








August 6, 1993

Artist’s Statement

I started as a graffiti artist in Chicago working with abstract designs.  I subsequently turned to genetic representational art that took sensuality as its topic and alternative materials such as tarpaper, splintered wood, and dirt as its medium.  Since August 1990, I have forgone this primary concern for the figure.  Present effort has sought to harness those ideas that turned my concern away from genetic representational art and conceptual art.

This recent effort focuses on the analysis of dynamic systems.  Rather than model the flow of information, it focuses on affect flows.  It loosely resembles psychotherapy in that it attempts to isolate process, and uses language as its medium.  I use language to portray the flow of affect, whether between two people, within a crowd, or in the silence of a Quaker meeting.  Language carries affect in the presence and the absence of words.  The dynamics of the flow of affect resemble the dynamics of physical objects in space.  Just as we think of the balance, clarity or focus among a constellation of things, so, too, can we think of the relations between various affect flows.  In my own work I try to portray the physical nature of language.  I am very concerned with the balance, clarity and focus of the flow of words across a canvas.

One often cannot read these works.  Each one grows from a template of words derived from the flow of affect in various individual psychotherapy or non-therapy conversations.  I work off an individual template for each painting or photo-collage.  Once a piece is able to stand on its own, I write its template on the reverse side.  I tend to see each "finished" piece as a living, breathing thing.  The language templates used to construct them are vital to, yet distinct from, each piece. Once placed back-to-back on the piece, they appear like a family unit.  One gets a very different perspective of an individual when one meets his/her parents and him/herself together.  

The language templates utilized for these works deal with issues that many consider disturbing.  I consider these issues vital.  One cannot contemplate beauty in isolation from the brutal physicality of life, from such facts as that we breathe, excrete, eat, sleep, copulate, and die.  We live by the ways in which we collaborate with and violate each other.  The ideal forms contemplated in the Platonic realm still fall down into our physical world.  This world is structured by activity, by what inorganic and organic elements do to each other.  We prefer to talk about those activities which appear benignly sublime (in Ruskin's sense), yet as much of our activity appears destructive as benevolent.  I believe destructive and benevolent actions must be discussed together.  My paintings are about individuals who have been beaten, abused, neglected, or persecuted.  Despite their experiences, these individuals continue to work, to seek pleasure, and to build their lives in the context of a society that is often not compassionate.  These works look at their affects around these experiences in an attempt to see beyond the victimization and to see the individual.  As you look at each piece imagine you are viewing a breathing portrait.

A number of theoretic assumptions provide the framework for the body of my work produced since August 1990.  These assumptions have clearly evolved from those of conceptual art and the art critiquing representation.  What follows is a listing and brief discussion of four of these assumptions.  


(1)
What one writes about art, and what is produced as art, are the same.  This 

posits an equivalence of cultural "context" and "art object".  Art always 


occurs in the presence of language.  Sometimes it organizes itself like a 


language or alludes to narrative.  In the words of Jean-Francois Lyotard, 


"language wanders over painting, under painting, next to it, before it, after 


it."  This thesis does away with the distinction of the "artist" as the sole 


producer of "art process".  This has become apparent in modern culture 


via the near total self-referential character of art.  Its task has become the 


exploration of what is art.  It moves toward redundancy as an autonomous 


cultural activity.  


(2)
Art is "process", not delineated "objects".  This is an extrapolation of the 


assumption made in science that all objects are constituted by the overlap 


of actions, or the transitions between them.  One sees this thesis by the 


unanswerability of the following questions on objective grounds:



(a)  When does something, or at what point in the creative process does 


something, become an "art object"?



(b)  What makes something an art "object":  that it is "made", that it 


is "viewed", or that it is "valued"?  



(c)  How or by what mechanism do we determine what is an "art 



object"?



One cannot disentangle the painter, the designated painting, or the viewer.  

Without the overlap one deals with artificially defined "objects".  


(3)
An important artistic concern is the "affect field".  Prior to cognition 


comes affect.  Affect is primordial information processing, and, as such, is 

the essential construct to human discourse, spirituality, science, and 


creative endeavor.  Affect flows can be mapped qualitatively in dynamical 

systems with frameworks, such as the psychotherapy room, the painter's 


canvas, or the journalist's prose.  They occur in society concurrently in the 


form of the media, religions, politics, and ideological movements.  One 


might extrapolate beyond the anthropomorphic principle to say that affect 


flows and fields are separate from, yet as primary as, quantum mechanical 


information transfers.  In the present era of proliferating means to self 


destruction, "sitting with one's affect" or acknowledging one's unconscious 

could be considered as primary to being a member of a culture as 



reading, writing, and arithmetic.


(4)
The individual artistic construct is "a priori" viable.  This could be 



translated into the statement that aesthetics is senseless, as is aesthetic 


morality. Aesthetics arose as a philosophic concern in the eighteenth 


century when individuals no longer knew how to "connect things", such as 

connecting the affective aspects of art and nature.  One might here harken 


back to Ruskin's discourse on the "sublime".  This concern continued into 


the modern era in various guises; one example might be Picasso, who felt 


that art functions as a bridge between the capriciousness of nature and the 


unprecedented emotions these events provoke in us.  Since the advent of 


Conceptual art since World War II, this aesthetic perspective has been 


considered unviable. Conceptual art, as practiced by Bueys and others, 


emphasized art as the conceptual construct in the artist's mind which could 

be materialized in a medium through a serialized method; upon the 


material construct of this effort the viewer could then project or throw 


their affect like darts. Whatever one constructed was a viable "work".  


This new attitude liberated artistic endeavor but similarly undermined 


most efforts to construct "standards of excellence".
At this juncture, one might argue that any plausibility of aesthetic prescription of obligation has also become unviable.  Rules, whether aesthetic or not, imply a linked "responsibility" to their observance. I would argue that there cannot be "creative responsibility".  There is no equivalent to malpractice in the art world.  Product liability has become a standard construct for all remunerative activities except art.  This has occurred since there cannot be "creative malpractice" for changing what has been previously accepted practice.  This is the nature of creativity.  One 
cannot take "creative responsibility" outside of maintaining oneself in the 
cultural dialogue.  Whatever one constructs is viable.  

At the same time, art is a process inclusive of a cultural dialogue.  One has creative freedom as a right in balance with one's responsibilities toward maintaining such rights in general.  It becomes a general statement by itself to address or not address current socio-political issues with one's art, particularly when these issues involve the infringement of individual and group rights.  The artist is inherently biased.  

The understanding of this bias has lead critics such as Craig Owens to an interpretation of power and domination in cultural activities via a "critique of representation".  Such critiques or representation are very important, but assume a capacity for cognitive control of representations and are thus consistent with a conceptualist framework.  Problematically, critiques of representation cannot readily address the primordial non-cognitive components of human representation construction.  We construct representations at a very fundamental biological level, a level that we often cannot get to by cognitive means.  One cannot take responsibility for the biology of human behavior (i.e., a number of mental illnesses which are hardwired into the brain).  Fortunately, most culturally harmful activities are strongly directed from the cognitive realm and thus can have responsibility extracted for their perpetration. At some level, each representation is an interpretation.

