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Abstract

This study reframes painting as an ecologically entangled and epistemically decentered practice by
foregrounding nonhuman authorship as a constitutive force of pictorial formation. It examines two
case studies positioned along an authorship spectrum that extends from multispecies co-production
to fully nonhuman image-making. The first case, the garden-based practice of Slovak artist Andrej
Dubravsky, demonstrates how painting emerges within a porous, more-than-human ecology in which
insects, plants, spotes, and climatic forces materially intervene in the formation of the work. Situated
within posthumanist theory and decolonial critique, his practice rejects the extractive gaze of colonial
landscape and botanical representation, instead proposing a model of situated, reciprocal composi-
tion in which authorship is distributed across species and environments. The second case considers
bigpatina—the chromatic deposits produced by microbial growth on architectural surfaces—as a form
of nonhuman painting, Algae, fungi, and cyanobacteria generate unsolicited, durational pigmentary
inscriptions that challenge human-centered definitions of artistic agency and the modernist ideal of
the “clean” architectural fagade. Read together, these examples call for a theoretical rearticulation of
painting as a more-than-human process: one in which pigment may be grown rather than applied,
surfaces function as sites of ecological inscription, and authorship shifts from individual mastery to
relational, multispecies co-creation. Such an expanded framework opens painting to posthuman and
decolonial methodologies that acknowledge ecological agency, unsettle anthropocentric hierarchies, and
reposition visual production within broader networks of environmental and political entanglement.

Keywords: Nonhuman authorship — Posthumanist art theory — Decolonial painting — Multispecies
collaboration — Microbial pigmentation

Posthumanist and Decolonial
Reframings of Painting

We no longer paint in a world where the human
stands alone as the sovereign subject of expression.
In an age of ecological crisis and unsettled ontolo-
gies, the boundaries that once separated nature from
culture, subject from object, and artist from medium
can no longer be assumed. To ask what it means to
paint today is to confront the entangled agencies that
shape every act of mark-making. This paper begins

from the proposition that to look at painting beyond
the human requires, first and foremost, a re-examina-
tion of authorship. Who — or what — makes a paint-
ing? How do we define the author when pigment,
surface, and composition emerge through ecological
and material processes that exceed human intention?

The canon of European painting has long up-
held a model of authorship that centres the human
as the singular originator of creative acts. From
Renaissance portraiture to modernist abstraction,
the artist’s name has functioned as both brand and
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guarantor of originality, rooted in the philosophical
legacy of Enlightenment humanism.' This tradition
privileges the autonomous subject, endowed with
mastery over inert matter, as the locus of creativity.
Nonhuman life, whether vegetal, animal, microbial,
or geological, has largely appeared in painting as
representational content or symbolic motif, rather
than as a co-producer of form. Such a model of
authorship is not merely an art-historical convention;
it is entangled with the same epistemic hierarchies
that underpinned European colonial expansion,
where the visual ordering of the world proceeded
in tandemwith its extraction and control.”

Posthumanist theory offers powerful tools for
unsettling this hierarchy. Rosi Braidotti’s posthuman
subject is a goe-centred being-in-relation, constituted
through material and affective entanglements rather
than autonomous selfhood.” Jane Bennett’s concept
of vibrant matter foregrounds the capacity of nonhu-
man entities to act, resist, and affect, challenging the
assumption that agency is the exclusive property of
the human.* Donna Haraway invites us to “stay with
the trouble,” to inhabit the messy interdependencies
and “response-abilities” that shape all earthly life,
recognising that making — including art making —
always happens within situated webs of relation.
Karen Barad’s theory of intra-action goes further still,
showing that entities do not pre-exist their relations;
rather, phenomena emerge through the entangle-
ment of agencies across scales.® Together, these
perspectives destabilise the solitary genius model of
authorship and open conceptual space for painting
as a distributed, multispecies process.

Yetif posthumanism recentres ontology beyond
the human, decolonial thought asks us to confront
the historical structures that made anthropocentrism

' ALPERS, S.: The Vexations of Art: Velagguez; and Others. New
Haven 2005, pp. 12-18.

> BENNETT, J.: Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things.
Durham 2010, pp. 8-10.

> BRAIDOTTTL, R.: Posthuman Knowledge. Cambridge 2019, pp.
39-46.

* BARAD, K.: Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and

the Entanglement of Matter and Meaning. Durham 2007, pp.
33-37.
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both thinkable and profitable. The visual cultures
of modernity — including the canon of painting —
were forged in the crucible of empire, plantation
economies, and extractive capitalism. As Walter
Mignolo has argued, coloniality is not a past event
but the “darker side” of modernity, persisting in the
epistemic frames that determines what qualifies as
knowledge, culture, and art.” Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui
cautions against the mere ‘inclusion™ other knowl-
edges into the existing canon without dismantling
its hierarchies, noting how colonial logics persist
through the appropriation and sanitisation of the
other.®

In the realm of art, these dynamics are evident in
the histories of natural history illustration, botanical
painting, and landscape traditions, all of which de-
veloped alongside European imperial and scientific
expansion. As Giovanni Aloi observes, botanical
representation frequently served as a technology
of classification and possession: specimens were
removed from their ecological contexts, flattened
into legible forms that could be catalogued, ex-
changed, and exploited.” Landscape painting, sim-
ilarly, often idealised land as stable, ordered, and
available for ownership or aesthetic contemplation.
In both cases, the nonhuman world was rendered
knowable and ownable through the artist’s hand:
an authorial gesture that mirrored colonial claims
to land and life.

To consider painting beyond the human, then,
is not only to expand the circle of authorship to
include nonhuman agencies, but also to challenge
the colonial legacies embedded in its representa-
tional and material practices. Decolonial approaches
demand attention that we attend to the conditions
under which painting is made: produced worlds are

5 MIGNOLO, W. D.: The Darker Side of Western Modernity: Global
Futures, Decolonial Options. Durham 2011, pp. 6-9.

¢ RIVERA CUSICANQUIL, S.: Ch’ixinakax utxiwa: On Deco/-
onising Practices and Disconrses. Cambridge 2020, pp. 45-51.

7 ALOI, G.: Why Look at Plants? The Botanical Emergence in Con-
temporary Art. Leiden 2019, pp. 183-189.

8 TSING, A. L.: The Mushroom at the End of the World: On the
Possibility of Life in Capitalist Ruins. Princeton 2015, pp. 17-24.

? ALOI 2019 (see in note 7), pp. 185-186.



represented, whose agencies are recognised, and
whose marks are allowed to remain visible. This
requires what Anna Tsing terms “arts of noticing”
practices that refuse to smooth over the unruly, the
contingent, and the more-than-human, and that
can reveal the entanglements erased by modernity’s
aesthetic regimes."

This paper addresses that task by focusing on
anthorship as the conceptual hinge for rethinking
painting beyond the human. It argues that shifting
the focus from representation to authorship en-
ables us to see painting not as a uniquely human
imposition of form on matter, but as an unfolding
among material, biological, and climatic forces. This
reorientation makes room for what is termed here
the authorship spectrum: a continuum that extends
from co-authorship, where human and nonhuman
agencies interact under conditions deliberately facil-
itated by the artist to fully nonbuman aunthorship, where
the human is absent as an intentional agent and
the work emerges through autonomous ecological
processes. To examine this spectrum, this paper
brings into dialogue two distinct yet interconnected
practices. The first is the painting of Slovak artist
Andrej Dabravsky, whose studio is embedded within
the ecological rhythms of his garden in rural south-
western Slovakia. In this context, painting emerges
through porous boundaries between studio and en-
vironment, with insect tracks, airborne spores, and
plant debris becoming part of the work’s material
history. Dubravsky retains an active role, cultivating
specific species and timing his painting to the cycles
of pollinators, but his compositions are shaped by
a network of more-than-human contributors. This
exemplifies co-authorship: deliberate cultivation of
conditions for multispecies participation.

The second case is bigpatina: the pigmentary traces
produced by microbial and environmental processes
on architectural surfaces. This phenomenon naturally
occuring stain on built surfaces, which was investigat-
ed in my doctoral research at the Academy of Fine
Arts in Vienna, occurs without human facilitation.
Algae, cyanobacteria, fungi, and lichens metabolise
minerals in building materials, producing chromatic
shifts over months or decades. Human presence is
reduced to an infrastructural role and the composi-
tion is generated entirely by nonhuman actors. Here,
authorship is not shared but wholly displaced: a form

of fully nonhuman authorship that prompts us to
consider whether the category of “painting” can be
extended to works without a human hand.

By situating these two cases within posthumanist
theory and decolonial critique, the paper seeks not
merely to expand the category of painting, It seeks to
unsettle the epistemic and aesthetic hierarchies that
have long defined its limits. To call bigpatina a paint-
ing is not simply to metaphorise microbial stains;
it is to insist that pigment, composition, and form
can be authored by assemblages that exceed and at
times exclude the human. To frame Dubravsky’s
garden a site of painting is to recognise the inten-
tional inclusion of nonhuman collaborators and to
acknowledge their agency in shaping the work. Both
cases compel that art history, theory, and criticism to
contend with works whose authorship is distributed
across species and materials, and whose aesthetics
emerge from ecological processes rather than from
human mastery.

In an era when climate change, biodiversity loss,
and microbial ecologies occupy a central place in
cultural and political life, the question of authorship
in painting extends beyond a purely disciplinary con-
cern. It is part of a broader endeavour to redefine
how we live, create, and sustain within multispecies
worlds. By reframing painting as an ecological, re-
lational, and potentially posthuman practice, this
paper aligns with calls from both posthumanist and
decolonial thinkers to craft new forms of account-
ability, forms that can recognise and engage with the
agencies of those whose marks have too often been
erased from the canvas of history.

Multispecies Authorship in the Garden
Studio of Andrej Dubravsky

The work of Slovak artist Andrej Dubravsky pro-
vides a case study in what may be termed co-authorship
in painting: a practice in which the artist deliberately
structures and maintains ecological conditions that
enable nonhuman contributions while retaining an
active role in compositional decision-making, His
approach diverges from dominant traditions of
painting as representation of a natural order; tradi-

10 TSING 2015 (see in note 8), pp. 22-23.
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Fig. 1: Painting process in the garden photographed by Andrej Ditbravsky,
2023, digital colonr photography. Courtesy of the artist.

tions that have historically reinforced extractive vi-
sual economies tied to colonial and anthropocentric
frameworks."! Instead, Dubravsky grounds his prac-
tice within the material and ecological specificity of
his garden in southwestern Slovakia, a space where
vegetal, insect, microbial, and climatic agencies are
actively invited to participate in the formation of
paintings. In this model of co-authorship, the human
is not replaced but repositioned: no longer the sole
originator of the work, but a responsive collaborator
within a multispecies field. (Fig. 1-3)

Dubravsky’s practice inverts this representational
logic. His paintings emerge not from the detached
observation of nature, but from a process of syzpoi-

" TONGIORGI TOMASLI, L.: An Oak Spring Flora: Flower II-
lustration from the Fifteenth Century to the Present Time. Upperville
(VA) 1997, pp. 15-40; OGILVIE, B.: The Science of Describing:
Natural History in Renaissance Europe. Chicago 20006.
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Fig. 2: Painting process in the garden photographed by Andrej Ditbravsky,
2023, digital colonr photography. Courtesy of the artist.

esis —Haraway’s term for “making-with” rather than
“making alone.”"” The garden in which he works
is neither an ornamental enclosure nor a purely
cultivated field; it is a shifting, partly feral habitat in
which unmanaged growth and deliberate planting
coexist. Certain areas are selectively maintained,
for instance, a dedicated area for burdock, valued
for its magnetism to bees and bumblebees, while
others are left to spontaneous colonisation by net-
tles, thistles, wormwood, grasses, and saplings. New
arrivals, whether carried by wind, insects, or birds,
are not regarded as intrusions but as contributors to
the site’s evolving composition. A cherry tree that
germinated from a bird-dispersed seed now anchors

2 HARAWAY, D. J.: Staying with the Trouble: Making Kin in the
Chthutucene. Durham (NC) 2016, pp. 58-98.



Fig. 3: Painting process in the garden photographed by Andrej Diibravsky, 2023, digital colonr photography. Courtesy of the artist.

one section of the garden, not as a planned feature
but as a co-produced presence.”

This open-ended vegetal community constitutes
the living matrix from which his painting practice un-
folds. Rather than extracting forms from their milieu
for depiction, Dubravsky positions himself himself
within a shared ecology, allowing the dynamics of
plant—insect relations to shape his working rhythms.
The garden functions as both subject and co-creator,
its biological events — such as flowering, pollination,
and decay — operating as compositional prompts. In
this sense, his paintings are not representations gfan
ecosystem but expressions made with it, rejecting the

13 All this knowledge was acquired duting a visit to Andrej’s
studio garden in August 2024, together with Lucia Gregorova
Stach, to conduct an interview on the topic Talking to Plants
(co-authored text for the publication Plant Space; Territories,

historical separation between the painter’s studio and
the life-world beyond it.

Central to Dubravsky’s methodology is a porous
studio embedded within the garden. Unlike the
enclosed, climate-controlled atelier that enforces
human dominion over materials, this workspace
remains open to wind, temperature shifts, and the
continual movement of airborne particles and in-
sects. Here, the canvas becomes a site of inscription
for what Jens Hauser terms microperformativity; the
performative agency of biological and chemical pro-
cesses at scales beyond human perception.'* Spores,
pollen, dust, and microbial matter settle, act, react,

Abrchitectures and Technologies of the 1'egetal, Sternberg Press,
forthcoming December 2025).

4 HAUSER, J.: On Micropetformativity. In: Performance Research,
17,2012, No. 3, pp. 123-132.
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and leave physical traces that alter the surface of the
paintings over time.

Works in progress are often placed on the ground,
exposed to the movements of ants, moths, or beetles,
whose tracks become imprinted in drying pigment.
The humidity of summer storms delays or accel-
erates paint absorption; sunlight alters chromatic
intensity; and wind carries fine debris that adheres
to wet layers. In this context, painting becomes an
accumulation of interactions between pigment,
canvas, climate, and more-than-human bodies. Such
processes resonate with Michael Marder’s concept
of wegetal being, as a mode of existence grounded in
interpenetration and interdependence,” and with
Emanuele Coccia’s metaphysics of mixture, in which air
and atmosphere function as mediums of constant
exchange.'s

By conceiving the studio as an ecological mem-
brane rather than an isolated container, Dubravsky
invites nonhuman forces to participate as co-authors
in the material formation of the work. The integra-
tion of ecological, metabolic, and atmospheric pro-
cesses into the act of painting reframes authorship
from human sovereignty toward distributed agency.
Seasonal cycles and species-specific behaviours
impose their own temporalities on the production
process: burdock blooms draw pollinators whose
movements interrupt studio activity; nettles host
butterfly larvae whose emergence signals shifts in
garden use; and plant migrations following heavy
rains rearrange spatial dynamics. These intervals and
interruptions function not as disruptions but struc-
turing forces, aligning the work with Anna Tsing’s
concept of collaborative survival in which life persists
through unpredictable assemblages without a single
organising centre.'”

Diubravsky’s deliberate maintenance of certain
plant species such as burdock for pollinators, nettles
for butterflies functions as an ecological curation
that sustains the site’s multispecies infrastructure.
Yet this is not a design for fixed harmony; rather it
is an adaptive process responsive to plant emergence,

» MARDER, M.: Plant-Thinking: A Philosophy of Vegetal Life.
New York 2013, pp. 45-67.

1 COCCIA, E.: The Life of Plants: A Metaphysics of Mixture.
Trans.: MONTANARI, D. J. Cambridge 2018, pp. 3-15.
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insect behaviour, and climatic change. The garden
is a living assemblage whose form and composition
evolve through the interplay of both human and
nonhuman decisions.

This approach offers a decolonial alternative to
extractive traditions in art, rejecting the notion of
nature as a passive repository of forms to be appro-
priated and fixed. Instead, it frames the artwork as an
event in which matter, atmosphere, and organisms
co-constitute the visual field. The canvas functions as
as a register of interspecies contact, serving simulta-
neously as a document of local ecological conditions
and as an aesthetic object.

In this configuration, painting becomes a practice
of response-ability — Haraway’s term for the ethical
and practical engagement with reciprocal relations.'
Authorship is shared across vegetal, microbial, cli-
matic, and human agents; composition is guided
by environmental responsiveness rather than pre-
determined form; and the studio dissolves into the
garden’s metabolism. The resulting works function as
ecological membranes, carrying the sensory and ma-
terial signatures of the place and its inhabitants. They
stand as records of cohabitation, in which painting,
as a cultural practice, is reconfigured into a site of
sympoietic exchange and multispecies accountability.

By integrating the ecological, metabolic, and
atmospheric dimensions of the garden into the
painting process, Dubravsky demonstrates a form
of co-authorship in which multiple species materially
shape the work without displacing the artist’s agen-
cy. The garden functions as a deliberately attuned
ecology, and the paintings as records of sustained
correspondence between human and nonhuman
actors. This mode of authorship occupies a middle
position on the spectrum between human-centred
authorship and fully nonhuman production: the
artist orchestrates conditions for interaction, yet the
resulting forms emerge through shared agency. It is
precisely this balance between intention and emer-
gence, cultivation and autonomy that distinguishes
Dubravsky’s practice from both conventional studio

7 TSING 2015 (see in note 8), pp. 27-32.

18 HARAWAY 2016 (see in note 3), pp. 105-126.



painting and the unsolicited processes examined in
the following section.

Microbial Authorship
and the Politics of the Surface

If Dubravsky’s garden exemplifies painting as
co-authorship, urban environments present an un-
invited and often overlooked counterpart: facades
and infrastructures that become uncurated supports
for what can be termed nonbuman authorship. Here,
pigment is generated entirely through microbial, cli-
matic, and material processes, with no human hand
directing or selecting its formation. In this model,
authorship is conceived not as an expression of
individual intention, but as the property of an as-
semblage in which nonhuman agents are the primary
initiators of pigment, form, and composition. This
phenomenon, known as bigpatina, was the focus of
my doctoral research at the Academy of Fine Artsin
Vienna, where the microbial pigmentation has been
investigated as a socio-material process embedded
in the urban fabric.”

To call a fagade a “canvas” is not an casual met-
aphor. Historically, the canvas has served as the
emblem of painting’s human authorship: a primed,
neutral support, insulated from the contingencies of
climate and time, awaiting the intentional application
of pigment. Architectural surfaces in modernist
paradigms were likewise conceived as uniform,
white, and inert, designed to display only sanctioned
marks whether in the form of signage, ornament, or
paint.”’ Yet, like a canvas, these surfaces are recep-
tive grounds: their mineral chemistry, porosity, and
orientation determine the deposition and binding of

¥ HUDEC, A.: Epidermitecture: Socio-material investigation of biopa-
tina on onter surfaces of built environments. Dr.tech.diss., Academy
of Fine Arts Vienna, 2025.

» FRAMPTON, K.: Modern Architecture: A Critical History.
London 2007, pp. 272-275.

2 VILLA, E et al.: In Living Color: Pigment-Based Microbial
Ecology at the Mineral—Air Interface. In: BioScience, 72,2022,
No. 11, pp. 1036-1055. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/
biac091; FAVERO-LONGO, S. E. — VILES, H. A.: A Review
of the Nature, Role and Control of Lithobionts on Stone
Cultural Heritage: Weighing-Up and Managing Biodeterio-

pigment. In biopatina, this pigment is not laid down by
brush but emerges from microbial metabolism such
as algae, cyanobacteria, fungi, and lichens producing
greens, blacks, ochres, and russets that register their
life processes over months or decades.” (Fig, 4-7)

The analogy between canvas and facade, however,
does more than signal a visual similarity, it provokes a
rethinking of how authorship functions in painting,
In the humanist tradition, as Roland Barthes and
Michel Foucault have argued, authorship has been
tethered to intentionality, originality, and the coher-
ent subjectivity of the artist.”* The work of art, in
this model, is the expression of an individual vision
imposed upon a passive medium. By contrast, post-
humanist thought, particularly Donna Haraway’s syzz-
poiesis, Karen Barad’s intra-action, and Jane Bennett’s
vibrant matter, proposes a model of authorship that
is distributed, situated, and co-produced by human
and nonhuman actants.”? Here, the work does not
arrive from an external imposition but emerges from
the entanglement of diverse agencies.

Biopatina exemplifies this model. Pigment, form,
and composition emerge from the interactions of
organism, atmosphere, and mineral canvas. The wall
does not simply “receive” marks’ it participates in
their production, shaping hue, texture, and pattern
through its own material affordances: the roughness
of the coating, the mineral composition of the stone,
the porosity of the concrete. Environmental factors
such as humidity, shade, and exposure to rainfall act
as compositional constraints, influencing the speed
and density of microbial growth.

Understanding bigpatina as painting requires loos-
ening the conventional association between painting
and deliberate human intention. These formations

ration and Bioprotection. In: World Journal of Microbiology and
Biotechnology, 36, 2020, No. 100. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11274-020-02878-3.

* BARTHES, R.: The Death of the Author. In: Aspen, 5-6,
1967, FOUCAULT, M.: What Is an Author? In: Language,
Counter-Memory, Practice. Ed.: BOUCHARD, D. F. Ithaca (NY)
1977, pp. 113-138.

2 HARAWAY 2016 (see in note 12), pp. 58-98; BARAD
2007 (see in note 4), pp. 33—37; BENNETT, J.: Vibrant
Matter: A Political Ecology of Things. Durham (NC) 2010,
pp. vii—xiii.
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Fig. 4: Painting process in the garden photographed by Andrej Diibravsky, 2023, digital colonr photography. Courtesy of the artist.

are not aesthetic supplements to architecture but
indexical traces of ongoing ecological processes as
durational performances in which the pigment is
grown rather than applied. Jens Hauser’s notion of
microperformativity is particularly resonant here: mi-
crobial agents act at imperceptible scales, composing
over extended durations and altering not only the
visual field but also the thermal, tactile, and olfac-
tory qualities of the surface.” The “composition”
is dynamic, shifting in response to weather cycles,
pollution levels, and the arrival of new species via
airborne spores or animal vectors.

This interpretation also aligns with Tim Ingold’s
concept of the “textility of making,” in which form
is not imposed on matter but emerges through the

# HAUSER 2012 (see in note 14), pp. 123-132.

» INGOLD, T.: Making: Anthropology, Archaeology, Art and Ar-
chitecture. London 2013, pp. 21-25.
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interplay of forces, materials, and flows over time.”
Bigpatinais both textural and chromatic without being
representational; its “design” depends on the mobil-
ity of water across a facade, the micro-topography of
the wall, and the chemical affinities between mineral
surfaces and microbial colonies.

The implications of this reframing are both aes-
thetic and political. As Giovanni Aloi has observed,
aesthetic regimes often privilege life forms that
can be readily rendered legible within established
codes, whether through scientific illustration or
representational art.*® Biopatina resists such leg-
ibility: its compositions are indexical rather than
iconic, emergent rather than planned, feral rather
than framed. They inhabit architectural interstic-

2 ALOI 2019 (see in note 7), pp. 183—189.



Fig. 5: Bigpatina, 2025, high-resolution scans. Photo: Natdlia Stundova.

es — shaded stairwells, rain-exposed balconies, the
sheltered sides of housing blocks — often in defiance
of maintenance regimes intent on restoring archi-
tectural “purity.” To read these surfaces as paintings
is to challenge the modernist hygiene of the facade,
to acknowledge that the city’s skin is alive, and to
legitimise nonhuman mark-making as part of the
urban aesthetic field.

This resistance is not merely symbolic. Modernist
architectural ideals such as whiteness, smoothness,
impermeability were often bound to colonial and
industrial visions of controlling nature, where the
“clean” facade signified order, progress, and cultur-
al authority.”” Bigpatina disrupts this surface regime
by asserting on the permeability and mutability of
architectural skins. It reclaims the facade from a
background of representation and transforming it
into a site of metabolic exchange. The microbial stain
is thus both a chromatic intervention and a political
rupture — a refusal of the facade’s intended neutrality.

E#\, :

Fig. 6: Bigpatina, 2025, high-resolution scans. Photo: Natdlia Stundova.

By extending the category of painting to encom-
pass microbial inscriptions, nonhuman authorship
becomes not a metaphor but an empirically observ-
able process. In the case of bigpatina, authorship is
the property of an assemblage: sunlight modulating
photosynthetic pigments, airborne spores initiating
chromatic variation, rainwater producing vertical
streaks, mineral salts producing efflorescent high-
lights. The human, if presentatall, is often a reluctant
collaborator by providing the surface, determining its
chemistry through material choice, or unintentionally
directing water flow that shapes the composition.

This expanded conception of authorship carries
significant implications for painting’s theoretical
framework. It suggests that painting need not be
confined to the frame, the studio, or the direct

? COLOMINA, B.: The Split Wall: Domestic Voyeurism. In:
Sexuality and Space. Ed.: COLOMINA, B. Princeton 1992, pp.
73-98.
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Fig. 7: Bigpatina, 2025, high-resolution scans. Photo: Natdilia S tundova.

intervention of the artist. Instead, painting can be
understood as any process that transforms a surface
through pigment in ways that engage both material
and perceptual registers. Whether in Dubravsky’s
cultivated garden or on the uncurated facades of the
city, pigment can be grown, patterns may be co-pro-
duced, compositions allowed to emergethrough the
agency of nonhuman actors.

To take bigpatina setiously as painting is to ac-
knowledge that the history and theory of the medium
must engage with works in which the “author” is
not a singular human but a multispecies assemblage,
whose authorship is embedded in the material, bio-
logical, and climatic life of the surface itself. In this
light, nonhuman authorship does not constitute a
rupture with painting’s tradition but rather extends
its central concern: the transformation of surface
into a field of visual and material intensity — only
now that transformation is enacted in collaboration
with the more-than-human world.

134

Toward a Theory
of Nonhuman Painting

The cases of Andrej Dubravsky’s cultivated
co-authorship and the unsolicited biopatina of urban
facades together delineate a spectrum of author-
ship that challenges the humanist foundations of
painting, At one end of this spectrum lies a mode in
which human and nonhuman agencies co-produce
a work through deliberately cultivated ecological
conditions; at the other, pigmentary compositions
arise entirely through nonhuman processes, without
human facilitation. Considered in parallel, they point
to the need for a theory of nonhuman painting; a
conceptual and speculative framework that redefines
the medium as an ecological process of distributed
authorship, unfolding through the entanglement of
material, biological, and climatic forces.

The shift from representing nonhuman life to
collaborating with it marks a decisive ontological
and epistemic turn. Within the representational para-
digm, nonhuman entities appear primarily as motifs,
their agency subsumed into the intentionality of the
artist. Botanical painting often rendered living plants
into flattened, legible specimens; landscape traditions
depicted terrain as stable, ordered, and available for
possession or contemplation. Such works partici-
pated in what Walter Mignolo has described as the
“colonial matrix of power,” embedding the visual
ordering of the world within regimes of possession
and control.” Collaboration, by contrast, recognises
the nonhuman as an active author. In Dubravsky’s
garden, moths, pollen, humidity, and spontaneous
plant growth materially inscribe themselves into the
work. In biopatina, pigment is generated by microbial
metabolism, modulated by the porosity of stone and
the ditection of rainfall. In both cases, the nonhuman
acts, responds, and transforms shaping form and
composition from within rather than being passively
represented from without.

This shift from representation to collaboration
aligns with posthumanist accounts of agency and
co-constitution. Karen Barad’s notion of intra-action
reframes such processes as events in which entities
do not pre-exist their relations but emerge through

% MIGNOLO 2011 (see in note 5), pp. 6-9.



Fig. 8: Biopatina, 2025, high-resolution scans. Photo: Natdlia Stundovd.

them.” In this light, a nonhuman painting is not a
picture of the world but part of the world’s becom-
ing. It is not an inert object that has been “made”
but an active surface in which pigmentary and com-
positional properties arise through the interplay of
diverse actants.

Nonhuman painting, then,may be defined as
the emergence of pigmentary, textural, and com-
positional forms through the agency of nonhuman
actors, whether in co-authorship with human inten-
tion or through fully autonomous processes. It is
not tied to a specific medium such as canvas, wall,
stone, or fabric, but rather to a redistribution of
authorship. A work becomes nonhuman when the
act of mark-making is materially and aesthetically
co-produced by agencies beyond the human. Such

# BARAD 2007 (see in note 4), pp. 33-37.

3 ALPERS 2005 (see in note 1), pp. 12—18.

works share three characteristics: they are situated,
emerging from the specificities of their ecological
and material contexts; they are processual, developing
over durations that often exceed human temporal
scales; and they are entangled, shaped by heteroge-
neous interactions that cannot be reduced to linear
cause-and-effect chains.

Within the European art-historical canon, author-
ship has been tethered to the artist’s name, inten-
tionality, and originality — values deeply embedded
in Enlightenment humanism and in the economies
of the art market.”” Michel Foucault’s concept of the
“author function” describes how this figure of the
artist regulates both meaning and value.” Nonhuman
painting disperses authorship across species, materi-
als, and environmental forces, rendering the singular,

3 FOUCAULT 1977 (see in note 22), pp. 113-138.
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autonomous artist insufficient as an explanatory cat-
egory. Dabravsky’s work retains the human artist as a
facilitator, shaping conditions by selecting plants and
timing work to pollinator activity, yet embracing the
unpredictability of nonhuman contributions. Biopati-
na dispenses with facilitation entirely: the human role
is reduced to providing an architectural surface whose
chemistry and orientation condition the work’s emer-
gence. This spectrum destabilises the binary between
artist and environment, shifting authorship from a
matter of identity to one of relational composition.

The ecological and political implications of this
shift are considerable. Modernist ideals of the clean,
white fagcade were never neutral; they embodied
colonial visions of purity, permanence, and control
over nature.”” Microbial stains, in refusing erasure,
challenge these surface regimes and assert the
permeability and vitality of the built environment.
Likewise, Dubravsky’s excitement for feral growth
resists the monocultural logic of both industrial
agriculture and the ornamental garden, proposing
an alternative aesthetic grounded in multispecies co-
habitation. From a decolonial perspective, recognis-
ing nonhuman authorship requires dismantling the
hierarchies that privilege human-controlled marks
while celebrating feral or microbial ones. Silvia Rivera
Cusicanqui warns against tokenistically “including”
other agencies into existing canons without altering
the structural logics that sustain human mastery.”
Nonhuman painting contests those logics by insisting
that works authored by other-than-human agents be
read as integral to the aesthetic field.

As a speculative framework, nonhuman painting
raises questions that extend beyond art history. What
does it mean to conserve a work whose author is a
lichen colony or a network of algae? Is “restoration”
the arrest of such growth, or its facilitation? How
can such works be exhibited without removing them

32 COLOMINA 1992 (see in note 27), pp. 73-98.

¥ RIVERA CUSICANQUI 2020 (see in note 6), pp. 45-51.
* HARAWAY 2016 (see in note 12), pp. 34-36.

% BRAIDOTTI 2019 (see in note 3), pp. 39-46.
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from the ecological contexts that enable them? And
how should value be be assigned when authorship
is distributed among an assemblage of nonhuman
actants? These questions move painting toward what
Donna Haraway calls response-ability: an ethics rooted
in attentiveness to the agencies that co-shape our
shared worlds.™

Recognising painting as a co-produced or fully
nonhuman act transforms how we think about ar-
tistic labour,* how we conserve and exhibit works,*
and how we narrate the history of the medium.” It
calls for a pedagogy attuned to material agencies,
climatic forces, and nonhuman temporalities; a re-
consideration of conservation’s impulse to remove
“foreign” matter; and a curatorial openness to
works never intended as art yet operating within its
expanded field.

If pigment can be grown rather than applied, if
surfaces can resist their intended neutrality, and if
authorship can be shared or surrendered entirely,
what other species are already painting around us?
How might we begin to see the chromatic work of li-
chens on stone, the trails of snails across wet asphalt,
the bleaching and regeneration of coral reefs, or
the shifting hues of bacterial blooms in waterways?
To notice these gestures is not simply to expand
the category of painting for novelty’s sake, but to
acknowledge that visual culture is already shaped,
every day, by actors outside the human frame.*

The challenge now is to develop perceptual, the-
oretical, and institutional tools to engage with these
works on their own terms, to read the city wall, the
leaf surface, and the riverbed as potential canvases in
ongoing more-than-human compositions. Doing so
will not only expand the history of paintingbut also
reposition it as part of a larger ecological archive,
one in which the human hand is only one among
many that hold the brush.

% COLOMINA, B.: Unbreathed Air 1956. In: .A.A4 Files, No.
27,1994, pp. 38-54.

7 ALPERS 2005 (see in note 1), pp. 12-18.

*# ALOI 2019 (see in note 7), pp. 183-189.
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Mal’ba za hranicami 'udskej tvorby
Dekolonialne a posthumanistické reflexie s dérazom
na mimoludské autorstvo

Adam HUDEC

Posthumanistické a dekolonialne
preformulovanie maliarstva

Mal'ba dnes uz nevznika vo svete, kde clovek stoji
sam ako zvrchovany aktér prejavu. Hranice, ktoré
kedysi oddelovali prirodu od kultary, subjekt od
objektu a umelca od média, sa vo veku ekologickej
krizy a neistych ontologii nedaju viac povazovat’ za
samozrejmé. Otazka, ¢o dnes znamena malovat’,
spociva v snahe vyrovnat’ sa so spletitymi vplyvmi,
ktoré ovplyvnuji kazdy tvorivy ukon. Tato studia
vychadza z tézy, Ze pohl'ad na mal'bu mimo cloveka
si vyzaduje predovsetkym prehodnotenie autorstva.
Kto — alebo ¢o — vytvara obraz? Ako definovat’
autora, ked’ pigment, povrch a kompozicia vznikna
ekologickymi a materidlovymi procesmi, ktoré pre-
sahuju I'udsky zamer?

Kanon eurépskeho maliarstva dlhodobo presa-
dzuje model autorstva, ktory povazuje cloveka za
jediného povodcu tvorivych ¢inov. Od renesancného
portrétu po modernistickt abstrakciu slazi meno
umelca ako znacka a zaroven zaruka originality,
prameniaca z filozofického dedic¢stva osvietenského
humanizmu.' Této tradicia uprednostiiuje ako zdroj
tvorivosti autonoémny subjekt, ktory ovlada nezi-

' ALPERS, S.: The Vexations of Art: Veldzquez and Others. New
Haven 2005, s. 12 — 18.

> BENNETT, J.: Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things.
Durham 2010, s. 8 — 10.

> BRAIDOTTI, R.: Posthuman Knowledge. Cambridge 2019, s.
39 — 46.

v hmotu. Rastlinny, Zivocisny, mikrobialny alebo
geologicky zivot sa v malbe zvicsa objavuje ako
reprezentacny namet alebo symbolicky motiv, a nie
ako spolutvorca formy. Autorstvo v tomto modeli
nepredstavuje iba umenovednu konvenciu, viaze sa
na rovnaké epistemické hierarchie, ktoré tvorili zaklad
eur6pskej kolonialnej expanzie, kde vizudlne usporia-
danie sveta sprevadzalo jeho vyt'azovanie a ovladanie.?

Posthumanisticka teéria ponuka ic¢inné nastroje
na narusenie tejto hierarchie. Posthumanny subjekt
Rosi Braidottiovej je zoe-centrickd vzt'ahova existencia,
ktord tvoria skor materialne a afektivne prepojenia
nez autonémna individualita.” Koncepcia zvej hmoty
Jane Bennettovej kladie do popredia schopnost’ ne-
P'udskych entit konat’, vzdorovat’ a ovplyvnovat’, ¢im
spochybnuje predpoklad, Ze pésobenie je vylucne
Pudskou doménou.* Donna Haraway nas vyzyva,
aby sme ,,zotrvali pri problémoch®, aby sme prijali
chaotické vzajomné zavislosti a ,,reakcieschopnosti®,
ktoré formuja vsetok pozemsky Zivot, a uznali, ze
tvorba, vratane umeleckej tvorby, sa vzdy odohrava
uprostred situovanych vzt'ahovych vizieb.” Tedtia
intra-akcie Karen Baradovej ide este d’alej a uvadza,
ze entity neexistuju skor ako ich vzt’ahy; naopak,
ukazy vznikaju prostrednictvom prepletenia faktorov

* BARAD, K.: Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics
and the Entanglement of Matter and Meaning. Durham 2007,
s. 33— 37.

> MIGNOLO, W. D.: The Darker Side of Western Modernity: Global
Futures, Decolonial Options. Durham 2011, s. 6 — 9.
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na roznych drovniach.’ Tieto perspektivy spolo¢ne
destabilizuji model autorstva samostatného génia
a otvaraju konceptualny priestor pre malbu ako
distribuovany viacdruhovy proces.

Zatial' co posthumanizmus presuva ontolégiu
za hranice 'udského, dekolonidlne myslenie nas
vyzyva, aby sme celili historickym $truktaram, ktoré
antropocentrizmus umoznuji a zvyhodnuju. Vizu-
alne kultary modernity, vratane kdanonu maliarstva,
vznikli v podmienkach impéria, plantazového hos-
podarstva a t'azobného kapitalizmu. Walter Mignolo
uvadza, ze kolonialita nie je udalost’ou z minulosti,
ale ,,temnejsou strankou‘ modernity, pretrvavajucou
v epistemickych ramcoch, ktoré urcuju, ¢o sa pova-
zuje za vedomosti, kultiru a umenie.” Silvia Rivera
Cusicanqui varuje pred jednoduchym ,,zaclenenim®
cudzich poznatkov do existujiceho kianonu bez
odstranenia jeho hierarchii a upozornuje, ze kolo-
nialna logika pretrvava pri prisvojovani a sanitacii
tych druhych.®

V oblasti umenia sa tito dynamika prejavuje
v histérii prirodovednych ilustracif, botanickych ma-
lieb a krajinarskych tradicii, ktoré sa vyvijali sibezne
s eurépskou imperialnou a vedeckou expanziou.
Giovanni Aloi poznamenava, ze botanicka repre-
zentacia Casto slizila ako technoldgia klasifikacie
a vlastnictva, kde sa exemplare vyclenovali z ich eko-
logického kontextu a zuzovali do prehl'adnej podoby,
ktora sa dala katalogizovat’, vymienat’ a vyuzivat’.’
Krajinomalba taktieZ casto idealizovala krajinu ako
ustalend, usporiadant a dostupnu pre vlastnictvo
alebo estetickt kontemplaciu. V oboch pripadoch sa
svet mimo F'udf stal prostrednictvom ruky umelca po-
znatel'nym a ovladate'nym, autorskym gestom, ktoré
odzrkadlovalo kolonialne naroky na podu a zivot.

Uvazovat’ o malbe mimo cloveka teda nezna-
mena len rozsirit” okruh autorstva o iné ako udské
cinitele, ale aj spochybnit’ kolonialne dedi¢stvo
obsiahnuté v jej reprezentacnych a materialnych
postupoch. Dekolonialne pristupy si vyzadujd, aby
sme venovali pozornost’ okolnostiam vzniku mal’by,

¢ RIVERA CUSICANQUL, S.: Ch'ixinakax nixiwa: On Decolo-
nising Practices and Disconrses. Cambridge 2020, s. 45 — 51.

" ALOI, G.: Why Look at Plants? The Botanical Emergence in Con-
temporary Art. Leiden 2019, s. 183 — 189.
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teda tomu, ako sa znazornuju svety, koho dejiny sa
uznavaju a cie stopy zostavaju viditelné. K tomu
treba postupy, ktoré Anna Tsing nazyva ,,umenim
vsimat’ si“, ktoré odmietaji zahladit’ to, ¢o je ne-
poddajné, nepredvidatel'né a iné ako Fudské, a ktoré
dokazu odhalit’ spletitosti vymazané estetickymi
rezimami moderny.'’

Tato $tudia prispieva k danej problematike
tym, ze autorstvo povazuje za kl'dcovy koncept pre
ponatie malby mimo ramca l'udskej tvorby. Tvrdi,
Ze presun pozornosti z reprezenticie na autorstvo
nam umoznuje vidiet’ malbu nie ako vylu¢ne Fudské
nanasanie formy na hmotu, ale ako vyvoj ovplyvneny
materialnymi, biologickymi a klimatickymi zlozkami.
Tato zmena orientacie vytvara priestor pre spektrum
auntorstva, ktoré siaha od spoluautorstva, kde 'udské
a mimol'udské cinitele spolup6sobia za podmienok
zamerne urcenych umelcom, az po vyilucne mimoludské
auntorstvo, kde clovek ako tucelovy ¢initel’ chyba a dielo
vznika prostrednictvom autonémnych ekologickych
procesov. Na preskiimanie tohto spektra Stadia spaja
dva odlisné, ale vzajomne prepojené priklady. Prvym
je tvorba slovenského umelca Andreja Dibravského,
ktory svoj ateliér zakomponoval do ekologickych
rytmov vlastnej zahrady na vidieku juhozapadného
Slovenska. Malba v tomto prostredi vznika cez
priepustné hranice medzi ateliérom a okolim, pri-
com sa stopy hmyzu, spéry vo vzduchu a zvysky
rastlin stavaji sucast’ou materialnej histérie diela.
Dubravsky zohrava aktivnu dlohu, pestuje konkrét-
ne druhy rastlin a ¢asuje svoje mal'by podla cyklov
opelovacov, avsak jeho kompozicie utvara siet’
inych ako Tudskych prispievatelov. Toto je priklad
spoluautorstva cez zamerné vytvaranie podmienok
pre ucast’ viacerych druhow.

Druhym prikladom je biopatina, ¢o su pigmento-
vé stopy, ktoré vznikaju v dosledku mikrobialnych
a environmentalnych procesov na architektonickych
povrchoch. Tento prirodny ukaz §kvfn na zastava-
nych plochach, ktory som skumal v ramci svojho
doktorandského vyskumu na Akadémii vytvarnych

8 TSING, A. L.: The Mushroom at the End of the World: On the
Possibility of Life in Capitalist Ruins. Princeton 2015, s. 17 — 24.

* ALOI 2019 (v pozn. 7), s. 185 — 186.

10 TSING 2015 (v pozn. 8), s. 22 — 23.



umeni vo Viedni, sa vyskytuje bez I'udského prici-
nenia. Riasy, sinice, huby a lisajniky metabolizuja
mineralne latky v stavebnych materidloch, ¢o spo-
sobuje chromatické zmeny v rozpiti mesiacov alebo
az desat’roci. Pudska pritomnost’ sa tu obmedzuje
na infrastruktiru, kompoziciu vytvaraja vylucne
mimol'udski aktéri. Autorstvo tu nie je zdielané,
ale presunuté, ide o formu cisto mimol'udského
autorstva, ktoré nis nabada uvazovat’ o tom, ¢i sa
kategoria ,,malby* moze rozsirit” aj na diela bez
P'udského zasahu.

Rozborom tychto dvoch pripadov z hl'adiska
posthumanistickej teérie a dekolonialnej kritiky sa
studia snazi nielen rozsirit’ kategériu malby, ale aj
narusit’ epistemické a estetické hierarchie, ktoré dlho
definovali jej hranice. Nazvat’ bigpatinn malbou ne-
znamena len metaforizovat’ mikrobidlne skvrny, ale
tiez poukazat’ na to, ze pigment, kompozicia a forma
mozu vzniknat’ z asamblazi, ktoré presahuju a nie-
kedy aj vylucuju cloveka. Ramcovat’ Dubravského
zahradu ako priestor mal’by znamena uznat’ zamerné
zapojenie inych ako Fudskych acastnikov a priznat’
ich posobenie pri formovani diela. Oba pripady nutia
dejiny umenia, tedriu a kritiku vysporiadat’ sa s diela-
mi, ktorych autorstvo sa rozdel'uje medzi rézne druhy
a materialy a ktorych estetika vychadza skor z ekolo-
gickych procesov nez z 'udského majstrovstva.

V dobe, ked’ st klimatické zmeny, strata biodi-
verzity a mikrobialna ekolégia stredobodom kul-
tarneho a politického zivota, presahuje otazka
autorstva v mal'be cisto disciplinarny ramec. Tvori
sucast’ sirsicho usilia o nové vymedzenie sposobu
zivota, tvorby a udrzatelnosti vo svete viacerych
druhov. Preformulovanim mal'by ako ekologickej,
vztahovej a potencialne posthumannej praxe sa tato
studia pripaja k vyzvam posthumanistickych a deko-
lonialnych myslitelov na vytvorenie novych foriem
zodpovednosti, foriem, ktoré dokazu rozpoznat’
a zapojit’ do diania tych, ktorych stopy sa az prili§
¢asto vymazavaju z platna historie.

" TONGIORGI TOMASI, L.: An Oak Spring Flora: Flower 1/-
lustration from the Fifteenth Century to the Present Time. Upperville
VA 1997, s. 15 — 40; OGILVIE, B.: The Science of Describing:
Natural History in Renaissance Eurgpe. Chicago 2000.

12 HARAWAY, D. J.: Staying with the Trouble: Making Kin in the
Chthulucene. Durham NC 2016, s. 58 — 98.

Viacdruhové autorstvo v zahradnom
ateliéri Andreja Dubravského

Praca slovenského umelca Andreja Dubrav-
ského predstavuje priklad spoluautorstva v mal'be,
kde umelec zamerne vytvara a udrziava ekologické
podmienky, ktoré umoznuji int ako 'udskud ucast’,
pricom si zachovava aktivau ulohu pri kompozi¢cnom
rozhodovani. Jeho pristup sa odchyl'uje od dominant-
nych tradicii mal'by ako reprezentacie prirodného
portiadku, ktoré z historického hl'adiska upeviiovali
extrakéné vizualne ekonomiky spojené s kolonialny-
mi a antropocentrickymi rimcami.'"" Namiesto toho
Dubravsky zaklada svoju prax na materialovej a eko-
logickej osobitosti svojej zahrady na juhozapadnom
Slovensku, kde sa na tvorbe obrazov aktivne podie-
I'aja rastliny, hmyz, mikroorganizmy a klimatické
faktory. V tomto modeli spoluautorstva ¢lovek ment,
ale nenahradza svoju poziciu, uz nie je jedinym po-
vodcom diela, stava sa viimavym spolupracovnikom
vo viacdruhovom prostredi. (Obr. 1 — 3)

Dubravského tvorba obracia tradi¢nu reprezen-
tacnu logiku. Jeho obrazy nevznikaju na zaklade
nezaujatého pozorovania prirody, ale v procese
sympoiesie, ¢o je Harawayovej vyraz pre ,tvorenie
spolu®, namiesto ,,tvorenia samostatne®.'* Zahrada,
v ktorej pracuje, nie je okrasna ani plne kultivovana,
je skor premenlivym, ciasto¢ne divokym biotopom,
v ktorom koexistuje prirodzeny porast a zamerna
vysadba. Niektoré jej casti Dubravsky selektivne
udrziava, napriklad plochu vyhradent pre loptchy,
ktoré pritahuju vcely a ¢meliaky, zatial’ ¢o iné pone-
chava na spontanne osidlenie Zihl'avami, bodliakmi,
palinou, travami a samorastami. Nové prirastky, ¢i uz
prenasané vetrom, hmyzom, alebo vtakmi, nepova-
zuje za narusenie, ale za doplnok k vyvijajucemu sa
zlozeniu lokality. Cerestia, ktora vykli¢ila zo semienka
preneseného vtakom, je teraz dominantou jednej
casti zahrady, nie vsak ako planovany prvok, ale ako

jej spolocne vytvorena sucast’.”?

3 Vietky tieto poznatky sme ziskali po¢as navstevy Andre-
jovej zahrady v auguste 2024 spolu s Luciou Gregorovou
Stach, kde sme realizovali rozhovor na tému Rozhovory
s rastlinami (spoluautorsky text pre publikdciu Plant Space;
Territories, Architectures and Technologies of the Vegetal, Sternberg
Press, vychddza v decembri 2025).
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Toto otvorené rastlinné spolocenstvo predstavuje
zivu zakladnu, z ktorej odvija svoju maliarsku tvorbu.
Namiesto vynatia zobrazovanych foriem z ich pro-
stredia sa Dabravsky umiestnuje do spolocnej eko-
légie a nechava dynamiku vzt’ahov medzi rastlinami
a hmyzom urcovat’ jeho pracovny rytmus. Zahrada
tu vystupuje ako namet aj spolutvorca, pricom jej
biologické javy — kvitnutie, opel'ovanie a rozklad —
predstavuji kompozi¢né podnety. V tomto zmysle
jeho obrazy nie s gobrazgenim ekosystému, ale spoloc-
mjm vyjadrenin, ktoré odmieta historické oddelenie
maliarskeho ateliéru od okolitého zivotného sveta.

Ustrednym prvkom Dubravského metodiky je
priepustny ateliér vsadeny do zahrady. Na rozdiel
od uzavretého ateliéru, ktory presadzuje nadvladu
cloveka nad materialmi, tento pracovny priestor
zostava otvoreny vetru, teplotnym zmenam a sistav-
nému pohybu vzdusnych c¢astic a hmyzu. Platno sa tu
stava miestom vpisania toho, ¢o Jens Hauser nazjva
mikroperformativiton, teda performativnou ¢innost’ou
biologickych a chemickych procesov mimo Fudského
vnimania."* Spory, pel, prach a mikrobidlne latky sa
usadzuju, posobia, reaguji a zanechavaju fyzické
stopy, ktoré ¢asom menia povrch obrazowv.

Rozpracované diela Dibravsky casto umiestiiuje
na zem, kde st vystavené pohybu mravcov alebo
chrobakov, ktorych stopy sa odtlacaju do vysychajuice-
ho pigmentu. Vlhky vzduch letnych burok spomaluje
alebo urychl'uje vstrebavanie farby, slnecné svetlo
menf kolorit a vietor roznasa jemné necistoty, ktoré sa
zachytavaju na mokrych vrstvach. V tomto kontexte
sa mal’ba stava sithrnom interakcif medzi pigmentom,
platnom, klimou a mimol'udskymi cinitemi. Tieto
procesy rezonuju s koncepciou vegetativneho bytia Mi-
chaela Mardera ako sposobu existencie zalozeného
na vzajomnom prelinani a vzdjomnej zavislosti'
a s metafyzikon gmesi Emanuele Coccia, v ktorej vzdu-
ch a atmosféra funguji ako média neustalej vimeny.'s

Dubravsky vnima ateliér ako ekologicki membra-
nu a nie izolovanu schranku, ¢im nabida mimolud-
ské zlozky, aby sa podielali na materialnom formo-

4 HAUSER, J.: On Micropetformativity. In: Performance Research,
17,2012, & 3, 5. 123 — 132.

> MARDER, M.: Plant-Thinking: A Philosophy of 1egetal Life.
New York 2013, s. 45 — 67.
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vani diela ako spoluautori. Integracia ekologickych,
metabolickych a atmosférickych procesov do aktu
mal'ovania meni autorstvo z 'udskej suverenity na
viacdruhové posobenie. Ro¢né obdobia a spravanie
jednotlivych druhov vnasaju do procesu tvorby svoje
vlastné ¢asové suvislosti: kvitnutie lopucha prit'ahuje
opel'ovace, ktorych pohyb prerusuje aktivity v atelié-
ri; zihPava hosti larvy motyTov, ktorych vyskyt signa-
lizuje zmeny vo vyuzivani zahrady; a presuny semien
rastlin po silnych dazd’och menia jej priestorova dy-
namiku. Tieto prestavky a prerusenia neposobia ako
prekazky, ale ako usmernujuce faktory, ¢im sa dielo
zhoduje s koncepciou Anny Tsing o kolaborativnon
pregiti, v ktorom zivot pretrvava prostrednictvom
nepredvidatelnych zoskupeni bez existencie samo-
statného organizatora."”

Dubravského zamerné pestovanie urcitych dru-
hov rastlin predstavuje ekologické kuratorstvo, ktoré
udrziava viacdruhovu infrastruktaru lokality. Nejde
vsak o dosiahnutie trvalej harmonie, ale o adaptivny
proces, ktory reaguje na vyskyt rastlin, spravanie
hmyzu a klimatické zmeny. Zahrada je Zivé zosku-
penie, ktorého podoba a zloZenie sa vyvijaju sthrou
I'udskych a mimol'udskych rozhodnuti.

Tento pristup ponuka dekolonialnu alternativu
k extrakénym tradiciam v umeni a odmieta pojem
prirody ako pasivnej zasobarne foriem, ktoré si treba
prisposobit’ a upravit’. Namiesto toho ramcuje ume-
lecké dielo ako udalost’, v ktorej hmota, atmosféra
a organizmy spoluvytvaraja vytvarny priestor. Platno
slazi ako zaznam medzidruhového styku, ktory je su-
casne odrazom miestnych ekologickych podmienok
a estetickym objektom.

V tejto konfiguracii sa malba stava prikladom
reakcieschopnosti, ¢o je Harawayovej koncept pre
eticki a praktickd angazovanost’ vo vzajomnych
vzt’ahoch.!® Autorstvo sa deli medzi rastlinné, mik-
robialne, klimatické a Fudské cinitele; kompozicia sa
riadi skor reakciou na prostredie nez vopred uréenou
formou a ateliér sa spaja s metabolizmom zahrady.
Vysledné diela posobia ako ekologické membrany,

16 COCCIA, E.: The Life of Plants: A Metaphysics of Mixture.
Trans.: MONTANARI, D. J. Cambridge 2018, s. 3 — 15.

" TSING 2015 (v pozn. 8), s. 27 — 32.

8 HARAWAY 2016 (v pozn. 12), s. 105 — 126.



ktoré nesu zmyslové a materialne znaky miesta a jeho
obyvatel'ov. Su zaznamom spoluzitia, v ktorom sa
mal’ba ako kultirna ¢innost’ meni na priestor sym-
poietickej vymeny a viacdruhovej zodpovednosti.

Integraciou ekologickych, metabolickych a at-
mosférickych dimenzii zahrady do procesu mal'by
Dubravsky vytvara formu spoluautorstva, v ktorej
viaceré druhy materialne dotvaraju dielo bez toho,
aby vytlacili umelcovu posobnost’. Zahrada vystupu-
je ako vedome prisposobena ekoldgia a mal'by ako
zaznamy pretrvavajucej sihry medzi Fudskymi a iny-
mi aktérmi. Tento sposob autorstva zaujima stredna
poziciu na spektre medzi Fudskym autorstvom a cisto
mimol'udskou produkciou. Umelec tu vytvara pod-
mienky pre interakciu, ale vysledné formy vznikaji na
zaklade spolo¢ného pdsobenia. Prave tato rovnovaha
medzi umyslom a vyskytom, medzi kultivovanost’ou
a auton6émiou odlisuje Dubravského tvorbu tak od
konvencnej ateliérovej mal’by, ako aj od nezamernych
procesov, ktoré skima nasledujuca cast’.

Mikrobialne autorstvo a politika povrchu

Zatial ¢co Dubravského zahrada predstavuje mal-
bu ako spoluautorstvo, mestské prostredie prinasa
nepozvaného a ¢asto prehliadaného partnera: fasady
a infrastruktdra sa stavaji neriadenymi nositelmi
toho, ¢o mozno nazvat’ mimoludskym autorstvom. Pig-
ment tu vznika vylu¢ne mikrobialnymi, klimatickymi
a materialovymi procesmi, bez zasahu 'udskej ruky.
V tomto modeli autorstvo nepredstavuje individual-
ny zamer, ale vlastnost’ asamblaze, v ktorej su hlavny-
mi povodcami pigmentu, formy a kompozicie mimo-
P'udské cinitele. Tento jav, znamy ako bigpatina, tvoril
napln moéjho doktorandského vyskumu na Akadémii

Y HUDECG, A.: Epidermitecture: Socio-material investigation of biopati-
na on outer sutfaces of built environments. Dx. tech. diss., Academy

of Fine Arts Vienna, 2025.

2 FRAMPTON, K.: Modern Architecture: A Critical History.
London 2007, s. 272 — 275.

2 VILLA, E et al.: In Living Color: Pigment-Based Microbial
Ecology at the Mineral—Air Interface. In: BioScience, 72,
2022, ¢.11,s.1036 — 1055. https://doi.org/10.1093 /biosci/
biac091; FAVERO-LONGO, S. E. — VILES, H. A.: A Review
of the Nature, Role and Control of Lithobionts on Stone
Cultural Heritage: Weighing-Up and Managing Biodete-

vytvarnych umeni vo Viedni, v ktorom som skimal
mikrobialnu pigmentaciu ako socialno-materialny
proces zakotveny v mestskej Struktare."”

Pojem fasady ako ,,platna“ nie je nahodny. Z his-
torického hladiska platno symbolizuje Fudské autor-
stvo mal’by ako zakladny, neutralny podklad, izolo-
vany od klimatickych a ¢asovych vplyvov, ktory caka
na zamerné nanesenie pigmentu. Architektonické
povrchy v modernistickych paradigmach podliehaja
rovnakej koncepcii, si biele a inertné, urcené len na
zobrazenie stanovenych symbolov, ¢i uz vo forme
napisov, ornamentov, alebo naterov.”’ Podobne ako
platno st vsak tieto povrchy nachylné na nanosy, ich
mineralne zloZenie, pérovitost’ a orientacia urcuja
usadzovanie a viazanie pigmentu. V bigpatine sa tento
pigment nenanasa Stetcom, ale vznikda z metabo-
lizmu mikroorganizmov, ako sa riasy, sinice, huby
a baktérie, ktoré produkuju odtiene réznych farieb,
a tie zaznamenavaju ich zivotné procesy v priebehu
mesiacov alebo desat’roci.?! (Obr. 4 —7)

Analégia medzi platnom a fasadou vsak pri-
nasa viac nez len vizualnu podobnost’, podnecuje
k prehodnoteniu principov autorstva v malbe.
V humanistickej tradicii, ako uvadzajia Roland
Barthes a Michel Foucault, sa autorstvo spija so
zamernost’ou, originalitou a ucelenou subjektivitou
umelca.”? Umelecké dielo tu predstavuje vyjadrenie
osobnej vizie, ktora sa prenasa na pasivne médium.
Naproti tomu posthumanistické myslenie, najma
sympoiesia Donny Harawayovej, intra-akeia Karen
Baradovej a givd hmota Jane Bennettovej, ponuka
model autorstva, ktoré sa deli, umiestnuje a spolu-
vytvara Pudskymi a mimol'udskymi aktérmi.” Dielo
tu nevznika na zaklade vonkajsieho vnuknutia, ale
zo spleti procesov réznych aktérov.

rioration and Bioprotection. In: World Journal of Microbiology
and Biotechnology, 36, 2020, ¢. 100. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11274-020-02878-3.

2 BARTHES, R.: The Death of the Author. In: Aspen, 1967,
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Prikladom tohto modelu je bigpatina, ktorej pig-
ment, tvar a zlozenie vznikaji vzajomnym posobe-
nim organizmov, atmosféry a mineralneho povrchu.
Stena nielenze ,,prijima® znaky, ale podiel'a sa na
ich vytvarani, urcuje odtien, Struktiaru a vzor pro-
strednictvom drsnosti nateru, mineralneho zlozenia
kamena, pérovitosti betéonu a inych materialovych
danosti. Faktory prostredia, ako je vlhkost, tien
a vystavenie zrazkam, ovplyviuju zloZenie, hustotu
a rychlost’” mikrobialneho rastu.

Pre vnimanie bigpatiny ako mal’by sa potrebujeme
oslobodit’ od tradi¢ného spojenia medzi malbou
a umyselnym l'udskym zamerom. Tieto utvary nie
st estetickymi doplnkami architektury, ale indexo-
vymi stopami prebiehajucich ekologickych procesov
ako trvajucich performancii, v ktorych sa pigment
nenandsa, ale rastie. V tejto suvislosti je obzvlast’
aktualny pojem mikroperformativity Jensa Hausera, kde
mikrobidlne zlozky nepostrehnutel'ne posobia v dlh-
som casovom horizonte a menia nielen vzhlad, ale
aj tepelné, hmatové a ¢uchové vlastnosti povrchu.
,,JKompozicia“ je tu dynamicka, meni sa v zavislosti
od pocasia, stupnia znecistenia a vyskytu novych dru-
hov sirenych spérami alebo Zivocisnymi prenasac¢mi.

Tato interpretacia je tiez v sulade s koncepciou
Tima Ingolda ,,Strukturality tvorby®, v ktorej sa
forma v hmote neurcuje, ale vznika postupom casu
vzajomnym podsobenim sil, materidlov a pradov.®
Biopatina je $trukturalna a chromaticka; jej ,,dizajn®
zavis{ od pohybu vody po fasade, mikrotopografie
steny a chemickej pribuznosti medzi mineralnymi
povrchmi a koléniami mikroorganizmov.

Désledky tohto preformulovania su estetické
aj politické. Ako uvadza Giovanni Aloi, estetické
rezimy casto uprednostiuju formy zivota, ktoré st
zrozumitené v ramci ustalenych systémov, ¢i uz po-
mocou vedeckej ilustricie, alebo reprezentativneho
umenia.* Biopatina odolava takejto zrozumitel'nost,
ked’Ze jej kompozicie st skor indexové nez ikonické,
skor vzniknuté nez planované, skor prirodzené nez
ramcované. Osidl'uju architektonické medzipriesto-
ry — zatienené schodisk4, balkény vystavené dazd'u,

* HAUSER 2012 (v pozn. 14), s. 123 —132.

# INGOLD, T.: Making: Anthropology, Archaeology, Art and Ar-
chitecture. London 2013, s. 21 — 25.
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chranené strany obytnych blokov a neraz sa v roz-
pore s rezimami udrzby, ktoré sa snazia obnovit’
architektonicku ,,¢istotu®. Vnimat’ tieto povrchy ako
mal’by znamena spochybnit’ modernisticka hygienu
fasady, uznat’, ze plast’ mesta je zivy, a legitimizovat’
mimol'udské znaky ako sucast’ mestského estetické-
ho priestoru.

Odolnost’ bigpatiny nie je len symbolicka. Mo-
dernistické architektonické idealy ako belost’, hlad-
kost’ a nepriepustnost’ sa casto viazu na kolonialne
a priemyselné vizie ovladania prirody, kde ,,¢ista*
fasada znamena poriadok, pokrok a kultirnu zvr-
chovanost’.”” Bigpatina narisa tento povrchovy rezim
tym, ze zdoraznuje priepustnost’ a premenlivost’
architektonickych plast’ov. Vymanuje fasadu z uzadia
reprezentacie a pretvara ju na priestor metabolickych
premien. Mikrobialna skvrna je teda chromatickym
zasahom a zaroven politickou trhlinou, ktora odmie-
ta zamysl'anu neutralitu fasady.

Rozsirenim kategdrie mal’by o mikrobialne znaky
sa mimol'udské autorstvo meni z metafory na em-
piricky pozorovatelny proces. V pripade bigpatiny je
autorstvo vysledkom zoskupenia — slneé¢né svetlo
moduluje fotosyntetické pigmenty, spory prenasané
vzduchom iniciuji chromatické zmeny, dazdova
voda vytvara vertikilne pruhy a nerastné soli produ-
kuju trblietavé odlesky. Clovek, ak je vobec pritomny,
je skor nedobrovolnym spolupracovnikom, ktory
poskytuje povrch, urcuje jeho chemické zlozenie
vyberom materialu alebo neumyselne usmernuje
pradenie vody.

Toto rozsirené ponatie autorstva ma d’alekosiahle
dosledky pre teoreticky ramec mal’by. Naznacuje, ze
mal’ba sa nemusi obmedzovat’ na ram, ateliér alebo
priamy zasah umelca. Naopak, mo6ze zahfniat’ akykol’-
vek proces, ktory pretvara povrch prostrednictvom
pigmentu sposobom, ktory podnecuje materialové
aj vnemové registre. Ci uz v Dubravského kultivo-
vanej zahrade, alebo na nekultivovanych fasadach
mesta moze pigment rast’, vzory sa spoluvytvarat’
a kompozicie vznikat’ prostrednictvom inych ako
Pudskych aktérov.

% ALOI 2019 (v pozn. 7), s. 183 — 189.
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Vnimat® bigpatinu ako malbu znamena uznat’, Zze
histéria a teéria tohto média sa potrebuje zaoberat’
dielami, v ktorych ,,autorom* nie je iba clovek, ale
viacdruhové zoskupenie, a kde je autorstvo zakotve-
né v materialnom, biologickom a klimatickom Zivote
samotného povrchu. Z tohto hl'adiska mimol'udské
autorstvo nepredstavuje rozchod s tradiciou mal’by,
ale rozsiruje jej hlavny zamer, ktorym je premena
povrchu na priestor vizualnej a materialnej identity,
lenze tu sa tato premena uskutoc¢niuje v spolupraci
so svetom, ktory presahuje ten Pudsky.

K teorii mimol'udskej mal’by

Priklady riadené¢ho spoluantorstva Andreja Du-
bravského a nezamyslanej bigpatiny mestskych fasad
spolo¢ne vymedzuju spektrum autorstva, ktoré
spochybniuje humanistické vychodiskd maliarstva.
Na jednej strane spektra Fudské a mimoludské ¢ini-
tele spoluvytvaraju dielo prostrednictvom zamerne
kultivovanych ekologickych podmienok, na jeho
druhej strane pigmentové kompozicie vznikaji bez
I'udského pricinenia vylucne prostrednictvom inych
ako l'udskych procesov. Ich sibezné skiimanie po-
ukazuje na potrebu tedrie mimoludskej malby, co
predstavuje vytvorenie konceptualneho a $pekula-
tivneho ramca, ktory by predefinoval toto médium
ako ekologicky proces zdielaného autorstva zalozeny
na vzajomnom prepojeni materialnych, biologickych
a klimatickych faktorow.

Posun od reprezentacie mimol'udského zivota
k spolupraci s nim znamena rozhodujuci ontolo-
gicky a epistemicky obrat. V ramci reprezentacne;j
paradigmy vystupuju iné ako Pudské bytosti predo-
vsetkym vo forme motivov, pricom ich pésobenie je
podriadené zameru umelca. Botanicka malba c¢asto
zobrazuje rastliny ako ploché, citatel'né exemplare;
krajinarske tradicie znazornuju terén ako ustale-
ny, usporiadany a dostupny pre vlastnictvo alebo
kontemplaciu. Takéto diela sa podielaju na tom,
¢o Walter Mignolo opisuje ako ,,kolonidlnu matricu
moci®, ktora zaclenuje vizualne usporiadanie sveta do
rezimov vlastnictva a kontroly.*® Spoluprica, naopak,
uznava ne-cloveka ako aktfvneho autora. V Dabrav-

% MIGNOLO 2011 (v pozn. 5), 5. 6 — 9.

# BARAD 2007 (v pozn. 23), s. 33 — 37.

ského zahrade sa do diela materialne vpisuju hmyz,
pel, vlhkost’ a spontanny rast rastlin. V bigpatine sa
pigment vytvara mikrobialnym metabolizmom, ktory
zavis{ od pérovitosti mineralneho povrchu a smeru
zrazok. V oboch pripadoch ne-clovek kona, reaguje
a pretvara formu a kompoziciu zvnutra namiesto
toho, aby bol pasivne reprezentovany zvonku.

Tento posun od reprezentacie k spolupraci je
v stlade s posthumanistickymi opismi posobenia
a spoluucasti. Karen Barad v pojme intra-akcia
vid{ takéto procesy ako udalosti, v ktorych entity
neexistuji vopred, ale vznikaju prostrednictvom
vzt'ahov.”’ V tomto zmysle mimoludskd mal'ba nie
je obrazom sveta, ale sucast’ou jeho utvarania. Ne-
predstavuje inertny ,,vyrobeny* objekt, ale aktivne
prostredie, v ktorom vznikaji pigmentové a kom-
pozicné prvky v dosledku vzajomného pdsobenia
roznych cinitel'ov.

Mimoludskd malbu teda mozno definovat’ ako
vznik pigmentovych, strukturalnych a kompozicnych
foriem posobenim inych ako I'udskych aktérov, ¢iuz
v spoluautorstve s 'udskym zamerom, alebo dplne
autonémnymi procesmi. Nie je viazana na kon-
krétne médium, ako je platno, stena, kamen alebo
latka, ale na prerozdelenie autorstva. Dielo sa stava
mimoludskym, ked’ sa na akte tvorby materialne
a esteticky spolupodielaju subjekty iné ako clovek.
Takéto diela maju tri spolocné charakteristiky: sa
situované, vznikaju zo specifik svojho ekologického
a materialneho kontextu; su procesualne, vyvijaja sa
pocas obdobia, ktoré ¢asto presahuje l'udské casové
rozpitie; a su spletité, formované heterogénnymi
interakciami, ktoré nemozno redukovat’ na linearne
ret’azce pricin a nasledkowv.

V eur6épskom umenovednom kanone sa autorstvo
viaze na meno umelca, zamer a originalitu, ¢ize na
hodnoty hlboko zakorenené v osvietenskom huma-
nizme a v ekonomike trhu s umenim.” Koncepcia
,.funkcie autora® Michela Foucaulta opisuje, ako tato
postava umelca urcuje vjznam a hodnotu diela.” Mi-
mol'udskd malba rozptyl'uje autorstvo medzi r6ézne
druhy, materialy a environmentalne sily, co spochyb-
fluje samostatné posobenie autonémneho umelca.
Dubravského tvorba zachovava Fudského umelca ako

% ALPERS 2005 (v pozn. 1), s. 12— 18.
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sprostredkovatela, ktory utvara podmienky vyberom
rastlin a nacasovanim prace podl'a aktivity opel'ovacov,
ale zaroven prijima nepredvidatel'nost’ mimol'udskych
prinosov. Bigpatina iplne uptst’a od sprostredkovania,
uloha cloveka sa obmedzuje na poskytnutie archi-
tektonického povrchu, ktorého chemické zlozenie
a orientacia podmienuju vznik diela. Toto spektrum
narusa binarny vzt’ah medzi umelcom a prostredim,
a posuva autorstvo z otazky identity na otazku vzt’ahu.

Dosledky tohto posunu v oblasti ekolégie a politi-
ky st znacné. Modernistické idealy cCistej bielej fasady
neboli nikdy neutralne, stelesniovali kolonialne vizie
distoty, stability a kontroly nad prirodou.’* Mikrobial-
ne skvrny, ktoré vzdoruji odstraneniu, spochybnuju
tieto povrchové rezimy a potvrdzuju priepustnost’
a vitalitu zastavaného prostredia. Podobne Dubrav-
ského nadsenie pre prirodzeny rast odolava mono-
kultarnej logike priemyselného polnohospodarstva
aj okrasnej zahrady a navrhuje alternativnu estetiku
zalozend na spoluziti viacerych druhov. Z dekolo-
nidlneho hladiska si uznanie mimoludského autor-
stva vyzaduje odstranenie hierarchii, ktoré upred-
nostfuju tvorbu riadent 'ud’'mi, a zaroven ocenenie
prirodnych alebo mikrobialnych vzorov. Silvia Rivera
Cusicanqui varuje pred symbolickym ,,zaclenenim*
cudzich ¢initel'ov do existujiacich kanonov bez toho,
aby sa zmenila strukturalna logika, ktora udrziava
Pudskd nadradenost’.* Mimol'udskd malba oponuje
tymto logikam naliehanim, aby sa diela vytvorené iny-
mi ako 'udskymi aktérmi vnimali ako neoddelitel'na
sucast’ estetického priestoru.

Mimol'udska mal'ba ako Spekulativny koncept
vyvolava otazky, ktoré presahuji raimec dejin umenia.
Ako pristupovat’ k ochrane diela, ktorého autorom je
kol6nia mikroorganizmov? Predstavuje ,,reStaurova-
nie* zastavenie takéhoto rastu, alebo jeho ul'ahcenie?
Ako mozno takéto diela vystavovat® tak, aby zostali

2 COLOMINA 1992 (v pozn. 27), s. 73 — 98.
% RIVERA CUSICANQUI 2020 (v pozn. 6), s. 45 — 51.

3 BRAIDOTTI 2019 (v pozn. 3), s. 39 — 46.
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v ekologickom kontexte, ktory ich umoznuje? A ako
sa da dielu pripisat’ hodnota, ked’ je autorstvo roz-
delené medzi skupinu inych ako I'udskych aktérov?
Tieto otazky posuvaju malbu k tomu, co Donna
Haraway nazyva reakcieschopnost, ¢ize k etike zakore-
nenej vo vnimavosti k javom, ktoré spoluvytvaraja
nase spolo¢né svety.

Prijatie malby ako spoluvytvaraného alebo plne
mimol'udského tkonu meni sposob, akym premys-
Pame o umeleckej praci,”* ako uchovivame a vysta-
vujeme diela® a ako opisujeme dejiny tohto média.*
Tento posun vyzyva aj k pedagogike, ktora zohl'adnuje
materidlne procesy, klimatické sily a mimoludské ca-
sové roviny, k prehodnoteniu ochranarskeho impulzu
odstranovat’ ,,cudzie® veci a ku kuratorskej otvore-
nosti voci dielam, ktoré nikdy neboli zamysl'ané ako
umenie, ale posobia v jeho rozsirenom priestore.

Ak pigment moze rast’, a nie sa nanasat’, ak po-
vrchy mozu vzdorovat’ svojej zamyslanej neutralite
a ak autorstvo moze byt’ zdiel'ané alebo sa ho mozno
uplne vzdat’, aké d'alsie druhy uz maluji okolo nas?
Ako sa da vnimat’ biopatina na architektonickych
fasadach, mycéliové kresby hub v dreve a mineralne
vykvety soli ¢i kovovych oxidov? Tieto prejavy ne-
znamenaja len rozsirenie kategérie malby s ciefom
inovacie, ale uznanie toho, ze vizualnu kulturu kaz-
dodenne formuju aj aktéri mimo Pudského rimea.”

Sacasnou vyzvou je vyvinut’ vaemové, teoretické
a institucionalne nastroje, ktoré by umoznili zaobe-
rat’ sa tymito dielami na ich vlastnej irovni a vnimat’
mestsku stenu, povrch listov alebo riecne dno ako
potencialne platna pre nepretrzité kompozicie za
hranicami antropogénnej mal’by. Tento pristup nielen
roziruje dejiny malby, ale zaroven ich vclenuje do
sirsSieho ekologického archivu, v ktorom je ¢lovek-au-
tor len jednym z mnohych cinitelov podiel'ajucich
sa na tvorbe estetiky povrchu.
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