EneHa lNeTpoBckas
UcKyccTBO OXNBNATb

BbictaBka MpuHbl HaxoBon «B3rnsag» — 3To MArkoe BTOP)KEHME BbICOKUX
TEXHOMNOrMM B MPOCTPAHCTBO KITaCCMYECKOro My3esl. 3puTtenb, NOMHSALLNI
ncropmo NMMUN nm. A.C. MNyLwiknHa nnu Bnepeble C HUM 3HAKOMSILLMIACS, MOXET
HegoymeBaTb: YeM 00YyCrOBMEHO NOSIBIEHME CEMU NITa3MeHHbIX 9KpaHOB cpeau
YKMBOMMUCHOM NO BonbLUEn YacTu 3KCNO3NULUNKN? ITOT BONPOC MOXET MPUHATHL U
Bonee ocTpyto opMy: YTO AAET HaM, 3pUTENAM, NpULleLLM HacnaanTbCa
XMBOMUCBHIO Pa3HbIX MAacTEPOB U LLKOS, NMPUCYTCTBME N306paxkeHus!, CTonb
NOXOXero Ha TeENeBM3NOHHOE, KOTOPOE MOXET TONbKO OTBMEKATb OT co3epLaHnsa?
Hapo ckasaTtb, YTO 9TO MMEHHO Te BOMPOCHI, KOTopble NHTepecytoT NpnHy Haxosy,
BnecTt4Llero Xxueonucua, Ho U COBPEMEHHOIO — KOHLENTYanbHOMo — XyaoXHUKa,
npeKpacHoO oTaarLlero cebe oTYeT B TOM, YTO MECTO XXMBOMNUCK A0 npeagena
CY3U0Cbh: OTHbIHE 3TO HE YHUBEpPCAarbHbIA A3blK ONUCaHUS U/UK NO3HAHNA MUpPa,
HO OCOBbLIN TUM KYNbTYPHOW NPaKTUKK, KOTOPbIA caM no cebe okasarncs
PEMKTOBBIM.

B camom gene, npuxoasa B My3eit U NioBYACh XMBOMUCHBIMU KapTUHaAMK, Mbl
BOCMPUHUMAaEM UX KaK MblLLHbIE, TpOoraTernbHble UMM COBCEM HEMOHATHbIE
CBUAETENbCTBa NPOLUNbIX 3nox. [Ans Hac 370 06bEKTbI, 3aMKHYTble B CBOEM
HepocsaraemMoMm Benukonenuu. M aTo Benvkonenue coobliaet 06 ogHOM: O
MPOLLIIOM, B TOM YMCIE U O NPOLLNIOM CaMOro M306pasnTenbHOro A3blka, Unu
CpeacTBa, KakuMm ABNsAeTcs XuBonuck. Kak BoobLLe Mbl CMOTPUM KapTUHBLI? Mbl
NpeBpaLlaem X1BOMUChb B pacckas, M 3TOMY BCAYECKN CNOCOBCTBYET OpraHn3aLus
MYy3€elHOro NPOCTPaHCTBA: TeEMaTUYECKMe 3arbl, NOMNOTHA, CrpyNNUPOBaHHbIE MO
anoxam, HanpaBneHNaM U LLIKoram, NoNHOTa KOTOPbIX PETPOCMNEKTUBHO
obecrneuynBaeTcs UX MCYEpPNaHHOCTLIO UMK 3aBeplueHnem. Mbl NpUxoaum B MUp
NpeKpacHbIi, HO He akTyanbHbIN.  OLIEeHUTb ero ceroiHa Bce TpyAHee, NOCKOMNbKY
OPVEHTUPbI, KOTOPbIE BOOXHOBMANMU XYAOXXHUKOB Ha CO3aHME CBOUX MOOTEH, a
3puUTeEnen — Ha X BOCTOPXKEHHOE BOCMPUATUE, HE (DOPMUPYIOT HaLLIMX
coBpeMeHHMKOB. CerogHaLHWI B3rNa YCTPOEH No-Apyromy, 1 CBOEN
BbICOKOTEXHOMOIMMYHOW aKcnosuuuei MprnHa Haxosa, no cyTu aena, ctankusaet
[1Be pearnbHOCTU: XXNBOMUCb CTapbiX MacTepoB, CTaBLLYH YacTblo My3es,
MOHNMaEeMOro UHCTUTYLIMOHANBHO, U CaMy TEXHUKY, 3Ty YUCTYI0 popmy
onocpeaoBaHus, KOTopas 1 eCTb Halll CerogHsALWHWIA B3rMs.

[MpoLue roBops, Mbl BUAUM TakK, Kak Hac Hay4YMnun BUAETb padHoobpasHble
cpeacTBa TEXHUYECKOro BOCNPON3BEOEHMUS, KOTOPbIX CTAHOBUTCS BCe BonbLue u
bonbwe. He Byget npeysBenMyeHMeM ckasaTtb, YTO XXMBOMUCbL Mbl BUOUM rnasamm
cBOMX MOBUNbHBLIX TeNnedoHOB K andoHoB. PoTorpadpupoBaHne LLEeOEBPOB B
My3esiX — 3TO He CTOSIbKO MNOrbITKa 3anevyaTfieTb UX Ha NaMATb, CKONbKO
KOMMYHUKaLMOHHBIN XECT, B OCHOBE KOTOPOro feXuT cooblaemocTb. He



YBUOETb, HO NOAENUTBLCA — BOT YTO CTOUT 3a BbICTPOTOM 1 a3apTOM, C KOTOPbIMU
cerogHsa genarTcs CHUMKN. A 3TO 3HAYUT, YTO B3NS Kak TakOBOW CKOMb3UT NO
NOBEPXHOCTU BeLlen, 6erno ynaenueas nuilb HEKOTOPbIE BU3yarbHbIe
noackasku. Takasa cuTyauns ONOMHAETCHA TEM, YTO COBPEMEHHbIN 3pUTENb
NpUyYeH BOCMPUHNMATb KNacCUYECKYH XXMBOMUCH B NOBECTBOBATENIbHOM PeXUME.
N kKapTWHbI CTapbiXx MacTepoB K 3TOMY pacrosaratoT: 9To NMnMbo nnncTpaumnm
KaKnx-To MMPONOrn4yecknx Unmn cakparnbHbIX CHOXETOB, MO0 anneropmnyeckne
NOMoTHA, HarMsiAHO NPeAbABNAIOLINE HEKOE abCTpakTHOE YTBEPXKAEHNE
(Hanpumep, o BpeHHOCTHM Bellen), Nnbo 6onee No3gHME NCUXONOrMYyeckne
NOPTPETLI, KOTOPbIE NpeanaraloT 3PUTENIO OMNbIT CONepeXxmnBaHns, a ctano ObiTb,
AT NPOCTOP ero BOOOPaXkeHUo UnNu Xots 6bl HAMEKAKOT Ha XXU3HEHHbIEe
obcTosTeNnbCTBA N300PaKEHHBIX MEPCOHAXEN.

YXnBonuck ceroiHa — 3To rpaHaMO3HbIN, OTOBCHOAY 3BYyYalLmii pacckas. CroxerT,
N306paXKeHHbIN Ha KapTuHe, pasbsACHEHUS TMO0B, XMBbIX U MOPTATUBHbLIX, cama
NHeiHas NCTOPUSA UCKYCCTBa — BCe 3TO pasHOBUAHOCTY pacckasa. [axe Hoselillee
MCKYCCTBO, Nonajasi B My3eii, He MOXeT n3bexaTb 3Toi yyacTu. XKMBonmcb HEM3MeHHO
nepeBoanTCA Ha ApYroii A3bIK, MOTOMY YTO Mbl He pacrnonaraeM KynbsTypHbIMU
CpefcTBaMu BOCMPUHATL ee Tak, Kak OHa BOCMPUHMMArach B MOMEHT CBOErO CO3JaHus,
a 9To MOTrTO ObIThb 1 MOKIOHEHWNE CBATLIM (MPOAOIHKEHME KYNETOBON hyHKLMUM), 1
npocnaBfieHne LapCTBEHHbIX UM CaHOBHbIX 0COD, 1 OCBOEHWE MUpa, B KOTOPOM
(DOPMUPYIOTCS MOHATUS NIMYHOTO 1 YaCTHOTO UM e KOTOPbI NpeacTaeT kak Habop
CUMBOIOB, COEAUHSAIOLLMX rOpHEe C AoMbHLIM. YTO 1 roBOpUTL, paguKkanbHble
9KCNEePUMEHTbI C CaMMUM XUBOMUCHBLIM S3bIKOM He ABNATCA AN HAC HU LLOKOM, HU
KaK1M-TO OTKPOBEHWEM, U Aaxe abCcTpakTHas XMBOMUCh NPENOAHOCUTCS CEroaHs Kak
HEKWIA YPOK, KOTOPbIN Mbl MOXEM WU3BMNEeYb U3 KapTUH, HE NOAAALLMXCA NPSIMOMY
onucaHuio. YNomsaHyThIN NepeBo/] NOBCEMECTEH, U NPK3BaH OH aJanTMpoBaTh
XVBOMWCh B KAYECTBE 1300pa3nTENbHOMO CPEACTBA K HalleMy CEeroAHsLLIHEMY B3rmsaay,
pasyymBLUEMYCS BUIETb XUBOMUCHOE.

NpvHa HaxoBa xo4eT Ham BEPHYTb 3TOT B3rns4. B »xaHpOBOM OTHOLLEHUW OHA
n3bupaet Hambonee NOYTEHHbIE POPMbI: UNNOCTPALUMK MUDONOTMYECKOTO U
Bubneiickoro ctoxetos (J1. KpaHax, ®. bylie), nopTpet — napagHbIi, NCUXONOTMYECKUIA,
a Takke obHaxeHHoM aambl 3a TyaneTom (A. BaH [enk, PembpaHar, [Ix. PomaHo),
HaTIOPMOPT M €ro YacTHbIN Clyvyan «BaHUTacy, COObLLatoLWLmMn 0 BPEHHOCTM BCETO
xusoro (XK.-b.-C. WWapgeH, 0. BaH CTpek). UTo e Mbl BUAMM Ha Mia3MeHHbIX 9KpaHax,
PacnonoXeHHbIX B CaMbIX Pa3HbIX M NOPON HeOXMAaHHbIX MecTax? Mbl BUOUM, Kak 13
TEMHOTbI HAYMHAIOT NPOCTYNaTb AeTanu — KPY>XeBHOW BOPOTHUK, NMOSbl HAKMOKK,
OTAENbHbIE NPeaMETbI, YKpalleHns. IHoraa aTu CBETALLMECH LOPOXKM NETASIOT, U
npeanonaraembli B3rMsg — pe4b MMEHHO O HEM — BO3BpaLLaeTCs K KakoMy-H1Byapb yxe
npoLynaHHOMY paHee yyacTky. B camom gene, 30ech B3rfsi He CKOMb3WUT, a
NPUKaAcaeTCs — OH CMIOBHO OLLYNbIBAET LOCTOMHCTBA TOW MU MHOWN M306paXeHHON
BELLM, @ BMECTE C 3TUM B NpaBax BOCCTAHABMMBAETCA U ApYroe BPpeEMS — BPEMS



Cco30aHNA KUBOMUCHOTIO M306pa)l<eHMF|. Benb a10 B3rnsg XyOOXHUKa (I/IJ'IVI 3puUTens, emy
COL-IyBCTByIOLLI,eFO) HeCneLwHo nepemMellaeTcda oT O gHNUX aetanemn K AOpyrmm,
BO3BpallaeTcAd, NeTrndeT, U 3TOT B3MA4 OAMHAKOBO BHUMATENEH K LIENTOMY
(I'IOCTpOGHVIIO, KOMI'IO3VILI,VIVI) N paBHOAYLUEH K HEMY. JTOT B3rNAa COoCpeaoTo4eH Ha
CryweHunax Kpacku, Ha eiBa 3aMeTHOM repexode OT CaMnUX KPpaCOYHbIX MaccC K
O6p83yeMbIM C X NMOMOLLUbIO dNNeMeHTamM (bVIpraTMBHOFO I/1306pa)KeHl/I$I.

OpHako napagokcanbHbIM 06pa3oM BOCCTAHOBUTb 3TOT MeASIEHHbIN B3rNsA MOXHO
TONbKO 0OPaTMBLUNCL K COBPEMEHHBIM TEXHUYECKUM npucrnocobneHuam. [leno He B
TOM, YTO Mbl UCMbITbIBAEM 0COB0E [OBEPUE K SKPAHHBIM 0Opa3am 1 TEXHOMOTUSM.
Ckopee feno B TOM, Y4TO 3TO U €CTb MHbIE LLUBbI, HAYErO HE 3Havallme cammu no cebe
aetanu. 9Ty CBETOBbIE XOAbl Tak MOXOXW Ha OBWMXXEHNE HAaCEKOMbIX, KOTOPbIE HUYETrO He
3HAlOT O YErNoBe4YEeCKOM NpeaHa3HaYeHnn, UCTUHE UNK cMbicne. M BMecTe ¢ TeM OHM
BO3BpaLLaT YTPa4YeHHOE OLLYLLEHME XMBOMMUCK KaK MacTepCTBa, Kak PyKOTBOPHOTO B
cBoeW ocHoBe dena. OHK BbICBEYMBAIOT XMBOMNUCK. I NOSTOMY B KOHLIE NYTW OHa,
XMBOMUCb, MPEACTaET B KAYeCTBE CBOEro Apyroro — y HaxoBon MPOHNYHLIM 06pa3om 13
3HaMEHUTOrO NOPTPETA Ha 3pUTENS CMOTPUT APYroe N1uo, NNLO CaMo XYOOXHULbI, HO
OHO MOr0 B6bl BbITb YbMM YrOAHO.

KoHeuHo, 3To NyTb, He BEAYLLUUI K UCTOKY, — Mbl HE MOXXEM BEPHYTbCS HU K
«HaCTOSALLIEN» XKMUBOMUCH, HU K «HACTOSALLIEMY», el copasmepHoMy B3rnsay. Ho B aToi
OCTPOYMHOIN CUMYNALIMK 3aN0XEHO HAMHOO GorbLue. ATO He MonbITka NpobyanTb B
HaC HOCTarnbr1o No TOMY, YTO B MPUHLIMME He NOANEXUT BO3BPaTy (OyeM OTKPOBEHHbI:
3010TOW BEK XXMBOMUCK HaBCeraa ocTarncs B NpoLUiom). ATO HaMek Ha BO3MOXHOCTb
NPOANEHHOW MU3HWU CaMOW XMBOMWUCK; U NPUXOAUTCSA NPU3HATL: NPOAIEBaETCA OHa
TaKUMU CPEACTBaMM, KOTOPbIE K XXMBOMUCK Kak N300pasnTenbHOMY A3bIKy HE UMEHOT
HUKaKOro OTHOLLEHWS.



Elena Petrovskaya

The Art of Animation

The exhibition of Irina Nakhova «Gaze» — is a delicate intervention of high technology into
the space of a classical museum. Visitors remembering the history of The Pushkin Museum
of Fine Arts or meeting it for the first time, might be puzzled: what is the reason for seven
plasma screens to appear within an exposition that is picturesque for the most part? This
question can take a more critical form: the presence of the image that is so similar to a
television one, that can only distract us from contemplation, what can it give to us — the
audience — who came to enjoy the painting of different masters and schools? It is
necessary to say, that those questions exactly interest Irina Nakhova who is a brilliant
painter, but also a modern — a conceptual — artist perfectly aware that the place of
painting has narrowed to the lowest notch: from now on it is not a universal language of
description and/or perception of the world, but a special type of cultural practice that
became relic in itself.

It is true, that in the museum we admire paintings and perceive them as magnificent,
touching or absolutely unclear proofs of old days. For us, they are objects reserved in its
inaccessible magnificence. All that magnificence tells us about one thing and one thing only:
the past, and the past of language of art or a mean that is the painting, as well. How do we
look at paintings? We turn painting into a narrative. That move is encouraged by the
organization of museum space itself: thematic rooms, canvases grouped in time, directions
and schools, which completeness is provided retrospectively through its topical completion.
We come to the world that is wonderful but not pertinent. And it is harder and harder to
appreciate it today, because reference points that used to inspire artists on the creation of
paintings and audiences on its enthusiastic reception, do not form the gaze of our
contemporaries anymore. Today gaze is arranged in a different way. So, Irina Nakhova
collides two realities in her the high-technology exposition: the art of old masters that
became is a part of the museum (institutionally understood), and the technique itself, a clear
form of mediation that is our gaze today.

In other words, the way we see things is formed by various means of technical reproduction
that constantly multiply. It is hardly an exaggeration to say that we see painting through the
eyes of our mobiles and iPhones. Taking pictures of masterpieces in museums is not an
attempt to have them as mementos, but a communicative gesture based on the
connectivity. Nowadays, it is a desire to share not to see that is behind the speed and
passion of taking pictures. It means that gaze per se slides on a surface of things, catching
some visual hints. That situation is completed with the fact that a viewer is taught to
perceive classical paintings in as a narrative. And the art of old masters invites to do so: the
paintings are usually illustrations of some mythological or sacral plots, or allegories
presenting visually an abstract statement (for example, frailty of things), or psychological
portraits offering viewers an experience of empathy and therefore, giving freedom to
imagination or at least a hint of life circumstances of presented characters.

Nowadays painting is a big narrative, that is heard everywhere. A plot of a painting,
explanations of real and portable guides, linear history of art itself — all this are kinds of
narrative. Even contemporary art ending up in a museum cannot avoid that fate but turn into
a narrative as well. Nowadays we inevitably translate painting into another language as far



as we do not have any cultural means to see it the way it was perceived at the moment of
its creation — it could be seen as hierolatry (resumption of its cult function), or an act of
glorification of royalty or dignitaries, or a way of comprehending the world, forming concepts
of private and public or appearing as a set of symbols connecting celestial and worldly. It
cannot be denied that radical experiments with the language of pictorial art itself are neither
shocking nor eye-opening experience anymore. Even abstract art is seen as a lesson to be
drawn from paintings that cannot be subject to a direct description. That translation is ubiquitous
and is meant to adapt painting as a media to our contemporary gaze that lost its ability to see the
painterly.

Irina Nakhova wants to bring this gaze back to us. As for genres, she chooses the most
respectable ones: illustrations of mythological and biblical plots (L. Cranach, F. Boucher), portraits
— a ceremonial one, a psychological one, and also a nude lady behind a toilet (A. van Dyck,
Rembrandt, J. Romano), a still life and its specific case — vanitas, telling about frailty of mice and
men (G.B.S. Chardin, J. van Streeck). What do we see on plasma screens located in different and
unexpected places? We see the details — a lacy collar, cape flaps, different objects, some jewelry
— beginning to appear from the darkness. Sometimes those sparkling tracks snake, and the gaze
(it is exactly the notion that | am referring to) — comes back to a detail that it has already
investigated. Actually, we see the way a gaze does not glide on a surface but touches it. As if, it
tries to feel advantages of represented things, at the same moment restoring time of creation of a
painterly image to its right. A gaze of an artist (or one of a sympathetic viewer) moves slowly from
one detail to another, comes back, snakes. It is as sensitive to the whole (to architecture,
composition) as it is indifferent to the same things. That gaze concentrates on thickening of paint,
on a hardly noticeable transition from the paint itself to elements of a figurative image that it forms.

Still, there is a paradox: we can bring back that slow gaze only through the means of modern
technologies. That is not the case that we have special trust in technologies and screen images.
Rather we understand that it is a place of painting nowadays if we want to make it pertinent and
see it as a part of our current experience. Breaking into the museum space, Irina Nakhova acts
like a spy — cunningly, discreetly and without remorse. Her silent screens undermine the
continuity of the history of art itself, revealing unexpected stitches and details that have little
meaning on their own. Those tracks of light are so similar to the movement of insects who know
nothing about human destiny, truth or sense. At the same time, they bring back the lost feeling of
painting as a skill, as a man-made practice in its basis. They highlight the painting. Therefore, in
the end, a painting is presented as its own the Other: in an ironical way, in Irina Nakhova’s work
we see a completely different face gazing at the audience from a well-known piece of art, it is a
face of the artist or anyone else.

Of course, that way does not lead us to a source, — we can go back neither to the "real" painting
nor to the "true" gaze commensurate with it. Still, there is much more in that witty simulation. It is
not an attempt to ignite in us the nostalgia for some things that have already passed the point of
no return (let us be honest, the Golden Age of painting is a thing of the past). It is a hint of an
opportunity for prolongation of life of the painting; and — we have to admit it — means of that
prolongation have no relation to painting asa a visual language.



