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Thoughts on painting

225003 Shujiro OSHIMA

[Abstract])

This thesis considers painting and drawing, as well as the most primitive act
that makes them possible, based on the real sense of the painters in their creation.

First, asking questions about paintings involves certain difficulties. What is the
question in a painting? I started with the question, “How can the act of painting
itself be understood?” Looking back, this question was inevitable because the
question has an a posteriori nuance. In other words, setting up this question
indicates that drawing precedes semantics. Linguistic activities, including
reflection, occur after drawing. It would be too much of a stretch to say that
drawing and painting as a result of drawing do not contain any questions, though
drawing certainly seems to precede the semantics of the act. What we are about to
confirm is, so to speak, an afterthought.

The conceptual range of drawing has expanded over time, both theoretically
and practically. Currently, we have no reason to limit it to a material medium of
physicality.

However, I believe that the true value of a drawing is demonstrated when it is
closely related to human physicality. Rather than viewing a drawing as a formal,
conceptual object, our thoughts are led beyond the subject to the outside and
undergo a new transformation as we throw ourselves into the midst of the cause
by becoming performers of drawing. Drawing, with its inherent purposelessness,
keeps one’s thoughts open to the external world. The body is positioned as a
keyhole to open one’s thoughts to the outside.

Regarding the fundamental impossibilities of drawing, drawing is an act of
capturing something, but simultaneously, it is an act of failing to capture
something. The end of drawing is a concession of failure, and the act of drawing
is always—in a sense—prevented from being carried out by the behavior of the

painting, which slips away from the arbitrariness of the painter.



In this thesis, paintings will be discussed from the standpoint of the painter as
an extension of their drawings. Based on the premise that painting is not
something that can be completely controlled by the painter, I believe that an
inviolable area (a closed space) exists within a painting that cannot be analyzed or
interpreted. A painting should be precisely conditioned because of this
impenetrable, closed space. A certain area inside a painting is logically irreducible
to any element and always loses its identity. It seems to me that there is a place
inside a painting where the viewer's eye, including that of the painter, does not
reach and where neither the surface nor conception belongs.

From a dualistic viewpoint, painting can be broadly classified into two
dimensions: material and image/representational. What we call a painting is
formed based on this duality. One of the dilemmas in my work was this duality of
paintings. The conflict is that a painted object is a "pie in the sky.” The simple fact
is that, materially, it is nothing more than a collection of paints.

In addition, various discourses and institutional histories surround paintings,
which make it difficult to determine the identity of a specific painting because the
interior and exterior of a painting are formed by the complex intertwining of
various elements. Paradoxically, painting is not an institution or norm itself, nor
does it refer to a form. Further, it cannot be completely situated in either the
material or representational dimension; rather, it is an entity whose identity is
always in a state of flux.

Based on this discussion of drawing and painting as products of drawing, recent
works have been examined in relation to their methods and concepts. Clearly,
what I was trying to accomplish in my recent work was a response to the various
problems I faced in my production.

The problems I faced were discomfort, confusion, and opposition to the
semantic relationship of paintings with other objects. I was puzzled by the fact
that a painting is literally only a “painted object” and cannot become anything
more than that. This perplexity may, paradoxically along a certain path, be the
desire for a painting to be just a painting without any differences (for paint to be
nothing more than paint). This form of existence is a contradiction in terms; it

can become something more than it is because it is detached from everything else



and is purely itself.

If we ask whether a painter’s recent works fully realize this ideal of painting,
then, of course, they do not. In addition, the relationship between drawing and
the body, the duality of materials and images, and other topics related to painting
that I have touched on in this essay require further verification and consideration.

These topics will be the subjects of future research.



