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The message of any medium or technology is the change of scale or
pace or pattern that it introduces into human affairs.
—Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media, 1964

Peaking in the wake of mid-1960s World’s Fair optimism, Op
art lost its critical appeal as it shifted almost overnight from
canvas into clothing design, poster art, and shopping mall
supergraphics. Since the 1980s, however, numerous artists
have revisited perceptual phenomena such as pulsating pat-
terns, afterimages, vibrating illusionistic space, and other sen-
sations often associated with altered states. post-hypnotic
examines the resurgence of pronounced optical effects in the
work of twenty-eight painters living in the U.S., Europe, and
Japan. Although some of the paintings selected are isolated
instances of Op in the work of artists for whom such concerns
are secondary, my desire was to present enough examples of a
tendency to argue that it is not an aberration, but a serious
consideration among a wide range of artists.

The kind of vibratory, multifocal opticality addressed here is
not the exclusive property of Bridget Riley, Victor Vasarely,
Richard Anuskiewicz, and others specifically associated with
Op—it is present also in work by Barnett Newman, Andy
Warhol, Ellsworth Kelly, Sol LeWitt, Robert Indiana, and even
in Jasper Johns’ color-reversed Flags. In his artist roster for “The
Responsive Eye” exhibition at MoMA in 1965—generally con-
sidered the alpha and omega of Op—curator William Seitz
included Agnes Martin, Larry Bell, Morris Louis, Kenneth
Noland, and Frank Stella, artists only peripherally engaged in
what the curator termed “perceptual abstraction.” A question
Seitz asks in the concluding paragraph of his catalogue essay
is quite telling of the conceptual difference between 60s

perceptual abstraction and the work in post-hypnotic: “Can such
works, that refer to nothing outside themselves, replace with
psychic effectiveness the content that has been abandoned?™

Although post-hypnotic is not intended primarily as a “decon-
struction” of a past movement, as was characteristic in the
80s,? the work in the exhibition, referencing both post-war
abstraction and aspects of daily life such as corporate architec-
ture, TV commercials and cartoons, domestic furnishings, and
computer-generated design, could hardly be considered
contentless. In an age characterized by cultural amnesia, it
tracks, in a critically informed way, the ever-accelerating
transmutation of art into pop culture and back into art again.
Heraclitus’ maxim—that one cannot bathe in the same river
twice—is of particular relevance to anyone trying to figure out
how (in our post-movement time) art of one period can really
relate to that of another.

First of all, very few of the paintings shown here could have
been conceived of in the 60s—the imprint of digital media and
the culture’s full absorption of psychedelia, rock music, and
television was still yet to come. But perhaps the more salient
issue is that classic Op art no longer registers in our Cartoon
Networked eyes and Y2K minds the way it did when it had its
moment of glory at MoMA in 1965. It is sensibility which
invests meaning in art, and sensibility changes like the waters
in Heraclitus’ stream. New art is constantly altering the mean-
ing of earlier art. As the recent Bridget Riley retrospective at the
Serpentine Gallery in London demonstrates, Damien Hirst,
Philip Taaffe, Peter Davies, and Karin Davie didn't just respond
to and recontextualize the work of the celebrated British Op
artist, they recreated it in their own image.
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Whatever theory of evolution, death, resurrection, or reincar-
nation of painting you subscribe to, one thing is plain to
anyone who bothers to take a close look: painting is trying to
get out of itself, to spring into the more travelled zones of the
semiotic spectrum. Ironically, one of the most intriguing ways
in the 90s to accomplish this escape act is not, as in previous
decades or in current installation-based art, to abandon the
format of a two-dimensional rectangular support hung on a
wall, but rather to subvert it while embracing it. In order to
avoid the Euclidian confines of linear perspective and the
equally limiting high modernist delusion of flatness, the artists
in post-hypnotic choose to create a space situated neither
through the canvas nor on its surface, but one that projects
outward into the viewer’s realm. This is screen-based thinking,
practiced intuitively by the first two generations of image
makers for whom television and computers are not mere
inventions, but the tangible apparitions which convey experi-
ence. Responding to the mesmerizing patterns in their work
that emerge like rainbows in pools of oil and water, we become
conscious of a layer that removes itself from the support—
exists outside of painting—despite the grounding references to
modernist painting's heyday in the 1950s and 60s.

Variations in color, brightness, movement, perspective, symmetry,
and replication provide finer gradation of the subjective experience.
These are not just visual phenomena, but sensory form constants that
are apparent in any spatially-extended sense. Initially, we thought
these spatial configurations reflected some anatomic structure; then
we tried mapping it to some prototypical function. Now, neuro-
science is not sure what their physical correlates are, but many
people do suspect that the form constants point to some deep,
fundamental aspect of perception.

Synesthesia is projected. It is perceived externally in peri-personal
space, the limb-axis space immediately surrounding the body, never
at a distance as in the spatial teloreception of vision or audition. My
subject DS, for example, . . . on hearing music, also sees objects—
falling gold balls, shooting lines, metallic waves like oscilloscope
tracings—that float on a “screen” six inches from her nose.

—Richard Cytowic, “Synesthesia: Phenomenology and Neuropsychology,”
Psyche, 2 (10), July 1995, 4.3, 7.3.

The above passages on synesthesia (“joined sensation”), the
rare capacity to hear colors, see sounds, taste shapes or see cer-
tain letters as having individual colors, suggest a connection
between the crossover of sight and sound occurring in this
condition (which incidentally fascinated Kandinsky, the com-
poser Scriabin, and other artists, poets, and musicians near the
turn of the century’ who were attempting a fusion of the arts)
and the “external layer” of painting discussed in the preceding
paragraph. As synesthesia is a projected phenomenon, so is our
disorienting response to optical art—on extended viewing, pat-
terns appear to float between the painting (especially those by
Michael Scott, Tad Griffin, and Susie Rosmarin) and the viewer
in a manner similar to Dr. Cytowic’s subject’s perception of a
floating screen. Does our inability to focus on an image open a
gateway to “phylogenetically older, subcortical brain structures
involved in emotion and other primal functions”?!
Neuroscientists’ theories about “form constants” predating the
separation of sensory pathways shed light on our powerful
attraction to flickering lights, sensations of deep space, and
repeated geometric patterning—phenomena exploited on a
grand scale by the Catholic Church (stained glass, towering
spires), city planners (grids of roadways with streetlights on
every corner), domestic designers (wallpaper patterns, clothing
and bedsheet design), and, of course, corporate advertising.
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Painting’s ability to project beyond itself argues for its
continued relevance at the millennial crossroads—it is at once
a sign of the hand, a surrogate for our corporeality, and a
precursor to the virtual nexus of “graphical user interface.” Yet
unlike a digital file, in which every duplicate is an original,
a painting is also a distinct mark in time, a marking of time. It
is an experience by the artist of movement and additive process
through time, which in turn unfolds before the viewer who
encounters it at a later time. Painting is a pathway created
through the registering of a trace, whether expressed in grid
format (Halley, Griffin, Grabner, Morris, Scott, Schuyff, Ros-
marin), in circular format (Dagley, Taaffe, Clarkson, Armleder,
Robinson), or in combination (Moody, Bleckner, Ledgerwood,
Siena). From the city grid to the internet, from the industrial to
the post-digital, roads and electronic pathways have progres-
sively decreased the amount of time it takes to get information
from one place to another. Someone halfway around the world
can hear a speaker’s voice a fraction of a second earlier than a
person sitting in the back of the lecture hall. Paradoxically, the
artists in post-hypnotic slow down this passage of time, con-
verting spatial elements—grids, circles, dots, or stripes—into
temporal ones, measuring out sensation like the ticks of an
atomic clock.

The TV image . . . exists by light through rather than by light on, and
the image so formed has the quality of sculpture and icon, rather than
of picture.

—MclLuhan, op. cit.

We can posit a progression from Seurat’s optical rebuilding of
color from points of contrasting hue, coinciding with mid-
nineteenth century color theories by Chevreul and Rood, to

Kandinsky’s synesthetic correlation of tone, hue and pitch in
music and art in his influential 1910 publication, Concerning
the Spiritual in Art, to Duchamp’s Rotoreliefs and Rotary Demi-
spheres of the 1920s and 30s, rendering the third dimension
visible through the rotation of irregular spirals on cardboard or
glass, to Warhol’s acrid color schemes and mass repetition of
single images, closely anticipating the trancelike repeated
cadences of rock music, to Op art, infusing formalist abstraction
with Gestalt and other theories of perception, to Neo-Geo in
the 80s, converting Op into high-gloss simulacra, and finally to
the artists in this exhibition, reflecting on the overwhelming
effect of the digital landscape. As alluded to above, however,
both Op and screen-seeing really begin with stained glass win-
dows in Gothic cathedrals—illuminated from outside, from
behind, offering not the reflection of light, but light itself. These
geometric arrangements of variously hued glass fragments are
the true progenitors of pixels on a computer screen.

Op’s burgeoning and diverse presence in the work of emerging
artists suggests that it is an ongoing concern. The 80s emphasis
on simulation and “faster paintings” has diminished in favor of
the phenomenological, the temporal, and the experiential. A
revived interest in modernist abstraction combines with
far-reaching popular reference in paintings that may appear at
first glance to be nothing more than patterned stripes, spots,
concentric circles, or spirals. Investigating what Fred Tomaselli
has called “the mechanics of seduction,” the work in this
exhibition links the “form constants” of inner experience,
perceived spatially and temporally, with the increasingly
complex structures of the everyday world.
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GOG Suite, 1996, silkscreen ink on paper, 19 58 x 19 5/8 inches




The Arrangement of Things, 1982, oil on canvas, 96 x 162 inches
opposite: Brothers’ Swords, 1986, oil on canvas, 108 x84 inches
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born: 1969, washington, d.c. lives in bloo

stratton cherouny’s studio looks like a

and dots he pours onto his “canvases” (small
cut plywood). The paintings are built up layer by layer
over months creating an aggregate effe‘ét not unlike

effects, such as the complementary hued
in Untitled #25. These paintings induce the
e that if only we could stand back far enough, the
ssely-cropped dot patterns might coalesce into
lizable images.

detail: Untitled #25, 1998, acrylic polymer and pigment on
wood,12 7/8 inches diameter. Private collection

Untitled #34, 1998, acrylic polymer and pigment on wood,12 778 inches diameter

19
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Iris Seventh Avenue Style, 1998, enamel on wood with light bulbs, 47 inches diameter x 2 inches




Primary Color Vortex, 1995, acrylic on canvas, 72x72 inches
opposite: Concentric Sequence, 1996, acrylic and pencil on canvas, 72x72 inches
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1998, oil on canvas, 72 x 96 inches
lection Michael Ovitz

Wanted, 1998, oil on canvas, 96 inches
opposite: Over, 1998, oil on canvas, 72 x 60 inches
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born: 195*‘6, houston. lives in houston.

: y'spaceci "h(')r 7
jion-like surfaces bridge
gap between Op art, gestural abstraction, and technical
ephemera such as selsmographs and EEGs. To achleve

A L —rr

this_high-speed_digital_[ook, the_artist drags. paint.with.

“specially fabricated squeegees across a gessoed, sanded

canvasi Iegvmg hgngregg Q ;mglg g_sj__ﬂl_ﬂ:l‘l.pe&_

Echolate 8, 1994, oil on canvas, 82x72 inches
opposite: Untitled L, 1995, oil on canvas, 72 x 56 inches
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Red Cell, 1988, acrylic, Day-Glo acrylic, Roll-a-Tex on canvas, 93 x 108 x 3 inches




, 1986, enamel o

Untitled (hole painting), 1987, enamel on wood, 48x48x 2 inches
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Crowd, 1992, acrylic on canvas, 761/4x 51 3/8 inches
opposite: Dots Accumulation, 1995, acrylic on canvas, 115x901/2 inche
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In the Groove, 1996, oil and wax on canvas, 84 x 96 inches

49

born: 1959, brazil, indiana. lives in oak park, illinois.

In the Abstract Expressionist period, pure color was
entwined with notions of transcendence. In Barnett
Newman’s work, massive planes were meant to invoke
ecstatic feeling, while the slow differentiation of virtually
identical hues in Ad Reinhardt’s black-on-black paintings
resembled a zen-like road to enlightenment. As one stares
at the vast, engulfing field of yellow flecked with white
daubs in In the Groove, the “whites” gradually yield up
faint tints of purple, pulsing in and out of the surrounding
complementary color. Yet in contrast to, say, Rothko's rec-
tangles, which glowed with an immanent, interior light
and supposedly existed independent of all external refer-
ence, judy ledgerwood seems just as concerned with
mediation as meditation: her soft brushy orbs resemble
out-of-focus Ben Day dots hitting the canvas from some
distant projector.

detail: In the Groove, 1996, oil and wax on canvas, 84 x 96 inches
Courtesy Feigen Contemporary, New York
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Harlot, 1992, acrylic gel medium on polished stainless steel, 48 x48x 1 inches
opposite: Freeway, 1997, oil on perspex, 471/4x 47 1/4 inches
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Discs, 1998, photocopies, linen tape, 291/2x27 inches
opposite: Greater, 1997, photocopies, linen tape, 88 x 78 inches
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born: 1967, u.s. lives in london and Rew york:

The hard-edge grids in sarah morris® Midtown series flip-
flop between skewed Mondrians and photographically
exaggerated closeups of classic glass-and-steel architec-
ture. She besgins her process by shooting pictures of
Manhattan skyscrapers from below, €apturing the cool
fascination and architectural intimidation of the American
corporate behemoth. She then renders these close-
cropped images on canvas in household enamel (some-
times with an intermediate digital manipulation)yielding
a buff surface that mimigessthe slick sheen and reflectivity
ofuthe facades. Color shifts are determined by available
light as'well as the reflections of other buildings captured
in‘the mirrorlike glass panels. With Bathroom.Floor (Las
Vegas), she pursuesthesbehemoth indoors, depicting casi-
no bathroom tile as an enlarged pattern of diamonds with
phantom afterimage shadows flickering at the intersec-
tions. Shuttling between image and abstraction, floor and
wall, the painting eonnects high modernism (the utopian
vision of autonomous abstraction) with high rolling (the
ersatz utopia of Vegas design).

detail: Midtown—Paine Webber Building (with neons), 1998,
gloss household paint on canvas, 53 1/2 x 53 1/2 inches.
Paine Webber Croup Inc., New York
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February, 1997, oil enamel on canvas, 75x75 inches
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Die of Pleasure, 1998, acrylic on Styrofoam, 82 x 72 inches
opposite: Wanna Be Happy Be Happy, 1995, oil and acrylic on Styrofoam,
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1 inches
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Blue Flash, 1999, acrylic on canvas, 43 x37 inches
opposite: Static Study #45 (detail), 1998, acrylic on canvas, 84 x71 inches
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Untitled, 1987, acrylic on linen, 120x 120 inches
opposite: Untitled, 1986, acrylic on linen, 90x 66 inches
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Untitled, 1999, enamel on aluminum, 33 x 17 inches
opposite: The History of Memory Part 1, 1993, enamel on aluminum, 78 x 59 inches
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born: 1957, .oceanside, california. lives in.new york.

“jamessiena’s labyrinthine pathways meandersomewhere
between-Frank 'Stella’s-early stripes; Islamic tiles,~and
Australian-aberiginal-painting. Eschewing the'scale associated
with Ab Ex-is-ness, Siena.prefers tordraw-the viewer with-
in-whispering distance of-his-mesmeric. webs-of line-and
saturated- pools-of “color rendered - in-enamel. The slick
surface and aluminum ‘support belie“the quirky nature of
his-intoxicating. markmaking."As the poet-Geoffrey Young
observes;“no two of his-lines.« . are precisely the same,
no~two. edges-or-widths or /lengths ‘exhibit a-shred ‘of

mechanical reproduction.”' Like a Celtic menk laboring-. ™

over-an-illuminated ‘manus¢ript, Siena inscribes-endless
networks that.shimmer and pulsate, revealing their-intri=
cate-geometries over time, verging on but stopping just
short of representation.

1Geoffrey Young, “The Finish Line % James Siena, Christinerose Gallery,
New: York, 1997.

detail: Nesting Connected, 1998, enamel on aluminum, 19 1/2 X 1518 inches.
Courtesy Christinerose Gallery, New:York
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Twirly Three, 1995,

enamel on aluminum, 29 x 22 3/ inches
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opposite: ave s, collage, synthetic polymer paint and resin on wood, 60 x 60 inches




Freefalling Farewell, 1999, acrylic and latex on wood, 30x30x 3 inches




As a title for a show of latter-day optical art, “post-hypnotic”
hits the bull’s eye on several counts. Obviously it’s a sly
double entendre, referencing the subliminal messages
 suspected to lurk within psychedelic- type art, while
e same time mocking the art. world's mania for his-
torical labels. The pun, in tum, puts ironic quotation
'-a:rks a.r@und the exhibit, allowing the artists to partici-
h a “movement” and at the same time distance
Vi frem these much mahgned (oversmplzfled

~ As an art-historical neologism, post—hyp'n'otic” seems
; ;a»bsurd on tts face Was an art ever classufled solely as

The ctas c Op ar‘t of Brldget Rlley and Victor
ooly stnpes -and kme‘t:c colors reveled in for

show cer-
to it in the

:nquestion—
e early 60s,

: ._could be bramwashed—and one of them cond[tmned to
be a remorseless assassin—in a mere three-day time span,
whereas now the process would be expected to take . . .
oh, at least a month. During that credulous era, science
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seemed to have no limits; the unlocking of the secrets of
the mind seemed imminent. Since then, technology has
proven just as adept at dumbingus down as enlightening us.

Although Op art packed audiences into museums in the
60s, and the “trip sequence” in Stanley Kubrick’s 2007 : A
Space Odyssey was considered mind-blowing in its day,
optical bombardment has since become standard operat-
ing procedure in film, video, and advertising. Thousands
of computer-generated spheres, whirling through vertigi-
nous space, assault theatre audiences—and that’s just in
the “no smoking” message. Star Wars' “jump to hyper-
space,” The VR universe in Lawnmower Man, the flicker-
ing, Piranesian zeroes-and-ones in The Matrix are but a
few examples of the “trip through infinity” that is now an
obligatory feature of science-fiction films. IMAX theatres
have gotten into the act, offering 3-D trips into high-speed
digital funhouses. The list goes on and on: MTV, arcade
games, CD covers—where isn't Op art used today?

Perhaps to make art that is “post-hypnotic” is to acknowl-
edge that Op art has reached a point of maximum satura-
tion in our culture—that it’s as common, overused and
debased in the media as pictures of teenage girls wearing
eye shadow (well, maybe not that common). Yet just as
artists ranging from Cindy Sherman to John Currin have

4 sought new approaches to the “babe,” artists in the post-

hypnotic era continue to find ways to inject fresh con-

tent—social, allegorical, autobiographical, material—into

+ . Op. This exhibit represents a near-encyclopedic com-
~_ pendium of these strategies.
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*denotes works reproduced but not included in the exhibition

bold numbers denote page numbers

dimensions: height precedes width precedes depth

John Armleder

12, 13. GOG Suite, 1996

Silkscreen ink on paper

19 s/8 x 19 58 inches

2 prints from a suite of 13, #19 of ed. 25
Courtesy Sollertis Gallery, Toulouse

Ross Bleckner

16.* The Arrangement of Things, 1982

Oil on canvas, 96 x 162 inches

Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. Reproduced
with permission. © 1999 Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston. All Rights Reserved.

Photo: courtesy Mary Boone Gallery, New York

17. Brothers’ Swords, 1986

Qil on canvas, 108x 84 inches

The Broad Art Foundation, Santa Monica,
California

Photo: courtesy Mary Boone Gallery, New York

Stratton Cherouny

18, 19. Untitled #29 and #34, 1998
Acrylic polymer and pigment on wood
127/8 inches diameter

Courtesy the artist

David Clarkson

22.* Performance-enhanced, 1998
Enamel on wood with lightbulbs
28x28x2 inches

Courtesy Derek Eller Gallery, New York
Photo: courtesy the artist

23, Iris Seventh Avenue Style, 1998
Enamel on wood with light bulbs
47 inches diameter x 2 inches
Private collection

Mark Dagley

24.* Primary Color Vortex, 1995
Acrylic on canvas, 72 x72 inches
Courtesy Galerie Bischofberger,
Ziirich

25. Concentric Sequence, 1996
Aenylic and pencil on canvas, 72 x 72 inches
Courtesy UP & Co, New York

Karin Davie

28. Wanted, 1998

Oil on canvas, 72 x96 inches
Collection Ernesto Esposito

Courtesy the artist and Marianne Boesky
Gallery, New York

29.* Over, 1998

Oil on canvas, 72 x60 inches

Collection Victoria Love

Photo: courtesy Marianne Boesky Gallery

Steve Di Benedetto

30.* Untitled, 1989

Acrylic on canvas, 30x 30 inches
Photo: courtesy Tony Shaifrazi Gallery,
New York

31. Scan, 1989
Acrylic on canvas, 120 x42 inches
Courtesy Tony Shafrazi Gallery, New York

Michelle Grabner

34. Screen #2 (orange), 1998-99
Enamel on medex, 32 x 34 inches
Courtesy Ten in One Gallery, New York

35.* Fuzzy Blkt #4, 1998
Enamel and flock/medex, 28 x 24 inches
Courtesy Rocket Gallery, London

Tad Griffin

36. Echolate 8, 1994

Qil on canvas, 82 x72 inches
Courtesy the artist and Texas Gallery,
Houston

37.* Untitled L, 1995

Qil on canvas, 72 x 56 inches
Courtesy the artist and Texas Gallery,
Houston

Peter Halley

40. Red Cell, 1988

Day-Glo acrylic, Roll-a-Tex on canvas

93 x 108 x 3 inches

The Broad Art Foundation, Santa Monica,
Califoria
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Peter Halley

41.* A Dangerous Game, 1993

Day-Glo acrylic, and Roll-a-Tex on canvas
84 s/8 x 90 3/4 inches

Collection Mickey Beyer

Photo: courtesy the artist

Jim Isermann

42.* Untitled (fabric wall-hanging), 1993
Pieced cotton and cotton-blend quilt top,
76 x 76 inches

Photo: courtesy Feature Inc., New York

43. Untitled (hole painting), 1987
Enamel on wood, 48 x 48 x 2 inches
Courtesy the artist, Feature Inc., New York,
and Richard Telles Fine Art, Los Angeles

Yayoi Kusama

46. Crowd, 1992

Acrylic on canvas, 76 1/4 x 51 3/8 inches
Courtesy Robert Miller Gallery,

New York

47.* Dots Accumulation, 1995
Acrylic on canvas, 115 x 90 172 inches
Courtesy Robert Miller Gallery,

New York

Judy Ledgerwood

48.* Groovin on Lemon & Silver, 1996
Oil and wax on canvas, 84 x 96 inches
Courtesy Feigen Contemporary, New York

49, In the Groove, 1996
Oil and wax on canvas, 84 x 96 inches
Courtesy Feigen Contemporary, New York

Jason Martin

52. Harlot, 1992

Acrylic gel medium on stainless steel

48 x 48 x 1 inches

Courtesy Robert Miller Gallery, New York

53.* Freeway, 1997

Oil on perspex, 47 1/4 x 47 1/4 inches
Collection C.M. Leonard

Photo: courlesy Robert Miller Gallery,
New York

Tom Martinelli

54.* Untitled #9626, 1997
Acrylic on canvas, 70 x 76 inches
Courtesy the artist

55. Untitled #9546, 1995
Acrylic on canvas, 76 x 70 inches
Courtesy the artist

Tom Moody

58.* Discs, 1998

Photocopies, linen tape

29 1/2 x 27 inches

Courtesy Derek Eller Gallery, New York

59. Greater, 1997
Photocopies, linen tape

88 x 78 inches

Courtesy Derek Eller Gallery

Sarah Morris

60.* Horizontal Blinds, 1997
Gloss household paint on canvas
84 x 84 inches

Courtesy White Cube, London

61. Bathroom Floor (Las Vegas), 1997
Gloss household paint on canvas,

72 x 72 inches

Collection Arlene B. Richman

Aaron Parazette

64. February, 1997

Oil enamel on canvas, 75 x 75 inches
Collection June W. Mattingly

65.* Horizon Light, 1997

Qil enamel on canvas, 75 x 75 inches
Courtesy the artist and Texas Gallery,
Houston

Bruce Pearson

66.* Die of Pleasure, 1998

Acrylic on styrofoam, 82 x 72 inches
Courtesy Ronald Feldman Fine Arts,
New York

67. Wanna Be Happy Be Happy, 1995
Oil and acrylic on styrofoam,

96 x 71 inches

Collection of Sean Jason Gelb, M.D.

Walter Robinson

70, Green Velvet, 1986

Oil enamel on canvas, 36 x 36 inches
Collection the artist

71. | am Mad, | am Drowning, 1986
Latex and oil enamel on canvas

36 x 36 inches

Collection the artist

Susie Rosmarin

72.* Blue Flash, 1999

Acrylic on canvas, 43 x37 inches
The Beresford-Ritchie Collection
Courtesy Angstrom Gallery, Dallas

73. Static Study #45, 1998
Acrylic on canvas, 84 x71 inches
Courtesy the artist and Texas Gallery

Peter Schuyff

76.* Untitled, 1987

Acrylic on linen, 120x 120 inches
Photo: courtesy Pat Hearn Gallery,
New York

77. Untitled, 1986
Acrylic on linen, 90 x 66 inches
The Broad Art Foundation

Michael Scott

78.* Untitled, 1999

Enamel on aluminum, 33 x 17 inches
Courtesy Sandra Gering Gallery, New York
Photo: courtesy the artist

79. The History of Memory Part 1, 1993
Enamel on aluminum, 78 x 59 inches
Courtesy Sandra Gering Gallery

James Siena

82. Battery, 1997

Enamel on aluminum, 29 x 22 3/4 inches
Collection of Sean Jason Gelb, M.D.
Photo: courtesy Christinerose Gallery,
New York

83. Twirly Three, 1995
Enamel on aluminum, 29 x 22 3 inches
Courtesy Christinerose Gallery, New York
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David Szafranski

84.* God is in the Details, 1998
Digital ink jet print on paper
Variable dimensions

Courtesy the artist

85. Bra Sale, 1998

Digital ink jet print on paper
Variable dimensions
Courtesy the artist

Philip Taaffe

88.* Big Iris, 1985

Linoprint collage and acrylic on canvas
63 x63 inches

Courtesy Gagosian Gallery, New York

89. Brest, 1985

Linoprint collage and acrylic on canvas
1103/4x 110374 inches

Rubell Family Collection, Miami

Photo: courtesy Gagosian Gallery, New
York

Fred Tomaselli

90, Thirteen Thousand, 1992
Aspirin, acrylic, and resin on wood
48 x 47 inches

Collection Jim Kempner

91.* Bird Blast, 1997

Leaves, pills, collage, synthetic polymer
paint and resin on wood

60 x 60 inches

Museum of Modern Art, New York

Gift of Douglas S. Cramer

Yek

94.* Freefalling Farewell, 1999
Acrylic and latex on wood
30x30x3 inches

Collection David Reed

Photo: courtesy the artist

95. Madness Comes Quickly, 1998
Acrylic and latex on wood
48x48x7 inches

Courtesy Angstrom Gallery, Dallas



The following were exhibited only at University Galleries,
and are not individually reproduced in the catalogue:

John Armleder

GOG Suite, 1996

silkscreen ink on paper

19 5/8 x19 5/8 inches

4 prints from a suite of 13, #19 of ed. 25
Courtesy Sollertis Gallery, Toulouse

Stratton Cherouny

Untitled #20, #24, #25, #30, #31, #32,
#33, all 1998

acrylic polymer and pigment on wood
127/8 inches diameter

Courtesy the artist

David Clarkson

Afterimage Painting (orange), 1998
(included in installation shot, p. 97)
enamel in wood with light bulbs
47 inches diameter x 2 inches
Private collection

Michelle Grabner

Screen #1 (yellow), 1998-99

enamel on medex

32 x 34 inches

Courtesy Ten in One Gallery, New York

Screen #3 (beige), 1998-99

enamel on medex

32 x 34 inches

Courtesy Ten in One Gallery, New York

Walter Robinson

Privileged Domain, 1986
latex and oil enamel on canvas
36 x 36 inches

Collection the artist

The Heat of the Climate, 1986
latex and oil enamel on canvas
36 %36 inches

Collection the artist

Vacation from the Self, 1986
latex and oil enamel on canvas
36 x 36 inches

Collection the artist

An Ugly Trap, 1986

oil enamel on canvas
36 x 36 inches
Collection Harry Druzd

Fred Tomaselli

X Will Fade, 1992

(included in installation shot, p. 99)

hemp leaves, acrylic and resin on wood panel
32 x34 inches

Collection Laura Miller, courtesy Christo-
pher Grimes Gallery, Santa Monica

lenders to the exhibition

The Beresford-Ritchie Collection
Marianne Boesky Gallery, New York
Stratton Cherouny

Christinerose Gallery, New York
David Clarkson

Mark Dagley

The Broad Art Foundation, Santa Monica
Derek Eller Gallery, New York
Harry Druzd

Ernesto Esposito

Feature Inc., New York

Feigen Contemporary, New York
Ronald Feldman Fine Arts, New Yark
Sean Jason Gelb, M.D.

Tad Griffin

Jim Isermann

Jim Kempner

Tom Martinelli

Tom Moody

June W. Mattingly

Laura Miller

Robert Miller Gallery, New York
Museum of Modern Art, New York
Aaron Parazette

Private collections

David Reed

Arlene B. Richman

Walter Robinson

Susie Rosmarin

Rubell Family Collection, Miami
Michael Scott

Tony Shafrazi Gallery, New York
Sollertis Gallery, Toulouse

David Szafranski

Ten in One Gallery, New York
Texas Gallery, Houston

Fred Tomaselli

UP & Co, New York

White Cube, London

Yek
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photography credits by page

Brian Albert: 30-32

Ron Amtutz: 81-83

Ted Diamond: 18-19, 34, 43, 61, 64, 67,
70-71, 77, 79, 90, 95

Beth Phillips: front cover, 1, 24

Karl Rademacher: 51, 96-100.

Steven Sloman: 41

Stephen White: 60

Zindman/Fremont: 16, 66-68
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June-July-August 1998, 62-67.
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Abstract Painting, Once Removed. Essays by Dana Friis-Hansen, David
Pagel, Raphael Rubenstein, and Peter Schjeldahl. Houston, Texas:
Contemporary Arts Museum, 1998.

Analogs of Modernism. Essay by Tom Moody. Dallas: Dallas Artists
Research and Exhibition, 1995.

Ross Bleckner. Essaﬁs by Lisa Dennison, Thomas Crow, and Simon Watney.
New York: Guggenheim Museum, 3

David Clarkson: Highlight Paintings. Essays by Bill Aring, Deborah Esch,
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Michael Scott: New Paintings. Essay by Robert Nickas. New York: Tony
Shafrazi Gallery, 1990.
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Munroe, New York: Center for International’ Contemporary Arts, 1989.
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Gallery, 1988.
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Issues. Press, 1997.
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Since the 1980s, many artists have revisited per-
ceptual phenomena involving pulsating patterns,
afterimages, and vibrating illusionistic space.

p st-hy notic examines the resurgence of pro-
nounced optical effects in the work of twenty-
eight painters living in the U.S., Europe, and
Japan. With essays by Tom Moody and Barry

Blinderman, ing a national
exhibition tour—offers the first comprehensive
view and critical assessment of vibratory, multi-
focal opticality in the 1980s and 90s. Over 100
color reproductions feature the work of Yayoi
Kusama, Peter Halley, Sarah Morris, Philip
Taaffe, Michelle Grabner, James Siena, John
Armleder, Fred Tomaselli, and 20 other artists.
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