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FOREWORD

This is the fourth exhibition in The New Museum's "New Work/ New
York" series. The six artists included here have not had extensive
gallery or museum exposure to date, nor have they yel received
critical approbation. Because much of the work that we show comes
from oulside New York, we feel that this ongoing exhibition series
provides a special forum for the artists of our own milie: itis therefore
extremely imporant to us that the Western Association of Ar
Musaums has provided a welcomed opportunity to share the work of
these arfists with organizations outside New York by circulating “"MNew
Work/Mew York™ for the first time.

| am grateful fo Lynn Gumpert and Ned Rifkin, Curators, for

PREFACE

Preparation for "Mew Work/New York"™ was part of an ongoing
process of viewing slides and seeing work both at the museumand in
arists’ studios. One criterion for this exhibiion was that artisis
included may not be currently affiliated with a commercial gallery in
New “ork. Despile this parameter, the abundance of challenging work
by the vast number of unaffiliated artists living and working here made
the choices quite difficull. Each artist was chosen independently of
one another and, as a result, “New Work /New York” does not seak to
ilustrate a theme, define a current stylistic trand, or preasume to invent
a movement. Though the essays were authorad individually, all of the
anists in this exhibition were selected collaboratively by us and reflect
our exchange of ideas.

Wi would like to express our gratitude to Marcia Tucker and Robin
Dodds for their involverment in the selection process. Robin also
coordinated the catalog preduction, supenvising the very able efforts
of interns Ann Philbin and Laura Wettersten, who together compiled
the chacklist, artists’ selecied exhibitions, and bibliographies. We also

organizing the exhibition and providing the critical essays. They have
been aided in their task, once again, by the entire staf of The New
Museum, and by an extraordinary group of volunteers and intems,
whose efforts make our exhibiion, education, and publications
programs possible. We are deeply graleful 1o the National Endow-
ment for the Ars, the Jerome Foundation, and the New York State
Council on the Arts for their continued support. Most of all, we thank
the artists for sharing their enthusiasm, good will, and work with us,

Marcia Tucker
Director

very much appreciate the tireless efforts of Tim Yohn, who edited the
manuscript, and Joe Del Valle, who designed the calalog, each
working, once again, under unrelenting time pressures. Our thanks as
well io Allan Schwartzman for his suggestions, and lo Jane Freeman
for her very helpful critical comments and for typing the manuscript.
We are deeply indebted lo John Jacobs and Maria Reidelbach for
arranging the shipping and crating of the work, and for collaboratingin
the design of the exhibition and its installation. We are gratefulto Jemry
M. Daviee and Gigi Dobbs of the Western Association of Ar
Museums (WAAM) for scheduling and overseeing the tour of the
exhibition throughout the United States and Canada.

Finally, we feel fortunate to have worked with these six artists, Thair
participation and cooperation in realizing this exhibition was greatly
appreciated.

Lynn Gumpert
MNed Rifkin
Curators



TOM BUTTER

left
1. LD, 1981, Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye, 91 x 16 21"
H

rigy .
2. JW, 1981, Fiberglass cioth with polyester resin, dye, and pigment.
72U K174 X OW",

Human beings spend much of their lives trying to maintain an upright
posture. In this respect, life can be seen as a process of moving from
a horizontal, stationary position toward a veriical, dynamic one, then
yielding to the inevitable stalic and recumbent state imposed upon us
by time and gravity. Vertical building, manifested in the extreme Dy
gothic cathedrals and modern skyscrapers, denies gravity and
celebrates the most vital period of life when the human ligure is erect

and autonomous. This urge lo build swely extends beyond the
physical act it involves. The fundamental need to construct edifices or
objects is central to the human condition.

For Tom Butter, building is a form of epistemological inquiry. 1 want
to see what meanings | can get to by the way that | build things,” he
explains. “How much do | know? This particular kind of knowledge
comes only through building, When | build something, | feel ike | have
learned something. It's like research. ... When | finish a piece, this one
and everything behind it is all that | know.™

As a youth, Butter assembled madel airplanes and ships and later
extended this hobby into serious creative endeaveor. Soon after he
began college he realized that “arn school was a place where | could
build stutf and get grades and a degree for iL” Late in his graduate
siudies, he dispensed with printmaking in order to fabricate rectilinear
cardboard construction containing translucent paper windows. A few
months after he arrived in New York in 1977, his growing interest in
light filtering through materials led him 1o make organically shaped
fiberglass sculplures,

Butter's recent work is preoccupied with verficality He readily
acknowledges the influence of Constantin Brancusi, the early
twentieth-century Rumanian sculptor whose variations of Bird in
Space (versions from 1918-24) and his Endless Column (1337)
helped shape Butter's thinking. Butter's fiberglass sculplures, like
Brancusi's, have no armatures or skeleions; they are attenualed,
diaphanous colored forms which, by virtue of their orientation and
large scale (approximately five to eight feet in height), evoke the
human figure without explicitly depicting it. Strongly assertive images,
they are physically quite light and relafively insubstantial. Seen from
certain angles they seem almost to disappear. Yet, even al their fullest
they appear as delicate veils of color whose fluid motions are
momentarily arrested.

The suggestion of the human figure is underscored by the fact that
Butter names (rather than titlies) the sculptures with initials of people
of whom they remind him. These may be friends, olher artists, critics,
poets, or mavie stars, but the personal link is always there for Butter in
terms of essential character, gesture, or pose. However, the
sculptures are in no way meant to be portrails, Their vitality is not
derived from figurative associations, but from the glow of light that
suffuses them and their sense of latent movement.

The shimmering translucent quality of the fiberglass is enhanced




3. K.M., 1881. Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye. 99 x 29%W x 18%"

by Butter's treaiment of the surface. The glossy shine reflects light
whilg simultaneously allowing il to pass through the malerial. Color
dyes are mixed in with the liquid resin and brushed onfto the stretched
fiberglass cloth to achieve the richness of stained glass, while
depositing a viscous traction on the surace and congealing the form,

There is a definite link to painting in Butter's manner of applying the
wed resin, yel the entire process is more directly involved with image-
making in general. "Sculpture makes an image out of material rather
than an image, like painting, that is already flat," Butter noles, “There
are many less constraints in sculpture. The way that meaning comes
out of sculpture is more toruous, less literary. Painting seems to be
more discursive, I'm building something that has an image.”

Butter has determined that, at least for the present, he will conlinue
to work with fiberglass, 8 matenial he finds very versatile, In addition,
he consistently uses the floor as a base rather than mounting the
sculpture on a pedestal lo separate it from the viewer's space. This
allows him to set up a “cormmon ground,” providing a direct encounter
between the sculpture and the viewer.

In some pieces, for example LD, (fig. 1) and JW. {fig. 2), the “skin”
{as Butter calls the siiffenad sheets of fiberglass) envelopes space,
gently wrapping around an area, enclosing a volume rather than
merely demarcating a place. In others, like K.M. {fig. 3) and JN, the
interior spaces are penetrated by spear-like projectiles and a twisting
red vertical form, respectively. This is an exiension of the phenome-
non of light passing through the translucent fiberglass, now
ariculated in an overtly physical manner.

The nature of the material requires the seams to averap in order to
close off the form, resin acting as an adhesive agenl. Since the resin
is transparent, the seams are nearly always visible, enabling the
viewer to see where the piece was fastened together, and conversely
indicating how onie might gain entry into the innar volume were it not
sealed. This paraliels the sensation of seeing the space inside the
form without actually being able to occupy iL

The zig-zag pattern of the seams in 1D, is a motif Bulter repeals in
varialions in other sculptures. In TM. the jagged profile hag an
aggressive movemneant, “like a semated knife blade cutting through
and piercing space.?

The tops of the pieces demand a formal solution comparable to a
painter's concern with the comers of a canvas. In some of the earlier
works Buller allowed the tops of his columnar forms to remain open.
Their height prohibited the viewer from gazing directly into the interior



laft

4. 5.5, 1981, Fiberglass cloth with polyestar
resin and dys. B9 x 26% x 404"

above

5. M.5, 1981, Fiberglass cloth with potyester
resin and dye, 87 x 11% x 95"




6. C.E., 1981. Fiberglass cloth with palyester
resin and dye. 62¥ x 13 x 4"

volume. Recently, the lops have become ornamental, as inthe flowing
cowl hood of L0, the pointed plumage of K.A,, and the floral crown of
MS. (fig. 5). A penchant for visually reiterating the outside edges,
parially in response to Bufter's desire to “draw in space” is
noticeable in the newest works, for example C.E. (fig. 6) and S.5.
(fig. 4).

Prior to his vertical sculptures, Butter made a series of horizontal
wall pieces. His eariier floor pieces look more grounded, somewhat
squat, clumsy, and humorous. The newest sculpture, 8.5, is a large,
lyrical semi-arch curving overhead, enclosing the viewer in a friendly
embrace as parentheses might isolate a tangential thought in a
sentence.

There is a curious contradictory guality to Butter's sculpures.
Although static, there is a definite motion implied. Despite its
apparently luscious pliancy, the fiberglass is aciually hard and brittle.
Hence there exists a literal illusionism, a function of process and
materials,

Much of Butter's inspiration is drawn from artists who initially
appear to have little in common. In addition to Brancusi, he feels a
connection with Eva Hesse (one of the first artists to use fiberglass in
an organic manner}, H.C. Westermann, and Richard Tutle. These
artists pursued personal visions in a formal idiom which necessitated
“inventing their own languages” in their respective media. In addition
lo the examples these artists provide, Bulter's imagery is largely
ingpired by plant and marine life—fish, shells, seaweed, cactuses,
and cruslaceans.

The strenglh of Butter's sculplures lies in their simple elemental
forms that open a wide spectrum of personal and natural
associations. As he has evolved his technigues and become
increasingly fluent with his materials, Butter has been better able to
articulate his "own language.” The resulling sculptures are startingly
clear essences, recaling a remark that Brancusi once made:
“Simplicity is not an objective in ar, but one achieves simplicity
despite oneself by entering into the real sense of things.™

Med Rifkin

1. All quatations ane the anist's taken from an unpublished taped interview with the
authar on November 10, 1981

2. This paitem, which appears in several of Butter's earker works, is highty reminiscani
of the profile of Brancusrs Aooser (1924).

3. Herschel Chipp, od. Theones of Modern Ar (Berkeley and Los Angeles The
University ol Caklornia Press, 1968), p. 354,



TOM EVANS

1. Thrust, 1981, Oil on canvas. 60 x 72%

Three years ago, Tom Evans was a painler in his mid-thiries who was
affiliated with a wall-known New York gallery. An artist from Minnesota
who had lived in Manhattan for less than ten years, Evans had, by
most standards, begun to "make it He was becoming known as a
painter of finely brushed color field abstractions, each confrolied
stroke a luminous tessera woven into a surface of radiant color. There
was, however, one problem, "l felt | had exhausted the direction. It
became tedious; | was getling bored. | realized that, while the
paintings were definitely changing, they were not getling better”
Evans confesses. “They lost intensity and were becoming foo
introverted,™

Even for the arists of modest reputation, the style they evolve and
with which they are idenlified can become an albatross. Those who
sell their work are faced with additional problems of esthetic renewal

in the face of an already commercially successful look or technigue,
While this is not necessarily confining for all artists, Evans was
stymied by it

He made one important change immediately. He put away his
sable brushes and broke out the palette knife. “The new paintings
evolved very fast. At a certain point there was a clear suggestion of
images forming and | thought, 'Why not carry that oul 1o its logical
conclusion?” Evans realized that he had been harboring grave
doubts about abstract painting for some time. “They don't have the
force that they once had. People are tired of them,” Evans claims, I
began o ask myself, 'If | were the only person painting, what would |
da? It always disturbed me that it required a cultivated or conditioned
aye 1o see thase [earlier] paintings.” Al about this time, it occurred to
Evans that had he placed one of his clder paintings on the sidewalk,
few passers-by would lake notice. He vowed to creale paintings
people would be forced to respond lo—positively or negatively—in a
decisive way.

Asked if there is anything that reveals his background, having been
boen, raised, and educated in Minneapolis-St. Paul, Evans replied, *|
don't shout” While itis true that he is soft-spoken (albeit out-spoken),
Evans allows his new paintings to do his yelling for him (figs. 1.2, 3,4).
Since he left his gallary and the quiet abstractions of a few years ago,
his new work is clamorous, aggressive, and eccentrically image-
based. Seething with gargoyles and other monstrous creatures with
bulging eyes and serpenting fongues, muscular lips, and jack-o'-
lantem teeth, Evans' paintings have been radically transformed.

These powerful paintings are curiously ambivalent. They pulseand
rumble with bass-tone thunder, The beings that populate the images
are ominous, menacing, and threatening at times, yet they are
sumpluously painted and somewhat comical with their robust, toothy
gring, and insatiable appetities. Their forceful drive is deliberate and
undeniable. Whereas Evans' earlier works were passive and serene,
aloofly drawing the viewer into the comfort of archestrated repetition
and chromatic resonance, the new work is brash, provocaltive, and
raucous. The tumult of these unleased dynamic forms and bold range
and combinations of colors dominate the viewer, actively seizing hold
of our attention and bruising more refined retinal sensibilities.

Meverheless, these are masterfully composed and crafted



2. Sowrce, 1981. Qil on canvas. B0 x 72"

paintings. The tactile richness of the thickly applied paint, along with
the undulations of the forms and sheer intensity of Evans’ palette,
attracts us as much as the imagery may repel us. "I think about the
images for quite a while before | paint them,” states Evans. He works
out the composition, often in completed drawings (figs. 5 and 6) and
has a definite idea of the colors he plans to daploy. Though these will
occasionally change as the painting process ensues, the adjust-
ments he makes are nol major ones,

Composition is crucial to the impact of the works. Cropping is used
1o enhance the imagery and to evoke a giant scale for the creatures.
"| definitely think of them as larger than life,” the artist explains. We
newver see an entire monster, and most often they are inthe process of
benignly devouring each other so that the viewer never knows where
one begins and ancther ends. They exist in a non-specific place

3. Dawn, 1981, Oil on canvas. B5 x 487



4. Journey, 19681, Oilon canvas. T8% x 144%"
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5. Prelude, 1981, Pencil on paper. 13% x 165"

without references to gravity. At times it is difficult fo distinguish up and
down since there is no ground plane and the eyes, mouths, and
tongues converge from many directions. The pervasive disorienta-
tion is intended. Evans insists, "Antasus always wins. The idea thal
gravity will prevail is inevitable. . .. Only in our dreams and myths can
we overturn this”

These beings do, indeed, have an unspecified mythic quality
Though Evans reads mythological literature and is particularly fond of
the Babylonian myths, he believes that these references are not
directly translated inlo the paintings. They are non-literary in
character. "These images could only have been made by a painter.
It's extremneely difficult to describe in words something people have not
already seen,”" Evang claims.

Various visual sources for Evans' imagery come to mind: Brazilian
camnivale, Mardi Gras masks, Mexican murals, doodles, low-rider
auto paintings, Chinese dragons, African sculpture, some of

6. Siorm, 1881, Pencil on paper 13% x 14"

Francisco de Goya's darker paintings, as well as the apocalyptic
visions of Hieronymous Bosch and Pieter Bruegel. Indeed, Evans
acknowledges that, when he was younger, Bosch was his favorite
artist. However, for him, these paintings no longer have the presence
that he seeks in his own current work.

Whatever sources can be traced to Evans' new work, they resound
as thoroughly original paintings of integrity, arresting and compealling
in their uncompromising vitality. Thera s a heroic elemnent present, nat
only in the imagery, but also in Evans’ determination to throw off seif-
imposed limitations of style in arder to forge a consistent vision which
is extremely personal yet exceedingly accessible,

Med Rifkin

1. Taken from an unpublished tapad inanaew with the aulhor on November 11, 1981,

1"



JOHN FEKNER

12

1. DECAY, 1979. Longlsland City, New York. Spray paint on abandoned car.

John Fekner's work, strictly speaking, is not new o New York. A
quintessential New Yorker, Fekner was born here and raised in
Queens, wheara he still lives. And not inconsequently, a good deal of
his art has become part of New York itself, if only temporarily,
interacting with and appropriating parts of this sprawling metrapalis,

In the past ten years, Fekner has produced a wide range of work
that might at first appear unrelated. His outpul includes paintings, cast
paper reliefs, video, audio and performance works, sculplure, and a
computer-generated piece. He is best known, although not atways by
name, for over three hundred “environmental/conceplual” works
consisting of dates, words, and symbols slencilled on roads,
buildings, and cars mainly in Queens, but also in the Bronx and
Manhattan, as well as in Toronto, Washington D.C., and various cifies
in Sweden. Despite the diversity of media and appearances, the work
demonstrates consistent interests involving general concepts of
perception and fransformation, as well as specific environmental and
sociclogical concerns such as urban decay, chemical pollutants,
mass media, and the plight of Native American Indians. Indeed,
Fekner is exemplary of an arfist who will use whatever means
necessary fo communicate a vision or message, and whose work
changes as thal vision expands.

From 1971, while sl an undergraduate, until 1976, Fekner
produced a series of porraits comprised of faint, tiny marks ol

ballpoint pen on canvas. A reaction to the blatant, immediate, and
banal imagery of Photo-Realism and Pop Ard, these paintings
required concentration and time before the image would “pop out,”
demonstrating a “way of not supplying so much information, of
leaving the wviewer to examine the work and gradually call forth
recagnition and recollections.™

In 1976, Fekner was among the first to receive studic space at BS.1,
the abandoned Long Istand City school renovated into a major
alternative space for artists. The move from working in the seclusion
of his parents’ small apartment to sharing the sprawling, run-down
building with other artists had a profound effect on his work. Unable to
continue his immaculate, delicate portraits in the decrepit school, he
instead concenfrated on a “portrait” of the building itself, which he
came fo realize was like an “elderly person who has acutely
perceived his experience of Ife.® Interested in capluring the
building's accumulated history, Fekner made cast paper impressions
from walls and architectural details, allowing the layers of paint, rust,
dirt, and mildew to become imbedded into a new object. Like his
garlier paintings which were, in a sense, "camouilaged.” many were
installed undetected throughout the building?

Al that time he also moved beyond his immediate surroundings of
PS. 1 and into the community, stenciling random dates in three-inch-
high numerals onlo various surdaces where they would trigger
associalions in the minds of passing motorists and pedesirians. One
of the first projects in 1977 was Youth Piece, which entailed stencilling
"YOUTH 1946" through “YOUTH 1880" sequentially on thirty-five
pillars of an underpass between two cemateries in Queens. Youth
Plece draws attenfion to the passage of time and locuses on the
immediale environment, namely, the cemeleries, by invoking past
childhoods and the inevitability of death. Not lost upon the artist was
the fact thal the particular stretch was the scens of drag racing in the
fiflies and the site of several deaths.

With these projects, Fekner began soliciting help from neighbor-
hood teenagers who would assist him during his nightly forays.
Collaboration and involvement with the community have remained
@ssential to his work. He eventually invented “Queensites” as an
umbrella term for the stencil projects.

His awareness of P5. 1 as an "abandoned institution in one of the
more run-down sections of the older cities of the MNortheast United
States™ louched off an increasing concern for the paricular



2. WHEELS OVER INDJAN TRAILS, 1979. Pulaski
Bridge near enlrance to Midtown Tunnel, Mew York.
Spray paint on concrete.

environment in which he had spent most of his life. He began two
series of larger slencil pieces, generically entitled “Warning Signs"
and “Historical Notes,” which have continued to the present. The
former deals with urban decay, the menace of lelevision and
advertising media, toxic wastes, and radicactive materials, The latter
delves into the community’s past by drawing attention lo Native
American Indians, the original inhabitants of Long Island,

The stencils, which range in height from three inches to three feet,
gradually have become more conspicuous, somelimes painted in
bright colors against a while background, Fekner employs a
ubiquitous, traditional-style lettering, mimicking the “official” look of
stencils on packing crates and other industrial materials, The words
or symbols are direct, yet their anomymous application provokes an
aura of mystery, heighlened by the essentially "styleless” appear-
ance of the stencil. The words or phrases often funclion like captions,
identifying or categorizing a condition, thus fulfiling a fundamental
human need to impose order on the world around us. |h some
instances, the stencilled word "DECAY" on an abandoned car (fig. 1)
or building has prompted the car's removal or the building's
demoliion. Cther pieces remain, changing owver time, gradually
becoming assimilated inlo the structure itself, one more layer in the
strata of paint, rust, and poliution of contempaorary urban archeology.

Essential 1o this body of works, and of primary importance to

Fekner, is the experience of them within the environment For
example WHEELS OVER INDIAN TRAILS (fig. 2) is viewed from
below as one approaches the Pulaski Bridge near the Queens
Midtown Tunnel. “WHEELS" draws atiention 1o the unending stream
of cars, trucks, and buses, a reminder of the pervasive mability of
conlemporary life. At the same time, "OVER INDIAN TRAILS"
reminds us of the original inhabitants, the routes they must have used,
and their subsequent near eradication.

Fekner began the stencils in the most desolate areas of Maspeth
and Long Island City, stenciling messages such as DECAY
ABANDONED, INDUSTRIAL FOSSIL, and FLUOROCARBONS
FRESERVATIVES ASBESTOS where only truckers, factory workers,
and police would see them. Laler he went to Madison and Park
Avenues, the heart of Manhattan's advenising industry, to stencil
POST NO BILLS, DE-EMPHASIZE ADVERTISEMENTS, and SOFT
BRAINS WATCH THE SCREEN AND BUY THE JEANS. Television
and billboard advertisements, Fekner believes, engender a mentality
geared to quick consumption and discourage literacy. He reached an
even larger audience when a series of his stencilled pieces were
photographed as a backdrop for Ronald Resgan's presidential
campaign speech in the south Bronx (fig. 3)%

Aftracted to the Charlotte Street area because of its use as the site
for a counter-cultural conterence, Fekner stencilled DECAY BROKEN



above laft

3. DECAY, 1980. Charlotie Street, The Bronx, New York. Spray paint on
ahandoned building. Candidate Fonald Reagan speaking to the prass
on his visit to the South Bronx on August 5, 1980

above

4. BAOKEN PROMISES, BROKEN TREATIES, and DECAY, 1980. Chariotte
Street, The Bronx, New Yorik Spray paint on abandoned buildings.

left

5. NO TV 18980, Television sets, tar, photographs, spray paint.

below

6. Stille from Toxic Wastes from A to Z, 1981, Color %" videotape. 2 min.
Composed at New York University's Alternate Media Center as part of
the Electronic Gallery.




PROMISES/FALSAS PROMESAS, BROKEN TREATIES, SAVE OUR
SCHOOL, and LAST HOPE (fig. 4), the latter with assistance from the
building's inhabitants. Fekner's messages, aired on television news
and distributed 1o newspapers nationwide, bluntly, succincily, and
poignantly summarized the conditions of the devastated neighbor-
hood,

Complementing a series of stencils using the international symbeol
of a circle with a diagonal slash over the lsfters "TV," Fekner axacuted
a series of sculptures using far and real television sets. In one
installation (fig. 5), three tarred sets were stacked one atop the other,
with the sign for “NO TV stencilled on stills from commercials on two
of them. An “X" was superimposed on the screen of the third
television, tuned to a station and running continuously The tar
invoked associations of being stuck watching television, as well as
the “tube’s"” destiny as a cultural fossil, preserved in much the same
way as remnants of past eras are preserved in larpits.

Just as he had used stencilled words to ironically critique
advertisements, Fekner is not adverse to employing the television
screen t0 convey messages about the environment. Invited to
experiment in creating images on a computer terminal, Fekner
produced Toxic Wastes from A fo Z, a parody of children’s alphabet
learning aids which runs alphabetically through a list of toxic
poliutants (fig. 6). Employing colorful designs and patterns in a
deceptively simple, lighthearted manner, Fekner engages our
attention in order to alert us to the dangerous chemicals. Similarly, ina
recent piece on the underpass of the Long Island Expressway (fig. 7),
Fekner stencilled the word “NO" and the international symbols for
storage barrels and radioactive materials o prolest the transportation
of such materials on the heavily rafficked route. The stark white
backdrop and purples and yellows of the radicactive symbols draw
the motorisis’ attention, interjecting a somber message along the
stretch of the barren freeway.

Fekner's illegal methods of working late at night o spray-paint
messages in public places are not unlike those of the subway graffiti
artists. But rather than signing with an individual “tag.” Fekner prefers
anonymity, hoping to focus attention on the contenl. His aims are to
provoke an awareness of one’s immediate environment by acting “as

the eyes of the community, for the community™ and to aclivate

individuals to “work toward the befterment of the urban environment.'
That Fekner has succesded is demonsiraled by changes thal have
occurred directly in response to his art. Fekner elaborates; “We have
done stencils that have definifely caused attention and gotten the
condition improved. We got rid of squalor, made changes that made it

more fit to live in our community™ Fulure plans include more
collaborative projects, music, and expansion of his audience by
working environmentally in other communities and by creating indoor
installations—seeking new terms not only io engage dialog, but to
provoke action as weil,

Lynn Gurnpert

1. From “John Feknar/Peter Fend: An Urban DiscussionN.Y.C., July 1979." in Srencil
Projects: Lund and New York 1978.79 (Eddions Sellem, Lund, Sweden, 1878) np.

2. John Fekner, “Momentoes of a Schoolbuilding (RS, 1) 1977, exhibilion brochure,
np.

3. Anolher example ol Fekner's inlerest in "camoudlage™ is the "Delective Show," in
Gorman Park, Spring, 1978, which he organized and paicipated in. Fekner invilag
twenby-nine arfists to craate a work for this concrets playground which would subthy
blend in wilh, rather than blatanily alier, the characler of tha park

4. Feknar, “An Urban Descussion,” n.p.

5. Ironicaly Ronald Reagan, in the nationally televised pre-glection debate with Smmy
Carler, relorred 1o thi Bronx site and stencils incoractly as “Unkepl Promises” and
“Despair”

6. From anlist's catalog statemsant, p. 31

7. From anis!'s statement inJohn Fekmer/ Queansies {New York, Edition Wedgepress
& Cheese) [lonhcoming).

8. Victor Ancona, “Video Documentation: For Private or Public Puposes,” Videography
[Mew York] vol. B, no. 9, Seplamber 1981, p. 85,

7. NO TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE, 1981_Long Island Exprass-
way near Brooklyn Queens Expressway exit. Spray paint on highway
underpass.
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JUDITH HUDSON

1. Nawgation, 1981, Ol on paper. 42 x 30"




Judith Hudson employs still ife elements such as flowers, containers,
fruit, and shells, 1o create intensely personal paintings. Yet her use of
these mundane objects is anything but traditional, and she eschews
the conventions of this centuries-old genre. Raiher than being
grouped together on a table top, the individual objects Hudson
depicts float in & nebulous space. Disjunctions of scale shatter any
further expectations of normalcy; a colossal shell may dwarf a plate
with fruit. Instead of adhering to a universal logic, Hudson's paintings
create their own rules and seem to exist in & separate world. Immune
o the laws of gravity, and seen simulttaneously from various
vigwpaoints, the depicted objects appear also to exist outside of time,
al once starlingly immediate yet eternally distant

Hudson achieves intensity in her paintings through an economy of
means, limiling the number of the still life components and colors.
Only four objects are included in Mavigation (1881) (fig. 1). No one
element dominates, and the center is davoid of objects. distinguished
only by the meeting of the two halves of the vertical composition. An
attempl 1o read the blue-green of the lower half as a table top is
contradicted by the bowl of oranges, hovering just above the lower
half, against the midnight blue of the upper seclion. A white shell
hangs suspended, emifting a glow. ARhough appearing three-
dimensional, these objects cast no shadows. Rather, each individual
object contains within itsell its own source of light. Many of the
objecis, ke the shell and the pink jar, generate auras.

The indeterminate background and lack of consistent light source
create a sense of myslery. Indeed, without the objects, the
background of Nawvigation is reminiscent of the luminous colorfields of
Mark Rothko. The “curious, paradoxical fluctuation of space™ in
Rothko's paintings Is amplified in Nawigation by the addition of
recognizable objects which hover, at times seeming to recede or
advance. Hudson unifies the disparate elements of the painting, both
the integration of the objects with the background, and the placement
of the objects in relation to each other, into a logical whels,

Since fis emergence as a genre in the seventeenth cenlury, the
subject of still lifes has intrigued and inspired nurmerous artists, most
notably Paul Cézanne and Giorgio Maorandl. For the early Flemish and
Dutch painters, still life objects had symbaolic significance. Often,
flowers and fruit were emblematic of the transcience of life or the
passage of time. Hudson's objects also invoke associations and
meanings. Over the past several years, she has gathered a repertoire
of objects which she has incorporated into a personal vocabulary of
forms.

When she first moved from California to New York in 1974, the
paintings were much darker in tonality and the only objects included
werg containers. She laler realized they represented isolation,
cbecuwring the contents within. As more elements entered into the
paintings and color became increasingly important, the vessel-
container assumed a more universal, sexual significance. The fruit,
mangos, figs, and bananas, contribute to the works' sensuality,
heightened by the richly textured handiing of paint. They and the
flowers serve, much as they did in the seventeenth century, as a
reference to the passage of ime. Both are represented al a stage of
maturity or ripeness, but one that is short-lived: the flowers will die and
the fruil will inevitably rol. The shells are fossils, ossified remains of
what once housed living organisms.

In Lipstick (1981) (fig. 2), Hudson introduces drapery, recaliing
traditional still life painting through the use of this conventional motif,
Her conscious adoption of this genre provides one mode of access
for even the unsophisticated spectator However, her subsequent

2. Lipsiick, 1981. Oil on canvas. 48 x 48"
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deparure from its formal conventions afiords her a vehicle for a very
personal statement.

On a fundamental level, these paintings speak poignantly of
izolation, The containers, as Hudson realized, function as shaltered
enclosures, insulating the contents from the exterior. The shells, in
addition 10 being fossils, literally imply an armored protection.
Occasionally, frult, but more offen flowers, are seen as isolated
specimens. All are presented outside any identifiable context,
encapsulated by their auras and often spatially distant from each
other, The physicality of the thickly painted objects furiher separates
them from the background,

For Hudson, the works mirror, in a sense, the artistic process of
painting them. The isolation of warking in the studio is reflected in the
separateness of the individual objects. Yet their interaction and
ulimate compositional unity indicate a triumph over isolation,
paralleling the artist's communication through her work. Hudson
notes, “When | paint | feel fike privacy is both transgressed and
respected. There is a conlradiction of seli-prolection and yeaming."

In overcoming the intentional isolation of the objects, Hudson sets
up a resonance which gives the paintings their mysterious power. She
speaks of an "alchemical” reaction: these mundane objects, much
like base metals, when grouped together in certain configurations, or
with the proper formula, can be transmuted into "gald”

Hudson works reductively, gradually honing and refining the
number of elements, occasionally introducing new ones, only to
eliminate others. In Cakewalk (1981) (fig. 3), she depicts only three
objecls; a starfish, a bowl, and an antherium. Even the background is
simplified and the three objects, close in size, are silhouetted against
a rich, monochromatic purple. In Red Eye (1981} (fig. 4), the elements
are reduced further. Here, an enormous, white, menacing conch shell
appears transfixed over a red bowl. Both gleam irridescently against
the black void of the background.

The ftiles suggest further levels of meaning. Navigation, for
example, implies charing a voyage in unknown waters, an
exploration of new vistas. Usually titles, like Trespasser (fig. 5), Lale
Afternoon (fig. 8), and Alchemy, are suggestive and contribute to the
poetic nature of these works.

above
3. Cakewalk, 1981. Oil on canvas. 36 x 367

below
4. Redeye, 1981. Odl on canvas. 36 x 36°



Working inwardly and infuitively, Hudson distills a simplicity that is
deceptively complex. These paintings darive their quiet force, in part,
from & number of seeming contradictions. The objects are depicted
convincingly, each element at once recognizable ya! existing within
an imrational situation. Comforting because of their familiarity, these
inanimate objects are also disturbing because they seem imbued
with & supernatural presence. Like the containers depicted, the
paintings themseles become receptacles for states of being made

above
5. Traspasser 1981. Oil on camvas. 48 x 487

right
6. Lale Afternoon, 1981. Oil on paper. 42 x 307

visual. Unimatety, both serve as commenlaries on the nalure of
isolation, and of subsequent interaction and communication,

Lynn Gumper

1. Diane Wakiman, Mark Rattko. [The Solomen R Guggenheaim Musaum, Mew York,
1877, p. B0
2. From the artsl's calalog stelement, p. 32,

19



PETER JULIAN

1. Sleep Talk, 1980-81. Oil on paper. 39%x27%"

Peter Julian's paintings are unredenting. On first encounter, we are
confronted with large works that assault our senses with a barage of
color, vigorous brushstrokes, and bursts of movement. As our eyes
adjust to the initial impact, we discern figures, often over lifesize, within
densely packed compositions. Meither they nor their activities are
easily deciphered. They exisl in an ambiguous space; there is no
clearly defined fore-, middle-, or background. The figures act as
jigsaw puzzle pieces, interlocking tightly in an overall pattem. Cerain
gestures and segments are more clearly read, but other pars of the
canvas remain abstracted shapes of color, forms, and brushstrokes,

Once we are aware of the figures, they appear uncomfortably near,
their proximity insuring our involvernent almost against our will

Others are seen from behind, and engage our parlicipation as
spectators sharing a similar perspective. Even in smaller warks, a
sense of monumentality is maintained since quite ofien only the
upper torso, or head alone, is depicted.

These paintings inevitably invoke the legacy of the German
Expressionists, and in thair monumental quality and overall composi-
tion recall American abstract paintings of the fifties. Julian also
acknowledges the influence of Picasso, whom he admires especially
for the range and breadth of his ceuvre. Additional heroes are writers
Walt Whitman and Henry Miller (the latter, whose lkeness Julian
painted on a wall for “The Times Square Show'').!

Julian works generally on three scales: large oils on canvas,
smaller paintings on paper. and a more modestly sized group of
drawings and watercolors. He often employs a diptych format, either
executed on two panels as one image, or as two images that are
conceived as a whole. Julian does not plan the composition of the
larger works in advance, but rather begins with an image or idea that
he paints directly on the canvas. Other images suggest themselves
as the painting progresses, often changing radically from the initial
concepl. For Julian, the elements of transformation and spontaneity
are integral o the process of realizing the paintings. The paintings on
paper evolve in a similar manner, but usually do not undergo as many
changes. The smaller works vary from quickly worked, calligraphic
outlines, to lyrical, stylized colored pencil sketches, fo painterly
gouvaches.

The works on paper conslitute an important area of concemn for the
arfist and for three years were his sole output. After receiving his BFA
in Texas, whare he was raised, Julian moved to New York in 1975, A
year later, he stopped painting and devoted himself exclusively to the
works on paper, primarily charcoal and pastel drawings, and collages.
In 1979, he began painting again, working at first with simplified
figures on black surfaces. A major breakthrough occurred in 1980,
when he was able 1o rent a separate studio for the first time.
Previously, he had worked in the very small apartment where he lived,
which, seen in retrospect, was mentally as well as physically
confining. The ample space of the new studio allowed him the
opportunily 1o experiment on a much larger scale than previously
possible. Its location, amidst the sordid commeotion of West 42nd



Sireet, seems an appropriate selling for Julian's inlense, crowded
works,

The initial impulses and images for the painfings are autobio-
graphical in nature. Julian has likened the catharlic process of
painting them to an “exorcism.” For example, Sleep Talk (1980-81)
{fig. 1) was inspired by an obsessive image of an event that occurred
during his childhood in which he sat upright, laking in his sleep. The
piciure we see is a close-up view of a head from behind, dominated
by reds and yellows, The hair, aimost appearing aflame, is an image
that is not easily forgotten.

Jullian is defiantly emotional in his work, He pushes images asfaras
they will go, via formal means of line, color, lexture, and composition,
in an atiempt to "get as much inlo the picture as possible.? Often, the
composition seems to be contained only with great difficulty within the
confines of the paper or canvas, bursting, at it were, at the seams.
Although Julian's method is autobiographical and intuitive, the result
is nof clearly identifiable as such, and functions on general, universal
levels.

idols (1981) (fig. 2) consists of a central, classically-inspired
elongated torso, seen from the back, and surounded by three
frontally positioned partial figures. The small, crude yellow figure,
appearing 1o be both in front as well as under the arm of the
emaciated, ghoulish creature on the right, seems the most clearly
“idol-like.” The menacing figure on the left is more ambiguous, half-
demon, half-crazed worshipper. This work derives its force from the
compressed space, angular forms, agitated brushwork, and jarring
colors. The directness of expression is offset by a number of
ambiguities. The figures are grouped around the central torso, yet
their relationship to each other remains mysterious. Their spatial
configuration, likewise, is unresolved, with the figures appearing
simultanecusly to advance and recede. The title invokes refigious
associations as well as personal heroes.

In The Lion's Share (1981) (fig. 3), religious associalions are
triggered by the fallen Christ-fike figure on the right. He cluiches a
stick instead of a cross, sprouts two curious blue wings, and his halo
is comprised of jagged points. His grimacing face recalls Japanese
MG theater masks. The red-and-white striped barber's pole and the
pointed, conical hats of the two figures on the left create a strange
camival-like aimosphere with sinister overtones, reminiscent of the
paintings of James Ensor. Here the figures merge into the back-
ground, their relationship ambiguous and not easily deciphered,

2. [Idols, 1981, Qi on canvas. 7 x 4
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The more brutal, unpleasant aspect of humanity is a theme cffen
explored by Julian. In an untitied painting on paper (1981) (fig. 4), a
wide-eyed, staring, partial profile abuts the tormented image of a man
whose chest opens to reveal a disturbing jumble of brushsirokes, his

agony symbolized in jagged yellow rays behind him. The unrelenting
stare suggests unabashed curiosity and the two images are bonded

3. Lion's Share, 1981. Ol on canvas. Diptych, 7 x 4' each.

by the continuous line, uniting the nose of the cbserver with the
shoulder of the observed, linking the two inextricably in a joined sense
of terror. The intensity of the juxtaposed images could also be seen as
an exprassion of acstasy, both exireme states and thus compelling to
Julian

Julian has always been fascinated by circuses, the theater, and




above

4, Untitled, 1981. Oil on paper. Diptych, 53 x 31" each,
right above

5. Untifled 1981. Ink on paper. 11 x 814",

right below

B. Uniitked, 1981. Graphite and crayon on paper 53 x 317

rituals, all situations in which exaggeration occurs. By painting the
equivalents of dreams, fears, aspirations, and feelings, he reasserts
the most basic function of artist as image-maker. Creating arenas in
which figures interact, he invents narratives and relationships which,
due o their ambiguity, are never fully resolved but are both personal
and universal.

Lynn Gumpert

1. This aexhibition, organized by Collaborative Projects, Inc., an independent arlisis’
arganization, 100k place in an abandoned massage parlor on West 4151 Street, the
manth ol July, 1980,

2, From conversation waith the authar, November, 1981,




CHERYL LAEMMLE
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1. Hear No Evil, See No Evil Speak No Evil, 1980. Fake fur, il and acrylic on
cut-out masonite, 20x 20 %20 x 13 Special Projects installation al RS, 1,
Institute for Art and Urban Resources, Long lsland City, New York

While the dog has been known proverbially as “man's best friend,” the
monkey holds an even more privileged position with regard to human
beings in general. Observing monkeys, we are, in a Darwinian sense,
loaking back in time at a distant mirror. More significantly, examining
the behavior patterns of this particular primate has brought 1o light
parallel aspects of identity fundamental to human nature. Hence, a
number of sayings have evolved which refer to, among other things,
our social need to conform through mimesis ["Monkey see, monkey
do"), our mischievous spirl of curiosity (“"Monkey around”), and our
burdensome leelings of dependence ("I've got a monkey on my
back”). Perhaps mast inleresting is that the moral dictum “Hear no
evil, see no avil, speak no evil” is usually accompanied by the images
of three monkeys covering their ears, eyes, and mouths respectively.

This cliché, in fact, was the title of Cheryl Laemmie's first exhibition
in New York at the Institute for Art and Urban Resowces (PS. 1) in
1980 (fig. 1). She had used animal imagery since she bagan painting
in 1976. The monkey image first appeared while she was preparing

her graduate thesis show entitied "Good and Evil” in 1978, Here the
mankey was an insidiously deceplive character, manipulating a white
stallion in a variely of circumstances, eventually mounting a larger,
more imposing black steed into battle against the white horse. The
implication of this series is that intellect hamesses emotion and that
avil is lodged somewhere within the convolutions of the mind. The
embodiment of this scheme of values in animal, rather than human,
terms recalls the sensibility of Franz Marc, the German Expressionist,
who stated, "People, with their lack of piety, especially men, never
touched my true feelings. But animals, with their virginal sense of life,
awakened all that is good in me."

Leaving rural Pullman, Washington for New York City, Laemmie
made some major adjustments. Mol only did she have to adapt to an
intense urban life style, but she had to bath live and work in a tiny
Chelsea aparfment. This radically abbreviated studio space imposed
a significant change of scale in her painfings, which had averaged
approximately seven and one-hall by six feet. Her solution was to cut
animal figures out of masonite and to paint them individually, without a
background. This allowed her to enlarge the figures and to alter Ihe
scale to whatever wall she could appropriate for installation. Thus, as
a result of a real physical confinement, Laemmie found a way to
expand the scale of her work conceplually and visually,

After the PS. 1 show, Laemmie moved to a slightly larger studio and
continued working in this manner. The Girl with a Curl (1980), a
second installation named for a childhood nursery rhyme again
involved nations of good and bad.?

While it was installed in her studio, she spent a considerable
amaount of time logking at one of the major components—a large cut-
out grisaille painting of a stone castle (fig. 2). She included it to
represent punishment and incarceration, feelings thal lingered from
an earlier romance and now reawakened by her cell-like studio.
Uncertain why this image intrigued her so, Laemmie initialed a series
of these cut-out castle images. Gradually she discovered that what
sefzed her imagination were the minute windows depicted in the
caslles. She felt the need to come closer to them, to peer in, and to
observe whal might be going on within. In a sense, she had set the
stage and now it was time for her to write the play.

The drama was drawn from the same sources as the casiles—the



artist's love of fairy lales, nursery rhymes, dream memories, and
childhood recollections. The four untitied paintings from early 1981
included in this exhibition are compellingly specific yet disconcert-
ingly vague. Wanting fo mainiain an aspect of the caslles, she created
a sculptural dimension by applying thick modeling paste to the edges
of the canvas, shaping and painting it to look like dark stone, Whereas
the flat castles were painted illusionistically to simulate the rough
texture of rocks and cut oul to lend an even greater sculplural
presence, the paintings were conceived more emphatically as real
objects (ie. windows) that frame an imaginary scena.

The mankey seen within these windows is now self-referential. No
longer employing it to embody the evils of human nature, the antist
treats the monkey with a great deal of compassion. In one painting
{fig. 3), the monkey is poignanily clinging 1o a column or vesselin an
anxious moment of isolation and privacy. In another work (fig. 4), only
the back of the monkey is visible as it flees from a colorful, swirling

2. Castie Instafiation, 1980-81
(detaill. Ol on masonite,
Dimensions variable,

3. Uniitled, 1981. Ol on canvas. 41% x 317

The cropping effect on the figure in this composition makes the
viewer more a voyeur, situated by the arist owlside of the castle
window. The interior space is simplified to a corner conjunction of
three planes (walls and fioor), while the colors are usually rich reds,
blues, and greens—the product of a dream,

Maost recently, Laemmile has moved stil closer to the painted
scene. The peripheral stone framing device is no longer present,
superseded by the creamy texiure of a more painterly enclosing
rectangle. In addition, while the schematic depth of the interior space
remainsg, the monkey is now in the extreme foreground, parallel 1o the
picture plane on a window sillwhich looks like a beveled picture frame
{fig. 5). In the four newest paintings in the exhibition, the monkey
encounters “decoys and lures,” as Lasmmie describes them. Hence,
one simulation (the siona border) has been replaced by another (the
decoys). Furthermaore, a window within the depicted interior space is
consistently visible, setting up a complex dialog between exterior (the
artist’'s/viewer's space), interior (the depicted space), and the

4. LUinfiftad, 1981, Oil on canvas. 49% x 36%"
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5. Pomegranaie, 1981, Oil on canvas. 36 x 487

intericr's exterior (seen through the distant window). The effect of
these windows-within-windows is to frigger a metaphorical dialeclic
concerning the artist's Imagination (subjective./interior) and empirical
reality (objective/exterior). By placing the monkey on the ledge of the
picture plane, almost literally straddling the real and pictorial spaces,
Lasmmie's stand-in seems to hover visually on the thin threshald
between fantasy and reality.

In Sheil (fig. 6), there is a large window with a view of a choppy sea
and a tempestuous sky behind the swan decoy on the left wall. A

small shell placed on that window’s ledge is ironically juxtaposed to
the sea, seeming to yearn for its former home. As if to underline the
human proclivity to manipulate nature, there is a parallel drawn
between the shell and the large decoy, both vertically disposed and
mounted on bases, In this painting and in Pomegranale (fig. 5), the
monkey is crouched in a state of lension and bewilderment,
canironting bird decoys. In the latter, it stares intensely at the false bird
without seeing the luscious fruit that lies sliced and ready for
consumption? The irony is clear: the monkey, who in earlier paintings



had deceived the white horsa, is now itself being fooled (presumably
by & hurnan) inta engaging an inanimate object while overlooking the
wital fruit.

The mosl recent painting in the exhibiion, Angel (fig. 7}, includes
several of the symbals discussed above, in addition to a mountain
landscape within a second interior window, and a false angel. The
mankey's friandly gesture reveals a pathelic vulnerability since s
hand reaches toward the decoy’s handless limb, evoking an element
of human cruelty not seen in the previcus paintings. The contrast of
landscape and seascape in this work is loaded with symbolic
overtonas. Painled in a small windowless Manhattan studio
apartiment, the mountains and the waler suggest a wilful fantasy of
escape. "The landscapes began lo appear during the summer whan
all of my friends were going away to country retreats” Laemmle
explained* Feeling somewhat deprived and abandoned, she was
forced to imagine these bucolic spots and includad them just beyond
the castle's sequestered room.

The shifts that have already occurred in Laemmle’s six years of
painting reveal an artist whose process of generaling imagery
originates from an inner vision nourished by her increasing ability to
realize aspects of il. Since she moved to New York, the paintings have
veniured further inside. The appearance of ever-widening landscape
elements and the fact that she has demonstrated a continued desire
to journey into the motifs she creates suggest that the confining castle
room will be another place to leave behind. She may never scala the
mountains that have appeared within the windows of her new
paintings, but Cheryl Laemmle will certainly find a way to explore what
is beyand them.

Med Rifkin

1. Herschel Chipp, ed. Theores of Modern An (Berkeley and Los Angeles The
University of Calitoenia Press 1968), p. 182,

2. The rhyme goes as lollows:

There was a littie girl

wilh a liltle curd

down the middie of her forehead.
‘Whan she was good

she was very, very good,

bul when shé was bad

she wasg horid,

3. The pomagranate was used iradiionally as a symbal of lust [cl. Glanlorenso
Bernin’'s Death of the Blpssed Luddvica Alberion (1674). However, for Lasmmie,
the pomegranale has a very personal meaning as well, since il was the firs! thing
she ever siole. Hence, # 15 a lovibidaden fa in addilion to something she edores
ealing.

4, Quoted from an unpublished laped inlervdew bétwaoen the adist and the author on
MNovaembaer 12, 1981

6. Shefl 1981. Ol on canvas. 60 x B0%"

7. Angel 1981. Oil on canvas. 54 x 72"




Works in the Exhibition

All works courtesy of the anist unless olherwise
noted, In the dimensions, heigh! precedes width
precedes depth.

TOM BUTTER

W, 1980
Fiberglass cloth with pobyester resin and dye
T2 % T % 78"

C.E, 1981
Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye
B2%W x 13 x 4"

L0, 1981
Fiberglass clath with polyester resin and dye
o x16x21"

JMN, 1581
Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye
104 x 9% x 9"

JW, 1981
Fibarglass cloth with polyester resin, dye, and
plgmeant
T2%W x 17 = 9%

KoM, 1981
Fiberglass cloth with polyaster resin and dye
899 x 29% x 18W"

M5, 1981
Fiberglass clath with polyester resin and dye
BT x11% x 8%"

5.5, 1881
Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye
BY x 26% x 40"

M, 1981

Fiberglass cloth with polyester resin and dye
57% x 16% x 5%"

TOM EVANS

Dawn, 1981
Qil on canvas
65 % 487
Jowrney, 1581
Qil on canvas
TBY x 144"

Quest, 1981
Qil on carvas
66 x 7AW"
Sowce, 1981
Qil on canvas
60 x 72"
Thrust, 1981
Qil on canvas
B0 x 72"

Approach, 1981
Pencil on paper
12% % 12%"

Leap, 1981
Graphite and colored pencil on paper
1% = 175"

Prafude, 1981
Graphite on paper
13% x 16%"

Storm, 1981
Pencil on paper
13% x 14°

JOHN FEKMER
Site-specific, mixed-media installation, 1981
Dimensions variable

Decay, 1979 (in collaboration with Fred Baca)
Black-and-white %" videotape with sound
14 min.
Toxic Wasles From A fo Z, 1981
Colar %* videolape
2 min,
Composed at New York University's Allarnale

Media Center as part of the Electronic Gallery

JUDITH HUDSON
Lipstick, 1981

Qil on canvas

48 x 48°

Mango, 1981
0il on canvas
48 x 487
Redeyes, 1981
Oil on canvas
36 x 367

Trespasser, 1581
Qil on canvas
48 = 48"

Walking on ihe Moon, 1981

Oil on canvas
B0 x 72"

incriminating Evidence, 1981
il an paper
42 3 3
Late Alternoan, 1981
Qil on papar
42 x 30
Nawvigalian, 1981
Qil on paper
42 x 30"
Mightcrawler, 1981
0il on paper
42 % 307

PETER JULIAN

Idols, 1981
Qil on canvas
Txa
Lion's Share, 1981
Ol on canvas
Diptych—7 x 4' each
Untitled, 1981
0il on canvas
B4 x 60°

Sieep Talk, 1980-81

Qil on paper
30% x 27%"



Ear Pull Mask, 1981
Walercodor, pencil, and graphite on paper
11 x 7%
Lintifted, 1981
Graphite on paper
Th x 54"
Uniithed, 1581
Gouache and walercolor on paper
T = 6"
Untitied, 1981
Graphile and colored pencil on paper
TH = 11w
Untited, 1981
Gouache on paper
Ol = 104~
Collection of Kathryn Wagner, Mew York

Untithed, 1981
Ink on paper
11 x 8%"
Unlitled, 1981
Gouache and watercolor on paper
114 x T%"
Lintithed, 1981
Graphite and crayon on paper
Max 3
Unitied, 1881
il an papar
Diptych—53 x 31 each

CHERYL LAEMMLE
Castle Insfalation, 1380-81

Qil on masonite

Dimensions variable
Angel, 1981

Qil on canvas

o4 x 72"
Pomegranate, 1981

il on canvas

36 x 48°
Shed 1981

Qil on canvas

B0Y: x BOW"

Uintitfed, 1981
Cil on canvas
3T x 40%~

Uintitied, 1981
Qil on canvas
41% = 31"

Lintitled, 1981
Cil on canvas
41% x 31"

Uriitted, 1981
Qil on canvas
404 x 36U

White Decoy, 1581
il on canvas
54 x T2
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Artists’ Statements, Selected Exhibitions, and Selected Bibliographies

Researched and compiled by Ann Philbin and Laura Wettersten

TOM BUTTER

Bomn in Amityville, New York, 1952. Attended Phila-
delphia College of Ar (B FA. 1975) and Washington
University, St. Louls, Missouri (M.F.A., 1977). Lives in
New York City.

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1980 Art for the Eighties, Galeria Durban, Caracas,

Venezuela (cat essay by Scott Cock)

Color, Light, and Mass: Ten Sculplovs, Hall-

walls, Buffalo (cat essay by G. Roger

Denson)

The First Enargrst Drawing Show, Stefanotti
, Mew Yaork

Tom Bufter/Paul Burln, Grace Borgenichi

Gallery, New York

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Articles and Reviews

Cohen, Ronny H. "Energism: An Attitude.” Artfarum,
val, 19, mo. 11 (September 1980}, pp. 16-25.

. & Survey of What, How, and Why Younger

American Arlisis Are Drawing S0 Much Today”

Drawing, vol. 3, no 2, (Summer 1981), pp. 25-29.

1981
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Foran, Jack, "Sculpture Show Combines Humar,
Artistic Concerns,” Buffalo Evening News, Feb-
ruary 25, 1981, Sec. 3.

Huntington, Richard. “'Color . .. Mass’, A Salistying
Show" Bulfalo Courer-Express, February 22,
1981, Sec. E.

Raynos, Vivien, “Art Paul Burlin, A Case of Decem-
ber Flowering,” New York Times, Seplember 11,
1981, Weekend Section, p. C21,

Silverthorne, Joan. “Reviews: Tom Butter,” Artforum,
vol. 20, no. 4 (December 1981}, p. 75.

TOM EVANS

Bom in 51 Paul Minnesola, 1943 Attended the

University ol Minnesola, Minneapolis (B.A., 1966
MF A, 1968). Lives in New York City.

SELECTED SOLO EXHIBITIONS
1968 Northrop Gallery, University of Minnesota,
Minnaapalis

1972 John Bermard Myers Gallery, New York
1973 John Bernard Myers Gallery, New York
1979 Max Hulchinson Gallery, Mew York

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1968 The 1968 Bienmial of Painfing and Sculpture,
Walker Art Canter, Minneapolis (cat.)

1971 Contemporary Rellections 1871-72, Aldrich
Museum of Contemporary Art, Ridgefisid,

Conn.

1872- Confemporary Reflections 1971-74 (orga-

T4 nized by the American Federation of Arts and

the Aldrich Museum of Contemparary Ar;
cal,; traveled)

1673 Bykert Gallery, Mew York

1978 Max Hulchinson Gallery, New York
Maravian College Sth Annual [nvitational
Exhibition, South Campus Gallery, Bethle-
ham, Panmn.
Seleciions Iram the Collection (New Acquisi-
tions, Gifis and Loans), Aldrich Museum of
Contempaorary Arl, Ridgefield, Cann.

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aricles and Reviews

Enrlich, Rebbie. “New York Foviews,” Arts Maga-
zing, val. 53, no. 9 (May 1979), p. 39,

Schwarlz, EBen. “Reviews," Arf News, vol. T8, no. 4
(April 1879), p. 162,

Artist's Publications

Evans, Tom. “MNouvelle Peinfure Américaing” Anl
Press [Paris], May 1979, p. 12; reprinled in
Guadalimar [Madrid], v. 4/43 (June 1979), p. 17.



JOHN FEKNER

Excerpts from a narrowcast with Steve Grivas on the
pirate radio station "WHAT" in Queens, New York,
1981

Born in New York Gity, 1950. Atlended MNew York
Institute of Technology, Mew York City (B.EA., 1972)
and Herbert H. Lehman College of the City
University of Mew York (MFA., 1975).

SELECTED SOLO EXHIBITIONS

1974 Hundred Acres Gallery, New York

1976 Lehman College Gallery, New York

1977- Mamenioes of & ing. Institute for

78 At and Urban Resources, PS. 1, Mew York

{pamphiat)

1878 Memaorial Gallery, University of Rochester,
Rochester, MY,

1979 Galleriet, Lund, Sweden
No TV/Read Galerie St Petri Archive o
Experimental and Marginal Art, Lund,
Sweden

1980 Ahiner Gallery, Stockholm, Swedan

Ban Shahn Hall, William Patterson College,
Wayna, N.J. (brochure)
Special Projects, Instilute for Al and Urban
Resources al P5. 1, New York

1881 Franklin Furnace, New York [performance]

PUBLIC INSTALLATIONS

1977 Instant This Instani That, Queens and
Manhatian, New York
Random [Dales, Queens and Manhatian,
Mew York

1978- Warning Signs, Oueens and the Bronx, Mew

B1 York

1880 Historical Notes, Queens, New York
The Metfro Stencils, Toromnto

1981 Gaorman Park, Queens, New York

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1975 A Change of View, Aldrich Museum of
Contemporary Art, Ridgefield, Conn.

1976 Anistz 76, Queens Museum, Mew York (cal)
55 Mercer Invitational, 55 Mercer, New York
A Month of Sundays, Institute for Art and
Urban Resources at RS, 1, New York

1977- Works of the 70's, Institute for Af and Urban

79 Resources at PS. 1, New York (raveled in

Europe)

1978 The Deteciive Show, Gorman Park, Queens,

Mew York (curator and paricipant)

The Pool, CW Post College, Greenvale, MY,

1979 Dvawing, Hal Bromm Gallery, New York
Formnm'“ $Amt Forgione estate, Oid West-

;;_:aiw's. Lehman College Gallery, Meaw
Mini Utstalling, Galleri Wallnuy, Malmao,
Sweden

The Sidney and Francis Lawis Cortemporary
Art Fund Collection, The Virginia Museum of
Fine Arts, Richmond (cat. essay by Rebecca
Massia)
Temporary Siles, Washingion Project for the
Aris, Washingion, D.C.
Time Fuse Alliludes, Balderup Institute at the
Kullen Reservate, Arild, Sweden (cat.
forthcoming)

18680 whtﬁmm it City, ABC No Rio, Mew

Gilen O'Brian’s TV Party, MCTV, New York
Grafiiti Show, Fashion Moda, New York
Mudd Video, Mudd Club, New York
Murder Suicide Junk, ABC No Rio, Mew York
Papier Maché Video Institute, Mew Haven
Public Policy Show, 626 Broadway, New York
65 x 12, The Drawing Center, Mew York

hl



Some New Faces, MCTV, New York

1980- Evenis: Fashion Moda, Taller Boricua,

81 Arlists Imdfe Artists, The Mew Musaum,
Mew York (cal essay by Lynn Gumper)
Queensiles, Queans, Mew York [sound
projects transmitted on pirate radio]
Animals in the Arsenal, Central Park Zoo Bird
House, Mew York (organized by City Wildlife
Projects)
Atlanta: An Ernevgency Exhibition, Group
Material, New York
Bienal de S8o0 Paulo, S50 Paulo (cat)
Coco Crystal Show, MCTV, Mew York (in
collaboration with Fred Boca)
Coney Island Show, Coney Island, New York
(organized by Allernate Media Conference)
Wsm 345 Lafayette Gallery, New
Conlemporary Ars Center, New Orleans
Pictures Lig, The Kitchen, New York
Sireatworks, Washington Project for the Arts,
Washington, D.C.
10ih Anniversary. Galerie S:4 Petri Archive of
Experimental and Marginal Art, Lund,
Sweden

1981

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Articles and Reviews

Ancona, Victor. "Video Documentation: For Privale
or Public Purposes,” Videography [Mew York),
vol. 6, no. 9 (September 1981), pp. 81-87.

Berntsson, Asa. "Rum for refleklioner” Spdsvenska
Dagbiadet [Sweden), Movember 8, 1979,

Cassel, Boo (frans.). “John Fekner ach Peter Fend.
Ett mite i New York Palelten [Goteborg,
Sweden], vol. 1 (1980), pp. 22-25.

Cuvelier, Pascaling. "Stralegien en Ville," Liberalion
[Paris], May 17, 1981, pp. 17-19.

Glueck, Grace. "An People: Monezuma and the
PS5.1 Kids,™ Mew Yovk Times, April 15,1977, p. C20.

Goldstein, Richard, "On Zephyr, Fulura, on Crash
and Alii In Praise of Graffiti—The Fire Down
Below," Village Voice, vol. 25, no. 52 (December
2, 1980), pp. 55-58.

Gruen, John, “On Art Eight Scho Shows," Soho
Waekly News, vol. 2, no. 4 {Oclober 31, 1974),
pp. 16, 27,

Lippard, Lucy. A Chid's Garden of Horrars,” Village
Voice, vol 26, no. 26 (June 24, 1881}, p. B3.

Marzoratl, Gerald. “Arful Dodger” Soho Weekly
Mews, vol. 5, no. 53 (May 18, 1978), p. 10.

Mordren, Sune. “Industrialismens Fossiler,” Dagens
Nyhetar [Sweden], May 30, 1980,

Perreault, John "Painting is as Painting Does,” Soho
Weekly Naws, vol. 5, no. 32 (May 12, 1977}, p. 20.
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Richard, Paul. "Out of the Galleries & into the Streets
—The Mischievous Ar of the Wrban Guerrnlla,”
Washinglon Post, March 24, 1981, p. BI.

Zimmer, William, “Cross Bronx Expressly” Soho
News, vol. 18, no. 14 {December 30, 1980}, p. 23.

Artist's Publications

Fekner, John. Srencd Projects: Lumd & MNew Yark/
1978-1979 {included "John Fekner/Peter Fend,
An Urban Discussion/M.Y.C. July 19797) Lund:
Edition Sellem, 1979,

——, John Fekner/ Queensites (with foreword by
Leif Eriksson). New York: Edition Wedgepress &
Cheese [lorihcoming].

JUDITH HUDSON

Born in Glenridge, Mew Jersey, 1946, Attended
University of Colorado, Boulder (BEA., 1967) and
Califcenia College of Ars and Crafts, Oakland
{M.EA., 1974). Lives in New York Gity.

SELECTED SOLO EXHIBITIONS

1974 Isabel Percy Wesl Gallery, Calilornia College
ol Arls and Crafts, Oakiand

1976 San Francisco Af Instilule, San Francisco

1977 California State University A Gallery,
Sacramento

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1972 Mid Amenca, Kansas City Ar Museumn,
Kansas City, Mo. {raveled to 5i. Louis Ar
Museum)

1973 Anmnual Exhitition, Richmond A Canler,
Richmond, Calif. {also 1574)

1974 The 1974 San Francisco Arf Instifute Armnual
San Francisco (also 1975, 1976)

1975 Four Wornen, Women's Art Cenler, San
Francisco

1877 Los Angeles Instituie of Contemporary Ar,

Los Angeles



1980 Setechions 12, The Drawing Center, New York
1981 Mine Painters invited, Lowis Meisel Gallery,
Mew ork

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aricles and Reviews

Albright, Thomas. “The Vilal Work of Four Women,"
This Worth [San Francisco), September 1976,

Lippard, Lucy “Household Images in Art” Ms.
Magazine, vol. 1, no. 9 (March 1973), pp. 22-25
[see Judith O1t].

PETER JULIAN

Born in Bulfalo, New York, 1952, Attended Southern
Methodis! University, Dallas, Texas (BFA, 1975)
Lives in New York City.

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1975 University Galleries, Southern Methodist
University, Dallas

Miniature Show, DW. Gallery, Dallas
Bologna Art Fair, Italy (organized by
Organization of Independent Artists; fraveled
to Institute for Art and Urban Resources at
PS. 1, New York, as Postcard Size Arf)
Gilt/Wrap. DW. Gallery, Dallas

1976
1978

1978

1980 Peter Jwian/Kathryn Wagner loft at 74
Grand Street, New York (organized by the
arlisis)

Texas Fing Aris Associalion Annual National
Exhibition, Laguna Glana Art Museum,
Austin, Tex. (cat)

The Times Sguare Show, Seventh Avenua
and 4151 Street, New York (organized by
Collaborative Projects, Inc.)
Mattingly-Baker Gallery, Dallas

Peter Julfian/Bi Norfer, lan Birkstead
Gallery, Mew York

Sslactions 15, Drawing Center, New Yark
Small Works, B0 Washinglon Square East
Galleries, Mew York University, Mew York

1981

CHERYL LAEMMLE

Bom in Minneapolis, Minnesola, 1947 Attended
Humbolt State University, Arcata, California (B.A.,

1974) and Washington State University, Puliman,
Wasghinglon (MFA_, 1978). Lives in New York City.

SELECTED SOLO EXHIBITIONS

1977 Manolides Galery, Seatile

1980 Special Projects, Institute for Art and Lrban
Resouwrces al PS. 1, New York

SELECTED GROUP EXHIBITIONS

1874 Foyer Gallery, Humboldt State University,

Arcata, Calil. {also 1975, 1976)

Monolides Gallery, Seattle

Pacilic Northwest Arls, Bellevue Arns

Festival, Bellevue, Wash.

Painting and Sculplure, Tacoma Art

Museumn, Tacoma

Spokane Annual Arf Exhibilion, Spokane

Graduafe Rewew Show, Museum of Ar,

Washington State Unéversity, Pullman

Greenwood Galleries, Seattle

King Tul Group Exhibition, Kiku Gallery,

Seatfle

Maslars Thesis Show, Museum of Art,

Washington State University, Pullman

1979 112 Greene Sireel, New York

1980- Mixed Media/Mived Minds, University of

81 Morth Dakota, Grand Fork (traveled 10

Carpus Christi Art Museum, Texas as The
Figure)

1881 Proctor Art Center, Bard College. Annan-
dale-on-Hudsan, M.Y.

1977

18978

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
Zimmer, Williarn. “School's Qut.” Soho News, June
11, 1980, p. 61.
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