, Praha, Galerie Véclava Spaly
3. 5. - 26. 5. 1968.

78  Jifi Naceradsky. Obrazy, Praha, Galerie
Viéclava Spaly 19. 1. 1968 - 18. 2. 1968.

79 Duaisy Mrdzkovd. Obrazy a kresby =z let
1965-1968, Praha, Galerie Vaclava Spaly

26. 4. - 25. 5. 1969.

80 Jifi Balcar. Obrazy, kresby, grafika, Praha,
Galerie Vaclava Spaly 21. 10. - 13. 11. 1966; Jifi
Balcar - Vladimir Boudnik, Praha, Galerie Vaclava
Spaly 4. 1. 1969 - 2. 2. 1969. Ji¥i Balcar zemtel
28. 8. 1968.

81 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 25. 11. 1968, kart. 17.
82 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 30. 6. 1969, kart. 18.
83  Jarni vystava, Praha, Méanes

17. 6. - 17. 7. 1966.

84 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 11. 1967, kart. 16.
85 Nouvd citlivost, Praha, Ménes

20. 7. - srpen 1968.

86 Richard Fremund 1927-1969, Praha, Méanes
9. 1. 1970 - Gnor 1970.

87 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 6. 1968, kart. 17.
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88 Viadimir Komdrek. Obrazy, Praha, Galerie
Nova siti duben-kvéten 1968.

89 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 27. 6. 1968, kart. 17.

90 Vystava D, Praha, Galerie Nova sifi

25. 3. - 19. 4. 1964.

91 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Ndkupni
komise NG, Protokol z 17. 6. 1970, kart. 19.

92 ANG, fond Jif Kotalik (1920-1996),
Korespondence osobni, Adriena Simotova, Jifi
Kotalik Adriené& Simotové, 25. 7. 1986, kart. 33.
93 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupy

(pE. €. 174/69), Jifi Kotalik, Spisovy zdznam,

2. 12. 1968, kart. 20.

94 IX. Biennale Middelheim, Middelheim, Musée
Middelheim 10. 6. - 1. 10. 1967.

95  Sculpture tchéchoslovaque de Myslbek a nos jours,
Pafiz, Musée Rodin 2. 7. - 1. 10. 1968.

96 Tschechische Skulptur des 20. Jahrhunderts.

Von Muyslbek bis zur Gegenwart, Berlin, Schloss
Charlottenburg 16. 6. - Eervenec 1970.

97 Smidrové, Praha, Galerie Vaclava Spaly

1. 6. - 30. 6. 1968.

98 Viz pozn. 85.

99 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 25. 11. 1968, kart. 17.
100 V letech 1966 az 1969 probé&hly v Hoficich
v Podkrkonosi tfi sochafska sympozia.
Sympozium pro rok 1970 bylo z nafizeni
mistnich tfadt zakdzano.

101 ANG, fond Jifi Kotalik (1920-1996),
Korespondence osobni, Vladimir Preclik,

26. 7. 1968 a 11. 8. 1968, kart. 28.

102 Externi ¢lenové komise pro sbirku grafiky
a kresby v letech 1967 az 1970: Jifi Balcar,
Zoroslava Drobn4, Jifi KolaF, Helena Kusikova,
Mikula Medek, Pavel Sukdolak, Jaroslav Svab,
Hana Volavkové, Miloslav Holy, Jifi Hadlag, Jifi
John a Jaroslav Serych.

103 Alena Kuéerovi ziskala na mezinarodnim
biendle Danubius v Bratislavé v roce 1968
zvlastni cenu Néarodni galerie v Praze; galerie od
ni nasledné& koupila soubor 9 grafik v hodnoté&
10000 Kés.

104 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Nakupni
komise NG, Protokol z 15. 12. 1967, kart. 16.
105 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Vymény (pf.
¢. 28/68), Protokol z jednéni, 8. 12. 1969, kart.
22,

106 Okolo vymény obrazu Edouarda Maneta
se ziskem dalgich t¥i obrazt (Jan Kupecky,
Gerbrandt van den Eeckhout) v roce 1968

se vedla uvnitf instituce i na vefejnosti
rozporuplna debata. Narodni galerie kvtli
vyméné& odepsala ze sbirek deset obrazt

(mj. i obraz Gustava Klimta Kvétinovd zahrada,
Franse Janszoona Posta Brazilskd krajina,
Cornelise de Heema Kvétinové zdtisi a Oskara
Kokoschky Rapallo - mofské pobiei), coz se
zdélo jako citelna ztrita. Resila se téZ sporna
autenticita obrazu a jeho kontextualni zafazeni.
Kotalikovo Gspé&3né prosazeni vymény mtZeme



chépat i jako jisté prihladeni se k pFedchozim
Fediteldm galerie a jejich snaze vybudovat
reprezentativni ucelenou sbirku francouzského
uméni, budovanou od roku 1923. Snaha o jeji
kompletaci byla zavr§ena ndkupem obrazu
Edgara Degase Podobizna Lorenza Paganse

(O 14126) v roce 1977.

107 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Pfevody

(p¥. & 44/69), Statni knihovna CSSR, 16. 10. 1967,
kart. 24.

108 NG 1965-1970, Akvizice NG, Pfevody

(p¥. & 69/70), CKD Praha-Vyso&any, 21. 4. 1970,
kart. 24.

109 NG 1965-1970, Cinnost NG, Plan védecko-
-odborné, publikaéni a vystavni ¢innosti NG

na roky 1965-1970, MSK, 17. 12. 1964, kart. 2.
Pocitalo se nap¥. s vystavami Ceské uméni dvacdtych
let, Barokni portrét, Petr Brandl, Romantismus

v éeském uméni, Ceské umeéni tricdtych let, Ceské
barokni %dtisi, Cesky expresionismus, Josef Sima,
Viclav Spala, Rudolf Kremlicka a ,, Vybrand dila
Ceského socharstoi“, p¥ip. ,expozice vénované Rodinovi
nebo Maillolovi“.

110 Petr Brandl (1668-1735), Praha, Jizdarna
Prazského hradu 2. 4. - 29. 6. 1969. Vice viz
Tom4$ Hylmar, Vystavy dél Petra Brandla v letech
1911 a 1969. Okolnosti vzniku vystay, jejich
organizace a ohlas v tisku, in: Andrea Steckerova
(ed.), Petr Brandl (1668-1735): studie, Praha 2018,
s. 175-186.

111 M vlast. Ceské malifstoi XIX. stoleti,

Praha, Jizdarna Prazského hradu 17. 10. 1968 -
15. 3. 1969 a 18. 7. 1969 - 28. 2. 1970.

112 50. let és. malifstoi (1918-1968),

Praha, Valdstejnsk4 jizddrna a ULUV

24. 10. - 26. 12. 1968.

113 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, 50. let

¢s. malifstoi (1918-1968), Zprava o pFipravé
vystavy, 11. 1. 1968, kart. 32.

114  Ceské sochat'stvi 19. a 20. stoleti, Praha,
Letohradek krilovny Anny 28. 10. 1968 -

16. 3. 1969.

115 Vice viz Matg&j Forejt, Ndrodni galerie v Praze
a vijchodni blok (diplomova prace), VSUP, Praha
2019.

116 Frantisek Kupka 1871-1957, Praha,
Valdstejnska jizdarna a palac Kinskych

22. 3. 1968 - 12. 5. 1968. Bé¢hem vystavy
uspofadaly Narodni galerie a Mezinadrodni
asociace vytvarnych kritik@ téZ mezindrodni
kolokvium o Zivoté a dile Frantiska Kupky.

117 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Frantisek
Kupka 1871-1957, Korespondence, Jifi Kotalik,
30. 10. 1967, kart. 32.

118  Josef Sima, obrazy a kresby, Praha,
Valdstejnska jizdarna a palac Kinskych

22. 5. - 23. 6. 1968. V prubé&hu vystavy Narodni
galerie vyhlasila akci s cilem nalézt neznamé
obrazy Josefa Simy mezi vefejnosti. Jedinym
jejim vysledkem se stal obraz Tiin (O 12182)

z roku 1935, zakoupeny do galerijnich sbirek.
119 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Josef Sima,

obrazy a kresby, Korespondence, Jan Krofta,

18. 10. 1965, kart. 32.

120 L'Europe gothique 12.-14. siécle, Pa¥iz, Louvre
2. 4. - 26. 8. 1968.

121 Viz pozn. 95.

122 Moderni francouzskd kresba, Praha, palac
Kinskych 30. 6. - 8. 8. 1967.

123 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Princip slasti,
Korespondence, Vratislav Effenberger, 4. 7. 1967,
kart. 32.

124  Surrealismus. Princip slasti, Praha, NG
Méstskd knihovna 9. 4. - 19. 5. 1968. Vystava
probéhla téZ v Brn€& a Bratislaveé.

125 Soucasnd malba PatiZské skoly, Praha,
Valdstejnsky palac 15. 3. - 20. 4. 1969.

126 Martial Raysse. Obrazy a objekty, Praha,
Méstska knihovna 3. 11. 1969 - 4. 1. 1970.

127 Henri Laurens, sochy a kresby. Georges Braque.
Pablo Picasso, grafika, Praha, Vald3tejnska jizdarna
9. 6. - 16. 8. 1970.

128 Cubist Art from Czechoslovakia, Londyn, Tate
Gallery 14. 9. - 29. 10. 1967.

129 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Cubist Art
from Czechoslovakia, Zprava o zahgjeni vystavy,
Miloslav Rtizek, 21. 9. 1967, kart. 32.

130 Baroque Art in Bohemia, Londyn, Victoria
and Albert Museum 10. 7. - 14. 9. 1969;
Birmingham, City Museum & Art Gallery

3. 10. - 30. 11. 19609.

131 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Baroque Art
in Bohemia, Zprava ze sluzebni cesty, Ladislav
Kesner, 15. 10. 1969, kart. 34.

132 D¢ stoleti britského malifstvi. Od Hogartha

k Turnerovi, Praha, Valdstejnska jizdarna

7. 5. - 22. 6. 1969.

133 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Baroque Art
in Bohemia, Zdznamy z jednani, Jaromir Sedléak,
3. 2. 1969, kart. 34.

134 NG 1965-1970, Spoluprice NG, Informace
o zahrani¢nich akcich a stycich za rok 1969,

25. 2. 1970, kart. 10.

135 Moderni americké malifstvi po roce 1945,
Praha, Valdstejnska jizdarna 3. 7. - 17. 8. 1969.
Vice Maria Origkova, Vystavy moderniho americ-
kého umenia v Ceskoslovensku poéas studenej
vojny a ambivalentna agenda, in: Seity pro umén,
teorii a pribuzné zony, 2019, €. 26, s. 45-62.

136 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Paul Klee,
obrazy, kresby, akvarely, Korespondence, Jifi
Kotalik, 17. 11. 1965, kart. 33.

137  Paul Klee, obrazy, kresby, akvarely, Praha,
Sternbersky palac 11. 4. - 25. 5. 1969.

138 Viz pozn. 96.

139 Viz pozn. 94.

140 Premio Gaetano Marzotto, Praha,
Valdstejnska jizdarna 20. 10. - 19. 11. 1967.

141 Premio Marzotto Europa, Praha, Valdstejnska
jizdarna 11. 1. - 2. 3. 19609.

142 Renato Guttuso, autobiograficky cyklus, Praha,
Valdstejnska jizdarna 5. 2. - 10. 3. 1968. Vice
viz Anna Ebenova, Vystavy Renata Guttusa

a promé&ny jeho recepce v socialistickém
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Ceskoslovensku, in: Bulletin Nérodni galerie v Praze
XXVIII/2018, 5. 230-239.

143  Achille Perilli, prdce z let 1961-1969, Praha,
Méstska knihovna 16. 6. - 26. 7. 1969.

144  Soucasné jugosldvské sochatstoi, Praha,
Letohradek kralovny Anny 5. 7. - 14. 9. 1969.
145 Ivan Mestrovié 1883-1962, Praha

30. 9. - 29. 11. 1970.

146 Sxztuka walczaca, Varsava, Zacheta
Narodowa Galerie Sztuki bfezen-duben 1967.
147 Jindrich Styrsky, malarstwo, rysunek,

collage, fotografie, LodZ 25. 3. - 4. 5. 1969. Vice
viz Pavla Rouskova, Sbirka Janiny Ojrzytiské -
ndhradni instituciondlni ramec éeského uméni v obdobi
sedmdesdtjch a osmdesdtijch let 20. stoleti (diplomova
prace), VSUP, Praha 2019.

148 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Jindfich
Styrsky, malarstwo, rysunek, collage, fotografie,
Korespondence, Jifi Kotalik 6. 1. 1969, kart. 34.
149 Henryk Stagewski. Prdce % let 1067-1969,
Praha, M&stska knihovna 3. 4. - 10. 5. 1970.
150  Sovétské uméni dvacdtich let, plakdty,

grafika, knihy, ndvrhy, Praha, palac Kinskych

10. 7. - 21. 8. 1968.

151 NG 1965-1970, V¥stavy NG,
Korespondence, Ministerstvo kultury, 13. 6. 1969,
kart. 32.

152 Max Svabinsky, kresby a grafika % majetleu
NG, Kyjev 23. 9. - fijen 1969. Ceska sociilni
grafika dvacétych let 20. stoleti, Charkov

25. 9. - 12. 10. 1969.

153 Z dila Rabase, Sedldcka a Rady, Moskva,
Muzeum A. S. Puskina kvéten-erven 1970.
154 Henri Matisse, Praha, Sternbersky palac
18. 12. 1969 - 28. 2. 1970.

155  Od nejstarsich vékii po nase casy. Vijtvarnd
uméleckd dila ze statnich sbirek SSSR, Praha,

Jizdarna Prazského hradu 12. 11. - prosinec 1970.

156 Svétovd vijstava 1967, Montreal

21. 4. - 17. 10. 1967. O &eskoslovenském pavilonu
na EXPO 1967 vice Terezie Nekvindova -
Daniela Kramerova (edd.), Automat na vystavu.
Ceskoslovenskyj pavilon na EXPO 67 v Montrealu,
Cheb - Praha 2017.

157 Devét desek karlstejnského cyklu Mistra
Theodorika z EXPO 67, Praha, Sternbersky palc
12. 3. - 4. 4. 1968.

158 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Svétovd vyjstava
1967, Komisionalni prohlédnuti Theodorikovych
desek, 15. 1. 1968, kart. 33.

159 Vice viz Terezie Nekvindova, Vistava
versus vyjstavnictvi. Ceskoslovenské pavilony na Expo
1967 v Montrealu a Expo 1970 v Osace (dizertaéni
préace), FF UK, Praha 2014.

160 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Svétovd vyjstava
1970, Zaznam z porady generalniho komisafe
&s. idasti na Své&tové vystavé v Osace 1970,

21. 10. 1968, kart. 34.

161 NG 1965-1970, Vystavy NG, Svétovd vyjstava
1970, Zprava ze sluzebni cesty, Jifi Kotalik,
8.-25. 3. 1970, kart. 34.
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Sexnam vyobrazeni
1 Vystava Henry Moore. Plastiky a kresby (1924-1964),
Praha, Sternbersky palédc 1966, Archiv Narodni galerie

v Praze.

2 Bruselsky pavilon, 1967, Archiv Narodni galerie
v Praze.

3 JiFi Kotalik, 1961, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

4 Josef Wagner, Bludny balvan, 1929, bronz, v. 41 cm,
Narodni galerie v Praze, P 5656.

5 Josef Sima, 1968, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

6 Vystava Surrealismus. Princip slasti, Praha, Méstska
knihovna 1968, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze.

7 Svétova vystava 1970, Osaka, Archiv Narodni galerie
v Praze.



ARCHIV

Cenék Gudera (1885-1954):
ucetni, ktery sbiral uméni

LUCIE VECERNIKOVA

Po smrti manZel& Cefika a Marie Guderovych pripadl jejich majetek statu v podobg
odumrti, nebot neméli Zzadného dédice. Poziistalost téchto sbératelti zahrnovala stovky
uméleckych predméti, knih, fotografii i pisemnosti po vitvarnych umélcich. Ty si mezi
sebe rozdélila Narodni galerie v Praze, Uméleckopriimyslové museum v Praze a Narodni
muzeum. Teprve pri poradani archivniho fondu Cen&k Gudera, ulozZeného v Archivu
Narodni galerie v Praze, se zacal znovu odehravat Zivotni pribéh dlouho zapomenutého
ucetniho a zaroven sbératele z Prahy.

Klicova slova Osobni fond Cetika Gudery, nachazejici
Cenék Gudera, sbératelstvi, Archiv Narodni galerie se v Archivu Narodni ga]eﬂe v Praze (dé]e
v Praze

ANG),* ziistaval po celd 1éta prakticky bez
poviimnuti. Divodt bylo ziejmé né&kolik.
Jedné se o pomé&rné rtiznorody soubor
archivalii nepfili§ velkého rozsahu, pfesto
se nenagel archivaf, ktery by jej inventarizo-
val. K tomu asi pfispivalo i to, Ze osobnost
samotného Cetika Gudery pravdépodobné
nic nefikala ani nejvét§im znalcim é&eskych
vytvarnych umeélct. Nejednalo se totiz

o zddného vyznamného sochafe ¢ malife,
nybrz nad3eného sbératele, ktery kromé
umé&leckych dél shromazdoval také drob-
né dokumenty sepsané jejich autory nebo
materialy, které se jich bezprostFedné tykaly.

Kdo byl Cen&k Gudera?

V ramci zpracovavani archivniho fondu je
vzdy dtleZité sezndmit se s jeho ptivodcem.
V dvodu inventafe je zvykem o n&ém napsat
i vice ¢i méné& obsahlou studii. V tomto
pfipad€ se hned na zaéatku ukéazalo, Ze to
nebude az tak jednoduché. Jelikoz selhaly
obecné zdroje informaci, bylo pot¥eba se na
celou problematiku podivat z druhé strany,
tedy od samotnych pisemnych dokumentd
a jejich ptivodu. Jak se Gudertiv soubor do
archivu dostal? Dokumentace k akvizici ve
fondu Narodni galerie v Praze? odhalila, Ze
v letech 1963 a 1964 byla do Narodni galerie
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pfeddna umeélecka sbirka (v€etn& archivalii)
pochiézejici z pozustalosti Marie Guderové.
Podafilo se zjistit také to, ze Marie
byla prazskou operni zp&vackou a Zenou
aéetniho jménem Cenék Gudera’ a jeji
osobni poztstalost uchovava Archiv hlav-
niho mé&sta Prahy (ddle AHMP).“ T tento
skromny fond, &itajici pouze jeden karton,
na své zpracovani stéle ¢ekd. Nachizeji se
v ném nejen velmi zajimavé dokumenty ze
Zivota Marie, ale bezmila polovina se tyka
také jejtho manzela Cetika Gudery. A tak
se zivotni osudy zapomenutého muze-
-sbératele zacaly postupné& odhalovat.

Zivot Cetika Gudery (1885-1954)

Cené&k Otokar Gudera’ se narodil 23. 3. 1885
do rodiny prazského rukavi¢kafe Otty
Gudery (*1852) a jeho Zeny Anny Paulové
(*1850), dcery vzorkafe. Neni pochyb o tom,
Ze v jeho piipadé se jednalo o ,vymodlené”
dit&, protoze pfisel na svét az devét let po
svatbé& rodi¢t, a to v dobé, kdy jeho matce
bylo jiz témé&F 35 let.

V Sesti letech zadal navitévovat C. k. cvié-
nou a vzornou Skolu o péti tiiddch v Praze.

O jeho vyborném prospéchu svédé¢i docho-
vani vysv€déeni: samé jednicky mu kazil
pouze télocvik. Vedle fadného vzd&lani
bylo t¥eba dbéat i na duchovni stranku.
Dokladem toho, Ze Cené&k byl vychovévan
v souladu s katolickou virou a déastnil se
cirkevnich ob¥add, jsou dvé upominky.
Prvni z nich, pamitka na prvni svatou zpo-
vé&d, se datuje do 21. 5. 1895 a absolvoval ji
ve §kolnim chramu Pané sv. K¥iZe, stejné
jako prvni svaté pfijimani o rok pozdgji.

Po absolvovani pétitFidky nastoupil na
C. k. Ceskou redllen v Praze v Jecné ulici, kterou
v prvnim roce absolvoval s vyznamenéa-
nim. Na konci §kolniho roku podali rodice
zadost o prefazeni na C. k. éeskou redlku
v Praze na Starém Mésté, Gemuz bylo bez
vyhrad vyhovéno. Mezi jeho vyuéujicimi
byl i vyznamny ¢esky orientalista té doby,
Justin Vaclav Priasek (1853-1924).° StFedni
gkolu zakonéil roku 1903 dsp&snym sloze-
nim maturitni zkougky.

Jeho budouci tispédna kariéra zapocala
roku 1907, kdy absolvoval ro¢ni kurz pred-
nasek ze statni v&dy tcetni na C. k. éeské
univerzité v Praze a podrobil se zkou3ce
z vieobecné Gctovédy a stiatniho déetnictvi.
To mu bylo dvaadvacet let. V roce 1909 byl
jmenovan prozatimnim tfetnim praktikan-
tem v mé&stském bernim G¥ad€ mésta Prahy
na dobu jednoho roku, poté ziskal tento
post definitivn& za 1200 K ro¢né&.” Za dalsi
dva roky se z ng&j stal iéetni oficial v prvni
hodnostni t¥idé.

B&hem prvni svétové vilky nemusel naru-
kovat, ale sluzbu vykonaval nadile jako
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afednik. Z armady byl oficidln& propustén
v prosinci 1920. V této dobé& povysil na
uletniho revidenta v méstské 1iétarné, coz
mu pisemné stvrdil tehdy ¢erstvé zvoleny
starosta Prahy a pozdé&j3i primator Karel
Baxa. Ze svého platu si mohl dovolit
pronajimat byt v centru Prahy na Starém
Mésté& v ulici Karoliny Své&tlé, v némz bydlel
spolu se svoji matkou, o kterou se staral.®
Roku 1922 ziskal titul vrchni déetni revi-
dent, o rok pozdé&ji byl jmenovan déetnim
radou.?

Na poéatku tFicatych let povysil znovu,
na vrchniho t¢etniho tajemnika hl. mé&sta
Prahy s platem 30600 K, a vzapéti se z néj
stal Géetni Feditel. Zda to byla finanéni
jistota, co Cetika piivedlo na ndpad oZenit
se, miZzeme pouze spekulovat. Jeho vyvole-
nou se stala Marie Durstova. Ta se narodila
3. z4Fi 1892 na Novém Mést& prazském
do zidovské rodiny Moftice Dursta a jeho
Zeny EvZzenie Morgensternové. Roku 1919
se Marie rozhodla k tehdy celkem bé&z-
nému kroku - zmé&né& vyznani. V chramu
sv. Michala se nechala pokitit a pfijala
evangelickou viru.

Svatba se konala 16. &ervna 1934 v kostele
sv. Jilji na Starém M¢&st&. Marie v té dob&
stale vystupovala jako operni zpé&vaZka.
Kdy se pro tuto kariéru rozhodla, nevime,
ale jiz roku 1917 uvadi na zadosti o vydéani
pasu povolani zp&vacka a misto bydlidt&
Wittenberg v dne$nim Sasku-Anhaltsku.®®
Ze se jednalo jen o kratkou epizodu
v dusledku angazma, potvrzuje fakt, Ze
v prosinci byla zase zpé&t v Praze." Zpriva
z Policejniho feditelstvi v Praze z kvétna
roku 1934 podava svédectvi o pobytu snou-
benct v pfedchozich letech. O Guderovi se
dozvime pouze to, ze v ulici Karoliny Své&tlé
zil jiz od roku 1915. U Durstové najdeme
zajimavou informaci, Ze s Cetikem spole¢né
bydleli jiz rok pfed svatbou. Oba v té dob&
byli stile svobodni ve v&ku pfFes 40 let,

a proto z manzelstvi nevzesel Zddny poto-
mek.

V této dob& oba manzelé v 1été pravi-
delné cestovali do zahrani&i, o em%z svédéi
dochovany pas, vydany pro oba spole¢né.*?
Cilem kazdoro¢nich cest bylo mé&sto
Seeboden v dnednim Rakousku, leZici na
bFehu jezera Millstitter See, kde Guderovi
pobyvali vzdy zhruba jeden mé&sic.

Se zafatkem druhé svétové vilky zalaly
manzeltim t&zké ¢asy. Oba museli, stejné
jako vgichni obyvatelé zemég, dolozit svij
ptivod, ¢imZ vysly najevo Mariiny zidovské
koteny, ale také misto narozeni Cetikova
d&dy Andrease ve mé&st€ Karansebes” na
tzemi dne$nifho Rumunska.* Jako v3ichni
Zid¢, i Marie musela nosit Zlutou hvézdu
s napisem Jude.”



I pfesto Guderovi vilku pfeckali bez
thony, stejné jako jejich sbirka. Cené&k byl
v prosinci 1945 navic finanéné odskodnén
v dasledku snahy odéiniti kfivdy spdchané
v dobé okupace na zaméstnancich obce pragské.

K tomu nalezelo i povy3eni do funkce vrch-
niho t&etniho feditele. BEhem véle¢nych let
i poté stile udrzoval styky s lidmi z umé&lec-
kych kruhd, pfinejmen3im v rovin& zdvofi-
lostni. Sv&d¢&i o tom dochovand blahopiani
k novému roku ¢ narozenindm.* Druhym
pramenem mapujicim tuto skute¢nost je
korespondence zaslana Spolku vytvarnych
umé&lct Manes,” v niz ho informuje, Ze pro
rok 1948 ,pfestdvd byti prispivajicim ¢lenem
spolku*, jelikoz jako pensistovi ,mu to nynéjsi
poméry nedovoluji“.

O zivot& Guderovych po valce nemame
taktka z4dné informace. Cen&k zemrel
jen par dni pred svymi Sedesatymi deva-
tymi narozeninami v motolské nemocnici
na zanét plic, a sice 8. 3. 1954. Marie jej
nasledovala 16. 8. 1962 ve vE€ku nedozitjch
sedmdesiti let.

Shératelsky zajem manzelti Guderovych
Guderovi se pfatelili s mnoha tehdejsimi
Eeskymi umélci (doloZena je korespondence
s Maxem Svabinskym, Mikol4dsem Algem

a dalsimi). Také se v&novali sbératelské
¢innosti, pfedeviim je zajimaly grafiky
(hlavné xylografie, litografie a lepty), dale
kresby, fotografie a staré tisky a knihy.*®
Uméleckou sbirku si po smrti Marie
Guderové rozdéglila Nirodni galerie v Praze,
Uméleckoprtimyslové museum v Praze

a Nédrodni muzeum v Praze.

Niarodni galerie ziskala do své Sbirky
kresby a grafiky celkem 439 dé&l, z nichz
né&ktera lze datovat do 17.-18. stoleti.

Mezi vjznamny soubor z tohoto obdobi
pat¥i Hollarovy grafiky. Ze star3i generace
umélct stoji jedté za uvedeni Jan Jifi Balzer,
Antonin Manes, Josef Vojtéch Hellich

nebo Josef Fithrich. Nechybéji ale ani
prace mladsi od autord, jako byli Mikola3
Ales, Karel Svolinsky, Alois Moravec,
Frantiek Tavik Simon, Arno Nauman, Emil
Holarek, Vojt&ch Preissig, Petr Dillinger,
Max Svabinsky a mnoho dalgich. Pravé
Svabinského grafiky tvori nejvétsi soubor
(témeéf sto exemplaFl). V dnesni Sbirce
moderniho a souéasného uméni se nachazi
pouze jeden obraz z majetku manzelt
Guderovych, pastel Podobizna divky od
Viclava Spaly.

Dal3i skupinou z poziistalosti byly
odborné knihy (v&t3inou o Zivot& a dile
Josefa Ménesa), které p¥evzaly knihovna
Narodni galerie v Praze a knihovna
Umeéleckopriimyslového musea. Archivilie,
jak z pFedchoziho textu vyplyvé, pipadly

Archivu Narodni galerie v Praze, fotogra-
fie oddéleni Dokumentace tézZe instituce.
Jednalo se o velmi cennou sbhirku portrét-
nich fotografii pfednich eskych umélct
a umélkyn 19. stoleti.

Na zdklad€ pfedavacich protokold™
jsme schopni &astetné rekonstruovat jeji
ptvodni podobu. Do dne3nich dnd se totiz
dochovala pouze asi polovina. Kdy doslo
ke ztraté & zcizeni, nevime (nejvétsi ztratu
predstavuje soubor 24 fotografii maliFe
Maxe Svabinského). Fotografie byly né&koli-
krat previdény mezi Archivem a odd&lenim
Dokumentace. Roku 1995 uz se eviduji
pouze ty, které jsou soudasti dnesni Sbhirky
portrétnich fotografii vytvarnych umélcd,
architektti a historikt uméni, osobnich
fondt Karel Javtrek a Josef Ménes.>
Z celkového poétu 62 kust jich archiv dnes
spravuje pouze 29. Jsou na nich zobrazeni
vétSinou méné znami umélci. Pouze u dvou
chybgjicich fotografii se nepodafilo zjistit,
koho zachycovaly.

Archivni fond Cenék Gudera

Poztistalost Cetika Gudery zabira co do veli-
kosti jen 41 inventarnich €isel, v zddném
pfipadé se ale nejedna o soubor nezajimavy.
Polovinu archivilii tvoFi korespondence
odesland mnohymi z pfednich vytvarnych
umé&lct té doby, jako byli Guderovi pFatelé
Max Svabinsky ¢i rodina Alsova, mezi dal-
§imi pak napiiklad Viclav Brozik, Antonin
Chittussi, Vaclav Jansa, Karel Javirek,
Adolf Liebscher nebo Frantisek Zenigek.
Druhou poéetnou skupinu tvoii autogramy
vytvarnikd, kterych se ve fondu nachézi
celkem jedenéct (Mikolas Ales, Vratislav
Hugo Brunner, Ignéc Platzer, Tom4$ Seidan
aj.). Pivodné jich bylo dokonce patnéct,

ale roku 1991 byly podpisy Viktora Barvitia
vélenény do jeho osobniho fondu.*

Stejné tak v pfipadé Josefa Méanesa doslo

k pfevedeni jedné stvrzenky, dvou auto-
gramt a korespondence do jeho osobni-

ho fondu: jednalo se naptiklad o dopi-

sy zaslané Jednot& umélcid vytvarnych
(1849), Augustu hrabéti Silva-Taroucovi
(1852), K. F. Bellmannovi (1861) a dal3im.*
Poslednim pisemnym dokumentem vy¢le-
nénym mimo Gudertv fond je posudek
Antonina Machka o Skrétovych obrazech

u Sv. Mikul4ge.?

Zbyla ¢ast fondu zahrnuje jednotliviny
nejriznéjdi povahy: dmrtni ozndmeni
manzelky Mikolade Alse i podékovani
rodiny za kondolenci k jejimu damrti adre-
sované Guderovi ukazuji, ze ob& rodiny se
znaly osobné. Ze strany Cetika Gudery se
tak nejednalo pouze o sbératelsky zajem,

s n&kterymi umélci jej vazalo i pouto
pratelské. Jiné dokumenty naopak musel
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ziskat bud zcela ndhodou, pfipadn& darem
¢i koupi. Mezi ty mizeme zafadit tfeba
protokol o zrestaurovani obrazu hlavniho
oltare kostela sv. Rocha na Ol3anskych hibi-
tovech z roku 1879, ktery mél provést mali¥
Viclav Kroupa, nebo stvrzenku za obdrzeni
Castky za litografii s ndzvem Vertheidigung
der Prager Briicke gegen die Schweden zhoto-
venou Quido Ménesem, sepsanou roku
1856. Dokumentti, které se datuji do doby
pfed Guderovym narozenim, lze ve fondu
napocitat devatenict, u nékolika dalgich
bez datace lze taktéz predpokliadat dobu
jejich vyhotoveni ve druhé poloving& 19. sto-
leti. Nejvzacnéjsi kus celého souboru byl,
dnes jiz ztraceny, ¢lensky diplom Jana
Nowopackého z Genossenschaft der bilden-
den Kiinstler Wiens z roku 1854.

I kdyZ se jedna o skromny archivni
soubor, prameny lze vyuzit jako dopliiujici
material ke studiu Zivota a dila jednotlivych
umeélct.

ProtoZze manzelé Guderovi neméli zad-
ného potomka, pfipadl po jejich smrti maje-
tek statu v podobé& odamrti. Na zakladé
dochovanych prament si tak mZzeme udé-
lat pfedstavu o tom, jak to vypadalo v jedné
stfedostavovské rodiné prazskych sbératelt.
Ukazuji ndm také, jaké umélecké predméty
si mohl dovolit pofidit i&etni v prvni polo-
vin€ minulého stoleti.

Cldnek vznikl na zdkladé instituciondlni podpory
dlouhodobého koncepéniho rozvoje vyzkumné organizace
poskytované Ministerstvem kultury CR.
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Pozndmky

1 ANG, Cenék Gudera, 1831-1963.

2 ANG, Ndrodni galerie v Praze, 1945-1990,
1958-1964: Korespondence pfijata - jednotlivci,
Guderova Marie.

3 Tato informace byla pon&kud pFekvapiva,
nebot v ANG byl dosud veden jako Cenék
Guder. Pro¢ doslo ke zkomoleni jeho jména, uz
dnes nezjistime.

4 AHMP, Guderovd Marie, (1810) 1892-1940.

5 V3echny udaje o jeho Zivot&, pokud neni
uveden jiny pramen, byly ¢erpany z fondu:
AHMP, Guderovd Marie, (1810) 1892-1940. JelikoZ
se jednd o neuspofiadany fond, neni odkazovano
na konkrétni inventdrni ¢&isla.

6 Ten zde uéil v letech 1899-1906, ve §kolnim
roce 1899/1900 puisobil jako Guderiv t¥idni
uditel. Jarmila Pedkova, Poztstalost J. V. Praska
v Archivu Narodntho muzea, Casopis Ndrodniho
muzea 163, 1994, s. 46.

7 Na novém misté musel Gudera slozit
sluzebni piisahu: , Vykondvdte piisahu Bohu
vSemohoucimu a na Svou éest a viru slibite, ge Jeho
Velicenstou Frantisku Josefu I... budete véren a poslusen.
Jmenovdn jsa... def. uéetnim praktikantem zavazujete se
prisahou, %e vénujete veskeré Své sily prospéchu a dobru
obce Prazské, %e budete povinnosti Své iifedni svédomité
plniti, platné zdkony, predpisy, ddle usneseni obecni

a rozkazy, je% sbor obecnich starsich, rada méstskd,
magistrdt aneb starosta vydd, zachovdvati, prdce
titedni ¥ddné obstardvati, svého predstaveného v itadé
podporovati, diichodii obecnich Setfiti a titedni tajemstoi
zachovdvati. “

8 O této skuteénosti nds informuje doklad
vydany Presidiem rady a magistratu hlavniho
mésta Prahy, tykajici se tzv. drahotnich piidavkd,
jez mu mély byt vyplaceny ,na tak dlouho, pokud
bude %iti ve spolecné domdcnosti s matkou, jejis vjZiva
mérou prevaznou jest od ného zdvislou®.

9 YV téze dobé€ se v hlavnim mé&st& dokoncovaly
prace spojené s budovanim Velké Prahy,

jejiz myslenka vznikla jiz ve druhé poloviné

19. stoleti. Gudera jako jeden z vyznamnych
afednikt samoziejmé& neziistal stranou. Stejné
jako dal3im aktértim i jemu bylo poukazano
individuelni nadlepseni platové.

10 Narodni archiv, Policejni feditelstvi v Praze,
1941-1950, sign. G 1184/2. V pasu je néasledné
uvedeno zamé&stnani herecka pfisluina do Vidné.
11 Ibidem.

12 Pas kromé& tehdy uvddénych informaci

o vzhledu (modré o¢i a blond vlasy) ukazuje

i jejich podobu na dvou fotografiich. V p#ipadé
Cetika je znama pouze jedna dalsi z mlady,

kdy mu mohlo byt kolem dvaceti let. Marii
naopak zachycuji fotografie na jiz zmifiovanych
dokumentech z fondu Policejni feditelstvi

v Praze; Narodni Archiv, Policejni editelstvi v Praze,
1941-1950.

13 Zéaznam o stiatku Andrease Gudery a Anny
Frankové: AHMP, Sbirka matrik, 1584-1937,

sign. ZKR 02, pagina 289.



14 Ze by ptivod rodu mohl spadat do

t&chto mist, podporuje i vyskyt p¥ijmeni

Gudera v 19. stoleti v oblasti Madarska

i Slovenska. (Informace vychéazi z dostupnych
zdigitalizovanych matri¢nich zdznamd na webu
https://www.familysearch.org/ [cit. 2020-02-13])
Na druhou stranu nelze vyloug&it ani némecky
ptvod, kde se Guderovi taktéz vyskytuji.

Podle statistiky ministerstva vnitra (k 9/2017,
dnes jiZ verejné nepiistupné) Zije v Ceské
republice pouhych 27 nositelt p¥ijmeni Gudera
(11 muzf, 16 zen), coz by také mohlo sv&déit
pro cizi ptivod jeho nositeld. Soupis prazského
obyvatelstva pro rok 1830 eviduje v hlavnim
mé&sté nékolik rodin s timto pFijmenim, ale po
jejich stardich kofenech se nepétralo.

15 V Cervnu roku 1942 na ni piislo udéani od
Viclava Pirchana z Brna, Ze byla vidéna bez ni.
Mariina vypovéd byla zapsana do policejniho
protokolu: , Hvézdu s ndpisem Jude nosim stdle a mdm
ji pripevnénou na Satech i na kabdté. Nikdy jsem bex
hvézdy nevysla na ulici. PFipoustim, %e jsem jedenkrdte
nesla e Strasnic balik brambor a tento jsem nesla pred
sebou, takge jest mozné, e jsem méla hvézdu prikryton.
Jako svédky, %e nosim stdle hvézdu, uvddim svého
manzela Cerika Guderu a plukovnika Pelndie s choti,
ktery jest majitelem domu, kde bydlim.“ Narodni
archiv, Policejni feditelstvi v Praze, 1941-1950,

sign. G 1184/2.

16 ANG, Cenék Gudera, 1831-1963, inv. &. 29, 32.
17 AHMP, Spolek vijtvarnych umélcii Mdnes Praha,
1885-1955 (2003), kart. 14, inv. & 994.

18 Jméno manzelt Guderovych neni uvedeno
v z4dné z dosud vydanych publikaci tykajicich
se sbératelstvi uméni. Zajem o téma sbératelstvi
v poslednich letech pfineslo fadu monografii

a studii, zejména z pera Lubomira Slavicka,
Marcely Rusinko nebo Jindficha Chatrného.

Z praci, pokryvajicich svjm ¢asovym zdb&rem
dobu Zivota Cetika a Marie Guderovych, jsou

to pfedeviim: Lubomir Slavi€ek, , Sobé, uméni,
pratelim*: kapitoly = déjin sbératelstoi v Cechdch a na
Moravé 1650-1939, Brno 2007; Marcela Rusinko,
Snad nesbirdte obrazy?: cesty soukromého sbératelstoi
moderniho uméni v eskyjch zemich v letech 1948-1965,
Brno 2018.

19 ANG, Ndrodni galerie v Praze, 1945-1990,
manipula¢ni obdobi 1958-1964, Akvizice - Marie
Guderova.

20 Jedna se o prirtistkova Eisla AA 2055,

AA 2065, AA 2075, AA 2089, AA 2090, AA 2104,
AA 2110, AA 2111, AA 2118, AA 2119, AA 2123,
AA 2126 a AA 2139.

21 ANG, Viktor Barvitius, 1864-1902 (1960),
inv. €. 20.

22 Archivalie dostaly pfirtistkova éisla AA 813-
819. ANG, Josef Mdnes, 1848-1871 (1965), inv. €. 1,
11, 14, 16, 18-20, 31, 59.

23 ANG, Varia, 1574-2007, pHr. & AA 832.

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Autogram Mikolase Alse z poztstalosti Cerika Gudery,
1913, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond Cenék
Gudera, inv. ¢&. 6.

2 Dopis Josefa Manesa Augustu hrabéti Silva-Taroucovi,
1852, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond Josef Ménes,
inv. ¢ 14.

3 Fotografie Karla Javlrka s autogramem (ateliér
74k & Rachota Praha), nedatovéno, Archiv Narodnf
galerie v Praze, fond Karel Javlrek, inv. ¢. 49.

4 PrOkaz Karla Nejedlého z Malirské akademie v Praze,
1890-1891, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond Cenék
Gudera, inv. &. 22.

5 Fotografie Josefa Ménesa (ateliér Jan Maloch Praha),
60. léta 19. stoleti, Archiv Narodni galerie v Praze, fond
Josef Manes, inv. ¢. 14.
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PRILOHA

Akvizice a dary 2019

V souladu s planem sbirkotvorné ¢innosti se v pritbéhu roku 2019 akviziéni zameéry
Narodni galerie v Praze soustfedovaly na umélecka dila mimoradné galerijni kvality,

ktera lze zafadit do kontextu stalych expozic.

Sbirka starého uméni

Karel Skréta (1610-1674)

Smrt knéEny Drahomiry (obr. 1)

1641

olej, platno, luneta

136 x 233 cm

provenience: soukroma sbirka, dfive v lob-
kovické sbirce, ptivodné v kldstefe bosych
augustiniant na Zderaze na Novém M&sté
prazském

O 19197

zakoupeno

Narodni galerie v Praze ziskala v roce 2019
dotaci od Ministerstva kultury na nakup
obrazu, ktery se fadi mezi nejdtlezit&jsi
dila rang& barokniho mali¥stvi v Cechach.
Obraz je kulturni pamétkou a Zesky stat
prostfednictvim NGP uplatnil pFedkupni
pravo na jeho ziskani.

Obraz Smrt knégny Drahomiry je dilem

Karla Skréty (1610-1674), nejvyznamné&jsi-
ho predstavitele ran& barokntho mali¥stvi
v Cechéch. Nélezi do cyklu obrazti s ndmé-
ty ze Zivota sv. Viclava, ktery Karel Skréta
vytvofil pro kldster bosych augustinidnt na
Zderaze od roku 1640, nedlouho po svém
névratu z Italie.
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Sbirka grafiky a kresby

Johann Hiebel (1679-1755)

Ora pro nobis - ndvrh ndsténné malby pro
Zrcadlovou kapli v Klementinu (obr. 2)
1723

kresba rudkou, papir, neznaeno

255 x 440 mm

provenience: Monroe Warshaw, New York
K 68258

zakoupeno

Kresba je vyznamnym obohacenim jinak
minimaln& dochovaného kresli¥ského dila
Johanna Hiebela, pfedniho reprezentanta
barokni iluzivni freskové malby v Eeskych
zemich.

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (Sedici %ena)

1941

tempera, papir

438 x 300 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68262

zakoupeno



Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndxvu (Chlapec v postijlce v biiizkdch)
1946

kolaz, papir

178 x 132 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68265

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (Chobotnice)

1946

kolaz, papir

132 x 196 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68267

zakoupeno

Zbyn¢k Sekal (1923-1998)

Vlastni podobizna jako strom

1956

tuzka, tempera, papir

316 x 134 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68261

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndxvu (Modry autoportrét) (obr. 3)
1957

tempera, papir

480 x 330 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68264

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex nazvu (Poprsi Zeny)

1957

tus, béloba, papir

414 x 270 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68263

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (Sibenice) (obr. 4)

1959

uhel, tempera, karton

60 x 440 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68259

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (Postava)

1960

tempera, papir

590 x 270 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68260

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Que faire?

1976

uhel na papife

605 x 911 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68270

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Sedd kresba (obr. 5)

1979

lavirovana tus, tuzka, papir

510 x 446 mm

provenience: od umé&lcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68271

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bez ndzvu

1981

lavirovana kresba tuzkou, papir

510 x 780 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68272

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (obr. 6)

2. polovina 80. let 20. stol.

otisky rostliny, kresba 3tétcem, papir
485 x 315 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68266

zakoupeno

Zbyn¢k Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu

leden 1992

kolaz, papir

401 x 306 mm

provenience: od umélcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68268

zakoupeno
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Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Bex ndzvu (Dva)

nedatovano

karton na kartonu, kolaz

470 x 359 mm

provenience: od umé&lcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

K 68269

zakoupeno

Zbynék Sekal (1923-1998)

Soubor 16 monotypii k Porgy a Bess

1964

provenience: od umé&lcovy manzelky
Christine Sekal

R 267501 (120 x 235 mm), R 267502

(250 x 200 mm), R 267503 (260 x 120 mm),
R 267504 (250 x 190 mm), R 267505

(245 x 125 mm), R 267506 (210 x 180 mm),
R 267507 (156 x 115 mm), R 267508

(260 x 190 mm), R 267509 (205 x 177 mm),
R 267510 (206 x 198 mm), R 267511

(242 x 190 mm), R 267512 (260 x 127 mm),
R 267513 (260 x 198 mm), R 267514

(263 x 124 mm), R 267515 (248 x 123 mm),
R 267516 (262 x 199 mm)

zakoupeno

Sochaf Zbyné&k Sekal (1923-1998) je autor
cenény nejen pro své plastiky a objekty,
které NGP pfiblizuje navitévnikém pro-
stfednictvim zrekonstruovaného ateliéru
umélce ve Veletrznim palaci. Nemén€& hod-
notnymi dily jsou také jeho kresby a kolaze,
které doposud ve sbirkach této instituce
nebyly zastoupeny. Ze Sekalovy poziistalos-
ti galerie zakoupila soubor ¢trnécti praci na
papife a jedno grafické album monotypt
Porgy a Bess v pivodni adjustaci. Kolekce

je reprezentativnim vybérem kli¢ovych dél
mapujicich umélecky vyvoj celé jeho tvorby.
Jsou zde zastoupeny rané koldze ze 40. let
ovlivnéné surrealismem, existenciilni kres-
by z let 50., referenéni koldZe k socharské
tvorb€ 60. let i samostatna dila z pozdé&jsich
desetileti.
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Sbirka uméni Asie a Afriky

Kuan-jin jako Madona s ditétem (obr. 7)
Cina, dilny Te-chua, kolem 1700
porcelan zdobeny bilou polevou,

tzv. blanc-de-Chine, zbytky dodate¢né
polychromie a zlaceni, v. 44,5 cm
provenience: soukroma sbirka

Vp 4141

zakoupeno

Socha patii k ojedin&le dochovanym
exemplaram tzv. Chine de commande, velmi
kvalitniho bilého porceldnu vyribéné-

ho jiho&inskymi porceldankami v oblasti
Te-chua na pfimou objednavku evropskych
obchodnikt. Typové pFedstavuje zajimavou
kombinaci ptivodni ikonografie bédhisattvy
milosrdenstvi Kuan-jin s podobou Panny
Marie s ditétem, kterd vznikla bezpochyby
na pfani zahrani¢nich objednavatelt.

Dar japonskych zenovych obrazi ze sbhirky
Kaeru-an

V roce 2019 ziskala NGP od nizozemského
sb&ratele Felixe Hesse ojedinélou sbirku
japonské zenové tuové malby a kaligrafie
(zenga) ze 17. aZ 20. stoleti, ktera ¢&ita vice
nez 520 dé&l a pFedstavuje unikatni soubor
zenového uméni v Evropé. V zenové malb&
a kaligrafii se tu3 stiava nejen vytvarnym
médiem, ale také prostfednikem didaktické-
ho poselstvi. Obrazy zenga jsou tak pre-
deviim néstrojem meditace a duchovniho
prozieni.

Hakuin Ekaku (1685-1769)
Patriarcha zenu Daruma (obr. 8)
Japonsko, cca 50. léta 18. stoleti
zavésny svitek, tus na papife
84,5 cm x 24,5 cm

provenience: sbirka Felixe Hesse
K 206

dar

Portrét zakladatele Echanového (zenového)
buddhismu Bédhidharmy (jap. Daruma)
pochizi z vyjimeéného daru Felixe Hesse.
Portrét zobrazuje sedictho Darumu v medi-
ta¢nim dstrani v jeskyni.



Sbirka moderniho a souéasného
umeéni

Marian Karel (1944)

Hranol (obr. 9)

1999

sklo, ocel

40 x 302 x 86,4 cm

provenience: od autora Mariana Karla
P 10025

dar

Daniel Pitin (1977)

Den odjexdu (obr. 10)

2017

olej, akryl, nalepovany papir, platno
74,5 x 85 cm

provenience: od autora Daniela Pitina
O 19184

zakoupeno

Daniel Pitin (1977)

Red Cave (obr. 11)

2018

olej, akryl, nalepovany papir, platno

180 x 200 cm

provenience: Charim Galerie Einzelhandel
a.n.g

O 19194

zakoupeno

Daniel Pitin (1977)

White Room II (obr. 12)

2018

olej, akryl, platno

82 x 72 cm

provenience: od autora Daniela Pitina
O 19186

dar

Jiri Petrbok (1962)

Palachii neni nikdy dost I (obr. 13)
2018

akryl, platno

280 x 210 cm

provenience: od autora Jiffho Petrboka
O 19190

zakoupeno

Jiri Petrbok (1962)

Palachii neni nikdy dost 11 (obr. 14)
2018

akryl, platno

280 x 210 cm

provenience: od autora Jiftho Petrboka
O 19191

zakoupeno

JiFi Petrbok (1962)

Vlajkovd Karlstejn (obr. 15)

2015

akryl, platno

210 x 125 cm

provenience: od autora Jiftho Petrboka
O 19188

zakoupeno

Sexnam vyobrazeni

1 Karel Skréta, Smrt knézny Drahomiry, 1641, Narodni
galerie v Praze.

2 Johann Hiebel, Ora pro nobis, 1723, Narodni galerie
v Praze.

3 Zbynék Sekal, Bez ndzvu (Modry autoportrét), 1957,
Narodni galerie v Praze.

4 Zbynék Sekal, Bez ndzvu (§/benice), 1959, Narodni
galerie v Praze.

5 Zbynék Sekal, Sedd kresba, 1979, Narodni galerie
v Praze.

6 Zbynék Sekal, Bez ndzvu, 2. polovina 80. let 20. stol.,
Néarodni galerie v Praze.

7 Kuan-jin jako Madona s ditétem, kolem 1700,
Narodnfi galerie v Praze.

8 Hakuin Ekaku, Patriarcha zenu Daruma, cca 50. |éta
18. stol., Narodni galerie v Praze.

9 Marian Karel, Hranol, 1999, Narodni galerie v Praze.

10 Daniel Pitin, Den odjezdu, 2017, Narodni galerie
v Praze.

11 Daniel Pitin, Red Cave, 2018, Narodni galerie
v Praze.

12 Daniel Pitin, White Room 1, 2018, Narodni galerie
v Praze.

13 Jifi Petrbok, Palachd neni nikdy dost 1, 2018,
Narodnfi galerie v Praze.

14 Jifi Petrbok, Palachd neni nikdy dost Il, 2018,
Néarodni galerie v Praze.

15 Jifi Petrbok, Vlajkova Karlstejn, 2015, Narodni
galerie v Praze.
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