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OLEXANDER GNILITSKY ON THE “NEW WAVE":
ARTIST IN THE LATE 1980s
THROUGH EARLY 1990s

IGOR ABRAMOVYCH

Abstract. The early stage of creativity of Ukrainian artist Olexander Gnilitsky (1961-2009) has been studied in the article. It is shown
that his works should be viewed in close connection with the historical and everyday context, taking into account the circumstances, time,
social and creative environment. It is noted that the early stage of creativity, and eventually the final formation of Gnilitsky as an artist,
took place at crucial times in the history of Ukraine—when the established canons of painting prescribed by the Soviet Totalitarian regime
proved to be archaic and were subjected to shattering doubt by the younger generation of artists. It is emphasized that Gnilitsky’s works of
the period are characterized with subjectivism, citations, self-irony, cynical rethinking of literary subjects, the use of grotesque techniques,
motifs of macabre eroticism. On the material selected for processing, a historical and cultural analysis was carried out in the context of the
formation of Ukrainian art in the late 1980s and early 1990s, where the artist’s personality seems particularly relevant, since it symbolizes
the specificity of this art: from surprise to shock, from complexity to grotesque, from incorruptibility to despair and even blasphemy. An
attempt is made to show all the genuine, heroic sacrifice of a true master. This is particularly eloquent in relation to contemporary art,
whose fundamental self-appraisal is fixated in the judgments and statements of its representatives. The general picture of Gnilitsky’s life
and work, his personality fit perfectly into the ideal or, rather, the norm of the “avant-garde’, with both its artistic and philosophical
definitions. Analysis of the artist’s works shows, in particular, his creative formation in the context of the “New Wave” movement and the
“Paris Commune” group.

Keywords: Art of Ukraine of the 1980s—1990s, art of Olexander Gnilitsky, “New Wave”, “Paris Commune” group, painting, installation.

Problem statement. Main purpose of the cur- Analysis of recent research works and pub-
rent outline is to study the first stage of Oleksander lications. To understand the senses, incorporat-
Gnilitsky’s (1961-2009) work. Gnilitsky was a brilliant ~ ed in these artworks, it is crucial to keep in mind
exponent of the “New Wave” movement that start-  the facts of Gnilitsky’s biography, to comprehend
ed contemporary era in the history of Ukrainian art.  artist’s beliefs, to consider nuances of the time he

In general, Gnilitsky’s oeuvre emphasizes and re-  lived and worked in. It would seem obvious to use
veals the inner specifics of the “New Wave”: the move-  same old methods: in a study, as throughout and de-
ment that in a paradoxical yet edifying way managed, tailed as possible, to analyze historical era, bio-
from the one hand, to correspond fully with the global ~ graphical facts, scan publications, interviews with
perspective of the newest art, contemporary trends  painter’s relatives and friends—and retrieve quite
and events; from the other hand, in an equally viv-  accurate picture of the artist’s work, get formulat-
id and peremptory manner, proved loyalty to its able conclusion.
roots—to art, truly Ukrainian in all its national traits However, unlike the Western art with plenty
and unprejudiced conclusions. material to start research with, Ukrainian contem-
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Moonlight Lovers. 1987, oil on canvas

porary art and achievements of its artists still lack
sufficient publication coverage. Among the sporad-
ic articles the ones that should be named are au-
thored mainly by Oleksandr Soloviov (facts, used
for this research, are derived primarily from Sol-
oviov’s works from different years). Other materials
used are: interview with Gnilitsky (October 2008,
by Alesker Aliev [3]), materials from his solo ex-
hibition catalog Modesty and Lard (October 2008
[13]), materials from the catalog of the group exhi-
bition Olive seed (2010 [26]). Gnilitsky’s works were
also studied by O. Avramenko [2], V. Burlaka [6],
D. Zholdak, A. Lanidkhova [11], V. Levashov [12;
13], A. Lozhkina [14-17], N. Matsenko, O. Petro-
va [21], N. Prygodych, O. Soloviov [13-17; 25],
N. Filonenko.

Analysis of historical and cultural context.
Artistic outburst of the late 1980s was preceded
by a string of symptomatic, innerly related phe-
nomena of cultural and art life that did not fit into
the framework of official Soviet propaganda. They
were illegitimate, underground associations that
fundamentally opposed petrified canon of Social-
ist realism. In the second half of the 1980s, driven
by Perestroika, these associations became grounds
and stimulus for self-manifestation and hectic activi-
ty of young artists who longed for a taste of freedom.
The country has been changing, collapse of the USSR
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inevitably approaching. Along with it, totalitarian art
has been gradually losing its status of indisputable
dogma, its more and more questionable “urgency”
of ideologically “right” themes and characters has
been fading. In a country where everyone seemed
to dream to even breathe in a new manner, it was
inevitable for the “new” art to emerge—the up-
to-date art, contemporary to global trends. It was
the time for young artists to realize that not only
authorities may and could build up an art strategy,
that such strategy may not be the identical for all
artists. It turned out that artists may and should
become creators of their strategies themselves.

It was the time of exhibitions of young artists, All-
Soviet Union or republican. These exhibitions turned
into the centers for dissemination of new move-
ments, art platforms, where self-expression of youth,
avoiding vigilant censorship, became more and more
confident. Even the slightest ideological loosening,
such as isolated permissions to exhibit “non-stan-
dard” artworks, was interpreted by the new gen-
eration of artists as a radical change and an appeal
for yet more daring and sweeping actions, for fur-
ther movement in certain direction, that became
more and more exciting and serious. The capital—
Kyiv—took the lead in this movement: all but a few
solitary “provincial rebels” (like the artists from
Odesa and Kharkiv, whose names are now engraved
in the history of Ukrainian contemporary art) were
graduates of Kyiv Art Institute. It was a paradoxi-
cal way to pass on the baton: the teachers of now-
stars where acclaimed masters of Soviet painting
(V. Zaretsky, O. Lopukhov, V. Puzyrkov, V. Chek-
aniuk, T. Yablonska), who occupy their rightful
place in the museum collections and in textbooks
on Ukrainian fine art of the 20" century.

The feature of All-Ukrainian exhibition Youth
of the Country, held in Kyiv in March 1987, was its
competent design by the group of Kharkiv-based ar-
chitects (V. Bondarenko, O. Kudinova, M. Gluschen-
ko). However, usual fear of any changes, and above
all—fear of their own overly daring idea, caused
paradoxical vicinity of the “old” and “new” art ex-
positions within one exposition space.
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Discussion on the Mystery. 1988, oil on canvas

This exhibition proved to be drastically “dissim-
ilar” in quality of presented paintings; still, at least,
it emphasizes obvious changes. Due to obsequious
loyalty of organizers-administrators, the whole ex-
hibition got a mocking implication: monumen-
tal works of socialist realists were elevated, al-
most up to the ceiling, meanwhile at the eye level
a viewer could discover new, then-unknown names:
M. Heyko, O. Golosiy, O. Diachenko, P. Kerestei,
S. Panich, O. Roytburd, V. Ryabchenko, A. Sava-
dov. O. Sukholit, O. Tistol etc., O. Gnilitsky among
them. Kyiv public, as well as the Moscow one—
in the heart of “Soviet Homeland”—was highly in-
terested in such artistic landing of young artists
and sculptors who presented their creations, new
and unusual both in concept and in performance.
Long queues snaked to the Kyiv House of Artists, its
halls hosted concerts by popular rock bands. Shortly
after, that very spring, another young artists’ exhi-
bition took place at the Kyiv Polytechnic Institute:
Kyiv-Tallinn, still remembered in the art circles
as one of the outstanding art events of the late 1980s.
Among the exhibition participants were G. Vysh-
eslavsky, O. Zhyvotkov, M. Skugareva, A. Stepanen-
ko, and O. Tistol.

Official Kyiv, alas, gave no reaction. Publica-
tions coverage and professional criticism, received
by this exhibition, were not sufficient. In 1987 no-
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The Call of Laodicea. 1989, oil on canvas

body could predict, for how long Perestroika would
last, therefore authorities chose the waiting strategy,
preferring to overlook the radical changes, marked
with mentioned exhibitions. Nevertheless, Kyiv
proved to have contemporary art, worth and suit-
able for serious attention, exhibiting and discuss-
ing. The participants of these first projects now-
adays constitute a central, initiative-action core
in the art of contemporary Ukraine.

“New Wave”. Influenced by civil transforma-
tions, the new generation of artists with distinc-
tive features, style and stances emerged in Ukraine
by the early 1990. It was titled eloquently—the “New
Wave”. It should be noted, that in shaping this phe-
nomenon, in describing it and revealing its concep-
tual core very important role was played by the art
researchers and their texts. Among Ukrainian crit-
ics highly active and influential was O. Soloviov, not
least because his personal friendship with his peers
from the “New Wave” favored his studies of top-
ical issues of Kyiv art scene. G. Vysheslavky, one
of the active members of the movement, has recent-
ly conducted a study [7] of how artistic and con-
ceptual grounds of the “New Wave” had formed.

On the edge of the 1990s, the work Transavant-
garde International by acclaimed Italian critic Achille
Bonito Oliva [10] was highly popular among artists.
Bonito Oliva coined the term “transavantgarde’, de-
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noting one of the most productive and interesting
movements in Italian and generally in European
art of the late 1970s and early 1980s. This large-
scale, expressive, postmodern painting style of var-
ious configurations was practiced by such masters
as Sandro Chia, Francesco Clemente, Enzo Cucchi
and others. Young generation of Ukrainian artists,
despite not being directly, visually acquainted with
the works of Italian colleagues, still pursued trans-
avantguarde fondly. Trying to make for the lost
time, they sought knowledge about Italian transa-
vantguarde firmly and stubbornly, from any sourc-
es, be it articles” abstracts from the foreign journals
(worth their weight in gold at the time!) or even
oral retelling. That is how, in conclusion—“heard
something’, invented, carefully analyzed, thought
for themselves, re-worked some ideas—emerged
an art product of their own. As Oleksandr Royt-
burd, another “new waver’, testifies in one inter-
view, “We had read something and invented our
own Ukrainian transavantguarde, totally different
from the Italian one. Similar to how it happened
with the Russian Futurism” [9, p. 18]. Bonito Oliva
thus became a cult figure in these circles. His influ-
ence on the “New Wave” artists was so profound,
that even his name became some kind of a pass-
word, though he was completely unaware of that.
In the mid-1990s, when Marta Kuzma was a cu-
rator in Kyiv, Bonito Oliva was invited to give two
lectures at the Soros Center for Contemporary Art.
Upon his arrival, Oliva visited a number of art stu-
dios. When he saw old Gnilitsky’s works, “He ex-
claimed with the tears of joy on his eyes, ‘Pittore!
Pittore! approached the artist and gave him a hug.
Fine art! He saw in him the character from a book
of his own, a prototype he objectively could not
have known when he wrote it. That was a belated,
yet eloquent recognition” [13, p. 7].

Common feature of the “New Wave” painting
style is, first of all, its natural interest in Italian
transavantgardia, hence—large scale, expressive-
ness, disturbing myth-like themes and accented,
spontaneous psychedelic traits. Another defining
feature was the quality of painting technique. It
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was in no way the “classical academic painting’,
nor in themes, nor in techniques. From the “ca-
nonical painting” all what was left was the can-
vas. Even paint was not always professional oils.
The essence of their experiments was not in tech-
nical side of painting, but in achieving emotion-
al expressiveness. “A work could be pronounced
completed at any stage, without the need to draw
some tiny details up to some blazing perfection.
What was valued above all were spontaneous, wide
brush strokes, impulsivity, vitality, even selection
of a fluid household paint over the professional vis-
cous ones” [15, p. 33].

The “New Wave” generation transformed into
accomplished phenomenon rather quickly. After
the striking achievements of the late-1980s harshly
came the maturity. Years 1990-1992, according to re-
searchers, was the era of the “New Wave” triumph.

A path towards formation of Gnilitsky’s cre-
ative personality. Oleksander Gnilitsky was born
in 1961 in Kharkiv; in 1980 he graduated from
the Kharkiv State Art School from the Department
of Theatre and Decoration Painting, majoring in “sce-
nography art” A pupil of good teachers, he gained
the skills of stage painter, becoming a man, prompt
at creating a sham reality. Afterwards that mani-
fested itself in his creative ideas and was the rea-
son, why Gnilitsky’s works are so striking, compar-
ing to the others from the “New Wave”. During his
lifespan, Gnilitsky turned to almost every existing
genre, technique and kind of art, available in con-
temporary visual practices: he produced videos,
created installations, kinetic sculptures, anamor-
phoses, zoetropes, paradox design opuses, D] per-
formances [1, p. 68—69]. Due to his changeable, ir-
rational modus of existence Gnilitsky was the least
predictable artist in Ukrainian art process, provok-
ing vagueness, blurriness of characteristics to de-
scribe his art. This defined the strategy of his path,
close to the Neo-Dadaism, where carnival and toy-
like absurd reality conceals a deeper tragedy, hence
the need for constant mimicry, sliding away, trans-
formation. During his transavantguarde period,
Gnilitsky’s style went through several modifica-
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General Gallieni. 1992,
installation installation
tions: “curly style’, greenish “wave painting’, black
and white grisaille, “childish discourse”..

For instance, one of Gnilitsky’s trends was some
sort of “dummy” sculptures, creating Neo-Dada ki-
netic objects: The Mechanical Skeleton Blowing Bub-
bles, Tomb of Tamagotchi, Old Beggar Lady, and Min-
er on Strike. The sculptural mechanics of Show Me
Yours installation reveals the idea of infantile wish-
es as the yet unformed sensation, the conflict be-
tween the “dead” technology and “animated” flesh.

During the 1990s Gnilitsky created numerous
such objects, Anamorphoses among them. According
to scientific classification, anamorphosis is an op-
tical phenomenon that produces distorted image.
In fine art, it is a deformed image of a kind, some-
thing like an optical rebus, possible to solve if ob-
served in distorted reflection (conical or cylindri-
cal mirror). Anamorphosis is rooted in Renaissance
studies of the rules of perspective.

This genre or, more precisely, art trend became
popular (except of the wall paintings of the Italian
Renaissance) before World War I (for instance,
Nabokov praised it in his memoir and in Invita-
tion to a Beheading). Recently it has been revived
in a digital variant in contemporary Europe. Gnilitsky
took a more serious approach to creation of his
Anamorphoses. “He produced some kind of tubes

Key and the Moon Hunter. 1992,
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Untitled, from the Clericalos series.

1995, oil on canvas

of mirror plastic, made deformed wall and table
paintings that turned out just right in a mirror re-
flection. He calculated everything without a com-
puter, without any digital help. On paper, writ-
ing on his lap, as they say <...>. It was his ‘thing’
in the 1990s” [13, p. 10].

In 1984-1990, he studied monumental painting
at Kyiv Art Institute, Vilen Chekaliuk being one
of his teachers. During his student years, Gnilitsky
loses interest in the classical painting and sets his
eye on the non-standard (according to Soviet
norms) fine art by his older peers from the insti-
tute: V. Tsagolov and A. Savadov. He chooses this
art as his guiding line.

According to O. Soloviov recollections, “first
works, displayed by Gnilitsky, were mainly still
lifes. Carefully painted, with strong academic back-
ground... Expressionism, delicate combinations,
without further revision” [13, p. 6].

For the mentioned 1987 exhibition, he painted
Moonlight Lovers that did not resemble any previous
painting. It is gentle and moving image: two lovers
embracing and kissing. Their silhouettes are gener-
alized, built up in the contrast of light and shadow.
The background is absolutely black, lovers’ silhou-
ettes are only gently hinted on with warm moon-
light contre-jour. It takes time for the viewer, ob-
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serving this romantic pair, to notice the girl’s legs:
cut below the knees. Chopped off. That was a non-
standard and radical element. Worker and Kolk-
hoz Woman, painted in the same 1987, has sim-
ilar stylistics.

That were years of great change in art life, bring-
ing crucial transformations. Gnilitsky with the in-
constant, revolutionary stream of the “New Wave”
was among the pioneers of this movement, who even-
tually formed present-day contemporary art space.
His style constantly altered. His subsequent works
(Discussion on the Mystery, The Call of Laodicea,
Ausonia—the Abode of Paradise, Angel, Tempta-
tion), labeled a “curly style” by researchers (O. So-
loviov, [13, p. 7]), radically differed from the pre-
vious ones. The form is painted on the upper lay-
er with small, lacerated brush strokes. An image is
never modelled in detail; it never has been an aim
for Gnilitsky. The devil is in the hidden allusions
or pointed citations.

Aside from the inevitable collapse of the USSR,
another background event affected the public:
the Chornobyl nuclear reactor disaster; its conse-
quences once again hushed up by the authorities.
It was time to think deeply, to absorb and produce
an “art product” after careful and hard inner refin-
ing. Young artists have chosen the most appropri-
ate strategy: to veil an acute pain with the cynical
irony. That radically different approach to art, for-
mulated and adhered to by the “New Wave” artists,
remained obscure to a conservative surroundings
and served as a cause for condemnation. Therefore,
artists’ desire to physically demarcate their com-
munity, to have a sovereign territory for creative
self-realization became one of the motives for or-
ganizing a squat.

“Squat” in a general meaning of the word is
an abandoned, neglected building, occupied by dif-
ferent kinds of marginals. However, La Rouche squat,
well known within the history of Western art, where
Fernand Leger, Amadeo Modigliani, Mark Chagall
lived and worked, was not simply a refuge for so-
cial outcasts. From the beginning of the 20 cen-
tury, artists practiced collective creative cohabi-
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tation, like the free Abbey of Théleme that Fran-
¢ois Rabelais dreamt of. Therefore, for the artists
“squat” at the first place means studios. Since all
artists of the “New Wave” tended to work large-
scale, they, naturally, needed spacious workshops
that would reinforce hope for success and prop-
er appreciation of the “new art” The ideal space
for that were old, uninhabited high ceiling com-
munal apartments.

The first settlement of a kind was founded
by the “New Wave” artists in Kyiv in the late 1989
and existed till summer of 1990 at the Lenin street
(currently Bohdan Khmelnitsky street). According
to the researchers, it was the most prolific period
for the whole generation. Among the squatters were
O. Gnilitsky, O. Golosiy, D. Kavsan, Yu. Solomko,
O. Tistol, V. Trubina, V. Tsagolov and others. Ode-
sa-based Oleksandr Roytburd visited on any oc-
casion. He recollects about this time, “Everything
emerged very fast. Golosiy could do two paint-
ing for a night, 2 x 3 m each. I envied him dearly,
as I needed the whole day to complete one such paint-
ing. It is unclear to me now, where did we get the en-
ergy that days; it seems to me now that the thing
was not in the age, but in the very air of those years:
the drive was there that forced us to work, inspired
desire for expansion” [22]. The works, later dubbed
by Oleksandr Soloviov as the “wave painting” [13,
p- 8], are dated back to the period of the Lenin
street squat. These pieces are most often in em-
erald-green (like A Wave and a Boy) or blue spec-
trum (Fishes) that signal Gnilitsky’s transition from
the “whole palette” painting to color minimalism.

Living and working close aside caused, to a sig-
nificant margin, likeness of aesthetical preferences.
For instance, during the Lenin squat period Gnilitsky,
just like his closest friend O. Golosiy, produced
black-and-white works—grisailles, where the sur-
face of a canvas is only partially covered with lay-
er of paint. That period of both artists’ careers was
later labeled a “childish discourse” [22]. It would be
hard to invent any other definition for the works,
performed with uncertain hand, almost child’s one,
exaggeratedly sloppy, with paradoxical, a bit ter-
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Show Me Yours. 1998, mixed media/installation

rifying themes. These are such Gnilitsky’s works
as pronouncedly erotic Napoleon and Marysia,
Lisa Cries (depicting either a girl or some big-eyed
monster of deformed proportions), Daddy, a Hel-
met Is Tight, Chu, Little Zephyre, Chicken Soul,
Three Musketeers etc.

The landmark event of this period was partici-
pation of Kyiv artists in a grand Moscow Babylon
exhibition, organized by a novice gallerist Marat
Guelman. The title was quite conceptual, as the ex-
hibition united artists of different nationalities,
symbolizing the reaction on the collapse of the So-
viet empire. The event did not receive unambigu-
ous positive appraisal. Critics were excited, yet re-
action of the peer artists was catious, even chilly.
O. Roytburd considers it a veiled fear of compe-
tition, “As for me, personally, Babylon was a suc-
cessful project. From the present-day point of view
all of the presented pieces are if not masterpieces,
than definite hits” [22].

What should be noted is that by then Moscow-
based conceptual artists, keeping up with the glob-
al trends, have already lost interest in pictorial sur-
face and two-dimensionality—they went into vol-
ume and space; meanwhile Ukrainian exposition
was made entirely of flat object that is, paintings.

In conclusion, it was a definitely positive change
for Ukrainian artists: exhibition caused standpoint
and aesthetic transformations within the “New Wave”
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To Feed a Kitty. 1990, mixed media of canvas

artists, leading to a gradual shift from the painting
practice. It became obvious that “neobaroque” be-
comes a thing of the past; that painting, not only
traditional one, but overall, is no more topical, los-
ing its supreme position. New artistic language was
about to be found.

In fact, Gnilitsky took a lead in these experi-
ments, being one of the first Ukrainian artists to cre-
ate and exhibit installations. He shifted to the new
trends quite easily, later becoming totally captured
with digital projects.

“Paris Commune”. In the summer of 1990,
the artists were forced out of the Lenin street squat.
However, they quickly found a new safe heaven:
on the Mykhailivska street, then-named after Par-
is Commune. Thus the new squat was without sec-
ond thoughts labeled “Paris Commune’; or, shorter,
“Parcom” This, until recently, quite common “apart-
ment block 18-A” in the central Kyiv became a true
core of contemporary culture and art for the whole
city, a source of news and events for young artists.

During the initial period, the life in a squat took
its usual course: artists kept up with the previous-
ly established rhythm, creating yet another works
without any second thoughts. Still, gradually another
function of the squat started to emerge. Namely, it
was a good place for communication for the progres-
sive youth; although that affected and slowed down
productivity, it became more important for the sub-
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sequent artists’ development. “Not only painters,
but all avant-garde youth of the city gathered there:
musicians, poets, first IT professionals, dandies,
first contemporary collectors, gallerists; Western
curators started visiting, interested in the newest
trends of Post-Soviet art” [15, p. 35].

The district of Mykhailivska street itself (then—
Paris Commune st.), constituted of the radial streets
around the Maidan (an Independence square) was
a bohemian quarter for the whole contemporary
Kyiv, as the Latin Quarter was for Paris. I. Yusupov,
P. Kerestei, A. Savadov, G. Senchenko, I. Chichkan
had their studios there. “Paris Commune” hosted
L. Vartivanov, O. Gnilitsky, O. Golosiy, D. Kavsan,
O. Klymenko, Yu. Solomko, V. Trubina, V. Tsago-
lov and others, who lived and worked there. Ode-
sa-based S. Anufriev, one of the leaders of the In-
spection Medical Hermeneutics Moscow art group
famous for his charisma, also visited the squat of-
ten. Therefore, this small quarter had an unusual-
ly high concentration of creative youth. They paid
each other visits, exchanged ideas, discussed their
works and, off course, had fun. For the most artists
of this generation it was a turning point in their
personal development.

At the time, the most popular authors among
the progressive youth were William Burrhouse,
Carlos Castaneda, Timothy Leary, Henry Miller
and other creators of the “new morale” Publica-
tions by Timothy Leary, a writer and psychologist,
who researched the influence of psychedelic sub-
stances on a human brain, were extremely popular
and had a great impact on the Western pop-cul-
ture of the late 1960s. Kyiv-based artists welcomed
his ideas in the early 1990s. Young painters began
to “go over the limits” of consciousness by all ac-
cessible means. Be it the newest musical achieve-
ments as a natural accompaniment to equally in-
tense discoveries in the field of contemporary fic-
tion, or, by chance, pharmacological, narcotic ex-
periments with their own unconsciousness—they
were something nor rare, nor extraordinary. Taking
hallucinogenic substances “to go over the edge” has
been treated not as a trite “moral decline”, but was
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a natural sign of belonging to the newest world-
view and having corresponding philosophical ideas.
The “Parcom” air was totally free of any stereo-
types. There were no taboos. Along with the cre-
ative revolution, the narcotic and sexual were hap-
pening there as well. “New Wave” art reached its
high point, maturity, meaning inevitable decline.

As it has been mentioned above, shift from the two-
dimensional and flat painting was revolutionary
for the “New Wave” Gnilitsky was one of the pio-
neers of this “outbreak into space”.

During the “Paris Commune” period, the name-
sake Artists of the Paris Commune exhibition was
organized in the gallery of the Union of Artists
of Ukraine in 1991. This event revealed Gnilitsky
as a talented installation artist due to his piece Key
and the Moon Hunter. The installation is made
of four objects: woman half-figure (dummy), stand-
ing on a floor, as if emerging from the depth of dark
evening waters; animal skin, probably imitating
a dog near a woman; large painting on a wall, de-
picting an armed hunter, who is moving away, with
a night river on the background; and finally—a tiny
reproduction of a Louis-Léopold Boilly piece ac-
companied with the poem (currently lost), being,
according to the plan, the sense of all performance.
The painting is of black and emerald green—gri-
saille—the moonlight contre-jour revealing the hunt-
er’s silhouette. The floor is painted in black that
apparently imitates the course of the river from
the painting. The woman dummy is turned over
to the hunter, passing a big key to him. The un-
derlying theme is equally definite and broad in all
possible senses.

Another piece from this exhibition that proved
Gnilitsky to be a skilled installation artist was
the Squirrel. On a blank white, almost untouched
canvas from the very center of it comes the plush
squirrel namely, its upper part. The lower part—
squirrel’s feet and tail—artist painted by hand, as well
as the shadow that should be cast from the three-
dimensional squirrel. Compositionally squirrel is
positioned in the center, diagonally to the canvas.
Therefore, on the white surface of a canvas it looks



Olexander Gnilitsky on the “New Wave”: Artist in the late 1980s through early 1990s

The Birth of Buratino. 1991, The Call of Laodicea. 1989,

oil on canvas oil on canvas

like a pin, falling slantwise from the top right cor-
ner. The work is intensely laconic and graphic. In-
deed, any of Gnilitsky’s peers and colleagues could
get the underlying message: allusion to the alco-
holism in its last stage, delirium tremens (that is
colloquially called “squirrel” in Ukrainian); this
game of meanings on the edge of acceptable formed
the concept core of this piece.

In the very same 1991, at the Gallery 1.0 (Mos-
cow) a joint exhibition of Gnilitsky and S. Anu-
friev—As planned—took place. Gnilitsky was rep-
resented mainly with his black-and-white artworks
from the “childish discourse”: Lisa Cries, Napoleon
and Marysia, Daddy, the Helmet is Tight etc. They
proved it was a time for inevitable inner transfor-
mation, searching for the true self: Gnilitsky leaves
less space for paintings in his work, engaging with
the new aesthetics instead—with the aesthetics
of so-called “cutism’, a deliberately simplified art
with the reduced intellectual component and sub-
stituted it with naive, “cute” Composition becomes
more discrete, an image loses its previous neoba-
roque traits, mythological ampleness, and they are
no more overly rich in colors and textures. The art-
ists “breaks up” with painting, however, as time will
show, not for good. That was another landmark,
another experiment. Being a true inventor, a cre-
ative person with many faces, Gnilitsky repeatedly
astonished the viewer with unpredictability and de-
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Cosmic Soup. 1991,

oil on canvas

lusion of his works.

The trend for simplification captured the whole
“New Wave” generation. Crisis of the postmodern-
ism, becoming its end, seized the world art back
in the 1980s. Young Ukrainian artists that caught
the last breath of postmodernism, could not main-
tain life in this “dead art” for long. It was clear that
the recent contribution of contemporary Ukrainian
artist to the global culture, seemingly so noticeable,
is now out-of-date: Neobaroque steps aside, leav-
ing space for the new forms of artistic expression.

1992 started with a dead Calm—group exhibi-
tion in an exhibition hall of the Union of Artists
of Ukraine. According to the participants’ concept,
it should prove the degeneration of the Neobaroque
and shift from burlesque transavantguarde to aus-
terity and minimalism. All exhibited artists com-
prehended on a conscious level that it was an end-
ing of Ukrainian transavantguarde. Ironic under-
lying message of the exhibition was revealed in its
subtitle: Dead art [25, p. 148—153]. Afterwards it
would be clear that this was a landmark exhibition,
signifying the “New Wave” transition to the final
stage of its development.

Artists of the “Paris Commune” cohabitated
for a couple more years, but by that time no one
actually declared any ideological unity or common
ideas, affiliation with more or less certain common
movement of trend.
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Back at the Calm exhibition Gnilitsky pre-
sented his Funeral of General Gallieni that later
caused scandal in Edinburgh. Gnilitsky teared off
the portrait of some mythical general from the early
20t-century journal. As in the hunter installation,
the artist builds the composition on the similar
principles: tiny portrait of the general on the wall
and huge painting by Gnilitsky, depicting funeral
procession. In a dim room a coffin is surrounded
by a few candles and two armed guards of honor.
This is the funeral of General Gallieni. Painting is
performed with cobalt and whitewash. The por-
trait of the general is also in white and blue spec-
trum. The contrast spot in the foreground are gen-
eral’s insignia on a small pedestal, being hyper-
bolic plastic moulding woman’s genitals, that art-
ist made for himself and ornated with the rhine-
stones. The insignia rests on a red velvet pillow,
as it is supposed to be. This decoration was af-
terwards simply stolen, as if proving the value
of Gnilitsky’s artistic innovation.

International experience. Dialogue with Kyiv.
Leaving transavantguarde behind, none of the art-
ists had any clue, what turbulent events were ahead
of them. The “New Wave” art story experienced
an unexpected turn, initiated by the Western cu-
rators, who organized a number of exhibitions.

In the early 1990s, after the fall of the “Iron Cur-
tain’, not only Post-Soviet people were amazed with
all the new; foreigners were interested in Ukraini-
an culture as well. Soviet art was in trend among
the foreign collectors at the time. Foreign collec-
tors also frequently visited the Post-Soviet grounds.
They held some kind of competition in discover-
ing new talents. They arrived, inspected artists’
studios, acquired paintings, and formed a gen-
eral notion about art situation and offered cu-
ratorial projects later on. Such “reconnaissance”
on the Ukrainian grounds marked initial activities
of George Soros, US millionaire of the Western
European descent, whose humanitarian and so-
cial projects would later play a significant role
in formation of local art situation. Due to inter-
vention of Western curators into the course of de-

26

2018, Bunyck 4omupHaouamuii

velopment of contemporary Ukrainian art hap-
pened the burst of interest in video art and cu-
ratorial process itself by Ukrainian artists. It was
in the 1990s, when now-renowned Kyiv curator
Natalia Filonenko (Gnilitsky’s wife at the time)
graduated in curatorial practice in United States.
This beneficial exchange of experience nourished
hope for further development and long-await-
ed international recognition for contemporary
Ukrainian art, so it could gain rightful acclaim
at the global art scene.

The first curator to organize an exhibition
of Ukrainian fine art abroad was German Chris-
toph Wiedemann. He arrived to Kyiv in the spring
of 1992 and happened to visit the Calm exhibi-
tion; under the strong impression from the ex-
hibit, he subsequently visited the “Paris Com-
mune”. Visited, evaluated, considered and made
an offer to organize the “New Wave” exhibition
in Munich, Bavaria.

Wiedemann carefully chose the works for the ex-
hibition by himself. As a result, Kyivites O. Gnilitsky,
O. Golosiy, O. Druganov (as a press photographer),
P. Kerestei, A. Savadov, G. Senchenko and Ode-
sa-based D. Dulfan and O. Roytburd were invit-
ed to Munich. The Munich project was general-
ly titled Dialogue with Kyiv.

Two exhibitions were planned within the proj-
ect. First—Dialogue with Kyiv’1—was organized
right after the arrival, in September, at the main
hall of Franz von Stuck villa, now hosting an art
museum. All of the exhibited works were the ones
that Christoph Wiedemann had chosen back in Kyiv.
Second—PostAnaestesia—should have presented
the pieces, produced by the artists during their
Munich residency.

Living abroad for four months became an im-
portant stage for the painters, most of whom new-
er had never crossed the state border before. They
had a chance to see with their own eyes the Ger-
man cultural heritage, to witness contemporary
art in the making. They spent some time in exal-
tation, visiting cultural sites: Old and New Pina-
kotheks, Lenbachhaus, various Munich galler-
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Old Beggar Lady. 1999, kinetic sculpture

ies. Until something really life-changing (like
the Cleopatra success) happened: documenta IX
that very year in Kassel. Taking place every five
years, being one of the events of global cultural
importance, documenta defines direction of art de-
velopment for the years to come. That was the mo-
ment of culture shock for Ukrainian artists, as they
saw very little paintings on display; predominant-
ly it were spatial installations, photos and new
media. Documenta’s enormous authority and un-
derstanding of the huge gap between the exhib-
ited art and their own, as well as an urge to keep
up with the topical trends, forced artists to re-
think and double their efforts in creating works
for the future exhibition.

PostAnaestesia initially was exhibited from De-
cember 1992 until January 1993 in Munich city gal-
lery at Lothringer strasse, afterwards— at the Gr-
assimuseum in Leipzig. It showed, how striking-
ly the artists spurted during their short of four
months in Europe. Each of them produced a new-
format works, nothing like their previous paint-
ing practices.

In Munich Gnilitsky started doing completely
new graphics and painted extremely large-scale
grisailles with vast areas of untouched canvas.
For instance, the Franskenstein Portrait (recently
displayed at the Independent exhibition in the Na-
tional Cultural-Art and Museum Complex “Mys-
tetskyi Arsenal” in Kyiv, August 2017) was pro-
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Untitled. 1997, mixed media

duced during that Munich residency. The Franken-
stein image, made up by the artist, depicts a man
with abnormally high forehead, massive brow ridge
and deliberately silly facial expression. Perhaps, that
is how, according to the artist’s idea, a mix of two
characters—the scientist’s and the monster he cre-
ated—should look like in collective consciousness.
It is quite characteristic to Gnilitsky’s style that
despite the massive forehead, jaw, and eyebrows,
the painting does not leave a hard feeling; thanks
to blank areas, it is full of air and ease.

Another big international exhibition took place
in the summer of 1993 in Edinburgh, Scotland.
Titled Angels over Ukraine, it was held at the lo-
cal Apostolic Church. That was the venue where
Gnilitsky presented his General Gallieni, insignia
from which were so highly estimated by the thieves.
In October 1993 another international project—
Steppes of Europe—was initiated, its curator being
Jerzy Onuch, a Pole of Ukrainian descent. These
first international exhibitions, mentioned almost
randomly, were of high importance mostly be-
cause they caused an inevitable change in artis-
tic orientation. Painters were gradually shifting
to the media art.

Gnilitsky’s art of the mid-1990s is marked with
almost complete absence of painting and progress-
ing passion for video art. By March 1992 he produc-
es his first video Sleeping Beauty in a Glass Coffin,
that is considered to be perhaps the first art video
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in the history of new Ukrainian art, and Gnilitsky,
accordingly, to be a founder of video art in Ukraine.
Gnilitsky engaged his then-wife Natalia Filonenko
in his poem-performance: she played the beau-
ty in the coffin. Gnilitsky made a coffin by him-
self and wrote the text for the poem. Video foot-
age (25 min) perfectly matched the text, recit-
ed by Gnilitsky. Audio is deliberately distorted,
drawling, resembling popular at the time amateur
dubbing of foreign films. The beauty in the cof-
fin masturbates. Happening in the dark, under
the moonlight, it left impression of some kind
of decadence extravaganza.

Another video by Gnilitsky—Crooked Mir-
rors— Live Paintings (1993)— clearly illustrates
the theme of sexual emancipation and “rejecting
filters of shame” [13, p. 10]. In this work the artist
is both an author and a hero of the video, engaging
his wife and close friend Maxym Mamsikov into
the production. After buying props from a “house
of mirrors” for ridiculously small sum of money,
the artist places them in his studio to film a vid-
eo-reflection of the explicit sexual content.

The optical system built by the artist provoked
a surprisingly strong flow of surrealistic Dali-like
images. “Forms diffuse, separate from one anoth-
er, male and female genitals increase grotesque-
ly. Legs clad in shoes dancing to the Beatles <...>
Harsh, radical and extremely beautiful piece” [13,
p. 10]. This work was on display in the National
Art Museum of Ukraine during Gnilitsky’s post-
humous solo exhibition Cadavre Exquis (Septem-
ber—October 2011), dedicated to the painter’s 50
birth anniversary. In 1994, it has been on view
during the Soros exhibition Alchemic Surrender
on board of Slavutych military vessel.

As it has been mentioned before, painting
in Gnilitsky’s work for a time became almost non-
existent. In June 1994, history of the “Paris Com-
mune” squat also comes to an end. Long-await-
ed reconstruction of abandoned building finally
started and artists were forced to find yet anoth-
er shelter. However, by that time it became abso-
lutely obvious that to move on under the banners
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of the “New Wave” means going nowhere. The fact
that they still worked under the same roof was
caused simply with neighboring studios: they no
longer shared common aesthetical grounds. There-
fore, after unavoidable “Parcom” closing, it was not
substituted with anything alike. Since that moment,
each artist would experiment for himself, search-
ing for his own niche in Ukrainian art. Still, along
with the “Parcom”, such original and outstanding
phenomenon as the “New Wave” remains in art
history for good. The “New Wave”, that in time
became legendary, marked the beginning of new
era—present-day contemporary art.

A telling illustration of the state of artistic confu-
sion that was in the “Parcom’s” air at the end of its
existence would be one of the random texts (1994)
by Gnilitsky, “Children of the ‘Paris Commune,
your sperm is poisoned with unbelief, your sperm
is sterile. Children of the ‘Paris Commune) you
have not experienced a joy of flesh, as your spirit
rushes towards emptiness. You are upright Asians,
who incarnated into the fashionable jest of the Eu-
ropeans, who embodied the gallant flirt of the En-
lightenment into the bloody delivery of the Revo-
lution, who had held a postmature creature from
their womb in their hands and who lived through
its stinky decay, who lived through the rotting
stench that irritates the nostrils of the brain. Where
and how should they move, if their feet are stuck
in the rotting body of a beautiful idea? The sun
of Capitalism, dry up the corpse of your child—
the Great Revolution. Corridors of time, look-
ing like sausages of the stomach, pumping over
the shit of yesterday’s feast. Time, squeeze a sweet
faeces out of yourself onto the beds of new ideas
in the paradise of flowers and dancing Krishna
devotees” [16, p. 49].

Munich, Institution of Unstable Thoughts.
Searching for new ideas, new forms of expression,
Gnilitsky creates a large number of spatial art ob-
jects. For instance, for the Alchemic Surrender ex-
hibition (July 1994), organized by the Soros Cen-
ter for Contemporary Art and curated by Marta
Kuzma, Gnilitsky presented a kinetic sculpture,
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From the Growing Art series. 1998, mixed media

turning rescue vessel into a wash basin, produc-
ing bubbles; as well and Telephone the President
object—a telephone box that presumably granted
an improvised call to the “guardian to the Con-
stitution”.

The exhibition was held in Sevastopol, on board
of Hetman Sagaidachnyi—the flagship of the Black
Sea Fleet, that has been a cause of disagreement
between Russia and Ukraine even back then. How-
ever, for Gnilitsky personally 1994 was marked
with an event, no less significant: his first solo
exhibition in Munich—Dairy Maid.

Despite not playing a leading role in the art-
ist’s work, painting was still practiced by Gnilitsky
as an element of his installations. That is expres-
sively illustrated with the Clericalos series (1995),
depicting either a cardinal seated beside a red pi-
ano, or a cardinal with the lyre, or a pregnant car-
dinal; the eggs, rolling around the hall, supple-
ment the whole series.

His search for original artistic language led
to founding a non-typical collaboration—Institu-
tion of Unstable Thoughts, initiated by Gnilitsky
and his second wife Lesja Zajac, animation art-
ist from Munich. Since that moment, Gnilistky
would always cite “Kyiv—Munich” as a city of his
life and work. It was in Munich where did he get
his own spacious studio—the thing he could not
even dare to dream about in Ukraine. Still, despite
working in Munich, Gnilitsky will be invariably
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Pope Lama. 1994, oil on canvas

present in Ukraine, participating in exhibitions.
“The thing I searched for in Munich was peace.
Love and peace. Such a joy: a studio in the city
center. Like a green paradise. That is what when
it comes to me. Talking about the context—it is
Ukraine. I never separated myself from it. I am
a citizen of Ukraine, and I do not need any other
citizenship. I want to vote, to be present in Ukraine.
I love it and it is interesting to me. Here, in Mu-
nich, claustrophobia overtakes me—I want it back
to Ukraine” [5, p. 68].

After moving to Munich and founding an In-
stitution of Unstable Thoughts, the new era starts
in Gnilitsky’s career. Since then he collaborated
with Lesja Zajac. The collaboration proved to be
extremely talented and productive: they creat-
ed installations, interactive pieces, VJing, kinet-
ics—each of the creative duo was equally tireless
in experimenting. “We viewed aesthetics from
the common grounds. Besides that, we have very
different professional background, skills. I am ca-
pable of constructing something by hand. Les-
ja came out of the film industry. Film editing,
sound, video... That is she who fosters love to an-
imation in me” [5, p. 68]. “I am fascinated with
the art genres on the verge of established ones.
Therefore, our media projects often are hybrids
in technical realization and solutions. It is di-
rect opposite to the aims of painting, formulated
a millennium ago. Fine art is a square or a rect-
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angle, within which one battles eternity, reality
or a container itself, it does not matter what you
battle actually” [3, p. 68].

According to this, one could reach a conclu-
sion, that Institution of Unstable Thoughts con-
sidered an act of true art to be not necessarily
a completed painting—it would rather be a syn-
thesis of fine art, video, mechanics, and sculptural
forms, competently placed into the environment,
space, situation, and time by the authors. Projects,
produced by the Institution (such as Visual Vinyl,
Room, Mediacomfort) leave an impression of am-
bivalent reality. Such balancing between the real
and synthesized worlds is so intriguing that it is
impossible not to admire the genius of the artist.

Conclusions. Gnilitsky’s art should be stud-
ied in a close connection to the context of his-
tory and everyday life of the era: its situation,
time, social and creative environment. Early stage
of Gnilitsky’s formation as an artist happened dur-
ing the turbulent times in the history of our coun-
try. It was the time, when established painting can-
on, inscribed by the totalitarian regime, turned
out to be archaic and was questioned and subse-
quently demolished by the new generation of art-
ists. Revolutionary worldview of the contemporary
art youth, despite lacking support from viewers
and teachers, would later produce powerful “New
Art” that will capture viewers’ attention for years
and result in such phenomenon, as the present-
day contemporary Ukrainian art.

Gnilitsky’s art should be studied within this
very context. Art circles he circulated in played
crucial role in formation of his personality. It is
indicative that during his career Gnilitsky had
never been a loner, almost constantly participat-
ing in different art groups and artist collectives.
First it were squats and cohabitation with fellow
artists, his friends namely, S. Anufriev, O. Golosiy,
M. Mamsikov, N. Filonenko, etc. Afterwards his
experiments resonated with the tender soul of an-
other fellow artist Lesja Zajac, collaboration with
whom Gnilitsky acknowledged as the most har-
monious [5, p. 68]. Even when it came to exhibi-
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tions, Gnilitsky preferred group ones over per-
sonal, “It is boring to go on with the same theme,
do the same over and over again, just to do a ben-
efit performance afterwards. Group exhibitions
are much more fun to participate in” [3, p. 68].
Therefore, Gnilitsky made his exhibition not for his
personal promotion or sales, but for the viewer,
to engage him “in a dialogue, into reaction” [5, p.
68]. “For me it was important to display paint-
ings, not just sell them. To sell is good, it should
be that way; paintings should be eventually sold.
Unfortunately, they disappear after that for years,
if not for good. First of all,  am interested in peo-
ple who would visit the exhibition and would react
in some way. Just for me, for my own sake—I may
as well grow a garden or build a stool” [5, p. 68].

The period of Gnilitsky’s career, examined in this
article, could be classified, according to V. Levashov
[12], as a “baroque psychedelics” that would even-
tually evolve into the “painting of the lucid clarity”

In summary, it should be noted that the works
of the studied period are distinctive of subjectiv-
ism, vast citations, self-deprecating humor, cynical
reinterpretation of literary plots, use of grotesque
exaggeration, motifs of macabre eroticism. “Paint-
ing of the lucid clarity” would come much later—
during the artist’s mature period; it could be best
illustrated with the aphorism phrase by Gnilitsky,
“Painting should just be beautiful—as a blonde
girl; still, like that blond, it perpetually torments
itself with the problem: to be not only beautiful,
but also smart” [8].

Within the material, chosen to illustrate trends’
analysis of Ukrainian art of the late 1980s and early
1990s, Gnilitsky’s figure seems especially pointful,
as if symbolizing key features of art of the time: un-
expectedness up to epatage, complexity up to gro-
tesque, incorruptibility up to despair and blas-
phemy—all of the genuine and heroic self-sac-
rifice of a master. This is particularly true about
the contemporary art, fundamentally self-estimat-
ed by its exponents in judgement and opinions.

In conclusion, overall picture of Gnilitsky’s life
and art, as well as his figure almost perfectly
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fit into the ideal (or rather standard) of “avant-
guarde”, previously artistically and philosophi-
cally defined. Philosophical definition was for-
mulated by Herbert Marcuse and Theodore Ro-
szak, 20™"-century American thinkers, who devel-
oped and expanded Marshall McLuhan’s textbook
prophecy of the new age coming—age of total
visual media technologies. Marcuse and Roszak
amplified McLuhan’s statement with the defini-
tion of specific self-perception, and, correspond-
ingly, manifestations of its main subject, that
is creator, primarily an artist. It is called “pro-
teus”, meanwhile all contemporary perception
of the world and respective art is “proteus” as well,
since previous canons, established and adjusted,
seemed to give their place for good to the real
storm, astonishing fireworks of new discover-
ies, genres, stylistics in all the unexpected com-
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binations and usage that would later be labeled
“modern’, afterwards—“avant-guarde”, later on—
“transavantguarde”, “postmodern” and who knows
what substituted or would substitute it next. Sim-
ilarity to the conclusions from the previous pag-
es about Gnilitsky’s art is obvious.

In my opinion, another analogy is exception-
ally evident: it is an illustration from literature,
from James Joyce’s Ulysses that was like a reve-
lation and later a manifesto for all subsequent
avant-guarde. The novel developed the first book
about Stephen Dedalus—A Portrait of the Artist
as a Young Man. Still, it was one of the first chap-
ters of Ulysses, not A Portrait, to be named “Pro-
teus”. The only thing it depicts is Stephen’s stream
of consciousness at the seashore—at the seashore
of the ocean of existence, that only an artist is ca-
pable to authentically comprehend and reproduce.
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A6pamosuy Y. B. Axexcaupp THuaunkuii Ha «HoBoii BoAHe»:
Xya0KHUK B KoHIe 1980-x — Hawyaae 1990-x

AnnoTanus. PaccMOTpeH paHHUIT Tl TBOPYECTBA YKPAMHCKOIO XYAOXKHMKA AAaekcaHapa THuamnnxoro (1961-2009). ITokasaHo,
YTO €ro MPOM3BEAEHNs CAEAYET PACCMATPUBATh B TECHOI CBS3M C UCTOPUKO-OBITOBBIM KOHTEKCTOM, YUUTBIBAS OOCTOATEABCTBA, BPeMs,
COLIMAABHYIO U TBOPYECKYIO cpeAy. OTMeueHo, YTO PaHHMII STall TBOPYECTBA, a BIIOCACACTBIM 1 OKOHYaTeAbHOe GpopmupoBanme THuAMI-
KOT'O KaK XyAO>KHMKA IIPOM3OLIAM B lIePEAOMHbIE BpeMeHa B UICTOPUY YKPauHbl, — KOTAQ YCTOSABIIMECS KAHOHbI KMBOIMCH, IIPOTCAHHbIE
COBETCKUM TOTAaAUTAPHBIM PEXMMOM, OKa3bIBAIOTCs ApXaUYHbIMU U TIOABEPIalOTCSl COKPYIIUTEABHOMY COMHEHMIO CO CTOPOHbBI MOAOAO-
'O HOKOAEHMSI XYAOXKHUKOB. [TOAYEPKHYTO, 4TO MPOM3BeAeHsM [HIANIIKOrO pacCMaTPUBAEMOTr0 IIEPUOAA IPUCYIU CYOBEKTUBU3M, Ly~
TaTHOCTb, CAMOMPOHNS, LIMHIYHOE [IePEOCMbICAEHIE AUTEPATYPHBIX CIOKETOB, MCIIOAb30BaHIe IPUEMOB IPOTECKA, MOTMBOB MaKabpu-
4yeckoit apoTuku. Ha BiOpaHHOM AAsL 06paboTKM MaTepuase ObIA OCYIIECTBAEH MCTOPUKO-KYABTYPHbII 1 ICKYCCTBOBEAYECKMIT aHAAU3
B KOHTEKCTe CTAHOBAEHMs YKPaMHCKOTO MCKYCCTBA KOHIA 1980-x — Hauaaa 1990-X, rAe AMMHOCTD XYAOXKHMKA ITPEACTABASETCSI 0COOEeH-
HO YMECTHO, TOCKOABKY CMBOAM3UPYeET CO00J1 CrelinpUKY STOr0 MCKYCCTBA: OT HEOXKMAQHHOCTH K SIIaTaXYy, OT CAOXKHOCTH K IPOTec-
KY, OT HEITIOAKYITHOCTY K OTYAsHMIO ¥ AaKe KOU[yHCTBY. CAeAaHa MOIBITKA OKA3aTh BCIO HETIOAAEABHYIO, T€POMYECKYIO )KePTBEHHOCTh
HACTOSIIEro MacTepa. DTO MPEACTABASIETCS OCOOEHHO KPACHOPEUMBBIM B OTHOLIEHMI MCKYCCTBA MIMEHHO COBPEMEHHOTO, IIPUMHLIMITM-
aAbHas CAMOOIIeHKA KOTOPOro 3a(MKCMpPOBaHa B CY)KAEHUAX ¥ BBICKA3bIBAHMAX ero npepcrasuteAert. O61mas KapTuHa XU3HM U TBOPYe-
cTBa [HMAMIIKOTO, €70 AMMHOCTDb MACAABHO YKAAABIBAIOTCA B TOT MA€AA UAM, CKOPEe, HOPMATUB «aBaHTaPAA», AASI KOTOPOTO CYIeCTBYIOT
OTIpeAEAEHMS U XYAOXKeCTBeHHOe, 1 puaocodckoe. Ha mpumepe aHaAM3a ponsBeACHMIT XYAOXKHMKA TIOKA3aHO, B YACTHOCTH, €I0 TBOP-
yeckoe GOpMMUpPOBaHMe B KOHTEKCTe HanpaBAeHMs «HoBas BoAHa» 1 rpynnupoBku «ITapypkckas KOMMYHa».

Kawuesvie cro8a: nckycctBo Ykpaunbl 1980-1990-x, TBopyecTBo AAekcanapa IHuaunxoro, «Hosas BoAHa», rpynnupoka «Ila-

PVDKCKasA KOMMYHa», )KUBOIIMICh, MHCTAAASALMA.

Abpamosuy I. B. Oaexcauap I'nuaunbkuii Ha «Hogiit xBuAi»:
Xya0xHNK Hanpukinni 1980-x — Ha noyaTky 1990-x

Amnoranist. PO3rAsIHyTO paHHill eTan TBOPYOCTi yKpaiHChbKoro XyAoxkHuka Oaexcanppa THuanipkoro (1961-2009). TTokasaHo, mjo
100 TBOPY HEOOXIAHO PO3TASIAQTM Y HANTICHIIIOMY 3B’513Ky 3 II00YTOBO-iCTOPMYHMM KOHTEKCTOM: OOCTaBMHY, 4aC, COLIAAbHE 1 TBOpYE
cepeAOBHILe. 3a3HAUEHO, 11J0 PAHHIIT €Tar TBOPYOCTI, a 3SrOAOM it ocTaTouHe GpOpMyBaHHI THUAMIIBKOTO SK MUTLS PUMAAAIOTH HA 3AAM-
Hi yacy B icTopii Ykpainu: Ha yac, KOAM YCTaAeHi KaHOHY >KMBOIIUCY, TPOTNMCaHi PAASHCHKMM TOTAAITAapHUM PEeXXNMOM, BUABASIIOTHCS ap-
XalYHUMU Ta MAAQIOTHCSA HULIBHOMY CYMHIBY MOAOAOTO IMTOKOAIHHS XYAOKHMKIB. ITiAKpecAeHo, 1110 TBOpaM [HMAUIIBKOTO PO3IASIHYTOrO
epioAy IpUTaMaHHi Cy6'€KTUBI3M, IUTATHICTb, CAMOIPOHisl, LIVHIYHE [IEPEOCMICAEHHS AiTepaTYPHUX CIOKETIB, BUKOPUCTAHHSI IPUIT0-
MiB IPOTECKY, MOTHBIB Makabp14HOI epoTuKy. Ha 06paHOMY AAsI ONIpaLlOBaHHS MaTepiaAi OyB 3AI/ICHEHNIT ICTOPUKO-KYABTYPHNI I MUC-
TeLTBO3HABYMIT aHAAI3 B KOHTEKCTi CTAHOBAGHHA YKpaiHChKOro MucTenTsa KiHug 1980-x — moyarky 1990-x, yepes 11j0 moCcTaThb XyAOXK-
HIKA BUAAETBCSI 0COOAMBO AOPEUHOI0, HibM CUMBOAI3YI0UM CO60I0 BAACHY CrieliKy 1{bOr0 MUCTEIITBA: BiA HECTIOAIBAHOCTI AO emaTaxy,
BiA CKAQAHOCTi AO TPOTECKY, BiA HETAKYITHOCTI AO Bipualo it OA03HIpCTBA. 3p0OAEHO CIIPOOY MOKasaTy BCIO HEMAPOOHY, TepOTdHY Xep-
TOBHICTD CIIPABKHBOTO XYAOKHUKA. L]e BUAAETHCSI 0COOAMBO KPACHOMOBHMM CTOCOBHO MUCTEL{TBA CaMe CY4aCHOTO, IPUHLMIIOBY CAMO-
OLiHKY SIKOTO 3a(iKCOBAHO Y CYAKEHHSIX i BMCAOBAX JIOTO MPEACTABHMKIB. 3araAbHa KapTyHa XXUTTS i TBOPUOCTi THUAMI[BKOTO, I10T0 110~
CTaTb iA€aABHO BKAAAQIOTBCS Y TOI iA€aA YN PAALIle HOPMATUB «aBAHTAPAY», IO JIOMY BXKe iCHye (pOPMYAIOBAHHS i XYAOXKHE, i1 dhirocod-
cbke. Ha mpukaaai aHaAi3y TBOpPiB XyAOXKHMKa TTOKa3aHO, 30KpeMa, i10ro TBopye GOpMyBaHHs B KOHTEKCTi Hanpsimy «HoBa xBuasi» Ta
yrpynopaHHs «ITapuspka KOMyHa».

Karouosi crosa: muctentso Yipainu 1980-1990-x, TBopuicTh Oaexkcanapa [Huannpbkoro, «HoBa xBuas», yrpynosanns «ITapusbka

KOMYHa», )KMBOIINC, IHCTAASLiA.



