Impulsive painting

Many times until now,mankind has tried to define art and human need for it,mostly relying on theoretical works of great painters,critics,philosophers,starting from Leonardo da Vinci,across many others to Clee and Kandinsky.

There is a long period of time between caveman and computerized one,filled with probably millions of unknown and thousands famous painters,quantity of artworks in all possible techniques and shapes and constant attempts to discover what is "that something" that first-class art has and how to define and create it if needed. 

There is no success in that,and it can't be,and now we will explain why.
Beginning of painting is related to nature and it can't be separated from it.Nature,itself,can't be detected anyhow but like a mental picture in the mind of the spectator,which means that it is impossible to be distorted at the same moment,depending on those who are observing.

Crude example for that refers just to comprehension of the light,because human eye can't see out of the certain reach,so anything that includes infrared and ultraviolet radiation,doesn't exist for man,but it still exits in Nature.And like that every artwork which wants to accomplish reproduction of nature will be damaged even before it was created.

Deeper meaning of this is useless,because it is easy to prove that there always is something that can't be carried out from Nature to Art,if nothing else than because of endless complexion of everything that exists.
Some would say here that it's unimportant to show nature in total,which I of course agree with,because it can't be different.

Let's explain what exactly does it mean:

Starting from painting that wanted to accomplish mere imitation of nature,along any way and no matter on what way,you had to come to abstraction of Nature! 

Which means that are all by now familiar and that are started like if they had foothold in Nature,had for a final goal,being aware of that or not,foothold in the eye of the beholder,and that's what we call abstraction(and it's not about so called "abstract painting" which includes whole bunch of nothing usually and where is lack of ideas covered by vagueness,we'll talk about that later) and which is all in the bottom line about direct contact between an artist and audience!

Unfortunately direct contact between an artist and audience is most frequently disabled by technical reasons,which leads art to elitism,by what in counter,mas art and theory that reproduction can replace original,emerges.

Although no one actually expects to get warm just by looking at the photograph of the fire, there are frequently offered reproductions,with explanation that they are the same as the originals,which is ridiculous. Reproduction is similar to the original only in mas art,which can be technically copied in million same articles,of course in this case there is no original at all.

That's how we come to classification on elitists and populists, not considering theory of quality and acceptance and still staying in area of technical production of an artist peace.All of this is familiar. 

Generally speaking,we'll agree,of course,that Art always portrays attempt of an individual or group of artists to identify themselves towards world,themselves and historical moment they are in,which leads to being unique,like Kandinsky noticed nicely. 

It's not worth speculating about artist peaces which were created and disappeared,never able to look in "broad day light" cause they don't exist..

Theory of elitism and mas art is just a subgroup of universal theory of human migrations in those areas,through history,and by itself is irreplaceable,because it is always based on technical innovations,like a certain movements in painting itself (dotted painting-pointillism) and many others who were based on a science theories from physics,mathematics,music,philosophy,sociology,religion or politics are just a mere continuation of before mentioned science disciplines,separated from them and transfered into another sphere,where it is not its place,and where it doesn't and shouldn't belong,which appeared eventually (socrealism like movement for instance,because it included only daily-politic references)and many other examples.

Unfortunately,certain things become untouchable by time,and so are,from Leonardo and renaissance and further,all 'great' painters , polished and put into mausoleum of  course,all of them were trying to do the best they could,and they had to live too,which was always hard for the artists,and still is,and by that I don't mean on fewer established ones,freshly polished and placed on a throne,who already know that there is museum waiting for them in the end of their lives,and total oblivion for most of them,like it had happened so many times before.

After creation of an artist piece,whatever it is,there are critics ,who know expressions like 'theory of form','theory of color','colour','composition','perspective','interesting' and similar,showing up,by that forgetting,that they are only spectators and that they can understand only those parts,which are close to people,because it's human being biologically predestined to accept or refuse,certain things.

Not many people enjoy eating soar and bitter and peppery and tasteless,but many enjoy sweet and tasty,so artists capable of creating in accordance with biological taste of humanity,always have acceptance and good critiques,till others get acceptance,when everyone get tired of sweetness and wish for a change.

That doesn't mean that one kind is better than the other,nor that amount is important,but only that differences exist.And because the taste is subjective,everybody agrees that is an artist piece,good or bad for them,and that in general,cause details are not in their interest,which is also one type of abstraction and which explains why did art had to get to that point,in accordance with laws of nature,entropy,which leads everything on the easiest possible way and with minimum of energy and with synergy,which multiplies the power of art if more people the same thing together.

Lets begin with nature now,and try to find border lines within creation:

1. First it was Nature,that was everything that existed 

2. Holograph (3D picture of nature,produced by a machine,with same tickness as nature itself,very complex machine,still doesn't have more use,from technical reasons,but when it get resolved,there'll be tons of 'artist' pieces created by holograph)

3.Photograph(transforming nature into 2D picture,by camera,by that is third dimension lost,and certain tickness of details)

4.Hyperrealism(rare,extremely hard and boring painting,where every grain is in its place,it's long process and weak in sense of artistic value,because it has to copy nature as much as possible, which is far from main point of art)

5.Realism(Everyone tried,from Leonardo to Rembrandt,and today, leading nature to 'important',without too many details if you compare it with hyperrealism,but still really really detailed and with very small brushes and with thousand diligent strokes,humanity really likes this kind of art,and always will, because of biology reasons,because it's genetically predestined, to function the best on that level of simplicity,in so called 'average level of general','golden averageness','golden section' and perfect mediocrity)

6. Impressionism(Related to realism,boarders are very thin and usually led to free deviations and slacking of detail tickness)

7.Cubism and hundred more 'isms' (movements which appear later, which are more and more free,nature isn't basic motive anymore, although it's still present,through forms,lines and surface)

8.Colored forms(not exactly formalism in classical sens,simply put,it's next phase in detail abstraction,only colored forms are left,blots with far associations on beginning motive-it's not possible neither to paint,nor live,out of nature,so nature is always a base of everything that exists,appears or disappears)

9.Color abstraction-color without clear form(magical and ritual painting,if it's in accordance with biological predestination of people,it draws strong emotions,and if it isn't it is considered kitsch)

10.Lines and surfaces,colored and uncolored(these leads to a drawing,which means that there is a transition from two dimensions to one,which is unimportant,because all lines aspire for color contrast from surface,that they're on)

11.Line abstraction(lines and dots,chaotically organized on surfaces,if it's in accordance with biological predestination of people,it draws strong emotions,and if it isn't it is considered kitsch)

12.Spots(any other kind of painting,where there is no clear attention of creator to express himself in regard to the world, because he has nothing to say,so he is trying to fit in previous mentioned processes,and of course that every painting could be composed of 'spots',if there exist clear attention of artist to express himself that way,and then it's abstraction,and thats all right,but clueless smearing,which is usually modern in any period,and sometimes well-payed,although it's only shown by that, that one historical society doesn't have spirit anymore,and that it is disintegrating in decadency and that it's about to change. This spots or stains maybe better,are not Cézanne's 'spots',which are blurred colors,frequently used in impressionism,it's just a color thrown on the canvass,without any idea or actual need.

Every spectator,of course,decides for himself what he likes, because of different tastes.

All before mentioned movements had their own moment of appearing and disappearing,and it's ridiculous to try to go back and return that time,unfortunately,when there is a lack of ideas,humanity turns to the  past. 

It would be nice,if it was 'drinking' ideas from the same source but it is impossible,because those sources disappeared by time and new ones should be found and you should paint in accordance with time that it is yet to come.
I'm talking about painting and not art in general,where you have and photography and film and installations and performances and conceptual art and where are a lot of this things abused by untalented people-which only shows that the need for art is bigger than it is possible to produces,since the suspicious quality works are being accepted,and which is good,because it shows us that art is still 'good and healthy' and that will time that comes,yet evaluate what was good and what not.

And in the end,few words about impulse painting (although it's always easier to paint than to create a theory)but here it is short and quick:

Impulse painting is based on a direct communication between the artist and environment,without an interference of any kind. Basic aftermath of this is inconsistency(like many people see it) in creating of an art piece,because of always different moving impulses.

That simply means that the painters of this kind make art pieces that are different in color,form,stroke and conception,they're not typical,but there is still clear sign of recognition of art in any of them,but not in a sphere of material,but spiritual.

Those are works that can be always recognized,but the way of recognition,nor why is it even come to that,can't be explained.That's my theory.
Sure,critics will always find something else,to glorify or reject,and something new will always be happening and this movement,will become a part of the history,like many others before.

*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*-*

IMPULSIVNO SLIKARSTVO U 21 VEKU

Impulsivno slikarstvo

Mnogo puta do sada čovečanstvo je pokušavalo da definiše umetnost i 
ljudsku potrebu za njom, oslanjajući se većinom na teoretske radove 
velikih slikara, kritičara i filozofa, pocevši od Leonarda de Vinčija, 
preko mnogih drugih, do Klea i Kandinskog.

Od pećinskog čoveka do kompjuterizovanog čoveka proteže se dug 
vremenski period ispunjen verovatno milionima nepoznatih i hiljadama 
poznatih slikara, mnoštvom umetničkih dela u svim mogućim tehnikama i 
oblicima, i stalnim pokušajima da se objasni šta je "ono nešto" što 
poseduje vrhunska umetnost i kako to definisati i po potrebi stvoriti. 

Uspeha u tome nema niti ga može biti, a sada ćemo objasniti i zašto.

Sam početak slikarstva vezan je za prirodu i od nje ne može biti 
odvojen. Priroda, sama po sebi, ne može se nikako detektovati osim kao 
mentalna slika u umu posmatrača, što znači da je nemoguće da ne budu 
istog trenutka iskrivljena, zavisno od toga ko je posmatra.

Grub primer za to odnosi se na samo poimanje svetlosti, jer ljudsko oko 
ne vidi izvan određenog opsega, tako da sve što pada u infracrveno i 
ultraljubičasto zračenje za čoveka i ne postoji, ali postoji i dalje u 
Prirodi. Samim tim će bilo koje umetničko delo koje za cilj ima 
reprodukciju same Prirode biti osakaćeno i pre nego što nastane.

Dublje zalaženje u ovo nepotrebno je, jer je lako dokazati da uvek 
postoji nešto što se ne može preneti iz Prirode u Umetnost, ako ni iz 
kog drugog razloga a ono zbog beskrajne složenosti svega što postoji.

Neki bi ovde rekli da je nebitno prikazati Prirodu u celovitosti, s čim 
se naravno slažem, jer drugačije nikako i ne može da bude.

Objasnimo šta ovo tačno znači:

Počevši od slikarstva koje je za cilj imalo puko podražavanje prirode 
moralo se, bilo kojim putem i bez obzira na koji način na kraju doći do 
potpune apstrakcije Prirode! To znači da su svi pravci poznati do sada 
a koji su započeti tako da imaju uporište u Prirodi, imali za krajnji 
cilj, svesni toga ili ne, uporište u umu posmatrača, a to je ono što 
nazivamo apstrakcijom ( ovde se ne misli na takozvano "apstraktno 
slikarstvo" u koje upada sve i svašta a često i ništa i gde se 
bezidejnost zaklanja iza nejasnoće, o tome ćemo kasnije), i što se u 
krajnjoj liniji uvek svodi na direktan kontakt umetnika i publike !

Nažalost, direktan kontakt umetnika i publike često je onemogućen 
tehničkim razlozima, što umetnost svodi na elitizam,  pri čemu se kao 
protivteža pojavljuje masovna umetnost i teorija da reprodukcija može 
da zameni orginal.

Mada niko ne očekuje da će se ogrejati gledajući u fotografiju vatre, 
često se nude reprodukcije sa objašnjenjem da su iste kao orginali, što 
je smešno. Reprodukcija je ista orginalu samo kada je u pitanju masovna 
umetnost koja može da se tehničkim sredstvima umnožava u milionima 
istovetnih primeraka, što podrazumeva da nikakvog orginala u ovom 
slučaju i nema.

Tako da dolazimo do podele na elitističku i populističku umetnost, ne 
ulazeći u teoriju kvaliteta i priznatosti i još uvek se zadržavajući u 
delu tehničke produkcije umetničkog dela. Sve ovo je već poznato.

Naravno, složićemo se da uopšteno govoreći, Umetnost uvek predstavlja 
pokušaj pojedinca ili grupe autora da se odredi prema svetu, prema 
sebi, i prema istorijskom trenutku u kome se nalazi, iz čega sledi 
neponovljivost, kako je to lepo primetio Kandinski.

O umetničkim delima koja su nastala i nestala a da nikada nisu ugledala 
"svetlost dana" ne vredi špekulisati jer ih jednostavno nema.

Teorija elitističke i masovne umetnosti samo je podrupa opšte teorije 
ljudskih kretanja u tim oblastima kroz istoriju i time je nezanimljiva 
jer je uvek bazirana na tehničkim inovacijama, kao i određeni pravci u 
samom slikarstvu (tačkasto slikanje – pointilizam), i mnogi drugi koji 
su kao osnov imali naučne teorije iz fizike, matematike, muzike, 
filozofije, sociologije, religije ili politike i predstavljaju su samo 
puki produžetak navednih naučnih disciplina, odvojen od njih i prebačen 
u drugu sferu, gde mu nije mesto i gde jednostavno ne pripada i ne može 
da pripada, što se vremenom pokazalo (socrealizam kao pravac naprimer, 
budući da je imao samo dnevnopolitičke konotacije ), i mnogi drugi 
primeri.

Nažalost, neke stvari se vremenom okamene i postanu nedodirljive, pa su 
tako od Leonarda i renesanse pa nadalje, svi redom "veliki" slikari 
ispolirani i stavljeni u mauzolej. Svi su oni, naravno, trudili da 
urade najbolje što mogu, a pri tom su morali i da žive, što je 
umetnicima uvek bilo teško, a i sada je, ne mislim pri tome na manji 
broj etabliranih, taze ispoliranih i stavljenih na tron, koji već znaju 
da ih na kraju života čeka muzej, a većinu ubrzo i potpuni zaborav, kao 
što se mnogo puta do sada već dešavalo.

Posle nastanka umetničkog dela, kakvo god da je, javljaju se kritičari 
koji znaju reči kao što su "teorija forme", "teorija boje", "kolorit", 
"kompozicija","perspektiva", "zanimljivo" i slično, zaboravljajući pri 
tome da su i oni samo posmatrači i da mogu da razumeju samo one delove 
koje su ljudima bliski, jer je ljudsko biće biološki predodređeno da 
određene stvari prihvata a određene ne.

Mali broj ljudi voli da jede kiselo i gorko i ljuto i bljutavo, a 
velika većina voli slatko i ukusno, tako da umetnici sposobni da 
stvaraju u skladu sa biloškim ukusom čovečanstva uvek imaju prođu i 
dobre kritike dok ovi drugi bivaju priznati tek kasnije kad se svi 
zasite slatkoće i požele promenu.

To ne znači da je jedna vrsta bolje od druge niti da je važan broj već 
samo da postoje različitosti. Kako je ukus subjektivna stvar, svi se 
slažu da je, za njih, umetničko delo dobro ili loše, i to u opštem 
utisku dok ih detalji ne zanimaju, što je takođe jedna vrsta 
apstrahovanja i koja objašnjava zašto je umetnost morala da dođe do 
toga, u skladu sa opštim zakonima prirode, entropijom koja sve svodi na 
najlakši način i minimum energije i sinergijom koja umnožava snagu 
umetnosti ukoliko više ljudi zejednički rade istu stvar.

Krenimo sada od prirode i pokušajmo da pronađemo graničnike u toku 
stvaranja:

1.    Na početku je svakako bila Priroda, to je sve što postoji


2. Holograf (3d slika prirode, napravljena mašinom, iste gustine kao 
i sama priroda, veoma složena mašina, još uvek nema širu primenu iz 
tehničkih razloga ali kada to bude rešeno biće na tone "umetničkih" 
dela stvorenih holografijom)


3. 3.    Fotografija (svođenje prirode u 2d oblik, foroaparatom, pri čemu 
se gubi treća dimenzija, velika gustina detalja)


4. 4.    Hiperrealizam (retkost, jako teško i dosadno slikarstvo gde je 
svaka dlaka na svom mestu, proces dugo traje a u smislu umetničke 
vrednosti obično je slabašno jer mora da podrazumeva podražavanje 
prirode što je više moguće, što je daleko od ciljeva umetnosti u širem 
smislu)


5. 5.    Realizam ( Svi su pokušavali, od Leonarda do Rembranta, a i 
danas, svođenje prirode na "bitno", bez previše detalja kada se uporedi 
sa hiperrealizmom ali i dalje sa puno puno detalja i malih ćetkica i sa 
hiljadama vrednih poteza, čovečanstvo jako voli ovaj tip umetnosti i 
uvek će ga voleti, iz razloga biologije, jer je genetski preodređeno da 
najbolje funkcioniše na tom nivou složenosti, na takozvanom "srednjem 
nivou opšteg", "zlatne sredine", "zlatnog preseka", i savršenog 
mediokritetstva.


6. 6.    Impresionizam (Srodan realizmu, granice su vrlo tanke i obično se 
svode na slobodnija odstupanja i smanjivanje gustine detalja)


7. 7.    Kubizam i jos 100 "izama", (pravci koji nastaju kasnije i gde se 
faktor oslobođenja povećava, priroda više nije osnovni motiv mada je i 
dalje prisutna, kroz forme, linije i površine)


8. 8.    Obojene forme ( ne baš formalizam u klasičnom smislu, jednostavno 
rečeno to je sledeća faza apstrahovanja detalja, ostaju samo obojene 
forme, mrlje sa dalekim asocijacijama na početni motiv – ne može se ni 
slikati ni živeti izvan prirode, tako da je priroda uvek u osnovu svega 
sto postoji i nastaje i nestaje.


9. 9.    Apstrakcija boje – boja bez jasne forme ( magijsko i ritualno 
slikarstvo, ukoliko je usaglašeno sa biološkom potkom čoveka izaziva 
snažne emocije, ukoliko nije smatra se kičom)


10. 10.    Linije i površine, obojene i neobojene ( ovo je svođenje na 
crtež, što znaći da se sa dve dimenzije prelazi na jednu, boja je 
nebitna jer sve linije teže da imaju kontrast boju u odnosu na površinu 
na kojoj se nalaze


11. 11.    Apstrakcija linije (linije i tačkice, haotično raspoređene po 
površinama, ukoliko je usaglašeno sa biološkom potkom čoveka izaziva 
snažne emocije, ukoliko nije smatra se kičom)


12. 12.    Brlje ( svi ostali vidovi slikarstva gde ne postoji jasna namera 
stvaraoca da se izrazi u odnosu na svet jer i nema šta da kaže pa 
pokušava da uklopi i prehodno navedene procese, naravno da svaka slika 
može da bude sastavljena od "brlja" ukoliko postoji jasna namera da se 
time umetnik izrazi, i to je onda apstrakcija, i to je u redu, ali 
bezidejno mazanje, koje je često u modi u svim vremenima, i ponekad 
vrlo isplativo, mada je time samo pokazano da jedno istorijsko društvo 
više nema duha i gubi se u dekadenciji i da mu sledi smena. Brlje nisu 
isto što i "mrlje" kao naprimer kod Sezana gde su to područja zamućene 
boje, često korišćeno kod impresionizma, nego prosto bačena boja na 
platno bez ideje i ikakve stvarne potrebe.





Naravno da svaki posmatrač sam procenjuje šta mu se sviđa i da su ukusi 
različiti.

Svi navedeni procesi imali su svoje vreme nastajanja i nestajanja i 
smešno je i pokušavati da se to vreme vrati, nažalost, čim ponestane 
ideja, čovečanstvo se vraća u prošlost, bilo bi lepo da je to crpljenje 
ideja sa "izvora", ali to je nemoguće jer su i ti izvori nestali sa 
promenom okruženja, moraju se pronaći drugi i mora se slikati u skladu 
sa vremenom koje je pred nama. Govorim o slikarstvu a ne o umetnosti 
uopšte, gde spada i fotografija i film i instalacije i performasi i 
koneceptualna umetnost, i gde su mnogo od ovih stvari zloupotrebljavane 
od nenadarenih ljudi – što samo pokazuje da je potreba za umetnošću 
veće nego što moće da se proizvede, čim se događa da se prihvataju i 
dela sumnjivog kvaliteta, a što je dobro jer nam govori da je umetnost 
još uvek "dobro i zdravo" i da će vreme koje dolazi svako proceniti šta 
je bilo dobro a šta nije.

I na kraju par reči o impulsivnom slikarstvu (mada je uvek lakše 
slikati nego stvarati teoriju, ali evo, kratko i brzo):

Impulsivno slikarstvo bazira se na direktnoj komunikaciji umetnika sa 
okolinom, bez posredovanja bilo koje vrste. Osnovna posledica ovoga je 
nedoslednost (kako to većina ljudi vidi) u stvaranju umetničkog dela, 
jer su impulsi koji ga pokreću uvek različiti. To prosto znači da 
slikari ove sorte prave umetnička dela koja nisu tipska ni po boji ni 
po formi ni po potezu ni po koncepciji, ali da ipak postoji jasan znak 
raspoznavanja umetnika u svakome od njih, ali ne u sferi materijalnog 
nego u sferi duhovnog. To su dela koja uvek mogu da se prepoznaju s tim 
da ne može da se objasni način prepoznavanja niti zašto je do 
prepoznavanja došlo. To je moja teorija.

Naravno, kritičari će već naći nešto drugo, hvaliti ili napadati, i 
uvek će se nešto novo dešavati a i ovaj pravac će jednom postati deo 
istorije kao i svi ostali pre njega.

