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Architecture has a special place in the history of art. While it is possible to evaluate works of art (painting, sculpture)
within their full “historical” time, an architectural work is only partly present within its historical dimension. The rest of
its history is influenced by the evolution of its use and the circumstances of its natural, often radical, ageing.

What is the position of a work of art when directly related to the “realm of architecture” defined above?

Even though in the classical periods it pursued the path of architecture — the artists, such as Bernini or Michelangelo, often
expressed themselves through several disciplines — in the following periods a work of art gradually gained independence.
Wall paintings became “transferable” as paintings and tapestries, carved architectural elements were transformed into
clearly independent sculptures. Their individual meaning became more and more independent from architecture. At the
beginning of the 20th century the paths of architecture and works of art split in different directions. Adolf Loos radically
proclaimed ornament to be a crime, avant-garde architecture did not need more creators for its expression. On the other
hand, a work of art went abstract in its own expression. Interestingly, even great creative minds, such as Le Corbusier,
did not consider the merging of architecture and a work of art important when he claimed: “...I will not have architecture
to be decorated by art, | take a work of art to be a guest of architecture...” (Zeitprobleme in der Schweizer Malerei und
Plastik, exhibition catalogue 1936). In his own works Le Corbusier the architect only displays the murals by Le Corbusier
the painter. If he moves away from this approach, his work is turned into a single expression of architecture, for example
the extraordinary Ronchamp chapel. The problem was also addressed in an intriguing manner by Henri Matisse. In the
Chapel of the Rosary at Vence the painter created his own environment of space and light to match his works. The whole
building is made into a work of art but can hardly be perceived as architecture.

We may speculate as to where to draw the line between a work of art and architecture as the art of building. Where
building remains to be an event called architecture. To speak of a work of art integrated in architecture or enlivening
architecture is over simplification. To state that we decorate architecture with a work of art is a misleading view
influenced by a schematic interpretation of the traditional theory of art.

Space, as the fundamental architectural element, is characterized by its environment — i.e. both light and materials,
geometry or scale, all of the parameters closely related to the concept of the architectural design. Where the independent
work of an architect ends, his collaboration with a visual artist may create new values in terms of perceiving space and
its environment.

However, rather than a dialogue between architecture and a work of art, it is a harmony within an environment. The
work of art may even be invisible, provided we can still feel its “presence”.

This concept might be applied in order to observe the response of Petr Kvi¢ala to architecture, where it is useless to
search for boundaries and limits between the work of the artist and the architect. The responses take place in different
dimensions. Originally, the dimension of conceptual thinking, gradually moving into the real space of our presence in
which they clear the way for our free perception and feelings.

On special occasions involving historical spaces Petr Kvi¢ala usually chooses red as a means of expression — the colour
of solemnity, a festive moment. The dense structure of the surface stokes up dynamic vital energy within its confines.
In the ceremonial hall of the Reduta Theatre in Brno the walls become surfaces of red nets, defining both the space and
the festive environment. The relationship on the human scale is again important — in this case the dynamics of the hall
full of people and the play of light of the luminous structure of the walls.

The work of Petr Kvicala is not restricted to limited architectural space but often extends to exhibition spaces, where
the environment is redefined by “treated” flooring, walls or vaults. In this environment the paintings are no longer
perceived as transferred and the visitor moves around in the rhythm of accommodating himself within the space of
the individual works on display. Two types of spaces are certain to follow in the next phases of the artist’s work. The
urban environment, busy streets and tranquil corners on the one hand, and the stage set space with the dynamics of
the drama, movement, light and hidden energy. Space as an environment in the dimensions of time.



Kroky architektonickym prostorem, 2006
Ivan Kolecek

Architektura zaujima v déjinach uméni zvlastni postaveni. Jestlize mizeme hodnotit umélecka dila (malifstvi, socharstvi)
v jejich plném ,historickém“ ¢ase, pak architektonické dilo je v jeho historické dimenzi pfitomno jen ¢astec¢né. Zbytek
jeho historie je ovlivnén vyvojem jeho pouZziti a okolnostmi jeho starnuti, pfirozeného, ¢asto radikalniho.

Kde se nachazi umélecké dilo pfimo vazané na takto definované ,Uzemi architektury“?

Jestlize v klasickych obdobich sleduje cestu architektury — a Casto se jedna o umélce, ktefi se vyjadiuji v nékolika
disciplinach, jako na priklad Bernini nebo Michelangelo — pak se postupné v dalSich obdobich umélecké dilo
osamostatiiuje. Nasténné malby se stavaji ,pfenosnymi*, jak obrazy tak i gobeliny, vytesané architektonické prvky
se stavaji jasné nezavislymi sochami. Jejich vyjadreni se stale vice stava nezavislym na architekture. Na pocatku
20. stoleti se cesty architektury a uméleckych dél rozchazeji. Adolf Loos radikalné prohlasuje ornament za zloc¢inny,
avantgardni architektura nepotrebuje ke svému vyjadreni dalSich tvircl. Na druhé strané se umélecké dilo stava
abstraktnim ve svém vlastnim svété vyjadreni. Je zajimavé, ze ani tvlrce, jakym je Le Corbusier, necini prolnuti
architektury a uméleckého dila ddlezitym, kdyz fika: ,,...nikdy nepfipustim dekorovat architekturu uménim, umeélecké
dilo pokladam za hosta architektury...”“ (Zeitprobleme in der Schweizer Malerei und Plastik, katalog vystavy 1936).
| ve své vlastni tvorbé architekt Le Corbusier nasténné malby malite Le Corbusiera jen zacleruje. Pokud se od tohoto
pristupu vzdaluje, stava se jeho dilo jedinym vyjadfenim architektury, jakym je napriklad mimoradna kaple Ronchamp.
Zajimavy postoj k tomuto problému zaujima také Henri Matisse. Malif si v kapli Rosaire de Vence tvofri vlastni prostredi
prostoru a svétla ke svym dilll. Cela stavba se stava uméleckym dilem, ale jako architekturu ji téZko citime.

Mizeme si polozit otazku, kde se zde naléza rozhrani mezi uméleckym dilem a architekturou jako uménim stavét.
Zda jesté stavéni zGstava udalosti zvanou architektura. Hovofit o uméleckém dile integrovaném v architektufe nebo
architekturu ozivujici je pfili§ jednoduchym pristupem. Prohlasit, Ze architekturu uméleckym dilem zdobime, je
nebezpecnym pohledem ovlivnénym schematickym vykladem klasické teorie uméni.

Prostor jako zakladni prvek architektury je charakterizovan jeho prostredim - tedy jak svétlem, tak i materialy, geometrii
nebo méfitkem, vSemi parametry vazanymi na koncept architektonického projektu. Tam, kde jiz kon¢i samostatna
prace architekta, mize jeho spoluprace s vytvarnym umélcem vytvofit nové hodnoty vnimani prostoru a jeho prostredi.
Nejedna se zde o dialog mezi architekturou a uméleckym dilem, ale o souzvuk v prostfedi. Umélecké dilo se zde mlze
stat i neviditelnym, pokud jej citime jako ,,pfitomné“.

V tomto pojeti bychom mohli sledovat reakce Petra Kvicaly na architekturu, ve kterych je zbyte¢né hledat hranice
a limity mezi praci umélce a architekta. Tyto reakce se nachazi v jinych dimenzich. Nejprve v dimenzi koncepc¢niho
mysleni, a postupné v redliném prostoru nasi pfitomnosti, které nechavaji volnou cestu nasemu vnimani a pocitdm.

Prikladem bychom mohli uvést dvé reakce Petra Kvialy na prostor Zenevského jezera, které jsou vyjadrenim autora
k vyjime¢né geografické situaci. Jak v orientaci k prostoru v méfitku Uzemi, tak ve vztahu k jeho velké zrcadlici plose
a k jejimu odrazenému svétlu. V prvém pripadé jedna o obytny prostor. Velka sténa jej déli a orientuje k jezeru nebo
méstu Lausanne. Malované plocha stény jasné definuje orientaci k prostoru, pravidelna zvinéna struktura se stava
jak méfitkem krokl obyvatele domu, tak i méfitkem rozmachu ruky umélce. Celkovy pohled na sténu neni mozny,
a ani dllezity. Opakovana mira zvinéni naopak odpovida krokiim nekone¢né prochazky kolem celého jezera. Zde
je architektonicky prostor posunut do abstraktniho prostoru v méfitku krajiny. Cervena barva jesté zddraziiuje tuto
vyjimec¢nost a energii pohybu skrytou v dynamice geometrie.

Terasa restaurace polytechniky je druhym mistem na bfehu jezera. Jeho svétlo pronika nékolika barevnymi vrstvami
jemné sité vin, nanesenych na posuvné sklenéné desky. Pokud chrani terasu, pak kazda deska ma svou vlastni identitu
a jedna z jejich Sedo-modro-zelenych siti splyva s oblohou a okolnim prostorem. V zimé se naskladané desky stavaji
znasobenou prostorovou siti , kterou pronikaji paprsky nizkého zimniho slunce, odrazené zrcadlovou hladinou jezera.
Zde se znovu objevuje méritko krajiny, a kosmicka mira mezi svétlem a vodou je prenesena do méfitka ¢lovéka —
pozorovatele i tkalce siti.



Ve vyjimecénych situacich historickych prostor(i se Petr Kvi¢ala vyjadfuje zpravidla ¢ervenou barvou — barvou dlistojnosti,
slavnostniho okamziku. Husté struktura povrchu v sobé skryva dynamickou Zivotni energii. V pfipadé slavnostniho salu
brnénské Reduty to jsou stény, které se stavaji plochami ¢ervenych siti. Definuji jak prostor, tak slavnostni prostredi.
Znovu je zde dllezity vztah v méfitku ¢lovéka — v tomto pfipadé dynamika zaplnéného salu a hra svétla zarici struktury
stén.

Tvorba Petra Kvic¢aly se nevztahuje jen na definovany architektonicky prostor, ale také ¢asto na vystavni prostor, kdy
je jeho prostiedi nové definovano ,upravenymi“ podlahami, sténami nebo klenbami. V tomto prostredi se jeho obrazy
nestavaji pfenesenymi a navstévnik se v ném pohybuje v rytmu jeho ,,zabydleni“ v prostoru jednotlivych vystavenych
dél.

Dva typy prostorl budou jisté nasledovat v dal$ich krocich jeho tvorby. Na strané jedné méstské prostredi, rusné ulice
nebo klidna zakouti, na strané druhé scénicky prostor v dynamice hry, pohybu, svétla a skryté energie. Prostor jako
prostfedi v dimenzich ¢asu.



