THE TEXT <5 THiE APOCALYIPSE AS TRAFIES

WHEN UNDERTAKING GRAPH|CAL EXPERIMENTS ON
THE TEXT OF JOHN'S APOCALYPSE OVER AND OVER, |
AM ALWAYS FASCINATED WITH THE INTERACT]ON oF
SHAPE AND CONTENT WHICH THIS TEXT STIMULATES.
TO MY EYES, READ[NG ABOUT SUCH HORRIBLE EVENTS
VIA A FONT oF NEUTRAL STYLE, ONE WH|cH WoULD BE
APPROPRIATE FOR ANY PURPOSE AT ALL, [S DISTURBING.
THE CONFLICT BETWEEN SHAPE AND CONTENT
IRRITATES ME. BY ATTEMPTING TO COMPENSATE
FORTHE LACK oF SPeC|F|c SUITABILITY SOLELY BY
EMPLOYING APPROPRIATE ARRANGEMENTS, | LEARNED
THAT THE EXISTING VARIATIONS oF OUR ROMAN
TYPEFACES ARE DED|CATED TO AN AESTHETIC THAT S
PURELY SELF-RELATED.

MY BASIC INTEREST IN CREATING AN [NTERAC
TION OF TEXT AND CONTENTS OF JOHN'S APOCALYPSE
IN MANJFOLD WAYS HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH A
FASHIONABLE END-OF-TIMES MOOD. THE MORE | G[VE
IN To PREVIoUSLY UNKNOWN poSS|BILITIES oF VARYING
OURTYPEFACES, THE MORE | FIND CONFIRMAT|ON oF
THE FACT THAT SCRIPT AS SHAPE EXTENDS BEYOND
ITSELF. THIS IS VERY SUITABLE FOR THE TEXT OF JOHN'S
APOCALYPSE.

IF IMAGES — BVEN EXCELLENT ONES — REMAIN
HIDDEN BEHIND THE TELLING OF THE APOCALYPSE,
ONE HAS TO TRY TO RENDER THE TEXT [TSELF AS
AN IMACE. THIS RELIEVES THE ARTIST FROM THE
POSSIBILITY, AS WELL AS THE CONSTRAINT, TO PROVIDE
[LLUSTRATIONS. ASSOC|AT|ONS WHICH RESEMBLE
[LLUSTRATIONS ARE [LLUS|ONARY. THIS |S NOoT ABoUT
[LLUSTRATIONS. THE TEXT ITSELF MOVES [NTO THE
PIcTORJAL DOMAIN — THOSE TRANSCRIPTIONS CAN,
HOWEVER, NEVER BE INTERPRETED AS [LLUSTRATIONS.
THE SCRIPT MERELY VISUALIZES |TSELF, BEING EXPOSED
TO CONDITIONS THAT ARE NO LONGER DED|CATED TO
LEGIBILITY.

DUE TO THE NATURE OF ROMAN CAPITALS,

THEY LEND THEMSELVES EAS|LY TO SUCH TRANS
FORMATIONS. A SPEC|AL APPEAL RESULTS FROM THE
ENHANCEMENTS WITH DIG|TAL GRAPHICAL ELEMENTS,

AND ASTON|SHING RESULTS BEYOND LEGIBILITY CAN
BE ACHIEVED. STRUCTURES CONSISTING oF VERY
DIFFERENT COMPUTER-SPEC|F|C STROKES RESEMBLE
HAND-DRAWINGS BUT, ALTHOUGH THEY ARE STATIC,
THEY EXHIBIT AVIVID APPEARANCE OF A COMPLETELY
DIFFERENT SORT.

MOST OF THE ATTEMPTS ARE CONCERNED WITH
THE CONTRAST OF SCRIPT AS TEXT VERSUS SCRIPT AS A
LANGUAGE-FREE PLAY OF SHAPES. BEYOND THE DOMAIN
OF LANGUAGE, EVERYTHING CAN BE D|FFERENT. THE
PROCESS OF READING |S No LONGER TIED To RUNNING
ALONG THE LINES WITH THEIR SEQUENCE OF WORDS.
RELIEVED OF THE CONSTRAINTS OF READING, THE
EYE CAN MOVE HERE AND THERE, cAN FoLLow THE
SCATTERING AND CLUSTERING OF LINES BACK AND
FORTH, UP AND DOWN. THE |[RREVERS|BILITY OF THE
UNIFDIRECTIONAL NATURE OF READING, A FUNCT|ON oF
CORRECT LINGUISTIC INTERPRETATION, |S OBSOLETE.
FURTHERMORE, RECEPT|ON [S UNCOUPLED FROM THE
SEMANTI|CS oF LANGUAGE. THE TRANSCRIPT]ONS CAN
BE CONCENTRATIONS, WHERE READING REVERTS TO
THE LATIN “LEGERE".

THE LIBERATED CHARACTERS FORM SOMETHING
NeW, STILL REQUIRING THE TEXT AS A BASE, AND THUS
CHALLENGE THE RECIPIENT'S THOUCHTS TO RESPOND
TOTHIS UNUSUAL PLAY OF LINES, ACCORDING TO
HIS READINESS AND ABILITY. EVEN REJECT|ON CAN
BE EXPLAINED: THOSE WHO REGARD WRITING oNLY
AS A CULTURAL TECHN|QUE, SOMETHING LEARNED
IN ScHooL, cCANNOT BE EXPECTED TO BE VERY
OPEN-MINDED TOWARDS THESE TRANSCRIPTIONS.
SUCH TRANSCRIPTIONS ARE MONSTROUS IN TERMS OF
LINcUISTIC FUNCTIONALITY, BECAUSE THEY MAKE USE
OF TEXT IN NON-STANDARD WAYS. BEING UNREADABLE
AND THUS EXCLUS|VELY GRAPHICAL, THE TEXT IS ONLY
RELATED TO [TSELF AND [S [TSELF THE SUBJECT OF THE
VAR|OUS VISUAL|ZAT|ONS.

THUS, AS AN 0BSERVING AND THINKING BE[NG
THE READER |S REFERRED BACK TO HIMSELF, HIS
WILLINGNESS To REFLECT ENCOURAGED.
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