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A undanférnum misserum er dhlutbundna malverkid 4 ny komid | svidsljésid medal yngri mynd-
listarmanna. Kristjin Steingrimur |énsson er einn peirra listamanna sem hafa dleinkad sér
&hlutbundid myndmil, en p& med nyjum dherslum par sem hann notferir sér adferdafredi og
myndhugsun konsept-listarinnar. Myndverk Kristjin Steingrims eru sett saman Or idnadar-
telkningum, sterdfredi og vedurtiknum, Pau bera med sér skyrar visindalegar tilvisanir handan
vid myndrammann en midla okkur um leid ljddrznni nirtirusyn,

Kristidn Steingrimur er einn af peim ungu listaménnum sem endurnyja hugmyndir okkar um
myndlistina. Hann er verdugur fullerdl islenskrar samtimalistar og vid bjodum hann velkominn
hingad 4 Kjarvalsstadi.

Younger artists have increasingly been highlighting Abstract Art again in recent times. Kristin
Steingrimur Jdnsson is one of these artsts who have adopted the language of Abstract, but
with new emphases, by taking advantage of the methods and pictorial ideas of Concept Art.
Incorporating blueprints and mathematical and meteorological symbols, Kristjin Steingrimur’s
works contain clear scientific allusions which extend beyond the pictorial frame, while present-
ing a lyrical view of nature at the same time,

Kristjan Steingrimur is a worthy representive of contemporary lcelandic art and one of the

young artists who are renewing our notions of what art involves. We welcome him and his
works to Kjarvallsstadir



POKA i HAUSI YMIS

Hvernig skal kenna himin?

Svo ad kalla hann Ymis haus og par af
jotuns haus og erfidi eda byrdi
dverganna eda hjdim Vestra og Austra,
Sufira, Mordra, land sdlar og tungls og
himintungla, vagna og vedra; hjilmur
eda his lofts og fardar og solar.

Snorrl Swrluson’

Hermilist og likingamal

Snorri Sturluson segir | Skildskaparmdlum sinum ad mal shaldskap-
ar sé | prennum greinum: a8 nefna hvern hlut sem heitir. Onnur
grein er si er heitir fornéfn. En pridja milsgrein er 50 er kollud er
kenning." begar hann segir ad hagt sé ad kenna himininn sem
whaus Ymis" vitnar hann i b heifinu heimsmynd sem dregin er
upp | Grimnismdlum, par sem verdldin er sog8 smidud Gr likama
bessa risa og b4 jafnframe i likingu hans: Ur Ymis holdi/ var jord
of skipud, /en Ur sveita sjar) bjérg Gr beinum./ baBmur Gr hdril,
en Ur hausi himinn/... en Gr hans heila/ voru pau hin hardmodgu/
sky 6l of skipud.”

Pegar Kristjin Steingrimur synir okkur myndir af vedurfari 4 himni
getur hann ekki swdst vid likingamal eins og Snorri, Likingamal
godsogunnar pykir ekki lengur markreke eda gjaldgengt tl ad
draga upp mynd af veruleikanum. Pa8 hvarflar ekki ad honum ad
mila heilaslettur Ymis pegar hann vill syna okkur skyjafarid vid
tleeknar adstzdur. Hann beitir nertekari adferd og milar pad
sem augad sér. Eda ad minnsta kosti likingu pess. Skyjafarid i
myndum hans hefur dkvedna likingu vid par myndir sem himinn-
inn getur tekid 4 sig vid tilteknar adstedur. Vid gerum okkur
hins vegar jafnframt grein fyrir pvi ad mynd hans af vedrahamnum
og vedrahamurinn sjilfur eru | rauninni gjdrolik fyrirbari. Réct
eins og heilaslettur Ymis og skyjabblstrarnir yfir hofdum okkar. En
i hverju felst b4 munurinn 4 likingamadll Kristjans Steingrims og
Snorra [ raun og veru!

Skilgreining Snorra & kenningunni er skyr. Hann nefnir sem dami
ad ef nain eins dss er lagt vid eign eda gjord annars dss pa sé att
vid seinna godid, .pd eignast hann nafnid en eigi hinn er nefndur
var". bannig mé kenna O8in sem Hanga-Ty, bar sem hann hafdi
hangid [ erénu i niu naetur, eins og segir | Hivamdlum. Kenning er sa
leikur ad skapa dbeina likingu, segja eitt en meina annad.
Kenningin er félgin i pvi ad bua til rokrena og melskulega
umgjerd um tiltekid nafn, pannig ad pad fii nyja og dulda
merkingu um leid og path gefur annad | skyn. Snorr kallar pad ad
whveda hulid”,

Likingamal Kristjins Steingrims byggir & pvi sem augad sér 4
tilteknum stad og tiltekinni stund, Pad er mimesis eda hlutlzg

hermilist. Vandinn vid hermilistina er hins vegar si ad augad sér
tvennt. Annars vegar sér pad vedrahaminn 4 himninum, hins
vegar sér pad oliulitinn 4 dlplétunni sem Kristiin milar 4. Pad
sem vid sjdum & himninum er i raun og veru allc annad en pad
sem vid sjium 4 dlpldtunni. Annars vegar sjdum vid skyin fljiga
i dendanlegu rymi og i peim fjslbreytilegu litbrigdum sem
endurkast solarljéssins getur tekid 4 sig. Hins vegar sjdum vid lit-
brigdin i oliulitnum sem milarinn hefur borid & tvividan flatinn
eins og hann vaeri sky og ljésbrot og litbrigdi himinsins. Malverkid
villir & sér heimildir, pykist vera annad en pad er Ef il vill ma
spyrja hvort vi8 séum miklu nar sannleikanum med pvi ad mila
hlutlega likingu skyjanna en med pvi ad nefna pau heilaslettur
Ymis?

Flestir mundu ventanlega telja hina hlutlegu hermilist hafa
augliosa yfirburdi yfir firru godsgunnar um hellasletturnar. En
vid peim sem lifdi | heimi godstgunnar horfdi milid trilega
&fruvisi. 54 sem telur verdldina lifandi skepnu og skynjar sjilfan
sig sem smakkada mynd hennar, eda mikrokosmas, hann skilur
likingamdl godsogunnar bokstaflega, pannig ad fyrir honum er
himinninn raunverulega haus Ymis". Svarid vid bessari spurningu
fer med &8rum ordum eftir skilningi okkar og upplifun 4 god-
ségunni og likingamali hennar.

Merkid, merkingin og merkjakerfid

bad er auglidst ad Kristjan Steingrimur hefur gert sér grein fyrir
beim vanda sem félginn er | hlutlegri hermilist milverksins, pvi
hann lztur sér ekki nzgia ad mila skyjafarid 4 dlteknum sad og
tiltekinni stundu, heldur batir hann um betr og prykkir mynd af
vedurfredilegu merki pess vedrahams sem um radir ofan A sjilfc
mélverkid eftir ad pad er fullmdlad. Merkid er merking mal-
verksins | bokstaflegum skilningi bess ords og i raun vidfangsefni
bess um leid, Pannig sjium vid ekki bara likingu pokunnar | mynd-
inni Glerd 29.05.19%3, heldur hefur hinu vedurfredilega merki
pokunnar, prem liréttum strikum, verid prykkt ofan 4 mynd-
flatinn & haegri vang myndarinnar tl ad taka af allan vafa um pad
ad vid erum stadd | poku. Heiti myndarinnar stadfestir svo
endanlega ad pokan sem um redir er su hin sama og grifdi yfir
Glera hinn 29. mai 1993,

Spurningin sem pa kann ad vakna er sO hvort pokan sé merking
merkisins eda merkid merking pokunnar, Hin &liku myndmilskerfi
takast 4, og pad er ekki fyllilega ljost hvad merkir hvad. Merkir
bokumerkid pokuna & myndinni eda merkir pokan 4 myndinni
bokumerkia? | fljotu bragdi er eins og bifar merkingarnar séu
jafngildar. Hvernig tengist petta merkjamil sidan veruleika
vedursins annars vegar og dpreifanlegri reynslu okkar af pessum
sama veruleika hins vegar!

bar kemur pridji patturinn inn | myndina, merkid sem hefur verid
sandblisid ofan | vinstri vaeng pokumilverksins. Petta merki synir



rafris dr heilabli télvu, Petta er rafrisin sem sér um bodskiptin
frd einu merkjakerfi til anpars. Pad pydir merkjamalid af einu
kerfi yfir 4 annad og jafngildir pau um leid, Petta merki merkir pvi
tengslin 4 milli merkisins og pess sem merkt er. bannig lokast
hringras merkjakerfis myndarinnar, merkjakerfid verdur sjilfbarc
ef svo md ad ordi komast. Merkjakerfid er ordid sjalfu sér
samkvamt og sjdlfu sér nazgt, en um leid er eins og dhorfandinn
verdi utan gitta. Hann veit, eda grunar ad minnsta kosti, ad
upplifun pokunnar sé af &8rum toga en merkjamalid segir til um.
Er pad hugsanlegt ad price fyrir hina teknipréudu og hlutlzgu
hermilist og hid visindalega tiknmdl hofum vid ekki komist ner
pvi ad gera okkur mynd af veruleikanum en 4 dégum Snorra,
pegar menn gitu talad | likingum um heflasletturnar Or hofudskel
Ymis? Hefur hlutlzgni tungumilsins kannski t=mt pad ad ein-
hverju innihaldi um leid og bad er ordid sjalfu sér samkvaemt!

A vissum timamétum i menningarsogunni sagdi madurinn skilid
vid hinn godstgulega heim og lkingamdl hans. Sidan héfum vid
beite tungumidlinu til pess ad gera ckkur hlutlzga mynd af
vercldinni og okkur sjilfum. Pad hefur gert wngumilid margbrotn-
ara og smdm saman leyst upp bein tengsl & milll merkjamalsins og
reynsiu okkar af hlutveruleikanum, Merkjamalid hefur odlast sjdlf-
steda og fullkomlega sjilfbara tilvist. hvort sem pad er i rékradu
visindanna og tzkninnar eda | hinni myndrenu eda fagurfrzdilegu
framsewningu. Pad lytur sinum eigin Iegmailum, in beinna eda
dpreifanlegra tengsla vid sjilfan reynsluheiminn, Pad er petta
tungumal sem vid sjdum | malverk Kristdns Seeingrims.

Vid sjdum pvi ad vidfangsefni malverksins Glerd 29.05.1993 er |
raun of veru ekki pokan sem grifdi yfir Eyjafirdinum pennan
tiltekna dag, heldur twngumadlid sem vid notum til ad merkja
pessa tilteknu poku. Milverkid synir okkur a8 visu beedi likingu
pokunnar og merkingu hennar og sambandid a milli likingar og
merkingar, en fyrst og fremst synir pad okkur vandann sem lausn-
ir tungumdlsing vi8 framsetningu of likingu veruleikans fela | sér:
hvernig formgerd wngumilsing atilokar hina huglzgu reynslu
okkar af pokunni.

Yan Gogh, Kosuth og Kristjan Steingrimur

bad er ekki nyte ad myndlistin geri sjilfe myndmalid/tungumalid
ad) vidfangsefni sinu. Eins og Roland Barthes hefur bent & pa er
tungumalid hvort tveggja | senn, afurd og tzki eda tjaningarmidill
rokrzdunnar, og 4 milll tungumdlsins sem tekis og tungumalsing
sem afurdar rédkredunnar eiga sér stad std8ugar vixlverkanir.
MNidurstadan (afurdin) er félgin | forsendunni (tekinu) og ber eru
innbyrdis tengdar med peim gagnkvaema hatti sem vid sjaum |
vedurmyndum Kristjins, par sem annars vegar er um ad reda
merkid og hins vegar pad sem merkt er. Tengsl merkisins og pess
sem merkt er verda merking myndarinnar.

Greining pessara vixlverkana merkis og merkisbera hljota ad
verda vidfangsefni peirrar listar sem vill skilgreina og skilja sjalfa
sig. Pannig sver malverk Kristjdns Steingrims sig | ®uw vid kon-
septlistina, sem rettlett hefur sjilfa sig sem skilgreiningu 4 listhug-
takinu sem slfku og tungumili listarinnar um leid. Vid getum
pannig séd vissa hlidstzdu 4 milli vedurmynda Kristjdns

Steingrims og til demis hins kunna verks Josephs Kosuths, Einn og
prir stélar frd drinu 1965, Verk petta opnadi 4 sinum tima myja syn
i tungumilid og formlega adferd pess vid ad syna eda gefa mynd
af hlutunum eda fyrirbzrunum, | pessu tifelli stolnum, | fyrsta lagi
sjaum vid ljgsmynd af venjulegum fellustdl sem stendur upp vid
vegg. Ljosmyndin synir stolinn | fullri steerd nokkurn veginn, of
hangir i sjénhad 4 vegg syningarsalarins. A gélfinu hagra megin
vid ljgsmyndina sjdum vid sidan sjilfan stolinn par sem hann
stendur upp vid vegginn, og hazgra megin vid hann hangir svo
stekkud ljdsritud mynd af skilgreiningu ordabdkarinnar & ordinu
stéll. Verk petta synir okkur ad einn stoll 4 sér priir gjgrélikar
myndir eda gjorélik form tungumils. Hvert form
stdlsins/tungumdlsing talar sinu mdli en &ll eru pau | vissum skiln-
ingi jafngild. | raun og veru felur verkid i sér pad sem kallad er 4
midli rékfredinnar sistnoun eda klifun: .stnn fullyrding, sem er
sénn formsins vegna, dn tllits ol hlutfullyrdinga hennar” eins og
segir | Ensk-islenskri ordabok Arnar og Orlygs. | verkinu um
stolana er hin formlega framsetning verksins rokréct og sjalfri sér
samkvem. En hon segir ekkert um reynsiu okkar af stélnum,
hvernig pad er ad sitja | honum eda upplifa nerveru hans eda
hver sé saga hans. Hvorki at frd reynslu listamannsins né dhorfand-
ans, Tungumilid er ordid ad sjilfberu kerfi sem jafnframt er
hlut af pvi tekniméli og valdakerfi sem teknipjodfélag samtimans
byggir 4. Um perta segir Kosuth sjdlfur ad tungumil okkar
teknipréada samfélags hafi — hvort heldur er & svidi visinda,
stigrnmdla eda lista — myndad sér milkerfi sem Gtiloki sjdlfsvit-
und mannsins og reynsluheim. Pannig hafi kerfid skapad sér frelsi
til bess ad framlengja sinn eigin veruleika Ot i pad Sendanlega, pvi
veruleiki pess tilheyri rymi sem standi utan vid lifada mannlega
reynslu og sjilfsvitund, Visindi og listir samtimans hafa skapad sér
«form sem lifa eigin lifi* og vaxa sjilfala | likingu vid martrod
visindaskaldsdgunnar um vélarnar eda vélmennin sem taka valdin
i heiminum. Kosuth batir jafnframt vid ad dsteda pess ad vid
tokum dgjarnan eftir pessu sé s0 ad sjon okkar sé sama markinu
brennd, hin sé dhjikvaemilega hiuti af bessu sama milkerfl,

Joseph Kosuth leit 4 bad sem hlutverk sitt ad ,afhjopa dulmagnad
edli merkingar og endurreisa hana um leid"”. Hann vildi stefna ad
pvi ad uppreta pd tvihyggju 4 milli hins huglzga og hlutlega sem
er rikjandi i okkar menningarheimi. | ritgerd peirri sem hér er
vitnad o’ vifurkennir Kosuth ad &ll pau form sem hann hafi sjalf-
ur notad hafi i raun snoist gegn honum sjilfum. Qg hann spyr
sjalfan sig: .Er hagt ad ,sjd listina” &n pess ad lenda [ gildru
formhyggjunnar?”

betta er knyjandi spurning fyrir Joseph Kosuth, og hin er
augljéslega knyjandi fyrir Kristjdn Steingrim lika. Svarid sem peir
gefa badir, hvort sem um er ad reda stalaverkid eda vedur-
myndirnar, er ad form framsetningarinnar sé merking hennar. Peir
hafna bidir &llu tikns®i og hreinsa hid huglega burt Gr
tungumidlinu, Vid sjium petta betur ef vid tSkum listamann eing
ag Van Gogh dl samanburdar. Mynd hans af stélnum er hladin
peirri reynslu sem félgin er i pvi a8 umgangast pennan stél. | raun
lysir hin ekki stolnum sem fyrirbeeri af neinu raunsai, heldur
dkvedinnl mannlegri reynslu sem birtist okkur | myndinni af stéin-
um. Stéllinn er notadur dl pess ad segja adra stgu. Sama md segja




um .vedurmynd" hans af hveitiakri og hréfoum undir
évedurshimni. | badum tiifellum er myndmdlid | hzsta mita
huglzgt og um leid ondkvaemt hvad vardar lysingu hins hludzga
verulelka, Hin hlutlega lysing vikur fyrir peirri formhyggiu sem
verdur listamanninum naudsynleg tl ad midla dkvedinni reynslu,
en pessi reynsla hefur | sjilfu sér ekki sérlega mikid med sjilfan
stélinn eda himininn ad gera.

Badl Kosuth og Kristjin Steingrimur fara pverofuga leid. Peir
ganga beint til verks. Peir vilja lysa dpreifanlegum veruleika, eda
éllu heldur vandanum sem felst i slikri Iysingu. Peirra formhyggia
er ekki félgin | formunum sem slikum heldur | formi sjilfs
tungumalsins. Ef formbygging tungumilsins er merking pess, og
bessi merking er fullkomlega hlutizg og skyr, felur hin pd ekki |
sér ad hin huglzga reynsla af veruleika hlutanna hefur verid
trilokud?

bad er einmitt petta sem Kosuth vill afhjipa med list sinni, og
bad sama sjdum vid gerast hjd Kristjini Steingrimi. Peir hafa bddir
gert formbyggingu rékredunnar eda framsetningarinnar synilega,
hvor med sinum haed, og par med synt fram 4 pad hvernig hin
afmarkar og skilgreinir hid synilega, hvort sem pad er folgid i
pokunni eda stélnum. Hvernig sem vid reynum komumst vid ekki
framhjd formbyggingu tungumdlsins, pvi hin talar | gegnum okkur
um leid og vid opnum munninn eda bregdum penslinum 4
léreftid. Vi getum ekki skapad merkingu | myndlistinni nema
horfast | augu vid formbyggingu tungumilsins/myndmalsing, Slike
raunsei er forsenda pess ad vid getum losad okkur Gr vidjum
peirrar tvihyggju sem greinir veruleika okkar | huglzga og hlut-
l2ga tilvist. Slike raunszei er lika forsenda pess ad vid getum losad
okkur ur pvi politiska valdakerfi sem er samofid formgerd hins
teknivaedda og sérhafda tungumdls samrimans.

Anaud formhyggjunnar og frelsandi gagnryni

Formhyggja médernismans, til demis | dtgifu bandariska
listfr2dingsins Greenbergs, gerdi rid fyrir ad merking mynd-
listarinnar vari féigin | forminu sem sliku, ad formid visadi 4 spilft
sig an nokkurra tengsla vid hlutveruleikann. Siik merking var full-
komlega hugleg og skapadi listamanninum fullkomid frelsi" 4
skeprt afmérkudu svidi hinnar opinberu listar, en fullkomid dhrifa-
leysi & hinu policiska svidi um leid: formin® voru gerd ad
markadsvéru og pannig sett undir samfélagslegr eftirlit. Listin var
pannig gerd a8 fagi sem dtdi sinn afmarkada bis, réct eins og sér-
greinar visindanna og tzkninnar. A sama hitt eru stjornmalin
ordin ad fagi, og hafa 6dlast site sjalfbera wngumadl sem fram-
lengir sjdlft sig | hid Sendanlega utan og ofan vid alla mannlega
reynsiu.

Kosuth og adrir frumkvédlar konseptlistarinnar hafa haldid pvi
fram a8 formin sem slik hafi ekki merkingu efa gildi. Gildi8 sé
folgid | pvi ferli sem leidir dl forms eda merkingar. Pvi purfi ad
horfast | augu vid formgerd wngumdlsings sem sliks, en ekki tl
einstakra og afmarkadra forma sem ekki hafi neitt ad segja um
verulelkann. Og form sem ekkert segir um veruleikann heldur
visar einungis 4 sjilf sig. pad hefur heldur ekkert ad segja um
framtidina. Gagnrynin og afhjopandi afstada til formgerdar

tungumdlsins/myndmalsins felur um leid | sér gagnryna og afhjip-
andi afstd8u dl hins pélitiska og visindalega tungumils samtim-
ans og opnar pannig fyrir nyja hugsun.

Pegar Kristjin Steingrimur mdlar pokuna og merki hennar er
hann um leid ad afhjupa formgerd tungumilsins og pi
adgreiningu hins huglega og hludzga sem | henni er folgin. Slik
afhjipun er forsenda pess ad hagt sé ad yfirstiga pd ovihyzgju sem
formgerd twngumdlsing ber med sér. Slik afhjopun er lika forsenda
pess ad myndlistin ged Gdlast politisk dhrif & ny, elkki sem list-
munur & markadnum, heldur sem aflvaki gagnrynnar hugsunar.
Hugsunar sem ged ordid tl ad afhjipa pad sérhzfda tungumil
sem valdakerfi sérhaefingarinnar narist 3 | okkar tzzknivedda sam-

felagi,

Nytt upphaf

Kristjdn Steingrimur kynntist 4 sinum tima gagnrynni afstodu dl
viditekinna adferda myndlistarinnar vid ad spegla veruleikann,
begar hann sétti ndm | Nylistadeild Myndlista- og handidaskélans
undir handleidslu Magndsar Palssonar. A namsarum sinum i
byskalandi 4 sidasta aratug kynntist hann sidan uppgangi nyja
milverksins svokallada, par sem oftar en ekki var leirast vid ad
breida yfir sjilfsblekkingu myndmilsins | anda peirrar oskhyggju
ad endurvekja hid rémantiska hetjumilverk eda &llu heldur hid
Jrjdlsa® témardm sem formhyggja Greenbergs hafdi dthlutad
myndlistinni 4 sjotta og sjdunda dratugnum. NG hefur Kristjin
Steingrimur nad ad draga vissar rokrenar nidurstddur af pessari
reynslu, og paer birtast | fyrsta skipti 4 heildstedan hdtr 4 pessari
syningu. Um leid og syningin vekur athyglisverdar og naudsyn-
legar spurningar um stGdu og skilyrdi milaralistarinnar | sam-
timanum markar hin pvi pdttaskil 4 ferli Kristjins Steingrims, ef
til vill nytt upphaf.

Olafur Gistason

| Tilvitnanir | Snorra-Eddu eru teknar Gr Otgifu Heimis Pilssonar, Edde Snorna
Sturfusonay, 1988,

2 Dentro i conteste: modernismo ¢ proctica critica, skrifad 1977, hér tekid dr
Iralskert Gtgifu 4 riggerdasafninu Larte dopo fo fosefio fri 1589,



THE FOGGY-HEADED GIANT

How shall the sky be described!

By calling it Ymir's head, and chereby
giant’s head, and the toil or burden of
dwarfs, or the helmet of VWest and East
and South and Morth, land of the sun and
moon and stars, of constellations and
weather, the helmet or house of air and
earth and sun ..

Snorr Swurluson
Mimesis and imagery
In his Poetic Diction, Snarri Sturluson (1 179-1241) says there are
three branches of poetic diction: “... calling every thing by its
name. The second branch is called substitution, The third branch
is called description.” When he says that the sky can be
described as “Ymirs head)" he is referring to the heathen cos-
mogony depicted in the Lay of Grimnir, in which the world is said
to be made from the giant's body, and also in his image:
Erom Ymir's flesh/ the Earth wos created,/ from his sweat the sea/
rocks from his bones, [ trees from his hair,/ and from his skull, the sky/
...and from his brains/ the cruel clouds! were all created,

Unlike Snorri Sturluson, when Kristjdn Steingrimur shows us
images of the weather in the sky he cannot use imagery. The
imagery of the myth is no longer considered a meaningful or
valid means of portraying reality. It does not enter his mind to
paint the giant’s brains when he wants to show us the cloud for-
mations under certain conditions. Using a more immediate
method, he paints what the eye sees. Or at least, its image. The
clouds in his paintings bear a definite resemblance to the images
that the sky can assume under certain conditions, However, we
realize at the same time that his pictures of the forms that the
weather assumes, and the forms that the weather actually does
assume, are two completely different phenomena. Just like Yrnir's
brains and the cumulus above our heads. But where does the
real difference lie between Kristjdn Steingrimur’s imagery and
that of Snorri Sturluson?

Snorri’s definition of a description (kenning) is clear. He cites the
example that if the name of one god is combined with the prop-
erty or action of another god, then “the latter acquires the
name." In this way, Odinn may be described as "Hanging Tyr”
because he hung on a tree for nine nights, as it says in the Sayings
of the High One (Havamdl), A description is a game of creating
an indirect image, saying one thing but meaning another. The
description involves creating a logical and rhetorical framework
around a given name, so that it acquires a new and hidden mean-
ing at the same time as it implies something else. Snorri calls this
“concealed poetry”

Kristjin Steingrimur’s imagery is based on what the eye sees ina
given place at a given time. This is known as mimesis, or objective
imitation. The problem with mimesis, however, is that the eye
always sees two things. On the one hand it sees the form
assumed by the weather in the sky, and on the other hand, the
oil colouring on the aluminium plate on which the artist paints.
What we see in the sky is really something completely different

from what we see on the aluminium plate. We see the clouds fly-
ing in infinite space, and in the variegated hues that the reflection
of sunlight can assume, but we also see the hues of the oil that
the painter has applied to the two-dimensional surface as if it
were clouds and refraction and the hues of the sky. The painting
deludes, pretends to be what it Is not. Are we perhaps any closer
to the truth by painting objective imitation of clouds than by call-
ing them Ymir's brains?

Most people would presumably feel that mimesis has clear advan-
tages over the mythological nonsense about brains. But for any-
one who lived in the world of the myth, the matter would con-
ceivably look rather different. Anyone who sees the world as a
single living creature and himself as a microcosm of it would
understand the imagery of the myth literally, so that for him, the
sky really is “Ymir's head." In other words, the answer to this
question depends on our understanding and experience of the
myth and its imagery.

Signs, signification and systems

Kristjin Steingrimur has clearly realized the problem involved in
the mimetic painting, because he does not make do with painting
the clouds in a given place at a given time, but goes a step further
by printing an image of the meteorological symbol for the type of
weather in question on top of the picture itself once it has been
painted. The sign is quite literally the signification of the painting,
and in fact its subject at the same time. Thus we see not only the
image of fog in the painting Glerd 291511993, because the meteo-
rological symbol for fog. three lines of equal length, has been
printed onto the pictorial surface to the right of the picture, to
dispel any doubt that we are in fog. The painting's title then
unequivocally confirms that the fog in question is the same one
that lay over the River Glerd on May 29, 1993.

It may then follow to ask whether the fog is the signification of
the sign, or whether the sign is the signification of the fog. These
differing systems of images clash, and it is not completely clear
which means what. Does the symbol for fog signify the fog in the
painting, or does the fog on the painting signify the symbol for
fog! On first impression, both significations seem equally valid.
Then how does this language of signs link up with the reality of
the weather, on the one hand, and our experience of this same
weather on the other hand?

Then the third component is introduced, namely the symbeol that
has been sandblasted onto the left side of the fog painting,
depicting an electrical circuit from the “brain” of 3 computer.
This is the electrical circuit that handles the exchange of informa-
tion from one system of symbols to another, translating the lan-
guage of signs from one system to another and equalling it at the
same time. This symbol signifies the relationship between the sig-
nifier and the signified. The cyclical system of signs in the painting
is closed and becomes, so to speak, self-sustainable. This self-
consistent and self-sufficient system of signs, however, excludes
the spectator at the same time. He knows, or at least suspects,
that our experience of fog differs in character from that indicat-
ed by the language of signs. Is it conceivable that we have not



moved any closer to portraying reality with the advent of hi-tech
mimesis and scientific symbelism than we were in Snorri’s day,
when people could talk in images of brains splashed from Ymir's
skull? Has language's objectivity perhaps emptied it of some of its
content as it becomes self-consistent?

At a certain turning-point in cultural history, man rejected his
mythological world and its imagery. Since then, we have used lan-
guage in order to create for ourselves an objective image of the
world and ourselves. This has made language more complex, and
gradually dissolved the direct links between the language of signs
and our experience of reality. Symbolic language has acquired an
independent and completely self-sustaining existence, whether in
sclentific logic, in technology, or in visual or aesthetic representa-
tion, It obeys its own laws, which lack direct and concrete links
with the empirical world. This is the language that we seen in
Kristjin Steingrimur's painting.

We see that the subject of Glerd 29/5/1993 is in fact not the fog
that lay across north lceland on that particular day, but rather
the language that we use to signify that particular fog. Admittedly,
the painting does show us both the fog and its signification, and
the connection between imagery and meaning, but above all else
it shows us the problem involved in linguistic solutions to the
representation and imitation of reality: how the formal construc-
tion of language excludes our subjective experience of fog.

VYan Gogh, Kosuth and Kristjan Steingrimur

There is nothing new about the visual arts taking language or pic-
torial language as their subject. As Roland Barthes has pointed
out, language is at once a product and a vehicle or medium of
logic, and there is a constant dialectic between language as a
vehicle and as a product of logic. The conclusion (the product) is
inherent in the premiss (the vehicle) and these two are recipro-
cally interconnected in the manner that we see in Kristjin
Steingrimur’s paintings of the weather. which involve the signifier
and the signified respectively. The connection between the signifi-
er and the signified becomes the signification of the painting.

Analysis of this dialectic berween signifier and signified must sure-
ly be the task of any art that strives to define and comprehend
itself. Kristjin Steingrimur’s painting therefore displays affinities
with Concept Art, whose self-justification is as a definition of the
concept of art as such, and likewise of the language of art. We
can therefore see a certain parallel between Kristjin
Steingrimur’s weather paintings and, for example, joseph Kosuth's
well-known work One and Three Chairs from 1965, In its day, this
work opened a new view on language and on the formal approach
towards depicting or representing objects or phenomena, in this
case a chair. First we see a photograph of a regular folding chair
standing up against a wall. More or less life-size, the photograph
is hung at eye-level on the exhibiton gallery wall, On the floor to
the right of the photograph we see the chair itself standing up
against the wall, and to the right of thar hangs a blow-up photo-
copy of a dictionary definition of the word chair. This work
demonstrates that one chair has three completely different
images or forms of language. Each form of the chair/language

speaks for itself, and in a sense they are all equally valid. In effect
the work involves what is known in logic as a autclogy, which is
defined as “a true definition, true in terms of its form irrespec-
tive of the statement of its parts” In the work featuring chairs,
the formal representation of the work is logical and self-consis-
tent. Yet it tells us nothing about our experience of the chair,
what it is like to sit in or to experience its presence or what the
story behind it is. Neither in terms of the artist’s nor the specta-
tor's experience. Language has become a self-sustaining system
which Is at the same time part of the technological language and
power structure on which modern technological society is based.
Kosuth himself says that the language of our hi-tech society,
whether it be In the sciences, politics or arts, has created a lan-
guage system that excludes self-awareness and human experi-
ence. The systern has thereby created for itself the freedom to
extend its own reality ad infinitum, because its reality belongs to
a space beyond empirical human experience and self-awareness.
Modern science and art have created for themselves “forms with
independent lives” that grow of their own accord, like the sci-
ence fiction nightmare of machines or robots that have taken
control of the Earth. Kosuth adds that the reason we tend not to
notice this is that our vision is tarred with the same brush, is
inescapably part of this same language system.

Joseph Kosuth saw it as his role to “expose the mystical nature
of meaning and restore it" He advocated abolishing the dialectic
between subjective and objective that dominates our cultural
world. In the essay referred to here,' Kosuth admits that all the
forms he has himself used have in effect wrned against him. And
he asks himself: “Can ‘art be seen’ without ending ensnared in
formalism?”

This is a compelling question for Joseph Kosuth, and clearly for
Kristjin Steingrimur too. The answer they both give, either a
chair or a picture of the weather, is that the form of the repre-
sentation is its signification. Both reject all symbolism and purge
their language of subjectivity. We can see this more clearly
through a comparison with Van Gogh, His painting of a chair is
loaded with the experience of familiarity with that chair. Really
he is not describing the chair as a phenomenon with any realism,
but rather a definite human experience that is presented to us by
its image. The chair is used to tell another story. The same goes
for Van Gogh's “weather painting” of a corn field and ravens
under a stormy sky. In both cases, the language is extremely sub-
jective and at the same time imprecise as a description of objec-
tive reality. Objective description yields to the formalism that he
needs in order to mediate a certain experience, which in fact
does not have much to do with a chair or the sky as such.

Both Kosuth and Kristjin Steingrimur take a diametrically
opposed approach. They dive in headfirst, aiming to describe
concrete reality, or rather the problem involved in making such a
description. Their formalism does not consist of forms as such,
but rather the form of the language itself. If the formal structure
of the language is its signification, and this signification is
absolutely objective and clear, does this not imply that the sub-
jective experience of the object reality has been excluded?



This is precisely what Kosuth aims to expose in his paintings, and
we see the same thing happening with Kristjan Steingrimur. They
have both made the formal structure of logic or representation
visible, in their respective ways, and demonstrated how it limits
and defines the visible, irrespective of whether it is fog or a chair.
However much we want to, we cannot avoid the formal struc-
ture of language, for it talks through us as soon as we open our
mouths or put brush ta canvas. We cannot create signification in
art except by facing up to the formal structure of language or
pictorial language. Only through such reallsm can we shake off
the yoke of the dialectic that divides our reality into subjective
and objective existences. And only through such realism can we
manage to shake off the political power structure that is inextri-
cably linked up with the formal construction of the technological,
specialist language of the modern age.

The slavery of formalism and liberating force of criticism
Modernist formalism as boded by, says the American art histori-
an Greenberg, wanted to see the signification of art as being
inherent in the form per se, without any relation to concrete
reality. Such a signification would be purely subjective and afford
the artist absolute “freedom” in a clearly delimited field of public
art, but at the same time absolute impotence in the political
arena: “forms™ were made into a market commodity and thereby
placed under the control of society. Art was then transformed
into a profession with its own compartment to operate in, just
like specialist branches of science and technology. Likewise, poli-
tics has become a profession which has acquired a self-sustaining
language and extends itself ad infinitum beyond and above all
human experience,

Kosuth and other pioneers of Concept Art have maintined that
forms as such have no signification or value; their value is inher-
ent in the process that produces form or signification. What is
needed is therefore to address the formal construction of lan-
guage as such, and not individual or limited forms that have noth-
ing to say about reality. And a form that says nothing about reali-
ty. but is merely self-referent, has nothing to say about the future
either, A critical and exposing standpoint towards the formal
construction of the language/pictorial language of the modern
age inherently invalves a critical and exposing standpoint towards
the political and scientific language of the modern age, thereby
opening the way for new thinking. When Kristjin Steingrimur
paints the fog and its symbol, he is simultanecusly exposing the
formal construction of the language and the distinction between
subjective and objective that this structure contains. Only by
such exposure s it possible to transcend the dialectic that the
formal structure of language displays. And only by such exposure
can art regain political influence, not as an art object in the mar-
ketplace, but as the catalyst for critical thinking. Thinking that
could serve to expose the specialized language on which the
power structure of specialization is nourished in our technologi-
cal sociery.

A new beginning

Kristjian Steingrimur became familiar with a critical standpoint
towards accepted artistic technigues for reflecting reality, when
he studied at the New Art Department of the College of Art
and Handicrafts under Magnis Pilsson. During his studies in
Germany in the |980s, he then experienced the ascent of the
"Mew Painting" which more often than not strove to cover up
the self-deception of language in the idealist spirit of being able
to restore the romantic, epic painting, or rather the “liberated”
vacuum allocated to art by Greenberg's formalism in the 1960s
and 1970s. Now, Kristjan Steingrimur has managed to draw cer-
tain logical conclusions from this experience of his, which are
presented here as a coherent whole for the first time. The pre-
sent exhibition therefore marks a twrning-point or a new begin-
ning in his career as a painter, while also serving as an interesting
and much-needed contribution to the dialogue on the stats and
conditions of painting in the modern age.

Olafur Gislason

| Dentro i contestor modernism & practica crithca, 1977, quoted here froam the
halian edition of the collection of essays Laroe dopo la filosofia, 1989,
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