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f the paychic history of the
past twenty-live yaars can

be said to have been domin-
aled by the thame ol confine-
mant, and its corollary, san
sory deprivation, then §
foliows thal the succeasive
‘movements’ in the art of the
period can be characterized by
the manner and quality of thair
ragponses 1o thal dominant
thema, Thus, the Abstract Ex-
pressionisis responded with
rage—and a rafusal to give
foarm to thelr represantations
ol the soul, wheréupon, Pop
arl made an instinclive dive in-
to the escape-hole of trans-
candani matarialism; the min-
Imalist and conceplualist
ethos records ifs response by
empathizing with tha powar of

the theme itself, ie. with
alienation.
For whai feals like tha

longest time, “serious” arlisls
have done anything to avoid
entering the human dimen-
sion: To be human has coma
io mean to be solitary. il is as
it the very noticn of humanity
itsall has become tainted wilh
the parverse.

Michasl Mazur has aoived
the problem engendered by
this ubiguitous distrust by ad-
dressing his eye and his hand
o the situation of the alk
enated ape. Mazur's "“Ape
Paintings.,” a series of oils
done in tha studio from sket-
ches and color slides made at
the Stonaham, Massachusetis
£00, constitute a direct state-
ment about the way wa amne
now ardering our lives

No longer do we live in
timies thal are approprlate fod
the monkey to represent for us
the spirt of befurred play-
fulness — somelimes purely
sansual, often splked with
malice too—ithal it did In In-
numerable court paintings of
17th- and 18th-cantury Venice,
MNaplss, Vienna, Paris, and
Madrid; no longer is the nearly
human figure of the monkey a
recurrent  cliché signifying
femining whim and wile in the
Medertandish atill lites of ripe
and ripaning tropical frults. In
Mazur's 1877 paintings, the
monkey has become the ar
chatypal late-200h-cenlury vic
tim; impotent and dispossess-
&d, he is confined in a state of
deprivation for the purpose of
absarvalion and interrogation.
But 2008 and laboralories not-
wilhstanding, the monkey is
psychically our sole diract link

with the animal workd—ha s
our revolutionary Confassor,
and to confine Rim s to ham-
mer up the door 1o an unalies-
abla aspect of our humanity.

Mazur's Ape Paintings com-
prehend this and more, Every
canvas In the seres s oo-
cupiad by ong of more mon-
keys in what has clearly
become their normal, I nol
natural habital: bark-free tree
slumps and truncaled bran-
ches have been sel down In
man-made snvironmeants hat
ame traveslieas ol Eden; tha
aspects ol one monkey pair
recall Masaccio's Adam and
Ewva, eaxcepl that for tha mon-
keys there is no exil— they are
iarminal cases.

The cages at Sloneham do
not have bars. What keepa tha
spactators apart from the
apes is transparent glass. The
tranzformation of the monkay
B85 man's animal nature inbo
the monkey as man's experi-
mantal victim is complels bul
for one elemenl. I I our
racognition of the light sourca
and its significance in thasa
paintings that adds the final,
ironic touch: the light in every
one of these paintings is
located vedically above the
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monkays. This is not 10 be in-
lesrprated as an approximation
of the sunlight that lirst broke
through the primeval forest to
illuminate humanity's poten-
tlal. Mazur uses top lighting
nol to indicate a way through
which the monkeys might free
themselves from confine-
mant, nor to suggest anothar
dimension 1o their exisience.
As an agent ov transliguration,
light is out of the question,
and out of the pictura. It is, on
the contrary, used to fatten
and diminish and compel into
regression thosa within iis
spread. It is the light mani-
pulated by the interrogator, a
mockery of Hiumination,

One distinguished viewsar of
Mazrur's Ape Paintings has
remarkad on the resamblance
of the red and green back-
grounds (the walls of the celis)
to tha paintings of Clytford
Still. The resemblanca is
thera, to be sure, but in truth
Mazur was only rendering
what he learned al Stonaham:
thal the monkeys had earlier
socraltched away at the green o
reveal the red underpainting.
But the monkeys Mazur shows
us have long since guit occu-
pying ftheir hands this way.

They have quil because they
have been claimed by their
backgrounds. Thair link with
humanity has been snapped,
throughout the period of thair
confinement and manipula-
thon,

That is Mazur's vision, and
the fact that ha has succesd-
ed in communicating it so
preciasaly, and without even a
tremor of ambiguity, glves it a
resonance thal carrles It
beyond the bounds of what
might otherwise have been a
bieak sentimentality. I we had
been examining the work of,
say, Goya, it would be un-
neceéssary 1o inquirg inlo the
reasons for the artist's suc-
cess. Bul in a period when al-
litudes hava become polarized
batwaan two-dimensional ana
lysia &l one extreme, and
regressive empathy at the
othar, it 5 good 1o sea the
work of an assured figure
painter reminding us that the
vitality of an artisl’'s Concams
and his existence indepen
dant of ihem conlinua 1o
mairitain a position at the vary
crux of all artistic develop
ment. (Robert Miller, January

T-28)
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