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UN VESTURISKI FAKTI PAR LATVIJAS NETRADICIONALO MAKSLU.

HELEnMA DEMAKOVA

Laikmetigas makslas atbalstitaji nu var uzelpot: beidzot Riga ir
garantéta iespéja, ka vismaz reizi gada notiks rpigi sagatavota,
konceptuali pardomata, nopamatota un kataloga dokumentéta
verieniga izstade. Garantiju dod ne vien makslinieku un koncepcijas
autora (3aja gadijuma — Jura Boiko) talants, bet ari nauda, kuru véligi
Sim ikgadéjam pasakumam ir pieskiris amerikanu mecenats Dzordzs
Soross. Tacu tik Joti nepieciesama nauda ir gan Joti batisks, tomeér tikai
atbalsts, un bez musu pasu jau ilggadéjam iestradém izstadi nebutu
bijis iespéjams sarikot. Si nelield kataloga ievada téma ir reizé |oti
vispariga un oti konkréta. Visparigi runa bus par to latviesu makslas
procesa “sastavdalu”, — t.i. tiem maksliniekiem, kuri ir (veiksmigi)
centusies papildinat Latvijas makslas tradicionalo izteiksmes lidzekju
kopumu; kuri, stradajot pie makslas robezu paplasinasanas,
vienlaicigi ir bagatinajusi pasu makslas jédzienu. Tacu jau iesakuma
Skiet svarigi bilst, ka vinu mérkis nav bijis tikai formala makslas valodas
attistisana vai ari tikai idejiski, logosam pakjauti mekiéjumi.
Makslinieku “izieSana telpa”, arpus tradicionalas télniecibas
nosacitibam, neierastu materialu pielietosana ir vérsta uz tada iztéles
lauka radisanu, kuru amerikanu esejiste Sjuzena Zontaga ir
raksturojusi sekojosi: “‘Nozimiga ir sajutu uztvere, jatas, pardzivojumu
veidu abstraktas formas un stili. Tie ir musdienu makslas meérki.
Laikmetigas makslas pamatraditdjs nav vis ideja, bet gan uztveres
analize un paplasinasana (un ja nu tomér ta ir “ideja”, tad ta attiecas
uz pardzivojuma veidu).”'

Sjuzena Zontaga savu eseju, no kuras tikko citéjam dazas rindas, ir
sarakstijusi 1965. gada. Taja laika Padomju Latvija meklét
Jauninajumus maksla bija paragri. Tikai sakot ar 70. gadu sakumu var
runat par konceptualam nostadném, kas atskiras no klasiska
modernisma formu valodas. Protams, ka esperimentala pieskana ir
lietiskas makslas aizsega darinatiem darbiem, tacu to “avangardisms”
Ir drizak formals. 70. gados aizsaktajai “individualas mitologijas”
hiperredlisma un minimalisma piekop3anai “plakanajas” makslas 80.
gadu sakuma piepulcéjas perfomance, inscenéta fotografija un
Instalacijas.

Te nu més esam nonakusi pie raksta konkrétas témas, kas ir
netradicionalu makslinieku darbibas parskats to rikoto pasakumu un
izstazu konteksta. Jau uzreiz gribu atrunat, ka vietéja presé
iesaknojies dalijums “instalatori”, kas tiek saukti ari par
“konceptualistiem”, “avangardistiem” un pretstatiti paréjiem, man
Skiet nepamatots un neprofesionals.’ “Avangardisma” jédziens jau
pats par sevi ir problematisks un ta nopietnam apskatam butu javelta
vai visa $im tekstam atvéléta telpa. "Avangarda” jédzienu visi nopietni
makslas vésturnieki attiecina ari uz 20. gadsimta sakuma klasiska
modernisma stravojumiem, kuri, ka zinams, parsvara norisinajas
plakne un autonomas, klasiskas skulptaras mérogos (Disans un Pikaso
bija nedaudzie iznémumi). Tadé) latviesu gleznotaja Bruno Vasijevska
konceptualas, hiperrealisma virzieniem tuvas gleznas ir jauzskata par
ne mazak avangardiskam ka citu makslinieku darinatas Instalacijas. Ari
tagadéjais par “instalatoru” atzitais makslinieks par excellence Ojars



TRESPASSERS or SoME THEORETICAL DEBATE AND

HISTORIC FACTS ABOUT THE UNTRADITIONAL ART OF LATYIA

HELENA DEMAKOVA

The supporters of contemporary art can now heave a sigh or relief:
at last it is for granted that at least once a year in Riga there will be a
carefully prepared, conceptually well-considered and well-founded
wide—scale exhibition, duly documented by a catalogue. It will be
granted not only by the talent of the artists and the author of the
concept (Juris Boiko, in this case), but also by the money, which was
generously allotted to this annual event by the American patron of
art George Soros. However badly needed, money is only a support,
and it would not be possible to organize this exhibition if there were
not our own experience of many years. The topic of the foreword to
this small catalogue is at the same time very general and very
specific. In general we shall dwell upon that “ingredient” of the
Latvian art process, i.e. those artists who have (successfully) tried to
expand the traditional scope of the means of expression in Latvian
art: who have worked to extend the borders of art and at the same
time have enriched the very concept of art. However, it is important
to note at the very beginning that their aim has not been a mere
formal development of the language of art or purely ideological,
logos—subjected search. The “capturing of space” by artists without
making use of the achievements of traditional sculpture, as well as
the use of untraditional materials tends towards the creation of such
a field of imagination, which has been characterized by the
American essayist Susan Sontag as follows: “What matters are the
perception of sensations, feelings, the abstract forms of various kinds
of experience and styles. They are the goal of contemporary art. The
main characteristic of contemporary art is not the idea, but the
analysis and extending of perception (and if it is an “idea’, though,
then it refers to the kind of experience).”' Susan Sontag wrote the
above quoted essay back in 1965. At that time all attempts to find
innovations in the art of Soviet Latvia were vain. Only as of
beginning of the 70ies one can speak about conceptual trends
which differ from the language of the forms of classical modernism.
Of course, a certain experimental ring can be felt in works created
under the cover of applied arts, however their “avant-gardism” is
rather formal. The practicing of “individual mythology”, hyperrealism
and minimalism in the “flat” arts in the beginning of the 80ies was
joined by performance, dramatized photography and installations.

Now we have come to the specific topic of the present article, i.e.
discussion of the activity of untraditional artists in the context of their
exhibitions and events they have organized. It should at once be
mentioned that the routine division between the “installators”, called
also "conceptualists” and “avant—gardists”, and others seem
ill-founded and unprofessional.” The notion of “avant-gardism” itself
is problematic, and a decent review of it would require almost all the
space allotted to this article. Serious art historians attribute the notion
of “avant-gardism” also to the trands of classical modernism of the
early 20th century, which are known to take place mainly in the

~ plane and in the scale of the autonomus, classical sculpture
(Duchamp and Picasso were the rare exceptions). Hence the



Pétersons 1987. gada grupas izstades kataloga ievada pazino: “Vélak
bija M.Poja un L.Purmales darbu izstade Poligrafiku kluba, — izstade,
kas man kalpoja ka stabils atskaites punkts.”* Bet M.Polis un L.Purmale
Ir nozimigi glenotaji; tatad vinu makslas spéks ir ietekméjis nakamo
makslinieku paaudzi ne mazak, ka kads Latvija nejausi ieklidis Roberta
Smitsona darbu katalogs. Praktiski visi netradicionalos makslas veidos
stradajoSie makslinieki ir guvusi akadémisku izglitibu Latvijas Makslas
akadémija, kura, lai gan (vél arvien) slavena ar savu konservativo
garu, tomer ka celamaizi absolventiem dod lidzi pamatigu
amatniecisku varésanu. Tie makslinieki, kurus ar nopéluma pieskanu
pieskaita pie “instalatoru slavas gajiena” * - t.i., kuri gluzi vienkarsi ir
guvusi starptautiskus panakumus — ari tagad intensivi strada citos
makslas veidos. Vini taisa visdazadako tehniku grafikas (un pldc
laurus starptautiskas grafikas izstadés), veido plakatus (ari tur lauri ir
ne mazak kupli), glezno, ir filmu makslinieki inscenétaji, dizaineri utt.
Daudzas sarunas ar viniem ir nacies parliecinaties, ka nekadu
nepatiku pret tradicionaliem makslas medijiem vini neizjat — un ka lai
izjustu, ja ari pasi ar Siem medijiem stradal Tatad ikreizéja medija
Izvele ir saistita tikai ar makslas téliem visadekvatako izteiksmju veidu.
Zimigi, ko dazi spécigakie “internacionalie” latvieSu makslinieki (kuri
Saja izstadé nav parstaveti) par makslas robezu parvarésanu teica tiesi
pirms desmit gadiem: “Gribas bat maksliniekam $i varda plasaka
nozime, nevis Sauram, viena loka darbonim.... Mdasu noldks ir iepazit
telpu. Ka vidi, kuru sev paklauj cilvéks. Te iespéjama principidli
atskirigu makslas veidu sintéze ar mérki paplasinat masu tradicionalo
prieksstatu par makslas robezam.”* \

“Liekas, ka laiks pievérst praktisku uzmanibu telpas (vides)
makslinieciskam problémam. Protams, tas jau tiek risinatas visu laiku —
arhitektdra, télnieciba, gleznieciba, tacu soreiz es domaju telpas tiesu
izpratni, telpu ka vidi — socialu, ekologisku, kultaras utt. Praktiski ta
batu makslinieku radita vide (ar noteiktu, programmétu emocionalu
ledarbibu) izstazu zalé vai citur, izmantojot ari stajmaksias iespéjas. "
Lielaka maksla ir maksla dzivot péc sirdsapzinas, nav svarigi, kada
profesija.Maksliniekam zupa javara katru dienu no jauna. Sildita?
Vairs nav tas.”’

‘Nevaru sevi piespiest stradat tikai
viena Saura makslas veida vai tehnika.
Apzinoties daudzpusibas “sliktas
puses”, tomér negribu tas izvirzit par
galvenajam. lespéjams, radisies ideja,
kura prasis daZadu izteiksmes veidu
apvienosanu, un tad tiri praktiski
palidzes spéja orientéties daZados
makslas veidos.”®

Pirmas So makslinieku instalacijas Riga
paradijas 1984. gada latvieSu
gleznotaja un makslas teorétika Ojara
Abola inspirétaja izstadé “Daba. Vide.
Cilvéks”. Péc O.Abola naves to
Péterbaznica realizéja Makslinieku
savienibas darba grupa un ta aptvéra
apméram 100 autoru darbus,
visdazadako makslas veidu un
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Museum of G Skilters, Riga. 1985
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paintings by the Latvian painter Bruno Vasilevskis, conceptual and
close to the trends of hyperrealism, are not less avant-garde than
installations created by other artists. Ojars Pétersons, now recognized
as an installation artist par excellence, in the catalogue of a 1987
group exhibition said: “Later came the exhibition of M.Polis and
L.Purmale in the Club of Polygraphers — an exhibition which served
me as a firm point of reference.”* Yet M.Polis and L.Purmale are
Important painters, and it means that the power of their art has
ifluenced the next generation of artists as strongly as a catalogue of
Robert Smithson’s works having reached Latvia by chance. Virtually
all artists working in the untraditional forms of art have had
academic education at the Latvian Academy of Arts, which though
(still) famous for its conservativism, gives the parting gift of good
craftsmanship to its graduates. The artists who, whith a slight scorn,
are reckoned in the “triumph march of installators” * - i.e., who have
merely won international recognition are now working in other
forms of art as well. They engage in various forms of graphic art (and
win awards at international exhibitions), make posters (and the
awards are as rich), paint, are artistic directors of films, designers etc.
Many conversations with them have shown that they do not feel any
dislike towards traditional art media — and how could they feel it,
working in these media themselves! Thus, every choice of a medium
Is connected only with the way of expression best suiting the artistic
images. Remarkably, what some most potent “international” Latvian
artists (who are not represented in this exhibition) said of the
transgressing of art’s borders precisely ten years ago: “We want to be
artists in the widest sense of the word, not just a narrow figure in a
specific field... Our aim is to get to know the space. As a medium
subjected by man. There a synthesis of principially different forms of
art is possible, with an aim to widen our traditional idea about the
borders of art.”* “It seems, there is high time to pay practical
attention to the artistic problems of space (environment). Of course,
they are being solved all the time — in architecture, sculpture,
painting, however this time | meant a direct understanding of space,
it as an environment - social, ecological, cultural etc. In practice, it
would be an environment created by artists (with a definite,
programmed emotional effect] in the exhibition hall or elsewhere,
making use also of the opportunities that easel painting can give.”*
“The art of arts is to live up to your conscience, no matter what your
profession is. The artist has to cook new soup every day. Warm it up?
It is no longer the same.”’ “I cannot force myselft to work only in
one narrow form of art or technique. Fully realizing the “adverse
effects” of versatility, | would refrain from putting them forwards as
the main ones. One can come across an idea which would require
the joining of various means of expression, and then the familiarity
with various forms of art would be of great help.”*

The first installations of these artists appeared in Riga in 1984 in the
exhibition “Nature. Environment. Man”, inspired by the Latvian
painter and art theoretician Ojars Abols. After the death of O.Abols it
was set up in St.Peter’s Church by the working group of the Artists’
Union, and comprised the works of about 100 artists working in a
variety of art forms and trends, with the participation of architects,
musicians, literary men and scientists. The exhibition lasted only two
weeks, it was prematurely closed by censors who arrived from
Moscow. However, it had a huge resonance in the circles of art and
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zinatnieki. Izstade ilga tikai divas nedélas, to priekslaicigi slédza no
Maskavas atbraukusie cenzori. Tacu tai bija milziga rezonanse
makslinieku aprindas un kritika. Viens no $is izstades rikotajiem,
dizainers un makslas teorétikis Janis Borgs presé “paguva” pateikt, ka
“ta ir principiala ekspozicija ar ilgstosu ietekmi uz masu makslas
turpmako gaitu””.

Tik tiesam, ietekme bija nenoliedzama, un jau nakamaja 1985. gada
O.Pétersons, A.Breze un J.Putrams “sadl3ojas” sarikot izstadi
G.Skiltera memorialaja muzeja. Tatu izstade ta ari netika atklata. .
Dienu pirms atklasanas to “slédza” KultGras ministrijas komisija.

Te atkal vieta ir iestarpinat kadu polemisku domu. Nereti presé izskan
balsis, ka latviesu laikmetigie makslinieki ir “konjunktuaristi”, ka vinu
darbiba ir vérsta tikai uz sevis iekjJausanu starptautiskaja izstazu aprité.
Piemeéram, raksta par Andri Brezi kritikis Péteris Bankowvskis raksta
sekojosi: “Butiba Andiris un vina laikabiedri (I.Gailans, K.Gelzis,
O.Peétersons, O.Tillbergs, vél dazi) ir tada pat konjunktaras valgojuma
ka salonmakslinieki, kam nemitigi jaseko lidzi pircéju gaumei, kas
mainas lidzi vannas istabu iekartu un atzveltnes krésiu razotaju pejpas
karas izdomas liklociem. Vienigi mas intereséjosie makslinieki
nepardod vis savus darbus privatpersonam, bet gan savus vardus un
ideju realizacijas t.s. laikmetigas makslas procesam. Bet $is process,
lespejams, ir tik vien ka makslas “zinatnieku” lolojums un
pastavésanas attaisnojums.” '

Par kadu “ideju piedavasanu” gan varéja bat runa 1985. gada? Vai
1987. gada, kad A.Breze, O.Pétersons, J.Putrams (un H.Vorkals) atkal
sarikoja izstadi, par kuru vinu kolégis K.Smeljkovs rakstija, ka ta ir
sengaidita viriskiba maksla?'' Vai kad zurnalists un dzejnieks V. Avoting
to raksturoja ka sociali aktiva un kontrastéjosa gara pilnu, ka vérstu
pret sikpilsonibu?'?

Tolaik neviens makslas zinatnieks vinus nekada laikmetigas makslas
procesa iekjaut netaisijas, robezas bija ciet. Vini vienkar3i darija savu
darbu, pildija savu makslinieka sGtibu. Tapat ka K.Gelzis, kurs 1987.
gada uzrikoja savu personalizstadi — environment “Skirsts”, vai
O.Tillbergs, kurs 1986. gada kopa ar A.Neretnieci un R.Pipkaléju
izstadé “Telpa un més” izveidoja milzu instalaciju — “Torti”. Un kur nu
Vel 1987. gada O.Tillberga instalacija izstadé “Forums” Césis un
“Gadijums 3" Teatra muzeja, kurai ving izveidoja septinas (I)
Instalacijas. Ari sava sievastéva darzu vins klusi un mierigi, patalu no
starptautiskas knadas, “noinstaléja” 80. gadu vidu... Kad
Rietumberfines Jaunas télotajmakslas apvienibas (NGBK) kuratores
Barbara Straka un Brigite Zonen3eina 1987. gada ieradas Riga,
vinam nacas piedzivot “negaiditu tikSanos” ar latviesu laikmetigo
makslu, jau nobriedusu un cienigu dabiski iekjauties starptautiskaja
aprité. “Negaidito tik3anos” ieliku pédinas, jo tiesi ta — “Unerwartete
Begegnung” - 1990. gada ta pati (Rietum)Berlines NGBK nosauca
izstadi, kura ta bija apkopojusi un Berlines publikai prezentéjusi
gadsimta sakuma latviesu klasiska modernisma darbus. Se nu vieta
butu runat par centra un periférijas nelinearajam attiecibam, tacu ta
jau ir cita raksta téma, tadé| atgriezisimies 1987. vai drizak
satrauco3aja 1988. gada. Togad Rietumberfines, kas bija Eiropas
kultGras galvaspilséta, Valsts Kunsthallé 24. julija atklaja izstadi “Riga -
latviesu avangards”, kura 1989. gada celoja uz Kili un Brémeni.
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criticism. Janis Borgs, one of the organizers of this exhibition,
“managed” to tell in the media that “this is a principial exposition
with a lasting effect on the further process of our art”.’

Really, the effect was undeniable, and already in 1985 O.Petersons,
A.Breze and J.Putrams “had the courage” to set up an exhibition in
the Memorial Museum of G.Skilters. However, this exhibition was
never opened... A day before its opening it was “closed” by the
commission of the Ministry of Culture.

This might be the right place to put in a polemic idea. No seldom in
mass media there can be heard voices saying that the Latvian
contemporary artists are “timeservers’, that their activity is forwarded
only at the inclusion of themselves in the turnover of international
exhibitions. For example, in an article on Andris Breze, the critic
Péteris Bankovskis writes the following: “In actual fact Andris and his
contemporaries (..Gailans, K.Gelzis, O.Pétersons, O.Tillbergs and
some others) are as entrapped by conjuncture as the salon artists,
who have to constantly follow the consumers’ taste which changes
along with the zig-zagging profit-thirsty imagination of bathroom
equipment and armchair producers. The only difference is that the
artists we are speaking about here do not sell their works to private
purchasers but offer their names and realizations of ideas to the
so—called process of contemporary art. Yet this process, possibly, is
merely a “creation” and justification of the existence of art
“theoreticians.” "

What ideas could be “offered” back in 19857 Or in 1987, when
A.Breze, O.Pétersons, J.Putrams (and H.Vorkals) again set up an
exhibition, of which their collegue K.Smelkovs wrote that is the long
expected fortitude in art?'' Or when the journalist and poet

V. Avotiné characterized it as being full of socially active and
contrasting spirit, as pointed against petit-bourgeois? *

At that time no art theoretician was inclined to include them in any
processes of contemporary art, the borders were closed. They just
did their job, fulfilled their artist's mission. Like K.Gelzis, with his
one-man show — environment “Shrine” in 1987, or O.Tillbergs who,
together with A.Neretniece and R.Pipkaléjs, made an enormous
installation “Cake” for the exhibition “Space and Us" in 1986. And in
1987 O.Tillbergs' installation at the exhibition “Forum” in Césis and
“Happening 3" at the Theatre Museum, for which he made seven (1)
installations. Already in mid-eighties he “installationized” his
father's-in—-law garden, caimly and peacefully, and far from the
international fuss... When the curators of the Neue Gesellschaft fur
Bildende Kunst (NGBK) from West Berlin Barbara Straka and Brigite
Sonnenschein arrived in Riga in 1987, they had an “unexpected
encounter” with the Latvian contemporary art, already mature and
deserving to be naturally included into the international process.
“Unexpected encounter” was put into inverted commas since the
same name — “Unerwartete Begegnung” — was used by the (West)
Berlin NGBK to entitle an exhibition in 1990, in which it had selected
and presented to the Berlin public the works of the Latvian classical
modernism of the early 20th century. This could be the right place to
speak about the non-linear relationships between the “centre” and
periphery, however this is a topic for another article, so let us return
into 1987, or rather into the exciting 1988. On June 24 in the State
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Izstadé piedalijas 23 visdazadakajos, ari Latvijai tradicionalajos
medijos stradajosie makslinieki: A.Bauskenieks, |.Blumbergs, J.Boiko,
A.Breze, K.Gelzis, A Grinbergs, |.litnere, A.Kalnacs, L.Laganovskis,
H.Ledins, D.Liela, |.Mailitis, O.Pétersons, |.Poikans, M.Polis, J.Putrams,
D.Sénberga, K.Smejkovs, A.Sparans, O.Tillbergs, A Zarina, |.Zodziks.

Skiet, ka Latvijas laikmetigo makslinieku vida varétu atrast joti
nedaudzus, kuri tik tie$dm savus darbus ir veidojusi tikai pardosanai
Rietumu tirgd, t.i. izstazu tirga, galeriju tirgl, makslas gadatirgos. Tie
Ir dazi ta saucamajam (Krievijas disidentu vida dzimusajam) socartam
tuvu stavosi konceptualisti, kurus Seit nepieminésu.

Nebdtu pareizi Latvijas laikmetigos maksliniekus apvainot intelekta
trukuma, vini spéj kontrolét un izvértét piedavajumu nokrasu. Ta
K.Gelzis, nevéloties ieklauties politizacijas gultné, 1992. gada atteicas
piedalities B.Strakas rikotaja izstadé “Attélu atmina. MUsdienu Baltijas
fotografija”. Ari nu jau par legendu kjuvusais performance
makslinieks H.Ledin3 spéja kritiski izvértét savu izstazu darbibu.
Savulaik “Nebijusu sajatu restauréSanas darbnica”, kuru dibinaja
H.Ledins un J.Boiko, no malas skatoties — cik nu vini to atjava — bija
‘vienkarsi” riks esamibas pamatojuma izpétei un izdziesmosanai. Vinu
ikgadejais gajiens uz Bolderaju, sakot no 80. gadu sakuma, bija
rituals ar atkarto$anas un nejausibas vienlidz spécigu lidzsadzivosanu.
Bet tad, intervija 1992. gada H.Ledin3 pazinoja:

"H.Ledins: Atklatiba tas (gajiens uz Bolderaju — H.D.) nonaca
nejausibas dél. Man pat traucéja kadu bridi Bolderajas-
mitologizésanas.

P.Bankovskis: Mitologizésanas notika tapéc, ka tu pats procesu izlaidi
no rokam...

H.Ledins: Es to neizlaidu no rokam, vaciesi to man izsita no rokam,
Barbara Straka to uztvéra ka latviesu makslas fenomenu. Bet tas
nebija domats ne ka maksla, ne ka fenomens.” "

Tacu, atsakoties turpmak ik gadus dpdnties uz Bolderaju, H.Ledin3
1992. gada neatteicas piedalities B.Strakas rikotaja Baltijas biennalé
Rauma, Somija.

Lidz Sim esmu parsvara aplukojusi faktologisko materidlu, un to
varétu papildinat vél un vél, pieminot daudzas nozimigas makslinieku
personalizstades un grupu izstades. Lai “gramatvediba” batu puslidz
ievérota, lak, dazi pieméri, kuri nedaritu kaunu nevienam pasaules
modernas makslas muzejam:

“Latvija. 20. gadsimta kdlenis. 1940. — 1990. gads” (A.Zarina, Breze,
l.litnere, |.Gailans, l.un |. Mailites, J.Boiko, J.Putrams, K Gelzis,
O.Pétersons, O.Tillbergs, S.Malina, S.Davidovs). Riga, izstazu zale
Latvija, 1990. gads.

“Maigas svarstibas” (A.Zarina, |.litnere, G.Muiznieks, J.Mitrévics,
S.Krastina, E.Vérpe). Riga, izstazu zale Latvija, 1990. gads.

“Pieci no Rigas” (O.Pétersons, O.Tillbergs, A.Zarina, O.Feldbergs,
U.Briedis). Stokholma, Kulturhuset, 1991. gads.

“Kvalitate ‘92" (A.Breze, G.Kajons, L.Laganovskis, V.Zabers, L.Lapins).
Riga, izstazu zale Latvija, 1992. gads.
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Inese un Ivars Mailites

“Cilveki = karogi™

lzstadu nams Jaga seta, Riga, 1987, gads
“Men - Balls of Yarn™

Gallery Japa sets, Riga, 1987

Kunsthalle of Berlin, which was the European cultural capital, the
exhibition “Riga — Latvian Avant-garde” was opened, which in 1989
travelled to Kiel and Bremen. 23 artists working in a variety of media,
Including the ones traditional for Latvia, took part in this exhibition:
A.Bauskenieks, |.Blumbergs, J.Boiko, A.Breze, K.Gelzis, A.Grinbergs,
|.litnere, A.Kalnacs, L.Laganovskis, H.Ledins, D.Liela, 1.Mailitis,
O.Pétersons, |.Poikans, M.Polis, J.Putrams, D.Sénberga, K.Smejkovs,
A.Sparans, O.Tillbergs, A.Zarina, |.Zodziks.

It seems that among Latvian contemporary artists one could find very
few who have created their works only for sale in the Western
market, i.e. exhibition market, gallery market, art fairs. Those are
several conceptualists who are close to the so—called socart (born
among the Russian dissidents), and they will not be discussed here.,

It would not be right to accuse Latvian contemporary artists of the
lack of intellect, they are able to control and weigh the nuances of
the offer. For example, K.Gelzis did not want to join the stream of
politization and in 1992 refused to take part in the exhibition
"Memory of Images. Baltic Photo Art Today”, organized by B.Straka.
As well as the performance artist H.Ledin3, now already a legend,
was able to critically evaluate his exhibition activities. Once “The
Workshop for the Restoration of Unexperienced Sensations”,
founded by H.Ledins and J.Boiko, from the distance - to the extent
the artists allowed it — was “simply” a tool to study and “soundtrack”
the grounds for being. Their annual march to Bolderaja from the
beginning of the 80ies was a rite with an equally potent coexistence
of repetition and contingency. However, in an interview in 1992
J.Ledins announced:

“‘H.Ledins: It (the march to Bolderaja — H.D.) became known to the
public by pure chance. For some time | was even annoyed by such
mythologization of Bolderaja.

P.Bankovskis. Mythologization took place because you let the process
out of your hands...

H.Ledins: | did not let it out of my hands, the
Germans snatched it away from my hands.
Barbara Straka perceived it as a phenomenon of
Latvian art. However, it was not meant to be
either an art or a phenomenon.”?

Yet having refused to go each year to
Bolderaja, in 1992 H.Ledin3 did not refuse to
take part in the Baltic Biennial B.Straka had
organized in Rauma, Finland.

Until now, mainly the factological material has
been discussed, and more and more facts could
be supplied, mentioning many important solo
and group shows of artists. In order to “keep
the books™ in a more or less proper manner, the
following are some examples, of which no
museum of modern art in the world would be
ashamed:

“Latvia. 20th Century Somersauilt. 1940 — 1990"
(A. Zarina, A.Breze, |.litnere, 1.Gailans, I. and |.
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“Forma Anthropologica” (triju Baltijas republiku izstade) (no Latvijas:
J.Boiko, 1.Gailans, O.Tillbergs, O.Pétersons, A.Neretniece, J.Putrams).
Tallinna, Makslinieku Savienibas izstazu zale, 1992. gads.

"Parmijas” (A.Zarina, O.Tillbergs, J.Boiko, H.Ledin3]. Minstere, Pilsétas
galerija Am Hawerkamp, 1992. gads.

"Paaudze” (J.Boiko, A.Zarina, 1.Gailans, O.Tillbergs, O.Pétersons,
A.Breze, 5.Malina, K.Gelzis, J.Putrams). Pori (Somija), Pori Makslas
muzejs, 1992. gads.

Vai starptautiska makslas konteksta ietvaros varétu ko teikt par “ipasi’
latvisko laikmetigo makslu? Atbilde nebus noraidosa.

Visupirms Jums iesaku rapigi ieltkoties 3eit reproducétajas
melnbaltajas fotografijas. Tajas redzams, ka ikreiz tradicionals makslas
veids “apgust” telpu. Lak, O.Pétersona instalacija “Zila jara”, kas
tapusi tai nelaimigajai, 1985. gada neatklatajai izstadei. Tur
makslinieks vides situacijas radiSanai ir izmantojis grafikas lapas un
papildinajis tas ar diaprojekciju.

Alja Zarina, sakotnéji gleznojot uz “normaliem”, tad uz arvien
lielakiem formatiem, vairakas pédéjo gadu izstadés apglezno visu
telpu.

Ineses un Ivara Mailisu objekts ir radies Ineses tekstiimakslinieces un
Ivara izcilo grafika dotibu sadarbibas rezultata. Lai ari abi makslinieki
ar savu objektu grupu “Cilvéki — kamoli” ir guvusi panakumus 21.
tekstilmakslas bienndlé Lozanna, 3o abstrakto melno figaru
visparinajuma speka rezultata lieks kjast dalijums “lietiskaja” un
“télotajmaksla”.

Valts Kleins, pazistams latviesu fotografs, 1991. un 1992. gada
fotograféja no majam béguljojosus bérnus, ka ari bérnu namu
audzeknus. lkviena fotografija ir istens originals, jo katrs bérns uz sava
portreta ir uzrakstijis savu véstijumu - véstijumu pasaulei. Par
fotoinstalaciju Sis fotografijas kluva 1992. gada, kad V Kleins ar $o
darbu “Meés gribam — més vélamies” piedalijas Baltijas juras biennalé
Rostoka.

Tatad uzskatami varam izsekot jau vienai ipatnai latviesu makslas
iezimei: ta ir integréjosa instalacija, kura radusies, apvienojoties it ka
neatkarigiem, biezi tradicionalai makslai raksturigiem artefaktiem. Lidz
ar to var runat par sava veida makslas “iztaisitibu”, “konstruétibu”, tas
izteikto pakjausanos materialam. Manuprat, o materialas puses
uzsvaru iespejams saistit ar vairakiem latvieSu mentalitates
raksturotajiem (kuri parsvara pastav, protams, ka utopiska projekcija).
Vispirms ta ir poetizacija, — dzives un dabas, ka ari materiala
poetizacija. Bet poetizacija latviskaja kultGra, lai cik tas nebGtu divaini,
Ir savijusies ar saméra smagneéju racionalismu. Tadé| nebutu brinums,
Jja arzemju makslas specialistus parsteigtu Latvijas makslas visparéjas
stastosas, stastitgribosas aprises, kuras tomeér neatbilst pasaku, bet
gan dzejoju fakturai: téls ka materiala iemiesots cejvedis, un ta
vestijodo, bridinoso un pat pamacoso gaitu atvieglo un atbrivo
stavoklis, ko var izteikt tikai ar latviesu vardu “noskana”. Formali

16



Mailites, J.Boiko, J.Putrams, K.Gelzis, O.Pétersons, O.Tillbergs,
5.Malina, S.Davidovs). Riga, Exhibition Hall Latvija, 1990.

“Tender Fluctuations” (A.Zarina, |.litnere, G.Muiznieks, J.Mitrévis,
S.Krastina, E.Vérpe). Riga, Exhibition Hall Latvija, 1990.

“Five from Riga” (O.Pétersons, O.Tillbergs, A.Zarina, O.Feldbergs,
U.Briedis). Stockholm, Kulturhuset, 1991 .

“Quality ‘92" (A.Breze, G.Kajons, L.Laganovskis, \/.Zabers, L.Lapin).
Riga, Exhibition Hall Latvija, 1992.

“Forma Anthropologica” (Exhibition of three Baltic States) (from
Latvia: J.Boiko, |.Gailans, O.Tillbergs, O.Pétersons, A Neretniece,
J.Putrams). Tallinn, Exhibition Hall of the Artists’ Union, 1992.

“The Points” (A.Zarina, O.Tillbergs, J.Boiko, H.Ledin3). Manster, City
Gallery Am Hawerkamp, 1992.

“The Generation” (J.Boiko, A.Zarina, |.Gailans, O.Tillbergs,
O.Pétersons, A Breze, S.Malina, K.Gelzis, J.Putrams). Pori (Finland),
Pori Art Museum, 1992.

Can one say anything about the “specifically” Latvian contemporary
art in the context of international art? The answer will not be “no”.

To start with, you are recommended to carefully look into the
black-and-white photos reproduced here. They show the way how
each time a traditional form of art “explores” space. Say, O.Pétersons’
installation “The Blue Sea”, created for the unfortunate unopened
exhibition on 1985. In order to create the environmental situation,
the artist has used graphic sheets and supplemented them with a
slide—projection.

Alja Zarina initally painted on “normal”, then on increasingly bigger
formats, and in several recent shows she painted the whole
exhibition space.

The object of Inese and Ivars Mailites has been created by
cooperation of the textile artist Inese and outstanding graphic artist
lvars. Though both artists with their group of objects “Men — Balls of
Yarn” won recognition at the 21st Textile Art Biennial in Lausanne,
the power of generalization of these abstract black figures renders
the division into “applied” and “fine” arts unnecessary.

Valts Kleins, a well-known Latvian photographer, in 1991 and 1992
photographed wayward children, as well as children in asylums.
Each photo is an original, for each child has inscribed his or her
portrait with a message to the world. These photos became a
photo-installation in 1991, when V.Kleins with this work entitled
“We Want -We Wish” took part in the Baltic Sea Biennial in Rostock.

Thus we can clearly trace one specific trait of Latvian art: the
integrating installation created by joining seemingly independent
—artefacts, often typical of traditional art. So we can speak about a
kind of “made-ness”, “constructed-ness” of arts, its marked link with
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raugoties, telpiski darbi lielakoties ir buvéti péc stabila izlidzsvarojuma
principa. Par vél vienu visparéjo Latvijas netradicionalas makslas
raksturotaju varétu uzskatit tas antropologisko ievirzi: tas ir vél
Renesanses humanisma gara ieturétas notis un magz ir ironisku,
atsvesinatu piesitienu (varbuat iznemot vairakus V.Zabera un
O.Pétersona darbus, tacu ari tajos netrakst zinamas nostaldijas). Skiet,
ka Sis fenomens saistits ar latvieSu sameéra izteikto individualismu. Saja
sakara bija interesanti salidzinat 1993. gada rudeni Stokholma
notikudo Latvijas un lIgaunijas klasiska modernisma, t.i. 20. un 30.
gadu makslas izstadi." LatvieSu daja neparprotami valdija
“individualakas” variacijas par ta laika Eiropas vado3ajiem makslas
stravojumiem.

Protams, ka ikviens visparinajums, it ipasi veikts bez vésturiskas
distances, ir parspiléts un biezi pat apvainojoss. Tacu Latvijas makslas
kopainas priekdrociba ir tas parredzamiba, sameéra nelielais to
makslinieku skaits, kuri savos darbos necensas atstradat noteiktas
Klisejas, un ka saka Z.Bodrijars: “Kics diskursa ir lidzvértigs “klisejai”."®

Visa augsminéta sakara ir seviski interesanti veidot izstadi (lai tas
Soreiz batu “Zoom faktors”), kura censas stastijumu un individualismu
“relativizét”, pétit kontekstualas attiecibas. Skiet, tas ir ari cels, kuru
vélas iet daudzi latvieSu makslinieki. No stastijuma izteiksmes ir
atteicies Kristaps Gelzis: vinu pédeéjos divos gados interesé telpas
veidosanas un uztveres nosacijumi, kuri sevi, protams, ietver ari
kultUrtelpas klatbatni. Ar “Zoom faktoram” iecerétais darbs, skiet,
saistits ar telpas pardzivojumu “melnajiem caurumiem”, kurus var
salidzinat ar tam sekundes desmitdalam, kadas pardzivoijis ikviens
autovaditajs, kad vinu apzilbina preti braucoda automasina. Tacu
vienlaicigi visa padreizéja sabiedriska situacija itin biezi atgadina
melna cauruma stavokli, kad orientieru trakums apgratina refleksiju.
Laika, kad arvien gratak ir definét laikmetigo makslu un kad tas
daudzpusigas izpausmes pasaulé vairs nav aptveramas, latviesu
maksliniekiem ir gruti parmest socialas atbildibas trakumu. Par spiti
neattistitajai galeriju sistémai, kritiku neprofesionalitatei un smagajam
ekonomiskajam stavoklim, vini arvien rada jaunus darbus, kuru
komplicétais garigais satvars |auj nojaust ne vien trauslas un brivas
dvéeseles klainojuma neaprakstamas trajektorijas, bet ari socialas
telpas izliekumus. Ta ka “Zoom faktors” ir
Izaicinajums vairakiem jauniem
maksliniekiem atklat savas ieceres lidzas
pieredzéjusakajiem kolégiem, tad gribas
pievienoties dazam pirms ¢etriem gadiem
prese izteiktam atzinam par turpat izstazu
zalé “Latvija” notikusu netradicionalu,
parsteiguma pilnu makslas pasakumu.
Skiet, ka 30 atzinu vértibu nemazinas fakts,
ka tas paudis Latvijas valsts Kultras
ministrs: “Ideala gadijuma - sadalitaja
izstazu telpa sastaptos makslinieka saceres
un atspogujosanas profesionalisma augsts
limenis ar skatitaja spéju lidzdomat un
noliegt sevi dazus (daudzus?)
stereotipus.” '*

Un: “... nepaklupsim uz materialo vértibu
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Valls Kleins

Foloinstalici ijn “Més gribam - mes vélamies™

Haltijas jiras biennile, Rostoka, 1992. gads
Photo~installation “We Want — We Wish”
Ballic Sea Biennial, Rostock, 1992

the material. It seems, that the stress on the material may have a
cretain link with several characteristics of Latvian mentality (which, of
course, for the most part exist as an utopian projection). Firstly, it is
poetization - of life and nature, as well as of the material. But
poetization in Latvian culture, strange as it may seem, is interwoven
with a rather heavy rationalism. Therefore, no wonder if foreign art
specialists were surprised by the general narrative and tell-thirsty
framework of Latvian art, corresponding rather to the texture of
poems than fairy-tales: the image as a materialized guide, and its
narrative, warning and even instructing gait is eased and liberated
Dy the condition which could be described by the word “mood”.
From the formal point of view, spatial works are built mainly in
accordance with the principle of stable balance. One more general
characteristic of Latvian untraditional art could be its anthropological
trend: the notes still in the spirit of the Renaissance humanism and
few ironic, detached touches (possibly, excepting several works. by
V.Zabers and O.Pétersons, yet they also do not suffer from the lack
of a certain nostalgia). It looks like this phenomenon is connected
with the rather marked individualism of the Latvians. In this respect it
was interesting to compare the exhibition of the Latvian and
Estonian classical modernism, i.e. art of the 20ies and 30ies, which
took place in autumn 1993 in Stockholm.'* The Latvian part was
dominated by more “individual” variations than the leading trends in
European art of that time.

Of course, every generalization, in particular when it is made
without due historic distance, is exaggerated and often insulting.
However, and advantage of the general picture of Latvian art is that
it is easily overseeable, that the number of artists who do no try to
reproduce certain clichés in their works is small, and, to quote
J.Baudrillard: “Kitsch in discourse is equal to a “cliché”.'*

Taking into account all the above mentioned, it is particularly
interesting to set up an exhibition (“The Zoom Factor” this time),
which tries to “relativize” narration and individualism, to study
contextual relationships. It seems to be the way many Latvian artists
want to take. Kristaps Gelzis has given up the narrating expression:
during the last two years he has been dealing with the conditions of
space formation and perception, which, of course, comprise the
presence of cultural space, too. The work intended for “The Zoom
Factor” seems to be connected with the “black holes” of spatial
experiences, which can be compared to the tenths of a second, well
known to everyone on the road who has been blinded by a car
coming from the opposite direction. At the same time the whole
present social situation resembles a situation of a black hole when
the lack of orienteers makes reflexion difficult. In the time when it is
increasingly hard to define contemporary art and when the totality
of this versatile expressions in the world can no longer be perceived,
on cannot accuse Latvian artists of the lack of responsibility. In spite
of the underdeveloped system of galleries, unprofessional criticism
and economic hardships they go on creating new works, the
complex spritual frame of which gives a hint of not only
indescribable trajectories of wanderings of fragile and free souls, but
also the swellings of social space. Since “The Zoom Factor” is a
challenge for several young artists, one can feel tempted to join
some ideas voiced in the media four years ago about an
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uzskaitijuma slieksna. Ipasi jau tapéc, ka lielai dajai no tam ir pieskirta
gariga un koncentréta mérktieciba un ari tapéc, ka tiesi sada tipa
télaina domasana nu jau dazus gadus Latvijas kultdru integre
Eiropa.” "

' Sontag, Susan. Die Einheit den Kultur und dien neue Erlebnisweise
(One Culture and the New Sensibility) in: Kunst und Antikunst. —
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‘ sk., piem., Vija Virtmane, Mara Lace. Aktuala intervija. — Literatura
un Maksla. — Riga, 1993. -22. oktobris.- 6.Ipp.

*Vorkals, Henrihs. Breze, Andris. Pétersons, Ojars. Putrams, Juris
(katalogs). — Riga: LPSR Makslas fonds, 1987.
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untraditional art event, full of surprises, which took place in the same
Exhibition Hall “Latvija”. Probably, these ideas will not seem less
valuable by the fact that they were voiced by the present State
Minister of Culture: “In the ideal case — the partitioned exhibition
space would be the meeting place of the high professional level of
artist’s creativity and reflexion and spectator’s ability to co-think and
deny in himself some (many?) stereotypes.” '

And: “... we shall not stumble over the threshold of enumeration of
material values. Particularly because the bulk of them has been
endowed with spiritual and concentrated purposefulness, and
because this kind of imaginative thinking has been integrating
Latvian culture into Europe for several years already.” "’
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(One culture and the New Sensibility) in: Kunst und Antikunst. —
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