Solvita Krese
GRAMATIKAH

00. gados Llatvijes maksla iendkoSd paaudze piesaka Sevi ar Sauu valodu, no
lepriexSejas paaudzes atSkirigu rakstibu un jaunu gramafiku. Qan piedavajol jau-
nas i2feiksmes formas, Kuras nosaka wardu un 2imju Sintaktiskais lietojums, gan
arl ietverot Saja termind filozofija Lietofo qramatikes jédzienu. kas iezimé robezas
starp jégpilniem un Dezjégas  izteikumiem

liecoties aplikot 90 gados atfisfijusos maksliniexus xa qrupy. K3 vienu
paaudzi, gan or pietiekami plasam vecuma un daZadam pieredzes robezam, naKas
formulet valodas atSxiribas, xas ie2imé jauno gramatiku. Ka raksturojosas iezimes
un reize afSkiribas, salidzingjuma ar  iepriexsejés  paaudees  masliniexu
manifestacijam, jamin socialas kritikas un aktivitates trikums, distancéti, rezignéti
pal ironiski ikdienas norisu aplokosanas megingjumi, radot realitdtes mimézi, vai
dizvietojot fo ar “citu realifati”. Lai gan maksliniexi apzinati i2vairas no infimu
pardzivojumu nospiedumiem un Simboly liefojuma félainibas, tomér distancéta véro-
juma, uztueres Skalu punkis furpina DUt antropologiski orientéts, ka3 galveno
péfijuma objextu izvirzot cilveku vai ari veidojot darbu Struxtiru 13, xa teiku-
ma priecsmeta” loma afvélets sxatitajam.

ftsaucoties vz Rolana Barta izfeikumu, ka = .. patiesiba var skaidri un gaisi
i25irt divw tipu gramatikas. Uiena Ir akfiva jeb rundtas, parraiditas.  kreafivas
valodas gramatika, ofra - pasiva jeb vienkarSas noklausisands gramatika.”'. var
Ie2imét atSkiriqu pasiva/axfiva jeb Skatitaja/maksliniexa komunikacijes formu xoex-
sistenci. Maksliniexi bie2i vien i2jauc ierasto lidzsuary gan ar Skafitdja aKtivu
Iesaistisany “makslas darba patérSand . gan xonstruéjot provokafiva rakstura dia-
logu vai ari, gluzi pretéji, ignoréjot Sxatitdju bezkaisliga exspozicijas neobligatuma

Tomér iezimétajd teritorid mitoSo individu i2feiksmes valoda un gramatikas
lietojums ir visai afSkirigs, fadéjadi briziem rado! Seubas par wvienotas valodas
definicijas iespejamibu un pat apSaubot SapraSands iespéjes So daado (gramatikas
formu  starpa

Meginot identifict wn  xlasificet”™ pasudzes un individa  Specifiskos
KOMUnikacijas veidus. vienas exspozicijas ietuaros aplikojemi desmit Latuijes jauno
maksliniexy darbi, kas vaido da2adus jeunds gramatikas fexsta Segmentus.

Ikdienas nospiedumu interprefacija Ginta Gabrana un Monixas | Pormales darbé
“Rigas iepaziSanas birojs” furping “cifas realitates” mexlejumus ar  paralelds
realitates, tas dubliata palidzibu. Skatitajom. ka tas raksturigs afi cifos Ginfa
Gabrana darbos, tiex piedavata izvéle izmantof wval neizmantot Rigas iepaziSands
biroja pieddvatas iespéjas. lavéles Ssituacijas - sméxét vai nesméxét, bzt wvai
nebazt galou courumd, pem! vai nepem! nazi, pieskarties vai nepieskarties elex-
iribas vadiem - ir bifiskas maxsliniexa provokativo darbu  sastavdalas.
Intelextuali ironiska pozicijs noseka foni konceptualo fexstu stilistika, xur Ginta
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The generation that came info Latuian art in the 90s announced its arrival with its
own language. This differed from the previous generation in its alphabe!t and hed
a new grammar It offered both new forms of expression that defermine the syn-
factic use of words and Signs as well as including the concep!t of grammar used
in philosophy, that marks the boundary between meaningful and meaningless expres-
$100S.

In the attempt to examine the arfists that developed in the 90s as a group,
as one generation, albeit with a reasonably wide range in age and esperience,
one has fo formulate the differences in language that characterise the new gram-
mar The characteristic signs and af the same time differences, compared fo the
manifestations of the previous generation of artists, that should be menfioned are
the lacx of social criticism and activity, the distanced, resigned or ironic atfempls
fo examine the everyday creating a mimesis of realify or substifufing it with
“another reality”  Rlthough artists deliberately avoid impressions of intimate emo-
tional experiences and the imagery in the use of symbols, the point of view
of perception continues to be anthropologically oriented; the main object of exam-
ination is still the person or the Structure of the work is formed in such 3
way that the role of sentence subject” is given to the viewer.

If we refer fo Roland Barthes, when he says " .. actually one can clearly
distinguish two types of grammar. One is the active or the grammar of the Spo-
ken, broadcast and creative lanquage. and the other is the passive or simply,
the listening grammar™, we may note the coexistence of different passive/active
or viewer/artist forms of communication. Artists often wupset the usual balance
with the active involvement of the viewer in the “consumption of the worx of
art”, both by contriving & provocative dialogue or completely the opposife. by
ignoring the viewer in a passionless, non-obligatory exposition.

However, the language of expression and the grammar vsed by the individuals
inhabiting this marxed territory is quite varied Somefimes this gives rise to doubts
about the possibility of defining this lanquage and even doubts about fhe possi-
bilities of understanding between these varied forms of grammar

In this attempt fo identify and “classify” this generation’s and individual Spe-
cific forms of communication within the confines of & single eshibition. we shall
examine the works of fen young latvian artists that form warious segments of
fext from the new grammar.

The interpretation of everyday impressions in the work by Gints Gabrans and
Monika | Pormale. “The Riga Acquaintance Office”. continues the search for “anofh
or reality” with the help of a duplicate, parallel reality. As is characteristic of
other works by Gints Gabrans, the viewer is offered & choice. “use™ or “don'



(abrana xa stastu autora klatbitne ir maksliniexa idejes realizacijes pamatd.
darbojoties gen ar popartisku Zimjy instrumentarijy, gan veidojo! verbalus komentarus
saviem darbiem  Monika | Pormale ari Tpraxtizf realitates imitaciju”, projexts
“Uentspils Tranzits Terminals™ ietvaros pilsétas felefonkabinés Laffelexam informative
plakatu vietd piedavajo! plakatus ar izstades dalibniexu poriretiem un  afstajol
skafitdja/telefona lietotaja pasa zina izdarit izvéli izmanto! vai neizmanto! felexar-
N ar maxslinieces attélu.

Spéles ar realitati iecienijis ari frixs Bodis. xuru nodarbing felpas un uztueres
atfiecibas. xa arl Skafitdja lesaistiSana darba interpretacijes procesa  lzmantojot
atturigu (idzexlu instrumentariju, bie2i wvien stradajol or fotografip. maksliniexs
darbojes ar telpu. distancejot tas realo un maxsliniexa radito attélu. “Nelogiskas™
realas telpas transformacijas darbojes k3 neobligata, bet provocéjosa Komunikacijes
forma, mexldjot dialogu ar Sxafitdju. Dairakos darbos maksliniexs izmanto izstades
terminologijes linguistisxos aspextus. ueidojot konfexstudlus darbus. kas paplasing
izstades “texsta” robedas. Ari Si projexta ietvaros iecerétais darbs Kazz . " ver
dots bacéjoties w2 pretrunu Starp xadas cilueku qrupas privatas valodas ierobezoto
fulkojamibu un reklamas uaraksty Stereotipisko atpazistamiby.

Analitisxi distancetu sxatu punkty i2vélejies Armins OzolinS, kas. izvairoties no
socialam infonacijdm un akfivam provokacijam, veido darbus, kas orienfeti W
uztveres problematikas péfiSanu. [2mantojol minimalu krasu un materidlu dinamixu.
maxsliniexs veido darbus gan “tird” xoncepfualisma gara, gen pievérSas opartiskal
darba transformacijai.  Skafitdja piepili darbe “nolasiSand” un 13 izwéli pieprase
ari maksliniexa izmantota holografijas tehmika, xas liex izuéleties precizo rakur-
s, lai “atdzivinaty” attely

Ka tieSa provokacija nereti i u2tverti Mikela Fisera darbi, kur atsueSinta
verojuma vieta maxslinieks ndk ar sawu véstiumu. Turpinot darboties viena no
sendkajiem vizualas maslas izteiksmes veidiem - qleznieciba, maksliniexs pieversas
ol miZigajam temam. fas misdienigi transformejot Radot mistifikacijes, kas iezimé
jaunas mitologijas metatelpu, FiSers xa rbpigs antropologs furpina péfit un doku-
mentét citplanétieSu aktivitates. FiSers veidojis ari vairakas felpiskas Instalacijas,
kaS. iexlaujoties Starpdisciplinary pasaxumu fefuaros un izstaiy exspozicijes. Sifré-
S kd Zimp un xody wvirkne, kas ir xades sabiedribas dalas deivesveida
manifestacije

fntroplogiska inferese vérojama ari lzoldes (esnieces darbos. Petot personigas
\denfitates un unifikacijes problémas. maxsliniece izmanto jouno médiju iespejas.
fomér nepazaudéjot personigas pieredzes un liela narrafiva” klatbitni  médij
i2teicsmes iespéjy un specifikas piedavajuma Ueidojot Savdabigus arhivus, lzolde
(esniece véro laika plosmu, censoties palikoties w2 fo no malas

Jauno mediju estétia, veidojot darbus or digitalas videotehnixas palidzibu, tie
izkopta grupas S (Famous Five) darbos, xura par Sawu exsistenci plasakai audi-
forijai pavéstije tikai Si gada pavesari Grupy FS izstade parstau 1ris

£

“ -

: he “Uentspils Transit Terminal™ project she substituted the information
notices in the city's telephone booths with portraits of fhe participating artists,
leaving it up to the viewer/caller to vse or not fo use the phone card with
the artist's image

friks Bozis. an artist concerned with the relationships between Space and per-
ception as well as the involvement of the viewer in the interpretative process
of & work, is also keen on games with reality He uses & modest range of
tools, often photography. to work with space distancing its real image and that
created by the artist. “lllogical” transformations of real space work like a non-com-
pulsory but provocative form of communication in the search for a disloge with
the viewer The arfist has wused the linguistic aspects of exhibition terminology
fo create several confextual works thet widen the boundaries of the exhibition
“text”. In this project too, the envisaged worx K2z " 1S based on the con-
fradiction between the limited translatability of the private language of a partic-
ular group of people and the stereotypical recognizability of advertising slogans.

Armins OzolinS has also chosen an analytically distanced viewpoint. He has
avoided social infonations and active provocation. going instead for works oriented
fowards the examination of the problems of perception. Using a minimal dynamic
of colour and material, the artist creates works in both & “purely” concephual
spirit as well as turning fowards an op art-like ftransformation of the worx. The
holographic fechaique used by the artist requires the viewer fo make an effort
in “reading” the worx and fo make a choice in selecting the precise angle from
which fo “re-animate” the image

The works of Mikelis FiSers, where. instead of an alienated observation he
comes with his own message. are often perceived as direct provocation. The artist
continges fo work in one of the oldest mesns of expression in the wisual arts
- painting - also turning his attention fo eternal themes with their confemporary
transformations. Creating mystifications that marx the metaspace of a new mythol-
ogy. Fisers. like a careful anthropologist. continues fo examine and document the
activities of extra-terrestrials. He has also created various spatial installations fthat.
belonging to the fold of inter-disciplinary events as well as being exhibition works.
are ciphered as a Siring of signs and codes that are & manifestation of the
lifestyle of some section of society

]



maxsliniexi. MartioS Ratnixs. xombingjot realy attélu un maksligi slme_zétu SKkanu
vai realu Skaou un maxsligi generdty aftélu, nojeuc realitates robezas, |aujot
atcal lerundties par “cifas realitates” exsistenci. fendrs KromipS fikse atla
analizi vienas sexundes laika, piedavajol skalitajam afsvesinafy verojumu ipasa
kontemplacijes ritma. leva Rubeze. sapludinot istenibas un Sapa robezas. parsteids
o emocionaly gradaci blivumu, xo digitala video iespéjes Spej vien pastiprinal.

Irausls jotigums raxsturo Barbaras Gailes darbus. Kkurus to virsmas specifiskas
apstrades un reié nematerialitates dé| iespajams dévdt par “citu gleznieciby”’
Iranscendences pédas biezi pamanamas vairakkart lazétajos xrasu lauxumos. |aujot
uztvert Barbaras Gailes oleznas xa nejeusus fragmentus no kada vienota veseluma.
Darbu paspietiexamiba, kuru neapgriting attélojosas un  reprezentativas  funkcijas,
pieddva daudznozimiqu inferpretaciju iespejas.

Mexldjot atSkirigss vai Kopigds qramatikas lietojuma iezimes maslas wvaloda,
laiku pa laikam i lietderigi atkapties no izvéléta diskursa un palikoties w2
makslas norisém gan lokala, gan globala kontexsta ietuaros, pemof  verd
feritorialos, ideologiskos. exonomiskos U.C. nosacijumus, kas veido makslas darbu
foru un k3 nemanams micelijs baro makstiniexu izteli. lar piexrist, ks Sis
dexades jauno maksliniexy sociali sensitivais konceptualisms, veikli uzsucot loxald
xonfexsta impulsus, fomér neatbalsta 821 par globali identisku laikmetigas makslas
gramatiky vai xompaktu unificejosa stila exsistenci’ AnalizBjot makslas valodas
lietojumu latvija, wvarétu paturét pratd makslas feordtixa Mikas Hannulas izteiku-
mo, k3 Maksla nav. un fai nexad nevajedeétu DOt salai  Maksla vienmér ir
saistita or plasaku konfexstu, kas saud veidd nodroSina 13s pamatstruktiru. Be:
S kontexsta makslai nav jegas... Tikai ja maksla xombiné personisko ar visparéjo,
fikal ja 13 ir vienlaicigi lokala un globala, rodas kaut xas ipass. ™

' Bats R Punas veidy iedalijums - Kemtaurs /- Mr18. 1999- 108 lpp

* Runcouskis | Barbaras Muiniexs § qleznas galerijd Bastejs- Liferatira Marsla Mes -
1997 2.9 janu
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fin anthropological inferest can also be seen in the work of l2olde Césniece.
Examining the problems of personal identity and unification, the artist uses the
possibilities provided by the new media, without at the same time losing the
presence of personal experience and “the great narrative” in the forms of expres-
sion and specifics as offered by the media. lzolde [ésniece creates original archives
where she observes the flow of time. making the effort to do this from the
side

With the assistance of digital video fechnology. the FS (Famous Five] group,
which only became xnown to a wider audience in the spring of 1999, culti-
vates the aesthetics of the new media in its worx. In this exhibition the FS
group i represented by three artists. MartioS Ratniks combines a real imege with
synthesised sound and real sound with an arfificially generated image. thus break-
ing down the boundaries of reality and allowing us again tfo speax of the exis-
tence of a “different reality”. Renars KrimioS captures the analysis of an image
in the space of a second, offering the wviewer an alienated observation in an
original confemplative rhythm. leva Rubeze dismantles the boundary between dreams
and reality surprising us with a density of emotional gradations that digital video
can only infensify.

The works of Barbara Gaile have a fragile sensitivity. Becase of the specif-
ic freatment of their surfaces and at the same time ftheir immateriality, we can
call this “a different painting™ Traces of transcendence are often naticeable in
the multi-lagered areas of colour allowing us to perceive Gaile's paintings as ran-
dom fragments of some unified whole. The self-sufficiency of the works. unham-
pered by depictive and representative functions, offer many different interprefations.

In the search for different or common festures in the use of grammer in the
language of art, from fime fo time it is vseful to stand back from the cho-
sen discourse and fo loox af what is happening in art both in the local and
the global confexts. Here one should take into account the territorial, ideological.
economic and other conditions that form the background of & work of art and
that, like an invisible mycelium, feeds artists™ imaginations. One would agree that
“the socially sensitive conceptualism of the younger generation of artists in the
decade, the subtly infiltrating impulses of the local context. do not support the
thesis of a globally identical grammar of contemporary art or of a compact end
unifying style’ In analysing the usage of the language of art in Lafvia, we
ought fo bear in mind the words of art theoretician Mika Hannula: “Art is not.
nor should it ever be, an island. Art is always connected fo a broader con-
fext, which in a cerfain sense provides its underlying frameworx (Without this
confest, there is no meaning in art. . Only if arf combines the personal with
the general. only if it is of the same time both local and global. can i be
something  special ™



