Jiti Kubovy je na Ceské vytvarné scéné€ poslednich tii desetileti solitérem, ovSem podle
mého ndzoru solitérem mimotadné osobitym a vyznamnym. Solitérem je jiz proto, Ze celou
dobu Zije a pracuje v Usti nad Labem, kde se po cela Sedesata, sedmdesata a osmdesaté 1éta
nedalo ve vytvarné sféfe najit nic, co by stalo skutecné za pozornost. Chtél-1i ¢lovek vidét
v Usti néco zajimavého, po 1éta to znamenalo navstivit Kubového... Tuto jeho pozici solitéra
jesté akcentuje doba, kdy jeho samostatna tvorba zacala — pocatek sedmdesatych let, udobi
postupné stale tvrdSi normalizace, jez prakticky znemoznovala jakékoliv zpisoby zveiejnéni
toho, co né&jak korespondovalo s riznymi podobami uméleckého usilovani, aktudlnimi tehdy
po celém svété, kdekoliv na Ceskoslovenském uzemi mimo zcela neoficidlni ¢i polooficialni
mista. A pfedevsim ziistdva tento umélec solitérem v tom, jak sice jeho usilovani
koresponduje s nékterymi fenomény, jez jsme shledavali a shledavame zdvaznymi, ovSem
jeho dilo je diiv syntetické, a to v dobé, kdy ta nejradikalngjs$i smétovani nabyvala stale vice
analytického charakteru. Kubového realizace jsou jisté podstatnym piispévkem k diskursu o
fenoménu malby, jak to pfinesla italské analyticka malba ¢i francouzské hnuti Support —
Surface, ov§em nezkoumaji pouze danosti ¢i vymezeni obrazu ¢i malby (coZ také neni jedno a
totéZ). Tato smefovani €i tyto programy miizeme chapat jako aplikaci konceptudlniho mysleni
na samu fenomenalitu obrazu... Ale Kubového prace rovnéz souviseji s navozovanim vztahi a
operacemi s pojmy, jak tomu bylo ve vlastnim konceptualnim uméni. Tam ovSem logicky
vzbuzovala nejvétsi ohlas ta nejradikalné;si feSeni — naprosta dematerializace dila, jeho
promeéna ve verbalni formulaci, vypoveéd’ o samotném jazyku (viz Robert Barry, Joseph
Kosuth, Lawrence Weiner). Tak asi vypadaly ptiklady toho, co vznikalo na po¢atku
sedmdesatych let na internacionalni scéné, jejichz ozvuky samoziejmé doléhaly i k ndm. Pro
ceskoslovenské prostiedi je pak Kubovy handicapovan tim, ze spojuje mimotadnou vytvarnou
senzibilitu se schopnosti racionalni reflexe (tfeba i cizi tvorby), coz se zdalo, zejména
v prazském okruhu, byt né¢im, co se s piedstavou umélce neshoduje. S tim souvisi dalsi
podstatny aspekt, determinujici vnimani toho, co Kubovy udélal — ackoliv reflektuje (také)
urcité fenomény ze svéta, ve kterém zijeme, je mu naprosto cizi to, co je pro nékoho stale
signifikantni pro vytvarné dilo, totiZ moznost prevypravét je jako ptibéh, vnimat je jako
nositele celé fady v zasadé¢ mimovytvarnych obsahiti. To je néco, co charakterizuje tak zde
oblibené podoby umélecké tvorby pocinaje surrealismem ptes ¢eskou, resp. prazskou verzi
informelu 1 nové figurace a konce tieba Ceskym pfevypravénim postmoderny... Proto se
Kubovy sam — pies odliSnou morfologii vlastnich dél — citi nejlépe s témi umélci, kteti
naopak od Sedesatych let usilovali a usiluji o skute€nou novou citlivost, spocivajici
v maximalni autonomii vytvarného ¢i intermedialniho dila, byt jeho vlastni realizace nejsou
primarné€ racionaln¢ kontrolovatelné, ale spojuji zpytovani moznosti obrazu s dalSim
pojmovym zakotvenim. V prib¢hu let se tak vytvotilo n€kolik ptatelskych okruht umélci,

s nimiZ rad komunikuje — naposledy, v devadesatych letech, kdy se zménila situace i v Usti
nad Labem, pfedevsim diky kuratorské ¢innosti Michala Kolecka v taméjsi Galerii Emila
Filly, do niz byly zvany pozoruhodné osobnosti z celého byvalého Ceskoslovenska, ale hlavné
ve mésté samotném zacala plisobit fada origindlnich vytvarnikii nejmladsi generace, se sblizil
predevsim s tviircem subtilnich ¢ernych a bilych monochromt, ¢aste¢né reagujicim 1 na
fenomén ornamentu, Martinem Kolafem, a s Janem Rezadem, sémantizujicim své
geometrické malby vyhradnim uzivanim tvarové morfologie, zndmé z détské stavebnice
Merkur, tedy ,,ze svéta kolem nas*.

Na pocatku byla ovSem dévna setkani s osobnostmi, které jiz bohuzel nejsou mezi
nami, s Jifim Kolafem a Ladislavem Novakem, a z téchto setkani se vyvinula nikdy
nenaruSend pratelstvi. Kolar byl zaujat jak prvnimi ,,nepravidelnymi* obrazy, tak Kubového
tehdejsi snahou propojit vytvarné a zvukové slozky do jednoho dila, coZ samoziejmé dobie



korespondovalo s intermedialnimi typy realizaci, pfekryvajicich charakteristiky dvou
tradi¢nich kategorii — vytvarného uméni a hudby (v podobé grafické hudby), poezie a
vytvarného uméni (v podobé€ vizudlni poezie, jiz byli Novéak a Kolaf ¢eskymi prikopniky),
poezie a hudby (v podobé fonické poezie, k jejimz svétovym protagonistiim pattil Novak)...
Kubovy se ov§em nechtél vzdat charakteristik obrazu, byt vSelijak modifikovanych... Sam
jsem svédkem, Ze mi je$té na samém pocatku devadesatych let Jifi Kolaf kladl na srdce, abych
v brnénském Domé uméni udélal také vystavu Kubovému, ,,protoZe je to nejoriginalné;jsi
ceskej vytvarnik®. V priib&hu let se pak Kubovému podafilo navéazat pratelské kontakty
s dalSimi autory, jichz si vazil, at’ reprezentovali tvorbu nejcistéji racionaln€ kontrovatelnou,
spojujici konceptudlni ,,utvafeni pravidel hry* s neokonstruktivni artikulaci (Jan Kubicek,
Pavel Rudolf), nebo naopak propojovali konceptualni vztahovost s vétsi Skdlou individudlné
formovanych zpiisobii zhmotnéni (Dalibor Chatrny, J. H. Kocman). A samoziejmé: postupné
se objevili 1 autofi, kteti podobné jako on sam zastavali urcitou solitérni pozici, predevSim
Pavel Hayek, sestavujici své Cernobilé malby a fotogramy jako autonomni struktury, ovSem z
vyznamov¢ identifikovatelnych prvki, zeleniny, ovoce, travy... Pro¢ tohle vSechno alespon
heslovité pfipomindm? ProtoZe je to fakticky kontext dila Jiftho Kubového, ale také nedilna
soucast behu jeho zivota, a to vSe také néjakym zplisobem ovlivitovalo jeho tvir¢i usilovani,
stejné jako tfeba fakt, Ze vSechny jeho artefakty vznikaly soubézné& s jeho obcanskou profesi —
ale to jiz zaCina byt, myslim, stale vice pravidlem. Ktery umélec se dnes miiZze vénovat pouze
vlastni tvorbe? Ovsem v tom byla v minulém spolecenském systému situace piece jen
ponékud odli$na, zejména v hlavnich centrech a u znamych, byt’ oficidln¢ neakceptovanych
tvlrcd.

Izolace v Usti nad Labem oviem méla i své vyhody — dovolila Kubovému, aby byl
v Castém a bezprostfednim kontaktu s ptirodou, a to s prostfedim tak vizualné jedine¢nym a
bohatym, jako je Ceské Stiedohofi. Proto mozn4 ziistavalo zakotveni v pfirodni zkusenosti tak
klicové, 1 kdyZ bylo vlastné¢ od pocatku transponovano do jakéhosi (meta)znaku. I
vytvarnikovy nejposlednéjsi realizace, 1 kdyz maji nova témata, predevsim Mofte, jsou zase
kromé jiného také vedeny snahou vytvofit autonomni vytvarné dilo uchopenim urcitych
ptirodnich fenoménti v podobé téchto (meta)znaki, jeZ potom mohou vstupovat jako
vizualizované vyznamy do urc¢itych souvztaznosti, které miizeme charakterizovat jako
konceptualni. Pfedevsim to jsou zivly samotné nebo néco, co je pro umélciiv ucel zastupuje.
Od pocatku se setkdvame s Mraky, tedy vlastné tim jedinym, diky ¢emu mizeme viibec vidét
vzduch kolem nas. K Mraktim po letech piibyli Ptaci, jimz je vzduch vysostnou doménou,
ovSem také mohou spojovat vzduch s vodou i se zemi (a také mohou sami Iétat!). Mraky jsou
ovsem taky jednou z moznych forem vody, z t€¢ se u Kubového nakonec stalo Mofe, a zemi
zastupovala Tréva a rizné reflexe horizontu (v¢etné Sopek, jez by nemohl délat nikdo jiny nez
tviirce, bytostné spjaty s Ceskym Stiedohoiim). Vétsinou jsou to oviem fenomény v ¢ase
velice proménlivé, u nichZ by tradi¢néjsi zpisoby vytvarné reflexe vedly k diskutabilnim
vysledkim. Kubového jedinecnost je v tom, Ze je dokaze zobecnit v takovy vyznamove
komplexni a ptitom vizualné velice lapidarni (meta)znak, schopny zahrnout celou skélu
nasich zkuSenosti s ur€itymi konkrétnimi zhmotnénimi, jez by reprezentovaly urcity vyznam.
Kubovy nasel komunikovatelné (meta)znaky, které jiz vnimame jako zobecnéni naSich i jeho
vlastnich zkuSenosti s detaily reality... A pfitom jsou jiz vizudln¢ tak dalece autonomni, ze
mohou vstupovat do vzdjemnych — radikaln€ oprosténych — vazeb a tak formovat autonomni
vytvarné dilo, jeZ vznikd morfologickymi i pojmovymi vazbami mezi témito (meta)znaky.
Nebot tato dila vnimame jako konceptudlni, ptes jejich synteti¢nost a vicevrstevnost. Jiti
Kubovy samoziejmé neni propagator nejstriktnéjSich typi konceptualni ¢i minimalistické
redukce (i kdyz, pokud vim, oboji oceniuje jako milovnik uméni a sbératel), jeho vlastni prace
je odli$nd, 1 kdyz konceptualni navozovani, zhmotiovani pojmovych vztahi je jednou
z podstatnych slozek jeho d¢l, ale neni to rozhodné jejich jediny aspekt, ktery by



absolutizoval. Pojmy a vztahy, jez jsou v jeho dilech zptitomiiovany, jsou soucasti vniting
strukturovaného celku, v némz hraje stejn€ zdvaznou roli vztah k obrazu a k malbé€ i chut’
zachovat soundlezitost s kulturnim kontextem, ktery malovany obraz pro nas vSechny v naSem
evropském i americkém kontextu reprezentuje. Ale logickou sou¢ésti umélcova
konceptualniho mysleni zastava stale také reflektovani samotnych bytostnych danosti

obrazu.

V dobé, kdy umélci na riznych mistech modifikovali tehdy aktualni konceptualni
mysleni také na samu malbu ¢i na samu fyzickou pfitomnost obrazu, zacinal se svym
zpytovanim téchto médii také Jifi Kubovy. Nechtél ale — na rozdil od nich — izolovat urcity
aspekt a tematizovat jeho vlastni ,,sebeanalyzu*, chtél propojit dvoji zptisob konceptudlniho
mysleni v jediném dile: totiZ uplatnit pojmovou vztahovost v zdsadé konceptualni
provenience spolu s dal§im moznym zhodnocenim konceptualniho mysleni ve sfére
samotného obrazu (to jest reflexi obrazu jako média). Je teba fici, Ze jeho tvirci princip byl
odli$ny od toho, k ¢emu sméfovali néktefi autoii ve svété. Nemohl respektovat v naSem
kulturnim a historickém prostfedi kodifikovanou podobu pravouhlého, nejcastéji
obdélnikového obrazu, na povrchu vice ¢i méné pokrytého vrstvou néjaké barvy. Pravé ta
kodifikovana forma jej drazdila a podnécovala k tomu, aby ji zcela odmitl. Pochopil, Ze obraz,
a dokonce 1 malovany obraz, musi byt podroben takové zésadni revizi, kterd logicky povede
k odmitnuti této pravouhlé konvence, jiz (nebo jejimi odvozeninami) byla zaplnéna muzea
klasického 1 modernistického uméni... VZdyt kazda sbirka obrazii vlastné byla sbirkou
n¢jakych ¢tvercu a obdélnika! V nasem prostiedi se jiz moznosti narusit tuto konvenci dotkl
v Sedesatych letech svymi prostorovymi malbami Jan Kotik. Ten potom také v nésledujicim
desetileti vyvodil ze svych pfedchazejicich realizaci podobné rozhodné zavéry jako o vice nez
generaci mladsi Kubovy. (Bohuzel jsme vzhledem ke Kotikové pobytu v zapadoberlinském
exilu u nas méli malo moZnosti tuto zase jinou, ale také obdivuhodnou cestu sledovat.) Jiz
v Sedesatych letech se také u nés objevil material, na né¢jZ bylo mozno malovat a ktery bylo
mozno takiikajic ,,libovolné* tvarovat vytezdvanim — sololit. V ném naSel Kubovy material,
jenz jej provazi dodnes. Pocinaje prvnimi realizacemi si uvédomujeme, jak je hledani nové
podoby obrazu a zpytovani jeho funkce u Jitiho Kubového spjato s druhym aspektem, onou
vyznamovosti, vztahujici jeho realizace ke zkuSenosti ptirody kolem néj. Nebot’ teoreticky
mohl uzivat Gplné€ libovolné tvary, prakticky ovSem, chtél-li ziistat s touto zkusSenosti spjat,
musel smétovat stale dislednéji k formam sice radikélné odlisSnym od pravotihlého obrazu, ale
verifikovatelnym pravé jako ony (meta)znaky pfirodnich jevi, zakotvené v jeho naprosto
osobnich, nezaménitelnych zkuSenostech z mist, do nichZz chodil a chodi stale... I kdyz jej
zpocatku nékdy zldkala moznost kontrapunktovat jednoduchou plochu zdmérné podstatné
malovany obraz vypadat, smétoval postupné k redukci svych forem — coz samoziejmée
neznamena k redukci na geometrické utvary. ,,JJeho jazyk® je stale morfologicky bohatsi a
poznavame na ném neomylné&, Ze je vyvozen z tvarové individualizovaného svéta proménlivé
a vnitiné nesmirn¢ diferencované ptirody, v némz geometrickou formu vétSinou reprezentuje
lidsky vytvor (zpocatku nejcastéji VEz, v poslednim tvir¢im idobi zase Lod’, vzniknuvsi
v souvislosti s tématem, patficim nyni k nejpodstatnéjsim, Mofem). Snad jako klicovy
paradox Kubového obrazi si uvédomujeme, ze diky tak radikalni restrukturalizaci
kodifikované formy obrazu se mu podafilo (jako jednomu z mala!) obraz, dokonce malovany
obraz, rehabilitovat v dobéch, kdy byl nesmirn€ zpochybiiovan a kdy bylo prorokovano jeho
definitivni nahrazeni jinymi, zivotn&j§imi, médii umélecké komunikace. Kubovy na ném
nelpél, jako nékteti ponékud staromilsti umélci 1 v jeho generaci, ale byl si védom toho, ze je
trvalou soucasti nasi kultury a Ze by bylo zbyte¢né se jej zbavovat zcela a tim jej vlastné — byt
v prvnim plénu jisté neimysin¢ — umoznil rehabilitovat i pro ony ponckud konzervativni
autory... Kubovému to dovolilo jeho zakotveni v pfirod¢, ale také jeho laska k uméni, které



d¢laji ostatni (coz je také jeden jev, jenz neni mezi umélci, ani mezi vyznamnymi umélci,
pravidlem).

Skoro celé desetileti byly pro autorovo dilo charakteristické obrazy nepravidelnych
formati, vyfezdvané ze sololitu a pomalované podle povahy jednotlivych utvart. To
neznamend vZzdy v souladu s obecnou pfedstavou o urcité véci, diiv bychom mohli fici, ze
nékdy byla jedna z moznych barevnosti respektovana, jindy byla vyrazné transponovéna jako
soucast konkretizace uritého vyznamu, nebot’ jednotlivé utvary 1 jejich barevnost vstupovaly
do sémantickych vazeb, vytvarejicich urcity pojmovy koncept. Tyto nepravidelné tvary,
zezadu autorem upravené tak, aby mohly byt instalovany jako nizké reliéfy piesné v té
poloze, jakou on zvolil, pochopitelné s sebou pfinasely také uvahu jesté o dalsim vztahu, do
n¢hoz dila Jittho Kubového vstupuji: do vztahu k roviné stény v mistnosti. Ten mizeme
chapat jako sui generis interakci, ozvlastnénou pravé védomim kodifikované podoby obrazu a
jeho umistovani na sténach. Radu let pravé takova podoba vazby mezi obrazem a sténou
umélci vyhovovala, ale postupné dostalo také toto jeho zkoumani novou artikulaci. Jejim
nejradikalngj$im 1 vyznamové nejproménénéjSim vysledkem jsou Sité€ (1980 — 1984). V té&ch
autor splétal z mimotadné silnych a pevnych chirurgickych niti do pravidelného ¢tvercového
rastru. Tim je zadsadn€ proménéno Kubového dosavadni pojeti obrazu: piestal byt sice
nepravidelnou, ale pfece jen plochou, na niZ se da malovat a jeZ se da povésit na sténu. Rastr
ma ovSem jinou povahu, je to hmota/nehmota, bud’ ze sit€¢ vnimame materii provazu nebo ne-
materii prazdna. Toto prazdno ovSem figuruje v roli obrazové plochy a tudiz se vztahuje ke
kodifikovanym obdélnikiim pomalovanych platen. Aby bylo konstitutivni autorské gesto jesté
jednoznaénéjsi, uvédomujeme si, ze Sit€ (také) vstupuji do jiné tradice moderniho uméni, nez
je tradice modernistického obrazu, tedy do linie, na jejimz pocatku byla urcujici gesta Marcela
Duchampa, zvoliv$iho a transferovavsiho sériové vyrobeny mimoumeélecky predmét ,,do svéta
uméni®. Kubovy vytvarel neosobni sité¢ z prefabrikovaného materialu, které vnimame
podobné jako nelezeny objekt; a protoze sama oprosténost rastrové struktury by jej
neuspokojovala svou rigidnosti, voli — pfesné v souladu se svou poetikou — intervenci do ni
v podobé dalSiho, vétSinou na sit’ zavéSeného ¢i uvazaného drobného predmeétu. Je to tteba
jenom ptaci pirko, ale celek utvaii zase onen vyznamovy konceptualni vztah, jenz autora
zajima. Materidlova fragilita byla divodem, ze se autorovi nepodatilo vSechny Sit¢ zachovat,
dobové okolnosti zase zplsobily, Ze vlastn€ nebyly vystavovany... Novy vztah k roviné
obrazu, jenz je v nich rozvinut, je ovSem v ¢eském prostiedi velice vzacny, nejblize ma asi
k substituci roviny obrazu rastrem kovové mtizky, jak k ni od svého zkouméani moZnosti
monochromie dospél Vaclav Krucek, jesté pred svym navratem, v australském exilu. Se
Sitémi pak bezprostiedné souvisely dal§i podobné radikalni realizace, nékteré vznikaly
zaroven s nimi, jiné pozdéji. Nejkrasnéjsi z této linie praci jsou ty, které jsou tvofené pouze
obdélnikem ze silngj$iho provazu, upevnéného piimo na sténé ctyimi zatlu¢enymi hiebiky.
Jsou to nejradikalnéjsi modifikace Kubového reflektovani kodifikovaného obrazu jako
pfedmétu — ten asociuji ptimo vytvorenou formou obdélniku i jeho malifskymi
interpretacemi. N&kdy velice stfidmé malifské zasahy evokuji pojmové krajinomalbu, jindy je
jeste vic navozuje vztahy k samotné historii moderni malby, ale objevime také provazovy
obdélnik s upevnénym ,,vyznamonosnym* objektem, nejcastéji asi ptaéim pérem.

[ kdyZ se v prabéhu let autor vratil k vyfezavanym plocham, k sololitovym ttvarm,
fixovanym na sté€ng, jejich syntax se promeénila. Urcujici komunikativni roli v nich hraje vztah
mezi plochami a provazkem ¢i provazem. Interakce téchto dvou tak protikladnych hmot 1
jejich barevné interpretace jsou stalym determinujicim vztahem vlastné€ i nyni, v roce 2003,
trebaze mezitim doslo jesté k jednomu radikalnimu objevu: pomalovany obraz, plocha stinu
leticiho ptaka, byl rizné zavéSovan do prostoru, takZze de facto vznikaly €isté prostorové



instalace, nékdy jesté s dal§i vyznamovou pointou v podobé propojeni mezi ptadkem, novym
typem nalezeného objektu, to jest kamenem ¢i kameny, a provazem. Kazda soucast takového
dila ma jinou formu (ptak je malifsky pojednana plocha, provaz je zhmotnéla linie, kamen je
komplexnéjsi vyznamovost celku — poprvé miizeme uvazovat, zda mé navic i néjaky
existencialni akcent. Pro Kubového je ovSem pravé tak — ne-li jesté vice — podstatna skutecné
trojrozmé&rna instalace v prostoru. Uvédomujeme si, ze jeho nepravidelné obrazy mély svym
duchem k chapani instalace jako uméleckého dila sui generis blizko. MoZnost manipulovat
s nepravidelnym obrazem na sténé€ k tomu vedla a prace se sestavami nékolika Gtvart pak toto
pojeti definitivné stvrdily jak monumentalnimi rozméry, tak moznosti reagovat na danosti
urcitého prostoru. V prabéhu devadesatych let i na zacatku nového desetileti se setkavame se
stale rozmérnéjSimi instalacemi Castéji, jejich sémantickym vychodiskem byva horizont... Na
pocatku toho byly zifejmé sice velice minimalizované, ale extrémné dlouh¢ realizace
s motivem Travy, ¢asto tvofené jedinou dlouhou ty¢i obdélnickového prifezu, neosobné
natfené jedinou zelenou barvou, kde vyznamové vztahy utvarelo umisténi dalSiho malého
utvaru, hranolku ¢i nepravidelného tréiciho dratu, pfimo na horizontu, pozdéji néjak napjaty
provazek — ten jiz formoval dalsi vazbu v plose stény. Vychodiskem byla zase zkuSenost
ptirody, mozna louka, jez dovolila zase jinak zkoumat autorovu problematiku ozvlastiovani
podoby kodifikovaného obrazu. Tteba dva metry dlouha horizontala se postupné proménovala
1 riznymi malifskymi zasahy, evokace horizontu byla zakladnim tématem, vztahovanym bud’
k zemi nebo k mofti. Nékdy se jiz takova konkretizace stane zbyte¢nou — zlstavaji pouze
vzéjemné vztahy nékolika nepravidelnych plosnych utvart a linii, jeZ je spojuji, ale
pojmenovani nemaji. Tady se autor dotyka moznosti artikulovat své vztahy v jakési obecnéjsi
podobé pouze vizualnimi, vytvarnymi prostfedky, samoziejmé se zkuSenosti jeho dosavadni
prace... Dal§im novym aspektem, objeviv§im se v devadesatych letech, je pak nova
morfologicka i barevna modifikace nepravidelného nasténného obrazu. V fadach variant
autorova mozna nejpodstatnéjSiho — a tolik konotaci pfinasejiciho — motivu ptakt Kubovy
postupné vzajemné propojoval plochy nékolika ¢aste¢né se prekryvajicich ptaka. Neékdy
vSechny vyftezal jako obrysy, sice dostatecné Siroké, ale ptece jen linie, jindy kombinoval linie
s plochami. Dostate¢né Siroké linie, to znamena v tomto piipadé takové, Ze se na né jesté da
dobie malovat. A tady se barevnost 1 syntax malifské interpretace stavaji klicem k celému
dilu. Davno jiz umélec nerespektuje vazbu mezi skutecnou ptirodni barevnosti a barevnosti
svych obrazli. Naopak, stale vice rozviji Skalu vztahti, formovatelnych samotnymi moznostmi
barevné skladby: dilo tvofi propojené ,,stiny* a obrysy tii ptakii, dva z nich jsou pravidelné
geometricky pruhovani, tieti je monochromni... To neni barevnost svéta ptirody, to je
barevnost artificidlniho svéta moderniho uméni. Jeho ptéci tak — konceptudlné ¢i
postmoderné? — rozehravaji hru odkazii mimo svét vnimané ptirody, do tohoto artificidlniho
svéta... Je to vlastné logické, zminovali jsme se, Ze Kubovy je 1 milovnikem toho, co dé¢laji
jeho kolegové. Pro€ by tedy nerozehraval moznosti, které sdm fenomén malby nabizi a které
jsou pro nas odkazem k riznym jazykim, s nimiZ se jednotlivi malifi ¢i jejich ndzorové
skupiny v riznych okruzich identifikovali? A samotnou artificidlnost fenoménu malby pak
tematizuje ¢i aktualizuje tehdy, kdyZ jednotlivé jazyky malby nerespektuji ,,pfirozeny* obrys
ptaciho téla, ale naopak vytvaieji svou vlastni ,,vytvarnou* vizualni konstelaci z n¢kolika
fragmentl riznych ptacich tél. Vyznamovost (meta)znaku ptaka je dilezita, ale zpytovani, jak
Kresby provazely nejprve — v sedmdesatych letech — umélcovo hledani a nalézani
novych podob obrazu pouze piilezitostn€, poté se objevovaly jiz v soustavné vznikajicich
cyklech a od pocatku devadesatych let jiz tvoti neodd¢€litelnou soucast celého dila. Vychozi
témata jsou obdobna, jakd najdeme v jeho obrazech, ale i tak je ziejmé, zZe autora zajimaji také
u kresby urcité charakteristiky, jez ji ur€uji jako nezaménitelné médium. Samotné rizné



zpusoby artikulace urc¢itého tématu jsou prostiedkem, jak nejen esteticky, ale také sémanticky
modifikovat urcity vyznam, zpfitomnény zvolenym (meta)znakem. Proto autorovy kresby
vznikaji v pomérné pocetnych sériich — riizné varianty vizualniho zptitomnéni n¢jakého
vicemén¢ identického vyznamu vytvaieji de facto jednotlivé morfologické 1 sémantické
varianty, které bychom sice subsumovali pod jedno pojmenovani, ale je mozné mezi nimi
nalézt rozdily, jejichZ zviditelnéni je pravé v moci nonverbalni sémantiky, zvlasté diky
subtilnim moZnostem kresby optimaln¢ uplatnitelné. K t€ém klicovym patiily série Mrakd,
vychdzejici z identického obrysu Utvaru. V devadesatych letech pak vidime, ze se zhodnocuji
kromé kresby tuZzkou ¢i barevnymi pastelkami také dalsi zasahy. Bezpochyby vychazeji

z umélcovy zkuSenosti s jeho nezaménitelnym formovanim obrazové plochy — profezdvanim,
vrstvenim kolaZzovanych detaili; jako zcela originalni modifikace praci na papite pak miiZzeme
pozorovat, jak u cyklu Ptaka (1990) jsou n&které ¢asti profezavanych obrysii zalévany cinem.
Postup, jenz nam zaroven asociuje rizné ¢eské domdci zvyky, je pfenesen do nového kontextu
a uplatni se nejen svou specifickou vizudlni kvalitou, ale 1 jako soubor vyznamovych odkazu.
Stejn¢ zavazné jako dveé rozmérné instalace, piipravené specialné pro brnénskou Galerii Na
bidylku, kde bylo mozno vidét nejnovéjsi podobu autorovych ,,erbovnich® vyznami — Mrakl
a Ptaku, byly poprvé ve vétSim celku zvetejnéné kresby Sttedomoti (2001 —2002). Také u
nich je vychodiskem reflektovani ur¢ité konkrétni krajiny, ovSem tato vizudlni zkuSenost (a
jisté€ nejen vizualni, ale vliibec smyslova i1 pocitova) je zase transponovana v maximalni mozné
redukci do nalézadni moznych variant vztaht dvou typi kresebného zaznamu: rysované linie
cernou tuzkou a akvarelového zdznamu ,,0d ruky*. Vyznamové a samoziejmé také esteticky
velice exponovana souvztaznost se tedy rozviji mezi dvéma primarnimi typy vytvarného
jazyka, jenz se ukazuje byt schopen perfektné zviditelnit i vyznamovy, konceptualni aspekt
celku. V souladu s umélcovou praxi, vedouci k nalézani skaly moznych variant, spadajicich
do urcitého zédkladniho vymezeni, potom samoziejmé v souboru najdeme tadu realizaci
skutecné zcela minimalizovanych; 1 takové, v nichz jsou jeden ¢i oba ze zdznamu podstatné
rozli$it, ale které jsou patrné doslova ,,na prvni pohled. Zcela zvlastni misto ma v dile Jitiho
Kubového soubor pojmenovany skutecné jednoznacné: Kresby na dievé (1994 — 1998).
Vsechny jsou realizovany na stejnych novych rysovacich prknech formatu A3 na vysku.
VétSinou maji podobu velice subtilnich zasahti, ovSem od tradi¢ni podoby kresby se —
pocinaje volbou podlozky - 1isi, byt nékdy vice, jindy méné. Skoro vzdy tam najdeme Ctverec
nebo jeho ¢ast, vymezeny piitlu¢enymi hiebicky; ty vymezuji plochu, obepjatou bilou niti (to
je asi ,,ohlas* umélcovych provazovych obdélnikii na sténach). Dalsi zasahy se nékdy objevuji
pfimo na nitich nebo v jimi vymezené ploSe, mohou to byt pfedmeéty, které zname z umélcovy
ikonografie odedavna, tieba ptaci pirka, ale objevi se 1 minimalni malifské zasahy barvou ¢i
lyrické stopy barevnych tuzek. V kazdém ptipad€ jsou to realizace liSici se od klasickych
kreseb asi tak, jak se 1isi autorovy obrazy a instalace od kodifikovanych maleb na platné. Jen
subtilnost intervenci a mezi nimi vznikajicich vztaht nas ke klasickému pojeti kresby
pfibliZzuje, ovSem cilem je zase modifikovat tuto nasi pfedstavu a naplnit ji novym poselstvim.
Myslim, ze Jitimu Kubovému se podafilo hned na pocatku samostatné tvorby objevit osobitou
a tehdy aktualni problematiku, jeZ se ale podstatné 1i8i od vétSinou analytickych feseni, v té
dobé nejfrekventovanéjsich, propojenim nékolika fenomént, ptedstavujicich rizné podoby
konceptudlniho mysleni, do komplexnéjsiho celku. Tato vychodiska rozviji dodneska, z jeho
piistupu se davno stal osobni, individudlni tvarci program. A ukazuje se, Ze mize byt dal
modifikovan a obohacovan, takZe postupné nartsta vnitin€ koherentni a pfitom stale zivy
celek nezaménitelného dila.

Jifi Valoch, 2001



For the last three decades, Jiri Kubovy has been a recluse on the Czech art scene, of course
in my opinion an exceptionally distinctive and important recluse. He is a recluse by virtue of
the very fact that throughout that time, he has lived and worked in Usti nad Labem, where for
the entire sixties, seventies and eighties it was impossible to find any truly worthwhile art. If
one wanted to see something interesting in Usti, for years that meant visiting Kubovy... His
position as recluse is accented by the time at which his work commenced - the beginning of
the seventies, a time of increasingly harsh normalisation in Czechoslovakia that practically
ruled out any publicising (other than in semi-official or entirely unofficial venues) of anything
corresponding to the various forms of artistic expression that were then current throughout
the world. Above all, this artist has remained a recluse in that while his work corresponds to
certain phenomena that have been deemed important, his work was more synthetic, at a time
when the most radical trends were becoming increasingly analytical. Kubovy s work is clearly
a substantial contribution to discourse on the phenomenon of painting, as presented by
Italian analytical painting or the French Support - Surface movement, but it does not merely
investigate the attributes or definition of image or painting (which is not one and the same).
We can understand those trends or programmes as the application of conceptual thought to
the very phenomenology of the image... But Kubovy s work is also related to the establishing
of relations, and operates with concepts, as was the case with conceptual art. There, it was
quite logically the most radical approaches that provoked the greatest response - the complete
dematerialisation of a work, its transformation into a verbal formulation, a statement on
language itself (Robert Barry, Joseph Kosuth, Lawrence Weiner). That was what emerged on
the international scene at the beginning of the seventies, and echoes from that reached this
country. Here, Kubovy has been handicapped in that he combines an exceptional sensitivity
for art with a capacity for rational reflection (for instance on work by other artists), which
appears, especially in Prague, to be something that does not correspond to the idea of the
artist. Related to that is another important aspect, determining the perception of what Kubovy
has produced - while it (also) reflects certain phenomena of the world we live in, entirely
alien to him is what for some people is increasingly significant in an artwork, the opportunity
to retell it as story, to see it as the bearer of an entire range of contents lying essentially
outside art. That is typical of the forms of art that are so popular here - surrealism, the Czech,
or rather Prague versions of informel and the new figuration, and the Czech retelling of
postmodernism... That is why Kubovy himself - despite the different morphology of his own
works - feels most at home with those artists who on the contrary have since the sixties
worked for a true new sensitivity, consisting in the maximum autonomy of an artwork or
intermediate work, even though his own art is not primarily rationally controllable, but
combines an exploration of the possibilities of the image with a conceptual base. Over the
years a number of friendly groups of artists have formed, with whom he likes to communicate
- most recently in the nineties, when the situation in Usti nad Labem began to change, thanks
primarily to Michal Kolecek's work as curator in the local Galerie Emila Filly, to which
noteworthy artists from the former Czechoslovakia were invited, and in the town itself a
number of young and original artists appeared, and Kubovy became close with Martin Kolar,
who makes subtle black and white monochromes, responding in part to the phenomenon of
ornament, and Jan Rezac, who investigates the semantics of his geometrical paintings by
using the morphology of form we know from a Meccano set, i.e. “from the world around us”.

At the beginning of course were encounters with two people who are unfortunately no longer
with us, Jiri Kolar and Ladislav Novak, and those encounters developed into firm friendships.
Kolar was enthused by the first “irregular” pictures, and by Kubovy s attempts at the time to



combine visual and audio elements in a single work, which corresponded to intermediate
works, straddling two traditional categories - fine art and music (in the form of graphic
music), poetry and fine art (in the form of visual poetry, in which Novak and Kolar were
pioneers in this country), and poetry and music (in the form of phonic poetry, of which Novak
was a protagonist)... Kubovy did not wish to abandon the characteristics of the image,
however modified... I remember well how right at the start of the nineties, Jiri Kolar urged me
to hold an exhibition of Kubovy's work in the House of Art in Brno, “because he is the most
original Czech artist”. Over the years Kubovy also managed to establish friendly contacts
with other artists he appreciated, whether their work was purely rationally controllable,
combining the conceptual “formation of the rules of the game” with neo-constructivist
articulation (Jan Kubicek, Pavel Rudolf), or whether it combined conceptual relations with a
wide range of individually formulated methods of materialisation (Dalibor Chatrny, J.H.
Kocman). And naturally there gradually appeared artists who like himself occupied isolated
positions, above all Pavel Hayek, arranging his black and white paintings and photograms as
autonomous structures, but with identifiable elements - vegetables, fruit, grass... Why do 1
mention all this? Because it is the factual content of Jiri Kubovy's work, and also an integral
part of his life, and all of that in some way influenced his work as an artist, as did the fact
that all of his artefacts were produced in parallel with his everyday profession - but I believe
that has now become increasingly the rule. How many artists today can devote themselves
solely to their art? Of course, the situation was somewhat different under the former socialist
system, especially in the main centres, and for well-known, although officially rejected,
artists.

Isolation in Usti nad Labem did of course have its advantages - it allowed Kubovy to be in
frequent and immediate contact with nature, in a region as visually unique and rich as Ceské
Stredohori. That is perhaps why a basis in the experience of nature has remained so crucial,
even though from the start it has been transposed into a kind of (meta)symbol. The artist’s
most recent works, even if they do have new themes, above all the Sea, are again in part the
outcome of an attempt to create an autonomous artwork by taking certain natural phenomena
in the form of those (meta)symbols that can then, as visualised meanings, enter into certain
correlations that we can characterise as conceptual. Those are primarily the elements
themselves, or something that represents them for the artist’s purposes. From the start we
have encountered Clouds, thanks to which we can see the air around us. A few years later
Clouds were joined by Birds, with the air as their lofty domain, and they can join the air with
water and earth (and can fly!). Clouds are also one of the possible forms of water, out of
which in Kubovy s work eventually came the Sea, with the earth represented by Grass and
various aspects of the horizon (including Volcanoes, which could not have been made by
anyone other than an artist rooted in Ceské Stredohori). For the most part, they are
phenomena that are highly variable over time, and more traditional ways of representing
them would yield debatable results. Kubovy's uniqueness lies in the way he is able to
generalise in a complex and visually momentous (meta)symbol, with the capacity to include a
whole range of experiences with particular materialisations, which would represent a
particular meaning. Kubovy has found communicable (meta)symbols that we perceive as a
generalisation of his and our own experiences of the details of reality... And visually they are
so autonomous that they can enter into radically simplified interrelations and thereby form an
autonomous artwork, created by the morphological and conceptual relations between those
(meta)symbols. For we see these works as conceptual, despite their being synthetic and multi-
layered. Jiri Kubovy does not of course propagate the strictest forms of conceptualist or
minimalist reduction (even though as far as I know he appreciates both as an art lover and
collector); his own work is different, even if a conceptual evocation, materialisation, of



relations is a key element in his work, but it is definitely not their sole aspect, one he would
make an absolute. The concepts and relations embodied in his work are part of an internally
structured whole, in which equal roles are played by a relation to the image and painting, and
the desire to maintain an affiliation with the cultural framework that the painted picture
represents for all of us in our European and American context. But a logical element of the
artist s conceptual thinking remains a reflecting on the very characteristics of the image.

At a time when artists in various parts of the world were applying the conceptual thought then
current to painting itself, or the very physical presence of the image, Jiri Kubovy also began
to explore those media. Unlike those other artists, he did not seek to isolate a particular
aspect and make the theme his own “self-analysis”; he wanted to combine a dual method of
conceptual thinking in a single work: to apply relations of essentially conceptual provenance,
together with an evaluation of conceptual thinking, to the image itself (a reflection on the
image as medium). It has to be said that his principle differed from the aim of certain artists
abroad. He could not respect the form, codified in the Czech cultural and historical milieu, of
the right-angled, most often rectangular image, whose surface is coated with a layer of paint.
That codified form irked him, and led to his complete rejection of it. He understood that the
image, including the painted picture, must be subjected to a fundamental revision that would
logically lead to a rejection of that right-angled convention that (with its derivatives) fills
museums of classical and modern art... Every collection of pictures was in fact a collection of
squares and rectangles! In this country, Jan Kotik with his spatial paintings in the nineteen-
sixties touched on the possibility of breaking from that convention. In the following decade,
those works led him to conclusions as crucial as those reached by Kubovy, his junior by more
than a generation. (Unfortunately, Kotik's exile in west Berlin meant there was little
opportunity in this country to follow his different, yet also remarkable, journey.) In the sixties
a material appeared in this country that could also be painted on, and could be more or less
freely cut to shape - hardboard. In it Kubovy found a material that he has used to this day.
Beginning with his earliest works, we realise that for Jiri Kubovy, the quest for a new form of
the image and the exploration of its function is linked with a second aspect, that of semantics,
tying his work to the experience of nature around him. For theoretically he could have used
entirely free forms, but practically, if he was to remain tied to that experience, he had to aim
for forms that, while radically different from the right-angled picture, were verifiable as the
(meta)symbols of natural phenomena, rooted in his entirely personal experience of the places
he went to, and goes to still... Although he was initially sometimes attracted by the possibility
of counterpointing a simple field with a substantially more complex, perhaps twisted detail,
despite the desire to ask how a painted picture may look, there was a gradual reduction in his
forms - but not of course to geometrical figures. His “language’ has become ever richer in its
morphology, and we clearly recognise that it is derived from individualised forms of the
changeable and endlessly differentiated world of nature, in which geometrical form is mostly
represented by a human creation (initially this was most commonly a Tower, in Kubovy s most
recent work a Ship, in the context of a theme that is now one of the most important, the Sea).
We realise that what is perhaps the crucial paradox in Kubovy s paintings is that thanks to
their radical restructuring of the codified form of the image, he has managed (as few others
have) to rehabilitate the image, and the painted image at that, at a time when it has been
critically questioned, and when its definitive replacement by other, more viable media for art
communication was prophesied. Kubovy did not adhere to it as did a number of rather old-
fashioned artists, including some of his own generation, but realised that it is a constant in
our culture, and that it would be unnecessary to banish it completely, and he thereby - even if
unintentionally - facilitated its rehabilitation, even for those somewhat conservative artists...



Kubovy was able to do this thanks to his roots in nature, and his love for art made by others
(something that is not the rule among artists, not even major ones).

For almost an entire decade, Kubovy s work was typified by pictures with irregular formats,
cut out of hardboard and painted according to the character of their individual
configurations. That meant not always in line with the general ideas on a particular thing;
earlier we could have said that sometimes one of the possible colours was respected, at other
times it was strongly transposed as part of the concretisation of a particular meaning, as
individual configurations and their colours entered into semantic relations, creating a certain
concept. Those irregular forms, their reverse sides constructed so that they could be installed
as low reliefs in precisely the position he chose, understandably brought with them a
reflection on a further relation shared by Jiri Kubovy's works: a relation with the wall of the
room. We can understand that as an interaction sui generis, characterised by an awareness of
the codified form of the image and its placing on walls. For many years that form of the
relation between image and wall suited the artist, but gradually his investigations resulted in
a new articulation. The most radical, and most significantly varied outcome of that
articulation are Kubovy s Nets (1980 - 1984), in which the surface of the image is most
systematically and consistently examined. Kubovy made his Nets by weaving exceptionally
strong and stiff surgical thread into a regular grid of squares. That marked a fundamental
transformation in Kubovy s previous conception of the image: it ceased to be a surface (even
if irregular) that could be painted and hung on a wall. The grid has another characteristic, it
is matter / non-matter, and in it we see either the material of the thread or the non-material of
empty space. That emptiness plays of course the role of the surface of the image, and
therefore is related to codified rectangles of painted canvas. Making the artist’s gesture even
more marked, we realise that the Nets (also) belong to a tradition in modern art other than
the tradition of the modernist picture, to the line opened by Marcel Duchamp, selecting and
transferring a mass-produced item “into the world of art”. Kubovy made his impersonal nets
from a prefabricated material that we perceive similarly to a found object, and because the
very simplicity of the grid structure could not, in its rigidity, satisfy him, he opted - in
accordance with his poeticism - for an intervention into it in the form of an additional small
object, usually suspended from or tied to the net. It may be merely a feather, but the whole
again creates that semantic conceptual relation that so interests the artist. Due to their
fragility Kubovy has not managed to preserve all of his Nets, and the circumstances of the
time meant that they have never been exhibited... The new relation to the image that is
explored in them is very rare in Czech art, and probably comes closest to the substitution of
the image by a metal screen, which Vaclav Kriicek arrived at in his investigation of the
possibilities of monochrome, before his return from exile in Australia. Other similarly radical
works are directly related to the Nets; some were created at the same time, others later. The
most beautiful of those works consist solely of a rectangle made of rope, fixed directly to the
wall by four nails. That is the most radical modification of Kubovy s reflections on the
codified image as object - associating it by means of the rectangular form and its
interpretation by the painter. Sometimes very restrained painting evokes landscape painting,
at other times the very use of paint is more important, as is familiar from informel, and in this
way the artist opens up still more relations with the very history of modern painting, but we
also find a rope rectangle with an object, most often a feather, attached as bearer of meaning.

Even though in time the artist was to return to cut-out areas, hardboard figures fixed to the
wall, their syntax had changed. In them, the determining communicative role is played by the
relation between the surfaces and a piece of string or rope. Interactions between those two so
antithetical materials and their colour interpretations remain the constant determining
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relation now, in 2003, although in the interim there was another radical innovation: a painted
picture, the shadow of a bird in flight, was suspended in space in various ways, creating
purely spatial installations, sometimes with a further point of significance in the form of a
connection between the bird, a new type of found object, i.e. a rock or rocks, and a rope. Each
component of such a work has a different form (the bird is a painted area, the rope is a
materialised line, the rock is a volume - irregular, authentic, natural) and the choice of
components relates to the more complex significance of the whole - we can now deliberate
whether it does not also have an existential accent. For Kubovy, what is just as fundamental,
if not more so, is the truly three-dimensional installation in space. We realise that his
irregular pictures came close to an understanding of the installation as an artwork sui
generis. The option of manipulating an irregular image on a wall led to that, and working
with sets of several configurations then definitively confirmed that conception, both in their
monumental dimensions, and in their capacity to respond to the characteristics of a
particular space. During the nineties and at the beginning of the new decade, we have
increasingly encountered installations that have become ever larger, and whose semantic
starting point is usually the horizon... Initially, those were very minimalist, but extremely long
works on the theme of Grass, often consisting of a single long rectangular-section bar,
impersonally painted a uniform green, where the relations of meaning were generated by the
locating of a small figure, a piece of wood or twist of wire, directly on the horizon, and later a
taut rope, formulating a further relation to the surface of the wall. Again, the starting point
was the experience of nature, perhaps a meadow, that allowed the artist to investigate another
way of distinguishing the form of the codified image. While a horizontal line, two metres long,
may be gradually modified by various uses of colour, the evocation of the horizon, extended to
the earth or the sea, remained the basic theme. Sometimes that kind of concretisation becomes
superfluous, and there remain only nameless relations between a number of irregular flat
figures and the lines connecting them. Here the artist touches on the possibility of articulating
his relations in a more generalised form, merely by visual means, using the experience of his
work to date... Another new aspect that appeared in the nineties is a new morphological and
colour modification of the irregular wall-mounted image. In a number of variations on what
is perhaps the artist’s most fundamental motif, and one that yields so many connotations, that
of birds, Kubovy has gradually linked up a number of birds, which partially overlap.
Sometimes he cuts them all out as outlines, sufficiently broad but still just lines, sometimes he
combines lines with areas. In these works, “sufficiently broad” lines are ones that can be
painted on. And here the colours and syntax of the painting become the key to the entire work.
The artist has long ceased to respect any ties between the true natural colours and the
colours of his paintings. On the contrary, he has increasingly developed a range of relations
formed by the very possibilities of the colour composition: a work consists in linked
“shadows” and outlines of three birds, two of them have regular geometrical stripes, the third
is monochrome... These are not the colours of the world of nature, but those of the artificial
world of modern art. His birds therefore - is this conceptual, or postmodern? - unfold a play
of references beyond the world of perceived nature, into that artificial world... It is in fact
logical; we mentioned that Kubovy also admires the work of his contemporaries. Why then
would he not play out the possibilities offered by the very phenomenon of painting, and that
are for us a reference to the various languages that individual painters, or schools of
painters, identified with? And then make a theme of, or highlight, the very artificiality of the
phenomenon of painting, when the individual languages of painting do not respect the
“natural” outline of the bird, but create their own “artistic” visual constellation out of a
number of fragments of various birds. The semantics of the meta(symbol) of the bird is
important, but the examination of what it is to paint is more important still.
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Initially, in the seventies, drawings only occasionally accompanied the artist’s search for and
discovery of new forms of the image; later they appeared in systematic cycles, and since the
beginning of the nineties have been an integral part of his work. The themes are analogous to
those we find in his paintings, but it is clear that Kubovy is interested in the specific
characteristics of drawing that make it a unique medium. The various ways of articulating a
particular theme are a means for the aesthetic and semantic modification of a given meaning,
represented by a selected (meta)symbol. For that reason Kubovy produces his drawings in
relatively large series - the varieties of the visual representation of a more or less identical
meaning are created by individual morphological and semantic variations; while we would
subsume them under a single name, it is possible to find differences between them, differences
made apparent by the power of their non-verbal semantics that can be optimally applied
thanks to the subtle possibilities of drawing. Among the key series are Clouds, based on an
identical outline. In the nineties we see new techniques, alongside drawings in pencil or
coloured crayons. They are clearly based on the artist'’s experience with his distinctive
forming of the surface of the image - cutting into it, layering a collage of details, in the Birds
cycle (1990) we see an entirely original modification of works on paper, as tin has been
poured over certain parts of the outlines. This technique, recalling various Czech customs, is
taken into a new context, where it brings its specific visual quality and set of references. At
Galerie Na bidylku in Brno, just as important as the two large installations prepared
especially for the gallery, where it was possible to see the most recent form of the artist’s
perennial themes - Clouds and Birds, were the Mediterranean drawings (2001 - 2002), the
first time they had been exhibited as a series. In them too, the starting point is a specific
landscape, but that visual experience (not only visual, but also sensual and emotional) is
again transposed, reduced as far as possible to the discovery of the variety of possible
relations between two kinds of drawing: an outline drawn in black pencil, and freehand
watercolour. An aesthetic correlation of meanings is developed between two primary forms of
the language of art, which proves itself capable of perfectly bringing out the significance, the
conceptual aspect of the whole. In line with the artist s practice, leading to the discovering of
a range of possibilities from a particular basic definition, we find among these works several
that are truly minimal, as well as those where one or both records - pencil and watercolour -
are substantially more complex. In the cycle as a whole, there are again those differences
that, while it is hard to distinguish between them verbally, are visually quite apparent,
literally “at first sight”. A set of drawings, quite unambiguously named Drawings on Wood
(1994 - 1998), occupy a special place in Jiri Kubovy's work. All are on boards of identical A3
format, with the longer side vertical. In most the drawing is very subtle, but they diverge,
sometimes more, sometimes less, from the traditional form of a drawing, starting with the
choice of the base. In almost all of them we find a square, or part of a square, defined by
hammering in nails; they define the surface, marked out in white thread (probably an echo of
the artist s wall-mounted rope rectangles). Other interventions sometimes appear directly on
the thread, or in the area they define,; those may be objects long familiar in the artists
iconography, such as feathers, but there are also minimalistic instances of colour or lyrical
traces of coloured pencils. In any event these works are different from classical drawings, just
as the artist’s pictures and installations are different from codified paintings on canvas. Only
the subtlety of the interventions and the relations created between them point to the classical
conception of painting; the aim is again, of course, to modify our idea of the painting and fill
it with a new message.

1 believe that right at the beginning of his work, Jiri Kubovy managed to find a distinctive,

and at the same time contemporary theme, one that differed substantially from the largely
analytical approaches popular at the time, by combining a number of phenomena,
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representing various forms of conceptual thought, into a more complex whole. He has
developed that theme to this day, and his approach has long been a personal and individual
manifesto. And it seems it can be further modified and enriched, and this internally coherent
and living body of unique work is gradually being extended.

Jiri Valoch, 2001

K velice podstatnym osobnostem ¢eské vytvarné scény patii jisté Jiti Kubovy, musime ovsem
priznat, ze jeho dilu byla vénovana mnohem mensi pozornost, nez by skute¢né zasluhovalo.
Podil na tom ma jisté fakt, e umélec Zije cely Zivot v Usti nad Labem, coz donedévna zadné
centrum aktudlniho uméni nebylo, v minulém rezimu béhem normalizace byl navic typus jeho
tvorby podle oficidlnich pozadavki nepfiijatelny (a pro umélce samého byly nepfijatelné
ideologické pozadavky, jimZ se bylo nutno podfizovat), ale jisty podil na tom, Ze je nékdy
pfijimano pon¢kud zdrzenlivéji, maji i samotné charakteristiky autorova dila — tézko se
zafazuje, neztotoznuje se s zadnym dobovym programem, je radikalni jinak, nez jsou
radikalni zastanci jinych uméleckych nazort. Nejvice u néj zfejmé irituje to, ze zustava
urcitymi vazbami zakotven ve vizudlné vnimané realité, predevsim v ptirod¢ a jejich
fenoménech, ale reflektuje je naprosto oprosténe a nove. Také zlstava véren fenoménu
obrazu, ovSem jeho podobu od poc¢atku svého usilovani ozvlastituje tak disledn¢ a rasantné,
ze je v tomto aspektu srovnatelny snad pouze s dilem Jana Kotika. Vystava v Galerii Caesar,
kterou koncipoval sam umeélec, je praveé z tohoto hlediska velice cennd, protoze de facto
poprvé konfrontuje viibec prvni realizace z rokti 1973 a 1974 s dily viibec nejoprosténéjsimi
(vznikaly v rocich 1982 a 1983) a s nejnovéjsim cyklem Krajin (2005). Jako by to byla jakasi
zkratkovitd retrospektiva, jez ndm dovoluje uvédomit si, co u Kubového zlstava trvale
pritomno a co se v jeho dile proménilo ... Zaroven si uvédomujeme, ze prvni tvirci tdobi
dosud prakticky nebylo na zadné podstatné vystaveé predstaveno. Kdyz jsem zminil spfiznéni
s Janem Kotikem, chtél jsem tim upozornit na fakt, ze oba tito umélci velice radikaln¢
proménili kodifikovanou podobu obrazu — zrusili konvenci pravouhlého formatu, nejcasteji
ctverce nebo obdélniku, jako nezbytného piedpokladu ¢i zakladu dalSich malifskych zasaht ...
Umélci vSech ndzorovych denominaci povazovali a stale povazuji tyto elementarni pravidelné
geometrické Utvary za adekvatni vychodisko pro dalsi praci. Pouze tito dva autofi v naSem
kontextu optimalnost kodifikované podoby obrazu zpochybnili a tematizovali — coz bylo
mozné prave diky vyraznému nastupu konceptualniho mysleni na konci Sedesatych let a

v letech sedmdesatych. Jako urcity zpisob konceptudlniho zpochybnéni obvyklé formy
obrazu mizeme vnimat vSechny obrazy Jittho Kubového, poc¢inaje témi nejstarSimi. Vidime,
ze obvyklou, standardizovanou podobu obrazu vystfidal disledné nepravidelnymi
vyfezavanymi utvary, které piesné korespondovaly s namalovanymi formami. Mohli bychom
fici, ze ostatni umélci podiizuji své nejriznéjsi typy obrazovych artikulaci kodifikovanému
obdélniku nebo ¢tverci, zatimco Kubovy naopak podfizuje samu formu obrazu své vizualni
artikulaci. Takovy radikalni ptistup byl zfejmé viibec mozny diky tomu, Ze se predevs§im

v nejdislednéjsich typech analytické malby (jez byla de facto aplikaci konceptualniho
mysleni na samotnou fenomenalitu obrazu) v sedmdesatych letech samy danosti a
charakteristiky obrazu stavaly jeho novym tématem. Kubovy ov§em nepracuje pouze takto
analyticky, jak to zname od né€kolika zahrani¢nich autorti, ale zapojuje toto zpochybnéni
tradi¢niho obrazu do nové, pomérné komplexni vypovédi. Klicovym aspektem téchto obrazii
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je nejen prekvapiva novost vyfezaného tvaru, ten je pouhou soucasti, je jest¢ kombinovan

s linedrnimi prvky v podob¢ dievénych tycek a (nebo) drath. Teprve propojenim takové,
morfologicky velice objevné tvarové sestavy vznika zdklad, ktery je potom jesté¢ malifsky
pojednan ... Snad mizeme také tyto tehdej$i pomérné velice komplexni vizudlni sestavy
chapat jako sui generis reflexy konceptualniho mysleni. V tehdejSich Kubového malbéach byla
tematizovana nejen komplementarnost geometrickych a organickych forem, na samotnych
pomalovanych plochach se jesté setkavaly razné typy autorskych rukopist, tfeba razné
zplisoby malifské abstrakce od geometrické po lyrickou, ale dokonce 1 rizné figuralni motivy,
neékdy odkazujici ke svétu masoveé komunikace. Jsou to tedy velice komplexni, polymorfni,
ale také polyfonni dila, jejich sdéleni je artikulovano jako vzajemny vztah celé fady jazykt
moderniho uméni. Naprosto origindlnim aspektem bylo 1 za¢lenéni tfeba sviticich Zarovek
nebo funkénich zvukovych reproduktori. Tyto technické prvky jednak byly nositeli dalSich
konotaci, ale zaroven byly také uplatnény ve své ptivodni funkci — soucésti takového typu
obrazu se tedy stavaly svitici Zarovky nebo reproduktorem vysilané zvuky. Zac¢lenéni svétla
nebo zvuku jako nové komponenty obrazu nam také signalizuje Kubového sptiznénost

s protagonisty ,,nové citlivosti* Sedesatych let. Jako by chtél, v jiz pozménénych podminkach,
syntetizovat néco z toho, co pfinesli do svéta vytvarného uméni oni ... Je pouze véci dnesni
interpretace, budeme-li charakterizovat prvni Kubového obrazy jako velice komplexni
konceptualni vyklad* hovoii dal$i redukce obrazové syntaxe, kterou miZeme sledovat v
dalsi cesté autorovy tvorby. Potad pfitom byl mimoifadné originalnim tviircem, jehoZz misto

v Ceskoslovenském vytvarném déni zlstavalo po celd tfi desetileti stejné vyznamné.
Konstantou celého dila Jifiho Kubového je zkoumani a tematizace samotné podoby obrazu,
ovSem méni se jeho syntax. Oprost'uje se a v nejradikalnéjsich ptipadech vede az k tplnému
zruSeni 1 onoho zbytku tradi¢ni obrazové roviny, kterou do té doby autor jest¢ zhodnocoval.
To plati pfedevsim o celém cyklu Sité z pocatku osmdesatych let a o souboru maleb, u nichz
jsou barvy nanaSeny na nejminimalnéj$i mozny utvar — obrys obdélniku, vytvotfeny z provazu,
vypnutého mezi hiebiky na ploSe zdi. Zajimavé pfitom je, Ze tyto provazové obdélniky jsou
interpretovany zasahy barvou tak, ze de facto vytvareji urcity minimalni, ale sémanticky
identifikovatelny koncept krajiny — nebo diiv mozné krajinomalby v jakychsi zdkladnich
barevnych charakteristikach. Sit€ jsou jiz komplexngjsi, 1 kdyZ také zde je minimalisticky
uplatnéna nosnd struktura — vétsi ¢ast cyklu je tvotena celymi rastry vypjatych bilych siti, do
kterych je pouze minimalné intervenovano drobnymi predmeéty, zase odkazujicimi ke svétu
ptirody ¢i reflektujicimi vztah ¢lovéka a ptirody. OvSem na nékterych najdeme celé sestavy
drobnych vétvicek, které tvoii svymi piirodnimi organickymi formami jakousi konceptudlni
vazbu s presnym, raciondlnim fadem linii. Cely soubor Kubového Siti patii bezpochyby

k nejpozoruhodnéj$im piikladim radikdlni minimalizace a dematerializace

v Ceskoslovenském uméni, srovnatelny s podobnymi piiklady na svétové scéné — a jeho
jedinecnost a specifikum najdeme v reflexi vztahu ¢lovéka a ptirody, kterou miizeme zase
vnimat jako jednu z podob konceptudlniho mysleni. Vidime tedy, Ze tento umélec rozviji svoji
bytostnou problematiku stale dal 1 v dob¢, kdy se objevily na mezinarodni scéné nové,
naprosto odlisné fenomény — a neidentifikuje se s nimi, jak by to ¢inil umélec, kterého by
charakterizovalo difv postmoderni mysleni. Ze je typem takového tvirce, pro kterého je stéle
dilezité zkoumani urcité problematiky, kterd souvisela s nastupem konceptualniho mysleni, to
stvrzuje struktura celého jeho dila az do dneska. Pfitom ovSem dokaze velice originalné
proménovat a modifikovat to, k ¢emu dospél. Prefabrikované rysovaci desticky vyuzil velice
komplexné, 1 kdyZ jednotlivé zasahy byly vétSinou skoro minimalni — pfitom ovSem zaroven
pfiznal, Ze to jsou sui generis nalezené objekty. Na nich pak v pocetném cyklu,
symptomaticky nazvaném Kresby na dievé (1994), rozvinul §kalu moznych zasahu, jak
kresbu skute¢né realizovat, po€inaje skute¢nym rysovanim a kreslenim pastelkami ptes malbu
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aZ po vypinani barevnych niti mezi pfitlu¢enymi hiebi¢ky (coz ndm pfipomene autorovy
malby na provazech). Realizace pfitom ptlisobi na prvni pohled subtiln€ a oprosténé, ale zase
se na nich v podob¢ jednoduchého grafického znaku objevi umélcovy klicové vyznamy, at’ je
to ptak, mrak ¢i vrchol néjakého kopce. Tvorba Jiftho Kubového je tedy stale spjata s pojmy,
které ji vztahuji k naSim zkuSenostem ze svéta kolem nds — zlistdva ovSem pfitom stale
morfologicky oprosténéjsi a oprosténéjsi. Oprosténost umélcovych dél ovsem neni
oprosténosti minimalistickych ¢1 neokonkrétistickych struktur (i kdyz neni nezajimavy fakt,
ze pravé s umélci takové orientace se citi vétSinou nejvice spiiznén a také mezi nimi ¢asto
naléza své osobni ptatele). Jeho vlastni cesta ovSem nevede k naprosto neosobni artikulaci, i
kdyZ postupné pouzivanych forem stale ubyva, takze zatim k nejlapidarnéjsim feSenim jeho
problematiky patii pfedevSim realizace ze souboru Krajina, vznikajici v roce 2005. Ale ani
zde jeho specificka redukce nevede k €isté geometrii, ta je prave jen soucasti sémanticky i
miZzeme vnimat jako znaky zemé a oblohy, ty jsou spojeny vétSinou diagonéalou, ov§em na
obou metrovych horizontalach najdeme umistény zase pro umélcovu praci tak
charakteristické nepravidelné organické formy, které ptes svou tvarovou oprosténost funguji
jednak jako konceptudlni protipol ryzi geometrie horizontal a diagonal, ale také reprezentuji
zase jiné znakové systémy, které ndm dovoluji vnimat je jako odkazy k n€kterym fenoméniim
ptirody, vnimané nami kolem nas. Jsou to tedy jakési znaky krajin, sice krajné redukovang,
jsou samoziejmé barevné pomalovany, takze je to zase nova podoba umélcovych obrazu.
Nebot’ Jifi Kubovy se nechce vzdavat specifickych moznosti obrazu, ale chce je maximalng
inovovat v souladu s nékterymi zptisoby umélecké komunikace, které pfineslo uméni
Sedesatych a sedmdesatych let minulého stoleti — minimal art, konceptudlni uméni ... Jeho
cesta je vzacna prave tim, ze se obohacuje o nové prostiedky a nové myslenkové postupy, ale
ptitom se jeho dilo — byt v nejminimalnéjsi podobé — stale vztahuje ke klasickému médiu
malby a ke klasickym syzetiim, které byvaly jejich prostfednictvim zobrazovany. Je to
umélec, ktery se zcela nevzdal obou téchto aspektil, ale modifikoval a ozvlastnil je v naSem
prostiedi asi nejdislednéji a nejoriginalnéji.

Jifi Valoch 2003

Dftive a nyni.

K velice podstatnym osobnostem ¢eské vytvarné scény patii jisté Jiti Kubovy, musime ovSem
priznat, ze jeho dilu byla vénovana mnohem mensi pozornost, nez by skute¢né zasluhovalo.
Podil na tom ma jisté fakt, e umélec Zije cely Zivot v Usti nad Labem, coz donedévna Zadné
centrum aktudlniho uméni nebylo, v minulém rezimu béhem normalizace byl navic typus jeho
tvorby podle oficidlnich pozadavki nepfiijatelny (a pro umélce samého byly nepfijatelné
ideologické pozadavky, jimZ se bylo nutno podfizovat), ale jisty podil na tom, Ze je nékdy
pfijimano pon¢kud zdrzenlivéji, maji i samotné charakteristiky autorova dila — tézko se
zafazuje, neztotoznuje se s zadnym dobovym programem, je radikalni jinak, nez jsou
radikalni zastanci jinych uméleckych nazort. Nejvice u néj zfejmé irituje to, ze zustava
urcitymi vazbami zakotven ve vizudlné vnimané realité, predevsim v piirod¢ a jejich
fenoménech, ale reflektuje je naprosto oprosténe a nove. Také zlstava véren fenoménu
obrazu, ovSem jeho podobu od poc¢atku svého usilovani ozvlastiiuje tak disledn¢ a rasantné,
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ze je v tomto aspektu srovnatelny snad pouze s dilem Jana Kotika. Vystava v Galerii Caesar,
kterou koncipoval sdm umélec, je pravé z tohoto hlediska velice cenna, protoze de facto
poprvé konfrontuje viibec prvni realizace z rokt 1973 a 1974 s dily viibec nejoprosténéjsimi
(vznikaly v rocich 1982 a 1983) a s nejnovéjsim cyklem Krajin (2005). Jako by to byla jakasi
zkratkovita retrospektiva, jez ndm dovoluje uvédomit si, co u Kubového zlstava trvale
ptitomno a co se v jeho dile proménilo ... Zarovei si uvédomujeme, ze prvni tvirci tdobi
dosud prakticky nebylo na Zadné podstatné vystavé predstaveno. Kdyz jsem zminil spfiznéni
s Janem Kotikem, chtél jsem tim upozornit na fakt, Ze oba tito umélci velice radikalné
proménili kodifikovanou podobu obrazu — zrusili konvenci pravouhlého formatu, nejcastéji
¢tverce nebo obdélniku, jako nezbytného pfedpokladu ¢i zakladu dal$ich malifskych zasaht ...
Umeélci vSech nazorovych denominaci povazovali a stale povazuji tyto elementarni pravidelné
geometrické utvary za adekvatni vychodisko pro dalsi praci. Pouze tito dva autofi v naSem
kontextu optimalnost kodifikované podoby obrazu zpochybnili a tematizovali — coz bylo
mozné praveé diky vyraznému nastupu konceptualniho mysleni na konci Sedesatych let a

v letech sedmdesatych. Jako urcity zptisob konceptudlniho zpochybnéni obvyklé formy
obrazu mizeme vnimat v§echny obrazy Jifiho Kubového, pocinaje témi nejstar§imi. Vidime,
ze obvyklou, standardizovanou podobu obrazu vysttidal disledné nepravidelnymi
vyfezdvanymi utvary, které piesné korespondovaly s namalovanymi formami. Mohli bychom
fici, Zze ostatni umélci podiizuji své nejriznéjsi typy obrazovych artikulaci kodifikovanému
obdélniku nebo ¢tverci, zatimco Kubovy naopak podfizuje samu formu obrazu své vizualni
artikulaci. Takovy radikalni ptistup byl zfejmé viibec mozny diky tomu, ze se piredev§im

v nejdislednéjSich typech analytické malby (jeZ byla de facto aplikaci konceptuélniho
mysleni na samotnou fenomenalitu obrazu) v sedmdesatych letech samy danosti a
charakteristiky obrazu stavaly jeho novym tématem. Kubovy ov§em nepracuje pouze takto
analyticky, jak to zndme od n€kolika zahrani¢nich autord, ale zapojuje toto zpochybnéni
tradiéniho obrazu do nové, pomérné komplexni vypovédi. Klicovym aspektem téchto obrazii
je nejen piekvapiva novost vyfezaného tvaru, ten je pouhou soucasti, je jest¢ kombinovan

s linedrnimi prvky v podob¢ dievénych tycek a (nebo) drath. Teprve propojenim takové,
morfologicky velice objevné tvarové sestavy vznika zdklad, ktery je potom jesté malifsky
pojednan ... Snad mizeme také tyto tehdej$i pomérné velice komplexni vizudlni sestavy
chapat jako sui generis reflexy konceptualniho mysleni. V tehdejSich Kubového malbéach byla
tematizovana nejen komplementarnost geometrickych a organickych forem, na samotnych
pomalovanych plochach se jesté setkavaly rizné typy autorskych rukopist, tfeba razné
zplisoby malifské abstrakce od geometrické po lyrickou, ale dokonce 1 rizné figuralni motivy,
ne¢kdy odkazujici ke svétu masoveé komunikace. Jsou to tedy velice komplexni, polymorfni,
ale také polyfonni dila, jejich sdéleni je artikulovano jako vzajemny vztah celé fady jazykt
moderniho uméni. Naprosto originalnim aspektem bylo i za¢lenéni tieba sviticich zarovek
nebo funkénich zvukovych reproduktori. Tyto technické prvky jednak byly nositeli dalSich
konotaci, ale zaroven byly také uplatnény ve své ptivodni funkci — soucésti takového typu
obrazu se tedy stavaly svitici Zarovky nebo reproduktorem vysilané zvuky. Zac¢lenéni svétla
nebo zvuku jako nové komponenty obrazu nam také signalizuje Kubového sptiznénost

s protagonisty ,,nové citlivosti* Sedesatych let. Jako by chtél, v jiz pozménénych podminkach,
syntetizovat néco z toho, co ptinesli do svéta vytvarného uméni oni ... Je pouze véci dnesni
interpretace, budeme-li charakterizovat prvni Kubového obrazy jako velice komplexni
,konceptualni vyklad* hovoti dalsi redukce obrazové syntaxe, kterou miizeme sledovat v
dalsi cesté autorovy tvorby. Pofad pfitom byl mimofadné origindlnim tviircem, jehoz misto

v Ceskoslovenském vytvarném déni zlstavalo po celd tfi desetileti stejné vyznamné.
Konstantou celého dila Jifiho Kubového je zkoumani a tematizace samotné podoby obrazu,
ovSem méni se jeho syntax. Oprost'uje se a v nejradikalnéjsich ptipadech vede az k tplnému
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zruSeni 1 onoho zbytku tradi¢ni obrazové roviny, kterou do té doby autor jest¢ zhodnocoval.
To plati pfedevsim o celém cyklu Sité z pocatku osmdesatych let a o souboru maleb, u nichz
jsou barvy nanaSeny na nejminimalnéj§i mozny utvar — obrys obdélniku, vytvoteny z provazu,
vypnutého mezi hiebiky na ploSe zdi. Zajimavé pfitom je, Ze tyto provazové obdélniky jsou
interpretovany zasahy barvou tak, ze de facto vytvareji urcity minimalni, ale sémanticky
identifikovatelny koncept krajiny — nebo diiv mozné krajinomalby v jakychsi zdkladnich
barevnych charakteristikach. Sit€ jsou jiz komplexngjsi, 1 kdyZ také zde je minimalisticky
uplatnéna nosna struktura — vétsi ¢ast cyklu je tvotfena celymi rastry vypjatych bilych siti, do
kterych je pouze minimalné intervenovano drobnymi predmeéty, zase odkazujicimi ke svétu
ptirody ¢i reflektujicimi vztah ¢lovéka a ptirody. OvSem na nékterych najdeme celé sestavy
drobnych vétvicek, které tvoii svymi piirodnimi organickymi formami jakousi konceptudlni
vazbu s presnym, raciondlnim fadem linii. Cely soubor Kubového Sit/ patii bezpochyby

k nejpozoruhodnéj$im ptikladim radikdlni minimalizace a dematerializace

v Ceskoslovenském uméni, srovnatelny s podobnymi piiklady na svétové scéné — a jeho
jedinecnost a specifikum najdeme v reflexi vztahu ¢lovéka a ptirody, kterou miizeme zase
vnimat jako jednu z podob konceptudlniho mysleni. Vidime tedy, Ze tento umélec rozviji svoji
bytostnou problematiku stale dal 1 v dob¢, kdy se objevily na mezinarodni scéné nové,
naprosto odlisné fenomény — a neidentifikuje se s nimi, jak by to ¢inil umélec, kterého by
charakterizovalo difv postmoderni mysleni. Ze je typem takového tvirce, pro kterého je stale
dilezité zkoumani urcité problematiky, kterd souvisela s nastupem konceptualniho mysleni, to
stvrzuje struktura celého jeho dila az do dneska. Pfitom ovSem dokaze velice originalné
proménovat a modifikovat to, k ¢emu dospél. Prefabrikované rysovaci desticky vyuzil velice
komplexné, 1 kdyZ jednotlivé zasahy byly vétSinou skoro minimalni — pfitom ovSem zaroven
pfiznal, Ze to jsou sui generis nalezené objekty. Na nich pak v pocetném cyklu,
symptomaticky nazvaném Kresby na dreve (1994), rozvinul skalu moznych zéasahi, jak
kresbu skute¢né realizovat, po€inaje skute¢nym rysovanim a kreslenim pastelkami pfes malbu
aZ po vypinani barevnych niti mezi pfitlu¢enymi hiebi¢ky (coz ndm pfipomene autorovy
malby na provazech). Realizace pfitom ptlisobi na prvni pohled subtiln€ a oprosténé, ale zase
se na nich v podob¢ jednoduchého grafického znaku objevi umélcovy klicové vyznamy, at’ je
to ptak, mrak ¢i vrchol néjakého kopce. Tvorba Jiftho Kubového je tedy stale spjata s pojmy,
které ji vztahuji k naSim zkuSenostem ze svéta kolem nds — zlistdva ovSem pfitom stale
morfologicky oprosténéjsi a oprosténéjsi. Oprosténost umélcovych dél ovsem neni
oprosténosti minimalistickych ¢1 neokonkrétistickych struktur (i kdyz neni nezajimavy fakt,
ze pravé s umélci takové orientace se citi vétSinou nejvice spiiznén a také mezi nimi ¢asto
naléza své osobni ptatele). Jeho vlastni cesta ovSem nevede k naprosto neosobni artikulaci, i
kdyZ postupné pouzivanych forem stale ubyva, takze zatim k nejlapidarnéjsim feSenim jeho
problematiky patii pfedevSim realizace ze souboru Krajina, vznikajici v roce 2005. Ale ani
zde jeho specificka redukce nevede k €isté geometrii, ta je prave jen soucasti sémanticky i
miZzeme vnimat jako znaky zemé a oblohy, ty jsou spojeny vétSinou diagonéalou, ov§em na
obou metrovych horizontalach najdeme umistény zase pro umélcovu praci tak
charakteristické nepravidelné organické formy, které ptes svou tvarovou oprosténost funguji
jednak jako konceptudlni protipol ryzi geometrie horizontal a diagonal, ale také reprezentuji
zase jiné znakové systémy, které ndm dovoluji vnimat je jako odkazy k n€kterym fenoméntim
ptirody, vinimané nami kolem nas. Jsou to tedy jakési znaky krajin, sice krajné redukovang,
jsou samoziejmé barevné pomalovany, takze je to zase nova podoba umélcovych obrazu.
Nebot’ Jifi Kubovy se nechce vzdavat specifickych moznosti obrazu, ale chce je maximalng
inovovat v souladu s nékterymi zptisoby umélecké komunikace, které pfineslo uméni
Sedesatych a sedmdesatych let minulého stoleti — minimal art, konceptudlni uméni ... Jeho
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cesta je vzacna prave tim, ze se obohacuje o nové prostfedky a nové myslenkové postupy, ale
pfitom se jeho dilo — byt v nejminimalné;jsi podob¢ — stale vztahuje ke klasickému médiu
malby a ke klasickym syzetiim, které byvaly jejich prostfednictvim zobrazovany. Je to
umélec, ktery se zcela nevzdal obou téchto aspektil, ale modifikoval a ozvlastnil je v naSem
prostiedi asi nejdislednéji a nejoriginalnéji.

Jifi Valoch 2005

Although Jiti Kubovy is certainly one of the most significant personalities in the area of
Czech Art, we must admit that his work has received much less attention than it has deserved.
Part of the reason for this is that the artist has spent his entire life in Usti nad Labem, which
has never been a centre for contemporary art, and in the previous regime during so-called
normalisation, he was also the type whose work was considered unacceptable according to
official demands (and the ideological demands put upon him to subordinate were
unacceptable to the artist himself), but there is a certain share in that is sometimes received as
a bit more restrained, and even the artist’s own characteristics in his work have this—it’s
difficult to categorise, it’s not associated with any programme of the time, it’s radical in a
different way from radical advocates of other artistic opinions. What is more, it irritates in that
it remains by certain ties anchored in the visually perceived reality, especially in nature and its
phenomena, but it reflects reality absolutely disengaged and anew. There remains fidelity in
the phenomenon of the image, however its form from the beginning of its aspiration calls
attention to itself so consistently and strongly, that in this aspect it is comparable perhaps only
to the work of Jan Kotlik. The exhibition in Galerie Caesar, conceived by the artist himself, is
actually from this perspective quite worthwhile, because it de facto confronts for the first time
the very first achievements from the years 1973 and 1974 with the works which are the most
disengaged (created in the years 1982 and 1983) and with the newest cycle Krajiny
(Landscapes, 2005). It is like a concise retrospective, if we allow ourselves to be aware of it,
of what stayed present with Kubovy and what in his works has changed . . . At the same time
we are aware that the artist’s first period has practically never been introduced in any
exhibition. When I made the connection between Jan Kotlik, I wanted to point out the fact
that both of these artists quite radically changed the codification of the form of the painting—
they broke the conventions of the right-angle format, most often the square or the rectangle, as
unnecessary preconditions and the basis of other painter attacks . . . Artists of all opinion
categories considered and still consider these elementary ruled geometric forms as an
adequate perspective for further works. Only these two artists in the Czech context image
challenged and thematised the optimalisation of codified forms—which was possible actually
due to the significant approach of conceptual thinking at the end of the 1960s and in the
1970s. As a certain method of the conceptual challenging of the ordinary form of the painting,
we must take in all the paintings of Jiti Kubovy, beginning with the earliest. We see that he
substituted the ordinary, standardised form of the painting with rigourously irregular cut-out
shapes, which precisely corresponded to the painted forms. We could say that other artists
subordinated their most various types of painted articulations in codified rectangles or
squares, while Kubovy on the other hand subordinated the form of the painting itself in its
visual articulation. Such a radical approach was really only possible due to the fact that above
all in the most rigourous types of analytical painting (which were de facto application of
conceptual thinking on the phenomenality of the painting itself) in the 1970s, the given
qualities and characteristics of the painting themselves became his new theme. Kubovy
however does not work only according to this analysis, as we know do several foreign artists,
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but he connects this subordination of the traditional painting to a new, relatively complex
expression. The key aspect of these paintings is not only the surprising newness of the cut-out
form, that is merely a part, it is a further combining with linear elements in the form of
wooden sticks and/or wires. For the first time connected in such, morphologically quite
expressive formal compositions, a foundation is created which is then afterwards treated in a
painterly fashion . . . Perhaps we can also understand these at that time relatively complex
visual compositions as sui generis reflexes to conceptual thinking. In Kubovy’s paintings of
the time, not only the complementariness of geometric and organic forms was thematised, on
the same painted surfaces different types of the artist’s signature met—perhaps different
methods of painting abstraction, from geometric to lyrical, and even various figurative motifs,
sometimes making reference to the world of mass communication. These are thus quite
complex, polymorphous, but also polyphonic works, whose communication is articulated as a
reciprocal relationship with whole series of idioms in modern art. One totally original aspect
was the integration for example of illuminated light bulbs or functional sound speakers. These
technical elements were the vehicles of other connotations, but at the same time there were
also exercising their original functions—components of this type of painting were then lights
constantly shining or speakers playing sounds. Integrated light or sound as new components
of a painting signalise to us Kubovy’s kinship with protagonists of the “new sensitivity” of the
1960s. It’s as if he wanted in these altered conditions, to synthesise something out of them,
which they themselves brought into the world of art . . . It is simply a case of today’s
interpretation, whether we characterise Kubovy’s first paintings as quite complex concepts or
whether we attribute to them a certain anticipation of postmodern thinking. Other reductions
in painting syntax speak for this “conceptual interpretation”, which we can follow in another
stream of the artist’s work. He was always at the time an exceptionally original artist, whose
place in Czechoslovak art has still remained important after three decades. The constant in the
entire oeuvre of Jiti Kubovy is experimentation and thematisation of the form of the painting
itself, although its syntax changes. It frees itself and in the most radical examples, leads to
complete dissolution, even of the remnants of traditional painting, which in that era the artist
still appreciated. This is true primarily in the entire cycle Sité (Networks) from the early
1980s, and in a group of paintings in which the colours are applied in the most minimal form
possible: the outline of a rectangle, created with twine, stretched between nails on a wall
surface. At the same time it is interesting in that this twine rectangles are interpreted attacks
against paint, in that they de facto create a certain minimal, but semantically identifiable
concept of landscape—something earlier possibly in landscapes done with basic colour
characteristics. The networks are more complicated still, even if here they are also
minimalistically freeing the structure of the vehicle—the greater part of the cycle is made up
completely of cross-hatching of tense white meshes, into which small objects, again referring
to the world of nature or reflecting the relationship of man and nature, only minimally
intervene. However in some of them we find whole configurations of small twiglets, which in
their natural organic forms create a sort of conceptual bond with the precise rational straight
line. The entire group of Kubovy’s Networks are definitely one of the most wonderful
examples of radical minimalisation and dematerialisation in Czechoslovak art, comparable to
similar examples on the world scene—and his uniqueness and specificability we find in the
reflection of the relationship of man and nature, which we must again perceive as one of the
forms of conceptual thinking. We see now that this artist is developing his existential
problems still further in the time when new, completely different phenomena are arriving on
the international scene—and he does not identify with them, as would an artist earlier
characterised as postmodern. He is the type of artist for whom it is still important to explore
certain problems which are in conjunction with the commencement of conceptual thinking,
confirmed in the structure of his entire work up to the present day. At the same time however
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it shows it can quite originally transform and modify that which it has grown into. He took
advantage of prefabricated lined tablets in quite complex ways, even when the individual
attacks were for the most part almost minimal-—simultaneously of course he admits however
that they are sui generis found objects. On these then in a large cycle, symptomatically called
Kresby na drevé (Drawings on Wood, 1994), he developed a scale of possible assaults on how
to actually realise a drawing, beginning with actual lines and drawing with pastels to painting
to stretching coloured thread between driven nails (reminiscent of his paintings on twine). The
realisation at the same time works at first glance subtly and freely, but again in these in the
form of simple graphic symbols artistic key significance is discovered, whether it be a bird, a
cloud, or the peak of some hill. The work of Jifi Kubovy is thus still connected with the
concepts that relate to our experience of the world around us—staying however
simultaneously still freer and freer morphologically. Freeing up of artistic works however is
not the freeing up of minimalist or neo-concretist structures (even if the not uninteresting fact
exists that actually with artists such orientation is felt in the majority as the most kindred and
also among them often makes personal friends). His own path however does not lead to
completely impersonal articulation, even when successively used forms keep diminishing, so
that meanwhile the most concise solution to his problem have been above all the realisations
from the collection Landscapes in 2005. But not even here does his specific reduction lead to
clean geometry, it is actually only a component of semantics and a syntactically more
complex whole. The majority here are dominated by two parallel horizontal lines, which we
can perceive as symbols of the earth and sky; these are connected for the most part by a
diagonal, however on both metre-long horizontals we find located again in the artist’s work
such characteristic irregular organic forms, which through their formal freeness function on
one hand as a conceptually opposite pole of clean geometry horizontal and diagonal, but on
the other hand also represent again another symbol system, which allows us to perceive them
as references to several phenomena of nature which we see around us. They are thus a sort of
symbol of landscape, though extremely reduced, but it is not something that would eliminate
significance. And what is more, all of these elements are of course painted in colours, thus it
1s again a new form of the artist’s work. Whether or not Jifi Kubovy wants to abandon the
specific possibilities of painting, he wants to maximally innovate in conjunction with several
methods of artistic communication which were brought to art in the 1960s and 1970s:
minimal art, and conceptual art . . . His path is rare, in that it enriches itself in new media and
new theoretical approaches, but at the same time his work—even in the most minimal form—
still applies itself to the classic medium of painting and to classic subjects which have been
pictured through that medium. He is an artist who has not given up either of these aspects, but
modified and called attention to them, and in our context probably the most rigourously and
most originally.

Jifi Valoch 2005
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