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Thanks to a high intensity laser, Anton Zeilinger was able to teleport 
light particles (photons) for the first time in 1997. The laser shoots   
photons in different directions, and the photons then form pairs 
called ‘quantum entanglements’. In this binding, the union of 
the photons is stable regardless of the physical distance between 
them. When Zeilinger, in his experiment, changed a quality of one 
of the particles, the twin particle immediately and spontaneously 
underwent the same change. Teleportation is based on the physical 
property that allows information to be exchanged between two 
particles, once they have been entangled quantumly, at a rate faster
than the speed of light. Although science neither thinks nor 
expresses itself in these terms, we imagine that within a few decades 
it will be possible to teleport a micro-organism and, soon thereafter, 
objects and, finally, human beings.

	 The mere statement of this astonishing discovery so crucial 
to quantum physics whets the imagination not only of physicists but 
also of laymen who know nothing of matter. The fact that the finding 
is called teleportation, a name taken from a literary genre – science 
fiction –, is also significant. The choice of that word set the details 
of the experiment travelling through worlds beyond the laboratory. 
Teleportation incites curiosity and manufactures the fiction of an 
almost intuitive understanding of the experiment’s logic: one word 
suffices to join the familiar and the strange. The fortunate choice of
this term cannot be attributed only to the desire to communicate
the news, though of course that played a part. It reflects, mostly, 
the need to produce osmosis between knowledges of very different 
natures, and it posits that generating communicative forms of 
meaning is key to future discoveries. 

	 Much contemporary art shares this intuition. And the
oft-repeated but poorly defined expression artistic research is the 
term that best describes the precise and acute movements between 
areas of knowledge, between the senses and understanding.

	 In answering the question ‘what is reality’, Anton Zeilinger 
says: ‘That which we can agree on. We need to undertake a thorough 
reconstruction of the basic concepts that we use every day – reality, 
time, matter, space, light – so that we can use them to define new 
situations both inside and outside the laboratory. We live our lives 
immersed in categories. If we want to use those categories to
interrogate reality, just as a lawyer interrogates a witness, we 

CLANDESTINE HAPPINESS. WHAT DO WE MEAN 
BY ARTISTIC RESEARCH?
Chus Martínez
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must understand what they mean at each moment. And that’s 
where philosophy comes in; it is what best explains the historical 
dramatisation of those categories.’1

	 Artists, like scientists, are pioneers when it comes to 
creating new forms of connectivity between worlds that seem 
to have nothing in common. They embark on writing novels, 
conceiving treatises, discovering archives, devising therapies and 
choreographing bodies, that is, on the endless study of everything 
that contributes to different formulations of what we call reality. It 
would be banal to describe all that as mere play. We find ourselves, 
rather, before a strange form of research that is more aware than ever 
of the parallel between producing art and understanding the world.

	 Since Marcel Duchamp, and perhaps much earlier – indeed,
perhaps forever –, art has been eager to house a knowledge different 
from academic knowledge and to provide the ultimate reason for 
modifying that academic knowledge. Much contemporary art 
attempts to develop works and situations that make it possible to 
read the past freely, to take flight and approach the unknown.

	 There is a paradox that cultural studies and the heirs to 
critical theory consistently deny because it does not serve their 
purposes: artistic practice is temporal and atemporal at the same 
time. Art and culture must necessarily situate themselves in this 
contradiction in the attempt to be within history while escaping it.

	 Cultural studies recognise that they cannot be conceived in 
terms of progress, that there is no single Modernity but many, that 
universals are now always in the plural. Nonetheless, contemporary 
art runs the risk now more than ever of turning into a secondary 
source. Art and artists know themselves to be subject to a series of 
textual and institutional logics, and one of their achievements has 
been to reveal that fact in the sphere of artistic production 
and reception.

	 Artistic research names the effort to recognise the 
importance and explore the consequences of the following 
statement: meaning does not emerge from History but from Fiction. 
This names an effort, not a method. When we speak of artistic 

1. A conversation that took place at Traunsee Akademie on 21 July 2010. 
Anton Zeilinger is a full professor of quantum physics at the Institut für 
Quantenoptik und Quanteninformation of Vienna.
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research, we are not speaking of the fact that many artist engage in 
exhaustive research before making a work. Nor should we confuse 
artistic research with contemporary art’s proximity to the social 
sciences and their methods. The term has been coined, rather, to 
alert us to the fact that art has also become a quantum phenomenon.
	 That is, the principle of indetermination is also operative in
the social sciences, aesthetics and philosophy. In the very act of 
observing, we alter what we have observed. Neither theory nor 
philosophy nor criticism can aspire to determine what art is. It is 
simply ridiculous to question whether art exists or not, but forcing it 
to speak a single language, that of historical reconstruction, is 
sadly impudent.

	 The traditional hierarchical distinctions between theory
and action, between criticism and creation are sterile. There is an 
obvious need to think of a more eloquent way of conceiving the 
aesthetic-cognitive back-and-forth between the production of art 
and the grammar of theory. Contemporary art practice has invited 
itself to the party of those who assume the complex mission of 
generating tools to grasp the world. 

	 Taking artistic research seriously means accepting 
disorganisation in the relations between the disciplines that deal
with contemporary art. The rise of cultural studies, critical theory 
and the many variations of post-Marxist understanding of the 
relationship between art and economics is fruit of an ungrounded – 
though perhaps historically necessary – confidence in the possibility 
of first unravelling and then stabilising the meaning of what happens 
in a work of art, as well as the ‘creative’ process as a whole.

	 Meaning cannot be explained by its context, though the
context may help with its historical interpretation. If this were 
the case, the effort of art and artist to avoid juried shows and art 
academies would be pointless. Interpreting is not the same as 
understanding. Too often the description of the codes that constitute 
a system, of the relations that act on a work of art or any other 
cultural fact that can be reified, is geared towards passing judgment, 
to determining whether we are headed in the right direction. If 
contemporary art has strived to do anything, it is to teleport: to 
change green into red, to turn around the rules of the game to be 
freed of the constant allocation of meaning and thus ‘unexpress 

2. Roland Barthes used this phrase frequently.
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the expressable’.2 For a long time philosophy has been saying that 
there are no outstanding rewards and no certainty waiting around 
the corner. Yet, both criticism and the exhibition apparatus are 
determined to contradict this as they strive to render the notion of 
History plural.

	 The new importance of philosophy and the social sciences
in the sphere of contemporary art is related to an essential 
discovery: art today is located in a space uniquely productive for the 
interrelation of knowledges that would otherwise never intersect. 
This is similar to what Gaston Bachelard attempted to describe in the 
introduction to The Poetics of Space (1957). Space appears where the 
logic of causality ceases and another principle takes hold, mainly the 
principle of reverberation.

Stating that space does not emerge on the basis of laws of causality 
means that the public sphere is not constructed by merely ensuring 
a series of conditions, just as the existence of a parliament or alike 
does not guarantee that debate will take place. Something else must 
happen, and that is what Bachelard calls reverberation. Practice 
proves that transparency is not enough, that a system of logical 
argumentation does not necessarily unleash the will to change, let 
alone change itself.

Bachelard looks to reverberation as an image that expresses
the movement between logics of thought and methods of work 
that have nothing in common. The possibility of different thinking 
depends on this so very abstract and difficult to define mental 
operation. Contemporary art attempts to exist in this space of 
reverberation, rather than in the work-commentary equation. Art 
is not a pretext for thought, but rather a thought that operates by 
means of the constant exchange between different systems that 
vacillate between the abstract and the concrete, and that make us 
vacillate between them as well.

	 Nothing productive emerges from translating ideas into 
images. The attempt to establish a correlation between ideas and 
their representation denies the unexpected and, hence, the hope 
for change. Reverberation names something quite different – and 
more complex – than interdisciplinariness, or the borrowing of ideas 
and concepts between sciences. Artistic research understands that 
artistic practice generates concepts on the basis of intuition and that 
the challenge lies in their formalisation. That amounts to affirming
that art’s relationship to theory should not obey a cause-effect logic. 
To be truly modern, theory cannot assume the role of the eternal 43



mediator between the work and the viewer; it cannot limit itself to 
speaking after the fact. Locating thought outside artistic practice 
means accepting that History is the final instance and judgment the 
only way to relate to culture in order to ensure that the last horizon is
always normative; it means that there is only room for the 
dialectic between good and bad. There are countless examples of 
interpretations of cultural production on these bases. 
	
	 It is necessary to think and express oneself in other terms.
To walk down a different path we have to unlearn the learned and 
attend to concepts neglected by critical theory. The mission is not 
to renovate thought, but to venture into other logics and place them 
at the core of artistic and cultural thinking. Sustaining, like Deleuze, 
that meaning emerges from fiction implies realising that it is not 
philosophy that makes an emancipated viewer possible, but rather an 
artistic practice that has made an unprecedented effort to understand 
itself before the figure of the viewer. And that understanding 
implicates us all.

	 That is what artistic research consists of, and that is why an 
institution that wants to think through, rather than from, art is now 
inconceivable. The production of space is an act of trust, 
of future-ness.

	 According to Bachelard, the mental function that brings us 
closest to the enigmatic vastness of what’s to come is daydreaming. 
For philosophy, it is a fundamental exercise. Daydreaming is a way 
of creating access to grandeur, that is, to a sphere radically opposed 
to the domestic and different from the social. It empowers an 
attitude so very exceptional that it takes the daydreamer outside this 
world, to another world that bears the mark of infinity. It points in 
the direction of a vital multiplication of mortal freedoms; it builds 
world and counter-worlds. Daydreaming is a constitutive space that 
suggests the ability to imagine consciousness itself.
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Eileen Myles and Jeremy Sigler Go to an Exhibition
By The Paris Review November 27, 2017

Not long ago, I found myself reading Jeremy Sigler’s 2009 interview with Eileen Myles in The 
Brooklyn Rail. The occasion was a new book by Myles, but the conversation opens with ban-
ter about clothing—“I’m pretty critical of the J. Crew catalogue, which I have to confess I love 
looking through”—as though the pair had met for a drink instead of an interview. And then, 
toward the end of their time together, Sigler mentions Larry Rivers’s famous nude portrait of 
Frank O’Hara: “I think this is my idealization of the poet,” he says; Myles calls it “collaborated 
outrageousness.” Earlier this fall, Tibor de Nagy Gallery opened a small survey of Rivers’s work, 

including the O’Hara painting—an opportunity, in other words, for Myles and Sigler to 
continue their conversation, wherever it may lead. 48



MYLES: I guess we maybe want to start with 
the famous one.

SIGLER: Yeah. I’ve never seen this painting in 
person, actually. Have you?

MYLES: I feel like I have, but that may or may 
not be true.

SIGLER: I’ve seen the drawing that was on the 
cover of one of O’Hara’s books.

MYLES: Right.

SIGLER: Which Andrew said is missing—the 
drawing is actually gone, he said.

MYLES: Who said?

SIGLER: Andrew.

MYLES: Really?

SIGLER: Yeah.

MYLES: Gone from where it was? Where was 
it?

SIGLER: A collector who owned it said it was 
stolen.

MYLES: From where? From their house?

SIGLER: Yeah, something like that. But this is … 
this is really something else.

MYLES: Yeah. I think it’s kind of a good paint-
ing.

SIGLER: Yeah. I mean, look at that cinder block.

MYLES: I know, I had the same feeling. The 
hair on his chest, too. And, of course, Frank’s 
dick. 

SIGLER: It’s front and center.

MYLES: He’s sort of boundaryless, which is 

amazing, like he’s sitting in time in this fuzzy, 
profound way.

SIGLER: It’s effortless, too—the painting just 
sort of comes right out. It’s brushed right on 
there. I mean, of course that’s what painters do, 
but he makes it look easy.

MYLES: It feels drawing-ish.

SIGLER: Yeah.

MYLES: But look where we are. One, two, three, 
four, five—five chicks, five ladies, and this is 
the only male nude. There is something fem-
inine about it, too. The face seems to me very 
androgynous, but when I say androgynous, I’m 
used to saying androgynous when I mean “a 
woman who looks masculine.” But this is about 
a man who looks feminine—he could 
be a lady at the court. 49



SIGLER: He seems to understand the psycholo-
gy of being naked.

MYLES: “He” being Larry?

SIGLER: Larry, yeah. Well, both. It’s an exhibi-
tionistic painting—Frank obviously knew what 
he was getting into here.

MYLES: He agreed. It was hanging in MoMA 
originally, right?

SIGLER: I don’t know.

MYLES: I think so. I think there was a bit of a 
scandale, because you couldn’t have somebody 
who was working at the museum have a nude 
portrait of themselves.

SIGLER: Conflict of interest.

MYLES: This could be fake history, but I seem 
to remember this.

SIGLER: I mean, think about today, how 
politically correct you have to be in an office 
situation. If you’re not allowed to tell a joke—

MYLES: Well, that’s the story, but it seems 
to me that we’re constantly encountering 
contradictions. The whole Harvey Weinstein 
thing—like, how many guys just routinely 
invite females into corners and jerk off? And 
then years pass.

SIGLER: This “massage me” thing, “come over 
and give me a massage.”

MYLES: Well, that’s even further down the 
road. Most recently she was just in a little cul 
de sac and then he started jerking off.

SIGLER: Really?

MYLES: Yeah. That was his thing. But let’s not 
give him so much time. The thing that’s out-

rageous about this, continually, is that 
O’Hara’s male. That’s the thing that’s 

completely unique about that.

SIGLER: I mean, it has to be the greatest nude 
male portrait. I can’t think of anything that 
rivals it.

MYLES: Until you get to Mapplethorpe.

SIGLER: Yes. It’s a beauty. How do you feel 
about the sexuality of it?

MYLES: What do you mean, “How do I feel?”

SIGLER: I mean, is it provocative to you?

MYLES: Well, yeah. I think it’s provocative to 
everybody, isn’t it? I mean, it’s a little bit softly 
demanding, seems to me.

SIGLER: It’s intimate.

MYLES: Yeah. It’s not a nude—he’s naked.

SIGLER: Oh, can we talk about the boots? We 
have to talk about the boots.

MYLES: Sure. That’s him giving Frank his 
butchness, I think. He kept his boots on. Then 
we have him as somebody who is a man fuck-
ing somebody. That means that he has some 
purchase on power. But tell me what you’re 
thinking.

SIGLER: I like the way we were talking about 
it a few years ago. Somehow we got into the 
concept that a poet should stand naked in 
his boots. I think you said that you identified 
with that idea, as a poet, that the metaphor of 
being naked and still having the boots on is 
like Duchamp traveling with his toothbrush—
you’re ready to go.

MYLES: Exactly. I think it means that you can 
run. All you need is to throw on a shirt—other-
wise you’re female.

SIGLER: So it’s a pretty important detail.50



MYLES: It’s a really important detail. How did 
they negotiate that? Did Frank say, Let me keep 
my boots on? Also, was this planned? Had 
they had sex and Larry said, Let me paint you? 
That’s the implication here. I don’t know if I 
think that’s true, but it sort of seems like an 
announcement that they’ve had sex. It’s all this 
abstraction business over here. The abstraction 
part of it is pretty good. I feel that about a lot of 
the paintings—the abstract parts are actually 
pretty great.

SIGLER: Well, he studied with Hans Hofmann, 
so it’s almost like he just took that method 
of brushing a little this way, that way, up and 
down, across—these big, bold brush marks. 
And then he started putting objects and figures 
into the painting. Early Pop.

MYLES: It was someplace where you had Jane 
Freilicher, on the one hand, and de Kooning, 
on the other. And Pop is where it’s going, but 
it’s not quite there. It’s sort of in the hallway, 
and I think that’s probably why he’s not so 
famous now, because he was … What do you 
call that?

SIGLER: He was ambiguous?

MYLES: No, there’s a name for something that’s 
in between.

SIGLER: Equivocating? Something like that?

MYLES: Yeah, but it’s a something figure?

SIGLER: Oh, literally in art?

MYLES: Yeah, or just in theory. Like an object 
that wasn’t the thing you were really thinking 
about, but it’s sort of holding the space.

SIGLER: These pinup girls are not as interest-
ing, are they?

MYLES: No, I don’t think so.

SIGLER: Is it that there’s no tension? Or there’s 

no intimacy?

MYLES: For me, there’s no ownership. I don’t 
feel the feeling. I feel like he wanted to use 
different materials and do something else. 
Maybe this colored one I like the best, for some 
reason.

SIGLER: But they don’t have any of that tender-
ness.

MYLES: They remind me of a piece … What was 
his name? Lindner? Pop Art—the guy that did 
phone booths and these kind of techno beings? 
It was this cold-ass part of Pop Art.

SIGLER: When he’s painting on canvas and 
there’s this shimmering light, but also this 
nervous scratchy feeling in the line, it’s almost 
like the soft light mixed with his anxiety, with 
his nervous system.

MYLES: Look at the drawing. He could really 
draw.

SIGLER: He also was a musician. I don’t know 
how good he was at sax—was he any good? Did 
you ever hear him play?

MYLES: It was just part of being a poet. Larry 
Rivers and all the old guys would get up and 
play their jazz. It’s like an old guy thing—I’m 
gonna have a band now.

SIGLER: Right.

MYLES: Doesn’t Paul Muldoon do it? Anne 
Sexton did it! It’s something I always meant to 
do.

SIGLER: You could be in a band.

MYLES: Yeah, let’s not go there.

SIGLER: But I read that he was also friends 
with Miles Davis.

MYLES: Wow. But it doesn’t mean 
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anything about how he played.

SIGLER: No, but it kind of gives him some cred. 
It has to be said that he’s an uneven painter— 
that’s sort of the point. It’s hit or miss, right?

MYLES: So often I feel like his style is trying 
everybody else’s style.

SIGLER: Yes. And he’s also painting other 
people’s paintings, literally. There’s a Matisse in 
this one. There’s a de Kooning.

MYLES: Did he have some sort of a career as a 
graphic artist? I think he might have had some 
commercial gig. Because this is like Jane Freili-
cher 3-D, right?

SIGLER: Yeah.

MYLES: Is this the Matisse?

SIGLER: This is the Matisse, yeah. But then he 
does a cheesy thing, like put a Matisse back 
there. Is he caught up in the moment or—

MYLES: Just for the sake of the recording, I’ll 
say it’s this yellow, cloudy shape, which is part 
of a garment, and it has these dark orange 
streaks in them, and there’s something really 
satisfying and cool about it.

SIGLER: Right, but he must also be feeling very 
audacious as he’s doing it, because he’s appro-
priating. Because I feel like if he’s painting it, he 
must be getting some kind of kick.

MYLES: When you paint in somebody else’s 
style, that’s actually not appropriation, is it?

SIGLER: Not really, no. It’s more like an hom-
age.

MYLES: I like the flowers, too. It’s almost like 
it’s a number of things that I would like alone. 
It seems like the art of removal.

SIGLER: He has to fill every part of the 

canvas. He made a lot of work, and in the early 
work he left large expanses untouched. He 
played with letting light in.

MYLES: Yes! This one makes me nuts, because 
all I can think of is a side of beef, and the kind 
of restaurant that would let you know the cut 
you were getting. And what we’re looking at is 
a female figure with nipples pointed out, and 
it says “Sutek.” I guess we’re getting a language 
lesson. Is it Polish? I don’t know.

SIGLER: The sexism of the unabashed ma-
cho-male-testosterone quality of the work is 
offensive.

MYLES: Or simply the woman, as with the oth-
ers, is what is there to be painted. It’s a little bit 
up there with the “just grab the pussy.” Maybe 
that’s true, maybe everybody does.

SIGLER: What about this one? This one is real-
ly “grab the pussy” right there.

MYLES: I like it, though. I think it’s really kind 
of a great painting. Well, what do you mean, 
“Grab the pussy?” Nobody’s grabbing a pussy 
right there.

SIGLER: Uh, it’s close.

MYLES: You have the spread eagle, you have 
two girls hanging out together. It’s strange. It’s 
a little bit censored. I think it’s kind of beauti-
ful.

SIGLER: This painting seems honest, to me. He 
has this one side of him that’s inquisitive and 
curious, and then the other side is arrogant 
and in-your-face, like blah blah blah.

MYLES: Well, this seems like it’s between a 
sketch and a painting. And it’s also the thing 
you were just saying—there’s an emptiness 
here. And this is a kind of Cy Twombly emp-
tiness. And this—I don’t know why I assume 
it’s a bed back there, but whatever that is, that 
bright, hard pattern thing.
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SIGLER: No one’s gonna know what we’re 
talking about.

MYLES: Well, that’s why I’m trying to throw in 
a little description.

SIGLER: You’re doing great.

MYLES: But over here too, they’re both whited 
out. I don’t know what that means, but it’s in-
teresting, because he knows that he’s present-
ing a pussy, and then he’s somehow bandaging 
it in white.

SIGLER: Isn’t that maybe underwear?

MYLES: Well …

SIGLER: I mean, I don’t think he’s bandaging it.

MYLES: Bandaging isn’t the right word, but I 
don’t know how else to put it.

SIGLER: It’s sort of gauzy.

MYLES: It’s like he’s over-painting or repaint-
ing, but he didn’t do it, and so, again, it’s an 
in-between object.

SIGLER: It’s hard to tell what’s going on.

MYLES: And I like that. There’s something 
literary about this one. This is the one, if I were 
to buy, I would take this. It has this kind of 
notebook drawing with flowers up here on the 
top, and this is kind of a weird collage.

SIGLER: It is nice. It’s a little bit like Jean-
Michel Basquiat.

MYLES: Yeah. This a very interesting thing, and 
it’s the most in-between Larry that hits that 
note.

SIGLER: The line never lets up.

MYLES: Larry—was he an immigrant?

SIGLER
Yes, I think so.

MYLES: And was Basquiat?

SIGLER: I don’t remember. I think so.

MYLES: We’ll have to do some research. We 
have to tell Nicole to include a note.

SIGLER: Footnote.[1]

MYLES: There’s so much pattern in this one. 
These little elbow marks down here, the stripes 
here and all the scribbles up here.

SIGLER: It’s dirty.

MYLES: Yeah, it’s dirty.

SIGLER: You feel that everything, at some 
point, got tossed on the floor of the studio or 
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thrown around a little. He was not as careful 
with his materials as I think so many artists are 
these days. It’s refreshing just to see him work, 
to do stuff. I don’t think he had a master plan.

MYLES: It’s a little bottley.

SIGLER: A little what?

MYLES: Bodily. The scale of it feels like you can 
feel the artist making choices and dancing and 
moving in front of it.

SIGLER: Let’s talk about this Camel. This is 
essentially the most abstract pack of Camel cig-
arettes that you can possibly have, right?

MYLES: Right.

SIGLER: You can feel the nicotine, you 
can feel this sense of him burning up. 
I know he was a speed demon on his 
motorcycle, and he seems to have had 
I don’t know how many wives, drug 
habits. It’s like he’s burning the candle 
at both ends, and my impression is that 
he must have been a heavy drinker.

MYLES: Though he’s one of the inter-
esting characters that endured. You 
don’t hear those stories about Alex 
Katz—whatever his life was or is, I nev-
er heard about him being a wild man. 
Larry seems to be one of those who 
was endangered when he was young 
but made that decision to invest in a 
future—and probably the work chang-
es then, too.

SIGLER: You mean like a survival abil-
ity?

MYLES: Yeah.

SIGLER: If he had been a poet, and not 
an artist, he probably would have died 
younger, one imagines.

MYLES: Because he wouldn’t have had 
any money? Is that what that means?

SIGLER: He seems to have been indus-
trious, is what I mean. He used art to 
its fullest.

MYLES: And you mean poets are not 
industrious?

SIGLER: Yeah. We can’t make work. 
You feel like he could fill a studio with 
work, and it could all feel like product, 
on some level.

MYLES: Yeah. We don’t have work to 
do, and he did, and also he had a place 
to do it. Again, this is all based on the 
fact that he had a career, and he had 
gotten to a certain place, because lots 
of painters have no place to do it, or 
torture the people in their lives by 
making inappropriate places to do it, 
and everything else has to be subjugat-
ed to them, because they didn’t be-
come successful enough.

SIGLER: Was he always successful?

MYLES: Pretty early on, I think. There 
was something called The $64,000 
Question. Do you know this story?

SIGLER: No.
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MYLES: It was a TV quiz show that he 
was on, and won. He had this weird 
life. Everybody said this about him, 
always—he was lucky. Talented and 
charismatic, but also, just, stuff hap-
pened to him.

SIGLER: That’s what I was sort of 
saying—charmed in some way. It’s not 
like he was burning out, though he was 
burning the candle at both ends. You 
think with Basquiat—Basquiat burned 
out pretty fast. I don’t know if that’s a 
fair comparison.

MYLES: But it’s a fact. There also is the 
different way of being in the world as a 
big, tall white man, and not a smaller 
black guy, who was so wildly successful 
so young. They’re just different human 
beings. Do you like the Camel?

SIGLER: I’m not so sure that it’s a com-
pletely resolved painting, but I like that 
he painted a cigarette pack. I like that 
it’s there. I feel comfortable in front of 
it.

MYLES: It makes me think about still 
lifes, which is to say that when I think 
about eighteenth- and nineteenth-cen-
tury painters in the studio, I think of 
skulls and flowers and female nudes 
and bones and apples and dead fish. 
But they didn’t have “products” as 
such. Maybe they did, but you never 
see labels.

SIGLER: Well, I suppose the Dutch 
still lifes are filled with fishes and all 

the things that you’d bring back from 
markets.

MYLES: Yeah, but the market wasn’t a 
brand.

SIGLER: No. Well, there was no packag-
ing, really.

MYLES: Yeah. It’s the art of advertis-
ing—I guess that’s another American 
flag, in a way. The Pop thing that you 
said earlier is really true. This is like, 
again, Pop abstraction. I’m embar-
rassed to say that I didn’t get it was a 
Camel right away. And I like that—it 
feels like fuzzy photography.

SIGLER: When you put Warhol and his 
Campbell soup cans next to this, it’s 
another animal, right? He took it to the 
point of—

MYLES: It is that.

SIGLER: Yeah. It is that.

MYLES: A little more Duchamp. And 
this is a little more Abstract Expres-
sionist.

SIGLER: I’d like to see a hundred of 
them. I’d like to see him just do anoth-
er one.

MYLES: And then another, and then 
another.

SIGLER: Just keep it going.
55



MYLES: That’s really great. But I feel 
like just the fact that you say that is a 
critique. It seems to me that when you 
have somebody who continually has to 
do a new thing, another novelty every 
time … There are moments of his art 
that we really love, but because he had 
this compulsion to keep being new, you 
see the wages of that in certain ways.

SIGLER: I think that’s what I was saying 
before. I was hinting at that when I 
said the whole point is being uneven, 
that it’s hit or miss. I think your way of 
putting it is much nicer, because if in 
fact you have that love for novelty and 
you’re always quickly moving onto the 
next thing, you’re going to make a lot 
of bad choices.

MYLES: Right. And it’s a little bit Amer-
ican. It’s Pop in a different way. It’s sort 
of like you’re very mode of industry is 
American—serial production is some-
thing different. I wonder if I’m going 
to ruin our recording if I answer a text. 
What do you think?

SIGLER: Let’s stop.

MYLES: Really? Don’t stop. I don’t 
think we should stop.

SIGLER: Okay. I’m just saying pause it.

MYLES: Can you pause? I don’t know if 
you can pause.

SIGLER: Oh—it’ll start a new 
recording.

MYLES: I think so. You’re recording, 
right?

SIGLER: Yeah.

MYLES: I just have to say yes to some-
body. I just have to meet Felix at two.

SIGLER: I have to say, this is a real dud. 
This is a problem.

MYLES: Well, yes and no. I mean, it’s a 
de Kooning rip-off. Look at that face—
crazy.

SIGLER: All right, I’ll get really person-
al—I don’t like the way de Kooning 
looks in the painting.

MYLES: Is that de Kooning?

SIGLER: Yeah, that’s supposed to be de 
Kooning.

MYLES: So that must be a late de 
Kooning.
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SIGLER: Yeah. I like the way his paint-
ing looks in the painting, but I don’t 
like the way he made Bill look.

MYLES: Why?

SIGLER: He looks a little awkward, 
maybe a little pudgy, a little overweight. 
He doesn’t look handsome the way de 
Kooning looked.

MYLES: Well, he probably knew de 
Kooning, so he probably knew a lot 
about de Kooning—maybe it’s drunk 
de Kooning. I thought it was a diora-
ma, which is really funny. It’s like an 
art-world art history. He’s doing de 
Kooning’s painting, and then he puts de 
Kooning in it. It’s like a funny anthro-
pological take on his own culture. Yeah, 
I’m not crazy about it, but then there’s 
something about the 3-D-ness of those 
figures that, I don’t know, I feel amused 
or entertained, or slightly delighted. It’s 
like Madame Tussaud’s—it’s so wrong 
that it starts to … it’s like the flowers. 
They start to jump out at me.

SIGLER: That’s what I was thinking 
before about Pop in general. Putting 
this sort of bland banal object on the 
wall—is that an expression of interest in 
being obnoxious or irreverent?

MYLES: I think it’s a gleeful Marxism 
that loves cash nonetheless. You’re see-
ing that this is a labor that we’re doing, 
making this incredibly well-designed 
can of soup. It’s like social realism.

SIGLER: Right, but there’s also some 
way in which the Pop artists were 
trying to outdo one another with the 
banal. Like, okay, I’m going to even 
out-banal you.

MYLES: But every time they landed 
on banal, it wasn’t banal. It ended up 
being profound. Because you made the 
machine stop for a second. Who did 
the cartoons, the comic strips? Lichten-
stein. Some of those are amazing.

SIGLER: They’re amazing.

MYLES: And then he does some 
landscapes that are just cartoons. Have 
you ever seen those? I love those. He’s 
doing what Larry Rivers is doing, in a 
different way. He’s sort of laughing at 
the history of art in a Pop way. I guess 
Larry’s the king of the intermediary 
object—that’s the word.

SIGLER: It’s true. He’s on the cusp of 
Happenings, and that whole culture as 
well. I don’t think he ever, like Raus-
chenberg, performed in intermediate 
Fluxus-type events.

MYLES: But he would have, if he were a 
minute younger.

SIGLER: That’s where the sax comes in, 
and the jazz of the whole experience. 
He’s sort of living in his own movie.

MYLES: But he’s too messy for that, 
too. In a Happening, everybody 
is conscious of the nature of the 57



experiment, in this kind of awe. You’re 
just doing your thing, but you’re let-
ting everybody else do their thing, too, 
whereas I feel Larry was on everybody 
else—more dominant. A lot of this is 
like a mouse crawling up an elephant’s 
leg with the intention of rape. There’s 
some hubris.

SIGLER: You could say this whole room 
is hubris. This moment we’re living in—
the Trump moment—is hubristic. You 
just feel like, Where are we headed?

MYLES: It’s gallows hubris.

SIGLER: It’s unbelievable. Even just his 
statement yesterday—“This is the calm 
before the storm,” he said.

MYLES: And he’s playing with the news 
cycle. He’s playing with us. It was like, I 
have the power to push the buttons, and 
I might do it, I might do it tomorrow, 
and you don’t even know why. Andy 
told me a story just moments ago about 
Tibor and Larry, and that they would 
come in together, and they were these 
unlike guys from different class back-
grounds, and they walked away, and 
Tibor was like, I love Larry, and Larry 
was like, I love Tibor. And his hubris 
was somehow … He was like the dog 
jumping up on you, but you would 
allow it because he was sort of adorable. 
People loved and were charmed by this 
man.

SIGLER: I don’t think it would be 
fair to compare him, the way we 

are, to Trump in that sense.

MYLES: Though I think the women in 
his life might have a different … that’s 
where the Trump comparison might 
start to be accurate.

SIGLER: There was a lot of womaniz-
ing, right?

MYLES: Yeah.

SIGLER: Like here, is the woman and 
her pubic hair, for example, the brunt of 
a joke?

MYLES: I don’t think so.

SIGLER: But that’s kind of vulgar, right?

MYLES: Yeah, but I think vulgar is not 
necessarily bad.

SIGLER: I’m just curious if this paint-
ing functions as a bad joke, the way de 
Kooning gets a lot of flack for his—

MYLES: Woman paintings?

SIGLER: Yeah. I could see a bunch 
of men standing around in the fifties 
laughing at this painting. It’s kind of a 
grotesque.

MYLES: I wouldn’t go that far with it.

SIGLER: I like the painting, actually.

MYLES: See, I think maybe I don’t like 
the painting.
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SIGLER: Well, it’s all about the legs and 
the underwear, right?

MYLES: There’s a heaviness, and it’s all 
about what’s going on in there.

SIGLER: But he definitely gets those 
big expanses to work, in the sense of a 
Hans Hofmann or a de Kooning—you 
can feel him still being, in many ways, 
an abstract painter.

MYLES: Oh yeah.

SIGLER: This little hairline—

MYLES: That’s really my favorite thing 
in it. It’s great.

SIGLER: New Jersey. It just says New 
Jersey in there. Hey look—there is an-
other Camel. He didn’t give up on it.

MYLES: Yeah. It’s so weird—the Cam-
els just remind me of the covers of 
poetry books and poetry magazines.

SIGLER: I guess he and Jim Dine were 
probably two painters who could do 
lettering that looks great on the cover of 
poetry books.

MYLES: And now they completely date 
those poetry books.

SIGLER: I guess Ted Berrigan has a few.

MYLES: Yes!

SIGLER: Kenneth Koch, definitely.

MYLES: Right. So sometimes it’s hard 
to even see them as paintings. But that 
labeling strikes me as not accidental. 
They’re literary paintings, in a way.

SIGLER: We should talk about the fact 
that we’re standing in Tibor de Nagy 
and it’s really historically the hub of the 
New York School. You came to New 
York, you once told me, and you really 
wanted to locate O’Hara. The poems 
themselves were like a map of New 
York City for you.

MYLES: Well, I came to New York and 
he was gone, so I was understanding 
this poetry community and characters 
like Larry Rivers all in relation to this 
absent poet.

SIGLER: And of course Larry gave the 
eulogy at his funeral, which was appar-
ently very moving, very heavy.

MYLES: Weirdly, my new book is sort 
of based a little bit on that, because I 
understood that that was an artist’s ges-
ture, to say the most dramatic, horren-
dous thing as an homage.

SIGLER: What did he say?

MYLES: He talked about, literally, 
what O’Hara looked like in the hospi-
tal bed, dying, with tubes in and out 
of his body, and his head swollen. He 
painted it in words. It was an 59



amazing gesture. It struck me as, Is that 
performance art? Is that poetry? Is that 
painting? Is that sculpture? What is 
that? And the effect that it had had on 
an audience. So when I started think-
ing about a dog’s dying, I thought of it 
really as an homage to that.

SIGLER: So it’s really on your mind 
right now—

MYLES: In this funny way. But isn’t it 
true that as poets we know Larry Rivers 
as Frank O’Hara’s lover and friend? 
That’s what defines him now.

SIGLER: Certainly. It’s nice to be deal-
ing with his art. I feel really happy that 
we have the paintings here to look at, 
and we’re not just talking about him 
as a hipster or just a cool guy who was 
around a sort of mythologized figure, 
because his contribution is potentially 
very lasting, very permanent. I have a 
funny feeling a lot of this work, while it 
is kind of going in and out of being dat-
ed and not looking so good anymore—
you wonder whether it’s coming back.

MYLES: That same thing! That it’s in 
and out of focus.

SIGLER: He represents not only the 
New York School, but he’s also a Beat 
character, right? So in a sense you can 
look him the way we might look at 
Robert Frank, or some people of that 
generation.

MYLES: Well, the New York 

School was a little Beat. It was sort of 
coeval. What was that thing O’Hara 
said? I’m a little too square for the hips, 
and too hip for the squares. Again, I 
would say that that was the case for this 
guy.

SIGLER: Right. I think that’s what you 
were saying before about this—it’s 
almost like he’s a little too square here 
because he’s actually being precise in a 
funny way about—

MYLES: It’s all there. There’s an absence 
of removal.

SIGLER: It’s so uncool. It’s a totally 
uncool painting.

MYLES: Yeah.

SIGLER: And yet the cigarettes—that’s 
cool, right? In a James Dean way, that’s 
almost like, Check it out, I’m painting a 
cool pack of smokes.

MYLES: But it’s not cool, it’s kitschy. 
Look at this one—’97.

SIGLER: Whoa!

MYLES: I know, right? I just saw that.

SIGLER: That’s hilarious.

MYLES: Holy shit! So this is ancient 
history, it’s not contemporary. It’s really 
funny. It’s an homage to de Kooning, 
which we always knew, but it’s one that 
de Kooning never saw. I can’t remem-60



ber when de Kooning died, but if he 
was alive, he was so wet-brained.

SIGLER: He may have still been—no, 
’97, no, I don’t think so.

MYLES: How do you know? When did 
he die?

SIGLER: Maybe ’93.

MYLES: I don’t want to stop our re-
cording.

SIGLER: I feel like we’ve done it.

MYLES: I think we’ve done it—we’re 
in our final waltz-through. Love this. 
Amazing.

SIGLER: We’ve got to make sure we get 
a picture of that.

MYLES: An elegant, perfect little 
painting. I love the lesbian couple. The 
way that I love that he loves women is 
this—he was absolutely the kind of man 
who would just love dykes, because 
it would be, like, more! More naked 
women! Women on women! I wouldn’t 
disinclude him from being one the guys 
who would say, Hey, let me join in. But 
there’s also a kind of awe at the party he 
can’t be a part of but is excited about.

SIGLER: His bisexuality comes 
through, right?

MYLES: Yes, exactly. This feels like a 

bisexual gaze. Though this feels very 
heterosexual Polack.

SIGLER: I guess that is his bisexuality—
on one side, a very heterosexual gaze, 
and then on the other, a very homosex-
ual gaze.

MYLES: I think there’s a great lesbian 
in him.

SIGLER: I love thinking of it as a great 
lesbian painting.

MYLES: I do, too. Let’s talk about that.

SIGLER: Let’s try to nail this down, 
First of all, how cheesy is it that he puts 
the name O’Hara there? I mean, that’s 
cheesy in an audacious way.

MYLES: But it also weirdly defines it 
as a historical painting. I feel like that 
makes it be a general—there’s a triumph 
of some war won here. Even the hat is 
Napoleonic. It’s a three-cornered hat.

SIGLER: Oh yeah, you’re right.

MYLES: It’s like a woman with a dick.

SIGLER: Yeah. I guess that would pretty 
much define it. But do you think he 
captured a side of Frank that he saw or 
that came out of their relationship, or 
was this the Frank that everyone knew?

MYLES: I think this is the Frank of his-
tory. It’s intimate and loving, but 61



then the face is a little general.

SIGLER: It’s a little too soft.

MYLES: I was just talking with a  
friend, a painter named Larry Collins, 
and he does portraits of guys who died 
in Vietnam, and he makes a point of 
the fact that it doesn’t look like them, 
because that puts it more on the edge of 
Greek and Roman style. It’s an idealized 
portrait. This is a little bit like that. It’s 
almost why he had to say “O’Hara,” 
because that face seems a little timid.

SIGLER: It’s such a great painting.

MYLES: It’s such a great painting.

SIGLER: It’s really ahead of the others. 
No pun intended.

MYLES: Ahead of the others—where’s 
the pun?

SIGLER: The head.

MYLES: Oh. I think we should take 
pictures.

SIGLER: I mean, it’s a painting about 
giving head, right?

MYLES: I wouldn’t have necessarily 
thought that, but you’re right—it’s an 
invitation.

SIGLER: Especially with his arms up 
like that.

MYLES: Right—so it’s an offering.

SIGLER: Yeah.

MYLES: What’s interesting is that he’s 
making an offering of his lover, but 
kind of to history.

SIGLER: If I compare it to every oth-
er thing we looked at in the gallery, it 
seems like it’s on another level, another 
plane—maybe because we love Frank 
O’Hara so much, too.

MYLES: But I do think the suggestion 
is that if you look at a poet in your life, 
if you paint him, you will become a 
legend, too. Because that’s what this 
painting did for Larry Rivers. He saw 
the poet and the poet saw him, and he 
became part of something maybe even 
bigger than his own art career.

SIGLER: It seems like an impulse to 
record not just one’s self but the whole 
scene—like that John Jonas Gruen book 
I was showing you before, all those 
portraits up in the Hamptons, of Jane 
Wilson, Leonard Bernstein …

MYLES: It’s that impulse to make us 
history, to say “our thing” and “our 
crowd.”

SIGLER: I think you have that as a 
poet. I don’t feel like I quite have that, 
because maybe I feel like I didn’t spend 
enough time at the Poetry Project when 
I was in my thirties or something.
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MYLES: You didn’t come with a gang.

SIGLER: Yeah. I don’t feel like I have a 
strong sense of poetry community.

MYLES: You mean that you think it’s in 
my work?

SIGLER: Yeah, I think it just comes 
across in who you are and your work, 
don’t you?

MYLES: I think the community gave 
me my work. It wasn’t an M.F.A. pro-
gram—it was that church, that crowd, 
that whole way of making things.

SIGLER: I see that as very much an 
extension of this.

MYLES: Yeah, you’re absolutely right. 
It all came in the absence of this guy, so 
again, we’re all sort of implicit in this 
painting.

 
[1]. Neither Rivers nor Basquiat were 
immigrants. Rivers was born in the 
Bronx to immigrants from the Ukraine. 
Basquiat was born in Brooklyn; his 
father was a Haitian immigrant. —N.R.
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