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We are privileged to present David Goodman: Apparatus.

David’s work grapples with the process and history of painting itself. Each work  
reveals a self-referential account of its making. In layers of painted paper fragments, 
we have the ability to reconstruct the artist’s operations of painting, cutting, and  
assembling. The logic of the object lays itself bare, demystifying the skill behind 
the creative act. David’s works widen in scope to reveal not just their own making, 
but the development of the artist as well. In the act of shredding and recycling 
previously completed works, the artist compresses these colorful remains forming 
newly created works. These paintings and sculptures stand both as contemporary 
objects and as physically/metaphorically compressed narratives of artistic evolution. 
Far from disavowing his previous output (as their destruction might suggest) the 
artist integrates, into his present works, exisiting materials in a series of reinventions 
that express the history of the medium itself. Combining strategies of Modernism – 
collage, assemblage, and action painting – in refreshing ways, David narrates art’s 
quest for autonomy alongside and within his own practice. 
  
Jack Geary and Dolly Bross Geary

COMPRESSION/REBELLION  (2011)

35 x 23 x 9 in. Paper, paint, canvas, suede and nylon cord.



David Goodman does not know what a “Painting” is. This does not mean that he is 
uninformed, or engaged in some Sisyphean endeavor, nor is he naïvely ignorant — just 
the opposite. To look at Goodman efforts, it is apparent that he knows what has 
already been produced in the name of Painting. My provocative statement; that 
Goodman does not know what a Painting is, is meant to point to the fact that he does 
not have a reductive, or formal understanding of Painting as a Form. Instead, Good-
man recognizes that Painting’s particularities are in all ways under scrutiny, re-evalua-
tion and reformulation. It is this comprehension that permits him to envision Painting 
as indeterminate — that is as a broad arena of opportunities, rather than as a historical-
ly defined category of exemplary objects with the same characteristics. Goodman’s 
efforts come to function within differing registers. Only one of these subscribes to the 
symbolic realm of metaphor, all the others fall under the heading of formal, literal, 
analogous, metonymic, et.al. The results of this are of a contradictory nature. This is 
because for Goodman, Painting exists at the intersection of ideation, and realization. 
The fact that his work is not ordered by metaphor but by its material means, subse-
quently gives rise to the paradox that what he seeks to express defines the form of the 
thing he makes, which in turn limits what he might express. Given this premise any 
attempt to grasp “Painting” in its totality would result in nothing but nonsensical 
gibberish. It is by fracturing Painting’s wholeness that the painter is supplied with the 
plethora of structures, material processes, aesthetic, literal, symbolic, metaphoric, etc. 
possibilities. This has led Goodman to recognize Painting to be an undertaking that 
involves procedures, whose effects are devoid of syntax.  As such the results are 
significantly affected by their ordering. In turn, this condition affects how they are 
received — both literally and symbolically and how they come to be interpreted. With  
this economy in mind Goodman has set for himself the task of ordering to some 
purposeful end the bits and pieces he knows to be Painting’s. We may therefore 
speculate that his works are a result of an effort to understand how the various materi-
al, technical, and conceptual aspects of Painting may be used subjectively to give 
representation to his own situation. Problematically, due to Painting’s post-Modern 
condition there is no ready program to engage, instead Goodman is left to his own 
devices and therefore does anything and everything he imagines will result in  

Painting Potential: David Goodman’s Efforts

IAMUNDERNODISGUISE 1  (2011)

72 x 74 in. Paper, masking tape, paint, plastic.



scriptive manner that distorts their literal form. This is not a formalist exercise, but just 
the opposite. Goodman is teaching himself how to use “abstract painting” as a means 
of conveyance — a medium by which he may indicate those experiences, or thoughts 
that inform his paintings. In ordering his pieces as he does Goodman seeks to gain 
control over the heterogeneous, and excessive nature of Painting. His works are not 
composites that suppress differences but employ them. To this end he exploits 
Painting’s asymmetrical economy in which representation requires some loss of its 
literal qualities.Inversely, the form the work takes inhibits what it is meant to represent. 
Consequently, his goal appears to be to employ the sense of this exchange. To 
achieve this, he constructs analogies (comparisons), rather than metaphors (represen-
tations) or narratives (accounts). In this manner he indicates that rather than portray 
these conditions he would evoke them — thereby provoking a response to the condi-
tions imposed upon his paintings by their Subject. As such, Goodman’s efforts focus 
on actualizing Painting as a multiplicity of acts of signification and expression capable 
of evoking the real world of events. Denoting, rendering or signifying a fixed message 
concerning these conditions would be counter to what he seeks to convey. His efforts 
may be seen as an attempt to self-reflexively address his own psychological and 
corporeal engagement within a world of complex, synchronic events. From this we 
may come to understand that Goodman is using Painting to interrogate the process of 
internalization and re-presentation. This becomes materially manifested in the fact 
that Goodman works from the inside out — by first giving form to a framework which 
he uses to bridge the gap between his reflections (subjectivity) and their objectifica-
tion (expression). In most cases the result is an irregular rectangle, its perimeter is 
given shape by its contents — an inversion of the convention of Painting as a surface 
upon which to impose order. The splits, ruptures, tears, and the suturing of their 
fracture that mark his works, emphasize the fact that the works’ components are 
discontinuous and foreign to one another. The resulting sense of homogeneity is 
tentativeness. From this one may infer that the contingencies of its form are not only 
the pre-conditions of Painting’s production, but are conditions of our existence in the 
world. By such means, Goodman re-asserts that Painting through its structuring and 
aesthetic qualities may make present a Subject outside itself and as such perseveres 
as a both a means of representation and self-referentiality. What this means is that if 
we are able to make sense of Goodman’s works in some specific manner — some other 
aspects of what he would address inevitable becomes inaccessible or meaningless. It 
is in this that Goodman’s efforts convey part of the truth of Painting i.e. that painting 
cannot divulge the whole truth, nor does it need to — but it must in part permit us to 
make some sense of the world. 

Saul Ostrow
March 1, 2015 NYC

revealing and exploiting Painting’s potential to this end. To narrow the field of possi-
bilities, Goodman makes works whose reference and premise lies in the Late-Modern-
ist tradition of abstract painting. Other artists, who have taken up this task of maintain-
ing painting, have taken to presenting an index of quotations based on ‘successful’ 
past models of abstract painting. Subsequently, the resulting works tend to be ironi-
cally self-referential and therefore only able to give expression to their Form. Good-
man instead recognizes that “Painting” always is concerned with its self-representation 
(the formulation of its schema, and identity) consequently, he seeks to realize how 
Painting may be used to convey something (a logic) besides itself. The notion of the 
work of art as being a conveyor of sense rather than meaning, originates with my 
collaborator the artist Lidija Slavkovic. In conversation, she has pointed out to me how 
attention (intensity of focus) rather than intention (what one attempts to achieve) 
organizes an artist’s work. She also differentiates between extraction (what is re-
moved) and abstraction (generalization). In doing this she identifies the economy that 
exists between the production of an image (genre), its form (objectification), and the 
awareness (sense) of the Subject the work makes present. In this manner each formal-
ist move takes on a symbolic dimension, which can be understood to reference the 
massive aesthetic, conceptual and material conditions that are part of both the viewer 
and the maker’s existence. If we employ this formulation to Goodman’s effort, given 
his works characteristics it would seem appropriate to suggest that he seeks to give 
expression to the contingencies, disparities, and the excesses associated with the past 
becoming the present. The initial trace of this can be found in Goodman’s seemingly 
indiscriminant abutment of the characteristics traditionally associated with Painting 
(color, form, composition, formal issues, style, processes, etc.) as well as their deriva-
tives — collage, non-traditional formats, 3D structures, new materials, etc. The results 
are a body of works that are diverse in form, process, materiality and focus (attention). 
Each series of paintings may be understood as an example of how a given spectrum 
of Painting’s possibilities may be assembled both self-referentially while serving some 
other end. The large collage-like works in this exhibition, for instance, are the result of 
Goodman physically ripping apart his own previously produced paintings and draw-
ings. Promiscuously, he uses the disassembled fragments as just so much stuff. He 
takes this to the extreme in those works where he has shredded his earlier works to 
form paper mats that he uses as both surface and support. In other works he rolls up 
his earlier works to become bars that he uses to form open crisscross structures. 
Other works become reliefs protruding from the wall. By trial and error he recombines 
these recycled (re [dis] covered) devices, and effects. In doing this, he makes issue not 
only of how his own paintings, but perhaps all paintings, are the product of the 
de(con)struction of previous works. In still another attempt to understand of how 
painting may function spatially by occupying the same space as that of the viewer he 
produces small open frame, freestanding structures, which are painted in a non-de-



DEPARTURE 2  (2013-2015)

50 x 76 in. Paper, ink, acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 5  (1999-2015)

72 x 63 in. Paper, graphite, charcoal, acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 8  (1994-2015)

25 x 19 in. Wood, paper, oil paint.



DEPARTURE 7 [SKULL]  (1994-2015)

68 x 52 in. Paper, charcoal, acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 3  (2009-2015)

79 x 64 in. Paper, paint, acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 9  (1994-2015)

29 3/4 x 22 in. Wood, paper, packing tape, paint.



DEPARTURE [MOMENTO]  (1994-2015)

14 x 12 in. Paper, gold leaf. Series of 10.



DEPARTURE 6 [STILL LIFE]  (1994-2015)

77 x 56 in. Paper, charcoal, acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 10  (1999-2015)

105 x 68 in. Paper, paint pen, graphite, charcoal, watercolor, 
acrylic medium.



DEPARTURE 4  (2010-2015)

58 x 76 in. Paper, paint, acrylic medium.



Upper left, clockwise:
#9 (Black and Green) 3 x 3 x 2 in.
#6 (Yellow) 2.5 x 3.5 x 3 in.
#7 (Black and Pink) 4.75 x 2.5 x 2. in.
Paint, wood.

DEVICES  (2015)

Upper left, clockwise:
#8 (Heel) 4 x 2.25 x 2.5 in.
#15 (Untitled) 9.75 x 3.25 x 4 in.
#11 (Bird) 8 x 0.75 x 3.25 in.
Paint, wood.

DEVICES  (2015)



DEVICES  (2015)

Top, clockwise:
#13 (Structure) 12 x 6.5 x 2.75 in.
#12 (Seed) 11 x 7.5 x 5.5 in.
#4 (Untitled) 23 x 18.25 x 9 in.
#3 (Axis) 15 x 10 x 18 in. 
Paint, wood.

DEVICES (2015)

Upper left, clockwise:
#5 (Untitled) 20 x 17 x 22 in.
#2 (Untitled) 15 x 19 x 12 in.
#1 (Untitled) 18 x 15.5 x 16 in.
#20 (Topography) 25 x 12 x 7 in. 
Paint, wood.



DEVICES  (2015)

#19 (LunarPhases) 18 x 7.5 x 7 in.
Paint, gold leaf, wood.

TUNINGSTAKES ARRIVAL 09-27-14  (1995-1999)

27.25 x 15.25 x 13 in.
Wood, cotton, paint, T-shirt. 
Wood collected from the site of the fallen First Romanian-American 
Synagogue at Rivington and Ludlow St.

#10 (Brushstroke) 4.5 x 2.75 x 6.5 in.
#14 (CornMaiden) 8.75 x 1 x 1 in. & (Mesa) 5.5 x 1 x 7.5 in.
Paint, wood.

DEVICES  (2015)



RECENTEVENTSINHISTORY  (2012)

6 x 9 ft. Paint, handmade paper, ink, marker, graphite, glitter, suede cord on paper.



David Goodman is a New York born and based artist. A 2014 Whitney Biennial 
participant with Critical Practices Inc., Goodman’s work has been featured in 
exhibitions at LaunchF18, NYC (2014); the Bronx Museum of Fine Arts, Bronx, 
NYC (2013); The New Museum, NYC (2012); District Foundation, Berlin (2012). 
Goodman is a Bronx Museum AIM Fellow (2012), Berlin Post-Studio Tales 
residency-as-exhibition recipient (2012), and BoxoHouse Resident Joshua Tree, 
CA (2012).  He has curated exhibits at the Judd Foundation and Skowheghan 
School of Painting and Sculpture and has served as a visiting artist, critic 
and adjunct faculty at institutions such as RISD, Rowan University, Pratt, SVA.  
Goodman previously exhibited at GEARY in the group show Barely There, 
curated by Vadis Turner (2014). This is his first solo show at GEARY.

Saul Ostrow is both an independent critic/curator and a founder of Critical 
Practices, Inc. He has edited a book series published by Routledge, London; 
co-editor of Lusitania Press (1996–12004); and since 1987 the art editor for 
Bomb. He has curated over eighty exhibitions worldwide. His own writings 
have appeared in numerous art magazines, journals, catalogues and books in 
the USA and Europe. Published by GEARY in conjunction with the exhibition 
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Goodman is interested in fracture (the split, the rupture and the discontinuous), 
and the physical cut as well as composing the heterogeneous. By these means 
he calls our attention to what has been re-contextualized, or re-purposed. 
Subsequently, he is interested in how each part contributes but does not 
surrender to the whole. How the identity of each element perseveres as it 
submits to and contributes to existent whole that it in part defines. 

Beyond the factual way that Goodman’s works stick solely to the specifics of 
their construction and material sources, there is both illusion — the creation of a 
deceptive optical space denied by the physicality of the work and an allusion; in 
this case, an indirect reference by means of analogy to our desire to control the 
heterogeneous — that which is made of diverse elements into a composite and in 
so doing gain symbolic control over the dissimilar and the superfluous (excessive).  
 
This pairing of illusion (the deceptive) and allusion (indirect reference) is a 
significant aspect of Goodman’s work. This aftereffect (illusion) and the affect of 
pointing (allusion) returns us to an awareness that Goodman’s works function 
within differing registers, in which only one (that of allusion, which is comparative) 
subscribes, or submits to the symbolic realm of language. This is also due to the 
fact that these works are based on a compositional strategy of stratification that 
offers up alternately acts of signification that are structuralist, aesthetic, and 
metaphorical. Subsequently, if we make sense of Goodman’s works in some 
specific way — then some aspects of them must inversely remain meaningless. 
By this, these works do not denote or render or signify a fixed text or subject 
but merely are indeterminate works that reveal their own construction.

— Saul Ostrow


