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' Milena Klasova, Libensky—Brychtova, Praha: Galerie, 2002.

2V roce 1937 Libensky navstévoval specializovanou sklarskou
Skolu v Novém Borti a byl transferovén do skldrske Skoly v
Zelezném Brodu po okupaci Sudet nacistickym Némeckem
v roce 1938. Od roku 1939 navstévoval ateliér aplikované
malby sklarskeho umeéni na Vysoké Skole uméleckoprumyslové v
Praze. Po jeji ukonceni v roce 1944 stravil rok ve vlastnim
ateliéru v Praze a vénoval se malovani. Brychtova navstévovala
Vlysokou Skolu uméleckoprimyslovou v Praze v roce
1945 na katedfe aplikovaného socharstvi a vyryvani do
kadmene a skla. VV roce 1947 presla na prazskou Akademii
vytvarniho uméni a tam i ukoncila sva studia.

* Stéat kontroloval mnohé oblasti kulturniho a intelektualniho
Zivota za vlady KSC. Tovarny, podniky a soukromy majetek
byli zestatnéni a opozice komunistické strané byla zakdzana.
Skupina umélca v Ceskoslovensku se pokousila zachranit si
svoji kreativni nezdvislost a jejich vlastni blahobyti a v Praze
publikovali dva a dvaceti stranovou brozdrku Memorandum
stredniho bloku vizualnich umélcti v Ceskoslovenské
republice v breznu 1947 .Broziirka obsahovala celou radu
navrhii ohledem budoucnosti umeéni a vizulnich umélc(.
To obnaselo agentiru centralniho nakupu a prodeje, co se
tyCe distribuce dél umélcti a program stanoveni procenta
financi na ,, vizudlni vyzdobu “ v dobe ukonceni jakéhokoliv
nového stavebniho projektu. Mnohé z téchto navrhl se pak
staly stétni politikou priibehém Casu. Ale i kdyz Memorandum
dosahlo urcitou hladinu ochrany prav ¢eskych umélci
VetsSinou nebyla garantovana kreativni nezavislost.

Viz Jan Michl, Institucidini rimec ohledem Gspésnych
umeéleckych forem v komunistickém Ceskoslovensku —
Institutional Framework Around Successful Art Forms
in Communist Czechoslovakia,
rss.archives.ceu.hu/archive/00001036/01/37.pdf

*Vlice ohledem stalinistické umeélecké politiky viz John
Berger, Art in Revolution_Umeéni v revoluci Penguin, 1969.

® Citovano Milena Klasovd, Libensky— Brychtova, Praha:
Galerie, 2002.

This essay was commissioned by the National Glass Centre to
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NEVIDITELNE

Spoluprace mezi Stanislavem Libenskym a Jaroslavou
Brychtovou zabira druhou polovinu dvacateho stoleti,
obdobi politické a socialni zmény v Ceské republice
(dfivé Ceskoslovensko), kde zili a pracovali. | kdyZ tyficet
let sovétského stylu planovani pod vedenim komunistické
strany KSC mélo debilitacni efekt na mnohé oblasti
kulttrniho Zivota, byla zabezpecena financni podpora
pro impresivni mezinarodni prezentaci uméleckych a
dizajnérsjkych prac a taky byli financovani komise pro
architekturalni a verejné prostory.

Libensky a Brychtova vyuZili klima a pouZili dostupni zdroje
na vyvoj nové koncepce socharstvi vnitfniho prostoru nebo
, Negativni reliéf , a to pomoci manipulace transparentniho
charakteru skla a aplikovani tyhle inovace na sochy stojici
volné v prostoru a architekturalni instalace. Sklo se stava
materidlem transformace a metamorfozy, kde vnéjsi tvar
muzé byt v protikladu s vnitfni formou, masa monolitického
skla se stava nadobou nebeského ducha, fyzicka budova
nebo lidské télo a barva jsou vytvoreni pomoci odrazeného
a lomeného svétla. Sklo se stava krunyfem nebo musli, co
jsou oba zpUisoby zviditelnéni a definovani a je pro ochranu
a skryvani. Varchitekture, kde normalné asociujeme sklo s
vidénim prés, - se svefejnénim soukromého a pozyvanim
verejnosti dovniti - Libensky a Brychtova pouZili sklo jako
vizualni bariéru.

Jejich prvni spoluprace nastala v roce 1954 v Zeleznobrodskych
Sklarnach v ceske ¢asti Ceskoslovenska. Libenského pozadi
bylo v malovani a Brychtové pozadi v socharstvi®. Nova
metoda odlévani skla do negativniho reliéfu byla umoznéna
dikem inovaci Brychtové a jeji nespokojenosti s tradi¢nimi
procesy. Chtéla délat sochy, a sklo bylo dostupni médium,
sklarstvi bylo v jeji rodiné. V dobé studii na prazské
Akadémii vytvarniho uméni v spolupraci s otcem, oba

spolu experimentovali s metodami odlévani skla. Zacatkém
padesétych let byla natolik seb&védoma s t€mito procesy,
7e 7alozila Stredisko taveni skla pro architekturu v sklarnach
ve svém rodnim meste Zelezny Brod.Tenhle novy typ
umeleckého prostredi byl instrumentalni
pro dodavani materialu na rozvoj taveného
skla v Ceskoslovensku a umoznil umélctim
pracovat s primyslovymi procesy ve velikém
méfitku. Stfedisko bylo eventualné zarizeno
za Ucélem produkce tfi typl prace se

sklem: leptané panely, mozaika, drcené sklo zatavené do
sadrovcovych forem. V dobé kdy se setkala s Libenskym,
Brychtova jiZz pracovala s odlévanym sklem zptsobem, ktery
se pak pozdéji stal zakladem jejich prace -Slo o pouzivani
prazdniho vnitfniho prostoru na tvarovani barvy a svétla.

V roce 1954 Libensky byl jmenovan feditelem specializované
sklafske Skoly v Zelezném Brodu. A7 doposavad byla jeho
prace v oblasti uZivatelského skla, dekorace vaz a mis za
pouzivani prirodnich motivll a to za pomoci smaltu a leptani.
Cechy maji bohatou sklafskou tradici, ale v dobé nemecké
okupace mezi roky1938-45 sklafstvi bylo na Upadku. Po
valce, skupina umélcti —mezi nimi Libensky - se zamefili na
znovuvybudovani pramyslu a pokracovani rozvoje ceského
sklarstvi za pomoci vzdelavani. Nacionalizace ceského
sklafského primyslu v roce 1948 nové vytvorenou viadou
KSC® upevnila vztah umélcd a sklafskeho primyslu a umoznila
tak prostrednictvim sttt pristup k vybaveni a vyrobni prostredky.
Predpojatost proti ,modernimu‘~ zakladni ¢rta politiky*
stalinovského stylu, prijata KSC - nasmérovala mnohé
umelce v Ceskoslovensku k praci s méne kontraverznimi
médiami , aplikovanych uméni , vyhybajicich se cenzUre,
co bylo vysledek zmyleného nazoru, Ze sklo, textilie a

keramika reprezentuji Cisté utilitarni modusy umélecké

praxe a proto, jako takové jsou vyjmouty z potfeby

ideologickych a socialnich kontrol, jako byl
pripad jinich uméleckych forem.

Libensky a Brychtova poprvé
demonstrovali jejich pouZiti
negativniho reliéfu na
svétovem trhu EXPO
58 World Fair v Bruseli.
Cesky pavilion udélal
velice dobry dojem
na navstévniky a to
inovadi, jak v oblasti
architektury tak i v
oblasti dizajnu.

“Zachycenim svétla osvobodili jeho expresivni moznosti...
a aplikovali je jako nové ziskanou modelovou charakteristiku,
ktera dala jejich socham nové z&fivé minéni”. Milena Klasova'’

Zoomorfické kdmeny, rada barevnych bloku ze skla se
zapusténymi zvifecimi tvary, inspirace prehistorickou
architekturou a dizajnem pfinesly Libenskému a Brychtové
cenu Grand Prix - co je nejvyssi akolada za individualni
prispévek. Nasledovali vétsi zakazky, mezi jinim dvanact
panelt ze skla, zasazenych do zdi haly Mezinarodni
Zeleznicni Unie - International Railway Union (UIC) v PafiZi
(1962) a dvé veliké okna pro Chram svatého Vita v Praze
(1966-68). Tyhle dila poukazuji na zvysuiici se trend
smérem k abstrakci a zlomené, vicenasobni pohledy

na kubizmus. Architektonické i kdyz gestikulacni malby
Libenského byly jejich pocatkem.

Brychtova svou praci prispéla k interpretaci prestupuijicich
dvourozmérnich tvard jeho maleb pomoci jejiho porozuméni
vlastnosti skla a jak je sklo ovlivneno svétlem. V téhle pracich
Libensky a Brychtova maji pod kontrolou to co vidime a to
je za pomoci jejich chytré manipulace svétla prés a na relief
skla. Je to jako kdybychom jsme byli v jeskyni a Skrtnutim
zapalky jsme schopni vidét tvar jak se svétlo odrazi zpatky, ale
tam kde je tma a stin ,tak tam nam zUstava jenom predstavivost.
VoIné stojici Modra kompozice (1964) dokazuje tuhle syntézu
malby a odlévaného skla. Gestikulacni prvky originalniho
dizajnu Libenského jsou evidentni v malované texture
ultramarinového skla.

Prace mezi architekturalnimi zakazkami, veliké mezinarodni
prezentace a ,, ateliérové , sochy jsou hlavni ¢rtou jejich
prace zaCatkem 1980 let. Zakazky byli nékdy v spolupraci
s architektem ,jako obaleni budovy Nové podium (1983)
do skla v Praze(navrzeno Karlem Pragerem, hlavni architekt
komunistické éry), pristavba k trochu vice dekorativnimu
Narodnimu divadlu z devatenacteho stoleti. Duté, dymové
barvené, formou vytvarované sklenné bloky tvori pravidelnou
Sestihrannou strukturu kolem budovy, kterd je prefiznuta
diagonalnimi pruhy smérem k rohtim delsich stén( bloky
maji taky za kol zvukové t&snit budovu).Tyhle buriky ve
tvaru televiznich obrazovek funguiji jako bariéra a zamezuji
nam pohled do interiéru budovy - vidime jenom fasadu
sklennich blokd, ale nevidime pres né. Vecer, je exteriér
budovy osvétlen svétlem z rusnych ulic kolem, protoZe
zevnitf nemuZe uniknout Zadne svétlo.

Image: Open Window, 1992. Photo: Gabriel Urbanek

V roce 1983, Brychtova odesla ze Strediska taveni skla pro
architektiru, které Zalozila. Libensky a Brychtova si vybavili
jejich vlastni ateliéF dvéma vypalovacimi pécmi a od tohoto
datumu se témér vyjimécné koncentrovali na produkovani
ateliérovych soch pro vystavy. Prace z tohoto pozdéjsiho
obdobi jako je Arcus Il (1990-91) and Oteviené okno (1992),
jsou monolitické geometrické formy, které jsou prefizié
Sipkovymi Tezy , nebo negativnim prostorem, ktery je ponechan
v misté extruze geometrické formy. Pigmentované sklo se
stava transparentni a je kfehké smérem k neopracovanym
hranam formy, anebo , kde je naruseni a kudy pronika
svétlo. Povrchy jsou oznaceni jizvami, nedokonalostmi, co
je potvrzeni zpUisobu jejich kreace a hrubé, roztrzené kraje
jsou v kontrastu s hladkymi opracovanymi liniemi. Minimalni
Cistota téchto kfistalovych monolitti pripomina alchémii
svétla, transformujici barvy za pomoci odrazu a lomeni.

\V/ Naklonéni - Reclining (1999-2000) a Vychod slunce
(2000-01) se forma stala nadobou ve které je implikovana
pritomnost jak lidského téla a lidského ducha .V pozdéjSich
sochach Libenského a Brychtové, z obdobi po Sametové
revoluci v roce 1989, kdyZ se demokraticka viada navratila do
Ceskoslovenska, jsou védomé myglenky (napady) a télesné
formy navzajem komplikovatelnzm zptsobem spleteny.

“Druha polovina dvacateho stoleti prinesla porozuméni toho,
co télo vymezuje. Tahle hranice mezi interérem a exteriérem
je hranici mytu. Bez exteriéru, bez transkripce a intervence,
co ohranicuje vnéjsek vséch téles, vnitfek nemUife byt
ohrani¢en a umistnén” Tomas VIcek®.

Kontinualni rozvoj kubistického prostoru Libenského a
Brychtové a jazyk pozdniho modernizmu byly umozneny
prostrednictvim jejich vybéru skla jako média. Koncepce
vnitfniho prostoru a extenzi, vnitfni mySlenky a napady a
VyuZiti média , aplikovanych uméni , jim umoznili rozvinout
jejich kreativni praxi a to i pres autoritativni charakter
spolecnosti ve které Zili a pracovali po tolika mnoha letech.
Monolit se pro né stal symbolem vzajemnosti a participace a
ne jak bylo v pfipade umélct na Zapadé symbolem izolace
a autonomie. Dila, které spolu vytvorili za posledni desetileti
jejich kariéry mluvi o kiehkém charakteru lidské existence
a dokonce i v nepfizni osudu jsou to védomé myslenky a
napady, které maji moc transformovat a transcedentovat.

Stephen Palmer
Translated by Diana Nisterenkova-Chester




SEEING

“INVISIBLE

“By capturing light, they freed its expressive capabilities...
and applied them as a newly acquired modelling
characteristic which endowed their sculptures with

new luminous meanings”. Milena Klasova'

The collaboration between Stanislav Libensky and Jaroslava
Brychtova spans the second half of the twentieth century,
a time of political and social change in the Czech Republic
(formerly Czechoslovakia) where they lived and worked. Whilst
forty years of Soviet style planning under the leadership of the
Communist Party (KSC) had a debilitating effect on many
areas of cultural life, it offered financial support for impressive
international presentations of artists’ and designers’ works,
and funded commissions for architecture and public spaces

Libensky and Brychtova exploited this climate and made use
of available resources to develop a new concept of sculpting
inner space or ‘negative relief’ by manipulating the transparent
nature of glass, and applied this innovation to freestanding
sculptures and architectural installations. Glass becomes a
material of transformation and metamorphosis where outer
shape can be at odds with inner form, a lump of monolithic
glass can become a container for a celestial spirit, physical
building or human body, and colour is created by means of
both reflected and refracted light. Glass becomes an armour
or shell, both a means for making visible and defining, and
for protecting and hiding. In architecture, where we normally
associate glass with seeing through — with making the private
public and with letting the public in — Libensky and
Brychtova used glass as a visual barrier.

They made their first collaborative work in 1954 at the
Zelezny Brod Glassworks located in the Bohemian region
of Czechoslovakia. Libensky’s background was in painting
and Brychtovd's in sculpture?. The new method of casting
glass in negative relief was made possible through Brychtova's
innovations and her discontent with traditional processes.
She wanted to make sculpture, but glass was an available
medium and glassmaking was in her family. Whilst studying
at the Prague Academy of Fine Arts she worked alongside
her father experimenting with glass casting techniques.

By the early 1950s she was confident enough in these
processes to set up the Centre for Melting Glass for
Architecture at the glassworks in her hometown Zelezny
Brod. This new kind of artistic environment was instrumental
in providing the material for the development of molten
glass in Czechoslovakia, enabling artists to work with
industrial processes on a large scale. The Centre was
eventually equipped to produce three types of glasswork:
etched panels, mosaic; and crushed glass melted in to
gypsum moulds. By the time she met Libensky, Brychtova
was already working with cast glass in the way that would
become the foundation of their practice — using hollow
interior space to sculpt colour and light.

In 1954 Libensky was appointed Director of the Specialised
School of Glassmaking in Zelezny Brod. Up until this time,
his practice was in utility glassware, decorating vases and
bowls with motifs drawn from nature using enamel and
etching. Bohemia has a long tradition of glassmaking, but
under German occupation, between 1938-45, glassmaking
there had been in decline. After the War, a group of artists —
Libensky among them —had looked to rebuild the industry
and continue the development of Czech glassmaking through
education. Nationalisation of the Czech glass industry in
1948 by the newly installed KSC* government, cemented
the relationship between artists and the glassmaking

Photo: Gabriel Urbanek

industry allowing access through state provision to facilities
and the means of production. Prejudice against ‘the modern’
- a fundamental feature of the Stalinist style policies*
adopted by the KSC - steered many artists in Czechoslovakia
to work in less controversial ‘applied arts' mediums, avoiding
censorship as a result of the mistaken view that glass, textiles
and ceramics represented purely utilitarian modes of artistic
practice, and as such were exempt from the necessity of
being subjected to ideological and social controls as was
the case with other art forms.

Libensky and Brychtova first demonstrated their use of
negative relief at the EXPO 58 World Fair in Brussels. The
Czech Pavilion impressed visitors by its innovation in both
architecture and design. Zoomorphic Stones, a series of
coloured glass blocks embedded with animal forms inspired
by prehistoric cave drawings, earned Libensky and Brychtova
the Grand Prix award — the highest accolade for an individual
contribution. Major commissions followed, including twelve
glass panels to be set into the walls of the lobby of the
International Railway Union (UIC) in Paris (1962) and two
large windows for St Vitas Cathedral in Prague (1966-68).
These works exhibit an increasing trend towards abstraction
and the fractured, multiple viewpoints of Cubism. Libensky's
architectonic yet gestural paintings were their starting point.

Brychtova worked to translate the overlapping two-dimensional
shapes of his paintings through her understanding of the
properties of glass and how it is affected by light. In these
works, Libensky and Brychtova control how we see by the
clever manipulation of light through and onto the glass
relief It is as if we are in a cave and by striking a match,
we are able to make out forms where light reflects back,
but where there is darkness and shadow is left to our
imagination. The freestanding Blue Composition (1964)
demonstrates this synthesis of painting and cast glass.
The gestural elements of Libensky’s original design are
evident in the painterly textures of the ultramarine glass.

Image: Arcus /I, 1990 - 1991. Photo: Martin Polak

Working between architectural commissions, major
international presentations and ‘studio’ sculptures was to
be a feature of their practice into the 1980s. Commissions
were sometimes carried out in collaboration with an architect,
such as with their glass encasing of the New Stage building
(1983) in Prague (designed by Karel Prager the leading
architect of the Communist era), an extension to the
somewhat more decorative nineteenth century National
Theatre. Hollow mould-formed blocks of smoke-tinged
glass create a regular honeycomb around the building that
is cut through with diagonal striations towards the corners
of the longer walls (the blocks also act to sound-proof the
building). These TV screen shaped cells act as a barrier,
obstructing our view into the building’s interior — we see into
the facade of glass blocks but not through them. At night
the exterior is lit by reflected light from the busy streets
that surround, as no light from the inside is able to escape.

In 1983, Brychtova left the Centre for Melting Glass for
Architecture that she had founded. Libensky and Brychtova
equipped their own studio with two kilns and from this date
concentrated almost exclusively on producing studio sculpture
for exhibition. Works from this later period, such as Arcus I/
(1990-91) and Open Window (1992), are monolithic
geometric forms that are cut through by arrow slits or by
the negative space left behind where a geometric form has
been extruded. The pigmented glass becomes transparent
and fragile looking towards the broken edges of the form
or where it is violated and light pours through. Surfaces are
marked by scars and imperfections, affirmations of their
means of creation, and torn edges contrast smooth polished
lines. The minimal purity of these crystal monoliths evokes
an alchemy of light, transforming colours through reflection
and refraction.

Image: Grey Composition, 1964. Photo: Martin Polak

In Reclining (1999-2000) and Sunrise (2000-01) the
form has become a container, whereby the presence of
both the human body and the human spirit is implied.

In Libensky and Brychtova’s late sculptures, made after the
Velvet Revolution of 1989 had returned democratic rule to
(Czechoslovakia, conscious thoughts (ideas) and corporeal
form are inextricably linked.

“The second half of the twentieth century brought an
understanding of that which the body demarcates. This
frontier between interior and exterior is the frontier of
myth. Without an exterior, without the transcription and
intervention that demarcate the outside of all bodies, the
inside could not be bounded and placed” Thomas Vlicek®

Libensky and Brychtova's continued development of Cubist
space and the language of late Modernism was made possible
through their choice of glass as a medium. The concept

of inner space, and by extension, inner thoughts and ideas,
and the exploitation of an ‘applied arts’ medium, enabled
them to develop their creative practice in spite of the
authoritarian nature of the society in which they lived and
worked for so many years. For them, the monolith became
a symbol of mutualism and participation, not one of isolation
and autonomy as was the case for artists in the West. The
works they made together in the last decade of their career
speak of the fragile nature of human existence, yet even in
adversity, it is conscious thoughts and ideas that have the
power to transform and transcend.

Stephen Palmer

-‘..
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FOOTNOTES

' Milena Klasova, Libensky — Brychtova, Prague: Gallery, 2002

#1n 1937 Libensky attended the Specialised School for Glass Making
in Novy Bor and transferred to the Glass Making School in Zelezny
Brod after the occupation of the Sudetenland by Nazi Germany in
1938. From 1939 he attended the Studio of Applied Painting and
Glass Art at The School of Applied Arts in Prague. Upon graduating
in 1944, he spent a year in his own studio in Prague and devoted
himself to painting. Brychtova attended The School of Applied
Arts in Prague in 1945 in the Studio of Applied Sculpture and
Engraving in Stone and Glass. She transferred to the Prague
Academy of Fine Arts in 1947 and completed her studies there

* Under the KSC the state took control of many areas of cultural
and intellectual life. The country’s factories, businesses and private
property were nationalised, and opposition to the Communist
Party was prohibited. A group of artists in Czechoslovakia attempted
to safeguard creative independence and their own welfare by
publishing a twenty-two-page brochure The Memorandum of the
Central Bloc of Visual Artists of the Czechoslovak Republic in
Prague in March 1947. It contained a series of proposals for the
future of art and visual artists. These included a central purchase
and sales agency for the distribution of artists’ work and a scheme
to set aside a percentage of funding in the completion of any new
building project for its “visual decoration”. Many of these proposals
became state policy over the course of time but whilst The
Memorandum achieved a certain level of welfare for Czech artists,
for the most part, creative independence was not guaranteed.

See Jan Michl, Institutional Framework Around Successful Art
Forms in Communist Czechoslovakia,
rss.archives.ceu.hu/archive/00001036/01/37.pdf

For more about Stalinist arts policy see John Berger,
Art in Revolution Penguin, 1969.

® Quoted from Milena Klasovd, Libensky—Brychtova
Prague: Gallery, 2002.
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